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groundon this thusformotion reconsiderationdenial of Sanderson’s
Mut.Brown v. John Hancockof discretion. Seenot an abusewas

(1989).Co., 485, 492Ins. 131 N.H.Life
informed thereconsideration, alsofor SandersonIn the motion

informationByrd to moredeposeto obtainplannedcourt that she
members. Asother boardplanningcommunications withabout his

“independentlyhis or her claimdevelopbias mustallegingpartythe
board,” Grimm, 138 N.H. atof Petitionany interrogationof the of

implicit52-53, denyentitled to Sanderson’scourt was alsothe
on this issue.discoveryfor additionalrequest

in her motiondenyingthat the court errednext assertsSanderson
the scenic road statute doesgroundon thatfor reconsideration the

not raise thisdidrecord shows that Sandersonapply to her. Thenot
thatit was an issue wasoriginal petition, althoughin herissue

throughout hercontrary,the time. To thereadily apparent at
toappliedthe road statuteasserts that scenicpetition, Sanderson

on it for thecourt’s refusal to rulerequest. Accordingly, the trialher
an ofwas not abuseon the motion for reconsiderationfirst time

Assocs., 144 N.H. at 654-55.ValleySee Mt. Malldiscretion.

Affirmed.

DUGGAN,JJ.,BROCK, C.J., concurred.and BRODERICK and
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(MalindaT.Philip McLaughlin, attorney Lawrence,general R.
attorneyassistant general, on the brief orally),and for the State.

Ackerman,Bensinger defender,appellateassistant ofJenifer
Concord, Olson,and defender,Carl assistant appellate of Littleton
(Ms. brief,onAckerman the and Mr. orally),Olson for the
defendant.

NADEAU, defendant, Douthart,J. The Richard appeals from his
J.)following juryconvictions a trial in the Superior (Perkins,Court

first-degreefor one count of murder and count of conspiracyone to
(amend-(1996); (1996)commit robbery. See RSA 630:l-a RSA 629:3

(1996).1999);ed RSA 636:1 The defendant contends that the court
(1)by:erred excluding evidence aregarding State witness’s prior

(2)acts;bad and admitting the defendant’s inculpatory out-of-court
statements, excludingbut exculpatory statements made theto same

subject.witness on the same affirm.We
3,The 1998,relevant facts follow. On August victim, athe

fourteen-year-old boy, was found dead on the of thebanks
Winnipesaukee murder,River. The Tuesday following the Jon
Knowles agave statement to the Concord Hepolice. admitted that
he and the had planneddefendant an impromptu robbery of the
victim, and that the defendant had committed the murder in the

Thereafter,course of the robbery. the defendant was arrested and
owngave his statement to police, statingthe he alone caused the

victim’s fatal Theinjuries. defendant initially anyomitted reference
implicatedto Knowles. He him only policeafter the theyindicated

knew participation. defendant, however,of Knowles’ The did not
accuse causing injuries.Knowles of the fatal Knowles testifiedlater
for the State.

trial,Prior to the defendant moved to admit evidence that
(1)Knowles, in the past, had: shot at three orpeople more times and

(2)hebelieves has at person;wounded least one orstabbed three
(3) (4)four people; badly child;beaten a sick and deformed engaged

in bicycles, alcohol,numerous ofthefts cigarettes, guns and car
(5)stereos; (6)frequently marijuana;used alcohol and tolied

(7)authorities such as police, employers;teachers and and had
frequent withcontact the Concord police regarding assault allega-
tions.
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andprior theftsregardingevidenceThe trial court admitted
authorities, reasoning Hampshirethat Newtolyingincidents of

impeachesit608(b) this evidence becausepermitsEvidenceRule of
admitted evidencecourt alsoThe trialcredibility.the witness’s

murder. Theof theat the timeintoxicationKnowles’regarding
however, excludedevidence, wasacts”of the “badremainder

404(b) Theand 403.of EvidenceRulesHampshireto Newpursuant
error.wascontends thisdefendant

evening of thethat on thetrial, testimonyAt the offeredState
then-girlfriend,to hismurder, made statementsthe defendant

day afterthatkilled someone earlierBixby, that he hadDanielle
thatstatementsThe State also offeredby people.fourbeing jumped

state-inculpatoryfurtherdays he madeensuingthe twoduring
uponinflicted theinjuries he hadspecific thatregardingments

trial,prior the defendanttestimony,of this toIn anticipationvictim.
he madethatalleged exculpatory statementsto introducemoved

arrest, had committedBixbytold that Knowleshis in which heafter
the murder.

a within theof is matteradmissibility evidenceGenerally, “[t]he
discretion, the court’supsetand we will notbroadtrial court’s

an ofTo show abuseabuse of that discretion.ruling absent an
discretion, rulingthat the court’sthe must demonstratedefendant

to of his case.”prejudiceor theclearly untenable unreasonablewas
(1999)Warren, 633, 636 and citation(quotation143 N.H.State v.

