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Thus, we cannotto bed.complainantthehelp putand that he wouldassault
knewthat the defendanttrier of fact could findthat no rationalconclude

defendantlimitations. Theand physicalmentalcomplainant’sabout the
she wasnot he knewprovethat the State “didcontendsnevertheless

conduct.” Wein sexualengageor not tochoosingof whetherincapable
about herout, testifiedcomplainantthepointsAs the Statedisagree.

that the defendant’sarguesassault. The Stateat the time of theconfusion
firsthandtime and hisat the pertinentof her confusion“observations

in most favorable tolighttaken theimpairment,her level ofawareness of
State, complainant]that he knew thatonly [theto one conclusion:the lead

conclude thatof the statute.” Wementally meaningdefective within thewas
sufficient.pointthe evidence on this was

Reversed and remanded.

Duggan Conboy, JJ.,C.J., Dalianis, concurred.Broderick, andand
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(DanielAssistance,New Hampshire Legal of Concord Feltes & a. on the
brief, Mr. Feltes fororally), plaintiff.and the

Wescott, Nichols, P.A,Dyer, Fitzgerald & of Laconia T.Fitzgerald{Paul
on orally),the brief and for the defendant.

CONBOY, Smith,plaintiff, MeganJ. The an ofappeals Superiororder the
J.)(Mangones, upholdingCourt the denial of forrequesther financial

defendant,byassistance the City (City).of Franklin The trial court ruled
(2002)that City correctly interpretedthe precludeRSA 167:27 to the

plaintiff’s eligibility for local financial assistance shebecause receives
throughMedicaid the Aid to the Permanently Totallyand Disabled

(Medicaid-APTD) program. We reverse and remand.
The following undisputed.facts are The is a resident of Franklin.plaintiff

2007,JulyIn the plaintiffs monthly household income consisted of federal
$777,Social Security Disability Insurance benefits of and federal Supple-

$177,Securitymental Income oftotaling comprised for the plaintiff$88.50
2007,and for her Throughout Julyhusband. of she also received$88.50

throughmedical assistance the program, pursuantMedicaid-APTD to RSA
167:6, not, however,VII. She did receive direct financial assistance pay-
ments from the State.

2, 2007,JulyOn the plaintiff applied Cityto the for financial assistance
with her gas utilityelectric and bills under the general provi-assistance

13,sions of 165. Thechapter CityRSA denied the onapplication July
stating plaintiffthat the was forineligible general assistance under RSA
167:27. forplaintiff reappliedThe financial assistance with her electric and

30,gas 2007,on 26.utility July July City againbills On the denied her
application ground.on the same The a “Fairplaintiff requested Hearing”
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Following hearing, hearingsthe 30 decision. a theconcerning City’s July
City’s Julyofficer the 30 decision.upheld

court,in she thatplaintiff sought superior arguedThe review the where
167:27 not her for local assistancepreclude eligibilityRSA does because the

through programaid she receives the Medicaid-APTD constitutes “medical
assistance,” not itpermanently totallyand “aid to the and disabled” as is

distinguisheddefined under New law. She the Medicaid ben-Hampshire
efits she receives from “cash assistance” that 167:27programsthe RSA
declares with localincompatible general assistance.

CityThe asserted that RSA 167:27 makes no distinction between
“medically andneedy” “categorically needy” recipients of “aid to the

disabled,”permanently totallyand that itplaintiff,and the whom acknowl-
edged medically needy, permanently totallyis receives “aid to the and

precludeddisabled” and is therefore from local assistance under the plain
of triallanguage adopted City’sthe statute. The court the Thisposition.

appeal followed.
statutory“Wereview the trial court’s deinterpretation novo!’Petition of

(State (2009).Milner), 456,N.H.State v. 159 N.H. 457 “In matters ofof
statutory interpretation, we are the final arbiters of the legislature’s intent
as inexpressed the words of the statute considered as a whole.” Id. ‘We
interpret legislative intent from the statute as written and -willnot consider

legislaturewhat the might languagehave said or add that the legislature
did not see fit to include.” Id. at 457.

