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for trialpreparedhaveto for trial or wouldpreparewas unabledant
say prejudicial.cannot the error wasdifferently, we

did notcomplaintof theFurther, wordingshows that thethe record
judgeTheguilt.court determined herwhen thethe defendantprejudice

that hit thoseconclude that the vehicle“to be able tostated that he needed
at the [later]that sawwitnesses]the same vehicle [themailboxes [was]

verdict,fact-finder, areachinginThis that theaccident.” demonstrates
accident, thedespitein thethe defendant was involvedconsidered whether

ofjudgmentAnd the court’scomplaint.in theexplicit languagelack of that
thata doubt thebeyondthat the court found reasonableconvictionconfirms

inTherefore, deficiencyallegedin the accident. thedefendant was involved
becauseAccordingly,the outcome of the case.the did not affectcomplaint

error, we herplain upholdto demonstratethe defendant has failed
conviction.

in part.in and reversedpart;Affirmed
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Wilson, PLLC, (JonBossie & of Manchester N. Strasburger on the brief
and orally), for the petitioner.

Bedard, Concord,Michael of by orally,brief and for respondent.the

Dalianis, C.J. respondent, Blackburn,The Eric appeals an oforder the
J.)(Carbon,Circuit Court granting the motion to dismiss filed by the

petitioner, Mary Sheys,E. ground exclusive,on the that the court lacked
jurisdictioncontinuing over parties’ post-divorcethe parenting matters. On

appeal, respondentthe thatargues the trial court’s contraryorder is to
458-A:13, 2014),RSA I (Supp. a provision of the Uniform CustodyChild

Jurisdiction and (UCCJEA),Enforcement Act see RSA ch. (Supp.458-A
2014). Because we agree with the respondent, we reverse and remand.

The record contains the following facts. The parties were married in
August 2005 and were divorced aby HampshireNew court in 2009.When

divorced,they both parties lived and worked in Hampshire.New
children,The parties have two one born in 2006 and inthe other 2007.

parentingThe plan entered with their gave jointdivorce decree the parties
decision-making children,responsibility for the who primarilyresided with
the petitioner. The respondent was awarded parenting time on two
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weekend,week,during everyafternoons the school other and for two
duringnon-consecutive weeks the summer.

2013,In the notified the that she had toJanuary petitioner respondent
Natick, Massachusetts,from Manchester to she had beenrelocate because

job2012 and had a new in Natick.unemployed since November obtained
with the to in 2013.petitioner FebruaryThe relocated children Natick

Natick,to a motion inpetitioner respondentAfter the moved the filed
thatargued primary responsi-which he he should be awarded residential

for children that inbility petitioner contemptthe and the should be found
for in violation of Inhaving parties’ parenting plan. Aprilrelocated the
2013, relief,the trial court denied this that thefinding although petitioner

60-daydid not the with the notice theprovide respondent required by
days”she him “at least 40-45 noticeparties’ parenting plan, provided before

relocating, which afforded him time to ... a as“ample request... hearing
by statute.” court a toprovided parenting plan, pursuantThe entered new

parties again joint decision-making responsibilitywhich the had for the
children, againwho were to reside with the Theprimarily petitioner.

weekends,respondent anywas awarded time on alternate timeparenting
area,he was in the Natick and at times as the Heagreed by parties.other

was also awarded time for two eachparenting non-consecutive weeks
summer, daysfive induring April years, days duringvacation even and five
February vacation in years, parties agreed.odd unless the otherwise

2013,In respondent requested modifyDecember the that the court the
parties’ parenting plan petitioner contempt. respon-and find the in The

19,contempt Februarydent’s motion was scheduled to be on 2014.heard
7, 2014,February petitioner pendingOn the filed a motion to dismiss the

inproceedings HampshireNew because she and the children had been
Massachusetts residents for one and she had a motionyear because

in apending modify parties’Massachusetts court to the divorce decree and
a New court theparenting plan. Following hearing, Hampshire grantedthe

dismiss,motion to that it for thepetitioner’s reasoning “appropriatewas
continuing jurisdictionCourt to decline over this matter” because “[t]he

[petitioner longer significantand the children no have a connection with
1(a).458-A:13, respondentthe State of New See TheHampshire.” RSA

reconsideration,unsuccessfully moved for and this followed.appeal
that trial when itappeal, respondent arguesOn the the court erred

significantconcluded that the children lacked a connection with New
Hampshire. argument, interpretTo address this we must the UCCJEA.

of trial is de novo. In thestatutory interpretationOur review the court’s See
(2014).Yaman, 82, examiningMatter & 167 N.H. 86 When theof Yaman

statute, ordinary meaningof a we ascribe and to thelanguage plainthe
intent from the statute as writteninterpret legislativewords used. Id. We



will not consider legislatureand what the might have said or languageadd
that the legislature did fitnot see to include. Id. When the language of a

is unambiguous,statute we beyonddo not look it for further indications of
legislative intent. Id.

UCCJEA,theUnder once a court of state hasthis issued an initial
custody order or order,has anmodified initial exclusive,the court has

jurisdictioncontinuing over the matter until:

(a) A court of this state child,determines that neither the nor the
child and one parent, nor the child and a person acting as a parent

significanthave a withconnection this state and that substantial
evidence is no longer available in this state concerning the child’s
care, protection, training, and personal relationships; or

(b)A court of this or astate court of another state determines that
child,the the child’s andparents, any person aacting parentas do

not presently reside in this state.

