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guilty robbery, given factthat the defendant was of the that the
fallingup being forciblyvictim ended moved from the sidewalk and

into the street.

argues yearof a and athat his sentenceThe defendant also
thoughyears Evenprison an of discretion.to three in was abusehalf

defendant,might uponimposed the sentence thewe not have same
legal requiring reversal.no flaw its Seewe see constitutional or

Stone, 987, 989, 1272, (1982);A.2d State v.v. 122 N.H. 453 1273State
Dumont, 866, 1286,867, (1982). In view of122 A.2dN.H. 451 1287

thirtyprison imposed, havesentence the defendant shouldthe State
appealdays-from opinion with the sentencethe date of this to file an

Super.superiordivision of the court. N.H. Ct. Sen­review See
Rev. Div. R. 1.tence

Affirmed,

Brock, J., did not sit.
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Senn, Nashua, orally, plaintiff.byof brief and for theG.Robert
P.A., (Mr.LegalJoseph of Krolikowski onC. Krolikowski Nashua

orally),and for the defendant.the brief

Stavens,defendant, findingKing, appealsRonald J. theC.J. The
paySuperior (Goode,J.) supporthis failure toCourt that childof the

Stavens, pursuantplaintiff, to a Connecticutto the Barbara G.
decree, registered Hampshire, contemptin New constituteddivorce

modifyingappeals superior court’s order theof He also thecourt.
requiring pay plaintiff perhim to thedecree and $40Connecticut

remainingonlysupport of their minor child.week for the
Superiorbyparties were divorced a decree of the ConnecticutThe

decree,10, par-July the of theon 1980. Prior to issuance theCourt
agreement regarding support of their two minorties reached an
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incorporated Accordingwhichchildren was into the divorce decree.
agreement, required pay plaintiffthis defendant was toto the the
per per ageweek child until the elder child reached the of$62.50

eighteen. eighteen,After the elder reached the defendant was
required pay per support remainingto week for the of the$100
minor child.

decree, unemployed.the defendant was Severalthe time of theAt
later, employmentobtained and establishedmonths the defendant

26,January 1981, plaintiffHampshire. theresidency in New On
regis-Hillsborough County Superiorpetition toin the Courtfixed a

pursuantHampshire thein to Uni-the decree Newter Connecticut
(URESA), chap-Support Act RSAReciprocal Enforcement ofform

sought supporta order to enforce theShe also courtter 546.
decree, claiming paidhad noprovisions that the defendantof the

support response, the defendant filed a motionto that date. Inchild
decree, seekingregistration toagreeing of butto the the Connecticut

allegedly sub-modify support order because there had been athe
unjust.change thein circumstances which rendered orderstantive

Sullivan, Esq.) plain-(Henry recommended theA P. thatMaster
granted,registration hispetition for be and recommendationtiff’s

by hearingsuperior was on theapproved the court. A scheduledwas
meantime,modify support order. In themotion to thedefendant’s

contemptplaintiff for of courtthe moved that the defendant be cited
failing comply provisionsthe of thefor to with Connecticut decree.

hearing motions,a on both the master recommended that theAfter
comtempt supportin of court and that orderdefendant be found the

require pay perbe modified to the defendant to week for the$40
only remainingsupport parties’ perof the minor child and week$20

arrearages, $8,017.he be master’sfor which determined to The
by court,approved superiorrecommendations were the and the

appealed.defendant affirm.We
arguments appeal.The defendant raises three on He first con-

contempthe not be found intends that could of court because the
arrearages registra-support priorchild accrued in Connecticut to

argues sup-Hampshire.of intion the decree New He that when a
registered arrearagesport Hampshire,is in the whichorder New

foreign jurisdictions adopted.in con-accrued are not He further
plaintiff’s petitionthat the to enforce the Connecticut decreetends

