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ISSUE PRESENTED 

Whether the trial court properly denied the defendant’s petitions to 

annul where she had been arrested for and/or convicted of numerous 

offenses between 2007 and 2015; had committed and/or been convicted of 

most of them during the good-behavior period on a sentence for a prior 

conviction and/or the conviction-free time requirement for annulling it; had 

not annulled any of her convictions before she filed the petitions, and had at 

least one conviction on her record that was still ineligible for annulment 

when the court denied her untimely motion for reconsideration. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS 

This appeal concerns the propriety of the defendant, Laura 

Williams’s, efforts to annul the records of her numerous charges and 

convictions that occurred over a period of several years. Given the language 

and operation of RSA 651:5 (Supp. 2018), the annulment statute, the 

analysis is technical and requires consideration of the nature and timing of 

all the charges and convictions, which follows. The larger issues, however, 

concern the meaning of the statute itself, and whether the legislature 

intended for it to allow a person with numerous charges and convictions 

that occurred over several years to annul them all by starting with the most 

recent and working backward, with each new annulment making the next 

annulment possible. 

 

A. The defendant’s criminal history. 
On December 15, 2006, the defendant was charged with class A 

misdemeanor driving with a suspended registration (Concord District 

Court1 case number 429-2007-CR-00191). ASB 59.2 On January 17, 2007, 

she pled guilty and the court sentenced her to a fine of $1,200,3 suspended 

                                              
1 In 2011, the court was renamed the 6th Circuit Court–District Division–Concord. 
2 “ADB” refers to the separately bound appendix to the defendant’s brief. 

“ASB” refers to the attached appendix to the State’s brief. 

“DB” refers to the defendant’s brief and the attached addendum. 
3 The State ran the defendant’s criminal record, which shows the amount of the fine, 
before the conviction was annulled. It also provided defense counsel with the record. 
However, it does not intend to file the record, which contains a great deal of confidential 
information about the defendant unless she objects to the State’s factual assertions.  
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for one year on the condition of good behavior. ASB 59. The conviction 

was then recorded as a class B misdemeanor. See RSA 625:9 (2016). 

Less than three months later, on April 9, 2007, the defendant was 

charged with attempted class A felony first degree assault (Henniker 

District Court4 case number 444-2007-CR-00224), ASB 39-41, 50-51, and 

class B misdemeanor disorderly conduct (Hillsborough District Court case 

number 445-2007-CR-00228), ASB 42-43, 50-51. A month later, on May 

8, 2007, she was charged with attempted class B misdemeanor attempted 

simple assault and class A misdemeanor contempt of a bail order (Henniker 

District Court case number 444-2007-CR-00331). ASB 44, 55-56. 

On May 21, 2007, the defendant pled guilty to the disorderly 

conduct charge in Hillsborough case number 445-2007-CR-00228, and the 

court sentenced her to a fine of $30. ASB 43. On October 1, 2007, the 

defendant pled guilty to a reduced charge of violation simple assault in 

Henniker case number 444-2007-CR-00224, and the court sentenced her to 

a fine of $1,000, suspended for one year on the condition of good behavior. 

ASB 50-51. The same day, the State entered nolle prosequis on both 

charges in Henniker case number 444-2007-CR-00331. ASB 45. 

Four months later, on February 6, 2008, the defendant was charged 

with two counts of class A misdemeanor simple assault (Henniker-

Hillsborough District Court case number 444-2012-CR-00867). ASB 47. 

On February 18, 2008, the State obtained a warrant to arrest her, but was 

unable to locate her. ASB 52-54. 

                                              
4 In 2007 or 2008, the Henniker and Hillsborough district courts were merged and named 
the Henniker-Hillsborough District Court, and in 2011, that court was renamed the 6th 
Circuit Court–District Division–Hillsborough. 
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Over four years later, on June 18, 2012, the defendant was charged 

with two counts of simple assault (Salem tracking number 

TNH020123050), ADB 16, 23, and one class A misdemeanor count of 

possession of controlled drugs (10th Circuit Court–District Division–Salem 

case number 12-1888), ADB 20. She was also arrested on the warrant in 

Hillsborough case number 444-2012-CR-00867. ASB 52. On June 26, she 

pled guilty to the Salem possession charge, and the court sentenced her to a 

term of 90 days, suspended for two years on the condition of good 

behavior, and a fine. ADB 20. The State did not file the Salem simple 

assault charges. ADB 16, 23. 

On July 3, 2012, the Hillsborough court released the defendant on 

bail in case number 444-2012-CR-00867. ASB 47. Two months later, on 

September 7, 2012, she was charged with theft by unauthorized taking, 

ADB 4, and criminal trespass, ADB 8 (4th Circuit Court–District Division–

Laconia case number 450-2012-CR-02968). On November 1, 2012, the 

defendant pled guilty to both simple assault charges in Hillsborough case 

number 444-2012-R-00867. On the first conviction, the court sentenced her 

to a fine of $1,200, suspended for one year on the condition of good 

behavior. On the second conviction, the court sentenced her to a fine of 

$1,200, suspended for a consecutive one year on the condition of good 

behavior. ASB 48. Both convictions were then recorded as class B 

misdemeanors. See RSA 625:9. 

On November 8, 2012, the defendant pled guilty to the theft charge 

in Laconia case number 450-2012-CR-02968, and the court sentenced her 

to a fine that was suspended for one year on the condition of good behavior. 
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ADB 4. On December 17, 2012, the court dismissed the criminal trespass 

charge in the same case. ADB 8. 

On June 20, 2015, the defendant was charged with class B 

misdemeanor displaying a false registration or inspection sticker (4th 

Circuit Court–District Division–Laconia case number 450-2015-CR-

01906). On August 13, she pled guilty and the court sentenced her to a fine. 

ADB 12.  See ASB 62-63 (chart of all the charges and their dispositions). 

 
B. The petitions to annul, the courts’ orders, the motion for 

reconsideration, and the court’s order denying it.          
In August 2018, the defendant filed RSA 651:5 (Supp. 2018) 

petitions to annul her convictions and her arrest and court records for 

charges that did not result in convictions in the 6th Circuit Court–District 

Division–Hillsborough (the Hillsborough court), DB 33-38, 40-45, 47-49, 

51-53; the 4th Circuit Court–District Division–Laconia (the Laconia court), 

ADB 4-6, 8-10, 12-14; the 10th Circuit Court–District Division–Salem (the 

Salem court), ADB 16-18, 20-25, and the 6th Circuit Court–District 

Division–Concord (the Concord court), ADB 27; ASB 59-61. On each 

petition to annul a conviction, she certified that: 

1.  All the terms and conditions of the sentence … ha[d] been 
completed …. 

2.  The time requirements for an annulment under RSA 651:5, 
III ha[d] been met for the crime for which the applicant ha[d] 
been convicted. 

3.  Since completing the terms and conditions of the sentence 
imposed by the Court in these matters, the applicant ha[d] not 
thereafter been convicted of any other crime, except a motor 
vehicle offense classified as a violation …. 
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4.  There [were] currently no charges pending against the 
applicant in any other court …. 

5. None of the charges sought to be annulled involved a 
violent crime …. 

DB 34, 37, 48, 52; ADB 5, 13, 21, 24; ASB 60. The defendant did not 

request a hearing on any of her petitions. DB 34, 37, 41, 44, 48, 52; ADB 5, 

9, 13, 17, 21, 24; ASB 60. 

On October 22, 2018, the Laconia court granted the defendant’s 

petitions, and the clerk issued the orders on October 26, 2018. ADB 3-14. 

