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STATE OF VERMONT
CALEDONIA COUNTY, SS.

STATE OF VERMONT o VERMONT DISTRICT COURT
V. |
IONAS A. DIXON DOCKET NO. 69-1-07'Cacr

DECISION ON MOTION FOR YOUTHFUL OFFENDER STATUS

By virtue of an Amended Information filed on March 5™, 2009, the Defendant is
charged with voluntary manslaughter in the shooting death of Jacob McDowell at Sutton
on January 27", 2007.' He is represented by Attormeys Kenry DeWolfe and Douglas
Willey. The State is represented by State’s Altorneys Lisa Warren and Robert Butterfield.

Also filed on March 5" was a Notice of Plea Agreement and Motion for Youthtul
OffenderhStatus under Title 15 seclion 5281 ef seg.2 Hearings were held on the Motjon on
April 30", May 1% and May 8", 2009. The Motion went under advisement on that date.”

As required by statute, the Department of Children and Families (hercafter DCF)
fled a joint Youthful Offender Recoynmendation with the Court and parties on April
22°% 2009.° That recommended that the Defendant be afforded youthful offender
treatiment under the statute. It also suggested that the Count consider normal senlencing
factors such as punishsnent and deterrence.’ However, the legislature entirely omitted
those from the new Youthful Offender statute, and they cannot, therefore, be considercd.

Introduction

It is appropriate, under the circumstances, to focus first in the discussion on
findings about the victim. The victim in this case was Jacob McDowell, who was then

' The Defendant was originally charged with Second Degree Murder under 13 V.$.4. § 2301, which carries
a minimum penalty of 20 years imprisoviment up to life. The amended charge of voluntary manslaughter
carvies a minimuumn penalty of 1 year and 2 maxiroum of 15 years of imprisonment.

? In general, Vermont has chosen to significantly limit the powers of the judge in its system of juveaile
Justice, in that the judge is unable to directly sentence a delinguent to. any particular faciity, institution or
program, and Is left with only the power ro approve ar disapprove the recommendations of DCT i its
disposition report and caseplan. Vermont's new statutory schema under Subchaptor S anly peomits the
Family Court hearing 2 Youthful Offender motion to consider rchabilitation.

"“T'he decision in this emationally charged and difficult case was, regrettably, soanewhar delayed by the
requirement that (he undersigned po on active duty with the U.S. Army from May §% 1o May 23", 2009.

* Stare's Fxbibit 38 is the DCF Youthful Offender caseplan. Tt was authored by Senior Social Werker
' Emily Carrlor of DCI and Alan Conmier of the Department of Corrections (hereafler DOC).

*he clagsical sentencing factors include punishment. deterrence (boih general and specific), rehabilitation
and incapacitation. A reasonible intorpretation of the statute is that the legistature intends that unly
rehabilitation be considered in juvenile delinquencies.
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age 24, He was killed by the Defendant after visiting the Defendant’s mother, Julie
Dixon. By all accounts, the victim was a kind and gentle man, who was well and deeply
loved by his family and friends. He loved automobile racing and was poised to take over
his grandparents” country store. His sister, Stephanie DeCesare, described him as an
‘amazing individual who affected many others in positive ways. He was deeply loved and
will be sorely missed by his family and friends. Of course, and understandably, his family
and friends mourn his loss and cannot help but speculate on what his life might have been
had this terrible tragedy not occurred. Regrettably, nothing this Court or the Defendant
can do will bring the victim back or restore him 1o his family. Hopefully, Mr. :
McDowel!’s family and friends will long remember the wonderfut and canng person he
was, and will soon forget the angry, impulsive and immature person that Jonas Dixon was
on Janary 27" 2007.

The Defendant is alleged to have comnmitted the offense of manslaughter on
January 27", 2007, at a time when he was age 15. Manslaughter is one of the listed
offenses for which transfer to juvenile court is discretionary under the provisions of the
old and new statutes. See 33 V.S.A. § 5204(a)(6). Interestingly, although the legisiature
clearly recognizes the seriousness of a manslaughter case in the old and new statutes, it
shows no such recognition and 'makes no such distinction in the Youthful Offender
subchapter. 33 V.8, A, Chapter 52, Subchapter 5. Thus, and perhaps incongruously, the
new statute now requires that offenses from the most trivial to the most serious be
afforded the same deferential treatment on a Subchapter 5 motion, without regard to the
vastly different outcomes which resulted from the underlying criminal behavior. This
leaves a Family Court with no choice but to apply the same standard to Jjuveniles seeking
youthful offender treatment whether they are charged with shoplifting or murder.

