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MEMO

August 16, 2007

TO: Members of the Joint Judiciary Interim Committee

FROM: Pafrick M. Andetutive Director

RE: Top Three Priorities with Respect to Adult Sentencing Study

Per the request of the Co-Chairmen of the Committee, the top three priorities of
the Wyoming Board of Parole are as follows:

PRIORITY:
Develop legislation to ensure consistent and timely delivery of cognitive-

behavioral treatment programs to Wyoming Department of Corrections (WDOC) inmates

as needed. The following provisions should be included:
- Programs should be responsive to assessed risks and needs of individual inmates.
- Delivery should be timed so that projected completion coincides with parole

eligibility dates.
- Uniform programs should be implemented at all WUOC institutions and contract

facilities so that individual progress is not disrupted by inmate transfers.

DISCUSSION:
Evidence is clear and there is consensus among correctional officials that delivery

of programs aimed at changing criminal thinking and, consequently, behaviors is critical
to reducing recidivism. Yet, since its creation in the early 1990’s, WDOC has had
difficulty in affording consistent and timely programs to inmates due to staff shortages,
inmate overcrowding and resultant steady movement of inmates between facilities. Such
efforts have been further impeded by oversight and management of the institutions
variously by the Department of Justice, ACLU and the Federal District Court, which have
imposed priorities other than programming. It is axiomatic under such circumstances that
program delivery must take a back seat to security measures aimed at maintaining
institutional, public and inmate safety.

Case managers who may be trained in program delivery are overloaded with
priority tasks including writing reports or parole summaries and other tasks associated
with inmate movement, and don’t have time to conduct program groups. Short staffing
of security personnel impedes ability to schedule and support inmate movement within
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facilities between housing units, work areas and program rooms. Facility and program

contractors do not always fUlfill contractual programming obligations, and program

. progress is often disrupted by transfers between facilities with different or non-existent

* “ programs.
While the WDOC enabling statute at W.S. §J2-1-l04 (b) provides that “the

department has general supervision and control o and shall provide for the care and

maintenance of all inmates..”, there is no statutory provision requiring that programming

be afforded, although W.S. §25-1-105 (c) authorizes WDOC to contract for same.

rhe above is nnt meant to suggest that WDOC is not continuously engaged in

efforts to improve program delivery under the circumstances; it is and has identified

delivery of cognitive programming as one of its strategic plan performance measures.

The ultimate vision is that the Torrington prison will provide the facilities, resources and

stability to afford adequate access to necessary rehabilitative programming system wide.

But with that project around three years from completion, in conjunction with current

population projections, a concerted effort to stem the tide of repeat offenders now may

obviate the need to build yet another prison to address projected overcrowding.

The Board submits that legislative direction on program delivery, along with

appropriation of the necessary resources, may have a positive effect on population in

terms of enabling more releases to parole and less returns to custody.

PRIORITY:
Bring probation and parole agentloffender ratios within national standards and

designate specialized parole agents who exclusively handle parolee caseloads rather than

mixed caseloads of probationers and parolees.

DISCUSSION:
Ample research and evidence support a national consensus that employment of

best practices in parole supervision cnn significantly reduce parole violations and re

offenses resulting in retums to custody. Given that upwards of one third of prison

admissions are probation or parole violators, the potential impact of improvement in this

area on population growth is signifrcant.
The weight of authority suggests that the common supervision model of

enforcement and containment, with a focus on detecting violations and referring cases

back to the authorities for revocation proceedings, is much less productive than a more

case-management oriented approach that concentrates on efforts to help released

prisoners live law abiding lives. Positive results in this area improve not only the prison

overcrowding situation, but promote public safety as well.
In the case of prisoners transitioning back into the community, an important

aspect of this approach is providing a linkage between the rehabilitative programming

provided in the prison and program services in the community. Such a “seamless”

transition also requires assistance in obtaining basic living necessities such as

employment, transportation and housing. Agents take a more proactive approach in

identiing and providing solutions to problems parolees may experience.

Provisions of’ such specialized re-entry services require expenditures of agent time

and energy and other resources beyond that required by the “containment” model.

WDOC has taken steps in that regard through agent training and employment of three re

entry specialists in the State. Yet, as Director Lainpert has testified, current agent

caseloads exceed recommended national standards, which does not avail itself to asking
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agents to take on even more responsibilities. Accordingly, the Board supports legislative
authorization and finding of additional agents as deemed appropnate by WDOC.

Another factor impacting successful supervision of parolees is that the statutory
scheme at IV.S. §7-13-401 Ct seq lumps probation and parole supervision together and as
a result in practice agents throughout the State have mixed caseloads of probationers and
parolees. The Board believes that this detracts from successfiul transitions of prisoners re
entering the community after a period of incarceration.

The needs of transitioning inmates returning to the community are different than
those of probationers who typically may have only a short jail stay in their hometown
before being returned to community supervision. Typically, a period of de
institutionalization is encountered as the sudden return to relative freedom is laden with
anxiety, stress and fear, ties with family and community support systems may have been
severed, and individuals who have been sentenced to felony incarceration typically will
have higher criminogenic risks and needs to be addressed. Effectively dealing with such
issues requires a re-entry expertise which is not easily attained by generalists with a
predominant caseload of probationers with a few parolees.

Additionally, the governing authorities for probation and parole, respectively the
prosecutors, district attorneys and Courts for probationers and the Board for parolees,
impose vastly different sets of expectations and procedures for supervision and dealing
with violations. Requiring agents to work within two very different legal frameworks at
the same time at best leads to confusion; at worst it results in the homogenization of
supervisory approaches for offenders with differing needs.

The Board believes that assignment of specialized agents to handle parole
caseloads would promote development of a unified re-entry effort between WDOC
institutions, the Board, and the Agents, with an enhanced unity of understanding
regarding application of best practices, with an end result of more successful paroles and
less recidivism.

While it is recognized that some overlapping of supervision of probationers and
parolees will be inevitable, particularly in remote rural areas of the State, the Board
recommends revision of the probation and parole statutes to require that specialized
parole agents be employed to the extent practicable.

PRIORITY:
Enact legislation to authorize good lime awards and administrative sanctions for

all parolees.

DISCUSSION:
The statute governing awards of good time credits at W.S. §7-13-420 only

authorizes such awards for “..inmates of any state penal institution...” and other
designated facilities, and does not authorize such awards for parolees. As a result,
inmates who are paroled lose good time earning capability and must serve a longer
maximum sentence than if they remained incarcerated. Anecdotal information indicates
this is a significant factor causing some inmates to forego the opportunity to parole and
instead voluntarily remaining incarcerated, thereby impacting population. Additionally,
availability of good time awarding and removal authority would provide another
management tool for agents and the Board to encourage good parole performance and
provide sanctions short of revocation for violations of parole conditions.
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Statutes currently provide WOOC with authority to impose administrative

sanctions as an alternative to revocation for probation or parole violators in the Intensive

Supervision Program (ISP) (W.S. §7-13-i 107) arid the courts may impose such sanctions

on probationers under the auspices of the Addicted Offender Accountability Act (W.S.
§7-13-1303(d)). Sanctions include loss or restriction of privileges, imposition of
community service, up to 30 days jail detention and np to 60 days Adult Community
Correction residential placements.

Such sanctions have proven to be an effective method for addressing violations

and hopeffihly gaining compliance short of a tetirn to prison. However, this management

tool is not available for parolees who are not in the ISP program. Accordingly, the Board

requests consideration of enacting legislation which would avail agents of this authority
for all parolees.

