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(1992).RSA 539:6 samepossession. policylands adverse Theseby
implicated when a defendant tries to theconsiderations are invoke

tolaches to bar a State’s claim land. Thus this court hasdoctrine of
rights public bythe does not forfeit or lose its to landsheld that State

Crumb, 26, 28, 652,114 314 A.2dMoultonboro v. N.H. 653-54laches.
(1974). findingwe the trial court’s that laches didAccordingly, uphold

claim.not the State’sbar

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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Crooker,defendant, Jay was convicted on twoHORTON, TheJ.
assault, (Supp.sexual RSA 632-A:2feloniousaggravatedofcounts

J.).(Hollman, appeal,OnSuperiorin Court1993), following jurya trial
by thepermittingtrial court erred Stateargues that thedefendantthe
the trial in violation ofdaysfour beforeparticularsbill ofto amend its

the State and Federal Constitutions. Weprocess underright to duehis
affirm.

aggravatedon two counts of feloniouswas indictedThe defendant
alleged1990. The first count that thein Novembersexual assault

Julythe minor victim between andfellatio oncommitteddefendant
theallegedcount that defendant committed1990. The secondOctober

Julythe minor victim between andondigital penetrationanal
1990.September

1990, the defendant filed a motion for bill ofIn December
date,the time and location ofsought specification ofwhichparticulars

thegranted the defendant’s motion to extentThe courtthe offenses.
particularitymore the datewas able to recall withcomplainantthat the

May 1991, aassault. In the State submittedallegedof theor occasion
that the incident of fellatio occurred onwhich statedparticularsbill of

14, 1993, approximately yearstwo after19, AprilOn1990.October
trial, theonly daysand four before Stateparticularsoffiling the bill

J.)(Hollman,Courtparticulars.the bill of Theto amendmoved
period allegedtime for themotion, expanded thewhichgranted the

19, 1990, ofday, periodOctober to asinglefrom aof fellatioincident
19, objectedThe tothrough1 1990. defendantdays, Octobernineteen

continuance of the trial.did not seek amotion butthe State’s
processto duerightthat he was denied hisarguesThe defendant

when the trial courtFederal Constitutionsthe State andunder
daysparticulars onlyof fourto amend the billthe Statepermitted

case, look to our own Statedeciding this we firstInbefore trial.
to the Federal Constitution toConstitution, necessarythen ifand

protection, Stategreaterthe defendantprovideswhether itdetermine
347, (1983), of232, citing471 A.2d 351 decisionsBall, 226,v. 124 N.H.

injurisdictions helpfulwhencourts of othercourts andfederal
590,Maya,State v. 126 N.H.deciding the State issue.analyzing and

(1985). not more1139, Because federal law is1143594, 493 A.2d
M.,case, TracyIn re 137 N.H.in this seeto the defendantfavorable

Johnson,v.963, (1993); see also United States965119, 122, 624 A.2d
(5th (1979),1978), denied, 440 U.S. 907cert.1347, 1357 Cir.575 F.2d

594,126 at 493 A.2danalysis. Maya, N.H.federalseparatewe make no
1143.at

time, v.anyat see Statemay be amendedparticularsofA bill
1089, (1991), and the550, 554, A.2d 1091595Allison, 134 N.H.

555,for trial. Id. at 595scope of the issuesmay expand theamendment
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in allowing1092. The determinative factor the State toA.2d at amend
amendmentthe of is whether the willparticulars prejudicebill the

(Fla.931, 1983);Taylor State,v. 444 So. 2d 935defendant. see also
(1993) (denialVoorhees, 650, 652, 825,137 632 A.2d 826State v. N.H.

of reversedparticulars only clearlyof for bill if untenable ormotion
case).the ofprejudiceto defendant’s Because oneunreasonable

toparticularsthe bill of is to enable the defendantpurpose prepareof
defense, Allison, 554,134 595intelligentan State v. at A.2d atN.H.

mayand the thereof1091, timing of the amendment extent entitlethe
555,atprevent any prejudice.the to a continuance to Id.defendant 595

1092.A.2d at

bythat heargues prejudiceddefendant was theThe
Specifically,the bill he asserts that theparticulars.of ofamendment

severelythe defensediscovery by hamperedand wasinvestigation
passed allegedhad since the time of the offense. Theyearstwobecause

time, however, does not to the level of actualof risepassagemere
for The defendant also asserts that therequired a reversal.prejudice

enoughand trial was not timebetween the amendmentfour-day period
indefense to the amendment.adequately responsea newprepareto

responsea in toonly days preparefour to new defensehavingWhile
prejudicial,particulars mightof have been thethe billamended

any by requesting aprejudicehave preventedcoulddefendant
continuance,not a hisrequesta defendant doesWhencontinuance.

oftimingthe the amendment must fail.solelydue toprejudiceclaim of
(Fla. 1985).State, 367, 372 Because theApp.482 So. 2dv.Gitman

no we affirm.prejudice,has showndefendant

Affirmed.
All concurred.
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