The Motion for Youthful Offender Treatment: Public Safety

The Court must now turn its attention to the pending motion for treatment as a
youthful offender. In the instant case, although he was initially charged as ap adult, on
March 5" the Defendant moved for youthful offender treatrnent under the newly enacted
33 V.8.A. Chapter 52, subchapter 5. Section 5281 establishes the procedure for
consideration of such motions, providing that the criminal case be moved to family court
for hearing, and that information gained during such hearing is protected from use in the
District Court should the motion be denied. 33 V.8.A. § 5281(d)(2).

The initial question in a motion for youthful offender treatment is whether “public
safety will be protected by treating the youth as a youthful of;]fender.” 33 V.S.A. § ‘
5284(z). The Defendant argues, in a motion filed on April 2™, 2009, that this question
has already been resolved as the law of the case by the remand decision of the Supreme
Court, docketed as State v. Dixon, 2008 VT 112, 1 39. The State opposes the Defendant’s
Motion in Limine re Law of the Case, asserting that the Supreme Court could not have
ruled on the issue of public safety in this context as the statute was not yet effective on

the date of the remand.
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The Court agrees that the Supreme Court’s observations about public protection
are not the law of this case. In its remand decision, the Supreme Court ohserved that
various facts as found by the lower court supported a conclusion *‘that public protection
does not require adult prosecution”. Dixon, 2008 VT 7 39. This observation is not a
factual finding, is not a direct halding in the case, and therefore is di¢ta. The law of the
case doctrine requires that the Supreme Court’s holdings on the contested points be
followed by the lower court on remand. State v. Gomes, 166 Vt. 589, 591 (1996); State v.
Higgins, 156 V1,192, 193 (1991). In this case, the Court remanded not on the issue of
public protection but on other issues.

There 1s however considerable logic in the State's position. The effective date of
the new Chapter dealing with juvenile delinquencies and its subchapter § was January 1%,
2009, while the remand occurred on August 14% 2008, Although the remand discusses
the issue of public protection (Dixon at Y 22, 39)(' the issue of whether treating Mr.
Dixon as a youthful offender will protect public safety was not and could not have been
‘squarely before the Court on the appeal as the statite had not yet been enacted.

In any event, although this Court does not find that the issue of public safety
under Subchapter 5 has already been decided, the parties presented evidence on the jssue
during the instant motion hearings, This evidence, not seriously rebutted by the State,
fully supports a conclusion that treating Mr. Dixon as a Youthful Offender will not

jeopardize public safety.

The Defendant had no prior record of criminal or delinquent behavior before the
ineident in January of 2007. He has been continuously under the supervision of the Court
under restrictive conditions of release since his return from the Woodside Jivenile
detention facility in the spring of 2007. The evidence shows that for this two year period
he has not been charged with or even suspected of violating a single condition of release.
During this time, he has lived with and been supervised by his grandparents. His
grandmother, Norma DeGreenia, testified on April 30", She reports, and the Court so
finds, that Jonas Dixon has followed all of the rules of her household and has not violated
any of his conditions of release. Despite considerable public pressure being exerted upon
her and the Defendant in the form of signs,’ T-shirts and Jetters to the editor seeking
Justice for the victim of the shootin g, Mr. McDowell, Mr. Dixon has beep able to control
his emotions and conform his conduct to the law and requirements of the conditions of
release,

During his two years of community supervision on conditions of release the
Defenidant, who was age 15 at the time of the offense and is now 17, has regularly
participated in mental health treatment and coungeling with Dr. Riclhard Witte. This

Y In his well-reasoned decisions on the earlicr motion to transter to Juvenile court, Judge Eaton reached the
same conclusion, e.g., that the evidence supported a finding that public safety was not jeopardized by the
proposed transfer, Decision on Motion to I'tansfer, 115 (filed 10/27/08).

