
     

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE
10/26/2015

304 E. Grand River, Conference Rm 4A, Howell, MI 48843
6:30 PM

 

AGENDA
 

1.   CALL TO ORDER
2.

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
          Minutes of Meeting Dated: August 24, 2015

3.   APPROVAL OF AGENDA
4.

 
REPORTS
          A.  Cunningham Update
          B.  Senate Bill 427

5.   CALL TO THE PUBLIC
6.

 

DISCUSSION
          A.  NACo Template
          B.  Michigan Transportation Funding Impact on Livingston County 
               Employment
          C.  House Bill 4138

7.   NEW BUSINESS
8.   ADJOURNMENT
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MEETING MINUTES  
LIVINGSTON COUNTY 

AUGUST 24, 2015 – 5:00 PM 

ADMINISTRATION BUILDING - CONFERENCE ROOM 4 

304 E. Grand River Avenue, Howell, MI 48843 

LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 

 ����  STEVE WILLIAMS �  DONALD PARKER �  GARY CHILDS 

OTHERS: 

CAROL GRIFFITH 
RICH MALEWICZ 
DOUG BRTIZ 
DENYSE SMITH 

LANA THEIS 
HANK VAUPEL 
CINDY CATANACH 
MIKE CRAINE 

KEVIN WILKINSON 
JENNIFER NASH 
KEN HINTON 
CAROL SUE JONCKHEERE 

1. CALL TO ORDER:  Meeting called to order by:  COMM. STEVE WILLIAMS at  5:02 PM. 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:   MINUTES OF MEETING DATED AUGUST 3, 2015:  

 
MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES, AS PRESENTED. 

MOVED BY:  PARKER  /  SECONDED BY:  CHILDS 

ALL IN FAVOR - MOTION PASSED 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:   

 
MOTION TO APPROVE THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED. 

MOVED BY:  PARKER  /  SECONDED BY:  CHILDS 

ALL IN FAVOR - MOTION PASSED 

4. REPORTS:   JENNIFER NASH – DELINQUENT TAX SALES:  The Treasurer informed the Committee that 
Senate Bill 295 requires both the Bidder & Grantee of a tax foreclosure sale to sign affidavit stating they 
hold no other property in the county with delinquent taxes.  This Bill precludes Handy Township from 
bidding on any property at tax sale. Options for the Township were discussed. 

5. CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  NONE.     

6. DISCUSSION:  MICHIGAN LEGISLATURE ROAD FUNDING PROPOSALS: 

� HANK VAUPEL stated that the House presented a solution to the Senate, including new taxes and 
redistribution of current taxes.   

� Not enough votes to pass.   

� Resembled Proposal #1 too closely.   

� Rep. Vaupel advised that they need a road package that is funneled directly to the roads. 

� The State currently pay $284 million in interest on bonds for past road improvements. 
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� $1.2 Billion in taxes is needed to fund road improvements; is that sustainable even if voted in, 
not known. 

� LANA THEIS informed the Committee that the Senate modified the plan drafted by the House, 
adding more taxes, etc.  The House would not approve. 

� Some don’t want new taxes 

� Some felt if it was just about the roads they would have voted for it. 

� Livingston County’s vote was 85% against Proposal #1; rest of the state was at 81%. 

� Proposal #1 would have added $400 million to next year’s budget, not this year’s. 

� New methods of road building were discussed, as well as MDOT being the entity that prepares 
the specs for same. 

� Funding that is assigned to the Transportation Fund does not all funnel down into the roads; 
some go to pathways, some to railroad, etc. 

� Majority of people Rep. Theis talks to do not want a tax increase; they feel that road 
improvements / maintenance should be paid for out of what is currently received from the 
people. 

� STEVE WILLIAMS advised that the Livingston County Board of Commissioners never supported 
Proposal #1. 

� Discussion took place regarding matching funds between the State & Federal governments, 
using M-59 as an example. 

� MIKE CRAINE advised that Livingston County municipalities currently spend $6.1 million for road 
improvements; this mostly being main roads only. 

� It’s the base that the road is built on that make a good or bad road, not the asphalt.   

� Need to spend money on maintaining the good roads, much less spending money on roads 
that are poorly designed to begin with. 

� Most counties use a single program for managing road work: Road Soft. 

