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thepresent“did notand because counselthe door”openedthat heagreed
that the evidencewhich it could determineuponthe basiscourt withtrial

inadmissible.”was
finally on thewere resolvedthese issuesconsider whetherWe next

and, theafter courthearinga on the meritstrial court heldThemerits.
failed to the trialappealthe defendantargument,the defendant’srejected

the trial court’sto renderedappealfailureruling. The defendant’scourt’s
Super. 46(b). Therefore, weR.Ct. Civ.final Seejudgment.decision a

issues on the merits.resolved thethat the first actionconclude
collateral estoppelof theprongsthe and fourthconclude that thirdWe

trial court actiona to thepartythe defendant wasare also met becausetest
counsel, trial courtand the heldwasappeal, appointeda in thispartyand is

We likewise concludehis motion for new trial.on the merits ofhearinga
ineffective assistancethe defendant’sfindingstrial court’s onthethat

andcourt consideredjudgment.to the final Thewere essentialissues
so,merits, and, it nothad doneon theargumentsthe defendant’srejected

trial. v.Tylera new Seerequestto his forrequired granthave beenwould
(2010).Therefore, all of the242, becauseBros., 247161 N.H.Hannaford

collaterallyissatisfied, that defendantwe hold theof the test areprongs
inagainof counsel issueshis ineffective assistanceraisingfromestopped

appeal.this direct

Affirmed
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(Heather Chemiske, onFoster, attorney,A.attorney generalJoseph A.
orally),and for the State.the brief

(CharlesP.C., on theWilson, Bush, of Nashua J.Keefe,Durkin & Keefe
orally),and for the defendant.brief

Dow, adefendant, his convictions afterCONBOY, appealsRolandJ. The
assault, degreeone count of seconddegreecounts of firstjury trial on two
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assault, child,endangeringfive counts of the welfare of a two counts of
witness tampering, and one count of unlawful interception and disclosure of

(2007)oral communications or telecommunications. See RSA 631:1
(amended 2012) (amended2014); 2014);RSA 631:2 (Supp. RSA 639:3
(2007); (2007); 2015).RSA 641:5 570-A:2(Supp.RSA On appeal, argueshe

J.) (1)Superiorthat the (Wageling,Court erred by: admitting detailed
evidence that he physically Linscott;abused his former girlfriend, Jessica

(2)and theallowing expert testifyState’s witness to regarding the effects
of domestic violence on a victim. We affirm.

I. Background

The pertinent 2012,facts are as follows. In September Linscott and her
son, J.N.,three-year-old lived with the indefendant his home in Plaistow.

The defendant and Linscott were in a domestic relationship, but the
defendant was not the father of J.N.

Both the defendant and Linscott repeatedly disciplined J.N. for certain
behaviors. If floor,”J.N. “had an accident or if peedhe on the the defendant
made it himup”J.N. “clean and would him “input the shower and rinse
off.”The defendant would inspray water J.N.’s face and fightJ.N. “would
back.” J.N.,When the defendant let ofgo J.N. would all“flop over the tub”
and “slip and fall and smash his head.” The defendant yellwould then at
J.N. himputand back under the spray.shower Linscott testified that “this
happened many times” and each ittime until“continue[d] [the defendant]
decided to shut the shower off.”Sometimes Linscott input J.N. the shower

it...,because she felt that if she “didn’t do when [the would dodefendant]
it, it would be worse.”

