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Grandmaison, 268,1018; 271,v.Grandmaison 119 N.H. 401 A.2d
1057, (1979).1059

The defendant next claims that the master’s decision to
alimony per plaintiffof week to the was anaward abuse of$30

agree. indicates,plaintiff’s supportdiscretion. We The affidavit and
found, monthly expensesshe hadthe master that total of

approximately monthly $1,400. Further,and a income of about$800
plaintiff requestinneither her affidavit nor at trial did the an

fact, trial,alimony emphaticallyaward. In at she testified that she
any support throughouthad received little if from her husband the

marriage, approximatelybut had been savenevertheless able to
$9,000. facts, alimony, anyOn these the master’s award of in
amount, plaintiffto the was a clear abuse of discretion. Hanson v.
Hanson, 719, 721, 1310, (1981).121 N.H. 433 A.2d 1311

partin and reversedAffirmed
part;in remanded.
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Smith, attorney general Pignatelli,Gregory (MichaelH. A.
attorney bygeneral, brief),assistant on the brief for the .State.

Concord,defender, byDuggan, appellate of brief for theJames E.
defendant.

case, RSAThe issue in this felonious sexual assaultPer curiam.
1979), evidence was sufficient to(Supp. is whether the632-A:3

by jury.guilty We affirm.support verdict rendered thethe
by jury Superiora in CourtThe was convicteddefendant

Susan, a thirteen-(.Batchelder, J.) of felonious sexual assault ofthe
27, 1980,girl. prosecutrix that on sheyear-old The testified June

Park, Laconia, girlfriends.Opechee with two Shenearto Lakewent
defendant, with some friends. Sheto the who waswas introduced

youngdrinking groupbeganjoined party with the of men.andthe
kissingpointat one Susan was thefriends testified thatOne of her

intoxicated,pants.in Susan becameand had her hand hisdefendant
testimonyvomited, asleep. that was carriedThere was sheand fell

walked tothereafter she theand washed off and thatthe laketo
Accordingwent to the bathroom.with the defendant andbarsnack

given by police,the he then leftthe defendant toto the statement
untillittle thereafter hehis friends and rememberedwith one of

up in home of another friend.a couch thewoke on
onlygoing and couldto the bathroomnot remembercouldSusan

topwas on ofbeing by the defendanta and thattowerremember
meetingleaving thereafter and“making rememberslove.” Sheher

thoughtreported thethat sheto whom sheon the streettwo friends
“raped” her.haddefendant

sufficiency theto the ofappeal confinedisThe defendant’s
Hethe sexual assault. baseshe who committedthat it wasevidence

condition; her badintoxicatedon several factors: Susan’shis defense
“fuzzy”;toppersonthe on of her waseyesight; thather admission

afternoon;memory of the and themostof eventsher lack of
nothingdeposition remembered at allthat shein herstatement

friends on the street. Therape when she met herafter theuntil
factors, alibi,with his'argues combinedthat all thesedefendant

perpetrator so unreliable as tohim theidentification of asmake her
guilty verdict.support for theinsufficientfurnish
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disputedIt cannot be that there were inconsistencies in her
testimony subjectand that her identification of the defendant was to

Nevertheless,question. gave positiveshe a ofidentification the
trial, gavein explanationdefendant the courtroom. At she an for

deposition by sayingthe inconsistent statements in her shethat had
thought itabout since then and had reviewed the statement

by day incident,prepared policethe on the of the which she had
signed, memoryand herthat had been refreshed.

dangers eyewitnessThe of an identification are well known
however,jury, weighand documented. It is for the to the admissible

evidence, personand unless no rational could reach the same
conclusion, findings jury upheldthe of appeal.the must be on State

Glidden, 41, 50, 728,v. 122 N.H. 441 (1982);A.2d 733 State v.
Martin, 1032, 1033-34, 308,121 N.H. 437 A.2d (1981);309 State v.

313,Gilbert, 305, 323,121 (1981).N.H. 429 A.2d 329

Although eyesight poor,Susan’s was she claimed to be able to
recognize people. She named perpetratorthe defendant theas
immediately kissingafter the event. She had been the defendant

puttingand was seen pants. Byher hands hisinto his own
admission, defendant, shortly event,the before the walked with
Susan to the lunch stand and andbathroom couldtherefore be

opportunity sexuallyfound to have had the to assault Despiteher.
police testimonyhis statement to the and the of a friend that he left

bathroom,Susan when she went juryto the the was entitled to
Ahern,disbelieve this 744, 746,evidence. State v. 122 N.H. 449 A.2d

1224, (1982); 339,1226 Buckingham, 342,State v. 121 N.H. 430 A.2d
135, (1981).137

Considering lightall the evidence in the most favorable to the
prosecution, 308,Renfrew, 312,State v. 527,122 N.H. 444 A.2d 529
(1982); Arillo, 107, 109,State 1163,v. 122 N.H. 441 A.2d 1164
(1982), saywe personcannot that no reasonable could find the

beyondguiltydefendant a reasonable doubt. Virginia,Jackson v.
307,443 (1979); Danskin,U.S. 324 State v. 817, 818,122 N.H. 451

396, Arillo,A.2d (1982);397 109,State v. 122 N.H. at 441 A.2d at
1164.

Affirmed.
J.,Batchelder, participate.did not