� DOUG BRITZ stated that Transit hasn’t had an increased since 1987.   

� Will be forced to cut services to make budget work. 

� Ridership has slowed down to a 2.6% increase because he has to turn people down.  Previous 
years’ increases were always in the double-digits. 

� DON PARKER advised that the County is in the middle of its budget planning for 2016.  He would 
like to see that when the cuts come down from the State that it doesn’t make things worse on 
Livingston County in other ways, specifically unfunded mandates. 

7. NEW BUSINESS:  None. 

8. ADJOURNMENT: 

 
MOTION TO ADJOURN AT 6:00 PM. 

MOVED BY:  PARKER  /  SECONDED BY:  CHILDS 

ALL IN FAVOR - MOTION PASSED 

 
 
Respectfully Submitted 
 
CAROL SUE JONCKHEERE 
RECORDING SECRETARY  
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EMS PROVIDER:  IMMUNITY S.B. 427: 

 SUMMARY OF INTRODUCED BILL 

 IN COMMITTEE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Senate Bill 427 (as introduced 7-1-15) 

Sponsor:  Senator Goeff Hansen 

Committee:  Judiciary 

 

Date Completed:  9-16-15 

 

CONTENT 

 

The bill would amend the Good Samaritan law to include licensed EMS providers in 

the law's immunity from liability for certain health care professionals who provide 

care at the scene of an emergency, provide emergency care to someone who 

requires the care as a result of engaging in competitive sports, and respond to a 

life-threatening emergency in a hospital or other medical care facility when the 

person's actual hospital duty does not require a response.  

 

Under the Good Samaritan law, a physician, physician's assistant, registered professional 

nurse, or licensed practical nurse who, in good faith, renders emergency care without 

compensation at the scene of an emergency and does not have a health professional-patient 

relationship with the person in need of care, is not liable for civil damages as a result of acts 

or omissions in rendering that care, except acts or omissions amounting to gross negligence 

or willful and wanton misconduct. The bill would include a licensed EMS provider in this 

provision. 

 

Also, under the law, a physician, physician's assistant, registered professional nurse, or 

licensed practical nurse who in good faith renders emergency care, without compensation, to 

an individual requiring that care as a result of having engaged in competitive sports is not 

liable for civil damages as a result of acts or omissions in rendering the emergency care, 

except acts or omissions that amount to gross negligence or willful and wanton misconduct 

or are outside of the scope of the license held by the person. This exemption from liability 

applies to the provision of emergency care to a minor even if the health professional does not 

obtain the consent of the minor's parent or guardian before the emergency care is provided. 

The bill would include a licensed EMS provider in these provisions. 

 

The Good Samaritan law further provides that, if an individual's actual hospital duty does not 

require a response to an emergency situation, a physician, physician's assistant, dentist, 

podiatrist, intern, resident, registered nurse, licensed practical nurse, registered physical 

therapist, clinical laboratory technologist, inhalation therapist, certified registered nurse 

anesthetist, x-ray technician, or paramedic who, in good faith, responds to a life-threatening 

emergency or responds to a request for emergency assistance in a life-threatening emergency 

in a hospital or other licensed medical care facility, is not liable for civil damages as a result 

of an act or omission in the provision of emergency care, except an act or omission amounting 

to gross negligence or willful and wanton misconduct. The bill would refer to a licensed EMS 

provider, rather than a paramedic.  

 

The bill would define "licensed EMS provider" as an individual who is a medial first responder, 

emergency medical technician, emergency medical technician specialist, or paramedic, as 

those terms are defined in the Public Health Code. 
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MCL 691.1501 & 691.1502 Legislative Analyst:  Patrick Affholter 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

The bill would have no fiscal impact on State or local government. 

 

 Fiscal Analyst:  John Maxwell 

S1516\s427sa 
This analysis was prepared by nonpartisan Senate staff for use by the Senate in its deliberations and does not constitute an official 
statement of legislative intent. 



