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concernsWhile Haller’sjudicialtheburdening system.andrelationship
consider, denyingtolegislatureones for themayor not bemay legitimate

policy.child supportwithis consistent well-establishedreimbursement

in theembeddeddeeplyof children is“Requiring supportparental
responsiblerest on thethe financial burden shouldpolicyreasonable that
Watts, 115possible.”at associety largerather on insofarindividuals than

omitted).(citations voluntarily responsibilityassumedHavingat 188N.H.
parentalnow disaffirm thatpaternity,child’s Haller cannotfor the

his189, the to shouldercompelsee nor seek to divisionid. atresponsibility,
(“When toServices, man failsA.2d at 1139 aSee Din Social 779burden. of

ofthe ...obligationstesting voluntarily acceptsandgeneticdemand
childhe,it is and not theby Parentage,a Certificate ofsigningparenthood

if it isconsequencesshould bear the financialtaxpayersor the ... who
father.”). to beispaternityhe is not the Ifbiologicallater determined that

Tofrom itsseriously, ramifications must result establishment.legaltaken
which, thein asa incentive structureperversehold otherwise would create

asserts, putativeno for the mother or a“there would be incentivedivision
theseriously partiesthe of becausepaternityfather to treat establishment

keepcouldwithout motherconsequencecould later contest paternity —the
father obtain aand the couldany support paid, putativechild

we affirm.Accordingly,reimbursement from the State.”

Affirmed.

Broderick, Nadeau, Duggan, JJ.,Dalianis and concurred.
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(RobertP.A,Mekeel,Robert K of Concord K on theMekeel brief and
orally), for the plaintiff.

Sheehan, Green, P.A, (EdwardBass & ofPhinney, Manchester A
on orally),the brief for theand defendant.Haffer

BRODERICK, defendant,J. The Hampshire CollegeNew now(college),
known as University,Southern New aHampshire appeals jury verdict in

Dillman,favor of the Davidplaintiff, for breach of Thecontract. defendant
plaintiffcontends that the was an at-will whoemployee could be

J.)(Brennan,terminated without cause and Superiorthat the Court erred
denyingin its for amotion directed verdict. We affirm.
The record the facts. The thesupports following plaintiff became audio-

visual director college 1991,of the in December 1988. inBeginning the
executedparties annual letters of that thereappointment contained terms



433

andyearacademicupcomingfor therelationshipof employmentthe
the duration ofprovided,to beof servicesthe nature theidentified

in effect atThe letterthe to be received.compensationandemployment
1999May provided:was fired inplaintifftime thethe

intentHampshire College’swritten confirm NewThis letter is to
aAV Studio which isas Director ofemploy youto ten/twelve

one) commencingFor theposition. periodcircle(pleasemonth
31, 1999,your1, through Augustcontinuing1998 andSeptember
installments,12$3,239.51[] paidto be insalary will bemonthly

$38,874.12normally per year.

coveredwhich isappointmentThis a non-contracted staffis
the Newoutlined inpolicies proceduresthe andunder

All letterHandbook. of thisCollege aspectsUnifiedHampshire
perform requirementsto to thesubject your beingare available

duties ofand to fulfill theposition during requiredof the all times
the position.

termination, collegesued the for breach ofFollowing plaintiffhis the
andthat terminated without cause thatalleged goodcontract. He he was
year.rehire him for the next academic Atcollege arbitrarilythe refused to

evidence,trial, the close of all the defendant’s motion for directedat the
denied. The a verdict for thejury subsequentlyverdict was returned

plaintiff. appealThis followed.
defendant trial court toargues by failing grantThe that the erred its

that, law,directed ofmotion for a verdict. It contends as a matter the
plaintiff cause,an at-will be withoutemployeewas who could terminated

employeeand it relies the of disclaimers in theupon reappointment,letters
courtpriorhandbooks and handbook and decisions of this toreceipts
thatsupport argument.its the defendant contends theSpecifically,

plaintiffs “non-contracted” staff made him an at-willappointment
law, handbook, by expressas a matter of and that the itsemployee,

disclaimers, nothingdid his The defendantemploymentto alter status.
handbook,points to an in 1994 statedexplicit disclaimer the which that

employment”Handbook shall not considered a contract of andbe“[t]his
handbook,signed “[t]histhe for the which thatplaintiffs receipt provided

not aHandbook is intended to be a contract or of contractualpart
agreement you College.” arguesbetween and the the defendantFinally,

Power,inbythat this case is controlled our decisions Butler v. Walker
Inc., (1993), Forms, Inc.,432 v. 130137 N.H. and Panto Moore Business

(1988).N.H. 730
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A maytrial court motion agrant a for directed verdict only if it
determines, consideringafter the evidence and construing all inferences
therefrom favorably non-movingmost to the noparty, jurorthat rational
could conclude that the isnon-moving party anyentitled to relief. Goodwin

James, (1991).579,v. 134 N.H. 582 If the evidence adduced at trial is
conflicting inferences,or several apermits reasonable motion for a
directed Indus.,verdict should be denied. v. Body SportsVautour Masters

(2001).150, 153147 N.H. We will a trialuphold rulingcourt’s on a motion
for a directed verdict when the record supports the conclusion that the
trial court did commit annot unsustainable exercise of discretion. Vincent

N.H., 621,v. (1987); Lambert,Public Serv. Co. 129 N.H. 625 State v.of cf.
(2001)295,147 N.H. 296 unsustainable exercise of(explaining discretion

standard).

rule,generalAs a the of a is aninterpretation contract issue of law
Servs.,for this court to resolve. Erin Inc. Props.,Food v. 688 119 N.H.

