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require unaccused,that counsel appointedbe for an parentnon-custodial
in RSA chapter proceedings.169-C

Because the State Constitution is protectiveat least as of individual
liberties in these circumstances as the Constitution,Federal see In re

M.,Tracy 119, (1993),137 N.H. 122 we reach the same result under the
Federal Constitution.

We need not the remaining argumentsaddress contained in P.S.’ brief
because this wasappeal limited toexpressly the issues regarding

ofappointment counsel.

Orders denying appointment counselof
affirmed.

DugganBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Galway, JJ.,and and concurred.
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GALWAY, R.A.,The petitioner,J. aappeals decision of the Coos County
J.)Probate Court his(Hampe, authorizing guardian to toadmit him New

Hampshire Hospital and consent to his medication. We affirm in part.
The record thesupports following. 1998,In January the probate court

(OPG)ofappointed the Office Public Guardian as guardian over R.A.
Feinstein,Michael OPG,an ofemployee personally served as R.A.’s

guardian beginning in late 1999. 21, 2005,On November Feinstein
admitted R.A. to HampshireNew Hospital’s psychiatric facility, and also
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(amended 2005).(2004)for him. See RSA 464-A:25authorized medication
of R.A.’s23, 2005, the courtprobateFeinstein notifiedOn November

aadmission, court heldprobateto and theobjectedR.A. hisadmission.
the court12, probatetheJanuary hearing,on 2006. Afterhearing

forHospitalNew aHampshireto admit him toguardianauthorized R.A.’s
to his medication.exceed months and to consenteightnot toperiod

2005,that, 21, his did notguardianon NovemberarguingR.A. appeals,
to hisHospitalhim to or consentHampshirehave to admit Newauthority

time, becauseauthority by argues,This had ended that R.A.medication.
1(c)464-A:25, authority bybe reviewedrequired guardian’sRSA that the

yearsdone. Once fivefive which had not beenevery years,the court
R.A. theauthority, argues,no review of theelapsed guardian’swith

464-A:25,In that it is RSAresponse, arguesterminated. OPGauthority
1(a), 464-A:25,1(c), admission of a wardgoverns guardian’snot RSA that a

(a) not a five-requireand doesHampshire Hospital, subparagraphto New
authority.of theyear guardian’sreview

statutory interpretation,of the issue us requiresResolution before
Guardianshipa matter of law that we review de novo. In rewhich is of

(2006).492, statutory494 In matters of interpretation,153 N.H.Kapitula,
the as in thelegislature expressedwe are the final arbiter of intent of the

analysis byId. We ourbeginwords of the statute considered as a whole.
of the Id. If the is andlooking language language plainto the statute itself.

then we need not look it for further indication ofunambiguous, beyond
intent. Id.legislative

464-A:25,1, 21,2005,of RSA that was in effect on NovemberThe version
in pertinent part:provided,

has the andincapacitated person following powersI. A of anguardian
duties, except byas modified order of the court:

(a) anyTo the extent that it is consistent with the terms of
relatinga court of to detention orby competent jurisdictionorder

ward, be toguardiancommitment of the the shall entitled
the ward and the ward’s of abodecustody may placeof establish

without this state. a state shallwithin or Admission to institution
in with the following:be accordance

(2) mayA admit a ward to a state institutionguardian
uponwithout of the court writtenprior approval probate

by psychiatristcertification a ... licensed in the state of New
placementthat the is in the ward’s best interestHampshire,

least restrictive available. Withinplacementand is the 36
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hours ... of such an admission of a ward to a state
institution, guardianthe shall submit to the probate court
notice of the admission and the reasons therefor .... The
court shall promptly appoint counsel for the ward .... The
court shall also provide the ward a notice that thestating

counsel,ward has the toright appointed the right to oppose
the admission theby guardian, and the right to a hearing
and presentto evidence at that hearing.

(c)A guardian of the person may give any necessary consent or
approval to enable the ward to receive medical or other

care, counsel, treatment,professional or service or may withhold
treatment,consent a specificfor provided that the court has

previously authorized the guardian to this authority,have which
shallauthority bybe reviewed the court every 5 years.

