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that,It the nature of theremoved. appears considering disputed
location,land, the of theand the to which it was actsits uses adapted,

in title were sufficient to notice of theirplaintiffs’ predecessors give
to title had beenclaim and the trial court’s thatsupport finding

adverse v.v. Peaseacquired by possession. RobyFlewelling supra;
160, (1916).A. TheBarker v. 78 N.H. 97 749Whitney supra; Company,

fact that of the the of theadverse waspart possession by grantors
defendant’s not the of titledoespredecessor prevent acquisition
where, here the evidence to a thatas was sufficient support finding
the not to thewas subordinate Tilton v. 17possession grantee. Emery,

Annot.,Annot.,536 (1845); (1955).N.H. 39 353 also 27A.L.R.2d See
(1953).A.L.R.2d 332

The defendant’s claim that of the adverse waspart possession by
in title does not of titleplaintiffs’ predecessors prevent acquisition by

adverse since it is well settled that adversepossession possession may
be that of several v.owners. 101acquired by “tacking” Grady,Fagan

Annot., Annot.,(1845); (1955).N.H. 536 39 353 alsoA.L.R.2d See
(1953).27 A.L.R.2d 332

There is no basis for defendant’s claim for based on thedamages
fact that are heirs of the Elizabeth Lord andplaintiffs grantor
therefore are liable on the inwarranties her deed. Even assuming

warranties,that would be onliable those there is no evi-plaintiffs
dence to a of breach since title was con-support anyfinding good

and its loss occurred after theveyed conveyance.

overruled.Exceptions

Duncan, sit;did notJ., the others concurred.
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Rath,Rudman, D. assistantand ThomasB.Warren attorney general,
for theMr. State.( Rath orally),attorney general

thefor(Ms. Wilderand A. Wilder orally)Bell & Kennedy Joyce
defendant.

Griffith, in anof factsBased an statement appealupon agreedJ.
Court, found inthe defendant wasfrom the Keene District guilty

witha on athe court of waymotorcycle publicsuperior operating
inin above the seatmore than fifteen incheshandlebars height

Court,violation The1973).of RSA Trial263:29-a Johnson,(Supp.
fined the defendant five dollars and reserved and transferredJ.,

the defendant’s exception.
follows:1973) in asRSA reads part263:9-a pertinent(Supp.

on a“Handle or No shallBars public highwayGrips. person operate
or are more than fifteenon which the handle barsa motorcycle grips
for the ....”than the seat or saddleinches operatorhigher

curve from theThe handlebars of defendant’s motorcycle up
in the direction of the seat in a reversefork and downsteering

thethat the are a short distance above seat.soU-shape onlygrips
The officer who the the defendant meas-charge againstbrought
ured from the of the curve in the handlebars to theapex ground.
This distance was inches and the distance from the lowestfifty-one

of The differencethe seat to the was inches.twenty-sixpart ground
the low of the and the ofof inches between seattwenty-five part top

the handlebar is the of the of violation of RSAbasis 263:29-acharge
1973).(Supp.

The the violated handlebarsState that statute is by any partargues
Defendantthe seat.of which more aboveis than fifteen inches

it notthat these handlebars do not violate the statute since isargues
claimed that the fifteen inches above the seat.are more thangrips

measure, thefor it clear that the statute is aExcept safetymaking
of theis no aid in the intent statute.legislative history determining

The section involved of a series ofisparticular part provisions
of RSAas in thedesigned safety motorcycles.regulations operation
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Vehiclethe Uniformfrom1973).-hto Adopted(Supp.263:29-a
has beenthat widelythe1968),§ (Rev.Code 11-1305 only provision

hel-oftheto wearing protectiveis the relatingprovisionlitigated
Annot.,323, (1973);Merski, 307 825N.H. A.2d113mets. State v.See

ofto theThe(1970). heightrelatingA.L.R.3d 1270 provision32
additionalwithout thehas been adoptedhandlebars generally

Annotated,LawsTrafficin our statute.“or containedphrase grips”
1974).(1972,(b)§ 11-1305 Supp.

of thethethe defendant meaningthe andBoth State approach
The defendantof its safety purpose.from thestatute standpoint

ofthetointended operationthat the statute is preventargues
to beabove the seattooorwith handlebars highgripsmotorcycles
is tothat theThewith. State purposeheld and steered argues

the visionwithto interferewhich rise so ashandlebars highprevent
isthe defendantThe apparentof the urged byoperator. purpose

of thethe additionwithof thefrom the statute particularlylanguage
be ancould wellthe StateThe“or reason byurgedphrase grips”.

of theunless the fair languagebut importadditional safety purpose,
fifteen inchesmore thanof which ishandlebars any partprohibits

seat, on thenot be convictedherethe the defendantabove may
not to be broadenedcriminal isof facts. “A statutestatementagreed

not be held to extendandof itsthe fair mayimport languagebeyond
114used”. v.not covered the words State Cutting,to situations by

Albers,202, 553,200, 113 N.H.(1974);554 State v.317N.H. A.2d
132, extend the(1973). We not prohibi­303 197A.d may properly

included and accord­to nottion of the statute situations explicitly
not indefendant’s handlebars arewe hold on the factsagreedingly
is theThe of suchviolation of the statute. addition specification
States,Unitedof the and not the courts. Zaimi v.function legislature

511, 1973).(D.C. Cir.476 F.2d 524

sustained;exceptionDefendant’s
motion to dismiss granted.

All concurred.


