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Lynn, KerryThe executrixappellant, McCarty,J. as of the Estate of
J.)McCarty, appeals (Cassavechia,Ruth an order of CourtC. the Circuit

denying her motion to dismiss the claim of the New Hampshire Depart-
(DHHS)and for repaymentment of Health Human Services of medical

to throughassistance the decedent the State’s Medicaidprovided program.
the court thatargues by concludingShe that erred DHHS’s claim was not

ofbybarred the statute limitations. We affirm.
following byThe facts were found the trial court or supported byare the

11,2009,time of onrecord. At the her death October the decedent had been
residing in her home at 11 inElmview Circle Dover with her adult
daughter, appellant. appellant decedent,the The had been for thecaring

dementia,who was with for two years.afflicted more than careThis allowed
the to remain at indecedent home rather than reside a long-term nursing

22,facility. 2009, 9, 2009,From June to October the decedent received
$7,866.64medical totaling death,assistance through UponMedicaid. her

the estate solelydecedent’s consisted of the real estate at 11 Elmview
Circle, which was devised theappellantto the in decedent’s will.

a claim recoveryDHHS filed for of medical assistance in the amount of
$7,866.64and to the inprovided appellant Februarynotice 2010.This claim

by againstwas not secured a lien the decedent’s real property. The
claim,appellant paydid not the and notDHHS did file an action to enforce

2012,its claim. In February appellantthe the circuitasked court to dismiss
claim, (2007)arguingDHHS’s that it was bybarred RSA 556:5 because

toDHHS failed file suit withinagainst the estate one ofyear her
appointment objected,as executrix. DHHS thatasserting because its claim

assistance, (2014)recovery 167:16,was for the of IIImedical RSA
fromexempted one-year filingit the inrequirement contained RSA 556:5.

Furthermore, thatDHHS contended the was toappellant presumed have
recoveryforaccepted by challengingits claim not validitythe claim’s or

amount, 167:16, III,topursuant RSA within twelve months of her
appointment.

167:16,The trial thatcourt determined RSA III ambiguouswas and
review,consulted the statute’s onlegislative history. Based this the court

legislatureruled that “the intended to exempt require-DHHS from the
againstment to year appointmentfile suit an administrator one ofwithin

it timely againstwhen has a filed claim an or a aestate lien on decedent’s
real appealestate.” This followed.

appeal, appellantOn the that court inargues denyingthe trial erred her
(1) 167:16,motion by: concludingto dismiss that III fromexemptsRSA the

one-year periodlimitations contained within RSA 556:5 claims forDHHS’s
(2)recovery liens;of assistance that are not by consultingsecured

(3)III;legislative history 167:16,to aid in ofinterpretationits RSA and
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167:16-a,in RSArecovery set forthtoexemptiontheapplytofailing
(2014). persuasive.of these contentionsIV(b)(2) anynot findWe do

claims for167:16, III DHHSexemptswhether RSAfirst addressWe
limitationsliens from thebynot securedthat arerecovery of assistance

suit shall bethatprovides “[n]oRSA 556:5in RSA 556:5.containedperiod
theagainstof actionanyfor causeanagainst administratormaintained

oforiginal granttheone next afterdeceased, yearit withinbegununless is
of theyear appellant’swithin onenot file suitDHHS didadministration.”

RSATherefore, determine whetherwe mustof administration.grant
claim from RSA 556:5.167:16, DHHS’sexemptsIII

law, dewhich we reviewis a ofquestionof a statuteinterpretation“The
730, 738161 N.H.of N.H.,v. StateAssoc.Employees’novo!’ State of N.H.

final of(2011). we are the arbiterstatutory interpretation,“In matters of
in words of the statutethelegislature expressedasthe intent of the

of the statutelanguageto theId. ‘We first lookas a whole.”considered
andaccording plainto itsitself, and, languagethatpossible,if construe

from the statute asintentinterpret legislativeId.ordinary meaning.” We
have said or addmightthe legislaturenot consider whatwritten and will

allId. We construenot see fit to include.”legislaturethat the didlanguage
and avoid anpurposeits overallto effectuatetogetherof a statuteparts

“Moreover, andwe do not consider wordsId.unjustor result.”absurd
statute as a whole.”isolation, the context of thein but rather withinphrases

