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Bielagus Martina, Quinn(Thomas& of Amherst F. on the brief
orally), plaintiff,and for Kinney.the William J.

Henry Spaloss, county attorneyF. (Robert Veiga,J. assistant
county attorney, orally), defendant,on the brief and for the Sandra

Kinney.S.

BATCHELDER, petitionJ. This case arises brought byfrom a the
pursuantState of Idaho Reciprocalto the Uniform Enforcement of

Support (URESA), 546,chapterAct RSA for reimbursement of
providedbenefits to plaintiff,the minor children of the William J.

Kinney. Acting petition, Superioron that the (Contas, J.)Court
plaintiff pay twenty-fiveordered the perto dollars month to the

arrearageState of $3,719Idaho until an paidof was in full. The
plaintiff appealed order, presenting followingthis the (1)issues: was

jurisdictionthe trial court without support stipulationbecause of a
incorporated pre-existingin decree;a (2)divorce whether the trial

by relying solelycourt erred allegationson the contained in the
petition; (3)URESA requiredwhether RSA 546:20 the trial court to

grant a continuance under the circumstances of the case. We affirm.
KinneyWilliam and living HillsboroughSandra Countywere in

2, 1980,until June when Sandra moved to Idaho with their two
children, Jacob, yearsBrandon and who were five old and one

old, respectively.month $3,719Sandra received from the State of
inIdaho the form Dependentof Aid to Families with Children

(AFDC) supportfor the of duringBrandon and Jacob yearthe first
residency. 2, 1980,Julyof her Idaho On William filed for a no-fault

Hillsborough Countyin granteddivorce 3,which was on June 1981.
parties’ stipulation,The incorporated decree,in requiredthe

pay monthlyWilliam to support $1,000for child$150 and to Sandra
settlement,propertyfor a keepas well as to certain health and

accident ininsurance force for the benefit of the children. There
any temporarywere supportnever orders issued in connection with

the divorce.
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1981, WelfareDepartment of Health andAugust IdahotheIn
of URESApursuant to enactmentthat State’spetitionafiled

through 7-1089) District Court ofin the7-1048(Idaho Code §§
byalleged duty support owedpetition ofCounty, aIdaho. TheLatah

i.e.,$3,719, of AFDCthe amountplaintiff due ofand a debtthe
throughKinney June 1981.by from June 1980the childrenreceived

dutya ofplaintiffthe owedthatCourt determinedThe Idaho
County SuperiorHillsboroughsupport URESA and that theunder

necessaryjurisdiction. TheCode 7-1061.could obtain Idaho §Court
to thepetition were then forwardedverifieddocumentation and

Court,Hillsborough County Superior docketed thewhoofclerk the
gave Kinney. notice toThe clerk also sentnotice to Mr.matter and

countyrequiresattorney thecounty 546:18the because RSA
obligee. (For anattorney prosecute on of theURE SA cases behalfto
URESA, seeof C.overview of the civil enforcement mechanism

FamilyHampshire 344-62,Douglas, atLaw3 New Practice: §§
(1982)).318-30

21, 1981, superiorhearing inon onA was held the matter October
court, by Uponplaintiff appeared represented counsel.theand

filings,arguments reviewing thehearing parties’ their trialthe and
twenty-five perplaintiff pay dollars monththecourt ordered that

through the State ofHampshireNew of Welfare tothe Division
$3,719 provided tofor hisIdaho until Idaho is reimbursed in full the

minor children.
plaintiff’s appealon is that the courtThe first contention this

URESA, 546,jurisdiction tounder RSA ch. determine thelacked
concerning supportsupportissue of abecause divorce decree

plaintiff onlypreviously hishad been entered. The asserts that
support obligation set in the decree.is that forth divorce

support applicableThe duties of under URESA are those
“imposed imposable any obligoror laws of where theunder the state

sought.”present during period support iswas the for which RSA
plaintiff present Hampshirein546:7. The admits that he was New

during 1981,period through hethe from June 1980 June and raises
governedduty bysupportto the isno issue as fact that his of the

oflaws this State. RSASee 546:7.