The defendant also disciplined byJ.N. him runhaving byoutside and
J.N.,him.spanking too,Linscott spanked thought“[b]ecause [she] [she]

so,had to” and that if she did not do the defendant and Linscott fightwould
it,about it and the defendant “would do and ait’d be lot worse.” The

repeatedlydefendant told Linscott that “something was withwrong” J.N.
and that he a“had mental and thatproblem he must have autism.” At first

defendant,Linscott did not believe but “the morethe told[the defendant]
was doing things wrong,[her J.N.] the more paid attention” and[she]

“believed that something wrongwas with” J.N.
2012,In November began occasion,J.N. “having seizures.” On one

911,tried to call but the defendant “ripped phoneLinscott the out of [her]
hand,” her thattelling she was an “idiot” because J.N. “had bruises all over
him” and if she theycalled 911 would be forarrested abuse. The defendant
continued to treat ifway on,J.N. the “same as going[the weren’tseizures]
because he thought doingwas them to himself.”[J.N.] Linscott testified
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him,atseizure, “[y]ell[ed] [told]defendanthad a thethat, J.N.whenever
that,him hit him.”and thendoingto stop

seizure-typethe14, displayingbeenafter J.N. hadOn November
him tobroughtand Linscottdays,four the defendantfor three orbehavior

was trans-Subsequently, J.N.Hospital.at Exeterroomemergencythe
in because “heCenter LebanonMedicalto Dartmouth-Hitchcockported

Dartmouth-Hitchcock, Linscott wasAtaround his brain.”fluid in... orhad
forNew DivisionHampshireand thehospitalstaff from thebyquestioned

“saynotabuse at home. She didChildren, Families aboutYouth and
wereinjuriesthat J.N.’swant to believe”she “didn’tanything” because

a of was scared“part [her]testified thatLinscottbycaused the defendant.
was alsoit on.” Linscottgoingto admit that wasand “scaredto tell them”

hadthat the defendantthe and deniedby policetwiceinterviewed
abused her or J.N.physically

theyat the andup hospitalLinscottlater, pickedthe defendantdaysTwo
thereafter, theShortlyin the hospital.remainedHampshire.New J.N.left

arrest,At of herin Florida. the timewere arrestedand Linscottdefendant
eye.to a Whenappearedwhat be blackphotographedwas withLinscott

arrest, denied thatinitiallyLinscottfollowingherby policeinterviewed the
theJ.N., that she sustainedreportedbut laterabused her orthe defendant

that had“thingsher and describeddefendant struckeye when theblack
in Plaistow.at the homehappened”

degreeof first assaultwith two countschargedwasThe defendant
Linscott, recklesslyby hethat, in concert with or aidedactingalleging

J.N., degreeof secondto and two countsbodily injurycaused serious
Linscott, hethat, byin concert with or aidedactingallegingassault

also withchargedto He wasbodily injurycertain J.N.knowingly caused
to seek medical“failingof a child forthe welfareendangeringfive counts of

symptomsothersufferingwas seizuresfor while J.N.care J.N. and/or
one count oftampering,witness andtwo counts offollowing injury,”a head

or telecommu-of oral communicationsand disclosureinterceptionunlawful
testimony numer-trial, regardingdetailedprovidedAt Linscottnications.

At theabused her and J.N.physicallyin defendantinstances which theous
jurythe thatevidence, arguedcounsel tothe defendant’sclose of the

bywas caused her.bythat suffered J.N.anyand abuselyingLinscott was
degreeof the second assaultthe defendant of onejury acquittedThe

This followed.remaining charges. appealconvicted him on thecharges, but

thebyHer AbuseTestimony RegardingII. Linscott’s Defendant

exclude, Hamp-to Newtrial, pursuanttosoughtthe defendantBefore
404(b), that threatened or abusedany evidence heof Evidenceshire Rule
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Linscott. The objected,State thatarguing evidence of uncharged abuse of
byLinscott the defendant was relevant to explain to the jury why Linscott

did not report the abuse of J.N. and failed to disclose the abuse to the
police. that,The State asserted trial,because J.N. would not testifyingbe at
the jury would only and,hear Linscott’s testimony therefore, her “cred-
ibility inpivotal[was] the State’s againstcase the defendant.”

