LOUISIANA SENTENCING COMMISSION

Report

From: Ricky Babin, Chairman Louisiana Sentencing Commission

Re:  Sentencing Commission Draft Proposed Legislation, 2011 Session

Date:  January 26, 2011

This brief summary of the Sentencing Commission’s 2010 and 2011 work to date emphasizes potential legislative proposals for the 2011 Regular Session.

[bookmark: _GoBack]It is our intention to engage in an intensive review process with the criminal justice stakeholders during February. The Commission will consider all comments and adopt proposals for inclusion in our recommendations to the Governor and Legislature for the 2011 Regular Session at our March meeting. 


STATUTORY REVISIONS WORKGROUP ONE—FRONT END: 


The Need	Members of the commission have identified the complexity and duplication of the provisions of Louisiana’s habitual offender, violent offense, and mandatory minimum laws and the discretion that they have removed from the hands of prosecutors and judges as an obstacle to rational sentencing and a possible driver of the state’s prison population. 

The Response	This group is tasked with analyzing the relevant data from Louisiana and determining whether: 1) Other states have made legislative changes to these kinds of sentencing laws that have reduced their prison populations; 2) Whether those changes have jeopardized public safety or increased recidivism in any way; 3) Whether those measures reduced costs and, if so, by how much; 4) Whether similar legislative changes might be made in Louisiana given the present political and fiscal climate. 

Proposed Legislation:  Modify C.Cr.P. Art. 890.1 Sentence Imposed on Crimes of Violence to 
allow for prosecutorial and judicial discretion in the application of sentence enhancements and restrictions applicable to crimes of violence. 


Particulars of proposed legislation: C.Cr.P. Art. 890.1 would be modified to require application 
of applicable enhancements and restrictions for specific offenses enumerated in R.S. 14:2(b), such as the traditional crimes of violence and sex offenses. The application of the enhancements and restrictions for all attempts and other crimes enumerated in R.S. 14:2(b) would be discretionary with the prosecutor and the court. The rational for providing discretion is that many of the offenses enumerated in R.S. 14:2(b) cover a range of actual conduct, some of which is clearly deserving of the enhancements and restrictions generally applicable to crimes of violence, while others are less deserving. The discretion rests with the prosecutor as the individual actor in the system with the greatest knowledge of the actual offense and the offender.

STATUTORY REVISIONS WORKGROUP TWO—RELEASE MECHANISMS: 

Because of the large number of subject areas under consideration, Workgroup Two has divided its members into five teams. Below is a synopsis of the topics covered by each team, its legislative recommendations with detail sufficient to apprise you of specifics which our various constituencies may want to address. 


Team #1  Administrative Sanctions:  

The Need	Well over 50% of prison admissions in Louisiana are for parole or probation revocations. More than 44% of those revocations are for technical violations, not new crimes. 

The Response	Given the implications of these numbers in terms of bed space, cost and recidivism, this team was tasked with: 1) Looking at examples of legislation in other states that have addressed the question of revocations and supervision practices; 2) Determining whether any states have reduced technical revocations and associated prison costs without jeopardizing public safety, and; 3) Determining whether similar legislation is workable in Louisiana given the present political and fiscal climate.

The Proposed legislation  Authorize probation officers to administratively sanction probationers for technical probation violations.  Technical violations are anything other than an allegation of a subsequent criminal act.  This will assure an immediate response to every technical violation.  While violators may be sanctioned to jail time as will be explained below for a violation, they will not be sitting in jail for up to or over 30 days awaiting the court hearing.  This achieves both swift and sure cause and effect and a savings on time spent in jail while awaiting the hearing. Addressing every technical violation immediately should also stem escalating violative behavior before it rises to a new crime. 

Particulars of proposed legislation: enactment of La. C.Cr.P. Article 899.1 Administrative Sanction for Technical Violation
	-The district court may at any time direct the department in a particular case or in every case to proceed directly to a rule to revoke before the sentencing court, forgoing use of the administrative sanction provision. 
	-The probationer may choose to proceed directly to a court hearing
	- The probation officer may choose to proceed directly to a court hearing
	-DOC will formulate rules and regulations to carry out the provisions of C.Cr.P. art. 899.1 including the sanctions, notification of the probationer and waiver, notification of the court, district attorney and defense attorney
	-maximum sanction of 10 days per violation and 60 days per year; thereafter, proceed to court. 
	-Because the prisoner is a DOC prisoner the department pays for housing the prisoner while he or she is serving a sanction. 

