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Even if theofonly group people.a certainvehicles tothat he sellsargue
thepurchasingobtains beforebuyersto heexports vehiclespetitioner

oflimits the universeto that hevehicles, suggestno evidencethere is
the ofplain meaningbuyers. Additionally,becomemaywhopersons

largerof themembereverynot thatrequiredoes“general public”
services, that mustthe vehiclesto the petitioner’shave accesscommunity

communityor that thecommunity,ofevery member thetargeted towardbe
must the United States.be within

not inabove, that the trial court did errwe holdFor the reasons stated
byDealer” as definedis a Vehiclepetitionerthat the “Retaildetermining

RSA 259:89-a.

Affirmed.
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Potrillo, Salem,A.Paul of by orally,brief and for the plaintiffs.

LLP, Boston, (.MarissaHinshaw & Culbertson of Massachusetts I.
brief,Delinks and M.Justin Fabella on the and orally),Ms. Delinks thefor

defendant.

CONBOY, (husband)Maroun,J. The plaintiffs, George Sr. and Edith
(wife),Maroun filed a petition seeking enjoin defendant,to the Deutsche

(bank),Bank National Trust Company foreclosingfrom on property owned
J.)by the wife. The Superior (McHugh,Court plaintiffs’denied the

summary judgment motion grantedand the bank’s cross-motion for
summary judgment. plaintiffsThe andappeal, we affirm.

I. Background

The following facts are drawn from the trial court’s order or are
undisputedotherwise on the record before us. to 1991,Prior the plaintiffs

(theinpropertyowned Salem property) together. 1991,In the husband
(1991 deed)executed a deed that conveyed his interest in the property to

later,years 2001,the wife. Ten in the ahusband executed notarized affidavit
(2001affidavit),which atstated that the time he executed the 1991deed he

that,to accident,was married the “throughwife and inadvertence' or
mistake, the deed did not state that released[he] homestead rights.”[his]
The husband purportedly made the 2001 affidavit “to correct said omis-

deed,sion.” The affidavit onlyreferenced the and1991 the correction did
not purport any specificto relate to onmortgage the Theproperty. affidavit

filed with Rockinghamwas the County Registry 2001,of Deeds. inAlso the
(2001husband and wife a mortgageexecuted on the property mortgage),

“I, Maroun,which stated: C.George husband of mortgagor, hereby waive
all rights of and 2002,homestead other interests Inherein.” the husband
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(2002 thatmortgage)onmortgage propertyanother thewife executedand
rightthe homestead andwaivingthe husband’slanguageincluded same

in the property.interestsother
alone, mortgagea note and a2006, wife, promissoryexecuted bothIn the

(2006 subject litigation.the of thismortgage), which areon the property
athe is woman.erroneously singlestates that wifemortgage documentThe

[wife],states,also “Borrower anddocumentAlthough mortgagethe
... ...rightsif all of homestead and otherany, releasespouse,Borrower’s

ornot the note theProperty,” signin the the husband didinterests
2009, towas the bank. Themortgage assigneddocument. In themortgage

of right.no action to address the status the husband’s homesteadbank took
2008, bankruptcy13 thatChapter petitionwife an individualIn the filed

of real Inrequired property.as an asset on the schedulepropertylisted the
of with the court2010, bankruptcyfiled schedules assetsthe wife amended

that the husband a home-possessedin case that assertedbankruptcyher
a higherthat the husband’s claim hadright propertystead in the and

ultimatelymortgage. emergedthan 2006 the wife frompriority the When
required pay prepetition arrearageshe was to somebankruptcy protection,

by mortgage ongoing2006 and to make certainamounts secured the
did not curedischarge,on the debt. her the wife herpayments Following

arrears, to thesought upon property.and the bank foreclose
court,injunctive relief in thepetition superiorThe filed a forplaintiffs

has theright prioritythe homestead over 2006arguing that husband’s
debt, injunction againstand the bank’smortgage requesting permanenta

that wereparties agreedof The there noproperty.foreclosure sale the
fact, judgment.each summaryissues of material and moved fordisputed

summarythe for andgranted judgmenttrial court bank’s motionThe
the plaintiffs’denied motion.

