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givenunjust”“or have not been dueMoreover the words
weight past possible, it theinterpretationsin of RSA 31:78. When is
duty interpretof that all the havethis court to a statute so words
meaning. StatutorySands,2A Sutherland Construction 46.06C. §
(4th opinion “unjust”In the of in the stat­1973).ed. our inclusion

legislative understanding zoningute indicative of that boardis a a
may unjust. interpretyetdecision be reasonable We therefore RSA
identify “injustice” ground31:78 to separateas a on which a trial

judge may modify zoningorvacate a board decision.
Of course, superiornot thethis does mean that court sits as a

“super zoning DevelopmentSee Steel Hill Townboard.” v.Inc. of
Sanbornton, 469 956 Under the(1st 1972).F.2d Cir. RSA 31:82

maytrial court notdoes sit de novo but consider additional evidence.

zoningany priorInsofar as of our cases are inconsistent with
interpretationthe of expressed, theyRSA 31:78 herein over­are

Inruled. this case the found thatbecause master the eminent domain
damages value,commission award included for severance then even

under zoning appeals, plaintiffsour new test for the do not meet
hardshipthe standards.

Exceptions overruled.

Grimes, J., did not sit.
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Ahlgren, Concord, byJohn of orally, plaintiff.L. brief and for the

Rath, general CagwinD. attorneyThomas (Anne orally), andE.
ThayerStephen III,W. of Manchester, orally, for the defendants.

Ray­Republican primary election,Per In the 1978curiam.
Conley, Jr.,mond TaylorK. and Malcolm Tink were forcandidates

nomination the State Hampshireto senate from the Third New Sena­
Taylortorial bid Repub­District. Mr. was unsuccessful in his for the

nomination,lican but did succeed as a candidate in thewrite-in
for heprimaryDemocratic the same to 56:52,office. Pursuant RSA

filed his to the theby partyassent write-in nomination Democrat
secretary Septemberwith the of 27, 1978, TaylorOnstate. Mr. was

by styledalso petition, papers, pursuantnominated tonomination
RSA 56:65, Independentas an candidate for the same Theoffice.

signed candidacyvoters who the papersnomination to thesubscribed
of Taylor an Independent.Mr. as

September ConleyOn 29,1978, and Carmen,Gerald chairmanMr.
Hampshireof the RepublicanNew Committee, separateState filed

objections the acceptance bywith ballot law commission to the the
secretary Taylor’s papersof state of Independ-Mr. nomination as an

pursuantcandidate,ent requires objectionsto RSA 56:72 which that
papersto daysnomination be within of daymade three the last for

filing papers. 10, 1978,nomination On October the ballot law com-
objectionsmission convened to consider the above-stated and follow-

ing Conleyhearing, objectionssustained the of Mr. and CarmenMr.
by 10, 1978, thereby Taylordecision dated October permitting Mr.
to be on thelisted ballot as a candidate for the ofoffice State senate

Independent; byas either Democrat ora an the to bechoice made
Taylor prescribed periodMr. a 11,1978,within of On Octobertime.
Taylor appealedMr. to court for a of the ofthis review merits the

review,ballot court, pendinglaw commission’s decision and the such
partesuspended prescribedex the time limits theby ballot law com-

Taylor designation,mission in which could electMr. under which
or Independent,Democrat he desired to run.

The impressionissue in this case of first in Hampshire:is one New
whether acceptsa candidate for office who andelective receives the

party followingnomination a primary mayof a thereafter file nomi-
papersnation for the placed uponsame office so as to be the ballot
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designation.a time a expresssecond under different There is no
statutory prohibition procedure authorityto this and nolikewise
expressly permitting asuch result.

of the in andBecause time constraints involved this case
the reached,result we need not whether theredetermine is a statu­
tory right appealof of the assumingissues here theinvolved. Even

statutory rightabsence of a of appeal, this court cannot be divested
of power of byits to correct other oferrors law and abuses writ
certiorari, extraordinary remedywhich sparingly.is an to be exercised
State HampshireNew Inc., 623,v. Retail Grocers Ass’n 115 N.H.
348 Regardless360 (1975). reviewingA.2d thewhether we are
action of the law statutoryballot commission or cer­appealas a on
tiorari, see ruling.we no reason on recordthe before us to disturb its

stayThe temporary of the ef-commission’s time limits is vacated
fective four thirtyat o’clock this afternoon.

Remanded.
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