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Finally, petitioners argue Sunapeethe that the DistrictSchool acted
in statutory byexcess of its aauthority imposing suspension for electronic
communications that transmitted and offwere received school andcampus

found,not in however,a safe school zone. The school board that Keelin B.
in theparticipated sending emails to the and atprincipal the teacher their

school email petitioners disputeaddresses. The do not this finding, and
acknowledge that the emails usingwere transmitted the school district
email system. Their claim that daughter’s beyondtheir conduct was the
reach of school authorities home computersince her was used to send the
emails the recipientsand used their home tocomputers access their school
email accounts orlacks merit. Whether not Keelin B.’s improper use of the

system, remotelyschool email accessed from home computers, falls within
193-D:1,the a II,ambit of “safe school underzone” RSA havewe no doubt

that squarelythis conduct falls the ofpurviewwithin RSA 193:13.See also
(aRSA 194:3-d school district computer systemswith or networks shall

adopt policya which outlines the andappropriate acceptable, and inappro­
priate illegal use, networks).systemsand of those and

The petitioners’remainder of the inarguments their brief were not
Therefore,included in the appeal.notice of they are deemed waived and we

do not Dist.,address them. See v.Forsberg Kearsarge Reg’l Sch. 160 N.H.
264, (2010); 16(3)(b).269 R.SUP. CT.

sum,In affirmwe the state ofboard education’s decision upholding the
suspension B.,of Keelin vacate that decision only insofar as-the suspension

twentyexceeded days,school and remand.

part;in part;vacated inAffirmed
remanded.

DALIANIS, C.J., DUGGAN, CONBOY, JJ.,and HICKS and concurred.
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III, Concord, brief,F. of for theEugene by petitioner.Sullivan

Lister, se, filed no brief.proMarianne

DUGGAN, Lister,petitioner, appealsThe Richard the recommendationJ.
M.) {Moore,(Luneau, Divisionapproved by Derry Familyof the Master the

J.) himobligations refusinghis and creditmodifying support grantchild to
Security disabilityfor in benefitsmonthly payments of Social$450.00

affirm.byreceived his adult son. We

Lister,father, Richardthe facts. Thesupports followingThe record
mother, Lister, son, withadult who livesthe Marianne have a disabledand



50

neurologist, alwaysthe mother. to the son’s the sonAccording will remain
adult,dependent on others for care. As a is eligibledisabled the son for

461-A:14,so longchild as he remains See IVsupport dependent. RSA
2009)(amended 2010). son(Supp. disability,Because of his the also receives

(SSI)inapproximately per Securitymonth IncomeSupplemental$450
Security.from the a ofpaymentSocial While son is entitled to maximum

SSI, reduced,inper month hasthe amount been either because of the$674
paidchild support by housingthe father or his government subsidized

benefit. adguardianThe son’s litem indicated that an increase in child
eliminate,support payments reduce,from father ifthe could further not

payments.the son’s SSI
2010,In the mother an inrequested supportincrease child from the

father, $4,250 month,father. The is perwhose income not disputedid that
However,the son support.is entitled to child ourrelying upon indecisions

(2006),In the Matter State & 153 N.H. 700 InTaylor, and the Matterof of
Cook,Angley-Cook (2004),& 257 argued151N.H. he that he should receive

a dollar for dollar credit for the son’s familySSI benefits. The division
17, 2010,issued a Maymodification order refusingon to the agrant father

dollar for dollar credit for the son’s increasingSSI benefits and his child
support payments familyto month.per distinguishedThe division$750 our
prior case inlaw because those cases the children’s benefits resulted from

while,the obligor parent’s disabled, case,status as either orretired in this
the son received SSI of his disability.because own

On theappeal, familyfather that the inargues division erred refusing to
grant him a dollar for dollar credit for the monthly SSI$450 benefit

byreceived the son. He asserts that this case is bycontrolled State &
Cook,Taylor Angley-Cookand & which arequire credit to the obligor for

child,SecuritySocial bybenefits received the Securitybecause all Social
benefits, regardless theyof whether based upon parent’sare a past
earnings, “payable directlyare to the child and must be retained solely for
the benefit of the child.”

Trial courts have broad discretion in reviewing modifyingand child
support orders. State & 153 702.Taylor, N.H. at Because the trial iscourt
in the best position to determine the parties’ respective needs and their
respective them,abilities to meet we will not overturn modification orders
absent an unsustainable exercise of discretion. Id.

