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A Look at Parole in Nevada and in the U.5.

The Problem

Nevada is now experiencing a “perfect storm” of conditions that militate in favor of a

I O drastic change in the way Nevada manages release of its offenders. With the Nevada Department
e - ey . . . . - N ae w

APV s G)’F Corrections advancing an agenda of balancing security with programs and prioritizing

o _\g}:rchabiﬁtaﬁon of offenders, its gains are negated if the corresponding authorities responsible for

A )Y_,f jparoie release and community supervision do not move in complimentary directions. In the

current atmosphere, those agencies arc offsetting the Department of Corrections’ statewide

Q improvements and cost-efficiencies, undermining  rehabilitation of offenders, and likely
TR increasing recidivism in Nevada. Tmminent action is n )

£

k]

In 1995, Nevada passed “Truth in Sentencing” laws, which, in some cases, lengthened
prison sentences for serious crimes. As a general rule now, Nevada tends to have longer
sentences for Category A and B' crimes than many other states The impact of those changes is
now being felt in Nevada corrections. While the rest of the United States is experiencing a
decline in crime, Nevada’s prison population is not declining. To the contrary, Nevada’s new
commitments to prison have increased, (This may be due, in part, to it being an election ycar.)

The Department of Corrections is now experiencing a “bubble™ of increased numbers for both
male and female inmates. That situation ig exacerbated by several factors:
h-—_.,,_...._,m‘h_mw .

» Parcle Board releases have declined;
s Terms of parole in Nevada are short compared to other states;

* Too few offenders participate in Nevada’s Residential Confinement
programs;

* Drug Courts are noy” Myﬁaﬁq fow inmates can afford the $2,500 o
$5,800 costs (32,500 i rural caoiirts; $3,300 in Clark County; $5,800 in
Washoe County);

* Atany given time, therc are a few hundred inmates who bave been granted
parolc serving out their sentences in prison because of inability to obtain
housing or meet other conditions imposed by the Board of Parole
Commissioners

' Category A crimes are the most serious and carry sentences of 20-life, life with or without parole, and death.
Category R crimes carry sentences ofup to 20 years. :
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* Nevada’s Parole Board recognizes that parole and probation officers have
few resources with which to help an offender stay out of prison, and thus
seem to opt more often for full expiration of sentence rather than releasing
an offender on parole to face probable failure in community supervision
and inevitable re-inarceration,

* Nevada’s Pardons Board occasionally changes a sentence 5o an offender
can be eligible for parole, but the Board of Parole Commissioners most
often denies parole to those offenders,

For over a year, the Nevada Board of Parole Commissioners worked with James K.
Austin, Ph.DD., whose company has prepared the Department of Corrections’ inmate population
projections for the fast decade. (Dr. Austin retired from George Washington University and,
together with Wendy Naro, now runs JFA Associates, LLC, and consults nationwide on
corrections issues.) Through the National Tnstitute of Corrections, Dr. Austin was brought to
Nevada to review and validate Nevada’s parole procedures, which were literally created on a
member’s kitchen table years ago and had never been scrutinized by any outside observer or
organization.

Dr. Austin found Nevada was outside the mainstream and utilized subjective methods. He
recommended that the Nevada Board of Parole Commissioners adopt objective guidelines and
begin to use a risk-based instrument for making parole decisions, in fine with most other Parole
Boards in this nation. An objective study would evaluate the success or fuilure of that
instrument’s use and whether or not its recommendations were being followed or routinely
disregarded in favor of subjective decision-making again.

Additionally, the Parolc Board has determined that it overlooked a 1995 amendment to
the statute that allows forfeiture of an inmate’s- programming merit credits upon revocation of

parole. The statute previously provided for forfeiture only of “good time” (good behavior)
credits earned aguinst a sentence. Now the Boar also forfeit an\pio ing credits{
an_inmatc eamed while in prison. Programming credits include those awarded for edming a

GLD, High School Dipluma or collese degree: those earned for corpleting long-term drug
trealinent programs; those eamed in a vocational education or training program; those earned in
the Department of Corrections’ 48-week sex offender treatment program and other psychological
programs; and those earned for fighting fires or doing some other heroic act, The Department of
Corrections believes that forfeiture of such credits would sound a “death knell” to programming
and destroy any molivation inmates now have to become educated, to seek treatment and to
engage in positive programming while in prison. An amendment to NRS 213.1518 would
prevent the Parole Board from forfeiling earned programming credits for offenders.