Team #2 Parole and Pardons:  

The Need	A recent cost benefit analysis shows that in recent years Louisiana’s Risk Review Panel has not been cost effective.  Despite the fact that the Panel appears to have performed its legislatively prescribed functions rather effectively, its work does not appear to be impacting the state’s parole rate.

The Response	This team is presently exploring whether other states have successfully reduced costs and improved parole board decision making, and if so, whether this was done through administrative or legislative policy change and whether similar policies might be suitable for adoption by Louisiana.

The Proposed Legislation No. 1 Authorize parole officers to implement administrative sanctions in response to technical violations.  

Particulars of legislative proposal No. 1.  Amend 15:574.7 to add a new Section B.  Current Section B becomes Section C.  This will basically conform to the administrative sanction provisions proposed in probation cases by Team 1 above.
	-the parole board may direct the department to proceed directly to a parole revocation hearing. 
	-technical violation is as defined in 15:574.9 (G)(2)


Proposed Legislation No. 2 Add the warden or deputy warden of the institution in which an inmate is housed as an ex officio member of the pardon board.

The rationale for proposal No. 2  The warden is in the best position to provide information relative to the offender’s period of incarceration, institutional adjustment, program participation, etc.  This provision is already in place for the parole board and has proven effective. 


Proposed Legislation No. 3.  Change timing of parole eligibility for non-violent, non-sex offenders otherwise eligible for parole.  

Rationale for Proposal No. 3.  Currently parole eligible first felony offenders are eligible for parole after serving 1/3 of the sentence; second felony offenders are eligible after serving ½ of the sentence.  Third and subsequent offenders are ineligible for parole.  Currently prisoners convicted of a crime of violence must serve 85% of their sentence.  Most sex offenders are ineligible for parole.   Currently non-violent, non-sex offenders make up 45% of the total Louisiana prison population (18,330). The top three non-violent, non-sex offense crimes for which state prisoners are incarcerated are Schedule II of the Controlled Substances Act (15% or 6037), Simple Burglary  (2,745 or 7%) and Schedule I of the Controlled Substances Act (2,353or 6%)  This totals 28% of the Louisiana prison population.  

	The proposed legislation is modeled after recently enacted legislation in Mississippi that allows non-violent, non-sex offense, non-habitual offenders, deemed low-risk by a valid risk assessment tool, to become parole eligible after serving 25% of their sentence for a first or second offense, 50% of their sentence for a third offense (not eligible after fourth or subsequent offenses).  This allows DOC to focus its resources on high-risk, violent offenders, and on other, more important priorities. A longer parole term also means that the paroled prisoner will have a longer period of supervision within the community, improving the likelihood of successful reentry and reducing the likelihood of recidivism.

Particulars of proposed legislation No. 3.  Amend 15:574.4  Parole eligibility
	-add a new (A) (2) “Notwithstanding …any law to the contrary, any person convicted of a first or second offense for a crime that is not a crime of violence or a sex offense will be parole eligible after serving 25% of the sentence.  On third conviction for non-violent, non-sex crime after serving 50% of the sentence.”  


Proposed legislation No. 4.  Amend 15:574.2 to enhance training for the Parole Board; to provide that the risk of reoffense be a central consideration by the Parole Board in making decisions on the timing and conditions of parole, by requiring the use of risk and needs assessment information. 

Rationale for proposed legislation 4.  There are no current requirements for the Parole Board to receive training to inform its work.  Research has demonstrated that actuarial risk assessment tools can predict the likelihood or risk of reoffense with significantly greater accuracy than professional judgment alone.  The evidence is that best outcomes are derived from a combination of empirically based actuarial tools and clinical judgment.  DOC currently conducts the LARNA II on prisoners housed in DOC facilities.  Currently no tool is conducted on state prisoners housed in local facilities.  DOC is anxious to work with the sheriffs on this issue.  These proposals are consistent with the Parole Board’s statutory directive that its parole release decision be based on a “reasonable probability” that the inmate will be law abiding such that the inmate will be law abiding such that “he can be released without detriment to the community or to himself.”  R.S. 15:542.4E.  