argue erroneouslythat the trial court concludedappeal, plaintiffstheOn
torights respector released his homestead withthat the husband waived

that trial erred byalso contend the courtmortgage. plaintiffsthe 2006 The
that,finding judicatato the doctrines of res and collateralpursuantnot

foreclosingis from on the husband’s home-estoppedthe bankestoppel,
upon rulings bankruptcy Finally,in the wife’s case.rightsstead based

findingthe that an erroneous reference to the wife’strial court’sdespite
in the amortgage probablyas a woman 2006 document wassinglestatus

“iserror, the that the erroneous reference notplaintiffsscrivener’s assert
argument in turn.without relevance.” We address each

II. ReviewStandard of

summaryrulingsthe trial on cross-motions forreviewingIn court’s
in most favorable to eachlight“we consider the evidence thejudgment,
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in capacity and,its as the if noparty nonmoving party genuine ofissue
exists,material fact we determine the moving partywhether is toentitled

ofas a matter law.” Granitejudgment Mgmt.State & Res. v. City of
Concord, 277, 282(2013) omitted).N.H. (quotation165 “If our review of that

genuineevidence discloses no issue of fact ifmaterial and the moving party
law,ajudgmentis entitled to as matter of then we will affirm the ofgrant

omitted).summary judgment.” (quotationId.

III. RightWaiver Homesteadof

The trial court concluded that the husband’s notarized 2001 “affidavit
inexplaining givingthat his intent the deed was to release his homestead

wasrights” validly“sufficient to his rights”waive homestead as to 2006the
mortgage. appeal, plaintiffsOn the thatargue the trial court erroneously
“imputed” priorthe husband’s waivers of his right,homestead theincluding

affidavit,in 2001waiver the to the 2006 mortgage because the homestead
statute not“does contain conditional or phrases regardingwords orwhen
how a orfrequently written waiver encumbrance of homestead must[the]
occur to be valid.”

thisResolving requiresissue us to interpret and theapply
statutory :3-a,exemption. 480:1, (2013),homestead See RSA :5-a :4 (Supp.
2014). interpretationThe and ofapplication present questionsstatutes of
law, Cavadi, (2013).which we review Deyeso 76,de novo. v. N.H.165 79 In

statutorymatters of interpretation, we are finalthe arbiters of the
legislature’s expressedintent as in the words of the statute considered as

Co., (2007).a whole. v.Ameriquest 19,Chase Mortgage 155 N.H. 22 When
statute,ofexamining languagethe a plain ordinarywe ascribe the and

meaning to the isolation;words used. Id. We do innot construe statutes
instead, we to so inattempt harmonydo with the statutoryoverall scheme.
Id. When orinterpreting two more statutes that with a subjectdeal similar
matter, we they other,construe them so that do not contradict each soand

theythat will lead to reasonable results and the legislativeeffectuate
ofpurpose the statutes. Id. Statutory homestead areprotections univer­

held tosally liberallybe construed to policy objective.achieve their public
Deyeso,See N.H. 80.165 at

In “[e]veryNew Hampshire, person $100,000is toentitled worth of
homestead,her therein,his or or of his or her interest as a homestead.”

RSA 480:1. “The isright generallyhomestead from orexempt attachment
(2006).Bader, 75,v.encumbrance.” Stewart 154 N.H. 88 “The ofpurpose

the exemptionhomestead is to secure to debtors and their thefamilies
79;shelter of roof.” Deyeso,the homestead 165 N.H. at see also Gunnison

(1859)(“[T]heTwitchel, 62,v. 38 N.H. 69 great objectand theparamount of
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a familyinviolate ...preserveact ... to andprotect[is].homestead
destitution,.”). from andfamilytheprotects. “The exemptionhome . .

becoming Deyeso,of citizenssociety danger paupers.”from the itsprotects
omitted).brackets, alsoand “Itellipsisat (quotation,165 79-80N.H.

by encouraging propertythe statestabilitythe and welfare ofpromotes
(quotationthe of the citizen.”Id. at 80partand onownership independence

omitted).and brackets

torightof also extendsstatutory protectionThe the homestead
not of the property:the but are title ownersspouses occupywho homestead

are entitled to theoccupy“The husband or wife of the ownerowner and the
death,lifetime,” and, after the owner’sduring the owner’srighthomestead

duringto his or herrightis entitled the homesteadsurviving spousethe
1886)(N.H.Sweet, 646,480:3-a; A.see Bothell v. 6 648lifetime. RSA

bynot threerighthomestead was affected(concluding plaintiffsthat
joinin not she her homestead“preservedwhich she did becausemortgages

therefore,statute, acontemplates homesteadright by occupation”). The
owns theonly spouse legallyin when oneright spouses,both even

homestead. See RSA 480:3-a.

