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onto confinement credit thosepretrialon was not entitledparolewhile
the time served was creditedawaitingfor time trial becauseoffenses served

revoked). addition,In wefor which wasprior parolehis convictionagainst
sentencinga court toalthough require651-A:23does notnote that RSA

the defendantconfinement credit in circumstances wherepretrialaward
violation, in thenothingfor a statutebeing custody paroleheld inalso is

doing so.the court fromprohibits
Moreover, parolea to astatutory rightwe that the defendant hadnote

paroleof his on theforty-five dayswithin arresthearingrevocation
warrant, However, righthe waived that andsee RSA 651-A:17.violation

ahavingto wait for to be resolved beforeburglary chargeschose the
on Had theparole charges.board the violationhearing parolebefore the

hearing forty-fivea parole days,chosen to have revocation withindefendant
couldviolating parolehave a for that he havemay punishmenthe received

charges. Any remainingof the timepending burglaryresolutionserved
resolving would then haveburglary chargesincarcerated before thespent

as confinementpretrialallotted credit.been

Affirmed.

ConboyDalianis, C.J., Lynn, JJ.,andand concurred.
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Manchester, and Alliance DefenseBiron, by orally,brief andA. ofLisa
(Joel brief),Leawood, petitioner.the for theFund, Kansas Oster onof

(James Danielle L. PacikKennedy andof ConcordCity Office,Solicitor’s
brief, orally), respondent.for theand Ms. Pacikon the

(Assembly), appealsLiberty Assembly of GodCONBOY, The petitioner,J.
AppealsTax and LandBoard ofHampshireof the Newthe decision

(BTLA) City of Concordrespondent,of thea 2008 decisionupholding
exemption.a use tax Wereligiousfordenying Assembly’s request(City),

affirm.
aAssembly “regularlyrecord. isfacts are drawn from thefollowingThe

denomination, in theincorporatedreligiousconstituted”andrecognized
(2003).72:23, 26.13acresAssemblyIII ownsRSAHampshire.State of New

in “current use.” SeeConcord; twenty acres areapproximatelyinof land
2011).(2003 primarilyland is usedundevelopedTheSupp.ch. 79-A &RSA

a trail”“prayerthere isforestry purposes, althoughoragriculturalfor
Assembly’s propertydeveloped portionThe ofaround its perimeter.

storage,used for and thefreestandinga barn nowbuilding,includes a main
garage.associatedparsonage and

2008, Cityuntil the1994, Assembly acquired property,itsFrom when
on all of itsexemption property.a use taxAssembly religiousgranted

forty2008, Assembly onlyan onHowever, City granted exemptionin the
wassixty propertythat of theconcluding percentof property,itspercent

training religious purposes,or otherreligiousforoccupiednot used and
determinationrevised itsCity subsequentlytaxable. Theand was therefore

property.of thesixty percentand exempted
barn, andstorage parsonagethefrom taxationCity exemptedThe

to“appertainingin current useacres of land notand one of the sixgarage,
in current use werefive acres not72:23, remainingIII. Thethem.” RSA

andas the taxableproportionat the sameexemptas taxable orallocated
assessed as a2.2 acres werebuilding;of the mainsquare footageexempt
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primary buildingcommercial site the main and acres weresupporting 2.8
atsupplemental City sixtyassessed as commercial land. The arrived the

percent exempt/forty percent upontaxable ratio based the use of various
of square footage building.areas the combined of both floors of the main

13,988 floor, 12,516CityThe concluded that of the feet of the firstsquare
theysquare exempt directlyfeet were as were used for religious purposes;

offices, room,this the sanctuary,included church child care space, prayer
room, hall, room,libraryrecreation kitchen and fellowship and record

lab, rooms,computer pantry, storageclassrooms and food restrooms.and
1,472 floor,remainingThe feet onsquare consistingthe first of an

anapartment and additional room furlough,available for missionaries on
were considered taxable the City’sunder assessment. These rooms were

2008,not by furloughedused at timeany during onlymissionaries and
four-yearthree or four times theduring preceding period.

