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(NicholasHeed,Peter Cort,W. attorney general assistant attorney
ongeneral, the brief and orally), for the State.

(RichardLaw Foley,Richard N. of Portsmouth N. Foley onOffices of
the brief orally),and for the defendant.

Nadeau, defendant,J. Zwicker,The Troy W. was indicted on one count
possessionof of crack cocaine and one count of possession of one ounce or

marijuanamore of 318-B:2, :26, I(c)(5)with intent to sell. See RSA (Supp.
2003). Following jurya (Smith, J.),trial in the Superior Court he was

onconvicted both counts. We affirm.

I. Factual and Procedural Background

12, 2001,SeptemberOn Corporal Richard ofPlourde the Berlin Police
Department applied for a warrant to search for incontraband the
possession of the defendant or persons Street,other present at 7th“39

2,NH Apt.Berlin 1 & and vehicles on his Inproperty/yard.” his
affidavit,supporting Plourde recounted information provided by at least

five confidential informants concerning the defendant’s alleged drug-
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that theto Plourdeexplainedfirst informantactivities. The-related
cocaine, and that the defendanthim to sellapproachedhaddefendant

the The seconddrug.amounts ofonly largesellinsisted he would
foot traffic behindsignificantwasPlourde that thereinformant informed

of Thedrugs.involved the salethat he believedthe defendant’s residence
traveled tothe defendant hadPlourde thatthird informant told

ofup poundsin to fivepickoccasions orderManchester on ten different
ago. He also observedtriplast was two weeksmarijuana that theand

bedroom, andin the defendant’sand crack cocaineecstasy, marijuana
grandparents’his in hiskept drugsexplained that the defendant

informantresidence. The fourthdirectly over hisapartment located
the week ofDuringroom.diningin the defendant’sillegal drugsobserved

illegalthat9, Plourde he had witnessedthe fifth informant toldSeptember
that the defendantand mentionedapartmentin the defendant’sdrugs

week, fifththat same themarijuana. Duringecstasy, cocaine anddealt
■of from thebuy” drugsin a “controlledparticipatedinformant also

with Plourde.defendant
at the 7th12, druga task force arrivedpolicethe andSeptemberOn

Meanwhile, Nelson andDetectivesto execute the warrant.Street address
Stiegler approachedin Berlin.located the defendant elsewhereStiegler

himself, that there was anhim, and told the defendantidentified
currentlya warrant washim and that searchinvestigation concerning

explainedthen to theStiegler7th address.executed at the Streetbeing
Arizona, (1966),384 436 andMiranda v. U.S.rightsdefendant his under

him to his residence. The defendanttakinghim that weretheytold
rights.hisacknowledged that he understood

residence, beganat defendant’s several detectivesUpon their arrival the
Morency.Then, Captainthey approachedtotalking the defendant.

speakif he would to the defendantMorencyaskedDetective Juran
Morency,to butwillingthat he was to talkthe defendant indicatedbecause

if the defendantasked the detectivesMorencynot to the other officers.
affirmatively.they respondedandrights,had read his Mirandabeen

correct,if that and the defendantdefendant wasMorency asked the
hethe defendant indicatedexchange,After thisresponded affirmatively.

to him.several statementsMorency,to talk to and madewillingwas
bargain “walking papers,”to for hisunsuccessfully tryingafterFinally,

concerning thecooperativewouldMorencytold that he bethe defendant
the evidenceuponBasedand made additional statements.investigation,

made, custody.taken intothe defendant wasseized and the statements
underhavingorknowingly possessingwas indicted forThe defendant

marijuana withpoundsthan five ofone ounce or more but lesshis control
cocaine. Seecrackdispense knowingly possessingto sell or and forintent
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318-B:2, :26,1(c)(5). trial, suppressRSA Prior to the defendant moved to
his statements and the items seized to the warrant.pursuant search

Goodwin, mother,At the thehearing, Susan defendant’s testified that a
arrived,few minutes her “kept asking, lawyer, getafter son he me aget

a lawyer, getme me a and that he was escortedlawyer,” away bybefore
her,policethe he her andhugged “please, get lawyer.”said to me a The

defendant Stieglertestified that he told that he not want to talkdid and
that he “wanted an attorney present goingif to be questioned.”[he was]

