
BEFORE THE OFFICE OF ADMIN ISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
STATE OF OREGON 

for the 
BOARD OF CHIROPRACTIC EXAM INE RS 

IN TH E MATTER OF: 

SHA WN MAIllE ARBOR, DC 

) FINAL ORDER 
) 
) OAH Case Nos. 20 16-A BC-00 155,20 16-
) ABC-00 159 
) Agency Case No. 20 16-5007 
) 

HI STORY OF THE CASE 

On Jul y 8, 20 16, the Board o f Chi ropracti c Examiners (Board) issued a Notice of 
Emergency Suspension to Shawn Mari e Arbor, DC (Licensee) . On September 29, 20 16, Attorney 
Greg Veralrud requested a hea ring on Licensee's behalf. On November 22,20 16, the Board issued 
a Noti ce o f Proposed Discipline (Revocation) to Licensee. Mr. Veralrud requested a hearing on 
Dr. Arbor' s behalf on December 7, 2016. The Board filed its Amended Notice on October 19, 
20 17.1 

On October 3, 20 16, the Board referred the hearing request on the emergency suspension 
to the Office of Administrative Hearings (OA I-I). The OAH init iall y assigned Senior 
Administrati ve Law Judge (ALl) Monica Whitaker to preside at hearing, and sched uled a 
prehearing conference for October 13,20 16. A fter Licensee requested a hearing on the revocation 
notice, that case was also referred to the OA I-I and the matters were conso lidated. The cases were 
reassigned to A Ll Rick Barber, who convened a prehearing conference on December 7, 2016. 
After two postponements,z the hearing was ultimate ly schedu led for ovember 20-22, 20 17. 

Hearin g was held as scheduled on ovember 20 and 2 1,20 17, in Salem, Oregon. Licensee 
appeared and was represented by attorneys Frank Moscato and Ad ina Matasaru . Sen ior Ass istant 
Attorney General Lori Lindley represented the Board. The following witnesses testifi ed on beha lf 
of the Board: Board Investi gator George Finch; Fran Ferd er, Ph.D. ; Frank Prideaux, DC; and Lane 
County Sheriff s Detecti ve Greg Jones. The fo llowing witnesses testified on beha lf of Licensee: 
Licensee; Lyn Arbor; Paul Conti , MD; N icole Ivey, LCSW; Cynth ia Stokes, Psy. D.; and Pastor 
Steve Overman. T he final evidence was presented on November 2 1, 20 17, but the record was held 
open for closi ng argument. On November 28, 20 17, the parties reconvened by telephone for 

I The Board amended its NOI ice on October 19. 201 7, and Dr. Arbor. through her attorney Frank Moscato. 
filed an Amended Answer and hearing req uest on ovember 6, 201 7. 

2 Hearing was initially scheduled for April 27 and 28, 201 7, and then reschedul ed for August 21-22, 201 7. 
Because of the expected traffic issues created by Ihe August 201 7 ec lipse, the parties jointly requested a 
reset of the hea ring for November 20-22,201 7. 
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closing ora l argument. Following ora l argument , the hearing record closed. 

Motions to Str·ike. During oral argument on November 28,20 17, Licensee raised several 
motions to strike, specificall y with regard to paragraphs six through nine of the Amended Noti ce. 
With regard to a ll but paragraph nine, the motions were based upon factual matters that are 
contested and ultimate ly addressed in the evidence in the case. Those motions were denied. In 
paragraph nine, it became apparent that the Board's citati on to the "costs" section of the statute 
was incorrect in the Amended Notice. The statute was corrected to ORS 684. 1 00(9)(g), and the 
amendment was accepted by both sides by interlineation. 

AU Barber issued a Proposed Order on February 6, 2018. In the Proposed Order, AU 
Barber notified Licensee that exceptions were due within 10 days of the Proposed Order being 
issued. On February 16, 20 \ 8, Licensee fi led timely exceptions. The Board considered those 
exceptions and incorporated any changes they fe lt were appropriate in thi s order. On May 24, 
201 8, the Board voted to issue thi s Amended Proposed Order. 

rSSUES 

1. Whether Licensee's actions on July I, 2016 constituted a dange r to a patient or to 
the public suffi cient to justify the emergency suspension of her chiropractic li cense, pursuant to 
ORS 183 .430(2). 

2. Whether Licensee's actions on July I, 20 16 constituted a vio lation of ORS 
684.100(1 )(d), a conviction of a felony or misdemeanor invo lving moral turpitude. 

3. Whether Licensee's actions on July I, 201 6 constituted a violation of OAR 81 1-
03S-00 15(6), intentionally causing physical or emotional injury to a patient. 

4. Whether Licensee's actions on July 1, 2016 constituted unprofessional conduct and 
gross incompetency or gross negligence such that her chiropractic license should be revoked 
pursuant to ORS 684. 100. 

5. Whether Licensee must pay the costs of the proceeding, pursuant to ORS 684. 1 00(9)(g). 

EVIDENTIARY RULlNGS 

Exhibits A I through A20 were offered by the Board and received into evidence. Licensee's 
object ions to Exhibits A I, A2, A3, ASa, A l 0, A I I through A 19 were overruled. Licensee 's 
Ex hi bits L1 through L9 were admitted into evidence without objection. 

The patties made one stipulation at hearing. The parti es agreed that Willi am B. Strek, MO, 
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is a psychiatri st in good standing and practices in the State of Oregon. 

FI DI NGS OF FACT 

I . Licensee has been licensed as a chiropractor in Oregon s ince 2002. the year she 
grad uated from Northwest Co ll ege of Chiropractic in Minnesota. She rece ived her undergraduate 
degree in Horti culture from the University of Massachusetts in 1996. Cf est. of Licensee). 

2. Licensee married her wife , Ly n Arbor, in Ju ly 2004. She had met her about 12 
yea rs earli er, in Ari zona. Lyn3 has been lega ll y blind since age ten. Lyn has Bachelors and Masters 
degrees in soc ia l work and worked in that fi eld for many years before becoming a licensed massage 
therapi st. She also received a Chiropractic Assistant certification in Oregon so she could work in 
Licensee' s clinic . Lyn worked in Licensee' s clin ic until she again retired in 2009. (Test. of 
Licensee, Lyn) . 

3. Lyn is one of Licensee ' s patients, al though her treatments are usually infreq uent. 
Prior to July 1, 20 16, Licensee had last provided a chi ropractic treatment to Lyn in April 20 16. 
(Test. of Licensee, Lyn) . 

4. In November 20 15, Licensee trave led to Arizona for a conference ca ll ed "Celebrate 
You r Life." The course was not a conti nu ing education (CE) course for her licensure. Licensee 
went to the "Celebrate" course for her own persona l growth and wi th the hopes of reconnecting 
with Sue Morter, D.C. , a previous mentor, and meeting some of the headlining speakcrs, such as 
Dr. Wayne Dyer (who was sched uled to speak but di ed j ust before the conference). Licensee 
attended severa l sessions at the conference and, while waiting in line to meet one of the speakers, 
fell into conversation with a se lf-proc laimed healer named Althea Gray. (Test. of Licensee). 

5. In that conversati on, Gray to ld Licensee that she had a technique to help Licensee 
align her "chak ras,,,4 and offered to a li gn Licensee ' s chakras . Gray call ed her treatment the "go ld 
treatment.·' Gray used a pendulum and a board for the gold treatment. Licensee felt no different 
after the treatment and got back in line to meet the speaker. She did not speak to Gray again during 
that conference. (Test. of Licensee). 

6. After returning back home, Licensee noticed that a lifelong fear of the dark had 
di sappeared . Licensee wondered if thi s change was due to Gray's chakra a lignment and became 
interested in knowing more about Gray and her go ld treatments. Licensee contacted Gray to see 
if the chakra al ignment was what had eliminated her fear o f the dark, and Gray told her it had. 
Gray offered to teach Licensee how to perform the go ld treatments herse l f, and invited Licensee 
to a February 20 16 workshop she would be lead ing in Tucson. Licensee decided to attend. She 
and Lyn traveled to Arizona toget her, but on ly Licensee went to Gray ' s workshop whi le Lyn 

) The ALJ referred to Licensee' s wife as Lyn througholltto different iate between her and Licensee. 
4 The "chakras" are considered the centers of spi ritua l power withi n a person, usual ly seven in number. 
accord ing to some eastern re ligions. Gray contends there are 16 chakras. (Ex. A I I). 
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visited with fri ends and fa mil y. Crcst. of Licensee). 

7. In June 20 17,5 Board investigators printed off portions o f Althea Gray's website. 
Her website at that time described the "Gold Treatment" as follows: 

I invented thi s system of Healing, to increase the amount of LIGHT in the wo rld 
and in the ind ividua l. It is my hope that by doing thi s, we will experience more 
peace and love. 

This is a one-hour treatment that adds LIGHT to your consciousness, phys ical and 
subtle bodies, 16 chakras, and 12 different di mensions. 

The result of this is a Bovis change (the chart that measures LIG HT) to one mi llion 
plus. The average pe rson is only 14,000! 

The sess ion includes red co rd cutting in 12 different dimensions and in 16 chakras. 
Cords create negative ti es to people and ci rcumstances. They also create blocks. 

