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268,Grandmaison, (1979); v.401 Hamblett119 N.H. A.2d 1057
258,Lewis, (1974).114 N.H. 319 A.2d 629

presentdefendant’s income is not sufficientThe fact that
$12,000 orpermit payments on award theto him to meet the the

per support payments order an abuseweek does not make the$120
697,Mayo Mayo, (1979).119 406 A.2dof discretion. v. N.H. 719

on hasmaster was entitled to find the evidence that defendantThe
ability money payments thatto to meet the andthe earn sufficient

488,Symmes Symmes, 1181he should do so. v. 118 387 A.2dN.H.
(1978).

Appeal dismissed.

Douglas, J., did not sit.
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Concord, plaintiff.Long, byof brief for theLeslie R.

Hall, Morse, Anderson, (G.Gallagher of Concord Wells&
brief)on the for theAnderson defendants.

OpinionMemorandum

thecontract is whetherin this action for breach ofThe issue
prove theplaintiff failed to thatmaster’s determination that the

byconveyed supportedis thenot a marketable titledefendants had
findingsupports of thetheevidence. We hold that the evidence

Beckett, plaintiff’s(William Esq.) and overrule theMaster H.
Cann,exceptions bywhich were transferred J.

observingresolving begin by that aIn this issue we
findings bybinding supportedifmaster’s of fact on this courtare

Ballou, 463, (1978).the evidence. Ballou v. 387 A.2d 1169118 N.H.
weightQuestions regarding credibility tothe of witnesses and the

given 466,testimony are for resolve. atbe the master to Id. 387
106,1170; Rousseau,A.2d at v. 116 N.H. 352 A.2d 706Rousseau

(1976). transcriptA of thereview indicates that the “Sales
Agreement Deposit requiredReceipt”and that the defendants

executed, goodduly and sufficient marketable deed ofa“furnish
property, specificallythe free and clear of all encumbrances not

excepted agreement.” According plaintiff’sin this to the own
testimony, quitclaim closingthe defendants tendered a deed at the

Duby addition,acceptedwhich and recorded. In both defendants
prior deliverytestified that at no time to the execution and of the

plaintiff they any representationsdeed to the did make or
regarding property.warranties the The record also reveals that

plaintiff any testimonythe failed to introduce from a title
regarding marketability Althoughexaminer the of the title. a tax
part title,deed was of the chain of no such deed was introduced

any testimony regardinginto evidence. Nor was there the effect of
validity priorRSA 80:39 on the of the tax deed. The fact that to

plaintiff Quietthis action the instituted a “Petition To Title” does
satisfy proofnot itself his burden of in this case.

supported byWe conclude that the master’s determination is the
evidence.

Exceptions overruled.


