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reading findingsof trial Januarythe court’s in both and isOctober
that the dangerous meaningdefendant was within the of the statute

psychiatricunless he under supervision.was treatment theand Once
threshold person “dangerous”determination has been made that a is

meaningwithin the of RSA 651:9 and is to pursuantbe committed
thereto, authoritythe trial court personhas the to order the released
provided certain terms and Seeconditions are met. RSA 135:29.

provideThese flexibility treatingstatutes for in ofmethods mental
protecting Piasecny,illness while publicthe from future Stateharm. v.

216,108 Hesse,231 (1967);N.H. A.2d 620 see State v. 117 N.H.
329, 373 345 (1977).A.2d

hospitalCriminal to thecommitment State is a suffi­
ciently grievous of liberty prove beyondloss that the aState must
reasonable doubt that person dangerous.the so confined Novoselis

Helgemoe,v. Gregoire,115,118 N.H. 384 A.2d 124 State(1978); v.
118 384140, RightsN.H. 132 11(1978); Comment,A.2d Harv. Civ.

390,Civ. Lib. Rev. (1976).L. 428-30 We are unable to determine
from the record before us whether that burden was sustained either

orginal hearingat the protector hearing.at the second To both the
rights publicdefendant’s and the welfare our is:order

to be unless it is determined at a re-releasedDefendant
hearing dayscommittal to be held within 30 the datefrom

opinion presently beyonddangerousthis that he is aof
reasonable doubt.

All concurred.
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Rath, attorney Damon,general.Thomas assistant(EdwardD. N.
attorney general, brief),on for the State.

Willoughby,Fisher, Parsons, Temple,Moran & of Dover (Ronald B.
on for thebrief), defendants.

Douglas, uponWe are called to determine whether a NewJ.
Hampshire peace authorityofficer to valid whilehas issue summonses

state, precludedout of and a defendant fromwhether nonresident is
quashappealing a trial court’s denial of a motion to such summonses

jurisdictionwhen he submits to the trial for a trial on thecourt’s
questions negativemerits. We answer both in the and order the sum­

against quashedthe defendant themonses and convictions set aside.
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operation of motor ve-The was convicted of reckless adefendant
Cityof a Or-hicle, RSA and violation Rochester(1977),262-A:61

We thedinance, (unnecessary noise). summarized factsSection XVI
to court foropinionin earlier the case the trialan which remanded

evidentiaryor usagreed hearingan of facts to enable tostatement an
of the submissionresolve the issue of the voluntariness defendant’s

830,Goff, 379jurisdiction.to the trial court’s State 117 N.H.v.
tohearing adequately206 on remand failed resolve(1977).A.2d The

counsel,the factual between court and defensedispute the trial
ap-necessarythereby depriving judiciousthis court of the record for

volun-Thus, decidingrefrain from the issue of thepellate review. we
jurisdiction.of the to the trial court’stariness defendant’s submission

ofpresent validityWe therefore on the in this Statejudgmentreserve
unaffected evenjurisdictionthe traditional doctrine that a court’s is

brought Statethough been before it. Seeimproperlya defendant has
Baron,Keating, 236402, (1967);684 State 106v. 108 N.H. A.2d v.

Nevertheless, no barrier to149, 207 2d we find(1965).447N.H. A.
the denial ofconsidering exceptiondefendant’s to trial court’sthe

to quashhis motion the summonses.
police the defendantHampshire State officer observedA New

Hampshire. high-speedRochester,in New Acommit a traffic offense
of-ensued, the defendant fled into Maine. Theduringchase which

sum-followed defendant into Maine and issued him twoficer the
appearmonses to in Rochester District Court.

special appearancea the defen­Defense counsel entered without
quash summonses, arguing that thepresentdant moved to theand

foreignauthority to issue them in apolice officer had been without
the reserved(Cooper,The denied motion andJ.)State. Trial Court

and transferred the defendant’s exceptions to that ruling to this court.
to aurgedHe defense counsel to submit his client trialstronglythen
the sum­appeal quashmerits the denial of the motion toon the and

only being guilty.found The trial advice wasuponmonses court’s
policy discouragingofsubsequent expressionconsistent with our

interlocutory orto of matters in misdemeanortransfers this court
excep­municipal exceptor courts inviolation cases from district