Particulars of proposed legislation No. 4. Amend 15:574.2, 15:574.4 to require
	-each Parole Board member required to complete 8 hours annual training funded by DOC the components of which are consistent with those offered by the National Institute of Corrections or American Probation or Parole Association.
	-failure to complete training subjects Parole Board member to removal.
	-development and mandatory use by the Parole Board of a risk and needs assessment tool in making parole decisions.
	-required development and annual report to DOC and the legislature of Parole Board plan

	 

Team #3 Infirm/Medical Parole:   

The Need	A growing number of aging and severely infirm and incapacitated prisoners is creating rapid and unsustainable growth in corrections health care costs each year.

The Response	This team was tasked with looking at what other states have done to address infirm and medical parole for severely disabled and incapacitated inmates, and whether such policies could work in Louisiana given the present political and fiscal climate. 

The proposed legislation amend 15:574.20 Medical Parole to permit medical parole by a 2/3 vote upon referral by DOC for consideration when the prisoner meets specific criteria.

Particulars of the proposed legislation  
	-In order for Parole Board review of a prisoner for medical parole the prisoner must be referred for such review by DOC
	-medical parole consideration shall be driven by the inmate’s medical condition in addition to the risk presented to public safety.  
	-medical parole is available to all prisoners
	-in order to be eligible a prisoner must be permanently incapacitated, terminally ill or have an extraordinary health condition and present a low risk to himself or society
	-“permanently incapacitated” means the prisoner meets the Louisiana Department of Health and Hospitals criteria for admission into a long term care facility or nursing home and present a low risk
	-“terminally ill” means any person who, because of an existing medical condition has a significantly reduced life expectancy.  “Significantly reduced life expectancy”  is a probability for survival of less than 50% over a period of 60 months as reported by the NIH and who is a low risk
	-“Inmate with an Extraordinary Health Condition” is any person who is affected by a medical condition such as advanced age, infirmity, disability which results in the need for medical treatment or services not available within the correctional institution and is a low risk.  
	-only the Parole Board has the authority to grant medical parole
	-the Parole Board may establish conditions such as parole to a nursing home or long term care facility.
	-great weight shall be afforded by the Parole Board to the medical evidence.
	-medical parole may be granted on a 2/3 vote.
	
Team #4 Home Incarceration/Deferred Sentences/Criminogenic Factors:  

The Need	The workgroup identified areas of concern within the home incarceration and deferred sentence statutes, including the question of which agency or office has supervisory jurisdiction over people not sentenced directly to the custody of probation and parole. The group also raised questions about whether existing programs in Louisiana are addressing the various criminogenic factors that research shows drive recidivism. 

The Response	This team has reviewed the relevant provisions of the statutes cited above and determined that we have insufficient information about who is on home incarceration, whether those on home incarceration have been sentenced or deferred, what entity is the supervisory authority, what private companies are supervising and the nature of the supervision.  Therefore, the proposed legislation aims to collect data in order to evaluate state wide use of home incarceration in 2012.  

The proposed legislation
 Amends C.Cr.P. art. 894.2 to remove the word sentence, to require the clerk to provide commitments and minutes reflecting imposition of home incarceration to DOC, and to require the home incarceration providers to make periodic reports to DOC.

Particulars of proposed legislation
	-rather than stating “sentenced to home incarceration” the statute will say “placed on home incarceration” so that the reporting requirements address both those defendants who are sentenced and those whose sentences are deferred. 
	-all providers of home incarceration and/or electronic monitoring shall submit information to the court, the sheriff and DOC including an annual report of areas served, number of defendants served, number of defendants who successfully completed home incarceration and the provider’s qualifications and credentials.
	Providers shall submit a monthly report of individual defendant information
	-failure to report may subject the provider with forfeiture of its authority to do business. 
	-the court shall cause the minute entry placing the defendant on home incarceration to be sent to the sheriff, and DOC.


Team #5 Good Time/Uniform Sentencing:   

The Need	Louisiana has a large number of criminal statutes that jointly and severally affect good time computation and sentencing. A variety of court practitioners have stated that this is confusing, time consuming and expensive. 

