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There is no legal definition of the word “comparable.”  With no specific definition of “comparable,” rules of statutory construction would turn to the common language definition of “comparable.”  

Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary

Main Entry: 

com·pa·ra·ble 


Pronunciation: 

\ˈkäm-p(ə-)rə-bəl also kəm-ˈpa-rə-bəl, -ˈper-ə-\ 
Function: 

adjective 

Date: 

15th century 

1 : capable of or suitable for comparison 2 : similar , like <fabrics of comparable quality> 

— com·pa·ra·ble·ness noun 

— com·pa·ra·bly 

\-blē\ adverb 

Distinguish this bill from previous efforts to prescribe equal parenting time.

Query:  what is comparable?  Is it equal?  Or is it something different than equal?  If equal has been abandoned as the legislative definition for the term “comparable” in this bill, is something other than specifically equal what is intended?   What would “similar” parenting be?  

It is a poor legislative choice to use or introduce new terms with vague or ambiguous meanings because they leave the public and courts without a clear understanding of what the law provides.  Where uncertainty is created, different outcomes occur until the State’s Supreme Court clarifies the meaning.  In the meantime, people reading different meaning into the legislative prescription read it to mean different things, increasing the acrimony of family law cases and reducing the abilities of parties to settle cases.
The bill as drafted creates a presumption of comparable parenting.  A presumption in the law means that the law provides a particular outcome as the presumption describes unless there is evidence to prove that something other than the presumptive outcome is correct.  

There are no standards to guide when or how the presumption is to be altered.  What evidence or what factors would direct a result other than the one presumed by the law?

Compare the language creating a presumption of joint major decision making for children in RSA 461-A:5

Section 461-A:5

    461-A:5 Decision-making Responsibility. – Except as provided in paragraph III, in the making of any order relative to decision-making responsibility, there shall be a presumption, affecting the burden of proof, that joint decision-making responsibility is in the best interest of minor children: 
    I. Where the parents have agreed to an award of joint decision-making responsibility or so agree in open court at a hearing for the purpose of determining parental rights and responsibilities for the minor children of the marriage. If the court declines to enter an order awarding joint decision-making responsibility, the court shall state in its decision the reasons for the denial. 
    II. Upon the application of either parent for joint decision-making responsibility, in which case it may be awarded at the discretion of the court. For the purpose of assisting the court in making a determination whether an award of joint decision-making responsibility is appropriate under this section, the court may appoint a guardian ad litem to represent the interests of the children according to the provisions of RSA 461-A:16. If the court declines to enter an order awarding joint decision-making responsibility, the court shall state in its decision the reasons for the denial. 
    III. Where the court finds that abuse as defined in RSA 173-B:1, I has occurred, the court shall consider such abuse as harmful to children and as evidence in determining whether joint decision-making responsibility is appropriate. In such cases, the court shall make orders for the allocation of parental rights and responsibilities that best protect the children or the abused spouse or both. If joint decision-making responsibility is granted despite evidence of abuse, the court shall provide written findings to support the order.

