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decide, basis,court maintains its broad to on bydiscretion a case case the
or oftype that,amount evidence that may be admitted at trial. We note at
argument,oral permittingconcerns were raised that an attack upon the

findings panelof the would redirect the focus of trials fromaway the
conduct partiesof the and panel proceedings,toward the and could spawn
a “trial within a trial” the ofregarding validity panel We arefindings. not

concerns,insensitive to these but we also are aware that trial dealcourts
with these kinds of onrelevancy-versus-competing-interests issues a
regular See,in a varietybasis of contexts. e.g., N.H. R. Ev. 403. We are

theyconfident that are up to the task in this context as well.

in part; reversed in part;Affirmed
and remanded.

LynnHicks, Conboy, Bassett, JJ.,and concurred.
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Firm,, (JackPLLC, P. Jr. the briefCrisp,Law of Concord onThe Crisp
orally), petitioners.and for the

(.JoshuaGordon, L. Gordon on theL. of ConcordLaw JoshuaOfficeof
orally), respondent.brief and for the

(mother),Lynn, the orderappealsJ. The Veronica Goudreaurespondent,
— (Carroll, J.), upon theFamily Divisionof the 1st Court BerlinCircuit

(Barber, M.), thegranting, part,inof the Marital Masterrecommendation
Lemieux, and nextparentsof Maurice and Giselerequest petitioners,the

(father), of mother andchangeto the nameof Andrew Lemieuxfriend
child. We affirm.father’s

record. Father and motherfollowing facts are drawn from theThe
mother becamerelationship higha romantic in school. Afterentered into

mother,to father reactedAccordingcouple up.the brokepregnant,
for tocrazy wantingthe mother that she wasnegatively to toldpregnancy,

didchild, up adoption,mother child for andkeep preferred givethe that the
later gavefinancial Mother birthprovide support.not her with emotional or

Baileya him Alexanderboyto and named Goudreau.
birth, apetitionersthe filedimmediatelyAlmost after the child’s

parenting time withparteand an ex motion forparenting petition
allocatingparenting planaparenting petition requestedAlexander. The

re-parentingThe motion for timeandparental rights responsibilities.
ofrecognitionanda for father to see Alexanderspecificboth datequested

the child. The motionweeklyto contact withregularrightfather’s
ofrealityto theadjusting emotionallybeenha[d]contended that “[father]

15, the assistanceage prepared, througha at the of and [wa]sfatherbeing
his child.” The courtresponsibility parentandparents, acceptof his to

motion.granted the
had limitedto that motherallegingreturned courtpetitionersAfter the

week,to the courtpertime one hourwith Alexanderparentingfather’s
among things, gaveparenting plan,a The othertemporary plan.issued

Alexander, a regularfor createdresponsibilityresidentialprimarymother
child, parentsthat theto and orderedfor father see theweekly schedule

InAlexander.major decisions aboutmakingforresponsibilityshare
con-addition, testing, subsequentlywhichpaternitythe court ordered

paternity.firmed father’s
old, partiesas thefourteen monthswas approximatelyWhen Alexander

athe filedplan, petitionersahearing parentinga on finalprepared for
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(2010) full name fromAlexander’s490-D:2, changeX tounder RSApetition
onhearingAt aBailey Lemieux.to AlexanderBaileyAlexander Goudreau

for ninecarried Alexanderthat she hadmother testifiedpetition,the
much as tomuch, just [father]asmonths, andvery “deserve[d]loved him

that he was conflictedname.” Father testifiedhave [her]have [Alexander]
roadfather, [he]with the“verythat he was satisfiedbecoming a butabout

grantedthe courtchose, hearing,After theto know son.”really getting [his]
fromchangedname bein that the child’spart, orderingthe petition