thatIn with the RSA 480:4 statespurpose, “[t]heaccord statute’s
during its continuance fromright is from attachmentexempthomestead

execution, to or forlevy liabilityon and from be encumbered takenor sale
only exceptionsfour to theprovidesthe of debts.” The statutepayment

(2)(1) taxes”; “the enforce­right exemption: “the collection ofhomestead
construction,created in thement liens of mechanics and others for debtsof

(3)homestead”; “the of mort­improvementor of the enforcementrepair
(4)law”; levya to andcharge accordingmade thereon “thegages which are

480:4;this RSA see N.H.Deyeso,of as in 165provided chapter.”executions
conveyshall or the homesteadAdditionally,at 79. deed encumber“[n]o

paymenta at time of to secureright, except mortgage purchasemade the
it the and wife ormoney, byof the unless is executed ownerpurchase

husband, conveyancethe the of land.”any, requiredif with forformalities
Moreover, a both with thesigned by spousesRSA 480:5-a. if deed is

formalities, the ofis no that text the deedrequisite requirementthere
right.of Verdolino v.contain an waiver the homestead Seeexpress

(D.N.H. 1998)205,Anderson, argument12 206 thatSupp. (rejectingF. 2d
an'explicitcontain waiver of the homesteada document mustmortgage

(1911)23, thatWoodbury, (recognizingv. 76 25-26Perley N.H.exemption);
satisfied, is unneces­statutory expressif are an waiverrequirementsthe

sary convey right).or the homesteadto encumber
Here, signthat husband did not the 2006there is no thedispute

Therefore, complythe did not with RSA 480:5-amortgage2006mortgage.
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convey anyand did not or homestead rightencumber that the husband had
in the RSA 480:5-a. The bank notproperty. challengeSee does this

instead,but that theproposition argues, husband did not have a homestead
to in 2006right assert because he had waived all his ininterest the

hisproperty, including right, byhomestead virtue of the containedwaiver
in his 2001 affidavit. We agree.

The 2001 is distinguishableaffidavit waiver from the 2001 and 2002
mortgage waivers in complianceexecuted with RSA two480:5-a. The
mortgage waivers cannot interpreted upon anybe to act other conveyance

Chase,or encumbrance. 155 at (concludingN.H. 22-28 mortgage couldCf.
chargenot constitute a on accordinghomestead to it notlaw because did

480:5-a).satisfy statutory contrast,ofrequirements RSA 477:3and RSA In
affidavit,by executing the purported2001 the husband to relinquish his

encumbrance,withright, respecthomestead not to a specific but with
respect conveyanceto the of his entire ininterest the to hisproperty wife.
Thus, the issue before us is whether that waiver was effective toas the 2006
mortgage, the thatnotwithstanding fact the husband did signnot the

andmortgage document continued to reside in the property with his wife.
480:3-a,RSASee :4.

is orvoluntaryWaiver the intentional abandonment or relinquish­
Warden, Prison,ment of a known right. See Debonis v. N.H. State 153N.H.

(2006).603, 605 general principle, recognized by repeated“[T]he decisions
sense,by is,commonand that a provision, bymade law for the ofbenefit

individuals,particular may by Neally,be waived them.” Fletcher v. 20 N.H.
464, (1846);see, Debonis,466 e.g., 153 N.H. at 605 (noting petitionerthat
waived statutory righthis to a hearing);revocation v.DanielDuke/Fluor

(2004)581,Hawkeye Funding, 150 (recognizing statutoryN.H. 584 that
contract).lien bymechanic’s can be Statutorywaived exemptions, such as

right, generallythe homestead are personal privilegesconsidered of the
(Colo. 1928)411,debtor. See v.Pappas Capps, 263 R 411 (considering

(Me. 1897)(address­325, 326automobile v.exemption); Wyman Gay, 37A.
chattels); Sutherland,ofing exemption 475,certain Currier v. 54 486N.H.

