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Mission Statement: !
The mission of the NH Adult Parole Board is, consistent with due process, public safety,
and rights of victims, to grant the privilege of parole to offenders who, through
supervision and rehabilitation, are transitioning into the community to become good
citizens; and to revoke parole to those who do not obey the laws and rules.

The NH Adult Parole Board is comprised of five (5) Board Members: Chairperson, Vice-
Chairperson, and three (3) Board Members. Currently there are six (6) office staff that provide
support for the Parole Board. We are a small agency that is administratively attached to the NH
Department of Corrections for budgeting and clerical support per RSA 651-A:24. In order to
meet the target number for this budget, we had to cut a full-time support staff position, We
requested to have this position funded in our first budget presentation on November 12, 2024,
Copies of our current organizational chart and the proposed organizational chart are included in
the handout,

The NH Adult Parole Board was audited in 2019. There were many areas that needed
improvement. The audit described the parole board office as being “staffed by personnel who
are overwhelmed and unable to effectively manage their rapidly increasing workload.” Due to
the audit recommendations, a new position in 2020 was approved to be added to the Parole
Board office staff. If we are unable to maintain the current staffing levels, we risk failing to
comply with the 2019 LBA Audit recommendations.

Another area in need of improvement was the amount of information provided to the Parole
Board hearing panel. The audit found that many of the “parole packets” submitted to the hearing
panel were “incomplete and, at times, inaccurate.” The Board worked with the DOC to provide
mote information to the Board for proper decision making. Prior to the LBA Audit, the size of a
parole packet would range {rom 30-50 pages. Currently, parole packets are averaging
approximately 90-100 digital pages. The Parole Board office staff are responsible for compiling
the information received from DOC staff, in addition to gathering documents that are available in
the DOC Offender Management System (CORIS). Losing a staff member in the office directly
impacts the ability to continue to provide the hearing panel with the most recent, complete, and
accurate information needed to make a decision.

In addition to cutting a full-time office position, we have also decreased our request in the areas
of organizational dues, in-state travel expenses, and OIT money. We have requested increases in
interpreter services, out of state travel, and telecommunications. The increase in interpreter
services was due to our already exceeding the budgeted amount in the current fiscal year. The



slight increase in telecommunications is to meet the expected cost of replacing or expanding the
communication equipment the Board curtently has.

We are requesting an increase in the out of state travel budget from $4,000 to $10,000. Another
recommendation from the 2019 Audit was for the Parole Board to implement a weighted
decision-making process for parole hearings. The Board is currently in the process of adopting
the Structured Decision Making Framework (SDMF) model. This model was originally adopted
by the Parole Board of Canada and has since been implemented in approximately 14 states. An
article describing this model is in the handout provided. Two of our Board Members and the
Chairperson have received initial training in this model. In order to fully implement it, we need
to have the ability to receive the training from the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) and we
anticipate required traveling out of state.

The NH Adult Parole Board is also a member of the Association of Paroling Authorities
International (APAI). The Chairperson and the Director of Operations of the Board have
attended the annual training conferences provided by APAI. The information received in these
conferences is invaluable. We are a very small agency and having the ability to interact with
agencies both inside and outside the United States to learn the evidence-based approaches and
best practices they utilize is extremely helpful. Agendas from the last three annual conferences
are provided in the handout. The increase in the request for out of state travel is for the board
members to receive the necessary training to implement the SDMF model, as well as attend the
annual training conferences provided by APAI This will ensure that the NH Adult Parole Board
is utilizing an evidence-based decision making framework to support the decisions being made,
as well as being able to keep up to date with best practices and trends throughout the nation.
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2018 Summary of the Structured Parole Decision
Making Framework (SDMF) utilized by the Parole
Board Canada (PBC) |




Serin {2018} - SPDMF

Summary of the Structured Parole Declislun Making Framework [SPDME)

