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August 16, 2007

TO: Members of the Joint Judiciary Interim Committee

FROM: Patrick M. Andersofi, Executive 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 WDOC 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. §12-1-104 (b} provides that “...the
department has general supervision and control of, 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.

The above is not 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 retums to custody.

PRIORITY:

Bring probation and parole agent/offender 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 can significantly reduce parole violations and re-
offenses resulting in returns 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 significant,

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 ares 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
identifying 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 Lampert 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 respoasibilities. Accordingly, the Board supports legislative
authorization and funding of additional agents as deemed appropriate by WDOC.,

Another factor impacting successful supervision of parolees is that the statutory
scheme at W.S. §7-13-401 et seq lumps probation and parole supervision together and, as
a result, in practice agents throughout the State have mixed caseloads of probationers and
paroless. The Board believes that this detracts from successful 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 criminegenic risks and needs to be addressed. Effectively dealing with such
issues requires 2 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 time 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. Additionalty,
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 parcle conditions.



[(8/16/2007) John Rivera - BOP Priorities. pdf 0 Page 4 {

Statutes currently provide WDOC with authority to impose administrative
sanctions as an alternative to revocation for probation or parote violators in the Intensive
Supervision Program (ISP) (W.S. §7-13-1107) and 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
comrunity service, up to 30 days jail detention and up to 60 days Aduit Community
Correction residential placements.

Such sanctions have proven to be an effective method for addressing violations
and hopefully gaining compliance short of a return 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-eniry for
Safer Communities: A Call fo Action for Parole, which provides discussion and
authorities in support of the Board’s recommendations herein.
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Parole scems to us an inexorably imporrant part of any serious effort to improve prospects for prisoners’ successtal reentry

into sociery. We've tricd to explain why we think that is so and what might be donc to make it 5o in states where policy 3
makees agree. The arguments and analysis are ouc own but benefited geeadly from advice from many people, including James ;
Austin, Madeline Carver, Patricia Caruso, Bryan Collier, William Dressel, Trudy Gregorie, Paul Herman, Gail Hughes,

Kermit Humphries, Michael Lawlot, Elizabeth Nevins, Becki Ney, Marilyn Scafe, Richard Secoker, Carl Wicklund, and

Joseph Williams, many of whom genetously attended a conference in Silver Spring, MD, to discuss an carlier drafe. This &
effore would not have been possible had not Gail Hughes, Sectetary of the Association of Pareling Auchorities International,
thought it worth doing and taken the initiative to seek support from the JEHT Foundation to make it possible, and had not !

JEHT provided that support. We are grarcful ro them all.

Peggy Burke
Michae} Tonry
June 2006
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rates increased, and rates of return to prison significantly lowered. At present, interest to address the problem
abounds. [f evidence of improvement is not forthcoming, then this momenturn will certainly dissipate and this
window of opportunity will close. It is important to act now.

Indeed, a wide range of public agencies, private organizations, community groups, and individuals are rightly
called to action on this issue. But there has been relatively little attention paid to parole as a key stakeholder with
respect ta reentry—hence the focus of this paper and its Colf to Action for Parole.

At times, it is not even clear what the term “parole” means, its use varies so much from state to stote. Tn this

aper, the term “parole” refers 10 all of the agencies and functions havin
paper, pa g

g to do with discretionary release, mandatory
but conditional release,

post release supervision, setting of conditions, and revocation of offenders who have served
time in prison and who reenter the community through some lorm of conditional release. Key parole stakeholders

include both paroling authorities responsible for discretionary release, setting parole conditions, and responding to

parale violations—and parole supervision agencies—responsible for supervising offenders once released to parole,
and for bringing parole violations to the attention of the paroling authority.?

ANEWVISION

Lessons from history, a sizable body of rigorous research, and an emerging consensus about the il:npormnce
of reentry create a realistic possibility of a time when our criminal Justice systems can be more effective and less
costly. This could be a time when rates of recidivism among those released from prison are dccreasing;
reentering the community from prison have better survival skills,
and informal networks of support.

when people
greater capacities to succeed, and stronger formal
It could also be a time when increasing percentages of those released find stable
housing and employment, and more keep the jobs they find; when rates of prison readmission as a result 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 sense of mission, a mission that goes beyond simply

incapaditating and holding offenders accountable by imposing a period of incarceration. This changed mission will
include mobilizing our knowledge and resources to do what we can to assure that offenders will be less likely 10
commit new crimes once they are released. Such a mission will require:

Prison administrators who see custody and control as resources to be used 1o create environments in which

preparation for successful return to the community can take place, and where offenders are equipped for such a
return;

Paraling authorities who collaborate with correctional institutions, parole s

pervision 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
inter ventions to appropriate offenders according to risk and needs—both as offenders are preparing for release
and as they are adjusting to community life afer release.

Parole supervision agencies who organize their efforts around supperting successful completion of transition—
linking offenders with targeted programs to reduce their risk and enhance their strengths,

and connecting them
with networks of formal and informal support in the community,

Carvectional leaders—within prisons, paroling authorities, and parole supervision agencies—whe integrate
evidence from research into their practices—particularly the use of empirically-based, validated assessment

methods and the development and support of interventions that have been shown to reduce the likelihood of
failure during reentry. And

Policy mokers of all stripes who work callaboratively across traditional boundaries of agency, level, and

3 Sensencing anel corvections yuem wary 1o widely from praee 10 stasc withon the 1.5, that it may be helpfied 1o define & nuntber of tersaar at used bere, See page 12,  for definérions of
eertnssed in rhis paper.
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%. branch of government and the private sector to embrace and accomplish the mission.

i This mission will also vequire a single, dynamic transition and reentry plan—developed shortly after intake into

|

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

; be used to guide involvement in in-prison programming, the setting of release conditions, and the management of
offenders after release. It would be designed to incorpaorate both formal and informal networks of support, and
would be refined as circumstances change over time. This plan would be used by-—and modified by—prison stalf, the
parcle board, field supervisors, the offendler, and stafl of community agencies to guide preparations for release, release
decisions, and responses to violations of cenditions. It would seek to prevent avoidable crimes, save public monies,
and help released prisoners succeed.

