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(.Richard onP.C., J. Lehmannof ConcordGarvey,&Douglas, Leonard
for theorally), petitioner.the andbrief

L.PLLC,Ciandella, (Christopherof PortsmouthDonahue, &Tucker
respondent.for theorally),on the brief andBoldt

(Elizabeth Baker, theattorney, onJ.attorney generalAyotte,A.Kelly
State, curiae.for the as amicusorally),brief and

Bleiler, from the orderDALIANIS, appealsJ.The Edwardpetitioner,J.
J.) of the(Weaver, the decisionupholdingDover District Courtof the

thePolice to revokeDepartment,the Doverthe Chief ofrespondent,
We affirm.weapon.a concealedcarrytopetitioner’s permit

Citythe office of the Dover2006, went to16, the petitionerOn March
contracts ofthechallengingfiled lawsuitrecentlyto discuss hisAttorney

theattorney. Duringtheincluding citycity employees,several
andpocketloaded from hisconversation, pistolremoved apetitionerthe

which involvedtelling,in a he wasstorya “prop”it on the desk asplaced
ago byhim several yearsmade uponhad beenallegedlythreats .that

theoverheardattorney’s paralegalcitymembers. Thecrimeorganized
and heated.”it as “unusualand describedconversation

whoto hisleft, attorney spoke paralegal,the citythe petitionerAfter
had had athat theworried, learning petitionerafterparticularlyfelt

the andrespondentcalledcity attorneyin the office. Theweaponloaded
him that the petitionerHe also toldhim the incident.informed about

respondent’sabout themeetingcouncilcitythe nextto attendplanned
contract.

that2006, bythe letter31, petitionerthe notifiedrespondentMarchOn
a concealedcarrylicense topetitioner’sto revoke thehe had decided

acarryat time” to“not suitable thisthe waspetitionerfirearm because
(2002). informed theThe letterRSA 159:6-bSeeweapon.concealed

a weaponfirearms mandates thathandling ofproperthatpetitioner “[t]he
unlessconcern to anothermaywhich causeanyin mannerdisplayednot be

thewayand that the thatlaw”Hampshireunder Newjustificationthere is
andoffice was “unsafecity attorney’sin thehandled his weaponpetitioner

that theaddition, explained petitioner’sthe letterIninappropriate.”
(1) impropermadepreviouslyhe hadrevoked because:beinglicense was

handlefirearm, let Smith & Wessonsuch as “weusing hiscomments about
in a mannerhisdisplayed weaponand haddisputes,toreferringit” when

(2) had hired aconcern; associationneighborhooda localthat causewould
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theof concern aboutmeetingits next becauseofficer to attendpolice
a concealedcarrythat he wouldexpectationsactions andpetitioner’s past

(3) tospeakand the refused tomeeting; petitionerto theweapon
to his actions.investigators explain

court,theof his license to districtappealedThe the revocationpetitioner
hearing. Seeday evidentiarya one and one-halffollowingwhich affirmed it

(2002). “recklesspetitioner’sThe trial court found that theRSA 159:6-c
behavior, misleadingbehavior, to others about that hislyinghis

conduct, and his failure toto the his manner andpress,statements
to retain hissuitabilityin as to hiscooperate police investigationthe
to hisjustto a concealed cause revokecarry weapon [constituted]license

factualpetitioner challengelicense.” See RSA 159:6-b. The does not these
findings on appeal.

petitioner’sThe district court also ruled that the statute under which the
revoked, 159:6-b, rightlicense had been RSA did not toimpinge upon his

and bear arms the Second Amendment to the Federalkeep guaranteed by
I, Constitution,Constitution and Part Article 2-a of the State and notwas

void for This followed.vagueness. appeal

I

We first address whether to dismiss this as moot. Theappeal
argues that the is moot therespondent appeal petitioner’s permitbecause

2007,carryto a concealed as of and he has notweapon expired January
for one. The doctrine of is toreapplied designed decidingmootness avoid

issues that have become academic. Sullivan v. Town Bd.Hampton ofof
Selectman, 690, (2006).However, question153 N.H. 692 the of mootness is

rules;not tosubject rigid regardedit is as one of convenience and
discretion. Id. A aupon may justifieddecision the merits be where there is

involved,pressing public litigation mayinterest or future be Id.avoided.
We find sufficient interest inpublic controversythe outcome of this to
justify an to the doctrine ofexception mootness. Id. at 692-93.

