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The marital master made no findings or rulings explaining the
limitation of alimony to seven years. “The master’s failure to theexplain

onbasis which he determined the duration ... of the awardalimony
constituted error.” Tishkevich, 404, (1989).Tishkevich v. 131 N.H. 407
Accordingly, we instruct the trial court on remand to support any
durational limitation on its alimony award with specific findings and
rulings.

Finally, petitionerthe thatcontends the trial ordercourt’s that the
respondent provide health insurance to her for yearsthree is insufficient
in duration. She argues that the three-year limitation is arbitrary. The
respondent, who testified that he was insured under a group health
insurance policy, argues 415:18,the order is consistent with RSA VII(g)(l)

2001),(Supp. which provides that whenever any member of a group
medical planinsurance ineligiblebecomes for further participation in the

divorce,plan by reason of plan’sthe benefits shall be available to that
rate,person, at the same group for an extension period of thirty-six

months.
court, however,The trial made specificno ruling linking the three-year

duration of its order on health insurance to application 415:18,of RSA
VII(g)(l), nor did it anymake other findings or rulings explaining that
order. Accordingly, we vacate portionthat of the order and remand for
supporting findings and rulings.

Vacated partin and remanded.

BRODERICK, J., sat for oral finalargument but did not take inpart the
vote; Brock, C.J., and DUGGAN,JJ.,Dalianis and concurred.
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(Mr.Concord,Trevethick, of DeHartand Thomas V.James L. DeHart
for thebrief, orally),DeHarton the and Mr.Trevethickand Mr.

conduct.on professionalcommittee

Salem, se.by orally, proof brief andKersey,E.George

brief, as amicus curiae.Townsend, Londonderry, byofE.James

37(10),RuleSupreme CourtNADEAU, Hampshireto NewJ. Pursuant
(committee)Conducton ProfessionalCourt CommitteeSupremethe
respondent,theagainstreciprocal discipline proceedingsforpetitioned

orders incontempthas pendingThe twoKersey. respondentE.George
orders, license torespondent’sthecontempttheseuponVermont. Based

10, 1999,Septemberas ofsuspended,in Massachusetts waslawpractice
report advisingto file aordered the committeefor three months. We

of in the Vermontcontempthimselfrespondent purgedthewhether had
thehad been' reinstated torespondentthecourt and whether

the respondentindicated thatreportBar. The committee’sMassachusetts
order, nor beencontemptVermonthimself of thepurgedneitherhad

law in Massachusetts.practicereinstated to
from the20, 2001, respondent practicethesuspendedweOn September

months, suspensionthea of three withperiodforHampshirelaw in Newof
notice of the order.date of the clerk’sfrom thethirty daysto take effect

“any new retaineracceptingto refrain fromwas orderedrespondentThe
anyoflegalcase or matteranyanother in newlawyeras forengageor

Attorney Jamesalso orderedof this order.” The courtreceiptnature after
files andrespondent’sof the trustto take possessionE. Townsend client

tonecessary protectaction as wasand take suchaccounts, inventory them*
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the those clients. The filed a forrespondent requestinterests of
order,of the aforementioned which the courtreconsideration denied.

Attorney arrangeTownsend contacted the to the transfer ofrespondent
16,2001, respondentthe client On the informedrespondent’s files. October

Attorney anyhe did New HampshireTownsend that not have active
clients, primarilyas his was confined to federal andpractice courts
agencies. Attorney subsequently learned that the respondentTownsend

cases before the United States District Court for thependinghad two
and one case NewHampshire HampshireNew before theDistrict of

Supreme Despite AttorneyCourt. for therequestsTownsend’s numerous
files, therespondent’s respondentclient to ourcontinued disregard

20, 2001,OnSeptember order. November we ordered the torespondent
show he not be inwhy contempt.cause should held

29, 2001, order,On November the respondent replied to our show cause
arguing, things,other that the matter before this court does not fallamong

purview Septemberunder the of the heorder as considers to behimself
partythe real in interest.

