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Decisionmaking tools are defined as
standalone, structured and evidence-based 
methods which assist and inform parole
decisionmaking.  They may include such
items as risk and needs assessment tools
for a general offender population, or
specialized assessment tools focused on
sub-populations, such as sex offenders,
justice-involved women, or on violent
offenders.   These assessments may
include static or dynamic factors, and may
be incorporated or referenced in a parole
Board's decisionmaking guidelines. 

Policies are defined as statements which
articulate a parole Board's mission and
goals, including its general approach to its
responsibilities, clarifying procedures for
hearings, victim input, materials considered
in the parole process, and the like.

Goals of this Guide and How to Use It

This Action Guide, Use of Evidence-Based Decisionmaking
Tools, Policies and Guidelines, is designed to provide
information and strategies to help parole Boards  improve and
strengthen their abilities as decisionmakers and as policy
making and leadership teams.  It is one of a set of Action
Guides developed (and under development) by the National
Parole Resource Center (NPRC)  to be used in concert with the
Self-Assessment Toolkit for Paroling Authorities, which is an
online guide that assists parole Boards in considering the full
range of their  practices.  This Action Guide is intended to assist
parole Board chairs, members, and staff to:

Build upon the information and insights gained as a result
of using the NPRC Self- Assessment Toolkit for Paroling
Authorities;
Consider their parole Board's overall vision/mission and
the role that evidence-based tools and effective policies
should play in accomplishing that vision/mission;
Share information among parole Board members and
develop a collaborative understanding of their current
parole Board policies  and decisionmaking tools, including
guidelines—as well as an understanding of where there
may be a lack of such decisionmaking tools, guidelines, or
policies that should be addressed by the Board;
Review and analyze the research evidence and "best practices" surrounding this particular practice target; and
Consider what changes the Board would like to implement and how to best plan and implement the changes.

This guide is presented in sections to facilitate its use:

Tab 1:  Goals of this Guide and How to Use It.
Tab 2:  Background and Context provides an introduction and sets the context regarding the history of
decisionmaking tools and policy frameworks in the parole field.
Tab 3: Dimensions That Typically Shape Parole Guidelines—Fair, Evenhanded Punishment AND Including
Evidence-Based Practice is a brief overview of empirical research on effective correctional practices and how
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parole policy and decisionmaking tools can be supportive of community safety and reducing re-offense risks.  It
also addresses some of the challenges faced by paroling authorities as they work to implement evidence-based
decisionmaking tools and policies. 
Tab 4: Moving Toward Implementing Policy and Practice Improvements details five steps, highlighted in a
graphic "roadmap," for agreeing on and successfully implementing changes a Board may conclude they want to
make in its decision tools and policy.  The steps include a set of questions that, if answered accurately, will give
Boards a picture of key aspects of their current tools and policies.  This section also provides links to resources
that provide specific examples of tools and policy frameworks that other Boards have elected to adopt.  The
section closes with a sample action plan format and tools to guide parole Boards through a process of
revisiting/updating the goals they hope to accomplish in this area, and defining/implementing changes they
conclude and agree must be made in policy and/or practice.
Tab 5:  Plan to Measure Performance offers considerations for defining and measuring progress toward
success, and using measurement feedback to continue strengthening policy and practice going forward. 
Tab 6:  References/Endnotes provides documentation of the literature and research upon which this Action
Guide is based. 
Tab 7:  Links lists helpful resources used by NPRC in assembling this Action Guide and which are
recommended for those wanting to supplement their knowledge on this topic.  The listings in this tab provide
direct linkages to those resources on the web.

 The term "parole Boards" is intended to denote any formally appointed body with authority to release eligible individuals on parole, to deny parole to eligible offenders, to set conditions for

individuals released on parole, and/or to respond to violations of parole conditions—setting appropriate sanctions, including re-incarceration, as a response.  Although such entities are known

by a variety of titles and generic terms—paroling authorities, Boards of probation and parole, etc., we will use "parole Board" in this Action Guide to denote such bodies, and "parole Board

members" to denote the individuals who sit on those entities. 

This project was supported by Grant No. 2010-DJ-BX-K140 awarded by the Bureau of Justice Assistance. The Bureau of Justice Assistance is a component of the Office of Justice Programs,

which also includes the Bureau of Justice Statistics, the National Institute of Justice, the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, the Office for Victims of Crime, and the SMART

Office. Points of view or opinions in this document are those of the author and do not necessarily represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

1

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014



Use of Evidence-Based Decisionmaking Tools, Policies and Guidelines

https://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/use-of-evidence-based-decisionmaking-tools-policies-and-guidelines/background-and-context.htm[6/14/2022 12:31:04 PM]

Goals of this Guide, and
How to Use It

Background and Context

Historical Context

Current Issues Shaping Parole
Guidelines

Types of Guideline Models

Dimensions That Typically
Shape Parole Guidelines

Moving Toward
Implementing Practice
Improvements and
Performance Measurement

Sample Documents

References/Endnotes

Links

Acknowledgments

Background and Context

State parole Boards in the United States vary widely on many dimensions—their level and type of discretion with
respect to release, their case review and hearing practices,  their condition setting responsibilities, the degree to which
they oversee post-release supervision, and the like.  Based upon working with paroling authorities for a number of
years, the National Parole Resource Center has concluded that parole Boards, regardless of the nature and extent of
their responsibilities, will find it important to reflect on their responsibilities in three important areas. 

As noted above, they make individual decisions, whether about release, conditions, revocation, or other
matters. This is probably the most visible and obviously weighty area of their responsibility, exercising their
discretion regarding specific cases—with obvious impact upon individual offenders, upon victims of crime, upon
the community, and upon the correctional system.
For many years, Boards have also worked to identify and agree on decisionmaking tools for use in their
decisionmaking process.  Most common are risk and needs assessment instruments.  These empirically-
validated instruments have advanced in recent decades and several can now assess both static and dynamic
risk; and identify the criminogenic needs that are driving risk to reoffend. These tools now exist for assessing
both a "general" population of offenders as well as specialized sub-populations of offenders (e.g., justice-
involved women, sex offenders, and violent offenders) and are used widely by parole Boards across the
country.  These tools are clearly important and helpful as parole Board members consider and make decisions
on individual cases.  These tools do not typically translate into recommendations regarding specific decisions,
but they offer a standard, research-based way of informing those decisions on specific dimensions.   Information
on such decisionmaking tools in the parole context is provided in the NPRC Action Guide "Use of Valid Actuarial
Assessments of Risk and Needs"  (link will be included in final version).
Many Boards also elect to develop and implement decisionmaking guidelines, which go beyond
decisionmaking tools,  to assure that:

There is a certain level of consistency, fairness, and evenhandedness in individual decisionmaking,
Decisions that are supported by empirical research evidence where possible, and
The overall values, goals, and mission of the Board, as articulated by its members as a policy-making
body, are clearly expressed, and inform the decisionmaking process.   