ATTACHMENT: Attached please find a copy of Successful Transition and Re-enity for
Safer Communities: A Call toAcilonfor Parole, which provides discussion and
authorities in support of the Board’s recommendations hereiw
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Parole seems to ua an inexorably important part ofany serious effort to improve prospects ior priaontra sucecasnal reentry
into aorier; We’ve tried to explain why we think that is so and what might be don: to make it son states where policy
makers agree. The arguments and analysis are cur own but benegeed greatly from advice learn many people, ineludingjamea
Austin, Madeline Carter, Patricia Caruso, Bryan Collier, William Dreasel, Trudy Gregorir, Paul Herman, Gail Hughes,
Kermit Humplaries, Michael Lawlor, Elizabeth Nevins. Becki Ney, Marilyn Sea& Richard Stroker, Carl Wieldund, and
Joseph Williams, many of whom generously attended a conference in Silver Spring, MD, to discuss an earlier draft. This
effort would nor have been possible had floe Gail Hughes, Secseaasy of the AaaoriatLoo of ParolingAuxhoririrs lnsrrnarional,
thought it worth doing and raken rhe initiative en aerk support from rheJEHT Foundation so make it possible, and had not
JEHT provided rhar support. ‘4 arc grateful to them all.

Peggy Burke
Michael Tonry
June 2006

ss,eec,sruITus,hi,n,ndRs,,,,,rfstSsr.,C,,em’,vd,5,ACIIcOActioflkrP,flk I
‘1

it-,



0
0

0



[(811612007) JohndcCeSsfuLTraflSit100.Pff..
-a.a.a EZZ..... ZZZi

1Sac, (sIT, ssiiis,,,dR,as,,,fo,5,re,Ccsss’ani,iavAcalt,s u,,sia,rasste vs

4riles isics-chsed, and rates of return to prison significantly lowered. At present, interest to address the problem
abounds. Ifevidence ofimprovement is not forthcomiug, then this momentum will1 certainly dissipate and this
vindo’v of opportunity will close. It ia important. to act now.

Indeed, a wide range of public agencies, private organizations, community groups, and individuals are Tightly
cslled to action on this issue. But there has been relatively little attention paid to parole as a key atakehol-der with
rcspect to reentry—hence the focus of thia paper and its Coil so .‘lcrionfer Parole.

At times, it is not even clear what the term ‘parole’ means, its use varies so much from state to state. In this
paper, the term “parole” refers to sil of the agencies and functions having to do with discretionary release, mandatory
but cor.dis.ionrsl reiease. poas. release supervision, aeuir.g of conditions, and revocation of offenders who have served
time in prison and who reenter the community sisreugh some form of ronditional release. Key parole staiceholde,
include both paroling authorities—responsible for discretionary release, setting parole conditions, and responding to
parole violations—and parole supervision agencies—responsible for supervising offenders once released to parole,
and for bringing parole violations to tise attantion of she paroling authority.’

ANEW VISION
Lessons from history, a sizable body of rigorous research, and an emerging consensus about the importsnce

of reenn-y create a realistic possibility of a time when our criminal justice systems csn be more effective and less
costly. This could be a time when rates of recidivism among those released from prison are decreas;ng; when people
reenteeing the community from priann have better survival skills, greater eapscitiee to succeed, and stronger formal
and informsi networks ofsupport. It could also be a time when increasing percentages of those released find stable
housing and etsaployment, and more keep the jobs they find; when rates of prison readmission as a reault of parole
revocations are decreasing; and when costs to build and operate prisons for the re-incarceration of those previously
released are decreasing.

THEMISSION
This vision can be realized—but it will require a changed tense of mission, a mission that goes beyond simply

incapacitating and holding offenders sccountable by imposing a period of incarceration. This changed mission will
include mobilizing our knowledge and resources en do what we canto assure that offenders will be less likely to
commit new e,-imea once they are released. Such a mission will require:

• Prison administrators who see custody and control as resources to be used to create environments in which
prepsration for successful return to the community can take place, and where offenders are equipped for such a
return;

• Paroling authorities who collaborate with correctional icseinations, parole supervision agencies, and community
resources to create incentives for offenders to change, encouraging participation in appropriate programs, and
setting conditions that facilitate successful reentry. This same body will be instrumental in targeting appropriate
interventions to appropriate offenders according to risk and needs—both as offenders are preparing for release,
and st they are edjuating to community life after release.
Parole supervision agencies who organize their efforts around supporting successful completion nftransitien—
linking offenders with targeted programs to reduce their risk and enhance their strengths, and connecting them
with networks uf furmal and informal support in the cnmmunsty.

a Correctiusml leaders—within prisons, paro’aing authorities, and paaole supervision agencies—who integrate
evidence from research into their practices—particularly the use of empirically-based, validated assessment
methoda and the development and support of interventions that have been shown to reduce the likelihood of
failsare during reentry. Anti

-

Policy n,akera of all atripea who work coilsboratively sceoss traditional boundaries of agency, level, and

S,ese.sdvg.,,dsa,nnia,;0.’a,a,,7svndst,fia’, ,s.,,s,sseewuii,,s5, tic, tsa,ssaa5,5v,Itf,,?,ei,/ss,,e,,,.,,,btvaJrr,,.sssa,,uds,r,r i,çs.sge s2Jvvdvfss,is,,sef,w,.,a,vdisshispvspv’s



branch oFgovernment and the private sector to embrace and accomplish tile mission.

This mission will also require a single dynamic transition and reentry pandeveloped shortly after intake into

ar,son—that will express the agreed-upon strategy to enhance successful reentry for a particular offender. It would

be usetl to guide involvement in in-prison programming, the setting ofreleaae conditions, and the management of

offenders after release. It would ho designed to incorporate Sods Formal and informal networks of sslppoet, and

would he refined as circumstance, change over time- This plan would be used by—and modified by—prison staff, the

parole boat-cl, field aupcrvisors, the offender, and staffof community agencies to guide preparations for ‘-elease, release

decisions, and responses to violations of conditions. It would seek to prevent avoidable crimes, save public monies,

and help reltsted prisoners succeed.

THE ROLE FOR PAROLE
This call to action may seem surprising. Parole boards are viewed by some as vestiges ofmid-2Oth century

sentencing schemes that 1save long been in decline. Psrole supervision agencies,

likewise, are viewed by some as the source of troublesome meadmissions to prison

arisissg from teelsnical revocation of parole—hardly sn ally in successful reentry. This

paper will make the case that parole is s critical link in a successful reentry strategy

— a link that ensy well be weakened or missing in some jorisdietions. Uniqu: among

criminal justice agencies, parole boards and parole supervision agencies have the

potential to manage offenders movement out of prison and into the community. They

could coordinate she delivery of services and provide the oversight needed so help

offenders become sw-abiding citszens, contributing positively to their cosnmssnittes.

Parole, however, has long been overlooked sod under-resourced, a psttcrr. that must

be changed ifpsrole in to play the central role that it can antI ifreentry efforts ace

to succeed. This paper will define parole boards and parole supervision agencies as

necessary and potentially critical partners in accomplishing the mission of successful

reentry for community safety. Not only is there public support fur Use mission, there

is growing evidence from tlse research about what programs can help us, what tools

to use to sssess risk and needs, and how we can integrate the lessons of research into

managing offender reentry. Parole is uniquely situated to play a critical role in making

this happen.

