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OpinionMemorandum

8,September 1980,On a ofdecree divorce was entered terminat-
ing marriage parties.the of approvedthe The court incorpo-and

part parties’ stipulationsrated as of its custody,decree the as to
support, property later,and division. Two months Donald Mizner

petition bringafiled modify decree, assertingto forward and the
changedthat his financial substantially.circumstances had

divorce, plaintiff began livingAfter the the with another man
providedwho her with some financial assistance. The Master

(.Robert Carignan, Esq.)A. excluded certain financial records of
plaintiff’sthe live-in hearing.friend from the modification After

the report denyingmaster’s relief to Donald approvedMizner was
by Batchelder, J., appealthis ensued.

appeal 1981,the partiesSince in March both have remar­
Logan Logan,In 839, 843,ried. 403,v. 120 N.H. 424 A.2d 405

(1980), we held the hearingthat trial court in a modification
“should regardconsider all relevant abilityevidence with to the of

persons owingall duty supporta to the child or children.”
(Emphasis original.) Logan,in remarriage par­Under affects the

dutyties’ supportto stepchildrennatural children and and should
bybe 842-43,considered the trial court. Id. at 424 A.2d at 405. See

generally RSA ch. parties’ status,change546-A. Because of the in
purpose decidingwe see no in present posture.this case in its

Accordingly, we forremand petitionreconsideration a newand/or
modify. Haight Petit,to See v. 886,121 N.H. (1981).435 A.2d 1132

Remanded.

Batchelder, J., did not sit.


