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Co.,United Sec. Ins. permit348 N.W.2d at 36. “To hold otherwise would
an insured to benefit from his misrepresentationsfraudulent and leave the

Ferrell,remedy.”insurer without a 816 S.W.2d at 596. Accordingly, under
case,the circumstances of this rescindingwe hold that the plaintiffs

automobile withpolicy respect to his did notJeep public policyviolate and
thus, trialthe court’s exercise of discretion was sustainable.

Affirmed.

Broderick, Nadeau, Duggan, JJ.,Dalianis and concurred.
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(William brief),on theof Lebanon A. WhittenOffice,Decato Law West
for the petitioner.

se,Breault, filed no brief.proDenise M.

Breault, of thethe orderNadeau, appealsThe Arthur J.petitioner,J.
J.) toobligationhis childmodifying supportSuperior (Burling,Court

Breault,M.respondent,to the Denisesupporthim to childrequire pay
college. We affirm.daughter graduatesuntil their from

custodyshareparties legalthe facts. ThefollowingThe record supports
1993, the courtInborn in December 1983.daughterof their who was

agreement regardingparties’to thestipulateda amendmentapproved
time, wouldpetitionerthat theparties agreedAt that thesupport.child

byin an amount establishedwage assignmentpay support throughchild
daughterthe wasparties’untilstatutory support guidelinesthe child

school, whichever was later.highshe fromgraduatedor untileighteen
1993, obligationweekly supportthe childAugust petitioner’sinBeginning

was $69.00.
school, respondentin2002, highstill thewhile the child wasJanuaryIn

obligation onsupportthe childpetitioner’sfor modification ofpetitioned
(1) had notpetitioner’s support paymentsthe childfollowing grounds:the

hadhis financial situationalthoughin several years,been increased
(2) Septemberto inbegin collegedaughter plannedtheirimproved; and

petitionerthe torequirethat the courtrespondent requestedThe2002.
college.attendedparties’ daughterwhile thepaying supportcontinue child

attendance atdaughter’sthat thehearing,a the court ruledFollowing
ajustifiedin circumstances thatchangeacollege was substantial

The court ordered theobligation.child supportof petitioner’smodification
a rateyearsfour at ofsupportchild forpayingto continuepetitioner

reconsideration, which the courtmoved forpetitionerweek. Theper$74.00
providethe torespondentthe court orderedSpecifically,ingranted part.

2006, that theirevidenceevery year through1 ofby Augustthe petitioner
court furtherfull-time. Thefour-year collegeaattendingwasdaughter

degree in 2004two-yearadaughter completedif the parties’ordered that
program,a four-yearof full-time attendance atno evidenceprovidedand

would terminate.obligationchildpetitioner’s supportthe
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Trial courts have discretion childmodifybroad to review and support
Nicolazzi, 694, (1989).awards. See Nicolazzi v. 131 696 TheyN.H. are in

the best position to determine the theirparties’ respective needs and
respective abilities to meet them. Id. we willAccordingly, set aside a
modification order it“only clearly appearsif on the evidence” that the
court’s of Butterick,exercise discretion was unsustainable. Butterick v.

731, (1986) omitted); Lambert,127 N.H. (quotations736 v.State 147cf.
(2001)295,N.H. 296 (explaining unsustainable exercise of discretion

standard).
petitioner that, (1992),The first asserts topursuant RSA 458:35-c his

terminated, law,child support obligation as a of parties’matter when the
daughter graduated from high school in June We disagree.2002.

court, course,“This of theis final arbiter of legislature’sthe intent as
expressed in the words of the statute considered as a whole.” In the

Coderre, 401, 403(2002)Matter Coderre & omitted).148 N.H. (quotationof
We statute,first examine language and,the of the possible,where ascribe
the plain and ordinary meanings to the words used. In the Matter Croweof

Crowe, (2002).& 218,148 N.H. 224 a statute’s language“[W]hen is plain
and unambiguous, we need not look beyond it for further indication of

intent,legislative and we torefuse consider what the legislature might
have said or add language that the legislature did not see fit to incorporate
in the P., (2002).statute.” In re Baby 772,Girl 147 N.H. 775
“Furthermore, interpretwe statutes in the context of the overall statutory

Coderre,scheme and in omitted).not isolation.” 148 N.H. at 403 (quotation

RSA 458:35-c inprovides, pertinent part:

Unless the court or body empowered byother tolaw issue and
modify support specifies differently,orders the amount of a child
support obligation instated the for supportorder shall remain as

instated the dependentorder until all children for supportwhom
is provided in the order shall terminate hightheir school
education or age years, later,reach the of 18 whichever is or

married,become or services,become a member of the armed at
which time the supportchild obligation terminates without
further legal action.

statute,Pursuant to this child support terminates a uponas matter of law
the occurrence of events,the statutorily-specified “[u]nless the court ...
specifies Thus,differently.” consistent with the plain of RSAlanguage
458:35-c, a trial court has the todiscretion issue an ororiginal modified
child support order that terminates when the child graduates from college.
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from soa trial courtprohibitsplain languagein theNothing statute’s
doing.