J.)(Honran,SuperiorThe Court Concerningdenied both motions. the
warrant,search the court found supplied bythat most of the information

the informants occurred within the thepreceding application,weeks and
that much of it related days application.to events within of the It also
found that the information was sufficiently reliable and that two of the

previousinformants had been reliable in Regardingcases. the defendant’s
statements to police,the the court they voluntaryconcluded were abeyond
reasonable doubt. The court found that the defendant was read his

rightsMiranda and understood them. The court also found that the
defendant’s assertion that he requested attorneyan after his Miranda
rights were recited to him was not credible “given inconsistencies inthe
his statements concerning that request during testimonyhis and given the
other testimony received.”

trial,During witness,the first the government’s Plourde,first was
questioned concerning piecestwo of identification that he found in a

atbedroom the 7th Street address. During explanation,Plourde’s defense
objected.counsel Before the court had an opportunity to rule on the

objection, the -witness stated that he found the defendant’s identification
from the Concord Prison. The defendant immediately moved for a mistrial

prejudicewith arguing that the witness’s highly prejudicialstatement was
and could not be rehabilitated by curative Injury instructions. forarguing
a prejudice,mistrial with the officer,defendant contended that the with
eleven years experience,of engaged in clearly inappropriate conduct. The
court declared a mistrial because no curative instructions could erase the
prejudice fromresulting the reference to the pastdefendant’s criminal

In dismissingconvictions. the case without prejudice, the court expressly
found that the improper testimony was “completely inadvertent on the

ofpart Countythe Attorney’s and completelyOffice without malice or ill
intent and also inadvertent part Thus,on the of Officer the courtPlourde.”
found that jeopardydouble would not retrial.bar

During the Superior (Perkins, J.),second trial in Court the State
Nelson, witness,questioned Officer its first his inconcerning role the

search for the defendant. indicatingAfter that was responsiblehe for
defendant,locating the Nelson thattestified the defendant was
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Street, probationor to see hisRockingham maybeto“goingpurportedly
The courtobjected and moved for a mistrial.Again,officer.” the defendant

motion, prejudice.the case withoutthe and dismissedgranted
trial, facts..followingthe could have found theDuring jurythe third

residence,at the thethe search warrant defendant’sexecutingWhile
rollingandmarijuana pipeamarijuana cigarette,discovered apolice

or intends tobyused someone who usestypicallyitems that arepapers,
devicesmokingalso discovered a homemademarijuana. policesell The

containing variousplastic bagscrack cocaine residue andevidencing
policeThemarijuana, including marijuanaof seeds and stems.quantities

marijuana.orscale, weighof device used to cocainedigital typefound a the
wasmarijuana plastic bagin one and oneweight paper bagtotal of theThe

ounces, marijuana plasticof the in four otherweightand the total3.17
buds, marijuana allThe leaves and stems of thewas 23.87 ounces.bags

drug,in and allingredientthe active thetetrahydrocannabinol,contain
toThe confesseddrug.are as a controlled defendantpartsthose usable

thatecstasy marijuana,of’ and and“gottenthat he had rid someMorency
lots, ecstasy pills.in and ofmarijuana poundfive bottlespurchasinghe was

stems, seeds,marijuanaof andMorency bagstold that there wereHe also
a in the house.scale

evidence, the defendant moved for a directedAt the close of the State’s
notthat a reasonable trier of fact couldguilty. arguedverdict of not He

pipethat a crack cocaine orbeyond possessedfind a reasonable doubt he
in ounce with intent to distributemarijuana excess of onepossessed

or controlhad failed to establish that he had dominionbecause the State
motion.the were found. The court denied thedrugsover the area where

deliberations, jury following question:the asked the court theDuring
(remnants that is non-processing)of ‘shake’ ofpossession“Does the

