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case,In this the trial court summarized the oftestimony sev­
eral of the State’s witnesses but failed to mention the exculpatory
testimony of the defendant. In so the courtdoing improperly focused
the jury’s attention on whether the victim had been stabbed with a
knife and from theaway defendant’s claim that there had been no

Jones,assault. See v. 490, 494,State 125 N.H. 1070,484 A.2d 1073
(1984) (court’s response created realistic thatdanger jury misled by
mistaking answer to legal forquestion definitive toanswer factual
issue). the effect ofViewing the court’s comments from the perspec­
tive of how jurora reasonable may them, id.,have understood we
conclude that the court’s toreferences specific presentedevidence at
trial by the State were andimproper raised the ofpossibility preju­
dice to the defendant. Because we are unable to conclude that the

harmless,error was 495,see at 1073,id. 484 atA.2d we reverse the
conviction and remand the case for a new trial.

Reversed and remanded.

All concurred.
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Arnold,P.John attorney general (Gregory W. assistantSwope,
on the brief and forattorney general, orally), the State.

Abbott, Jr., defender, Concord,W. Kirk assistant of onappellate
the brief and fororally, the defendant.

HORTON, defendant,J. This is an theinterlocutory appeal by Ed-
L., J.)uardo from an Superiororder of the Court re-(Mangones,

for further amanding proceedings bydecision the Nashua District
J.)(Howorth,Court him an adult.certifying as We hold that the su-

certification,court erred inperior declining and reverse and remand
for trial.
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23,It is thatalleged 1991, defendant,on March the in separate
incidents, shot two persons, killing one and the other.injuring The
defendant also robbed the surviving victim andshooting attempted

2, 1991,to assault an arresting police State,officer. On theApril
pursuant 169-B:24,to RSA filed a to transferpetition the case to
superior court. A 14, 1991,certification was onhearing Mayheld in
the Nashua District Court.

At the certification thehearing, State called as its only witness
Robert Hodges, a detective lieutenant with the Nashua Police De-
partment. wasHodges then head of the department’s community
youth division,services a unit that investigates crimes by and
against youth. He was responsible for supervising detectives in that
division. Hodges thattestified during investigationthe of the March
23 shootings, he spoke to officers assigned to the case and reviewed
their reports of the incidents.

After establishing Hodges’ role as supervisor of the investigation,
the State asked him to describe the contents of witness statements
and police reports relating to the case. The defendant objected to the
State’s line of questioning. thatConceding the rules of evidence do
not apply to certification proceedings, the defendant still noted that
the decision to admit the reports into evidence rested within the dis-
cretion of the court. He contended that permitting Hodges to de-
scribe the statements and reports would himprevent from

theexamining ofcredibility witnesses,the and would violate his
ofright confrontation. The district court objection,overruled the but

inquired whether the reports to which Hodges would be referring
were available. The court noted that we’re going“[i]f to use totem
pole hearsay, we might as well get the best version of it available.”
The State then exhibits,introduced thirteen which consisted of
various statements,witness police reports, forensic areports, death
certificate, an autopsy report, and a map of the area where the shoot-

tooking place.
cross-examination,On the defendant sought to establish that

hadHodges neither personally conducted of theany witness inter-
views, nor written ofany the reports introduced as exhibits. The
State stipulated that Hodges had not directlybeen ininvolved pre-
paring ofany the witness interviews or police reports. The defendant
did not further cross-examine Hodges, and the State rested. The de-
fendant did not present evidence,any and the district court took the
matter under advisement.

