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Brock, C.J. The State of New Hampshire appeals, topursuant RSA
(1986), J.)606:10 from {Hollman,orders of the Superior Court granting, in

part, the defendant’s motion to suppress statements. The court ruled that
I,Part Article 15 of Hampshirethe New Constitution therequires police

to inform a suspect, aduring interrogation,custodial of an attorney’s
specific toefforts contact orhim offer inassistance order for the suspect’s
Miranda towaiver be valid. We affirm.

The undisputed. 15, 2000,relevant facts are On June two detectives
from the DepartmentNashua Police went to the ofresidence the
defendant, Roache,Donald and asked if he would themaccompany to the
police station to questionsanswer investigationabout an involving his
stepdaughter. agreed,He prior house,and to leaving his his wifecalled to
tell her that was going policehe to the Shestation. then called Attorney
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Thehim to the defendant.Volinsky representand retainedAndru
attorney.his call anhad not asked wife todefendant

approximately p.m.at station at 4:45policearrived theThe defendant
askingAfterto a small interview room.Brown escorted himDetective

thepresentedDetective Brownbackground questions,some preliminary
form, signedhe and atwith a waiver which revieweddefendant Miranda

whyif he knew he was4:53 Brown asked the defendantDetectivep.m.
that was because herespondedThe defendant itbeing questioned.

it.denynot togoinghis and that he wasmolested stepdaughter
hisThereafter, warningsBrown the defendant MirandaDetective read

interview,recording of the which lastedagain and made an audio
at p.m.minutes and ended 5:58approximately thirty

Meanwhile, called Nashua PoliceAttorney Volinskyat thep.m.,4:50
Attorney Volinsky explainedand to Officer Yurcak.Department spoke

asked with theattorney speakthat the and tohe defendant’swas
the defendantdid not know whetherinitiallydefendant. Officer Yurcak

Attorney Volinsky p.m.back at 5:06 andwas in the but calledbuilding,
Sergeant Mark Manley,the was in the station withstated that defendant

ManleyAttorney Volinsky Sergeantthe on then calledsupervisor duty.
had retained himmessageand voice that the defendant’s wifeleft a mail

until he with the defendant.questioning spokeand that all should cease
Volinskyto at 5:44 but refusedManley spoke Attorney p.m.,Sergeant

that the had aManley Volinsky departmentto the interview. toldstop
an was tointerrupting attorney tryingof not interviews whenpractice
counsel.requestedclient the client hadcontact a unless

aggravatedwith ofcharged multipleThe defendant was counts
632-A:2,assault, (1996),see and one count ofI(j)(l)felonious sexual RSA

(1996).id.;See RSA 629:1aggravated felonious sexual assault.attempted
atto the he made the PoliceHe moved statementssuppress Nashua

(1)above,forth the trial court ruled:Based on the facts setDepartment.
invokingin for the of Mirandacustody purposesthat defendant wasthe

(2) to theand failure inform defendantprotection; police department’sthe
him of hisattorney’sof to contact vitiated his waiver Mirandahis efforts
duty inform the defendant of hisrights. The court found that the to

him arose 5:06 Officer Yurcakattempts p.m.,to contact at whenattorney’s
Therefore, any statements madelearned of the defendant’s whereabouts.

suppressed.by p.m.the defendant after 5:06 were
to accepton a motion weruling suppress,a trial court’sreviewingWhen

supportlack in the record ortheythe court’s factual unlessfindingstrial
(2001).146,Wallace, 146 N.H. 148 Ourare See State v.clearly erroneous.

however,conclusions, novo. See id.legalthe court’s is dereview of trial
I,Part Article 15 in thisprotection provided byThe of constitutionallevel
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strictly law,context a of which we de See State v.questionis review novo.
(1999).Paulsen, 447,143N.H. 449

The State does not the trial that thechallenge court’s conclusion
custody,defendant was in but thatargues police department’sthe failure

to inform the of to didattorney’sdefendant his efforts contact him not
render waiverinoperative presencehis of the of counsel. The defendant

solely Constitution,uponrelies the New as his claim isHampshire
untenable under the Federal Constitution. SupremeThe United States
Court held byhas that efforts counsel to contact a who is insuspect
custody validityhave no on the of ofbearing suspect’s rightsthat waiver

Arizona, (1966).guaranteed by Miranda v. 384 U.S. 436 See Moran v.
Burbine, 412, (1986).475 U.S. 422