" One such sign was placed directly in front of the DeGreenia's driveway. Others were placed al the end of
theiy road aud a car bearing signs supporting the victim was parked for a period of time near their home,
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therapy is designed to treat his ics '
‘ . post traumatic stress disorder and i
to belp him deal with the events of January 27% 2007 e low level depression and

~ Dr. Witte’s practice is primarily geared towards the
. ]h)c ?asdfoctu_sei on ]that waork for the last thirty vears, [e bag;:iai?;;fﬁg;l;s:ents, and

erendant in April of 2007 and has seen him weekly since then. Stress and '
stress disorder, along with depression — major at first and . Moen s traumahc
Defendant’s primary diagnoses. The Defendant has made rsliogﬁilf"?;:xilt ;iiuigs“' W:;re e
He feels remorse over the shooting and is upset that he took Mr. McDawgell’s I;?e leréfl_PY-
the'Defendan_t told Ms}; Carrjer during an April 2009 mnterview that if could take t;a nk ;Ft’
aqtious‘ on :Tanuary 37‘ » he would and he would have done nothing, i.e,, he would h‘;v °
stayed in his room. The Defendant has made sufficient positive p;ogr'éss in thera ﬂ:: t
he no Jonger qualifies for a diagnosis of post traumatic stress disorder. Although h};y :
continues to suffer from a mild form of chronic depression, dysthymiei he no I%m e
suffers from the major depression that plagued him before and at the time of the égh;otin
Befort? tl:re incident he was using alcohol and marihuana, and even experimented with &
;&rescnptlon pills 5-6 times. Since March of 2007, though, he has been drug and alcohol

ee.

‘ In addition to the ongoing therapy with Dr. Witte, the Defendant was exlensively
examined by Dr. Philip J. Kinsler, a nationally noted clinical psychologist. Dr, Kinsler
f:xamined and tested the Defendant at Woodside in January of 2007, shortly after the
mc?dent. He found the Defendant’s responses on testing 1o be valid and truthfu), and the
validity scales incorporated into the tests used showed no faking or exaggerating by the
Defendant. In the weeks leading up to the shooting of Jacab McDowell, the Defendant
was increasingly stressed by the bizarre, hypersexual, and psychotic behavior of his
mother, Julie. Although the police and DCF were called, nejther agency acted to remove
the Defendant and his younger sister from what was clearly a toxic and highly neglectful

environment.

In this environment was the 15 year o]d Jonas Dixon. As a 15 year old, his
maturity level would normally be modest, but Mr. Dixon was actually about 2 years
delayed i his emotional maturity. As a child, he had been the victim of domestic
violence at the hands of his father. He had also been exposed to significant ongoing
domestic violence between his now deceased father and his chrenically mentalty j11
mother. Dr. Kinsler opined, after his extensive work with the Defendant, that he did not
pose a danger 1o the public or a danger of future explosive violence. In fact, although the
Defendant suffered from Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) at the time of the
shooting, he no longer qualifies for that diagnosis due to the counseling work he has
accomplished with Dr. Witte. Violence is present in only a tiny fraction of those wha
suffer from PTSD. Dr. Xinsler opined that the Defendant tested normal for his levels of

® DCF administered iis own risk assessment instrument to the Defendant, which is called the YASI, or

Youth Assessment Safety Instrument. This showed him to be a moderate risk 1o reoffend. DCF concluded,
though, that he was amenable (o treatment as a youthfu) offender and thai he did not require residential
treatment, This conclusion concurs with the opinions of Dr, Witte and Dr. Kinsler. :
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anger, does not suffer from an elevat - i i
s docs ot evated anger problem, and posed no risk to the public for

In his education, and hopes to attend college. The school director, Naomi Dean found
that the De_fgnldant was immature for his age but always quiet, compliant and re;spebtful
‘ He took criticism well and was considered to be an “A” student. '

Itis difficult to see much difference between the former statutory st
traqsfers (33 V.5.A. § 5505(f) (repealed effective 2009)), the seminal cays:l::lwd(zllz(:::tnv
United States, 383 U.S. 541, 565-67 (1966) (see factor regarding “‘adequate protéction‘ of
'the p_ublic”)), and the current statute (33 V.S.A. § 5284(a)), which requires a threshold
Inquiry into whether the Defendant’s treatment as a youthful offender will adequately
protect public safety. See former 33 V.S.A. § 5505(f)(3) (public safety will be secured by
treating the defendant as a youthfu] offender). Each of these standards prescribes the
same basic concept and test: will treating an offender as a juvenile provide sufficient
protection to the public against present and future risk of harm? When viewed in that
light, a conclusion that treating Mr. Dixon as a youthful offender under the new statute
and the current state of the evidence is fully supported. :

