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of andprovisions argumenteither constitution do not this further.develop
thatrepeatedly judicialWe have stated review not foris warranted

complaints regarding rulings developed legal argument,adverse without
passingand to norneither reference constitutional claims off-hand invoca-

rights by argumenttions of constitutional without author-support legal or
ity 642,warrants extended v.Guy Temple,consideration. Town 157N.H.of

(2008). to658 We therefore decline address this argument further.

court,We note that after petitioners’ appealthe was filed in the trial
2008) 2008)21:35, (amendedII (Supp.RSA was amended to specifically

permit statutory filing deadlines which on a Saturday automaticallyfall to
to day. 2008,extend the next business See Laws 11:1. petitionersThe
thatcontend this amendment “is a clear indication that legislature][the

would support pleathe Petitioners’ for ofapplication Superior Court Rule
12(1)” to the circumstances of their above,case. We Asdisagree. stated
superior court procedural rules cannot establish subject jurisdictionmatter

appealfor an from a ZBA Moreover,decision it is already lacking.where in
deciding us,the bycase before we are bound inthe statute ateffect the

petitioners’time of the filing deadline.

Affirmed.

Broderick, C.J., Duggan, Conboy, JJ.,and andHicks concurred.
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Galebach,Diane Williams by and orally, probrief se.

McLane, Graf, Middleton, (DavidP.A,Raulerson & of Portsmouth
brief,Wolowitz and Andrea L. onDaly the and Mr. orally),Wolowitz for the

appellees.

BRODERICK, Galebach,C.J. The appellant, Diane Williams appeals
the which,orders of Merrimack County {King, J.),Probate Court among

things, brother,other a guardianshipestablished over her Paul T. Williams.
(2004 2008).ch.See RSA 464-A & WeSupp. dismiss her appeal.

The record thesupports Paul wasfollowing. Williams born in 1973 and is
the youngestsecond of fifteen children. He with parentslived his until

2006,in theysometime when became unable to forcare him. Williams then
siblingslived with different in order to determine if any of the living

arrangements goodwas a fit. appellees, MaryThe Vicinanzo Margaretand
Pince, are two of siblings.Williams’ older Both have large families and live
next to each other in consistentlyConcord. Williams has aexpressed strong
preference to live with both families and to andhave Vicinanzo Pince
appointed as his co-guardians.
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2007, petition guardianshipand filed a forPinceIn November Vicinanzo
limitedforcross-petitionfiled aGalebachincapacitated person.of an

inbe limitedguardianshipher brother’sthatrequestingguardianship,
however, dida norguardianship,need forchallenge,did not thescope. She

co-guardians. Galebach’sof her sisters astheoppose appointmentshe
wasany guardianshipdiscoveryfor beforerequestmade across-petition

litemguardianfor of a ada motion appointmentauthorized. She also filed
(GAL) andbrother, requests interrogatories productionforfor her served

her father.Pince, depositiona notice of onon and servedof documents
discovery requests groundsstrike on theand Pince moved to theVicinanzo

unduly . ..oppressive. .. and burdensomethey were “inappropriatethat
andfamilyissues with theirpersonalfocused onlargely [Galebach’s]and

religious interests.”their
2008, probatein the court deniedFollowing preliminary hearinga March

GAL, the motion toa sisters’appoint grantedmotion to andGalebach’s
Rulediscovery. court reasoned that while Probate Courtprobatestrike The

notpartiesadverse the before it didcontemplates discovery by parties,36
in thatpersonsor to serveguardianship properthe need for a thedispute

willand “the is not reasonable anddiscovery soughtfound thatcapacity,
Further, courtto a final resolution to the case.” theonly delayserve further

in finalthat be to theparticipatedetermined Galebach would allowed
issues,witnesses, and to on relevantto examine introduce evidencehearing,

airthe used a forum todiscovery hearingthat neither nor could be “asbut
years.”for severalfamily disputes ongoingout which have been

