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to know thatinsuranceno withhad policies,experience reading
he was not so covered.
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ch.oí’ RSA 318-B (Supp.thetoor contrary provisionsdispense
sentenc-to the Beforeof1975). charge.entered aHe plea guilty

ofthe validitysua questionedJ., spontethe Flynn,plaintiff,ing
fromtakenindictment wasof thethebecausethe languagecharge

statute,of the RSA 318-B:26 (Supp.sectionthe drugpenalties
section,acts RSA 318-B:21975), not the (Supp.and prohibited

counsel,Saide, anofMr. in the1975). The presencejudge gave
He washe declined.his butto withdraw guilty pleaopportunity
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manufacture,for toin shall be unlawful“[i]tthat any personpart
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that, of aclaims because. . . .” The transportationfelony plaintiff
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section, conduct.is not“Acts Prohibited” itwithin the proscribed

thatcounsel for the stressedAt the end of oral plaintiffargument,
he was nota constructionhe was argument;only statutorymaking
theor the failed tothe indictment statute plain­that givearguing

'Thus, need notweof the conduct.tiff noticesufficient proscribed
raisedhave beenconstitutional issues that byconsider mightany

Henniker, 179, (1875); AshwanderN.H. seethis case. v. 55 203Copp
288, (1936) (Bran­v. 297 U.S. 346-48Tennessee Authority,Valley

deis, J., concurring).
for theaccountsThe thatargues sloppy draftsmanshipplaintiff

the “Actsthe intoto write relevantfailure languagelegislature’s
for thethis court not tosection and compensateProhibited” urges

intothe indictment and languagepenaltyby readingoversight
However, In v.is Statesection. such action unnecessary.that

Parker, 491, im-(1969), we held that theN.H. 159109 256 A.2d
ofconstitutes the anof a express pro-penalty equivalentposition

thatThe takes theof the act in positionhibition question. plaintiff
casein thatbecause the statute involvedParker is distinguishable

is notno section. This distinction significant.had “Acts Prohibited”
intent toof withthe a controlled drugBy making transportation
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sell or a the intended todispense felony, clearly pro-legislature
thescribe conduct. To hold otherwise would lead to andan absurd

State, 714, (1974).result. Doe v. 114 N.H. 784328 A.2dillogical

Petition dismissed.
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