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STATEMENT OF PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 

    The Appellant Dustin Morris is the biological father of Wesley Morris. 

See Order; Case Summary (index #107). The biological mother is 

deceased. See Order; Case Summary (index #107).  Dustin Morris was 

married to Appellee Alli Morris on January 3, 2013. See Joint Petition; 

Case Summary (index #1). The parties filed a Joint Petition for Legal 

Separation and Annulment on March 3, 2017. See Joint Petition; Case 

Summary (index #1). On August 8, 2017 this matter was placed on hold due 

to reconciliation of the parties. See Order Placing Case on Hold; Case 

Summary (index #27).  On November 6, 2017 Alli Morris reopened the 

divorce process. See Motion to Re-open; Case Summary; (index #30).  On 

May 7, 2018 a Telephonic Conference was held and Judicial Officer 

Michael Alfano issued an Order Appointing Nancy Blais as Guardian ad 

Litem (hereafter ‘GAL’) for the minor children, including Wesley. See 

Order Appointing GAL; Case Summary (index #60).  The GAL filed a 

report on December 5, 2018. See GAL Report; Case Summary (index #67). 

On January 24, 2019 the parties participated in Mediation with a Mediation 

Report docketed as ‘settled in part’. See Mediation Report; Case Summary 

(index #71).  A final divorce hearing was scheduled for May 22, 20219. See 

Case Summary date 04/30/2019. On May 20, 2019 Dustin Morris filed a 

Motion to Enforce Mediation Agreement. See Motion to Enforce Mediation 

Agreement; Case Summary (index #86).  On May 20, 2019 Dustin Morris 

filed a proposed Parenting Plan and Divorce Decree. See Proposed Decree; 

Case Summary (index #92).  On May 22, 2019 Alli Morris submitted a 

Proposed Parenting Plan and Proposed Divorce Decree. See Proposed 
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Parenting Plan and Proposed Decree; Case Summary (index #96 and #97). 

On July 3, 2019 a Final Hearing was held. See Case Summary date 

07/03/2019. On July 5, 2019 a Parenting Plan and Order were entered on 

the docket by Judicial Officer Michael Alfano.  See Parenting Plan; Case 

Summary (index #106) and Order; Case Summary (index #107).  On July 

12, 2019 Dustin Morris filed a Motion to Reconsider. See Motion to 

Reconsider; Case Summary (index #110).  On July 16, 2019 Alli Morris 

filed an Objection to Dustin Morris’ Motion to Reconsider.  See Objection 

to Motion to Reconsider; Case Summary (index #112).  On August 26, 

2019 Dustin Morris filed a Proposed Order on the Motion to Reconsider. 

See Proposed Order; Case Summary (index #113).1 A hearing on the 

Motion to Reconsider was held on August 28, 2019. See Case Summary 

date 08/28/2019.  On August 29, 2019 Judicial Officer Michael Alfano 

issued the final Order on the Motions for Reconsideration. See Order; Case 

Summary (index #115).  On September 4, 2019 Dustin Morris filed a 

Motion to Reconsider Final Order on Motion to Reconsider See Motion to 

Reconsider; Case Summary (index 119). On September 17, 2019, the Court 

denied this as untimely filed. See Case Summary; Appendix. at 119. On 

September 25, 2019 Dustin Morris filed a Motion for Reconsideration the 

Denial of Motion to Reconsider as untimely filed. See Motion to 

Reconsider; Case Summary (index #123). This Motion was also denied as 

untimely filed. See Order dated November 4, 2019; Appendix at 121. On 

September 30, 2019 Dustin Morris filed this appeal with the New 

 
1 The proposed Order never was placed in the file so anther copy was provided to the Court, 

explaining why the documents indexed as 113 and 114 are the same document.   
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Hampshire Supreme Court.  See Notice of Appeal to Supreme Court; Case 

Summary (index #124).  

 

STATEMENT OF UNCONTESTED FACTS 

 

1) The minor child, Wesley Morris, is the biological son of Father. July 

3, 2020 Transcript at 116, lines 12-13 (hereafter ‘July Trans.’) 

2) Wesley’s biological mother is deceased. Appendix (hereafter 

‘Appx.’) at 86.  

3) The parties were married January 3, 2013. July Trans. at 112, lines 

20-22.  

4) Wesley was never adopted by Mother. Id. at 14-15.  

5) At the time of the separation, Father initially remained in the marital 

residence, but at a separate portion of the duplex. He eventually 

moved out. Appx. at 30-31. 