2008, ain filedhearing AprilPrior to the final Galebachguardianship
brother, the state-reiteratingfor a over herguardianshipmotion limited

informed courtcross-petition. probateof her She also thements earlier
attend due to an out-of-statehearingthat she would be unable to the final

8, 2008 at whichSubsequent April guardianship hearing,to the finaltrip.
counsel, courtpresent represented by probatewas and theWilliams

person,as his and deniedco-guardiansVicinanzoand Pince overappointed
limitations, stating:motion forGalebach’s

is to the Motion for Limita-purposeThe of this order address
motion,by In her Mrs.Guardianshiptions on filed Mrs. Galebach.

allow the makerightcourt to Paul to retain toGalebach asks the
. . . forspecificfour issues.concerning [C]ounseldecisions

theand counsel for Paul Williams addressedand[Vicinanzo Pince]
course the finalduringissues raised Mrs. Galebach the ofby

hearing.
course ofduring hearingThe court an the theopportunityhad

the as wellcredibility petitionersto and demeanor ofobserve the
Paul, theWilliams,Paul and to see interaction betweenas the
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petitioners, family Havingand several other members. considered
lightthe issues raised in the motion in of the evidence presented,

court guardians’ powersthe is not to limit the thegoing beyond
findings and contained in the over Personorders Guardian the

date. isOrder issued this The court convinced that the guardians
guardianswell understand their as thatobligations Paul’s and

willthey greatestallow their brother the amount of personal
andfreedom civilliberties consistent with his mental physicaland

DENIED,limitations. The motion for limitations is therefore
subject to Paul allretaining rights that he has theunder
guardianship order and RSA 464-A.Ch.

On appeal, probateGalebach contends that the court “to protectfailed
giveand value to . . . rights.”Williams’s herself anTerming “Interested

(1)Party,” Galebach thatargues probatethe court erred in: refusing to
(2) (3)limit the guardianship; denying discovery; refusing appointto a

(4)GAL; and theviolating “rightsward’s to due process, free exercise of
andreligion, associational rights speech self-expression”of and under the

United States and HampshireNew Constitutions. Vicinanzoand Pince seek
to appeal,dismiss contendingGalebach’s that lacks toshe standing appeal

aggrievedbecause she is not an person within the ofscope 567-A:lRSA
(2007).

In toresponse the contention that she standinglacks to pursue this
appeal, that “participatedGalebach states she [person]as an in[interested

court],”the [probate and “made that merits,motions were addressed on the
in the seekingcourse of... to preserve rights[her seekingbrother’s] and
due process discoveryand for his benefit.” She contends that because her

not challengesisters did her instanding court,the probate they have
rightwaived their so disagree.to do now.We

464-A:4,1, “[a]ny...RSA thatprovides person...interested may file
a petitionverified for finding of incapacity appointment guardian.”and of a

464-A:2,RSA XIII defines “Interested person” “anyas adult has anwho
interest in the person protectedwelfare of the to be chapter.”under this We
do not question that Galebach was an inperson”“interested these
proceedings rightand had the to her petitionfile for a limited guardianship
over her brother. Given her as an person,status interested she had the
right to inparticipate fully probatethe court proceedings. That she was an

person, however,interested necessarilydoes not mean that “ashe was
person aggrieved” by order,... probatethe court’s guardianship thereby
giving her tostanding appeal under RSA 567-A:l. Consequently, the
appellees have not rightwaived their to her tochallenge appealstanding

Moreover,the guardianship order. if appelleeseven the had challengednot



See Libertariansponte.could raise the issue suastanding, weGalebach’s
(2008).N.H., 194, 195158 N.H.Party of

of matterstanding presents question subjecta ahaspartyWhether
case,Id. In theaddressed at time. thismay anywhich bejurisdiction,

of the statutes.on our relevantquestion interpretationto that turnsanswer

aslegislature expressedthe of the intent of the‘We are final arbiter
firstmeaning,statute’s weconstruingof the When thein the words statute.

ordinaryplainascribe the andpossible,its and wherelanguage,examine
and welanguage unambiguous,If the used is clearmeanings to words used.