464-A:25,1.RSA
beginWe by addressing whether OPG had the toauthority admit R.A.

21,to New onHampshire Hospital November 2005. Based upon plainthe
464-A:25,1,language (a)of RSA it is clear that subparagraph authorizes a

guardian to admit a ward to New Hampshire R.A.Hospital. does not
contend that Feinstein failed to withcomply the requirements in

(a). Instead,subparagraph he argues that Feinstein failed to comply with
the five-year-review requirement present (c),in subparagraph as it read in
November 2005.

(c), however,Subparagraph does not authorize the admission of a
(c)toward a hospital. Subparagraph authorizes a guardian giveto

“consent or approval to enable the ward to receive medical or other
care____”professional It is this authority “which ... shall be reviewed by

5the court ­every years.” inNothing RSA 464-A:25 conditions the
guardian’s authority to admit the ward to New Hampshire Hospital upon

everycourt review five years. Accordingly, we decline to adopt R.A.’s
interpretation 464-A:25, I,of the version of RSA in effect in November of
2005.

next address R.A.’s argument that his guardian’sWe authority to
consent to medical 21,treatment had expired by November 2005. At oral
argument, both parties addressed whether the issue of Feinstein’s
authority to consent to R.A.’s medical 21, 2005,treatment on November is
moot. The doctrine of mootness is designed to avoid deciding issues that
“have become academic or dead.” Sullivan v. Town Hampton Bd.of of
Selectmen, (2006)690, omitted).153 N.H. 692 (quotation The question of
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rules, but oneregardedis as ofsubject rigidnot tomootness is
beupon may justifiedA decision the meritsand discretion. Id.convenience

litigationinvolved or futurepublic maya interestpressingwhere there is
be avoided. Id.

464-A:25,1(c) 21,that was in effect on NovemberIf of RSAthe version
2005, resolvingconclude thatmightin effect we whethertoday,were still

to R.A.’s medical care on thatauthorityhad the to consent dateFeinstein
amended, however,464-A:25 waslitigation.could future RSAprevent

1(c) 2006)amended, 424-A:25,1, RSA (Supp.2006. AsJanuaryeffective
reads, “A shall file an annual with theentirety: guardian reportin its

suchcourt, reportthe finds that is not necessary.”unless courtprobate
2006) reads,424-A:25,1(d) in(Supp. pertinent part:RSA

any necessaryA of the consent orperson may giveguardian
enable to receive medical or otherto the wardapproval

care, counsel, treatment, mayor service or withholdprofessional
treatment, the court hasspecific provided,consent for a that

to have authority,authorized the this whichpreviously guardian
asshall be the court its reviewauthority by partreviewed of of

annualguardian’s report.the

added.) Thus,(Emphasis changedamendment the to review aperiodthe
everyto to a ward’s medical care fromguardian’s authority consent five

and that such review would occur as ofyears every year, partto added the
change,the annual Due to this even ifguardian’s report.court’s review of

authoritywe assume that OPG’s to consent to the ward’s medical
thetreatment after five because court had notexpired years probate

it, bearing guardiansthat would little on the ofauthorityreviewed have
464-A:25,today. 1(c),if we were to the former RSAEven so construe it

does follow we construe the current versionnecessarilynot that would in a
Moreover, thatundisputedsimilar manner. it is Feinstein submitted the

464-A:25,1(c)byannual current version of RSA toreport required the the
Thus,probate in have no consider atAprilcourt 2006. we reason to this

effect, any,time what if a to obtain thefailure annual review required by
1(d)464-A:25, uponthe current RSA have guardian’s authoritywould a to

give for medical Because Feinsteinconsent treatment. whether was
inauthorized to make medical for R.A. 2005 willdecisions November have

Feinstein,no guardians, currentlyon whether or other havebearing such
we conclude that issue is moot.authority, this

m,oot part.in inpart;Affirmed
DugganBroderick, G.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.