Parolc in the Unites States

Various conditions have caused many states to abolish discretionary parole rcleases
entirely and to more strictly dictate mandatory release practices through legislation, Those
include such things as longer prison terms; burgeoning prison populations; failure to impact
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recidivism; fewer releases; dissatisfaction with subjective or arbitrary parole hearing procedures;
rising capital construction costs for prisons; and the public's demand for treatroent and
rehabilitation of offenders in licu of “warehousing” them.

An examination of the parole systems utilized in thc SO states and the District of
Columbia, from the most recent information available over individual state wobsites and those of
the American Parvle and Probation Association (APPA) and_Association of Paroling Authorities
International (APAT) reveals that 21 states have enﬁrely@gm
by Parcle Boards. They have done so either by: 1) imposing determinate sentences, 2)
establishing mandatory parole release periods: 3) establishing a system of combined prison and
post-incarceration supervision sentences imposed by the court at the time of initial sentencing; or
4) empowering the The Department of Corrections to determine when to release inmates into
community supervision programs they operate or oversee.

21 states abolished Discretionary Parole Release for sentences occurring during a
specified date in or aRter the years shown below:

Maine 1976 Indiana 1977
Hirnois 1978 Florida 1983
Washington 1984 Oregon 1989
Delaware 1990 Kansas 1993
Colorado 1993 (5-years of mandatory parole)

Arizona 1994 Arkansas 1994
North Carolina 1994 Mississippi 1995
Virginia 1995 Ohio 1996
South Dakotz 1996 Wisconsin 2000
Oklshoma 2000 District of Columbia 2000
Minnescta (date unknown) California (date unknown).

A majority of states (38) have their The Department of Corrections as the agency
responsible for the parole supervision of offenders ence they leave prison. Probation
supervision is placed with the District Courts.

The Department of Corrections supervises parolees in 20 States:*

Alaska Connecticut (for offenders with less than 2 y15 of supervision)
Georgia ldaho

Jowa Kentucky

T.ouisiana Michigan

Missouri Montana

Ncbraska New Hampshire

New Jersey New Mexico

North Dakota Oklahoma

Rhode Tsland Vermont

West Virginia Wyoming.
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For the other states that have abolished parole, supervision of their dwindling
parole caseload also is the responsibility of the Department of Corrections in 18§ of the 21

states’:
Arizona California Colorado
Delaware Florida IHinois
Indiana Kansas Mainc
Minnesota Mississippi North Carolina
Ohio Oregon South Dakota
Virginia Washington Wisconsin,
ﬁarulc supervision comes under an independent state Agency in seven states: 2
- ml
Arkansas
District of Columbia
Massachusetts
IYidi=iialn
South aroiina
~ Utah.

Parole supervision comes under the parole board itself in only six states:
Alabama Conunecticut (for parolecs requiring 2+ years of supervision)
Hawaii New York .

Pennsylvania ‘Tennessee.

28 states have “community corrections” programs, according to The Corrections

Yearbook 200%:

Alaska Colorado District of Columbia
Florida Hawaii Idaho

Towa Kansas Kentucky

Louisiana Maine ' Maryland
Mississippi Montana Nebraska

New Hampshire New Jersey North Carolina
Ohio Oklahoma Pennsylvania

Rhode Island Utah Vermont

Virginia Washington West Virginia
Wisconsin Wyoming.

Parole jn Nevada

? The Corrections Yearbook 20002 (the most recent edition available, reporting data through the end of 200])
reporis that a lotal of 33 of the 51 states and District of Columbia are respunsible for parole supervision of
uffenders, hut presumably the states’ websites are more current, lisiing 38,
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Sfoa o L NV
Nevada remains Qne of the few states primarily utilizing the most expensive corrections
ions to address vi all criminal conduct. Nevada incarcerates more people per capita

than do most other states: uses probation considerably less than most other states ; and has s T
Zterms of parole supervision than most other states (excluding those offenders who come under
“lifetime supervision” requirements). According to the Bureau of Jystice Statistics Bulletin
“Parole and Probation in the United States, 2003,” Nevada is rankdg 4% ih the percentage of
correctional population thal is incarcerated, as opposed to being on probation, on parole, or in
community-based corrcctional programs:

1. Mississippi 56.0%
2. Virginia 54.6%
3. West Virginia 50.5% — e
i 4, Nevaﬁ-a %—7{ W.r-...:f‘-w/? y O ey ta q[:,;
5. Oklahoma 47.9%

In the year 2002, Nevada also ranked 4 with 50.3% and in 2001 Nevada ranked 3™ with
50.7%. The average of all the states by geographical fegion is’

-—— [4
__/ West 30% NI o 31.2%

Mid-west 25.6% 72.7% North-east C o 25.7%.
é_@ff% < /wa(‘t -:u._ N\I. .