begin by examiningWe the oflanguage ascribingthe statute and
the plain ordinary meaningsand to the words the legislature used.
Although plainwe look to the and ordinary meaning of the
statutory language intent,to legislativedetermine we will not

isolation,read words or in inphrases but the context of the entire
statute. When the of alanguage plainstatute is and unambiguous,

beyondwe do not look it for legislativefurther indications of
legislative historyintent. We review to aid our analysis where the

statutory language ambiguous subjectis or to thanmore one
reasonable interpretation. partsWe construe all of a statute

totogether purposeeffectuate its overall and avoid an absurd or
unjust result.

(2004) (citations508,Franklin v. Newport,Town 151 N.H. 509-10of
omitted).

RSA 167:27 inprovides, part:relevant

person receiving ageNo old assistance or aid to permanentlythe
totallyand this chapterdisabled under or RSA 161 shall at the
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state, anyfrom the or fromanytime receive other reliefsame
thereof, surgicalmedical andexceptsubdivisionpolitical for

aassistance, operateof relief shall asacceptanceand the such
andor aid to theage permanentlyof old assistancerevocation

totally disabled.

added.) (2002)167:5, terms: “assis-I defines the relevant(Emphasis RSA
totallyand disabled shall beneedy permanentlytance to thegranted

(NH-APTD),totallyaid the and disabled”designated permanentlyas to
“[mjedical to individuals shall beprovided eligiblecare and serviceswhile

to all words in agiveas medical assistance.” We must effectdesignated
statute, withlegislature legislationand that the did not enactpresume

v. TownCoop.or redundant words. Winnacunnet Sch. Dist.superfluous of
(2002).Seabrook, 519,N.H. 525-26148

statutes,in 167:27and 167:5effect to all words the RSA RSAGiving
assistance” are tworead establish that NH-APTD and “medicaltogether

assistance” alsoprograms.and distinct NH-APTD and “medicalseparate
167:6,eligibility (delimitinghave different standards of under RSA VI

NH-APTD, in thelarge part by Securityfor reference to Socialeligibility
Act), 167:6, “medical(setting eligibilityand under RSA VII standards for
assistance”). Moreover, “medical andspecifically permitsRSA 167:27

inonly type mayas the of relief that be receivedsurgical assistance”
Thus, is not withconjunction compatiblewith NH-APTD. while NH-APTD

assistance, is mustcompatible.local financial medical assistance We
the under the Medicaid­plaintiffs coveragetherefore determine whether

HampshireAPTD constitutes “medical assistance” under Newprogram
law, or is subsumed under NH-APTD.

issue, recognize potential engen­In this we the confusionanalyzing
totallyof the “aid to the andby phrase permanentlydered the use

However, phrasein and state law. the has differentdisabled” both federal
thatstatutory programunder the two schemes. Medicaid is themeanings

to that to reimburse certainopt“offers federal financial assistance states
Huff, 154 N.H.needy persons.” Appealcosts of medical treatment for of

Blumer,414, (2006); v.Family416 see also Wise. Health & Servs.Dep’t of
(2002) (“Each473, adevelops planStateparticipating534 U.S. 479

for and thedetermining eligibilitystandards ... forcontaining reasonable
statutebywithin boundaries set the Medicaidextent of medical assistance

omitted));(quotationof Health and Human Services.”Secretaryand the
104, 106Servs.,Human 158N.H.Dep’tBel Air Assocs. v.N.H. Health &of

(2008) (“DHHS providersfor ofestablishes rates of reimbursement
through the state medical assistanceMedicaid-eligible personstoservices
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itself, is often referred tothe federal statute Medicaidprogram”). Within
See, §42 1396ae.g.,with “medical assistance.” U.S.C.interchangeably

