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SUMMARY

The California Court of Appeal held that the trial court abused its discretion by denying Anthony
Seigler’s day-of-trial motion to continue criminal proceedings so that he could pursue mental health
diversion. The court concluded that the record supported consideration of mental health issues and that
the continuance request was not properly rejected solely because the diversion application was filed on
the trial date or lacked supporting eligibility evidence at that stage. The court reversed.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court abused its discretion by denying a motion to continue trial so that Seigler could
obtain a mental health evaluation and litigate an application for mental health diversion.

2. Whether the denial of the continuance was prejudicial and required reversal of the judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court abused its discretion by denying Seigler's motion to continue trial where the continuance
would have allowed him to obtain a mental health evaluation and pursue mental health diversion, and
where the court failed adequately to consider the anticipated benefits, burdens, and whether substantial
justice would be served.

2. The error was prejudicial because denial of the continuance deprived Seigler of a meaningful
opportunity to obtain an expert evaluation and have his diversion application considered on its merits,
and forced him to choose between an immediate trial for which counsel was unprepared and a hastily
negotiated plea.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The scope of discretion always resides in the particular law being applied, i.e., in the “legal principles
governing the subject of [the] action . . . .” Action that transgresses the confines of the applicable principles
of law is outside the scope of discretion and we call such action an “abuse” of discretion.” (at 14)

“Denial of the continuance, and its practical effect of depriving Seigler of a hearing at which he could argue
in favor of this outcome on the merits, failed to “ ‘ “subserve . . . the ends of substantial justice.” ’ ”” (at 20)

“The judgment is reversed. The case is remanded with directions that defendant be given a reasonable
opportunity to file an application for mental health diversion and, should he choose to file such an
application, to have it considered on its merits.” (at 27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In March 2023, Seigler fired two shots through a bathroom wall while his son was in the bathtub after reporting
voices, tapping, and perceived threats that responding officers determined had not occurred. Officers observed
signs that Seigler was under the influence of a controlled substance. In a separate April 2023 incident, Seigler
was accused of taking property from his girlfriend's mother's home. Defense counsel repeatedly expressed
concern that Seigler was delusional, affected by severe drug addiction or mental disease, and unable to
understand the consequences of the criminal proceedings.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Seigler was charged in two Lake County Superior Court cases arising from separate incidents. After multiple
continuances, defense counsel moved on the day set for trial to continue the proceedings and filed an application



for mental health diversion. The trial court denied the continuance and diversion application as untimely and
lacking notice and began preparing for jury selection. Seigler then entered no-contest pleas under agreements
providing for concurrent probationary terms. The Court of Appeal reversed and remanded for a reasonable
opportunity to apply for mental health diversion and have the application considered on the merits.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case is remanded for defendant to receive a reasonable opportunity to file an application for mental health
diversion and, if he files one, to have it considered on the merits. If diversion is granted and successfully
completed, the charges must be dismissed under Penal Code section 1001.36. If defendant does not seek
diversion or the trial court denies the application, the judgment is to be reinstated.
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