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out, clearlyseeking haveitpartiesjustice, and thein whichcase
procedure.ofniceties“strangled form ..and thein the net ofbeen
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Tucker, attorney,Smith, (Brian onattorney generalGregory T.H.
bybrief), thethe brief for State.

Concord,defender, by brief for theDuggan, appellate ofE.James
defendant.

Batchelder, us to overturnThe defendant in this case asksJ.
J.) jury(Temple, that the defendant wasSuperior Court verdicts

burglary takingguilty the of a car without the owner’s con-of and
supportedwere notclaims that these verdictssent. The defendant

and, therefore,disagree affirm.by evidence. Wesufficient

cir­entirely ofthe basisconvicted onThe defendant was
upholdevidence,reviewing mustweIn thisevidence.cumstantial
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proofthe verdicts unless “no rational trier of fact could have found
Danskin, 817,guilt beyondof a reasonable doubt.” 122State v. N.H.

818, 396, (citing(1982) Virginia,451 A.2d 397 Jackson v. 443 U.S.
307, determining(1979)).318-19 In whether this standard has been
met, guided by principlewe are the that circumstantial evidence is

Cobb,precludesifsufficient it all other rational conclusions. State v.
536, 540, 1203, (1983).123 N.H. 465 A.2d 1206

approximately 19, 1983,At 3:30 a.m. on December two cars were
instolen the Blackwater perpetra-Road area of Somersworth. The

tor of apprehended shortlyone of the car thefts was thereafter. She
recently estrangedwas identified as the wife of the defendant. The

nightother car nearby parkingwas found that abandoned in a lot. A
bag groceries, cigarettes, jacket,of cartons of disposablea some
diapers, packages Zig Zag cigarette papersand of were found on the

belongback seat. These items did not to the owner of the car. The
fingerprints packagesdefendant’s Zigwere found on several of the

Zag papers.
finding bag groceries car,After the of policein the the amade

security grocery Theycheck of local LeMay’sstores. discovered that
burglarized. store,Mini Market had indeed been In the a box of

disposable diapers openedhad been and some of diapersthe
removed, dispenser Zig Zag papersa of emptiedhad been and its

floor, cigarettecontents strewn on the and a ofnumber cartons had
been fingerprintstaken. The defendant’s packageswere found on of

Zig Zag papersthe emptyand on an wrapper.sandwich
Investigating further, policethe footprintsfound two sets of out-

freshlyside in the fallen snow. Road,These tracks led to Blackwater
they separated,where with the leadingsmaller set of tracks to the

house-trailer,location of a where one of the two cars was stolen. The
defendant’s wife perpetratorhas been identified as the of this theft.
The other set uponof tracks entered the road.

addition,In jacketthe store owner testified that the found with
groceriesthe owned,in the car was similar to one his wife which he

had not seen since burglary.about the time of the
fingerprints ZigThe Zagdefendant’s paperson the found in the

store clearlyand in the incriminatingcar are the most evidence.
strongly suggestsThe printsevidence that these duringwere left

burglarythe dispenser Zigand the car theft. ZagThe of papers in
grocery counter,the store was located normallybehind the inacces-

defendant,sible to argued,customers. The it is could not have
papers patronhandled the as a of the store. The items found in the

belonged to,back seat of the recognizedcar neither by,nor were the
owner, indicatingcar thus placedthat the items bywere in the car
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States, (D.C.595,F.2d 595-96 Cir.Borum v. United 380the thief. Cf.
evidence indi-1967) (housebreaking overturned where noconviction

fingerprinted been theitems had inaccessible tothat thecated
during housebreaking).at times other than thedefendant

evidence, juryreviewing that thewe concludeUpon the
doubt,found, beyond that the defendantreasonableahavecould

store, plunder, and thehis stolescene withburglarized the fled the
bag groceries in the back seat.the ofwas found withlatercar which

prosecution, the circum­light to thein the most favorableViewed
thesupports conclusion other thanno rationalevidencestantial

guilt.defendant’s

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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