In Use two-thirds of states where discretionary parole release survives, the parole

board’s responsibility for the timing and conditions ofrelesse positions it ideally to

manage reentry—working early on with institutional stsff, and anticipating release

and reentry with parclc supervision staff. Pven where discretionary parole release

no longer exists, parole beards tot the conditions ofrelease and supervialor. and make

revocation decisions. They have an almost unaveidable rola to play in making reentry

worK

Following reieasei reentry plans must evolve into effective strategies to guide

tupervision and participation in community programming. Parole supervision

agencies are well positiossed to link offenders to programs snd resources, They are s1so

positioned to target supervision and trcauncnt programs eo higher risk offenders. They

can incorporate the principles of evidence-based praceice in their case management

strategies, using routine interaciions with offenders to engage offenders iss the process

ol’chsnge, enhance motivation, and provide positive feedbsck. They are also in the best

position to develop—in collaboration with the paroling suthority—measurod responses

to non-compliance itaclueling, in sppropriate cases, initission ofrevocstion proceedings.

However, for reasons we will explore in greater detsil below, parole boards and

parole supervision agencies have received selatively little attention from policy makers

and funclers in recent years. l’lsit nerds to change if reentry efforts are to succeed.
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Strengthening ofparole—in relation so both disci-esiousry release and sopervisior.—--is an essential elenscut of any
states efforts to increase successful reentry.

This now vision, nsisaion, and set ofexpeceatione for parole are aclsievable. They make no heroic assumptions
about what cast be accomplished and rest on uncontrovet-sial claims about the world. They are premised on current
knowledge shout successful programs and what makes tlscm ssicressful, about documented capacities nirisk
assessment instruments, and shout evidence-based principles oleffective offender management.

This paper eKplains how and why tlsat vision, mission, and set ofexpectaeions for parole ceo be realized arid how
offenders, communities, and taxpayers will bcneflt. These are four sections. The first outlines why the interest in
recntry is so stung, outlines tlse conse9uenccs oftloing a poorjob on reentry, and snakes the case for involvensciat of
pa: ole boards and parole super vision agencies as one of the necessery conditions to successful reenery. The second
summarizes a gro’.ving and increasingly authoritative body of research demonstrating the effectiveness of correctional
treatmcnt programs, the availability of empirically-based and validated asaeaamene instruments for matching programs
to offenders, and the evolution of principles guiding effective management of programs and oversight of offenders.
TIse third section provides historical contexs and reasons to belitve that conditions are now right for change. The
fourth outlines a call to action-

-
- . -
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Sentencing and corrections systems vary o svsdely from acate
state within the U.S. that it naay be helpful to define terms

Psiole a meant to suggest site full panoply of parole author ties,
entitie anti acti tibea

Paroling authority a u ed to tie cribe tlae legal entity avid,
respoissibility for coas ides log and authorizing discretionary releasF
froissprjaon, sertangcondition ofreleaae, and revoking parole once
granted. Sosne are independent stat esgencies; some operate within
slepsrtnineofcoirectione. Terminology vane a widely, including such
tetaqstas parole board, parole consmia son, and parole hearings board.

Discretionary relea c ian relsae from state custody
sebstoesults frons the diacretiqnsr5 decision ofa paroling authority, - -

‘rather than from comple000 ofs.dcterniinaes sentence The sole a

that paroling aurlaoritae’s play in sdjuttsng the-timing ofreltsae, and a,

cresiingiiieentives for’offeoder eng&gem nt in effective programmiisç
vat y’sndclj from slate to state

-

-

C4editional release is any release from state custody thas
reaulfgom operation of sentencing law and automatic calculefton
ofS’ad’time, and tlaat Earrirs avath at a period of tapervi ion and a

.rqiiirement the offender gree.to ‘cotsilitiens” otrelcaae Violation
otthe conditions after relcsaueäraa’e ult in rea’oicistion and return to

°prlaon. - ‘

.
*sv

qta. .

• —- Cbtdiioqs ofparole/conditiont ofa’eleascs are
rcquiremeiith5plaeed oh offenders by a paroling authority s they

leave pi iaon under upervi ion. Exasdplea include requirement to
report C? psa ole officers, to partici ‘ate its treatment, to pay fee
anti to secure and keep a job Violation ofconditions a grounds for
‘evocation and return to prison.

Revocation of paicle lean action taken by a paroling authority
- ice revoke eotisttbqalrelcaa - Evçn wh cc die condttjonal elease
watNOTlb4PanltlojaparQl’tng authority’ dicretiori. revocation is
permitted wlaciiere aaaobtion ofconditidnst release. Paroling
suthoritioar&typtcally authorized to rethk’tparole when there is a
preponderao ofthe evidence—or an admis iota—chat the offender
Issa violated a codttion of parole, any condition of parole. In moat
instance revocanon re ults in return to prison for some period, up to
the eriginal lengda of the entence.

Parol supr-vhion describes the legal responsibility ofsome
entity (a parole ?dpervision agency) to superyiac an offender who
has bten condatsonally i cleated Typical supervision activitsee include
mouitoring for compliance with condatsons and routine contacts
willis parolee in an office aettlug or in the comsmaaiity.- Another
key respou ibsbty a detecting iolacion of parole and brmguag auch
violations to the attention of the paroling autlsorisy.

-

Parole vtol-ation is non templ since vi th some conditalan of
atiper sued release A parole siolesion may be ci imunal as nature—a
standard condition requires parolees so i emain s.ri me free A.
technical violatton is failure to comply ‘a ith a condition that vere
the i itchy islaisl not on parole, would sot be codsi édc&iijainai. -

Campaign, supported by the Anmaic P. Casey

Foundation, is seeking to develop a variety

of media resources tlsat can ba of assistance
in motivstiiag and mobilizing community
action.

The National Institute of Corrections’
Traissition from Prisois to the Community
Initiative is working with eight jurisdictions

(GA, IN, Ml, MO, ND, NY, OR, RI) to
develop a coherent, multi-disciplinary
strategy to enisance effective offender
reentry and the rcduction ofrecidivism.
The Serious and Violent Offender Reentry
Initiative (SVORI) administered by the U.S.
Department of Justice, Office ofjustice
Programs, Bursau of juatide Assistance,

has provided grant funding to nearly every
state to develop resources for reentering
offenders who meet the initiative’s criteria.
Under SVORI, the Juatice Department is
supporting the development of training on
beat practices on reentry for supervision
agencies.

As theae illustrations demonstrate,
policy makers across the country recognize
the importance of reentry at a problem and
acknowledge tlse evidence on which the reentry
movement is based. What is needed are ways
to combine diverse efforts into comprehensive,
integrated strategies and approaches. Parole is a
critical—and aomesimea missing——piece. -

This new eoneensus has been a long
time coming. Beginning in the t970s, atate
and federal policy makers lost enthusiasm
for relsabilitative programs aimed at helping
offenders. They focuaed instead on assuring
that ofl’endera received just and appropriate
punishments. This happened for a number of
reasons, Evaluation researcia seemed to show
that few rehabilitative programs reduced re

offending. Rising crime rates through the early
I 990s created demands for tougher and surer
punishments. The sentencing reform movement
concentrated on regulsrizing sentences and
tasking their imposition more consistent. Parole
release was eliminated ias the federal system
one1 in a third of state systems, and parole
cvcrywlaere lost credibility end rcaourccs. With

is
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Fgure I:
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inmates its American

prisons. 600.000

But those who
500,000

go in must come

out, This is true of 400,000
at least 93% of those

aststcnccd to prison) 300.000

Huge numbers of 200.000
individuals complete

thrir prison sentences cocoa
each year and return

to communities 0

throtsghoutthe y%
.

qO q qb $3

nation. In 2003,

some 656,320
individuals, more

than the population
ofWsshington, D.C.,

were released from

state and federal prisone,’ three times more than the 226,000 released in 1983 and ha!Fsgain more than the 457,000

released L-s 1994,’ (See Figure I.) It is this massive movement ofindivideals from prison hack to communities that

hat sparked public interest.

