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SUMMARY

The New Hampshire Supreme Court held that when a juvenile has consented to extended jurisdiction

and validly revokes that consent, the court must close the case under RSA 169-B:4, IV. The court

concluded that RSA 169-B:4, V, which permits retention of jurisdiction in certain circumstances,

applies only in the circumstances governed by paragraph III and does not authorize continued

jurisdiction after a valid revocation under paragraph IV.
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The juvenile appealed the Littleton Family Division's order retaining
jurisdiction over her after she revoked her consent to extended juvenile

jurisdiction.

The court independently interpreted the statute, treating statutory
interpretation as a matter governed by the legislature's intent as

expressed in the statutory text read as a whole.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether RSA 169-B:4 permits a court that obtained extended jurisdiction through a juvenile's consent
under paragraph II to retain jurisdiction under paragraph V after the juvenile validly revokes consent

under paragraph I'V.

HOLDINGS

1. When a court's extended jurisdiction rests on the juvenile's consent under RSA 169-B:4, II, closure of
the case after a valid revocation of consent is controlled exclusively by RSA 169-B:4, IV. Because
paragraph IV requires the court to close the case when the juvenile validly revokes consent, paragraph V

does not authorize continued jurisdiction in that circumstance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The plain language of paragraph 1V indicates that if a court retains jurisdiction over a case pursuant to a

juvenile’s consent under paragraph II, closure of the case is controlled exclusively by paragraph IV.” (752)

“Therefore, in this case, the statute required the court to close the case once the juvenile validly revoked her
consent.” (753)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

On March 22, 2002, the juvenile entered true pleas to delinquency petitions alleging aggravated felonious sexual
assault and simple assault. Two days before turning seventeen, she consented to the court's extended jurisdiction.
At a March 17, 2003, review hearing, she revoked that consent, but the Family Division retained jurisdiction
after finding that continued jurisdiction was necessary because she lacked employment and housing, needed

continued services, and had admitted committing a violent crime.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The juvenile entered true pleas to delinquency petitions alleging aggravated felonious sexual assault and simple
assault. After consenting to extended jurisdiction, she revoked that consent at a juvenile review hearing. The
Littleton Family Division nevertheless retained jurisdiction under RSA 169-B:4, V, and the Supreme Court of

New Hampshire reversed.
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