THEROLEFORPAROLE

This calf to action may seem surprising. Parole boards are viewed by some as vestiges of mid-20th century
sentencing schemes that have long been in decline. Parole supervision agencies,

e il —rrarm P

likewise, are viewed by some as the source of troublesome readmissions to prison
arising from technica) revecation of parole-~hardly an ally in successful reentry, This
paper will make the case that parole is a critical link in a successful reentry strategy

a link that may well be weakened or missing in some jurisdictions. Unique 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 the delivery of services and provide the oversight needed to help
offenders become Jaw-abiding citizens, contributing positively to their communities.
Parcle, however, has long been overlooked and under-resourced, a pattern that must
be changed if parole is to play the central role that it can and if reentry efforts are
to succeed. This paper will define parole boards and parole supsrvision agencics as
necessary and potentially critical partners in accomplishing the mission of successful
reentry for community safety. Not anly is there public support for the mission, there
is growing evidence from the ressarch about what programs can help us, what tools
to use to assess risk and needs, and how we can integrate the lessons of research Into
managing offender reentry. Parcle is uniquely situated to play a critical role in making
this happen.

TR
2 ,s'u;!"_, 2 d

L-bt;aras and pam? ’é F

In the two-thirds of states where discretionary parole release survives, the parole
board's responsibility for the timing and conditions of release positions it ideally to
manage reentry—working carly on with institutional stalf, and anticipating release
and reentry with parole supervision staff. Even where discretionary parole release
no longer exists, parole boards sct the cenditions of release and supervision and make
revocation decisions. They have an almost unavoidable rolz to play In making reentry
work.

Following release; reentry plans must eveolve Into effective strategies to guide
supervision and participation in community programming. Parole sapervision
agencies are well positioned to link offenders to programs and resources. They are also F
positioned to target supervision and treatment programs to higher risk offenders. They . e
can incorporate the principles of evidence-based practice in their case management {:.ﬂ e ﬁﬂfr)’ f’-ﬂ' .
strategies, using routine interactions with offenders to engage olfznders in the process { g?;; - 3-4
of change, enhance motivation, and provide positive feedback. They are also in the best ‘ ;._ﬁfuar 4 .-L,-
position to develop—in collaboration with the paroling authority—measured responses e W’ t
to non-compliance including, in appropriate cases, initiation of revocation proceedings.

However, for reasons we will explore in greater detail below, parole boards and !
parolc supervision agencies have received relatively little attention from policy makers i
and funders in recent years, This nceds to change if reentry efforts are to succecd, g

"4
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Strengthening of parole—in relation to both discretionary release and supervision—is an essential element of any
state’s efforts to increase successful Teentry,

This new vision, mission, and set of expectations for parole are achievable. They make no heroic assumplions
about what can be accomplished and rest on uncontroversial claims about the world. They are premised on current
knowledge about successful programs and what makes them successful, about documented capacities of risk
assessment instruments, and abowt evidence-based principles of effective offender management,

This paper explains how and why that visien, mission, and set of expectations for parole can be realized and how
offenders, communities, and taxpayers will benefit, There are four sections. The first outlines why the interest in
reentry is 5o strong, outlines the consequences of doing a poor job on reentry, and imakes the case for involvement of
parole boards and parole super vision agencies as one of the necessary conditions to successful reentry. The second
summarizes a growing and increasingly authoritative body of vesearch demanstrating the effectiveness of correctional
treatment programs, the availability of empirically-based and validated assessment instruments for matching programs
to offenders, and the evolution of principles guiding effective management of programs and oversight of effenders.
The third section provides historical context and reasons to believe that conditions are now right for change. The
fourth outlines a cll to action. .

 Paged]
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Campaign, supported by the Annie E. Casey
Foundation, is seeking to develop a variety
of media resources that can be of assistance
in motivating and mobilizing community
action,

The National Institute of Corrections’
Transition from Prison to the Community
Initiative is working with eight jurisdictions
{GA, IN, M1, MO, ND, NY, OR, R} to
develop a coherent, multi-disciplinary
strategy to enhance cffective offender
reentry and the reduction of recidivism,
The Serious and Violent Offender Reentry
Initiative (SYORY) administered by the LLS.
Department of justice, Office of Justice
Programs, Bureau of Justice Assistance,

has provided grant funding to nearly every
state to develop resources for reentering
offenders who meet the initiative's criteria.
Under SYORI, the Justice Depar tment is
supperting the development of training on
best practices on reentry for supervision
agencies.

As these illustrations demonstrate,
policy makers across the country recognize
the importance of reentry as a problem and
acknowledge the evidence on which the reentry
movement is based. What is needed are ways
to combine diverse eflorts into comprehensive,

, integrated strategies and approaches, Parole isa

critical—and sometimes missing—piece.
This new consensus has been a long
time coming. Beginning in the 1970s, state
and federal policy makers lost enthusiasm
far rehabilitative programs aimed at helping
offenders. They focused instead on assuring
that offenders veceived just and appropriate

punish ts. This happened for a number of

- veasons. Evaluation research seemed to show

that few rehabilitative programs reduced ve-

: off ending, Rising crime rates through the carly

19903 created demands for tougher and surer
punishments. The sentencing reflorm movement
concentrated on regularizing sentences and
making their imposition more consistent. Parole
release was eliminated in the federal system

. and in a third of state systems, and pavole

everywhere lost credibility and resources. With
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these changes came
$ fFigure I: w
a five-fold increase Trands In Relaose from Federal ond Stale Pisons and Relums for Violaling Porole or Other Conditions
in the number of T ST el y -
e 700.000

