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T ransmi t ted  h e r e w i t h  i s  a  r e p o r t  o f  the  A u d i t o r  General ,  A Performance 
A u d i t  o f  the Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s .  T h i s  r e p o r t  i s  i n  response t o  
a  June 1 4 ,  1989, r e s o l u t i o n  o f  the J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Overs ight  Committee 
and was conducted as a  p a r t  o f  the Sunset Review set  f o r t h  i n  A.R.S. 
9541 -2351 through 41 -2379. 

The r e p o r t  concludes t h a t  the  Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  can s t reng then  
i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  dec ide  p a r o l e  cases by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  s t r u c t u r e d  
decis ion-making p rocess .  A t  the present  t ime ,  the  Board lacks  c l e a r  
g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  p r i s o n e r s  seek ing re lease  and members o f t e n  
d i f f e r  on which f a c t o r s  a r e  most impor tan t  and how they should  be 
a p p l i e d .  We a l s o  found t h a t  the Board needs t o  improve i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  
manage a  growing case load t o  a l l o w  members s u f f i c i e n t  t ime t o  p repare  f o r  
and h o l d  hear ings f o r  inmates.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  we found t h a t  the  Board can save up t o  $356,000 annual l y  by 
making more e f f e c t i v e  use o f  i t s  s t a f f .  The Board c u r r e n t l y  uses hear ing  
o f f i c e r s  t o  gather  and summarize i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  i s  a l r e a d y  a v a i l a b l e  
from e x i s t i n g  sources.  We q u e s t i o n  the need t o  use hear ing  o f f i c e r s  f o r  
t h i s  purpose and p resen t  o p t i o n s  f o r  reduc ing  the cos t  o f  g a t h e r i n g  
in fo rmat  i o n .  

The Board general  l y  agrees wi t h  our f i n d i n g s  and recommendat i o n s .  The 
B o a r d ' s  response i s  con ta ined  on t h e  ye1 low pages o f  the r e p o r t .  However, 
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one Board member d i sagrees  w i t h  our r e p o r t  and has submi t ted  an i n d i v i d u a l  
response f o l l o w i n g  the  Board response. 

My s t a f f  and I w i l l  be p leased t o  d i s c u s s  o r  c l a r i f y  i tems i n  the r e p o r t .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

~dsCSJ)as R .  Nor ton 
A u d i t o r  General 

DRN : I mn 

S t a f f :  W i  l l iam Thomson 
Mark F leming 
Luc inda  A .  T r i m b l e  
Rober ta  A .  L e i g h t o n  
Caro l  L .  K e i t h  
Leonard P. Wojciechowicz 



SUMMARY 

The O f f i c e  o f  the A u d i t o r  General  has conducted a  performance A u d i t  o f  

the  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  (BPP) i n  response t o  a  June 1 4 ,  1989, 

r e s o l u t i o n  o f  the  J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  O v e r s i g h t  Committee. Th is  

performance a u d i t  was conducted as p a r t  o f  t he  Sunset Review s e t  f o r t h  i n  

A r i zona  Rev ised S t a t u t e s  ( A . R . S . )  4541-2351 th rough  41-2379. 

The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  c o n s i s t s  o f  seven members appo in ted  by 

the Governor and c o n f i r m e d  by the Senate.  The board  has j u r i s d i c t i o n  

over a l l  a d u l t  f e l o n s  sentenced t o  the A r i z o n a  Department o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  

(DOC) and c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e .  D u r i n g  f i s c a l  year (FY) 

1989, BPP h e l d  h e a r i n g s  f o r  6 ,403  p r i s o n e r s  and approved 2,295 r e l e a s e s .  

The board  i s  a s s i s t e d  by a  36 FTE s t a f f  and has a  budget o f  $1,563,800 

f o r  FY 1990. 

The Board of Pardons and Paroles 
Should Establish a Structured 
Decision-making Process (see pages 7 - 12) 

C u r r e n t l y ,  BPP has no c l e a r  g u i d e l i n e s  o r  c r i t e r i a  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  

p r i s o n e r s  f o r  r e l e a s e .  As a  r e s u l t ,  each member de te rm ines  which f a c t o r s  

a r e  the most s i g n i f i c a n t  and how they shou ld  be a p p l i e d .  A l though  t h e r e  

i s  some agreement among b o a r d  members as t o  what f a c t o r s  a r e  cons ide red ,  

they d i s a g r e e  about wh ich f a c t o r s  a r e  most i m p o r t a n t .  For example, some 

board members p l a c e  a  c o n s i d e r a b l e  importance on f a m i l y  s u p p o r t ,  w h i l e  

o t h e r s  b e l i e v e  i t  i s  o f  l e s s e r  v a l u e .  F u r t h e r ,  board  members sometimes 

d i sagree  as t o  whether a  f a c t o r  weighs " f o r "  o r  " a g a i n s t "  a  p r i s o n e r .  

When we asked board members t o  t e l l  what f a c t o r s  p o s i t i v e l y  o r  n e g a t i v e l y  

i n f l u e n c e d  t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s  i n  50 cases,  board  members responded i n  

o p p o s i t e  ways 16 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t i m e .  

P a r o l e  boards i n  22 s t a t e s  and the D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia used g u i d e l i n e s  

f o r  dec is ion-mak ing.  BPP shou ld  deve lop i t s  own g u i d e l i n e s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  

re lease  d e c i s i o n s  and t o  p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  and c o n s i s t e n c y  

i n  dec is ion-mak ing.  The board  can o b t a i n  f i n a n c i a l  and t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  f o r  d e v e l o p i n g  these g u i d e l i n e s  f rom the  N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  

Cor rec t  i o n s .  



The Board of Pardons and Paroles Needs to 
Improve Its Ability to  Manage a Growing 
Caseload (see pages 1 3  - 20) 

The number o f  p r i s o n e r s  c e r t i f i e d  f o r  p a r o l e  h e a r i n g s  has grown 

d r a m a t i c a l l y  i n  t h e  p a s t  decade, more than  two and a  h a l f  t i m e s  f a s t e r  

than  A r i z o n a ' s  p r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n .  As a  r e s u l t ,  t he  board has d i f f i c u l t y  

managing i t s  case load .  Board members may hear  as many as 50 cases d u r i n g  

10 t o  12  hour days.  The average h e a r i n g  l a s t s  13 m i n u t e s ,  and board 

members have l i t t l e  o r  no t ime t o  r e v i e w  an i n m a t e ' s  f i l e  and o the r  

i n f o r m a t i o n  b e f o r e  see ing  the  inmate.  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

s tandards  suggest t h a t  p a r o l e  a u t h o r i t i e s  hear no more than 20 cases per 

day and a l l o w  an average o f  30 m i n u t e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  p r e p a r a t i o n  t i m e ,  per  

case.  

A l though  the board has taken some s t e p s  t o  i nc rease  i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  handle 

i t s  case load ,  a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i o n  i s  needed. One change would be f o r  the  

L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  l eng then  the  t ime  between p a r o l e  h e a r i n g s  f rom f o u r  t o  s i x  

months.  However, t h i s  change would a f f e c t  o n l y  p r i s o n e r s  sentenced a f t e r  

the  change i s  made. 

A more immediate s o l u t i o n  would be f o r  the board t o  d i v i d e  i n t o  th ree  

p a n e l s .  The use o f  t h r e e  pane ls  would enab le  the board  t o  meet 

recommended s tandards  f o r  the  fo reseeab le  f u t u r e .  The board  i s  

r e q u e s t i n g  l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  would a l l o w  i t  t o  hear cases i n  t h r e e ,  

two-member p a n e l s .  A l though  t h i s  appears t o  be the most economical 

o p t i o n  a v a i l a b l e ,  i t  may c r e a t e  problems such as t i e  v o t e s .  I f  

two-member pane ls  a r e  a u t h o r i z e d  by the  L e g i s l a t u r e ,  the board  shou ld  

e s t a b l i s h  procedures t o  m in im ize  the impact o f  t i e  vo tes  on p rocess ing  

p a r o l e  d i s p o s i t i o n s .  

BPP does no t  use i t s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  e f f e c t i v e l y .  U n l i k e  h e a r i n g  

o f f i c e r s  a t  o t h e r  S t a t e  agenc ies ,  most o f  the  b o a r d ' s  12 h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  

do n o t  p r e s i d e  over  q u a s i - j u d i c i a l  p roceed ings  o r  make d e c i s i o n s  t h a t  



serve  as t h e  b a s i s  f o r  f i n a l  agency a c t i o n .  I n s t e a d ,  t h e  b o a r d  p r i m a r i l y  

uses h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  t o  c o l l e c t  and summarize i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  i s  

a l r e a d y  ava i  l a b l e  t o  t he  b o a r d .  F u r t h e r ,  most members r e l y  p r i m a r i l y  on 

p r e s e n t e n c i n g  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  r e p o r t s  and t h e i r  own i m p r e s s i o n s  o f  inmates  

d u r i n g  p e r s o n a l  h e a r i n g s  r a t h e r  t han  t h e  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s '  r e p o r t s  t o  

de te rm ine  s u i t a b i l i t y  f o r  p a r o l e .  

We q u e s t i o n  t h e  need f o r  t h e  b o a r d  t o  use h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  as i n f o r m a t i o n  

c o l l e c t o r s .  The b o a r d  c o u l d  save a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $356,000 a n n u a l l y  by  

e l i m i n a t i n g  most o f  i t s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  and s e v e r a l  r e l a t e d  

suppor t  p o s i t i o n s ,  and r e p l a c i n g  them w i t h  f o u r  case a n a l y s t s  who wou ld  

be a b l e  t o  comp i l e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom c e n t r a l  r e c o r d  s o u r c e s .  However, 

some b o a r d  members f e e l  t h a t  a  summary r e p o r t  i s  e s s e n t i a l .  I n  t h a t  

case,  we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  n i n e  case a n a l y s t s  can p roduce  t h e  d e s i r e d  

r e p o r t s .  T h i s  c o u l d  s t i l l  p roduce  s a v i n g s  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $187,000. 
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

The O f f i c e  o f  the A u d i t o r  General has conducted a  performance a u d i t  o f  

t h e  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  i n  response t o  a  June 14,  1989, 

r e s o l u t i o n  o f  the  J o i n t  L e g i s l a t i v e  Overs igh t  Committee. T h i s  

performance a u d i t  was conducted as p a r t  o f  the  Sunset Review s e t  f o r t h  i n  

A r i zona  Revised S t a t u t e s  (A.R.S. )  6941-2351 through 41-2379. 

History 

The o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  p a r o l e  was f i r s t  p r o v i d e d  t o  A r i z o n a ' s  p r i s o n e r s  i n  

1901, w i t h  the es tab l i shment  o f  a  Board o f  C o n t r o l ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  the 

Governor,  the t e r r i t o r i a l  a u d i t o r ,  and one c i t i z e n  appo in ted  by the  

Governor t o  serve a  two-year term.  The Board o f  C o n t r o l  had a u t h o r i t y  t o  

g r a n t  p a r o l e s ,  u n t i  l the  S t a t e ' s  f i r s t  C r i m i n a l  Code became e f f e c t i v e  i n  

October 1913. A t  t h a t  t ime ,  the  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  (BPP) was 

e s t a b l  ished as an independent S t a t e  agency w i t h  " e x c l u s i v e  power t o  pass 

upon and recommend r e p r i e v e s ,  commutat ions,  p a r o l e s ,  and pardons . "  

The composi t ion o f  the  Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  has been m o d i f i e d  

severa l  t imes s i n c e  i t s  e s t a b l i s h m e n t .  The o r i g i n a l  Board o f  Pardons and 

Paro les  was a  three-member board ,  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  the  S t a t e  Super in tendent  

o f  P u b l i c  I n s t r u c t i o n ,  the  A t to rney  Genera l ,  and one c i t i z e n  member, who 

a c t e d  i n  the  c a p a c i t y  o f  board chairman. I n  1966, the  compos i t i on  o f  the 

board was changed t o  f i v e  lay  members. Board membership became f u l l - t i m e  

i n  1968, when the  board was m o d i f i e d  t o  c o n s i s t  o f  t h r e e  f u l l - t i m e  

members. Board s i z e  was then increased t o  f i v e  members i n  1978 and seven 

members i n  1984. 

Parole Process 

BPP has j u r i s d i c t i o n  over a l l  a d u l t  f e l o n  o f f e n d e r s ,  male and female, 

sentenced t o  the  S t a t e  Department o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  (DOC) and c e r t i f i e d  as 

e l i g i b l e  t o  be heard f o r  re lease  by the  board.  Pursuant  t o  A.R.S. 



541-1604.06, DOC c e r t i f i e s  inmates e l i g i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e .  Under the 

p resen t  c r i m i n a l  code, a  " p r i s o n e r ' s  e a r l  i e s t  p a r o l e  e l  i g i b i  l i t y  occurs 

when t h e  p r i s o n e r  has served one-ha l f  o f  h i s  sentence u n l e s s  such 

p r i s o n e r  i s  sentenced a c c o r d i n g  t o  any p r o v i s i o n s  o f  law which p r o h i b i t  

t he  re lease  on any b a s i s  u n t i l  s e r v i n g  n o t  l e s s  than t w o - t h i r d s  o f  the 

sentence imposed by t h e  c o u r t . "  However, t h e r e  a re  c e r t a i n  o f fenses  

t h a t ,  by s t a t u t e ,  do n o t  a l l o w  the p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  p a r o l e .  For example, 

a p r i s o n e r  c o n v i c t e d  o f  a  dangerous c r ime  a g a i n s t  c h i l d r e n  under the age 

o f  15 (such as sexual  a s s a u l t ,  k i d n a p p i n g ,  aggravated a s s a u l t  r e s u l t i n g  

i n  s e r i o u s  i n j u r y ,  o r  second degree murder)  i s  n o t  a f f o r d e d  the 

p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  p a r o l e .  As another  example, a  p r i s o n e r  c o n v i c t e d  o f  

second degree murder between August 3 ,  1984, and August 1 3 ,  1986, must 

serve the  e n t i r e  sentence imposed w i t h o u t  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p a r o l e .  

Once an inmate i s  c e r t i f i e d ,  i t  i s  BPP's r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  a u t h o r i z e  ( o r  

deny) the  re lease  o f  an a p p l i c a n t  i f  t h e  inmate has reached h i s  o r  her 

e a r l i e s t  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y  d a t e ,  and " i t  appears t o  the board ,  i n  i t s  

s o l e  d i s c r e t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  the 

a p p l i c a n t  w i l l  remain a t  l i b e r t y  w i t h o u t  v i o l a t i n g  the law."  I f  approved 

by t h e  board ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  i s  then p a r o l e d  t o  t h e  l e g a l  custody o f  DOC 

u n t i l  e x p i r a t i o n  o f  the  term s p e c i f i e d  i n  the sentence o r  u n t i l  abso lu te  

d i scharge  from p a r o l e .  I f  a  p r i s o n e r  i s  den ied re lease  by the  board ,  a  

subsequent p a r o l e  h e a r i n g  i s  scheduled f o r  e i t h e r  fou r  o r  s i x  months from 

the  d a t e  o f  d e n i a l ,  depending on the c r i m i n a l  code under which the 

p r i s o n e r  was sentenced. 

A l though BPP has s o l e  d i s c r e t i o n  over p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s ,  the board i s  on ly  

one p a r t  o f  the system by which p r i s o n e r s  a re  re leased .  DOC a l s o  has 

s u b s t a n t i a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  make re lease  d e c i s i o n s  under a  v a r i e t y  o f  

programs enacted by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n  recen t  years  (see Other P e r t i n e n t  

I n f o r m a t i o n ,  pages 33 - 3 6 ) .  I n  f a c t ,  DOC re leases  almost t w i c e  as many 

inmates as does BPP. Accord ing t o  b o t h  DOC and board o f f i c i a l s ,  out  o f  

approx imate ly  6,000 r e l e a s e s  each y e a r ,  BPP i s  respons ib le  f o r  o n l y  2,000 

o f  those re leases ,  w h i l e  DOC re leases  t h e  remain ing 4 ,000.  However, by 

law, an inmate becomes e l i g i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e  o r  o t h e r  re lease  g r a n t e d  by 

the  board  b e f o r e  becoming e l i g i b l e  f o r  DOC a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e l e a s e s ,  



Personnel and Budclet 

BPP c o n s i s t s  o f  7 f u l l - t i m e  members who a r e  a p p o i n t e d  by the Governor and 

conf i rmed by the Senate.  S t a t u t o r y  requ i rements  f o r  appointment t o  the 

board requ i  r e  t h a t  members have "broad p r o f e s s i o n a l  o r  educat i onal 

q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  and exper ience  and s h a l l  have demonstrated an i n t e r e s t  i n  

the  s t a t e ' s  c o r r e c t i o n a l  p rogram. "  The law a l s o  r e q u i r e s  t h a t  no more 

than two members a t  one t i m e  may be o f  the same p r o f e s s i o n a l  d i s c i p l i n e .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the 7 board  members, BPP was a l l o c a t e d  36 FTEs i n  FY 

1989-90, which inc ludes  15 h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s ,  c l e r i c a l  s t a f f ,  a  p r o j e c t  

s p e c i a l i s t ,  f i s c a l  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i a l i s t ,  a  p l a n n e r ,  and an e x e c u t i v e  

d i  r e c t o r  . ( I )  

TABLE 1 

STATEMENT OF FTEs, AND ACTUAL AND BUDGETED 
EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEARS 

1 987-88, 1 988-89, AND 1 989-90 
(Unaud i t ed) 

1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 
A c t u a l  A c t u a l  Budgeted 

FTEs 4 0 40 43 

Personal  s e r v i c e s  $1 ,051 ,777 $ 981 ,149 $1 ,074,500 
Employee-related " 198,943 200,351 316,200 
T r a v e l ,  i n - s t a t e  32,563 40,345 33,100 

o u t - o f - s t a t e  1 ,248 1 ,225 
Equ i pmen t  8 ,624 68,537 
Other o p e r a t i n g  202,903 184,066 140,000 

TOTAL 

Source:  Ar izona F i n a n c i a l  I n f o r m a t i o n  System and the S t a t e  o f  A r i zona  
A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  Repor t  f o r  the F i s c a l  Year Ending June 30 ,  1990 

( 1 )  As o f  January 25, 1990, t h e r e  were two vacant  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  
one o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  i s  on l e a v e  w i t h o u t  pay i n d e f i n i t e l y .  
A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  t h e r e  i s  a  p o s i t i o n  f o r  an a s s i s t a n t  e x e c u t i v e  d i r e c t o r  t h a t  has been 
vacant  s i n c e  October, 1987. However, due t o  budgetary  c o n s t r a i n t s ,  t h a t  p o s i t i o n  has 
n o t  been f i l l e d  f o r  t h i s  c u r r e n t  f i s c a l  year .  



Scope and Methodology 

T h i s  a u d i t  was conducted as a  Sunset Review as d e f i n e d  by A.R.S. 

541-2352. The purpose o f  the  a u d i t  was t o  de te rm ine  whether the Board o f  

Pardons and P a r o l e s  i s  needed and the  e x t e n t  t o  wh ich i t  has accompl ished 

i t s  s t a t u t o r y  g o a l s .  The a u d i t  focuses p r i m a r i l y  on how w e l l  t h e  board 

manages t h e  p rocess  f o r  making p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s  and p r e s e n t s  th ree  

f i n d i n g s :  

The need f o r  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  board  d e c i s i o n s  

The b o a r d ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  manage i t s  work load  

The need f o r  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  i n  the  p a r o l e  process 

We addressed these areas because they  encompass the  b o a r d ' s  major  

a c t i v i t i e s  and p r o v i d e  an assessment o f  the  agency 's  performance i n  

c a r r y i n g  o u t  ass igned  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  I n f o r m a t i o n  on the  need f o r  the 

board i s  p resen ted  i n  the  Sunset F a c t o r s  s e c t  i o n  (see page 4 3 ) .  A l though 

the board  makes recommendations t o  the Governor f o r  pardons,  r e p r i e v e s ,  

and commutat ions,  these a c t i v i t i e s  make up a  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  p o r t i o n  o f  

i t s  work load  ( a p p r o x i m a t e l y  1 . 7  p e r c e n t )  and were,  t h e r e f o r e ,  not  

rev iewed as p a r t  o f  t he  a u d i t .  

Much o f  the  i n f o r m a t i o n  on management o f  the  p a r o l e  process was gathered 

by o b s e r v i n g  board members and s t a f f  and a t t e n d i n g  hear ings  d u r i n g  

October and November 1989. The o b s e r v a t i o n s  a l s o  i n c l u d e d  d a t a  recorded 

by board  members and s t a f f  as they completed a c t i o n  on cases d u r i n g  those 

months. The d e t a i l e d  methodology i s  p resen ted  i n  Appendix I I .  

We a l s o  developed i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  p o t e n t i a l  d i s i n c e n t i v e s  t o  p a r o l e  

and the  b o a r d ' s  use o f  e a r l y  r e l e a s e ,  home a r r e s t ,  and work f u r l o u g h  (see 

Other P e r t i n e n t  I n f o r m a t i o n ,  page 36 - 4 2 ) .  

T h i s  a u d i t  was conducted i n  accordance w i t h  g e n e r a l l y  accepted 

governmental  a u d i t i n g  s tandards .  



The Aud i t o r  General and s t a f f  express a p p r e c i a t i o n  t o  the board members, 

Execu t i ve  D i r e c t o r ,  and s t a f f  o f  the Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  f o r  

t h e i r  coopera t ion  and ass i s t ance  d u r i n g  the course o f  our a u d i t .  



FINDING I 

THE BOARD OF PARDONS AND PAROLES SHOULD 

ESTABLISH A STRUCTURED DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

The A r i z o n a  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  (BPP) needs t o  e s t a b l i s h  a  

s t r u c t u r e d  process f o r  d e c i s i o n  mak ing .  C u r r e n t l y ,  the  board  does n o t  

have c l e a r  g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  making d e c i s i o n s .  Such g u i d e l i n e s  c o u l d  

p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  and c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  d e c i s i o n  making w h i l e  

s t i l l  a l l o w i n g  board  members t o  e x e r c i s e  t h e i r  own d i s c r e t i o n .  

Background 

I n  an e f f o r t  t o  hand le  i t s  g row ing  case load ,  the  seven-member Board o f  

Pardons and P a r o l e s  c o n s i d e r s  most o f  i t s  cases i n  two three-member 

p a n e l s .  The pane l  membership i s  de te rm ined  by a  random drawing and 

pane ls  a r e  changed every  t h r e e  months.  Each o f  t h e  two pane ls  

d e l i b e r a t e s  on p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s  i n  two ways. F i r s t ,  some re lease  

d e c i s i o n s  a r e  made a f t e r  a  rev iew o f  cases i n  the P a r o l e  B o a r d ' s  
B 

o f f i c e s .  T h i s  p rocess  i s  c a l l e d  board  r e v i e w .  Second, i f  a  re lease  i s  

no t  approved i n  board  r e v i e w ,  a  pe rsona l  h e a r i n g  w i t h  the p r i s o n e r  i s  

h e l d  a t  the i n s t i t u t i o n ,  and a  d e c i s i o n  i s  made a f t e r  the h e a r i n g .  The 

pane ls  r o t a t e  each month between i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  b o t h  pane ls  

v i s i t  a l l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and cons ide r  p r i s o n e r s  c o n v i c t e d  o f  a l l  types o f  

o f f e n s e s .  

