
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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orally), for the petitioners.brief and

(PaulMcEachem, PA, on the briefPortsmouth McEachem& ofShaines
respondents.and for theorally),
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apreviousof the trial court’s orders and for offinding contempt. The
condominium,inpetitioners, the owners of one of the four units a filed the

motion thatalleged respondents,which the Richard withtogetherHolt the
condominium,owners of other units in the had unlawfully converted

common area within the tocondominium limited common area. We vacate
and remand.

The facts arefollowing taken from the record or are Thisundisputed.
case involves a four-unit condominium located on Boston inAvenue
Hampton, known as the FourBoston Condominium. The condominiumwas
created in 1989 to a Plan”pursuant “Condominium Site and “Declaration of
Condominium of inOwnership,” both which were recorded the Rockingham

ofCounty Registry plan depictsDeeds. The site fourthe units and
“7, 7R,themdescribes as units 9 9R& Boston Avenue.” Each unit ais

free-standing residential building. The four units are aarranged in
rectangle; adjacentunits 7 and 9 are to borderingone another Boston
Avenue, 7Rand units and 9R are rear units located behind units 7 9and
respectively. bylaws,The condominium atrecorded the same time as the
declaration, created the Boston Four Condominium Association to oversee
the ofoperations the condominium property.

In to the buildings,addition residential the condominium also includes
propertycertain around four unitsthe that the declaration designates as

either or“commonarea” “limited common area.” Common area propertyis
(25%)in which each unit equalowner has “an one-fourth undivided

interest.” The declaration that commonprovides area refer to“[s]hall all
of theportions condominium other than the units.” This aincludes large

of theportion units,outside property, walkways between as well as all
utility serving contrast,lines the condominium. In limited common area
consists of “the of theportion CommonArea forreserved the exclusive use

more,of . . . or all,one but than ofless the units.” Limited common area
balconies,includes “doorsteps, porches, patios, anyand apparatusother

to adesigned unit,serve single but oflocated outside the boundaries
addition,thereof...” In 7,7R, 9R,as to units and each has parkingits own

space designatedwhich is as limited common area. Each parking space is
feet,by9 feet 18 with boundaries on plan.delineated the site

time,The 7 inpurchasedKeers unit 1996.At that Richard Jeannineand
Holt, wife, 1997,then husband and owned unit 7R. In after Richard and

divorced,Jeannine Holt were Richard Holt became the sole owner of unit
2006,7R. wife, Holt,Since Richard Holt and his current Rosanna have

1998, Holt,jointly owned unit 7R. In Richard together with Patricia
Duquette, purchased unit 9R.

mid-2000s,In the the unit had disagreementsowners several relating to
operationthe of the condominium. The ofissues included allocation costs
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lines, the ofproprietynewunits’ connection to sewerto therelating
9R, use of theto units 7R and andHolt had madeadditions Richard

and hisRichard HoltdisagreementA further arose becausecommon area.
vehicles, other, in unit 9R’stheparkinghad two one behindtenants been

of the vehicles to encroachspace, which caused oneparkingdesignated
area.onto the common

the ofrequiring arbitrationa in the declarationPursuant to clause
owners, theirpartiesunit the submittedamongdisputes between and/or

9,and the owner of unita The Keersdispute to neutral arbitrator.
Guthrie, that and had committedalleged DuquetteRichard HoltFrederick

Holtthe documents. Richard andat eleven violations of condominiumleast
the and Al-againstcross-claims Keers Guthrie.asserted twoDuquette
requested bythe the Keers andthe denied most of reliefthough arbitrator

Guthrie, Holt or his tenantsprohibitinghe issued an order Richardalso
in the reserved for unit 9R. On theparking spacefrom two vehiclesparking

costs, the therelating to connection arbitrator orderedcross-claims sewer
toto their of the cost to connect their units thepayKeers and Guthrie share

system.sewer
2008, a in courtpetition superiorIn Richard Holt filedSeptember

Keersconfirmingan the arbitrator’s decision. The andseeking order
arbitrator’ssuperior appealingfiled a action in court theseparateGuthrie

actions,2009, the the twoFebruaryIn trial court consolidateddecision.
petitionRichardhearing unnecessary, grantedthat a was and Holt’sruled

