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We granted the state's application to settle the question of
whet her former La.R S. 15:171, 1993 La. Acts 531, repealed inits
entirety by 1997 La. Acts 713, established a six-nonth [imt on
trials which could inure to the benefit of a defendant facing
prosecution of a sex offense involving a child. Relying onits

prior decision in State v. Deville, 97-665 (La. App. 3rd G

10/ 15/97), 701 So.2d 254, wit denied, 97-2799 (La. 2/20/98), 709
So.2d 773, the Third Crcuit held in this case that the statute
did create a speedy trial right enforceable by the defendant and
that the district court had therefore erred in denying a pretrial
nmotion to quash filed after the proceedi ngs extended beyond si x

months fromthe date of defendant's arraignnent. State v. Ste.

Marie, 97-0168 (La. App. 3rd Gir. 12/17/97), 704 So.2d 430
(Peters, J., dissenting). The court of appeal accordingly
reversed the defendant's convictions on four counts of indecent
behavior with juveniles in violation of La.R S. 14:81. W now

vacate that judgnent and reinstate the verdicts rendered by the

jury.

*

Lemmon, J., not on panel. See La.S.C. Rule IV, Part II
§ 3.



Statutory interpretation begins "as [it] nust, with the

| anguage of the statute." Bailey v. United States, = U S.

., 116 S.Ct 501, 506, 133 L.Ed.2d 472 (1995). La.R S.
15:171(A) called for the expeditious disposition of cases
i nvol ving sex crimes commtted agai nst children under the age of
17. Subsection B of the statute enunerated the sex crines,
i ncl udi ng i ndecent behavior with a juvenile, which required
"expeditious disposition.” Subsection Crequired trial within 90
days of the defendant's arraignnent, unless extended for good
cause shown, and further provided that "notw thstandi ng any
provi sions of this Subsection, the trial shall comrence within
six nonths after arraignnment.” Finally, subsection D expressly
provided that "nothing in this Section shall be deened to provide
a statutory right to a trial within ninety days."

In Deville, the court of appeal acknow edged |egislative
hi story indicating that the purpose of La.R S. 15:171(C) was not
to effectuate the speedy trial rights of the accused but to
mnimze additional trauma to the child victimonce he or she
becanme enneshed in the crimnal justice system Legislators
t hereby sought to allay concerns that children "have to tel
their stories again and again and then repeated continuances and
other delays in their trials just continue to make the child a
victiminstead of making the perpetrator cone to justice." |d.,
97-0665, at 4, 701 So.2d at 256 (internal quotation marks
del eted). Nevertheless, Deville concluded that whatever the
| egislature's intent, the |anguage of subsection C appeared
unanbi guous and mandatory, and |left "no room for deviation."
Id., 97-0665, at 5, 701 So.2d at 256. The court of appeal
therefore found that "the repeal of La.R S. 15:171 cannot vitiate
the effects of inartful legislative drafting and | egislative
i neptitude which result in dismssal of an otherwi se valid

crimnal offense." 1d., 97-0665, at 6, 701 So.2d at 257.



As a general rule, "[t]he plain nmeaning of |egislation
shoul d be conclusive, except in the "rare cases [in which] the
literal application of a statute will produce a result
denonstrably at odds with the intentions of its drafters' [in
whi ch case] the intention of the drafters, rather than the strict

| anguage controls.” United States v. Ron Pair Enterprises, Inc.,

489 U.S. 235, 243, 109 S.Ct. 1026, 1031, 103 L. Ed.2d 290 (1989)

(quoting Giffin v. Oceanic Contractors, Inc, 458 U S. 564, 571

102 S. . 3245, 3250, 73 L.Ed.2d 973 (1982)); see also State v.

Bennett, 610 So.2d 120, 122 (La. 1992) ("Wen the literal
construction of a statute produces absurd or unreasonabl e
results, the letter nust give way to the spirit of the |aw and
the statute construed so as to produce a reasonable result.")
(itnternal quotation marks and citation omtted). Qur recent

deci sions in other contexts have nmade clear that in the absence
of clearly expressed legislative intent, this Court wll not
fashion for particular statutory violations renedi es which appear
to conflict wwth the overall purpose of the legislation. See

State v. Hamlton, 96-0107 (La. 7/2/96), 676 So.2d 1081 (failure

of the state to decide within 30 days of juvenile's arrest
whether to file in district court or juvenile court as required
by La.Ch.C. art. 305(B)(3) did not bar subsequent prosecution of

juvenile as an adult in district court); State ex rel. dover v.