Benefits : Peace of Mind, resistance to Dark Forces, receptive to hi gher knowledge 
(you will understand more), increase in intu ition, mo re receptive to prosperity, 
improves life. 

Albert Einste in and N icola Tes la said that everything is frequency. If yo u can 
match the frequency, yo u can be there. 
Light = Energy = Frequency = Light 

Profess ional Clearings incl ude a Gold Treatment 

Cost: $ 190 

(Ex. A II at 4-5). When Gray worked with Licensee to teac h her the gold treatment, she tried to 
convince Licensee that she cou ld use thi s technique in her chi ropracti c practice and to ld her she 
could make a lot of money in the process. Licensee told Gray that she was learning the technique 
for herself and was not go ing to inco rporate it into her practice . (Test. of Licensee). 

8. At the workshop, Gray taught Licensee and eleven other students how to perform 
the go ld treatment, using a pendulum he ld over an 8" by II " chart of the human body showi ng the 
chakras. Plac ing a small (4-inch) copper ring over the chakra on the chart, Gray trained Licensee 
to use the pendulum to answer yes/no quest ions. Licensee purchased a dowsing board , simi lar to 
what is known as a Ouija board , wi th letters and yes/no spaces, the rings, and the go ld vials. When 
Licensee returned home, she aligned her chakras using the go ld treatment at least weekly. She 
began using the go ld treatment on Lyn, to a lign her chakras. (Test. of Licensee) . 

9. In addi ti on to the equ ipment Licensee purchased from Gray to perform the go ld 

5 Although the website was copied some ti me later than Ihe July I, 201 6 events, the A LJ concluded Ihal 
Gray's "gold treatment" descri ption was probably roughly the same. 
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treatment, Licensee also purchased larger rings (a pproximately 22 inches in d iameter), a long with 
e lectri ca l am pli fie rs for the rings. The purpose o f the larger rings was to neutrali ze electromagnet ic 
rays emanat ing from computers that Gray perce ived was harmfu l. Licensee took one of the large 
rings to her office and put it underneath her computer desk. Other than the ri ng under her 
computer, Licensee did not take any of the items purchased from Gray to her office, and did not 
use the go ld treatment on any pat ient except Lyn, at home. Licensee did not use the go ld treatment 
on Lyn as a ch iropractic treatment. Crest. o f Licensee). 

10. A lthough the first attempts to treat Lyn with the go ld treatment were not effecti ve, 
by February or March 20 16 Lyn all egedl y began to see visions of co lorful fornl s. Sometime 
between March and June 20 16,6 Lyn began to have different visions, comforting images of people, 
angels, Jesus, and others. Based upon her descri ption of the individuals she saw in her visions and 
shared with L icensee, Licensee bel ieved Lyn was communicating with Licensee ' s prev iously 
deceased famil y members, such as her father, grandfather, and uncle. The people she saw in the 
visions were silent. (Test. of Licensee, Lyn). 

II . Licensee could not see these visions but, at Lyn's urging, used the dowsing board 
and pendulu m to determine whether the persons in Lyn 's visions were sending messages to 
Licensee and Lyn. Us ing the dowsing board, Licensee received spelled-out messages from, she 
beli eved, the people Lyn was see ing in her visions. On Father's Day, when Lyn had a vision of 
Licensee's deceased father, Licensee decided to use the pendulum and dowsi ng board to ask if it 
was actuall y her father. The message she a ll egedly received back indicated it was her fathe r. Crest. 
of Licensee). 

12. During the period in which the frequency ofLyn's visions was increas ing, Licensee 
te lephoned Althea Gray to see i I' what they were experi encing was normal or expected. Gray to ld 
her that the events were nonnal, and that it appeared Lyn might be one of the next great healers. 
Gray encouraged them to conti nue. (Test. of Licensee). 

13. Between Father's Day and July I , 20 16, Lyn had dai ly vIsions. From about 
Tuesday, June 28, and Jul y 1, 20 16, neither Licensee nor Lyn slept very well because of the visions 
and because they were caring for their sick dog. Earl y that afternoon, Lyn stalted havi ng continual 
visions of fam il y members who had prev iously deceased , including even favorite pets. Then, in 
the mid-aft ernoon, Lyn told Licensee that she allegedl y saw Licensee's mother meeting Jesus, 
Jesus's mother Mary and the angels in heaven. As she described th is scene to Licensee, Licensee 
began to cry because she thought her mother (who has th ree fornl s of cancer) had died. Then Lyn 
a ll egedly had a vi sion of Licensee's grandmother also dying, followed by Licensee ' s stepfather 
taking his own life because he did not want to li ve without hi s wife. (Test. of Licensee, Lyn). 

14. Then, in the vision, Lyn could alleged ly see Jesus and the angels looking at Lyn 
and Licensee with a welcoming look. Us ing the dowsing pendulum, the beings in the vision 

6 The exact date is unclear because of varied answers in the record . Dr. Strek recorded that Lyn began 
having "happy visions" when Licensee returned from Gray's conference. (Ex. A 15 at 2). Licensee testified 
th at Lyn did not ex perience anything from the gold treatment unti l after May, and began to have spec ific 
visions around Father's Day (June 19, 20 16). (Test. of Licensee). Other dates, such as Apri l 2016, are also 
mentioned as when Lyn started having her vis ions. 
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allegedly told Licensee and Lyn thaI the world was coming to an end and that they should "ascend" 
before the end so that Lyn' s vision would be restored and they could return with Jesus to the earth 
to start over. To do thi s, Jesus sa id , they must "pass over.·' They were instructed to stand in the 
midd le of the 22- inch rings and told they wo uld pass over. Licensee and Lyn drove from thei r 
home to the offi ce to retri eve the ring she had left there, and later returned to the ir home to cont inue 
using the dowsing pendulum and fu rther thei r plan to " pass over. '· When the power of the rings 
did not fac ilitate their ascension, Lyn sawall of them in the vision beckoning them to pass over. 
Licensee went back to dowsing fo r a message. The archangel Raphael al legedl y entered Lyn's 
vision and told them that Licensee should end Lyn's life, then kill their two dogs, and then take 
her own life. He all egedly to ld them to hurry as the world was about to end . He to ld them that 
they had seven minutes before the worl d ended, and that the process of "passing over" wo uld be 
painless. (Test. of Licensee, Lyn). 

15. Lyn co llects kni ves and uses them for wh ittling projects. She told Licensee where 
to find a knife and Licensee collected one from that location. Then, lying on the bed, Lyn and 
Licensee guided the knife to the right side of Lyn's neck and began to sli ce her neck. The knife 
had a serrated blade and using it caused pain fo r Lyn. Lyn told Licensee to stop and instructed her 
to get a different knife from the li ving room-one without a serrated blade. Then both of them 
pressed the second knife into the left side of Lyn's neck. The knife nicked an artery, causing a 
large blood flow. It was only then that the blood shocked Licensee into recognizing the damage 
she was causi ng. (Test. of Licensee) . 

16. Even after bei ng shocked by the blood, they were not sure whether they were do ing 
the ri ght thing to stop the process of "passing over." Licensee tried call ing her grandmother and 
could not reach her. She then ca ll ed her stepfather, who answered the phone. Licensee asked him 
ifhe was all ri ght, and whether her mother was sti ll ali ve. When her stepfather told her that both 
of them were fi ne, Licensee hung up and onl y then did she call 911. While wai ting for the 
paranledics and po lice, Licensee used towels to keep pressure on Lyn' s neck wounds. (Test. of 
Licensee; Ex. AS). 

17. The paramedics and police arri ved shortly, thereafter with guns drawn. The pol ice 
told Licensee to move away from Lyn and the paramedics took over care. Licensee was arrested 
and placed in the back of a patrol car whi le the onsite investi gation and med ica l treatment to Lyn 
continued. Licensee was then transported to the Lane County Jai l. (Ex . AS; Test. of Licensee). 

18. The EMTs transported Lyn by ambulance to Ri verbend Hospital, where she 
underwent emergency surgery to close the knife wounds. Lyn was in hospital for eleven days, at 
least part of that extended time being based on the doctors' perception that she was a suicide ri sk. 
(Exs. A 14-A 18). At the end of the eleven days, Lyn was released to her daughter and taken to 
Arizona. (Test. of Lyn). Licensee was not al lowed to have any contact with Lyn for over fo ur 
months, pursuant to the no contact/restraining order in effecti ve within the criminal case (Test . of 
Licensee, Lyn) . 

19. Licensee was arrested on July 1,2016, and taken to the Lane County Jail where she 
remained for app roximately ten days. The original charge was Attempted Manslaughter in the 
Second Degree Constituting Domestic Vio lence. She was cooperative with the deputi es and jail 
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staff, although she had some medical issues when she was precluded fro m taking an anti-hi stamine 
medication. When she was released fro m the jai l, she was not allowed to have any contact with 
Lyn. She did not want to go back to their home because of the Ju ly I events, so she stayed with a 
cousin in Springfield . (Test. of Licensee). 