6, 1991,On July the district court anissued order granting the
petitionState’s for In order,certification. its the court addressed in
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It heldby the State. that thesignificant presenteddetail each exhibit
theywere admissible becausereportsof the statements andmajority

remote,relevant, too and credible witnesses. Thegiven bynotwere
found, however, certain lacked independ-court that exhibitsdistrict

court further stated:ent value. The districtprobative

prior petitions,has on three certificationcourt sat“Th[is]
two,In hearsaythe lattertwo homicides.including involving

inaside, amade effort thesignificantthe Statequestions
to itssupportto introduce direct evidencecourt’s view

were who offeredpresentedfacie case. Live witnessesprima
subjectedand totestimony,direct who weresignificant

significantGranted that costcross examination.vigorous
involved, level of offered seemedthe proofand effort were

theto of Just theproceedings.theappropriate significance
proceed-from the withingleanedwasopposite impression

lax to the ofpoint. . . State’s waspresentationings. [T]he
to fortuitiesit not due certain aris-lackadaisical. Werebeing

the would notexperience,this court’s Statepriorout ofing
prevailed.”have

a certifica-acceptcourt motion toThe filed with the superiorState
objected.tion, to which the defendant

23,1991, hearingheld a at whichsuperiorthe courtOn December
The contestedprimarilydefendantproceeded by proffer.the parties

certification hearing,of evidence thehearsay duringthe State’s use
theto both statute and State andcontrarythat such use wasarguing

addition, thechallengedIn the defendant ad-Constitutions.Federal
inthe district court certi-by grantingof evidence relied onequacy

to certification of theacceptThe court declinedsuperiorfication.
toof trial and remanded the dis-as an adult for purposesdefendant

thatsuperiora The court notedrehearing. “[w]hethertrict court for
lackadaisical,’to the ofpoint beingwas ‘laxpresentationthe State’s

Court, merelyor whether it reflected thebyas noted the District
the presenta-in the ofextraordinary methodologyconfidenceState’s

case,” its case onputthe fact was that “the Statetion of its essential
witnessreports accompanyingthe andby simply presenting police

thatrecognizingthe While the rulesto District Court.”statements
superiorthe courthearings,of do not to certificationapplyevidence

and of wholesale hear-that “the admission considerationconcluded
information,’ the circum-‘a of underfrom reporterevidencesay

and othercomport processnot with duestances as didpresented,
mandates.”legal
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(1)On appeal, followingthe defendant raises the arguments: the
inmanner which the State chose to at theproceed certification hear-

I,ing violated due process rightshis under article 15 thepart of New
Constitution,Hampshire and the fourteenth amendment of the Fed-

Constitution, ineral that he notwas able to cross-examine witnesses
theand establish trustworthiness of otherwise hearsayadmissible

(2)statements; the district court’s ofgrant certification under RSA
169-B:24 was not supported by the evidence and was erroneous as a

(3)law;matter of and the court erred when itsuperior remanded to
the district court for a rehearing, refused,for once certification is the

prosecutionis asproper remedy juvenile.a
The standard for ofacceptance by court,certification the superior

review,our scopeand of are aidentical and of limited nature. Under
169-B:24,RSA the decision to transfer a juvenile to courtsuperior

for adult fallsprosecution within the district court’s sound discre­
Riccio, 376, 379, 1239, 1241tion. State v. 130 (1988);N.H. 540 A.2d In

E., 836, 843, 833, (1981).re Vernon 121 N.H. 435 A.2d 837 RSA
169-B:24 provides:

“All [juvenile] cases the court inbefore which the[district]
complainedoffense of felonyconstitutes a or would amount

to a in the case an adultfelony of bemay transferred to the
superior court.... The court shall aconduct thehearing on
question of transfer consider, to,and shall notbut be limited
the following criteria in adetermining whether case should
be transferred:

I. The of theseriousness offense to thealleged
community and whether the protection of
the transfer;community requires

violent,H. The aggressive, premeditated or
wilful offense;nature of the alleged

III. Whether allegedthe wasoffense committed
against orpersons property;

IV. The prosecutive merit of complaint;the
V. The desirability of trial dispositionand of

the entire offense in ifone court the minor’s
inassociates the alleged offense were adults

crime;who will be charged with a
VI. The sophistication and ofmaturity the

minor;
TheVIL minor’s prior priorrecord and contacts
with law enforcement agencies; and
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of of theadequate protectionThe prospectsVIII.
of re-and the likelihood reasonablepublic,

the thethrough juve-habilitation of minor
nile court system.