___________________________________________________________________________

THE SIGNIFICANT
CONSEQUENCES OF
UNSUCCES SFUL REENTRY

Unfortunately, the vast

majority ofpeople reentering

society from prison in recent

years has not managed to

successfully complete the

transition. Over saIl return

to prison within three years.’

Between 1990 and 2004, the

percent ol those successfully

completing state parole lass not

gone above 45%. (See Figure

2.)

The reasons for reentry

failure are complex—some

clesr, some not so clear. Many

—+ Oftendeas ReteoseØ
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Figure 2
Percent Successful Amoog Stole Parole Discuorges, 1990. 1995, 1999. ond 2004
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returning offenders have serious defleits, such as drug dependence and mental health problems, and many lack jobs

or job skills, incomes, stable homes, and support networks. Many will fail by committing new crimes, victimizing

community members, and destabilizing their families and communities. Others will fail by committing technical

violations of their parole conditions and will be revoked so prison by the action of a paroling authority.

Slightly less than half olthose who are retssrr,ed to prison have been convicted of new crimes. More than half

ofthosc who are returned are recommitted becauss they have violated technical conditions of their release.’ In

2l , 37% MALL admissions In prison nationwide were tile result of parole revototions—-not the result of flew

convictions,” That’s up from 17% in 1980 and 30% in 1990 and probably significantly understates tlse current rate.

This is an enormous and largely wasted expc’sae. Processing admissions of parole violators takes as much time and

costs as much money as proceaaing admissions ofnew convictions, thus entailing nearly a fifth’5 of the prison syatcm’s

admission and costa—and for offenders who mostly will be in prison only for a few montlss.

Those failures—new victirna, disrupted communities, and soaring incarceration coats—sac tragic, because many

are avoidable. The aubatantial resources currently invested in re.imprisanment represent a huge opportunity cost—

claiming resources that could much more effectively be directed to efforts demonassated to reduce recidivism—

benefiting potential victims, offenders, and society at large.

These numbers, dismal in themselves, show how much rcnm there is for improvement. lfraees bfre-offending

and technical violations can be reduced through improved handling of reentry, and they can, we can prevent

victimization, save money, reduce the number of people committed to prison, bring down the parole failure rate, and

reduce the proportion of parolc failures among priaon commitments.

In suns, ex-priaoners who fail generate new victims, reduce public safety, and create enormous coats to process

and punish their new Crimea and technical violations. They also diminish their own lives and damage the lives of their

families and loved ones. Everyone loses, Ex-priaonert who succeed spare the rest ofua those costs but also contribute

to their communities, support themselves and their families, and improve their own livea. Everyone wins.

p ,ed.

P L”’,i”P’’ 2005. Fig,,,s 3.3.
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J
latacceasltsl reentry for community safety is what we’re pursuing

then t seems reasonable to ask whether we know how to enhance

success. At one time, the conventional wisdom was that we did not

know how to reduce the likelihood of recidivism, nor to enhance

success. Things have changed since the 1974 publication of Robert

Martinson’s “WhatWorks—Questions and Answer, about Prison Reform”

Although Martinaon’a claims about Cite evidcnce on program effectiveness were

not as bleak as many supposed, a notion that”nothing works” fit the temper of

those times. Many people were worried about sentencing disparities, racis] bias,

and abuses of discretion and, if treatment were ineffective, there was no good

reason to retain the individualized approach of indeterminate sentencing. The

move toward a new rationale for sentencing began. As the proponents of the

new approach put it, if we couldn’t rehabilitate offenders, then ve ought to be

honest shout the fact that all we could hope to accomplish with incarceration

was ptaniahment And punishment should be appropriate to the severity of the

crime, and name be fair and even.handcd

In the early 21 at century, however, there is sobatantial evidence that

can do more than punish. We can also reduce the likelihood that offenders

will re’offend. One ofehe muse recent authoritative surveys of correctional

evaluations, released in January 2006 by else \Vaahingten State Institute on

Public Policy, concludes, “Some types of adult corrections programs have a

demonstrated ability to reduce crims.”2 The survey examined results from

291 rigorous evaluations of corrections programa. Of 22 types of programs

evaluated, positive findings emerged concerning 14, with average documented

reductions in re.offending ranging between S sod 31%. Particularly high

aversge reductions were found for cognitive.behsvioral programs in prisons and

communities, adult drug courts, community.based drug treatment, treatment-

oriented intensive supervision, and vocational education in priton.

Those findings are not ‘Jctuaual. The bulleted list below idenuflea a sizable

number of other authoritative sources offering similar findings:

The “nothing works” era ía over: well run, well.eargeted, and adequately

funded programs have raneatedly been shown significantly to reduce cc-

offending.”

55 Aaj, ,‘-Iiikt ,,,,dTh’,,t. 2ee6, p.!
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principles to guide interventions to reduce recidivism.” They ate about more than programs. They have implications

for the management of offenders during incarceration, during planning fur release, and beyond. Following isa brief

description of the principles along with some of their implications for parole practice.

Assess actsaarial risk and aaeeds.” Not all offenders are alike. It is important cc understand exactly

what riak an offender presents and what nceda must be addressed to reduce his or her l,kelihocd ofre-offending.

Research-based and validated tool aarc as’s ilab.c and coming into more common practice. Parole boards and parole

supervision agencies can requite and use such assessments to shape their practices regarding conipletiots ci required

programsbsth during incarceration and sflcr. Sod, assessments can alse be useful in determinittg both the timing

and conditions of release.

Enhance intrinsic motivation.2’ For lasting chsnge to occur, an offender must have some level of intrinsic

motivation. By providing tIle opportutaity for an accelerated release date and/or leaa restrictive conditions of release,

parok boat-dc can create incentives that will enhance prisoners’ motivation to participate in targeted inecrventiot;s

that will increase their chances of success. Offenders motivation for change in the community ear, be enceuraged

threugh prosncets nfredueed reporting requirements, loosened conditions, and early discharge. The research also

demonstrates that interpersonal intersetiena can significantly enhance motivation. Parole hearings are critical events

for offenders. They provide an opportonisy to use the principles of motivations: interviewing to encourage pro-social

actisities, sound preparations fer release, and engagemer.t in the process of change. Supervising officers, using these

techniques, can turn routine interactions with oflenciera before and after release into interventions in themselves.”

Forget interventions according to rite principles of risk,2’ needs,20 and responsivity.-” In order

to achieve reductions in rccidivism, it is critical that effective interventions—

matched to the offender’s criminogetsic needs—he targeted to higher risk

offenders. Programs should address dynamic characteristics sisat can be changed

and that are linked to criminal behavior. Valid and reliable assesaments of risk

and needs can be used to identify programs that should be completed before

release, and shape supervision strategies upon release. Parole boardi and

supervision agencies routinely make critical decisions regarding what level

of supervision is appropriate and when treatment should be required. Using

risk snd needs assessments effectively, parole can target interventions and add

significantly to the reduction of recidivism.

Use cognitive behavioral methods when appropriate.” Research

on effective interventions with offendera indicates that cognitive-behavioral

treatment strategies are psrtictalsrly promising. Tlaese programs involve

staff who understand eastiaoeial thinking, social learning, and appropriate

communication techniques. Skills art not just taught, hut practiced or role—

played and pro-social attitudes and behaviors are learned, practiced, and

positively reinforced. Paroltng authorities and supee vision agencies sisould

ensure the availability of these lype nf interventions, use incentives to encourage

offenders so participsse in them, and educate their criminal justice partners

about the importance and effectiveness of such efforts.

