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Finally, argues pursuantthe Town that to Bosonetto v. Town Rich­of
mond, (2012),163 736 subject jurisdiction mayN.H. matter not attach

there not compliance filing requirementswhere has been with under RSA
however,Bosonetto,677.chapter inapposite.is Bosonetto addressed the

timeliness of a motion pursuantfor filed with the ZBA torehearing RSA
(2008). Bosonetto,677:2 163 N.H. at 741. inonlyNot did the deadline that

weekday, case,case fall on a rather a Saturday,than as in this but the
dispositive was statutory run,issue when the thirty-day period began to

statutoryrather than the thirty-daywhen Id. atperiod ended. 741-42.
Because we hold that the petitioners’ timelywas inappeal filed the

court,superior need not petitioners’we address the remaining arguments
regarding the timeliness of the ofZBA’s issuance the notice of decision and

meetingthe minutes.

andReversed remanded.

ÜALIANIS, C.J., HICKS, LYNN, JJ.,and CONBOY and concurred.
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(JohnCiandella, PLLC, Ratigan on theDonahue, of Exeter J.Tucker &
Board ofand for Town of Bartlett Selectmen.orally), petitioner,brief the

of no brief.Adjustmentof Bartlett Board filedZoningTown

Chant, PA., T. onConway (Christopherof North MeierCooper Cargill
intervenor, Inc.Company,for River Runorally),the brief and the

Board ofDALIANIS, petitioner,The the Town of Bartlett SelectmenC.J.
J.)(Houran,(Selectboard), Superioran order of the Courtappeals

Adjustmentof Board ofZoningof the Town Bartlettupholding a decision
(ZBA) intervenor, River Runby Company,a thefinding signthat erected

(River ZoningRun), the Town of Bartlett’sInc. is underpermitted
(ordinance). affirm.Ordinance We

and record.from trial court’s order theThe facts are drawn thefollowing
Village,at Mountainunits AttitashownershipRiver Run maintains vacation

2009, theappliedRiver Run toIn Septembera resort in Bartlett.
302, “Theadvertising,a on Routepermit place signfor a toSelectboard
2010,January theVillage.” In Selectboardat Attitash MountainSuites

westerlywas at thesignand the erectedapplication,River Run’sapproved
additional, wassignan smallerAt some point,to the resort area.entrance
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affixed underneath the approved sign, reading “REGISTRATION .3
signBACK toregistrationMILES ON LEFT.” The office which the refers

Village.is the office at which for Mountain Thepatrons register Attitash
a lot Village, separateofficeis located on within Attitash Mountain from the

on signlot which the is located.
2010,In June the Run thatSeleetboard informed River the additional

sign the In response,violated ordinance. River Run submitted an amended
permitsign application, sign.of the Theseeking approval additional

XVI,requestSeleetboard denied River Run’s topursuant Article Section
ordinance,A-10 of prohibitsthe which erection of an signthe outdoor “on

premisesany other than the premises activityon where the to which the
located,”sign pertains D,is and Section which prohibits off-premise signs

“in all except provideddistricts as inelsewhere Ordinance.” The[the]
Seleetboard “signreasoned that because the the registrationadvertises

is,office is onwhich not the itproperty signwhere the is considered an off
premise sign ZBA,and therefore not Runpermitted.” appealedRiver to the

that “aarguing sign directory XVI,the was sign” under Article Section H.4
ordinance,of the exempts “[d]irectional,which from the ordinance infor-

mational, warning, safety notsignsoriented directed to or readilyand/or
visible from the public way required by regulationState law or or forand/or

control, movement,the ofprotection patrons.”and/or
The ZBA publicheld a at ithearing which noted that the ordinance does

not define the “premises.”word The ZBA then discussed thewhether word
might total holdings landowner,”“mean the of the rather than individual

Ultimately,lots. the ZBA signfound “that the served as a directional sign
patrons” XVI, H.4,for under Article Section and was from theexempt

ofprovisions the ordinance prohibiting off-premise signs.
The forSeleetboard moved thatrehearing, arguing the ZBA’s decision

that the sign was a directional was orsign unlawful unreasonable. It also
meetingnoted that the “ZBA minutes contain a fair amount of discussion

”about the word and‘premises,’ ‘premises’contended “that the term cannot
interpreted land,be to mean more than a lotsingle of and cannot mean

Seleetboard,multiple lots under the ownership.” Accordingsame to the
“[a]ny interpretation ‘premises’that means more than a lot is insingle

objected,error.” River Run asserting that the ZBA’s decision was lawful
XVJ,because the assign signwas either a directional under Articleexempt

H.4, and, thus,or not off-premise permittedSection was an was undersign
the ordinance.

