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Lampeón, J. providesRSA 603:1 partin as follows: “Indict-
prosecutionsments punishableand for byoffenses fine exceedingnot

one hundred dollars, by imprisonmentor not sixexceeding months,
shall be found or begun within year,one alland other informations
and indictments . [exceptions. . not beshall filed ormaterial]
found within six years after the offense is committed.”

582:12,RSA as amended by Laws 1957, 137:1, under which the
present complaints brought, provideswere that whoever obtains
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bechecks shallfraudulentbyor servicesproperty, labormoney,
175:4,1955,Lawsbyamended582:5, asRSAguilty larceny.of

less amount or“of aguilty larcenyof aprovides personthat a
than siximprisoned not moreshall bedollars . . .fiftyvalue than

dollars, both.”than two hundred ormoremonths, or fined not
whichthat because the offenses withpositionThe theState takes

punishable “exceedinga fine onebythe arechargeddefendant is
punishable by sixmatter of fact arehundred dollars” and as a

theyboth,hundred dollar fine orimprisonment or a twomonths
provision of RSAone-yearthe ambit of thedo not come within

603:1.
theLegislatureThe defendant that the intended one-maintains

year prosecution onlyin the above statute to the notlimitation bar
of crimes which the fine doesfor not exceed one hundred dollars
but also of imprisonmentthose for which the maximum does not
exceed agreesix months. We thewith defendant.

statutes, allowing adequateSuch while investigationan time for
and prosecution, are designed protectprimarily to the accused from
the defendingburden of againsthimself charges long completedof

Note,misconduct. 102 U. Pa. L. Rev. 630, 632, 651. Although
they are beto accorded a meaningrational in harmony thewith

purposeobvious intent and law,of the these statutes are beto
construed in favorliberally of the accused. State v. Patriarca, 71

I. 151;R. 22 S.,C. J. Law,Criminal 224, p.s. 576; Wharton,1
Criminal s.Procedure, 367, p. 415; 33 N. D. L. Rev. 315, 317.

Granted the above rule “is not to be employed to defeat or
interfere with the legislative direction.” State v. Williams, 92
N. H. 377, 378. Nor can manifest legislative policy be defeated by
a slavish insistence grammaticalon nicety precisionor in terms.
State v. Brown, 22 N. J. 405. However “when the meaning of a

penal statute is doubtful, the accused has the benefit of the doubt.”
State v. Barter, 58 604,N. H. 607. The use of the disjunctive “or”
instead of the conjunctive “and” in a statute reposeof such as
RSA 603:1 indicates in opinionour legislativea giveintent to a
broad field applicationof to the shorter provisionlimitation by
making it cover all offenses in which either the maximum imprison­
ment is six months or the maximum fine is one hundred dollars.

Prior to the amendment of RSA 582:5 by Laws 1955, 175:4, a
larceny of a value under twenty dollars carried a fine of not more
than fifty dollars imprisonmentor of not more than six months
and fell clearly within the one-year provision of RSA 603:1 even
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beIt canthe State.here byadvocatedinterpretationtheunder
the differenceofLegislaturetheelimination bythethatassumed

twentyunderof a valuelarceny propertyofpenalties betweenin
and less thandollarstwentyvalue ofof apropertyofdollars and

thethe value ofchangethe inbymotivateddollars wasfifty
59; RixBuilders, 101 N. H.Inc. v. RheaumeConcrete,dollar. See

adopted the State’sHowever if we103 N. H. 330.Asadoorian,v.
wasdollar whichlarcenyfor of oneprosecutionainterpretation,

comenowthe limitation wouldone-yearwithinpreviously clearly
decidingis reason forprovision. This furtherunder the six-year

provisionthelikely one-yearmore intendedLegislaturethat the
crimes forprosecution onlynot ofof USA 603:1 was to bar the

fine not exceed hundred dollars but also thosethe does onewhich
imprisonment exceed monthsfor which the maximum does not six

inconjunctive penaltyeven if an alternative for such crime isor
limits is theexcess of these as case here.

Exceptions sustained.

All concurred.
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