Cook,In Angley-Cook joined& we the majority of states that “allow
the obligor credit for his or her child support obligation a peras se rule.”

Cook, However,Angley-Cook rule,& 151 N.H. at 259. in thisadopting we
specifically uponrelied the rationale that Social Security retirement



51

(SSDI) depen-IncomeSecurity Disabilityand Socialbenefitsdependency
explainedId.contributing parent.from the Wederiveddency benefits are

that:

assistance,publicof socialand other formsUnlike welfare
madea worker hasrepresent contributions thatsecurity benefits

course ofthroughout employment.the

to the child ratherAlthough payable directlybenefits arethe
toentitlementparent,the the child’sthrough contributingthan

and themselvespaymentsfrom theparent,derives thepayments
pastfrom contributions.represent earnings parent’sthe

omitted).and(quotation, ellipsesId. brackets
at in & and theTaylorthe issue StatedependencySSDI benefitsUnlike

in &Security dependency Angley-Cookbenefits at issueSocial retirement
father.Cook, here are not derived from thethe son’s benefits at issueSSI

2007).1137, (Mass. inMartin, App.v. 874 N.E.2d 1139 Ct.MartinSee
Martin, the naturerecognized differingthe CourtAppealsMassachusetts

provideto a creditof the and and refusedpurpose programsand SSDI SSI
Id.father the child’s at 1139-40.to the for SSI benefits.

to insurancethe court that SSDI is similar anSpecifically, explained
which benefits the children of disabled workers becausepays toprogram,

Trust Id. atSecuritythe Fund.of the workers’ contributions into Social
Com., Services, 668, 6731139; 472 S.E.2dsee also Bennett v. SocialDept. of

1996)(Va. notprovided bybenefits SSDI “areApp. (dependents’Ct.
by his earlierparent throughbut are entitlements earned thegratuities,
omitted)). ofpaymentand While theemployment” (quotation brackets

Securityto a ofprior paymentbenefits linked worker’s SocialSSDI is
taxes, pastand is unrelated togeneral eligibilitytax revenues fund SSI

Martin, toprogram designedN.E.2d at 1139.Instead the “isearnings. 874
needs. benefitsindividuals meet their basic Thesehelp qualifying disabled

determination that assistby governmenta the shouldCongressreflect
meeting living.”in increased costs ofwith disabilities theirpersonscertain

(Ala. 2000) (“SSI955, 960 App.2d Civ.Myers,Id.- see also v. 791 So.Lightel
need; the of incomeare on reflect amount additionaltheybenefits based

minimuma maintain at the federalby persondisabled to himselfneeded
considered.”).and arelevel all income resourcesincome after available

father’shave connection with thethe son’s SSI benefits noBecause
that the benefitsagree familywith the division son’searnings, weprevious

for father’s lostrather than substitute thereplacein effect his own income
disabilityhisIndeed, uponson benefits based ownincome. the receives SSI
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earningand of the father’s noteindependent history. We that child support
payments SSI,are in determining eligibilityconsidered for 42see U.S.C.

1382a(b)(9)§ (2006), thatand the son’s SSI inpayments may be reduced
the as a the in byfuture result of increase child thesupport ordered trial

1382(c)(1)court, (2006)§42 periodicsee U.S.C. for(providing review of SSI
Trialeligibility). courts should be of inaware these limitations future cases.
anGiven that individual receives uponSSI benefits based a determination

that other resources available to that individual are toinsufficient meet a
subsistence,minimum hisnecessary 959-60,for 791Lightel, So. 2d at we

adopt potentialdecline to a rule that has the to deduct from an SSI
recipient’s already limited Additionally, although legislatureresources. the
has not preciseaddressed the issue of how topayableSSI benefits an adult
disabled child should treated purposesbe for of childcalculating support,

458-C:2, IV,we find further for our insupport holding RSA provideswhich
that bySSI benefits an obligor obligeereceived either or parent are not to

inbe included his or her gross income when calculating child support
pursuant to the SupportChild Guidelines. Accordingly, the trial court did
not err in refusing to the agrant father dollar for dollar forcredit the SSI

bybenefits received the son.

Affirmed.

Dalianis, C.J., Hicks, Lynn, JJ.,and CONBOYand concurred.
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