City (6,916The considered the of buildingentire second floor the main
feet)square beingtaxable as not used religious purposes.for This space

(1)generalconsisted of five an apartment storageareas: and two rooms
(2)occupied or utilized aby part-time and his afamily;caretaker room

(3)occupied theby grandson Assembly’sof then-secretary/treasurer;
(4) (5)vacant apartments; minimally“dorm” rooms used for storage; and a

restroom,men’s theauxiliary to restrooms on the first Followingfloor.
BTLAappeal, upheld City’sthe apportionmentthe for tax year 2008.

ofOur review BTLA isdecisions well established:

The of proof uponburden shall be party seekingthe to set aside
any ororder decision of the BTLA to thatshow the clearlysame is

unlawful,unreasonable or and all of the BTLA allfindings upon
questions of fact properly before it shall primabe deemed to be

reasonable;lawful and and the ororder decision appealedfacie
from shall not be set or except law,aside forvacated errors of

satisfied,unless the court byis a preponderanceclear of the
it,evidence before that such order is orunjust unreasonable.

Appeal Concord, (2010)169, 171N.H.City 161 (quotation and bracketsof of
omitted); (2007).see RSA 541:13 we“Although review the [BTLA’s]
findings of fact pursuant standard,to this deferential we review its
statutory interpretation Gamas, 646,de novo.” Appeal 158 N.H. 648of
(2009).

Assembly asserts that the BTLA’s ruling was onerroneous three
(1)interrelated grounds: Citythe and the BTLA misinterpreted RSA

72:23, III because it read fullyshould be as ofexempting houses worship
(2)taxation;from the City’s inquiries religiousinto purposesthe uses and

of each room within the church building unconstitutionally “entangled” the
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(3) statute and constitutioneven if theandreligion;withgovernment
all ofworship,ofwithin a houseexempt spacefromtaxableparsingpermit

a Weserving religious purpose.exempt asshould beAssembly’s space
in turn.argumenteachaddress

72:23, WorshipHousesFully ExemptsIIII. RSAWhether fromof
Taxation

inat statesexemptiontax issuesetting forth thestatutory provisionThe
pertinent part:

shall, unlesspropertyand personalreal estatefollowingThe
.statute, taxation: . .fromby exemptbeprovidedotherwise

houses, parsonageschurchparishpublic worship,Houses of
monasteries,convents, buildings andby pastors,theiroccupied

owned, directlyoccupiedto them used andappertainingthe lands
anyreligious purposes byothertrainingfor or forreligious

sect,denomination, creed orand constitutedregularly recognized
in this state anddoingor businessincorporated legallyorganized,

for whichpurposesthem for theproperty bythe usedpersonal
are established.they

72:23, III.RSA
that, statutoryrule” ofto the “last antecedentAssembly argues pursuant

Constr., 601, 610159N.H.construction, Insulation v.Eckmansee Gen. Co.
(2010), modifyingso that “a clause isshould construe statutescourts

subjectin thesomethingantecedent unless there isconfined to the last
interpretation.”a different Mt.requiresor dominant whichpurposematter

(2000)642,144 652Municipality Conway,v. N.H.Valley Mall Assocs. of
72:23,omitted). Thus, III fivecreatingit us to read RSA asurges(quotation

“owned,by the clause usedthat are not modifiedreligious exemptionsuse
religious purposes”or for otherdirectly religious trainingforoccupiedand

— “[hjouses houses,” “churchis, worship,” parson­public “parishthat of
“convents,” arguesItand “monasteries.”by pastors,”theirages occupied

— is,of thatonly category propertylastthat the clause modifies the
Thus, once a structure isto them.”appertainingand the lands“buildings

it is auto­categories,the first five enumeratedamongto bedetermined
taxation, of the extent to which itany analysisfrom andmatically exempt

More­“owned, improper.isoccupied” religious purposesused and foris
of these first fiveover, that as oneAssembly qualificationmaintains

ownedbuilding,definitional: theessentially “[I]fstructures isenumerated
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church,by the is its of public‘house it is usedworshipt,]’ occupiedand for
religiousa andpurpose, room-by-room scrutiny is inappropriate, unwork-

able, that,and unconstitutional.” CityThe counters reading the statute as
whole,a “owned,the qualifying phrase used occupied directlyand for

religious training religiousor other purposes” is intended to all ofmodify
72:23,the enumerated properties III,set forth in includingRSA of“houses

public worship.”

