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Strafford,
No. 6363.

Douglas PetersJ.

v.

Hampshire.University of New

31,March 1972.

Nadeau,P. by plaintiff.for theorally,brief andJoseph

A.Devine, Millimet, RobertStahl & Branch andMcDonough,
the defendant.orally)Backus Backus for(Mr.

Griffith, into full flowercomingIn the course of theJ.
era, attemptedhavemotoristscompetitive parkingtheof

actionby ingenious toparkingof ticketspaymentto avoid
127,90 N.H.v.provisions (Stateregulatoryevade Sweeney,

(1939)) interpretationsequally ingenious41 and5 A.2d
188, (1956).v. Folland,State 100 N.H.thereof. 122 A.2d 268

regulationthemotorist attacksIn the case a studentpresent
HampshireNewUniversitythe ofparking onof student

and theprocessdueof constitutionalas a violationcampus
differently as a violationregulatedfaculty parkingthat isfact

amend-the fourteenthclause of“equal protection”theof
inin $110injunction resultedpetitionPlaintiff’s forment.

paidin to bedeposited courtbeingfinesunpaid parking
ofon our decisiondependingdefendantplaintiffthe orto

trans-of factsagreed statementby anraisedquestionsthe
byrulingwithout Flynn,ferred J.

park-to hisrequiring plaintiff paythatpetitionThe claims
for the next semesterregisteringa condition offines asing
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in“cruel and violation ofconstitutes unequal punishment”
33,I,New and the Unitedconstitution articleHampshire part

States We this claimConstitution. assume recognizedplaintiff
was without merit since it was neither briefedquite properly

In he denied duenor his brief he that wasargued. suggests
he his tickets tosince could have parkingprocess appealed

the student Motor Vehicle Board but for the factAppeals
he The that anthat was chairman of the board. argument

ownoffender who refuses to himself as his judge,disqualify
dueis thus denied has no merit.process

We are unable to constitutionaldiscern meaningfulany
in the An examinationchallenge plaintiff’s parking problems.

indicate thatthe and theof regulations provisionsappeal
due While not ano exists. necessarilyprocess question

in the violations on cam­ofrequirement parkingprocessing
it the withpus appears university regulations fully complied

the standards for “severe cases of student disci­suggested
forthset the federal for the Western Districtpline” by judges

of Missouri in 45 F.R.D. 133 See also Dixon v. Alabama(1968).
State Bd. 294 150 Cir.of Educ., (5th 1961).F.2d

The clause of the fourteenth amend-“equal protection”
ment does not forbid reasonable classification but “in-only

Reed,vidious discrimination” with no Reedreasonable basis. v.
71,404 U.S. S. Ct. v.(1971);92 251 372Ferguson Skrupa,

726, 93,U.S. 10 L. Ed. 83 S. Ct. McGowan(1963);2d 1028
420, 393,v. 366 U.S. 6 L. Ed. 81 S. Ct. 11012dMaryland,

(1961). areas forEmployers regularly provide parking
which are denied to customers. Such classificationemployees

is reasonable common if are to be availablesense employees
to serve Incustomers. the case it is not invidiouspresent
discrimination to in the use of the univer-provide regulations

facilities the who teachsity’s inadequate facultyparking by
which differ from those to the students who attendapplied
to be taught.

dismissed;Petition remanded.

All concurred.


