
435 A.2d atBleyl,to deter.”rule fashionedexclusionarythe was
1361.

reasons, trial courtwe conclude that theforegoingFor the
to suppress.motionthe defendant’sproperly denied

Affirmed.

decision;in theBRODERICK, J.,'sat not theparticipatebut did
others concurred.
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(LeeNyquist,Devine & of C. NyquistManchester on the brief
orally), HCApetitioner,and for the Parkland Medical Center.

(TerrenceP.A.,Moquin Daley,& of Manchester DaleyJ. on the
orally),and for the respondent,brief David Graves.

JOHNSON, petitioner,The HCAJ. Parkland Medical Center
(Parkland), theappeals Hampshiredecision of the New Compensa-

(board)tion BoardAppeals awarding seeearnings,concurrent RSA
281-A:15, 1997),III to(Supp. the respondent, David Graves. We

andreverse remand.
disablingGraves suffered a accident in atOctober 1993 the

Derry,inParkland Medical Center New Hampshire, workingwhile
time,as a facilities technician. At jobthat Graves held a second as

(Mathesonpress operatora for HigginsMatheson PressCongress
Woburn,inHiggins) parties stipulatedMassachusetts. The that

average $734.74,Graves’ combined at ofweekly wage that time was
which was to his employmentattributable at Parkland. For$309.94

accident,approximately seventeen months after the Parkland’s
insurance carrier compensated for his temporaryGraves total
disability at a earningsrate based on his combined at both Parkland

281-A:15,and Matheson Higgins. 1995,See RSA III. In March
requested permissionParkland from the of labor todepartment

reduce Graves’ benefits to reflect the average weekly wages earned
only.at Parkland arguedParkland that the concurrent earnings

because,statute did not include atwages Higginsearned Matheson
anas out-of-state employer, Higgins “subjectMatheson was not to”

the New Hampshire CompensationWorkers’ Law. Id. depart-The
agreed,ment of labor and its rulingadministrative was upheld upon

topetition hearingsGraves’ a officer. appealedGraves this decision
board,to the which byruled a two-to-one vote that Graves was

entitled to compensation based on weeklyhis combined average
wage from both employers. Specifically, majoritya of the board held
that “[although recognizewe Higginsthat Matheson is anot New
Hampshire inemployer word,”the strict ofsense the because RSA
281-A:15, III eligible“was for interpretation” in favor of the
claimant, Graves prevail.would This appeal by Parkland followed.

appeal,On will anuphold“[w]e order of the itboard unless
is erroneous aas matter of law or the [petitioner] has demonstrated
that is unjust Gelinas,the order or unreasonable.” 142Appeal of

295, 297, 870, (1997); (1997).N.H. 700 A.2d 871 see RSA 541:13
Parkland argues that the board erred as a ofmatter law because

statute,the workers’ compensation face,on its inclusionprohibits of
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his averagein the calculation ofearningsGraves’ Massachusetts
281-A:15, pertinent part:III inprovidesweekly wage. RSA

injuryof the date ofemployedthe is asemployeeWhere
subject to this chapterby employers2 or moreconcurrently

“averageany employment,from suchand is disabled
weeklyon of thecomputedbe the basisshallweekly wages”

atfrom all such employerstheby employeewages received
injury.of thethe time

aHiggins is Massachusettsthat Mathesonargues becauseParkland
responsibilities foremploymenthiscompany performedand Graves

Massachusetts, not anwasHigginsMathesonexclusivelyit in
lawHampshire’s compensationworkers’to” New“subjectemployer

injury.of We agree.at the time

statute,a asmeaningof the ofis the final arbiterThis court
Gauthier,v.Seeof statute itself. Linteauin the words theexpressed

(1997).266,460, 461, interpret statutes267 “We142 N.H. 703 A.2d
statutory scheme.”isolation, in the context of the overallin butnot

710,336, 340, A.2d 712N.H. 682141Dept.,Ashland Elec.Appeal of
omitted).(1996) languageundefinedAlthough give“we(quotations

the ofkeep in mind intentwe mustordinary meaning,andplainits
by examining the constructionis determinedlegislation, whichthe

whole, isolatedexaminingsimply bya and notof the statute as
341, 682 A.2d at 713atfound therein.” Id.phraseswords and

omitted). tocompensationof theand extent“The nature(quotation
statutory lan­by the expressisinjured employee governed...

v.Rooneyfairly implied therefrom.”that which can beguage and
52,638-39,Co., 637, 645 A.2d 53N.H.Fund Ins. 138Fireman’s

omitted).(1994) (quotation
injury,at time ofcase, whether theIn we must determinethis

thatthe We have heldto” statute.“subjectwasHigginsMatheson
anyin ofconstitutionally soughtbemaycompensation“[workers’]

relationshipin thelegitimate employmentwith a interestthe States
(State contract, injury, or StateemploymentState ofof employment

Co.,residence).” LaBounty v. American Insuranceemployee’sof
(1982). that161, suggestsParkland738, 742, 163122 451 A.2dN.H.

