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17,Chaisson,v. 123 N.H.proper of discretion. See Stateexercisea
30, 95, 102 (1983).A.2d458

rulings,evidentiary we affirmFinding no error in the trial court’s
the conviction.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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OpinionMemorandum

refusingerred in tois whether the trial courtThe issue before us
underpost-judgment of a disclosure madeamendmentallow a

process.trustee We affirm.
Machinery Corpo-Hampshire Explosivesplaintiff, andThe New

defendant, Morency,ration, against the Jean-Paul wasin its action
against Enterprises,granted Inc.a trustee attachment order NCS
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bydefendant1982, any the22, monies owedfor(NCS) on November
NCS.

attachment, the1982, of15, response to the writinDecemberOn
stated thatwhichdisclosurea trusteecomptroller of NCS executed

servedwas$3,400.85 the writwhendefendantowed theNCS had
subse-NCSwas executed.disclosure$17,361.97 thewhenand

exempted$3,000 had beenwhichpaid defendantquently over to the
order, thereby admittedreduced NCS’sandattachmentfrom the

$14,361.97.liability to
$33,112.97 was9, 1983, ofjudgment in the amountFebruaryOn

plaintiff. On Febru-theagainst on behalf ofthe defendantentered
execution, in which1983, a writ of15, superior court issuedary the

$14,361.97 inchargeable foras trusteeadjudged that NCS wasit
againstjudgment the defendant.discharge plaintiff’sthepartial of
execution, plaintifftheofhonor writfailed to theAfter NCS

defending against thecontempt. Infind incourt to NCSmoved the
stated:motion, disclosure whichtrusteefiled an amendedNCS

1982,15,disclosure, Decemberor aroundof“At time o[n]
partiesby respective wastheowed tothe amounts and/or

partiesascertain, betweenin that a contractimpossible to
any were condi-debts due thereoncomplete andnotwas

present,completion contract. Atof thetioned on successful
to the Trustee—is indebtedDefendant...the above-said

damagesInc., $5,211.57,Enterprises, due toforN.C.S.
resulting from breach of contract....”

J.) tohearing, (DiClerico, ordered NCSSuperiorthe CourtAfter a
26,1984. appeals.$14,361.97 NCSpay plaintiff Octoberbeforethe

touphold decision to continuethe trial court’sWe must
charge originally as owed to theit disclosedNCS for the full amount

of the court’sfind the decision to be an abusedefendant unless we
Aldrich, 780, 782,Belletete’s, 378 A.2dInc. v. 117 N.H.discretion.

ruling1373, (1977). court’s was reasonable turnsWhether the1375
finding $14,361.97supports was therecord the thaton whether the

that NCS owed the defendant. See id.amount

original proposed trusteethe amendedOther than the and
disclosures, nothing the value of the amountin the record indicates

by had thethe fact that NCSto defendant NCS. Givenowed the
hearing present court with affi­opportunity contempt to theat the

indicating originally disclosedevidence that thedavits or other
so,wrong, the courtto do we find thatamount had been but failed

regard originallyproperly disclosed amount as the morethecould
Therefore, on the basis ofa review of andcredible estimate. “[a]fter
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case, hold, law, that itthe record in this cannot as a matter ofwe
for the court to find itself uncon-was error or an abuse of discretion

original erroneous.” Belle-vinced that the trustee disclosure was
tete’s, supra.Inc. v. Aldrich

Affirmed.
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