On October 31, the Merrimack County Department of Corrections filed an 

annulment investigation report in Hillsborough case numbers 444-2007-

CR-00224 and 444-2007-CR-00331 that stated the defendant appeared to 

be in compliance with the requirements for annulment. ASB 41, 45. On 

November 5, the Concord court granted the defendant’s petition. ASB 58.  

On November 14, the Hillsborough County Department of Corrections filed 

an annulment investigation report in Hillsborough case numbers 444-2012-

CF-00867 and 445-2007-CR-00228 that stated the defendant did not appear 

to be in compliance with the requirements for annulment because her 2012 

drug and theft convictions occurred after the convictions she sought to 

annul. ASB 43, 48, 57. 

On November 28, 2018, the Hillsborough court (Tenney, J.) denied 

the defendant’s petitions because she “had subsequent convictions.” DB 35, 

38, 42, 45, 49, 52, 53. On December 6, the Salem court granted her 

petitions. ADB 15-25. On December 17, the Hillsborough clerk issued the 

orders denying her petitions. DB 32, 39, 46, 50. On December 18, the 

Salem clerk issued the orders granting her petitions. ADB 15, 19. 
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On January 4, 2019, the defendant filed an untimely motion for 

reconsideration in the Hillsborough court. ADB 26-28; ASB 41, 43, 45, 48. 

She first noted that RSA 651:5, I, “states ‘except as provided in paragraph 

V-VIII, the record … of any person may be annulled by the sentencing 

court … if in the opinion of the court the annulment will assist in the 

petitioner’s rehabilitation and will be consistent with the public welfare.’” 

ADB 26 (ellipses in original). She then argued that “[p]aragraphs V-VIII do 

not bar annulments for … ‘subsequent convictions’ unless one … was for a 

‘violent crime, of felony obstruction of justice crime’ or any crime for 

which an extended term of imprisonment was imposed (RSA 651:5, V); or 

if the time requirements for filing an annulment petition set forth in the 

statute had not been met, (RSA 651:5, VI),” and “none of those 

circumstances appl[ied] here.” ADB 26. 

  The defendant next stated that she had “filed Petitions to Annul 

other minor offenses in Salem, Concord, and Laconia,” that the Laconia 

and Salem courts had granted the petitions, and that the Concord court had 

not yet ruled on the petition. She then argued that “[t]he circumstances in 

[her] life ha[d] changed from engaging in minor offenses due to substance 

abuse, to striving to become a contributing member of society,” and that 

“[a]nnuling these minor offenses w[ould] assist in her rehabilitation, by 

assisting her in obtaining employment, housing, and moving forward 

without the stigma of criminal convictions.” ADB 27. 

The defendant also argued that although RSA 651:5, I, gave the 

court discretion to deny her petitions, its “orders [were] devoid of any 

explanation [of] how the fact that [she had] subsequent minor convictions” 

supported a finding that annulment “would … not assist [her] rehabilitation 
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and would be inconsistent with the public welfare.” ADB 27-28. She last 

argued that “[i]f the legislature [had] wanted to bar annulment for any 

petitioner who had a subsequent conviction, it could have done so, but it 

[had] not.” ADB 28. She then requested that the court either “[r]econsider 

its denial of her Petitions” or “hold a hearing ….” ADB 28. 

On April 1, 2019, the court held: “Motion to reconsider is denied. 

The subsequent offenses of drug possession and theft are not minor 

offenses and both occurred as recently as 2012.” DB 54 (quotation 

omitted). This appeal followed. 
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

This Court should not consider the defendant’s appellate arguments 

because she did not preserve them in the trial court and she has not invoked 

the plain error rule on appeal. Even if this Court considers her arguments 

under its plain error rule, she cannot meet the strict standard for several 

reasons. First, her arguments are factually unsound because the trial court 

did not deny her petitions as untimely or fail to consider whether annulling 

her records would assist in her rehabilitation and be consistent with the 

public welfare. Instead, it considered all the relevant criteria and found that 

annulling her records would be inconsistent with the public welfare, a 

finding she has neither acknowledged nor challenged on appeal. 

Second, even if the trial court denied the defendant’s petitions as 

untimely, it did not err in doing so because the plain language of RSA 

651:5, III prohibited her from filing a petition to annul a conviction until 

she had met its time requirements for that conviction, the plain language of 

RSA 651:5, VI prohibited her from filing any petitions until she had met 

those time requirements for all her convictions, and she had not met the 

conviction-free time requirement for her May 2007 conviction or her 

November 2012 conviction. Third, the trial court did not err in denying her 

petitions to annul the records of her arrests and charges that did not result in 

convictions because they were part of the same case as her October 1, 2007 

conviction and the State dropped them as part of a plea agreement. Fourth, 

even if the trial court erred, the errors could not have been plain because the 

issues raised are of first impression and turn upon interpretations of RSA 

651:5 that this Court has never adopted.   
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ARGUMENT 

THE DEFENDANT DID NOT PRESERVE HER APPELLATE 
ARGUMENTS IN THE TRIAL COURT; SHE HAS NOT INVOKED 
THE PLAIN ERROR RULE ON APPEAL; AND SHE CANNOT 
MEET THAT STRICT STANDARD BECAUSE THERE WAS NO 
ERROR AND EVEN IF THERE WAS, IT WAS NOT PLAIN. 

The defendant argues that the Hillsborough “court erred in denying 

the petitions to annul, except with respect to the [one] relating to [her] May 

2007 conviction,” because it “misinterpret[ed] RSA 651:5” and “refuse[d] 

to decide whether, under RSA 651:5, I, the requested annulments ‘will 

assist in [her] rehabilitation and will be consistent with the public welfare.’” 

DB 14. She then argues that “[t]his Court must therefore remand for further 

proceedings in which the … court takes up that question.” DB 16. 

 

A. This Court should not address the substance of the 
defendant’s arguments because she did not preserve them 
in the trial court and has not invoked the plain error rule 
on appeal. 

The defendant alleges that her appellate issues were “preserved by 

petitions to annul, the motion to reconsider, the denial of the petitions, and 

the court’s rulings.” DB 5. That claim lacks merit for several reasons. 

First, the defendant did not make any statutory construction 

arguments in her petitions, so they could not have preserved any such 

arguments. Second, she has not explained how the trial court’s rulings on 

the petitions could have preserved arguments she had never made in them. 

Therefore, neither the defendant’s petitions nor the trial court’s orders 

denying them preserved her statutory construction arguments. 
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Third, although the defendant did make some statutory construction 

arguments in her motion for reconsideration, it was untimely because she 

did not file it until 18 days after the date of the clerk’s written notices of the 

orders denying her petitions. ASB 41, 43, 45, 48. See N.H. R. Crim. P. 

43(a) (“A motion for reconsideration … shall be filed within ten days of the 

date on the clerk’s written notice of the order.”). Thus, her “arguments are 

not properly before [this Court] because, to the extent that [she] raised them 

before [the trial court at all], she did so, for the first time, in an untimely 

motion for reconsideration, which is insufficient to preserve them for [this 

Court’s] review.” Appeal of Brown, 171 N.H. 468, 470 (2018). Therefore, 

this Court should “decline to address them substantively.” Id.; see also In re 

Sweatt & Sweatt, 170 N.H. 414, 424 (2017) (“because the respondent did 

not raise [his] arguments in the trial court or in a timely motion for 

reconsideration, they are not preserved for our review, and we decline to 

address them”). 

