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1. Constitutional Law - 
Justiciability - Mootness 
In general a case becomes moot when the 
parties lack a legally cognizable interest in the 
outcome. 

2. Constitutional Law - 
Justiciability - Mootness 
The party contending that a ca.sc is moot must 
bear the heavy burden of demonstrating facts 
underlying that contention. 

3. Constitutional Law - 
Justiciability - Mootness 
Controversies which are capable of repetition, 
yet evading review are an exception to the 
general rule of mootness. 

4. Constitutional Law - 
Justiciability - Mootness 
The exception to the general rule of mootness 
requires the combination of two elements: 1) 
the challenged action was in its duration too 
shorttobcfullylitigatedprior toitsccssationor 
expiration, and 2) there was a reasonable cx- 
pectationthatthcsamecomplainingparty would 
be subject to the same action again. 

5. Constitutional Law - 
Justiciability - Mootness 
Where, although term of petitioner’s involun- 
tary commitment had ended, there was a rea- 
sonable expectation that the petitioner would 
fact short period of commitment again based 
on hisillness,tmshorttofullylitigatetheissuc, 

case fell into exception of mootncss require- 
ment. 

6. Statues - Constitutionality 
Whenastatecourtisdealing withastatestatute 
challenged as overbroad, it should construe the 
statute to avoid constitutional problems if the 
statute is subject to such a limiting construc- 
tion, and such a construction is binding on a 
federal court. 

7. Statutes - Constitutionality 
When a statute has been judicially interpreted 
and applied to a set of facts, such application 
provides due process notice and precludes an 
attack on the basis of vagueness. 

8. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
Due process in connection with the involun- 
tary civil commitment of persons requires that 
the person sought to bc committed receive at 
minimum thefollowingprocedural safeguards: 
(a) adequate prior notice; (b) prior hearing 
before a neutral judicial officer; (c) the right to 
effective assistance of counsel; (d) the right to 
be present at the hearing; (e) the right to cross- 
examine witnesses and to offer evidence: (f) 
adherence to the rules of evidence applicable in 
criminal cases; (g) the right to assert the privi- 
lege against self-incrimination; (h) proof be- 
yond a reasonable doubt; (i) a consideration of 
less restrictive alternatives; (i) a record of the 
proceedings and written findings of fact; (k) 
appellate review; and (1) periodic examination 
of the basis for confinement. 

9. Constitutional Law -Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
Where civil commitment statute is construed 
as requiring sufficient notice to the person 
sought to be committed so that reasonable 
opportunity toprcpare will be afforded, statute 
does not violate due process guarantees. 3 
CMC 52512. 
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10. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
The rirht to effective assistance of 
counseris a well-estabiished element of 
due process in civil commitment 
proceedings and an individual sought to 
be involuntarily committed must be 
informed of his right to counsel, counsel 
must be appointed if the individual cannot 
afford counsel, and that counsel must be 
made available far enough in advance of 
the hearing to provide adequate 
opportunity for preparation. 

11. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
In the context of civil commitment 
hearings, the term “hearing” in 
commitment statute means a 
constitutionally sufficient hearing 
complete with the right IO effective 
counsel and includes the right of the 
person sought to be committed to be 
present unless the Individual’s behavior at 
the hearing makes it impossible to 
conduct the hearing in a reasonable 
manner. 3 CMC §$2512,2513. 

12. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Ri *ht to Counsel 
The rirht IO et .P ectlve counsel nccesharilv Y 

includes the right to cross-examine 
witnesses and to offer evidence.’ 

13. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
Any constitutionally sufficient hearing 
mandates that the co&t adhere to the rules 
of evidence. 

14. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
In the context of civil commitment, the 
privilege against self-incrimination means 
that the state may not commit an 
individual on the basis of statements to 
examining psychiatrists in the absence 01 
;I showing rhnt the ~t;ttement~ were made 
voluntarily nftcr ttie individual was 
informed of and understood the purpose 
of the examination and that he was not 

obliged to speak. Psychiatrists may talk 
to patient for purpose of treatment. 

15. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
A constitutionally sufficient hearing, as 
required by statute, includes the right to 
assert the privilege against self 
incrimination. 3 CMC $25 11 et seq. 