II

We next address whether to dismiss this theappeal petitionerbecause
waived all of his notappeal arguments by including questionsthem as in

16(3)(b).notice of Ct. R.appeal.his See SUP. The observes thatrespondent
159:6-c,the in thequestions petitioner’s notice of concern RSA notappeal

159:6-b,RSA which his brief We theupon accept petitioner’sfocuses.
assertion that the reference to RSA 159:6-cwas a error andtypographical
conclude that he has not waived his RSAarguments concerning 159:6-b.

however,agreeWe with the therespondent, petitionerthat has waived all
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not See In reappeal,that raised in his notice of but did brief.issues he
(2003).226, 230King,Estate 149 N.H.of

Ill

his stateThe first that RSA 159:6-b violatespetitioner argues
it hisimpairs rightto due becauseright processconstitutional substantive

CONST, I,pt.the State Constitution to and bear arms. See N.H.keepunder
law,2-a, of a is a of whichconstitutionality questionarts. 12. The statute

521,Comm’r, 524v. N.H. Ins. 153 N.H.Gonya Dep’t,we review de novo.
(2006). statute, and we“In a we it to be constitutionalreviewing presume

Id. Becauseexcept upon inescapable grounds.”will not declare it invalid
Constitution, ourunder the State we basepetitioner argues onlythe

alone, guidance only.federal cases for Id.upon citingdecision it
I, “All haveprovides: personsArticle 2-a of the State ConstitutionPart

themselves, families,in of theirthe and bear arms defenseright keepto
to the constitutionprovisionand the state.” This was addedpropertytheir

1982.in
that individuals tostatutory requires159:6-b is of a schemepartRSA

(2002).loaded, weapons.to concealed See RSA 159:4permits carryobtain
to a loaded orcarry pistol159:4 makes it a crime for an individualRSA
his in hisupon person, exceptrevolver in vehicle or “concealedany

business, a valid license.” In addition toplacehouse or of withoutdwelling,
court and members of thesecuritylaw enforcementexempting personnel,

services, ordinarythe andstatutory exempts regularthe schemearmed
from this licenseof or revolvers as merchandisetransport pistols

(2002). someHampshire requiredRSA 159:5 New hasrequirement. See
Lawsof to a concealed since at least 1923. Seecarry weaponform license

1923,118:4.
2006),(Supp. provides:Licenses are issued to RSA 159:6 whichpursuant

citythe or chief of of amayor policeThe selectmen of a town or
..., anyofupon applicationor some full-time officerpolice

police,...or or the director of statecity,resident of such town
nonresident, license toof a shall issue a suchupon application

orcarry pistolthe to a loadedapplicant authorizing applicant
..., goodif it that the has reason toappears applicantrevolver

or anyfear to the or hasinjury applicant’s person property
is a to beapplicant personand that the suitableproper purpose,
or self-defense shall beHunting, target shooting,licensed.

allThe license shall be valid forproper purpose.considered a
itof the for which waspurposes regardless purposeallowable

originally issued.
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foror revokedmay “suspendedbecarry weaponsLicenses to concealed
and theor revocationcause, suspensionwritten notice of theprovidedjust

the159:6-b, I. If requested,to the licensee.” RSAgivenreason therefore is
in fronthearingorpost-suspension post-revocationis entitled to alicensee

tofor a license“Any applicationId. whoseissuing authority. personof the
... or whose license toor revolver has been deniedcarry pistola loaded

alsomayhas or revoked”pistol suspendeda loaded or revolver beencarry
he or she is entitledhearing uponthe district court for a whetherpetition

that the districtcontemplatesRSA 159:6-c. statute“[T]heto a license.
whether[upon]make own determinationcourt ... hear evidence and its
469,Sleeve, 121N.H. 472Kozerski v.the is entitled to a license.”petitioner