20. On Ju ly 8, 20 16, the Board re viewed the circumstances of the actions com mitted 
on July I , and voted to suspend Licensee's chiropracti c license on an emergency basis. (Doc. P I). 
Licensee req uested a hearing on the emergency suspension order. (Doc. P2). 

2 1. On August 29, 20 16, Cynthia Stokes Psy.D. evaluated Licensee, at her atto rney 's 
request, to determine her fitness to aid and assist her attorney in her criminal defense. Dr. Stokes 
admin istered the MMPI and other tests, and interviewed Licensee and her mother. Dr. Stokes 
fo und that Licensee was able to aid and assist her at1orney, concluding: 

Dr. Arbor does not have mental di sease or defect. She does not have a substance 
abuse disorder or a persona lity di sorder. At and aro und the time of her all eged 
criminal act ions, she does appear to have been seeking al ternative healing methods 
that spiral ed out of control , resulting in a period of ti me when both she and her 
spouse believed they were receiving messages from angels and God, much of which 
was validated by at least one outside ind ividual who had taught Dr. Arbor the 
methods by which they were rece ivi ng such and who claimed to have knowledge 
of such experiences herse lf. Their mutual engagement in these practi ces fed the 
frenzy and the validation que ll ed Dr. Arbor's doubts. Dr. Arbor could be said to 
have been sufferi ng Ii'om a brief, possibly shared psychosis in which she held the 
delusional belief that she and her spouse cou ld and did receive conunun ication fro m 
God, ange ls and the spiritual plane . Dr. Arbor does not currently bel ieve that what 
she gleaned from that experience was reality based so it would appear she is no 
longer affected by such. As the DSM does nol really address spiritual matters 
unless they are outside the mainstream of one's cultural and religious beliefs and 
therefore may be considered delusional, j have offered Brief Psychotic Disorder as 
a Provisional diagnosis to indicate that this is likely the case in this instance but 
more validating information is needed. (I was unab le to reach Dr. Arbor" s spouse 
by phone). Of note, according to the National Alliance of Mental Health , abo ut 
three in 100 people wi ll have a psychotic experience in their li fet ime. 

DSM-5, Diagnostic Im pression At the Ti me of the Alleged Offense 
Brief Psychotic Disorder, Provisional 
Re ligious, or Spiritua l Prob lems, suspension of li cense, invo lvement with 
the legal system, estrangement from spouse 

(Ex. A 7 at 10-11 ; emphasis added). 

22. On September 13,2016, Licensee began see ing Nicole ]vey, LCSW, for regular 
counseling, which is ongo ing. (Ex . L2; Test. of Licensee). Among other matters, Licensee and 
lvey discussed the possib le role of tox ic mold in causing Licensee's actions on Jul y 1, 2016. (Ex. 
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L2 at I, 12, 22). 

23. On November 10, 20 16, Licensee pled gui lty to Attempt to Comm it a C lass A 
Felony (Assault), which is a C lass B felony. (Ex. L 7). She was sentenced to 36 months of 
supervised probation, ten days of jail time (with credit for time served). She was precluded from 
contacting Althea Gray, and also precluded from having any offensive contact with Lyn, although 
the restraining order was removed. (Ex. A8). Before the plea bargain , the district attorney rai sed 
the severity of the charge fro m a misdemeanor to a C lass B felony because the DA did not want 
the charge to be eligible for expunction in the fu ture . (Test. of Licensee; Ex. L9 at 7 1). 

24. On November 22,20 16, the Board issued Licensee a Noti ce of Proposed Disc ipline 
(Revocation). (Doc. P8). Licensee timely requested a hearing. (Doc. P9). 

25. On December 19, 20 16, Licensee met with Board investi gators George Finch and 
Frank Prideaux, D.C., for an interv iew pursuant to the Board' s investi gation. Licensee presented 
the events lead ing up to the actions against Lyn on Jul y I, 20 16. At the time of the interview, 
Licensee and Lyn believed that their hall ucinations or visions were caused by toxic mold: 

Dr. ARBOR: They [the sessions with Althea Gray 1 were a ll on the phone, yes. But 
something else was happening during this time that was going on in my home, and 
this is more the part that is - it 's like the key of it all. A nd that is, is that my home 
had toxic mold in it, unknown to us. So when I - Lyn started to have visions, after 
several months of doi ng these medi tations maybe a few times a week. 

(Ex. L9 at 39; emphasis added). She continued: 

Well , here 's how th is works. Yes, we have report and 1 can give you that report. 
The toxic mold was discovered through a differential diagnosis with Lyn while she 
was in the hospital. ' Then it was tested , fou nd and treated , and that 's why we never 
went back to the house, because the house was considered toxic. And Dr. Stokes 
knew about the tox ic mold as wel l, when I had my psychological evaluation. 

And when I was in jail and 1 was away from the house, some of the symptoms I 
was having were di ssipat ing, which was surprising to me. J was having respiratory 
Issues. 

* * * * * 

So the [oxic mold was considered halluCinogenic, and that 's the reason why we 
were hallucinating, incl uding the ange ls, and why we didn ' t know it was because I 
kept reaching out to only Althea Gray who kept say ing, no, it 's part of your go ld 

7 There is no indication in Lyn's med ica l records, which the Board subpoenaed and prov ided as exhibits, 
ind icating a differential diagnosis of toxic mold exposure. If the hospital is where the tox ic mo ld theory 
began, it must have been based on an oIT-the-record comment by someone at the hospital. 
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treatment. You're fine. 

(Jd. at 40-4 1; emphasis added). Licensee did not find out about the possibility o f toxic mold until 
her release from jail : 

I didn't know about the toxic mold until after I was out of j ail. So that was found 
out much later. It wasn' t something I visibly saw in the house. It wasn' t anyth ing 
I smelled in the house. I don ' t have good sme ll because I have chronic mastoiditi s. 

So it was undiagnosed, and di scovered th rough the investigation to probably be the 
cause of something so bizarre and unusual as to what happened . Because what 
happened was, we had ended up wi th thi s idea - I mean , the weeks before, where 
you start to read abo ut the little book with the little writing in it - I don't know if 
yo u saw the police report. Did you see that? 

MR. FINC H: No. 

DR. ARBOR: There was dowsing with alphabetica l dowsing going on, wh ich 
happened after Father's Day, so for about ten days before the arrest, and while I' m 
assuming we were quite heavil y induced by the toxic mold. The reason the mold 
got wo rse is probably thi s. My dog was sick, we were sleep-deprived which, Lyn 
and I were both staying up taking care of the dog, taking turns with that. And we 
brought the humidity up in the room for hi s needs. 

And in do ing so, we probably made the mold that much more tox ic. So, on the day 
that I was arrested, we wo ke up that morning - it was a Friday. Aside from the fact 
that Lyn could see angels coming and going in her vision, for which we had asked , 
is thi s okay? There was nothing - it looked like angelic angels to her, nothing 
fearfu l, nothing aggressive. They didn 't speak to her. They were si mpl y in her 
vISIon. 

But I had a pendulum at that point and I had a board, that" s something like a Ouija 
board, and I was using the pendulum to show me the alphabet, and it bas icall y was 
starting to say, hey, thi s is archangel Michae l. This is archangel Urie l. 

MR. PRIDEAUX : You were seeing thi s? 

DR. ARBOR: I was not seeing it. I never had a vision. Lyn was see ing it. And 
she'd say, there's an angel here and it looks like it has a message it 's wavi ng at me. 
Can you use your pendulum to see if there ' s a message here? 

I sa id , sure . So, I dowsed for that message, and it would be something coming 
through one letter at a time, and Lyn and I would try to guess at what it was saying. 
We never had done anything like that, but we were try ing it because the angels were 
in fro nt of her vision. And they had said that there was - there was no verbi age, no 
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plan to enact anything or anaggressive, violent, sui cidal nature. 

(/d. at 42-44; emphas is added). 

Licensee provided the Board some tests she had paid for in relati on to the tox ic mold 
defense. Licensee reported persona ll y collecting samples from areas around her home and sending 
those samples to an out o f state laboratory for testing. Licensee acknowledged, and the Board 
confirmed, that the laboratory had not confirmed the source of the materials tested . (Test. of 
Licensee) 

26. In the Board ' s interview with Lyn Arbor, Lyn stated that "she was missing her 
chiropractor ri ght now very much" and that other pati ents were mi ss ing her services as well. (See 
interview of Lyn Arbor,December 19, 20 16, at Exhibit A 13, page 9). 

27. On May 10, 201 7, psychiatri st Paul Conti evaluated Licensee at her attorney's 
request and based on onl y a 2 hour assessment interview. He noted in hi s report : 

The assessment I will describe here is also a diagnostic narrat ive. Dr. Arbor's 
condition at the time of Lyn 's injuries could be described as a brief psychotic 
episode, or more accurate ly as a shared psychosis or foli e a deux. However, I do 
not believe that just listing a diagnosis is helpful in th is situation, either regarding 
overall understanding or fo r generation o f the type of prognosis that the Board 
would desire in mak ing a determinati on about licensure. In attempting to 
understand Dr. Arbor in a way that ultimately can lead to an explanatory 
assessment, I note that she has a long hi story of consistency, o f working hard and 
achieving, and o f behavi ng within soc ieta l ex pectations. As far as I can tell , she 
has li ved a life in which she, and she and her partner together, li ve producti vely in 
the community, and experi ence peaceful enjoyment of their li ves and home, 
However, given her low expressed emoti on and low effecti ve valence, she may 
have been susceptible to strong personalities and to the influence of their agendas. 
I would describe thi s as a form of suggestibility, where a person in her situati on can 
be "swept away"· by the enthusiasti c and strongly put assertions of others. There 
may also perhaps be an impulse for affili ati ve enthusiasm, and affiliative support. 
These are just conjectures, but I beli eve that some of the aforementioned were 
operative and that a perhaps latent ri sk o f susceptibil ity was acti vated after she met 
Althea Gray in February 20 16. 