court,If transfer it shallsuperior... court orders tothe
for suchof and reasonsprovide findingsa written statement

the minor.”transfer to

abeyondis to reasonablerequired proveThe State not
Rather,inset forth RSA 169-B:24.eightdoubt each of the criteria

the oftransfer within reasonable discretion thethe decision to is
evidence,the withcourt, a of dueupon preponderancedistrict based

Riccio,into factor set forth the statute. Seeconsideration eachgiven
1241-42; E., 121380-81, at In re N.H.N.H. at 540 A.2d Vernon130

of844, of nature thelight discretionary435 at In theat A.2d 837-38.
transfer, we limit our todecision to review “whetherdistrict court’s

the factors of RSAapplicablecourt considered allfairlythe
169-B:24, byits is the. . . whether decision supportedI-VIII and

E.,In rea matter law.” 121not erroneous as of Vernonevidence and
(citations omitted).at We work from the844,at A.2d 838N.H. 435

and, thus, no tothe court owe deference thatsuperiorsame record as
Assocs.generallyon See Hillsideacceptance.court’s decision of

Co., 325, 330, 605v. Cas. 135 N.H. A.2dBondingHollis Maine &
(less(1992)1026, to lower courtordinary given1029 than deference

alone, thata record such the lower courtdecision that was based on
in no than to decide theposition supreme“was [the court]better

case”).
even the ofthoughThe first that rules evidencearguesdefendant

thatprocess requiresto certification duelonger hearings,no apply
of other-to establish the trustworthinesshe have the opportunity
thatHe further contends hishearsayadmissible statements.wise

(1) the court ad-were violated because: districtprocess rightsdue
exhibits,documentary whenmitted twelve unsworninto evidence

documents, theof the nor witnesses who madeneither the authors
(2)statements, trial; and in three in-testified atthe out-of-court

court its own and recordsupon knowledgestances the district relied
the transfer to court.deciding superiorin the ofpropriety

juvenileto certifica­process appliesIt settled that dueis
1241;379, InRiccio, 130 N.H. at 540 A.2d at retion Seeproceedings.

(1967). toGault, 1, task is determine howpresent387 13 OurU.S.
due, the admis­process tempersmuch is and whether dueprocess

proc-the dueof evidence. We first assess defendant’ssibility hearsay
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I,under article 15 ofpart Hampshireess claim the New Constitu-
226,Ball, 231-32, 347,State v. 124 N.H. 471 A.2dtion. See 350-51

(1983). 15Since we find article at least as of individualprotective
amendment,as the not a sepa-liberties fourteenth we need conduct
under id.processrate due the Federal Constitution. Seeanalysis

proceduralBefore on a determination of whether dueembarking
process requires opportunitythat the defendant have an to cross-
examine witnesses at a certification we note thehearing, briefly

we have to Aprocess juvenile hearingfound due date. certification
rightsaffects that are of vital to the defendant.importance See State

666-67, 608,663, (1977);117 610 v.Smagula,v. N.H. 377 A.2d Kent
States, 541, (1966).United 383 U.S. 556 The States SupremeUnited

Court, juvenileafter a court similarconsidering statute to RSA
169-B:24, 666, 610,see 117 N.H. at A.2d atSmagula, 377 held that
“the must thehearing measure to essentials of dueup[certification]

Kent,and fair 383 562. weprocess Accordingly,treatment.” U.S. at
specifiedhave held that “the inprocedural safeguards Kent are

henceforth to be underapplied RSA 169:21 codified as RSA[now
I, 667,and N.H. art. 117pt.169-B:24] Const. 15.” N.H. atSmagula,

inThus,A.2d at 610-11. measuring377 a standard fordeveloping
dueprocedural process, adopted criteria,we the following which

Court,were first identified the Unitedby States and laterSupreme
thebycodified New RSA 169-R:24:Hampshire Legislature as
juvenile to inhearingis entitled notice and a“[T]he district

waiver,municipalor court the withquestionon of the assist-
ance of counsel. The counsel must be withprovided access to
court records and probation reports juvenileor other files
on the minor Finally,involved. to transfer orprior indict-
ment, the juvenile be agivenmust written statement of find-

and for toings making superiorreasons the transfer court.
transfer,In whether to allowdetermining the the superior

shallcourt accept the district court’s waiver decision unless
review of itupon rulingthe record finds the to have been

evidence,unsupported by the or erroneous as a matter of
law.”

