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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal dismisses an appeal from a mental health commitment order under the
Lanterman-Petris-Short Act because the order expired and the appeal is moot. The court also holds that
Anders/Wende procedures are not required in such appeals, citing Conservatorship of Ben C.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appeal should be dismissed as moot because the 180-day commitment order expired before
the opening brief was filed.

2. Whether the court should exercise discretion to conduct Anders/Wende review despite the holding in
Conservatorship of Ben C.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal is dismissed as moot because the 180-day commitment order expired before the opening
brief was filed, so any ruling would have no practical impact.

2. The court declines to exercise its discretion to retain the appeal because the appeal is moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A case is moot when any ruling by this court can have no practical impact or provide the parties effectual
relief” (888)

“Nothing is served by requiring a written opinion when the court does not actually decide any contested
issues.” (544)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

N.D. has a history of mental health issues. On June 12, 2019, he was admitted to Kern Medical Center on an
involuntary 72-hour hold under section 5150. On June 15, 2019, he was certified for an additional 14 days of
treatment as a danger to himself and others and gravely disabled under section 5250. On June 27, 2019, Dr.
David Weinstein petitioned for an order for additional treatment not to exceed 180 days under section 5300.
After a three-day jury trial, the court found the conditions existed and ordered N.D. to undergo treatment for up
to 180 days.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

N.D. was involuntarily committed under section 5150, then certified for 14 days under section 5250, then a
petition for 180-day treatment under section 5300 was filed. After a three-day jury trial, the court ordered the
180-day commitment. N.D. appealed. The commitment order expired on January 21, 2020, before the opening
brief was filed in March 2020.
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