The defendant in was in burglary.Moran arrested connection with a Id.
at 416. heWhile was in the ofcustody, police implicatinglearned facts him
in a Id.murder. After of hisbeing rights executinginformed Miranda and

waivers,a series of written the defendant toconfessed the murder. Id. at
415. The any requestdefendant did not at time attorney.an Id. While the

however,defendant was in custody, his lawyersister obtained a to
represent him. Id. attorney telephoned policeThe the andstation was
assured that the be questioneddefendant would not further theuntil next
day. continued, however,Id. The interrogation session and the defendant
made a number of inculpatory statements. Id. He was never informed that
his sister had him,retained an to assist orattorney attorneythat the was
trying to him.reach Id. at 415-16.He was later guiltyfound of first degree

appealmurder. On Court,to the United Supreme arguedStates he that
his inculpatory statements should have been suppressed.

The Court held that the ofaction the police did not violate the
Fifthdefendant’s Amendment right against self-incrimination. Id. at 420.

traditionalApplying waiver andprinciples, after thenoting that waiver
was otherwise thevoluntary, court stated that occurring“[e]vents outside
of the ofpresence suspectthe entirelyand to surelyunknown him can have
no onbearing the tocapacity comprehend knowingly relinquishand a

right.”constitutional atId. 422. The Court reasoned:

Once it is determined that a suspect’s not relydecision to on his
uncoerced,wasrights allthat he at times heknew could stand

mute and request a thatlawyer, and he ofwas aware the State’s
intention to conviction,use his statements to secure a the

isanalysis and thecomplete waiver is valid aas matter of law.

Id. at 422-23.While the Court to requirerefused to apolice suspectinform
of an attorney’s toefforts reach the suspect as a matter of federal

law,constitutional the court recognized that “[n]othing say todaywe
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for the conductrequirementsfrom differentadoptingdisables the States
matter of state Id. at 428.of its and officials as a law.”employees

heldMoran, number courts have that the duesupremeSince a of state
of their state constitutionsprovisionsself-incriminationprocess and/or

See,by e.g.,is afforded Com. v.than Moran.require protectionbroader
(Mass. 2000); Bender,Mavredakis, v. 551 N.W.2dPeople725 N.E.2d 169

(Ill. 1994);(Mich. 1996); v. 645 N.E.2d 923 West v.People McCauley,71
(Or.Com., 1994); Simonsen,v. 878 P.2d(Ky.338 State 409887 S.W.2d

(N.J. 1993); State,Reed, 571 1701994); 627 A.2d 630 v. A.2dBryanState v.
(Del. (Conn. 1988);1990); Stoddard, A.2d v.Peoplev. 537 446State

(Cal. 1986)Houston, (superseded by724 P.2d 1166 constitutional
amendment). analyzing theiradoptedOther have Moran whenStates

See, State 878 S.W.2dprovisions. e.g., Stephenson,state v.constitutional
(Ark. 1991);(Tenn. State,1994); 816 State v.530 Mitchell v. S.W.2d 566

(Wash. (Ind.1991); State, 41Earls, McClaskey211 v. 540 N.E.2d805 P.2d
(Wis.Hanson, 1987); State,v. 5131989); 401 771 LodowskiState v. N.W.2d

(Md. 1986). HampshireNewtodayA.2d We determine whether the299
undertakingofficers the custodiallaw enforcementrequiresConstitution

suspect attorneya inform the that an retainedsuspectof tointerrogation
contact theon or her behalf is to defendant.attemptinghis

a criminal defendantHampshire guarantees“The ConstitutionNew
Benoit, 126 N.H.from self-incrimination.” State v.protection involuntary

I,6, 14 (1985); 15. the Federal norsee N.H. CONST. art. While neitherpt.
any procedurescode of“require specificthe ConstitutionsHampshireNew

duringself-incrimination custodialagainstfor theprotecting privilege
490,Miranda, Supremeboth States384 U.S. at the Unitedinterrogation,”

rightsfor the thatsafeguardingcourt have rulesdevelopedCourt and this
Thus,protections. when aguarantee proceduralthe defendant certain
any significantof his inperson deprivedis taken into or freedomcustody

him, him hepolicethe tell that has away, interrogatingto mustpriorand
silent, be usedsays againsthe can and willright anythingto remain that

