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SUMMARY

The Oregon Court of Appeals affirmed an involuntary commitment judgment under the expanded
criteria for persons with chronic mental illness. The court held that prior commitments under the
expanded criteria may qualify as prior hospitalizations for purposes of former ORS 426.005(1)(f)(C)
(ii). The court also held that the evidence was sufficient to establish substantially similar symptoms

and a reasonable medical probability of deterioration without treatment.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Appeal from a judgment involuntarily committing appellant for 180
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether prior hospitalizations resulting from commitments under the expanded chronic-mental-illness
criteria may satisfy the requirement in former ORS 426.005(1)(f)(C)(ii) that the person was twice placed
in a hospital or approved inpatient facility within the previous three years.

2. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to establish that appellant was exhibiting symptoms or
behavior substantially similar to those preceding and leading to prior commitments under former ORS
426.005(1)(F)(C)(iii).

3. Whether the evidence was legally sufficient to establish that, without treatment, appellant would

continue, to a reasonable medical probability, to deteriorate until becoming dangerous to himself or
others or unable to meet his basic needs under former ORS 426.005(1)(f)(C)(iv).

HOLDINGS

1. Hospitalizations resulting from prior commitments under the expanded criteria of former ORS
426.005(1)(f)(C) may satisfy the requirement in former ORS 426.005(1)(f)(C)(ii) that the person was

twice placed in a hospital or approved inpatient facility within the previous three years.

2. The evidence was legally sufficient to permit a rational factfinder to find by clear and convincing
evidence that appellant exhibited symptoms substantially similar to those preceding his prior
commitments and would, without treatment, deteriorate to become dangerous to himself or others or

unable to meet his basic needs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the language of the statute is plain, we conclude that previous commitments under the expanded
criteria may meet the requirements of former ORS 426.005(1)(f)(C)(ii).” (350 Or. App. at 216)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Appellant, a sixty-six-year-old veteran with schizoaffective disorder, drove to a police station, appeared
confused and agitated, approached a behavioral-health specialist in a threatening posture, clenched his fists, and
stated, "I'll kill you all." He was hospitalized and had also been committed in December 2022, May 2023, and
February 2024. Mental-health witnesses testified that his current disorganization, delusions, and agitation
substantially resembled symptoms preceding his earlier commitments and that, without treatment, he would
deteriorate to the point of becoming dangerous to others or unable to meet his basic needs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Clackamas County Circuit Court found by clear and convincing evidence that appellant satisfied the
expanded criteria for involuntary commitment and entered a 180-day commitment judgment. Appellant argued

on appeal that prior commitments under the expanded criteria could not count toward the statute's requirement of



two prior hospitalizations and that the evidence did not establish the statutory similarity and deterioration

requirements. The Oregon Court of Appeals rejected both arguments and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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