By engaging in the process of developing such guidelines, parole Board members have the opportunity to develop a
clearer, shared understanding of how all members view their responsibilities, and to define those areas of consensus
that can be a basis for their guidelines.  The development of such guidelines also provides something of an "institutional
memory" for Boards, outlining the process by which decisionmakers review cases, their frame of reference, and how the
framework can guide decisions.  For parole Boards, where frequent turnover of members and chairs is an inherent
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aspect of their statutory origins, such guidelines can be an important tool in assuring continuity and in minimizing the
uncertainty and turbulence that can accompany such frequent turnover.  The use and continuing refinement of
guidelines can provide a framework for orientation of new members—and can provide an opportunity for both veteran
and new Board members to work together to shape and improve guidelines and their use. 

The argument can be made that parole Boards that elect to operate exclusively as individual decision makers—voting
on cases, but not working together to develop and agree on principles or guidelines—may be operating well within their
statutorily-defined areas of responsibility.  However, it can also be argued that they do not benefit from the potential
strengthening of their practices by sharing their individual knowledge, experience and expertise by creating a
collaborative framework to guide their decisions.  By developing such a guidelines framework, parole Board members
can serve as a policy-making team, rather than simply as a group of individuals using their best individual judgment to
decide individual cases. 

If a Board's guidelines are made public, they also serve the purpose of communicating to key constituencies.  For
offenders, the guidelines can communicate what the expectations of the Board are, and the degree to which their own
efforts—particularly risk-reduction efforts—can positively impact their likelihood of parole.  For the public, guidelines can
communicate the care and thoroughness with which a Board reviews cases, and the degree to which it has incorporated
sound research into its decision making process.  For victims of crime and their families, guidelines can communicate
the way in which their concerns are incorporated into the parole process.  Given the significant number of cases that
must be decided by a parole Board, guidelines can be, importantly, a critical asset for the parole Board itself,  assuring
that cases are reviewed consistently—assuring that the same factors are considered—and efficiently.

In the regrettable, but inevitable, situation  in which a parolee commits a terrible crime, the existence of a parole
guidelines framework can also serve as a record of the parole Board's due diligence in reviewing all the relevant
information in a case, and making the best decision possible.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014



Use of Evidence-Based Decisionmaking Tools, Policies and Guidelines

https://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/use-of-evidence-based-decisionmaking-tools-policies-and-guidelines/historical-context.htm[6/14/2022 12:31:19 PM]

Goals of this Guide, and
How to Use It

Background and Context

Historical Context

Current Issues Shaping Parole
Guidelines

Types of Guideline Models

Dimensions That Typically
Shape Parole Guidelines

Moving Toward
Implementing Practice
Improvements and
Performance Measurement

Sample Documents

References/Endnotes

Links

Acknowledgments

Background and Context

Historical Context

Over the years, a number of parole Boards have created and used decisionmaking tools, guidelines, and policies that
provide a framework for the many cases that individual Board members must consider in a given year.  The nature of
these guidelines has shifted over the years—reflecting changes in sentencing goals, the level of discretion given to
parole Boards, and emerging research.  By the early 20th century, every state in the nation had established
discretionary parole release, in the context of the indeterminate sentencing model then in place in the United States.  In
loose terms, parole Boards were to consider individual cases and make release decisions when offenders had been
determined to be rehabilitated.  Boards came under a great deal of criticism after the mid-part of the century, largely
because of accusations that the process lacked standards or clarity, and was seen as unfair to offenders.  Early
versions of decisionmaking guidelines helped to respond to those criticisms and provided more "structured discretion." 

During the 1970's and 80's, as the nation became more discouraged with the notion of rehabilitation, and sentencing
structures became more "determinate", parole Boards tried to adapt—utilizing guidelines as a way to assure that
"similarly situated offenders" would serve similar amounts of time—by focusing more on the issue of even-handed
punishment, and much less upon rehabilitation.  And with the overwhelming interest in punishment, determinate
sentencing became more widespread and parole Boards' decisionmaking discretion was reduced in many states.

During the early 21st Century, particularly given the growing body of research that confirms that effective interventions
can, in fact, reduce the risk of future offending, the role of paroling authorities is taking on renewed importance.  And,
given the growing prison population and greater reliability of risk assessment tools which are often part of parole
guidelines, such guidelines can be seen as important tools for identifying populations of offenders who can be safely
managed in the community, serving a portion of their sentences outside the walls.  As a result, decisionmaking practices
—and the guidelines that shape them—are taking on a renewed importance and incorporate an important emphasis on
risk reduction and the wise use of public resources. 

Current Issues Shaping Parole Guidelines 

Most parole Board members, when asked, would likely say that they want to make decisions regarding parole release
that are fair, that hold offenders accountable, that provide victims with the opportunity for input, and that protect the
safety of the community by reducing the likelihood that offenders will re-offend upon release.  Guidelines are the tools
that, when developed collaboratively by a parole Board operating as a team, can assure that decisions are made on this
basis, with consistency and transparency—as defined by the Board members themselves.  The weight of research
evidence and leadership in the field indicates that sound, decisionmaking guidelines are among the practice targets to
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which all paroling authorities should aspire in order to achieve these goals.

Parole guidelines, in essence, provide a framework to help Boards (through their individual members) arrive at a
consistent consideration of each case, but they do not make the decision or define "the answer."    Parole guidelines are
tools that can assist parole Board members in assuring that they have considered all of the factors that they and their
colleagues have defined as essential when reviewing individual cases—and to make sure that they are considering
them consistently and with good information.  But the guidelines do not "make" the decision, nor do they identify a
decision that the Board "shall" make.  They provide a baseline that then, utilizing their discretion and considering unique
features of the case, the Board can use to make an actual decision.   

Experience suggests that well-designed guidelines can result in a high rate of decisions which follow the guidelines—
perhaps as high as 75% percent of the time.  A recent study of the guidelines of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation
and Parole found that the Board followed its guidelines in roughly 73% of its decisions, an outcome also associated with
low rates of recidivism and high rates of successful completion of post release supervision  (Burke and Austin, 2008). 
Although there is not an extensive body of research on optimal levels of guideline compliance, common sense would
suggest that guidelines which express well the values of the Board, and incorporate the evidence-based tools the Board
uses, would be followed in a significant proportion of cases.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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versions of decisionmaking guidelines helped to respond to those criticisms and provided more "structured discretion." 

During the 1970's and 80's, as the nation became more discouraged with the notion of rehabilitation, and sentencing
structures became more "determinate", parole Boards tried to adapt—utilizing guidelines as a way to assure that
"similarly situated offenders" would serve similar amounts of time—by focusing more on the issue of even-handed
punishment, and much less upon rehabilitation.  And with the overwhelming interest in punishment, determinate
sentencing became more widespread and parole Boards' decisionmaking discretion was reduced in many states.