The Board Lacks Guidance for 
Decision-Making 

The board does n o t  c u r r e n t l y  use a  s t r u c t u r e d  process i n  e v a l u a t i n g  

p r i s o n e r s  f o r  r e l e a s e .  C u r r e n t l y ,  t h e  s t a t u t e s  do n o t  o f f e r  any 

s u b s t a n t i v e  gu idance t o  the board  r e g a r d i n g  c r i t e r i a  f o r  r e l e a s e .  They 

s t a t e  o n l y  t h a t  t h e  board  may r e l e a s e  any e l i g i b l e  c a n d i d a t e  i f  " i t  

appears t o  the  board ,  i n  i t s  s o l e  d i s c r e t i o n ,  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  

p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  w i l l  remain a t  l i b e r t y  w i t h o u t  v i o l a t i n g  

the law." 



The o n l y  w r i t t e n  c r i t e r i a  a r e  found i n  some annual  r e p o r t s  p u b l i s h e d  by 

the  board.  The b o a r d ' s  1986 annual r e p o r t  and t h e  d r a f t  1989 r e p o r t  s t a t e  

t h a t  when making d e c i s i o n s  on r e l e a s e ,  " t h e  Board w i l l  be gu ided  by i t s  

knowledge o f  human n a t u r e  and o f  the  ways o f  the  w o r l d . "  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

some annual r e p o r t s  p r o v i d e d  a  l i s t  o f  f a c t o r s  f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  when 

r e l e a s i n g  a  p r i s o n e r .  The l i s t  i n c l u d e d  such f a c t o r s  as the n a t u r e  o f  the 

o f f e n s e  f o r  which the p r i s o n e r  was commit ted,  p a s t  h i s t o r y  o f  c o n v i c t i o n s  

and a r r e s t s ,  the  p a t t e r n  o f  conduct w h i l e  i n c a r c e r a t e d  and any changes i n  

t h a t  p a t t e r n ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  e d u c a t i o n a l  o r  t r a i n i n g  programs, and 

p r i s o n e r ' s  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  programs i f  

p a r o l e d . ( ' )  Even though the  l i s t  o f  f a c t o r s  was r e f e r r e d  t o  as 

" g u i d e l i n e s , "  they o f f e r  no s p e c i f i c  guidance as t o  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

importance o f  the  v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s .  Moreover ,  board-members do n o t  appear 

t o  cons ide r  these f a c t o r s  t o  be g u i d e l i n e s .  When board members were asked 

i f  formal g u i d e l i n e s  were used i n  t h e i r  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n  making,  a l l  seven 

members responded n e g a t i v e l y .  

F i n a l l y ,  the re  i s  no board  t r a i n i n g  t o  p r o v i d e  s t r u c t u r e  t o  the 

dec is ion-making p r o c e s s .  A l though some board  members have p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  

t r a i n i n g  sess ions o f f e r e d  by the N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  (NIC) 

on m a t t e r s  r e l e v a n t  t o  a l  l  p a r o l i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  the board does not  

p r o v i d e  t r a i n i n g  f o r  i t s  members as t o  dec is ion-making c r i t e r i a .  The 

board r e l i e s  p r i m a r i l y  on on- the- job t r a i n i n g  d u r i n g  hear ings  to  

f a m i l i a r i z e  new members w i t h  the p a r o l e  dec is ion-making p rocess .  

I n  the absence o f  any s t r u c t u r e d  p rocess ,  each board member makes an 

independent d e c i s i o n  based on h i s  o r  her pe rsona l  b e l i e f s  and exper ience.  

A l though  the re  i s  some agreement among board  members as t o  what f a c t o r s  

a r e  g e n e r a l l y  cons ide red ,  they d isagree  about which f a c t o r s  a r e  the most 

i m p o r t a n t .  For example, some board members p l a c e  a  cons ide rab le  

importance on f a m i l y  s u p p o r t ,  w h i l e  o t h e r  members b e l i e v e  i t  i s  o f  lesser 

v a l u e .  Board members even d i f f e r  about whether a  f a c t o r  weighs " f o r "  or  

" a g a i n s t "  a  p r i s o n e r .  We asked board members t o  complete a  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  

a f t e r  they reached a  d e c i s i o n  i n  50 cases.  Some o f  the q u e s t i o n s  d e a l t  

w i t h  whether s p e c i f i c  f a c t o r s  i n f l u e n c e d  the d e c i s i o n s  i n  p o s i t i v e  o r  

( 1 )  1980 and 1984 Annual R e p o r t s ,  and t h e  d r a f t  1989 r e p o r t  
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n e g a t i v e  ways. Approx imate ly  16 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  t i m e ,  board members 

responded i n  o p p o s i t e  ways. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  lack o f  consensus about t h e  importance o f  c e r t a i n  

f a c t o r s ,  board members d i f f e r  i n  the f a c t o r s  they c o n s i d e r .  For i n s t a n c e ,  

r i s k  assessments a r e  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  the  e a r l y  re lease  and home a r r e s t  

cand ida tes  be ing  cons ide red  by t h e  b o a r d ,  b u t  when board  members were 

asked how o f t e n  they cons ide red  r i s k  assessments when making t h e i r  

d e c i s i o n s ,  the responses v a r i e d  w i d e l y . ( l )  One member c o n s i d e r s  r i s k  

assessments i n  o n l y  about 20 percen t  o f  h i s  d e c i s i o n s ;  another  says he 

n e a r l y  a lways uses them. 

The lack  o f  g u i d e l i n e s  takes on added s i g n i f i c a n c e  w i t h  t h e  b o a r d ' s  use o f  

two pane ls  f o r  dec is ionmak ing .  As s t a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  most board  d e c i s i o n s  

a re  made by panels  o f  t h r e e  members. Persons appear ing b e f o r e  t h e  board 

should  have a  reasonable e x p e c t a t i o n  o f  b e i n g  t r e a t e d  e q u a l l y  by e i t h e r  o f  

the two pane ls .  However, the  lack o f  g u i d e l i n e s  may c o n t r i b u t e  t o  

v a r i a t i o n  i n  the d e c i s i o n s  o f  the two p a n e l s .  For example, we compared 

the approva l  r a t e s  f o r  the  two panels  f o r  the  months o f  October and 

November.(Z) A l though the two panels  saw approx imate ly  the  same "mix" o  f  

persons d u r i n g  t h i s  p e r i o d , ( 3 )  one panel had a  14  percen t  h i g h e r  approva l  

r a t e  than t h e  o t h e r  panel  . ( 4 )  Guide l  i n e s  may h e l p  ensure such d i  f  ferences 

are  m in im ized  and/or t h a t  such d i f f e r e n c e s  occur m a i n l y  because o f  the  

f a c t s  o f  the  cases. 

( 1 )  A r i s k  assessment i s  a  model t h a t  a t tempts  t o  measure t h e  r i s k  o f  v i o l e n c e  and 

r e c i d i v i s m .  
( 2 )  A u d i t o r  General a n a l y s i s  o f  board d e c i s i o n s  i s  based on a  rev iew of t h e  p e r i o d  October 

th rough  November 1989. We developed d a t a  on approval  r a t e s  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  board 

members and t h e  two pane ls .  A1 though t h e  d e t a i l e d  d a t a  a r e  l i m i t e d  t o  two months, t h e  

o v e r a l l  approval  r a t e  f o r  a l l  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s  f rom October  th rough  November i s  

g e n e r a l l y  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  d a t a  f rom the  p r e c e d i n g  t h r e e  months. 
( 3 )  The two panels  a l t e r n a t e  among i n s t i t u t i o n s  each month so t h a t  f o r  t h e  two months we 

reviewed, each panel heard cases from t h e  same i n s t i t u t i o n s  and f rom a l l  custody 

1  eve1 s. 
( 4 )  The d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  approval  r a t e s  o f  pane ls  have been noted by t h e  p r i s o n e r s .  

Board members and s t a f f  have s a i d  t h a t  p r i s o n e r s  sometimes waive t h e i r  appearances 

b e f o r e  t h e  board a f t e r  see ing  which members a r e  g o i n g  t o  hear  t h e i r  case. 



A s t r u c t u r e d  dec is ion-making process can p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  

and cons is tency  i n  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s .  Many p a r o l e  a u t h o r i t i e s  throughout  

the  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  use g u i d e l i n e s  t o  make t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s .  P r o f e s s i o n a l  

a s s o c i a t i o n s  a l s o  advocate s t r u c t u r e d  d e c i s i o n  making and p r o v i d e  

ass is tance  t o  s t a t e s  i n  deve lop ing  dec i  s ion-making p rocesses .  

B e n e f i t s  o f  a s t r u c t u r e d  process - Severa l  b e n e f i t s  can be d e r i v e d  from a  

s t r u c t u r e d  dec is ion-making process.  G u i d e l i n e s  combine the  v a r i e t y  o f  

backgrounds and exper ience  represented on the  board  i n t o  a  s e t  o f  

p r i n c i p l e s  t o  gu ide  the  e n t i r e  membership and thus promote g r e a t e r  

cons is tency  i n  d e c i s i o n  making.  G u i d e l i n e s  can a l s o  communicate 

s tandards t o  o t h e r s  i n  t h e  system and t o  the  p u b l i c ,  p r o v i d e  a  d e f e n s i b l e  

b a s i s  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s ,  and a l l o w  f o r  the  c o l l e c t i o n  o f  d a t a  and 

a n a l y s i s  r e g a r d i n g  the  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  o f  d e c i s i o n  making.  

Al though g u i d e l i n e s  can promote c o n s i s t e n c y ,  they do n o t  have t o  be 

unnecessar i l y  r i g i d  o r  r e s t r i c t i v e .  G u i d e l i n e s  a re  in tended  t o  r e f l e c t  

the p a r o l e  p o l i c y  o f  the board as a  whole and, as such, may be r e v i s e d  i n  

response t o  changes i n  board membership o r  p u b l i c  and p r o f e s s i o n a l  

o p i n i o n  r e g a r d i n g  p a r o l i n g  p o l i c y .  They a l s o  do no t  e l i m i n a t e  i n d i v i d u a l  

d i s c r e t i o n ;  members may d e v i a t e  i f  they see f i t ,  as long as the reasons 

f o r  the d e v i a t i o n s  a r e  documented. I n  f a c t ,  a  recent  survey o f  the 50 

s t a t e s  and the  D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia r e p o r t e d  t h a t  57 percen t  o f  the  

p a r o l e  c h a i r s  f e l t  t h a t  g u i d e l i n e s  d i d  no t  l i m i t  board  d i s c r e t i o n  

e x c e s s i v e l y ,  w h i l e  o n l y  20 percent  f e l t  t h a t  they d i d .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  76 

percent  f e l t  p a r o l e  guide1 ines c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  c o n s i s t e n c y . ( l )  

Gu ide l ines  f o r  d e c i s i o n  making a re  suppor ted by p r o f e s s i o n a l  a s s o c i a t i o n s  

such as the  American C o r r e c t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  ( A C A ) ,  t h e  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  

P a r o l i n g  A u t h o r i t i e s  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  (APAI) ,  and the N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  

( 1 ) I n f o r m a t i o n  compi 1 ed by t h e  American C o r r e c t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n ' s  P a r o l e  Task Force,  

1989. 



Cor rec t i ons  (N IC) .  ACA s tandards r e q u i r e  w r i t t e n  c r i t e r i a  which a re  

" s p e c i f i c  enough t o  pe rm i t  c o n s i s t e n t  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  cases."  

I t  i s  f u r t h e r  s t a t e d  t h a t  the c r i t e r i a  "shou ld  go beyond s t a t u t o r y  

minimums t o  inc lude  the  types o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  which have a  cons i s t en t  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  p a r o l e  success o r  f a i l u r e . "  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the immediate 

b e n e f i t s  o f  g u i d e l i n e s ,  some c r i m i n a l  j u s t i c e  p r o f e s s i o n a l s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  

g u i d e l i n e s  w i l l  p l a y  a  r o l e  i n  the f u t u r e  s u r v i v a l  o f  the pa ro l e  

p rocess .  The use o f  d i s c r e t i o n  by p a r o l e  board members i s  one area t ha t  

has come under a t t a c k ,  and p a r o l e  boards a r e  deve lop ing  s t r u c t u r e d  

decis ion-making p o l i c i e s  i n  response t o  the cha l l enges .  

Gu ide l i nes  i n  use on s t a t e  and f ede ra l  l e v e l  - S t r u c t u r e d  d e c i s i o n  making 

i s  used w ide l y  throughout  the Un i t ed  S t a t e s .  Twenty-two s t a t e  pa ro l e  

boards,  the D i s t r i c t  o f  Columbia 's  board ,  and the U.S. Paro le  Commission 

use some form o f  g u i d e l i n e s .  Most o f  these systems a l s o  i nco rpo ra te  some 

form o f  r i s k  assessment. The i n i t i a t i v e  f o r  g u i d e l i n e s  has been bo th  

i n t e r n a l  and e x t e r n a l ,  coming from p a r o l e  boards i n  some s t a t e s  and from 

l e g i s l a t u r e s  i n  o ther  s t a t e s .  

The Federal  Paro le  G u i d e l i n e s ,  c rea ted  i n  the e a r l y  t o  m id -seven t ies ,  

have served as a  model f o r  some s t a t e  p a r o l e  boards .  The f ede ra l  system 

combines assessments o f  the s e v e r i t y  o f  the o f f ense  and the o f f e n d e r ' s  

r e c i d i v i s m  r i s k .  I t  does no t  rep lace  the b o a r d ' s  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  a u t h o r i t y  

bu t  p rov ides  a  re fe rence  p o i n t  f o r  a l  I  board members t o  enable more 

u n i f o r m i t y  i n  d e c i s i o n  making. The Georgia Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  

i s  s i m i l a r  t o  the f ede ra l  system; however, i t  has i t s  own se t  o f  c r i t e r i a  

f o r  assess ing p r o b a b i l i t y ,  i n c l u d i n g  a  s e v e r i t y  index and p a r o l e  success 

score ,  which when i n t e r s e c t e d  on a  g r i d ,  p rov i des  a  presumpt ive pa ro l e  

d a t e .  The s e v e r i t y  index ranks o f fenses  by r e l a t i v e  se r iousness ,  and the 

p a r o l e  success score i s  determined by ass i gn ing  p o i n t s  f o r  f a c t o r s  such 

as age, p r i o r  c r i m i n a l  behav io r ,  h i s t o r y  o f  drug use, employment, and 

d i a g n o s t i c  t e s t i n g  scores .  The t o t a l  p o i n t s  determine the p a r o l e  success 

score ( o r  r i s k  l e v e l )  w i t h  h i ghe r  scores r ep resen t i ng  lower r i s k s .  For 

example, i f  the o f f ende r  were 27 years  o r  o l d e r  a t  the t ime o f  h i s  o r  her 

f i r s t  c o n v i c t i o n ,  5 p o i n t s  would be added t o  the score .  However, i f  he 

o r  she were 19 t o  26 years  o f  age, o n l y  3 p o i n t s  would be added. 



P r o f e s s i o n a l  assoc i a t  i on p r o v  i des ass  i s tance  i n deve l o p i  ng processes - 

The A r i z o n a  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  can o b t a i n  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  

d e v e l o p i n g  i t s  own g u i d e l i n e s .  For severa l  y e a r s ,  t h e  N a t i o n a l  l n s t i t u t e  

o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  (NIC)  has been p r o v i d i n g  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  s t a t e s  

i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  c o n s i s t e n t ,  r e s p o n s i b l e ,  and o b j e c t i v e  p a r o l e  

dec is ion-mak ing processes.  NIC i n v o l v e s  the  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n  makers and 

t h e i r  s t a f f  i n  d e f i n i n g  t h e  f a c t o r s  o f  impor tance t o  the b o a r d ,  the 

components o f  t h e  d e c i s i o n ,  t h e  d e c i s i o n  o p t i o n s ,  and the  p r i o r i t y  o f  

each component. I t  i s  an i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  p r o c e s s ,  and the  end r e s u l t  i s  a 

dec is ion-mak ing t o o l  t h a t  r e t a i n s  the  d i s c r e t i o n  needed, and r e f l e c t s  the 

s tandards and p o l i c i e s  o f  the  i n d i v i d u a l  s t a t e  and b o a r d .  

Funding f o r  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  can a l s o  be o b t a i n e d  through NIC and 

does n o t  r e q u i r e  any match ing  funds f rom t h e  r e q u e s t i n g  agency. ( ' )  

Shor t - te rm t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  p r o v i d e s  up t o  $6,000 i n  t r a v e l ,  per 

diem, and fees f o r  o n - s i t e  c o n s u l t a n t s ,  and long-term t e c h n i c a l  

a s s i s t a n c e  p r o v i d e s  up t o  $15 ,000 .  S ince NIC has been a c t i v e  i n  t h i s  

process f o r  some t i m e ,  they  can a l s o  recommend o t h e r  c o n s u l t a n t s  

exper ienced i n  work ing  w i t h  S t a t e  p a r o l i n g  a u t h o r i t i e s . ( Z )  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  shou ld  deve lop  a  s t r u c t u r e d  process 

t o  a s s i s t  i n  re lease  d e c i s i o n s  and t o  p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  

and c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  d e c i s i o n  mak ing.  

2 .  The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  shou ld  c o n s i d e r  c o n t a c t i n g  the 

N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  C o r r e c t i o n s  t o  o b t a i n  t e c h n i c a l  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  

d e v e l o p i n g  a  s t r u c t u r e d  dec is ion -mak ing  p r o c e s s .  

( 1 )  Ass is tance  can be requested by w r i t i n g  t o  the  Community C o r r e c t i o n s  D i v i s i o n  o f  t h e  
N a t i o n a l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  i n  Washington, D.C. and o u t l i n i n g  t h e  t y p e  o f  
a s s i s t a n c e  needed. 

(2 )  Accord ing  t o  an NIC s t a f f  member, t h e  c o s t  o f  c o n s u l t a n t s  t o  a s s i s t  i n  the  development 
o f  t h e  process would most l i k e l y  be covered comp le te l y  by t h e  g r a n t .  However, t h e  
imp lementa t ion  o f  t h e  process would r e q u i  r e  S t a t e  f u n d i n g .  



FINDING I1 

THE BOARD O F  PARDONS AND PAROLES NEEDS TO IMPROVE 

ITS ABILITY TO MANAGE A GROWING CASELOAD 

The Ar izona Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  needs t o  improve i t s  a b i  I i t y  t o  

manage a  growing case load.  The b o a r d ' s  case load has inc reased  by 710 

percent  over the l a s t  t e n  y e a r s ,  and t h i s  growth has I i m i t e d  the  b o a r d ' s  

a b i l i t y  t o  process and e v a l u a t e  cases.  A l though the  board has taken some 

s teps t o  manage case load ,  a d d i t i o n a l  a c t i o n  i s  necessary .  

BPP's Caseload Has 
Increased Dramat ica l ly  

The number o f  inmates c e r t i f i e d  e l i g i b l e  t o  be seen by BPP f o r  a  p a r o l e  

o r  o the r  type o f  r e l e a s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  has inc reased  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  

recent  years .  In  f i s c a l  year 1979-80, an e s t i m a t e d  average o f  118 

inmates were c e r t i f i e d  e l i g i b l e  f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  each m o n t h . ( ' )  I n  the 

f i r s t  h a l f  o f  f i s c a l  year 1989-90, an average o f  956 inmates were 

c e r t i f i e d  each month.  T h i s  rep resen ts  a  710 percen t  i nc rease  over the 

ten-year p e r i o d .  

Increase due t o  p r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n  g rowth  and s t a t u t o r y  changes - Much o f  

the increased case load i s  t r a c e a b l e  t o  the  growing p r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n  and 

s t a t u t o r y  changes t h a t  a f f e c t  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  r e l e a s e .  

P r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n  growth - A r i z o n a ' s  p r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n  has grown 
approx imate ly  270 percent  i n  the pas t  ten  y e a r s :  t h e  approximate 
3,500 inmate count i n  f i s c a l  year 1979-80 has grown t o  a  c u r r e n t  
p o p u l a t i o n  i n  excess o f  13,000. 

( 1 )  The board cons ide rs  inmates c e r t i f i e d  by DOC on a  v a r i e t y  o f  p a r o l e  and o t h e r  types of 
re leases.  The r e l e a s e  types i n c l u d e :  a )  e a r l y  r e l e a s e  on genera l  p a r o l e ,  b )  genera l  
pa ro le ,  c )  p a r o l e  t o  a  consecu t i ve  sentence i n  A r i zona  Department of C o r r e c t i o n s ,  d)  
p a r o l e  t o  a  d e t a i n e r  f rom ano ther  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  ano ther  s t a t e ,  o r  t h e  I m m i g r a t i o n  and 
N a t u r a l i z a t i o n  S e r v i c e  ( I N S ) ,  e )  home a r r e s t ,  o r  f )  work f u r l o u g h .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  
board i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  commutations, pardons, a b s o l u t e  d i scharges ,  r e p r i e v e s ,  
pa ro les  i n  a b s e n t i a ,  p a r o l  e  r e v o c a t i o n s ,  and p a r o l  e  r e c i  s s i o n s .  However, t h i s  l a s t  
group comprises a  p r o p o r t i o n a l l y  smal l  p a r t  o f  t h e  b o a r d ' s  work and i s ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  n o t  
i nc luded  i n  t h e  work load es t ima tes  presented i n  t h i s  f i n d i n g .  



More f requent  r ehea r i ngs  - I n  1978, m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  the  c r i m i n a l  code 
changed the t ime p e r i o d  f o r  r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  an inmate who has 
been heard and denied by BPP. The i n t e r v a l  was changed from s i x  
months t o  a  maximum o f  four  f o r  those sentened a f t e r  the  e f f e c t i v e  
da te  o f  the law. We es t imate  t h a t  t h i s  change caused the  number o f  
hear ings  conducted by the board t o  increase by approx imate ly  32 
percent  .(I) 

E a r l i e r  e l i g i b i l i t y  - Two forms o f  r e l ease ,  e a r l y  p a r o l e  re lease  and 
the  home a r r e s t  program, have a l lowed some inmates t o  be c e r t i f i e d  
e l i g i b l e  f o r  board c o n s i d e r a t i o n  b e f o r e  reaching t h e i r  r e g u l a r  work 
f u r l ough  o r  p a r o l e  e l  i g i b i  l i t y  d a t e s . ( 2 )  P r i o r  t o  implementat ion o f  
these programs, an inmate was no t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  re lease u n t i l  h a l f  o r  
two- th i rds  o f  h i s  o r  her sentence had been served o r ,  i n  the  case o f  
work f u r l ough ,  u n t i l  14  months b e f o r e  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y .  Now 
candidates c e r t i f i e d  f o r  these re leases  can be seen repea ted l y  even 
be fo re  reaching t h e i r  r egu la r  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y  d a t e .  These e a r l y  
re lease  mechanisms c u r r e n t l y  add over 100 personal  hea r i ngs  t o  the 
boa rd ' s  agenda each month. 

Work f u r l ough  changes - I n  1982, the L e g i s l a t u r e  gave the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  cons ide ra t i on  o f  inmates f o r  work f u r l o u g h  t o  the 
board,  a  f u n c t i o n  p r e v i o u s l y  performed by the Department o f  
Co r rec t i ons .  Th i s  change, coupled w i t h  a  change i n  the DOC 
c e r t i f i c a t i o n  p rocess ,  has added approx imate ly  90 hea r i ngs  each 
month . ( 3 )  

increased Caseload Has L im i t ed  the  
Board's Abi l i ty  t o  Evaluate and Process Cases 

The increase i n  the  b o a r d ' s  caseload l i m i t s  the t ime the board has t o  

process and eva lua te  cases. Th is  i n  t u r n  may a f f e c t  the qua1 i  t y  o f  the 

b o a r d ' s  dec i s i ons .  