(1981) omitted). a“[a]ny person aggrieved by(quotation Additionally,
2006)](2002&chapter Supp.of of 159licensing [RSAviolation the sections

the in whichsuperior countythe court ofby licensing entity may petitiona
(2002).relief.” RSA 159:6-einjunctivethe violation occurred foralleged

to bearrightthe state constitutionalarguesThe that becausepetitioner
of RSAconstitutionalitymust review theright,arms is a fundamental we

counter that theThe and amicusscrutiny. respondent159:6-bunder strict
is not ais a concealed whichright right carry weapon,at issue the to

therefore,that, maywe review the statute’sright,fundamental and
constitutionality under rational basis.

and amicus define theagree petitioner respondentWe with the that the
the us as whethernarrowly. questionat issue too We define beforeright

justa concealed for causerevoking petitioner’s carry weaponthe license to
constitutional to bear arms.infringed upon righthis stateimpermissibly

assume, the to beardeciding, rightWe without that state constitutional
need notright. assumption,arms is a fundamental Because of this we

argument carrythe alternative that him to apetitioner’s requiringaddress
“stigma” deprivedin him to and thusweapon plain subjectedloaded view

v. Schoolconstitutionally libertyhim of a interest. See Shortprotected
Roth,16, 76, (1992); 408RegentsAdmin. Unit 136 N.H. 83-84 Board v.of

(1972).564,U.S. 572-74
assertion, however, that if the statereject petitioner’sWe the

fundamental,to is we strictright applyconstitutional bear arms must
“generally,to our of RSA 159:6-b. While whenscrutiny review

right,action a fundamental such matters aregovernmental impinges upon
State,v.judicial scrutiny,” Sec’yentitled to review under strict Akins of

67, (2006),71 restriction of a classified asevery right154 N.H. “[n]ot
Fallon,scrutiny.”fundamental incurs ‘strict’ Some About DtieConfusions

Process, Review, Remedies, 93 COLUM.L.Judicial and Constitutional
Rochester,309, (1993); 119 N.H.Cargill CityRev. 315 Estate v.of ofcf.

(1979)661, noting666-67 cases and that because statute(citing merely
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for does notright may purposestouches a that be fundamental someupon
under strict forscrutiny equal protectionmean that it must be evaluated

(1980).dismissed, in theexample,”445 U.S. 921 “Forpurposes), appeal
arena, marry always“the fundamental to has toleratedrightfederal

Fallon,or minimis at 315. The Unitedsuprareasonable de burdens.”
balancing”has in an “ad hoc of theSupreme engagedStates Court also

organized society”interest the “demands of anliberty againstindividual’s
travel,rightin the fundamental to for instance. Id. at 317involvingcases

omitted).(quotation
explainedthe United States Court has the needAdditionally, Supreme

to a test other than strict in the context of an election lawapply scrutiny
subject every voting regulationas follows: to strictchallenge “[T]o

that the be tailored to advancescrutiny require regulation narrowlyand to
seekinga interest ... would tie the hands of States tocompelling state

efficiently.”assure that elections are and Burdick v.operated equitably
(1992).Takushi, 428, Thus, though voting rights504 U.S. 433 even certain

fundamental, by impose“are not all restrictions the States ...imposed
____”constitutionally rightsburdens on voters’ Anderson v.suspect