Thesaleable, with intent to distribute?”possessionstill constitute
plastic bagsthat matter contained in the wasargueddefendant the

thestalks,” should be excluded from“mostly mature and therefore
argued318-B:1. He also“Cannabis-type drug”definition of under RSA

non-saleable, intent topossession“it can’t be for withthat if the matter is
that is differenceresponse, [a]In the State contended “[t]heredistribute.”

stems, not stalks.”stalks, bagwas in the isstems and and whatbetween
jury’s question,the court answered theobjection,the defendant’sOver

on counts.juryThe convicted the defendant both“yes.”
thatarguments. arguesraises seven He firstappeal, the defendantOn

motion to evidencedenying suppresstrial erred in his seizedthe court
rightsthat his Mirandato warrant. He next contendspursuant the search

scrupulouslyhonor his invocationpolicethe failed towere violated because
Third, violated hissilent. he contends that the Staterightof his to remain
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ahavethus, declaredand the trial court shouldjeopardy rights,double
in itscourt erredFourth, the trialargueshe thatwith prejudice.mistrial

incourt erredFifth, that the trialargueshejury’sto question.theanswer
that hesummary testimonyofthe with aordering providehim to State

the trialNext, thathe contendsto from two witnesses.expected elieit
he thatFinally, contendsguilty.a of nothave directed verdictcourt should

purportedthe misconductby State’srightshis were violatedspeedy trial
under theclaimshis three constitutionaltrial. first addressduring We

(1983),Constitution, Ball, 226,124 and cite federalv. N.H. 231State State
only,for id. at 233.authority guidance

AnalysisII.

A. Search Warrant

suppressedhavetrial court shouldarguesfirst that theThe defendant
He thethe attackspursuant to search warrant.evidence seized

of the informationcredibility and stalenessand thereliabilityinformants’
InI, 19; IV.pt. art. CONST. amend.See N.H. CONST. U.S.they provided.

and notcontrast, the information was crediblethe contends thatState
aby conductingitstale, sufficientlythe policeand that corroborated

marijuanaof from the defendant.buy”“controlled

onlysearch warrants be issuedI, Article 19 thatrequiresPart
149,Cannuli, 151v. 143 N.H.finding probablea of cause. Stateupon

(1998). if caution wouldperson ordinarya ofcause exists“Probable
throughbe found the search andsoughtthat what is willjustifiably believe

omitted).(quotationin Id.apprehensionwill aid a or conviction.”particular
cause, magistrateonly presentneed theTo the affiantprobableestablish

to a substantialfacts and circumstances demonstratewith sufficient
placewill found in thesoughtthe evidence or contraband belikelihood that

a circumstances testapply totality-of-theto Id. at 151-52.be searched. We
asupportsfrom an informantinformation obtainedto determine whether

(1995).Johnson, 573, In140 N.H. 576probableof cause. State v.finding
knowledgeof ofand basisveracitywe consider theutilizing approach,this

informant, reliability,in of such asthe to other indiciaaddition
Id.by police officers.corroboration

novo, except anytotrial court’s order de asWe review the
in the instance.at the trial court level firstcontrolling facts determined

Cannuli, magistrate’sto theassign great152. deference143 N.H. at We
acause, bydo invalidate warrantprobableof and notdetermination

Id.in a hyperteehnical sense. Weinterpreting the evidence submitted
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interpret inaffidavits ofsupport realisticallysearch warrants withand
common sense. Id.

upon circumstances,the oftotalityBased the find thatwe there was
probable cause to issue the search here. In his forapplication awarrant

affidavit,search warrant supportingand Plourde recounted information
from at five cooperatingleast individuals. The trial court found that most
of the byinformation presented Plourde related to events occurring within

immediatelythe weeks thepreceding application. Plourde previouslyhad
informants,received reliable information from oftwo the the information

sufficientlywas detailed to indicate a high degree credibility,of and the
officers buy”conducted a “controlled with one informant within a ofweek

application. circumstances,the allConsidering of the we conclude that
Plourde clearly thepresented magistrate with sufficient facts to
demonstrate a drug-relatedsubstantial likelihood that activities were
occurring Hazen,at the 196,defendant’s residence. See State v. 131 N.H.