Munson,him, 467-72; 126righta counsel. Id. at State v.and that he has to
(1985).191, rights,If asserts of these allperson anyN.H. 193 the

Miranda, 474; Munson, 126384 U.S. at N.H. atmust cease.questioning
warnings rights“not themselves193. these so-called Miranda areWhile

Tucker, 433, 444Constitution,” v. 417 U.S.Michigantheprotected by
dissipateto the(1974), procedural safeguards necessaryarethey

interrogation.in a Seecompulsionof inherent custodialatmosphere
Miranda, 467.384 U.S. at

duringmade a defendantbybefore statementsAccordingly,
evidence,as the State mustconsideredinterrogation maycustodial be
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doubt, 145,prove beyond a reasonable State v. 117Phinney, N.H. 147
(1977),that the defendant rights,was warned of his constitutional see State

Nash, 728, (1979),v. 119N.H. 730 anyand that waiver ofsubsequent those
rights was voluntary, knowing intelligent. Plante,and See State v. 133

384, 386(1990).N.H. “The arequirement knowingof and intelligent waiver
implies a rational choice uponbased some appreciation of the

(1982).ofconsequences 995, 999the decision.” State v. 122Bushey, N.H.
In determining whether the failure to inform the defendant that an

attorney retained on his behalf was attempting to contact him vitiates his
otherwise voluntary counsel,waiver of the right text,to look to thewe our
prior I,interpretations 15,of Part Article and the ofreasoning those
courts that have similarinterpreted constitutional language. guidingThe

is,principle noted,as the trial court whether the rule set forth in Moran
“adequately protects a defendant’s privilege against self-incrimination

I,under [P]art 15 of the New Hampshire[A]rticle Constitution.” State v.
Laurie, 438, (1992).135 N.H. 442

I,The relevant text of Part Article 15 is broader than the Fifth
Amendment,Amendment. The states,Fifth part,in relevant shall“[N]or

[any person] be compelled anyin criminal case to be a againstwitness
CONST,himself.” I,U.S. states,amend. V. Part Article 15 “No subject shall

... be compelled to accuse or furnish againstevidence himself.” N.H.
CONST, I,pt. art. 15. languageThis is identical to the language contained

I,in Part Article 12 of the Massachusetts Constitution.
Mavredakis,In 725 178,N.E.2d at the Supreme Judicial Court of

Massachusetts text,held that the history, priorand cases interpreting
Article 12 supported the conclusion that provided greaterit protection
than the Federal Constitution. The court noted that the Massachusetts
Constitution preceded and was independent of the Constitution,Federal
that Article 12 “evolved from a sense of ofdisapproval the inquisitorial
methods of the Star Chamber and ecclesiastical England,”courts in and
that the precedentscourt’s had interpreted Article 12 expansively. Id. at
178. New Hampshire incorporated privilegethis into its constitution four
years after passedMassachusetts Cormier,its constitution. State v. 127

(1985)253,N.H. C.J.,262 (King, J.,and Douglas, dissenting). Given that
the language identical,of the privilege is givenand the historyshared of

constitutions,our state givewe toweight the SupremeMassachusetts
Judicial I,Court’s interpretation of Part I,Article 12 when assessing Part

15Article of the New Hampshire Constitution. Claremont School Dist.Cf.
Governor, 183, 186(1993).v. 138N.H.
Our prior I,interpretations of Part Article 15 supportalso the

conclusion that it provides greater protection in this case than does the
Federal Constitution. While we have suggested that the privileges
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I,Fifth and Part Article 15 areprotected by “comparablethe Amendment
Warden, 387,Prison, 391in see Knowles v. N.H. State 140 N.H.scope,”

255,(1995); Cormier, declined to follow federal127 N.H. at we have also
sufficiently rightsdid not the ofprotectstandards when those standards

Phinney, example,citizens. In State v. for we held that toHampshireNew
admissible,determine a is the trial mustwhether confession court.

voluntary beyonddetermine the confession was a reasonablewhether
holding,117 at 147. In so we a morePhinney, adopteddoubt. N.H.

than thestringent Hampshirestandard under the New Constitution
the standard the United States“preponderance Supremeof evidence”

requirements.Court had concluded federal constitutional Id. atsatisfied
146. stated:We

A is a of evidence. Itsspecial type acceptanceconfession
Confessions arebasically usuallyamounts to conviction.

of andpsychological atmosphere police custodyobtained in the
in the cards can stackedgreatest secrecyin the which be

of theagainst combatingthe accused. He has no means
his Theby police by testimony.evidence the save ownproduced

greatare too and the risk of error too to ahigh permitstakes
byof to be decided a ofadmissibilitydetermination balance

probabilities.

therecognized particular rightId. at 147. have also the ofWe importance
to in citizen’s to freedom fromprotecting Hampshire rightcounsel a New

a See State v. 124during interrogation. Tapply,self-incrimination custodial
(1983)318, 323-25 that statements I have(holding suspect’s “[s]houldN.H.

