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ainvoluntary by alleging spe­the admission is initiatedWhile
in of the proceeding.act the that act is not the focuspetition,cific

condition ofhearing presentThe is held to evaluate the mental the
will be when it is “shownonlyand commitment orderedrespondent,

the or fromperson dangerousnessto be tonecessary protect public
Fasi, Cass, 483,In 132by mental re N.H. atcaused illness.” a/k/a

omitted). Perley’s567 A.2d at 181 We find that(quotation argument
indangerous allegedmental illness must the act the topetitioncause

untenable.be

Under thePerley’s proposed interpretation, probate court
not toauthoritywould have the commit who clearly pre­individuals

a to or to ifdanger society largesent themselves at the dangerous
the petition provenact in could not be to have caused bybeen mental

science,is anRecognizing psychiatryillness. that inexact and that
of is to ill“[p]revent mentallythe the statute frompurpose persons

1(c)others,”harming 135-C:1, (1990),themselves or RSA we hold
petitionerthat a is not to prove specificthat the act of dan­required

in forgerousness alleged petitiona admission is causedinvoluntary
mental illness. affirm.by We therefore

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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(Charles III on theG. Douglas,& of ConcordDouglas Douglas,
brief, for theDouglas orally), plaintiff.and Caroline

Frasca, P.A., on theof Nashua J. Frasca(StephenMazerolle &
and for the defendant.orally),brief

LeClair, from a de-Brock, appealsThe Ronald O.plaintiff,C.J.
(Marthacree, Copithorne,the Marital Master W.byrecommended

J.), himSuperior {Barry, orderingand the CourtEsq.), approved by
son’s education. Wecollegeto to the costs of his adultcontribute

affirm.
1978, son, Jeremy,in and have oneAprilThe were divorcedparties

at the time of the divorce. The court did notyearswho was five old
Jeremyorder either at that time.support against partyenter a child

sixteen, inuntil he was then he moved with hislived with his father
in theCollegehis freshman at BabsonJeremy began yearmother.

the made ef-althoughfall of 1991. The master found that defendant
husband,with her formerJeremy’s college plansforts to discuss

that the did not discusspoor partiestheir communication was so
to attend Babson.choice of to his decisionJeremy’s college prior

1991, thatpetition requestingIn the defendant filed aFebruary
to make a reasonable contribution to-plaintiffthe court order the

alleg-The filed an answerJeremy’s college expenses. plaintiffward
orthat he did not have sufficient assetsthings,othering, among

ex-collegemake a contribution toward suchincome to substantial
penses.

tuition,that for room and board atThe master found the total cost
$22,900.00.was She foundyearBabson for the 1991-92 academic

for that academic after de-parental year,that the total contribution
andloans, study, Jeremy’s savings,workducting grants,student

wouldJeremy’s grandmother,from bepaternalcontributions
$8,056.00.

financial of and foundpartiesThe master reviewed the status both
not a from his nurs-receiving salarythat the wasalthough plaintiff

business, returns on loans made toreceiving previouslyhe wasery
business, income from the sale of business as-the and had received

situationthat the financialplaintiff’ssets. The master determined
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nurseryandif his real estatehe soldsubstantiallyimprovecould
The plaintiffexisting option agreement.a thentopursuantbusiness

histoward$2,000.00 yearacademicperto contributewas ordered
sell his realif he did noteducation, years,a total of fourforson’s
If optiontheagreement.to the optionpursuantestate and business

threeexercised, remainingof theeach shareparty’swasto purchase
theof attendingthe total costtakingcalculated bywould beyears

financialloans, [Jeremy’s] expectedsubtracting grants,“thecollege,
office, andfinancial aidcollegethebycontribution as determined
remainingtotaldividingand thefromgrants grandparents,”orgifts
sold, eachhas beenestate and businesshalf. Because the realby

de-justunder the formulafor the contributionsisparty responsible
scribed.

fromto exclude evi­requestthegranted plaintiff’sThe master
of a nondisclosurebecauseagreementthe and salespurchasedence
the andpurchasesales The master reviewedprice.clause as to the

ofno further disclosurein chambers and orderedagreementsales
however, event ei­that theprovide, “[i]ncontract She didprice.the

decision, submitted tothis the contract shall beparty appealsther
notplaintiffan to sealed.” The didthe as exhibit be[supreme court]

thus,court; onrelyto this wecopy option agreementsubmit a of the
13(3); v. Truckingsee SUP. Ct. R. Cook Wilsonfinding,the master’s

(1991), inCo., 150, 157, 918, that the event that135 N.H. 600 A.2d 922
assets towas sold “the Plaintiff have sufficientproperty [would]the

collegethe to his son’s educa­equallycontribute with [defendant]
tion.”

