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September 1992. Ifa or suit” untilof claimto be the basisexpected
in instance of aneveryrequire reportingtoInsurance wishesHome

it mustguarantee coverage,in toclaim orderpotentialactual or a
to do so.languagepolicyuse clear

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Manchester, theSilver, by orally,and forof briefF.Dorothy
plaintiff.

(Robert M. DeRosierDonahue, Ciandella, of Exeter&Tucker
for thebrief, Ratigan orally),Mr.on the andRatiganJ.and John

defendant.

a ofBursey,R. decisionHORTON, appealsFaithThe plaintiff,J.
J.) thestanding challengeher to{Gray, denyingSuperiorthe Court

to the Town ofof certain propertytax liendeeding by property
(town). remand.reverse andHudson We

1991, BurseyR.In Faithfacts.followingreveals theThe record
husband, Bursey,H. Jr.Arthurheragainsta libel for divorcefiled
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significantA asset within the tomarital estate be distributed was
ownership corporationMeadows, Inc.,of The a that owned real
estate located at 207 Central in 1991,Street Hudson. In June the

J.)Superior temporaryCourt a(Gray, decree,issued with the
provisionsfollowing prop-relevant to the marital estate’s business

erty:

temporary13. The Defendant is theawarded exclusive
corporationscontrol of the inbusiness entities whichand/or

ownership proprietaryhashe an interest, shall,andand/or
good pending hearingfaith,in and a merits,final on the

manage prudenttoendeavor the assets of the same in a and
plaintiffreasonable manner and shall account to the aon

regular any relatingforbasis and all sales,transactions to
acquisitions dispositionand the of all funds realized and/or
expended relating temporarythereto from the ofdate this
hearing forward.

totally responsible14. The Defendant shall be for the
anypayment byof and all debts liabilities incurredand/or

corporationsthe Defendant’s entities,businessand/or
prior subsequentwhether incurred to to this tem-and/or

hearingporary including any and all IRS liabilities and
expenses related thereto.

party enjoined transferring,15. Each is from encumber-
ing, hypothecating, concealing any way disposinginor of
any property personal,marital assets,other real orand/or
except by agreement parties bywritten of both and/or

Court,oforder this Honorable in the ofusual courseand/or
partyorbusiness for the necessities of life and each is

notify any proposed extraordinarydirected to the ofother
expenditures and to account to the Court for all such
expenditures.

Although Bursey required temporaryArthur was under the
pay bydecree to “all debts liabilities incurred the Defen-and/or

corporations,” Burseydant’s Meadows,neither Arthur nor The Inc.
paid property placed1993 taxes to the town. The town a tax onlien

property May nonpayment24, 1994,the on for of taxes.
July 5, 1996,On the town’s Meadows,tax collector Thesent Inc.

(1991) (amendedimpendinga of deed,notice tax see 80:76RSA
1997), requiring payment by August approximately9, 1996, of

dating$14,000 in back taxes and interest from 1993. The notice
pay deedingstated that tofailure would result in taxthe collector

August plaintiffthe 22,real estate to the town. On the advised the
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asreal estateher claim to theproceedings,of her divorcetown
taxes.outstandingto the Sheability payherandproperty,”“marital

so she could seekdeedingthe taxdelaythe townthatrequested
1996,28, townAugust thea letter datedcourt. Inrelief in superior

to take noits in this matter isthat “decisionthe plaintiffadvised
this.”action on

order andrestrainingfor temporarya apetitionThe filedplaintiff
prop-from thedeedingthe towninjunction enjointopreliminary

27, TheAuguston 1996.parte basison an exwhich was deniederty,
in thehad been issuedthat a final decreenot indicaterecord does

11,1996, taxthe town’sSeptemberOnBurseys’ at that time.divorce
hearinga onto the town. Afterreal estatedeeded thecollector

J.) the(Gray, denied16, 1996, CourtSuperiortheSeptember
day: “Afterthe sameopinion issuedrelief in a shortplaintiff

is denied. Theinjunctionpreliminaryforpetitionthehearing,
at thehad nonein the real estate andlegalno interestplaintiff has

Thehas now been deeded.”propertywhich thetime of taxes for
motion to reconsider andplaintiff’sthedeniedsubsequentlycourt

clarify.

