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children. Lester v. Lester, 111 N.H. 117, 277 A.2d 5035 (1971);
Rousseau v. Rousseau, 116 N.H. 106, 352 A.2d 706 (1976).

Although the husband may have received more than fifty per
cent of the property, this does not show an abuse of discretion.
The $27,000 savings certificate awarded the plaintiff is subject to
a trust {or the education of the minor boys and after their educa-
tion is completed, plaintiff must make a full accounting and di-
vide any balance with defendant. The 350 shares of stock are val-
ued at only about $5,300. Although the $600 monthly allowance
might appear to be on the low side considering plaintiff’s net
income of about $40,000, it is not unreasonable considering
defendant’s other income and her freedom from mortgage pay-
ments and the fact that the husband had the obligation to support
the minor children.

Exceptions overruled; remanded.

All concurred.
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Devine, Millimet, Stahl ¢ Branch and Silas Little III (Mr. Little
brally) for the plaintiff.

David H. Souter, attorney general, and John L. Ahigren, assistant
attorney general (Mr. Ahlgren orally), for the State of New Hamp-
shire.

McLane, Graf, Greene, Raulerson & Middleton, Charles A. De-
Grandpre and Grenville Clark III (Mr. DeGrandpre orally) for the
intervenor companies opposing this application.

GrIFFITH, J. Pursuant to RSA 375-B:7 (Supp. 1975) the plain-
tiff sought from the public utilities commission a contract carrier
permit to operate as a motor carrier of refuse in ninety-one cities
and towns in the State of New Hampshire. After hearing, the
commission denied the plaintiff’s application on the ground that
the grant of authority requested would not.be consistent with the
public interest. Plaintiff’s motion for rehearing was denied, and it
appealed to this court in accordance with the provisions of RSA
541:6.

The plaintiff objects to the commission’s decision on the
grounds that (1) the effect the requested grant of authority would
have on existing carriers was not a factor which could properly be
considered in the commission’s determination as to how the public
interest would best be served and (2) that the commission’s find-
ing that the plaintiff’s affidavits and letters of support were in-
sufficient to warrant a grant of authority was unreasonable and
unjust. We can find no merit in either contention.

The phrase “public interest” has been given a broad definition by
this court and has been held to include not only the needs ot
particular persons directly affected but also the needs of the pub-
lic at large and the general welfare of the utility involved. Waste
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Control Systems, Inc. v. State, 114 N.H. 21, 24, 314 A.2d 659, 661
(1974). The commission has broad discretion to act in the public
interest, and there can be no question that the adequacy of exist-
ing service and the effect which a proposed grant will have on the
industry as presently constituted have always been proper subjects
for the commission’s consideration. Harry K. Shepard, Inc. v. State,
115 N.H. 184, 339 A.2d 2 (1975); Browning-Ferris Indus. v. State,
115 N.H. 190, 339 A.2d 1 (1975); Waste Conirol Systems, Inc. v.
State, 114 N.H. 21, 314 A.2d 659 (1974); Vautier v. State, 112 N.H.
193, 291 A.2d 612 (1972); see D’Ambruoso, The New Hampshire
Public Utilities Commission: Functions and Jurisdiction, 15 N.H.B.]J.
177 (1974).

As to the sufficiency of the commission’s reliance on the
plaintiff’s affidavits, we note that the record in this case at bar
comprised over thirteen hundred pages of testimony, given at
eight hearings spanning a period of six months. There was sub-
stantial evidence to support the commission’s finding that the re-
quested grant of authority would create an oversupply of trans-
portation in the given areas which would threaten existing car-
riers, to the disservice of the public intercst. The commission’s
tinding that the plaintiff failed to sustain its burden under RSA
375-B:7 (Supp. 1975) is thus supported by the record. Harry K.
Shepard, Inc. v. State, 115 N.H. 184, 339 A.2d 2 (1975). As to the
plaintif{’s contention that the commission acted arbitrarily in its
tailure to place as great reliance on the affidavits and letters of
support furnished herein as has been done in prior cases, the
commission’s emphasis of different factors from case to case is
warranted by the infinite variety of fact situations presented and
is not arbitrary. Vautier v. State, 112 N.H. 193, 195-96, 291 A.2d
612, 614 (1972).

Appeal dismissed.

All concurred.




