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445,448, (2004);Johnston, Riley,Florida v. 488 U.S. 450-52150 N.H. 452
(1984).States, 170, 176-84 we(1989); Accordingly,466Oliver v. United U.S.

Constitution.reach the same result under the Federal

that the aerialargument,now turn to the defendant’s secondWe
his to and did not fallproperty right privacyobservation of his violated

requirement.to the warrant We have notplain exceptionwithin the view
circumstances,whether,had occasion to address or under whatpreviously

may Hampshireconstitute a search under the Newaerial observation
Constitution, need not do so here. The defendant moved to suppressand we

marijuana overgrown,the search of theonly plants duringthe seized
field behind his house. The defendant’s motions to weresloping suppress

such, anylimited as as no other items were seized from other areas of his
concluded that no warrant was to searchproperty. Having already required

found, assume,marijuanathe was even if we withoutthe field where
search,that the aerial observation a no constitutionaldeciding, constituted

violation occurred.

Affirmed.
DugganDalianis, Hicks, JJ.,and concurred.
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DUGGAN, {Lewis, J.),jurya trial inFollowing SuperiorJ. Court the
(2007).defendant, Costello,Kurt was convicted of burglary. See RSA 635:1

that trialappeals, arguing by admittingHe the court erred evidence that he
was addicted to heroin. We affirm.

5,juryThe could have found the following Julyfacts. Around noon on
2006, fourteen-year-old David Smith was home alone when hesleeping

slider,a on up,heard knock the slider door. He woke the and sawopened
Markham,his theneighbor, stepson, walking away.Stuart defendant’s

catch,merelyMarkham toThinking play sleep.wanted Smith went back to
later,Approximately thirty minutes dog barking,Smith heard his and as

door,he looked out his bedroom he saw completelysomeone dressed in
black, later,at Abending down the slider door. minute or two he heard
banging at the door and heard calling dog bysomeone his name. Thinking

knew,it was emergedsomeone he Smith from his bedroom manand saw a
instanding clean-shaven,his kitchen. He described the man as short-

haired, 11,5 10 orstanding thirty-five5 between and forty years old and
with tattoos of black flames on his forearms and neck. The man told Smith
that he had let himself into the house because he had seen someone else
trying to break in and he had wanted to let the homeowner know. After

minutes,about two the man left and walked into the woods behind the
door,house. slider,Smith noticed that the back which was next to the had

been off ofripped hinges; nothingits was missing from the home.
police officer,The were called and began investigating immediately. One

walkingwhile around the neighborhood, noticed the stepsondefendant’s
himwatching and on a celltalking phone.

incident,Within a day or two of the police gavethe the media Smith’s
description broadcast,of the intruder. After the news the defendant called
a friend and ifasked he knew a good tattoo artist who could cover up
tattoos. The police Irvine,also received an e-mail from Nicole a friend of the

wife, Kathy that,defendant’s Markham-Costello. Irvine testified in July
2006, Markham-Costello had called ifand asked she could out”“hide at
Irvine’s policehouse. The followed every lead from thearising media
broadcast and eliminated all suspects except the defendant.

police spoke defendant,When the to the he told them he had been at
5,2006,home on July did, however,and had not togone Smith’s house. He

tell the he inpolice was the area where the suspect disappeared into the
house,woods behind Smith’s but said he was forlooking stepson.his He

also said he knew the police looking personwere for a with tattoos who had
entered a nearby property.

The grand jury indicted the defendant burglary.for See RSA 635:1.His
wife was charged hinderingwith aapprehension, charge to which she
eventually pled 5,Thatguilty. charge alleged Julythat on Markham-
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thepreventcar so as totrunk of herin thethe defendantconcealedCostello
interview, Markham-Costellohim. In a recordeddiscoveringfrompolice

were5, the defendantshe andJulyofthat on the afternoonthe policetold
toleft the housewhen, the defendantat some point,fatherherhome with

intodefendant, running“camehesaw themail. she nextthe Whencheck
in thehidThe defendantexcited, sweaty.”of andhouse, all out breaththe

findcould notpoliceso thefrom the housecar as she drovetrunk of their
“something badand knewin the areapolicesawhim. Markham-Costello

happened.”
that theto introduce evidencetrial, in liminemovedAt the State

wasthat this evidencearguedaddict. The Statewas a heroindefendant
home with the intentSmith’sthe defendant enteredto showthatadmissible

