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thatwill overturndecision and we notto the court’strialdeference
TownSeeof discretion.absent an unsustainable exercisedecision of

Lambert,(1994); v. 147N.H.419, 424 StateTaylor,v. 138 N.H.Littleton cf.
standard).(2001) of discretion295, 296 unsustainable exercise(explaining

discretionexercised itsthat the trial courtsayWe cannot
tofailedafter the Jacksonsawarding attorney’s feesunsustainably by not

the oneon issues thanspentfor time otherrequestfrom their entriescull
instance, timea For thesubject to fee award.court identified asthe

litigationwife’s threat ofpre-datethat Morse’sinclude entriesrecords
Bobv.Mangelthe court inattorneys. agreeWe withthe Jacksons’against

showing thethe burden ofInc. the Jacksons “hadDodge,Dance that
failing toByto recover.[theycosts entitledwere]amount of fees and/or

fees,thefees from nonrecoverableapportionor the recoverableseparate
Inc., So.Dance 739Mangel Dodge,in v. Bob[they] failed burden.”[their]

(Fla. 1999)(citations omitted).720, 724 Ct. App.2d Dist.

remanded.part;in vacated inpart;Affirmed
DugganDalianis, Galway, JJ., concurred.and
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Franklin,ofBronwyn Asplund-Walsh, by orally,brief and for the
petitioner.

(<Gordon,Law Joshua L. of Concord Joshua L. onGordon theOffice of
orally),brief and for the respondent.

(theDUGGAN, mother),petitioner, TatjanaJ. The A. Donovan anappeals
J.)order of Superior {Barry, reducingthe Court the amount her formerof

spouse’s supportchild based income to her.obligation upon imputed The
(the father),respondent, Robert F. Donovan cross-appeals, arguing that

the trial in refusing modify permanentcourt erred to the parties’
affirmstipulation in their in inpart, part,divorce decree. We reverse

vacate in andpart remand.
MayThe in 2000parties joint legal custodydivorced and received of

their minor The primary physicaltwo children. mother was awarded
custody, the residual custodial Therights. parties’while father obtained
permanent stipulation incorporated support requireda uniform order that

$1,599 mother,the inper subjectfather to month child to thepay support
(CPI).to annual adjustment usingfor inflation the Consumer IndexPrice
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for themonthperan additionalpay $150torequiredwasThe father
contributetoagreedalsopartiesTheexpenses.extracurricularchildren’s

in amountanthrough collegeexpenseseducationalthe children’sto
at such time.incomesrespectiveto theirproportionate

forward andbringto2003, petitionfiled a23, the fatherOn October
of RSAprovisionthree-yearthe reviewunderdivorce decreemodify the

basedobligation(2004). supportchildto reduce hissoughtHe458-C:7
anability to earnspouse’sand his formerearningshis diminishedupon

parties’of theportionscourt to strikethe trialHe also askedincome.
childrelating support.tostipulationpermanent

(CPA) ataccountantpublicas a certifiedemployedThe father is
bypay decreasedmonthlyHisin Merrimack.NetworksEllacoya

The mother home-schooled2000 2003.andbetweenapproximately $62
and has continuedto the divorceyears prior parties’children for fourtheir

of her home-Becausesince, agreement.parties’to thepursuantto do so
in full-timeengagednotthe mother hasresponsibilities,schooling

employment.
supportchildmodifyto hisrequestthe father’sgrantedThe trial court

$1,590. trialto Themonthly paymenthisthereby reducingobligation,
for theofmonthly paymenthisrequests $150his to terminatecourt denied

obligationparties’and to eliminate theextracurricular activitieschildren’s
expenses.collegeto their children’scontributionsproportionateto make

order thatsupportof the uniformprovisiontheupheldThe court also
inflation asobligation forsupportfather’s childannually adjusts the

byreflected the CPI.
modifying thebycourt erredargues that the trialOn the motherappeal,
to her withoutupon imputedincomeobligation basedsupportfather’s child

orvoluntarily unemployedwasfinding that shemaking specifica
IV(a) (2004).458-C:2, cross-appeal,In thehisRSAunderemployed. See

payhim to continue toby orderingerredthat the trial courtarguesfather
areexpensesactivities because theseextracurricularfor his children’s

guidelines.obligation supportunder the childsupportin his totalincluded
(2002).401, alsoCoderre, 148 406 He& N.H.In theSee Matter of Coderre

in458:17, (2004), trial court erredXI-a thethat under RSAargues
to theirtheythat would contributestipulationupholding parties’the

inthe court erredargueshe thatcollege expenses. Finally,children’s
contrary tothat isprovisionbecauserefusing provisionto strike the CPI