* * * * * 
From Dr. Arbor' s first February 20 16 meeting with Ms. Gray, through to Jul y I, 

20 16, Dr. Arbor experienced an increasing investment in Ms. Gray's scientifica ll y 
invalid methods - such as " [Gold] Treatment" and "Chakra Alignment" ' - and 
conveyed these ideas to Lyn. Lyn had apparentl y had increasing severi ty of 
blindness over time, and her ability to even make out shapes seems to have been 
decreas ing. Lyn also had been experi encing increasing pain secondary to arthriti s. 
Lyn is reti red, and "spends all of her time at home" per Dr. Arbor. It seems that 

/l1 lhe Maller o/Shawl1 Marie Arbor, DC - OA N Case No. 20/6-11 BC-OO /55 
Page /00/27 



Lyn developed both cognlli ve and affective investments in the ideas be ing 
transmitted from Ms. Gray to Dr. Arbor, and from Dr. Arbor to Lyn. Lyn began to 
have " visions" in June 20 16, which could potenti all y be described as vivid visual 
ha llucinations, but in the context of blindness, it is unclear what was actually 
happening from the neurobiological perspective o f potential invo lvement o f the 
visual cO l1ex. What is clear is that Lyn fe lt that she was experi encing and seeing 
things in a way that she never has before. I again note that thi s was in the contex t 
of Lyn 's increasing bl indness, physical pain, social isolation, and outside-of-the-
home-stimuli isolation. The visions became stead il y stronger in terms of revea ling 
information about dead people important to Shawn and to Lyn. These visions were 
both interesting and comforting to both of them, fueli ng positive emotions in each 
of them and between them. This rei nforcement seems to have led to progressive 
suspension of di sbe l ief. So. emotion fueled the process forward. whi Ie suspension 
of di sbelief decreased the cognitive impediments to forward movement of a process 
of mutual self-de lusion. This, I believe, in the context of mutual reinforcement via 
strongly connected positive emotion and al so a lack of ex ternal validity checking, 
plus encouragement from Ms. Gray, led to mutual neurol ogica l processing changes. 
I bel ieve these changes li ke ly included excess neurotransmission in mesolimbic 
path ways, unmodulated or inadequately modulated by prefrontal inhibition, 
prefronta l error checking, or reversal learning pathways. The ultimate resu lt was a 
fo lie a deux- a mutual shared psychosis- in this case representing a potentia lly 
temporary state as opposed to new permanent traits in either one or both of them. 

(Ex. L3 at 4-5 ; emphasis in orig inal). After descri bing the "tool s" provided by Althea Gray and 
the increasi ng lack of sleep and proper nutrition, Dr. Conti continued: 

Although not religious, they began to weave together stories from their Christian 
education as youths-Shawn remembered very li tt le while Lyn remembered quite 
a lot. Lyn wo uld fill Shawn in on detai ls of the re ligious teachings, and together 
they formu lated an all-encompassing paradigm in which the tenants [sic] of the 
Christian belief system, including God, Jesus, Mary, apostles, and angels, 
communicated with them and told them things. It seems to me that Lyn became 
"al l in," which are the words used by Dr. Arbor, while Dr. Arbor maintained some 
doubts, primari ly around behaviors that could be dangerous. 

(ld. at 5). Dr. Conti then di scounted Licensee's mold theory: 

I believe that the attribution to mold has likely been fueled by both conscious and 
unconsc ious desires for explanation, and al so to decrease Shawn's fee lings of guilt, 
and that this explanation may have been advanced by others who feel that 
embrac ing it could be helpfu l to Shawn, either psychologica ll y or lega ll y. I a lso 
believe it has been advanced by a lack of understandi ng of the psychiatric factors 
which I believe provide a fu ll explanation for what has occurred. [n short , I do not 
be lieve that what occurred has anything whatsoever to do with mold , and I do not 
beli eve there is any scientific data whatsoever that would support th is assertion. 
However, the psychiatric assertions which I set fort h above are supported by my 
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educati on, training, and my experience with complex cases over the years. I do 
believe thi s is a complex case, because a complex seri es of events occurred in a 
person who may have had latent susceptibility to such a thing, although that 
susceptibil ity could theoreti ca lly have gone on for countless years without the 
advent o f any danger. I be lieve that Lyn's response, and her emoti ona l dri ve for 
reli ef from increas ing bl indness and increasing pain, was extremely important. I 
beli eve that thi s can only be unde rstood through understanding the two of them 
together. 

(ld. at 6; emphasis in original ). Dr. Conti testified that the stabbing of Lyn's neck was "an 
intentional act" but was "most certainly * * * not" an abusive act. (Test. of Cont i). He considered 
the events of Jul y I, 201 6 to be "very much an outlier," and recommended that Licensee's li cense 
be restored as long as she was receiving some level of mental hea lth care. (Jd. at 7). Dr. Conti 
met with Licensee once and interviewed her for 2 hours during that one meeting. He did not 
interview, evaluate, assess, or examine Lyn at any time. 

28. Dr. Fran Ferder, the Board's expert psycho logy witness reviewed Licensee's 
eva luations and records and also testifi ed that the mold defense was not valid. Dr. Ferder obse rved 
all the testimony of a ll the witnesses in the contested case. Dr. Ferder examined the records but 
never met wi th or evaluated Licensee. 

Dr. Ferder did some research on Althea Gray; reading the internet information and 
watching a couple of videos. She did not see any profess ional quali fications for any type of 
practice. Ms. Grey was a self-procla imed "shamanic type of healer," accord ing to Dr. Ferde r. She 
explained that a shaman is an ancient understanding of the healing presence, that many ancient 
tribes had used them in a somewhat quasi-rel igious function. Often they use an effort to remove 
dark forces or negative energy. (Test. of Ferder) . 

Dr. Ferder said del usions are part of the psychotic process and can be caused by outside 
sources. The majori ty of the time they are caused by psychological processes, often geneti call y 
based. She agreed with Dr. Conti that when something li ke this happens the people search for a 
why. (Test. of Ferder) 

She testifi ed that Dr. Conti 's diagnos is of Fo li e Est Deux did not include an interview or 
examination of Lyn Arbor and was missing some important informati on about Licensee. She 
explained Fo lie Est Deux as " madness of two." In her career, she had only seen three cases 
diagnosed that way. (Test. of Ferder). It 's now referred to as shared psychosis. If you see it, it 's 
usuall y a long standing bui ld up where one person has a hi story of psychological ill ness that is 
we ll documented. It al so requires that one is do minant and the other person involved is suggestible. 
Typically, the dominant person is the one wi th the psychotic thinki ng. (Test. ofFerder). Dr. Ferder 
pointed out that Dr. Conti was not aware that Licensee was previously sexuall y abused as a ch ild, 
nor that Lyn had a prior su icide attempt. Dr. Ferder was critical of Dr. Conti 's diagnosis that onl y 
included an assessment of Licensee and wi thout an in-person interview of Lyn Arbor. Because 
that diagnosis is so rare, it 's usua ll y made by a diagnosing team over a long period of time. Dr. 
Ferder said that Dr. Arbor seemed to be more passive of the individua ls so it didn ' t meet the classic 
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diagnosis. Dr. Ferder poi nted out that a prior suicide attempt by Lyn was not noted in Dr. Conti 's 
report. 

If Licensee had a hi story of being easil y convinced of someth ing or easily influenced by 
outside forces , Dr. Conti would then be concerned. Dr. Ferder found Licensee to have some of 
those characteri stics, based on her review of Licensee's hi sto ry and case and Licensee's testimony 
at hearing. Dr. Ferder read in her hi story that Licensee was a small child and fell down and said 
"Satan, don' t yo u ever do that to me again." Dr. Ferder stated that very earl y on, Licensee learned 
to attribute things that she wouldn ' t do normall y on her own to an outside source. 

She stated that Dr. Stokes' evaluation was fo r the purpose to assess if Licensee could ass ist 
in her crim inal defense. To assess her state of mind at that time. Dr. Ferder testified that Dr. 
Stokes ' report cannot be stretched to provide future prognos is of Licensee. Dr. Stokes did not do 
an assessment to determine if Licensee was dangerous or to provide a prognosis. It was not a 
report to determine safety of Licensee. Licensee to ld Dr. Stokes she had been abused by a neighbor 
boy as a ch ild . 

Dr. Ferder testified that in terms of planning the stabbing o f her wife, it took months for 
the plan to form , between Lyn hav ing delusions in April and the incident happening in July. It' s 
important because if it is diagnosed as a brief psychotic episode, the epi sode must last less than 30 
days. (Test. of Ferder). It 's diffi cult to discern when it started but it esca lated s lowly. 