During the early 21st Century, particularly given the growing body of research that confirms that effective interventions
can, in fact, reduce the risk of future offending, the role of paroling authorities is taking on renewed importance.  And,
given the growing prison population and greater reliability of risk assessment tools which are often part of parole
guidelines, such guidelines can be seen as important tools for identifying populations of offenders who can be safely
managed in the community, serving a portion of their sentences outside the walls.  As a result, decisionmaking practices
—and the guidelines that shape them—are taking on a renewed importance and incorporate an important emphasis on
risk reduction and the wise use of public resources. 
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Most parole Board members, when asked, would likely say that they want to make decisions regarding parole release
that are fair, that hold offenders accountable, that provide victims with the opportunity for input, and that protect the
safety of the community by reducing the likelihood that offenders will re-offend upon release.  Guidelines are the tools
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which all paroling authorities should aspire in order to achieve these goals.

Parole guidelines, in essence, provide a framework to help Boards (through their individual members) arrive at a
consistent consideration of each case, but they do not make the decision or define "the answer."    Parole guidelines are
tools that can assist parole Board members in assuring that they have considered all of the factors that they and their
colleagues have defined as essential when reviewing individual cases—and to make sure that they are considering
them consistently and with good information.  But the guidelines do not "make" the decision, nor do they identify a
decision that the Board "shall" make.  They provide a baseline that then, utilizing their discretion and considering unique
features of the case, the Board can use to make an actual decision.   

Experience suggests that well-designed guidelines can result in a high rate of decisions which follow the guidelines—
perhaps as high as 75% percent of the time.  A recent study of the guidelines of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation
and Parole found that the Board followed its guidelines in roughly 73% of its decisions, an outcome also associated with
low rates of recidivism and high rates of successful completion of post release supervision  (Burke and Austin, 2008). 
Although there is not an extensive body of research on optimal levels of guideline compliance, common sense would
suggest that guidelines which express well the values of the Board, and incorporate the evidence-based tools the Board
uses, would be followed in a significant proportion of cases.
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that are fair, that hold offenders accountable, that provide victims with the opportunity for input, and that protect the
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which all paroling authorities should aspire in order to achieve these goals.

Parole guidelines, in essence, provide a framework to help Boards (through their individual members) arrive at a
consistent consideration of each case, but they do not make the decision or define "the answer."    Parole guidelines are
tools that can assist parole Board members in assuring that they have considered all of the factors that they and their
colleagues have defined as essential when reviewing individual cases—and to make sure that they are considering
them consistently and with good information.  But the guidelines do not "make" the decision, nor do they identify a
decision that the Board "shall" make.  They provide a baseline that then, utilizing their discretion and considering unique
features of the case, the Board can use to make an actual decision.   

Experience suggests that well-designed guidelines can result in a high rate of decisions which follow the guidelines—
perhaps as high as 75% percent of the time.  A recent study of the guidelines of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation
and Parole found that the Board followed its guidelines in roughly 73% of its decisions, an outcome also associated with
low rates of recidivism and high rates of successful completion of post release supervision  (Burke and Austin, 2008). 
Although there is not an extensive body of research on optimal levels of guideline compliance, common sense would
suggest that guidelines which express well the values of the Board, and incorporate the evidence-based tools the Board
uses, would be followed in a significant proportion of cases.
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Background and Context

Types of Guideline Models

Some common ways to structure parole guidelines include:

A matrix  that would typically array two dimensions of concern—for instance, offense severity/sentence length
on one dimension, and risk of re-offense on the second dimension. For example, the Texas Board of Pardons
and Paroles refers to its guidelines on its web site and explains that risk and offense severity class provide the
two dimensions of their matrix.  In the instance of Texas, the parole guidelines levels range from 1 to 7.  The
higher the level into which an offender falls (7), the greater the probability of parole.  In some states, the "cells"
of the matrix where the two dimensions intersect would be a range of typical "time-served" that the Board sees
as appropriate for these combinations of factors.  Aggravating and mitigating circumstances of some type might
adjust the expected time to be served higher or lower within the range.  This could include the degree to which
mid and high risk offenders have participated successfully in risk-reduction programming to address their
criminogenic needs.   

A decision tree that articulates the key factors underlying the guidelines, and outlines how the various
combinations of those factors affect the likelihood of parole.  Exhibit 1,  drawn from an analysis of the parole
guidelines of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole (PBPP), summarizes the factors used by the
PBPP, and how they, in combination, are reflected in the guidelines to assess a case under consideration as
"likely to parole" or "unlikely to parole." 

Exhibit 1:  
Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole (2008) Parole Guidelines Decision Tree

Summary of "Likely to Parole"
and

"Unlikely to Parole" Categories* Resulting
From Changes Implemented by the PBPP January 2008

Risk Level** Violent/
Non-
Violent
Offense

Completion/participation/
on waiting list for
required programs
designed to reduce
risk***

Serious
Institutional
Misconduct in
the Previous
Year

Threshold
Category

2

http://www.tdcj.state.tx.us/bpp/publications/PIT_english.indd%2008-22-2008.pdf
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Any Any Any Yes Unlikely to
parole

 

High Violent Non-completion of
Required Program

No Unlikely to
parole

High Non-
Violent

Unwilling to participate in
Required Program

No

Medium Violent Unwilling to participate in
Required Program

No

 

High Violent Completion of Required
Program**

No Likely to
parole

High Non-
Violent

Completion of, Participation
in, or on waiting list for
Required Program

No

Medium Violent Completion of, Participation
in, or on waiting list for
Required Program

No

Medium Non-
Violent

Any No

Low Violent Any No

Low Non-
Violent

Any No

 

*Parole is a privilege, not a right, and the Board has complete discretion in making its decisions to grant or to deny
parole. The instrument provides a consistent method to consider and evaluate those factors of importance to the Board
because of their relationship to community safety, and because of their legislative mandate to do so.
**Risk assessment is considered on two dimensions, 1) a general (validated) risk to reoffend scale, and 2) a specialized
(validated) sex offender assessment instrument.  Whichever assessment is higher is used in the decision process.
**"High risk, violent offenders are defined to include all sex offenders, multiple DUI's, murder II and murder III.
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Enumeration of decision factors—such as the guidelines developed by the Tennessee Parole Board.  In
Tennessee, the guidelines identify the relationship to average time served for a particular offense, level of risk
as defined by the LSCMI, program participation, and release plan as the factors to be considered—how each
are measured—and the interaction of those factors as leading to a guideline decision for granting or denying
parole.  In support of this approach the Tennessee Board has access to a table, updated frequently, that
provides by--offense class--the average sentence, and average time served in months and as a percentage of
sentence.  They also have a worksheet format that arrays all of the decision factors, and allows the parole
Board member or staff to rate a case on each dimension.

The Parole Board of Canada, based on research beginning in 2003, has developed a guideline model (Serin, 2011),
which they refer to as a "Decision Framework" which outlines for the decisionmaker a protocol for case analysis that
includes a careful consideration of the factors that should be taken into consideration in each case.  This was put into
place in order to enhance consistency, efficiency and accuracy in case review, quality decisions and the ability to report
on them, an increased level of comfort and confidence in decisions by the board and by the public, a greater level of
transparency, along with decreased liability in the event of a false negative (which an individual released on parole
commits a serious crime). 

