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Please Join 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 Questions You May Contact:
John Melikian -559-3016377
Pahoua Melikian -559-930-5130

Please RSVP by January 11th 2014
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November 6, 2008 — L AROLE. lerter

— 0 4 g D
State Board of Parole Comr -P% 9’ ;’%
1677 Old Hot Springs Roau = A
Suite A (54 P B
Carson City, NV 89706 0 c t; O
RE: John Melikian —NDOC #84590 2 g ;5
Parole Hearing 10/08/2008 '3
. 2 g
Pear Sirs/Madams: i 5{ g'

After - reviewing, the information provided me, by my son John Mellklan — NDOC#84590,
regarding his parole hearing of 10/08/08 in Lovelock, NV. | need to write this letter to you.

| 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, | can see the enormous amount
of paperwork related to each inmate and how overworked a case manager becomes. | 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
information. | feel that John does not deserve to be punished for information that was not his,
but was incorrectly provided to you. | strongly feel that my son deserves reconsideration for
parole due to these inaccuracies for the judicial process to be fair and just. After revaewmg all

the mfon'natnon provided in my packet to you, you will agree.

John has stayed completely. out of trouble while Inwrcerated. he works as a janitor in the prison
and has done so for over two years with no problems or incldents. 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 behailf of John's requests, | have secured adequate housing for him with the help of our
Deacon, Mr. Ted Isaacs, of the Holy Trinity Armenlan Apostolic Church when he returns home.
The McKinley House is geared to helping inmates transition back into the community by -
prowding instruction.and help to all-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. Feelfree to contact Mr. Ted Isaacs at The McKinley House located
-at 3531 E McKinley Fresno, CA 93703, Phone # 559 476-7954 with any all questions you may

have.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

- Sincerely,

Debra Jo Melikian
Mother of John Melikian

enclosure
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November 6, 2008

State Board of Parole Commissioners
1677 Old Hot Springs Road

Suite A

Carson City, NV 89706

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

7

Pear Sirs/Madams:

After reviewing, the information provided me, by my son John Melikian — NDOCi#84590,
regarding his parole hearing of 10/08/08 in Lovelock, NV. | need to write this letter to you.

| 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, | can see the enormous amount
of paperwork related to each inmate and how overworked a case manager becomes. | 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
information. | feel that John does not deserve to be punished for information that was not his,
but was incorrectly provided to you. | strongly feel that my son deserves 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 works as a janitor in the prison
and 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, | have secured adequate housing for him with the help of our
Deacon, Mr. Ted Isaacs, of the Holy Trinity Armenian Apostolic Church when he returns home.
The McKinley House is geared to helping inmates transition back into the community by
providing instruction and help to all 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 McKinley Fresno, CA 93703, Phone # 559 476-7954 with any all questions you may

have.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

- Sincerely,

[

Debra Jo Melikian
Mother of John Melikian

enclosure
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DORLA M. SALLING, Chalrman

BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS

N — Comm:ssioneld_
ovemoer 2
. Rep\q Koav /B

John C. Melikian

NDOC # 84590 j [ 2
Lovelock Correctional Center Q
P.O. Box 259

Lovelock, NV 89419 8P g.

: po (U )
Re: Correspondence (Undated ?I%—%s%ﬁ Gl (p) S——_— Q p
Mr. Melikian, g G
3

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 of the things you mentioned in your letter as mitigating factors in our deliberation.
Notwithstanding, the board considered all areas of your past and present status to include
the court’s sentencing in rendering our decision to deny your parole. Therefore, it is the
decision of the Board to not alter the order of October 8, 2008, which will remain as
written. ‘ . O ALrniChk
ﬂw,gy &2, _rmpResSS/ons pise /oses
Whether being heard in absentia or in person the standards adopted by the Board provides ol ell
for greater punishment for a convicted person who commits a serious violent crime.
Your crime fits this criterion.  S'e 7+ e e 20 V) EMmOR 81D L 7D
2 8 —>  gTHhTesS ?Z‘;e/’e/) 7 /?f?ﬁa?ggép
The Board will briefly address you concerns regarding the Risk Assessment: : /
\ & Prior Probation/Parole Revocations: ‘Available records reflect that you were given ...
o *3‘\.)0" .probation on the instant offense and your probation was revoked in July 2004 and '
1\); . you were incarcerated. Records show probation revoked for Reporting/Release;
= Residence; Employment; Supervision Fees; Laws and Conduct; and out of State
j——had Travel. : :
Jo°-
Employment History: Your presentence investigation (PSI) shows you as
éee TET STDR)’ Unemployed. Should this be incorrect please get with your caseworker for the
%&‘I / proper procedures to correct. _
. - History of Drug/Alcohol Abuse: You were convicted of Non-Medical Possession
Less dnan — of Controlled Substance in 2001. Additionally, PSI reflects daily use of marijuana
Cva. osnes . since age fifteen. The Board views this as a serious disruption of fitnctioning,
especially being convicted of a drug offense. - *h s Q pre -Sentence
% Repeer-Tenn hap
o- J08.

—

- e q—

(NSPO Rev. 107



ey

‘ Active Gang Membership: Nevada Department of Prison (NDOC) currently has \’\”w'\
you coded and validated as a White Supremist. Should this be in dispute please \}}’h

work with your caseworker in resolving. The Board does not control such

72_{ oly matters.

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

fy ”é]%:;; corrected.

Your programming and work within prison did not go unnoticed and unrecogmzed lt

! w

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 producuvely by taking advantage of programs available
‘to you, remain disciplinary free and prepare yourself for reentrance into society

Sincerely,

é

E. Gray

Parole Board Commissioner

The Booca .

.,
™



INMATE REQUEST FORM

"%

1.‘) INMATE NAME DOC # 2.) HOUSING UNIT 3.) DATE.
John _MelXcan Y590 \B-~7524 S22 /0
4. ) _REQUEST FORM TO: (CHECK BOX) ___ MENTAL HEALTH ____CANTEEN

X CASEWORKER ___ MEDICAL ___ LAWLIBRARY ___DENTAL
____ EDUCATION ___VISITING | ___ SHIFT COMMAND
____LAUNDRY ___PROPERTY ROOM ___OTHER

5.) NAME OF INDIVIDUAL TO CONTACT: ces Ul Emmanueld

6.) REQUEST: (PRINT BELOW) NS . Lk fo’ ;nrwam/ea/ U A Kt
o Full classificahon dn have my
gang Jacice removed. 70U wroe back on %e’/léfl-é -
_medy hada S 76 /76417:7% and ~au have been
de= valrdoted 1n no¥s.”
LWhay does ok mean 2 = am Sorre bud

Z neeol Yo pake sure His lie. s of-f o

Zamlpsd_SoNuckh Lor sz !
7.) INMATE SIGNATU SVt pocH S S 2

3 ) RECEIVING STAFF SIGNATURE DATE

ARAR R AN RAARAAR RS AN ARSI AR TR ARA ISR RAAR R SRR Rdnda t'.Q“"“QQ*'.."QQQQﬁi"'“.QQﬁ".'t"""."“*ﬂ’.'.'"“ﬁ"."ﬁ*"*..t

9.) RESPONSE TO INMATE

ATy fne (lo i i 01 gaig ackiBec
. 77 VA4

Youn  feg (:,;762]&2; ébm //ﬁ_o Mepse pewae el

7 By TP (s e/
gt 93 3 G—rmr0

0.) RESPONDING STAFF SIGNATURE DATE

DOC — 3012 (REV. 7/01)



" ’VENTRAL OFFICE STATE OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS OFFICE

1677 Old Hot Springs Road 4000 S. Eastern Avenue
Suite A JiM GIBBONS Suite 130
Carson Clty, Nevada  89706-0677 Governor Las Vegas, Nevada 89119-0840
(775) 687-5049 (702) 486-4370
Fax (775) 687-6736 Fax (702) 486-4376

DORLA M. SALLING, Chairman

) 'AT\ B

BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS

November 21, 2008

John C. Melikian

NDOC # 84590

Lovelock Correctional Center
P.O. Box 259

Lovelock, NV 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 of the things you mentioned in your letter as mitigating factors in our deliberation.
Notwithstanding, the board considered all areas of your past and present status to include
the court’s sentencing in rendering our decision to deny your parole. Therefore, it is the
decision of the 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 Probation/Parole 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 Reporting/Release;
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 of Drug/Alcohol Abuse: You were convicted of Non-Medical Possession
of Controlled 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 of a drug offense.

(NSPO Rev. 1-07) (0) 3665 <EXBr




- Active Gang Membership: Nevada Department of Prison (NDOC) 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 of programs available
to you, remain disciplinary free and prepare yourself for reentrance into society

Sincerely,

&

E. Gray
Parole Board Commissioner
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INMATE REQUEST FORM
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John MeliKion 8ysvo |l A-sv. 4 L/~ 23~0>
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INMATE REQUEST FORM

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

John Melitian FY590 | JA-594 718 ~08
) _REQUEST FORM TO: (CHECK BOX) ___ MENTAL HEALTH ___CANTEEN
__ CASEWORKER ___ MEDICAL ;. LAWLIBRARY ___DENTAL
__EDUCATION ___VISITING | \ _ SHIFT COMMAND
__LAUNDRY __PROPERTYROOM )} X OTHER CC.S3

.) NAME OF INDIVIDUALTO CoNTAcT: < CS 3
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. . NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS C%Y\Plﬁ'e&q‘\ﬁ'd'\)

"7 .., 'SECURITY THREAT GROUP/DISRUPTIVE GROUP
DUE PROCESS HEARING

Date: Fébrmvv gth, 2009
Inmate: Md Ll&-n dbhﬂ ¥ 84590 -/4‘/05}4‘

Panel Members:

Aet AP 'meanng Se'/o Took er

ey Wadevs :
Ac_cosar  (upenter S

s Cronve

Panel ’s decision:

Stands Does not Stand | Need further investigation

Stands Does not Stand Need %ﬁer mvcst:gat%
S0
Stands , ~ Does not Stand Need further investigation

In a case where the designation is affirmed 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 STG/DG Due Process
Hearing to do so. The appeal should be requested in writing through his casework staff

. member.

If you 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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INMATE REQUEST FORM MAY 2 4 28
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Records management  NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES
Sysrems ADOPTED NoTe_: Tae Tnspect i)
; BY THE neral's OFFice tonduc
Researanin Decument SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA _E’\,f‘e,f \NVESTIGATIONS Mo
mﬁ—r\a ey ; " ATES 1IN N DO/ co e o
wrrea-Fney Ans
Rl 8519 tnaheqe azuracy _ CleareD +he Folse

\ cyasrqes oce NT”
\e. 5" (Efm%%d Fﬂoi\ INeR

Effective March 1, 2007 g .
. 2 ~$iles of Fheir C-Fles.
o.LakS and Including =
Qegu o Amendments Through September 30, 2011 Do wren +'\e.%°i'3 CEFoR:
FIRST EVER AUDIT REPORT SO\ B P - Do, Sorse.
< IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA O 2

© REMAINS
< N$ecmMmatT i oN f
O% r&m&“‘f m’t%aﬁi! MATTER OF THE ADOPTION OF STATEWIDE ELECTRONIC FILING STANDARDS AND RULES. I\ the e Files,
His TOR/In%CMT\ oN

ADKT 404

ORDER ADOPTING NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING RULES

WHEREAS, this court formed 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 uniform 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 govemn electronic filing in all Nevada courts; and

WHEREAS, it appears to this court that adoption of proposed rules to govem 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.

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
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. '

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/NEFCR.html 1/419012
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

1. General Provisions

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 of all documents filed in a case, and all scheduled events in a case.

(b) Conversion. The process of changing 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 form 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 format. 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.

(f) Electronic filing. “Electronic filing” is the electronic transmission to or from a court or clerk of a document in electronic form 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 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 of process or a summons to gain jurisdiction over persons or property.

() Public access terminal. A computer terminal provided by the court or clerk for viewing publicly accessible electronic court records. The public access terminal
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
ternet,

htto://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulessNEFCR.htm] 17412013
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[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.}

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 of rules. 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 of justice 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) Mandatory electronic processes. A court may mandate use of electronic filing processes in all cases or a particular type of case only if: (1) 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 %xfﬁcient to ensure the accuracy and
reliability of their electronic records systern. wdo was Cespansiole

(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:

(1) 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 of electronic 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. thnecked vy wno? . ——_—

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.) No SusS-crent C\\;.q.\.\-&-\..\ Contol- o’ P;QL\.U'Q.‘.‘ g:paro é’% c:g:.‘ a‘-re\‘.‘

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.

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

(€) 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
r(;lust 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

ocument.

() Identity of the 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.leg.state.nv.us/courtrulessNEFCR.html 14712013
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(g) Integrity of transmitted and filed 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 Information Processing Standard 180.2 or its successor. Nothing in this rule prohibits a court or clerk from
correcting docketing information errors in documents submitted, provided that a record of al‘lgh changes is maintained, including the date and time of the change and the
person making the change’ Voo Q,\\qud [Tont A B A UARN RY. W ¥ A5 2N Lol 4 oV WE Y., o ‘?’

(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 performance 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 information. The audit may be performed by internal staff or by external experts.

(j) 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 governmental entity
providing information 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 of dominion and control over, the documents remains with the court or clerk of the court.

(3) All inquiries for court documents and information 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 of users. 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.

(1) Limiting access to spec:_'/%ed 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 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 closéd 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. Nyt o\ accucoay 7 e @
[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.] Co * (eo\“ 7 " ﬁ\.i.d.\ S

s

2. Filing and Service of Documents

Rule 6. Official court record.

(@) 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 of record. The court clerk may maintain the official court record of a case in electronic format or in a combination of electronic and traditional formats
consistent with Rules 4(b), (c), and (f) above. Documents submitted by traditional means may be converted to electronic format and made part of the electronic record.
Once converted, the electronic form 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.

(c) Retention of original 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 format:

(1) Original wills;
(2) Original deeds;

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/NEFCR.html 141012
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(3) Original contracts;
(4) Court exhibits;
o (5)l 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 permit 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 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, 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 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 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 determine 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 of a document electronically filed must contain the
following: “Electronically Filed/Date and Time/Name of Clerk.” This endorsement has the same force and effect as a manually affixed endorsement stamp of the clerk of
the court.

(d) Time of filing. 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.

(€) 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 by e-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.

(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 address
(es) at which the party agrees to accept service.

(d) Service 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 proof of such 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.

(D) Time of 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.

htto://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/NEFCR.himl cramnen
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Rule 10. Payment of filing fees.

(a) Filing fees. 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 AOC guidelines that may be adopted.

(b) Waiver of 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 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 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. Otherwise, a facsimile, typographical, or digital signature is not required.

(b) Documents under penalty of perjury or requiring signature of 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 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) Documents requiring signatures of opposing parties.

(1) 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 of all 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 of judicial officer or clerk. Electronically issued court documents requiring a court official’s signature may be signed electronically. A court using
::l:ecn'oni% siggaturis on court documents must adopt policies and procedures to safeguard such signatures and comply with any AOC guidelines for electronic signatures

at may be adopted.

(e) >}2ules agplicable 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 filed electronically. ~N O Q"“"'\ dccumnent feten-trion "\ /@r&s

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 12. 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 Intemnet. A court must
permit the following users to register: (1) licensed Nevada attomeys; (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 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 i inal 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 of the 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 of a user’s
registration or be subject to any other penalty that may be imposed by the court.

httn://'www.les.siate.nv.ns/conrtrnlec/NERCR html 14N



. INevaaa LIECIronic IINg 4NU LUNVErsion ruies Page 8 of 9

[Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 14. Access to electronic documents; confidential information.

(@) 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 mfo‘;mation 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)PIdenlMcazon 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 of personal 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 the 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 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 of electronic 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; f\
(3) Erroneous exclusion of a 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 of a converted document.
(b) Time of filing of delayed 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.] —_-k# \\ 4
axre
Rule 16. Electronic filing providers. R\.L\e- S Where F\Q_D\TES,?

(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 prov‘icller. lfl,l l:lc:wever, 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 of contract. 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 of filing 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 SuFHieient %\_\a\.x-\-n.\ Cotrrol WAS Maattained. .

htto://www.leg.state.nv.us/canrtrnles/NERCR himl 114012 ]



. Nevada Electronic kiling and Conversion Kules Page 9 of 9

.
.
.

public bid process should be used to award such contracts.

(b) Provisions of contract. 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, 2011.]
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NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING AND CONVERSION RULES

ADOPTED
BY THE
SUPREME COURT OF NEVADA

Rmendments
Through

e 91_3 e |
Effective March 1, 2007 %

)
and Including 2O \5
Amendments Through September 1, 2013

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEVADA

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

ADKT 404

ORDER ADOPTING NEVADA ELECTRONIC FILING RULES

WHEREAS, this court formed 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 uniform 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.

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
disseminating copies of this order to all subscribers of the advance sheets of the Nevada Reports and all persons and agencies listed in NRS 2.343, 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

1. General Provisions

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 of all documents filed in a case, and all scheduled events in a case.

{b) Conversion. The process of changing 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.

(¢} Document management system. An electronic database containing documents in electronic form 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 format. 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.