_.':""“r..'-"-'""E"'."_"'"""-T'-'!m

inmates in American
prisons. 400,000
But those who

. 500,000

go in must come

out. This is true of 400.000

at least 93% of those

sentenced to prison.* 300.000

Huge numbers of 200,000

individuals complete

their prison sentences 100.000

each year and return

to communities o

throughout the

nation. In 2003,

some 656,320 =—&#— Olizndeis Re'eosed
individuals, more F

—@— Offenders reincarceicled for vislaling parole ar otherrelease cenditions
than the POP\llaﬁOl'l Zource: GAD. Z00L p: 8 Ireon 1967 1673) Pereni 2 2600, p. 23y sznend B L p. & (yoar 1332)

of Washington, D.C.,
were released from
state and federal prisons.‘ three times more than the 226,000 veleased in 1983 and half again more than the 457,000
released in 1994, (See Figure 1.) It is this massive movement of individuals from prison back to communities that
has sparked public interest.

Figure 2: h {

THESIGHIFICANT Percent Successiul Among State Porole Discharges. 1990, 1995, 1999, and 2004 \
CONSEQUENCES OF
UNSUCCESSFULREENTRY |45%

Unfortunately, the vast 44%
majority of pcople re-entering
society {rom prison in recent 43%
years has not managed to 427,
successfully complete the
transition. Qver half return 41%
to prison within three years.* 40% -
Between 1990 and 2004, the

39% 7

percent of those successfully
completing state parole has not 8%
gone above 45%. (See Figure |
2) 7%

The reasons for reentry 36%
failure ave complex—some a5y, e LY A o S
clear, some not so clear. Many - 19%0 1995 1999 2004

E Percent Successiul Porole Discharges
jourca: Hughes, Wison. ond Beck. 2001. p. H fyears 1990 - 1999): Gioze and Palio, 2005. p. ¥ {yeor 200+) )

5 Praersilia 2005, p. 45,

6 Harriren and Beck 2008, Teble 7. p.6.
? Huarrison 2000.

8 Langan and Levin 2002, p. 1.
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returning offenders have serious deficits, such as drug dependence and menta) 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 fammlies and communities. Others will fail by committing technical
violations of their parole conditions and will be revoked to prison by the action of a paroling authority.

Slightly less than half of those who are returned to prison have been convicted of new crimes. More than Iall
of those who are returned are recommitted because they have violated technical conditions of their release.? In
2001, 37% of ALL admissions to prison nationwide were the result of parole revocations—not the result of new
convictons.” That's up from 17% in 1980 and 30% in 1990 and probably significantly understates the carrent rate.
This is an enormous and largely wasted expense. Processing admissions of parole violators takes as much time and
casts as much money as processing admissions of new convictlons, thus entailing nearly a fifth* of the prison system s
admission and classification costs—and for offenders who mostly will be in prison only for a few months.

Those failures—new victims, disrupted communities, and soaring incarceration costs—are tragic, because many
are avoidable. The substantial resources currently invested in re-imprisonment represent a huge opportunity cost—
cliiming resources that could much more effectively be directed to efforts demonstrated to reduce recidivism—
benefiting potential victims, offenders, and society at large.

These numbers, dismal in themselves, show how much room there Is for improvement. If rates of re-offending
and technical vielations can be reduced through improved handling of reentry, and they can, we can prevent
victimization, save money, reduce the number of people committed to priscn, bring down the parole failure rate, and
veduce the proportion of parole failures among prison commitments.

In sum, ex-prisoners who fail generate new victims, reduce public safety, and ereate enormous costs to process
and punish their new crimes and technical violations. They also diminish their own lives and damage the lives of their
families and loved ones. Everyone loses. Ex-prisoners who succeed spare the rest of us those costs but also contribute
to their communities, support themselves and their families, and improve their own lives. Everyene wins,

9 lhid.
18 Blumiicinand Beck 2005, Figure 3.3.
H Using 2004 data, when i itated 37 % of adutiaif o 51 % of these soere for sechnical vivlations (51 X 37 = 18.87 %),
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WHAT WE. KNCGW ABQUT SUCCESS

[ successful reentry for community safety is what we're pursuing,

then it scems 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 *What Works—Questions and Answers about Prison Reform."
Although Martinson's claims about the evidence on program effectiveness were
not s bleak as many supposed, a notion that “nothing works™ fit the temper of
those times, Many people were worried about sentencing disparities, racial 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 we ought to be
honest abaut the fact that all we could hope to accomplish with incarceration
was punishment. And punishment should be appropriate to the severity of the
crime, and must be fair and even-handed.

g '

In the early 21st century, however, there is substantial evidence that we
can do mere than punish. We can also reduce the likelihood that offenders
will re-offend. One of the most recent authoritative surveys of correctional
evaluations, released in January 2006 by the Washington State Institute on
Public Policy, cencludes, “"Some types of adult corrections programs have a
demonstrated ability to reduce crime.”? The survey examined results from
291 rigorous evaluations of corrections programs. Of 22 types of programs
evaluated, positive findings emerged concerning 14, with average documented
reductions in re-offending ranging between 5 and 31%. Particularly high
average reductions were found for cognitive-behavioral programs in prisons and
communities, adult drug courts, community-based drug treatment, treatment-
oriented intensive supervision, and vorcational education in prison.

Those findings are not unusual. The bulleted list below identifies a sizable
number of other authoritative sources offering similar findings:

* The “nothing works” era is over: well run, well-targeted, and adequately }' qffen&'er ) W’H I e—qﬂ"pd”'
funded programs have repeatzdly been shown significantly to reduce re- T T
33 :
offending,* . : <

12 Aot, Miller, und Drake 2008, p.I
13 Welh and Farrington 2008 previde tir wast up-ta-dase summazy of the evidence.
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principles to guide interventions to reduce recidivism.?¥ They are about more than programs. They have implications
for the management of offenders during incarceration, during planning for release, and beyond. Following is a brief
description of the principles along with some of their implications for parole practice.

