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KPM #1 RECIDIVISM RATE - Percentage of clients on conditional release per year convicted of a new felony or misdemeanor.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

* Upward Trend = positive result

Report Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Adults
Actual 0.46% 0.23% 0.23% 0.23% 0.47%
Target 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25% 0.25%

How Are We Doing
The PSRB measures recidivism on an annual basis, using data collected and analyzed in partnership with the methodology of the Oregon Criminal Justice Commission (CJC). As of December 31,
2024, only two clients out of 426 individuals on conditional release were convicted of a new felony or misdemeanor, highlighting the Board’s effective management of individuals under its supervision.

The PSRB has been tracking recidivism since 1992, adopting a revised definition in 2019 to enhance accuracy. This updated definition was retroactively applied to data from 2011 to 2019 and
annually since, allowing for a comprehensive understanding of recidivism trends. The Board's recidivism rate represents the percentage of individuals under its supervision who are convicted or found
Guilty Except for Insanity (GEI) of a new felony or misdemeanor committed within the calendar year. Lower recidivism rates demonstrate the success of the PSRB’s conditional release program in
maintaining public safety.

To ensure precise measurement, the PSRB relies on both arrest data and the final disposition of cases, which can impact the accuracy of recidivism figures. For instance, an arrest from 2023 may
only influence the recidivism rate once it reaches a conviction or GEI adjudication, potentially causing fluctuations in reported rates as cases are resolved.

The PSRB uses two main metrics for reporting recidivism: an annual rate and a cumulative average.

Annual Recidivism Rate: The legislature set a target of 0.25% for recidivism in 2016, following the PSRB’s achievement of a 0.22% rate that year. The Board met this target in 2016, 2021, 2022, and
2023.  While our goal remains ambitious, aiming for zero recidivism, even a new offense by more than one individual in a given year can result in the legislative target goal not being met. Indeed, in
2024, there were only 2 convictions or misdemeanors of the 426 individuals on conditional release, resulting in a 0.47% recidivism rate. Despite this outcome, the PSRB’s annual recidivism rates

actual target

129



remain significantly lower than the typical 20-30% rates reported by the state’s Department of Corrections.

Cumulative Recidivism Rate: The cumulative recidivism rate, averaging data from 2011 to 2024, stands at 0.63%. This figure reflects the Board’s long-term effectiveness and commitment to safely
managing individuals within the community. The cumulative rate, which was confirmed using arrest records provided by CJC, demonstrates the PSRB’s consistent and exemplary safety record over
more than a decade.

Factors Affecting Results
The Psychiatric Security Review Board’s (PSRB) recidivism rate is deeply influenced by its robust partnerships and the effectiveness of its treatment and supervision strategies. Key factors impacting
recidivism include:

Collaborative Partnerships and System Integration: The PSRB's success in managing recidivism is significantly shaped by its collaborative relationships with the broader forensic mental health
system. This includes close coordination with the Oregon Health Authority (OHA), Department of Human Services (DHS), the Oregon State Hospital (OSH), county and community behavioral health
providers, and statewide law enforcement agencies. These partnerships are essential for effective information sharing, coordinated care, and resource allocation, all of which contribute to reducing
recidivism.

Effective Treatment and Support: A critical factor in lowering recidivism is the delivery of targeted, evidence-based treatment. While short-term measures like restricted environments and mandated
treatments can be effective, the long-term success of managing recidivism hinges on providing evidence-based support that targets criminogenic risk factors and equips clients with essential coping
skills necessary to manage their mental health condition(s). This support is vital for individuals transitioning to more independent living situations after their time under PSRB supervision. The PSRB’s
strategic plan emphasizes improving conditional release programs to ensure they support long-term recovery and reduce recidivism. This includes refining practices to avoid inadvertently reinforcing
risk factors and enhancing trauma-informed care that fosters recovery and community integration.

Development and Compliance with Conditional Release Orders: Conditional release plans are central to managing recidivism. The PSRB can only approve community release if a client can be
adequately controlled and provided with necessary care and resources. Effective release plans, developed with input from treatment teams and based on comprehensive assessments and client data,
play a crucial role in mitigating recidivism risk. The PSRB collaborates with the Oregon Health Authority (OHA), Department of Human Services (DHS), and other stakeholders to train providers and
ensure these plans are well-crafted and targeted.