Fourth, even if an untimely motion for reconsideration could satisfy 

this Court’s preservation requirement, “[t]he trial court must have had the 

opportunity to consider any issues asserted by the defendant on appeal … to 

satisfy [that] requirement ….” State v. Mouser, 168 N.H. 19, 27 (2015); see 

also N.H. R. Crim. P. 43(a) (same). Here, a comparison of the arguments 

the defendant has made on appeal with those she made in her motion for 

reconsideration demonstrates that they are fundamentally different. 

In Section A of the defendant’s brief, she first states that the court 

denied her petitions “as untimely under [RSA 651:5,] III ….” DB 17. She 

then argues that it erred in doing so with respect to her petitions to annul 

her October 2007 and November 2012 convictions, DB 24, because 
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“paragraph III establishes two timing-related eligibility conditions”—“the 

petitioner must have ‘completed all the terms and conditions of the 

sentence” and “must thereafter have been ‘convicted of no other crime’ … 

for the specified period of time,” DB 19, and “[b]y the time the court ruled 

…, [she] had complied with all the statutory conditions, except with respect 

to the May 2007 conviction,” DB 23-24. 

In Section B of the brief, the defendant argues that “RSA 651:5, VI 

does not disentitle [her] to the relief she claims” because it “restarts the 

annulment waiting period for defendants with multiple convictions,” DB 

26, “[t]hey cannot petition to annul any conviction if there remains, on their 

record, any conviction as to which the look-forward period has not yet 

elapsed,” DB 26, and when “she petitioned in 2018, she had no conviction 

so recent that its look-forward period had not yet elapsed,” DB 27. 

In Section C of the brief, the defendant argues that “RSA 651:5, II 

governs petitions to annul the record of arrests and charges that did not 

result in convictions,” DB 27, that “[t]he time periods codified in RSA 

651:5, III have no application to efforts to annul [them],” DB 27, that RSA 

651:5, VI “likewise does not apply,” DB 28, and that “[e]ven if [it] did 

apply, for the reasons described in Section B …, [it] would here interpose 

no obstacle,” DB 28. 

By contrast, in the trial court, the defendant never mentioned 

paragraph II or paragraph III. Instead, she first quoted a portion of 

paragraph I, and then argued that “[p]aragraphs V-VIII do not bar 

annulments for … ‘subsequent convictions’ unless one” meets the criteria 

under RSA 651:5, V, or of “if the time requirements for filing an annulment 

petition set forth in the statute have not been met.” ADB 26 (emphasis 
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added) (citing RSA 651:5, VI). The defendant also never argued that the 

court had failed to consider whether annulments would assist in her 

rehabilitation and be consistent with the public welfare. Instead, she argued 

only that it had failed to explain how annulments of her “subsequent minor 

convictions” would “not assist [her] rehabilitation and would be 

inconsistent with the public welfare.” DB 27-28. Therefore, the defendant’s 

appellate arguments are not preserved because she never gave the trial court 

the opportunity to consider them. 

Furthermore, the defendant’s arguments that the trial court found her 

petitions “untimely under Paragraph III,” DB 16-17, and that it never 

“reached the question [of] whether ‘the annulment will assist in [her] 

rehabilitation and will be consistent with the public welfare,’” DB 28 

(quoting RSA 651:5, I), are factually unsound because the court never said 

it was denying her petitions as untimely. Instead, it first said it was denying 

them because she had “subsequent convictions.” DB 35, 38, 42, 45, 49, 52, 

53. Then, after she argued in her motion for reconsideration that 

“[a]nnulling [her] minor offenses w[ould] assist in her rehabilitation,” and 

that “the Court’s orders [were] devoid of any explanation [of] how” doing 

so “would … not assist [her] rehabilitation and would be inconsistent with 

the public welfare,” ADB 27-28, the court denied the motion and explicitly 

stated that the “subsequent offenses of drug possession and theft [were] not 

minor offenses and both occurred as recently as 2012,” DB 54-57. 

Thus, there is no reasonable basis to conclude that the trial court 

denied the petitions as untimely or that it failed to consider whether 

granting them would assist in the defendant’s rehabilitation or be consistent 

with the public welfare. Instead, the only reasonable interpretation of the 
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court’s reconsideration order is that it found that annulling the convictions 

and offenses would not be consistent with the public welfare because the 

defendant had committed serious crimes as recently as 2012, and was either 

failing to recognize, or deliberately downplaying, their significance. The 

defendant has not challenged that finding on appeal, which waives her right 

to do so. See State v. Ayer, 150 N.H. 14, 34 (2003); State v. Blackmer, 149 

N.H. 47, 49 (2003). 

Moreover, the defendant has not invoked this Court’s plain-error 

rule on appeal. Therefore, for all the foregoing reasons, this Court should 

decline to address the substance of her arguments. See State v. Brum, 155 

N.H. 408, 417 (2007) (declining to consider Brum’s argument because he 

did not preserve it in the trial court or invoke the plain error rule on appeal). 

 
B. Even if this Court considers the defendant’s arguments 

under its plain error rule, she cannot meet that strict 
standard because there was no error, and even if there 
was, it was not plain. 

[This Court will] apply the [plain error] rule sparingly, its use 
limited to those circumstances in which a miscarriage of 
justice would otherwise result. To reverse a trial court 
decision under the plain error rule: (1) there must be an error; 
(2) the error must be plain; (3) the error must affect 
substantial rights; and (4) the error must seriously affect the 
fairness, integrity or public reputation of judicial proceedings. 

State v. Pennock, 168 N.H. 294, 310 (2015) (quotations omitted). “[T]he 

defendant bears the burden under the plain error test.” State v. Cooper, 168 

N.H. 161, 168 (2015). Here, the defendant cannot meet that strict standard 

because there was no error and even if there was, it was not plain. 
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i. Even if the court denied the defendant’s petitions as 
untimely, it did not err because RSA 651:5, III 
prohibited her from filing a petition until its time 
requirements had been met, RSA 651:5, VI 
prohibited her from doing so “[u]ntil the time 
requirements … for all offenses ha[d] been met,” 
and she had not met the conviction-free time 
requirement for her May 2007 conviction or her 
November 2012 conviction.  

The issues the defendant has briefed “raise questions of statutory 

interpretation….” DB 16. “The interpretation of a statute is a question of 

law, which [this Court] will review de novo.” State v. Lantagne, 165 N.H. 

774, 777 (2013). 

When examining the language of the statute, [this Court will] 
construe [it] according to its plain and ordinary meaning. 
[This Court will] interpret legislative intent from the statute as 
written and will not consider what the legislature might have 
said or add language that the legislature did not see fit to 
include. [This Court will] construe the Criminal Code 
“according to the fair import of [its] terms and to promote 
justice.” RSA 625:3 [(2016)]. 

Id. (citations omitted). Here, a review of the plain language of the relevant 

portions of RSA 651:5 demonstrates that the defendant’s petitions to annul 

her convictions were untimely brought. 

“RSA 651:5 sets forth both procedural prerequisites and categorical 

bars to obtaining annulments.” State v. Bobola, 168 N.H. 771, 773 (2016) 

(quotation omitted). Paragraph I provides: 

Except as provided in paragraphs V-VIII, the record of arrest, 
conviction and sentence of any person may be annulled by the 
sentencing court at any time in response to a petition for 
annulment which is timely brought in accordance with the 
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provisions of this section if in the opinion of the court, the 
annulment will assist in the petitioner's rehabilitation and will 
be consistent with the public welfare …. 

RSA 651:5, I (emphasis added). The plain language of that paragraph 

makes it clear that a sentencing court has the authority to annul a person’s 

records only if the petition was timely brought. Therefore, the question is 

whether the defendant’s petitions were timely brought. The answer is no. 

