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(J. on theP.A., HarveyCampbellof ManchesterHarvey Mahoney,&
brief), the petitioner.for

P.C., on the(Philip McLaughlinof Laconia T.Office,LawMcLaughlin
brief), respondent.for the

(husband), theDUGGAN, appealsJ. NassarGeorgeJ. The petitioner,
(Carbon, J.) monthlyaward of permanentDivision’sPlymouth Family

(wife), ofin the amountthe Maureen Nassaralimony respondent,to
$1,100. and remand.We vacate

I. Facts

fifty-The and wife arefollowingthe facts. husbandsupportsThe record
16,old, married onThey Aprilwerefifty-three years respectively.andsix

Theyten have two1983, approximately years.forresiding togetherafter
adults.children, emancipatedofwhom are nowboth

the husband’smarriage, parentsthe duration of theThroughout
theyrent free in a houseand their children to livecouplethepermitted

the lived asingular luxury, partiesLake. from thisSquam Apartown on
furniture, andbuy theyafford to newlife. The could nevercouplemodest

Indeed,heat. the wifecars that did not haveconsistently drove old
that the “didalways coupleher had beencomplaintstestified that one of

not have money.”
asfamily. actingfor their In addition toprovideBoth worked toparties

children, as a part-the wife workedcouple’scaretaker for theprimarythe
twentythe lastmarriage.on in the Forearlytime teachersubstitute

a restaurant. Ina waitress and a staff trainer atshe has worked asyears,
perhours week.currently working twenty-fourshe iscapacity,that

ofunspecified periodFor anvariety positions.The held a ofhusband
1990s,thetime, throughFrom the late 1980stravelinghe was a salesman.

paststore. For thegroceryof a deli at amanager departmenthe was the
Lake boat tour fromparents’ Squamhe hisyears, operatedseveral has

October, at Loon Mountain fromand a ski check boothMay until
The remainder ofearly April.December untilthe middle ofapproximately

months,the summerDuringbenefits.unemploymentthe he collectsyear,
seventy-five hours week.roughly perthe husband works

2000, tobegan suspectand the husbandAt some between 1995point
fail, concernsbut he did not verbalize hismarriagethe wouldparties’that

15, 2005, wife thatthat he informed histo his wife. It was not until March
Nevertheless, the record indicatesa divorce.he and wantedunhappywas

for some time.the had been strainedpartiesthe betweenrelationshipthat
vacations for severaltaking separatehad beenexample, partiesFor the

Moreover, theytax returns since 2001.and individualyears filinghad been
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and, 2004,for since thequitehad not been intimate some time husband
in theseparate Finally, althoughhad on a couch a room. wifeslept

counseling,several times that the seek the husbandrequested parties
consistently rebuffed her suggestion.

2000, wife, fallcausingAt some in the husband the her topoint pushed
incident,Following partiesover a chair. this the wife moved out and the

because,estranged ultimatelywere for three weeks. She decided to return
testified, knowyoung,” “[t]hey whyas she children were still didn’t“[her]

left,” to that he“explainedtheir mother and the husband [the children]
to never do Theresomething wrong” promised again.had done and so

no other incidences of physicalwere abuse.
divorce,After the filed for theparties temporarywife was awarded

ofalimony per month. She also received use andtemporary$800
possession of the home the had thecouple occupied during marriage.
However, because still had title tothey legal property,the the husband’s

commencedparents subsequently proceedingan eviction the wife.against
result, left,As a she was forced premises.to vacate the After she the

and, time,husband immediately moved back in for the first aexecuted
formal rental agreement parents.with his

At the final divorce hearing, partiesthe submitted a partial stipulation
divorce,resolving grounds insurance, retirement,the for health debt and

division of property. The principal remainingissue for the court was
alimony. $1,500The wife asked for a month and the objectedhusband to
paying any amount.

order,In its final the court awarded the wife “permanent alimony” of
$1,100 month,per to an“subject annual cost of living uponincrease based
the PriceConsumer Index thepublished by Wall Street Journal.” In
support of its the courtruling, acknowledged “that the lifestyle during the

