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PleaseJoin Us for our Wedding Dinner

To be held at:
The Fresno Breakfast House

2085 W. Bullard Ave
Fresno, CA 93711

Sunday, January 19th 2014
at 3pm-6pm

Entree Selections:
*Tri-Tip Steak, Rice Pilaf, Fresh

Saute Vegetables
OR

*Grilled Chicken, Rice Pilaf, Fresh saute
Vegetables

Must be 18+ and Over

Any ~estions You May Contact:

John Melikian -559-3016377

Pahoua Melikian -559-930-5130

Please RSVP by January 11th 2014
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State Board of Parole Carr
1677 Old Hot Springs Roau
Suite A
Carson City, NV 89706

RE: John Melikian - NDDC #84590
. Parole Hearing 10/08/2008

,->Uf\r\ 'L> n ...... \U\c::..

c.£po.RD 'JD09>

Dear Sirs/Madams:

November 6, 2008

"

After· reviewing, th~ information provided me, by my son John Melikian. - ND0C#84590,
regarding his parole hearing of 1~/08/08 in Lovelock; NV. I need to write this letter to you. '.

I feel due to the Inaccuracies In the report provided to the parole board by his case manager,
John was not given the proper and/or just review that he deserves for consideration of parole..
Working in a justice related mental health enyironment myself, I can see the enonnous amount
cif paperwork related to each Inmate and how overworked a case manager becomes. I also.
know how sometimes Infonnation from one inmate can be accidently placed Into another's or
how a case manager can become so overworked and tired that they can misconstrue
iflformation. I feel that John does not deserve to be punished for inform~tion that was not his,
but was incorrectly provided to you. I strongly feel that my son de~erves reconsideration for
parole due to these Inaccuracies for the judicial process to be fair and Just. After r~viewing all
the information provided in my packet to you, you will agree.

John has stayed completely out of trouble while Incarcerated; he works as a janitor In the prison
c;ind has done so for over two years with no problems or Incfdents. He completed all classes
and all requests made of him by the prison as well as the psychploglsts. etc. that have
interviewed him. John has certificates of completion of all classes he was reguired to complete,
(thus. it makes me wonder why they want him to complete these classEls again).

~

On behalf of John's requests, I have secured adequate housing for him with the help of our
DeaCon. Mr. Ted Isaacs. of the Holy Trinity Armenian Apostolic Church wh!3n he returns home.
The McKinley ":louse Is .geared to helping ,Inmates tran~ltlon back ~nto the community by'
providing instniCtion·and help to·a":resldlng,the~e. This will not only provrde him With a place:to ­
live, but Will also provld~. him ~e Instru¢ion 'and help ·of the: church~ In becoming a prod,uctive

·individual in ,our Community. Feel 'free to-contact: Mr. Ted Isaacs at The McKinley House Ideated
.at 3531 E Mc;:Kinley Fresno, CA g3703~ Phone # 559476-7954 with any all questions you may
have. .. - " "

--

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely.

Debra Jo Melikian
Mo.ther of John Melikian

enclosure

1! r -
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November 6, 2008

State Board of Parole Commissioners
16n Old Hot Springs Road
Suite A
Carson City, NV 89706

RE: John Melikian - NDOC #84590
. Parole Hearing 10/08/2008

Dear Sirs/Madams:

After reviewing, the information provided me, by my son John Melikian - ND0C#84590.
regarding his parole hearing of 10/08/08 In Lovelock. NV. I need to write this letter to you.

I feel due to the Inaccuracies in the report provided to the parole board by his case manager,
John was not given the proper and/or just review that he deserves for consideration of parole.
Working in a justice related mental health environment myself. I can see the enormous amount
of paperwork related to each Inmate and how overworked a case manager becomes. I also.
know how sometimes information from one Inmate can be accidently placed Into another's or
how a case manager can become so overworked and tired that they can misconstrue
i.nformation. I feel that John does not deserve to be punished for information that was not his.
but was Incorrectly provided to you. I strongly feel that my son de~erves reconsideration for
parole due to these Inaccuracies for the judicial process to be fair and just. After reviewing all
the Information proVided in my packet to you, you will agree.

John has stayed completely out of trouble while incarcerated; he wor1<s as a janitor In the prison
i1Ind has done so for over two years with no problems or incidents. He completed all classes
and all requests made of him by the prison as well as the psychologists, etc. that have
interviewed him. John has certificates of completion of all classes he was required to complete
(thus, it makes me wonder why they want him to complete these classes again).

On behalf of John's requests. I have secured adequate housing for him with the help of our
Deacon. Mr. Ted Isaacs. of the Holy Trinity Armenian Apostolic Church wh~n he returns home.
The McKinley House is geared to helping Inmates transition back Into the community by
providing instruction and help to ali-residing there. This will not only provide him with a place to
live, but will also provide him the instruction and help of the church In becoming a productive
individual in our community. Feel free to contact Mr. Ted Isaacs at The McKinley House located
at 3531 E McKJnley Fresno. CA 93703.. Phone # 559 476-7954 with any all questions you may
have. .

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely.

I
Debra Jo Melikian
Mother of John Melikian

enclosure
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BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS

John C. Melikian
NDOC # 84590
Lovelock Correctional Center
P.O. Box 259
Lovelock, NY 89419

Mr. Melikian,

Re: Correspondence (Undated)

November 21, 2008

Your letter has been received and reviewed by the Board. Your request has been
carefully considered. The Board did not deny your parole to expiration and considered
many ofthe things you mentioned in your letter as mitigating factors in our deliberation
Notwithstanding, the board considered all areas ofyour past and present status to include
the court's sentencing in rendering our decision to deny your parole. Tberefore, it is the
d~sionofthe Board to not aIterthe order ofOctober 8.2008, which will remain as
written. ,qrrAct/s:D . . e ,L//l IeA-)...,

c:D/Jy' -> Impl?e5SI011S .olselos.es
Whether being heard in absentia or in person the standards adopted by the Board providesof,'J,;~
for greater punishment for a convicted person who commits a serious violent crime.
Your crim~ fits ~s criterion. Se..r7-1-enc-1nq ·//1e./J1CJ/e ~/7.DUP? affc.D

.' ,~srA-re..-? 'tJ:;:>iF-FeY'er? fly . "7 ,f~ppy
The 'Board will-briefly. address you co~cerils regarding the.Risk Assess~ent: . - /.

. ~ (f\,~'Prior ProbationIParole·RevC?catioris: 'Avalhible. ree,ords reflect that .you· we["e given ~.'

. ~~D~;pro9ation on the instant offense and your pro~a~on was revoked in July 2004 and"
~ .' you were incarcerated.. Records sh0'Y probation revo~ed for Reporting/Release;

hock0. Residence; Employment; Supervision F~s; Laws and Conduct; and out ofState
;r: ;)o'v· r't Travel .

