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The that even if theplaintiff argues one-year provisionnext
declaratory itapplies, judgment timelyits 1998 action was because

continued to from 1997. Asexperience stray voltageloss into the
found, onlytrial court the claim is for sustained indamageshere

Thus,April anyNovember 1995 and discovered in 1996. losses the
inplaintiff sustained 1997 are not of this case.part

Affirmed.

Nadeau, concurred; Horton, j.,JJ., retired,Broderick and
GROFF, J., justice,and courtsuperior specially under RSAassigned

490:3, concurred.
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Concord,III, orally, prothe brief andDouglas, of onCharles G.
se.

Concord, se, no brief.proof filedDouglas,Caroline G.

(William M.Reno, RA., Chapman GayleL. andof ConcordOrr &
intervenor,brief, orally), for theChapmanon and Mr.Braley the

the Press.Associated

MOHL, assigned under RSAJ., justice, speciallysuperior court
Douglas,Charles G.proceeding,The in this divorceplaintiff490:3.

J.) thethatIII, decisionSuperior (Coffey,the Courtappeals
parties Superiorthe in accordance withbyaffidavits filedfinancial

modify insubject partto WeRule be disclosed redactions.Court 158
and affirm as modified.

case,following facts. In this divorcethepleadings supportThe
in accordance with a broadpartiesboth were sealedbyrecords filed

Additionally,proceedings.in theissued earlierconfidentiality order
Superiorin withfinancial affidavits accordancethe filedparties

theand, requested thatimplication,at byRule 158 leastCourt
defendant, laterDouglas,G.Carolineaffidavits be sealed. The

financial affidavit. The Associatedrequest to seal herwithdrew her
records,to includ-for access courtpetitionedandPress intervened

financial affidavits under seal.ing the
disclosure of thefound thatsuperiorthe courthearing,After

Sentinel, 136Petition Keenegoverned byaffidavits wasfinancial of
theto121, (1992), be made accessibletheyand ruled thatN.H. 130

regardingin the affidavitsinformation containedCertainpublic.
andof the partieslaw the childrenpractice,of the parties’clients
Theredacted.information was orderedand credit cardbank

trial court’s order.plaintiff appeals the
(1) sealfinancial affidavits underfilingthat:plaintiff contendsThe

a special158Court Rule constitutesSuperiorin withaccordance
interest,which, overriding publicthere is somecircumstance unless

(2) sensitive, infor-disclosure; private financialfromexempts them
(3)disclosure; and theunnecessaryprotected frommation should be

in this case.nondisclosureidentity supportedrisk of theft
158 shouldSuperior Court Rulearguesfirst thatplaintiffThe

Hemaintained under seal.financial affidavitsaccess topreclude
(1977),Cash, Keene653 and Petitionv. 117 N.H.cites Thomson of

121, filingthat affidavitsSentinel, propositionforN.H. the136
a specialRule 158 constitutesin withseal accordanceunder

Further, he assertsdisclosure.them fromexemptingcircumstance
the circum-specialthe of thatprovingthat Rule shifts burden158
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outweighed by publicis overriding partystance some interest to the
seeking disclosure.

158,SuperiorPursuant to Court Rule party’sa financial
affidavit, upon placedwritten is in arequest, envelopesealed and

opened“shall not ofexcept by permission Nothingbe the inCourt.”
supportsRule 158 the proposition that financial affidavits are

exempt publicfrom disclosure or that the Rule overrides the
procedures Sentinel,and standards set forth in Petition Keeneof

130,136 N.H. at for determining whether to disclose such docu­
plain languagements. The of the Rule does not mandate nondisclo­

sure or indicate that sealed presentaffidavits a special circumstance
exempting them from simplydisclosure. The Rule anprovides

procedure whereby partiesadministrative may request the clerk of
court to sealthe their financial opened permis­affidavits unless by

not,sion of court. asserts,the The Rule plaintiffis as the “an
device forexplicit themaintaining confidentiality” of informa­the

(1994)tion contained in financial affidavits. RSA 169-B:35Cf.
(juvenile delinquency proceedings and records are confidential and
subject explicit disclosure).to procedures governingand rules

Contrary to the plaintiff’s argument, our decision in Thomson v.
Cash, 653,117 N.H. does supportnot the Superiorcontention that

158, itself,Court inRule and of specialis a circumstance or
somehow Thomson,mandates nondisclosure. In depositiona party’s

35C,was sealed under Superior Court Rule providedwhich “that a
deposition, after being openedsealed be only by order of the court

onlybut on of gooda showing cause.” Id. at In654. thatruling the
disclosed,deposition be we found that the party seeking nondisclo-

sure failed to meet his burden of demonstrating that a private right
endangered bywas disclosure. See id. Had 35C,invocation of Rule

itself,in and of specialconstituted a circumstance warranting
nondisclosure, we would not have ruled that the party seeking
nondisclosure failed to meet his burden of proof. sum,See id. In
regardless Superiorof Court Rule 35C’s administrative provisions
regarding the ofsealing a deposition, we looked to the interests at

instake balancing whether to allow disclosure.

Here, Superior Court Rule 158 allows for sealed affidavits
opened byto permissionbe of the court. The isRule less restrictive

35C,than Rule as it leaves the todecision disclose the affidavit
entirely in the ofhands the court without reference to a standard
such as “good cause.” See Thomson,SUPER. CT. R. 158. inAs it is
not the invocation of the proceduresadministrative of 158Rule that

disclosure,guides but the ofbalancing particular interests. We turn
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toproceduresfor “the and standardsKeene Sentinelto Petition of
or the media seeks access topublicthea member ofbe used when

Sentinel, 130.136 N.H. atKeenecourt records.” Petitionsealed of

Sentinel, thatwe heldIn Petition Keeneof
State,of thisdecisional lawconstitutional andunder the

and thepublicrecords areis that courtpresumptionthere a
seeking closure orpartytheproof rests withburden of

speci-to withcourt records demonstratenondisclosure of
overriding specialconsideration oris someficity that there

interest,circumstance, is, sufficiently compellingthat a
to thoseright of accesspublic’stheoutweighswhich

records.

theHere, parties’court balancedproperlythe trialid. at 128.
hearing and ordered thean cameraduringinterests incompeting

court,so, cognizantIn thedoingpublic.affidavits madefinancial be
certain informationparties, orderedinterests of theprivacyof the

Further, proofthe burden ofcorrectly placedcourttheredacted.
findof the affidavits. Wenondisclosureplaintiff soughtwhoupon the

add, however, athat party’sin trial court’s decision. Weno error the
of particular publicis nonumbersecurity identificationsocial

againsttointerest, guardbe redactedsuch information shouldand
any misuse.potential

warrant nolack andarguments meritremainingplaintiff’sThe
(1993).321,N.H. 322Vogel,v. 137Vogeldiscussion. Seefurther

aspart;in modified.affirmedModified
JJ.,O’NEILL, courtDUGGAN, concurred; superiorandJ., BARRY

490:3, concurred.under RSAspecially assignedjustices,


