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court,” as attorney’sas well reasonable fees and costs. Id. at 785. We held
that the ofimposition punitive fines to theprotect integritycourt’s
amounted to sanctions for criminal contempt opposedas to civil contempt.

atId. 791. Because the conduct the court was punishing occurred outside its
itpresence, authorityhad no to summarily impose for thepunitive fines

Rather,defendants’ indirect criminal Id. if thecontempt. trial court wished
requiredto vindicate its it tointegrity, was refer the matter for prosecution

—aby disinterested Id. atparty. 789. It was the nature of the sanction
—punitive conduct,fines not the ofcharacter the defendants’ requiredthat
prosecution. waydisinterested In no ourdid affect aholding trial court’s

inherent authority to sanction discovery by awardingabuses reasonable
costs,attorney’s by imposingfees and or any other appropriate sanction.

Super. (g)(2).See Ct. R. 35

Affirmed.
Broderick, C.J., Hicks,and JJ.,Dalianis and concurred.
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(.Dennis HoganC. onPLLC, of NashuaHogan,Dennis C.Law ofOffice
brief), the plaintiffs.the for

Tarbell, brief),(Eaton III on theP.A., of Concord W.& BrodickTarbell
for the defendants.

Zorn, anBRODERICK, Cynthia appealDaniel andplaintiffs,TheC.J.
defendants,J.) that the(Leary, rulingNashua District Courtorder of the

defined in RSADemetri, not that term isare landlords asGeorge and Stella
(2007). affirm.We540-A:5

thisthe time relevant toundisputed. DuringThe facts arerelevant
theyinthe home whichproperties:owned threethe defendantsappeal,

Beach,Hollis; ina home Yorkresided; a home in and vacationsingle-family
weeklyon avacation home to othersThe defendants rented theMaine.

occasionally theduringthe summer andduringfor weeksbasis several
other seasons.

inhome2006, single-familytheIn the defendants rentedNovember
first$2,500. In to thea rent of additionplaintiffs monthlyHollis to the at

$10,000rent, securityas apaid deposit.the plaintiffsmonth’s
2007, broughtin theythe homesingle-familythe vacatedplaintiffsAfter

(2007), governswhichalia, of 540-A.-6inter violations RSAalleging,suit
the wereThe ruled that because defendantstrial courtsecurity deposits.

540-A:5, I, statutory provisionsas in RSA thedefinednot landlords
thatapply plaintiffs appealnot to them. Thesecurity deposits didgoverning

ruling.
aretheycourt’s conclusions unlessfindingssustain the trial andWe will

v.by Greenhalghin or tainted error of law.supportevidentiallacking
(2005). a is aPresstek, 695, 701 The of statuteinterpretation152 N.H.

Alton, 157law, v.of review de novo. Correia Townwhich wequestion of
(2008). final716, 718 statutory interpretation,of we are theIn mattersN.H.

in ofintent the words the statuteexpressedof the aslegislature’sarbiters
itself,of the statutelanguagea first look to theconsidered as whole. We

ordinaryand, plainits andlanguage accordingif that topossible, construe
willintent from the statute as written andlegislativemeaning. interpretWe

or add that thelanguagehave saidlegislature mightnot consider what the
O., 781,N.H. 785fit include. In re Alexis 157did not see tolegislature

(2008). to effectuate its overalltogetherall of a statutepartsWe construe
Moreover, we do not considerunjustan or result.and avoid absurdpurpose
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isolation,phraseswords and in but rather within the context of the statute
a whole.as This enables us to legislature’sbetter discern the andintent to

interpret statutory in oflanguage light policythe or purpose sought to be
advanced by statutorythe scheme. Id.

RSA following540-A:5includes the definitions:

I. “Landlord” a person...means orwho rents leases to another
person unit,a spacerental inincluding a housingmanufactured
park as regulated by RSA 205-A inand manufactured forhousing,
other than orvacation recreational purposes. personA who rents
or leases a single-family residence and owns no other rental

orproperty who rents or leases rental units in an owner-occupied
of 5building units or less shall not be considered a for“landlord”

the ofpurposes this subdivision ....

