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SUMMARY

The Oregon Court of Appeals held that an appeal from a juvenile court jurisdiction judgment was not
moot even though the juvenile court later dismissed jurisdiction, because the findings could affect
future DHS investigations and carry social stigma. On the merits, the court affirmed the juvenile
court's finding that father's domestic violence against mother created a current risk of harm to the

children, supporting jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the appeal is moot after the juvenile court dismissed jurisdiction.



2. Whether the juvenile court erred in taking jurisdiction over the children based on father's domestic

violence, specifically whether the state proved a current risk of harm to the children.

HOLDINGS

1. The appeal is not moot because the juvenile court's finding of jurisdiction has collateral consequences,
including effect on father's DHS record and social stigma, which together establish sufficient practical

effects on the parties' rights.

2. The juvenile court's finding of jurisdiction was appropriate because there was evidence to support the

finding that father's domestic violence created a current risk of harm to the children.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As to both petitions, there is no reasonable doubt in my mind that [father] has been a perpetrator of
domestic violence against [mother], and that he’s done it often, and that it was both physical and verbal. And
I do find that it endangers the welfare of both these children.” (651)

“I really have to say [father] that your testimony is very convincing as to the opposite of everything you say.
You have very specific recollections of everything except the important stuff. And then [mother], I see her as
someone who has been emotionally beat down by you, and Post Traumatic Stress, at least. That’s my ruling.”
(651)

“the [juvenile] court did not disturb the findings in its previous judgment asserting jurisdiction” (653)
“negatively affect” (653)
“equally — perhaps, more— significant” (653)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mother and father had a seven-year on-and-off relationship with frequent arguments. Mother reported domestic
violence on multiple occasions, including a December 2008 incident where father threw a diaper bag causing a
black eye. The couple had two children, aged four and seven weeks at the time of the jurisdiction hearing. At the
hearing, parents testified they had been separated for nearly four months with no plans to reunite, but the

juvenile court found father had committed domestic violence and that it endangered the children's welfare.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The juvenile court took jurisdiction over both children as to father based on domestic violence. Father appealed.
After submission, the juvenile court dismissed jurisdiction, and DHS moved to dismiss the appeal as moot. The

Court of Appeals denied the motion and affirmed on the merits.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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