After hearing proofoffers of argumentsand by counsel and reviewing
transcripts and other documents State,submitted by the the trial court
determined that the defendant’s of Linscottabuse was to explainrelevant
her fear of the defendant and why inparticipated acts,she the alleged as

whywell as she lied to the police. courtThe further found that there was
proofclear that the defendant committed threatening and abusive acts

against Linscott. Specifically, the court found that there was clear proof
that the “pulleddefendant ... Linscott dragged stairs,”and her to the and
“then dropped overher the stairs and struck face,her in the requiring

addition,medical treatment.” In that,the court found approximately“[o]n
occasions,eight strangled”[the defendant] Linscott and that he also

“smashed her against walls,”head doors and “pulledand out handfuls of
that,her hair.” It further found at one point, Linscott tried to call her

mother and the grabbeddefendant “phoneher and broke it in half.” The
that,court occasion,found on one “had to pushLinscott her way past” the

indefendant toorder leave and that the defendant told her “that if he ever
found out she was withtalking situation,someone about their he would kill
her.” Finally, the court found that the probative value of the evidence that
the defendant abused Linscott was not substantially outweighed by its
prejudice.

The defendant argues that the court byerred allowingLinscott to testify
at trial concerning his abuse of her. He contends that ofadmission such
evidence violated New Hampshire 404(b).Rule of Evidence

404(b)Rule provides:

crimes,Evidence of other or actswrongs, is not admissible to
prove the character of a person in order to show that the person
acted in conformity however,therewith. It may, be foradmissible
other purposes, such motive,as ofproof intent,opportunity,
preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or
accident.

404(b). 404(b)N.H. R. Ev. purposeThe of Rule is to that theensure
defendant is upon thetried merits of crime as chargedthe and to prevent
a conviction uponbased evidence of other crimes or wrongs. State v.
Beltran, (2006).643,153 647N.H.
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exercise ofan unsustainableruling fortrial court’sreview theWe
oruntenableruling clearlyif wasonly theand will reversediscretion

thecase. Id. Becausethe defendant’sofprejudiceto theunreasonable
admissibility ofon therulingcourt’sonly pretrialtheappealsdefendant

defendant, and becausethebyher abusetestimony regardingLinscott’s
afterobjectionthat renewed hishehas not demonstratedthe defendant

at thetrial, only presentedwhat was“we consideratLinscott testified
(2009)475,Russell, (quotation159 N.H. 483v.hearing.” Statepretrial

(2004) (trial193, evidence196omitted); 151 N.H.Smalley,v.Statecf.
404(b) atobjectionRulerenewed hisbecause defendantappealonreviewed

trial).the end of

of evidenceadmissibilitythea test forthree-partWe have established
other404(b): (1) purposefor amust be relevantthe evidenceunder Rule

(2) there must bedisposition;orcharacterthan the defendant’sproving
(3)act; and the probativethecommittedthat the defendantproofclear

by dangerthesubstantially outweighedmust not bevalue of the evidence
Beltran, N.H. at 647. The State153to the defendant.prejudiceof unfair

Id.admissibility of such evidence.demonstrating thethe burden ofbears
burden,to meet itsthe failedHere, that Statearguesthe defendant

thirdto the first andrespectwiththe trial court’s decisionchallenging
404(b) analysis.of the Ruleprongs

requiredisprong,the first the Stateits burden underIn order to meet
theis offered and articulatethe evidencethe for whichspecify purposeto
andisproveit tend to orprovewhich willreasoning bychain ofprecise

inferences ofupon forbiddenrelyingwithoutactually dispute,inissue
added). “That chaincharacter, (emphasisId.propensity.orpredisposition,

theconnection betweenlogicala sufficientmust demonstratereasoningof
the offers the evidence.”for which Statepurposethe permissibleacts and

omitted). Thus, for priorRussell, ellipsisand(quotation159 N.H. at 483
connectedrelevant, wayin significantacts must be “someto be thebad acts

inand not so remotecharged”crimeconstituting theto material events
Beltran, at 647-48.153 N.H.to eliminate the nexus.time as

of the relevance standardthat our articulationcontendsThe defendant
thanhigherforth a standardact evidence setspriorfor of badadmission

