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Creating Meaningful Public Safety:
A Briefing on the Massachusetts Department of Correction 

This briefing was compiled by Lifers' Group, Inc., the Norfolk Inmate Council, and the 
African American Coalition Committee at MCI-Norfolk Lifers' Group, Inc. is an advocacy 
organization operated by incarcerated people that serves all those held in the 
Commonwealth's prisons. The group assists individuals in accessing programs and 
services, informs those inside and outside of prison on developments in the criminal 
legal system, and advocates for legislative and regulatory changes. Lifers' Group, Inc. 
also publishes several reports each year on topics ranging from Parole Board decisions 
to how the DOC uses its funds. The group also serves as a leading voice for the 
incarcerated lifer and elderly population. Founded at MCI-Norfolk in the 1960s and 
incorporated in 1974, Lifers' Group, Inc. is the oldest continuously operating prison 
group in Massachusetts. 

The Norfolk Inmate Council (NIC) is the elected body that represents the population at 
MCI-Norfolk. The organization is led by the group's Executive Board that oversees a
diverse collective of committees, such as the Legal Advisory Committee, the Education
Committee, the Food Committee, and several cultural committees, including the Latino
Cultural Activities Committee and the Asian Cultural Activities Committee. The NIC was
formed to provide incarcerated people with a voice in their incarceration and
rehabilitation. NIC Executive Board members collaborate with outside organizations
and stakeholders, advocate to lawmakers, and meet regularly with DOC administrators.

The African American Coalition Committee (AACC) serves as the leading organization 
representing incarcerated people of color. The AACC works to identify and address all 
the ways systemic racism permeates the criminal legal system. The committee's critical 
work in this area is reflected in several initiatives, including the recently released Final 
Report of the Special Legislative Commission on Structural Racism in Correctional 
Facilities of the Commonwealth. This groundbreaking report identifies the many ways 
structural racism is embedded throughout the corrections system and provides specific 
recommendations on how to dismantle the structures that promote racism. AACC 
members also collaborate with outside advocates and lawmakers at the state and 
federal level to create solutions to the varied factors that lead to persons of color being 
overrepresented in the criminal legal system. In addition, the AACC focuses on 
developing stronger leaders through education and mentorship initiatives. The AACC 
is not confined by the walls of prisons. The AACC has hosted and participated in many 
events and meetings in neighborhoods across the Commonwealth. 
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Executive Summary 
 
Nobody wants safe prisons and rehabilitation spaces more than incarcerated people. 
Correctional staff members, visitors, volunteers, and vendors all have the opportunity 
to leave the prison environment each day, but those housed in the 16 facilities managed 
by the Massachusetts Department of Correction (DOC) remain – 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week. Contrary to stereotypes, incarcerated people do not want to live in chaotic 
spaces punctuated by violence and drugs. Most desire stability organized under a 
positive treatment philosophy governed by clear, equitable, and humane rules where 
they can access effective resources to address the personalized factors that led to their 
incarceration. This goal can only be accomplished in spaces that are safe and 
rehabilitative.    
 
But what defines a safe facility?   
 
One recent week is illustrative of the current state of the DOC. On Sunday, a patient in 
a DOC medical unit experienced a mental health crisis that led him to strike another 
patient more than 70 times with a walking cane while two correction officers stood less 
than six feet away yelling but otherwise not intervening until after another patient broke 
up the confrontation. On Tuesday, a correction officer was critically injured by an 
incarcerated person who had been transferred to Massachusetts after assaulting staff in 
another state. This person allegedly told DOC staff multiple times that he was going to 
do something to force the department to transfer him again and even made a 
documented threat against a staff member the day before the incident. And, on 
Wednesday, a senior union steward correction officer was arrested at a prison for 
selling drugs and cell phones inside a special housing unit designed to reward people 
DOC administrators felt were doing the right thing. State Police took the officer into 
custody at the prison just as he was about to smuggle, they allege, more than $400,000 
of drugs and contraband into the facility. That was just one week.   
 
Only the assault on the staff member garnered any noticeable reaction from the DOC. 
MCI-Shirley, where the incident occurred, was put into a full lockdown. At the same 
time, administrators at other facilities looked for ways to react. At MCI-Norfolk, for 
example, administrators removed all the free weights from the institution (for the first 
time in 90 years) and closed the prison's weight and game room, even though the 
weight room has for decades proven to be an effective stress reduction tool. Both 
remain closed today. The DOC also cancelled a long planned Restorative Justice 
Responsibility Retreat at MCI-Norfolk that would have brought together outside 
stakeholders, including judges, district attorneys, and survivors to discuss 
accountability. They also cancelled a round table discussion on the criminal legal 
system between MCI-Norfolk residents and members of the Boston Celtics. What no 
one from the former Governor to DOC Commissioner Carol Mici appeared to do was 
to acknowledge the department's persistent failure to create positive safe spaces. 
Instead, officials simply sought to cast the limited legislative reforms made to the DOC 
over the past several years as a scapegoat, while using strongarm tactics to impose a 
false appearance of safety.   
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Today's DOC lacks the ability to promote real safety. The opaque department is 
disorganized, chaotic, and misdirected. It is difficult to discern what principles guide 
the DOC as priorities shift regularly. For years, the DOC has continuously argued that if 
it just had more money, it could be a more effective agency. Since 2012, the 
department's budget has grown steadily each year, increasing by more than $40 million 
since FY19 alone. This explosion in spending occurred over the same time that the 
incarcerated population was declining. Today, the DOC holds 50% fewer people than 
a decade ago but still consumes a budget well over $700 million annually.   
 
To add insult to injury, how the DOC currently spends its vast budget does not align 
with the agency's stated mission to improve public safety through rehabilitation. In 
FY21, 89% of the DOC budget was spent on salaries – mostly security staff – and 
incarcerated healthcare – funneled mostly to a large out-of-state private corporation – 
while less than 2% was allocated to "Prison Program Costs." The shift away from funding 
rehabilitation and education programs and toward funding an ineffective and inefficient 
bureaucracy managed in many ways by multi-billion-dollar private equity firms is a key 
factor in understanding why the DOC lacks the truly safe spaces needed to prepare 
incarcerated people to return to life beyond prison.   
 
It is time to reset the DOC.   
 
We propose rethinking the DOC by first establishing the agency's primary goal to be 
the personalized and successful rehabilitation of every person in the department's care 
and custody. We then suggest developing the necessary resources to meet this goal. 
This work should include a much-needed re-imagining of what constitutes an effective 
rehabilitation space, rather than the ongoing reliance on outdated facilities and 
philosophies. Any reorganization should be a collaborative effort that gives agency to 
all stakeholders, especially incarcerated people. In addition, it is paramount to 
acknowledge the many ways the criminal legal system is buttressed by systemic racism 
and work to dismantle any element that is designed or used to oppress people. 
Rethinking the DOC in this way is not being soft on crime – it is everyone, including 
incarcerated people, doing the hard work of real rehabilitation that has been avoided 
for far too long.   
 
What follows is a briefing developed by incarcerated people at MCI-Norfolk designed 
to inspire and inform the new administration. The document was crafted over several 
months of small and large group discussions focused on identifying opportunities to 
improve the Executive's role in the criminal legal system. While this briefing was created 
at MCI-Norfolk, it reflects the thinking of incarcerated people across the 
Commonwealth, many of whom lack policy resources or the ability to organize.   
 
We identify ten areas that your administration can address unilaterally: infuse outside 
leadership, return the DOC to Health and Human Services, ensure the DOC and Parole 
Board work together, prioritize lower security facilities, allow the Department of Mental 
Health to oversee mental health services, increase skilled training, expand education 
opportunities, eliminate privatization, utilize medical parole, and restore furloughs. We 
believe these ten items, all of which are within the Executive's authority to effect, will 
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help orient the DOC around the work of providing successful rehabilitation, which will 
promote real safety.   
 
Hope is a thread that weaves all our recommendations together. We believe that there 
is no more powerful motivator than hope. A person with hope is moving forward. A 
person with hope makes smarter and healthier choices. We also believe that hope must 
be instilled universally.  
 
Our recommendations assist every incarcerated person regardless of age, race, 
gender, ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious belief or non-belief.   Our 
recommendations also aid all regardless of sentence. We believe that everyone is 
entitled to meaningful rehabilitation. As we have seen over the last several years, many 
people who thought they may never go home have been released. People arrested as 
juveniles and sentenced to die by incarceration have been granted a second chance by 
the SJC. Emerging adults (those aged 18 up to at least 21) may soon be afforded a 
similar opportunity. And, over the past three years alone, more than 20 first degree 
murder cases have been overturned. Many of these people left prison with limited 
participation in formal rehabilitation, education, and reentry programs because the 
DOC regularly reserves access to these resources to those closest to reentry. In contrast, 
we believe that rehabilitation must begin for all people when they first connect with the 
DOC. That rehabilitation should be personalized, organized, and managed 
collaboratively throughout a person's entire time under state control.   
 
Some of our ideas may seem revolutionary for Massachusetts. Many, however, have 
already been deployed in other states – including traditional "tough on crime" states 
like Tennessee, Missouri, and Texas. Others may appear progressive, but in fact seek 
merely to restore time tested solutions the DOC has abandoned over the past 30 years. 
All of our recommendations are focused on real safety – safety for incarcerated people, 
correctional staff, volunteers, visitors, and vendors. We believe that this safety, however, 
will not be confined to the facilities controlled by the DOC. We believe that the safety 
fostered in rehabilitative spaces will flow out into communities affected by crime and to 
all justice involved individuals – from survivors of crime to family members of 
incarcerated people.   
 
We are committed to being partners in creating meaningful public safety.  We look 
forward to answering any questions you may have about our briefing and to working 
together.   
 