(e)(13)(F)(v)(V) Plan”); §42(defining “State Medicaid U.S.C. 1396a
(e)(13)(E)(iii)-(iv) statutorya “for(referring penalty paymentsto federal

respect ineligiblewith to individualsplanmade under the State Medicaid
permitted”that to exceed the error rate andand families are determined

of for medicaldefining payments“error rate” as “the rate erroneous excess
assistance”).

therefore,While, assistance,generallyMedicaid constitutes medical
ofexplore program. originallywe must the nature the Medicaid-APTD “As

enacted, torequired participating provideMedicaid States medical assis­
needy’individuals who received cash under‘categorically paymentstance to

of four welfare in theprograms Securityone established elsewhere [Social
Act],” totallyaid to the and disabled.including permanently Appeal Huff,of

(citations omitted). “Congress154 N.H. at 416 deemed the individuals who
in fourparticipated programs especially deserving publicthese to be of

‘medicallyassistance. States were also allowed to offer assistance to the
needy,’meaning who could not for their medicalpersons pay expenses but
who too large qualify categoricalhad incomes to for assistance.” Id. at

omitted).(quotations416-17 and citations
1972, Congress replacedIn three of the four categorical assis-
programs program Securitytance with a new called Supplemental

(SSI).Blind, SSI,Aged,Income for the and Disabled Under the
Federal thedisplaced by assuming responsi-Government States

for Inbility funding payments settingboth and standards of need.
States, the of eligiblesome number individuals for SSI assistance
significantly larger eligiblewas than the number under the

earlier, categoricalstate-run need programs.
expansion general accomplished by por-The of welfare SSI

tended increased Medicaid forobligations some States because
allCongress requirement recipients categori-retained the that of

— —cal welfare assistance now SSI were entitled to Medicaid.
feared thatCongress these States would withdraw from the

cooperative program expandMedicaid rather than their Medicaid
in a manner withcoverage expansioncommensurate the of

assistance. In order not to a fiscalcategorical impose substantial
on or them fromdiscourage participating,burden these States

209(b)§Congress option.offered what has become known as the
it, provide onlyUnder States could elect to Medicaid assistance to

who have eligiblethose individuals would been under the state
1,inplan JanuaryMedicaid effect on 1972.
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209(b)omitted). state,§a and isHampshireNew is(quotationId. at 417
haveonlyto Medicaid to those who would beenrequired providetherefore
Panthers,v.plan. Grayunder the see also Schweikereligible pre-1972 Id.]

(1981).34, 39 supplementaln.6 of federalAccordingly, “[r]ecipients453 U.S.
(SSI) ifHampshire onlyincome are for Medicaid in Newsecurity eligible

inthey programs” placealso for one of the three adult assistancequalify
blind, and theprovided aged,to 1972 that assistance for the theprior

Concord, 744,916 F.2dpermanently totally Cityand disabled. Baker v. of
(1st(1st 1990); 79,v. 308 F.3d 82 Cir.Bryson Shumway,745 Cir. see also

2002) (“Not treatment;for Medicaid-funded to beeveryone eligibleis
an must limited and must fit into aneligible, individual have resources

adults,For the most common toeligibility category. disabled route
(SSI)is Income on the ofeligibility receiving Supplemental Security basis

Thedisability.”). program providesMedicaid-APTD thus Medicaid benefits
to people qualify by fitting pre-1972 disabilitywho within the federal

Here, plaintiffcriteria. because the meets the criteria for Medicaid-APTD
by of shedisability,virtue her receives medical assistance.

statute, 167:6,Hampshire’sNew “medical assistance” RSA VII
2009), to(Supp. people qualifyallowsmedical assistance who under federal

law, theyeven if are not under New“categorically needy” Hampshire law.
providesThat statute in full:

hereof,For a shallpurposes person eligiblebe for medical
categorically medicallyassistance as or as Aneedy needy. person

eligible needyshall be as if he financialcategorically receives
167:6,1, IV, VI,assistance under RSA V or or is otherwise eligible

to receive such assistance but does not. A shallperson eligiblebe
medicallyas if heneedy categorical, age,meets the and technical

