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MINUTES 

Meeting of the 

Board of Parole Commissioners 

November 29, 2021 

 

MINUTES APPROVED ON DECEMBER 28, 2021 
 
NOTE: The following minutes have not been approved and are subject to revision at the next meeting 

of the Board. 

 

The Board of Parole Commissioners held a public meeting on November 29, 2021, beginning at 1:00 PM at 

the following locations: 

 

Conference room at the central office of the Board of Parole Commissioners, located at 1677 Old Hot 

Springs Road, Ste. A, Carson City, NV, and video conference at the Parole Board Office, 4000 S. Eastern 

Avenue, Ste. 130, Las Vegas, NV. 

 

I. Open Meeting, call to order, roll call 1:00 PM. 

 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman DeRicco. Present in Carson City were Commissioner Jackson 

and Chairman DeRicco. Present in the Las Vegas office were Commissioner Christiansen, Commissioner 

Verchio, and Commissioner Bailey. Commissioner Baker and Commissioner Weisenthal were absent, 

excused.  

 

Support staff in attendance: 

Katie Fraker, Executive Secretary 

Kelly Mellinger, Hearings Examiner II 

Lupe Garrison, Hearings Examiner I 

Forrest Harter, Hearings Examiner I 

 

Members of the public present in Carson City included: 

Katie Brady, Deputy Attorney General 

Paige Barnes, Crowley & Ferrato Public Affairs 

 

Members of the public present in Las Vegas included: 

None 

 

II. Public Comment.  No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of the agenda until 

the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an item upon which action may be 

taken pursuant to subparagraph (2) of NRS 241.020. 
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Public comment – Carson City, NV 

No public comment. 

 

Public comment – Las Vegas, NV  

No public comment. 

 

III. For possible action: Review/Approval of minutes from the October 25, 2021 Board meeting. 

 

Motion: Approve the minutes from the October 25, 2021 Board meeting. 

Made: Commissioner Verchio 

Seconded By: Commissioner Christiansen 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion passed 

 

IV. Workshops, Public Comment, and Possible Action: The purpose of this workshop is to solicit 

comments from interested persons and for the Board to discuss modifying the following 

general topics that may be addressed in the proposed regulations: Topics: (1) The Board to 

discuss modifying its regulations pursuant to NAC 213.518. This proposed regulation is 

necessary to carry out the provisions of NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, and NRS 213.140, 

and is a regulation relating to the determination of whether to grant parole: Consideration 

of additional aggravating and mitigating factors; and providing other matters properly 

relating thereto. (2) The Board to discuss modifying NAC 213.514. This proposed 

regulation change is necessary to carry out the provisions of NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, 

and NRS 213.140, and is a regulation relating to the determination of whether to grant 

parole: Assignment of risk level to prisoner. (3) The Board to discuss modifying NAC 

213.516. This proposed regulation change is necessary to carry out the provisions of NRS 

213.10885, NRS 213.110, and NRS 213.140, and is a regulation relating to the 

determination of whether to grant parole: Initial assessment. After receiving comments, the 

Board may take action to amend the regulations before they are sent to the Legislative 

Counsel for review for drafting. No action may be taken upon a matter raised during a 

period devoted to comments by the general public until the matter itself has been 

specifically included on an agenda as an item upon which action may be taken pursuant to 

subparagraph (3) of NRS 241.020. 
 

Overview of Workshop 
Board Members in attendance in the Carson City office: 

 Chairman DeRicco 

Commissioner Jackson 

  

Board Members in attendance in the Las Vegas office: 

 Commissioner Christiansen 

 Commissioner Verchio 

 Commissioner Bailey 

 

Support staff in attendance: 

Katie Fraker, Executive Secretary 
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Kelly Mellinger, Hearings Examiner II 

Lupe Garrison, Hearings Examiner I 

Forrest Harter, Hearings Examiner I 

  

Members of the public present in Carson City included: 

 Katie Brady, Deputy Attorney General 

 Paige Barnes, Crowley & Ferrato Public Affairs 

 

Members of the public present in Las Vegas included: 

 None 
 

Workshop 
The purpose of this workshop is to solicit comments from interested persons on the following general 

topics that may be addressed in the proposed regulation:  
 

The Board to discuss amending its regulation NAC 213.518 pursuant to NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, 

NRS 213.140, and NRS 213.1214; which makes language changes and re-organizes the language of the 

aggravating and mitigating factors that the Board may consider; and providing other matters properly 

relating thereto.  
 