458:35-c,that, of thewith the RSAplaintiff argues passageThe
jurisdictioncourt’s tosuperiorintended to eliminate thelegislature

collegetowardparent post-majorityorder a divorced to contribute
court nothe that the didexpenses. Alternatively, argues superior

ex-collegematter to awardsubject jurisdiction post-majorityhave
childunderlying supportin a case where there was never anpenses

order. disagree.We

maintenance,in and educationpowers custody,The court’s
entirely byin and cases are conferredseparationof children divorce

(1874).580, pro­458:17v. 54 N.H. 582 RSAWhipp Whipp,statute.
in relationdiscretionary powerscourt with broadsuperiorvides the

maintenance, and of children of divorce:support, custodyto the

a of divorce or nul-“In all cases where there shall be decree
in tomake such further decree relationlity, the court shall

education, of the children as shallcustodythe andsupport,
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most conducive to maybe their benefit and order a reason-
able for their andprovision support education.”

(1992).458:17, I provisionRSA This has been a ofpart Hamp-New
(1867);shire law for astatutory century.over See GS 163:11 RL

(1942). 1987,339:15 the statuteUntil further that the courtprovided
had inplacethe to for thepower money trusteeship “maintenance

children,”and education of the minor did anybut not contain specific
provision for the education of children who age major-reached the of

1987)(1867); (1942);RLity. See GS 163:13 339:17 458:20 (Supp.RSA
added);(emphasis Guggenheimer 399,v. 99 N.H.Guggenheimer,

401-02, 61, (1955);112 1987,A.2d 63 54 N.H. at InWhipp, 581. the
statute,and reenacted thelegislature repealed trust fund providing

that:

“In a under this theproceeding chapter, maycourt set aside
a of the of the in aportion property parties fund orseparate

maintenance,trust for the andsupport, generaleducation
minor,welfare of either or ofparty any dependent, or incom-

child of the Apetent parties. separate fund or trust alsomay
be under this aestablished section for child of the parties,

older,who is years age18 or the child is in andcollege,of if
for an incompetent child of the who is 18parties years ageof
or older.”

(1992) added); 1987, 278;RSA 458:20 ch.(emphasis Laws see C.
Douglas Hampshire FamilyDouglas, Practice,& C. 3A New

(1992).19.13,§ atLaw 74

458:20,Under RSA the court may order a toparent contrib­
ute antoward adult child’s educational if inexpenses the child is

statute,Thecollege. plain language of this together legisla­with its
tive thathistory, demonstrates the tolegislature codifyintended de­
cisions in which this court recognized superiorthe court’s
jurisdiction under RSA 458:17 to order divorced consistentparents,

means,with their to contribute toward the educational ofexpenses
their adult HBchildren. See on 36Hearing Before the Senate Judici­

1987).3,ary (AprilCommittee
French, 696, 699,In French 1127,v. 117 N.H. 378 A.2d 1128-29

(1977), we held that jurisdictionRSA 458:17 the court withprovides
to order divorced to forparents pay reasonable ofcollege expenses
their adult children.

in 1975),“We note that RSA (Supp.458:17 for theproviding
custody, children,andsupport education of the word ‘minor’
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tojurisdictionof lawas a matterBecauseappear.does not
minors, thereoverjurisdictiontois limitedcustodyaward

be inserted‘minor’ shouldwhyno reasonto bewould seem
but becausecustody;suchregardingstatutory languagein

alimited asis notexpensesto award educationjurisdiction
minors, legislatureif theoverjurisdictionof law tomatter
limitation, easilycoulditsuch athat there behad intended

said so.”have
case,of that wefacts and circumstancesthe particularId. Under
orderinginits discretiondid not abusethe courtsuperiorheld that

col-and futurethe currenttowardfather to contributethe divorced
701, at 1130.at 378 A.2dhis children. Id.oflege expenses

French, haveconsistentlywebysetpaththeFollowing
in its decision whetherdiscretioncourt broadsuperiorthegranted

ex­collegetowardto contributeparenta divorcedor not to order
1008,203-06, A.2d199, 589Gnirk, 134 N.H.v.See Gnirkpenses.