6) A Guardian ad Litem, Nancy Blais, was appointed to make 

recommendations regarding the best interest of the minor children, 

including Wesley. Appx. at 24-27.  

7) There was a short period of time where visits between Father and the 

children were supervised but they were unsupervised by the time of 

the divorce hearing. July Trans. at 114, lines 22-23.  

8) Father and the Guardian ad Litem believed that interim agreement 

was reached that would allow for Wesley to finish the school year 

with Mother and have additional time with Father in anticipation of 

Wesley residing with Father at the end of the 2019 school year. July 

Trans. at 53, 54, lines 10-24, 1-6. 
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9) This matter appeared before this Court for final hearing on May 22, 

2019. May 22, 2019 Transcript at 2 (hereafter ‘May Trans.’) 

10) At that hearing, Father attempted to enforce a mediated agreement. 

Id. at 2-21. The Court declined and the matter was rescheduled for 

final hearing. Id.  

11) Father requested a final hearing as soon as possible. Id. at 13, lines 

3-4.  

12) Father addressed concerns regarding perpetual delay. Id. at 16, lines 

13-14. 

13) A final hearing was scheduled to occur on July 3, 2019. July Trans. 

at 1.  

14) Father filed a proposed Order and proposed findings of facts and 

conclusions of law. Appx. 51-69.  

15) The final hearing occurred on July 3, 2019. July Trans. at 23. 

16) During that hearing, Father argued that Mother did not have standing 

nor had filed a necessary Motion to request custody of the minor 

child, whom she had not adopted. Id. at 34, lines 3-13.  

17) Father requested that he be immediately granted custody of his 

biological son, Wesley Morris. Id. at 36, 37 lines 19-25, 1-3. 

18) The GAL testified as to her recommendations that the minor child 

Wesley, reside with Father and further stated that Wesley expressed 

a strong desire to live with Father. Id. at 41, lines 13-16. 

19) The GAL reiterated Wesley’s wishes. Id. at 42, lines 18-20.  

20) The GAL Report had been admitted into evidence. Id. at 45, lines 

18-21.  

21) The GAL stated that Wesley was old enough to make a allow his 
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input to be taken into consideration and further that “{Wesley}was 

absolutely presenting to me genuinely and has though a great deal 

about it, and it wasn’t something he was influenced by … I mean he 

felt pretty strongly about it {residing with Father}. Id. at 47, lines 1-

9.  

22) The GAL did not believe there was any issue in Father’s parenting. 

Id.at lines 18-22. 

23) The GAL testified there had been an agreement at mediation 

awarding custody of Wesley to Father at the end of the school year 

which is why she withdrew. Id. at 47,48, lines 23-25, 1-10. 

24) The GAL testified that Wesley was craving additional time with his 

Father. Id. at 50, lines 10-11.  

25) The GAL testified that “both parents are loving parents,” and 

specifically stated that “I’m trying to simply to … respect Wesley’s 

feelings of wanting that connection with his dad. I think it’s 

legitimate, and I think it’s … it was thoughtful.” Id. at 51, lines 17-

24.  

26) Father clearly objected to Wesley remaining with his step-mother. 

Id. at 154, lines 16-22.  

27) There was no testimony suggesting that Father was an unfit parent. 

Trans, generally.  

28) There was no testimony suggesting that the Wesley was in danger 

with Father. Id.  

29) Father’s uncontroverted testimony was that he had changed his work 

schedule to allow for weekly parenting time with Wesley. Id. at 153, 

154 lines 21-25, 1-11; 155 lines 5-25, 156 lines 1-25, 157 lines 1-17.  
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30) According to the GAL Report, Father is functioning normally. Appx. 

at 37. 

31) On July 5, 2019, the trial court issued a final Order. Appx. at 86-98. 

32) In that final Order, the trial court awarded custody of Wesley to 

Mother. Id.  

33) The trial court made no finding that Father was an unfit parent or 

Wesley was in danger with Father. Id.  

34) Father filed a Motion for Reconsideration on July 12, 2019. Appx. 

99-104. 

35) Mother filed an Objection to the Motion for Reconsideration. Appx. 

107-110.  

36) The Court issued a scheduling order requiring the parties to draft 

proposed orders for a hearing on reconsideration. Appx. at 106.  

37) Father filed a proposed Order on August 26, 2019. Appx. at 111-114.  

38) Mother did not file a proposed Order. August, 28, 2019 Transcript 

(hereafter ‘August Trans.’) at 3, lines 10-11.  

