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look, judge reasonablynot notice them on a first and the trial could
testimonyaccept Bathalon’s that he did not notice them until after

Finally, onlyhis selection. the defendant claims he was onethat of
curly-haired subjects. only saytwo We can that three of them

hair,appear curlyto us to have and fivebecause all are shown with
length color,hair about the same and isthere no obvious

anypointing subject.distinctiveness oneto

From our ofexamination the evidence we are satisfied that
arraysthe trial court photographiccould find that neither of the

by unnecessary sug­was tainted to the defendant’s detriment
gestiveness.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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(K.Whelan,Clauson, on& of Hanover William ClausonSmith
orally), plaintiff.theand forthe brief

ShapiroShapiro Cassidy, (R.Tardif, & of Peter on theConcord
orally), defendant.brief and for the

appeals property dispositionplaintiffSouter, The theJ.
claiming Superiorprovided by divorce, that the Courta decree of

(Cann, awardingJ.) in real thaterred the defendant certain estate
parties’ antenuptialsubject to the of the settlementwas terms

requests findings rulingsagreement, responding andwithout to for
addressing given agreement.to the We thethe effect to be vacate

entryproperty provisions and theof the decree remand for of a new
accompanied by findings rulings disputedand on the issue.order

allegedplaintiff’s a inlibel that he owned houseThe for divorce
By pleadedHopkinton. that andto amend the libel he hemotion

agreement,antenuptialandefendant had entered into see RSAthe
containing covering separatelyprovisions460:2-a, heldtwo

mayproperty, or of which have been intended toone the other
upon marriage.of theentitle him to retain the house dissolution

byproperty respectiveParagraph provided the1 that owned
parties marriage possessionwould “remain in their solebefore

curtesyany Paragraphdower, 2or other interest.”devoid of
byprovided “any acquired partyproperty separately... eitherthat

marriage exclusively property individual,the of thatafter shall be
any curtesydower, or other interest.”'devoid of

requestshearing partylibel, each submitted forAfter a on the
By requests,findings rulings plaintiffof law. hisof fact and

agreementsought recognitionapparently of theand enforcement
Hopkinton him. The defendant’sand the award of the house to

requests, hand, bethe indicated that the house shouldon other
despite anysubjectproperty claims,marital to hertreated as

contrary agreement.terms of the
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specifically grant deny party’sThe trial court did not or either
requests findings rulings, provided requestsfor and but that such
as were inconsistent with the decree were denied. The decree itself

proposed by containingdefendant,was in a form the no reference
agreement,antenuptial her,to the and it awarded the house to

subject payment money plaintiff.to her of a sum of to the

agree plaintiffWe with the that the trial court was
obligated subject antenuptial agreementto address the of the with
express findings rulings. Although superior justiceand a court
sitting jury generally obligationwithout a is under no to make
findings rulings support partyand in of a decree unless a asks for

Ipswich,them, see 547, 558,Caouettev. Town New 125 N.H. 484of
(1984), party request1106,A.2d 1114 them,when either does RSA

requires legal rulings jury-­491:15 a statement of facts and in
non-jurywaived and cases heard in accordance with RSA 491:13

respectively. judge491:14,and RSA The trial in such a case need
respond expressly every specific request by party,not to filed a but

obligated findings Pugliesethe court is “basic,”to make of the see
(1979),Northwood,v. 743,Town 749, 113,119 N.H. 408 A.2d 117of

facts,or “essential” Heinze,see 358, 362,Heinze v. 122 N.H. 444
(1982), support559,A.2d 562 that are sufficient to the ultimate
may form,decision. This be done in narrative R. J. Berke & Co.

Inc., (1976),Griffin, 760,v. J. P. 767, 583,116 N.H. 367 A.2d 588
rulings may explained.and the essential of law be likewise The

object opportunity adequateis to allow an court,for review in this
Pugliese supra, by providingsee v. Town Northwood us with theof

actual basis for decision,the trial court’s in terms of facts found
applied. supra.and law Griffin,See R. J. Berke & Co.v. J. P. Inc.

In this case we do not know the actual basis for the court’saward
house,of the because the decree is silent on the existence and effect
antenuptial agreement alleged by plaintiff.of the the We cannot

agreement,tell whether the court found that there had been no or
supportedruled that its terms the award of the house to the
agreementdefendant, or that the modified,had been or that the

plaintiff seekingshould for some reason be barred from its
possibilities whyenforcement. This list of indicates we cannot

practical findings rulingsreview the indecision terms without and
subject agreement. plaintiff,on the of the Because the and indeed

party, requested findings rulingseach and that would have allowed
engage plaintiffreview,us to in such a the is entitled to relief from

the decree as it stands.
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relief, we rec­scope appropriateconsidering the ofIn
disposi­any particular propertyofognize that the reasonableness

award, and thatof the wholejudged in the contextmust betion
by merely vacating theerrorrisk furtherwould thereforewe

remanding on thatfor a reconsiderationandof the houseaward
dealing withHence, portions of the decreeallwe vacatesole item.

entireof thefor a reconsiderationproperty, we remandand
rulings theby findings aboutaward, supported andproperty

agreement alleged.

partin and remanded.Vacated

sit;Thayer, JJ., concurred.the othersdid notandJohnson
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