TheRSA 635:1.therein, burglary.of Seean elementa crimeto commit
that, at the timeevidence, with evidencecoupledthiscontended thatState

thatto showwould be relevantcrime, unemployed,wasthe defendantof the
to steal.with the intenthomehe entered Smith’s

to introduceallowed the Stateobjection, the courtthe defendant’sOver
testifiedMarkham-Costellotestimony of his wife.through thethe evidence

jurytold theto heroin. Shethat, 2006, defendant was addictedin theJuly
support.”to Shethey had “two habitsbecause“usuallythat he was broke”

alsoShe2006, “problem.”had a heroinin the defendantJulytestified that
3,2006, that the defendantAugustonpolicethat she had told theconfirmed

Additionally,“using.”he wasthoughtand that shewas out of the house
jurythepolice,tolying spokewas when shejurytold the shealthough she

2006,Julythat in thetherecording telling policeof hertapeheard a
financially.himjob supportedhis and that sherecently lostdefendant had

clean-shaven. Junkies“is neverFurther, that the defendantshe testified
razor out.”shower, getto thethey goingare noteven like todon’t
jury:theevidence, trial court instructedthis thelightIn of

ofpurposefor the narrowthis evidencemayYou consider
a reasonable doubtbeyondhas provenwhether the Statedeciding

crimeburglarywith thein connectionmotive of the defendantthe
charged.

actprior illegalcommitted thethat the defendantyouIf believe
in decidingthatmay use evidenceyouor in thenquestion,acts

establishingin theproofits burden ofhas metwhether the State
is,that that the defendantcharged;the crimemotive element of

to commit thepurposewith apremisespertinententered the
crime of theft.

however, any purpose.for othernot, use this evidencemayYou
of theto evidenceconsider this bemay notSpecifically, you
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or as that defendantproof disposeddefendant’s character the was
to atcharged.commit the crime The defendant’s character is not

—inKeep your dutyissue in this case. mind that it that youris
duty is to decide whether the State that theprovenhas defendant

incommitted the crime the indictment.particular charged

The sole issue for our review is theadmittingwhether evidence that
defendant was a heroin addict at the the alleged burglarytime of violated

404(b).HampshireNew Rule of Evidence We review the trial court’s
for andecision unsustainable exercise of discretion. State v. 156N.H.Pepin,
(2007).269, 276

404(b)Rule provides:

crimes,Evidence of wrongs,other or acts is not toadmissible
prove personthe of a in tocharacter order show that the person

however,acted in conformity therewith. It be formay, admissible
motive,other purposes, proof intent,such as of opportunity,

preparation, knowledge,plan, identity, or absence of ormistake
accident.

404(b)purposeThe of Rule is to ensure that the defendant onis tried the
of chargedmerits the crime as and apreventto conviction uponbased

Kim, (2006).of or wrongs. 322,evidence other crimes 153State v. N.H. 326
satisfyThe evidence a three-partmust to betest admissible Ruleunder

404(b): (1) the must be purposeevidence relevant for a other than proving
(2)the defendant’s or disposition;character there must be thatproofclear

(3)act;the defendant thecommitted and probativethe value of the evidence
notmust be substantially outweighed by dangerthe of unfair prejudice to

the defendant. Id. The State bears of demonstratingthe burden the
admissibility of Here,the bad acts. 327.prior Id. at the defendant
challenges the trial court’s decision with torespect the and thirdfirst

404(b)ofprongs analysis.the Rule

Tomeet its burden under the first theprong, State must demonstrate
relevancythe of the evidence. Id. at This requires326. the toState

“articulate the ofprecise chain thereasoning by which offered willevidence
provetend to or andisprove issue inactually dispute, without relying upon

character,forbidden predisposition,inferences of or propensity.” at 327.Id.
That chain of mustreasoning demonstrate “a sufficient logical connection”
between the prior permissibleacts and the forpurpose which the State
offers the evidence. Id.

