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thanfulfill legislative purposebetter to theanyone, appearwould
construction.would a more restrictive

anyto indicatewording statute]in the ofnothing [theWe find
It was agiven application.that it be limitedlegislative intent

of divorcedconcerningof willspublic policydeclarationstatutory
reservation,condition, ortestators, withoutprovided,which

be denied benefitsspouse anythat a divorced is toqualification,
If the had[legislature]to divorce.priorunder a will executed

itsubsequentto divorces couldapply onlyintended the statute to
have so stated.

224 at 155.S.E.2dPapen,
551:13,of RSA II to thisapplicationno error in the trial court’sFinding

case, we its decision.uphold

Affirmed.
DugganDalianis, Galway, JJ.,Broderick, C.J., and concurred.and
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DALIANIS, Gauthier,J. The a finalrespondent, Ryan appeals domestic
J.).violence order of the Littletonrestraining Family (Cyr,Division We

reverse.
Aldrich,The in the record: The afollowing appears petitioner, Amy filed

petition for a domestic violence order therestraining against respondent,
with whom in a relationship years,she had been for more than five and
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a child. Her that she waspetition principally allegedwith whom she had
mother,the who was not named as ahaving disputes respondent’swith

in therespondent petition.
in the did the that thepetition petitioner allegeWhile nowhere

her,had threatened to kill at the she testified that therespondent hearing
him,had “if I ever tried to take from then herespondent child]stated: [the

kill me.” The that such arespondent’s objected, arguingwould counsel
not in the The trial court overruled thealleged petition.threat was

objection.
order, the trialgranting restraining specifically uponIn the court relied

threat,the as “Thispetitioner’s testimony concerningthe death follows:
173-B:1,Court finds that there has been abuse within the of RSAmeaning

This Court finds that the defendant has threatenedThreatening.Criminal
reconsideration,kill the Theplaintiff.” respondent soughtto which was

appealdenied. This followed.
that, (2002),173-B:3,The to I noticerespondent argues pursuant RSA

was of an of a death threat the couldrequired allegation petitionerbefore
testify allowing testimony.to such a threat and that the court erred in this

173-B:3, (2002),The counters that under RSA VIII the trialpetitioner
broad discretion to admit evidence it deems relevant andcourt has

material, allegedand that the death threat was material and relevant
regardless allegedevidence which could be admitted of whether it was in

173-B:3,1, alleged againstthe RSA states: “Notice of... the factspetition.
defendant____”given maythe defendant shall be to the The bepetition

or amended if the defendant is ansupplemented “only provided
to the to to the oropportunity prior hearing respond supplemental

173-B:3,1. hand, 173-B:3,amended RSA On the other RSA VIIIpetition.”
anystates: “In under this the court shall not boundproceeding chapter, be

maythe technical rules of evidence and admit evidence which itby
173-B:3,relevant and RSAconsiders material.” VIII.

law,The of a statute is a of we review deinterpretation question which
(2006).Sarvela, 426, 429In the Matter & 154 We arenovo. N.H.of Sarvela

the final arbiter of the intent of the as in the words oflegislature expressed
the statute considered as a whole. Id. We first examine the of thelanguage

and,statute, where we ascribe the andpossible, plain ordinary meanings
face,to the the a clear itslanguagewords used. Id. When of statute is on

to neither considermeaning subjectits is not modification. Id. We will
what the have said nor add words that it did not see fit tolegislature might
include. Id.

statute,Under the terms of the facts theplain alleged against
defendant must be in advance of the on thesupplied hearing petition.
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modifyto thepetitionor amend thesupplementthe need arise toShould
that thethis, too, hearingdone to the sopriormust bealleged,facts

respond.has an toopportunitydefendant
isolation; instead, inin we to do soattemptdo not construeWe statutes

v. Mt. Cranmorestatutory Soraghanthe overall scheme.harmony with
(2005).399, two or moreResort, interpretingN.H. 405 WhenSki 152

matter, thatwe construe them sosubjectstatutes that deal with a similar
other, that will lead to reasonabletheydo not contradict each and sothey

of the Id.legislative purposeresults and effectuate the statutes.
173-B:3, The173-B:3, read in with RSA I.harmonyRSA VIII must be

173-B:3, limitedto admit evidence under RSA VIII ispowertrial court’s
173-B:3, I,173-B:3,I. thethe notice of RSA RSA setsby requirement

tohearingof the contest. The trial court has broad discretioncontours
to factspertaining allegedit deems “relevant and material”admit evidence

173-B:3,1, not admit on unnoticedto RSA but it should evidencepursuant
charges.

Reversed.

GalwayC.J., Duggan, Hicks, JJ.,Broderick, and concurred.and
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