458-C:3,11(a)See RSAcomputing support.for childstatutory formulathe
(2004). inissue turn.We address each
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I. Underemployment

arguesThe that bymother the trial court erred income to herimputing
an express voluntarilywithout that shemaking finding unemployedwas or

IV(a).458-C:2, Furthermore,under RSAunderemployed arguesshe that
if findingeven an is not the notexpress required, supportevidence does an

implied underemployment.finding voluntaryof
In statutory interpretation,matters of we are final arbiter ofthe the

legislature’s expressedintent as in the words of the statute considered as a
Watterworth, 442,whole. In the Watterworth & 149 N.H.Matter 445of

(2003). oflanguageWe first examine the the statute and ascribe the plain
and toordinary meanings interpret legislativethe words used. Id. We

and,written, therefore,intent from statute willthe as we- not consider
what the or add thelegislature might legislaturehave said words that did

Coderre, Furthermore,not include. 148 N.H. at 403. interpretwe statutes
in of statutorythe context the overall not inscheme and isolation.
Watterworth, 149N.H. at 445.

IV(a)458-C:2, court, discretion,RSA inprovides may“[t]hethat its
consider as income the agross parentdifference between the amount is
earning and the amount a has earned whereparent parentin-cases the
voluntarily unemployed underemployed,becomes or unless parentthe is

mentallyphysically incapacitated.”or

plain languageThe of the statute does not mandate an express
finding parent voluntarilythat is unemployed underemployed.the or In
contrast, other of RSA chapter explicitly requiresections 458-C the trial
court to express finding.make an written For RSAexample, 458-C:5
(2004) theprovides findings”that trial court “shall make written relative to

specialthe ofapplicability circumstances that warrant a deviation from the
See,child thesupport guidelines. e.g., Coyne,In Matter Barrett & 150of

(2004).520,N.H. legislature524-25 When the has failed to include such
statute,provisions in a that itpresumewe did not intend'the law to have

that judicially engraft Appealeffect and will not those terms. Concordof
Corp., 685, (1981); Rothe,Natural 121Gas N.H. 691 see also v. 142State
(1997).483, IV(a)Therefore, 458-C:2,N.H. 485 we hold that RSA notdoes

require voluntaryan of orexpress finding unemployment underemploy-
ment.

express notAlthough finding required,an is we must determine
whether trialsupports implied-findingthe evidence the court’s that the

underemployedmother is in isparty underemployedthis case. Whether a
finder,is a the fact bequestion for whose decision will not' disturbed on
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Turchioe, 144v. N.H.in the record. Westbyif evidenceappeal supported
(1999). modifyand509, broad discretion to review513 Trial courts have

(1989).694,Nicolazzi, 696v. 131 N.H.awards. Nicolazzisupportchild
needsparties’ respectiveto thepositionare in the best determineThey

Accordingly, will setto meet them. See id. werespectivetheir abilitiesand
if the thatonly clearly appearsit on evidenceaside a modification order

In theof unsustainable. Matterthe court’s exercise discretion was of
(2004).626,Jerome, 150 628Jerome & N.H.

obligation,child the trial court reliedcomputing supportIn the father’s
On thechild worksheet.support guidelineshis calculations on theupon

worksheet, monthly grossto the mother asthe father attributed $952.60
“althoughfigure [thefather based this on his belief thatincome. The

CPA, ifthe to do socurrently working abilitynot as a she hasmother] is
to Therequired get up speed.”to take the courses to fathershe were

CPA,not certified to work as aacknowledged currentlythat the mother is
that, himself[,]“as a CPA believes his formerattorney [he]but his stated

abookkeepera as a and earn at leastjobwife could at least obtain $952
in father’sadoption figure computingcourt’s of this themonth.” The trial

voluntarilyisobligation implies findinga that the mothersupportchild
underemployed.

in the Thefinding supported byThis is not the evidence record.
employment bookkeeperclaim that mother could obtain as a isfather’s the

Indeed, it is not clearby any concrete evidence.speculation unsupported
currently qualifiedthat the mother is for suchallegationsfrom the father’s

Moreover, motherpursuant parties’ agreement,to the theemployment.
years,athome-schooling eighthas been their children for least which