(1988). Therefore,202 the trial court correctly denied the defendant’s
motion to suppress the pursuantevidence seized to the search warrant.

B. Miranda

The defendant next hiscontends that State and federal constitutional
rights were violated because the police failed to honor scrupulously his
invocation his right Laurie,of to remain 438,silent. See State v. 135 N.H.
442, denied, (1992);cert. I,506 886 pt. 15;U.S. N.H. CONST. art. U.S.

contrast,CONST.amend. V. In the State contends that the trial court ruled
correctly because the manifest ofweight evidence demonstrates that the

givendefendant was his warnings,Miranda fullyindicated that he
them,understood and voluntarily waived them.

I,Under Part 15 our Constitution,Article of State in order to
introduce into bystatements evidence made a duringdefendant a custodial
interrogation, provethe abeyondState must reasonable doubt that the
defendant was warned of rights,his constitutional that he waived those
rights, anyand that subsequent statements were knowingly,made
voluntarily (2003).and intelligently. Spencer, 622,State v. 149 N.H. 624 To
be considered voluntary, a confession must the productbe of essentiallyan
free and threats, violence,unconstrained choice and not byextracted

or sort,direct implied promises any byof or anyexertion of improper
(2003).Fleetwood, 396,influence. State v. 149 N.H. 402-03 In determining

statement,the voluntariness of a the court must examine totalitythe of the
surrounding Spencer,circumstances. 149 N.H. at 627. notWe will reverse
the trial court’s offindings on the weightissue waiver unless the manifest
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State, toto isin most favorable theevidence, lighttheof the when viewed
(2001).648, 650Duffy,v. 146N.H.contrary. Statethe

upon thecase, argument is basedthe defendant’sIn the instant
aAfter reviewrights.invoked his Mirandaassumption originallythat he

Therecord, he not.findingcourt’s that didwe the trialupholdof the
rightshim MirandaStiegler read hisconcedes that Officerdefendant

He that he understoodin the cruiser. also indicatedplacedhe wasbefore
hehowever, Stieglerhe thattestified, that toldThe defendantrights.his

if wereattorneyan hesay presentthat he wantednothinghad to and
tospokeheMoreney testified that beforequestioned. Officergoing to be

address, otherhe confirmed with theat the 7ththe defendant Street
him histhat the officers had readas the defendantofficers as well

willing toThen, acknowledged that he wasrights. the defendantMiranda
to Moreney.talk

thetotalitythe ofconsideringThe trial concluded thatcourt
beyondcircumstances, voluntary athe defendant’s statements were

“given thefound thatjudge specificallydoubt. The trialreasonable
concerningin [his Miranda]statements[the defendant’s]inconsistencies

received,testimonyand the othertestimony given [he]hisrequest during
histestimony,In theattemptnot an to bolster defendant’sis credible.”

lawyer.”her to a“get [him]that he askedrepeatedlymother testified
however,Goodwin, duringnot the time that the defendantpresentwas

when therights. presenthis Nor was shepurportedly invoked Miranda
Thus,7th apartment.outside the Streetpolice the defendantquestioned

testimony has little relevance.her

findingstrial court’s that the defendant’s statements wereThe
evidence,weight of the whenagainstare not the manifestvoluntary

the thelightin the most favorable to State. Because defendant didviewed
his need not whether therights, policenot Miranda we determineinvoke

correctlythe trial courtscrupulously rights. Accordingly,honored those
suppressdefendant’s motion to his statements.denied the

JeopardyC.Double

trials,inNext, the contends that the first and second twodefendant
evidence, therebyprejudicialtried to introduceintentionallyofficers

CONST, 16;I, art.rights. pt.his See N.H. U.S.violating jeopardydouble
CONST, Therefore, grantedV. the trial court should have hisamend.

arguesa that the trial courtprejudice.motion for mistrial with The State
prejudicethe first two trials without because the courtproperly dismissed

inadvertentlytestimony giventhat the wascorrectly improperfound
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during the first trial and did not amount orprosecutorial judicialto
overreaching sufficient to bar inreprosecution agree.either case. We

discretion,Absent an unsustainable exercise of we will not overturn
trial concerningcourt’s decisionthe a mistrial order. See Petition of

Brosseau, 339, (2001);146 Bertrand, 843,N.H. 341 v.State 133 N.H. 855
(1991); Lambert, 295, (2001)v.State 147 296 (explainingN.H.cf.

standard).unsustainable exercise of discretion

Generally, a requestwhen defendant’s for a mistrial is granted,
a retrial on the notchargesame is barred by jeopardy.double State v.

