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of RSA ch. 173. While this recommendation is tonot required
Farnsworth,be a acourt or reaccepted by county attorney (In

99 N. H. in some thecases interests of re­396), justice may
Rubin,a re-examination of the matter.quire The Law of Criminal

Correction 530 In the case theit that(1963­ ). present appears
of RSA 173:1 “to the of thepurposes protect society,” rights

and the interest the if theof State will be servedplaintiff, question
o­ an 173:3,f and medical isexaminationinquiry 4)(RSA
reconsidered. The case is remanded for that purpose.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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Batchelder orally),F& WilliamBatchelder (Mr.Murphy
thefor plaintiff.

& and DavidCotton, Tesreau, Bradley (Mr.Stebbins Johnson
the defendant.fororally),Bradley

ona clearBlandin, morningonThe accident happenedJ.
The defendant’s3, 1959, New Hampshire.in Campton,August

to makedownwastruck, preparingnortherly, slowingtraveling
truck, comingin hiswhen the Volkswagena left turn plaintiff,

thedefendant, Afterto plaintiffpass.the attemptedbehindup
direction,in theso, saw oppositedo he carsout to comingpulled

collision, to hisa he backand in order to avoid head-on swung
claimedwith the defendant’s truck. The plaintiffcollidingright

the untilsee the cars from norththat he could not approaching
aand that he relied handhe started to given bypass upon signal

driver, the defendant’swho is admitted to bedefendant’sthe
ahead was clear. The defendant’sthat the operator,wayagent,

this, but that hisclaimed that he no hand signals,gavedenying
on, athat he was about to makewasdirectional light indicating

left,in to his could be found toleft turn. The plaintiff, turning
this,In toover an unbroken line.have crossed yellow regard

line“When the centerRSA 263:32 highwayprovides: single
shall,a motor vehicleused, ofis nomethod operatormarking

a drive of such vehiclewhile highway, any partproceeding along
an line marked on thethe left of nor across unbrokento painted

. . . 3. . . as otherwise hereinafter )except provided; (highway
and see thesuch has an unobstructed view canin case operator

”die said unbroken line.end of painted
did thebecause die Court not juryThe excepts chargeplaintiff

32 induced the defendant’sif the violation of section was bythat
relied, then thewhich thehand plaintiff reasonablysignal, upon

this of theOnnot be barred fromplaintiff recovery. phasewould, “case, there was a violationthat if findthe Court youcharged
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a acausal, it be basis forwas then couldstatute and itof the
course,And,. if. . ofof youcontributory negligencefinding

and thea was ordinary personfind that signal givenpassing
in ac-relied on it and actedwould haveof prudenceaverage

did, it not be a basisthen wouldwith what the plaintiffcordance
”offor a contributoryfinding negligence.

that,law andCourt stated theWe believe that the accurately
trial, it is certainof the entire course of the reasonablyin the light

State,it. sufficient. Davis v. 94understood This isthat the jury
321, that beIt was not the requestsH. 323. necessary givenN.

485,H. or a95 N. thatv. 490),verbatim (Lynch Sprague,
be restated in different phrase-once correctly expressedprinciple

R., H.v. & R. 107 N. 8. SuchMaine pro-Bostonology. Sigel
the law torather thancedures often serve to confuse to clarify

the jury.
to on theThe the Court’s groundsexceptionplaintiff’s charge,

withit did not cover the effect of the signalthat alleged passing
263:32,of is overruled.to RSA thereforereference violationany

that ad­advanced the is theAnother contention plaintiffby
the cause of theof the officer’s ofmission opinioninvestigating

accident, at the was Thehis oral trial error.given by testimony
witness, had been a member of the Stateof the whoqualifications

- accident,the andtofive priorfor some twentyforce yearsPolice
occurrences, issuch notline of had manyin duty investigatedwho

Walker,serious v.to Walker 106 H.question. N. 282. Theopen
inadmissible,maintains that the was inplaintiff opinion citing

Concord Railroad v. 23 H.N. 237. This casesupport Greely,
holds that in matters commonof about whichmerely knowledge

witness,as aknow as much anthe cannotopinion themjury help
not beand therefore should introduced. This familiar principle

here,is butsound as it could be foundinapplicable reasonably by
the that the officer’sPresiding due to histestimony, superiorJustice

made,and the he aid theknowledge investigation might jury.
Shattuck, 234; Chase,v. 91 N. H. v. 105 H.Dowling N.Zellers

We hold266. that the was admitted within thetestimony properly
Trial Court’s discretion.

The final is addressed to theplaintiff’s exception proposition
that a of the accident to the Motor Vehiclereport Department,

the wasadmittedly signed plaintiff, admitted.by erroneously
Various reasons are thisfor contention: that thegiven plaintiff

statement,writedid not out the didthat he not remember signing
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it, and that was underhe sedation when he did it. Nosign
in is cited to the inauthority support plaintiff’s positionpoint

circumstances similar to those before us. This containedreport
which itinformation the could haveappears only plaintiff given.

The law clear that a written statementappearsgeneral signed by
n­admissible,a is even he denies what it co­thoughparty saying

Antol, 273;tains. Davis v. 203 Evidence,31AKy. s.C.J.S.,
282, Also,712. the fact that he did not write the of thep. body

Terzo,statement is bar itsno to introduction. Fasanelli v. 150
Conn. 349.

It was not the was in­established thatconclusively plaintiff
medication,afrom statement of andbecausecapacitated making

while we have no New thecase inHampshire squarely point,
view is that his condition to themajority alleged merelygoes

of the evidence and that the matter the tois for decide.weight jury
Evidence,212; McCormick,v.Aide 214 Minn. s. 240.Taylor,

The between his vehicle and themotorinconsistency report
he on admissible.took the witness stand makes the documentposition

(Sal­ 642;v. 4itti 343 Pa. EvidenceThroppe, Wigmore,v­
1048, 1053; v. 99 N. H.ss. see Bellavance(3d ed), Company,

We the10­ overrule). accordingly exception.
What we have said to all briefedcover orappears questions

error,and the trial free order isfrom theargued, appearing

verdict.on theJudgment

All concurred.


