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Merrill,Stephen attorney general Serell, attorney,E. W.{Andrew
bybrief),the theon brief for State.

Segal, Concord, byRonald Ian of brief for the defendant.

Souter, testifying duringonJ. While direct examination his
receiving trailer, 637:7, I,trial for a flat-bedstolen see theRSA

nineteen-year-old drivingdefendant indicated that he had been
lawfully age givingtractor-trailers since the of sixteen. After him

opportunity statement, prosecutoran to correct his the showed the
copiesand indicatingcourt defense counsel certified of records that

separate chargesthe defendant onhad been convicted three of ille-
gally operating tractor-trailer, requested permissiona and to
impeach the defendant on the basis of these convictions. Defense

objectedcounsel that the convictions were not foradmissible
impeachment 609(a) Hampshireunder Rule of the New ofRules

Superior {Cann, J.) objec-Evidence. After the Court overruled the
tion, accordinglythe defendant was cross-examined and was con-
victed. We affirm.

prior mayThe class of convictions that usedbe to attack a wit-
credibility 609(a) generallyness’s under Rule is limited to convic-

felonies, involving609(a)(1),for N.H. R. Ev. “dishon-tions and offenses
esty statement, regardless punishment.” (2).or false of the Id. Each
of the defendant’s three convictions was for the motor vehicle offense

driving license,appropriateof a vehicle anwithout which ais viola-
anytion for a first offense and a misdemeanor for consecutive

offense within twelve months. RSA 263:1 and Because none of:26.
felony, dishonesty,the convictions was for a and none involved the
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impeach-use forargues 609(a) theirthat Rule barreddefendant
ment.

impeach thesimply the toused convictionsthe hadIf State
argumentgeneral be Thecredibility, would sound.thedefendant’s

significanceof thatobject rule set thresholdsapparent of the is to
enoughfound to havea can becleared before convictionmust be

general impeachment,justify and the convictionsprobative force to
dishonestyfelonythe or thenot reach eitherin this case doused

threshold.
however, toinstance, convictionsdid not use thethe StateIn this

credibility, prove that the defendantgeneral rather tobutattack
responsein to his owngave knowingly under oatha false answer

apply 609(a) toRulequestion direct Toon examination.counsel’s
purposeforrelevant conviction thisto an otherwiseforbid reference

significancegeneral probative into a licensea rule ofwould convert
misrepresentations perjurycommit with-andto make affirmative

ofout fear contradiction.
soundly readingrejected a of the rule andsuchThe trial court

ques-in answer to his own counsel’sheld effect that the defendant’s
opened impermissible impeachment.to otherwisetion had the door

527, 531, 1095,Crosman,v. 125 484 A.2d 1097-98See State N.H.
doing, recently(1984). positionthe advo-In so the court took same

substantiallyby upona identicalcated learned commentator the
applynot609(a):Rule of Evidence “Rule does whereFederal 609

theorybeinga is offered a other thanevidencé of conviction on
credibility mayattacking openthe of a witness. the doorDefendant

portrayif asto of a conviction he to himself ‘a clean-liver’use seeks
past.”in he in thewhen fact has been convicted 3 J. Weinstein &

Berger, 609-70, (1986).M. Weinstein’s Evidence at See157-58¶
Gaertner, 210, (7th 1983),Cir. cert.United States v. 705 F.2d 216

denied, put(1984) (once his in464 defendant characterU.S. 1071
by denying “drug thing,” openedin he toissue involvement the door

questions drugprior present involvement);hison or v.United States
Ebner, 1120, (under(2d 1986)F.2d 1126 Cir. Federal Rule of782

609(b), opened ofEvidence defendant the door to use earlier State
claimingby guiltysecurities fraud conviction that he had entered

lawyer’splea subsequent chargeto federal because of his bad advice
influence).and undue

the toWe are mindful that brief of defendant’s counsel also seeks
rulingevidentiarydemonstrate that the trial court’s was erroneous

278,judged Staples,v.when under 120 A.2d 320State N.H. 415
Super. 68, amendment,(1980), and weR. and the fourteenthCt.

thorough responsehave examined to each such claim.the State’s
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Because, however, below,these issues were never raised where the
objection solelydefendant based his 609(a), theyon Rule are not

before us now. 103(b)(1).N.H. R. Ev.

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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