“In matters of statutory interpretation, we are the final arbiters of
legislature’sthe expressedintent as in the words of the statute considered

a Nashua, (2007).as whole.” Appeal City 443,155 N.H. 445 Whenof of
examining statute,the of alanguage we ascribe the andplain ordinary

tomeaning the words used. Id. We interpret legislative intent from the
statute as written and will not consider what the legislature might have said
or add language that the legislature did not see fit to include. InId.
construing a religious exemption statute, adoptwe neither a liberal attitude

itbecause is a charity, nor a hostile attitude itbecause seeks exemption
from taxation. Id. legislative‘We review history to aid our analysis when

statutorythe language is ambiguous subjector to more than one reason­
interpretation.”able Comm’r,First Berkshire Bus. Trust v. N.H. Dep’t of

Admin., (2010).Revenue 176,161 N.H. 180
Both the City’s and Assembly’s 72:23,constructions of RSA III are

reasonable. Accordingly, 72:23,the oflanguage RSA III ambiguous.is See
id.

implicitlyWe construed a prior version of the urged bystatute as the
InCity. Alton Bay Camp Meeting Alton,Association v. Town 109 N.H.of

(1968),44 72:23,the version of RSA III then in effect exempted from
taxation public“houses of worship, houses,parish church parsonages
occupied by convents,their pastors, monasteries, buildings used principally
for religious training or for other religious purposes, and the lands thereto
appertaining owned and occupied by any regularly recognized and consti­
tuted (Quotation omitted; added.)denomination.” emphasis We held that
the requiredstatute applicantthe to establish that purportedlythe exempt
land “be to‘appertaining’ one or more the types buildings specified asof of

72:23[,]inexempt RSA III.” Bay, added).Alton 109 N.H. at 49 (emphasis
By considering modifying clause,the “lands thereto appertaining” to
govern exemptions for land appertaining to “one or more” of the enumer­
ated “types of buildings specified 72:23,”as inexempt id.,RSA we implicitly
interpreted 72:23, IIIRSA as setting forth a list propertiesof all of which
are subject to a subsequent modifying clause.

We now explicitly adopt the statutory construction we impliedly adopted
in Bay.Alton We recognize that the statute has been amended oursince



ofanalysisin ourthose amendmentsand we considerBay,in Altonholding
noted:previouslyAs we haveintent.legislative

statute, therewe discoverhistory of thetheExamining legislative
inrulingwordingin its since ourchangessignificantnohave been

72:23, exemptingfrom1994, III was amendedIn RSABay.Alton
for othertraining orreligiousforprincipallyused“buildings

andownedappertainingthe lands theretoandreligious purposes,
“buildingsto exemptingby religious organization]”occupied [a

owned, occupiedused andto themappertainingthe landsand
religious purposes.”othertraining or forreligiousfordirectly

by religiousthat land ownedmerely clarifieslanguageThis
directly” religiousforoccupiedandmust be “usedorganizations

(1994).N.H.H.R. JOUR.579-80Accordpurposes.

TownAmerica v.Covenant ChurchEvangelicalE. theCoast ofofConf. of
added).(2001) omitted;658, (quotations emphasis146 N.H. 663Swanzey,

Concord, 75in v.holdingto our St. Paul’s ChurchAssembly points
worship”of(1910), publicthat a “housesupport argument420 to itsN.H.

issued ourdefinition, entirety.in its When weis, from taxationby exempt
Church, provided:statutereligious exemptionin theSt. Paul’sopinion

taxed, worship.”of St.except publicto be houses“Real estate ... is liable
omitted).Church, analyzingIn the(quotationat 421Paul’s 75 N.H.

however,statute, held:of the weunderlyingintent that versionlegislative

itfor which wasreligious purposesIf house serves all thethe
in the sense of anot to other usesdesigned appropriatedand is

it,any partuse noreligiousexclusion of thesubstantial from of
which theit not all the usesapparent why promotereason is does

publicas a house ofexemptedin mind when it waslegislature had
view, longit used as such a house. SoexclusivelyIn this isworship.

