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nofor thatathe master request findingthough plaintiff’sgranted
issued, tothe verdictwere the revealschecksjoint report clearly

theto consummatebe based on defendant’s failure assign-solely
ofment therequirements agreement.

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.
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ofGriffith, under theisThis a brought provisionspetitionJ.
award. Theof an arbitrationconfirmationRSA requesting542:8

aof to Masteron statement factscase was submitted an agreed
Hardwick, thewho recommended that(Leonard C. Esq.),

thefiledbe confirmed and that a byarbitrator’s award petition
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defendants modification and correction of the award beseeking
denied. The master’s was the Courtreport approved by Superior
(Perkins, and a decree enteredJ.) in accordance therewith. All

of law raised thequestions defendants’ to the de-by exceptions
cree, the denial of their and the court’s refusal to re-petition,
mand the matter to the arbitrators for further consideration were
reserved and transferred.

The and defendants entered into underanplaintiff agreement
ofthe terms which submitted to arbitrators thethey bydesignated

American Arbitration Association their out ofclaims aarising
construction a the arbitratorsagreement. Following hearing,

$73,152.33found that was owed the thedefendants toby plain-
amount, $64,552.33tiff. Of that was to be within ten ofpaid days

award, $8,600of the and the was to be retainedreceipt remaining
the defendants of certain work still toby beagainst completion

The claims of the were not addressedperformed. withparties
nor was an itemization made of the variousparticularity, claims

which the sum award. Thecomprised arbitratorslump report
stated, however, “[t]histhat award is in full settlement of claimsall
submitted to this arbitration.”

The defendants contend that the arbitrators’ failure to break
down the sum award into its variouslump to makecomponents,
an determination as to the date on whichexpress substantial

of the contract was andcompletion toaccomplished, explicitly
rule on the defendants’ forclaim from loss ofdamages flowing
use of caused the inoccupancy by plaintiffs delay completion
constitute mistake” the court“plain to correctenabling superior
or the award under RSAmodify 542:8.

The master’s states that theat arbitration thereport hearing,
defendants submitted ofevidence the claimed todamages they
have suffered the failure tothrough sub-plaintiff’s alleged

the forstantially contract and their loss of ofcomplete use occu-
ofbecause that failure. Thepancy also submitted evi-plaintiff

dence stated,on those issues. The master’s “Under thosereport
circumstances, the Master must assume [thethat claimsparties’]
were due consideration thegiven arbitrators andby that their de-
cision relative thereto is reflected in their award.” We hold that
the record this and with the con-supports master’sfinding, agree
clusion that a thethat arbitrators made a mistake orruling plain
exceeded their is unwarranted the evidence.powers by

Nor is the fact that the arbitrators awarded a sum withoutlump
on each of the fiveruling claims formonetary grounds modifying
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theto detailare notthe award. Arbitrators requiredor vacating
LiabilityFazio v.which reach their result. Employers’theyprocess by

v.254, Hale(1964);197 598Mass.347 N.E.2dAssurance Corp.,
Annot.,272,Friedman, (1960);635 82D.C.108 281 F.2dApp.

969, (1962).971-74A.L.R.2d

overruled.Exceptions

All concurred.