ordered(1991) (no courtsuperiorof discretion whenabuse1011-13
college expenses,adult child’sto contribute towarddivorced father

or­supportin originalsupport provisionlack of educationaldespite
1069,404-05, 1071-72402, 565 A.2dder); 132 N.H.Kayle,v.Kayle
case, in(court order­(1989) err, of thenot under circumstancesdid

adultofcollege expensesreasonablepaytoparentdivorceding
1087,372, 374-75, 445 A.2d122child); v. N.H.Merrifield,Merrifield

to di­(1982) (no court declined orderof discretion whenabuse1088
child); Azziof adulttoward costscollegeto contributeparentvorced

(within(1978)148, court’s653, 657, A.2d 151Azzi, 118 392v. N.H.
toward reasonablejointlyto contributepartiesto orderdiscretion

children). doand 458:20458:17 RSAof their RSAcollege expenses
to con­parentorder a divorcedthat the courtsuperiornot mandate

Rather, courtthe trialin all cases.college expensestowardtribute
toparent payor not to order ato decide whetherhas the discretion

201-02,Gnirk, 589 A.2d at 1010.134 N.H. atsuch Seeexpenses.
intent toitslegislature expressedthat thearguesThe plaintiff

toparentto order a divorcedthe trial court’s discretioneliminate
in 1990.RSA 458:35-cby enactingcollege expensesreasonablepay
orders,supportto have allthat the intendedlegislatureHe contends

orders, the childterminate whensupporteducationalincluding
disagree. RSAhighor terminates school. Weage eighteenreaches

provides:458:35-c
amount of adifferently,. thespecifiesthe court. .“Unless

in order for shallsupportstated thesupport obligationchild
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remain as stated in the order until all children fordependent
whom is in thesupport provided order shall terminate their

school education or reach thehigh age years,of 18 which-
later, married,ever is or become or abecome member of the
services,armed at which time the supportchild obligation

legalterminates without further action.”

(1992).RSA 458:35-c

First, 1985,RSA 458:35-c was in inenacted not 1990. See
1985,Laws 344:3. This date differential is becauseimportant RSA

1987, thus,458:20 was inenacted and clarifies the am­purportedly
in inbiguous language RSA 458:35-c relation to the of chil­support

Second,dren in high school. RSA 458:17 and RSA 458:20 thepermit
court to in education,make orders relation to support and while RSA
458:35-c onlyaddresses the issue of duration of child andsupport,
does not a time limit on aplace parent’s to forobligation pay reason­
able educational Theexpenses. legislative indicates that thehistory

forlanguage providing alternative dates for the termination of sup­
port was inserted not as a jurisdictionlimitation on the court’s to
order divorced toparents contribute toward ofcollege expenses

children,their adult but rather aas means to continue child support
where a child has reached age eighteen, but continues to be enrolled
in school. HBhigh HearingSee on 735 and HB 734 Before the Senate
Committee on 1,Public Institutions and Health and (MayWelfare
1985); (1985) (statement McLane).N.H.S. JOUR. 1183 of Sen. RSA
458:35-c addresses the legislature’s concern that certain noncus­

parentstodial were unilaterally childending support payments when
children, school,their who were still in high reached age eighteen.

(1985) (statement McLane).See N.H.S. JOUR. 1183 of Sen. Alter­
natively, the onplaintiff relies RSA 458:35-c to thatargue the court

jurisdictiondoes not have to originate a child ordersupport after his
son turned andage eighteen graduated from school.high Because
the plain language of RSA 458:20 permits the court to exercise such
jurisdiction, inwe find no merit this argument.

theViewing plain language and legislative history of RSA
458:17 and RSA together 458:35-c,458:20 with that of RSA we con­
clude that the legislature did not intend to eliminate the superior

jurisdictioncourt’s to order divorced toparents pay reasonable col­
oflege expenses their adult children. alsoWe conclude that the court

jurisdictionhas to order a divorced toparent contribute toward rea­
sonable aftercollege expenses his or her child reaches age eighteen.
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courtthe superioraffordedconsistently hasThis court
modifytorefusingormodifying,in originating,“discretionbroad

the post-­forresponsibilityallocateto appropriatelyorderssupport
Gnirk, 134 atN.H.adult children.”ofsecondary expenseseducation

order un­court’ssuperiorthe204, upholdA.2d at 1012. We will589
of such discretion.”an abuseclearly“the evidence demonstratesless
omitted). partyThe655, at 149Azzi, (quotation392 A.2d118 N.H. at

the or­of thatshowingthecourt’s order has burdenthechallenging
118Hunneyman,v.Hunneymanand unfair.”“improperder was

omitted).(1978)653, 147, (quotation148652, 392 A.2dN.H.