Sincerely,   
 
Special Steering Committee on Governmental Affairs: 
 
James Keown 
Special Committee Chair   
 
Gordon Haas 
Lifers' Group, Inc. Chair   

William Duclos 
Norfolk Inmate Council Executive Board Chair 
 
Corey “Al-Ameen” Patterson 
African American Coalition Committee Chair 
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Introduction 
 
As Massachusetts welcomes Governor Maura Healey and Lieutenant Governor Kim 
Driscoll – a history making administration in many ways – the time is now to bring the 
state's outdated prison system out of the "tough on crime" dark ages and move toward 
a system of enlightened rehabilitation and reconciliation. Successfully accomplishing 
this transition requires leadership with credibility across the spectrum of the criminal 
legal system, from conservative members of law enforcement to progressive lawmakers 
and advocates. It requires leaders who can look at an incarcerated person and see a 
human being, not a convict; who listen to all those affected by crime, from survivors of 
crime to the families of incarcerated people; and who command the leadership 
required to inspire innovative change.  
 
Developing a modern criminal legal system in Massachusetts starts by embracing a new 
guiding philosophy in all relevant agencies that demands humane treatment of all 
people under state control, provides unfettered access to diverse and personalized 
rehabilitation opportunities, and stimulates reconciliation among all those intertwined 
in the criminal legal system. This philosophy must be built on the belief that anyone can 
be rehabilitated and that everyone deserves a meaningful chance to demonstrate 
rehabilitation.  
 
A philosophy alone, however, will not actualize the change needed. New thinking must 
be accompanied by new priorities that guide administrators in reshaping the state's 
criminal legal system. Lifers' Group, Inc., the Norfolk Inmate Council (NIC), and the 
African American Coalition Committee (AACC) have developed recommendations 
focused on the Department of Correction that we believe will help Governor Healey 
and Lieutenant Governor Driscoll to craft this new philosophy and set the priorities 
necessary to realize a modern criminal legal system that is a more effective, more 
beneficent, and more cost-efficient crime reduction initiative. 
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Key Issues & Recommendations 
 
1. Infuse Outside Leadership into the DOC 
 
The past several years have been marked by an unprecedented amount of turnover 
throughout the management ranks of the DOC. A number of factors have contributed 
to destabilizing the department's leadership. The primary element is the insular nature 
of the agency. The department rarely seeks leadership outside the DOC. Instead, 
ambitious staff members follow a well-trodden, almost automatic, path up through the 
ranks of the agency. In the past, the DOC's promotion process rewarded managers who 
spent several years successfully serving in a leadership role. Today, due to a number of 
staffing issues, it is common for someone to advance from entry level prison 
management to senior agency administrator in a relatively short period of time, 
bouncing quickly from one job to the next along the way.  
 
A person's anticipated retirement date seems to guide promotion more today than any 
success in a particular position. A manager in the present DOC may spend less than 
one year in a management position before being bumped up to the next level. This 
rapid advancement plan appears to be driven more by a desire to help managers 
maximize potential retirement benefits than by any want to provide effective leadership 
to the agency. For example, MCI-Norfolk has had four superintendents and nine deputy 
superintendents in five years as the positions have devolved into mere waypoints for 
staff members to pass on their way toward retirement. In this version of managerial 
musical chairs, administrators rarely have the time to fully understand their 
responsibilities and often are loathe to make change. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend rethinking DOC leadership from the Commissioner down. We believe 
this starts by inviting leadership into the agency from other governmental entities, 
public service organizations, and the private sector. Looking beyond the DOC should 
also include looking beyond Massachusetts to identify leaders who have proven track 
records of implementing the style of organizational reforms the DOC needs. The 
department should also provide DOC staff with resources to develop strong leadership 
abilities that are not agency specific and the opportunity to explore opportunities in 
departments outside the DOC.    
 
We also believe that the DOC must focus more on skills than retirement dates when 
promoting from within the organization. The skills needed to be an effective director of 
treatment are not necessarily the same skills needed to be a deputy superintendent of 
operations or assistant deputy commissioner of the prison division, yet the DOC treats 
these staff members as interchangeable. That is not to say that an administrator in one 
area of the DOC should be prohibited from moving into other areas. But promotions 
should be reserved for those who have effectively proven themselves successful in their 
present job, ideally with at least three years in a position before advancing, and who 
have expanded their skills through continuing education and mentorship.  
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Administrators, as well as other employees, also should be rewarded for 
accomplishments that advance the department's philosophy and priorities, such as 
increased program participation, decreased recidivism, decreased disciplinary actions, 
and increased morale.   
 
2. Return DOC to Health & Human Services 
 
Prior to the 1990s, the DOC was part of the Department of Health & Human Services 
(HHS). Under Governor Weld, the DOC was transferred to what today is the Executive 
Office of Public Safety & Security (EOPSS). This realignment coincided with other 
initiatives, such as Truth in Sentencing and the expanded use of mandatory minimums. 
These changes fueled the steep rise of mass incarceration in Massachusetts and directly 
led to the unprecedented increase in the number of incarcerated Black and Latinx 
people.  
 
When HHS oversaw the DOC, the department was more dedicated to rehabilitation and 
treatment. Massachusetts was a leader in innovative programs and forward thinking in 
corrections. Since the move to EOPSS, the department has become almost totally 
focused on security at the cost of its statutory requirement to provide rehabilitation to 
all people held by the department. As if wearing blinders, DOC management fails to 
accept that an increased emphasis on programs and the humane treatment of 
incarcerated people contributes significantly to enhancing public safety – both inside 
and outside DOC facilities.   
 
EOPSS has instead sought to recast the DOC solely as a law enforcement organization 
whose primary purpose is to police the people in the agency's custody. This reality is 
reflected most notably in the DOC's budget. As the Lifers' Group has highlighted for 
more than a decade in its annual report on DOC spending, the department dedicates 
more than 70% of its budget to staff – mostly security staff – and less than 2% on 
programming. In other words, fewer than two cents out of every dollar are dedicated 
to the rehabilitation to incarcerated people. The over investment in security and 
opaque nature of the DOC allows the worst features of policing to blossom inside the 
department's facilities. Add to this the fact that the DOC has no outside oversight and 
was allowed to dodge all the state's law enforcement reform efforts following the 
murder of George Floyd. It is no wonder that systemic racism remains imbedded in the 
DNA of the DOC and that reports of civil rights violations, including serious assaults by 
security staff, have appeared to increase steadily over recent years.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend returning the DOC to HHS. This move would force a seismic shift in the 
culture of the department. The return would also better align the DOC to deal with 
serious issues like trauma, mental health, and substance use that underpin many of the 
events that lead to incarceration. HHS would also more effectively oversee the DOC's 
nearly $200 million failing healthcare system and its long troubled mental health system 
that accounts for more than $66 million of annual DOC healthcare spending. The 
realignment would establish a more suitable environment to promote healing and 
reconciliation for everyone affected by crime – from incarcerated people and their 
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families to survivors of crime and communities at large. HHS is also better suited to 
establish and track objective metrics that are sorely lacking from the DOC that could 
help inform the development of programming, the Parole Board in granting releases, 
and the Legislature in setting fiscal priorities. 
 
3. Require DOC and Parole Board Work Together 
 
The parole process is a black box completely disconnected from the DOC. Like the 
DOC, the Commonwealth's parole system needs a significant overhaul. Incarcerated 
people are provided little to no guidance by the Parole Board to help them seek the 
programming and treatment best suited to address their rehabilitation needs. 
Currently, a person can serve 15 years or more without any input from parole. 

 
The Parole Board gave A.R. a five-year setback, but they provided little direction in their 
decision about what A.R. needed to do to address the Board's mostly unvoiced 
concerns. The 2018 Criminal Justice Reinvestment Act mandated that the Parole Board 
work with the DOC to create personalized and realistic pathways to parole for all 
incarcerated people. The law also requires the Parole Board to provide program 
suggestions to the DOC to use to inform each incarcerated person's annual 
classification hearings. More than four years after the passage of CJRA, however, the 
Parole Board and DOC have yet to implement these mandates.  
 
The NIC Executive Board has repeatedly called attention to the fact that the DOC and 
the Parole Board use different assessment tools to evaluate a person's risk of violence 
and recidivism. The DOC uses a software application called COMPAS, while the Parole 
Board uses an application called LS/CMI. Both algorithm-based evaluations have 
documented shortcomings. The AACC and Latino Cultural Activities Committee (LCAC) 
have both drawn attention to how the assessments use data, such as the number of 
times a person has experienced a police encounter, to serve as a proxy for race. The 
groups have also called out how other static data points, such as gender and age at 
time of arrest, are used to negatively skew risk scores, especially for people of color.  
The Lifers' Group has also questioned the purpose of the Parole Board's assessment 
tool given how often the Board ignores the risk assessment when denying parole to 
those evaluated to be "Low Risk." 
 

 
"I felt like I went into the process flying blind. I spent 15 years completing dozens of 
programs only to learn at my first parole hearing that the Board did not care about 

most of them." 
 

~ A.R. (a member of MCI-Norfolk's Latino community) 
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J.B. has been heavily involved in programming throughout his incarceration. The Parole 
Board gave him a three-year setback at his initial hearing. In J.B.'s decision, the Parole 
Board made a rare recommendation. The Board stated that they wanted J.B. to 
complete a domestic violence program. Unfortunately, the DOC did not offer such a 
program at the prison where J.B. was held (something the Board would have known if 
they would have collaborated with the DOC on J.B.'s program plan). J.B.'s challenge 
was further complicated by the Board waiting more than nine months to inform him that 
he had been denied parole. In some cases, the Board delays decisions for more than a 
year. (In one recorded case, the Board waited 16 months to issue its decision.) 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the Parole Board be modernized in accordance with the law to 
reflect current thinking about the criminal legal system. This begins by requiring the 
Board to engage in the collaborative process mandated by law. The Parole Board 
should engage people early during their incarceration to set treatment plans that are 
updated annually. The path to parole should not be a mystery to be solved, but a plan 
to be accomplished – a plan that allows a person to address all the factors that led to 
incarceration.  
 