16. Mental Illness - Civil 
Commitment - Evidence 
The standard of proof to find one 
committable under statute for both long 
term and temporary commitments is one 
of clear and convincing evidence. 3 
CMC 9$2512, 2513. 

17. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
The state cannot involunt;lrily commit a 
person solely upon a finding that he or 
she is mentally ill or insane. 

1X. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
To involuntarily commit a person for 
mental illness, due process considerations 
mandate that the proof show either (1) 
dangerousness to self or (2) dangerous- 
ness to others. 

19. Mental illness - Civil 
Commitment - Standards 
The word “insane” as il is used in the 
civil commitment statutes means 
constitutionally insane. 3 CMC $25 12 

20. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
In order to insure a constitutionally 
sufficient hearing in all civil commitment 
cases, the court shall make written 
findings of fact pursuant to all civil 
commitment orders. 

21. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitmerit 
Commitment for periods lon,zer than 30 
days necessitate periodic redet&minations 
as to the committed individual’s 
condition. 
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22. Mental Illness - Civil 
Commitment - Standards 
As the CNMI civil commitment statutes 
authorize that only the insane may be 
involuntarily committed, periodic review 
as to the condition of committed 
individuals is essential to a determination 
that they are indeed still insane. 3 CMC 
$25 11 et seq. 

23. Mental Illness - Civil 
Commitment - Ri hts 
The treatment af orded under civil P 
commitment statute includes the 
committed individual’s right to medical 
care and treatment. in addition to food, 
;:“Jkg, shelter and safety. 3 CMC 

24. Mental Illness - Civil 
Commitment - Physical Restraint 
In determining the necessary extent of 
any restraint on person corn&ted under 
civil commitment statute, less restrictive 
alternatives to complete bodily restraint 
must be considered, as it may be 
determined that complete bodily restraint 
is unnecessary to provide for the 
individual’s or public’s safety and 
whether restraints are needed at all in any 
particular case is determined by the 
committed individual’s behavior. 

25. Mental Illness - Civil 
Commitment - Physical Restraint 
The COW will construe the term restraints 
as used in statute to mean only those 
restraints necessary lo protect the 
committed individual or the public based 
upon that individual’s recent action. 3 
CMC $25 12 et seq. 

26. Constitutional Law - Due 
Process - Civil Commitment 
Constitutionality of statute for involuntary 
commitment of mentally ill persons 
upheld, where court construed statute to 
require adherence to constitutional 
standards. 3 CMC 52511 et seq. 

. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF THE NORTHERN HARIANA ISLANDS 

IN RE THE MATTER OF 88-169C 

ROBERT G. DUNCAN. ORDER 
I 

FACTS 

On the morning of March 1, 1988 Robert Duncan (Duncan) vas 

arrested for disturbing the peace at the Joeten Shopping Center 

in Susupe. He was subsequently examined by Dr. Ruth Dickson, a 

psychiatrist at the Commonwealth Health Center. 

Later that afternoon Duncan was brought before t he court 

pursuant to a Petition for Commitment filed by the CKMI. A+ 

!hls hearing, Duncan was represented by counsel from ? he PJbllc 

Defender’s Office. Test inony a +. the hearing by Dr. Dickson 

indicated that Duncan likely suffered from chronic 

schizophrenia and psychosis. Dr. Dickson further testif 

that Cuncdn’s illness caused hlcn to be a danger to himself 

altt!ough she was not of t he opinion, based on ti f  I previous 

exan-#ination I that he posed an imminent danger to society, The 

court then found that Duncan posed a significant danger +o 

himself and ordered that he be committed to the Kental Health 

Division of the Commonwea 1 t h Health Center for a period of 

30 days commencing March 1, 1968. 
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On Earth 28, 1988 Protec+ion and Advocacy for the Fientally 

111 (PAM1 1, through counsel, n13ved to intervene as Amicus 

Curiae in this act ion in order to challenge the 

constitutionality of the CNhI civil commit men? laws, 3 CMC 

9s 2511 et seq under which Duncan was committed. 

Duncan was discharged from the Commonwealth Health Center 

on March 30, 1988. At a follow up hearing that same day, 

Dr. Dickson testified that Duncan no longer appeared to be a 

danger to himself. 

