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alreadywasfinancial crisisthe defendant’sthe issue ofFinally,
instance,evidence, Id. Foror inference.”stipulation,by other“established

admissibility of hisabove, challenge thedoes notthe defendantas noted
income,crimes, lack ofincluding histhe time of thestatus as offinancial

thehis vehicles. He concedesand ofrepossessioncreditorsdebt to various
“motive to commit theft and toto of hisof this evidence the issuerelevance

Thus,witnesses, trial court found.”as theby eliminatingevade detection
otheris cumulative ofchallenging largelyisthethe evidence defendant

at 199.introduced. See id.properlyevidence

was notchallengedof the evidencethe valueprobativeBecause
to theprejudicethe of unfairsubstantially by dangeroutweighed
clearlywas notdefendant, rulingtrial court’swe that theconclude

of the defendant’s case.prejudiceto theor unreasonableuntenable

Affirmed.

Galway, JJ.,and concurred.Dalianis
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SD)Broderick, Unity (Unity appealsSchool fromC.J. The District
J.) denyingthe Court its motions to{Emery,orders of Manchester District

the SDUnityand to reconsider. At issue is whether or thedismiss
(Manchester SD)School to therequiredManchester District is reimburse

special expenses juvenile,for education for aNashua School District the
(1999).to the court inpursuant Unity arguesRSA 193:29 SD that erred its

(1999).ofand RSA 193:27 We reverse andinterpretation application
remand.

27, 2003, petitionsOnsupports following.The record the October for
(Juvenilefiled,neglectand that 2004-789-Aallegingabuse were Juvenile

A) (Juvenile B)hisand older brother Juvenile 2004-789-B had been
(2002).XIX(b)169-C:3,neglected by their mother. RSA Prior toSee the

filing petitions, juvenilesof the in withboth lived Manchester their
be,Apparently, was,mother. the children’s father and continues to

inhospitalized an facility;out-of-State veterans affairs medical he is not a
disabled,Bparty appeal.to this is andlearning specialJuvenile receives

Aseducation. there is no betweendispute parties concerningthe Juvenile
A, limit thewe balance of our and toanalysisdiscussion the circumstances
of B.Juvenile

27,On or about BOctober the mother left inJuvenile the care of a
Manchester,neighborhood friend in as scheduledshe was to enter a

homenursing nursingdue to health issues. Because a home bed was not
in Manchester,available motherthe was admitted to the Sullivan County

28,Nursing Home on or about October 2003. is no disputeThere that the
CountySullivan Nursing Home is located within the geographic

of Unityboundaries the The 2005,SD. mother there until Aprilremained
waswhen she admitted to the Laurel Center in Bedford.

31,On October preliminaryafter a trialhearing, the court awarded
“legal supervision” children,of BJuvenile to the youthdivision for and

(DCYF).families The court also ordered Bthat Juvenile continue to live
with the mother’s DCYFfriend investigationwhile conducted an into the

4,of“appropriateness” remaininghis Onthere. November following a
J.)thehearing, District Court {Ryan, found “reasonable cause to believe”

Bthat was neglected, DCYF,Juvenile and awarded of himlegal custody to
placewith to him inorders a licensed and placement.certified out-of-home

10,On November Bactually placedDCYF inJuvenile the Nashua
placement there,Children’s Home. Prior to Bhis Juvenile had lived and

Manchester;school inattended he has ornever lived attended inschool
the of Unity.town

J.)As result ofa subsequent proceedings, the Court {Emery,District
determined Unitythat SD “sendingwas the district” with respect to

193:27,B. SeeJuvenile RSA SDUnity objected beingIV. to so designated
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proceedings.to from the It contended thatand moved be dismissed
193:27,district,” to RSA“sendingSD should pursuantManchester be the

IV, of the School District for thepurpose reimbursingfor the Nashua
193:29,1(a).to B under RSAspecial expenseseducation related Juvenile

2004, Unityin trial courtFollowing hearings Augustand the deniedApril
dismiss, its motion appealmotion to as well as to reconsider. ThisSD’s

followed.
of intrial court as a matter law itsUnity arguesSD that the erred

it contends thatapplication Specifically,and of RSA 193:27.interpretation
(1) “sendingthe definition offailing applycourt erred in: to correctthe

(2)district”; residency B’s Indeterminingand the of Juvenile mother.
dismiss, standard isconsidering a motion to our of review

allegations plaintiff’s reasonablyin the arepleadingswhether the
recovery.that permitof a would Wesusceptible construction

to construeplaintiff’s pleadingsthe be true and allassume
favorably to [it].drawn therefrom most Wereasonable inferences

in plaintiff’snot assume truth of statements theneed the
however, merelyare conclusions of law.complaint, which

