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omitted).(citation and777 footnoteId. at

this That theto the facts of case.appliesprincipleThis
notHampshireno connections to New doesapparenthaveparties

Hampshire.in New Seeinjurynot sufferplaintiffsthat the didmean
defendants, all ofF. “The individualSupp. at 438.Buckley, 762
publicationin ofwriting [athe andhad a direct handwhom

book], haledreasonably beinganticipatemustnationally distributed
targeted plaintiff[s]to theinjuryin a libel action whereinto court

occur, Hamp­in case included Newcan to which thisexpectedbe
Id. at 438-39.shire.”

libel, find thatnature of claim of and because weDue to the the
Hamp-were directed at Newpurposefullythe defendants’ activities

comportsshire, jurisdictioncourt’s over the defendantssuperiorthe
play justice.”notions of fair and substantialwith “traditional

court’s denial of eachAccordingly, we find that the trial defendant’s
inmotion to dismiss was not error.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Concord,H. ofMorang, byCharles orally,brief and for the
plaintiffs.

Green, (WilliamP.A.,Sheehan Bass +Phinney of Manchester J.
on intervenor,Donovan the brief and fororally), the the Roman

Catholic Bishops of Manchester St. Catherine of Siennad/b/a
Church, Clark,jointly solicitor, brief,with R. cityThomas by and

III,Arnold, solicitor,I. cityThomas orally,assistant for defendant
City of Manchester.

Johnson, J. case proposedThis concerns a toaddition a
parish operated by intervenor,Manchester school the the Roman

BishopsCatholic of Manchester St. Catherine Siennaofd/b/a
(the church).Church The plaintiffs, former and current neighbors of

school, opposethe Theythe addition. theappeal Superior Court’s
J.)(Sullivan, denial of their petition declaratory judgmentfor

validitythechallenging of two to theamendments Manchester
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of fromOrdinance, appealas the court’s denial theiras wellZoning
the siteapproval planof church’splanning board’sthe Manchester

affirm.Weapplication.
Zoning1994, the Manchesterpetitionedthe churchIn 1993 and

(ZBA) exception tospecialfor a variance andAdjustmentBoard of
Thepetitions.The ZBA denied theto its school.an additionbuild

buildingto the Manchesterproposalsubmitted achurch then
anzoning allow suchto the ordinance toamendcommissioner

building submittedof The commissionerright.as a matteraddition
(aldermen), andmayorto board of and aldermenthe theproposal

hearing plaintiffson the issue. Severalpublicheld athe aldermen
amendments, tothe votedthe but aldermenagainst proposedspoke

afterwards, and receivedappliedthe foradopt them. Soon church
from board for the addition.planningtheplan approvalsite

and theof thethe actions aldermenplaintiffs challengedThe
First, theyin the court.superiorboard two actions beforeplanning

ofagainst Citythedeclaratory judgmentfiled a forpetition
of amendments.(city) contesting validity zoningthe theManchester

Second, plan approval,board’s sitethey appealed planningthe
superiorillegalit The court consolidatedterming and unreasonable.

cases, hearing, denied theevidentiary plaintiffs’held an andthe two
to thisappealedfor relief. The then court.prayers plaintiffs

are invalid forargue zoningThe that the amendmentsplaintiffs
(1) publish adequatean noticethree reasons: the aldermen did not

(2)675:7, (1996);RSA II several aldermenpublic hearing,of the see
(3)interest; ofa and one the amendmentssuffered from conflict of

plain-ordinance. Theprovisions zoningconflicts with other of the
wouldparishthe addition to the schoolargue proposedtiffs also that

ordinance, renderingzoning thusprovisionsseveral of theviolate
planof the church’s siteillegal approvalthe board’splanning

application.
we an issueconsidering plaintiffs’ arguments,the addressBefore

wereargument: plaintiffsoral whether theduringwe raised
filingremedies theirexhaust their administrative beforerequired to

acknowledged theythatsuperior plaintiffsin Theactions the court.
of RSAappeal requirementsthecomplydid not with administrative