Paragraphs III-VI set forth the time requirements that apply to 

petitions to annul convictions. Paragraph III provides, in relevant part: 

Except as provided in … paragraphs V and VI, any person 
convicted of an offense may petition for annulment of the 
record of arrest, conviction, and sentence when the petitioner 
has completed all the terms and conditions of the sentence 
and has thereafter been convicted of no other crime, except a 
motor vehicle offense classified as a violation … for a period 
of time as follows: 

(a)(1) For a violation with a conviction date prior to 
January 1, 2019 … one year…. 

… 

(b)(1) For a class B misdemeanor with a conviction 
date prior to January 1, 2019 … 2 years. 

… 

(c) For a class A misdemeanor … 3 years. 

RSA 651:5, III. The plain language of the first paragraph makes it clear that 

a person may not file a petition for annulment unless and until she has met 

the applicable requirements.  
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The defendant acknowledges that “[i]n theory, an annulment 

statute’s waiting period provision could work in various ways,” that “[i]n 

one variation, the condition requires only that there be no later convictions 

within the specified period,” and that “[i]n a second variation, the condition 

would require no later convictions at any time after the conviction sought to 

be annulled.” DB 19. She next argues that “[t]he first variation … would 

only require the defendant to annul convictions at separate times in reverse 

chronological order if a later conviction is entered within the statutory look-

forward period.” DB 20-21. She then argues that the plain language of RSA 

651:5, III makes clear that “[t]he phrase—‘for a period of time’—plainly 

modifies the clause—‘and has thereafter been convicted of no other 

crime,’” DB 21, so it is “plain … that New Hampshire law does not make 

the entry of a subsequent conviction a bar to the annulment of a prior 

conviction if the later conviction came after the close of the specified look-

forward period” or “rigidly require a defendant always to annul convictions 

one at a time in reverse chronological order,” DB 22. 

It should first be noted that the New Hampshire Judicial Branch 

petition to annul record form requires an applicant to certify that “[s]ince 

completing the terms and conditions of the sentence …, the applicant has 

not thereafter been convicted of any other crime, except a motor vehicle 

offense classified as a violation, other than driving while intoxicated under 

RSA 265-A:2, I, RSA 265:82 or RSA 265[:]82-a.” DB 34. However, it 

does not say that a defendant must not be convicted of any other crime 

within the time requirements set forth in RSA 651:5, III. Therefore, it 

appears that the Judicial Branch has interpreted paragraph III as making the 

subsequent entry of any applicable conviction a bar to the annulment. 
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It should also be noted that the defendant’s reliance on this Court’s 

opinion in State v. Baker, 164 N.H. 296 (2012), in support of her arguments 

is misplaced. She argues that in Baker, this “Court confronted the case of a 

petitioner who sought, at the same time, to annul multiple prior convictions 

entered at different times,” and that it “ultimately remanded the case for 

individualized consideration of the petition, a result it would not have 

reached if the law required defendants to annul convictions one-by-one, in 

reverse chronological order.” DB 22 (citing Baker, 164 N.H. at 297-300). 

However, in Baker, this Court said that Baker was also appealing “the trial 

court’s denial of his petitions to annul the records of … two 2004 arrests,” 

and that it was reversing the decision because the State did not object to it 

doing so and “it appear[ed] that inclusion of these two ‘arrests’ on the 

defendant’s record was the result of mistake.” Baker, 164 N.H. at 300. This 

Court then said: 

The trial court stated that based upon the 2004 arrests, in part, 
it was not persuaded that annulling the defendant’s 
convictions was consistent with the public welfare. Because 
we are unable to determine on the record before us how the 
trial court would have ruled had it not considered the 2004 
arrests, we vacate its decision and remand for further 
proceedings. 

Id. Therefore, the opinion does not support the defendant’s arguments 

concerning the meaning of paragraph III. 

In any event, nothing in the plain language of the statute supports the 

defendant’s argument that the court erred in denying her petitions to annul 

her October 2007 and November 2012 convictions because “[b]y the time 

[it] ruled on [her] petition[s] to annul in 2018, …[s]he had no non-annulled 
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convictions within the look-forward periods applicable to [them].” DB 23-

24 (emphasis added). In fact, the plain language of RSA 651:5, III belies 

that claim because it explicitly states that a person “may petition for 

annulment … when the petitioner has completed all the terms and 

conditions of the sentence and has thereafter been convicted of no other 

crime … for a period of time as follows.” (Emphasis added.) Therefore, it is 

clear that a petition to annul a conviction is untimely brought if the 

petitioner files it before she has met both time requirements. 

As demonstrated in § A of the statement of facts, above, when the 

defendant applied to annul all her convictions in August 2018, her public 

record included convictions with the following time requirements: 

Court         Conviction  Sentence      Annulment conviction- 
   date   end date      free period end date 

 
Concord     01-17-2007  01-17-2008      01-17-2010 

Hillsborough    05-21-2007  05-21-2007      05-21-2009 

Henniker    10-01-2007  10-01-2008      10-01-2010 

Salem     06-26-2012  06-26-2014      06-26-2017 

Hillsborough    11-01-2012  11-01-2013      11-01-2015 

Hillsborough    11-01-2012  11-01-2014      11-01-2016 

Laconia    11-08-2012  11-08-2013      11-08-2014 or 20155 

Laconia    08-13-2015  08-13-2015      08-13-2017 

The defendant’s May 21, 2007 Hillsborough conviction violated the 

conviction-free time requirement for her January 17, 2007 Concord 

                                              
5 The State has included alternative dates because it was unable to determine whether the 
conviction was for a class B misdemeanor or a violation. 
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conviction. Her October 1, 2007 Henniker conviction violated the 

conviction-free time requirement for her May 21, 2007 Hillsborough 

conviction. Her two November 1, 2012 Hillsborough convictions, her 

November 8, 2012 Laconia conviction, and her August 13, 2015 Laconia 

conviction all violated the conviction-free time requirement for her June 26, 

2012 Salem conviction. Her August 13, 2015 Laconia conviction may have 

also violated the conviction-free time requirement for her November 8, 

2012 Laconia conviction. Her November 8, 2012 and August 13, 2015 

Laconia convictions also violated the conviction-free time requirements for 

both her November 1, 2012 Hillsborough convictions. Thus, when the 

defendant filed her petitions to annul in August 2018, she had numerous 

convictions that did not meet the conviction-free time requirement under 

paragraph III, including her May 21, 2007 and November 1, 2012 

Hillsborough convictions. Therefore, her petitions to annul those 

convictions were in fact untimely brought.    

Furthermore, paragraph III does not say “and has thereafter been 

convicted of no other crime [that has not been annulled by a court] for a 

period of time as follows.” It is clear the legislature would have added that 

language if it intended to allow defendants to annul subsequent convictions 

that violated the conviction-free requirement and thereby eliminate their 

application because it used the phrase “that has not been annulled by a 

court” in RSA 651:5, X(f). This Court will therefore not interpret paragraph 

III in that manner because doing so would require it to “consider what the 

legislature might have said” and “add language that the legislature did not 

see fit to include.” Lantagne, 165 N.H. 777. 

Moreover, RSA 651:5, VI, provides: 
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If a person has been convicted of more than one offense, no 
petition for annulment shall be brought and no annulment 
granted: 

(a)  If annulment of any part of the record is barred 
under paragraph V; or 

(b) Until the time requirements under paragraphs III 
and IV for all offenses of record have been met. 

(Emphasis added.) 