(1998).Ellsworth, 710,omitted); 142 N.H. 716 “Thesee State v.
of. . . bears the burden demon-of bad acts evidenceproponent

(2000)687, 690Glodgett, 144 N.H.strating its relevance.” State v.
omitted).(quotations

404(b) provides:Rule

crimes, is notwrongs,of other or acts admissi-Evidence
inpersonto the of a order to show thatproveble character

however,conformity may,in therewith. Itpersonthe acted
motive,as ofpurposes, proofadmissible for other suchbe

intent, identity,preparation, plan, knowledge,opportunity,
or absence of or accident.mistake

issue, priora seeks to introduce badAs a threshold when defendant
case, mustto State’s the defendantimpugnacts of another the

other bad acts is relevant for ademonstrate such “evidence of
disposi-orproveother than to the characterpurpose [witness’s]

(1998).Monroe, 857,142 871 “To meet thetion.” State v. N.H.
404(b), must a clearrelevancy requirement of Rule there be
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connection between the particular evidentiary purpose and the
omitted).(quotationother bad acts.” Id. and ellipsis

The defendant argues that Knowles’ bad acts are relevant
of his “fear becomingbecause of the focus of investigationa murder

and risk receiving punishmentthe of a severe due to his prior bad
fear,acts.” The defendant contends this withcombined Knowles’

sentence,wish to receive a lenient motivated him to go policeto the
and implicate the defendant. The defendant arguesfurther that

evidence,without the jurybad acts “the was free to believe that
Knowles was bymotivated his conscience.”

The defendant offered insufficient testimony to counter the
position of priorState’s that most the bad byacts theproffered

defendant bywere committed Knowles while he was a minor in
Colorado, and were largely unknown to the HampshireNew author-
ities when investigationthe homicide began. Given that law enforce-
ment officers of prior acts,were unaware Knowles’ bad heand had

were,no theyreason to believe that simplythere is no nexus
between badthose acts and Knowles’ motivation to the crimereport
to the Thepolice. theorydefendant’s is atspeculative Thebest.

is, therefore,proffered evidence irrelevant.
The defendant arguesnext after the court admitted certain

inculpatory statements to Bixby,he made the ofexclusion his
subsequent exculpatory statements to her was error under the

of completeness.doctrine

“Under the of completeness,doctrine verbal partya has the
right statement,to introduce remainder a writing,the of correspon­
dence, former testimony, or conversation that his or her opponent
introduced so far itas relates to the same subject matter and hence

explaintends to or lightshed on the ofmeaning part alreadythe
Warren,received.” 143 atN.H. 636 and(quotation brackets omit­

ted). This todoctrine exists prevent partyone from gaining an
advantage by Thus,misleading jury.the See id. there are two
requirements first,to trigger the doctrine respecting conversations:

conversation;the part second,statements must be of the same and
onlyadmission of a portion would mislead jury.the

The defendant argues that both the andinculpatory exculpatory
partstatements are of an “on-going dialogue” himbetween and

Bixby, and therefore once the inculpatory statements admit-were
ted, the statements inexculpatory requiredwere the interest of
completeness. The State counters that the statements are remote in
time and cannot be partconsidered of the same statement. We

Theagree. priordefendant’s tostatements made arrest and those
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conversation.of the samepartare notsimplyafter the arrestmade
adoptedif thewebe strainedwouldcompletenessofThe doctrine

theory.“on-going dialogue”defendant’s
inculpatory state-theadmitting onlythatarguesThe defendant

asthatleft to believejury“the wasjury becausemisled thements
toin priorconfidedonly [the defendant]the thatBixby personwas

that Knowles washerhe would have toldpolice,thecontact withhis
that theargueshe The Stateif in fact was.”murdererthe

the initial statementshelp explainnotwouldexculpatory statements
aftercircumstancesentirely differentunderthey placetookbecause

inmurder thewithchargedarrested andhad beenthe defendant
agree withself-serving. Weinterim, the statements areand because

State, and, affirm.accordingly,the

Affirmed.

JJ.,DALIANIS, concurred.BROCK, andC.J., BRODERICKand
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