I”lawyera or I need a for this before are sufficient to invokelawyer” “[d]o
the to and that the to counsel “is a fundamentalright stating rightcounsel

the the criminalone which transcends enforcement of law and should be
constitution”).to the Inliberally by upholdobserved those who have sworn

considerations, 15 requires higherview of these we conclude that Article a
thanprotection provided bystandard of that Moran.

SupremeWe with the United States Court’s conclusion thatdisagree
“[ejvents entirelyoutside of the of the andoccurring presence suspect

him ... can no on the tobearing capacity comprehendunknown to have
Moran,and a 475 U.S. at 422.knowingly relinquish right.”constitutional

Rather, believe, finding greaterlike those state courts underprotectionwe
constitutions, importanttheir state that “there is an difference between

mentioned in theright speak attorneythe abstract to with an [Miranda]
to anwarnings, opportunity attorneyand a concrete meet with identified

Mavredakis,initialactually provideable to at least assistance advice.”and
omitted); Bender,see 551 at 79(quotation725 N.E.2d at 178 also N.W.2d
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Stoddard,n.16; 939; 356;645 N.E.2d at 490 N.W.2d atMcCauley, Wright,
availability attorney537 A.2d at 453. and of a retained ispresence“[T]he

critical a ofqualitatively by suspectinformation that affects the exercise
withheld,rightthe to consult with counsel. When that information is the

waiver of the to counsel and to remain silent moresuspect’s right is
real, effect,than becoming, rightabstract in a waiver of a theoretical that

counsel,by knowledgeis uninformed the material that retained present
and available suspect rights,to assist the in the full exercise of his or her is

Reed,just (Stein, J.,outside the door.” concurring).627A.2d at 649
the to informRequiring police suspect attorney’sa of an efforts to assist

him suspect’sensures that the to counsel and to be freeright right from
self-incrimination are substantively meaningful and that waiver ofany

rights Mavredakis,those knowing intelligent.is and See 725 N.E.2d at
Furthermore,179. a rulecontrary approvalwould “lend tacit to affirmative

police id., and,interference with attorney-clientthe as therelationship,”
Michigan noted,Supreme Court has

would encourage policethe to do everything possible, short of a
process violation,due preventto an fromattorney contacting

his client duringbefore or interrogation. suspectOnce the
signed form,the waiver couldpolice interrogate suspectthe in
isolation, without the assistance of his own lawyer, even if that
lawyer is making an actual effort to consult with the Tosuspect.
encourage typethis of behaviorpolice would undermine the
safeguards we have established to protect rightsthe to remain
silent and to rightscounsel. If these are anything,to mean
surely we bemust adamant in our ofprotection them.

Bender, 551 N.W.2d at 80.
We recognize that the police have no togeneral duty “supply a suspect

with a flow of helpinformation to calibratehim his self-interest in deciding
whether to speak Moran,or stand by rights.”his 475 U.S. at 422.
However, we that withholdingbelieve information that an isattorney

presentavailable or to assist a suspect during interrogationan is
qualitatively different from withholding other kinds of information which
might affect the defendant’s decisionmaking, but which are not a part of
the warnings,Miranda knowledgesuch as of the quantity of the evidence
and whether the police have other suspects. Withholding knowledge that

attorneyan is available to render assistance is not a failure tosimply
provide information,useful but is an police“affirmative interference in a
communication Moreover,between an attorney and a suspect. the
‘information’ intercepted by policethe bears directly righton the to
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Moran, 475 U.S. atsuspectare the to waive.”police askingcounsel that
(Stevens, J., dissenting).456n. 42

arrives atreasons, attorneyhold that when an calls orFor these we
counsel retained forand identifies himself or herself aspolicethe station