The trial court also denied the Keers’to confirm the arbitrator’s decision.
was, essence, disagreementit in afindingand that withappeal,Guthrie’s

appealingwas not a basis forfindings, properthe arbitrator’s factual which
the decision.

theFollowing the enforcement of arbitrator’shearing regardinga
decision, a final order in which it thatthe trial court issued observed “[t]he

in complete disarray,”of Boston Four is andoperation the Condominiums
Holt,that, the and with Richard whogiven disagreedthat Keers Guthrie

units,of “on issueownership anyan interest in two the four thethen had
the awardto court confirmed arbitrator’s andagainvote is two two.” The

its court that acomplyto with terms.” The stated“required parties][all
lead to“may contemptto with the arbitrator’s decisioncomplyfailure

by the Court.”findings
2010, to Barnicoat. In DecemberIn Guthrie sold unit 9 KathleenJune

Keers,2010, byto a the the trial court orderedresponding broughtmotion
space,unit soparkingHolt mark the area around 9R’sformallyRichard to

2011,In the filed aAprilwould be after Keersthat its boundaries clear.
unit 9R’sthat Richard Holt had markedcontempt arguingmotion for
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feet,space in excess of theparking twenty court ordered Richard Holt to
delineate the area of the inparking space accordance with the site soplan
that it did not eighteenexceed feet.

2012,In Holt DuquetteRichard and sold unit 9R to John and Elaine
28, 2012,Banacos. On the condominiumAugust association recorded an

(2012amendment).the bylawsamendment to declaration and This amend-
thechanged designationment of certain condominium property from

area, 9R,common area to limited common to the of 7Rbenefit units and and
to the detriment of the units.remaining The 2012 amendment inserted the
following sentence into section describingthe the property designated as

commonlimited area:

The limited common areas contain the separate patio area behind
9R”,and to of 9Rthe north Unit as “LCA Unit the separate patio

7R”,behind the 7R and;and north of Unit as “LCA[to] Unit the
walkway existing from the steps between units 9R and 7R

toextending steps boundaryfrom the the north as “LCA Units 9R
and 7R.”

In response amendment,theto the Keers filed a “Motion to Bring
Forward to Enforce the Court withOrder/Contempt” the trial court. In the
motion, the allegedKeers ofnumerous violations the arbitrator’s 2009

allegeddecision. The Keers also the 2012that amendment to the declara-
tion infringed equaltheir inupon undivided interest the common area.
Following a hearing, the trial court ruledeclined to on the issue stating
that, regard change area,with to the in common area to limited common

hearing providedthe “very specificlittle information as to the inareas
and, therefore,question” the court could not an respectissue order “with

to maywhat be common area as toopposed limited common area without
. .further evidence . .”

April 2013,In the condominium association recorded another amend-
thement to condominium Thisinstruments. amendment inserted language

providinginto the declaration that written consent of ofthree-fourths the
unit isowners sufficient to waive certain restrictive covenants. The amend-
ment also language bylawsinserted into the that specifically allows
condominium association take ifmeetings placeto three-fourths of the unit
owners attend.

2013,In May the Keers filed a Contempt/Enforce“Motion for Courtthe
with AmongOrders” the trial court. other thethings, allegedKeers that the

Act,2012 the ofamendment violated terms the Condominium ch.RSA
(2009) (Act). alleged356-B The Keers also that both amendments to the
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signed bynotthey had beenlegallydeclaration were not effective because
31,2013, the trial court the Keers’Mayof owners. deniedmajoritya the On

motion.
13, 2013, athe association recorded documentOn condominiumJune

Declarationand Prior Amendments toAdoption“Ratification ofentitled
all unitsigned byof Four theand the Boston Condominium”Bylaws
a motion today,Keers. That same the Keers filedexceptowners the

motion with the trial court. Thecontemptthe of their forreconsider denial
that 2012 the Condominiumasserted the amendment violatedagainKeers

reconsider,2013,27, trial court denied the motion toAct. June theOn
the court’schallengingthat continue to file motionsstating Keer[s]“the

and that it notthe Condominium rules” wouldpast regardingdecisions
appealedon issue. Keers have theanyentertain further motions the The