167:6,1, IV, VI,requirements under ifRSA V or and his income
and assets meet the prescribed medicallystandards as for the

Aneedy program. person eligibleshall also be as categorically
or asneedy medically needy eligiblewho is for medical assistance

pursuant to the mandates of regulation pursuantfederal law or or
to optional coverage groups bystate which are allowed federal
regulation byand defined the commissioner of the department of
health and human services in accordance with adoptedrules

541-A,under RSA but who does not receive assistance or would
I,not be otherwise toeligible paragraphreceive assistance under

IV,V, or VI of this section.

Thus, statutoryNew ofHampshire’s treatment “medical assistance”
implicitly recognizes qualificationthe criteria for in Hamp-Medicaid New
shire.
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asfor Medicaid-APTDplaintiff qualifiedthat the hasagreeThe parties
medically needy”as because“eligibleshe is“medically needy.” Specifically,

requirementstechnical under RSAcategorical, age,the andshe meets
is, Securityin the federal Social167:6,VI; that she is “disabled as defined

act,”under such RSAAct, regulations adoptedII and theTitles and XVI
as forVI, prescribed“income and assets meet the standards167:6, and her

167:6,needy RSA VII.medically program,”the

of the Medicaid-APTDquestionnext turn to the whetherWe
programfinancial assistanceis with the NH-APTDprogram synonymous

localevaluating eligibility requestedthe for thepurpose plaintiff’sfor the of
‘categoricalof welfare:Hampshire systems publicassistance. “New has two

§42 seq.,§42 601 et and U.S.C. 801 etprograms,’ seq.assistance U.S.C.
v.Baker-Chaputassistance NH RSA 165:1.”‘general program,’and the

(D.N.H. 1976).Cammett, 1134, assis­categorical406 F. 1137 “TheSupp.
a central statefederally byare funded and administeredprogramstance

is funded andagency, general program locallywhereas the assistance
HampshireId. “The of New administers variousadministered.” State

(OAA), toincluding ageassistance old assistance aid thepublic programs,
(AFDC),(ANB), andneedy dependentblind aid to families with children

Baker, at916 F.2d 745.[NH-JAPTD.”

1986, towns, cities, counties, allPrior to the and State contributed
(1977)....167:20funding program.to the See RSA[NH-JAPTD

1taking January year exemptedeffect on of that the[Legislation
inobligations respectcities and towns from direct fiscal to [NH-J

OAA, to theleavingAPTD and the counties and the State bear
programs. municipalitiesimmediate fiscal burden of these The

OAA,however,toprovided supportstill indirect and[NH-JAPTD
in that of the counties’ revenue stream is the localwellspringthe

(1977bytax collected the cities and towns. See RSA 29property
1989).Supp.&

that, amongId. at 746. “It is notable alone New assortment ofHampshire’s
models, tap unique county-welfare benefit and OAA into a[NH-JAPTD

hand, jointat 749. the “Medicaid is afundingstate source.” Id. On other
providesfederal-state that health care services to certain low-program

(2000);§§42 ch. 151-Eseq.income individuals. See U.S.C. 1396a et RSA
(2005 2008).” Air, “In Hampshire,Bel 158 N.H. at 105. New theSupp.&

half of fromprogram funding governmentMedicaid receives its the federal
“The is administeredprogramand half from the State and its counties.” Id.

Services,for Medicare and Medicaid anbyon the federal level the Centers
of Health and Humanagency Departmentwithin the United States

Services, ofby Hampshire Departmenton the level New[theand state
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Medicaid,Health and Human Id. The programNH-APTD andServices].”
entities,theincluding program, separateMedieaid-APTD are two funded

from different sources.