State, providedutyof is a toUnder the law this there
support during period separationfor minor thechildren of before a

668,Popik Popik,final is 115divorce decree entered. v. N.H. 670-­
71, 341, obligation(1975) (citations omitted). support348 AA.2d 343

obligation waived,dutyis a owed a minor child. This cannot be or
reduced, by parent agreement.pursuantotherwise a to a divorce

Fabian, 516, 518,exState Maine rel. Fabian 363v. 116 N.H. A.2dof
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1007, 1009 Kinney’s agreement(1976). stipulatedMr. and Mrs. as to
right adequateproperty supportand did not affect the children’s to

Kinney obligationsupport. supportMr. had an to his minor children
during period provided support.the in which the State of Idaho

Therefore, jurisdictiontheRSA 546:7. court below had under RSA
Kinney dutychapter 546 to hear this matter because Mr. had a of
546-A:2,Hampshiresupport law.under New See RSA :3.

argues relyingplaintiff inThe next that the trial court erred
only allegations makingpetition inon the in the State of Idaho’s its

However, unnecessaryorder. it is for us to address the trial court’s
petition Kinney’s testimonyreliance on the Idaho because Mr. own

provided sufficient information for the court’s decision. Because the
purpose expedite supportof is to matters of enforcement inURESA

obligor awaycases where the is a considerable distance from the
obligee, possible obligee’s byprovedit is that the case can be cross-­

obligor by attorneyprosecutingexamination of the the or admissions
obligor.of Brockelbank,the W. Interstate Enforcement of

Family Support (F. see,52 1971); e.g.,Infausto 2d Phillipsed. v.
Phillips, 561, 563-64, 146 919,336 Mass. (1958).N.E.2d 921

Hampshire law, KinneyUnder New dutyMr. supporthad a to his
provideschildren. “[ejveryRSA 546-A:2 personthat whose income

or other resources are providemore than sufficient to for his or her
compatible decencyreasonable subsistence with or health owes a

duty support...of to his or Kinneyher . .. child. .. .” Mr. admitted
being Jacob,to the father of Brandon and and the record does not

indicate that it was error for Kinneythe trial court to order Mr. to
pay twenty-five perdollars month to reimburse the State of Idaho.

Moreover, uponthe financial affidavit which the trial court
twenty-fivebased its assessment of perdollars month was the

affidavit from proceedings,the recent plaintiffdivorce and the
position changedadmitted that his significantly.financial had not

plaintiff’s argumentThe final requiredis that RSA 546:20 the
grant upontrial court to plaintiff’sa request.continuance the
argument followingEssential statutoryto this is language:the

obligee“If presentthe hearingis not at the and the
obligor owing dutydenies support allegedthe of in the
petition constitutingor offers evidence a thedefense
court, upon request party,of either shall continue the
hearing. ...”

RSA 546:20.
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grantmust athat the courtfrom the statuteIt is clear
i.e., Kinney, owing dutya ofobligor, deniesMr.if thecontinuance

obligeeconstituting isand thea defensesupport evidenceor offers
Kinneytranscript, we find that Mr.Upon review of thepresent.not

acknowledgingby Brandon and Jacobduty supporta ofadmitted to
addition, thatevidence to showhe never offeredhis children. Inas

Therefore,provide support. we findfinanciallynot able tohe was
Moreover,constituting whena defense.he offered no evidencethat

Kinneyinquired wouldspecifically as to whether Mr.the trial court
divorce, he declined theof theon the financial affidavitstand

testimony ability topresent about his financialopportunity to new
plaintiff produced no tosupport. the evidenceprovide Because

claim, mandatory thesupport it was not thata defense to a URESA
error,Finding wegrant RSA 546:20. noa continuance undercourt

of the trial court.therefore affirm the order

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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