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thing“easiest to do . . . for histhat time” but intention was “to find
place evidence, findinganother to live.” all the the ofGiven the

amply supported bytrial court is the evidence and must stand.
Ballou, 463,v. (1978).Ballou 118 N.H. 387 A.2d 1169

Plaintiff claims that the court erred when it denied his
request to company prevail proverule that the insurance to must

person“a positionthat reasonable in the of the insured would
longerunderstand that Michael Galvin was no a resident of the

household at 3 Fernand Street” at the time of the accident. He
argues policyhere thethat should be one inconstrued to include

positionthe personof Michael because a wouldreasonable so
requestunderstand. We need not decide whether the denial theof

interpretationwas error policybecause the final of the is for this
Schofield, 692,court. N.H. Insurance v. A.2dCo. 119 N.H. 406 715

(1979). We personhold that a reasonable after a more-than-casual
reading policy conclude, case,of the not ofwould under facts this

by policy.that Michael was Citycovered the defendant’s Brown v.
Laconia, 376, (1978).118 N.H. 386 A.2d 1276of

Exceptions overruled.

All concurred.
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Rath, Cohen,attorney general (Jeffrey attorney,D.Thomas R.
orally), for the State.

Philip Howorth, corporation counsel, byH. orally,brief and for
city ofthe Nashua.

GRIMES, The issue in this case is whether the districtC.J. court
charging expenses byerred in to ofthe State incurred virtue the

juvenile Hampshire Hospital.commitment of a theto New We
hold itthat did.

juvenilesubject Robert)is (hereinafterIt conceded that the was
Nashua, Hampshire.and remains a ofresident New Sometime in

1977, Police, 169:3,pursuant petitionedthe Nashua to RSA the
District forNashua Court a determination whether Robert was a

delinquent Bysupervision. Septemberchild in ofneed order dated
12, 1977, (Paútelas, J.)the District Court referred Robert to the

Hampshire evaluation,Hospital charging expensesNew thefor
“[p]er Upontherefor to the receiptState N.H. . .RSA 169:9 . .”

court,report, byand review of this the district order dated
4, 1977, Center,placedNovember ordered Robert at the Philbrook
of Hampshire Hospital.a division the New That order indicated
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based,statutory provisionuponneither which the committal was
custody.party expensenor which should bear the of Robert’s

Thereafter, citythe to of the of NashuaState indicated officials
(hereinafter city) payment cost ofthe that it would seek for the

facility. 1978,at forRobert’s care the Philbrook In October counsel
intervene, determination,city sought prayingthe leave for ato

alia, bepersonsinter shouldto authoritieswhat and“[a]s
hearingchargeable supportfor Athe ....”of at Philbrook[Robert]

intervene,city’supon petitionwas had the Stateto at which the
by 27,representedwas not In an datedcounsel. order November

1978, (Harkaway, J.)the as theDistrict Court ruled that insofar
mother,person chargeable by support,law Robert’s his hadwith

pay,abilityno the of his and treatment wereto costs care
chargeable byto the virtue of II. TheState RSA 126-A:54 I and

indicate, however, statutory authoritycourt tofailed its for
continuing Robert’s committal.

Subsequently, the State filed a for of themotion modification
27, 1979,30,AprilNovember on1978 order more than four

hearing. Although objectedcitymonths after the the to the motion
grounds, alia,on judicatathe inter applied,that the bar of res the

granted hearing 1979,May 25,district court a to the onState at
which time counsel Bywere instructed to submit memoranda.

September 1979,19,order dated the district court affirmed its
ruling pursuant II,earlier that to RSA I and costs126-A:54 the of

chargeableRobert’s and properlycare weretreatment to the State.
Accordingly, it modify.denied the State’s tomotion The State
timely appeal granted byfiled a notice of which was this court.

cityThe first seeks to avoid consideration of the ofmerits the
by relyingState’s claim judicata. arguestheon resdoctrine of It

that because the sought appealedState neither modification nor
thirty dayswithin 27, order, mayof the November 1978 it not

later revive the issue. properWe do not find this a case in which to
judicata.invoke the bar of res

specificallyThe district court addressed this in itsissue
September 19, Although cityorder of the1979. it noted that

attorney general’s copy originalfurnished the office a of its
petition intervene,to court stated:

case,in the inview of serious nature of the issue this this
appropriate reopenit is the andCourt feels to case

byargumentsconsider the which been madehave
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issue ofboth on the maincounsel in sides[sic]
expenses hospitalization of thisresponsibility offor
Hospital.juvenile at the State

powerpossessed to consider the State’s motionThe district court
and, modifybe, v. Firstif need its earlier order. See Coburn

Associates, 522, (1976). ThereEquity A.2d 402 we116 N.H. 363
litigantsdeserving cut off from their“that beobserved not][should

recently,day 524, weMore notedin court.” at 404.Id. at 363 A.2d
judicatapurposes the of res were tothat the twin of doctrine

litigants relitigating identical issuesprotect the burden offrom
byjudicial preventing needlessand to conserve resources

