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Bessie A. Donovan was convicted, following a jury trial, of forgery in the

first degree and theft in the second degree based on her actions in cashing a fraudulent

Sitting by assignment made pursuant to Article IV, Section 11 of the Alaska
Constitution and Administrative Rule 23(a).



Permanent Fund Dividend (PFD) check.! On appeal, Donovan argues that the State
failed to present sufficient evidence that Donovan was aware that the PFD check was
fraudulent.

When we review the sufficiency of the evidence to support a criminal
conviction, we are required to view the evidence, and all reasonable inferences from that
evidence, in the light most favorable to the jury’s verdict.> Here, the State presented
evidence that Donovan was ineligible for a PFD check, and that she was aware that she
was ineligible for a PFD check. Donovan also admitted that she was aware that she was
ineligible for a PFD check and that she had been ineligible for a number of years, though
she testified that she thought her ineligibility status had changed. In addition, the State
presented evidence that the address on the fraudulent PFD check was not an address that
the PFD Division had ever associated with Donovan. Viewing this evidence in the light
most favorable to upholding the jury’s verdict, we find that a fair-minded juror could
reasonably conclude that the State had proven its case beyond a reasonable doubt.’

The judgment of the superior court is AFFIRMED.

' AS 11.46.500(a)(1) and AS 11.46.130(a)(1), respectively.
2 See Iyapana v. State, 284 P.3d 841, 848-49 (Alaska App. 2012).
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