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present questionDouglas, cases theThese consolidatedJ.
drivinga conviction ofperiod of license revocation afterthewhether

regains license oruntil the revokee hiscontinueswhile intoxicated
automatically the end of the court-orderedit atwhether terminates

continuesdeprivation. hold that the revocationperiod Weof license
regained.license isin until theeffect

each con-and Thornton wereRussellDefendants Robert Callahan
guiltydriving was of afoundof while intoxicated. Callahanvicted

(Supp.(1982) (now codified at RSA 265:82265:82of RSAviolation
23, 1983,February wason and Thornton1983)) superior courtin

(Supp. 1979) (nowin under RSA 262-A:62convicted district court
10,1983)) a(Supp. on March 1981. Asat 265:82 resultcodified RSA

convictions, privileges operatetoof both defendants had theirthese
Hampshirein revoked. Callahan’s three andmotor vehicles New

began on the date of his courtone-half month revocation district
30, 1982,conviction, 60-dayand Thornton’s revocationNovember

10,began on March 1981.
licenses,of their each defendant receivedAfter revocation a

departmentfrom the of motor vehicles. These no-Notice of Action
been andtices stated that the defendants’ licenses had revoked that
Hampshirethey operate in untila motor vehicle New theircould not

byoperateprivileges to had been restored the director of motor vehi-
requirements forcles. The notices also set forth the such restoration:

filing proof responsibility, applicationof for a newof financial
license, twentypayment dollar defendant tookand of a fee. Neither

necessary regainsteps his license once the court-orderedthe to
elapsed.period deprivationlicense hadof

defendants, incidents,1983, separatein wereSeptember, bothIn
driving suspension, 263:64or RSAarrested for after revocation

charge Conway1983). of this in(Supp. Each of them was convicted
6, 1983,(Greene, J.), on December andCallahanDistrict Court

4, yearJanuary for a andlost their licensesThornton on 1984. Both
seven-day imprisonmentterm ofto awere fined and sentenced as.

They263:64, 1983).by (Supp. were releasedIVmandated RSA
superiorpending appeal court.to

schedulingpretrial the defendants’ cases wasconference onA
C.J'). thatSuperior (Dunfey,in At time the defendantsheld Court

grounds theyon the thata to their casesfiled motion consolidate
law, notablypresented that the defendantsissues of mostcommon

driving since court-of after revocation theircould not be convicted
expired. con-periods The cases were notof revocation hadordered

time, hearinga be sched-the ordered thatsolidated at that but court
hearing,subsequent the Courtto decide that issue. At theuled
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(Gray, J.) partiesfound that the properly charged.had been This
appeal followed.

recentlyWe now indecided an issue similar to the one before us
Batchelder, 694, case,(1984).v.State 125 N.H. 484 A.2d 1186 In that

the was todefendant found be an habitual motor vehicle offender
and, such, subject statutory deprivation periodas was to a license of

years. years,four RSA 262:22. At the of fourend an habitual
may petition driving privileges,offender for restoration of his and

grant deny petition.the court discretion tohas or the RSA 262:24. A
havingperson who drives after declaredbeen an habitual offender

subject mandatory jail year.is ato sentence of one RSA 262:23.
sought driving priv-The defendant in Batchelder never to have his

ileges four-year deprivation period elapsed.restored once the had
driving waypublic yearsHe was arrested for on a six and one-half

hisafter license had been inrevoked. The issue raised casethat was
periodwhether expired automaticallythe revocation fourafter

years regainedor whether it continued until the defendant his
license, making subject mandatory jailhim to prescribedthe term
by four-yearRSA 262:23 until periodthat time. We held that the is
merely period deprivation, duringthe minimum for license which

may restored,atime license not be and that habitual offender status
does not end until the stepsrevokee takes affirmative to renew his

bylicense and his license is indeed restored the court. factThe that
subject mandatory jailis drivingthe defendant to a term for before

regained changehe has his license does not this result.
263:64, (Supp. 1983),RSA I the statute under which the defend-

present convicted,in provides:ants the case were
person“No shall drive a motor vehicle in this state after

justice anythe director or suspendedthe of court has or
drivingrevoked his to privilegelicense drive or after his

suspendedhas been so or revoked.”
(Supp. 1983),RSA 259:90 which defines “revocation” as inused the

statutes, provides part:motor vehicle in
any license, registration,“Said revocation of permit or

privilege license,shall regis-remain in until a neweffect
permittration or privilegehas been orissued the has been
(Emphasis added.)restored.”

