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(CharlesArnold, attorney,T. Giacopelli,P. attorney generalJohn
brief), brief the State.byon the for

Concord,Abbott, defender, ofJr., byappellateKirk assistantW.
for the defendant.brief

ofdefendant, Demond, convictedBatchelder, Lee wasJ. The
X(b) 1991),assault, 632-A:2, (Supp.RSAfelonious sexualaggravated

J.). he(O’Neil, appeal, arguesin OnSuperiora trial Courtjuryafter
J.) in hisdenyingabused its discretionthe Court (Murphy,that Trial

of We affirm.particulars.motion for a bill
particularshe entitled to a bill ofthat wasThe defendant contends

threeinvolvinga course of conductchargedwas withbecause he
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different types of over apenetration period of time. The indictment
inalleged, thatpertinent 1,part, April“between 1989 and January

31, 1990” the defendant
“did inknowingly engage a course of conduct of sexual pene-
tration with a not hisperson, legal who wasspouse, thirteen
(13) (16)years of or olderage and under sixteen years ageof

blood;and was related to the other person by that,in Lee
in intercourse,Demond did sexualengage by hisputting

penis into the vagina, cunnilingus digital penetration, byand
...,his into the aplacing finger vagina, juvenilewith female

said juvenile beingfemale his . . . .”daughter
The defendant for a bill of particulars,moved de-arguing “that the

time,afendant know to more exacting[must] when said con-alleged
duct in tohappened order aprepare proper defense.” No record

a occurred, motion,exists of if onehearing, on the which the trial
court denied.

“The exact date the assault isof not an element of the aggravated
461,sexual Tynan, 464,felonious assault crime.” State v. 132 N.H.

(1989).1142,566 A.2d 1143 “Where no defense is thepossible on
of the orage, limitations,basis victim’s the statute of a defendant

has no forgenerally basis that thecomplaining indictment fails to
aallege date, aprecise absent that the ashowing inexactness raises

possibility specific Lakin, 639,of to him.”prejudice State v. 128 N.H.
(1986).640, 846,517 A.2d 847

indefendant, motion,The his no specificmade claim of need
the exactfor date in order to avoid norprejudice, does he on appeal.

He asserted below aonly generalized need for “a exactingmore time
in a... order to prepare proper defense.” This does thenot meet

requisite that the a“showing possibilityinexactness raises of preju­
specificdice to him.” Id.

inThe hisdefendant brief also that anargues ofallegation
exact necessarythe date was in himorder to protect against double

jeopardy futurearising prosecution.from a in forNothing his motion
however,of particulars,a bill amentions double concern. Ifjeopardy

was the trialpresented motion,more to court at a ithearing on his
has not come “Thebefore us. defendant’s burden in this is tocourt

us with aprovide upon mayrecord which relief be v.granted.” State
Hale, 42, (1992).46, 630,136 N.H. 611 A.2d 632 Not having demon­

that below,strated he this issue theraised defendant is precluded
obtainingfrom review. See v. 131appellate Reynolds Cunningham,
312, 314-15, 300, (1988).N.H. 556 A.2d 302
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of particu­for a billto a motiongrantThe decision whether
132Tynan,court.the trialthe discretion oflars within soundlies
thecan thatif show464, Only1144. a defendant566 A.2d atN.H. at

preju­to theunreasonableuntenable or“clearlywasrulingcourt’s
ofomitted), an abusewill we findcase,”dice his id. (quotationof

that notoleads us concludethe trial recordOur review ofdiscretion.
such abuse occurred.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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