Guidelines Provide Important Support to Decisionmaking, But They Do Not Mandate Decisions  
Guidelines can incorporate evidence-based tools and help individual Board members answer key questions about a
case.  If well-designed, a Board's guidelines would "guide" members to ask specific questions about a case—what is the
level of risk, how does the time served relate to the severity of the crime, does this offender warrant specific risk
reduction programming, of what sort?  Once asked and answered, these questions can yield a "guideline response" that
an individual Board member may accept as his or her decision.  Or, because parole is a privilege, not a right—and
because such guidelines are always advisory in nature and parole decisions are defined by law as "discretionary"— a
Board member may choose to accept or not to accept the "guidelines response" as the basis for his or her decision. 
Rather, the Board member may elect, because of factors unique to the case, to make a decision that does not follow the
guidelines.  The final decision, in any guideline system, is made by a discretionary action of the Board.

However, the existence of such a framework provides important day-to-day support for Board members who must
review large numbers of cases and helps guide decisionmakers to the relevant aspects of the case for consideration.  In
addition, the collaborative process of developing guidelines is an important way for Board members to more clearly
articulate their own values and goals in exercising their discretion, and helps Boards to define their areas of common
ground, that can and should be articulated in the content of their guidelines.
 Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole:  A Report on Board Initiatives to Strengthen Decisionmaking Policy and Practice, The Center for Effective Public Policy:  March 2008, p. 18.2
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Dimensions That Typically Shape Parole Guidelines

In this section we will explore a  variety of factors that are typically of concern to parole Board members as they weigh
the decision to grant or deny parole. 

Punishment/Accountability  

Punishment, or holding offenders accountable for their crimes, is an intrinsic element of a criminal sanction.  Whether
and how parole Boards consider this dimension in their decisionmaking and decisionmaking guidelines varies widely
across states.  In some states (e.g., Pennsylvania), the sentencing court has primary responsibility for assessing the
appropriate level of punishment in terms of how much incarceration time a person must serve so as to assure that time-
served is commensurate with the severity of the crime.  This is expressed as a range, determined by the eligibility date
for parole on the lower end, and the expiration of sentence, or mandatory release date on the upper end.  Any amount
of time served, within that range, is defined by the sentencing court (in such a sentencing structure) as neither too little
—nor too much—time served to assure appropriate accountability.  In this sort of situation, the parole Board does not
have a major role in establishing the limits of punishment.  In some states, however, the sentencing structure is much
more "indeterminate", and parole Board members have responsibility—often instructed specifically by statute—to
assure that "enough time" is served so as not to "depreciate the seriousness of the crime." 

It is important to observe, here, that consideration of appropriate punishment is separate and distinguishable from the
concerns about risk reduction and protection of the community from the offender once released.  This perspective does
not draw heavily upon the research on effective interventions—which guides decisions as to future risk and effective
ways to reduce that risk.  Rather, the concern about "enough time" to assure appropriate accountability is a "non-
utilitarian" concern, that is based more upon the principles inherent in the use of punishment of past deeds.  These
principles include fundamental fairness ("similarly situated" offenders serve similar amounts of time), proportionality (the
punishment is in proportion to the severity of the crime—more serious crimes deserving more time, less serious crimes
deserving less time),  and parsimony (do not utilize more punishment than needed to accomplish the accountability
goals). 

It is possible to incorporate a consideration of appropriate punishment in a guidelines structure—often by defining a
range of expected time to be served based on a combination of offense severity as one dimension, and risk as a second
dimension.  Once such a framework is put into place, it is important to track the degree to which the guidelines are
assuring fairness—are similarly situated offenders serving roughly similar amounts of time?

Risk Reduction
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< Types of Guideline Models An Evidence-Based Approach 
to Release Decisionmaking >

Virtually all paroling authorities are concerned with public safety and assuring (to the extent possible) that individuals
released on parole have a good probability of successfully completing their parole without re-offending.  A typical way in
which guidelines incorporate an evidence-based approach to this goal, is to incorporate, in some formal way, the results
of a standardized risk assessment process or tool (or set of them) into the guidelines.  Often a guidelines framework will
incorporate not just the use of risk assessment, but will also consider in some way whether offenders who have been
assessed in the past as at medium or high risk to reoffend have completed appropriate risk reduction programming.  A
guidelines framework, for instance, might indicate that a low risk offender, who has served an appropriate amount of
time to assure accountability for his or her crime, would be rated by the guidelines as likely to parole—even without
programming.  On the other hand, an individual assessed at high risk to re-offend might require completion of
programming specifically geared to his or her criminogenic needs before being classified by the guidelines as a good
candidate for parole.

Institutional Behavior

Often parole Board members focus upon behavior while incarcerated as a key factor in making release decisions.  The
research is somewhat unclear on this point, indicating that some types of prison misconduct are not related to post
prison performance.   And, assuming that a Board has a good set of risk assessment tools—that are both valid and
reliable for its population, the risk dimension is probably best handled in this way.

On the other hand, some Boards have concluded that, as part of a state's correctional system, they want to support
order and safety within the institutions of their state.  In that instance, a Board might adopt, as part of its guidelines, that
misconduct—at a specified level of severity, and within a certain time frame—would indicate, according to their
guidelines, that such an offender was not a good candidate for parole at the present time.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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Important Terms

Criminogenic needs refers to the dynamic
risk factors (e.g., antisocial behavior
patterns) related to a particular offender's
likelihood to recidivate.

Community Stability Needs refer to the
issues (e.g., lack of housing) that programs
or services address in order to create a
stable environment for risk reduction efforts
to take place. They may not, of themselves
be "criminogenic" , but meeting these needs
may help to create an environment where
criminogenic needs can be effectively
addressed.

Risk refers to the likelihood that offenders
will recidivate.

Risk level refers to the assessed
classification of offenders as high, moderate
or low in terms of their likelihood to
recidivate.

Static risk factors refer to factors (e.g.,
criminal history) that cannot be changed as
part of a recidivism reduction effort.

(Carter, 2011)

Dimensions That Typically Shape Parole Guidelines

An Evidence-Based Approach to Release Decisionmaking

A key challenge facing paroling authorities in light of the
considerations noted above is putting into place an approach to
release decisionmaking that includes: 1) good assessment
tools, 2) good collaboration with correctional partners, and 3) a
guideline framework that will contribute to an offender's
successful completion of a period of supervision—including
participation in appropriate risk-reduction programming.  The
justice system and its community partners are beginning to
understand more clearly that, if an offender is successful, the
community is also successful.  If an offender can complete a
period of incarceration that holds him/her appropriately
accountable, be encouraged to participate in appropriate risk
reduction programming, and move through a release process
and transition to the community with no new crimes and no new
victims—community safety has been protected. 

