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R. andScammon Robert G. Whitman WhitmanGeorge {Mr.
for the defendant.orally),

Kenison, be decided is whether the Su-The toquestionC.J.
theCourt for whichRockingham county originalperior granted

it,decree has to bothdivorce modifycontinuing jurisdiction
this The statute involvednow nonresidents of state.beingparties

Alimony.this reads as follows: RSA “458:19in proceeding
divorce,a decree of or the court restore tonullity mayUpon

estate,all of her and to herthe wife or may assignany part
husband,of the estate of her order him to suchsuch or paypart

that in casesas be deemedsum of may just, providedmoney,
involved, the haveno are or in which childrenin which children

said shall be effective forthe of orderreached majority,age
thereof,than three from the date but such ordernot more years

renewed, if formodified or extended requiresbe justicemay
time;three at a and com-of not more than years mayperiods

disclose, oath, of hishusband under the situationthe topel
decree,after make such ordersand before or the mayproperty;

as beuse suchand may necessary.”process
are for a three-­this statute decrees effectiveUnder alimony

involved, inin are or“in cases which no childrenperiodyear
reached the ofthe children have Angwinwhich age majority.”

However, as well asthis statute103 H. 531.v. N.Angwin,
renewed,be revised ordecrees toRSA 458:14 alimonypermits

of time.for additional Cowlesmodified or extended periods
297;Vezina,Cowles, 530; v. 95 N. H.N. H.v. 80 Vezina

Athorne, 100 N. H. thatv. 413. It is ruleAthorne the general
an actionthe towhere a state obtains overjurisdiction parties

to all subsequent pro­that continues withjurisdiction respect
“Acause of action.which arise out of the originalceedings

inor circum­in domicil of the otherchange parties changes
inlead thebut courtstances does not destroy jurisdiction, may

to refuse to exercisea exercise of discretion jurisdic­reasonable
76,Laws,of s. commentRestatement Conflicttion.” (Second),

3,draft No. This rule ofe continuing jurisdiction(Tent, 1956).
the Restate­as that stated the 1948 tois the same supplementby

76, been fol­Laws, c. It hasConflict of s. commentment of
v.state, as well as elsewhere Cowlesin this generally.lowed

297; Leflar,Vezina,Cowles, 530;H. 95 N. H.v.80 N. Vezina
Goodrich,Laws, Conflict32The Law of Conflict of 5. (1959);
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Laws, 73, Scoles,of s. 117 ed. Annot.(4th 62 A.L.R.p. 1964);
2d 544.

The rule of is incontinuing jurisdiction frequently applied
domestic relations cases. Restatement Laws,Conflict of(Second),

76, e, 11,s. comment illustration reads as “Afollows: obtains
a B Aorder in state X. later becomessupport domiciledagainst

Thereafter,in state Y. B becomes domiciled in another state.
XThe court still has to thejudicial jurisdiction modify original

order.” It has been that in domestic rela­suggested jurisdiction
tion cases should be for a limited period. ConflictEhrenzweig,

Laws,of Louisell,5. 27 & in a(3); Ehrenzweig Jurisdiction
Nutshell, 4, case,s. 21 In however,the thep. (1964). present

duration,time interval is not one of and therelong would ap­
to be no reason such apear decree should not be renewedwhy

for another The isthree-year period. that theimportant thing
defendant have notice and an heard,proper to beopportunity
neither of which is in the case.lacking present v. Griffin,Griffin

220;327 U. S. v. 514;97 N. H. seeMauzy Mauzy, Bourdon
Bourdon, 432,v. 105 N. H. 434.
In this case the decree theincorporated of thestipulation par­

ties and it that theprovided werealimony to continuepayments
until the death of one of the or theparties of theremarriage

It is not unreasonable inplaintiff. these circumstances for the
Court to renew the order for or to italimony “ifmodify justice

RSA 458:19.requires.” v.Angwin 103 N. H. 531.Angwin,
There be cases where the aremay parties which,nonresidents in

a motion to renew or decree,anupon themodify Courtalimony
should decline to exercise But athis is matter ofjurisdiction.
discretion and not of Restatement Con­jurisdiction. (Second),

Laws, 76,of e,flict 5. acomment and 12comment illustration
3,draft No. The(Tent, action of the Trial Court in1956).

the motion to was anddenying quash the defendant’sproper
are Nelson, Annulment,overruled. 2Aexceptions Divorce and

s. 17.29 ed.(2d 1961).

Remanded.

All concurred.