The Board to discuss amending its regulation NAC 213.514 pursuant to NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, 

NRS 213.140, and NRS 213.1214; which makes language changes to how the Board uses the NRS 

213.1214 risk assessment for sexual offenders; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

 

The Board to discuss amending its regulation NAC 213.514 pursuant to NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110 

and NRS 213.140; which makes language changes in the initial assessment table and adds the language 

“This initial assessment shall be considered in accordance with NAC 213.518(1);” and providing other 

matters properly relating thereto. 
 
 

Summary of Testimony 
Chairman DeRicco introduced Kelly Mellinger, Hearings Examiner II. 

 

Kelly Mellinger facilitated and began the workshop by stating the reason for this workshop is for 

discussion of amending NAC 213.518, NAC 213.514 & NAC 213.516. Ms. Mellinger stated 

workshops are to provide interested persons with a reasonable opportunity to meet informally with 

agency staff to discuss the general subject matter of the proposed regulation. Ms. Mellinger provided 

that the Board will be asking those in attendance for their thoughts, concerns, and suggestions 

regarding the proposed regulation. Ms. Mellinger provided that since the workshop is being video 

conferenced to our Southern office, speakers from both locations will be invited to participate and 

stated that the scope of this workshop is limited to the proposed regulation that will be discussed. 

 

Ms. Mellinger provided that the first workshop is for discussion to amend regulation NAC 213.518 

pursuant to NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, NRS 213.140, and NRS 213.1214; which makes 

language changes and re-organizes the language of the aggravating and mitigating factors that 

the Board may consider; and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

 

Ms. Mellinger provided that in the provided handouts the proposed language changes are in blue.  
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The floor was opened to discussion. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated the perfect language is not needed on the draft regulation, as the 

Legislative Council Bureau (LCB) will review the draft and likely alter the language.  

 

Chairman DeRicco provided that this regulation is in reference to NRS 213, pursuant to NRS 

213.10885, NRS 213.110, NRS 213.1214, and NRS 213.140.  Chairman DeRicco further stated 

the proposed language changes in all these NACs appear to conform with statute. In addition, 

Deputy Attorney General, Katie Brady, has also reviewed the provided documents and she 

provided input on them as well.  Over the past couple of months NAC 213.518 has been 

reviewed, at the October Board meeting language was approved but Chairman DeRicco felt 

additional clarification should be made.  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was anyone in Carson City that would care to make public 

comment on this regulation? 

 

Public comment – Carson City, NV 

See attached written public comment from John Quintero  

See attached written public comment from Evan Grant  

See attached written public comment from Adam Garcia  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was any one in Las Vegas that would care to make public comment 

on this regulation? 

 

Public comment – Las Vegas, NV 

No public comment 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that he is aware of some documents that were received regarding this 

regulation, and that the Board has copies of these documents. Chairman DeRicco provided that these 

documents may be incorporated into today’s discussion.  
 

Chairman DeRicco stated that language was stricken under subsection (2)(g) and (3)(k). The reason 

this is being requested is that the language only reflects language used in the Static 99, for 

example, “an above average risk,” or “a below average risk.”  However, the SVR-20 is used for 

female inmates, which gives results of low, moderate, or high.  With the Static-99, the Board 

previously determined what constitutes low, moderate, or high, per that assessment.  By taking 

out the language approved at the last meeting, it will be much clearer the three categories being 

considered are low, moderate, and high, and that an aggravator or mitigator will be applied if 

someone is a “low” or “high.”  Additionally, if NDOC uses some other type of assessment in the 

future, this new language will likely cover this as well. 