If one applies the lessons of this research to the specific issue
of release decisionmaking they point towards a three-pronged
approach to developing release guidelines.

First, a Board would want to assure that valid, empirically-
based assessments of risk and need are available as part
of the information routinely available, understood, and
used as a guidelines framework is developed and
individual release decisions are made.
Second, release decisionmaking—and the guidelines
which structure it—would seek to minimize risk reduction
programming requirements for low risk offenders.
Third, release decisionmaking—and the guidelines which
structure it—regarding medium and high risk offenders
would be fashioned to enhance the expectation and
likelihood that medium and high risk offenders would be
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linked to interventions and participate in programs tailored to address and reduce their criminogenic needs.

Further, the research has identified risk factors that are found with high frequency in the offender population.  Static
factors that are highly predictive of risk to re-offend include:

Age at first arrest
Current age
Criminal history

But, as these factors cannot, by definition, be changed, it is important—for those assessed at medium and high risk—to
also assess dynamic risk and criminogenic needs which can then be targeted for change.   Dynamic risk factors include:

Antisocial attitudes, beliefs and values
Antisocial behavior patterns
Antisocial peers
Antisocial personality and temperamental factors
Family/marital stressors
Substance abuse
Lack of education, employment stability or achievement
Lack of pro-social activities in leisure time

Release decisionmaking guidelines, of course, should be integrally linked to a Board's policies with respect to setting of
conditions.  NPRC has also developed the Action Guide Setting Parole Conditions to Achieve Public Safety for Board
members interested in emerging best practice in  this area.

Low Risk Offenders

Conversely, the research explains that the best outcomes with the low risk population are achieved by low levels of
intervention.  In fact, higher levels of intervention—extended periods of incarceration; and/or requiring involvement in
intensive interventions—can actually increase the likelihood that low risk offenders will re-offend (Andrews and Bonta
2007; Cullen and Gendreau 2000; Gendreau et al. 2001; Lowenkamp, Latessa, and Holsinger 2006).  Application of this
principal is significant to assisting paroling authorities when making release decisions.  This research would suggest
that requiring programs and treatment for this group as a condition of release will likely not reduce their risk of re-
offense, and can even enhance that risk.  In sum, the research tells us that, among a group of offenders who have an
expected low rate of recidivism, the use of treatment resources is, first, a waste.  Those resources could be much more
impactful in terms of reducing risk when targeted to a population that is at high risk of recidivism.  Second, the research
documents that placing low-risk populations in housing, reporting, and treatment proximity to others at high risk may
actually increase their risk of re-offense.    The NPRC has developed a series of Action Guides, one of which focuses
specifically on the management of low risk offenders (click here to access that document).

The following sections of this guide will assist paroling authorities who have made the decision to explore their current
decisionmaking practices and guidelines, and perhaps make changes, in this area.  Action steps in the next section can
be used by a Board in following a process of clearly understanding current practice and, if desired, of developing an
action plan for change.

Legal Issues

As a parole Board considers whether it will pursue the development of new guidelines, or the modification of existing
guidelines, it is important to secure the advice of legal counsel so as not to create unintended outcomes of their efforts. 
And, while it will always be important to secure legal advice in the context of a Board's own state statutes, regulations,
case law, and implications from the federal level, there are a number of issues that have attained prominence in the

http://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/action-guide-series-parole/
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< Dimensions That Typically 
Shape Parole Guidelines

Moving Toward Implementing 
Practice Improvements >

parole field, because of existing case law.  A few of these issues are summarized here.
Due process.  Because parole release is considered to be a privilege and not a right, and because parole Boards
typically have wide discretion in making their decisions, they also have a good bit of leeway in designing their
decisionmaking guidelines.  One primary caution is that parole Boards, as they develop and formally draft and publish
their guidelines, must assure that the guidelines do not use language that states or implies that a parole Board "shall" or
"will" grant parole if certain circumstances are present.  This, in effect, creates a "liberty interest" or a "right" to parole,
which would carry with it the right of an offender to challenge a decision to deny parole with a full panoply of
constitutional protections.  Any parole guidelines should make clear that they are advisory in nature and that the Board
is free to grant or deny that privilege, based on the exercise of their discretion and regardless of the guidelines  See,
e.g., Greenholtz v. Nebraska, 442 U.S. 1, 1979.  Board of Pardons v. Allen 482 U.S. 369, 1987.  

Ex post facto. The ex post facto clauses of the Constitution (Article 1, section 9 and Article 1, section 10) can be
implicated when a government agency takes an action that may add to the punishment imposed for a crime after the
time when the crime occurred.  If a decisionmaking guideline is created or modified that appears to increase the
punishment for an offense (e.g., by eliminating the opportunity for parole release at a certain time when parole release
would have been possible under prior law or procedures) and it is applied to crimes that occurred prior to the creation of
the guideline, then ex post facto issues may become involved.  See, e.g., Weaver v. Graham, 450 U.S. 24, 1981;
California Department of Corrections v. Morales, 514 U.S. 499, 1995. 

Application of guidelines. The Adult Parole Authority in the State of Ohio promulgated guidelines in 1998 that created
expected ranges of time to be served for offenders based upon their crime and their level of risk.  When the APA began
using these guidelines, they routinely defined the offender's crime based on the overall offense behavior, as opposed to
the specific crime for which they were convicted.  The Ohio court ultimately ruled that any cases that were reviewed and
decided under those guidelines had not been provided "meaningful consideration" as required by law.  The court found
that "meaningful consideration" for parole is denied when an inmate's offense of conviction is disregarded and parole
eligibility is judged largely, if not entirely, on an offense category score that does not correspond to the offense of
conviction.  However, the court was also careful to observe that the Adult Parole Authority retained discretion to
consider any circumstances relating to the offense, including crimes that did not result in conviction when determining
release suitability.  However, by anchoring their use of the guidelines framework itself in behaviors for which the
offender was not convicted, the process resulted—in the court's opinion—in a lack of "meaningful consideration."  All
cases decided under this framework had to be re-heard.  See, e.g., Layne v. Ohio Adult Parole Authority, 97 Ohio St.
3d. 456, 2002.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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Moving Toward Implementing Practice Improvements and Performance
Measurement

In light of the issues outlined in the earlier sections of this guide a parole Board may decide that a careful review of the
potential for development of parole guidelines is warranted.  If that is the case, it is recommended that a Board consider
the following five-step process as a way of moving forward.   Undertaking this process, as a team, will encourage the
development of a shared understanding of the Board's current thinking regarding decisionmaking, and help the Board to
revisit shared goals and values, and to consider whether they want to move forward to develop decision guidelines and
put in place policies about the use of decisionmaking tools.

The NPRC has developed individual Action Guides on the use of risk and needs assessment (insert link), and on the
setting of parole conditions.  This Action Guide builds on these previous guides and contains suggested steps to focus
specifically on structured decisionmaking—parole guidelines—as a possible tool for consideration by a Board.  The
steps suggested for a parole Board to follow in considering release decisionmaking practices and guidelines are:

1. Build a shared understanding of the Ten Practice Targets identified by the National Parole Resource Center;
2. Gather and review information to develop a shared understanding of the Board's current policies and practices;
3. Identify potential improvements in practice in light of this information;
4. Agree on specific change targets and a work plan for their implementation; and
5. Plan to measure performance.

