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Salomon, brief,by petitioner.N. of North for theCraig Hampton,
Portsmouth, brief,Chubrich, for theby respondent.Michael E. of

Sr.,Dalianis, Musso, anappealsThe Daniel E. order ofrespondent,J.
J.)(Nadeau, petition quietthe to title and forSuperior grantingthe Court

Brentwoodpermanent injunctions by petitioner,and filed thetemporary
affirm.Volunteer Fireman’s Association. We

1992,supports following respondentThe record the facts. Since the has
Brentwood,on a of inrepair parcela motor vehicle business landoperated

size,in he in 1995.approximately eventually purchasedone acre which The
to him the asparceldeed described

lying Easterly [Crawleyon the side of Falls . . . andRoad]
Westerly by Easterly bybounded . . . said road and land of G.

Rowe, mill yardRussell the same the and millbeing privilege
Falls, so-called,Crawley’ssituated on the Exeter River at being

Falls,atprivilege togetherthe middle dam or said with all the
thereon, millmachinerymills and situated and also the dam and

therewith,right fiowagethe of the connected and all land con-
privilegenected with said on both sides of said River.

1992, has,respondent petitioner’sAlso since the with the usedpermission,
Crawleyland located across Falls Road for additional customer parking

storage. subjectand This land is the of the instant litigation.
disputed parcelThe is located within a ownedlarger parcel by the

Apetitioner. disputed parceldeed to the describes it as a tracttriangular
Crawleyof land “on the side of . . . Fallswesterly and on theRoad[]

River,”southerly “Easterlyside of the Exeter bounded by [Crawley Falls
Road], Southwesterly by land of the heirs of Joseph Sandborn and
Northerly by together Privilegessaid Exeter River with the Mill and all
right in the dam across the river.”

The the topetitioner brought present petition againstdefend the
claim that he himrespondent’s disputed parcel enjoinowned the and to

firewood,from itusing pieces equipment registeredto store various of and
and motor The thatunregistered respondent arguedvehicles. because his
deed included a mill he owned the trialprivilege, disputed property. The

claim,court that millrejected ruling any privilege respondent maythis the
possessed by possessionhave was lost adverse or abandonment.

thatappeal, respondent rulingOn the contends this was error. He also
found,itargues uponthat the trial court erred when based a certain
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theseWe addressexhibit, disputed property.thethat the ownedpetitioner
that theassertionrespondent’snot address thein turn. We doarguments

inprocesswithout duepropertyhim of hisdeprivedtrial court’s decision
he has failedI, Constitution becausePart Article 15 of the Stateviolation of

it forpreservedthat hesufficiently and demonstrateargumentto brief this
282, 287(2007);Entm’t, Bean v.156N.H.OmegaAppealour review. See of

(2004).248, 250Prop. Mgmt., 151 N.H.Red Oak

title, prove goodtopartyIn to the burden is on eachquietan action
byaffected the court’srights maywhose bepartiestitle as all otheragainst

(2007).511, mayA trial court notPlonski, 514Hersh v. 156 N.H.decree.
in ofto the absencequieting disputed propertytitlejudgmentrender

partiesin the unless thoseduly property,a recorded interestparties with
trialupholdId. will thealleged.no interest and the so Wepetitionclaimed

unsup­as a matter of law orunless it is erroneouscourt’s determination
the evidence. Id.ported by

it ruled thatthat the trial court erred whenrespondent arguesThe first
bylost abandonment or adversemaymill he have had wasany privilege

can lost orrights privilegesthat and mill beHe contendspossession. “[m]ill
use that makes itonly by possession byadverse or adverseextinguished

. . and that therights privileges,”to exercise . . . or .impossible [those]
Area” and itsDisputedoccasional use of thepetitioner’s “desultory

” the“two ‘little sheds’ was insufficient to constituteconstruction of
requisite adverse use.

with theterm “mill means “the land and water usedprivilege”The
Fletcher,mill, it stand.” Moore v. 16 Me.appendagesand on which and its

(1839). mill63, any exact boundsprivilege conveyed65 When a is without
deed, muchconveyforth in the “such deeds have been held to so land asset

Goddard,the mill.”Maddox v. 15necessary, customarilywas and used with
(1839).218, 224 mill privilege grantedMe. We need not address whether the

because,disputed propertyto the included the to the asrespondent right
found,aptly any privilege possessedthe trial court mill he could have was

ago.longabandoned

assertions, privilege mayto a mill beContrary respondent’sthe
ANGELL, A TREATISE ON THE Law OFthroughlost abandonment. See J.