However, the effectiveness of these plans is contingent upon the availability and capability of the workforce responsible for implementing them. Workforce shortages and high turnover among
community providers can pose significant barriers. Even the most well-developed conditional release plan may fall short if there are insufficient or inadequately trained staff to execute it. Inadequate
staffing can lead to lapses in monitoring, supervision, and the delivery of necessary services, which may undermine the intended outcomes of the release plan.

Ongoing training and support are essential for maintaining the quality and effectiveness of conditional release plans. The PSRB’s strategic partnerships are crucial in addressing these workforce
challenges by ensuring that providers receive the necessary resources and training to manage their caseloads effectively. Addressing workforce shortages and turnover is therefore integral to the
PSRB’s efforts to uphold the integrity of conditional release plans and achieve its goal of reducing recidivism while safeguarding public safety.

Proactive and Timely Communication: Each client on conditional release is assigned a case manager responsible for overseeing their adherence to the release plan. Regular progress reports and
proactive communication about any safety or compliance issues are essential for timely interventions. The PSRB requires case managers to report monthly and to alert the Board immediately about
any significant issues. This proactive approach allows for swift responses, such as increasing services or revoking release, to mitigate recidivism and safeguard public and client safety. The PSRB
also leverages the Oregon State Police Department's Law Enforcement Data System (LEDS) for real-time updates on client interactions with law enforcement, further enhancing its ability to respond
effectively.
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KPM #2 TIMELINESS OF HEARINGS - Percentage of hearings scheduled within statutory timeframes.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

Report Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

a. Adults
Actual 99.21% 99.28% 99.71% 99.03% 99.70%
Target 98% 98% 98% 98% 98%
b. Juveniles
Actual 80% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Target 97% 97% 97% 97% 97%

How Are We Doing
The PSRB evaluates the timeliness of its hearings on an annual basis. As of December 31, 2024, the Board successfully scheduled 99.7% of its 330 adult full hearings within the required timeframe.
Although administrative hearings are not included in KPM #2 due to the absence of statutory deadlines, the PSRB did review an additional 191 administrative matters in 2024. These are noted here to
maintain transparency and reflect the Board's comprehensive hearing activities.

In the 2021-23 biennium, the legislature introduced a statutory timeframe for the initial hearing in cases where individuals are released directly to the community by the Circuit Court. Previously, there
was no such requirement for these cases, though a timeframe had long been in place for individuals committed to the Oregon State Hospital under PSRB jurisdiction. Considering due process and
public safety, the PSRB advocated for a 90-day limit on scheduling these initial hearings, which was enacted on January 1, 2022. Since this new requirement came into effect, the Board has
consistently met this 90-day deadline 100% of the time.

For juvenile cases, the PSRB also demonstrated exemplary performance. As of December 31, 2024, the Board conducted all five scheduled juvenile full hearings on time, maintaining a perfect record.
Additionally, one administrative matter was reviewed last year.

Since the end of 2021, the PSRB has continued to hold all hearings remotely, a practice established during the pandemic and formalized by administrative rule. This transition has proven effective,
saving significant amounts of time previously spent traveling by Board members, staff, attorneys, witnesses, and other stakeholders who attended in-person hearings, and creating less expense to the
Board in reimbursing expenses for some of that travel, while still consistently exceeding its target by scheduling over 98% of hearings within statutory timelines.

actual target
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Factors Affecting Results
The timing of PSRB hearings is closely linked to the number of individuals under the Board’s jurisdiction. While the PSRB can accurately determine the minimum number of two-year and five-year
hearings required annually based on its current caseload, additional hearings are necessary in response to provider or client requests (up to every six months), new adjudications (within 90 days), and
revoked conditional releases (within 20 days). The Board uses continuances strategically to manage its docket and prioritize hearings mandated by statute.

