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had no did not a dismissal of thegeneral standing require petition
wesince hold that the charities Their executionbecame parties.

their officers of fora a decree couldthrough stipulation properly
be considered a se and a for affirmativepro appearance request

Co.,relief. (1879);See 59Stebbins v. Lancashire Ins. N.H. 143 cf.
Lamothe, 299,v. N.H. 11Moylan (1943).92 30 A.2d

we remand this case to the trial for determina-courtAccordingly
tion of whether deviation or termination ispartial appropriate.

§See Restatement of Restatement(1944); (Second)442Property
401, Scott,§of Trusts §Comment (1959);& 4 A.W. Trusts 401.9

ed.(3d 1967); 6 § (2d 1953);Trusts ed. RSA352 292-B:7-IIBogert,
1973).(Supp.

Remanded.

Grimes, sit;J., did not the others concurred.
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McLane, Greene, B. Middle-(Mr.Raulerson & MiddletonGraf, Jack
for theW.ton and Mr. Bruce orally) plaintiffs.Felmly

Rudman,Warren B. and G.attorney general, Roger Burlingame,
for the defend-(Mr.assistant attorney orally),general Burlingame

ants.

of the contract andThis is another facetPer curiam. dispute
which this courtSchool Districtstrike in the Timberlane Regional

dealt with in Timberlane School District v.has Regionalpreviously
245,Association, 114 N.H. 317 A.2dTimberlane EducationRegional

v.555 Education Association(1974); Timberlane Crompton,Regional
315, and Re-(1974); v. Timberlane319 632 Farrelly114 N.H. A.2d

560,District, (1974).114 N.H. 324 A.2d 723Schoolgional
invalida-and reliefseekPlaintiffs injunctive askingdeclaratory

onthe board of educationof Statetion a byadoptedregulation
14, 1973, revocation of certificates andrelative toMarch teaching

the board of educationrelief to Stateinjunctive preventseeking
ofof of the membersthe certificatesfrom anyteachingrevoking

to the Theassociationthe regulationpursuant regulation.plaintiff
ofof the certificate teacherthe revocation anyauthorized teaching

denies theor or for reason“who spiritwillfully anyknowingly
acontract and thus causesof the ‘in force’and intent teaching

....” The Trial Courtnormal educationof the processesdisruption
1974,9, the defendantson enjoinedJ.) temporarily(Johnson, April

certificates of membersof thefrom plaintiffs’any teachingrevoking
ofto the revocationrelativeor teachingany hearingsconducting
order wereto thecertificates. Defendants’ restrainingexceptions

the trial court.transferredreserved and by
of the case in this court andto the priordocketingSubsequent

education,of at itsthe State boardto oral regular meetingargument,
20, 1974, it would notthaton declaredNovember unequivocally

theeitherdecertification pre-commence any proceedings against
Educationof the Timberlanesent or former members Regional

oralcounsel afterWe were informedAssociation. by argument
1974,18, rescindedof educationthe State boardthat on December

We have sinceCertificates”of Teacherthe “Revocation regulation.
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been informed thecounsel for defendants that theby regulation
inwas reenacted formdifferent forslightly providing suspension

rather than revocation of Ina teacher’s certificate. addition theat
time of the reenactment the com-defendant board instructed the
missioner of education to seek thestatutory changes by legislature
to ofreflect the the On the ofboard. date oralpolicy argument,
in an to avoid the inmootness the caseapparent attempt problem
then counsel for the moved to Newthepresent, plaintiffs join

Education asAssociation aHampshire petitioner.
The to oral have removeddevelopments subsequent argument

all of the issues not themoot.possibility “[T]ruepresented being
of mootness is one of conveniencequestion and discretion not sub-

Thalasinos, 353,to hard and fastject (Dolcinorules” v. 114 N.H.
354, 107 (1974)), for321 A.2d nevertheless us to disregard apparent
mootness there must be some such as theinterest avoidancepressing

Northwood, 324,of future 111Herron v. N.H. 282 A.2dlitigation.
(1971).661

The of ofthreat decertification the from whichoriginal plaintiffs,
relief, no exists. Thethey whichsought injunctive longer regulation

the and now the of Neworiginal plaintiffs, larger group Hampshire
teachers, seek to have declared invalid has revoked.been The newly
enacted involves different from the oneregulation terminology

and there exists a of thisoriginally challenged, possibility regulation
modified In this of theby case anbeing legislation. posture opinion

this on acourt not in at the ourby existence time ofregulation
decision would serve no useful See v. 113purpose. Lynch,Bedford

364, Meredith, 328,N.H. 308 (1973);A.2d 109 N.H.522 v.Piper
(1969).251 A.2d 328

Petition dismissed.


