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goodof Trickey,faith. Crowe v. 228,204 (1907);U.S. 239 Buttorff v.
Laboratories, Inc.,United Electronic 581,459 (Ky.S.W.2d 585-86

App. 1970); Corbin,2 446,A. Contracts (1950).at 552§

Affirmed.
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(Daniel on the briefTefft, Bedford J. HarkinsonofE.Stanton
orally), plaintiff.for theand

Michael, (John onHanrahan theof Bedford W.Hanrahan &
orally),for the defendant.brief and

appealedBatchelder, order of thehas anThe defendantJ.
requiring payJ.)Superior each week(Dalianis, tohim $100Court

sup-Departmentthrough Hampshire for theProbationthe New
port parties’ out of wedlock. Hewho was bornthe minor childof

expensespay $2,568.56 inforofordered to the sumwas further
deliveryprenatalplaintiffs ofand thecaretheconnection with

authority 168-A,whichRSA ch.inThe court’s is containedchild.
clearly spells ofof a child bornin State the fatherout that this

parents of childas the father ais “liable to the same extentunwed
expenses the mother’sfor ofin . . . the reasonableborn wedlock

necessarypregnancy the andconfinement and for educationand
support 168-A:1.of the child. . .RSA

cross-appealsplaintiff her motion toan order that deniesThe
support birth of the child. Wethe order retroactive to themake

the on issues.affirm trial court both
obligationappeal is that his todefendant’s contention in thisThe

supportsupport for mother andchild not include thethe should
weekly necessarily provides support forthat the amount ordered

is, therefore, of discretion.the mother and an abuse
daughterhearing, plaintiff her infantAt the of the the andtime

familyrenting Braintree,ina Mas-one room of a house withwere
theysharing Moreover,sachusetts, kitchen and bathroom facilities.

required within a month to six weekswere to vacate that house
receivinghearing. plaintifftime, was AFDCafter the At the the
seeking employ-althoughMassachusetts, she wasfrombenefits

living Hampshire.quarters in southern Newment and suitable
high equivalency thanhas morea school and never earnedShe has

wage.the minimum
employed part-­hearing,defendant, wasThe at the time of

earning approxi-(about twenty weekly)hours as a waitertime
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mately per week, and, addition,in guaranteed$140.00 he ahad
yearly $25,000lifetime ofincome havingbefore taxes as a result of
$1,000,000won the Hampshire Sweepstakes.New The defendant

also is propertythe owner of rental in Manchester in which he has
equity $25,000. plaintiffs supportan of The affidavit shows a

monthly requirement rent, food, utilities,of insurance,for$925
clothing, transportation, telephone, laundry, day care and inciden-
tals. The defendant claims that this amount should be divided
evenly daughterbetween the onlymother and the and that the lat-
ter’s share support.should be the prac-basis for child This is not a
tical parenthoodsolution. The of presencefact and the of a child
determine, large measure, housingin a requirementthe as to loca-
tion and of life-style.nature accommodations as well as her

court,On the basis of the evidence before the trial we
saycannot that the order was unreasonable. The trial court’s

determination will be reasonably made,not if itdisturbed could be
Starkeson, 78, 80-81,Starkeson v. 119 1043,N.H. 397 A.2d 1045

(1979), nor is the trial court mandated to use “fixed formulas and
techniquesmechanical involving questionsdecisional in cases of

support.. child. . Economides,. . .” 191,Economides v. 116 N.H.
194, 871,357 (1976).A.2d 873

pay­supportThe court could ordered retroactivetrial have
yearsgoing upments back to two before the action. See RSA 168-­

However,(1971).(Supp. 1979). onA:12 also N.H.S. Jour. 1991See
case,facts we do not find the failure to so an ofthe of this do abuse

discretion.

Affirmed.

Bois, J., sit;notdid the others concurred.