(2002) (citations,525, 529FSB, quotations147 N.H. andBaybankKarch v.
omitted). dismiss,UnityIn SD’s to the trial courtdenyingbrackets motion

essentially undisputed193:27 it to an ofappliedconstrued RSA and set
such, law,appeal questionthis a of which we review depresentsfacts. As

328, 330 (2004).Simone,v. 151 N.H.novo. See State
to that court failedUnity argument applyfirst turn SD’s the trial toWe

agreeof district.” RSA“sending partiesthe correct definition Both that
193:27, a school district and this Oursending governsIV defines case.

ofmeaningmust start with consideration of this andanalysis plainthe
them,statutes, construing reasonably possible,where toother relevant

State,v. 140their See Nashua School Dist.underlying policies.effectuate
(1995).457, reasonably458 as we will construe thepossible,N.H. Insofar

harmoniously.statutory provisionsvarious Id.
outset, requires againwe this case us to examine theAt the note that

andof statutes to education the court-­interrelationship pertainingseveral
juveniles. Reg.of See Town v. Monadnockplacementordered Gilsumof

(1992).District, 32, 36 193:27 is not136 Because RSA a modelSchool N.H.
“sendingthe district” haswhyof it is understandable definition ofclarity,

for See Manchester School District v.confusing school districts.been
(D. 26,Crisman, 97-632-M, 311202, *2 N.H.No. Civ. 2001 WL at March

2001) (New defining obligations toHampshire’s rightsstatutes and related
thicket,” “more than a fairpublic “statutory requiringeducation are

aholding today bright-lineto Our confirmsdegree navigate”).of stamina



rule for application, justified uponits one that we believe is based the
statutes, rules,language of the statute and associated administrative and

our Itprevious legislaturecase law. is for the to determine whether the
statute, here, amended, notinterpreted putas should be as we will words
into the the legislaturestatute where has chosen not to do so. See Grenier

111,Assoc.,v. Owners’Barclay Square Commercial Condo. 150 N.H. 118
(2002).(2003); 754,Locke,In re Estate 148 N.H. 759of

193:27, reads,RSA “sending part:IV defines district” and in pertinent

“Sending district” means the school district in a childwhich
most ifrecently custodyresided ... such child is not in legalthe

state;of a ifparent parentor the outside the if the childresides is
legal state,in custodyretained the of theparent residinga within

“sending district” means the district in parentschool which the
resides____ custodyWhen is subsequenttransferred to the

children,original placement of a in achild home for ... the
“sending be,district” shall changefrom the in orlegal custody

forward, inguardianship that whichdistrict the child resided at
the original placement.time of the

193:29, I,RSA details a sending liabilityschool district’s for the
educational forexpenses placed reads,a child in a home for and inchildren
pertinent part:

placedFor inany anychild and forcared home for children or
facility,health care sendingthe district shall make topayments

district____the receiving

As by parties court, 193:27,noted both and the trial RSA IV contains
two distinct fordefinitions a sending school district. The first definition

inapplies those instances where isthe child not in legal custodythe of a
orparent, parentthe resides outside the State. The second definition

in those instances where the isapplies legalchild retained in custodythe of
parenta residing within the parties agreeState. Both the questionthat of

which applicabledefinition is to of uponthe facts a case depends the time
at which the trial court must apply RSA 193:27to sendingdetermine the
district. The parties agreealso that RSA 193:27 is tosilent as when the
sending district determination must made. In denying Unitybe SD’s

dismiss,tomotion the trial court examined the fromperiodtime October
27,2003, to the of B“placement” Home,at theJuvenile Nashua Children’s
concluded that in legalhe “was the custody placement,”mother’s toprior

appliedand the second the sendingdefinition—that wasdistrict the school
indistrict which the mother resided.
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standard the date on whichUnity SD that the relevant time iscontends
here,liabilitytheactually fundingtrial court makesthe determination —

(the dismiss,1, therebymotion2004 date the court denied the toOctober
district). such, Unity arguesAs SDconfirming sendingSD as theUnity

applicable legalof is because“sendingthat the first district”definition
2003,4,DCYF on andcustody for B was awarded to NovemberJuvenile

trial courtlegalin of his mother when thecustodythe child was not the
1,2004.onits motion to dismiss Octoberdenied