667, 377 sum,117 N.H.Smagula, at A.2d at 611. In we have held that
procedural due toprocess juvenileapplies hearingscertification and

that therequires given notice,defendant be hearing,a the toright
records, id.;review and Kent,the assistance of counsel. See 383 U.S.
Moreover,at 561. requiredwe have that the evidence asupporting

Riccio,transfer be 379,See attrustworthy. 130 N.H. 540 atA.2d
1241.
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pro­these dueexpandthat we shouldarguesThe defendant
with wit­of confrontationsome measureto includeprotectionscess

exclusivelyrelydecision tothe State’swhethernesses. To determine
comportedits caseofficer, Hodges, presenttosupervisingtheon

defendant, re­due processtheor, byas assertedprocess,with due
threecross-examination, followingreview thewemeaningfulquires

factors:
(2)action;the official“‘(1) byaffectedinterestprivatethe

throughof such interestdeprivationrisk of an erroneousthe
value, any,if of addi-used, the probableandthe procedures

(3) gov-and thesafeguards;proceduraltional or substitute
thefunction involved andinterest, theincludingernment’s

or sub-that the additionaland administrative burdensfiscal
”would entail.’requirementsproceduralstitute

(1989)1341, 1343709, 712-13,Poulicakos, 559 A.2d131 N.H.v.State
331,275, 285, A.2d 338-39N.H. 513128of Bagley,Petition(quoting

doestest, hold that a defendant(1986)). wethree-partthisApplying
to cross-examina­meaningfulprocess righta duegeneralnot have

that cross-examina­and suchhearing,juvenilein a certificationtion
to ensure the trustworthinessnecessaryonly whention is warranted

theduring hearing.presentedevidenceof
reliedthe courtmatter, superiorwe note thatpreliminaryAs a

1343, inPoulicakos, 710, A.2d atN.H. at 559in 131holdingourupon
inhearingsin certificationjuvenileproceedthat the Staterequiring

crossa “meaningfulto conductthat the defendanta manner enables
bymay proceedthat the Statein Poulicakosheldexamination.” We

712, at 1343.at 559 A.2dhearing. Id.a detentionpretrialatproffer
of the theaccuracy proffer,theIf, however, questionsthe defendant

to but-to witnessespresenttherequire prosecutioncourt “cantrial
that in order toexplainedId. furtheroffer of Weproof.”tress its

cross-examine, guaran-astorightthe defendant’smeaningfulmake
597:6-a,statute, VIIRSAbail detentionthe then effectivebyteed

beingof“capableto a witness1989), supplythe hadState(repealed
ofreporterthan a merecross-examined,” who was “moreeffectively

however, thatId. emphasized,others.” Webygatheredinformation
under-of informationavailable all sourcesnot makethe needState

the rules of evi-statute suspendedId. Theproof.its offer oflying
thethereby allowinghearings,detentionduring pretrialdence

Id.testimony.hearsayofadmission
in such athat proceedingin arguedPoulicakosThe defendant

the shouldand that Staterights,due processviolated hismanner
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throughhave been to its case liverequired present witnesses. Id. at
711, 559 A.2d at 1343. We theapplied processdue test andthree-part

thedisagreed. libertyWhile defendant had a interest in remaining
trial, that,pendingfree his we found to the second suffi-prong,as

safeguards hearingcient exist at a detention to anguard “against
713,ofdeprivation liberty.”erroneous a defendant’s Id. at 559 A.2d

Moreover,1343. as toat the test’s third weprong, explained that
to its“requiring present throughthe State case live witnesses would

and court,increase the fiscal administrative burdens not on theonly
also onbut the and on lawprosecution enforcement officials.” Id. at

