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Victims’ Issues Rules Advisory Committee
Meeting Summary

Date/Time: 		June 4, 2026, 2:00 – 4:00pm
Meeting Summary:	The Victims’ Issues Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) convened on June 4, 2026 from 2:00-4:00pm via Microsoft Teams. The PSRB presented five topics of interest for rulemaking that were identified through community engagement and discussions with community partners, representatives from partner agencies, the Board and Board staff. The majority of meeting time was dedicated to discussing issues and draft rule language related to a process for victims to request to reinstate contact with an individual under the jurisdiction of the PSRB when there is a no-contact provision in the order which placed them under the Board. 

RAC Members & Attendance
	Name
	Affiliation
	Present

	Members

	Cheryl Meyers
	Oregon State Hospital 
	X

	Claire Graves
	Polk County DA Office
	X

	Dana Goetz 
	Oregon Health Authority Forensic Evaluator Certification Program
	X

	Della Hoffman 
	Oregon State Hospital 
	X

	Elisabeth Waner 
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	X

	Emily La Brecque
	Oregon Crime Victims Law Center
	X

	Jennifer Braaten
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	

	Sandra (Sandi) Flowers
	Oregon State Hospital
	X

	Shannon Sivell
	Oregon DOJ Crime Victim Survivor Services
	X

	Stephanie Stocks
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	X

	Rules Coordinators

	Alysson Bocciolatt
	PSRB
	X

	Alison Bort
	PSRB
	X

	Katrina Elison
	PSRB
	X



Welcome, Introductions, & RAC Orientation
Link to Presentation: RAC 1 - Presentation

Alysson Bocciolatt opened the meeting at 2:00pm with an overview of the agenda and brief summary of topics to be addressed by the RAC. RAC members and participants from the PSRB introduced themselves. Alysson provided an explanation of the purpose of RACs as part of the agency rulemaking process and described the role of RAC members as supporting the agency in identifying rule needs, providing feedback, ensuring fairness and clarity, and ensuring public participation and representation of those affected by PSRB rules. Alysson expressed that the meeting was being recorded and would be shared according to Public Meeting Law. 


Review of Issues
Alysson described five issue areas that emerged from community engagement and feedback from PSRB partners:
1. Victim location considerations: How to coordinate and communicate victims’ residence/employment for consideration in conditional release placement decisions. 
2. Victim modification requests: How to update conditional release terms to avoid unwanted encounters (e.g., no contact, travel restrictions).
3. Reinstating contact: How to establish rules to clarify the process for victims to request to reinstate contact when there is a no contact provision in the order which placed an individual under the Board’s jurisdiction. Introduced as the primary topic of this meeting.
4. Information sharing: How to protect victim information and PSRB client information when exchanging information with the PSRB and external partners and agencies; clarifying what information victims have rights to.
5. Hearing notices: What information must be provided to victims before a PSRB hearing and whether statutory changes may be needed instead of agency rules. 

Rule Language Review and Agency Response

Background and Context
Alysson gave an overview of the context of no-contact provisions included in Guilty Except for Insanity (GEI) and Civil Commitment (ORS 426.701) judgments. Standard no‑contact provisions were introduced into these judgments at recommendation of PSRB as a means of preventing unwanted victim contact, considering patient rights and access to communication methods at the Oregon State Hospital (OSH). However, some victims (e.g., family members) may seek to have contact reinstated, but there is no clear, formal process currently. Following legal advice, PSRB believes it has authority to modify no contact provisions stemming from the judgments placing individuals under its jurisdiction when appropriate; however, there needs to be a clear process for this. The Board reviewed and approved a proposed victim‑initiated request to reinstate process that would apply when an individual is at OSH or on conditional release. Alysson reviewed the reinstatement process shared previously during community engagement in February 2026. 

The RAC proceeded to review drafted rule language: 
Form and Submission Process
· A member raised concern of language on the information sheet indicating victim advocates could complete the form. While victim advocates would help with the process if requested, including that they will help in the information sheet may inadvertently increase outreach to advocates for other reasons. Alysson acknowledged this would be completed.