Here, the defendant chargedwas with whichburglary, required the State
entryto withprove unauthorized intent to commit a crime therein. RSASee
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(1990). that635:1; Collins, 609, 617 contends the133N.H. The Statev.State
he entered Smith’saddiction relevant to show thatdefendant’s heroin was

home to steal.with the motive

the willnudgesthe reason thatsupplyinghas been defined as“Motive
Kim, atto in criminal intent.” 153 N.H. 328.prods indulgeand the mind

to stealrelevant to show motive isdruga defendant’s addiction isWhether
that have this issue areimpression.an of first Courts addressedissue

Annotation, Admissibility Evidence Accused’sdivided. generallySee ofof
Propertyor to Show Motive Other ThanDrug Addiction Use for Theft of

(1980 2008). the2 4th 1298 & Some courts bar StateDrugs, Supp.A.L.R.
steal,to a motive todrugfrom evidence of useintroducing provehabitual

(N.J.see, Mazowski, 1176, 1180 Super. App.766A.2d Ct. Div.e.g., State v.
2001) is a drugthat defendant(rejecting “[b]ecauseState’s assertion
addict, he ontoconstantly money, money,is in need of cannot hold... he

crimes”), it, see,to allow e.g.,and has a ‘motive’ commit while othersthus he
(Ohio)Henness, 686, drug(“Appellant’sState v. 679 N.E.2d 694 addiction

and, hence, kill.”),for his to steal andmoneyand shows his need motiveuse
(1997).denied, 971cert. 522 U.S.

Monroe, (1998),v. 142 857We a related issue in State N.H.addressed
(1999). Monroe,denied, the tosoughtcert. 525 1073 In defendant showU.S.
to ofby presentingthat had a motive kill the victim evidence hishis son

Monroe, thatson’s use. 142N.H. at 870.The trial court ruled thispast drug
irrelevant, Id.agreed.inadmissible because it was and we atevidence was

drug871. the defendant that of his son’sappeal, arguedOn evidence use
was show the to commit murder. Id. at 871-72.relevant to son’s motive We

a use of drugsthat absent “sufficient nexus between [the son’s]concluded
victim],a murder . . . evidence use woulddrug onlyand motive to of[the

isdisposition,serve of character or which forbidden[theas evidence son’s]
404(b).” not, however,at 872. the kind ofby specifyRule Id. We did evidence

drugthat a nexus” between a defendant’swould establish “sufficient use
a crime. look toallegedand motive to commit the We therefore other

ajurisdictions guidance.that test foremploy similar

thatrecognized, concludingnumber of courts have before thereAs a
motiveis a a defendant’s addiction and his tological connection between

crime, there must first be reason to believe that the defendantcommit a
(Wash.LeFever, 574, 578was the v. 690 P.2dperpetrator.indeed See State

1984)(en Collins,banc), 771P.2dgrounds byoverruled on other State v. 350
(Cal.(Wash. 1982)1989); Cardenas, 569,Peoplealso 647 575-76see v. P.2d

conviction lack of identification it(reversing robbery because credible made
guiltthat made its determination of based on“reasonably probable jurythe

as a heroin rather than evidenceappellant’s connectingstatus addict... on
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crimes”). situation,Inhim to the an Circuitanalogous the Ninth Court of
Appeals whether a povertyaddressed defendant’s continued was relevant

prove robbery. Mitchell,to to commit a v.motive bank United States 172
(9th 1999).1104, 1106 Mitchell,F.3d Cir. In a at gunpoint.bank was robbed

at onlyId. 1105.The issue at trial was whether was the personMitchell who
robbed or was mistakenly prosecution’sthe bank identified. Id. Because the

identity weak,was sought proveevidence of it to that Mitchell was topoor
that had ashow he motive to rob the bank. Id. at 1106. theAlthough

able toprosecution prove poverty upwas his to theleading robbery,
evidence that poor robbery.also showed he remained after the Id. On

act,”appeal, poverty is not notbecause a “bad the court did conduct a Rule
404(b) but rather that ofanalysis, poverty,concluded the evidence without
more, was not relevant.simply Quoting Wigmore,Id. Professor the court
reasoned:

money by enough“The lack of A be relevant tomight show the
ofprobability desiringA’s to commit a in ordercrime to obtain

money. practicalBut the of such aresult doctrine would be to put
a poor person under so much unfair atsuspicion and such a

disadvantagerelative that reasons of argumentfor fairness this
crimes,has seldom been as gravercountenanced evidence of the

those ofparticularly violence.”