(1986).Duhamel, 199, 202 hand, when,128 N.H. On the other ofby reason
prosecutorial judicialor overreaching that is to provokeintended either
the defendant “into a orrequesting mistrial to his forprejudice prospects

600,an acquittal,” Dinitz, (1976),United v. 424State 611U.S. the
mistrial,requestsdefendant and obtains a the Double Jeopardy Clause

prohibits Scarlett, 37, (1981).a State v. 121 N.H. 39 Toretrial. establish
prosecutorial theoverreaching, defendant must show that government,the
through gross misconduct,or intentionalnegligence caused aggravated

to develop severelycircumstances that prejudiced the v.defendant. State
Lake, 820, 823 (1984). Therefore,125 N.H. a permittedretrial is unless the
defendant, by State,conduct and of thedesign paintedhas abeen into
corner leaving a motion for the onlymistrial as ofreasonable means
avoiding abecoming victim of unlawful ortactics inadmissible evidence.

(1992).Montella, 698,State v. 135 N.H. 700 the soprosecutionWhether
intended is a of to by Duhamel,matter fact be decided trialthe court. 128

atN.H. 203.
The defendant has a instance,difficult burden to meet. For even awhen

prosecutor toreferred the defendant as a “crook” while aquestioning
witness, the SupremeUnited States Court found that the statement did
not amount to prosecutorial overreaching sufficient prohibitto retrial.

667, (1982).Oregon Kennedy, 669,v. 456 U.S. 679 The Supreme Court
noted that the“[o]nly governmentalwhere in questionconduct is intended
to ‘goad’ movingthe defendant into mayfor a mistrial a defendant raise
the bar of jeopardydouble to a trial havingsecond after insucceeded

theaborting first on his own motion.” Id. at 676.

Here, trial,at firstthe after the fordefendant moved a mistrial with
prejudice, the court expressly objectionablefound that the testimony was
“completely part Countyinadvertent on the of the Attorney’s Office and

or illcompletely without malice intent and also partinadvertent on the of
Officer Plourde.” There was no evidence that testimonyPlourde’s was

goad Thus,intended to the into movingdefendant for a mistrial. agreewe
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notprosecution didthat thedeterminationtrial court’s factualwith the
overreaching.inengage

trial, that the defendantNelson testifiedthe OfficerDuring second
hisStreet, maybe seeor toRockinghamto“goingpurportedlywas

concerning any potentialexpress findinganofficer.” Withoutprobation
theofficer, a mistrial and dismissedjudgethe the declaredbymisconduct

made,the statement wasprejudicialprejudice. Whencase without
informationextractinghowever, merely preliminaryprosecutionthe was

for the defendantthe search he conductedregardingfrom first witnessits
in indicates that thethe recordNothingtime of his arrest.at the

duringnegligenceor grossin intentional misconductengagedgovernment
that thehas the Statetestimony.Nelson’s Nor defendant shownOfficer

a the trialseeking Accordingly,him into mistrial.provoketointended
orderingdiscretion incommit an unsustainable exercise ofcourt did not

Therefore,in the trial. we concludesecondprejudicethe mistrial without
in eitherdid not bar retrial case.Jeopardythat the ClauseDouble

arguments,constitutional the FederalAs to all of the defendant’s
does thegreater protectionno thanoffers the defendantConstitution

Daniel, 142v.circumstances. See Stateunder theseState Constitution
(1997) Gates,warrant); 462for Illinois v. U.S.(probable54 causeN.H.