401, thatandRule of EvidenceHampshireNewrequiredthat under
himby againstcommitteddomestic violenceuncharged acts ofevidence of

theneed not decide whetherthis standard. WeLinscott did not meet
404(b) that under Rule 401than“higher”Rule isrelevance standard under

priorevidence of the defendant’sprofferedthat thebecause we conclude
ofarticulated for admissionwe havemet the standardabuse of Linscott

404(b).Ruleact evidence underprior bad
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There was a significant logical connection between the defendant’s
ofabuse Linscott and her reportfailure to the abuse of J.N. and the reason

she lied to the police. trial,Because J.N. was not testifying at Linscott’s
testimony regarding the defendant’s abuse of J.N. was critical to the State’s
ability to theprove crimes charged against the defendant relating to J.N.
Consequently, the defendant’s abuse of Linscott was relevant for the
non-propensity purpose of explaining justifiableher fear of the defendant
that prompted delayher to reporting the and,defendant’s abuse of J.N.
later, to lie to police. Beltran, (evidencethe See 153 atN.H. 648 of
defendant’s physical abuse of witness relevant to explain her submission to
defendant’s demands surrounding murders and her indelay reporting); cf.

(2002) (evidencev. Berry, 88,State 148 N.H. 91 of defendant’s physical
abuse of victim relevant explainto delayedher reporting abuse);of sexual

Connor, (Vt.146, 2011) (evidenceState v. 19 A.3d 148-51 of history of
defendant’s abusive conduct toward victim relevant to establish credible
context for assault when delayedvictim reporting Thus,assault police).to

tocontrary contention,the defendant’s evidence of the defendant’s abuse of
Linscott inwas a significant way connected to material events constituting
the Beltran,crime charged. See 153 N.H. at 647-48.

The defendant further argues that his againstabuse Linscott was not in
some significant way connected to material events constituting the crime
charged because the State failed to establish that Linscott in“engaged any
acts regarding [J.N.] because the abused her.”[defendant] He maintains
that “there was no evidence presented to the trial court that the abuse by

any impacthad on[him] in relation to Specifically,[Linscott] [J.N.].” he
argues that there was no thatevidence Linscott herself stated that she
acted as she did out of defendant,fear of the defendant. however,The has
failed to provide us with a transcript of the offer-of-proof orhearing with
the other transcripts and documents relied upon by the court in making its
ruling. documents,Without the ortranscripts we cannot conclude that the
court unsustainably exercised its indiscretion thatruling the State had met

404(b).its burden under the first ofprong Hebert,Rule See State v. 122
(1982)1089,N.H. 1090 that,(concluding without transcript, we could not

say that trial court abused its discretion in ruling on defendant’s motion for
return of property).

To the extent that the defendant relies upon Linscott’s trial testimony to
support his argument that there was no evidence that her inactions
relation to the abuse of J.N. by defendant,were caused her fear of the we
decline to testimony.consider such The defendant has appealed only the
trial pretrial rulingcourt’s and has not demonstrated that he renewed his
objection Smalley,to the evidence after Linscott testified at trial. 151Cf.
N.H. at 196.
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analysisin its underthat the court erredarguesnextThe defendant
other,404(b). ofprong,the third evidenceUnderof Ruleprongthe third
to theprejudiceof unfairdangerif theacts “is admissibleuncharged bad
of thethe valuesubstantially outweigh probativenotdefendant does

omitted). isEvidenceRussell, (quotationat 485159 N.H.evidence.”
jury’sto to aappealor effect ispurposeif its primaryunfairly prejudicial

horror, punish,instinct to oritsprovokeits sense ofarousesympathies,
itsjurycause a to basemayaction thatof humanmainspringsothertrigger

in thepropositionsthan the establishedsomething otherupondecision
however, merelythatnot, evidence isBeltran, at It is153 N.H. 649.case.

