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weightmanifest ofcontrarywas to thefindingthat the trial court’s
the evidence.

Affirmed.

MOHL,GROFF, MANGONES, JJ.,NADEAU, J., concurred; and
490:3, con-under RSAsuperior justices, specially assignedcourt

curred.
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DALIANIS, defendant, P hisStephen Englesbe, appealsJ. The
intoxicated,for see 265:82driving (Supp.conviction while RSA

J.).(Samaha,1999), a bench trial in District CourtPlymouthafter
that his conviction should be overturnedThe defendant contends

authorityofficer had no to arrest him. Wearrestingbecause the
affirm.

inThe defendant was arrestedfollowing undisputed.The facts are
patrola officer who was on a routinePlymouth by policeHolderness
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atduty Plymouthin theofficer was onPlymouth.in The Holderness
a mutual aidtopolice department pursuantrequest Plymouthof the

(1990). Undertowns. See RSA 105:13between the twoagreement
ofauthoritytherequestsuch a extendedagreement,mutual aidthe

to the other town.in one townpolicethe officers
officer’sthat the Holdernessarguesthe defendantappeal,On

105:13, which sets forth theof RSAprovisionsactions violated the
officers toauthority policethe ofextendingforrequirements

permitsthat 105:13asserts RSAtowns. The defendantneighboring
of anonlytowns in the eventneighboringto aidofficerspolice
in anactingofficer was notthat the Holdernessemergency, and

disagree.Weemergency.
aslegislatureof of thefinal arbiter the intent“This court is the

whole, anda statute considered as a whenin the words ofexpressed
construction,statutoryofquestiona newpresentsthe issue raised

lan-statutoryan of thewith examinationanalysiswe ourbegin
396, 398, 333,Owens, 702 A.2d 335142 N.H.Atwood v.guage.”

omitted).(1997) (quotation

states:RSA 105:13

officer, consta-any duly policeof authorizedauthorityThe
cityanytown shall extend to otheranyor ofble watchman

state, that law enforce-in the chiefprovidedor town the
cityor has executedrequestingof the townment officer

respondingofficer of thethe chief law enforcementwith
andwhich sets forth the termsa written agreementtown

be ormay requestedsuch assistanceconditions under which
autho-shall constituteagreementThe executedrendered.

assistance, anyand forrequest foreveryrization for
andin accordance with the termsrenderedassistance

of whetheragreement, regardlessconditions of the written
officer, or watchman isconstableresponding policethe

situation, theemergencyIn anin the agreement.named
cityof a town or isofficialon-duty law enforcementranking
to thefor assistancerequestmake an oralauthorized to

in respondingofficial theon-duty law enforcementranking
of such writtentown, the terms and conditionssubject to

policeof theauthority respondingand theagreement,
officer, request-shall extend to theconstable or watchman

in full forceshall remainagreementtown. The writtening
mutual consent of theby theand effect until terminated

untilcity,of town or orofficers eachchief law enforcement
of one townlaw enforcement officer10 after the chiefdays
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enforce-from the chief lawhas received notificationcityor
his intention tocitytown or ofment officer of the other

terminate.

extension ofthe statute conditions thelanguageThe ofplain
forth the termsagreementon a “which setsauthority writtenpolice

orrequestedbemaysuch assistanceand conditions under which
onno limitationexpressThe statute contains otherrendered.” Id.

Nowhere does the statute stateauthority.of policethe extension
or that theduring emergenciesin onlyits are effectprovisionsthat
mutual aidmaytowns enter intolaw enforcement officers ofchief

theignorecan neitheronly during emergencies. “[W]eagreements
the lawmak­nor add words whichlanguage legislatureof theplain

Academy v. Townnot fit to include.” Brewsterers did see of
(1997)1240,382, 385, (quotation1242142 N.H. 701 A.2dWolfeboro,

omitted). to circumstancesIf intended limit thelegislaturethe
aid, easilyit couldagree providecould to mutualunder which towns

(1990) (permit­to do RSA 106-C:2have drafted the statute so. Cf.
by “during,aid law*or ordinance andting the of mutualprovision

added)).during, emergency” (emphasisofonly periods

inemergency“in an situation”phraseWe cannot examine the
Instead,isolation, it in theurges.as defendant we must examinethe

Hahn,N.H. Div. Human Services v.context of the whole statute. of
(1990).775,776, 778, 776 105:13 asViewing133 N.H. 584 A.2d RSA

whole, mutual aid intoagreementsa we find no limitation on the
statute,enter. third sentence of themay beginningwhich towns The

situation,” clearphrase emergency merelywith the “in an makes
oralprior agreement may by requestthat a mutual aid be invoked

Therefore,in an we hold that RSA 105:13 does notemergency.
emergency,condition of mutual aid on an but ratherprovisionthe

the discretion to enter into andgrants police departmentsindividual
define of their mutual aid agreements.the terms and conditions

Affirm,ed.

concurred;Nadeau, JJ., andBroderick and Groff
justices,superior specially assignedMANGONES,JJ., court under

490:3,RSA concurred.