services of apublicchurch it for suchorganization occupiesas the
and as thecharacter as it deems useful and desirablereligious

subserve, to the exclusion all secularbuilding adaptedis to of
uses, exclusively public worship.as a house ofit is used

added). case,Thus, interveningeven in that before(emphasesId. at 425
amendments, statutory exemptiontaxapplyingthat therecognizedwe

of aportionsuses of variousreligiousthe and secularrequired analyzing
worship.”a “house of publicto bebuilding purported

history ofanalysis legislativeof theby Assembly’sNor are we persuaded
amend-statutorythat the 1994Assemblystatute. contendsthe current

toexemptionthe of thechange applicationnot intended toments “were
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any‘houses of public worship’ specificallyor of the other listed properties,”
that, therefore,and the legislative history supports its that acontention

house of apublic worship is entitled to exemptionblanket from taxation.
1994,legislatureThe enacted in to tax exemptamendments “relative the

(1994),of properties,”status certain N.H.H.R. 579JOUR. which “increased
on granting property exemptionsrestrictions the of tax on property owned

by Id. 580.churches.” at As the from the Housereport Municipal and
County Government Committee explained:

nerves,While this bill touches a lot of confirmedtestimony the
argument: laws, exist,base asexemption they now greatleave a

deal uncertaintyof for bill,those who have to them. Theenforce
amended,as intends to remove those uncertainties without re-

moving the traditional forexemptions which is publicthere broad
support. Its effect will to loopholesbe close protect againstand
abuse.

atId. 579. The amendments adding followingincluded the provision: “The
exemptions by .afforded RSA 72:23 . . shall be construed to confer
exemption only upon property which requirementsmeets theof statute
under which exemption is claimed. The burden of demonstrating the

ofapplicability any claimant.”exemption uponshall thebe Id. at 580.
Other amendments also undermine Assembly’s argument that a tax

assessing body should asimply accept religious entity’s assertion that a
particular building represents thus,a public is,“house of worship” and
exempt. amendments,Before 1994the the statute required religious
entities to submit a list of for whichproperties a tax exemption was claimed.
However, amendments,topursuant the “City assessors . . . and other
officialshaving power to act provisionsunder the of this to orchapter grant
deny tax exemptions to religious organizations... shall authorityhave the

request”to materials concerning organizationthe seeking exemption, as
aswell the thenature of whichproperty claimed,for the exemption is “and

such other information as shall be reasonably required to make determi-
nations of ofexemption property under” RSA 72.chapter 72:23-c,RSA II
(2003). The amendments providealso that organization’san tofailure
provide such thirty daysinformation within of a reasonable requestwritten
shall in aresult denial of exemption. Id.

The legislative scheme therefore does not support Assembly’s
that aargument church’s aassertion that building constitutes a of“house

public worship” is to itplace beyondsufficient investigation. The statute
provides Citythat the must determine a buildingwhether owned aby
religious entity is entitled exemptionto because it is “used and occupied”
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— precedent,that ouran interpretationpurposeadirectly religiousfor
lightinAccordingly,Bay, supports.AltonChurch andincluding St. Paul’s

is all of theof to renderintent the statutelegislativethe that theof evidence
“owned, used72:23, subject to the modifierIIIin RSAbuildings specified

rule. the last antecedentreligious purposes,”. .directly foroccupiedand
General,Attorneyv.DeVerecontrary interpretation.a Seerequiredoes not

rule762, (2001) last antecedent whereapply768 to the(declining146 N.H.
intent, as apparentto legislativewould counterinterpretationsuch an be

scheme).statutoryfrom the
theintent BTLA’slegislative supportsthat theHaving determined

statute, of apportionment.to the Weinterpretation questionof the we turn
case,In this as in Appealthisdirectly question.have addressedpreviously

that the statutetaxpayer argues...Light,Divine “[t]heEmissariesof of
uses innon-exemptandexemptallow betweenapportionmentdoes not

Light,Divine 140N.H.Appealcases.” Emissariesreligious exemption ofof
this assertion isLight,in Divineexplainedat As we Emissaries556. of

that“recognizedId. haveby previouslyour case law. Weunsupported
not forproperty,while other usedproperty may exempt,certain be

in“Additionally,activity, exemptnot be from taxation.” Id.religious would
consistentlyhave utilizedstatutory exemptions,other weconsidering

innothing languagefind the of theappropriate.when Weapportionment
treatlegislatureto that the intended toreligious exemption suggeststatute

exemption statutes.” Id.religious exemptions differently than other tax
(citations omitted).