We also recommend that the Board use a standardized assessment tool free of biases 
that negatively score static data like race, ethnicity, and age at arrest. The Parole Board 
should also be required to parole anyone who is determined to be "Low Risk" or "Very 
Low Risk" unless the Board, using evidence, presents facts that preclude the granting 
of parole.  
 
In addition, we recommend that the Parole Board be required to render all decisions in 
fewer than 30 days and to provide written parole decisions within 60 days of the date 
of hearing. And, if the Board issues a setback, the written decision needs to outline 
specifically why the individual was denied and specifically what the person needs to do 
to receive parole. 
 
4. Utilize Lower Security Facilities  
 
Over the past ten years, the use of minimum security and pre-release facilities has 
decreased significantly. The DOC first downsized the number of available minimum-
security beds by closing facilities like Shirley Minimum, Concord Farm, and Plymouth 

 
"The Board seemed to follow their gut feeling more than any real information they 

had access to." 
 

~ J.B. (member of the Lifers' Group) 
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Forestry. More recently, the department has simply refused to transfer hundreds of 
people who qualify for placement in a minimum or pre-release facility. According to the 
DOC's July 1, 2022 Institutional Fact Cards, out of the 681 combined available beds at 
Boston Pre-Release, Northeastern Correctional Center, and Pondville, only 338 were 
filled. That represents a 50% vacancy across these facilities. (Old Colony Correctional 
Center Minimum was not included in this calculation because the DOC does not break 
out the minimum-security operational capacity from the overall OCCC operational 
capacity in the Fact Cards.) The DOC's reticence to fully use minimum security facilities 
means that hundreds of people each year are forced to transition to the community 
from medium and maximum-security facilities. 

 
In addition to the scores of people like D.T. nearing the end of their sentences who are 
denied access to minimum security facilities, hundreds more people who qualify for 
minimum placement are outright denied the opportunity through mandatory 
administrative overrides. Many people serving life and long-term sentences possess 
Objective Classification Scores that make them eligible for minimum security 
placement, but are barred by default through the use of classification override Code H, 
which is required by DOC policy. Throughout most of the history of minimum-security 
facilities, however, such people were regularly housed at minimum security. 
 

 
"I qualified for placement in a minimum for the last ten years (of a 20-year 

sentence), but the DOC refused to even recommend me for placement at a 
minimum. Going to a minimum and a pre-release would have allowed me to 

transition both physically and mentally from a life lived behind a wall to a life lived 
out in the free world. I would have been able to hold a real job to save money, 

connect with transitional services, and build a foundation for my success, rather 
than being dropped off on a curb with $133 from my prison savings account and a 

state ID card." 
 

~ D.T. (a Lifers' Group member and former NIC Committee Chair recently released 
after completing his sentence) 

 

 
"We were the backbone of the minimums – we did the cooking and the cleaning 
and teaching... Back then, the DOC was more about fixing people, and they saw 

[lifers] as a resource they could use to help meet their goals. 
 

~ F.H. (a lifer who has been in prison more than 50 years and who lived at a 
minimum-security facility until the 1990s) 
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The DOC's anti-minimum strategy is wrong. Studies and recidivism assessments have 
revealed for years that a person released from lower security has a higher likelihood of 
successfully reentering the free world. The Parole Board endorses this fact through their 
regular request that parolees spend at least six months in lower security before being 
released on parole (a request the DOC regularly ignores). Minimum security facilities 
are also a better value. Minimum security housing is far less expensive than any other 
housing option the DOC has.  
 
Most people in prison are serving a sentence that will allow them to one day be 
released. In addition, over the past three years, an average of seven people each year 
serving natural life sentence have had their cases overturned and qualified for release. 
Current DOC practice means that most of these people will be released from medium 
or maximum security with little preparation or reentry resources.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the DOC reorganize its spaces and spending to allow every person 
who qualifies for minimum security to be housed in a compatible space. The DOC 
should shift resources to increase minimum capacity and decrease higher security 
capacity to reflect the actual number of people who are minimum eligible. A person 
should be housed in an environment according to their assessed risk level (using an 
objective risk assessment tool) and rehabilitation needs, not their sentence structure.   
 
The DOC should redefine what constitutes a minimum space. This could start by 
investing in lower security housing and work models like those pioneered in Germany 
and Northern Europe. These programs in many ways reflect how the DOC under HHS 
operated minimums in Massachusetts for decades. The DOC should also restart 
specialized facilities like the now closed DOC farms. In addition to teaching real skills 
and inspiring a strong work ethic, the DOC farms provided milk and other products that 
allowed the department to save money. The concomitant cost savings from the 
expanded use of reinvented minimum-security spaces could be reinvested into 
transitional services in communities most impacted by the criminal legal system as the 
Criminal Justice Reinvestment Act envisioned when passed in 2018. 
 
5. Separate Mental Health from DOC 
 
The failings of the DOC's mental health system continues to cost lives. Troubles, 
including patient deaths, at the embattled Bridgewater State Hospital have been well 
documented by many news outlets and a 2022 report by the Disability Law Center. 
Added to these high-profile issues are the findings of the Department of Justice who 
has declared the DOC's mental health services beyond inadequate. The DOC's 
deplorable treatment of people experiencing mental health challenges spreads across 
almost all department facilities. The DOC's policing philosophy treats mental health as 
something that should be punished. It is no wonder that almost every DOC facility uses 
some form of solitary confinement to "care" for those experiencing serious mental 
health issues (SMI). A person experiencing an SMI may find themselves locked in a cell 
wearing almost nothing and with no access to fresh air or recreation or television or 
music or any person other than an occasional short visit by a clinician and the 
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unwavering glare of a correction officer watching at all times. This can go on for days or 
weeks.  
 
According to the SJC's Mental Health Legal Advisory Committee, upwards of 80% of 
people incarcerated in Massachusetts are presently living with a mental health issue. 
Many of these people are receiving no clinical assistance from the department because 
even though the agency spends more than $66 million on mental health, the 
department refuses to command its health services vendor to commit the resources 
necessary to properly diagnose and treat mental health. Care is rationed so that a 
limited number of clinicians in each prison are typically confined to working with only 
the most severe cases. DOC administrators have even admitted to the NIC that mental 
health services are mainly directed at those deemed to be "management issues" and 
that services "do not address factors of one's crime." 
 

 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the Department of Mental Health (DMH) be charged with 
managing mental health care for the DOC. DMH should develop policies in accord with 
public health best practices and community standards that govern all aspects of DOC 
mental health – from preventative therapy to acute crisis practice to chronic SMI 
treatment. DMH should hire and manage all mental health staff who administer and 
deliver care in the DOC. If the DOC determines that special units or dedicated facilities 
are needed to properly provide mental health services, DMH should fully manage these 
spaces, including overseeing the screening and training of any assigned security staff. 
DMH also should be charged with operating Bridgewater State Hospital (BSH) in 
alignment with the findings of the Department of Justice. The recommendations 
outlined in the Disability Law Center's 2022 evaluation of the hospital should guide 
DMH's oversight of BSH and any plans to modernize the delivery of in-patient care. 

 
"I knew from experience that [my anxiety attack] was a bad one. I went to my CO, 

and I asked if I could see mental health because I was nervous something bad might 
happen. The CO told me to ride it out. Later on, it got real bad and I had to call 

Crisis. (Crisis is the DOC term for a mental health emergency that requires 
immediate intervention.) Before I knew what was going on, I was surrounded by 

COs and the sergeant is telling me to cuff up. They threw me in a back cell (solitary 
confinement) naked in a turtle suit (a thick, padded, garment that fits over a person 
like a bulky poncho, but is open on the sides). I didn't have sheets or even a pillow. I 

told them I wasn't trying to hurt myself. I just needed help managing my attack... 
After about an hour in solitary, naked and alone, I wanted nothing more than to 

die." 
 

~ V.S. (a person with a diagnosed SMI that requires daily medication) 
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6. Increase Skilled Training and Jobs 
 
Skilled job training has diminished significantly over the past 30 years. At one time, 
incarcerated people at almost every DOC institution had the opportunity to learn 
vocational skills ranging from the building trades to automotive repair. Official 
certification accompanied most of these vocational programs, and many people were 
able to use their training in skilled jobs while they were incarcerated. Today, the DOC's 
limited skilled job training programs center on benefiting the department, not 
incarcerated trainees. MassCorr Industries, Institutional Maintenance, Culinary Arts, and 
Barber School are the department's most prominent workforce development 
programs. For most initiatives, the services rendered to the DOC or outside clients are 
the driving force, not education and training. This often leads the DOC to recruit 
workers for these programs with established skill sets over students eager to learn.   
 
In addition to reducing the number of vocational programs, the DOC has also 
eliminated most opportunities to obtain official certifications. Culinary Arts and Barber 
School are the two primary training programs that still offer accreditation. Trainees, 
however, can no longer be certified in areas like welding, carpentry, and plumbing. 
Trade unions have made attempts over the past 20 years to provide union education 
and certification, but the DOC has repeatedly refused their assistance. 

 
The DOC also offers limited skilled job training focused on 21st century jobs. Training 
in areas such as technology, healthcare, and service industries are almost nonexistent. 
The few programs that have existed, typically, were begun to obtain special grants and 
were ended just as soon as the supporting grants concluded. 

 
"My bosses (called Instructors) had no interest in my rehabilitation. They were just 

looking at their sales numbers. It was on me to learn from the other guys at work how to 
do my job... I worked in the shop when the state certified guys for skills like welding. 