31, 2013, 27, 2013.trial of and JuneMaycourt’s orders
that, 2009 decisionOn the Keers because the arbitrator’sappeal, argue

toof all unit owners in order to convert common arearequires unanimity
area, remainingcommon the owners cannot amend the declarationlimited

that theunanimity. argueto than The Keers also 2012require less
area common areaconvertingamendment limited common from violated

the Act is void. Thethe of Condominium and thereforerequirements
torespondents adequately preservecounter that the Keers failed these

of toappeal. They argue assignmentfor that the common areaissues also
in condominiumcommon area was done accordance with both thelimited

will the respon-instruments and the Condominium Act. We first address
argument.dents’ preservation

16(3)(b)states, in that apart, petitioner’sCourt Rule briefSupreme
to of thespecific transcript“shall make reference the volume and page

made,objectionthe was and where an wasappeal]where issue raised[on
16(3)(b).R. Itor the which raised the issue.” SUR Ct. furtherpleadingto

“[fjailure to this shall forprovides comply requirementthat with be cause
inthe to or or in Id. Thisdisregard part.”court strike the brief whole

the that “trial should anrequirement policyreflects forums havegeneral
to on correct areopportunity theyrule issues and to errors before

Comm’n,to v. Area 166presented appellatethe court.” Camire Gunstock
omitted).(2014)374, (quotationN.H. 377

that the fails to cite therespondents argue specificThe Keers’ brief
trial courtappealin which the on were raised before thepleading issues

and, therefore, response,the brief In thethat Keers’ should be stricken.
thea a that includedreply supplemental appendixKeers filed brief with

had the trial court. Thecontemptmotion for that the Keers filed with
object filing.to therespondents supplementaldid not
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importantly,More the record establishes that the issues onraised
were, fact, Here,inappeal before the trial court. issues theconcerning

thepropriety of amendments to the condominium instruments were raised
in the for contemptKeers’ motion and in foragain their motion reconsid­
eration, ourand order that twoacceptance stated these orders thewere
only at Thus,decisions issue on weappeal. respondents’construe the
argument asserting court,not as that the issues were not raised in the trial

rather, initiallybut that the Keers failed to cite references to these issues
inhaving been raised the trial court. To strike the Keers’ brief under these

circumstances Burke,would elevate form over substance. See State v. 153
(2006) (“Courts361,N.H. 362-63 are likelyleast to dismiss an . .appeal.

briefing hamperwhen errors do not ability disposethe to of the orappeal
omitted)).otherwise interfere with their review.” (quotation We decline to

so. Accordingly,do we thatconclude the issues are preserved for our
review.

Turning merits,to the we are thatmindful this case comes to onus
from theappeal trial court’s denial of Keers’the motion for contempt. “The

iscontempt power discretionary and the proper inquiry is not whether we
would found respondents]have the in butcontempt, whether trialthe
court inunsustainably exercised its discretion refusing to do so.” In the

Giacomini, (2004).498,Matter & 150 N.H. 500 “To show anof Giacomini
discretion,unsustainable ofexercise [the Keers] must demonstrate that the

trial rulingcourt’s was clearly untenable or unreasonable prejudiceto the
of case.”Lillie-Putz v. 716,[their] Trust Downeast Energy Corp., 160N.H.

(2010).723-24
orders,We read the trial court’s which denied the requestKeers’ for

relief, as rejecting argumenttheir that the 2012 amendment violated the
Condominium Act. this requiresResolution of issue that interpretwe the
terms of the Condominium “StatutoryAct. interpretation questionis a of

thatlaw we review de novo.”EnergyNorth Concord,v. CityNatural Gas of
(2012).14,N.H.164 16 ‘We are the final ofarbiter the intent of the

inlegislature expressedas the ofwords a statute considered aas whole.”Id.
statute,“In interpreting itself,a we lookfirst to the oflanguage the statute

and, if possible, languageconstrue that itsaccording plainto and ordinary
“Furthermore,meaning.” Id. ininterpretwe statutes the context of the

