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no onestanding,lackthat, plaintiffsif the individualassumptionunfounded
standing where nonesue, a reason to findto is notstandingwill have

that mustexists”). requirementinto astandingconvert“This view would
“Moreover,454 at 489.ValleyForge, U.S.only when satisfied.”be observed

simplynonexistentinjured partiesthat areto assumeunwillingwe are
“ oflightin Id. ‘Intheir suit.”joined petitioners]have notthey [thebecause
Judiciary’skeeping thetime-honored concern aboutoverriding andth[e]

must aside thesphere, putweits constitutionalproperwithinpower
an andimportant disputethe merits ofdirectlyto tourge proceednatural

” O’Brien, 166N.H.efficiency.’andit for the sake of convenienceto “settle”
(2013)).2652, 2661133 Ct.Perry,v. S.(quoting Hollingsworthat 144

can nevertaxpayernot that ain this case does meanOur decision
ataxpayera hasactions. Whenstanding challenge governmentaltohave

taxpayerthestanding,concrete interest to confersufficiently andpersonal
ininterest anonly generalizedthat thejudicialseek relief. We holdmay

rely, and thepetitionerswhich thegovernment, uponefficient and lawful
are notstanding,to conferpurportsamendment to RSA 491:22 which

standingfor tonecessaryrequirementsto meet the constitutionalsufficient
exist.

and remanded.Vacated

Lynn, Bassett, JJ.,Hicks, Conboy, and concurred.
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Sheldon, Davis, (JamesHockensmith, P.C.,Wells & of Keene Romeyn
Davis on the orally), petitioner.brief and for the

Reno, RA.,Orr & of (JeffreyConcord SpearC. on the brief and orally),
respondent.for the

HlCKS, Kassotis,J. The petitioner, Wayne H. appeals a decision of the
J.)Superior Court (Kissinger, hisdismissing complaint, fromarising the

contract,nonrenewal of his employment against the respondent, the Town
(Town).of Fitzwilliam affirm.We

The followingfacts are drawn from trial record,the court’s order and the
or are otherwise undisputed. petitionerThe and the Town entered into an

(contract)employment contract under which petitionerthe agreed to serve
as the Town’sChief of Police for a two-year 1, 2011,term beginning April

1,endingand April 2013. The contract provided that it would in“continue
full force and effect from its expiration date until a new contract has been
mutually agreed upon unless one party notifies the other party of its intent

negotiatenot to a (150)renewal of the contract within one fiftyhundred and
ofdays expiration.”its

By 1, 2012,letter November the Board of Selectmen of thedated. Town
(Selectmen) provided petitioner that,the with notice “under the ofterms

[contract],the and in accordance with Contract,...Section 14. ofLength
we do not intend to anegotiate renewal of 1,the contract.” The November
2012, notice further provided: “[T]his notice should not be construed to
imply that we do not yourwish to continue employment with the town. It
is not the current intention of the town yourto terminate employment at

By 1,this time.” 2013,letter dated April the expiration date,contract’s the
Selectmen provided a second notice instating, pertinent part:

This will confirm that the Board of Selectmen has decided not
to renew [the Accordingly,yourcontract]. last day employmentof

1,with the Town 2013,will be April at which point your employ-
ment with the Town will end due to expiration of the two year
term of employment and non-renewal of the contract.

15, 2013,On May the petitioner filed a complaint against the Town
seeking, among other things, Police,reinstatement as Chief of damages,
costs, fees,and attorney’s for the Town’salleged failure to complywith RSA
105:2-a,which provides procedural protections to appointed chiefs of police

(2013).who are RSA 105:2-a dismiss,“dismiss[ed].” The Town moved to
that,arguing dismissed,the“[b]eeause Petitioner was not RSA 105:2-a

does not apply, and he fails to state a claim for relief.” The trial court
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of 105:2-aprovisionsthat “the RSATown’smotion on the basisgranted the
employmentto renew thedecision notinapplicableare to the [Town’s]

found, petitionerthat thepart,it inSpecifically, pertinentcontract.”
employment relationshipthat hisprovidedinto a contract which“entered

rightfact that the Townexercised itswas for a set term. Thewith the Town
anot constitute ‘dismissal’relationshipthat didnot to renew contractual