In 2004 Parole Bosrd Canada approached me to assist In the review of Its decislon making

practices and to develop a strategy to Inform and potentfally Improve Board membars’
declslons regarding the releasa of offenders to tha communfty, PBC [s comprised of 73 Board
membars {42 full-tima, 31 part-time) who annually complete approximately 19,000 decislons
regarding the tlming and conditions of release for all faderal offendars and for all but 2 of the
provinces. Although the existing Corrections and Condltional Release Act provided the requisite
leglslation regarding eliglbliity critarta for early (parale) release, it was relatively vague
regarding dlrection. The Board was simply Instructed to batance public safety with offender
rehebilitation, Qperattonally this resulted in a long list of factors to consider but no guidelines
regarding thelr relatlva Importance. OF conceti was that within such a context, decisions were
potantially Inconslstent across dacislon makers and therefore Inaccurate, As well, a racent
survey Indicates that crime remalns an important concern for Canadians, In the top 6, and that
Fe warrants greater firancla) expendiiures [Queen’s Universtty, 2008},

A survey of Board members’ views regarding factors they presently consider in granting
(rnitigating) or denying (aggravating) release was conducted along with 2 review of the extant
litersture on risk assessment, correctional practices, and decision. making, These ware
integrated to provide an empirlcally-Informed Structured Parole Declslon Making Framework
that was anchored by risk estimates of offenders’ likellhood of futura offending. This new
framework was novel In that It Incorporated declsion makers’ conventional wisdom but
structured tt o ensure Improved analysls of Individual cases and relevant research findings,
while malnhtaining some level of discretion by Board members, Paroling autharities throughout
the world have greatly resisted limits on their discretion, often relacting decision grids and
statlstical scales as belng too prescriptive.

Qver 6 years the program of rasearch has evolved to demonstrate its validity for use with
viulent and nonviolant offenders, women offenders and Aboriginal offenders as wall as getling
bury-In from PBC. The Framework was adopted as a national polley requirement by PBC for use
In all release declsions In 2011 and has heen fully Incorporated Into ts tralning of Board
membars and most recently for all new Parola Officers In Correctlons Canada. Followlng pilot
resaarch th the US last year, It has also been adopted as a natlonal tralning standard for Board
mambers in the United States, with 4 states per yaar to receive training for full Implementation.

The SPDMF has met 3 broad objectives: 1. It ensures equltable parole declsions for a
vulnerable segment of Canadian soclety. 2. It has defined quallly parole decislon making,
theraby enhanding the transparency and accountability of PBC declsions, of the utmost concarn
to Canadians, 3. its demonstrated improved acouracy (4%) should lead to $12M In anhual
savings for Canadian criminal lustice parthers, and hence Canadlan taxpayers.
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Sarin {20:18) - SPDMF

Desctiption of the Innovation
Context

One of my priorities upon begihning at Carleton was to develop a program of research
ragarding correctlonal declsion making. The intent was to go bayond the development of
specific risk scales and to Integrate research among related areas of correctional practica to
define a quollty release decision, By quality decislon, my view was ona that would reflect
extant literature, requite an analysls of Individual case characterlstics, be anchored by a valid
risk Instrument, Increase concordance among decisfon makers, and sustain scrutiny in tha event
of a subsaquent community failure {false negative]. Of concern in Canada Is that the PBC
makes dacislons regarding the timing and conditions of release, but it is no% respensible for the
suparvision of released offenders. This means that events beyond the control of the PBC could
change between the time of the release daclslon and the subsaquent faliure, Essantially, PBC
was belhg held accourtable for the outcome, not the declslon. Improved clarity of the decision
process cowld batter situate the distinction between the declston process and offender
outcome. Although both are certainly Important, thelr evaluation should focus on different
factors. Tha situation in 2004 conflated the two.