L/ Employment History: Your presentence investigation (pSI) shows you as
&ee ~«~;s1Z>it\lUnemployed. Sbould this be incorrect please get with your caseworker for the

~~~~=-~;;-_.1 proper procedures to correct. .
History ofDrug/AIcohoIAbuse: You were convicted oCNon-Medical Possession

less 4MT\ ~ ofControUed Substance in 2001. Additionally, PSI reflects daily use ofmarijuana
0:-v\A-~ since age fifteen. The Board view~ this as a serious disruption!offi:1'IiCtioning,

especially being convicted ofa drug offense. '. ..~.:.. .~ ~-Se<\~c~

",:'. 1. Rep.::N-- JDh(\ hArD
.. 0- :raG,

I .1-" .~ _ ..

rap::.,
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. ~ L~eJ', t t vAi
., 0 Active Gang Membership: Nevada Department ofPrisoD (NDOC) currently has k\Y~,Jl;

. • you coded and validated as a White Supremist. Should this be in dispute please r J; \ CY \
work with your caseworker in resolving. The Board does not controJ such. 'h9!~,{)\ ~,-.

;rk 0/1 Jt matters. ~. \ ~V~\.;~ '.,)~
'4"1 . -fj.t:t e· Psych Panel Certification Risk Level as you stated is in error and has been <~\~ :V ~
d ,'!J, ~7 corrected. V~. 'if .1iY

Your progranuning and work within prison did not go unnoticed and unrecognized; it \ ..j)~'1~(}
will better prepare you for life's decisions once you are released from prison. The 01' \Y '
Addendum to Order Denying Parole is recommendations and if they don't apply the J+ ~~_}P
better for you. They are only suggestions and recommendations. 'VA~}J:v rf'
Please continue to use your time prod~ctivelyby taking advantage.of~~grams ;'~aiIabl:~ ; :I."

. to you, remain disciplinary free and prepare yourself for reentran~ into society x?~

. . The.. 'C~{'cl . .
Sincerely, \.(neuJ 0-'oD(.,l;+

;.,~ '"\-he. Q..DrnpLte.R...
~ ~1-\+~h OJ(\d-
E. Gray ~, ked-
Parole Bo d Commissioner ~ec-

fl}o+-h, f'C/-
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INMATE REQUEST FORM

3. DATE

.s-'-,;;J.8-IO

4.} REQUEST FORM TO: (CHECK BOX)

'X.. CASEWORKER MEDICAL

EDUCATION

LAUNDRY

VISITING

PROPERTY ROOM

MENTAL HEALTH

LAW LIBRARY

SHIFT COMMAND

OTHER _

CANTEEN

DENTAL

. .
5.} NAME OF. INDIVIDUAL TO CONTACT: c-c5 .JlC EmmCAY1V1 e..L

?) REQUEST: ( PRINT BELOW) mS,. tJ(). cd J!nrwQ..cded You Ol K;k. .
0.\xxJd= me... <toll')0=- :b Full c-lets5£~co.-boY\ An ha\re. ryyy

J (7' r -r
~.(J.nu a.CK:e.+ rema ved., YOu iAJrv-le.: b~ On ±hecJC,:-}-e., -

" ,I'PU QilrcGld7 6d ct S Th hean'rp-- (JV ';@J. ha ve- been
dec~ tlaL)d~ 10 iJo-+JS .. " .

Who\1:= docS ±ho.+ mean ? z am Sony Jou-±:_
Z 'netzo1--h, Ylli JCe. sun: ±b,5 L,ec, 1$ o=r:f:.. :4 ,t.

z;5o/lly&{ 00 ~fbu~ ,£.;~r--:;-l"-''7t1U-~r--,,&:;....;7._/V7~C_! _
7.) INMATESIG~AT~~· DOC# ~S)7c?
9.) RECEIVING STAFF SIGNATURE DATE
••**•••••••••••**** **•••••••••......*•••*••* * *_.~*••••***••**••***.*~******••~••~••--~~.~*.~*.--*.~..~*.--*.*~..~••~•.~••

g.} RESPONSE TO INMATE

. . "

."".. -' . ~~. ~ ~
," - ~~. ~." . .

"'r •.j ...... i. ~,_, ./_/(."1
- ~ !' 6~' .' T • !-/ - ,/ - L-"

. -
D.} RESPONDING STAFF SIGNATURE DATE _

DOC - 3012 (REV. 7/01)
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: 1677 Old Hoi Spring, Road
SulleA

Canon City. N""Dda 89706-0677
(775) 687-5049

flU< (7751687-6736

DORU\ M. SAWNG. ChaIrman

STATE OF NEVADA

JIM GIBBONS
Gouemor

BOARD OF pAROLE COMMISSIONERS

lAS VEGAS OFACE

4000 S. Ea,tern Avenue

Suite 130
Las Vegu. Nevada 89119-0840

(702) 486-4370
fax (702) 486-4376

(NSPO Jlr, 1'()7}

November 21,2008

John C. Melikian
NDOC#84590
Lovelock Correctional Center
P.O. Box 259
Lovelock, NY 89419

Re: Correspondence (Undated)

Mr. Melikian,

Your letter has been received and reviewed by the Board. Your request has been
carefully considered. The Board did not deny your parole to expiration and considered
many ofthe things you mentioned in your letter as mitigating factors in our deliberation.
Notwithstanding, the board considered all areas ofyour past and present status to include
the court's sentencing in rendering our decision to deny your parole. Therefore, it is the
decision ofthe Board to not alter the order of October 8, 2008, which will remain as
written.

Whether being heard in absentia or in person the standards adopted by the Board provides
for greater punishment for a convicted person who commits a serious violent crime.
Your crime fits this criterion.

The Board will briefly address you concerns regarding the Risk Assessment:
Prior ProbationlParole Revocations: Available records reflect that you were given
probation on the instant offense and your probation was revoked in July 2004 and
you were incarcerated. Records show probation revoked for ReportinglRelease;
Residence; Employment; Supervision Fees; Laws and Conduct; and out of State
Travel.
Employment History: Your presentence investigation (PSI) shows you as
Unemployed. Should this be incorrect please get with your caseworker for the
proper procedures to correct.
History ofDruglAlcohol Abuse: You were convicted ofNon-Medical Possession
ofControlled Substance in 2001. Additionally, PSI reflects daily use of marijuana
since age fifteen. The Board views this as a serious disruption of functioning,
especially being convicted ofa drug offense.

(0)3665 ...



·.
- Active Gang Membership: Nevada Department ofPrison (NOOC) currently has

you coded and validated as a White Supremist. Should this be in dispute please
work with your caseworker in resolving. The Board does not control such
matters.

- Psych Panel Certification Risk Level as you stated is in error and has been
corrected.

Your programming and work within prison did not go unnoticed and unrecognized; it
will better prepare you for life's decisions once you are released from prison. The
Addendum to Order Denying Parole is recommendations and if they don't apply the
better for you. They are only suggestions and recommendations.

Please continue to use your time productively by taking advantage ofprograms available
to you, remain disciplinary free and prepare yourself for reentrance into society

Sincerely,

~AA}u
RG?a~-(t
Parole Board Commissioner
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DOC #
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INMATE REQUEST FORM'·
,/

1.) INMATE NAME DOC # 2.) HOUSING UNIT 3.) DATE

.John ("'1)eL~ )(','0.. t'\ 8LjS~o JA--SYA- //-;23-0/
t.) REQUEST FORM TO: (CHECK BOX)

_ CASEWORKER

_EDUCATION

MEDICAL

VISITING

MENTAL HEALTH

LAW LIBRARY

SHIFT COMMAND

CANTEEN

DENTAL
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A1\~ f\Je'J'er­
TOLD \.J.:)~,Y

C~~~,\td\)

- 1A-/~gJ4-
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/_,...... '. .' l'mVADA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
.... .. ~ :> .\, "'S'ECU'RlTY THREAT GROUPIDISRUPTIVE GROUP

DUE PROCESS HEARING

Date: ~bY"M.vy ytt1, u:oCf
Inmate: ..f:kut.; o..r1, JDhY) -.\i ca c.f 59 0

Panel Members:

Aet ~{J .emmo.n~

AC4 (!(!j!II .-~pu1 It.V

Does not Stand

Does not Stand

Panel "s decision:

Stands

Stands

Stands

saID TDour
•

CO~ Wod!.v.5
c.('~ cr f-k v ....C,v A­
CC5 CroV\e..

_______ CS~€==____=c:;2~·=::::::~
Need further investigatiy-.L-
~~?!sti!'i!J?t

~ ~ ~ s%
Does not Stand Need further investigation

In a case where the designation is affinned and the inmate disagrees and wishes to appeal
that decision, he may indicate below. The matter will be forwarded to the Deputy
Director of Operations. In the event the inmate leaves the Due Process hearing and later
wishes to appeal, he has 10 working days, from the date of the STGIDG Due Process
Hearing to do so. The appeal should be requested in writing through his casework staff

-. member.

Ifyou wish to appeal, indicate so by signature:

Signed and Printed name of Inmate, BAC #

Appeal review by the Deputy Director of Operations results: ..
STG/DG designation:

.'

Deputy Director of Operations Date of Decision
NDOC 1599

,.
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

ADOPTED NaTE.- : T-lo\ E. -X:f\ S pec.ToR.
BY THE C>ef'\e.ra..L· S OFF"C.e.. ~f\d.w::..\s
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ORDER ADOPTING NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING RULES

WHEREAS, this court fonned a committee to study and propose statewide policies and guidelines for Nevada courts to follow when designing and implementing a
system for the electronic filing of documents and also requested the committee to draft proposed unifonn rules applicable to all courts that accept documents
electronically for filing; and

WHEREAS, the committee has now completed its work and filed a fmal report including proposed rules to govern electronic filing in all Nevada courts; and
WHEREAS, it appears to this court that adoption of proposed rules to govern electronic filing in all the courts in the State ofNevada is warranted; accordingly,
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that a new set of rules entitled Nevada Electronic Filing Rules shall be adopted to govern electronic filing in all municipal courts, justice

courts, district courts, and the Supreme Court ofNevada as set forth in Exhibit A.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Nevada Electronic Filing Rules shall be effective March 1,2007, and shall apply to all electronic filing processes currently in

use by any court in the State of Nevada and all future electronic processes to be implemented by any court in the State of Nevada. The clerk of this court shall cause a
notice of entry of this order to be published in the official publication of the State Bar of Nevada. Publication of this order shall be accomplished by the clerk
d!sseminating copies of this order to all subscribers of the advance sheets of the Nevada Reports and all persons and agencies listed in NRS 2.345, and to the executive
drrector of the State Bar of Nevada. The certificate of the clerk of this court as to the accomplishment of the above-described publication of notice of entry and
dissemination of this order shall be conclusive evidence of the adoption and publication of the foregoing rule amendments.

Dated this 29th day ofDecember, 2006.
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

1. General Provisions
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Rule 1. Title. These rules may be known and cited as the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules, or may be abbreviated NEFCR.
[Amended; effective August 31,2011.]

Rule 2. Definitions of words and terms.
(a) Case management system. An electronic database maintained by the court or clerk to track information used to manage the court's caseload, such as case

numbers, party names, attorneys for parties, titles ofall documents filed in a case, and all scheduled events in a case.
(b) Conversion. The process ofchanging court records from one medium to another or from one format to another, including, but not limited to. the following:

(1) Changing paper records to electronic records;
(2) Changing microfilm to electronic records;
(3) Changing electronic records to microfilmed records; or
(4) Changing paper records to microfilmed records.

(c) Document management system. An .electronic database containing documents in electronic fonn and structured to allow access to documents based on index
fields such as case number, filing date, type of document, etc.

(d) Electronic case. An "electronic case" is one in which the documents are electronically stored and maintained by the court, whether the documents were
electronically filed or converted to an electronic fonnat. The court's electronic version ofthe document is deemed to be the original.

(e) Electronic document. An "electronic document" includes the electronic fonn of pleadings, notices, motions, orders, paper exhibits. briefs, judgments, writs of
execution, and other papers.

(f) Electronicfiling. "Electronic filing" is the electronic transmission to or from a court or clerk of a document in electronic fonn as defmed by the accepting court;
it does not include submission via e-mail, fax, computer disks. or other electronic means.

(g) Electronic filing service provider. An "electronic filing service provider" is a person or entity that receives an electronic document from a party for re­
transmission to the court for filing. In submission of such filings, the electronic filing service provider does so on behalf of the electronic filer and not as an agent of the
court.

(h) Electronic filing system. "Electronic filing system" is a system implemented or approved by a court for filing and service of pleadings. motions. and other
documents via the Internet

(i) Electronic service. "Electronic service" is the electronic transmission of a document to a party. attorney. or representative under these rules. Electronic service
does not include service ofprocess or a summons to gain jurisdiction over persons or property.

0) Public access terminal. A computer terminal provided by the court or clerk for viewing publicly accessible electronic court records. The public access tenninal
must be available during the court's normal business hours.

(k) Registered user. A person authorized by the court or by an authorized electronic filing service provider to access a court's electronic filing system via the
Internet.

htto:/Iwww.lc2.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html 1I4120n
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Rule 3. Purpose, scope, and application of rules.
(a) Purpose and scope. These rules establish statewide policies and procedures governing the electronic filing and conversion processes in all the courts in Nevada,

These rules cover the practice and procedure in all actions in the district, justice, and municipal courts of this state where no local rule covering the same subject has been
approved by the supreme court, A court may adopt local rules detailing the specific procedures for electronic filing or conversion processes to be followed in that court,
provided that the rules are not inconsistent with these rules.

(b) Application ofrules. These rules must be construed liberally to secure the proper and efficient administration of the business and affairs of the court and to
promote and facilitate the administration ofjustice by the court.

[Amended; effective August 31,2011.]

Rule 4. Implementation of electronic filing or conversion process.
(a) Establishment ofelectronic filing system. A district, justice or municipal court may establish a system for the electronic submission of documents provided that

the system developed meets the minimum requirements set forth in these rules.
(b) Mandatory electronic processes. A court may mandate use of electronic filing processes in all cases or a particular type of case only if: (I) the court provides a

free electronic filing process or a mechanism for waiving electronic fees in appropriate circumstances; (2) the court allows for the exceptions needed to ensure access to
justice for indigent, disabled, or self-represented litigants; (3) the court provides adequate advanced notice of the mandatory participation requirement; and (4) the court
provides training for filers in the use of the process. In addition, a judge may require participation in the electronic filing system in appropriate cases.

(c) Voluntary electronic processes. A court must ensure that all documents filed by electronic means or converted to electronic format are maintained in electronic
form. In voluntary electronic processes, the court must prospectively, retroactively, or both, convert filed paper documents and store and maintain them electronically.

(d) Quality control procedures. A court must institute a combination of automated and human quality control procedures ~ufficient to ensure the accuracy and
reliability of their electronic records system. W ~ 0 W Cl.~ ~e. s EJO'Y"\~ \~ l e. 1.

(e) Integration with case management and document management systems. Electronic documents should be accessed through a court's case management
information system. A court's case management information system must provide an application programming interface capable of accommodating any electronic filing
or conversion application that complies with these rules and should also provide automated workflow support. As used in this subsection, "automated workflow support"
refers to a configurable set of rules and actions to route documents through a user-defined business process.

(t) Archiving electronic documents. A court must maintain forward migration processes in order to:
(I) Assure future access to electronic court documents so that the documents can be understood and used; and /
(2) Ensure that the content, context, and format ofelectronic documents wilt not be altered as a result of the migration. !J

Verification techniques should be used to confirm record integrity after the migration, and a test restoration of data should be performed to verify the success of the
migration and to ensure that the records are still accessible. Electronic records should be checked at regular time intervals pursuant to specific policies and procedures
established by the court administrator or designee. ~\(.e.~ 'a y ~ '1\0 ~

[Amended; effective August 31, 201 1.] No Su.~\C::\e't\-r~u.o...\.,,;.,"\ c.e>",~('o\- t'\.1o\' fl\~c..\4J"~l"f?~~~~:C~

Rule 5. Electronic filing system requirements. Any system for the electronic submission or conversion of documents adopted by a district, justice or municipal
court must conform to the following minimum requirements:

(a) Technical requirements. A court must comply with any Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC) technical standards for electronic filing processes. The
electronic filing system must support text searches wherever practicable.

(b) Electronic viewing. Electronic filing processes adopted by a court must presume that all users will view documents on their computer screens. Paper copies are
to be available on demand, but their production will be exceptional, not routine.

(c) Document format. Electronic documents must be submitted in or converted to a nonproprietary format that is determined by the court and that can be rendered
with high fidelity to originals and easily accessible by the public. When possible, the documents should be searchable and tagged. Software to read and capture electronic
documents in required formats must be available free for viewing at the courthouse and available free or at a reasonable cost for remote access and printing.

(d) Self-contained documents. Each filed document must be self-contained, with links only to other documents submitted simultaneously or already in the court
record.

(e) Data accompanying submitted documents. Filers submitting documents for electronic filing must transmit data identifying the document submitted, the filing
party, and sufficient other information for the entry in the court's docket or register of actions. In the case of a document initiating a new case, sufficient other information
must be included to create a new case in the court's case management information system. This data may be specified with particularity by the court receiving the
document.

(0 Identity ofthe sender. A court or an authorized e-filing service provider must use some means to identify persons interacting with its electronic filing system.

http://www.lel!.state.nv.us/courtruleslNEFCR.html 11412013
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(g) Integrity o/transmitted andjiled documents and data. A court must maintain the integrity of transmitted documents and data, and documents and data contained
in official court files, by complying with current Federal Infonnation Processing Standard 180.2 or its successor. Nothing in this rule prohibits a court or clerk from
correcting docketing infonnation errors in documents submitted, provided that a record of such changes is maintained, including the date and time of the change and the
person making the change. \.).j~O c..\"\o..'("\C\~ ":s"o't\.'cvi'Y\e.\.,,\&.' 0..('\ ,~~("~~'G"t\ !.

(h) Electronic acceptance ofpayments. A court may establish a means to accept payments of fees, fmes, surcharges, and other fmancial obligations electronically,
including the processing ofapplications to waive fees. Any such system developed must include auditing controls consistent with generally accepted accounting principles
and comply with any AOe technical standards that may be adopted.

(i) Surcharges for electronic jiling. Mandatory electronic filing processes should be publicly funded to eliminate the need to impose surcharges for filing of or
access to electronic documents. A court may, however, impose such surcharges or use n private vendor that imposes surcharges when sufficient public funding is not
available. Such surcharges must be limited to recouping the marginal costs of supporting electronic filing processes if collected by the court or to a reasonable level if
imposed by a private vendor. Collection of surcharges by a private vendor must be audited annually to ensure that the fee charged is reasonable and is properly assessed.
The court must also require, at a minimum, a biennial periodic perfonnance audit assessing the vendor's system for adequate service to the court, the public, and the bar,
including the accuracy and authenticity ofdata produced, stored or transmitted by the vendor, the reliability ofthe hardware and software used by the vendor, the integrity
and security of the vendor's system, the timeliness of access to documents and other data produced, stored, or transmitted by the vendor, and the vendor's compliance
with Nevada law requiring the safeguarding ofpersonal information. The audit may be perfonned by internal staffor by external experts. .

G) Court control over court documents.
(1) The original court record of electronic documents must be stored on hardware owned and controlled by the court system or other govenunental entity

providing infonnation technology selVices to the court.
(2) Whenever copies ora court's electronic documents reside on hardware owned or controlled by an entity other than the court, the court must ensure by contract

or other agreement that ownership of, and the exercise ofdominion and control over, the documents remains with the court or clerk of the court.
(3) All inquiries for court documents and infonnation must be made against the current, complete, accurate court record.
(4) Court documents stored by an outside vendor or entity cannot be accessed or distributed absent written permission of the court.

(k) Special needs ofusers. In developing and implementing electronic filing, a court must consider the needs of indigent, self-represented, non-English-speaking, or
illiterate persons and the challenges facing persons lacking access to or skills in the use ofcomputers.

(I) Limiting access to specified documents and data. A court's electronic filing system must contain the capability to restrict access to specific docwnents and data
in accordance with statutes, rules, and court orders.

(m) System security. A court's electronic filing and records management system must include robust security features to ensure the integrity, accuracy, and
availability of the information contained in them. They should include, at a minimum, document redundancy; authentication and authorization features; contingency and
disaster recovery; system audit logs; secured system transmissions; privilege levels restricting the ability of users to create, modify, delete, print, or read documents and
data; means to verify that a document purporting to be a court record is in fact identical to the official court record; and reliable and secure archival storage of electronic
records in inactive or closed cases. System documentation should include the production and maintenance of written policies and procedures, on-going testing and
documentation as to the reliability of hardware and software, establishing controls for accuracy and timeliness of input and output, and creation and maintenance of
comprehensive system documentation. e.01'\+f'()\~ ~ o..c.~u.'(""~" '1 F\\J.di~ ~ 7

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.] ~ / • •

2. Filing and Service of Documents

Rule 6. Official court record.
(a) Electronic documents. For documents that have been electronically filed or converted, the electronic version of the document constitutes the official court

record, and electronically filed documents have the same force and effect as documents .filed by traditional means.
(b) Form ofrecord The court clerk may maintain the official court record of a case in electronic fonnat or in a combination of electronic and traditional formats

consistent with Rules 4(b), (c), and (0 above. Documents submitted by traditional means may be converted to electronic format and made part of the electronic record.
Once converted, the electronic form ofthe documents are the official court record. If exhibits are submitted, the clerk may maintain the exhibits by traditional means or by
electronic means where appropriate.

(c) Retention oforiginal documents after conversion. When conversion of a court record is undertaken with sufficient quality control measures taken to ensure an
accurate and reliable reproduction of the original, the court may, but is not required to, retain the original version of the record for historical reasons or as a preservation
copy to protect against harm, injury, decay, or destruction of the converted record.

(d) Exceptions to document destruction. The following documents may not be destroyed by the court after conversion to electronic fonnat:
(1) Original wills;
(2) Original deeds;

httD:llwww.lel!.state.nv.us/courtrule.~INF.FeR.html· 11J.nn1~
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(3) Original contracts;
(4) Court exhibits;
(5) Any document or item designated in writing by a judge to be inappropriate for destruction because the document or item has evidentiary, historic, or other

intrinsic value.
[Amended; effective August 31,2011.]

Rule 7. Documents that may be filed electronically.
(a) General. A court may pennit electronic filing or conversion of a document in any action or proceeding unless these rules or other legal authority expressly

prohibit electronic filing or conversion.
(b) Exhibits and real objects. Exhibits or documents which otherwise may not be comprehensibly viewed in or converted to an electronic fonnat must be filed,

stored, and selVed conventionally.
(c) Court documents. The court may electronically file, convert, or issue any notice, order, minute order, judgment, or other document prepared by the court.
[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 8. Time of filing, confirmation, rejection, and endorsement.
(a) Filed upon transmission. Subject to acceptance by the court clerk, any document electronically submitted for filing shall be considered filed with the coun when

the transmission to the court's electronic filing system or an authorized electronic filing selVice provider is completed. Upon receipt of the transmitted document, the
electronic filing system or electronic filing selVice provider must automatically confirm to the electronic filer that the transmission of the document was completed and the
date and time of the document's receipt Absent confirmation of receipt, there is no presumption that the court received and filed the document. The electronic filer is
responsible for verifying that the court received and filed the document transmitted.

(b) Review by clerk. The court clerk may review the document to detennine whether it confonns with applicable filing requirements. If the clerk rejects the
document for filing because it does not comply with applicable filing requirements or because the required filing fee has not been paid, the court must promptly send
notice to the electronic filer. The notice must set forth the reasons the document was rejected for filing. Notification that the clerk has accepted the document for filing is
not required.

(c) Endorsement. Electronic documents accepted for filing must be endorsed. The court's endorsement of a document electronically filed must contain the
following: "Electronically FiledlDate and TimelName of Clerk." This endorsement has the same force and effect as a manually affIXed endorsement stamp of the clerk of
the court

(d) Time offiling. Any document electronically submitted for filing by 11:59 p.m. at the court's local time shall be deemed to be filed on that date, so long as it is
accepted by the clerk upon review.

(e) Availability of electronic filing process. The court's electronic filing system must allow the electronic submission of documents during the coun's regular
business hours and should allow the electronic submission ofdocuments 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, except when the system is down for scheduled maintenance.

Rule 9. Electronic service.
(a) Applicability. Electronic service of documents is limited to those documents pennitted to be selVed by mail, express mail, overnight delivery, or facsimile

transmission. A complaint, petition or other document that must be selVed with a summons, and a summons or a subpoena cannot be selVed electronically.
(b) Service on registered users. When a document is electronically filed, the court or authorized electronic filing selVice prOVider must provide notice to all

registered users on the case that a document has been filed and is available on the electronic selVice system document repository. The notice must be sent bye-mail to the
addresses furnished by the registered users under Rule 13(c). This notice shall be considered as valid and effective selVice of the document on the registered users and
shall have the same legal effect as selVice of a paper document A court is not required to make a document available until after the clerk has reviewed and endorsed the
document.

(c) Consent to electronic service. Other than selVice of a summons or subpoena, users who register with the electronic filing system are deemed to consent to
receive selVice electronically. A party may also agree to accept electronic selVice by filing and selVing a notice. The notice must include the electronic notification address
(es) at which the party agrees to accept service.

(d) Service on nonregisteredrecipients. The party filing a document must selVe nonregistered recipients by traditional means such as mail, express mail, overnight
delivery, or facsimile transmission and provide proofofsuch service to the court.

(e) Service list. The parties must provide the clerk with a selVice list indicating the parties to be selVed. The clerk shall maintain the service list, indicating which
parties are to be served electronically and which parties are to be selVed in the traditional manner.

(t) Time ofservice,' time to respond. Electronic selVice is complete at the time of transmission of the notice required by subsection (b) of this rule. For the purpose
of computing time to respond to documents received via electronic selVice, any document selVed on a day or at a time when the court is not open for business shall be
deemed selVed at the time of the next opening ofthe court for business.

http://www.lee.state.nv.us/courtrule!IINF.FrR.htm I ... JI" .... ,.. • ...,.
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Rule 10. Payment of filing fees.
(a) Filingfees. The court clerk is not required to accept electronic documents that require a fee. If the clerk does accept electronic documents that require a fee, the

court may permit the use of credit cards, debit cards, electronic fund transfers, or debit accounts for the payment of filing fees associated with electronic filing. A court
may also authorize other methods ofpayment consistent with any AOC guidelines that may be adopted.

(b) Waiver offees. Anyone entitled to waiver ofnonelectronic filing fees will not be charged electronic filing fees. The court or clerk shall establish an application
and waiver process consistent with the application and waiver process used with respect to nonelectronic filing and filing fees.

Rule 11. Signatures and authenticity of documents.
(a) Deemed signed Every document electronically filed or served shall be deemed to be signed by the registered user submitting the document. Each document

must bear that person's name, mailing address, e-mail address, telephone number, law fum name, and bar number where applicable. Where a statute or court rule requires
a signature at a particular location on a form, the person's typewritten name shall be inserted. Otherwise, a facsimile, typographical, or digital signature is not required.

(b) Documents underpenalty ofperjury or requiring signature o/notary public.
(1) Documents required by law to include a signature under penalty of perjury, or the signature of a notary public, may be submitted electronically, provided that

the declarant or notary public has signed a printed form of the document. The printed document bearing the original signatures must be scanned and electronically
submitted for filing in a fonnat that accurately reproduces the original signatures and contents of the document.

(2) By electronically filing the document, the electronic filer attests that the documents and signatures are authentic.
(c) Documents requiring signatures 0/opposingparties.

(I) When a document to be filed electronically, such as a stipulation, requires the signatures of opposing parties, the party filing the document must frrst obtain
the signatures of all parties on a printed fonn of the document.

(2) The printed document bearing the original signatures must be scanned and electronically submitted for filing in a fonnat that accurately reproduces the
original signatures and contents ofthe document.

(3) By electronically filing the document, the electronic filer attests that the documents and signatures are authentic.
(d) Signature a/judicial officer or clerk. Electronically issued court documents requiring a court official's signature may be signed electronically. A court using

electronic signatures on court documents must adopt policies and procedures to safeguard such signatures and comply with any AOe guidelines for electronic signatures
that may be adopted.

(e) Rules applicable to electronic filers. An electronic filer must retain the original version of a document, attachment, or exhibit that was filed electronically, and
this retention must continue for a period of 7 years after termination of the representation of the party on whose behalf the document was filed. During the period that the
electronic filer retains the original of a document, attachment, or exhibit, the court may require the electronic filer to produce the original ofthe document, attachment, or
exhibit that was filed electronically. '\~\a.\'('\a..\ o.oa.\.L~e.'fT\ r-'e.+e.'('4-,of\ ~ ~~

[Amended; effective August 31,2011.] n /

Rule 12. Format of documents. An electronic document shall, to the extent practicable, be formatted in accordance with the applicable rules governing
formatting ofpaper pleadings and other documents, including page limits. Electronic documents must be self-contained and must not contain hyperlinks to external papers
or websites. Hyperlinks to papers filed in the case are permitted.

Rule 13. Registration requirements.
(a) Registration mandatory. All users of a court's electronic filing system must register in order to access the electronic filing system over the Internet. A court must

permit the following users to register: (1) licensed Nevada attorneys; (2) non-Nevada attorneys permitted to practice in Nevada under Supreme Court Rule 42; and (3)
litigants appearing in proper person in a particular case in which the court has mandated electronic filing. A court must pennit users who are not authorized to access the
court's electronic filing system over the Internet to access electronically filed or converted documents v.iaJl p.ubUc access terminal located in the courthouse.

(b) Registration requirements. A court must establish registration requirements for all authorized users and must limit the registration of users to individuals, not
law fums, agencies, corporations, or other groups. The court must assign to the user a confidential, secure log-in sequence. The log-in sequence must be used only by the
user to whom it is assigned and by such agents and employees as the user may authorize. No user shall knowingly pennit his or her log-in sequence to be used by anyone
other than his or her authorized agents and employees.

(c) Electronic mail address required. Registered users must furnish one or more electronic mail addresses that the court and any authorized electronic service
provider will use to send notice of receipt and confirmation of filing. It is the user's responsibility to ensure that the court has the correct electronic mail address.

(d) Misuse or abuse ofthe eleclronicjiling system. Any user who attempts to harm the court's electronic filing system in any manner or attempts to alter documents
or infonnation stored on the system has committed misuse of the system. Any unauthorized use of the system is abuse. Misuse or abuse may result in loss of a user's
registration or be subject to any other penalty that may be imposed by the court.

httn:/Iwww.Jelf.!ltntf..nv.II!1;/rnllrtrnlp..l/NRFl...R hlml 'tAnn,"lI
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Rule 14. Access to electronic documents; confidential information.
(a) Electronic access. Except as provided in these rules, a court must provide registered users in a case with access to electronic documents to the same extent it

provides access to paper documents. Electronic access to such documents is required for registered users who are parties or attorneys on a case. A court may provide
electronic access to registered users who are not parties or attorneys on a case. .

(b) Confidential records. The confidentiality of electronic records is the same as for paper records. A court's electronic filing system must permit access to
confidential information only to the extent provided by law. No person in possession of a confidential electronic record shall release the information to any other person
unless provided by law.

(c) Identification ofconfidential documents. The filing party must identify documents made confidential by statute, court rule, or court order. The electronic filing
system shall make the document available only to registered users and only as provided by law.

(d) Protection ofpersonal information. A document containing personal information as defined by NRS 603A.040 shall be so designated by the party filing the
document. If a paper is designated as containing personal information, only registered users for the case may access tile paper electronically. The document will remain
available for public inspection at the courthouse unless otherwise sealed by the court or held confidential by law. The clerk is not required to review each paper for
personal information or for the redaction ofpersonal information.

(e) Temporary sealing ofdocuments. For information not made confidential by statute, court rule, or court order, users may electronically submit documents under
temporary seal pending court approval of the user's motion to seal.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 15. System errors, conversion errors, or user filing errors.
(a) Failure ofelectronic filing or service. When electronic filing or conversion does not occur due to technical problems, the court clerk may correct the problem.

Technical problems include:
(1) An error in the transmission of the document to the electronic filing system or served party that was unknown to the sending party; I I.. \t.
(2) A failure to process the electronic document when received by the electronic filing system; I "i.'"
(3) Erroneous exclusion ofa party from the service list; or
(4) A technical problem experienced by the filer with the electronic filing system; or
(5) A technical problem experienced by a court employee with respect to the processing ofa converted document.

(b) Time offiling ofdelayed transmission. Unless the technical failure prevents timely filing or affects jurisdiction, the court must deem a filing received on the day
when the filer can satisfactorily demonstrate that he or she attempted to file or serve the document. The time for response is calculated from the time the document is
correctly transmitted. When the technical failure prevents timely filing or affects jurisdiction, the issue shall come before the court upon notice and opportunity to be
heard. The court may upon satisfactory proofenter an order permitting the document to be filed as ofthe date and time it was first attempted to be sent electronically.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.] +\...
o U.\ e.~ 5"~~e..('e a.t'e. '"e.-~

Rule 16. Electronic filing providers. 1"\1 ~u-D\TS r:
(a) Right to contract. A court may contract with one or more electronic service providers to furnish and maintain an electronic filing system for the court. A ~public •

bid process should be used to award such contracts. )
(b) Transmission to contracted provider. If a court contracts with an electronic filing service provider, it may require electronic filers to transmit the documents to

the provider. If, however, there is a single provider or in-house system, the provider or system must accept filings from other electronic service providers to the extent it is
compatible with them.

(c) Provisions ofcontract. A court's contract with an electronic filing service provider may allow the provider to charge electronic filers a reasonable fee in addition
to the court's filing fee. If such a fee is allowed, the contract must also provide for audits of the vendor as provided in Rule 5(i). The contract may also allow the electronic
filing service provider to make other reasonable requirements for use of the electronic filing system. Any contract between a court and an electronic filing service provider
must acknowledge that the court is the owner ofthe contents of the filing system and has the exclusive right to control its use. The vendor must expressly agree in writing
to safeguard any personal information in accordance with Nevada law.

(d) Transmission affiling to court. An electronic filing service provider must promptly transmit any electronic filing, with the applicable filing fees, to the court.
[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 17. Third-party providers of conversion services.
(a) Right to contract. A court may contract with one or more third-party providers of conversion services in order to convert documents to an electronic format,

provided that the conversion of a court record will be undertaken with sufficient quality control measures to ensure an accurate and reliable reproduction of the original. A

No ~U.~\'~'e.C\+e:t\.la.l\~Col'M-rol wA~ l"t'G.'\1'·-h:J..\l"\e,O....
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public bid process should be used to award such contracts.
(b) Provisions of contract. Any contract belWeen a court and a third-party provider of conversion services must acknowledge that the court is the owner of the

original and converted documents and retains the exclusive right to control their use. The vendor must expressly agree in writing to safeguard any personal information in
accordance with Nevada law.

[Added; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 18. Ability of a party to challen2e accuracy Qr authenticity. These rules shall not be construed to prevent a party from challenging the accuracy or
authenticity ofa converted or electronically filed document, or the signatures appearing therein, as otherwise allowed or required by law.

[Added; effective August 31, 20 II.]
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

ADOPTED
BY THE

SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA

Page 1 of9

Effective March 1, 2007
and Including

Amendments Through September 1, 2013
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

IN THE MAnER OF THE ADOPTION OF STATEWIDE ELECTRONIC FILING STANDARDS AND RULES.

ADk..404

ORDER ADOPTING NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING RULES

WHEREAS, this court fonned a committee to study and propose statewide policies and guidelines for Nevada courts to follow when designing and implementing a
system for the electronic filing of documents and also requested the committee to draft proposed unifonn rules applicable to all courts that accept documents
electronically for filing; and

WHEREAS, the committee has now completed its work and filed a final report including proposed rules to govern electronic filing in all Nevada courts; and
WHEREAS, it appears to this court that adoption of proposed rules to govern electronic filing in all the courts in the State of Nevada is warranted; accordingly,
IT Is HEREBY ORDERED that a new set of rules entitled Nevada Electronic Filing Rules shall be adopted to govern electronic filing in all municipal courts, justice

courts, district courts, and the Supreme Court of Nevada as set forth in Exhibit A.
If Is FURTHER ORDERED that the Nevada Electronic Filing Rules shall be effective March 1,2007, and shall apply to all electronic filing processes currently in use

by any court in the State of Nevada and all future electronic processes to be implemented by any court in the State of Nevada. The clerk of this court shall cause a
notice of entry of this order to be published in the official publication of the State Bar of Nevada. Publication of this order shall be accomplished by the clerk
disseminating copies of this order to all subscribers of the advance sheets of the Nevada Reports and all persons and agencies listed in NRS 2.345, and to the executive
director of the State Bar of Nevada. The certificate of the clerk of this court as to the accomplishment of the above-described publication of notice of entry and
dissemination of this order shall be conclusive evidence of the adoption and publication of the foregoing rule amendments.

Dated this 29th day of December, 2006.
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

I. General Provisions

Rule I. Title. These rules may be known and cited as the Nevada Electronic Filing and Conversion Rules, or may be abbreviated NEFCR.
[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Page 3 of9

Rule 2. Definitions of words and terms.
(a) Case management system. An electronic database maintained by the court or clerk to track infonnation used to manage the court's caseload, such as case

numbers, party names, attorneys for parties, titles ofall documents filed in a case, and all scheduled events in a case.
(b) Conversion. The process ofchanging court records from one medium to another or from one fonnat to another, including, but not limited to, the following:

(I) Changing paper records to electronic records;
(2) Changing microfilm to electronic records;
(3) Changing electronic records to microfilmed records; or
(4) Changing paper records to microfilmed records.

(c) Document management system. An electronic database containing documents in electronic fonn and structured to allow access to documents based on index
fields such as case number, filing date, type ofdocument, etc.

(d) Electronic case. An "electronic case" is one in which the documents are electronically stored and maintained by the court, whether the documents were
electronically filed or converted to an electronic fonnat. The court's electronic version of the document is deemed to be the original.

(e) Electronic document. An"electronic document" includes the electronic form of pleadings, notices, motions, orders, paper exhibits, briefs, judgments, writs of
execution, and other papers.

(I) Electronic filing. "Electronic filing" is the electronic transmission to or from a court or clerk of a document in electronic fonn as defined by the accepting
court; it does not include submission via e-mail, fax, computer disks, or other electronic means.

(g) Electronic filing service provider. An"electronic filing service provider" is a person or entity that receives an electronic document from a party for re­
transmission to the court for filing. In submission of such filings, the electronic filing service provider does so on behalfof the electronic filer and not as an agent of the
court.

(h) Electronic filing system. "Electronic filing system" is a system implemented or approved by a court for filing and service of pleadings, motions, and other
documents via the Internet.

(i) Electronic service. "Electronic service" is the electronic transmission ofa document to a party, attorney, or representative under these rules. Electronic service
does not include service of process or a summons to gain jurisdiction over persons or property.

(j) Public access terminal. A computer terminal provided by the court or clerk for viewing publicly accessible electronic court records. The public access
tenninal must be available during the court's nonnal business hOUTS.

http://www.Ieg.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html Il124/2014
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(k) Registered user. A person authorized by the court or by an authorized electronic filing service provider to access a court's electronic filing system via the
Internet.

[Amended; effective August 31, 20 II.]

Rule 3. Purpose, scope, and application of rules.
(a) Purpose and scope. These rules establish statewide policies and procedures governing the electronic filing and conversion processes in all the courts in

Nevada. These rules cover the practice and procedure in all actions in the district, justice, and municipal courts of this state where no local rule covering the same
subject has been approved by the supreme court. A court may adopt local rules detailing the specific procedures for electronic filing or conversion processes to be
followed in that court, provided that the rules are not inconsistent with these rules.

(b) Application ofrilles. These rules must be construed liberally to secure the proper and efficient administration of the business and affairs of the court
and to promote and facilitate the administration ofjustice by the court.

(Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

RUle 4. Implementation of electronic filing or conversion process.
(a) Establishment of electronic filing system. A district, justice or municipal court may establish a system for the electronic submission of documents

provided that the system developed meets the minimum requirements set forth in these rules.
(b) MandatolJl electronic processes. A court may mandate use of electronic filing processes in all cases or a particular type of case only if: (I) the court

provides a free electronic filing process or a mechanism for waiving electronic fees in appropriate circumstances; (2) the court allows for the exceptions needed to
ensure access to justice for indigent, disabled, or self-represented litigants; (3) the court provides adequate advanced notice of the mandatory participation requirement;
and (4) the court provides training for filers in the use of the process. In addition, a judge may require participation in the electronic filing system in appropriate cases.

(c) VolllntalJl electronic processes. A court must ensure that all documents filed by electronic means or converted to electronic format are maintained in
electronic form. In voluntary electronic processes, the court must prospectively, retroactively, or both, convert filed paper documents and store and maintain them
electronically.

(d) Quality control procedllres. A court must institute a combination of automated and human quality control procedures sufficient to ensure the accuracy
and reliability of their electronic records system.

(e) Integration with case management and document management systems. Electronic documents should be accessed through a court's case management
information system. A court's case management information system must provide an application programming interface capable of accommodating any electronic
filing or conversion application that complies with these rules and should also provide automated workflow support. As used in this subsection, "automated workflow
support" refers to a configurable set of rules and actions to route documents through a user-defined business process.

(f) Archiving electronic documents. A court must maintain forward migration processes in order to:
(I) Assure future access to electronic court documents so that the documents can be understood and used; and
(2) Ensure that the content, context, and format ofelectronic documents will not be altered as a result of the migration.

Verification techniques should be used to confirm record integrity after the migration, and a test restoration of data should be performed to verifY the success of the
migration and to ensure that the records are still accessible. Electronic records should be checked at regular time intervals pursuant to specific policies and procedures
established by the court administrator or designee.

[Amended; effective August 31, 20 II.]

Rule S. Electronic filing system requirements. Any system for the electronic submission or conversion of documents adopted by a district, justice or
municipal court must conform to the following minimum requirements:

(a) Technical requirements. A court must comply with any Administrative Office of the Courts (AGC) technical standards for electronic filing processes.
The electronic filing system must support text searches wherever practicable.

(b) Electronic viewing. Electronic filing processes adopted by a court must presume that all users will view documents on their computer screens. Paper
copies are to be available on demand, but their production will be exceptional, not routine.

(c) Doclllnentformat. Electronic documents must be submitted in or converted to a nonproprietary format that is determined by the court and that can be
rendered with high fidelity to originals and easily accessible by the public. When possible, the documents should be searchable and tagged. Software to read and
capture electronic documents in required formats must be available free for viewing at the courthouse and available free or at a reasonable cost for remote access and
printing.

(d) Selfcontained documents. Each filed document must be self-contained, with links only to other documents submitted simultaneously or already in the
court record.

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html 1112412014
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(e) Data accompanJ';ng submitted documents. Filers submitting documents for electronic filing must transmit data identifYing the document submitted, the
filing party, and sufficient other infonnation for the entry in the court's docket or register of actions. In the case of a document initiating a new case, sufficient other
infonnation must be included to create a new case in the court's case management infonnation system. This data may be specified with particularity by the court
receiving the document.

(0 Identity ofthe sender. A court or an authorized e-filing service provider must use some means to identify persons interacting with its electronic filing
system.

(g) In/egrity oftransmilled andfiled documents and data. A court must maintain the integrity of transmitted documents and data, and documents and data
contained in official court files, by complying with current Federal Infonnation Processing Standard 180.2 or its successor. Nothing in this rule prohibits a court or
clerk from correcting docketing infonnation errors in documents SUbmitted, provided that a record of such changes is maintained, including the date and time of the
change and the person making the change.

(h) Electronic acceptance of payments. A court may establish a means to accept payments of fees, fines, surcharges, and other financial obligations
electronically, including the processing of applications to waive fees. Any such system developed must include auditing controls consistent with generally accepted
accounting principles and comply with any AOC technical standards that may be adopted.

(i) Surcharges for electronic filing. Mandatory electronic filing processes should be publicly funded to eliminate the need to impose surcharges for filing
of or access to electronic documents. A court may, however, impose such surcharges or use a private vendor that imposes surcharges when sufficient public funding is
not available. Such surcharges must be limited to recouping the marginal costs of supporting electronic filing processes if collected by the court or to a reasonable level
if imposed by a private vendor. Collection of surcharges by a private vendor must be audited annually to ensure that the fee charged is reasonable and is properly
assessed. The court must also require, at a minimum, a biennial periodic perfonnance audit assessing the vendor's system for adequate service to the court, the public,
and the bar, including the accuracy and authenticity of data produced, stored or transmitted by the vendor, the reliability of the hardware and software used by the
vendor, the integrity and security of the vendor's system, the timeliness of access to documents and other data produced, stored, or transmitted by the vendor, and the
vendor's compliance with Nevada law requiring the safeguarding of personal infonnation. The audit may be perfonned by internal staff or by external experts.

U) Court control over court documents.
(I) The original court record ofelectronic documents must be stored on hardware owned and controlled by the court system or other governmental

entity providing infonnation technology services to the court.
(2) Whenever copies of a court's electronic documents reside on hardware owned or controlled by an entity other than the court, the court must

ensure by contract or other agreement that ownership of, and the exercise ofdominion and control over, the documents remains with the court or clerk of the court.
(3) All inquiries for court documents and infonnation must be made against the current, complete, accurate court record.
(4) Court documents stored by an outside vendor or entity cannot be accessed or distributed absent written pennission of the court.

(k) Special needs ofusers. In developing and implementing electronic filing, a court must consider the needs of indigent, self-represented, non-English­
speaking, or illiterate persons and the challenges facing persons lacking access to or skills in the use of computers.

(I) Limiting access to specified documents and data. A court's electronic filing system must contain the capability to restrict access to specific documents
and data in accordance with statutes, rules, and court orders.

(m) System security. A court's electronic filing and records management system must include robust security features to ensure the integrity, accuracy, and
availability of the infonnation contained in them. They should include, at a minimum, document redundancy; authentication and authorization features; contingency
and disaster recovery; system audit logs; secured system transmissions; privilege levels restricting the ability of users to create, modify, delete, print, or read documents
and data; means to verifY that a document purporting to be a court record is in fact identical to the official court record; and reliable and secure archival storage of
electronic records in inactive or closed cases. System documentation should include the production and maintenance of written policies and procedures, on-going
testing and documentation as to the reliability of hardware and software, establishing controls for accuracy and timeliness of input and output, and creation and
maintenance ofcomprehensive system documentation.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.J

2. Filing and Service of Documents

Rule 6. Official court record.
(a) Electronic documents. For documents that have been electronically filed or converted, the electronic version of the document constitutes the official

court record, and electronically filed documents have the same force and effect as documents filed by traditional means.
(b) Form ofrecord The court clerk may maintain the official court record of a case in electronic fonnat or in a combination of electronic and traditional

fonnats consistent with Rules 4(b), (c), and (0 above. Documents submitted by traditional means may be converted to electronic fonnat and made part of the electronic
record. Once converted, the electronic fonn of the documents are the official court record. If exhibits are submitted, the clerk may maintain the exhibits by traditional
means or by electronic means where appropriate.

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html 11124/2014
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(c) Retention oforiginal documents after cOIn'ersion. When conversion of a court record is undertaken with sufficient quality control measures taken to
ensure an accurate and reliable reproduction of the original, the court may, but is not required to, retain the original version of the record for historical reasons or as a
preservation copy to protect against hann, injury, decay, or destruction of the converted record.

(d) £'rceptions to document destruction. The following documents may not be destroyed by the court after conversion to electronic fonnat:
(I) Original wills;
(2) Original deeds;
(3) Original contracts;
(4) Court exhibits;
(5) Any document or item designated in writing by a judge to be inappropriate for destruction because the document or item has evidentiary,

historic, or other intrinsic value.
[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 7. Documents that may be filed electronically.
(a) General. A court may pennit electronic filing or conversion of a document in any action or proceeding unless these rules or other legal authority

expressly prohibit electronic filing or conversion.
(b) £'rhibils and real objects. Exhibits or documents which otherwise may not be comprehensibly viewed in or converted to an electronic format must be

filed, stored, and served conventionally.
(c) Court documents. The court may electronically file, convert, or issue any notice, order, minute order, judgment, or other document prepared by the

court.
[Amended; effective August 31, 201 I.]

Rule 8. Time of filing, confirmation, rejection, and endorsement.
(a) Filed upon transmission. Subject to acceptance by the court clerk, any document electronically submitted for filing shall be considered filed with the

court when the transmission to the court's electronic filing system or an authorized electronic filing service provider is completed. Upon receipt of the transmitted
document, the electronic filing system or electronic filing service provider must automatically confinn to the electronic filer that the transmission of the document was
completed and the date and time of the document's receipt. Absent confinnation of receipt, there is no presumption that the court received and filed the document. The
electronic filer is responsible for verifYing that the court received and filed the document transmitted.

(b) Revielv by clerk. The court clerk may review the document to detennine whether it conforms with applicable filing requirements. If the clerk rejects the
document for filing because it does not comply with applicable filing requirements or because the required filing fee has not been paid, the court must promptly send
notice to the electronic filer. The notice must set forth the reasons the document was rejected for filing. Notification that the clerk has accepted the document for filing
is not required.

(c) Endorsement. Electronic documents accepted for filing must be endorsed. The court's endorsement ofa document electronically filed must contain the
following: "Electronically Filed/Date and TimelName of Clerk." This endorsement has the same force and effect as a manually affixed endorsement stamp of the clerk
of the court.

(d) Time offiling. Any document electronically submitted for filing by 11 :59 p.m. at the court's local time shall be deemed to be filed on that date, so long
as it is accepted by the clerk upon review.

(e) Availability of electronic filing process. The court's electronic filing system must allow the electronic submission of documents during the court's
regular business hours and should allow the electronic submission of documents 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, except when the system is down for scheduled
maintenance.

Rule 9. Electronic service.
(a) Applicability. Electronic service of documents is limited to those documents permitted to be served by mail, express mail, overnight delivery, or

facsimile transmission. A complaint, petition or other document that must be served with a summons, and a summons or a subpoena cannot be served electronically.
(b) Service on registered users. When a document is electronically filed, the court or authorized electronic filing service provider must provide notice to all

registered users on the case that a document has been filed and is available on the electronic service system document repository. The notice must be sent bye-mail to
the addresses furnished by the registered users under Rule 13(c). This notice shall be considered as valid and effective service of the document on the registered users
and shall have the same legal effect as service of a paper document. A court is not required to make a document available until after the clerk has reviewed and
endorsed the document.
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(c) Consent to electronic service. Other than service of a summons or subpoena, users who register with the electronic filing system are deemed to consent
to receive service electronically. A party may also agree to accept electronic service by filing and serving a notice. The notice must include the electronic notification
addressees) at which the party agrees to accept service.

(d) Sen'ice on nonregistered recipients. The party filing a document must serve nonregistered recipients by traditional means such as mail, express mail,
overnight delivery, or facsimile transmission and provide proofofsuch service to the court.

(e) Service list. The parties must provide the clerk with a service list indicating the parties to be served. The clerk shall maintain the service list, indicating
which parties are to be served electronically and which parties are to be served in the traditional manner.

(f) Time o/service: time to respond. Electronic service is complete at the time of transmission of the notice required by subsection (b) of this rule. For the
purpose of computing time to respond to documents received via electronic service, any document served on a day or at a time when the court is not open for business
shall be deemed served at the time of the next opening of the court for business.

Rule ] O. Payment of filing fees.
(a) Fi/ing/ees. The court clerk is not required to accept electronic documents that require a fee. If the clerk does accept electronic documents that require a

fee, the court may permit the use of credit cards, debit cards, electronic fund transfers, or debit accounts for the payment of filing fees associated with electronic filing.
A court may also authorize other methods of payment consistent with any AOe guidelines that may be adopted.

(b) Waiver 0/fees. Anyone entitled to waiver of nonelectronic filing fees will not be charged electronic filing fees. The court or clerk shall establish an
application and waiver process consistent with the application and waiver process used with respect to nonelectronic filing and filing fees.

Rule ] 1. Signatures and authenticity of documents.
(a) Deemed signed. Every document electronically filed or served shall be deemed to be signed by the registered user submitting the document. Each

document must bear that person's name, mailing address, e-mail address, telephone number, law firm name, and bar number where applicable. Where a statute or court
rule requires a signature at a particular location on a form, the person's typewritten name shall be inserted. Othel'\vise, a facsimile, typographical, or digital signature is
not required.

(b) Documents under penalty a/perjury or requiring signature a/notary public.
(I) Documents required by law to include a signature under penalty of perjury, or the signature ofa notary public, may be submitted electronically,

provided that the declarant or notary public has signed a printed form of the document. The printed document bearing the original signatures must be scanned and
electronically submitted for filing in a format that accurately reproduces the original signatures and contents of the document.

(2) By electronically filing the document, the electronic filer attests that the documents and signatures are authentic.
(c) Docllments requiring signalllres 0/opposing parties.

(I) When a document to be filed electronically, such as a stipulation, requires the signatures of opposing parties, the party filing the document
must first obtain the signatures ofall parties on a printed form of the document.

(2) The printed document bearing the original signatures must be scanned and electronically submitted for filing in a format that accurately
reproduces the original signatures and contents of the document.

(3) By electronically filing the document, the electronic filer attests that the documents and signatures are authentic.
(d) Signature a/judicial officer or clerk. Electronically issued court documents requiring a court official's signature may be signed electronically. A court

using electronic signatures on court documents must adopt policies and procedures to safeguard such signatures and comply with any AOC guidelines for electronic
signatures that may be adopted.

(e) Rules applicable to electronic filers. An electronic filer must retain the original version of a document, attachment, or exhibit that was filed
electronically, and this retention must continue for a period of 7 years after termination of the representation of the party on whose behalf the document was filed.
During the period that the electronic filer retains the original of a document, attachment, or exhibit, the court may require the electronic filer to produce the original of
the document, attachment, or exhibit that was liIed electronically.

[Amended; effective August 31,2011.]

Rule ]2. Format of documents. An electronic document shall, to the extent practicable, be formatted in accordance with the applicable rules governing
formatting of paper pleadings and other documents, including page limits. Electronic documents must be self-contained and must not contain hyperlinks to external