The defendant argues that the “special rule applicable to defendants 

who have a conviction covered by Paragraph V … does not apply to [her], 

because she does not have a Paragraph V conviction.” DB 25. However, 

paragraph V does not use the word conviction. Instead, it provides, in 

relevant part: “No petition shall be brought and no annulment granted in the 

case of any violent crime ….” RSA 651:5, V (emphasis added). RSA 

651:5, VIII then provides that the term “violent crime” includes “First 

degree assault under RSA 631:1 ….” This Court has held that “[t]he plain 

meaning of ‘case,’ in this context, is the matters of fact or conditions 

involved in a suit: a suit or action in law or equity.” Bobola, 168 N.H. at 

777 (quotation omitted).  

Here, the defendant was never convicted of first degree assault. 

However, in April 2007, she was charged with attempted class A felony 

first degree assault in Hillsborough case number 444-2007-CR-00224. The 

State then amended the complaint to the violation offense of simple assault 

by mutual combat, the defendant pled guilty to that offense, and in doing so 

admitted that she “did knowingly … strike [the victim] with a baseball bat 
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in mutual combat.” ASB 50. Therefore, it would be reasonable to conclude 

that the “case” involved “first degree assault.” 

In any event, nothing in the plain language of paragraph VI supports 

the defendant’s arguments that “[t]he only plausible interpretation of [the 

reference to paragraph III in paragraph VI(b)] is that a defendant cannot 

annul an earlier conviction until eligible to annul the conviction with the 

last-ending look-forward period,” DB 25, and that “paragraph VI restarts 

the annulment waiting period for defendants with multiple convictions,” 

DB 26. Instead, the only plausible interpretation of that language is that a 

defendant with multiple convictions cannot bring, and a court cannot grant, 

any petition for annulment unless and until the defendant has met both time 

requirements under paragraph III “for all offenses of record.”  

The defendant concedes that “with respect to the May 2007 

conviction,” she “had … not complied” with the conviction-free time 

requirement because she still had “a subsequent conviction within the 

applicable statutory look forward period.” DB 24. In fact, as demonstrated 

above, she had not met that requirement for several of her convictions, 

including those that the Concord, Salem, and Laconia courts annulled after 

she “brought” her Hillsborough petitions. Therefore, the fact that those 

courts later erroneously annulled those convictions is not a basis to find that 

the Hillsborough court erred in denying her petitions. The defendant 

should, in other words, not be permitted to serially annul her subsequent 

convictions and thereby clear up her violations of the conviction-free time 

requirements for her prior convictions so she can then annul them.   

It should also be noted that “although RSA 651:5, X(a) provides that 

the person whose record is annulled shall be treated in all respects as if he 
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had never been arrested, convicted or sentenced, it does not enshroud the 

record itself with a cloak of secrecy.” Grafton County Attorney’s Office v. 

Canner, 169 N.H. 319, 325 (2016). Instead, “prior convictions remain a 

historical reality and can be considered in limited circumstances.” 

Wolfgram v. New Hamshire Dept. of Safety, 169 N.H. 32, 39 (2016). Thus, 

“the records of arresting and prosecuting agencies remain subject to 

disclosure under the Right to Know law.” Canner, 169 N.H. at 414. They 

also remain available to “law enforcement personnel for legitimate law 

enforcement purposes ….” RSA 651:5, X(c). In other words, they remain 

“offenses of record” even after they are annulled. Therefore, because RSA 

651:5, III, does not say “offenses of public record” or “offenses of record 

that have not been annulled,” this Court should interpret it as meaning all 

“offenses of record,” including those that have been annulled.   

It should further be noted that although in Bobola, this Court “held 

that the defendant could not annul an earlier second-degree assault 

conviction when he also had, on his record, a not-yet-annulment eligible 

DUI conviction,” DB 26 (citing Bobola, 168 N.H. at 774-79), this Court 

never considered whether the fact that Bobola had been convicted of the 

DUI offense during the conviction-free time requirement for his assault 

conviction made it ineligible for annulment. Instead, this Court considered 

whether the three-year annulment waiting period for a class B misdemeanor 

conviction under RSA 651:5, III or the ten-year waiting period for a DUI 

conviction under RSA 265-A:21 applied to the DUI conviction and 

concluded that the ten-year waiting period applied, and that paragraph III 

incorporated it, so Bobola could not annul either conviction until he had 
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satisfied the ten-year waiting period. Id. at 774-776. The defendant’s 

reliance on that opinion is therefore misplaced. 

Moreover, even if the fact that the defendant had a conviction that 

was ineligible for annulment did not make her other convictions ineligible 

for annulment, the court did not unsustainably exercise its discretion in 

finding that annulment of them would not be consistent with the public 

welfare. 

In deciding whether annulment is consistent with the public 
welfare, the trial court should weigh the factors in favor of 
annulment, such as evidence of the defendant’s exemplary 
conduct and character since his last conviction, against the 
public interest in keeping h[er] convictions a matter of public 
record. Thus, in exercising its discretion, the court may 
consider such factors as the number and circumstances of the 
convictions at issue, the defendant’s age at the time of each 
conviction, the time span of the convictions, and the 
particular manner in which annulment would aid the 
defendant’s rehabilitation—for example, by allowing h[er] to 
obtain a professional license or to pursue a calling otherwise 
prohibited to those convicted of a crime. 
 

Baker, 164 N.H. at 300 (internal citation and parentheticals omitted). 

Here, the defendant was 37 years old when her Concord conviction 

was entered. Her May 21, 2007 Hillsborough conviction was then entered 

during the good-conduct sentencing period and the conviction-free 

annulment period on that conviction. Her October 1, 2007 Henniker 

conviction was entered during the conviction-free annulment period on her 

May 21, 2007 Hillsborough conviction. Her October 1, 2012 Hillsborough 

convictions were entered during the good-conduct sentencing period and 

the conviction-free annulment period on her Salem conviction, and they 
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would have been entered during the good-conduct sentencing period and 

the conviction-free annulment period on the October 1, 2007 Henniker 

conviction and the conviction-free annulment period on her May 21, 2007 

Hillsborough conviction if the State had been able to locate her in 2008. 

The defendant’s November 8, 2012 Laconia conviction was entered 

during the good-conduct sentencing period and the conviction-free 

annulment period on her November 1, 2012 Hillsborough convictions, and 

her August 13, 2015 Laconia conviction may have been entered during the 

conviction-free annulment period on her November 8, 2012 Laconia 

conviction. The conviction-free annulment period on her August 13, 2015 

Laconia conviction then expired on August 13, 2017 when she was almost 

48 years old. Therefore, her record makes clear that her criminal conduct 

spanned almost a decade, that she engaged in all of it while an adult, that 

she engaged in some of it while under good-conduct conditions, and that 

she had been conviction free for only three years when she filed her 

petitions. 

Furthermore, the defendant has never argued that annulling her 

convictions would be consistent with the public welfare. Instead, in the trial 

court, she merely asserted that “[a]nnulling [her] minor offenses w[ould] 

assist her in rehabilitation by assisting her in obtaining employment, 

housing, and moving forward without the stigma of criminal convictions.” 

ADB 27 (emphasis added). There is, therefore, no basis to find that the trial 

court erred in finding that her convictions were not eligible for annulment 

or that annulling them would be inconsistent with the public welfare. To the 

contrary, her record of serial criminal activity, including hitting someone on 

the head with a baseball bat, amply supported those determinations.   
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 ii. The trial court also did not err in denying the 
defendant’s petitions to annul the record of her 
arrests and charges that did not result in 
convictions because they were part of the same case 
as her October 1, 2007 conviction and the State 
dropped them as part of a plea agreement. 