25 Cdwn,,, dJ.v,,kt J,,ni&e 2004.

26 Avd,av’,, ,,a11990;4,,dn,eaadBavls 0998; Gas-tv’s,,. ,i.,L SOOt; K’,j. eat 0955 Clas,as,v 1996.

27 tf,lk, & R000WOvS 2082; Mi/k, “tM,,,,,’ 200!; II.,’p,’ a.; JOt,,, /1000; 5,” a,,dDc,i 2000.

2! Thas,,,,, 2002.
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Increase positive reinforcenoent.1 People are much more likely so alter their behavior in response to

positive rather than to negative reinforcement. Research indicates that a ratio of at leaat Four positive to every

one negative reinforcement appears to be optimal for promoting behavioral changes34 Paroling authorities

and supervision agentira—if they reorient their thinking from sanctions and surveillance—can utilize positive

reinforcement to encourags behavior change and accomplislsment ofpro-social goals leading to succcaaful reentry.

Engage ongoing support in natural communities that replace anti—social networks of people,

places, and things with pro-social alternatives.33 Parolc agencies should use evidence-based piactices to

fix requirements for preparation prior to release, set and alter conditions over time, and encourage involvement in

prosocial networks at every stage in the process. Parole agencies are beginning deliberately to involve pro-social

family networks and associates of oflendors in the community as they prepare for release and tlaesa move into the

community. This multiplies the resources available to reinforce positive behavior and support offenders during their

time of transition and beyond.

Measure relevant processes/practices.3’ This principle calls for gathering information about offender

change—and staff performance as well. It is a way to learn about practices and to garner feedback about how well

we ste accomplishing ourgoals. Parole seakcholdcra can support, encourage, and participate in measurement and

evaluation to improve practice.

Provide measurement feedback.3’ Providing feedback to offenders about their progress and performance

is a’s important part ofencouraging change and suataining motivation. Both parole boards and parole supervision

agcncies arc in a position to provide aoch feedback in the context of parole hearinge, supervision visits, and program

activities.

If our collaborative efforts at reducing rccidiviam and increasing successful reentry are to accomplish the desired

increases in ptabic safety, the enrire criminal justice and reentry endeavor must be guided by these principles. Parole

boards and parole supervision agencies have critical roles to play io this pursuit.

33 Os,dq.,s,as S Gage/s 1997: M,y,,a.,a 45,3,9, 1995: H,gi”,a,: JS?Ivwsaa I899:da,?s a,d2.,41d89$Q: $a’,d”ea,ta11943; Basal:,,., 3996

34 C,a,:eavdJastfte bean,,, 2004.

35 dan,, ID,:,!,’ 5989, L,n,Ick ci ,, (1923: 9*gen:a ,s,dSik peas 3999;M,ymasd&,i,b 8997.Ba,,e., ,s.42002: 8 P,e’2c8,.”2682; Wiy,,,, €iaI2082.

36 H:sggdcris”l 5097: 5l’a!s,n:d 1993; Hagarcs.,l 199e;,tOllecas dMa,,,’ 2008; G,sdreasa,,I 1996.

37 ..Sgntevl8ioal!595. .4ls,aon.,(2001. L’n&,,:as, 1991;Z,,,i, 200!;Ellupo 1918.
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t seems that parole boarda and superviser. agencies are especially well placed at the juncture between

prkons and the community to be part of an effective reentry effort. In many cases they already have

responsibilities that reach backward into the priton to collaborate in rel&ase planning, and Forward into rhe

community to influence post-release management of offenders and respontot to parole violations. Now

we will consider both the strengths and challenges facing parole, given lit role in an evolving criminal

justice system in recent decades.

Although most states retain parole boarda, discretionary release baa fallen into relative disuse. Prior to 1980,

almost two-thirds of releases from prison nationally resulted from parole bnard decisiona, Since 1999, fewer than

a third of all releases from

prison result from parole Figure 3:
board decisions and in aome Rereoses from State Prison by Method ol Relecse. 1980-2003
states the proportion is

much amaller.” (See Figure

3.) That redocsion resulted

psrdy from statutory

changes eliminating parole

release for some or all

prisoners, sand partly

from parole boards’

naeasing reluctance

to release prisoners

before their sentences

expired. Similarly, parole

supervialon, white ttill in

place, has suffered from

diminishing resources and

a shift from a service to a

surveillianre orientation. 1980 1985 1990 1995 1999 2003
Why has that been the case?

Whoa parole was

invented more than a

century ago, its proponents

_______________________________________________________________________

‘used language to describe

______________________________________________________________________

38 Hsgis, eV,taa,,,,,,,dse,k200a.

19

0

p i

+.Oiscrelionay Porole :‘ , - .—à Expiration of Sentence

Mandatory Parole
Sottea t%agts..Wo.opd5ect2I.p,4(yaaa19.Isc9p: G!orco,dPerc,2S, is lvea’20031



LLt9RJjELàcthMTransition.pdf Page 191

i,,d 5.ss,s is, Safer Comas iii,, A Cs5 so Arises los Poole

paroles functions that is vei-y similar to ebat now used to describe the aims of successful reentry.5’ On the basis of

reviews of prisoners’ records ar,d tlaeir behavior in prison, parole boards were meant to make individualized decisions

as to ssl,osher prisoners should be released. For those released based on revicw of the prisoner records, psrole

board swe re to set conditions to be observed on release, and parole officers were to supervise their observance.

Paroe boards hssl authority to revoke ihe parole of those who failed so compy with conditions.

Beginning in site I 970s, a significant transformation in thinking about the purposes of criminal sentences, coupled

with disillusionment wish correctional programs, brought about massive clsangca in sentencing and corrections.

Parole lost credibility and moved to the margins of the criminal justice system where, in many jurisdictions, is

rensaiss. Ironically, the challenges of reentry bring back to mind many ofshe initial interests of parole—assessing

the nccda and risk of offenders, individualizing sentences, and cscating incentives for behavior change. Parole retains

the jaosential of accomplishing these ends—because of its loession in the system and its remaining areas of discretion

and authority. Equipped with the lessons of new rosearels, using empirically based assessments, and wurking in

collaboration with system partners, parole may ‘veil succeed in acromphialaing those initial goals.

What diasinguishes this new inttrcst in reentry, however, from she original interest in rehabilitation ia its focus

on both she offender and commuessey safcty.Tudsy’s reentry efforts—and parole’s part in them—are seeking offender

success to enhance community safety. This balanced perspeceive is garnering widespread support for such efforta.

This perspective is also critical to defining parole’s role in such efforts.

THE REHABILITATIVE IDEAL
A brief Icok at the major stages of evolution in senseneir.g and corrections in America provides a helpful

perspective for this call to action. Things do ehange—they have changed dramatically in else past. We can bring about

dremasic change again.

The first regular ute of imprisonment as a primary means for punishing criminals, in Philadaphia’sWalrut Street

Jail, is mIsally attributed to 18th centuryAmerican Quakers. Sentenccs to a penitentiary (so named, in recognition

of else hope dsat reform would result from a period of relleceion and penitence) were seen as a humane alternative to

corporal and capital punishment. Most of the other major American criminal juatice inatitutiona, including probation,

parole, the reformatory, and the juvenile court, were invented in the ensuing hundred years and all were premised

on what later became losown as the rehabilitative ideal, the idea that the criminal juatiee system alsould attempt to

rehabilitate as many offenders as is could.