Amongguilt.it to his Id.provebecause tendsto the defendantdetrimental
“(1)the evidence are: whetherothers, weighinginfactors we considerthe

(2) itsjury;aimpact upona emotionalgreatwould havethe evidence
(3)andoutrage;of resentment orjuror’sto a senseappealingforpotential

by otherit is offered is establisheduponissue whichextent to which thethe
Russell, (quotationat 485159 N.H.evidence, or inference.”stipulation

omitted).

to the trial court’s determinationconsiderable deferenceaccord“We
404(b).” (quo­Rule Id.worth underprobativeandbalancing prejudicein

(2013) (“[W]e306,Tabaldi,omitted); v. 165 N.H. 323see also Statetation
admissibility ofruling on thebroad latitude whenthe trial courtgive

omitted)). prevail,“To(quotationevidence.”unfairly prejudicialpotentially
clearlywas untenablerulingthat the trial court’smust showthe defendant

Russell, at159 N.H. 485of his case.”prejudiceto theor unreasonable
omitted). this balance isdeterminingto“Particularly pertinent(quotation

inactuallythat is seriousto an issueprovethe evidence is relevantwhether
omitted).(quotationId.dispute.”

(quotationof the evidence.” Id.“First, valueprobativewe consider the
omitted). analyzingvalue of evidence entailsprobativetheDetermining

(2009).113, Here,Costello, as the159 N.H. 123it is. State v.how relevant
thatfound, tendency explaina tostrongthis evidence “hastrial court

life,” jury with “a betterprovideand to thewas afraid for her[Linscott]
credibility.”and evaluate herunderstand her actionscontext to

mayrelevance this evidencethat no matter whatThe defendant contends
unfair Hehad, by danger prejudice.”the ofoutweighedit “was greatlyhave
him Linscottby againstabuse committedpriormaintains that evidence of

andchargednature of theto the similar“unfairly prejudicial... [d]uewas
otherthat such evidence “had noHe further maintainsuncharged conduct.”

ora sense of horror rebuke.”other than to evokeupon jurytheimpact

“the nature of thea trial court must considerIn weighing prejudice,
jurya andimpact upona emotionalgreatact. acts haveother bad Some
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have greater potential appealing juror’sfor to a sense of resentment or
omitted).outrage.” 151 N.H. atSmalley, (quotation200 prejudice“Unfair

is ininherent evidence of other similar crimes or prior convictions.”
Beltran, omitted).153 atN.H. 649 (quotation degreeThe of prejudice may
depend upon similaritythe of the other incidents to those for which the
defendant is currently on trial. Id.

Evidence of the defendant’s uncharged treatment of Linseott was
abuse,evidence of as was the evidence of the charged treatment of J.N.

However, such evidence was not likely anyto have greater impact theupon
jury than charged Howe, 366, (2009).the acts. See State v. 159 N.H. 378

of Linseott,Evidence the defendant’s adult,abuse of an would not likely
aengender sense of horror or outrage more than would the evidence of the

J.N.,defendant’s abuse of a three-year-old discussed,child. As we the
challenged evidence is relevant to explain why delayedLinseott reporting
the abuse of J.N. and lied to Inpolice.the oflight profferthe State’s that

trial,J.N. would testifynot at testimonyLinscott’s was crucial to the
determination Thus,of the defendant’s orguilt innocence. thougheven
evidence of the defendant’s abuse of mayLinseott have been prejudicial, it
was not “so inflammatory as to substantially outweigh its probative value.”

omitted).(quotationId. Accordingly, we conclude that the trial court’s
ruling clearlywas not untenable or unreasonable to the prejudice of the

Beltran,defendant’s case. See 153 N.H. at 649-50.

