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PER CURIAM. The issue before us in this case is whether it was
proper for the trial court to allow defendant a credit on his child-
support voluntary payments directlyorder for made to his children.

predecessor present case, Mahon,In the to the McCrady v. 117N.H.
762, (1977), arrearages378 A.2d 1143 we held that accrued for child
support Thereafter,could not be cancelled. (Nicholasa Master G.
Copadis, Esq.) inequitablefound that it would be not to credit the

$3,687 support paymentsdefendant with for paid directlyhe had to
throughthe children probationrather than the departmentState as

approvedordered. The trial court the master’s recommendation and
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$3,687 againstapplying credit the arrear-the totalentered a decree
arrearages byleaving only paidage, in accumulated to bethus $113

byexceptions wereplaintiffs transferred Mulla-defendant. Thethe
vey, J.

original Mahon,McCradyin the case of v. theour decisionPrior to
court, hearing transcript prepared,noat which was hadtrial after a

contemptinwas not and cancelled thethe defendantfound that
gavearrearages. court no reasons for the cancella-alleged The trial

controllingtion, paymentsfactor was the directthebut we infer that
finding contemptthe defendant was inThe that notto the children.

justifiedfinding by trial court that the defendant wastheindicates a
making payments directlyinthe case to thein the ofcircumstances

through probation department.plaintiff theto thechildren instead of
paymentsNevertheless, past-due had become vested andheld thatwe

cancelled.could not be
trial, hearingfor another was held beforewent backWhen the case

arrearageamount of due. There is nothea master to determine
hearing,testimony and weat that therefore cannottranscript theof

finding payments directlythethe that tó thethe basis fordetermine
the defendant.credited tochildren should be

adopt supportand the one we is that noprevailing viewThe
directlypayments madefor to the childrenbe allowedcredit should

equitablewhere considerationsexcept special circumstancesunder
193,Briggs Briggs,v. 178 Or. 165 P.2d 772an allowance.warrant such

Annot., (1973). The1031 rationale is that(1946); 47 A.L.R.3dsee
needs of the children and are to besupport payments are for the basic

parent paymentswhereasof the custodialspent within the discretion
purposes.frequently are used for otherdirect to the children

vary accordinggeneral rule to the facts of eachexceptions toThe the
compellingwhen there are circumstancesexception is madecase. An

children,necessary payments thedirect to as for exam­which make
providingparent is not necessities. Seeple, custodial Jacksonwhen the

(1948); Goodson,715, v. 32Jackson, Ky. 209 S.W.2d 79 Goodson306v.
(1977). exception76, 231 Another is made whenApp. 178S.E.2dN.C.

necessarypayment sup­ofto the directparent consentsthe custodial
193, (1946).165 P.2d 772Briggs Briggs, 178 Or.port. v.See

us, two different fact finders havecase now beforeIn the
requiredthe defendant should not be tothatcome to the conclusion

directlypaidhe has to the children. Inplaintiff amountspay to the the
testimony. sufficiencytranscript of Thea theis thereneither instance

findingssupport master’s after remand cannottheof the evidence to
only question us is whether of lawbefore errors“and thebe raised
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Mahon, 762,McCradyappear in v. 117 N.H. 378the record.” A.2d
legally equitable(1977). are which1143 Because there circumstances

directly children,justify giving payments madecredit to thewould to
law,say court erred as a matter ofwe cannot that the trial because

appear have been found as a fact incircumstances to to exist thissuch
case.

pro plaintiffin his se brief states that hadThe defendant failed to
althoughprovide children she hadnecessities to the sufficient funds to

so, complained probation departmentto thedo that she never from
regarding payments her,lack of to1971 to 1975 the that at least one of

plaintiffsfrom the upthe children was removed home and set a
Florida, being requiredinresidence and that defendant to furnish

by law (Massachusetts)necessities to his children the of his domicile
plaintiffsin in custody.did so when he found them need while

knowingway mayWe have no of what other circumstances have
justifiedexisted which have the makingwould defendant in direct

payment, findingdo have thebut we master’s “that it would be
inequitable payments thoughnot to credit him with those even not

through Hampshiremade Department.”the New Probation
evidence,transcript sayWithout a of the we cannot that the master’s

finding unsupported circumstances, are,is or that the theywhatever
bring payments recognizednot the direct within onedo of the excep-

recognize generalwe would paymenttions to the rule that such direct
may compliancenot be credited toward with the court order.

Exceptions overruled.
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