Dr. Ferder testi fied that Licensee was suscepti ble and suggestible. She expla ined the 
concept of suggestibility and testified that Licensee was li kely manipulated by Lyn. Licensee was 
encouraged by Lyn to hurry up with the time, having a flurry of delusions of people that had passed 
on. Lyn was encouraging Licensee to carryon with what they had been directed to or what they 
dec ided to do. Dr. Ferder said the mold issue shows suggesti bi lity as well. Licensee was easil y 
influenced or quickly influenced to take a course of action she wouldn ' t otherwise do. 

Dr. Ferder didn ' t agree with Dr. Conti 's opinion that Licensee is safe to practi ce, for many 
reasons. She testi fied there are too many unanswered questions: that we know what happened but 
we don ' t know why it happened; we don ' t know why Licensee was so suggesti ble; we don' t know 
what the search was that Li censee was undergoing that made her so gullible and susceptible to 
Althea Gray to the point of stabbing her wife's neck twice. It wo uld be a dangerous approach to 
take. Dr. Ferder stated that Licensee hasn' t had a thorough enough evaluation. Dr. Conti 's report 
was very short, the family hi story is under three lines long and medical review of symptoms is four 
lines. It' s a very brief evaluation. It doesn' t address Licensee's parent 's di vorce, any childhood 
trauma (she had a broken back), Licensee ' s struggle coming out as a gay woman, nor her be ing 
assaulted by a co-worker whi le at work because she was gay. 

Dr. Ferder stated Licensee's current psychological treatment was cowlseling through an 
LCSW and Dr. Ferder wasn' t aware of what abi lity Ms. Ivey has to treat her correctl y. The notes 
are the same each time Licensee goes for cO Wlseling and Dr. Ferder didn ' t see the issues being 
addressed in the chart notes. Ms. lvey uses essential oi ls fo r stress triggers and the language of 
energy fie lds and healing and soul recovery has a ri ng of similarity to the methods used by Althea 

In the Matter a/Shall''' Marie Arbor, DC - OAH Case No. 2016-ABC-OOI55 
Page 13 0/27 

-------------------



Grey, which Licensee suggested prec ipitated the behavior at issue in thi s matter. 

Dr. Ferder was conce rned that if Licensee is work ing with fu ture pat ien ts on their neck, how those 
patients would fee l if they knew that she stabbed her wife in the neck twice. 

29. As of June 19, 20 17, Licensee' s probation officer recommended reduced 
supervision for Licensee. Licensee had been on probati on since November 14, 2016 and had not 
violated probati on in any way. (Ex. L4). 

30. Chiropractors take, and are subject to, the Hippocrati c Oath which, among other 
things, requires them to do no harm. (Test. of Prideaux). 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

I. Licensee' s actions on Jul y 1, 20 16 constituted a danger to a pati ent or to the public 
sufficient to justify the emergency suspension of her chi ropracti c li cense, pursuant to ORS 
183.430(2). 

2. Licensee ' s actions on Ju ly I , 2016 constituted a violation of ORS 684.1 OO( I )(d), a 
conviction of a fe lony or misdemeanor invo lving mora l turpi tude. 

3. Licensee' s actions on Ju ly I, 20 16 constituted a viola ti on of OAR 81 1-035-
00 I 5(6), intentiona ll y causing physica l or emotiona l inju ry to a patient. 

4 . Licensee ' s actions on July I. 20 16 were unprofessional conduct and gross 
negligence such that her chiropractic li cense shou ld be revoked, pursuant to ORS 684. 100. 

5. Licensee must pay the costs of the proceeding, pursuan t to ORS 684. 1 00(9)(g). 

01'1 ION 

The Board contends that the emergency suspension of Licensee ' s license to practice 
chi ropract ic was appropriate and fu rther contends that her li cense should be revoked because of 
the events that occurred on Ju ly 1, 20 16, when she twice sliced open her wife 's neck (with the 
intent of ki ll ing her) in response to what they both be lieved was a cal l from God. 

The Board has the burden of proof to establ ish a va lid basis for the emergency suspension 
and for revocation of her license. Sobel v. Board o/Pharmacy, 130 Or App 374. 379 ( 1994), rev 
den 320 Or 588 (1995) (standard of proof under the Admi ni strative Procedures Act is 
preponderance of evidence absent legislati on ado pting a different standard). Proof by a 
preponderance of the evidence means that the fact-fi nder is persuaded that the fact s asserted are 
more likely true than not. Riley Hill General Contractor v. Tandy Corp., 303 Or 390 (1987) . The 
burden of proof encompasses two burdens, the burden of production of ev idence in support of an 
assertion. and the burden to persuade the fact-finder that the facts asserted are true. Marvin Wood 
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Producls v. Callow, 17 1 Or App 175 (2000). 

The operat ive facts of the case are straightforward, but bizarre: Be li eving that they we re 
receiving messages from God and his angels, Licensee and her spouse determined that God was 
cal ling them to " pass over" to heaven before the end o f the world , which they had come to be li eve, 
was imminent. Licensee intended to kill her wife (Lyn), kill their two dogs, and then kill herse lf; 
for al l of them to pass over and for Lyn to again rece ive her sight. Licensee (with Lyn's he lp), 
used two separate knives to slice Lyn's throat with the intent of killing her. When the second knife 
nicked an artery, the increased blood only then shocked Licensee into real izing the harm she was 
causing. After maki ng two other phone ca ll s, Licensee called 91 1 and kept Lyn's wounds under 
pressure until help arrived. 

On July 8, 201 6, the Board issued a Not ice of Emergency Suspension. On ovember 22, 
2016, the Board issued a Notice of Proposed Disc ipline (Revocation). On October 19. 20 17, the 
Board issued an Amended Noti ce of Proposed Di scipline (Revocation). 

Months fo llowing her arrest, Licensee proposed to the Board that she was under the 
influence of halluc inogenic molds which led to her conduct. Licensee proffered no objecti ve 
evidence that such mold was present in Licensee's home, or that she or her wife were exposed to 
such material s, despite Licensee's assertions. 

Licensee has been cooperative in thi s case, from her init ial contacts with the poli ce through 
her interview with the Board in December 2016. She has been eva luated by Cynthia Stokes, 
Psy. D., for an "aid and ass ist" determination under ORS 16 1.370 for the criminal case, and was 
also psychiatri call y evaluated by Paul Conti , M.D. for the administrati ve hearing. Fran Ferder, 
Ph.D. , reviewed Licensee's records and testified for the Board. icole Ivey, LCSW, continues to 
provide counseling to Licensee. For all of these ex perts, the twofold question is what led to 
Licensee's cri me and what effect, if any, the events of July 1,20 16 have on Licensee's current 
ability to practi ce chi ropractic. 

The Boar'd 's Allegations 

Under the Order of Emergency Suspension, the Board all eged that allowing Licensee to 
continue practicing chiropractic consti tuted a clear and present danger to the hea lth or safety of 
her patients, violating ORS 684. 1 OO( I )(f)(A) and OA R 8 1 1-035-00 15(6). 

Under the Amended Notice, the Board contends that: 

• Licensee committed unprofessiona l conduct and gross negli gence in the events of 
Jul y 1,20 16, violating ORS 684.1 OO( I)(d), (f)(A) and (q), ORS 670.280(2) and (3), 
and OAR 81 1-035-00 15(6). The Board contends that Lyn Arbor was a pati ent as 
defi ned in OAR 8 11-0 I 0-0005(3). 

• The Board also contends that Licensee's conduct constitutes a danger to the health 
or safety o f the patients or the public and affects Licensee's abi lity to safe ly and 
skillfully practice chiropractic. 

• Finall y, the Board contends that Licensee must pay the costs of the proceeding, 
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pursuant to ORS 684.1 00(9)(g). 

The Emergency Suspension 

Approx imately one week after the events leading to Licensee's arrest, the Board voted to 
suspend Licensee's chi ropractic license because of the potentia l danger to Licensee ' s pati ents and 
the public, Licensee timely requested a hearing. 

The emergency suspension o[ a license is an extreme remedy intended to abate a present 
risk of seri ous danger to the public hea lth or safety. The aut hority fo r agencies to issue emergency 
suspension orders is found at ORS 183.430(2) and OAR 137-003-0560. Under the statute, an 
agency may suspend or refuse to renew a license without a hearing in any case where it find s "a 
serious danger to the public hea lth or safety and sets forth specific reasons for such find ings." ORS 
183.430(2). The statute further requires that a hearing be granted to the licensee as soon as 
practi cable a fter a timely demand fo r hearing. OA R I 37-003 -0560( I) provides: 

If the agency finds there is a seri ous danger to the public health or safety, it may, 
by order, inm1ediate ly suspend or refuse to renew a license. For purposes of thi s 
ru le, such an order is referred to as an emergency suspension order. An emergency 
suspension order must be in writ ing. It may be issued without prior notice to the 
licensee and without a hearing prior to the emergency suspension order. 