MOOTNESS 

Duncan has been released from the Commonwealth Health 

Center and is no longer under temporary commitment pursuant to 

3 CHC S 2511 et seq. 

wfl In general a case becomes ‘moot’ when the parties lack a 

legally cognizable interest in the outcome. Murphy v. Hunt, 

445 U.S. 470, 482, 102 s.ct. 1181, 1183 (1982). The party 

contending that a case is moot must bear the heavy burden of 

demonst rat lng facts underlying that content ion. Princeton 

Comr,uni ty Phone Book, Inc. v. Bate, 582 F.2d 706, 710 (3rd Cir. 

19783, cert. den. 439 U.S. 966, 99 sac+. 454. Controversies 

which are capable of repetition, yet evading review are an 

exception to the general rule of mOOtneSS. ITT Rayonier, Inc. 

U.S., v. 651 F.2d 343, 346 (5th Cir. 1981). 

Satisfaction of this test requires the combination of two 

elements: (1) the challenged action was in its duration too 

short to be fully litigated prior to its cessation or 

explra’ion # and (2) there was a reasonable expectation that the 



same complaining party would be subject to the same act ton 

again. Johansen v. San Dieoo Coun’y Dist . Cdunci 1 of 

Cirp~n’er~, 745 F.2d 1289, 1292 (9th Cir. 19&41. BOC ti prong: 

of this standard must be met to avoid mootness. Williams v. 

Alioto, 549 F.Zd 136, 145 (9th Cir. 19771. 

[a Initially in this case, the pet it ioner stipulated at oral 

argument that the issue of the constitutionality of the CUKI 

commitment statute was not moot. However, in order for this 

tour? to have compeL.ent jurisdiction in this r.a+ter *here r-c’?* 

be a case in controversy. With regard to Duncan’s situation, 

the court finds that despite the fact that his 30 day 

invoIuntary comni t ment has terminated, Duncan’s case falls 

within the ‘capable of repetition yet evading review’ exception 

to the nootness doctrine. As Dr. Dicks:n has testified, 

Duncan’s particular illness is one that will worsen and then 

improve depending upon a variety of factors. There appears to 

be a reasonable expectat ion then that Duncan will again face 

the prospect of involuntaiy commitment. Also, since short term 

corr.mi C ment seems to be the appropriate treatrent for Duncan’s 

condi t ion, any fubure commitments would likely be shorL-cerr. 

k inal ly, since Duncan was only comr,ltttd for a short period of 

time it is the finding of the court that, in this particular 

case, the duration of Duncan’s commitment was too short a time 

period in which to fully litigate the issues present cd here. 

Therefore, this act ion is no+ moot by virtue of the expiration 

of Duncan’s term of commitment. 
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CONSTIT(rTIONALITY OF TRF COKKONFEALT!’ ‘F 
ClVllJ COr.r.l’lhtl.‘l S’lh~U~L 

Ihe CN1;l Is civil commitment laws ate found a+ 3 CbiC 55 251i 

et seq. PAKI has sought a declaratory judgment +hab these 

civil commitment provisions are unconstitutionally vague and 

overbroad as they fail to provide standards requiring clear and 

convincing evidence of men’al illness or imminent danger to 

self or others, fail to provide procedural due process through 

adequate notice, fail to recognize right to t teatment and 

freedom from restraints, give vague guidelines or criteria for 

release, and fail to strike a balance that meets both the 

substantive and procedural due process standards. 

CCl’fl\:hen a state court is dealing with a state statute 

challenged .as overbroad, it should construe the statute to 

avoid constitutional problems if the statute is subject to such 

a limiting construction, and such a construction is binding on 

a federal court. New York v. Ferber, 458 U.S. 747, 771, 102 

s.ct. 3348, 3361, (1982); U.S. v. Thirty Seven Photographs, 402 

U.S. 363, 369 91 S.Ct. 1400, 1404 (1971). Further, when a 

‘statute has been judicially interpreted and applied to a set of 

facts, such application provides due process notice and 

precludes an attack on the basis of vagueness, State v. 

Pickett, 589 P.2d 16, 19 (Ariz. 19781, citing Wainwright v. 

Stone, 414 U.S. 21, 94 s.ct. 190 (1973). 