Id.
167:16, to claims that areapplies onlyIIIthat RSAappellant arguesThe

context,its andstatutory language,uponrelies thebysecured liens. She
167:16,III states:the statute’s title. RSA

of law toany provision556:5 and otherNotwithstanding RSA
a estate shall berecipient’sthe administrator ofcontrary,the

ofrecoverya claim foracceptedto haveconclusively presumed
courtjurisdiction of thesubject [circuitis to theassistance which

— initialunless, grant12months from thewithinprobate division]
anadministration, equitablecommencesthe administratorof
or amount ofchallenging validitycourt thesuperioraction in the

and lien.the commissioner’s claim

“claimadded.) that use of the wordscontends theappellantThe(Emphasis
byonlyit to claimsappliesthatlien” in the statute demonstratesand

167:16,DHHS, however, thatasserts RSAby liens.DHHS that are secured
lien,a because no suchclaims, bynot securedto all whether orappliesIII

. . . shall beadministratorlanguage,in the “thelimitation can be found
recovery of assistancea claim foracceptedto haveconclusively presumed

— division].”court probateof thesubject jurisdiction [circuitto thewhich is
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167:16,The IIIplain language of RSA contains two parts.distinct In
the first of the paragraph, legislatureclause the exempts DHHS claims
from “NotwithstandingRSA 556:5: RSA 556:5 . . . the administrator of a
recipient’s conclusivelyestate shall be topresumed have aaccepted claim

recovery subjectfor of assistance which is jurisdictionto the of the [circuit
— added).probate 167:16,court . . ..” RSA III (emphasisdivision] In the

clause,second the legislature “unless,carves out an exception: within 12
administration,months from initial grantthe of the administrator com­

an inequitablemences action the courtsuperior challenging the validity or
amount of the commissioner’s claim and lien.” plainId. The oflanguage the

that it applies anystatute shows to “claimfor recovery of assistance which
—subjectis to jurisdictionthe of the probatecourt[circuit Id.division].”

The language “claim and lien” is contained within the exception, and it
onlydictates that the administrator must challenge both the claim anyand

securingliens that claim to rebut the ofpresumption acceptance. If the
legislature desired to limit application 167:16,the of RSA III to claims that

liens,are secured itby so,could have done so. But it did not do and we will
not add thatlanguage the legislature did not see fit to include. State

Assoc.,Employees’ Therefore,161N.H. at 738. we conclude that the statute
unambiguously applies to all claims for recovery of assistance that are

—subject jurisdictionto the of the circuit court probate division.
The nextappellant argues that the context of the overall statutory

167:16,scheme makes it clear that RSA III applies only to claims that are
bysecured liens. Specifically,she argues that because each of the remaining

(2014)ofparagraphs RSA 167:16 applies only when DHHS has both a
lien,claimverified and a verified IIIparagraph should be interpreted to be

limited to these circumstances as well. To contrary,the construing para-
graph I, II,III in the context of paragraphs and IV indicates that the
legislature intended otherwise. legislatureThe uses “claim” and “lien” as

throughoutdistinct terms section 16. IParagraph generallydescribes the
manner in which arising“[assistance liens under” chapters 161or 167may

167:16,1 added).be enforced. (emphasisRSA IIParagraph describes how
“mayDHHS enforce the liquidated amount of an assistance lien!’ RSA

added).167:16, II (emphasis And paragraph IV restricts the sale of real
estate or probatedistribution of byassets an estate against which a notice
of lien has been filed to ensure that protected.DHHS’s interest is See RSA
167:16,IV. The absence of similar language limiting the application of RSA
167:16, III only to situations in which aDHHS has lien is a strong
indication that legislaturethe did not intend the toparagraph be so limited.