(1983).Therefore,Celebrezze, 780, the Supreme460 U.S. 788 United States
“weights] magnitudeCourt a test that the character andapplies balancing

of the asserted to the ... that the seeks to vindicateinjury rights plaintiff
by justificationsthe interests forward the State as foragainst precise put

rule, into the extent toimposed by takingthe burden its consideration
necessary rights.”those interests make it to burden the plaintiff’swhich

omitted).Burdick, test,504 U.S. at 434 Under this “when the(quotations
restrictions,thesubjects plaintiff’s rightselection law at issue to severe

scrutinythe must withstand strict to be constitutional. Whenregulation
reasonable,imposes only nondiscriminatorythe election law restrictions

the then the State’s interestsupon plaintiff’s rights, important regulatory
Akins,are to the restrictions.” 154 N.H. at 72generally justifysufficient

omitted).and citation(quotations
Akins, 72,inbalancingWe this test 154 N.H. at andadopted

(2006).State, 376, InPartyLibertarian New v. 154 N.H. 381Hampshire
cases, legislature’s right regulatethose we balanced the to elections

I, 4, 1 of the Federalpursuant to Article Section Clause Constitution with
the to vote and elected. We becauseright explained: “Simplycitizens’ be

I,the under Part Article 11 fundamental does not mean that[rights] [are]
Akins, atany impingement upon triggers scrutiny.”strict 154 N.H.[them]

71.
declined to strict in the context of otherapply scrutinyWe have also

context, instance,In zoning explainedfundamental the for we haverights.
fundamental,“[although ownership rights zoningthat areproperty
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scrutinyreceive strictof do notregulating propertythe useordinances
and balancepublic goodfor theregulate property[they]becauseanalysis,
the use andagainstsome residentspropertyof ofenjoymentuse andthe

576,135 N.H.Conway,v. TownAsselinof otherenjoyment residents.” of
omitted); at v. Town(1992) see Boulders(quotation578 ofStrafford

(2006) torational basis review633, (applying153 N.H. 636Strafford,
ordinance).challenge zoningdue toprocesssubstantive

to controlgunprocess challengesto substantive duerespectWith
159:6-b, applies ajudiciarystate’sas RSA “[n]osuchlegislation,

Winkler, Thescrutiny.”less strictscrutiny,of muchlevelheightened
(2006).597,600Arms, & POL’YRev.STAN.L.Right to Bear 17Reasonable

level ofscrutiny any heightenedorstrictuniversally rejectcourts“[S]tate
onlyto beweapons lawsrequiresa thatin favor of standardreview

599; see State v.Id. at[right arms].”on the to bearregulations’‘reasonable
(Wis. Monks,2003) cases); see alsoCole, 328, (citing336-37665 N.W.2d

Impact?: TheTyrannyor Protection AgainstThe End Gun Control ofof
Arms on State GunRight to BearNew Wisconsin Constitutionalthe

(“When249, guna aLaws, L. court reviews2001 Rev. 259Control WlS.
isstatute, the restriction aalways gunis almost whethercontrol the test

“Even courts thatpower.”).the state’sregulation’ police‘reasonable under
have used ato to be fundamentalright arms]found bear[thehave

Cole, 337; v.N.W.2d at see also Robertson665reasonableness standard.”
1994)(Colo.325,Denver, (citing874 P.2d 329-30CountyCity and of

cases).

that has considered the issue:agree everyWe with other state court
gunevaluatingnot the test to when whetherscrutiny proper applystrict is

159:6-b, process.duecontrol such as RSA violates substantivelegislation,
ofWinkler, scrutiny, presumptionat 600. “Strict with itssupra

in areastraditionallya standard of review usedunconstitutionality, is
‘immediatelyto beany legislationcourts deemwhere burdensome

contrast,by “with itslegislation,Id. at Gun controlsuspect.’” 599.
not Id.inherently suspicious.”... islegislative public safetymotivation of

whichhistory weapons suggestshas a oflong regulations,”been“[T'Jhere
inherentlylaws invidious.” Id. at 600.that “such are not

withMoreover, recognizedin other states haveas numerous courts
arms, 602-03,see atrightto their constitutional to bear id.respect state

to notbear arms “is absoluteHampshire rightthe New state constitutional
Smith, 132 N.H.regulation.”to State v.mayand be restriction andsubject