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if anyone had any questions or comments. 

 

Commissioner Christiansen stated that he agrees that it creates greater consistency. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that after considering all the comments provided here today, as well as the 

written documentation provided by Mr. Grant, Mr. Garcia, and Mr. Quintero, he’s comfortable with 

what has been provided on this item and believes that it is sufficient to move forward to LCB. 
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Motion: Approve the proposed draft regulation changes made today 

about NAC 213.518, for submittal to the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau for review, examination, and if appropriate, language 

revision 

Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Jackson 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

 

Chairman DeRicco closed discussion and turned back to Ms. Mellinger for the next workshop. 

 

Ms. Mellinger stated the next workshop the discussion is to amend regulation NAC213.514 

pursuant to NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110, NRS 213.140, and NRS 213.1214; which makes 

language changes to how the Board uses the NRS 213.1214 risk assessment for sexual offenders; 

and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

 

The floor was opened to discussion.  

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that this is the time for us as a Board to discuss and to solicit comments 

from any other interested persons. An additional attachment was provided that is meant to 

supersede the previously submitted version for NAC 213.514. To be clear, please use the new 

version where subsection (3) is removed in its entirety with a newly rewritten subsection (3) in 

blue. The new document was produced as a result of Mr. Grant’s submitted documentation.  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was any one in Las Vegas that would care to make public comment 

on this regulation? 

 

Public comment – Las Vegas, NV 

No public comment 

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was anyone in Carson City that would care to make public 

comment on this regulation? 

 

Public comment – Carson City, NV 

See attached written public comment from John Quintero  

See attached written public comment from Evan Grant  

See attached written public comment from Adam Garcia  

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that he is aware of some documents that were received regarding this 

regulation, and that the Board has copies of these documents. Chairman DeRicco provided that these 

documents may be incorporated into today’s discussion.  
 

Chairman DeRicco stated this topic came up some time ago at a Board meeting, approximately 2018, 

assigning a risk level of “high, moderate, or low.”  To establish that risk level the Board conducts an 
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objective risk assessment using a combination of risk factors that predict recidivism.  Under subsection 

(3) the regulation reads now, “If a prisoner has ever been convicted of a sexual offense and has been 

evaluated using a currently accepted standard of assessment to determine the risk that the prisoner will 

commit another sexual offense if released on parole, the Board will assign a risk level to the prisoner 

which is the higher of the risk level assigned pursuant to this section and the risk level determined by 

such an evaluation.”  In 2018, there were some questions regarding why the Board considers the higher 

of the two assessments for the risk level, and not let them stand alone as two separate assessments.  In 

the current regulation, the Board has married the two risk assessments together and use the higher of the 

two, at least since 2012.  However, as a part of this workshop, it is being requested to potentially alter 

the language in subsection (3) in its entirety.  By doing this, the Board would consider the outcomes of 

the parole risk assessment on its own merits but also consider the sex offender assessment as an 

aggravating or mitigating factor, per the requested changes in NAC 213.518.  This change will likely 

provide greater consistency, especially when an individual scores as a low on the parole risk assessment 

and is overridden to a high on the sex offender assessment.  This change will not prohibit the Board 

from granting or denying parole in this instance, as the sex offender assessment can still be used as an 

aggravating or mitigating factor. But what this change does is that it provides the Board greater 

opportunity to review both assessments separately, so that the Board can determine the risk level in a 

more appropriate manner. Sometimes, these overrides appear to be too extensive, and with the proposed 

requested changes, the Board will consider the parole risk assessment on its own merits and use the sex 

offender assessment as a mitigating or aggravating factor.  This coupled with all other available 

information in the file and at a hearing will likely afford the Board the opportunity to review these sex 

offender cases in a more consistent manner.  The revised subsection (3) now reads: “3. If a prisoner has 

ever been convicted of a sexual offense as defined in NRS 213.1214 and has been evaluated using a 

currently accepted standard of assessment to determine the risk that the prisoner will commit another 

sexual offense if released on parole, the Board shall consider the risk assessment conducted by the 

Department of Corrections pursuant to NRS 213.1214 when deciding whether to grant parole.” 

