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MEETING NOTICE AND AGENDA 

 

Committee to Study Evidence-Based Pretrial Release 

 
VIDEOCONFERENCE 

 

Date and Time of Meeting:   Thursday, November 5, 2015 @ 1:30 p.m. 

Place of Meeting:  

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

AGENDA 

 

I. Call to Order  

a. Call of Roll   

b. Approval of 9-30-15 Meeting Summary * (Tab 1) 

c. Opening Remarks 

 

II. Public Comment 

 

III. Guest Speaker Presentations  

a. Ms. Kathy Waters, Director of Adult Services, Arizona Supreme Court (Tab 2)  

b. Ms. Heather Condon, Pretrial Services Manager, Washoe County  (Tab 3) 

c. Ms. Anna Vasquez, Pretrial Services Manager, Clark County    (Tab 4) 

 

IV. Review of New York Pretrial Release Initiatives - Chief Justice James Hardesty (Tab 5) 

a. Citizens Crime Commission Breakfast Address 

b. “State‟s Chief Judge, Citing  „Injustice,‟ Lays Out Plans to Alter Bail System” 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/02/nyregion/jonathan-lippman-bail-incarceration-new-

york-state-chief-judge.html?ref=nyregion&_r=0 

c. “Chief Judge Jonathan Lippman Announces Series of Reforms to Address Injustices of 

NY‟s Current Bail System” - Press Release 

 

 

Carson City Las Vegas 

Supreme Court 

Library Room 107 

201 S. Carson Street 

Carson City, Nevada 

Regional Justice Center 

Conference Rooms A & B 

200 Lewis Avenue 

Las Vegas, Nevada 

Teleconference Access: 1-877-336-1829,  passcode 2469586 

http://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/02/nyregion/jonathan-lippman-bail-incarceration-new-york-state-chief-judge.html?ref=nyregion&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/02/nyregion/jonathan-lippman-bail-incarceration-new-york-state-chief-judge.html?ref=nyregion&_r=0


V. Pretrial Release Processes  

a. Judge Stephen Bishop, Ely Township Justice Court 

b. Judge Melissa Saragosa, Las Vegas Township Justice Court 

c. Judge Natalie Tyrrell, North Las Vegas Township Justice Court (Tab 6) 

 

 

VI. Review of Risk Assessment Tools  

a. Kentucky (Tab 7) 

b. Virginia (Tab 8) 

c. Ohio (Tab 9) 

d. Arizona (Tab 10) 

e. District of Columbia (Tab 11) 

 

VII. Discussion of Committee Goals and Objectives 

 

VIII. Subcommittee and/or Working Group Assignments - Workplan and Data Collection 

Discussion 

 

IX. Additional Materials (Tab 12) 

a.  “What Can Three Jurisdictions Teach Us About Pretrial Justice?” 

http://www.pretrial.org/what-can-three-jurisdictions-teach-us-about-pretrial-justice/ 

b. “3DaysCount - New Campaign Launched by Pretrial Justice Institute.” C2J Open Forum. 

http://projects.pretrial.org/3dayscount 

c. Rural County Incarceration Charts 

 

X. Next  Meeting Date: December 3, 2015 at 1:30 p.m 

 

XI. Public Comment 

 

XII. 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 (4)(a)) 

 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: Regional Justice Center, 200 Lewis Avenue, 17th Floor. 
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JUDICIAL COUNCIL OF THE STATE OF NEVADA 
"To unite and promote Nevada's judiciary as an equal, independent and effective branch of government." 

 
Committee to Study Evidence-Based Pretrial Release 

Summary Prepared by Jamie Gradick 
September 30, 2015 
1:30p.m. – 4:55 p.m. 

Videoconference (Carson City, Las Vegas) 
 
 
Members Present 
Chief Justice James Hardesty, Chair 
Judge Heidi Almase 
Assemblyman Elliot Anderson 
Judge Stephen Bishop 
Jeremy Bosler 
Heather Condon 
Kowan Connolly 
Judge Gene Drakulich 
Tad Fletcher 
Joey Orduna Hastings 
Judge Douglas Herndon 
Chris Hicks 
Judge Kevin Higgins 
Judge Cedric Kerns 
Phil Kohn 
Terri March (Proxy for Judge Tyrrell) 
Judge Victor Miller 
Judge Michael Montero 

Judge Scott Pearson 
Judge Thomas Perkins 
Judge Melissa Saragosa 
Judge Elliott Sattler 
Judge John Tatro 
Judge Alan Tiras 
Judge Ryan Toone 
Anna Vasquez 
Jeff Wells 
Steven Wolfson 
Guests 
Jim Baker 
Ben Graham 
Dana Hlavac 
Ryan Sullivan 
AOC Staff  
Stephanie Heying 
John McCormick 
 

 
 

I. Call to Order 
 Chief Justice Hardesty called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. 

 
II. Call of Roll  

 Ms. Heying called roll. 
 

III. Opening Remarks and Discussion of Committee Goals and Objectives 
 Chief Justice Hardesty provided a brief background on the importance of examining potential 

reform to the current pretrial methods used in the state. Since 2010, there has been an 
increase in research and progress regarding evidence -based practices in this area. 



 

 

 Nevada State Legislature’s Advisory Commission - identified a lack of consistency in the risk 
assessment methods and/or tools used among Nevada’s courts for pretrial releases. 
 Several courts use no tool at all. 
 Bail system in place is flawed; bail structures and schedules not consistency reviewed and 

fail to consider possibility of failure to appear or likelihood to commit another crime. 
 Commission recommended a statutory requirement to compel use of risk assessment tool 

in pretrial release decisions; bill was presented to Senate Judiciary Committee but it was 
decided this would be better to address through Court rule rather than by statutory 
change. 

 During the JCSN June 2015 meeting, the recommendation was made to create this Committee.  
 The Committee’s work will be follow closely by the Court. 
 The Committee has an opportunity for increase efficiency and fairness in the processes 

currently used. 
 Chair Hardesty briefly summarized the materials provided and encouraged committee 

members to study and question the research and information available. 
 

IV. Guest Speaker Presentation - Mr. Tim Murray, Pretrial Justice Institute 
 See PowerPoint presentation slides included in meeting materials. 
 Brief discussion was held regarding the role extradition costs in the risk assessment process. 
 Discussion was held regarding strength of pretrial court services programs; counties will 

need to make a decision about whether it is better to invest in effective pretrial court services 
systems or to put the money towards supporting and overcrowded jail. Chair Hardesty 
suggested that the focus be not on what other states have done but, rather, on what approach 
will be best for Nevada.  We will “run the math on this.” 

 Discussion was held regarding the role of the bail bond industry in the current system, what 
reactions could be expected as the state moves to an evidence-based pretrial system, and 
whether legislative action could be a consideration to address these issues. 
 

V. Guest Speaker Presentation - Ms. Laurie Dudgeon, Kentucky AOC and Ms. Tara Boh Blair, Kentucky 
Dept. of Pretrial Services 

 See PowerPoint presentation slides included in meeting materials. 
 Discussion was held regarding use of Judicial Inquiry System - integrates data from courts 

into one system.  
 Data is a barrier for many jurisdictions; where and how do we go to get the data?  
 Someone needs to collect the data to measure the outcomes; it’s important to have that 

outcome data - many jurisdictions do not know their failure to appear (FTA) or re-arrest 
rates. It’s also important to be able to measure performance outcomes.  

 Ms. Blair offered to share their Pretrial Release Information Management System, should we 
need it.   

 Discussion was held regarding Kentucky’s abolishment of bail-bonding.  
 Discussion was held regarding jail data. 

 Ms. Dudgeon stated they would like to see our jail data and could provide information 
for the committee to consider.  

 Discussion was held regarding time of completing an assessment; depends upon a variety of 
factors including length of criminal history; decision can be made via phone call with the 
judge instead of having another hearing. 

 Discussion held regarding effectiveness of supervision strategies used as part of the pretrial 
risk-assessment program; supervision for public safety - standard conditions placed on 
everyone, “no contact” conditions placed when there’s an alleged victim involved in the case.  