III. Expert Testimony on Domestic Violence

The defendant next argues that the trial court byerred theallowing
testimony of the State’s expert witness on domestic Expertviolence.
testimony is admissible under New Hampshire Rule of Evidence 702 “[i]f
scientific, technical, or other specialized will assistknowledge the trier of
fact to understand the evidence or to determine a fact in issue.” N.H. R. Ev.
702. The “rests,determination of the admissibility of inexpert testimony

instance,the first within the sound discretion of the trial court.” State v.
Searles, 224, (1996) omitted).141 N.H. 227 (quotation We reverse its
determination if“only the canappealing party demonstrate that rulingthe
was untenable or unreasonable and that prejudicedthe error party’sthe

omitted).(quotationcase.” Id.
trial,At the State tosought introduce the testimony of Dr. Scott

an inHampton, expert the field of domestic violence. Over the defendant’s
objection, courtthe allowed Hampton’s testimony. Hampton then generally
described the nature and types of domestic violence. He testified about the

ofprogression domestic violence in an partnerintimate andrelationship
explained why victims often remain in a relationship despite continued
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and liereport,do notvictims of such violencewhyexplainedHeabuse.
protectfail tomightviolenceabout, a victim of domesticwhyandthe abuse

thatdescribed the effectsHe furtherin an abusive situation.his or her child
abuse,of theperpetratorof thechild, non-biologicala childwho isa victim’s

violence.relationship involving domesticof adynamicshave on thewould
case,in thisof the evidenceanynot reviewedthat he hadHampton stated

to this case.an relativeopiniondid not giveand he
bycourt erredSearles, that thearguesthe defendantRelying upon

“such evi-violence becausetestify about domestictoallowing Hampton
theotherwise minimizesa victim recants orwhenonlyis admissibledence

here,and, “never minimizedLinscotttestimony,”hersubject duringabuse
to which she wasthe abuseof her statements aboutanyrecantedor

forargument appeal,thispreservedthat defendantAssuming thesubject.”
thatfor the propositionthat standswith the defendant Searlesdisagreewe
thestatements or minimizemust recant herof domestic violencea victim

to admissible.on violence betestimony domesticexpertabuse in order for
allowingSearles, bythat the trial court erredargueddefendantIn the
violenceconcerning domesticexpert testimonyintroducetothe State

his andagainst girlfriendassaultdegreein trial for secondsyndrome his
testimonyexpert’sHe maintained that theid. at 225-26.daughter.their See

or theinjuriesnot minimize theirthe victims didirrelevant becausewas
Id. attestimony. disagreed.trial Id. at 228.Weconduct in theirdefendant’s

228-29.

have the usejurisdictions approvedthat in othercourtsRecognizing
violence, explainedwethe effects of domestictestimony aboutexpertof

explanation particularan forsyndrome offersthat domestic violence
maythat seemdomestic violence victimsand statements ofactions
of ator minimization abusecounterintuitive, as a victim’s recantationsuch

issue, atestimonyat the ofsort of behavior isat 227. When thistrial. Id.
acredibilityin the of domesticjury assessingtheexpert may aidqualified

case,in thattestimony by the victimsat 228. Given theviolence victim. Id.
that had beenby concludingerr evidencethat the trial court did notwe held

that the victims hadreasonablycould findjuryfrom which apresented
minimi­actions and that thisand the defendant’sinjuriestheirminimized

In thoseId. at 228-29.layto the observer.likely puzzlingzation would be
about domestic violencecircumstances, testimonythat expertwe concluded

changedfor the victims’explanationcould a reasonablesyndrome provide
We,in Id. at 229.question.and the eventsinjuriesaccount of their

totestimony properlywas admittedtherefore, expertthat thedetermined
Id.testimonytrial of the victims.evaluatingin thejuryassist the
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Searles, however,inOur decision is not as limited as the defendant
insuggests. Although that case we areferred to domestic violence victim’s

trial,recantation or minimization of abuse at we did not state that those
onlywere the in expertcircumstances which testimony about domestic

syndrome may Rather,violence be admissible. simplythose were two
examples particularof actions and statements that may seem counter-
intuitive to a jury so as to allowfor such expert testimony. See id. at 227-29.