Furthermore, “hasprevents pursuing employment.her from full-time she
meet,”to make endsrequired part-time employment, simplyto seekbeen

working abilityto the extent of her the homeand “has been around
concerningin recordschooling her children.” There is no evidence the[of]

continue to home-school the children and earnwhether the mother could
imputedamount of income that the trial court to her. We thereforethe

modifying monthlythat of the trial court’s order the father’spartvacate
theobligation imputedchild based on income to mother.support

Extracurricula,rII. activities

Next, by requiringthe that the trial erred him toarguesfather court
activitiespaying percontinue month for the children’s extracurricular$150

Insupport obligation.are included in his child Seeexpensesbecause such
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Coderre,the Matter Coderre & 148 N.H. at 406. The mother thatarguesof
Coderre should not apply because she is thehome-schooling children and
must incur the cost of all of their extracurricular Alternatively,activities.

arguesshe that her significantly low income and ongoing educational
expenses on behalf of specialthe children constitute circumstances that
warrant deviation from guidelines.the See RSA 458-C:5. agreeWe with
the father.

arguesThe father that trialthe court should have our inapplied holding
Coderre, 406,148N.H. at though agreed payeven he to monthper for$150
the children’s extracurricular in parties’activities the permanent
stipulation and appealdid not this issue after the divorce decree was
finalized. Under the child support guidelines, parenteither may apply to
the trial court for modification of the child support everyorder three

458-C:7,1. time,years. RSA At that the trial court must use the formula
provided under RSA 458-C:3 to recalculate the parents’ supporttotal
obligation based upon their current incomes.

Coderre,In thatwe held extracurricular activity expenses fall into
food,category recreation,the same of basic support as shelter and and as

such in parties’are included the total support obligation under the
guidelines. Coderre, 406;148 N.H. at see also In the ArabianMatter &of

(2004).109,Squillante, 151N.H. 111 Because extracurricular expenses are
part of guidelines support, theybasic are included in the trial court’s
recalculation of support obligationthe child at the three-year review. See
RSA 458-C:3. the trial inAccordingly, court erred not ourapplying holding
in Coderre itwhen recalculated the supportfather’s obligation under the
guidelines and himrequired to payingcontinue an additional per$150

Coderre,month for extracurricular activities. See 148 at 406.N.H.

arguesThe mother that this case should distinguishedbe from
Coderre because she is home-schooling the children and the public school
system notdoes subsidize the cost of their extracurricular activities. Our

Coderre, however,inholding was uponnot based the facts underlying the
party’s request Rather,for extracurricular expenses. See id. we examined
the structure and purpose chapterof RSA 458-C to determine what
expenses partare of general support guidelines.under the id.See at 403-­
06. Although extracurricular activities are included in .guidelinesbasic
support, ongoing extraordinary expenseseducation may specialconstitute

justify Arabian,circumstances that deviation guidelines.from the 151
that,N.H. at 112. agree remand,We the mother onwith the trial court
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in makingin this casecircumstances existmay specialconsider whether
458-C:5.guidelines.of the See RSAadjustments applicationto

the father toThus, requiringcourt’s decisionwe vacate the trial
inactivity expensesmonth for extracurricularpaying percontinue $150

Coderre,guidelines.the Seeobligationchild undersupportaddition to his
148 at 406.N.H.

CollegeexpensesIII.

intrial court erredNext, argument that thewe address the father’s
stipulation thatparties’ permanentof therefusing provisionto strike the

parteducations. Ascollegeto their children’srequires them to contribute
that each of them wouldparties agreedthepermanent stipulation,of the

inthrough collegeof the children’s education“contribute to the cost
time,At that the trialincome at that time.”proportion respectiveto their

toparentsto order divorceddiscretionary powers”court had “broad
458:17,1 (Supp.under RSAcollege expensesto their children’scontribute

(1992).2003) LeClair, 213, 217-18v. 137 N.H.RSA 458:20 LeClairand
(1993) statute).(superseded by

decree,the divorce the fatherhearing petition modifyAt on his tothe
stipulationof theportion permanenttrial court to strike theasked the
299,Billin of House whichcollege light passageto of theexpensesrelated
requireorder shall aprovide: supportRSA 458:17 to “No childamended
or othercollege expensesto to an adult child’sparent contribute