 
  

NATIONAL SHERIFFS’ASSOCIATION SUPPORTS THE STEPPING UP 

INITIATIVE TO REDUCE THE NUMBER OF PEOPLE WITH MENTAL 

ILLNESSES IN JAILS  
  

WHEREAS, the National Sheriffs’ Association recognizes jails have become de facto psychiatric facilities 

nationwide with more than 2 million individuals with serious mental illnesses admitted each year; and   

  

WHEREAS, an estimated three-quarters of individuals with serious mental illnesses in jails also have 

substance use disorders; and 

 

WHEREAS, jails spend two to three times more on individuals with mental illnesses, yet fail to see 

improvements to public safety, recidivism rates, or individuals’ recovery; and  

  

WHEREAS, keeping individuals out of jails and on the road to recovery requires a collaborative approach 

between all criminal justice agencies and mental health and substance use treatment agencies; and  

  

WHEREAS, the Stepping Up Initiative encourages county leaders to designate or convene a diverse team of 

leaders and stakeholders to carry out a six-step planning process that can yield measurable reductions in the 

number of adults with mental illnesses cycling through the nations jails; and  

  

WHEREAS, the Initiative provides sheriffs, others with jail authorities, and other team members with no-cost 

distance-learning opportunities, peer-to-peer exchanges, expert guidance, and a suite of resources to carry out 

these county-led plans; and 

  

WHEREAS, the Initiative promotes crisis intervention team training and other specialized law enforcement 

responses that are supported by community-based resources; and  

  

WHEREAS, the Initiative brings together not only state and local policymakers and purse-string holders, but 

also ensures the voices of people with mental illnesses and their families are heard; and  

 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the National Sheriffs’ Association actively supports the 

work of the Stepping Up Initiative that is led by the National Association of Counties, the Council of State 

Governments Justice Center, and the American Psychiatric Foundation to make more effective use of strained 

budgets and safely reduce the number of adults with mental illnesses in jails by connecting them to 

community-based treatment and services when possible; and 

  

BE IF FURTHER RESOLVED, that the National Sheriffs’ Association strongly urges county elected 

officials to pass a resolution or proclamation that signifies their commitment to joining the Stepping Up 

Initiative.  
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CALL TO ACTION: Ask senator to oppose HB 4138

Oct. 13, 2015

Presumptive parole bill presents
problems for public safety, bigger bills
for counties and little investment for

roads

Commissioners,

We need you to call your  state  senator  today  and express  your firm

opposition to House  Bill  4138 ,  the so-called "presumptive parole"

measure now before the Michigan Senate. As amended, this  bill  will

weaken public  safety in  our state,  impose new costs  on counties

and provide far less  in  immediate new investments for  roads than its

proponents are claiming.

So, please, take a few moments out  of your day today to call your

senator  (using this  phone list and map) to convey the following

points:

* This isn't a fix.  The bill  is a  "solution"  in  search of a problem. Under

present  parole rules,  two-thirds of felons  are released within six

months  of their  earliest  release date. In MAC's view, and the view of

Michigan sheriffs,  prosecutors  and chiefs  of police, this  is evidence
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that the decision-making on who to release is reasonable; certain

felons  are held longer in  order to protect  the public.

* The presumptions  allow violent  crimes.  Felons who have been

convicted of such crimes as  murder,  manslaughter,  serious sexual

offenses, assault  and sexual  abuse of a child  would be eligible for

presumptive parole under the current version of this  bill.

* Those in prison are there for a reason.  Michigan's initial  prison

commitment rate is 10 percent,  far  below the national average.  This

means  those who go to prison in  Michigan are violent  and/or repeat

offenders -- exactly  the kind of felons  who should not  be

automatically presumed safe for  release.

* Re-offense rates are too high.  Nearly a quarter of parolees  and

probationers  are re-arrested within a year of release. About 50

percent  of the prison inflow each year is due to parole/probation

violations.  This  shows  the system cannot  handle an influx  of

parolees,  and that services available  to parolees  (and probationers)

must  be increased significantly  because the failure rate is much too

high.

* Parole supports lack investments.  Parolees may need services such

as  substance abuse or  mental  health programs that provide support

and accountability  as  they  transition back into  their  communities.

HB 4138,  though, is silent regarding providing funding to these

transition programs, as  well  as  ensuring there are adequate jobs

and housing for  parolees.  The savings realized by presumptive

parole should be reinvested at  the community  level where

supervision, employment,  housing and other  services are provided

to avoid recidivism.

* New crimes mean new burdens for counties.  If  parolees  commit a

new crime,  it  will  increase costs  for  local correctional  systems; this

will  be yet another significant burden for  strained county budgets.