However,was modest.”marriage it held that “each party’s employment
prospects could be enhanced.”

that,More theparticularly, court found while the clearlyhusband “is
working many hours per week for his hisparents,... hourlyactualized
rate is diminimus The[sic].” court determined that the husband could

$41,000increase his income ofreported by “choos[ing] to work another job
hourlywhere his rate would substantially higher.”be The court believed

such an opportunity was available to the husband previousbecause “[h]is
history with the deli supports findingbusiness a that he has been

insuccessful other ventures.”
Moreover, the court ruled that the rental agreement between the

husband parents result,and his was “specious.” As a it held that the
husband’s “effective income higheris than he hereports, given that
receives the benefit of housing from his Theparents.” court concluded that
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“theability alimonyhad the to becausepay $900the husband therefore
towardsappliedhe is as rent bepaying c[an]which claims[the husband]

foralimony [the wife].”
to workaddition, “clearly abilitythat the wife has anIn the court found

sufficient,” herdespitemore selfeach week to becomemore hours
in“customaryis thehourlythat her current scheduleprotestations

a reasonable thatexpectationIt also held that the wife “hadindustry.”
and, thus, “therewould continue”parentsfromsupport [the husband’s]

mightfor future than whatplan expensesof a need to[for her]was less
determined that the wife wasthe case.” The courtotherwise be

underlyingthe court held that “thealimony. Finally,in ofaccordingly need
alimony.an award ofsupportedrise to the divorce”givingcircumstances

II. Analysis

alimonythe awardthat we must reversearguesOn the husbandappeal,
(1) in the dissolution ofthe husband’s faultbecause: the court considered

(2) automatic, cost-to an annualsubjectthe award was mademarriage;the
(3)increase; not the court’s decision tosupportthe record doesof-living

(4)life; housingthe free providedfor the court consideredalimonyaward
in the wife’s needs and theascertainingthe husband’sby parents

(5) byand the court was motivatedability pay alimony;husband’s to
“animus.”

claims, findingsthe andIn the husband’s we will “sustainreviewing
in evidential orthey lacking supportthe trial court unless arerulings of

Fowler, 516,& 145 N.H.of law.” In the Matter Fowlerbytainted error of
(2000). determiningdiscretion in and“The trial court has broad519

anabsentalimony----” Accordingly,the of Id.ordering payment...
discretion, we will not overturn its factualexercise ofunsustainable

(2007).Larsen, 738,& 155 N.H. 746In the Matter Peiranofindings. of
the law de novo. See In reHowever, review its ofinterpretationwe

(2006).2004-789, 153 332, 334N.H.Juvenile
if it finds that:alimonyA trial court is to awardpermitted

(a) income, or bothproperty,in need lacks sufficientparty[t]he
needs, intotakingto for such reasonableprovide party’s...

have becomeliving partiesthe of to which thestyleaccount
(b) from whommarriage; partythe andduring [t]heaccustomed

meetingneeds whileis is able to meet reasonablealimony sought
styleinto account theseeking alimony, takingof the partythose

theduringto the have become accustomedliving partiesof which
(c) to be self-and in need is unablemarriage; party[t]he
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a standard ofthrough appropriate employment atsupporting
needs____that meets reasonableliving

2007).458:19, In of thedetermining alimony,RSA I the amount(Supp.
court consider the value of economic and non-economic contributionsmay

unit, 458:19, IV(d),the RSA and:familyto

health,the the sociallength marriage; age,shall consider the of
income,status, occupation,or economic amount and sources of
estate,awarded..., skills, employability,the vocationalproperty

liabilities, and needs of each of the the ofparties; opportunity
income;for future of assets and the faultacquisition capitaleach

458:16-a, 11(1);of either defined in RSA and the federalparty as
consequencestax of the order.