(f) Electronic filing. “Electronic filing” is the electronic transmission to or from a court or clerk of a document in electronic form 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 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 of process or a sutnmons 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
terminal must be available during the court’s normal business hours.

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/NEFCR .htm! 11/24/2014
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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, 2011.]

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 of rules. 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 of justice by the court.

{Amended; effective August 31, 2011.]

Rule 4. lmplementation 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) Mandatory electronic processes. A court may mandate use of electronic filing processes in all cases or a particular type of case only if: (1) 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 tl'?rm. 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 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:

(1) 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 of electronic 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, 2011.]

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. %lectronic 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.
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(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.

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

(8) Integrity of transmitted and filed documents and data. A court must maintain the integrity of transmitted documents and data, and documents and data
contained in official count files, by complying with current Federal Information Processing Standard 180.2 or its successor. Nothing in this rule prohibits a court or
clerk from correcting docketing information 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 performance 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 information. The audit may be performed by internal staff or by external experts.

() 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 governmental
entity providing information 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 of dominion and control over, the documents remains with the court or clerk of the court.

(3) All inquiries for court documents and information 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 of users. 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.

(1) 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 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.

[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 of record. The court clerk may maintain the official court record of a case in electronic format or in a combination of electronic and traditional
formats consistent with Rules 4(b), (c), and (f) above. Documents submitted by traditional means may be converted to electronic format and made part of the electronic
record. Once converted, the electronic form 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.
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(c) Retention of original documents afier 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 format:
(1) 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 electronicaily.

(@) General. A court may pemmit 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 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, 2011.]

Rule 8. Time of filing, confirmation, rejection, and endorsement.

(@) 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 efectronic 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 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 determine 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 of a document electronically filed must contain the
following: “Electronically Filed/Date and Time/Name of Clerk.” This endorsement has the same force and effect as a manually affixed endorsement stamp of the clerk
of the court.

(d) Time of filing. 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 by e-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
address(es) at which the party agrees to accept service.

(d) Service 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 proof of such 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 of 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 10. Payment of filing fees.

(a) Filing fees. 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 AOC guidelines that may be adopted.

(b) Waiver of 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 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 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. Otherwise, a facsimile, typographical, or digital signature is
not required.

A (b) Documents under penalty of perjury or requiring signature of 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 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.

() Documents requiring signatures of opposing parties.

(1) When a document to be rﬁed electronically, such as a stipulation, requires the signatures of opposing parties, the party filing the document
must first obtain the signatures of all 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 of 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 filed electronically.

[Amended; effective August 31,2011.]

Rule 12. 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: (1) 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
szx;ivice 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 of the 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
of a 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 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 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 of personal 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 the 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 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 of electronic 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 of a 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 of a converted document.

(b) Time of filing of delayed 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 comrectly 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.

() 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/courtrules/NEFCR.html 11/24/2014
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(b) Transmission to contracted provider. 1f 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 of contract. 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
aliow 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 of filing 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.

(@) 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 public bid process should be used to award such contracts.

(b) Provisions of contract. 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 electronicaily filed document, or the signatures appearing therein, as otherwise allowed or required by law.
[Added; effective August 31,2011.]

http://www.leg.state.nv.us/courtrules/NEFCR.html 11/24/2014
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i
Dcp.am:mn'l of Administration : NV o 8 4ibe: Aboii Nevads
Division of Internal Audits

® Ths Stte Only [ State-Wide

HOME | ABOUT SERVICES | FORMS/RESOURCES I CONTACT

About AUDIT REPORTS PRESENTED TO THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH AUDIT COMMITTEE

Executive Branch Audit .
Committee {(EBAC) Presented to the Committee on 6/26/2014

= Report # 14-04 Depariment of Wildlife

Members » Report # 14-05. DMV, Compliance Enforcement Division
Agendas/Mnutes = Reporl # 14-06 Colorado River Commission

Audit Reports Presented to the Committee on 09/27/2013

NRS 353A s Reporl #14-01 Nevada Department of Transportation

m Report #14-02 Department of Health and Human Services

m» Report #14-03 Department of Educalion
Executive Branch Auditors

Presented to the Committee on 12/06/2012 l\]o m\,; ens .
Financial Management = Report #13-03 Department of Correclions L% sLOV2A_ QMPU-*:UU L‘+c‘h
w Report #13-02 Department of Public Salely
Post Review u Report #13-01. Department of Heallh and Human Services, Nevada State Health Division, Early

Intervention Services

Presented to the Committee on 05/01/2012

Mission = Report #12-02 Deparimenl of Employment, Training. and Rehabilitation - Workforce investment Board
= Report #12-01 Depantment of Taxation - Audit and Collection Processes

Presented to the Committee on 06/13/2011

= Report #11-05 Adminisirative Services Division Nevada System of Higher Education - No further action
planned

®» Report #11-04 Department of Health and Human Services - Divisian of Health care Financing and Policy
Medicaid Personal Care Services

» Report #11-03 Depariment of Health and Human Services - Division of Heallh care Financing and Policy
Nevada Check Up

u Report #11-02 Department of Health and Human Services - Welfare and Support Services Child Care
Subsidy Program

m Report #11-01 Secretary of Stale - Business Licenses

Presented to the Committee on 06/30/2010

= Reporl #10-07 Vehicle Fleet Management

m Report #10-06 Department of Heaith and Human Services - Division of Mental Health and
Developmental Services - Mental Health Services

8 Report #10-05 Department of Health and Human Services - Division of Mental Health and
Developmental Services - Residential Supports

Presented to the Committee on 09/29/09

= Report #10-04 Withdrawn (Administrative Services Division. Nevada System of Higher Education)

= Report #10-03 Department of Business and Industry - Division of Insurance - Insurance Premium Tax

= Report #10-02° Department of Transportation - Utilization of State Equipment

= Report #10-01 Department of Health and Human Services - Division of Mental Health and
Developmental Services - Lake's Crossing Center and Substance Abuse Prevention and Treatment
Agency

Released on 03/09/09

= Report #09-05' Agency for Nuclear Projects
w Report #09-04 Department of Administration - Work Week Energy Savings

Annual Reports

Presented to the Committee on 11/06/08

» Report #09-03 Department of Administration - State Purchasing Division
w Report #09-02 Secretary of State - Nevada Busness Portal
m Report #09-01 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Released on 06/23/08
n Reparl #08-07. Office of the Military and Division of Emergency Management - Search for Steve Fossett

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

= Report #038-06 - Department of Administration: Depreciation of Buildings and Improvements
u Report #08-05 Nevada Commission on Economic Development
a Report #08-04 Commssion on Tourism - Nevada Magazine

Presented to the Committee on 10/02/07

= Report #08-03 Department of Agricufiure
w Report #08-02 Dwision of Forestry
= Report #08.01. Housing Division - Weatherization Assistance Program

Presented to the Committee on 05/11/07

Report #07-14 Nevada Department of Transportation - I-580 Freeway Extension

Report #07-13. Bureau of Family Health Services - Women, Infants, & Children Program

Report #07-12 Deparntment of Corrections - Correctional Programs Division ﬁvr'\'\. 20071
Report #07-11 Workers' Compensation Program

Repuort #07-10 Division of But'dings and Grounds - Mail Services

Report #07-09 Nevada Office of Veterans' Services

Report #07-08 Energy Savings Conlracting

Report #07-07 Real Estate Division

Report #07-06 Mortgage Lending Division

Presented to the Committee on 09/28/06

= Reporl #07-05 Nevada Inslitutional Review Board

» Report #07-04 Financial Institutions Division

= Report #07-03 Employment Security Division

= Report #07-02 Office of the Military - Maintenance

a Report #37-01 Departmenl of Corrections - Refief Factor

Presented to the Committee on 06/01/06

» Report #06-10 Field and Centra! Services Divisions
a Report #06-09 Office of the Labor Commissioner
-
-

Report #06-08 Division of Child and Family Services - UNITY
Report #06-07 Health Division - Bureau of Early Intervention Services

Presented to the Committee on 08/07/05

Report #06-06° Nevada Department of Transportation

Report #06-05 Division of Heallh Care Financing and Policy - Managed Care
Report #06-04 Division of Heaith Care Financing and Policy - Claims Processing
Report #06-03 Hearings Division

Report #06-02 Division of Emergency Management

Report #06-01 Division of Parole and Probation

Presented to the Committee on 03/14/05

= Report #05-10 State Fire Marshal's Office

m Report #05-09 State Public Works Board

w» Report #05-08. Department of Human Resources - Medicaid Cost Analysis
s Report #05-07° Welfare Division - Child Care Program

DEPARTMENT OF QUESTIONS/ CONTACT
ADMINISTRATION FEEBACK Phone, FAX_Hours and
Home Customer Service ogaton
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11/19/2014



Audit Seeks Answers about Prison Sentences in Nevada

3 hirsT EVER
Reported by: Joe Hart R‘\).ds‘\)f ?

Email: jhart@mynews4.com

Published: 7/16/2012 7:34 pm &O \ 2)

Updated: 7/18/2012 6:39 pm

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 point of
tracking them as long as you fix them 7" Steve Suwe told us at
the time. Suwe is the public information officer for the Nevada
Department of Corrections.

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. THE ARUDIT RESULYS ahe. oM

the In+efnet—
State Assemblyman William Horne, who chairs the Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice called for the audit

after questioning prison officials about the issue.

=2 FACT FINDER: Computer glitch audit

"We need to find out whether this is actually happening and if so, we need to correct it," Horne 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, Ja e HAD olos &U_p_\_‘\ Je_

especially those with indefinite terms such as ten years to iife. @Q cu.p“ TA addes_ ‘\,\')h:ltb %U-v?eme.s i " ;

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 exira
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 Horne wrote: *| have not received any
satisfactory answers."

Horne's letter 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 imprave the d-o-c's computerized offender tracking system.

Horne 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" Home said.  (Qd deol. W YRS +e Ionasg A-me .

The audit will begin this month and may take several months to complete. Prison officials insist they're on board and eager to
help with 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 Cvy Ryan (contact)
Wednesday, March 7, 2012 | 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.

ENHESDAYS

SI'3\ l
§
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

. Gee Copy oS wathaas Caomn Pacdl
computer, Brown said PY C_ommiSSIONER,_ e%‘\ﬁ LA‘

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 Horne, 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.com/news/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: 3/19/2012 9:16 pm
Updated: 3/19/2012 9:20 pm

vt ‘ Nevada prison officials are working to figure out the impact of a
k |- .. |l computer problem that may have added false crimes to some
N Anh Py o inmates records.

:. :;::: p:n‘;’nr‘ (’;:ﬂﬁ:ns R We first broke this story earlier this month, but since then prison
by officials have changed their story and are now downplaying the

Liar, 19, 2012 Q8 05 Fi EDT [3 57} 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

T State Panel Wants Answers about Prison computer system.

Computer Glitch 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 irack these mistakes.

"Well | guess some people would say yes but what's the point of tracking it as long as you fix it ?" Suwee told us. " | 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 Horne 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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LAS VEGAS SUN

Officials deny computer glitch added to
inmates’ prison terms

By Cy Ryan (contact)
Wednesday, March 7, 2012 | 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.

LADIESBELIKE '

EONESBDAY _.a

{)813&{

J
The compuler 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 Horne, chairman of the commission, said the problems will be examined. The b“'
Las Vegas Democrat said he wants to know how many inmates were affected and to make sure it doesn't &
happen again. F

D “f(jJ‘
Reed told the commission that the files and sentences are reviewed three and possibly four times when *Q" . b-v NS
an inmate is received in prison to make sure there are no errors. / Q, /}PO

Brown also charges that the prison has removed the good-time credits and work credits from the record iy Q\)‘
of the inmate before he is scheduled to appear before the parole board. v‘o

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
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100's of Nevada prisoners niistakenly
given longer sentences
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T3 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: 3/03/2012 1029 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 of times in recent years.

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 of specific
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 t
Highlights

Highlights of Legislative Auditor report on the
Department of Corrections, Accuracy of
Criminal History Information issued on
February 25, 2013. Report # LA 14-02

Background

The Department is responsible for confining
individuals convicted of fclonies in Nevada. At
June 30, 2012, it had a totat of 12,877 inmates
and about 2,600 employees. Total expenditures
for fiscal year 2012 were $250.7 million.

The Nevada Offender Tracking Information
System (NOTIS) is used to track and manage
inmates. NOTIS has many functions, including
recording and maintaining information about
inmates” crimes and sentences (referred to as
criminal history information in this audit).

Purpose of Audit

The purpose of the audit was to determine
whether the Department (1) accuralely records
and maintains inmates’ criminal history
information in NOTIS, (2) reports accurate and
complete information to the Parole Board about
inmates’ criminal history, (3) resolves inmate
grievances related to the accuracy of criminal
history in a fair and appropriate manner, and (4)
controls access to its computer network and
NOTIS to reduce the risk of unauthorized
changes to criminal history information. This
included a review of information in NOTIS as
of October 17, 2012. It included inmates that
were incarcerated between June 2007 (when
NOTIS was 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 gricvances
related to the accuracy of criminal history
information filed in fiscal year 2012 and access
controls over NOTIS and the Department’s
compuier network as of September 2012,

Audit Recommendations

This audit report contains 10 recommendations
to improve (1) the accuracy of criminal history
information in NOTIS and reported 10 the Parole
Board, (2) the timeliness of its responses to
grievances and documentation in its grievance
files, and (3) controls that limit access to
criminal history information.

The Department accepted the 10
recommendations.

Recommendation Status

The Department’s 60-day plan for corrective
action is due on May 20, 2013, In addition, the
six-month report on the status of audit
recommendations is duc on November 20, 2013.

For more information about this or other Legislative Auditor

eports o to: hp: Mwww le state nv us/audit (775) 684-6815.

Accuracy of
Criminal History Information

Department of Corrections

Summary

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. 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 menths. In addition, the Department
identified an instance where an inmate was released about 14 months after his eligible release
date because of an error in NOTIS. However, the Department promptly took action to identify
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 of staff to ensure they are
performing this verification,

Criminal history information reported by the Department to the Parole Board for making parole
decisions was not always accurate. Although 13% of reports tested had errors, the errors did not

have any consequences because the Parole Board corrected the information before using it lW

make its decisions. We also found the Department effectively resolved offenders’ grievances
related to their criminal history information. Some gricvances were not resolved in accordance
with time frames and other requircments in Department regulations, but the exceptions were
infrequent and did not have any significant consequences on inmates. Finally, controls aver
access 10 NOTIS can be improved 1o 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 impact classification, cligibility for
a parole hearing, and data provided to the Parole Board. However, errors in inmates’ current
offenses only impacted 3 of 300 (1%) inmates tested, resulting in 2 being released early and
delaying | inmate's parole hearing for about 10 months. (page 6)

Information in NOTIS 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” classifications or data provided 1o the Parole Board, primarily
because of similar offenses in their history. (page 9)

The Department identified one inmate was refcased about 14 months after his eligible release
date (based on his maximum sentence less credits earned) because of an error resulting from the
transfer of sentence information into NOTIS. The Department promptly took action to correct
the problem before it could impact other inmates. Our audit procedures confirmed the problem
was corrected. (page 10)

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 inmatc where there was an offense on
June 5, 2007, that was stated to be in error. We determined this was not a computer error, but
rather an intentional choice made by the Department to facilitate implementation of NOTIS. It
did not cause offenses to be improperly added 1o inmates' criminal history or have other
consequences. (page 11)

For the 300 randomly selected inmates tested, 27 of 213 (13%j reports provided to the Parole
Board had errors related to criminal history. However, none of the errors had any conseguences
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 1 of the 57 gricvances tested were resolved fairly and
appropriately, although the Depariment did not always respond within established timeframes.
(page 20)
The Depariment needs to further restrict persons that can change criminal history in NOTIS,
Almost 400 stafT had the ability 1o alter data, including the offenses an inmate has been
convicted of and the corresponding sentences. We also found some password and other security
weaknesses over the Department’s computer network, which NOTIS is within. (page 24)
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This report contains the findings, conclusions, and recommendations from our
completed audit of the Department of Corrections, Accuracy of Criminal History
Information. This audit was conducted pursuant to the ongoing program of the
Legislative Auditor as authorized by the Legislative Commission. 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.

This report includes 10 recommendations to improve (1) the accuracy of criminal
history information in its information system and reported to the Parole Board, (2) the
timeliness of its responses to grievances and documentation in its grievance files, and
(3) the controls that limit access to important inmate information. We are available to
discuss these recommendations or any other items in the report with any legisiative
committees, individual legislators, or other state officials.

Respectfully submitted,

Az

Paul V. Townserid, CPA
Legislative Auditor

February 13, 2013
Carson City, Nevada
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Background

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

Institution Population
_High Desert State Prison 3,083
Southern Desert Correctional Center 2,029
Lovelock Correctional Center 1,630
Northern Nevada Correctional Center 1,480
Ely State Prison 1,042
Florence McClure Woemen's Correctional Center 737
Warm Springs Correctional Center 531
Total 10,542

Source: Department of 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 Housing 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: Depariment of Correctlions.