1993).(Ohio163,Cleveland, 172756, (1990); 616 N.E.2d758 see Arnold v.
publicof thenecessary”of firearms is because “obviousregulation“[S]ome

aWinkler, regulation properat Such isguns.” supraof 600.dangers
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451,State,of the 127subject legislature’s police power. SoucySee v. N.H.
(1985); White, (1886);48,454 see also v. 64 N.H. 50State Carter v. Craig,

(1914)200, (general77 N.H. 205 court’s topower make “reasonable and
it togives powerwholesome laws” the “reasonable andimpose wholesome

individuals).restrictions” on the ofrights

In the compellingof state interest inlight publicthe fromprotecting
Cole,the guns, 344,hazards involved with see 665 at agreeN.W.2d we with

numerous other jurisdictionscourts from that the testreasonableness is
the correct test for a substantive toevaluating process challenge gundue

Monks,control legislation. See at 259. Thissupra analyzestest whether
the at astatute issue is “reasonable” upon rightlimitation the to bear

Cole,arms. 665 at aN.W.2d 338. Such test differs from traditional rational
basis because it “focuses on the of stake,balance the interests at rather

merely anythan on whether conceivable rationale exists under thewhich
havelegislature may concluded the law could thepromote public welfare.”

Id.
test,Applying whether,this we now examine in balancing the

tolegislature’s authority legislation health,enact for the safety and
welfare of the public, goesRSA 159:6-b too far and unreasonably impinges
upon rightthe constitutional to bear arms. We conclude that RSA 159:6-b
is a reasonable limitation theupon rightstate constitutional bearto arms.

prohibitRSA 159:6-bdoes not carrying weapons; it merely regulates the
Cole, 343;manner of carrying them. See 665 N.W.2d at see also Klein v.

Leis, (Ohio 2003).633, Moreover,795 N.E.2d 638 “[t]he statute has a
protectsreasonable thepurpose public by anpreventing individual—it

from having on hand a deadly weapon[loaded] of which the public is
(Ariz.Collins,v. 1021, 1990),unaware.” Dano 802 P.2d 1023 Ct. App. rev.

(Ariz. 1991).dismissed, 809 P.2d 960 Additionally, the statute uses a
reasonable means to achieve purpose. license,this Even without a

abilityindividuals retain the inkeep weapons businesses,to their homes or
carryand to weapons plainin view. RSA it “mightSee 159:4. While be

argued that impede[s][RSA the ... [aspect159:6-b] self-defense of the
arms],constitutional right to bear argument by[t]his is countered two

considerations: the danger widespreadof presence[the] of [concealed]
inweapons public places policeand protection against attack in these

Cole, omitted).places.” 665 at (quotationN.W.2d 344 In view of the benefit
to public and in of ofsafety light the lack restriction on possession of

business,loaded in orweapons one’s home we conclude that RSA 159:6-b
does not “subvert unduly” the self-defense aspect of the state

right omitted);constitutional to arms. (quotation Dano,bear Id. see also
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impaired bynot(“The in isto bear arms self-defenserightat 1022802 P.2d
carry weapons openly.”).individuals torequiring

in publicstate interestthat, compellingtheTherefore, givenholdwe
time, andplaceof theregulationis a reasonableRSA 159:6-bsafety,

bemayto bear armsrightthe state constitutionalmanner in which
Cole, at665 N.W.2d 339.Seeexercised.

IV

bothvaguenessvoid forthat RSA 159:6-b isThe next assertspetitioner
theAmendments tothe Fifth and Fourteenthunderfacially appliedand as
HeI, StateArticle 15 of the Constitution.and PartFederal Constitution

in RSA is undefinedcause” as used 159:6-b“justthat theargues phrase
Welicensing authority.the discretion of thesufficientlydoes not limitand

Constitution, State v.under the Statethe claimanalyze petitioner’sfirst
only,226, (1983), authority guidanceforBall, citing124 231 federalN.H.

id. at 233.
independentof twoa statute for eitherVagueness may invalidate

(1999).“First,41,Morales, it527 U.S. 56ChicagoSee v.grounds. City of
ordinary topeoplethe kind of notice that will enablemay providefail to

second, mayit it authorize and evenconduct prohibits;understand what
Id.; see State v.encourage arbitrary discriminatoryand enforcement.”