from therealizationthat the plaintiff’smaster statedThe
thehim to paywould enableand real estateof his businesssale
theBecauseexpenses.educationalordered for his son’samount

agreementthe and salespurchasea ofcopydid not submitplaintiff
case,in wethistranscriptthere is nocourt to review andfor this

thisonand recommendationsfindingsto the master’smust defer
Sup. Co., 135 N.H.13(3); TruckingR. v. WilsonCt. Cookissue. See

usA of the limited record before157, A.2d at 922. reviewat 600
no of discretion.reveals abuse

to paya divorcedrequire parentthat toarguesnextplaintiffThe
child, court does notwhen thefor an adultcollege expensesprivate

aa isparent,a order to marriedthe to issue similarpowerhave
Federal Constitu-under the State andof equal protectionviolation

Const,Const, 2;I, art. amend. XIV.pt.tions. N.H. U.S.
notissue wasequal protectionthat thearguesThe defendant

counsel’s assur­appellatefor appeal. Despiteproperly preserved
in the plain­that the issue was raisedargumentances oralduring

Tselios, 405,reconsideration, 134 N.H.for see State v.tiff’s motion
(1991) (issue243, in motion for reconsidera­407, 245 raised593 A.2d

review), equal pro­the reference toonlyfor appellatetion preserved
addendum to thein record below is a handwrittentection the

It issecurity.motion toobjection postto the defendant’splaintiff’s
the trial courtprovidedthis referencefleetingwhetherquestionable

issue, thus,id.,see and theto address thisopportunitywith a full
Nonetheless, weis not for review.preserved appellateissue arguably

issue “becauseutility equal protectionin thisaddressingfind some
future,” Bosselait,in 130Appealbe raised themaysimilar claims of

denied,682, (1988), cert. 488 U.S. 1011604, 608, A.2d 686N.H. 547
(1989).

protec­offers no greaterBecause the Federal Constitution
equal protection provi-under itstion than our State Constitution
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sions, 925, 932, 825,Maurer,see v. 424 831Carson 120 N.H. A.2d
(1980), Constitution, Ball, 124we on our see State v. N.H.rely State
226, 232, 347, (1983),471 351 and federal as“onlyA.2d use case law

Gravel, 172, 176,an to our 601analysis.”aid State v. 135 N.H. A.2d
(1991).678, 680

“The first in anquestion equal protection analysis is
similarlywhether the State action in treats situatedquestion per­

Marmac, 53, 58, 710,differently.”sons 130 N.H. 534 A.2dAppeal of
(1987). situated,“If713 the are not ... nopersons similarly equal

Ladd, 136, 138,is involved.” Locke v. 119protection problem N.H.
(1979).962, case, assume,399 A.2d 963 For of thispurposes we will as

that,parties, bydid the virtue of their status as married andparents,
divorced are the forparents similarly purposessituated under law of

We, therefore, equalthe issue before us. conduct an anal­protection
ifysis to determine the classification between married and divorced

created RSA 458:17 and RSA 458:20 isparents by constitutionally
permissible.

In an protection under ourconsidering equal challenge
Constitution,State “we must first determine the stand­appropriate

of scrutiny;ard review: strict fair and substantial orrelationship;
83, 441State, 79, 1146, 1148rational 122basis.” Boehner v. N.H. A.2d

(1982). classifications,Equal protection under the law does not forbid
RightsSchwartz, 471, (1968),§see 2 B. theof Person at 496-97

but us to examine the individualrequires rights affected and the
and of thepurpose scope AllgeyerState-created classifications. See

(1984).Lincoln, 503, 508-09, 1079,v. 125 N.H. 484 A.2d 1082-83

test,scrutinyWe the strict in which theapply government
inmust show a State interest order for its actions to becompelling

valid, “race,when the classification involves a class onsuspect based
creed, color, LaPorte,gender, origin,national or State v.legitimacy,”

(1991)73, 76, 1237, omitted),134 N.H. 587 A.2d 1239 or(quotation
Manchester,a Cityaffects fundamental see Merrill v. 124right, of

(1983)8, 14-15, 466 923,N.H. A.2d 927 real owner­(private property
fundamental); Provencal,v. 122ship rights recognized as Provencal

(1982)793, (decisions797, 374,N.H. A.2d custody451 377 regarding
and of minor involverearing children fundamental rights).