(1) athat court: erred astheplaintiff arguestheappeal,On
in thea interestpropertythat she hadfindingof law notbymatter

(2) her anby notestate; grantingits discretionand abusedreal
thein the real estate. Becauseher interestsinjunction protectto

requiresin real estateinterest theplaintiff’s propertyof theissue
decree, deinterpret“we the decreeof temporarya review the

435, 438, 823,Bonneville, 702 A.2d 825142 N.H.v.novo." Bonneville
530, 531,Frederick, 141 687(1997); v. N.H.Estate Fredericksee of

(1996).711,A.2d 713
the real estate andthat title to bothargues althoughThe plaintiff
name,Meadows, in had anInc. was not her sheofthe stock The

subject atopropertybecause it wasin the real estateinterest
(1992).RSA 458:16-ain a case underdivorceproperty settlement

458:16-a, I, pertinent part:inprovidesRSA

prop-intangibleall andtangibleshall includeProperty
to orassets, belongingor eitherpersonal,realerty and

in theheldpropertyto the iswhether titleparties,both
in-Intangible propertyparties.name either or bothof

benefits,cludes, to, vestedemploymentbut is not limited
benefits, orretirementor otherpensionand non-vested

savings plans.

anyincludesnoted, property“maritalpreviouslyAs havewe
orseparationlegalto of a decree ofthe dateacquired upproperty
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213, 215, 12,v. 139 A.2d 14Holliday Holliday, N.H. 651divorce.”
(1994). common to as ofpractice partis include business assets“[I]t

Hillebrand, 520, 523,marital Hillebrand v. 130 N.H. 546the estate.”
(1988).1047, is generally intangibleA.2d 1049 Stock considered

Inc.,v. Colony,see Town Lakesidepersonal property, of Tuftonboro
450, 410, (1979),445, ownership may119 N.H. 403 A.2d 413 and be

II;458:16-a, I,modified in a settlement. See RSAproperty cf. Tardif
(1983) (chal­345, 347, 1342,N.H. 469Tardif,v. 124 A.2d 1343-44

of stock from dividends and stocklenging resulting splitsdivision
stock).jointlycourt an divisionequalafter ordered of held “The

anycourt may property fallingtrial order redistribution of within
estate,joint marital or within individual ofthe the estates either

215,139 at 14spouse.” Holliday, (quotationN.H. 651 A.2d at
omitted); Baker, 645, 647, 998,Baker v. 120 421see also N.H. A.2d

(1980) (“Once in is bequestion properly1000 the article found to
estate,a the trial hasparty’swithin court broad discretion in

equitableand thatdetermining ordering proper­an distribution of
issues,Further, until the final decree heldty.”). property by either

in marriage maya distributed in theparty propertybe settlement.
215,139 atHolliday,See N.H. at 651 A.2d 14.

though plaintiffEven the lacked title to both the real estate
Meadows, stock,and The Inc. inher interest the and itscorporation

decree,assets was 1991protected by temporary grantedthe which
alia,plaintiff,the inter an inequitable corporation.interest the

issued,Because a final divorce haddecree not the could stillplaintiff
Meadows, Inc.,have been awarded stock in The and thus she had an

claim to theequitable property. See RSA 458:16-a. A withparty an
equitable asset, 458:16-a, I,interest in a marital see RSA has
standing to protect legal title to interest.that See Roberts v.

956, (1994).Corp., 532, 535,General Motors 138 N.H. 643 A.2d 958
it is that plaintiff mayWhile true the ultimately anynot be awarded
or in decree,stock interest the real inestate the final by denying the

plaintiff standing relief,to seek equitable the trial court effectively
possibleterminated ofany plaintiffclaim the to the real estate. This

was error.
we thatAccordingly, plaintiffconclude the had a legally

inprotectable property the throughinterest real estate her claim to
Meadows,The Inc. ofby virtue inclusion of the corporation’s stock

within the marital estate. Because the court intrial erred conclud-
ing that plaintiffthe did not have a property providedinterest that
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relief, and forwe reverse remandto seekstanding equitableher
opinion.thisconsistent withproceedingsfurther

and remanded.Reversed

decision; thein theBRODERICK,J., did participatesat but not
concurred.others
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Rhuland, aappeals decisionHORTON, The Theresapetitioner,J.
(board) deter-Appeals BoardCompensationHampshireof the New

fromdisabilitytotal benefitstemporarythat her claim formining
Home, is time-barred.County Nursingrespondent, Rockinghamthe

1997). reverse.We(Supp.See RSA 281-A:48
at thewho workednursing assistantThe is a certifiedpetitioner
in herpainuntil she sufferedRockingham County Nursing Home

to afterreturn workrendering her unable toback shoulderand