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if anyone had any questions or comments. 

 

Commissioner Christiansen asked for clarification, he read through the public comments, stating in 

the past the sex offender risk assessment superseded the parole risk assessment, but that now the 

Board would no longer be doing that. 

 

Chairman DeRicco provided that supersede is not the correct word, and that the Board takes the 

higher of the two assessments. With the proposed regulation that would not be done anymore, and 

the two assessments would be stand alone assessments. The Board would consider it as it has always 

done in a hearing, and additionally now consider it as an aggravating and/or mitigating factor. 

Commissioner Christiansen agreed.  

 

Commissioner Verchio asked if the Board would still use the override in NOTIS. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that nothing is changing right now, and everything needs to be submitted 

and approved to LCB. But, if approved, the sex offender assessment would be considered as an 

aggravating or mitigating factor.  

 

Commissioner Verchio answered her prior question by stating no the Board would not override the 

assessment. She provided that the cases could be assessed differently now if they are separate 

assessments, not one superseding or jumping the other. 
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Chairman DeRicco agreed, stating that is exactly what was being proposed. Both assessments will be 

considered, without giving one more or less weight than it should and using it now as an aggravating 

or mitigating factor. 

 

Commissioner Jackson stated that she believes this is a very fair way to do it, by looking at each 

assessment independently, and then using it as an aggravating and mitigating factor. She liked it.  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked for any further comments and working as suggested.  

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that after considering all the comments provided here today, as well as the 

written documentation provided by Mr. Grant, Mr. Garcia, and Mr. Quintero, he’s comfortable with 

what has been provided on this item and believes that it is sufficient to move forward to LCB. 

 

 

Motion: Approve the proposed draft regulation changes made today 

about NAC 213.514, for submittal to the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau for review, examination, and if appropriate, language 

revision. 

Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Bailey 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

Chairman DeRicco reiterated that nothing is currently changing, this is for a later point in time. 

 

Chairman DeRicco closed discussion and turned back to Ms. Mellinger for the last workshop. 

 

Ms. Mellinger stated the final workshop is the discussion to amend regulation NAC 213.516 pursuant to 

NRS 213.10885, NRS 213.110 and NRS 213.140; which makes language changes in the initial assessment 

table and adds the language “This initial assessment shall be considered in accordance with NAC 

213.518(1);” and providing other matters properly relating thereto. 

 

The floor was opened to discussion.  

 

Chairman DeRicco stated this is the time for us as a Board to discuss and to solicit comments from any 

other interested persons.   

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was any one in Las Vegas that would care to make public comment 

on this regulation? 

 

Public comment – Las Vegas, NV 

No public comment 

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if there was anyone in Carson City that would care to make public 

comment on this regulation? 
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Public comment – Carson City, NV 

See attached written public comment from John Quintero  

See attached written public comment from Evan Grant  

See attached written public comment from Adam Garcia  

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that he is aware of documents that were received regarding this regulation, 

and that the Board has copies of these documents. These documents may be incorporated into 

today’s discussion. If any of the comments made today or submitted documentation needs to be 

addressed today about language changes to present to LCB, please feel free to address this.  If 

not, at a subsequent meeting, after LCB has had the opportunity to review the proposed 

language, these comments and submitted documentation will be addressed. 