We the fair and substantial relation test to classifica­apply
involving “importanttions substantive the torights,” including right

Usitalo, 50, 55,tort recovery, Brannigansee v. 134 N.H. 587 A.2d
1232, 1236 (1991); Co.,Dover v.City Imperial Cas. & Indemn. 133of
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and(1990), the to use116, 1280, right1284 and109, 575 A.2dN.H.
see Asselinsubject zoning regulations,torealenjoy private property
(1992).132, 133576, 577, A.2d Un­135 N.H. 607Conway,v. Town of

reasonable, not arbitrary,test, the classification “must beder this
a fair andhaving sub­some of differenceupon groundand must rest

Maurer,Carson v.object legislation,”to the of thestantial relation
omitted).and932, (quotation emphasis424 A.2d at 831120 N.H. at

to inthe rational basis test claimsFinally, applywe
class, a fundamen­suspectnot involve awhich the classification does
ourunder State Consti­important righttal or an substantiveright,

test,rational is to be“‘legislation presumedtution. Under the basis
the statute isbyif the classification drawnvalid and will be sustained

LaPorte,to a interest.”’ 134 N.H.rationally legitimaterelated state
Center,76, v. Cleburne(quoting Livingat 587 A.2d at 1239 Cleburne

(1985)). class,432, that a fun­showing suspect439 Absent a473 U.S.
involved,is “economic classifica­rightdamental or substantiveright,

to the rational test.” Petitiontypically subjecttions are basis of
Goulette, 536, 540, 968,Assoc. & 129 N.H. 529 A.2dEmployees’State

(1987) employeesscale of State reviewed under(unequal pay971
test); Couture, 500, 502,124v. N.H. 471 A.2drational basis Couture

(1984) (classification1191, 1192 between divorced with minorparents
minor children in alimonychildren and divorced adults without

test);under rationalscheme under RSA 458:19 considered basis
State, 83-84,122 441 at 1149 tax(unequalv. N.H. at A.2dBoehner

rationalcourt host communities considered underburden on district
standard). the chal­analysis, partyUnder the rational basisbasis

thatprovethe has the burden “to whatever classi­lenging legislation
or without some reasonablepromulgated arbitraryfication is is

Goulette, 129Petition State Assoc. &justification.” Employees’of
540,at 529 A.2d at 971.N.H

Couture,In plaintiffis to the case at bar. theanalogousCouture
child,father, of minor thatcustody couple’s arguedwho had the RSA

statute,his Under that theequal protection rights.458:19 violated
order to be mademay alimony payments “providedcourtsuperior

involved, inin in no are or which the chil-that cases which children
the of the order shall be effective forage majority,dren have reached

youngestthan 3 or 3 after the child attains theyears yearsnot more
ar-of whichever occurs first.” RSA 458:19. The fatherage majority,

child,minor thecustody couple’sthat because he had of thegued
He claimedthree-yearaward should have had a duration.alimony

him to the same treatment afforded toequalthat entitledprotection
children, thus his alimonydivorced without minor and obli-persons
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statute,a of the wegation plain readingshould be limited. Under
that because “no classifica-rejected argument suspecthis and held

tion, interest,fundamental or substantive isimportant right impli-
458:19, iscated this of RSA the rational-basis test theby application

test for the merits of theappropriate determining challenge.” Cou-
ture, 502,124 at upheldN.H. at 471 A.2d 1192. We the constitu-

statute, that “aof the different istionality observing approach
in the of families whichobviously dealing break-upwarranted with

minor from families in theredistinguishedinclude children as which
Id., atare no minor children.” 471 A.2d 1193.