After the ZBA rehearing,denied the for therequestSelectboard’s
appealed superior arguedSeleetboard to the court. The againSeleetboard

that River notsign exemptRun’s was as a directional and “that thesign,
‘premises’term cannot ainterpreted singlebe to mean more than lot of
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trialland, ownership.”the Themultipleand cannot mean lots under same
so,In trialsign. doingnot an thesign off-premisecourt ruled that the was

tothat the court should refuserejected argumentcourt the Selectboard’s
on appeal.this it was before the courtproperlyaddress issue because not

followed.appealThis
jurisdiction bythe court itsargues that trial exceededThe Selectboard

forth in the motion forupon groundthe ZBA’sdecision a not setupholding
(2008).:3,12012), It further contends that(Supp.See RSA 677:2rehearing.

(1) in theconstruing “premises”the court erred the termby:trial
taxmultipleordinance to a vacation resort located oncomplexmean unified

(2)lots; subjectnotsignto that the is anfailing sign “off-premise”and find
exemption.to

Cityis Dev. N.H. v.in cases limited. Brandt Co.zoningJudicial review of
(2011).553, 555Somersworth, byFactual the ZBA arefindings162N.H.of

reasonable, notlawful and and the ZBA’sdecision willprimadeemed facie
of it isaside the court absent errors law unlessby superiorbe set

it, theon the evidence thatpersuaded by probabilities,the balance of before
(2008).Id.; willunlawful RSA 677:6 WeZBA decision is or unreasonable.

itthe notuphold superior supportthe court’s decision unless evidence does
N.H., 162 at 555.or Brandt Dev. Co. N.H.legallyit is erroneous. of

challengethe to thebegin addressing superiorWe Selectboard’sby
trialjurisdiction. argues that thesubjectcourt’s matter The Selectboard

byisjurisdiction zoningin a matter circumscribedsubjectcourt’s matter
Thus, itRSA 677:2.rehearingthe in a motion for underissues raised

thejurisdictionthat trial to consider whethercontends the court lacked
a forRiver Run did not file motionsign off-premise signwas not an because

respectwith to this issue.rehearing

677:3, I, not forth in the forground [motion“no setUnder RSA
on, by a courturged, given anyshall be relied or considerationrehearing]

to specifyshall allow thegood appellantunless the court for cause shown
principletheuponscheme is basedgrounds.” “statutoryadditional This

upon anyto passthat have the first opportunitythe local board should
have benefit of themayso that the court theerrors in its decisionsalleged

Plainfield, 160v.appeal.”in the Atwater Townjudgment hearingboard’s of
added). Nevertheless,(2010) omitted;503, 511-12 emphasis(quotationN.H.

none, that Riverand the Selectboard citesauthority,we are aware of no
aZBA, statutorya to fileRun, obligationthe hadprevailedwhich before

overjurisdictionin the trial court’sfor order to establishrehearingmotion
Mack v.the ZBA’s decision.argument supportits alternative in Cf.of

2006)460,Homer, (Sup. Ct.Town 807 N.Y.S.2d 463Appeals,Board of of
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(finding petitioners required appealthat were not to town code enforce-
theyment officer’s to of notinterpretation appealsboard “because were

it”).aggrieved by

Moreover, the foralthough “requestSelectboard asserts that its
exclusively on the ZBA’s ofrehearing interpretation Zoningwas based

XVT, H.4,”Ordinance Article Section and that it Runneither nor River
the ZBA’s that the was anappealed sign off-premise sign,conclusion the

Selectboard raised in rehearingthe issue its motion for when ititself
contended “that term ‘premises’the cannot be to mean moreinterpreted

land,than a lot ofsingle multipleand cannot mean lots theunder same
River Run alsoownership.” objectionthen raised the issue in its to the

Thus,Selectboard’s motion for rehearing. insofar as the Selectboard
maintains that forthe issue was raised the first time before the superior
court, it Accordingly, that,is mistaken. we conclude when thereviewing
ZBA’s decision that River Run’s was fromsign exempt the terms in the

subjectordinance trial courtprohibiting off-premise signs, the had matter
jurisdiction was, fact,to initiallyconsider whether in ansignRiver Run’s
off-premise sign.

We next argumentaddress the Selectboard’s that trial courtthe
misconstrued the word “premises.” interpretation“The of a zoning ordi­

law,nance is a question of which we review de novo!’ Town Barringtonof
(2012)Townsend, 241, omitted).v. 164 N.H. 246 (quotation the“When

of anlanguage plainordinance is unambiguous,and we not lookneed
beyond the ordinance itself for legislativefurther indications of intent. Fox

(2004).v. Greenland, 600, 605Town 151N.H. meaningWe determine theof
of zoning whole,a ordinance “from its construction a construingas not by
isolated words and phrases.” 715,Feins v. Town 154of Wilmot, N.H. 719
(2007) omitted).(quotation Because the inordinance this case does not

“premises,”define willwe look “to the common and approved usage of’ the
Townsend, omitted).word. 164 N.H. at 246 (quotation

DictionaryBlack’S Law in“premises,” part,defines relevant as
Dictionaryhouse or withbuilding, along“[a] its Lawgrounds.” Black’s
Dictionary(9th 2009).1300 ed. Webster’s Third New International

“grounds,” part,defines in relevant “anas area to or forappropriated used
a particular purpose.” WEBSTER’S THIRD NEW INTERNATIONALDICTION­