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.

o 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 leve! 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
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Judgment of Conviction (JOC). 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). Itis
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 PS| 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

0 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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Scope and This audit is part of the ongoing program of the Legislative Auditor

Objectives as authorized by the Legislative Commission, and was made
pursuant to the provisions of NRS 218G.010 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.
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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.’
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
Department can reduce the risk of these errors by improving

W guidance provided to staff on verifying the accuracy of information

in NOTIS and by providing additional oversight of staff to ensure
they are performing this verification.

O%ors in NOTIS We found errors in about 4.5% of the information tested regarding

Related to inmates’ current offenses. Current offense information includes
Current Offenses various data about the crimes and sentences for the inmates'
most recent incarceration. Over 90% of the errors in current

W offense information concerned an inmate’s current offense date.
g I\‘ The remaining errors concerned the current offense code, offense
/ y

/\ severity, and felony categories. This information is important
W - because it potentially impacts inmates’ classifications, when they
are eligible for a parole hearing, and information provided to the
M Parole Board. The errors concerning inmates' current offenses

{ only impacted 3 of the 300 (1%) inmates tested. The errors

AP .
! For example, one inmate’s current offense date in NOTIS was December 6, 2007, but the correct date was June 11, 2003. This

error did not impact him because the credits he can earn on his sentence fall under the same state 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
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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.
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Inmates’ Prior
Offense History in
NOTIS Not Always
Complete

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
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Error in Sentence
Structure Delayed
Inmate’s Release

10

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

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 resuit, 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
sentence structure when reviewing his information prior to his
release. In this instance, Department personnel recognized the
inmate was about 14 months past his eligible release date (based
on his maximum sentence less credits earned under state laws)
because of an error in the sentence structure. The error occurred
because when information was transferred into NOTIS, the
longest sentence was selected as the controlling sentence rather
than the shorter sentence as indicated in the JOC.
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“Computer Glitch”
Had No
Consequences
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4ound there were not any consequences to this decision.

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
where there was an offense on June 5, 2007, that was stated to
be in error. However, our audit found offenses were not added to

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

E] . . /
computer error, but rather an intentional choice made by the wyy /} /
?

Department to facilitate implementation of NOTIS. Our audit

\

When NOTIS was first implemented in June 2007, information for
all inmates had to be transferred from the previous computer
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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5 recorded into NOTIS would be for staff to review documents in
\ v \ €. feyne. central office files for thousands of inmates to identify when each

C_ OLRI o_':?_ ]\j e\)A-‘b ﬁ prior offense was committed and then enter the date into NOTIS.
This would have been extremely time-consuming.

File #5:- —

m Furthermore, although current offense

on- , determining an inmate’s initial parole e ;
O/nd are not used to make decisions at the

ax to th.Q. Parole Board. However, because NO” (Q

Re-\'\&b\-\'b/ oS date for each prior offense recorded in E
Department chose to put the first date

Nand-woane. aLnle implemented (June 5, 2007) into this fi %

% } Q'S‘\'r‘xb'\ik\’\' ~ transferred over electronically into NO” g

Contreols %T\ " To verify that recording June §, 2007, t- «..c ..o ciiciice mmem ot _

QLQ-QU.(‘CL all inmates’ prior offenses transferred over from the previous
Q‘L\ information system into NOTIS did not impact inmates, we

QD‘Y\P(‘G' s ve. performed various procedures. This included verifying that NOTIS
. does not use the prior offense date in generating information for

3%-}&'«\ \ wmy %ortant decisions affecting an inmate. These decisions include
what custody level an inmate is assigned to and whether to grant

parole.
5 M We also interviewed Parole Board officials, including the
e_ Chairman, who indicated they were aware of the Department's
C,c‘gtfﬁkv O Y g

(-U&‘ v [ decision to record June 5, 2007, for all prior offense dates.
Q— Officials indicated recording this date into NOTIS did not affect
8\ . decisions they made concerning inmates. Finally, we verified
ea RovC- there was not any impact on inmates in our testing that had this

y \“\f\C‘ 5)/6T&n5 prior offense date in NOTIS.
R&%u.\fe_.

Department records indicate about 1,400 current inmates still had

(SV= AN prior offense dates of June 5, 2007, in NOTIS as of August 2012.
Con L To avoid further confusion about the prior offense dates, the
Department should consider correcting the dates when performing
cufote
‘102‘ \(\o" an reclassifications. At least every 6 months, inmates are seen by
el b \&_ 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
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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 is 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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Controls Can Be
Improved to
Reduce Errors
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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.

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.

awco.éﬁfx:{%w/‘—»d—/?
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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
inmates’ 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
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Criminal history information reported by the Department to the
Parole Board for use in making parole decisions was not always
accurate. Although 13% 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.

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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Errors Did
Not Have
Consequences

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
Type of Error Errors | Tested Percent
Property Crime Convictions 15 213 7%

| Age of First Arrest 10 213 5%
Parole/Probation Revocations 8 213 4%
Description of Offense Summary 0 213 0%

Total 33 852 4%

Source: Auditor testing 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
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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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Formal Process
for Resolving
Inmates’
Concerns

Department Has Effective
Process for Resolving
Inmates’ Grievances

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.

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,
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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.

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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Most
Requirements in
Administrative
Regulations
Were Met

Grievances Related to Criminal History Exhibit 4
Institution Number
 High 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
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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
3 ?) 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
| High 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.
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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.
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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.
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Ability to Change
Criminal History
Needs to Be
Restricted Further
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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.

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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Password and
Other Security
Weaknesses Over
Network Access

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 cutgoing
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 615 0 0.0%
Maximum Sentence Length 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: Auditor tesling 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.

1. 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 cach of the first 2 years, 4 months in cach 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 carning an associate degree, 90 days.

3. Each offender is entitled to the deductions allowed by this section if the offender has
satisfied the conditions of subsection 1 or 2 as determined by the Director.

{Added 1o 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 1, 1985,

1. 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 of 2 months for each of the first 2 ycars, 4 months for cach 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 carned for actual time served.

2. The credits carned 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 1, 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 foilowing credits for educational achicvement:

(a) For carning a general educational development certificate, 30 days.

(b) For earning a high school diploma, 60 days.

(c) For carning an associate degree, 90 days.
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Appendix B

State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense
Date (continued)

4, Each offender is entitled to the deductions allowed by this section if the offender has
satisfied the conditions of subsection 1 or 3 as determined by the Director,

5. Credits earned pursuant to this section do not apply to cligibility for parole if a statute
specifics 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 after July 1,
1985, but before July 17, 1997.

1. Every offender who is sentenced to prison for a crime commitied on or after July 1, 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

{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 of 10 days from the offender’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 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 educational achievement:

(a) For earning a general educational development certificaie, 30 days.

(b} For carning a high school diploma, 60 days.

(c) For carning 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 of offenders and parolees into the community, conservation camp, program of
work relcase or another program conducted outside of the prison. An offender who earns credit
pursuant to this subsection is entitled 10 the entire 20 days of credit each month which is
authorized in subscctions [ and 2.

4. The Director may allow not more than 90 days of credit cach year for an offender 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 carned pursuant to this section:

(a) Must be deducted from the maximum term imposed by the sentence; and

(b) Apply to cligibility for parole unless the offender was sentenced pursuant to a statute

which specifics a minimum sentence which must be served before a person becomes cligible

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,
3175

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

1. An offender who is sentenced to prison for a crime committed on or after 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 s actually incarcerated pursuant to his or her sentence;

(b) For the period the offender is in residential confinement; and

(¢) 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 of 20 days from his or her sentence for each month the offender serves.

2, In addition to the credits allowed pursuant to subsection 1, 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 subscction, an offender is entitled to the
following credits for educational achicvement:

(a) For earning a gencral educationa) development certificate, 60 days.

(b) For earning a high school diploma, 90 days.

(c) For carning his or her first associate degree, 120 days.

3. The Director may, in his or her discretion, authorize an offender to receive a maximum of
90 days of credit 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 earns credit
pursuant to this subsection is eligible to earn the entire 30 days of credit each month that is
allowed pursuant to subsections 1 and 2.

5. The Director may allow not more than 90 days of credit each year for an offender 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 carned 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 specifies 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 felony involving the use or threatened use of force or

violence against the victim;

31



Department of Corrections, Accuracy of Criminal History Information

Appendix B

State Laws Specifying Sentence Credits Earned Based on Current Offense

Date (continued)

{b) A sexual offense that is punishable as a felony;

(c) A violation of NRS 484C.110, 484C.120, 484C.130 or 484C.430 that is punishable as a

felony; or

(d)} A catcgory A or B felony,

= apply to cligibility for parole and must be deducted from the minimum term imposed by the
sentence until the offender becomes eligible for parole and must be deducted from the maximum
term imposed by the sentence.

(Added to NRS by 1997, 3175; A 1999, 2881; 2001, 1164, 1937; 2001 Special Session, §57;
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.

1. An offender who is sentenced after June 30, 1991, for a crime committed before July 1,
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 cach 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 carned.

2. An offender who is sentenced afier June 30, 1991, for a crime committed on or afier July 1,
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 10 days
from the offender’s sentence for cach month the offender serves.

3. An offender is entitled to the deductions authorized by this scction only if the offender
satisfies the conditions of subsection 1 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 o the
Director the failure of an offender to satisfy those conditions.

4. Credits carned pursuant to this section must, in addition to any credits earned pursuant to
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 as of January 1, 2004, or released on
parole on or after January 1, 2004,

1. In addition to any credits carned pursuant to NRS 209.447, an offender who is on parole as
of January 1, 2004, or who is released on parole on or after January 1, 2004, for a term less than
life must be allowed for the period the offender is actually on paroie a deduction of 20 days from
the offender’s sentence for each month the offender serves if:

(a) The offender is current with any fee to defray the costs 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 Dircctor
may allow not more than 10 days of credit each month for an offender:

(a) Who is on parole as of January 1, 2004, or who is released on parole on or after January 1,

2004, for a term less than life; and

(b) Whose diligence in labor or study merits such credits.

3. An offender is cntitled to the deductions authorized by this section only if the offender
satisfies the conditions of subsection 1 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, 209.447, 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 2003. 407; A 2007. 3177)

NRS 213.120 When prisoner becomes cligible for parole.

1. 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 before July 1,
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 1o chapter 209 of NRS.

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
1, 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 carned to
reduce his or her sentence pursuant to chapter 209 of NRS while the prisoner serves the minimum
term of imprisonment may reduce only the maximum term of imprisonment imposed and must not
reduce the minimum term of imprisonment.

[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
NEVADA PAROLE RISK ASSESSMEN'T
Name 1D Number Location Date
Static Risk Factors Pts Dynamie Risk Factorsy Pts
1. Age at First Arrest (Juvenile or adull) 7. Current Age
25 years or older 0 41 and nbove i
20-24 years 1 3.0 0
19 years or younger 2 2l-30 |
2. Prior Prob/Parole Revocation (uy., or adult) Under 21 2
No parole or probation revocatians 0 |8 Active Gang Membership
One or more (including gross mesdemeanors) 2 No 0
3. Employment History (prior to arrest) Yes 2
Satisfoctory full-time employment =1 year 0 9. DOC certified edu/voc/irest program
Employed less than fulldime/full-time = { year 1 Yes, or has existing GED/HS DipVDegree -1
Unsatisfet. employment/unemployued ‘unemploynble 2 No 0
4, Offense for Current or Prior Convictions 10. Disciplinary Conduct - Past Year
All others 0 No Munjor Disc Violations or Single Minor/Gen -1
Propenty Cffense, Robbery, Forgery, cie 2 Multiple Minor/General Violations 1}
S History of Drug/Alcohol Abuse Muor Violation 1
Nonc 0 Multiple Major Violihions 2
Some use, no severe disruption of functioning 1 11, Current Custody Level
Frequent abuse, serious disruption of functioning 2 Minimun -1
6. Gender Medium 0
Male 1 Maximum or Disciplinary Segregation 2
Female 0 Total Dynamle Risk Score
Total Statie Risk Score Total Score (Static+Dynamic Score)
o _Low Risk = 01 points —Mehum Rash - 5410 ponts gl Rask = 117 powts o 8 pouits on Dyinue Gclors
Fhe nsk ausexsment 18 based on the static and dynamic fuctors that are applicable nl the time of a parole heaning. A change in status
Tllowng the heaning that may impact the nsk fctors shall not be the bases for an uppeal for re-computation A prisoner will only
be granted s re-henrng 1 a nctor 1s msnpplied at the time of the hearing, and s correction would cause o devinhion (rom the guideline
recommendation
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Appendix C

Board of Parole Commissioners’' Risk Assessment Instrument and
Guidelines

scape status or during felony parole or probation supervision
0 Disruptive institutional Behavior
] Reluse to particiy inor ted for cause fromt

[R——

(continued)
DISCRETIONARY RELEASE PAROLE GUIDELINE WORKSHEERT
Name: 1D Location: Dute:
Offense Severity Risk Level
High (11+ total, or B dynam¢ points) Mod (5.8,7.8.8,10) Low(0 1,2 3 4)
Highest Deny Parola Conmder Factors Conskier Factors
High Deny Parole Consider Factors Parat 17 or 2 Hearnng
Moderate Deny Parole Parat 1" or 2 Heanng Parole at infial Parole Elgiburty
Low Moderate Consider Factors Par at 17 or 2 Heating Parole at infial Parole Eligibilty
Low Consder Factors Parole at initial Paiole Eligibility Parole at inilial Parole Elgibity
Offense Severity (circle): Highest  High  Moderate Low Moderale  Low
Risk points: Risk (circle}:  High Moderate Low
Guideline Recommendation {circle): Deny Par  Consider Factors  Parat 1" or 2™Hng  Par at initial PED
This Is this Inmate's (circle one): First Second Third+ discretionary parole hearing on this sentence.
Aggravating Factors (check all that apply) Mitigating Factors {check all that apply)
) Prior prison term did not deter future criminal activity 0 Nao pt | ctiminal iction history
. : C Infraction fres in two years or more to heanng month and not
3 Prior sex conviction in disciplinary segregation during past two years
[ Prior violent conviction O Lesser involvement in the instant ofense
[J Signiicant prior criminal history. O Postive adjustment to Hallway house/work release program.
[ Commission of a crime while i, on bail, eluding, on O Participation in pecific to addressing behavior that

led to their Incatco';nli:)n
0O Prior successful completion of parole or probation suparvision

0 Rep similar 1] duct

] Removal from community supervision pragram (305/184/317) on
Cutrent period of incarceration.
[0 Housed in Disciplinary Seg|

gation wiin 24 F

[0 Crime was targeted against a child or p atg
L ulnerability b of age/disabiity.
[0 Thiee or mote parole/probation revocati

[ Nature of criminal record is increasingly more sefious
[ impact on victim(s) and/or community
0 The extreme or abnormal nature of the crime.

0 Con ity and/or famity support.
0 Stable release plans.

D Crime was situational without evid of intent to harm as
inf ion derived from pi investig

0 Case history demonstiates remoise

ac tin ging thewr lillness as ded

by p PP )
0O Pending CS sentence or detainer lodged by other jurisdiction

Q Cther

[} Other:

y Parole R daotion {circle action and indicate effective date or denlal length):
Grant Parolo:; A PED or date, Deny Parole: lo MPR to EXP  Next hearing date
Dogos this action deviate from the guldeline recommendation (circie): YES NO

I the action deviat

from the guideli dat

any

other than those already indicated above
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Appendix D

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 Departiment's computer network.

To determine if the Department accurately records and maintains
inmates’ criminal history information in its information system
(NQTIS), 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 §, 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 JOC 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 Complaint”
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
concemns 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:

Shawn Heusser, MPA Richard A. Neil, CPA
Deputy Legislative Auditor Audit Supervisor

Roland Erickson, MPA Jeff Rauh, CIA, CISA
Deputy Legislative Auditor Deputy Legislative Auditor

Eugene Allara, CPA
Deputy Legislative Auditor
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Appendix E

Response From the Department of Corrections

Piting Cxvamatbonsi STATE OF NE VA D » BRIAN SANDOVAL
et iy, MENT OF coRRE’éT, o e

OEBORAH L. REED

CATHERINE CORTEZ MASTO é e?k“"
RONS MILLER B M) Hosthorn Adnrislstiory

w4 S 5500 Snycier Avenus, Carsan Cliy, NV 89702

Phone: (775} 6473317 - Fax: (T75) 687.2225 Deputy Director.

Support Sevvices

Southerm Admunetration
2965 W Ruseell Road. Lae Vegaa, NV £9114
Phone: (707) 436-9038 - Fas: (T02) 4559961

February 11,2013

Paul V. Townsend, CPA, Legisiative Auditor
Legislative Counsel Bureau

Legislative Building

401 S. Carson Street

Carson City, NV 89702-7011

Dear Mr. Townsend:

The Nevada Department of Corrections (NDOC) has accepted all ten of the
recommendations of the audit report regarding the Accuracy of the Criminal
History [nformation done in 2013, The following supplemental information is
provided for each recommendation.

Recommendation Number 1: Develop writlen 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.