When PBC approached me to review thelr declsion making process and make suggestions for
Improvement, | viswad this as a wonderful oppottuntty to bridge research with practice, An
Impartant first step was to determine how Board members report completing relesse
tlecisions, cognizant that individual’s self-repoits is not an overly reliable indaex of how they
actually perform. Accordingly, a nationa) survey of Board members was conducted (Serin &
Scott, 2006), Informed in part by prior research but this work preceded a comprehensive review
that described factors Important In parole deciston making in the US by Caplan {2007).
Concurrently, a comprehensiva review of relevant corractions lfterature was undertaken and a
tachnical report provided to PBC (Setin, 2006}, This review considered risk assassment,
nstitutional adjustment, corractisnal programming {(dosage, currlcula and outtome), mental
health, violance (nonsexual, sexual, Intimate partner) and relesse planning.

Innovoiive Elements

Of particular Interest was to develop an Integrative framewark that would enhance Roard
member analysls such that the declsion would be understandable to various stakeholders,
ncluding offenders, First, it was important fo anchor the structurad framework with a
statistical risk astimate, glven thelr superior accuracy {Grove & Meehl, 1996). It was also
Important that different risk scales could be utillzed, since there are unique Instrurments
validated for different types of offenders (sexual offenders, mentally disordered offenders,
violent offenders, intimate parther vialent offenders). Second, it was necessary to distl the

i
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Sertn {2018} - SPDMF

rasaarch terature Into useful domalns that would Incrementally Inform analysis, and optimally
accuracy. Third, It was necessary o develop a model that could beapplled to casas Irrespective
of gender and ethnicity, therehy mitimlzing blas. Fourth, i was important to develop a model
that could bridge group-based or nomothatic information (i.e., statlstical risk estimates) with
casa-specific or idiographlc facters, In 2004, such & model was unigue within corractions risk
assassmeant and decision making. Fifth, the model needed to be dynamlc such that offender
change (l.e., rehabllitation) could be reflected in declsion making. Sixth, it was Important to
address the issue of discordant information. It Is not uncommon for there to be discrepant
Information or reports {e.g., clinleal opinlan, risk assessment) that must be reconclled. Declslon
makers must expliclly indicate that they have consldered both points of view and a rationale
Tor their declsion, Otherwise, in the event of an unpredicted outcome one of those views wil]
appedar prescent and lgnored by the dacision maker, thereby potentfaily increasing culpability.
Finally, tha SPDMF had to be easily understandable by Board members, appaar value-added,
and not overly prescriptive, thereby assuring autonomy of individual decision makers. The final
model met all these regulrements and ensurad that two cases with a similar crims, sentance,
and risk estimate could racelve different release declslons {grant versus deny) and this
difference could ba meaningfully explained in terms of offender rehabifitation and public safety
Issues, as raquired by law. '

Descriptlon of Structured Parole Declston Muoking Framework

Following tha Inclusion of a statistical risk estimate, the SPDWF has 7 broad domalns which
decision makers rate as heing aggravating, mitigating or having no impact oh thelr declsion,
relativa to other offanders, The dornatns are: I} eriminal history?, ii) ability to control
behaviour, [il) programming, v} Institutional behaviour®, v) offender change, vi) ralease plan®,
and vii} case-speciflc factors™(* factors also Identifled by Caplan's (2007) review.

The Framework was developed to reflact a psychological understanding of eriminal behavior
that would Inform case-leval analysls and distinguish among offehders, even those with slmilar
risk estimates. Risk estimates are most Informed by criminal history factors so that Is a key
dormaln but it was also [mportant. to reflect increased saverity of offending, escalation of
offending, and decreased time periods between ctimes. As well, erlme s most often
spontansous so 1k was [nportant to sample sallent factors that Influetice self-control (e.g.,
substance abuse, poor problem solving, sexual deviance, and poor Impulse controll. Next, the
Framework considered rehabllliation programming as this Is one of the major strategies to
raduce or manage offender risk, More affective programs are cognitive hehavioural, match
offander treatment needs and provide approprizte dosage, refative to offender risk. Cognitlve
behavioura! programs such as those In €SC have been demonstrated to reduce re-offending by
10-20%. The next domain conslders institutional behaviour as it 1s a reflaction of offender
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Serln {2018) - SPDMF