711, 559 A.2d at 1344.
Poulicakos,decision in to requireOur the State to present live

upon challenge evidence,witnesses to the of theaccuracy proffered
onturned the defendant’s tostatutory right cross-examine wit-

nesses, and on the fact that a strong liberty interest was at stake. Id.
712, case,at 559 A.2d at 1343-44. In the present RSA 169-B:24 does

not toprovide addition,a cross-examine. Inright the interest at
in juvenilestake certification is as inhearings compellingnot as pre-

Riccio, 380,trial detention hearings. 130 N.H. at 540 A.2d at 1242.
The interest in certification not aproceedings presentis in-liberty
terest, but rightthe to a proper choice between proce-alternative

for innocence,dures the determination guiltof or and the appro-
ofpriate imposition sentence.

We examine the constitutionality of the State’s procedures by
subjecting them theto three-part processdue test. haveWe already
had occasion to apply the test’s first to juvenileprong certification

Riccio,hearings. In we determined that privatethe interest affected
in such hearings, critical, 380,while is not Id.dispositive. at 540 A.2d
at 1241-42. purposeThe of the is nothearings adjudicatory, but
rather what we termed A“investigatory.” juvenileId. certification
hearing is not innocence,determinative guiltof or or a rightof to
liberty, but todesigned theidentify procedure toappropriate achieve
a fair of guiltresolution or anyinnocence and punishment flowing
therefrom. Id.

In toregard the test’s second weprong, discern no sub­
stantial risk in relying upon the district court’s ability to consider the
trustworthiness theof evidence at At juvenileissue. certification
hearings, the isState not statutorily as it inrequired, is the context
of bail tohearings, present live witnesses. The district court may

the ofconsider indicia trustworthiness of evidence to besought ad­
mitted, itand has the todiscretion liverequire witnesses where it is
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In theof the evidence. casewith the trustworthinessnot satisfied
andbelow, the State’s evidence foundcourt consideredthe district

to certification. Thissufficiently trustworthy supportmuch of it to be
the certi-protection against erroneousadequateprovidesprocedure

third ofIn to the thejuvenile regard prongfication a as an adult.of
casetest, the interest in this asgovernmentalwe findprocessdue

Poulicakos; anto inves-namely, transformingin avoidascompelling
trial, and ad-a and to reduce fiscalhearing into full-blowntigative

court,the the and law enforce-prosecution,onministrative burdens
ment officials.

aside, it is to that thetest noteprocess importantThe due
from theprecluded challengingwas not categoricallydefendant

investi­had to the entirethe State’s evidence. He accessveracity of
couldhearingto and have contestedfile the certificationgative prior

thatFinally, thereemphasizecontained therein. wethe information
I,Part article 15no to confrontation at stake.rightis constitutional

Constitution, aone accused of crimegrantingthe Hampshireof New
him, “reflects aagainstconfront the witnessesthe toright directly

Peters,trial.” v.confrontation at Statefor face-to-facepreference
(1991)794, omitted);791, 587, (quotationA.2d 588-89N.H. 587133

(1987) (cross-exam­39,Ritchie, U.S. 52v. 480Pennsylvaniasee also
not with theis a trial are concerned hereright).ination Weright

trial rights.defendant’s
the court in thiswhether district caseWe must now ascertain

at Inissue. State v. Nicholashearsayadmitted the evidenceproperly
(1989),569, 573, 1156, 1158 we reversed andH., 560 A.2d131 N.H.

cer-of the district court’ssuperior acceptanceremanded the court’s
as an because the districta minor child for trial adulttification of

the tocourt, pursuantthe merit of caseprosecutivewhen weighing
in viola-169-B.-24,TV( hearsay evidenceerroneously consideredRSA

toof ourSubsequentof New Rules Evidence.Hampshiretion the
evidence, andH., theythe rules ofin Nicholas we amendeddecision

