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adequatelydefendant has failed to briefargumentthis because theaddress
(2009).M., 358,158 N.H. 362Koteyour review. See In rethis issue for

Affirmed.
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HICKS, (Thermo-Scientific,J. The petitioner, Thermo-Fisher Inc.
Fisher), appeals an order of the HampshireNew Board of Tax and Land

(BTLA) (town)Appeals granting respondent Hampton’sTown of motion to
petitiondismiss its for a tax abatement. Thermo-Fisher argues that the

(1)BTLA denyingerred in: it astanding “person aggrieved”as under RSA
76:16-a, (2003); (2)I and denying requestits to amend its appeal to
substitute the subsidiaryname of its as the appealing party. We reverse and
remand.

The record supports International,the following. Fisher-Scientific Inc.
owned Fisher Scientific Company, LibertyL.L.C. and Lane Real Estate

Lane).Holding Company, (LibertyL.L.C. subsidiary,The Fisher Scientific
L.L.C.,Company was the owner of record of taxable real inestate 2006.

2006,Around ofJune Liberty acquiredLane the property from Fisher
Company,Scientific International,L.L.C. Fisher-Scientific Inc. paid the tax

bills for 2006 on behalf of both subsidiaries.
In 2006,December International,Fisher-Scientific Inc. merged with

Electron,Thermo Inc. to form Thermo-Fisher. After merger,the Fisher
Scientific Company, LibertyL.L.C. and Lane became subsidiaries of
Thermo-Fisher. Thermo-Fisher used a “cash sweep account” to pay all bills

by,incurred and to of,collect the excess cash its subsidiaries.
Thermo-Fisher and predecessor, Electron, Inc.,its Thermo paid the 2007

tax bills on Libertybehalf of 2008,Lane. In 2007 and Thermo-Fisher
applied for a tax years 2007,abatement for tax 2006 and respectively. The
town denied the abatement applications and Thermo-Fisher appealed to
the BTLA pursuant 76:16-a,to RSA I. The dismiss,town filed a motion to

thatarguing Thermo-Fisher lacked tostanding pursue the appeal because
it was never the title and,holder of the inproperty question therefore, was
not a “person aggrieved” as torequired pursue an appeal under RSA
76:16-a. objectedThermo Fisher and tosought amend its appeal to
substitute the of subsidiaryname its as the appealing party.

The BTLA granted dismiss,the town’s motion to finding that Thermo-
Fisher was “person and, therefore,not a aggrieved” lacked standing to
pursue an BTLAappeal. The reasoned that “the concept of a ‘person
aggrieved’ is elastic and expansive[not] enough to embrace Thermo-Fisher
given” the legal relationship subsidiaries,between Thermo-Fisher and its
and the fact that the subsidiaries owned propertythe “and were therefore
liable for the The BTLA alsotax[es].” stated that “simply paying the tax

(with check)due a corporate on behalf of another person or entity... is not
”sufficient to as aqualify ‘person aggrieved.’ The BTLA denied Thermo-

Fisher’s motion to amend its appeal because of the “avoidable errors and
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Thermo-Fisherrepresentative.”taxpartthe ofneglect [its]oninexcusable
BTLAthe denied.rehearing,for whichfiled a motionthen

It contends that thetwo errors.urgesThermo-Fisherappeal,On
76:16-a, I,under RSAaggrieved”of “personconstructionBTLA’s narrow

factuallyis erroneous.of the statute andlanguagethe expresscontravenes
amend itsin denial of its motion toclaims error theThermo-Fisher also

appeal.
BTLA RSA 71-B:12from decisions.governs appeals541chapterRSA

(2005).455, RSA152 N.H. 458 Under(2003);Appeal of Wolfeboro,Townof
ofexceptorder for errors(2007), set aside the board’s“we will not541:13

evidence, thatsatisfied, of thelaw, by preponderanceare a clearunless we
(2003).410,Huston, 411150 N.H.Appealunjustit is or unreasonable.” of

misapprehendedif find that itan of the board wewill set aside order“We
(2007)Walsh, 347,156 N.H. 350-51themisapplied Appealor law.” of

(2003)(brackets 76:16-a, limited toomitted); (appeal questionssee RSA V
law).of

(2003).76:16-aus to construe RSAarguments requireThermo-Fisher’s
law, which we review deis a ofquestionThe of a statuteinterpretation

(2008).6,Weiner, examining the158 N.H. 9 Whennovo. MacPherson v.
statute, ordinary meaningand to theplainascribe thelanguage of the we

writtenintent from the statute asinterpret legislativeused. Id. Wewords
might languagehave said or addlegislatureconsider what theand will not

a statute tointerpretfit to include. Id. Welegislaturethat the did not see
inprovision,a notparticularresult and reviewlead to a reasonable

isolation, all associated sections. Id.togetherbut with
76:16-a states:pertinent part,In RSA

abate, inor refuse to so accordanceneglectI. If the selectmen
the76:16, having complied withany person aggrieved,with RSA

fee,74, mayfilingof arequirements upon paymentof RSA $65
Theappeals. appealin of tax and landapply writing to the board

1 after the date of notice ofSeptemberfiled on or beforeshall be
76:l-a, and not afterwards.tax under RSA

