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disproportion-that his was assessedpropertymusttaxpayer prove
Appealin the town.generallyof propertyto the assessmentately of

(1985).153,214, 217, 155489 A.2d126 N.H.Sunapee,Town of
of propor-a new setreassessment establishesgeneralBecause a
occurs, anreassessmentgeneralwhen ationality relationships,

is no accuratelongerreassessmentpreviousbased on aabatement
apply.and thus does not

76:17-c,I,76:17-c, and RSAconclude that RSAWe therefore
theII, applyingtrial court fromprecluderead thetogether,when

of theyears becausesubsequent1993 assessment tocorrected
theargument, partiesAt oralgeneral reassessment.intervening

notbyissues raised the town wereremainingthat theconceded
court; will not address them.accordingly,this weproperly before

Reversed.

All concurred.
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Burns, RA., ofBryant, Hinchey, Rockefeller,Cox & Dover
(Matthew claimant,orally),B. Cox on the brief and for the Sharon
Demeritt.

(CoreyDevine of Manchester Belobrow on the briefNyquist,'&
orally),and for Textron Automotive Interiors and Fireman’s Fund

Company.Insurance

claimant, Demeritt,BRODERICK, appealsJ. The Sharon the
BoardHampshire Compensation Appealsdecision of the New

(board) denying compensationher claim for workers’ benefits
(f/k/aformer Textron Automotive Interiorsagainst employer,her

(Textron), insurer, Fireman’sCompany)Davidson Rubber and its
Fund).(Fireman’s We affirm.CompanyFund Insurance

1981, nearlyIn for Textron for four months.the claimant worked
cementing stapling carpetHer duties included and and other

In the course of herpanels. employ-materials to automobile door
ment, a to her left wrist andthe claimant lacerationsuffered

thereafter,right Shortlyof a on her hand. the“triggering” finger
injuredsurgery repair finger.claimant underwent to her After

a brief period,workers’ benefits for thereceiving compensation
from andlumpclaimant collected a sum settlement Textron Fire-

man’s Fund.
1981,in the claimant held variousleaving positionsAfter Textron

machinist, custodian,1988, stitcher,materialthrough including
which time she receivedshipper; bookkeeper, during periodicand
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1988,hands, arms, Inand shoulders.in hersymptomsfortreatment
(Moore)Forms asBusinessfor Mooreworkingbeganthe claimant

wrist, arm, andfinger,experiencedandassembleran electrical
result, she receivedAs aher duties.performingwhilepainshoulder

provider.Moore’s insurancebenefits fromcompensationworkers’
Tree Service1990, to work for Urbanclaimant wenttheAugustIn

toTree) performher(Urban requiredwhichmanager,as an office
the claimant sufferedemployed,soentry. Whiledataextensive

elbows, inhands, arms, Finally,and shoulders.in hersymptoms
forclaim certain1992, compensationworkers’filed aMarch she

atinitially occurredtreatment, injurythat herassertingmedical
anat Urban Tree. Aftercontinued whilesymptomsbutMoore

hearing officer deniedof laborhearing, departmentaevidentiary
andconcluding that Textronemployers,bothagainsther claim

sufferedclaim because shefor herresponsibleFund wereFireman’s
sincerecurring symptomswithsame unstabilized condition”“the
fromappealin claimant took no1981. TheemployTextron’sleaving

ruling.this
compensation benefitssoughtclaimant workers’Subsequently, the

hear-Following evidentiaryanand Fireman’s Fund.from Textron
in Maydenied her claim 1995.hearing officera differenting,

decision, that theofficer ruledhearing1992 theContrary to the
connection between her currentany logicalto showclaimant “failed

employment. . . and the briefextremity symptomsupperbilateral
addition, officer noted thathearingin In the1981.”with [Textron]

appeared toto the 1992 decisionappealclaimant’s failurethe
Moore and Urban Tree.liability againstpotentialforeclose

board,to the whichMay 1995 decisionappealedclaimant theThe
submitted medicalhearing.novo The claimantconducted a de

onlythewhich weretreating physicians,from her tworeports
opined thatphysicianto the board. Oneopinions providedmedical

in 1981 haveoriginally sustainedinjuries claimant]which [the“the
14pastover theactivity employersat otherflared-up by workbeen

sincecompletelyhave never resolved“symptomsand heryears”
toongoing symptomsalso related herother physician1981.” The