The remainder of this section moves through these steps to assist parole Boards in exploring and enhancing their
current understanding of the research, in exploring their own Board's existing policy/practice, in assessing whether
opportunities for change exist, and in planning for desired change.  Regardless of whether Boards are engaging this
process as a full body, subcommittee, or working group, it will be important to move through this process as a team.  A
team-based approach provides a strong basis for developing a clear, shared understanding of the current situation in
which to examine what changes will strengthen their practice.

A "roadmap" that illustrates graphically the steps recommended and provides a way to navigate to a description of each
step is below: 

http://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/action-guide-series-parole/
http://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/toolkit2/ten-practice-targets.php


Use of Evidence-Based Decisionmaking Tools, Policies and Guidelines

https://nationalparoleresourcecenter.org/use-of-evidence-based-decisionmaking-tools-policies-and-guidelines/moving-toward-implementing.htm#[6/16/2022 9:05:42 AM]

< An Evidence-Based Approach 
to Release Decisionmaking

Step 1: Build a Shared Understanding >

The remainder of this section moves through these steps to assist Parole Boards – working as a team – in exploring the
existing state of collaboration, assessing whether opportunities for change exist, and planning for desired changes.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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< Moving Toward Implementing 
Practice Improvements

Step 2: Review Detailed Information >

Step 1: As a Team, Use the NPRC Self-Assessment Tool Kit as a Way to Get
Started.

Parole Boards reviewing their condition setting practice may have already processed through the activities advised in
the National Parole Resource Center's Paroling Authority Self-Assessment Toolkit . If not, they are encouraged to avail
themselves of this opportunity to give all Board members a common frame of reference, introduce the NPRC's "Practice
Targets," and examine how a Board's practices can be described in relation to those targets.  An important part of
developing an effective change strategy is to understand, clearly, all aspects of current practice.  The Toolkit provides a
framework for a Board to develop such a shared understanding—from a "big picture" point of view.

In particular, focus on Practice Target Number 2, "Develop and Use Evidence-Based Policy-Driven Decisionmaking
Tools, Policies and Guidelines" which takes the user through a set of questions specifically focused on decisionmaking
—how it is shaped by statute, whether there are tools in place, etc.

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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Step 2: As a Team, Gather and Review Detailed Information on the Board's
Current Policy and Practice—Where Are We Now?

With frequent turnover of members, and high caseloads for decisionmaking, it is often the case that parole Board
members—as a team—do not have many opportunities to review policy and practice and to develop a shared
understanding of how their individual decisions coalesce into state-wide practice.  Once a Board has used the Toolkit to
develop a "big picture" understanding of practice, they are then in a better position to delve more deeply into specific
issues—such as what specific factors tend to provide guidance regarding release decisionmaking, and whether tools to
guide decisions ae currently in place.  Though significant effort may be required to find the time and opportunity for
these discussions, the potential benefits for a parole Board indicate such effort will be well spent. 

Another important part of this step is to identify and invite key partners into the process—Board staff, research/data staff
either from the Board, or from another partner agency (e.g., the department of corrections, or the parole supervision
agency if different from the Department of Corrections).  An agency with significant data analysis and research
capability, or staff from a state statistical analysis center that might be able to provide a quantitative perspective on
current release decisionmaking, and the implications if changes are considered will be particularly helpful.  The timing of
reaching out to include others as part of a Board's efforts to explore and release decisionmaking will vary from one state
to the next.  Where a Board has already established good working relationships with these agencies, it will probably be
most advantageous to involve them as early as possible.  Where those relationships are less established, it may be
important for the Board to begin this work on its own before inviting other partners to the table. 

By taking the steps outlined here, a Board has an opportunity to review current decisionmaking practice and develop an
overview of its implications—strengths and weaknesses.  The goal of this step is to generate a clear understanding of
just what constitutes current policy and practice, what forms the basis for that policy and practice (e.g., statute,
regulation, past practice, etc.), and what is known about outcomes.  A Board following this process is encouraged to
add to or adapt the following suggested questions—with the goal of clarifying a sound, shared understanding of policy
and practice.  Questions to be explored, that will begin to generate a system-wide understanding of this practice include:

With respect to release decisionmaking:

What factors do Board members typically consider as they make determinations or vote on cases regarding
parole release?  Are these defined in statute or policy?  Is there a consensus, informal or formal, as to what
these factors should be? 
Given a list of factors—perhaps including severity of offense, sentence length, risk of the offender, institutional
behavior, victim concerns—are there commonly accepted definitions of terms?
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< Step 1: Convene working group 
and agree on a charter.

Step 3: Review the evidence-based 
practice research on risk and 
needs assessment. >

Are assessment tools in place to assess and define level of risk?  Are these available to Board members in a
timely fashion when making decisions?  Are specialized assessment tools available for special sub-populations
(e.g., women offenders, sex offenders, violent offenders)?
What percentage of parole release considerations results in a decision to parole? What percentage results in a
continuation?  What percent result in a denial?

With respect to release decisionmaking guidelines:

Does the Board have formal guidelines in place?
If no parole guidelines are in place, how does the Board typically make its decisions?  What are the typical
factors considered?  Are their assessment tools in use?  If so, what types?
If parole guidelines are in place, what are the stated goals of these guidelines?  How well do the stated goals
express the values and goals of individuals currently serving as Board members? 
If such guidelines exist, do all Board members have a common understanding of how to use these guidelines?
Do these guidelines incorporate sound, evidence-based assessment tools, along with guidance as to how to use
these tools, and how the assessments provided relate to the guidelines?
What data is available regarding release decisionmaking by the Board?  For instance, if there are guidelines
available, is it possible to determine which candidates for parole were identified as likely candidates for parole
under the guidelines?  Or as unlikely candidates for parole?  How often does the Board follow the
recommendation/conclusion of the guidelines?
What are the typical reasons for denying parole—both for those individuals who are rated as good candidates
for parole under the guidelines—and for parole candidates in general?  How frequently are these reasons
used?  Are they tailored to specific cases, or is there standard language used in most cases?  Are offenders
informed of these decisions?

Copyright © National Parole Resource Center 2014
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< Step 2: Review Detailed Information Step 4: Agree on Specific Change Targets >

Step 3: Identify Potential Improvements in Practice in Light of this
Information—Where Do We Want to Be?

Given the general guidance from the NPRC Practice Target on release decisionmaking, once Board members have
developed a clear understanding of current policies and practices, it is recommended that they explore ways in which
they would like to modify these policies to more faithfully reflect the kinds of guideline elements outlined in this guide.