URESA, 546,chapternot commenced in accordance with RSAwas
Connecticut,arrearagesthat to recover the which accrued inand
money judg-plaintiff firstthe should have reduced her claim to a

attempted moneyinment Connecticut and then to collect that
judgment Hampshire.in New



argument. plaintiff properly-­Theto thisfind no meritWe
order, insupport accordanceto enforce theher actioncommenced

Douglas,URESA, 3to :41. C.part RSA 546:33 Seefour ofwith
Family four,part(1982). thePractice, Under360-62Law §§N.H.

owed, registermayduty support isobligee, person a ofto whomthe
UponHampshire court. RSA 546:34.support in a Newthe order

foreign as aregistered support order is treatedregistration, the
by Hampshire 546:38. Itcourt. RSAsupport issued a Neworder

any Hampshire sup­may as Newin the same mannerbe enforced
law, mayplaintiff toHampshire a seekport order. Id. Under New

through proceedings.contemptsupport Seeorderenforce a child
924,167, 168, (1971).Stone, 111 A.2d 925v. N.H. 276Stone

arrearagesproperlyplaintiff seek to collectThe could
arrearages inthrough procedure, if those accrueda evensuch

registration injurisdiction prior of the decree Newtoanother
registration procedures pro­Hampshire. states that theRSA 546:33

“duty sup­enforce a ofby part act are remedies tofour of thevided
“duty support” isforeign support The ofport” order.based on a

arrearages support“duty pay ofby tothe act to include thedefined
546:37,546:2, addition, 1(c)unpaid.” In RSApast RSA II.due and

arrearages in Newimplies plaintiff can seek to collect thesethat a
that, seeking register theHampshire provides when tobecause it

order, obligee to the clerk of courtforeign support the shall transmit
remainingshowing, alia, support“the amount ofintera statement

182, 186-87,Accord, Sylvester, 220 257 S.E.2dunpaid.” v. Va.Scott
arrearages774, Thus, the(1979). it is clear from the statute that777
Hampshireinin were collectible Newwhich accrued Connecticut

Connecticut, that thenecessity prior suit in andthe awithout of
having paycontempt failed to thebe found in fordefendant could

arrearages.
requiringargues himerred in toalso that the courtThe defendant

Althoughchild. thepay support per week for his minorchild of $40
week,per thesupport from tocourt reduced the child $40$100

argues supportchilddefendant that the court should have reduced the
testimonyperto or less week because he claims that the at the$25

self-supportinghearing and thatindicated that the minor child was
money. addition, defendant con-plaintiff the In thethe did not need

stepdaughter.supporting atends that he is his new wife and

note, initially, has broad discretionthat the trial courtWe
determining not set asidesupport,in and decision will bechild its

clearly an abuse of such discre­the evidence demonstratesunless
358, 559,Heinze, 360, (1982);444 561v. 122 A.2dtion. Heinze N.H.

148, (1978). find noAzzi, We653, 655, 149Azzi v. A.2d118 N.H. 392



testimonyAlthoughof in this case. there was thatdiscretionabuse
part approximatelyminor worked time and earnedthe child $60

week, testimony plaintiff providedthe theper there was also that
expensesclothingwith and and that she incurred medicalchild food

supported theThis evidencefor the of the minor child.treatment
trial court’s award.

Finally, arguesthe thedefendant that court whenerred it
pay per supportordered the defendant to week child because$40

plaintiff’sthe financial affidavit did includenot the income of her
family Logan Logan,new otherhusband and See v.members. 120

839, (1980). DuringN.H. 424 A.2d 403 cross-examination of the
plaintiff, plaintiffthe defendant’s counsel was to theable elicit from

admission thatthe her financial didaffidavit not contain this infor­
and approxi­mation an estimate that her new husband earned

mately court,per therefore,week. The trial knew that$600 the
plaintiff approximatehad other ofsources income and knew the

of appropriateamount such income when it thedetermined amount
Furthermore,support.of child the defendant never filed a motion to

compel Thus,plaintiffthe to revise her affidavit. we conclude that
trial consideringthe court did not abuse its discretion in this

affidavit.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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