Assess actuarial risk and needs.” Not all offenders are alike. It is important to understand exactly
what risk an offender presents and what needs must be addressed to reduce his or her likelihood of re-offending.
Rescarch-based and validated tools are available and coming into more common practice. Parole boards and parole
supervision agencics can require and use such assessments to shape their practices regarding completion of required
programs—both during incarceration and after. Such assessments can also be uscful in determining both the timing
and conditions of release.

Enhance intrinsic motivation.” For lasting change 1o occur, an offender must have some level of intrinsic
motivation. By providing the opportunity for an aceelerated release date and/ or less restrictive conditions of release,
pavole boards can create incentives that will enhance prisoners’ motivation to participate in largeted interventions
that will increase their chances of success. Offenders’ motivation for change in the community can be encouraged
through prospects of reduced reporting requirements, loosened conditions, and early discharge. The research also
demenstrates that interpersonal interactions can significantly enhance motivation. Parole hearings are critical events
for offenders. They provide an oppertunity to use the principles of motivational interviewing to encourage pro-social
activities, sound preparations for release, and engagement in the process of change. Supervising officers, using these
rechniques, can turn routine interactions with offenders before and after release into interventions in themselves,

Target interventions according to the principles of risk,” needs,* and responsivity.' In order
to achieve reductions in recidivism, it is critical that effective interventions

matched to the offender’s criminogenic needs—be targeted to higher risk g A
offenders. Programs should address dynamic characteristics that can be changed y _‘_‘...-. .t h‘e i
and that are linked to criminal behavior. Valid and reliable assessments of risk el ;
and needs can be used to identify programs that should be completed before S ',. # B
release, and shape supervision strategies upon release. Parole boards and . : "'ii esedarc h has
supervision agencies routinely make critical decisions regarding what level : -, L
of supervision is apprapriate and when treatment should be required. Using ' . =3

risk and needs assessments effectively, parole can target jnterventions and add
significantly to the reduction of recidivism.

Use cognitive behavioral methods when appropriate.” Research
on effective interventions with offenders indicates that cognitive-behavioral

generated a set qf %

treatment strategies are particularly promising. These programs involve P ,gg{c:l){es,to -gufd'e" :
staff who understand antisocial thinking, social learning, and appropriate v : e
communication techniques. Skills are not just taught, but practiced or role-
Played and pro-social attitudes and behaviors are learned, practiced, and
positively reinforced. Paroling authorities and supervision agencies should
ensure the availability of these type of interventions, use incentives to encourage
offenders to participate in them, and educate their criminal justice partners
about the importance and effectiveness of such efforts.

25 Crinte and Justice Inytitate 2004,

26 Andvewn, et al 1990; Ancresws and Bouta 1998; Gendrean, of al, 199; Kropp, et al 1995; Clesnents 1996.

27 Miller & Rolinick 2002; Miflcr and Monnt 2001; Marper and Hard 2000; Ryan and Deei 2000.

28 Taxman 2602,

29 Gendrears and Goggin 1997; Auddsews and Bonta 1998; Harland 1996; Shernuan, ¢t al 1958; McGuire 2001

30 Andrws and Bonsa 1998; Lipon, et al 2000; Etfiors, ¢t al 2008; Harlend 1995,

3 Milfer and Retinick 2002: Govdon 1970; Williaves, et ol 19935,

32 Mithalic, e af 2008; Miller and Rofinick 2000; Lipton, et al 3000; Lipcy 1993, McGuire 2001: Aar, vr af 2001,
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Increase positive reinforcement.”” People are much more likely to alter their behavior in response to
positive rather than to negative reinforcement. Research indicates that a ratio of at least four positive to every
one negative reinforcement appears to be optimal for promoting behaviorat changes.* Paroling authorities
and supervision agencies—il they rearient their thinking from sanctions and surveillance—can utilize positive
reinforcement to encourage behavior change and accomplishment of pro-social goals leading to successful reentry,

Engage ongoing support in natural communities that replace anti-social networks of people,
places, and things with pro-social alternatives,” Parole agencies should use evidence-based practices 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. Parcle agencies are beginning deliberately to involve pro- socizl
family networks and associates of offenders in the community as they prepare for release and then move into the
community. This multiplies the resources available to reinforce positive behavior and support cffenders during their
time of transition and beyond.

Measure relevant processes/practices.’ 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 sbout how well
we are accomplishing our goals. Parole stakeholders can support, encourage, and participate in measurement and
evaluation to improve practice. !

Provide measurement feedback.” Providing feedback to offenders sbout their progress and performance
i$ an important part of encouraging change and sustaining motivation, Both parole boards and parole supervision
agencies are in a position to provide such feedback in the context of parole hearings, super vision visits, and program
activites.

T our collaborative efforts at reducing recidivism and increasing successful reentry are to accemplish the desired
intreases in public safety, the entire criminal justice and reentry endeavor must be guided by these principles. Parole
boards and parole supervision agencies have critical roles to play in this pursuit.

33 Gendrean and Goggin 1997: Meyers and Smith 1995; Higgins and Silocrmax 1999: Azrin end Besalel 1980; Bandura et al 1953; Bandnra 1996

34 Crmeand Justice Institere 2004,

35 Azin and Becalel 1980; Ernrick ot al 1993: Higging and Silverman 199%; Mcyers and Sweith 1997; Bonta, e al 20021 O'Connor and Pesrryelear 2002 Meyers, er af 2002,
36 Henggeler oo al Y997; Waliz et ol 1993 Hogne et ai 1998; Millce and Mount 2001; Gendrean e al 1996,

37 Agereinctli vt al 1995, Alvirs ¢ 2000; Ludeman 1981 Zemke 2001; Elliest 1980,
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PARCLTE IN Z00e—A CENTURY. OF. EVOIITTON.

t seems that parale boards and super vision agencies are especially well placed at the juncture between
prisons and the community to be part of an cffective recotry effort. In many cases they already have
responsibilities that reach backward into the prison to collaborate in release planning, and forward into the
community te influence post-release management of offenders and vesponses to parole violations. Now

we will consider both the strengths and chailenges facing parole, given its role in an evol-ving criminal
justice system in recent decades.

