
518

defendant, and the court denied the claim. exceptionsPlaintiffs were
by Batchelder,transferred J.

plaintiff presented ably competently.The his case and However, the
findings supported bymaster’s are the record. It was not

rely uponunreasonable for the defendants to and follow the State
statute until it was amended. The conditions of Adams,Harkeem v.

687, (1977),117 N.H. A.2d were not377 617 met.

Exceptions overruled.
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(EllenBielagus, orally),of for theAmherst L. CroninF.John
plaintiff.

Bourdon, se, by orally.pro briefDouglas andR.

in this libel forissue divorceThe isCURIAM. whether the trialPER
jurisdiction and abused its discretion inexceeded its its decreecourt

concerning property apportionment liabilityof and the ofthe division
parties.of thefor certain debts

August 18,1973, engagedparties became to bethe married andOn
ring $1,800.gave plaintiff Theya diamond valueddefendant the atthe

14,1975. collegePlaintiff continued to attend inwere married on June
collegeProvidence, loans,had certainIsland. She some ofRhode

marriage. beganthehad been obtained before Defendant thewhich
Virginia September newlyin in A constructedof law 1975.study

byby parents partieswas rented theowned defendant’s andhouse
Virginiathey inalso maintained residences and Rhode Island where

attendingthey were school.
throughin order to maintain theseclaims that residencesPlaintiff

by way1976,April continued to borrow of studentshe loans. After
graduation, plaintiff employed computer analystabecame as to earn
money primary parties.source of income foras the both In December
1977, allegedlypurchased adefendant 1977 Cadillac without

knowledgeplaintiff’s or consent.
1978, petition legal separationfiled a for aMarch defendant andIn

hearingplaintiff libel for divorce. After afiled a before a Master
record,a theEsq.) without court decreedBourque, a divorce(Peter J.

marriage.breakdown ofthefor the cause of irremediable RSA 458:7-a
party responsible specifiedmade(Supp. 1977). Each was for certain

obligations. $3,255,joint share totaled andPlaintiff’s defendant’s
share, $2,700. was awarded the andDefendant Cadillac certain other

engagement ringplaintiff was awarded the diamondassets. The and
household items. The court further ordered that thecertain defendant

plaintiffs loans,responsible for of the studentbe one-third and that he
plaintiff payments byfor of allreimburse the one-third made her.

argues jurisdictionthat the court was withoutDefendant “to
joint obligationsparty solely parties.”one liable for the ofmake both

question authoritywhether the has betweenThe court the debtors and
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obligation bearingparties of the has noone of theto relievecreditors
parties’ responsibilitiesfix the debtorauthority court toof theon the

onlyin related toorder this case theThe court’sthemselves.between
partiesthe and not to theas between asfixing responsibilityof

Consideringjurisdiction. 458:19. theits RSAand was withincreditors
jointresponsible for more of the debtsmadeplaintiff wasfact that

made,transcript ofdefendant, no the evidence wasand becausethan
Cotter,any abuse of v.say was discretion. Cotterthat therewe cannot

426, (1979).119 N.H. 402 A.2d 198
460:3, that the court lackeddefendant contendsRelying upon RSA

plaintiff’sresponsible for student loan debtshimjurisdiction to make
“Marriagemarriage. provides: shallRSA 460:3theincurred before

bythe debts contracted his wifeliable forhusbandrender thenot
marriage.”prior to their

statute, chapterinappears a different than thewhichThis
obligation andstatute, wife’s to creditors doesrelates to thedivorce

apportioningaction fromin a divorcecourtnot restrict the
parties. empowersRSA 458:19 the court toresponsibility thebetween

“assign part husband,to of the estate of hersuch orderor[the wife]
just.”money, mayas be deemedpay ofto such sumhim

requirewas to the defendant tocourt’s ordereffect of theThe
money equaling premaritalone-third of hera sum ofpay to the wife

by 458:19,authorizedincluding an order is RSAinterest. Suchdebts
460:3, way grants any rightsinby and no to theprecludednot RSAis

record, sayagain, of a we cannotin the absence thecreditor. Here
570,Greenglass Greenglass,v. 118 N.H. 391was unreasonable.order

(1978).890A.2d

ring.engagementthe Defendant reliesinvolvesfinal issueThe
177, case,Nicholis, (1950).A.2d 785 That71v. 96 N.H.on Gikas

by engagementdonor afterhowever, trover the thean action ofwas
place. us,marriage In the case before ithad taken waswas broken. No

authority the court under to awardclearly of RSA 458:19within the
ring plaintiff.to thethe

Exceptions overruled.


