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GALWAY, plaintiff,J. The Builders, Inc.,Great Traditions Home appeals
J.)the decision of the Rochester District (Cappiello,Court dismissing its

defendant,eviction action against O’Connor,the Marie for tofailing satisfy
(2007).statutory 540:2,the notice requirement. See RSA III We affirm.



388

The owns aby plaintifffacts are the record.following supportedThe
in resides within theRochester. The defendantapartment complex24-unit

1, 2007, served theplaintiffa tenant at will. On June thecomplex as
notice after the defendant made severalwith an evictiondefendant

•Chiaramitaro,Frankagainst“false and slanderous” accusationsallegedly
Builders,Jr., Home Inc. theSpecifically,the of Great Traditionspresident

her thathad informed at least two tenants of belief Chiaramitarodefendant
Theher when she was not at home and taken items.apartmenthad entered

eviction,these statements as the basis for the seespecifiedeviction notice
540:3, (2007), apartmentIII and the defendant to vacate herrequiredRSA

1,by July 2007.
action after the defendant did not vacateplaintiffThe filed this eviction

3,hearing Augustthe date. A was held onapartment by prescribedher
2007, The thatarguedat which the defendant moved to dismiss. defendant

notice forth inplaintiff satisfy requirementthe had failed to the set RSA
540:2, inprovides, pertinent part,III. That statute

ingrounds goodIf the for eviction is other cause as set forth
11(e) section,of and such is based on theparagraph this cause

shall, prioractions or inactions of the tenant... the landlord to the
notice, provideissuance of the eviction the tenant with written

that in the such orstatingnotice future actions inactions would
for eviction.groundsconstitute

540:2, III. tograntedRSA The trial court the defendant’s motion dismiss.
appealThis followed.

The does not that the eviction notice is for “otherplaintiff dispute good
actions; is,cause” the that the statementsupon againstbased defendant’s

acknowledges provideChiaramitaro. The also that it did not theplaintiff
540:2, IIIpursuant prior servingdefendant written notice to RSA to the

however, 540:2,appeal, plaintiffeviction notice. On the that RSA IIIargues
case, or, alternative,ingivenshould not the facts of this the that theapply

result, and, therefore,trial court’s leads to an absurdinterpretation should
not be upheld.

In statutory interpretation,matters of we are the final arbiter of the
intent in thelegislature’s expressedas words of the statute considered as

(2008).Indus., 211,a whole. n 157 N.H. 213Chesley Harvey We first
statute, and,examine the found in the wherelanguage possible, we ascribe

plain ordinary meaningsthe and to the words used. v.N.H.Cayten Dep’t of
(2007).Servs., 647, However,Envtl. 155 N.H. 653 interpretwe will not

statutory in a literal manner when alanguage readingsuch would lead to
interpretationan absurd result. Id. We review the trial court’s of a statute

de novo. Id.
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540:2,in applyingthat the trial court erred RSAarguesThe firstplaintiff
harm that notcase actions caused couldIII to this because the defendant’s

by any part“future” or inaction on the of the defendant.be cured action
to thenotifythat the need or warnplaintiff essentially arguesThe

against her actions is nullified under these circumstancesdefendant
Thealreadythe to is done.damage reputationbecause Chiaramitaro’s

misinterprets the statute.plaintiff

540:2,III and Thisplain language unambiguous.The of RSA is clear
notice to ifprior mandatory groundsstatute makes written the tenant the

540:2,fall IIgoodfor eviction under the “other cause” of RSAprovision
(2007), upon anyand such cause action or inaction the tenant.byis based

(2006)351,Jack,See In the Matter & 153 N.H. 354 (generalof Bazemore
not, asprovision mandatory). languageuse of “shall” makes The doesplain

do, damagewould orplaintiff weigh typethe have us the amount of
from Itresulting applyingthe tenant’s actions or inactions in the statute.

“cured,”consider damage may plaintiffdoes not whether that be as the
it, by some action of the It asimply requiresdescribes future tenant. that

eviction,tenant notified that her thegroundsbe his or actions will be for in
future, they The plaintiff’s interpretationshould continue. of the statute

thatrequires exception damagewe create an based the ofupon type
is,by landlord;the damagesuffered that whether the is correctable or not.

not to an theinterpret exceptionWe will the statute create such where
Comm’r,has not do so. N.H. 156legislature Dep’t,seen fit to Nenni v. Ins.

