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Lastly, plaintiffthe thatclaims the defendants made the
delay presenthinder,transfer with actual intent to and defraud

thereby renderingcreditors,and future the transfer fraudulent
evidence,however,onunder RSA 545:7.The master found thatthe

George conveyedhis tointerest accommodateJudith’s demand that
property protected.her interest be The master thatfound “strains”

marriage “they create ain the in do notfact and that whileexisted
they bearingtransfer,fair consideration for the ondo have a the

making theyindefendant’s motives the transfer and cast doubt
that the defendant’smotiveswere” fraudulent.

byupon plaintiff clear,It is incumbent the to show
convincing and direct evidence the existence of fraud or actual

Hoyt Horst, 380,fraudulent intent. v. 105 201N.H. A.2d 118
(1964);Ibey Ibey, (1945). plaintiff434,v. 93 N.H. A.2d43 157 The

prove George Viningmust therefore that had an actual intent to
making subject conveyance.hinder creditors when the Based on

plaintiffevidence,the the master concluded that the had not
provingsustained the burden of that the transfer was made with

delayhinder,actual intent to and defraud creditors. We hold that
supportwasthere sufficient evidence on the record to the master’s

finding plaintiff proof.that the had not sustained his burden of

Affirmed.
BROCK,J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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Manchester, orally,Connor, by for theof brief andA.James
plaintiff.

Devine, Millimet, P.A., (DonaldBranch ofStahl & Manchester E.
orally),Hardner for the defendant.

OpinionMemorandum

voir dire aexception to refusal to furtherthe court’sPlaintiffs
attorneyeveryby reciting and associatedjury the names of each

by Flynn,defending attorney’s J.firm were transferredwith the
of thethe nameplaintiff the court announcedThe concedes that

juryfirm, specifically asked theandthe name of trial counsel
attorneys in this matterthey employed are involvedwhowhether

partners associates.”“or their or
“mayany juror1979) be(Supp. thatmandatesRSA 500-A:22

tried,court, beby partya in the cause torequired on ofthe motion
any cause isof in the. one the counselto answer . . whether

any in Theby pending said court.”employed him in action then
argues requestplaintiff . have . . .that made . . would taken“[t]he

extraordinary expense. in view of theminute . . andless than one
requesta wasparties . suchin involved . .in interest the [sic]the

plaintiff to it.” Thewas entitledand theunobtrusive and modest
anymade, juror, inreveal, any thatis claimdoes not norrecord

thefact, the firm or thatmembers ofemployed one of the 22so
prejudiced.any orjury thereof was biasedor member

trial court toof thethe sound discretionIt is within
questions examination ofproposed for theaccept reject party’saor

Gullick,1979);(Supp.jurors. State v.prospective RSA 500-A:22
99, (1980). allegation120 411 A.2d 1113 was no orN.H. As there

case, we hold that theshowing juror prejudice in thisof orbias
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denying plaintiffscourt did not its in motionabuse discretion the
future, however, grantingin this case. In the of similarthe

might potentialrequests appeals.reduce the for ormistrials

Exception overruled.
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