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(JohnHoward, Jr.,attorney Kissinger,R. C.Jeffrey general
on and forattorney general, orally),assistant the brief the State.

Stephen RA., of onJeffco,T. Portsmouth T. the(Stephen Jeffco
brief and fororally), the defendant.

THAYER, defendant, Melanson,J. The Doris C. herappeals
driving drugsconviction for under the influence of or liquor, RSA

(1993), in265:82 a bench trial Exeter District Courtfollowing the
0Cullen, J.). questionThe sole is whether trial court erred inthe
denying suppress.the defendant’s motion to affirm.We

22, 1993,morningthe of JulyOn Officer Michael of theWallace
aEpping Department report RockinghamPolice received from a

County complaintofdispatcher regarding maya an individual who
drivinghave been intoxicated. The was providedwhile officer with

number, vehicle,aplatethe license of thedescription including
make, model, color, location,and the vehicle’s current and direction
of responding report,travel. toWhile the the officer was further
advised that vehicle driventhe had off the road into a field. Shortly
thereafter, time,the officer observed the Atvehicle. that he
activated onlights stopthe his cruiser to the vehicle. The vehicle did

however, turn,not stop, and made aeventually right veeringwide
into point,an lane. At thatoncoming the officer activated his audible
siren and the finallyvehicle After a number ofstopped. performing

tests,sobrietyfield the defendant was for drivingarrested while
intoxicated.

hearingAt the on motion suppress,the to arguedthe defendant
that she was activated,seized the lightswhen cruiser’s were and
therefore, the court could only consider the information the officer
had toprior activating lightsthe in whetherdetermining reasonable

tosuspicion existed justify stopping the defendant. The trial court
did not rule on when the stop occurred but instead found that
sufficient priorevidence existed to the activation of lightsthe to
justify the Asstop. agreewe with this ruling, we need not address

questionthe of when the defendant was seized.actually
On appeal, the defendant raises both federal and State constitu-

arguments.tional We address the defendant’s State constitutional
first, Ball,claim see v. 124 226,State 231, 347,N.H. 471 A.2d 350

(1983), and because federal law notis more tofavorable the
area,indefendant this White,see v. (1990);Alabama 496 U.S. 325

Kennison,v. 243,State 134 N.H. 590 A.2d (1991),1099 we need not
analyze claim,her federal constitutional State v. Drewry, 139 N.H.

683,678, (1995).1181,661 A.2d 1184

I,partUnder article 19 of Constitution,our State a police
anmay investigativeofficer make of astop providedvehicle that the
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“a thatsuspicionis based on the detainedstop personreasonable
committed, was or was about to commit a crimecommitting,had

. to to and factspoint specific. . the officer able articulableis][and
facts,which, with from thosetogethertaken rational inferences

Pellicci, 523,reasonably warrant the intrusion.” State v. 133 N.H.
710, (1990)529, (brackets,A.2d and citationsquotations580 713

omitted).

issuspicion demandinga less standard thanReasonable
probable onlycause not in that can bethe sense [it]

with information is in quantityestablished that different or
cause,content than that to butrequired probableestablish

inalso the sense that can arise fromsuspicionreasonable
requiredthat is thaninformation less reliable that to show

cause.probable

White, 496 at “A findingsU.S. 330. trial court’s on reasonable
Conant,willsuspicion upheld clearlybe unless erroneous.” v.State

728, 730, (1995).283,662139 N.H. A.2d 285
arguesThe defendant that because the information was received

nature,from an inanonymous conclusorysource and was it notwas
to justify suspicionsufficient a ofpartreasonable on the the officer.

arguesThe defendant that our decision in v.State Kennison
Kennison,suppression. agree.mandates do not InWe we stated

that evaluatingwhen “an . . oninvestigative stop . informa-based
tion anreceived from informant ... we the[unknown] examine

informant,reliability and ofcredibility the and his or her ofbasis
knowledge, and then a judgmentmake final according totalityto the

Kennison,of 247,the circumstances.” N.H. at A.2d 1101134 590 at
omitted).(quotation

We will first complainant’s knowledge.consider the basis of
case,While the had no inofficer direct thisevidence the information

provided, including description car,the specific of the ofknowledge
time,its at aexact location moment in specificand the information

regarding movements,the car’s reasonably asupport conclusion
that the caller had personally Tucker,observed the vehicle. State v.