ORS 684.100, the statute that sets forth th is Board 's authority to di scipl ine its li censees, 
states the fo llowing concerning emergency suspensions: 

(3) If the board determines that a chiropraclic physician 's continuation in practice 
would constilute a serious danger to Ihe public, the board may suspend the license 
of the chiropraclic physician without a hearing. Simultaneously wi th the order of 
suspension, the board must institute proceedings fo r a hearing provided under thi s 
section and the suspension may continue unless inj unctive reliefi s obtained fro m a 
court o f competent jurisdiction showing just cause or undue burden under the 
circumstances ex isting, 

Thus, the Board has the burden of establishing, by a preponderance of the evidence, the 
fi ndings set out in the Emergency Suspension Order. Here, the Board must make specifi c 
showings, outside of those required for a ro utine li cense suspension under agency-specifi c statutes 
and rules, to justifY a prehearing depri vation of Licensee's right to exercise duties and pri vileges 
granted by the license. 

When the Board issued its emergency suspension noti ce in this case, Licensee was in the 
Lane County l ail under a charge of Attempted Manslaughter and her wife, also a pati ent, was in 
R.i verbend Hospital with two stab wounds in her neck. Thus, on the surface, ini ti all y it appeared 
that (if Licensee was released from jail, as she was days later) she should not be allowed to treat 
patients. The ana lysis of the emergency suspension, however, looks beyond the initial appearance 
and at the fac ts of the case. 

In this case, there are two pri mary factors that convinced the All and Board the emergency 
suspension was appropriate. The first is the seri ousness of the event itse lf. If Licensee had 
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followed th rough with the murder/suicide as planned, it wou ld have led to Lyn's death and her 
own suicide. Li censee began to execu te their plan, actually sli cing Lyn 's neck in two places, but 
fortunatel y came to her senses in time to save Lyn' s life . It was a very close call, as Licensee had 
actually cut through an artery that could have drai ned the blood from Lyn. Ne ither Licensee nor 
Lyn wish to ponder on thi s incident, and Licensee was very uncomfortable with the use of the 
word "slab" to describe what she did to Lyn 's neck, but the seriousness of the event is an important 
factor. 

The second important factor in the case is the evidence showing Licensee' s inability, 
especiall y initiall y, to grasp what had happened during the incidents of Jul y 1,20 16. The ALJ 
found that she credibly testified that the sight of the blood on Lyn' s neck brought her back to her 
senses and ultimately8 led her to call 9 1 I. 

The ALJ and Board a lso have to consider, at the time of the hearing, if the Emergency 
Suspension Order should continue to be upheld. Even five months later, Licensee could not 
explain what had happened that led her to the violent act against Lyn. When Licensee met with 
Board investi gators in December, she was convinced, and all eged that, the ent ire event had been 
caused by hallucinogenic mo ld in her home- a claim she stated was based on a differenti al 
diagnosis by Lyn 's doctor and supported by other evidence. Licensee was later forced to admit 
that mold was not the cause of the July I incident. Although there is no question that Licensee 
was very sorry about the Jul y I inc idents, she still had not taken responsibi lity for the harm she 
caused Lyn. 

Therefore, because of the events of July I and Licensee' s total lack of understanding of the 
forces at work in her acti ons, the Board was j ustified in concludi ng that Licensee was a dange r to 
her patients and to the public. The Board finds the emergency suspension was prope rl y issued. 

Revocation of License 

Although much of the evidence in the case concerned the proper di agnosi s of what led to 
the events of Jul y I , 20 16, the revocati on issue in th is case ultimately comes down to a question 
of nexus. It is unclear whether Licensee and Lyn suffered from a shared delusion (fo lie a deux), 
whether Lyn was having psychotic visions and Licensee was susceptible to Lyn' s suggesti ons, or 
whether there was an y psychoti c invo lve ment at all for either pa rty. 

What is clea r is that Licensee attempted to kill Lyn with the intent of also killing the ir dogs 
and eventuall y taking her own li fe , Licensee went beyond the mere intent to take Lyn' s life; with 
Lyn's assistance, she not onl y began the process of sli cing Lyn' s throat, she sli ced it twice with 
the presence of mind and time in between the slices to put down the first knife, find another knife 
in another room of the home, bring that knife back to their bedroom, and recommence sli cing 
Lyn 's throat. Full y completed, Licensee would have taken a human life, she would have kill ed 
her wife-an extremely serious matter. 

However, none of the events that took place in the days that culminated in the 

8 After seeing the blood pumping from Lyn's neck, she first tri ed to ca ll her grandmother and then ca lled 
her stepfather. It was only after he assured her that they were still alive did Licensee ca ll 911. 
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stabbing/s li ci ng of Lyn' s neck on July 1,20 16 were directl y connected to Licensee ' s chiropracti c 
practi ce, The events did not take place at the chiropractic office and there is no ev idence that any 
o f the even ts had anything to do with chiropracti c treatment. Logically then, the questi on ari ses 
what. if any, e flect the Jul y I , 20 16 events should have on Licensee's ability to practice 
ch iropracti c, According to Dr. Conti and Dr. Stokes, Licensee would be able to practice 
ch iro practic, 

As prev iously noted, the Board has the burden of proof in thi s case, T hat burden, under 
both case law and statute, requ ires the Board to show the nexus between the Licensee's off-wo rk 
acti ons and her chiropractic license. After reviewing the facts of the case and the legal precedent, 
the AU concluded that the Board presented suffic ient evidence o f a nexus between the July I 
crime and Licensee ' s chiropractic license. The Board agrees. 

Before addressing the law regarding "nexus" and the reasons for concluding it has been 
established in thi s case, it is important to refine the facts upon which the A U and Board rely in 
reaching thi s conclusion so that the basis of the nexus decision is clear. First, no aspect of the 
events lead ing up to July 1,2016, or the events on that date, invo lved chiropractic treatment or an 
allempt at chiropractic treatment. The A U found that Licensee cred ib ly testifi ed that she never 
in tended to use the go ld treatment as part of her practice, despite Althea Gray' s insistence she 
co ul d make a lo t of money doing so. Licensee ' s chiropractic practice was, to use her term, "old 
school" and focused on subl uxati ons. The only in volvement in chiropract ic that occurred duri ng 
that day was that both Licensee and Lyn made the trip from their home to Licensee ' s chi ropracti c 
offi ce and back to obtain the larger metal rings to use in the ir plan and that Lyn remained a 
chiropractic patient of Licensee's . 

Second , although Lyn remained Licensee's patient, she had not rece ived a chiropractic 
treatment since April 20 16 (three months before the Ju ly I incident), her interaction with Lyn in 
the even ts culmi nating in the Jul y I stabbing was not a chiropractic treatmel1l 9 

T he Board 's statute allows the board to revoke a license if a li censee has a conviction ofa 
fe lony involving moral turpitude. (ORS 684. 100( 1 Jed)). The copy of the reco rd of conviction is 
conclusive ev idence of the conviction. 

Moral turpitude has been defi ned as "conduct which would cause a reasonable person to 
have substantia l doubts about the individual' s honesty, fai rness and respect for the rights of 
others and for the laws of the state and the nation. (Admi ssion to practice law of Steven Robert 
Zielinski 3-11 Or. 559 (2006) . In the mailer /n Re Covington, 33-101'. 3 76 (2002), the court said 
that any significant doubt about an app licant' s character and fitness shoul d be resolved in favor 
of protecting the public by den ying admission. 

The legis lature has indicated in passing these laws that if someone commits a crime such 
as was committed in thi s ci rcumstance, that as a matter of legislati ve pol icy, they should not have 

9 In the Motions to Strike mentioned at the begi nning of thi s Fina l Order, Licensee objected to the reference 
to Gray's "gold treatment ," wanting to ca ll itt he go ld standard so it was not confusin g. Go ld treatment is 
the correct tit le, according to Gray's website, but the use of the word "treatment" here does not in any way 
signify that it was a form of chiropracti c trcatmcnt. 
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a license. 

The original charge was Attempted Manslaughter in the Second Degree Consti tuting 
Domestic Violence. On November 10,20 16, Licensee pled guilty to Attempt to Commit a Class 
A Felony (Assau lt), which is a Class B fe lony. (Ex. L 7). She was sentenced to 36 months of 
supervised probation, ten days of jai l ti me (with cred it for time served). She was prec luded from 
contacting Althea Gray, and also precluded from having any offensive contact with Lyn, 
although the restraining order was remo ved. (Ex. A8). Before the plea bargain, the district 
attorney raised the severity of the charge from a mi sdemeanor to a Class B fel ony because the 
DA did not want the charge to be eligible [or expunct ion in the future. 

in thi s matter, Licensee stabbed her wi fe and patient twice in the neck, which would 
result in Lyn's death with an agreement to then commit suicide herself. Licensee caused great 
physical injury to her wife and patient and was criminall y prosecuted and convicted fo r that 
conduct. That conduct is the type of conduct that would cause a reasonable person to have 
substantial doubts as to Licensee's respect for the ri ghts of others, specifica ll y, her patients 
whom she is providing chiropractic care for. The conduct itse lf is so egregious, in fact, that the 
Board assel1s the conduct on its face invo lves moral turpitude by defi nition. 

