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SUMMARY

The Illinois Supreme Court held that a circuit court did not err by failing to act on a respondent’s oral
statement during an involuntary-admission hearing that he wanted to become a voluntary patient.
Because counsel did not make a motion for a continuance or otherwise seek relief, the court was not
required to sua sponte continue the hearing to permit a formal request for voluntary admission.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the case, although moot because Lance H.'s 180-day commitment had ended, qualified for
review under the public-interest exception to the mootness doctrine.

2. Whether section 3-801 of the Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities Code requires a circuit
court to rule directly on a respondent's oral request for voluntary admission made during an involuntary-
admission hearing.

3. Whether section 3-801 requires a circuit court to sua sponte continue an involuntary-admission
proceeding so that the respondent may file a written application for voluntary admission.

HOLDINGS

1. The public-interest exception applies because the issue is of a public nature, requires authoritative
guidance for courts and litigants, and is likely to recur.

2. Section 3-801 does not give the circuit court authority to grant or deny voluntary admission based on an
in-court request made during an involuntary-admission hearing. Voluntary and involuntary admission are
separate procedural tracks, and the facility director evaluates a request for voluntary admission.

3. The circuit court is not required to sua sponte continue an involuntary-admission proceeding when a
respondent testifies that he wants voluntary admission but counsel makes no motion for a continuance.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Mental Health Code does not vest the circuit court with authority to rule for or against voluntary
admission to a mental health facility, based on an in-court request for voluntary admission during a hearing
for involuntary admission.” (¶ 40)

“The Mental Health Code similarly does not require the circuit court to sua sponte continue a proceeding for
involuntary admission upon such a request.” (¶ 40)

“A circuit court may, in its discretion, grant a continuance to file an application for voluntary admission,
upon a motion by respondent’s counsel.” (¶ 40)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lance H. had a long history of incarceration, institutionalization, and prior mental-health admissions. The State
petitioned for his involuntary admission based on alleged dangerous conduct, inability to provide for his basic
physical needs, and mental illness, and presented testimony concerning aggression, treatment noncompliance,
and deterioration outside a structured facility. During the hearing, Lance testified that he wanted to become a
voluntary patient, but his counsel made no motion for voluntary admission or for a continuance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Randolph County circuit court ordered Lance H. involuntarily admitted to Chester Mental Health Center for
180 days. Although he testified during the involuntary-admission hearing that he wanted to become a voluntary
patient, neither he nor his counsel made a motion for voluntary admission or a continuance. The appellate court
applied the public-interest exception to mootness, reversed, and held that the circuit court was required to



consider and rule on the request. The Illinois Supreme Court accepted review, held that the case fell within the
public-interest exception, rejected the appellate court's interpretation, and affirmed the circuit court.

DISPOSITION

reversed
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