Clearly, as reporied by tKe Bureau of Justice Statistics, the number of inmates being
released on parole in Nevada is declining. To assure consistency of measurcment, the BJS
reports botli the actual number of parolecs (which reflects state growth or declinc), and the
number being released per 100,000 state resident population (which reflects the rate of release).
Nevada’s parole population has been: '

XR #onParole  # on Parole per 100k
— 2003 4,126 243 ~
2002 3,971 246
2001 4,519 283 —/2 64
2000 4,056 273 -
- 1999 3,893 295, - —

e Pt SNt

Fo el N
)
- Commissioners has dramatically reduced its per ¢ of Discretionary Parole Releases from
[ _30.7% %0 41 7% throuph July 2004, For males, the rate of Discretio Rel rall has
dropped 6.6% from the,2003 rate. For females, the ratc has dropped ﬁo%é.?/g iz' 2005 to 57%

in 2003 and so far i2004,140(48.8%. ~
/.M '

Furthgrmore, the more telling statistic is the{point in time_that an o
granted/parolc. \While the Nevada Parole Board repori

According to the latest Department of Cotrections figures, the Nevada Boar

et is finally



: .T14
MAR-13-2806 14:48 From: T7STE68BES To: 6846488 P

vy
£ iL» o ef
2 g

) )
- ]
paroled, a great number of them are Darolmmtbs,ﬂr Ies@;;: the/gl?g their sentences.

(Certainly, a shorter period of supervision ligher “success rate” since most recidivism

records are measured in one-year, three-year, and seven-year increments,) ada is reputed to

have some of the shortest parole periods in the nation. Tt is common in Nevada for Catcgory A
and B felons to retum 1o the Parole Board as many as five times before they are granted
Discretionary Release. The rate for Discretionary Release of male Category A felons is 31.5%
and for Category B felons it is 45.8%. Curiously, Category C felons®, who represent Jess serious
crimes and property crimes, are only paroled at a rate of 38.5%. Felons convicted of Category D
; and E* crimes, Nevada’s least serious or dangerous, are only paroled at a rate of 50.5% and
. 44.2 %, respeclively. National rescarch confirms that low-risk offenders w o are freated like
they are high-risk, actually experience an increase in recidivism. T .

| practices may be actually contributing to recidivism, rather than reducing it.
]

Supervision periods of less than six months are insufficient to assist the parolee in re-
integrating to the community, finding housing, finding decent employment and re-connecting
with family and other positive social contacts. The states that have revamped their parole
practices have recognized this. For example;

zon_instituted periods of post-prison supervision of 2 minimum of ¢ months for
crimes categories 1-3; 12 months for crime categories 4-10; emrs for erous
offenders” (as defined by ORS Chapter 163), including murderers; 3 yrs for robbery or
arson offenders; and the entire sentence term for a particular group of non-violent
offenders. See Uregon Revised Statutes 144.096 et seq.

* In Oklahoma, inmates in the highest crime categories can go to community corrections
work release placement when they have 330 days left to serve on their sentences. Thosc
in crime categorics which require service of 85% of their sentence may go to work
relcase placement with 760 days remaining to serve. Non-violent inmatcs can transfer to
compuunily corrections with 210 days left to serve. See Oklahoma Operations Policy

060104,
* In Ohio, F-2 and F-3 (violence) folons are sybject to mandatory relcase periods of 3
yeats. )

* in _Minnesota, offenders serving indeterminate sentences undergo Adjustment Reviews
annually and arc placed in community supervision_at least 2 vears prior to sentence
cxpiration. See Minn. Stat. 242.10; 242. 19; 244.05, subd.2 and 5 and DOC Policy
106,110. Offenders under supervision in the community and those under lifetime
supervision undergo annual Restructuring Revicws, too. See Minn. Stat. 244, 08, subd. 1
and DOC Policy 203.065.