· Questions arose about informed consent and what information PSRB needs permission to share and how victims provide consent to different agencies and advocates.
· Participants discussed how and when information needed or considered to process the request may be shared with treatment providers, case monitors, or others.
· Participants raised the question of what information from this process would become part of the PSRB exhibit file for the client; expressed need to protect confidentiality of victim’s information. 
· Staff Input (Alison Bort): Acknowledged that confidentiality issues tied into broader victim considerations PSRB must addressed and that including clear notice on the form may be the simplest way to ensure informed consent. Alison recognized the tension between confidentiality and due-process transparency and risks associated with providers accessing exhibit files. 
Minor Victims
· A member raised the issue of minors and how the process would operate for minor victims. PSRB acknowledged that requests on behalf of minors require special handling. 
· Staff Input (Alison Bort): Acknowledged that the rule may need clearer direction on coordinating with guardians, Department of Human Services, and care providers, as well as how the minor’s perspective is considered and provided reassurance that the PSRB will consider safety, treatment, and legal factors from all relevant sources.
Board’s Authority to Modify No-Contact Orders
· Participants discussed the importance of the rule stating that the PSRB cannot authorize reinstated contact if a separate court‑issued protective order is active.
· A member raised that a handful of new court orders have included language explicitly authorizing Board to modify the no-contact provision. Discussing the prospect of adding this to sample templates to make it more clear.
· A member expressed concern over lack of clarity around issue of the Board’s authority to authorize contact when there is a no-contact provision in the order from a court placing the person under the board’s jurisdiction, that authority is not explicitly provided in statute. Also raise the finality of a judgment in terms of relief it offers victims (and how the prospect of modifications may raise anxiety).  Discussion ensued about the issue of Board’s authority and potential steps toward clarifying this further. Should the trial court be responsible for lifting/modifying such conditions? A member raised the fact that trial courts increasingly direct parties to PSRB for modifications, but legal clarity is lacking. Discussed the heightened standards of a protective/stalking order as well as the remedy of violating being added prison time.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): The PSRB made a finding in a recent hearing that it does have authority to modify a no-contact provision. The PSRB consulted with general counsel and believes that the issue has been clarified in favor of the PSRB having the authority to modify conditions to authorize contact at the request of victims. Likely whether the Board can modify is outside scope of this RAC, but continue to think about how this issue can be further clarified in the future.


Process for Individuals at OSH
· A member raised the question of whether the term “advocates” refers to system-based or community advocates because of confidentiality considerations and release of information requirements for privileged relationships.
· A member posed a question about how PSRB clients are considered for this process. Members discussed that clients retain right to choose whether to have contact with a victim, even if a victim successfully petitions for contact.
· Participants discussed the role of Executive Director in conducting the review and consultations with key professionals, including OSH staff, treatment teams, advocates, and other partners.
· Staff Input (Alison Bort): 
· Clarified that the Executive Director would issue a determination, but the decision could be modified or terminated by the Board. Board delegates authority to the Executive Director to make the determination when someone is at OSH. These determinations are not meant to create unintended appeal rights or to create a new issue that would be raised at Board hearings while individuals are at OSH. 
Process for Individuals on Conditional Release
· A member raised a question about when victims are notified of conditional release and members briefly discussed hearing notices and whether the issue of contact with a victim is included in the notice. 
· Members discussed how victims’ residence is considered for placement evaluations. 
· Members discussed who or what entities should be consulted when reviewing a request for contact when a person is on conditional release.  
· Staff Input (Alison Bort): Clarified that the rule language reflects the current process of considering victim contact when the person is eligible for conditional release and for case monitors to request a hearing to modify terms of conditional release for those that are on conditional release.
Confidentiality and Exhibit File Management
· A member questioned whether the victim’s form should be part of the exhibit file and discussion amongst participants followed considering that further analysis of how this topic is addressed operationally and in rules may be required due to confidentiality, public records, and provider access.
· A member emphasized that clear communication to victims is needed so they understand what may be disclosed.
· Staff Input (Alison Bort): 
· Affirmed that the PSRB needs a process that preserves confidentiality without withholding information the client is legally entitled to see when the Board makes determinations.



· Recognized during discussion oversight committed by PSRB in not including defense attorney’s in this RAC and offered assurance that defense counsel will be apprised of today’s discussion and invited to upcoming RAC meetings. 
· With input from the RAC, consensus appeared to be that if a victim submits a form and the information is used to make a decision, we must figure out a way to make it part of the record. The PSRB will need processes for redaction and safeguarding victim information or provide informed consent about what will be in the file.
Factors Considered in Determining Whether to Reinstate Contact
· RAC members supported including a list of factors considered for transparency but suggested refinement.
Emergency suspension of contact
· RAC members supported including emergency restriction of contact by th PSRB, OSH, or supervising agencies if safety concerns arise.

Next Steps & Anticipated Dates
Alysson described actions to be completed before the next RAC meeting: 
· PSRB will outreach to defense counsel to share progress of this RAC and invite to upcoming meetings. 
· PSRB will revise drafted rule language based on RAC feedback.
· A meeting summary, recording, and materials will be posted on the PSRB Rulemaking webpage.
· Next meeting: June 17, 2026 at 2:00 PM via Microsoft Teams (updated 6/8/2026).
· At next RAC, anticipate focusing on establishing process for DOJ (on behalf of victims) to request modifications to CR. Secondary issue relates to how to collect information/victim considerations for the purposes of placement in community, no contact provisions (that might not necessarily be the victim), and travel restrictions.

Adjourn
Alysson and Alison thanked RAC members for their contributions and adjourned the meeting at 4:01pm. 


For additional information, contact: Alysson Bocciolatt, Alysson.Bocciolatt@psrb.oregon.gov
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