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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.
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inof the defendanton behalffromFinlay appearingChristopher
reverse and remand.Wepost-judgment proceedings.

Inc. enteredFinancial Group,and Prime1986,In the defendant
laterPrime Financialequipment.for officeagreementinto a lease

Corpora-England Capitalthe Newplaintiff,the lease toassigned
underin its1989, monthly paymentsdefaultedIn the defendanttion.

and theto sellplaintiff repossessthecausinglease agreement,the
the de-1991, againstsuitplaintiff broughtIn theoffice equipment.

courtthe districthearing,After ain court.fendant the district
The$4,041.63 plaintiff.of for thein the amountjudgmentawarded

1992) to set(Supp.to RSA 524:6-apursuanta petitionfiledplaintiff
27, 1991,Marchof the amount. Onjudgmentup periodic payments

director, filed aanddefendant’s presidenttheChristopher Finlay,
The movedplaintiffof the defendant.on behalfappearancese”“pro

thegranted plain-The district courtsepro appearance.to strike the
tonot allowedwill be“Christopher Finlaythatstatingtiff’s request,

in matter.”thison of the defendantfor or behalfrepresent, appear
Christopher Finlayas to whetherfindingmade noThe district court

the districtappealscharacter. The defendantgoodis a citizen of
court’s order.

districtmust consider is whether theThe weonly question
onappearingfrom be­Christopher Finlaycourt erred in precluding
311:7in RSApost-judgment proceedings.half of the defendant

(1984) prac­rule the unauthorizedgeneral prohibitingtheexpresses
permittedthat shall beprovides persontice of law. The statute “[n]o

in has beenan court unless hecommonly attorneyto aspractice
. . . .” Id. Theprescribedthe court and taken the oathbyadmitted

allowingto ruleexceptions generaltwo thislegislature providedhas
not licensed as a Un­duly lawyer.one who islegal representation by

(1984), mayin orany proceedingder 311:1 causeparty“[a]RSA
anyorproper person byor defend in hisappear, plead, prosecute

added.) The(Emphasis “proper person”citizen character.”goodof
se and “the directpro representation personalalternative refers to

Settle,v. 129a on his own behalf.” Statelitigation by partyconduct of
(1987).171, 176, 124, 127 The “citizen of charac­goodN.H. 523 A.2d

to inappearcounsel “of character”lay goodter” alternative allows
case, in violation of RSA“commonly”an individual notalthough

311:7.
se, theIn from dis-Christopher Finlay appearing proprecluding

Hamp-discretion to waive Newtrict court ruled that it lacked the
1.3(D). 1.3(D)Rule Rule states:Municipalshire District & Court
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“No who is not a will be toperson lawyer permitted appear,
plead, any anyor defend action on behalf of otherprosecute

untilperson, goodunless of character and there is on file
a power attorney signedwith the Clerk executed ofproperly

theby party personfor whom the seeks to appear.”

In so the court reasoned that it wasruling, by“bound” State v. Settle
insupra, a case which the defendant to an unincor-sought represent

porated association of which he was an officer.
Settle,In we held that the “proper person” allowingalternative

pro representationse is to both and unin-inapplicable corporations
178-79,atcorporated associations. Id. 523 A.2d at 128-29. We thus

authorityeliminated this alternative as for the defendant’sallowing
alternative,appearance. Id. As for the “citizen of character” wegood

whynoted that there were two reasons “no purpose would be served
by remanding the case to court to consider recasting[the trial] [its]

179,order to rest on the character Id. at 523 atgood option.” A.2d
First,129-30. the “citizen of character”good provision represented

only a theoretical because the defendant in that casepossibility pos-
179,a “demonstrablysessed bad character.” Id. at 523 A.2d at 130.

Second, thatexplained goodwe the character does “notexception
provide a exception allowing lay appearancesblanket counsel to file

course,as a matter of is the defendant candidlywhich what ad-
180,that he to do . . . .” Id. at atmitted] 523 A.2d 130.wishe[d]

Settle,Accordingly, under both RSA 311:1 and a citizen of
character agood may contraryon behalf of Theappear corporation.

interpretation by the district court cannot be Our inupheld. holding
1.3(D).inSettle is not conflict with Rule thatAssuming Christopher

character,is a citizen of he couldFinlay good represent the defend­
1.3(D).ant once he has thecomplied requirementswith of Rule Addi­

we note thattionally, Christopher Finlay, unlike the defendant in
Settle, does not to inappear “commonly”intend violation of RSA
311:7. We remand this case to the district court for its determination
of Finlaywhether meets the toChristopher requirements necessary

him inappearallow to on behalf of the defendant the post-judgment
proceedings.

andReversed remanded.

All concurred.