1. Procedural Due PrOCeSs. 

Petitioner has raised several issues relating to procedural 

due process in court proceedings pursuant to 3 CKC 5s 2511 et seq. 
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f;93 Put? process in connection with the involuntary civil 

commitment of persons pursuant to mental health laws requires 

chat the per son sough’: to be committed receive at minimum the 

following procedural safeguards: 

(A) Adequate prior notice. 

(8) Prior hearing before a neutral judicial 
officer. 

(C) The right to effective assistance of 

(D The right to be present at the hearing. 

(E The right to cross-examine witnesses 
and to offer evidence. 

(F Adherence to the rules of evidence 
applicable in criminal cases. 

(G The right to assert the privilege 
against self-incrimination. 

(H Proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 

(I) A consideration of less restrictive 
alternatives. 

counsel. 

(J) A record of the proceedings and written 
findings of fact. 

(K) Appellate review. 

(L) Periodic examination of the basis for 
conf i nemen? . 

Suzuki V. Quisenberry, 
1113, 1127 (D.C. Haw. 1976). 

411 F.Supp. 

(A) Adequate Prior NOtiCe. 

m Petitioner contends that 3 WC S 2512 does not provide for 

adequate procedural due prqcess in that, while providing 

specifically for notice to family members, it does not require 

no! ice to the person sought to be committed. The court, 
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hor*ever , haf consCrued and Kill rontintle to constr~le s 2511 iF 

requiring sufficient notice to 1. he person sougtit. to bc 

committed so that reasonable opportunity to prepare will be 

afforded, In the present case, Duncan WILE given notice of the 

hearing in accordance with the established practice of the 

court. 

(8) Prior hearing btfoge a neutral judicial officer. 

3 CHC SS 2512 and 2513 clearly provide that the court may 

commit an individual only ‘after hearing.’ 

In the instant case, as in all previous commitment cases, a 

hearing was held before a neutral judicial officer. 

(C) The right to effective aaoietance of counsel. 

Wit ir clear that the right to effective assistance of 

counsel is a well-established element of due process in civil 

commitment proceedings. Heryford v. Parker, 396 F.2d 393, 396 

(10th Cir. 1968). An individual sought to be involuntarily 

committed must be informed of his right to counsel, that: 

counsel must be appointed if the individual cannot afford 

counsel, and that dounsel must be made available far enough in 

advance of the hearing to provide adequate opportunity for 

preparation, Suzuki v. Quisenbecry, supra, at 1129. 

li\l In construing the term ‘hearing’ in 3 CMC SS 2512 and 2513, 

this court has and will continue to interpret this term as 

meaning a constitutionally sufficient hearing complete with the 

right to effective counsel, otherwise the hearing would be of 

little or no value. In this action Duncan was provided with 

effective counsel. 
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(b) The right to be present at the hearing. 

Likewise the tern ‘hearing” 6s used in the civil car :,ilr;cn’ 

s’;*ubes must necessarily include the right of the person 

sought to be committed to be present unless the individual’s 

behavior at the hearing makes it impossible to conduct the 

hearing in a reasonable manner. See, Bell v. Wayne County Gen, 

Hospital, 384 F.Supp. 1085, 109.4 (E.D. Mich. 19741. 

In Duncan’ 6 case, he was present at the hearing. The court. 

has and will continue to construe a hearing as including the 

right of the individual sought to be committed to be present. 

(El The right to cross-examine witnesses and offer 

evidence. 

Q&g The right to effective counsel necessarily includes the 

right to cross-examine witnesses and to offer evidence. 

Without these basic tools, counsel could not be effective. 

Since persons sought to be committed have a right to counsel 

and the right to cross-examine witnesses and offer evidence are 

concomitant with the right to effective counsel, the CNMI civil 

commitment statutes are not deficient in this regard. 

In the current proceeding, Duncan’s counsel had the r igh+ 

to cross-examine witnesses and offer evidence and actively did 
. 

so. Likewise previous commitment proceedings before this court 

I * have included this fundamenta 

(F) Adherence to the 

criminal cases. 