of the to intent.beyond language legislativelook statute discernwill not the
however, togetherof to itswill, partsall the statute effectuateconstrueWe

Townunjustan absurd or result.” Garand v.and to avoidpurposeoverall of
omitted).(2009) Further,Exeter, 136, (quotation “[t]he159 N.H. 140-41

presumed provisionsis not to waste words or enact redundantlegislature
of be Wepossible, every givenword a statute should effect.and whenever

unnecessary duplica­that does not enact andpresume legislaturealso the
overallin the context of theprovisions[, interprettive we statutesand]

in isolation.” at 141 and citationsstatutory (quotationsscheme and not Id.
omitted). lan­Finally, acknowledge legislature’sthat the choice of“[w]e

thatmeaningful, generallydeemed and that we assumeguage is to be
provision, previousthe a it has in mind statuteslegislaturewhenever enacts

Therefore, theto the matter. unless context indicatesrelating subjectsame
otherwise, words in a that were in a actphrases provision prioror used

into the matter construed same sense.subjectsame will be thepertaining
languagewhere uses in related stat­Conversely, legislaturethe different

utes, somethingwe assume intended Statelegislaturethat the different!’
Personnel, 338,Assoc. N.H. 158 345N.H. v. Div. N.H.Employees of of

added).(2009) citations, omitted; emphasisand brackets(quotations,
464-A:4,1,noted, to forgoverns standing petitionearlier file aAs RSA

“[a]ny file aperson mayand that ... interested ...guardianship provides
of of apetition finding incapacity appointment guardian.”for andverified

to thisappeals guardianship464-A:47 that from orders areRSA mandates
(2007). governs hasunder RSA 567-A RSA 567-A:l whochaptercourt

court’s order: “A who isstanding appeal probate guardianship personto a
order, ofdecree, judgea or denial of aby appointment, grantaggrieved

inthat a matter themay person’swhich conclude interest beforeprobate
inon lawquestionsto the court ofmay appeal supremecourt therefrom

we considersupreme Consequently,accordance with rules of the court.”
I, 567-A:l, the464-A:4, to for of ourpurposeand RSA be “related”RSA

analysis.statutory
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chapterRSA 567-Adoes not farther the phrase persondefine “a ...
haveaggrieved.” previously adoptedWhile we varied constructions of the
circumstances,underphrase different we have not previously examined the

phrase the context of a anguardianshipwithin over adult. In Hutchins v.
Brown, (1913),77 nearly identicallyN.H. 105 we addressed the worded

567-A.l,predecessor statute to RSA but in guardian­connection with the
minor.ship affirming superiorof a In the ancourt’s dismissal of uncle’s

appeal probateof the court’s appointment of an estate’s administrator as
ofguardian his two minor wenephews, stated:

Generally, it may be said that one cannot be aggrieved by a
privatedecision unless he has rightsome which is affected

thereby.. . .

As guardian]... the of the[appointment anydoes not torelate
ofinterest the in aproperty appellant personal or representative

capacity, allegedand as he has not any facts establishing legala
toright appointment,the it not appear anydoes that interestlegal

affected,rightor of his is and the appeal cannot be maintained.

omitted);Id. at (quotation 170,106-07 Fahey,see Leonard v. 87 N.H. 172
(1934) (same). Significantly, the statute thegoverning guardianship of a
minor at that time contained no corresponding language concerning

(1901).standing, see PS ch. 178 The person”“interested oflanguage RSA
464-A.-2, 464-A:4,1,XIII Hutchins, and,and RSA not at fact,was issue in in
was concerningnot added to the statute the of anguardianship adult until

years later,sixty-five 1978,Laws ch. Consequently,see 370. while Hutchins
may to be inprove helpful determining Galebach’s to itstanding appeal, is
not dispositive.

In considering whether is “a . . .person aggrieved”Galebach under
567-A:l,RSA within the thatinterplay 464-A,of statute and RSA chapter

we must first look to plainthe and ordinary meaning of the term
“aggrieved.” pertinentThe of “aggrieved”definition is “having grievance;a
specifically]: from ansuffering infringement or denial of legal rights.”