Therefore , the Board finds that Licensee's actions on Jul y 1,20] 6 constitu ted a vio lation 
of ORS 684.100( 1 )(d), a convict ion of a felony or misdemeanor involving moral turpitude. 

Unprofessional conduct 

The Board alleged that, under ORS 684. 100( 1 )(f)(A), Licensee's conduct was 
unprofessional in that her conduct was contrary to recogni zed standards of ethics in the chiropracti c 
profession or practice that might or does constitute a danger to the hea lth or safety of a pati ent or 
the public or any conduct, practice, or condition that might adversely affect a physician's abil ity 
to safely sand skillfull y practice chiropractic. 

The Board believes that stabbing/s licing yo ur wife and pati ent's neck twice with the intent 
to cause her death is conduct that constitutes a danger to the health or safety of patients generall y. 
During the hearing, the Board emphasized, pru·ticularly through the test imony of Dr. Frank 
Prideaux, that a doctor-client relationship never ends un less that relationship is formally terminated 
in writing. Even a fter the treatment relationship ends, the ch iropractor owes the patient ongoing 
duti es and responsibilities. In other words, even if a patient terminates treatment, the doctor still 
owes a duty to that patient. 

In the present case, termi nation of the doctor-pati ent relationship is not an issue. Lyn 
remained a pati ent of Licensee even though her actual treatments were sporadic. Lyn had treatment 
in the year prior to thi s crime. It is equall y clem that the ongoing doctor-patient relationship 
remained and that Licensee sti ll owed Lyn the duties of a phys ician- a duty to do no harm. In 
Lyn's interview with the Board, she stated she "missed her chiropractor," referring to Licensee 
acting as her chiropractor. No termination, formal or otherwise, of the docto r-pati ent relationship 
occurred here. 
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Licensee, a long with all other chi ropractors in Oregon, has taken the Hippocratic Oath. In 
its preamble, that oath requ ires the physician to "do no harm." Licensee owed that du ty to Lyn at 
a ll ti mes because Lyn was a patient. Licensee violated that oath when she twice stabbed/sli ced 
Lyn 's neck on Jul y 1,20 16. Even though Lyn was in agreement with the actions, and even if 
neither of them were thi nking about their doctor-pati ent relationship at the time, Licensee vio lated 
her duty and responsibility to do no haml. 

The Board find s Licensee committed unprofessional conduct in her conduct towards her 
wife and patient, Lyn. 

In additio n, under the Boards rules of Unprofess ional Conduct, OAR 8 1 1-035-001 5(6) 
provides that it is unprofessiona l cond uct for a chiropractor to intentiona ll y cause physical or 
emotional inj LllY to a patient. Dr. Conti testifi ed that Licensee's actions we re intentional. Licensee 
testified that she did, in fact, stick a knife into her wife and patient's neck not once, but twice. 
There is no evidence contrary to the intention of Licensee when she stabbed/s li ced Lyn in the neck. 
The evidence provided by both Licensee and Lyn, in addition to the mental health treatment 
providers, is an intentional stabbing occUlTed by Licensee to Lyn, Licensee's wife and patient. 
Therefore, based on the preponderance of the evidence in the record, the Board finds that 
Licensee's acti ons on July 1,2016 constituted a violation of OAR 811-035-00 15(6), intentionall y 
causing physica l or emotiona l inj ury to a patient. 

Nex us 

With these factual refinements in mind, the AU addressed the law of nexus in professional 
licensing cases, starting with the statute. ORS 670.280 states, in part : 

Denial, suspension or revocation of license based on criminal conviction ; 
denia l of license or imposition of disc ipline for conduct substantially related to 
fitness and ability of a pplicant or licensee. 

* * * * * 

(2) Except as provided in ORS 342.143 (3) or 342. 175 (3), a licensing board, 
commission or agency may not deny, suspend or revoke an occupational or 
professional license solely for the reason thai the applicant or licensee has been 
convicted ofa crime, but it may consider the relationship ofthefacts which support 
the conviction and all intervening circumstances to the specific occupational or 
professional standards in determining the fitness of the person to receive or hold 
t he license. 

(3) Except as provided in ORS 342. 143 (3) and 342. 175 (3), a licensing board, 
commission or agency may deny an occupational or professional license or impose 
discipline on a licensee based on conduct that is not undertaken directly in the 
course of the licensed activity, but that is substantially related to the fitness and 
ability of the applicant or licensee to engage in the activity for which the license is 
required. In determ in ing whether the conduct is substanti all y related to the fitness 
and ability of the applicant or licensee to engage in the acti vity for which the license 
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is required, the licensing board, commission or agency shall consider the 
relationship of the fac ts with respect to the conduct and a ll intervening 
circumstances to the specific occupat ional or professional standards. 

(Emphasis added). This statute provides two directi ves to agencies who arc contemplating the 
discipline o f a licensee; both ap ply in the present case. 

First, under subsection (2), agencies are unab le to di scipline a li censee on the basis of a 
criminal conviction alone but it may consider the relationship between the facts leading to the 
conviction and the li censee's fitness to receive or ho ld the license. Second , under subsection (3), 
the agency may impose di scipl ine based upon conduct (with or without a criminal conviction) that 
is substantia ll y related to Licensee's fitness to receive or ho ld the license. 

Importantl y in thi s case, both sides rely on ORS 670.280. The Board cited the two 
subsections in its Amended otice, and Licensee has ci ted the statute as a defense in the case. 
Thus, both sides are focused on the same nexus question, which is whether the conviction and the 
circumstances of July I, 20 16 have any connection to Licensee 's fitness to practi ce chiropractic. 

Case Law COllcerning Nexus. In addition to the statute, case law from the Oregon 
Supreme Court and Court of Appeal s has al so foc used on the nexus question in professional 
licensing. TSPC v. Bergerson, 342 Or 301 (2007); Eicks v. TSPC, 270 Or App 656 (20 15). 

The nexus questi on, under ORS 670.280(3), looks to the circumstances regardless of any 
criminal charges or convict ions. It is here that the AU and Board conclude the nex us has been 
establi shed based upon Licensee's Hippocratic Oath and her ongoing relati onship with Lyn- not 
as a spouse, but as her doctor. All testimony in the matter admits that Lyn was a patient of 
Licensee·s. With in one year prior to the criminal conduct, Licensee was providing chiropractic 
treatment to Lyn. In fact , Lyn stated in her Board interview, that she missed having chiropractic 
treatments from Licensee while her li cense was emergency suspended. 

The Board emphasized, part icularly through the testimony of Dr. Prideaux. that a doctor-
cli ent relati onship never ends unless formall y terminated. Even after the treatment re lationship 
ends, the chiropractor owes to the patient ongoing duti es and responsibi liti es wh ich inc lude 
providing informati on for continuity of pati ent care for as long as the practitioner has possess ion 
of the reco rds. In other words, even if a pati ent terminates treatment , the doctor still owes a duty 
to that patient. Dr. Prideaux testified that the pati ent can end the doctor-pat ient relationship by 
requesti ng so in writing. No such thing was done in thi s matter. 

In the present case, termination of the docto r-patient relationship is not an issue. Lyn 
remained a patient of Licensee even though her actual treatments were sporadic. The AU 
previously noted that the events of Ju ly 1, 20 16 did not invo lve chiropracti c treatment, and the 
evidence remains clear on that point. However. it is equally clear that the ongoing doctor-patient 
relationship remained and that Licensee still owed Lyn the duties ofa physician- a duty to do no 
harm . 

Licensee, along with all other chiropractors in Oregon, has taken the Hippocrati c Oath. In 
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its preamble, that oath requires the phys ician to "do no harm." Licensee owed that duty to Lyn at 
a ll times because Lyn was a patient. Li censee violated that oath when she stabbed/sli ced Lyn 's 
neck on Jul y 1, 20]6. Even though Lyn was in agreement wi th the acti ons, and even ifneither of 
them were thinking about their doctor-pat ient relationship at the time, Licensee violated her duty 
and responsi bi lity to do no harm. 

Unlike the educators in Bergerson and Eicks, the obl igati on Licensee had to do no harm 
was one that extended beyond work hours and the profess ion itself. The creati on of a doctor-
patient relationship is an ob ligation to the indi vidual as well as the profess ion. In many ways, it 
fits what the Supreme Court stated in Bergerson: 

Depending on the profession at issue, there may be some areas where professional 
responsibilities and universally applicable moral and civil obligations may 
overlap, but the TSPC's position that teachers have a professional obligation to 
behave eth icall y and lawfu ll y "at all ti mes" erad icates the boundary between private 
and professional obligations altogether. 

(342 Or at 312; emphasis added). 

Licensee ' s doctor-patient relationship with Lyn provides the nex us, in the AU and Board 's 
opinion, fo r the Board to discipline her under ORS 670.280(3). The Board find s that Licensee had 
an overrid ing duty to her patient, Lyn, that was violated. 

Sanction 

The Board has concluded that the appropriate sanction in the case is revocation, and the 
AU agreed that revocation is appropri ate. 

