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& Duncan for the libelant.Shulins

Harrington, Jr. for the libelee.Frederic W.

inoriginalThe in matter enteredKenison, C. J. order this
required weekly payments1944 the father to make of twelve dollars

Department the childthe Probation for benefit of the whosethrough
grandparents.to her decreewas committed This wascustody

provisions L., 339, 33, providesunder the of R. c. s. whichmade
“Support of children. In cases husband andas follows: where

apart court, upon petitionthe of eitherliving party, mayarewife
custodythe and maintenance of the childrenmake such order as to

appropriate provisionsand alljustice may require; of thisas
proceedings.”to such This statute authorizedchapter applyshall

maintenance of the child and was valid.custodythe order of and
H.Trow,Trow v. 95 N. 529.

original prior par-theafter the order and to 1946Sometime
periodfor time themarital relations a of but childents resumed

grandparents.the Thecustodyin the care and of decreeremained
proceedingsin 1947 in instituted the motherbyissuedof divorce

change" previousin the order of thecustodymade -no ofin 1946
support resump-for the child. The meresilent as tochild and was

originalannul or themodifyrelations did not orderof maritaltion
deprive courtsupport poweror the of its to do so.andcustodyof

N. H. 249. While the father could seek reliefPaille, 91Paille v.
anyhis child time after it madesupportof for wasthe orderfrom

right-he could not cease(Salta 218), paymentsN. H.Salta,v. 80
the v. Eaton,relief from order. Eaton 90judicialwithoutfully
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rulegeneralFowler N. 216. It is the4, 8; Fowler,N. v. 97 H.H.
obliga-legalrelieve father of histhat decree not aa divorce does

tocustody issupport thoughhis child even awardedtion to minor
respect anyto ordera and the decree is silent withpersonthird

512; 81 A. L. Anno.67 H. R.support. Dolloff,for v. N.Dolloff
ed.)(2d s. This887; Annulment 15.61.Nelson,2 Divorce and

of the decree of divorcequestionto the further whetherbrings us
support the childoriginalthe order of forautomatically vacated

in force and effect.longerso it was nothat
relationIt rule this state that orders in domesticgenerala inis

implication effectand continue inproceedings repealed byare not
H. 301.judicial Powell,until action. Powell v. 97 N.bymodified

involving ofcustody supporta the andspecificallyMore decree
in until modified or cancelled anotherbychildren “remains effect

arguesv. H. TheLund, 283,decree.” Lund 96 N. 285. libelant
rulerulingthat Trial is the that orders ofcontrarythe Court’s to

support a child remain in effect until andcustodyand of modified
rulingis the best of the child. “The effect theagainst interests of

of below that silence the divorce decree relievesbythe Court is
supportthe his his child and has childdutyfather of to left the

decreeduring years.a custodian these The is silent aswithout
made at Ifsupport custodyto and no order of was that time.

no that time it must follow inorders were made at that those
suppose...force It is not realistic to the Courtcontinue. that
supportthere be no order for benefitfound it best should of the

specificof that becustody given any person.”the child or not to
Moore, 130,N. H. InasmuchSee Moore v. 96 133. as the statute

educationcontemplates support, custodythat orders for the and
(R. L.,“shall be most conducive to their c.of children benefit”

339, 15), presumedit is not that a divorce de-s. to be decree will
prive support.of and forcustody supporta child both Orders and

Trialmay by anybe modified and annulled the Court atcustody
priorv. N. H. If aLeBeau, supporttime. LeBeau 80 139. order of

and is to be modified or vacated it should not be left tocustody
216,implication. Fowler,Fowler 97 N. H. There isv. 218.

record case to indicate that the decreenothing in the in this divorce
supportthe custodywas to vacate and order and itintended

judicialbyeffect modified orin until annulled action.remains
250; supra.v.Paille, 249, Fowler,91 H. FowlerPaille v. N.

bein that order should now enforced bemayThe manner which
justit thinkmaythe Trial Court as and reasonablebydetermined
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under all the circumstances. v. 24Sheafe, 564, 568;N. H.Sheafe
Baker 307,v. H.Baker, 90 N. 309.

Exceptions sustained.

All concurred.
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