DictionaryWebster’s Third New International 41 (unabridged ed.
2002). It is not thatdisputed Galebach was an person”“interested under

464-A,chapterRSA and had statutory rightthe to file inpetitionher the
probate court for a limited guardianship. The court’s ofdenial her
requested however,limitations is not equivalent, to a denial her legalof
rights.

lookAdditionally, we to the guardianship statute in order to
effectuate its overall 1purpose. RSA 464-A: makes clear that purposesthe
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well-beingtheprotecting]and“promoting]464-Aincludechapterof RSA
andproceedings”involuntarily imposed protectiveinwardproposedof the
andfor civil libertiessafeguardsand substantiveprocedural“providing]

added.) such, focusAs the(Emphasesa ward.”rights proposedofproperty
Williams, and not Galebach.clearly uponisstatutory protectionsof the

464-A:6,1, wardfocus, proposedthat aprovidesthat RSAwithConsistent
legislature’scounsel. Theright legalunconditional” toan “absolute andhas

must,ward’sproposed rightsthe of theoverriding protectionconcern for
In thetherefore, presentin our construction of the statute.paramountbe

have causedcase, that the court’s ordersnothing probatesee to indicatewe
orchapterRSA 464-Ainjuryto suffer a for which eitherlegalGalebach

have been or will berightsor that herprovide protection,RSA 567-A:l
(inN.H., 195158 N.H. atdirectly Partyaffected. Libertarian ofCf

partyfocus on whether the hasstanding,a has weevaluating partywhether
protect).the law was tolegal injury against designeda whichsuffered

authorized thatlegislature expresslythat when theWe believe
behalf,”or individual in his or her own“[a]ny person, any. . . interested

464-A:4, I, anguardianship incapaci­a for a overpetitionRSA could file
aprotectionit the broadest forpromote possibletated did so toperson,

withanyto adult an interestby granting generous standingwardproposed
However, regard standing pursuein with to toproposedthe ward’s welfare.

567-A:l,guardianshipan from a court’s decision under RSAappeal probate
—different, “a who isphrase personused a more limitedlegislaturethe

of a differentlegislature’s phrasethat the useaggrieved.” Assuming
that thereasonably meaning, legislaturea different we believesignals

at level to thosestanding appellate personsa more limited theintended
guardianshipa court’s decision. See Stateactually aggrieved by probate

(“whereN.H., legislature158 N.H. at 345 the usesAssoc.Employees of
statutes, legislaturein that thelanguagedifferent related we assume

omitted)).something (quotationintended different”
“alegislature phrase personthat the intended the whoHaving concluded

anylimited than adult with ansomethingis to mean moreaggrieved”
ward, turn our toin the of the adult we attentionproposedinterest welfare

Here, Galebach, person,as an interested filedexamining its intended limits.
probatefor a over her brother. Had thepetition guardianshipa limited

thangranted protectionsthe or lesserguardianshipcourt either denied
person aggrieved”would be “a . . . under RSAsought,what she had she

circumstance,In thestanding appeal. protec-567-A:l and have to either
Her statusgranted.for her brother would not have beensoughttions she

flow, rights,not denial of her ownanyas an would fromaggrieved person
proposedfor the ward.protections soughtbut from the denial of
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Further, questionwe do not that the person whose interests are
— —protected guardianshipunder the statute the wardproposed could

the of aappeal imposition guardianship aggrievedas an aperson, whether
inguardianship petition grantedwas full or not. Given the legislature’s

concern for civilsafeguarding property rightsthe liberties and of the
ward, 464-A:l,proposed see RSA an involuntarily imposed guardianship

might impose greater protections than necessary. provided byAs for RSA
464-A:6,1, rights, including rightWilliams’ his to appeal any legal byerror

court,probatethe were adequately protected by his torightabsolute
32-A,counsel. SupremePursuant to Court Rule Williams’ counsel had the

responsibility to anpursue appeal probateof the guardianshipcourt’s
desired,ifdecision Williams so ifeven counsel determined that such an

appeal would be frivolous.

