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Rockingham
No. 84-331

Poirier LaneClaire

v.

David Camire

5, 1985April

Shaw, (Tyler brief andP. Harwell on theof ExeterMcGuirk &
plaintiff.orally), for the

P.A., of Ports-Griffin, Harrington, Brigham, Ritzo & Swanson
orally), for theA. Gleichman on the brief andmouth {Peter

defendant.

OpinionMemorandum

challenges thegranting a directed verdict forappeal the ofThis
plaintiff’s{Gray, J.), ofby Superior at the closethe Courtdefendant

case. We affirm.
plaintiff was atrial, following presented. Thewerethe factsAt

1981,January,During of thefirst weekdefendant. thetenant of the
payto her rent whichplaintiffupon thelandlord calleddefendant

at thatplaintiff notified himJanuary.first of Thedue on thewas
by month.moving out the end of thebeand wouldtime that she was

herfromnumerous itemsplaintiff removedtheOn two occasions
wagonusing aapartment and U-Haul.a station
1981, longer inJanuary, plaintiff resided theBy noend of thethe

address,forwarding wasthe defendantandapartment. left noShe
contact with her.unable to make

7, 1981, police supervision, the defendantFebruary underOn
remaining property,plaintiff’sapartment, removed theentered the

days, parties’storage facility. four theWithinplaced it in aand
madethe items wereattorneys spoken each other andhad with

Januarypay rent forplaintiff did notplaintiff. Theavailable to the
property1981, attempted herFebruary to retrieveand has neveror

storage.from
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brought byAn plaintiffaction was the based on conversion and
540-A:3, II, (Supp. 1983), claimingviolation of RSA III and IV

damages $80,000totaling damage prop-of orfrom loss to storedher
erty. evidence,plaintiff’s grantedofAt the close the the court the

this,fordefendant’s motion directed verdict. As the forbasis the
plaintiff’s groundedcourt stated both countsthat of the writ were

premise plaintifftheon either that the was a thetenant of defendant
propertythe time the was orat removed that she was entitled to

possession formerlyofexclusive the unit in which she resided and
from which the removal was effected.

that, construingThe court allheld the evidence and reasonable
favorably plaintiff,inferences therefrom most to the no reasonable

jury 31,January 1981,could thathave found she was a tenant after
chapter (Supp. 1983)that RSA 540-A applicable.so was not See

Perreault, 394,392, 342,London v. 118 (1978).N.H. 387 A.2d 344
Further, plaintiff pleaded proved anythe neither nor conduct on the
part of the defendant which constituted so serious an interference

plaintiff’s rightthe propertywith to her as to constitute conversion.
Muzzy Rockingham Co., 520,CountySee v. Trust 113 N.H. 309 A.2d
(1973).893

Additionally, the court partfound no bad faith on the of the de-
attempt plaintifffendant and no part mitigateon the of the to her

damages. Plaintiff had immediatelywritten to defendantthe after
discovering propertyherthat had been removed and had directed

lawyer,him to contact a plaintiffcertain hewhich did. If the had
lawyer, regainedcalled that she could propertyhave located and her

daysfour pointafter its removal. expenseAt that the total in recov-
ering belongingsher approximately $25,would beenhave well

jurisdictional bringbelow the requiredamount to supe-an action in
court.rior RSA 491:7 and RSA 502-A:14.

byOn the evidence we find no error the trial court.

Affirmed.