Although most states retain parole boards, discretionary release has fallen into relative disuse. Prior to 1980,
almost two-thirds of releases [rom prison nationally resulted from parole board decisions. Since 1999, fewer than

a third of all releases from
prison result from parole
board decisions and in some
states the proportion is
much smaller.?® (See Figure
3,) That reduction resulted
partly [rom statutory
changes eliminating parole
release for some or all
prisoners, and partly
from parole boards’
increasing reluctance
to release prisoners
before their sentences
expired. Similarly, parole
supervision, while still in
place, has suffered from
diminishing resources and
a shift from a service toa
surveillance orientation,
Why has that been the case?
‘When parole was
invented more than a
century ago, its proponents
used language to describe

38 Hugbes, Wilion, and Beck 2001.

(Figure 3 w

Releases from State Prson by Method of Release, 1980-2003
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=de= Expiration of Sentence
datory Parole .
[rears 1980-19%7): Cloze and Pol'o, 2005, p. B {year 2623)
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parole's functions that is very similar to that now used to describe the aims of successful reentry.” On the basis of
reviews of prisoners’ records and their bebavior in prison, parole boards were meant to make individualized decisions
25 to whether prisoners should be released. For those released, based on revicw of the prisoner records, parole
boards were to set conditions to be observed on relcase, and parole officers were to supervise their observance.
Parole boards had authority to revoke the parole of those who failed to comply with conditions.

Beginning in the 1970s, 2 significant transformation in thinking sbout the purposes of criminal sentences, coupled
with disillusionment with correctional programs, brought about massive changes in sentencing and corrections.
Parole lost credibility and moved 1o the margins of the criminal justice system where, in many jurisdictions, it
remains. Ironically, the challenges of reentry bring back to mind many of the initial interests of parole——assessing
the necds and risk of offenders, individualizing sentences, and creating incentives for behavior change. Parole retains
the potential of accomplishing these ends-—becanse of its location in the systein and its remaining areas of discretion
and authority. Equipped with the lessons of new research, using empirically based assessments, and working in
collaboration with system parmers, parole may well succeed in accomplishing those initial goals.

What distinguishes this new interest in reentry, however, from the original interest in rehabilitation is its focus
on both the offender and community safety. Today's reentry efforts—and parole’s part in them—are seeking offender
success to enhance community safety. This balanced perspective is garnering widespread support for such efforts.
This perspective is also critical to defining parole’s role in such efforts.

THEREHABILITATIVE IDEAL

A bricf Yook at the major stages of evolution in sentencing and corrections in America provides a helpful
perspective for this call to action. Things do change—they have changed dramatically in the past. We can bring about
dramatic change again,

The first regular use of imprisonment as a primary means for punishing criminals, in Philadelphia’s Walnut Street
Tail, is usually attributed to 18th century American Quakers. Sentences to a penitentiary (so named, in recognition
of the hope that reforr would result from a period of reflection and penitence) were scen as a humane slternative to
corporal and capital punishment, Most of the other major American criminal justice institutions, including probation,
parole, the reformatory, and the juvenile court, werc invented in the ensuing hundred years and all were premised
on what later became known as the rehabilitative ideal, the idea that the criminal justice system should attempt to
rehabilitate as many offenders as it could. . .

During what has become known as the Progressive Era, running roughly from the 1870s to the 1930s, reformers
believed that eriminality was not the product primarily of offenders’ personal moral failures. Instead they looked to
the environmental conditions in which offenders had been shaped, and to z lesser extent to deficiencies in offenders’
attributes, capacities, and personal skills. Crime, on this account, was a symptom of an underlying and usually
remediable problemt, and the most appropriate response to crime, accordingly, often should be to identify the problem
and solve it. A sentence, under this scheme, must be flexible enough to be tailored to the individual,

Thus was born the idea of the indeterminate sentence, Judges would set a prison sentence—usually expressed as
a range between a minfmum, the 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 individualized pre-sentence
veports. Prisen officials were meant to tailor programs to those needs and parole boards were to set release dates on
the basis of an offender's individual progress. Release conditions were also to be individualized and, depending on
whether a sentence was to confinement or to the community, pavole or probation officers were to oversee conditions
of release and an individualized treatment plan,

There were a number of major problems with this system, some inherent and some resulting [rom 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 rehabilitate offenders was not available. Only in a few places and at
a few times were sufficient resouvces ever invested in corrcctions even to pretend to keep indeterminate sentencing'’s

39 Rarhman 1980.
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proved irresistible. Asa result, the American imprisonment rate has more than quadrupled since 1973, and now
exceeds 725 per 100,000 population, 5 to 10 times higher than that of any other Western t:f.mntry."'z
PAROLE’S DECLINE
In some states, parole became symbolic of an earlier, “softer” approach to crime. Denigrating parole was a
tactic used by politicians trying ta establish their tough-on-crime eredentials. Then-candidate George Allen made
abolition of parole a main plank of his 1993 campaign for the Virginia governorship, falsely accusing the parcle
board of shortening sentences. He implied that releasing people from prison before their sentences expired
was letting criminals out early. This was the argument—and is often a criticism leveled at parole—cven though
Virginia's indeterminate
scn%encing system, like all (Figuye 4 . o )
X Adrnissions to State Prison, by Type of Admission, 1980-2003

others, was premised on
the ideas that parole boards 50%
make individualized release
decisions after prisoners serve