458:17,RSAbeyond completion highthe of school.”expenseseducational
2, 2004, the trialFebruaryXl-a. amendment took effect on beforeThe

trial court denied the father’sheating petition.on the father’s Thecourt’s
request.

statute, trial courtargues that under the new theappeal,On the father
provisioneducationdenying request collegein his to remove theerred

Thus, the us is whether the newpriorfrom the court order. issue before
requirestrial court to vacate a order thatrequires pre-existingstatute the

education.parents collegethe to contribute to their children’s
that, minimum, to thelegislature precludeIt is clear at a the intended

effective date ofissuingtrial court from a new court order on or after the
to an adult child’srequire parentthe statute that would a to contribute

Elliott, 770,151 772In the Matter Goldman & N.H.college expenses. of
(2005). However, theit is not clear on the face of the statute whether

inretroactively alreadyto orders existencelegislature applyintended it to
require”child order shallphrase supportto its enactment. Theprior “[n]o

statute,date of the noto mean that as of the effectivemay interpretedbe



may pay college expensescourt order a to in future divorceparent
458:17, Alternatively,See RSA Xl-a. phrase maydecrees. the be

that all childinterpreted past support collegeto mean orders that include
expenses must be vacated. See id.

statutory language ambiguous“Where the is or where more than one
exists, ininterpretation legislative historyreasonable we review to aid our

(2003)Builder, 315,Ann 150analysis.” Appeal Miles 318N.H.of
omitted).(quotation Bill 299 proposed followingHouse was our decision in

Breault, 458:17,1,In the Matter Breault and which held that RSA doesof
require supportnot that child terminate when a child agereaches the of

majority graduates highor from school. In the BreaultMatter &of
(2003)Breault, statute).359, Breault,149 362 (superseded byN.H. In we

our prior holding mayaffirmed that the trial court order toparents
363;contribute to their adult children’s post-secondary education. Id. at

LeClair,also holdingsee 137 N.H. at 220. This was consistent with our
recognition legitimatethat “the State has the dual of promotinginterests

citizens,higher extendingeducation for its and of toprotections children of
divorce to that they deprived opportunitiesensure are not of they

LeClair,otherwise would have received had their parents not divorced.”
137 N.H. at similarly225. Numerous States have recognized, by statute or
judicial opinion, obligation parentsthe of non-custodial to support their

Goforth,post-secondarychildren’s educations. The Case Expandingfor
Support ObligationsChild to Post-SecondaryCover Educational

(2003).93, 100Expenses, 56Ark. L. Rev. n.39
The final version of Bill 299House states that it is an act “removing

judicial parentdiscretion to order a divorced to contribute to an adult
2004,child’s Incollege expenses.” Laws ch. 1. his forreport majoritythe of

Law,the House Committee on FamilyChildren and Representative
Arnold,Thomas I. Jr. stated that the bill “removes the court’s discretion to

make orders theregarding post-secondarychildren’s education at the time
(2003)parent’stheir divorce.” N.H.H.R. JOUR. 161 (emphasis[sic]of

added). This thatreport suggests legislaturethe intended the tostatute
decrees,toapply future divorce but notdoes make clear whether the

statute apply post-enactmentwas intended to to modifications to decrees
that were inprior change legislation.issued to the

rule,As a general are applied prospectively.statutes v.Eldridge
611,Eldridge, (1993);136 Singer,N.H. 613 accord 3A N. Statutes and

Statutory (6th§69:9, 2003) (“[Child]Construction at 418-19 ed.
[s]upport given prospective operationstatutes are only, unless the

intended.”).legislature clearly retroactivityhas indicated that is “Because
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and, therefore,every person presumed organizeis to know the law to his
of inaccordingly, warning changeor her conduct and affairs notice or a the

ingiven change.” Eldridge,law should be advance of such 136N.H. at 613.
legislature applyWhen the is silent as to whether a statute should

prospectively retrospectively, interpretationor our turns on whether the
parties’ procedural rights.statute affects the substantive or Appeal of

(2000).Stores, 635, presumptionWal-Mart 145 N.H. 638 There is a of
prospectivity when a affects 136rights. Eldridge,statute substantive N.H.

however,“In analysis,at 613. the final the ofquestion retrospective
fairness,application on a determination ofrest[s] fundamental because the

underlying purpose legislationof all is to promote justice.” Appeal Wal-­of
omitted).Stores, (quotationMart 145N.H. at 638 and brackets

previously statutoryWe have held that changes affecting parties’ rights
to financialpost-divorce support applied retroactively pre-would not be to