 

Chairman DeRicco began discussion by stated NAC 213.513 has been in effect since 2008.  The 

changes proposed on this NAC removes certain language in the grid section and adds a statement 

below the grid that states, “This initial assessment shall be considered in accordance with NAC 

213.518(1).” This additional statement refers to NAC 213.518(1) which the Board recently 

worked on the workshop today and indicates that after establishing the initial assessment 

regarding whether to grant parole or not, the Board will consider the initial assessment, the 

factors contained in NRS 213.10885 and NRS 213.1099 and may consider relevant aggravating 

and mitigating factors to determine whether to grant parole to a prisoner. By adding this new 

language below the grid, Chairman DeRicco believe that things will be much clearer showing 

that the Board considers the factors in all cases, not just when our current grid indicates consider 

factors.  Certainly, the Board has granted parole on cases that initially come out as deny parole, 

just like having denied cases where the initial assessment says grant parole.  The Board has 

always reviewed these additional or relevant factors and these changes just provide greater 

clarification that the Board does so on all cases.  The grid just did not make that clear enough and 

this revision should help.  As you are all aware, this grid essentially assigns the Board’s risk 

level.   

 

Chairman DeRicco further stated one change that he would like to propose is that the Board 

remove the subsection (1) at the end of the language and just state that it refers to the entire NAC 

213.518 regulation.  That way if there are changes in the future, the Board will still be covered. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that he goes through the documents many times trying to make sure 

things were correct and found one additional mistake, in the table in regard to not crossing out 

“set forth,” it should have been struck through also. 

 

Chairman DeRicco asked if anyone had any questions or comments. 

There was no discussion. 
 

Chairman DeRicco stated after considering all the comments provided here today, as well as the written 

documentation provided by Mr. Grant, Mr. Garcia, and Mr. Quintero, he’s comfortable with what has 

been provided on this item and believes that it is sufficient to move forward to LCB.  
 

Motion: Approve the proposed draft regulation changes made today 

about NAC 213.516, for submittal to the Legislative Counsel 

Bureau for review, examination, and if appropriate, language 

revision. 
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Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Jackson 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 
 

Chairman DeRicco turned the discussion back to Ms. Mellinger for closing comments.  

 

Ms. Mellinger stated that discussion is now closed, a summary of any testimony that has been submitted 

will be prepared. All testimony will be carefully reviewed and considered. The minutes of the meeting 

will be available within 30 days of this meeting and will be posted on the Parole Board’s website at 

www.parole.nv.gov.  Minutes may also be requested by calling the Parole Board at 775-687-5049. 
 

 

V. For discussion: Chairman DeRicco and the Board will discuss having staff include all 

relevant mitigating and aggravating factors on each parole grant or denial order. 
 

Chairman DeRicco provided the purpose of this agenda item is to provide greater clarity for all 

commissioners, hearing examiners, and support staff when working up a file prior to a hearing, and for 

when we are considering information at a hearing. He stated that in the past, this issue has been 

discussed, on how to best apply these relevant or additional factors. He stated that the Board considers 

these factors on each case, but that does not necessarily mean that each factor that has been considered 

gets listed on the final order when a recommendation to grant or deny parole has been made. Chairman 

DeRicco then stated that the Board receives appeals that argue that the Board did not consider certain 

factors when the Board did. He stated that by listing all aggravating and mitigating factors considered on 

the worksheet, at the hearing, and on the final order, this should reduce any confusion on an inmate’s 

part where they think certain factors were not considered. He stated that if an additional factor is added 

or removed at a hearing, it should be added or deleted on the worksheet after the hearing. He stated that 

it should have been put on record at the hearing that a factor is being added or removed, and once these 

changes are made, they will be included on the final order. He added support staff will need to check the 

worksheets after the hearing to assure that no additions or deletions were made. He reasoned that this 

way if an appeal does come in requesting further review of a particular factor, the Board will know for 

certain whether it was considered because it will be on the worksheet, on the record, and on the final 

order. He added that this will prove useful down the road if any litigation occurs. He asked Ms. Brady 

from the Attorney General’s office if she had additional comments regarding this topic. 

 

Katie Brady stated that she spoke with attorneys in the AG’s office in Las Vegas who handle the Parole 

Board cases and they have been noticing an uptick in the number of cases arguing that aggravating and 

mitigating factors have not been considered. She provided that, however, when you listen to the hearing 

those factors clearly were considered, just not listed on the order. She stated from a litigation 

perspective, their recommendation is to list all the relevant factors on the order. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that when it comes to working up a case, if there is an aggravating or 

mitigating factor that applies to the case, it should be listed. He stated that way the Board will know 

which ones were considered. 