IV(a).458:19,RSA turn to specific arguments.We now the husband’s

A. Consideration Faultof

The argueshusband first that the court mischaracterized the parties’
followingreconciliation the incident of abuse and consideredimpermissibly

fault in determining that the wife is entitled to Morealimony. particularly,
he inargues that there is no basis the record for the determinationcourt’s
that he “induced to marriage following[the wife] return to the [the]
physical assault.”

agreeWe that there is no evidence support findingto the court’s that
the husband “induced to return to the marriage following[the wife] [the]

trial,Atphysical assault.” the wife testified that she returned to the home
thefollowing assault because children were still young,” “[t]hey“[her]

left,”didn’t whyknow their mother and the to“explainedhusband [the
found,that he had done something wrong.”children] We have not and the

wife has failed to evidenceprovide, any supportsthat the court’s deduction
from this that theretestimony was “inducement.” findingBecause this was

andclearly erroneous was central to the court’s decision regarding
we vacate thealimony, award and remand.

The husband also that the courtcontends should not have considered his
parties stipulatedconduct because the to a divorce on irreconcilable

groundsdifferences and the court theiradopted stipulation. Pursuant to
2007),RSA (Supp. parties458:7-a are entitled ifto a no-fault divorce

“irreconcilable differences ... have caused the irremediable breakdown of
the marriage.” The intent of this statute permitis to to dissolveparties
their marriage, while the“minimizfing] acrimony attending divorce

672, (1976).proceedings.” Murphy Murphy,v. 116 N.H. 673 Because this
purpose could be defeated should a offer inparty evidence of fault a no-
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divorce, “that in a divorce under RSA 458:7-a ...Murphywe held infault
faultin discretion exclude evidence of onmay properlythe trier of fact [its]

674.alimony.”the issue of Id. at

inour of RSA 458:7-a Chabot v.interpretationWe later broadened
(1985). There, that, a “courtChabot, 793, we stated when126 N.H. 795

differences,of irreconcilable fault wouldgrounda divorce on thegrants
Id.;alimony.”division orquestions propertynot be considered on the of

(1988) (“[E]videnceBoucher, 377,131 N.H. 379 of faultalso Boucher v.see
if a faultalimony propertyin an award of or division ofmay be considered

cause of the marital breakdown.”primaryis to be theground proven
itself,omitted)). alimonyis in accord with the statuteThis rule(quotation

fault the basis of theconsideration of fault to cases where waswhich limits
IV(b)458:19,RSAmarriage.and caused the breakdown of the Seedivorce

11(1)458:16-a, (2004);RSA toprovided bythe definition of fault(adopting
wit, in RSA 458:7 fault-basedspecified [the“the fault of either asparty

marriage”).if fault caused the breakdown of thedivorce saidstatute]
thecase, the stated that it was to considerpermittedIn the instant court

toproceededrise to the divorce” and“underlying givingcircumstances
the following:recite

at andyears,testified that he knew least fivehusband][The
the that heyears, separationmuch as ten tomaybe prioras

near to the time that heintended to divorce This was[the wife].
the amarriage following physicalinduced to return to[the wife]

her. he shared this information with [the wife]assault Hadupon
in have been better able to secure othertimely way, mighta she

a moregreaterthat would her income andemployment give
thisretirement in old His failure to shareage.substantial
theinformation, inducement for her to return toand his

to sufficient. Even ifabilityhas her be selfmarriage, impeded
$13,000 $15,000school at a cost of to overshe were to return to

soondegreethree she could not receive a master’syears,two to
had aAdditionally,have a vestedenough pension. [the wife]to

parentsthat fromexpectation support [the husband]’sreasonable
in need ofcontinue. The Court concludes that is[the wife]would

alimony.

that consideration of theseargument essentiallyThe husband’s is
fault. Awas tantamount to consideration of“underlying circumstances”

Boucher,in 131 N.H.forward the defendantargument put bysimilar was
irreconcilablecase, granteda marital master divorce onat 379-80. In that