Optimally, a Board should have a clear statement of goals for release decisionmaking that articulate the factors to be
considered in order to accomplish those goals. In addition, they would want to create–or modify existing—guidelines
that reflect the research on effective interventions and comport with members' values. The newly created or modified
guidelines should be clear and specific enough that a case can be reviewed using the guidelines, and the "guided"
decision can be determined. Policies should also be clear as to when and how reasons for release decisions should be
articulated on the record. The case can be made that, when a decision is made with respect to parole release, that
follows explicit guidelines of a paroling authority, then the rationale for that decision is inherent in the structure of the
guidelines. In those instances where a decision "departs" from the guidelines, a rationale exists for policy indicating that
a reason should be given for the decision.
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Step 4: Agree on Specific Change Targets and a Work Plan for their
Implementation—How Will We Get There?

In order to move toward the identification of specific change targets, and their implementation, it is recommended that a
Board consider taking the following steps. Because of the complexity of this undertaking—particularly where this is a
first effort to develop decision guidelines—a parole board will want to consider securing the assistance of an outside
facilitator and/or adviser to assist them in planning and implementing these steps. 

In light of the shared understanding that the Board has built regarding its goals for release decisionmaking, convene a
session (or sessions) to discuss and resolve these questions:

Are our goals for release decisionmaking clearly articulated and sufficiently grounded in statutory guidance, and
reflective of our understanding of our responsibilities as a Board?  If not, what would such a goal statement
contain?  What points would it cover? 
In reviewing existing guidelines, or their absence, what would be the major components of a guideline
framework that would express how our Board and its individual members feel it is appropriate to consider
cases?  Would this framework include the following dimensions, and if so, in what way:

Crime severity
Time served
Risk of re-offense
Program participation
Institutional conduct
Release plan
Victim input
Other salient factors

How do these factors relate to one another? The Board may want to consider discussing these topics both, in concept,
and also in the context of particular, "example" cases.  (See sample working session agenda for the Board on
identifying targets of change in the Sample Documents section of this guide.) 

As part of this session, or a separate working session, develop a list of changes that the Board, as a whole feels should
be made regarding:

Revisions to an existing statement articulating the goals of our release decisionmaking;
Development of a new statement articulating the goals of our release decisionmaking;
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<Step 3: Identify Potential Improvements Step 5: Plan to Measure Performance. >

Revisions to existing guidelines; or
Development of new guidelines.

Develop a strategy to implement agreed upon changes to the Board's policy and practice with respect to release
decisionmaking and the guidelines that shape them.

Clearly identify specific new products or change targets that were agreed upon at the conclusion of the Board's
discussions on all earlier issues.
What needs to be done to start developing these new products or implementing these changes in existing
statement/guidelines?
Indicate whether each issue is a long term issue or a short term issue.  A short term issue is something that can
be handled without additional resources or legislation, and that can be accomplished within six months.  A long
term issue requires more investment of resources, statutory changes or work over a longer period of time.
For short term issues, indicate three things that need to occur in the next 30 days, and indicate the person who
will be responsible for each action.  If a team is created, indicate who would lead the team and who should
participate in the team.
For long term issues, indicate three critical changes that need to occur in the next six months in order to make
substantial progress on the issue.  For example, if resources, legislative changes, policy changes are required
to make substantial progress, indicate necessary steps that must occur and the person responsible.  Note what
initial steps can be taken to help produce the desired outcome.  If a team will be created, indicate who will lead
the team and identify appropriate team members.

After the Board has identified key changes to policy and practice, for those changes identify strategies that you will
pursue in gaining:

Buy-in from key stakeholders;
The mechanism(s) you will be using to move forward (e.g., committees, staff support, training, routine Board
meetings, etc.) with this work; and
Articulate the potential challenges of the implementation of these strategies; as well as the resources or assets
that would assist in implementation.
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Step 5: Plan to Measure Performance

A performance measurement plan involves developing the capacity to measure progress toward desired outcomes,
continually tracking progress, and using information for improvement. Management of change—whether it is about
release decisionmaking, or any other aspect of the Board's work—requires: 

Feedback loops to determine whether the change has actually been implemented.
Tracking certain data and information to determine whether the change is having the desired outcomes. 

Feedback loops exist through regular review of inmate files and staff discussions. In terms of monitoring performance,
feedback loops begin with a review of the policies adopted—are the guidelines being used, is data being collected as to
how often they are followed?  Do Board members find them workable and effective at capturing the kinds of issues they
feel are important to consider in making release decisions? 

Starting with the basics, "What did we say we were going to do and why?" and then responding after a review of
corresponding practices can jump start the plan. The purpose of these practices is to contribute, in some way, to the
performance of the agency overall.  The routine collection of information on these practices—what do the guidelines
contain, how are they being used, how are they improving decisionmaking– sets the stage for monitoring changes.  One
strategy is to form a performance management team or subcommittee to review policies and practices and report back
on divergence or adherence. The team would be responsible for reviewing program elements and making
recommendations for the implementation, monitoring, re-evaluating, and reporting of performance activities. Data
helpful to determining whether the changes experienced are desired changes include regular and timely screenings  of
a sample of case decisions to determine whether the information required by the guidelines is contained in the case
materials, whether the Board members are noting whether they are using/following the guidelines or not.  A "checklist"
for measuring progress toward completing the action plan is critical.  Performance measures must be clear and specific
to making condition setting decisions. A draft checklist may include the following:

Sample Performance Measures Checklist
This list is intended to get parole Boards started in developing their plan for implementing change.

Form parole guidelines team or subcommittee
Document—or develop—a statement of goals and mission that the Board agrees should shape their
decisionmaking practices
Review current guidelines/practices that are in place—do they reflect decisionmaking practices according to
agreed-upon goals and mission?
If no such guidelines exist, determine the intent of the Board to develop such tools.
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Develop a proposed set of "dimensions" that the guidelines should address, considering such possible
dimensions as:  sentence length, offense severity, offender risk, participation in risk reduction programming,
institutional behavior.
Agree on what factors should be included and how they related to one another.
Explore examples of states currently or recently using guidelines and discuss their assets and limitations.
Develop a preliminary draft of guidelines and secure assistance from state-level research/data resources to
assess what impact the guidelines, if followed, might have and how they might impact parole rates.
Based on this analysis and consensus of the Board, agree on a version of the guidelines for testing in actual
decisionmaking and conduct testing.
Analyze the results of the testing, making appropriate refinements/adjustments.
Finalize the guidelines and begin using in formal decisionmaking.
Plan to conduct periodic assessments of the guidelines and the degree to which they are assisting the Board
to achieve their goals.

Assess systems necessary for tracking progress and improvements/changes

Determine timeline for effecting change with appropriate benchmarks.
Implement work plan (i.e., collect data, analyze, report.)
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Sample Documents

Below is a list of all of the sample documents that teams can use in their work to advance effective condition setting
practice in their jurisdictions. Click on the respective links below to access each of these documents, which can be
adapted to meet the needs of specific Boards.

