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Concord, bydefender, of brief forappellatechiefDuggan,James E.
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OpinionMemorandum
defendant, Haycock, appeals from hisTHAYER, DavidJ. The

(Smukler,Superior J.),the Court forjurya verdict inconviction, after
offender,being certified an habitualvehicle aftera motoroperating

(1993). is theappealissue raised on whetherThe soleRSA 262:23
considering the second motion forin State’scourt erredlower

allegesorder, which the defendantsuppressionof areconsideration
order,days issuance of the court inten after thefiled more thanwas

We affirm.Superior Court Rule 59-A.violation of
J.)(O’Neil, granted the9, 1993, Superiorthe CourtFebruaryOn

February 12,On the Statesuppressto evidence.motiondefendant’s
grant evidentiaryanthat the trial courtreconsider, requestingmoved to

4, 1993,Marchinitially denied that motion ontrial courthearing. The
hearingan on theand then allowed unrecordedhearing,without a

30, Following hearing,1993. the themotion on Marchreconsideration
30,1993.dated Marchdenial with an orderaffirmed its earliertrial court

31,on Marchmotion for reconsiderationthen filed anotherThe State
thehearing on the record and thatthe court hold a1993, requesting that

ruling grantedcourtoriginal suppress.to Theitstrial court reconsider
evidentiaryobjection and held andefendant’smotion over thethis

trial,1993, the of the defendant’s10, prior to startAugusthearing. On
regarding suppressionthe of evidence.its decisionreversedthe court

not revisit itsargues that the court couldthe defendantEssentially,
thesuppressthe motion to because Stateruling onpretrialoriginal
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59-A(l). 59-A(l)comply Superiorfailed to with Court Rule Rule provides
motion for post-decision“[a]that reconsideration or other relief beshall

(10) daysfiled within ten of the date on the Clerk’s written notice of the
argumentorder decision.” This persuasive. Assinningor is not that Rule

59-A(l) applies in this situation and that the motion in question did not
withcomply requirement 59-A(l),the timeliness of Rule the trial court’s

“discretionary powers They exercised,are continuous. bemay priorand
may corrected, mayexercise be as sound discretion require, at any time

Poirier,prior judgment.” 477,to final State v. 479, 653,136 N.H. 617 A.2d
(1992) omitted).(quotation Therefore,655 the trial court’s review of its

preliminary evidentiary ruling will findonly be overturned if we that the
case,its On ofcourt abused discretion. the facts this we find no ofabuse

in trial grantingdiscretion the court’s of the State’s motion for
480,617reconsideration. id. at at 655.A.2dCf.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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