(1874) that(recognizing of aexemption“[t]he homestead from attachment
owner”).levy personalor is a giveswhich the lawprivilege to the Other

jurisdictions have that rightconcluded has a“[o]ne to waive an exemption
in his own favor he itunless also holds for ofthe benefit others or unless

againstsuch waiver is orpublic policy some constitutional statutoryor
Estate, 481, (Iowa 1946) (conclud­restriction.” In re 24Kline’s N.W.2d 483

widowing waived deceased husband’s forexemption by sellingautomobile
convertingvehicle nonexempt property);and asset into see also 31Am.Jur.

(2012) that,Exemptions §2d (noting “apart attempt277 from an to sodo
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mayclaim waive oroptionthe to ora debtor “hasexecutory agreement,”by
tocontrary public“it bean unless “wouldexemptiontoestoppedbe assert”

policy”).

waived, legislaturethestatutory rights may beAlthough, generally,
See,limit, e.g., RSA 275:50prohibitor such waivers.has to evenpowerthe

as(2010) wages, exceptto ofstatutory right paymentwaiver of(prohibiting
(2007)statute); any waiver(declaringin the 540:28RSAelsewhereprovided

void”). Nothingto null andchapterunder 540 “berightstenant of RSAby
the480,however, a waiver of homesteadexpressly prohibitschapterin RSA

Further, right specificallyareof the homesteadlimited waiversright.
(2013)477:44, IVstatutory RSAprovisions.for other Seeunderprovided

securityto aright respectof withwaiver homestead(contemplating
forhousing); (providing approach480:5-ainterest in manufactured RSA

(2007)RSA 560:14right);or the homesteadconveying encumbering
survivinginright rightafter the vests(allowing waiver of homestead

(2007)560:15,death); (allowingRSA :16owner-spouse’sthespouse upon
of the home­right marriage). languageThewaiver of homestead before

“[e]very personIt that isprovidesis also instructive.rightstead statute
$100,000 homestead, of her interesthis or or his orentitled to worth of her

added). Thus, thetherein, (emphasisa 480:1 statuteas homestead.” RSA
which the homeownerright personal privilege,as acasts the homestead

v. of Winchester,to Reed Bankand are exercise. See Unionentitledspouse
(1878)(29 Gratt.) of719, exemption724-27 that waiver(concluding70 Va.
constitution).permitted "Virginiawas under

statutoryotherTherefore, rights, rights,hold that homestead likewe
of the such a waiver would bemay by right,waived the holder unlessbe

or restriction. Seestatutory'or constitutionalagainst public policy some
(Minn.859, 865Detlefson-Delano,v. 830 N.W.2dMarine Credit Union

2013) thatSupreme Court has “saidthat the Minnesota(recognizing
waived”). However, protectivetherights may given purposebehomestead

a presumption againstthe further hold that there isright,of homestead we
waiver, right broadly, as wasparty mayand a waive the homesteadsuch a

tohere, unequivocalan intentionbythe an act which evidences“onlycase
omitted). 480:5-a,course, with RSA(quotation complianceso.” Id. Ofdo

byconveyance rightor of the homesteadwhich allows for encumbrance
deed, an intention. Seeunequivocalneed of suchproofobviates the for

206; Thus,at if aVerdolino, 76 25-26.Supp. Perley,12 F. 2d at N.H.
formalitiesby spouses,is “with thesigneddocument bothmortgage

island,” of waiverconveyance of no further evidencerequired for the
required. RSA 480:5-a.
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rightWhether the husband waived his onhomestead here turns the
language of the 2001 affidavit and the surroundingcircumstances its filing.

affidavit, accident,In the 2001 the states: “[T]hroughhusband inadvertence
mistake,or the did not I my[1991] deed state that released homestead

Thus,This affidavit is torights. given correct said omission.” the document
expressly conveys unequivocalthe husband’s intention to waive his home­

rightstead to the 1991respect conveyancewith to his wife.

Because we have concluded that a waiver is permissible under the
statute,homestead theright plaintiffs arguedand have not that this waiver

anyviolated other orstatutory provision,constitutional nextwe consider
whether this waiver public policy.violates weHistorically, have been
protective rightof the homestead when an owner-spouse has attempted to
relinquish right See,the without the consent of the non-owner spouse. e.g.,

Atkinson, (1859)434,Atkinson v. 37 436N.H. (recognizing wife’s home­
right petitionee’sstead claim of ownership throughover onlydeed executed

husband,by the notwithstanding homestead,wife’s absence from the
husband”).illbybecause “she was compelled treatment to abandon her Our

solicitude factreflects the that the primarilyhomestead laws were enacted
for ofprotection spousethe the non-owner and dependent children. See

