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Hillsborough,
5727.No.

&Arthur Pelletier a.

v.

Transportation, Inc.Auclair

6, 1968.Argued November

4, 1969.MarchDecided

S. Hollman the& forPorter Hollman Philip orally),{Mr.
plaintiffs.

Starr, & Dunn H.Peters and WilliamLangdell,Wadleigh,
the defendant.forKelley Kelley orally),{Mr.

Per This is acuriam. bill in theequity brought by plaintiffs
RSA Defend­and award. 542:8.to correct arbitrationmodify ..an

was Trialant’s to dismiss denied the Courtmotion by (Loughlin,
who and the inreserved transferred defendant’sJ.) exception

advance theof a trial on merits.
The that were members ofpetition theyplaintiffs’ alleges

Chauffeurs’, Teamsters’, which& Local UnionHelpers #633
ef­a with the defendanthad entered into bargaining agreement

1, 1958, 14,fective 1962. The agreementJanuary expiring April
arbitration expresslyfor the settlement of byprovided grievances

of RSA 542.to the ch.subject provisions
the were sub-Grievances both defendantof plaintiffs against

9, the boardmitted arbitration and on 1959to the board July
that inin the both issued orderscase of plaintiffs partprovided

the for suchthat defendant would make the wholeplaintiffs
as them underhave been available toearnings opportunities may
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the terms the The board further ordered the defend-of agreement.
ant to within ten to the board of what settlementreport days
had been made in the matter.

was made the defendantNo setdement and thefollowingby
a in theof Court the topetition Superiorfiling by plaintiffs

the theenforce arbitration order defendants a newagainst stipu-
27, entered,lation dated 1963 was under which the matterJune

the awas referred to board “for determination of theoriginal
due Arthur Pelletier and Corriveau.”amount Henry

21,A was held before the board on December 1965hearing
which then issued the order: “The awards in favorfollowing

and Pelletier are now determined be in the netof Corriveau to
andamounts of thousand for H. Corriveau(one dollars)$1000

thousand for A. Pelletier as the full and$1000 (one dollars)
as a final of this Thereamount due settlement matter.”complete

the evidence before the board.was no oftranscript
16, andThe was on December 1966petition broughtpresent

that the board its exceeded the of theorderby authorityalleges
aand made settlement its awardsstipulation compromise by

rather than and the dueactual amountsdetermining assessing
Into the of this contention and the furtherplaintiffs. support

that the board fell mistake theclaim into plain plaintiffs allege
$9,209.94that had that Pelletierevidence was duethey presented

$7,683.25.and furtherCorriveau that defendant’sThey allege
$1,000evidence entitledshowed were to more thanplaintiffs

each.
The defendant’s motion dismiss wasto on the claimgrounded

that the were barred RSA ch. 542 from a reviewplaintiffs by
the the a deof of fact board or trial novo.findings by
The is considered both as anpetition properly by parties

RSAto the Court under 542:8application Superior brought
within the time allowed. The of the Court toauthority Superior
correct, an award isor vacate arbitration limitedmodify by

This theRSA 542:8. section court to correct orpermits modify
mistake, fraud,the award for or vacate it forplain corruption,

misconduct, that the ex-or or on the arbitrators haveground
ceeded their powers.

The that the arbitrators au-exceeded theirplaintiffs argue
inwhen found even amounts and the same amountthority they

both when the submission to was limitedfor arbitrationplaintiffs,
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exact underthe amounts to themto a determination of owing
not that theaward. We do submission tothe agreeoriginal

and the limi­thisarbitration requires interpretation, statutory
anreview arbitration awards militateofupon againsttations

awardsthe submission which would theof upsetinterpretation
AmericaSee United Steelworkers v.case. Enterprisein this of

593;U. S.363 Morceau v. Batteries,GouldCorp., National
Inc., Mass. of the submission contract120.344 Interpretation

since the arefor the court arbitrators first chargedis not solely
of this and the courts not bethe shouldwith scopeinterpreting

find Trans.to their in error. Southwesterninterpretationtoo hasty
Durham, 176, 177.169,102 H.N.Co. v.

the duethat submission determine amountthe toWe hold
was a one which conferred broad powerseach generalplaintiff

and and the arbitrators tolaw fact whichas to permittedboth
” Franklinand conscience.of equitydecide “principles goodupon

Union, 104,101,Labor 99 N. H. Thereforev. 105.Needle Co.
did the awards and con-baseeven if they upon equity good

neither nor exceeded theirwould have mistakenscience they
powers.

sustained.exceptionDefendant’s


