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delay,not cause the the defendantSimilarly, because the State did
adelay constitutedpre-indictmenthas not demonstrated that the

to an over him.employed by gain advantagethe Statedeliberate device
Gouveia, same result underAccordingly,467 at 192. we reach theSee U.S.

the Federal Constitution.
that the ofappeal tolling provisionfinal issue on isThe defendant’s

to him. find that theapplied603:1 is unconstitutional as Weformer RSA
restates the factsundeveloped merelyis because heargumentdefendant’s

their to his constitutionaladdressing applicationof the case without
v.Therefore, argument.to this Statewe decline addressargument.

(1996).Schultz, 101, 104141 N.H.

and remanded.Affirmed
Duggan Galway, JJ.,Nadeau, concurred.and
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Bean, brief, se.proClaudette by

33(2), onValentine, Supreme Court Ruleappearing pursuant toJames
law, for thethe memorandum of defendant.

DUGGAN, Bean, a actionbroughtThe small claimsplaintiff,J. Claudette
defendant, Propertyof a Red Oaksecurity deposit paidfor return to the

J.)(Emery,Inc. enteredManagement, The Manchester District Court
for the defendant. We affirm.judgment

from the defendant.plaintiff apartmentThe and her fiancé rented an
lease, plaintiffto the notified theexpiration one-yearPrior the of their

apartment, theythe whichthey movingdefendant that would be out of did
7, 2001, theByat the end of 2001. letter dated DecemberNovember

charges unpaid rent,of forplaintiff outstandingthedefendant informed
In ofcleaning light outstandingand that totaled theseadvertising $595.00.

retaining plaintiffsthe indicated that it was thecharges, defendant
ofsecurity deposit $595.00.

plaintiff securitya small action for return of thebroughtThe claims
28, allegesA forhearing plaintiffscheduled 2003. Thedeposit. was March

record, however, a motionappear.that the defendant did not The contains
continuance, 28, Thereafter,the aby plaintiff,for filed on 2003.March

11,hearing transcript hearingwas held on of that hasDecember 2003. No
provided hearing,to this court. the the district courtFollowingbeen

judgment for theentered defendant.

The ourplaintiff timely appealfiled a notice of with this court. Under
1,rules, 2004,appellate January plaintiffsnew which took effect on the

appeal “mandatory” appeal. mandatory appealis a A istimely-filed
Sup.automatically accepted the court for on the merits. See CT.by review

Question of formappeal by plaintiffR. 3. twelve on the notice filed the asks
a trial is fortranscript proceedings necessarywhether of the court this

response,In “No.” withappeal. plaintiffthe answered Consistent that
answer, plaintiff transcript pagethe did not fill out order form on fourthe

appealnotice of of an orderAccordingly,of the form. the clerk court issued
4, 2004,February accepting orderingon the and topartiescase the file

briefs, no transcriptand of the district court was ordered toproceedings
prepared.be
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appeal, plaintiff arguesthe that the defendant should have beenOn
for not at alsoappearing hearing.defaulted the first scheduled She

rent,that not owe that the wasany apartmentcontends she did back
undamaged apartmentcleaned and left and that the was rented within

days plaintiff arguesthree after she vacated it. The that none of the
thecharges are authorized lease.by

judicialIt is a rule that not oflong-standing parties may have review
Countrynot in forum of trial.matters raised the N. Envtl. Servs. v. Town

(2004).Bethlehem, 606, Furthermore,150 619 a transcriptN.H. absentof
hearing,of the we must assume that the was sufficient to supportevidence

Owens, 396,the result reached trial court. See v. 142by the Atwood N.H.
(1997). It is of toappealing party, plaintiff,396 the burden the here the

this court with a record sufficient to her issues on asprovide appeal,decide
as to she beforewell demonstrate that raised her issues the trial court. See

548, (1992);v. Corp.,Rix Kinderworks 136 N.H. 553 v.Reynolds
(1988).Cunningham, Warden, 312,131 N.H. 314-15 Because our rules

affirmatively require moving partythe both to a sufficient recordprovide
appealon presentedand to demonstrate where each onquestion appeal

below, 13, 16(3)(b),raised CT. ofwas see SUP. Rs. failure the moving party
complyto with requirements may bythese be considered the court

regardless objectsof onopposing party grounds.whether the those

respect appeal,With to firstplaintiff’sthe issue on the record before
courtthis does not demonstrate that the plaintiff requested a default

28,2003,onjudgment plaintiff allegesMarch when the that the defendant
not forappear hearing, plaintiff objecteddid a scheduled or that the theto

hearing 11,trial court a onholding the merits on December 2003. To the
contrary, plaintiff 28,the filed a motion on 2003.herself to continue March

has not thatAccordingly, plaintiffthe she raised issuedemonstrated this
below.

Similarly, plaintiff providebecause the failed to a of thetranscript
hearing, she to remaininghas also failed demonstrate that she raised her

Furthermore,beforeissues the trial court. to the extent that the plaintiff
rent,that did notargues support chargesthe evidence the for unpaid

cleaning 7,inadvertising alleged byand the defendant its 2001December
letter, we are findings, againunable to review the trial court’s ofbecause

lack of a must totranscript;the we assume that the evidence was sufficient
Atwood,bythe result the trial 142support reached court. See N.H. at 396.

appellatecase that the of new notadoptiondemonstrates rules hasThis
necessity appealing partiesthe for to consider carefullyobviated whether

a istranscript proceedings.to order of trial court We reiterate here what
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mandatory7a Rulefilingsheet aboutin the court’s informationalstated
isproceedingsof the trial courttranscriptadecidingIn whetherappeal:

“youthat arekeep in mindshouldappealing partythenecessary,
toa sufficient recordCourt withresponsible Supremefor thepresenting

record,provide yourIf fail to a sufficientappeal. youondecide the issues
issue thatmay younot review anor the courtappeal may be dismissed

have raised.”

Affirmed.

Galway, JJ., concurred.Broderick, C.J., Nadeau, Dalianis andand
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