“pointthatthat relevant time standard isManchester SD contends the
4,in custody” here,to the Novemberimmediately prior changein time —

DCYF).(the such, Manchestercustodydate court awarded to As2003 the
It“sending applicable.that definition of district” isarguesSD the second

Juvenilerulingthe trial court’s was correct becausefurther contends that
2003,4, and thein until NovembercustodyB remained his mother’s

andcustodyin “when was transferred to DCYFUnitymother resided
at the Nashua Children’s Home.”placement[his]toprior

and with the trial court’sdisagree parties’ arguments,We with both
Instead, standard forwe find that the relevant timedetermination.

plain193:27 in of RSAlanguagethe in RSA is thedefining providedterms
193:29,1. of the should beSpecifically, sendingthe determination district

homeanyis and for inupon actually “placedbased the child caredwhen
facility.”orfor children health care

thenecessarythat rule foragree parties “bright-line”We with both a is
rule, however, and theof the Such aapplicationconsistent statutes.

in193:27 theconstruing alreadyfor RSA existconsequent time standard
is andlanguage Clearly, actually placedRSA 193:29. until a childplain of
district,children, receivingnosendingfor in a for there is nocared home

district, and, Accordingly,for thatliabilityno financial child.consequently,
to a ontonecessary literally engraftdo not it time standardwe believe

“Indo so.legislature193:27 did not see the need toRSA when the
statute, legislature mighta will consider whatconstruing we neither the

said nor that it did not see fit to include.” Monahan-Fortinhave add words
(2002).Hudson, 769, 771v. 148Properties Toum N.H.of

193:29, 193:27,both RSA IV and RSA IV furtherplainThe oflanguage
a childplacementof actual ofsupports originalour that the date theview

thedeterminingin children’s is the time standard fora home intended
193:29,in IVSpecifically,defined RSA 193:27. RSAsending district as

states:

for the child inform theagency responsible placingThe shall
where the childsending receiving presentlyand districts of

aplacementthe child inresides and where last resided before
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children, institution orfacility,home health care or statefor
legalif in theparentthe of the child resides the child iswhere

of a who resides within the state.custody parent

added.) 193:27, states:(Emphasis RSA IV

originalto thecustody subsequentWhen is transferred
children, “sendinga child in a home ... theplacement of for

be, in orchange legal custodydistrict” shall from the
forward, in child resided atguardianship that district which the

the original placement.the time of

added.)(Emphasis
statutes, cases, implicitlyas haveOther associated well as earlier

1(a) (1999)186-C:13,RSA anrecognized {“Whenthe same. See
in a home children or health careeducationally placeddisabled child is for

193:27,in such childfacility liability expensesas defined RSA the for for
193:29.”) added));in (emphasisshall be determined accordance with RSA

Dist., (same); Dist. v.Nashua School 140 N.H. at 459 Manchester School
(1st 2002) (same).Crisman, 1, 11-14306 F.3d Cir.

Further, our of its toplain meaning analysis applicationRSA 193:29and
193:29,RSAunderlying policies.RSA 193:27 also effectuate the statutes’

1(a) 1(a)186-C:13, specialand RSA are concerned with the costs of
Gilsum,education for institutionalized children. See Town 136 N.H. atof

39. The RSA 193:27werelegislative purposes behind these statutes and

first, to unfair financial lawspreviousalleviate the burden which
placedhad on districts in groupschool which there were homes

facilities, second,or other child care to thatand ensure the
education of handicapped interrupted bychildren will not be
disputes liability.between school districts over their financial

(1983).omitted); B., 28, Here,Id. (quotations Garysee In re 124 N.H. 32
applicationour of a time standard inalready statutoryextant the scheme

reduces the risk of inconsistent or thatarbitrary mightresults we believe
Instead,follow from either of RSA 193:27.party’s interpretation

construing statutorythe aprovisions harmoniously providesas we have
“avoidQrules, SD,inbright-line rule. Such the words of the Manchester

inrequirement judicial everythe of resolution case ... inconsistent[and]
inarbitrary] adjudicated.”[or results cases that are