( 1 )  The es t ima te  assumes a  40 percen t  p a r o l e  r a t e .  The number o f  hear ings  a r e  c a l c u l a t e d  

f o r  those denied and reheard a t  four-month i n t e r v a l s ,  and a t  six-month i n t e r v a l s  

d u r i n g  a  one-year p e r i o d .  
( 2 )  E a r l y  pa ro le  r e l e a s e ,  A . R . S .  531-2331, i s  an o p t i o n  a l l o w i n g  DOC t o  c e r t i f y  c e r t a i n  

inmates f o r  p a r o l e  p r i o r  t o  t h e i r  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y  d a t e  when t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  

hous ing over  98 p e r c e n t  o f  c a p a c i t y .  The o p t i o n  was enacted i n  1982 and f i r s t  used i n  

November o f  t h a t  year .  I t  has been i n  e f f e c t  s i n c e  t h a t  date except  f o r  a  p e r i o d  of 

l e s s  than two months i n  1987. 
The home a r r e s t  program, A . R . S .  531-236, was c rea ted  i n  J u l y  1988, and t h e  f i r s t  

inmates were re leased  i n  December 1988. 
( 3 )  P r i o r  t o  January 1989, work f u r l o u g h  cand ida tes  were r e q u i r e d  t o  submi t  an a p p l i c a t i o n  

t o  t h e  board i n  o r d e r  t o  be cons idered.  Under t h i s  process,  t h e  board heard an 

average o f  21 inmates a  month f o r  work f u r l o u g h .  However, a f t e r  t h e  change, DOC began 

c e r t i f y i n g  a l l  inmates f o r  work f u r l o u g h  as soon as they served enough t i m e  t o  meet 

s t a t u t o r y  t ime  requ i rements .  The change more than quadrupled t h e  number o f  work 

f u r l o u g h  hear ings  h e l d  by t h e  board. For  example, i n  October 1989, 165 inmates were 

. c e r t i f i e d  e l i g i b l e  f o r  work f u r l o u g h  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by t h e  board, and 90 were heard.  



To p r o v i d e  f o r  adequate rev iew and e v a l u a t i o n  o f  the f a c t s  t o  be 

cons ide red  i n  a  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s tandards s e t  by the 

American C o r r e c t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  ( A C A )  suggest  t h a t  a  board s h o u l d  no t  

hear more than 20 cases p e r  day,  and shou ld  a l l o w  f o r  a  minimum o f  30 

m inu tes  per  case.  The 30 m i n u t e  t ime frame i s  suggested i n  p a r t  t o  a l l o w  

a  board adequate p r e p a r a t i o n  as w e l l  as h e a r i n g  t i m e .  

A r i z o n a ' s  two pane ls  each may hear as many as 40 t o  50 cases p e r  day.  

And d e s p i t e  o f t e n  work ing  10- t o  12-hour days,  t h e  pane ls  average o n l y  13 

m inu tes  (approx imate)  pe r  h e a r i n g .  T h i s  a l  lows l i t t  l e  o r  no p r e p a r a t i o n  

t ime and o n l y  l i m i t e d  h e a r i n g  t i m e .  The 13 m inu tes  i s  no t  o n l y  below 

s t a n d a r d s ,  b u t  i t  i s  be low the  average h e a r i n g  t ime  o f  o t h e r  s t a t e s  we 

c o n t a c t e d .  We found these s t a t e s  average 21 m inu tes  per  h e a r i n g .  

Given the  n a t u r e  o f  the  d e c i s i o n s  the board  makes and t h e i r  p o s s i b l e  

consequences f o r  s o c i e t y ,  p r o v i d i n g  adequate t i m e  f o r  h e a r i n g s  seems 

c r i t i c a l .  

Some Changes Have Been Made 
to Handle Increased Caseload 

I n  an a t tempt  t o  manage the  b o a r d ' s  l a r g e  case load ,  b o t h  the L e g i s l a t u r e  

and the board have made some changes. The L e g i s l a t u r e  has inc reased  b o t h  

suppor t  s t a f f  and t h e  number o f  board members, and the board  has 

implemented a  v a r i e t y  o f  p r o c e d u r a l  changes. 

Members added to the board - Since f i s c a l  year  1978, the  b o a r d  s i z e  
has been s t a t u t o r i l y  i nc reased  t w i c e :  from t h r e e  t o  f i v e  members and 
then t o  the p resen t  s i z e  o f  seven. I n  an e f f o r t  t o  d i v i d e  the 
case load,  most c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  a r e  dec ided by pane ls  o f  t h r e e  members. 

S t a f f i n g  increases - S ince  f i s c a l  year 1983-84, 25 FTEs have been 
added t o  the board ,  i n c l u d i n g  b o t h  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  and c l e r i c a l  
s t a f f  . 

Work furlough hearings to be conducted by hearing o f f i c e r s  - 
Because the board i t s e l f  i s  no t  s t a t u t o r i l y  bound t o  see a l l  inmates 
den ied  work f u r l o u g h  as they a r e  w i t h  a i l  o t h e r  r e l e a s e s ,  h e a r i n g  
o f f i c e r s  w i l l  conduct  the  o n l y  persona l  h e a r i n g s  on work f u r l o u g h  as 



o f  February 1 ,  1990. I n  the  p a s t ,  the board has seen a l  I work 
f u r l o u g h  candidates no t  approved i n  board rev iew.  

a Board rev iew r e i n s t i t u t e d  - The board reviews cases p r i o r  t o  a  
hea r i ng  a t  an i n s t i t u t i o n .  Th is  process i s  c a l l e d  board rev iew.  I t s  
purpose i s  t o  i d e n t i f y  and p a r o l e  p r i sone rs  who appear t o  be good 
candidates f o r  p a r o l e ,  and e l i m i n a t e s  the need f o r  personal  
hea r i ngs .  Al though the board had p r e v i o u s l y  suspended board rev iew,  
i t  has been r e i n s t i t u t e d  as y e t  another  measure t o  c o n t r o l  case load.  

Addi t ional  Steps to improve 
Caseload Management Are  Necessary 

Addi t i ona l  s teps cou ld  be taken t o  improve case load management. As a  

long-range s t r a t e g y ,  the board cou ld  seek a  s t a t u t o r y  change t o  increase 

the t ime between hea r i ngs .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a  smal l  amount o f  r e l i e f  might  

a l s o  be ob ta ined  by making g rea te r  use o f  the b o a r d ' s  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

powers t o  de lay  hear ings  f o r  inmates who have l i t t l e  chance o f  pa ro l e  i n  

the near f u t u r e .  A t h i r d ,  more immediate s t r a t e g y  would be t o  form a 

t h i r d  panel t o  conduct f i e l d  hear ings  t o  increase t he  b o a r d ' s  capac i t y  t o  

hear cases. 

Time between hear ings  shou ld  be increased - As a  long-range s t r a t e g y  the 

board should pursue a  s t a t u t o r y  change to  increase the i n t e r v a l  f o r  

rehear ing  inmates from four  t o  s i x  months o r  even l o n g e r . ( ' )  As 

mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the reduced i n t e r v a l  from s i x  months t o  four  months 

increased the boa rd ' s  caseload by approx imate ly  32 pe rcen t .  Changing t o  

a  six-month i n t e r v a l  would s t i l l  leave Ar izona w i t h  one o f  the most 

f requent  rehear ing  i n t e r v a l s ,  and would not unduly l i m i t  the number o f  

inmates re leased on p a r o l e .  

The m a j o r i t y  o f  the  20 s t a t e s  we researched have a  rehear ing  i n t e r v a l  o f  

one year o r  more. Only one, No r t h  Dakota,  requ i red  a  rehear ing  p e r i o d  o f  

less than one yea r .  Nor th  Dakota r equ i r es  r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  from s i x  t o  

n i ne  months a f t e r  d e n i a l .  S e t t i n g  the rehear ing i n t e r v a l  i n  Ar i zona  a t  

( 1 )  ACA s tandards recommend t h a t  t h e  i n t e r v a l s  be no longer  than one year .  



s i x  months r a t h e r  than f o u r  s h o u l d  n o t  g r e a t l y  impact the  number o f  

inmates p a r o l e d  s i n c e  most inmates p a r o l e d  a r e  p a r o l e d  a t  t h e i r  f i r s t  

h e a r i n g .  Accord ing  t o  the 1988 r e p o r t  o f  the A r i z o n a  Cost E f f i c i e n c y  

Commission, 76 p e r c e n t  o f  p a r o l e  r e l e a s e s  a r e  g r a n t e d  a t  the inmate ' s  

f i r s t  h e a r i n g  b e f o r e  the b o a r d .  

T h i s ,  however, i s  a  long- term s t r a t e g y .  The increased i n t e r v a l  would no t  

impact the  b o a r d ' s  case load f o r  s e v e r a l  y e a r s  because, a c c o r d i n g  t o  l e g a l  

c o u n s e l ,  i t  c o u l d  n o t  app ly  t o  inmates a l r e a d y  i n  the system; o n l y  new 

inmates e n t e r i n g  t h e  system would be s u b j e c t  t o  i t .  However, i t  would be 

a  p r o a c t i v e  s t e p  c u r b i n g  f u t u r e  case load  problems as the  p r i s o n  

p o p u l a t i o n  grows. 

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e l y  d e l a y i n g  more r e h e a r i n g s  - As an a d d i t i o n a l  measure, the 

board  c o u l d  make g r e a t e r  use o f  i t s  p r e r o g a t i v e  t o  postpone an inmate ' s  

r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  up t o  one y e a r . ( ' )  C u r r e n t l y ,  t h i s  o p t i o n  i s  seldom 

used. The l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t  o f  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  was t o  a l l o w  the board t o  

a v o i d  hav ing  t o  h e a r ,  eve ry  f o u r  months,  inmates t h a t  have l i t t l e  chance 

o f  b e i n g  p a r o l e d  i n  the near f u t u r e .  By s t a t u t e ,  inmates whose o f f e n s e s  

were commit ted a f t e r  J u l y  1 ,  1984, a r e  the  o n l y  ones e l i g i b l e  f o r  the 

p r o v i s i o n .  Accord ing t o  the board cha i rman ,  the m a j o r i t y  o f  inmates t h a t  

come b e f o r e  the board  f a l l  i n t o  t h i s  group.  However, board members 

b e l i e v e  t h i s  o p t i o n  shou ld  be l i m i t e d  t o  p r i s o n e r s  who a r e  e x c e p t i o n a l  

prob lems,  o r  who e x h i b i t  v i o l e n t  o r  d i s r u p t i v e  b e h a v i o r .  They b e l i e v e  

a p p l y i n g  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  too f r e q u e n t l y  m i g h t :  1 )  v i o l a t e  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  

the  law c a l l i n g  f o r  more f requen t  h e a r i n g s ;  2 )  d i l u t e  the message 

c u r r e n t l y  b e i n g  sen t  when prob lem inmates r e c e i v e  the postponement; and 

3 )  a l l o w  inmates t o  be . re leased w i t h  l ess  s u p e r v i s i o n  under a  DOC 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e l e a s e .  (See Other  P e r t i n e n t  I n f o r m a t i o n ,  pages 33 - 

36 . )  Wh i le  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  assess how many problem inmates '  hear ings  

c o u l d  be postponed, board members admi t  t h a t  the p r o v i s i o n  c o u l d  be used 

more f r e q u e n t l y  than  i t  i s  a t  p r e s e n t .  

( 1 )  Pursuant  t o  A.R.S.  $41-1604.06, BPP can postpone an inmate ' s  r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a  
p e r i o d  o f  up t o  one year .  However, t h e  board uses i t s  o p t i o n  t o  postpone 

r e c e r t i  f i  c a t i o n  on1 y  i n f r e q u e n t l y .  



Going t o  three panels - Because i nc reas ing  the rehear ing  i n t e r v a l  w i l l  

no t  h e l p  c o n t r o l  the  b o a r d ' s  caseload f o r  some t ime ,  a d d i t i o n a l  changes 

a re  needed. We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  i f  the board were t o  comply w i t h  the A C A  

s tandards mentioned e a r l i e r ,  the two pane ls  cou ld  conduct approx imate ly  

400 f i e l d  hear ings  per  mon th . ( l )  The p resen t  number o f  f i e l d  hear ings 

r e q u i r e d  o f  the board i s  approx imate ly  550 per month.c2) There fo re ,  the 

two panels  cou ld  no t  meet ACA standards a t  p r e s e n t .  To meet standards 

the  board cou ld ,  as some o the r  s t a t e s  do, use hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  t o  ho ld  

hear ings  i n  p lace  o f  t he  board hea r i ngs .  However, because the board 

c u r r e n t l y  lacks a  s t r u c t u r e d  decis ion-making process (see F i n d i n g  I ,  page 

71, d e l e g a t i o n  o f  t h i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  t o  severa l  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  would 

make i t  even more d i f f i c u l t  t o  p r o v i d e  c o n s i s t e n t  d e c i s i o n s .  I n  

a d d i t i o n ,  accord ing t o  an NIC o f f i c i a l ,  i t  i s  p re fex red  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  

w i t h  decis ion-making a u t h o r i t y  conduct personal  hear ings  w i t h  release 

cand ida tes .  Fur thermore,  board members have s t a t e d  t h a t  they would be 

most comfor tab le  h o l d i n g  personal  hear ings  themselves. Thus, the most 

f e a s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  t o  a s s i s t  the board i n  hand l i ng  i t s  caseload appears t o  

be moving from two t o  t h r e e  pane ls .  

I f  the board d i v i d e s  i n t o  th ree  pane ls ,  we es t imate  i t  cou ld  conduct up 

t o  600 f i e l d  hear ings  per  month. The board has proposed c r e a t i n g  t h ree ,  

two-member panels  under some circumstances and i s  c u r r e n t l y  reques t ing  

the necessary s t a t u t o r y  change. However, the proposed l e g i s l a t i v e  change 

suggests t h a t  t h i s  i s  a  measure designed t o  meet emergency peaks i n  

case load.  Because the  boa rd ' s  caseload i s  t i e d  t o  the p r i s o n  popu la t i on ,  

and n e i t h e r  i s  p r o j e c t e d  t o  decrease, we see the move t o  a  three-panel  

system as a  permanent move. 

( 1 )  The recommended 20 h e a r i n g s  p e r  day of  30 minutes each c o n s t i t u t e s  a  ten-hour work 
day. Three and one- th i  r d  ( t e n  hour )  days of hear ings  p l u s  over  s i x  hours t r a v e l  t ime  
approx imate a  40-hour work week f o r  each board member. I n  r e a l i t y  some h e a r i n g  days 
may be s h o r t e r  than o t h e r s ,  and t r a v e l  t ime  may v a r y .  Given these c o n d i t i o n s ,  each 
panel can conduct a p p r o x i m a t e l y  200 f i e l d  hear ings  p e r  month. 

( 2 )  T h i s  does n o t  i n c l u d e  commutat ions, i n  a b s e n t i a  p a r o l e  hear ings ,  p a r o l e  r e v o c a t i o n  o r  
r e s c i s s i o n  hear ings ,  o r  a b s o l u t e  d ischarges.  Phase I commutation, i n  absen t ia ,  and 
a b s o l u t e  d i scharge  h e a r i n g s  a r e  h e l d  a t  t h e  b o a r d ' s  o f f i c e  and comprise o n l y  a  very  
smal l  number o f  h e a r i n g s  each month. A r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  number o f  p a r o l e  revoca t ions  
a r e  h e l d  a t  v a r i o u s  i n s t i t u t i o n s  d u r i n g  t h e  month. 



A move t o  t h r e e ,  two-member pane ls  c o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  t i e  v o t e s ,  c r e a t i n g  

the  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  rev iew by a  t h i r d  b o a r d  member. T h i s  c o u l d  slow 

the  p rocess ing  o f  h e a r i n g  d i s p o s i t i o n s  wh ich  i n  t u r n  m igh t  slow 

r e l e a s e s .  The board has proposed h a n d l i n g  t i e s  by hav ing  the chairman 

c a s t  a  t h i r d  v o t e  i n  t h e  b o a r d ' s  o f f i c e .  The board  shou ld  deve lop and 

f o r m a l i z e  e x p l i c i t  i n t e r n a l  p o l i c i e s  t o  hand le  t i e  v o t e s  i n  o r d e r  t o  

m in im ize  de lays  and encourage c o n s i s t e n c y .  However, because members w i l l  

have more t ime a v a i l a b l e  t o  come t o  a d e c i s i o n ,  t h e r e  may be g r e a t e r  

o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  d i a l o g u e  which may inc rease  t h e  consensus w i t h i n  panels 

and reduce the  l i k e l i h o o d  o f  t i e  v o t e s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  board members have 

unanimously expressed a  w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  deve lop g u i d e l i n e s  f o r  s t r u c t u r e d  

d e c i s i o n  making t h a t  c o u l d  reduce p o t e n t i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  approva l  r a t e s  

between pane ls .  F i n a l l y  d e s p i t e  concerns r e g a r d i n g  t i e  v o t e s ,  the use o f  

two-member panels  would be more economical  than o t h e r  a v a i l a b l e  

op t  i o n s . ( ' )  

A more c o s t l y  o p t i o n  i s  t o  request  t h a t  the  L e g i s l a t u r e  increase the 

board s i z e  t o  n i n e  so t h a t  t h r e e  pane ls  o f  t h r e e  c o u l d  h o l d  

d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  Severa l  s t a t e s  we con tac ted  have increased t h e i r  board 

s i z e  i n  the  l a s t  year i n  response t o  growing case load^.(^^ I f  membership 

o f  BPP were increased by two members, the  a d d i t i o n a l  expense i n  s a l a r y  

and emp loyee-re l a t e d  expenses wou I d  be $1 15,000. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  The L e g i s l a t u r e  should  c o n s i d e r :  

Amending A.R.S. 941-1604.06 t o  inc rease  the i n t e r v a l  a t  which 

inmates a r e  r e c e r t i f i e d  f o r  r e l e a s e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  b e f o r e  the 

board from 4  t o  6  months,  

( 1 )  The c o s t  o f  t h e  t h i r d  panel  o f  two would i n c l u d e  an a d d i t i o n a l  panel  s e c r e t a r y ,  
$18,000 i n  s a l a r y  and ERE, and a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $13,000 i n  a d d i t i o n a l  t r a v e l  expenses. 

( 2 )  F l o r i d a ,  Tennessee, Utah,  and Texas have i n c r e a s e d  t h e i r  board membership by a t  l e a s t  
two i n  t h e  l a s t  yea r .  



Amending A.R.S. $31-401.H t o  a l l o w  two members t o  c o n s t i t u t e  a  

quorum except  i n  execu t i ve  clemency ma t t e r s  o r  bus iness  meet ings 

so t h a t  the  board may conduct hear ings  a t  the i n s t i t u t i o n s  w i t h  

panels  o f  two. 

2 .  I f  the L e g i s l a t u r e  au tho r i zes  the board t o  hear p a r o l e  cases w i t h  

two-member pane l s ,  the board should  e s t a b l i s h  procedures t o  ensure 

t h a t  t i e  vo tes  do no t  unduly de lay  the p rocess ing  o f  hear ing  

d i s p o s i t i o n s .  

3 .  The board should  make g rea te r  use o f  i t s  p r e r o g a t i v e  t o  postpone an 

inmate 's  r e c e r t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  up t o  one year when a p p r o p r i a t e .  



FINDING I l l  

THE BOARD OF PARDONS AND PAROLES 

CAN SAVE UP TO $ 3 5 6 , 0 0 0 0 0 0 A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  THROUGH 

MORE EFFECTIVE USE OF STAFF 

The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  does n o t  e f f e c t i v e l y  use most o f  i t s  

h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s .  The m a j o r i t y  o f  the b o a r d ' s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  do no t  

p e r f o r m  t y p i c a l  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  d u t i e s ,  and board members q u e s t i o n  the 

need f o r  some h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  f u n c t i o n s .  The board  c o u l d  save between 

$186,000 and $356,000 a n n u a l l y  w i t h o u t  l i m i t i n g  i t s  access t o  r e l e v a n t  

i n f o r m a t i o n  by  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  i t s  i n f o r m a t i o n - g a t h e r i n g  p r o c e s s . ( ' )  

Board Hearing Officers Do Not 
Function As Typical Hearing Officers 

For the  most p a r t ,  t h e  b o a r d ' s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  do n o t  p e r f o r m  t y p i c a l  

h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  d u t i e s .  Wh i le  some h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  conduct  a c t u a l  

h e a r i n g s ,  the major  f u n c t i o n  o f  the  b o a r d ' s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  i s  t o  gather  

i n f o r m a t  i o n  from v a r i o u s  sources and p repare  a  summary r e p o r t  f o r  the 

board t o  use i n  i t s  dec is ion -mak ing  p rocess .  

Few o f  the h e a r i n g s  conducted by BPP h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  a r e  a c t u a l  

h e a r i n g s .  One h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  i s  g e n e r a l l y  ass igned a  d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e  

number o f  " s p e c i a l  h e a r i n g s  . ' I  Most s p e c i a l  h e a r i n g s  a r e  p r e  l  im ina ry  

p a r o l e  r e v o c a t i o n  o r  r e s c i s s i o n  hear ings  t o  determine p r o b a b l e  cause. 

These proceedings a r e  a d v e r s a r i a l  and a r e  u s u a l l y  h e l d  i n  a  fo rma l ,  

q u a s i - j u d i c i a l  manner i n  wh ich e x p e r t  t es t imony  may be p resen ted ,  

w i tnesses  may be c a l l e d ,  and o t h e r  ev idence  p resen ted .  I n  s p e c i a l  

h e a r i n g s ,  the b o a r d ' s  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  f u n c t i o n  l i k e  t y p i c a l  h e a r i n g  

o f f i c e r s  a t  o t h e r  a g e n c i e s .  For example, h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  a t  o t h e r  

agenc ies  may p r e s i d e  ove r  h e a r i n g s  i n  wh ich d i s p u t i n g  p a r t i e s  a re  

p r e s e n t ,  tes t imony and ev idence  a r e  o f f e r e d ,  and f i n d i n g s  o f  f a c t  and 

( 1 )  For details o f  the cost analysis and workload calculations, see Appendix I 



concIus ions o f  law a re  developed. These hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  have 

s u b s t a n t i a l  i n f l u e n c e  as they p repare  what g e n e r a l l y  serves as t he  b a s i s  

f o r  the f i n a l  o rder  o r  a c t i o n  o f  t h e i r  agency. 

However, most BPP hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  do no t  conduct the  spec ia l  hear ings  

t y p i c a l l y  assoc ia ted  w i t h  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s .  On average, o n l y  about 10 

percent  o f  the cases heard month ly  by board h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  a r e  spec ia l  

hear ings .  Ins tead ,  t h e i r  work more t y p i c a l l y  c o n s i s t s  o f  the f o l l o w i n g :  

E x t r a c t i n g  and comp i l i ng  i n f o r m a t i o n  on inmates from the  DOC f i l e s .  
T y p i c a l l y ,  such i n f o r m a t i o n  i nc l udes  c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y ,  n a t u r e  o f  
present  o f f e n s e ,  educa t ion  and work h i s t o r y ,  programming du r i ng  
i n c a r c e r a t i o n ,  and so f o r t h .  Hear ing o f f i c e r s  note s i g n i f i c a n t  
p o i n t s  as they rev iew the f i l e s .  

I n t e r v i e w i n g  inmates a t  t he  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  I n t e r v i ews  w i t h  the 
inmates a re  g e n e r a l l y  ve r y  i n f o r m a l :  u s u a l l y  no counsel o r  w i tnesses 
a re  p resen t ;  evidence i s  no t  norma l l y  in t roduced ;  and the i n t e r v i e w  
i s  no t  recorded.  