Response:  Operational Procedures are being developed regarding the [ntake
pracess and the entry of sentencing information into NOTIS. Along with this
procedure, Offender Management staff will be providing bhands-on training
regarding sentence management and NOTIS entries. Planned completion is June 30,
203,

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

S \Fiscaludns'd CB Aurda LATS-XX)XOR 10 Rec: 20130211 dec
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Response:  The Operational Procedure referred to above will include the chain of
oversight which will be formalized for this process of entering sentence information
insuring the accuracy. Planned completion is June 30, 2013.

Recommendation Number 3:  Review the accuracy of inmates’ criminal history
information in reports provided to the Parole Board.

Response: This process already has an oversight mechanism, as they are reviewed
and signed by the institution’s Associate Warden.  However, this should have
initially been reviewed and checked for accuracy at the casewuorker level. Current
procedures will be revised to include a second review of the Criminal History prior
to being signed by the Associate Warden. This review will involve a comparison of
the PSI and the NOTIS entries for criminal history information. Planned completion
is June 30, 2013.

Recommendation Number 4: Monilor the grievance process to ensure timeframes
for responding to grievances are followed.

Respanse: NOTIS has a report which reflects timeframes at each level of the process,
1t has been determined that this process is not calculating time frames in accordance
with the intent of AR 740. An MIS work ticket has been submitted for analysis and
pussible programming changes that may make the timeframes more accurate,
Deputy Director Foster has reminded institution Wardens at several Wardens’
meelings that staff involved in grievances must adhere to the timeframes sel forth in
AR 740, and must monitor this at the institutional level. Plananed completion is June
30, 2013.

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

Response: Deputy Director Foster has also instructed the Wardens to remind staff
that all responses must be accurate, and signed and dated appropriately. During 24
level reviews, she is flagging these errors and sending them back to the institution
Wardens so that training can be facilitated at the institution level. Implementation is
ongoing,

S \FiscatAudinsitCB Audi LAT4- XXM te Rec i 20130211 doe
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Recommendation Number 6: Limit the ability (o change criminal history and
sentencing information in NOTIS on only those users requiring such access to
perform their job duties.

Response: NDOC s currently developing o new sentence management system that
will stand apart from the Offender Management Systemi. When this system is
implemented, all legal erder and sentence information in NOTIS will be view only
as it will be generated and managed in the new system and simply copied to the
NOTIS system. Add/Change access in the new sentence management system will
be strictly controlled and only staff with add/change responsibilities will be granted
that access.

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

Response: NDOC has disabled all the former staff accounts identified by this audit.
We plan to immediately review unused accounts and enforce a lockout of accounts
that have been unused for 45 days. Further, a comprehensive account provisioning/
de-provisioning process encompassing both MIS and the NDOC human resources,
and outside agencies will be implemented over the next 60 days.

Recommendation Number 8: Set group policy settings to enforce complex user
passwords on computers. :

Response: NBOC plans to roll oul password complexity enforcement over the next

60 days on compliant systems. NDOC is also working to bring non-compliant
systems into compliance and implement complexity enforcement.

Recommendation Number 9:  [Enable the automatic session timeout function
through group policy settings.
Response:  NDOC plans o implement, over the next 30 days, an enforced policy

limeout of 15 minutes. There will be exceptions for video monitoring workstations.

Recommendation Number 10: Implement a program lo provide [T security
awareness training at least annually to all employees.

Response: NDOC plans to require all employees 1o complete the mandatory

S5FiscahAudig\LCB Audd LAT4.XXX\Response 1o Recommendations 20130211 doc
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information security training online through the Nevada Office of Information Security
website, NDOC will obtain a list of employees who complete the training annually to
assure continued compliance.

If 1.can be of any further assistance, please contact me.

Sincerely,

’ Ay,
i

James T Cox, Director
Nevada Department of Corrections

JGC/dlbr
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Department of Corrections’' Response to Audit Recommendations

10.

Recommendations

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..............

Provide additional oversight of staff to ensure written
procedures related to ensuring the accuracy of information in

NOTIS are being followed ...........ccccceeiiiiiieiecciee e

Review the accuracy of inmates' criminal history information

in reports provided to the Parole Board ..........ccccccovvvveeeriiinennen.

Monitor the grievance process to ensure timeframes for

responding to grievances are followed ..............coccveeiiennencennnns

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

AN IMMAIES....ceetveicrieiee ettt eeeeeereenseseaeseessesrersrannsesessanns

Limit the ability to change criminal history and sentencing
information in NOTIS to only those users requiring such

access to perform their job duties...........ccveeveeviviicccieer e,

Implement controls to identify and disable computer network

user accounts that are no longer authorized...........ccccceeeevrnnnes

Set group policy settings to enforce complex user passwords

O COMPULBES wicssciisnisssimsnissonmens inds i55asssvssins i assraamsrmsssmemsis Sarsminses

Enable the automatic session timeout function through group

PONICY SEHINGS....coiiiiiiiiiieiee et e se s

Implement a program to provide |IT security awareness

training at least annually to all employees ...........ccveevveriieneninns

TOTALS

Accepted

Rejected
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CERTIFICATION OF
BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS ACTION
10-08-2008
ORDEF DENYING PAROLE RELEASE
MELIKLAN , JOHM 84590 Lovelotk Comectional Center
(NMATE NAME NDOF NUMBER LOCATION OF HEARING -
it is the order of the Board that further consideration of parole is DENIED wntil - - - -1 0170172012
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Commissloner M. SugaADENY Commissloner M Keeler DEMY
Commissloner £, Gray: DENY

The final action was ratified by the following parole commissioners:

Commissloner M. Sliva DENY

Commigsloner §. Keeler DENY
Commissloner E. Gray: DENY COmmtsslonergﬁ © GRAN
Commisstones . GRANT DENY  commissloner GRANT OENY
Commissloner © GRANT DENY
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Static Risk Factors Dynamic Risk Factors
Age at Fu'st Arrest (juvenile or adult) Current Age ‘
= 10yeas aryauw ) 21 ~30] L ‘ i
"\ [Prior Frobaton/P arole Revecations l Acive Gang Membership 7+
6‘,0\,“)" = Qe arfare| a1 '—-—2———'
iy | - ! e
v e oyment Hisory ' | f ete ~ce ucational,] :
: Uraal Erpiarerpiyeahinamplioy abie) 2 ] Jvocationtal or treatment program ' v
- ' wof U |
Fﬂﬁqse—ﬁr Current orPriof Convicions ’
i o) . apctes) 0 | Disciplinary Conduct - past year
i e NoMafrsor Sirglemdimor{ -1 |
History of LiruplAlconol Abuse v :
Frequent ahuse, serious disngdiond ot .~ 2| Curremt Cusiody Level
NG Y Medhum 0 |
Gender . § AR
._ ENE MALE] — 1T 7} : DYNAMC RISK SCOREE__T__]
e P ; ' l
it : i R STATIC RISK SCOREEB ,  TOTAL SCORE (static & dynamic)
; el Crime Severity L evel Ly \ Risk Levell _Figh ]
‘ S e T b Psych Panel Certification Risk. Level  High'y

Guideline Recommendation: Deny Parote

AGGRAVATING FACTORS - The Board determined the followsng aggravating faciors sre applicabie In your case:
1 plature of racard I6 Increasingly more serlous
2 Impact on the victim(s) and/ar commusilty.

MITIGATING FACTORS - The Board dotermined the foltowing mitigating faclore ara sppilcabls tn your cape:
1 Community and/or family suppost.
2 Stable refease plans.

10053008 QI P2 no
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CENTRAL OFFICE . STATE OF NEVADA LAS VEGAS OFFICE

1677 Old Hot Springs Road 4000 S. Eastarn Avenus
Suite A Suits 130
Carson City, Nevada  89706-0677 Las Vegas, Nevada 89119-0840
(775) 687-5049 (702) 486-4370
Fax (775) 687-6736

Fax (702) 486-4376

DORLA M. SALLING, Chairman

BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS
NEVADA BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS
Addendum to Order Denying Parole

Imelikion 5]]‘)35‘19 Lee_  gootoy

Name o Location Date

Pursuant to Nevada Law, the Parole Board is required to provide specific recommendations to
improve the possibility of granting parole the next time you are considered for parole, if any.

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 specific recommendations pertaining to your case are indicated.

\ 1. Do not engage in disciplinary misconduct during denial period.

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

N 2
\( 3.  Participate in educational or vocational programs that will improve your
marketability in the workplace upon release.
Ny 4

Participate in victim empathy programming,.

5.  Disassociate from involvement with a gang.

|

6.  Other:

'I
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STATE OF NEVADA 1A =

VOTE- BoardFile  BHK - P Fliz o 187203

CALAR{  byie  QOLDENMROD- PEF
CERTIFICATION OF
BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS ACTION

09-13-2006
ORDER DENYING PAROLE RELEASE
MELIKLAN, JOHM v 84590 Lovelock Ceomrecionat Center
HIMATE NANE : NHOOF HUMBER LOCATION OF HE&RIRD
it is the arder of the Board that further consideration of parole is DENIED until - - - -1 01-U4-2009

. qaeg i ce
/UD Qo Hssoa‘(r‘c.uv\ mgﬁ%ﬂmum

‘ Oy =

Reasrded ot +hi g asn ol F‘?m A;\ %_aoo

Aaxe CS/\B/Q_OOQ) \Its_semx e tscs\'rzs_cra
MACO A5, 2003

No di seaplinasy

A s
Achion fo motf Balcha
e Dept.cS CorteckionsS " (_\)_g Uroleny %‘e\any

QFDP—\- «C LREDT \\\%'\'d‘)/

Tmplsumenta Scnen)
e e

CO?\JYUJL 5 ~BJ¢MJ

FOR THE NEVADA BOARD OF PAROLE COMMSSIONERE

Recommendation of pane! present:

Commissionsr C. Blsbea, TERNY Commissigner T, Geodson. DENY
Conmumiisslonzr M. Visthr OENY

The finst action was ratified by the following parclz commissioners:

Chairman 0. Sahing. DENY Commissioner T. Goodsom DENY
Commissloner C. Bispee. DENY Commigsioner 14 Vielhr DENY

(8132006 0125 PM CBB
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STATE OF NEVADA

m/q\:e___ \i

s

Nevada Board of Parole Commissioners

Parole Success Likelihood Factors

Lovelock Correctional Center

MELIKIAN, JOHN 84590
NAME NDOP#
Convictions/ Misd. non-viclent: S X1 5
Enhancements: Misd. violent: 0 X2 0
Felony non-violent: 0 X3 0
Felony violent: 1 X4 4
Habitual: 0 X8 0
Incarcerations: Jail: 3 X1 3
Prison: 1 X2 2
Supervision Failures: 1 x3 3
Supervision Successes: 0 X3 0
Drugs or Alcohol

a Factor During VO?: Ly |y=2| 2

(y or n. Applies only If /O is not a drug

or alcohol offense),

Weapons: Possession: N y=2 0
Threat/Display: N y=4 0
Use: N y=6 0
Victim impact: Property: N y=2 0
Physical/Mental: N y=4 0
Sex crime or permanently disabled: Y y=86 -]
Death: N y=8 0
& Months EmploymentorSchoot:{| N | N=3| 3

Prepared by:
08 112006 0223 PM csB

Commissioner Bisbee

INSTITUTION

09-13-2006
DATE

Drug or Alcohol Conviction: E |1__|

1t03=1pt,4t08=2pis, 7+ =3 pts:

SUB-TOTAL;
COURT ACTION: 20 100% | 20 |
Disciplinary Actions: Major: 1 X2 2
Min/Gen: 0 X1 0
(cap Is +10 points)

Sub-Total Including Disciplinary Actions:[ 31|

CREDITS:
Disciplinary Credits (3pointsmax) | o0 | o |
Pragramming:
GED, H-S diploma, college credits: 0 X3 0
Long term programs: 1 x2 -2
Short term programs: 1 X1 -1
(cap is -10 points)
Statistical Risk: MODERAT 0
CRIME SEVERITY LEVEL:| B1_|SCORE: 28
GRM: 72-108 MONTHS
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‘ PSYCHOLOGICAL REVIEW PANEL RESULTS NOTIFICATION ] ﬂ’ . é

The inmate named below has been sentenced for one or more offenses that require psycho-sexual evaluation and cestification as. a prerequisite to parole
consideration, per NRS 213,1214. A separste certification is required for each consecutive sentence far an offense listed below. A certification by this
panel is not valld indefinitely. If a person is certified and paroled, but later revoked, a new certification is required. If a person is certified and the Parcle
Board denies parole for longer that two years, the certification is considered revoked by the Psych Panel pursuant to NRS 213.1214 (3) and a new
certification Is required. Certification may also be revoked by the Psych Panel for other reasons, including but not limited to, intervening misconduct or

newly-acquired informatlon.

INMATE INFORMATION:
Name: Melikian, John NDOC #: 84590
Cunént Location: Lovelock Correctional Center - Date: September 23, 2008
OFFENSE / SENTENCE 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:

NRS 175.547 Sexually Motivated Offense (Murder, Kidnap, False imprisonment, Burglary, Home invasion)
NRS 200.366 Sexual Assauit
NRS 200.368 Statutory Sexual Seduction
NRS 200.400 Battery with intent to Commit Sexual Assauit
NRS 200.508 Abuse or Neglect of a Child
NRS 200.710-730  An Offense Involving Pornography and a Minor 2_ \) 10‘ \
NRS-201.180 Incest
NRS 201.185 Solicitation of @ Minor to Engage in Acts Constituting infamous Crime Against Nature
NRS201.210 Open or Gross Lewdness
NRS 201.220 Indecent or Obscene Exposure >
X NRS 201.230 Lewdness with a Child Under 14 Years *

) NRS 201.450 Sexual Penetration of a Dead Human Body
NRS 201.560 Luring a Child Using a Camputer System or Network
NRS 207.183 Coercion or Attempted Coercion That is Determined to be Sexually-Motivated

SEX OFFENDER RISK ASSESSMENT LEVELS:

STATIC-99:

VT2 MNSOST-: /’Vlﬁj

This inmate has been under observation while incarcerated and has been assessed using one or more currently-accepted standard
asséssment instrurnents. (Seé Psych Panel Notice and AR 813 for definitions.) Based on aconsideratmn of a!l matenals submtttqd and
the resuns of sex offender asessment nsh'umems wa find this inmate's assessmentto be; - - S o - .

By ali Spl' it Dec:saon ' '& Unammous Degcision

THie PSYGHOLOGIGAL REVIEW PANEL CERTIFIES THAT THIS INVATE: . - o ””‘ Sl
_X_ does not pose a high risk to sexually re-offend and is referred to the Parole Board. = =

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 Depariment of Correcttons

By: '-‘-,Dr Robert Schofield Psychologist it

A . -, C’-_’-—,"-"_--v-,'\.:~ — nTLE
SIGNATURE

- NDOC-008 (Rev. 4/18/08) -
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STATE OF NEVADA %(L
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS g s-\-of‘
e.-k \flsve,\ob
MEMORANDUM —
TO: Johh 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 successful. When filing a grievance all documentation to support
your claim must be submitted at that time. All grievances submitted must include a remedy.




