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in-nouse,” therefore, arerefers to which keptobjects customarily
198,Cowan, 6The in v. 90 N.H.side the home. Cowanholding

inincluded(1939), that an intended to be179 automobile wasA.2d
to thethe life estate in the homestead and contents bequeathed
case, athetestator’s widow is and In Cowanunique distinguishable.

of the will in its revealed that the “myreading entirety language
] to land... and contents of kinds” used to refer all thelouse all was

homestead, withand the testator’sbuildings togethercomprising
thehe contents used offthereof. An isautomobile primarily

house,and, theiremises towhether or not its is attachedgarage
housevould of thatbe no of the contentsmore aordinarily part

:han would be a horse in the barn.

Remanded.

All concurred.
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Damon,Souter,H. and Edward N. attorneyDavid attorney general,
(Mr. for the State.Damon orally),
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the defen-for(Mr. P. orally)Hanrahan & Flynn, Jr.,Flynn John
dant.

Kenison, while under theforaThis is drivingprosecutionC.J.
1975; Lawsof RSA (Supp.influence 262-A:62liquor.intoxicating

1973, to and to528:321). The defendant moved objectedsuppress
of bloodthe of a test athe in evidence of resultsintroduction

when it arrived at the Statewhich was not sealed laboratory.sample
Snierson, denied the(BernardThe CourtLaconia District I. J.)

andmotion and overruled his and reserveddefendant’s objection,
transferred his exceptions.

A officer a of the bloodtestified that defendant’spolice sample
was at in Laconia undertaken Lakes General hisHospitalRegion

The officer further testified he thedirection. that sealed sample
to the the of the divi-directorbyaccording regulations prescribed

insion of health and that he the apublic placed sample refrigerator
the Police A that heat Gilford Station. State testifiedtrooperpolice

theto State labora-from thethe refrigeratortransported sample
from theto be intact. A chemisttheand that sealtory appeared

the of theState testified that at time bloodlaboratory delivery
was not sealed to Thesample according regulations. regulations
that the test the blood is to betubeprovide containing sample

in a thecontainer and that container is to be sealed shut.placed
testified, [,]The chemist the wires while inserted“Specifically being

[,]into holes on of theeither side as did not haverequiredsample
seal, wires;the which is to both of thesidesrequired, applied

rather, ends,the seal was at one of the wire thus allow-placed only
the to be at time without the seal.”ing sample opened any breaking

The chemist further testified that the test tube thecontaining
blood was and that no blood to havesecurely capped appeared
been spilled.

Under 1975)RSA the results of chemical262-A:69-i tests(Supp.
to determine the alcohol content of blood are in evi-admissible
dence if the “test is in accordance withonly methodsperformed

the director of the ofprescribed division health.” How-by public
ever, evidence“[t]he exclusion of section 69-i relatesportion solely

the Groulx,to standards for the blood ....” 109State v. N.H.testing
281, 282, 690, (1969).249 The method of theA.2d 692 sealing
container which holds the test tube of blood is not of thepart

for the chemical test. the methodprocedure conducting Although
of is covered the director’s thesealing statute doesby regulations,
not with that of therequire as acompliance regulationsportion
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of the test results.to the admissionCondition
offor the admissionof most“One the important prerequisites

is that thehe chemical tests for intoxication specimenresults of
tothe The State isbe traced to accused .... requiredshallnalyzed

on tolinks in the chain of evidence reliedthe essentialestablish
thethe blood taken fromthe blood asanalyzed beingdentify

572,286, 287-88,Reenstierna, 140N.H.101 A.2diccused.” v.State
(2dthe 75 ed.Chemical Tests and Law(1958); R.574 Donigan,

The evidence detailed above is sufficient to war-and11966 Supp.)
thewas defendant’s. v.a that the blood Staterant analyzedfinding

152,Former, (1961). Further the evidence56N.H. 167103 A.2d
sufficient to athe tube wastest was justifysecurely capped¡that

Thethe had beenthat preserved. possibil-sample properly¡finding
to to bein theof adulteration these circumstances weightgoesity

to, of,not the the test results. v.and to Stateadmissibilitygiven
219,LaFountain, (1967). The108 N.H. 635 testimony231 A.2d

to foundation and the trial court didwas aadequate lay¡presented
Ladieu,in of the blood test. v. 130not err the results Stateadmitting

496, Erwin, of Drunk Driv-(1972); R. DefenseVt. 296 A.2d 215 2
1975).§Cases 27.04ing (Supp.

overruled.exceptionsDefendant’s

All concurred.