theLightto Divine onAssembly distinguishseeks Emissaries of
amongin those enumeratedthat the structures that case were notground

72:23, todayby holdingin III. is our that theargumentRSA This foreclosed
be evaluatedpublic worship”did not intend that a “house oflegislature

from to be entitled todifferently any property;other church-owned
“owned, andany occupiedchurch-owned must be usedexemption property

religious purposes.”for . . .directly

aof and withinexempt non-exempt singleusesapportionmentThe
AcademyIn Exeterby precedent.is also our Trusteesbuilding supported

Exeter, purposesa for andbuilding partly exemptv. we noted that used
a ofmay proportional divisionpartly “clearlyfor taxable receivepurposes

to to the Trustees Exeteraccording parts assignedvalue the different uses.”
Exeter, 472, (1940); also Appeal City90 N.H. 503 seeAcademy v. of of

(2011). BTLA, however,Concord, 344, with theagree161 N.H. 353-54 We
not to an soinquirythat “must be taken absurd extremeapportionmentan

Rather, .a is scrutinized. . .square building rigidlythat foot ofevery
thejudgment is touchstone.”
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II. Apportioning Tax-Exempt SpaceWhether Between Taxable and is
Unconstitutional

argues thatAssembly examining religious purposesthe uses and of each
room inside of the main building “unconstitutionally entangle[s] the
government religion,”with and violates the Establishment Clause of the

Constitution,First to the FederalAmendment as well as the Equal
Protection ofClause the Fourteenth Amendment to the Federal
Constitution. Because Assembly raises no claim under the State Constitu-
tion, we confine our itsanalysis to federal constitutional claims. See State v.

(2007).White, 119,155 N.H. 125
manyWe note that of Assembly’s arguments duplicate those we found

inunavailing Emissaries Divine Light, 140 N.H. at 554.Assembly firstof
“the City rejectedcontends that and BTLA the Church’s stated religious

purpose on of uses,based the review the Church’s various rooms and
looking for whether such uses were religious enough. analysisThis is
flawed as it essentiallyis a test of thewhether Church is ‘sufficiently

”religious.’
However, the record that Cityreflects the and the BTLA accepted the

We,authenticity Assembly’s religion.of accordingly, Assembly’sread
argument to oppose the reviewCity’s religiousof the or secular use of
portions mainof the Inbuilding. Emissaries Divine as inLight, thisof
case, the taxpayer argued apportionmentthat inwas improper religious
exemption cases it requiresbecause an impermissible intoinquiry the
validity of taxpayer’sthe religion. Emissaries Divine 140Light, N.H. atof
556. rejectedWe that inassertion LightEmissaries Divine because theof
BTLA questioned“never the validity but,of the taxpayer’s religion,”
instead, “simply attempted to determine whether the was occupiedland
and used principally by church members for their own andprivate secular
purposes not for statutoryand the religious ofexempted purposes the

omitted).[taxpayer].” (quotationId. and brackets

We, likewise, reject Assembly’s inassertion this case. As in
Emissaries Divine Light, questionedthe BTLA never the validity ofof
Assembly’s religion. As explainedthe BTLA when evaluating whether
Assembly’s vacant rooms occupiedwere used or adirectly religiousfor
purpose:

clear, neither,To be the hand,is one[BTLA] on questioning
[Assembly’s] stated assertion that forproviding [housing the
needy] nor, other,is one of its onbiblical mandates the ruling that
such necessarily use; rather,use would qualify religiousas a we
simply find neither by public nor in isknowledge practice there
evidence the used toProperty anyis tosignificant degree house



forstatutory requirementsdetermining whether theInneedy.the
met, charter“we look to both itshaveexemptionan beenreceiving

topursuantactions takenand itsstatementsorganizationalor
those statements.”