State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 QY OZSOM 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROMDATE| TO DATE ADJUST [ ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS |
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS|
01/05/2004  01/31/2004 FLAT 27 7278 A
01/05/2004  01/31/2004 STAT 9 7269 A
01/05/2004  01/31/2004 WORK 0 7269 A
02/01/2004  02/29/2004 FLAT 29 7240 A
02/01/2004  02/29/2004 STAT 10 7230 A
02/01/2004  02/29/2004 WORK 0 7230 A
03/01/2004  03/31/2004 FLAT 31 7199 A
03/01/2004  03/31/2004 STAT 10 7189 A
03/01/2004  03/31/2004 WORK 0 7189 A
04/01/2004  04/30/2004 FLAT 30 7159 A
04/01/2004  04/30/2004 STAT 10 7149 A
04/01/2004  04/30/2004 WORK 0 7149 A
05/01/2004  05/31/2004 FLAT 3 7118 A
05/01/2004  05/31/2004 STAT 10 7108 A
05/01/2004  05/31/2004 WORK 0 7108 A
06/01/2004  06/30/2004 FLAT 30 7078 A
06/01/2004  06/30/2004 STAT 10 7068 A
06/01/2004  06/30/2004 WORK 0 7068 A
07/01/2004  07/31/2004 FLAT 31 7037 A
07/01/2004  07/31/2004 STAT 10 7027 A
07/01/2004  07/31/2004 WORK 0 7027 A
08/01/2004  08/31/2004 FLAT 31 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 earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS Page 1 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earmned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  0OY 02|§0M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST [ ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
08/01/2004  08/31/2004 STAT 10 6986 A
08/01/2004  08/31/2004 WORK 0 6986 A
09/01/2004  09/30/2004 FLAT 30 6956 A
09/01/2004  09/30/2004 STAT 10 6946 A
09/01/2004  09/30/2004 WORK 0 6946 A
10/01/2004  10/31/2004 FLAT 31 6915 A
10/01/2004  10/31/2004 STAT 10 6905 A
10/01/2004  10/31/2004 WORK 0 6905 A
11/01/2004  11/30/2004 FLAT 30 6875 A
11/01/2004  11/30/2004 STAT 10 6865 A
11/01/2004  11/30/2004 WORK 0 6865 A
12/01/2004  12/31/2004 FLAT 31 6834 £
12/01/2004  12/31/2004 STAT 10 6824 A
12/01/2004  12/31/2004 WORK 0 6824 A
01/01/2005  01/31/2005 FLAT 3 6793 A
01/01/2005  01/31/2005 STAT 10 6783 A
01/12/2005  01/31/2005 WORK 0 6783 A
02/01/2005  02/28/2005 FLAT 28 6755 A
02/01/2005  02/28/2005 STAT 10 6745 A
02/01/2005  02/28/2005 WK_ADJ 0 6745 A
02/01/2005  02/28/2005 WORK 0 6745 A
03/01/2005  03/31/2005 FLAT 31 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 earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS Page 2 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY 02610M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROM DATE| TODATE ADJUST | ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
03/01/2005  03/31/2005 STAT 10 6704 A
03/01/2005  03/31/2005 WORK 0 6704 A
04/01/2005  04/30/2005 FLAT 30 6674 A
04/01/2005  04/30/2005 STAT 10 6664 A
04/01/2005  04/30/2005 WORK 0 6664 A
05/01/2005  05/31/2005 FLAT 31 6633 A
05/01/2005  05/31/2005 STAT 10 6623 A
05/01/2005  05/31/2005 WORK 0 6623 A
06/01/2005  06/30/2005 FLAT 30 6593 A
06/01/2005  06/30/2005 STAT 10 6583 A
06/01/2005  06/30/2005 WORK 0 6583 A
07/01/2005  07/31/2005 FLAT 31 6552 A
07/01/2005  07/31/2005 STAT 10 6542 A
07/01/2005  07/31/2005 WORK 0 6542 A
08/01/2005  08/31/2005 FLAT 31 6511 A
08/01/2005  08/31/2005 STAT 10 6501 A
08/01/2005°  08/31/2005 WORK 0 6501 A
09/01/2005  09/30/2005 FLAT 30 6471 A
09/01/2005  09/30/2005 STAT 10 6461 A
09/01/2005  09/30/2005 WORK 0 6461 A
10/01/2005  10/31/2005 FLAT AN 6430 A
10/01/2005  10/31/2005 STAT 10 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 yel

Report Name: NVRCHS Page 3 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence
MAXIMUM TERM

MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017

CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 0Y 240M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

0D
FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
10/01/2005  10/31/2005 WORK 0 6420 A
11/01/2005  11/30/2005 FLAT 30 6390 A
11/01/2005  11/30/2005 STAT 10 6380 A
11/01/2005  11/30/2005 WORK 10 6370 A
12/01/2005  12/31/2005 FLAT 31 6339 A
12/01/2005  12/31/2005 STAT 10 6329 A
12/01/2005  12/31/2005 WORK 10 6319 A
01/01/2006  01/31/2006 FLAT Ky | 6288 A
01/01/2006  01/31/2006 STAT 10 6278 A
01/01/2006  01/31/2006 WORK 10 6268 A
02/01/2006  02/28/2006 FLAT 28 6240 A
02/01/2006  02/28/2006 STAT 10 6230 A
02/01/2006  02/28/2006 WORK 6 6224 A
03/01/2006  03/31/2006 FLAT 3 6193 A
03/01/2006  03/31/2006 STAT 10 6183 A
03/01/2006  03/31/2006 WORK 10 6173 A
04/01/2006  04/30/2006 FLAT 30 6143 A
04/01/2006  04/30/2006 STAT 10 6133 A
04/01/2006  04/30/2006 WORK 10 6123 A
05/01/2006  05/31/2006 FLAT 3 6092 A
05/01/2006  05/31/2006 STAT 10 6082 A
05/01/2006  05/31/2006 WORK 10 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 earned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS Page 4 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017

CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS

187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY 6‘2040M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROM DATE| TO DATE ADJUST | ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS

CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS

06/01/2006  06/30/2006 FLAT 30 6042 A
06/01/2006  06/30/2006 STAT 10 6032 A
06/01/2006  06/30/2006 WORK 10 6022 A
07/01/2006  07/31/2006 FLAT 31 5991 A
07/01/2006  07/31/2006 STAT 10 5981 A
07/01/2006  07/31/2006 WORK 10 5971 A
08/01/2006  08/31/2006 FLAT 31 5940 A
08/01/2006  08/31/2006 STAT 10 5930 A
08/01/2006  08/31/2006 WORK ] 5930 A
09/01/2006  09/30/2006 FLAT 30 5900 A
09/01/2006  09/30/2006 STAT 10 5890 A
09/01/2006  09/30/2006 WORK 10 5880 A
10/01/2006  10/31/2006 FLAT 31 5849 A
10/01/2006  10/31/2006 STAT 10 5839 A
10/01/2006  10/31/2006 WORK 10 5829 A
11/01/2006  11/30/2006 FLAT 30 5799 A
11/01/2006  11/30/2006 STAT 10 5789 A
11/01/2006  11/30/2006 WORK 0 5789 A
12/01/2006  12/31/2006 FLAT 3 5758 A
12/01/2006  12/31/2006 STAT 10 5748 A
12/01/2006  12/31/2006 WORK 0 5748 A
01/01/2007  01/31/2007 FLAT 31 5717 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 Page 5 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Eamed Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY 0230M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROMDATE| 1O DATE ADJUST | ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
01/01/2007  01/31/2007 STAT 10 5707 A
01/01/2007  01/31/2007 WORK 0 5707 A
02/01/2007  02/28/2007 FLAT 28 5679 A
02/01/2007  02/28/2007 STAT 10 5669 A
02/01/2007  02/28/2007 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, 05/03/07,
04/01/2007  04/30/2007 FLAT 30 o 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  05/31/2007 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  06/30/2007 STAT 10 5492 A
06/01/2007  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 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 Page 6 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada

Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM

MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017

CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS

187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY 6‘230M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROMDATE| TO DATE ADJUST | ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS

"07/01/2007  07/31/2007 WORK 0 5411 A
08/01/2007  08/31/2007 FLAT a1 5380 A
08/01/2007  08/31/2007 STAT 20 5360 A
08/01/2007  08/31/2007 WORK 0 5360 A
08/21/2007  09/20/2007  MRT_ADJ 15  LCC EMOTIONS MGT 5345 A
09/01/2007  09/30/2007 FLAT 30 5315 A
09/01/2007  09/30/2007 STAT 20 5205 A
09/01/2007  09/30/2007 WK_ADJ_C 5  U1APorter 5290 A
09/01/2007  09/30/2007  WORK | 5290 A
10/01/2007  10/31/2007 FLAT 31 5259 A
10/01/2007  10/31/2007 STAT 20 5239 A
10/01/2007  10/31/2007 WK_ADJ_C 10 Unit 1A porter 5229 A
10/01/2007  10/31/2007 WORK 0 5229 A
11/01/2007  11/30/2007 FLAT 30 5199 A
11/01/2007  11/30/2007 STAT 20 5179 A
11/01/2007  11/30/2007 WK_ADJ_C 10  U1APORTER 5169 A
11/01/2007  11/30/2007 WORK 0 5169 A
12/01/2007  12/31/2007 FLAT 3 5138 A
12/01/2007  12/31/2007 STAT 20 5118 A
12/01/2007  12/31/2007 WK_ADJ_C 10 U1APORTER 5108 A
12/01/2007  12/31/2007 WORK 0 5108 A
01/01/2008  01/31/2008 FLAT 31 5077 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 eamned yel

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15
Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 7 of 20




State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 oy 626!0!\/1 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
FROMDATE| TO DATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
01/01/2008  01/31/2008 STAT 20 5057 A
01/01/2008 = 01/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  U1APORTER 5047 A
01/01/2008  01/31/2008 WORK 0 5047 A
02/01/2008  02/29/2008 FLAT 29 5018 A
02/01/2008  02/29/2008 STAT 20 4998 A
02/01/2008  02/29/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  U1APORTER 4988 A
02/01/2008  02/29/2008 WORK 0 4988 A
03/01/2008  03/31/2008 FLAT 31 4957 A
03/01/2008  03/31/2008 STAT 20 4937 A
03/01/2008  03/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  1APORTER 4927 A
03/01/2008  03/31/2008 WORK 0 4927 A
04/01/2008  04/30/2008 FLAT 30 4897 A
04/01/2008  04/30/2008 STAT 20 4877 A
04/01/2008  04/30/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 U1A PORTER 4867 A
04/01/2008  04/30/2008 WORK 0 4867 A
04/25/2008  (05/02/2008 MRT_ADJ 15 LCC RELATIONSHIPS 4852 A
05/01/2008  05/31/2008 FLAT 3 4821 A
05/01/2008  05/31/2008 STAT 20 4801 A
05/01/2008  05/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4791 A
05/01/2008  05/31/2008 WORK 0 4791 A
06/01/2008  06/30/2008 FLAT 30 4761 A
06/01/2008  06/30/2008 STAT 20 4741 A

The PEXD is the 'Projected Expiration Date', as such it is 2 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 8 of 20




State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY (;zgom 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST [ ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS

06/01/2008  06/30/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  1APORTER 4731 A
06/01/2008  06/30/2008 WORK 0 4731 A
07/01/2008  07/31/2008 FLAT 31 4700 A
07/01/2008  07/31/2008 STAT 20 4680 A
07/01/2008  07/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4670 A
07/01/2008  07/31/2008 WORK 0 4670 A
08/01/2008  08/31/2008 FLAT 31 4639 A
08/01/2008  08/31/2008 STAT 20 4619 A
08/01/2008  08/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  1APORTER 4609 A
08/01/2008  08/31/2008 WORK 0 4609 A
08/27/2008  09/02/2008 MR_CP_SSI 30 LCCST.O.PPHI 4579 A
09/01/2008  09/30/2008 FLAT 30 4549 A
09/01/2008  09/30/2008 STAT 20 4529 A
09/01/2008  09/30/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  1APORTER 4519 A
09/01/2008  09/30/2008 WORK 0 4519 A
10/01/2008  10/31/2008 FLAT 31 4488 A
10/01/2008  10/31/2008 STAT 20 4468 A
10/01/2008  10/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 U1A PORTOR 4458 A
10/01/2008  10/31/2008 WORK 0 4458 A
11/01/2008  11/30/2008 FLAT 30 4428 A
11/01/2008  11/30/2008 STAT 20 4408 A
11/01/2008  11/30/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  U1APORTOR 4398 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
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State of Nevada

Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 QY Ozl;om 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST | ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
11/01/2008  11/30/2008 WORK 0 4398 A
12/01/2008  12/31/2008 FLAT 31 4367 A
12/01/2008  12/31/2008 STAT 20 4347 A
12/01/2008  12/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4337 A
12/01/2008  12/31/2008 WORK 0 4337 A
01/01/2009  01/31/2009 FLAT 31 4306 A
01/01/2009  01/31/2009 STAT 20 4286 A
01/01/2009  01/31/2009 WK_ADJ_C 10 U1A PORTER 4276 A
01/01/2009  01/31/2009 WORK 0 4276 A
02/01/2009  02/28/2009 FLAT 28 4248 A
02/01/2009  02/28/2009 STAT 20 4228 A
02/01/2009  02/28/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10  1APORTER 4218 A
02/01/2009  02/28/2009 WORK 0 4218 A
03/01/2009  03/31/2009 FLAT 3 4187 A
03/01/2009  03/31/2009 STAT 20 4167 A
03/01/2009  03/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4157 A
03/01/2009  03/31/2009 WORK 0 4157 A
04/01/2009  04/30/2009 FLAT 30 4127 A
04/01/2009  04/30/2009 STAT 20 4107 A
04/01/2009  04/30/20038 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4097 A
04/01/2009  04/30/2009 WORK 0 4097 A
05/01/2009  05/31/2009 FLAT Y| 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-0077.15
Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM
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State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 845390 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 (1) 4 OZSOM 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
FROM DATE| TO DATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS 1
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS |
05/01/2009  05/31/2009 STAT 20 4046 A :
05/01/2009  05/31/2009 WK_ADJ_C 10 1A PORTER 4036 A
05/01/2009  05/31/2009 WORK 0 4036 A
06/01/2009  06/30/2009 FLAT 30 4006 A
06/01/2009  06/30/2009 STAT 20 3986 A
06/01/2009  06/30/2008 WK_ADJ_C 6 U1A PORTER/PER LCC 3980 A
06/01/2009  06/30/2009 WORK 0 3980 A
07/01/2009  07/31/2009 FLAT 31 3949 A
07/01/2009  07/31/2009 STAT 20 3929 A
07/01/2009 07/31/2009 WK_ADJ_C 3 ORIENTATION 3926 A
07/01/2009  07/31/2009 WORK 0 3926 A
08/01/2009  08/31/2009 FLAT 31 3895 A
08/01/2009  08/31/2009 STAT 20 3875 A
08/01/2009  08/31/2009 WORK 0 3875 A
09/01/2009  09/30/2009 FLAT 30 3845 A
09/01/2008  09/30/2009 STAT 20 3825 A
09/01/2009  09/30/2009 WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3815 A
09/01/2009  09/30/2009 WORK 0 3815 A
10/01/2009  10/31/2009 FLAT 31 3784 A
10/01/2009  10/31/2009 STAT 20 3764 A
10/01/2009 10/31/2008 WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3754 A
10/01/2009  10/31/2009 WORK 0 3754 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 Page 11 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 oy ()ZSOM 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
11/01/2009  11/30/2009 FLAT 30 3724 A
11/01/2009  11/30/2009 STAT 20 3704 A
11/01/2009  11/30/2009 WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3694 A
11/01/2009  11/30/2009 WORK 0 3694 A
12/01/2009  12/31/2009 FLAT K| 3663 A
12/01/2009  12/31/2009 STAT 20 3643 A
12/01/2009  12/31/2009 WK_ADJ_C 10 STUDENT 3633 A
12/01/2009  12/31/2009 WORK 0 3633 A
12/14/2009 12/15/2009 MR_ED_GED 60 LCC GED 3573 A
01/01/2010  01/31/2010 FLAT 31 3542 A
01/01/2010  01/31/2010 STAT 20 3522 A
01/01/2010  01/31/2010 WK_ADJ_C 10  STUDENT 3512 A
01/01/2010  01/31/2010 WORK 0 3512 A
02/01/2010  02/28/2010 FLAT 28 3484 A
02/01/2010  02/28/2010 STAT 20 3464 A
02/01/2010  02/28/2010 WORK 10 3454 A
03/01/2010  03/31/2010 FLAT 31 3423 A
03/01/2010  03/31/2010 STAT 20 3403 A
03/01/2010  03/31/2010 WORK 10 3393 A
04/01/2010  04/30/2010 FLAT 30 3363 A
04/01/2010  04/30/2010 STAT 20 3343 A
04/01/2010  04/30/2010 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 yel

Report Name: NVRCHS Page 12 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004  OY 02610M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014  Active
FROM DATE| TO DATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS ‘
CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUSJ
05/01/2010  05/31/2010 FLAT 31 3302 A
05/01/2010  05/31/2010 STAT 20 3282 A
05/01/2010  05/31/2010 WORK 10 3272 A
06/01/2010  06/30/2010 FLAT 30 3242 A
06/01/2010  06/30/2010 STAT 20 3222 A
06/01/2010  06/30/2010 WORK 10 3212 A
07/01/2010  07/31/2010 FLAT 31 3181 A
07/01/2010  07/31/2010 STAT 20 3161 A
07/01/2010  07/31/2010 WORK 10 3151 A
08/01/2010  08/31/2010 FLAT 31 3120 A
08/01/2010  08/31/2010 STAT 20 3100 A
08/01/2010  08/31/2010 WORK 10 09/03/2010 Education/Student - 10 3090 A
09/01/2010  09/30/2010 FLAT 30 3060 A
09/01/2010  09/30/2010 STAT 20 3040 A
09/01/2010  09/30/2010 WORK 10 10/05/2010 Porter - 10 3030 A
10/01/2010  10/31/2010 FLAT 3 2999 A
10/01/2010  10/31/2010 STAT 20 2979 A
10/01/2010  10/31/2010 WORK 10  11/02/2010 Porter - 10 2969 A
11/01/2010  11/30/2010 FLAT 30 2939 A
11/01/2010  11/30/2010 STAT 20 2919 A
11/01/2010  11/30/2010 WORK 10 12/02/2010 Offender Specific - 3 2909 A
education

12/06/2010 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 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 Page 13 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM



State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence

MAXIMUM TERM
MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1  Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017
CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED  PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 oy 02610M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active
[FROMDATE| TODATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS
| CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUS
12/01/2010  12/31/2010 FLAT 3 2878 A
12/01/2010  12/31/2010 STAT 20 2858 A
12/01/2010  12/31/2010 WORK 10 01/03/2011 Porter - 10 2848 A
01/01/2011 01/31/2011 FLAT 31 2817 A
01/01/2011 01/31/2011 STAT 20 2797 A
01/01/2011  01/31/2011 WORK 10 02/02/2011 Porter - 10 2787 A
02/01/2011  02/28/2011 FLAT 28 2759 A
02/01/2011  02/28/2011 STAT 20 2739 A
02/01/2011  02/28/2011 WORK 10 03/02/2011 Porter - 10 2729 A
02/07/2011  05/02/2011 MR_CP_VAE 15 Victim Awareness/ Empathy 2714 A
02/28/2011  04/04/2011 MR_CP_CTCI 15 Commitment to Change Core Program 2699 A
Phase | Volumes 1-3

03/01/2011  03/31/2011 FLAT 31 2668 A
03/01/2011 03/31/2011 STAT 20 2648 A
03/01/2011  03/31/2011 WORK 10 04/05/2011 Porter - 10 2638 A
04/01/2011 04/30/2011 FLAT 30 2608 A
04/01/2011 04/30/2011 STAT 20 2588 A
04/01/2011  04/30/2011 WORK 10 05/02/2011 Porter - 10 2578 A
05/01/2011  05/31/2011 FLAT 31 2547 A
05/01/2011  05/31/2011 STAT 20 2527 A
05/01/2011 05/31/2011 WORK 10 06/01/2011 Education/Student - 10 2517 A
06/01/2011  06/30/2011 FLAT 30 2487 A
06/01/2011  06/30/2011 STAT 20 2467 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 ye!