“conductbut nevertheless cited the defendant’sgrounds,differences
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parties’for its decision to award thethroughout marriage” supportthe as
theappeal,the Id. at 379. On defendantplaintiff.residence toprimary

of such conduct wasthat the master’s considerationargued
contrast,of Id. The inplaintiff,from consideration fault.indistinguishable

throughout marriage”reference to “conduct theasserted that the master’s
of, inand of interest the home. Id.vacatingreferred to the defendant’s loss

that the master had not erred because such disinterest couldarguedShe
party’son the issue of a contribution and attachment to anbe relevant

asset. at 379-80.We that the defendant’s “conduct” couldacknowledgedId.
the the ofby impermissible purposehave been used master for both

fault, ascertainingand for the of hisanalyzing permissible purpose
to the home. Id. at 380. we could not determine fromcontribution Because

considered,“conduct” the wethe record what master had remanded the
case. Id.

Boucher,Here, ofas in the court’s discussion the husband’s conduct
in ways. consideringcould be construed several The court could have been

the conduct as relevant to ultimate determination that thehusband’s its
abilitywife has an ... to be self sufficient.” Such use of the“impeded
permissible requiredhusband’s conduct would be because the court was to

inparty [ability] self-supporting” priorconsider “the ... to be toneed[’s]
1(c).458:19, But,awarding alimony. possibleRSA it is also that the court

that it had the discretion to it thoughtbelieved consider what to be each
fault in the breakdown ofparty’s marriage,the as intimated from its

statement that it could givingconsider the “circumstances rise to the
case,divorce.” If that is the the court in error. Becausewas we cannot

determine from the record in theprecisely what fashion court considered
conduct, Boucher,the husband’s we must remand. 131N.H. at 380.

B. Annual Cost Living Increaseof

The contends next byhusband that the court erred thesubjecting
award to an annualalimony cost-of-living increase. heSpecifically, argues

that, an alimony onlybecause award can be modified a“upon proper
circumstances,”ofshowing changed In the Matter &Arvenitisof

Arvenitis, 653, (2005),152 N.H. 655 it cannot be made subject to the
index,consumer whichprice is unrelated to the financial circumstances of

the RSA 458:19.parties. agree.See We
yet issue,While we have not had to preciseoccasion consider this we

held that childrecently support awards cannot be made subject to
automatic incost-of-living escalators In the Matter &Donovanof
Donovan, 55, (2005). There,152 64-65N.H. the had toparties agreed a
uniform support requiredorder that the father to childpay support,
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Priceusingfor inflation the Consumeradjustmentto annual“subject
later, modifyfiled a to thepetitionThree the fatheryearsIndex.” Id. at 56.

the consumer indexorder, things, priceother thatamongsupport arguing,
(2004),458-C:3,11(a)to RSA whichcontrarybe stricken asprovision must

atsupportin a child award. Id.calculatingthe usedcomputationsprovides
458-C:3, 11(a), the supportwe noted that childAfter RSAexamining57.

prospective supporta “trial court to set basedrequireguidelines generally
this,at From weincome Id. 64.figures.”currentupon parents’][the

a mandatorythe consumer index aspricethat the use ofconcluded
because itsupport guidelinesthe childescalator was “inconsistent with

that aresupport obligationto theadjustments [payor]’srequires
at 65.parties’in the incomes.” Id.changesof actualindependent

inapplicablein Donovan isunderlying holding equallyThe rationale our
above, alimonythe amount of to bedeterminingAs noted inthis case.

of theawarded, “lengthfactors as thethe court must consider such
health, status, amountoccupation,or economicage,the socialmarriage;

..., skills,income, vocationalof the awardedpropertyand sources
estate, liabilities, the RSAparties.”and needs of each ofemployability,

IV(b). the financial and458:19, pertainenumerated factors toAll of these
way,In this RSAdivorcing parties.of the actualcircumstancespersonal

IV(a) Donovan,458-C:3,11(a) 458:19, are similar. See 152 N.H. atand RSA
11(a)458-C:3, theanalyzethe court torequires64 how RSA(explaining

award).childmaking supportactual incomes in aparties’

contrast,index, in is intended to aprovideThe priceconsumer
thegoods purchased byof “the of and servicesgeneral priceoverview