(1)analysisOur to this haspoint following:established the NH-APTD
(2)assistance; Medicaid,does not include medical including the Medieaid-­

(3)assistance;APTD medicalprogram, provides and Medieaid-APTD is
framework,not the same as NH-APTD. Based upon analyticalthis we now

plaintiff’saddress whether the Medicaid coverage through the Medieaid-­
held,APTD program compatibleis with local aid. have previouslyWe “The

(RSA 167)enactment of the State Medicaid ch.program did not orrepeal
amend the ofobligation[local counties and towns underassistance] RSA

(1982).448, 452chs. 165and 166.”Hall v. County Hillsborough, 122N.H.of
167,This isholding supported by languagethe of chapterRSA which treats

medical differentlyassistance from New Hampshire’s other aid programs,
(2002) (“Theincluding NH-APTD. See RSA 167:3-b provisions of [preced­

administrationing assistance.”);do not to theapplysections] of medical
167:5 (defining programs” assistance,RSA “adult to ageinclude old aid to

blind, NH-APTD,needythe and definingand medical sepa­assistance
(2002 2009)rately); RSA 167:6 & Supp. (delimiting eligibility forcriteria

— assistance,each of the chapter’s programsaid old age needyaid to the
—blind, children,aid to families with dependent and NH-APTD which are

exclusive,all mutually assistance,forand medical which compatibleis with
all four programs). here, 167:27,The section at issue RSA explicitly
provides that medical compatibleassistance is with ageNH-APTD and old
assistance, in contrast to any typeother of state relief.

note thatWe the First Circuit Court of Appeals held in Baker that
NH-APTD is localincompatible 167:27,with aid under RSA and upheld

167:27 aRSA as constitutional legislative prioritization of welfare pro­
Baker,grams. 916 F.2d at 755. The court reasoned that “the New

Hampshire legislature reasonablycould have concluded that town welfare
RSA be restricted so[under 165:1] as to exclude alreadyindividuals

receiving relief from programs partially by towns,”funded the cities and
specifically, NH-APTD, because “the provided bycontribution the cities
and towns to met the ‘fair[NH-]APTD share’ financial obligation of local
government to those receiving such aid.” Id. at 750. The court pointedalso
out the reasonableness of disallowing short-term local in conjunctionaid

agewith old orassistance NH-APTD uponbased “durational differences
fromstemming likely need,”the ofpersistency specifically, generallythe

longer duration recipients’of need for ageold assistance or [NH-]APTD
(whowelfare as contrasted to aid to the blind “have potential developthe to
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themselves”)skills in order to or aid to families withsupport dependent
(who “grow up being dependent”).children and cease Id. at 750-51.

support legislature’sThese two rationales the determination that
assistance, Medicaid,includingmedical is with formscompatible other of

public funding historicallystate assistance. The burden that has “been
federal, state,varying degrees by agencies”shared in and local is equally

Medicaid,individed between the state and federal entities the case of and
county municipaland funds thus have not been burdened. Id. at 749. In

need, paymentsterms of duration of medical are often limited to payments
ailments,for treatment of discrete rather than on-going payments for

long-term support. Precedent and statutorythe scheme therefore lead us
to receiptconclude that RSA 167:27does not bar of local aid uponbased
receipt of Medicaid thethrough program.Medicaid-APTD

Accordingly, plaintiff may applythe for financial aid topursuant
165:1,1,RSA which a inprovides, person any“Whenever town is andpoor

himself,supportunable to he shall be byrelieved and maintained the
town,publicoverseers of welfare of such whether or not he has residence

statute,there.” In interpreting broadlythis worded we “thathave held the
Hall,statute is to be promoteadministered to its humanitarian purpose.”

omitted).122 N.H. at 451 (quotation “Financial need and an inability to
one’s self aresupport eligibility.”the sole criteria for F.Baker-Chaput, 406

atSupp. determinations,1137.Because these are factual which we decline
instance,to inaddress the first we superiorremand to the court with

Cityinstructions to remand to the for evaluation plaintiffsof the applica­
tion for local assistance.

Reversed and remanded.

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


