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Nadeau, Rood,J. The plaintiffs, Steve and Allie appeal the Milford
J.)(Drescher,District Court’s dismissal of their chapterRSA 540-A action

against defendant,the Charles E. Moore. affirm.We
The trial court found the following plaintiffsrelevant facts. The leased a

single-family residence from the An entrydefendant. unauthorized of the
leased residence onoccurred one occasion when the carpetdefendant let
installers in to measure the premises. The trial court found that such
unauthorized entry rightviolated the plaintiffs’ enjoymentto of thequiet

(1997)didproperty but not constitute a violation RSAof 540-A:2 itbecause
was not willful. The court found that nature of the conversations and“[t]he

between atrelationship partiesthe that time was such that the court finds
did,that couldMoore have and innocently misunderstand the ofextent his

right to enter premises.”the
At argument,oral the plaintiffs findingasserted that the above was

against the theweight of evidence. We need not address this argument,
however, because it was neither in the plaintiffs’raised notice of appeal,
see Thompson 698, (1995),v. The H.W.G. Group, briefed,139 N.H. 701 nor

362, 363 (2001).see Scheffy,MacMillan v. 147 N.H.
The plaintiffs contend that the court in failing distinguisherred to

540-A:2,between the term “willfully” as used in RSA which proscribes
“willfully” issue,the atcommitting prohibited practice and the “willful”term

(1995),as used in RSA 358-A:10 forprovideswhich enhanced fordamages a
“willful (1997)or knowing 540-A:4,violation” of RSA 358-A. RSAchapter IX
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orviolates RSA 540-A:2or tenant who“[a]nythat landlordprovides, part,in
forthcivilremedies setsubjectbe to theof RSA 540-A:3shallany provision

IX,540-A:4,assume, deciding, that RSA readwithoutin 358-A:10.”WeRSA
358-A:10, for adamagesenhancedRSA authorizesconjunctionin with

v. AcresBrosseau Greenknowingor of RSA 540-A:2.“willful violation” Cf.
643, (1992).Homes, 135 650Mobile N.H.

be“willfully”in RSA 540-A:2shouldthat the termplaintiffsThe assert
inand the term “willful”“voluntarily intentionally,”andasinterpreted

knowledgeor with actuala bad or motivepurposeRSA 358-A:10as “with
willful,ofto the first determinationrespectof the law.” Withof violation

to act ofapply onlythe term theargument thatplaintiffs’ requiresthe
element of lack ofand not to the additionalentering the leased premises,

words, have thewould us construeplaintiffsIn other theconsent.
voluntarily andto be that the landlordprohibited practice at issue

without, fact, tohaving consent dothe inintentionally premises,entered
ofor of mind on the issueso, knowledge stateregardless of the landlord’s

reject interpretation.We thisconsent.

many meanings dependingisthat a word of“[w]illfulWe have noted
44,144 N.H. 52Morgan,it Appealthe in is used.”context whichupon of

however,omitted). have, the term(1999) usually interpretedWe(quotation
operativeof the facts.a mistaken beliefto an act committed underexclude

(1980);Whitehouse, 417, R.J. Berke &420See, id.; 120 N.H.e.g., Hynes v.
instance,(1976).Thus, for inInc., 760,116 N.H. 764-65Griffin,Co. v. J.P.

(1985) (citationInc., 796,Subaru, N.H. 801126Ives v. Manchester
anomitted), stated, is act committed withvoluntary“A willful act awe

not, contrast, anan accident or actbyto its It iscause results.intent
thata held in that case athe of mistake of fact.” Wecommitted on basis

employeran whospecified damages byofmandating paymentthestatute
whereimpose liabilityintended towillfully wagesfailed to “was notpay

fide belief that hewages is based bonaemployer’s pay uponthe refusal to
omitted). similarlyWe hold(quotationto them.” Id.obligated payis not

liability uponto a landlordimpose540-A:2was not intendedhere that RSA
understandingmistakenhonestlya under anpremiseswho enters tenant’s

entry.to suchof the tenant’s consent
that no violation of RSAthe trial court’s conclusionWe therefore affirm

theholding, plaintiffs’not addressoccurred. this we need540-A:2 Given
for a violation ofawarding attorney’sthe of feesconcerningarguments

RSA 540-A:2.

Affirmed.

Brock, J.,C.J., Duggan,and concurred.