Durham, 110, (1980).411 1120litigation. A.2d120 N.H.Cutter v.
27,Although the had notice of the NovemberState 1978

byrepresented issue whetherproceeding, it not counsel. Thewas
city expenserequired bear the of Robert’s careRSA ch. 169 the to

25,Mayfully Moreover,litigated. the effect of thewas never 1979
argumentsprovidewas to district court with the oforder the

concededly perceiveimportant nocounsel on a issue. WeState’s
grantto theabuse of discretion in the district court’s decision

opportunityan to be heard on this issue.State
merits,Proceeding doeswe observe that the State notto the first

12, ruling,September that the costcontest the district court’s 1977
by Rather,borneof Robert’s initial evaluation must be the State.

subsequenthis care at theState contends that the costs ofthe
cityfacility properly chargeable to the under RSAPhilbrook are

agree.(Supp. 1977). We169:31-b

by 1979, 361:1,Although subsequently repealed Laws
1979, governedAugust 22, ch. 169 neverthelesseffective RSA

neglected delinquent duringregardingproceedings and children
period is Enacted inmost of the with which this case concerned.

26, 1977,July September RSA 169:31-b1977 and effective
pertinentprovided part:in

creatingLiability Expenses. an orderWheneverfor
liability byexpenses is court in accordancefor issued the

169:9, 169:13-a,169:7, 169:9-a, 169:10-a,with RSA
169:14, placeda child is otherwiseor 169:18 or169:17-a

169, inpursuant or a child is releasedto wheneverRSA
621:19-b, any expenseswith oraccordance RSA 621:19-a

chargeable byby personpayableincurred shall be the
upsupport to anlaw for child’s and necessitiesthe
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by theamount determined the court to be within
person’s ability pay, and shall be statedto such amount

personin shallthe order. If shall be unable orcourt such
pay expenses part,in the inrefuse to whole or in town

beingwhich the child was at the his theresident time of
subject petitiona or hisin accordance RSA 169:3withof
being custody expenses.taken into shall be suchliable for

(Emphasis added.) agree theWe with State that abovethe
language legislative expensesa clear thatevinces intent incurred

by personpursuant be theto an RSA ch. committal borne169
“chargeable by bylaw” or “the town in which the child was

Doe, 330,resident . . . .” See State in the Interest Jane 118 N.H.of
# 1089, 64,(1978);A.2d accord388 574 Juvenile Case 119 398N.H.

(1979).A.2d 65

city impact byThe seeks to avoid the of RSA 169:31-b
arguing provisions only applythat its when commitment is to a
private, State-owned, facility. supportrather than a We find no for

distinction, however, Moreover,asuch in RSA thech. 169. section
by 1978, 52:19,was further amended Laws which added the

following:

actingII. ofThe office institutional collections on behalf
Hampshire Hospitalof stateLaconia sehool and the New

compromise any expensesis authorized to or to bereduce
charged authorityto such The of said totown. office
compromise expensesor reduce said shall terminate on
July 1, 1979.

(Emphasis added.) legislature provisionsUnless the understood the
byof RSA to169:31-b include costs incurred virtue of committal in

facilities, language quotedState the from subsection II makes no
statutorysense. It is an canonestablished of construction that

language maydoubtful be inconstrued accordance with a
legislative by later,intent evinced a consistent amendment. 2A C.

StatutorySands, Sutherland (4thConstruction 48.18§ ed.
1973).

city correctly arguesThe conflictingin the case ofthat
statutory provisions, generalspecificthe statute controls over the
statute. #1089,Juvenile Case 64, (1979):119 N.H. 398 A.2d 65 In
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Gamble, 771, (1978).A.2d 308the Albert 118 N.H. 394 InMatter of
case, relatinghowever, 169, itch. as does tothe instant RSA
involving juveniles, specificproceedings is the statute. If itmore

all, onlyapplies personsrelates transferred toat RSA to126-A:54
facility sanitya for “observation as to . . . .” RSA 126-A:54 IState

us,1979). apply before(Supp. Even if both statutes in the case
court,provision.specificis the The district169:31-b moreRSA

therefore, chargingin costs careerred the of Robert’s and
facilityat to thetreatment the Philbrook State.

above, byrepealedhave noted ch. 169 LawsAs we RSA was
1979, observe, however, provisions ofWe that the RSA361:1.

essentially incorporated (Supp.169-B:40169:31-b were into RSA
legislative to1979). conclude that the intent absolveWe therefrom

responsibility andthe from financial for the treatment careState
Accordingly,juveniles repealsurvives of weof the RSA ch. 169.
notreverse the district court and remand for action inconsistent

opinion.thiswith

and remanded.Reversed

DOUGLAS, J., sit;did not the others concurred.
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