The courtLemieux.Bailey to Alexander GoudreauAlexander Goudreau
reasoned:

for his reluctanceyear boyto fault a fifteen oldThe court declines
reluc-for Alexander. Theaccept responsibilitytoimmediately

court makes it[s]Alexander’s birth. Thebeyondtance did not last
of Alexander. Alexander hason the best interestsdecision based

him.for him and love Andrewtwo who both careparents
inshould be demonstratedLemieux’s commitment to Alexander

name, as should Veronica Goudreau’s.Alexander’s

trial court’s orderthat review de novo theappeal, requestsOn mother we
Bailey arguesSheand restore Alexander’s name to Alexander Goudreau.

by vague,the trial court isappliedthat the best interest standard
undefined, naked; reflects the“usuallyand that the standardarbitrary,

surname, sexista its and therefore reflectsgivingcustom of child father’s
conventions”; if affirm the interest standardsocial and that even we best

court, changingto that Alexander’sby provethe trial father failedapplied
Therefore, thatrequestsshe we eithername was in the child’sbest interest.

on arulingtrial to consider whenenumerate factors for a courtspecific
X,490-D:2, or that wefor of name of a child under RSApetition change

is in theparentthe custodialbya that the name chosenadopt presumption
in turn.requestandargumentchild’s best interest.1 address eachWe

that shouldmatter, argumentmother’s werejectAs an initial we
discretionarythat ourtrial court’s order. We concludereview de novo the

rights responsibili­andallocating parentalstandard of review of decisions
have thisHistorically, appliedwechild-naming disputes.inappliesties

children, thoseincludingdisputesin overinvolvingparentalstandard cases
See, thee.g., Inresponsibilities.decisionmaking and residentialregarding

(2007). “our role is707, Accordingly,154N.H. 713of Choy Choy,Matter &
that the trial courtit clearly appearswhetherdetermininglimited to

1 agree is toparents name]their child’s[oncannotasserts that “one solution whenMother
compoundgive a name.” We declinesimply hyphenate parentsf] the childthe surnames and

adopt such a rule.not ask us tobecause mother doesto address this “solution”
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in anengaged unsustainable exercise of discretion.” In the Matter of
Kurowski, (2011).Kurowski 578,& 161 N.H. 585 “We onlyconsider

whether the objectiverecord establishes an basis sufficient to sustain the
discretionary made,judgment and we will not thedisturb trial court’s
determination if it could reasonably have been (quotationmade.” Id. and

omitted).citation
We disagree with mother’s contention that “the law today appears to

require that changeto a petitionername the must show a substantial
reason that the child would adverselybe byaffected its current name.” This
contention uponis based a misreading Moskowitz,of Moskowitz v. 118

(1978),N.H. 199 a decision pre-dating 490-D:2,XRSA and concerning the
motions of two divorced women to restore their maiden names under a
statute that permitted 1975).such restoration. RSA 458:24 (Supp.

factuallyMoskowitz is legally and,and distinguishable, therefore, of little
value in deciding the case before us.

Turning to the merits of mother’s arguments, we disagree that the
best interest standard applied by the trial undefined,court is vague,
arbitrary, Therefore,and naked. we decline requesther that we enumerate
specificfactors that a trial court must consider rulingwhen on a forpetition
a change of of a 490-D:2,name child under RSA X. acceptWe do not
mother’s negative characterization of the best interest standard. The

virtue,standard’s elasticity is a a signnot of arbitrariness. Our precedent
establishes that a child’s best interests are served when a trial court has
broad discretion to allconsider factors bearing on the child’swelfare and is
not tocompelled anytreat single factor as dispositive inquiry.of the InSee
the Matter Kurowski, 581;Kurowski & 161 N.H. at In the Matterof of

Larsen,Peirano 738,& 155 (2007);N.H. 748 In the Matter &Hampersof
(2006).275,Hampers, 154 N.H. 281 no whyWe see reason an enumeration

of specific factors that a trial court must consider would better serve a
child’s interests in the context of forpetitions changea of of aname child

