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E.and LawrenceHollis, & Soden Spell-GodfreySulloway,
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Ritchie,and W.General RobertAttorneyS.George Pappagianis,
Public Utilities Commis-for theRitchie orally),(Mr.Attorney

sion.

owners,Giles, ad litem for unknown proF (Gerald guardian
se brief and orally ).) by(

is anGriffith, the asserts that itThe ofpetition plaintiffJ.
RSAcommission underorder of the defendantfrom theappeal

the onfurther thatch. The ground541. alleges specificpetition
based is that the Commission foundthe is damageswhich appeal

theto a of evidencein clearamounts contrary preponderance
of law and fact.and various errorscommitted

a for writ of certiorariin fact constitutesThis petitionpetition
errorsthe to correctto Court allegedaddressed Supremedirectly

RSA ch.unlessthe Public Utilities Commissioncommitted by
541 authorizes this appeal.

to theforRSA ch. 541 appeals directly Supremeprovides
includ-orders and decisions of certain commissionsCourt from

However,Utilities Commission. the statutethe Public spe-ing
its aslimits the of follows:provisionsapplicationcifically

of this not to from“The shall appealschapter applyprovisions
butthe assessment in eminent domainof proceedings,damages

be and as otherwiseshall takensuch pro-appeals prosecuted
RSA 541:21.vided.”

the foran to CourtRSA 371:10 for appeal Superiorprovides
Publica from order of thean assessment of anydamages by jury

two statutes to-TheUtilities Commission awarding damages.
to Courtexclusive thean appeal Superiorclearly providegether

in the Publicfor awards eminent domain byproceedingsdamage
Utilities Commission.

thetherefore addressed toThe is jurisdiction grantedpetition
alland errors ofthis RSA 490:4 to correct preventcourt by

courts of inferior jurisdiction.
reiterated,law, willthat certiorari“It is familiar frequently

availablewhere an is on ap­not be adequate remedygranted
124;123, Knowlton,State, H. v.v. N. StateDixon 105peal.”

223; Southwick,221, v.102 H. BankN. Salem Cooperative
Commission,1, 2; v. 101102 N. H. Public UtilitiesNashua

50,Manchester, No503, 506; 96 N. H. 52.N. H. Waisman v.
reason here to in the interestcertiorariappearscompelling grant
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was in v. Board,of as the case MilkCloutier Statejustice Control
N. H. are we92 199. Neither concerned with an errorprimarily
law anbut erroneous determination of ofof issues factalleged

Pierce,correctible on Cumberland Farms v.solely appeal. Cf.
489,104 N. H. 502.

The thatplaintiff to exercise itsargues of to theright appeal
Court would beSuperior and we shouldexpensive therefore re­

view here the action of the Public Utilities Commission. This
was considered andargument in Riendeau v.rejected Milford
Court, 104 N. H. 33. The isMunicipal rationale clear that for

this court to rule to the exhaustion ofprior remediesappeal
can result in additional trials and which rather thanappeals
expedite Weinexpensively may havedelay expensively. previously
refused allowto intermediate of certiorari evenappeals by way
when the sole isquestion one of law v.(­ CommercialGeorge
Credit 105 H.N. and there lessCorp., 269) reason toappears
interfere with the theofplain statute in thislanguage case.

Petition dismissed.

All concurred.
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