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appeal is“The test on not whether we would have found as the
did, which hewas evidence on couldwhether theremaster but[court]

finding.” Corporationreasonably v. TownWin-Taschbase his of
wasMerrimack, 6, that there(1980). We hold411 A.2d 144120 N.H.

finding corporatesupport that the residencetheevidence tosufficient
in Exeter.was

Exception overruled.
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24,1978, jury the of thea convicted defendant theftOn October
site, Hesiding RSA 637:3. wasvinyl from a constructioncertainof

extensive, experiencewhose criminalby counselrepresented retained
During trial,prosecutor. the defense counselyears as aincluded three

any wayin related toexceptions that theregistered objections orno
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issues, therefore,by subsequent counsel. These were notbriefedissues
trial, soughtEight newappeal. months after counsel topreserved for

arguing that the evidence insufficientverdict was toset aside the
authority. Superioracted without Theprove the defendant Courtthat

motion, exceptionJ.) and the defendant’s was(Cann, denied the
transferred.

denyA to a motion setdetermination whether to aside the
lightwithin sound discretion of the court. In of therests theverdict

rulingsobject to trial court’sfailure to the or instructionsdefendant’s
case,timely appeal we are not convinced that theto the convictionor

Perrin, 529,119Martineau v. N.H. 404be set aside. See A.2dshould
Josselin, 936, 409 (1979).119 A.2d(1979); State v. N.H. 1336 We1100

24,1978, clearlyNovember trialnote that in a letter written counsel
relating appeals (thirtylimitsthe defendant of the time toinformed

guilty (seven days).days) aside verdictsand motions to set See
defendant, however,Superior eightCourt Rule 105. The waited

appeala set his verdict. Hemonths to file motion to aside did not the
August 1979,of ten monthsdenial his motion until after his conviction.

sufficiencythe of theEven if we were to consider evidence under the
Virginia,in Jackson v. 99 (1979),new standard articulated S. Ct. 2781

findingsupports a that thethe evidence defendant’s removal of the
vinyl siding jury testimonyThewas unauthorized. heard that the

job lightstruck was on the site at 3:00 a.m.defendant’s with its out.
Further, morningother conduct on thethe defendant’s of the theft
supports authority.hethe inference that acted without See State v.
Taylor, 855, (1978).118 395 A.2d 505N.H.

Exceptions overruled.