y Category C felons can be sentenced to 1-5 years in prison and a 310,000 fine.
‘ Categury 1) and I felons can be sentenced to 1-4 years in prison and a 35,000 fine.
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* In Maine, an inmate can be transferred to Supervised Community Confinement when he
"‘h—w—-_" s -
has served_2/3 of € sentence 1S 5 vears or ; 2 the sentence if

the sentence is S years or less.

e
On the other hand, with a very short parole period, the pressure is tremendous for the
offender to successfilly accomplish re-integration and re-connection with family, employers and
society. To expect all that to be achieved in six short months is essentially an invitation to
failure for an offender who has been incarcerated a long time and lost the support network in the

community. Eoscrls sy 1o -fucorsro

Certainly, the ineffectiveness of such short parole periods in Nevada and the utter futility
of the revocation process is demonstrated when a parolee with such a remaining sentence is ro-
arrested and returned to prison to await a revocation hcaring. The inmate’s re-incarceration

_Intake Processing costs the Department of Corrections an average of $500 per person.

lmprisonment_costs Nevada taxpayers an average of $45 per day. It usually takes 2-3 months for
the Parole Revocation Hearing to ocour, incurring incarceration costs of $2,700 to $4,050 per
parolec. By the time u_decision is made to revoke, the inmate only has 2-3 months Jeft to serve,
Nevada has, thus, used its most expensive correctional option o acc ish httle. No
strong message of punishment is delivered but the damage in job and ily loss is great.
Furthermore, the re-integration process is totally derailed. St T Fe, LNV

’Zé Nevada has Mﬁaﬂdmin relea flenders one year before the end of their
sentence. The NevaduEepisiature passed it intending to ensure community supervision For most

offenders:

NRS 213,121 ndgto in prisoners,

L. Except as otherwisc provided insubsecﬁons3,4and5mdincaseswhcmammuﬁve
sentence is still 1o be served, if a prisoncr senicnced (o imprisonmcal for a tctm of 3 years or more:

(a) Has not been released on parole previously for that sentence; and

(b} Is not othierwise ineligiblc for parole, he mnst be released on parole 12 months before the end of his

maximum term, as reduced by any credits he has earncd to reduce his sentence pursuant 1 Chapicr 209 of
NRS. The Board shalt prescribe any conditions necessary for the orderly conduct of the parolee upon his
releasc.
2. Each parolee so released must be supervised closcly by the Division, in accordance with the
lan for supervision developed by the Chicf pursuant to NRS 213.122.
3 Ifhe - 3 clore 3 prisoner would otherwise be parol
.%. subsection 1, that there is a reasonzable probabitil that the ori i
“on parole, Ui Board may. require the prisoner 10 serve the bulance of his sentonce and not grant the parolc
provided for in subsection: 1.

4. i the prisoner is the subject of a lawful request from another law enforcement agency that he
be held or detained for release to that agency, the prisoner musi not be released on parole, bt released 1o
that agency.

5. Tf the Division has not completed its establishment of » program for the prisoncr's activities
during his parole pursuant to this section, the prisoncr must be refeased on perolc as soon as practicable
after the prisotkt's program is established.

6. For the purposes of this scction, the determination of the 12-month period before the end of 2
prisoner’s term must be calculated without consideration of any credits he may have carned to reduce his
sentence had he not boen paroled,

(Addcd to NRS by 1987, 945, A 1991, 702; 1993, 1526; 1995, 1260)
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Ugfortunately, 1

here has been a consisten of N s P e
ses in spite of the statute. Mandatory Parole Releases are down since

2003, For males, that figure has decreased 3.4% and for females it has decreased 4.2%. Rather,
* the Parole Board conducts a Mandatory Parole “Review” during which an increasing number of
offenders are being “dumped” entircly under the explanation that there is a “reasonable
probability they will continue to pose a danper to public safety while on parole.” Basically, the

ion. i see_statuiory lans, j g me the rule. Thus, the

Legisiature’s intent to ensure that arolec undergoes at least one full year o community
supervision and assistance4¢ being thwarted)

Much to the frustration of offenders and their families, a denial of parole release is
usually ordered without inclusion of any findings or reference to specific facts in the inmate’s
case that support such a conclusion. There are repcated complaints that this violates Due Process
of law.