Now a guy works for ten years in the [welding] shop, but can't walk on a job site when 
he gets out because he's not certified... I knew a guy who was one of the best workers in 

the shop. He knew how to run just about every machine in the place. But, he had to 
work at McDonalds when he got out just to save the money he needed to get a welding 
license from the state that proved he could do what he had been doing for the state for 

years."  
 

~ W.H. (an incarcerated worker with more than 20 years’ experience working for 
MassCorr Industries) 
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Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the DOC refocus and expand skilled job training programs. The 
department should partner with the state Department of Labor (DOL), trade unions, and 
vocational schools to achieve this goal. Programs need to be focused on education not 
simply services rendered. An emphasis should be placed on developing programs to 
train people in sectors the DOL has noted in most need of skilled workers, especially 
those DOL designates as 21st century jobs.  
 
We also recommend that the DOC organize some reconceptualized rehabilitation 
spaces around skilled job training. This would be an especially beneficial way to utilize 
certain minimum-security spaces. In reorganizing around skilled job training, the DOC 
must be careful not to develop prison "factory towns". Instead, the department should 
look to replicate training spaces like those operated by unions, such as IBEW.  
 
In addition, we recommend that the DOC also invest in making sure paths to 
recognized certification or licensure exists for every skilled job training program offered 
by the department, so returning citizens are prepared to use their training to 
immediately enter the workforce upon release. 
 
7. Expand Education 
 
Many incarcerated people possess only limited formal education. Forty years ago, 
Massachusetts served as a model for prison-based education by offering opportunities 
that ranged from basic education to Masters degrees. Today, the DOC offers a much 
more narrow selection of education courses. The department also has scaled back 
significantly the use of incarcerated people to serve as tutors and facilitators.   
 
Several state colleges have expressed interest in working with the DOC in recent years, 
especially since those in prison again qualify for federal Pell Grants. The DOC's 

 
"I grew up with computers, smart phones, and apps. I sucked in school, but I got 

coding… I never saw coding or technology as something I could do to make legit 
money – it was just fun… When they asked me [at classification] what kinds of programs 
I wanted to do, I mentioned that I was interested in anything related to computers. They 
put me in the school’s [Microsoft Office] computer class… The material was real basic 
and I got bored quick. So, one day I decided to write a macro [program] to pimp out 

one of the projects. [The instructor] was impressed that I could code some, but he told 
me not to do it again and don’t let anyone know I did it or he would be forced to write 

me a disciplinary ticket.” 
 

~ R.I. (a Lifers’ Group member and “Emerging Adult” 
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distribution of these higher education resources has been inconsistent at best. For 
example, MCI-Concord, which has fewer than 400 residents offers the chance to earn a 
college degree through Tufts and Emerson, but MCI-Norfolk, with more than 1,100 
residents and considered to be the DOC's flagship institution for education and 
programs, ended its degree granting college program in 2019. (Boston University still 
operates a scaled down certificate program at MCI-Norfolk.)   
 
For many years, the Lifers' Group and other incarcerated people collaborated with 
DOC education departments to provide tutors who supported traditional educators. 
These groups also helped the DOC to offer nontraditional educational programs in 
which incarcerated people served as facilitators. The Lifers' Group Educational 
Discussion Group (EDG) was one such offering. Lifers' members at MCI-Norfolk 
facilitated 5-10 classes each semester, called discussion groups. These EDG classes 
offered no credit or good time – just learning for the sake of learning. More than 200 
individuals participated in EDG each year until the department's 2020 Covid lockdown. 
After Covid, the DOC terminated EDG and the tutor program without any explanation.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend using a combination of in-person classes and distance learning to 
expand educational offerings inside all DOC facilities. Education (formal, vocational, 
and nontraditional) serve as a rehabilitation centerpiece, rather than the ancillary role it 
often plays today. Currently, every incarcerated person is entitled to earn a high school 
equivalency certificate (GED or HiSET). This entitlement should be expanded to include 
higher education (college and vocational), as well.   
 
We also recommend that the DOC develop special housing units, where appropriate, 
for those involved in education. These education living spaces could have in unit 
libraries, study areas, and computer labs.   
 
In addition, we recommend requiring the DOC to use members of the incarcerated 
population as tutors, teaching assistants, and facilitators. There are incarcerated people 
throughout the DOC who want to help others tap into the power of education. The 
department should develop training programs that teach people the skills needed to 
serve as tutors, teaching assistants, and educational facilitators. There are classrooms 
in almost every DOC facility that regularly sit empty hours out of each day. These empty 
spaces present an opportunity to allow trained incarcerated people to host study halls 
and nontraditional educational programming. It should be the goal of the DOC 
education division to have learning activities occurring in every classroom, at every 
available movement time, every day.   



 

18 
 

 

8. Eliminate Privatization 
 
Over the past 20 years, the DOC has shifted significant department responsibilities from 
the public sector to private for-profit corporations. Health care, mental health services, 
and substance use treatment services all are presently delivered by private vendors. 
Services for the incarcerated population, such as phone, email, video calls, canteen, 
clothing and appliances also are privatized. Even core rehabilitation programs are now 
operated by corporations.     –  
 
Wellpath, Keefe, Securus, and Spectrum combine to earn well over $200 million 
annually in Massachusetts by monetizing the incarceration of people. The business 
model has proved so lucrative that private equity firms have swarmed in over the past 
several years to acquire most of the major private vendors who hold contracts with the 
DOC (e.g., HIG, a $43 billion private equity firm owns Wellpath, the DOC's healthcare 
vendor, and Keefe, the DOC's commissary, clothing, appliance, email, and digital 
media vendor). Many of these contracts include provisions that provide substantial 
"commissions" to the DOC. For example, Keefe provides the DOC with 14% of all 
commissary sales. These commissions amount to unregulated fees that are passed 
along to incarcerated people and their families. The DOC uses the money collected 
from these kick back programs to fund everything from sports activities to officer 
overtime, thereby establishing a prison tax assessed on people in prison and those who 
support them.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the DOC eliminate its reliance on private corporations. Services 
like canteen, property, and rehabilitation programming – which the department 

 
"College was the most transformational experience during my time in prison. I grew 

up bouncing from one foster home to the next as a teenager. School was not 
something I enjoyed. It was something I survived. After serving ten years, the hard 
way, I was desperately seeking a way out of my old life. I saw college as my chance 

to hit reset. It did that and so much more. For the first time, I was exposed to 
political science, Shakespeare, and astronomy. Where I had once spent my days 

searching out hustles and drugs. I now found myself seeking out misplaced 
modifiers and philosophical theories. Six years later, I graduated summa cum laude. 
I entered college to seek an escape from my life. Instead, I discovered who I really 

was. More important, I discovered who I could be. I cannot imagine any punishment 
or program other than my college experience that would have allowed me to 

become the man I am today." 
 

~ One BU graduate at MCI-Norfolk 
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provided for decades – should again be operated by the DOC with the assistance of 
other agencies and groups. Where a service may prove to be far beyond the scope of 
the DOC, the department should attempt to meet its needs through other state 
agencies and nonprofit organizations before contracting with a private company. For 
example, DOC medical services could be managed by DPH with onsite care delivered 
through a collaboration of public health providers, including community health centers 
across Massachusetts. This model would increase the quality of care, lower costs, and 
invest dollars back into communities that are directly impacted by incarceration – rather 
than sending millions of dollars out of state to fuel private equity funds. Likewise, 
canteen could be managed by a nonprofit or MassCorr Industries. Incarcerated workers 
could learn the expanse of jobs required to manage a modern pick-and-pack facility. 
Residents would pay less for products, enjoy access to a greater variety of offerings, 
and have an increased say in the canteen process. In addition, nonprofit groups and 
area colleges could be tapped to develop solutions to replace the current profit driven 
digital media offerings (e-mail, education materials, music, videos, games, books, and 
news).   
 
We also recommend the DOC end all commission incentives in department contracts. 
The department should not rely on incarcerated people and their families to shoulder 
the costs associated with rehabilitation programs and educational activities. The DOC 
should have to fund these critical components through the department's annual 
budget. This transition could be supported in part by the DOC central accounts. The 
department funds these accounts by taking a percentage of each institution's 
commission proceeds. The amount of money parked in the central accounts has grown 
steadily over the past decade to the point where the department currently holds more 
than $2 million from commissions. 
 
9. Use Medical Parole  
 
The Legislature passed a medical law in 2018. Up to that point, Massachusetts was one 
of the only states not to have some form of medical parole. One fact that motivated the 
law's passage was that Massachusetts held the oldest incarceration population in the 
country. Another fact was that the DOC spends approximately $186 million annually on 
healthcare – more than 8 times the national average of per person, per day, correctional 
healthcare costs according to one study. Since passage, however, the DOC has 
attempted to contravene the law at every turn. The department has repeatedly refused 
to conduct risk assessment as required by law (and even when ordered by the Court), 
ignored the medical findings of doctors, used arbitrary and capricious reasoning to 
evaluate petitions, and implied improper legal standards in decisions. In the first three 
years of the law, the DOC averaged only four approved petitions per year. (At least two 
were deathbed paroles during Covid.) During the same time, the Courts overturned 
more than 30 of the DOC's denials. Unfortunately, others died before their appeals 
could be heard. Meanwhile, many others languish with limited ability to advocate on 
behalf of themselves for medical parole.   
 
The refusal of the DOC to use medical parole has pushed the department's healthcare 
system past a breaking point. The DOC spends a significant proportion of its budget 
on incarcerating the ill and elderly. Over the past decade, as the Massachusetts 
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incarcerated population has aged, the percentage of people requiring higher levels of 
care has exploded. The zero-sum business model used by the DOC's private medical 
vendor means that each dollar absorbed by the medically most vulnerable reduces the 
amount available for preventative and routine care to the general incarcerated 
population. In addition, the DOC's limited medical human resources, such as nurses 
and security staff (e.g., transportation officers), are also increasingly being stretched to 
manage the elderly and infirm.   
 