OS3 As Suzuki v. Quisenberry, 

right. 

rules of 

at supra, 

evidence applicable in 

1130, notes, ‘the rules 

of evidence , . . should not be rejected in any judicial 
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inq:.irp.’ Any conctitubicn511y zufficifn’ hcarinq \ 3-i? 

m;rrid;te t h 6 ? the COUI t tcihe 2 e !O the rultc Of evidrnce. ;n 

Duncbn’s case the court did 60. 

(G) Th@ right to assert the privilege against self 

incrimination. 

uq In the context of civil commitment the privilege against 

self-incrimination means that the state may not commit an 

individual on the basis of statements to examining 

psychiatrists in the absence of a showing that the statecents 

were made voluntarily after the individual was informed of and 

understood the purpose of the examination and that he was not 

obliged to speak. It does not mean that psychiatrists canrio+ 

talk to a patient for purposes of treatment. It does not mean 

t h&t evidence cannot be adduced as Co the patient ‘6 staterienbs 

in a non-inquisitorial setting. Suzuki V. Quisenberry, supra, 

at 1131-1132. 

t\aIn interpreting the right to a ‘hearing’ in 3 CEiC, s 2511, 

et seq. to mean a constitutionally sufficient hearing the right. 

to assert the privilege against self-incrimination is, and hsz 

been, necessarily included in that term, and was therefore 

present in the instant case. 

(I) Proof beyond a reasonable doubt. 

The standard of proof required to prove that an individual 

is committable may be either (1) by a preponderance of the 

evidence, Suzuki v. Quisenberry, supra, at 1132, or (2) by 

clear and convincing evidence, Lynch v. Baxley, 386 F.Supp. 
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378, 303 (E:d. ;.]a. 1?74J, or (3) beyond a re6z?nzblr 6 0 v c ’ , 

discord v. Schnlidt., 345 F.Supp. lOit, 1095 (E.D. Kis. 1372). 

L\q Although 3 CMC 5 2512 indicates that prior to committing an 

individual testimony ‘shall establish to the satisfaction of 

the court that the person is insane,’ the standard of proof 

adopted is one of clear and convincing evidence, This also 

applies to temporary commitments under 3 CMC § 2513 and was 

employed in Duncan’s case. 

uy3 he c1JNI civil commitment statutes provide for the 

cr.~~ltment of “insane. persons. Obviously, the state cannot 

involuntarily commit a person solely upon a finding that he or 

she is mentally ill or insane. O’Connor v. Donaldson, 422 U.S. 

563, 575, 95 s.ct. 2486, 2493 (1975). Due process 

considerations mandate that the proof show either (1) 

dangerousness to self or (2) dangerousness to others be shown 

before a person may bc involuntarily committed for meri’81 

illness. O’Connor v. Donaldson, id. 

In Duncan’s case the court questioned Dr. Dickson at length 

regarding any perceived danger to himself or others by virtue 

of his condition. Although Dr. Dickson did not feel tha’ 

Duncan posed a danger to others, she was of the opinion that he 

did present a signif icant danger to himself. In describing 

this danger, Dr. Dickson noted that Duncan appeared to be 

subject to hallucinations and as he spent a significant amount 

of time walking a long Beach Road, a heavily travelled 

thoroughfare, there was a significant danger that he would be 

struck by a motor vehicle. 
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m I” in’erpreting and applyi nq l tat CI:l:J Involuntary Cl\‘; I 

Cu;.-,ib.mrnt statutes then, tt,e court has, and hill con’ iliue kc, 

viei: t he ward *insane’ as it is used therein to mean 

constitutionally insane. 

(5) A record of the proceedings and written findings of 

fact. 

w In all commitment proceedings including Duncan's, the court 

has recorded all court proceedings in their entirety. The 

tour’ will concede, however, that, at least in this case, the 

order of commitment was devoid of specific findings of fact. 

However, in order to insure a constitutionally sufficient 

hearing in all commitment cases the court will make written 

findings of fact pursuant to all future civil commitment orders. 

(10 Appellate review. 

Although appellate review of civil commitment orders is 

certainly desirable, it may not be constitutionally mandated. 

Suzuki v. Quisenberry, supca, at 1133, citing Griffen v. 

Illinois, 351 U.S. 12, 20, 76 S.Ct. 585, 591 (1956) (concurring 

opinion of Just ice Frankfurter 1. In any event, 1 CKC S 3301 

‘provides appellate review of any final judgment or order. 