. . 75%
a specified minimum sentence
and that most prisoners
will be released belore the 60%
expiration of their sentences.
By the mid-1980s, parole 45%
boards’ release authority A
was eliminated or greatly cut 0%
back in 15 states. In states
in which parole survived
relatively unchanged, such as 15%
Alabama and Pennsylvania,
parole boards became steadily 0%
more risk averse alter the 1980 1985 1990 1995 1999 2003
1970, releasing fewer and
fewer inmates before their =—f— New Court Commilments - ~—#— Porole Viclators
sentences expired, and holding nd Beck. 2001, p. 13 fycars 1989 - 1957): Ho'tian 13 Beck. 2205, P, & [yeor 1633).
those who were released i,

n

for lerger portions of their

maximum sentences. To show their toughness, parole agencies in many states greatly increased the rates at which

parole was revoked and parclees were re-imprisoned. In 2001, for example, parole revocations made up nearly 40 %
of state prison commitiments.”? (See Figure 4.)" Of inmates relcased frem California prisons in 1995, 66.7 % were
recommitted by 2001, more than half for technical violations of release conditions.

At the same time, the staggering costs of dramatically increased incarceration (540,000-550,000 per prisoner
per year) have limited resources for in-prison programs targeting educational deficits, addiction, mental health
problems, job skills, and employability—the very skills and services we know are essential to success. Elimination
of discretionary parole for many offenders has reduced incentives to participate in what programming is left, and has
removed the parole board’s ability to encourage preparation for release and to target post-release resources where
they can most effectively be invested . *

42 Tonry 2004

43 Blumnsicin and Heck 2005, Figure 3.3.

44 Hughes, Wilion, snd Beck 2001, p. 13 fyears 1930 - 1999); Harrlron and Beck, 2005, p, & (year 2003),
5 Blerstein and Beck 2005, Figures 3.7 and 3.8

48 Pragrailia 2003,
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As high revocation and recommitrnent rates show, parole release and
supervision in some states became little mere than keeping individuals
incarcerated for longer periods of time and, upon release, conducting
surveillance and monitoring compliance with conditions, Indeed, a recent
publication by the Bureau of Justice Statistics confirms that during the
1990s, individuals released by parcle boards served longer periods of time
in prison than those released by imandatory parole. “Among discretionary
releases, time served rose for all types of offenders during the 1990s.” ¢
It is fair to say, then, that through the 19805 and [990s, parale release and
supervision evolved—along with the rest of the American criminal justice
system-—into an entity that focused primarily on exacting punishment
and incapacitating offenders. In light of this, it is interesting to consider a
recent report titled, Does PoroleWork? The report, holding out recidivism
reduction as the standard by which parole supervision in recent decades
should be measured, concludes, that . . .supervision does not work as
well as it should... *#* If one examines parole’s performance during that
time period, against the mainstream goals of sentencing and corrections, a
different conclusion can be drawn. Time served increased; parole releases
decreased; and revocations to prison increased dramatically. During that
time frame, parole was very much in step with the larger sentencing
paradipm—and quite effective, at that,

But that larger sentencing paradigm is changing. The growing interest
in reentry and the weight of research demonstrate that we possess the
knowledge, tools, and ambition to reduce re-offending rates and increase
suceessful reentry. This goes beyond an exclusive focus on punishment and
incapacitation and suggests a need for a new role for parale, one that has
ag its hallmark different measures of success: from persons held in prison
to persons successfully prepared for release; from the number of persons
revoked from parole supervision to the number of persons who have
succeeded,

The idea that helping offenders live law-abiding lives is in the Intarests
of community safety is now an idea in geod currency. Americans and their
political leaders are no longer single-mindedly committed to toughness
and are much more convinced that efforts to help released prisoners live
law-abiding lives are worth both the wark and the money. The rapid
growth of the reentry movement demanstrates this as do the drug court
movement and the related development of mental health and domestic
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violence courts. Referenda adopted in Califernia and other states requiring that many first and second time drug-
using felons be diverted from prosecution to treatment jllustrate the contemporary power of this idea, So does the
proliferation of restorative and community justice initiatives throughout the United States. And so do public opinion
survey findings showing that Americans would rather spend tax dollars on treatment programs than on prisons and
believe that rehabilitative efforts are better crime preventatives than harsher penalties.”

47 Hughes, Wilion, and Beck 2004, p. 7
48 Solorman, Kachnowski, and Rhati 2005, p. I7.
49 Hurt Researth Awosiatcs Poll reselis sweninarized in Towry 2004, pp. 34-36,
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LESSONS OF EXPERIENCE

But before we turn our attention to the specifies of parale’s current challenges and assets, what have we learned

from the evolution of sentencing and corrections that can help us move forward?

.

-

TN et LT
n’a ot

As a community, we have begun to understand that die key question is not whether an individual will be released
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 offender reentry means community safety,
A growing body of research has demonstrated that incarceration per se does not make an individual less likely to
commit crimes once released.
Some interventions, when targeted on the right offenders, can significantly reduce prospects for re-offending,
Tools are available, based on sound research, that provide reliable assessments of risks and needs, These tools
enhance the capacity for identilying the appropriate timing of release, along with treatment and supervision
strategies that will increase successful reentry.
Overcoming major barriers to successful reentry—those relating to housing, employment, substance abuse,
mental illness, and the need for community services and informal support networks—requires the participation
of many actors and agem:ies if reentry programs are to succeed. Hence, we must overcome the fragmentation
that has characterized our efforts so often in the past, '

As we have moved from rehabilitation to desert to incapacitation, it seems that
each focus for sentencing and corrections has its limitations. By acknowledging
that we have multiple goals for sentencing and corrections—holding offenders

accountable, supporting successful reentry, and community safety—we can be more
effective.