parformance while Incarcerated. Poor adjustment in terms of misconducts Is a modast
predictor of post-release outcome. Offender change Is the next domaln Included in the
Framework and captures the extent to which thara Is evidenca that the offender has changed
since the commission of the crime, usually as a function of completion of offender programs.
Board mernbets must also conslder the viabllity of the specific release plan for the Individual
offander in terms of s sultabllity and managemeant of risk (e.g., access to accommodation and
employment, potential victim access, ongolng community support). Finally, a domain called
case-spechflc factors was creatad to provide decislon makers the opportunity to highlight
ldTosynicratic tisk and/or protective factors otherwise not constdered within tha Framework.

Validation of the SPDIMF

The series of validation studies formed student-based research for academic cradit within my
Criminal Justice Decision Making Laboratory Carleton, The initial SPDMF was reviewed with
PBC stakeholders and then valldated using retrospactive data {Gobell & Sertn, 2005). Case file
documeantation up to the tima of the original refeasa declsion was reviewed and coded
according to the Framawork manual. The coder(s) were blind to the original decision and
eventual outcome. The “recommended” decision from the Framework was compared to the
actual decislon and subsequent outcame. The inlifal success of this velldation studyled to
further refinements and additional validation studies. These studies utlilized the same
meathodology for a larger random sample of representative cases {men and womaen) {Scott &
Serin, 2006} with a 6% improvement In decision aceuracy. The Framework was then applied 1o
provinclal cases {Griffith, Setfn & Gobell, 2007), as they serve shorter sentences and case
documentation is less, with similar success. Next the Framework was applied to 42 Board of
Investigatian cases (le., sensational violent parole falluras. The Framework ylelded a marked
40% Improvemant in aceuracy (Serln, 2007}, Finally, the Framework was used with Aboriginal
offanders ylelding a slight Increasa Ih accuracy (2.5%) but reflectad a clear consideration of
Aborlginal lssues actarding to Gladue, a legal ruling requiring differentiated criterfa and
sanctions by the criminal justice system (Gamwell & Serin, 2009). In all these studles, the SDMF
wiats successfully applled to retrospective fila reviews and overali led to a 4-6% Improvement In
decision accuracy. Compared to conventional declslons, reductions ln both false positives and
false negatives were demonstrated. Thls means the new Framework more accurately identified
cases who were inttially denied parole but who subsequently succeedad upon release (false
positives) as well as cases whom were granted release and who subsequantly re-offended (false
negatlves). Importantly, the greatest galn comes from a reduction of false positlves, meaning a
smiall but meaningful reduction tn Incareeration tosts, I also means that tha requisite
information Is avallable to declslon makers. The structured use of this Information in the
completion of the Framework can enhance parcle declslon making accuracy and accountability,
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Sarlh {2018) ~ SPDMF

Of nate, Inter-rater rellabllity was Inttlally modest but with success tteratlons and Improved
tralning, this reached 0.82.

Racent Research

Supported by the National Institute of Corrections {US), 2 studies were conducted. The first
was & pllot implamentation project across 3 states —~ Conneuticui:, Kansas, and Ohlo. The 2014
rasutts were favourable {https://Info.nicle.zov/nlcrp/system/files/028408.1df) and led to the
SPDMF belng adopted as a national tralning standard in the US for new Board and Chalr traiing
provided by NIC, Subsequently; we conducted an evaluation of the Implementation of the
Framework In Conhecticut, comparing results prior to and following its usa by the Board
{Wardrop, Serln, Gobell, Rentler & Braxton, 2017 APAI conference presentation; Wardrop, Serin
& Rentler, submitted for publication). Application of the Framework yielded reductions In
Tallure rates for technical violations, new effensas and ahsconding. There was an overall 16%
(72% relative) decrease In revocatlons with a new offense following Implementation of the
SDME for & $9M cost savings (cost of prlsun'savlngs minls court and supervision costs).
Raseareh is ongoing.

