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the misconstrued thehearing panelWe need not consider whether
decision, authoritythe have no tojust hearing panelsStrandell because as

the also lack thepayments, panelsorder DHHS to make retroactive
appropriatedDHHS as to how it must itsauthority spendto instruct

topanelit was error for the orderprospectively. Consequently,monies
facilitatesystemor classification topriorityDCYF to devise a reasonable

theportionfunds to the and this ofpetitioners,distribution of available
reversed.panel’s2005 decision is

affirmed,hearing panel’sthe the 2004 decision isupon foregoing,Based
indecision is affirmed in and reversedhearing panel’sand the 2005 part

for fees and costs is denied.request attorney’sThepart. petitioners’

in and reversed inpart part.Affirmed
GalwayBroderick, C.J., Dalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and and concurred.
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(Susan McGinnis,P. assistantattorney generalA.Kelly Ayolle,
brief), for the State.on theattorney general,

defender, Concord, theof onLolhstein, appellateTheodore assistant
brief, for the defendant.

Ruff, fordefendant, her convictionBroderick, Wendy appealsTheC.J.
in2006), a trialfollowing juryRSA 635:2 (Supp.criminal trespass,

J.) of the evidence.{McGuire, sufficiencythechallengingCourtSuperior
We affirm.

uponfacts based the evidencefollowingThe could found thejury have
mother-in-law, atFlanders, the has residedBenita defendant’spresented.

son, Arthur, along1992. Her with258 Road in Warner sinceVillageNorth
The defendant isat the residence.daughter,his wife and lives same

Benita have had anBenita’s The defendant andmarried to another of sons.
and the defendant was notmany years,forrelationshipacrimonious

at home.welcome Benita’s
23, 2004, Tex arrived at Benita’sWhitingthe ofevening SeptemberOn

Benita andon the defendant’s behalf. Whilemessagehome to deliver a
theconversed, suddenlythe defendant entered homeWhiting
thereafter,dialogue ShortlyA heated ensued.unannounced and uninvited.

theinterceded. He commandedimmediatelyArthur arrived home and
leave, physicallyThe defendant was removeddefendant to but she refused.

times, wayto force herrepeatedly managedfrom the home several but
time, into her car and leftgotback in. When she was removed a final she
the and called the police.with Benita and Arthur locked doorWhiting.

trespassThe defendant with criminal and criminalchargedwas
trial, ofchargesAt she moved to dismiss both at the close thethreatening.

case,State’s that the evidence was insufficient to establish allarguing
motion,trial court denied the and thechargedelements of the crimes. The

threatening chargenot on the criminal and ajury guiltyreturned a verdict
charge. appealon the criminal This followed.guilty trespassverdict

“A personThe criminal that: is oftrespass provides guiltystatute
so,if, that he not licensed or to doknowing privilegedcriminal istrespass

635:2,in RSA I. Criminalany place.” trespasshe enters or remains
knowinglyif person“[t]heconstitutes a misdemeanor offense ... remains

... in defiance of an order to leave or not to enter which wasany place[i]n
by person.”communicated to him the or other authorizedpersonally owner

635:2,111(b)(2).RSA
in herdenyingThe defendant that the trial court erred motion toargues

because the evidence was not sufficient to establish that she wasdismiss
635:2,person.”the or other authorized RSA“byordered to leave owner

111(b). showingthat no was introduced that ArthurShe contends evidence



himowned the residence or that the owner authorized to exclude others
the thatfrom the While she concedes that evidence establishedpremises.

residence,authorityArthur had to exclude her from the sheapparent
beyondcontends that no evidence established a reasonable doubt that

Arthur had actual to order her to leave the home. We assumeauthority
635:2, 111(b),“other authorized RSAdeciding person,”without that an is

550,one 555authority. Gaffney,with actual But see State v. 147 N.H.
(2002) (“Given the orders individuals in actual orrepeated by apparent

station, so,authority to leave the and the defendant’s refusal to dopolice
the to supportevidence was sufficient his conviction for criminal
trespass.”).

evidence,Because the defendant the of the shechallenges sufficiency
provingcarries the burden of that no rational trier of fact could have found

783,beyondher a reasonable See State v. 152 N.H.guilty Emery,doubt.
(2005).(2005); 331,788 State v. 152 N.H. 350 theLittlefield, We view

evidence in the most favorable to the State and examine eachlight
evidence,inevidentiary item the context of all the not in isolation.