Funding and technological resources are crucial to maintaining timely hearings. With a team of only13 full-time employees in 2023, each staff member plays a vital role in ensuring hearings are
scheduled promptly. The PSRB anticipates the replacement of its current case management system will result in automated scheduling, enhanced communication, and generation of dashboards that
will streamline several processes, enhancing efficiency. Conversely, reductions in staff without corresponding technological upgrades could severely impact the Board’s ability to conduct hearings on
schedule.

Witness and attorney availability also influence hearing timeliness. The PSRB coordinates witness schedules—a task typically managed by attorneys in other court settings—using a process that
involves numerous phone calls and emails. The absence of dedicated docketing software further complicates this coordination. Consequently, any reduction in staffing could significantly hinder the
Board’s ability to maintain timely hearings.

For the juvenile panel, the availability of Board members is a critical factor. Given the small number of clients, the unavailability of even one Board member on a potential hearing day can create
scheduling challenges, impacting the overall timeliness of hearings.
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KPM #3 MAINTENANCE OF RELEASED CLIENTS - Percentage of conditional releases maintained in community per month.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

Report Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

a. Adults
Actual 99.37% 99.55% 99.40% 99.44% 99.49%
Target 99% 99% 99% 99% 99%
b. Juveniles
Actual 100% 100% 100% 83.33% 100%
Target 97% 97% 97% 97% 97%

How Are We Doing
The PSRB has consistently excelled in maintaining individuals on conditional release, achieving a minimum maintenance rate of 99% since at least 2010. As of December 31, 2024, the Board
maintained an average of 341 adult clients on conditional release each month, with a remarkable maintenance rate of 99.49% for 2024. This performance not only met but exceeded the target goal of
99%, reflecting the Board’s exceptional commitment to ensuring stability for clients under its supervision.

In 2023, the PSRB managed four juvenile clients, three of whom were on conditional release. One juvenile client experienced a temporary revocation, which occurred not due to risk of dangerousness,
but rather due to the permanent closure of the placement in which he resided. Other complications due to the lack of community resources prevented this youth from being placed at a different home.
While the revocation was necessary, the youth was conditionally released within six months when another appropriate placement was identified.  In 2024, PSRB continued jurisdiction over the same
four youth, adding a fifth in December.  The three juvenile clients on conditional release in January 2024, successfully remained in the community for the entire year, demonstrating the Board’s
continued success in managing juvenile clients effectively.

Revocations, though occasionally necessary to ensure public safety, are approached with careful consideration. The PSRB proactively collaborates with community treatment providers to anticipate
potential issues and intervene in a timely manner. The Board strives to stabilize clients in the least restrictive setting possible, balancing the need for public safety with the goal of maintaining
successful conditional releases.  In 2024, despite an estimated 300 serious incidents, only 21 individuals were revoked from conditional release and returned to the Oregon State Hospital, further
underscoring the Board's effectiveness in managing risk and maintaining public safety.

actual target
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Factors Affecting Results
The PSRB’s ability to safely and effectively maintain clients on conditional release is influenced by factors closely related to those affecting recidivism: robust partnerships and the availability of
community resources.

Partnerships and Collaboration: Effective conditional release management relies heavily on the collaborative efforts between the PSRB, Oregon State Hospital (OSH), and community providers.
The PSRB approves conditional release only when it is confident that the client can be safely managed within the community. This confidence is built through a comprehensive review process,
including full hearings where OSH and community treatment providers present evidence about the client’s conditional release plan. This plan is developed through a rigorous five-layer review process
involving OSH’s assessment of each client’s risk for recidivism, relapse, and psychiatric decompensation. Access to adequate training and resources is critical for OSH to accurately evaluate these
risks and recommend appropriate levels of monitoring, supervision, and treatment, which community providers then implement. Any reduction in the PSRB’s ability to obtain accurate information from
partners or a decline in the training and resources available to these partners could undermine the effectiveness of conditional release plans and hinder the detection of early signs of decompensation,
thereby negatively impacting the maintenance of clients on conditional release.