Sttes Using the SDMF

The Framework was formally incorporatad Into CSC's new natlanal Parala Officer Induckion
Training currlculum in 2018 to facllitate case managament expartise. And it Is part of new PBC
new Board member training. NIC continues to spansor technical assistance to implement the
SPDMF across US Paroling Authonty sites. In addition to PBC, it Is currently used in Kansas,
Ohlo, Connecticut, South Dakota, Washington State, Kentucky, and Utsh, Callfornia and
Arlzona have requested tralning far this fiscal year and Washington State has requested
refresher tralning glven Beard member furnover.

Summary

Tha SPDMF subtly incorporates nuances relating to risk assessment and offender change to
provide decision makers with an elegant but stralghtforward and defensible analysis of an
individual offender who has applled for early release to the community. This analysis of rating
domaing as aggravating or mitigating or no Impact are then Integratad with the offender risk
estimates to yleld a final declslon and utilized by Board membars to wrlte thelr rationale for
thelrdecision. A flowchart depleting the inftfal versions SDMF Is presented below. There have
been slight revisions (Serln, 2017) distinguishing between risk relevant and policy relevant
factors, as well as refining case-speciflc factors and eliminating a risk estimate adjustment.
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SUNDRAY, MAY 1

8:00am~8:30am

Breakfast

8:30a8m~9:30am

GENERAL SESSION
Deflning Your Operational Framework: Clarifying Roles
Traci Fredrtkson

9:30am-9:45am

Break

Q:dbam-10:15am

GENERAL SESSION {continued)
Deflning Your Operational Framework: Clarifying Roles
Tracl Fredrikson

105am=11:30am

GENERAL SESSION
NIC Parole Board Executive Network
Lorle Brisbin

11:30am-1:00pm

Lunch

1:00pm-2:30pm

GENERAL SESSION
Managing Human Resources
Traci Fredrikson

2:30pm—2:45pm

Break

245pm—-415pm

GENERAL SESSION

Teamwork Makes the Dream Work:

Advancing High Performing Teams in Complex Setfings
Dr. Alexandra Walker

C 1 4Bpm-4:30pm

.Closing




* Bayview Ballrbom

- 2:30pm-3:00pm

xhib*tdf:aﬁ.dfs‘i.lénf—Aﬂ_c?ié&%#aféakl.- e

- 3:00pm-4:30pm

' GENERAL SESSION S '
2+ The Media, Critical Incudem‘s, and Stakeholder Engagemen‘r
" Steve Hayes, Georgfa State Board of Pa_rdons and Paroles o

Steve Gregory, KFI-AM, Los Angeles

. Jenniifer Kastner, ABC 10 News, San Diego -

Nelly Miles, Georgla Bureau of Investigation -
Carrle Teegardin; Atlanta Journal Consﬁfutfon

B 'j_'Randy Traws FOXS, Aﬂania

ABayvi'e‘_w Bau;aom;, (










EHEETNG |assST, kst

' 'cﬂ, pRDjEcT mmooucrlom .

COVID RESPONSES IN COMMUN!TY SI;JPEEWHS!QN
Robbye erxton

' 9:00%10:15an

‘CNA FOGUS GROUPA SR
. Parole Board Exacutwe Network Updates

Pai’ole Board Executive E-Course Dembnsﬁmﬁon
Strunt'ured Declsion-Making Framevork Modal Updates

‘IO 15~ 10 30am

Break S L -, f

) 10 30&m~12 OOpm

CNA FOCUS GROUP B:. .