* Savings  are overly optimistic. Proponents  claim they  can close

two prisons and thereby divert tens of millions to other  uses. Those

projections though are based on overly optimistic projections for

how many parolees  will  re-offend. And even if everything went

exactly  as  proponents hope,  the big savings are almost  a decade

away.

House  Bill  4138 is  a problem, not  a solution. Urge your  senator  to

oppose this legislation.

The Michigan Association of Counties (MAC) founded on February 1, 1898, is the only

statewide organization dedicated to the representation of all county commissioners in

Michigan.

MAC is a non-partisan, non-profit organization which advances education,

communication and cooperation among county government officials in the state of

Michigan. MAC is the counties' voice at the State Capitol, providing legislative support

on key issues affecting counties.
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Michigan Association of Counties

935 N. Washington Avenue

Lansing, Michigan 48906

Tel: (800) 258-1152 or (517) 372-5374

Fax: (517) 482-4599

www.micounties.org
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PAROLE PRESUMPTION H.B. 4138 (H-4): 

 SUMMARY OF HOUSE-PASSED BILL 

 IN COMMITTEE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

House Bill 4138 (Substitute H-4 as passed by the House) 

Sponsor:  Representative Kurt Heise 

House Committee:  Criminal Justice 

Senate Committee:  Government Operations 

 

Date Completed:  10-13-15 

 

CONTENT 

 

The bill would amend the Corrections Code to do the following: 

 

-- Create a presumption that a prisoner would not be a menace to society or public 

safety, and would have to be released upon serving his or her minimum 

sentence, if the prisoner scored a high probability of parole on the parole 

guidelines developed by the Department of Corrections (DOC). 

-- State that there would be no entitlement to parole. 

-- Specify substantial and compelling reasons for a departure from the parole 

guidelines for a prisoner with a high probability of parole. 

-- Allow the parole board to defer a prisoner's release for up to four months after 

the prisoner otherwise would be released under the bill, to allow him or her to 

complete a treatment program necessary to reduce the risk to public safety. 

-- Require the parole board to conduct at least an annual or biennial review of a 

prisoner who had been denied release, depending his or her probability of 

release score. 

-- Require a prisoner's parole eligibility report to include the result of any validated 

risk assessment instrument. 

-- Require the DOC to report annually to legislative standing committees and the 

Criminal Justice Policy Commission regarding prisoners who were subject to the 

parole presumption. 

-- Require the DOC to advise the legislative committees and the Commission of any 

changes made to the scoring of the parole guidelines. 

 

The provisions concerning the presumption and release requirements would apply only to 

prisoners whose controlling offense was committed on or after the bill's effective date. Those 

provisions would not apply to a prisoner serving a life sentence, regardless of the date of his 

or her controlling offense. 

 

The bill would take effect 90 days after its enactment. 

 

Presumption; Release Requirement 

 

The Code establishes the parole board within the DOC, and requires the Department to 

develop parole guidelines to govern the board's discretion as to the release of prisoners. The 

DOC must consider specified factors in developing the guidelines and promulgate 

administrative rules that prescribe the guidelines. For substantial and compelling reasons, the 

parole board may depart from the guidelines by denying parole to a prisoner who has a high 
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probability of parole, or by granting parole to a prisoner who has a low probability of parole, 

as determined under the guidelines. 

 

The bill specifies that, in order to facilitate the efficient administration of the Department and 

not to create a liberty interest in or expectation of parole, it would be presumed that a prisoner 

who scored a high probability of parole on the guidelines, except for a prisoner serving a life 

sentence, would not be a menace to society or the public safety and would have to be released 

upon serving the minimum sentence imposed by the court. 

 

Substantial and compelling reasons for a departure from the parole guidelines for such a 

prisoner would be limited to the following: 

 

-- The prisoner had an institutional conduct score lower than -1 on the guidelines. 

-- There was objective and verified evidence of substantial harm to a victim that could not 

have been available for consideration at the time of sentencing, or the prisoner had 

threatened to harm another person if released. 

-- The prisoner had a pending felony charge or detainer. 

-- There was objective and verified evidence of postsentencing conduct, not already scored 

in the parole guidelines, that demonstrated that the prisoner would present a high risk to 

public safety if released. 

-- The prisoner had been identified in the Federal Combined DNA Index System (CODIS) and 

linked to an unsolved criminal violation. 

