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321,137v. N.H.Vogel Vogel,further Seeno discussion.warranting
(1993).595,322, 627 A.2d 596

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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(CharlesReno, P.A., A. on the briefSzypszak& of ConcordOrr
plaintiffs.for theorally),and

(PeterWade, J. on the briefLoughlinPortsmouthLoughlin & of
theand for defendant.orally),

Bartlett, Jr. and LeeHORTON, William S.J. The plaintiffs,
J.)(McHugh,Bartlett, Superiora of the Courtdecisionappeal

(board)Adjustment’sof denialZoning BoardKingstontheaffirming
theargue thatplaintiffsTheplaintiffs’ appeal.of the administrative

waspropertythat theirrulingas a matter of law intrial court erred
We reverse.zoning district.located in a more restrictive

inLittle Roadof on River locatedThe own a landplaintiffs parcel
Ordinance definesZoningThe Kingston“historic district II.”

IIhistoric district

the of the roadAlma from a line at centerto include Ave.
line; Littleon sides of saidback feet bothextending 150

road,Rd., extending.at the center of thefrom a lineRiver
line, aof at line 150startingon sides saidback 300 feet both
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Northeast,runningof Almafeet Southwest Avenue and
bridge;at the of Little RiverEast side the secondstopping

from a at the of the road extendingRoad West line center
line,feet on sides of Littlestartingback 300 both said at
1,350running Propertiesand West for feet.River Road

District,within the befrontage partiallywhose lies shall
District,within the fromconsidered the to distance the

as above.center line described

zoning (1991).N.H., IV,Kingston, §art.Ordinance 4.13
district, 1978,Historic II is inoverlaydistrict an established which

overlays an area zoned “Rural Residential.” The rural residential
zoning permitwould to their forplaintiffs propertythe use residen-
tial heavyand to construction Neitherpurposes equipment.store
party that is in II.disputes propertythe historic district

13, 1979,On March Kingston Meetingthe Town amended the
zoning Familyordinance to a “Single Residential-Agricul-establish

(SFR-AGR).tural District” This district’s boundaries were defined
as:

from 125 111Commencing the corner of Route and onRoute
both ofsides the road for an appropriate alongdistance

line,toRoute 111 the TownExeter and then Southalong
Road,Road the Kingstonon side of road tothe Shore

sides,onturning onto Shore Road both including that area
known toas “Riverwood” the onbridge Little River Road.
This would include all land lying between Route 111 and
Shore Road and lyingthat land Route 111between and the

Road,alonghistorical district Little River said area to
include 1500 feet from the oncenterline both of thesides
road.

Kingston, N.H., (1991).§ZONINGORDINANCEart. 4.51 WhileIV
both rural residential zoningand SFR-AGR permitdistricts resi-

uses,dential only the rural residential district permits storage of
the construction equipment.

1991,In early a community-wide brouhaha overdeveloped the
plaintiffs’ storage 16, 1991,of Julythe construction Onequipment.
the plaintiffs petitioned the board to overturn an administrative
decision ordering them to cease storing construction onequipment

1991,their At aproperty. 26,board hearing Septemberon the
plaintiffs use,requested a continuance of their non-conforming
which the board plaintiffs appealed,denied. The claiming their
property was located in ruralthe residential district. trialThe court
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denial, the ordinance wasreasoning althoughthataffirmed the
given to thegloss”the “administrativeambiguous,”“somewhat

town’s Theadoption supported interpretation.its thelanguage since
1989,1980, 1984, 1986,1982, andthenoted thatapprovinglycourt

subjectmap propertythe all showed thezoning1990 versions of
the contend thatappeal, plaintiffsthe district. Onwithin SFR-AGR
court,by propertytrial that theirfinding,board’s confirmed thethe

district,SFR-AGR, therather than rural residentialwas located in
as a matter of law.erroneouswas

limited a determination ofThe court’s decision is totrial
whether, of the boardon of the decisionprobabilities,the balance

(1996); Dube v. Townor unreasonable. RSA 677:6was unlawful of
(1995).135, 626,Hudson, 137, 628 We not setN.H. 663 A.2d shall140

of lawexceptthe court for errorsan order or decision of trialaside
it,unless, unreason­on before the decision isor based the evidence

Dube, 137, at140 N.H. at 663 A.2d 628.able.
onlythe SFR-AGR ordinance includesargueThe thatplaintiffs

111, town thatargues1500 of Route while thewithin feetproperty
feet Little Road.within 1500 of Riverpropertythe zone includes

(town) argues interpreta-thatKingston plaintiffs’Town of theThe
wouldby producethe the SFR-AGR districttion of zone established

IIresults, of historical tosome district“illogical” allowing portions
possibleland uses that“incompatiblefrom wereunprotectedbe

designation.”the Rural Residentialunder

district,within the SFR-AGRTo the area includeddetermine
yethave tothe We decideanalyzemust district’s boundaries.we

mapin a conflict between a andcontrolsproperty descriptionwhich
Francoeur, 307, 310-11,N.H. 638 A.2d138description,a see White v.

a1250, (1994), zoning mapAlthough1252 and not do so here.need
boundaries, McQUILLIN,see 8 E.districtmay provide insight into

(3d 1991),25.89, the§ at 338 ed. rev.CORPORATIONSMUNICIPAL
by of ordinancedetermined the text theboundaries must bepresent

notdistricts areboundaries of the variousbecause exact“[t]he
inby descriptionrather verbalMap,in the butZoningdelineated

KINGSTON, N.H., ZONING ORDI­Article IV of this ordinance.”
(1991).Ill, §NANCE art. 3.10

ordinance, the first to define thethe we read sentenceanalyzingIn
lines, to describe the areaand the second sentencereference

thata zone. We conclude theto createsurrounding those lines
atnot have its terminus thein the first sentence doesdescription

Instead, nodescription proceedsthepoint origin.as thesame
arguesRiver Road. The townto the on Littlebridgefurther than
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that the last inreference to “road” the second sentence should refer
Road, 111,to Little River rather than to Route because Little River

Road is lastthe reference to a “road” in zoningthe ordinance. We
find that argument unpersuasive.

125,The ordinance explicitly refers to Routes 111 and South
Road, Road,and Shore and only implicitly a portionincludes limited
of Little River Road to the bridge. The two references to Little

Road,River lines,rather than delineating reference modify and
describe landmarks zone;and land areas within the defined namely,

bridgethe and the historic area. We adopttherefore plaintiffs’the
analysis and conclude that their property is not located within the
SFR-AGR district currentlyas established.

Thus,The “road” in the ordinance is 111.Route zoningthe
district includes property within 1500 feet from Route 111 but fails
to include the plaintiffs’ withinproperty the district bydefined the
ordinance. To adopt the town’s position would require us to add
additional language extending the reference alongline Little River

beyondRoad bridgethe to the intersection of Little River Road and
Route 125. We refuse to interpret the ordinance in such broada
manner narrower,when the language aevinces yet still reasonable
result.

Reversed.

All concurred.

Rockingham
No. 96-460

In re 1994 Chevrolet Cavalier
VIN 1G1JF14T7R7112126

Hampshire RegistrationNew AWT291

26,March 1998