R.N.H.proceedings.not certification Ev.apply juveniledo now to
1101(d)(3) (1992). Nicholas H.effectively overruledThe amendment

the rules of evidence theprecludethe the case held thatto extent
juvenile hearings.of at certificationhearsayintroduction

to theadoptionin H. that our of Newpriornoted NicholasWe
Evidence, atwas admissible ahearsayRules of evidenceHampshire

remote,“relevant, notif it was too andhearingcertificationjuvenile
572, (quo-at 560 A.2d at 1158N.H.a credible witness.” 131given by

omitted). towhyno our decisions thepriorWe see reasontation
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that the rulesnot nowapplythe rules of evidence shouldofadoption
juvenile proceedings.longer governno

at a ju­that evidence is admissibleaccordingly holdWe
ofguaranteeas as there is somehearing longcertificationvenile

the court should con­finding,See id. To make thistrustworthiness.
relevant, not too remote and credible.whether the evidence issider

id.; Vernon, 845,121 at In the presentIn N.H. at 435 A.2d 838.See re
care,case, court this standard with considerableappliedthe district

find error insome of the evidence submitted. We do not itsrejecting
on that of the evidence found admissible.partdetermination State’s

that district court violated hisThe defendant further contends the
towhen it relied on information extrinsic the cer-process rightsdue

to evaluate the trustworthiness of the State’s evi-hearingtification
and whether certification was warranted under thedence determine
factors set forth in RSA 169-B:24. the defendanteight Specifically,

(1) disregardedasserts that the district court erred when it: a map
scene,by upondrawn of the crime and relied instead its ownHodges
(2)area;of the materials notunannounced view reviewed introduced

hearingat the when whether the defendant had aascertaining prior
(3)record; and relied toupon knowledgeits own evaluate the trust-

worthiness of tests on alaboratory pistol and ammunition casings
allegedly used the defendant.by

The aState claims as threshold matter that because the
defendant to objectfailed to the district court’s reliance on this ex­

evidence,trinsic he did not preserve these issues for appeal. We
with the at least inagree anyState to based onregard challenge the

laboratory tests,tests. When the State introduced the it asked
whether theHodges pistol tested was the same inweapon mentioned

a firearms transaction record previously authenticated and admitted
through Hodges. objected,The defendant that thearguing State had
not laid a foundation for this line of The district courtquestioning.

objection.sustained the defendant’s When the court later admitted
themselves,the record of the tests the defendant did not contest the

of thequalifications expertState who conducted the tests. The court
found the trustworthy “solely”tests on the basis of its independent

of the anknowledge expert’s qualifications. preserve objectionTo for
aappeal, party objectionmust make “a ...contemporaneous stating

Dube,theexplicitly specific ground objection.”of See State v. 130
770, 772, (1988) omitted).283,N.H. 547 A.2d 284 (quotation Because

the defendant in this case failed to contest the ofqualifications the
inexpert, any objection groundedState’s this issue “shall be deemed

waived.” Id.
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objectionhis tofind that the defendant waived theWe do not
its view of the crimegenerated byuse of evidencedistrict court’s

the districtof the defendant’s record. Sinceand its reviewscene
order,disclose, the certification its re­toprior issuingcourt did not

evidence, hearingat the certification wasobjectionliance on this an
addition, this objectionIn the defendant did not waivenot required.

with the district court.to file a motion for reconsiderationby failing
certification, to thepassed supe­over the matterjurisdictionWith

in hisraised the issue mo­court, adequatelyand the defendantrior
tion to that court.

the due processto the substance of defendant’sTurning next
out-claim, and review of evidenceproductionwe conclude that the

in case was when ithearing appropriate,of the certification thisside
trustworthiness oftestingthe limited of thepurposewas done for

a ishearings. practiceintroduced the Suchalready duringevidence
hearingsof certificationin of our characterizationappropriate light
Districtthan adjudicatory proceedings.ratherinvestigativeas

whether todeterminingcriteria wheneightcourts must consider
adult, and are withjuvenile they charged evaluatinga as ancertify

in of certi-supportof evidence submittedanythe trustworthiness
evidence, trust-use of extrinsic to determinefication. The collateral