1854).(5th496-99, may§§ at 571-72 ed. Abandonment beWATERCOURSES
mill that he noexpressly longerfound when the owner of a site declares

acts,mill, such ascorrespondentintends “to the withkeep up accompanied
mill, to thosedam and and notice of such intentionremoving givingthe

497,§flowed, Id. atpaid damages.”whose lands he has and to whom he has
time,”lengthan of will also result572. Nonuse of the site “for unreasonable
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498,§mill Id. at 572. entire and continuedprivilege. “[T]hein loss of a
mill is evidence oftwenty years, strong primadisuse of such site for facie

time; byof and unless clearlengtha non-user for an unreasonable rebutted
millit is conclusive.”Id. The trial court found that nosatisfactory proof,and

Inpropertyhas on the since at least 1934.activity place respondent’staken
the does not on welight finding, respondent dispute appeal,of this which

that trial court not err when it found that the millrespondent’shold the did
privilege was abandoned.

The next asserts that the trial court erred when it found thatrespondent
disputed uponthe had record title to the based anpetitioner property

Wilson, and attached 2007 toquitclaimaffidavit from Stuart S. Jr. deeds the
Co., Inc.,the of apetitioner Holding corpo-from shareholders Delaware

inration that owned the and dissolved 1988.Thepreviously disputed parcel
thatrespondent satisfy petitioner’scontends the deeds failed to the burden

Hersh,to that it had title to the 156 at 514.prove good property. See N.H.

respondent argues petitionerThe that the “made no effort to prove
law,applicable provisionthe of New York which controls the ofquestion

who a corporation.”owns the assets of defunct and dissolved NewYork He
this,that prove petitioner requiredcontends to the was to submit expert

testimony “regarding the law New Yorkcontrolling corporations.” Absent
proof, argues, petitionersuch he the failed to establish that it goodhad title

cite,to the disputed property. disagree. respondentWe The does not and
of, anywe are not aware case to support proposition expertthe that witness

is in atestimony required bench trial to educate the court about the
Moreover,applicable dissolution,law. it is well established that the“[a]fter

property corporation passes shareholders, subjectof to[a] to the[its]
CyclopediaFletcher,payment corporateof debts.” 16AW. Fletcher

Corporations (2003).8224,the §of Law of Private at 437 New York
in §law is accord. See N.Y. Business LawCorporation (McKinney1005

2003).

that,respondent arguesThe next Holdingbecause Delaware Com­
Inc. was a itpany, foreign corporation, could not dissolve and assetsits

could not to its itpass registeredshareholders unless first with the New
(1999).ofHampshire Secretary pursuantState to RSA 293-A15.03 RSA

293-A:15.03 forth procedure by foreignsets the which a corporation may
apply authorityfor a certificate of to transact in Hampshire.business New
The has notrespondent any authority, any,cited and we are not aware of

dissolution, itself,supportto his assertion that in ofand constitutes
in“transacting Hampshirebusiness” New for the ofpurposes chapterRSA

We, therefore, reject293-A. his contention that the failure of Delaware
Holding Inc. to inCompany, register Hampshire precludedNew the
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inits assets to its shareholdersdissolving passingfrom and fromcompany
areremaining argumentsrespondent’swith New York law. Theaccordance

Vogel,v. 137Vogelfurther discussion. Seemerit and do not warrantwithout
(1993).321, 322N.H.

Affirmed.
Conboy, JJ., concurred.Broderick, C.J., Duggan,and Hicks and
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