 

Commissioner Verchio asked Chairman DeRicco for clarification regarding the final action. She asked if 

this meant all the mitigating and aggravating factors will be listed on the final order that after the fourth 

http://www.parole.nv.gov/


 

10 
 

vote a commissioner then signs. He stated that if the aggravating and mitigating factors are listed on the 

worksheet, they should be placed into NOTIS, and the factors that are in NOTIS will generate onto the 

final order that is produced and then signed. She stated that she understood.  

 

Commissioner Verchio stated that sometimes when she is working up a file there may eight or nine 

aggravating or mitigating factors and she may feel like one is more important than another. She asked 

Katie Brady what the ramifications could be for leaving off an aggravating factor such as, “Record is 

increasingly more serious.” 

 

Katie Brady stated that the consequences of leaving off aggravating factors are low because inmates are 

not as concerned with aggravators being left off an order. She stated that they are concerned with 

mitigating factors being left off an order and not being listed. She stated that it is important that all 

mitigators are listed and that the inmates can always argue that an aggravating factor does not apply to 

them. She also stated that through the judicial process the court typically does not review the evidence 

before the Board, so as long as the Board is not clearly misapplying its guidelines, the court is not going 

to reverse per the Anselmo case. 

 

Commissioner Verchio stated that she understood that listing every mitigating factor is very important, 

but that sometimes she feels like listing every aggravating factor is just piling on the inmate and not 

necessary, especially when they are a habitual criminal and have eight or nine aggravating factors. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that by having each factor listed on the order, on any appeals that are received 

the Board will know exactly what was considered. 

 

Commissioner Jackson stated that the panel goes over the risk assessment and the aggravating and 

mitigating factors with each inmate at the hearing. She stated it is rare that inmate will correct them 

during the hearing regarding their factors, but that it does happen occasionally. She also stated that if the 

other panel member is conducting the hearing she will listen to those factors and make changes if 

necessary. She stated it is in the inmate’s best interest to make sure the factors are correct. 

 

Commissioner Verchio stated that many times information becomes available at the time of the hearing 

that was not available during the time of the work-up. Chairman DeRicco stated those are the factors 

that need to be added into the system to ensure that their order is correct. This way during the appeal 

process the Board knows what factors were considered, and then the Board can determine whether they 

want to proceed with granting the inmate a new hearing, doing a corrected order, or a different option. 

 

Commissioner Christiansen asked whether the comments that are used during workups are produced on 

the final orders. Chairman DeRicco stated no.  

 

Katie Brady clarified that the Board has a statute, NRS 213.1075, that protects all Board documents. She 

stated that in the past, nothing with notes on it has been released. She stated that the Board order is the 

only thing that gets released to the public. 

 

Commissioner Jackson stated that sometimes the Parole Board reports that are received from the Nevada 

Department of Corrections are incomplete. She stated that sometimes in the sections that are to be filled 

out by the inmate, it may say, “Will present to Board.” She stated that this makes it difficult to know 

what aggravating factors to use because she does not know going into the hearing if there is a stable 

release plan or family support so she will make sure to ask the inmate at the hearing. 
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Commissioner Bailey confirmed Commissioner Jackson’s statement. She stated that oftentimes an 

inmate will not fill out their parole board report and will rather just speak to the Board. Commissioner 

Jackson stated that many times those things that they want to say are mitigating factors. 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that if a factor is considered or added, make sure it gets put into the system so 

we can show the inmate exactly what was considered, good and bad.  

 

VI. For discussion and possible action: The Board will discuss and may take action to update 

and or modify the “Operation of the Board” document that outlines the procedural 

functioning of the Board. This document may be updated and modified in the future as 

needed. 

 

Chairman DeRicco discussed the Boards ongoing project of updating and reviewing selected sections in 

the Operation of the Board manual as discussed at the October 25, 2021 Board meeting. 

