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Nadeau, J. inFollowing jury J.),a trial Superior (Vaughan,Court the
defendant, Lucier,Timothy (1996),was convicted of burglary, RSA 635:1

(2002order,violation of protective 2005),a RSA ch. 173-B & Supp. and
(1996).assault,simple RSA 631:2-a appeal,On he contends that the trial

court byerred certainadmitting evidence without first amaking finding of
its reliability. We affirm.

The jury 2002,could have found the following Aprilrelevant facts. Since
Chase,the defendant dating Melodyhad been who lived next door to him.

2, 2003,On November after the defendant and argument,Chase had an
Chase, Walter Plant and Michael Barton went to Tammy Crawford’s
apartment. Chase had earlier obtained a restraining againstorder the
defendant, which was served him atupon his residence at approximately

thereafter,8:45 Soonp.m. telephonethe atrang Crawford’s residence. The
caller ID indicated that the time was 9:04 andp.m. that the call was coming
from that,Chase’s residence. Crawford upontestified based her
experience, only people usuallythe who called from that number were

andChase the defendant. Chase testified that she knew the time of callthe
upbecause she looked at the clock when phone rang.the Plant answered

phonethe and handed it to Chase who identified the caller as the
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onslut, hung upa and thencall herthe defendantChase hearddefendant.
him.

later, enteredthe defendantminutesthirtyortwentyApproximately
roomlivinginto theknocking, and wentwithoutapartmentCrawford’s

and, inin the faceBartonpunchedHe theneveryone gathered.waswhere
theThereafter, exitedthe defendantact, Chase.also hitthe same

called, ColbornWilliamCorporalwerepoliceafter theShortlyapartment.
“yellingthe defendantarrived and sawpolice departmentthe Lancasterof

was thendoor. The defendantapartmenton Crawford’sbanging”and
photographs,and tookapartmentinto thewentarrested. Colborn

call hadID indicated that thecaller whichphotographa of theincluding
p.m.received at 9:04been

to excludetrial, seekinga motion in liminefiledPrior to the defendant
any testimonyID andcaller boxphotographthe of thefrom evidence

theDuringthe motion.trial court deniedto its contents. Thepertaining
to the admissiontrial, groundson the sameagain objectedthe defendant
the defendant’sID. The court deniedof the callerphotographof the

“aState had laidnoting that thephotograph,and admitted themotion
or reflection ofas a recordphotographfor admission of thefoundation

This followed.appealwhat saw.”[Colborn]
the informationprovethat the State did notdefendant contendsThe

that the trialarguesID reliable. Heon the caller box wasphotographed
admittingreliabilityto beforeprovethe Staterequiredcourt should have

photograph.the
trial court’swithin theadmissibility generallyof evidence isThe

(2004).Roldan, 283, Absent an151 N.H. 287v.discretion. State
discretion, trial court’swill not reverse theof its weunsustainable exercise

of discretion isthe trial court’s exercisedecision. Id. To show that
clearlyunsustainable, the decision wasmust show thatthe defendant

the trialId. We also reviewprejudiceto the of his case.unreasonable
deferentially,reliability of scientific evidencecourt’s decision on the

independentlyof scientific evidencealthough aspectswe review some
according tolikely varyis toreliability general acceptanceits or notwhen

Walters, 239, 242142v. N.H.particularcircumstances of a case. Statethe
(1997). willreliability inquiryin ourscrutiny employof weThe level

theimpactinvolved and thecomplexitythe of the evidencedepend upon
723,Dahood,v. 148 N.H.the trial itself. Statelikely will have onevidence

(2002).726

to be an issueappearsID evidenceadmissibilitythe of callerWhile
considered thein other courts haveimpression Hampshire,first Newof

thattestimonya witness’sAppealsof held thatVirginiaissue. The Court
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he recognized the defendant’s number on a caller ID device as one he had
seen in pastthe was sufficient to establish that the device was reliable. See

(Va. 1994).133, 136Tatum v. Com. 440 S.E.2d App. We compellingfind the
ofreasoning the Kansas Supreme Court: ‘We judicialtake notice that the

operation of IDcaller units does not require any training;...advanced by
merely buttons,pressing arrow the user could priorreview calls that were
made. This fact is so generally known or of such common notoriety within
the jurisdictionterritorial of the court that it cannot reasonably be the
subject dispute.” Schuette, (Kan. 2002)of v. 459,State 44 P.3d 463

omitted).(quotation Furthermore,and brackets ID already“Caller is in
such widespread use that many judges willingwould be to judicially notice
[that the technology is The reliabilityreliable]. of the technology is both a
matter of common andknowledge capablea matter of verification as to be

opbeyond controversy.” Graham,reasonable 3 M. Handbook Federal
(5th901.6, 2001) omitted).§Evidence at 700 n.10 (quotation Thus,ed.

because the information displayed on the IDcaller box is not a matter so
distinctly science,related to profession, business,some or occupation as to

beyondbe the ofknowledge average layman,the the trial court did not err
by admitting the anyevidence without expert testimony.

Here, the testimony byoffered the State’s witnesses corroborated
the placetime and of the call. Crawford testified that the defendant had
called her house from the number displayed on the caller ID on previous

Similarly,occasions. Chase testified that displayedthe number on the
caller ID was the same as her residence’s number recognizedand she the

addition,defendant’s voice on the Inphone. Chase testified that the
defendant called after 9:00 p.m. because she uplooked at the clock when

phone Thus,the rang. there was sufficient evidence to demonstrate that
the caller ID Schuette,was operating properly. See 44 P.3d at 463
(foundation requirement reliabilityof bysatisfied testimonywitness that

IDcaller device is or has been operating properly). Because there is
sufficient inevidence the record to support the trial court’s exercise of its
discretion to admit the ofphotograph the caller ID testimonyand the

it,related to we find inno error the trial ruling.court’s

Affirmed.
DugganBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Galway, JJ.,and and concurred.