papers or websites. Hyperlinks to papers filed in the case are permitted.

Rule 13. Registration requirements.
(a) Registration mandatory. All users of a court's electronic filing system must register in order to access the electronic filing system over the Internet. A

court must permit the following users to register: (I) licensed Nevada attorneys; (2) non-Nevada attorneys permitted to practice in Nevada under Supreme Court Rule
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42; and (3) litigants appearing in proper person in a particular case in which the court has mandated electronic filing. A court must permit users who are not authorized
to access the court's electronic filing system over the Internet to access electronically filed or converted documents via a public access terminal located in the
courthouse.

(b) Registration requirements. A court must establish registration requirements for all authorized users and must limit the registration of users to
individuals, not law firms, agencies, corporations, or other groups. The court must assign to the user a confidential, secure log-in sequence. The log-in sequence must
be used only by the user to whom it is assigned and by such agents and employees as the user may authorize. No user shall knowingly permit his or her log-in sequence
to be used by anyone other than his or her authorized agents and employees.

(c) Electronic mail address required. Registered users must furnish one or more electronic mail addresses that the court and any authorized electronic
service provider will use to send notice of receipt and confirmation of filing. It is the user's responsibility to ensure that the court has the correct electronic mail
address.

(d) Misuse or abuse ofthe electronic filing system. Any user who attempts to harm the court's electronic filing system in any manner or attempts to alter
documents or information stored on the system has committed misuse of the system. Any unauthorized use of the system is abuse. Misuse or abuse may result in loss
ofa user's registration or be subject to any other penalty that may be imposed by the court.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 14. Access to electronic documents; confidential information.
(a) Electronic access. Except as provided in these rules, a court must provide registered users in a case with access to electronic documents to the same

extent it provides access to paper documents. Electronic access to such documents is required for registered users who are parties or attorneys on a case. A court may
provide electronic access to registered users who are not parties or attorneys on a case.

(b) Confidential records. The confidentiality ofelectronic records is the same as for paper records. A court's electronic filing system must permit access to
confidential information only to the extent provided by law. No person in possession of a confidential electronic record shall release the information to any other
person unless provided by law.

(c) Identification of confidential documents. The filing party must identifY documents made confidential by statute, court rule, or court order. The
electronic filing system shall make the document available only to registered users and only as provided by law.

(d) Protection ofpersonal itiformation. A document containing personal information as defined by NRS 603A.040 shall be so designated by the party
filing the document. If a paper is designated as containing personal information, only registered users for the case may access the paper electronically. The document
will remain available for public inspection at the courthouse unless othelWise sealed by the court or held confidential by law. The clerk is not required to review each
paper for personal information or for the redaction of personal information.

(e) Temporary sealing of documents. For information not made confidential by statute, court rule, or court order, users may electronically submit
documents under temporary seal pending court approval of the user's motion to seal.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.)

Rule 15. System errors, conversion errors, or user filing errors.
(a) Failure ofelectronic filing or service. When electronic filing or conversion does not occur due to technical problems, the court clerk may correct the

problem. Technical problems include:
(1) An error in the transmission of the document to the electronic filing system or served party that was unknown to the sending party;
(2) A failure to process the electronic document when received by the electronic filing system;
(3) Erroneous exclusion ofa party from the service list; or
(4) A technical problem experienced by the filer with the electronic filing system; or
(5) A technical problem experienced by a court employee with respect to the processing ofa converted document.

(b) Time offiling ofdelayed transmission. Unless the technical failure prevents timely filing or affects jurisdiction, the court must deem a filing received
on the day when the filer can satisfactorily demonstrate that he or she attempted to file or serve the document. The time for response is calculated from the time the
document is correctly transmitted. When the technical failure prevents timely filing or affects jurisdiction, the issue shall come before the court upon notice and
opportunity to be heard. The court may upon satisfactory proof enter an order permitting the document to be filed as of the date and time it was first attempted to be
sent electronically.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 16. Electronic filing providers.
(a) Right to contract. A court may contract with one or more electronic service providers to furnish and maintain an electronic filing system for the court.

A public bid process should be used to award such contracts.

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html 1112412014
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(b) Transmission to cOl1lracted provider. If a court contracts with an electronic filing service provider, it may require electronic filers to transmit the
documents to the provider. If, however, there is a single provider or in-house system, the provider or system must accept filings from other electronic service providers
to the extent it is compatible with them.

(c) Provisions ofcontract. A court's contract with an electronic filing service provider may allow the provider to charge electronic filers a reasonable fee
in addition to the court's filing fee. If such a fee is allowed, the contract must also provide for audits of the vendor as provided in Rule 5(i). The contract may also
allow the electronic filing service provider to make other reasonable requirements for use of the electronic filing system. Any contract between a court and an
electronic filing service provider must acknowledge that the court is the owner of the contents of the filing system and has the exclusive right to control its use. The
vendor must expressly agree in writing to safeguard any personal information in accordance with Nevada law.

(d) Transmission offiling to cOllrt. An electronic filing service provider must promptly transmit any electronic filing, with the applicable filing fees, to the
court.

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.}

Rule 17. Third-party providers of conversion services.
(a) Right (0 contract. A court may contract with one or more third-party providers of conversion services in order to convert documents to an electronic

format, provided that the conversion of a court record will be undertaken with sufficient quality control measures to ensure an accurate and reliable reproduction of the
original. A public bid process should be used to award such contracts.

(b) ProvisiollS ofcontract. Any contract between a court and a third-party provider of conversion services must acknowledge that the court is the owner of
the original and converted documents and retains the exclusive right to control their use. The vendor must expressly agree in writing to safeguard any personal
information in accordance with Nevada law.

[Added; effective August 31, 2011.)

Rule 18. Ability of a party to challenge accuracy or authenticity. These rules shall not be construed to prevent a party from challenging the accuracy
or authenticity of a converted or electronically filed document, or the signatures appearing therein, as otherwise allowed or required by law.

[Added; effective August 31,20I I.}

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulesINEFCR.html 1112412014
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Executive Branch Audit

Committee {EBACI

Members

AgendaslM nlltes

Audit Reports

NRS 353A

Executive Branch Auditors

Financial Management

Post RevIew

Annual Reports

MIssion

AUDIT REPORTS PRESENTED TO THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH AUDIT COMMITTEE

Presented to the Committee on 6/26/2014

• Report II 14-04 Department of Wildlife
.. Reporl/l 14-05. DMV. Compliance Enforcement Division
II Repor11114·06 Colorado River Commission

Presented to the Committee on 09/27/2013

II Report #14-01 Nevada Department of Transportat on
II Report 1114-02 Deparlment of Health and Human Services
.. Report #14-03 Deparlment of Education

Pf:sented to the Committee on 12/06/2012 I\Jo ~~c:rn 6.§;,. _
II Repo1l1l13.03 DeparlmentofCorreclons~ 0L0\::1....... ~f>~ ~Lt+c:.'"
.. Report #13-02 Oeparlment of Public Safely

• Reportll13-01 Oepanment of Health and Human Services, Nevada State Health Division, Early
Intervention ServIces

Presented to the Committee on 05/01/2012

III Report 1112-02 Deparlmenl of Employment. Training. and Rehabilitation - Workforce Investmenl Board
.. Report 1112-01 Department of Taxation· Audit and Colleclion Processes

Presented to the Committee on 06/13/2011

.. Report II11-05 Admimstratlve Services DiviSion Nevada System of Higher Education· No further acllOn
planned

• Report 1111-04 Department of Health and Human Services· Division 01 Heallh care Financing am! POlicy
Medicaid Personal Care Services

• Report 1111·03 Department of Health and Human Serv ces • Division of Heallh care Financing and Policy
Nevada Check Up

.. Reportll11.02 Department of Health and Human Services - Wellare and Support Services Child Care
Subsidy Program

• Report 1111-01 Secretary of State - Business Licenses

Presented to the Committee on 06/30/2010

• Report 1110-07 Vehicle Fleet Management
• Report1l10-06 Department of Health and Human Services - Division of Mental Heal1h and

Developmenlal Services· Mental Health Services

• Report 1110-05 Department of Health and Human Services - Division of Menial Health and
Developmental Services· ReSidential Supports

Presented to the Committee on 09/29/09

• Report 1110-04 Wilhdrawn (Administralive Services D vision Nevada System of Higher Education)
Report #10-03 Department of Business and Industry. DIV sion of Insurance - Insurance Premium Tax

• Report 1110-02 Department of Transportation. Utilzaton of Stale Equipment
• Report 1110-01 Department of Health and Human Services. Division of Mental Health and

Developmental Services· Lake's Cross n9 Cenler and Subslance Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Agency

Released on 03/09/09

.. Report 1109·05 Agency for Nuclear PrOJeCls

• Report 1109·04 Departmenl of Administrat on - Work Week Energy Savings

Presented to the Committee on 11/06/08

.. Report #09·03 Department of Admtnistration • Stale Purchas ng Division

• Report #09·02 Secretary of State - Nevada Bus ness Portal

• Report #09-01 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Released on 06/23/08

• Report #08-07 Office of the M Iilary and D v sion of Emergency Management· Search for SIeve Fossell

http://iaudits.nv.gov/About!AuditRptsf 11/19/2014
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Presented to the Committee on 06/05/08

• Report 1106·06 • Department or Admirllstration DeprecIation or Buildings and Improvements

• Report 1106·05 Nevada Commission on Economic Development
Report I/OB·04 Comm sSlon on Tourism· Nevada Magazine

Presented to the Committee on 10/02/07

• Report 11;)6·03 Department or Agncullure

• Report 1106·02 D v son of Forestry
Repolt 1108·0 Hous 9 Division· Weatherization Assistance Program

Presented to the Committee on 05111107

• Report 1107·14 Nevada Department or Transportation· 1·560 Freeway Extension

• Report 1107·13 Bureau 01 Fam y Health Services· Women Infants, & Children Program

• Report 1107·12 Departmen. or Corrections· Correctional Programs Division ~Vt",\" ;tOo,
• Report 1107·11 Workers' Compensation Program

• Report 1107· 0 Division or Bu~ dings and Grounds· Mail Services

• Reportll!l7-G9 Nevada Office or Veterans' Services

• Report 1107·08 Enelgy Savings Contracting

• Report 1107·07 Rea Estate D v s on

• Report 1107-06 Mortgage Lending D v.slon

Presented to the Committee on 09/28/06

Report 1107·05 Nevada Ins.ituliona Review Board

• RepM 1107-04 Finano al Inst tut ons Division

Report 1107·03 Employment Security D v's on

• Report 1101.02 Office or the Mi tary· Maintenance
Repor. 1107,01 Department or Corrections • Re'~ef Factor

Presented to the Committee on 06/01106

• Report 1106-10 F eld and Centra Services Divisions

• Report 1106· 9 or~ce or the labor Comm ssfoner

• Report 1106-06 0 v.s on or Ch Id and Family Services· UNITY

• Report 1106.07 Health DIvision· Bureau of Eany Intervention Services

Presented to the Committee on 09/07/05

• RepDrt #06-06 Nevada Department or Transp rtation

• Report 1I06..(J5 Division of Hea th Care Fmancing and Po icy· Managed Care

• Report 1106-04 Division or Health Care Financing and Policy· Ctaims Processing

ill Repolt 1106·03 Hearings Division

• Report 1106-02 Division 01 Emergency Management

ill Report 1106-01 Division of Parole and Probation

Presented to the Committee on 03/14/05

• Report 1105·10 Stale Fire Marshal's Office

• Report 1105·09 State Public Works Board

• Report #05-08 Department or Human Resources· Medicaid Cost Analys s

• Repor' 1105·07" Welfare Division· Child Care Program

STATE OF NEVADA OEPARTMENT OF QUESTIONS' CONTACT

~ ADMINISTRATION FEEBACK PhOtlO FAX HO"r$nnd

Duectory or State Agencies ti2.!!l!! Custorner Servtte ~

Q1reclory 01 QhnsiOlll F't~dD;lCk Form
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Audit Seeks Answers about Prison Sentences in Nevada

Prison officials first told News Four in March there was no need
to track possible computer mistakes that may be keeping
inmates locked up longer than they should be.

"Some people would probably say yes but what's the pofnt of
tracking them as long as you fix them?" Steve Suwe told us at
the time. Suwe is the public information officer for the Nevada
Department of Corrections.

Reported by: Joe Hart

Email: jhart@mynews4.com

Published: 7/16/2012 7:34 pm

Updated: 7/18/20126:39 pm

F\ r~T E. Ve., 'R
.~\~~

aO\O

'Gil FACT FINDER: Computer glitch audit
But state lawmakers have a different view. Now, the
Department of Corrections is facing its first ever audit to find out

whether a computer glitch may be adding false charges to inmates records. T\-\ €. f\UDir Re 'SLL\.:T~ a...'\.L. an
+he In+er f\e*--

State Assemblyman William Home, who chairs the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice called for the audit
after questioning prison officials about the issue.

"We need to find out whether this is actually happening and if so, we need to correct it," Home told News 4.

The issue dates back to 2007 when the Department of Corrections switched over to a new computer system. Prison officials
told us the new system got tripped up when calculating certain types of sentences, a-ehn M~ 0.: il) \ S f:lu..,?+\ \Je­
especially those with indefinite terms such as ten years to life. <bRcu.p" TAQ> o.Oa.e.cJ- \..UhUJu ~u.y{'e.me'S i c:; +

News four obtained a copy of a deposition from a lawsuit filed on behalf of former inmate Nolan Klein.
Former warden and deputy director at NDOC Don Helling testified in his deposition last year that quote "All of the old data
was flipped over into the new information system and when the information was flipped. errors occurred."

But prison officials say even if errors did happen they were caught and corrected. They insist no inmate has ever served extra
time because of a computer mistake.

"We haven't found one case where the computer has added a sentence," said Rex Reed, who oversees inmate management
for the Nevada Department of Corrections.

But state lawmakers say they're aren't satisfied with the answers they have received from the Department of Corrections. In
fact in his letter to the Legislative Counsel Bbureau dated June 14th, Assemblyman Home wrote: "I have not received any
satisfactory answers."

Horne's Jetter asks the audit division to find out:
-whether any errors showed up on inmates records as a result of the computer switchover in 2007.
-whether any errors turned up on records reported to the parole board.
-how the department of corrections resolves complaints about inmate records.
-and whether changes are needed to improve the d-o-c's computerized offender tracking system.

Home says the audit could be just the first step.

"If we find this computer glitch actually did occur and people were burdened by felonies they did not commit, then we can
delve in deeper on that," Horne said. Ad.cle. ol tD y·R.S .+0 ~Dh '(\ S .-\-\\'Y\e.. t

The audit will begin this month and may take several months 10 complete. Prison officials insist they're on board and eager to
help wilh the process.

"Whatever they want we will provide," said Rex Reed with NDOC.

http://www.mynews4.com/news/local/story/Audit-Seeks-Answers-about-Prison-Sentences... 8/21/2014



LAS VEGAS SUN

Officials deny computer glitch added to
inmates' prison terms
By Cv Ryan (contact)

Wednesday, March 7, 2012 I 3:40 p.m.

CARSON CITY - The state Department of Corrections says there's no truth to claims by advocates that
a 2007 computer glitch wrongly lengthened the prison terms of up to 1,300 inmates.

The computer issues resulted in a couple of errors but not 1,300, Rex Reed, administrator of the offender

management division in the department said. The errors were quickly corrected, he said.

The advocates had claimed that the computer upgrade added life sentences to the terms ofsome inmates.

Inmate Advocate Tonja Brown told the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice

Wednesday that the new computer system could not handle the switch over ofthe files of 13,000

inmates.

She said the prison system now admits to errors adding additional crimes and sentences to at least 1,300

inmates over five years. In one case, a prisoner was accused of killing another inmate. But he was
acquitted. But Brown said a murder conviction still appears on his record. False felony convictions were

added to the terms and prisoners denied parole because of~~~sentencesposted in the new
computer, Brown said. ~e..e. c..opy 0+ ~N\ ~e...c'O\..~

c...,o-rn~\SSH)ne.sR.... £,8~f\tA.~
But Reed said he could count the number of errors on two hands. In two cases. he said the glitch

occurred to the benefit of the inmate and errors were quickly caught. he told the commission

The errors that were discovered were human such as a mix-up in the names of a prisoner, said Reed.

Assemblyman William Home, chairman of the commission, said the problems will be examined. The

Las Vegas Democrat said he wants to know how many inmates were affected and to make sure it doesn't
happen again.

Reed told the commission that the files and sentences are reviewed three and possibly four times when

an inmate is received in prison to make sure there are no errors.

Brown also charges that the prison has removed the good-time credits and work credits from the record

of the inmate before he is scheduled to appear before the parole board.

http://www.lasvegassun.comlnews/2012/mar/07/officials-deny-computer-glitch-added-inm... 8/20/2014
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State Panel Wants Answers about Prison Computer Glitch

Reported by: Joe Hart

Email: jhart@mynews4.com

Published: 3/19/20129:16 pm

Updated: 3/1912012 9:20 pm

o State Panel Wants Answers about Prison
Computer Glitch

Nevada prison officials are working to figure out the impact of a
computer problem that may have added false crimes to some
inmates records.
We first broke this story earlier this month, but since then prison
officials have changed their story and are now downplaying the
impact of any computer problem.
The first errors that we are aware of happened back in 2007
when the department of corrections switched over to a new
computer system.
Prison officials admit mistakes did occur because they say the
new system was unable to calculate indefinite prison
sentences... like life terms.

Even a term of 10-years to life could confuse the system, leading to false charges showing up on some inmate's records.

"There are records they have admitted have been affected in the past," says Rebecca Gaska with the ACLU office in Reno.

In one case: felony battery and burglary charges were dated june 5th of 2007 - the exact date the new system came on line
even though the inmate, Nolan Klein had been in prison since 1988. Klein went before the parole board a month later in july of
2007 and was denied. No reason was given and Klein never did get out. He died in prison two years later.

But prison officials insist all of the mistakes were caught and corrected.

Steve suwee is the public information officer for the department of corrections.

"As far as i know there have been no adverse consequences to any inmate: Suwe told News 4.

When we first inquired about the problem, Suwe told us there may have been as many as 1,300 mistakes since 2007. That
is, felony crimes added to inmates records by the computer incorrectly. But Suwee later told us he mispoke and now insists
the majority of mistakes can be chalked up to human error: That is , prison staff entering inmates' work and good time credits
incorrectly. Prison officials emphasize all of the mistakes have been caught and corrected. But surprisingly, they also told us
they are not interested in tracking how often these mistakes occur.

News 4 asked if there should be a system in place to track these mistakes.

"Well I guess some people would say yes but what's the point of tracking it as long as you fix it?" Suwee told us. "I talked to
our computer guys and they said there's not way of knowing." He added.

But state lawmakers are now demanding answers. Just days after our first story aired, members of the Advisory Commission
on the Administration of Justice began asking questions of their own: They want to know exactly how many mistakes have
been made and whether those mistakes have kept any inmates locked up longer than they should have been.

Assemblyman William Home chairs the advisory commission:
"Even with our inmates, they have certain rights to only spend as much time in prison. Anything beyond that time they're
serving is an injustice to them. " Horne told News 4.

The growing question is, just how big of a problem are we talking about?
Steve Suwe, the public information officer, told us flat out prison officials don't really want to know.

"We have enough other things to do in my opinion, than to track how many times we screw up."

http://www.mynews4.com/news/story/State-Panel-Wants-Answers-about-Prison-Computer... 8/20/2014
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Officials deny computer glitch added to
inmates' prison terms
By Cy Ryan (contact)

Wednesday, March 7, 2012 J 3:40 p.m.

CARSON CITY - The state Department of Corrections says there's no truth to claims by advocates that

a 2007 computer glitch wrongly lengthened the prison terms of up to 1,300 inmates.

The computer issues resulted in a couple of errors but not 1,300, Rex Reed, administrator of the offender

management division in the department said. The errors were quickly corrected, he said.

The advocates had claimed that the computer upgrade added life sentences to the terms of some inmates.

Inmate Advocate Tonja Brown told the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice

Wednesday that the new computer system could not handle the switch over of the files of 13,000

inmates.

She said the prison system now admits to errors adding additional crimes and sentences to at least 1,300

inmates over five years. In one case, a prisoner was accused of killing another inmate. But he was

acquitted. But Brown said a murder conviction still appears on his record. False felony convictions were

added to the terms and prisoners denied parole because of the erroneous sentences posted in the new

computer, Brown said.

But Reed said he could count the number of errors on two hands. In two cases, he said the glitch

occurred to the benefit of the inmate and errors were quickly caught, he told the commission

The errors that were discovered were human such as a mix-up in the names of a prisoner, said Reed.

Assemblyman William Home, chairman of the commission, said the problems will be examined. The ~

Las Vegas Democrat said he wants to know how many inmates were affected and to make sure it doesn't $0-
happen again. \e; V

t,,~ X'(''''''t­
Reed told the commission that the files and sentences are reviewed three and possibly four times ~hen ~ ~ 'P'(f~
an inmate is received in prison to make sure Ihere are no errors. '9/d"~,;po'" ·
Brown also charges that the prison has removed the good-time credits and work credits from the record ;~

of 'he lnmate before he is scheduled to appear he fore the parole board. ~

http://www.lasvegassun.com/news/2012/mar/07/officials-deny-computer-glitch-added-inm... 8/20/2014
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.FACT FINDER: 100's of Nevada prisoners mistakenly given
longer sentences

Reported by: Joe Hart

Email: jhart@mynews4.com

Published: 3/03/2012 10:21 am

Updated: 3/03/201210:29 am

RENO, Nev. (KRNV & MyNews4.com)· Some Nevada prison
inmates tell News 4 computer errors have added crimes to their
records they never committed. Now prison officials confirm it's
happened hundreds oftimes in recent years,

til 100's of Nevada prisoners mistakenly given
longer sentences

In 2007 the prison system switched over to a new computer
. program. That program regularly added false convictions and

even additional life sentences to inmate records. Prison
spokesman Steve Suwee tells News 4 there's a glitch in the
system because it's designed to process sentences ofspecific
durations like 10 or 20 years. But when an inmate has a life
sentence the glitch may add additional crimes to that inmate's

record. Suwee says it may have happened as many as 1,300 times since 2007. Those are the ones they know about.

One paroled prison inmate who was serving a life term told me the system added multiple life sentences. His caseworker
spotted and corrected the problem.

Former Prison Deputy Director Don Helling gave this testimony in a deposition last year as part of a lawsuit filed by an
inmate's family concerning discrepancies in inmates records. Helling said 'speculating, we converted over to a new system in
'07 and when all of the information was flipped over into the new system errors occurred."

Prison officials say the problem continues to happen once or twice a month, and now that we've brought it up they are going to
try to run the numbers and find out exactly how many mistakes have been caught since 2007.
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Audit
Highlights
Highlights of Legislative Auditor report on the
Depnrunent ofCorrections, Accurncy of
Criminal History Information issued on
February 25, 201]. Report # LA 14·02

Background
The Department is responsible for confining
individullis convicted of felonies in Nevlldll. At
June ]0, 2012, it had a total of 12,877 inmates
and about 2,600 employees. Total expenditures
for fiscal yellr 2012 were $250.7 million.

The Nevadll Offender Trncking Information
System (NOTIS) is used to track and manage
inmates. NOTIS hllS many functions, including
recording and maintaining information about
inmates' crimes and sentences (referred to lIS

criminlll history information in this lIudit).

Purpose of Audit
The purpose ofthe lIudit Wlls to determine
whether the Department ( I) accurately records

"and maintains inmates' criminal history

~
information in NOTIS, (2) reports aecurate and
complete information to the Parole Board about

\1 ;( inmates' criminal history, (3) resolves inmate
,\')0 grievances related to the accuracy ofcriminal

1['.. history in a fair and appropriate manner, and (4)
U.-tl, controls access to its computer network Illld

V NOTIS to reduce the risk of unauthorizedJP changes to criminal history information. This
included a review of informlltion in NOTIS lIS

of October 17,2012, It included inmates that
were incarcerated between June 2007 (when
NOTIS Wlls implemented) and October 17,
2012. It also included a review of the most
recent Parole Progress Report for each inmate
tested. Finally, it included inmate grievances
related to the accuracy ofcriminal history
information filed in fiscal year 20 12 and access
controls over NOTIS and the Department's
computer network lIS of September 2012.

Audit Recommendations
This audit report contains 10 recommendation
to improve ( I) the accuracy ofcriminal history
information in NOTIS and reported to the Parole
Board, (2) the timeliness onts responses to
grievances and documentation in its grievance
files, and (]) controls that limit access to
criminal history information.

The Department accepted the 10
recommendations.

Recommendation Status
The Department's GO-day plan for corrective
IIction is due on May 20, 201]. In addition, the
six-month report on the status ofaudit
recommendations is due on November 20, 2013.

For marc infonll8lion abaullhis or olhcr Lel!islalivc Auditor
rcportsl!O 10: !lnn'Ii",\\'\\' leG 'liM VI II,.'nud't (775) 684·6815.

Accuracy of
Criminal History Information

Department of Corrections

Summary
Although we found errors in inmates' information in NOTIS, lew ofthe errors had any
consequences. 1l1ere were few consequences because most 0 f the errors related to current
offense dates, which can only have an impact in a small number of instances. Nevertheless, for
] of]OO (1%) of the inmates tested, errors in their NOTIS criminal history information affected
whcn the inmates were rclellSed. Two of these three inmates were relellSed a few months early
and one inmate had his parole hearing delayed by about 10 months. In addition, the Depnrlment
identified an instance where an inmate WllS relellSed about 14 months after his eligible relellSe
date because ofan error in NOTIS. However, the Depnrunent promptly took action to identi fy
and correct the problem before it could impact other inmates. The Department can reduce the
risk of these errors by improving guidance provided to staff on verifying the accuracy of
information in NOTIS and by providing additional oversight ofstaff to ensure they nrc
performi ng th is veri fication.

Criminal history information reported by the Department to the !'arole Board for making parole ~
decisions \\'lIS not always accur<lte. Although 13% of reports tested had errors, the errors did not \'1)
have any consequences because the Parole Board corrected the information before using it til.... ~~
make its decisions, We also found the Department effectively resolved offenders' grievances~~~
related to their criminal history information. Some grievances were not resolved in accordance~
with time frames and other requirements in Department regulations, but the exceptions were A ",r
infrequent and did not have any significant consequences on inmates. finally, controls over \:IV'
access to NOTIS can be improved to reduce the risk of unauthorized changes to the information.

Key Findings
We found errors in about 4.5% of information tested regarding inmates' current offenses. This
data includes offenses and sentences for inmates' most recent incarceration. Over 90% of the
errors concerned a current offense date, which can potentially impaet c1l1Ssification, eligibility for
a parole hearing, and data provided to the Parole Board. However, errors in inmates' current
offenses only impactcd 3 oDOa (1%) inmates tested, resulting in 2 being relellSed early and
delaying I inmate's parole hearing for about 10 months. (page 6)

Information in NOnS on inmates' prior offenses was not always complete. About 13% of prior
offenses were not in NOTIS. Prior offenses are convictions prior to an inmates' most recent
incarceration, which can affect classification and data provided to the Parole Board. However,
no errors impacted inmates' clllSsi licatiolls or data provided to the Parole Board, primarily
because ofsimilar offenses in their history. (page 9)

The Department identi lied one inmate Wlls relellSed about 14 months after his eligible relellSe
date (bllSed on his maximum sentence less credits earned) because of an error resulting from the
transfer ofsentence informalion into NOTIS. The Department promptly took action to correct
the problem before it could impact other inmates. Our audit procedures confirmed the problem
Wlls corrected. (page 10)

In 2012, testimony Wlls provided at meetings of the Advisory Commission on the Administration
ofJustice that inmates' criminal history information had errors caused by a "computer glitch" in
NOTIS. As evidence, a NOTIS report was sho\\n for an inmate where there Wlls an offense on
June 5, 2007, that was stated to be in error. We determined this Wlls not a compuler error, but
rather an intentional choice made by the Department to facilitate implementation of NOTIS. It
did not cause offenses to be improperly added to inmates' criminal history or have other
consequences. (page II)

For the ]00 randomly selected inmates tested, 27 onl3 (13%) reports provided 10 the Parole
Board had errors related to criminal history. J-Iowever, none ofthe errors had any consequences
because the errors were corrected by the Parole Board. (page 16)

The Department took appropriate action to resolve inmate grievances related to the accuracy of
criminal history. We found all but I ofthe 57 grievances lested were resolved fairly and
appropriately, although the Department did not ulways respond within established timeframes.
(page 20)

The Department needs to further restrict persons that can change criminal history in NOTIS.
Almost 400 staff had the ability to aller data, including the offenses an inmate hllS been
convicted of and the corresponding sentences. We also found some pllSsword and other security
weaknesses over the Department's computer network, which NOTIS is within. (page 24)
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Background
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Introduction

The Department of Corrections is responsible for confining
individuals convicted of felony charges within the State of Nevada.
The Director supervises the administration of Department
institutions and facilities and must take proper measures to protect
the health and safety of the public, staff, and inmates. The
Director also establishes regulations and administers the
Department under the direction of the Board of State Prison
Commissioners.

Authority over the operations of the prison system is granted to
the Board by the Nevada Constitution. The Board is comprised of
the Governor, Attorney General, and Secretary of State. The
mission of the Department is to protect the public by confining
convicted felons according to the law while keeping staff and
inmates safe.

Institutions and Inmate PopUlation
During fiscal year 2012, inmates were housed at 18 facilities
throughout the State. As of June 30, 2012, the Department had a
total inmate popUlation of 12,877. The majority of inmates are
housed at the state's maximum, close, and medium custody level
institutions. Exhibit 1 provides the average inmate populations for
these fenced institutions for the quarter ended June 30, 2012.

1
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Average Inmate Population
Fenced Institutions
Quarter Ended June 30,2012

Exhibit 1

Institution Population

Hiah Desert State Prison 3093
Southern Desert Correctional Center 2,029
Lovelock Correctional Center 1630
Northern Nevada Correctional Center 1480
Elv State Prison 1.042
Florence McClure Women's Correctional Center 737
Wann SprinQs Correctional Center 531

Total 10,542

Source: Department or Corrections.

The remaining inmates are housed at camps and the transitional
housing and restitution centers. These camps and centers are for
minimum custody level inmates. Exhibit 2 provides the inmate
population breakdown for camps and the transitional housing and
restitution centers.

Average Inmate Population Exhibit 2
Camps, Transitional Housing, and Restitution Center
Quarter Ended June 30,2012

Facility Population

Stewart Conservation Camp 342
Casa Grande Transitional Housina Center 282
Three Lakes Valley Conservation Camp 244
Humboldt Conservation Camp 163
Jean Conservation Camp 163
Pioche Conservation Camp 160
Tonopah Conservation Camp 129
Wells Conservation Camp 129
Carlin Conservation Camp 127
Ely Conservation Camp 124
Northern Nevada Restitution Center 94

Total 1.957

Source: Department of Corrections.

Staffing and Expenditures
As of June 2012. the Department had about 2,600 employees.
Nearly 1,700 of these positions were for security staff. Total
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expenditures for fiscal year 2012 were $250.7 million. The

Department is primarily funded by General Fund appropriations.

Other funding sources include federal funds and room, board, and

transportation charges paid by inmates.

Nevada Offender Tracking Information System

The Nevada Offender Tracking Information System (NOTIS) is the

Department's information system used to manage and track

inmates. NOTIS has many functions, including:

• Booking - Controls the intake or re-entry of an inmate into
the state prison system and includes the criminal history of
all inmates.

• Legal Cases - Records the legal orders authorizing
inmate custody, including the current offenses and
sentences they are serving.

• Classification - Helps caseworkers determine which
custody level and institution to assign to inmates. In doing
so, the system has to take into account many types of
information, such as an inmate's criminal history, behavior
in prison, and length of time until eligible for parole.

• Release - Includes tools to manage when an inmate is
eligible for parole and when their sentence expires. The
system has to take into account many factors specified in
numerous laws to determine parole eligibility, including
when offenses were committed. the specific offenses
committed, and credits earned by an inmate.

The implementation of NOTIS took place in June 2007 when it

replaced the Nevada Correctional Information System (NCIS).

After the 2011 Legislative Session, concerns were raised that

NOTIS potentially had false offenses and other errors regarding

inmates' criminal history information. Errors of this nature could

result in inmates being placed in a higher level of custody,

eligibility for parole being delayed, and erroneous information

being provided to the Parole Board.

Recording of Inmates' Criminal History Information

An inmate's criminal history information recorded in NOTIS comes

primarily from two documents. First, all inmates confined to a

Department facility must be accompanied by a document called a

3
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Judgment of Conviction (JOG). The JOC is prepared by the court

that found the person guilty of a felony. It includes the felony or

felonies the person was convicted of and the sentence(s) that

must be served. The information includes the name of the felony

and the category it is considered under state law. Felony

categories are considered to be A, B, C. D, or E, in declining order

of severity. For offenses committed after July 1, 1995, a sentence

must include a minimum and maximum term (excluding category

A offenses). Where an inmate is convicted of multiple felonies,

the JOC also indicates whether the sentences are to be served

concurrently (at the same time) or consecutively (one after the

other). The JOC also specifies the number of jail credits the

person has accrued. This is the number of days the person spent

in jail prior to his conviction. The jail credits are considered time

spent serving his sentence. Finally. the JOC includes the order

date. which serves as the beginning of the sentence. All of this

information on the JOC is entered into NOTIS when the person is

admitted to one of the Department's three intake facilities (High

Desert State Prison, Northern Nevada Correctional Center, and

Florence McClure Women's Correctional Center). For this audit

report. all of the above information on the JOC is considered to be

part of an inmate's criminal history information.

The second document that an inmate's criminal history information

comes from is a Presentence Investigation Report (PSI). It is

prepared by the Division of Parole and Probation for the court in

determining his sentence. It includes various information about

the person's criminal history, including the current and prior

offenses and arrests. Information from the PSI about the inmate's

prior offenses and arrests is recorded in NOTIS when the person

is admitted to a Department intake facility. This information is

used for various purposes, including classification (deciding what

custody level he should be assigned to). Information about the

inmate's current and prior offenses is also provided by the

Department to the Parole Board prior to an inmate's parole

hearing. For this audit report, the information recorded in NOTIS

from the PSI is also considered to be part of an inmate's criminal

history information.
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This audit is part of the ongoing program of the legislative Auditor
as authorized by the legislative Commission, and was made
pursuant to the provisions of NRS 218G.01 0 to 218G.350. The
legislative Auditor conducts audits as part of the legislature's
oversight responsibility for public programs. The purpose of
legislative audits is to improve state government by providing the
legislature, state officials, and Nevada citizens with independent
and reliable information about the operations of state agencies,
programs, activities, and functions.

Our audit of the Department of Corrections included a review of
criminal history information in NOTIS as of October 17,2012. It
included inmates incarcerated between June 2007 (when NOTIS
was implemented) and October 17,2012. It also included a
review of information in the most recent Parole Progress Report

for each inmate tested. Finally, our review included inmate
grievances related to the accuracy of criminal history information
filed in fiscal year 2012 and access controls over NOTIS and the
Department's computer network as of September 2012. Our audit
objectives were to determine whether the Department of
Corrections:

• Accurately records and maintains inmates' criminal history
information in its information system (NOTIS).

• Reports accurate and complete information to the Parole
Board about inmates' criminal history.

• Resolves inmate grievances related to the accuracy of
criminal history in a fair and appropriate manner.

• Controls access to its computer network and the NOTIS
information system to reduce the risk of unauthorized
changes to criminal history information.

5
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Errors Occurred, But Few
Had Consequences

Although we found errors in inmates' information in NOTIS, few of
the errors had any consequences. There were few consequences
because most of the errors related to current offense dates, which
can only have an impact in a small number of instances.1

Nevertheless, for 3 of 300 (1 %) of the inmates tested, errors in
their NOTIS criminal history information affected when the inmates
were released. Two of these three inmates were released a few
months early and one inmate had his parole hearing delayed by
about 10 months. In addition, the Department identified one
instance where an inmate was incarcerated for about 14 months
after his sentences expired because of an error in his sentence
structure. However, it promptly took action to identify and correct
the problem before it could impact other inmates. The

... Jl f) Department can reduce the risk of these errors by improving
-,~~ guidance provided to staff on verifying the accuracy of information

in NOTIS and by providing additional oversight of staff to ensure

~... tV they are performing this verification.

/l ,~rrors in NOTIS We found errors in about 4.5% of the information tested regarding
V Related to inmates' current offenses. Current offense information includes

Current Offenses various data about the crimes and sentences for the inmates'
.LI'!J most recent incarceration. Over 90% of the errors in current

. )"~ e;rr- offense information concerned an inmate's current offense date.
JP';i.ll1-~ The remaining errors concerned the current offense code, offense

1;\ n. U ~~severity, and felony categories. This information is important
I V ......~, I • because it potentially impacts inmates' classifications. when they
~ NtP are eligible for a parole hearing, and information provided to the

,.(~. - Parole Board. The errors concerning inmates' current offenses
,tp J' only impacted 3 of the 300 (1 %) inmates tested. The errors

~o: .",mp", ooe I.m",', ",oeol offeo" 'ole " Nons wn 0""",,, 6, 2007, ,,'~, ",~ct ,.~ w"' J,oe ", 2003. TN,
error did not Impact him because the credits he can earn on his sentence fall under the same slate law (NRS 209.4465), which
applies to offenses committed on or after July 17, 1997.
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resulted in two inmates being released early from prison and
caused a delay in one inmate's parole hearing.

Our testing of current offenses included 300 randomly selected

inmates incarcerated within the Department of Corrections at

some time between June 5,2007, and October 17,2012. These

inmates had a total of 615 current offenses. For each offense, we

tested 10 pieces of information for a total of 6,150 items. We

found a total of 275 errors in those items for an error rate of 4.5%.

All but 20 of the errors were related to the current offense date.

(See Appendix A for the complete results of our testing of these

300 inmates).

Errors Related to Current Offense Dates

For 123 (41 %) of the 300 inmates included in our test, there was

at least one error in their current offense dates. The total number

of incorrect offense dates for these 123 inmates was 255. While

none of the incorrect offense dates negatively affected the

inmates in our sample, we identified one inmate who accrued

more statutory good time credit than he was eligible to receive

under law due to an incorrect offense date in NOTIS. The number

of credits accrued by an inmate is specified under various state

laws and depends on when the offense was committed. (See

Appendix B for state laws specifying sentence credits earned

based on current offense dates.) The following provides a brief

description of the offense date error for this inmate:

• The inmate committed a crime in 1996, but had an offense
date incorrectly recorded as 2006, which was when he was
convicted. This resulted in him being released about 3.5
months early because he received more credits than he
was entitled to under state law.

The most common reason for the errors in current offense dates

was NOTIS automatically populated the offense date field based

on the date entered in the order date field, which were not
corrected by staff. Of the 255 errors, 243 resulted from the auto

population of the offense date field, while only 12 were the result

of human data entry errors. Department management recognized

the issue a few years ago and implemented procedures to reduce

the risk of this error. Since only 18 of the 255 errors identified

7
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through our testing were for inmates entering the Department's
custody after December 31,2008, this issue has significantly
diminished in the last few years.

Errors In Offense Category, Severity, and Code
In addition to testing current offense dates, we also reviewed the
accuracy of each offense code, offense category, severity level,
sentence date, application of jail credits, minimum and maximum
sentences, controlling sentences, and consecutive or concurrent
sentences. We tested 5,535 NOTIS data fields for the 300
inmates' current offenses, excluding current offense dates
mentioned above. We identified a total of 20 (.36%) errors
concerning 14 inmates' information in NOTIS. The errors related
to the offense category, severity. and code affected two inmates.

Errors in a current offense category, severity, or code can impact
an inmate's custody level classification, parole risk assessment
score, and when the inmate is eligible for a parole hearing. Of the
20 errors in NOTIS pertaining to an inmates' current offense
category, severity, and code. two errors had an impact. The
following explains these two errors and their impact.

• One of the inmates had errors in his offense category. The
inmate was convicted of grand theft, which is a category B
offense. However, the offense was entered in NOTIS as
theft, a category C offense. The category B offense makes
him ineligible for receiving credits to his minimum sentence
under NRS 209.4465. However, because this offense was
recorded as a category C offense, the inmate incorrectly
received credits against his minimum sentence, moving up
his parole hearing by about 7 months. The inmate was
granted parole at his first parole hearing.

• NOTIS had the correct offense for the other inmate. but the
offense category was incorrect. The offense was a
category C offense, but was entered in NOTIS as a
category B. This resulted in the inmate not receiving
credits to his minimum sentence per NRS 209.4465. As a
result, he was determined to be eligible for a parole board
hearing 10 months after he should have been. The inmate
was granted parole at his first parole hearing.

e



Inmates' Prior
Offense History in
NOTIS Not Always
Complete
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The information in NOTIS about inmates' prior offenses was not
always complete. About 13% of the prior offenses in the 300
inmate' files we examined were not included in NOTIS. Prior
offenses are felony convictions prior to an inmates' most recent
incarceration. The prior offenses can affect classification
decisions and information provided to the Parole Board. However,
none of the errors impacted inmates' classifications or information
provided to the Board, primarily because they had similar offenses
in their criminal history. We also noted about 0.5% of the prior
offenses (a total of 2) recorded in NOTIS were not supported by
records in inmate files. However, none of these additional prior
offenses in NOTIS had any consequences on the inmate.

Prior Offenses Not Recorded In NOTIS
We identified a total of 476 prior felony offenses for the 300
inmates included in our sample. We found 63 (13%) of these
offenses were not recorded in NOTIS. The errors affected the
information in NOTIS for 33 inmates. For the 300 inmates
included in our sample, we compared information from the
criminal history found in the inmate's Presentence Investigation
Report (PSI) with information in NOTIS. Prior offense information
is important as it is used to determine an inmate's custody level
(classification) and in calculating an inmate's Parole Risk
Assessment provided to the Parole Board. Of the 33 inmates with
missing offenses, none had their classification or Parole Risk
Assessment affected primarily because they had similar offenses
in their criminal history.

Offenses in NOTIS Not Supported by Documents in Inmate File
Of the 300 inmates included in our sample, two had an offense
recorded in NOTIS that was not listed on their PSI or other reports
from criminal registries. These two offenses that are not
supported by documents in inmate files represent 0.5% of the
prior offenses recorded in NOTIS for the inmates tested. One
inmate's prior history in NOTIS included two counts for an offense
that should have only been in there once. The other inmate's prior
history in NOTIS had one offense that should not have been there.
However, because of other offenses in the inmates' criminal
histories, none of these errors impacted their classification. In

9
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addition, the errors in NOTIS did not affect either inmate's Parole
Risk Assessment.

Error in Sentence
Structure Delayed
Inmate's Release

The Department identified one instance where an inmate was
released about 14 months after his eligible release date because
of an error resulting from the transfer of sentence information into
NOTIS. The Department promptly took action to identify and
correct the problem before it could impact other inmates. Our
audit procedures confirmed the problem was corrected.

We reviewed areas relevant to inmate sentence structure in our
test of 300 inmates. Sentence structure includes the length of
sentences, whether they are concurrent or consecutive, and the
order they must be served. During the course of our testing. we
reviewed inmates' Judgments of Conviction (JOCs) and verified
their sentence structure was correct. As needed, we also
discussed with Department staff sentence structure for the
inmates tested, including those transferred from the computer
system preceding NOTIS. We learned the prior computer system
was not able to identify the controlling sentence. As a result, each
time a sentence expired, staff manually updated the controlling
sentence to ensure consecutive and concurrent sentences for
inmates with multiple sentences were handled appropriately. For
inmates with multiple sentences when NOTIS was first
implemented, NOTIS automatically selected the longest sentence
as the controlling sentence. As a result, some inmate sentence
structures needed to be corrected.

To help ensure inmates' sentence structures were correct in
_ NOTIS, caseworker staff were reminded of the need to verify that

sentence structures in NOTIS were in accordance with the JOC.
~ However, a problem was found in April 2012 with an inmate's

J I h''z:A sentence structure when reviewing his information prior to his
""'V''''-- L release. In this instance, Department personnel recognized the

-r-1. ~....,. J inmate was about 14 months past his eligible release date (based
"t}i7//Yl.XJ, I on his maximum sentence less credits earned under state laws)
C'lJe/Y1~ because of an error in the sentence structure. The error occurred

I' tJ. ~ ~.... 3~ ~}j'A L because when information was transferred into NOTIS, the
Y UAJ /'~ JC,..,.;;> longest sentence was selected as the controlling sentence rather1/ f than the shorter sentence as Indlcaled in the JOe.

10
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Had No
Consequences
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In response to this case, the Department performed queries in
NOTIS to identify other inmates that may have been similarly
affected. The queries identified about 2,600 inmates which
potentially had a similar error. For each inmate, Department
personnel verified the NOTIS sentence structure agreed to the
inmate's JOC sentence structure. Corrections to the NOTIS
sentence were made as needed.

We performed procedures to verify the problem identified by the
Department was corrected. Specifically, we found 22 of the 300
inmates randomly selected for our testing were included in the
Department's list of 2,600 inmates with potential sentence issues.
We were able to verify that the sentence structures for all inmates
in our sample were correct.

In 2012, testimony was provided at meetings of the Advisory
Commission on the Administration of Justice that inmates' criminal
history information had errors caused by a "computer glitch" in
NOTIS. As evidence, a NOTIS report was shown for an inmate

~ ~ e;t,..I where there was an offense on June 5, 2007, that was stated to

~
A.·A be in error. However, our audit found offenses were not added to

G ~ inmates' criminal history, but rather the offense dates were
LM ~ ~, changed for reasons explained further below. This was not a

90mputer error, but rather an intentional choice made by the
~ -~ Department to facilitate implementation of NOIlS. Our audit
~ if (~.......~-....-_~oU;;d there were not any consequences to this decision .

....,-: <,...A When NOTIS was first implemented in June 2007, information for
"" t:J--.!J1S ~I t all inmates had to be transferred from the previous computer

"fff}t.tJIe,~ system. This included inmates' current offenses and sentences,
_ ~ as well as information about prior offenses and dates the offenses

were committed.

All information about inmates' criminal history was transferred
over electronically into NOTIS, except for dates of offenses prior
to those offenses the inmate is currently in prison for. These
dates could not be transferred over electronically due to the
manner in which they were set up in the previous system. More
specifically, the dates for prior offenses were not identifiable to
particular offenses. The only way the prior offense dates could be

11
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,

" _ <2.. recorded into NOTIS would be for staff to review documents in
\ n e.. JJu.pre.,:(y\ e... central office files for thousands of inmates to identify when eachc...ou..'R.' O~ J'JevAbA prior offense was committed and then enter the date into NOTIS.

This would have been extremely time-consuming.

f~#~
Furthermore, although current offense

o-n.- ,# determining an inmate's initial parole e

o.m.d. d:.;Z)O'1!...U..:-11~W"l~lL4:u..I.r., are not used to make decisions at the

Q...() W -ch..tl- Parole Board. However, because NO'

~e..tiQ..b \.,-tv 0 ~ date for each prior offense recorded in
7 Department chose to put the first date

haN:l\...Uo.I\4-~ implemented (June 5, 2007) into this fi

~~aJ\..t.- e-st~:b', is\i ... transferred over electronically into NO'

CoX+R.O\S lr-of' ' To verify that recording June 5, 2007, i..._ ... _ .... _. _ •. _•• ._ ._.

~<!.c.U. c...Ll' _ all inmates' prior offenses transferred over from the previous
f'al - - \ information system into NOTIS did not impact inmates, we

cPrn~~'lu€- .perfOrmed various procedures. This included verifying that NOTIS
~r· - \ _...i-.X does not use the prior offense date in generating information for
I~tefl\ M~~D'i1rlportant decisions affecting an inmate. These decisions include

what custody level an inmate is assigned to and whether to grant

parole.

We also interviewed Parole Board officials, including the

Chairman, who indicated they were aware of the Department's

decision to record June 5,2007, for all prior offense dates.

Officials indicated recording this date into NOTIS did not affect

decisions they made concerning inmates. Finally, we verified

there was not any impact on inmates in our testing that had this

prior offense date in NOTIS.

Department records indicate about 1,400 current inmates still had

prior offense dates of June 5,2007, in NOTIS as of August 2012.
To avoid further confusion about the prior offense dates, the

Department should consider correcting the dates when performing

reclassifications. At least every 6 months, inmates are seen by

classification personnel to determine whether they are in the

appropriate custody. The Department indicated to us that during

reclassification, personnel are supposed to verify the accuracy of

criminal history information in NOTIS by comparing it to

12



Review of Inmate
Concerns Found
No Impact
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appropriate documents (JOCs, PSis). Since the prior offense

dates are shown on these documents, the dates can be corrected

in NOTIS at that time with minimal effort.

During the course of our audit, the concerns of 11 current and

former inmates were brought to our attention through public
meetings and a private citizen. The 11 inmates' concerns

primarily related to the appropriateness of some offenses in

NOTIS and how sentences were being carried out in NOTIS. We

reviewed their specific concerns about the accuracy of criminal

history information and whether the inmates were adversely

affected by any errors. We found the inmates were not impacted

by the alleged errors. However, we noted three offenses in one

inmate's prior offenses listed in NOTIS that were not supported by

records in the inmate's paper file. Nevertheless, it did not have

any impact on the inmate because the inmate had other similar

offenses in his record.

Allegations of False Offenses in NOTIS

Several of the current and former inmates' concerns brought to

our attention alleged false or extra felonies in NOTIS. Our review

indicated that all of the inmates' criminal histories were correct,

with one exception. The one former inmate with incorrect criminal

history had two category D felonies and one category C felony

that were not on his PSI or other Department records. However,

these felonies did not have an impact on the inmate because he

had multiple other felonies of the same or greater severity.

Furthermore, the inmate's file had other offenses in his record that

were not included in NOTIS.

Consecutive and Concurrent Sentences Properly
Administered

Inmates with concerns related to the Department's handling of

their consecutive and concurrent sentences were not valid based

on our review. We found the Department's handling of the

inmates' sentences were in accordance with state laws. For

example, NRS 213.1213 specifies:

If a prisoner;s sentenced pursuant to NRS 176.035
to serve two or more concurrent sentences,
whether or not the sentences are identical in length

13
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or other characteristics, eligibility for parole from
any of the concurrent sentences must be based on
the sentence which requires the longest period
before the prisoner is eligible for parole.

One inmate has a sentence structure that includes concurrent and
consecutive sentences. One sentence had to run consecutive to
the shorter of the initial concurrent sentences. NRS 213.1213
required the shorter sentence to expire without going to the Parole
Board. Therefore, we found the Department appropriately
handled the administration of his sentences.

Another inmate was paroled to a consecutive sentence. The
sentence for which he was paroled was eventually overturned.
Our review found that all credit previously applied to the
overturned sentence was correctly applied to his consecutive
sentence. At the appropriate time, he received a parole hearing
on the second sentence. ThUS, he was not penalized by the
overturning of the originally paroled sentence.

Controls Can Be
Improved to
Reduce Errors

14

Since there were many errors in NOTIS regarding inmates'
criminal history information, the Department needs to improve
controls in this area. Department personnel indicated there are
various controls to prevent and detect errors in inmate information.
However, our testing results indicate that these controls are not
always working as intended. Due to the potential for significant
consequences when there are inaccuracies, additional steps are
needed to ensure errors are minimized.

Department personnel indicated the accuracy of criminal history
information is ensured by staff at four different points. First, intake
staff confirm its accuracy with inmates when they enter inmate
information into NOTIS upon the inmate's entry into prison.
Second, the information in NOTIS is verified by central office staff
when they approve each inmate's initial classification. Third, staff
responsible for maintaining the central office file for each inmate
verify this information in NOTIS when they receive the applicable
documents. Fourth, classification staff at the institutions verify the
accuracy of information every 6 months when they examine
whether the inmate can be reclassified into a different custody
level.

p
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We found evidence that these procedures are not working as
intended. Many of the errors we noted in NOTIS regarding
criminal history information were in the system for several years.
Furthermore. in 2009, an e-mail was sent to Department staff
indicating errors were being detected in inmates' criminal history
information and therefore it was apparent (according to
Department personnel) staff were not verifying the accuracy of
information as intended by management.

There are two reasons why the Department's controls are not
working as intended. First, the Department lacks written

rocedures instructing staff on the need to verify the accuracy of
L&:._'"""" """",,,,,-,"V'nmates' information in NOTIS by comparing it to appropriate

ocuments in inmates' files. Second. there is little oversight to
ensure staff are performing this verification. Correcting these
deficiencies will help ensure controls intended by management to
maintain accurate information in NOTIS are being carried out.

Recommendations

1. Develop written procedures for applicable staff on the need
to verify the accuracy of inmates' information in NOTIS by
comparing it to appropriate documents in inmates' files.

2. Provide additional oversight of staff to ensure written
procedures related to ensuring the accuracy of information in
NOTIS are being followed.

15
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Information Provided to
Parole Board Had Errors,
But No Impact
~ ~~

f c:2SO. 7~ Un-at . euri:J
a -t..h-e...J~rm~ r:ported by the De~artment to the
V Parole Board for use in making parole decisions was not always

accurate. Although 1.3% of reports tested had errors, the errors
did not have consequences because the Parole Board corrected
the information before using it to make its decisions.
Nevertheless, it is the Department's responsibility to ensure the
criminal history information it provides to the Parole Board is
correct to help minimize the risk of parole decisions being made
based on inaccurate information.

Significance of
Information
Reported to
Board

Types of Errors
in Reports

16

NRS 213.131 requires the Department to provide the Parole
Board, before an inmate's hearing, with information that will assist
the Board in determining whether parole should be granted. The
information is contained in a Parole Progress Report. It includes
various information about the inmate's offense that he is eligible
for parole on. It also includes what is referred to as the Parole
Risk Assessment (Assessment). The Assessment helps the
Board determine the risk that an inmate will commit another
offense if granted parole. Some of the questions in the
Assessment relate to the inmate's criminal history. The answers
to the questions in the Assessment lead to a score, which
combined with the severity of the offense, guide the Parole Board
in making their decision. The maximum number of points that an
inmate can accumulate is 19 points. (See Appendix C for the
Parole Board's Risk Assessment and Guidelines used in deciding
whether to grant parole).

For the 300 randomly selected inmates tested, 27 of 213 (13%)
reports provided to the Parole Board had errors related to criminal
history. The most common error concerned whether an inmate
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was ever convicted of a property crime, such as robbery or auto
theft. For example, an Assessment prepared by the Department
scored the inmate as never having been convicted of a property
crime, which is scored as zero points on the Assessment.
However, the PSI prepared by the Division of Parole and
Probation showed the inmate had previous property crimes in his
record. As a result, the inmate should have been scored 2 points
higher on the Assessment. This would have changed his total
score from 3 to 5 points and therefore changed his risk level from
low to moderate. Documentation available from the Parole Board
indicated the Board corrected the error and scored the inmate
appropriately.

We also found errors for questions about inmates' age of first
arrest, and whether they ever had a parole or probation
revocation. Almost all of the reports with errors (22 of 27)
prepared by the Department scored the inmate lower than he
should have been scored. As mentioned previously. we found
errors in 13% of Parole Progress Reports tested. However, only
4% of the information tested in the reports had errors because we
tested four items of information in each report. Exhibit 3 provides
a breakdown of the types of errors found compared to the total
number of items tested.

Errors in Parole Progress Reports Exhibit 3

Errors Did
Not Have
Consequences

Type of Error Errors Tested Percent

Prooertv Crime Convictions 15 213 7%

AQe of First Arrest 10 213 5%

Parole/Probation Revocations 8 213 4%

Description of Offense Summary 0 213 0%

Total I 33 852 4%

Source: Auditor tesllng results.

None of the errors in the Assessment portion of the Parole
Progress Reports had any consequence because the errors were
corrected by the Parole Board. Prior to each hearing. Parole
Board staff review each Assessment for accuracy. In addition,
during each parole hearing, the Parole Board discusses the
inmate's risk assessment and makes adjustments as needed.

17



Department of Corroctions, Accuracy of Criminal History Information

Consequently, based on our review of documentation available

from the Parole Board, including video recordings of hearings, the

errors we found were corrected by Parole Board personnel before

or during the parole hearing.

It is the Department's responsibility to ensure information provided

to the Parole Board is accurate. The errors in the information

provided to the Parole Board could be reduced by ensuring it is

reviewed for accuracy before it is sent. Administrative Regulation

537 requires the Associate Warden or his designee to review and

approve the Parole Progress Report before it is sent to the Board.

However, this review is not working effectively based on the

number of errors found in the reports.

Recommendation

3. Review the accuracy of inmates' criminal history information

in reports provided to the Parole Board.

?
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?



LA 14·02

Department Has Effective
Process for Resolving
Inmates' Grievances

~~~a.,e ~/
~ GA NoT e "
(U _. The Department has established a formal process for addressing

inmate concerns about the accuracy of criminal history information
recorded in NOTIS. We found the Department reached fair and
appropriate decisions when inmates filed grievances expressing
their concerns. Furthermore, most requirements in the
Department's regulations for handling grievances were met,
including those requiring appropriate personnel respond to the
grievance. However, better oversight is needed to ensure
grievances are addressed timely and grievance files contain staff
and inmate signatures and dates.

Formal Process
for Resolving
Inmates'
Concerns

The Department has established a formal grievance process to
provide an administrative means to resolve inmate problems and
concerns. This audit examined the process as it relates to inmate
concerns about the accuracy of their criminal history information in
the Department's records. Inmates may also file grievances in a
variety of areas such as classification (custody level), health care,
property, housing, staff behavior, and visitation. The grievance
process is governed by Administrative Regulation 740, which is
intended to provide a fair and prompt resolution of inmate
concerns.

When inmates have concerns, they are expected to resolve
grievable issues through discussion with their caseworker prior to
initiating the grievance process. If they are not satisfied, the
Regulation provides for a multi-tier process. This includes the
informal grievance level handled by the inmate's caseworker, the
first level handled by the Warden, and the second level handled
by a Deputy Director or Chief of the Offender Management
Division. If an inmate disagrees with the Department's response,

t9
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the inmate may appeal the decision to the next level. The

decision reached on a second level grievance is final, before

going to the courts.

The Department has developed standard forms for filing

grievances that are available in all housing units. Forms provide

space for the inmate to state the nature of the grievance and the

staff's response. Completed grievance forms and all relevant

attachments are then stored at the facility where the grievance
issue occurred and retained for 5 years. Throughout the process,

information about the grievance is entered into the NOTIS system.

The regulation requires various Department personnel (Deputy

Directors, Wardens, and Associate Wardens) to review monthly

and annual reports generated from NOTIS to evaluate the

handling of grievances.

Responses to
Grievances Were
Appropriate- ")

~
~(

20

The Department took appropriate action to resolve inmate

grievances related to the accuracy of criminal history information.

We found all but one of the 57 grievances tested were resolved

fairly and appropriately. We examined all of the grievances

received in fiscal year 2012 that we identified related to the

accuracy of criminal history information at the four largest facilities

and the women's facility. The one grievance that was not handled

appropriately was improperly rejected.

The 57 grievances tested were identified from our analysis of

grievance information in NOTIS and a review of grievance files at

institutions. Since NOTIS does not separately identify grievances

related to the accuracy of criminal history information, we

performed various procedures to identify such grievances at the

five institutions tested. This included reviewing all grievances

included in certain categories (sentencing, classification, and

housing) that were more likely to have criminal history grievances.

We also reviewed grievances identified from electronically

searching all other grievance categories using key words that

could potentially indicate grievances relating to an inmate's
criminal history.

Exhibit 4 shows the number of grievances identified from our

procedures at each of the five institutions.
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Exhibit 4

Most
Requirements in
Administrative
Regulations
Were Met

Institution Number

Hiah Desert State Prison 24
Southern Desert Correctional Center 12
Northern Nevada Correctional Center 11
Florence McClure Women's Correctional Center 6
Lovelock Correctional Center 4

Total 57

Source' Auditor review of grievances In NOTIS.

The grievance files at the institutions were reviewed to determine
the nature of the inmate's complaint and the staff's response at
each level in the process. We also reviewed criminal history
information in inmate files maintained at the Department's central
office and at the institution, as well as other information in NOTIS
(such as case notes). As needed, we had discussions with
Department personnel. Based on these procedures, we
concluded on the reasonableness and appropriateness of the
Department's response.

For one of the grievances, we concluded the Department did not
respond appropriately. The grievance was improperly rejected for
not first using the informal grievance process, even though we
found evidence that the inmate used this process. The
caseworker also rejected the grievance stating it did not include a
remedy. This was also improper since the grievance indicated the
inmate wanted to read his parole progress report prepared by the
Department to check for errors and to have any errors fixed.
Nevertheless, we found the evidence supported denial of the
inmate's grievance if it had been investigated. Therefore, there
was not negative consequences to the inmate's grievance being
improperly rejected.

Generally, grievances received in fiscal year 2012 were handled in
accordance with key provisions of the Department's regulations,
including requirements concerning the submission of grievances
and that appropriate Department personnel respond to the
grievance. However, the Department did not always respond to
grievances within established timeframes. In addition, required
staff and inmate signatures and dates were missing from some

21
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grievance forms. Improved oversight will help ensure inmates'

concerns are addressed timely and adequately documented.

Grievances Not Always Resolved Timely
The Department did not always respond to grievances within

timeframes established in Department regulations. Specifically, in

16 of 57 (28%) grievances, the timeframes were not met. The

response was late by an average of 33 days on the late

grievances. Exhibit 5 provides additional information on the late

responses to grievances by institution.

Grievances Not Resolved Timely Exhibit 5

Grievances Untimely Percent Average Days
Institution Tested Responses Untimely Untimely

HiQh Desert State Prison 24 8 33% 31
Southern Desert Correctional Center 12 2 17% 39
Northern Nevada Correctional Center 11 4 36% 30
Florence McClure Women's Correctional Center 6 1 17% 11
Lovelock Correctional Center 4 1 25% 75

Total 57 16 28% 33

Source; Auditor review of grievance files,

Department regulations require staff to respond to a grievance at

the informal level within 45 days. The timeframe runs from when

the grievance form is received from an inmate to the date the

inmate receives the Department's response. The requirement for

responding to a first level grievance is also 45 days. Finally, staff

must respond to a second level grievance within 60 days.

Delays in responding to inmate grievances related to the accuracy

of an inmate's criminal history information could result in various

consequences if corrective action is needed. Specifically, an error

in an inmate's criminal history information could result in a delay in

an inmate getting to a lower custody level, having a parole

hearing, or being released. In addition to impacting the inmate,

this could result in higher incarceration costs. Delays in

responding to grievances were reported in our audit of the

Department in 2008. However, the Department's performance in

this area has improved significantly since that time.

22
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Grievances Not Always Adequately Documented
The Department can improve the documentation maintained in its
grievance files. Each institution maintains a separate inmate file
containing grievance forms submitted. staff responses, and
supporting documentation. In several grievances reviewed,
required signatures and dates were not documented in the files.

Grievance forms include signature and date lines for staff
responding to the grievance and for the inmate to complete.
Signatures and dates are needed to help ensure grievances are
addressed timely and responses are provided to inmates.
However, in 8 of 57 (14%) grievances tested, required signatures
and dates were missing from grievance forms.

By not documenting these signatures and dates. it is unclear if
appropriate personnel responded to grievances or if inmates
received a copy of the Department's response. Although this
concern was reported in our prior audit, the Department's
performance has improved slightly. The lack of required
signatures and dates on some grievance forms could be detected
by increased review of grievance files.

Recommendations

4. Monitor the grievance process to ensure timeframes for
responding to grievances are followed.

5. Review grievances to ensure documentation is complete.
including required signatures and dates of applicable staff
and inmates.

2'3
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IT Access Controls Can Be
Improved

The Department can improve controls that limit access to

important inmate information. The Department's primary

information system, NOTIS, contains information used to manage

an inmate's period of imprisonment, the inmate's risk

classification, parole eligibility, medical needs, and other critical

information. Overly broad access to this information increases the

risk of unintentional or unauthorized changes. In addition, the

Department needs to better manage disabling of former

employees' network access, strengthen password controls.

automatically lockout idle computers, and conduct annual security

awareness training.

Ability to Change
Criminal History
Needs to Be
Restricted Further

24

The Department needs to further restrict the number of persons

that can change criminal history information in NOTIS. We

identified almost 400 current NOTIS users who have the ability to

alter legal order and sentence data. This legal order and

sentence data includes the offenses an inmate has been
convicted of, the corresponding prison sentences for the offenses,

and the date that a sentence starts to run. It also includes prior

felony conviction information. The staff's ability to change this

information does not include the ability to delete the orders or

charges but does include the ability to add or change the data in

these fields.

Overly broad ability to change such important inmate information

increases the risk it will be unintentionally changed or changed

without proper authorization. Changing inmates' legal order or

sentence information could impact their time served, eligibility for

parole, parole risk assessment. and their classification.

Appropriate inmate classification is essential to running a safe and

economical prison system. If an inmate is not in the proper

institution with the proper supervision. severe consequences such
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Other Security
Weaknesses Over
Network Access
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as violence, escape, property destruction, or a lawsuit can result.

On the other hand, if an inmate is placed in too high a security
level, resources are not used economically as incarceration costs

are higher.

The Department indicated that all insertion, deletion, or updates to

these records are recorded by the system, which includes the
user, date and time, and what has changed. Although this

reduces the risk of unauthorized changes, it does not prevent

such changes from occurring. It is best to prevent inappropriate

changes by limiting the ability to make changes to as few persons

as possible.

Department management indicated most of the 391 users do not

need the ability to add or change legal order or sentence data as

part of their job responsibilities; however, they do need the ability

to view this information and the current system will not allow view

only access to the data without causing other problems. The

Department is working on a solution to strictly control the ability to

add and change legal order information by July 2013.

We found password and other security weaknesses over the

Department's computer network. Restricting access to the

network is important since NOTIS is within the network.

Therefore, control weaknesses over access to the Department's

network can increase the risk of unauthorized personnel changing

criminal history information and sentencing information in NOTIS.

When we brought these weaknesses to management's attention,

the Department took action to correct them.

Former Employees With Current Network Accounts

During our review of computer user accounts, we identified former

employees that had current network access still enabled. We

sampled almost 1,200 of the approximate 4,000 network computer

accounts and identified 53 retired and otherwise terminated

employees with currently enabled network user accounts.

Twenty-two of these former employees had been gone for over a

year. Most of these employees worked at the Department, but

some also worked outside the Department at agencies such as
the Division of Parole and Probation.
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Department policy indicates terminated or transferred employees
should be reported to the appropriate IT staff no later than their
resignation date so the computer accounts can be disabled timely.
However. according to Department personnel, the problem was
caused by a breakdown in communication between human
resources staff and IT staff regarding notification of outgoing
employees. This problem was also caused by the lack of a policy
regarding how long inactive accounts should be kept active.

Department personnel immediately disabled the accounts when
we disclosed this information to them. In addition, the Department
indicated it was implementing a comprehensive process to better
identify and disable these former computer users' accounts.
Furthermore, Department management indicated they would
implement a backup process to disable computer accounts that
have not been used in over 45 days.

Password Settings Did Not ReqUire Complex Passwords
Group policy settings on the network server did not enforce state
password complexity standards. State security standards require
that passwords include uppercase and lowercase letters, special
characters, and numbers. The Department did not enforce these
settings because not all of its systems accommodated complex
passwords. In addition, systems that did accommodate complex
passwords did not have this setting enabled. After we informed
management of this issue, they indicated in November 2012 that
they planned to enforce this requirement over the next few
months.

Session Timeout Function Not Enabled
The automatic session timeout (screen saver auto-lock) was not
configured to automatically lock desktop users' computers after a
period of inactivity as required by state security standards.
Department personnel indicated computers were initially set to
time out when originally installed, but users were allowed to
change the timeout setting. After being informed of this issue, the
Department indicated it planned to implement over the next 30
days an enforced policy timeout of 15 minutes.
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By not automatically setting this timeout feature on all computers

on the Department's network, there is an increased risk that
unauthorized personnel could gain access to a Department

computer that is logged into their network.

Annual Information Security Awareness Training Not
Conducted
Ongoing security awareness training was not conducted

throughout the Department as required by state security

standards. The intent of this training is to ensure that all new and

existing employees, consultants, and contractors are aware of

their responsibilities in protecting the state's information systems
and information processed through them. Without such periodic

refresher training, there is increased risk that computer users will

not take adequate precautions to protect state information

resources. When we brought this matter to management's

attention, they indicated they plan to require all employees to

complete the security training online and will monitor this in the

future to ensure continued compliance.

Recommendations

6. Limit the ability to change criminal history and sentencing

information in NOTIS to only those users requiring such

access to perform their job duties.

7. Implement controls to identify and disable computer network

user accounts that are no longer authorized.

8. Set group policy settings to enforce complex user passwords

on computers.

9. Enable the automatic session timeout function through group

policy settings.

10. Implement a program to provide IT security awareness

training at least annually to all employees.
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Appendix A
Results of Testing Accuracy of Criminal History Information

Information Tested Tested Errors Percent

Current Offense Information

Offense Date 615 255 41.5%

Offense Category 615 15 2.4%

Offense Severity 615 2 0.3%

Offense Code 615 3 0.5%

Sentence Date 615 0 0.0%

Jail Credits 615 0 0.0%

Minimum Sentence Length 619 0 0.0%

Maximum Sentence Len th 615 0 0.0%

Controlling Sentence -615 0 0.0%
__

Consecutive/Concurrent Sentence 615 0 0.0%

Subtotals for Current Offense Information 6.150 275 4.5%

Prior Offenses 476 65 13.7%

Current and Prior Offense Totals 6,626 340 5.1%

Source: Audilor testing results of 300 Inmates
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Appendix B
State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date

NRS 209.433 Credits for offender sentenced on or before June 30, 1969.
I. Every offender who was sentenced to prison on or before June 30, 1969, who has no

serious infraction of the regulations of the Department, the terms and conditions of his or her
residential confinement, or the laws of the State recorded against the offender, and who performs
in a faithful, orderly and peaceable manner the duties assigned to the offender, must be allowed for
his or her term a deduction of 2 months in each of the first 2 years, 4 months in each of the next 2
years, and 5 months in each of the remaining years of the term, and pro rata for any part of a year
where the sentence is for more or less than a year.

2. In addition to the credits for good behavior provided for in subsection 1, the Board shall
adopt regulations allowing credits for offenders whose diligence in labor or study merits the
credits and for offenders who donate their blood for charitable purposes. The regulations must
provide that an offender is entitled to the following credits for educational achievement:

(a) For earning a general educational development certificate, 30 days.
(b) For earning a high school diploma, 60 days.
(c) For earning an associate degree, 90 days.
3. Each offender is entitled to the deductions allowed by this section if the offender has

satisfied the conditions ofsubsection 1 or 2 as determined by the Director.
(Added to NRS by 1977,851; A 1983, 723; 1985,686; 1989,385; 1991,780; 1993, 134;

1999, 134; 2003, 1366)

NRS 209.443 Credits for offender sentenced after June 30, 1969, for crime committed
before July I, 1985.

I. Every offender who is sentenced to prison after June 30, 1969, for a crime committed
before July 1, 1985, who has no serious infraction of the regulations of the Department, the terms
and conditions of his or her residential confinement, or the laws of the State recorded against the
offender, and who performs in a faithful, orderly and peaceable manner the duties assigned to the
offender, must be allowed:

(a) For the period the offender is actually incarcerated under sentence; and
(b) For the period the offender is in residential confinement,
"'"a deduction 01'2 months for each of the first 2 years, 4 months for each of the next 2 years

and 5 months for each of the remaining years of the term, and pro rata for any part of a year where
the actual term served is for more or less than a year. Credit must be recorded on a monthly basis
as earned for actual time served.

2. The credits earned by an offender must be deducted from the maximum term imposed by
the sentence and, except as otherwise provided in subsection 5, must apply to eligibility for parole.

3. In addition to the credits for good behavior provided for in subsection I, the Board shall
adopt regulations allowing credits for offenders whose diligence in labor or study merits such
credits and for offenders who donate their blood for charitable purposes. The regulations must
provide that an offender is entitled to the following credits for educational achievement:

(a) For earning a general educational development certificate, 30 days.
(b) For earning a high school diploma, 60 days.
(c) For earning nn associate degree, 90 days.
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Appendix B
State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date (continued)

4. Each olTender is entitled to the deductions allowed by this section if the olTender has
satisfied the conditions of subsection I or 3 as determined by the Director.

5. Credits earned pursuant to this section do not apply to eligibility for parole if a statute
specifies a minimum sentence which must be served before a person becomes eligible for parole.

(Added to NRS by 1977,851; A 1983,360,723; 1985, 1925; 1989,386; 1991,780; 1993,
135; 1999, 135;2003, 1366)

NRS 209.446 Credits for offender sentenced for crime committed on or nfter July 1,
1985, but before July 17,1997,

I. Every 0 ffender who is sentenced to prison for a crime committed on or after July I, 1985,
but before July 17, 1997, who has no serious infraction of the regulations of the Department, the
terms and conditions of his or her residential confinement or the laws of the State recorded against
the offender, and who performs in a faithful, orderly and peaceable manner the duties assigned to
the offender, must be allowed:

(a) For the period the offender is actually incarcerated under sentence;
(b) For the period the offender is in residential confinement; and
(e) For the period the offender is in the eustody of the Division of Parole and Probation of the

Department of Public Safety pursuant to NRS 209.4886 or 209.4888,
"'a deduction of 10 days from the olTender's sentence for each month the offender serves.
2. In addition to the credit provided for in subsection 1, the Director may allow not more than

10 days of credit each month for an olTender whose diligence in labor and study merits such
credits. In addition to the credits allowed pursuant to this subsection, an olTender is entitled to the
following credits for educational achievement:

(a) For earning a general educational development certificate, 30 days.
(b) For earning a high school diploma, 60 days.
(e) For earning an associate degree, 90 days.
3. The Director may allow not more than 10 days of credit each month for an offender who

participates in a diligent and responsible manner in a center for the purpose of making restitution,
program for reentry ofolTenders and parolees into the community, conservation camp, program of
work release or another program conducted outside of the prison. An offender who earns credit
pursuant to this subsection is entitled to the entire 20 days of credit each month which is
authorized in subsections I and 2.

4. The Director may allow not more than 90 days of credit each year for an offcndcr who
engages in exceptional meritorious service.

5. The Board shall adopt regulations governing the award, forfeiture and restoration of credits
pursuant to this section.

6. Credits earned pursuant to this section:
(a) Must be deducted from the maximum term imposed by the sentence; and
(b) Apply to eligibility for parole unless the olTendcr was sentenced pursuant to a statute
which specifics a minimum sentence which must be served before a person becomes eligible
for parole.
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Appendix B
State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date (continued)

(Added to NRS by 1985, 1924; A 1987,510; 1989,387; 1991,217,782; 1993, 136; 1997,
3182; 1999.2880; 2001. 1163, 1937; 2001 Special Session, 157; 2003. 26, 28, 1367, 2577; 2007,
l!.1i)

NRS 209.4465 Credits for offender sentenced for crime committed on or after July 17,
1997.

I. An offender who is sentenced to prison for a crime committed on or aficr July 17, 1997,
who has no serious infraction of the regulations of the Department, the terms and conditions of his
or her residential conlinement or the laws of the State recorded against the ofTender, and who
performs in a faithful, orderly and peaceable manner the duties assigned \0 the offender, must be
allowed:

(a) For the period the ofTender is actually incarcerated pursuant to his or her sentence;
(b) For the period the ofTender is in residential conlinement; and
(c) For the period the offender is in the custody of the Division of Parole and Probation of the

Department of Public Safety pursuant to NRS 209.4886 or 209.4888,
-a deduction of20 days from his or her sentence for each month the offender serves.
2. In addition to the credits allowed pursuant to subsection I, the Director may allow not more

than 10 days of credit each month for an offender whose diligence in labor and study merits such
credits. In addition to the credits allowed pursuant to this subsection, an offender is entitled to the
following credits for cducational achievement:

(a) For earning a general educational development certificate, 60 days.
(b) For earning a high school diploma, 90 days.
(c) For earning his or her !irst associate degree, 120 days.
3. The Director may, in his or her discretion, authorize an offender to receive a maximum of

90 days ofcredit for each additional degree of higher education earned by the offender.
4. The Director may allow not more than 10 days of credit each month for an offender who

participates in a diligent and responsible manner in a center for the purpose of making restitution,
program for reentry of offenders and parolees into the community, conservation camp, program of
work release or another program conducted outside of the prison. An offender who carns credit
pursuant to this subsection is eligible to earn the entire 30 days of credit each month that is
allowed pursuant to subsections I and 2.

5. The Director may allow not more than 90 days of credit each year for an ofTender who
engages in exceptional meritorious service.

6. The Board shall adopt regulations governing the award, forfeiture and restoration of credits
pursuant to this section.

7. Except as otherwise provided in subsection 8, credits earned pursuant to this section:
(a) Must be deducted from the maximum term imposed by the sentence; and
(b) Apply to eligibility for parole unless the offender was sentenced pursuant to a statute
which specifics a minimum sentence that must be served before a person becomes eligible for
parole.
8. Credits earned pursuant to this section by an offender who has not been convicted of:
(a) Any crime that is punishable as a fclony involving the use or threatened usc of force or
violence against the victim;
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Appendix B
State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date (continued)

(b) A sexual olTense that is punishable as a felony;
(c) A violation ofNRS 484C.110, 484C.120, 484C.130 or 484C.430 that is punishable as a
felony; or
(d) A category A or B felony,
"'apply 10 eligibility for parole and must be deducted from thc minimum term imposed by the

sentence until the offender becomes eligible for parole and must be dedueted from the maximum
term imposed by the sentenee.

