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Molloyre BruceIn
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Damon,Rudman, Edward N.Warren B. andattorney general,
brief for the State.attorney, by

& Sullivan Kevin F. Sullivan(Mr.Sweeney, Sweeney orally)
for Bruce Molloy.

Griffith, This is a under theproceeding NeglectedJ.
Act, 169,and RSA ch. in which theChildrenDelinquent

16,court found the violated thethat had criminaljuvenile, age
law and was The court the onjuveniledelinquent. placed

one offor and assessed a fine two hundredprobation year
and dollars. The Court denied a motion(Pantelas, J.)fifty
to amend the sentence the assessment of the fineby striking
and reserved and transferred the to the denialexception
of the motion.

RSA in169:14 that1973)(Supp. provides pertinent part
“the court child thecommit the to industrialmay [delinquent]

care,school or continue the orders to cus-case with such as
the welfare of the childand as andjusticetody, probation

No is to the court underjuvenilerequire.” authority granted
to fine on a child found Thethis statute a delinquent.levy

of the isState that a liberal construction act enjoinedargues
1973)RSA doesRSA and that since 169:14169:26by (Supp.

fine on childnot forbid the court to a a delinquentlevy
the court as amay parens patriae delinquent throughpunish
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probation. Althoughof the or-as a conditionimposeda fine
probationfine toway (Seecourt in no relates theder of the

§ (a) (ApprovedRelative to Probation 3.1ABA Standards
1970)), theyin theirthe counsel brief assertDraft State’s

paymentofficer thatby probationinformed ahave been
in small install-to be madeusually permittedof the fine is

information,thisAssumingof probation.ments as a condition
accurate,case, tonothingit addsisoutside the transferred

leviedthe fine could not besince ifargumentthe State’s
of probation.a valid conditionthe court it would not beby

of itssupport argu­inauthoritynoThe State furnished
that, ofment, in the exercise itsit well settledappearsand

statutorydiscretion, within thecourt must actasentencing
518,Valrand, 176 189v. 103 N.H. A.2dStateframework.

1974);(5th N.H.(1961); Wise, 959 Cir.501v. F.2dCramer
Const, II, 5.pt. art.

designedandprotectiveareproceedingscourtJuvenile
them for thepunishthan tominors ratherto “rehabilitate

458,Poulin, 100 N.H. 129 A.2dof crimes.” In recommission
of(1957). manyNevertheless, theminors are accorded672

Alaska, 415 308U.S.offenders. Davis v.of adultsafeguards
(1967);(1974); Gault, 3971 In reU.S.In re 387 Winship,

406,(1970); Rep.56 Am.v. 63 N.H.358 StateU.S. Ray,
(1885); In re Poulin529 supra.

1973) disposi-the court in the169:14(Supp.RSA authorizes
withinto exercise its discretionjuvenile delinquentsoftion

“spe-toby legislature providethelimits establishedspecified
delinquent and neg-forprotectionandcialized treatment

161,Scoville, 113 N.H. 304 A.2dv.lected children.” State
(1973). in this case was not authorizedThe fine assessed366

judicialof discre-the boundsbeyondand thus wasby statute
judicial indulgenceapermitwouldtion. To hold otherwise

in theoffenders forbiddenjuvenileofpunishmentin the
518,Valrand, 176103 N.H.State v.of adult offenders.case

(1961).189A.2d

the motionto the denialThe exception of
the as-the sentenceto amend bystriking

sustained; remanded.issessmentof afine

All concurred.


