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inpies enunciated Corso to Ifthis case. the legislature determines
that the principles bystandergoverning recovery should be extended
to statute,actions underbrought the it domay so. id.Cf.

and remanded.Affirmed
All concurred.
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JOHNSON, (1983),J. issue inThe this case is whether 508:10RSA
the suit” statute,“second or “savings” to a secondapplies appeal

in court thebrought superior by plaintiff, Doggett,Barbara afrom
defendant, (town)decision of the Townthe of North Zon-Hampton

(ZBA).ing (1986).of AdjustmentBoard See 677:4RSA The Superior
J.)Court (Gray, dismiss,the ZBA’s togranted motion and Doggett

now toappeals this court. reverseWe and remand.
The underlying dispute concerns a building permit Doggett re-

buildingceived from the and ofinspector board selectmen to abuild
house and her ingarage on Northproperty Hampton. Upon request

resident,of a town the ZBA ordered the RSApermit withdrawn. See
1987).676:5 (Supp. Doggett timely appealed the ZBA’s todecision

the 1993,court in 1988. RSA Insuperior See 677:4. after almost five
years elapsedhad with no on docket,action the case the ZBA moved
to fordismiss lack of prosecution. Doggett objected, arguing that the
inaction was due to the court’s failure to schedule the case for trial.

J.)(Perkins,The CourtSuperior granted motion,the ZBA’s onand
1993,23,August this court to acceptdeclined Doggett’s appeal.

27,1993,On August Doggett filed a second appeal in the superior
court. It is largely identical to her first andone cites the second suit
provisions of RSA ZBA dismiss,508:10. The movedagain to this time

(1)arguing: RSA 508:10 does not toapply appeals originally brought
and,under thus,RSA 677:4 Doggett’s wasappeal untimely under

677:4; (2)RSA and if RSA 508:10 does apply, mustDoggett refile her
request for a permitbuilding returningbefore to superiorthe court.

objectedDoggett to the motion,ZBA’s but the superior court
granted it, explanation.without

theBecause superior court did not explain itwhy granted the
ZBA’s motion to dismiss Doggett’s below,second appeal assume,we
as do,the parties that the acceptedcourt one or of argu-both the
ments offered ZBAby the in support of the motion. We therefore

arguments.address both

firstThe isissue whether RSA applies508:10 appeals orig­to
ininally brought the superior court pursuant to RSA 677:4. To re­

issue,solve this we focus on the words of statutes,the theyas are the
oftouchstone legislative intent. See Greenhalge v. Town Dunbar-of
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(1982).1295, 12961038, 1040, Ifton, language122 453 A.2d theN.H.
not look the statute forbeyond“we needplain unambiguous,is and

Botsch,v. 120 N.H.legislativeof intent.” Silvafurther indications
(1980). time,600, 601, 301, At same “the words of a420 A.2d 302 the

isolation[;]in . . all of apartsnot be read . insteadstatute should
v. Man­Cityact must be construed Dionnestatutory together.” of

(1991).1016,chester, 225, 228, 1018 construe134 N.H. 589 A.2d We
as evident State v.purpose,”statutes to effectuate theirthe “so

(1939),127, 128, 41,5 A.2d 41 and an inter­90 N.H. avoidSweeney,
result,unjustan or Raudonisthat lead to absurd seewouldpretation

57, 61, 746,America, 137 N.H. 623 A.2dv. Ins. Co. North 749of
125, 129,(1993); Mediplex,Inst. America v. 130 N.H.Psychiatric of

(1987).169,A.2d 171536
issue,mind,in we the statutes at thepreceptsWith these examine
provides:and the relevant case law. RSA 677:4parties’ arguments,

by any order or decision of the zon-“Any person aggrieved
adjustment any legisla-or decision of the localboard ofing

daysto the court within 30body may apply superiortive
recorded, byof has been peti-after the action complained

or is ortion, illegalforth that such decision ordersetting
unreasonable, in and thepart, specifyingin whole or

isthe or order claimed to bewhich decisiongrounds upon
or unreasonable.”illegal

is the inagainst plaintiffreads: “If renderedjudgmentRSA 508:10
therefor,time limited or a writ ofuponaction within thebroughtan

thereon, is not theby judgment,and the of action barredrighterror
year judg­thereon in one after themay broughtaction bea new

justin superiorher second the courtappealment.” filedDoggett
one;the of her firstdismissaldays summarilyafter we affirmed

it under RSA 508:10.timelyno that isaccordingly disputeisthere
(1970).101, 105, 273,Sullivan, A.2d 276v. 110 N.H. 261AdamsSee

court’s dismissal ofsuperiorthat theSimilarly, agreethe parties
not her “rightfor failure to does barprosecutefirstDoggett’s appeal

232, 234, 1, 2-3Latham, A.2dv. 110 N.H. 265action.” See Carvethof
contention, rather, is the of the(1970). meaningofpointThe chief

508:10, Dog­statutein RSA and whether the includes“action”word
court.in the superiorsecondgett’s appeal

secondDoggett’s ap­508:10 does includeWe that RSAhold
to exclude appeals'orig­in defines “action”Nothing RSA 508:10peal.

or that the word should be soimpliesRSA 677:4underinally brought
notof the word does con-meaningEven the technicalinterpreted.
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template a distinction between and other actions. See Bal­zoning
Dictionary (3d 1969);18 also 21:2lentine’s Law ed. see RSA

(1988). Moreover,that none we haveWe therefore conclude exists.
givenstated that RSA 508:10 “is to be a liberal inter­frequently