Community Resources: The availability and adequacy of community resources play a crucial role in maintaining the safety and effectiveness of conditional releases. For example, when a client
experiences a significant change in psychiatric stability, access to local hospitals, crisis stabilization centers, and other respite placements is essential for managing these changes without resorting to
revocation to OSH. Similarly, early detection of decompensation by providers allows for timely intervention, such as stepping up to a higher level of care like a residential treatment home, rather than
revocation. The availability of specific treatment modalities and supports, such as substance abuse treatment or medical care, is also critical. When community mental health and housing resources
are fully funded and accessible, the PSRB can effectively use these options to avoid unnecessary revocations and preserve state hospital resources for those in acute need. Conversely, a reduction in
these community resources would limit the options available for managing clients, potentially leading to an increased number of revocations due to a lack of suitable alternatives. More robust
community resources could have mitigated some past revocations by providing timely and appropriate support to clients in need.

Workforce Capacity: Workforce shortages are a significant challenge in maintaining clients on conditional release. The PSRB’s ability to oversee and manage conditional release plans effectively
depends on having a sufficient number of skilled, internal staff members. When staff levels are inadequate, it becomes more challenging to conduct thorough reviews, ensure compliance with
treatment protocols, and respond promptly to emerging issues. Moreover, the effectiveness of conditional release management hinges on the availability of qualified community providers to deliver
monitoring, supervision, and treatment services in accordance with the conditional release plan. High turnover among community providers can undermine the consistency and quality of these
services. The PSRB collaborates with the Oregon Health Authority (OHA) and the Department of Human Services (DHS) to provide ongoing training and support for providers, but workforce shortages
and gaps in training can impact the efficacy of conditional release plans. Reductions in staff or insufficient training resources may compromise the ability to enforce release conditions and address
emerging issues promptly.

Administrative Rules: Changes in residential licensing and prioritization administrative rules significantly affect the PSRB's ability to order individuals experiencing a mental health crisis to higher
levels of care. The PSRB has been informed that the Oregon Health Authority (OHA) has recently updated administrative rules, now prioritizing placements at secure and non-secure residential
treatment facilities to individuals being released from the Oregon State Hospital (OSH). These rule changes appear to be related to federal litigation meant to increase admissions and expedite
discharges from OSH. Unfortunately, the unintended consequence of these rule changes is that individuals under PSRB supervision on conditional release may be required to be revoked to OSH if
they need residential-level care, unless a variance is granted. This creates a barrier to achieving least restrictive interventions, as the need for a higher level of care would otherwise necessitate a
revocation, undermining efforts to maintain individuals in the community.
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KPM #4 CUSTOMER SERVICE - Percent of customers rating their satisfaction with the agency’s customer service as “good” or “excellent”: overall customer service, timeliness, accuracy,
helpfulness, expertise and availability of information.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

Report Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Helpfulness
Actual 95.60% 85.29% 95.16% 88.24% 84.51%
Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%
Expertise
Actual 92.05% 83.87% 95.08% 94.12% 88.89%
Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%
Availability of Information
Actual 92.39% 79.10% 81.97% 68.75% 75.71%
Target 90% 90% 90% 90% 95%
Overall
Actual 90% 79.71% 91.67% 88.24% 83.56%
Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%
Accuracy
Actual 91.11% 80% 88.71% 75% 83.56%
Target 90% 90% 90% 90% 95%
Timeliness
Actual 85.87% 82.43% 77.42% 66.67% 76.71%
Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%

How Are We Doing

actual target
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The PSRB adopted the standardized customer service survey questions required for State agencies at their inception in 2004. While customer service scores have generally been positive, it was
recognized around 2018 that response rates, particularly from clients, were low. In response, the PSRB revised its approach in 2019 to include customer service surveys with every Board order, rather
than only distributing them twice a year. 

Despite this enhanced dissemination strategy, the PSRB continued to encounter significant challenges with survey response rates over the years.  In 2024, only 37 surveys were completed out of over
600 orders distributed to well over a thousand recipients. For the past several years, the survey has also been distributed to community and hospital treatment providers during the PSRB’s annual
forensic conference. From the 2024 conference, an additional 38 surveys were returned, for a total of 75 responses. 

The survey uses a Likert scale providing respondents the following options on its six measures: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor, and I Don't Know. Calculations are made by tallying “positive responses”
as defined by a response of Good or Excellent.

