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jurisdic-building hadcity commissionPlaintiffs assert that the
theoutsidewereand, therefore, of the defendantthe actstion

city’s ordinancestheemployment. review ofscope aof his While
authoritymay tohadbuilding havecommissionreveals that the

undermayinspector do likewiseservice, the electricalterminate
ruling this effect(c) court’s toXIX, (2). The trial12-1903article §

correct.is
any im-withbe clothedargue cannotthat defendantPlaintiffs

required oathtook themunity he neverfor conduct becausehis
was insufficientthe evidencefound thatThe courttrialof office.

findingpoint. isproof Theon thissupport plaintiffs’ ofburdento
conclusion. Seethe court’sto sustainsufficientbased on evidence

(per(1977)1043, 1194381 A.2dGrappone, N.H.117v.Cataldo
1032, 742Robinson, A.2d381curiam) 117 N.H.and v.Wheelen

(1977).
govern-scope of hisactingtherefore, theDefendant, withinwas

mo-in 1969. Theemployment power was terminatedwhenmental
1975).(Supp.granted.properly 31:104See USAto wastion dismiss

Exception overruled.

Lampron, J., not sit.did
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Souter, attorney general (Andrew Grainger;David H. R. attor-
ney, orally), for the State.

Devine, Millimet, Branch, (ShaneStahl & of Manchester Devine
orally), for the defendant.

OpinionMemorandum

contemptPetition for licensing require-based on violations of
(Supp.ments of 1975) (nursingRSA 151:2 home) and RSA

(Supp. 1975) (nursing151-A:2 administrator).home
Briefly, pertinentthe August 1972,facts are 28,as follows: On

contemptthe bydefendant was found in of a court order entered
King, J., August 15, 1972,on enjoining operation of defendant’s
premises nursing July 3,as a 1973,home. On the State filed a

petitionsecond contemptfor an order of and the court issued an
permitting inspectionorder facility by depart-of defendant’s the

ment of 10, 1973,health and welfare. hearing,On October after the
again contemptdefendant was in Augustfound of the 15 order

jail days.and committed to for days jailfifteen After seven in
the defendant was ordered on purgedreleased his motion to be of
contempt. early 1973,In November rehearinga motion for re-
questing adjudication question“an of the of what use of his facil-
ity permitted bywill be accompaniedthe Court” bywas filed

proof.an offer 7, 1973,of On November the court ruled that “on
requiresits face bythis motion no action this Court.” Octo-On

6, 1976, petitionber another contempt, subjectfor the of the
present proceedings, bywas filed the State.

April 15, 1977, hearing,On Superiorafter the (Mullavey,Court
J.) found contemptthe defendant in of court for a third time “in

operationsthat he hiscontinued business in violation of the Court’s
August 15,1972,orders dated 9,1973.”and November thirty-dayA

jail imposed. appeals.sentence was Defendant

The defendant’s contention is that there is “an essential
lack of evidence carrysufficient to the State’s proofburden of
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con-agree in criminalthat. . .” Webeyond doubt.a reasonable
thethatdoubtbeyondprove a reasonabletempts the mustState

Linsky, 117v.order.the court Statein violation ofwasdefendant
andcredibility witnessesof the(1977). The866, A.2d 813N.H. 379

question be resolvedtogiven is aweight to the evidencebethe to
1060, A.2d381Chapman,v. 117 N.H.by the trial court. Sullivan

support thetorecord reveals evidence(1977). theA review of749
there-by mustthe courtenteredfindings the verdictmade and

(1977);1020, A.2d 32Came, 381117 N.H.v.fore stand. Wilson
(1977).1032,Robinson, 742117 N.H. 381 A.2dWheelen v.

Exception overruled.

Lampeón, J., did not sit.
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