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MEMORANDUM OF DECISION

Joakim Wahlstrom appeals from the District Court’s (Portland,
R. French, ].) judgment adopting and incorporating the referee’s amended
report, after a hearing on Penelope Wahlstrom’s motions for contempt and
post-judgment relief, and Joakim’s motion to enforce a parental rights and
responsibilities order. Joakim argues that the referee abused his discretion by
awarding spousal support in favor of Penelope, failing to award him child
support, and requiring him to pay, in accordance with the original divorce
judgment, a portion of the proceeds of his 401 (k) to Penelope in a lump sum.

Contrary to Joakim’s contentions, the referee acted within his discretion
and properly analyzed the relevant factors set forth in 19-A M.R.S. 951-A(5)
(2015) in fashioning the spousal support award. See Carter v. Carter, 2006 ME
68, 20, 900 A.2d 200. Further, we discern no abuse of discretion in the
referee’s determination that the pertinent circumstances did not warrant
imposing a child support obligation upon Penelope. See 19-A M.R.S.A. § 2009;
Wood v. Wood, 407 A.2d 282, 284-85 (Me. 1979). Finally, the referee did not
abuse his discretion by requiring Joakim to comply with the terms of the
divorce decree and pay Penelope the portion of the 401(k) proceeds to which



she is entitled under the divorce judgment, because the referee had the
explicit authority to enforce prior orders.!

The entry is:

Judgment affirmed.
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1 Here, pursuant to an order of reference, the referee was imbued with the authority “[t]o enter
reports enforcing any prior order or report, exercising any and all authority possessed by a Judge of
the District Court.”