 

Chairman DeRicco introduced the first section for review, Parole Grants. He referred to the suggested 

changes as noted in the handout “Parole Grant: (NRS 213.1218, NRS 213.140, NRS 213.142).” Board 

members agreed that the suggested language changes were appropriate as distributed. 

 

Motion: Approve the Parole Grants as distributed. 

Made: Commissioner Bailey 

Seconded By: Commissioner Jackson 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

Chairman DeRicco introduced the second section for review, Parole Grants to Sex Offenders. He 

referred to the suggested changes as noted in the handout “Parole Grant: (NRS 213.1214).”  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked Katie Brady if it would be appropriate to remove listing subsections (6)(d) 

after NRS 213.1214 in section 2 in case there were ever any legislation changes that caused the 

subsections to change. Katie Brady did not see any issues with removing the subsections since it is clear 

where the sexual offenses are found in that statute.  

 

Board members agreed that the suggested language changes were appropriate as revised. 

 

Motion: Approve the Parole Grants to Sex Offenders as revised. 

Made: Commissioner Christiansen 

Seconded By: Commissioner Verchio 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

Chairman DeRicco introduced the next section for review, Parole Grants to Consecutive Sentences and 

Expiration of Subsequent Sentence. He referred to the suggested changes as noted in the handout 

“Parole Grants to Consecutive Sentences and Expiration of Subsequent Sentence.” Board members 

agreed that the suggested language changes were appropriate as distributed. 
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Motion: Approve the Parole Grants to Consecutive Sentences and 

Expiration of Subsequent Sentence as distributed. 

Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Jackson 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

Chairman DeRicco introduced the fourth section for review, Parole Denials. He referred to the suggested 

changes as noted in the handout “Parole Denials: NRS 213.1215, NRS 213.131, NRS 213.142 and NAC 

213.536).” Board members agreed that the suggested language changes were appropriate as distributed. 

 

Motion: Approve the Parole Denials as distributed. 

Made: Commissioner Verchio 

Seconded By: Commissioner Bailey 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

Chairman DeRicco introduced the final section for review, Parole Violation Hearings. He referred to the 

suggested changes as noted in the handout “Parole Violation Hearings (NRS 213.150-NRS 213.153, NAC 

213.550).” Board members agreed that the suggested language changes were appropriate as distributed. 

 

Motion: Approve the Parole Violation Hearings as distributed. 

Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Verchio 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

 

Chairman DeRicco stated that Hearings Examiner Harter noticed that throughout the Operations of the 

Board document, there were different terms being used for Chairman. He stated that within the document, 

the word Chairman, Chair, and Chairperson had all been used. He asked the Board if they preferred one 

term over another. He stated that the substance of the document was not being changed, but rather wanted 

to ensure the language throughout the document was consistent.  

 

Commissioner Jackson stated that she felt Chairman was appropriate, even if it was a female down the 

line in that position. Commissioners Bailey, Verchio, and Christiansen all agreed that Chairman was 

neutral.  

 

Chairman DeRicco asked Katie Brady if a formal vote needed to take place to clean up language in the 

Operations of the Board manual. Katie Brady did not think a formal vote was necessary for the open 

meeting law but said the Board could take a vote to be safe. 
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Motion: Use the term Chairman throughout the Operations of the Board 

document and if any changes are needed in the future 

Made: Chairman DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Jackson 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion Passed 

 

 

VII. Public Comment.  No action may be taken upon a matter raised under this item of the agenda until 

the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an item upon which action may be 

taken pursuant to subparagraph (2) of NRS 241.020. 

 

Public comment – Carson City, NV 

No public comment. 

 

Public comment – Las Vegas, NV  

No public comment. 

 

VIII. For possible action: The Board may act to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Motion: To adjourn the November 29, 2021 meeting of the Nevada Board of 

Parole Commissioners 

Made: Commissioner DeRicco 

Seconded By: Commissioner Christiansen 

Votes in Favor: DeRicco, Jackson, Christiansen, Verchio, Bailey 

Votes Opposed: None 

Results: Motion passed 
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