WIGMORE, (ChadbourneId. at II(quoting §3921108 Evidence rev.
1979)).Because the evidence of poverty tended to thatsuggest Mitchell was

robber,the unknown bank the court concluded that the evidence was of
value,” 1110,“negligible probative id. at noting that it had little tendency to

make it probablemore that he the thief everyone,was as “almost poor or
not, gethas a to money.”motive more Id. at 1109. courtAs the recognized,
poverty distinctlyand addiction have upondifferent effects an individual’s

desires,restraint and but the court’s isreasoning nonetheless inapropos
cases of addiction.

Where the State seeks to introduce drug addiction without first
aestablishing identitydefendant’s as the culprit, drughis addiction has no

relevance or valueprobative as to the motive of an otherwise unknown
words,culprit. In other without a sufficient ofidentification the defendant

intruder,as the the ofnecessary chain andreasoning breaks we need not
reach relationshipthe drugbetween addiction and Inmotive. the absence
of intruder,some identification of the as addiction,defendant the his heroin

motive,though introduced to show fillwould in thenecessarily missing
404(b)logical gaps that Rule a fill.requires prosecutor to See Gould v.
(Alaska 1978) (introductionState, 535,579 539P.2d heroinof addiction to

provide robber identity hotlymotive of when is “toocontested attenuated
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omitted)). infer-resultingThe(quotationtoopossesses] many gaps”and
hedrugis a addict hasthe is: the defendantjuryto becauseimpartedence

steal, itsteal, is safe todrugand because addictsgeneralthe intent to
inis unknown this case.drug culpritaddict theparticularconclude that this

thatof thepropensitythe inferencereasoning impermissibleallowsSuch
designed prevent.torules of evidence are

states,Kim, reveals thatin as well as cases from otherdecisionOur
motive,provea act to introduced topriorcourts have allowed bad bewhen

toalternate evidence establishpresented sufficientprosecution actuallythe
325,Kim, atas 153 328identity perpetrator.the N.H.the defendant’s

losses and extramarital affairgamblingof defendant’s(holding evidence
kill admitted to that hepoliceto show motive to when headmissible

them);killvictims, claimed did seeand robbed murder but he notdrugged
(Kan. 2008)256, 261, 263 (holding crack cocainev. 191P.3dCarapezza,State

accompliceto to kill and rob whenproveaddiction admissible motive
hadand defendant’s cell mates testified she admittedidentified defendant

2003)779, 783-85,Com.,actions); (Ky.v. 96 793her Adkins S.W.3d
robberyof addiction to motive for and(affirming drug proveintroduction

beingwhen admitted to at victim’s house and substantialmurder defendant
Henness,murder); N.E.2d at 694linked him to the 679physical evidence

killadmissible to motive to rob and when(holding drug addiction show
cards,car, book, hishad the victim’s check and credit told wifedefendant

self-defense,the in the car to aand a friend that he had killed victim sold
checks,dealer, all from credit card cashdrug money forgedand used the

denied, 522 971purchase drugs),advances and car sale to and use cert. U.S.
(1997). cases, prosecution mayIn the introduce the bad act topriorsuch

the with the motive for an senselesssupply jury defendant’s otherwise
crime.

case,In in-court identification was Smiththis Smith’s weak. was
in the noridentify photo arrays burglary,unable to the defendant after was

to him theidentify policehe able the defendant when showed defendant’s
Yet, trial, asidentifyat he was to the defendant the manpicture alone. able

inatsitting Despite difficulty identifyingcounsel table. Smith’s the
defendant, strongto introducethe State was able circumstantial evidence

the admittedidentifying the defendant as the defendant heperpetrator:
suspectin the area into the woods behinddisappearedwas where the

house; police investigateSmith’s the defendant’s watched the thestepson
so;burglary multiple doing policeand made cell calls while thephone

defendant;all the the defendant called a friendsuspects excepteliminated
tattoos;if covergood upand asked he knew a tattoo artist who could the

car; and, hisfinally,hid him in the trunk of her wife calleddefendant’s wife
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trial,they upona if could out. the atfriend and asked hide Based evidence
easilythe could have concluded that the defendant was indeed thejury

intruder.

inidentity,Once the State establishes the defendant’s courts other
jurisdictions drugthat of a onlyhave ruled evidence defendant’s use is

to to a ifadmissible show motive commit theft offense the State establishes
(1) offense, and,that the defendant: “was at or near the time ofaddicted the

(2)therefore, obtaincompelled drug”;to the and “lacks sufficient income
drug].”from sources to sustain his ... need forlegal continuing People[the

(Mich.Jones, 411, 1982); Adkins,v. 326 App.N.W.2d 413 Ct. accord 96
(Ill.793; 749,Maounis,S.W.3d at v. 722People N.E.2d 752-53 App. Ct.