39) The Court conducted a hearing on the Motion to Reconsider on 

August 28, 2019. Id. at 1.  

40) At that hearing, Father argued that the Bordalo case controlled and 

that custody of Wesley to a non-biological parent could not be 

awarded absent a finding of danger or unfitness. August Trans. at 4, 

5, lines 5-25, 1-25. 

41) On August 29, 2019, the trial court issued an Order on the Motion 

for Reconsideration. Appx. at 115-116.   

42) In the Order, the trial court relied upon Stanley D. v. Deborah D., 

124 N.H. 138 (1983) and RSA 461-A:6 V for its holding. Id.  
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43) The trial court specifically used the best interest of the child standard 

for its award of custody to a step-parent. Id.  

44) Father filed a Motion for Reconsideration with Requested Findings 

of Facts and Conclusions of Law on the Order on Reconsideration 

on September 4, 2019. Appx. at 117-121.  

45) Father’s Motion for Reconsideration with a request for Findings of 

Facts and Conclusions of Law of the Order on Reconsideration was 

denied on September 17, 2019 as untimely filed. Appx. at 121.  

46) Father filed a Motion to Reconsider that denial as untimely filed on 

September 25, 2019. Appx. at 122-123. 

47) The trial court denied that Motion to Reconsider as untimely filed. 

Appx. at 123. 

48) This appeal was timely filed on September 30, 2019. Appx. at 124-

127. 

 

ISSUES PRESENTED 

 

I. DID THE TRIAL COURT ABUSE ITS DISCRETION IN 

USING THE ‘BEST INTEREST OF THE CHILD’ STANDARD 

WHEN AWARDING CUSTODY OF THE MINOR CHILD TO 

THE STEP-PARENT 

 

II.  EVEN IF ‘BEST INTEREST OF THE CHILD’ WAS THE 

PROPER STANDARD, WAS IT AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION 

IN AWARDING CUSTODY OF THE MINOR CHILD TO THE 

STEP-PARENT BASED ON THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED 
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ARGUMENT 

 

     I.  THE TRIAL COURT ABUSED ITS DISCRETION IN USING 

THE ‘BEST INTEREST OF THE CHILD’ STANDARD WHEN 

AWARDING CUSTODY OF THE MINOR CHILD TO THE 

STEP-PARENT 

 

 

A trial court’s findings on children's best interests is reviewed for an 

abuse of discretion. Richelson v. Richelson, 130 N.H. 137, 144, 536 A.2d 

176, 181 (1987). An abuse of discretion exists when a trial court misapplied 

the proper law. Sanborn v. Sanborn, 123 N.H. 740, 465 A.2d 888, (1983) 

citing Munoz v. Munoz, 79 Wash.2d 810, 813-14, 489 P.2d 1133, 1135 

(1971)(“It is axiomatic that the trial courts of this State, no less than this 

tribunal, are bound by the strictures of the Federal Constitution, and that 

violation of its precepts constitutes the most basic form of abuse or 

discretion.”) 

In this matter, the trial court held that it had authority to grant a 

custody award to a step-parent using the best-interest standard. Statement of 

Uncontested Facts (hereafter ‘Facts’) at 43. When doing so, the trial court 

relied upon this Court’s holding in Stanley D. v. Deborah D., 124 N.H. 138 

(1983) and RSA 461-A:6 V. Facts at 42.  
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A. The Court’s Reliance on Stanley D. v. Deborah D was Improper 

Because That Holding was Based Upon a Repealed Statute  

 

The trial court relied upon Stanley D. v. Deborah D., 124 N.H. 138 

(1983) for its holding that the Court in a divorce may award custody to a 

step-parent in preference to a natural parent based on the best interests of 

the child. Facts at 41-42. In that matter, this Court cited to a now-repealed 

statute holding the “power in the present case is granted by RSA 458:17 

(Supp.1981)” which provided:  

In all cases where there shall be a decree of divorce or nullity, the 

court shall make such further decree in relation to the support, 

education and custody of the children as shall be most conducive to 

their benefit, and may order a reasonable provision for their support 

and education." Stanley D. v. Deborah D., 124 N.H. at 141. 

 That statute, RSA 458:17, was repealed by 2005, 273:20, II, eff. Oct. 

1, 2005. – and replaced by RSA 461-A:6.  

