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Appdlant JP.D., ajuvenile, gppeds the juvenile court-sdisposition order, placing him on
probation for one year in the custody of his parents and as a condition of probation ordering him to
voluntarily commit himsdlf to a juvenile fadility in Killeen. Because JP.D. has completed his thirty-day
confinementCthe only condition of his probation that he complains about on gppedChisissue has become

moot. We will therefore dismiss his gpped as moot.

BACKGROUND



JP.D. pleaded trueto the offense of crimina mischief resulting in damage of at least $1,500
but lessthan $20,000." Therewas no pleaagreement between the State and J.P.D. During the disposition
hearing, the juvenile court consdered JP.D.z:s socid higory and testimony from his mother. In sum, the
juvenile court heard that J.P.D. had never been in trouble before, was a good student, had no history of
acohoal or drug problems, was an only child of two supportive parents, and had complied with temporary
pre-court monitoring conditions. At the conclusion of the hearing, the juvenile court placed JP.D. on one-
year probation Ain the custody of his parents) and as a condition of probation, ordered J.P.D. to voluntarily
commit himsdf Aat CSC Long Term, Killeen, TX for 30 days@ The juvenile court made no findings that
J.P.D. could not be provided the qudity of care and level of support and supervision necessary to meet the
conditions of probation in his home. See Tex. Fam. Code Ann. * 54.04(c) (West 2002). On apped,
JP.D. doesnot challenge the court=s adjudication judgment. He challenges only the condition of probation
that requireshim to commit himself to the CSC facility. He, however, hasaready completed his30 daysat

the facility.

DISCUSSION
Because J.P.D. concedes in his appellate brief that he has aready completed his 30-day
confinement in the juvenile facility, we must first address whether his issue on apped is now moot. In

general, a case becomes moot Awhen the issues presented are no longer >lives or the partieslack alegaly

1 JP.D. confessed to scratching into the paint of his high school principal:s car aracia epithet and
the letters AKK K (i as well as damaging the principa-s mailbox.



cognizable interest in the outcome@ Murphy v. Hunt, 455 U.S. 478, 481 (1982) (quoting United States
Parole Commnen v. Geraghty, 445 U.S. 388, 396 (1980); Powell v. McCormack, 395 U.S. 486, 496
(1969)) (internd quotations omitted). Under this generd rule, it isevident that once J.P.D. completed his
30-day commitment inthejuvenilefacility, hisdam that thejuvenile court erred inimposing such acondition
to his probation was moot. Theissueis no longer live because there is no decison that this Court could
render regarding the juvenile courts decison that would have any effect. 1d. at 481-82; Bennet v. Sate,
818 SW.2d 199, 200 (Tex. App.CHouston [14th Dist.] 1991, no pet.).

JP.D. maintainsthat hisissue falswithin the two exceptions to the mootness doctrine: (1)
capable of repetition yet evading review and (2) collateral consequences. General Land Office v. Oxy
U.SA. Inc., 789 SW.2d 569, 571 (Tex. 1990). TheAcapable of repetition yet evading review( excgation
applieswhen A(1) the challenged action wasin itsduration too short to befully litigated prior toitscessation
or expiration, and (2) there was a reasonable expectation that the same complaining party would be
subjected to the same action again.f| Weinsteinv. Bradford, 423 U.S. 147, 149 (1975). In other words,
to stisfy the Weinstein test, JP.D. would have to show that there is a reasonable expectation or a
demondrated probability that the same controversy will recur involving the same parties. Murphy, 455
U.S. a 482. A meretheoreticd possibility isnot sufficient to satisfy thetest. 1d. Although JP.D. argues
that his 30-day confinement was such a short duration that it could not be fully litigated prior to its
expiration, onthisrecord, J.P.D. has not demonstrated that thereis areasonabl e expectation that hewould
be subjected to the same action again. Indeed, it appears from the record that J.P.D. is now seventeen

yearsold. Whileit is possble that JP.D. might have to appear before the juvenile court again before his



elghteenth birthday, he has not shown that this possibility risesto the level of areasonable expectation or a
demongtrated probability. He thus has faled to prove that he fals within the Acapable of repetition yet
evading reviewfl exception to the mootness doctrine.

The collateral consegquences exception pertainsto severdly prgudicid events, the effecsof
which continueto stigmatize helpless or hated individuaslong after the uncondtitutiond judgment has ceased
to operate. Statev. Lodge, 608 SW.2d 910, 912 (Tex. 1980); Soring Branch1.SD. v. Reynolds, 764
Sw.2d 16, 19 (Tex. App.CHouston [1st Dist.] 1988, no writ). JP.D. cites Carrillo v. State, 480
SW.2d 612 (Tex. 1972), for support in arguing that his apped fals within the collatera consequences
exception to the mootness doctrine. In Carrillo, thejuvenile had served his sentence and was discharged
from probation while hiscasewas on apped. The supreme court held that Carrillo-s case was nevertheless
not moot because Aa mnor should have the right to clear himself by gpped and this right should not
disappear when the sentence givenis so short that it expires before the gppel late processis completed. 1d.
a 617. The court further noted that adjudications carry Addeterious collaterd effects and legd
consequences in addition to any stigma attached to being adjudged ajuvenile ddinquent.; 1d. Thecourt,
therefore, concluded that Carrillo-sapped fell within the collatera consequences exception to the mootness
doctrine. 1d.

A sgnificant digtinction between Carrillo and thiscaseisthat J.P.D. has not gppeded his
adjudication. Indeed, he pleaded true to the dlegations againgt him. Thus, any collatera consequences
associated with his adjudi cation would not be affected were we to conclude that the juvenile court erred in

assessing punishment. Moreover, we cannot say that J.P.D.=s sentence carries collateral consequencesthat



are any different or more deleterious than those flowing from his adjudication as a delinquent. Thus, we
conclude that J.P.D.=s gpped of the digposition order does not fall within the collatera consequences
exception to the mootness doctrine.

Ordinarily, when a case becomes moot, the appel late court must dismissthe cause, not just
the gppeal. Cityof Garland v. Louton, 691 SW.2d 603, 605 (Tex. 1985). Inthisappeal, however, we
are not presented with the issue of whether the entire cause is moot. Rather, we conclude that the single

issue presented by the gppdlant is moot. Therefore, we dismissthis appea as moot.

CONCLUSION
Having concluded that JP.D.zs gpped of the juvenile courts digposition order is moot
because he has completed his 30-day confinement and the gppea does not fal under ether of the two

exceptions to the mootness doctrine, we dismiss this apped as moot.

W. Kenneth Law, Chief Judtice
Before Chief Justice Law, Justices B. A. Smith and Puryear
Dismissed as Moot
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