D i c t a t i n g  r e p o r t s  t o  i n c l u d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  ob ta i ned  in  t he  p r e l i m i n a r  
rev iew.  The hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s  g e n e r a l l y  summarize i n f o r m a t i a t  
e x t r a c t e d  from o the r  sources and r a r e l y  inc lude  a d d i t i o n a l  
i n f o r m a t i o n  gathered d u r i n g  the inmate i n t e r v i e w .  Inc luded  i n  the 
r epo r t  i s  the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r ' s  recommendation, which board members 
may o r  may no t  cons ider  when making t h e i r  d e c i s i o n .  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a l though  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  i n  o ther  agencies a re  g e n e r a l l y  

lawyers,  o n l y  one o f  the BPP hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  i s  a  lawyer.  Most a re  

former Department o f  Co r rec t i ons  employees o r  have backgrounds i n  areas 

such as c r i m i n a l  j u s t i c e ,  s o c i a l  s e r v i c e s ,  and educa t ion .  

Questionable Need 
for Hearing Officers 

We ques t i on  the use fu lness  o f  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  a c t i v i t i e s  s i nce  most 

i n f o rma t i on  needed by board members i n  making p a r o l e  dec i s i ons  i s  r e a d i l y  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  the board.  Hear ing o f f i c e r  i n t e r v i e w s  and recommendations 

add l i t t l e  t o  t h i s  i n f o r m a t i o n .  Board members a l s o  express concerns 

about the accuracy and r e l i a b i l i t y  o f  the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s .  

Board members r e l y  on v a r i o u s  i n f o r m a t i o n  sources - Board members use a  

wide range o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  sources i n  making re lease  dec i s i ons .  Al though 



hear ing  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s  p r o v i d e  some o f  t h i s  i n f o rma t  i o n ,  much o f  t h i s  

same i n fo rma t i on  i s  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  the board from o the r  sources.  

For the most p a r t ,  members base t h e i r  dec i s i ons  on two sources:  the 

pa ro l e  hea r i ng  and the inmate 's  p resen tenc ing  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  (PSI)  

r epo r t  . ( I )  

Most board members r a ted  the  inmate 's  p a r o l e  hea r i ng  w i t h  the board as an 

impor tant  source o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i n  making t h e i r  d e c i s i o n s .  They f ee l  

t ha t  the o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  see the inmate p rov ides  a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o rma t i on  

about the inmate (such as a t t i t u d e ,  demeanor, and the e x t e n t  t o  which the 

inmate has accepted r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  h i s  o r  her o f f e n s e )  t h a t  enables 

them t o  eva lua te  the i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  from f i l e  documents. 

Members a l s o  desc r i be  the PSI as a  u s e f u l  i n f o r m a t i o n  source f o r  board 

dec i s i ons .  County p r o b a t i o n  departments prepare the  PSI f o r  the c o u r t ' s  

use i n  de te rmin ing  sentences. PSIS p r o v i d e  a  broad range o f  personal  and 

c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  i n f o rma t i on  about an inmate,  and may i nc l ude  a  

d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the  c r ime,  s ta tements  t o  the c o u r t ,  a r r e s t  record ,  s o c i a l  

h i s t o r y ,  f am i l y  h i s t o r y ,  h e a l t h ,  m i l i t a r y  s e r v i c e ,  r e s t i t u t i o n  s ta tement ,  

and v i c t i m ' s  s ta tement .  Thus, t he  PSI p rov i des  much p e r t i n e n t  

i n f o rma t i on  about the inmate and the o f f e n s e .  

Al though hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  summarize i n f o rma t i on  from the PSI and o ther  

sources, they do no t  appear t o  p rov i de  the board w i t h  unique 

i n f o rma t i on .  L i kew i se ,  o the r  sources reviewed by hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  appear 

to  be e a s i l y  understandable by board members. Along w i t h  the PSI and the 

hear ing  o f f i c e r  summary, the  f o l l o w i n g  source documents a re  p rov i ded  t o  

the board a t  each hea r i ng :  

Adu l t  I n f o rma t i on  Management System r e p o r t s  - Prepared by DOC. 
Inc lude  sentenc ing i n f o r m a t i o n ,  DOC f a c i l i t i e s  and l e v e l s  o f  custodv 
housing the inmate, and the inmate 's  d i s c i p l i n a r y  r eco rd .  

Inmate p rogress  r e p o r t s  - Prepared by DOC counse lo rs  t o  assess the 

( 1 )  We asked board members t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  impor tance of t h e  v a r i o u s  sources o f  

i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them a t  s e l e c t e d  p a r o l e  hear ings  d u r i n g  November 1989. On 

average, t h r e e  board members r a t e d  t h e  board h e a r i n g  as t h e  most i m p o r t a n t  source, 

w h i l e  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  P S I  was t h e  most i m p o r t a n t .  



i nmate 's  r i s k  t o  s o c i e t y ,  desc r i be  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  p r i s o n  programs 
and re lease p l a n s ,  and g i ve  the c o u n s e l o r ' s  comments. 

* Sentenc ing/ t ime computat ion r e p o r t s  - DOC r e p o r t s  t h a t  l i s t  general  
sentenc ing and p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y  d a t e s .  

An i n s t i t u t i o n a l  f i l e  - Each i n s t i t u t i o n  ma in ta i ns  f i l e s  f o r  i t s  
inmates. These f i l e s  may c o n t a i n  cop ies  o f  the inmate 's  d i s c i o l i n a r v  
records work, and housing ass ignments ;  c e r t  i  f  i ca tes  o f  achiebement: 
and a  record  o f  s choo l i ng  and programming. 

A r i sk  assessment r e p o r t  - Prepared by board s t a f f  t o  measure an 
inmate 's  r i s k  o f  v i o l ence  and r e c i d i v i s m .  C u r r e n t l y ,  t he  board on l y  
uses r i s k  assessments f o r  inmates e l i g i b l e  f o r  home a r r e s t  and e a r l y  
re lease .  

Other i n f o r m a t i o n  - Inc ludes  l e t t e r s  from v i c t i m s ,  and test imony from 
the inmate 's  f a m i l y  and f r i e n d s .  Such i n f o r m a t i o n  p rov ides  
a d d i t i o n a l  pe r spec t i ve  about t he  inmate.  

Al though hear ing  o f f i c e r s  may develop some o r i g i n a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  through 

i n t e r v i ews  w i t h  inmates,  the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  do no t  no rma l l y  summarize 

the new i n fo rma t i on  i n  t h e i r  r e p o r t s  t o  the board.  F u r t h e r ,  board 

members o f t e n  cover the same i n f o r m a t i o n  w i t h  the inmates a t  board 

hear ings .  

Thus, the board appears ab le  t o  o b t a i n  needed i n f o rma t i on  w i t h o u t  us ing  

hear ing  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s .  I n  f a c t ,  f i v e  o f  the seven members i nd i ca ted  

t ha t  they cou ld  make re lease dec i s i ons  w i t hou t  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s ,  

i f  o ther  i n f o rma t i on  cont inues t o  be a v a i l a b l e .  However, most p r e f e r  t o  

have a  r epo r t  a v a i l a b l e .  Due t o  the work load,  the  board has a l ready  

reduced i t s  use o f  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  f o r  some cases; i t  no longer uses 

hear ing  o f f i c e r s  t o  p rov i de  i n f o rma t i on  f o r  home a r r e s t  and e a r l y  re lease 

deci s i o n s . ( l )  I ns tead ,  board members use the ava i  lab l e  records  and the 

hear ing  w i t h  the inmate f o r  these cases. 

Board members q u e s t i o n  va lue  o f  recornenda t ions  - Throughout the a u d i t ,  

board members a l s o  quest ioned the va lue o f  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  

recommendations t o  t h e i r  re lease  d e c i s i o n s .  S t a t u t e s  r e q u i r e  t ha t  

hear ing  o f f i c e r s  prepare recommendations f o r  a l l  cases i n  which they 

( 1 )  Due t o  a  l a r g e  caseload,  t h e  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  have n o t  been hand1 i n g  cases o f  inmates 
c e r t i f i e d  f o r  home a r r e s t  and e a r l y  p a r o l e  r e l e a s e  s i n c e  August 1989. Accord ing  t o  
board s t a f f ,  t h i s  i s  o n l y  a  temporary measure. 



conduct a  hea r i ng .  A l though hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  spend t ime p repa r i ng  

recommendations, o n l y  two board members t h i n k  the  recommendations a re  

r e l a t i v e l y  impor tan t .  Four board members t o l d  a u d i t o r s  t h a t  they seldom 

o r  never r e f e r  t o  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  recommendations be fo re  making t h e i r  

d e c i s i o n s .  One board member s a i d  t h a t  he looks a t  the recommendations 

o n l y  a f t e r  making h i s  d e c i s i o n .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  when comparing hear ing  

o f f i c e r  recommendations t o  board v o t e s ,  we found t h a t ,  o v e r a l l ,  the 

boa rd ' s  October 1989 vo tes  d i f f e r e d  from h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  recommendations 

32 percent  o f  the t ime .  

Concerns about q u a l i t y  - Board members a l s o  express concerns about the 

q u a l i t y  o f  the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s '  r e p o r t s .  Few members f e e l  t h a t  the 

r e p o r t s  a re  the most r e l i a b l e  sources f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n .  Only one board 

member considered h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s  t o  be the most r e l i a b l e  source 

f o r  c r i m i n a l  h i s t o r y  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  w h i l e  t h ree  members cons idered them t o  

be the l eas t  r e l i a b l e  source.  Even a  member who g e n e r a l l y  cons idered 

hear ing  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s  t o  be accura te  and r e l i a b l e  no ted  severa l  

improvements tha t  cou ld  be made to  the r e p o r t s .  F i v e  board members noted 

t h a t  the r epo r t s  sometimes con ta i n  i naccu ra te  i n f o r m a t i o n .  F u r t h e r ,  

board members have a l s o  quest ioned the completeness o f  the r e p o r t s .  For 

example, th ree  board members po in ted  ou t  t h a t  i n  some cases, new 

i n fo rma t i on  tha t  should  have been i d e n t i f i e d  by the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  was 

p rov ided  by the inmate a t  the personal  h e a r i n g .  

Hearing Of f i ce r  and Other  Posi t ions 
Can Be Eliminated 

The board can make more e f f e c t i v e  use o f  i t s  s t a f f  resources and achieve 

s i g n i f i c a n t  savings by r e s t r u c t u r i n g  i t s  i n f o rma t i on -ga the r i ng  process 

f o r  pa ro l e  dec i s i ons .  R e s t r u c t u r i n g  would e l i m i n a t e  most o f  the  e x i s t i n g  

hear ing  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s ,  reduce some r e l a t e d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and support  

p o s i t i o n s ,  and a1 low the  use o f  more a p p r o p r i a t e l y  graded s t a f f  f o r  

c o l l e c t i n g  i n f o rma t i on .  Successful  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  would a l s o  r e q u i r e  the 

board t o  p rov ide  c l e a r  d i r e c t i o n  t o  the s t a f f .  

Res t ruc tu red  process and s t a f f i n g  - We b e l i e v e  t h a t  the board does no t  

need hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s  f o r  much o f  i t s  i n f o r m a t i o n  ga the r i ng .  E l i m i n a t i n g  



t he  unnecessary h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  and r e l a t e d  s t a f f  would enable 

the  b o a r d  t o  o b t a i n  necessary i n f o r m a t i o n  a t  a  lower c o s t .  The board 

c o u l d  e f f e c t i v e l y  r e s t r u c t u r e  the  process i n  t h i s  manner, and rep lace  

e leven  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  and s i x  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o c e s s i n g  

p o s i t i o n s .  Depending on the  format  o f  the  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  t o  the 

board ,  these p o s i t i o n s  would be rep laced  w i t h  a  c l e r k  t y p i s t  and e i t h e r  

f o u r  o r  n i n e  case a n a l y s t s  f o r  a  n e t  annual  sav ings  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

$1 86,000 t o  $356,000. 

As no ted  above, f o u r  board members agree t h a t  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  i n t e r v i e w s  

and recommendations a r e  seldom b e n e f i c i a l .  However, s i x  board  members 

a l s o  exp ress  r e s e r v a t i o n s  about h e a r i n g  the  inmates w i  t h o u t  some summary 

r e p o r t ,  b u t  l ack  consensus on what shou ld  be i n c l u d e d  i n  them. Board 

members agree t h a t  case a n a l y s t s  c o u l d  p r o v i d e  the  same type o f  r e p o r t  t o  

the board  t h a t  i s  p r e s e n t l y  p r o v i d e d  by h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s .  

Based on our  a n a l y s i s  and board member comments, we have developed two 

o p t i o n s  f o r  implement ing a  r e s t r u c t u r e d  system. We o f f e r  t h e  cos t  

sav ings  f o r  b o t h  o p t i o n s  (see pages 29 through 3 0 ) .  The f i r s t  o p t i o n  

uses case a n a l y s t s  t o  g a t h e r  and compi le  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  b u t  the  a n a l y s t  

w i  l I  n o t  i n t e r v i e w  inmates,  make recommendat i o n s ,  o r  p repare  r e p o r t s  f o r  

the b o a r d .  The second o p t i o n  i s  based on case a n a l y s t s  c o l l e c t i n g  

i n f o r m a t i o n  and p r e p a r i n g  summaries as h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  do now, but  

w i t h o u t  i n t e r v i e w i n g  inmates o r  o f f e r i n g  recommendations t o  the b o a r d . ( ' )  

( 1 )  See Appendix I f o r  c a l c u l a t i o n s  o f  s t a f f i n g  cos ts  f o r  each o p t i o n .  



OPTION A 

Replace Eleven Hear ing O f f i c e r s  with 

Four Case Analys ts  

There a r e  c u r r e n t l y  15 h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  a t  the board ,  o f  which 

12 are  f i  l  l e d . ( ' )  Most a re  employed a t  a  Grade 20,  which has a  s a l a r y  

range o f  $26,887 t o  $40,690. The t o t a l  cos t  f o r  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  

i n c l u d i n g  employee-re la ted expenses ( E R E )  and t r a v e l  expenses f o r  inmate 

i n t e r v i e w s  i s  more than $530,000. 

We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the  board needs t o  m a i n t a i n  one h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  t o  

conduct s p e c i a l  hear ings  and t h r e e  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  t o  conduct work 

f u r l o u g h  h e a r i n g s .  As i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 2 (see page 2 8 ) ,  by u s i n g  

hear ing  o f f i c e r s  t o  manage o n l y  those cases t h a t  r e q u i r e  s u b s t a n t i a l  

judgment o r  i n v o l v e  formal l e g a l  procedures,  the  board  c o u l d  save over 

$376,000 annua l l y  . 

E l i m i n a t i n g  e leven hear ing  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  would a l s o  a l l o w  the board 

t o  reduce some o t h e r  s t a f f  p o s i t i o n s .  S i x  I n f o r m a t i o n  Process ing 

S p e c i a l i s t s  ( IPSs)  a r e  devoted m a i n l y  t o  t y p i n g  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s .  

One IPS I I  m a i n l y  t r a c k s  d i c t a t i o n  tapes used by the h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s ,  

w h i l e  another  IPS I a s s i s t s  i n  s p e c i a l  hear ing  p r e p a r a t i o n .  We es t ima te  

t h a t  s i x  o f  these e i g h t  p o s i t i o n s  c o u l d  be e l i m i n a t e d  i f  the number o f  

hear ing  o f f i c e r s  were reduced. The board c o u l d  save an a d d i t i o n a l  

$98,000 a n n u a l l y  by e l i m i n a t i n g  these p o s i t i o n s .  

However, t h e  board w i l l  need t o  c r e a t e  severa l  p o s i t i o n s  t o  secure needed 

i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  i s  now p rov ided  by the  hear ing  o f f i c e r s .  These persons 

would need t o  ensure t h a t  the  board rece ives  accura te  and a p p r o p r i a t e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  p r i o r  t o  board rev iew o r  board h e a r i n g s .  T h i s  would l a r g e l y  

encompass photocopy ing and c o l l a t i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  from DOC c e n t r a l  f i l e s .  

(1 )  One o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  i s  on l e a v e  w i t h o u t  pay 

2 7 



S t a t u t e s  a l r e a d y  a l l o w  t h e  board  t o  employ "case a n a l y s t s "  t o  " a i d  the 

board i n  making i n v e s t i g a t i o n s ,  s e c u r i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  and i n  p e r f o r m i n g  

necessary admini  s t  r a t  i v e  f u n c t i o n s  t o  a s s i s t  the  board  i n  pass ing  upon 

a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  p a r o l e  and commutat ion."  Thus, w i t h o u t  amending p resen t  

s t a t u t e s ,  the b o a r d  c o u l d  h i r e  case a n a l y s t s  t o  assemble and v e r i f y  

i n f o r m a t i o n ,  b u t  they  would n o t  p r o v i d e  summary r e p o r t s ,  i n t e r v i e w  

inmates,  o r  o f f e r  recommendations. We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the  board would need 

f o u r  Grade 17 case a n a l y s t s  and another  Grade 8  c l e r k  t y p i s t  I  a t  an 

annual c o s t  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $118,000. 

As i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Tab le  2 ,  the  board c o u l d  save over $356,000 a n n u a l l y  by 

implement ing the  above recommended changes. Such changes would reduce 

c o s t s  b u t  would  s t i l l  ensure t h a t  t h e  b o a r d  r e c e i v e s  necessary 

i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  d e c i s i o n  mak ing.  

TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED A N N U A L  SAVINGS B Y  
IMPLEMENTING OPTION A 

P o s i t i o n s  t o  E l i m i n a t e  Sav i ngs 

11 Hear ing  O f f i c e r s  $376,834 
6  I n f o r m a t i o n  Process ing  S p e c i a l i s t s  98,563 

T o t a l  sav ings  

P o s i t i o n s  t o  Add Costs  

4 Case A n a l y s t s  
1 C l e r k  T y p i s t  I 

T o t a l  c o s t s  

NET SAVINGS 

Source:  A u d i t o r  General  a n a l y s i s  and e s t i m a t e s  based on f i g u r e s  o b t a i n e d  
f rom the  Department o f  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  U n i t  and 
the  b o a r d ' s  f i s c a l  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i a l i s t  



OPTION B 

Replace E leven Hear ing O f f i c e r s  w i t h  

N i n e  Case Ana lys ts  

A l l  board members exp ress  r e s e r v a t i o n s  about e l i m i n a t i n g  summary 

r e p o r t s .  As no ted  above, they  agree t h a t  case a n a l y s t s  c o u l d  compi le  

summary r e p o r t s .  However, they s t a t e  t h a t  more than fou r  case a n a l y s t s  

would be needed t o  p r e p a r e  these r e p o r t s  eve ry  month.  A l though  we 

q u e s t i o n  the degree t o  which board  members r e l y  on the r e p o r t s ,  we agree 

t h a t  more than f o u r  case a n a l y s t s  would be needed t o  p repare  r e p o r t s  f o r  

eve ry  case.  We b e l i e v e  t h a t  the  board  c o u l d  s t i l l  save over  $186,000 i f  

case a n a l y s t s  p repared  r e p o r t s  f o r  the  b o a r d .  

O p t i o n  0 ,  l i k e  O p t i o n  A ,  e l i m i n a t e s  e l e v e n  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  and s i x  

i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o c e s s i n g  s p e c i a l i s t  p o s i t i o n s .  I t  d i f f e r s  f rom O p t i o n  A i n  

t h a t  i t  p r o v i d e s  more case a n a l y s t s  t o  p repare  summary r e p o r t s  f o r  the 

b o a r d .  I n  o rde r  t o  produce r e p o r t s  f o r  each case,  we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the 

board would need t o  e s t a b l i s h  n i n e  case a n a l y s t  p o s i t i o n s  and one c l e r k  

t y p i s t  I  p o s i t i o n  a t  an e s t i m a t e d  annual c o s t  o f  about $246,000 (see 

Tab le  3 ,  page 3 0 ) .  The board  c o u l d  a v o i d  the need f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  

p r o c e s s i n g  s p e c i a l i s t s  t o  produce summary r e p o r t s  by o b t a i n i n g  computers 

f o r  the  a n a l y s t s ,  who c o u l d  p repare  r e p o r t s  f o r  p a r o l e  h e a r i n g s  d i r e c t l y  

f rom source documents. The i n i t i a l  cos t  f o r  implement ing such a  system 

would be less  than t h e  c o s t  o f  m a i n t a i n i n g  the IPSs, and would  decrease 

a f t e r  the f i r s t  y e a r .  We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  n i n e  case a n a l y s t s  c o u l d  be 

s u p p l i e d  w i t h  and t r a i n e d  i n  the  use o f  new computers f o r  about  $41,200. 



TABLE 3 

ESTIMATED SAVINGS BY 
IMPLEMENTING OPTION 6 

P o s i t i o n s  t o  E l i m i n a t e  

11 Hear ing  O f f i c e r s  
6 I n f o r m a t i o n  Process ing  S p e c i a l i s t s  

T o t a l  sav ings 

P o s i t i o n s  t o  Add 

9 Case A n a l y s t s  
1  C l e r k  T y p i s t  I 
Computer Equ i  pmen t and T r a  i n  i ng(a) 

T o t a l  c o s t s  

FIRST YEAR 

Sav i ngs 

Cos ts  

(a)  Cost d u r i n g  f i r s t  year  o n l y .  
( b )  Computer equipment and t r a i n i n g  c o s t s  would be min imal  a f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  year .  

T h e r e f o r e ,  es t ima ted  sav ings  would amount t o  approx imate ly  $228,150 i n  the  second and 

subsequent years.  

Source : A u d i t o r  General a n a l y s i s  and e s t i m a t e s  based on f i g u r e s  
ob ta ined  from the  Department o f  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
U n i t  and t h e  b o a r d ' s  f i s c a l  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i a l i s t  

Board s h o u l d  p r o v i d e  c l e a r  d i r e c t i o n  t o  s t a f f  - Regardless o f  the  op t  i on  

chosen f o r  r e s t r u c t u r i n g  the  b o a r d ' s  i n f o r m a t i o n  g a t h e r i n g  p rocess ,  the 

board w i l l  need t o  p r o v i d e  c l e a r  d i r e c t i o n  t o  i t s  s t a f f .  C u r r e n t l y ,  

board members a re  d i s s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  the h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s ,  y e t  they 

f e e l  t h a t  some form o f  summary r e p o r t  i s  necessary .  However, they admi t 

t h a t  they have no t  t r a n s l a t e d  t h i s  pe rce ived  need i n t o  d i r e c t i o n  f o r  the 

s t a f f  who must c o l  l e c t  and o r g a n i z e  the i n f o r m a t i o n .  Such d i r e c t i o n  may 

be l a c k i n g  p r i m a r i l y  because t h e  board i t s e l f  cannot reach a  consensus 



about the  k i n d  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  needed f o r  i t s  d e c i s i o n  making.  To ensure 

t h a t  the r e s t r u c t u r e d  p rocess  meets the b o a r d ' s  needs, the board  should  

d e f i n e  the  k i n d s  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  i t  wants and the a p p r o p r i a t e  format f o r  

p r o v i d i n g  the i n f o r m a t i o n .  T h i s  d i r e c t i o n  should  be i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n t o  

the  b o a r d ' s  p o l i c i e s  and p rocedures .  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 .  The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  should  r e s t r u c t u r e  i t s  process f o r  

g a t h e r i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  f o r  p a r o l e  hear ings  by e l i m i n a t i n g  e leven 

h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  and s i x  IPS I  p o s i t i o n s ,  and r e p l a c i n g  them 

w i t h  a  c l e r k  t y p i s t  I and e i t h e r  

Four case a n a l y s t s  t o  assemble documents f o r  board use a t  

h e a r i n g s ,  o r  

Nine case a n a l y s t s  t o  assemble documents and produce summary 

r e p o r t s  f o r  board use a t  h e a r i n g s .  