RSA 461-A:6 V provides that: 

“{i}f the court determines that it is in the best interest of the children, 

it shall in its decree grant reasonable visitation privileges to a party 

who is a stepparent of the children or to the grandparents of the 

children pursuant to RSA 461-A:13. Nothing in this paragraph shall 

be construed to prohibit or require an award of parental rights and 

responsibilities to a stepparent or grandparent if the court determines 
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that such an award is in the best interest of the child.” (emphasis 

added).  

 

B. The Court’s Reliance on RSA 461-A:6 V was Improper Because 

that Statute Specifically Omitted the Term Custody 

 

In matters of statutory interpretation, this Court is the final arbiters 

of the legislature's intent as expressed in the words of the statute considered 

as a whole. Tonnesen v. Town of Gilmanton, 156 N.H. 813, 814, 943 A.2d 

782 (2008). The directive is to look to the language of the statute itself, and, 

if possible, construe that language according to its plain and ordinary 

meaning. Id. This Court will interpret legislative intent from the statute as 

written and will not consider what the legislature might have said or add 

language that the legislature did not see fit to include. Id.  

As a backdrop, RSA 461-A:6 V was enacted by the New Hampshire 

Legislature following the United States Supreme Court’s holding in Troxel 

v. Granville which recognized that the right of a biological parent to raise 

their child absent Governmental interference “is perhaps the oldest of the 

fundamental liberty interests recognized” by the Court. 530 U.S. 57, 65, 

120 S.Ct. 2054, 147 L.Ed.2d 49 (2000). This was a clarification of a long-

held recognition of the biological parent’s autonomy in New Hampshire. 

See, e.g., In re Father 2006-360, 155 N.H. at 95, 921 A.2d 409(as to the 

private interest of the parents, we have consistently recognized that the 

right to raise and care for one's children is a fundamental liberty interest 

protected by the State Constitution); In the Matter of Jeffrey G. & Janette 

P., 153 N.H. 200, 203, 892 A.2d 1234 (2006); Petition of Kerry D., 144 
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N.H. 146, 149, 737 A.2d 662 (1999); "[P]arental rights are natural, 

essential, and inherent rights within the meaning of the State Constitution," 

and "[t]he loss of one's children can be viewed as a sanction more severe 

than imprisonment." In re Baby K., 143 N.H. 201, 205, 722 A.2d 470 

(1998)(quotation omitted).  

Further, “a parent's desire for and right to the companionship, care, 

custody, and management of his or her children is an important interest that 

undeniably warrants deference and, absent a powerful countervailing 

interest, protection.” Lassiter v. Department of Social Services, 452 U.S. 

18, 27, 101 S.Ct. 2153, 68 L.Ed.2d 640 (1981). The right of parents to raise 

and care for their children is a fundamental liberty interest protected by Part 

I, Article 2 of the New Hampshire Constitution. In the Matter of Nelson & 

Horsley, 149 N.H. 545, 547, 825 A.2d 501 (2003). Similarly, the United 

States Supreme Court has recognized that "the Due Process Clause of the 

Fourteenth Amendment protects the fundamental right of parents to make 

decisions concerning the care, custody, and control of their children." 

Troxel, 530 U.S. at 66.  

The plain and ordinary meaning and intent of the Legislature in 

changing the verbiage from custody in RSA 458:17 to ‘reasonable 

visitation privileges’ is defeated if that latter portion of the statute is still 

interpreted to allow for an award of custody using the best interest 

standard.2 The presumption is the legislature intended to confine a statute's 

scope within constitutional limits. Appeal of Public Serv. Co. of N.H., 122 

 
2 While Mr. Morris acknowledges that the second clause of the statute states “{n}othing in this 

paragraph shall be construed to prohibit or require an award of parental rights and responsibilities 

to a stepparent or grandparent if the court determines that such an award is in the best interest of 

the child,” this would be surplusage if it is read to enact more legal authority than the first clause.  
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N.H. 919, 922, 451 A.2d 1321 (1982). The goal is to apply statutes in light 

of the legislature's intent in enacting them and in keeping with the policies 

sought to be advanced by an entire statutory scheme. Appeal of Manchester 

Transit Auth., 146 N.H. 454, 458 (2001). 