2004).(8thLAWDICTIONARY335 ed. Whileconsumer.” BLACK’Saverage
thein the effect of inflation onmay ascertainingthis information be useful

area, it does notlarge geographicof amacroeconomic condition
It cannot be presumedshed on the realities of individuals.necessarily light

everythe financial condition of divorcedthat inflation will affectperforce
theit that inflation will affectpresumedcannot becouple. Consequently,

Waldman, 87,Waldman v. 520 So. 2d 89alimonyof an award. Seeequities
1988)(Fla. a thatshowingthat “there must beApp. (explainingDist. Ct.

the individual”impacts specificallyof inflation onproblemthe national
modification canalimonyof an award before suchrequesting modification

Acker,Acker v. 821 So. 2dgrounds byon othergranted),be receded from
IV(b)(Fla. 2002). 458:19,RSA requiresDist. Ct. BecauseApp.1088

the actual andparties,to based the condition ofalimony uponawards be
erred theby makingat the trial courtsolely economy large,not the

Donovan,index. See 152priceto the consumeralimony subjectaward
(N.C.Barham, 774,64-65; 487 S.E.2d 781 Ct.Barham v.N.H. at see also
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1997) that an is not entitled to anApp. (holding alimony recipient
index);automatic increase based the consumercost-of-living upon price

(Fla. 1979)Stoler, 253,376 So. 2d 254 Ct. errorApp. (findingStoler v. Dist.
a inprovision alimony providingwhere a trial court inserted an award for

increase); Tillman,cost-of-livingan automatic Tillman v. 791 So. 2dcf.
(Miss. 2001).285, 288-89 Ct. App.

AlimonyC.Award of for Life

The next the thechallenges alimonyhusband duration of award. He
record,contends that the court erred in finding, on this that an award of

Moreover,for life was warranted.alimony argueshe that we must reverse
because the court failed to state a basis for its decision to make alimony

Wepayments permanent. agree.

It has beenlong recognized that the ofprimary “purpose alimony is
Tishkevich, 404, (1989);Eg.,rehabilitative.” Tishkevich v. 131 N.H. 407

1(c)458:19, find,see also RSA (requiring that a trial court prior to
thatawarding alimony, recipientthe is “unable to self-supportingbe

through appropriate employment”). This principle uponis based the
realization that spouses“modern are to function inequally jobable the

Fowler,market and to for theirprovide own financial needs.” 145 N.H. at
should, therefore,520. Alimony be togenerally “designed encourage the

to anrecipient independentestablish source of income.” In the Matter of
425, (2006),& 153 N.H.Harvey Harvey, 431 groundsoverruled on other

(2007).In theby Chamberlin, 13, 15-16Matter Chamberlin & 155N.H.of

However, the express language of the alimony statute dictates that
awards needalimony 458:19,not be inrehabilitative all cases. See RSA I

for(providing alimony awards that are “either ortemporary permanent,
for a time”);definite or indefinite ofperiod 458:19,RSA (mandatingIV
consideration of multiple factors when thecalculating amount of an

award). this,alimony Because of we have held that the rehabilitative
where,principle controlling (1)is not for instance: the supported spouse

suffers from ill health and is not capable of herestablishing own source of
income, 159, (2)see Henry Henry, (1987);v. 129 N.H. 162 the supported

divorce,inspouse, a fault-based has minimal job experience, no formal
education, learninga anddisability suffers from anxiety panicand attacks
caused theby spouse’s abuse,other emotional see In the Matter of

Letendre, 31, (3)Letendre & (2002);149 N.H. 39-40 and the court
determines that it is fornecessary the supported spouse to maintain a
part-time work schedule in child,order to care for the parties’ see In the