While the overall customer service scores suggest areas for improvement, the PSRB believes these scores do not fully reflect the high-quality service the agency strives to provide. In 2024, the PSRB
added a category of affiliation to its customer service survey, allowing the agency to examine respondents based on two main groups for a more meaningful analysis:

Frequent Contacts (n=43): Attorney, Case Manager, and OSH Staff
Infrequent Contacts (n=23): Clients and Victims

(Note: Responses from the "Other" category were excluded from the calculations but are included in the overall totals.)

Results from Frequent Contacts were overwhelmingly positive and reflect a high level of satisfaction among those who frequently work with the Board and its staff:

Helpfulness of Employees, 93.02%
Knowledge and Expertise of Employees, 97.67%
Availability of Information, 92.86%
Overall Quality of Services Provided, 95.35%
Provide Services Correctly the First Time (Accuracy), 95.24%
Timeliness of Services, 85.71%

Results from Infrequent Contacts gave notably lower scores across all categories, suggesting they have a different experience with the PSRB, particularly related to concerns around the availability of
information and the timeliness of services were notably lower in all categories:

Helpfulness of Employees, 65.00%
Knowledge and Expertise of Employees, 70.00%
Availability of Information, 47.37%
Overall Quality of Services Provided, 66.67%
Provide Services Correctly the First Time (Accuracy), 68.18%
Timeliness of Services, 63.64%.

While the overall results indicate there are some challenges in customer service, particularly with individuals who have infrequent contact with the PSRB, the agency’s scores from those who work
closely with the Board highlight a strong record of customer satisfaction. The PSRB recognizes the need to address the disparities in these perceptions and is committed to improving the service
experience for all stakeholders, especially those with less frequent interactions. In the next section, we provide hypotheses and future directions on how to move this initiative forward.

Factors Affecting Results
Survey Limitations & Nature of PSRB Services: Using a single survey tool to gauge satisfaction across a variety of customer personas—such as case managers, victims, and clients—has proven
challenging. For victims and clients, interactions with the PSRB primarily occur through contested hearings. Dissatisfaction with the decisions from these hearings can skew satisfaction scores, as
feedback may be more reflective of the outcome than the quality of service provided. Moreover, victims and clients’ connection with PSRB is often indirect and involves intermediaries, such as legal
representatives, treatment providers, and advocates, who directly interact with victims and clients. As a result, PSRB satisfaction levels may be influenced more by the quality of service provided by
these intermediaries than by the PSRB itself. This dynamic complicates the PSRB’s ability to gauge satisfaction with its direct service, as issues experienced with intermediaries might skew
perceptions of the PSRB’s overall service quality.

Survey Timing: Surveys are distributed immediately after contested hearings and Board decisions, potentially leading to feedback focused on the outcome of the hearing rather than PSRB services.
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This timing issue may skew results towards dissatisfaction with decisions rather than the overall quality of the service provided.

Opportunities for Responses: Historically, the PSRB has relied on its annual Forensic Conference as a key opportunity to distribute our customer service survey to treatment providers. This event
has typically been a significant source of survey responses, with previous conferences drawing approximately 80-100 participants. However, in 2024, the Oregon Health Authority (OHA), which has
traditionally funded the conference, made the decision to cut its funding. As a result, the conference was replaced with an online training format, which significantly reduced attendance. This shift led to
a decrease in the number of survey responses, as only 40 individuals attended the online webinar this year compared to past in-person conferences with larger participation.

Future Directions: To address these issues, the PSRB is committed to refining its survey methodology as outlined in its Strategic Plan. Under the leadership of the Executive Director, a customer
service improvement project was initiated in June 2024 with an anticipated roll out in 2025 pending agency priorities. This project aims to develop a more targeted survey approach, specifically for
clients that is better tailored to their specific needs and services. The goal is modified survey questions that will better inform the PSRB and provide more actionable insights for improving our services.
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KPM #5 BEST PRACTICES - Percent of total best practices met by the Board.
Data Collection Period: Jan 01 - Dec 31

* Upward Trend = positive result

Report Year 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Percentage of Best Practices Met
Actual 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Target 95% 95% 95% 95% 95%

How Are We Doing
The Psychiatric Security Review Board (PSRB) consistently evaluates its adherence to best practices in the first quarter of each calendar year, reviewing performance from the previous year. For
2024, the Board confirmed that it met all 15 surveyed categories 100% of the time.

