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David W. Mason was convicted of sexual abuse of a minor in the first and
second degrees, for engaging in sexual penetration and sexual contact with his 14-year
old stepdaughter, A.H.

In this appeal, Mason contends that his convictions are not supported by
“the substantial weight of the evidence”. This is a misstatement of the test for
determining whether a criminal conviction is supported by legally sufficient evidence.
When an appellate court evaluates the sufficiency of the evidence to support
a guilty verdict in a criminal trial, we use the “substantial evidence” test — but this
phrase does not refer to the “substantial weight” of the evidence. An appellate court does
not assess the weight of the evidence. Rather, under the “substantial evidence” test, an
appellate court views the evidence (and the inferences that could reasonably be drawn
from that evidence) in the light most favorable to upholding the jury’s verdict, and then
we assess whether the evidence, viewed in that light, was sufficient to convince
reasonable jurors that the State had proved its case beyond a reasonable doubt. 1
Mason raises several attacks on the sufficiency of the evidence in his brief,
but all of these arguments hinge on viewing the evidence in a light favorable to himself.
In particular, Mason argues that the jury should have accepted his contention that he
mistakenly thought he was engaging in sexual activity with his wife, not his
stepdaughter, and that he stopped immediately upon realizing his mistake.
But as we have explained, appellate courts are required to view the
evidence in the light most favorable to upholding the verdict. Viewing the evidence in
Mason’s case in that light, we conclude that it was sufficient to convince reasonable
jurors that Mason had committed the offenses with which he was charged. The evidence
was therefore legally sufficient.
The judgement of the superior court is AFFIRMED.
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See, e.g., Dorman v. State, 622 P.2d 448, 453 (Alaska 1981); Spencer v. State, 164
P.3d 649, 653 (Alaska App. 2007).
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