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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Hawai‘i considered consolidated appeals by two juveniles challenging their
continued detention based on an allegedly unsupported probable-cause determination. The majority
held that the appeals were moot because one juvenile had been adjudicated a law violator and the
other’s case had been dismissed, and it declined to apply the public-interest exception to mootness. A
dissent argued that the issue was capable of repetition yet evading review and that the detention

violated constitutional and statutory probable-cause requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the minors' consolidated appeals challenging the factual basis for their initial probable-cause
determinations remained justiciable after one minor was adjudicated a law violator and the other minor's

petition was dismissed with prejudice.

2. Whether the public-interest and capable-of-repetition-yet-evading-review exceptions to mootness

applied.

3. Whether the Family Court's later review of police reports cured any alleged defect in the initial

probable-cause determinations.

HOLDINGS

1. The consolidated appeals were moot because subsequent adjudication of Minor 1 and dismissal with
prejudice of Minor 2's petition eliminated any adverse interest and effective remedy concerning the

challenged pretrial detention determinations.

2. The exceptions did not apply because the minors challenged only the sufficiency of the evidence
supporting probable-cause determinations in their particular cases, and no unsettled legal question

requiring authoritative guidance remained.

3. Assuming the initial probable-cause determination was unsupported, the Family Court's subsequent
review of the police reports and finding of probable cause cured the alleged defect for purposes of the

appeals.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A case is moot where the question to be determined is abstract and does not rest on existing facts or rights.”
(73 P.3d at 32)

“Put simply, there is no need for this court to address alleged errors that the family court has cured of its own

accord in a controversy that is now moot.” (73 P.3d at 34)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The two minors were arrested and charged in separate juvenile proceedings based on alleged third-degree
assault. The Family Court ordered them detained pending trial after finding sufficient facts to require continued
detention. They asserted that no evidence had been presented to support the initial probable-cause
determinations, but the court later reviewed police reports and independently found probable cause. Before

appellate review, Minor 1 was adjudicated a law violator and Minor 2's petition was dismissed with prejudice.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The prosecution filed juvenile law-violation petitions alleging third-degree assault. After the Family Court
ordered continued detention, each minor filed a habeas petition asserting that no evidence supported the
probable-cause determinations. At a consolidated hearing, the court reviewed police reports, found probable
cause, and denied the petitions. Minor 1 was adjudicated a law violator after the charge was amended to affray;
the petition against Minor 2 was dismissed with prejudice. The Supreme Court of Hawai‘i dismissed the
consolidated appeals as moot.
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