READINESS AND TOOLS FOR CHANCE

If parole is to play the significent role in reentry efforts that will bring it into step
with this new paradigm, it must also embrace a new vision and mission, Is parcle
equipped to do so?

We have sketched the history of how parole has lost much of its discretion
and evolved away from its original focus on changing offender’s likelihood of
reoffending, It is also the case that parale has received little focus from scholars
and researchers since the 1970s,% and even less funding to develop research-based
tools and specialized expertise necessary to keep pace with increases in knowledge
about effective interventions. Despite these challenges, there are encouraging
indicators that parale is positfoned to erbrace the renewed vision and mission of
suecessful offender reentry. Parcling authorities and parole supervision agencies have
leverage over an astonishing proportion of individuals returning to the community

s from prison. In addition, an extensive infrastructure is in place, parole’s traditional
'4.| 7

Cll?h mlsnon

role and focus lend themselves to the veentry mission, and a number of promising
innovations are underway,

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
the United States are responsible for determining the timing of release on parole and
determining the conditions of release on parole for 128,708 offenders.® During
that same year they arc responsible for setting conditions of release for an additional

53

S0 Major exceptions ave Peteniitin 2005 and Reirz 2004,

5t 4

iars of Paroting Autbarities fxternationa! 2004,

52 Hughes, Wilian, and Beek 2001, Tablc 3.
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288,679 individuals released on mandatory parole and conditional release.® They are also responsible for overseeing
compliznce with conditions and responding to petitions for revocation for all 643,452 individuals on parole on a given
day during that year.* Over the course of the year, they also send 227,690 individuals to prison as a result of pavole
revocations,” more than a third of all admissions to prison.

The daunting part of this picture is that there are no nationally recognized qualifications for this profession that
could guide governors in their appointments, There is significant turnover in the field as members typically have
limited terms. Training is limited to a few seminars per yeor funded by the National Institute of Corrections and
offered by the Association of Paroling Authorities International. Many paroling authorities have no stafl to speak of,
ho aceess to research assistance, and rely on part time members.

However, if this relatively small group of parole professionals can be equipped with the new skills, knowledge,
tools, staff, and resources commensurate with their potential leverage over reentry, they can be powerful and effective
partners in the reentry eflort.

Tradition and Exper'&ence. Parole's traditional responsibility has been the assessment of readiness for release,
creating incentives and directives to assure such readiness, and supervision after release, And atits bivth, parole
embraced the importance of encouraging offender success. In addition, many parole boards have a history of using
risk assessment tools as part of veviewing cases for release. Many states have also had significant expérience crafting
and Implementing decision-making guidelines that combine ideas about appropriate punishments with assessments
of risk and aeeds and knowledge 2bout effective interventions, Were those roles to be re-asserted and strengthened,
with appropriate support, parole’s unique position at the boundary between the prison and the community potentially
makes it the linchpin of successful reentry,

Victim Issues. As we move toward more effective reentry strategies, it will continve to be important to
keep the interests of victims—both for restoration and for future safety-—at the center 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 strides 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 agencies notify victims of offenders’ parole hearings and release.* Similarly,
parole supervision agencies, working with prison staff and parole board members, have developed ways to integrate
victim safety and input into their supervision strategies. The victim's involvement in a reentry initiative can become
a powerful incentive for the involvement of others in the community, including policy makers.¥ Collaborative
investments in offendeys through rehabilitation, job training, substance abuse and mental health treatment, and
victim invalvement can lead to a reduction in recidivism and the prevention of future victimization. This factor alone
accounts for much of the support among crime victims and those who serve them for reentry initiatives that will
ultimately reduce the number of victims in America. ™

Promising Innovations. Some parole boards have anticipated the current challenge of reentry and have
managed to innovate and adapt to emerging knowledge—without much external support or encourageiment.

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

Other paroling authorities have also been successful in developing strategies for responding to violations that
identify high-risk offenders for return, and in identifying other offenders for more problem-solving responses. Recent
efforts in three stotes—jointly led by the parcling authority, institutional corrections, and the parole supervision
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AN AGENDA EGR ACTION

iven 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 is the call to
action.

FOR 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 collsboration must be created at the state policy
leve} to assess current practices and problems and be empowered to make necessary changes. State parole boards
and parale supervision agencies must 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
agencies. Resources must be available 1o develop research-based decision tools, analyze current practices and reentry
populations, and envich training and professionai development.

Criminal justice partners must develop a shared offender case management system supported by
electronic capacity to share and update information on individual offenders. This would be available
from the time an offender is admitted to prison (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
management system and individual offender plans to set goals for individual offenders and collaborate in helping
offenders reintegrate successfully into the community, If the fragmentation that now characterizes reentry is to be
overcome, and if we are to benefit from the lessons of research, such a system must be in place.

Develop meaningful partnerships betwecen paroling authorities and state prison officials to
manage available in-prison resources to enhance successful transition and reentry. At present, paroling
authorities may recommend programs they feel are impertant for offenders to complete prior to release—programs
that address criminogenic risks and needs, However, only rarely do such recommendations influence the availability
of such resources or a particular olfender’s access to them.

FORPAROLING AUTHORITIES AND PAROLE SUPERVISION AGENCIES

If the action agenda stated here is to be realized, there are things paroling authorities must do.

Develop and use research-based decision tools, The need for good risk assessment and needs assessment
tools is well understood and accepted in the parolc community. However, oo few parole agencies actually use valid,
reliable risk assessment protocols that differentiate potential parolees into groups with significantly different rates of
expected success and failure. Development of such tools is essential if parole is to play its linchpin roll in improving
reentry, Paroling authorities and parole supervision agencies need to work closely with researchers and technical
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 but a first step. [t will be important to develop
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policy frameworks that express the best thinking of the paroling autherity and the supervision agency on appropriate
dispositions and decisions. Early research on parole decision guidelines showed that they can be effective tools in
achieving parale boards’ policy goals.*® Release guidelines can reduce time-served disparities among similarly situated
offenders. Decision guidelines can serve other policy goals as well. Similar guidelines addressing responses ta parole
violations must also be developed. The experience of a number of parole systems with the development of guidelines
for parole violations indicates that these ean be uselul tools in assuring desired outcomes when considering parole
violators.