(2003).Porelle, 420, that under either test149 N.H. 423 A statute fails
See Stateguarantee procedural process.of dueviolates the constitutional

(1973).132, a statute asAlbers, challenging113 133-34 “A partyv. N.H.
theheavy proof stronga of in view ofvaguenessvoid for bears burden

MacElman,v.constitutionality.” Statefavoring a statute’spresumption
(2006).304,154 N.H. 307

everyagainst vagueness does not invalidate“prohibitionThe excessive
have drafted withreviewing court believes could beenstatute which a

vagueness,inherent for instatutes will have somegreater precision. Many
Locke,v.Rosephraseswords and there lurk uncertainties.”Englishmost

omitted).(1975)48, brackets Nor is(quotation423 U.S. 49-50 and
Rockford, 408 U.S.required. Grayned Cityv.certaintymathematical of

Moreover,Porelle, specificity149 423. the104, (1972);110 see N.H. at
itself,not contained in the statute butdue “need berequired by process
ofrather, be read in the context relatedquestion maythe statute in

D.,statutes, 144decisions, usage.” In re Justingenerally acceptedorprior
(1999). that, different underanalysiswhile the is450,N.H. 453-54 We note
law, bethat our shouldargued analysisand federal neither haspartystate

statute,statute, criminal is at issue.and not alicensingdifferent when a
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The andrespondent petitionerthe amicus assert that the may bringnot
a challengefacial to RSA 159:6-b it notbecause does aimplicate

MacElman,right. 307;fundamental See 154 atN.H. Chapman v.cf.
(1991)States, 453, (becauseUnited 500 U.S. 467 “First Amendment

by issue],...freedoms are not infringed criminal statute at the[the
vagueness assume,claim must be evaluated as the isstatute Weapplied”).

deciding,without that petitioner may challengethe faciallyRSA 159:6-b
under both the State and Federal Constitutions.

the petitioner’s challengeWe address facial first. atBouldersCf.
N.H. 641-42Strafford, equal153 at (discussing protection). But see

Estates, 497,v. 489,Estates 455Flipside U.S. 500Hoffman Hoffman
(1982) (where not conduct,”statute does “reach constitutionally protected
challenger show it is invaguemust that all of its applications; if statute is
sufficiently it, invalid).as toapplied partyclear it ischallenging faciallynot
The asserts the inpetitioner phrase “justthat cause” RSA vague159:6-bis

it to provide person ordinarybecause fails a of aintelligence reasonable
opportunity to the it proscribesunderstand conduct and itbecause allows

arbitraryfor He thatarguesenforcement. RSA 159:6-b is invalid because
it “provides guidancenoabsolutely permit-holderswhatsoever to

ofapprising them what conduct lead themight issuing authority to revoke
a hepermit.” Additionally, phrase “justcontends that the cause” is

without“completely objective standards and theentirelyrel[ies] on
of theopinion issuing authority or reviewing court.”

cause,” however,We theinterpret phrase “just in the of thecontext
D.,entire scheme. See In 144statutory re Justin N.H. at In453-54.

context, “just cause” to arefers licensee’s use of a for anweapon improper
orpurpose to the status an person.licensee’s as unsuitable See RSA 159:6.