motion for reconsid-petitioner’sThe court denied theunder the statute.”
followed.appealeration. This

dismiss,a motion to we considergrant“In the trial court’s ofreviewing
reasonablyin areallegations [petitioner’s] pleadingsthe thewhether

v.permit recovery.” Englandthat wouldof a constructionsusceptible
(2014).369, thatBrianas, [petitioner’s]“We assume the166 N.H. 371

in theand construe all reasonable inferencesallegationsfactual are true
not, however, assume the truthmost favorable to him.” Id. ‘We needlight

inengagethat conclusions of law.”Id. ‘We thenmerelyof statements are
againstin the theinquiry, testing alleged pleadingsa threshold the facts

omitted). the trial court’s(quotation upholdlaw.” Id. ‘We willapplicable
aa motion to if the facts do not constitute basis forgrant pleadedof dismiss

omitted).Id.legal (quotationrelief.”
that the trial court’s dismissal orderappeal, petitioner arguesOn the

. . andinapplicableholds that RSA 105:2-a ... is to the case .“wrongly
notwronglytherefore concludes that the Selectmen did effectuate Chief

“theargues, uponKassotis’ under the statute.” He also based‘dismissal’
appointed policeafforded chiefs undersignificant statutory protections

regarding protecting appointed105:2-a” and “sound public policyRSA
contracts,” thatbychiefs from effective ‘dismissal’ use of ‘set term’police

must and he “shouldyear disregarded”“the two term of be[the contract]
as chief.policebe reinstated”

A of court erred that we examine therequiresdetermination whether the
105:2-a. are the final arbiter of the intent of thelanguage of RSA ‘We

as in the words of the statute considered as a whole.”legislature expressed
(2013)142,N.H. 144Newbury Dep’t,Town v. Fish & Game 165 N.H.of

omitted). statute,the of the we(quotation examining language“When
to the words used.” Id.plain ordinary meaning (quotationascribe the and

omitted). intent from the statute as written andinterpret legislative‘We
said or add thatlegislature might languagewill not consider what the have

omitted).(quotationthe did not see fit to include.” Id. ‘We alsolegislature
in scheme and not ininterpret statutorya statute the context of the overall

omitted). statutory interpre-review issues of(quotationisolation.” Id. ‘We
tation de novo.” Id.
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in pertinent part:105:2-aprovides,RSA

any... of or who ispolice city appointedchief of town[E]ach
subject suspensionshall be without payrather than elected... to

cause, and after or has beenonly presentedor dismissal for he she
Upona of the suchspecification suspensionwith written reasons.

dismissal, hearing,shall be a on theor he or she entitled to merits
action,and the in court in thesuperior countyreasonableness of

located,is that he ormunicipality providedin which the she
superiorthe court for a hearingthe clerk of such withinpetitions

45 of or The courtdays suspensionhis or her dismissal. shall have
affirm, orpower modify, suspensionthe to such ornegate

dismissal, itsupon findings.based

“dismissal,” id.,105:2-a. Because the statute does notRSA define we will
accordingthe term to its “common approved usage.”construe and Town of

ZoningBd. Selectmen v. Town Bd. Adjustment,Bartlett Bartlettof of of
757, (2013) omitted);164 N.H. 761 also Town(quotation see Barringtonof

(2012).Townsend, 241,v. 164 N.H. 246 Law DictionaryBlack’s defines
“dismissal,” in aspart, dischargerelevant release or from employ-“[a]

Dictionary (9th 2009).Black’S 537ment.” Law ed. Webster’s Third New
“dismiss,” insimilarly defines relevant “toDictionary part,International as

orsend remove from Third Newemployment.” Webster’s Interna-
Dictionary 2002).(unabridgedtional 652 ed.

The petitioner argues that Fitzwilliam nei-“[t]he Selectmen’s decision
to negotiatether renew the Chief Contract nor to a new contract

...[,]constituted a under RSA thereby‘dismissal’ 105:2-a affording [him]
substantial, that,procedural protections”the of statute. He arguesthe

for the given by 1,2012,notices the Selectmen November on“[b]ut and[on
1, 2013], have asApril [he] would continued to serve Fitzwilliam Police

In particular, arguesChief.” that of thehe effect latter notice from“[t]he
(the letter)the was to or to ‘discharge’Selectmen ‘remove’ [him]04/01/2013

’”‘employmenthis ‘service’or thereby constitutingfrom his a dismissal
statute,the “in dictionaryunder of the common definition oflight the term.”