State in a to contact theagent positionto an of thesuspectthe
toofficers, duty stopofficers have ainterrogatingtheinterrogating

attorneythe issuspectinform the thatsuspectthe andquestioning
Mavredakis, at 179. Thehim or her. 725 N.E.2dto contactattempting

Id. Ifattorney.or not to with themay speakthen choose whethersuspect
then the mustattorney, policeto with thesuspect requests speakthe

477,Arizona, 451 U.S. 484-85in Edwards v.holdingwith thecomply
(1995).(1981). Grant-Chase, 264, 266140State v. N.H.See

upon police any dutynot theholding imposenote that our doesWe
defendant, more, retained onattorneythat antelling the withoutbeyond

the defendant if he orthe and to askpolicehis or her behalf has contacted
Thus, stopthe do not have toattorney. policewith thespeakshe wishes to

are the toattorney. police requiredthe of the Norinterrogation requestat
any questions.not to answer furtherrelay attorney’s messagean

Furthermore, duty by tellingcreate a to inform thenon-lawyera cannot
theattorney speakan who would like to withthat the defendant haspolice

Rather, only attorney personallyarises when andutydefendant. the
at the station.telephones policeor arrives

theunduly changethe that such a rule willdisagreeWe with State
crimeinvestigatinginbalance the interests of law enforcementbetween

ofby requirementsto theprotectedand the interests of a defendant be
today goalwe serves the centralsafeguard adoptMiranda. The additional

Miranda, the of ainherently atmosphereof which is to coercivedispel
truly voluntary,the waiver is andinterrogation, suspect’scustodial so that

given,confession reliable.any
holdingthe State’s that our willby argumentWe are not persuaded

Before wasin law enforcement. Moranmany practical problemslead to
decided, suspectthat failure to inform aa of courts had heldnumber state

to assistanceactually seeking providean is available andattorneythat
invalid,rightsof the Mirandaany subsequent suspect’srendered waiver

dissent, did notand, majoritynoted in his the Moranas Justice Stevens
hadjurisdictions undulyfrom those that itanyto evidencepoint specific

Furthermore,Moran,See 475 U.S. at 460.complicated law enforcement.
1986, havesupremein a number of state courtssince Moran was decided
afford than does Moran.greater protectionheld that their constitutions

jurisdictions suggestingto no evidence from thosepointedThe State has
to the law.upholdhindered in their effortsthat the have beenpolice
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that a ruleargumentthe State’sunpersuaded bywe areFinally,
attorneythat an retained on hissuspectthe to inform arequiring police

rejected presentscontact him because itbehalf to should beattemptingis
waives his Mirandavoluntarilythe that one defendant whopossibility

rule,from theand makes statements will not benefitrights inculpatory
will, though surroundinganother defendant even circumstanceswhile the

were identical from theboth the Miranda waivers and confessions
defendants,recognizeof view. We that certain such assuspects’ points

members do notattorney, familythose do not have an and whose havewho
means, time, to one forenergy personalthe financial or resources obtain

them, becausetoday theywill not benefit from the rule we announce will
theyto a to them while are inlikely lawyer attemptbe less have see

Court,However, like the “we have nevercustody. Jersey SupremeNew
differently-situateda in the actual of defendants todisparity abilitytaken

right argument against affording right.make use of a as an that
everythe fact that not will benefit from the rule ... issuspectAccordingly,

suspects mayno reason to the benefits of that rule to those who bedeny
Reed,advantaged by it.” 627 A.2d at 645-46.

Affirmed.

Duggan, concurred; Dalianis, JJ.,JJ., andBroderick and Nadeau
dissented.

Nadeau, JJ., dissenting.Dalianis Because we believe that theand
Arizona, (1966),safeguards by byMiranda v. 384 U.S. 436 andimposed

sufficiently suspect’s privilege againstour State Constitution aprotect
self-incrimination, respectfully, we dissent.

objectiveMiranda “establishes an set of to counter theprocedures
Torres,inherent of v.pressures interrogations.”custodial State 130 N.H.