Target interventions by risk and nced—especially for higher risk offenders. The vesearch tells
us that we can identify proups of offenders with very different anticipated rates of success and failure. Paroling
authorities, in collaboration with prison officials, and parole supervision agencies should target in-prison
programming on higher risk offenders, using their leverage to increase offenders’ participation. Similarly, paroling
authorities should target stringent conditions of parole and links to community interventions on higher risk-offenders,
based on empirical risk assessment, not on individual judgments about risk. Levels of supervision, links to programs,
and interactions with offenders should be targeted on higher risk offenders.

Target interventions by risk and need—especially for the lowest risk offenders. The other lesson
of the research—often overlacked-—is that a significant proportion of offenders will succeed without further
intervention from the system. In fact, research demonstrates that we run the risk of increasing the likelihood of
failure il we involve them in extensive programming.“ Paroling authorities, with their partners in prisons and
community supervision, should agree to adopt a strategy of minimal intervention with these offenders. They should
be released as early as possible after appropriate punishment is served, conditions of supervision should be minimal,
limited criminal justice program resources should not be directed to them, and they should be discharged as early as
possible from post-release supervision. This will make more resources available for higher risk offenders—permitting
a greater impact on recidivism, even within existing funding limitations.

Create incentives for successful reentry. Preparation [or reentry should begin soon after admission
to prison when it is 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 boards can set anticipated release dates, assuming completion of those elements of the plan that should be
completed prior te release.® This will allow parole supervision 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 strictures in the community, and the possibility of early discharge can act as incentives for
offenders to engage in programs and behaviors that we know can reduce the likeliiood of re-offending,

Set conditions and manage them to encourage success, Parole boards should develop an approach to
setting parole conditions—and parole supervision agencies should develop an approach to managing conditions—that
will encourage success. Boards should locus conditions on risk and needs, requiring participation in interventions
that explicitly address assessed risk and eriminogenic needs. They should target higher risk offenders for greater
constraints, keeping requirements for low-risk offenders to a minimum. Similarly, parole supervision agencies should
develop intermediate and problem-solving responses to violations of parole, reserving revocation for the higher
severity violations and higher risk offenders.

Develop sensible approaches to parole violations. Animportant fivst step for parole in reentry management
is to analyze critically its handling of viclations—within the supervision agency from the line level to top management, and
within the paroling authority. Clear policy, designed to differentiate technical violations by severity and by risk posed by the
offender, is an important tool lor encouraging successful reentry. Published and Web-based resources are available to help
parole agencies undertake a thorough review and strengthening of their violation practices.®
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garnered from ending programs that have not proven efflective, even modest reductions in prison admissions, and
identifying low risk offenders for whom resources are not required should garner savings that can be re-channeled.

Provide paroling authorities with reasonable case decision loads, suitable stafl support, and
support for their work as policy makers. Individual board members may act on thousands of cases per year.
Staff is typically limited, as are opportunitics for board members to work together on policy matters—over and above
their case decision making duties. If parcling authorities are to be effective partners in the transition and reentry
effort, they must be adequately resourced in terms of the numbers ol members, stalf support, and opportunities for
collaborative work among themselves and with ather criminal justice stakeholders.

Consider expanding discretionary parole release so that a greater proportion of offenders
coming out of state prisons do so asa result of the decision of a parole board. Sentences 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 the 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.

Bxpect and require interagency collaboration and reentry partnerships that include paroling
authorities, parole supervision agencies, and other key parole stakeholders. Governors and state
legidators should expect, require, and support collaborative parmerships among all agencies with a stake in reentry.
Some states have begun forming specific cabinet-level partnerships, a promising example to observe and follow. In
those states where labor unions represent significant proportions of parole staff, these organizations must be brought
into collaborative discussions.

Carefully examine currently mandated standards for appointment to each state’s paroling
authority to bring them more into line with guidance from the Association of Paroling Authorities
International and the expectations outlined in this Call to Action for Parole. Making thoughtful decisions
about release timing and conditions requires judgment, experience, and knowledge. States not already doing so
should set and apply appropriate standards that must be met before anyone s appointed to a paroling authority.

Expect and require performance data that measure the effectiveness of these efforts. Itis

imperative that we begin measuring the effectiveness of efforts so that we can continue to improve outcomes and
manage resources wisely.

FORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND FUNDING ORCANIZATIONS

Various nations organizations and athers have important roles to play.

The National Governors® Association should endorse the need for professionalism in paroling
authorities and support for them as critical partners in the reentry planning arena. This isen
important venue for governors to identify priorities for their support and involvement and can influence the priority
assigned 1o this endeavor by states’ chief executives.

Support the work of retooling supervision agencies for offender case management, While
individual states, hopefully, will be setting to work on this task, there is an argument to be made that a national
resource to support this transformation would multiply efforts, ¢liminate duplication, and allow the lessons of
experience to be shared across states.

Support a substantial effort to equip the roughly 200 individuals who make up paroling
authoritics nationwide with the new skills, knowledge, perspectives, and tools required to be
effcctive reentry partners. Earlier sections of this paper have emphasized the enormous potential leverage
paroling authorities and parole supervision agencies have on the reentry mission. Resources available to assist these
agensies (o prepave 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 costs of unnecessary incarceration, and reducing human
suffering.
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Expand federal funding and involvement in providing resources for technical assistance,
research, and evaluation to state paroling anthorities and parole supervision agencies for their work
on reentry issues.
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