statutoryoverall inscheme and not Id.isolation.” “This enables us to better
legislature’sdiscern the intent to interpret statutoryand inlanguage light

of the orpolicy sought to bepurpose by statutoryadvanced the scheme.”
(2014).Ctr., 790,LocalAppeal Gov’t 165 N.H. 804 Additionally, “[w]eof

all partsconstrue of a statute together to effectuate its overall purpose and
avoid an unjustabsurd or result.” Id.
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Act, 356-B, “to all condominiumschapter appliesThe RSACondominium
356-B:2,RSA I. Ininprojects” Hampshire.condominium Newand to all

mustcondominium, “condominium instruments”certainorder to create a
thecountyin the where condo-registrywith the of deedsbe recorded

356-B:7, include a:11. instrumentslocated. RSA Condominiumminium is
area and limiteddeclaration, or delineate all commonwhich must describe

I(e)-(f). 356-B:3,356-B.T6, IIarea, RSA definesany.if RSAcommon
thecondominium other than units.”portionsarea” “all of the“common as

states, maythat a declaration allocate eachpart,17 in relevantRSA 356-B:
or proportionatein common area aunit undivided interest theequalan

356-B:17,thethe size or value of unit. RSAuponundivided interest based
“portionin the Act as acontrast, “limited common area” is definedI-II. In

thefor the exclusive use of those entitled toof the common area reserved
356-B:3,more, all, the XX.or than of units.” RSAuse of one but less

andcommon area limited commonstatutorythese definitions ofNotably,
in the Boston Four Condo-area the definition section ofverbatimappear

minium declaration.

19,1, insets forth the limited circumstances which limitedRSA 356-B:
may assigned:common areas be

of limited common areasassignments reassignmentsAll and
by the condominium instruments. No limitedshall be reflected

in accordanceassigned reassigned exceptbe orcommon area shall
any instrumentthis No amendment to condominiumchapter.with

toobligations respect anyalter with limitedany rightsshall or
all adverselycommon area without the consent unit ownersof

by of suchthereby as evidenced their execution amend-affected
ment, the that the instrumentsto extent condominiumexcept

assignmentto the of thatprovided prior firstexpressly otherwise
limited common area.

added.) assignment reassignmentor of(Emphasis Consequently, any
in thebe for condo-expressly providedlimited common area must both

In toinstruments, and with the of the Act. Id. ordercomplyminium terms
to356-B:19,1, an amendment a condominium declarationwith RSAcomply

anyto limited commonor withany rights obligations respectcannot “alter
adversely“all unit affected”area” unless the unanimous consent of owners

Id.is obtained.
addition, which anIn Act the limited circumstances underthe describes

area to limited commonto can convert commonamendment the declaration
area:



241

A common not apreviously assignedarea as limited common
pursuant 356-B:16, 1(f),area shall be so assigned only to RSA

that limited common areasexcept may be created or expanded
to anpursuant amendment to the condominium instruments

byto of the in association,consented votes the unit owners or2/3
such ashigher percentage maythe condominium instruments

assignedandprovide, provided____Thethen thereafter as therein
creation or expansion of limited common pursuantareas to this

shall notparagraph alter the amount of in theundivided interest
common areas to unit.anyallocated

356-B:19,RSA III.
356-B:19,As the first ofclause RSA III anspecifies, designatedarea as

common area that has not previously assignedbeen to any individual unit
as limited common area bemay assigned as common “only”limited area

1(f).356-B:16, 1(f)pursuant 356-B:16,to RSA RSA states that a condo-
minium declaration must contain “a description or delineation of all
common ... which mayareas subsequently assignedbe as limited common
areas, with atogether statement that they may assigned”be so and “a

thedescription whereby anyof method assignmentssuch shall be made in
case,accordance with RSA 356-B:19 . . . .” In this the Boston Four

Condominium declaration does not specifically delineate any common area
that may assigned area,later be as limited common nor itdoes contain any

bymethod which common area assignedcould be as limited common area.
respondents argueThe that 2012the lawfullyamendment was made

pursuant III,to the 356-B:19,second clause of RSA which states that
common “maylimited area or expanded” bybe created an amendment to

the condominium “byinstruments of the invotes the unit owners2/3
association, higheror such percentage as the condominium instruments
may provide.” respondents that,The contend because an ofamendment the
Boston Four Condominium declaration requires onlyconsent of three of
the owners,four unit the second 356-B:19,clause of RSA III empowers
three unit owners to amend the declaration to designate existing common
area to be limited common area. We disagree.

do isolation; instead,not construe statutes in“[W]e we attempt to
do in harmonyso statutorywith the overall scheme.” v.Soraghan Mt.