-- The release was otherwise barred by law. 

 

With respect to a prisoner identified in CODIS, the parole board could deny release beyond 

the prisoner's minimum sentence for not more than 18 months from the date the prisoner 

was identified through CODIS. 

 

When a prisoner subject to the presumption had served his or her minimum sentence, the 

parole board would be allowed to defer release for up to four months to allow the prisoner to 

complete a treatment program that was reasonably necessary to reduce the risk to public 

safety from his or her release. 

 

The parole board would be required to conduct a review of a prisoner, except for one serving 

a life sentence, who had been denied release as follows: 

 

-- If the prisoner scored a high or average probability of release, at least annually. 

-- If the prisoner scored a low probability of release, at least every two years until a score 

of high or average probability was attained. 

 

Parole Eligibility Report 

 

The Code requires the appropriate institutional staff to prepare a parole eligibility report at 

least 90 days before the expiration of a prisoner's minimum sentence, or the expiration of a 

12-month continuance. The report is considered pertinent information that the parole board 

member conducting the prisoner's interview must review. 

 

The report must include information specified in the Code, such as a statement of all major 

misconduct charges of which the prisoner was found guilty and the punishment served, as 

well as the prisoner's work and educational record during confinement. The bill would require 

the report also to include the result on any validated risk assessment instrument. 

 

DOC Reports 

 

The bill would require the Department, by March 1 of each year, to report all of the following 

information to the standing committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives 
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having jurisdiction of corrections issues and to the Criminal Justice Policy Commission, with 

respect to prisoners subject to the proposed presumption: 

 

-- The number who were granted parole during the preceding calendar year. 

-- The number for whom parole was deferred to complete necessary programming during 

the preceding calendar year. 

-- The number who were incarcerated at least four months past their first parole eligibility 

date as of December 31 of the preceding calendar year. 

-- The number who were denied parole for one or more of the substantial and compelling 

reasons listed above, broken down by the denials for each of the reasons. 

 

The report also would have to include the number of prisoners subject to the presumption 

who were denied parole, whose controlling offense was in each of the following groups: 

homicide; a sexual offense; an assaultive offense other than homicide or a sexual offense; a 

nonassaultive offense; and a controlled substance offense. 

 

Of the number of prisoners who were denied parole, the report would have to include the 

number who were subject to the presumption for the following time periods: 

 

-- Less than one year. 

-- One year or more but less than two years. 

-- Two years or more but less than three years. 

-- Three years or more but less than four years. 

-- Four or more years. 

 

Guidelines & Scoring Revisions 

 

The Code requires the DOC, at least once every two years, to review the correlation between 

the implementation of the parole guidelines and the recidivism rate of paroled prisoners, and 

submit any proposed administrative rules revisions to the Joint Committee on Administrative 

Rules. The bill also would require the Department to submit the proposed revisions to the 

Criminal Justice Policy Commission. 

 

In addition, the bill would require the DOC immediately to advise the standing committees of 

the Senate and House with jurisdiction of corrections issues and the Commission of any 

changes made to the scoring of the parole guidelines after the bill's effective date, including 

a change in the number of points that define "high probability of parole". 

 

High School Equivalency 

 

The bill would require a prisoner transferred to another state's institution under the Interstate 

Corrections Compact to receive high school equivalency training and certification. 

 

The bill also would replace several references to the GED program or certificate with 

references to high school equivalency certification. The bill would make this change in 

provisions concerning the youth correctional facility and conditions for granting parole. 

 

MCL 791.211a et al.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Michigan Administrative Rules 791.7715 through 791.7750 govern the granting or denial of 

parole, the use of parole guidelines, conditions of parole, and parole revocation. Rules that 

pertain to the granting or denial of parole and the guidelines are described briefly below. 
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Except as provided in Section 34a of the Corrections Code (which deals with the Special 

Alternative Incarceration program, or "boot camp"), a prisoner may not be released on parole 

until the parole board has considered all relevant facts and circumstances, including the 

prisoner's probability of parole as determined by the parole guidelines, and any crime victim's 

statement. 

