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fiberglass insulation, parkedall seized from the defendant’s car
awayseveral blocks from the Thesestore. cir-items constituted

evidence, appropriatelycumstantial byand were theidentified
performedofficer who inventorythe of defendant’s car. Circum-

may proofstantial evidence supportbe used as of a crime canand
guiltfinding beyonda of a Shippee,doubt. 115reasonable State v.

694, 696, 587,N.H. (1975); Davis,349 588A.2d State v. 108 N.H.
45, 50, 873, (1967).226 A.2d 877 Defendant also claims that the

prejudiciallyexhibits jury by being spreadwere shown to the on
a evidence,table in the Ascourtroom. admitted werethe items
properly presented jury.for the ofconsideration the v.See State
Brough, 182, (1972).112 N.H. 291 A.2d 618

finally allegesThe defendant error in the trial court’s ad­
mission of Officer Brousseau’s statement under cross-examination

“professional burglar.” testimonythat the defendant was a This
by counsel,was elicited requesteddefense who neither that the

objection requested excep­answer be stricken nor raised an nor an
precludedtion. raisingDefendant is fromtherefore the matter on

appeal. 120,Blake, 115, 300,v. (1973);State 113 305N.H. A.2d 304
Bourget Company, 237, 244, 383, (1953).v. 98 N.H. 97 388A.2d

rulings objectionsproperlyOther of trial courtthe sustained
prosecuting attorney groundsof the on counsel’sthe that defense

questions witness,called for conclusions of indefinite andthe were
uncertain, argumentative, unnecessarily repetitious.were or were

exceptions overruled.Defendant’s

All concurred.
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(Mr.Rogers,Olson, of Keene Lewis A. McMahonMcMahon &
plaintiff.orally), for the

Keene,Freund,Faulkner, Plant, Hanna, andZimmerman & of
(Mr. Worthen, orally) for defendant.Joseph Worthen, II theIIW.

OpinionMemorandum

(Gunplaintiff, replevy dogSullivan, toseeks aKatharine the
de-possession Ringland,Sully) David thein the ofThunderhill

court, transcriptnohearingA held in district butwasfendant.
Talbot, Special(Richard J.was made. The District Courtthereof

plaintiff’s exceptions re-replevin, have beenJustice) denied and
served and transferred.

enough. purchasedPlaintiffdispute clearThe outlines of the are
birthday present thenapparently for herearly 1974, asGun in a

registeredthereafter, in thewasSeveral months Gunhusband.
separatedplaintiff Husband and wifeof her husband.names and
with Gunin the housedivorced; the husband remainedand later

plaintiffdog until had relocated.planned care of theand to take
separation,plans changed; month after theoneThese were soon

defendant, therebygift un-to thehusband made a of Gunthe
plain-doubtedly young (Kerry).delighting son Whendefendant’s

gift, this action.institutedtiff learned of the she

giftfound that time of the theThe district court at the
jointly. transcriptIn the ofand wife owned Gun absence ahusband

position questionproceedings, not to suffi­we are in a theof the
finding.supportingciency Merchants Nat’lof evidence thisthe

(1974).46, giftAdams, 314 A.2d 664 The114 N.H. wasBank v.
interest. 20 Am.to the husband’s Jur. 2dtransfer Co-effective
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tenancy Ownership (1965). circumstances,and Joint 94 In these§
replevin againstthe law is clear the of cotenant willthat donee a

Witham, Annot.,lie. (1870);not Witham v. Me. 447 93 A.L.R.2d57
(1964). denying358 petition.There no inwas error the

Exceptions overruled.
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