During what baa become known as the Progressive Era rusaning roughly from the I S7Os to the 1930s, reformers

believed that criminality was not the product primarily ufoffenders’ personal moral failures. Tntread they looked to

the environmental conditions in which offenders had been shaped, and sos lesser extent to deficiencies in offenders’

attributes, capacities, and personal skills. Crime, on this acconass, was a symptom ofan underlying sod usually

remediable problem, and the most appropriate response to crissae, accordingly, often should be to identify the problens

and solve it A sentence, under this scheme, must be flexible enough to be tsilcred to the individual.

Thus was born she ides of the indeterminate sentence. judges would sets prison sentence—usually expressed as

a range between a minimum, tlse earliest possible time of release, and a maximum, when the sentence expired and the

prisoner had to be released—based on the offender’s crime and circumstances, and using iasdividualized pre.sentence

reports. Prison officials were means to tailor programs so those ssecda and parole bosrda were so set releaae dates on

the basis of an offenders individual progress. Releass cor.disions were also o be individualized and, depeading on

svhothcr a sentence ‘,vaa to confinement or to the coosmunity, parole or probation officera were to oversee conditions

of release and an individualized treatment plan.

There were a number ofnsajor problems with this system, some inherent and some resulting from the passage

of time. The principal inherent problems were that the law seldom did and seldom could keep its rehabilitative

promises, and that credible knowledge of how to relsabilisate offenders was sos available. Only ins few places and at

a few times were sufficient reaourcea ever invested in corrections eve’s to pretend to kee1s indeterminate sentencing’s

59 55,s1,a,s /OSe
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proved irresistible, As a result the American imprisonment rate has more than 9uadropled since 1973 • and now

exceeds 725 per tOO,000 population S to 10 times higher thata thai. ofany otherWestern counn’y.12

PAROLE’S DECLINE
lit aome states, parole became aynsbohc of an earlier, ‘softer” approach to crime. Denigrating parole was a

tactic used by politicians trying to establish their tough-on-crime creslentials Then-candidate George Allen .nada

abolition oipasole a main plank oflsis 1993 campaign for the Virginia governorship, falsely accusing the parole

board ofahortening sentences. He implied that releasing people flona prison before their sentences expircd

letting crimnsls out early. This was the argument—and is often a criticism leveled at parole—even tlsough

Virginia’s indeterminate

sentencing system, like all Figure 4:
- Admissions ‘o Stole Ptison, oy Type of Admission, 1 980-23

others, was premtsed on

the ideas that parole boards

make individualized release

decisions after prisotsera serve

a specified minim-am sentence

and that moat prisoners

will be released before the 60%

expiration of their sentences.

By the mid’1980a, parole 45%

boards’ release authority
was eliminated or greatly cut 307
back in IS states In states

in wlsich parole survived

relatively unchanged,such as 15%

Alabama and Pennsylvania,

parole boards became steadily 0% , , ,

more risk averse after die 1980 1985 I 990 1995 1999 2003
I 970s, releasing fewer and

fewer inmates before their

sentences expired, and holding

those who were released

for larger portions of their

maximum sentences. To show tlseir toughnaes, parole agencies in many states greatly increased the ratss at vvlaicls

parole was revoked and parolees were re-impritoned. In 2001 for example, parole revoeatiens made up nearly 40%

olsiate prison commitments!’ (Sea Fignre 4)44 Ofinmatea released From California prisont in 1995, 66.7% were

tecommitted by 2001 ,mere Usan halffor technical violations of release conditions.”

At ihe same Lime, the staggering costs of dramatically increased incarceration (s40,000-SS0,000 per prisoner

per year) have limited revoorcea for in-prison programs targeting educational deFicits, addicejon, nsental health

problems, job skills, and employability—the very akilla and servicea we know are essential to success. Elimination

ofdberctionary parole for many offenders has reduced incentives to partictpare in what progratnnsing is left, and has

removed the pseole board’s ability to encourage prcparation for release and to target poat’release resousces where

they car, moat eFfectively be invested.”
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As high revocation and recommitsnent rates show, parole release arid
supervision in some states became little more than keeping individuals

incarcerated for longer periods oftime and, upon release, conducting
surveillance and monitoring compliance with conditions, Indeed, a recent
publicaeioo by the Buresu ofjustice Statistics confirms that during the
l990a, individuals released by parole boards served losager periods of time
in prison ussr5 those released by mandatory parole “Among discretionary
releases, lime served rose for all types ofoffenders during the l99Oa.”’
It is fair to say, then, that through die I 9SOs and I 990e, parole release and
supervision evolved—along with the rest of the Arnericsn criminal justice
system—into an entity that focosed primarily on exacting punishment
and incapacitating offenders, In light of this, it is interesting to consider a
retent report titled, fleee Parole Work? The report, holding out recidivism
reduction as she standard by which par-ole supervision in recent decades
should be measured, concludes, that”.. supervision does not work as
well aa it should ..“° If one exeminea parole’s performance doring that
time period, against the mainstream goals ofsentenciog sod corrections a
different conclusion can be drawn. Time served increased; parole releases
decreased; and revocatlons to prison increased dramatically. Doring that
time frame, parole was very much in step with the larger sentencing
paradigm—and quite effective at that.

But that larger sentencing paradigm is changing. The growing interest

in reentry and the weight 0f research demonairate that we possess the
knowledge, tools, and ambition to reduce re-offending rates and increase
aoccessfol reentry. This goes beyond an exclusive focus on punishment and
incapacitation and suggests a need for a new role for parole, one that has
as its hallmark different mesaurea of autceas: from persons sold in priaon
to persona successfully prepared for release; from tlse number of persons
revoked from parole supervision to the nusnher of persons who have
succeeded.

The ides that helping offenders live law.abiding lives is in the interests
of community safety is now an idea in good currency. Americans and their
political leaders are no longer single-mindedly tommitted to toughness
and ace much more convinced that efforts to help released prisoners live
law.abiding lives are wortls both the work and the money The rapid
growth of the reentry movement demonstrates this as do the drug court
movement and she related development of mental health snd domestic

“The growing

intèrest Ifl

and the weight of research

demonstrafe that we possess

the knowledge, tools, and

ambition toredüce re-..

offending rates and increas -

stwcessfpl reehtry ..The idea

that helping offenders live

ktwrabiding lives is now on

idea in good currency!?t
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violence courts, Referenda adopted in California and other states requiring that many first and second time drug-
using felons be diverted from prosecution to treatnsent illustrate the contemporary power of this idea, So doer the
proliferation of restorative and community justice initiatives throughout the United States. And sodo public opinion
survey findings showing that Americans would rather spend tax dollars on treatment programs than on prisons and
belisve that rehabilitative efforts are better crime preventalives than Isaraher penalties.°
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LESSONSOF EXPERIENCE
Bus before we turn our attention to the specifics ofpsrole’s current challenges and assets, what Issve we learned

from the evolution of sentencing and corrections that can help us move forward?
As a community, we have begun to understand that the key question is not whether an individual svill be reltased
from prison, but when, and with what assets to encourage success, and with what supervision and support.

• We have begun to understand and accept the notion that successful effender reentry means comnsunity safety.
• A growing hod>’ of research has demcnssrated that incarceration pci se does not snske an individual less likely so

commit crimes once released.

• Some mtccventions, when targeted on the right olfer,tk-rs, can signiilcantly reduce prospects for reeffending.
• Tools are svailable, based on sound research, that provide reliable assessments ofslsks and needs. These tools

enhance the capacity for identifying the sppropriaee timing ofrelease, along with treatment and supervision
strategies that will increase successful reentry.