For the better part of a decade, the state has attempted to spend its way out of this crisis 
by more than tripling the amount of money dedicated to DOC health services. A closer 
examination of the issue reveals that the heart of the problem is not money, but 
resources. The DOC's medical vendor has been rocked especially hard by the staff 
shortages plaguing the medical industry. Since January 2022, Wellpath has attempted 
to use significant hiring bonuses, retention bonuses, and voluntary overtime bonuses 
to fill the ever-widening gaps in the company's staffing matrices. Nothing has worked. 
Over the past year, some DOC facilities have operated with staffing reduced by as much 
as 50%. A recent update from Wellpath revealed that MCI-Norfolk had 30 unfilled 
medical positions. This reality forces care to be triaged even amongst those requiring 
the most care.  
 
The staffing shortages also mean that there are far fewer medical staff members at each 
facility than needed to safely operate. The result of these shortages has been a 
reduction in preventative care, which allows acute issues to blossom into chronic issues. 
Sick Call Requests that are required by regulation to be answered in days often go 
unaddressed for weeks. This failing leads to extraordinary delays in accessing outside 
specialists and in obtaining medical procedures, even for serious medical issues. 
 
The collapse of the DOC's medical system is due in large part to the department's 
refusal to use medical parole as mandated by law. Elderly and infirm people who pose 
no measurable risk to society – many confined to the department's five expensive 
medical units or Lemuel Shattuck Hospital – inexplicably remain incarcerated. If the 
DOC simply used medical parole as prescribed, there would be many more medical 
resources to serve the general incarcerated population.  
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Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that the DOC evaluate for medical parole every person in custody over 
the age of 50 at least once every three years, regardless of whether or not a person has 
submitted a petition. (This would not prevent any person from requesting an evaluation 
on their own in accordance with the law.) This review must include an assessment for 
risk of violence using a standardized risk assessment tool as demanded by regulation. 
If a person is determined to be low risk by the assessment tool and meets the medical 
qualification, he or she must be released to a medical release plan approved by the 
Parole Board.  
 
We also recommend that the department consider any person permanently classified 
to any of the department's five clinical units (Departmental Infirmaries, Nursing Clinical 
Unit, Clinical Stabilization Units) or Lemuel Shattuck Hospital to be permanently 
incapacitated as defined by the law. The DOC should be required to evaluate each of 
these people every six months for medical parole. Any person in one of these units 
determined to be low risk should be released expeditiously.  
 
In addition, we recommend that the DOC, through its medical contractor, establish a 
standard evaluation process to assess progressive cognitive disorders, such as 

 
"Breathing has become my biggest concern lately. I require supplemental oxygen 

during the day and a noninvasive ventilator at night to breathe. The toughest thing is 
waiting to see what fails next. Before I was diagnosed with neurodegenerative disease 

last year, I was really active. I attended Mass weekly, graduated from Boston 
University, volunteered as a tutor, and engaged in scores of rehabilitative 

programming. I also ran almost every day in Norfolk's Runners Club. I loved running 
middle-distance. Today, I can't walk or even sit upright for extended periods of time 

unassisted. I rely on a wheelchair with special support straps and other devices to 
carry out basic tasks like eating and showering. My condition has deteriorated to the 

point that I have to be transported by ambulance anytime I go to an outside 
appointment. The Commissioner refuses to grant me medical parole arguing that as 

long as I can communicate and think, I pose a risk to society. The DOC's attorney 
even told a judge that my 17 years without any disciplinary tickets and my active 

program participation were a bad thing – simply evidence of my manipulative nature. 
My family has been prepared to care for me for over a year. We set up medical 

insurance, connected with doctors ready to care for me, and set up a room in our 
family home. But none of that matters to the Commissioner." 

 
~ *JK (a patient in MCI-Norfolk's Clinical Stabilization Unit) 

 
* Disclosure: JK chaired the special committee that drafted this briefing and served as 

the principal writer for the briefing. 
 



 

22 
 

dementia and Alzheimer's disease. Any person determined to be experiencing 
cognitive loss that is considered by doctors to be moderate or greater should be 
considered to be permanently incapacitated. All people showing signs of cognitive loss 
should be evaluated for medical parole every six months.  
 
And, we recommend that the DOC and Parole Board always attempt to place a medical 
parolee at home or as close to home as possible, regardless of where home is located. 
The DOC should also collaborate with DPH to establish regulations that will fill any 
financial gap created by MassHealth and Medicaid to ensure that housing and home 
health providers caring for people on medical parole can be compensated at market 
rates. 
 
10. Restore Furloughs 
 
In 1972, Governor Francis Sargent established sweeping changes to the Massachusetts 
correctional system through "The Reform Act." The statute established new regulations 
and programs – including a furlough program based in part on the successful furlough 
program Ronald Reagan had deployed in California when he served as the state's 
governor. In 1973, the SJC decided that all incarcerated people qualified for the 
furlough program. Furloughs allowed incarcerated people to receive up to 14 days on 
furlough throughout a year. (Each furlough could be no longer than 72 hours.)  
 
Furloughs were not simply weekend passes to go home as is often portrayed. The 
program allowed incarcerated people to attend family funerals, participate in outside 
rehabilitation programs, and seek care at outside clinics. 

 
In 1986, Willie Horton escaped while on furlough and fled to Maryland. There, he was 
convicted of assaulting a man and raping his fiancé. Even in the wake of this horrific 
crime, the furlough program continued to operate as one of the DOC's most successful 
rehabilitation and reentry opportunities because state officials recognized that the 

 
"I used to go to schools around Boston a few times a year to speak to students 

about my path to prison. I thought it was important to use some of the time the DOC 
gave me to go outside the walls to make sure others didn't have to end up inside 

the walls." 
 

~ One former furlough recipient serving a natural life sentence 
 

"The furlough process was intended to make a returning citizen's community 
reintegration less of a 'culture shock'." 

 
~ C.P. (AACC Chairman) 
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incident represented a rare exception, not a rule. The DOC reported that same year 
that the program had a 99% success rate.  
 
More than a year later, the now infamous Willie Horton campaign advertisement 
created by Lee Atwater aired during the presidential contest between Governor 
Michael Dukakis and George H.W. Bush. The heavily racialized spot in which the picture 
of Horton's face was intentionally darkened served as a dog whistle, especially to white 
suburban voters, many of whom viewed minorities – especially black men – as the 
source of increased rates of crime during the 1970s and 80s. Today, it is well established 
that the increase in crime was driven by a host of political and socioeconomic factors of 
the time, not race. In addition, the intentional over-policing of communities of color 
contributed to the false perception that men of color were the problem. But candidates 
on both sides of the aisle at the time found that being seen as "Tough on Crime" was a 
recipe for success. (Atwater later renounced his tactics and the racist and destructive 
policies they helped spawn.)  
 
When William Weld ran for governor in the 1990 election, he focused on "being tough" 
by rolling back many of the elements of "The Reform Act." As he famously told a 
gathering of Attorneys General, Governor Weld was determined "to reintroduce 
prisoners to the joy of busting rocks." One of the most publicized rollbacks was the 
Furlough Program. (Like Atwater, Governor Weld in recent years has expressed regret 
over his former position on the criminal legal system.)  
 
After the elimination of furloughs, positive parole rates plummeted in Massachusetts 
from 80% in 1980 to 33% in 2002. The numbers were even more stark for those serving 
parole eligible life sentences, which fell as low as 6% in 1997. There is strong data to 
indicate that the decline in parole rates was driven in part by the lack of access to 
meaningful rehabilitation and reentry programs, especially the Furlough Program.  
 
Interestingly, Governor Weld did not terminate the furlough program, nor did any of 
the governors who followed. The governor simply ordered the DOC not to approve any 
further requests – an order that stands today. The furlough program remains codified 
in the Code of Massachusetts Regulations. 

 
"The Furlough Pilot Program... help[s] reshape the thinking of incarcerated persons 
who get to see what the world is like today, preparing them to be more productive 

and effective citizens." 
 

~ AACC letter to Governor-elect Maura Healey 
 

"This is a rehabilitation tool like no other. Furlough help people to reintegrate back 
into society by re-establishing trust within the communities they will return to."  

 
~ T.G. (AACC Legal Department) 
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Recommendation: 
 
We recommend rescinding the order that blocks the DOC from offering furloughs. We 
also recommend investing in a modern Furlough Program focused on rehabilitation 
and reentry.  
 
We recommended supporting the AACC's Furlough Pilot Program established through 
the Harriet Tubman Project. The Pilot Program vets incarcerated people for furloughs. 
The program also builds community ties that helps incarcerated people to re-establish 
ways of thinking about existing within communities while better protecting 
communities through reduced recidivism. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
"The data is clear: furloughs are smart, cost effective, and the most humane way to 

combat death by incarceration."  
 

~ O.A.R. (former AACC member & returned citizen) and C.P. (AACC Chairman)   
 



Other 
Incarcerated 
Voices 
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Creating Meaningful Public Safety:  
A Briefing on the Massachusetts Department of Correction 

from Incarcerated Community Members at Old Colony 
Correctional Center  

  
This briefing was compiled by incarcerated community members of Old Colony 
Correctional, including representatives and members of the African Heritage Coalition, 
Mending Souls, City Missions, and the Old Colony Chapter of the Lifers’ Group.  
  
African Heritage Coalition is a self-help group that provides cultural awareness, 
historical narratives in social context of the African Diaspora to its membership.  
Through education, seminars and workshops, we develop and improve social values, 
establish moral character, and effectively resist negative social-cultural impacts.  The 
AHC is at the vanguard of developing culturally competent courses and activities that 
empower incarcerated people.  
  