(1986).340, 343 (1988); Burbine, 412,see also Moran v. 475 U.S. 420 These
the to in ofprocedures require police suspects custodywarn their

Miranda, 471-73,rights them,Miranda before 384interrogating U.S. at
to “scrupulously suspect’s rights,and a decision to exercise thosehonor[]”

(1975).96, Laurie,Michigan Mosley,v. 423 U.S. 102-04 See also State v.
(1992).438,442, denied,135 N.H. cert. 506 U.S. 886

These also mandate that ofprocedures any rightswaiver Miranda be
Moran,made 421“voluntarily, knowingly intelligently.”and 475 U.S. at

omitted). waiver,(quotation validityWhen the of aexamining courts must
indulge every findingreasonable waiver. See Statepresumption against a

(1978).Gullick, 912,v. 118 N.H. 915 if the ofAccordingly, “[o]nly totality
surrounding interrogationthe circumstances the reveals anboth

uncoerced requisite comprehension maychoice and the level of a court
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Moran,the have been waived.” 475properly rightsconclude that Miranda
omitted); Gravel, 172,U.S. at 421 see State v. 135 N.H. 178(quotation

(1991). Moreover, Constitution,under our State a waiver of Miranda
Ford,rights proved beyondmust be a reasonable doubt. State v. 144 N.H.

(1999).57, 60
that these more than theprocedures adequately “dissipateWe believe

Moran, 425,475 U.S. atcompulsion interrogation,”inherent in custodial
and the United States Court’s inadopt Supreme reasoningthus would
Moran.

I,that textual Partdisagree majorityWe with the differences between
Article 15 of our State Constitution and the Fifth Amendment to the

has,rejectFederal Constitution us to Moran. This court on otherrequire
occasions, declined to standards with to confessionsimpose higher respect

Laurie, 442,than are under federal law. In 135 N.H. at forrequired
instance, Mosley’s “scrupulouslywe concluded that honored” standard

self-incrimination,protected privilege againsta defendant’sadequately
to State courts to adespite express imposeJustice Brennan’s invitation

higher standard under State law.
“[ejventsCourt,Like the United States we fail to seeSupreme how

suspect entirelyoutside of the of the and unknown tooccurring presence
any way suspect’s knowing, intelligenthim” can in undermine a and

Moran, 422,waiver of his Miranda 475 U.S. atvoluntary rights,
knowing,when the State must the waiver wasparticularly prove

and a reasonable doubt. As the courtintelligent voluntary beyond
observed in Moran:

No doubt the additional information would have been useful
to even it havesuspect]; perhaps might affected his[the
decision to But have never read the Constitution toconfess. we

that the a a ofrequire police supply suspect with flow
help decidinginformation to him calibrate his self-interest in

speak by rights.whether to or stand his

Id.
disagree majority adheringWe also with the that to Moran “lend[s]

tacit to interference withapproval police attorney-clientaffirmative the
“the to do ofrelationship” encourages police everything possible,and short

violation,a due to an from his clientprocess prevent attorney contacting
during interrogation.”before or

attorney suspect,When a third retains an for a without theparty
consent, there is no between thesuspect’s attorney-client relationship

onlyand the if there is anattorney suspect; anything, attorney-client
Moreover,the and the therelationship attorney party.between third
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believe, irrelevantattorney,in deal the we ispolicemanner which the with
voluntarily, intelligentlyhas anddetermining suspectto whether the
rule that focuses on how theknowingly rights.his Miranda “[A]waived

— relevance at to theattorneytreat an conduct that has no allpolice
by during interrogationof the defendantdegree compulsion experienced

ofonly legitimacy.”—... both Miranda’s mission and its sourceignore[s]
noted,Further, “[although highlyId. at 425. as the Moran court
attorney possiblyan could notinappropriate, deceptioneven deliberate of

he atrightsa decision to waive his Miranda unless weresuspect’saffect
of the incident.” Id. at 423.least aware

believe,andincongruous,The rule the leads to wemajority adopts
rule, of two defendantsmajority’sunfair results. Under the the waivers

theprecisely“armed with the information and confronted with samesame
422,conduct,” differently depending uponbe treatedid. at wouldpolice

orenough, experienced enough,the defendants were affluentwhether
to have an or someone as anenough attorney, posingotherwise fortunate

to to As the inattorney, telephone police speak majority,the station them.
effect, concedes, classes of andnecessarily suspectsthis rule creates “two

Reed,to v.likelyfavors those who are more to have access counsel.” State
1993)(N.J. (Clifford, J.,630, We find this resultdissenting).627 A.2d 652

troubling.

PlanningHealth and Review BoardServices
No. 99-790

Appeal Regional Hospitalof Portsmouth

(New Board)Health Services and ReviewHampshire Planning

6, 2002Argued: March
16, 2002JulyOpinion Issued:


