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AGENDA 

 

I. Call to Order  

A. Call of Roll   

B. Approval of 2/26/18 Meeting Summary (Tab 1) 

C. Opening Remarks 

D. Public Comment 

 

II. Pilot Site Status Updates - Judge Stephen Bishop, Ms. Heather Condon, Ms. Kowan Connolly, 

and Ms. Anna Vasquez (Tab 2)  

 

III. NPRA Revalidation Subcommittee Report  

A. Progress Update - Chief Judge Kevin Higgins 

B. Challenges to Revalidation - Dr. Jim Austin 

 

IV. NPRA Tool Data Updates - Dr. Jim Austin (Tab 3)  

A. Reliability Test Results 

B. Convictions Versus Arrests Data 

C. Time Caps Data 

 

V. Statewide Implementation and/or Recommendations to Nevada Supreme Court Discussion 

 

Carson City Las Vegas 

Nevada Supreme Court  

Law Library 107 

201 S. Carson Street 

Carson City, Nevada 

Nevada Supreme Court 

Conference Rooms A & B  (Committee Members and 

Presenters) 

Courtroom (Guests and Public) 

408 E. Clark Avenue 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

Teleconference Access:  Dial-In # 1-408-740-7256       Meeting ID 1110011234 
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VI. Other Items/Discussion 

 

VII. Next  Meeting Date: TBD 

 

VIII. Public Comment 

 

IX. Adjournment 

 

 

 
 Action items are noted by * and typically include review, approval, denial, and/or postponement of specific items.  Certain items may be referred to a 

subcommittee for additional review and action. 

 Agenda items may be taken out of order at the discretion of the Chair in order to accommodate persons appearing before the Commission and/or to aid 
in the time efficiency of the meeting. 

 If members of the public participate in the meeting, they must identify themselves when requested.   Public comment is welcomed by the Commission 
but may be limited at the discretion of the Chair. 

 The Commission is pleased to provide reasonable accommodations for members of the public who are disabled and wish to attend the meeting.  If 
assistance is required, please notify Commission staff by phone or by  email no later than two working days prior to the meeting, as follows: Jamie 
Gradick, (775) 687-9808 - email: jgradick@nvcourts.nv.gov 

 This meeting is exempt from the Nevada Open Meeting Law (NRS 241.030) 

 At the discretion of the Chair, topics related to the administration of justice, judicial personnel, and judicial matters that are of a confidential nature 
may be closed to the public. 

 Notice of this meeting was posted in the following locations:  Nevada Supreme Court website: www.nevadajudiciary.us; Carson City: Supreme Court 
Building, Administrative Office of the Courts, 201 South Carson Street; Las Vegas: Nevada Supreme Court, 408 East Clark Avenue. 
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I. Call to Order - Justice Hardesty called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

 Ms. Gradick called roll; a quorum was present.  

 Attendees approved the summary of the 7-19-17 meeting. 

 Opening Remarks 

 Justice Hardesty welcomed attendees and commented on the significant amount of 

work the pilots sites have completed since the last meeting. 

 Public Comment 

 There was no public comment. 

 

II. Pilot Site Program – Status Updates 

 Ms. Anna Vasquez provided a status update on the pilot program in Clark County. 

 Added 10 positions to the department; have filled eight at this point. 

 As of January 1, all criminal departments of the Las Vegas Justice Court (11) are 

using the NPRA tool; there has been an increase in the number of people being 

released within 24 hours.  

 Judge Joe Bonaventure provided an overview of the “Initial Appearance Court” program. 

 This is an additional calendar for probable cause reviews; cases are reviewed and bail 

determinations are made between 12-24 hours after arrest. Sessions are held twice 

daily, seven days a week.  

 The “Initial Appearance Court” program began in February; this is a paper review, 

the judge receives the NPRA tool, arrest report, temporary custody record, and 

financial affidavit. 

 Currently, this is an “off the record” proceeding and attorneys are not present. 

 Attendees discussed possible expansion for the program; there is also a “bench 

warrant return” project in the works but this is not currently part of the probable cause 

sessions. 

 Ms. Kowan Connolly provided a status update on the pilot program in Las Vegas 

Municipal Court. 

 There have been increases in overrides and in the number of defendants released.  

 The department is considering possible procedural changes to address the high FTA 

rate. 

 Ms. Heather Condon provided a status update on the pilot program in Washoe County. 

(See meeting materials for additional information) 

 Change and constant monitoring of data are key; Ms. Condon commented on the need 

for collaboration by all stakeholders if the program is going to succeed. 

 The pretrial services department remains short-staffed as both caseloads and the 

amount of required supervision have increased. 

 The FTA rate has fluctuated but remains reasonable; the re-arrest and revocation rates 

are stable.  

 Mr. Chris Hicks asked for clarification regarding supervision; Ms. Condon confirmed 

that supervision of defendants in justice court continues through district court.  

 Ms. Condon informed attendees that she has been working with court administrators, 

IT representatives, and the county regarding the possibility of utilizing a data 

warehouse to handle the statistical needs of the program.  

 Attendees discussed concerns regarding data collection. 
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 Ms. Connolly informed attendees that her team gathers data manually. There is a new 

E-Courts system that may be able to compile reports but it has yet to be implemented.  

 Ms. Vasquez informed attendees that her statistics are electronically managed by 

three systems and the vendor compiles the reports as needed.  

 

III. NPR Assessment Results/End-of-Year Analysis (See meeting materials for additional 

information) 

 Dr. James Austin provided an overview of the data collected from the pilot sites since the 

last Committee meeting and commented on the “great strides” that have taken place 

regarding the pilot sites’ ability to gather accurate data.  

 Each site is submitting aggregate level counts by month. 

 Type of arrest is not being tracked but sites are reporting consistent FTA and re-arrest 

data. 

 More importantly, the sites are now reporting individual data (scores, overrides, etc.) 

for each defendant that is scored; this will provide information that was not 

previously available.  

 Dr. Austin provided a brief overview of the recent trends and/or challenges demonstrated 

by the data. 

 White Pine and Las Vegas Municipal Court – declines in jail population 

 Washoe County and Clark County – no declines in jail population but this is offset by 

increased coverage/participation in Clark County and increased bookings in Washoe 

County.  

 A significant number of low/moderate risk defendants are not being released by the 

courts – this is a challenge and could be occurring for various reasons.  

 Mr. Phil Kohn asked for clarification regarding whether there is data to indicate in 

which types of cases the NPR recommendation is not being followed. Dr. Austin 

commented that he can compile this information and will provide it to the Committee 

membership when it is available.  

 Dr. Austin informed attendees that three of the four pilot sites are automated; there 

are challenges in White Pine but he and Judge Bishop have spoken to a vendor about 

possible solutions.  

 Dr. Austin informed attendees that re-arrest rates are lower now than they were before 

the pilot site program began; FTA rates are lower for White Pine County and Clark 

County but higher for Las Vegas Municipal and Washoe County. 

 Override factors – many courts are choosing “other” category. Dr. Austin explained 

that this category is only an initial placeholder and will need to be removed from the 

tool and replaced with the appropriate override categories. 

 Dr. Austin discussed recommended “next steps” for the program.  

 The pilot sites have suggested adjusting the tool to include any bench warrant that is 

active for failure to comply; Dr. Austin commented that this is a common reason for 

overriding in the “other” category. 

 Dr. Austin suggested developing an IT application for the rural counties and 

conducting a revalidation study of the tool based on the 217 cases that are automated 

and can be quickly analyzed.  

o Based on initial conversations with the pilot sites, the proposed revalidation 

caseload would be manageable. 
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o Dr. Austin suggested that those who are or have been critical of the NPRA tool be 

included in the revalidation process. 

 Pending revalidation and any necessary adjustments, Dr. Austin would like to see the 

tool/program go statewide sometime during the summer of this year. 

 Attendees discussed defendants leaving the jail and which groups of this population did 

not have risk assessments completed. This is something that the revalidation can address. 

 Discussion was held regarding the make-up of the jail population and whether the 

“right” people are being held. This is not formally tracked but the pilot sites have 

reported that the jail populations have grown “tougher”. 

 Attendees discussed the possibility of granting pretrial services the power to release 

certain case types/situations automatically.  

o Some of the pilot sites already have a policy/practice like this in place.  

o Justice Hardesty commented that there needs to be a degree of uniformity to this 

and suggested the individual jurisdictions “trade notes” on how this is handled.  

 Discussion was held regarding the application of this program in the “rural” Clark 

County courts; this approach can be modified based on the needs of the courts. 

 Attendees discussed the development of instruments for DUI and domestic violence. Dr. 

Austin commented that this is something that could be looked at during the revalidation; 

there are research and factors to support a tool in the DV area so he could likely develop 

something for use in the courts. 

 Mr. Chris Hicks asked for clarification regarding why a 10-year cap on prior history and 

a 2-year cap on prior failures to appear were added to version 2 of the tool. 

 Dr. Austin explained that the data did not show significant activity beyond the 10/2 

year cap. Additionally, research shows that the more recent the activity, the more 

relevant it becomes as an indicator. 

 Attendees discussed whether a 2-year window is too short; Dr. Austin informed 

attendees that this is a factor that can be reviewed during the revalidation study. 

 Mr. Hicks commented that use of the “prior history more severe” override could drop 

if the 10-year cap was extended or removed from the tool.  

 Mr. Hicks agreed to work with Dr. Austin in reviewing this issue during the 

revalidation process.  

 Attendees discussed re-arrest rates prior to implementation of the NPRA versus currently 

and the inclusion of the money bail defendants. Data is tracked differently as part of the 

of the pilot-site program.  

 Dr. Austin commented that a discrepancy of 3% versus 12% is not statically relevant 

but should be monitored.  

 Attendees discussed revocation based on a crime versus re-arrest and the impact of each 

on the defendant’s score; should revocations be counted as re-arrest on the tool?  

 The reasons for the re-arrest need to be reported on the tool. Attendees expressed 

concern regarding the capabilities of some jurisdictions to accurately report this and 

collecting the data on this during the revalidation.  

 Attendees discussed jurisdictional capabilities to report drug-based violations. 

 Mr. Hicks requested that the revalidation process review the possibility of including prior 

arrests on the tool instead of prior convictions; in order to put the “proper information” 

into the tool, we should be using the arrest data. 

 Dr. Austin commented that convictions prove to be a better predictor than arrests. 
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IV. Status of Criminal History Repository (See meeting materials for additional information) 

 Ms.  Mindy McKay and Ms. Alison Lopez provided an update on the status of Nevada’s 

criminal history repository. 

 Disposition backlog – over 951,000 initially not reported statewide.  

 The department became a repository in 1986 and does not have records prior to that 

point. 

 Disposition Subcommittee – various representatives from law enforcement, courts, 

legal community convened to analyze why the dispositions were never reported and 

to make recommendations for improvement. 

o Continuously working towards electronic methods/solutions.  New “rap sheet 

system” rolling out this week, e-dispo, etc.  

o Grant funds have allowed training and site visits throughout the states on annual 

basis. 

o Report monitoring within the Criminal Records Unit to track which dispositions 

were or were not received and to follow-up with courts/prosecutors not 

submitting.   

o Established baseline requirement for submissions. 

o Standardized forms and guidelines for submission of information. 

o Utilize alternate funding to improve reporting - addresses methods for aiding 

courts in reporting. 

o Daily tracking and reporting measures are now in place. 

 Currently all courts are reporting in a consistent a timely manner and the backfill is 

almost completed. 

o Approximately 8,000 remain for various reasons (need fingerprint card, etc.)  

o Now 59% complete with rap sheets; two million arrests in system currently, still 

missing 870,000 dispositions for various reasons (case still active, records 

destroyed, etc.) 

 Justice Hardesty asked for clarification regarding a group of cases discovered in a 

closet and the status of those cases in the system.  

o These are not included in the original backlog. 

o This discovery led to the discovery of other “possibly” misplaced dispositions; 

Ms. McKay’s team is currently researching these to determine if they are already 

in the system. There were 218,757 found at NSLA and 25,000 at SOR; these are 

not necessarily in addition to the 870,000 missing arrests since, at this time, it 

hasn’t been determined whether these misplaced records have been entered or not.  

o Part of the analysis will be determine whether there is arrest data to match with 

conviction data of these dispositions. Discussion was held regarding unaccounted 

for arrests and dispositions; arrest data is just as inaccurate as conviction data.  

 Justice Hardesty asked for clarification regarding the possibility of determining 

which, of the 870,000 missing dispositions, are misdemeanors and which are 

felonies? 

o Ms. McKay explained that, based on the arrest record, they can discern the type of 

charges. 

o These dispositions are part of the 2.1 million arrests so there is a way to determine 

what percentage of these pending dispositions are misdemeanors or felonies. 
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o Discussion was held regarding the length of time required to make this 

determination; Ms. Lopez informed attendees that she would do her best to find 

whatever information the Committee requested regarding this. 

 Justice Hardesty commented on the “history” of the problem; there has been a 

“disconnect” between court and prosecutor reporting and previous practices; each 

party was assuming the other was reporting. 

 Discussion was held regarding the ability of courts to submit record electronically.  

o Ms. Lopez explained that it works via a direct printing; the courts submit through 

their CMS and the dispositions print on the other end. 

o Ms. Lopez explained that all current dispositions are entered; the 870,000 missing 

records are ones that are being researched because they are missing information. 

 Justice Hardesty asked for clarification regarding how many of the missing 870,000 

are dated prior to 2013.  

o Discussion was held regarding whether how many of the missing dispositions are 

dated prior to 2008 since the NPRA tool caps priors at 10 years. Ms. Lopez 

informed attendees that she can find this information. Justice Hardesty 

commented that the Committee would refine its requests for information and 

deliver those to Ms. McKay and Ms. Lopez. 

 Attendees discussed the reporting capabilities of the new system. Ms. McKay is 

hopeful that the new system will allow for tracking the timeliness of reporting from 

individual courts.  

 Ms. McKay informed attendees that her team is working on a “correlation project” 

with the purpose of ensuring their records match the data the FBI has on record.  

 Ms.  McKay and Ms. Lopez provided an overview on the committees and work group 

efforts of the department. 

 The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Information Sharing came out of the 2017 

Legislative Session; Ms. Julie Butler serves as chair of this subcommittee, it will 

likely begin meeting in the near future.  

 Ms. McKay provided a brief overview of the subcommittee’s tasks and design.  

 Judge Stephen Bishop commented that, since the repository only tracks the 

fingerprint-based records, the misdemeanor counts could be off.  

 Dr. Austin asked whether there are any patterns present in the missing records; discussion 

was held regarding other means of detecting a defendant’s prior arrest and conviction 

data; the data might be missing from the repository but the courts had access so it was not 

missing from the NPRA validation study, at least in Clark County.  

 This is something that will need to be cross-checked during the revalidation process.  

 Ms. Vasquez expressed concern regarding the records electronically sent form her court; 

they are submitted daily but she cannot always see them in the system. 

 Mr. Hicks asked for clarification regarding the definition of “current”; Ms. Lopez 

explained that the department defines “current” as anything within the last 2 years.  

 Ms. Lopez explained that there will always be more dispositions than arrests because 

each arrest is assigned a process control number but there could be multiple charges 

under that arrest’s PCN. 

 Often the courts are deleting charges from their systems once the DA decides not to 

pursue them so the information never makes it to the repository through the courts.  
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 The Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Information Sharing will likely address this 

issue. 

 Attendees discussed the use of PSI report to access information that is not in the 

repository.  

 Attendees discussed whether, knowing that these issues exist, if we are going to engage 

in a revalidation of the tool, can we ensure that we have the accurate data.  

 Dr. Austin commented that, while the repository may not have the record, the courts 

may be able to access it via other means/systems. 

 Ms. Connolly informed attendees that they are working on an interface that may 

allow for information sharing with SCOPE.  

 Justice Hardesty commented that the Committee will refine and submit its information 

requests and he thanked Ms. McKay and Ms. Lopez for attending.  

 

V. Modifications to NPRA Discussion  

 Justice Hardesty informed attendees that he was recently asked why certain defendants 

(ICE hold, 1st degree murder, etc.) are being scored. 

 Attendees discussed limited resources and the need to streamline the process so that 

pretrial services staff are not assessing defendants when it is not necessary. 

 Dr. Austin commented that, initially, the Committee recommended assessing 

everyone. At this point in the process, that may no longer be the best approach. It 

would be possible to make certain cases a “mandatory override.” 

 Ms. Condon and Ms. Vasquez commented that pretrial services might not be aware of 

an ICE hold at the time of booking. Additionally, if the hold is lifted, it is too difficult 

for pretrial services to “go back” after the fact and complete the assessment.  

 

VI. Other Items/Discussion 

 Justice Hardesty informed attendees that funding for the OJP Diagnostic Center’s 

participation in this project has ended. Dr. Austin has indicate that, based upon his 

relationship with the Diagnostic Center, he may be able to continue his efforts. Dr. Austin 

will look into this.  

 Assuming Dr. Austin is able to continue providing assistance to the pilot site program, 

the Committee would like to request that Dr. Austin provide assistance in developing a 

rural application process of the program and tool to the rural court and that he complete 

the revalidation study of the NPRA tool.  

 Justice Hardesty proposed the creation of a subcommittee to work with Dr. Austin on 

the revalidation process. 

 Justice Hardesty asked Dr. Austin and Judge Bishop (with input of other rural judges 

as applicable) to continue to work on rural court application and to be ready to 

provide a report at the next meeting. 

o The AOC IT department could be included in the conversation in case they can 

provide assistance in terms of providing services to the rest of the rural courts. 

 Mr. Jeremy Bosler commented that he would like to see efforts continue and 

supported the proposal. 

 Justice Hardesty asked for a motion to support his proposal. 

o Judge Stephen Bishop made the motion. 

o Mr. Jeremy Bosler seconded the motion. 

10



 

 

o Justice Hardesty conformed that the revalidation process would look at the 

various issues, concerns, recommendations brought up during the Committee 

meetings.  

o Judge Higgins commented that technological support is going to be necessary in 

the rural courts; this is going to need to be addressed. 

 The motion was approved unanimously.  

 Anyone interested in serving on the revalidation subcommittee should reach out to 

either Justice Hardesty or Ms. Jamie Gradick, via email. 

 

VII. Next Meeting Date 

 The next meeting will be scheduled for late spring; additional details will be provided at a 

later date. 

 

VIII. Additional Public Comment 

 There was no additional public comment. 

 

IX. Adjournment  

 Justice Hardesty adjourned the meeting at 4:45 p.m. 
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Heather Condon 
Pretrial Services Program Manager, 

Second Judicial District Court

(Washoe County)
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OVERVIEW

• Two Teams
• Assessment - all 7 courts 

• 9 FT PSO / 2 Intermittent
• Almost 24/7
• Interview every offender booked on a new charge

• Supervision - 6 of the 7 courts
• 8 FT PSO
• Average caseload is approximately 150 (only 13% is basic supervision)

• No Bail Schedule

• Praxis 
• Release authority & conditions
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CASELOAD
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SUCCESS RATES

16



FTA RATES
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REARREST RATES
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REVOCATION RATES
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ADP & BOOKINGS
(Courtesy of WCSO)
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NPRA Review 
James Austin, Ph.D.

JFA Institute
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• Review of Arrest vs Conviction Based Risk Factors

• Reliability Evaluation of Current Scoring Process

• Re-Validation Options 
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Reliability Results - Summary
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Reliability Results – Item by Item
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Re-Validation Status

• The original validation study was based on a random sample of all people 
released in pretrial status in 2014 allowing for a two year follow-up.

• So the next one needs to consist of another sample of all pretrial jail releases that 
have a completed NPRA and a two year follow-up.

• The majority of NPRA screened cases are not being released pretrial so each site 
would need to identify the released NPRA cases.

• Any non screened NPRA pretrial releases would also have to be accounted for.

• Also need a sufficient follow-up period to account for long periods of pretrial 
supervision.

• Most re-validations occur 3-5 years after the last study was completed.

• In summary, a proper cohort could be established this year if one would accept a 
12 month follow-up.  Analysis would be completed the latter part of 2019. 
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NEVADA PRETRIAL RISK (NPR) ASSESSMENT 
 

Assessment Date: ______/________/_________  Assessor: _____________________________________  County: ___________________      
 
Defendant’s Name: ____________________________  DOB: ______/_______/_________  Case/Booking #:___________________ 
 
Address: ______________________________  _____  ____________ Contact Phone#: _________________________    # of Current Charges:_____________ 
   City      State         Zip  
Most Serious Charge: _____________________________  Initial Total Bail Set:  $ ________________________________ 
 
Demographic Information (optional):  Gender: Male ________ Female ________     
Race:  Hispanic ________ White ________   Black ________   Asian ________   Nat. Amer.  ________    Other/Unknown________________ 

 

 SCORING ITEMS                                                 SCORE 
1. Does the Defendant Have a Pending Pretrial Case at Booking? 

a. Yes - 2 pts. If yes, list case # and jurisdiction: ______________________________  
b. No - 0 pts.            ________ 

2. Age at First Arrest (include juvenile arrests)  First Arrest Date: _______/_____/_______  
a. 20 yrs. and under - 2 pts. 
b. 21-35 yrs. – 1 pt.         
c. 36 yrs. and over - 0 pts.          ________  

3. Prior Misdemeanor Convictions (past 10 years)     
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One to five – 1 pt.  
c. Six or more – 2 pts.           ________ 

4. Prior Felony/Gross Misd. Convictions (past 10 years)    
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One or more – 1 pt.           ________  

5. Prior Violent Crime Convictions (past 10 years)     
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One – 1 pt. 
c. Two or more - 2 pts.            ________ 

6. Prior FTAs (past 24 months)  
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One FTA Warrant – 1 pt.       
c. Two or more FTA Warrants – 2 pts.         ________ 

7. Employment Status at Arrest          
a. Verifiable Full/Part-time Employment – 0 pts.   

(e.g. Self-employed, Disabled and receiving benefits, Student, Retired, Military, Stay at Home Parent, etc.)  
b. Unemployed – 1 pt.           ________ 

8.   Residential Status      Date of Residency: _______/_______ 
a. Nevada Resident - living in current residence 6 months or longer – 0 pts. 
b. Nevada Resident - not lived in same residence 6 months or longer – 1 pt. 
c. Homeless or non-Nevada Resident – 2 pts.        ________ 

9. Substance Abuse (past 10 years) 
a. Other – 0 pts. 
b. Prior multiple arrests for drug use or possession/alcohol/drunkenness - 2 pts.    ________  

10. Verified Cell and/or Landline Phone 
a. Yes – 0 pts.  If yes, list #: ______________________________  
b. No - 1 pt.            ________  

          TOTAL SCORE:   ________  

 
Risk Level (Circle One):  LOW (0-4 pts.)    MODERATE (5 – 8 pts.)    HIGHER (9+ pts.)  OVERRIDE?:  Yes _____    No _____ 
 
Override Reason(s): Mental Health ________  Disability ________  Gang Member ________              Flight Risk _______ 
             Prior Record More Severe than Scored________          Prior Record Less Severe Than Scored ________ 
             Other, explain: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Final Recommended Risk Level:  LOW________ MODERATE ________ HIGHER ________ 

Supervisor/Designee Signature: _____________________________________________                  Date: _______/_____/________ 
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NEVADA PRETRIAL RISK (NPR) ASSESSMENT 
 

Assessment Date: ______/________/_________  Assessor: _____________________________________  County: ___________________      
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Most Serious Charge: _____________________________  Initial Total Bail Set:  $ ________________________________ 
 
Demographic Information (optional):  Gender: Male ________ Female ________     
Race:  Hispanic ________ White ________   Black ________   Asian ________   Nat. Amer.  ________    Other/Unknown________________ 

 

 SCORING ITEMS                                                 SCORE 
1. Does the Defendant Have a Pending Pretrial Case at Booking? 

a. Yes - 2 pts. If yes, list case # and jurisdiction: ______________________________  
b. No - 0 pts.            ________ 

2. Age at First Arrest (include juvenile arrests)  First Arrest Date: _______/_____/_______  
a. 20 yrs. and under - 2 pts. 
b. 21-35 yrs. – 1 pt.         
c. 36 yrs. and over - 0 pts.          ________  

3. Prior Misdemeanor Convictions (past 10 years)     
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One to five – 1 pt.  
c. Six or more – 2 pts.           ________ 

4. Prior Felony/Gross Misd. Convictions (past 10 years)    
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One or more – 1 pt.           ________  

5. Prior Violent Crime Convictions (past 10 years)      
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One – 1 pt. 
c. Two or more - 2 pts.            ________ 

6. Prior FTAs (past 24 months)  
a. None – 0 pts. 
b. One FTA Warrant – 1 pt.       
c. Two or more FTA Warrants – 2 pts.         ________ 

7. Substance Abuse (past 10 years)    
a. Other – 0 pts. 
b. Prior multiple arrests for drug use or possession/alcohol/drunkenness - 2 pts.    ________  

8. Mitigating Verified Stability Factors (limit of  -2 pts. total deduction)              
a. Employed, Student or Retired   (-1) pt.       
b. Nevada Resident - Living in current residence 6 mos. or longer (-1) pt. 
c. Verified Cell Phone/Landline (-1) pt.         ________ 

           
          TOTAL SCORE:   ________  

 
Risk Level (Circle One):      LOW (0-3 pts.)    MODERATE (4 – 8 pts.)    HIGHER (9+ pts.)    OVERRIDE?:  Yes _____    No _____ 

Override Reason(s): Mental Health ________  Disability ________  Gang Member ________              Flight Risk ________ 

             Prior Record More Severe than Scored________          Prior Record Less Severe Than Scored ________ 

             Other, explain: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Final Recommended Risk Level:  LOW________ MODERATE ________ HIGHER ________ 

Supervisor/Designee Signature: _____________________________________________                  Date: _______/_____/________ 
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