Here, an economic issue. Theplaintiff primarilythe raises
indivorced and nondivorced createdparents,classification between

458:20, classifications,458:17 and RSA involves no andsuspectRSA
substantive underimportant rightdoes not involve a fundamental or

Thus,our we with his statement that thisagreeState Constitution.
“on the rationallycenters whether law isequal protection challenge

to a state interest.”legitimaterelated
of the court inobjectiveThe has stated thatplaintiff aptly “[t]he

to children of divorced is to ensureextending protection parentsits
they unjustly opportunities theythat are not of would oth-deprived

had, their not divorced.” 458:17 andparentserwise have had RSA
authorityRSA 458:20 confer the court the to order a divorcedupon

orcollege expensesto contribute toward the reasonable of hisparent
interestlegitimate byher children. The State served these statutes

is to that of families are not ofdeprivedensure children divorced
nosolely longereducational because their families areopportunities

intact.
conferring upon superiorThe rationale for the courtlegislature’s

the to order a divorced to contribute toward anauthority parent
in legislative history,adult child’s costs is not thecollege specified
(1987) (statement1987, 278;ch.see Laws N.H.S. JOUR. 963 of Sen.

Podles); however, its intent to our decisions that thecodify recognize
jurisdiction apparent.court’s under such circumstances is See Hear­

3, 1987);on HB 36 Before the Committeeing Judiciary (AprilSenate
(1987) (statement Podles). assume,N.H.S. JOUR. 963 of Sen. We can

therefore, thelegislature recognized increasing importancethat the
of the citizens ofpost-secondary education for this State. See
French, 699,117 N.H. at A.2d 1128-29.378

intent,our limited into the we observeDespite insight legislature’s
the financialheightened judicial personalthat involvement over and

warranted,bemay althoughlives of divorced families with children
necessarysimilar involvement not be with intact families. Themay
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judicialheightenedto have suchthe needcontemplatedlegislature
that existproblemsof uniquefamilies becausecontrol over divorced

293Marriage of Vrban,In Redivorce. Seesplit byin a home that is
1980). the(Iowa supe­law198, statutory providesOur202N.W.2d

ofarrangementsfinancialto oversee thepowerrior court with the
— order sup­andproperty,dividealimony,families to orderdivorced

— powernot have similarit doesand educational costs whereport
(1992). finan­ch. 458 WhileRSAgenerallyover intact families. See

responsibilityanmay unquestionedof the unit befamilycial support
home, regulated byoften becomein decisionssupportan intact such

problems,of these uniquein divorce. Becausedisputedcourt order a
conclude thatrationallycouldlegislaturewe can assume that the

likelybe lessinvolvement, mayof divorcejudicial childrenabsent
supportfinancialcollegeintact families to receivethan children of

parents.from both of their

the dual legitimateIn find that the State hassummary, we
citizens, and of ex­for itshigherinterests of educationpromoting

that are nottheyof divorce to ensureto childrentending protections
have received hadotherwise wouldopportunities theyofdeprived
458:20 are ration­458:17 and RSAtheir not divorced. RSAparents

interests, in a manner thatand dorelated to these soally protecting
Petitionjustification. Seearbitraryis neither nor without reasonable

Goulette, 540, at129 N.H. at 529 A.2dState Assoc. &Employees’of
collegethe court to orderrequire superior971. These statutes do not
court,Rather,in allow the superiorall cases. these statutesexpenses

ofdiscretion,in adultcollege expensesits sound to award reasonable
We, therefore, hold thatchildren under the circumstances.proper

not underequal protectionRSA 458:17 and RSA 458:20 do violate
our State Constitution.

court erred by orderingThe further that theplaintiff argues
education was re­publichim to for costs whenpay private college

available, circumstances of theand reasonable under thequested,
in favor ofpresumption public highercase. He us to create aurges

This, we not do.education institutions. will

not in­that the contends that he wasplaintiffWe also note
in as to his son’s choice of col­decision-making processcluded the

indicates, however, attemptedthat the defendant tolege. The record
issues, and that the didplaintiff regarding plaintiffcontact the these

not cannot now about a situation forreply. plaintiff complainThe
responsible.which he was
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The crux of this case is whether the court its dis-superior abused
Gnirk,cretion under the circumstances of the case. 134 N.H. at 201-

02, may589 A.2d at 1010. We have held that the court ordersuperior
a aprovidethe divorced of child “to reasonable contributionparents

toward of if it inequitablethe costs education ispost-secondary light
204,of the all atparties.”circumstances of of the Id. at 589 A.2d

case,1012. There is no in this and a review of the limitedtranscript
record before us reveals no of discretion. we af-Accordingly,abuse
firm the order below.

Affirmed.

All concurred.

Hooksett District Court
No. 91-567

England Capital CorporationNew

v.

Finlay Company,The Inc.

20,May 1993

Concord,of forLeeming Leeming,& the F.D.I.C. as receiver for
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