statute,By hunting, target shooting and self-defense are proper purposes.
(2002) (2002)Id. RSA 159:3 and RSA 159:3-a that certainprovide convicted

arefelons unsuitable for the ofpurposes obtaining a license to acarry
concealed An individual alsoweapon. may be unsuitable if he or hasshe a
“significant unexplainedand history.”arrest Silverstein v. Town of
Alexandria, (2004).679,150 N.H. 683 In conjunction with other provisions
in decisions, therefore,the same statutory scheme and our prior the
phrase “just cause” warns thatadequately maylicensees their licenses be

ifrevoked use theirthey weapons improperfor arepurposes or unsuitable
to suchhave licenses. LilliosSee v. Justices the New Hampshire Dist.of

(D.N.H. 1990).Court, 43,735 F. Supp. 47
Contrary assertions,petitioner’sto the is vaguelaw not necessarily“[a]

it preciselybecause does not apprise [an of the standards byindividual]
which permitting authority][a will make its decision.” Webster v. Town of
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omitted). In(2001) and430, bracketsCandia, (quotations435146 N.H.
501, 505121 N.H.Gravel, Londonderry,& Inc. v. TownDerry Sand of

permitted towninstance, ordinance that(1981), dumpwe aupheldfor
reason.” Weand sufficienta for cause“goodto issue licenseselectmen

ordinance,of which wasof thelight purposethis in theinterpreted phrase
ofdisposal garbage.andorderly sanitarytheprovisionsestablish forto

therefore,context, heldweGravel, Inc., 121 at 505. In& N.H.Derry Sand
thatanymeant circumstancesand sufficient reason”“goodthat cause

148 N.H.Id.; Effingham,Dow v. Townthose see alsogoals.furthered of
(race because(2002) vaguenessis void for121, track ordinance not132-33

the inby selectmenrequiredthe exact standardsspecifyit does not
it is that the selectmenpermit; impliedfor a race trackassessing requesta

of racewith the the trackpurposetheir discretion consistentwill exercise
ordinance).

159:6-b, conjunctionin with otherof RSA readplain languageThe
decisions,scheme, priorwell as ourstatutoryin the assameprovisions

mayof the conduct thatintelligenceto ofperson ordinarynotice agives
carryto loaded weaponsof his or her licenseresult in the revocation

InMacElman, 308; Lillios, 735 F. at 47.Supp.See 154 N.H. atconcealed.
the and thestatutory phrase “proper purpose”of the limitations onlight

above,discussed weof the term “suitablejudicial narrowing person,”
that theguidelinessuch minimal ...“providesconclude that RSA 159:6-b

MacElman, at154 N.H.acceptable.”of isdegree judgment requires][it
(D.1035, Minn.),309; Paul, F.City Supp.St. 240 2d 1037see Iverson v. of

(8th 2003). we that RSAAccordingly,676 Cir. holdAppx.74 Fed.aff’d,
on face.unconstitutionally vague159:6-b is not its

determinechallenge. Topetitioner’s as-appliedWe next address the
the we examinepetitioner,a statute is as tovague appliedwhether

to know thatgave opportunity [his]it him a “reasonablewhether
MacElman,the 154 N.H. atproscribed byconduct was statute.”particular

ahandlingknew for loadedproper procedure309. The who thepetitioner,
it, thatto a reasonable to knowweapon opportunityand failed follow had

story organizedtell apublic placeloaded in a to aboutusing weapona
ina could the revocationthreats not and resultproper purposecrime was

therefore,hold, that RSAcarry weapon.his to a concealed Weof license
to thevague applied petitioner.159:6-b not asimpermissiblywas

greater protectionthe nopetitionerAs the Federal Constitution offers
Porelle,circumstances, seethan does the State Constitution under these

423, Constitutionat reach the same result under the Federal149 N.H. we
State Constitution.as we do under the
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reasons, therefore,For ofall the above petitioner’swe decline the
invitation to declare RSA 159:6-b unconstitutional.

Affirmed.
GalwayDuggan, Hicks, JJ.,and concurred.

Hillsborough-northern judicial district
No: 2006-695

Paul G. Blouin & a.

v.

Kurt Sanborn & a.

9, 2007MayArgued:
18, 2007Opinion JulyIssued:


