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Notably, these facts differ from Properties Dziewisz,those in AIMCO v.
(2005),152 uponN.H. 587 which the heavilydefendant relies. In AIMCO we

expirationheld that the mere of a didlease not goodconstitute “other
cause,” because one tenant“[r]eplacing theupon expiration of a lease with

tenantanother who will thepay same rent and theoccupy premisessame
as tenant beingthe evicted providedoes not... the landlord of restricted

withproperty any AIMCO,economic or advantage.”business N.H.152 at
Here, however,591. the plaintiff does seek tonot onereplace tenant with

Instead,tenant inanother the same position. plaintiffthe seeks to sell the
free ofproperty tenants.

In the ofabsence evidence of orselective eviction other ofacts bad
faith, hold, circumstances,we under these that the plaintiff’s stated reason
for eviction satisfies the statute. Accordingly, we uphold the trial court’s

andruling find that the forevicting defendant the purpose of marketing,
orselling, conveying the in abuilding vacant 540:2,condition satisfies RSA

H(e).

Affirmed.

Dalianis, C.J., Conboy, Lynn, JJ.,and Bassett,and concurred.
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18, 2015, Hampshire Repre-clerk the House ofOn March the of New
(House) justices thejusticethe chief and the associate ofsentatives notified

2015, athat, 11, the had adopted requestcourt on March Housesupreme
(HB) 112, an actof Bill relativejustices regardingfor an the Houseopinion

justicestherequestedfor House has thatvoting purposes.to domicile The
law:following questionsthe ofgive opinion upontheir

“1) I, New HampshireHB 112 Part Article 11 of the StateDoes violate
Constitution?

2) theanyHB 112 other of the United States orprovisionsDoes violate
HampshireNew Constitution?”

theTo Honorable House:
is returned:following respectfullyThe response
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2014)HB 112 proposes to amend RSA (Supp. by654:1 ainserting new
paragraph, provide: personwhich would “A who an indeclares address a

HampshireNew town or ward as his or her votingdomicile for purposes
beshall deemed to have his orestablished her residence for motor vehicle

law at that address.”purposes
You have asked that the undersigned justices of supremethe court

an advisoryrender as to HBopinion 112’sconstitutional validity. See N.H.
CONST, II, II,pt. art. 74. Part 74 justicesArticle ofrequires the supreme

to opinionscourt advisory “uponrender important questions of law and
solemnupon byoccasions” when asked to do so legislaturethe or the

Governor and Council. Opinion the (AppointmentJusticesof of Chief
CONST,Justice), (2003)355, omitted);150N.H. 356 (quotation see N.H. pt.

II, art. 74.

You questionshave twoposed about the validity of HB 112.Your first
112question I,asks whether HB would violate Part 11Article of Newthe

Constitution. YourHampshire questionsecond asks whether HB 112
any provisionviolates other of the United States or Newthe Hampshire

Constitutions. weHistorically, have declined to answer general inquiries on
and, ininfirmityconstitutional withkeeping practice,that we respectfully

decline to answer the second question. OpinionSee the Justicesof
Lawsuit), (2011).(Requiring Att’y 160,Gen. to Join 162 N.H. 164

toregard yourWith first forquestion, follow,the reasons that “after
carefully considering our constitutional duties and based upon long-

decisions,”established prior we askrespectfully to frombe excused
answering your first question at this time. Opinion the Justicesof

Justice),(Appointment 150 N.H. at 357.Chiefof

II,Part Article 74 of the State Constitution “empowers justicesthe of
supremethe advisorycourt to render opinions, outside the ofcontext

concrete, fully-developed factual situations and without the benefit of
adversary legal presentations, only in carefully circumscribed situations.”

State, (2014)630, omitted).Duncan v. 166 N.H. 640 (quotation II,“Part
74Article does not authorize this court to advisoryrender toopinions

private individuals.” Id. “Nor does it empower the court advisoryto issue
.opinions . . regarding existing legislation.” Id. at 640-41 (quotation

omitted). “That authority onlyextends to proposed legislation.” Id. 641.at
Further, when we issue such opinions, court,“we act not as a but as
individual constitutional advisors to the orlegislative executive branches.”
Opinion (Appointment Justice),the Justices 150 N.H. 356.atof of Chief

an opinion justicesBecause of the advisory opinionis an toissued a branch
Governor,legislature, Council,of orthe Executive an opinionand is not of

case,in anlitigatedthe court a ofopinion justicesthe not“does constitute
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(2011).Moreover,609, 625 thePloof,v. 162 N.H.Statebinding precedent.”
advisoryjustices givethe court toduty supremeof the ofconstitutional

require resolvinganswering legal questions thatnot includeopinions does
(School 892,142N.H.Financing),of fact. the Justicesquestions Opinion of

(1998).897

I, 11 ofHB 112violates Part Articleasks whetherquestionYour first
in “AllConstitution, provides, part:pertinentwhichHampshirethe New

free, years agethe of 18 ofeveryto be and inhabitant of stateelections are
The hasanyto in election.” courtequal rightand shall have an voteupwards

vote, I, 11,forth in Partto as set Articleequal rightheld that thepreviously
(2006).State, 67, 71Sec’yv. 154 N.H.is fundamental. Akins of

a112Determining unconstitutionally impinges uponwhether HB
“the characterright weighingto votecomplaining party’s equal requires

to thatinjury rights complainingof asserted the [aand themagnitude
byinterests forward theagainst precise putto theparty] seeks vindicate

rule,bythe intojustifications imposed takingfor itsState as burden
it tonecessarythe to which those interests makeconsideration extent

(quotationat 72 and[complaining party’s] rights.” ellipsisthe Id.burden
(1992).428,omitted); Takushi, U.S. 434see Burdick v. 504

framework, of ouranalytical rigorousness inquirythis “theUnder
law touponinto election the extent whichpropriety dependsthe of [an]...

toregulation complaining party’s equal righta burdens” a vote.challenged
“reasonable,Burdick, imposes onlyU.S. at 434. When an election law504

a tonondiscriminatory party’s equal rightrestrictions” upon complaining
vote, interestsimportant regulatory generally“the State’s are suffi­then

Akins, (quotationsN.H. at 72justify”cient to those restrictions. 154
contrast,omitted); Burdick, By the election lawsee 504 U.S. at 434. when

subjects rightat to vote to “severe”complaining party’s equalissue a
restrictions, scrutinythe law must withstand strict to be constitutional.

Burdick,Akins, omitted); atN.H. 504 U.S. 434. To(quotation154 at 72 see
justifiedmust ascrutiny, by compellingstrict the law “bewithstand

to the of itsgovernmental necessary accomplishmentinterest and must be
omitted).Akins, (quotationN.H. at 73 Thislegitimate purpose.” 154

(1stMelicio, 14, 22analysis fact-specific. See Cruz v. 204 F.3dinherentlyis
2000).Cir.

case,a alitigatedthe court withCurrently, pendingthere is before
areyears, legalover that raises issues thatdevelopedfactual record two

identical, your firstsimilar, implicated by question.if not to those See
(N.H.New Hampshire,a. v. State No. 2014-0558Annemarie Guare & of
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2014).27,Aug. 27,filed The notice of in wasappeal AugustGuare filed on
2014, briefed,case fully argumentthe is and oral is scheduled to take place

22,Aprilon 2015.

yourTo answer first nowquestion would us inplace the ofposition
advice on without agiving developedissues factual record and in advance

of a decision on a currentlymatter before the court that involves similar
theOpinion Justice),issues. See Justices (Appointment 150of of Chief

Moreover,N.H. at as explained,357. anpreviously advisory youronopinion
first question court,would not a decisionconstitute of the would not

and,precedent, thus,establish would not bindingbe on the court when
Guare.deciding See 162 atN.H. 625.Ploof

reasons,For these believe “orderlywe that procedure” requires that we
respectfully ask to excusedbe from firstanswering your question at this

Justices, (1962).342,time. theOpinion 104 N.H. 344 Once the Guareof
issued,opinion is willthe court ask the House itwhether proceedwishes to
request. so,with this In the event that it wishes to do we will address the

request at that time.
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III, Concord,Charles G. ofDouglas, filed a memorandum on behalf of
the HampshireNew House of Representatives in support negativeof

to questions presented.answers the
Gordon, (WilliamP.A.,Shaheen & of E.Concord onChristie the

memorandum), and American Civil ofLiberties Union New ofHampshire,
(Gilíes R. memorandum),Concord Bissonnette on the filed a memorandum

on ofbehalf the American Civil Liberties Union New Hampshire, theof
League of Women of New Hampshire,Voters and the Fair LegalElections

in supportNetwork questionsof affirmative answers to presented.the