RSA 651:5, II governs petitions to annul the record of arrests and 

charges that did not result in convictions. It provides, in relevant part: 

For an offense disposed of before January 1, 2019 …, any 
person whose arrest has resulted in a finding of not guilty, or 
whose case was dismissed or not prosecuted, may petition for 
annulment of the arrest record or court record, or both, at any 
time in accordance with the provisions of this section…. 

The defendant argues that the trial court erred in denying her petitions to 

annul the records of her arrests and charges in Hillsborough case number 

444-2007-CR-00331 because “[t]he time periods codified in RSA 651:5, III 

have no application to efforts to annul charges not resulting in convictions,” 

DB 27, “Paragraph VI … likewise does not apply,” and “[e]ven if [it] did 

apply, for the reasons described in Section B [of her brief, it] would here 

interpose no obstacle to [her] annulment petition,” DB 28. 

The State does not dispute that the time requirements in paragraph 

III do not apply to petitions brought pursuant to paragraph II. It also does 

not dispute that paragraph VI generally does not apply to petitions brought 

pursuant to paragraph II because this Court has held that it “applies only to 

individuals seeking to annul convictions.” State v. Skinner, 149 N.H. 102, 

104 (2003). However, when a charge that does not result in a conviction 

arises from the “same ‘case’” as one that does, Bobola, 168 N.H. at 777, a 

defendant cannot seek to annul the charge that did not result in a conviction 
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until “the time requirement of RSA 651:5 III is satisfied regarding the 

charge on which [s]he was convicted,” id. at 778. “The fact that, 

administratively, the charges were assigned separate docket numbers does 

not, standing alone, mean that [they] were separate cases.” Id. at 778. 

Instead, charges are part of the “same case” if they are part of “the matters 

of fact or conditions involved in a suit ….” Id. at 777 (quotation omitted). 

Here, the record demonstrates that the charges in Henniker case 

numbers 444-2007-CR-00331 and 444-2007-CR-00224 were all part of the 

same case. On October 1, 2007, the defendant pled guilty to the April 9, 

2007 reduced charge of simple assault by mutual combat in Henniker case 

number 444-2007-CR-00224, and the State entered nolle prosequis on her 

May 8, 2007 attempted simple assault and contempt of a bail order charges 

in Henniker case number 444-2007-CR-00331. Thus, the only reasonable 

conclusion is that she had violated the good conduct condition on her bail 

on the April 9, 2007 charge by committing the May 8, 2007 assault, and 

that the State dropped the May 8, 2007 charges in exchange for her guilty 

plea on the April 9, 2007 charge. Thus, the charges were all part of the 

same “case” because the May 8, 2007 charges were part of the matter of 

fact or conditions involved in the October 1, 2007 conviction. Therefore, 

the defendant could not seek to annul the May 8, 2007 charges until the 

time requirements of RSA 651:5, III were satisfied regarding her October 1, 

2007 conviction, and pursuant to RSA 651:5, VI, she could not petition to 

annul it until she had satisfied the requirements to annul all her convictions. 

Even if the charges were not part of the same “case,” it is clear that 

the State entered the nolle prosequis on the May 8, 2007 charges as part of 

a plea agreement. In Commonwealth v. D.M., 695 A.2d 770 (Pa. 1997), the 
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Pennsylvania Supreme Court held that the expungement of records of an 

arrest that was followed by a nolle prosequi was a matter of discretion, and 

subject to the balancing test it had adopted in Commonwealth v. Wexler, 

431 A.2d 877 (Pa. 1981), which is very similar to the balancing test this 

Court adopted in Baker. See D.M., 695 A.2d at 772-73; Wexler, 431 A.2d at 

879 (balancing “the individual’s right to be free from the harm attendant to 

maintenance of the arrest record against the Commonwealth’s interest in 

preserving such records”). The Superior Court then held: 

When the defendant pleads guilty and the Commonwealth 
agrees to dismiss charges as part of the plea agreement, a 
defendant is normally not entitled to expungement of the 
dropped charges under the Wexler factors. In such a scenario, 
… the action of dropping the charges is viewed as a 
contractual arrangement negotiated as part of the plea 
bargain. …Thus, if expungement were permitted …, there 
would not be an accurate record of the agreement reached by 
the defendant and the Commonwealth. Furthermore, [i]n the 
absence of an agreement as to expungement, Appellant stands 
to receive more than [s]he bargained for in the plea agreement 
if the dismissed charges are later expunged. 

Commonwealth v. Joiner, 68 A.3d 341, 344-45 (P.A. Super. Ct. 2013) 

(quotations and citations omitted). Therefore, for all the foregoing reasons, 

the trial court also did not err in denying the defendant’s petitions to annul 

the May 8, 2007 charges the State dropped in exchange for her plea on the 

April 9, 2007 charge. 
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iii. Even if the trial court erred, the error was not plain 
because the issues raised are of first impression and 
turn upon interpretations of RSA 651:5 that this 
Court has never adopted. 

“When the law is not clear at the time of trial and remains unsettled 

at the time of appeal, a decision by the trial court cannot be plain error. 

‘Plain’ as used in the plain error rule is synonymous with clear or, 

equivalently, obvious.” Pennock,168 N.H. at 310 (quotations, citations, and 

parentheticals omitted). An error cannot be plain if “the case is one of first 

impression,” id.at 310, or if the defendant’s argument “turns upon an 

interpretation of [a statute] that [this Court] has never adopted,” 

Depanphilis v. Maravelias, No. 2017-0139, order at 3 (N.H. July 28, 2017) 

(non-precedential). 

Here, the issues the defendant has briefed are of first impression and 

her arguments concerning them turn upon interpretations of RSA 651:5 that 

this Court has never adopted. Therefore, any error by the trial court could 

not have been plain. 
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CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the State respectfully requests that this 

Honorable Court affirm the judgment below. 

The State requests a fifteen-minute oral argument. 
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23 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

DATE EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT INDEX

05/24/2007 Arraignment on Complaint

05/24/2007 Plea
    1.  Attempt
              No Plea

05/31/2007 Appearance
Party:  Public Defender  Jacobstein, Rebecca A., ESQ

05/31/2007 Motion for Discovery
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another two years.

04/30/2009 Other
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as recently as 2012,

TARGET DATE TIME STANDARDS

DATE FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Defendant  Williams, Laura
Total Charges 0.00
Total Payments and Credits 0.00
Balance Due as of  11/4/2019 0.00
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State v. Laura Williams §
§
§
§

Location: 6th Circuit - District Division -
Hillsborough

Filed on: 05/10/2007
Case Number History:

CASE INFORMATION

Offense Statute Deg Date
Jurisdiction: Deering
1. Disorderly Conduct 644:2 MISDB04/09/2007

ChargeID: 34878C   ACN: 007025J070034878001
Arrest:

Statistical Closures
05/21/2007       Case Closed

Case Type: Criminal

Case
Status: 12/17/2018 Closed

PARTY INFORMATION

Attorneys
Defendant Williams, Laura

16 Village Apartments Road Unit 5
Belmont, NH 03220
White  Female  Height 5' 6" Weight 125  
DOB: 09/23/1969  Age: 37

Hilliard, Joshua Scott, ESQ
Retained

603-225-5152(W)

Arresting Agency Cavanaugh, Thomas
Deering Police Department
762 Deering Center Road
Deering, NH 03244

Prosecutor Beausoleil, Michael
Regional Prosecutor
PO Box 596
Antrim, NH 03440

Hillsborough County Attorney's Office
300 Chestnut Street
Manchester, NH 03101

Other Department of Corrections
Department of Corrections
Probation and Parole
60 Rogers Street
Manchester, NH 03103

NH Criminal Records Division
Attn: Fay Green
33 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