Factors Affecting Results
The PSRB's consistent adherence to best practices is supported by robust communication and a commitment to transparency. The executive and deputy directors play a crucial role in keeping Board
members informed about significant matters, including the agency’s adherence to best practices. This open communication is vital, as many Board members are professionals with full-time
responsibilities outside the Board. They rely on reports and quarterly administrative meetings to stay informed about staff accomplishments and best practice methods.

Regular consulting between the executive director and the Board Chair further reinforces the Board’s commitment to best practices. However, potential challenges include Board member transitions at
the end of terms. New members often face a steep learning curve. To address this, the PSRB provides targeted training, information, and updates to both new and returning Board members prior to
the best practices survey. The executive director's updates are tailored to support new members in their roles and ensure they are well-informed about the agency’s practices and expectations. This
approach helps mitigate knowledge gaps and maintains the Board’s high standards of performance.

actual target
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statement on the insanity defense in recommends the model system presently in operation in 
the State of Oregon under the aegis of the Psychiatric Security Review Board. The APA was 
impressed that: 

Confinement and release decisions for acquittals are made by an experienced body that 
is not naive about the nature of violent behavior committed by mental clients and that 
allows a quasi-criminal approach for managing such persons. Psychiatrists participate in 
the work of the Oregon Board, but they do not have primary responsibility. The 
Association believes that this is as it should be since the decision to confine and release 
persons who have done violence to society involves more than psychiatric 
considerations. The interest of society, the interest of the criminal justice system and the 
interest of those who have been or might be victimized by violence must also be 
addressed in confinement and release decisions. 

A report of the National Commission on the Insanity Defense issued in March 1983 and entitled 
"Myths and Realities", sponsored by the National Mental Health Association, recommends the 
adoption of a special statute to address the disposition of the acquitted after a finding of not 
responsible by reason of insanity of a violent crime. In that report, the National Commission also 
discusses the Oregon code creating the Psychiatric Security Review Board. 

In 1989 the National Alliance for the Mentally Ill set goals and priorities which included passing 
statutes that provide improved systems for insanity acquitees, citing the Oregon Psychiatric 
Security Review Board as a model for such a statute. 

In 1994, the Psychiatric Security Review Board was named the APA's Hospital and Community 
Psychiatry's Gold Achievement Award winner. The award was given in recognition of the 
program's commitment to improved integration of mental health services within the criminal 
justice system and its responsibility to individual, community, and societal values. 

Oregon remains one of the states currently in the forefront of legal process in this area. 
Connecticut is the only other state with a similar agency, having adopted the Oregon model 
years ago. Most recently, in 2010, Washington state created and enacted a version of this 
model. Other states, including Florida, Kentucky, Michigan, New Hampshire, California, and 
South Carolina have expressed an interest in this successful approach. 

The insanity defense population will continue to be a part of our society. Oregon chose to 
create the Psychiatric Security Review Board, offering a specialized, multidisciplinary method of 
decision-making. By statute, the Board's primary concern is the protection of society. The 
system works well because of the Board’s ability to respond quickly to community emergencies 
and the system’s ability to balance the public's concern for safety, the treatment of persons in 
the community, and the rights of the clients. 

There have been several articles and books written and research studies performed on the 
insanity acquitee population. Please visit our website for a snapshot of publications on this 
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topic. 

Adult Panel 

Guilty Except for Insanity 

When an adult commits a felony and is found by the courts to be Guilty Except for Insanity (GEI), 
the judge places the individual under Oregon Psychiatric Security Review Board (PSRB) 
jurisdiction. Typically, courts place these individuals under the Board’s jurisdiction for the 
maximum period they could have received had they been found guilty of the offense. When an 
individual successfully pleads GEI, sentencing guidelines do not apply. 