Thus, while we conclude that there is broad forstanding any
personinterested to petition appointmentfor the of a guardian under RSA

464-A:4,1, the same is not true with toregard an person’s abilityinterested
to thatappeal personwhen either oropposes seeks to limit a guardianship.

—case,In either the ofright appeal would rest with the proposed ward
—here, Williams as the proposed ward would be aggrieved by guardian­a

ship that he did not want or that imposed greater protections than
necessary. legislatureThe provided for that by guaranteeing counsel for

proposedthe inward such proceedings.
In her cross-petition, Galebach neither challenged Williams’ need for a

limited norguardianship, opposed her sisters as co-guardians.the Although
she contends that probatethe court imposed greater protections on her
brother than she requested, rightthe of inappeal this case rests with her
brother, counsel,who was represented by Here,and not Galebach. only
Williams has rightthe to appeal impositionthe of the guardianship or the
specificprotections; Vicinanzo,Pince, and Galebach would righthave the to

ifappeal the guardianship were not granted, or if the probate court had
imposed fewer restrictions on the ward’s liberties than requestedthose in

petition.the

—We have not previously defined the inphrase RSA 567-A:l “a
—person who aggrieved”is within the context of an appeal pursuant to

464-A,RSA chapter and we need not parametersdefine its exact here. We
simply scheme,hold that pursuant statutoryto the appellant,the an

464-A:4, I,interested person under RSA who did not contest either the
need for a guardianship over her brother or proposed guardians,the but
who unsuccessfully petitioned to place certain limitations on the guardian­

brother,ship over her personis not “a who aggrieved”is under RSA
567-A:l and does not have standing to an inpursue appeal this case.
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becauseaggrievedabrief, personthat she isarguesIn Galebachher
in the probateherfor brothercapacity”representativein ashe “acted

motionsthree substantivebrief, that she “filedshe addsreplyIn hercourt.
forcapacityin a representative...discovery requestsserved threeand

argumentherintendedextent that GalebachTo therights.”brother’s][her
brother, byas inferredfor herlegal representationprovidingto refer to

toPursuant RSAweargument, disagree.Pince at oralVicinanzo and
counsel.byin the courtprobate464-A:6, fully representedwasWilliams
capacityin a representativehave actedthat couldassuming GalebachEven

(“A(2005) anyincounsel, partybrother, see RSA 311:1either hisher asfor
goodofany citizenbybemay represented. . .proceedingcause or

acted asunderscore that shecharacter.”), if weappointed,or as a GAL
in this case.neither

sister,that, sheas Williams’contentionwith Galebach’sdisagreeWe also
a “privatebecause she holdsstanding appealtowithperson aggrievedis a

inrelativeas his closestcapacity“in a representativeof her brotherright”
contention, first relies theuponGalebachIn of hersupportproceeding.”the

following passage:

which isrighthas some privatewhen heaggrievedA isperson
court, this private rightandprobatethe of thebyaffected decision

capacity.in amay representativebe held

Hampshire Practice, Law andDeGrandpre, ProbateNew10 C.
2001).(3d in13-3(a), In of the statementsupport120 ed.§ atPROCEDURE

Hutchinsv. Brown. While thetreatise, cites to HutchinsDeGrandprehis
statement, view the case aswe do notDeGrandpre’ssupportscase

argument.of Galebach’ssupportive
court’smentioned, probateinvolved aHutchins v. BrownpreviouslyAs

estate, guardianas of theof a decedent’sof the administratorappointment
uncle,Hutchins, minors’ hadpaternalthetwo minor sons.decedent’s

Hutchinsguardian.asappointmentfor his ownunsuccessfully petitioned
court, motion tograntedwhich the administrator’ssuperiorto theappealed

court on theHutchins, superiorat 105-06. affirmed the77 N.H. Wedismiss.
identically wordednearlyno under theright,that Hutchins hadgrounds