(Kan.855, 1994) (detail878 P.2d App.862 Ct. of anonymous caller’s
tip suggests knowledge;firsthand decided under Federal Constitu­
tion); 352,State Christy, 357, 261,v. 138 N.H. 639 A.2d 264-65cf.
(1994).

An personallyinformant who has observed incriminating
abehavior has ofstronger knowledgebasis than does an

informant who relates not what he knows personally, but
Moreover,what he has heard others ansay. explicit and
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detailed of todescription alleged iswrongdoing entitled
than agreater weight general assertion of criminal activity.

Conant, (citation omitted).731,139 N.H. at 662 A.2d at 285-86

This distinguishesfact alone this case from InKennison.
Kennison, the information toincriminating relayed policethe
related to a controlled substance that the informant had allegedly

Kennison, 247,seen in the defendant’s trunk. 134 N.H. at 590 A.2d
at 1101. wrongdoing allegedThe in Kennison is typethe done
privately. Only individuals intimately familiar with the defendant’s

Therefore,activities would be able to obtain such information. in
reliable,toorder be deemed the informant explainmust be able “to

observation,how he had been to such anable make or otherwise
support case, however,his Inassertion.” Id. this conductthe

of, intoxicated,complained driving while is onpublicly,done the
public of this Anways State. individual no greatneed have
familiarity with inthe defendant order to inobserve the behavior

result,question. As a regardingless information the informant’s
basis of knowledge necessary.would be

The second consideration is the and ofcredibility reliability
complainant. police caller,the While the had no information on the

they details,towere able corroborate certain and this corroboration
can credibilitybe used to establish and reliability. While these were

details,“innocent” specificitytheir supports findinga of the com­
plainant’s Conant, 731,reliability. at139 N.H. 662 A.2d at 285-86
(greater specificity greater Anderson,entitled to weight); State v.cf.

372, (Conn. Ct.)589 A.2d 375 App. (specificity anonymousof tip
finding denied,contributed to of suspicion),reasonable cert. 593

(Conn. 1991); (Mich.Faucett, 764,A.2d 130 People v. 499 N.W.2d 774
1993) (reliance anonymouson tip validated officer’sby ability to

vehicle,corroborate the identity, route);defendant’s and travel
Lownes, (S.D. 1993) (officer’sv. 896,State 499 N.W.2d 900 verifica­

tion of vehicle’s description and location verified ofreliability
anonymous tip). The officer was able to determine that callerthe
had accurately vehicle, make, model, color,described the including
and number,license andplate had accurately identified the vehicle’s
current location and direction of Additionally,travel. that reportthe
and the verification occurred within a few supportsminutes the
complainant’s credibility. The caller was not speculating as to
possible future behavior but was reportinginstead an ongoing
event. The officer was almost immediately able to verify the facts

to him. Thisrelayed closeness in time would support the officer’s
conclusion that informantthe had actually observed the reported
behavior.
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of aAdditionally, dangerousthe officer faced potentialthe
Kennison, couldpublic safety policehazard. Unlike where the have

inobserved the to obtain additional infor­safely defendant order
regarding activity, quicklyher toillegal stopmation here failure the

dispelin order to confirm thedefendant’s vehicle or officer’s
could assuspicions exposed publichave the as well the defendant

to of an The officer’s todanger impaired abilityherself the driver.
behavior, therefore, bywas limitedincriminatingobserve the

ofexigency the situation.

specific relayedOfficer Wallace from areceived information
suspectedcitizen about a violation of the law.concerned The

vehicle,an descriptioninformation included exact of the the vehi­
travel, a descriptioncurrent location and direction of and ofcle’s

facedprior driving. Additionally, veryerratic the officer the real
safety by an driver. We cannotpublic posed impaired saythreat

that, circumstances,based on the of the the trial court erredtotality
in determining suspicionthat the officer had a reasonable that the

court,impaired. therefore, properlywasdriver The trial denied the
motion to suppress.defendant’s

Affirmed.
All concurred.

Belknap
No. 93-751

Tebbetts,Jo-Ann Administratrix the Estate ofof
AnneRebecca Tebbetts

v.
CompanyFord Motor & a.

September 19, 1995