State, 93-2330, p. 21 (La. 9/5/95), 660 So.2d 1189, 1201 (failure
of the trial court to conply with La.C.C.P. art. 930.8(C) by
advi sing the defendant at sentencing of the three-year tine [imt
on applications for post-conviction relief after the finality of
his conviction does not exenpt the defendant fromthe tine

limt); see also State v. Peart, 621 So.2d 780, 786 (La. 1993)

(directive in La. Const. art. |, 8 13 that the legislature

provide for a uniformsystemfor securing qualified counsel for



i ndi gent defendants in crimnal cases "creates no personal right
whi ch i ndividual defendants may exercise.").

In the sane session which produced R S. 15:171, the
| egi sl ature also enacted La.C.Cr.P. art. 571.1, 1993 Acts 592,
giving the state 10 years to institute prosecution of certain sex
of fenses, including indecent behavior with juveniles, when the
of fense involves a child under the age of 17. The period begins
to run "when the victimattains the age of seventeen." The
| egislature thereby cast its net broadly to expand the
opportunities for prosecution of sex crimes against children
consistent wwth the general purpose of limtation statutes, which
"'protect individuals fromhaving to defend thensel ves agai nst
charges when the basic facts may have becone obscured by the
passage of time and to mnimze the danger of official punishnment

because of acts in the far-distant past.'" State v. Rolen, 95-

0347, p. 5 (La. 9/15/95), 662 So.2d 446, 449 (quoting Toussie V.

United States, 397 U. S. 112, 114-15, 90 S.Ct. 858, 860, 25

L. Ed. 2d 156 (1970)).

In the absence of a clear expression of |egislative intent,
we decline to find that even as the legislature vastly increased
the reach of the state to initiate prosecution of sex offenses
involving children, it provided the defendants with the neans for
exiting the crimnal justice system quickly and pl acing
t hensel ves beyond the state's reach once they had been formally
charged and arraigned. 1In the debate over the senate bill which
becane R S. 15:171, sone of the legislators worried about the
potential use of the proposed statute as a tinme bar, and their
concerns ultimately led to the repeal of the statute in 1997.
Deville, 97-0665, at 4, 701 So.2d at 256. The voicing of those
concerns did not nean, however, that the |egislature endorsed
that use of the statute by negative inplication arising fromthe

express provision in La.R S. 15:171(D) that the initial 90-day



period did not establish such a trial right. W agree with Judge
Peters, dissenting in this case, that turning RS. 15:171 into a
tinme limt enforceable by the defendant "woul d defeat [the

| egi sl ature's] goal by injuring the very class of individual the

statute was designed to protect.” Ste. Marie, 97-0168, at 2, 704

So.2d at 433 (Peters, J., dissenting). W therefore viewthe

| anguage in the statute as supplicatory only, a directive to the
trial court to expedite cases involving the sexual abuse of
children to ease the enotional burden on immature victins, but
not at the cost of freeing their accused assailants in only one
quarter of the tinme allotted the state to try an identical

of fense commtted against an adult. See La.C.Cr.P. art. 578(2)
(requiring trial of a non-capital felony within two years of
institution of prosecution). The |legislature and el ectors have
since settled on the manner in which they may confer rights on
the victimw thout according correspondi ng benefits to the
accused. See La.Const. art. I, 8 25 (Rights of a Victim
("Nothing in this Section shall be construed to inure to the
benefit of an accused . . . .")

G ven the repeal of La.R S 15:171 in 1997, and the post-
verdi ct context of the present case, we have no occasion to
consi der here whether any other and | esser sanction, for exanple,
rel ease of the defendant from custody pending trial, offered an
appropriate sanction for violation of the statute. See

La.C.Cr.P. art. 701(D)(2); State v. Johnson, 622 So.2d 845, 848

(La. App. 4th Gr. 1993) (renedy for violation of statutory

speedy trial right is pre-trial release); see also Hamlton, 96-

0107, p. 7, 676 So.2d at 1084 ("The proper renedy for an untinely
filing of a bill of information or indictnent under La.Ch.C art.
305(B) (3) should be release without bail rather than the quashing

of charges agai nst the defendant.").



Accordingly, the decision of the Third Crcuit is reversed
and this case is remanded to the court of appeal for considera-
tion of the defendant's remaining assi gnnents of error.

JUDGVENT REVERSED; CASE REMANDED.



