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They coverageexcluded. also assert that the negligentfor infliction of
byemotional claimdistress is barred the physical abuse exclusion. These

arguments are made the onapparently Nothingfor first time inappeal. the
record before us demonstrates that either argument Theywas made below.

inare not mentioned the trial court’s Securityorder. Northern has neither
portioncited the of the record in argumentswhich these were raised nor

aprovided copy petitionus with of its for summary See SUP.judgment. Ct.
13, 16(3)(b);R. see Bean Prop. 248,also v. Red Oak 151Mgmt., N.H. 250

(2004) that(holding partythe failure of the moving to demonstrate where
questioneach presented appealon maywas raised below be byconsidered

the court regardless of whether the opposing party objects on those
Therefore,grounds). we do not address argument.either

Affirmed.

C.J.,ÜALIANIS, DUGGAN, J.,and concurred.
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(Susan McGinnis,P. seniorDelaney, attorney generalA.Michael
orally), for the State.on the brief andattorney general,assistant

(EvanPC, F.of on theAttorney NappenE.F. At Law ConcordNappen
orally), for the defendant.brief and

Duggan, defendant, Beauchemin, convictionappealsJ. Brian A. hisThe
baitingtrial on the violation of for wildlifefollowing a bench level offense

2010);207:3-d, I N.H. Admin.the season.during (Supp.closed See RSA
J.)307.01(b).RULES, (Scheffy,Fis that Trial Court erredarguesHe the

when it ruled that corn andit denied his motion to andsuppresswhen
ofare covered substances within the definitionsalt-rich mineral blocks

2010).207:1,under Il-a affirm.baiting (Supp.RSA We

It is to bait for wildlifefollowing illegalThe record reveals the facts.
Ajdmin. Rules, 307.01(b). Inand 31. N.H. FisApril Augustbetween 15 See

2008, investigated theDelayneOfficer Brown defen­October Conservation
in yard correspondinghis withouthangingdant for two deer carcasses

and knocked on theporchwent onto the defendant’sregistrations. Brown
house, the porch,no While on Brownmain door to his but received answer.

baitingof around thesigns activitya site and deerpossible baitingnoticed
asite took of the area.photographand
30,2009, checking potential illegalin onAugustOn Brown was Henniker

last in Augustsites. Brown the weeksbaiting typically spendspre-season
and walks inheavily gamewith hunters andareas concentratedpatrolling

rounds,30,2009hisDuring Augustfor of animals.looking signsthe woods
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Brown went back to the area around the defendant’s andproperty
indiscovered whole kernel corn and a mineral block notsalt-rich the woods

residence,far from the defendant’s and a frompathalso observed foot the
site to his house.baiting

proceededBrown then thetoward defendant’s house and observed the
inwalking five-gallondefendant his direction two full ofcarrying buckets

defendant, himself,whole kernel corn. Brown approached the introduced
and doing.asked what he was The defendant that heresponded puttingwas
out for hunting.bait Brown informed that itthe defendant was closed
season and the defendant “I canreplied, mydo whatever I damn onwant
own property.” explainedBrown the tolaws the defendant and subse-
quently wrote him a ticket. The protested onlydefendant that he was

the notfeeding baitingdeer and them for the purpose hunting.of
trial,toPrior the defendant filed a tomotion suppress “evidence

obtained,”unlawfully seized arguingor that one of the photographs
provided in discovery investigation,taken theduring 2008 was taken when
OfficerBrown onunlawfullywas his Theporch. objected,State and the trial
court ruled that it would deal with the motion to in ofsuppress the context

trial,the Followingtrial. a bench the defendant was guilty baitingfound of
aduring closed season.

On appeal, the defendant first argues that the trial court iterred when
denied his suppress unlawfullymotion to evidence obtained in the 2008

Theinvestigation. defendant asserts that illegal investigationthe 2008 “was
the investigationbasis for the in August 2009 in which more evidence was
gathered chargeto and convict in the present[the defendant] matter.”

“When trialreviewing rulinga court’s on a tomotion suppress, acceptwe
the findings theytrial court’s unless lack in thesupport record or are

erroneous,”clearly and we legalreview conclusions novo. v.de State
Craveiro, (2007).423,155 N.H. 426

The defendant focuses argumenthis entire on the investigation,2008
thatarguing Officer Brown took an illegal photograph of his property He

argues that because Officer Brown came back for the 2009 investigation
based entirely upon information gathered during the illegal 2008 investi-
gation, the 2009 investigation was tainted and unlawful. The defendant
argues that Officer presenceBrown’s on his porch during the 2008

bothinvestigation authorityviolated the officer’s statutory and his own
rightconstitutional to be secure from unlawful searches and seizures. RSA