NH-DMV
23 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

DATE EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT INDEX

05/10/2007 Arrest Warrant
Party:  Arresting Agency  Cavanaugh, Thomas

05/21/2007 Arraignment on Complaint

05/21/2007 Disposition (Judicial Officer: Barry, Thomas T)
    1.  Disorderly Conduct
              Finding of Guilty
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05/21/2007 Plea
    1.  Disorderly Conduct
              Guilty

05/21/2007 Sentence (Judicial Officer: Barry, Thomas T)
    1.  Disorderly Conduct
              Sentenced

Fees
Fines: $30.00

08/30/2018 Petition to Annul Record Index #1 
Party:  Attorney  Hilliard, Joshua Scott, ESQ

11/28/2018 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )

08/30/2018 Financial Affidavit Index #2 

08/30/2018 Motion to Waive Filing Fee Index #3 

09/11/2018 Granted (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )

09/17/2018 Order of Notice Petition to Annul Record Index #4 

11/14/2018 Annulment Investigation Index #5 
def does NOT appear to be in compliance, HCDOC

01/04/2019 Motion to Reconsider Index #6 

03/12/2019 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
The subsequent offenses of drug possession and theft are not minor offenses and both 
occurred as recently as 2012.

TARGET DATE TIME STANDARDS

DATE FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Defendant  Williams, Laura
Total Charges 30.00
Total Payments and Credits 30.00
Balance Due as of  11/4/2019 0.00
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State v. Laura Williams §
§
§
§

Location: 6th Circuit - District Division -
Hillsborough

Filed on: 06/01/2007

CASE INFORMATION

Offense Statute Deg Date
Jurisdiction: Henniker
1. Attempt 629:1 MISDB05/08/2007

ChargeID: 37009C   ACN: 007025J070037009001
Arrest:

2. Contempt of Bail Order 597:7-a MISDA05/08/2007
ChargeID: 37010C   ACN: 007025J070037010002

Arrest:

Bonds
Cash     $400.00
5/24/2007 Posted
10/1/2007 Discharged
Counts: 1, 2

Case Type: Criminal

Case
Status: 12/18/2018 Closed

PARTY INFORMATION

Attorneys
Defendant Williams, Laura

16 Village Apartments Road Unit 5
Belmont, NH 03220
White  Female  Height 5' 6" Weight 125  
DOB: 09/23/1969  Age: 37

Hilliard, Joshua Scott, ESQ
Retained

603-225-5152(W)

Arresting Agency Dandeneau, Michelle
Henniker Police Department
340 Western Ave.
Henniker, NH 03242

Moir, Michelle
Henniker Police Department
340 Western Ave.
Henniker, NH 03242

Removed: 09/17/2018
Inactive Brought Forward

Prosecutor Chesnard, Thomas J., ESQ
Merrimack County Attorney's Office
4 Court St
Concord, NH 03301-4306

Hooper, Ashlie L., ESQ
Merrimack County Attorney's Office
4 Court St
Concord, NH 03301-4306

Removed: 09/17/2018
Inactive Brought Forward

Other NH Criminal Records Division
Attn: Fay Green
33 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

NH Department of Corrections
314 North State Street
Concord, NH 03301

NH-DMV

6TH CIRCUIT - DISTRICT DIVISION - HILLSBOROUGH
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23 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

Surety Philibotte, George, JR
31 Tucker Mill Road
New Boston, NH 03070
DOB: 09/12/1947

DATE EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT INDEX

06/14/2007 Arraignment on Complaint

06/14/2007 Financial Affidavit

06/14/2007 Assignment of Counsel

06/22/2007 Appearance
Party:  Public Defender  Jacobstein, Rebecca A., ESQ

06/22/2007 Motion for Discovery
Party:  Public Defender  Jacobstein, Rebecca A., ESQ

06/28/2007 Appearance
Party:  Prosecutor  Hooper, Ashlie L., ESQ

10/01/2007 Trial
10/01/2007 Reset by Court to 10/01/2007

10/01/2007 Disposition
    1.  Attempt
              Nolle Prossed
    2.  Contempt of Bail Order
              Nolle Prossed

08/30/2018 Petition to Annul Record Index #1 
Charges: 1

12/18/2018 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
def has had subsequent convictions

08/30/2018 Petition to Annul Record Index #2 
Charges: 2

12/14/2018 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
def has subsequent convictions

08/30/2018 Financial Affidavit Index #3 

08/30/2018 Motion to Waive Filing Fee Index #4 

09/11/2018 Granted (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )

09/17/2018 Order of Notice Petition to Annul Record Index #5 

10/31/2018 Annulment Investigation Index #6 
def appears to be in compliance, MCDOC

01/04/2019 Motion to Reconsider Index #7 

03/12/2019 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
The subsequent offenses of drug possession and theft are not minor offenses and both 
occurred as recently as 2012.

6TH CIRCUIT - DISTRICT DIVISION - HILLSBOROUGH

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. 444-2007-CR-00331

PAGE 2 OF 3 Printed on 11/04/2019 at 11:14 AM

45



DATE FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Defendant  Williams, Laura
Total Charges 0.00
Total Payments and Credits 0.00
Balance Due as of  11/4/2019 0.00

Defendant  Williams, Laura
Criminal Cash Bail Balance as of  11/4/2019 0.00
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State v. Laura Williams §
§
§
§

Location: 6th Circuit - District Division -
Hillsborough

Filed on: 06/28/2012

CASE INFORMATION

Offense Statute Deg Date
Jurisdiction: Antrim
1. Simple Assault 631:2-A MISDA02/06/2008

ChargeID: 668921C   ACN: 007025J080668921001
Arrest:

2. Simple Assault 631:2-A MISDA02/06/2008
ChargeID: 668922C   ACN: 007025J080668922002

Arrest:

Case Type: Criminal

Case
Status: 12/17/2018 Closed

PARTY INFORMATION

Attorneys
Defendant Williams, Laura

16 Village Apartments Road Unit 5
Belmont, NH 03220
White  Female  Height 5' 3"  Weight 135  
DOB: 09/23/1969  Age: 42  
DL: NH  09WSL69231        

Hilliard, Joshua Scott, ESQ
Retained

603-225-5152(W)

Arresting Agency Antrim Police Department
P.O. Box 506
Antrim, NH 03440

Prosecutor Beausoleil, Michael
Regional Prosecutor
PO Box 596
Antrim, NH 03440

Hillsborough County Attorney's Office
300 Chestnut Street
Manchester, NH 03101

Other Department of Corrections
Department of Corrections
Probation and Parole
60 Rogers Street
Manchester, NH 03103

NH Criminal Records Division
Attn: Fay Green
33 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

NH-DMV
23 Hazen Drive
Concord, NH 03305

DATE EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT INDEX

06/28/2012 Arrest Warrant Index #1 

06/28/2012 Supp. Affidavit for Arrest Warrant Index #2 

07/03/2012 Bond Index #3 
1000 PR For app. 7/19/12

07/19/2012 Arraignment on Complaint

6TH CIRCUIT - DISTRICT DIVISION - HILLSBOROUGH

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. 444-2012-CR-00867
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07/19/2012 Complaint As Accepted For Filing

09/06/2012 Email-Address Notification or Change Index #4 
Party:  Defendant  Williams, Laura

11/01/2012 CANCELED Trial

11/01/2012 Plea
    1.  Simple Assault
              Guilty
    2.  Simple Assault
              Guilty

11/01/2012 Disposition
    1.  Simple Assault
              Finding of Guilty
    2.  Simple Assault
              Finding of Guilty

