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1. Appeal and Error - Standing 
Although advocacy group has the 
statutory power to move for declaratory 
relief even without a client, where present 
action was not a declaratory judgment 
action, but an appeal from an involuntary 
commitment proceeding in which the 
aggrieved party chose not to appeal, the 
advocacy group, as amicus curiae, cannot 
force the person involuntarily committed 
to be carried through the appellate process 
while it attempts to vindicate its position 
regarding the constitutionality of the law. 
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PER CURIAM: 

Protection and Advocacy for the Mentally Ill (PAMI) 

brings this motion for reconsideration by the full panel of the 

decision of a single judge granting appellee Commonwealth of the 

Northern Mariana Island’s motion for dismissal for lack of 

jurisdiction. For the reasons set forth below, we now affirm. 

Robert G. Duncan was brought before the trial court on a 

petition for involuntary commitment. He was represented by the 

Public Defender, PAM1 moved to intervene as amicus curiae 

ostensibly to challenge the constitutionality of the civil 

committment procedure. The court granted PAMI’s motion to 

intervene and PAM1 participated in the case and challenged the 

constitutionality of the law, The court held that the law was not 

infirm and later ordered that Duncan should be committed. Duncan 

was treated in accordance with the law and has been released. PAM1 

appealed the trial court’s decision. The CNMI moved to dismiss the 

appeal on the grounds that PAM1 was an amicus and, therefore, did 

not have standing to appeal. The District Court Appellate 

Division, Judge Laureta sitting as a single judge, agreed with the 

CNMI and dismissed the appeal, PAM1 now asks this panel to 

reconsider that decision 

I\1 The Court concurs in the decision previously rendered and 

finds that PAM1 entered the case as an amicus not as a party and 

does not have standing to appeal. The Court is persuaded by the 

fact that PAM1 did not in the trial court nor does it on appeal 

renresent Duncan; the Public Defender represents Duncan. Duncan 
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chose not to appeal and it is not for PAMI to decide that Duncan’s 

decision was an improvident one. PAM1 makes much of the fact that 

under Public Law 99-319 it has the power to move for declaratory 

relief even without a client. The Court does not disagree with 

this position. However, this is not a declaratory judgment action, 

this is an appeal from an involuntary committment proceeding in 

which the “aggrieved” party chose not to appeal. PAM1 as amicus 

curiae cannot force Duncan to be carried through the appellate 

process while it attempts to vindicate its position regarding the 

constitutionality of the law. 

For these reasons, 

. 

Judge Samuel P. 

Judge Jose S. Dela Cruz IJ 
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