III. “Tenant” any personmeans who rents or leases residential
another,premises byowned inincluding aspace manufactured

parkhousing regulated by RSA 205-A inand manufactured
forhousing, other than vacation or purposes.recreational

IV. “Rental unit” means each separate part of any residential
premises which has full for habitation,facilities including contigu-

living,ous sleeping, kitchen facilities,and bathroom which is held
for byout rental the landlord.

added.)(Emphasis The defendants a single-familyrented residence to the
—plaintiffs the issue is whether the anydefendants own other “rental

Ifproperty.” the defendants’ vacation home in Maine constitutes other
“rental property,” then the defendants are “landlords” as bydefined the
statute.

The trial court found that the Maine home is a vacation property and was
not leased for purposes;residential accordingly, the trial court ruled that it

unit,”is not a “rental since that term is separatedefined as each part anyof
residential premises. plaintiffsThe this,do not dispute but contend that the

—plain meaning of the term “rental property” they argueis broader that
the vacation home is “rental property” by ofvirtue the fact that it is
property that is disagree.rented. We

We considered an argumentanalogous Owens,in v.Atwood 142N.H. 396
(1997).There, we were asked to determine whether the term “rental unit”
in RSA 540-A:5included a tavern in which the operatedtenants resided and
a commercial venture. The issue turned on whether termthe “residential
premises” as inused the definition of “rental unit” applied to the tavern.

arguedThe tenants that “residential premises” statute,is undefined in the
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in the tenantsa whichinclude structuremeaning wouldplainand its
itrentingfor was topurposeprimarytheirof whetherregardlessresided

venture.a commercialoperate

noting:byargument, begantenants’ weconsideringIn the

developeda andof matureof the indexesis one surest[I]t
dictionary; but toa fortress out of thenot to makejurisprudence

toobjectoralways purposehave somethat statutesremember
plainitsTherefore, languageundefinedgivewhile weaccomplish.

ofin the intent thekeep mindordinary meaning, we mustand
. words or. . . examine isolatedsimply. . and notlegislation

therein.foundphrases

omitted). refused toand WeAtwood, brackets(quotation142 N.H. at 398
a largeas to includebroadlysopremises”the term “residentialconstrue

living quarters. Accordingly,containing only modestpropertycommercial
where thecommercial leasesencompassthe statute did notwe held that

atleasehold is incidental. Id. 398-99.component of the“residential”

inkeepwe mustconstruing property”in the term “rentalSimilarly,
an isolatedsimplyand not examinelegislationintent of themind the

legislatureof that the didfrom the definition “landlord”phrase. It is clear
to asecurity deposits applyon tostatutory restrictionsnot intend the

purposes.orfor vacation recreational RSAwho rents to anotherperson
indicates,addition, the did not540-A:5, I, legislatureIn AtwoodIII. as

Atwood, 142 N.H. atleases.encompassthe statute to commercialintend
single-­a rents onepersonindicated that whoFinally, legislature399. the

statutory securityrestrictions onsubjectis to thefamily onlyresidence not
540-A:5,deposits. RSA I.

instatutoryof scheme andread in the context theWe conclude that
intent, term “rental refers tolegislative property”thelight apparentof the

security deposits.onstatutorythe restrictionssubject topropertyother
single-familyonepersonhas a who rentslegislature determined thatThe

should not bepurposesfor vacationpersonand a who rentsresidence
upon our reviewstatutory Basedcomplyto with the restrictions.required

for astatute, did not intendlegislaturewe conclude that theof the entire
exemption.to Theexemptin activities lose theparticipateswho bothperson
onlygovernan intent to the rental of residentiala whole evincesstatute as

only single-familyonepersona who rentsexemptionwith an forpremises
“rental is consis­property”our ofWe believe that constructionresidence.

legislative intent.conforms to thestatutorythis and besttent with scheme
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course, if construction,Of the legislature disagrees with our it is free to
Fuller, (2009).280,amend the statute as it fit.sees Wass v. 158 N.H. 283

Affirmed.
DugganDalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and concurred.
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