The Psychiatric Security Review Board’s statutory functions are to protect the public by: 

1. Accepting jurisdiction over Guilty Except for Insanity clients. 

2. Balancing the public’s concern for safety with clients’ rights. 

3. Conducting hearings, making findings, and issuing orders. 

4. Monitoring the progress of each client under its jurisdiction. 

5. Revoking conditional release, when necessary, if clients violate their conditional release 
terms. 

6. Maintaining up-to-date histories on all clients. 

The Board carries out these functions by conducting hearings and monitoring clients on 
conditional release. In making decisions, the Board’s primary concern is the protection of the 
public. 

While under the Board’s jurisdiction, an adult can be committed to the Oregon State Hospital or 
conditionally released to a lower level of care, ranging from secure residential treatment 
facilities to independent living. Most clients placed under the PSRB under a GEI plea begin their 
PSRB term at Oregon State Hospital, with the goal of conditional release as they progress 
through treatment. The Board determines the appropriate type of facility based on clinical and 
risk assessments, including the level of treatment, care and supervision required by the client. 
The Board grants conditional release to clients once it determines that he or she can be 
adequately controlled with supervision and treatment in the community and that the necessary 
supervision and treatment are available. 

The Board assesses readiness for conditional release planning by: 

1. Reviewing exhibit files, which contain reports and evaluations by the client’s providers 
of various disciplines. 

2. Listening to witness testimony, including cross examination when the Board needs 
additional information. 

3. Cross examining witnesses to obtain additional information. 
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4. Considering the risk to society that the client may pose if returned to the community, 
using: 

a. Clinical judgment of professional staff; 

b. Results of psychological testing and risk assessments; 

c. Recommendations of the Oregon State Hospital’s Risk Review Panel; and 

d. The availability of resources in the community to compensate for any residual 
risk. 

When release is appropriate and the Board approves a verified plan, the Board orders the client 
released from the state hospital subject to the Board's specific conditions. An overview of these 
conditions includes: 

1. An appropriate housing situation; 

2. Mental health treatment and supervision; 

3. The designation of a person who agrees to report on a monthly basis to the Board 
concerning the released person's progress and who also agrees to notify the Board's 
director immediately of any violations of the release conditions; and 

4. Any other special conditions deemed appropriate and/or necessary such as abstaining 
from alcohol and drugs or submitting to random drug screen tests. 

Strong evidence of Board’s effective decision-making lies in clients’ ability to succeed while on 
supervised conditional release: in 2019, more than 99% of PSRB’s conditional release clients 
remained in the community on a monthly basis. In accordance with ORS 161.336, a change in 
mental health status causing a client to pose a risk of substantial danger to others or a violation 
of the terms of conditional release may result in immediate revocation of the conditional 
release and return to Oregon State Hospital. Though typically, treatment team members 
intervene at the earliest stages possible to mitigate risk and create safety plans to avoid a 
revocation if possible, there are times when revocations are still necessary, the grounds for 
which include: 

1. Violation of conditional release plan terms. 

2. A significant change in mental health status. 

3. Absconding from supervision. 

4. Loss of the availability of appropriate community resources 

Civil Commitments 

All individuals charged with a crime have the constitutional right to assist in their own defense. 
If a court believes a mental disability may prevent someone from assisting in their own defense, 
the court suspends the criminal case and orders an evaluation to determine whether the person 
is competent under ORS 161.370. If the court finds that the person is not competent to aid and 
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assist in their own defense, it also determines whether they need treatment to restore 
competency. In some cases, a court may find, in light of an evaluation conducted under ORS 
161.370, that there is no substantial probability that the defendant will gain or regain the 
capacity to stand trial in the foreseeable future. 

In response to this finding, a court or district attorney may dismiss the charges and/or initiate 
commitment proceedings. Oregon Revised Statute 426.701—known as a PSRB Civil 
Commitment—is available when there is reason to believe that a person is extremely dangerous 
due to a qualifying mental disorder that is also resistant to treatment. Such a finding requires the 
judge to appoint a qualified examiner to evaluate the individual. Commitment under this statute 
is for two years, and the individual remains under PSRB jurisdiction for the entire commitment 
period. The individual may be recommitted indefinitely, in two-year intervals, if the court finds 
each time that he or she continues to meet jurisdictional criteria. As with the GEI population, 
Conditional Release is permitted under the Civil Commitment program. 

