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provides,consumption in rele­the metered of water. RSA 149-1:8
institutional,“Except orpart, in the case industrialvant that: of

use, uponmanufacturing the amount of such rents shall be based
consumption premisesthe of water on the connected with theeither

premisessystem, persons con­sewer or the number of served on the
system, equitableupon basis.”nected with the sewer or some other

(Supp. 1985)City(Emphasis added.) contends that RSA 149-1:8The
specifically it to calculate sewer rent based onauthorizes CSC’s

disagree. languageconsumption. ofwater We When the a statute is
unambiguous, statutoryplain languageand we will construe that

usage.according approvedto its common and Dover Professional
Dover, 165, 169,CityFire Assoc. v. 124 N.H. 470 A.2dOfficers of

866, By excepting(1983). industrial uses from sewer rents868-69
consumption persons prem­based on water or the number of on the

ises, legislature clearly recognizedthe the need to examine such
requireduses on an individual basis and such examination. If the

City charge CSC,were allowed to an industrial user of the sewer
system, consumption makingsewer rents based on water without

circumstances,adjustments special statutory exceptionfor the
meaningless. “[E]xceptional by legis­would be situations established

by lessening. . not tolation . are be curtailed the area of the
scope” exception. Youngintended of the Women’sChristian Ass’n v.

Portsmouth, 40, 42, 617, (1937).192 A. 61889 N.H. RSA 149-1:8
requires adjustmentCity specialthe to make an for circum­CSC’s

Accordingly, judgmentstances. the of the trial court is affirmed.

Affirmed.
J.,Souter, sit;notdid the others concurred.
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Stephen Merrill, attorney general Muh,(.RobertE. B. assistant
attorney general, bybrief),on the brief for the State.

Duggan, defender, Concord,appellate byE.James of brief for the
defendant.

OpinionMemorandum
appeals SuperiorThe defendant an order of {Murphy,the Court

denyingJ.) pleas guiltyhis motion to withdraw of to three indict-
charging upon two-year-old stepson.ments him with assaults his We

affirm.
accepted guilty pleas 11,The court the defendant’s on December

1985, colloquy case,after an extensive on of appli-the facts the the
law, evaluatingcable and the standards for the constitutional suffi-

ciency guilty pleas. Although interchangeof largelythe consisted of
questions by yes answers,from the court followed or no the written

specificrecord contains indications that the defendant understood
questionsthe court’s proceeding.and the nature of the The defend-

graduate Highant School,testified that he was a recent of Orford
accurately form,rightshe fromread the waiver of heand told the

court question. respondedwhen he failed to understand a He
appropriately questions calling explanations rightto for of his to

understandingdemand a trial and his of the rule in North Carolina
Alford, (1971), strengthv. 400 U.S. 25 on the of which he entered

pleas.two of inaccuratelythe three theWhen defendant stated the
appeared court,law or judgeto misunderstand the the was careful

explainto the errors. Defense counsel advised the court that she
charges,believed that the defendant understood the the nature of

proceedings, consequences pleas. Bythe and the of his the close of
hearing evidentiarythe supportthere was obvious for the court’s

findings pleas knowing, voluntary, intelligent.that the were and
postponedThe court sentencing pre-sentence reportuntil a beenhad

prepared.
point entry pleasAt some after the of the allegedlythe defendant

suffered by psychiatrist,a blackout and was examined a Dr. E. Jef­
frey findings,Violette. On the basis of Dr. Violette’s the defendant

guilty pleas, requestmoved to withdraw his priorand his was heard
sentencing, 7,Februaryto statingon 1986. In the basis for his

request pleas,to phrasewithdraw the the defendant did not his
legal incompetenceclaim as ofone to enter them. See State v. Cham­

pagne, 266, 274-75, 1221,127 N.H. (1985) (Dusky497 A.2d 1248
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did,proceedings).applies Hecompetence to all trialofstandard
words, that hehowever, position, in Violette’sDr.take the related

knowinglyplead guilty and intel-“cognitive capacity” tolacked the
himselfpreceding 11. The defendantligently Decemberon the

understanding priortestimony at thehis actualno aboutoffered
carryentirely in an effort tohearing, on Dr. Violettehe reliedand

convincing that his earlierprove by evidenceclear andhis burden to
Perrin,knowing intelligent. Roy 122 N.H.v.pleas not or Seewere

1151, corpus,88, 97, (1982) (on petition for habeas441 A.2d 1157
justifyconvincing necessary ofto withdrawalevidenceclear and

guilty plea).
I.Q. 77,of abovethe defendant had antestified thatDr. Violette
normal,range that of dull and hadmild retardation but belowthe of

pleas. gave opinionsHe hisexperienced depression the time of hisat
led, responseseasily that his discursivethat the defendant was

fiftylearning, by greater“a thanprobably rote and thatreflected
percent probability” did not understand the court’sthe defendant

implications ofquestions 11 or the his answers.on December
any acceptAlthough in event to Dr.court was not boundthe

Rullo, 149, 152,conclusions, 412see v. 120 N.H. A.2dViolette’s State
seriously1009, testimony by(1980), the doctor limitedother1011

any generalizationopinions. He disclaimed that athe force of his
I.Q. entering intelligentperson incapableof was of anwith an 77

“very judgeguilty plea, tohe admitted that he found it difficult” the
adequacy any given response of to the courtof the defendant without

them, acknowledged“having between and heseen interaction”[the]
hearing.transcriptthat he had not read the of the December 11 As

hearing,against ignorance judgedoctor’s of the earlier the trialthe
recollection, properlypersonalof course had his which he could con-

sider.
compelenough say not a reasona-is to that this evidence wouldIt

degreeconvincingperson that the de-ble conclude to a clear andto
intelligence pleadedknowledge and when hefendant had lacked

95,Perrin,guilty. supraRoy v. at 441 A.2d at 1156.See

Affirmed.