2 .  I f  t he  board chooses the  second o p t i o n ,  i t  shou ld  

Prov ide  c l e a r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  the a d d i t i o n a l  case a n a l y s t  

p o s i t i o n s  based on the need f o r  summary i n f o r m a t i o n ,  and 

Prov ide  the case a n a l y s t s  w i t h  computers f o r  no te  t a k i n g  and 

r e p o r t  d r a f t i n g .  

3 .  The board should  de te rm ine  what i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  r e q u i r e d  t o  make 

e f f e c t i v e  d e c i s i o n s ,  and e s t a b l i s h  c l e a r  p o l i c i e s  and procedures t o  

p r o v i d e  d i r e c t i o n  t o  s t a f f  regard ing  i n f o r m a t i o n  c o l l e c t i o n  and 

a n a l y s i s .  



OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION 

Dur i ng  the  a u d i t ,  o t he r  p e r t i n e n t  i n f o rma t i on  was developed on 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  re leases  which p rov i de  an i n c e n t i v e  f o r  p r i s o n e r s  t o  

r e fuse  p a r o l e .  I n f o r m a t i o n  was a l s o  developed on the b o a r d ' s  use o f  

a l t e r n a t i v e  re lease  programs. 

A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Releases P rov i de  
I n c e n t i v e  t o  Refuse P a r o l e  

The a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  severa l  d i f f e r e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  re leases  makes i t  

advantageous i n  many ins tances  f o r  p r i s o n e r s  t o  re fuse  p a r o l e .  The 

Department o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  has a u t h o r i t y  t o  re lease p r i s o n e r s  through a  

v a r i e t y  o f  mechanisms t h a t  a re  no t  p a r t  o f  the pa ro l e  p rocess .  I n  some 

cases, the t i m i n g  and the pos t - re lease  supe rv i s i on  requirements o f  the 

a l t e r n a t i v e  re leases  a r e  more advantageous t o  the  inmate than pa ro l e  

r e l ease .  These advantages c o n t r i b u t e  t o  the large number o f  p r i sone rs  

t h a t  re fuse  t o  appear ( R T A )  be fo re  the board f o r  pa ro l e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  

Two- th i rds o f  a l l  the  p r i s o n e r s  re leased p r i o r  t o  the e x p i r a t i o n  o f  t h e i r  

sentence a re  re leased by DOC through an admi n i  s t  r a t  i ve  r e  lease.  These 

re l eases ,  many o f  which can be combined, i n c l u d e :  

Mandatory Release (MR) app l i es t o  those o f  fenders se r v  i ng t i  me f o r  an 
o f f ense  committed p r i o r  t o  August 7 ,  1985. E l i g i b l e  o f f e n d e r s  may be 
re leased on MR s i x  months p r i o r  t o  sentence e x p i r a t i o n  i f :  a )  there 
a re  no p rev ious  re lease  v i o l a t i o n s ;  b )  one calendar year  has been 
served; c )  i nma te ' s  sentence a l l ows  f o r  the p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  e a r l y  
re lease ;  d) the o f f ense  i s  no t  under a  s t a t u t o r y  excep t i on ;  and e )  a  
consecut ive sentence does no t  f o l l o w  the cu r ren t  sen tence . ( ' )  
P r i sone rs  a re  p laced  under the supe rv i s i on  o f  a  p a r o l e  o f f i c e r  and 
a re  requ i red  t o  meet c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  a f t e r  re lease  such as 
ma in ta i n i ng  employment, regu la r  con tac t  w i t h  the pa ro l e  o f f i c e r ,  and 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a  t reatment program i f  i nd i ca ted .  F a i l u r e  t o  comply 
w i t h  the c o n d i t i o n s  may r e s u l t  i n  a  r e t u r n  t o  custody.  The o f fender  
u s u a l l y  remains under the supe rv i s i on  o f  a  pa ro l e  o f f i c e r  f o r  s i x  
months. 

( 1 )  S t a t u t o r y  excep t ions  i n c l u d e  sentences f o r  c e r t a i n  d rug  o r  sexual o f f e n s e s .  



a Provis ional  Release (PR) app l i es t o  those o f f e n d e r s  serv i ng t  ime f o r  an 
o f f e n s e  committed on o r  a f t e r  August 7 ,  1985. E s s e n t i a l l y ,  the  same 
e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a  must be m e t  as a re  r e q u i r e d  fo; Mandatory 
Re lease,  bu t  r e  lease i s  a l s o  dependent upon the approval  o f  the 
d i r e c t o r  o f  DOC. E l i g i b l e  o f f ende rs  may be re leased  on PR s i x  months 
p r i o r  t o  the sentence e x p i r a t i o n  da te  or  earned re lease c r e d i t  da te .  
O f fenders  a re  p l aced  under the supe rv i s i on  o f  a  p a r o l e  o f f i c e r  and 
must meet the  same c o n d i t i o n s  as persons on mandatory re lease  o r  
p a r o l e .  Supe rv i s i on  l a s t s  approx imate ly  s i x  months, o r  u n t i l  the 
o f f ende r  reaches h i s  o r  her earned re lease  c r e d i t  date .  

Earned Release c r e d i t s  a re  accrued by those o f f ende rs  se r v i ng  t ime 
f o r  an o f f ense  commit ted on o r  a f t e r  August 13 ,  1986, un less they a re  
s e r v i n g  " f l a t  t i m e . "  A f t e r  reaching p a r o l e  e l  i g i b i  I i  t y ,  c r e d i t s  a re  
earned f o r  good behav io r  and a re  accrued a t  a  r a t e  depending upon the 
sentence s t r u c t u r e .  I f  a  p r i s o n e r  has not  been re leased on p a r o l e  or  
p r o v i s i o n a l  r e l ease ,  he or  she i s  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  re leased on the 
Earned Release C r e d i t  Date (ERCD). Th is  i s  an unsuperv ised re lease ,  

a Discret ionary  Release p rov  i  s  i ons vary  depend i  ng upon whet her an 
o f f ende r  was sentenced f o r  a  cr ime committed p r i o r  t o  October 1 ,  
1978. Those sentenced f o r  cr imes committed p r i o r  to  the  October date 
may be granted a  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  re lease  360 ca lendar  days p r i o r  t o  the 
mandatory re lease  d a t e .  Those sentenced f o r  cr imes committed on o r  
a f t e r  October 1 ,  1978, who a re  no t  e l i g i b l e  f o r  MR o r  PR, may be 
re leased  180 days e a r l y .  P r i s o n e r s  re leased under the d i s c r e t i o n a r y  
re lease  p r o v i s i o n  a r e  p laced  under the supe rv i s i on  o f  a  pa ro l e  
o f f i c e r  and must meet the same types o f  condi t ions as persons on MR 
o r  PR. 

a Temporary Release (TR) may be granted t o  those o f fenders  who have 
been approved f o r  another  form o f  re lease o r  a r e  w i t h i n  90 days o f  
the  e x p i r a t i o n  o f  sentence.  I f  MR,  PR, ERCD or p a r o l e  has -been  
approved, the d i r e c t o r  o f  DOC may re lease the o f f ende r  on TR s t a t u s  
up t o  90 days p r i o r  t o  the e l  i g i b i  l i t y  da te  o f  the g ran ted  re lease .  
Du r i ng  the t ime a  p r i s o n e r  i s  on TR, he o r  she i s  superv ised  by a  
p a r o l e  o f f i c e r  and must comply w i t h  the same c o n d i t i o n s  as i n  MR, PR, 
and p a r o l e .  

Pa ro l e  i s  no t  a v i a b l e  o p t i o n  i n  some cases - Given the cu r ren t  

e l i g i b i l i t y  s t r u c t u r e ,  p a r o l e  i s  no t  a  v i a b l e  o p t i o n  f o r  persons 

sentenced t o  r e l a t i v e l y  sho r t  sentences. The f o l l o w i n g  example 

i l l u s t r a t e s  t h i s  p o i n t .  

Example - A person was sentenced t o  two years ,  and the sentence began 
on January 5 ,  1989. H i s  sentence requ i r ed  t h a t  he serve one-ha l f  o f  
h i s  term p r i o r  t o  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y  which made him e l i g i b l e  f o r  
p a r o l e  re lease on January 5 ,  1990, e l i g i b l e  f o r  p r o v i s i o n a l  re lease 
on February 11,  1990, and e l i g i b l e  f o r  earned c r e d i t  re lease  on 



August 10 ,  
on temporar 
h i s  r e l e a s e  
e l i g i b i l i t y  

1990. I f  he were g ran ted  p r o v i s i o n a l  r e l e a s e  and re leased  
y  r e l e a s e  s t a t u s  60 days p r i o r  t o  t h a t  e l i g i b i l i t y  da te ,  

da te  would be approx imate ly  one month p r i o r  t o  h i s  p a r o l e  
d a t e .  

As shown i n  the  example, an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e l e a s e  may occur j u s t  a f t e r ,  

o r  even j u s t  b e f o r e ,  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i l i t y .  Even when a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

re lease  occurs  a f t e r  p a r o l e ,  some p r i s o n e r s  choose the DOC re lease  

because i t  may r e q u i r e  l e s s  s u p e r v i s i o n .  When a  person i s  re leased  on 

p a r o l e ,  he o r  she i s  superv ised  by a  p a r o l e  o f f i c e r  u n t i  l the  e x p i r a t i o n  

o f  the sentence, o r  u n t i l  an a b s o l u t e  d i s c h a r g e  f rom s u p e r v i s i o n  i s  

g ran ted  by the p a r o l e  board .  The a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  re leases  o f t e n  r e q u i r e  

l e s s ,  o r  no s u p e r v i s i o n .  To i l l u s t r a t e ,  i f  t h e  person i n  the  above 

example was p a r o l e d ,  he would be superv ised u n t i l  January 5 ,  1991. Under 

the DOC r e l e a s e s ,  s u p e r v i s i o n  would end on August 10,  1990. I n  f a c t ,  i n  

some cases where a  nonsuperv ised re lease  i s  imminent,  the board may 

choose t o  p a r o l e  a  p r i s o n e r  because o f  a  b e l i e f  t h a t  he o r  she would 

b e n e f i t  from some s u p e r v i s i o n .  

Some p r i s o n e r s  may a l s o  favor  a  DOC re lease  because i t  does no t  r e q u i r e  

them t o  pay a  s u p e r v i s i o n  f e e .  When a  p r i s o n e r  i s  re leased  on p a r o l e ,  

the law r e q u i r e s  t h a t  a  month ly  fee o f  n o t  l e s s  than $30 be assessed, 

un less  the  board waives a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  the fee due t o  i n a b i l i t y  t o  pay.  

Th is  f a c t ,  when combined w i t h  the t i m i n g  and s u p e r v i s i o n  o f  the  

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r e l e a s e s ,  may make the DOC re leases  seem more advantageous 

than p a r o l e .  

Many inmates choose a r e l e a s e  o t h e r  than  p a r o l e  - Approx imate ly  25 

percent  o f  a l l  p r i s o n e r s  c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e ,  r e f u s e  t o  

appear (RTA) f o r  p a r o l e  c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  Most r e f u s e  t o  appear because o f  

the  ava i  l a b i  l i t y  o f  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  re leases .  

Dur ing  our  a u d i t ,  we reviewed RTAs f o r  t h e  p e r i o d  August th rough  October 

1989, and found t h a t  69 percen t  o f  a l l  RTAs d u r i n g  t h a t  p e r i o d  were due 

t o  o t h e r  DOC re leases .  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  we i n t e r v i e w e d  32 p r i s o n e r s  i n  3 

d i f f e r e n t  u n i t s  t h a t  had r e c e n t l y  waived t h e i r  p a r o l e  h e a r i n g .  I n  10 o f  

the 32 cases reviewed, the  o f  fender had seen the  board on one occas ion 



and had been den ied  pa r0  l e .  However, t he  d a t e  o f  t h e  second h e a r i n g  was 

so c l o s e  t o  an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  DOC r e l e a s e ,  they chose t o  waive a  second 

p a r o l e  h e a r i n g  i n  f a v o r  o f  the o t h e r  upcoming DOC r e l e a s e .  I n  4 o f  the 

32 cases,  t h e  o f f e n d e r s  waived t h e i r  f i r s t  appearance b e f o r e  t h e  board 

due t o  an imminent DOC r e l e a s e .  

BPP's Use  of A l t e r n a t i v e  
Release Programs I s  Increasing 

Regular  p a r o l e  accounts  f o r  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  55 p e r c e n t  o f  the Board o f  

Pardons and P a r o l e s '  case load .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  r e g u l a r  p a r o l e ,  t h e r e  a r e  

th ree  o t h e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  means o f  re lease  over  wh ich  the  board has 

a u t h o r i t y :  e a r l y  r e l e a s e  due t o  ove rc rowd ing ,  home a r r e s t ,  and work 

f u r l o u g h .  D u r i n g  ou r  a u d i t ,  we reviewed t h e  b o a r d ' s  use o f  these 

a l t e r n a t i v e  forms o f  r e l e a s e  and found t h a t  the  approva l  r a t e  has shown a  

steady inc rease  f rom J u l y  th rough  November 1989 f o r  home a r r e s t  and e a r l y  

re lease ,  and has remained f a i r l y  s t a b l e  f o r  work f u r l o u g h  r e l e a s e s .  We 

a l s o  found t h a t  due t o  e r r o r s ,  changes i n  p r i s o n e r  s t a t u s ,  and p r i s o n e r  

wa ive rs ,  more p r i s o n e r s  a r e  c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  f o r  these programs than 

the board ever  a c t u a l l y  c o n s i d e r s .  

E a r l y  r e l e a s e  - A . R . S  $31-233(1)  p r o v i d e s  f o r  suspens ion o f  normal p a r o l e  

e l i g i b i l i t y  procedures f o r  c e r t a i n  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  o f  p r i s o n e r s  when the  

p r i s o n e r  p o p u l a t i o n  exceeds 98 pe rcen t  o f  c a p a c i t y .  T h i s  i s  cons ide red  a 

form o f  genera l  p a r o l e .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  p r i s o n  p o p u l a t i o n  

requ i rement ,  i n  o r d e r  t o  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h i s  t ype  o f  p a r o l e  r e l e a s e ,  the 

p r i s o n e r  must :  

Be s e r v i n g  t ime  f o r  a  C lass 4 ,  5 ,  o r  6 f e l o n y  t h a t  d i d  no t  i n v o l v e  
the use o f  a  weapon o r  the i n f l i c t i o n  o f  s e r i o u s  i n j u r y ;  

Have no c o n s e c u t i v e  sentences ; and 

Have no p r i o r  f e l o n y  c o n v i c t i o n s .  

Since e a r l y  r e l e a s e  i s  t e c h n i c a l l y  a  form o f  r e g u l a r  p a r o l e ,  the same 

l e v e l  o f  s u p e r v i s i o n  i s  p r o v i d e d ,  and the p r i s o n e r  must agree t o  comply 

w i t h  c e r t a i n  c o n d i t i o n s  i n  o rde r  t o  remain a t  l i b e r t y .  These c o n d i t i o n s  



i n c l u d e  such t h i n g s  as r e g u l a r  c o n t a c t  w i t h  t h e  p a r o l e  o f f i c e r ,  

m a i n t a i n i n g  employment, and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t rea tmen t  programs i f  

i n d i c a t e d .  As i s  the  case w i t h  a l l  p a r o l e  r e l e a s e s ,  the  board  i s  

requ i  red  by s t a t u t e  t o  assess a  s u p e r v i s i o n  fee o f  no less  than $30 per  

month u n l e s s  they f i n d  t h e  p r i s o n e r  i s  unab le  t o  pay.  I f  t h i s  occurs ,  

t h e  board  may waive a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  t h e  f e e .  The payment o f  the 

s u p e r v i s i o n  fee and any r e s t i t u t i o n  o rde red  by the c o u r t  a r e  i n c l u d e d  as 

c o n d i t i o n s  t o  p a r o l e .  F a i l u r e  t o  comply w i t h  the c o n d i t i o n s  o f  p a r o l e  

can r e s u l t  i n  r e i n c a r c e r a t i o n .  

As shown i n  Tab le  4 ,  (see page 39) the  BPP has approved 122 o f f e n d e r s  f o r  

e a r l y  r e l e a s e  d u r i n g  the  p e r i o d  o f  J u l y  th rough  November 1989. Due t o  

the f a c t  t h a t  some o f  these persons were c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  f o r  o n l y  

e a r l y  r e l e a s e  and some were c e r t i f i e d  e l i g i b l e  f o r  b o t h  e a r l y  r e l e a s e  and 

home a r r e s t ,  i t  i s  n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  an approva l  r a t e  f o r  j u s t  

t h e  e a r l y  re lease  c a t e g o r y .  However, t he  approva l  r a t e  f o r  e a r l y  re lease  

and home a r r e s t  was 52 p e r c e n t  f o r  the  p e r i o d  rev iewed.  

Home arrest  - A . R . S  331-236 e s t a b l i s h e d  the  home a r r e s t  program and 

p r o v i d e s  f o r  a  c o n d i t i o n a l ,  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  re lease  g ran ted  t o  e l i g i b l e  

p r i s o n e r s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  be e l i g i b l e  f o r  the  home a r r e s t  program, a  

p r i s o n e r  must :  

Be s e r v i n g  t ime  f o r  a  C lass  4 ,  5 ,  o r  6  f e l o n y  which was n o t  a  sexual 
o f f e n s e  and which d i d  n o t  i n v o l v e  s e r i o u s  p h y s i c a l  i n j u r y  o r  a  
weapon, and n o t  have any p r i o r  f e l o n y  c o n v i c t i o n s ;  - o r  

Have served a t  l e a s t  one year  and be c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  under 
A . R . S .  $31-233(1). 

Home a r r e s t  may a l s o  be used f o r  p a r o l e e s  who commit t e c h n i c a l  

v i o l a t i o n s .  A t e c h n i c a l  v i o l a t i o n  i s  the v i o l a t i o n  o f  a  c o n d i t i o n  o f  

p a r o l e  by an a c t  t h a t  i s  n o t  a g a i n s t  the law ( i  . e . ,  f a i  l u r e  t o  appear f o r  

an appointment w i t h  the  p a r o l e  o f f i c e r ) .  Persons w i t h  t e c h n i c a l  

v i o l a t i o n s  can be r e t u r n e d  t o  conf inement .  The home a r r e s t  program 

a l l o w s  some o f f e n d e r s  t o  remain i n  the  community, b u t  under c l o s e r  

s u p e r v i s i o n .  



The home a r r e s t  program has been i n  e f f e c t  approx imate ly  one y e a r .  I t  

was o r i g i n a l l y  des igned t o  accommodate approx imate ly  225 p a r t i c i p a n t s  and 

i s  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  m e t r o p o l i t a n  Phoenix and Tucson. P a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  the 

home a r r e s t  program a r e  under cons tan t  s u r v e i  I lance by means o f  an 

e l e c t r o n i c  m o n i t o r i n g  dev ice  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  f requen t  c o n t a c t s  w i t h  a  

p a r o l e  o f f i c e r .  The p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  remain a t  home except 

f o r  approved a c t i v i t i e s  such as work o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a  t reatment  

program. Home a r r e s t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  a r e  assessed a fee o f  $3 .35  per day 

f o r  the e l e c t r o n i c  m o n i t o r i n g  dev ice  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  monthly 

s u p e r v i s i o n  fee o f  $30.  These two fees t o t a l  approx imate ly  $130 month ly :  

however, the board may waive a l l  o r  p a r t  o f  t h i s  fee i f  t h e  p r i s o n e r  i s  

unable  t o  pay.  

Table 4 (see page 39)  shows t h a t  the  BPP approved 136 cand ida tes  f o r  t h i s  

program d u r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  o f  J u l y  th rough  November 1989. D u r i n g  t h a t  

t i m e ,  concern was expressed r e g a r d i n g  t h e  stow imp lementa t ion  o f  the  

program, and the  board was c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  no t  approv ing  more o f  the  

cand ida tes .  Board members acknowledged t h a t  the re  had been communication 

problems between BPP and DOC,  bu t  these problems have s i n c e  been 

r e c t i f i e d .  I n  a recen t  r e p o r t  t o  the  L e g i s l a t u r e ,  D r .  Dennis  Palumbo 

s t a t e d  t h a t  the home a r r e s t  program has no t  been c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  thus f a r  

because i t  has n o t  been f u l l y  implemented. Accord ing t o  D r .  Palumbo, 

however, when f u l l y  implemented, the  program c o u l d  save the S t a t e  

approx imate ly  $30 per day f o r  each p a r t i c i p a n t .  Regard ing the  b o a r d ' s  

use o f  the home a r r e s t  program, D r .  Palumbo found t h a t  the board approved 

48 percent  o f  those p r i s o n e r s  t h a t  were e l i g i b l e  and s u i t a b l e .  



TABLE 4 

APPROVALS OF EARLY RELEASE AND HOME ARREST 
CANDIDATES JULY THROUGH NOVEMBER 1989 

E a r l y  Home 
Re l ease A r r e s t  T o t a l  

Heard Approved Approved Approved(a) R a t e  

J u l y  73 16 16 32 43.8% 
August 5 4 8 2 1 29 53.7% 
September 21 3 5 0 68 118 55.4% 
October 104 3 7 23 6 0 57.7% 
November 5 1 11 3 2 ( b )  37.3% 

TOTAL a 122 23 52.1 % 

( a )  The s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  e a r l y  r e l e a s e  and home a r r e s t  i n c l u d e  many cand ida tes  who a r e  c e r t i f i e d  
as e l i g i b l e  f o r  b o t h  c a t e g o r i e s .  Therefore,  t h e  number approved shown h e r e  a r e  f o r  t h e  

combinat ion o f  e a r l y  re1 ease and home a r r e s t .  

( b )  Due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  DOC missed t h e  dead l ine  f o r  s u b m i t t i n g  new c e r t i f i c a t i o n s ,  t h e  o n l y  
cand ida tes  cons idered f o r  e a r l y  re lease  and home a r r e s t  i n  November were those  t h a t  had 

been cons idered p rev ious1  y  and denied.  

Source:  The d a t a  f o r  J u l y ,  August ,  and September were taken from the 
b o a r d ' s  mon th ly  r e p o r t s ,  and the d a t a  f o r  October and November were 
compi led by  A u d i t o r  General s t a f f  f rom board agendas 

Work f u r l o u g h  - A.R.S 531-233(C) p r o v i d e s  f o r  r e l e a s e  on work f u r l o u g h  

f o r  p r i s o n e r s  who meet s t a t u t o r y  requ i rements  and s p e c i f i c  e l i g i b i l i t y  

c r i t e r i a .  I n  o r d e r  t o  s a t i s f y  the s t a t u t o r y  requ i rements ,  t h e  p r i s o n e r  

must be w i t h i n  14 months o f  h i s  o r  her  p a r o l e  e l i g i b i  l i t y  d a t e  and have 

served a minimum o f  6 months.  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the  s t a t u t o r y  requ i rements ,  

the board r e q u i r e s  t h a t  the p r i s o n e r  be i n  a minimum o r  l e s s e r  custody 

s t a t u s ;  have no ma jo r  d i s c i p l i n a r y  v i o l a t i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e  p r e v i o u s  s i x  

months; and be f r e e  o f  d e t a i n e r s  and w a r r a n t s .  Tab le  5 (see page 40) 

shows t h a t  d u r i n g  the  p e r i o d  o f  J u l y  th rough  November 1989, the  BPP 

approved 141 o f  the 379 work f u r l o u g h  cand ida tes  cons ide red ,  an approva l  

r a t e  o f  37.2 p e r c e n t .  However, i t  shou ld  be no ted  t h a t  those c e r t i f i e d  



by DOC as e l i g i b l e  f o r  work f u r l ough  were o n l y  screened f o r  the s t a t u t o r y  

requirements and no t  the  b o a r d ' s  requ i rements .  Th i s  f a c t  cou ld  e x p l a i n  

the lower approva l  r a t e  f o r  t h i s  ca tegory  o f  re lease  s i nce  some o f  those 

seen by the  board would be denied due t o  the f a c t  t h a t  they d i d  not  meet 

the  boa rd ' s  b a s i c  requi rements .  