1995)1995) (amended 1995) (Supp.677:2 and RSA 677:4(Supp.
(amended 1995), the to fileparties supplementaland we directed

memorandum, plaintiffstheon the issue. In theirmemoranda
unnecessary.remediesof administrative wasargued that exhaustion

requiringrule administrative remedies to be exhausted“The
policiesonto the courts is based the reasonableprior appealingto

expertise, preservingofencouragingof the exercise administrative
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agency andautonomy promoting judicial efficiency.” Metzger v.
Brentwood, 290, (1975) (decided287, 24,115 N.H. 343 A.2d 26 under

law).prior
Assuming the issues raised fall within an exception to the

requirement that' administrative remedies be priorexhausted to
appeal, we argumentsnow turn to the raised. The plaintiffs first

the adequacycontest of the public hearingaldermen’s notice. They
argue that the notice inadequately described one of the amendments
proposed by the church adopted byand the aldermen.
■The atamendment issue the permissibledoubled maximum floor

district,area ratio in city’s one-familythe zoning the district
containing MANCHESTER,the church’s parish N.H.,school. ZONING

V, §ORDINANCE art. 5.01. The floor area ratio for a zoning district
is gross“[t]he ratio of the floor area the principal buildingof to the
total area.”lot Id. art. X. Each district’s floor area ratio can be

zoningfound in the área,ordinance’s table of height, and bulk
regulation. V, §Id. art. 5.01.

The hearingaldermen’s public notice stated that the amendment
would area,“amend section 5.01 table of height, regulationand bulk
deleting wordingand replacing promoteto consistency between one
and family zoning out,two districts.” the plaintiffsAs point the

numbers,amendment words,deleted and replaced rather than but
the notice is entirelyotherwise accurate. The notice informed
interested that “[cjomplete copiesreaders of the proposed Ordi-
nance Amendment are for viewingavailable at the Office Cityof the
Clerk, Street, Hall, Manchester,904 Elm City NH.” The plaintiffs
do dispute were,not fact,that such incopies available as stated.

plaintiffs’The argument that this notice is inadequate turns
675:7,on our interpretation II,of RSA which fullprovides: “The text

of the .proposed . . notamendment need be included in the notice
an adequate statement thedescribing proposal and designatingif

the place where the is onproposal publicfile for inspection is stated
added.)in the notice.” (Emphasis We have “astated that notice

would itmeaninglessbe unless included some reference theto area
giveinvolved sufficient to the reader reasonable thatwarning his

mayinterest be affected.” Concord, 319, 322,Schadlick v. 108 N.H.
523, (1967) (decided law).234 A.2d 526 prior words,under In other

the notice must be “sufficient to apprise those ininterested the
Son,proposed changes.” R. A. Concord,Vachon & Inc. v. 112 N.H.

107, 111, (1972).646,289 A.2d 649
In GroupResidents v. 632,Town Bedford, 130 N.H.Bedford of

634, 225, (1988),547 A.2d 226-27 an amendment zoningto a
ordinance was adopted rezoning a particular parcel of Weland. held
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675:7,RSA II itunder becausehearing inadequatenoticepublicthe
the nature ofproperty,of the affectedto the locationfailed “state

or of theidentity boundariesamendments or theproposedthe
637, this notice withA.2d at 229. We contrastedId. at 547property.”

Exeter,in v. Town 119Carbonneauthe notices held sufficient of
Vachon,675, (1979), 112 N.H. at259, 265-66, and401 A.2d 679N.H.