Report Name: NVRCHS

Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15
Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM

Page 14 of 20




State of Nevada
Department of Correction
Credit History By Sentence
MAXIMUM TERM

MELIKIAN,JOHN C 84590 Sentence: 1 Counts: 1
Current Earned Expiration Date: 06/24/2017

CASE SENTENCE DT RETRO DATE MAX TERM DAYS OWED PED PEXD STATUS
187203  01/12/2005 01/05/2004 0Y 240M 7305 01/05/2007 09/16/2014 Active

0D
{FROM DATE| TODATE ADJUST ADJUST COMMENTS DAYS j
' CODE DAYS REMAINING STATUSl
06/01/2011 06/30/2011 WORK 10 07/01/2011 Porter - 10 2457 A
07/01/2011 07/31/2011 FLAT 31 2426 A
07/01/2011 07/31/2011 STAT 20 2406 A
07/01/2011 07/31/2011 WORK 10 08/01/2011 Porter - 10 2396 A
0711/2011  07/11/2011 MR_CP_CTCII 15 Commitment to Change Core Program 2381 A
Phase ll Volumes 4-6
07/21/2011 07/21/2011 MR_CP_NB 30 New Beginnings 2351 A
08/01/2011 08/31/2011 FLAT 31 2320 A
08/01/2011 08/31/2011 STAT 20 2300 A
08/01/2011 08/31/2011 WORK 10 09/07/2011 Porter - 10 2290 A
08/09/2011 08/09/2011 MR_ED_HSD a0 High Schoo!l Diploma 2200 A
09/01/2011 09/30/2011 FLAT 30 2170 A
09/01/2011 09/30/2011 STAT 20 2150 A
09/01/2011 09/30/2011 WORK 10 10/04/2011 Offender Specific - 8 2140 A
ORIENTATION
10/04/2011 Porter - 10
10/01/2011 10/31/2011 FLAT 31 2109 A
10/01/2011 10/31/2011 STAT 20 2089 A
10/01/2011 10/31/2011 WORK 3 11/02/2011 Offender Specific - 2 2086 A
UNIT 5A
11/14/2011 Yard Labor/Trash Crew/Fire
Safty-3
11/01/2011 11/30/2011 FLAT 30 2056 A
11/01/2011 11/30/2011 STAT 20 2036 A
11/01/2011 11/30/2011 WORK 10 2026 A
12/01/2011 12/31/2011 FLAT 31 1995 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 Page 15 of 20
Reference Name: NOTIS-RPT-OR-0077.15

Run Date: DEC-07-11 08:20 AM
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Complaints

The Las Vegas Metropolitan Palice Deparimant regards me invesiigation of all complaints as important to its
overall mission. if you feef that you have & plai an employee of the Las Vegas Metropolitan
Policas Dopariment, pleasa use the form below. ILis v«y important thal you fil out as much information as
possible to insure an accurals & igation. if the allegation requires foliow-up, an investigator will contact you
if you have provided contact information. The Intemnal Affairs Bureau will maka every effort 10 insure that the
information provided o us is held in Ihe sirictest confidence.

While the LVMPD wilt accept any complaint, please be aware that anonymous complaints can somelimes ba
difficutt to investigate as an ir igator may need additional informalion and the complainant may be the only
source available. For this reason, pleass consider providing conlact information whan submitling your
complaint,

Each complaint is taken very serdously and will aiways be fairly and impartially invesligaled. ! is impossible lo
put 8 time limit on any invesligation, as the seriousness of the ellegalions vary, but bs assured thal every effort
will be mads 10 update specific complainanis about specific cases. The Inlamal Affaks Bureau can be reached
anytime batween 8.00 A.M. and 4:00 P.M., Monday through Friday at (702) 828-3422 or fax your complaint at
(702) 828-1642.

Thank you for calling our attentlon to this matter. Your comments are always welcome,

“NOTE: Disposition letters are sent fo citizens raferance complaints. Therafore, it is important thal you
provide your name and curren! address.

Duig g!_Occumncc (i known): o fonc ____é QQ@ el

Name (optional): Aﬂm _‘__-.(QQ_QAMZ/

Date of Birth: Jz /ZA "/9

reves ot <3008 /o Colton bl e -"-Y\’\'E("\\QL
City {optional): N;L) ) 2 M ﬁ ' ) %0\\ R.S

s has Uegass,
PE7// Y ey, -~

47/5673/02.0///

State (optl ntul)

Zip (optional):

& v

Homn Phone {optional): ot

/Y /T o
Emall (optional): __@_.. : A o

Comglainthga' ALALIL A
Namete) of Employseta): q’fﬁa

Badge/Pa
)

;;s-rlsimtﬂﬂsmqﬂ W—W
2l fein Zzhre/

Details That Might Help Identify m- E.mplayor

Specific Complalnt: s

Excnt_N_Aa;-_nb?r and/or Citation Number:

Witness{es):

i D

-

http://www.lvmpd.com/Sections/Internal A ffairs/Complaints/tabid/296/Default.aspx 6/26/2014
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Shayna Marie Anderson, 16, of Las Vegas, passed away Friday, May 20, 2005, She was born March 24, 1989, in Fi. Worth,
Texas, and was a lifelong resident of Las Vegas. Shayna was a soffhomore at Shadow Ridge High School. Shayna is survived by
her dad, Raymond M. Anderson; mom, Laura L. Anderson; sister, Danielle R. Anderson; grandparents, William and Bonnie
Pfersching; grandmother, Linda Vanoordt; grandfather, Raymond Anderson; stepgrandmother, Debbie Reynolds; stepgrandfather,
Edward Cantrell; great-grandmothers, Laura Hammock, Helen Pfersching and Opal Brawley; step great-grandmother, Shirley
Brawn; uncles, 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 at 4 p.m. Menday, May 23, both at
~Palm Mortuary, 1600 S. Jones Blvd. All friends and family are welcome. .-
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http://obits.reviewjournal.com/obituaries/lvrj/obituary-print.aspx?n=shayna-anderson&pid=142005813 1/22/2013
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ZDer DI DEFENDANT’S STATEMENT

\,_\ / / o0 3) n words the circumstinces of vour offense.  Why you cornrnined the offense. yvour present
! 2 ir siruation and why vou may be suirable for probation. A copy of this statement will be sent
to the )udtze Write or prmt clear]y If usmg a pcnc:l. please write as dark as possnblc

PrC A WAe JdasS 17 vea
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Yy Pesmn and YK, coriney 1$4e . Grimey leawes,
_5\‘\&3"\& lers on ey bey and e gtard Ki5sim,
Then e bhawe sey. X wake uf The ppxd
ryyarnine, g She wf: me by€ | Later on my
Sriend Kerry dells me her real ace . <t oed
'@PEA% ard _call her clad. Hr Slad -l
e, he§ Spwma to Brchi Y. eck ond he.alreads
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lnave vever, T vefeat vever wgu'd’ rave even
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Soust what someone ellS You ‘becduse:
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FILED

— wwewo v. COOPER, PUBLIC DEFENDER

NEVADA BAR No. 2290 '
309 South Third Street, Suite 226 » 060 ¥AR 251 A B U5
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155
(702) 455-4685 ~ : /&
Attomey for Defendant G “”“EL
Cl FF'"-
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK.COUNTY, NEVADA
| THE STATE OF NEVADA, )
{ . )
Plaintiff, ) CASE NO C187203X
)
, V. ) DEPT NO v
i S )
| JOHN-CLIFFORD MELIKIAN, ) _
) -DATE: May7,2003
Defendant. ) TIME: 9:00AM
) .
SENTENCING MEMORANDUM )

COMES NOW Robert H. Thompson, Deputy Public Defender and submits thc

| attached Sentcncmg Mcmorandum in the above-captioned-case.-
DATED THIS 24® day of March, 2003.

MARCUS D. COOPER _
CLARK GOUNTY PUBLIC: DEFENDER

+et\c.\vr\g '
Y\(\emom:. \uY\,.,-_-_ L 2 R

@,w ( A 'RobeﬂHThompson. BatNo Oi-f iy e
Q\Q}b e(px\ R\p"o ¥ o DeputyPubhc Dcfmd§ e il “ :




- —vswuuaun, Jonn Melikian, a 20-year old young man, pled guilty to Le

 with a Minor upon the agreement that if he successfully completes a probationary period t

§ charge will be amended to a non-sexual charge. The Defendant i
13 yc old at the time of the incident. The Defendant’s position was that he received a telg

_6, call from the alleged victim, Shayna Anderson, in the evening who asked to stay at Mr. Me].ik

8 1 apartment with his roommate for the evening along with h& girlﬁiend, Courtney Kost

9 : Courtney and Shayna then went ipto his bedroom and, at some point, John and Shayna, who
10 | .prevmusly advised John ahe was 17 which was Courtney’s age also, began kissing. Courtney left
11 ' room and John and _Shayna stayed in the bedroom and a sexual relationship occurred. When Shay
ij 'gold another friend of hers within the next two daye that she was not a willing participant, her b
14 | friend called Shayna’s.parents who then called the police. John coope;'ated fully with the police an
15 | told them exactly what happened including the sexual relationship. Chris Pella and bis mother wer

" 16 nelghbors whom aJl the des in the area seemed to gravitate to.their home and in parncular thei:

y garage which was kept open and became a meeting place for a lot of the local kids. Both Chris Pella

17 |
18 § and his mother were prepared: to present testimony that Shayna, while boasﬁjag about her. prior
;: .: W’ was waméd by Mrs. Pella of the possible consequences of a 17 yeaz oldv
, Zi ' promxscuous young, lady Mrs Pella would then have testrﬁed that she was shocked to lea.m that'

* Shayna Was only 13 smce Shayna had prevxously told M;s Pellas thnt she was 17 years old.

: ':. L Shayna Andcrson, the thun, admitted that she had hed to her parents about staylng
.
4. ‘at her ﬁ:end Vickki’s home that evemng and instead went to Chris Pella’s house and was denied the
25

v opportunity to spend the evening at the Pella s residence and subsequently she admitted tocalling -

e e r———————— - T -

am e ol --——o——o-
——— S & S

| John Mehjnan and asking to stay the | evening.” She then told vanous stories to the pohce and at

e

| preliminary hearing which ranged from she stayed on the couch and was suddenly st_lrpnsed by Jol‘m‘_ 3.

T e n% b '

(ROl b it




to where she was in the bed with John for the evening and that Courtney was on the couc,
ool cnglitnity

subsequently that Courtney was in another room with four other boys having an orgy. There

2

3§ only two boys there at the apartment, John and Gregg. Shayna also stated that during the eve
- —\—.\—-—_
4 :

. after the sexual relationship had occurred she went into-the-bathroonrand then came back into

| bed with John. The bathroom in the apartments are three rogms away from John's and nexa

| Gregg's room. Courtney admitted she said nothing to anyone gbout the situation the next morni
i nor.the next day.
9
: 6)1"7 ’F‘ Courtney Kostzuta had been & runaway and it appea:ed that she might be unavailab.
. A

. -for f.m:! She was in fact found-the day of frial and agreed to fly i in from Oklahoma with her fathe
| and she gave an Affidavit (see attached as Exhibit A). In her Afﬁdavip, Courtney supports the fac

12 g , o
“that Shayna called John Melikian and asked if the two girls could stay overnight. ‘She and Shayna go

iqto John’s bedroom aéd at some point Courtney uses the restroom apd returns to. find John and
Shay-né kissing and lying on thé beti togethér ‘Courtney then goes to the living room couch outside
§ the bedroom and subsequently goes into Gregg’s room. In her Affidavit, Courtney states that
I Shayna and John were mutually affectionate and that Shayna and John were found asleep in the bed

: fully clothed the next moming. She and Shayna left thie apartment an_d Shayna s.ecmed happy ‘and

-—

saxd nothmg tha! there was, any type of problem. ;

y TR DATED 'IHIS 24"'dayofMamh, 2003 i -'.':- B g g AT
. T MARCUSDLCOQPER '
: s - CLARK-COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDBR

: Wt RobenH.nompsaIBarNo 0806 Q. .

¥ 1
<3 - -
ir 5, v ——— ® =
i SLS . Deputy-Publie Defender "~
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MARCUS D. COOPER, PUBLIC DEFENDER

2 | NEVADA BAR No. 2290 _
3 || 309 South Third Street, Suite 226
Las Vegas, Nevada 89153
4 || (702) 455-4685
Attomey for Defendant
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
THE STATE OF NEVADA, )y
)
Plaintiff, ) CASE NO. C187203X
" ) S
v. ) DEPT. NQO. vilI
10 § . ' ) '
1 " JOHN CLIFFORD MELIKIAN, - )
. _ )
12 Defendant. )
: )
13 ' .
: AFFIDAVIT
14 '
15 STATE OF NEVADA )
) ss:
16 COUNTY OF CLARK )
17 | 5 | WV
s A ej? en COURTNBY KOSTZUTA, having been first duly sworn, deposes and says:
-
| I rea.lly don’t remember how I met up with Shayna and I told her my problem about

" bemg kxcked out of my housc and I told her I was probably going to stay the mght at Beca s house

and Shayna told me not to stay the mghf at Beca s house and thai she was gomg.trérlét'ay w1th me, :
.‘;: Shnyna called her mom and told her mom she was gomg to’ stay the mght at Vikla s house. We |
i -..rcally d.ldn’t have any plans to do anything really just stay around the nc:ghborhood. A.ftcr she
called her mom we met up with Tesa and walked around the nexghborhood and then we went to

'; Chns Pella’s house and Chris askﬁd,us if we wanted-to go tothe skate ‘park and dround this time 1t. ]

- s ase v @t GEmo @O

was around 10: 00 so Chns took his mom’s car without her knowmg and me, Chns, Twa and Shayna

went to the skate park for a whllc ull 12 00am because Tesa had to bcm at that t:me Aﬁcr we

7 ‘v‘ “

"EXHIBIT A




i

— - wau ouayna went with Chris to his house. We really didn’t do anythin;

and talk and I asked Chris if I could have one beer and Chris said .yes-so-1-took-one then

2
3 | grabbed one. When we were drinking Chris had told us we could stay the night and it was ok
4 his mom. got another beer which was my second one. Shayna was still-oa-her-first ome 2
| even halfway gone. Aﬂcr my second on.e, Chris wouldn’t let me have anymore so I drank the .
: _‘ Shayna’s. Heis still was not even halfway gone. It felt like she had like t_hree drinks at it, so [
8 i it. Me and Shayna was ‘getting ready to go to sleep and me and Shayna were going to sle
9 |} .Chris’s room and Chris:was gorina ﬂgé_b on the couch. Well Chnshad said son;eth'ing'ﬁmny anc
10 I and Shayna lpughcd and I guess we woke up his mom and she got mad and told Chrxs to. tell u
11 ‘leave, 50 we leﬁ out. I wasn’t drunk and neither was. Shayna. So we’ walked around
:: neighborhood. It was around 2:06 am. ‘We sat in the desert gnd we .were talking about where
14 stay and I wanted to go.to'tha’s house and she didn’t and I told her I wasn’t going to sleep in
15 desert. Shayna-said Johony. I said.ok', we could sleep on the couch but I told her I didn’t have h:
16 | number and Shayna ssid she bad it. 1 don’t @oﬁ haw she got it.- I didn’t ask but I guess she had i
17 : meinoriz;rl hef;:re v.ve called Johnny. We walked around the Eagle Crest Apartments for awhile then
18 ; me or Shayna called him and asked him if we could stay the night over there because we had
;z ' nowhere elsc 10 go. Iohnny said ; yes, so we went over there amund 2 30 a.m.\‘John answered the
‘5 21 : door and wecame m. A]l the hghts wexe off John saxd evcryone else was sleepmg so wc wcnt th
2'2 John’s room. I sat on the bed, John sat on the bed and Shayna stood up We were Just talkmg I
_. :2?: _ do t remember about what though arid hstemng to.music so I got up and got a beer. By this time
= we had beenthere about ten minutes. I came back and Shayna was sitting on the bed by John. We
iz | were sh]l talldng and hstcnxrtg_tg_gtx_s_ri I got up and and went to the bathroom. -J-wasm*t gors Tor 70
27 B more then lxke three minutes. I came back and Shayna and John were, lcxssmg I stnll stayed in thcre
I8 and ﬁmshed my beer _They were sull hssmg s0 I said Shayna r'm leavmg 1 told e twice, Shayna




&uN.—n

I’m leaving. They were still kissing at that time when [ left but the whole time I was in tl

with them no hands went anywhere and I wouldn’t of lefi Shayna if she didn’t want me to bt

[ her twice I was leaving and she didn’t say anything. I left to the living room to the couch t

§ -sleep and ten minutes later John put his door up. He couldn’t shut it because-it-wasn’t-attache

Un

10
11
12
13

23
24
25

.26k

27

W o 9 o

28 -

| a little while after he put his door up, I went to wake Greg up to get a cigarette from-him. I sta
Greg’s room and watched TV. I fell asleep and around 5:00-a.m. I woke up to go to the bath

and John had the door off so I went in there to check on Shayna and her and John were sleeping

their clothes.on. John was by the wall.and Shayna was on his right side.on her side.with her an

| his chest so [ left and went back to sleep in Greg’s room.. Around 9:00 an. Shayna woke me up
told m.e it was time to go because she had to check in at 9:30 and she had to call from Vikki’s ho
" so we left. On our way home, she told me she had sex wnh John. Itold her I wouldz’t say-anyth

‘to Beca because that’s her place to because John was Beca’s boyfiiend at that time. She hac

14

15 | hickey from him but she told m'? if anyonc- asks .who gave it to her I was to say I didn’t know.
16 § asked her on the way home if he was any good i ina Jolcmg way.but she didn’t say anything." She wi
17 ‘snulmg and seemed happy. When. we got mto the nexghborhood we seen Vikki and Ann Marie.
. : wasn’t really listening to what they were saying but she called her mom and checked i in ﬁ'om Vx.lglcl s
;z ' house She w:uted thh me f'or about ten minutes outsxde to see 1f I could be a]lowed back mto my

......