Mending Souls is a restorative justice designed curriculum which explores personal and 
social rehabilitation, responsibility and community restoration.  Through this work 
program members build recovery models, improve self-worth and cultivate 
reintegration processes that will place them safely back into their communities. 
  
City Missions is a self-help group that provides leadership training to encourage civic 
engagement.    
  
Lifers’ Group - Old Colony Chapter carries the legacy first established at MCI-Norfolk in 
the 1960’s. We provide safe and positive group structure and forms to discuss self-
improvement, rehabilitation and successful re-entry.  We hold education and training 
seminars for commutations, pardons, and parole preparation.  We also develop 
position papers and policies around criminal justice reform and institutional policies 
and procedures.  
  
Introduction  
 
We agree with those recommendations put forth by incarcerated community members 
at Norfolk.  In addition to the ten items outlined in their report, we have identified the 
following four additional items that we believe should be incorporated – 1) ending life 
without parole; 2) presumptive parole; 3) civilian oversight; and 4) adequate wages.    
 
These recommendations were developed in collaboration with incarcerated people 
from Old Colony Correctional Center who lack access to computers, organizational 
capacity, and the support that is readily available at MCI-Norfolk.   
 
Although some of the key issues may fall outside of the Governor’s direct authority, they 
do sit firmly within your office’s interests, and demand your voice and leadership to 
enact change and ensure the safety of the public, incarcerated persons, and staff.  A 
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holistic approach to the state’s health, safety, and security is the Chief Executive’s 
responsibility.  
  
11. Ending Life Without Parole:  
 
Presently, everyone serving a LWOP sentence in Massachusetts has no opportunity for 
parole, and therefore are robbed of their humanity and the opportunity to display 
rehabilitation.  We propose everyone serving LWOP sentences be afforded the 
opportunity to seek parole.  A parole hearing is not a guarantee of release.  Rather, it’s 
an opportunity for an individual to present to the parole board rehabilitated character, 
accountability, growth, healing and why he/she no longer poses a risk to public 
safety.  Through the pillars of Restorative Justice, and providing all parties with more 
choices, ending LWOP gives victims the justice they deserve and the offending 
individual opportunity to be held accountable for his/her actions.  
 
Our current system does not provide enough opportunities for victims to tell their 
stories, or for offenders to express remorse, denying the community the opportunity to 
heal.  One of the few opportunities comes at a parole hearing.  A second-degree lifer 
must go to the parole board and be accountable.  This means admission of guilt, and 
insight into the crime.  Accountability leads to some healing for the wounded.  A 
sentence of LWOP denies answers to questions that many families may want for 
closure.  In many situations, the offender takes those answers to his grave and families 
are left wondering about these details.  A sentence of LWOP denies families the 
accountability that comes with a parole hearing.  
 
The importance of prioritizing victims of crime is pivotal in the elimination of 
LWOP.  While LWOP does incapacitate the offender, unfortunately LWOP denies 
victims personal control and empowerment.  When the offender acknowledges 
responsibility, offers to make amends, and apologizes, the person harmed is 
empowered to judge the sincerity and adequacy of the offering.  This interaction can 
help restore the victim as an empowered member of the community.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
For those serving LWOP, the opportunity for relief is only through the commutation 
process, which permits LWOP sentences to be reduced.  However, they are rarely 
successful.  Until this past year, there has only been one commutation since 1997, and 
that individual was wrongfully convicted.  The commutation process is broken. As a 
result, there is no relief for those serving LWOP sentences and no chance of 
redemption.  However, it has not always been this way, and should not continue to be 
this way.  LWOP was not the original intent when life sentences became law.  
 
A second-degree life sentence accomplishes the same objective in not releasing those 
who are dangerous, unrepentant, or not rehabilitated.  Changing the model of LWOP 
does not mean a “get-out-of-jail-free” card.  Changing the model means greater 
accountability because in order to obtain release one must show and prove without a 
doubt to a parole board that they are repentant and rehabilitated.  Changing the model 
of LWOP means that at sentencing we are not making a final judgment on a human 
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being.  We are allowing the capacity to change.  If there is a final judgment and LWOP 
is imposed, we are in fact saying the capacity to change does not exist and hope has no 
place in prison.  No one is above the law and accountability is necessary.  An end to 
LWOP in no way skirts punishment, but allows everyone an opportunity for 
accountability, change, and redemption.  
  
12. Presumptive Parole  
 
The parole board today has the authority to deny parole for any reason.  The legal and 
legislative guidelines relied upon to make these decisions are from an era when our 
country was facing headlines of “Tough on Crime”, “Truth in Sentencing”, and “Super 
Predators.”  Since then, much of the information that these decisions were based on 
have proven false, particularly, the misconception that lengthier prison sentences deter 
criminal activity.  In fact, the “lock ‘em up and throw away the key” mentality has only 
proven to harm the poorest in our society and have little effect on reducing 
crime.  Rehabilitation and public safety can, and should be at the forefront of parole 
decisions.  
 
The parole board is directed by the laws of Massachusetts as determined by the 
legislature and interpreted by the Supreme Judicial Court.  Those guidelines require 
the parole board to determine if these four goals of sentencing have been 
achieved.  The Supreme Judicial Court determined the four goals of sentencing as (a) 
punishment of the individual, (b) deterrence, (c) incapacitation to protect the public 
from further harm, and (d) rehabilitation of the individual [see Commonwealth V 
Goodwin, 414 Mass. 88 (1993)].  This does not mean the parole board has the legal 
authority or means to impose a sentence or “resentencing” of an inmate.  Yet, in 
considering the facts of the crime they have consistently increased the punishment 
imposed by the court: a fact that has become more prevalent in parole hearings for 
those serving life sentences.  In those hearings, the board has placed a tremendous 
amount of emphasis on the facts of the crime while ignoring substantial rehabilitative 
change. This factor will never change if we continue with a retributive parole system.  
 
Several examples of how the parole board has encroached on the judiciary can be 
found in review hearings dating back to 2009.  One prisoner who was seeking parole 
on a second-degree murder conviction was denied by the parole board stating the 
prisoner had not been, “sufficiently punished for a premeditated murder.”  The board 
denied another prisoner by stating he “has embarked on a pathway towards 
rehabilitation.  He has engaged in programming that addresses issues of violence and 
has made good use of his time, whether through programming, working or seeking 
education opportunities.  However, 15 years on a life sentence for a violent robbery 
which he planned and executed with a gun resulting in murder is simply not enough 
time to achieve the goals of sentencing”.  Another was told by a parole board member 
during his hearing that “you should be serving a first (degree sentence).”  These are just 
a few portions of decisions chosen in an effort to show how little the parole board 
considers rehabilitation as a factor in determining parole decisions.  In essence, parole 
has become a means to lengthen sentences to full term rather than establish the earliest 
release date.  
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Recommendation: 
 
The only grounds for denial of parole should be based on credible evidence that the 
prisoner in front of the board still presents an unacceptable risk of re-offending if 
released.  No other criteria should matter.  An effective parole system that wants people 
to succeed will start with the assumption that success is possible.  
 
Changing this presumption would create powerful new incentives for the entire 
system.  The Department of Correction would have an incentive to creative meaningful 
programs, and incarcerated people would have an incentive to enroll and successfully 
complete them.  An effective presumptive parole system would have elements of those 
often found in Mississippi, New Jersey, Michigan, and Hawaii.  In the final analysis, 
presumptive parole is a positive step forward for a state that has long been recognized 
as a leader in progressive policies and practices.  Adopting this legislative initiative will 
only solidify that belief.  Parole works! Why not rely on it more and enhance it in an effort 
to streamline the parole process, utilize it to save money, reduce the inmate population, 
and make release more definitive while also injecting hope into a hopeless 
environment.    
  
13. Civilian Oversight  
  
“The United States is an anomaly on the world stage.  Prisons and jails in this country 
are among the most opaque public institutions in our society.  We have erected massive 
walls and razor wire fences around these buildings, placed them in remote corners of 
each state, limited public access to these spaces, and restricted information that can 
reveal what is happening inside the walls.  We lack reliable data pertinent to the health, 
safety and well-being of people in custody, and cannot even assess the relative safety 
or danger of any particular facility.”  
 
In contrast to our peer nations, most states in this country lack oversight mechanisms 
that can prevent harm in prisons and jails by allowing independent officials to routinely 
monitor conditions of confinement.  As a result, prisoners face more danger not only 
from each other, but also from those who are tasked with their care, custody, and 
correction.  Lack of Department of Correction oversight creates a black hole of sorts for 
the taxpayer, whose money is to be used for rehabilitation and reform of incarcerated 
citizens, but effective use of tax dollars is difficult if not impossible to gauge.  The DOC 
is allowed to allocate funds as it sees fit, but is not accountable for results.  In a perverse 
trend from 2011 onward, correctional spending in Massachusetts has increased while 
the average daily population in correctional facilities at the county and state level has 
decreased.  In a 2016 paper by the public interest group MassINC that looks at 
correctional expenditure in Massachusetts, it is written that there is a need for budget 
makers to take a more active role in helping correctional administrators overcome the 
inertia that makes it difficult to reallocate dollars within their agencies.  An independent 
Oversight Commission can not only be a proactive advocate for prison conditions and 
effectiveness, but can also help ensure that the goals of the Department of Correction 
are being honestly established and achieved.  
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Currently the MADOC is a bureaucracy that most often is compelled to change or make 
improvements when pressured by the courts or by negative press.  This cannot stand, 
because the taxpayers of Massachusetts deserve a penal system that is dynamic and 
responsive to the needs of the Commonwealth and is tasked with rehabilitating.  The 
MADOC’s goals are to prepare those who have been convicted of a crime to become 
productive citizens while serving out their sentence.  A system that is reactive will never 
realistically achieve this goal.  Independent oversight can be a useful tool for the 
MADOC to better deploy the resources that Massachusetts’ taxpayers have entrusted 
to it, resources that are used to more effectively rehabilitate returning citizens and to 
lower the rate of recidivism among them.  A proactive MADOC guided by a neutral 
oversight body is in the best interest of the taxpayers, MADOC administrators and staff, 
and ultimately incarcerated citizens.   
 