In some limited circumstances, a district attorney may initiate a PSRB Civil Commitment in cases 
in which the individual’s GEI or prison sentence is coming to an end, but there is evidence 
supporting the necessary criteria under this statute. 

Gun Relief Program 

The Oregon legislature established the PSRB’s Gun Relief program as a direct result of the 
investigation arising from the Virginia Tech tragedy, which revealed that most states, including 
Oregon, were not sending the names of people barred from purchasing firearms to the federal 
National Instant Criminal Background Check System (NICS) database. All federally licensed 
firearm dealers and law enforcement agencies use NICS to conduct background checks when 
individuals apply to purchase firearms. 

Congress passed legislation requiring states to provide those names for inclusion in the federal 
database or risk losing some federal criminal justice grant funding. To address various concerns, 
Congress included a provision requiring states to establish "relief" programs whereby 
individuals previously barred from purchasing or possessing firearms could petition to have that 
right restored and their names removed from the NICS database. 

As a result, the 2009 Oregon Legislature enacted HB 2853 (amending portions of ORS Chapter 
166) which, in part, directed the Oregon State Police to submit the names of firearm- 
disqualified individuals to the NICS database. The bill also directed the Psychiatric Security 
Review Board to conduct relief hearings, given the mental health expertise of its Board 
members. The Board only hears relief petitions from individuals barred from purchasing or 
possessing a firearm due to an Oregon mental health determination. Relevant mental health 
determinations include civil commits, persons found guilty except for insanity (GEI), and 
persons who were found unable to aid and assist in a criminal proceeding. 

Persons who previously received judicial relief under ORS 166.274 remain barred from 
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possessing a firearm under federal law. However, the PSRB’s relief program is certified by the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF); federal law gives the PSRB the 
authority to lift a federal mental health prohibitor. 

Sex Offender Reclassification and Relief Program 

In 2013, the Oregon legislature established PSRB’s Sex Offender 
Classification/Reclassification/Relief program. The early phase of this program required the 
Board classify all adults under its jurisdiction who: 1) have successfully asserted the Guilty 
Except for Insanity defense (GEI); and 2) are required to register as sex offenders. Beginning in 
January 2019, the agency launched a reclassification and relief program to allow those persons 
whose sex offense was also their GEI offense the opportunity to be reclassified or relieved from 
their sex offender registration requirement. 

Youths convicted or found Responsible Except for Insanity (REI) of a sex crime do not register as 
sex offenders while under PSRB or Oregon Youth Authority supervision; the juvenile court 
determines their registration obligation. The PSRB notifies the juvenile court six months prior to 
a youth’s pending end of jurisdiction or—when a youth’s PSRB hearing results in early discharge 
from Board jurisdiction—no later than three days following the hearing. At that point, the court 
sets a hearing, at which it determines whether to require the youth to register as a sex offender 
or to grant relief from the registration requirement. The PSRB notifies the parties’ attorneys and 
the youth’s treatment team of the hearing once it becomes aware. 

Juvenile Panel 

Responsible Except for Insanity 

When the court finds a youth courts Responsible Except for Insanity (REI) of an offense, the 
judge places the individual under Psychiatric Security Review Board (PSRB) jurisdiction if the 
court finds that: 

1. The juvenile has a serious mental condition (defined as major depression, bipolar 
disorder or psychotic disorder); or 

2. The young person has a qualifying mental disorder other than a serious mental 
condition and represents a substantial danger to others, requiring conditional release or 
commitment to a hospital or facility. 

Individuals found REI are placed under Board jurisdiction for the maximum sentence they could 
have received if found guilty of the crime. As with the adult panel, sentencing guidelines do not 
apply. 

With respect to juvenile clients, the Psychiatric Security Review Board’s statutory functions 
protect the public because the Board: 

1. Accepts jurisdiction over REI clients. 
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