Before the instant offense, the Defendant had never been the subject of any adult
charges or delinquency petitions. The Defendant’s behavior in the community since
arraignment has been without blemish. He has actively and productively engaged in
mental health treatment and counseling, and has made significant positive progress
therein. He has actively and consistently participated in schooling and is Progressing
steadi]y towards graduation. The Defendant, though age 15 and immature at the time of
the shooting, is now 17 and showing signs of increased maturity, including remorse. He
no longer lives with his seriously mentally ill mother,'? and is no longer immersed in a
toxic and volatile environment. The instant tragedy appears, by all measures, to be an
isolated but horrible offense, unlikely to be repeated. After three days of hearings,
hundreds of pages of evidence, and much thought, this Court has independently reached
the same conclusion conceming public protection that Judge Eaton reached and the
Suprerme Court opined: public safety can be adequately protected by treating this
Defendant as a youthful offender.

? Dr. Kinsler was adamant that his testing and evaluations of the Defendant showed that he was amenable
to treatment and rehabilitation as a youthful offender, and this opinion was not shaken during cross
examination or by the testimony of Dr. Linder, the State’s expert psychiarist.

'® Ms. Dixon suffers from a severe case of bipolar disease. She requires intensive therapy and medijcations
to cope with life on even the simplest level. At the time of this incident she was unmedicated and untreated,
was floridly psychotic, hypersexual, and was engaged in all manner of bizarre behavior. See Testimony of

Dr, Philip Kinsler, 5/1/09,
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Accordingly, based on all of the evidence adduced during the hearings on the
motion, the pleadings, exhibits and prior testimony, the Court hereby finds that public
safety will not be jeopardized by treating Jonas Dixon as a youthful offender.

Amenability to Treatment; A vailubility of Services

Once the Court determines that public safety will not be jeopardized by youthful
offender treatment, it must then go on to the second step of the analysis required by §
3284: determining whether (A) the youth is amenable to treatment or rehabilitation in the
Juvenile justice system, and (B) there are sufficient services in the juvenile court System
.and DCF to meet the youth’s treatment and rehabilitation needs. DCF, his treating
therapist, and Dr. Kinsler all supported treating the Defendant as a youthful offender. In
this case, despite the Court’s opinion that the stalute js seriously flawed in its failure to
discriminate between the most serious and the most irivial criminal/delinquent behavior,
the answer based on the evidence is yes to both questions. ‘

_ The Court need not revisit in detail the tragic events of January 27% 2007. These
are well known to all of the parties and principals and recounting them extensively risks
re-traumatizing the victim’s family and friends, the Defendant, and the community at
large. Jacob McDowell was, by al} accounts, a kind, decent and loving individual, good
to his family, well-liked, and entirely undeserving of this untimely end. Pursuant to the .
statute, the focus of these proceedings is on the Defendant’s motion. However, neither the
statute, the State nor the Court in any way intends to minimize or marginalize the impact
of this terrible crime on the victim and his family. Thus, the Jegislature included the
provision for positive rights for the victim’s family in section S288. The Court is as
concemed with the impact on Mr. McDowell or any other innacent victim as jt is on the

Defendant seeking youthful offender treatment.

Suffice il Lo say that the victim unknowingly walked into a dangerous situation on
the evening of January 27™, 2007. He could not have known that the immature Defendant
was at an emotional breaking point with his mother's behavior, had a weapon, and would
wrongfully introduce jt into the situation. Nor could he have known or understood the
systemic failures by law enforcement and social service agencies that resulted in Jonas
Dixon being left, unnecessarily, in this horrible environment. The then-1 3-year-old Dixon
found himself in an untenable position for an immature and ‘depressed adolescent; his
seriously mentally ill mother was engaging in al} magner of depraved sexual and bizarre
behavior, had assaulted his younger sister, kept a disorderly and disorganized house,
harbored significant delusious, and provided poor care to Mr. Dixon and his sister. His
mother routinely engaged in sexual acting-out and entertained adult male companions in
her room, which was located next to his. The thin trailer walls failed to shield the
Defendant from his mother’s adult activities, and he finally and impulsively decided, on
January 27", to take his own life rather than continue in this environment. This decision
proved short-lived and soon morphed into an impulsive decision to scare the latest visitor

away by brandishing a loaded shotgun.
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. Despi te-lhc exce_]lept analysis provided by Mr. Harry Jeppe, the Verniont State
Flrganns Examiner, the evidence does not conclusively establish exactly what transpired

loaded gun at the victim, ordering him to leave. Frightened by the moment the victim
and Defendant prepared to struggle for the weaporn. The Defendant had not, expected or
prepared for this eventuality. He took the Weapon off safety, pulled the trigger, and in the
struggle the victim was struck and died as a result, : o