	Also, as stated above, currently non-violent, non-sex offenders make up 45% of the total Louisiana prison population (18,330). The top three non-violent, non-sex offense crimes for which state prisoners are incarcerated are Schedule II of the Controlled Substances Act (15% or 6037), Simple Burglary  (2,745 or 7%) and Schedule I of the Controlled Substances Act (2,353or 6%)  This totals 28% of the Louisiana prison population.  Every state prisoner in Louisiana serves 100% of his or her sentence.  The question is: For a particular prisoner what percent of the sentence does the evidence indicate is best or most effectively served within a state institution and what percent of the sentence is best or most effectively  served under community based supervision?  The evidence indicates that a meaningful period of community based supervision, the conditions of which are driven by a risk needs assessment tool specific to that prisoner, significantly  lowers the risk of recidivism.  In other words, the evidence indicates that prisoners released at full term with no community based supervision thereafter are far more likely to recidivate.  

The Response	This team has looked at the pertinent statutes and determined: 1) Changes which consolidate various statutes and make them more user-friendly for practitioners; 2) Any cost savings that might be generated by such changes; 3) The possible implications for public safety and recidivism; and 4) Changes to the good time laws which will focus on public safety while lowering the cost of incarcerated time, increase the period of time the prisoner serves at community based supervision with conditions relevant to that prisoner, and reduce the recidivism rate.

The proposed legislation  

	As clean up:  
repeals 890.1 and moves it to La.R.S. 15:571.3; repeals R.S. 15:571.3 B (2) (b) and moves it to 15:571.3 B (1) (b); repeals R.S. 15:571.3 (B) (3) because it is redundant to La. C.Cr. P. art. 880;  repeals R.S. 15:571.5 (A) (2) as obsolete in view of sex offender registration laws; repeal R.S. 15:571.6 as obsolete; repeal 15:571.8 as outdated and in conflict with 15:574.4(B) (1) and (4); deletes from 15:574.9 language re the parole board and commutation of sentence because the parole board does not have that authority and to clarify that a prisoner awaiting parole revocation receives credit for time served only for time served while being held for the parole violation
 
Substantive changes
Amends La.C.Cr.P. Art 880 to clarify “credit for time served”; 
amends La. C.Cr.P. Art. 892 regarding documents transmitted by the sheriff, and clerk to DOC post sentence and to address transcripts of pleas and sentences; amends La. R.S. 15:571.3 to change the good time calculation and the manner in which DOC makes the calculation; 
amends R.S. 15:571.3 C to give the sentencing court discretion to allow inmates sentenced under R.S. 15:529.1 as habitual offenders to earn good time; 
amends R.S. 15:571.3 to give the sentencing court discretion to allow inmates sentenced for a second offense crime of violence to earn good time; 
amends R.S. 15:828 to change the manner in which DOC makes the “earned education credit” calculation; 
amends R.S. 15:571.4 to clarify that DOC may forfeit or restore a prisoner’s earned credits as well as his good time for prison disciplinary or parole violations; amends 15:574.4 to give parole eligibility to prisoners convicted of a crime of violence who are currently parole eligibility at completion of 75% instead of 85% of the sentence; 

The particulars of the proposed legislation
	Clean up 
	Repeals 890.1 Sentence Imposed on crimes of violence;  repealed entirely and moved to 
	R.S. 15:571.3 the good time law
Repeals R.S. 15:571.3 B (2) (b):  which denies good time to sex offenders and  moves it  to 15:571.3 B (1) (b). No substantive change.
Repeals 15:571.3 (b) (3) regarding good time and jail credit for consecutive sentences because it is redundant to La. C.Cr.P. art 880
Repeals R.S. 15:571.5 A (2) regarding notification of parole board to facilitate supervision in sex offender cases because it is redundant to the sex offender notification articles.  No substantive change
Repeals R.S. 15:571.6 regarding DOC secretary must make monthly report to governor regarding prisoners released by good time. The statute is obsolete. 
Repeals R.S. 15:571.8 regarding forfeiture of good time or commutation on escape because it is outdated and in conflict with 15:574.4 (B) (1) and (4).
Repeals the language in R.S. 15:574.9 which refers to the parole board addressing commutation of sentence on parole revocation because the parole board has no authority to address commutation of sentence.  Also clarifies current law that a parolee who is incarcerated awaiting parole revocation will receive jail credit only for the time spent in actual custody on the parole revocation.