(I,) Periodic redetermination6 of the basis for confinement, 

w 
Although temporary commitments for up to 30 days under 

3 CMC S 2513 would not seem to require another commit men* 

hearing for redetermining the basis for confinement, Suzuki v. 

Quisenberry, supra, at 1134, longer terms of commitment would 

appear to necessitate periodic redeterminat ions as to the 
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car.:..; ? : rci individuil’c cor,di! ion. O’Connor v, DonilCsar 1, 

SC&&r i , at 2494. 

m XE the CGKI civil commikment statutes authorize that only 

the *insane* may be involuntarily committed, periodic review as 

to the condition of committed individuals is essential CO a 

determination that they are indeed still ‘insane,’ 

In sum, the court will narrow the word ‘hearing’ as 

contained in 3 CMC S 2511 et seq., to mean a constitutionally 

sufficient hearing necessitating inclusion of t tie 

above-mentioned procedural due process rafeguards. 

2. Rights to treatment and freedom from restraints. 

PAMI alleges that S 2512 is defective as the standard of 

dangerousness with respect to restraints is ambiguous and 

overbroad. PAMI further contends that S 2512 fails to consider 

a committed person’s right to treatment. 

WI 
Sect ion 2511 mandates that treatment of comnli t t ed 

individuals shall be carried out. In Duncan’s case treatment 

was given and, in the court’s opinion, was highly successful. 

In analyzing 3 CMC S 2511 et seq. I this toll rt construes t b,e 

+err *treatment” as used therein to include the ccsmi!ted 

individual’s right to medical care and treatment, in addition 

to food, clothing, shelter and safety. See, Youngberg v. 

Romeo, 457 U.S. 307, 102 S.Ct. 2452 (1982). 

PAMI maintains that the language of 3 CMC S 2512 allowing 

the Commonwea 1 t h Health Center to ‘restrain the insane person 

to the extent necessary for that person’s safety and that of 

the public’ is defective as there is no requirement that such 
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dbr)aerousness be iiminen or based on recen’ over* bC’ c, 

6’ l EliIpbS or threaes, nor does 5 2512 require considera’ion cf 

less restrictive alternatives +o restraint, 

msect ion 2512 allows for restraint only to the extent 

necessary for the individual’s safety or thaL of the public, 

In determining the necessary extent of any restraint, less 

restrictive alternatives to complete bodily restraint mus+ be 

considered, as it may be determined that complete bodily 

restraint is unnecessary to provide for the individual’s or 

public’s safety. What is sufficient restraint or wheCher 

restraints are needed at all in any particular case is 

determined by the committed individual’s behavior. In Duncan’s 

case, no restraints were necessary. Therefore, the court will 

construe the term ‘restraints’ as used in 3 CMC 5 2511 et seq. 

to mean only those restraints necessary to protect the 

committed individual or the public based upon the’ individual’: 

recent actions. 

3. conclusion. 

PAI.11 objects to the couri’s construlng the statute for 

cor.T:iement of men&ally ill per sons SO ‘ha’ i* torpor L 5 KA’h 

const it ut ional standards. It claims tha’ It is judicially 

legislating and that the only solution is for the court to 

strike down the statute and leave the matter at the doorstep of 

the legislature. 

This approach is rejected. Not only is the court able to 

narrowly construe 3 CMC S 2511 et seq. but it has, for all 
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prbc’ ice.1 purposes, been applying these statutes in E. 

cor,s!itutional manner. 

To accept PANI’s proposition is to throw the baby out with 

the bath water, If the statute is stricken and a mentally ill 

murderer is captured, the logical extension of PAMI’s argument 

is that he must be released pending the enactment of 

legislation. Such a result is neither reasonable nor requited. 

WIAll parties concerned in this matter and the court are 

interested in one thing - providing for a constitutionally 

sound involuntary commitment procedure for mentally ill 

persons. By utilizing the processes used by the court, this 

has been accomplished without creating the CKi8iS PAMI 

advocates and without, of course, barring the legislature to 

construct a new statute after due deliberation and input from 

all knowledgeable sources. 

The motion of amicus curiae is %nied. 

Dated at Saipan, ‘J MP, this & day of April, 1988. 
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