263:64, (Supp. 1983)RSA IV penalties, includingforthsets the a
mandatory seven-day jail term for DWI offenders who drive while
their arelicenses revoked:

Any person provisions“IV. who theviolates of this sec-
guilty Anytion be personshall of a misdemeanor. who
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by drivingviolates this section a motor vehicle in this
driving privilegestate after his license or has been sus-

pended or revoked for a violation of RSA 265:82 or RSA
guilty265:82-a shall be of a misdemeanor and shall be

imprisonment periodsentenced to for a not less than 7
periodsconsecutive 24 tohour be served within 6 months

conviction, $1,000,of the shall be fined not more than and
privilegeshall have his license or for anrevoked addi-

year.”tional
distinguish this from Batckelder.casereason toWe see no

driving263:64, 1983) by(Supp.IRSAdefendants violatedThe
subject penaltiesthey regained are to thetheir licenses andbefore

263:64, 1983).(Supp.in IVforth RSAset

263:64, (Supp.that RSA IVnext contendThe defendants
specifyingunconstitutionally vague what conduct itin1983) is

mandatory jailseven-day Thissentence.punish ato withintends
(Supp.rejected portions of RSA 263:64argument since thebemust

above, give adequate1983),(Supp.1983) 259:90and RSA .cited
ordinary intelligence period of revo­theperson of thatto thenotice

driving privileges are restored.when hisextends to the timecation
clear, the Notices of Action receivedif the statutes were lessEven

warning theygave that could not driveby specificboth defendants
yourthey regained “When PRIVILEGE TOtheir licenses:until had

you mustor REVOKEDBEEN SUSPENDEDHASOPERATE
may again operateyou not a motor vehi-andOPERATINGCEASE

privilege operateyour to has been re-Hampshire untilincle New
above,alreadyoriginal.) thein we have noted(Emphasis Asstored.”

obliged provideto a cer-the werestated that defendantsnotices also
twentyinsurance, application, and a dollarlicenseof a newtificate

regainthey licenses.theirbefore couldfee
that, periodargue of revocationeven if theThe furtherdefendants

mandatorylicense, sen-theto of reissuance of theextends the time
263:64, 1983)(Supp. inapplicableistencing provided IVfor in RSA

claim, they state that their DWI con-for thisthem. As the basisto
specificallyfrom thosedifferentbased on statutesvictions were

263:64, 1983). paragraph(Supp. That sub-IVto in RSAreferred
Hampshire his orjects anyone “after licensedrives in Newwho

suspended or for a violation ofdriving privilege has revokedbeen
jailmandatory ofa term seven265:82-a” to265:82 or RSARSA

days.
ofthe 1982 version RSAwas convicted underDefendant Callahan

263:64, 1983)(Supp. wentIVAt the same time that RSA265:82.
bysupersededeffect, RSAof the law wasthis version DWIinto
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Therefore, argues,1983).(Supp. conviction under265:82 Callahan
subjectto be to thethe 1982 version of 265:82 is not intendedRSA

by 263:64,penalties provided (Supp. 1983).for RSA Thissevere IV
argument is without merit.

