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SUMMARY

The Maine Supreme Judicial Court affirmed a divorce judgment and the denial of Dusty Haskell’s
motions for a new trial and relief from judgment. The court held that Dusty’s failure to update his
mailing address, monitor proceedings, attend hearings, and file a financial statement did not establish
excusable neglect, misconduct, or a due-process violation. The court also upheld the award of $6,000
per month in spousal support as supported by the evidence and within the trial court’s discretion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the District Court abused its discretion by denying Dusty's motion for relief from the divorce
judgment under Maine Rule of Civil Procedure 60(b) based on lack of notice, mistake, surprise, fraud,
misrepresentation, misconduct, or excusable neglect.

2. Whether the spousal-support award was improper because the evidence admitted at the final divorce
hearing did not sufficiently establish Dusty's ability to pay.

HOLDINGS

1. The District Court did not abuse its discretion in denying relief from the divorce judgment because
Dusty failed to establish fraud, misrepresentation, misconduct, mistake, surprise, excusable neglect, or
another reason justifying relief.

2. The District Court did not abuse its discretion in awarding Pamela $6,000 per month in spousal support
because the judgment was supported by competent evidence, referenced the applicable statutory factors,
and produced an award within the bounds of reasonableness.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Notice and the opportunity to be heard”—the “two essential elements of due process of law”— were
provided here, though Dusty elected not to heed the notices supplied to him” (160 A.3d at 1179)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dusty Haskell was served with the divorce complaint and summons, which instructed him to keep the court
informed of any address change. He provided the marital home as his mailing address, did not update it, failed to
file a required financial statement, and did not attend either the interim-support hearing or the final divorce
hearing despite court notices and access to mail at the marital home. The court entered a judgment dividing
property and awarding Pamela $6,000 per month in spousal support based on evidence concerning her
circumstances and Dusty's multiple profitable businesses.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Pamela Haskell filed for divorce after thirty-nine years of marriage. The District Court held interim-support and
final divorce hearings in Dusty's absence, entered a divorce judgment awarding Pamela property and lifetime
spousal support of $6,000 per month, and later denied Dusty's Rule 59 and Rule 60(b) motions. The Supreme
Judicial Court of Maine affirmed.
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