(Mo. 1904).579,Meyer Drug Here,Bros. Co. v. Bybee, 78 S.W. 584 the
spouse expressly relinquished statutorynon-owner the protections under

coercion, fraud,that abuse,circumstances bear no indicia of economic or
Thus,byother misconduct the waiver,wife. we do not conclude that the in

itself,and policyof violates the underlying right.the homestead
Further, although the trial court that thefound 2001 affidavit was

executed at the ofrequest the ismortgagee, the record as to whichunclear
Moreover,requested the affidavit.mortgagee the doplaintiffs not allege

that the 2001 affidavit was orcoerced that the 2001 mortgage was
conditioned the husband allupon future claims torelinquishing a home-

We,stead exemption. that theconsequently, conclude affidavit waiver in
this case did not violate the policy underlying right.the homestead

Accordingly, we conclude that effectivelythe husband waived his
affidavit,right byhomestead the 2001 thatexecuting and he no longer had

a thatright he could assert against future creditors. theBecause husband
did not have a inright propertyhomestead the when the wife executed the
2006 mortgage, mortgagethe deed required signed bywas not to be the
husband in complyorder to with and “chargeRSA 480:5-a to be a thereon

480:4;according Beaudoin,to law.” RSA see v.Walbridge Estate 163of
(2012).804, We, therefore,N.H. 806 hold that the ofhusband’s waiver his

homestead right was effective as to the thatmortgage,2006 and the trial
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rights possessed byhomesteadconcluding any“thatbydid not errcourt
bythe heldmortgage [the bank].”toare]husband subordinate[the

EstoppelRes Judicata and CollateralTV.

estoppelandjudicatathat res collateralarguenextplaintiffsThe
theyon due to what assertforeclosing propertythethe bank fromprevent

confirmingthe court’s order the wife’sbankruptcyis effect ofpreclusivethe
However, summary judgment,their motion for theinChapter plan.13

“judiciallythe should bethe trial court that bankplaintiffs argued to
bythat taken thean fromasserting position [wife]from alternateestopped

added.) G.,ZacharySee In recase.”bankruptcy (Emphasisin her earlier
(2009)146, estoppelthat(recognizing judicial “protects152159 N.H.

in one of aby phasea fromjudicial preventing party prevailingintegrity
contradictoryupon argumentthen ausing argument relyingone andcase

omitted)).(quotationin and brackets Thephase”to anotherprevail
orjudicata estoppel.res collateraluponmade no basedplaintiffs argument

bankruptcythe court’s decision onthe trial court observed thatAlthough
effect,have no itstay preclusivemotion for relief from couldthe bank’s

— onlythejudicial argument argumentrejected plaintiffs’ estoppelthe
appealdo not the trial court’splaintiffs. plaintiffsthe Thebyasserted

judicial argument. plaintiffson Because the did notruling estoppeltheir
court,before the trial and neverjudicata estoppelres or collateralargue

addressing trial court’sa motion for reconsideration the observationfiled
decision,bankruptcylack of the court’spreclusivethe of effectregarding

forpreserved appeal.that this issue was not Seeproperlywe conclude
(2007) (“It468, 472 is aWyner,Finance Co. v. 156 N.H.Singer Asset

may judicialhave review of matters notpartiesrule that notlong-standing
omitted)); v.Gray Kelly,in trial.” see also 161(quotationraised the forum of

(2010)160, 164 estoppelcollateraljudicatathat both res and(statingN.H.
Super. 9(d)defenses); R. that failure(recognizingaffirmative Ct. Civ.are

waiver).constitutesto affirmative defensesplead

Moreover, preserved argumentthat the thisassuming plaintiffseven
judicata or collateralnot us that resappeal, they persuadedfor have

claimed homesteadchallengebars the to the husband’sestoppel bank’s
that,upon principlethejudicata estoppelBoth res and collateral restright.

against partyeffect a asprior given preclusivein order for a decision to be
claim, have had a full and fairthat must firstparticular partyto a

v. Chemical Constructionto the claim. Kremerlitigateopportunity See
461, 480-81 (1982); 27Corp.,v.Banco Cent.456 & n.22 GonzalezCorp., U.S.

