Their assessment increased to 40 percent of market value while
other property remained assessed at 20 to 30 percent of value. Id. at
376, 286 A.2d at 613. Duwal is inapplicable because it involved a
reassessment of only one landowner’s property while the instant
case involves a city-wide reassessment.

[l Finally, the plaintiff argues that the board acted improperly
in raising the assessed value of her land from $12,600 in 1978 to
$15,000 in 1981. When the board of taxation reduced the assessed
value of the plaintiff’s buildings from $82,600 to $69,000 in April
1981, the board increased the assessed value of the land from
$12,600 to $15,000 for an overall total of $84,000. Thus, although the
overall assessed value decreased, the assessed land value increased.
The plaintiff contends the parties agreed that the $12,600 figure
was correct. No evidence in the record supports this contention. In
addition, when the plaintiff applied for an abatement, she deseribed
the property as “land and single family residence.” Thus the entire
premises were subject to review.

Affirmed.

BROCK, J., did not sit.
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BATCHELDER, J. These appeals, authorized to be taken pursuant
to RSA ch. 541, RSA 162-F:10, concern the decisions of the bulk
power supply site evaluation committee (SEC) (1) to deny a request
by Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) to modify
the location of certain segments of electric transmission lines and
(2) to deny motions by other interested parties to expand the scope
of the hearings on PSNH’s petition to include modification of the
location of other segments of the electric transmission lines. We
uphold the decisions.

The SEC was established to consolidate the regulation of
planning, siting, and construction of bulk electric power supply
facilities, RSA 162-F:1 (Supp. 1981), which includes electric
transmission lines designed to carry 100 or more kilovolts. RSA
162-F:2 I(b), (¢). The SEC is composed of various agency and
department heads and technicians, RSA 162-F:3, whose duties
include reviewing applications, holding public hearings and making
findings of fact for and submissions to the public utilities
commission (PUC). RSA 162-F5, :7, :8. Findings of fact by the SEC
on siting, land use, and air and water quality are binding on the
PUC, which is then to issue or deny a certificate of site and facility
for the proposed project. RSA 162-F:8 II, IV. The certificate, when
issued, is final, subject only to judicial review. RSA 162-F:8 IV.

After following the appropriate procedures required by RSA ch,
162-F, the PUC, in January 1974, issued a certificate of site and
facility to PSNH for its nuclear generating plant in Seabrook, New
Hampshire. Included in this certificate was a general approval of
the location of electric transmission lines running from the plant.

The certificate contained the following provision:

“While the associated transmission lines will be authorized
along the routes set forth in Exhibit 53A, we fully realize
the possibility of refinement of these locations as field
work progresses with the actual layout of these routes.
This approval may be modified, upon request, by the
Petitioner should meaningful negotiation with responsible
local authorities, regional commissions, ete. result in any
beneficial route relocations.”

In June 1976, the Atomic Safety and Licensing Board of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) issued a construction



permit to PSNH, which was upheld by the federal courts. Public
Serv. Co. v. U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm’n, 582 F.2d 77 (1st Cir.),
cert. denied, 439 U.S. 1046 (1978). The location of the transmission
lines was contested in the federal hearings and appeals, and the
routes were changed by the NRC in several instances.

PSNH, in 1979, moved to modify the transmission line
locations, including the changes ordered by the NRC and other
changes to accommodate landowners. The changes were approved
by the SEC. Its findings included the statements that it was

“satisfied that the Company had adequately designated a
bank through which the transmission lines will be routed
and it recognizes that additional slight modifications may
be needed. It is satisfied that adequate information has
been presented to enable it to make a preliminary finding
that the general route is acceptable. Should any additional
variation in the route from the designated Exhibits
become evident the Committee expects a further petition
for authority.”

The PUC modified the original certificate in response to the SEC’s
findings.

On January 28, 1981, PSNH filed a petition to modify portions of
the east-west transmission line layout in Kensington, New Hampshire.
In response to this petition, the Town of South Hampton, the Society
for the Protection of the Environment for Southeastern New
Hampshire, the attorney general (through counsel for the public,
representing the public interest pursuant to RSA 162-F:9) and
individual landowners moved to expand the scope of the petition to
reconsider the location of portions of the north-south transmission
lines through South Hampton. On March 20, 1981, the SEC and the
PUC held the joint information hearing on the petition, as required
by RSA 162-F:7 1. At a subsequent hearing, on June 22, 1981, the
SEC voted to deny PSNH’s petition to modify the east-west layout
in the Kensington area and also voted to deny the motion to enlarge
the scope of the hearing to include the modification of the north-
south layout in South Hampton. Pursuant to the SEC report, the
PUC denied further modification of the transmission line routes.
These appeals followed.

Under our standard of review for appeals brought under
RSA ch. 541, an agency’s decision cannot be set aside, except for
errors of law, unless the court is satisfied, by a clear preponderance
of the evidence, that the decision is unjust or unreasonable. RSA
541:18; see Appeal of Town of Goffstown, 121 N.H. 999, 1001, 437
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A.2d 291, 293 (1981). After reviewing the record before us, we
cannot say that either decision was clearly unreasonable or
unlawful. RSA 541:13.

[l First, we uphold the decision to deny PSNH’s petition to
modify the east-west transmission line layout. Although the PUC
had left its docket open to permit further modification of the line in
the Towle Hill area, it is clear that it did so to accommodate slight
modifications that might become necessary. The SEC had already
found, in 1979, that it was satisfied with the bank through which
the transmission lines were to be routed. The SEC was not
unreasonable when it found, in 1981, that the changes proposed by
PSNH were not the slight modifications intended, but rather were
significant changes in the route. The SEC had studied the impact of
the existing route in several earlier hearings, and it could find that
modifications proposed by PSNH were unnecessary.

Il Second, the SEC did not err when it denied the motions to
expand the scope of the hearing to include modification of the north-
south transmission line route through the town of South Hampton.
RSA 162-F:8 IV provides that a certificate of site and facility, when
issued, is final and subject only to judicial review. The South
Hampton layout was incorporated in the original 1974 certificate
issued by the PUC. None of the petitioners here challenged that
portion of the certificate when it was appealed to us, see Society for
Protection of N.H. Forests v. Site Evaluation Comm., 115 N.H. 163,
337 A.2d 778 (1975), and that portion of the decision is final. Even
though the SEC and the PUC reserved the power to reopen the
certificate if the need for changes became evident, it was neither
unreasonable nor unlawful for the SEC to refuse to do so seven
years after the certificate had been issued.

Appeals dismissed.

All concurred.