(Added to NRS by 1997.3175; A 1999.2881; 200\, 1164, 1937; 2001 Special Session. 157;
2003,26,28, 1367,2577;2007,3176;2009, 1887)

NRS 209.447 Credits for offender sentenced after June 30, 1991, for crime committed
before July 1, 1985, and released on parole.

I. An offender who is sentenced aller June 30, 1991, for a crime committed before July I,
1985, and who is released on parole for a term less than life must, if the offender has no serious
infraction of the terms and conditions of his or her parole or the laws of this state recorded against
the offender, be allowed for the period the offender is actually on parole a deduction of 2 months
for each of the first 2 years, 4 months for each of the next 2 years and 5 months for each of the
remaining years of the term, and pro rata for any part of a year where the actual term served is for
more or less than a year. Credit must be recorded on a monthly basis as earned.

2. An offender who is sentenced aller June 30, 1991, for a crime committed on or aftcr July I,
1985, and who is released on parole for a term less than life must, if thc olTender has no serious
infraction of the terms and conditions of his or her parole or the laws of this state recorded against
the offender, be allowed for the period the olTender is actually on parole a deduction of 10 days
from the offender's sentence for each month the offender serves.

3. An offender is entitled to the deductions authorized by this section only if the offender
satisfies the conditions of subsection I or 2, as determined by the Director. The Chief Parole and
Probation Officer or other person responsible for the supervision of an offender shall report to the
Director the failure of an offender to satisfy those conditions.

4. Credits earned pursuant to this section must, in addition to any credits earned pursuant to
NRS 209.443, 209.446, 209.4465, 209.4475, 209.448 and 209.449, be deducted from the
maximum term imposed by the sentence.

5. The Director shall maintain records of the credits to which each offender is entitled
pursuant to this section.

(Added to NRS by 1991, 1409; A 1993,557; 1997,3183; 1999, 136; 2003, 408)

NRS 209.4475 Credits for offender on parole liS of Jllnuary 1, 2004, or relensed on
pllrole on or lifter Jnnullry I, 2004.

I. In addition to any credits carned pursuant to NRS 209.447, an offendcr who is on parole as
of January I, 2004, or who is releascd on parole on or aller January I, 2004, for a term less than
life must be allowed for the period the olTendcr is llctually on parole a deduclion of 20 days from
lhe offender's senlence lor each month the offender serves if:

(a) The offender is current with any fee lo defray the cosls of his or her supervision pursuant
to NRS 213.1076; and
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Appendix B
State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date (continued)

(b) The offender is current with any payment of restitution required pursuant to NRS 213.126.
2. In addition to any credits earned pursuant to subsection 1 and NRS 209.447, the Director

may allow not more than 10 days ofcredit each month for an offender:
(a) Who is on parole as of January 1,2004, or who is released on parole on or aller January I,
2004, for a term less than life; and
(b) Whose diligence in labor or study merits such credits.
3. An offender is entitled to the deductions authorized by this section only if the offender

satisfies the conditions of subsection I or 2, as determined by the Director. The Chief Parole and
Probation Omcer or other person responsible for the supervision of an olTender shall report to the
Director the failure ofan olTender to satisfy those conditions.

4. Credits earned pursuant to this section must, in addition to any credits earned pursuant to
NRS 209.443, 209.446, 209.4465, 209.447, 209.448 and 209.449, be deducted from the maximum
term imposed by the sentence.

S. The Director shall maintain records of the credits to which each olTender is entitled
pursuant to this section.

(Added to NRS by 2003, 407; A 2007. 3177)

NRS 213.120 When prisoner becomes eligible for parole.
I. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 213.1213 and as limited by statute for certain

specified offenses, a prisoner who was sentenced to prison for a crime eommitted before July I,
1995, may be paroled when the prisoner has served one-third of the definite period of time for
which the prisoner has been sentenced pursuant to NRS 176.033, less any credits earned to reduce
his or her sentence pursuant to chapter 209 ofNRS.

2. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 213.1213 and as limited by statute for certain
specified offenses, a prisoner who was sentenced to prison for a crime committed on or after July
I, 1995, may be paroled when the prisoner has served the minimum term of imprisonment
imposed by the court. Except as otherwise provided in NRS 209.4465, any credits earned to
reduce his or her sentence pursuant to chapter 209 ofNRS while the prisoner serves the minimum
term ofimprisonment may reduce only the maximum term of imprisonment imposed and must not
reduce the minimum term ofimprisonment.

[Part 13:149:1933; 1931 NCL § 11581]-(NRS A 1957,317; 1965,434; 1967,527; 1979,
1031; 1991. 1105; 1993.137; 1995. 1259; 2007.3182)
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Appendix C
Board of Parole Commissioners' Risk Assessment Instrument and
Guidelines
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Board of Parole Commissioners' Risk Assessment Instrument and
Guidelines
(continued)
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Appendix 0
Audit Methodology

To gain an understanding of the Department of Corrections, we
interviewed staff, reviewed state laws and Department regUlations,
and policies and procedures significant to the Department's
operations. We reviewed financial information, budgets,
legislative committee minutes, reports and statistical information
describing the Department's activities. We also reviewed minutes
of the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice, the
Board of State Prison Commissioners, the Interim Finance
Committee, and the Board of Examiners for meetings where the
accuracy of criminal history information in NOTIS was discussed.
In addition, we assessed controls over the recording of inmates'
criminal history information, grievances, and access to NOTIS and
the Department's computer network.

To determine if the Department accurately records and maintains
inmates' criminal history information in its information system
(NOTIS), we obtained Department data for inmates incarcerated
between June 5, 2007, and October 17, 2012. We verified the
completeness of the inmate data by randomly selecting 50 inmate
files from three separate locations where files are stored and
traced the inmate information to the data download. There were a
total of 36,626 inmates in this download.

Next, from this population we randomly selected 300 inmate files
for testing. For each inmate, we obtained the Department's
central office file containing documents showing the inmate's
criminal history. For each of the current offense(s) shown on the
inmate's Judgments of Conviction (JOC), we verified the following
current offense information was correctly recorded in NOTIS: the
offense code/description, offense category, sentence date.
number of jail credits, minimum sentence length, maximum
sentence length, and whether sentences were to run
consecutively or concurrently (if there was more than one
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sentence). We also verified the offense severity was accurate by
comparing it to Department guidelines and the correct sentence
was identified as the controlling sentence. Further, for inmates
with offenses prior to their current offenses, we verified prior
offenses on their Presentence Investigation Report (PSI) were
accurately recorded in NOTIS and that NOTIS did not include any
prior offenses that were not on the PSI. For any discrepancies
between the criminal history information in NOTIS and documents
in inmates' central office files, we discussed them with Department
personnel to confirm the discrepancies. To assess the
consequences of errors, we determined whether they had any
impact on the inmate's classification, when they were eligible for
parole, and the Parole Risk Assessment provided to the Parole
Board. We discussed the results of our analysis with appropriate
Department personnel and Parole Board officials.

To verify that recording June 5,2007, as the prior offense date for
all inmates' prior offenses transferred over from the previous
information system into NOTIS did not impact inmates, we
performed various procedures. This included verifying that NOTIS
does not use the prior offense date in generating information for
important decisions affecting an inmate. These decisions include
what custody level an inmate is assigned to and whether to grant
parole. We also interviewed Parole Board officials, including the
Chairman, to determine if they were aware of the Department's
decision to record June 5,2007, for all prior offense dates.
Finally, we verified there was no impact on inmates in our testing
that had this prior offense date in NOTIS.

To determine the validity of allegations from current and former
inmates brought to our attention through public meetings and a
private citizen, we reviewed the information provided to
understand their specific concerns. In total, we obtained
information on 11 current and former inmates that related to their
criminal history information in NOTIS. We then reviewed available
institutional and central office files and NOTIS for each of the 11
inmates. Finally, we determined whether the criminal history
information was accurate and whether or not it impacted the
current or former inmate's sentence.
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To determine if the Department reported accurate and complete

information to the Parole Board about an inmates' criminal history,

we obtained the most recent Parole Progress Report for the

randomly selected 300 inmates. To assess the accuracy of the

reports, we verified that the current offense description in the

report was accurate by comparing it to the PSI. We also verified

that information in the Parole Risk Assessment portion of the

report was accurate by comparing it to the Joe and PSI. This

included the age of first arrest, whether the inmate had parole or

probation revocations, and if the inmate was convicted of a

property crime. To assess the impact of any errors in the Parole

Risk Assessment, we corrected the score to accurately reflect PSI

or JOC records and determined whether it affected the inmate's

risk level. We also reviewed Parole Board records and identified

whether the error was corrected by Parole Board personnel before

the inmate's hearing.

To determine if the Department resolves inmate grievances

related to the accuracy of criminal history in a fair and appropriate

manner. we obtained a download from NOTIS of all grievances

with activity during fiscal year 2012. We determined the download

was complete by randomly selecting grievance files at institutions

and verifying the grievances were included in the download. We

then separated the data by the four largest institutions and the

women's facility and then by grievance categories (sentencing,

classification. and housing) most likely to include grievances

related to criminal history. Next. we performed an electronic word

search of the data for the four largest institutions and the women's

facility for all other grievance categories using key words that

could potentially indicate the grievance related to an inmate's

criminal history. We then reviewed the "Offender Complaine

section of the database for all grievances identified above. Based

on the description documented in the Offender Complaint section

of the data. we identified grievances for review at the five

correctional institutions. Next, we reviewed the supporting

grievance documentation obtained from the inmates' grievance

files at the institutions. We then tested all grievances for

compliance with key Departmental regulations. This included

determining whether appropriate documentation was retained, key
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information was recorded in NOTIS, grievance forms were
properly completed, grievance responses were addressed by
appropriate personnel, and timeframes for the Department's
response were met. We also determined whether the
Department's response was fair and appropriate by verifying the
response with independent sources of information such as the
inmate's criminal history documents (Judgment of Conviction and
Presentence Investigation Report). Finally, we discussed any
concerns we found with Department staff.

To determine if the Department controls access to its computer
network and NOTIS to reduce the risk of unauthorized changes to
criminal history information, we reviewed information technology
controls for compliance with selected State Information Security
policies. This included determining if the Department adequately
restricts access to criminal history information by examining
controls in NOTIS that limit the ability to change criminal history
information such as inmates' offenses and sentences. We also
determined whether only currently authorized employees had
access to the Department's computer network by comparing the
Department's current computer user account listing to the State's
Human Resources Data Warehouse listings of current employees
as well as to Department listings of current contractors. In
addition, we reviewed desktop computer controls including those
that controlled password criteria such as password length,
composition and the frequency of required changes to passwords.
We also tested network policy settings to determine if computers
were set to automatically lock after a set period of inactivity.
Finally, we interviewed appropriate information technology
personnel to determine if the Department conducted annual
information security awareness training for all staff.

Our audit work was conducted from July 2012 to January 2013.
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with
generally accepted government aUditing standards. Those
standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for
our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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In accordance with NRS 218G.230, we furnished a copy of our

preliminary report to the Director of the Department of Corrections.

On February 1, 2013, we met with agency officials to discuss the

results of the audit and requested a written response to the

preliminary report. That response is contained in Appendix E

which begins 'on page 41.

Contributors to this report included:
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Shawn Heusser, MPA
Deputy Legislative Auditor

Roland Erickson, MPA
Deputy Legislative Auditor

Eugene AHara, CPA
Deputy Legislative Auditor

Richard A. Neil, CPA
Audit Supervisor

Jeff Rauh, CIA, CISA
Deputy Legislative Auditor
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Appendix E
Response From the Department of Corrections
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FcbruilrY I1. 2013

I'aul V. Townsend. CPA. Lcgislaliw Auditor
Legislc1live lIunsci Bureau
Ll!~islativc Buildin~

-IUl S. Carson Strwl
CiIr~nnCitv. NV 89702&7011

Dc.lr Mr. Townsend:

'me Nevada Department of Corn.'t.1ions (NDOC) has accl!ptcd all 11m of the
recummendatillns lIf the audit repmt regarding the Accuracy of Ihe Criminal
History Information done in 2013. The following supp emental information is
provided for each recommendMiun,

Recommcndalion Number 1: Dc\'clop wrillen pruccduTI.'S for applic.lble staff on
the need to \'crify the accuracy of inma!L'S' information in NOTIS by comparing it tu
appropriate documents in inmatt!:!' files.

Rl'spon!'C: Operatiunal rn>Cl!dllrl~ Me bl'ing devdnped regilrding the [ntak~

prm:l'~s and the ~ntry uf ~nt~ncing inf\1rmalion lnll! NOnS. Alung with this
procedurt', Offendt!r fvlanagclntmt slaff will bl! providing hilllds-un training
regarding scnll'nce man.lgement .lnd NOllS entrit'S. Plilnned Cllmplelion is June 3D,
2013.

Recommendation Number 2: Pmvide addiliun.l!m'crsight of 'Iaff 10 ensure wrillen
procedures rdaled III ensuring the accuracy of infurmntioll in NOTIS nre being
followed.

S \FillCJlIlAUIlI\S'.u:D AUlt4 LA'~-XX)(\R ••pe:n•• 10 Recommend3I""" 201302' 1.doc
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Rt.ospllnse: The Oper.ltional Procedurc wfcrred 10 abm'C will include lhe chain IIf

o\'crsighl which will bc formalized for this process of enlering !-cntence infnrmatiun
Insuring the accuracy. Plannt:d Cllnlpletion is June 30,2013.

Recommendation Number 3: Re\'iew the accuracy of inmnlt.>s' criminill history
information in reports pnJ\'idcd tuthe Paml!.:' BOolrd.

I~cspunse: l1lis proccss alreildy has an oversight mechanism, as they are rc\'icwed
.md signed by the institution's Assuciatc Warden. Ilowe,,!!r, this should hn\'c
initially bt.~n revicwcd ilnd checked fur accuracy at the cilsewurker Icvcl. Current
procedures will be TC"ised to include a second TC\'iew uf the Criminal Ilisiory prior
to being signed by the Associ"le Warden. 11lis review will involvc a Cllmparison of
Ihc PSI ;lIld the NOTlS entries fur criminill histury information, Plilnned compleliun
is Junc 30, 2013.

Recommendation Number 4: Monitm thc grievance prnccss to t:nsure timdrilmcs
for respunding to gric\'ilnces arc fullllwed.

Resp\lnsc: NOTIS has a report which reneds timcfr.lmes ill e.lch le\'e1 of the process.
It has been detcrminlod th.ll this pmc~s is not calcul.,ting time framt.'S in ilccordance
with the intent of AR 740, An MIS work ticket hilS bt.~n submitted fur iln.,lysis and
pussible pmgramming changes thill milY milke Hu.! timeframes mure ilccuriltc.
Deputy Directur ruster hilS reminded institution Wilrdcn..; ilt :;c\-eral Wardens'
m~lings th,lt stilff ilwul\'ed in gricvilnct.>S must ildhcrc tu the timefrilmes sel forth in
AR 740, and must munitur thi~ ill the instituliunilllc\·cl. Planncd cumpletion is June
.10,2013.

Recommendation Number 5: Rl!\'k'w wie"anres tu ensure ducumentatiun is
cumplete, including required signiltures and d.,tcs uf .1pplicilblc st.,rr ilnd inmiltt.'S.

R~p\lI1se: D..!puty Directur Foster hilS illso instructed the Wardens tLl remind starr
that illl responst.'S must be ilCCUTillc, ilnd signed and dilled appropriilll.!ly. During 2 t

le\'cl rc\'iews, she is fl.lgging Ihese errurs ilnd sending Ihem biKk to the institutiun
Wardens solhat Ir.lining can be fildlitiltt.'<.I ill the institutiun level. Implementiltiun is
ongLling.
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R~conllnemlillion Number 6: Limit the ability to chan~e criminal hislory ,md
senh.mC'in~ inform"Uon in NOTIS on nnly thuse users rl.!'quiring such access 10
perfnrm thcir job dulies.

Rc..'Sponse: NDOC is currently develuping i\ new sentence mana~cmentsystem that
will SI;lOd ilpMt from the Offender Milnagement System. When this syslem is
implemented. all legal order and sentence information in NOTIS will be view only
as it will be ~eneratcd and managed in the new system and simply copied to the
NOTIS .~rstem. Add !Change accc..~s in the new sentence management syslem will
be sirictly ctlllirolled and (lilly staff with add/ch.1nge responsibilities will be granted
that 'll"(l~S.

Recommendation Number 7: Implement cuntrols to id(!ntH)' ilnd disable computer
network user ilcC'ounts thM Me nu lunger .1111huri1.ed.

Rt.'spt>nse~ NOOC has dis.1bled all the furmer stilff accuunts identified by this audit.
We plan tn immediately review unused accnunts and enforce a lockoul uf accounts
thilt ha\'c been unused fur 45 days. Further, a comprehlmsive accuunt provisiuning!
dl'-provisiuning process cncompassing both MIS and the NDOC human resourCl'S,
ilnd \)lIlsidl! agendl!s will be implemented ovcr thc ncxt 60 days.

Recommend.dian Number 8: Set /;roup polk)' selling!! tll cnCorce complex user
passwords on computers.

R(.'Spllnsc: NDOC plans tll rollllut password c()mplexity enfllfccmcnt liver the next
60 days un cumpli.1nt systems. NOOC is abo working 10 bring non-cumpH.mt
systems inlo compliancc .lnd implement complexity cnfofccmenl.

Recommemlillion Number 9; En.1blc the ,1utum.1lic sessilln timeout function
through group policy scllings.

(~L'spllnse: NDOC plans tu lmplcml.'nt, owr thc next 30 days, an cnfurcl>d puHcy
Iiml'llutllf 15 minull.'S. Thcfe will be exceptions fur \ ideo monitoring wnrkstaliuns.

({ecommend.ltion Number 10: Implement a program tu pnl\'ide IT s 'curily
ilwarent!Ss train in¥: atle,1st annll,1J1y til all employees.

Rt>spnnsc: NOOC plans to rl'<Juirt! illlemploYl'L':> tOl"\)mplclc thc mandiltury

S-\f'i$C:l"Au,liI.\lCB Aud~ lAI4.XXXlRGspons. 10 RecommendAtions ~130211 doc

LA 14·02
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Department of Corrections, Accuracy of Criminal His/ory Informa/ion

information Sl.'Curity tr.,ining online through the Nevilda Office Ilf Information s...'Curity
website. NlXlC will obtain a li!>t of empl"yL'L'" who complele the training annually to
assure cllntimlL'Ci compliance.

If I can be of any further assistance, ph~.lse conlact me.

Sincerely,

1\ LJ (~
Jil~~~c:::.. Directtfr
Ncvadil Departm!!n! ofCorreclions

JGC/dlbr

S lFiscaMlJd,IS\lCB AU<l11 LAI4·l\.l()(\RospoIl6e to nocomm.ll<l~f;On5 201302I'.dOc
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Department of Corrections' Response to Audit Recommendations

LA14-02

Recommendations Accepted Rejected

1. Develop written procedures for applicable staff on the need
to verify the accuracy of inmates' information in NOTIS by
comparing it to appropriate documents in inmates' files.............. X

2. Provide additional oversight of staff to ensure written
procedures related to ensuring the accuracy of information in
NOTIS are being followed .......................................................... X

3. Review the accuracy of inmates' criminal history information
in reports provided to the Parole Board ...................................... X

4. Monitor the grievance process to ensure timeframes for
responding to grievances are followed ....................................... X

5. Review grievances to ensure documentation is complete,
including required signatures and dates of applicable staff
and inmates.. ,.......................... ,............................,..................... X

6. Limit the ability to change criminal history and sentencing
information in NOTIS to only those users requiring such
access to perform their job duties ............................................... X

7. Implement controls to identify and disable computer network
user accounts that are no longer authorized............................... X

8. Set group policy settings to enforce complex user passwords
on computers ... ,.....................................,., ................................. X

9. Enable the automatic session timeout function through group
policy settings............................................................................. X

10. Implement a program to provide IT security awareness
training at least annually to all employees .................................. X

TOTALS 10 0
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STAT OF NEVADA .)
cc#: 187203

CERTIFICATION OF
BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS ACTION

'10-08-2008
OR[)F.J~ DENYiNG PAROLE RELFASE

MELIKIAN! JOHN 84590 LovelocY. Correctional C~nter
IIitM,TE NAME NOOP HUItfl7ER LOCATti:iN OF HEARIllc3

It is the order of the Board that further consideration of parole is DENIED until - - - -: 0110112012

~~.~D!_
FOR iliE IlEVJ.DA 9Q.A1!O OF PAIlOLE COhttC"'OtlERS

CommIssioner M. sll,ra DENY
CommIssioner E. Gray: DENY

The final action was ratified by the following parole C'.ommissioners:

Comml661oner M Keeler DENY

;0119 2llD3 03:41 PM RD

Commissioner M. SJIYJ DENY
CommIssioner E. Gray: DENY

CommISSioner : GRANT DENY
CommIssIoner . GRAr~T DENY

commlliSI~Keeler: OENY~
Commll.'lilOner ; GRAN DENY
Cilmml61iiOner . GRNH I Y
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·0 STATE OF NEVADA o

...: "·lb.I~,.,l

MEUKIAN. JOHN

~..J. "

34590
NDOP#

10-08-2Q08
DATE

Lovelocl; Correctional Center

. Static Risk Factors
(Age at FirstArresr (juvenile or adult) lP~or;;u;tl 2

I'· ~b-I Pnor probatlorilParole Revocanons
:\a..'~\(,.~' . o~Q"M~1 2
0": Oll -=-='~'==rI~:-:----------
tJfJ ~r:oymant:~~: UrUE~~~MjJ 2 J

namie Risk Factors
Current Age

2

No

IDisciPlinary Conduct - pastyear ll--~-
. NoMtf/OrS orSlfJ1IeNJ1Df.. ·1

ICurrent Custody c:ev~1

...~
Guideline Recommelld8tion:_D_en~y_P_a_r_o;..Be _

-..'

'. ". .. - MALE 1 'I(... .
. \ t I I

:.' \\, . . STATIC RISK SCORE\ g
• _f .....~ ,

•. ,::.;;>' ,'~".""" Crime Severity Levell HiQ~est
'lir;;:f~ •• 'T'" ..

-~~

DYNAMC RlSK S.CORE\_.....;2_...J

, TOTAL SCO~ (static & dynamic) \ t~11 I

Risk Levell Hi!jh I
Psych Panel Certification Risk. level High';

.
"j

AGGRAVA:rJNG fACTORS· The Bosrd Glltemtlllea tne 'ollo....ng aggJlMJfJng radom sre IIPpllcable III your CS88:
1 Nature Of reCQr(ll6 locrea61ngly more ~er1oUfi.

2 Impac!'!>n the VICtlm(s) and/or communlt;.

lWmGATING FACTORS· The Board dotermlnoo the followtng mlfJgatJng factol1J are ~pllcabl9 In your cae:
1 Community aM/or faml,y 6UppG!t.
:2 Slable releae.e plans,

... --..- ~-_.... .- -'--'-

\
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CENJRAL OmCE

1677 Old Hot Sprinjpo Road
Su1t8 A

Canao Otv. Newda 89706-0677
(775) 687·5049

Fa (775) 687-6756

DORIA M. SAUJNG. Chairman

STATE OF NEVADA

.11M GIBBONS
Gooemor

BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS

NEVADA BOARD OF PAROLE COMl\.1ISSIONERS

Addendum to Order Denying Parole

lAS VEGI\S oma;
4000 S. &.ta:na "-tile

SuJIIl150
Lou Vegu, NeVIllIa 89119-0840

(702) 486-4570
F_ (702) 486-4376

Name -
84&9D
ID# Location

g~ol
Date

Do not engage in disciplinary misconduct during denial period.

Participate in programs that address the behaviors that led to your incarceration.

Participate in educational or vocational programS that will improve your
marketability in the workplace upon release.

Pursuant to Nevada Law, the Parole Board is required to provide specific recommendations to
improve the possibility ofgranting parole the next time you are considered for parole, ifany.

The following recommendations do not create a liberty interest when you are considered for
parole in the future. While the suggestions that are provided may improve the possibility of
being granted parole in the future, they do not guarantee that you will be granted parole.

The sp~ific recommendations pertaining to your case are indicated.

~l.
~ 2.

~-3.

~- 4.

5.

6.

7.

Participate in victim empathy programming.

Disassociate from involvement with a gang.

Other:

Other:
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STATE OF NEVADA,-
•. ....m:; - eOM~ F!le. Flf.Jl( • "r FI\,.
C:·Af .IoR! 11Y."1.!lt~ OOU:~"'F10Ci'PSF

CERT!FICATION OF
BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS ACTION

09-'13-2006
ORDER DENYING PAROLE RELEASE

c(#. '187203

;l/IEW(iA.N, JOHN
IIO:lF ';UMREf'I

Lovelock CcrrectioniJl Ceioter
LOCATION Of HEARlH')

It is the order of the Board that further consideration of parole is DENIED until - - - -: 01..(14-:;"'009