1999).

These cases stand for the general proposition that before evidence of
admissible,a drugdefendant’s addiction is the firstState must establish a

nexus between the defendant’s financial motive to commit the theft offense
and his toongoing purchase drugs satisfyneed to his addiction. See
Carapezza, 191 P.3d at 263. It enough merelyis not for the State to show

Smith,that athe defendant was casual of drugs.user See United States v.
(N.D.904, 2002), dismissed,181 F. 2dSupp. appeal907 Ill. 70 Fed. Appx.

(7th 2003).359 “A casualCir. user does not experience the same financial
Thus,pressures as an addict.” Id. is not per“it use se thatdrug supports the

financialunderlying relevant...,inference of need that themakes evidence
but a byrather demonstration the thatgovernment both the accused ahas
significant ordrug habit addiction and that didhe not have the financial

supportmeans to it that of drugmakes such evidence use relevant to
establish a Madden,motive” to commit a offense.theft United States v. 38

(4th 1994).747, 752F.3d Cir.

case,In July 2006,this there was that inevidence the defendant had
a heroin “habit” a “junkie,”and was which was sufficient to establish the
first foundational was inrequirement. July 2006,There also evidence that

broke,”the recentlydefendant had lost job “usuallyhis and was which was
tosufficient establish the requirement.second foundational Because the

providedState adequate identity evidence as as awell nexus between the
defendant’s steal,heroin addiction toand motive the evidence satisfies the

404(b)first of ourprong analysis.Rule Because the defendant concedes
satisfied,that prongthe second is turn to thewe third prong.

prong,Under the third bad actprior evidence is admissible if the
danger of unfair toprejudice substantiallythe defendant does not outweigh
the probative Smalley, 193,value of the evidence. State v. N.H.151 198
(2004). unfairlyEvidence is ifprejudicial primaryits or effectpurpose is to
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horror, itsprovokeits sense ofjury’s sympathies,to a arouseappeal
mayhuman action thatmainsprings ofpunish, triggerinstinct to or other

thansomething other the establishedjurya to base its decision oncause
(1997).149,Hennessey, 142 N.H. 155in case. State v.thepropositions

(1)are: whetherweighingconsider in the evidencethe factors weAmong
(2)a itsgreat upon jury;a emotional impactthe evidence would have

(3)of or andjuror’s outrage;for to a sense resentmentpotential appealing
otherbyit is is establisheduponto which the issue which offeredthe extent

Kim,,evidence, 153 at 330.or inference. N.H.stipulation

to trial court’s determinationWe accord considerable deference the
404(b). Id. Toin and worth under Rulebalancing prejudice probative

clearlyrulingmust that the trial court’s wasprevail, the defendant show
of Id.or to his case.prejudiceuntenable unreasonable the

N.H.First, Smalley,of the 151probativewe consider the value evidence.
howanalyzingat value of evidence entailsDetermining probative199. the

may probativeit is. See Relevant have limited value.relevant id. evidence
above, toHere, as that defendant was addictedId. established evidence the

of tochargedat the the offense his motiveprobativeheroin time of was
steal.

Next, unfair to thedanger prejudiceconsider the ofwe whether
itssubstantially outweighedfrom of this evidencedefendant admission

in jurisdictionsvalue. we that courts otherprobative Although acknowledge
inflammatory,that of a heroin use is seehave found evidence defendant’s

(W.645, 2004), cannot that theTaylor, sayState v. 593 S.E.2d 650 Va. we
substantially itsinflammatory outweighin this was so as toevidence case

value, Moreover,at trial courtprobative Smalley,see 151 N.H. 200. the
solely limitingthe the issue of motive and itsadmitted evidence on

minimized thepossibility jurythe that the would misuseinstruction
evidence, 156potential Pepin,thus the for unfair Seereducing prejudice.

