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... by [companies predatoryholders employing] acquisition practices.”
trial, that,Even if atproventhis were we with ofagree Singer as a matter

law, Wyner, “in the exercise of atdiligence,” (quotationreasonable id. 177
omitted), should have discovered the which toinjury for she now wishes

time,bysue 1997.At that it clear Singer Wyner justwas that had 29paid
ofpercent the total future value of the periodic payments assigned, not

accounting for Accordingly,inflation. we find that the correctlytrial court
declined to toll the periodlimitations on her tortious interference claim.

Finally, we find it unnecessary to address Wyner’s arguments
regarding the claim;statute of limitations vis-a-vis her unjust enrichment
her claim is R.A., 98,moot. See In re Guardianship 155 N.H. 100-01of
(2007).Wyner’s claim predicatedwas theupon Singerwindfall would have
received had purchase agreementsher been enforced. Since the trial court
invalidated the purchase agreements, and restored the parties to the
economic positions they topriorheld Wyner’s legally ineffective

(albeitassignment interest),with it thereby resolved unjusther
despiteenrichment claim itfinding time-barred.

We observe that while hermaking unjust arguments,enrichment Wyner
discusses at length inequitablethe financial litigationburden this and her
dealings Singerwith placedhave upon expenses incurred,her. Any she has
however, could not be recovered anthrough action;unjust enrichment her
legal fees have not unjustly benefited Singer. We note that Wynerwhile
initially sought an award of fees,costs and attorney’s did notshe appeal
the trial court’s failure to make such an award.

Affirmed.
GalwayDalianis, Duggan, Hicks, JJ.,and concurred.
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brief, for the defendant.byConway,D. of NorthGeiger,Maurice

Kiesman, se, filed no brief.proKarl

Middleton,defendant, stalkinga finalDUGGAN, appealsStephenJ. The
1(a) (2007), thehim Districtorder, 633:3-a, against byissuedRSAsee

J.).(McKenna, We vacate and remand.Countyfor Northern CarrollCourt
Middleton and thefollowingthe facts.The court could have foundtrial

thein MountKiesman, competingfor teamsplayKarlplaintiff,
(MWVDL). team,Middleton’s theWashington Valley LeagueDart

Maine, other two orteam, of eachplaythe WasteBullfrogs, and Kiesman’s
This case arises from encountersleagueeach season.duringthree times

had two of those matches.the atparties
randomly2005, and Kiesman were selectedthe of MiddletonspringIn

in a match. Aftercompeted MWVDLother when their teamsplayto each
pulledto hands and Middletonthe shakegame, parties proceededtheir

sound,” onhim, sprayeda and salivavery“made loudKiesman into
escalated,face, the encounter Middletonquarrel.a AsKiesman’s sparking

hadthe crowd that he ahit him and announced toinvited Kiesman to
did in fact have abelieved that Middletonfirearm in his vehicle. Kiesman

years earlier hadhim, seven Middletonroughlyfirearm on because
banquet.to a MWVDLbrought a small firearm

lateryearuntil oneapproximatelyno further contactpartiesThe had
each1, randomly playtowhen, 2006, they againwere selectedon March

one of Middleton’s teammatesgame,in match. thatDuringother a dart
his team. Kiesmancheeringear forin Kiesman’s whileyelling loudlywas

yelling entirely.or fromawaymove refrainthat the teammaterequested
overreacted, upsetbecame andthat'Kiesman had MiddletonBelieving

of their match.Kiesman the remainderthroughouttaunted
shaketheir Kiesman refused tocompletion game,the ofFollowing
in anactinghe that Middleton washand because believedMiddleton’s

a “soreby calling Kiesmanrespondedmanner. Middletonunsportsmanlike
until,barrageThis verbal continuedepithets.various otherloser” and

to leave.captain asked Middletonfinally, Middleton’s
forKiesman to the boardleaguesubsequently reportedMiddleton

league participantsthat alla that mandatesbylawMWVDLbreaching
Afterof a match.competitors upon completionshake hands with their

for his conduct.reprimandedboard Kiesmanhearing,a theconducting
and barred him fromHowever, reprimanded Middletonthe board also

remainder of the season.Kiesman for thecoming into contact with
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16, 2006,On petitionMarch Kiesman filed a with the trial court afor
Middleton,protective against assertingorder that hadMiddleton been

13,Onstalking April hearing,him. after a the trial court issued a final
stalking onorder a standardized form that did not indicate the basis for its

reconsideration,to grantdecision the order. Middleton moved for arguing,
among other thatthings, stalkingthe order should be vacated because
“the court’s decision via a Check Listpresented[was] Form ... [and]

asprovide[d] 1, 2006,no details to the basis for the Onfinding.” October
the trial court denied the motion.

(1)appeal,On argues protectiveMiddleton that: the order must be
vacated because the totrial court failed make inspecific findings support

grant order,of its a Minichiello,of final stalking required byas Fisher v.
188, (2)(2007);155 N.H. 193 his conduct necessarywas to accomplish a

legitimate purpose independent and,of contact withmaking Kiesman
therefore, he was inengagingnot a course of conduct required byas RSA
633:3-a, 11(a); (3)and there is insufficient evidence to support the trial

findingcourt’s that he committed ofthe offense stalking. We need not
address Middleton’s latter arguments, agreetwo because we that the trial

bycourt erred to specificmake infailing findings ofsupport impositionits
Fisher,of a final stalking order. See 155N.H. at 193.

633:3-a, I,RSA stalkingdefines the act of to include three distinct
conduct, (1)ofcategories two of which are arguably relevant here: where a

person “[p]urposely, knowingly, or recklessly in a ofengages course
conduct atargeted specificat person which would cause a reasonable

toperson fear for ... personal safetyhis ... and person actuallythe is
fear[,]” 633:3-a,inplaced 1(a); (2)such RSA and where a person

or“[p]urposely knowingly engages in a of targetedcourse conduct aat
individual,specific which placethe actor knows will that individual in fear

633:3-a, 1(b).for his ... personal safety[,]” cases,RSA In both the person
conduct,”must have aengaged in “course of which is “2further defined as

time,or more over ofperiod short,acts a however which aevidence[]
11(a).633:3-a,continuity of RSApurpose.”

We have held issuingthat “when a stalking responseorder in to a
petitioncivil filed pursuant 633:3-a, Ill-a,to RSA the trial court must

make onfindings the record that a defendant inengaged two or more
specific time,acts over a period short,of however which aevidences

(citationcontinuity Fisher, omitted).of 155purpose.” N.H. at 193 The trial
court failed to make findings order,such in this case. The final stalking

form,which was issued on a standardized gives no indication of the facts
whichupon the trial court in order,relied theissuing nor the reasoning.

Both this court and the defendant are left speculateto as to the precise
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the scenario thatpreciselyId. This isfindings.trial court’snature of the
stalkingtherefore the finalin Id. We vacatesought preventto Fisher.we

193; Fillmore,v.Fisher, 155 N.H. at FillmoreSeeorder and remand. cf.
(2001) under283, 284 the issuance of a order(vacating protective147 N.H.

findingsto ascourt failed make specific173-B where the trialchapterRSA
conduct).illegalpurportedlyto the defendant’s

and remanded.Vacated

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