 

C. This Court’s Interpretation of RSA 461-A:6 V is Not a Best 

Interest Standard for the Award of Custody to a Step-Parent 

 

Father is the biological parent of Wesley. Facts at 1. There was no 

evidence presented that Father was an unfit parent or that Wesley was in 

danger in Father’s care. Facts at 7, 20, 22, 27, 28. “In this State, biological 

and adoptive parents are presumed to be fit parents until they are found to 

be unfit under either RSA chapter 169-C (abuse and neglect proceedings) 

or RSA chapter 170-C (termination of parental rights)." In the Matter of 

Bordalo, 164 N.H. at 314. This holding was expanded in the unpublished 

opinion In re Guardianship of M.R.;In the Matter of Tammy Desilets & a. 

and Natasha Duby & a., No. 2017-0075. In that matter, the Court affirmed 

the denial of custody to the grandparents stating “{m}oreover, we have 

adopted the Troxel presumption that fit parents are presumed to act in the 

best interest of their children. See Troxel v. Granville, 530 U.S. 57 (2000).” 

Provided that a parent is fit, there will normally be no reason for the State 

to inject itself into the private realm of the family to further question the 

ability of that parent to make the best decisions concerning the rearing of 

that parent's children." In re Guardianship of Reena D., 163 N.H. 107, 111-

12 (2011). Father also clearly objected to his biological son being placed 

with Mother. Facts at 26. The trial court impermissibly equated Mother and 
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Father as having equal liberty interests to Wesley. In re Shelby R., 148 N.H. 

237, 242, 804 A.2d 435, (2002)(court does not imbues stepparents with the 

same fundamental liberty interest in a child as natural or adoptive parents). 

The “award of custody to a stepparent or grandparent over the 

objection of a fit natural or adoptive parent would not be constitutional if it 

were simply based on a finding that the stepparent or grandparent "would 

best provide for the child's welfare." In re R.A., 153 N.H. 82, 103 891 A.2d 

564, 583(2005). Yet, this is exactly what the trial court did in holding that 

“any purported agreement for Wesley to live with Father and to go to 

school in {father’s} school district as not in the child’s best interest.”3 

Appx. at 88. The Court in In re Bordalo further expanded on this by holding 

that “although the court in In the Matter of R.A. was divided both as to 

whether {RSA 461-A:6 V} was constitutional on its face and, as to the 

majority's judgment that it was, what standard should be employed to make 

it so, all five justices agreed that it could not be applied simply using a 

best-interests standard.” 55 A.3d 982, 986 164 N.H. 310, 315(N.H. 

2012)(emphasis added). 

 

 
3 The trial court attempted to distinguish Bordalo by suggesting that it was a case solely 

addressing Grandparent’s Rights however the Bordalo Court’s direct cited to In re: R.A., a case 

that discussed the standards for custody to non-biological parents.  
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     II.  EVEN IF ‘BEST INTEREST OF THE CHILD’ WAS THE 

PROPER STANDARD, IT WAS AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION 

IN AWARDING CUSTODY OF THE MINOR CHILD TO THE 

STEP-PARENT BASED ON THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED 

 

 

A. The Trial Court Applied the Incorrect Standard in Its Analysis  

 

In order to award custody to Mother in this case, the trial court was 

required to apply the clear and convincing standard for its determination as 

to the need to interfere with Father’s fundamental right to parent his 

biological child. In re Guardianship of Nicholas P., 162 N.H. 199, 205  27 

A.3d 653, 658 (2011)(“Our statute, however, safeguards a parent's 

fundamental rights by imposing a high evidentiary standard— that is, by 

requiring a non-parent seeking a substitute guardianship to establish the 

need for it by clear and convincing evidence.”) Yet, the trial court 

acknowledged that it applied a ‘preponderance of the evidence’ standard to 

its factual findings. Appendix at 115 (“{t}he court found by a 

preponderance of the evidence … .”) This was clearly a misapplication of 

the correct legal standard. See Petition of Preisendorfer, 143 N.H. 50, 55, 

719 A.2d 590 (1998)("Because proof by a preponderance of the evidence 

requires that the litigants share the risk of error in a roughly equal fashion, 

it applies only in situations where the parties' interests are equally important 

to society.")  
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B. The Evidence Presented Did Not Establish the ‘Broderick 

Standard’ for Awarding Custody to Mother 

 

In custody cases to a step-parent, this Court adopted the so-called 

‘Broderick Standard’ which states that an award of custody to a stepparent 

or a grandparent over the objection of a fit natural or adoptive parent is not 

unreasonable or unduly restrictive of parental rights only if the petitioning 

party can show by clear and convincing evidence that: (1) the custody 

award would specifically be in the child's best interest because of a 

significant psychological parent-child relationship; (2) the custody award 

only be allowed where the family is already in the process of dissolution; 

(3) there is some additional overriding factor justifying intrusion into the 

parent's rights, such as a significant failure by the opposing parent to accept 

parental responsibilities and 4) the custody award must be necessary for the 

State to enforce its compelling interest in protecting the child from the 

emotional harm that would result if the child were forced to leave the 

significant psychological parent-child relationship between the child and 

the stepparent or grandparent. In re R.A., 153 N.H. at 101.  