 

 

 Everyone released is monitored for failure to reappear and rearrests; takes more time 
and staff for supervision than monitoring; only recommend supervision of “high-risk” 
group.  

 Discussion was held regarding the percentage of people charged with murder and released  
 Risk assessment does not take the charge into account so, if first offense, can be charged 

with murder and still categorized as “low-risk.”  
 Judge has discretion to consider charge in pretrial release decision. 
 Ms. Blair will provide Mr. Wolfson with accurate numbers on this for Kentucky.  

 Chair Hardesty asked those attendees involved in court services to speak as to whether they 
believe there are people in jail pretrial because they cannot make bail.  
 Yes, there are because, currently, there’s no way to ascertain risk 
 Discussion was held regarding number of low level misdemeanor offenders in jail 

because they can’t make bail. 
 Chair Hardesty informed attendees that, if the Committee is going to be effective, it needs to 

accumulate the data necessary to make informed decisions.  
 Anecdotal stories are not enough; need to secure hard evidence that can be used to as 

basis for decision making. 
 The underlying question here is do we have people sitting in our jails, pretrial, because 

we have not completed any form of risk assessment on them and/or because they cannot 
make the bail that has been set.     If the answer to either is “yes” then this is an important 
exercise.   

 This issue makes Nevada’s counties and the state vulnerable to litigation that is taking 
place throughout the country.  

 It’s also important to determine which defendants have other things that are preventing 
them from being released (other than the current charge e.g., a probation hold, fugitive, 
etc.) 

 Assemblyman Anderson asked Ms. Dudgeon and Ms. Blair if any research on a rural model 
has been completed.  
 Arizona and New Mexico are currently looking at rural models. 
 Mr. Murray informed attendees that NACO put out a publication approximately two years 

ago on pretrial justice in rural communities that might be useful.   
 Chair Hardesty directed attendees to item 32 in the online meeting materials; these 

address strategies for pretrial release in the rural areas and this subject will likely be 
addressed by this Committee. 

 Discussion was held regarding utilizing a “hybrid model” that authorizes pretrial release 
administratively so judge doesn’t have to personally review the complete assessment. 

 
VI. Presentation of the Pretrial System Analysis for the 2nd Judicial District Court - Judge Scott Pearson 

and Judge Elliott Sattler 
 See report included in meeting materials. 
 Ms. Condon provided a brief background of Washoe County’s pretrial services. 
 Judge Sattler provided a brief overview of the Criminal Justice Advisory Committee and 

informed attendees that a goal of CJAC was to effectively and efficiently manage the jail 
population.  Issue of pretrial release reform developed as a subcommittee of CJAC. 
 Risk assessment tool used in Washoe was subjective, not validated, and not consistently 

utilized. 
 Concerns existed over lack of statutory influence in bail determinations and reliance on 

arbitrary bail schedules. 
 National Institute of Corrections completed the audit in May of 2015; report received June 

2015. 
 Results revealed a lack of communication; different definitions, different terms, etc. 



 

 

 Pretrial Services Steering Subcommittee will be sending a request to CJAC requesting that 
CJAC adopt the recommendations from the audit; asking CJAC to rebrand and refocus its 
efforts.  

 Judge Pearson has spoken to Dr. Latessa from Ohio regarding the possibility of starting a 
pilot process using the Ohio Risk Assessment Survey. Ohio’s team will visit in the fall this 
year to make a presentation to CJAC.  

 Judge Sattler would like to see computer systems in place to monitor people from 
beginning to end.   

 
VII. General Work Plan and Data Collection Discussion 

 Currently, support for pretrial services  in Clark County is limited to Las Vegas Justice and 
Municipal Courts; pretrial services processes paperwork for the other courts but they do not 
conduct interviews or handle releases. 

 Chair Hardesty expressed concern regarding the existence of perceptions or understandings 
that are not facts; for example, who pretrial is delivering service to and who is not receiving 
any service. 
 Discussion was held regarding issues in rural counties; Judge Perkins has alternative 

sentencing but does not have an instrument, Judge Tiras relies on Washoe County, White 
Pine County has nothing in place currently, Winnemucca doesn’t have a validated risk 
assessment tool or any pretrial services.  

 Chair Hardesty asked attendees whether this is a subject the Committee should continue to 
pursue. 
 Discussion was held regarding formulating an assessment tool; “pulling it off the shelf” is 

not the best approach. Rather, this group needs to decide in Nevada and, more 
specifically, in Clark County and maybe more specifically in Las Vegas versus Mesquite – 
what is the kind of info that will help guide each judge in making his/her decision. 

 There was a general consensus that this Committee needs to move forward; there is a 
need to address these issues now, rather than later.   

 Discussion was held regarding possible risks in the system; risk outweighs the benefits in 
this case.  

 Chair Hardesty asked those in attendance for input regarding possible development and 
management of a statewide pretrial services system; this could help consolidate services, 
increase communication, and validate the tool. 
 Discussion was held regarding possible management by AOC and the need to develop an 

appropriate management system. 
 Chair Hardesty discussed the need for a “cradle to grave” assessment process; tool begins 

with intake of defendant and extends through the Parole and Probation’s efforts.  
 Concern was expressed regarding reliability of information; assessment tools will need to 

take this issue into consideration. 
 
VIII. Future Meeting Dates and Tasks  

 Committee members in attendance indicated their availability to attend meetings on 
November 5, 2015 and December 3, 2015; members not in attendance will be emailed to 
confirm their availability. 

 Chair Hardesty indicated that he will contact individual Committee members regarding 
“homework” tasks he’d like completed before the next meeting.  
 Chair Hardesty will reach out to specific members to make a report on the assortment of 

risk assessment tools contained in the materials (Tabs 6-15, 16-22). In completing this, 
please identify the items that would best capture Nevada’s needs to be used a starting 
point. 



 

 

 Court services representatives and court administrators:  please research what is 
happening with the pretrial services in your respective courts. What do you get 
currently? Are we going to be able to capture data on FTA and other statistical info that 
would aid us in evaluating this info? Chair Hardesty will provide a list (via email) of areas 
requiring statistical info. Please provide information on how you count it, who captures it, 
and whether or not it can be captured.  

 Discussion was held regarding IT’s role; this will be essential to understanding what we 
are getting. This is another issue that impacts whether this should be a statewide 
program; there are concerns regarding systems not communicating with one another and 
variances among definitions.    

 Judge Saragosa pointed out a need to be mindful of how information is being gathered; 
critical terms will need to be defined; Ms. Dudgeon and Ms. Blair recommended the 
Committee read “Measuring What Matters” by the NIC. A copy will be located and 
distributed to the membership.  

 A suggestion was made that each member think about the biggest challenges and/or 
concerns his/her jurisdiction faces, particularly regarding FTAs. 

 Mr. Wolfon suggested reaching out to an outside agency to conduct research in the state and 
create a matrix.  
 Discussion was held regarding resources; Pretrial institute has pro bono assistance but 

finding an independent agency to conduct an appropriate analysis and make 
recommendations would be challenging. Decisions need to be the result of collaboration 
and consensus from the players. 

 Mr. Dudgeon and Ms. Blair discussed possible grant funding and offered future assistance 
to the Committee as it moves forward with this project.  

 Chair Hardesty informed the Committee that he reached out to resources to assist and is 
researching possible funding but feels the Committee can make the decisions necessary. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
 Chair Hardesty adjourned the meeting at 4:55 p.m. 

 
 

 
 
  

 
 
  





ARIZONA PRETRIAL SERVICES 

Kathy Waters, Director, Adult 

Probation Services Division, AOC 

Arizona Supreme Court 
 



COSCA WHITE PAPER (2012 - 2013) 

Conference of State Court Administrators, Policy 

Paper on Evidence Based Pretrial Release: 
 

“…economic status (is) a significant factor in 

determining whether a defendant is released 

pending trial, instead of such factors as risk of flight 

and threat to public safety.” 

“In short, „for the poor, bail means jail.‟” 



Strategic Agenda -  “Advancing Justice Together” 

 

Chief Justice Bales Strategic Agenda - Goal 
2 -“Advancing Justice Together” includes: 

  “Improve and expand the use of 
evidence-based practices to determine 
pre-trial release conditions for low-risk 

offenders.”  



PRETRIAL FOUNDATIONAL CONCEPTS 

Pretrial Justice 

Honoring 
Presumption of innocence 

Right to bail that is not excessive 

Legal and constitutional rights afforded person 
awaiting trial 

Balancing individual rights with  
Need to protect public 

Assure court appearance 

“In our society, liberty is the norm, and detention 

prior to trial or without trial is the carefully limited 

exception” U.S. v. Salerno (1987) 



PRETRIAL FOUNDATIONAL CONCEPTS 

Questions for Judicial Officers when setting release conditions:  

 What are the chances that a recently arrested defendant, if 

released before trial, will commit a new crime, a new violent 

crime, or fail to appear for court? 

Purpose of Pretrial: 

 Assist the court in making informed pretrial decisions 

 To effectively supervise defendants 

 Ensure the defendants meet courts obligations 

 Uphold the legal and constitutional rights of defendants 



WHO IS IN JAIL? 
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61% of jail inmates are awaiting trial 

(2012) 



CALL FOR REFORM 



PRETRIAL - APPLYING THE RESEARCH 

 

Provide current research regarding evidence based 
pretrial practices to courts in Arizona.  

 

Expand the use of validated research based risk 
assessments. 



IMPLEMENTATION  
 

Work with each jurisdiction to ensure evidence 
based pretrial practices are being followed. 

 

Expand the use of validated research based 
risk assessments and the establishment of 
pretrial services in adult probation departments 

 

Establish a model for limited jurisdiction courts. 

 
 



ACTUARIAL RISK ASSESSMENT  

Evidence-based 

Data Driven  

Used for decades in commerce 

Insurance Industry 

Health 

 

Pretrial Foundational Concepts 



PRETRIAL RISK ASSESSMENTS 

Objective 
Risk 

Assessment 

Judicial 
Discretion 

Best 
Outcome 

Andrews, D.A., Bonta, J. and Wormith, J.S. (2006). “The Recent Past and 

Near Future of Risk and/or Need Assessment.” Crime and Delinquency, 

52(1):7–27 

Harris, P.M. (2006). “What Community Supervision Officers Need To Know 

About Actuarial Risk Assessment and Clinical Judgment.” Federal 

Probation 70(2) 



Pretrial existed in several counties 

prior to this effort beginning. 

Maricopa, Coconino and Pima 

Counties had validated 

assessments being utilized. 

Other counties, Pinal, Yuma and 

Navajo were practicing pretrial with 

assessments not validated or no 

assessment. 



GOVERNANCE DOCUMENTS FOR PRETRIAL SERVICES  

 Adoption of the new ACJA 5-201 “Evidence Based Pretrial 

Services” in January 2014 via Admin. Order 2014-12. 

 

 Sets the Governance for Pretrial for all courts in Arizona 

incorporating research and evidence based practices. 

 Requires Courts operating pretrial services use a pretrial risk 

assessment tool approved by the Arizona Judicial Council to 

assist in determining a defendant‟s likelihood of committing a 

new crime or failing to appear for court while on pretrial 

release  

 Authorized the pilot use of the PSA Assessment. Recently AJC 

also authorized use of the PSA to all jurisdictions in Arizona. 

 



APPROVAL TO OPERATE UNDER  

ACJA 5-201 

Requested approval by the  Judicial Council to 

allow those counties using a validated 

assessment to  continue to use their validated 

pretrial risk assessments per ACJA and authorized 

the use of the PSA in the pilot locations. 



APPROVAL TO OPERATE UNDER ACJA 5-201 
FOR ARIZONA PSA IMPLEMENTATION PILOT 

Pinal County 

  

Yuma County 

 

Gila County 

 

Mohave County 

 

Mesa Municipal Court  
 



Public Safety Assessment -PSA 
 

 Developed by the Laura and John 
Arnold Foundation (LJAF) 

 Uses non-interview dependent factors  

 Separately predicts failure to appear 
(FTA) and new criminal activity (NCA) 

 Predicts risk of new violent criminal 
activity (NVCA)  

 
 



Public Safety Assessment  (PSA) 

Risk assessment tool used during the pretrial 

stage of the criminal justice system 

Non-interview based tool 

Separately predict failure to appear 

(FTA) and new criminal activity 

(NCA) 

For the first time, predict new violent 

criminal activity (NVCA) 

PUBLIC SAFETY ASSESSMENT (PSA) 
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PUBLIC SAFETY ASSESSMENT (PSA) 

 PSA Risk Factors 

1. Age at current arrest  

2. Current violent offense 

2a. Current violent offense & 20 years old or younger   

3. Pending charge at the time of the offense 

4. Prior misdemeanor conviction 

5. Prior felony conviction 

 5a. Prior conviction   

6. Prior violent conviction 

7. Prior pretrial failure to appear in past two years 

8. Prior pretrial failure to appear older than two years 

9. Prior sentence to incarceration 



Approval of Expansion to other 

Arizona Counties 

Agreements from Maricopa, Coconino and 

Pima Counties to move to the PSA. 

Arnold has designed a statewide rollout 

plan for the PSA in Arizona. 

Prepare remaining counties for use of PSA 

and pretrial. North, South & Central Regions. 



APPROVAL TO INCLUDE PSA UNDER  

ACJA 5-201 

March 2015: Received approval by the Council to 

allow the PSA be adopted as a validated pretrial 

risk assessment to be used in Arizona per ACJA  



ADDITIONAL GOVERNANCE REVISIONS FOR 

PRETRIAL SERVICES   

November 2014, Admin. Order 2014-107 authorized a 

revision to the ACJA 6-105.01, Powers and Duties of 

Officers as a result of legislation (Revision of A.R.S. 12-

256) which authorizes probation officers to serve 

warrants and make arrests of pretrial defendants in 

limited circumstances. 

A revision to Rule 7.5 of Rules of Criminal Procedure is 

pending which will add the ability for pretrial services 

to file a report of violations to the court (Currently 

only the prosecutor may). 



NEXT STEPS 

 AOC is working with the Arnold Foundation on 
statewide training and implementation of the 
PSA in Arizona. 

 Prepare remaining counties for use of PSA and 
pretrial services. 

Maricopa - Implemented July 2015 

Yavapai and Coconino recently implemented 

 Fourteen Other counties in phases of         
implementation 

 Ongoing education of stakeholders in Arizona. 

 





Pretrial Services 
Heather Condon, Pretrial Services Program Manager 

Second Judicial District Court 

Washoe County, Nevada 

November 5, 2015 



Mission Statement 

Pretrial Services operates on the constitutional presumption of  innocence, the 
National Association of  Pretrial Services Agencies Pretrial Standards, and 
approved court orders. Using the most recent, evidence-based practices, the 
Assessment Pretrial team provides timely, unbiased reports to the presiding 
judicial authority so he/she can make sound release decisions for qualified 
defendants, allowing them to maintain life commitments while out of  custody. 
If  release is granted, the Supervision Pretrial team ensures these defendants 
abide by the least restrictive conditions that have been imposed by the court, 
with the goal of  reducing failure-to-appear rates and re-offense. 
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Our Stakeholders 

• Sparks Municipal Court 

• Reno Municipal Court 

• Sparks Justice Court 

• Reno Justice Court 

 

• Wadsworth Justice Court 

• Incline Village Justice Court 

• Second Judicial District Court 

**  It should be noted that all Pretrial Services Officers (PSO’s) have access to the above listed courts’ 

databases, as well as the Washoe County Jail’s database (Tiburon) ** 
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Assessment Team  

 

• Located in the Jail 

• 7 Full-Time Employees (FTE) 

• Additional intermittent employees to 

cover FTE’s leave/holidays 

• Intricate part of  the booking process 

 

 

• Hours of  Operation 

• 0400 – 0130 hours 

• 7 days a week, including holidays 
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Assessment Team Duties 

• Assess and release defendants for the courts 

• Provide a written report pertaining to release eligibility within 24-48 hours 

after arrest 

• Provide a written report pertaining to public defender eligibility for all 

offenses that have the possibility of  jail time 

• Process releases that occurred in video court (jail) 

• Run criminal histories  
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Assessment Team Duties Cont. 