Presumably, the reason that 38 states placed parole supervision within the responsibility
of their Department of Corrections is that prisons and parole should share a common objective—
to promote public safety by using practices that will ensure that the inmate does not return o
prison. That common objective does not appear to exist in Nevada. Rather, ard of Parole
Commissioners dcmonstrates Littie belief in the concept of rehabilitation and sees its o
guerantecing that an offender “does nof make the headiines.” Because of an unfortunate incid
more than a decade ago, a common refrain from individual Parole Board members is that “it’s
my name that will appear in thefiont page if he gets out and re-offends.” Wi i
TeqQuireme ide o fact-basdreason for continuing the commitment of an inmate, the

N snnssash.....

of expiration. Many inmates have reported that a “arole Board member has sta
hearing, “I just don’t feel it or hear it in your voicc.” Statements such as that promote the

perception of arbitrariness and undermine the public’s confidence in the fairncss and justice of

the process.

Yet, given the short parvle terms in Nevada, it is difficult to see how an additional six
months or even 12 months of incarceration ensures preater public safety, At the most, it provides
" the face-saving public justification that “we kept him off the streets as long as possible.”

It is_pcnerally understood that the Division of Parole and Probati ward law
ocnforcement rather than offender rehabilitation. As the agency responsible for preparing Pre-

“Sentence Tavestigation Reports for the court lo use in sentencing a defendant, the Division used
715 boast that the courts followed its incarceration recommendation 90% or more of the time. An
examination of the Performance Indicators reported by the Division to the state's Department of
Administration, however, indicates that has changed:

-—

Y TN “Goal Actual 12:mos. Ave,
2001 ( 87% not reported
- e

subjectively extend an offender’s incarceration to the point
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@) 37% C 82%
2003 87% 0%
2004 76% 1%
3
2005 76% 68%, 66%, 69% (3 months
reported so far).

Nevada's locrs do not function like those in most other statcs. They clearly see
themselVes d§ “street cops’) rather than case managers whose job 15 to help the offender re-
integrate and stay crime-free. The Division has repeatedly sought Category 1 peace officer
status for its officers from the Nevada Legislature and chanped 13 miana ers 0 COIT

to those in law enforcement, such as Lieutenant, Sergeant, etc... § This attitude is an historic one
n Nevada. The Division of Parofe and Probation has not often sought to create or fund
rogramming for parolees in the community, Until just this past year when the grant Tundmg The
Cioring Home Prepared project required it, the Division of Parole and Probation had not utilized
graduated or intermediate sanctions as an alternative (o re-incarceration like most ofhier states do.

P
— .
- ] e

Wi :eption, all (he states that abolished Discretionary P eases have some

% level of ‘{(community corrections” estabiished. Most include such easily-implemented options as

Day Repurting Centers, Wotk Release Programs, Diversion Centers, short-term detention

centers, and ent programs. All such options cost considerably less to implement and
operate than “hard” prison beds,

) -~ o ~ O
éevaga ha twey Residential ccnﬁn@ém?aw One is for DUI offenders sentenced
by the Seurt’to prsonf an - it 'was created by Assembly Bill 305 and is called the “305

Lrogram.” The actual sentence determines which offenders go into that program, DUI offenders
make up barely 5% of the Departme rections” population of 11300 offenders. That
would be over 500 inmates one would think were eligible for the 305 Program, - Over the past

- few years, the Division has lowered ity goal for 305 Program participatiop from 76 inmates per
year to just 60,

The second Residential Confinement program is igible offenders. It was
created by Assembly Bill 317 and is called the_“317 Program.™ To get into this program,
r > mva T L

the Division of Parole and

offenders arg_sel
Probatiou for supervision. A review of the Division of Parole and Probation’s performance
indicators and achisvements as reported to the Nevada Department of Administration shows how
little the 317 Program is used.