637,at111-12, Group, 130 N.H.289 at 649. ResidentsA.2d Bedford
“An amendment to the228. The notice read:A.2d at Carbonneau547

delineating boundarythe linesZoning Map byTown of Exeter
lines, streets, rivers, and powerto propertydistricts followbetween

in Office.”the Town Clerk’smap displayedlines as shown on the
265-66, atCarbonneau, (quotationN.H. at 401 A.2d 679119

omitted). the proposedThe notice stated thatsimplyVachon
of the zoninga revision”represented “comprehensiveamendment

Vachon, 112, (quotation112 N.H. 289 A.2d at 649atordinance.
omitted).

as asThe at issue here is at least informative thosenotice
it notAlthoughin and Vachon. didheld sufficient Carbonneau

to thedescription change appli­a of theprecise proposedcontain
ratio, greater lack of detail survived the testcable floor area an even

in Carbonneau and Vachon. The aldermen’s noticeadequacyof both
area,height, regulationsreaders that or bulkalerted interested

two-family might beone-family zoningto or districtspertaining
change promotenoted that such a wouldchanged accuratelyand

those two districts. It also directed readers toconsistency between
of We thatcity copiesthe clerk’s office for the amendments. hold

warningreaders “reasonable thatgave [their]this notice affected
affected,” 322,Schadlick, A.2dmayinterest be 108 N.H. at 234 at

526, 675:7, II.compliedand with RSA

toargue zoningnext the amendments theplaintiffsThe that
ofwere invalid because several the aldermen had conflictsordinance

interest due to their ties to the church and the Catholic faith. Weof
the plaintiffsneed not reach the merits of this issue because failed

it prior adoptingraise at time to the aldermen’s vote theanyto
amendments, though thethey supportingeven knew facts their

parties objectthe are toclaim well before vote. “Interested entitled
inperceive proceedings, theybutany they governmentalto error

theyadvantagenot entitled to take later of error could haveare
verythe moment when itignorediscovered or chose to at could have

589, 594, 164,Appeal Cheney, 130 N.H. 551 A.2dbeen corrected.” of
(1988).167

not forplaintiffs argue they penalized failingThe that should be
citythe to the aldermen’s vote because apriorto raise issue
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ordinance forbade them from doing so. The ordinance they rely on
reads:

(a) No member of the board of mayor and aldermen . . .
vote, participateshall in deciding, uponor sit the ofhearing

any question which the orboard commission to ifis decide
that personalmember has a direct pecuniaryand ininterest
the outcome which differs from the interest of other
citizens.

(b) uncertaintyWhen arises as to the ofapplication
(a)paragraph to a board particularmember in circum-

stances, shall,the board ofupon request that ormember
board,another member of the on questionvote the of

whether that member be disqualified.should Such a vote
be advisoryshall nonbinding, mayand and be requestednot

by otherpersons than board members.

Manchester, N.H., (1993).§code of 2-14Ordinances

inNothing this preventedordinance plaintiffsthe from
raising their of priorconflict interest concerns to the aldermen’s
vote on the amendments. The simplyordinance generaldenies the
public rightthe to an advisoryforce vote on Anythe issue. Id. one
of the plaintiffs could have objectionsvoiced their to the board of
aldermen as a whole or to individual Doingmembers. so would have
given the aldermen an to correctopportunity possiblea error in the
proceedings before the amendments were adopted. See Appeal of

594,130Cheney, N.H. at 551 A.2d at 167.
argueThe nextplaintiffs that one of the toamendments the

zoning ordinance conflicts with several of the ordinance’s other
provisions. allows,The inamendment question as a matter of right,
the expansion of churches “and facilities usually connected with a
place of includingworship, elementary secondaryand schools . . .
[,] provided expansionsuch with all other requirementsconforms of

Zoning[zoning] Manchester,this N.H.,ordinance.” Ordi­
(7)(a) (1996) added).4.03(7),§nance art. (emphasis By its veryIV

terms, this amendment cannot conflict with other provisions of the
zoning rejectordinance. We therefore plaintiffs’the argument.

The plaintiffs next argue that the proposed addition to the
parish 4.03(8)(b),school violate 4.03(9)(c), 7.01(2),would sections
7.01(3), 8.02, zoningand 8.03 of the ordinance and that the planning
board grantedtherefore should not have plansite forapproval its
construction. In addressing argument,this we inkeep mind that “all

upon subject-matterstatutes the same are to be considered in
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Falls,one of them.” Towninterpreting any Appeal Hamptonof of
(1985)805, 809, 304, omitted);307 (quotation126 N.H. 498 A.2d cf.