Resort, (2005).Inc., 399,Cranmore Ski 152 N.H. 405 interpreting‘When
matter,two statutes that deal with a similar subject we construe them so

they other,that do not each theycontradict and so that will lead to
reasonable results and the legislative purposeeffectuate of the statutes.”

uponId. Based the theplain language, purposestatute’s of RSA 356-B:19
owners,is to provide protection for condominium relatingunit to their'
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Interpretingcommon areas. thein common areas and limitedinterest
356-B:19, toIII create a blanketfound in RSAexceptiontwo-thirds

with,area would conflictthe of limited commonexception assignmentfor
contained in RSA 356-B:19.and, nullify, protectionsthe otheressentially

(2006)Weave, 510, 511-12153 N.H.Ass’n v. TownSee WeaveLand Use of
(“The act to an absurdpass leadingwill be to anlegislature presumednot

statute.”).extent, thepurposethe ofand to annullifying, appreciableresult

356-B:19,IIIthe clause of RSA asinterpretingFor secondexample,
356-B:19,1.conflictwith Convert­creates a RSArespondents suggestthe

rights obligationsalters the andarea to limited common areaing common
because limitedto limited common area newrespectof owners with

356-B:19,1. Contrary the respondents’toarea is created. See RSAcommon
assertion, maythat an amendment not “alterstatutory languagethe broad

area”anyto limited commonrights respector withany obligations
limited inin and is not to circumstancesencompasses any rights,alteration

Thus, any amendmentrights to common area are eliminated.which limited
unitchanges rightsthat a owner’s toto the condominium documents

“adverselyallrequirescommon the unanimous consent oflimited area
to ofright portionsKeers’ use certain theaffected” owners. Because the

the of those areas as limitedextinguished by assignmentwascommon area
Keers, theyarea, adversely yetthe affected thecommon 2012 amendment

contemplated byto as RSAnot consent or execute the amendmentdid
356-B:19, I.

of theAdditionally, respondents’ interpretationwe note that the
356-B:19, ofIII conflicts with the first clause thatclause of RSAsecond

reassignmajorityIf a were sufficient to commonsame section. two-thirds
area, need for the declaration toas limited common there would be noarea

III,356-B:19, specificthe first clause of RSA theidentify, required byas
that as limited common area underassignedcould later becommon areas
1(f). would,356-B:16, Thus, for allrespondents’ interpretationtheRSA

356-B:19, III meaning­ofpractical render the first clause RSApurposes,
Seabrook, 519,148v. Town N.H.Coop.See Winnacunnet Sch. Dist.less. of

(2002)(“When statute, togivea we must effect all wordsconstruing525-26
orlegislature superfluousnot enactpresumein a and that the didstatute

words.”).redundant

356-B:19,Rather, harmonyIII in with RSAwe RSAinterpret
protections for those owners356-B:19,1, provides proceduralbroadwhich

limited commonadversely rights regardingaffected an alteration ofby
356-B:19,1 forHowever, above, also allows situationsas noted RSAareas.

required,owners would not be soadverselyconsent of affectedin which the
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long as the providedcondominium documents for this before assigning that
limited Thiscommon area. is consonant with the ofexception first clause

356-B:19, III,RSA which the condominiumrequires instruments to
identify previously assignedwhich common area not as limited common
area bemay assigned, byso and what method.

