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arelandingstakeoffs andaircraftin areas wherelandowners both
are not.theyin areas whereandacceptable

zoningthe town’sreasons, therefore, we hold thatFor all of the above
to674:16, landownersby requiringRSA Vdoes not violateordinance

andfor aircraft takeoffsusing their landexceptiona beforespecialobtain
onpetitionerraised thebyto the issuesanalysisconfine ourlandings. We
isto whether the ordinancehowever, no asexpress opinionandappeal,

respects.lawful in other

Affirmed.
Galway Hicks, JJ.,Duggan, and concurred.Broderick, C.J., and
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Martin, an order of theGalway, appealsM.The Lisapetitioner,J.
J.) amodifymotion to childdenying her(Cyr,DivisionFamilyLebanon

and remand.order. We reversesupport
2001, theJulyin the record. InappearfollowingThe relevant facts

InJames A. Martin.respondent,from thefiled for divorcepetitioner
orderingdecree2001, temporarycourt issued a divorcethe trialOctober

in child support.monthpay perthe torespondent $1500
decreein a final divorce30, 2003, the trial court orderedNovemberOn

otheramongin child support,monthpay perthe respondentthat $2065
that decree11,2003, issued a notice ofthe trial courtOn Decemberthings.
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to the Theparties. parties timelyfiled from thecross-appeals final divorce
decree to this court. The respondent the trialappealed court’s
determinations of the value of his business and the manner in which each

inparty’s interest the business to apportioned.was be The petitioner
the trialcross-appealed court’s determination of the respondent’s income

for child andsupport alimony.
During appeal,the the inrespondent paid child accordancesupport with

the divorce decree.temporary See In the Matter &.Nyhan Nyhan, 151of
(2005) (“in739,N.H. 745 the event of a timely appeal, a final decree does

go effect”).not to and ajudgment decree remains intemporary On May
23, 2006, we vacated and remanded the trial court’s determinations

theregarding valuation of the respondent’s business and the manner in
party’swhich each interest in the business was to be apportioned; we

affirmed the trial court’s determinations of the respondent’s income for
child support alimony.and

4, 2006,On December the trial court issued an order on remand
theregarding valuation of the respondent’s business and the manner in

which each party’s interest in the business was to be Theapportioned. trial
court did not issue any further orders regarding child support.

Following remand,the order on the petitioner moved to modify the
respondent’s child support obligations, inarguing that accordance with

(amendedRSA 2004),458-C:7 she was statutorily entitled to a review of
the child ordersupport because three years had passed since the ofentry
the last child support 11,order on December 2003. The respondent moved

dismiss,to that thearguing petitioner was not entitled to three-yeara
review. The respondent contended that because the temporary support
order had remained in effect while the appeal pending,was the order

11,2003,issued on December had not been in effect for years.three
The trial court denied the petitioner’s motion for a child support

modification pursuant 458-0:7,to RSA noting that the parties’ cross-
of theappeals final divorce decree prevented the child support order from

togoing judgment. The trial court reasoned that while three years had
elapsed since the issuance of the last child support 11,order on December
2003, the order had not become effective and 3,enforceable until January
2007, after the trial court issued its final order on remand. This appeal
followed.

The sole issue for our review is whether the trial court erred in denying
petitioner’sthe motion for a child modificationsupport pursuant to RSA

458-C:7. presentsThis issue questiona of statutory interpretation. The
interpretation of a statute law,is a ofquestion which we review de novo.

Boulais,State v. 216, (2003).150 N.H. 218 In matters of statutory
interpretation, we are the final arbiter of the legislature’s intent as
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Statein the words of the statute considered as a whole. v.expressed
(2007).551, ofexamining languageN.H. 552 When the aNjogu, 156

statute, the words used.plain ordinary meaningascribe the and to Id.we
isolation,in but rather within thephrasesWe do not consider words and

statute as Id. This enables us to better discern thecontext of the a whole.
in ofstatutory lightintent and to thelegislature’s interpret language

by the scheme. Id.sought statutoryor to be advancedpolicy purpose
reads, in part:RSA 458-C:7 relevant

or,obligeeor to the when theobligor may applyThe court
of health services a orderlegaland human has issueddepartment

161-C, to the whicheverpursuant department,of to RSAsupport
order, modification Sexisting yearsissued the for of such order

the the need toentry support,the last order withoutof forafter
circumstances.changeshow a substantial of

added.) The that the of the last orderargues “entry(Emphasis respondent
order,for child issued onoriginal supportoccurred when thesupport”

11,2003, January 3,2007,on the trialfollowingDecember became effective
on remand. disagree.court’s order We

dicta,Although previously languagein we have the ofinterpreted
the last“entry support”RSA 458-C:7to mean that the of order for occurs

order, itwhen the trial court issues the last and not when becomes
Cannon, (2003),In In the Matter Feddersen & 149 N.H. 194effective. of

instance, 458-C:7,for we noted that under RSA have the“[pjarties
yearsto seek the award child threestatutory right support][ofreview of

upon changeafter issuance or at time based a substantial ofanyits
Jerome,in &Similarly,circumstances.” Id. at 198. In the Matter Jeromeof

(2004), we “RSA thegrants parties150 N.H. 626 stated that 458-C:7
three itsright yearsto seek review of an award after issuance orstatutory

at a of Id. atupon changetime based substantial circumstances.” 632.any
Thus, of is that last ordermeaning “entrythe RSA 458-C:7 of the for

supporton the trial court issues the last order forsupport” occurs date the
tothe date when the becomes ansubsequentand not order effective

Accordingly,SUPER. Ct. a seek modificationappeal. party maySee R. 74.
changeof order the need to a substantial ofsupporta child without show

issued,years regardlessthree the last order is ofcircumstances after
becameultimatelywhen it effective.

history interpretationThe our of RSA 458-C:7. RSAlegislative supports
provideintended to for modification a child ordersupport458-C:7was of

JUDICIARY,on three SENATE ON“regular every years.”a basis COMM.

1, 1991). 1, 1991MayON HB 406 At the committee(May hearingHEARING



821

bill, Representative Spearon this Susan stated that RSA 458-C:7“allows a
party petitionto the court for a modification of a child order aftersupport
at least three years elapsedhave since the last order or modification was
issued.” Id. The legislative history of RSA 458-C:7 demonstrates that the

intended tolegislature allow individuals to a of a childreceive review
support yearsorder three after the court issues the order and not three
years after it becomes effective.

case,In this the of theentry last order of occurred on Decembersupport
11, 2003, the date the trial court issued the last order of support.
Therefore, 458-C:7,under RSA the petitioner three-yearwas entitled to a
review of the child support 11,2006.order on December Since she filed her

21,petition 2006,for review on December more than three after theyears
issued,last order was she was entitled to a review without the need to

show a changesubstantial of circumstances. holdAccordingly, we that the
trial court by denyingerred the petitioner’s motion for a child support
modification.

Reversed,and remanded.

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