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eitherfailed to disclosehouse, his searchthattestifieddefendant’s
any pre-presence ofKing’s employment, or theMr.nature ofthe

negatetonot sufficientevidence isthis lack ofscriptions. Since
in the stat-exceptions containedanyaffirmatively of the enumerated

granted.beenhaveto dismiss shouldute, motionthe defendant’s
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Isaac,Smith, attorney general (Andrew assistantGregory L.H.
byattorney general, brief), brief for the State.on the
defender, Concord, by for theDuggan, appellate of briefE.James

defendant.

Holt, bydefendant,Brock, convicted aKenneth G. wasJ. The
arson,charging conspiracy RSAjury to commiton an indictment

J.)Superior (Johnson, to a629:3, by Courtsentenced theand was
prison.years in The solethree the Stateof one and one-half toterm

presented at trial was suffi-appeal evidenceon is whether theissue
charged beyond a rea-offenseprove all the elements of thecient to

doubt. We affirm.sonable
trial, jurythe could have foundpresented atFrom the evidence

following facts:the
24,damaged by Aprilfire on 1981.wasThe defendant’s home

earlier, his wife. Mrs. Holtbeen divorced fromhe hadFour months
givenhouse, eventuallytitle to which wasout of thehad then moved

the defendant.to
divorce,following of the housethe the conditionmonthsIn the

byneglect the defend-rapidly and increased usedue todeteriorated
brieflyfamily as tenants. Theby took inthe defendantant and a

1981, regularFebruary, incomejob and had noquit his indefendant
1981,24,By April he wasof the fire.that time until the timefrom

telephonemortgage servicepayments, hisin hismonths behindtwo
bills,nonpayment and he was for mosthad been disconnected for of

residing Lawrence, garagepurposes at the home of A1 a owner for
irregularly a In Marchwhom the defendant worked as mechanic.

difficulties,1981, despite purchasedfinancial the defendant firehis
house, garage, coveragefor a total ofinsurance on his and contents

$66,000. policy.ex-wife interest in theHis had no
nephew lived in A1 Law-The defendant’s Mark Derosier also

house, did Ann Dickens. Two or three weeks before therence’s as
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defendant,fire, involving theAnn Dickens heard a conversation
defendant,others, someone, probablyin theDerosier and which

ought for the fire insurance.” Onsaid: “We to burn the house down
fire,day the A1 Lawrence heard a conversation between thethe of

“somebody goingwas todefendant and Derosier to the effect that
butn the house.”

conversation,Shortly after that Lawrence and Derosier went to
house, ostensibly get jar spaghettito a of sauce forthe defendant’s

dinner. Derosier entered the house alone and returned within a few
carrying jar spaghettiof The two then to aminutes a sauce. drove

theynearby picked uphouse and two friends whom had invited to
dinner,join telling hurry.them for them to Within fifteen minutes

house,of the time Lawrence and Derosier had left the defendant’s
subjectrespondingLawrence saw fire trucks to the fire which is the

Expert testimonyof this case. the fire was intention-indicated that
ally by liquidset and was driven a accelerant.

trial, proveAt the State’s evidence must be tosufficient
every charged beyondof theelement offense a reasonable doubt.

Bartlett, 224, (1861), groundsState v. 43 N.H. 230 overruled on other
115, 127, 124,Helgemoe, (1978);in Novosel v. 118 N.H. 384 A.2d 131

Virginia, 307, review,(1979).Jackson v. 443 U.S. 316 But the“[o]n
lightevidence must be ‘inconsidered the most favorable to the State

Gilbert,with all reasonable inferences therefrom.’” State v. 115 N.H.
665, 666, 713, (1975) (quoting Canney,348 A.2d 714 State v. 112

301, 303, 382,N.H. (1972)).294 A.2d 383 We will then deem the
onlyevidence insufficient “if ‘no rational trier of fact could have

guiltproof beyond Martin,offound a reasonable doubt.’” State v.
1032, 1034, 308, (1981) (quoting121 N.H. 437 A.2d 309 Jackson v.

Virginia, 324).supra at

case, provingIn this the State had the burden of that the
agreed personsdefendant with one or more to burn his forhouse the
collecting insurance,purpose of and that some overt act was commit­

by conspiratorsted one of conspiracy.the in furtherance of the RSA
629:3, I; I;634:1, 634:1, 111(a). presented per­RSA RSA The State

allegations.supportingsuasive circumstantial evidence these Tes­
timony regarding the two conversations between the defendant and

agreementMark Derosier constituted direct evidence that an
existed between purpose collectingthem to burn the house for the of
insurance.

conversations,Those combined with evidence of the deteri­
orating house, difficulties,condition of the defendant’s his financial

taking up house,his residence at A1 purchaseLawrence’s and his of
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fire,fire insurance one month before the provewere sufficient to an
agreement purposeto commit arson and a to collect insurance. The

agreement strongerevidence of an in this case was far than the cir-
supportcumstantial evidence held sufficient to a conviction in State

Gilbert, supra 667-68,v. at 348 A.2d at 714-15. alsoSee State v.
Theodore, 548, (1978).118 N.H. 122392 A.2d

act, circumstantial,The evidence of an overt while all was
agreementalso sufficient. The evidence of an between Derosier and

defendant, together proximitythe with the in time between Dero­
fire,sier’s visit to the house and the expertoutbreak of the and the

testimony indicating incendiary origin,that the fire was of could
persuade a rational trier of fact that Derosier had set fire to the

pursuant agreement. Sheetz,house to the App.See State v. 46 N.C.
641, 653-54, 914, (1980).265 S.E.2d 922

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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