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bysignificantly aggravated“wasthat the conditionassumedthan
281-A:2, the decisionAccordingly,XI.See RSAgame.”the volleyball

is for acase remandedthe claimant’sis andthe board reversedof
623,N.H.Briggs, 138AppealSeeof causation.determination of

(1994).655,628-29, 659A.2d645

remanded.andReversed

All concurred.
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OpinionMemorandum

J.)(Dalianis, transferredBrock, Superior CourtC.J. The
Sup. 9, following question:R. theruling, see Ct.without

SupportFull Credit for Childthe Faith andWhether
1738B, ofAct, prohibits the Courtssec.Orders 28 U.S.C.S.

foreigna ordermodifyingHampshirethe of New fromState
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registered pursuantwhich has been in this tostate RSA
seq.546:33 et

We hold itthat does and remand.
Wilkie, defendant,The plaintiff, Silva,Kim and the Richard were

in indivorced Florida 1992. The Florida court ordered the defen-
dant to provide monthly forsupportchild his three children$450

plaintiff’s 1994,who were in the Incustody. because the defendant
in inwas arrears his support payments, the Florida court ordered

him to continue the monthly payments and to anpay additional$450
arrearage.amount towards the

Although plaintiffthe her threeand children continue live into
Florida, the hasdefendant moved to New Hampshire. When the
defendant to on payments,continued default his the ofState Florida
sought fromhelp Hampshirethe New Division of Human Services
(division) enforcingin the Florida orders. In response, the division
registered the decree with the superiorFlorida court on September

(1974).7, 1995. See RSA 546:34
18, 1995,On theSeptember defendant filed a motion in the

superior modifycourt to support obligation.his child The division
objected, maintaining that the Full Faith and Credit for Child

(Child Act),Support Support (1994),§Orders Act 28 U.S.C. 1738B
precluded New fromHampshire modifying decree,the evenFlorida
though registeredit was in Hampshirea New court. This interloc-
utory transfer without ruling followed.

In response to problems“nationwide stemming from the
varying multiple jurisdictionslaws of supportinvolved in child
cases,” Congress enacted the Child Act inSupport 1994. Paton v.
Brill, (Ohio 1995).421,663 N.E.2d 424 App.Ct. SupportThe Child
Act “continuing, jurisdiction”vests inexclusive the issuingState

originalthe supportchild order unless either of two specific
1738B(d).exceptions §exist. In28 U.S.C. order for anya court of

State originalother than the Stateissuing to amodify supportchild
order, the jurisdiction,court must have and either the Stateissuing

longermust no be “the child’s State or the residence of any
contestant,” partiesor the must file written consent to another

1738B(e).assuming jurisdiction. §State 28 U.S.C.

Here, the plaintiff and the children continue to live in
Florida, the plaintiffand has not filed written consent to Statethis
assuming jurisdiction in this matter. Accordingly, “continuing,

jurisdiction”exclusive to modify the liesFlorida decree with the
1738B(d).§Florida court. 28 U.S.C. If the todefendant wishes

modify his child hesupport obligation, must do so “in the thatstate
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originally issued the order. This insure that parentwill the custodial
modification,given proposedis notice of the an opportu-as well as

.nity to the modification if . . she In reoppose wishes.” Marriage
(Ct. 1995)Lurie, 835,Rptr.39 Cal. 2d 846 App. (quotationof

omitted).
(1974The chapterdefendant nevertheless contends that RSA 546

1995),Supp.& the Uniform ofReciprocal SupportEnforcement Act
546:38, (1974)(URESA), a Imandates different result. RSA states:

Upon registration the registered foreign support order
shall inbe treated the same manner a supportas order

Itbyissued a court of this state. has the effectsame and is
subject procedures, defenses,to the same proceedingsand
for reopening, vacating, stayingor as a order ofsupport

maythis state be andand enforced satisfied in like manner.

That this ofparagraph URESA to Newpurports grant Hampshire
jurisdiction modifyto the Florida decree ofby virtue its being
registered in State does thethis not alter clear mandate of the Child
Support Act. the Supremacy“Under Clause of the United States
Constitution, provisionsthe of Child Support are binding[the Act]

all supersede any law,on states and inconsistent ofprovisions state
including any provisionsinconsistent of uniform state laws such as

(N.C.Otte, 131,URESA . . v.Kelly. .” 474 S.E.2d 134 Ct. App.
1996); Co., 203, 205-06,v. FordTebbetts Motor 140 N.H. 665 A.2dcf.

(1995)345, (noting Supremacy346-47 the ofClause the United
States empowers CongressConstitution to preempt state law in

circumstances), denied, (1996).certain cert. 116 S. Ct. 773
The ActSupportChild allows supportmodification of a child order

by another ifonlyState the original issuing continued,State loses
jurisdiction.exclusive Consequently, absent the applicability of one

prohibitsof the itexceptions, aany bymodification court of this
of order,State the Florida child support thougheven it has been

registered under RSA 546:34.

Remanded.

All concurred.