567-A:l, an Id. at 108.appeal.to maintainto RSAstatutepredecessor
that one cannot bemayit be said“Generally,we stated:Specifically,

which is affectedrightprivatea decision unless he has someaggrieved by
omitted). further that “an executorWe noted(quotationat 106thereby.” Id.

tocapacity sufficientrepresentativein hisin a will has an interestnamed
will,” foreignthe anddisallowing “[a]a decreean fromappealmaintain

inan administrator thisthe ofmay appointmentfromappealadministrator
treatise),(as “[i]nin hisstate,” by DeGrandprenotedat 107. Furtherid.
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short, there is a of when the are in aright appeal rights affected held
representative capacity,” id. We concluded:

minors,The as uncleplaintiff, properly deeplythe of the is
welfare,interested in their but his interest that ofis affection and

interest in offriendship. [appointment guardian]His the the
arising therefrom is natural and but not of aproper; being
pecuniary resting upon personal right,nature or a he is not a
person legally aggrieved.

atId. 107-08.
representative and, thus,Hutchins had no of acapacity private right no

standing appealto the courtprobate appointment of the administrator as
guardian. treatise,While Galebach’s upon DeGrandpre’sreliance with its

Brown,reference to Hutchins v. inmight have merit a will contest if she
estate,were the executor of thatWilliams’ is not the case here.

Citing (1988),In re Estate Kelly, 130 N.H. 773 arguesGalebach nextof
Williams,that sister,her “close blood torelationship” as his satisfies the

representative capacity standing requirement. We believe that her reliance
upon Kelly misplaced.Estate is In Estate Kelly, which did not concernof of

464-A,chapterRSA the first issue raised was whether the petitioners,
decedent,grandchildren of the standinghad to theappeal probate court’s

in adecision will contest under $10,000RSA 567-A:l. The decedent had left
in a testamentary trust to be to grandchildrendistributed her when the last
of them reached ofage thirty-five.the Estate Kelly, 130 N.H. at 775.Weof
stated:

The general rule is that an aggrieved person under [RSA
is one who a pecuniary567-A:l] has direct ininterest the estate of

the testator which will be ifimpaired the instrument in question
Furthermore,is held to abe valid will. the interest which the

person must is ifpossess prevailssuch that he in the contest he
will be entitled to a indistributive share the testator’s Inestate.

words,other a will contestant must generally have some direct
legal or inequitable interest the decedent’s estate.-

Generally, persons who have a direct legal equitableor interest
heirs,in the estate are legateescreditors or under a will.prior The

term heir applies byto those who take reason of blood relation-
orship persons who would take the estate under the statute of

561:1, distribution,distribution. RSA which provides for intestate
21:20,and RSA which defines “issue” as all “lawful lineal descen-

ancestor,”dants of an make it clear that petitioners are heirs.
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interestlegal equitablewho have a direct orGenerally, persons
heirs, a will.Thelegatees priorcreditors or underin the estate are

bywho take reason of blood relation-appliesterm heir to those
oftake the estate under the statutepersonsor who wouldship

distribution,561:1, for intestateprovidesdistribution. RSA which
21:20,which “issue” as all “lawful lineal descen-and definesRSA

ancestor,” that are heirs.petitionersdants of an make it clear

heirs,are and that theirpetitionersWe conclude that the
the order of thebyinterests under the will are affectedpecuniary

tothey standingcourt. We therefore hold that haveprobate
appeal.

omitted).brackets,citations,(quotations, ellipsesId. at 777-78 and The
Kelly standing theyin Estate were accorded not because hadpetitioners of

decedent,relationship” argued bya “close blood with the as Galebach.
Instead, because,they were as who would takestanding personsaccorded

distribution, theythe decedent’s estate under the statute of had a direct
estate,in ifpecuniary impairedinterest the and that interest would be the

case,in Inquestionwill were held to be valid. the instant none of those
factors toapplies Galebach.