Parole Board Execu'hwa Network Updates

Parble ‘B@ard E;:;ecutwe EnCourse Demonstration
Sﬁructured Demsion-Makmg Framework Model Updatés

’ 1.2':00-*'1.:3(me

Lunch (On Your QOwn)-

1:30-3:00pm

ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION

3:00-3:30pm Break

3:30-4:30pm MANAGING VICTIMS' EXPECTATIONS

Audray Cress

~Journal

Tacknologies

Nittanal Institute of Corfactions

SUNDAY, APRIL 16, 2023




MONDAY, APRIL 17

. 8145-9:30am

Opening and Welcome o Basie Ballroom |

9:30-10:30am

GENERAL SESSION - - Basie Ballroom [
Pirole Underthe Mlcroscope. Lessons to be Learnt from a Parole
System Under Scrutiny
Martin Jones

10:30~1:00am

Exhibitor and Silent Auction Breal

1?1-:0.0313'-1 ~12:00pm

GENERAL SESSION Basie Baliroom |
Why is This Affecting Me? Fastering Resilience through Effective : k
Self-Care Strategies

. Audrey Cress

12:00-1:30pm

Lunch (On Your Own)

1:30-2:30pm
1

BREAKOUT WORKSHOPS (choose one)

Trauma Informed Accbuﬁi:ability with Those Who Engage in Basie A:

Domestic Violense
Daniclle Thompsorn

Building an Electronic Pardon Process: "Pardons in the 21st ‘Bosie B

Century” Processes, (‘.*onsxderatlon, and Impact. ..Redemptmn’
Lfsa Copeland Crystdl Moon & Kim Patton -johnson.

Balancing lndependence, Accountab:hﬁm and Compliance for
Quality Decision-Making
Sarah Byron & Doug Kirkpatrick

2:30-%:00pm

Exhibitor and Silent:Auqﬁ_on Break

3:00-4:30pm
' 1

BREAKGUT WORKSHOPS (chaose onc)

Interstate Compact for the Parole Board Member ) Basie A
Tiracy Hudrlik

What We Have Learned Ahout Elderly Parole ' Basie B
Jessica Blonien, fennifer Shaffer, William Sullivan & Dr. Jasmine Tehran!

Safely Reducing Parole Revocations Through Evidence-Based Basie C
Decision-Making
Valerie Meade & Maja Vlajnic










AO

) 7
R !

8:00-8:30am Breakfast

8:30-09:00am __Introductions }

- 09:00-09:3 O;am Pefining Your Operatiénal Framework: Thinking Strategleally

09:30-0%:45am  Break

"10:45-11:30am Taking an Evidence-Based Approach to Everyday Practica ?

: T1:30am-1:00pm Lunch

1:00-2:30pm Building Alliances with Stakeholders -
2:30—2:45pm Break
2:45—3:30prh How-to Worlc with Your Legislatures

David Gutlerrez & Timethy McDonnell

3:30-4:15pm Reshaping Your Work Wellness
Audrey Cress

- 4:15-4:30pm Closing




7:30-8:30am

 JONDAY, MAY 6

Breakfastw'ith Exhibitors and Sponsors

Evergrecn

-8:'30»9:00&\'.\1

Opening & Welcome

Evergreen

Q:UO-'I'D:OOam

OPENING SESSION

* From the Big House to the White House: Unloc!{mg Potentnal
~Ch nstophei Poulos '

Fvergreen

10:00-10:30am

Exhibit and Silent Auction Break

10:30-11;30am

1B

BREAKOUT WORKSHOPS (choose one)

Practlc'tl Recommendatlons for Understandmg angd
lncnrporatmg EDI Considerations in Release Decisions
Danielle J. Rieger

i lm'pmving_supemision‘ThroughC.olla’hnrative.Partnerships _

Mac Pevey & JoselynLopex

1c Géntéru'ng\!'mtlms it Parole Decision-Malking and Parole Supeivision

Kelsey Hansen, Jennifer Kisela, Mark Langan; Julie Micek

] Strengthemng Cross-Agency Collaboration; Nevada's Adult Justice

System Agencies Unite to Implement System Change
Valerie Meade & Abigail Strait

Evergreen A

Evergieen B
Evargreer &

Evergreen GH |

T1:30am-1:00pm

Lunch:{Oh Your Own)

1;00~2:30pm

2h

2B

2C

2D

BREAKOUT WORKSHOPS (choose ons)

Understanding Domestic Violenee Perpetration: Imphcat:ons forParolees.

