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tolawyers keep separateescrow funds until the resolution of a Indispute.
case,this the respondent agentwas the escrow of funds stemming from

decree,her client’s divorce Under theproceeding. divorce the respondent
explicitly requiredwas to the fundsdisperse equally between her client

lightand his ex-wife. In of the dispute concerning the entitlement of her
funds,client’s ex-wife to the the respondentescrow should have

maintained the funds in the escrow account until resolution of the dispute.
Instead, stated,the aptlyas referee herRespondent put“[T]he client’s
demands and her her professionalown wishes before responsibilities.” We
agree with the referee’s recommendation that the respondent be
suspended months,from the of for apractice periodlaw of six or until she

providecan this court evidence that she successfullyhas acompleted
incourse ethics and the understanding of the Rules of Professional

Conduct, Furthermore,whichever is longer. the shall have therespondent
right to resume the of lawpractice only upon compliance with all the terms
and ofconditions this order and to thepursuant procedure set forth in

37(12) reinstatement,Court RuleSupreme regarding which includes the
thatrequirement respondent producethe evidence of satisfactory

of thecompletion Multistate Professional Responsibility Examination. See
Sup. 37(12)(e).Ct. R. The shallrespondent also reimburse the committee
for the matter,costs and ofexpenses investigating prosecutingand this
properly toapportioned reflect that the committee was not successful on

Sup. 37(16).all of the violations it alleged. See Ct. R. We remand to the
referee Case, 62,to determine the costs awarded. See Bruzga’s 145 N.H.

(2000).73

So ordered.

FITZGERALD, JJ.,HOLLMAN and superior justices,court specially
490:3,assigned under RSA concurred.
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(DonaldUchida, the briefP.L.L.C., F. Hebert onof ConcordHébert and
orally), plaintiff.and for the

brief,(Walter andBates, P.A., L. on theof Laconia MitchellMitchell &
for defendant Town of Strafford.orally),E. WhitelawJudith

ofCrean, Concord, for defendant Townby orally,D. of brief andDaniel
Barnstead.

Meunier, ofNADEAU, appealsBernhardine the dismissalplaintiff,J. The
the board of tax andbyher for the abatement of real estate taxpetition

(BTLA).land We affirm.appeals
1996,9, plaintiffOn the filed with theJulyThe relevant facts follow.

thebyBTLA for abatement of a real estate tax levied Townpetitiona the
in theThe that her is locatedplaintiff propertyof Strafford. contends

within Strafford.propertyTown of Barnstead and that she does not own
3, 1997, BTLA Strafford’s motion toBy January grantedorder dated the

dismiss, determineruling jurisdiction municipalthat it did not have to
6, 1997, BTLA its order ofboundary February stayedlines. On the

dismissal, court for resolutionallowing plaintiff petition superiorthe to the
of the lineboundary dispute.

J.)(Perkins,30, 1998, CourtBy Superiororder dated March the
trial court held that under RSA 51:7plaintiffs petition.dismissed the The

1998) municipal onlyit had to decide boundaries when(Supp. jurisdiction
RSAdisagreed joint boundary.the selectmen of those towns as to their

states, part:51:7 in pertinent

shall inadjoining disagreeWhen the selectmen of towns
towns,of suchestablishingand the lines and boundsrenewing

shall, disputedeither examine said lines orsuperiorthe court...
the court’s decisionpurpose,a committee for that andappoint

final____thereon shall be

on51:7, agreedof Strafford and BarnsteadRSA I. Because the selectmen
subjectthat it was without mattera the trial court ruledjoint boundary,

to decide the matter.jurisdiction
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order,toSubsequent superiorthe court the legislature amended RSA
provide:51:7to

For a dispute as to the actual location of a town line in aarising
matter appealon before the board of tax and land appeals
pursuant 76:16-a,to RSA the board of tax and land shallappeals
have jurisdictionconcurrent with superiorthe court and shall
have the authority granted the superior court in I.paragraph

51:7, 2001).RSA II (Supp. August 12, 1999,On the BTLA invited the
plaintiff and defendants whether,to submit statements regarding in light
of the dismissal of the superior court case and 51:7,the amendment of RSA
it should lift the stay of its dismissal order or take some other action. On

17,1999,September order,the BTLA lifted its stay finding 51:7,that RSA
amended,as did not itgive authority to decide municipal boundary

disputes when there was no dispute between the adjoining towns’
selectmen. plaintiffThe forfiled reconsideration and for leave to submit
new evidence legislativeof history. motions,The BTLA denied both
holding plaintiffthat the was unable to demonstrate that the proffered
legislative history was unavailable to her 12,when she filed her August
1999statement.