458:17, (Supp.in IRSAany limiting languagesuchNor is there
“in relation to the2002). I, to issue orders458:17, the courtallowsRSA

most conduciveof children as shall beeducation, custody theandsupport,
andfor theirprovision supportaorder reasonablemayto their benefit and

458:17, I. v.RSA Frenchis absent fromThe “minor”education.” word
(1977). face, 458:17,1, notThus, does696, on its RSAFrench, 699117N.H.

ofagechild reaches thewhen theterminatesupportmandate that child
Gilmore, 111, 113148 N.H.&In the Matter Gilmoremajority. See of

(2002).
child458:17,1, require supportdoes notRSA alsolanguage ofplainThe

The termfrom school.graduation highupon the child’sto terminate
secondary school education.elementaryto andlimited“education” is not

limited, soit could havethe term to be sointendedlegislatureHad the
(court(1993)213, 220LeClair,id.; 137 N.H.LeClair v.See see alsostated.

eighteenchild turnedorder afteroriginate supportchildjurisdictionhas to
school).highand fromgraduated

theargueto that whilemistakenly uponrelies GilmoreThe petitioner
daughter’sto theirorder the to contributepartieshad discretion tocourt

support paymentsto childit no discretion orderhadcollege expenses,
(1992).458:20See RSAbeyond high graduation.her school

thedismissedtrial court in Gilmoredistinguishable. TheGilmore is
notthat order wassupport;for continued childrequestparent’scustodial

Gilmore,Thus, notin we didGilmore, 148 N.H. at 112-14.appealed. See
appeal.thisbythe raisedquestionsaddress

inhasassertions, a court the discretiontrialpetitioner’sto theContrary
torequire partiesto divorcedsupportmodified ordersoriginalboth and

education, LeClair, N.H. atsee 137collegeto their children’scontribute
childpayingto continue218-19, parentthe non-custodialrequiretoand

Heinze, 122see Heinze v.attendingare college,while the childrensupport
(1982).358,360N.H.

(1991):199, 204Gnirk,in 134N.H.we Gnirk v.explainedAs

increasinglyanto iscollegea child attendThe decision of
decision,this thea child has madeelection. Whenimportant

lives, asor she well aswhom heparentcircumstances of the with
the willcircumstances, mean that decisionmayorhis her own

by a trialenough for considerationsubstantialchangeeffect a
order.supportthepetition modify originalin a tocourt



363

the theAccordingly, may partiestrial court order to contribute to the
post-secondarycosts of mayeducation order the non-custodialand/or

parent payingto continue child to the if sosupport parent, doingcustodial
equitable Id,.;“is in the of oflight parties.”of circumstances all the see

Heinze, appeal,122 N.H. at 360. On the petitioner does not thechallenge
trial court’s determination that him to continuerequiring paying child
support was equitable under the circumstances.

Relying (Morrill),upon (1990),Morrill v. Millard 132 N.H. 685 the
petitioner next thatargues modifying his child support obligation was
error because parties[’]“the attendance of the collegeehild at should have
been anticipated by partiesthe incorporatedand into stipulation[s].”their
The petitioner’s upon misplaced.reliance Morrill is Although parties“the
had an opportunity negotiateto the issue of paying post-secondaryfor

expenses,” 1993,education they negotiatedlast in daughterwhen their was
ten,only yearsseveral before her Gnirk,decision to attend college. 134

N.H. at 205. qualificationsHer and fordesires post-secondary education
“would not have been orapparent reasonably in Id.foreseeable” 1993.
Under circumstances,these we hold that the trial court had the discretion

grant petitionto a modifyto a tosupport provideorder for ofcontinuation
child whilesupport the adult child Seecollege.attends id. at 205-06.

theFinally, petitioner argues that the trial court erroneously partially
denied his motion for reconsideration. “A motion for reconsideration
allows a toparty present of orpoints law fact that the Court has
overlooked or misapprehended.” Candia, 430,Webster v. Town 146N.H.of

(2001) omitted).444 (quotation We will auphold trial court’s decision aon
motion for reconsideration unless the decision is an unsustainable exercise

id.;of Lambert,discretion. See 147N.H. at 296.cf.

petitionerThe argues that the trial court fullyshould have granted
his motion for and recognizedreconsideration that its initial decision was
legally Havingerroneous. determined that the trial court did not make the
legal petitioner identifies,errors the we itshold that decision denyto his
motion for reconsideration awas sustainable exercise of discretion.

Affirmed.

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