1994).(1st751, a a fullpartywhetherdetermining758 Cir. When hadF.3d
in first courtsproceeding,fair to the claim theopportunity litigateand
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Shore,the toparty’s litigate. Hosieryconsider incentive See Parklane Co.v.
(1979)322, factors,(noting, otheramong “petitioners439 U.S. 331-32 that

every litigate fullyto the lawsuit and vigorously”had incentive SEC and
a ‘full fair’concluding they opportunity litigatethat “received and to their

(2d 1999)claims”); 295, 305v. 192Funding Corp.,S.E.C. Monarch F.3d Cir.
with in(considering litigate respect estoppelincentive to to collateral

(SECOND) (1982)sentencing hearings); §RESTATEMENT OF JUDGMENTS 28
that or to a(recognizing inadequate “opportunity incentive obtain full and

adjudicationfair in preclusion).the initial action” is an toexception issue

Here, the wife’s amended as abankruptcy schedules listed
however,right. right,“claim”the husband’s homestead This onlywas based

Weare,anupon imperfect right”“inchoate and in the v.property. Cross 62
(1882) omitted).125, (quotationN.H. 126 Although the wife’s amended

13 a to cureChapter plan plan mortgageincluded her home andarrearage
that secured retainstated creditors shall the liens theirsecuring“[a]ll

stated,”unless planclaims otherwise the made no mention of the husband’s
Therefore,right.homestead the right onlyhusband’s homestead would

as ifemerge an issue for the bank the wife ondefaulted the terms of her
13 ifChapter plan and the husband still withresided his wife in the

circumstances,at the timeproperty of default. Under the we cannot
conclude that the mere of apossibility post-confirmation provideddefault
the bank sufficient to litigateincentive the inhusband’s homestead claim

(1stbankruptcy Carvalho,the wife’s proceeding. 45,See In re 335 F.3d 50
2003) (“A post-confirmation default,Cir. debtor’s like many post-­other

>events,confirmation notdoes come within the reach of apreclusive
(Wash. 1967)plan.”); Harris, 963,confirmed Costanzo v. 427 P.2d 967cf.

to(declining require judgment creditor ofchallenge validityto homestead
claim before the end of redemptionthe becauseperiod the creditor “has no
way redeem”).to anticipate judgmentwhether the todebtor will choose
We, therefore, apply judicatadecline to orres collateral toestoppel bar the
bank’s tochallenge the husband’s homestead right.

V.Misstatement in Mortgage2006 Document

plaintiffsThe also that the trialargue bycourt erred concluding that the
misstatement in the 2006 mortgage, which referenced the as a singlewife
woman, was without independent legal Thesignificance. trial court found
that the reference to the as a singlewife woman was an “erroneous
representation” and concluded that “the isprobability that there was a

respect status,”scrivener’s error with herto marital which norneither she
rather,the bank identified. do notplaintiffs dispute findings; theyThe these

argue that enforcing mortgagethe 2006 with the error is “withinconsistent



in ordermortgagor spouse,the andstatutory requiringschemethe his/her
ofto execute theright, [encumbrance]the homesteadto encumberproperly

RSAconveyance.”a land See 480:5-a.with formalities ofa homestead the
in theof the wife’s marital statusdescriptionthat theThey further assert

“[referencingbecause“is not without relevance”2006 documentmortgage
purchaserthat a bona fidepresumessingleas ‘a woman’simplythe [wife]

to arefurther, peril.”their Weperhapsneed look noor future mortgagees
not persuaded.

that, the homesteadrequires conveyto or encumberRSA 480:5-a
therequiredformalities forexecuted “with theright, a deed must be

conveyancefor thestatutory requiredThe formalitiesof land.”conveyance
477:1,see RSAexecution, recording,andacknowledgement,includeof land

(2013), notification and disclosure:3, complianceas as with various:3-a well
(2013). 477,chapter which setsto :4-h RSArequirements, see RSA 477:4-a

estate, not contain aconveyancesfor of real doesrequirementsforth the
errors,contain clerical andmortgagesdeeds or thatprovision invalidating

Landry Landry,into See v.requirementsuch a the statute.we will not read
(2007). that785, we find no reason to concludeAccordingly,154 N.H. 788

any legal signifi­to marital status hasthe reference the wife’serroneous
2006 with RSArespect mortgage compliedto whether thecance with

property.to the to foreclose on theability480:5-a or bank’s

Affirmed.
Bassett, JJ.,Dalianis, Hicks, Lynn, and concurred.C.J., and
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