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designatedoperations in a stateinby eitherthe insuredtained ...
. . . .” Eventheretonecessary incidentaloroperationsin. . . or

light favorable to thein the mostpolicyinsuranceinterpreting the
Parts, Insurance Com-v. Granite Stateinsured, Inc.AutoRobbins

507,762, (1981), we conclude760, 509A.2d435pany, 121 N.H.
ofinjuries outside Newsustainedcoverage extend tonotdoesthat

inci-engaged notin activitieswasclaimantHampshire while the
employment.HampshireNewdental to

reasons, decision tothe trial court’sforegoing we affirmFor the
plaintiff.coverage to thecompensation insurancedeny workmen’s

Affirmed.

Batchelder, J., sit; concurred.the othersnotdid
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Smith,Gregory attorney general Barbadoro,(PaulH. J. attor-
ney, bybrief),on the brief for the State.

Concord,Duggan, byJames E. of brief for the defendant.

9, 1981,JanuaryPer curiam. On the defendant was convicted
burglary jury J.,Mullavey,of after a trial before who denied his

motion to set aside the verdict for insufficient evidence and for
alleged prejudicial prosecutor.statements of the

finding 15, 1978,supportsThe evidence a that on June Joan
friend, Linda,Edwards returned home from school with a and

youngerfound the defendant and his sister inside the Edwards’
coming bedroom,home. The sister was downstairs from Joan’s and

coming parents’the defendant was out of Joan’s bedroom on the
arrived,first floor. The defendant left soon after Joan and his sis-

left,theyter also left within five minutes thereafter. After Joan
parents’ open,went to her bedroom and found her mother’s bank

doorway. puton place.the floor near the She inthe bank back its
occurrence,When told of the the mother checked the bank and

day,another bank in the bedroom on the next and found that
money missingwas from both.

sister, years 1978,The defendant’s who was thirteen inold testi-
money days prior question,fied that she took the two to the indate

and that she alone atwas the time. She stated that she and the
defendant entered the home on June 15 to wait for andJoan Linda
because the defendant wanted to meet Linda.

argues althoughThe defendant that circumstantial evidence
may conviction,support Goodwin,be sufficient to a State v. 118

862, 866, 1234,N.H. 395 A.2d (1978), “any1236 it must exclude
other rational conclusion” O’Malley,to be sufficient. See State v.

507, 509, 1387, Costello,120 N.H. (1980);416 A.2d 1388 v.State
182, 183, 671,110 (1970).N.H. 263 A.2d 672 He claims that his sis-

ter’s admission furnishes another rational conclusion which is not
by case;excluded the specifically,circumstantial evidence in this

money.that she stole the

determiningIn sufficiency evidence,the of the we follow
the test Virginia,set forth in Jackson v. (1979),443 307 thatU.S.
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if “no rational trier of fact could haveis insufficientthe evidence
324;guilt beyond Id. at seeproof a reasonable doubt.”offound

323,Gilbert, 305, 313, (1981).A.2d Con-121 429 329v. N.H.State
light prosecu-sidering in the most favorable to theall the evidence

tion, say trier fact could have foundthat no rational ofwe cannot
moneybeyond the defendant stole the froma reasonable doubt that

any finder fact could have foundthat rational ofthe bank. We hold
explanationsrational other thanthe excluded allthat evidence

burglary.committed thethat the defendant
entryan unauthorized andadmits that he madeThe defendant

money,supports thean inference that he tookthat the evidence
argues equally hisrational to conclude that sister stolebut he it is

it on 13.June
brother,protectto her severalIn addition to the sister’s motive

finding beyond doubt that it was thesupport a a reasonablefacts
money 15, that he entered thethe on June anddefendant who took

enteredto steal. The sister testified that shehome with the intent
keyby using porch,a left on theEdwards’ house on June 13the

keysparethat no had been left on theMrs. Edwards testifiedbut
anywhere that the bankporch else. The evidence also indicatedor

morningquestion proper place 14 and on thein was in its on June
15, testified that when she entered the bedroomof while JoanJune

visit, openwas on the floor near theafter the defendant’s the bank
doorway proper place.rather than in its

discovered,Furthermore, being“surprise”the defendant’s on
thereafter,departure were not consistent with theand his sudden

meetingpurpose was evidenceof his Linda. Therestated visit—
days keep premises. Iftold a few before to off thethat he had been

Linda,purpose his visit was to meet there was no reason forthe of
bedroom, anyonego not even to find out ifhim to into the mother’s
inquiryA loud would have been all that waswas in the home.

necessary all,in was more thanor reasonable. All the evidence
finding guilt beyondsupport a of a reasonable doubt.sufficient to

Reardon, 604, 606, 796, (1981).121 A.2dv. N.H. 431 798See State
complains wasThe further that his trial rendereddefendant

byimproper prosecutor. Duringcomments theunfair because of
arguedopening argument, that thehis defense counsel State knew

confessed, pursuebut that it elected to the casethe sister had
against reveal the sister’s confession.the defendant and not

argument, prosecutorIn his the on several indi­occasions
cated that the “State it had evidencesufficient to con­believe[d]”

althoughthevict defendant. He also stated that the sister’s actions
her,provided prosecutesufficient evidence to it was not worth-
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only yearsprosecute was thirteenthe to one whofor Statewhile
objectionalleged An was sustainedtime of the crime.at theold

disregard argument.jury claim wasto this Nowas toldand the
not a cure.was sufficientthat the instructionmade

argument the sis-prosecutor in that defendant’salso statedThe
myprotectpolice: have to do to“What do Ihad asked theter

excluded,apparentlyAlthough beenthis statement hadbrother?”
testimony a on thewas admitted indicated decisionother which

protect prevent himto him and topart of the sisterdefendant’s
any“getting appearIt that there wasfrom into trouble.” does not

regarding argument afterquestion raised this until verdict. See
1,Cass, 81, 82-83, (1981). Thev. 121 N.H. 427 A.2d 2-3State

however, own,court, jury onthat the evidenceon its instructed the
excluded, although not clearpoint had the record isthis been

been, was on evi-it had or whether the statement basedwhether
previouslydence admitted.

event,any toIn trial court’s denial of the defendant’s motionthe
grounds findingthe a that theset aside verdict on these constitutes

defendant received a fair trial and that the curative instructions
sayany prejudice.improper that such a find-removed We cannot

ing notwas warranted.
regardingdispose composi-We of defendant’s issue thethe final

jury by saying simplyof the we are thattion venire that satisfied
Elbert, 43, (1981) properlyv. 121 424State N.H. A.2d 1147 was

decided, weand decline to reexamine it.

Exception overruled; affirmed.

Batchelder, J., participate.notdid