Sample Agenda

Sample Action Plan
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Sample Working Session Agenda 
Identifying Targets of Change 

 
Participants  
 
Participants for this session should include the Parole Board Chair, Parole Board Members, 
Counsel to the Board, and senior staff.  Staff responsible for management information systems 
for the Board (whether reporting directly to the Board, or from a partner agency) should also be 
present to provide a statistical picture of current decisionmaking practices and implications of 
proposed changes.   
 
Goals of This Session  
 
During this session we will identify specific changes that we believe should be made regarding: 
 

• Either refining and clarifying the Board’s  existing statement—or crafting a completely 
new statement-- articulating the goals of our release decisionmaking; and 

• Revisions to existing parole release guidelines, or development of new parole release 
guidelines (as appropriate to our situation). 

 
Proposed Agenda  
 
8:30am  Call to Order, Introductions of all Key Participants 
 
8:45am  Reviewing Our Discussions and Agreements to Date 
 

As indicated in the NPRC Action Guide, we have held detailed discussions on 
current policy, or the lack thereof  that guides the Board’s release 
decisionmaking.  Building on these discussions, let us come to agreement on 
specific changes/improvements we see that should be made to our 
decisionmaking framework.  Would this framework include the following, and if 
so, in what way: 
 

• Crime severity 
• Time served 
• Risk of re-offense 
• Program participation 
• Institutional conduct 
• Release plan 
• Victim input 
• Other factors 



 
 

 
Open discussion on these factors, also discussion of specific example cases as a 
context for the discussion. 
 

10:00 a.m.  Break 
 
10:15 a.m. Consideration of Interrelationships among the Factors 
 

• Are there priorities among these factors, or do they interact in particular 
ways?  For instance, how do crime severity and risk to reoffend interact with 
time served?   Consider arraying these various factors using something like a 
matrix as used by other jurisdictions, or a logic model/decision tree, walking 
through a specific case. 

 
12:00 noon Lunch Break 
 
3:00pm  Opportunities for Change  
 

• Based on discussions thus far, are there changes we want to make in current 
parole decisionmaking in terms of creating or refining a framework to guide 
our decisions? 

• What are those changes?  Who would need to be involved in developing 
specific proposals for change? 

• What are our next steps?  Who will be responsible?  Over what time line? 
 

4:45pm  Moving Forward 
  

• When will the Board meet again on this topic 
• What will need to be accomplished before that meeting? 
• Who is leading the effort? 

5:00pm  Adjourn 
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Action Plan for Implementing Changes in Routine Considerations for Release 
Decisionmaking Regarding Low-Risk Offenders 

 
First, clearly identify specific change targets that were agreed upon at the conclusion of the 
Board’s discussions on all earlier issues related to policy and practice regarding the release of 
low-risk offenders. Then for each issue, consider:  
 

• What needs to be done to start implementing these changes?  
• Is the issue at hand a long term issue or a short term issue? A short term issue is 

something that can be handled without additional resources or legislation, and that can be 
accomplished within six months. A long term issue requires more investment of 
resources, statutory changes or work over a longer period of time.  

 
Short Term Issues 
 
Short Term Issue 
(Example)  

Indicate three things that 
need to occur in the next 30 
days  

Individual(s) 
Responsible  

Due Date  

Determine need for 
risk/needs information.  

1. Identify candidate 
instruments, possibly to 
include developing one locally 
2. Confer with peer 
jurisdictions using these 
instruments (or that have 
developed their own 
instruments) 
3. Present report to the full 
Board including pros and cons 
of each tool and a 
recommendation for tool 
adoption  
 

Jennifer Jones  June 1, 
2015  

Articulate the Board’s 
policy/strategy on the 
release of low risk 
offenders 

1. Circulate a draft statement 
for Board member comment 
2. Develop a list of 
circumstances/ information 
that are appropriate reasons 
not to grant release for low 
risk offenders 
  

Board chair July 25, 
2014 
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Long Term Issues 
 
Long Term 
Issue 
(Example) 

Indicate three 
critical changes 
that need to occur 
in the next six 
months in order 
to make 
substantial 
progress on the 
issue (for 
example, if 
resources, 
legislative 
changes, policy 
changes are 
required to make 
substantial 
progress, indicate 
necessary steps 
that must occur) 

Individual(s) 
Responsible 

Critical First 
Steps to be 
Taken 

Due Date 

Develop a 
stakeholder 
communication 
strategy for the 
release of low 
risk offenders  

1. Draft statement 
on release strategy 
for low risk 
offenders  
2. Identify 
stakeholders we 
need to 
communicate with 
3. Deliver in-
person briefings to 
key stakeholders 
4.Develop and 
release public 
statement about the 
Board’s policy on 
releasing low risk 
offenders 
 

John Smith 1. Identify 
priority 
audiences 
2. Designate lead  

July 15, 2013  
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Links

The following organizations, websites and publications are helpful for obtaining specific guidance.

National Institute of Corrections (NIC) is an agency within the U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Prisons.
NIC also provides leadership to influence correctional policies, practices, and operations nationwide in areas of
emerging interest and concern to correctional executives and practitioners as well as public policymakers. This is
accomplished through the provision training, technical assistance, and policy/program development assistance to
federal, state, and local corrections agencies. A key resource, the Robert J. Kutak Memorial Library, houses a
specialized collection of corrections-related materials. The focus of the collection is on unpublished, operationally-
oriented resources developed by correctional agencies for use by practitioners in the field.

Center for Effective Public Policy (CEPP) manages the National Parole Resource Center, which has developed, among
other resources, a series of five papers on parole entitled Parole Essentials: Practical Guides for Parole Leaders that
address the specific challenges of paroling authorities. Each paper can be accessed below:

Core Competencies: A Resource for Parole Board Chairs, Members, and Executive Staff

Evidence-Based Policy, Practice, and Decisionmaking: Implications for Paroling Authorities

Paroling Authorities' Strategic Planning and Management for Results

Special Challenges Facing Parole

The Future of Parole as a Key Partner in Assuring Public Safety

Association of Paroling Authorities International (APAI) originated in the early 1970s at the urging of international parole
colleagues  with a strong interest in best practices and current issues surrounding conditional release, reentry into the
community and public safety. Despite different parole legislation, policies and regulations, members – individuals and
organizations from 38 countries – share the fundamental value in the belief of a person's ability to change and the
conviction that gradual, supervised reintegration into our communities is an effective protection of public safety.

The Association of State Correctional Administrators (ASCA) has developed standardized definitions of key measures
and uniform performance reporting implemented by approximately 26 states.

Pew Center on the States' Public Safety Performance Project, launched in 2006 as a project of the Pew Center on the
States with a goals towards helping states advance fiscally sound, data-driven policies and practices in sentencing and
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corrections that protect public safety, hold offenders accountable, and control corrections costs. The publication
referenced in this guide, "Putting Public Safety First: 13 Strategies for Successful Supervision and Reentry," resulted
from two meetings with national experts on the topic of parole supervision hosted by Urban Institute in 2007. An excerpt
from the full document is available here.
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