.After his arrest and charging, the Defendant spent about two months at the
Woodside Juvenile Detention center. On his release to the custedy of his grandparents, e

This record shows that Mr. Dixon is clearly amenable to treatment and.
rehabilitation as a youthful offender. e has successfully participated in treatment
designed to ameliorate his menta) health issues including the ones which were present
and active at the time of this crime. He has faithfully and regularly attended schooling
designéd to enable him to complete his high school requirements, an achjeverent,
standing in stark contrast to his failing performance while in the custody of his mother in
the.days and weeks leading up to this tragic incident. He has remained drug and alcoho)
free despite the stress of perceived public condemnation for the crime, and in the face of
significant isolation as a result of his home-schooling, his restrictive conditions of
release, and his inability to engage in age-appropriate activities,

One important consideration is the Defendant’s remorse. The State focused on
this during the hearings and argued that the Defendant was nol amenable to treatment
because he failed to show remorse for the killing of Mr. McDowell. The State argued that
the Defendant had failed to show sufficient empathy for the victim and his family, and
thus did not, in essence, deserve youthful offender treatment. :

Dr. Witte testified, and the Court so finds, that the Defendant does feel remorse
and regret for taking Mr. McDowell’s life. A showing and genuirie feelings of remorse
are the best psychological indicators of the lack of future dangerousness on Mr. Dixon'’s
part. Remorse for the crime is not, however, entirely the same thing as empathy for the

victirs and his family. In this case, the victim's family bas engaged .in a vigorous
campaign to ensure that its point of view — that the Defendant be jailed for an adult'
conviction — be honored by the Court. This campaign has included lett_ers to thg editor, T-
shirts displaying the message, signs, and decorated cars placed immediately adjacent to
the DeGreenia residence. As a result, the Defendant has come to feel persecuted anc}
isolated from the community and struggles to show empathy for the McDowell farlmly.
Despite an incomplete development of feelings of empathy for the McDowell t:amlly, Mr.
Dixon presently has demonstrated remorse for his wrongful actions, and the evidence
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shows will he likely devejop an appropriate level of empathy for the family and friends of
the victim as therapy progresses.

Most significantly, the Juvenile court can retain jurisdiétion over Mr. Dixon until
he is 22, and the testimony clearly established the tikelihood of his full rchabilitation by
that time. Bven the States expert, Dr. Harold Linder, a noted forensic psychiatyist,

recover —~ il not be cured — from the PTSD and depression and to develop empathy for the
vietim and his family. Indeed, this is the time avajlable under the youthful offender
statute. The prospects for Mr. Dixon to recover and resume a productive apd positive life
are good. Mr. Dixon has never defended or Justified his actions on the night of January
27" to Dr. Witte, and while he needs to work on specific empathy and remorse, Dr.
Linder's testimony did not create doubt that this is likely if he is treated as a youthful
offender."!

_ The Defendant will need vocationa) assistance, continuing psychotherapy,
counseling, and a mentor, and will also need to abstain from psychoactive substances in
order to assure his complete rehabilitation. He will need to be supervised in the
community and will need to be regularly tested to assure that he is drug and alcohol free.
The evidence adduced during the hearings showed that DCF has the capability to ensure
that all these requirements of Mr. Dixon’s caseplan will be followed and enforced. '*

At the same time, the evidence showed that the Defendant is not amenable to the
sort of adult oriented correctional treatment that would be available to him in the
Vermont adult correctional system. Vermont’s primary treatment program for violent
offenders is the Cognitive Self Change program (hereafter CSC). This program has both

' in-jail and outside components, and is often used for offenders who have a lengthy
conviction record, a history of acting-out and delinquent behaviors, and a demonstrated
history of aggressiveness'’ and antisacial traits. As noted above, Mr. Dixon meets none
of these criteria and would not be appropriate for the CSC program.

Moreover, Mr. Dixon is immaturs for his age, despite gains he has made in
counseling and treatment. He presents with none of the requirements for entry into CSC
2nd would likely be victimized in adult jail, His immaturity (an age delay of 2-3 years, as
found by Dr. Witte), lack of antisocja] attitudes, and complete lack of any pegative
background, make him uniquely unsuited for adult jail.