Doyle, 789,tional State 117 N.H. 378 A.2d 1379circumstances. v.
Varney, 163, 370 (1977).See 117 A.2d 289(1977). also State v. N.H.

coun­request,In with the trial court’s defenseconformance
merits,the for a trial on thesubsequently producedsel defendant

carefully exception toalthough the shows that he noted hisrecord
summonses,the andquashthe court’s denial of the motion to that
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courthim to raise the issue to thisspecifically permittedcourtthe
guilty appealafter trial. The court found the defendanttrial and was
exception to a trialThis court has held that a defendant’staken.

pre-jurisdictionfor lack of iscourt’s denial of a motion to dismiss
beenthough judgmenta final hasserved for this court’s review even

Pavingagainst on the merits. Merrimack Co.rendered the defendant
Therefore,Southwick, the138, (1965).207 438v. 106 N.H. A.2d

isvalidity summonses issued to the defendantissue of the of the
properly one for our determination.

emphasis Supremeon a recent Maineplaces strongThe State
exceptiondefendant’s to the trialCourt decision that overruled a

compelled de­assumption where the State hadjurisdictioncourt’s of
Stone,presence proper process. See State 294fendant’s without v.

however, dis­ignores, the crucialThe State(Me. 1972).A.2d 683
Stone,presenttinction the In there wasbetween that case and case.

timely exceptionno court’s before the defendantsjurisdictionto the
personalsubmitted to a trial on The issue wasjurisdictionthe merits.

Stone, case,thereby presentat In the de­waived. State id. 693.v.
protestspecial appearancefense counsel made a to the trial court’s

personal defendant, client forjurisdiction over the and submitted his
only requesta trial on the merits after a from the bench. The defen­

affirmatively preserved personaldant issue of forjurisdictionthe
appeal. timely exceptions rulings preliminaryThis court can review to

See, e.g.,to ultimatelytrial where the defendant is Stateconvicted.
Shutt, 495,116 denial of(1976) (reviewedv. N.H. 363 A.2d 406 the

preliminary suppressdefendant’s motion to the of breatha­results a
lyzer test).

authorityThe to or toarrest issue a summons to an indi­
by policevidual in Hampshirea officer New is set forth in RSA

594:10 and jurisdiction Hampshire police:14. The territorial of New
only sovereign Hampshire.extends to the borders of ofthe State New

pt. I, 7, 625:4, exceptionN.H. CONST. art. and RSA :7. The one is
Pursuit, adopted bythe Uniform on FreshLaw Interstate both New

Hampshire, Maine,RSA 614 and 15 154(1974),ch. Me. R.S.A. §
(1964), crossing pursuitwhich allows border if in fresh or for“hot”

felony.a

authority Hampshire policeThe of a New officerState
foreignwhile in a jurisdiction jurisdic­is derived from the law of that

Thus,tion. we look to Maine law to determine whether the officer in
present authoritythe case had to issue valid summonses to the
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7; 625:4, MaineI, RSA :7pt. (1964).art.defendant. N.H. CONST.
foreignonly authority peaceon officers of alimitedlaw confers

arrestenter and make an ifspecifically authority to MaineState, the
suspected (1964).15 R.S.A. 154pursuitfresh of a Me.in §felon.

isin the case aby presentthe defendantcommittedNeither offense
withoutHampshireNew officer wasfelony. Thus, because the

sum­authority issuehe without toauthority arrest,make an wasto
that he1977). Those594:14 (Supp.monses to defendant. RSAthe

erred injudgethe courtWe hold that districtissued were invalid.
denying quashthe to thedefendant’s motion summonses.

of thesettingthe asiderequiresof the summonsesquashingThe
oc-proceedings whichpurposes of theFordefendant’s convictions.

of the Dis-jurisdiction Rochesterpresent case, personalincurred the
wereonly if the summonsesexistedtrict the defendantCourt over

proceedings weretheseindefendant’s convictionsThus,valid. the
hasDistrict Courtset the Rochesterinvalid and must be aside. Since

offenses, maythe defendantover the defendant’sproper jurisdiction
pro-propertried in witharrested and accordancebe summonsed or

Hampshire.in Newcedures when he can be found

Exception sustained.

All concurred.
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