(1983) warrant); 149 627213, for N.H. atSpencer,cause(probable238-46
(1986)157,(Miranda 479 168-69waiver); Connelly,v. U.S.Colorado

ofto voluntarinesspreponderance of the evidence standard(applying
(doubleDuhamel, Kennedy,waiver); jeopardy);N.H. at128 203Miranda

(double theAccordingly,at we reach samejeopardy).456 U.S. 675-76
do under theunder the Federal Constitution as we Stateresult

Constitution.

Jury QuestionD.

deliberations, theDuring jury following question:the asked the court
(remnantsthe of of that is non-possession processing)“Does ‘shake’

saleable, intent to Thepossessionstill constitute with distribute?”
inargues answering questiondefendant that the trial court erred this

the thatJuryhe contends that to decideaffirmatively. Specifically, “[w]ere
seeds, notprocessingof and [thus]the stems and stalks were remnants

provedthe failed to ... that thesaleable ... State would have have
to or it togiveDefendant the material with the intentpossessed sell

somebody.”

jurya that the trial court refused to a‘We evaluate claim answer
in in theby the the context ofquestion language requested defendant

746,736,charge Seymour,and of v. 140N.H.entire all the evidence.” State
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(1996) omitted).denied,cert. 519 U.S. 853 It(quotation is within the trial
to to in deliberations;court’s discretion decide how best aid the jury its the

court no obligation jury’shas to answer the question specificwith the
language requested by the defendant. Id. Absent an unsustainable

discretion,exercise of we Lambert,will not overturn its decision. 147Cf.
standard).N.H. at 296 (explaining unsustainable exercise of discretion

theDuring jury charge, the trial judge explained that RSA 318-B:2
requires the State to prove beyond a reasonable doubt:

[0]ne, that the defendant drughad the under his custody and
control; two, that the thatdefendant knew the was indrug his

three,vicinity; that the thatdefendant knew the wasdrug found
four,marijuana; that the found indrug marijuana;was fact and

five, that the defendant thepossessed drug with the intent to sell
or it orpersons,distribute to other people.other

To decide whether the defendant specifically intended to
drug,distribute the you may consider the ofquantity drugs

found, other alongevidence found with the drugs, anyor other
evidence you may consider relevant. Thewhich State does not

to provehave that the defendant intended to sell the fordrugs
profit, that heonly giveintended to or the todrugsdistribute

person.another anyDistribution is form of of drugtransfer the
another,to or sale,an intent to so gift, means,transfer orby any

and for profitwhether or not.

Despite the jury’s question concerning saleabilitythe of the drugs, the
trial hadjudge previously jurythe itinstructed that is the defendant’s
intent to sell or distribute the thatdrug liability.determines his criminal

supplementaryWhile instructions might have better clarified forthis issue
the injury, the context of evidence,the entire as as ofcharge well all the
we cannot conclude that judgethe trial committed an unsustainable
exercise by answeringof discretion the jury’s question “yes.”

E. Work Product

The defendant next contends that the trial court erred in himordering
to provide the State with a summary testimonyof that expectedhe to elicit
from two witnesses. Specifically, argueshe that the requiredorder his
counsel reproduceto a summary of witness thatinterviews reflected

impressionsmental defense,and theories of his thereby violating the
work-product doctrine. The State contends that the court properly
required disclosure of the ofsubstance the witnesses’ testimony because
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notthussummary, andmerely a factualsought wasinformationthe
product.workprotected

the mentalshelterscore, work-product doctrine“At its the
which he cana area withinattorney, providing privilegedof theprocesses

Nobles, 422v. U.S.case.” United Stateshis client’sanalyze prepareand
of an(1975). as the “result225, productdefined workWe have238

awith viewhave been conductedwhen those activitiesactivitiesattorney’s
formedmust haveworklitigation. lawyer’sTheanticipatedorpendingto

seeks,opponentof which theprocurementin the datastep thean essential
by attorneys.”attended tonormallyperformedmust have dutiesand he