bymade to thealready open challengeof evidenceworthiness
defendant, of due Nonethe-process.is not a se violationperjuvenile

less, guaranteesthe due wesatisfy processthis must stillpractice
Becausejuvenile proceedings.to certificationapplicablehave found

torightthe to counsel and the reviewrightthese includeguarantees
evidence thatrecords, independently developedthe court’s use ofthe

at the and that ishearing,of evidence admittedis not derivative
certification, improper.of would bematerial to the issuedirectly

case, court did notIn we find that the districtthe present
Duringview of the crime scene. thein on its unannouncedrelyingerr

area thatgeographicabout theHodgesthe Statehearing, questioned
the defendant’s home. It furtherthe crime scene andencompassed

a dia­description by drawinghis oralHodges clarifythatrequested
into evi­diagramcourt admitted theof the area. The districtgram

order,In the districtfrom the defendant. itsobjectionwithoutdence
area,the itofevaluating Hodges’ descriptionthat inexplainedcourt

the content of” dia­Hodges’rather thanhad relied “on its own view
use of ex­an collateralappropriatereliance illustratedSuchgram.

information, butseekingcourt was not newtrinsic evidence. The
thatof evidence hadto establish the trustworthinessonlyattempting
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Furthermore, courthad theof the record.partmadealready been
ofits view theindependentinconsistent withdiagramfound Hodges’

bythe defendant’s interestsarea, would have servedthis conclusion
credibility.onshedding Hodges’doubt

contrast, review of theindependentIn court’sthe district
of ex­of the useexample improperrecord anjuveniledefendant’s is

evidence,of this withoutcourt’s considerationtrinsic evidence. The
the cred­defendant, not to testsimplyof the servedknowledgethe

hearing, opened upintroduced at the butalreadyof evidenceibility
to whether certification waschannels of asevidentiary inquirynew

in Specifi­forth RSA 169-B:24.under the factors seteightwarranted
court to consider the defendant’sthe statute directed thecally,

agencies.”law enforcementpriorrecord and contacts with“prior
hold, however, the district169-B:24, any bythat errorRSA VII. We

at the to de­hearing,in the evidencegoing beyond presentedcourt
record,had a was renderedpriorwhether the defendanttermine

that recordthe court’s ultimate decision the defendant’sbyharmless
in favor of certificationweighnot to“sufficiently significant”was

169-B:24, VII.under RSA
court’s of certi-grantnext that the districtarguesThe defendant

the evidenceunsupported byto 169-B:24 waspursuantfication RSA
argu-The defendant’sdisagree.as a matter of law.and erroneous We

im-that the district courtassumptionis thepremised uponment
thecomprisedthe thirteen exhibits thatadmitted twelve ofproperly

did not err whenwe find that the district courtState’s case. Because
evidence, the defendant’s suffi-hearsayit admitted the contested

is without merit.ciency argument
earlier, nature of the districtdiscretionaryAs stated due to the

transfer, determiningto is limited tocourt’s decision our review
ofit considered all the factors RSA“fairly applicablewhether

E., 844,121 at A.2d at 838.169-B:24,1-VIII.” In re Vernon N.H. 435
by“if it is thesupportedwill affirm the district court’s decisionWe

Riccio, N.H. atnot erroneous as a matter of law.” 130evidence and is
381, A.2d at 1242.540

fairlyA order indicates that it consid-review of the district court’s
tofactors in its decision transfer. Theapplicable reachingered the

to the statu-hearing specificcourt the facts adduced at theapplied
whole, supportsRead a the order the district court’story criteria. as

onto transfer. find no error of law the record.decision We

it tohold that the court erred when declinedsuperiorWe
of the as an adult for ofpurposesthe certification defendantaccept



692

We,trial and for therefore,remanded further hearing. need not ad-
dress the defendant’s arguments theregarding propriety of the re-
mand for futher hearing. We reverse and remand this case to the

courtsuperior and direct that the courtsuperior accept certification
of juvenilethe defendant.

Reversed and remanded.

All concurred.
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