omitted.) Thus, in Emissaries Divineadded; asquotation(Emphasis of
“owned, andAssembly usedwhethermerelyBTLA examinedLight, the

religiousor for otherreligious trainingdirectly” propertyits “foroccupied
72:23,RSA III.required byas statute.purposes,”

brief, itreplyin its thatAssembly’s first advancedargument,As for
of theamong applicationdenominations forhas out” other“singledbeen

supportnot thisstatute, is The record doesour consideration brief.
taxHere, why Citythe not examine andAssembly questions didargument.

religiousof other denomina­messyand or rooms”the unused“bathrooms
not, inCityto the hastions, any suggest thatadvancingwithout evidence

has Assem­fact, similarly situated churches. Norexamined or taxed other
inspectionthat the BTLA’s andbly tending to showsubmitted evidence

ofmotivated on the basisimproperlydenial of waspartial exemptions
evidence, to considerIn of such we decline furtherthe absencereligion.

Branch Ministries v.argument. SeeAssembly’s prosecutionselective
(D.C. 2000).Rossotti, 137,211 F.3d 144 Cir.

Assembly’s religiousthat its stated beliefsreject argumentWe also
directlysatisfy its be usedrequirement propertyare to the thatsufficient

rejected argumenta similar in Emissariesreligious purpose.for a We of
556, a religiousat that beliefsLight, explaining taxpayer’sDivine 140N.H.

abeing religiousare to land is used forinadequate determine whether
subject we needdispositive,Because our case law on this ispurpose. own

relies.upon Assemblynot the out-of-state authorities whichconsider
states, “TheAssembly Constitutionaldeveloped argument,Without

are To the extent thatCity’s apparent.”with the methodsproblems
lodgedit thearguments againstthe constitutionalAssembly reiterates

BTLA, anAssembly proposeswe them for the reasons stated above.reject
(1)analysis should two-fold: does themethodology:alternative be“[T]he...

(2) thatreligiousa for use and isespouse purpose property’s][thechurch
methodology was notHaving City’sfide?” that theassertion bona decided

flawed, Assembly’s proposed methodology.notwe need address
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Assembly’s TheyIII. Whether Premises WereExempt Because Were
Religious PurposesUsed for

that,Alternatively, Assembly argues even if the andstatute Federal
a ofpermit apportionmentConstitution within house of public worship, all

uses to which inAssembly put property religiousthe the were uses2008
and, thus, tax-exempt.

Assembly thatargues space occupied by grandsonfirst the wasthe used
religiousfor purposes although bybecause this space, temporarily occupied
grandson, forthe was “made available and themissionaries homeless/

needy.” Assembly space occupied by grandsondescribes the in asthe 2008
missionarya first-floor aapartment dorm-styleand room on the second

floor.

The BTLA found that the on first floorapartment the was taxable
because, fact,in not by furloughedit was used at inanymissionaries time

The BTLA in period2008. also observed that the four-year that the
caretaker the of building,resided on second floor the main he could recall

apartmentmissionaries the theusing “onlyon first floor three or four
and,times.” The BTLA decided that use was “slight insignificant,”this and

therefore, qualify missionarynot the floor apartment]“[did] [first [as]
being used for religious purposes.” The BTLA also ruled that “the fact that
[Assembly] designated and firstmade floor apartment][the available for
missionary use not by designationdoes such automatically qualify [the
apartment] beingas used for‘directly religious training or for other

”religious purposes.’
respect room,With to the second floor whichdorm-style Assembly

claimed was used to house the the BTLAneedy, that “there nofound was
evidence of any recent historical [ofuse the for such purposeroom] that
was more than ‘slight, negligible or insignificant’ or ‘indefinite or prospec-

”tive.’ The BTLA that City’snoted the director of human services testified
Assemblythat notwas one of the churches as providingidentified imme-

diate or housing needy.short-term for the The BTLA specifically found
the grandson’s occupancythat of roomthe “was not so much ofthe result

expressionan of [Assembly’s] provideintent to for the ithousing needy as
awas of himconsequence being to a ofrelated member [Assembly’s]

advisory board him by havingand a convenience for not to find alternative
housing.”

