SUPREME COURT OF CONNECTICUT

In re William D.

284 Conn. 305 (2007) - Decided November 13, 2007

SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court considered whether the term “child” in General Statutes § 46b-141
(b) refers to the respondent’s status when the delinquency commitment was initially imposed or when
an extension was sought. The court held that the term refers to the respondent’s status at the time of
the original delinquency proceeding, permitting extension of the commitment even though the
respondent was no longer a “child” under the statutory definition when the extension was granted. The

court affirmed the Appellate Court’s judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the term "child" in General Statutes § 46b-141 (b) refers to the respondent's status at the time of
the original delinquency commitment or at the time the court considers the motion to extend the
commitment.

2. Whether the respondent's appeal was reviewable under the capable-of-repetition-yet-evading-review

exception to mootness.

HOLDINGS

1. For purposes of extending a delinquency commitment under § 46b-141 (b), "child" refers to the
respondent's status as a child at the time of the original delinquency proceeding and commitment under §
46b-141 (a), not whether the respondent satisfies the definition of child at the time of the extension

proceeding.

2. The appeal was reviewable under the capable-of-repetition-yet-evading-review exception to mootness.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In sum, the delinquency scheme manifestly demonstrates that the term “child” in § 46b-141 (b) refers to the

respondent’s status at the time of the initial delinquency proceeding under § 46b-141 (a).” (at 321)

“Indeed, as the petitioner pointed out at oral argument in this court, under the respondent’s view, a child who
has been commiitted to the petitioner would enter a sort of “legal limbo” to that child’s prejudice during the

period between his sixteenth birthday and the termination of his commitment.” (at 315-316)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

William D. was adjudicated delinquent and committed to the custody of the Department of Children and
Families for up to eighteen months, with an expiration date of May 13, 2005. After being paroled to live with his
grandmother and attend public high school, he experienced school problems and tested positive for drugs
multiple times. The Commissioner moved to extend his commitment, and the trial court granted the motion after
finding that an extension was in the best interest of the respondent and the community, even though he was

sixteen and did not then meet the statutory definition of a child.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

William D. was adjudicated delinquent and committed to the custody of the Department of Children and
Families for up to eighteen months. Before the commitment expired, the Commissioner moved under General
Statutes § 46b-141 (b) to extend the commitment. The trial court found the extension in the best interest of the
respondent and the community and extended the commitment; the Appellate Court affirmed. The Supreme Court

granted certification and affirmed the Appellate Court.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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