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approach is that of ‘costto valueproperty, reliableject least“[t]he
although the “‘marketthatdepreciation.'” He further statedless

reli-the mosttends to beapproach to valuecomparable sales’data —
subject prop-for theable, the most reliablemethod is not. . . [the]

relyinggood forreasonserty.” report discusses severalThe master’s
methods. Thethe alternativeapproach rather than“income”on the
assessing par-to use inof valuationof which methoddetermination

court, “we will not overturnfor trial andproperty [its]is theticular
using methodthe valuationif a basis forthere is reasonabledecision

Bd., supraAdvisory atCroydon v. Current UseTownchosen.” of
446, at 129.431 A.2d

Affirmed.
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P.A., Hampton (Lawrence&Sanders McDermott of M. Edelman
orally),on plaintiffs.the brief and for the

Shaines, McEachem,Madrigan (Gregory& of Portsmouth D. Rob-
brief,bins on orally), Hamp-the Donand Mitchell for the Town of

ton.
Holmes, Hampton (Wynn brief,Tetter & of E. Arnold on the and

orally),Robert G. Tetter for Daniel G. Stone.

BATCHELDER, plaintiffs appealJ. The Superiorthe Court’s
(Nadeau, J.) petition bydismissal of their for review of a decision

PlanningHampton Boardthe and its denial of their motion for
follow,reconsideration. For the reasons that we appeal.dismiss the

1982, Hampton PlanningIn December approvedthe Board a
plan, by Stone, providing developmentsubmitted Daniel G. for the

projectof a condominium ownersplaintiffs,on Stone’s land. The of
property abutting ag^rievedJiyJlie-4eaisioiujfStone’s land and- the

superior,planning board, petitioned court for an order of certio­the
plain­directing planningrari the board to review its decision. The

requested planningtiffs also that if itsthe board not reversedid
36:3.4_(Supp. (recodi­decision, superiorthe court do so. RSA 19811

by 1983, Planning447). Board,fied Laws ch. But see v.Price 120
481, 485-86, 997, 1000 (1980).N.H. A.2d417

the.petition,pleadingsAfter a ofreview the and and consideration
arguments counsel,'Theof the memoranda and superiorof court

determined anthat order of certiorari should” not issue and dis-
appeal. plaintiffsmissed the The moved for reconsideration of the

decision directingand asked the court to ofissue an order certiorari
planning forward, its.review,the copyboard to to the forcourt a of
planningthe supra.board’s minutes. See Price v. BoardPlanning
superior motion,The .appealcourt denied the and foIIowea7’this

First, plaintiffs (Siipp.the l'T8Tj”(recodi-contend that'RSA 36:34
by 1983, 447) wrongfully protectionfied equalLaws ch. denies them

of argueThey legislature,the law. the inthat providing discre-for
tionary appeal planningofreview the record in an from boarda
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1983, 447);by(recodified ch.decision, 1981) Laws(Supp.36:34RSA
supra, providing forwhile automaticPlanning Boardsee Price v.

decision,zoning RSAboardappeal from arecord in anreview of the
1983, 447)(recodified by ch. is treat-31:77, 1981) Lawsseq. (Supp.et

Preston,dissimilarly. v.Belknerpersons Seeing similarly situated
however,17, 168, (1975). plaintiffs,,15, TheA.2d 170332115 N.H.
superiorpetition to thein initialthis either theirto raise issuefailed

reconsideration, first in'but raised itmotion foror in theircourt ”' '.....- .......appeal.oftheir notice

will not consider raisedthat we issuesIt is well established
Carbur’s,E.g.,court.presented in the lowerappeal noton that were

421, 1109,Inc., 423, 445Concepts, A.2d122 N.H.A &Inc. v. S Office
(1982).1111

however, opportunitythey toargue, had noplaintiffs thatThe
,because thecourtin thepresent superiorconstitutional issuethe

validity of theThey allege constitutionalripe. that thewas notissue
superior court to declinegrant thelegislature’s of discretion to

been inplanning could not have ráisédof board recordreview the
review.,having actually such Weof court’s declinedadvance the

plaintiffs have raised this issue incouldnot decide whether theneed
superior court,, we hold thatpetition when theto the becausetheir
reconsideration, argumentequal protectionplaintiffs themoved for

applied plaintiffs theyandripe. to the hadstatute had beenwas The
alleged injury.suffered the

authority to theAdditionally, superior had the hearthe court
and'reconsideration had'theissue on the motion forconstitutional

rights it. v.before See Croteaupower litigantsto of theaffect the
553,264, 267, (1954) (. .Landers, 555Harvey 109 A.2d .& 99 N.H.

courtquestion of the to reviewno of the inherentj)ower“there can be
injustice”...).prevent Accord­proceedings error orown to correctits

protectionplaintiffs’ equal claim.ingly, we rule on thedecline to

plaintiffs two in ofThe raised other issues their notice
However, issues,appeal. they did not brief these and this court has

appealinheld that issues raised the notice of but not briefed are
Martin, 128, 130,Fleming 584,deemed v. 122 442waived. N.H. A.2d

however-,(1982). plaintiffs argue,585 The that-these so-issues-are
intimately that, theyreality,connected to inthe constitutional issue

disagree.have been briefed. We

Appeal dismissed.

All concurred.


