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SUMMARY

The Nevada Supreme Court considered whether a juvenile court could dismiss a delinquency petition
and refer a juvenile for informal supervision without the district attorney's written approval.
Interpreting NRS 62C.230(1)(a) together with NRS 62C.200, the court held that district attorney
approval was required when the alleged acts would constitute a felony or gross misdemeanor if
committed by an adult. The court also held that the juvenile court's authority is limited by the Nevada
Revised Statutes, reversed the juvenile court's order, and remanded for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether NRS 62C.230(1)(a) authorizes a juvenile court to dismiss a delinquency petition and refer a
juvenile for informal supervision without the district attorney's written approval when the alleged acts
would constitute a felony or gross misdemeanor if committed by an adult.

2. Whether a juvenile court's authority and discretion in overseeing juvenile matters are limited by the
powers expressly granted under Title 5 of the Nevada Revised Statutes.

HOLDINGS

1. NRS 62C.230(1)(a) permits the juvenile court to dismiss a delinquency petition and refer a juvenile for
informal supervision only after the requirements of NRS 62C.200 have been satisfied. When the alleged
acts would constitute a felony or gross misdemeanor if committed by an adult, those requirements
include written approval from the district attorney.

2. The specific approval language in NRS 62C.230(1)(b), concerning supervision and consent decrees,
does not eliminate the district attorney's written-approval requirement incorporated into NRS
62C.230(1)(a).

3. The juvenile court's authority and discretion are limited by the powers expressly granted under Title 5 of
the Nevada Revised Statutes. The court therefore exceeded its statutory authority by dismissing the
petition and referring Steven for informal supervision without the required district-attorney approval.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Statutory interpretation is a question of law subject to de novo review.” (129 Nev. at 696)

“Here, under the plain language of NRS 62C.230(1)(a), we conclude that the juvenile court may dismiss the
State’s petition and refer a juvenile for informal supervision only upon the juvenile court’s determination that
the requirements of NRS 62C.200 have been met.” (129 Nev. at 697)

“Therefore, the juvenile court’s discretion to dismiss the State’s delinquency petition and refer a juvenile for
informal supervision was expressly limited by statute as we discuss above, and we conclude that the juvenile
court exceeded its statutory authority here.” (129 Nev. at 700)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The State filed a delinquency petition alleging that Steven, a juvenile, committed burglary and conspiracy to
commit burglary. The juvenile court accepted a plea agreement under which the burglary allegation was
dismissed and Steven admitted the conspiracy allegation. Although the probation officer recommended formal
probation and the State requested adjudication and probation, the juvenile court ultimately dismissed the petition
and referred Steven for informal supervision without the district attorney's written approval.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State filed a delinquency petition alleging burglary and conspiracy to commit burglary. The juvenile court
accepted a plea agreement resolving the burglary allegation, but later dismissed the petition and referred Steven
for informal supervision despite the absence of written approval from the district attorney. The State appealed,
and the Nevada Supreme Court reversed and remanded.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded for further proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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