First, the which was convicted is onestatute under Callahan
263:64, Second,specificallyis referred to in IV. thewhich RSA

changes drivingin the drunk from 1982 1983made statute to would
wayin ofno affect Callahan’s conviction. The 1983 version RSA

drivingthe percentadded offense of265:82 while there is .10 or
blood, drivingperson’sinmore alcohol a the of whileto offense

265:82,Compare (1982) withunder the influence. RSA I RSA
265:82, 1(a) 1983).(Supp. haveSince Callahan’s license would been

265:82, subjectrevoked under either version of RSA is to thehe sev-
en-day mandatory jail 263:64,provided forsentence under RSA IV.

uponDefendant Thornton’s revocation was based his conviction
262-A:62,under RSA specificallywhich is not referred to in RSA

263:64, (Supp. 1983). Nevertheless, case,IV as in Callahan’s the
conduct for which Thornton was pro-convicted is the same as that

present driving Indeed,in statutoryhibited the drunk statute. the
drivingdefinition of the of changeoffense while intoxicated did not

when the offense Compare 262-A.-62,was inrecodified 1982. RSA I
(Supp. 1979) 265:82,1with RSA (1982).

legislatureThat the intent of impose mandatorythe was to a seven-
day jail anyone havingsentence on privilegewho afterdrives his
revoked because of apparent provisiona DWI offense is from the

263:64,was original legislation,that codified as RSA IV. The Laws
1983, chapter 373, was entitled “AN ACT RELATIVE TO DRIV-

Moreover,ING WHILE specificINTOXICATED.” the section of
legislation 263:64,the entitled,that became “DrivingRSA IV was

DWI Suspension.” 1983,after Revocation or Laws 373:3. See Bourne
Sullivan, 348, 352-53,v. 104 834,N.H. (1962)186 A.2d (title837 of

conclusive, significantnotact but when considered in connection
legislative historywith ambiguities).and

The conduct for which recentlyThornton was most con­
victed, driving while his drivinglicense was revoked for under the
influence, 263:64,is the exact conduct which (Supp. 1983)RSA IV

punish.toseeks To excuse punishmentThornton from under that
merelystatute particularbecause the DWI statute under which he

specificallywas isconvicted not 263:64,innamed RSA (Supp.IV
1983) elevatingwould be Therefore,form over substance. defendant

subject mandatoryThornton is also to the license revocation of one
year jail daysand the of prescribed byterm 263:64,seven RSA IV
(Supp. 1983).
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263:64, (Supp. 1983)IVclaim is that RSAThe finaldefendants’
1984,1, approximatelyJanuary threeeffective untildid not become

subjecttherefore,arrests, that, they are notandafter theirmonths
this, 14:9-a,they 1(c)(Supp.cite RSAAs the basis forto that statute.

1983).
bythat, passed the14:9-a, (Supp. 1983) lawstatesRSA I “[e]ach

following passage...daysgeneral effect calendarcourt shall take 60
except:

providesgeneral specifically otherwise(a) courtIf the

penalties, judi-criminal of civil(c) effectinglawEach
actions,procedure, of andpractice limitationscial and

thestatutory rights take effect on Jan-and remedies shall
followinguary passage.”1

falling263:64, 1983) within the de-(Supp. is a statuteIVRSA
14:9-a, 1983)(Supp.exceptions RSA I containedscriptions of tothe

legislature(c), providedsubparagraphs (a) in that theandin both
1983,date, 21, wasAugust upon which that statute tospecificafor

1983, 373:24, II,effect, affects crimi-and the statutesee Lawstake
penalties.nal

legislature passingintended in sub-presume that theWe cannot
I, abrogate power14:9-a, to set alterna-(c) to itsparagraph of RSA

they relate tofor to become effective whenevertive dates statutes
subparagraph. Thisfall thatlaws which would withinthe numerous

legisla-providessubparagraph (a) that theparticularlyis so since
may specify effective dates.ture

Therefore, we hold that when a statute falls within the de­
scription (a) (c) 14:9-a,subparagraphs (Supp.of both and of RSA I
1983), specific by legislatureprovidedthe effective date for the will

generalprecedence provided subparagraphover for intake the date
specific(c). This is consistent with our often-stated rule “that a law

general Gamble,specificin a a In recontrols case over law.” 118
308,771, 777, (1978).N.H. A.2d 311394

Affirmed.
All concurred.


