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Thus, verdict,car. to of the trialplaintiffs’ respect portionwith this the
rulingcourt’s is a sustainable exercise of discretion.

that, havingThe trial court further ruled determined that the
vehicle,plaintiffs’ car first collided with the Caron the could then havejury

reasonably concluded that the failed to that the collisionplaintiffs prove
van, vehicle,with the rather than thedefendant’s collision with the Caron

and, thus,caused injuriesMr. Babb’s failed to meet their burden of proof.
This too is a exercise of Thesustainable discretion. record shows that the
plaintiffs offered no evidence that injuries byMr. Babb’s were caused the
collision with the defendant’s van. Absent linkingevidence the defendant’s
alleged to the thenegligence plaintiffs’ damages, plaintiffs failed to prove
their negligence 383,claim. v. Hosp.,Kravitz Beech Hill 148 N.H. 391
(2002).

The plaintiffs urge us to our decision inapply VolkswagenTrull v. of
America, (2000), Trull,145 N.H. 259 to this case. In we ruled that the
defendants in a crashworthiness case bear the burden of apportionment

the plaintiffs proveonce causation. Id. at 260. We decline their invitation.
(1999).410,Cusson v. Beauregard, 143 N.H. 412-13Cf.

addition,In although the trial court intimated to the thecontrary, jury
could reasonably concluded,have based theupon Carons’ thattestimony,
the accident occurred without faultany parton the of the defendant. We
do not interpret the trial court’s comment that the defendant was not “free
from fault” as a formal finding.

Affirmed.

Brock, C.J., Broderick,and JJ.,Duggan,Dalianis and concurred.
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brief,Holmes, by pro se.Lisa

Holmes, brief,by proF. se.Ralph

Holmes, the of theDUGGAN, appeals rulingLisa A.J. The petitioner,
J.) sittingKamasinski fromTheodore{Lynn, prohibitingCourtSuperior

Ralphthe respondent,the trial of her divorce fromduringat counsel table
F. Holmes. We affirm.

2001, Mr.Septemberin 2000. InMayfiled for divorcepetitionerThe
State,in this enteredKamasinski, licensed to lawpracticea notlay person

in which theattorneyfiled a ofpowerfor the andpetitioneran appearance
Seein fact in this case.attorneyhim to act as herpetitioner appointed

2002). aand the court heldobjectedThe(Supp. respondentRSA 311:1
matter, Judgemoved to recuseat which Mr. Kamasinskion thehearing

Mr.and further disallowedthe motion to recuseJudge Lynn deniedLynn.
Judge Lynnat trial.petitionertherepresentingKamasinski from

practicein the unauthorizedengagedthat Kamasinski wasconcluded Mr.
(1995),violate RSA 311:7his in the case wouldappearanceof law and that

as ancommonly topermitted practiceshall bepersonwhich “Noprovides:
taken thethe court andbyunless he has been admittedattorney in court

the court’saffirmed bothsummarilyin RSA 311:6.” Weoath prescribed
Kamasinskiits Mr.ruling prohibitingmotion to recuse andon theruling

theaccept plaintiffsBecause we did nottherepresenting petitioner.from
review, do not address thewerulings appellateto these forchallenges

them.parties’ arguments regarding
counsel, that Mr.requestedtrial whoobtainedpetitionerThe

trial. The courtduringat counsel tableto sitpermittedKamasinski be
the request:denied

to sit inis more than welcomeTHE COURT: Mr. Kamasinski
courtroom, to theopen public----it’spubliccourtroom. It’s athis

— fromyouI’m not barringif desireobjection youI have no
asyou,him withspeakingKamasinski or fromwith Mr.speaking

timefrom time todisruptive----[I]fas it doesn’t becomelong
him, hea talk withquestion,ask Mr. Kamasinskiyou desire to

that.I’m not to baryou, goingmake some remark towants to

record,it’s on thejustlet me make sureJudge,MR. WIBERG:
here at the tableany paralegalI could haveindicated thatyou’ve

Mr. Kamasinski?except

That’s correct.THE COURT:
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appeal,On the that the court’s decision not to allowpetitioner contends
Mr. Kamasinski to sit at counsel was an oftable unsustainable exercise

(2001)Lambert, 295,discretion. State v. 147 N.H. 296 (explainingCf.
standard).unsustainable exercise of discretion disagree.We

beyondIt is that thedispute judiciary powerhas the to control its
LaFrance, 171, (1983).courtrooms. State v. 124 179 powerN.H. “The of

the tojudiciary control its own the ofproceedings, participants,conduct
the actions of officers of the court and the environment of the court is a
power absolutely for anecessary effectively jobcourt to function and do its
of administering justice.” Id. at in179-80. We find no error the court’s

prohibit table,decision to Mr. sittingKamasinski from at counsel
particularly lightin of its prior ruling engagedthat he was in the
unauthorized ofpractice law. We hold that the court could reasonably have
concluded that to permit Mr. Kamasinski to sit at counsel table could have
given the appearance of thesanctioning unauthorized of law. Seepractice

Antal, 39, (1983).Bilodeau v. 123N.H. 45

Affirmed.

Dalianis, J.,NADEAU and J concurred.
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