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Victims’ Issues Rules Advisory Committee
Meeting Summary

Date/Time: 		June 17, 2026, 2:00 – 4:00pm
Meeting Summary:	The Victims’ Issues Rules Advisory Committee (RAC) convened on June 17, 2026 via Microsoft Teams. The PSRB presented two proposed rules and questions for analysis that reflected the memo shared with the RAC members on June 9. The meeting focused on the proposed rule language for considerations of victim-safety concerns during conditional release planning and a state-requested modification process. The RAC agreed to a third meeting on June 29, 2:00-4:00pm. 

RAC Members & Attendance
	Name
	Affiliation
	Present

	Members

	Bailey Squires-Moody
	Lane Public Defender Services
	

	Cheryl Meyers
	Oregon State Hospital 
	X

	Claire Graves
	Polk County DA Office
	

	Dana Goetz 
	Oregon Health Authority Forensic Evaluator Certification Program
	X

	Della Hoffman 
	Oregon State Hospital 
	

	Elisabeth Waner 
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	X

	Emily La Brecque
	Oregon Crime Victims Law Center
	X

	Jennifer Braaten
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	

	Harris Matarazzo
	Defense Attorney 
	

	Reid Kajikawa
	Lane Public Defenders Services
	

	Sandra (Sandi) Flowers
	Oregon State Hospital
	X

	Shannon Sivell
	Oregon DOJ Crime Victim Survivor Services
	

	Stephanie Stocks
	Oregon DOJ Appellate Advocacy Program
	X

	Rules Coordinators

	Alysson Bocciolatt
	PSRB
	X

	Alison Bort
	PSRB
	X

	Katrina Elison
	PSRB
	X



Welcome & Introductions
Link to Presentation: RAC 2 Presentation

Alysson Bocciolatt opened the meeting at 2:00pm and indicated that the meeting was being recorded and would be shared according to Public Meeting Law. RAC members and participants from the PSRB introduced themselves. Alysson presented the agenda for the meeting. 

Updates 
Alysson described steps the PSRB has taken since the first RAC meeting, including updating the draft rules for the Request to Reinstate Contact Process and preparing the memo about victim considerations for the conditional release evaluation and planning process and State-requested modifications. The updated rule language is to be posted to the rulemaking website by June 18. 

Rule Language Review and Agency Response
Context
Alysson gave an overview of the two proposed rules related to addressing victim safety considerations in the conditional release evaluation and placement process or a State-requested modification. She framed the conversation around three central questions:
1. How the agency can consider victim safety concerns during the initial conditional release process.
2. How the agency can consider victim safety concerns that arise after the initial hearing or between hearings.
3. Whether the proposed rules are fair, practical, and the appropriate mechanism for addressing these concerns.
Alysson emphasized the importance of ensuring any rule language is fair to both clients and victims, workable for outpatient supervisors, and aligned with existing processes. She highlighted issues for the RAC to consider, that were addressed in the memo, including feasibility for outpatient supervisors to monitor or implement the requested conditions, whether issues should be addressed through rule versus policy or training, confidentiality for both clients and victims, and leveraging existing evaluation and hearing processes to avoid unnecessary administrative burden.