Deere, 18, 23, 375,pretation.” Rowe v. John 130 N.H. 533 A.2d 378
(1987). The to a diligent rightstatute was insure suitor the“designed

merits,”to a in until reaches thehearing judgmentcourt he a on
Adams, 105, 276;110 N.H. at 261 A.2d at this ispurpose“liberal ...

construction,”not to be frittered narrowaway by any Berg Kelley,v.
(1991)255, 621, omitted);257,134 N.H. A.2d 622 (quotation590 cf.
(statute128, at 4190 N.H. at 5 A.2d must toSweeney, be construed

itseffectuate purpose).
The ZBA to inurges conjunctionus consider RSA 508:10 with

(1983).RSA 508:1 of508:1 RSA states: “The thisprovisions chapter
shall inapplynot to cases which a time limited byis stat-different

added.) (1983 1993),ute.” (Emphasis chapterRSA 508 & Supp. enti-
Actions,”tled “Limitation of largely up generalis made of ofstatutes

durations, see,limitations to various actions of differentrelating e.g.,
(1983) (real 1993)actions);RSA 508:2 RSA 508:4 (Supp. (personal

actions), along tolling see,with some provisions, e.g., RSA 508:3
(1983) (disabilities (de-actions); (1983)realregarding RSA 508:9

absence).fendant’s The ZBA argues that RSA 508:1 renders RSA
508:10 an suchinapplicable to action as this one whose limitation
period is not inspecified chapterRSA 508. We disagree.

phraseThe “a different time” in 508:1RSA aimplies compar­
ison statutes,between different one from RSA chapter 508 and one
from another We thatchapter. find the of RSA topurpose 508:1 is
make chapterRSA 508 the source for “catch-all” statutes of limita­
tions tollingand toprovisions, and ensure that more specific statutes

Thus,found elsewhere controlling.remain RSA 508:1 should come
into play only when the being similar,statutes containcompared po­
tentially conflicting, types of time limits. For example, RSA 508:4
provides generala limitthree-year on bringing personal actions.

225-A:25, (1989), however,RSA IV allows a skier or passenger only
two years to actionbring an a ski foragainst operatorarea personal
injuries. RSA 508:4’s limit is same ofthree-year the restrictiontype
as 225-A:25, limit;RSA two-yearIV’s it theprescribes time for

an action in thebringing first instance. Because twothe time limits
and,are in therefore,similar nature potentially conflicting, RSA

508:1 operates two-yearto make the limit controlling.

677:4, contrast,An of ininspection RSA reveals akinnothing
to RSA 508:10’s limit forone-year a second suit.bringing onlyThe
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in forthirty-day period bring-677:4 is theappearingtime limit RSA
in canpersonan court the first instance. Asuperiorto theing appeal

conflict, resort to RSA 508:1makingboth rules withoutobeythus
above, of is pre-noted the RSA 508:1 tounnecessary. purposeAs

RSA chap-of limitations statutes found outside ofvitalityserve the
aby plainThis is not hindered RSA 508:10goal givingter 508.

it underto filedreading making applicable appeals originallyand
broad,in amind our of RSA 508:10Bearing policy givingRSA 677:4.

Rowe, 23, 378, thatat A.2d at we holdreading, 130 N.H. 533liberal
in anapplication appealno bar to 508:10’sposesRSA 508:1 RSA

pursuantin court to RSA 677:4.originally superiorbrought
Dog-whether RSA 508:10 preventsThe second issue we address is

in the courtadjudication superiorfrom on the meritsobtaininggett
and, chal-building assuminga apermitfirst forreapplyingwithout

677:4, ZBAit, the ZBA RSA theagain. Citingtolenge going through
subjectwithout mattercurrentlythat court isargues superiorthe

not herover she did file secondDoggett’s case becausejurisdiction
course,ZBA’s ofDoggett,within of the decision.appeal thirty days

limit,the thirty-day vesting jurisdictionher first withinappealfiled
v. TownDermodyat least temporarily.in the courtsuperior ofCf.

(1993).294, 297, 570, question627 A.2d 571 TheGilford, 137 N.H.
appealof the first di-then is whether the court’s dismissalsuperior

that it not.jurisdiction.that court of its We hold doesvests

once more: “If judgmentFor we set forth RSA 508:10clarity,
within timebroughtthe in an action theagainst plaintiffis rendered

thereon, oftherefor, of error theupon rightlimited or a writ and
new beby may broughtnot barred the a actionjudgment,action is

added.) ju­Thejudgment.”in one after theyear (Emphasisthereon
in theon the of the word “action”depends meaningrisdiction issue

tonew If “action” refers the su­may brought.”“a action bephrase,
could not have beenappealcourt secondperior appeal, Doggett’s

itfor of because shejurisdiction broughtdismissed lackproperly
in­the easeone-yearwithin the limit. If “action” means entirewell

including proceedingthe beforevolving Doggett’s building permit,
would have beeninspector, Doggettthe town selectmen and building

one-year limit.permitto for the within the Werequired reapply
our rules of statu­compatiblefirst is more withmeaningthink the

of“action” as “inclusivetory [a]construction. BALLENTINE’S defines
action, in aaction, as asright pendingof action or of well acause

of LAWfor the survival an action.” BALLENTINE’Sprovidingstatute
Dictionary, An from aat 18. in the courtappeal superiorsupra
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decision of ZBAthe fits this definition. Accordingly, we reverse and
forremand further proceedings.

Reversed and remanded.
All concurred.


