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manic-depressivetoessence, that hisarguinghe was dueintent. In
indayon theintentrequisitecould not form thehedisorder

See, v.e.g., Statedefense claim.insanityThis is a classicquestion.
(“[T]he315, (1986)695, test701, A.2d 318127 506N.H.Shackford,

intent.”).negated criminalinsanity insanityis whetherfor criminal

of orthat a mental diseasehave held evidencepreviouslyWe
form aability specificof tothe defendant thedeprivesthatdefect

v.insanityof statute.” Statethepurviewintent is “within the
(1992).507, The statute428, 433, 510-11616 A.2dN.H.Sylvia, 136

thedefense, has burdenwhich the defendantas ainsanityidentifies
628:2,evidence, (Supp.RSA IIconvincingbyof andproving clear

require­notice1994), compliance with certainrequireswhichand
(1986). withcomplytoments, 628:2, III The defendant failedRSA

court, therefore,trialof the statute. Therequirementsthe notice
v.expert.testimony of defendant’s Statethe theproperly excluded

(1977).320, 431,328, 436Plummer, 117 374 A.2dN.H.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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Concord,defender, by briefofDuggan, appellateE. chiefJames
petitioner.for theorally,and

(Mark Attorri, assistantD.Howard, attorney generalR.Jeffrey
orally), for the State.brief andgeneral, on theattorney

a writ of'Turgeon, seeksTHAYER, Ronaldpetitioner,J. The
up-division’s decisionthe sentence reviewchallengingcertiorari

J.).(O’Neil, HeCourtby Superiortheholding imposeda sentence
(1986) and that651:6is under RSAillegalthat the sentenceargues

deny petition.thejeopardy.it double Weviolates
assault, a1989, felonious sexualwas convicted ofpetitionerIn the

(1986), exposure,indecent aandB RSA 632-A:3felony,class
(1986).misdemeanor, to an extendedHe was sentencedRSA 645:1

(1986), of to thirtyto 651:6 tenpursuantof RSAimprisonment,term
sentencetrial court the extendedimposedfor Theyears felony.the

on aimprisonedbeenpetitioner previouslyhad twicebecause the
1(c),651:6, hadheyear,in of one RSA andsentence excess

against personin 632-A achaptera defined RSAcommitted crime
1(f).651:6, Additionally, the trialage,of RSAyearsunder thirteen

to a term of two to fivethe consecutivepetitionercourt sentenced
the decision topetitioner appealedfor the misdemeanor. Theyears

(1986).(division). Thedivision See RSA 651:58the sentence review
and reduced hispetitioner’s felonydivision affirmed the sentence

in ofto twelve months the house corrections.misdemeanor sentence
isextraordinary remedy grantedis an and not as a“Certiorari

at of court therightmatter of but rather the discretion the when
v.justice requiresubstantial ends of such relief.” Melton Personnel

(1979)1060,Comm’n, 272, 277, (quotation119 N.H. 401 A.2d 1063
omitted). may originalcourt issue writs of certiorari to“[T]he

illegallya tribunal has acted as to matters ofdetermine whether
law.”,jurisdiction, or of the v. N.H.authority, observance State

(1975).Ass’n, 623, 625,115 N.H.Retail Grocers 348 A.2d 360 362
will not be an isgranted adequati femedywhere“[C]ertiorari

Electric v. Publicappeal.” Hamptonavailable on Exeter & Co.
(1967)Commission, 358, 359, 486,N.H. 236 A.2dUtilities 108 488

omitted).(quotation
that of divisionpetitioner argues illegalThe the actions the were

forqualifybecause did not an extended sentence underhe RSA
Specifically, argues previously651:6. he that he had not twice been

year,on in of one and thatimprisoned sentences excess the extended
ageon the victim’s constitutes double punishmentsentence baséd

jeopardy.and violates double
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oftribunal threeconsistingis an administrativeThe division
justices, orjustices,court seniorsuperiorwho are eithermembers

1994). It hasjustices. (Supp.651:57retired court RSAsuperior
trial court]which it “to reviewjurisdiction, empowers [alimited

... toimposed;it to the sentencejudgment insofar as relates
a differentordering substituted thereforjudgment byamend the

.; of theany dispositionor to make otherappropriate sentence . .
of theimpositionat the time of thecase which could have been made

(1986). isdivision’s of reviewscopesentence.” RSA 651:59 The
.,of the . . thelightnessto excessiveness or sentencelimited “[t]he

ofand and the character theprotection public safety,of the interest
wasoffender; imposed,manner in which the sentence[t]he[and]

of information before thesufficiency accuracythe and theincluding
22(a).REV. DIV. R.sentencing court.” SUPER. CT. SENTENCE
upholdinginillegallythat the division actedpetitioner arguesThe

uncon-original wastrial court’s sentence because the sentencethe
as a of law inand trial court erred matterstitutional because the

imprisoned.hadfinding previouslythat the twice beenpetitioner
correct, ais is not toassuming petitionerthat the he entitledEven

writ of.certiorari.

it canjurisdictionThe of the division is limited. While
of information before thesufficiency accuracyreview “the and the

22(a),court,” R. it issentencing SUPER. CT. SENTENCE REV. DlV.
constitutionalityto the of a sentence. Seeempowerednot determine

topetitioner’s651:59. division could review the sentenceRSA The
convictions,of two priordetermine if was sufficient evidencethere

to of anempowered impositionbut it was not determine whether the
on victim’s age jeop­extended sentence based the violated double

justifiedAs the enhancement would have the sentenceardy. age
court,trial division was not toimposed by empoweredthe the alter

651:59;sentence. See RSA SUPER. CT. SENTENCE REV. DIV. R.the
22(a).

aThe created the division to addresslegislature perceived
in 535inconsistency sentencing within the State. N.H.S. JOUR.

(1975). the division “to make sure that thelegislatureThe intended
Appealsame crime fits the same sentence.” Id. to the division has

right to trialreplaced appealnot a criminal defendant’s court errors
court; an additional forto this it arena defendantssimply provides

to seek redress.
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challengingof theadequateBecause alternative means
exist, grantingof a certiorariconstitutionality legalityor sentence

inappropriate.in a such as this would becase

Petition denied.

All concurred.
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