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Switching pursuantand Local toTransportonly Localtakingarecarriers
—— rates, ofterms and conditions Sectionhere the6 as is the caseSection

inrates, applySection 5 isterms and conditionstime theonlyTheapply.6
5.” These assertions arefrom Sectionservicestakingcarriers arewhen

5, which states that thehowever, language of sectionplainto thecontrary,
access serviceto each switchedcharge appliesaccesscommon linecarrier

tariff as a whole.under theprovided

of Tariffinterpretationthe PUC’supholdus tourgeThe petitioners
thein of the evolution ofbecause, contend, lightit reasonableistheyNo. 85
thewe to reviewadopted.tariff was first Weresince theindustrytelephone

or ratio­deferentially for mere reasonablenessinterpretationtariffPUC’s
v.See Bradshaw Wilkinsonargument persuasive.thisnality, mightwe find

2004).(Utah the tariff242, We review PUC’sCo., 24594 P.3dWater
ofnovo, however, “approachwe the taskalthoughanddeinterpretation

in cases of thispresentedissuescomplexthe scientificexamining some of
diffidence,” plainto effect to theobliged givearewesort with some

Foundation, 127Lawin tariff. ConservationAppealused thelanguage of
omitted). noresponsibility“That is ourand brackets(quotationN.H. at 616

the rolearrogatingfrom to ourselvesto refrainobligationless than it is our
amended, itIf tariff should beId. theutilities commission.”publicof a

a decisionbyand notregulatory process,result ofamended as ashould be
of this court.

therefore, the PUC’sreasons, we reverseforegoingall of theFor
decision.

Reversed.

Duggan Hicks, JJ., concurred.Broderick, C.J., andand
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Services, P.L.L.C.,LegalBemson and Guardian ad Litem of Dover
A. on the and for the(Tracy orally), respondent.Bemson brief

(Suzanne Gorman,A. M.Kelly Ayotte, attorney general senior assistant
attorney on the and for thegeneral, orally),memorandum of law State.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Dalianis, L.,J. The respondent, appealsNicholas a decision of the
J.)(Cassavechia,CountyStrafford Probate Court his motiondenying to

dismiss the forpetition non-emergency involuntaryState’s admission
M.D.,because the psychiatristState failed to disclose David anSchopick, as

(2007).expert pursuantwitness to RSA 516:29-b We affirm.
2006,The respondent suffers from a severe Inpsychiatric illness. he was

assault,charged degreewith second simple imprisonmentassault and false
involving then-girlfriend. superiorhis The court hefound that was incom-
petent to stand trial on charges.these

2007,In September State petitionthe filed its for non-emergency
involuntary (2005),to probateadmission. Pursuant RSA 135-C:40 the court
appointed Schopick SchopickDr. to evaluate the Dr.respondent. concluded
that the respondent met the standard non-emergencyfor involuntary

(2005),admission pursuant to RSA 135-C:34 and recommended that he be
civilly committed for the of years.maximum duration five

Before the hearing,commitment the respondent an inter-propounded
rogatory requesting that the State anylist and all expert witnesses it

and, "witness,intended to call to testify for each provideto a complete
disclosure pursuant to RSA 516:29-b. The State that itresponded did not
intend anyto call expert witnesses and that all of its witnesses would be fact
witnesses.

9,2007,On October Dr. Schopick filed a ofcopy psychiatrichis evaluation
with probate (2005).the court. See RSA respondent135-C:41 The re-
quested a ofcopy Dr. Schopick’s complete file on respondent,the which he
provided.

On the ofday dismiss,the hearing, respondentthe moved to arguing that
the State would be unable meetto its of itproofburden because had not
disclosed any expert that itwitnesses to call. respondedintended The State
that Dr. Schopick testify,would that report puthis the onrespondent notice
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that the did not have antestimony, and Stateof histo the contentas
by theappointedbecause he had beenSchopickDr.to discloseobligation

SchopickAt Dr.hearing,the motion. thecourt deniedThe trialcourt.
his commit-respondent appealsTheconsistently report.with histestified

in his motion to dismissdenyingerredtal, that the trial courtarguing
Dr.516:29-b, was to disclosebecause, requiredthe Stateto RSApursuant

anSchopick expert.as
opponentsto theirin civilcases to discloserequires parties516:29-bRSA

ordersand, stipulateso or the courtpartiesunless theany expert witness
reporta written that includesotherwise, each such witnessprovideto for

516:29-b,III, todisclosures areto RSA theseinformation. Pursuantspecific
court, inthe but thebyin a directedsequenceat a time andbe made

parties,the thestipulationor a betweenof such directionsabsence
trial, theunlessninety daysmade at least beforemust bedisclosures

evidence, mustin which case the disclosurerebuttaloffering onlyisexpert
trial.thirty daysat least beforebe made

with RSAcomplyfailed tothat the Staterespondent arguesThe
to non-apply516:29-b does notcounters that RSA516:29-b. The State

chapterunder RSA 135-C.involuntary proceedingsadmissionemergency
apply516:29-b to court-­of RSArequirementsthe disclosureWhether

topursuantinvoluntary proceedingsin civilcommitmentexpertsappointed
that werequiresandimpressionan issue of firstchapterRSA 135-C is

a statute is aThe ofinterpretation. interpretationinengage statutory
Weiner, 158 N.H.v.law, de novo. MacPhersonof which we reviewquestion

statute, the(2008). the we ascribe6, languagethe ofexamining9 When
legislativeinterpretthe words used. Id. Wemeaning toplain ordinaryand

legislaturewhat theand will not considerthe as writtenintent from statute
fit todid not seelegislaturethat thelanguageaddmight have said or

reviewresult andto lead to a reasonablea statuteinterpretinclude. Id. We
isolation, all associatedtogetherin but withnotparticular provision,a

Id.sections.

case.facts of thisnot to theapplythat 516:29-b doesWe hold RSA
respect“withmake disclosures516:29-b, is toparty requiredaUnder RSA
expertprovidetoemployedspeciallywho is retained orto a witness

Dr.retainedHere, orparty employedneitherin the case.”testimony
court.by theappointedand waspartiesof theSchopick; independenthe is

court. See RSAprobateit theand filed withreporthis ownpreparedHe
denyinginnot errtherefore, the trial court didWe, thatconclude135-C:40.
complytothe failureupon State’smotion to dismiss basedrespondent’sthe

non-emergencya to apartywhetherdo not addresswith RSA 516:29-b.We
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retaineddisclose atorequiredwould becivil commitmentinvoluntary
us.is not beforebecause the issueto RSA 516:29-bpursuantwitnessexpert

brief,in his weargumentsraises otherrespondenttheAlthough
ofin his noticenot includedtheybecause wereaddress themtodecline

N.H.v.Dupontour review. Seeand, thus, not forpreservedwereappeal,
(2008).Comm’n, 658,157 N.H. 662Real Estate

Affirmed.

Duggan Hicks, JJ., concurred.Broderick, C.J., andand
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