Recommendation:  
 
We propose creating an independent corrections Oversight Committee with an Office 
of the Ombudsman whose key objectives are to improve inmate and staff safety, reduce 
litigation, foster good public administration and most importantly reduce 
recidivism.  An autonomous Oversight Committee will be a productive mechanism for 
bringing accountability, consistency, and best practices to a hide-bound institution that 
operates with impunity.  
 
The potential for benefits among stakeholders is substantial.  Various departments, 
facilities, and entire corrections agencies have the greatest possibility to develop a 
culture of collaboration, improvement, and professionalism, rather than one based on 
tradition, secrecy, fear, and resistance to change.  Oversight can initiate greater 
openness and discussions of what corrections systems can reasonably accomplish and 
what is needed to achieve a more responsible and rehabilitative agency.  Findings from 
an independent Oversight Committee can also be used to more effectively manage 
and develop policy that can correct historically racial and discriminatory practices that 
are pervasive throughout MADOC. 
  
14. Adequate Wages  
 
Inmates who have jobs that pay a living wage and are able to leave carceral institutions 
with a respectable balance in their savings account have lower recidivism 
rates.  Maintaining a low recidivism rate is ostensibly in the interest of the DOC, the 
parole board, and certainly the Massachusetts taxpayer.  Succinctly, a low recidivism 
rate is a public safety concern as well as a fiscal necessity.  Yet the DOC’s practices 
regarding inmate wages run counter to maintaining low recidivism rates and do not 
adequately prepare inmates to become productive members of society.   
 
The primary purpose for institutional savings is to ensure that the inmate shall be 
released with enough funds to aid in acquiring a residence and to be able to afford the 
expenses related to reintegrating in a community upon discharge or parole.  
 
The Massachusetts Department of Correction is failing to abide by the regulations it is 
bound to implement.  Wage levels, which were set in 1974 and have barely changed in 



 

31 
 

two generations, run counter to the DOC’s stated mission.  Current levels of inmate 
wages do not serve the citizens of Massachusetts but instead cost taxpayers more 
money with higher rates and increase the burden on already struggling poverty-
stricken families.   
 
Increased prisoner wages will lead to a lower recidivism rate and save taxpayers the 
cost of re-housing and in some cases, re-trying repeat offenders.  Increased inmate 
wages will make returning citizens more self-sufficient and more hirable.  Studies show 
and experience proves that the more inmates are prepared to contribute to the 
community, the lower the recidivism rate and thus, they are a lesser burden to the 
taxpayer.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
Historically, Massachusetts has been a leader in progressive causes.  A meaningful 
wage for meaningful work in prison ought to be part of the social justice movement. 
The citizens of Massachusetts, leaders in the 19th century’s abolitionist movements and 
in the 21st century social justice movement, are beginning to understand they are 
morally bound to take the lead on setting and enacting a realistic wage policy for those 
in the Commonwealth’s prisons.  The Harshbarger report listed a number of 
findings.  Specifically, the MADOC does not adequately prepare inmates for release to 
the community.  The report suggests, in broad terms, one aspect of addressing this 
sobering observation: the department should hold inmates more accountable for 
participation in productive activities designed to reduce the likelihood they will re-
offend.  
 
One way of holding inmates more accountable is providing incentive through higher 
wages.  Realistic work scenarios, meaningful work experience, and development of 
market demanding job skills prepare newly released inmates for re-integration into the 
workforce and community.  The benefits: their tax burden is curtailed, families are more 
likely to be reintegrated, communities strengthened, and motivated, and productive 
workers enter the economy.  
  
Respectfully Submitted by,  
  
Tanzerious Anderson  
Prisoner Empowerment Project Prisoner Volunteer (PLS’ Race Equity in Corrections 
Initiative)/Mending Souls Chair/Alternative to Violence Project Chair  
  
Patrick Grier  
African Heritage Coalition Vice-Chair  
  
Dirceu Semedo  
African Heritage Coalition Chair  
  
Shawn Fisher  
Lifers’ Group Chair  
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Creating Meaningful Public Safety: 

A Briefing on the Massachusetts Department of Correction 
from Incarcerated Community Members at MCI-Concord 

  
This briefing was compiled by the African Heritage Coalition (AHC), Spanish United, 
and the Asian Pacific Islander Cultural Alliance (APICA) of MCI Concord. We agree with 
the Governor’s Briefing compiled by Norfolk, but we feel that there are other equally 
pressing matters which we have enclosed.   
 
AHC, SU, and APICA are organizations/programs operated by incarcerated people to 
serve all those incarcerated within the state prison of MCI Concord. These groups assist 
individuals in becoming connected with their cultural roots, history, and community, 
along with accessing programs, services, education, entrepreneurship, civic duties, 
cultural and self-empowerment, etc.   
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Forward and Introduction 
 
Governor Healey,   
 

This matter is presented to you by the incarcerated people who are in desperate 
need of positive development and true rehabilitative efforts within the Department of 
Corrections (DOC). Presently there are numerous problems within the DOC that 
negatively impact all rehabilitative efforts of the incarcerated people of the DOC, such 
as (a) the DOC staffs’ ideology of job security over rehabilitation; (b) discriminatory 
practices, policies, standard operating procedures (SOP), etc., that target and 
negatively impact Black, Indigenous & People of Color (BIPOC) who are incarcerated 
and within the community; (c) lack of educational support and empowerment; and (d) 
lack of rehabilitative progress needed for incarcerated individuals to transition to 
productive citizens of the community.   
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1. The DOC’s Deliberate Acts of Misidentifying Individuals’ Race & 
Ethnicity/Truth in Numbers  

 
For decades, the Massachusetts DOC has deliberately misidentified individuals’ race in 
order to skew the data of the racial disparities within the DOC. This has led to 
inaccurate/misleading numbers that hinder state efforts to address inequalities, better 
rehabilitation efforts, sentencing disparities, inequalities within the DOC (such as 
classification, disciplinary, parole, visitation, etc., disparities). There is no doubt about 
the racial inequality that plagues the investigatory process and judicial system across 
America. Even Massachusetts has a long-standing history of being plagued with racial 
inequality, with recent scandals of racism and improper use of informants/witnesses, 
such as within the Plymouth County’s District Attorney’s Office. It is vital for the Governor 
to require the DOC to cease and desist falsely identifying individuals as races other than 
what they are. When the DOC labels individuals who are Hispanic, Cape Verdean, etc., 
as White or White Hispanic skewing the numbers, it has a significant effect on the data. 
This hides the true disparity from the statistics, so it is not giving an accurate account of 
the number of BIPOC prisoners incarcerated within the Massachusetts DOC. Not only 
is it misleading the public of the true numbers of BIPOC prisoners incarcerated, it is also 
misleading as to parole (or denied parole), housing in institutions, disparity in the 
sentence structures (as it is known that BIPOC individuals are sentenced more severely 
than their counterparts), classification, etc. This act by the DOC also misleads the 
legislative body, the courts, etc. The true disparity within Massachusetts DOC should 
be known, because it also reflects many forms of injustices. Further, these false numbers 
weaken the importance of needing culturally appropriate products, programs, 
education, etc.  
  
Recommendation: 
 
Require the Commissioner of the DOC to cease and desist falsely identifying individuals 
as races other than they are. To prevent the dissemination of misleading data to the 
public, legislature, courts, etc.   
  
2. Strengthening Family and Community Support Through 

Communications   
  
It is well known that incarcerated individuals’ support systems are vital to their successful 
rehabilitation. The stronger their support system, the greater the chances of their 
successful reintegration into the community. The DOC is excessively limiting and 
weakening the communications with incarcerated individuals’ and their families and 
friends through utilizing excessive oppressive means negatively effecting the bonds 
between incarcerated individuals their families and community support. For example, 
the DOC can take around 1 to 2 days to forward emails. The average email takes around 
a day to be forwarded, visitation is extremely restrictive and oppressive, etc.   
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Recommendation: 
 
Require the DOC to:  
  

A. Ensure immediate emails and instant messaging (as the DOC has the 
technology to do this, and this technology is being utilized in other states 
including the federal prisons and high security prisons, so it is not a security 
issue) or in the alternative emails processed every hour;  
B. Expand incarcerated individuals’ phone call list from only 10 individuals 
to up to 30 individuals, or allow incarcerated individuals to be able to change 
their numbers on their call list anytime through pressing 9 as other states 
allow (this is an option within Rhode Island’s Adult Correctional Institution 
(ACI), who also use the same phone company, Securus);  
C. Expand our visiting list from 8 people to at least 25 (if unable to do away 
with the limited visitation list period);  
D. Longer video visits (as incarcerated individuals’ family and friends are 
being charged more than $5 for 20 minutes);  
E. Video visits on the tablets to allow more visitation, as the one video visit 
station on the unit for 90 individuals severely restricts family and friends from 
being able to schedule visits.   

 
*The DOC already has the technology and capabilities to provide the above without 
any additional costs.   
  
