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7, accepted1990. The boardMayonexperiencedthat the petitioner
opinion.this

by elevatingthe erredthat boardlastly arguespetitionerThe
shouldthat the boardHe contendsproof.burden ofthe petitioner’s

causal betweenrelationshipa specifichim to shownot have required
himocclusion, have allowedrather shouldthe butwork andthe

producedoccurred whichincidentdisablingthat amerely proveto
relationship be­to determine theneedThe board’sincapacity.the

stress, however, stemmedand the work-relatedthe occlusiontween
chose toThe petitionerof the case.theoryownfrom the petitioner’s

occlu­that the totaltheoryon thethe boardhis case beforepremise
to thelinkedartery causallywasdescendingof his left anteriorsion

7, 1990, collapsedthe petitionerwhenMayofstresseswork-related
rela­in of a causalthe recordonlyThe evidenceFord.Cityat Berlin

injury,and his claimedemploymentthe petitioner’stionship between
eventsthat the stressfulocclusion, expert’s opinionwas histotalthe
on orthe occlusion to occurcausedday probablythat particularof
him­The petitioneroccurred at work.the firstpainthe timearound

of this case.claim parametersandtimingset thetherebyself

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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(WarrenHollis, onof Concord C. theSulloway Nighswander&
Inc.orally), Spectacular,and for the Astropetitioner,brief

Howard, Ransom,(GeoffreyR. assistantJeffrey attorney general
for theattorney orally),on the brief and State.general,

Brock, HampshireC.J. The assistant commissioner of the New
(assistant commissioner)ofDepartment Safety Spec-denied Astro

(Astro)tacular, to its to sell fire-Inc.’s renew licenseapplication
Astro appealsworks. and we reverse.

1985,Astro was formed as a inHampshire corporation AprilNew
with the stated of andprincipal purpose manufacturing selling fire-

Fitanides,works at wholesale. E. who isPhilip president, secretary
Astro,and sole shareholder of in forwas convicted 1987 unlawful

(1977).ofretail sales fireworks under former RSA 160:3 See State v.
(1988).298,Fitanides, 1992,131 N.H. 552 InA.2d 1379 Astro applied

for renewal of its it to sell Theauthorizinglicense fireworks. assist-
ant commissioner denied the on the ofapplication basis Fitanides’

in 1987,conviction that Astro andfinding Fitanides are “one theand
160-B:6,same.” The assistant commissioner cited RSA III (Supp.

1993), which prohibits persons anyconvicted of fireworks offense
fireworks,from a license toobtaining authoritysell as for denying
1, 1992,the Prior to March such a convictionapplication. did not

disqualify the Astro’s motion for denied andapplicant. rehearing was
this followed.appeal

(1)Astro that: Fitanides’argues criminal record should not
the denyingbe basis for its the andapplication corporationbecause

the are under theseparate entities law and RSAprincipal chapter
160-B nowhere that a canspecifies corporate applicant be adenied

(2)priorlicense based on of of its principals;convictions one the
ofprovisions impermissibleRSA 160-B:6 asoperate retrospectivean

(3)Constitution, Astro;law in violation of the asState to andapplied
RSA 160-Bviolates thechapter commerce clause of the Federal Con­

itbecause an undue onimposes exclusivelystitution burden Astro’s
interstate business. Because this case can be on statutoryresolved
grounds, we do not reach the constitutional issues. v.See Britton

Chester, 434, (1991).441, 492,Town N.H. A.2d134 595 496of
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statute,of a we first examinemeaningtheconstruingWhen
statute, v. Cityin the Great Lakes Co.the foundlanguage ofAircraft

(1992),270, 277, 840, “and whereClaremont, 608 A.2d 845135 N.H.
to words used.”ordinary meaningsandplainwe ascribe thepossible,

(1988).omitted); 21:2 Courts “can neithersee RSAId. (quotation
nor words which theof the addlegislationtheignore plain language

442,Brown,include.” Brown v. 133 N.H.not see fit tolawmakers did
omitted).(1990)1227, legisla­445, (quotation “[T]he1229577 A.2d

said,in the havelegislature mightis to found not whattive intent be
it did Corson v. Brownsay.”in the of whatmeaningbut rather

(1979).640,Prods., Inc., 20, 23, 642119 N.H. 397 A.2d
1, 1992, in that160-B:6, III, partMarch provideseffectiveRSA

any personbe issued tothe sale of fireworks shalllicense for“[n]o
fireworks orany involvingof . . . offenseswho has been convicted

may belaws, rules, “person”or The wordregulations.”explosives
(1988),individuals,as to RSA 21:9to as wellapplied corporations

manifestbe inconsistent with theconstruction would“unless such
stat-to the context of the samerepugnantof the orlegislatureintent

(1988).21:1ute.” RSA

a fire­a forcorporation appliesThe that whenarguesState
160-B:6, oflicense, III that the commissionerrequiresworks RSA

control the and deter­corporationthe whosafety identify persons
Ifthe standards for licensure. thethose meetpersonsmine whether

aof a whencorporationintended to licensureprecludelegislature
an fire­involvingwas convicted of offenseof the businessprincipal

See, RSAworks, e.g.,have drafted the statute to do so.easilyit could
1993) license andapplications qualifications);(Supp. (liquor178:24

1993) whole­of manufacturers and(licensing(Supp.RSA 318:51-a
here, weThe did not do so andlegislatureof controlled drugs).salers

to the of the terms used.expand scopethe statuteinterpretwill not
1121,Borkowski, 54, 57, 1122120 N.H. 410 A.2dIn EstateSee re of

Commission, 5, 8, 116100 N.H.(1980); Ass’n v.Beverage&c.cf. N.H.
(1955) (statute “directlyfrom885, forbidding any “person”A.2d 887

at one time re­liquor permitsmore than twoindirectly” holdingor
or control corpora­whether who ownpersonsdeterminationquired

tion have other permits).

Reversed.

All concurred.