jurisdictionsOther have allowed expert testimony on the nature and
effect of domestic inviolence circumstances other than involvingthose
recantation or Morris,minimization at trial. 1152,See Com. v. 974 N.E.2d

(Mass. 2012)1158 App. Ct. that(stating expert ontestimony domestic
violence is “admissible to help jurors understand potentiallythe
counterintuitive behavior of victims when aassessing credibility”);victim’s

(Minn. 1997)189,State v. Grecinger, 569 N.W.2d 197 that(holding expert
testimony on syndromebattered woman may be inadmissible State’s
case-in-chief “if it is introduced after the victim’s credibility has been

by defense,attacked the if it thehelps jury understand the victim’s
inconsistent statements or indelay batterer,seeking prosecution of the and
if the expert merely describes the syndrome and its characteristics and
does not (citationsoffer an opinion as to whether the victim suffers from it”
omitted)); Ciskie, (Wash. 1988)see also v. 1165,State 751 P.2d 1170-74
(discussing usefulness of expert testimony on syndromebattered women’s

fact). Thus,to trier of permissible expert testimony on domestic violence is
not onlylimited to inthose cases which a victim of domestic violence
recants her statements or minimizes the abuse at Accordingly,trial. we
reject the argumentdefendant’s itbecause is based upon faulty premisethe
that Hampton’s testimony was admissible ifonly Linseott recanted her
statements or minimized the defendant’s conduct at trial.

To the extent the defendant argues that bythe court erred admitting
Hampton’s testimony because Linseott was a inwitness this case and “not

crime,”a victim a chargedof argumentthis has insufficientlybeen
developed We, therefore,for our review. decline to address it. v.See State

(2015)276,167Roy, N.H. 292 (declining to an insufficientlyaddress
developed argument).

Finally, the defendant thatargues admission of Hampton’s testimony
unfairly prejudiced his case. He asserts that Hampton’s testimony “vilified

in eyesthe of jury”[him] the and “turned from a[Linseott] co-defendant/
accomplice into an uncharged victim.” We disagree.

Hampton exclusively generaltestified in terms about domestic
violence relationships whyand victims of domestic violence act in certain
ways. He present opiniondid not testimony uponbased the facts of this
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Hampton’switness.credibility anyofcase, as to theopinenor did he
abuse anddescriptionLinscott’s ofaligned withmay closelyhavetestimony
Contraryher actions.understandinginjuryhave aided themaytherefore

testimonyhowever, it not transform hisdidsuggestion,to the defendant’s
a victim.an and Linscott Seethat the defendant was abuserinto an opinion

Morris, at 1161.974 N.E.2d
onjurycourt instructed theMoreover, testimony, theduring Hampton’s

of theanynot aboutspeakingthat wasHamptonoccasionsseveral
not to “inferjurycourt instructed thein this case. Theinvolvedindividuals
a he if he’sto refer toHampton happensthat Dr.any wayin because

inor that it’sthat all abusers are [men]the abuser he meanstalking about
At thetestimony.”in of histermsdefendant]connected toany way [the

that it was “notevidence, juryinstructed thethe court furtherclose of the
ignore expert’s“free to thethe and wasopinion expert”the ofbybound

are notsupport opinionin of thegivenfind that the reasonsopinion youif
isopinion.” jurythe Theoutweighsthat other evidenceyouor if findsound

instructions, diminishing anythustrial court’sto follow thepresumed
testimony.the admission of such Seeunfair fromprejudiceforpotential

reasons, not with theagreeFor we doCostello, 159 at 123. theseN.H.
its decisionjuryinvited the to basetestimonythat Hampton’sdefendant

in the case. Seepropositionsother than the establishedupon something
at 285.Roy, 167 N.H.

that the trialnot demonstratedthat the defendant hasWe conclude
or unreason-testimony was untenableHampton’sto allowcourt’s decision

we hold that the trial courtAccordingly,his case.prejudiceto the ofable
it.by admittingunsustainably exercise its discretiondid not

Affirmed.
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