TABLE 5 

APPROVALS OF WORK FURLOUGH CANDIDATES 
JULY THROUGH NOVEMBER 1989 

Heard Approved Rate 

J u l y  2 5 
August 97 
Sep tembe r  86 
October 9 0 
November .- 8  1 

TOTAL 379 141 37.2% 

Source: The da ta  f o r  J u l y ,  August,  and September were taken from the 
boa rd ' s  month ly  r e p o r t s ,  and the da ta  f o r  October and November were 
compiled by Aud i t o r  General s t a f f  from board agendas 



Numbers c e r t i f i e d  v s .  numbers heard and approved - I n  assess ing the 

boa rd ' s  use o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  re leases ,  i t  i s  necessary t o  determine the 

number o f  persons a c t u a l l y  cons idered by the board .  The number o f  

persons t h a t  a re  c e r t i f i e d  by DOC as e l i g i b l e  f o r  re lease  i s  much la rger  

than the  number t h a t  a re  e v e n t u a l l y  heard by the board.  Th is  i s  t r u e  f o r  

a l l  re lease  c a t e g o r i e s .  Some persons a re  found t o  be i n e l i g i b l e  a f t e r  

c e r t i f i c a t i o n ,  and some waive t h e i r  hea r i ng .  

Inel igibles - Approx imate ly  13 percent  o f  a l l  p r i s o n e r s  c e r t i f i e d  by 
DOC are  found t o  be i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  by the board.  
l n e l i g i b i  l i t i e s  may be the r e s u l t  o f  an e r r o r  i n  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  or  an 
occurrence s i nce  the c e r t i f i c a t i o n  such as a  d i s c i p l i n a r y  v i o l a t i o n .  
DOC n o t i f i e s  the  board o f  the i n e l i g i b i l i t i e s ,  and the names a re  
removed from the b o a r d ' s  agenda f o r  t h a t  month. Wi thout  n o t i f i c a t i o n  
from DOC, the board  i s  r equ i r ed  by s t a t u t e  t o  cons ider  a l  l those 
c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  by DOC. 

Waivers - Approx imate ly  25 percent  o f  a l l  p r i sone rs  c e r t i f i e d  by DOC 
waive c o n s i d e r a t i o n .  Those who waive t h e i r  hear ing  a re  removed from 
the  board 's  agenda f o r  t h a t  month. 

Table 6 (see page 42) p rov i des  an example o f  how these f a c t o r s  impact the 

case load.  Th is  example p e r t a i n s  t o  home a r r e s t  cases f o r  the month o f  

October 1989, bu t  the  impact can be found i n  a l l  ca tego r i es  i n  any g iven  

month. I t  should be no ted  t h a t  48 percent  o f  those c e r t i f i e d  were not  

seen by the board.  I f  the  boa rd ' s  approval  r a t e  were based on the t o t a l  

c e r t i f i e d ,  the r a t e  would be on l y  19.2 pe rcen t .  However, i f  the approval  

r a t e  were based on t he  a c t u a l  number cons idered,  a f t e r  s u b t r a c t i n g  those 

i n e l i g i b l e s ,  wa ive rs ,  and approva ls  f o r  o the r  ca tego r i es ,  the r a t e  would 

be approx imate ly  49 p e r c e n t .  



TABLE 6 

OUTCOME OF HOME ARREST CERTIFICATIONS 
OCTOBER 1989 

Total certified for home arrest 

Number Percent 

120 100 .O% 

Less:  Waived c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f o r  home a r r e s t  (31 ) (25 .a%) 
i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  home a r r e s t  ( 2 7 )  (22.5%) 
Denied home a r r e s t  o r  passed t o  n e x t  month ( 2 4 )  (20 .O%) 
Approved on another  t ype  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n c a )  (15) (12.5%) 

TOTAL APPROVED FOR HOME ARREST 23 19.2% 

( a )  Some o f  those c e r t i f i e d  as e l i g i b l e  f o r  home a r r e s t  were  a l s o  e l i g i b l e  f o r  e a r l y  

r e l e a s e  (233[1] )  o r  genera l  p a r o l e  (412a) .  

Source:  S t a t i s t i c s  compi led f rom board  agendas by A u d i t o r  General s t a f f  



SUNSET FACTORS 

I n  accordance w i t h  A . R . S .  541-2354, the  L e g i s l a t u r e  shou ld  c o n s i d e r  the 

f o l l o w i n g  12 f a c t o r s  i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  whether t h e  Board o f  Pardons and 

P a r o l e s  shou ld  be c o n t i n u e d  o r  t e r m i n a t e d .  

Objective and purpose in establishing the board 

The Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  was e s t a b l i s h e d  as an independent 

agency t o  have " e x c l u s i v e  power t o  pass upon and recommend r e p r i e v e s ,  

commutations, p a r o l e s  and pa rdons . "  As such,  the board  has s o l e  

d i s c r e t i o n  t o  approve a  p r i s o n e r  f o r  p a r o l e  p r i o r  t o  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  

h i s  o r  her sentence o n l y  i f  " i t  appears  . . .  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  

p robab i  l i t y  t h a t  the  a p p l i c a n t  w i  l l remain a t  l i b e r t y  w i t h o u t  

v i o l a t i n g  the law . "  I f  approved f o r  r e l e a s e ,  the a p p l i c a n t  i s  then 

p a r o l e d  t o  the  l e g a l  custody o f  the  Department o f  C o r r e c t i o n s  which 

i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e  s u p e r v i s i o n .  A p r i s o n e r  r e l e a s e d  on p a r o l e  

by the board remains on p a r o l e  s t a t u s  u n t i  l e x p i r a t i o n  o f  t h e  term 

s p e c i f i e d  i n  the  sentence o r  u n t i l  h i s  o r  he r  a b s o l u t e  d i s c h a r g e  by 

the  Board o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s .  

2. The effectiveness with which the board has met its objective and purpose and 
the efficiency with which i t  has operated 

The board has g e n e r a l l y  met i t s  o b j e c t i v e  and purpose by  r e v i e w i n g  

p r i s o n e r s '  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  p a r o l e  and a p p r o v i n g  those who meet i t s  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  r e l e a s e .  D u r i n g  FY 1988-89, the  board  h e l d  re lease  

hear ings  f o r  6,403 p r i s o n e r s  and approved 2,295 r e l e a s e s .  However, 

t he re  i s  no a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  t o  de te rm ine  i f  t he  b o a r d ' s  d e c i s i o n s  have 

been e f f e c t i v e .  C u r r e n t l y ,  n e i t h e r  the  board no r  DOC m a i n t a i n s  

s t a t i s t i c s  on r e c i d i v i s m .  

The b o a r d ' s  e f f i c i e n c y  i n  mee t ing  i t s  o b j e c t i v e  and purpose i s  

hampered by an i n c r e a s i n g  case load and severe t i m e  c o n s t r a i n t s  



r e s u l t i n g  from the  h i g h  numbers o f  cases t h a t  have t o  be processed 

each month (see F i n d i n g  I I ,  page 1 3 ) .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  the e f f i c i e n c y  o f  

board  o p e r a t i o n s  can be f u r t h e r  improved by r e s t r u c t u r i n g  i t s  

i n f o r m a t i o n - g a t h e r i n g  p rocess .  Changes i n  the  c u r r e n t  p rocess  can 

save the  board between $1 87,000 and $356,000 annual l y  . (See F i n d i n g  

I I I ,  page 21 - 3 1 . )  

3. The extent to which the board has operated in the public interest 

When c o n s i d e r i n g  any inmate f o r  r e l e a s e ,  the  board  a t tempts  t o  take 

a l l  f a c t o r s  i n t o  account i n  d e t e r m i n i n g  i f  t h e r e  i s  a  s u b s t a n t i a l  

p r o b a b i l i t y  t h a t  the inmate w i l l  remain a t  l i b e r t y  w i t h o u t  v i o l a t i n g  

the  law. However, t h e  board cou ld  p r o v i d e  g r e a t e r  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  and 

cons is tency  i n  t h e i r  p a r o l e  d e c i s i o n s  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  and 

implement ing a s t r u c t u r e d  dec is ion-making process (see F i n d i n g  I ,  

pages 7 - 1 2 ) .  

4. The extent to which rules and regulations promulgated by the board are 
consistent with the legislative mandate 

The b o a r d ' s  c u r r e n t  r u l e s  were promulgated i n  1980. These r u l e s  were 

c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the  l e g i s l a t i v e  mandate i n  p l a c e  a t  t h a t  t ime .  

However, s ince  1980, changes i n  l e g i s l a t i o n  have occur red .  The board 

i s  c u r r e n t l y  i n  the process o f  d r a f t i n g  r e v i s i o n s  t o  the r u l e s  t o  

assure a l l  new l e g i s l a t i v e  mandates a re  promulgated by r u l e .  

5. The extent to which the board has encouraged input from the public before 
promulgating its rules and regulations and the extent to which i t  has informed 
the public as to its actions and their expected impact on the public 

The board i s  c o n s c i e n t i o u s  about n o t i f y i n g  the  p u b l i c  o f  upcoming 

meet ings and hear ings  h e l d  i n  the p a r o l e  b o a r d ' s  o f f i c e .  D u r i n g  our 

a u d i t ,  we found no evidence t h a t  the b o a r d ' s  meet ings were n o t  h e l d  

i n  accordance w i t h  the  open meet ing laws (A.R.S. 938-431 ) .  A l  l 

no t  i c e s  o f  open meet ings a re  posted i n  conspicuous p laces  t o  assure 

t h a t  the p u b l i c  i s  aware o f  the d a t e ,  t i m e ,  and p l a c e  o f  the  meet ings.  

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  i n  accordance w i t h  A.R.S. 331-411 .G ,  b e f o r e  h o l d i n g  a  

p a r o l e  hear ing ,  the  board must n o t i f y  the  A t t o r n e y  Genera l ,  the 



p r e s i d i n g  judge o f  the  s u p e r i o r  c o u r t ,  t he  county  a t t o r n e y  i n  the 

county  i n  which the p r i s o n e r  was sentenced, and the  v i c t i m  o f  t h e  

o f f e n s e  f o r  which the p r i s o n e r  i s  i n c a r c e r a t e d  15 days p r i o r  t o  the 

h e a r i n g .  The n o t i c e  t o  the  v i c t i m  o r  the v i c t i m ' s  immediate f a m i l y  

i s  m a i l e d  t o  the  l a s t  known address,  bu t  board s t a f f  do n o t  f o l l o w  up 

i f  t he  v i c t i m  does not  respond. 

We found t h a t  the  board g e n e r a l l y  compl ies  w i t h  the  v i c t i m  

n o t i f i c a t i o n  requ i rement .  We reviewed a  sample o f  68 inmates t h a t  

were scheduled t o  appear f o r  the November 1989 board hear ings  and 

found t h a t  o f  the 43 inmates t h a t  had v i c t i m s ,  33 v i c t i m s  were 

n o t i f i e d .  Board s t a f f  d i d  n o t  n o t i f y  the remain ing 10 v i c t i m s  e i t h e r  

because they c o u l d  no t  f i n d  an address o r  because the  board found the 

inmates were i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  p a r o l e .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  12 o f  the  inmates 

scheduled t o  appear had no v i c t i m s ,  and t h e  board was unable t o  

determine i f  13 o t h e r  cases i n v o l v e d  v i c t i m s .  We a l s o  found t h a t ,  

f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  t he  board  met the s p e c i f i e d  t ime  requ i rement .  

However, the re  were two cases i n  which the v i c t i m s  were no t  n o t i f i e d  

u n t i l  seven and f i v e  days p r i o r  t o  the h e a r i n g .  

F i n a l l y ,  as noted i n  f a c t o r  number 4 ,  the board i s  c u r r e n t l y  i n  the  

process o f  r e v i s i n g  i t s  r u l e s  and r e g u l a t i o n s .  Board s t a f f  

a n t i c i p a t e  t h a t  hear ings  on t h e  r e v i s i o n s  w i l l  be h e l d  i n  midsummer 

1990. 

6. The extent to which the board has been able to investigate and resolve 
complaints that are within its jurisdiction 

T h i s  f a c t o r  does no t  app ly  s i n c e  the Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  i s  

n o t  a  r e g u l a t o r y  agency. 

7. The extent to which the Attorney General or any other applicable agency of 
State government has the authority to prosecute actions under enabling 
legislation 

T h i s  f a c t o r  does no t  a p p l y  s i n c e  the Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  i s  

n o t  a  r e g u l a t o r y  agency. 



8. The extent to which the board has addressed deficiencies in its enabling 
statutes which prevent i t  from fulfilling its statutory mandate 

The board  has formed a  l e g i s l a t i v e  committee t o  rev iew the  c u r r e n t  

s t a t u t e s ;  i d e n t i f y  d e f i c i e n c i e s ,  amendments, and r e p e a l s ;  and develop 

new l e g i s l a t i o n  needed i n  o r d e r  t o  enhance board o p e r a t i o n s .  For 

example, f o r  t h e  1990 l e g i s l a t i v e  sess ion ,  the  board i s  p ropos ing  two 

changes: 1 )  c r e a t e  th ree  two-member panels  t o  conduct p a r o l e  

h e a r i n g s ,  and 2 )  r e v i s e  the work f u r l o u g h  n o t i f i c a t i o n  process t o  

make i t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  the n o t i f i c a t i o n  process f o r  a l l  o t h e r  types 

o f  r e l e a s e s .  ( C u r r e n t l y ,  n o t i f i c a t i o n  t o  v i c t i m s ,  p r o s e c u t i n g  

a t t o r n e y s ,  t h e  A t t o r n e y  General ,  and o t h e r s  r e g a r d i n g  work f u r l o u g h  

h e a r i n g s  i s  g i v e n  30 days p r i o r  t o  the r e l e a s e  h e a r i n g .  A l l  o the r  

types o f  re leases  have a  n o t i f i c a t i o n  dead l ine  o f  15 d a y s . )  

The board ,  i n  c o n j u n c t i o n  w i t h  the  Department o f  C o r r e c t i o n s ,  was 

i n s t r u m e n t a l  i n  deve lop ing  the  home a r r e s t  program t h a t  was enacted 

i n  J u l y  1988. 

9. The extent to which changes are necessary in the laws of the board to -- 
adequately comply with factors listed in the Sunset law 

Based on our  a u d i t  work,  we recommend the f o l l o w i n g  l e g i s l a t i v e  

changes : 

The L e g i s l a t u r e  should  cons ide r  amending A.R.S. 931-401.H t o  
a l l o w  the  board t o  hear cases us ing  t h r e e  panels  by r e v i s i n g  
s t a t u t e s  t o  a l l o w  panels t o  be composed o f  two r a t h e r  than three 
members (see F i n d i n g  l l ,  pages 13 - 20) .  

As another  o p t i o n  t o  b e t t e r  caseload management, the L e g i s l a t u r e  
should  cons ide r  amending A.R.S. 41-1604.G t o  change the leng th  
o f  t ime between p a r o l e  h e a r i n g s  ( f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  p r e v i o u s l y  
den ied p a r o l e )  t o  s i x  months from the  c u r r e n t  four-month 
p r o v i s i o n  (see F i n d i n g  l l ,  pages 13 - 2 0 ) .  

10. The extent to which the termination of the board would significantly harm the 
public health, safety, or welfare 

Because the Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  g r a n t s  t h e  r e l e a s e  o f  on ly  



o n e - t h i r d  o f  t he  inmates re leased  y e a r l y  from A r i z o n a ' s  p r i s o n s ,  the 

t e r m i n a t i o n  o f  the board would no t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  harm the p u b l i c  

h e a l t h ,  s a f e t y ,  o r  w e l f a r e .  The Department o f  Co r rec t i ons  would 

con t inue  t o  re lease  inmates based upon i t s  de te rm ina t i on  t h a t  an 

i n d i v i d u a l  i s  ready f o r  re lease  w i t hou t  pos ing  danger upon the 

community. I n  f a c t ,  i n  some s t a t e s ,  p a r o l e  boards have l i t t l e  o r  no 

r o l e  i n  d i s c r e t i o n a r y  r e l e a s e s .  One s t a t e ,  Minnesota,  does no t  have 

a  p a r o l e  board.  A d d i t i o n a l l y ,  n i n e  o ther  s t a t e s  have pa ro l e  

a u t h o r i t i e s  w i t h  l i m i t e d  j u r i s d i c t i o n  over d i s c r e t i o n a r y  re lease 

d e c i s i o n s .  For i ns tance ,  C a l i f o r n i a ' s  pa ro l e  board  has d i s c r e t i o n a r y  

re lease  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o n l y  over p r i s o n e r s  sentenced t o  l i f e  i n  

p r i s o n .  I n  Oregon, the p a r o l e  board has no a u t h o r i t y  t o  g ran t  

d i s c r e t i o n a r y  r e l ease ,  b u t  i s  s t i l l  r espons ib l e  f o r  s e t t i n g  

c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  those re l eased .  

A l though t e rm ina t i ng  BPP would no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  harm p u b l i c  h e a l t h ,  

s a f e t y ,  o r  w e l f a r e ,  t h e r e  a re  severa l  reasons f o r  c o n t i n u i n g  i t s  

ex i s t ence .  Accord ing t o  a  recen t  Na t i ona l  I n s t i t u t e  o f  Co r rec t i ons  

s tudy ,  pa ro l e  boards p r o v i d e  "checks and balances w i  t h i n  our system 

o f  c r i m i n a l  s a n c t i o n i n g . "  As noted e a r l i e r ,  A r i z o n a ' s  board was 

purposely  set  up as an independent agency t o  pass upon pa ro l es  and 

commutations. Moreover, 49 s t a t e s  con t inue  t o  use pa ro l e  boards f o r  

a t  l eas t  some re lease  d e c i s i o n s .  E l i m i n a t i o n  o f  t h i s  independent 

rev iew o f  re lease  cand ida tes  i n  Ar izona would p lace  f u l  l 

responsi  b i  l  i t y  w i t h  DOC and cou I d  p o s s i b l y  lead t o  i napp rop r i a t e  

re lease  dec i s i ons .  The s t a t e  o f  F l o r i d a ,  which p r e v i o u s l y  abo l i shed  

i t s  p a r o l e  board,  r e e s t a b l i s h e d  i t s  board because s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s  

f e l t  t h a t  the re lease  fo rmu la  d i d  not  adequate ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

between low- r i sk  and h i g h - r i s k  inmates.  The F l o r i d a  Cont ro l  Release 

A u t h o r i t y  was c rea ted  t o  add some d i s c r e t i o n  t o  the re lease formula.  

11. The extent to which the level of regulation exercised by the board is 
appropriate and whether less or more stringent levels or regulation would be 
appropriate 

Th i s  f a c t o r  does no t  app l y  s i nce  the Board o f  Pardons and Paro les  i s  

no t  a r egu la to r y  agency. 



12. The extent to which the board has used private contractors in the performance 
of i ts  duties and how effective use of private contractors could be 
accomplished 

To a s s i s t  t h e  board  pane ls  i n  t h e  h e a r i n g  p rocess ,  the  board has 

a t tempted t o  use p r i v a t e  c o n t r a c t o r s  as i n t e r p r e t e r s  f o r  the 

non-Engl ish speak ing inmates.  However, a c c o r d i n g  t o  board  s t a f f ,  the 

board has n o t  been s a t i s f i e d  w i t h  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  i n t e r p r e t e r s  t h a t  

have been h i  r e d .  As a  r e s u l t  , t h e  board has chosen t o  use DOC s t a f f  

as i n t e r p r e t e r s  whenever p o s s i b l e .  
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F'hi:ter~ i x , Qt- 1 -.- 1-1 ,- rt a 8 5 i3 il) 4 

rn D e a r -  Mr-. N o r - t  c~rt : 

T h e  Flr-izclr~a Roar-d o f  Flat-dons artd P a r - a l e s  is i n  r e c e i p t  111f t h e  
f i r t a l  dr-af  t o f  t h e  Auditcl t -  G e n e t - a l '  s S u n s e t  Rev iew uf t h e  Rgertcy. 

T h e  Roar-d w~al-tld l i k e  tc l  t h a n k .  ycll.tr- s t a f f  for-  t h e  o p p o r t u r ~ i t y  t h e y  
I) prctv i d e d  t o  g i v e  clz l r t i r t ie r t t  s a n d  e x p a n d  on s~:trtie o f  t h e  at-eas 

a d d r e s s e d .  Th is let  t et- s h a l l  s e r - v e  a s  the f i r ~ a l  r-espctrcse t o  t h e  
r-epc~lr t  a r ~ d  c~:~rtst i t  #.it es t h e  cc l r~se r t s~ - t s  I:I~' t h e  tioat-d. 

F T N U I N G  I - ESTRBLISH Ci STRUCTURED DECISION-MRKING F1Ri3CESS 
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T h e  Roar-d is i re aqr-eertient w i t h  t h e  Rud i t  I:I~- Gerter-a l ' 5 

r-ecomrt~er~dat  iorc of p u t - s u i n g  st r c t c t  u r e d  d e c i s i o n - n ~ a k i n g .  T h e  
N a t  iortal I n s t  i t  1-tte sf C u r - r e c t  i ~ z t r t s  (NIC)  w i  1 1  b e  c o r ~ t a c t e d  t t : ~  

~ - e q l - \ e s t  f urcdirry f c l r  a c o n s t - t l t a n t  t o  a i d  t h e  bclard i n  t h i s  ar-ea. 
I t  shol- t ld  b e  rtctted t h a t  S t a t e  f ttrtd i r ~ y  wt-~t-tld a l s u  b e  .r-eqt-\it-ed t t:, 

@ erchartce t h e  g r a n t  rnor~ i es t-ece i v e d  i rt o r d e r  t o  f u 1 1 y i r11p 1 ernertt a 
st t - u e t  up-ed d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g  p r c ~ c e s s .  A d d i t  itz~rtal l y ,  t h e  time 
i r t v o l v e d  w i t h  e s t a b l  i s h  i n g  s u c h  a pr-~zlcess a lorcq  w i t h  t r - a i r t i r t g  a r ~ d  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  tinle w i l l  r e q c t i t - e  a mirtir~iur~i o f  13rte year b e f o r e  t h i s  
p r - u c e s s  would b e  o p e r a t  i orla 1. 