Jonas Dixon has been continuously in treatment on a weekly basis since a few
weeks after the tragic events of January 27%, 2007. He has made substantia] positive

‘"' Dr. Linder also testificd on May 8" that the Defendant posed a very low risk to the community at this
time given his sheltered and highly supportive envitonment, intensive mental health treatment, and

structured and supervised situation. .
* Dr. Linder also testified that the Defendant has been very complisnt and engaged in treatment to date. Dr.
Linder further agreed that the Defendant is low risk at this time and that it appcars his behavior can be
controlled in the community.

" In fact, the Defendant showed lower than normat levels of aggression on testing than & normal adolescent

his age would show. See Dr. Kinsler's rebuttal testimony, 5/8/09. :
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diagnosis. This tre j
- atment continues to be avajlab i
should be superviged and assisted with thjs treat et o aad et te bis B van and

Opined, anq th_e F‘.ourt s0 finds, that Mr Dixon will re
months of individual therapy.'* Mr. Dixon would likely re

An argument can be made that th '
o o \ ¢ new Youthful Offender s
:;8’11: ﬁca-nl shifl in policy as to the handling and treatment of }'outhsu\l:r(};:l;afct)ermmr?t)zisems :
0Ost senous crimes. Indeed, the legislative intent regarding the handling of serious e

_!HVEI]][E delinquencie_s appears to have heen changed by new statutes, Formerly, the

because subchapter 5 is not restricted to less seri

‘ ' $ serious offenses, any youth charged wi
cnme commtted between the ages of 10 and 18 can apply for youthful offenrg:r withany
treatment, regardless of the seriousness of the offense.

The Court concludes that the Defendant is amenable to treatment as a youthfu}
offendc?z;. The.Court also concludes that there are sufficient services in the juvenile court
system ” and in DCF to enable hin to complete his rehabilitation from this terrible erime
while meeting his needs and protecting the community. This is only true, though, if the
Cowrt exercises its power under the new statute to continue its jurisdiction past Mr.
Dixon’s 18" birthday, and to require that upon reaching his 18™ birthday and until he
reaches the age of 22, he shall be supervised by the joint efforts of both DCF and the
Department of Corrections. 33 V.S.A. § 5286(d). This will ensure the sort of community
monitoring by trained DOC field supervision or probation officers that DCF is simply not
equipped to provide in such a serious matter. While the emphasis will remain, as it must
under the new statute, on rehabilitation, the addition of DOC supervision and
participation in the plan will ensure that community monitoring is thorough and
comprehensive and ensure a speedy refonnulation of the plan if revocation 1s necessary.

See 33 V.§.A. § 5285,
| ' ' d Parties on April 22™, 2009
Accordingly, the caseplan submuted' to the Court an .
" is approved in itsgentirety. Defendant’s Motion for Youthful Offender treatment is
gragted He is hereby placed on juvenile probation with all of the terms and conditions

der, opined that it would take at least two years of treatment and therapy
ddress his mental bealth issues,

' The State’s psychiatrist, Dr. Lin
] endant (o syccessfully a . . - _ .

{?:hin?lec:f;u):ed Vermont's system Jimits the ability of the Family Court to take decisive l.a.ng .te“;]' ac‘l:::t;
o i belhaVior or 1o eusure a youthful offender is sent to a secure oT treatment facilityinthe e

ot aamiicant iolation of his/her juvenile probation. This is becauge Vermont does

i t misconduct which is in vio . i g
o Sigmﬁ;an i;mCourl Indges the power lo do anything other than apprové or disapprove t.;he pl?ﬂ propose
SR, Neven satisfied that the Defendant is amenable to treatment, 1§ unlikely 1o

T rtheless, the Court is
sjifn{zf;rhi?;:\?en;fe probation, and is highly likely to benefit from youthful offender treatqu\.

o
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prescribed in the DCF caseplan. A review hearin

29", 2009 pursuant to 33 V S A, § 5286(a). A Ju
lssued along with this Order.

4 sf?all be held on or before November-
venile Probation Certificate is hereby

So Ordered al St Johnsbury, Vermont this Vi ﬁtday of June 2009,

W’éw\ /,‘éﬂ’l//m’J .
Hon. Howard E. VanBenfuysen
Presiding Judge

Saved as: dixondecisionyouthfuloffendertreatiment
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