• Reinterview defendants for an own recognizance release if  requested by any 

of  the limited jurisdiction judges 

• Notify Specialty Courts of  all rearrests and revoke as needed 

• Enter after-hours TPO’s (evening, weekends, and holidays) 

• Alcohol test (PBT) defendants who are under the supervision of  Pretrial 

Services as well as some from Specialty Courts and other outside jurisdiction 

(evenings, weekends, and holidays) 
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Assessment Statistics (previous 6 months) 

MONTH TPO’S 

SPECIALTY 

COURT 

NOTIFICATIONS 

REINTERVIEWS 

(LIMITED 

JURISDICTION) 

DAILY  

BOOKINGS/ 

ENTRIES  * 

AVERAGE 

DAILY 

POPULATION * 

APRIL n/a n/a 11 1800 1064 

MAY n/a 12 10 1798 1021 

JUNE 9 24 13 1675 1002 

JULY 4 55 12 1820 1014 

AUGUST 15 56 15 1804 1016 

SEPT. 15 52 20 1732 1048 

* Information courtesy of  Washoe County Sheriff ’s Office Research & Development Unit 
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Supervision Team 

• Two locations -  

• Sparks Justice Court (1 FTE/ 1 PTE) 

• District Court (7 FTE / 1 PTE) 

• Hours of  Operation 

• Monday – Thursday, 8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. 

• Friday 8:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m. 

• Approximate caseload for each PSO is 120-140 defendants 
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Supervision Team Duties 

• Supervise all three levels of  crime 

• Varied levels of  supervision 

• e.g. in-person and telephone check-ins, drug/alcohol testing, monitor (lowest level) 

• Report directly to the courts 

• Provide court notes on all District Court dockets for all in-custody defendants (pretrial) as 
well as those on supervision (2JDC)  

• Provide additional case information for any/all cases this office supervises 

• Submit Pretrial Violation Reports and request revocation, if  applicable 

• Request/Process Bench Warrants, as needed 
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Supervision Team Duties Cont. 

• Provide court reminders for every defendant 

• Work closely with other agencies including P&P, PD, APD, DA, & CPS 

• Reinterview defendants for an own recognizance release if  requested by any 

of  the District Court judges 

• Refer all new clients to Social Services for resource eligibility 

• Assist outside agencies with supervision, including drug/alcohol testing 
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New Cases (previous 6 months) 

MONTH MONITOR ** SUPERVISED TOTAL 

APRIL 140 (40%) 210 (60%) 350 (100%) 

MAY 172 (37%) 293 (63%) 465 (100%) 

JUNE 130 (33%) 261 (67%) 391 (100%) 

JULY 165  (38%) 267 (62%) 432 (100%) 

AUGUST 167 (38%) 273 (62%) 440 (100%) 

SEPTEMBER 169 (42%) 235 (58%) 404 (100%) 

**  Monitor is the lowest level of  supervision – initial check in and again after court  

11 



Closed Cases (previous 6 months) 

MONTH SUCCESSFUL FTA REARREST REVOKED TOTAL 

APRIL 340 (74%) 40 (9%) 21 (5%) 60 (13%) 461 (100%) 

MAY 316 (79%) 36 (9%) 7 (2%) 41 (10%) 400 (100%) 

JUNE 305 (75%) 39 (10%) 11 (3%) 49 (12%) 404 (100%) 

JULY 325 (76%) 37 (9%) 13 (3%) 50 (12%) 425 (100%) 

AUGUST 308 (78%) 28 (7%) 14 (4%) 46 (12%) 396 (101%) 

SEPTEMBER 327 (74%) 56 (13%) 12 (2%) 49 (11%) 444 (100%) 
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Questions? 