2002).ARY1002 (unabridged ed. It further in“premises,” pertinentdefines
as “apart, or tract of land with the it” or “thespecified piece structures on
ofplace business of an or institution.”enterprise Id. at 1789.

have inupon “premises”We relied similar definitions of other
(2010)Thiel, 462, plaincontexts. See State v. 160 N.H. to and(looking466
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of anas “the business ofordinary meaning “premises” placeof word
argument that heraddressingor in defendant’senterprise institution”

statute omit­requirements shoplifting (quotationdid not meet ofconduct
(2004)595, 597Assocs.,ted)); Inv. 150N.H.Linen Servs. v.FranconiaGen.

specifiedto as “a“premises” parties’ agreementas relevant the(defining
it,” placeon “the of ofor tract land with the structures or businesspiece of
omitted)). Indeed, in General(quotationsan or institution”enterprise

“Services, identify single premisessaid that can or‘[premises’Linen we
word, situation,in a particularand “the as used must bemultiple premises,”

circumstances,in the and context attendantof disclosureslightunderstood
Servs., notN.H. at 597-98.While we needto the situation.” Gen. Linen 150

ordinance,in we“premises”the of as used theprecise parametersdefine
buildingsin this case includes the andconclude that the word “premises”

Villagewith of of Attitash Mountaingrounds placeassociated the business
—— units, officeownership including registrationvacation itsnamely,

separateonregardless buildings groundsof and are locatedwhether the
lots.

analysisthat “leads to themeaningThe aargues plainSelectboard
ofaccurately singleterm more to a lotconclusion that the refers‘premises’

it asinterpretation, “premises,”In of this contends thatsupportland.”
ordinance,in “has in to mean eitherpracticeto the been definedreferred

a singleonownership, separatea lot the same or businessessingle under
zoning given ordinaryin will be theirlot.” The “words used a ordinance

meaningtheir context that a different wasmeaning appearsunless it from
omitted). Here,Feins, 719 the154 N.H. at while(quotationintended.”

tract, parcel,it “lot” as “a or“premises,”ordinance does not define defines
of toit been intent of the drafters the ordinanceplot of land.” Had the

land, theya lot of could have done“premises” singlethe asinterpret word
Uxbridge“lot.” Yard Liab. v.using P’shipso word See Scotland Ltd.by the

2690532,(AHS), 2010 WL at *3Appeals, No. 377478Zoning Board of
(Mass. 2010)8, of the zoningLand that had the draftersJuly (findingCt.

parcel, “theyto mean a couldbylaws “premises” singlethe wordintended
”).the ‘lot’have used term

of Appeals’fail how the First Circuit CourtAdditionally, we to see
insignsandthe distinction between “onsite” “offsite”explanation of

(1st33, 34 n.1City Cambridge, 88 F.3d Cir.Communications v.Ackerley of
CircuitAckerley,In the First1996), argument.thesupports Seleetboard’s

a that bears somesign messagecarriesexplained that onsite“[a]n
the the ispremises signconducted on whererelationship to the activities

located____An particularto itssign____carries messagea unrelatedoffsite
(D.189, 194n.9 R.I.Id.; Lewis, F. 2dSupp.v. 594location.” see also Vono
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2009) same(utilizing explanation “on-premise” “off-premise”for andsigns
in thatsigns). Nothing explanation suggests that the of themeaning word

is“premises” singlelimited to a lot.
The arguesSelectboard further that our interpretation incompatible“is

with the other ofuses the word in the It‘premises’ ordinance.” cites four
provisions ordinance,of the that our “frus-arguing interpretation would
trate the clear ofintent” one and render another “completely impractical

ordinance,and Uponunworkable.” ofreview the we are not thatpersuaded
our willinterpretation have either effect.

Nor persuadedare we our interpretationthat frustrates clearthe intent
of the ordinance. The ordinance limits the of toplacement signsoutdoor

premises“the activitywhere the sign pertainsto which the is Atlocated.”
argument,oral the Selectboard thatexplained bythe concern addressed
provisionthis the proliferationis of inbusiness Bartlett. Thesigns

of provision concern, however,effectiveness the in addressing this notis
byundermined our holding. Interpreting the word to the“premises” mean

buildings and grounds associated with the of ofplace business Attitash
Mountain Village merely allows for the placement signsof outdoor theon
premises Attitash Mountain Village.While River Run ownmay severalof

atbusinesses properties,different dowe not read the word so“premises”
broadly to to multiple Bartlett,as refer businesses located throughout
which tohappen operated by Here,be a single althoughowner. the andsign
the registration lots,officeare on different geographicallyboth are located
at the ofplace and,business of therefore,Attitash Mountain Village are on
the same “premises.”

In of ourlight interpretation “premises,”of the word notwe need
parties’address argumentsthe concerning signwhether the is a directional

signal exempt from the ordinance.

Affirmed.

LynnHicks, Conboy, Bassett, JJ.,and concurred.


