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OpinionMemorandum

plaintiffs purchased newly ofparcelThe a constructed house and a
from in after thepurchasingland defendant 1973. Soon the house

plaintiffs in Em-began experiencing problemswater their basement.
problemployees suggested probablyof the defendant that the was

landscaping, landscapingdue to the not thelack of but did alleviate
problem. Following complaints bywater the de-plaintiffs,further

fendant stepinstalled an additional concrete near the bulkhead and
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continuedproblemsWaterbasement walls.on thesealantplaced some
Plaintiffsin the basement.drainpipeinstalled adefendanteven after

causingsystem,septictheirundergoing problems withwere also
con-hired aplaintiffsAftertheirbackup of toilets.in somewater
dif-furtherexperienced nofield, theyleachinstall a newtractor to

their toilets.withficulties
damages. Upon the recommendationrecovertoPlaintiffs filed suit

The$5,250.theyBourque, Esq.), were awarded(Peterof a J.Master
Flynn,by J.were transferredexceptions of the defendant

concerningwho testifiedthat a witnessassertsDefendant
topermittednot beenproblem should haveof the watercausation

testify training.a of proper experiencebecause of lack and In this
depends suchevidence on whetheropinionofState the admission

for Gauthiermight in the search truth.testimony aid the factfinder
The trial433, (1966).434Bergeron, 153, 154, 218107 N.H. A.2dv.

testimony.of to admit suchlargecourt a measure discretionhas
926Co., 49 A.2d200,& Ice 94Danos Manchester Coal N.H.v.

Practicegenerally Hampshire TrialLoughlin,See New(1946). M.
that he was familiarquestionThe witness in testified(1975).100-01

lay­infoundations, personal experienceof hadwith the installation
traininga union sessioning pipes, had attendeddown subterranean
personally beenskills,on and home construction and hadexcavation

theAlthoughofresponsible eighteenfor the construction homes.
helpful,testimony hydraulicof been moreengineer mighta have

toallowing testimonyin of the witnessthe did not err themaster
stand, professional training at mostbecause such lack of would

testimony.be Seeweightrelate to the to accorded the witness’
Walker, 468,282, 285-87,Walker 471-72v. 106 N.H. 210 A.2d

(1965).

remedyit had offered to theFinally, defendant asserts that
plaintiffs’ septic system problem approximatelyfor a cost of $500

plaintiffs hire to recon­improperand that it was for to someone else
leach field of not com­$1,200.struct the at a cost Plaintiffs were

problempelled only by employeessolve of theto their the use of
pastdefendant, the conclude on theand master could that based

performance plaintiffs reposeof the notdefendant, need further
correctly problem.in abilityconfidence its to solve the leach field

Oldsmobile-Pontiac, Inc., 85, 89,See Asciolla Manter 117v. N.H.
270,370 A.2d (1977).273-74

Exceptions overruled.

Brock, J., notdid sit.