Heather Condon 

(775) 326-6610 

heather.condon@washoecourts.us  
13 





P R E T R I A L  S E R V I C E S  D I V I S I O N  

Las Vegas Justice Court 



PreTrial Services Division 

• Provides biographical information 

• Criminal history information including current 
charges, bail, detainers, pending cases and the 
number of failures to appear 

• Completes a financial affidavit for the purpose of 
appointing counsel 

• Asks about Veteran status 

 



Other Duties 

 Accepts and processes arrest paperwork 

 Prepares 48-hour review calendar 

 Prepares PreTrial Information Reports for 
Arraignment and Preliminary Hearings 

 Accepts Bail and Bonds 



Intensive Supervision Unit 

• Provides limited supervision for persons placed on 
program by Judge   

• Reports weekly, daily, monthly 

• Pays a $10 a month fee to be on program   

• Instructed on conditions regarding the release 
ordered by judge, stay out of trouble, maintain 
current address with the court, and make all 
appearances and no new arrests  



Intensive Supervision Unit cont. 

 320 Defendants placed on Intensive Supervision 
(maximum amount 500) 

 None have drug testing as a condition of release 

 Success Rate is 56.3% 

 Check in rate 65% 

 Appearance rate 33.3% 

 Length of stay is 19 days with minimum 2 days 

 



Clark County Detention Center 

 Average inmates in custody as of October 2015 

 3,786 

 85.4% of inmates have been in custody 8 days or 
 more (3,233 inmates) 

 60.8% had No Bail (1,966) 

 36.6% had bail but not posted (1,183) 

 2.6% No further details (84) 

 Average length of stay 21.87 days 



PreTrial Services Statistics  

 Annual Interviews 13,336 

 Court O/R releases 18,328 

 Administrative O/R releases 3,244 

 PreTrial Reports 17,504 

 



PreTrial Staff 

 6 Interviewers 

 5 Compliance Officers  

 2 Supervisors 

 7 Clerical 

 3 Part time staff 











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 
 

 

 

*Inmate had just been arrested prior night, was having first appearance and indicated he would be posting bail shortly 

 

 

White Pine County Jail Population (Oct. 8, 2015) 
Total Population = 37 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.3% 

Serving Misd. Sentence (5) Serving GM Sentence (4)

Awaitng Disposition on Misd. (6) Awaitng Disposition on Fel./GM (22)

Eureka County Jail Population (Oct. 8, 2015) 
Total Population = 3 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.1% 
 

Serving Misd. Sentence (0) Serving GM Sentence (0)

Awaitng Disposition on Misd. (1)* Awaitng Disposition on Fel./GM (2)



 

 

 

 

 

** Does not include two Inmates being held on tribal 48 hours holds 

 

Esmerelda County Jail Population (Oct. 9, 2015) 
Total Population = 4 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.4% 
 

Serving Misd. Sentence (0) Serving GM Sentence (0)

Awaitng Disposition on Misd. (0) Awaitng Disposition on Fel./GM (4)

Lander County Jail Population (Oct. 12, 2015) 
Total Population = 10** 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.1% 
  

Serving Misd. Sentence (4) Serving GM Sentence (0)

Awaiting Disposition on Misd. (3) Awaiting Disposition on Fel./GM (3)



 

*** Does not include 3 inmates awaiting evaluations at Lakes Crossing 

 

****Does not include 3 inmates held on probation violations and 1 inmate awaiting transportation to NDOC 

Humboldt County Jail Population (Oct. 9, 2015) 
Total Population = 34*** 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.2% 

Serving Misd. Sentence (0) Serving GM Sentence (0)

Awaitng Disposition on Misd. (10) Awaitng Disposition on Fel./GM (24)

Lincoln County Jail Population (Oct. 14, 2015) 
Total Population = 4**** 

Percentage of County Population Incarcerated = 0.08% 

Serving Misd. Sentence (1) Serving GM Sentence (0)

Awaitng Disposition on Misd. (0) Awaitng Disposition on Fel./GM (3)
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