The appellant arguesnext that paragraph III applies only to claims
by entitled,secured liens because RSA 167:16 is “Enforcement of Assis-
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however, aheld, title of statute“[t]hepreviouslyLiens.” As we havetance
languagethe isstatutoryand whereinterpretation,not of itsis conclusive

determiningthe title inthis court will not considerunambiguousclear and
(1984).739,125 742Kilgus,v. N.H.meaning of the statute.” Statethe

notunambiguous,statute and we willthe of the are clearBecause words
interpretation.167:16to in itslook to the title of RSA aid

167:16,of III islanguagethat the RSAGiven our determination
we needonly interpretation,to reasonableunambiguous subjectand one

inthat the trial court erred consult­argumentnot appellant’saddress the
Dion,v.history meaning.to determine the statute’s SeeStateing legislative

(2013)(“Where544, trial court reaches the correct result164 N.H. 552 the
thegrounds, grounds supportwill affirm if valid alternativeon mistaken we

585, 588omitted)); Franklin,v. 159N.H.(quotation CitySmithdecision.” of
(2010) (‘We theto aid our wherelegislative history analysisreview

or to more than one reasonablestatutory ambiguous subjectislanguage
omitted)).interpretation.” (quotation

bytrial notarguesthe that the court erredFinally, appellant
recovery bythe estate from to RSAexempting pursuantdecedent’s DHHS

167:16-a,IV(b)(2). arguesthe that this statute shouldSpecifically, appellant
claims, theinterpretto all and that tointerpreted applybe to DHHS

court,otherwise, an RSAyieldsstatute as did the trial absurd result.
(2014)167:16-a, states, inIV relevant part:

of law to the thereNotwithstanding any provision contrary,IV.
correctlyshall be no or of medical assistanceadjustment recovery

individual,an from anexcepton behalf of ... the estate ofpaid
individual 55 of or older whenyears agewho was the individual

assistance, aonlyand . . . at time when:received such then

(b) a lienIn the case of on an individual’s home under
1(b):subparagraph

(2) no daughterThere is son or of the
inresidingindividual who was the individual’s

a of 2period yearshome for at least immedi-
dateately before the of the individual’s admis-

institution, nursingmedical facility,sion to the
facilityor intermediate care and who estab-

the state that orlishes to satisfaction of the he
care individual whichprovidedshe to such
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such individual to reside atpermitted home
rather than in an institution and is lawfully-

in such home and done soresiding has on a
since thecontinuous basis the date of individu-

institution,theal’s admission to medical nurs-
ing facility, facility.or intermediate care

167:16-a,IV(b)(2)By plain language, appliesits RSA theonly case of“[i]n
1(b).”a 167:16-a,lien on an individual’s home under subparagraph RSA

IV(b). 1(b)167:16-a, (2014),Under RSA notwithstanding any provi-other
law, may uponsion of DHHS not secure a lien the real of aproperty

the “is an arecipient recipient inpatient facility,unless in nursing interme-
1(b).facility, 167:16-a,diate care or Here,other medical institution.” RSA

institution,the not to adecedent was admitted medical noand lien was
placed on property consequencethe decedent’s as a of a atstay such an

IY(b)(2)167:16-a,institution. Consequently, RSA is plainly inapplicable to
this case.

withdisagree appellant’s suggestionWe the that our interpretation of
this statute to an arguesleads absurd result. She that the statute is

exemptintended to an estate from recovery by providedDHHS when care
by a recipient’s delays entrychild into a facility, therebymedical saving the
State thatsignificant money, and it therefore would be absurd for the
statute not similarly exemptto an estate when provided bycare the

childrenrecipient’s obviates the need for a arecipient to enter medical
—facility. The ofpremise reasoningthe isappellant’s faulty, however the

statute notdoes create a Ifpermanent recovery.bar to the child of a
167:16-a,recipient requirements IV(b)(2),satisfies the of RSA then DHHS

is merely prevented from onrecovering againsta lien real untilproperty
a time when that child to live inceases the decedent’s home. See RSA
167:16-a, Therefore, purposeIV. the of the statute is not to reward a child’s
meritorious conduct with financial in formgain the of offorgiveness debt

decedent,byowed to the State the as the butappellant hypothesizes, rather
to aprotect evict,such child from DHHS a tousing lien orpartition, force
sale of the decedent’s home while the child continues to live there. See RSA
167:16-a, IV(b)(2) (recovery providedallowable no“[t]here is son or
daughter of the individual who was in theresiding individual’s home for a

2period years”).of at least
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167:16-a,of RSArequirementsexpresstheAccordingly, because
that thecorrectly determinedIV(b)(2) met, trial courtthehave not been

recoverya of assistanceestate fromthe decedent’sexemptdid notstatute
DHHS.by

Affirmed.

BASSETT, JJ.,HICKS, CONBOY, concurred.DALIANIS, C.J., andand
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