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person or in an automo-simple a1981). observation on(Supp. The
drug parapherna-may ofobject, as an itembe usedwhichbile of an

facts,corroborating does not createlia, ofin the absence additional
cause, willbelief, probable that contrabandonbaseda reasonable

at that time. See Stateperson in that automobileorbe found on that
(observation236-37, hand-Ball, 354 of471 A.2d at124 atv. N.H.

facts,corroborating did notcigarette, without additionalrolled
cause).probableestablish

act on less thanofficer toTo a law enforcementallow
attempt find some­in an toa searchprobable cause and to conduct

againstprotectionincriminatingthing the defendant’sviolates
I,provided partin article 19.seizureunreasonable search and

search,challenged tomust, a be shownafterwhenProbable cause
Beede, 119 N.H.v.Statethe search commenced.have existed before

denied, (1980)626, 125, (1979), 445 U.S. 967620, 130 cert.406 A.2d
I, 19).pt.(construing art.N.H. Const.

occupants inand the vehiclesearch of theThe warrantless
probable didsupported by cause and thereforenotthis instance was

requirement.recognized exception to the warrantfit anot within

andReversed remanded.

J.,Souter, did not sit.
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Macoul, Salem, by orally,John A. of plaintiff.brief and for the
P.A., (RonaldWilliam E. ofBrennan Manchester J. Caron on the

orally),brief and for the defendant.
Kingston,Swasey, by orally, guardianCharlton J. of brief and as

parties’ad litem for the children.

defendant, Raymond Howard, Jr.,Per Thecuriam. J. filed a
petition seekingsuperiorin permanentthe court a modification of a
custody petition by (Earladecree. The was heard Master J. Dear-
born, Esq.), grantingand his recommendation the defendant tem-
porary custody approved by Superior (Temple, J.).was the Court

plaintiff appealed, claiming byThe several errors were committed
the master. We affirm.

1978,parties custodypermanentThe were divorced in and of the
mother, plaintifftwo children was awarded to the the herein. The

subsequently applied superiordefendant to the court for a modifica-
decree, requesting granted permanent physicaltion of the hethat be

custody alleged plaintiffof the children. The defendant that the was
excessively,an unfit shemother because drank childrenabused her

fought boyfriend.and with her
trial, presented testimonyAt the defendant the of witnesses to

support allegations, bythese and this evidence was contradicted tes-
timony plaintiff proffered.the The master-admitted into evidence

report guardian litem,ofand reviewed the the ad the examination
exhibits,psychiatrist including hospitalof a severaland other

records. The master “theconcluded that evidence indicated that the
bychildren have been abused someone in the household.”
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children,custody ofjoint legal therecommendedThe master
rights bydefendant, visitationliberalcustody the andwithphysical

oughtcustody to bethatalso recommendedThe masterplaintiff.the
plaintiffThemonths, plaintiff’s motion.on theafter sixreviewed

by this court. Thependingstay order reviewof thefor amoved
bystay, approvedwhich wasofapproval therecommendedmaster

J.).Superior (Nadeau,Courtthe
be re-shoulddecisionthat the master’splaintiff contendsThe

findings fact, the evidenceofwere insufficientbecause thereversed
legal ap-modification, wrong wasstandardtheadid not warrant

impermissiblyreport admit-guardian wasad litem’splied, and the
into evidence.ted

merely he notbecause didmasterWe will not reverse the
findings Society Protection N.H.of Infact.detailedmake offor

173, 778,Comm., 163, A.2d115 337N.H.v. Site EvaluationForests
recog­repeatedlythis court has(1975), we stated that786 “[w]hile

record,by it notfindings supported the hasthe need for basicnized
findings.”specific for the basic Seeand reasonsdetailedmandated

743, 749, 113,Northwood, 408 A.2dN.H.Pugliese v. Town 119also of
(1979).117

apparentlyFurthermore, do not the master’swe consider
twenty-nine requests forto answer one of theinadvertent failure

findings of 491:15. Theor violative RSAof fatal to his decisionfact
presentingprovide simple of491:15 is a methodpurpose of RSA to

Concord,appellate questions of law for review. Seecourt withthe
99,76, 79,Haynes, 110 260 A.2d 101Mut. Ins. v. N.H.General Co.

underlyingfindings explain(1969). Although the trier’sof fact that
helpful, here satisfiedbe more the master’s decisionrationale would

required by RSA 491:15.the minimum

rightsargues visitation and theplaintiffThe that the liberal
order,granting stay the modificationof are inconsistent withthe

Theshould be vacated.support her contention that the orderand
custody inwe articulatedof orders thatstandard for modification

Cook, 610,440, 443, (1974) (“a114v. N.H. A.2d 612Perreault 322
harmed”) apply onlystrong notwill doespossibility that the child be

physical harm.to

inin that the children wereThe master found this case
findingpsychologicaldanger physical harm. This couldof both and

danger long-­recognition was a ofthe master’s that therewell reflect
livingpsychological withharm if children were to continueterm the

physi­finding may indicate his realization thatthe mother. The also
likely during parent iswhen ato occur visits thancal abuse is less
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day-to-day parentalfaced with the usual stresses. inViewed this
light, saywe cannot that the master’s modification order is incon-

giving plaintiff rights. Taylorsistent with the liberal visitation See
Co., 428, 433, 1119,v. Davidson Rubber 122 N.H. 445 A.2d 1122

