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Hancock, 105, 108,N.E. 104 see(1935); v. 319 Mass.Tupper
441,64 N.E.2d 443 (1946). Within the context of the whole

declarations and donine not to deter-policy, eight purport
mine who is insured the Roberts v.(see Underwritersby policy

London,at 195 F. (D.168 Idaho and are1961)Lloyds Supp.
not in conflict with III theofparagraph insuring agreements
which does determine who is theinsured by policy.

sustained; remanded.exceptionsDefendant’s

All concurred.
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Lampron, The libelee in the divorceoriginal proceedingJ.
a Court orderfrom J.) modifying(Flynn,appeals Superior

toof the decree relativecertain terms support payments.
in theto the incorporatedAccording stipulationsparties’

29, decree, todivorce the libeleeNovember 1969 agreed
in the and furnish-his interest marital residence itsrelinquish

week theand to dollars towardthirty per supportings pay
of the minor children. There no mention ofwas support
or the at time. Afterfor thatalimony complyingplaintiff

for a Mr. Labrie awith this order over year, brought petition
the chil-for modification to terminate forsupport payments

thatIn her answer to this libelant concededdren. petition
athe had become butchildren requestedself-supporting,

the libelant willof the order “so thatcontinuation support
. .is .continue to receive as she totallysupport,

victim ofdue to the fact that she ... is aincapacitated...
a the court modifiedAftermuscular hearingdystrophy.”

tothe libelee fromits decree any dutyby releasingprior
himthe children and torequiring pay eigh-support parties’

the Defendant’sto libelant.teen dollars weekly excep-support
toof the himtion to that modification requiringportion

andto his ex-wife were reservedmake support payments
to this court.transferred

divorce,of.. .a decreethatRSA 458:19 “[u]ponprovides
estate,wife of herto the all orthe court restore partanymay

husband,of herto of the estateand her suchmay partassign
be deemedof asor him to such sumorder maymoney,pay

continueand ordersTo insure that alimony supportjust....”
the theand ofthe relative needs abilitiesto reflect parties

458:19)(RSAfor reevaluationsperiodiclegislature provided
(RSA 458:32).and modification procedures

court thiswould have this undermineDefendant policy
res to all issuesthe doctrine of judicata litigableby applying

line of reason-decree. to hisin divorcethe Accordingoriginal
for theallowancefailure to includethe trial court’s anying

sub-in the divorce decree anylibelant’s precludessupport
This court hasaward for that explicitlypurpose.sequent

Veino, 439,v. 96 78Veino N.H. A.2dthisrejected approach.
Salta, 218, A. (1921);80 N.H. 116 438Salta v.(1951);522

Cross, 36444 v. N.H.63 N.H. (1885);v.Cross Laighton,Sheafe
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held thatIn the Veino decision we(1858).240 specifically
decreethe oforder be entered“an for alimony may after

divorce, to make such an orderthe ‘upon’specific authorityalthough
442,Veino, at 78Veino v.the not exercised.”decree was supra

Clark,accord, of DomesticLawadded);at 524A.2d (emphasis
furnished14.4, Defendant has§ 433-34 (1968).atRelations

thesereason fornous overturning precedents.persuasive
that “in-line of attack defendanta secondAs argues

in circum-awas to showsufficient evidence changepresented
ina order” favoror forstances in fact basisany support

trial courtWe have accorded theof ex-wife.his traditionally
orders.in anddiscretiona wide modifying supportsetting

41, 78 Collette(1968);v. 109 N.H. A.2d242Douglas,Douglas
Collette, 469, Fortuna v.(1968);598v. 108 N.H. 238 A.2d

Kibbee,Fortuna, 547, v.103 708 Kibbee(1961);N.H. 176 A.2d
215, “the trial108 46 All too often(1954).99 N.H. A.2d

of thehas the [unenviable] meagerproblem dividingjudge
Comer,v.of miracle.” Comerand without the aid aloaves fishes

586,505, 507, In the(1970).110 N.H. 587272 A.2d original
thedivorce court substantial supportproceeding approved

for the minor children in the libelant’s custody;payments
court terminated theon the for modification thepetition

order, for thebut an order ofissuedprior support support
Mrs. LabriethatA of discloseslibelant. the recordreading

— “a diseasewas the victim of muscular hereditarydystrophy
of Webster’smuscles.”characterized by progressive wasting

1490 We takeNew (1959).Third Int’l judicialDictionary
inthe results disa-of fact that this afflictionnotice increasing
and careThe for healthincreased personalbility. expenses

list ofwell as the evidence of libelant’sas provideexpenses
order. Evi-for the modifiedsufficient supportjustification

thatindicated theof the incomedence defendant’s family
burden him.of would notamount weekly undulysupport

509,Kennard, (1925).N.H. A.See Kennard v. 81 129 725
be betweento asThe modified order justappearssupport

297, 157 531 (1931).v. 85 N.H. A.the parties. Payette Payette,

overruled; judgmentExceptions affirmed.

All concurred.