206:26,1 2010)(Supp. gives powerconservation officers the to “enforce all
laws, wildlife,rules regulationsand to allrelating go uponand to any
property otherwise,of buildings, postedoutside or in performancethe of
their duties.” The defendant that powersasserts a conservation officer’s
only him to go propertyallow on outside of butbuildings, permitdo not him
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onBrown went hisbecause Officerargues thatin or on Hego porches.to
disagree.statutoryhis Wepowers.exceededporch, he

onI, go any propertyto206:26, conservation officerspermitsRSA
does notregulations, butto wildlife rules andbuildingof a enforceoutside

206:26,RSA VIISeebuddingssuch without a warrant.allow to enterthem
2010) and searchto secure executeconservation officers(Supp. (permitting

is ofHere, theporch partthe defendant’sbuddings).to enterwarrants
therefore“budding.” Brown washis house or Officeroutside ofproperty

enforce adporchthe defendant’s tostatutory powers goto onwithin his
laws, rules, to wddlife.regulations relatingand

presence porchon histhat Brown’sarguesdefendant also OfficerThe
I, 19 the StatePart Article ofAmendment andwas a violation of the Fourth

a warrantBrown not havethat because Officer didarguesConstitution. He
the fruit ofporchmade the wereanyhis fromporch,to be on observations

poisonousthe tree.

the State Consti­argumentfirst underaddress the defendant’sWe
Ball,v. 124 N.H.tution, only. Stateguidanceand cite federal foropinions

(1983).226, enter toprivate propertyWhen conservation officers232-33
placestheir to visitorsan and “restrict movementsinvestigationconduct

driveways, porches),” observationsexpected go (e.g., walkways,could tobe
I, Orde,19. v.bymade are not Part Article Stateplacesfrom these covered

omitted). Here,260, (2010) testimonythere was(quotation161 266N.H.
of Thethat led to the main door the defendant’s residence.porchthe

could be tocertainly place expectedwould a “visitorsporchdefendant’s be
on theAnythingknock on the front door. observed whilego” in order to

I, and,19, thus, find nois not covered Part Article weporch bydefendant’s
a result of Officerrightsof the defendant’s constitutional asviolation

investigation.Brown’s 2008
toofprotective rightthe is at least as the beBecause State Constitution

Constitution,the see State v.free from unreasonable searches as Federal
(2003),MacElman, 795, we the result under the149 N.H. 801 reach same

ouras we do under State Constitution.Federal Constitution
baitingdefinition of setarguesdefendant next that the substancesThe

207:1, Il-a a mineral block.forth in RSA does not include corn or salt-rich
meat, carrion,207:1, honeyactbaiting placingdefines as of“ft]heRSA Il-a
luring attractingofcapableor other food or substance orany ingestible

animals, birds, with the excep-or animalscoyote, fur-bearing game game
the ofprincipleThe asserts that undergray squirrel.”tion of defendant

baiting byinthe substances included the definitionejusdem generis, only
are substances similaringestiblethe food or substance” otherwords “other

honey.to ormeat
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We a statutory Breed,review trial court’s interpretation de novo. State v.
(2009).61,159 N.H. 64 areWe the final of the legislativearbiters intent as

in the ofexpressed Thiel,words the statute considered as a whole. State v.
(2010).462, statute,160 N.H. interpreting465 a we first toWhen look the

itself, and,language of the if possible,statute that languageconstrue
toaccording its andplain ordinary meaning. Id.

ejusdem that,“The ofprinciple generis provides specificwhere words
in a general ones,statute generalfollow the words are construed to

only objectsembrace similar in bynature to those specificenumerated the
Breed,words.” 159 N.H. at 65. noteWe that while in this generalcase the

ones,inwords the statute specificfollow the we have previously applied
ejusdem generis to such statutes. See id. The defendant argues that

meat,because the statute specifically carrion,lists honey,and onlythe
other of ortypes ingestiblefood maysubstances that be inincluded the
definition are those that are insimilar kind. He asserts that carrion is a

and, therefore,oftype meat to fall statutoryunder the baiting,definition of
ingestiblea food or substance bemust similar to either ormeat Thehoney.

defendant reads the narrowly.statute too

Here, the general term ingestible“foodor capablesubstance of luring
or attracting coyote, animals,fur-bearing birds,game or game animals with

exceptionthe of gray squirrel,” provides parametersthe of the nature of
specificthe enumerated Anywords. food ingestibleor substance that is

ofcapable luring attractingor the animals listed in the statute is neces­
sarily objectan “similar in nature to bythose enumerated the specific

case,Inwords.” Id. this whole cornkernel and a salt-rich mineral block are
both ingestiblefood or substances that ofcapableare orluring attracting

animals,coyote, birds,fur-bearing game gameor such,animals. As both
objects come within the ofstatutory definition baiting 207:1,under RSA
II-a.

Affirmed.

DALIANIS, C.J., HICKS, LYNN, JJ.,and CONBOY and concurred.


