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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court held that a potential misunderstanding of a person's marital status

resulting from a requested surname change does not, without evidence of fraudulent intent or reliance

causing harm, constitute fraud under Maine's name-change statute. The court vacated the Cumberland

County Probate Court's denial and remanded with instructions to grant Carol A. Boardman's petition.
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Boardman appealed the Cumberland County Probate Court's denial,
after a hearing, of her unopposed petition to change her name.

A denial of a requested name change is generally reviewed for abuse
of discretion, but interpretation of the name-change statute is reviewed

de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a potential misunderstanding of the petitioner's marital status, without evidence of an intent to

avoid obligations or induce detrimental reliance, constitutes fraud under 18-A M.R.S. § 1-701(f).

2. Whether the Probate Court properly denied the name-change petition based solely on the possibility that

others might believe the petitioner was married.

HOLDINGS

1. A person's potential misunderstanding of another person's marital status, without more, does not
constitute fraud that permits denial of an otherwise proper name-change petition under 18-A M.R.S. § 1-
701(f).

2. The Probate Court abused its discretion and erred as a matter of law by denying the petition based solely

on the possibility that the requested surname would imply marriage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Name changes are to be liberally granted.” (Y 8)

“On this appeal, we conclude that a person’s potential misunderstanding of another person’s marital status,
without more, does not qualify as a fraud that precludes the otherwise liberal grant of name change petitions
in the Probate Court.” ( 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Carol A. Boardman filed an unopposed petition and affidavit seeking to change her name to Carol A. Currier, the
surname of a friend. Boardman stated that her husband had died in 2013 and that she wanted a fresh start. The
Probate Court denied the petition because it believed the surname could cause others to think Boardman and her
friend were married, but the record contained no evidence that Boardman intended to avoid financial or legal

obligations or to induce anyone to rely on a false representation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Boardman petitioned the Cumberland County Probate Court to change her name to Carol A. Currier. The Probate
Court denied the petition because it believed the name change could mislead others into thinking Boardman was
married to a person with the surname Currier. The Supreme Judicial Court of Maine vacated the denial and

remanded with instructions to grant the petition.
DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded with instructions to enter a judgment granting Boardman's name-change petition.
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