(2006).Matter &Hampers Hampers, 275,154 N.H. 284-85 In suchof
cases, the court permittedis to provide for more than rehabilitative
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to enter “thelacks the wherewithalpartythealimony supportedbecause
Fowler,needs,” 145financialfor their ownprovidemarket and ...job

lifestylethe520, shaped by parties’needs have beenas thoseN.H. at
458:19, I(a), (c); 153 N.H. at 431.Harvey,RSAmarriage.the Seeduring

justifiesconclusion that the recordthe trial court’sdisagreeWe with
Unlike cases where we havepriorlife in this case.alimonyan award of for

is inin this case the wifealimony justified,to benon-rehabilitativefound
162, to support,at has no minor childrenhealth, 129 N.H.Henry,seegood

skills, Fowler,284, seejoband has marketable154 N.H. atHampers,see
Moreover, the standard of520, degree.a bachelor’sincludingN.H. at145

accustomed, she will toattemptand whichshe has becomeliving to which
means, (findingid.indisputablyis modest. Seeher ownreproduce through

to “obtain arecipient unlikelywhere the wasaward insufficientalimonyan
livinga standard ofindependentlymaintainwill allow her tojob which

time,At the themarriage”).her sameenjoyed duringto thatcomparable
week”per24 hours[currently] only workingthat the wife “iscourt found

hours ... to become more selfan to work more“clearly abilityand has
therefore, alimonyofWe, permanentreverse the court’s awardsufficient.”

by the record.such an award is unwarrantedas

SupportD. Consideration Parentalof

theimpermissiblythat the court consideredarguesThe husband next
particularly housing,to receive support,that he would continueprospect

with thealimony agreeat award. Wearrivinghis in itsparentsfrom
that he receive freehave wouldmay presumedhusband that the court

ability pay alimony.it calculated his toin the future whenhousing
least someMoreover, gavethat the court atwe with the husbandagree

Atfinancially by parents.”“be cared for histo its belief that he willweight
for the court to consider theissue, therefore, it was properis whether

in itssupport analysis.for of such futurereceiptmere potentiality
the andinterpret languageus toquestion requiresResolution of this

statute, In will ascribe thedoing,RSA 458:19. so wealimonyintent of the
the legislativeto the words used and discernordinary meaningandplain

Epsom,ElderTrust Fla. v. Townintent from the statute as written. of of
(2007). the693, legislature mightwill not consider what154 N.H. 697 ‘We

not see fit to include.said, legislaturethat the didlanguagehave or add
itthe intent as isHowever, legislature’sthe final arbiters ofwe are

considered as a whole.” State v.in the words of the statuteexpressed
(2007).306, 308Doyle, 156N.H.

IV(b)458:19, I, a trial courtgrantsRSA norfacially,At least neither
futurereceiving giftsa forauthority party’s potentialto considerexplicit
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The thatdetermining alimony. argues,in wife we shouldimplicitly,
bythe trial court considerations intouphold readingnevertheless such

458:19,IV(b), which a trial court to consider “thepermits opportunityRSA
acquisition of assets and income.”[party] capitalof each for future We

458:19,IY(b).to adopt interpretationdecline such a broad of RSA

ofBy factoring in the husband’s mere future theexpectancy gifts,
on,“anticipated,court indeed counted continuation of a state of affairs

the control of the affected even on thebeyond spouse,... impingedand
freedom of his not the[parents], party proceeding,[were]who to to use

dispose [they] Gassaway,and of as fit.” v.property Gassaway[their] see[]
1985)1073, 1077(D.C. (holding receipt489A.2d that the of futurepotential

assets).dividingcannot be in Such an isgifts approachconsidered marital
because, Supremeas the Court of Connecticutproblematic aptly observed:

The never be ofexpectancy may realized because diminution of
the a inchange planned dispositiondonor’s wealth or the of his

upon such an a courtproperty____Relying [expectancy], may
provisionassume that has made for aadequate needybeen

spouse provideand toneglect more means ofdependable
support, periodicsuch as a sufficient order or aalimony greater
share of atassets owned the time of the decree ____Any
prediction of what between thejustice parties may require when
a future event ismay likelyoccur to be less considered thanwell
a event,determination after the speculationmade when as to the
circumstances has been supplanted byinvolved actuality.