(Citation omitted.)
arguesThe Town that it did not dismiss butpetitioner,the ...“[i]nstead

— —right providedexercised its in to toplainly the Contract elect not
a new contract.” As for itnegotiate support argument,this cites cases from

jurisdictions inholding, employmentother the context of contract
nonrenewal, that adismissal is not the same as nonrenewal a“[a] of

933,contract.” Laurano v. 945Superintendent Saugus,Schools N.E.2dof
(Mass. 2011) omitted) (“The not to(quotation934 decision rehire a teacher
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equatedcannot toof beemploymentor her termof hisexpirationon the
employment.”).or her term ofduring hisof a teacherdismissal

the precisenot here definewe needwith the Town.WhileagreeWe
105:2-a, that awe concludeused in RSAasof “dismissal”parameters

expiringpetitioner’snonrenewal of thethe Town’sencompassingdefinition
meaning of theordinaryandplainconsistent with thecontract “is notterm

(2010). in462, 466 that courts otherThiel, We notev. 160N.H.word.” State
Independentin Brown v. Schoolexample,in accord. Forarejurisdictions

(10th 1992), States CourtI-06, Cir. the UnitedNo. 974 F.2d 1237District
analogousan OklahomainterpretedTenth Circuitof for theAppeals

of education beof boardsemployeesthat certainmandatingstatute
Brown, F.2d at 1239for cause.” 974only. . . termination“subject to

omitted). protectionswhether the statute’sdeterminingIn(quotation
renewed,contracts were notwhose annualemployeesto coveredapplied

law, that, ofheld, language“in the context of theas a matter ofthe court
affirmative act ofstatute], the of anequivalentfailure to renew is not[the

Kotzebue,972Chijide Maniilaq Ass’nat 1240.Accord v.termination.” Id. of
(Alaska 1999) year-to-­of167, 172 (holding plaintiffsthat nonrenewalP.2d

cause,”for and that internal“fir[ing]not constitute heryear contract did
non-­not convert the“[did]the nonrenewalregardingcommunication

KNTV Television, Inc.,cause”); 73 Cal.a for Hicks v.renewal into dismissal
2008) (“[P]laintiff(Ct. in240, was not terminated theApp.249 n.4Rptr. 3d

expired.of that word. Plaintiffs contractunderstood sensegenerally
does not meanthat the contract would be renewedexpectationPlaintiffs

of theby operationendeddischarged. employmentthat he was His
Wade,contract.”); Bd. v. No. M2006-02001-COA-­CountyCannon of Educ.

2008) (“The(Tenn. 31,3069466, JulyR3-CV, App.at *10 n.14 Ct.2008 WL
. . same as acontract is not. thenon-renewal of an untenured teacher’s

contract law distin­Generally rules ofapplicabletermination or dismissal.
a of thatto renew a contract and terminationbetween a failureguish

contracts.”).term, apply employmentand those rules toduringcontract its
law,conclude, nota matter of that RSA 105:2-a doesAccordingly, we as

contract.petitioner’s employmentTown’s nonrenewal of theto theapply
(1997).Owens, 396,142 399Atwood v. N.H.See

face,clear on its weconclude that RSA 105:2-a isFinally, because we
upon legisla-basedarguments,furtherpetitioner’sdecline to address the

statutory“significantthat 105:2-a’spolicy,and RSApublictive intent
two-year term.to the contract’s“disregardf ]”warrant usprotections” Cf.

(2014) (“BecauseComm’rs, 379, theN.H. 387County 166Appeal Coosof
face, further[petitioner’s]to address theis clear on its we declinestatute

analysisSuchpublic policy.”).intent orarguments... upon legislativebased
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—require beyondus to look the text of the statute which notwould does
—enforceability oflimit the term contracts in order to “consider what the

orlegislature might language legislaturehave said add that the did not see
omitted).165 144Newbury, (quotationfit to include.” Town N.H. atof

Affirmed.

JJ.,ÜALIANIS, C.J., Lynn,and CONBOY and concurred.
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