Littlefield, 152 N.H. at 350. When the evidence ispresented
circumstantial, guiltit must exclude all rational conclusions in orderexcept
to be sufficient to convict. Id.

her Benita theDuring testimony, premisesreferred to as her home. She
1992,testified that she had lived at the residence since and that Arthur

familyand his also lived there. She exercised dominion over the home in
evening,that when she heard a knock on the door that she “Comereplied,

describing layoutin.” When the of the Benita made statementspremises,
it,of ownership concerning the furniture within as well as the abode itself.

Benita the defendant’s intoentrydescribed sudden the residence as “all of
added.) Further,a sudden doormy opened.” (Emphasis explained:she

door,you you goAs come in the to the left. That’s where the chair
is, sofa,the computer my youand and then when to the othergo

room, kitchen,you’re going myside of the into ‘cause I have a
trailer, kitchen,small so I was like almost into the which was just

a step away.

Arthur, trial,at the time of he and hisRegarding daughterwife and had
lived at the Warner residence for or nineapproximately eight years.
Throughout testimony,his Arthur referenced the aspremises his
residence, “home,”calling calling property “my yard”it his and the and

Moreover, house,“our Arthur atyard.” when arrived the he walked in
knockingwithout and instructed the defendant to leave therepeatedly

Benita,inresidence front of without Benita When the defendantobjecting.
thefinally premises,was forced to leave Arthur called the police.
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supportthe evidence would notassuming thatthat evenWe conclude
owner, evidence, totalityinviewed itsthe thethat Arthur wasfindinga

State, a reasonableproves beyondto thelightin the most favorableand
Therefore, must considerresident. welong-timewas athat Arthurdoubt

anhim to bequalifya wouldstatus as residentArthur’swhether
meaning of the statute.within theperson”“authorized

theinterpretperson,”of “authorized wemeaningthediscerningWhen
Seestatutoryof construction.our normal rulesin withterm accordance

(decided 2007). is,3, That “weBalukas, 377, May155 378-80State v. N.H.
itself, and, if thatconstruepossible,of the statutelanguagefirst look to the

InId. at 378.ordinary meaning.”plainto its andlanguage according
statutoryofaddition, in the context the overallstatutesinterpret“we

378,isolation,” the Criminal Codeid. and construenot in atscheme and
RSAjustice,”to promoteof terms and“according import [its]to the fair

legislatureof of the(1996). is the final arbiter the intent“This court625:3
Balukas,a whole.”of a statute considered asin the wordsexpressedas

378.155 N.H. at

criminal trespassis not defined in theperson”The “authorizedterm
ordinary meaning.todictionary guidancefor as itslook to thestatute. We

(2006)481, dictionary(relying upon483See 153 N.H.Kelley,State v.
crime). “authorized”of The termmeaningexamine of elementdefinition to

asauthority recognized:by: markedcommonly “having authoritymeans
by authority.”authorityendowed with ... sanctionedhaving authority ...

Dictionary (unabridged147Third New InternationalWebster’s
2002). turn, andrequirein means to“authority,” “powered. The term

derivedright expect superiority: the to obedience :receive submission
giveand finalrightcarries it the to commandfrom a status that with

of thethe contextguidanceat 146. We also seek fromdecisions ....” Id.
isthe criminal statutestatutory trespassscheme within whichoverall

Balukas, containing RSAchapter155 N.H. at 378. Theembodied. See
and, in criminaladdition to635:2 is “Unauthorized Entries”entitled

635:1,RSAactivity Burglary,astrespass, prohibitedit includes such
or BurialStock, 635:3, CemeteryInterference withRSA andTrespassing

Ground, proscribingstatutory upon635:6. The scheme focusesRSA
legitimate purpose.have noinvading theyin whichpremisesfrompersons

scheme,statutoryof the term and theordinary meaningtheConsidering
a non­authorityhas to excludethat a lawful resident actualwe conclude

anlives, and thus constitutesin which heresident from the home
111(b). Law635:2, BLACK’SRSA Seeunderperson”“authorized

2004) include(8th authority” to(defining142 ed. “actualDICTIONARY
as a result ofhe or hasagent reasonably believes she“authority that the
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the dealings theagent’s with This ofprincipal”). construction the criminal
trespass comportsstatute with the fair of the andimport statute promotes
justice. See RSA 625:3.

atArthur lived the Warner a years.home for number of He ordered
Benita,the defendant to leave in front of dispute authoritywho did not his

as a resident to exclude non-residents from the Accordingly,home. Arthur
was defendant, non-resident,authorized to exclude the a from the
premises in he Thus,which and his lived. thefamily evidence was sufficient
to 567,sustain the defendant’s conviction. State v. 144Flynn, N.H. 570Cf.

(circumstantial(1999) evidence can establish lack privilegeof to enter
premises in burglary charge).

Affirmed.
GalwayDalianis, Duggan, Hicks, JJ.,and concurred.
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