-------




~esyua a nug and told her I would see her later i)

| outside later that day and she said ok and I went inside and 1 guess she went home.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT.

comm?xosr%m
| SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me

) & Caunty and State

Tur e

PRI T




RECEIPT OF COPY of the foregoing Sentencing Memorandum and Exhibit A is

hereby acknowledged this dayof __ MJ/U 2003, |

OFFFICE OF THE DISTRICT ATTORNEY
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DAVID ROGER .. =iLED
Clark County District Attorney

Nevada Bar #002781
200 South Third Street 1005 JAN 25 - A G 21
%agzglz 2341:;18;/3([3 89155-2211 ,
S{ttomey for Plaintiff ' exmet L // y D
.-;l L'-_.’ ,
DISTRICT COURT
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
THE STATE OF NEVADA, )

Plaintiff,
Case No: C1 8720.;3/

-VS-
Dept No: VIIX

JOHN CLIFFORD MELIKJAN,

#1668554 v : 845 g 0

Defendant.

AMENDED. JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION
(PLEA OF GUILTY)

" The Defendant previously appeared before the Court with counsel and entered a |
of guilty to the crime(s) of ATTEMPT LEWDNESS "WITH A CHILD UNDER THE A
OF FOURTEEN (Felony), in violation of NRS 193.330, 201.230; thereaﬁer on the 12th .

~of January, 2005, the Defendant was present in court for sentencmg with his coun:

_ .CRAIG CREEL, Deputy Pubhc Defendcr and good ¢ cause appeanng, o

. THE DEFENDANT IS HEEREBY ADIUDGED guﬂty “of sald oﬁ'ense(s) and,

'.:.'.addmon to the $25\90 Adrmmstranve Assessment Fee, $700 00 Psycho x:a‘g Evaluati
. fee $ISQ,00 DNA Analysis fee and $1;480,40: Rest}ﬂ@oﬂ,:i the Defcndant is sentenccd

follows: to a MAXIMUM of TWENTY (20) YEARS and a MINIMUM of THREE (.

YEARS in the Nevada Department of Corrections (NDC). Defendant to o receive 373 days
fFof=s :

[ T

/
_ j/ | RmMendt b iy g

P s L
ll’.\:u. -y -

| PAWPDOCSVUDG\216\2164980% doc
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credit for time served. Defendant to submit to Lifetime Supervision and to register as

offender within 48 hours of being released from custody.
DATED this day of January, 2005.

TEEA. GATES

DISTRICT JUDGE

gee ezt T R 5N
- - - - .. :
M L\' T - [ |

2 PAWPDOCSUUDG216121649802.doc



~77AN SANDOVAL

| Ve © o Bl L Y.‘\ :
BRIAN SANDOVAL on QERag, NT OF Co Tﬂ
- s ?:} e%“"“m RREC7 e e
Attorney Gener ‘ Northern Administration A
ROSS MILLER - s
e e e &
Southem Administration
3955 W. Russell Rd,, Las Vegas, NV 89118
Phone: (702) 486-9938 - Fax: (702) 486-9671 M(/
ob G
Date: July 24, 2014 Bt)
To: Debra J. Melikian 4 O"
From: Nancy Flores, CPS

Subject: Request to remove lifetime supervision requirement from John C.
Melikian

Good afternoon Mrs. Melikain.

Inspector General office staff received your packet request to remove the lifetime
supervision requirement for your son, John C. Melikian. | 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. | 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. | also invite you to review their web site at,
http://parole.nv.gov.

Thankyou, .7

Nancy Flores,
Classification and Planning Specialist



L2l 01 \Tnsaro, Ca. 9374/

i & e TS0 8- /705, eé.é/__

GG 600-TE43 M_

”/)_MMJ @;Jf'//?, W §F7702 .

.

%&%M&M@W’—*‘—

@%M;@Mﬁzﬂmﬂ?&ggg (ep0/

16/21/ 0..4’ V. /l 7k AL d ,JI’

'9’&4{2_- % Y o g 0 1) AA? '/
T LDBIR, A 7‘@) Core m1 797 c/
‘F _A 11 , e /’h-" V) AP "/ ’ Y72 . 2 SO 4/

s 2 D (y ’/1&4' y K e bod 700207, e... st i Saned

U@aé,a_/ . zmA/ \-1‘ ' %MCLC_

-Oln) YY) &WJQ
o Badol?,

2 Tl Coans/ PRl

oy

GMJ/ x ﬂwﬁ
o '
% /%:ML)% DAl ) (g W




ol QLo s T 0 T

/ S0 Th s s T )
JOMVLJ_? (Do oz TreZisnal.

222 0.7
/47€7Q0 L N\l G Lt
, AL 72 2 7180 ML&

L (TR~ 72 5~ &%02371

_/'/MOé Tolol

" 7ole boro thar Lo WDOC.




EQ/)M 7%0 ) ?L»%,Q_L@g__) F?M

Thial “lWnte "Sugoﬁemészs Gana

l’)’)mh@/ﬂ ﬁss'ocLafeD %@ ﬁaﬁdez,){/.._:_

Ia}iaj:aﬂ, /3-8~ O'Z__Z’fﬁ.b

o ne sl RaZbt . Ugfm
pep? osfloo 7 o )
Q’)ﬁA_&J_ﬁMMC‘L" ki

w__m m@wm

%Aﬁ@z

o2/, 2005 - ZS’W c/%/




a9y, Oamﬁv_ i%? a}amj
Womesseald e 2D1O. L2 7D

,,/’MJJ)J,/MJ <ho o Lo Aol

orr10. s 3/ Vi ZHO,

(e, Qordp Koo o

Y Yy _ '
Y

(0 -
A?, Cho) Sonaaa /(@gMM__,._
D107 L. LMo il - Lhed

sz 0 Congt o (‘)r\a‘na.l. i

\éf Jucisad e idn




//

%%MMM

b ot pwaa T e/

//MMAWQM) CHZN N
Donroo g ) o) Do i Aea)

Or By L wff%/wys)

= {) 0 /A /z/ua/ %ﬁﬁ)"?%m

oo/l Up s GoorizrFooe 9 abraned

‘7@//,@,41/ Al n o m(gyﬁ,.ﬂ_...

-O,/Z_/M{LZ%/M,_




Director

JKEN P" ?"\q’; % QX’\W \‘, A : R|CHAR!? KIAKLAND

: Nevada:DeDamnent of AN A ke
u J_IG aiety AMY L WhIGHT

™

3at

RENO. X
S PAROLE AND PROBATION
A A CA 1445 Hot Springs Road, Suite 104
215 E. sona Roug I Carson City, Nevada 89706
S s Telephone (775) 687-5040 Fax (775) 687-5402 e,
www.ps.state.nv.us Tten L3 g gig
3920 E. loaso Streer ’ :
SLKO. NEVADA 83801 a - S
(775) 738-4088 o -
Pre-Sentence Report Z
119 E Lows Smeen April 22, 2003
CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89701 [ ) o
\775) 667-5045 The Honorable LEE A. GATES
Department VIII mce/ -
8th Judicial District Pre %o
5
Prosecutor: James Sweetin, DDA é6498

Defense Attorney: James A. Ormoz, DPD
Robert H. Thompson, DPD

I. CASE INFORMATION
Defendant: John C. Melikian Case #:C187203
Date of Birth: 06-07-1982 : Age: 20 ID #:1668554
SS#: 569-71-8811 ' PCN #:19857328
Address: 3318 North Decatur #2053 P&P Bin #:1000237901
Las Vegas, Nevada 89130 FBI #:238 045 HB1
Phone: 702 655-1561 ' SID #:NV03338152
Driver's License #: Unknown SID #:CA11518190°

State: Nevada

Status: Unknown

POB: Fresno, California
United States Citizen: Yes

IL. CHARGE INFORMATION 3"\F\yl’\ aﬂdmsoﬂ

\Dc eARS
Offense' LEWDNESS WITH A CHILD UNDER THE AGE OF FOURTEEN (FELONY)
NRS: 201.230 ' Category: A
NOC: 00191

Penalty: By imprisonment in the Nevada Department of Corrections for LIFE with a minimum parole eligibility after
TEN (10) years has been served.
Plea Date: 03-18-2003, Guilty Plea 5@ -

Sentencing Date:05-07-2003 ,,

o DX



* . 7 PRE-SENTENCE REPORT

WIL2AN WS A
SNP Dﬂefk
JOHN C. MELIKIAN letter SRom
. CC#: C187203 Goonol
[I. DEFENDANT INFORMATION

Physical Identifiers:
Sex: M Race: W Height/Weight: 6'00/160

Hair/Eyes: Blond/Blue
Scars/Tattoos: None

Social History: The following information is as related by the defendant and is unverified unless otherwis
noted.

Childhood: The defendant relates a problematic childhood in that his biological father would utilize violence agains
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

Emplovment 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: N/A Discharge: N/A

Health: Non-problematic

Mental Health: Pursuant to the dictates of NRS 176.133, 176.135, and 176.139, the defendant is required to submit
to a Psychosexual Evaluation provided by the Division of Parole and Probation. On April 26, 2003, the defendant
met with Victoria Cash Graff, a contract, licensed clinical social worker for this Division. Ms Graff initiated various
assessment tools to provide clinical impressions and provided the following conclusions: The defendant represents
in the low range to sexually re-offend.

Substance Abuse: Daily use of marijuana since age fifteen and a casual use of alcohol.

IV. CRIMINAL RECORD

Records of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Federal Bureau of Investigations reflect the
following information: oo

JUVENTLE: -

Arrest Date: Offense: Disposition:

08-18-1996 Vandalism Warned and Released

(Fresno, California) ;

04-21-1998 Burglary Referred to Juvenile Hall

(Fresno, California)

11-23-1999 1. Take Vehicle Without Consent 02-16-2000. Commitment order

(LVMPD) . : 2. Reckless Driving _ QAR o
3. Curfew Jona Yook 0, %G—\—bgk/

11-23-1999 Drive Without License NCF |

(LVMPD)



.~ PRE-SENTENCE REPORT
JOHN C. MELIKIAN
. CC#H: C187203
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-14-2000. Commutment order

A Pot 2e=d N Nhouse

01-10-2000 ey, GRS
(LVMPD) 2. Possession Narcotic Paraphernalia
Mot e R Fouxh
S WaYe' W PE{JD—’LI <
ADULT:

Arrest-Date: Offense:

10-02-2001 1. Cit- Possession of Controlled
(LVMPD) Substance (M)
2. Cit-Non Medical Possession of
Controlled Substance Less Than One
Ounce (M)
04-15-200" 1. Malicious Destruction of Property
(LVMP )

2. Apply Graffiti to Structure (F)
FTA: 07-10-2002

1. FTA: Resist Police Officer (M)
2. FTA: Petty Larceny (M)

c:L"HDPoUCe..

Disposition: ~

CC#C-0504538A. On 11-02-2001, the
defendant pled guilty to Count 2.
Sentenced 35 days incarceration and
fined.

CC#02F06878B. On 08-13-2002, the
defendant pled guilty to Malicious
Destruction of Property (M). Sentenced
Community Service and fined.

CC#C-519636 and CC#C-520359. On
07-17-2002, the defendant pled guilty .
Sentenced 35 days, concurrent 35 days

incarceration.
Petty Larceny (M) C ") 2 1-2003, the
v Se.e,a_be-?-&\dﬁ—n‘r STATEMEent d s?\D)( v ni :nced 97 days
o5, i
| AN P N E— \}) Q\f(\ P
?  09-10-2002 272  1.Lewdness With A Minor Under 14 9 2#C187203
+ (LVMPD) °°  Yeas(F) / 0\\9' | .
Becaiie 2. Statutory Sexual Seduction (F) 2 /.
o . Counts ko 3
Py "/ RMD: 09-25-2002 WRAT 1S TWSIC L8 S
L /& L4/ 3 Sexual Assault Victim Under 14 (F) /U PSSAULYT o er

2 Counts.
4. Coercion With Force (F) 2 Counts
5. Administrate Drug To Aid A
Felony (F) 2 Counts

= encin MemorANDLY
Rnc f-\si-%\d?Afd -

Vo DTug s- see ASFdAS

Additionally, the defendant was arrested or cited in Nevada and California for the following offenses for which no

disposition is noted, prosecution was not pursued or charges were dismissed: Possession of Controlled Substance,

Possession Narcotic Paraphernalia, Minor Consumption of Alcohol
Minor Consumption of Alcohol.

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION:

Additional Dates of Birth: 06-07-1981

Contributing to the Delinquency of a Minor, Cit-?
‘{_U,g; phere. \NMg CeporT
(S & Teport- o8 Cotp b
o The Delinguency %

A& ool AL NMRinoC
Consmption o5 Oanol.
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Also Uses: John C. Mecikian; John Melikian
Plerse See e

V. OFFENSE SYNOPSIS ac e all urone
AATES e

Records of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department and the Clark County District Attorney’s Office reflec
that the instant offense occurred substantially as follows:

On September 09, 2002, officers were notified of a possible sexual assault of a minorunder 14. Officers interviewe:
the female victim (dob 03-24-1989) and she stated that she lied to her parents and told them that she was spendin;
thé 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 smoked marijuana. The defendant was identified as JOHN C. MELIKIAN. Th
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 ldcked, 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.

_On 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.

e 'VI CO-DEFENDANT’S/OFFENDER'S INFORMATION

33'3" B VIL DEFENDANT'S STATEMENT S DATLD L‘)USLO 03
The defendaht was 1nterv1ewed on April 09 2003 at the Clark County Detention Center and has provided a written
statement for the Court’s consideration. He admits to engaging the victim sexually, however, denies the knowledge

-of her actual age.

VIIL VICTIM INFORMATION

On April 21, 2_003, information received by the Division of Parole and Probation revealed that the victim is attending

~ counseling to address the sexual assault committed by the defendant. She.is exhibiting various behaviors related to

the Instant Offense. The victim’s father will address the Court at rendition of sentence. The victim’s parents have spent
$170 in ongoing counseling fees (VC2131995).

Contact with Clark County Social Services reveals amonetary expenditure of $1310.40 pursuant to medical expenses
for the victim.