Substantive changes
C.Cr. P. article 880 re: credit for prior custody:  (jail time awaiting trial or revocation)
-eliminates the current provision which says that the defendant shall receive no more than 30 days jail credit in a month while serving consecutive sentences and rewites it more clearly
-states: a defendant shall receive credit only for time in actual custody once during any calendar month when consecutive sentences are imposed.
-no credit for time served prior to commission of the crime
-no credit for time served on home incarceration
-no overlapping jail credit except on concurrent sentence and then only for time spent in jail on the instant felony.
C.Cr.P. article 892 Post-sentence statement by sheriff; accompanying documents
-requires the clerk within 48 hours of sentencing to transmit to the sheriff the bill of information and  the Uniform Sentencing Commitment Order.  
-the clerk must transmit to DOC the sentencing minutes within 30 days of sentencing.
-the court reporter shall prepare the sentencing transcript within 10 days of the sentence and transmit it to the clerk to file into the record
La R.S. 15:571.3 A (1) Diminution of sentence for good behavior for prisoners sentenced to parish jails.  (sentences without hard labor)  
-the change would make the good time calculation for prisoners convicted of a first time crime of violence and serving parish time consistent with the calculation on those first time felony offenders serving time at hard labor. 
-it makes the good time release at 75% rather than 85% with the remaining 25% being served on parole consistent with the recommendation for first time felony offenders serving time at hard labor. 
La R.S. 15:571.3 B (1) (a) regarding good time calculation for non-violent offenders
-the calculation will be made by days instead of months to simplify the calculation.
-the language is simplified and redundancy is removed.
-the prisoner may now be moved to parole supervision upon serving 40% of the sentence in prison (currently the prisoner must serve 46% before release to parole supervision)
This rate does not apply to sex offenders or those convicted of a crime of violence. 
-the new calculation will apply to inmates convicted on or after January 1, 1992.
La. R.S. 15:571.3 (B) (2) (a) good time calculation for those convicted a first time for a crime of violence: will serve 75% of sentence incarcerated and 25% on parole supervision.  (Currently this offender serves 85% incarcerated and 15% on parole supervision)
La. 15:571.3 ( C ) allows an inmate sentenced under 15:529.1 (habitual offender law) to earn good time unless the sentencing court denies eligibility.
La. 15:571.3 (D) gives the sentencing court the discretion to authorize good time for a second offense crime of violence such that the inmate would serve 75% incarcerated and 25% on parole supervision. 
La. R.S. 15:571.4 Forfeiture of diminution of sentence.  Clarifies that DOC has the authority to impose the forfeiture  and restoration of earned credits as well as good time. 
La. R.S. 15:574.4 Parole eligibility:  We have looked at this provision elsewhere.  The proposal is to allow parole consideration for first and second non-violent, non sex offenders upon completion of 25% of the sentence. The proposal is to allow parole consideration for third non-violent, non sex offenders upon completion of 505 of the sentence.
R.S. 15:828 allows DOC to award earned credits (for completion of programs like education) toward the projected good time parole date.  This is a change in the way the good time date is calculated from “gross to net.”
R.S. 15:833.1 earned credits for participation in the community resource center.  This makes  the same calculation adjustment as the statute above.

	
	


RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY:– 

This workgroup is compiling data as requested by the workgroups for the purpose of evaluating policy proposals for their impact on costs and public safety.  They are also gathering information through this process to help achieve the long-term goal of developing a unified data system for future proposal evaluations.

The Need: 	Louisiana lacks a comprehensive criminal justice information system that 
could serve as the basis for a statistical database to support sentencing policy 
development, impact assessment and evaluation. The Sentencing Commission therefore, must rely on the individual data bases maintained by the operational agencies constituting the criminal justice system for the data necessary to perform its functions.

The Response: The Sentencing Commission should have broad powers to request and 
receive statistical information from any operational component of the criminal justice system. Because of the importance to the work of the Sentencing Commission, all public agencies should be required to provide the requested information in a timely manner.

Proposed Legislation: Add to R.S. 15:321 (“Purpose; duties of the commission; conducting 
of evaluation of sentencing structure; report”) language to give the Sentencing Commission the authority to obtain the statistical data and other information from any state or local criminal or juvenile justice agency. The language of the proposed legislation is modeled on existing authority of the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement relative to the comprehensive correctional planning act, R.S. 15:1204.1. 

