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Under Rooney, the district court abused its discretion in striking exhibits in deciding
whether Fox had demonstrated a prima facie case for modification to warrant an
evidentiary hearing. Thus, the district court's order summarily denying Fox’s motion for a
change of custody is reversed, with this matter remanded to the district court for
consideration of the exhibits.

Furthermore, pursuant to Rivero and NRS 125B.145(4), to demonstrate that a
modification of child support is warranted, one is required to show, among other things,
that a change in circumstances had occurred since the entry of the order, such as by
showing a change in earning capacity. Here, Fox did not demonstrate such a basis for
modification.

Lastly, the district court did not improperly defer the child support issues to the hearing
master. The district court’s finding is binding on the hearing master because it is the law
of the case, thus the hearing master is required to conform its orders to the district court’s
order denying modification based on the court’s finding of willful unemployment. Here,
pursuant to NRS 425.382(2)(b)(1), nothing prevents Fox from presenting any changed
circumstances to the hearing master.