I\JQ. aG-~ FlSSc>Q.;o.:\-:on
R~Drded Q+1-~"<3
dctie. ~l61QD06

ND d\~~\p\,nCL{\>,
O-c.+, <:) 'n

~e~.oSf & r \'<eC-.-\-\ Oi\S "
~~~~ u c..~\T \\"~\dj

~mp\().4\'Y\e.(\i-C\ ~e:hOO \ I
~hou.\et'be Y'e~

~ecommenddtionof panel present-

. C~mmle5 oner C Blsilee CEJ'l
comm'S60n~r M. eltr DEN 'y

~ '5f2ln'\u\Ce.
\Y\e.tY'\Or- o...'AC!.lJ.,'('('\

n\~\) d.O03

~al0 F \'==- \ nA\J' ,Too
~~u.:~~Ne~ t-<...OST"z.Lq-R
l m~ ~~S;~3

(\)0 6.tUQS 0(\ a.\~no\ A
- \==f\c."t'oft.,.

No \J\o\~-n+ ~e\o",y

FOR THE IIEV.IJ)A BOARO Of PAROLE COWSSIO!iEfl.

CQmm166l0nerT. Gt'lidsOr!: DENY

"

The timil action was ratified by the following parole commissioners:

Chalrm2n O. sarung: DENY
CommissIoner C, BISllee. OEf'JY

Commissioner T, Gool1oon: DENY
Comml!;:s,on~r tA VIeth' DENY
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STATE OF NEVADA

WHIlE • Board Ale PINK. "I" Ale
CANARY· Inmate GOLCENROO - P&P

Nevada Board of Parole Commissioners
Parole Success Likelihood Factors

1

DATE

09-13-2006

SUB.TOTAL; I 29 I
201 100% I 29 I

~ EB
COURT ACTION:

INSTITUTION

Drug or Alcohol Conviction: I 1

1 to 3 = 1 pt, 4 to e=2 pta, 7 + =3 pta:

SUb-Tolallncluding Disciplinary Actions: I 31

CREDITS:

Disciplinary Actions: Major: c=::i=:J
MlnlGen: ~
(cap Is +10 points)

Lovelock Correctional Center84590
NDOPiI

~ I ~ I
Jail:CLJ X1 CLJ

2

•

Prlson:~ X2~

~Et3
y I y=2 I 2 I

Misd. non-violentm
Misd. violent: 0

Felony non-vIoIent 0

Felony violent: 1

Habitual: 0

NAME

MELIKIAN, JOHN

Convlctlonsl

Enhancements:

Incarcerations:

Supervision Failures:~
Supervision Successes:~

Drugs or Alcohol

a Factor During IIO?:

(y or n. Applies only If 110 Is not a drug

or alcohol offense).

8 Months Employment or School: I N I N =3 I 3

Victim Impact: Propefty:my =2m
PhyslcallMentaI: N y =4 0

Sex crime or permanently disabled: Y y =6 6
Death: N y=8 0

Statistical Risk: MODERATE! 0

CRIME SEVERITY LEVEL: I 81 ISCORE: I 28
I GRM: 72-108 MONTHS

oDisciplinary Credits (3 points max) 0

Programming:

GED, H-5 diploma, college credits:EB X3
long term programs: 1 X2

Shaft term programs: 1 X1

(cap Is -10 points)

POSIIeSSIon:E8 y= 2 ffi
ThreatJDlsplay: N Y=4 0

Use: N y=6 0

Weapons:

Prepared by:
09 11 2Q06 02:23 PM

Commissioner Bisbee
CSB
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PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW PANEL RESULTS NOTIFiCATION

The inmate named below has been sentenced for one or rTlCIre offenses that require psycho-sexual evaluation and certificali~~. a prerequishe to parole

consideration, per NRS 213.1214. A separate certlllcation is required for each consecutive sentence for an offense listed below. A certilicatlon by this
panel Is not vand Indefinitely. If a pen;on Is certified and paroled, but Iates- revoked, a new oerllflCation Is required. If a pen>on Is c:ertlfied and the Parole

Board denies parole for longer that two years, the certirlcatlon is considered revoked by the Psych Panel pursuant to NRS 213.1214 (3) and a new
certfficaIlon is required. Certification may also be revoked by tile Psych Panel for othes- reasons, lncIudirg but not limited to, Intervening misconduct or

newfy-acqulred Information.

INMATE INFORMATION:

Name: Melikian, John NDOC #:·_-.-.:::.845~9;.;.0 _

Current Location: Lovelock Correctional Center- Date: September 23, 2008

OFFENSE J SENTI=NCE INFORMATION:

List all cases and count numbers for which the inmate is being certified or re-certified.
Case # Count #
187203 1~ _

Check each offense or attempted offense that applies:

x

NRS 175.547
NRS 200.366
NRS 200.368
NRS 200.400
NRS 200.506
NRS 200.710-730
NRS·201.180
NRS 201.195
NRS201.210
NRS201.220
NRS 201.230
NRS 201.450
NRS201.560
NRS 207.193

SexuaDy Motivated Offense (Murder, Kidnap, False Imprisonment, Burglary, Home invasion)
Sexual Assault
Statutory Sexual Seduction
Battery with intent to Commit Sexual Assault
Abuse or Neglect of a Chad
An Offense Involving Pornography and a Minor £ V.t=\ L-
Incest
Solicitation of a Minor to Engage in Acts Constit1Jting Infamous Crime Against Nature
Open or Gross Lewdness
Indecent or Obscene Exposure
Lewdness with a Child Under 14 Years ?
Sexual Penetration of a Dead Human Body _
Luring a Child Using a Computer System or Network
Coercion or Attempted Coercion That is Deterynined to be SexuaUy-Motivated

SEX OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT L~LS:
. . STATIC-99: Jtt1J0. MNSOST-r:

101::; inm'erte has been under observation while incarcerated and has been assessed using on~:or more currently-accepted standard
ass~~m~ntInstruments. (S!!G,~~~el Noti~"e.and~'813 for definitions.,) Based on_ a"Co~slde.rati9n of aD ni!rterials.~ubqtitt~d·~d.
the resu~~fsex of(ender'$eSSR)entinstruJ:1ients, we' find this inmate's assessment to be: .' . ," :" :.-.: . ". .;:, ~. .,
. , .::: ;~ :': '.>.:.: ~.";,,_.', _~: '. :. '..: -":':. :· ..::--::~·:·~·.~..;:~tt!.::.i·· ~ '.,
.,' ,·.~~.~::""'i .:::~\~~!I~QeC~~I~n-'. "~~ Una",mo.u.sDe!=I~lon . '.-.:~. ,,\:~:,:· .. --:'>:)I~~;:;_:_··:I '.._".
THe PSYC~QLOG'i~~~'REviEW P~EL ~ERTIF~E~THATTH'IS iNMATE: ,'.'.", :···« ....·;--.:-i·:z··:.:·;,>':·· " -

X does not p~se a high risk to sexually re-offend and is referred to the Parole Board. ~. -' r·. ~
,''':"

____does pose a high risk to sexually re-offend -'

PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW PANEL
Dr. Robert Hiller, designee of Division of Mental Health and Developmental Services
Dr. Rebecca Loftis, a psychologist licensed to practice in Nevada
Dr~ Robert Schofield, designee of the Director of the Department of Corrections.

By: ":Dr. Robert SChofield_
- , .. ,w.e..:.----:~..~ - .,

SI.GNATURE<

Psychologist III
TITlE

. .. ~.'- • ,-: .. ' ''''.' I'

NDOC;O()8.~. 4/18/(8)'. '
" - .



STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Johtl Melikian #84590
NNCC

DATE: 12/6/2011

FROM: Ronda Larsen, POI
Family Services
Office of the Director

SUBJECT: Credit History Report

"Enclosed is your Credit History.

Credits are posted 4-5 weeks from submission.

I am not the time keeper, so if you feel this is incorrect, proper procedure is for you to attempt to
resolve the issues that you have raised through the Caseworker at the institution where you are
housed.

If you wish to appeal this decision, you have the options to use the grievance process following
the instructions of Administrative Regulation 740. The grievance process is specifically crafted to
provide you with a response at the lowest level at which the issue can be resolved. Further, the
grievance process is established for the exhaustion of administrative remedies as a predicate to
litigation. The reason you have not received an answer to your complaint is that you have not
pursued the correct process. Also per AR740, you have five days from the date you received your
response to appeal to the next level.

It is required that an inmate attempt to resolve problems and/or concerns in an informal manner
prior to filing a grievance. A grievance should only be filed after informal attempts to resolve the
problem and/or concern is not successfu[ When filing a grievance all documentation to support
your claim must be submitted at that time. All grievances submitted must include a remedy.



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence
MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

01/05/2004

01/05/2004

01/05/2004

0210112004

02101/2004

02101/2004

03/01/2004

03/01/2004

03/01/2004

04/01/2004

04/01/2004

04/01/2004

05/01/2004

05/01/2004

05/01/2004

06/01/2004

06/01/2004

06/01/2004

07/01/2004

07/01/2004

07/01/2004

08/01/2004

TO DATE

01/31/2004

01/31/2004

01/31/2004

02/29/2004

02129/2004

02129/2004

03/31/2004

03/31/2004

03/31/2004

04/30/2004

04/30/2004

04130/2004

05/31/2004

05/31/2004

05/31/2004

06/30/2004

06/30/2004

06/30/2004

07/31/2004

07/31/2004

07/31/2004

08/31/2004

ADJUST
CODE

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

STAT

WORK

FIAT

ADJUST
DAYS

27

9

o
29

10

o
31

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
31

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

7278 A

7269 A

7269 A

7240 A

7230 A

7230 A

7199 A

7189 A

7189 A

7159 A

7149 A

7149 A

7118 A

7108 A

7108 A

7078 A

7068 A

7068 A

7037 A

7027 A

7027 A

6996 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been eamed yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 1 of20
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MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence
MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

08/01/2004

08/01/2004

09/01/2004

09/01/2004

09/01/2004

10/01/2004

10/01/2004

10/01/2004

11/01/2004

11/01/2004

11/01/2004

1210112004

12101/2004

12101/2004

01/01/2005

01/01/2005

01/1212005

02101/2005

02101/2005

02101/2005

02101/2005

03/01/2005

TO DATE

08/31/2004

08/31/2004

09/30/2004

09/30/2004

09/30/2004

10/31/2004

10/31/2004

10/31/2004

11/30/2004

11/30/2004

11/30/2004

12131/2004

12131/2004

12131/2004

01/31/2005

01/31/2005

01/31/2005

02128/2005

02128/2005

02128/2005

02128/2005

03/31/2005

ADJUST
CODE

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ

WORK

FLAT

ADJUST
DAYS

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
31

10

o
28

10

o
o
31

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

6986 A

6986 A

6956 A

6946 A

6946 A

6915 A

6905 A

6905 A

6875 A

6865 A

6865 A

6834 A

6824 A

6824 A

6793 A

6783 A

6783 A

6755 A

6745 A

6745 A

6745 A

6714 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date. and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been eamed yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 2 0(20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

03/01/2005

03/01/2005

04/01/2005

04/01/2005

04/01/2005

05/01/2005

05/01/2005

05/01/2005

06/01/2005

06/01/2005

06/01/2005

07/01/2005

07/01/2005

07/01/2005

08/01/2005

08/01/2005

08/01/2005·

09/01/2005

09/01/2005

09/01/2005

10/01/2005

10/01/2005

TO DATE

03/31/2005

03/31/2005

04/30/2005

04/30/2005

04/30/2005

05/31/2005

05/31/2005

05/31/2005

06/30/2005

06/30/2005

06/30/2005

07/31/2005

07/31/2005

07/31/2005

08/31/2005

08/31/2005

08/31/2005

09/30/2005

09/30/2005

09/30/2005

10/31/2005

10/31/2005

ADJUST
CODE

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

ADJUST
DAYS

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

o
31

10

o
30

10

o
31

10

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

6704 A

6704 A

6674 A

6664 A

6664 A

6633 A

6623 A

6623 A

6593 A

6583 A

6583 A
6552 A

6542 A

6542 A

6511 A

6501 A

6501 A

6471 A

6461 A

6461 A

6430 A

6420 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-Q7-11 08:20 AM

Page 30f20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD' STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
OD

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

10/01/2005

11/0112005

11/01/2005

11/01/2005

12101/2005

12101/2005

12101/2005

01/01/2006

01/01/2006

01101/2006

02101/2006

02101/2006

02101/2006

03/01/2006

03/01/2006

03/01/2006

04/01/2006

04/01/2006

04/01/2006

05/01/2006

05/01/2006

05/01/2006

TO DATE

10/31/2005

11/30/2005

11130/2005

11/30/2005

12131/2005

12131/2005

12131/2005

01/31/2006

01/31/2006

01/31/2006

02128/2006

02128/2006

02128/2006

03/31/2006

03/31/2006

03/31/2006

04/30/2006

04130/2006

04/3012006

05/31/2006

05/31/2006

05/31/2006

ADJUST
CODE

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

ADJUST
DAYS

o
30

10

10

31

10

10

31

10

10

28

10

6

31

10

10

30

10

10

31

10

10

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

6420 A

6390 A

6380 A

6370 A

6339 A

6329 A
6319 A

6288 A

6278 A

6268 A

6240 A

6230 A

6224 A
6193 A

6183 A

6173 A

6143 A

6133 A

6123 A

6092 A

6082 A

6072 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been eamed yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20AM

Page 4 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 0111212005 01105/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

06/01/2006

06/01/2006

06/01/2006

07/01/2006

07/01/2006

07/01/2006

08/0112006

08/01/2006

08/01/2006

09/01/2006

09/01/2006

09/0112006

10/0112006

10/01/2006

10/0112006

11101/2006

11101/2006

11/01/2006

1210112006

12101/2006

12101/2006

01/0112007

TO DATE

06/30/2006

06/30/2006

06130/2006

07131/2006

07131/2006

07131/2006

08/31/2006

08/31/2006

08/31/2006

09/30/2006

09/30/2006

09/30/2006

10/31/2006

10/31/2006

10/3112006

11/3012006

11130/2006

11/30/2006

12131/2006

12131/2006

12131/2006

01131/2007

ADJUST
CODE

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

ADJUST
DAYS

30

10

10

31

10

10

31

10

o
30

10

10

31

10

10

30

10

o
31

10

o
31

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

6042 A

6032 A

6022 A

5991 A

5981 A

5971 A

5940 A

5930 A

5930 A

5900 A

5890 A

5880 A

5849 A

5839 A

5829 A

5799 A
5789 A

5789 A

5758 A

5748 A

5748 A

5717 A

The PEXO is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date. and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NOOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20AM

Page 5 of 20



--(..~
;. iti-:~}: ­
.~.~~~ '-

- -.' -- -~-. .... "'-=.~~
-.~--

MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
00

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS EMAININ STATUS

01/01/2007 01/31/2007 STAT 10 5707 A

01/01/2007 01/31/2007 WORK 0 5707 A

02101/2007 02128/2007 FLAT 28 5679 A

02101/2007 02128/2007 STAT 10 5669 A

02101/2007 02128/2007 WORK 0 5669 A

03/01/2007 03/31/2007 FLAT 31 5638 A

03/01/2007 03/31/2007 STAT 10 5628 A

03/01/2007 03/31/2007 WORK 0 5628 A

04/01/2007 04/30/2007 CNV 15 MERITORIOUS SERVICE CREDITS- ...- 5613 A
LCC, ANGER MGT, 04/25/07, 05/03107, /
IWV

04/01/2007 04/30/2007 FLAT 30 5583 A

04/01/2007 04/30/2007 STAT 10 5573 A

04/01/2007 04/30/2007 WORK 0 5573 A

05/01/2007 05131/2007 FLAT 31 5542 A

05/01/2007 05/31/2007 STAT 10 5532 A

05/01/2007 05/31/2007 WORK 0 5532 A

06/01/2007 06/30/2007 FLAT 30 5502 A

06/01/2007 06130/2007 STAT 10 5492 A

06101/2007 06/30/2007 WORK 0 5492 A

06/20/2007 06/25/2007 MRT_ADJ 30 LCC ADDICTION PREV 5462 A

07/01/2007 07/31/2007 FLAT 31 5431 A

07/01/2007 07/31/2007 STAT 20 5411 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NOOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been eamed yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-OOn.15

Run Date: DEG-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 6 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED F'EXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODE

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

07/01/2007

08/01/2007

08/01/2007

08/01/2007

08/21/2007

09/01/2007

09/01/2007

09/01/2007

09/01/2007

10/01/2007

10/01/2007

10/01/2007

10/01/2007

11/01/2007

11/01/2007

11/01/2007

11/01/2007

12101/2007

12101/2007

12101/2007

12/01/2007

01/01/2008

07/31/2007

08/31/2007

08/31/2007

08/31/2007

09/20/2007

09/30/2007

09/30/2007

09/30/2007

09/30/2007

10/31/2007

10/31/2007

10/31/2007

10/31/2007

11/30/2007

11/30/2007

11/30/2007

11/30/2007

12131/2007

12131/2007

12131/2007

12131/2007

01/31/2008

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

MRT-ADJ

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

o
31

20

o
15

30

20

5

o
31

20

10

o
30

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
31

LCC EMOTIONS MGT

U1A Porter

Unit 1A porter

U1APORTER

U1APORTER

5411

5380

5360

5360

5345

5315

5295

5290

5290

5259

5239

5229

5229

5199

5179

5169

5169

5138

5118

5108

5108

5077

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20AM

Page 7 of 20



MELIKIAN.JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 0111212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODE

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

01/01/2008

01/0.112008

01/01/2008

02101/2008

02101/2008

02101/2008

02101/2008

03/01/2008

03/01/2008

03/01/2008

03/01/2008

04/01/2008

04/01/2008

94/01/2008

04/01/2008

04/25/2008

05/01/2008

05/01/2006

05/01/2008

05/01/2008

06/01/2008

06/01/2008

01/31/2008

01/31/2008

01/31/2008

02129/2008

02129/2008

02129/2008

02129/2008

03/31/2008

03/31/2008

03/31/2008

03/31/2008

04/30/2008

04/30/2008

04/30/2008

04/30/2008

05/0212008

05/31/2008

05/31/2008

05/31/2008

05/31/2008

06/30/2008

06/30/2008

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK-ADJ_C

WORK

MRT_ADJ

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

20

10

o
29

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
30

20

10

o
15

31

20

10

o
30

20

U1APORTER

U1APORTER

1APORTER

U1APORTER

lCC RELATIONSHIPS

1APORTER

5057

5047

5047

5018

4998

4986

4988

4957

4937

4927

4927

4897

4877

4867

4867

4852

4821

4801

4791

4791

4761

4741

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXO is the 'Projected Expiration Date'. as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-Q7-11 08:20AM

Page 80f20



~:.rp

, @.tt.;."'~. '.,
':'~",,"\j~~, .'-. ~~i: .

_ .~. r _

.. '.~~ .}.~-7-. ..
""V-,~~r •

'.~.'

MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 0111212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODe

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

06/01/2008

06/01/2008

07/01/20Q8

07/01/2008

07/01/2008

07/01/2008

08/01/2008

08/01/2006

08/01/2008

08/01/2008

08/27/2008

09/01/2008

09/01/2008

09/01/2008

09/01/2008

10/01/2008

10/01/2008

10/01/2008

10/01/2008

11/01/2008

11/01/2008

11/01/2008

06/30/2008

06/30/2008

07/31/2008

07/31/2008

07/31/2008

07/31/2008

08/31/2008

08/31/2008

08/31/2008

08/31/2008

09/0212008

09/30/2008

09/30/2008

09/30/2008

09/30/2008

10/31/2008

10/31/2008

10/31/2008

10/31/2008

11/30/2008

11/30/2008

11/30/2008

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

MR_CP_SSI

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

10

o
31

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
30

30

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
30

20

10

1APORTER

1APORTER

1APORTER

LCC S.T.O.P PH I

1APORTER

U1APORTOR

U1APORTOR

4731

4731

4700

4680

4670

4670

4639

4619

4609

4609

4579

4549

4529

4519

4519

4488

4468

4458

4458

4428

4408

4398

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date. and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-OOn.15

Run Date: DEC-Q7-11 08:20 AM

Page 9 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
OD

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE

11/01/2008

12101/2008

12101/2008

12101/2008

12101/2008

01/01/2009

01/01/2009

01/01/2009

01/01/2009

02101/2009

02101/2009

02101/2009

02101/2009

03/01/2009

03/01/2009

03/01/2009

03/01/2009

04/01/2009

04/01/2009

04/01/2009

04/01/2009

05/01/2009

TO DATE

11/30/2008

12131/2008

12131/2008

12131/2008

12131/2008

01/31/2009

01/31/2009

01/31/2009

01/31/2009

02128/2009

02128/2009

02128/2009

02128/2009

03/31/2009

03/31/2009

03/31/2009

03/31/2009

0413012009

04/30/2009

04130/2009

04/30/2009

05/31/2009

ADJUST
CODE

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT

ADJUST
DAYS

o
31

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
28

20

10

o
31

20

10

o
30

20

10

o
31

COMMENTS

1APORTER

U1APORTER

1APORTER

1APORTER

1APORTER

DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

4398 A

4367 A

4347 A

4337 A

4337 A

4306 A

4286 A

4276 A

4276 A

4248 A

4228 A

4218 A

4218 A

4187 A

4167 A

4157 A

4157 A

4127 A

4107 A

4097 A

4097 A
4066 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-Don.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 10 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Eamed Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/1612014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODE

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

05/01/2009

05/01/2009

05/01/2009

06/01/2009

06/01/2009

06/01/2009

06/01/2009

07/01/2009

07/01/2009

07/01/2009

07/01/2009

08/01/2009

08/01/2009

08/01/2009

09/01/2009

09/01/2009

09/01/2009

09/01/2009

10/01/2009

10/01/2009

10/01/2009

10/01/2009

05/31/2009

05/31/2009

05/31/2009

06/30/2009

06/30/2009

06/30/2009

06/30/2009

07/31/2009

07/31/2009

07/31/2009

07/31/2009

08/31/2009

08/31/2009

08/31/2009

09/30/2009

09/30/2009

09/30/2009

09/30/2009

10/31/2009

10/31/2009

10/31/2009

10/31/2009

STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT
STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT
STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT
STAT

WORK

FLAT
STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

FLAT
STAT

WK_ADJ_C

WORK

20

10

o
30

20

6

o
31

20

3

o
31

20

o
30

20

10

o
31

20

10

o

1APORTER

U1A PORTER/PER LCC

ORIENTATION

STUDENT

STUDENT

4046

4036

4036

4006

3986

3980

3980

3949

3929

3926

3926

3895

3875

3875

3845

3825

3815

3815

3784

3764

3754

3754

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date'. as such it is a projected date. and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date. the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 11 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203

FROM DATE

11/01/2009

11/01/2009

11/01/2009

11/01/2009

1210112009

12101/2009

12101/2009

12101/2009

12114/2009

01/01/2010

01/01/2010

01/01/2010

01/01/2010

0210112010

02101/2010

02101/2010

03/01/2010

03/01/2010

03/01/2010

04/01/2010

04/01/2010

04/01/2010

01/1212005

TO DATE

11/30/2009

11/30/2009

11/30/2009

11/30/2009

1213112009

12131/2009

12131/2009

12131/2009

12115/2009

01/31/2010

01/31/2010

01/31/2010

01/31/2010

0212812010

02128/2010

02128/2010

03/31/2010

03/31/2010

03/31/2010

0413012010

04/30/2010

04/30/2010

01/05/2004 OY240M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
00

ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS EMAININ STATUS

FLAT 30 3724 A

STAT 20 3704 A

WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3694 A

WORK 0 3694 A

FLAT 31 3663 A

STAT 20 3643 A

WK~DJ_C 10 STUDENT 3633 A

WORK 0 3633 A

MR_ED_GED 60 LCCGED 3573 A

FLAT 31 3542 A

STAT 20 3522 A

WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3512 A

WORK 0 3512 A

FLAT 28 3484 A

STAT 20 3464 A

WORK 10 3454 A

FLAT 31 3423 A

STAT 20 3403 A

WORK 10 3393 A

FLAT 30 3363 A

STAT 20 3343 A

WORK 10 3333 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEG-07-11 08:20AM

Page 12 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203

FROM DATE

05101/2010

05/01/2010

05/01/2010

06/01/2010

06/01/2010

06/01/2010

07/01/2010

07/01/2010

07/01/2010

08/01/2010

08/01/2010

08/01/2010

09/01/2010

09/01/2010

09/01/2010

10/01/2010

10/01/2010

10/01/2010

11/01/2010

11/01/2010

11/01/2010

01/1212005

TO DATE

05/31/2010

05/31/2010

05/31/2010

06/30/2010

06/30/2010

06/30/2010

07/31/2010

07/31/2010

07/31/2010

08/31/2010

08/31/2010

08/31/2010

09/30/2010

09/30/2010

09/30/2010

10/31/2010

10/31/2010

10/31/2010

11/30/2010

11/30/2010

11/30/2010

01/05/2004 OY240M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
00

ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS EMAININ STATUS

FLAT 31 3302 A

STAT 20 3282 A

WORK 10 3272 A

FLAT 30 3242 A

STAT 20 3222 A

WORK 10 3212 A

FLAT 31 3181 A

STAT 20 3161 A

WORK 10 3151 A

FLAT 31 3120 A

STAT 20 3100 A

WORK 10 09/03/2010 Education/Student - 10 3090 A

FLAT 30 3060 A

STAT 20 3040 A

WORK 10 10/0512010 Porter - 10 3030 A

FLAT 31 2999 A

STAT 20 2979 A

WORK 10 11/0212010 Porter - 10 2969 A

FLAT 30 2939 A

STAT 20 2919 A

WORK 10 1210212010 Offender Specific - 3 2909 A
education
12106/2010 Porter - 10

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOe staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-OOn.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 13 of 20



MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY240M
00

7305 0110512007 0911612014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODE

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

2878 A

2858 A

2848 A

2817 A

2797 A

2787 A

2759 A

2739 A

2729 A

2714 A

2699 A

1210112010

12101/2010

12101/2010

0110112011

0110112011

0110112011

0210112011

0210112011

02101/2011

02107/2011

02128/2011

03/01/2011

03/0112011

03/01/2011

04/01/2011

04/0112011

04/01/2011

05/01/2011

05/01/2011

05/01/2011

06/0112011

06/01/2011

12131/2010

12131/2010

12131/2010

01/31/2011

01/31/2011

01/3112011

02/28/2011

0212812011

02128/2011

05/0212011

04104/2011

03/31/2011

03/31/2011

03/31/2011

04/3012011

04/30/2011

04130/2011

05/31/2011

05/31/2011

05/31/2011

06/30/2011

06/30/2011

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

MR_CP_VAE

MR_CP_CTCI

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

31

20

10

31

20

10

28

20

10

15

15

31

20

10

30

20

10

31

20

10

30

20

01/0312011 Porter· 10

0210212011 Porter - 10

03/0212011 Porter - 10

Victim Awarenessl Empathy

Commitment to Change Core Program
Phase I Volumes 1-3

04/05/2011 Porter - 10

05/0212011 Porter - 10

06101/2011 EducationiStudenl-10

2668

2648

2638

2608

2588

2578

2547

2527

2517

2487

2467

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDDC staff have detennined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be infonned.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been eamed yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM
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MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590

State of Nevada
Department of Correction

Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

Sentence: 1 Counts: 1

Current Eamed Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS

187203 01/1212005 01/05/2004 OY 240M
00

7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

FROM DATE TO DATE ADJUST
CODE

ADJUST
DAYS

COMMENTS DAYS
EMAININ STATUS

12/01/2011 12/31/2011

06/01/2011

07/01/2011

07/01/2011

07/01/2011

07/11/2011

07/21/2011

08/01/2011

0810112011

08/01/2011

08/09/2011

09/01/2011

09/01/2011

09/01/2011

10101/2011

10/01/2011

10/01/2011

11/01/2011

11/01/2011

11/01/2011

06/30/2011

07/31/2011

07/31/2011

07/31/2011

07/11/2011

07/21/2011

08/31/2011

08/31/2011

08/31/2011

08/09/2011

09/30/2011

09/30/2011

09/30/2011

10/31/2011

10/31/2011

10/31/2011

11/30/2011

11/30/2011

11/30/2011

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

MR_CP_CTCII

MR_CP_NB

FLAT

STAT

WORK

MR_ED_HSD

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

STAT

WORK

FLAT

10

31

20

10

15

30

31

20

10

90

30

20

10

31

20

3

30

20

10

31

07/0112011 Porter-10

08/01/2011 Porter - 10

Commitment to Change Core Program
Phase II Volumes 4-6
New Beg1nnings

09/07/2011 Porter - 10

High School Diploma

10/04/2011 Offender Specific - 8
ORIENTATION
10/04/2011 Porter - 10

11/0212011 Offender Specific - 2
UNIT5A
11/14/2011 Yard LaborlTrash Crew/Fire
Safty- 3

2457

2426

2406

2396

2381

2351

2320

2300

2290

2200

2170

2150

2140

2109

2089

2086

2056

2036

2026

1995

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is a projected date, and should only be considered an
approximation of the actual release date. When NDOC staff have determined the actual release date, the
offender's release caseworker will be informed.

Entries in Blue are future credits that have not been earned yet

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM
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Complaints
The Las Vegas Matropolitaro Police Depattmllfll !'89llrds IIIe InveslfgalJon 01 all complalnls al importanllo ~s

O'Iefe11 mission. If you foellllet you '"-ve a CQrnplalrt against en emplOyee of the Las Vegal MeltOpolitatl
Police Oeper1ment. please use tho fonn below. Ills very Importanl lhal you fil out as much n'onnatlo" as
po..ibl.. to lnaLore 8" a_a IrMtltigaliol'l. If tho aDogallon requirel follow-up. an iovestillilor will COnlar;t you
il you have provided CDtllad informlllion. The Inlemal Allan BUI1lau wiD make every ellol1 to Nute ItIattho
informatiotl provided 10 us is held in Ihe slriclell confKlerlce.

VoNIe the LIIMPO wll'aa::epl any complaint. please be lIWlIrO IIuIl anonymous complaints C8t\ sometimes be
diflieuillo Itwesllgate as en nvesti;8lor may ""c18d~ioNI Wormaliotl lind the complain8nl may be Ihe Oflly
SOUfl:8 avallabla. For thIs reason, pleese ccrtSic!ef provldinll COOlad information when subm~lingyour
complaInt.

Each complalrliis taken very setloutly end willalw-rs be fairly ancI n.p.uaOy lnvesligated. II il n.possible to
put 8 tim.. limit on any investigation. as the l.-loulno.. of lhe aliogalJonS vary.~ be assured thai every effort
will be made to update specifIC: complainants about IpeciflC cases. 'the Internal AlreTn Bureau can be reachocl
8t1ytirne between 8:00 AM. and 4:00 P.M.. Monday lhnlugh Friday al (702) 828-3422 (l( fax YOI6 complalnl 81
(702) 828-1642.

Thank you for calling our llltenllon to this malter. Your commenls are always welcome.

""NOTE: Disposition leltetS ani sent to citizens nlletllnce complaln/s. Thlll1lM.I//s/mponanf I/Ial you
PlOvidtl your ntlmo and c:umtnl address.

r'"...,-r'!-.'

.'

.........:1-

. ~
Hom. Phone (opUonal):

Wlln"I(._I~): ,-- _

• required

http://www.lvrnpd.com/Sections/IntemalAffairs/Complaints/tabid/296/Default.asox 6/26/2014



-. .. ,
r.,
j •

I'
". ,

_ .• i ~.. .... ·



't - ,.-......_" -, \.r'

..... -'.
..r·-,

: -.:'.. _.,
'0' .. -:-

t. ..... ~ •••

..
,-' - .. " -.. ~". "

- ~ I.. ..

..
.: .

'.. .. .. 0,t '.

" ', ..

----#--- "._;-:-0-:--:-.---;,--'.:....;-;--------....--------------..----
.. '-"',.?'\ ',., .

• ~ t I '-
:~! ,,f

o r: •... . .. '.

" .

... ~ ::. .r o. • • .:~; .. ..... ., .. _ .. • •• .: ..':., w.. . . _..~ - ' .." .. . .' . - -....
• - .. - - +: • .••. .. ':. '.. . :. •

---~-":"";-',,,.:....--_...--.--:......,....-----'---,-;- ----<,.----..;_--..:_-...._~---' '. '. , ' .
. ~/'~/~l~



.:. "I •- . 'l~Y~ ~/c2DOo ~ h /.L/n~a~ 'LJCU1IM..CL awa.&
Shayna Anderson --- ;'" ~~. / - ,--.(

Shayna Marie Ande~on, 16, of Las Vegas, passed away Friday, May 20,2005, She was born March 24, 1989, in Ft. Worth,
Texas, and was a lifelong resident of Las Vegas. Shayna was a sDtshomore at Shadow Ridge High School. Shayna is survived by
her dad, Raymond M. Anderson; mom, Laura L Ande~on; sister, Danielle R. Anderson; grandparents. William and Bonnie
Pfersching; grandmother, Linda Vanoordf;'grandrather, Raymond Ande~on; stepgrandmother. Debbie Reynolds; stepgrandfather,
Ed~ard Cantrell; great-grandmothers, laura Hammock, Helen Pfersching and Opal Brawley; step great-grandmother, Shirley

.Brawn; undes, Robert Pfersching, William Pfersching Jr,. and Andrew and Cody Anderson; aunts, Kristi Smith and Lee Schaaf;
and boyfriend, Adam Jenkins. Visitation will be from 2·7 p,m. Sunday, May 22, Services will be af4 p.m. Mgmiay, May 23, both at

~Palm Mortuary, 1600 S. Jones Blvd, All rriends and family are welcome.•,

http://obits.reviewjournal.com/obituariesllvrj/obituary-print.aspx?n-shayna-anderson&pid=14200S813 112212013
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1)~~ DEFENDANT'S STATE1"IE,,'T .. ;"

'-'I J 0 --::t n ~ords the ciICumstinces of your offense_ Why you commine:d me offense. your present
\ ;2.0:......J .l1" simarion and why you may be suitable for probarion.•-\ copy of this statement will be sent

fO the judge. Write or prim clearly. Ifusing a pencil please write as dark as possible.

T lens ~QT'!:e a ~irl... ro..f'('i(i!d ~lec.ca. r;J~o .w.Q5 i 7 yep
~e ~(Jrr-)errJ h")'M. c.o.\'~ tre'Q~ ~,'oo AM \V'\~'f;.

Y'r\g ...."rrt·4id ~Pd:~ '£ .ram ~ Q" girL CPr'4d .CQr-~
;;V\A'~iii- ..He, J1!~M-- ~+- .M)' lut.l5e .. 'CQ~~~Y '·S '7
to! ,-S'~'o:1m :k:1I~ ~ '..5h,t!- "1,$ ,'" .a.s· ~~/J. ::rh'e~1'~~
"'Th ~..., hpV.,ui .gf.~:30 AM. o!~f.An l: ". S """'1'~ a.f'\d ~ !.P ;,.,
mt .r6~ ~'(\ do -h;\ 'C:! e.gr~~'J lS", Cor+Y\.e.t .Jt!jA \ie $'.
'S~t\~. ''''-'"1$ I()f\ rt\'-/ Pt'q' Qr:a ~ s~r± C'SSI'e"
TIae.., 4Je 0 '1--v:l tS:, sex:;o ~ ~~ 11 e tha mJ(.+
...onciTn\V"l~ -o.m fht kl~~ lr¢e ; L~ki: an M)'
±r,e.,d J<er-r-'1 -kns Me naco re~L ~~ _=+~ "
vret\W ci.J.+- orv:l Cal I her dad~ ,~c d~'-aI -ells

". ~e-."' k-f's ~'\W"~ +0 bregJ;:.. my-- rt2..C./C ·o.rd he·C\Jre~>
'l!'.' 'k!" '.-0 ..... : 'dl,·te" /, o...~S Lo..~ -:s:... ~~ W" ~Q."l_.i:~

o\A t '. k: ' ~r t~:J"...- Q'~ =:t WOtAlJ

-

..... '''''. we



.. '

, _ ...~....Vt3 JJ. cooPER PUBLIC DEFENDER
NEVADA BAR No. 2290

~
309 South Third Street, Suite 226
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155
(702) 455-4685 /'l- .~ A./J ~

- Attomey for Defendant Q:-;'~:-:-:ff .0 ;:;::'-ff
\' ,L_--------:-==-=~~=_--:.J-W-tl.!...::.,"!---t DISTRICT COURT

~t ~ CLARK COuNTY. NEVADA

"

.,.
._ .... / :'".,.' ".-, t'

CASE NO. Cl87203X

DEPT. NO. vm

'lt4~.~ '~Y,4,.2003
TIME: 9:00AM

}
.>
)
)
)
}
)
)
)
)

SENTEN~GMEMORANDUM

, - .~'. '

Plain~

v.

Defendant.

THE STATE OF NEVADA,

JOHN·CLIFFORD MELIKIAN,

. .'
COMES NOW Robert H. Th~mpsoD, Deputy Public Defender and submits the

attached S~tencingMem,o~dUp14J.the above-.captioned-c,ase.·
• t' •••• • •

DATEDTIIIS 24th dayofMareh, 2003: .

MARCUSD. COOPER .
, CLARK OOUNTYPUBLIC'DEFENDER" .

~+et\c'\N:1 . .~.. " .' . ". . ":,
\",<\e.MO...a.ra.U,;1Y\ . " " . J'< ' ~ .' . '. ': : :.¥:. , ;.:, , :'

.. ,.L ~ :.:, '.:, : '.: ,: B~-:.:-, ",..~"',.-' ':?_::, .:';'~ .. ,':..>:::: ~:.:~:;. .. ~,>.:: ...;
~\ 0' t :...:....:.. :' ~ .. ": ./ RobeTt·ILnompson;',Bar:No.O ..:;:;..,:~~ ..';':',,~~,"''':)':.:

,O\,(\~0 A/\~ o· ~\\; ~':,~.::' ",', .. -;" f.·DeP.tit1Pu.blic·D~(etidei :', " : : :, :" ~,:~~,::::;:,~ '" : .... ~.~.. :
~ \'{r~~"\ Dt\v.J /, tA' .:;. :'; .. ' .' - "., ,> .. ' . .', -' '. ',.' " ':.:.:'" ". '."\' \ \ / ·t· ::',":' .. '. -. " ": .. ',:. '. '. .'. ". :. '.:. ". :.,

9

10

11

12

13 .

14

IS
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3

4

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13
.
14

15

. 16

17

__ .......&vuu4Ul, JOM Melikian, a 2o-year old young man, pled guilty to Le

with a Minor upon the agreement that if he successfully completes a probationary period tl

charge will be amended to a non-sexual charge. The Defen

13 years old at the time of the incident. The Defendant's position was that he received a, telq

call from the alleged victim, Shayna Anderson, in ·the evening who asked to stay at Mr. Melik

apartment with bis roommate for the evening along with her girlfrien~ Courtney Kast

Courl;ney an4 ~hayna theJ;l. went into his bedro'om and., at some point, John and Sha~ who

'-Previa~y~visedJohn·she :wi9'l7·which was GourtDey's age also, 'began kissing. Courtney left

XoEJIXl.and John 8n~ .Shayna stayed in the·bedroom and a sexual'relationship occurred. When~)

.told another friend of hexs within the next two days that she was not a willing partiCipan~her hi. .

.tn-end called Shayna's p8Ien~who then ca1l~ the police. 'John cooperated fully with the police 3D

told them exactly what happened including the sexual relationship. Chris Pella an~ his ~otherwer·

, neighbors whom all the kidS 'in the area seemed to gravitate .to .their home and in plU'ticuIai then
• • • r t .-

. 'garage wbi~hwas k~t open and became a meeting place for a lot ofthe localldds. Both Chris Pella'

18:
and his mother were prepared- to present testimony th~t Shayna, while bo~t:iDg about her. p~or

19 ~ . · .
. : . sex:ual encoJlJlters, was ~ed by Mrs. Fella of the poS$1ble .conseq':1ences of a ~1 year.014.

20 . .,.. .. ' .... .' . .'. -'. _. ! . .- : ..... \ ..; .... ;: .....:' ::

. 21 p~~s,?uous~yo~g.i~y....~. Pella w~~d~th~ ~v~ ~~~~~ f:b:at'.~~ _~~·.~~c~~. tp?~~~
, •• _•• :, • r ' '_.-::. ~ :~'~.. ' ;.. ',.. I',.. 'r ," ' ""-0,' : _: ,", :..... .: ~.: J.~ .

.:22 ~-S~~"':\.v.ilS:.oiltr1~:~~c~.~~had p~o.~IY·~old ~..PeUas·tbat'sne was .~.7 years old.· . .

:~j;;:.:: ;:;-,P.<\:·~b~~~~th~ vit,ili;" .~ed that .i.~'~~eci to h~ ~~ts abo~t ~ymg,
t. • ..." ... '; . • .. •

24

25
at het-·fti~d'vicl1d'shome that ~ening and instead went to Chris Pella's house and was denied the

opportunity to spend the evening a~ the Pella's residence and sub~~1.Y ~~.Jdmitted to cal~ ..
26 ., ....-.. ----.--.----

27 JohnMeiiia~d ~kj~;';~ sta;-th~-·C:Vening.· She then told ~arious stories to .the police and at
... ..+. ;0 ~

l.S- .. prelim:in-aQ' b~aringwliich 'ranged:from sJ:1e stayed. on the couch and :w~ suddenly~~ed oY.1o~.: :~.' ~. .' .. ';'..... . .... . ...

• r ," , ..

. .
: .-' ~ ..

"." ... :., ..

.. • : - r" ...... - ... .. - ..-
, , • - r' O '

1
• ~ k .... '

'.. .- ."~ ..\ ....>.. j:.}L :: :~ .. ',.:,': 2;
. .

ll"r~"..t:"t;·ft.~ ~ t:·· ::'-""" •'. cv..
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1

2

to where she was in the bed with John for the evening and that Courtney was on the coue;

subsequently that Courtney was in another room with fom other boys having an orgy. There-
3 only two boys there at the apartment, John and Gregg. Shayna also stated that during the eve

4 after the sexual relationship had • to the bath1wm arm then came back into

6

7

bed with John. The batlJroom.in the apartments are three ~qms away from John's and neXl

Gregg'·s room.. Courtney admitted she said nothirig ·to .anyone about the situation the next m9mi

8 nor.the nextday.. .
, ':1,,0.5 (1d 0' . . .-

9 1 4J~.t fe-Ie. :,ourtnef Kostzuta~b~ a'runaway .~, it appeared thatsh~might be ~vailab.

10 , .:for film. She was in faCt foimd-tlie day oftrlal and agreed to fly.in from Oklahoma with her fathe

11
and she gave ail Affidavit" (see attached as Exhibit A). In her Affidavit, Courtney supports the fae

, ,

12
, "that Shayna called John Melikianim~ask~ if the two girls coul~ stay overnight. 'She mid Shayna go

13 +' • '

14

IS

16

into John's bedroom and at some point Courtney uses the restroom and retUrns to. fiild John and, .. ~ ..

Sbayna kissing and lying OD. the bed together..Courtney then goes to the living room couch outside
. ,.

the bedroom ~d ~b~quen~y go~ into Gregg's' room. In 'het Affida.Vi~ Courtney states that

17

18

Shayna and 10hn were mutually affectionate and that Shayna aa.d.John were found asleep in the bed

',.'

"

By:Q>~~ 1A.. ""IS
Robert H. Thom Bar No; 0806 .

. D"fmgr~--- ---_._-- --_.:--' ~
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3

2 . MARCUS D. COOPER PUBLIC DEFENDER
NEVADA BAR No. 2290
309 South Third Street. Suite 226
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155
(702) 4SS-4~85
Attorney for Defendant

DISTRICf COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

AFFIDAVIT

6'

7

8
.'

9'

10

11

12

13

14

THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Plaintiff;

v.

. JOHN CLIFFORD :MJ3LIKIAN, .

Defendant.
.'

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. C181203X
....

DEPT. NO. vm

STATE OFNEVADA
15

18

25

