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on orterminatedgoing to bereportersthe court wereAssociation that
themeaning that30, interpretednot as2005 “should bebefore June

any timetable”firm or establishedanyhas decisionsSupreme Court made
theHe said he had checked withreporters.of courtregarding replacement

that suchwas assured “nothe Court andSupremeJustice ofChief
49.Id. atdecisions have been made.”

2004-02, supreme court12, 2004 theIn its Administrative OrderMarch
reporters andto of court“reluctantly phase-outaccelerate thedecided”

anticipated layoffs“It is thatthem monitors. Id. at 52.replace with court
budgetthe biennialcompleted during currentthroughoutoccur and bewill

30, However, that thesupportsId. the recordon June 2005.”cycle ending
Newhad made in October 2003.to off the beenlay plaintiffsdecision

(March 12,Order 2004-02AdministrativeHampshire Supreme Court
2004).
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profits that ininjunction. part,due to We affirm in partvacate and
remand.

This case returns to us after remand to the trial court. v.MahoneySee
(2008).148,Town 150 N.H.Canterbury, 155 We set forth theof

background of this case in need not itMahoney and restate here. In its
order,July originally2002 from both parties appealed,which the trial

$33,450.60F $46,065.63court & R in inprofits,awarded lost and operating
expenses. we damagesAfter vacated the award of and remanded the case

court,to the trial the original profits,trial court reinstated its of lostaward
but denied F & R’s forrequest expenses, awarding onlyoverhead
$2,564.00 expenses byfor costs and Fplaintiffs.uncontested the & R now
appeals, contending bythat the trial court erred itsdenying request for
overhead as aexpenses injunction.incurred result of the plaintiffsThe
cross-appeal, arguing that the trial court by simplyerred reinstating its
original award for lost which claimprofits, plaintiffs anreflects erroneous
calculation, without a evidentiary hearing.further

We F Ffirst address & R’s issue on & R thatappeal. alleges the trial
court erred in failing damages expensesto award for the directlythat were
attributable to the Ininjunction. Mahoney, we held that F & R could not

its expenses“recover all of overhead for its entire company during the five
review,month delay.” Mahoney, 150 N.H. at 154. On we understand how

the trial reasonablycourt could have to signifyconstrued this thatholding
F & R notcould overheadany expenses. clarifyWe thus that F &recover
R may any expenses “specificallyrecover overhead that were attributable
to the operations.”of its Id.interruption logging

Next, we address the plaintiffs’ cross-appeal. plaintiffsThe argue that
the trial bycourt erred reinstating originalits award of profitslost without
a evidentiary hearing,further thougheven we specifically vacated the
award indamages Mahoney. id. Theyof See also thatcontend the trial
court erred in calculating the differential between the that F &price R
could have received had it harvested and pinesold the for the delaybut

injunction,caused by pricethe the F & R ultimatelyand when itreceived
harvested sold pineand the after the trial court lifted injunction.the

we ofAlthough original damagesvacated the award in Mahoney, we
inpointed nothingto erroneous the trial court’s award oforiginal lost

Instead,profits. we simply principlereiterated the well-established that
foreseeable,lost profits reasonably ascertainable,must be and

unavoidable, and we further F &acknowledged that R was to lostentitled
profits maythat pricehave from aresulted lower sale of the timber. See id.
In awards,reviewing damage we the in lightconsider evidence the most
favorable to the prevailing party, and will overturn a ifdamage onlyaward
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483,Mitoulas, 145 487v. N.H.Klarclearlyfind it to erroneous.we be
(2000). of itsin trial court’s reinstatementno clear error theWe see

profits.award for lostoriginal
oflimited purposeto trial court for theAccordingly, we remand the

ifexpenses, any, specificallyF & R’s weredetermining which of overhead
interruption logging operations.to of itsattributable the

in and remanded.pari;in vacatedpari;Affirmed
Duggan Galway, JJ.,C.J., Nadeau, concurred.Broderick, andand
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Dalianis, Wheeler,defendant, E. an of theappealsJ. The Robert order
J.)(Carbon, his motion to dismissFamily Plymouth denyingDivision at

by plaintiff, Wendy McCarthy.the L.petitionthe domestic violence filed
We reverse.

a son but neverplaintiff together,The and the defendant have were
son, yearstheir ten old whencustodymarried. The has of who wasplaintiff

following place.the tookevents
2004,12, plaintiffthe over theAugustOn defendant threatened the

2004,13, petitionOn the filed a domestic violencephone. August plaintiff
granted temporary restraining by Familya the Division atand was order

Lebanon; Familythe was then transferred to the Division atcase
AugustA the order scheduled forPlymouth. hearing restrainingon was

2004,26, recusedpresiding judgebut had to be rescheduled because the