See, 159,existing divorce decrees. v. 129 161e.g., Henry Henry, N.H.
(1987) (holding that amendments to would toalimony apply onlystatute
orders uponbased divorce decrees entered on or after the date ofeffective

amendments). Walker, 717, 718(1976),the in v. 116Similarly, Walker N.H.
we addressed the effect of a instatutory age majorityreduction the of

twenty-one eighteenfrom to inyears determining agethe of a child’s
emancipation. Absent any showingclear of the legislature’s intent that the

effect,statute was to have retroactive we held that the in ofchange agethe
majority would not affect preexisting divorce decrees under which a
parent’s support obligation would continue until the child became
emancipated or reached age twenty-one.the of Id. inImplicit holdingthis

recognitionwas the that rightthe child’s to supportreceive financial is
in contrast,substantive id. In 458-C:7,nature. See we found that RSA

permitswhich modification of a child support yearsorder three after the
entry of the last order for support, proceduralis in nature in that it does
not changemandate a in supportchild but “simply opens up a new channel
of inquiry into whether a modification is appropriate.” Eldridge, 136 N.H.

458:17,at 615. We conclude that RSA XI-a affects substantive rights and
thus the presumption prospectivityof applied.must be See 136Eldridge,
N.H. at 613. Because we find that the appliesnew law prospectively to

2, 2004,court orders Februaryissued after we need not consider whether
application of the pre-existingamendment to vacate a court order would

I,violate the inprohibition Part 23Article of the State Constitution
against retrospective Goldman,laws. 151N.H. at 772-75.Cf.
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tocase, parentsthe to contributerequiringIn the court orderthis
RSAthe effective date ofpredatededucationcollegetheir children’s

458:17, mandate the458:17, Thus, RSA Xl-a does notXI-a. we hold that
decree thatparties’of the divorceprovisiontrial court to vacate the

ineducationcollegeto their children’srequires them to contribute
college.time that the children attendto their incomes at theproportion

Price IndexTV.Use the Consumerof

guidelines’ supportthe childarguesfather that underFinally, the
formula, adjust support obligationused to his childmaythe CPI not be

actualthe CPI does not reflectannually based on inflation because
458-C:3,11(a). trialin net income. See RSA Thechanges parties’the total

representedbecause defendant wasupheld provision “[t]hecourt the CPI
was a to which heprovisionat time of the divorce and thisby counsel the

vacate this provision.with the father and thusagreed.” agreeWe
trial court to setgenerally instruct thesupport guidelinesThe child

West, 144figures.current income Seeprospective support uponbased
formula, parents’child the totalstatutory supportN.H. at 513. Under the

ofupona based the numbermultiplied by percentagenet income is
thechildren, support obligationtotal is divided betweenresultingthen the

458-C:3, I, 11(a),RSArespectivein to their incomes.parents proportion
(b). adjusted grossparents’income” is defined as “the combined“Net

byon an annual basis thepublishedstandard deductionsincome less
458-C:2,human services.” RSA VI. “Thisof health anddepartment

income-shares model and is based on the numberformula is known as the
the parents’and standardized deductions fromsupportedof children

Plaisted,Plaisted & 149 N.H.incomes.” In the Mattergrosscombined of
omitted).(2003)522, 524 (quotation

Heinze, 358, (1982), anupheldIn v. 122 N.H. 361 we escalationHeinze
at theobligor’s support paymentincreased theautomaticallyclause that

percentage grossthe of his incomeany wage upontime of increase based
for child We noted that this escalationpaying support.that he was then

in assupport payments abilityincreases the“provides cost-of-livingclause
and that itsobligationto undertake the increases”supporting partyof the
to court toparties continuallyfor to returnuse would “reduce the need

addition, of factId. In we reminded triersmodify supportseek to decrees.”
in incomespouse’sconsider increases the custodialtheythat also should

orders. Id.drafting modifying supportwhen or
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Heinze,Unlike the clause in the CPI notprovisionescalation is tied
to inchanges parties’ provisionthe total net income. See id. The CPI states
that “[o]bligor’s support obligation annuallythe child shall be reviewed

adjustedand for inflation in accordance with the Consumer Price Index.”
The use of this escalation clause is inconsistent with the child support
guidelines requires adjustmentsbecause it to the father’s support
obligation that inindependent changes parties’are of actual the incomes.