IX. PLEA NEGOTIATIONS

The State has agreed to retain the full right to argue at the time of sentencing. If the Defendant receives a positive
psychosexual evaluation and the District Court grants him probation, and he successfully completes Five (5) years
of that probation, the State has 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 _ .. .sionas wauan v £2
Custody Status: CCDC
CTS: 240Days  09-10-2002 to 05-07-2003

XI. AGGRAVATING / MITIGATING FACTORS

A. Aggravating Factors: B. Mitigating Factors:

1. Criminal history , 1.  Cooperative during interview
2. ?_ History of violence —> Ne HisTory
3.  Offense involved a juvenile 8‘ e

w Deaumnents

XII. RECOMMENDATIONS
In addition to the $25 Administrative Assessment, $700 Psychosexual Evaluation Fee and $150 DNA fees, it is the
recommendation of the Division of Parole and Probation that the defendant, JOHIN C. MELIKIAN, 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 of Lifetime Supervision to commence upon release from any term of probation, parole, or imprisonment.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, ‘ APPROVED:

i[//\g/m'/iﬁ QJC—: \ | . - C-Z!}\- |

GEORGE K. JOHNSOM/357 TONI GILLEN/554
Parole and Probation Officer (-~ Unit Manager
District IV, Las Vegas, Nevada e “ " ...*" Court Services Unit V

126498 E -
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Clark County School District
Student Support Service Division

Las Vegas, Nevada
Multidisciplinary Team Report
CONFIDENTIAL
This report contains confidential information and is the property of Clark County School Distrig
Las Vegas, Nevada.
Name: Melikian, John
Student ID: 268887
MDT Date: 10/14/99
Reevaluation Date: 10/14/2002 &ES): \(\C\
S

Date Of Birth: 6/7/82 /S
Chronological Age: 17 years, 4 months 59}/

Gender: Male _ . g\___, i \‘(\ aJ
Grade: g ‘Twelfth Q’O{? o @\/

Home School: Mojave High School

Team Members:

Name Title
John Melikian Student
General Education Teacher
Steve Barnson Special Education Teacher
Wendy Hagman Special Education Teacher Facilitator
Mavis Nigro : School Psychologist
REASON FOR REFERRAL:

John was referred for initial evaluation on 9/17/99 for a 30-day evaluation due to him being new to the state
of Nevada. John had been receiving services at his previous school district as a student with a Learning

Disability.

EVALUATION PROCEDURES: _
The assessment included all the componenis of a comprehensive evaluation required by state regulations,

including information provided by John's parents or primary caregiver (if the student is younger than 18
years of age). Information regarding John's current classroom performance (observations and assessments),
and the observations of his teachers and other providers of instructional or educational services were also
included. John's primary language, racial, and ethnic background were considered prior to selection and
interpretation of evaluation procedures and measures. All assessment procedures measure a limited sample
of a person's total repertoire. The selected measures should only be interpreted within the limits of their
measured validity. : Ly

The following procedures were components of the evaluation:

Developmental History

Medical History _
Vision Screcning 10/7/99
Hearing Screening 10/7/99
Interview of Mother :
Review of Previous Assessment Records

Woodcack-Johnson, Tests Of Achievement - Revised (WI-R) 9/24/99
BASC - Parent Rating Scales 10/14/99

BASC - Self-Report of Personality ety e gt SRS 10/14/99



BACKGROUND INFORMATION:

DEVELOPMENTAL HISTORY:
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 normal age limits; crawling - -
within normal age limits; standing — within normal age limits; and walking —within normal age limits. He
attained the language milestones of speaking his first words at a delayed rate, and he spoke in sentences ata
delayed rate. ’

Ms. Melikian reports that it took John a long time to start talking when he was young. In school, she first
realized he was having difficulty learning because he had more difficulty than other students. He had
trouble remembering his address and phone number before Kindergarten. He still has difficulty

temembering the times tables.
John'is reported as having a history of tobacco use, drug abuse, and stomach problems (aches). He went

through a period of time 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 a job that he enjoys and is doing well at also.

MEDICAL HISTORY:
John's general health could be described as good. John has no history of any prior medications that may

- impact his present academic performance or behavior.

EYE NEAR DISTANT
Left 20/20 20/20
Right 20/20 20/20
Both 20/20 20/20

On 10/7/99 John'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. John does not
require any accommodations be made for his vision or hearing.

John's health history is void of any conditions, which may affect academic performance.

) PRIOR EVALUATIONS: .
John was previously evaluated on 11/29/98 while in Fresno Unified School District. His chronological age

at that time was 16.

At that time the WISC - III was administered and resulted in the following: Verbal IQ = 75; Performance
IQ = 94; Full Scale IQ = 81.

Reading skills were assessed with the WRAT-3 and John obtained a Standard Score of 61. Math skills
were assessed via the WRAT-3 and John obtained a Standard Score of 52. 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 of this previous assessment
was that John 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 Disability.

1

Page 2
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TEST SESSION OBSERVATIONS:

John's performance during formal 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 of reinforcement and praise. Overall, the results of the present testing and evaluation

procedures appear to be valid for the purpose of addressing the reason for referral.

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT TESTS:

Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement — Results:

Test Name:

Letter-Word I[dentification:
Passage Comprehension:
Broad Reading:
Calculation:

Applied Problems:

Broad Math:

Dictation:

Writing Samples:

Broad Written Language:

SS
91
89
90
86
81
88
75
30
77

G.E.

8.2
7.6

7.0

|80

4.9
4.4

%ILE
27
25
18
10

h O W

Subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement — Revised were administered.to John on

09/24/99.

Reading:

When compared to other children his age John's lerter-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 of his

age peers and represents a grade equivalent of 8.2. John obtained a passage comprehension standard score
of 89 which reflects a percentile score of 23 and is in the low average range. His passage comprehension
skills are at the 7.6 grade equivalent. When compared to other individuals John's age, he obtained a Broad
Reading standard score of 90 which is in the'average range of readmg 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 of 36, representing
skills at or better than 18 percent of his age peers and represents skills at the 7.0 grade equivalent. John's

obtained a standard score of 81 representing skills at or better than 10 percent of his age peers on the

applied problems subtest. This is in the low average range compared to other individuals his age and is
represented by a grade equivalent of 8.0. He obtained a Broad Math standard score of 88 which is in the

low average range of math skills. This reflects 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 of 75, representing skills at or
better than 5 percent of his age peers and represents skills at the 4.9 grade equivalent. John's writing

sample was in the low average range as reflected by a standard score of 80, 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 performance 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:

Behavior Assessment System for Children — Results

Self~Report of Personality
Composite

School Maladjustment
Clinical Maladjustment

43
51

T-Score %ile

25
53

Page 3



Parent Rating Scale
Debra Melikian - Mother

Composite © T-Score %ile

Externalizing Problems 46 34

Internalizing Problems 41 19 |

Behavior Symptoms Index 47 40 it e ane
Adaptive Skills . 58 79 AT S e

The Self-Report of Personality of the Behavioral Assessment System for Children was completed by John.
This seif-report assessment yields scores for a number of clinical and adaptive scales as well as three
composite scores and a global indicator called 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 Symptoms

Index.. .

Before interpreting John's composite scales and their components a determination of the validity must be
made. The BASC contains several scales useful for validity determinations. These are the F-Index, L~
Index 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 anxiety scale
assesses generalized fears, over-sensitivity, and worries 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 aritude 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 of 49 suggesting he has typical perceptions, behaviors and thoughts. John's depression score of 43,
which is in the average range, suggesting few if any feelings of loneliness, sadness, or pessimism. His
locus of control score of 65 suggests that he feels somewhat helpless to his situatrion. He may have a "What
is the point of trying?" 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 of [nadequacy Scale assesses a lack of belief in 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 not a problem for him. The interpersonal relations scales assesses
success at relating to others and enjoyment doing so. John feels comfortable with his ability to relate with
others. Heis satisfied with his level of importance in his 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 seen 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 controlled 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 Externalizing Problems and
Internalizing Problems. These scores comprise the Behavioral Symptoms Index and this index reflects the
overall level of problem behavior. These PRS ratings are in the average range based on a Behavioral
Symptoms Index of 47 and a percentile rank of 40. An Adaptive Skills composite is also calculated
consisting of prosocial, 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 of 58 which is at the 79 percentile.

Page 4



Because rating scales are samples of one person's opinion of anather person's behavior, caution should be
exercised if there 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 of the 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 of 46, which is in the average
range, and a percentile rank of 34. The Internalizing Problems composite is made up of the 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 of the Parent Rating Scales was
in the average range with a score of 41 which is at the 19th percentile, when compared to his age peers.

SUMMARY:
John continues to show academic needs in the area of written expression. He has made much i 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 and Ms. Melikan reports that he appears to have turned his life

around,

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 infliencing
John's educational difficulties.

Furthermore, also based on the results of this 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 of a severe discrepancy between his predicted and acrual
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.

Instructional Recommendations: v
Regardless of actual placement, areas which may require specific goals mclude PSS
Improve Functional Written Language Skills S

RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. John appears to be eligible as a student with a Learning Disability in written language.

2. John will need modifications for his written expression 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 on what John has mastered and not the quantity of written

work produced.

3. Consuitation with the school psychologist should be made available to John's caregivers.

4. To minimize distractibility, allow John to move to a quieter area of the room. Ask John privately to
determine if anything in the classroom environment is presenting a problem.

THeltbame. _ Jo/V /9T

hn Melikian Date
Student
K} Ry
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Date
General Education Te
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’ Steve Barnson Date
Special Education Teacher

™ ~
Wendy Hagman ( Date
Special Education Teacher Facilitator
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Mavis Nidro ( /Date

School Psychologist

I have reviewed this report and received a copy. [ understand that I can submit a wn'rten response or
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Kaiser Permanente Medical Center Edward S. Glavis

7300 North Fresno Street Vice President/Area Managed

iforni -2942 =
Fresno, California 93720-29: Lacry L. Coble, M.D. a ( ne
4785 North First Street Physician-in-Chief
Fresno, California 937260513
(209) 4484500
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B. R2o Tripuraneni, M.D.
Chelf, Department of Mental Health
Board Certifed i Child and Adolescent, Adult and Gerlatric Psychlatry
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First Street ' Reception: (209) 4484620
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Parent Information on

Tricyclic Antidepressants l_o/fg/q7

Whar are tricyclic anridepressants?

The medicines in this group are:

Brand Name - Generic Name

Tofranil bhImipraming ¢

Norpramin or Pertofranc Desipramine

Elavil or Endep (or others) Amilriptyline /ﬂ/ (=l . :
Pamelor or Aventyl . Nortriptyline - ﬂZZ
Anafranil ; Clomipramine J’

They were developed to treat depression, but are now also used for
children and adolescents with enuresis (bedwetting), attention-deficit
hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), school phobia, panic disorder,
obsessive compulsive disorder, and somec sleep disorders.

How can these medicines help?

They can (decrease ‘depression, anxiety (nervousness), panic, obsessions
and compulsions, bedwetting. night térrors or sleep walking, hyperactivity,
impulsivity, and inattention. The medicines in this group differ in which
symptoms they scem to be best for. When tréating depression, the medicine
may take several wecks to work.

How will the doctor monitor this medicine?

A test of heant rhythm (electrocardiogram - EKG) is done usually before
starting the "medicine, except when very small amounts are ‘to be used to treat
bedwetting or slecp problems. The EKG may be rcpeated as the dose is
increased, and occasionally as long as the medication is prescribed. The pulse
and blood pressure will be checked before starting the medicine, at significant
dosc increascs, and every so often as long as the medicine is given . These
checks are precautionary; it is very rare for problems with pulse or blood
pressure or heart function to develop.

There is not general agreement on the use of blood levels of these
medications. They seem 1o 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 the moming, 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 moming dose.

i (. s beian
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A UNTTED WAY AGENCY

VALLET \oNns

1050 Souti rRaINBOW BLvD.

Family And Child Treatment [isVecas Nevapa 89145

TeLEPHONE: 702-258-5855
Fax: 702-258-97 67
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Cos_t.for evaluation:

U —
PSYCHOSEXUAL EVALUATION
IDENTTFYING DATA
Name: John Clifford Melikian B,
Aliases/former names: None known e
Date of Birth: , June 7, 1982 Ul 29 o
- Social Security Number: o - ‘ -
Age: 20 ‘ 7 e ek
Ethnic Background: Russian - Armenian : ‘
Current Placement: Clark County Detention Center
Home Address: None
Family Members and Ages: None locally
The Honorable Judge Gates
Department VIO
Sentencing Date: May 7, 2003
Case # . C187203
Dat@ E;va,luatron Submptted " - Aprl. 3q; 2003 |
Probation Officer: - ‘ George Johnson
$700.00.

THE FOLLOWING 1S ONLY PART OF A PSYCHOSEXUAL E VALUATION

COMPL ETED ON THIS CLIENT. THE REPORT SHQULD BE REVIEWED IN ITS

ENTIRETY.

CLINICAL IMPRESSIONS

Mr. Melikian comes out in the low range for risk assessment on the RRASOR and the

medium Iow 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 peopie in the neighborhood and they
believed her to be 17 years old, she called his hore 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

e o e e ot on

This evaluator reviewed three separate-interviews-conducted by the police "with the victim,
" 'Shayna ‘Anderson. 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 of Courtney 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 d&&’o‘;
Shayna to call him. She asked to come over and he said yes. He thought she was 17. 4 o aof(
Others who knew her thought she was 17 raising the question of whether or not she A

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

opporturnity 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 apartrnent.

Mr. Melikian may have broken a law by having sex with a child of 13 but the evidence in

the case seems to indicate he was led to believe she was over the ageof consentfor
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 o

the case and hers are not.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS | T g

DSM-l'V Diagnostxc Impresswn . g mighe AU S R T L T

:Axst _ i: * '." ... Attention Deficit Dlsorder by hnstory f'};;‘_-..,'-', o e L
. Axisil, LA 799.9 Deferred e 4 e Sl ©

~Axlsl]I TN s Nothing by history '_ » . At hE L

"AXisIV: T T Stress related to charges

Axis'V Current GAF R 75

“Mr. Melikian does not present a significant risk to re-offend, if in fact he has “offended” at
this point. He admits to sexual contact maintaining he was led to believe she was over the
age of consent. He has no prior accusations or convictions for inappropriate sexual
behavior and he has no history of non-sexual violent behavior.

It is difficult when the accuser is a child who says they have been sexually assaulted but we |
. must look at all the elements and detemdne the level of honesty of the victim,-as well as




that of the abuser. The good works of advocates to have victims be heard and protected
can easily be undone by the unjust punishment of people who have become victims of their

accusers.

- —— o ————— 0 ——_ § Smas Bt e - 40
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~* RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Mr. Melikian should submit to a complete substance abuse evaluation and
complete any recommended treatment.

2. Mr. Melikian should complete a d:ploma or ceruﬁcate program for high school
equivalency.

3. Mr. Melikian should complete vocation or technical trammg to increase tus
employment opportunmes

4. Mr. Melikian should attend individual therapy to address appropriate sexual
boundaries and complete treatment on abuse issues from his childhood.

Respectfully Submitted, ‘ : Foid T

i f" LI
Uictona, Qgsb /4% y 7 i
Victoria Cash Graff, LCSW . meRRCE L
Executive Director |
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NAME: John Clifford Melildan

D.O.B.: 6/7/82 —

CASE NO.: C187203X : 5 / ty&o O3
DATE INTERVIEWED: 5/5/03 e

SUBJECT:  Risk to reoffend A

SOURCES OF DATA:

Interview of defendant by Mark J. Chambers, Ph. D.; guilty plea agreement; Las Vegas Metro
Police Department arrest report; 2> amended mformatlon

REFERRAL AND BACKGROUND INFORMA TION:

Mr. Melikian was referred for evaluation by his court-appointed sttomey, Robert Thompson, of
the Clark County Public Defender Office, for an evaluation to determine if he is a high risk to
reoffend. According to available documents, the defendant was initially charged with lewdness
with a2 minor and statutory sexual seduction in connection with a 9/7/02 incident involving Shayna
Axnderson, DOB: 3/24/89. Shayna originally told police that she and a friend, Courtney, had gone
to the home ofthe defendant ahd his roommate on the date in question after lying to her parents
about where she was going. At the defendant’s home, she said, she, Courtney, and the two malés
drank beer and smoked marijusna. Courtney reportedly went into another room with the
roommeaste, Shayna said, and she fell asleep on the couch. .

On 9/9/02.Shayna told police that 'she awakened to find the defendant on top of her. She stated

that she screamed and started kicking him, but he held her down and. put his band over her mouth.

She bit his hand, she said; and he: pullcd off her pants and slapped her on the face. He thenhad -

vaginal sex with her, :she said,’ not using a condom; and afterward went back into hisroom. -
_Shayna'told pohce shc thcn went mto the bathroom and vomited, aﬁer WhJCh she r‘etumcd to

sleep on fhe couch. : : ‘

Later on the same day of the above report, Shayna spoke with a Detective Ban'et_:g, to whog she

gave a very different account of events. She told Detective Barrett that the defendant did not .
hold her down, 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
hgd evertually consented to have sex with the defendant “after his numerous requests and
advances.”

Police also interviewed the defcnda.nt who stated that at the time of the incident, he was unaware
that Shayna. was only 13 ycars old 'He stated that the incident with Shayna occurred in his

275S. BASTERNAVE..SUITR 20N T em trem s w=



MAY-06-2003 TUE 10:31 AM FROM:HAYLEY CHAMBERS FAX:7029381042 PAGE 3

John Melikian o Page 2
May-6, 2003 E e

bedroom, not on the living roomconch,.andhe.admxtted-that Shayna: mmally-rejeeted—h:s——~ e i i
T 777" advances, telling him “no” when he attempted to kiss her or touch her breasts. Twice she pulled

hér pants back up when he pulled them down, he reportedly told police, but eventually she pulled

her panties down to her knees herself, He admitted that he did not use a condom during sex but

pulled out priorto ejaculating. Shayna slept in his bed that night, he said, and when he attempted

to have sex with her again in the morning she told him “no.”

On 9/10/02, Shayna was again interview<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>