subjectis to RSAHigginsof Mathesondetermination whetherthe
withcontactexamining Graves’bybe madechapter 281-A should

employee. ItHigginscapacityin as a MathesonhisHampshireNew
theduringresponsibilitiesGraves’that becausearguesfurther

performedwereHigginsat Mathesonemploymenthiscourse of
subject to ournotMassachusetts, wascompanyin thatexclusively
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Graves, hand,workers’ compensation laws. on onthe other focuses
State,Matheson Higgins’ contact with this thatnamely the company

Graves,regularly sent salesmen and deliverymen, but not to New
Hampshire. Graves contends that con-Higginsbecause Matheson
ducted in Hampshire, “subjectbusiness New it was to” our workers’
compensation laws.

chapterRSA 281-A in ineffect 1993 did not setclearly
parametersforth the of when an isemployer subject to the statute.

of phrase however,Use the to“subject chapter,” plainlythis evinces
byan legislatureintent the to limit employers earningsthe and that

inmay earningsbe included a concurrent calculation. Graves
held,andargues, the board that oflanguagewhere the the workers’

compensation statute is ambiguous, liberallywe construe it in favor
of the claimant “in to giveorder the broadest toreasonable effect
the remedial purpose compensationof workers’ Appeallaws.” of

654, (1996).650, 541,140Griffin, not,N.H. 671 A.2d 543 We will
however, ininterpret the statute favor of the ifclaimant such a

Correia,is 717,construction unreasonable. See Petition 128 N.H.of
721, 263, (1986);519 Owens, 396, 398,A.2d 266 v.Atwood 142 N.H.cf.

(1997)333,702 A.2d (refusing335 to a ininterpret statute such a
results).way as to lead to absurd An ininterpretation favor of the

claimant in this case would be unreasonable itbecause would
effectively 281-AG5,thenullify limiting language included in RSA

Further,III. it Higginswould make subjectMatheson to our
compensationworkers’ laws even though companythe had no

business in this injuredlocations State and the employee, as the
board found and the record supports, “never work foranydid

HigginsMatheson in Hampshire.”New Lachapelle v. TownCf. of
478, 479, (courtGoffstown, 1152, (1991)134 N.H. 593 A.2d 1153 wiil

not redraft statute to intention notcodify inexpressed plain
statute).language of

addition,In we must interpret limitingthe oflanguage RSA
281-A:15, reasonablyIII in the context of the overall statutory

(SolidOpinionscheme. See the Justices Waste Disposal), 135of
543, 545, (1992).870,N.H. 608 A.2d 872 RSA chapter 281-A

mandates that all employers, including homeowners domestichiring
shallhelp, compensationsecure workers’ coverageinsurance for all

1992) (amendedemployees. 1994), :5-a,See RSA (Supp.281-A:5 :6
1997);(Supp. Nottingham 889, 895,Town v. Harvey, 120 N.H.cf. of

(1980) (the1125,424 A.2d 1129 term “shall” mandatoryrequires
compliance). Failure to withcomply provisionsthese anrenders

aemployer varietyliable for of penalties.fines and See RSA 281-A:7
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1996).(amended more than ten1992) withEmployers(Supp.
thewithsafety programswrittento filerequiredareemployees

1992) (amended281-A:64,labor, (Supp.IIsee RSAofdepartment
safetysubject to1994, periodicbe1994, 1997), mayand since

1997). find281-A:64, If toIV we were(Supp.See RSAinspections.
case, itin this then couldsubject chapterto theHigginsMatheson

filingwith statute’scompliedhas not thefor if itbe liable fines
found, Higgins“Mathesonthe boardthough,even asrequirements

of the word.”in the strict senseemployerHampshirenot a Newis
madeHigginsto whether MathesonaspresentedNo evidence was

statute, or eventheemployersof underfilings requiredof theany
workers’by validprovisions purchasingits“accepttoelected

1997). Nor was there(Supp.281-A:3insurance.” RSAcompensation
forhave filedHiggins’ employeesof Mathesonanythatany evidence

contends, however, thatGravesin this State.compensationworkers’
conducting businessHiggins wasinjury,the his Mathesonat time of

HigginsMatheson wouldargues thatin He thusHampshire.New
lawscompensationworkers’subject Hampshire’sto Newhave been

in theinjured in thishad been StateemployeeHigginsif a Matheson
anthat it would beWe concludeemployment.thatscope of

employerto that anthe statute determinereading ofunreasonable
theto with abovecomplywould be forcedHigginsMathesonsuch as
claimant,iswho not theemployees,one of itsbecauseprovisions

injured.havemight been
to Graves’respectthe record withFinally, have reviewedwe

andto without meritand find them beremaining arguments
See, Vogel,v. 137e.g., Vogelconsideration.warranting no further

(1993).595, we reverse the321, 322, Accordingly,627 A.2d 596N.H.
for consistent withproceedingsthis caseorder and remandboard’s

this opinion.

Reversed and remanded.

decision;in theBRODERICK, J., not theparticipatesat but did
others concurred.