Particulars of proposed legislation: Create R.S. 15:321 J The Sentencing Commission shall 
have access to and be provided upon request with any and all statistical and other relevant information from any state or local criminal justice agency in order to perform the duties set forth in the Section. The Sentencing Commission shall also have access to all records maintained by any state agency for the purpose of sentencing research, policy decisions, and sentencing process activities. These records shall include information maintained by the Department of Public Safety and Corrections on adult and juvenile offenders, including criminal history record information, inmate records, and other related information. The Commission shall maintain the confidentiality of any records required by law or policy to be kept confidential.


The Need: 	Change to the criminal justice system in Louisiana generally occurs in an 
piecemeal, ad hoc manner as specific issues arise in the public and legislation 
addressing them is developed. In order to effectively support the legislative process, the Sentencing Commission needs to provide significant information in a timely fashion to the legislative committees handling bills affecting sentencing and the resulting allocation of correctional resources.

The Response: Modify the Sentencing Commission statute to require the commission to 
provide Policy Impact Statements and Correctional Resource Utilization Statements to legislative committees in a timely fashion.

Proposed Legislation: Modify R.S. 15:321 by requiring that all legislation creating new 
crimes or modifying the sentence ranges of existing crimes, or the conditions under which sentences are served (e.g. parole eligibility, goodtime, program participation) be referred to the Sentencing Commission for review and comment prior to consideration. This legislation is modeled on the provisions of R.S. 13:62 relative to the submission of changes to court costs and fees to the Judicial Council for recommendation prior to consideration.

Particulars of Proposed Legislation:  R.S. 15:321 K Legislative bills amending or enacting statutes creating crime or modifying existing sentence ranges or the conditions under which a sentence is served 

(1) No law to provide for a new crime or to modify the sentence range of an existing crime or that creates or modifies the conditions under which a sentence is served shall be enacted unless first submitted to the Sentencing Commission for review and recommendation to the legislature. The recommendation shall take the form of a policy impact and correctional resource statement as provided in the section. A copy of the proposal for a new or modified sentence or a modification of the conditions under which a sentence is served shall be provided to the legislature, through the clerk of the House of Representatives and the secretary of the Senate, at the time it is submitted to the Sentencing Commission for review. 

(2) A policy impact and correctional resource statement shall be provided for bills amending any current crime or creating a new crime under the laws of the state of Louisiana. The Louisiana Sentencing Commission shall provide to the committee or committees to which such bill was referred a statement explaining the policy impact and effect on the utilization of correctional resources of such bill. The policy impact and correctional resources statement shall include a reliable estimate in dollars of the anticipated expenditures and change in utilization of correctional resources necessary to carry out the provisions of the bill. It shall also include a statement as to the immediate effect and, if determinable or reasonably foreseeable, the long-range effect of the measure. The policy impact statement shall also include an assessment of the effect of the proposed measure on the operation of the criminal justice system. Every agency and department of the state is directed to fully cooperate with the commission in preparation of any such statement.


REENTRY AND EVIDENCED BASED CORRECTIONS:  

This group began by looking at alternatives for strengthening probation and parole through the expansion of reentry centers, day reporting centers, employment assistance programs and vocational programs.  However, since there is not enough data available at present to conduct an adequate evaluation of either the impact or the outcomes of these programs, the workgroup decided at the meeting on December 6, 2010 that this would be a long-term goal and not a priority for 2011.  Instead, the workgroup will focus on these other issues.

The Need	One of the main principles of an evidence-based corrections system is the deployment of correctional resources – whether programming, level of supervision, or use of incarceration – according to the specific risk level of an offender as demonstrated by a validated risk assessment tool.  Such an instrument can point to the specific kinds of risk that must be addressed for this offender in order to reduce his or her chances of reoffending.   Louisiana already has such instruments, the LARNA I & II, which have been independently validated and demonstrated to predict risk in Louisiana’s correctional population.  However, a large percentage of Louisiana inmates are not receiving a risk assessment upon admission and this has made it very difficult to properly and effectively allocate scarce prison bed space, treatment program slots, etc. 

The Response	This group will determine whether it is possible to perform a risk assessment on all inmates sentenced to jail or prison in Louisiana, what the associated logistical hurdles, staff needs, training and costs are, and whether this is possible given the present political and fiscal climate in Louisiana.  


This concludes my summary of the Louisiana Sentencing Commission’s work thus far.  I hope you find it helpful and that you will contact me anytime if you have any questions or concerns.  Please also do not hesitate to contact me if you or anyone from your staff have any feedback or ideas that you would like to share with the commission going forward.  
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