490-D:2,under RSA X. Additionally, although we need not decide this issue
case,to resolve presentthe we note that the best interest standard for

allocating parental rights responsibilities, 461-A:6,and mayRSA toapply
petitions change 461-A:1, 2012)to the name of a child. (Supp.See RSA IV
(“ ‘Parental rights responsibilities’and rightsmeans all and responsibilities

added)).parents have concerning their child.” (emphasis Regardless of
whether RSA applies,461-A:6 we conclude that trial courts may consider
the factors set forth therein when ruling petitions.on such

Next, we reject mother’s contention that the best interest standard
applied by the trial court “usually reflects the custom of giving a child its

surname,father’s and therefore reflects sexist social conventions.”Mother
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Instead,reaching this conclusion.any jurisdictionfromcites no decision
to thesays give precedenceit does notthat law“[n]ormativeshe contends

thatcommentary observingscholarlyand citesof either parent[,]”name
standard,standard, may be abused.any otherlike almostthe best interest

253,Maiden, L.J. 270See, Omi, 12 WiS. WOMEN’SThe Name thee.g., of
(1997) maintain “discrimi­has abused tothat the standard been(arguing

traditions”). that the best interest standardare notnatory persuadedWe
a child itsgivingthe custom of“usuallythe trial court reflectsapplied by

surname, reflects sexist social conventions.”father’s and therefore

adopt presumptionthat we areject requestalso mother’sWe
by theCourt that the name chosenby Jersey Supremearticulated the New

Deremer,v. 657in the child’sbest interest. See Gubernatparentcustodial is
1995).(N.J. rule,856, the court noted that “ascraftingIn thisA.2d 868-69

standard, judgesvagueness Jersey’s interest]a result of the of best[New
forsubjective factorsfrequently conflictinghave different andproposed

—in a child’s best interests factorsparticularwhether a name isdeciding
cases.” Id. at 868. Thechild-namingthat to resolutions oflead inconsistent

in More­practices Hampshire.record contains no evidence of such New
in ofover, a could result in bias favorpresumptionwe note that such

(N.J.Evans, 684, Super.Emma v. 35 A.3d 688 Ct.maternal surnames. See
2012) that(citingDiv. recent statistics of the U.S. Census BureauApp

mothers); Broadfoot,of v. 790 A.2dparents82.2% custodial are Schroeder
(Md. 2002)773, that in favor of aSpec. App. (finding presumption784 Ct.

ofpracticalname the custodial “would have the effectby parentchosen
because, establishedmaternity beinga maternalincorporating preference

mother”).nature, Inalwaysof an infant almost is with hisby custody
we concludemajority jurisdictions,accord -withthe of courts from other

child-naming disputes.a inparent presumptionthat no should benefit from
(Vt. A.C.S.,See, Wilson, 648, 1994); 171 P.3dIn ree.g., In re 648A.2d 650

(Alaska 2007).1148, 1151

exercised itsFinally, sustainablywe hold that the trial court
Lemieux.in name to Alexander Goudreauchangingdiscretion the child’s

that, at the time of thefindingsthe trial court’ssupportsThe record
for, loved, werecared andboth mother and fatherpetition’s filing,

— challengenot onwhich mother doesfindingscommitted to Alexander
objectivetrial court had an basiswe conclude that theAccordingly,appeal.

includefull name shouldconclusionthat Alexander’ssufficient to sustain its
the recordonlywhetherconsiderappeal “[w]eboth surnames. Onparents’

judg­discretionarythesufficient to sustainobjectiveestablishes an basis
if it couldtrial court’s determinationmade, not disturb thement and we will

Kurowski, 161&made.” In the Matterreasonably have been of Kurowski
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omitted).atN.H. 585 (quotation Althoughand citation additional fact
finding order,might have our review ofaided the trial court’s we conclude
that the trial reasonablycourt could have that thefound name Alexander
Goudreau Lemieux was in the child’s best interest.

Affirmed.

DALIANIS, C.J., Bassett, JJ.,and HlCKS and concurred.
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