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percentassessment increased to 40 ofTheir market value while
property percentat 20other remained assessed to 30 of value. Id. at

376, inapplicable286 A.2d at 613. Duval is because it involved a
only propertyreassessment of one landowner’s while the instant

city-wideacase involves reassessment.

Finally, plaintiff argues improperlythe that the actedboard
$12,600raisingin the of her land inassessed value from 1978 to

$15,000 ofin 1981. When the board taxation reduced the assessed
buildings $82,600 $69,000plaintiff’sof Aprilvalue the from to in

1981, the board ofincreased the assessed value the land from
$12,600 $84,000.$15,000 Thus, althoughto for an total ofoverall the

decreased,overall assessed value the assessed land value increased.
plaintiff parties agreed $12,600 figureThe contends the that the

supportsNo inwas correct. evidence the record this contention. In
addition, plaintiff abatement,appliedwhen the for an she described

property single familythe as “land and residence.” Thus the entire
premises subjectwere to review.

Affirmed.

Brock, J., did sit.not
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Batchelder, appeals,J. These pursuantauthorized to be taken
541, 162-F:10,to RSA eh. RSA concern the decisions of the bulk

power supply (SEC) (1) denysite evaluation requestcommittee to a
by Company HampshirePublic Service (PSNH) modifyof New to

segmentsthe location of certain of electric transmission lines and
deny(2) by partiesto motions expand scopeother interested to the
hearings petitionof the on PSNH’s to include modification of the

segmentslocation of other of the electric transmission lines. We
uphold the decisions.

regulationThe SEC was established to consolidate the of
planning, siting, powerand construction supplyof bulk electric
facilities, (Supp. 1981),RSA 162-F:1 which includes electric

designed carrytransmission lines to 100 or more kilovolts. RSA
1(b), (c). composed162-F:2 The agencySEC is of various and

department technicians, 162-F:3,heads and RSA whose duties
reviewing applications, holdinginclude public hearings makingand

findings of publicfact for and submissions to the utilities
162-F:5, :7,(PUC). Findingscommission byRSA :8. of fact the SEC

siting, use,on land quality bindingand air and water are on the
PUC, is denywhich then to issue or a facilitycertificate of andsite

proposed project. II,for the certificate,RSA 162-F:8 IV. The when
issued, final, subject only judicialis to review. RSA 162-F:8 IV.

followingAfter appropriate proceduresthe required by RSA ch.
162-F, PUC, January 1974,the in issued a certificate of site and
facility generatingto PSNH for plantits nuclear Seabrook,in New
Hampshire. Included in generalthis approvalcertificate was a of
the location of runningelectric transmission lines plant.from the

The following provision:certificate contained the

“While the associated transmission lines will be authorized
along 53A,the fullyroutes set forth in Exhibit we realize

possibilitythe of refinement of these locations as field
progresseswork layoutwith the actual of these routes.
approval may modified,This request,upon bybe the

Petitioner meaningfulshould negotiation responsiblewith
authorities,local regional commissions, anyetc. result in

beneficial route relocations.”
1976,In June the SafetyAtomic Licensingand Board of the

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a construction
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PublicPSNH, by courts.upheld the federalpermit which wasto
Comm’n, Cir.),(1stF.2d 77Regulatory 582v. NuclearServ. Co. U.S.

denied, transmission(1978). The location of the439 U.S. 1046cert.
hearings appeals, and theandin the federallines was contested

bychanged in several instances.the NRCwereroutes
line1979, modifyPSNH, the transmissionmoved toin

bychanges thelocations, including ordered NRC and otherthe
changes approvedThe werechanges landowners.to accommodate

that it wasfindings the statementsby includedthe SEC. Its
designated aCompany adequatelyhadthat the“satisfied

will routedthrough lines bewhich the transmissionbank
mayslightrecognizes modificationsthat additionaland it

adequate information hasthatIt is satisfiedbe needed.
findingpreliminarymake apresented to enable it tobeen

anyacceptable. additionalgeneral is Shouldroutethat the
designated Exhibitsfrom thein the routevariation

petitionexpects furtherathe Committeebecome evident
authority.”for

responseoriginal in to the SEC’scertificatemodified theThe PUC
findings.

modify portions23, 1981, petition ofJanuary filed a toPSNHOn
Kensington, Hampshire.layout Newline intransmissionthe east-west

SocietyHampton, theresponse petition, the Town of SouthIn to this
NewEnvironment for Southeasternthe of thefor Protection

public,attorney general (through for thecounselHampshire, the
162-F:9) andpursuant to RSArepresenting public interestthe

scope petitionexpand of the tothelandowners moved toindividual
portions of the north-south transmissionofreconsider the location

20, 1981, and thethrough Hampton. the SECOn Marchlines South
requiredhearing petition,joint ason theheld the informationPUC
1981,22,hearing,subsequent theby on JuneAt aRSA 162-F:7 I.

layoutmodifydeny petition the east-westPSNH’s tovoted toSEC
deny enlargethe motion toKensington voted toarea and alsoin the

hearing of the north-scope to include the modificationthe of the
report,layout Hampton. to the SEC thein Pursuantsouth South

routes.of the transmission linefurther modificationPUC denied
appealsThese followed.

broughtappeals underof review forour standardUnder
aside, except541, agency’s forcannot be setan decisionRSA ch.

satisfied, bylaw, preponderancea clearthe court iserrors of unless
evidence, unjust RSAis or unreasonable.that the decisionof the

999, 1001,541:13; Goffstown, 121 437Appeal N.H.see Town ofof
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291, (1981). reviewing us,293A.2d After the record before we
say clearlycannot that either decision was unreasonable or

unlawful. RSA 541:13.
First, uphold deny petitionwe the decision to PSNH’s to

modify layout. Althoughthe east-west transmission line the PUC
open permithad left docket toits of infurther modification the line

area,the Hill it slightTowle is thatclear it did so to accommodate
might necessary. alreadymodifications that become The SEC had

1979,found, throughin that it was satisfied with the bank which
the transmission lines were to be routed. The SEC was not

found, 1981, changes byunreasonable when it proposedin thethat
slight intended,PSNH notwere the modifications but wererather

significant changes in the impactroute. The had theSEC studied of
existing hearings,the route in several earlier and it could find that

byproposedmodifications unnecessary.PSNH were
Second, the SEC did not err itwhen denied the motions to

expand scope hearingthe of the to ofinclude modification the north-­
throughsouth transmission line Hampton.route the town of South

providesRSA 162-F:8 IV facility,that a ofcertificate site and when
issued, subject onlyis final judicialand to review. The South
Hampton layout incorporated originalwas in the 1974 certificate

byissued the petitionersNone challengedPUC. of the here that
portion us,of the Societycertificate appealedwhen it was seeto for

Comm.,Protection 163,N.H. Forests v. Site Evaluation 115 N.H.of
(1975),337 A.2d portion778 and that of the isdecision final. Even

though the SEC powerand the PUC the reopenreserved to the
changesifcertificate the evident,need for became it was neither

unreasonable nor unlawful for the toSEC refuse to do so seven
years after the certificate had been issued.

Appeals dismissed.

All concurred.


