
676

beneficiary designation it expresslywhen states partiesthat the
intend asuch result.” Id.

In decree,construing a divorce we look to the plain meaning
of the words used in the document. See In the Matter Floros andof
Bell, 401, (2000).145 N.H. case,403 In this each party was awarded
“any in .anyinterest . . IRA” he or she had at the time of the
divorce. At issue here is beneficiarya interest in an IRA. While it
may be that stipulationthe of the inparties the decree was intended
to terminate respondent’sthe beneficiary interest in the petitioner’s
IRA, the language could be interpreted to mean that she was to
retain her interest. theAccordingly, divorce decree fails to unam­
biguously change the beneficiary designation.

Because we decide this case in manner,this we need not reach the
remaining arguments.

Reversed.

BROCK, C.J., NADEAU,and DUGGAN, JJ.,DALIANIS and con-
curred.
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j.BRODERICK, plaintiffs,The Diane R.’s mother and stepfather,

appeal the order of the (Mohl, J.)Superior Court dismissing their
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for15, order1999 courtof a June districtfor reviewde novoappeal
1999). affirm.We(Supp.RSA 169-C:28foster care. Seelong-term

1993, reportedIn Diane R.facts.followingThe record reveals the
children, andyouthof the division forand officialsto school officials

(DCYF) abused her. DCYFsexuallyhadstepfatherthat herfamilies
R., thenthat Diane who wasallegeda whichneglect petition,filed

controlold, care andparentalyears properwas “withoutseven
at[and was]healthmental and emotionalnecessary physical,for her
inagreementThereafter, signed a consentpartiestheof harm.”risk

counsel, agreedmother, represented byR.’s who waswhich Diane
thewithlegal custodythat herwas andneglectedthat Diane R.

The Somersworthgranted to DCYF.placementof should beright
J.) Thethe in 1993.approved agreement(Coolidge,District Court

voluntarily enteredthat Diane R.’s motherspecificallycourt found
hearing, the court ordereddispositionalAt theagreement.into the

(2)(1) legalphysical custody;in her mother’sDiane R. remainthat:
(3)DCYF; betweenno contact be allowedcustody awarded to andbe

order,dispositionalthe finalFollowingR. her stepfather.Diane and
in thenot seek de novo reviewstepfatherDiane mother and didR.’s

2000).(Supp.court. See RSA 169-C:28superior
followed, the casedistrict court reviewedIn the that theyears

physical custody changedR.’sAlthoughnumerous times. Diane
homes, continuously maintainedher mother to foster DCYFfrom

hercontact” Diane R. andlegal custody. The “no order between
1995,not the court allowedchangedwas until whenstepfather

no priorvisits two. At timetherapeutically supervised between the
Diane mother certiorari reviewpresent appealto the did R.’s seek

of court’s orders.any post-final dispositionalof the
order, to thechangeIn a 1997 the district court ordered DCYF

Amongto care. otherplan long-termcase from reunification foster
findings change, court concluded that the mothersupporting this the

not “no The court found thathad with the contact” order.complied
to Laterlong necessary protectterm was Diane R.foster care

orders, 15,1999, that caseincluding one issued on June stated “[t]he
long-term foster care.”plan remain[s]

13, 1999, in andJuly appeal superioran courtparentsOn the filed
15,to thehearinga de novo review district court’s Junerequested

appeals,a forCiting statutory authority1999 lack of suchorder.
thetrial court thatDCYF filed a motion to dismiss. The found

de of the finalright dispositionalhad the to novo reviewplaintiffs
1993,order, in that theparties agreewhich all was issued but

nor allowed for de novoexpressly by implicationstatute neither
theFinding legal supportno forsubsequentreview of orders.
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plaintiffs’ claim that the management plancase changedhad
substantially was, therefore,and a dispositionalnew final order

review,them toentitling de novo the court dismissed the appeal.
This appeal followed.

agreeWe with the trial thatcourt is no statutory rightthere
to de appeal post-finalnovo from dispositional orders byissued the
district court. See RSA RSA provides169-C:28. that169-C:28 de
novo “mayreview be taken to superior bythe court child orthe the
child’s authorized representative any interest,or party having an

state, .including the . . dayswithin SO the dispositionalof final
added.)order." (Emphasis A dispositional“final order” includes “a

petitiondismissal of a for neglect byabuse or the district court” and
“any orruling arisingorder from an hearingadministrative held or
initiated by any agencyadministrative ... in which findinga of

added).child or neglectabuse is made." Id. (emphasis It does not
allow for de novo of post-finalreview dispositional review orders.

G., (1983).Cindy 51,See In re 124 N.H. 57-59

ofThe lack a de novo fromappeal post-final dispositional
not, however,review doesorders foreclose all avenues of review. See

id. at (considering59-60 treating request for de novo review as
certiorari).for writ ofpetition plaintiffsThe could have filed a

writpetition for of certiorari in superioreither the court or the
supreme id.;to F.,court contest such See seeorders. also In re Bill

(2000).267,145 N.H. 271
plaintiffsThe argue theythat because were denied a de novo

appeal in the court asuperior post-finalfrom dispositional review
court,oforder the district their libertyfundamental interests were

not accorded State or federal constitutional process.due After a
record,careful ofreview the we determine that because no substan-

by 15, order,tial waschange made the June 1999 we need not
address case,this constitutional In thisissue. it is not thatdisputed
the final dispositional order was issued in The plaintiffs sought1993.

15,superior order,a theycourt review of June 1999 which claim
altered Dianesignificantly plan.R.’s case Our examination of the

record, however, reveals that changes complainedthe of did not
1999,in dating 1997,occur June but in orders back at least as far as

when the court ordered change“[t]hat DCYF move forward to the
plan longcase to term foster fromcare reunification . . . .”

Accordingly, any petition for a ofwrit certiorari should have been
Therefore,filed in 1997. even if we treatwere to the plaintiffs’

present as a writappeal petition for a of certiorari from the 1997
order, it untimely. Comm’n,would be See Wilson v. Personnel 117
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(“Where an(1977) acted to783, providethe haslegislature784N.H.
situation, [thirty-thatsubstantively analogousin aperiodappeal

aguidelinefair as to what constitutesprove aday] period will
time.”).reasonable

Affirmed.

JJ.,DUGGAN, con-BROCK, NADEAU, andC.J., and DAL1ANTS
curred.
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