578, (2007).N.H. 581

Here, the plaintiff acknowledges broughtthat its eviction notice was
540:2,“other IIgood provisionunder the cause” of andRSA was based

upon by Regardlesscertain actions the of the thatfacttenant/defendant.
damagethe it an harmallegedly intangible perhapssuffered was incapable

repair, 540:2,of the this case fall within III.squarelycircumstances of RSA
plaintiffthe that it provide requiredBecause admits did not the written

notice,notice to the defendant toprior serving its eviction we cannot
the trial inconclude court erred action.dismissing its eviction

The next that the trial RSAplaintiff argues interpretationcourt’s of
540:2, III leads to an result. It it mayabsurd asserts that send a notice

III,540:2, notice,withconsistent RSA and thesubsequently serve eviction
any or partwithout additional actions inactions on the of the tenant. We

disagree.
stated, 540:2,As have RSA IIIalready requireswe that a landlord

actions,a tenantprovide with written notice that his or her in the future,
eviction,groundswould be for should Thisthey continue. alerts the tenant

conduct,to the of thepotential consequences continuing priorthat to
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interpreta-the plaintiffshome. Underof his or hertenant’s ultimate loss
notice,to an evictionpriorthe written noticetion, could receivea tenant

notice,that and still bereceipt ofuponor inactionthe offensive actioncease
pointsthe plaintiffactions. Ascompleted pastthesolely uponevicted based

subsequentnotice andhowever, the writtenout, interpretationunder this
inconsistent, written notice would indicateas thenotice would beeviction

future,” yet,“in the andfor evictiongroundsbethat “such actions” would
pastthe acts.uponan eviction notice basedbe served withthe tenant would

First, therespects. plaintiffsin severalfailsplaintiffs interpretationThe
the “in the future.”phraseuse ofignores legislature’stheinterpretation

intentlegislativeaordinary meaning phrase signifiesof thisplainThe and
tenant,theon the ofpartaction or inactionto some additionalrequire

notice, particular typesfor thosebeingthe to evictedsubsequent priorto
actions”Moreover, use of the term “suchlegislature’stheof actions.

notice is intended to referencefurther evidence that the writtenprovides
of thedifferent, prompted applicationthan those thatsubsequent actions

statute.
is inconsistent with theplaintiffs interpretationthesignificantly,More

againstthe tenant certainwarningthe statute. A written noticepurpose of
immediatelyif the landlord could evict basedpurposeactions noserves

superfluous,The notice would be assolely past requiredthose actions.upon
would, or to ceaseactuality, warning opportunitythe in receive notenant

inor her home. It is well settled ourprior losingthe action to his
passto an actlegislature presumedthat will not bejurisprudence “[t]he
extent,to an thenullifying, appreciablean result andleading to absurd

Weave,Assoc. v. Town 153N.H.of the statute.” Weare Land Usepurpose of
(2006).510, 511-12

Furthermore, is inconsistent with theplaintiffs interpretationthe
II,540:2, for eviction ofgroundsRSA sets forth severalstatutory scheme.

that do notplaintiffs property,a tenant of restricted like theproperty,
540:2,II. Thesepriora landlord to written notice. See RSArequire provide

rent,failure to and failuredamage property, payinclude substantial to the
lease, amonga material term of the others.complyof the tenant to with

(c). that,540:2, (a), (b), even underlegislature providedII The furtherRSA
the cause for termination “need not begood provision,the “other cause”

tenant,” may legitimateincludeon the action or inaction of the butbased
notice to therequire prioreconomicreasons that do not writtenbusiness or

(2007). However,540:2, unspecifiedas for otherwisetenant. See RSA V
foramounting gooda tenant to “other cause”byactions or inactions

eviction, notice. Read in the contextlegislature explicitly requires priorthe
whole, legislative provide540:2 a intent tosuggestsof the statute as a RSA
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eviction,notice to a tenant to eithergrounds byas what constitutes for
statute, eviction,in the ifspecific by priorreference or written notice to

sought through good provisioneviction is the “other cause” for actions or
case,inactions of the tenant. In this while the free to aplaintiff pursueis

statements,allegedtort action the defendant for her slanderous itagainst
may providing required statutorynot evict her without the notice followed

Ifby by legislaturefurther “such actions” the defendant. the did not intend
this “it is free to the it fit.” Inapplication,broad amend as sees thestatute[ ]

(2006) omitted).Fulton, 264,Matter Fulton & 154 N.H. (quotation268of
statute,the plain languageUnder of the the trial court’s interpretation

does not lead to an absurd result.

Affirmed.
DugganBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.
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