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L. Ballou v. B.Bessie Ballou.John

Brennan,Earl for the libelant.

Roy forPickard,M. the libelee.

Renison, TheJ. record stormydiscloses a turbulent marri-and
age years accompaniedcareer of several duration by assaults, threats

Althoughand unfounded accusations. the isevidence otherwise
conflicting contradictory, partiesand the and the recordconcede

that a hopeless.demonstrates reconciliation was The Trial Court
heard partiesand observed the and their inwitnesses and was a

position judgeto credibility appellatebetter their than an court
which reads about it. In testimonydomestic therelation cases of
parties may unconsciously by consciouslybe colored emotion and

byslanted To distinguishvindictiveness. fact from assertion fre-
quently requires delphic powers judicialthe of a Solomon theand

objectiveattainment of that undulyshould not be diluted in the
process of appellate Judgereview. The Trial thecould disbelieve

testimony,libelant’s libelee’s,believe the and theenter decree which
Franklyn Franklyn,he did. v. N. H.93 90. theThe “dismissal of
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finding plaintiff, sustained. . the had not hislibel. included a that
447,N. H.proof.” Beasley Beasley,of v. 93 448. “Neverthe-burden

objectedfindingshave ourselves that all the materialless we satisfied
by testimony, provided conceded,itamply beto were sustained the

ofmay which con-it must the trier of the fact determinebe,as that
may. he asflicting testimony is credible . . and that draw inferences

hearing testify.”feelings and after the witnessto human motives
Dubreuil, 14,Dubreuil v. N. H. 15.93

completelyisThis does not mean that the Trial Court’s discretion
findings(R. 369, 2)s. it does mean that its areL.,unfettered c. but

support Cote,Cote v.binding is to them.”where “there evidence
372, N. In the as3; Johnson,N. H. v. 80 H. 15. future94 37­ Johnson

“isfindingA that con­pastin errors abuses will corrected.the and be
Pflug, 92 N. H.trary Pflugall will aside. v.to the evidence” be set

byof247, prejudicial use evidence248. Likewise unwarranted and
trial reversiblepartyTrial a fair constitutesthe Justice which denies a

noKennard, presentIn caseKennard v. 87 N. H. 320. theerror.
byfinding decree warranted theappearsuch errors and the and were

evidence.
forno or standardsprovidesOur minimum maximumstatute

wife. Thedetermining alimonyof to be theamount awardedthe
or “such sum ofmay assign part of husband’s estatecourt such the

L., 339, 16;just. R. c. s.money, mayas ...”be deemed Sheafe
416, 423. TheSheafe, 564; Barker,24 89 N. H.v. N. H. Daniels v.

alimony as the methodof as wellTrial Court determines the amount
H. 444;v. N.339, 18; Cross, 63payment. L., 17,R. c. ss. Crossof

Brewer,523, 88 N. H.H. Robertson v.Barber,Barber v. N. 524. See92
and,dollarsknown of eleven thousand455. The assetslibelant.had

fortyofpayearned “take home”notwithstanding physical handicaps,
sup-in for theearnings partwere useda wéek. The libelee’sdollars

whichof the homestead sheport of the and the maintenancechildren
amount ofimprove. circumstances thehelped to build and Under the

alimony division of their earn-was not an unreasonablethe decree
• .ings and labors.

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.