)
) ss:

16 COUNTY OF CLARK )
~ . .

17' 5h()..~/1)Cl ..e~te (I ~uRTNEYKOSIZUT& having been lint duly swom.,depos.;s and says:

l I really do~'t remember- how I met up with Shayna and: I told h.er m.y pro~lem about
19

20 '. beiIig ki~ked QUf.of my ,ho~e ah4 r told her i ·was prob~ly $9ifii.t~ :~~y' t!i~.~~t .a(B~~~.S b:~,~~
:<.. ~ .. ;;. ~(R~ ~~_.... -. _a' ':'. •... ~ aO •. ~~" .. 'a···... ;' .... ' ".".".:;.:. '0 ••• ' <...:. ,:,._...... ~'" ,:.. L::. -''-:, ~ ..... ~_ •• ; •• +:.:~..:..:~". " ': .; i .: a:'

.:' ~':~2:~~-:' ,=::~~':S!J.ayna~~ld:lir~ :nqt~t~ s~y: $~ night at Bec~~s'.hoUscf~i:I:.~~sh~',~~ go~g::·t(j~~i·:~~;~~~·.
• ; ••. ,:••:: ~ .;~ • .;.. £~ ~. ~ ·.- ••:.-:·1~.~·..:1 .. /l_•• ~ :: ••••• :'. • ~.:'.'••.•• '~ .,-••:.!~.. :.:., .e. ,;:~. 4'.' ..:, ;.-- ', ~ '.' ~

>:U~'~;~~: .'-·~~~ ..C~~:~~·~orri:~a ·t9Id her mom she was' g~ing tt,' ~y:~c) Irlght'.at~Vilcid;s:·h~use.- We
:. "''::'. '23-::- .', '.. ::.. .. :.:. -.... .." . . . . ". . ..
..:. ",.' ~~eany didD't'have. any plans' to do anything really just ·stay around the neighborho~ After she

24. " . . .
called her mom we met up with Tesa and walked around the neighborhood and then we went to

...7§ ..~P':~~.'~~~~~.~d.~§~lc~.us..ifwe.waated-to-go101:he~e·pirlC·iiiaa:rouiid this time'it,
.27 . was around 10:00.sQ..Chris,tookhis.mom's car without her knowing and ,me, aBfs, i:~; andSJ18.Y.na··

'i~ '..:;~W~t.t~ the,~kat~p.~·~o~a·whi~etill12:OQa.m. ~caus~·:res~.fia~.t(j_~e.~ :t,~t~~~···.~~~w~··~ .~.":
"-.' _·:::':':.:.;t:..: .·>·.:·.::<;·:-' .. ~-t··~>-..:'·: :._-;.~ - ":.- . ,.- . -:.' ..

.,.... - .
" .

" .
,~~' 4

·EXHIBIT A



• __ ......\£ ..>uayna WC!lt with Chris to his house. We really didn't do anythinl

2

3

4

and talk and I asked Chris if I could have one beer and Chris said _yes-so-I· teek-one then

grabbed one. When we were drinking Chris had told us we could stay the night and it was ok

his mom. I got another beer which was my second one. S

even halfway gone. After my second one, Chris woulc;ln't ·let me.have anymore so I drank the .

. .

and ·Shay.na' ~gqed and I gQes~ we wo)Ce'up'his'mom aild:she got mad 8;I1d tol~ Chris to tell u
-. .. .

it. Me and Sh8yna w'gettiq.g ready to go to sleep and me ·and Shsyna were go~g to. sl~

,ChrLs7s room~Qhris·~.go.~ SI~p oil the co'!ch. Well'GtBis'h~ said son;teth1ng·fimny aD<
, . .

. Sbayna.'s. f.l'eiS mIl was not eveidlaI.fWay gone. It felt like she hfId like three drinks,at ~t, so I. ,

neighborhoOd. It was aroupd ~:OO.am. We sat in the desert.~d we .w~re taJ19n g about where. .... ~~. .

Stay 8Jld 1 want~ to go.to·Bees's house and she didn't and I told her I wasn7 t going to sleep in

. .
'Ieave; so '1lYe left ou~ I wash't drunk and neither was· Shayna. So we'~ around

desert. Shayna·said Johnny. I said o~ we cOuld sleep on the couch but I tol~ her I.didn't have h:

number and Shayna said.she had it. I-don't ~ow how she got it: I didn't ask'but I gU~SShe 1,ai{i
.... ." ... " .. .. p.... .

p*. .. ..

memorized before we called Johnny. We walked aro~d the Eagle Crest: Ap~ents for 8'Yhi1e tb.eD

6

7

8

9

10.

11

12

13

14

15

16

l'r

18
me' or Shayna called him and ~ked him if we could.stay the 11i&ht ever there beca~e we~. . -" .. .

19 " . .,.' .. , . 'j'" • .

. . nowhere e~ 'to .go. 10hn,ny:~d 'y~, so we went over theI~ artiurid' 2:30. (In: ,:' JoJm.·~~"tlJ.e .
20 . . '. '... '. . ~ . ... . . "', . '..... :'-: >'~., : ,'r, .~.....;...:~. '........ ;, .:-:.'.',

: :.' if.;:: :··~~t:~~:~.~~~.iIi.,.·~,~~.li~b·W~·'~~ .~o~ ..~.~e~p~~ ~~ '*~J~~t#~.:s~;·~~.w~t.~~,~··:
~ ~. I. ." . ~~ •• -., .• J '. I· .. ~'~' •. '.. .. ~ .... .: .... '".': .' I .. ~ ,0 ," ~ ~ _.. ..' . .. , .. '" :... .' .... .0. : .:1•.'·~ ••:~I ,'.I!: :+. .."....... r ... " I' .rr

::;:';22':'·· ·:.j~~f~·:tqgoi:':i s~t. ~Ji .di~;~.~~im .;at" on the'bed ai1d'Sba~ Stooi~: :~w~',~ci'~ jUSt,tBlldng•. i .
.... '. '., ~ ~.: .:i}~.~~.~~:> ' (\~.~:.~. :.<. "'..~. '" '. . '. ... " .

'23" dori7 t.ten:iembet:·about what tJ:1.ough arid listening to.music so I got IIp and got a beer. By this time. .. ..

24 we had ~'ihere about ten minutes. I came back and SbaYna was sitting on the bed by 10hn. We
25

I.. ;'

were stilI talking and listening to music. I got up and ~ent.N.the..bathrnom.-I wasn't-gorre-rdf'iio - .•
26 -..:...- _-;--'__._. __.--:--:._~,---.-.-. .' '. . .
27 more:then like three minutes. I came.baclc and Shayna and John were. kissing; I-.stiu stayea in th~··. .

i&artd ~s4~~Y-~.'-lhoy~restiU~~siBg so Isaid Sm;~I;m leaviDg. l ~;d~e~ ~~. si>i~' .
. ;. : .:/ j:.: :::: :.~:.. :.,.:: :..:.....•~.,.~.:.; .. '::..::; :~:::'.,~ ~,(..:.-.:.>., '~.: >:.. . ." .; ..

. J;'.:!;. 2..~/~ ": ',: .
2



I'm leaving. They were still kissing at that time when I left but the whole time I was in tl1 ,

2 with them no hands went anywhere and I wouldn~t ofleft Shayna ifshe didn~twant me to bl

3 her twice I was leaving and she didn't say anything. I left to the living room to, the couch tc

4

6

7

8

, a litt1~ while after he put his door up, I went to wake Greg up to get a cigarette from·him. I sta:

~g's room and watched TV. I fell asleep and around 5:00 "a..m. I woke up to go to the batb

and John had the door offso I went in there to check on Shayna and her and Jqhn were sleeping
~ .

9 .. th~iro1otbes:on. John was by the ~,and. Shayna waS on hjs,.ri~t ~ide.on her. side.with h~ an

10

11

12

13

14

15

.his chest so I left and went back to sleep ,in Greg'shrbom.. Around 9:00~. Sha~wake me up
. .

, ' ,

told me it was time to go because she had to check i.D. at 9:30 and she had to call. from Vikki's hOl. .

, so we left. O.p QUI' way home, she told me she had sex with John. I ~old her I wouldzi'tsay·anyth
'+ '

'to Beca because that's her place to because John was Beca's boyfriend at that time. She hac

hickey from him but she told me if anyone asks who gave it to her I was to say I didn~t know.. . ." ~ .

16 asked her on the w.ay home ifhe was any gooqm..~j9ldng way.bUt s!le didn't say anything:' S'he Wi. ... _..... ... --.
17 ~ srni ling and seemed happy. when,we got into the neighborhood, we seen VUdd and Ann Marie.

18 '.
, wasn't really listening to what they we.re saying JUlt she called her mqm and- checked in froniV~'~

19 .' ~ _ .. _. . .. -."". '" . ".It. ••- r .;~; .. :; : : ••, ~~ .. ', •

, .; houSe. She :wai,ted·with me for about teh mmutes outSide- to see ifI cowd be':alIowed back mtciDiy": "

... 5:'~;ij"~:.' ..,\~;~,\~uW,;~,'J";L::·/.;'r;:.:: .:.: ..>:: :.,.,' ... ' ...:,j~~.,:::;:;:;):;\Dj;t< :::".::~ ,i:

23
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---JUA c1 llUg and told ber I would see herJater iJ

2 'outside later that day and she said ok and I went inside and I guess she went home.

eo' ',' ,

• ,. ~~~~AePP.. ~.......
",. + ....~,. 1Ir__Afd 13.2005
.. '·.u

, •• / ..~.: t~ ,.., ,. ~

oJ'...:.:.... ;..:, ... z •

3 FURTImR AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

4

5

6
COURTNEt1"KOST

SUBS~~EDANDSW()~J.Ultp bero, tile
7 L'J7:i. ... this /-/ ' day of ... ,. ,2003..
8 "

"9., '.' j).~
: ~ _pWJY" ·lics:iji~aii(rtor·said.

,1.0 ~.' r'OO'ilntY and'State,.
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16

17 ..
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RECEIPT OF COpy oftbe foregoing Sentencing Memorandum and Exhibit A is

hereby acknowledged this~ of ~~ ,2003.v
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The Defendant previously appeared before the Court with counsel and entered a }

AMENDEDJUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
(pLEA OF GUlLTY)

845 9· 0'
Defendant.

',. ,'~ ./1 :::>
••••4 ... • .. - ~

~···:'''··':··''·'~i
, .' . :i "" "'":'I" /1 '

..... l. _~.\.• ~

CI8720e,

VIII
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Z005 JAN 25 ' A q: 21

v-

ease No:

Dept No:

)

DISTRICT COURT
CLARlS-COUNTY, NEVADA

JOCP
DAVID ROGER .. ".;
Clark County"District Attorney
Nevada Bar #002781
200 South Third Street
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155-2211
(702) 455-4711
Attorney for Plaintiff

-vs-

THE STATE OF NEVADA,

Plaintiff,

JOHN..CLIFFORD :MELTT<TAN,
#1668554 v. ~v--,

1

2,

3

4

5

6

7

g,

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17 of guilty,to the crime(s) of ATIE1v.1PT LEWDNESS"WITH A CHILD UNDER 1HE A

18 OF FOURTEEN (Felony), in violation ofNRS 193.330,201.230; thereafter, on the 12th.

19 of January, 2005, the pefendant w:as present in, court .for seJ;ltencing with. his ,couru
.... + ~

. 20' 'CRAlG CREEL, ri,eP~tY ~Qtid"D~fender, and good' ~aUse appearing; ...~ '. ~ , ,,: ,., ". ' .

6.2?/i~.';.::.~.>. ,.~·bBfT;NI>~j~?!l3itEByM:iJUD~E6. ~t;;-~f:~a~d;·.off';;';e(s)·';;'d,·
%" J ,' " , .' . . " ..# n~'~;<". ~~~~on, ~o the. S25JlO A~~S~tive ~sse~smen~. ~ee, .$7~0t9~·"?~~~h~~ e.valua~l

V ~23 '. ~ee, $150»0 DNA AnalysIs fee and $.l.j~&-9~Q.~.~e.s"~QD:i~UJ,e Defendant '15 sentenced

24 follows: to a MAXIMUM of TWEN1Y (20) YEARS and a MlNIMUM of TIlREE (:

I t l ''''')'' •(·.. irrJ,: 6-'.......

:. 0" .\_~;;..
~ '... . ...

, .

25 YEARS in the Nevada Department of Corrections (NDC)~ Def~~d;.~,!,~v:-~cC?JYC!.373 days
~~:r"'~", _

26 ,/I 11rfle:f\ \) t,D ',. f:" ',". . ;

27 ... ..:\..... f.. "'i~ • ~

" :/1'

"'- .' ,28, :';/':" .

P:\WPOOcs'\JUDG\216\2164~dOC



credit for time seIVed. Defendant to submit to Lifetime Supervision and to register a5

offender within 48 hO~~eing released from custody.

DATED this day ofJanuary, 2005.
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BRIAN SANDOVAL
, Governor
CATHERINE CORTEZ NASTO

AUomey General
ROSSMILLER

Seaelary oJState

Date:

To:

From:

Subject:

~r~~~ ;~NTOF'c~;;~4 I(lS~+O"
~·I'~fJ... ~~\t). . Ct ~e.R...Pr '--
o:T.· ~ Northern Admlmstrallon .. ,~. .i"~ ~ P.O.Box7011,Ca~nChy,NV89702

Phone: (775) 887-3285 • Fax: (775) 881-3138

SouIhem Admlnislnltlon
3955 W. Ru_1I Rd., Las Vegas, NV 89118
Phone: (702) ~9938· Fax: (702) 486-9971

July 24. 2014

Debra J. Melikian

Nancy Flores, CPS

Request to remove lifetime supervision requirement from John C.
Melikian

-'~ SANDOVAL
Governor

MESG.COX
Director

Good afternoon Mrs. Melikain.

Inspector General office staff received your packet request to remove the lifetime
supervision requirement for your son. John C. Melikian. I wanted to respond to your
request on behalf of them to advise you that the Inspector General's office has
nothing to do with any kind of adjustment to person's Judgment of Conviction.

The stipulation for lifetime supervision for case number C187203 is stipulated on his
JUdgment of Conviction and cannot be changed except through the court from
where he was sentenced.

The only other avenue that he may want to pursue, is applying to the Nevada Board
of Parole Commissioners. I have enclosed some information for you and Mr.
Melikain to review with regard to their function on lifetime supervision review; and
the respective Nevada Revised Statute. I also invite you to review their web site at.
http://parole.nv.gov.

..'

Thank you,
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Prosecutor: James Sweetin, DD-A,
Defense Attorney: James A. Omoz, DPD

Robert H. Thompson, DPD

... . ~ !

t" -(

... ::: ...., .' r.;, ,
....... • ... -f. j

RICHARD KIRKlAND
Director

~\:"''':'l:L.''',:· .
... , I"

....'**dt~~
Chief

A."f'f H. WRIGHT

~
~

Cf'

t>~e ~c.e--;
~
[#~6498

Pre-Sentence Report
April 22, 2003

The Honorable LEE A. GATES
Department vm

8th Judicial District

PAROLE AND PROBATION
1445 Hot Springs Road. Suite 104

Carson City, Nevada 89706

Telephone (n5) 687·5040 Fax (775) 687·5402

www.ps.state.nv.us

3920 e. loAHO SlIIE"

EU<O. NEVADA 89801 0
(1751 738~Daa

~301 ,

P.£NO.
~T7

A. A. CA
215 Eo ",()HAHzA Rooo G

~ VEGAS. NEVADA 89101
(1021 0186-3001

119 E. lcNG SYIl[[t

CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89701 0
1;751687·50015

I. CASE lNFORMAnON

Defendant: john C. Melikian
Date of Birth: 06-07-1982
SS#: 569-71-8'8 11 ,- .
Address: 3318 North Decatur #2053
Las Vegas, Nevada 89130
Phone: 702655-1561
Driver's License #:.Unknown
State: Nevada
Status: Unknown
POB: FresQo, California
United States:Citizen~Yes

Age: 20
Cnse #:C187203
ill #: 1668554
PCN #:19857328
P&P Bin #:1000237901
FBI #:238 045 HB 1
SID #:NV03338152
SID #:CA1l518190'

..

.,~J ..

. . .' ',.. . . IT. CHARGE INFORMAnON ~~ynli ~""'€JR,S01\
. u.:;~ ~~ vePr~~

Offense: LEWDNESS wrrn A CIDLD UNDER THE AGE OF FOURTEEN· (FELONY)' • 0 l8..-
NRS: 201.230 Category: A
NOe: 00191
Penalty: By imprisorunent in the Nevada Department ofCorrections for LIFE with a minimum parole eligibility after
TEN (10) years has been served.

Plea Date: 03-18-2003, Guilty Plea il&w {!, Q.4l~ 6-e. ~~
. _ .. ' ~66ItyU-~oib03??~ ...

Sentencing Date:05-07-2003 ;r"" - O· ,.. ....,. ~~ f\z;:no:J'~C:=Y. ~;OF
I' ....-- _.-.~ :.~" • ~ '0# ..:. • l ~-r r:0r\.;L~ ,.\0- ~.
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· PRE-SENTENCE REPORT
JOHN C. MELIKIAN

~ CC#: C187203

ID. DEFENDANT INFORMATION

Physical Identifiers:
Sex: M Race: W
HairfEyes: BlondIBlue
ScarsfI'attoos: None

HeightIWeight: 6'001160

0.: •

, ~ • It <t

.........,..
Social History: The following information is as related by the defendant and is unverified unless otberwis
noted.

Childhood: The defendant relates aproblematic childhood in that his biological father would utilize violence agairis
him.. He attended counseling for approximately a six month period to address this issue.
Marital Status: Single Children: None
Custody Status of Children: N/A
Employment Status: Unemployed due to arrest. Skills as a cook, clerk and bus person.
Income: None Listed Other Sources: None Listed
Assets: None Listed Debts: None Listed.
Education: Completed the eleventh grade at Cimarron Memorial High SchooL Las Vegas, Nevada 1999.
Military: NtA Discharge: NtA
Health: Non-problematic .
Mental Health: Pursuant to the dictates ofNRS 176.133, 176.135, and 176.139, the defendant is required to submit
to a Psychosexual Evaluation provided by the Division ofParole and Probation. On April 26, 2003, the defendant
met with Victoria Cash Graff: a contract, licensed clinical social worker for this Division. Ms Graffinitiated various
assessment tools to provide clinical impres.sions and provided the following conclusions: The defendant repres~nts
in the low range to seKUally re-offend.
Substance Abuse: Daily use ofmarijuana since age fifteen and a casual use ofalcohoI.·

IV. CRIMlNAL RECORD

Records ·ofthe Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Federal Bureau of Investigatic;ms reflect the
following information: .

.TUVENThE: .

Arrest Date:

08-18-1996
(Fresno, California)

0+21-1998
(Fresno, California)

11-23-1999
(LV1v1PD) .

11-23-1999
(LVMPD)

Offense:

Vandalism

Burglary

1. Take Vehicle Without Consent
·2. Reckless Driving
3. Curfew

Drive Without License

".,4

Disposition:

Warned and Released

Referred to Juvenile HaIl

02-16-2000. Commitment order

Jon" -\-c=k 'In'-\ ~~"h~~
NCF
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1. Grand Larceny 00 -01-14-2000. Commitment order ,-
2. Possession Narcotic Paraphernalia d. n d \,..,.ro Cf\~ e.....R- -Fe l)..'(\ y'D'"t <:bee. . \ (\ ,,0u.s e...-

Q...'0.cL~L't~a~ f>0\~C.~

01-10-2000
(LVMPD)

. . P"RE-SENTENCE REPORT
JOHN C. MELIKIAN

. CC#: C187203

. . ~ ~ . ...:.. . ..
ADULT:

l~~t ')._.•'

.....~ I ... ~...,; r- I •

.... .-,...
•• •• .t ••_ 0.' • :I... (, '-.: :~ ......

Arrest-Date:

10-02-2001
(LVNJPD)

Offense:

1. Cit- Possession of Controlled
Substance (M)
2. Cit-Non Medical Possession of
Controlled Substance Less Than One
Ounce(M)

...... "r

Disposition:

CC#C-OS0453 SA On 11-02-2001, the
defendant pled guilty to Count 2.
Sentenced 35 days incarceration and
fined.

CC#C-519636 and CC#C-520359. On
07-17-2002. the defendant pled guilty.
Sentenced 35 days. concurrent 35 days
i~carceration.

CC#02F0687SB. On 08-13-2002, the
defendant pled guilty to Malicious
·Destruction ofProperty (M). Sentenced
Community Service and fined.

1. FTA Resi~t Police Officer (M)
2. Fl'A Petty Larceny (M)

1. Malicious Destruction ofProperty
(F) .
2. Apply Graffiti to Structure (F)
FfA: 07-1'0-2002

04-15-200"
(LVl'vIPT n

~V .
~

f.ft~

S Pi'
r-'" Petty Larceny (M) C tp '-2003. the

t· W' Lse~ J)eJt.endA-nT ,,&,.AlelY'\e1'\T ~ c.. .. \' \) "Z, mced 97 days

t£- ""¥y'ao~~Pt-\.\Nl A\'\ol~~f\ uJet.CS 14_:
1 \>J~-rf' \tj>b~

7 09-10-2002 2~ 1. Lewdness With A Minor Under 14 i~ ""I\~ :#C187203
(LVNJPD) • • Years (F) ~ ocr
;Z;e~ 2. Statutory Sexual Seduction (F) 2 ~ .- .. .' __

Counts .' 0 .' " •

~ IYI.-'J"7· .........."".;·. . R1\ID: 09-25-2002 WHAT \~1)\\~?? . ' . . '.... '.'
~ Ja- t.A/, 3. Sexual Assault Victim Under 14 (F) flJQRSS f-\ u:-lT 0.. S pe..r
~M1e.qed-uy '2 Counts . ~m e.n c., Y\~~C>1"?(nO~
~ /4 J 4. Coercion With Force (F) 2 Colints f\f\d. A~~\dA:\:)\T

5. Administrate Drug To Aid A r\ \ .Re:::'''' ._
Felony (F) 2 Counts ( V 0 J:),~ ....~ 0 .,.~ \dA-\J \

Additionally. the defendant was arrested ~r cited in Nevada and California for the following offenses for which no
jisposition is noted, prosecution was not pursued or charges were dismissed: Possession of Controlled Substance.
Possession Narcotic Paraphernalia, Minor Consumption ofAlcohol Contributing to the Delinquency ofaMinor. Cit-?
Minor Consumption ofAlcohol. . •

L.I:?!9~~h===:=:e.. \~-\--n,~~
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION: \ ~ ~ \"~~C!:O~~~~

TO t'h~~·e,l\·~e;tv..e.'f\c.q C>~
Additional Dates ofBirth: 06-07-1981 0- "'0(\\,,<,O~ Q..~-mlY\O\"'

QoC\~\..~'{'{\P~\~ ~~ ~\o'f\oL.
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• . PRE-SENTENCE REPORT
JOHN C. MELIKIAN

. CC#: C187203

Also Uses: John C. Mecikian; John Melikian
f \~e. See- -+h e...

V. OFFENSE SYNOPSIS dA" f.-~ Q ..J' €.- ~w{'o:!

Records ofthe Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Clark County District Attorney's Office reflec
that the instant offense occurred substantially as follows:

On ~eptember 09, 2002, officers were notified ofa possible sexual assault ofa minor under 14. Officers interviewee
the female victim (dab 03-24-1989) and she stated that she lied to her parents and told them that she was spendin!
th~' night at a female friend's home. On September 07,2003, the victim and her friend arrived at the defendant'.
residence where they drank beer and stnoked marijuana. The defendant was identified as JOHN' C. 1\1ELIKIAN. The
victim's female friend went into a room with the defendant's roommate and the victim passed out on the couch, She
awoke to find the defendant on top of her wearing only a pair of boxer shorts, As she screamed and kicked, the
defendant held her down. pulled her pants down and slapped her on the face. The defendant forced his penis into the
victim's vagina and engaged in sexual intercourse for approximately 30 minutes. .

l\.

"4 ..Q~ September 09,2002, the victim was examined at Sunrise Hospital for possible sexual assault. The results revealed
~ a tear and an abrasion in her vagina. The defendant was arrested and transported to the Clark County Detention
, Center where he was booked accordingly.

~,r.t. •

~,'f"~' I~', VI;' CO-DEFENDANT'S/OFFENDER'S lNFORMATION
o;!fl Ii"'''' '-.' - '5'" ....

c,~.. '<.:...) ,~ ... ~
None tJ>,,·\.;<,' r' r."

. - 11,2~- 't.'";,~ ... ~ vn. DEFENDANT'S STATEMENT->~AT€...D j!l)aoa3
~. . I

~t::.,...\~:.I. " .~ .~ "~"':. 1 ;:... •

The defendahfwas interviewed on April 09, 2003 at the Clark County Detenti~nCenter and has provided a written
statement for the Court's consideration. He admits to engaging the victim sexually, however, denies the knowledge

·ofher actual age.

.VIII. VICTIM INFORMAnON

On April 21. 2003, information received by the Division ofParole and Probation revealed that the vietimls ,attending
counseling to 'address the sexUal assault committed by the defendant. She. is exhibiting various behaviors related to
the Instant Offense:'The victim' 5 father will address'the Court at rendition ofsentence. The victim's parents havespent
$170 in ongoing counseling fees (VC2131995).

Contactwith Clark County Social Services reveals amonetary expenditure of$1310.40 pursuant to medical expenses
for the victim.

IX. PLEA NEGOTIAnONS

The State has agreed to retain the full right to argue at the time ofsentencing. Ifthe Defendant receives a positive
psychosexual evaluation and the District Court grants him probation, and he successfully completes Five (5) years'
ofthat prob~tion, the State h~s no oppOsition that he withdraw his plea and plead guilty to Coercion (Felony) and
Statutory' Sexual Seduction (Gross Misdemeanor) and receive credit for time served.
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X. CUSTODY STATUS/CREDIT 1 __ • .....~.oj ~.c.A' Y .c.u

Custody Status: CCDC

CTS: 240 Days 09-10-2002 to 05-07-2003

XI. AGGRAVATING / MITIGATING FACTORS

A. Aggravating Factors: B. Mitigating Factors:

l.
2. t •
3.

Criminal history 1.
History ofviolence -)- No \-\,~TD~
Offense involved a juvenile UO ~\ ~

\0 et'\c...~

\ n D:=C!-u.«1ef\+S

Cooperative during interview

xu. RECOMMENDATIONS

In addition to the $25 Administrative Assessment, $700 Psychosexual Evaluation Fee and $150 DNA fees, it is the
recommendation ofthe Division ofParole and Probation that the defendant, JOHN C.1vIELIKIAN, be sentenced to
a term of life in the 'Nevada Department of Corrections with a minimum parole eligibility after ten years has been
served and further ordered to pay $1480.40 restitution

The defendant shall submit to a test for genetic markers as required by statute. The Court shall include a special
sentence ofLifetime Supervision to commence upon release from any term of probation, parole, or imprisonment.

.RESPEC1FULLY SUBMITTED,

AMY H. WRIGHT, CIDEF
• J • ~

I r; ­
. ~/;W flo IS~

GEbRGE K. JOHNSO 357
Parole and Probation Officer
District IV, Las Vegas, Nevada

. ,

'APPROVED:

TONI GJLLEN/554
.. , -- . Unit Manager

/ ..,. ! ,.:.,.... Court Services Unit V

GIG
126498
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Clark Counry School District
Student Support Service Division

Las Vegas, Nevada
Multidisciplinary Team Repon

CONFIDENTIAL
This report contains confidential information and is the property of Clark County School Dis.tri

" Las Vegas, Nevada.

Name:
Student ID:
MDT Date:
Reevaluation Date:
Date OfBirth:

.Chronological Age:
Gender.
Grade:
Home School:

Team Members:
Name

John Melikian

Steve Barnson
Wendy Hagman
Mavis Nigro

Melikian, John
268887
10/14/99
10/1412002
6n/82
17 yean, 4 month,
Male

·Twelfth
Mojave High School

Title
Student
General Education Teacher
Special Education Teacher
Special Education Teacher Facilitator
School Psychologist

REASON FOR REFERRAL:
Jolm was referred for initial evaluation on 9/17/99 for a 30-day evaluation due to him being new to the state
ofNevada. John had been receiving services at his previous school district as a student with a Learning
Disability.

EVALUATION PROCEDURES:
The assessment included all the components ofa comprehensive eval'uation required by state regulations,
including infonnation provided by John's parents or primary caregiver (if the student is younger than 18
years of age). Infonnation regarding John's current classroom perfonnance (observations and assessments),
and the observ.ations ofhis teachers and other pro..iders of instructional or educational sef"'tices were also
included. John's primary language, racial, and ethnic background were considered prior to selection and
interpretation ofevaluation procedures and measures. All assessment procedures measure a limited sample
ofa person's total repertoire. The selected measures should only be interpreted within the limits of their
measured validiry. .
The following procedures were components ofme evaluation:"

Developmental History
Medical History
Vision Screening
Hearing Screening
Interview ofMother
Review ofPrevious Assessment Records
Woodcock-Johnson, Tests Of Achievement - Revised (WJ-R)
BASC - Parent Rating Scales
BASC - Self-Report ofPersonaHty

I .
....

10rT/99
lOn/99

9124/99
10/14/99

".......' ~"~ 10/14/99
~.- I '! r,

~~\.... .4..-_

~ ... ',r ~

r"'4~""'''''''~':' • I ~: ,'._~ 'oW .-;

.~.. .. .. -L 11~



BACKGROUND INFORMAnON:

DEVELOPMENTAL mSTORY:
According to the Mother, John's prenatal history is educationally unremarkable. John's birth history was
without complication and educationally unremarkable. Also, according to the Mother, John's neonatal
history was without major incident.

John attained the motor milestones in the following fashion: sitting - within nonnal age limits; crawling ­
within normal age limits; standing - within normal age limits; and walking -within nonnal age limits. He
attained the language milestones ofspeaking his first words at a delayed rate, and he spoke in sentences at a
-delayed rate. .

Ms. Melikian reports that it took lohn a long time to start talking when·he was young. In school, she first
realized he was having difficulty leaming because he had more difficulty than o~her students. He had
trouble remembering his address and phone number before Kind.erganen. He still has difficulty
remem~ering the times tables.
1000is reported as having a history oftobacco use, drug abuse, and stomach problems (acnes). He went
.through a period oftime when he was prone to accidents.
Due to some of his emotional difficulties. John has been receiving therapy for the past four years and has
received drug education through court school.
Currently, John is reported by his mother as having turned his life around. He is currently doing well in
school and has ajob that he enjoys and is doing well at also. .

MEDICAL HISTORY:
10hn's general health could be described as good. lohn has no history ofany prior medications that may

. impact his present academic performance or behavior.

EYE
Left
Right
Both

NEAR
20/20
20110
20/20

DISTANT
20/20
20/20
20/20

On lOn/991ohn's vision and hearing were screened. Both vision and hearing screenings yielded results
within normal limits. John has adequate vision and hearing for academic functioning. lohn does not
require any accommodations be made for his vision or hearing.

John's he!ilth history is void of any conditions, which may affect academic performance:

. PRIOR EVALUATIONS:
. John was previously evaluated on 11129/98 while in Fresno Unified School District. His.chronological age
at"that,time was 16.

At that time ~e WISe - m was administered and resulted in the following: Verbal IQ == 75;. Performance
IQ == 94; Full Scale IQ .... 81. .

Reading slcillswere assessed with the WRAT-3 and John obtained a Standard Score of61. Math skills
were assessed via the WRAT-3 and John obtained a Standard Score of52. Spelling skills were assessed
with the WRAT-3 and John obtained a Standard Score of 66.

At that time the primary disability was Specific Learning Disability. Summary ofthis previous assessment
was that lohn has an average intellectUal ability. He has a deficit in auditory processing. A severe
discrepancy was found between his ability level and in his achievement in math calculation and reasoning

.. skills. He was found eligible for special education services as a student with a Learning pisability.- ~ .
, ..'

., ~ ~..
.:... ~.t •.1 I· ~ I
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TEST SESSION OBSERVAnONS:

John's performance during fonnal testing did not appear to be adversely affected by failure or frustration.
He did not require any adaptations or modifications to the standardized procedures. He did not require an
excessive amount ofreinforcement and praise. Overall, the results of the present testing and evaluation
procedures appear to be valid for the purpose ofaddressing the reason for referral.

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT TESTS:

4.9
4.4

7.0
8'.0

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement - Results:
Test Name: S5 G.E.
Letter-Word Identification: 91 8.2
Passage Comprehension: 89 7.6
Broad Reading: 90
Calculation: 86
Applied Problems: 81
Broad Math: 88 '
Dictation: 7S
Writing Samples: 80
Broad Written Language: 77

%ILE
27
23
25
18
10
21 .
5
9
6

Subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson Tests ofAchi~vement- Revised were administered. to John on
09/24/99.

Reading:
When compared to other children his age John's letter-word identification skills were in the average range
as reflected by a standard score of 91. This represents basic reading skills at or better than 27 percent ofhis
age peers and represents a grade equivalent of 8,2. John obtained a passage comprehension standard score
of89 which reflects a percentile score of23 and is in the low average range. His passage comprehension
skiUs are at the 7.6 grade equivalent. When compared to other individuals John's age, he obtained a Broad
Reading standard score of90 which is in the' average range ofreading skills. His score reflects reading
skills at or better than 25 percent of the children his age.

Mathematics:
John's calculation skills were in the low average range as reflected by a standard score of86, representing
skills at or betterthan 18 percent ofltis age peers and represents skills atthe 7.0 grade equivalent. John's
obtained a standard score of81 representing skills at or better than 10 percent of his age peers on the
applied problems sub~est. This is in the low average range compared to other individuals his age and is
represented .by a grade equivalent of8.0. He obtained a Broad Math standard score of 88 which is in the
low ayerage range of m!lth skills. This renects overall math skills at or better·than 21 percent of the
children his age. .

Language:
John's dictation skills-were in the low range as reflected by a standard score of75, representing skills at' or
better than 5 percent ofhis age peers and represents skills at the 4.9 grade equivalent. John's writing
s~p.le was in the low average range as reflected by a standard score of80, representing skills at or better
than 9 percent of his age peers and represents skills at the 4.4 grade equivalent. On the Written Language
subtests John's perfonnance was in the low range. He obtained a standard score of 77. Overall, John's
writing skills are at or better than 6 percent of the individuals his age.

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL TESTS: - ~~ • - •• ~ ~ • I ...... po ~.! !', •

\.: •. 1 ...).: to.:- ... "-,~ ....... ,:..

T-Score %ile
43 25
51 53

.... -.

Behavior Assessment System for Children - Results
Self-Report of Personality

Composite
School Maladjustment
Clinical Maladjustment

".

....... .
I~ ::r P·';",. - .-
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Parent Rating Scale
Debra Melikian - Mother
Composite
Externalizing Problems
Internalizing Problems
Behavior Symptoms Index
Adaptive Skills

T-Score
46
4\
47
58

%ile
34
19
40
79 ........ ~- ........

The Self-Report ofPersonality ofthe Behavioral As.sessment SYStem for Children was completed by John.
This self-report assessment yields scores for a number ofclinical and adaptive scales as well as three
composite scores and a global indicator caJled the Emotional Symptoms Index. Generally speaking, the
clinical scales measure maladjustment and therefore, high scores suggest a high degree of negative or
undesirable behavior and low scores reflect higher functioning. The SRP provides composite scores for
School Maladjustment, Clinical Maladjustment, and Personal Adjustment and an Emotional SymptQms
Index..

Before interPreting John's composite scales and their components a determination of the validity mu'st be
made. The BASC contains several scales useful for validity determinations. These are the F-Inde:c., L­
[ndex and the V-Index. The F-Index and L-Index scores are in the normal range. John does not appear to
be "faking-good" or "faking-bad" in an attempt to influence the results of the SRP. The anxiery scale
assesses generalized fears, over-sensitivity, and wornes that typically are irrational and poorly defined.
John's anxiety score is very low and may suggest an inflated sense of well being.

John's attitude to school score of 5 suggests relative satisfaction with school. His anitude to teachers of 62
suggests he views teachers as uncaring, unfair or unmotivated to help StUdents.

The Atypicality Scale evaluates unusual perceptions. behaviors and thoughts. John obtained an Atypicality
Score of49 suggesting he has typical perc~ptions. behaviors and thoughts. John's depression score of43,
which is in the average range, suggesting few if any feelings of loneliness, sadness, or pessimism. His
locus ofcontrol score of 65 suggests that he feels somewhat helpless to his siruarion. He may have a "What
is the point ofaying?" attitude and believe strongly in luck. The need for varied, new, and complex
sensations and experiences and the willingness to take risks to obtain such sensations and experiences is
measured by the Sensation Seeking Scale. John's score on this scale was 66 indicating a tendency to be
bored easily, have a high energy level and willingness to engage in risk-taking behavior.

. The Sense oflnadequacy Scale assesses a lack of beliefin the ability to achieve at expected levels. John's
score of 51 is in the average range suggesting he has adequate confidence in his ability. John's feelings of
tension and stress in social situations are Dot a problem for him. The interpersonal relations scales assesse~

success at relating to others and enjoyment doing so. John feels comfortable with his ability to relate with
others. He is satisfied with his level ofimponance in bis family, his relationship with his parents, and the
degree of parental trust. John appears to be satisfied with his physical and intra-psychic characteristics. He
may be se~n by others as warm, open, and self-assured. He appears to be confident in his ability to make
decisions. He is probably not fearful of his emotions and well conuulled by internal principles.

Parent Rating Scales: -
The Parent Scales (PRS) of the Behavior Assessment SyStem for .Children was completed by Debra
Melikian, his Mother on 10/14/99. The PRS requires the respondent to rate the child on 138 behaviors that
are grouped into domains. The rating scales yields composite scores for ElCternalizing Problems and
IntemaliziDg Problems. These scores comprise the Behavioral Symptoms Index and this index reflects the
overall level ofproblem behavior. These PRS ratings are in the average range based on a Behavioral
Symptoms Index of47 and a percentile rank of40. An Adaptive Skills composite is also calculated
cl?nsisting ofprosocial, organizational, study and otherwise adaptive skills. The Adaptive Skills composite
is the opposite of the clinical composites. His Adaptive Skills composite is in the average range with a
score of58 which is at the 79 percentile.

Page 4
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Because rating scales are samples ofone person's opinion ofanother person's behavior. caution should be
exercised ifthere is any reason to question the validity of the results. When rating John the Mother does
"not appear to have answered the items with a negative response set. The Externalizing Problems
Composite of the Parent Rating Scales consists pfthe Hyperactivity, Aggression, and Conduct Problems
scales. These types of behaviors may be described as "undercontrolled" behavior (Achenbach &
Edelbrock. 1978). John obtained an Externalizing Problems composite of46. which is in the average
range. and apercentile rank of34. The Internalizing Problems composite is made up ofthe Anxiety,
Depression, and Somatization scales. Because these types of problems are not typically disruptive they are
often missed and go unidentified. John's Internalizing Problems composite ofthe Parent Rating Scales was
in the average range with a score of41 which is at the 19th percentile, when compared to his age peers.

SUMMARY:
John continues to show academic needs in the area ofwritten expression. He has made much improvement
in the other academic areas. John's emotional and behavioral difficulties appear to be his control at this
time'-There have been no problems recently ~d Ms. Melikan reports that he appears to have tUrned his'life
arouDd, . '

SPECIAL EDUCATION DETERMINATION: "
Based upon the information obtained during the course of this evaluation. no educational. environmental.
economic disadvantage or cultural. ethnic difference is considered to be the primary factor influencing
JOM'S educational difficulties.

Furthennore. also based on the results ofthis evaluation, John appears to demonstrate an educational
disability - specifically, Specific· Learning Disability. John exhibits a deficit in Auditory Discrimination.
This deficit is considered the primary cause ofa severe discrepancy between his predicted and actual
achievement in written expression. These Discrepancies are not due to another disability, or
environmental. cultural difference or economic disadvantage; lack of instruction in reading or math and
limited English proficiency. Intervention strategies have been previously implemented. but they did not
remedy the deficit.

..... .,. J' :~ t; ;........\ .- . ~... 'I ~ .' ~I

~; .,.,~. : .."~ 1..' ... ,' t.:.;.lw .....

Instructional Recommendations:
Regardless ofactual placement, areas which may require specific goals include:

Improve Functional Written Language Skills

RECOMMEND'AnONS:

1. 10hn appears to be eligible as a student with a Leaming Disability in written language.

~- - .~,

t. J: 'i

2. 10hn will need modifications for his written e;'(pression difficulties. When necessary, allow him to
present written assignments on tape or orally, allow another to copy down work so he can dictate his ideas
to facilitate concept formation. It helps to focus onwhat 10hn has mastered and not the quantity ofwritten
work produced.

3: ,CoOS!-lltation with the school psychologist should be made available to John's caregivers.

4. To minimize distTaetibiIiiy. allow John to move to a quieter area ofthe room. Ask John privately to
detennine ifanything in the classroom environment is presenting a problem.

Date
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Date

General EducationT~

.~\
Steve Bamson Date
Special Education Teacher

.
L) ~-- - ~ -- L0 1-<-1'i~17~~Cr _
WendY~ Date
Special Education Teacher Facilitator

School Psychologist -

I have reviewed this report and received a copy_ [understand that I can submit a written response or
I.have been n~tified that I may request to review ~he information used as

.. '. t· . t ~... ~. :: ':.
, ~ M ~I .": _ l' .•~ ~ ..I :.. •• 1"" •.
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I<AlSER PERMANENTE

Kaiser Pennanente Medical Center
7300 North Fresno Street
Fresno, California 93720-2942

4785 North First Street
Fresno, California 93726~S13

(209) 4-48-4500

Edward S. Glavls
Vice PresidenVArea Manage

Larry L Coble, M.D.
Physician.in.Chief

ob(2.QI~ l
~OOfY\ n W\~ ~~c.

~hl'\ M~k~

J\-- -\.Il cb~~ W ~G h'v\ ~~

'{N2 a..vd -V\~ ~~-' iW< 1-.Ua2,

(..~~:.~...~ GMe.:

~~~~r~~~bb~ .e~~ ~ ..

~ ~':=-. fr'". - IA k
~"~ ~ WlJ0/.

B. Rao Tripuraneni, M.D.
Chdr. .nmaltof Menl2J HC:lllh

Board Cer1Ifrcd In OIUd and Molesant. Adull and CeI1aufc 1'syI:hJ~

nenle Medical Group, Inc. Maiialion tine: (201) 448-t783
Fim Street Reception: ('lO9) 448-4620
ifomia 93n6-0513 Cancellation lJnt; ('lO9) 448-t719
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Parent
Trieyclic

--,~~C' .. ' .:.' •

ILlne

Information on 0~'l.t.LoL
Antidepressants l.t>jf~/q7

What art tricyclic a-nlid~pressanls?

The medicines in this group are:

Generic NameBrand Nam~

Tofranil
Norpramin or P,crto{rane
Elavil or Endep (or others)
Pamelor .,or Aventyl
Anafranil

They were developed to' treat depression. but are DOW also used -for
children and adolescents with enuresis (bedwetung). attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). school phobia. panic . disorder.
obsessive compulsive disorder. and some sleep disorders.

How can thtse me.dicinu htlp?

They can (decrease 'depression., anxiety (nervousness). panic. obsessions
and compulsions. bedwetting. ~ight terror~ or sleep walkJng. hyperactivity.
imp,ulsivity. and i~attention. The medicines in this group differ in which
$Y.D1ptoms they seem to be best for. When ucaung depression. the medicine
may take several weeks to work.

How will tlu doctor monitor tilis medicine?

A lest oJ hean rhythm (electrocardiogram - EKG) is done usually before
staning the,' medicine. except when very small amounts are ·to be used to treat
bedwetting or sleep problems. The EKG may be repeated as the dose is
increase<l. and occasionally as long as the medication is prescribed, The pulse
and I;>lood pressure will be checked before starting the medicine. at significant

. dose increases. and every so often as long as the medicine is giv.en . These
checks are precautionary; it is' very tare for problems with pulse or blood
pressure or hean function to develop.

There is not general agreement on the use of blood lev.els of these
medications. They seem to' be most useful in the treatment of depression and
when the doctor 'suspects the dose of medicine may be too high or toO low. To
get the most accurate level, blood is drawn in tl1e morning. after at least 5 days
on the same dose, approximately 12 hours after the last dose of medicine on the
previous day and before any morning dose. .

...... . ... - ,"- ~ .- ..
,.. ~ J.'
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PSYCHOSEXUAL EVALUATION

IDENTIFYING DATA.

1: ".J·ot .. .
~ I ' ':. • .. •

f , .. ) .... '\ ,...... ;.: \..", t •. ~

John Clifford Melikian
None known
June 77 1982

20
Russian - Annenian
Clark County Detention Center
None
None locally

Name:
Aliases/fonner names:
Date ofBirth:

. Social Security Number:
Age:
Ethnic Background:
Current llacement:
Home Address:
Family Members and Ages:

The Honorable Judge Gates
Department vm:
Sentencing Date:

. Case# ..
··r)·#'t.i ·~~~~~atio~·.S~J;iffl-;t(~(tr ., .

; ••••• " :......... ..f" .....'. ". _. .." s',: ••
Probation Officer:' .
Cost,for evaluation:

May 7,2003
C187203

'. ApriJ{~((~09;,f~:·,,'
George 'JohnsOI}
$700.00.

THE FOLLOWING IS ONLY PART OFA. PSYCHOSEXUAL EVALUATION
COMPLETED ON THIS CLIENT. 11lE REPORTSHOULD BE REVIEWED IN ITS
ENTIRETY.

CLINICAL IMPRESSIONS

Mr. Melikian comes out in the low range for risk assessment on the RRASOR and the
medium low range on the STATIC-99_He has no prior convictions for inappropriate
sexual behavior or non-sexual violence. He admits he had sexual intercourse with Shayna
Anderson and. that she spent the night at his apartment. However~ he states she told him
she was 17 years old, she represented to other people in the neighborhood and they
believed her to be 17 years old, she. called his horne on the night of the incident and asked

...,. --



to come over at approximately 2:00 am and she was a willing participant in the sexual
activities. He said that initially she said no but then agreed to have sex.

This evaJuato~~.§.9.Jlu:ee.separate-inteMews-condueted-t;5,-tne·police·WiihtheVictim,-" _...- ...
~•.-,.. ,~" ·SliaynaAnderson. In each of the interviews, there appeared to be inconsistencies that were

, questioned and Shayna was unable to give plausible and/or clear answers in clarification.
In the sentencing memorandum prepared by Robert' H. Thompson, Deputy Public
Defender, the many discrepancies in Shayna Anderson's version of the incident were
pointed out and the defendant's version of events from the evening were corroborated in
the affidavit ofCourtney Kostzuta, Shayna,'s companion during the evening of the
incident.

Mr. Melikian said he was home with his roommate and did not solicit or encourage ~
Shayna to call him. She asked to come over and he said yes. He thought she w3:S 17. 'i' ~(\ f!Y;t(~
Others who kn~w her thought she was 17 raising the question ofwhether or not she wI)~
intended to deceive others, including the defendant, about her age. She did not report the "
incident for several days. She did not leave his apartment after being attacked and what
she described- as raped even though her abuser had fallen asleep leaving her the
opportunity to flee. She implied that her friend was engaged in an "orgy" with four males
when there were no other males besides :Mr. Melikian and his roommate in the apartment.

Mr, Melikian may have broken alaw by having sex: with a child of 13 but the evidence in
the case seems to indicate he was led to b.dieve she was over the age ofconsent for'
Nevada. He admits she told him no and he continued to engage in sexual contact with her
and she admits she eventually said yes and gave in to his advances. We do not know how
hard he pushed but we do know that his statements are consistent with others involved in
the case and hers are not.

SUMMARYAND CONa..USIONS

DSM-IV Pi~gnosti~-Impres$ion:. .,
• r .. ,.

,

.
~." ~r,' .: .' ~." ,," -..- t "

l. \ 4' .. '" :'1,4 (
.. ,10 _ ~., ~ r'" l- 'Or • _ .J,.-• • ~.

,j.~:::: i.~ ,x~:jf,_-

Attention Deficit Di.s~~erby historY " :~:;-; ,I.::-~:~~·:··".~~_:,"·~:~~·.:~;'i~·,:" \- ;,:'
_ • • _ _ ,,' '" ~ I.. .: ..' .~.' • _ ,," _ ..... ~." ..

799.9·Deferred .. -' '. '- '. .,.' .t.. ,.-. . " ~ ~ ;, -
Nothing by hiStory _ "-. .. '..-. ." ~ ,' ... '. "
Stress related to charges
75

"

-

:AXis I- : .'
.....:#:.~:,.

. Axis:m·,:....
. AXi~IV' . .'
Axis' V Current GAF

age of consent. He has no prim' accusations or convictions for inappropriate sexual
behavior and he has no history ofnon-sexual violent behavior.

......Mr. Melikian does not resent a significant risk to re-offen ifin fact he has "offended" at
t s pomt. He admits to sexual contact maintaining he was led to believe she was over the..

It is difficult when the 'aGCUSer is a child who says they have been sexually assauited but w~
Il?'ust.l~o~ a~ "all- ~h.e ele'inents and detcruIine the level ofhonestY ofthe viet~-as YieU ~ " -, .~.. '

.. . '
.'



that ofthe abuser. The good works ofadvocates tQ have victims' be beard and protected
can,easily be undone by the unjust punishment of people who have become victims oftheir
accusers.

~ ", ... I .......... RECOMMENITATIONS'----'"
-. . ._ ._._ _ - ._.._. _ ~ ..,. -_.0 _,

1. Mr. Melikian should submit to a complete substance abuse evaluation and
complete any recommended treatment.

2. Mr. Melikian should complete a diploma or ce~ca~eprogramfor high scbool
eql,1ivalency. '

, '3. Mr. 'Melikiin should complete vocation·or technicaI tr~g to increase his
'employment opportunities. r •

4. Mr. Melikian should attend individual therapy to address appropriate sexual
boundaries and complete treatment on abuse issues from his childhood.

Respectfully Submitted,

'7lt~&.~#~~~
Victoria Cash Graff: LCSW 0I
Executive Director
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NAME: John Clifford Melikian
D.O.B.: 6nl82
CASE NO.: C181203X
DATE INTERVIEWED: 515/03
SUBJECT:' Risk to reoffe:nd

SOURCES OIl'DATA:

l ~. ,' ..

Interview ofdefendant by Mark J. Chambers, Ph.D.; guilty plea agreement; Las Vegas Metro
Police Department BITest report; 2~cS amended information.. '

:REFERR..AL AND BACKG;ROUND INFORM4TION:

:Mr. Melikian was referred for evaluation by lils court~appointed attorney. Robert Thompson, of
the Clark County Public Defender Office. foe an. evaluation to determine ifhe is a high risk to
reoffend. ADcording to RVBJlable documents, the defend8nt was initially charged with lewdness
with a 'minoe and statutory sexu.al seduction in connection with a 917/02 incident involving Shayna
Anderson; DOB: 3/24/89. Shayna originally told police that she and a friend. Co~eYll had gone
'to the home ofthe defendant aild his roommate on the date in question after lying to her parents
about where she was going. At the defendant·s home, she said., sh.e, Courtney. and the two males
drank b.eer and smoked marijuana Courtney reportedly went into another room with the
roommate, Shayna said, and she fell asleep on the couch.

. . .
On 9/9/02.ShayUa told police that'she awakened to find the defendant on top of her. She stated
that she scrC4lDed and s~arted licking him, but he held her down and. put his band oyer her Illouth.
She bit his'l;Um(t s~e sa.i~ an~ he:puped offher pants B:Dd slapped her on. the face. H~ th~~d
:V~ginalsex with her.:'s~e siUd.:..npt-using a condom;, and afterward went back ~to his· rooi,:i1~. , ,:' ,

"ShaYJ;1a'191d"police she th~W~erl1.ii1fo.th~bathfobm and,vomite<L after which she'I'~ed to .:: '
sleep'·on the cou~h. . :. , --:".:" :: >.' ,.. :: . ", ' .' , ''. ,:," ." ': ;. ':,

• ..' '" .. 1.~. .
. - ..

Later on the same day ofthe above report. Shayna spoke with a Detective Barrett, to whom she
~e a very different accoUDt of events. She told Detective Barrett that tho defendant did not .
hold her:-do~ did not slap her hard enough to hurt her, and that she did not scream. She also
said that she vomited because she had too much. to drink, and she told Detective Barrett that she
had eventually consented to have sex with the defendant "after his numerous requests 811d
ad-vances.,.,

Police also interviewed the defendant. who stated thatat the time ofthe incident, he was unaware
t~'t,Sha~was 9nly 13 years old. He sta~ed that the incident with Shayna oCcurred in~. . ,

" ' ..
" '

-~ II

, '-

.' ~ ....-. .
.- ~ ... . - .
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·bed.roo~ D~t on ~e livipg.mOOLcouc~dhe.admitted-that. Sh8yna.initially-rejeeted-hi~-'-~~ - .-
---- .....-. a.dvances~ telling him unon when he attempted to kiss her or touch her breasts. Twice she pulled

her pants back up when he pulled them down, he reportedly told policet but esventually she pulled
her panties down to her knees herself. He admitted that he did not use a condom dwing sex but
pulled out prior to ejaculating. Shayna slept in his bed that night, he said. and when he attempted
to have sex with.her again in tho morning she told him "no/~

On 9/10/022 Shayna was again interviewed by Detective Barrett. On this occasion she admitted
that the sexual acts had occurred in. the defendant's bedroom and that she had eventually
consented to the sex. Based on this inforrnatio~ the de£endmt" was arrested and booked on the
above charges. He has since entered a guilty plea on one count oflewdness with a child under the
age offourteen ~ part ofa plea agreement and is currently awaiting sentenclng, .

,
!vIr. Meli1dan"Was interviewed for the present evaluation at the Clark County Detention Center.
Prior to the start ofthe interview, he was informed ofthe purpose of the evaluation and the limits
ofconfidentiality. He indicated that he understood these"inmuetions and verbally consented to
proceed with the evaluation.· , -

MENTAL STATUS:

Mr. Melildan communic~tedsomewhat effectively during his interview, although in the early
stages of the evaluation his answers were somewhat guarded and evasive. His affect (emotional
demeanor) was gooerally appropriate. although at times he was agitated andt~ particularly
during an upsetting line ofquestioning regarding his conduct during the incident related to this
case. Thex-e were no opvious lnaications ofclinical depression or suicidal ideation. While no
fonnal assessment ofthe defendantls intellectual ability was conducted, he appeared to be of
grossly nonnal or low normal intelligence. He appeared to have minor problems with remote
memory, ~aving troublo linking events with a particular date or age. but he appeared to be,
oriented to ·timc, person, and plac~.. No thought disorder,_ active hallucinations, or d,elusiol)R1_
thinking·were noted. . . -. - :.' , . :.'. .. "_ -. :. _ - : _. . .' .-

~ ~~ 4 ~ ~ • ~ ~ p ~ .... - ~ • • ••

ACC;O~OF·~·omN~:i~..':-;:.·-:'-::·,> -::-.:::' :.. - ':': :'.. - .
~.. .... • ".~" •• • .... 4.· : ,.-,:, ..- '.. ~•• ' ."'. ~: .. ':., .- ~ .. t •• '" ~

'nl~-9<ttendant was urltially somewhat eVas~e 'and def~ive·when asked y/hy, by'his 'own :".
, admission, he p·orsisted in a.ttem.ptiilg to nave, gex With Shayna &fter she said "nou to him multiple
times. He responded to such questions by simply asserting that he did not rape her and <lid
nothing wrong. Eventually, he eXplained that Shayna's protestations were playful and not
intended to be serious. Her only reservation, he saidt was because he bad a girlfriend. Had she
struggle~ screamed, or bit his band as she originally claimed, he said. he would not have
continued, and he ac~owledged that ifhe had., such aetiODB would certainly qualify as rape.

Mr. Melikian stated that he had met Shayna through a friend 'ofhis girlfriend, but he admitted that· .
he did not lmow -~er well. SJie had told him that she was 17 years old, he said, and he believed

..thi~ as she looked older than sh~ really was. He also noted that her fiiencl Courtney, was 17,



: MAY-06-2003 rUE 10:32 AM FROM:HAYLEY CHAMBERS

Joha Melikian
May 6. 2003 !_r

., I

FAX: 7029381042

. , "

PAGE 4

Page 3

~- .._....- .- ·making-it"seemmore"likely'tnatSlii"jna wis"tetliilithe truth. On the iiiiiht-Of the incid~~ -he said:-···· --,
Shayna called him at 2 a.m. and asked to come over. He does not know how she obtained his
telephone number, he said. He also did not know why she wanted to come over. but he
consented. He denied giving her bee(or marijuana as she originally told polic~ claiming that she
had been drinking prior to her arrival. He repeated his assertion that she wanted to have sex with
him, and he could only explain why he bad sex: with her despite having a. girlfiiend by stating that
he is "a. 20-year-old male." He asserted that he would never have had sex with her ifhe had
known her age and probably would not have even allowed her into his home.

PSYCHOSOCIAL HISTORY:

The defendant stated that he was born and raised in Fresno, Califotnia. His only sibling is an
older brother. His fathet worked as a foreman in public works but recent retired. His parents
divorced when he was about 16 years old. he said, in part because his father was abusive to b.im.
his brother. and his mother. He lived with bis father for about a year after the' divorce, he said,
but he returned to his ~otherafter his father began hitting him again.

The defendant described being succeSsful in sports but stated that he had a learning disability·and
earned poor grades in school. He was treated for ADHD with Remeron, he sai~ but he
discontinued this medication after a coupie ofyears because his father felt he did not need it. He
tailed to graduate from high schoo~ dropping out in the 12th grade. he said, because he bad ajob
as the head. busboy·at Macaroni Grlll. He lost this job. he said, when he 8Jld friends failed to
return home from a road trip in time for him to return to work. His has also worked for two
other: restaurants and an art supply store. In addition, he report~ he worked for 3 months going

, from town to town selling magazines. Just prior to h.is arrest he had been laid offfrom his job as a
substitute cook. After his release from custody, he plans to join his mother in Idaho and take a
job digging wells.

, Th~ ~~endant stated that foll~~ghis PBFents;'4ivarce. his .Ii1~ther P4~ him'an~ his.brother m."
" therapy., He contfuued with the tb~apy at his Inother!.;I }ll"gifig for three y~ars,. he saicl., He ~~ed.

.",. ,.."~~ ariy hi~stoty ofsuicide a.~e-!l1pts pt seriow Slii(;idal ideatl6ni·.~~began ~Sin8 marijUana' at ",
~" ,:\ th~ ,~ge of. i.-:I- 'qr' ts. he sai~ ·an.d.last used the" dtu8..~~·I(mQnt.h:~ff:us Bri"e~. He.also 'uses "
':'.. ~qohol,'he'said)' but he described·himselfas being an,oCC~(;>nal'drinker. havipg"alcoholles& than

.' , once' a::.week. '.. ' ...

'When asked about his prior mest history. the defen~t indicated 'that he has been ticketed for
various violations in the'past,but arrested only once. Around the year 2000 he was apprehended
after stealing food from a. store. he said, but he was only given a. citation. He failed to appear in
coUrt for the citation and had a bench warrant issued for him. he said. In 2001. he and a friend
were caugh~ using marijuana. when the friend. who was drivin~was pulled over by police. Again,
the defendant was given only a citation, and again he failed· to appoar in cotllt. resulting~ anot,per
~ench"warrant.. In that same year he was cited for underage drinlcing at a party in the Rio Hotel. '

, he ~aid? and once more he failed ,to appear in court. Fin8.lly.) in 2002, he reporte~ lie and.a friend. '. ­
.." 'Were ~ested.'for u:tagging" and spent 8 days in jail:' He indicated that he ,did not make a c.ourt .

- . ~ .. ~ .

:
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The defendant indicated that his :first sexual experience was at age 15 or 16 and he estimated that
he has had a total of25 to 30 sexual partners total. His longest relationship. he said, lasted about
18 months and ended when he left California to move to Las Vegas. He denied having any
history ofdeviant sexual activity, and he said that he has had no prior accusations against him of
sexual impropriety, other than two girls who he said, fuIsely acCused him ofgetting them
pregnant

IMPRESSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS:
. "

It should be noted that the prediction offuture behavior, even by trained mental health
professionals, is ofnotoriously low accuracy, particul~lywith respect to relatively low frequency
behavior such as aiminal offenses. However. an individual's relative Jisk for offending can be
estimated by considering a number offactors that have been empirically identified to be associated
with sexual offenses. This defendant's risk was asses9ed using the Static-99, an inlrtrument that
consists offactors found to be predictive ofsexual and violent recidivism. For the current case,
based on the infonnation available~ the Static-99 yielded a score of 3, which corresponds to a
meqium-Iow risk to reoffend. The facto~s contributing to this score were unrelated victim" young
defendant, and single defendant. II

The defendant's risk was also assessed using the SVR-20, an instrument that consists of20 .
distinct vB.ria.bles such as sexual deviation, history of mental illne9~ and substance use problemS.
When the SVR':'1.0 was applied to the current case, 3 ofthe 20 risk factors, victim of clilld abuse,
past nonviolent offense. and extreme minimization ofoffens~were detennined to be present:,
based on the infonnation available. This also corresponds to a low to medium risk to reoffend.

Based on a thorough review ofthe above facts in this case, it does not appear that this defendant .
is at ~ high risk for repeated: episodes ofsexual Qffendi.ng. Rather~ the ~,ehavior associated "with

.... the ·~haigE;d.Offeos6~ppe~s to have represented Ii senes ofpoor judgments on'his.pan ~at are,- .
:: '...-" .', riot~~!y,'~?:be replicated ~ the .fu~re. This defendant appear:~.to.~bit'po~r ins!-ght aD:~"li;D;i.it~ :
:..:.... ·'~ping. ~~ls~ lacking a'clear·,set1,.S¢ oithe consequenCes ofliis a.cti(;)lis~'HQw.ever.·ltapp~ tha:t'· . .."

, . "~e' CijrI:eti~, Ciie, .inCltIdlng the eXtended amount ofUme he·Ms.:sp~nt'irijail;.'nia{havc:{bid an:', '.. :- ..'."
·'i.n?-pact o~ 'bis Understandiiig of such consequences. Ifhe is grant'ed piobati~~ it is iec'6mm:eJ;i~ed
that'he'be held to a high standard with 'respect to the requirements ofhis supervision and thai. .
violations ofthe Conditions afhis probation be dealt with seriously, so that he will be encouraged
to take responsibility for his actioD9.'
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To Whom It May Concern;

John Melikian. I 84590 attended Sex Offender trecrtm.ent from July 2008 to
February 2009. Treatment consi.sted of 150 group therapy hours at; 6 hDurs per
week. Mr. Melikian's attendance, participation andprogress was above average.

~ '

Treatment topics ~redwere:

Victim Impact and Empathy

Cognltl.ve Distortions

Relapse Prevention

Offense Cycles

Presentation in group ofan autobiography to include a sexual history

Relationship skiizs and Sexuality

U I can be ofany.further assistance, please feel free to contact me at:
775-273-4281

ghartd1e:J(iidoc.nv.gov
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To Whom It May Concern:
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I am writing this letter to attest to the character ofMr. John Melikian. My name is
Randy Shahbazian, and I am staff psychiatrist for the California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation at North Kern State Prison in Delano, California.

Jolm was serving a moderate length prison term in Nevada. As his parole was
approaching, his mother Debra Melikian (a family friend ofours) contacted me to request
that I correspond with John via mail in order to facilitate and to support the transfer ofhis
parole from Nevada to Fresno County, California where his family resides. After
obtaining proper clearance from my workplace supervisors, I began corresponding with
John via mail in order to provide life skills advice but not any type ofmental health
treatment.

John was successful in having his parole transferred from Nevada to California. Since­
his return to Fresno, John has been doing quite well. His mother has provided excellent
family support for him during this demanding time in his life. He has secured gainful
employment, often working at two separate jobs at once. He is now married to his wife
Pahoua, and they are planning to start a family together soon.

Since his return to Fresno, I have met with J9hn at several family events. John and
Pahoua attended our baby daughter's baptism ceremony and reception, and my family
attended John" and Pahoua's beautiful wedding reception in North Fresno. John and I
additionally have interacted at infonnal family gatherings as well. John has always been
polite and courteous to me and my family. He readily acknowledges his past legal
transgressions and admits that he made a mistake regarding his teenaged behavior that led
to his imprisonment My three young children (ages 37 2, and 10 months) have attended
these family events in John's presence. and I have no qualms about their personal safety
around him.

I believe that people should be held accountable for their actions and punished when
necessary. However. I do not believe that people who have paid their debt to society ­
should continue to be persecuted and ostracized from society for the rest of their lives. If
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we truly believe that prison is indeed correctional and rehabilitative, then we must be
intellectually honest in acknowledging a true success story when we see one.

I consider John Melikian to be at very low risk of reoffending, and I respectfully ask
the Parole Board members to consider my assessment as they make their decision. Please
do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

~~.
Randy sLan, MIl

t • • t ..,'~ , J •

..; - .....~ .. ". ,-



June 22, 2014

To Whom It May Concern:

Re: Letter ofSupport for John Melikian

My name is Paul Melikian, and I am the older brother of John Melikian. Two years ago I
wouldn't have considered writing this letter, and have not written any previous support
letters on behalf of my brother.

I have observed my brother since his release from prison. He assured me when he first
returned home that he had finally turned his life around. However, based on his past track
record I waited for his actions to speak for him. Almost two years later, he has done
everything he promised me. He has gotten hired at several part-time jobs, winning praise
from his employers, and quickly became one of their most dependable employees. I
personally spoke with one ofms supervisors who confumed this.

After a time, John started dating a woman that he eventually proposed to. They were
married this past year. She has a full-time job, comes from a stable family, and from
everything that I can tell, is a wonderful woman for my brother.

John now holds a full-time job at Zacky Farms in Fresno. He works long hours, yet still
finds the time and energy to continue working hours at one of his part-time jobs. His energy
level and schedule remind me ofmyselffrom about 10 years ago.

I understand there is a hearing for John to determine ifhe is to retain some of the conditions
of his release. I do not know the details surrounding his convictions, record, or specific
conditions of release. However, given his remarkable progress and life he has started to
build with his wife, I can now wholeheartedly recommend that you consider amending any
conditions that would continue to impair his and that of his new family's life. As stated

. before, I do not know the fun story about what he has done to get into this situation; but I
do know he spent a lot of time in prison, and for that - and the past two yecqs ofremarkable
living, .I believe he has b~en fully rehabilitated. .

Respectfully Submitted,

Paul A. Melikian
Kingsburg, CA
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NDOC No. 84590

Parole File # L12-2256

State of Nevada
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Division of Parole and Probation

HONORABLE DISCHARGE FROM PAROLE

To All to Whom These Presents Come... GREETJNGS:

The Nevada Board ofParole Commissioners, through the Division ofParole and Probation, does hereby
discharge from parole and further liability under his sentence :MELIKIAN, JOHN CLIFFORD, who was, on the
7th day ofMay, 2003, convicted of the crime of: Count 1: ATTEMPT LEWDNESS WITH A CHILD UNDER
THE AGE OF FOURTEEN, Criminal Case # 02C187203 in the District Court of the State ofNevada in and for
the County of Clark and as legal punishment, therefore, was then in and by said Court, sentenced to
imprisonment in the Nevada Department of Corrections for a maximum term of20 years and a mjnimum term
of3 years, and on the 21 st day ofAugust, 2012 was paroled, from the said Nevada Department ofCorrections,
upon an order ofthe Board ofParole Commissioners, Wltil the expiration date of June 24, 2014.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that said Parolee be honorably discharged from said parole.

Pursuant to NRS 239B.030, the undersigned hereby affirms this document does not contain the social security
number of any person. Attached are documents explaining restoration of Civil Rights and Sealing of records.

Dated this 24th day ofJune, 2014.
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June 24, 2014

DIVISION OF PAROLE AND PROBATION
HEADQUARTERS

1445 Old HOl Springs Road. Suile 104
Cllmln City, NV 89706

John Melikian
3682 W COTTONWOOD LANE
FRESNO, CA 937111

Case Number. C187203
Re: Outstanding Financial Obligations
BIN Number: 1000237901

Mr. MELIKIAN:

You discharged/expired your term on June 24, 2014. Your remaining unpaid balance due and payable within 30 days from the
date of this letter is listed below:

Supervision Fees:
Restitution:
House Arrest
Drug Test
Psych Test
Extradition:
DNA fee:

Total Amount Due:

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.00

Please remit payment in the form of a Money Order, Cashier's Check, or personal check made payable to: Division of Parole
and Probation. Do not leave the payee line or the ·Pay to the Order or line blank. Alternatively, you may pay by EH;heck by
calling (775) 684-2614 dUring the hours of 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday (closed on all public holidays): Please
have your bank account and routing number available. Do not make payments with cash. Keep a copy of your payment for your
records. Print your name and BIN number under your signature for proper identification.

Mail your payment to:
Qivision of Parole and Probation
1445 Old Hot Springs Rd., # 104
Carson City, NV 89706

If the above total amount is not received by the Division of Parole and Probation within 30 days from the date of this letter, your
account will be turned over to the State Controller and/or an independent collection agency as allowed by Nevada Revised
Statutes (NRS) Chapter 353C. In addition, pursuant to NRS 353C.135, a collection agency may charge collection costs and fees
up to 35% of the debt owed or $50,000.00, which ever is less.

This is your final notice from the Division of Parole and Probation.

Respectfully.

Nevada Division of Parole & Probation
Fiscal Services
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