RSA356-B:19,The of limitedsecond clause III allows common areas
vote,be expanded” pursuantto “created or to a two-thirds or such higher

aspercentage provided If,in the condominium instruments. as discussed
above, expanded”“created or limited common area were construed to
include all assignment reassignment areas,and of limited common the

directly 356-B:19,second clause would Instead,conflict with RSA I. we
interpret 356-B:19,the clause ofsecond RSA III to apply only when the
creation or ofexpansion limited common area adverselywould not affect

356-B:19, instance,unit owners under RSA I. For if a condominium
agreement purchase land,association enters into an to additional it may

choose to create new limited common area particularfor unit owners.
Because commonpre-existing area and limited common area rights would

unaffected, aremain unit owner not receiving additional limited common
Therefore,area would not “adversely scenario,be affected.” in positedthe

unanimous consent of all owners would not be Thisrequired. interpretation
withcomports protective statute, while,the purpose of the at the same

time, it does not render other portions of RSA Itnullity.356-B:19a is also
356-B:19,consistent with the III,last sentence of RSA which specifically

provides that creation of new limited common area cannot alter a unit
proportionalowner’s of commonpercentage area.

Given our interpretation paragraphs 356-B:19,of I and III of RSA
we hold that 2012the amendment was unlawful. The 2012 amendment
removed property previously designated area,as common and created
limited incommon area the “separate patio” 7R,areas behind units 9R and
and in walkwaythe 9Rbetween units and 7R. These assignments altered
the rights area,owners’ with respect to limited common and the Keers were

RSA356-B:19,1.adversely affected. See the assignmentBecause was made
Keers,without the consent of the the 2012 amendment violated the Act.

Given that we conclude that the 2012 amendment theviolated terms of the
Act, we notneed address the argumentKeers’ that the 2012 amendment

violatedalso the arbitrator’s 2009 decision.
However, concluding that the 2012 amendment violated RSA 356-B:19

whether,does not end our inquiry. We must also indecide of ourlight
ruling, trialthe court’s denial of the Keers’ motion for was ancontempt
unsustainable exercise of discretion. To overturn the trial court’s decision

mustwe find that the Keers thatdemonstrated the trial court’s ruling was
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of ease.”prejudice Keers’]to the“clearly [theuntenable or unreasonable
Trust, 723-24.160 N.H. atLillie-Putz

court,the trial filed theKeers, themselves beforerepresentingThe
rightsthe violated theircontemptfor that 2012 amendmentarguingmotion

that the 2012 amend-specifically allegesmotion alsounit owners. Theas
order,a one the trial court deniedIn sentenceviolated RSA 356-B:19.ment

that in unitchange ownershipthecontempt, notingKeers’ motion forthe
Inin condominium association. theirpowerthe balance of thehad shifted

reconsideration, the 2012 amend-again argued thatfor the Keersmotion
order, the trial court thesummaryIn a deniedviolated RSA 356-B:19.ment

continue to filereconsideration, stating that “the Keer[s]formotion
the Condominiumpast regardingthe court’s decisionschallengingmotions

rules.”

nature ofthat trial court either misconstrued theWe conclude the
simply statutorythat it failed to address their claims.request,the Keers’ or

court,fact, the includingKeers advanced several before trialIn the theories
requirementsthe of the Actan that the 2012 amendment violatedargument

area. The for thatto of limited common basisrespect assignmentwith
the ofupon priorand not termspurely statutory predicatedwasargument

Therefore, the courtthe rules. trialregardingorders condominiumcourt
past“theonly challengingit that Keers were court’serred when stated the

rules,” when it failedthe Condominium and to addressregardingdecisions
Accordingly, we conclude that the trialstatutory argument.Keers’the

We, therefore, the trial court’sis unsustainable. vacatecourt’s decision
and incontempton motion for remand for considerationruling the Keers’

53,Martel, 157 61ruling.of our In the Matter Martel & N.H.light Cf. of
(2008) a for trial(vacating contempttrial court’s denial of motion where

motion).in a that formed the basis offinding contemptcourt erred factual
that, toFinally, disagree meaningnote on the as theappeal, partieswe

condominiumgrantof the trial court’s of the association’sand ramifications
are we it to theremanding,to that we leaveparties.motion substitute Given

instance,determine, in effect of its order.court to the first the owntrial

andVacated remanded.

Lynn, JJ.,C.J., HlCKS, CONBOY,and concurred.Dalianis, and


