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(Susan McGinnis, assistantHeed, attorney general P.Peter W.
orally), for the State.the andattorney general, on brief

by orally,brief and for the defendant.Hampton,F. ofCotrupi,Andrew

Gatchell,defendant, suspensionthe ofDallanis, Paul B. appealsTheJ.
2003), forlicense, following his conviction(Supp.his RSA 263:57see

2003). that RSAHe contendsdriving, (Supp.see RSA 265:79-bnegligent
ofdelegationand an unconstitutionalvagueness263:57 is void for

J.)(Cullen, inTrial erredand that the Courtlegislative authority,
affirm.his license. Wesuspending

observed the5, 2002, TrooperState RobleeHampshireJune NewOn
east, high speed.at a rate oftraveling101defendant’s vehicle enter Route

vehicle, itto the he observedto closerattempted getAs RobleeTrooper
hisusing signals. Duringof traffic without directionalweaving in and out

milesin excess of one hundreddrivingdefendanthe observed thepursuit,
101.as he exited Routethe defendantstoppedhour. Robleeper Trooper

Hospital,his to Exetertransporting passengerheAfter that waslearning
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Trooper Roblee advised him to her to room tobring emergencythe and be
to and Atprepared produce registrationhis license there. the hospital,

Trooper Roblee the defendant withcharged driving.reckless See RSA
2003). trial,a(Supp. Following negligent265:79 bench he was convicted of

RSAdriving. See 265:79-b. The trial court then his license forsuspended
thirty todays pursuant RSA 263:57.

263:57,1,RSA provides:

Any a orjustice of district court or of themunicipal superior
court may any anylicense issued to for asuspend person, period
not exceed days,to 30 after a conviction of an offense under the

title,ofprovisions hearing,this after due for any cause which he
deemmay sufficient.

The arguesdefendant first that RSA 263:57is “Aunconstitutionally vague.
impermissibly vaguestatute can be for either independentof two reasons.

First, if it fails peopleto ofprovide ordinary intelligence a reasonable
opportunity Second,to understand what conduct ifprohibits.it it

or even encourages arbitraryauthorizes discriminatoryand enforcement.”
Porelle, (2003)420, omitted).State v. 149 N.H. 423 (quotations “The party

thechallenging statute as void for vagueness heavybears a burden of
proof in view of the strong presumption of a statute’s constitutionality.” Id.

case,In this the presentsdefendant a challengefacial to RSA 263:57.
Without deciding whether the defendant has a rightconstitutional to a

license, (facialdriver’s see id. onlyattack warranted vaguenesswhere
claim implicates right),fundamental we 263:57,1,conclude that RSA is not
unconstitutionally vague. By terms,veryits the statute is applicable only
after conviction for an offense defined within the Motor Vehicle Code. Its
language gives unambiguous notice to person ordinarya of intelligence

a ofthat violation ofthe rules the road inset forth the Motor Vehicle Code
may result in license suspension. Because the language of the statute sets
forth the requirements application,for its we conclude that it is facially

Porelle,valid. See v.State 149 N.H. at 423 (required specificity need not be
contained in statute itself bemaybut determined ofin context related
statutes, prior ordecisions generally accepted usage); Lillios v. Justicescf.

(D.N.H.Hampshire Ct., 1990).the New Dist. 735 F. 43Supp.of

Nor is the anstatute delegation legislativeunconstitutional of
authority. legislatureThe has authorized suspensionlicense under this

onlystatute when aredrivers convicted of legislatureoffenses which the
has defined in the State,Motor Vehicle 579,Code. See Guillou v. 127 N.H.

(1986) (no582-83 unconstitutional delegation where statute provides
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determination). the court’sWe note thatto in suspensionstandards follow
bylimited ourthis statute is furtherexercise of discretion under

(1999).Meissner, 144N.H. 487it in v.construction of State
court exceeded itscontends that the trialFinally, the defendant

thelicense to RSA 263:57 becauseauthority pursuantin hissuspending
driver orhabitually dangeroushe aallegedid not that “wascomplaint

We note at thesuspension.”for a licensecandidateappropriateotherwise
of thedefendant is not an elementbycited thelanguageoutset that the

378, 380Day,See v. 129 N.H.charged.which he Statecrime with was
offense). Rather,(to(1987) elements ofsufficient indictment must statebe

convictionimposed following hisof the sentencesuspension partthe was
(1996) (“This651:1, chapterII does notdriving.for See RSAnegligent

by law to ... orsuspendconferredany authoritythe court ofdeprive
Any appropriatepenalty.a other civilimpose anycancel license ... or

ofmay judgmentincluded as of thepartthat beexercising authorityorder
conviction.”)

vehiclecase, that the defendant drove aallegedIn the complaintthis
andperin a mile hour zone100 miles hour 65perat “overspeeds

face,its thesignal.”a turn Onusingseveral timeschang[ed] lanes without
in 263:57the set forth RSApenaltynotice thatprovided enoughcomplaint

thefindingthe Afterallegations.evidence supportedcould Theapply.
inputcourt received fromof the trialguilty negligent operation,defendant

case,the of thisuponBased factsimposingboth before sentence.parties
we find no error.

Affirmed.

Duggan, JJ., concurred.Broderick, C.J., and Nadeau and
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