 

The rules list specific factors that the parole board may consider in determining whether parole 

is in the best interests of society and the public interest. These factors include, among others, 

the prisoner's criminal behavior; institutional adjustment; readiness for release (as shown by 

acquisition of a vocational skill or educational degree, job performance in the institution or on 

work-pass, and development of a suitable and realistic parole plan); the prisoner's personal 

history and growth; and the prisoner's physical and mental health. The rules also list factors 

that the parole board may not consider, such as a juvenile record that a court has ordered 

the Department of Corrections to expunge. 

 

The rules require parole guidelines that do not create disparities in release decisions based 

on race, color, national origin, gender, religion, or disability to be used to assist the parole 

board in making release decisions that enhance the public safety. 

 

At least once every two years, the DOC is required to publish a numeric score for factors set 

forth in the rules and establish parole guideline score ranges that, to the extent possible based 

on current validity research, ensure that prisoners who score in the high probability of parole 

range do not exceed an assaultive felony recidivism rate of 5%. 

 

A parole guidelines score must be based on a combination of the length of time the prisoner 

has been incarcerated for the offense for which parole is being considered and each of the 

following factors: 

 

-- The nature of the offense or offenses for which the prisoner is incarcerated at the time of 

parole consideration, as reflected by all of the aggravating and mitigating circumstances 

listed in the rules (e.g., use of a weapon, physical or psychological injury to a victim, 

property damage of more than $5,000, excessive violence or cruelty to a victim, multiple 

victims, unusually vulnerable victim, that the act was a situational crime with low 

probability of reoccurrence, and that the prisoner's role was minor or peripheral). 

-- The prisoner's prior criminal record, as reflected by all of the factors listed in the rules 

(e.g., assaultive misdemeanor convictions that occurred after the prisoner's 17th birthday, 

the number of felony convictions, the number of convictions for assaultive felonies or sex 

offenses, and the number of probation, delayed sentence, and parole failures). 

-- The prisoner's conduct during confinement, as reflected by factors listed in the rules. 

-- The prisoner's placement on the assaultive and property risk screening scales. 

-- The prisoner's age at the time of parole eligibility. 

-- The prisoner's performance in institution programs and community programs during the 

period between the date of initial confinement on the sentence for which parole is available 

and parole eligibility. 

-- The prisoner's mental health, as reflected by factors listed in the rules. 

 

A prisoner may challenge his or her parole guideline category by filing a written objection with 

the parole board. 

 

The parole board may depart from the parole guideline by not granting parole to a prisoner 

who has a high probability of parole or by granting parole to a prisoner who has a low 

probability of parole. A departure must be for substantial and compelling reasons stated in 

writing. 

 

 Legislative Analyst:  Suzanne Lowe 
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FISCAL IMPACT 

 

The bill would result in savings for the State and have an indeterminate, though likely small, 

fiscal impact on local government. Savings would not be realized immediately because the bill 

would not apply to prisoners who are currently in custody. Since the bill would reduce the 

average length of stay for future prisoners, the Department believes that prison growth would 

decline over time and savings would be realized due to a decrease in the number of prison 

beds used. According to the Department, it would be reasonable to assume a reduction of 

3,600 beds by 2026, resulting in savings of $82.0 million per year. The savings estimate is 

based on a combination of the marginal cost of a bed, the cost savings of closing a housing 

unit, and the cost savings of closing a facility. 

 

By increasing the number of offenders on parole, the bill would lead to an increasing need for 

parole supervision services and prisoner reentry services. State costs for parole supervision 

are approximately $3,760 per supervised offender.  

 

There is no way to tell whether the provisions of the bill would lead to more or fewer parolees 

reoffending; however, if there were more arrests, it could increase costs to local court 

systems, law enforcement, jails, and prisons. Prisoners who score a high probability of release 

on the parole guidelines are determined to have a low probability of reoffending, so the impact 

would likely be low. Shortening the average length of stay for prisoners could increase the 

chance that some individuals who would otherwise have been in prison could reoffend, but 

there is no compelling evidence that longer prison stays reduce recidivism rates. Also, when 

a prisoner is kept until his or her maximum sentence, that person is released with no parole 

supervision or reentry services, which could increase the likelihood of recidivism. Presumptive 

parole could reduce the number of prisoners held until their maximum sentence, and thus 

reduce their rate of recidivism. 

 

 Fiscal Analyst:  Ryan Bergan 

S1516\s4138sa 
This analysis was prepared by nonpartisan Senate staff for use by the Senate in its deliberations and does not constitute an official 
statement of legislative intent. 