11/01/2012 Sentence
    1.  Simple Assault
              Sentenced

Fees
Fines: $1,200.00
Suspended Fines: $1,200.00

Condition - Adult: 
1. Good Behavior for One Year, fines susp.upon GB consecutive to other charge, 
11/01/2012, Active 11/01/2012

11/01/2012 Sentence
    2.  Simple Assault
              Sentenced

Fees
Fines: $1,200.00
Suspended Fines: $1,200.00

Condition - Adult: 
1. Good Behavior for One Year, fines susp. upon GB consecutive to other charge, 
11/01/2012, Active 11/01/2012

11/01/2012 Acknowledgement and Waiver of Rights Index #5 

08/30/2018 Petition to Annul Record Index #6
Charges: 1

11/28/2018 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
def has subsequent convictions

08/30/2018 Petition to Annul Record Index #7
Charges: 2

11/28/2018 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
def has subsequent convictions

08/30/2018 Financial Affidavit Index #8 

08/30/2018 Motion to Waive Filing Fee Index #9 

09/11/2018 Granted (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )

09/17/2018 Order of Notice Petition to Annul Record Index #10 

11/14/2018 Annulment Investigation Index #11 
def does NOT appear to be in compliance, HCDOC

01/04/2019 Motion to Reconsider Index #12 

6TH CIRCUIT - DISTRICT DIVISION - HILLSBOROUGH

CASE SUMMARY
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03/12/2019 Denied (Judicial Officer: Tenney, Edward B, II )
the subsequent offenses of drug possession and theft are not minor offenses and both occurred 
as recently as 2012.

09/19/2019 Request Index #13 
Copies

TARGET DATE TIME STANDARDS

DATE FINANCIAL INFORMATION

Defendant  Williams, Laura
Total Charges 40.00
Total Payments and Credits 40.00
Balance Due as of  11/4/2019 0.00

6TH CIRCUIT - DISTRICT DIVISION - HILLSBOROUGH

CASE SUMMARY
CASE NO. 444-2012-CR-00867

PAGE 3 OF 3 Printed on 11/04/2019 at 11:12 AM

49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



O
ff

en
se

 
 

C
ha

rg
ed

 o
ff

en
se

 
D

is
po

si
tio

n 
an

d/
or

 D
is

po
si

tio
n 

 
Se

nt
en

ce
 

 
 

Se
nt

en
ce

da
te

/c
ou

rt
 

 
 

 
 

Se
nt

en
ce

 D
at

e
ty

pe
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

en
d 

da
te

 

12
-1

5-
20

06
 

 
op

er
at

in
g 

af
te

r 
01

-1
7-

20
07

 
 

pl
ea

 
 

 
$1

,2
00

, s
us

p.
 1

 y
ea

r  
01

-1
7-

20
08

 
C

on
co

rd
-0

19
1 

A
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r 

 
 

 
B

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r 
go

od
 b

eh
av

io
r 

04
-0

9-
20

07
 

 
at

te
m

pt
ed

 1
st

  
10

-0
1-

20
07

 
 

pl
ea

 to
 si

m
pl

e 
   

  
$1

,0
00

, s
us

p.
 1

 y
ea

r  
10

-0
1-

20
08

H
en

ni
ke

r-
02

24
 

de
gr

ee
 a

ss
au

lt 
 

 
 

as
sa

ul
t v

io
la

tio
n 

   
   

 go
od

 b
eh

av
io

r 
 

 
 

A
 fe

lo
ny

 

04
-0

9-
20

07
 

 
di

so
rd

er
ly

 c
on

du
ct

 
05

-2
1-

20
07

 
 

pl
ea

 
 

 
$3

0 
 

 
 

05
-2

1-
20

07
 

 
H

ill
sb

or
ou

gh
-0

22
8 

B
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r

05
-0

8-
20

07
 

 
at

te
m

pt
ed

 
 

10
-0

1-
20

07
 

 
no

lle
 p

ro
se

qu
i 

H
en

ni
ke

r-
03

31
 

si
m

pl
e 

as
sa

ul
t 

 
 

 
B

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r
 

 
 

 co
nt

em
pt

 o
f b

ai
l 

10
-0

1-
20

07
 

 
no

lle
 p

ro
se

qu
i

 
 

 
A

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r
 

 
 

02
-0

6-
20

08
 

 
si

m
pl

e 
as

sa
ul

t 
02

-1
8-

20
08

 
 

w
ar

ra
nt

 is
su

ed
 

H
ill

s./
H

en
n.

-0
86

7 
A

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r 
06

-1
8-

20
12

 
 

ar
re

st
ed

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
07

-0
3-

20
12

 
 

re
le

as
ed

 o
n 

ba
il 

 
 

 
 

 
 

11
-0

1-
20

12
 

 
pl

ea
 

 
 

$1
,2

00
, s

us
p.

 1
 y

ea
r  

11
-0

2-
20

13
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
B

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r 
go

od
 b

eh
av

io
r 

si
m

pl
e 

as
sa

ul
t 

02
-1

8-
20

08
 

 
w

ar
ra

nt
 is

su
ed

 
 

 
 

A
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r 

06
-1

8-
20

12
 

 
ar

re
st

ed
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

07
-0

3-
20

12
 

 
re

le
as

ed
 o

n 
ba

il 
 

 
 

 
 

 
11

-0
1-

20
12

 
 

pl
ea

 
 

 
$1

,2
00

, s
us

p.
 c

on
se

cu
tiv

e 
11

-0
2-

20
14

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

B
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r 

1 
ye

ar
 g

oo
d 

be
ha

vi
or

 

62



2

 
 

 
 

O
ff

en
se

 
 

C
ha

rg
ed

 o
ff

en
se

 
D

is
po

si
tio

n 
an

d/
or

 D
is

po
si

tio
n 

   
   

Se
nt

en
ce

 
 

 
Se

nt
en

ce
da

te
/c

ou
rt

 
 

 
 

 
Se

nt
en

ce
 D

at
e 

of
fe

ns
e 

or
 ty

pe
 

 
 

 
 

en
d 

da
te

06
-1

8-
20

12
 

 
si

m
pl

e 
as

sa
ul

t 
 

 
 

ne
ve

r f
ile

d 
Sa

le
m

-1
23

05
0 

un
kn

ow
n 

 
 

 
si

m
pl

e 
as

sa
ul

t 
 

 
 

ne
ve

r f
ile

d 
 

 
 

un
kn

ow
n 

06
-1

8-
20

12
 

 
po

ss
es

si
on

 d
ru

gs
 

06
-2

6-
20

12
 

 
pl

ea
 

 
 

90
 d

ay
s, 

su
sp

. 2
 y

ea
rs

 
06

-2
6-

20
14

 
Sa

le
m

-1
88

8 
 

A
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r 

 
 

 
 

 
 

go
od

 b
eh

av
io

r 

09
-0

7-
20

12
 

 
th

ef
t 

 
 

11
-0

8-
20

12
 

 
pl

ea
 

 
 

fin
e,

 su
sp

. 1
 y

ea
r 

 
11

-0
8-

20
13

 
La

co
ni

a-
29

68
 

un
kn

ow
n 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
go

od
 b

eh
av

io
r 

 
 

 
 cr

im
in

al
 tr

es
pa

ss
 

12
-1

7-
20

12
 

 
di

sm
is

se
d 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
B

 m
is

de
m

ea
no

r

06
-2

0-
20

15
 

 
fa

ls
e 

st
ic

ke
r 

 
08

-1
3-

20
15

 
 

pl
ea

 
 

 
fin

e 
 

 
 

06
-2

0-
20

15
 

 
La

co
ni

a-
19

06
 

B
 m

is
de

m
ea

no
r

63


