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SUMMARY

The Indiana Court of Appeals affirmed a temporary commitment order for A.V., holding that the trial
court did not abuse its discretion by conducting the commitment hearing remotely over A.V.’s
objection. The court found that specific safety concerns established good cause under Interim
Administrative Rule 14(C) and concluded that any error would have been harmless because A.V.
participated meaningfully in the hearing.
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DISPOSITION affirmed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A.V. appealed an order of temporary involuntary commitment entered
after the Marion Superior Court conducted the commitment hearing
remotely over his objection.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The trial court's finding of good cause under Interim Administrative
Rule 14(C) is reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Any error in
conducting the hearing remotely is reviewed for harmlessness based
on whether it affected A.V.'s substantial rights.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion under Interim Administrative Rule 14(C) by conducting
A.V.'s temporary commitment hearing remotely over his objection.

2. Whether any error in conducting the commitment hearing remotely was harmless because it did not
affect A.V.'s substantial rights.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding good cause to conduct the temporary commitment
hearing remotely. The specific, testimony-supported safety risks associated with an in-person hearing
satisfied the good-cause requirement.

2. Even if the trial court erred in conducting the commitment hearing remotely, the error was harmless
because A.V. participated, testified, conferred with counsel, received effective advocacy, and was not
denied a meaningful opportunity to be heard or otherwise prejudiced in his substantial rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must conduct all testimonial proceedings in person except that a court may conduct the proceedings
remotely for all or some of the case participants for good cause shown or by agreement of the parties.” (at 6)

“To show good cause under Interim Administrative Rule 14(C), the trial court “must offer something more
than a one-size-fits-all, boilerplate pronouncement; good cause requires something specific to the moment,
the case, the court, the parties, the subject matter, or other relevant considerations.”” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A.V., who had schizophrenia, was hospitalized after a car accident and a physical altercation with law
enforcement. The Hospital alleged that he was dangerous based on threatening and disorganized behavior, and
sought a temporary commitment. Treating psychiatrists testified that an in-person hearing posed safety risks
because A.V. had threatened staff, had previously been physically combative and restrained, might become
agitated or attempt to elope, and could be harmed by the use of restraints.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Hospital petitioned for A.V.'s involuntary temporary commitment. The trial court initially set a remote
hearing, later considered A.V.'s objection and the Hospital's request for an in-person hearing, found good cause
to continue remotely, and entered a temporary commitment order after finding A.V. gravely disabled. A.V.
appealed, challenging only the remote format of the commitment hearing.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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