Assembly asserts that the BTLA erred when it found these beareas to
taxable Assembly’s them,because use ofreligious needyto house the

missionaries,furloughed “too infrequentwas to serve a religiousand/or
purpose.” contends that BTLAAssembly misappliedthe the governing law

it uponwhen based its decision the infrequency religiousof the use of these
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fur-housing needythat theAssuming, deciding,rooms. without and/or
nofind error. Wereligiousa wepurpose,constitutesloughed missionaries

thenot whenexemptiona is warrantedheld “that taxpreviouslyhave
is no more thanany requirementsof the thereforwithcomplianceasserted
or theoretical.”prospective,or indefinite andinsignificant,slight, negligible

Concord, citations(quotationsat and161 N.H. 351CityAppeal ofof
omitted).

thebyspace occupiedabout theremaining argumentsAssembly’s
Contrarymisreadingits of the BTLA’s decision.are basedgrandson upon

useassertions, find “residentialthe BTLA did not thatAssembly’sto
use of thegrandson’sit focus theuponcannot tax Nor didexempt.”be

it.Assembly’sof use ofinsteadspace,
Assembly thathousing. arguescaretaker’sAssembly next addresses the

time[,]... had caretakers andchurches have onsitebeginning“since the of
theAssembly misreadsnegate Again,did not their status as churches.”this

Assembly’sin “status”NothingBTLA’s that decision contravenesdecision.
a church.as

it thatthat the BTLA when foundAssembly further asserts erred
compelling “physical presence“no evidence” that the caretaker’sthere was

byPropertythe of thenecessary religiousat the was for useProperty
that, fact,inargues physical pres­the caretaker’s[Assembly].”Assembly

securitysecurity, implies providingfor and thatnecessaryence was
thatAssuming, deciding,religioususe for a withoutpurpose.constitutes

we thesecurity religious upholda church is aproviding purpose,for
waspurposethat for thatfinding physical presenceBTLA’s the caretaker’s

Nashua, at 446 (providingBut 155necessary. Appeal Citynot N.H.of ofcf.
notand to weresecurity parishesmaintenance services deconsecrated

physical pres­BTLA found the caretaker’sreligious The thatpurposes).
mainto because “thenecessary Assembly’s propertyence was not secure

(evenbuilding ‘prayerbe secured the room’which had exteriorcould 24/7
locked), adjacent providedand parsonageaccess had its interior door the

securityfor thepresence any supportson-site concerns.”As recordphysical
contends, inAssemblywe them. To the extent thatfindings, upholdthese

effect, we to itstestimony properly,BTLA failed to the deferweighthat the
testimony, measuringin thejudgment resolvingon such issues as conflicts

witnesses, the todetermining weight givenof and becredibilitythe
(2010).734,159of Wolfeboro,LLK Trust v. Town N.H. 739evidence. See

that the second floorAssembly findingnext asserts that the BTLA’s
thereligiousor critical for use of“significantmen’s bathroom was not the

The that “appearederroneous. BTLA found the bathroomProperty” was
roomsthe floor dormany occupantsserve of secondprimarilyto exist to
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not congregation’sand did to be critical for the occurappear activities that
on the first floor.” To the that the byextent bathroom was used

use,” found,“such the BTLA “did not tocongregants, appear be significant
religiousor critical for the the on firstProperty Assemblyuse of the floor.”

apparently thesechallenges findings as unreasonable because the care-
taker testified that usedparishioners the second-floor men’s room during

thus,services.worship Assembly, impliedly asserts that the BTLA'failed to
weigh testimonythe properly. We defer to BTLA’s injudgmentthe
determining weightthe to givenbe See id. Assemblyevidence. Because has
not by evidence,demonstrated a clear preponderance of the see RSA
541:13, that “owned,the second-floor restroom was used occupiedand

fordirectly religious training 72:23,or for religiousother purposes,” RSA
III, we cannot error infind the BTLA’s suchfinding space taxable.

We have Assembly’s argumentsreviewed remaining regarding whether
the BTLA apportionmenterred in its tax-exemptbetween and taxable uses
of propertythe and that theyconclude warrant no extended consideration.

321, (1993);See v.Vogel Vogel,137 N.H. 322 see also Sabinson v. Trustees
452, (2010)Dartmouth College, 160 N.H. 459 (declining to addressof

arguments review).that insufficientlyare fordeveloped appellate

Affirmed.

DALIANIS, C.J., Lynn, JJ.,and Hicks and concurred.
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