• Overcoming major barriers to successful reentry—those relating to housing, employment, substance abose,
mental illness, and the need for comnsonity services ansI informal support networks—requires the participation
of many actors and agencies if reentry programs are to succeed. Hence, we muat overcome the fragmentation

that has characeerised our efforts so often in the past.
* As ‘ye have moved from rehabilitation to desert so incapacitation, it seems that
each focus for sentencing and corrections list se limitations. By acknowledging
that we have multiple goals for sentencing and corrections—holding offenders
accountable, supporting successful reentry, and community safety—we can ho more
effective.

READINESSANDTOOLSFORCHANCE
If parole is to ,Iay the significant roe in reentry efforts that will bring it into step

with this new pssadigns, is must also embrace a nets vision and mission. Is paroe
equipped to do so?

We have sketelsed the history ofhow parole hes lost much of its discretion
and evnlved sway from ita original focus on changing offender’s likelihood of
reoffending. It is also the case that parole has received little focus from scholars
and researchers since the I 97Os,’ and even less funding to develop resesrch’based
tools and speeislizcd expertise necessary to keep pace with increases in knowledge
about effective interventions, Despise these challenges, there are encouraging
indicators that parole is positioned to embrace the renewed vision and mission of
successful offender reentry. Paroling authori,ies and parole supervision ager.ciss have
everage over en astonishing proportion of individuals returning to the community

from prison. n addition, an extensive infrsseruceure is in place, parole’s ersditional
role and focus lend themselves to the reentry mission, and s number of promising
innovations are undcnvsy.

Parole authorities as a key pressure point in the system. In the course
of one year, the roughly 200 individuals” who make up state paroling authorities in
she United States are responsible for determining tlse timing ofrelesae on parole and
deeermining the conditions nfrolcsse on parole for 128,708 offenders)2 During
that same year tisey arc responsible for setting conditions of release for an additional
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288679 individuals released or. mar.datory parole and conditional release.5’ They are also respoi:stbc for overseeing
compliance with conditions and responding to petitions for revocation for all 6+3,452 individuals on parole on a given
day during that year.54 Over die course ofthe year, they also send 227690 individuals to prison as a result of perole
revocstions,” mole than a third of all admissions to prison.

Tise daunting past of this picture is thst there are no nationally recognized qualifications for tisis profession that
cousd guide governors to their appoir.tmeists. There is significant turnover in the field as members typically Save
limited terms. Training is limited to a few seminars p55’ year funded by tise Nationsl Institute ofCerrcctions sad
offered by the Association of ParolingAuthorities International. Mssy paroling autlsorities have no staff to speak 0f,
no access to research assistance, said rely on part time members.

However, if this relatively small group ofparole professionals can be eqoipped with the new skills, knowledge,
tools, staff, and rcaourcea commensurate with their potential leverage over reentry, they can he powerful and effective
partners in the reentry effort.

Tradition and Expertence. Parole’s traditional responsibility has been the assessment c! readiness for release,
creating incentives and directives to assure such readiness, and supervision after rceaae. And at its birth, parole
embrated the importance of encouraging offender success. In addition, mary parole boards have a history of using
risk assessment tools as part of reviewing cases for release. Many states have also had significant experience crafting
and iniplementing decision-making guidelines that combine ideas about appropriate punishments with assessments
of risk and needs and knowledge about effective interventions. Were those roles to be re-asserted and strengthened,
witis appropriate support, paroles unique position at the boundary between the prison and the community essentially
makes it the linchpin of successful reentry.

Victim lsstses. As we move toward more effective reentry strategies, it will continue to be important to
keep the interests of victims—both for restoration sad for i’utuee safety—at the tenser of the discussion, in fact,
parole has been an early and enthusiastic proponent of victim concerns. From the point of view of victims, parole
boards put a human face on reentry. Parole boards have made significant atridea in keeping victims informed and
in creating opportunities for victims to be heard in the parole release decision making process. In fact, 96% of
paroling authorities and/or correctional sgzr.cies notify victims of cffeaders’ parole Isesrings and rslesae,” Similarly,
parole supervision agencies, working with prison staffand parole board members, have developed ways to integrate
victim aafety and input into their supervision strategies. The victim’s involvement ins reentry initiative can become
a powerful incsntive for the involvement of others in the community, including policy makers,” Collaborative
invesamenta in offenders through rehabilitation, job training, substance abuse snd mental healtla treatment, and
victim involvement can lead to a reduction in recidivism and the prevention effuture victimizasien.Thia factor alone
accounts ‘or much of the support among crime victims and those who serve them for reentry initiatives that will
ultimately reduce the number of -tncti,ns ia Anscrica

Promising innovations. Some parole board, have anticipated the current challenge ofreentry and have
nianaged so innovate and adapt so emerging knowledge—without much external support or encouragement.

Austin and Fsbelo report on initiatives of paroling authorities in Connecticut, Kentucky, Maryland, New Mexico,
and Texas, where—using resesrch based tools—advances have been made in reducing admissions as a result of
violations snd reducing populations.”

Other paroling authorities Isave also been successful in developing strategies for responding to violations that
identify high-risk offenders for return, and in identiSing other offenders for mere problem.selving responses. Recent
efforts in three states—jointly led by cisc paroling authority, inatsutional corrections, and the parole supervision

53 ‘i’d.
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vera this readiness for change, tools in place, and efforts already underway, what more will it

take to equip parole to be a full and effective partner in reentry efforts? Following it the call to

action.

FOIl ALL CRIMINAL JUSTICE POLICY MAKERS
First, and foremost, key agencies and actors—parole among them—must embrace the vision

of community safety through successful reentry. This may require specific changes in legislation or the

language of agency vision and mission statements. Forums for collaboration must be created at the state policy

level to assess current practices and problems and be empowered to make necessary changes. State parolc boards

and parole supervision agencies moat be among the participants—with renewed authority and expanded resources.

Reentry efforts must reach to the local level, creating venues for collaboration that welcome both public and private

sgenciea. Resources must be available to develop research-based decision tools, analyze current practices and reentry

populations, and enrich training and professional development.

Criminal justice partners must develop a shared offender case management system supported by

electronic capacity to share and update information on individual offenders. Tins would be available

from the time an offender is admitted to prisoo (or before) through assessment, programming, and preparation for

release, and then into the community. Each agency would have a role in and access to such a system, using the case

managemeot system and individual offender plans to set goals for individual offenders and collaborate in helping

offenders reintegrate aucceasfully into the community. If the fragrncntation that no’.v characterizes reentry is to be

overcome, and ifwc are to benefit from else lessons of research, such a system must be in place.

Develop meaningful partnerships between paroling authorities and state prison officials to

manage available in-prison resources to enhaasce successful transition and reentry. At present, paroling

authorities may recommend programs they feel are important for offenders to complete prior to release—programs

that address criminogenic risks and needs. However, only rarely do such recommendations influence the availability

ofauch resources or a particular offender’s across to them.

FORPAIIOLINGAUTHORITIESANDPAROLESUPERVISIONACENCIES
If the action agenda stated here is to be realized, there are thinga paroling authorities moat do.

Develop and use research-based decision tools, The need for good risk assessment and needs assessment

tooa is well understood sod accepted i’s the parole community. However, too few parole agencies actually use valid,

reliable risk assessment protocols that &fforenriate potential parolees into groups with significantly different rates of

expected success and failure. Developiasent ofsuch tools is essential if parole is to play its linchpin roll ira improving

reentry. Paroling authorities and parole supervision agencies need to work clcaely with researchers ansi techniQl

experts to develop such tools, so that the decision makers who use them understand and have confidence in them.