(1)On appeal, plaintiff 51:7,the argues amended,that: RSA as grants
the jurisdiction (2)BTLA action;to decide the present and the BTLA
erred itwhen denied the plaintiffs motion for leave to submit new
evidence.

The plaintiff first that theargues plain 51:7,ofmeaning RSA as
amended, thegrants BTLA jurisdiction to determine boundary disputes,
regardless of whether the aredisputants selectmen of the adjoining towns
or aggrieved taxpayers. alternative,In the the that,defendant contends
should RSA 51:7 be ambiguous,deemed the legislativestatute’s history

asupports more inclusive reading, theallowing present action.
questionsOn of statutory interpretation, we are the final arbiter of the

legislatureintent of the as in theexpressed words of a statute considered
as a Sullivan, (1999).whole. See 541,State v. 144 N.H. 543 When a
statute’s language is andplain unambiguous, we need not look thebeyond
statute for further indication of legislative Comeau,intent. See State v. 142

(1997).84,N.H. 86 Because we decide the matter uponbased the plain
meaning 51:7,of RSA we will neither delve into the statute’s legislative
history, nor decide plaintiffsthe evidentiary appeal.

1996)RSA 76:16-a (Supp. inprovides pertinent part, that if selectmen of
a neglecttown or them,refuse to abate a tax byassessed any aggrieved
party may appeal that action to the BTLA. The plaintiff contends that

51:7,RSA II extends to the courtsuperior the same authority granted to
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decidethe court to76:16~a,thereby allowing superiorbyBTLA RSAthe
plaintiff arguesTheparty.any aggrievedbyinitiatedboundary disputes

to51:7, jurisdictionII concurrentprovidesof RSAlanguagenewthat the
tocourt, allowing the BTLAtherebythe superiorthe BTLA andboth

disagree.Weby any aggrieved party.disputes initiatedboundarydecide
the51:7, I, changed withRSA was notlanguage ofstatutoryThe

amendment, theto the 199851:7, II in 1998. Priorof RSAamendment
to51:7, I, empoweredThe court wassuperiorof clear.meaning RSA was

townsadjoiningthat selectmen ofdisputes, providedboundarysettle
51:7,1,RSAlanguageAs the of remainsupon those boundaries.disagreed

statutory remains the same.languageeffect of thatunchanged, the

amendment, plain meaningthat theto the 1998 we concludeTurning
the innovativeplaintiffs interpretation.II does notparagraph supportof
be to contradict whatinterpreteda should not so asOne section of statute

in Cohen v. Townelsewhere the statute. Seeclearly expressedhas been of
(1991). 51:7,Henniker, 425, II theAlthough grants428-29 RSA134 N.H.

I limitsconcurrentsuperior jurisdiction, paragraphBTLA and the court
in the ofjurisdiction to which selectmensuperiorthe court’s cases

Therefore,boundaryin a thedispute.towns are embroiledadjoining
injurisdiction to the BTLA II must begranted paragraphconcurrent

to RSA 76:16-a insimilarly plaintiff argues by referringlimited. The that
51:7, II, jurisdiction, thecoupled grantthe of concurrentRSA with

the courtexpand jurisdiction superiorwas to the oflegislature attempting
brought any plainAboundary disputes by aggrieved party.to settle

51:7, however,II, indicates that the reference to RSAreading of RSA
by appeal broughtidentifies which an ismerely procedure76:16-a the

51:7, to thegrant jurisdictionthe BTLA. II does not newbefore RSA
court, jurisdictionbut rather concurrent to thesuperior grants existing

BTLA.

51:7,Prior of RSA an couldaggrieved taxpayerto the amendment
BTLA, 76:16-a, thean either to the see RSA or toabatement denialappeal

2001).court, However, the(Supp. superiorsee RSA 76:17 becausesuperior
wherejurisdiction boundary disputes adjoiningalone had to decidecourt
boundaries,to their antown selectmen were unable settle town’s

toeffectively foregoinglimited to either recourseaggrieved taxpayer was
in separateBTLA of aseeking boundary disputethe or resolution the

The effect of the amendment is thatsuperioraction before the court. 1998
aggrieved taxpayer, dispute adjoiningembroiled in a between twoan

not to theboundary dispute, may appealtowns that have settled their
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BTLA, jurisdictionwhich now tohas settle boundary indisputes this
limited context.

Affirmed.

BRODERICK,J., oralsat for but notargument did take in thepart final
vote; BROCK,C.J., DUGGAN,JJ.,and DALIANIS and concurred.
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