458-C:3,See RSA II.
fact,In duringthe father’s income decreased the four years following

the parties’ employer’sfinal divorce decree due to his company-wide salary
income,reduction. inDespite this decrease net supportthe father’s

obligation perincreased from month to per by usingmonth$1599 $1828
Thus,the CPI as an automatic escalator. the father’s support obligation no

longer originalreflected the trial court’s computation guidelines.under the
thisBecause escalation clause is not to inchanges parties’tied the incomes

and 458-C,thus is not authorized chapterunder RSA we reverse the trial
court’s order thedenying requestfather’s to strike the provision.CPI

(1)In light of the foregoing, we conclude that: although an express
offinding voluntary underemployment is not required, the trial court

in calculating (2)erred imputed income;the mother’s monthly the trial
court inerred ordering the father to paycontinue to for his children’s

(3)activities;extracurricular the trial court was not required to vacate the
parties’ original agreement that they paywould for their children’s college

(4)expenses; and the automatic provisionescalation that adjusts the
father’s support obligation based on the Consumer Price Index must be
stricken.

in part; reversed in part;Affirmed
vacated, part;in and remanded.

Broderick, C.J., Galway, JJ.,and Nadeau concurred; Dalianis,and
J., partconcurred in and dissented in part.

Dalianis, J., inconcurring part and indissenting part. I agreeWhile
with majoritythe on three of the appeal,issues on I disagree with its

458:17, (2004)application of RSA Xl-a to the inexisting order this case
regarding payment of college expenses. Therefore, I respectfully dissent
from that ofportion the majority opinion.

The majority frames this in 458:17,issue terms of orwhether not RSA
requiresXl-a trial courts to priorvacate all provideorders that for

payment of collegechildren’s that,education. The majority concludes
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ofpayment collegeprior regardingall ordersrequiringinstead of
tovacated, ordersapplies only prospectivelythe statuteexpenses to be

date of its enactment.entered after the
458:17,however, Xl-aus, not whether RSAI before isbelieve the issue

collegeofprevious paymentto vacate all orders forrequires courts
courts torather, requiresthe new statutethe issue is whetherexpenses;

challengedthatcollege expensesof areregarding paymentordersvacate
modify byto orbyeither a motiondate of the statuteafter the effective

courts noI the new statute leaves withby obligor.the believenonpayment
be,wealthy mightmatter how he or sheparent,to relieve a nochoice but

collegehis or her adult child withto assistany legal obligationfrom
expenses.

maintenance, of inand education childrencustody,A inpowercourt’s
v.entirely byconferred statute. LeClaircases isseparationdivorce and

(1993) on otherLeClair, 213, by217 statute(superseded137 N.H.
move for modificationsmayConcerning support, partieschildgrounds).

in circumstances.changeis a substantialor when thereevery yearsthree
(2004). expenses is acollegeAn for contribution toRSA 458-C:7 order

111,Gilmore, 113148 N.H.order, Gilmore &see In the Mattersupport of
ofsuch, changea(2002), and, modifiable for substantialas is

221, incircumstances, LeClair, changea the law.including137 N.H. at
Xl-a,458:17, who hadany obligorto the enactment of RSAPrior

file a motion tocollege expenses couldpaybeen ordered topreviously
circumstances, as,in such forchangeuponbased a substantialmodify

the court toobligor requestThe couldbecoming unemployed.example,
toto from the orderand be entitled reliefobligationreconsider his or her

if so warranted.expenses, the circumstancescollegecontribute to
collegefor contribution towardwho had no orderobligeeLikewise an

if theand obtain such an ordermodifyfile a motion toexpenses could
so warranted.circumstances

out, 458:17, to preventRSA Xl-a is intendedmajority pointsAs the
payment ofprovisions requiringwithissuingfrom new orderscourts

770,Elliott, 772151 N.H.In the Goldman &Mattercollege expenses. of
however,(2005). modified, a childis newexisting support orderWhen an

modifytorespondent’sthat the motionis issued. It followssupport order
in a newissuingthe courtcollege expensesof resultedpastthe award

analysis.Therefore, majority’sunder theapplies,the statute evenorder.
substantive, themay be assupportto receive financialrightA child’s

majorityIBecause believe thebut it is not immutable.majority suggests,
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analysiserred in its of this and because I that all supportbelieve child
orders, including provisions for contribution college expenses,to are

modifiable,always I respectfully dissent.
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