
WISCONSIN SUPREME COURT

Sheboygan County v. N.A.L.
Sheboygan County, 2026 WI 16 (Wis. 2026) · No. 2024AP1195 · Decided May 19, 2026

SUMMARY

The Wisconsin Supreme Court held that constitutional due process does not require a circuit court to
conduct a colloquy before accepting a stipulation to orders for involuntary commitment and
medication under Wisconsin Statutes chapter 51. The court affirmed the court of appeals’ decision and
did not address whether the respondent’s stipulation was otherwise knowing, intelligent, and
voluntary. A concurrence questioned the lawfulness of stipulating to an involuntary commitment and
emphasized the fundamental right to be free from physical restraint.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE N.A.L. sought review of a Wisconsin Court of Appeals decision
affirming Sheboygan County Circuit Court orders committing him for
six months and authorizing involuntary medication and treatment. The
Wisconsin Supreme Court granted review of whether due process
required a colloquy before accepting his stipulation to those orders.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Due process determinations and statutory interpretation are reviewed
de novo.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published precedential opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Clause requires a Wisconsin circuit court to conduct
a colloquy before accepting an individual's stipulation to an involuntary commitment order under
Wisconsin Statutes chapter 51.

2. Whether the absence of such a colloquy is itself a structural constitutional error requiring reversal.

HOLDINGS

1. The Fourteenth Amendment does not require a circuit court to conduct a colloquy before accepting an
individual's stipulation to an order for commitment and involuntary medication in a chapter 51
proceeding.

2. The court did not decide whether N.A.L.'s stipulation was actually knowing, intelligent, and voluntary
because N.A.L. did not otherwise challenge the validity of the stipulation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“These cases demonstrate that the constitutional violation arises when a waiver of a fundamental right is not
entered knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily. The violation does not stem from the absence of the colloquy
itself.” (¶16)

“Constitutional due process does not require that a court conduct a colloquy before accepting an individual’s
stipulation to an order for commitment and involuntary medication in a ch. 51 commitment proceeding.”
(¶21)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

N.A.L. was emergently detained in November 2023 after reporting that he heard voices telling him to harm
himself. At a final commitment hearing conducted by telephone, his attorney represented that N.A.L. was not
contesting the County's request and was stipulating to commitment; N.A.L. expressed confusion about the
meaning and consequences of the stipulation and repeatedly sought release. The circuit court relied on doctors'
reports, found mental illness, dangerousness, and that N.A.L. was a proper subject for treatment, and entered six-
month commitment and involuntary medication orders.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

N.A.L. was emergently detained under Wisconsin Statutes section 51.15, and Sheboygan County initiated
involuntary commitment proceedings under section 51.20. After a final hearing at which counsel represented that
N.A.L. was stipulating to the County's request, the circuit court entered commitment and involuntary medication
orders. The circuit court denied N.A.L.'s post-disposition motion challenging the absence of a colloquy, and the
court of appeals affirmed. The Wisconsin Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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