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the trial court did not err ACAS its fees under theby awarding attorney’s
of the contract.parties’terms

Affirmed.
DugganBroderick, J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,C. and and concurred.
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GALWAY, Mahmoud,J. The plaintiff, Maher theappeals decision of the
J.)Superior Court (Burling, the of noaffirming finding probable cause by

(HRC)the HampshireNew Commission for RightsHuman on his
ofcomplaint defendant,unlawful discrimination theby Irving Oil

Corporation. We affirm.
The record supports followingthe facts. The plaintiff complaintfiled a

3, 2003,with the HRC on November that thealleging defendant
discriminated himagainst because of his ethnicity religion duringand/or
negotiations purchasefor the of one of the defendant’s commercial

354-A:10, 2006). 19, 2005,structures. See RSA I (Supp. MayOn the HRC
found that there was no probable cause to credit the plaintiff’s allegations

11(a) 2006).and 354-A:21,dismissed his RSAcomplaint. (Supp. The HRC
granted the plaintiff’s reconsideration,motion for againbut found no
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court,the whichsuperiortoplaintiff appealedcause. Theprobable
decision. This followed.appealaffirmed the HRC’s

in his notice ofraises numerous issues for resolutionplaintiffWhile the
presented;include statement ofany questionshis brief does notappeal,

whereany portionreferences to of the recordspecificnor does it contain
16(3)RuleSupremeand Courtpreserved.the issues on were raisedappeal

part:states in pertinent

on the meritsmoving partythe brief of thepossible,So far as
contain in the order here indicated:shall

(b) review,for in terms andexpressedThe questions presented
unnecessarythe without detail....circumstances of case but

makeof a counsel shallquestion presented,After each statement
of the transcriptreference to the volume and wherespecific page

made, or to theobjectionraised and where an wasthe issue was
Failure to with thiscomplywhich raised the issue.pleading

disregardfor the court to or strikeshall be causerequirement
mayin in and counsel so movepart, opposingthe brief whole or

in thiscompliancethe of a brief not withdays filingwithin ten of
rule.

with references toalong specificThe of questions presented,statement
record, of the issues for andpreservation appealthe evidence ofprovide

“Itappeal.and the court of the issues onrespondent presentedtheapprise
a recordthe to this court withappealing party provideis the burden of
that thethe raised on and to demonstrateappealsufficient to decide issues

v.issues before the trial court.” Thorndikeappellant raised those
(2006)Thorndike, 443, to address(declining petitioner’s154 N.H. 447

below).cite where the issue was raisedwhere he failed toargument
mayto with these bemoving party comply requirementsof the“[F]ailure

opposing party objectsof whether theby regardlessconsidered the court
brief,Here, the in itsthe defendant raised issuegrounds.”on those Id.

thisquestions“It what Mr. Mahmoud intendsindicating: ambiguousis ...
in Brief.needs to address itsquestions IrvingCourt to consider or what

appeal.”in as to the issues onengage guessworkhas been forced toIrving
briefuponthe rule and its effect the defendant’sAs a result of violation

appealdefendant that the be dismissed.requestedthepreparation,
Thereafter, anythe failed to take corrective action.plaintiff

16(3)(b),Rule he failed tocomplyfailed to withplaintiffThe
he createdappealthat the issues were for andpreserveddemonstrate
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unnecessary Accordingly,burdens for the defendant and the court. we
Sup. 16(3)(b);appeal.strike his brief and dismiss the See Ct. R. SUP. CT.

16(12) (failure of partyR. to file brief shall constitute a waiver of the
dismissed).theappeal and case shall be

Although we have dismissed the were we toplaintiff’s appeal, address
the of the concludeappeal, superiormerits we would that the court

354-A:21,11(a)correctly upheld the HRC’s decision. RSA provides:

the noinvestigating probableWhen commissioner finds cause to
allegationscredit the in the the shallcomplaint, complaint be

dismissed, subject rightto a of toappeal superior court. To
on theprevail appeal, moving party shall establish that the

commission decision is unlawful or unreasonable a clearby
of the evidence. The ofpreponderance findings the investigating

upon questionscommissioner of fact be upheld longshall as as
the record contains credible evidence to them.support

The courtsuperior ruled that the investigating properlycommissioner
relied theupon bydocuments submitted both parties and conducted a
thorough analysis with respect to each of the elements of the plaintiff’s

354-A:10,claim under RSA I. The record supports the investigating
findingcommissioner’s that the plaintiff failed to make a bona offerfide for

the commercial sites and that the sell,defendant did not torefuse
negotiate or otherwise make property. Furthermore,unavailable its the
record supports superiorthe rulingcourt’s that there were no procedural

Thus,violations. the superior properlycourt determined that the HRC’s
decision was neither unlawful nor byunreasonable a clear preponderance
of the evidence.

Affirmed.
Broderick, J., Duggan, J.,C. and concurred.