In the matter of In re Guardianship of Nicholas P., the Court showcased 

just how high the standard is when interfering with the custodial rights of a 

biological parent. 162 N.H. 199, 204 27 A.3d 653, 658 (2011)(“Nicholas 

and the respondent have not had regular, sustained contact, either in person 

or by telephone, since the respondent left the family in 2007. Nicholas 

stated that he did not know his mother and would be afraid to live with her. 

The trial court found that he is angry with her, does not feel safe in her 

"environment," and suffers from anxiety, sleeplessness, and headaches over 
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the possible move. The respondent does not contest that Nicholas told " the 

Guardian ad litem, his therapist and his teacher, consistently and 

repeatedly, that he does not want to {reside with his mother}).” The 

Nicholas P. Court found those facts allowed for the placement with a non-

parent. The facts presented in this matter are not even close to comparable.  

While Father concedes that a trial court could properly conclude that 

there was a psychological parent-child relationship between Mother and 

Wesley, no evidence was presented that the custody award would 

specifically be in the child's best interest because of that significant 

psychological parent-child relationship. Trans., generally. Additionally, 

there was no evidence presented that the custody award was necessary for 

the State to enforce a compelling interest in protecting Wesley from the 

emotional harm that would result if custody was not awarded to Mother. Id. 

Finally, there was very limited testimony as to any additional overriding 

factor justifying intrusion into Father’s rights as the custodial parent, such 

as a significant failure to accept parental responsibilities.4 Based on the 

facts presented, the trial court’s decision could not possibly meet the 

‘Broderick clear and convincing Standard.’ Therefore, the trial court 

abused its discretion in its findings.

 
4 The trial court did reference that ‘Father has not been historically present … and that he will not 

be present in the future.’ The evidence presented, however, would not allow a trial court to make 

those conclusions by clear and convincing evidence nor was this disputed evidence suggestive that 

he had a significant failure to accept parental responsibilities. And the Court specifically stated 

that it reached such conclusion “by a preponderance of the evidence.” Discussed supra.   
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CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth herein, the Appellant respectfully requests 

that this Honorable Court reverse the 7th Circuit Court Family Division of 

Rochester’s decision based on its abuse of discretion and award Dustin 

Morris primary custody of his biological son, Wesley.  

 In the alternative, Appellant asks that this Court remand this case 

with an order and direction regarding the correct burden and standard of 

law as should be applied. 

 

ORAL ARGUMENT 

 The Appellant, Dustin Morris, requests fifteen (15) minutes of oral 

argument in this case.  Attorney David J. Bobrow will present oral 

argument on behalf of the Appellant.  

 

CERTIFICATION  

 Counsel for the Appellant hereby certifies that the appealed decision 

of the New Hampshire 7th Circuit Family Division Rochester Court was 

produced in writing and that a copy has been appended to the instant brief.  

A copy of the Decision on Motion for Reconsideration is also appended to 

the instant brief.  This Brief does not exceed 9,500 words. 
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,  

    DUSTIN MORRIS, APPELLANT 

     By His Attorney, 

     David J. Bobrow, Esq. 

     Bar Number 18077 

     BEDARD AND BOBROW, PC 

     9 Bradstreet Lane 

     P.O. Box 366 

     Eliot, Maine 03903 

     (207) 439-4502 

 

 

Date: November 20, 2020      /s/ David J. Bobrow, Esq.                            

     David J. Bobrow, Esq. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I, David J. Bobrow, Attorney for the Appellant, herby certify that I 

have on this day sent by email and US Mail, postage prepaid, to the 

following: 

 

   Attorney for the Appellee: 

   KEVIN CHISHOLM, Esq. 

   Chisholm Law Office  

   195 Elm Street  

   Manchester, NH 03101 

 

Dated at Eliot, Maine this 20th day of November, 2020 

 

     /s/ David J. Bobrow, Esq.                             

     David J. Bobrow, Esq., NH Bar #18077 

     Bedard and Bobrow, PC 

     P.O. Box 366 

     Eliot, ME 03903 

     (207) 439-4502 
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