(2006).279; Beltran, 643, jury isN.H. at State v. 153 N.H. 652 The
instructions, diminishing anytrial thuspresumed to follow the court’s

thatadmittingfor the defendantpotential prejudiceunfair from evidence
addicted to See id.was heroin.

balancing,trialwe deference to the court’sBecause accord considerable
welight foregoing analysis,on close of this case and in of thethe facts
byitsunsustainablythat trial court discretionsaycannot the exercised

athat the was heroin addict.allowing the State to admit evidence defendant

Affirmed.

Dalianis,concurred; J.,BRODERICK, C.J., Hicks, J., concurredand
specially.
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DALIANIS, J., concurring specially.Although majority correctlythe holds
case,that in Ithe defendant’s habitual heroin use was thisadmissible

disagree with its mandate that the trial court must first determine whether
there is for a find thejury identitysufficient evidence to defendant’s as the
culprit maythe State that abefore introduce evidence a defendant was

inhabitual heroin user financial straits.
I amajority, logicalLike the believe that there is connection between the

— —act(s) heroinchallenged habitual use financial difficulties andplus
—motive to crime charged burglarycommit the with intent to(entry

—theft)crime,commit a such uponas that does not depend character-­
based that apropensity. person activelyEvidence is addicted to heroin and

financial to supportlacks the means this addiction is relevant to show
tendencymotive because this evidence has a to thatprove the person

Com.,“a in gain buycommitted crime order to tomoney drugs.” Adkins v.
2003).779,96 793 (Ky. imparted juryS.W.3d The inference to the is that

drug when withcoupled gives personaddiction financial distress aa motive
crime,to commit a theft-related which seems to me to a permissiblebe

inference that does not orrely upon character propen­character-related
sity. and,Drug addiction and financial show a for money,distress need
therefore, Henness, 686, (Ohio),a motive to steal. State v. 679 N.E.2d 694

denied, (1997); Mitchell,cert. 522 971U.S. see United States v. 172 F.3d
1104, 1109(9th 1999) (becauseCir. drug addiction establishes likelihood of
desperate self-control,”need for “and lackmoney of that a personevidence

poor drug-addicted mayis and be relevant to show to amotive commit
crime). Reasoning that a person drugwho is addicted to a and who lacks
any legitimate source of funds is tomore have a tolikely moneymotive steal
with which to purchase drugs than a person randomly chosen from the
population “does not depend on the application of a character-based

Leonard,propensity Law,inference.” Character and Motive in Evidence
(2001).439,34 LOY.L. REV. 525

motive,Once to Iprove that,this evidence is used believe depending upon
case,the circumstances of the the tojury should be allowed infer identity

fact,from it. In commonly provemotive is used andidentity,to evidence of
prior prove 440,bad acts is one way to motive. See id. at 463.

(Mich.In v.People Talaga, 462, 1971),194 N.W.2d 463 App.Ct. for
instance, to thatprove the defendant in armedparticipated robbery,the the
prosecution sought to admit evidence that he was a heroin addict. The
defendant that ofappealed, arguing evidence his heroin addiction should
have been excluded. 194 at 462.Talaga, appellateN.W.2d The court
affirmed, holding that it to atended motive for armed robberyestablish and

motive, turn,that the in tended to rebut the defendant’s claim that he was
at home knew ofnothing charge againstand the made him. Id. at 463.
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of a defendant’shas that evidencemajoritythat the ruledTo the extent
motiveprovenever used tomaydifficulties beplusaddiction financialdrug

has(and the Stateidentity)to provebe used unlesstherebyto steal
identity,of I do not favoralternative evidencesome thresholdpresented

majority’sI to theam sensitiveAlthoughcategorical approach.such a
thedisagreeI withconcerns, approach.more case-specificI favor a

connects a defen-reasoningof thatassumption that the chainmajority’s
to hishis to steal andfinancial to motivedrug addiction and straitsdant’s

as thean torequires inferenceperpetrator alwaysas theidentity
way.”in a particularto behavepropensity“character-baseddefendant’s

future, tocould, in leadLeonard, themajority’s opinionat 442. Thesupra
inin of cases whichact evidence the trials allpriorthe exclusion of bad

Colb,be a mistake. Seeissue,is which I believe wouldidentity an
EvidenceWhen to Admit CharacterVersus “What was Done”:“Whodunit”

(2001).Cases, L.79 N.C. Rev. 939in Criminal
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