Although our plain meaning analysis provides ample foundation for our
statutes,interpretation of the we note that the State Code of

givesAdministrative Rules further that insupport “placed”the word RSA
provides 193:27,193:29 the intemporal context for the definitions RSA and



refers to that time when the child is inactually placed the children’s home.
Specifically:

child,enrolling placement.“Place” means the act a in aof

in,... “Placement” means the enrollment a child orof
to,committing movingor a child an educational orprogram

program facility____residential or

(13)Rules, 1130.02(a)(12), added);N.H. (emphasisAdmin. Ed see
(“NewDist., 306 F.3d at Hampshire givesManchester School 9 ... some

to interpretation bydeference the reasonable of a state statute the state
administrative withagency charged responsibility enforcingthe of that
statute.”); 565,152Appeal Dep’t Transportation,N.H. N.H. 573cf. of of
(2005) (when doubt,inmeaning of statute court defers to long-standing
practical interpretation given by entitystatute administrative without

interference).legislative
Unity proposed interpretation,SD’s to define “sending district” based

determination,upon actuallywhen the trial court makes a funding liability
would unnecessarilyrender such definition fluid. An individual court or

limitations,judge’s scheduling possibility multiplethe of orhearings, the
potential for an adjudication,reconsideration of initial amight delay
liability significantlydetermination until a date after initial placement.the

case,In this Unity SD moved to reconsider the trial fundingcourt’s
1,liability determination of October 2004. That motion was ondenied

21,October over placementeleven months after Juvenile B’s initial in the
Nashua BAlthoughChildren’s Home. Juvenile remained in the custody of
DCYF thatthroughout period, temporal fluidity Unitytime the of SD’s
proposed interpretation may mean that a child could be the ofsubject one

transfers,or more custody correspondingwithout a transfer of school
liability,district financial a funding liabilitybefore determination is made.

193:27,Such circumstances would render superfluous languagethe of RSA
IV regarding funding liability when “custody is transferred tosubsequent
the inoriginal placement of a child a home for children.” See Binda v.

(2000)Co., 613,Royal Ins. 144 N.H. 616 is(legislature presumed not to
words).have used superfluous

proposedManchester SD’s interpretation, “sendingto define district”
upon pointbased “that in time to inimmediately prior change custody”the

(here, DCYF),to equally susceptible addition,is to Influidity.such
Manchester interpretationSD’s would insometimes result a

liabilitydetermination of financial for a school districtsending before such
Here, Bliability was incurred. Juvenile was in legal custodythe of his

4,2003. 4, however,mother from October 27 to November After November
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remains, DCYF. Manchesterwas, custodyB in the oflegalandJuvenile
date) inin resultchange custodyto the wouldinterpretation (lookingSD’s

educationspecialfor Juvenile B’sUnity being financiallySD liablethe
in the Nashuaplacement4 until hisincurred from Novemberexpenses

however, Btime,that JuvenileDuringHome on November 10.Children’s
in Wein School Manchester.McLaughlinthe Middleactuallywas enrolled

for193:27, Unity SD liableRSA IV to render theinterpretdecline to
inattending schoolexpensesB’s education while he wasspecialJuvenile

148 N.H. at 771Properties,SD. See Monahan-Fortinthe Manchester
(‘We itstogetherof to effectuate overallpartsconstrue all a statute

result.”). addition, disagreeInor weunjustand to avoid an absurdpurpose
to theimmediatelyto in timepoint priorthe trial court must look thatthat

193:27, IV.in definition of RSAchange custody applyingwhen the
that, cases, custodyin parentalin most children will beAssuming

tochange,to initial we further declineimmediately prior custodyan
193:27, could be applicableRSA IV such that its first definitioninterpret

outside the State.very parentin those few cases where the residesonly

case,of the to the facts of thisApplying interpretationour statutes
forsendingwe conclude that the Manchester SD is the school district

4, 2003, legal custodyB in the ofJuvenile B. On November Juvenile was
custody parentsnot in the of his onConsequently, legalDCYF. he was

10, 2003, in the Nashuaactually placedNovember the date he was
“sending district” is the school districtAccordingly,Children’s Home. the

B thatrecently alreadyin which Juvenile most resided. We have held
lived,actuallyin a childplace“resided” this context “refers to the where

B., 124 32Garythan to residence or domicile.” N.H. atlegalrather
(citation omitted). filing petition neglect,Prior to the of the for abuse and

Home, Bplacementand until his actual at the Nashua Children’s Juvenile
living neighborhoodwas in Manchester with his mother or with her friend.

193:29,plain languagePursuant to the of RSA 193:27 and RSA
sendingManchester SD is the district.

above,our is not turnholding, dispositive, UnityBecause we need to
ofargument regarding residencySD’s second the determination the of

trial UnityJuvenile B’s mother. We reverse the court’s denial of SD’s
dismiss, inproceedingsmotion to and remand for further accordance with

this opinion.

Reversed and remanded.

DugganDalianis, Galway, JJ.,and concurred.