From a viscera l standpoint, the fact remains that, less than two years ago, Licensee attempted to 
kill her wife at what she believed was a command from God. She remains on probation for her 
crime and , despite the expert opin ions in th is case, still does not have a clear indication of what-
whether it was a psychosis, other influences, or simply her own desired actions- led her to seek 
and attempt to cause the death of someone she loved. 

The Board has a duty to protect the public and must consider that duty first. Patients who 
are seeking care from a chiropractor should be assured that they are not in danger by submitting to 
medical care. 

Licensee's actions nea rly took the li fe of her wife and patient and Licensee still does not 
have a complete understanding of what caused her poor decisions of July 1,2016, which leads to 
the question (best posed by Dr. Ferder) whether the Board can be assured something similar wi ll 
not happen again. Licensee was unable to recogni ze, prior to committing the attack on her wife 
and patient, the gravity and harmfu lness of her conduct and the outcome that would result. This 
demonstrates her lack o f insight and appropriate judgment. 

The Board finds that Dr. Conti 's opinion and di agnosis missed key inf01ll1ation about 
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Licensee and Lyn and questions the acc uracy of the Folie Est Deux d iagnosis as Dr. Conti fai led 
to interview and eva luate Lyn Arbor and spent onl y two hours eva luating Licensee. In addition, 
Dr. Stokes' evaluati on was onl y for the purpose to ass ist in Licensee ' s criminal defense and should 
not be stretched as to whether pat ients wo uld be sa fe in Licensee's care. 

Dr. Ferder testified the answer of why thi s attack occurred had not been answered by 
Licensee or an y of her mental hea lth providers or expert witnesses . Dr. Ferder testified that 
Licensee has yet to be appropriately evaluated and the current mental health treatment she was 
rece iving did not provide an answer to the "why" questi on. Dr. Ferder pointed out the 
susceptibi lity of Licensee and her wi llingness to believe in the delusions of her wife and to act on 
those, causing grave bodil y inju ry, were considerations in thi s matter. There remain too many 
unanswered questions fo r the Board to find current fitness to practice and that Licensee could keep 
pat ients safe while performing chiropractic care. Without knowing why the conduct occurred to 
begin with. the Board cannot have any ass urance that it wo uldn 't occur again. 

Other factors have also been considered by the Board that were brought out at hearing. The 
amount of planning over a few months period and the willi ngness of Licensee to stab/sli ce Lyn in 
the neck are factors that they considered a long with their expert, Dr. Ferder' s, testimony. During 
the night they were going to carry out the " passing over" plan, they both decided to dri ve to 
Licensee ' s offi ce to retrieve some equipment for the completion of the "assent. " This meant 
Licensee taking her di sab led wife, getting her into a vehicle, dri ving to Licensee's office to retrieve 
the equipment, and then dJiving back, in add ition to obtaining the first, then the second knife, to 
commit the acts later that day. Licensee put a great deal of planning into carry ing th ro ugh on the 
plan with Lyn. The pre-medi tat ion along with the egregiousness of the conduct and resulting 
injuries to Lyn are factors the Board considered. 

Even with the progress Li censee has a ll egedly made over the 18 months since 
stabbing/slicing Lyn, the seriousness of that attack cannot be ignored. If Licensee cannot identify 
or wlderstand what motivated her actions, then the Board has no assurances that Licensee has made 
the changes necessary to make sure that similar actions do not reoccur. Additiona lly, Licensee 
remains on probation fo r her crime, although the probation is no longer supervised. Licensee 
should not return to her practi ce as a chi ropractor. 

With Licensee on probation for the crime, and with no assurances that similar harmful 
behavior will not reoccur, the Board has establ ished that revocation is appropriate in this case. 

The Board find s vio lat ions of unpro fessional conduct and gross negligence in the events of 
July 1, 20 16, violat ing ORS 684.1 OO( I )(d), (f) (A) and (q), ORS 670.280(2) and (3) , and OAR 81 1-
035-001 5(6). The Board also finds that Licensee ' s conduct constitutes a danger to the health or 
safety o f the patients or the publi c and affects Licensee 's abil ity to safely and sk ill full y practice 
chiropractic. The Board finds that anyone of these vio lations separately would be cause fo r the 
Emergency Suspension to be upheld and the Revocation to be supported in thi s matter. 

Costs of the Proceeding 

The Board seeks to recover the costs of the proceedings pursuant to ORS 684. 1 00(9)(g), 
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which states: 

Grounds for discipline of licensee or refusal to license; restoration ; 
suspension ; competency examinations; confidentia l information. ( I) The State 
Board of Chiropracti c Exam iners may refuse to grant a license to any applicant or 
may d isc ipline a person upon any o f the fo ll owing grounds: 

* *' * * * 
(9) In di sc ipli ning a person as authori zed by subsecti on ( I ) of thi s section, the 
board may use any or a ll of the fo llowing methods: 

* * * * * 

(g) Take other d isc iplinary action as the board in its di screti on find s proper, 
includ ing assessment of the costs of the di sciplinary proceed ings. 

Licensee has raised issues about the amount o f the costs ( in the event that the Board was to prevail), 
arguing that she has admitted most of the fact s of the case. Licensee questi ons whether Detecti ve 
Jones and Dr. Ferder needed to testify at heari ng if the facts were not at issue. 

In keeping with other cases where the costs of the proceed ing are at issue, the A LJ awarded 
costs in li ght of the Board 's success in establ ishing the v io lation(s) it all eged. The A LJ considered 
it reasonab le for the Board ' s decision to have called Detecti ve Jones and Dr. Ferder as witnesses 
in the case, particularl y when Licensee was cal li ng ex perts of her own. 

DOJ Costs 

AAG costs: 84.8 hours at $ I 75 per hour 
Paralegal costs; 37 .3 hours at $90 per hour 

Trave l expenses 
Tota l DOJ costs; 

Ex pert Costs: 

OAH Costs lO 

A. OAI:-I Direct Charges: 
(ALJ & Operati ons Staff Time, Travel, 

$ 15,283.80 
3,3 83.80 

2 .1 6 
$ 18,669.76 

$7,900.00 

$ 10,935 .36 

10 "Offi ce of Admini strative Hearings costs are based on actual charges calcul ated by Oregon 
Em ployment Department fi nancial services fo r the adm inistrative law judge, for th e hearing, and for all 
associated ad mini strati ve costs, pu rsuant to ORS 183.655. Direct costs include AU and OA H stafr time, 
and any trave l, transcri pts and interpreters. Administrat ive costs in clude OAH overhead ca lculated based 
on hours. Working capita l is assessed at 9%." 
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B. 
& Transcripts, includes working capita l) 
OA I-I Admin. Charges: 
(OAH Overhead, includes working capital) 

Total OAI-I Costs: 

Total Costs: 

ORDER 

$957.85 

$ 11 ,893.2 1 

$38,462.97 

The Board of Chiropracti c Examiners issues the foll owing order: 

That the July 8, 20 16 Notice of Emergency Suspension and the October 19,2017 Amended 
Notice be AFFIRM ED. Licensee's Chiropractic license is revoked. 

Costs of the di sciplinary proceeding in the amount of $38,462.97 are assessed agai nst 
Licensee. Total costs assessed in thi s Order, minus any amo unts paid, plus interest owed at the 
lega l rate of interest from the effecti ve date of this Order pursuant to ORS 82.0 10, is immediately 
due, payable, and co llectible. 

Pursuant to ORS 293.23 1, the Board will refer the amounts owed to collection if it has 
received no payment on th is for more than 90 days. Thereafter, the Board wil l consider assigrullent 
to the Oregon Department of Revenue or a private co ll ection agency for co ll ection. Final fees may 
include additional percentages for any increase in amollnt Licensee owes due to the accrual of 
interest on the unpaid principal amount. [n the event of default , or return of checks fo r insufficient 
funds (NS F), Licensee will be responsible for a ll reasonable administrative costs, co llection costs, 
attorney's fees, and all other costs and charges necessary for the collection of any amount not paid 
when due, including, but not limited to co ll ection charges assessed by the Department of Revenue 
or by private collection firm. 

Dated: f3 /"/701<5 
Executive Director 

FINAL ORDER 

After considering all the ev idence, the amended proposed order, and the timely filed 
exceptions, if any, the Board wi ll issue the final order in thi s case. Thi s final order may adopt the 
proposed order prepared by the Administrati ve Law Judge as the fina l order or modify the 
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proposed order and issue the modified order as the fi nal order (see OAR 137-003-0655). 

APPEAL 

If you wish to appeal the final order, yo u must fi le a petition [or review with the Oregon 
Court of Appeal s within 60 days after the fina l order is served upon you. See ORS 183 .480 el seq. 
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I CERTI FICAT E OF MAILING 

On August 6, 20 18, I mailed and email ed the forego ing FINAL ORD ER issued on thi s date in 
OAH Case No. 20 16-ABC-OO 155 . 

By: Fi rst Class Mail 

Shawn Marie Arbor 
PO Box 7222 1 
Springfield OR 97475 

Frank A Moscato ' 
Matasaru Law, PC 
1500 SW First Avenue, Ste 800 
Portland OR 9720 I 

By: Electronic Mail 

Lori H Lindley, Assistant Attorney General 
Department Of Justice 
I 162 Court St NE 
Salem OR 9730 I 

 
Executive Director 
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