(1982).

plaintiff arguesThe next that the evidence did not war­
rant a modification of the Thisdecree. court has said thethat trial

orcourt master “has wide discretion in .divorce matters . . [and]
that we will not disturb its if reasonablydetermination it could be

Mintz, 865, 867, 787,made.” Chasan v. 119 N.H. (1979).409 A.2d 788
Hampshire FamilyDouglas,See C. 3 New Practice: Law 209
case,(1982). considering conflictingIn this the master heard testi­

mony regarding actions, includingplaintiff’s allegationsthe of child
abuse, abuse, fights boyfriend. addition,alcohol and with her In the

guardianreports of psychia­master reviewed the ad litem and the
say presented “clearlytrist. We cannot that the record to us demon­

by master, Mintz,ofstrates an abuse discretion” the Chasan v. 119
867, 788, and, therefore,N.H. at 409 A.2d at we do not disturb his

findings.

plaintiffThe contends that the master committed revers­
“strongfailing possibilityapplyible error in theto the will bechild

Cook, 440, 443,harmed” standard of Perreault v. 114 N.H. 322 A.2d
610, enunciated,(1974).612 When this standard was we did not con­
template development magicthe of words that would have beto

every appellateused in decision for it to withstand review. The mas­
ter in present dangerthe instant case found that “there ais to the

children, physicallywelfare of psychologically.”the both and The
finding danger”presentof “a compellingmaster’s is more than

finding “strong Perreault;possibility” therefore,would abe of under
ground.we will not disturb his decision on this

plaintiff report guard­The also contends that the of the
ian ad litem notshould have been admitted into evidence because it

hearsay, prejudicial, rightcontained was herdenied the to confront
witnesses, process. guardianand denied her due The role of the ad

“clarify issues, conflict,litem is to minimize facilitate understand­
ing acceptance parties,and helpbetween the the child to form a

(or accept one) attemptdecision to and to facilitate .settlement. . .”
Hampshire FamilyDouglas,C. 3 New (1982).Practice: Law 215

functions,performIn guardianorder to these the ad litem should
child;compositeobtain a view of personsthe thus he should contact

mayfamiliar with childthe because each have a different view that
apparentshould be guardianconsidered. It is ifthat the ad litem is
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greateffectively, will need ahe or shefunctionsperform theseto
guardiansonrigidflexibility. impose restrictionsa set ofToofdeal

they appointedarewhichpurpose forthewould defeatad litem
RSA 458:17-a.under

v.Provencal Proven­inappropriately relies onplaintiffThe
793, support her contention(1982), tocal, 451 A.2d 374122 N.H.

reportguardian was reversiblelitem’sadof thethe admissionthat
surroundingsecrecy theProvencal, “thewe held thatInerror.

right chal­plaintiff of her toreport deprivedguardian thead litem’s
case,797, presentIn the451 at 377.lenge Id. at A.2dits contents.”

plaintiff,report thewas not withheld fromguardianthe ad litem’s
examining guardian ad litem.theprevented fromnor was she

argu­supportto herplaintiff on Provencalalso reliesThe
of theguardian the names allad litem must disclosethatment the

misplaced.is alsoproviding This relianceparties information.
“parental in disclo­Although interestheld in Provencal that thewe

anonymity,” “[guard­said thatoutweighs for we alsothe needsure
course, may names of individualsians, leave out certainof choose to

close ties thatanonymity of or otherbecause familialwho seek
Therefore, report ofwe conclude that themight Id.inhibit candor.”

byproperly the master.guardian was admittedthe ad litem
in this case:Finally, procedural that arosetwo issueswe turn to
appealstaying pending andhis orderpropriety of the master’sthe

temporaryof the order on a basis.of his issuance

Hille, 109, 112, 703,352 A.2d 706In 116 N.H.Hille v.
entrymay aconsider of(1976), “the trial court wellwe held that

order, appears appellateif thatstay date of the itof the effective
sought pursued.” apparentlyand These directionsreview will be

concerning discretionarygenerated orsome confusion thehave
clarify,mandatory stay.a decision to To we now hold thatnature of

stay discretionary, noa is but that inthe decision whether to issue
placestay ina be issued when it would the childinstance should

danger of harm.imminent

case, subject to inorder was reviewIn this the master’s
procedure custodypreferred in cases.six This is not themonths.

during custodysubject totrauma children areThe emotional that
thus,and,long-lasting psychologicaldisputes have effectscan

DOUGLAS,possible. See C. 3 Newbe avoided whenevershould
Hampshire Family Hille, 111,(1982); supraPractice: Law 201 at

Normally, custody changed permanent352 A.2d at 705. if is on
orders, permanently changed. Temporary mayit is orders well be
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however,case; the court should set forthexceptionalin theneeded
rationale therefor.its

Affirmed.

Souter, J., not sit.did
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