In the last four fiscal years, while the Department of Corrections’ population has been
growing every year, the Division has decreased | its use of Residemi_gl__ﬂgnﬁumﬂ

continually lowercd its goal for the number of inmates put into the program-
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FY, Goal in 317 ( Actual# ;9 317

2001 88 70

2002 65 62 S Ao |
2003 66 50 379 ¢
2004 56 48

NRS 209.392 currently provides that the Division may accept for supervision offenders
referred by the Director of Corrections into the 317 Program. The Department of Corrections lets
qualified offenders apply for the program. Tlowever, the Division of Parole and Probation
frequently find reasons to rcject those nominated, Offenders_mu r_their electionic

monitoning devices themselves. The cost is determined by what the offender is paid in an hourly
wage. One hour’s pay is required to be paid daily to the Division in order for the offender to be
in Residential Confinement. That is in addition to the supervision fee tiwwi_&_p_axllmf_ih}y
to the Division, That, too, likely discourages some from applying. In the 2005 Legislature, the
Division of Parole and Probation secured additional funds to be able to pay up to 30 days for
some offenders who could not afford electronic supervision immediatcly upon release from
prison. Presumably this was done to increase the number of offenders in the 317 program. The
Department of Corrections, however, does not predict such an increase because it says it already
screens every inmate entering prison for eligibility for Residential Confinement. If the statutory

eligibility requircments are so strict that few inmates qualify for 317 Residential Confinement,
perhaps they should be revisited as occurred with Drug Court a few years ago.

By maggg_ting_xm& cost-effective _alternatives to incarceration, the Nevada

N ,,,> Legislature could force Nevada into the nation’s mainstream in correctional rehabilitation and

K-

find more eflective ways of accomplishing its public safety obligations. Category C, D and E
felons are ideal candidates for Residential Confinement, due to the nature of their crimes and the
relatively short tenumnﬁthg_lrmcafceraﬂon /\I N. fovdon, B4
/ . Nevada’'s_Pardons BnarJonslsts of the Governor, the Attorney General, and all
members of the State Supreme Court. Nevada citizens belicve it is supposed to be the “final
word” in release decisions in Nevada, In the 1980s, Nevadans acted through Tnitiative Petition

/ and_legislation to restrict the exercise of discretion given by the Nevada Constution 1o its
Pardons Board. That may explain why the Pardons Board infrequently pardons or actually

orders the release of an offender. More commonly, it commutes consecutive sentences to

-~

concurrent ones or reduces sentences such that an offender can be eligible for parole.

rr——

Tn Pardons Board meetings, members of the Pardons Board often state their opinions that
a given offender should be releascd, then the Board votes to refer the offender to the Board of
Parole Commissioners for further action. The Parole Board appears 1o frequently disregard the

{7

_ directions or stated intent of the Pardons Board. From the December 2003 Pardons Board
TTECting, Seven offenders were referred to the Parole Board and three of the seven were denied
parole and “dumped” from 2 to 4 additional years. From the January 2004 meeting of the
Pardons Board, five offenders were referred for release and all five were denied and “dumped”
from 1 to 3 additional years. Clearly, the Parole Board does not consider itself to be required 1o

10
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comply with the intent of the Pardons Board, or cffcctuate release of offenders commuted by the

Pardons Board.
e s
-'Bﬁ:mch article y@ James Auqt@dehvered to the 2002 Salt Lake City
Conference of AP ed), aptly describes some of Nevada's major issues:

* TLow-risk offenders who require minimal supervision and services are not being
released as early as they should be;

» Changing the length of stay by a few months has produced no impact on
individual recidivism ratcs or aggregate crime levels;

s  Without true irically-validated @ guidelines, declsaons can be arbitrary
and capricious decisions;

* High risk offenders should be given close supervision and more services io
promotc their re-integration and maintenance of a crime-free life; '

crimes and not

/w-—“\ AP

-~ The Depart i 3 a constant barrage of compimts about the
rach role Board. The complaints are usually refcered to the Office of the Govermar,

The courts have ruled that the grant of parole is a privilege and not a right_gnd there can be o
sucoessful appeal from a Parole Board denial. Once appointed by the Governor to a 4-year term,
%c_ﬂoatd«m;beu- are ﬁw Members are_seldom removed bv the
Govemm;, No_offic s of the Board or monitors its decision-
" making. With the | Iud:c:ai and Executive bra:aehes takmg A hands off” attimde about the Parole
Board, that virtually places the actions of the Board of Parole Commissioners “sbove the law™ if

the Nevada Legislature does not choose to séfve as that “check and balance” of power.

Parole revoc:
misdcmeanors or technical violations of parole rules.