Durham, 232, 236, 360,Healey v. Town New 140 N.H. 665 A.2dof
(1995) (in rules ofgeneral, statutory apply365 construction to

ordinances). Moreover,zoningofinterpretation reasonably“[w]here
possible, statutes should be construed as consistent with each

Assoc., 69, 71, 465,Educ. N.H.Appeal Derryother.” 138 635 A.2dof
(1993).466

4.03(8)(b) 4.03(9)(c). 4.03(8)(b)beginWe with sections and Section
elementary or inprivate secondary parishallows schools the

district,zoning only by special subjectschool’s but andexception to
Zoning4.03(9). Manchester, N.H.,requirementsthe of section

4.03(8)(b). 4.03(9)(c)IV( §Ordinance art. Section contains a
set-backfifty-foot provision.

Neither of these theprovisions apply proposedto school
4.03(7)above, allows,addition. As noted section a right,as matter of

of church schools in the districtexpansion zoning containing the
4.03(8)(b)Ifparishchurch’s school. section were read to allow such

4.03(7)expansion only by special exception, section would be
meaningless are, nature,rendered church schools bybecause their

We do not anprivate. meaningless.construe ordinance as See
110, 116, 60, (1994).Appeal Soucy, 139 N.H. 649 A.2d 63 Theof

4.03(7)of churchportion relating to schools must therefore be read
4.03(8)(b),specific provisionas a more than section relating to
C., 221, 225,inprivate general.schools See In re Robert 120 N.H.

(1980).1037,412 A.2d 1040

7.01(2) 7.01(3)nextWe consider sections and of the zoning
ordinance, 7.01(2)relating parking.to off-street Section requires a
community center to have one parking space for each 200 square

7.01(3), contrast,feet of gross floor area. Section in requires a
private school to have one forspace every square600 feet of gross

plaintiffsfloor area. The thatargue proposedthe addition to the
parish school should be treated as a community center for purposes
of the parking requirements,off-street rather a privatethan school.

reject argument.We this Even if the school addition could be
center,deemed a thecommunity record contains no indication that

it would fail to meet parkingthe stricter requirements for commu­
centers. As thenity moving parties, plaintiffsthe bore the burden of

providing this court with a record sufficient to support argu­its
Woods, 399, 403, 960,State v.ments. 139 N.H. 654 A.2d 962-63

(1995).

Finally, we 8.02consider sections and 8.03. Section 8.02
volume,provides: “Any area,inincrease or extent of a non-
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notexisting structure shall exceed anconforming use within the
ofduringcent life the non­perof more than 25aggregate

terms, to theBy plain inapplicableits this section isconformity.”
notschool addition because the addition wouldparishproposed

argueThe thatany existing plaintiffsstructure.involve work within
indicates thatcity planning departmenta from thememorandum

structure isexistinguse outside anexpansion nonconformingof a
sources, however, be toExtraneous cannot usedalso prohibited.

of Seepiece legislation. Appealof aplain languagecontradict the of
(1995).586, 1098, 1099 Moreover,587, A.2d theN.H. 660Hickey, 139

copya of this memorandum. Seeprovidedhave not us withplaintiffs
Woods, 403,at A.2d at139 N.H. 654 962-63.

“Any non-conformingthe zoningSection 8.03 of ordinance reads:
setbacks, space) shall(yards, openlot on a lot useableopen spaceor

non-conformity.”in greaterto be Thisnot further reduced so asbe
inthe because the lotinapplicable proposedsection is to addition

a lot. The court found thatquestion non-conforming superioris not
floor ratioconformity properlythe in with the amended arealot is

Theparish zoning plaintiffsfor the school’s district.requirements
lotany waythis or other in which the could bedispute allegedo not

non-conforming.deemed
none ofthat the addition violated the citedproposedWe conclude

ordinance; therefore, reject theprovisions plain-of the wezoning
erroneously grantedboardplanningtiffs’ that the siteargument

for the of theplan construction addition.approval

Affirmed.
JJ.,BRODERICK, sit;notTHAYERand did the others concurred.
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