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nopresentedMooreyears.he the twopaid previoushour than had been
him; contrary,theclaim fired toto his that Guillemettesupportevidence

“all whenand ticked off”was “frustrated”admitted that GuillemetteMoore
request significantto for aaccedingof either Moore’swith the choicefaced

ofAnd, insteadaltogether.as employeeor him anpay losingraise
increasedforconsidered his demandcontinuing to work while Guillemette

relationshipsevered hisown volition and thereafterMoore left of hispay,
facts, forTherefore, supportthere is ampleunder thesewith Guillemette.

employee-voluntarily thefinding “terminate[d]that MooreDES’s
503.01(a)(1).RULES, EmpAdmin.See N.H.employer relationship.”

Affirmed.

Conboy, JJ.,Dauianis, C.J., concurred.and HlCKS and
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Johnson, PLLC, (LeslieLaw H.Leslie of Center Sandwich H.Officeof
Johnson on orally), respondent.the brief and for the

—CONBOY,J. This is an from an ofappeal order the 10th Circuit Court
J.)(Hurd,FamilyBrentwood Division finding respondent,the John P.

(Father), $28,556, interest,Nicholson to plusbe in arrears on child support
(Mother).toobligations petitioner, Kimberlythe J. Nicholson reverseWe

and remand.
The following facts are drawn from the record. The Mother and the

Father were married and three 2000,had children. The inparties divorced
at which time all of their children were minors. The terms of the divorce
were out in parties’ permanentset the stipulation, which was andapproved

byordered the stipulation incorporatescourt. The a Support“Uniform
(USO),Order” and provides perthat the Father is to inpay week child$244

support.
2011,In April the Mother filed a for contempt arguing,motion among

things,other that the unilaterallyFather had reduced the amount of
whensupport graduatedtheir oldest child from inhigh Mayschool 2007

16,and that he has no atpaid support Aprilall since 2009. The Father
objected and argued that finalthe decree entitled him to hisreduce child
support payments as each child became emancipated because the decree
states that child support “shall untilcontinue the children reach the ofage
18 or graduates school,from high whichever shall last[sic] occur.” He
argued that parties“[t]he understood this to mean that supportthe child

bywould be reduced each graduatedas child from schoolhigh or$82.00
age years,reached 18 whichever was later.” The Father also thatargued

petitioner agreedthe had to this reduction.
30,The court held a onhearing Augustthe matter and issued an order on

(SO)2011. The court that paragraphnoted of StandingSO-4B the Order
withincluded the USO states that amount of child shallsupport“[t]he be

inrecalculated accordance the guidelineswith whenever there a changeis
ordered,in the number of children for issupportwhom theeffective date

of change.”the court “atThe observed that no wastime there a recalcu-
lation of support... nor was any agreementthere or pleading presented to

found,requesting rather,the court a Itreduction.” that the Father had
paid“reduced the amount by emancipated.”as each child1/3

didThe court not decide whether there was an agreement between the
Instead,parties to reduce it ifsupport payments. concluded that even there

because,had such an pursuantbeen it would notagreement, be enforceable
Scott, (2010),to In the Matter Laura & 161 333 parties mayN.H. notof

modify support throughchild orders private agreement. The trial court
arrears,found the be inFather to and calculated amount due withoutthe
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the two children. It didmaking emancipationfor the of olderadjustments
however, terminatedsupport obligationthat the Husband’sacknowledge,

11, 2011.Julythe child onupon emancipation youngestthe of
theargues that the trial court’s calculation ofOn the Fatherappeal,

emancipationfor the older children’sshould have accounted twoarrearage
child supportobtained an order theparty reducingeven neitherthough

obligation anyat time.

not the court’s childrulings regarding supportwill disturb trialWe
or an of In theabsent an unsustainable exercise of discretion error law.

(2010).354, outset,Pierce, At agreeMatter & 160 358 the weScott N.H.of
outsideany alleged agreement partieswith the trial court that between the

notsupportof the child isapproved stipulation regarding payments
Scott,in 161 atAs we stated In the Matter Laura & N.H.enforceable. of

336, child is a order from the trial court.support standing“the award
may modify through private agreement.”Parties not orders of the court

This, however, isanalysis. questiondoes not end our The here whether
the mandatecontrollingthe terms of divorce decree and statute a retro-

spective support.recalculation of

(1992)divorced, thisparties governedAt the time the 458:35-cRSA
461-A:14,andsituation. It has since been amended recodified as RSA TV

2011). Johnson, 555,(Supp. See In the Matter Johnson & 158 N.H. 559of
(2009). here,However, is it “hasapplicablethe amended version not for

notprospective application only, post-enactmentand does to modifi­apply
cations of orders that the in Id.prior change legislation.”were issued to
Thus, inthe version of RSA effect at the time of the parties’458:35-c

provided, part:divorce is It incontrolling. relevant

the . . . the aspecifies differently,Unless court amount of child
obligationsupport supportstated in the order for shall remain as

stated in the until all children fordependent supportorder whom
inis the order shall their school educa-provided highterminate

later,tion or reach the of whichever is or becomeage years,18
married, forces,aor become member of the armed at which time

obligation without furthersupport legalthe child terminates
legalThis shall as a orderspecifiedaction. amount remain unless

the on a childexpressly payments perallocates basis.

added.) Thus, the“specified differently,”the(Emphasis unless court
until childrenunchangedamount the would remain allsupportof ordered

thewe look to the terms ofemancipated Accordingly,were as described.
“specified differently.”final to whether the courtdecree determine
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In the of ainterpreting decree,divorcemeaning we review the
Sommers, 686, (1999).decree de novo. v.Sommers 143 N.H. 692 We

consider the intent of the inparties expressedas languagethe of the
SO,stipulation. Id. SO-4AParagraph of the inincorporated stipulation,the

states:

supportChild shall terminate when the youngest child terminates
high school education age years,or reaches the of 18his/her

later; married;getswhichever is or a ofbecomes member the
forces.armed

Paragraph SO-3B that provided order,states as“[ejxcept otherwise in this
the date of anyeffective modification shall be no earlier than the date the
petition filed.” otherwise,”is SO-4B theParagraph “provideof SO does for
it instructs that “child insupport shall be recalculated accordance with the
guidelines whenever is a inchangethere the of fornumber children whom
support ordered, added.)is the change.”date the (Emphasiseffective of
Thus, pursuant SO,to ofplain languagethe the in calculating the support
arrearage, the trial court was toobligated retrospectively recalculate child
support uponof theas dates which ofeach the two older children became
emancipated. That the parents failed to obtain a court order modifying the
support eachobligation when child’s status is of nochanged consequence;

permitsRSA458:35-e the trial order specifycourt’s to and itdifferently, did
so.

Accordingly, we reverse the trial court’s arrearage calculation and
remand for a calculation of the arrearage opinion.consistent with this

Reversed and remanded.

Dalianis, C.J., LYNN, JJ.,and HICKS and concurred.
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