an limitperson” standing bring petitionThat “interested has to a to
scope proposed guardianship, necessarilythe of a but does not have

to a astanding appeal probate grant guardianship greatercourt’s of with
is, believe,than with that ofprotections requested, we consistent section

of a Pursuantconcerning guardianship.RSA 464-A the terminationchapter
464-A:40, inany personto RSA either the “ward or interested the ward’s

time,may, anywelfare at file a motion for the termination of the
464-A:4,As with RSA RSA 464-A:40 for broadguardianship.” provides

standing proceedings designed protect byto commence to the ward
removing rights. hearing,limitations on the ward’s At the termination
conducted in a manner similar to that of the and withguardianship hearing

counsel, on torights protected by guardianthe ward’s the burden is the
groundsthat for of continue toprove appointment guardianthe the the
464-A:40,11(c).exist, probate petitionsee RSA If the court denies the for

termination, the of lies the It not lie theright appeal with ward. does with
interested,person person legal injury againstas that has not suffered a

which 464-Awas to and that ownchapter designed protect, person’sRSA
Ifrights directly probate grantshave not been affected. the court the

— who,of lies with the thepetition, right appeal guardian personthe the
ruled,court not ofprobate proof.had carried the burden
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also believe our is with our Inholding todayWe consistent related cases.
(1962),Foster,v. plaintiff,Green 104 N.H. 287 the a sister-in-law of the

decedent, sought to set aside the of the decedent’s will onprobate the
influence,of unduegrounds incompetency, and fraud. The was notplaintiff

will;an heir had a legacybut received under the the allowance of willthe
confirmed her In thelegacy. dismissing plaintiffs appeal and theaffirming

will,thatsuperior propercourt’s decision she was not a toparty contest the
nearly identically predecessorwe relied on the worded statute to RSA

567-A:l and stated:

generalThe rule is that an aggrieved person under statutes
similar to 567:1 pecuniaryRSA is one who has a direct ininterest
the estate of the testatoralleged which will be defeated or

ifimpaired the instrument in question is held to be a valid will.
generalThis definition is neither complete nor comprehensive

since there are other parties maywho be allowed to appeal
providing they have an officialor public duty to do so even though
they may not have any pecuniarydirect or ininterest the estate as
such.

... The creditor,contestant not an heirbeing or a or a legatee
will,under a prior havingand no official public dutyor in

connection with the administration of the estate cannot be con-
an aggrieved personsidered under governingthe statute ....

probateThe appeal statute is more restrictive than other
statutes allowing appeals, presumably because there is a public

inpolicy favor of securing orderlythe and expeditious settlement
of estates. The probate appeal statute ... expressesalso a policy
against will contests except by those who can show a direct
interest, private or public, which will be ifadversely affected the
will is allowed.

Green, citations,104 N.H. at 288-89 (quotation, omitted);ellipsisand see
Allen, (1833)Bryant 116,also v. 6 N.H. 118 (plaintiff, with ininterest
estate,decedent’s real entitled appealto ofallowance administrator’s

accounting by probate court: “every person, whose rights may be affected
decree,by the may be considered as so aggrieved as to himentitle to

Healds, (1857) (executorappeal”); Shirley 407,v. 34 N.H. 412 named in
decedent’s last will and testament appealentitled to probate court’s
disallowance of the will: “It quitewould be if personremarkable a were
made liable to forpunishment doingnot what he had not sufficient interest

do.”);to give legalhim a toright 63,Bennett v. Tuftonborough, 72 N.H. 64
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bylegally aggrievedcannot be(1903) that onemayit be said(“Generally,
thereby.”);which is affectedrightprivateunless he has somea decision