458-A:13,1RSA added); Yaman,(emphasis see 167 atN.H. 87-89 (provid-
UCCJEA).aning overview of the

The UCCJEA not phrasedoes define the “significant connection.”
However, the officialcomments to the that,UCCJEA explain pursuant to
this provision, “even if child has acquired State,the a new home originalthe

exclusive,decree State retains continuing jurisdiction, so long as the
general requisites of the ‘substantial jurisdictionconnection’ provisions of
Section 201 the[of areUCCJEA] met.” Unif. CustodyChild &Jurisdiction

202, 1,§Enforcement Act cmt. 9 Part IA (1999);674U.L.A. see RSA
458-A:12,1(b) (providing that a court may jurisdictionexercise to anissue

custodyinitial iforder no other state is the child’shome state or the home
state has jurisdiction,declined and the child atand least one parent has a
significant connection to the state “other than mere physical presence” and
substantial evidence concerning state).the child is available in the The
comments further explain that the relationship“[i]f between the child and
the person remaining exclusive,in the State with continuing jurisdiction

sobecomes attenuated that the court could no longer find significant
connections and evidence, jurisdictionsubstantial would longerno exist.”
Unif. Child Custody 202,Jurisdiction & 1,§ActEnforcement cmt. 9 Part

(1999).IA U.L.A. 674

A majority jurisdictionsof have thatconcluded a child has a
“significant connection” awith state when parentone resides and “exer­

atcises least some parenting time” there. Harrison-White,White v. 760
(Mich.691, 2008);N.W.2d 697 Bobo,App. UttleyCt. see v. 242 638,S.W.3d



2006) (children(Ark. with Arkansashad sufficient contactsApp.640-41 Ct.
inexclusive, father livedcontinuing jurisdiction whenfor court to retain

654,there); Fish, 656him Fish v. 596 S.E.2dArkansas and children visited
2004)(Ga. continuing jurisdictionthat court had(holding GeorgiaApp.Ct.

children visited him there at least sixGeorgiafather lived in andwhen
(Kan.Ruth, 1248, 1253-54 App.Ct.the Ruth v. 83 P.3dduring year);times

exclusive,2004) jurisdictioncontinuingthat Kansas court had(concluding
children, toto live in Kansas and who had relocatedwhen father continued

Missouri, eight duringeach month and weeksvisited Kansas two weekends
2004)(Tex.Forlenza, 373,summer); (concluding140 377the In re S.W.3d

“[bjecause on athat the children visited Texasthat the record establishes
a with their motherrelationshipof occasions and maintained closenumber

Texas, a significantin . . . the children haveresidingand other relatives
to the trial court’s exclusivesupportconnection with Texas sufficient

v.Prickettjurisdiction proceedings”);over the modificationcontinuing
2007) (court exclusive,Prickett, 661, retained(Wyo.167 P.3d 663-64

infather still livedjurisdiction to UCCJEA whencontinuing pursuant
there).and visited with childrenWyoming

that have considered the issuejoin majority jurisdictionsthe ofWe
Hampshirea connection” with New“significantand hold that a child has

more than de minimisone still resides here and exercisesparentwhen
case, that theIn this the concedesparenting petitionertime here.

in Hamp­time with the children Newparentingexercises hisrespondent
weekends, holidays, and for some extendedalternatingshire on certain

in Newremainingthat has relativesin the summer and heperiods
law,circumstances, hold, of thatwe as a matterUnder theseHampshire.

toHampshirewith New sufficientsignificantthe children have a connection
exclusive, jurisdiction over thesecontinuingtrial court’ssupport the

proceedings.
groundtrial court on the alternateus to affirm thepetitioner urgesThe

to 458-A:18.pursuantan inconvenient forum RSAHampshirethat New is
‘inconvenientcourt not use the termthat the trial “didAlthough agreesshe

. . .order,” testimony at the“givencontends that theforum’ in its she
order, it that the trialin the trial court’s is clearand the facts citedhearing

that determination.”.court made

law, wea of whichquestionof a court order isinterpretationThe
(2010).85, 89 construingIn160Langenfeld, N.H.Appealreview de novo. of

in theusedorder, meaningto the of the wordsplaina court we look
with theso as not to conflictsubsidiary clausesdocument. Id. We construe
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primary purpose of the trial court’s decree. Id. general matter,As a a court
decree or judgment is to be construed with reference .to the issues it was
meant to decide. Id.

Here, considering petitioner’s dismiss,the motion to the trial court’s
order, the respondent’s reconsider,motion to the petitioner’s objection
thereto, and the parties’ arguments at the motion ithearing, is evident that

onlythe issue the court was asked to decide was itwhether retained
exclusive, continuing jurisdiction over this pursuantmatter to RSA

decide,458-A:13.The court was not asked to decide,and did not whether
HampshireNew anis inconvenient forum under RSA 458-A:18.Accord­

ingly, we decline the petitioner’s invitation affirmto the trial court’s
decision on this alternate ground.

We likewise decline her determine,invitation to in instance,the first
whether New is anHampshire inconvenient forum pursuant to RSA

‘When, case,458-A:18. as in this a discretionary decision is at issue and the
trial court has discretion,not exercised that maywe sustain the trial court’s
ruling on a ground which itupon did not ifrely only there onlyis one way
the trial court could have ruled as a matter of law.”State v. Hayward, 166

(2014)575, omitted).N.H. 583 (quotation areWe unable to conclude on the
record before us that onlythere was wayone that the trial court could have
ruled had it been asked to decide whether HampshireNew anis inconve­
nient forum pursuant to RSA circumstances,458-A:18. Under those we
decline to affirm the trial court’s decision on the ground that the court
reached the right result for wrongthe reason. See id. at 584.

Reversed and remanded.

Hicks, Conboy, Lynn, Bassett, JJ.,and concurred.
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