76:16-a, aggrieved.”“persondoes not further defineI. RSA 76:16-aRSA
underphraseconstructions of theadopted variedpreviouslyWhile we have

circumstances, phrasethepreviouslyhave not examineddifferent we
taxes on behalf of itspayingof a parent corporationwithin the context

subsidiary.wholly-owned

under“person aggrieved”Thermo-Fisher is aconsideringIn whether
of theI, ordinary meaningand76:16-a, plainfirst look to thewe mustRSA

“havingis a“aggrieved”ofThe relevant definition“aggrieved.”term
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ofgrievance; suffering infringement legalfrom an or denialspecifically]:
Dictionary (un-41rights.” Webster’s Third New International

2002). vein,In that aabridged longed. the same a line of cases state
the“person aggrieved” may anyone allegedly bybe who has suffered

See, v. Towndisproportionate e.g., Langfordassessment of taxes. of
Newton, Exeter,(1979); 700119N.H. 470 WiseShoe Co.v. Town 119N.H.of
(1979).

In Langford, plaintiffs persons aggrievedwe held the were under RSA
Langford, although plaintiffs76:17. 119 N.H. at 472. reasoned that theWe

assessed,property theydid not own the when it was thesubsequently paid
and, therefore, “theytaxes levied have suffered the ofallegedly injury

Further,being disproportionately assessed.” Id. we reasoned “that the
timelytown had received all the requested by denyinformation it” and “to

who, fault,justice to one in inbeing wrongedno has been the assessment
taxes,of a glaring departure justicewould be from that course of for which

omitted).472,the provide.”statute was meant to Id. at (quotation473
Shoe,Similarly, in plaintiffs, gainedWise we held that the who the toright

seek an abatement anthrough assignment, persons aggrievedwere under
Shoe,RSA 76:16 and 76:17. 119Wise N.H. at 703. We stated that the

inreasoning Langford thatapplied. prejudiceId. We noted “no to the town
resulted” allowingfrom the because the allappeal necessarytown received
information. Id.

The tax abatement statute must be construed to effectuate its
76:16-a, I,purpose.overall RSA that purposemakes clear the of RSA

76:16-ais for the BTLA to make orders “after andinquiry investigation...
justice 76:16-a, such,as requires.” RSA I. As the focus of the statute is not

focus,to favor either party promote justice.but to Consistent with that
71-B:5,1,RSA provides that the BTLA is empowered “investigare],to or

hold orhearings, take such other action as it necessary.”shall deem RSA
(2003).71-B:5, case,I In the present Thermo-Fisher has suffered a legal

injury 76:16-a, I,from provideswhich RSA protection. AppealSee Unionof
(2010)Co., 309,Telephone 160 N.H. 313 that in(noting determining

party decision,whether a has to anstanding appeal agencyadministrative
fact).we partyfocus on whether the has suffered or ininjurywill suffer an

Thermo-Fisher is no aggrieved petitionersless than the in andLangford
Shoe-,Wise a disproportionate assessment of land and is anbuildings injury

and, hence,to its wholly-owned subsidiaries it paid allegedlybecause the
taxes,disproportionate an injury to it.

legislatureWhen the expressly “any person ag­authorized that
76:16-a, I,grieved,” BTLA,apply promoteRSA could to the it did so to
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has suffered or will sufferanyto whostanding personjustice by granting
assessment of taxes.by disproportionatein fact theinjuryan
should not be allowed to shieldthat Thermo-FisherarguesThe town

(L.L.C.) subsidiary’sfrom itsliability companya limitedas owner ofitself
anin own name to seek redress forstandingalso “have itsbutobligations,

that the[subsidiary].” points corporateIt out withof thataggrievement
action for the taxesbring propertyin if town wanted to anplace, theshield

Thermo-Fisher, would have a defenseThermo-Fisherquestion againstin
however, confuse thepoints,L.L.C. statute. Theseunder the Delaware

liabilities, butHere, shieldingis not itself fromThermo-Fisherissue.
need,obligations. There is novoluntarily paying subsidiary’sitsinstead

intherefore, question.for the taxesbringto an action
impactan economic from a“simply feelingtown also thatarguesThe

support,that In the townenough entity aggrieved.”is not to makedecision
(1995).Exeter, Inv. 139 N.H. 450cites Nautilus Exeter Town ofof

Nautilus, “persons aggrieved”held the were not under RSAplaintiffswe
2009).677:4,677:4, Nautilus, 452; (Supp.139 N.H. at see RSA :15 We:15.

appealing planning zoningthat the who were a andplaintiffs,reasoned
decision, onlywere not because “the adverse“persons aggrieved”board

of is thatmay by plaintiffsthat be felt the as a result the... decisionimpact
presenttheir Id. The case iscompetitionof increased with businesses.”

namely,distinguishable injury,from Nautilus. We find Thermo-Fisher’s
taxes, sufficiently different frompayment allegedly disproportionatethe of
inincrease in at issue Nautilus to render that casealleged competitionthe

inapposite.
76:16-a,“person aggrieved”hold that Thermo-Fisher is a under RSAWe

case,standing appealI. that Thermo-Fisher has to thisHaving determined
of torequestwe need not address the issue of the denial its amend its

appeal.

Reversed and remanded.

Duggan, JJ.,Broderick, C.J., and Dalianis and concurred.


