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is tocompensation law affordpurpose of the workers’The
jobthey injuredremedy on the and toarewhenemployees a sure

disputed lim­claims. The short timeprovide offor a fair resolution
designed preventappeal to unnec­governing and arereviewitations

Tabor v.essary delays of the statute.in the administration
102,Goodhue, 314, (1964). instant316, 199 In theA.2d 104105 N.H.

by ofany delays primarily the murkinesscase, occasionedweresuch
state ofthe unsettleddeputy decision andlabor commissioner’sthe

regarding requestspolicy for reconsidera­department’sthe labor
interpretplaintiff. will notThey the Weare not attributable totion.

doingwhen so wouldin a fashionstatute mechanistica remedial
832,Gallant,Appeal 125purpose. N.H.defeat the statute’s Cf. of

(unemployment compensation).(1984)1034485 A.2d

and theparticular of this casecircumstancesUnder the
requestpractice, plaintiff’s for reconsid­department’s therules and

period.thirty-day Herunning limitationof theeration tolled the
twenty-six days deputyrequest after thehis reconsiderationfiled

decision; days fromhe thus had fourhiscommissioner issuedlabor
27, 1984, inFebruary response which todepartment’sthe labor

appeal thissuperior he filed his withincourt. Becauseappeal theto
281:37, torequirements and the motionperiod the of RSAhe met

have been denied.dismiss should
timely, hisplaintiff’s we need not considerappeal wastheSince

under RSA 281:42.contentions
Reversed.

Johnson, sit;J., concurred.did not the others
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Merrill, attorney general (John Malmberg,Stephen A. assistantE.
brief, Isaac,attorney general, on the and Andrew L. assistant attor-

ney general, orally), for the State.

Cullity Kelley, (Johnand of Manchester Boeckeler on the briefC.
orally), for the defendant.and

OpinionMemorandum

disposing prop-appeals of of stolenThe defendant his conviction
erty. provethe failed to the value ofRSA 637:7. Because StateSee

involved,property we reverse.the
1984,night January 15, Morton left his Ski-DooOn the of Gerald

yardparked in the front of his Hooksett resi-Citation snowmobile
gone.following morning the was Mortondence. The snowmobile

apparentimmediately police of the theft.notified the Hooksett
Citation19, 1984, sold a Ski-DoodefendantJanuary theOn
alertedBlondeau hadforBlondeauMarcel $25.to onesnowmobile

place.tookshortly the transactionpolice beforethe Manchester
sale, showedBlondeauof theat the scenepolice arrivedtheWhen

officer, Bourget. Officerinvestigating Davidthetosnowmobilethe
ignitionmachine, had beenthat itsnotedBourget theexamined

out, number.its serialrecordedpunched and
BodyCity Auto ofDan’sarranged wrecker fromfor apoliceThe

hisMorton thatand informedsnowmobileremove thetoManchester
City Autoto Dan’sthen wentMortonrecovered.had beenmachine

his, noticed dam-premises ason theBody, a snowmobileidentified
Bourget hadignition to that which Officerage similarto its

observed, property.hisand reclaimed
alleged sold a snowmobilethe defendantthatindictmentThe

Atmore thanvalued at“belonging $1000.. Gerald Morton”to . .
case, for adefendant movedtrial, theclose of the State’sat the

ground was no evi-that thereacquittal on theofverdictdirected
beyond reasonable doubtjury find acouldwhich thedence from

snowmobileby was thedefendantsold thesnowmobilethat the
J.) this(Flynn, deniedSuperior CourtThefrom Morton.stolen

guilty, the defendantjury ofreturned a verdictthemotion. After
The courtaside.ground, the verdict setmoved, to havethe sameon

again the motion.denied
identity ofnot an elementisAlthough proof true owner’sof the

ownershipproof was essentialoffense, ofbefore uson the recordthe
the snowmobile.proof value ofto of the
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637, degreebrought chapter oftheIn cases under RSAtheft
property RSAdepends on the of the involved. Seeoffense valuethe

allegation(1974 Supp. 1983). the indictment’sThe effect of637:11 &
charge class Ato the defendant with ain case wasof value this

felony. proving of thehad of the valueSee The State the burdenid.
beyond Belanger, 114 N.H.property v.reasonablea doubt. See State

789,616, 618, (1974).325 A.2d 791
soldnot show the snowmobile the defendantThe evidence did that
Theto that Morton owned.Blondeau identical the machineto was

simple to it toinexplicably to use means availablefailed theState
policeproof. The did not accom-link in the chain ofestablish this

Citythepany scene of sale to Dan’sthe vehicle from therecovered
BourgetBody. present when reclaimedwas not MortonAuto Officer
garage. garageAt no one from the testi-his machine the the trialat

beingas was thethat Morton identified hisfied the snowmobile
oftowed from the scene the sale. The Statemachine that had been

bythe number recorded Officeroffered no evidence that serial
Bourget was to that of snowmobile.identical Morton’s

juryonly pertainedthe to Mor-the evidence of value beforeHence
the of the snow-ton’s The State did not establish valuesnowmobile.

that sold the State failedmobile the defendant to Blondeau. Because
prove towas identical the one recoveredto that Morton’s machine

Blondeau, of the machine remains a matter offrom the value latter
conjecture.

proof beyondof fact have found a rea­No rational trier could
of sold Blondeau. Thesonable doubt of the value the snowmobile to

State,v.cannot stand. Locke 32 N.H. 106defendant’s conviction See
(1855).

Reversed.


