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Howard,R.Jeffrey attorney general N. attor-{Joseph Laplante,
on the briefney, orally),and for the State.

defender, Concord,James E. Duggan, chief ofappellate by brief
orally,and for the defendant.

Batchelder, defendant, Silk,J. The Ronald was convicted of
assault, 632-A:2,two counts of felonious sexual Iaggravated RSA

(1986 1993),& Supp. assault,and one count of felonious sexual RSA
632-A:3, (1986), J.).{Mohl,II a trial injuryafter Superior Court On

the defendant thatappeal the trial court erred inargues admitting
the oftestimony expertthe State’s to the sexualpsychologist prove
assaults. that trial inAdditionally, argueshe the court erred denying
his for for an torequest expertfunds counter that and intestimony

the to thepermitting reopenState evidence to recall the complaining
error,witness. We reverse on the first claim of and because the other

trial,two claims are not to arise in alikely new we do not address
them.
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trial,of is theat the timevictim, years oldsixteenallegedThe
him and herdefendant, withhaving livedof thestep-daughter

sexualincidents ofaboutof two. She testifiedagesince themother
in-and sexualcunnilinguscommittedin which the defendantabuse

her.tercourse with
Bollerud, expertanDr. KathleenState wasfor thetestifyingAlso

and evaluatedabuse, interviewedwhoin and child sexualpsychology
drawingsand a series ofchecklists”“symptomonthe victim based
gathered,information sheProm thevictim to produce.she asked the

pic-apresented “symptomthe victimconcluded thatDr. Bollerud
consistent with sexual abuse.ture”

(1993),402, 696 de­628 A.2dIn v. 137 N.H.Cressey,State
thispreciselywe heldplace,trial in this case tookafter thecided

Concedingabuse.inadmissible to sexualproveof evidence to betype
erroneous, the Statehere wastestimonyof the expertthat admission

toThe burden is on the Stateerror was harmless.that theargues
325, 327,N.H. 615 A.2derror, v. 136Reynolds,harmless Stateprove

if(1992), we can conclude637, onlyand this burden is met638-39
did not affect the ver­a doubt that the evidencereasonablebeyond

329, 615 A.2d at 640.dict. Id. at
found Dr. Boll-Cressey,in wesimilar evidenceconsideringWhen

to adirectlyand linkedcomprehensive,testimony “lengthy,erud’s
defendant,” Cressey,of theof the or innocenceguiltdetermination

702,411, introduction into evidenceat 628 A.2d at and its137 N.H.
said here.maytherefore not harmless. The same be

of characteristicfirst a detailed account thegaveDr. Bollerud
in female victims of sexualobserved adolescentsymptoms generally

interview with the victim andthen described her clinicalabuse. She
Next, at thegreat length,andsymptoms presented.the shespecific

in the draw-obtainingabout the involvedprocesswitness testified
victim, for each of four draw-describing jurymade the theings by

witness, picturesto the theAccordingand theirings significance.
inThe of hands the victim’sconfusion.” absence“gendershowed

to this“disempower person,”of male indicated a desiredrawing a
revealed “a feel-self-portraitin the victim’swhile a similar absence

figureThe sameor to oneself.”helplessness, inability protectofing
get away,to or to“inability escapefeet indicated andrawn without

omission of her step-in the world.” The victim’sinsecurityand an
afather, defendant, family portrait “sug-when asked to drawthe

missing.” Drawingthe that’spartyemotional conflict aboutgest[ed]
victim omitted hisat therequest,the defendant Dr. Bollerud’s

himthat and drewmouth, anxiety body part,”about“suggest[ing]
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with “empty . . .eyes suggestive of an emotional vacancy.” Finally,
Dr. Bollerud described the victim’s symptoms of post-traumatic

disorder,stress chronic depression, and homicidal and suicidal ide-
ation as being consistent with sexual abuse to “a reasonable degree
of scientific certainty.”

The drawings were introduced as exhibits and highlighted by the
State during Theclosing argument. prosecutor emphasized the sig-
nificance Dr. Bollerud on theplaced characteristics of pictures,the

on the that ifimpressing jury the victim were lying about the sexual
abuse, she would have “to reallybe tosophisticated know what she is

to leavesupposed out of these indrawings order to convince Dr. Boll-
erud that athere’s problem.... She would have to verybe sophisti-
cated about psychology that,to be able to do to fool Dr. Bollerud.”
He then reminded the that Dr.jury Bollerud believed the victim’s
symptoms were consistent with sexual abuse.

The State seeks to characterize Dr. Bollerud’s testimony as
harmless by focusing on the detailed testimony of the victim and on
the of hercorroborating testimony cousin that the defendant had
admitted the victim.assaulting While this other evidence is to be
considered in a harmless error analysis, Lemieux,see State v. 136

329,N.H. 331-32, 635, (1992),615 A.2d 636 is not a question“[i]t
evidence,whether the apart admitted,from that erroneously would

asupport of but whether itfinding guilt, can be said abeyond reason­
able doubt that the inadmissible evidence did not affect the verdict.”

Skidmore,v. 201, 203-04, (1993)State 64,138 N.H. 636 A.2d 66 (quo­
omitted).tation

The inadmissible evidence at issue here was merelynot a single
question and answer that could be viewed as “inconsequential,”
Lemieux, 332,136 N.H. at Rather,615 A.2d at 636. it was the entire
testimony witness,of an expert complete with the vic-drawings by
tim which the witness suggested were consistent with the defend-
ant’s guilt.

Moreover, the inprosecutor his closing argument encouraged
the tojury consider the inexpert’s testimony areaching verdict.
Indeed, by suggesting that Dr. Bollerud could not have been and was

victim,not fooled by the the inprosecutor effect called upon jurythe
to trust Dr. Bollerud’s assessment of the witnesscomplaining rather
than its own. anSuch abdication of the jury’s toresponsibility decide

credibilitywitness would be impermissible. Reynolds, 136 N.H. at
328-29, 615 A.2d at 639. Viewing the evidence in inthis case its en­
tirety, we cannot conclude abeyond reasonable doubt that the inad-
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on the thatimpact juryhave thepreciselyevidence did notmissible
is, todesired, that that it did not the decisionthe affectprosecution

error,harmlessevidence was therefore notconvict. Admission of the
convictions must be reversed.accordinglyand the defendant’s

remanded.Reversed and

All concurred.
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