Having better risk and needs assessment tools, however, can be boss first step. It will be imporssr.t to develop
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policy frameworks that express the best thinking of the paroling authority and the supervision agency on appropriate

dispositions and decisiopas. Early research on psroe decision guidelines showed that they can be effective tools in

achieving paroie boards policy goals.’5 Release guidelines can reduce time-served disparities among virssilsriy situated

offenders. Decisiots guidelines can serve other policy goals as well. Similar guidelines addressing responses to parole

violations must alto be developed. The experience of a tasmbei of parole systems with the development of guidelines

or parole violations indicates that theso can be useful tools in assuring desired outcomes wlsen considering parole

;-ioictot-s -

Target interventions by risk and siced—especially for higher risk offenders. TIse research tells

us slsat we can identify groups 01 offeasders with very different anticipated rates of success and failure. Paroling

authorities in collaboration with s,-iaon officials and parole ssspereiaion agencies should target in-prison

1srogramlning on higher risk offenders, using their leverage to incaease offenders’ participation. Similarly paroling

authorities should target stringent conditions of parole and links to community interventions on higher risk offenders,

based on empirical risk aaaeaemesst, not on individual judgments about risk. Levels of supervision, links to programs,

snd interactions with offenders should bt targeted on higher risk offenders.

Target interventions by risk and need—especially for the lowest risk offenders. TIse other lesson

of the research—-often overlooked—is tlsat a significant proportion of offenders will succeed without further

intervention from tiss system. In fact, research demonstrates that we run the risk of increasing the likelihood of

failure if we involve them in extensive programming.’ Paroling authorities, with their partners in prienna and

community supervision, should agree to adopt a strategy of mininial intervention with these offenders. They should

be released sit early as possible after appropriate punishment it served, conditions of supervision should be minimal,

limited criminal jostice program resources should no’ be directed to them, and they should be discharged as early as

possible from pose-release atapervision. This will make more resources available for higher risk offenders—permitting

greater impact on recidivism, even within existing funding limitations.

Create incentives for successful reentry. Preparsesort for reentry should’negin soon after admission

to prisost when it it possible to oversee and manage activities early during incarceration, review risk and need

assessments, and begin to plan programming during and following release. Once such a plan has been developed,

parole hoards can act anticipated release dates, asaunsissg completion of those elements of the plan that should be

completed prior to release.” This will allow parole supervition agencies to begin “in-reach” into prisons as a way to

prepare for release, activating informal networks of support, and creating bridges to appropriate resources. Earlier

release dates, fewer atrietures in the community, and the postibslity of early discharge can act as incentives for

offenders to engage in programs and bthavicrs ahat we knnsv can reduce the ikelihacod ofro-offending.

Set conditions and manage them to encourage success. Parole boards should develop ass approach to

seeiissg parole conditions—and parole saspes-risinn agencies should develop an approach to managing condisioasa—that

will encourage success. Boards should focus conditions on risk and needs, requiring participation in interventions

that explicitly address assessed riak and criminogenic needs. Tlsey should target higher risk offenders for greater

constraint,, keeping requirements for low-risk offenders to a minimum. Similarly, parole supervision agencies should

develop intermediate antI problem-solving responses to violaeions of parole, s’eserving revocation for tile higher

severity violations and higher risk offenders,

Develop sensible approaches to pnrole violations. An important first step for parole in reentry management

is to analyze critically its handling of violations—within the supervision agency from the line level to top management, and

within the paroling authority. Clear policy, designed to differentiate eetlmical violations by severity and by risk posed by the

offender, is an impor tans tool fur encouraging successful reenn-y. Published and Web-based resources are available to help

parole agencies undertake a thurougls review and strengthening of their violation practicest’

63 B,is ‘vAt,,, If).

64 Ln,is’.,vp.’vAL,u.i.’ 3003.

65 8, vu& ,.k’,I,a g’.,wa’piulr..’fnaasa’h’. ‘w A, ,,,,Aav,-wdn,n-,-wa iisvjiai,t,,vqv.,,f,,gh,,th,epaa,

66 6,,), 20(5-5.



JNt2
N /

//

/
/

/

//

Th

/
//

___

N



____________________________________

• Page 291

areontul Tr.n,i,ie, cod R,cccry far Sa&r Cemossnajo’ A Cs’’ cc Ae,icn fan P.,utr

garnered from ending programs that have not proven effective, even modest reductions in prison admissions, and

identifying low risk olTenders for whom resources are not ret1uired should garner savings that can be re-channeled.

Provide paroling authorities wills reasonable ease decision loads, suitable staiTsupport, and

support for their work as policy makers. lndividual board members may act on thousands of cases per year.

Staffis typically limited, as arc opportuoities for hoard members tc work together on policy matters—over and above

ther case decision maL’ing duties. If paroling authorities are to Ise effective partners in the transition and reentry

effort, they must be adequately resourced in terms of the numbers of members, staff support, and opportunities for

co!laboratirc work among themselves and with other criminal us:ice atakeholdert.

Consider expanding discretionary parole release so that a greater proportion of offenders

coming out of state prisons do so as a result of the decision of a parole board. Sentencea can be

structured to create upper and lower boundaries of expected time to be served. Such boundaries can ensure that the

incarceration time to be served is within the range of what is deserved for the crime, based on its seriousness, harm

to the victim, and she culpability of the offender. However, by allowing release discretion within that range, such a

sentencing scheme provides incentives that can be used to increase offenders’ willingness to participate in treatment

and engage in the process of change.

Expect and require interagency collaboration and reentry partnerships that include paroliasg

atatlaorities, parole supervision agencies, and other key parole senkelsolders. Governors and atate

legislators should expect, require, and support collaborative partnerships among all agencies with a stake in reenery•

Some states have begun forming specific cabinet-lcvel partnerships, a promising example to observe and follow. In

those states where labor unions represent significant proportions of parole staff, these organizations tatuat he brought

into collaborative discussions.

Carefully examine currently mandated standards for appointment to each state’s paroling

authority to bring them snore into line with guidance from the Association of Paroling Authorities

International and the expectations outlined in this Coil to Actionfor Parole. Making thoughtful decisions

about release timing and conditions requires judgnsent, experience, and Imowledge. States not already doing so

should set and spply appropriate standards that must be met before anyone is appointed to a paroling authority.

Expect and require performance data tlsat measure the effectiveness of these efforts. It is

imperative tlsat we begin measuring the effectiveness of efforts so that we can continue to improve outcomes and

manage resources wisely.

FOR NATIGNM. LEADERSHIP ANUFUNDINCORCANIZATIONS
Varioua national organizations and others lssve important roles to play.

The National Governors’Association should endorse the need for professionalism iii paroling

authorities and support for them as critical partners in the reentry planning arena. This is an

important venue for governors to identify priorities for their support and involvement and can influence the priority

assigned to this endeavor by states’ chiefexecusivee.

Support the work of retooling supervision agencies for offender ease management. While

individual states, hopefully, will be aetting to work on this task, thtre is an argument en be made that a national

resource to support this transformation would r.aultiply ciforta, eliminate duplication, and allow the lessons of

exerience to be shared across states.

Support a substantial effort to equip the roughly 200 individuals who make up paroling

authorities nationwide with the new skills, knowledge, perspectives, and tools required to he

effective reentry partners. Earlier sections ofthia passer have emphasized the enormous potential leverage

paroling authorities and parole supervision agencies have On the reentry mission. Resources available to assist these

agencies so prepare for and embrace the reentry mission are scarce. A national investment in this area could pay major

dividends in terms of enhancing public safety, reducing the coats of unnecessary incarceration, and reducing human

suffering.
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Expand federal funding and invoLvement in providing lesources for technical assistance,
research, and evaluation to state paroling authorities and parole supervision agencies for their work
on reentry issues.
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