1996, againstdenied her claimJulyIn the boardinjury.her 1981
since it wasTextron, responsibilitybore noconcluding that Textron"

tothe claimantemployer exposedthat“not the most recent
trauma.”cumulative

that board erred as aarguesthe claimant theappeal,On
(1) ofunchallenged opinions herby: disregardingof law thematter

to her 1981presenther ailmentstreating which relatephysicians,
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(2)Textron;injury at and denying compensation and thereby failing
remedyto the inconsistency 1992, 1995,among the and 1996

decisions. We will not disturb the board’s decision absent an error of
law, byor unless a preponderanceclear of the evidence itwe find to

(1997).unjustbe or unreasonable. RSA 541:13

I

The claimant arguesfirst that the board erred as a matter of law
by disregarding opinionsthe of her treating physicians and relying

its ownupon lay opinion to determine medical causation. Essen-
tially, she claims that the board was compelled to adopt the expert
opinions of her witnesses because there was no contradictory
medical disagree.evidence. We

“Medical causation is a properlymatter within provincethe
of medical experts, and the board is required to base its findings on
this uponissue the medical evidence rather than solely upon its own
lay Kehoe,opinion.” Appeal 412, 417,141 749,N.H. 686 A.2d 753of
(1996) omitted).(quotation and brackets Contrary to the claimant’s

here, however,argument workers’ compensation benefits are not
mandated for every claimant who presents uncontroverted medical
testimony 419,on the 754;issue of causation. Id. at 686 A.2d at see

478, 486,Town Hudson v. Wynott, 974,128 N.H. 522 A.2d 978of
(1986). “[T]he board is entitled to ignore uncontradicted medical
testimony, must identify[but] the competing evidence or the

Kehoe,considerations itssupporting decision to do so.” 141 N.H. at
418-19, 686 A.2d at 754.

record,After a careful review of the we hold that the board
did not err as a matter of law in rejecting opinionsthe of the
claimant’s nortreating physicians, did it improperly substitute its
own Inopinion. evaluating expert testimony,medical the board is
entitled to rely upon orunderlying competing medical records
provided that the board is not required to use expertisemedical to
interpret 623, 629,them. Appeal Briggs, 138 N.H. 645 A.2dCf. of

(1994) (board655, 659 erroneously relied solely upon claimant’s
work performance and lack of absenteeism to determine medical
causation and did not cite medical evidence as support).

Here, the board detailed the claimant’s historymedical as
byrecorded her treating physicians. The clearlyrecords document

ongoing instances after 1981 thatdemonstrating the claimant
fromsuffered medical and symptomsailments associated with her

most recent work activity. Medical expertise requiredis not to
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Thus, authoritywithin itsthe board wasthese references.interpret
provefailed tothat the claimantto concludein of these recordslight

atSee id.expenses.for her medicalresponsiblethat Textron was
(most toclaimant631, employer exposingrecentA.2d at 661645

Accord-resulting disability).foris responsibletraumacumulative
discretion, did not commitboard, of itsin the exercisetheingly,

the claim-byofferedopinionsthe ultimatedisregardingbyerror
treating physicians.ant’s

II

of lawboard erred as a matterthat thearguesclaimant nextThe
1992,inconsistency among thewhere thein denying compensation

that inunfair. She asserts1995, inherentlyisand 1996 decisions
causallyfound to be work-relatedcondition wasdecision hereach
of her condition wasbecause the causewere deniedbut benefits

sheinequity,This manifestemployer.to a non-partyattributed
not soclaims, 1996 decision. We areof the board’sdictates reversal

persuaded.

for the seem­responsibilityis not withoutThe claimant
inconsistent decisions.by allegedlycaused theharsh resultingly

andonlyclaim identified MoorecompensationHer 1992 workers’
potential responsibleas aand did not name TextronUrban Tree

claim, indicating that Textrondenied herhearingThe officerparty.
thisappealclaimant did notfor her condition. Theresponsiblewas
Onbut, instead, againsta Textron.pursued petitionrulingadverse

presentfor herresponsibilityto minimize herattemptssheappeal,
“lay person”actions as those of aherpredicament by explaining

beforehearingcounsel until the 1995represented bywas notwho
however, the samebyare boundlitigants,board. Pro sethe

See Inby counsel.govern parties representedrules thatprocedural
(1975).889, Moreover,636, 638,Brewster, 351 A.2d 890re 115 N.H.

probableof Textron as theofficer’s identificationhearingthe
continuingclaimant’s medical treat­for theresponsible employer

concedes,because, as the claimantbindingin no wayment was
Accord­hearing.at the 1992responding partywas not aTextron

circumstances, unfortunate, do notalthoughthe claimant’singly,
justify reversal.

Affirmed.

All concurred.