(1966). theState, 271, 274 Whilev. 107 N.H.Spring Realty Co.Riddle
impressions,of his mentalan consistsattorney generallyofproductwork

theories, containconclusions, statements thator witnessopinions, legal
doctrine.fall the ambit of theinformation do not withinfactualpurely

(1995).671, 674, 676N.H.Chagnon,v. 139State
requiresprotected productinformation is workDetermining whether

that the materialto the informationuponthe court focus substantive
or how it wascontains, form the information takesrather than the

the wordsa material difference betweenId. “There isacquired.
from them thebythe to the conclusions drawnand reactions orthemselves

or Id.attorney investigator.”

in anproduct may be foundcertainlyit is true that workWhile
statement, byinvestigator’s prepareda whetherreport, witness

agent attorney,or or of shouldby attorneywitness an an anthe
if it records theautomatically productnot be considered work

impressions,the rather than mentalobservations of witness
attorney investigator.or of orlegalconclusions theories the

Id. at 675-76.
ofChagnon, discovery copiesIn of of statementssoughtthe State

to at theactually bythe intended call trial takenwitnesses that defendant
counsel, anyone actingor on his behalf.private investigatorhisdefendant’s

witnessat After an in camera review of an unredactedconductingId. 672.
defendant, theprovided trial court found entirebystatement the the

andbyfactual statements the witnessreport onlyinterview contained
affirmed,discovery.the motion to Id. at 672-73.Wecompelgranted State’s

ancomprised attorney’strue is ofadopting position productthe that work
ideas, recorded in antrial not witness statementsstrategy,theories and

676,Id. at 678.'investigative file under the control of the defendant.
case, providetocompanion superiorIn the court ordered a defendanta

with, things, “copies of statementsamong anythe other writtenState
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signed by those pertain solelywitnesses that to the witness’s testimonial
content; byor statements taken signed bythe defense not the witness but
containing the -written ofrecollection the events of he orwhich she will

(1995).678,testify.” Drewry,State v. 139 N.H. 680 thatWe concluded the
order requires production of only partsthose of the reports of those
interviews that contain the of statement,substance the witness’s and that
a that“report merely analyzes facts opinionand renders an toas what
occurred reflecting theories,without or discussing the mental impressions,
or litigation plans of the defense attorneys should not be considered work
product.” atId. 682.

Here, the trial court provide summaryordered defense counsel to a
of expected testimonythe of two onwitnesses. theFocusing substantive

contains,information that the material rather than the form that
information takes or how it acquired,was us to theleads conclusion that

summarythis is not product. Althoughwork the court required defense
to bycounsel recall the informationmemory provided to him theby

witnesses, the information was anyand .did not reflectfactualpurely
mental orimpressions strategies. Therefore,defense the court did not err
in requiring disclosure of this information.

F. Directed Verdict!Speedy Trial

The also arguesdefendant that the trial court erred in hisdenying
motion for a directed verdict of not guilty speedyand that his rightstrial
were by trial,violated the State’s purported duringmisconduct see N.H.

I, 14;pt.CONST. art. however,U.S. Const. amend. arguments,VI. These
preservedwere not properly for appellate review.

general“The rule in jurisdictionthis a contemporaneousis that and
specific objection is torequired preserve an appellateissue for review.”

Blackmer, (2003)47,v. omitted;State 149 N.H. (quotation48 emphasis
added). First, the defendant failed to inform specificthe trial court of his

verdict, i.e.,reason for the motion forseeking a directed that the State had
to provefailed the inpossesseddefendant ofexcess one ounce of

marijuana because it failed to utilize expert ortestimony introduce
evidence to establish “a more definitive by weightbreakdown between
prohibited ofparts genus plantsthe ofcannabis and the non-actionable

Next,mature stalks non-germinativeand seeds.” despite the defendant’s
contrary,contention to the didhe not assert his speedy righttrial merely

by “being prepared goto eachforward and time the setevery case was for
makingTrial” or aby general objection to requestthe State’s for a motion
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preserved,properlynotThus, issues arebecause theseid.to continue. See
them.to addresswe decline

Affirmed.

Duggan Galway, JJ., concurred.Dalianis, andBroderick, C.J., and
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