FINDING I 1  - MRNRGEMENT O F  GROWING CqSELUUD 

T h e  Hoard  is i n  agr-eemertt  w i t h  t h e  Flctd i t  or -  Ger te ra  1 ' s 
r - e c o m m e r ~ d a t i o r ~ s  ctf ar l iendinq f4.H.S. 9 4 1 - 1 6 ( : ) 4 . C ) G  tct irtcr-ease t h e  
i rtt er-va 1 a t  wh i c h  i rtrnat es ar-e r - e c e r - t  i f i e d  f I r - e  1 ease 
c r ~ r t s i d e r a t  i o n  fr-am fol-tr  t o  s i x  rnorrths a n d  artier~d i n g  U. H. S. 
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v i c t  i m  n c ~ t  i f icat  i o n  is a r ~  i s s u e  b e c a u s e ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  i r t c r - e a s e  i n  
wok-l-c.lc~ad, t h e  l31:lar.d st i 1 1  h a s  or11 y  o r~e  I n f u r r ~ ~ a t  i u r ~  F r - u c e s s i l - ~ g  
S p e c i a l  ist I I ( I P S  11) p o s i t  i c l r ~  t o  mai 1  o v e r  1 ,  000 v i c t  i r l i  

nclt i f i c a t  iorc letter-s arid art e q c i a l  rturtiber u f  n o t  i f  icat  i s r ~  let  ter-s 
t o  t h e  A t t s t - r r ey  G e r r e r a l ,  t h e  p r - e s i d i n g  jl-tdge u f  t h e  ssc tper i l~~r -  
c ~ t ,  avid ct:tunty a t t o r - r r e y s  e a c h  r~lctr~th.  T h e  Boar-d is ~ . t n a b l e  t l - I  

r -esear-ch artd f o l  l o w  ctp cllrt v i c t  i m  r tot  i f i ca t  i o n  let ters r - e t  1-tr-ned 
b e c a u s e  u f  t h e  l a c k  of s t a f f  t o  d o  so. R e d u c i n g  cler-ical s t a f f  
i n  a n  a g e n c y  a s  s m a l l  a s  t h e  Euar-d w i  1 1  t-esl-tlt i n  l a c k  u f  back .up  
i i  t h e  r - e m a i r ~ i r ~ q  p ~ t s i t i i ~ r i s .  W i t  h~:tut b a c k u p  artd ct-oss t r-a  i r ~ e d  
s t a f f ,  rlcl o n e  w~:tt.ild b e  a b l e  to  f i l l  i n  fo t -  t h e  Boar-.d S e c r - e t a r - i e s ,  
U y e r ~ d a  C le r -k  o r -  V i c t  i r n  N o t  i f ica t  i111vt C l e r k  dl-it-ing t h e i r -  a b s e n c e s .  

R e d u c t  i c i r~  i r ~  c ler ical  s t a f f  w i  1 1  cat-tse fur - ther -  p r u b l e r n s  i n  t h e  
r~lartagemerrt o f  t h e  a g e n d a s ,  sc r -eer t  i n g  a n d  cot-r-ect i o n  o f  
cer-t i f i cat i o n s  r-ece i v e d  f r o m  DOC, r -esear-ch i n g  a n d  t - e s p a n d  i r ~ g  t o  
i 71ql.t i v i e s  f t-om t h e  F l t  t o r r r ey  Gerret-a 1 ' s O f f  ice artd cc~rtipl et e 
a c c c t r a c y  art execi- t t  i v e  c l e rnency  act i ar ts .  

The E~:tar-d v i e w s  t h i s  r - e p o r t  a s  t h e  f i r - s t  s t e p  towar-d d e v e l o p i r ~ g  
l~ :~ r tq - r ange  p l a r ~ r t i n g  uver- a pe r - iod  o f  t h e  t h e  r t e x t  t w e n t  y-four-  
m o n t h s  ts d e a l  w i t h  t h e  i s s u e s  u f  c a s e l o a d  g r o w t h ,  d e c i s i c l n  
m a k i n g ,  u t  i 1  i z a t  i c l r ~  o f  h e a r i n g  11lf f  icer-s, p r i s o r t  c ~ v e r c r o w d i r t g  a n d  
bi-tdqet c c t r ~ s t r - a i n t s .  However-, cat- t t ic tn  is ur-ged i n  m a k i n g  d t - a r n a t i c  
s t a f f  a n d  b u d g e t  c u t s .  

a g a i n ,  t h e  Euar-d w o u l d  1 i k . e  t o  t h a n k  t h e  s t a f f  of t h e  Rl-iditor- 
Genet-a  1  s Of f  ice f o r  t h e i r -  p r o f e s s  i111na 1  ism artd d e d  icat  i u n  wh i 1  e 
p r - e p a r  i n q  t h i s  r - e p o r t  . 
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B e c a u s e  o f  t h e  p c ~ t e r t t  i a l  a d v e r s e  r - a r n i  f icat  i o n s  r-egar-d irrg t h e  
FSt-td i t111r- G e n e r a l  s Sctrtset Review Hepl:lr-t, I f e e l  lrlbl i g a t e d  arid 
ci--~r~ipe 1 1 e d  t u wr- i t e t h is 1 et t er -  o f  d i sserrt . I ' r11 cortcer-rred t h a t  
i n s t  i t  u t  i n g  a n d  i m p o s i n g  a n y  r -educ t  i o n s  i n  s t a f f  oi- f i r r a n c i a 1  
r - e s o c t r - c e s  w i 1 1 d i m i  n i  s h  t h e  e f f e c t  i v e r t e s s  o f  fctt  ur-e Ecctardcj t o  
f u l l y  cctrnp'ly w i t h  a1 l s t a t u t u r - y  r*equit-ertlertts. 

The  r e p o r t  p r - e s e n t s  t h r e e  ( 3 )  f irtd i r t g s  t -egar-ding I ) d e c i s i c l r t  
r~~ak.ir tg p r -ocess ,  Z )  rnarrageabi 1 i t  y ~zlf c a s e l c l a d ,  arrd 3) u s e  111f 
s t a f f .  W h i l e  t h e  r-epor-t appear - s  tcl clffer* some s ~ l ~ t t i ~ = t r ~ s  tl:t 

pr-ob le r r i s  artd r-ecori~rnendat i orts t I:[ i rtipr-ove t h e  e f  f i c ie r rcy  (:If t h e  
Qr- i z o n a  Boar-d 13f Par-duns artd F'ar-c11 es ( FIBOFIF1i , i t  is my u p  i r~ i ort i t 
h a s  t h e  p o t e n t  i a l  t o  create rr~clre pr -obler t~s  1:lf a g r e a t e r -  m a g n i t u d e  
t h a n  i t  w i l l  s o l v e .  The r e p o r t  f a i l s  t o  r-ecclgriize t h e  irripact t h e  
FSBOPP h a s  on t t 7 e  pr-i sort over-cr-uwd i rtg i sst-te a n d  t h e  ert~=tr-mous c~ l s t  

i t  s a v e s  t h e  P I - t b l i c  by vir- t1. t~ ~:lf i t s  r - e s p o r t s i b i l i t i e s .  The  
r - e p o r t  a110 f a i  1s t o  t -ec~:~grr i te  t h e  ircipact new l e g i s l a t  i a n  artd 
o t h e r  C t - imina l  J u s t  ice F l g e r ~ c i e s  h a v e  clrt t h e  FSBOFIF1 when t h e y  
irtst i t  u t e  c h a n g e s .  The recoriimendat i I Z I ~ I S  i n  t h e  r-epot-t ar-e 
i r radequa t  e t r=c a d d r e s s  t h e  magrr i t u d e  a n d  cortlpl e x  i t  y o f  t h e  
pr-oblerns w e  ar-e f a c i r r g  nuw arrd w i  1 1  c a n t  i r tue  t o  f a c e  i n  t h e  
f c t t  I-tre. 

The  r-epor-t s u g g e s t s  t h e  QBOFIP d e v e l o p  a n d  a d o p t  a st r - ~ c t  1-tr-ed 
d e c i s i o r ~  rilak.irtg p r -acess .  !As j 1.t5.1; i f icat  iurr, t h e  r e p o r t  ment iclns 
t h a t  t h i s  w i  11 impr-ctve itrii fur-mi t y  among d e c i s i o r r s  arid t h a t  22 
s t a t e s  u t  i 1 i z e  t h i s  r~ ie thud .  Wh i le  I art1 n c ~ t  ctppclsed tcl expl~:~t - i r tq  
t r ~ t h e r  d e c i s i c ~ r r  rnakiriy rnethclds 1-1r- e x p a n d i n g  o u r  krrowledge i n  t h i s  
ar-ea,  I air1 r - e l  1-tctarrt t o  ml:ld i f y  o u r  pr-esert t  systerir  w i  t h l z ~ ~ t t  f 1-11 l y  
i r r v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  l o g i s t i c a l ,  s c ~ c i a l  artd f i r r a r r c i a l  i rnpact  c~ri t h e  
o t h e r -  s y s t e m s  which  w i l l  b e  a f f e c t e d  by sr tch a c h a n g e .  
N o t  w i  t h s t  artd i n g  i ts h a r r n l e s s  artd p r -ogr -ess ive  appear-arrce,  I 
b e l i e v e  i t  w i  1 1  create m o r - e  pr-oblerns o f  a g r e a t e r  rnagr t i tude  t h a n  
i t  w i l l  s a l v e .  
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St r-1.1ct ~-t.tred d e c i s i c * r t  m a k i n g  is b a s e d  C I ~ I  t h e  deve lc tp rne r~ t  s f  
sets o f  ct-iter-ia w h i c h  r t l l - t s t  b e  sa t  i s f  i e d  by  in r r l a t e s  befctr-e t h e y  
r e c e i v e  f  a v o r - a b l e  c a n s i d e r a t  i o n .  S t  s - ~ t c t  1-tt-ed d e c i s i c t r ~  makirig a 1  slr~ 
corrtairts s t a r r d a r - d s  w i t h i n  t h e  sets o f  c r i t e r - i a  w h i c h  r r i c ~ s t  b e  
met . R s t r -c tc tu t -ed  d e c i s i o n  rnak i r~y  rtiudel rrlay cctrrtairr  a s  many a s  
s i x  ( G I  sets  o f  c r i t e r - ia  st-tch a s  1) p a s t  crirnirial h i s t u p - y ,  2 )  
ernplctyrt~ent s k . i  115 ,  3) a c a d e m i c  5k.i 1  ls, 4 )  pr-ograrnrnir~g, 5 )  socia l  
a n d  p s y c h s l u g  i c a l  s u p p o t - t  a n d  t3) a d e q l - ~ a c y  o f  r-elease p l a n s .  'The 
c ~ r ~ n t  r c ~ v e r s y  w i t h  t h e s e  r n u d e l s  c t c c u r s  when someorre c h a  1  1  e r r g e s  t h e  
a d e q u a c y  u f  e x  ist irtg s e t - v i c e s  t r - 1  r~leet t h e s e  s t a r r d a r - d s .  Other -  
c h a l  l e r r g e s  o f  tert cctrne fr-or11 t h e  pub1  ic  sect or- whr-1 dertiarlds 
t=tb,ject i v e n e s s  i n  t h e i r  develctprnerrt  arrd t h e  demarrd t h a t  t h e y  b e  
d i s c r - i m i r t a t  clr-y f r e e  i n  t h e  manner- t h e y  at-e a p p l  i e d .  I s i m p 1  y 
f e e l  t h a t  s~:lrtieone h a s  t l=l b e  a c c o u r r t  a b l e  when t h e s e  c h a l  l e r ~ g e s  are  
made,  artd i rradeql-tat e t - e s p s n s e s  car t  r e s u  1 t i VI pel1 i t  i ca 1  
r - e p r e c 1 . 1 ~ ~  ictrrs. I f e e l  t h i s  r-ecumnlendat it:~rr h a s  t h e  p o t e n t  i a l  t o  
r - e s u l  t i n  mare t e d i o u s  paper-work,  t h e  creat i r t r ~  ctf new dt:~curnertt s, 
r - e s u l t  i n  fewer-  p a r o l e s  w h i c h  w i  1 1  a g g r a v a t e  t h e  u v e r - c r o w d i n g  
pr-oblern a n d  i r r c r e a s e  p u b l  ic  scrl-tt ir ty  w h i c h  cc tu ld  r - e s u l  t i r ~  mot-e 
l a w  5 1 - t i  t s l e v i e d  a g a i n s t  t h e  RBOF'F'. T h e  eclect i c  met hod  1.1t i 1  i z e d  
by t h e  RE(OFIF1 a t  t h e  p r e s e r r t  t ir11e is a d e q u a t e .  Boar-d rtiernbers 
c o n s i d e r  a m i - t l t i t u d e  tzlf f a c t o r s  i n  rtiak.ing t h e i r -  d e s i s i c l r ~ s  w h i c h  
f a l l  i n  t h e  f~ : l l lowir tg  a reas ,  1) p r i o r -  h i s t u r - y ,  2 irrst i t i - c t  i1:1rra1 
r eco r -d  arrd 3 )  .forwar-d v i e w .  

W i t h  r-egar-ds t o  f i r ld i r rg  #Z,  t h e  RBOFIF1 is a l r e a d y  a d d r e s s i n g  
t h is area a d e q u a t e l y  a n d  w i 1  1 ccti-rt i rrue t 1-1 dlrl so. 

F i n d i n g  #3 ,  w h i c h  is t h e  most r a d i c a l  a n d  c r i t i c a l  p a r t  o f  
t h e  rep~ztr- t  is w h e r e  I  h a v e  t h e  rticlst prlztblerns. I t  s l - i g g e s t s  a 
red1.1ct iclrt i n  s t a f f  artd f  i r t a r ~ c i a l  c a p a b i  1  i t y  irr t h e  f a c e  ctf a  
yr-ow i n g  pr-i  scm popl - t la t  .ii:ln I b e  1  i e v e  ever-yorre w o l ~  l d  ag r - ee  t h e  
p r  i sclrt pop1.t 1  a t  i l:lrr w i 1 1  c o r ~ t  i n u e  t grow a s  we1 1  a s  t h e  cost of 
p r  i s u n  c c ~ r ~ s t  r - rdc t  ictrt. T h e r e  a re  rriarly r e a s o n s  for-  t h e  i n c t - e a s e  i n  
p r i s c t r t  p o p u l a t i o n  w h i c h  a t  t h e  pr-eserr t  t i r n e  is a p p r c t x i r n a t e l y  G I  
new i n m a t e s  i n  t h e  Rr-i z o n a  Depar-tmerrt  Of C a r t - e c t  i n n s  (UDOC) per- 
mc~rt t h  . T h i s  t r e r t d  w i l l  currtirrcce arid g r o w  t o  80 new i n m a t e s  per- 
rtittrtth for -  QDOC f o r  1'331. W h i l e  t h e  rtl-rmber o f  comr~l i t r r len ts  ti:l t h e  
RDOC a f f e c t s  t h e  c a s e l o a d  111f t h e  RBOFIF1, so w i l l  t h e  new 
l e g i s l a t  i v e  p r c t p o s a l s  t h a t  are ~.tp f o r  a p p r o v a l .  Befor -e  t h e  ertd 
o f  1330, t h e  RBOFtFt a n d  RDOC w i 1  1  b e  pr-essur-ed t o  d e a  1  w i t h  arr 
over-cr-ctwd i n g  pr-oblerri. T h e  QBUPP n e e d s  a 1  l t h e  t-esol-tr-ces i t  h a s  
a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  t i r n e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h i s  pr-oblern e f f e c t i v e l y .  

T h e  RBOF'P a n d  @DOC w i l l  h a v e  t o  d e v e l c l p  rtieti-ruds o f  e x p e d i t  irrg 
irtrnat es thr-ctctgh t h e  s y s t e r n .  S t a f f  c u t s  by t h e  RBOFIP w i l l  
c e r t a i n  1  y  i r~cr-ease t h e  r - i  s k  f o r  er-t-l:~r.s wh i c h  rnay pr-eserr t  a n  u r ~ d  1-te 

r - i s k  arrd harn i f  ul e f f e c t  u n  p u b l  ic s a f e t y .  T h e  r - e p o r t  recorrirnertds 
t h e  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  pr-ctgrarri b e  e l  i m i r r a t e d  f c t r  t w o  r -easor t s ,  1  ) 
b e c a u s e  t h e  major - i  t y  cif b o a r d  member-s d c ~ n '  t r e l y  on  t h e  hea r - i  ng 
o f f i c e r -  r e p o r t  forq  t h e i r -  dec is ic l r rc j  a n d  2 )  b e c a u s e  i t  cl:luld s a v e  
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$356, 000 p e r  y e a r .  T h e  r e p o r t  st a t  es sorne bctard rnernbers 
t t : ~  r e l y  c ~ r ~  t h e  p r - e s e r ~ t e r ~ c e  r e p o r t  ( P S I )  p r e p a r e d  by t h e  

. o n  o f f i c e r -  t o  rnak.e t h e i r -  d e c i s i o n s .  T h i s  is d e s p i t e  t h e  
f a c t  t h a t  t h e  i n f o r r n a t  it:tn i n  t h e  FtSI is i.ts~.tal l y  t h r e e  ( 3 )  y e a t - s  
a n d  d e ,  irt sorne cases t h e r e  is TIO FtSI. Marly o f  t h e  
C I Z I ~ I C ~  I . ~ S ~ U Y I S  o f  t h e  F'SI ar-e reel l u n q e t -  a p p l  i c a b l e  when i n m a t e s  at-e 
seer1 fo t -  p a r c l l e .  I  art1 b e w i l d e r e d  a s  t o  why s~=trneone wctt-tld chcll:lse 
tct  r e l y  ctrl infl:tr-ma ti or^ t h a t  is b e t t e r  t h a n  t h r e e  y e a r s  clld artd 
p r e p a r e d  by s o m e o n e  whctrn t h e y '  v e  r l e v e r  1 a i d  e y e s  cart f  ot- t h e i  s- 
d e c i s i o n s  o v e r  ircf urrliat  i c t r~  t h a t  is r e l e v a n t ,  cl-tr-rent artd pt-epar-ed 
by S C l l l l e 6 Y 1 e  who w ~ r - k s  f ~ r  yft1.t~- Rqerrcy. I d o  rlctt f e e l  t h a t  s t a f f  
h a s  t o  b e  a f f e c t e d  thr-~:~t.tgh t e r m i n a t  i o n s .  

T h e  r-eput-t a l s o  5 1 - t q g e s t s  t h a t  u p  t o  8356; O C 1 0  c o u l d  b e  s a v e d  
by e l  imirlat i n g  t h e  hear- i r rq ~f f  ice?' prugr-arri. Wh i le  t h i s  s o ~ . t n d s  
a p p e a l  ircg a n d  nt:~ble, I sl.tbrnit t h e  c c t s t  s a v i r ~ q s  w i  1 1  b e  c lose t t - I  

r ro th  i n g  wherr a p p l  i c a b l e  p e r s o r c n e l  r - i  q h t  s ar-e e x e r c i s e d .  T h e  
t -epot- t  a l s c t  dc tes  rcctt p r l s v i d e  a l  1 t h e  f  ir~arccial a n d  a c t u a l  d e t  a i  1s 
a s  t o  how t h i s  cost s a v i n g s  w i  1 1  b e  r e a l i z e d .  

L o s i n g  t h e  h e a r  i rcg o f f i c e r -  pr-ogt-arn w i 1 1 ser i o1.t~ 1 y weak .e rc  t h e  
a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  a n d  fa-ttur-e B o a r d s  t t - I  r ~ i a i r ~ t a i n  p a c e  w i t h  a 
b u r q e c t n i n q  c a s e l o a d  w h i c h  w i  1 1  h a v e  a t r e m e n d o u s  e f f e c t  1:1n t h e  
p r i  s c ~ r ~  uvercr -owd i n g  i ssr~e. E l i r c ~ i n a t i o n  ~=lf t h e  h e a r i n g  ~ :a f f i ce r -  
p r o g r a m  w i l l  r o b  t h e  Bt~tat-d o f  t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  b r c t a d e r ~  t h e  b a s e  
o f  t h e  d e c i s i u r r  r~iak.ing pt-r-tcess a n d  t:~rqarri i e  i t s e l f  i n t o  wr-tli--kable 
a r - ranqernent  s ~:tf h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  arid buar-d rriernbers c a p a b l e  o f  
h a r t d l i n g  c a s e l o a d s  o f  I t o  2,5(:)(:) per- r~ictrcth. T h e  1 0 5 s  I Z I ~  t h e  
h e a r i r ~ g  o f f i c e r  p rog ra rn  rnay a l s o  r e s u l t  i n  t h e  l o s s  o f  rtiany 
a l r e a d y  t r a i n e d  cr irriirtal . j u s t  ice p t - ac t  i t  it:tner-s t h a t  k.now t h e  
s y s t e r n ,  t h e y  w i  1 1  h a v e  t u  b e  r e p l a c e d  w i t h  new, 1.trrtt-airred 
p e r s o n n e l  who w i 1 1 b e  a s k e d  t u  dct mot-e f ctt- 1 ess pay ,  t h e  rliora 1 e 
o f  t h e  R g e n c y  w i l l  d i r n i r ~ i s h  arid t h e  RBOPF w i l l  o n c e  a g a i r ~  b e  i n  
t h e  m i d s t  of c o n t r u v e r s y  a n d  t u r r ~ i o i  1. I d o  rtot b e 1  i e v e  t h e  cost 
s a v i r r g s  t o  b e  real  i i e d  thr-ctctgh t h e  p r o p o s e d  c u t s  o f  t h e  r e p o r t  
ar-e h a r d l y  w o r t h  t h e  pt-oblerns w e  w i l l  b e  f a c i r r g  i n  t h e  n e a r  
f ~ t t  u r e .  

R rnuch b e t t e r  recornrner~dat  i ctrc wr-11.t 1 d h a v e  beer1 t ct c o n v e r t  t h e  
h e a r i n g  off icers  t o  c o m m i  ss iorrers a n d  b rc t aden  t h e  i t- d e c  i s i csn 
m a k i n g  r - e s p o n s  i b i 1 i t  i es. T h i s  w o u l d  p r o v i d e  t h e  Boar-d w i t h  t h e  
f l e x i b i l i t y  tl3 o r - g a n i i e  fou r -  ( 4 )  p a r l e l s  c o r l s i s t i n g  o f  t w c r  ( 2 )  
cctrnrn i 5s i c~rrer-s a n d  o n e  ( 1 boat-d rnernber. O r  gar1 i z i ng  t h e  Baar-d i n 
t h i s  r ~ i a n n e r  W I Z I U ~ ~  e n a b l e  t h e  B o a r d  tct  p r o v i d e  a h e a r i n g  for-  e v e r y  
r e q u e s t  r e g a r d  i ng  e v e r y  k i n d  t:lf release. W e  car! o r -gan i  n e  i n  t h is 
manner- w i t h  t h e  p r e s e r c t  s t a f f  w e  h a v e  a t  rrct cost rcctw a n d  n o  
i r~crease irc t h e  f o r e s e e a b l e  f  u t  ur-e. I f  c u t s  i n  s t a f f  a r e  
i n s t  i t  I L ~  e d ,  I  car1 f o r - e s e e  t h e  RBOFIFt a p p e a  1 i n g  f u r  t h e  rest o r -a t  i u r ~  
o f  l o s t  s t a f f  t h r -ough  t h i s  r-epctrt  a s  e a r l y  a s  n e x t  y e a r .  



D o u g l a s  R. Nortort 
March  9, 1390 
F1age 4 

I a s k  t h e  r e s p u r t s i b l e  p e o p l e  whcl cart effect c h a n g e s  i n  t h e  
RHOF'Ft t h r -uugh  t h i s  r e p ~ z ~ r - t  t o ,  a t  a rr~irrimurr~, d e l a y  a n y  a c t i u n  for- 
a t  leas t  t w o  ( )  y e a r - s  i n  or-der- t o  p r - o v i d e  t h e  RBOPF' w i t h  art 
c l p p o r t ~ - \ r t i t y  to r - e o t - g a r ~ i i e  i t se l f  i n  a manrter- t h a t  w i l l  e n a b l e  i t  
t o  mairctair~ p a c e  w i t h  t h e  gt-owing p r i s c ~ r t  p o p u l a t  i c l r ~  



APPENDIX I 

METHODOLOGY FOR ESTIMATING SAVINGS FROM 

RESTRUCTURING BPP INFORMATION COLLECTION PROCESS 

A u d i t o r  General  s t a f f  used a  t h r e e - s t e p  methodo logy  t o  e s t i m a t e  the  

p o t e n t i a l  sav ings  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e  Board  o f  Pardons and P a r o l e s  under t he  

r e s t r u c t u r i n g  p r o c e s s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  F i n d i n g  I l l .  The f i r s t  s t e p  

c a l c u l a t e s  t h e  number o f  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  t he  b o a r d  wou ld  need a f t e r  

r e s t r u c t u r i n g  i t s  i n f o r m a t i o n - g a t h e r i n g  p r o c e s s .  The second s t e p  

e s t i m a t e s  the  number o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o c e s s i n g  s p e c i a l i s t s  needed. The 

t h i r d  s t e p  c a l c u l a t e s  the  number o f  case a n a l y s t s  needed and p r e s e n t s  two 

o p t i o n s  wh ich  p r o v i d e  v a r y i n g  s t a f f  l e v e l s  t o  meet d i f f e r e n t  i n f o r m a t i o n  

requ i remen ts .  