1987).Rubin, 1184, (Conn.v. reasons,Rubin 527 A.2d 1189-90 For these
we concur with those that havecourts held that a mereparty’s expectation

ofreceiptof a future cannot begift making alimonyconsidered when an
id.; Scott, (Mo. 1982)See 193,award. Scott v. 645 S.W.2d 198 Ct. App.

(holding that a trial court is not required to consider “such an uncertain
ofsource funds as future ingifts” making alimony award);an v.Mumma

(D.C.Mumma, 1971).73,280 course,A.2d 76 if“Of the legislature
scheme,with our ofdisagrees construction its itstatutory is free to amend

the as it Co.,statutes sees fit.” Marceau v. HeritageConcord Ins. 149Life
216, 221(2003).Therefore,N.H. to the extent that the court considered the

potentialhusband’s of futurereceipt gifts from itparents,his was in error.
asserts,The wife alternatively, that the court did not consider the

housing gift,as a but as a wagerather Seesupplement. Thayer v. Thayer,
a,s(1979),119 N.H. 871 by statutesuperseded grounds byon other staled

Clark, (2006).420,In the Matter 154Clark & N.H. Admittedly,425 thisof
order,is at least a plausible interpretation of the in lightcourt’s of its
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reports,than hehigherincome is“effectivethat the husband’sstatement
However,parents.”from hishousingthe benefit ofhe receivesthatgiven

inorhousing explainthe value of theonfindingsdid not makethe court
was increased.extent, incomereportedthe husband’sto whatway,what or

claims hewhich [the husband]that “theIndeed, onlythe court stated $900
arealimony for We[the wife].”towardsappliedrent bec[an]is aspaying

washousingone thefindings, suggestsasthese twounable to reconcile
(or andsupplement),a wagehusband’s incomea credit to thetreated as
as a debit to the husband’swas treatedhousingthesuggeststhe other

theMoreover, byis further exacerbatedour confusionexpenses.reported
that theof the wife’s beliefsthe reasonablenessofcourt’s discussion

at nohousing expenseto providehave continuedwould“parentshusband’s
to be“expectsand that the husbandlives”parties’the duration of thefor

to determineBecause we are unablehisfinancially by parents.”forcared
housingthethe court consideredwayin whichpreciselyfrom this record

to make specificremand for the trial courtwe mustcouple,to theprovided
651,Calderwood, 114 N.H. 653v.See Calderwoodon this issue.findings

vital factor to be(1974) payto is aabilityhow “the husband’s(explaining
court”).thebyconsidered

Remaining ArgumentsE.

anddecision evinces a biasthat the court’sarguesthe husbandFinally,
that heHowever, fails to demonstratehim. his briefagainstanimus

Moreover, theit in the trial court.by raisingargumentthispreserved
to ordisqualifyhusband filed a motionthat therecord does not indicate

raised ondo not consider issuesWejudge. generallyrecuse the trial
McAdams,court below. See State v.to thepresentedthat were notappeal

that,(1991). requirement recognizes445, preservation447 This134 N.H.
anduponan to rule issuesopportunityshould havetrial courtsordinarily,

v.to the court. Stateappellatearethey presentedcorrect errors beforeto
(2000). for367, opportunityBecause no suchBain, 370145 N.H.

State v.here, argument.decline to address thiswegivenconsideration was
(2002).352,Szczerbiak, 148N.H. 356

brief,in his all ofargumentsoffers several additionalThe husband
informationfinancialparties’ specificin thepart, uponat leastrely,which

wethat information. Whileinvolvingcomputationsand the trial court’s
in hisby the husbandfigures providedthe financialthat some ofagree

case,in this wealimonyamount of awardedto cut theagainstbrief appear
thebythat were filedfinancial affidavitsus the actualdo not have before

197. 116 N.H.Murphy,Court Rule SeeSuperiorin withaccordanceparties
191, (1976);Economides, 195 In the116 N.H.675; v.at Economides

(2002).656, areLevreault, Since we147 N.H. 658&Matter Levreaultof
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thevacating alimony award in its theentirety, may presenthusband his
toarguments the trial court should it again upondetermine remand to

award alimony to the wife.

Vacated and remanded.

GalwayBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.
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