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Center, on theInc., (Rosemaryof Concord WiantRightsDisabilities
thebrief, orally), for plaintiff.and Adrienne MallinsonC.

(AdelePLLC, Fulton on theof Lebanon M.WaughGardner Fulton &
the defendant.orally),brief and for

(trust),HICKS, Acres Trust aappealsthe Kat PawJ. The plaintiff,
(BTLA)Tax AppealsBoard of and Landdecision of the New Hampshire

withpersonsfor to assistimprovementstaxdenying exemptions
(2003).We affirm.See RSA 72:37-adisabilities.

The afollowing single familyfacts. trust ownssupportsThe record the
24, 2003, the trust filed anFebruary applicationin Onhome Wentworth.

(town), todefendant, improvementsof forthe the Town Wentworthwith
2004 taxto RSA 72:37-a. For thepursuantwith disabilitiespersonsassist

anddrivewayfor a airgranted partial exemptions pavedtheyear, town
ofthe town’s tax assessment thewhich was consistent withconditioning,
for ayears, soughttax but denied exemptionsinproperty previoustrust’s

mudroom, apartmentthe itself andan in-law in-lawhallway apartment,to
to the BTLA.plumbing. appealedrelated The trust

the trust2005, the the same assessment andFor tax town issuedyear
appeals.consolidated theagain The BTLAappealed.

ruling,In its thehearing, the BTLA affirmed.evidentiaryAfter an
trust,of one who hasincludingthat the trustees theBTLA recognized

sclerosis, andchronic, debilitatingsuffer from seriousprogressive multiple
However, exemption underit ruled that the test for theconditions.medical

disabilities,one morea has or butpersonRSA 72:37-a is not whether
infirmityor thatdisability “physicalincludes a defectwhether the

propelaids to enable him torequires specialthe use ofpermanently
omitted.) test, theIn this(Quotation applyingand bracketshimself.”

provingmeet its burden of entitlementthat the trust did notBTLA found
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improvementsto the tax for forexemption unnecessarythose propulsion.
The trust’s motion for wasrehearing denied.

(2007).Appeals from BTLA are governed by chapterdecisions RSA 541
455, (2005).Appeal Wolfeboro,Town 152 N.H. 458 of factFindingsof of

bymade the BTLA are primadeemed lawful and Id.reasonable.facie
may“This bepresumption onlyovercome a that noby showing there was

evidence from thewhich could conclude it did.”[BTLA] as Appeal of
Huston, 410, (2003).150 411 prevail,N.H. To the bytrust must show a
preponderance of the evidence that the BTLA’s clearlydecision was
unreasonable or Wolfeboro,unlawful. See 152N.H. at 458.

Resolution of appeal requires 72:37-a,this us to construe RSA which
inprovides, part:relevant

I. In this section:

(a) a disability”“Person with person bymeans a who reason of
a orphysical infirmitydefect permanently therequires use of

aidsspecial to enable him to propel himself.

EveryII. ofowner residential real upon resides,estate which he
and to which he has improvementsmade purposethefor of
assisting a withperson disabilitya alsowho resides on such real
estate, yearis each to exemptionentitled an from the assessed
value, for taxproperty purposes, suchupon residential real

byestate determined deducting the value of improvementssuch
from the assessed value of the residential real estate before
determining the taxes such realupon estate.

added).RSA 72:37-a(emphasis
In matters of statutory interpretation, we are the final arbiters of the

legislative expressedintent theas in words of the statute as aconsidered
whole. ElderTrust Fla. v. 693, (2007).Town 154Epsom, N.H. 697of of
When theexamining language statute,of the we will ascribe the andplain
ordinary meaning to the used.words Id. interpret legislativeWe intent
from the statute as written and will not consider what the legislature
might have said or add thelanguage legislature did not fit tosee include.
Id. “As we theexamine welanguage, do not merely look at isolated words
or phrases, but instead we consider the statute as a whole.” v.Pennelli

365,Pelham, (2002)Town 148 N.H. 366 omitted).(quotation “In soof
aredoing, we better able to intent,discern the legislature’s and therefore

better able to understand the statutory language in oflight the policy
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statutory scheme.” Id. (quotationthe entirebyto be advancedsought
omitted).

alia, that BTLA misinterpretedtheargues,On the trust interappeal,
to72:37-a, exemption applies only propertythat theby rulingIIRSA

permanenta on a basis todisabilitywithpersonsthat assistimprovements
thatThe BTLA stated notspecificallyin their homes.themselvespropel

person exempt; onlya arethat assist disabledimprovementsall
permanently requirewhopropelto individualsimprovements necessary

arguesfor the The trustqualify exemption.use such aidsspecialthe of
assist72:37-a, generallythat anexempts any improvementsRSA IIthat

it improvementscontends that themobility disability;with aindividual
within the home in order towithperson propulsionneed not assist a

that with a“personThe trust contends aexemption.for thequalify
72:37-a, I, to whomonlyin describes individualsas defined RSAdisability”

into II of the statute.paragraphand should not be readappliesthe statute
disagree.We

the trust conceded that anargument,its and at oralIn both brief
for thedisabilityto tomobility qualifymust relate aimprovement

However, isarguesit that the statute notunder RSA 72:37-a.exemption
adirectly person propulsion.that assist with Weimprovementslimited to

improvementsnothowever, exemptthat RSA 72:37-a does allconclude
assist, comfortable, have apersons mobilitymore whothat or makemay

disability.

I,72:37-a, disability”with a as someone“[p]ersonRSA defines a
theinfirmity requiresorby physical permanentlyreason of a defect“who

72:37-a, IIto himself.” RSA usespropelof aids to enable himspecialuse
in the thatdisability” describing improvementsterm with a“personthe

is afact used to define“propel”from taxation. The thatexemptare
thatonly improvementsa leads to conclude thatdisability”with us“person

from taxation.disability exempta a arepropulsionwith withpersonassist
first toconjunctionin with theparagraphconstrue the secondWe

Appeal Newington,purpose.the statute’s overall See Towneffectuate of of
(2003). for347, “improvementswe conclude thatAccordingly,149N.H. 352

must, minimum,at adisability”of a with aassisting personthe purpose
The BTLAdisabilitya a in propellingwithpersonassist himself/herself.

mudroom, relatedapartment plumbingthe in-law andhallway,found that
theThere was sufficient evidence beforepropulsion.did not assist with
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BTLA to Because BTLA’ssupport finding.this the decision was neither
unlawful,unreasonable nor we affirm.

Affirmed.
DugganBRODERICK, Dalianis,C.J., Galway, JJ.,and and concurred.
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