19, 2001, (Manias,On December we referred this to amatter Referee
J.) a hearingfor and written withreport specific findings of fact and

of lawrulings concerning whether torespondent complythe failed with
this court’s September order and should in contempttherefore be ofheld

4,A washearing 2002,court. scheduled for January and the respondent
was ordered to

bring to the all files'hearing relating to cases or inmatters
performed 20,which he has for Septemberwork clients since

2001, and all files relating to cases or inmatters which he
performingiscurrently work for Heclients. shall also allbring

forfiles cases inpending state or federal incourts which he has
an appearance.filed

respondent JanuaryThe hearing,attended the 4th bringbut failed to his
client files.

10, 2002,On January the referee issued findings and
recommendations, finding the inrespondent contempt of both the court’s

orders,andSeptember December and recommending referral to the
committee for disbarment proceedings. The standard of forreview

made afindings judicial inby attorneyreferee discipline proceedings is
whether a personreasonable could reach the same conclusion as the
referee based upon the evidence presented hearing.at the See Drucker’s
Case, 326, (1990).133 N.H. 329 The referee found that respondent wasthe
in (1)contempt because,of the September order among other hethings:
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(2)Hampshire; and heof in the of Newpracticecontinued the law State
client flies orpossessionto take of hisAttorneydid not allow Townsend

inalso that the wasrespondenttrust accounts. The referee found
bringhe did not client flies tothe because hisof December ordercontempt

4,2002 hearing.the January
SeptembertherespondentIt is from the that the violatedclear record

theFirst, the of law afterrespondent practiceorder. the continued
Second, notof order. theSeptember respondenteffective date the did

files, despiteof client ourpossessionto take hisAttorneyallow Townsend
orders, to so this court’spersonally duringuntil instructed dorepeated

13, respondent makes numerous2002 oral TheFebruary argument.
order, concerningnoncompliance mostlyto his with ourarguments justify

theof As issueunderlying validity suspension.the his Massachusetts
inrespondentthe should be heldsolelybefore us concerns whether

orders, validitythe of his Massachusettsdisregardingfor ourcontempt
and, therefore, not See v.Vogelis will be addressed.suspension irrelevant
(1993).321, 322N.H.Vogel,137

to take effect Octoberrespondent’s suspension beginningThe was
20, 19, 2001, appealhe filed an with this court. Because2001. On October

himattorney’s againstthe the of feesawardingmatter concerned
inhe was the real interestargues partythe thatpersonally, respondent

indisagree. Theappear appealand entitled to on his own behalf. Wewas
his attorney,the in his as clients’question by respondent capacitywas filed

as his clients’respondent actingand stemmed from a case in which the was
20, 2002,Therefore, the filedrespondentwhen on Novemberattorney.

Septemberin thewith court he violatedpleadings opposition,this two
order.

the and DecemberFinally, respondent Septemberthe violated both
Attorney Thefailingorders to his client files to Townsend.by surrender

was neitherargues that the surrender of his client filesrespondent
orders, tonecessary protectthe December norrequired by September and

order, theRegarding Septemberthe interest of his clients. the
thewas the real in interest in matterrespondent’s argument partythat he

Setting aside thebefore the State court has been addressed above.
order, respondent’s for our December order wasSeptember disregardthe

therequiredThe December ordershort of willful and blatant.nothing
in which heto “all files to cases or mattersrespondent bring relating

clients,” and for inpendingwork for “all files casescurrently performingis
in he Theappearance.” specificfederal has filed anstate or courts which



of the December order belies the thatlanguage respondent’s contention he
reasonably requiredbelieved he was not to surrender his client files.
Further, thewhether surrender of those files theprotectwould interests
of his a thequestion respondent’sclients was not left to discretion.

reasons, findingsFor these we theadopt referee’s and hold the
20,inrespondent contempt Septemberof both the order the2001 and

19, InDecember 2001 order. accordance with the recommendation of the
referee, we refer the to proceedings,matter the committee for disbarment
and respondent’s suspension law,extend the from the ofpractice pending
further order of this court. weFinally, respondent expensesassess the all
that have been incurred to date the inby investigationcommittee the and
prosecution of this matter.

So ordered.

JJ.,DUGGAN,Dalianis and concurred.
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