Offenders and their families, who are used to having appellate avenues of relief, see this as a
denial of their Due Process. Parcle Board issues continually raised by Nevada offenders’ familics
and lawyers zml ude:

.("
M ¥ There is an {uncven playing ground™\ in that an ot¥fender docs not see or know
C"“’Jz of materiill 6ubmmitied to_the Board by victims, law enforcement or even

Corrections authorities, and therefore ,_cannot adequately or appropriately

_respond.
. ﬁ,ugal counsed is not requxregiand sometimes is barely tolerated by the Parole |

Board

. Thglt;actual basis for the Parole Boad Jecision 15 ot fequired jip be gi ven
_verbally or in wntmg t0 an offender who is denicd parole;

11
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¢ The scores of the offender on the “wuidelines” form used by the Parole Board
are meaningless. Offenders with low or nmm
while those with high “points” can be granted parole.  The Board
acknowledges that they routinely disregard the scores;

* Therc are no standards i v whi their sights
--on parole as the Board subjectively evaluates inmates’ performance and has

no definitive method of asscssing programming or treatment performance;

* The Parole Board routinely requires mental health treatment substance abuse

treatment and _speciafized housing t_any specified or articulated
.£videntiary hasis_from the inmate’s recurd and sometimes I disregard of

professional opinions stated by the Department of Corrections’ staff in reports
to the Board;

* Nevada’s Parole Boar witho isti the community on
; the _availability of transitional housing treatment _beds or professional

programming, and thus, often requires unrealistic and impossible conditions '
that prevent an offender from being able to m '8 prerequisites to f
release. Hundreds of offenders end up expiring their sentences in prison; and

* Nevada’s Parole Board ignores the instructions and/or intent of the Pardons i
Board. S ~ -

a— ————,
- o,

AT I -
Cﬁgyade-’has’ “several options o consider that could be proposed in_an _Offender
Accountability Act: .

1))  Nevada could follow the example of many states that have rectified Due Process

Violations by implementing statutes setting f: i il.how the Patole Board must conduct its
business, leaving nothing to interpretation. This should include mandati use of an @j

objective risk-asséssment instrument as the basis for release decigions, in much the same way the
Legislature mandated standard instruments o detcrmine the risk of sex offenders 1o re-offond.

{‘)51) Nevada's Legislature could Lstrengthen the Mandatory Parale Release law to direct that all

~offenders must receive a longer, specificd term of community supervision, and eliminate the
exception to the rule, which gives the Parole Board the discretion to disregard the statutc.

? 3)  Funds could be allocated for prison | Il in Drug Court. The_current syst

: Lurrent syster
is ripe for a Denial of Equal P’WJJWWY can receive court-

“supervised treatment. "

14 The Nevada Legisiature could mandate a system of intermediate sanctions to be used by
4{‘ the community supervision Agency and could prohibit re-mcarceration for techmical violations of
pardlc.

——————
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5) The Nevada Legislature could eliminate Parole Board jurisdiction for Cate ory C, D and
E felons and enact a statute that such low-risk felons must be released upon completion of their

-y

minimum sentence.

*mmrwmm“

6) Nevada could improve parole supervision by providing more funding for the Division of
Parole and Probation to assist offenders in securing mcntga'l health and/or substance abuse
treatment and other forms of assistance that would reduce their barriers to success in the
community. Funding for ID cards should be included so offenders can go straight to work upon
their release,

s

3

7) As Tdsho has done, the Nevada [ cgislature could allocate some housing assistance funds,
in the form of.a voucher program to, be operatéd hy an appropriate entity, to enable offenders
leaving prison to secure housing in the community upon release from prison. The fund could
provide security deposits, first month rent, cleaning deposits or whatever other form of assistance
the Legislature decmed appropriate.

8)  The Nevada Legislature could_fund some Social Worker positions for the Division of
—Parole and Probation, as proved successful in the Going Home Prepared program; {6 Felp

parolees navigute the bureaucracies and overcome the barmers that prevent them from
- successfully accessing community resources.

9) As part ofits Specialty Court Program, the district courts could create Re-entry Courts as
the Bighth Judicial District did for the Going Home Prepared program which proved That or=—
“going judicial invoivement in the community supervision process, rather than just at revocation
time, promotes compliance and offender success in the community.

Whatever options are chosen, Nevada must take some immediate action to reduce its
costs of incarceration, use more cost-effective alternatives to prison, and establish some level of
cooperation and continuity in the objectives of Corrections, the Parole Board, and the community

_ Supervision agency. ‘
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