(in(1915) death action520, wrongfulRailroad, 520-21v. 77 N.H.Worthen
bringingofadministrator, purposefor soleappointedestate’sbrought by

court decreeprobatetosuit, appealnot entitledrailroaddefendant
administrator).appointing

case,in thisstanding appeallacks tothat GalebachdeterminedHaving
arguments.her otherneed not addresswe

dismissed.Appeal

concurred; DALIANIS, J.,JJ., specially.concurredhicks,andDUGGAN

majoritytheJ., I in the resultDALIANIS, concurconcurring specially.
ishowever, that this appealI believeI becauseseparately,reaches. write

because, view,(2000), myin the21:2 andRSAby applyingresolved
not before us.squarelyissues that aremajority has decided

andprovides:It ‘Wordsstatutory interpretation.ourgoverns21:2RSA
ofapproved usageto the common andaccordingconstruedshall bephrases

mayothers asphrases,and and suchbut technical wordslanguage;the
law,in shall be construedmeaningpeculiar appropriatea andacquiredhave

meaning.”appropriatesuch andaccording peculiarunderstood toand
decree,(2007) by aaggrieved“A who isprovides: person567-A:lRSA

mayof whichorder, judge probateor denial of agrantappointment,
may appealthe courtinterest in a matter beforeperson’sconclude that

in accordance withcourt on of lawsupreme questionsto thetherefrom
. . .phrase “personof thecourt.” Our constructionsupremerules of the

See, v. Towne.g., Johnsonlong-standing.is well-settled andaggrieved” of
(to(2007)94, aBd., “person[]be157 N.H. 99PlanningWolfeboro

(2008), a direct definitelitigant“a must haveunder RSA 677:15aggrieved”
130N.H.Kelly,In re Estateproceedings”);in the outcome of theinterest of

(to 567-A:l,(1988) in the773, . . . under RSA“person aggrieved”be a777
contest, pecuniarya “direct interest”a a must havepersoncontext of will

Brown,omitted)); 77 N.H.Hutchins v.in estate (quotationthe testator’s
(to(1913) to105, 106 predecessorunder RSA“person aggrieved”be a ...

child,minor567-A:l, guardianto forproceeding appointin the context of
thereby” (quotationright which is affectedprivatemust have “someperson

(to148,154omitted)); Richards, be a134 N.H.Appealand brackets cf. of
and, thus,decisionby agencyan administrative“directly affected”person

(2007) decision, personto thatappealunder RSA 541:3standingto have
in fact”injury (quotationanthat “he has suffered or will suffermust show

(1991); Cityv.denied, Corp.Restaurantomitted)), 502 U.S. 899 Weekscert.
(“There(1979) distinctionDover, 541, significantis noN.H. 543119of
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” (citationsaffected,’‘persons directly ‘persons aggrieved.’between and
omitted)). legislature presumed meaningis to know the of the words“[T]he

551,it advisedly.” Njogu,chooses and to use those words State v. 156 N.H.
(2007).554

Applying “personthis well-settled definition of . . . toaggrieved” the
case, Ipresent agree majority appellant,with the that the Diane Williams

Galebach, direct,has to that afailed demonstrate she has definite interest
in the herguardianship proceedings concerning Accordingly,brother. she is

567-A:l, and, thus,not a “person... aggrieved” meaningwithin the of RSA
standing pursuelacks to this appeal.

myIn opinion, majoritythe addresses issues that are not before us. For
instance, majoritythe states: “Had probatethe court either denied the

or[appellant’s] petition granted lesser thanprotections what she had
she would be ‘a ...sought, person aggrieved’ under 567-A:lRSA and have

tostanding appeal.” Similarly, majoritythe states: questiondo not“[W]e
that the person protectedwhose interests are under guardianshipthe

— —statute the proposed ward could theappeal imposition guard-of a
ianship as an aggrieved person, whether a guardianship petition was

ingranted full or not.” Additionally, majoritythe rules that the ward’s
siblings “would have the to ifright appeal the guardianship were not

ifgranted, probateor the court imposed fewer restrictions on the ward’s
liberties than requestedthose in the petition.” majorityThe also construes

(2004),RSA 464-A:40 which governs the termination of a aguardianship,
provision that is not at issue in this appeal. As these issues notare before
us, I believe we should not yet opine upon them. “This court. . . decides

cases,actual hypotheticalnot ones.” In the Matter Jacobson Tierney,&of
(2004)513, (Nadeau, J.,150 N.H. 519 dissenting).
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