859-070-0022: Victim-Safety Considerations in Community Evaluations, Conditional Release Plans, and Conditional Release Modifications
General Feedback
· A member raised concern about the length of the rule text, recommending bullet points and less narrative text.
· A member encouraged distinguishing what must be in rule versus what belongs in training materials, emphasizing that rules should focus on required actions, while training can explain considerations behind those actions.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Acknowledged and agreed that wording can be streamlined while keeping required content. Agreed that some text may belong in training rather than rule.
Victim Safety Considerations
· A member confirmed that the list of victim safety considerations aligns with common victim needs (e.g., no contact, geographic restrictions, travel restrictions).
· A member raised a question about “procedures for addressing incidental or unavoidable contact,” noting this is not typically addressed and asked what that would look like in practice. 
· A member inquired whether outpatient supervisors are obligated to seek out information or simply rely on what the board provides. Another member explained that the DOJ Victim Advocate receives information for most, but not all, community evaluations, but sometimes misses cases when evaluations are unscheduled or not shared in advance.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Explained that “procedures for addressing incidental or unavoidable contact” are rarely used and usually recommended by case monitors rather than requested by victims.
· Clarified that the DOJ Victim Advocate typically receives relevant information but does not always have full visibility when evaluations are unscheduled; acknowledged room for improving information flow between PSRB and victim advocates.
· A member suggested rule language should consistently reference both conditional release plans and modifications.
· Agency Response (Alysson Bocciolatt): Accepted recommendation. 
Treatment of Victim Considerations by the Board
· A member questioned whether “adequately controlled” is the appropriate term to use when referring to PSRB clients on conditional release. 
· A member requested clarification on section 7, initially concerned it required explaining the absence of recommended conditions in all cases.
· A member expressed concern about overly broad victim requests, such as barring a client from the entire tri‑county Portland metro area, which can be difficult to operationalize. Stressed the importance of balancing victim concerns with the need for practical, geographically specific information to support evaluations.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): 
· Acknowledge concern with the wording and explained that “adequately controlled” is statutory language that the agency must follow. The agency previously explored alternatives but could not reach consensus in a statutory workgroup.
· Confirmed that subsection 7 requires explanation only when victim safety considerations are actually identified. 
· Explained that the conditional release plan is the Board’s order, not the proposal submitted by the outpatient supervisor. The Board will consider any conditions in relation to its requirement to determine whether the client can be adequately controlled in the community with treatment, supervision, and conditions necessary to protect the public.
· Clarified that a requested victim condition must be considered but is not controlling, consistent with statutory balancing requirements.
· 
859-070-0027: State Requests for Victim-Safety Modifications of Conditional Release
Intent and Purpose
· A member stated that the rule purpose seemed clear and relevant.
· A member stated that most post‑hearing safety‑related modification requests originate from DOJ after victims respond to release notices, explaining that sometimes victims only learn about a conditional release after it occurs, prompting urgent requests from DOJ.
· A member shared that DOJ attempts to be specific and intentional with requests, recognizing that placement has already occurred and alterations are limited.
· A member suggested the Board might prevent issues by vetting proposed evaluation locations earlier—before authorizing an evaluation—to catch potential victim‑proximity concerns. Expressed this may be preferable to placing responsibility on the hospital or outpatient supervisor.
· A member indicated confirmed that OSH’s risk review process checks for victim‑notification concerns, but only superficially.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Confirmed the purpose of the rule: to create a structured mechanism for DOJ to request victim‑safety modifications after a conditional release has already been approved, acknowledging this occurs frequently in practice.
· Explained the intent is to integrate and expand on an existing rule allowing the state to request modifications at any time, clarifying how such requests should function operationally.
· Provided reassurance that the Board already conducts significant vetting before ordering an evaluation and consults internally when proposed placement overlaps with victim location or where the incident offense occurred.
Preparing the Request 
· A member asked whether “capable of implementation” means DOJ must determine feasibility before submitting a request, or whether that assessment is done by the outpatient supervisor.
· A member raised an issue with consistency in the rule language, recommending that the rule consistently reference the conditional release plan and modifications. 
· A member noted that wording in section 6 could be interpreted as requiring that the request itself address whether it can be implemented, which DOJ cannot always know.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Clarified that outpatient supervisors—not DOJ—determine whether a requested condition is “capable of implementation”; the rule’s intent is for DOJ to submit the request and supervisors to respond having analyzed its feasibility.
· Acknowledged rule wording is dense and sometimes repetitive and will be revised. 
Notice and Response Period for PSRB Clients
· A member suggested including a clear response timeframe (e.g., 30 days) for the client/attorney when notified of a requested condition.
· A member recommended that notice be given to both the client and their attorney to ensure transparency. Noted that some clients may wish to respond directly to the Board, given distrust of counsel or desire to be heard.
· A member sought clarification on section 7: Wanted assurance that “client must be given notice” did not mean client approval was required.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Agreed that specifying a response timeframe of 30 days is reasonable and will be incorporated.
· Confirmed that language will be revised so “client notice” clearly refers to notifying the attorney of record and the client.


Treatment of Victim Considerations by the Board
· A member raised a concern that referring a modification request to a full Board hearing should be clarified as not reopening jurisdictional review.
· Agency Response (Alison Bort): Confirmed the rule is not intended to require a full jurisdictional review if a modification request is referred to a hearing.
· Indicated that “decline” may be removed from the executive director’s options to avoid creating an appealable adverse decision; instead, insufficient information would trigger referral to the Board.
Review of Rule Divisions for Potential Placement of New Rules
Alysson presented an overview of the PSRB rule structure, noting that the two proposed rules reviewed today could fit into either Division 70 pertaining to Conditional Release, or Division 30, which would be reorganized and contain only rules related to victims, including the rule to request to reinstate contact. 
· A member indicated that it would be easier to locate rules related to conditional release planning and modifications if the those two rules were in Division 70. 
· A member indicated that the victim request to reinstate contact would make sense if it were located in the same division as the Victim Rights rule (Division 30).
· Agency Response (Alysson Bocciolatt): Accepted and agreed that goal is for the rules to be easily located in relevant divisions.

Next Steps & Anticipated Dates
Alysson requested RAC input on existing rules for definitions and victims’ rights and proposed meeting on June 29 to gather any additional feedback on the three proposed rules, statutorily required topics (e.g. impact on racial equity, small businesses), and the sets of rules for definitions and victims’ rights. 

Alysson described actions to be completed before the next RAC meeting: 
· PSRB will revise the rule language for the three proposed rules based on RAC feedback.
· A meeting summary, recording, and updated rule drafts will be posted on the PSRB Rulemaking webpage.
· Next meeting: June 29, 2026 at 2:00 PM via Teams. 

Adjourn
Alysson and Alison thanked RAC members for their contributions and adjourned the meeting at 3:21pm. 


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