S t e p l .  C a l c u l a t e  E s t i m a t e d  S a v i n g s  b y  E l i m i n a t i n g  Unnecessary H e a r i n g  
O f f i c e r s  (H/Os) 

To de te rm ine  what s a v i n g s  a r e  p o s s i b l e ,  we f i r s t  d e t e r m i n e d  how many o f  

t he  15 c u r r e n t  BPP h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  wou ld  be needed i f  t he  

i n f o r m a t i o n - c o l l e c t i n g  p rocess  i s  r e s t r u c t u r e d .  Because h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  

h o l d  some s p e c i a l  h e a r i n g s  and manage work f u r l o u g h  cases ,  some, b u t  n o t  

a l  I ,  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  shou ld  be r e t a i n e d .  

We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  t h e  boa rd  needs one H/O t o  conduct  s p e c i a l  h e a r i n g s  and 

t h r e e  H/Os t o  manage work f u r l o u g h  h e a r i n g s .  Our e s t i m a t e  i s  based on 

the  c u r r e n t  and p r o j e c t e d  l e v e l s  o f  s p e c i a l  and work f u r l o u g h  h e a r i n g s ,  

and the  average number o f  h e a r i n g s  a  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  can hand le  each 

month.  Thus, t he  b o a r d  c o u l d  e l i m i n a t e  11 H/O p o s i t i o n s  f o r  an annual  

sav ings  o f  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  $376,000 (see Tab le  1-1, page 1-2) .  



TABLE 1-1 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL  SAVINGS BY REDUCING 
11 HEARING OFFICER POSITIONS 

11 Hear ing  O f f i c e r s  4 Hear ing  O f f i c e r s  
Present  Cost Es t imated  Cost Es t imated  Savings 

Sa la r y  $41 0 ,289  $119,701 $290,588 
ERE 104,008 30 ,344  73 ,664  
T rave l ( a )  1 9 , 6 6 4  7 ,082 12,582 
TOTAL  'w $1 57,127 $376,834 

( a )  Annual t r a v e l  expenses were p r o j e c t e d  u s i n g  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  o f  

F Y  1989-90. 

Source: Aud i t o r  General a n a l y s i s  and es t imates  based on f i g u r e s  
ob ta ined  from the boa rd ' s  f i s c a l  se r v i ces  s p e c i a l i s t  

Step2.  C a l c u l a t e  Est imated Savings by E l i m i n a t i n g  Unnecessary 
I n f o r m a t i o n  Process ing S p e c i a l i s t s  ( IPSs) 

E l i m i n a t i n g  11 hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  p o s i t i o n s  a l s o  c rea tes  the p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  

a d d i t i o n a l  sav ings because i t  e l i m i n a t e s  the need f o r  s i x  i n f o rma t i on  

process ing s p e c i a l i s t s .  The board c u r r e n t l y  has e i g h t  IPS p o s i t i o n s  

whose workloads c o n s i s t  l a rge l y  o f  p repa r i ng  H/O r e p o r t s ,  t r a c k i n g  

d i c t a t i o n  tapes, and p repa r i ng  f o r  spec ia l  hea r i ngs .  We es t imate  t h a t  

the board would need two lPSs t o  manage the workload c rea ted  by the four  

H/Os recommended i n  Step 1 .  Our c a l c u l a t i o n  i s  based on cu r ren t  IPS 

p r o d u c t i v i t y  l e v e l s  and the a n t i c i p a t e d  number o f  hea r i ng  r epo r t s  

produced by the four  H/Os recommended i n  Step 1 .  These two lPSs would 

type work f u r l ough  and spec ia l  r e p o r t s ,  and t r a c k  the d i c t a t i o n  tapes. 

E l i m i n a t i n g  6 lPSs cou ld  save the board an es t imated  $98,563 a n n u a l l y .  

S t e p 3 .  Ca lcu la te  t he  Number o f  Case Ana lys t  P o s i t i o n s  To Be Created 

The boa rd ' s  r e s t r u c t u r e d  in fo rmat ion -ga ther ing  process would use case 

ana l ys t s  t o  ga ther  i n f o rma t i on  ra the r  than hear ing  o f f i c e r s .  We 



e s t i m a t e  t h e  number o f  case a n a l y s t  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  two o p t i o n s .  O p t i o n  A 

uses case a n a l y s t s  t o  p repare  i n f o r m a t i o n  p a c k e t s  f o r  the b o a r d ,  b u t  they 

would n o t  p repare  summary r e p o r t s .  O p t i o n  B a l s o  uses case a n a l y s t s  t o  

p repare  i n f o r m a t i o n  packe ts  b u t  a l l o w s  f o r  the a n a l y s t s  t o  p repare  a  

summary o f  the i n f o r m a t i o n  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  p a c k e t s .  Our s t a f f i n g  

e s t i m a t e s  a r e  based on the  a c t u a l  t ime c u r r e n t l y  spent on a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  

would be per formed by case a n a l y s t s  and p r o j e c t e d  board  case loads through 

December 1991. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  a l l  c o s t  e s t i m a t e s  i n c l u d e  employee-re la ted 

expenses. 

OPTION A 

Create Case Analyst Positions to Prepare Packets 
for the Board But Not to Prepare Summary Reports 

The board  c o u l d  save over  $356,000 by  implement ing the  changes 

recommended i n  O p t i o n  A .  Under t h i s  o p t i o n ,  f o u r  case a n a l y s t s  (C/As) 

and another  c l e r k  t y p i s t  I would be h i r e d .  The case a n a l y s t s  would 

t y p i c a l l y  n o t  p repare  r e p o r t s  f o r  the  b o a r d .  The c l e r k  t y p i s t  would 

a s s i s t  i n  board packet  p r e p a r a t i o n .  The number o f  case a n a l y s t s  needed 

was determined by i d e n t i f y i n g  e x i s t i n g  t a s k s  t h a t  would s t i l l  need t o  be 

performed ( e . g . ,  r e v i e w i n g  inmate f i  l e s ,  assembl ing m a t e r i a l  f o r  board 

p a c k e t s ) ,  e s t i m a t i n g  t ime  requ i rements  based on the t ime  c u r r e n t l y  

r e q u i r e d  t o  p e r f o r m  these t a s k s ,  and p r o j e c t i n g  case loads through 

ca lendar  year 1991. The c l e r k  t y p i s t  p o s i t i o n  was de te rm ined  by 

e s t i m a t i n g  the number o f  inmate packe ts  p repared  and the t ime  needed t o  

p repare  them. The c o s t  o f  add ing  f o u r  Grade 17 case a n a l y s t s  ( s t a r t i n g  

s a l a r y :  $20,556 each) t o  the board would be approx ima te ly  $103,068. We 

e s t i m a t e  t h e  cos t  o f  add ing  one Grade 8  c l e r k  t y p i s t  I  ( s t a r t i n g  s a l a r y :  

$12,241) t o  the board  t o  be $15,344. O v e r a l l ,  we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the  board 

cou I d  ach ieve an annual  n e t  sav ings  o f  $356,985 (see Tab le  1-2, page 1-4) 

by implement ing the changes i n  O p t i o n  A .  



TABLE 1-2 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL SAVINGS B Y  IMPLEMENTING 
OPTION A 

P o s i t i o n s  t o  E l i m i n a t e  Sav i ngs 

1 1  Hearing Officers $376,834 
6 Information Processing Specialists 98,563 

Total savings 475,397 

P o s i t i o n s  t o  Add 

4 Case Analysts 
1 Clerk Typist 

Total costs 

NET SAVINGS 

Costs 

Source: Auditor General analysis and estimates based on figures obtained 
from the Department o f  Administration Classification Unit and 
the board's fiscal services specialist 



OPTION B 

Create Case Analyst Positions to Prepare 
Packets and Summary Reports for the Board 

The board  cou I d  s t  i l  l save over  $1 86,000 by imp I emen t  i  ng the  changes 

recommended i n  O p t i o n  0 .  Under t h i s  o p t i o n ,  n i n e  case a n a l y s t s  (C/As) 

and one c l e r k  t y p i s t  I would  be h i r e d ,  and p e r s o n a l  computers would be 

p r o v i d e d  f o r  the a n a l y s t s .  The case a n a l y s t s  would  p r e p a r e  r e p o r t s  f o r  

the board  b u t  would n o t  i n t e r v i e w  inmates o r  o f f e r  recommendations. The 

c l e r k  t y p i s t  would a s s i s t  i n  board  packet  p r e p a r a t i o n .  The number o f  

case a n a l y s t s  needed was determined by i d e n t i f y i n g  e x i s t i n g  t a s k s  t h a t  

would s t i l l  need t o  be per formed ( e . g . ,  r e v i e w i n g  inmate f i l e s ,  

assembl ing m a t e r i a l  f o r  board  p a c k e t s ,  and p r e p a r i n g  summary r e p o r t s ) ,  

e s t i m a t i n g  t ime requ i rements  based on t h e  t i m e  c u r r e n t l y  r e q u i r e d  t o  

p e r f o r m  these t a s k s ,  and p r o j e c t i n g  case loads th rough  ca lendar  year 

1991. The c l e r k  t y p i s t  p o s i t i o n  was de te rm ined  by e s t i m a t i n g  the  number 

o f  inmate packe ts  p repared  and the  t ime needed t o  p repare  them. 

We e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the annual  c o s t  o f  add ing  n i n e  Grade 17 case a n a l y s t s  

( s t a r t i n g  s a l a r y :  $20,556 each) t o  the  board  t o  be $231,902. Adding one 

Grade 8 c l e r k  t y p i s t  I ( s t a r t i n g  s a l a r y :  $12,241)  t o  the  board  would cos t  

$15,344 a n n u a l l y .  The c o s t  o f  pu rchas ing  pe rsona l  computers and r e l a t e d  

equipment to  enable case a n a l y s t s  t o  p r e p a r e  summary r e p o r t s  would be 

approx ima te ly  $41,200. T h e r e f o r e ,  we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  the  board c o u l d  

ach ieve a  n e t  annual s a v i n g s  o f  $186,950 d u r i n g  the  f i r s t  year  (see Table 

1-3, page 1-61 by implement ing the changes i n  O p t i o n  B .  Subsequent 

y e a r ' s  sav ings  would t o t a l  $228,150. 



TABLE 1-3 

ESTIMATED SAVINGS BY IMPLEMENTING 
OPTION I3 

Positions to Eliminate Sav i ngs 

11 H e a r i n g  O f f i c e r s  $376,834 
6  I n f o r m a t i o n  P r o c e s s i n g  S p e c i a l i s t s  98,563 

T o t a l  s a v i n g s  

Positions to Add Costs 

9 Case A n a l y s t s  
1 C l e r k  T y p i s t  I 
Computer Equipment and T r a i n i n g  

T o t a l  c o s t s  

FIRST YEAR SAVINGS 

Source:  A u d i t o r  Genera l  a n a l y s i s  and e s t i m a t e s  based on f i g u r e s  o b t a i n e d  
f r o m  t h e  Department  o f  A d m i n i s t r a t i o n  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  U n i t  and 
t h e  b o a r d ' s  f i s c a l  s e r v i c e s  s p e c i a l i s t  



APPENDIX ll 

METHODOLOGY FOR OBSERVATIONS O F  HEARING 

OFFICER INTERVIEWS A N D  BOARD HEARINGS 

Purpose 

We conducted obse rva t i ons  o f  bo th  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  i n t e r v i e w s  and board 

hear ings f o r  severa l  purposes: 1 )  t o  determine how e f f e c t i v e  and 

e f f i c i e n t  the hea r i ng  o f f i c e r s '  i n fo rmat  i on  ga the r i ng  process i s ;  2 )  t o  

determine the degree o f  v a r i a t i o n  between h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s '  

recommendations and the  boa rd ' s  d e c i s i o n s ;  3 )  t o  determine the  ex ten t  t o  

which board members use p a r t i c u l a r  i n f o r m a t i o n  sources i n  dec i s i on  

making, i n c l u d i n g  the  hea r i ng  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t ;  and 4 )  t o  determine 

whether board members have adequate guidance and i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  

make dec i s i ons .  

Sample Selection 

Aud i t o r s  se lec ted  a  purpos ive  sample o f  e i g h t  hea r i ng  days w i t h  e i g h t  

d i f f e r e n t  hear ing  o f f i c e r s  from the October 1989 h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  

schedu le . ( ' )  A m i x t u r e  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  custody l e v e l s  (maximum t o  

minimum), and male and female i n s t i t u t i o n s  were inc luded  i n  the sample. 

The inmate cases observed i n  these days then became the  u n i t s  o f  a n a l y s i s  

f o r  the board hea r i ngs .  Hear ing o f f i c e r s  were scheduled t o  hear 655 

cases i n  October.  The t o t a l  sample s i z e  was 68. A u d i t o r s  f o l l owed  the 

i n d i v i d u a l  inmates through the board hear ings  t o  a  hea r i ng  d i s p o s i t i o n .  

The sample s i z e  changed d u r i n g  the course o f  our o b s e r v a t i o n s .  Due t o  

inmates waiv ing t h e i r  r i g h t s  t o  a hea r i ng  and becoming i n e l i g i b l e  f o r  

p a r o l e ,  the board o n l y  heard 50 inmates from our o r i g i n a l  sample o f  68.  

( 1 )  A purpos ive sample i s  a  nonprobabi l  i t y  sample t h a t  cannot be used t o  make 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s  t o  t h e  e n t i  r e  p o p u l a t i o n .  



Hearing Officer Observations 

The h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  i n t e r v i e w s  w i t h  inmates were obse rved ,  and a  

s t r u c t u r e d  i n t e r v i e w  w i t h  each h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  was conducted r e g a r d i n g  

each case obse rved .  Q u e s t i o n s  s o l i c i t e d  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s '  t h o u g h t s  on 

each i n m a t e ' s  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses, recommendations r e g a r d i n g  t h e  

i nma te ,  and the  reasons f o r  mak ing c e r t a i n  recommendat ions.  (See t h e  

h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  o b s e r v a t i o n  fo rm,  page 11-5 used t o  s t r u c t u r e  the  

i n t e r v i e w  and r e c o r d  r e s p o n s e s . )  H e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  r e p o r t s  on t h e  cases 

a u d i t o r s  observed were c o l l e c t e d .  A u d i t o r s  rev iewed  the  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h a t  

was s y n t h e s i z e d  i n t o  t h e  r e p o r t  and n o t e d  i f  any i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom the  

i n t e r v i e w  was i n c l u d e d  and i f  any c r i t i c a l  i n f o r m a t i o n  was m i s s i n g .  

Board Hearing Observations 

A u d i t o r s  observed b o a r d  h e a r i n g s  w i t h  t h e  s e l e c t e d  inmates .  A u d i t o r s  

asked b o a r d  members t o  f i  l l o u t  a  s t a n d a r d  worksheet  r e g a r d i n g  each case 

and t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e .  (See page 11-3 and 11-4 f o r  t h e  

q u e s t i o n n a i r e . )  Members were asked about  t h e  completeness o f  t h e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e ,  t h e  u s e f u l n e s s  o f  t he  s o u r c e s ,  as w e l l  as genera l  

q u e s t i o n s  conce rn ing  t h e  case.  Members n o t e d  t h e  inmates s t r e n g t h s  and 

weaknesses and l i s t e d  t h e  reasons f o r  t h e  a c t i o n  t h e y  took on t h e  case.  

Analysis 

Board  member comments c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  f a c t o r s  c o n s i d e r e d  i n  t h e  case and 

whether t he  f a c t o r  was a  s t r e n g t h  o r  weakness f o r  t h e  i n m a t e ' s  case were 

compared t o  t he  responses t h e  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  made on t h e  same case.  

A l s o ,  f r e q u e n c i e s  were r u n  on t h e  c o i n c i d e n c e  o f  t he  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r  

recommendation and b o a r d  d e c i s i o n .  Board  member comments on t h e  q u a l i t y  

o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  a v a i l a b l e  t o  them were n o t e d .  The a n a l y s i s  was used as 

one source  f o r  e s t i m a t i n g  t h e  need f o r  h e a r i n g  o f f i c e r s  (see F i n d i n g  I l l ,  

pages 21 - 31)  and a l s o  as a  source  f o r  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  b o a r d ' s  

dec i s ion -mak ing  p rocess  (see F i n d i n g  I , page 7 - 1 2 ) .  



BOARD MEMBER: TYPE OF HEARING: 

INSTITUTION: 
SEX OF INMATES: 
TYPE OF CUSTODY: 

INMATE : 
INMATE NUMBER: 

BOARD MEMBER PACKETS 
PLEASE CIRCLE THE ANSWER THAT MOST CLOSELY APPROXIMATES YOUR FEELINGS 
REGARDING THE INFORMATION WITH WHICH YOU WERE PROVIDED FOR THE HEARING. 

A. HOW USEFUL WERE THE FOLLOWING IN ASSISTING IN YOUR DECISION? 

O=NO USE l=SOMEWHAT USEFUL 2=VERY USEFUL 3=INVALUABLE 

1. INMATE PROGRESS REPORT 0 1 2 3 
2. AIMS REPORT 0 i 2 3 
3. PSI 0 1 2 3 
4. HEARING OFFICER REPORT 0 1 2 3 
5 .  INSTITUTIONAL FILE 0 1 2 3 
6. HEARING WITH INMATE 0 1 2 3 

B. WAS ANY OTHER INFORMATION USED IN YOUR DECISION? Y N 
WHAT WAS THAT INFORMATION? 
HOW USEFUL WAS IT? Q 1 2 3 

C. WAS THERE INFORMATION IN THE INSTITUTIONAL FILE THAT YOU FEEL SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN IN YOUR PACKET? Y N 
WHAT WAS THAT INFORMATION? 

D. WAS THERE ANY INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE INMATE THAT YOU FEEL SHOULD 
HAVE BEEN IN YOUR PACKET? Y N 
WHAT WAS THAT INFORMATION? 

E. TO THE BEST OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE, WAS THE TIME COMPUTATION ACCURATE? 
Y N 

F. PLEASE PROVIDE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE INFORMATION YOU 

I) 
RECEIVED THAT EITHER ASSISTED OR HINDERED YOU IN MAKING THE BEST 
DECISION POSSIBLE. 



G. BEFORE SEEING THIS INMATE (THAT IS, BASED ONLY ON THE THE PAPERWORK), 
HOW WOULD YOU HAVE VOTED? 

FOR AGAINST NOT SURE 
a 

H. WHAT WAS YOUR VOTE? 
FOR AGAINST ABSTAIN CONTINUE 

I. FOR EACH FACTOR LISTED BELOW, PLEASE DETERMINE WHETHER THE FACTOR 
WEIGHTED FOR THE INMATE ( +  AGAINST THE INMATE ( - ) ,  OR WAS NOT 
SIGNIFICANT (NS) IN YOUR PARTICULAR VOTE. CIRCLE THE CORRESPONDING 
SYMBOL. 

FOR THE AGAINST THE NOT 
FACTORS 
EXTENSIVE CRIMINAL HISTORY 
EXTENSIVE JUVENILE HISTORY 
HISTORY OF VIOLENCE 
RECENT DISCIPLINARIES 
HIGH # OF DISCIPLINARIES 
PROBATION VIOLATIONS 
PAROLE VIOLATIONS 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROBLEM 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE ADDRESSED 
INSTITUTIONAL RECORD 
JOB IN INSTITUTION 
SERIOUS NATURE OF THE OFFENSE 
ATTITUDE OF INMATE 
ACCEPTS/DOES NOT ACCEPT RESPONSIB. 
HAS FAMILY SUPPORT 
HAS JOB LINED UP 

INMATE 
+ 

OTHER SIGNIFICANT FACTORS: 

J. TOP THREE REASONS WHY YOU WOULD RECOMMEND FOR/AGAINST PAROLE: 

K. (PANEL CHAIRMAN ONLY) # FOR # # TO 
INMATE AGAINST CONTINUE 

WHAT WAS THE BOARD'S FINAL VOTE? 

L. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING YOUR VOTE OR THE DECSIONMAKING PROCESS: 



HEARING OFFICER: TYPE OF HEARING 

INSTITUTION: 
SEX OF INMATES: 
TYPE OF CUSTODY: 

INMATE : 
INMATE NUMBER: 
OFFENSE(S): 

MINUTES SPENT REVIEWING INSTITUTIONAL FILE: 
MINUTES SPENT INTERVIEWINO INMATE: - 
PREPATORY WORKUP 

DID THE H/O COMPLETE A WRITE UP BEFORE THE HEARING? Y N 
WAS A PSI AVAILABLE TO THE H/O? Y N 
WAS THE DOC FILE CURRENT TO THE H/O'S SATISFACTION? Y N 
WAS THE DOC TIME COUP ACCURATE? Y N 

INSTITUTIONAL FILE REVIEW 
DID THE H/O REVIEW THE FILE BEFORE BEGINNING THE HEARING? Y N 
DID THE H/O REVIEW THE FILE AT ANY TIME DURING THE HEARING? Y N 
DID THE H/O RECEIVE AN "INMATE PROGRESS REPORT"? Y N 
WAS THERE INFO IN INSTITUTIONAL FILE THAT SHOULD HAVE 

BEEN IN THE MAIN DOC FILE? Y N 

HEARING WITH THE INMATE 
WAS ANY INFO PROVIDED BY INMATE THAT H/O THINKS SHOULD 

HAVE BEEN IN THE MAIN DOC OR INSTITUTIONAL FILE? Y N 
WOULD THE H/O HAVE RECOMMENDED PAROLE BEFORE SEEING 

THE INMATE? Y N 

DECIDING FACTORS IN THE H/O'S REcOMMENDA?ION 
ASK THE H/O WHETHER THE FOLLOWING FACTORS WEIGHTED SIGNIFICANTLY FOR OR 
AGAINST THE INMATE, OR WERE NOT SIGNIFICANT IN THE DECISION. 

FACTORS 
EXTENSIVE CRIMINAL HISTORY 
EXTENSIVE JUVENILE HISTORY 
HISTORY OF VIOLENCE 
RECENT DISCIPLINARIES 
HIGH # OF DISCIPLINARIES 
PROBATION VIOLATIONS 
PAROLE VIOLATIONS 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE PROBLEM 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE ADDRESSED 
INSTITUTIONAL RECORD 
JOB IN INSTITUTION 

FOR THE 
INMATE 

+ 
+ 
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+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

ATTITUDE OF INMATE + 
ACCEPTS/DOES NOT ACCEPT RESPONSIB, + 
HAS FAMILY SUPPORT + 
HAS JOB LINED UP + 

AGAINST THE 
INMATE - 

NOT 
SIGNIF 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

OTHER SIGNIFICANT FACTORS NOTED BY THE H/O: 

WILL THE H/O RECOMMEND PAROLE AT THIS POINT? Y N NOT SURE 

TOP THREE REASONS WHY H/O WILL RECOMMENDED FOR/AGAINST PAROLE: 
1. 
2. 
3. 

(SEE BACK OF FORM FOR ADDITIONAL COMMENTS REGARDING THE HEARING.) 
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