Chyis Huffine, Psy.D..

Questioning the ‘Vulneral;le fin the Pavole Process
Faith Geary & His Honor Peter Rook QC

Embracing and Working in Coliaboration with Oversight Bodies
Chiis Cirtlto ‘

Data-Driven Parole Desision-Makiig i Pennsylvania

C. James Fox & Brett Miller

Evergreen A
Evergreen B
Evergreen C

Evergreen GH

2:30-3:00pm

Exhibit and Silent Auction Break

3:00-4:30pm
RA
RB
RC
EEI.D
RE

REGIONAL BREAKOUTS
Cantral
international

Northeoastern

Southern

Western

Evergreen C
Evergreen!
Evergreen GH
Evargreen B

Evargreen A




TUESDIW MAY 7

7 30 8 SOam Breakfast with Exhibitogs. and Sponsoro .' '

Evergreen .

8 30 9 SOam GENERAL SESSIDN
‘ Brldges o Heal Us
hEnnJonesh '

Fvergreen |.

S '9’:§6~16:obé§n Break

"'"-,\10_0041 SOam GENERAL SESSION S
‘ The Seience ofAddmtwn and Recovery CoTh -
Donna quauokﬂlam,MD MPH- & Renee Kanan, MD MPI—E o

Evergreen- |

11305‘”‘- [Om BusmessLunclmnn andAward : .. s .'Régeﬁcy-ﬂalfr,dqm e

_ SOpm BREAKOUTWORHSHOPS {chigose one}

EA Assessmgthe Reli':"‘-lhtyand'hnp: i'. R
. of Montana Board of Pardons and P
Caxtlin Fload & Maja Vla;nic

3B Outreach* Demystnfymg Parole Demsmn-Makmg

Sylwe Blanchet & Lisa Saether

3 30 Luu!{mg to the Futyre - : s
' lmpmmngﬂpprﬂaches to RlskAssessment through Ietter Use of Data
Andrew Bﬁrbee . .

3” El@mﬂnts ofa Self‘—Assessment Supewrsmn Tuolkli. -
for Releasing Authorities S .
" Richard Stroker -

'E've::gréénA '

EvergreenB |-

Evergreen €. { . ;

Evergreen GH 1

2:30-3:00pm_Break

300-4:30prh BREAKOUT WORKSHOPS (choose one)

44 Thelmportance of Risk Assessment and Stakeholder Partnershipsin
Making Release Deeisions for Individuals Convicted of Sexual Offenses
Corey MeNally, Jeff Patnode, Brent Borg:

4B Reentry United ~ Inside and Qux
Crissa Blankenburg, Nate Johnson, Brian Shipman, Angela Sprank

4C Enhancing Clemency Decision-Making
thirough Effective Commumnity Partnerships
Steve Hayes, Felecia Holloway, Crystal Moon, Rita Rocker

4D Women and LGBTI Popuiations: Ensuring Equity in the Pavole Process
Erica King

Evergieen A

Evergreen B

Evargreen C

Evergreen GH
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Data from NH Adult Parole Board Recidivism Study

The NH Adult Parols Board is conducting & study on the recidivism rate for NH
parolees, ‘The subjects in this study are residents that were relessed onto parole
from a NH State Prison sentence beginning January 1, 2022 through December 31,
2022. This does not include residents that were parole violators and were released
back onto parole during this time frame. The following data is aconrate throngh.
September 9, 2024,

402 NHDOC residents were reloased to parole in 2022,

137 parolees have had at least 1 arrest during the first 12 months (34%)
--23 of these have had at least 2

186 total parolees have had at least 1 arrest since release (46.2%)
| 116 parclees have had a revocation within the fiest 12 months (28.8%)
157 total paroless have had revocations so far. (39%)
128 have completed thelr maximum sentence
14 have passed away (5 from confirmed overdoses, 2 from suicide, 7 without a canse Hsted)
12 are currently absconded

3 have received early termination from parole

o/
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