232, (1979).Where, however,235 disputedthere are of factquestions as to
the contract,existence of a they byand terms should be the jury.resolved

(1953).78, addition,Maloney v. 98 N.H. InCompany, 82 when contract
terms are and the trial court has toambiguous, properly looked extrinsic
evidence to determine the intent of the parties, determining ambiguousthe
terms’ meaning juryshould be left to the of themeaningunless the

is so onlyextrinsic evidence clear that reasonable reachpeople could one
(1998).752,conclusion. v. 142Galloway N.H. BeforeChicago-Soft, 756

such issues can thejury,be submitted to the trial court must determine
anywhether there evidence a juryis from which reasonable could find a

contract parties.between the 98 N.H. atMaloney, 82.
us,In the signedcase before both the letter ofparties applicable

which,reappointment face,on its allow a jurywould reasonable to find a
contract parties.between the The theappearsletter to contain essential

offer,elements of a and aacceptance, meetingconsideration ofcontract —
Tsiatsios, 173, 178(1995).the minds. See Tsiatsios v. 140 N.H. Neither the

handbook, referred,letter of norreappointment the to which it defined or
explained the meanterm “non-contracted” to at-will.

The letter of areappointment covered term of twelve months.
Generally, when employeean is not hired for a definite term he is

Butler, Where, however,considered an 137 N.H. at 435.employee-at-will.
term,an definiteemployment agreement specifies generallya it is implied

that the can be foremployee discharged only cause. Toussaint v. Blue
Mich., 880, (Mich. 1980);Cross & Blue 292Shield N.W.2d 891 82 AM.of

(2003).§Jur. 2d AWrongful Discharge jury7 reasonable could have
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for aconstituted a contractof reappointmentthat the letterconcluded
to thefavorablelightviewed in the mostAlternatively,term.definite

theandalong with the handbookreappointmentthe letter ofplaintiff,
ancreatingasreasonably interpretedcould have beensigned receipt

Seestatus.plaintiffs employmentof theas to the natureambiguity
fact, the trial court extensivepermitted142 at 756. InN.H.Galloway,

relationshiptheexplain employmentto andclarifyextrinsic evidence
needed cause to terminateand the defendantpartiesthe whetherbetween

the See id.plaintiff.
toof the handbooktrial, relied subsectionsplaintiff uponAt the also

rightsThe reappointmentnot an employee.that he was at-willprove
arbitrarilynotCollegethat shall“[t]heof the handbook statedsubsection
continuingtoreappointmenta letter ofrefuse to issuecapriciouslyor

subsection,for cause which alsoThe terminationprofessional employees.”
mayCollegethatemployees, provided “[t]hegoverned professional

duringa professional employeeor otherwisedischarge disciplinesuspend,
concededcause.” The defendantjustforappointmentthe term of his/her

to the but contestedapplicable plaintiff,that these wereprovisions
them to thecontractually obligated provide plaintiff.it towhether was
into the terms andarguably incorporatedwereThese subsections

language, whichby expressof the letter of itsreappointmentconditions
was “coveredpositionthat non-contracted staffprovided plaintiffsthe

Collegein the Hampshirethe and outlined Newpolicies proceduresunder
subsections, in the most favorablelightUnified Handbook.” These viewed

thegovernhave found to bothreasonablyto the could beenplaintiff,
and termination.plaintiffs reappointment

contention, in Butler and Pantoholdingsto the ourContrary college's
in In those cases themandate a directed verdict this case.do not

in Thedispute. plaintiffswas notunderlying employment relationship
Butler, 435;Panto, at 732.At137N.H. at 130N.H.employees.were at-will

an otherwisea statement or a handbook modifiedpolicyissue was whether
436-37; Panto,Butler, 130137 N.H. atemployment relationship.at-will

at 734-35.N.H.
incase, relationship dispute.wasunderlying employmentIn this the
created anreappointmentThe contended that the letters ofplaintiff

terminated for cause. Whileonlywhich could beemployment relationship,
handbook, coveringthat the referenced asargued expresslythe plaintiff

with to a for-causerighthis “non-contracted” was consistent hisposition,
standard, to transformattempthe did not to use the handbooktermination

somethingan at-will into more.relationship
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The defendant’s motion for directed verdict could only have been
granted if the trial court found that the plaintiffs case was completely
without merit. Co., Inc.,Cloutier v. A. & P. 915, (1981).Tea 121 N.H. 920
Because we conclude that sufficient evidence was presented to enable the
jury to find for the plaintiff, we hold that the trial court did not commit an
unsustainable exercise of bydiscretion denying the defendant’s motion for
a directed verdict.

Affirmed.
Brock, C.J., Nadeau,and Duggan, JJ.,Dalianis and concurred.
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