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Folley, by brief,Karen se.pro

(LauraGandía Offices, P.C.,Law of Londonderry J. onGandía the
brief), respondent.for the

Duggan, TheJ. respondent, Folley, appealsMichael from the final
(Brucedivorce bydecree the DalPra,recommended Marital Master F.

Esq.) and approved by (Reardon, J.).the Derry Family Division He
argues that bythe court erred failing to decrease his child support
obligation in proportion to the amount of time he ofcustodyshares his two
children. We affirm.

The supportsrecord followingthe The respondentfacts. and the
petitioner, Karen Folley, were married in March During1987. the
marriage, respondentthe employedwas full-time as a mechanic and later
as an adjuster. petitionerinsurance The obtained a real estate license and
attended hairdressing school. The couple had two children. After the birth
of child,their second the petitioner theworkingceased outside home in
order to care for the couple’s children. partiesThe divorced in March 2002.
The petitioner incurrently lives the marital home with the couple’s
children, working part-time aas beautician and title withclerk a yearly

$19,500.income of The in Methuen, Massachusetts,respondent resides
and is employed full-time as an insurance withadjuster yearlya income of
$46,000.
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2001, a divorce decree. The decreetemporaryIn the court issuedMarch
custody of the children andparties joint legal physicalthe andawarded

wagein athrougha week childpay supportthe torespondentordered $90
every weekalso the visitationgranted respondentThe decreeassignment.

morning everyand otherthrough Fridayafter schoolWednesdayfrom
Sundayto afternoon.Fridayfrom afternoonweekend

testimonycourtJanuaryheld in 2002. The heardhearingA final was
for children. Intheirparties regarding arrangementsboth custodialfrom

decree, joint2002, grantingissued a divorcepermanentthe courtMarch
of theprimary physical custodythecustody awarding petitionerandlegal

existing RelyingThe continued the visitation schedule.court alsochildren.
áffidavits, supportthe childthe court calculatedparties’the financialupon

The court indicated thestatutory guidelines.to childaccording supportthe
458-under RSAspeciala circumstance“custodial schedule” wasparties’

(h) 2002) the guidelinesa deviation from andC:5, warrantingI (Supp.
paywas tochild The orderedsupport. respondentthe amount ofreduced

evidenceIt is unclear from the record whatper week.petitionerthe $175
moved forrespondentthe from to Theincreasejustified $90' $175.

at week inreconsideration, supportthat'child remainrequesting $90 per
the motion.the The court deniedof custodial schedule.light

respondentof Thesupport.sole on is the amount childappealThe issue
was anperorder of weeksupportthat the trial court’s childargues $175

Hegiven arrangement.of discretion the custodialunsustainable exercise
supportchild guidelines,that court from theconcedes the deviated

However, contends thebyhis week. hereducing obligation per$30
custodyhe has of theorder be further reduced becauseshouldsupport

the time.fiftymore ofpercentchildren than

in ofdetermining matters childTrial courts have broad discretion
Crowe, 218, (2002). We& 148 N.H. 221In the Matter Crowesupport. of

exercisedecision absent an unsustainablenot overturn the trial court’swill
expressansupport governed byIssues of child areof discretion. Id.
toaccordingbe calculated thesupportdirective that thelegislative

that a childpresumein RSÁ 458-C. While wechaptercodifiedguidelines
correct, theguidelines presumptionaward calculated under the issupport

guidelinesof the would beby applicationbe rebutted a thatmay finding
Coderre, 401,N.H.In & 148or the Matter Coderreunjust inappropriate. of

(2002).404

guidelines providesallows for deviation from the andRSA 458-C:5
that:
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circumstances, to,I. not limitedSpecial including, but the
by court,if orfollowing, any party byraised to the action the

shall be and inmay adjustmentsconsidered result in the
application guidelines provided chapter.of under thissupport
The tofindingscourt shall make written relative the applicability
of the following

(h) orSplit custody arrangements____shared

Thus, the an upward adjustment findingcourt can make or downward if a
made warranting Wheaton-Dunbergeris the v. 137Dunberger,deviation.

504, (1993). exist,N.H. 508 The mere fact that special circumstances
however, does not mandate an the childadjustment respondent’sto

Coderre,support obligations. 148N.H. at 405.
first adjustmentWe considered the of in withsupport conjunctionchild

incustody Wheaton-Dunberger. case,a shared Inschedule that we
aaffirmed trial court’s sharing custodydetermination doesequallythat

mandate support.not of Wheaton-Dunberger,reduction 137 N.H. at 508.
defendant, children,The who equal physical custodyshared of arguedhis
an adjustmentthat to a child support required upon showingaward is the

Id.special plainof circumstances. We said that ofmeaning“[t]he [RSA
458-C:5,1] evidences no such intent.” Id. We concluded that the trial court

reasonablycould have determined that the to provideneed the children
an adequatewith of living during theythe time resided thestandard with

made aplaintiff adjustment 508-09;downward inappropriate. Id. at see
(existenceCoderre,also 148 405N.H. at of special circumstances notdoes

deviationrequire supportfrom child guidelines).

record,On this we saycannot the trial court’s exercise of discretion
determiningin the order Insupport was unsustainable. thecalculating

ofamount support, the court was entitled accountto for the financial
circumstances ofand income each party. See 137Wheaton-Dunberger,

Here,atN.H. 508-09. respondent’sthe income was more than thatdouble
the-petitioner.of The court specifically found that the visitation schedule

adjustmentwarranted an respondent’sand reduced the supportchild
inobligation. We find no error this decision.

Affirmed.

Brock, C.J., Broderick,and Dalianis, JJ.,Nadeau and concurred.


