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OPINION


THE COURT*

APPEAL from a judgment of the Superior Court of Stanislaus County.  Shawn D. Bessey, Judge.


Arthur L. Bowie, under appointment by the Court of Appeal, for Defendant and Appellant.


Kamala D. Harris, Attorney General, Dane R. Gillette, Chief Assistant Attorney General, Michael P. Farrell, Assistant Attorney General, Carlos A. Martinez and Kelly K. LeBel, Deputy Attorneys General, for Plaintiff and Respondent.

-ooOoo-

Minor Andrew T. admitted committing misdemeanor assault likely to produce great bodily injury (Pen. Code, § 245, subd. (a)(4)).  The juvenile court granted probation without wardship pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code section 725, subdivision (a).

On appeal, he contends (1) the juvenile court lacked the statutory authority to impose a search condition and (2) even if the court had authority, it abused its discretion by imposing the search condition in this case.  During the pendency of this appeal, however, Andrew successfully completed his probation and the court terminated its jurisdiction.  Therefore, Andrew is no longer subject to the probation condition.  Consequently his challenge to the probation condition is moot.

“‘[A]n action that originally was based on a justiciable controversy cannot be maintained on appeal if all the questions have become moot by subsequent acts or events. A reversal in such a case would be without practical effect, and the appeal will therefore be dismissed.’”  (In re Dani R. (2001) 89 Cal.App.4th 402, 404.)
DISPOSITION


On its own motion, and with the parties’ agreement, this court takes judicial notice (Evid. Code, § 459) of the minute orders filed in In re Andrew T., Stanislaus County Superior Court Case No. 513599, on August 7, 2014, and November 3, 2014.

The appeal is dismissed as moot.
* 	Before Cornell, Acting P.J., Kane, J. and Franson, J.
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