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fromandcrimesstatutorystandardfindings fromcontemptmary
result, jeop-doubleand as aproceedings,non-summary contempt

I thatdo not believeBecausefindings.to suchis inapplicableardy
respectfullyIsummary contempt,to ajeopardy appliesdouble

dissent.

BROCK,C.J., injoins the dissent.
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(SharonHoward, attorney general Fray-Witzer,J.R.Jeffrey
orally),on brief and for the State.attorney, the

Concord,Rothstein, defender, byofappellateDavid M. assistant
for the defendant.orally,brief and

defendant, inBROCK, Wilson,MarkC.J. The was convicted
J.) mischief, 634:2,(O’Neill, felonyof criminal RSASuperior Court

11(b) 1994)).11(b) (current 634:2,(1986) On(Supp.version at RSA
notthat his conduct was within theappeal, arguesthe defendant

11(b).634:2, agree that did notpurview of RSA We the defendant
the statute and therefore reverse.violate

1991,31, the threeSunday,On March Easter defendant and
Theyand . to“cruising drinking.”were around . . decidedfriends

and of hisdishes because the defendant onestop near some satellite
Hobbs, to HobbsAlan needed relieve themselves.companions,

that, answering building,nature’s call behind a smalltestified after
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from of satellitehanginghe returned and saw the defendant one the
dishes, monkey.”a Hobbs“hooting hollering” “actingand and like
also saw of and move it.grabthe defendant one the satellite dishes

TV¡of ownsmanager companyThe Simmons Cable the that the
dishes, receptionthe of was affectedtestified that fourteen channels

system’swhen were half ofthe dishes moved. Over the cable
channels forinterrupted approximatelywere four hours.

634:2,11(b),The defendant was convicted under RSA which makes
it a class B to tofelony purposely attemptcause or cause a

communication,interruption“substantial or ofimpairment public
water, ortransportation, supply gas power publicof or other

service.” The was for a“purposelydefendant indicted causing
substantial of ainterruption public arguesservice.” He that the

was toevidence insufficient a that issupport finding cable television
“publica “A sufficiency inquiry mayservice.” two asteps:involve

preliminary legal question may exist as to the definition of [an]
crime,”ofelement the and the producedevidence at trial may be

to supportinsufficient a jury’s finding element,reasonable that the
defined,so proven beyondwas a reasonable doubt. State v.

Paglierani, 37, 38, 209, (1994).139 N.H. 648 A.2d 210 The defendant
argued below that the “State failed to produce sufficient toevidence
show Simmons T.V.Cable Service was a ‘public service’ as contem-
plated by Therefore,. . . 634:2.”[RSA] the definition of that
element was at issue before the trial court and properlyis before us
on appeal.

legislatureThe has not defined “public inservice” this context.
General inwords a words,statute that specific however,follow are

toconstrued include only items of a similar character to specificthe
ones mentioned. Town Gilsum v. Reg. School Dis-Monadnockof
trict, 32, 40, 625, (1992).136 N.H. 611 A.2d Therefore,629 “other

service,”public as used in 634:2,RSA 11(b), comprises services
similar to public communication, water,transportation, gas, and
power service. The legislature has employed similar phrasing,
including the words “other public services,” to describe services
essential to publicthe 674:36, 11(a)welfare. See RSA (1986); RSA

(1989);205:1 (1984)see also 374:48,RSA II (differentiating between
“public utility companies] which suppl[y] gas, electricity, water or
telephone service” and “cable television companies]”).

We previouslyhave had occasion to consider the legislative intent
underlying RSA Although Paris,634:2. State v. N.H. 322,137 627

(1993),A.2d 582 a 634:2,involved violation of 11(a),RSA we noted
that legislativethe history indicates that ‘“[t]he of thisgrading

isoffense uponbased considerations of seriousness similar to those
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lost,offenses, of andnamely, propertythat the amountgovern theft
on essentialby publicthe seriousness as measured effectsupon

Paris, 328, at the 1969(quotingservices.’” 137 N.H. at 627 A.2d 586
of to Recommend Codification of Criminal“Report Commission

Laws”) added).(emphasis

service,publiccable television is not an essentialBecause
60,Assoc., 2daccord Devon-Aire Villas Home. v.Americable 490 So.

(Fla. 1985) (cable equivalentDist. television not “theApp.63-64 Ct.
of, water”);for v.example, electricity Sheppard Cityand of

(S.C. 1994) (“We601, notOrangeburg, 442 603 do believeS.E.2d
is so thatnecessitythat the value and of cable television self-evident

systemthis court should declare that a cable television anprovides
service.”), notlegislatureessential we conclude that the did intend

11(b)634:2, apply interruption impairmentthat RSA or of cableto
therefore,service;television the defendant’s actions did not consti­

11(b).634:2,felonytute criminal mischief under RSA

Reversed.

All concurred.
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