3. To Have Access to Educational Legal Material on the Tablets (due to 

the DOC has shown it has the capabilities to do this)  
  
It has been shown throughout history that adequate access to legal education has made 
a substantial positive difference within communities. From the push for equality, 
prisoners’ rights, addressing wrongful convictions, etc. legal education is vital for the 
positive development of communities. As the BIPOC population has already suffered 
enough from deficient education within neglected BIPOC communities, the DOC seeks 
to continue this trend. Incarcerated individuals are not provided with adequate access 
to the law library. That in conjunction with being in programs, work, random shutdowns 
or canceled movements, extremely limited space within the small law libraries, etc., 
further limits access to legal education/law library (and the law library is closed 
throughout the weekends). What also must be factored in is the fact that during COVID 
(and other forms of lock downs for long durations) we are not provided with law library 
access. The DOC has the capability to provide adequate law education access on 
tablets. But the DOC chose to immediately remove this access from the tablets. This 
seems to be a deliberate strategy to ensure that the incarcerated population is not able 
to effectively learn their rights, and the laws that govern the DOC, parole, living 
conditions, etc., thus, resembling some of the old draconian tactics. Knowledge is 
power and limiting and/or preventing access to knowledge goes to the American 
history of White Supremacy, due to it seems that keeping the BIPOC prisoners ignorant 
is the DOC’s goal (as we have constant opposition towards college programs, cultural 
educational and programs, etc.). Law education is vital due to it governing:   
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A. Incarcerated individuals’ living conditions;  
B. The DOC’s powers and the extent of their authority;  
C. The Parole Board’s powers and the extent of their authority;  
D. Enlightenment of civic duties, etc.  

  
Adequate access to legal education for incarcerated individuals is also a safety matter 
and is vital to lower any physical altercation with correctional officers, due to it 
empowering incarcerated individuals by informing them of the correct means of 
addressing matters instead of resulting in verbal combativeness that staff may perceive 
as a threat and result in correctional officers acting with force. Further, there is an ugly 
history of BIPOC prisoners being wrongfully convicted throughout the United States 
(whether it be on trumped up charges or completely innocent, for example the black 
populations make up 13% of the population, but 53% of the 3,200 exonerations (see 
The Grio News with Eboni K. Williams. 12/16/22)) and being deprived of the 
opportunity to have adequate access to the law library/legal education deprives 
individuals of being able to have the ability to address these matters. Unfortunately, the 
truth of the matter is, for most individuals who are incarcerated, education within prison 
is likely the only form of education that they may have access to.    

  
Recommendation: 
 
Require the DOC to provide access to the electronic law library on the educational 
tablets that have been passed out to all incarcerated individuals. Legal education is just 
as important as other forms of education and it intellectually empowers individuals by 
enlightening them on the correct means to address matters of constitutional, statutory, 
etc., violations.   
  
4. Diversity Within the Staffing of the DOC  
  
Presently the DOC lacks diversity. The DOC has failed to diversify its staff at the 
administrative level and within the high positions of the Commissioner's office. Thus, 
leading to complete disregard of BIPOC matters and the furtherance of 
discriminatory/racist policies, SOPs, etc., being passed targeting BIPOC prisoners, their 
families and community members. For example, the DOC has passed a standard 
operating guideline for events (these are vital cultural events that promote peace, 
cultural and community rebuilding and unity) that limits the amount of the guests from 
the community who support BIPOC events and programs to a maximum of 5 guests, 
while the DOC has excluded this same restriction from being applied to white events. 
For example, July 22, 2022, the DOC allowed more than 12 guests to come in and 
support a white event, while limiting the BIPOC event on August 29, 2022, 
commemorating Juneteenth to just 5 outside guests. This is just one of many racist 
policies and SOPs created by the DOC to target the BIPOC population. These practices 
by the DOC further target and marginalize the BIPOC population. These acts by the 
DOC aren’t accidental or overlooked, as the discriminatory practices have been made 
bright to the attention of the DOC by individuals via complaints/grievances, etc. But 
instead of correcting these discriminatory actions, the DOC has doubled down and 
further their discriminatory practices.  
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Recommendation: 
 
Require the DOC to diversify its staff on all levels within administrations in institutions 
and the commissioner’s office, along with require the DOC to cease and desist 
conducting and implementing discriminatory practices, policies, SOPs, etc.   
  
5. Help Implement Legislations to Provide Legitimate Oversight 

Authority Over the DOC  
  
Presently, the DOC doesn’t have any real authoritative oversight committee to oversee 
the DOC to ensure that the DOC is in compliance with existing laws, regulations and 
constitutional rights. This will likely save taxpayers substantial money due to there being 
less of a need for the excessive funding of the DOC Legal Division which has defended 
the DOC’s wrongful actions at the expense of the citizens.   
  
Recommendation: 
 
To support a structure and/or help push for legislation that will provide some type of 
authority for an agency (outside of the DOC and parole) to implement an oversight 
committee with authority to implement consequence(s) against the DOC and parole for 
their violation(s) of existing regulations, laws, and state and federal constitutional 
rights.   
  
Conclusion   

We would like to reiterate that we do support the Governor’s Briefing compiled by 
Norfolk, but we also believe that the above are equally pressing matters which also 
should be considered and actively addressed.   
  
Justice Ainooson, African Heritage Coalition Chairman 
  
Randy Arias, Spanish United Chairman  
 
Peter Bin, Asian Pacific Islander Cultural Alliance Chairman  
 
December 17, 2022  
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Creating Meaningful Public Safety:  
A Briefing on the Massachusetts Department of Correction 

from Incarcerated Community Members at Souza-
Baranowski Correctional Center  

   
This briefing was compiled by incarcerated community members at SBCC.  We agree 
with the briefing compiled by Norfolk and the other facilities.  Additionally, we would 
like to add the following recommendations specifically affecting the rehabilitation of 
inmates at SBCC and in the DDU. 
 

 
1. Eliminate Discretionary Powers of Correctional Staff and Establish 

Statutory Mandates to Enforce Existing and New Policies 
 
The Massachusetts Department of Corrections (DOC) has developed a culture of 
corruption that is inconsistent with fundamental principles of rehabilitation.  All facets 
of rehabilitation, which include classification, education, employment, disciplinary and 
even food services, amongst others, are based on the discretionary powers of DOC 
personnel, which are primarily used in the interest of the DOC and not the rehabilitation 
of inmates. This conflict has created an unhealthy environment which severely 
compromises inmates will to be rehabilitated.  
 
Recommendation:  
 
We recommend that a committee be created to review all concerns of the inmate 
population and that the discretionary powers of the DOC be removed (or curtailed) and 
replaced with mandates to enforce existing and new policies establishing minimum 
custody and care requirements.  

 
2. Establish Property Rights for Inmates 

 
While our Constitution affords all citizens the right to property, Massachusetts courts 
decided that incarcerated people in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts have no such 
rights. This decision creates opportunity for retaliatory practices which allow DOC staff 
to destroy inmate property with impunity.   
 
One such incident happened to an inmate currently housed at SBCC.  He does not have 
outside family support and therefore worked to save up money while he was in a 
medium security facility to buy over six hundred dollars of new property.  While waiting 
for his order to be filled, he was transferred to SBCC.  SBCC deemed his order 
contraband when it finally arrived.  Rather than return the order, they excepted the 
order just to contraband the items and then allegedly “destroyed” them. This was done 
despite the fact that the inmate could eventually return to a lower security facility where 
the property is allowed. This person had a legitimate financial interest and suffered a 
burdensome loss. Without laws explicitly protecting inmate property and their families 
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and friends who also have a monetary interest at stake when an inmates’ property is 
destroyed, the Courts will not hold anyone liable for the losses that inmates routinely 
suffer, nor make this class of citizens whole for said losses.  
 
The DOC should be required to develop a uniform property policy for medium and 
maximum prisons, or in the alternative, require that an inmates’ property be held in 
storage on any return to higher custody/security. When an inmates’ property is returned 
to higher security, they must divest themselves of property they lawfully possessed at 
those custody levels (i.e., medium, minimum, pre-release, etc.) because this is not 
allowed at the higher custody level. An inmate can request long term storage, but the 
approval of such request is dependent on the subjective determination of the 
approving authority. In 2018/2019 the DOC started selling electric razors. The costs of 
the razors were $25.00 and $50.00. The reason for selling the electric razors was the 
traditional razors were no longer allowed in the maximum. When an inmate left the max 
and went to the medium his razor automatically became “contraband” and had to be 
sent out or destroyed. Approximately one year later, electric razors were sold in the 
mediums! The current policy/practice is costly to prisoners and their families and only 
serve to enrich the companies that sell to inmates. Uniform systems have been 
successfully implemented in other states. Massachusetts should implement a similar 
system.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that a comprehensive study is conducted regarding issues concerning 
inmate property in the DOC and therefrom legislation be enacted to create property 
rights for inmates and establish a uniform property policy for medium and maximum 
facilities.  

 
3. Establish Communication Rights for Inmates 

 
The DOC has become accustom to using its broad discretion, under the guise of 
“security” or “penological interest” to either restrict access to attorneys’ private 
investigators and other legal entities, or altogether deny access when they (DOC staff) 
deem it necessary or simply because an officer feels like it.  This includes phone calls 
and visits.  They have even held legal mail for extended periods of time.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that a comprehensive study is conducted regarding the issues of legal 
communications within the department and therefrom legislatively enact rights 
securing legal communications for inmates.  
 
4. Establish Visiting Rights for Inmates 

 
While visits are a privilege and not a right, once an inmate has earned that privilege 
there is an interest that should be protected.  At this time, it is not.  Family and friends 
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have been harassed by DOC staff, denied entry and visits canceled without cause.  
Many inmates have suffered these losses which intimidates, separates, alienates and 
isolates inmates from loved ones.  With the advancements in understanding the impact 
that mental health has on people it should not be hard to imagine how this can severely 
affect inmate rehabilitation, mental health and ultimately reentry and recidivism.  
Visitors are also affected. 

 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that a comprehensive study be conducted on the issue of visits in the 
DOC, and therefrom legislation be enacted to secure the rights of inmates and their 
visitors alike. 

 
5. Secures Inmates Rights to Safe Food and Clean Water 

 
The DOC, in the mid to late two thousands removed many items off of the general 
population menu that either contained sugar or could be fermented.  Those items 
included fresh juice and products with sugar. They replaced those items with 
carcinogenic rich substitutes.  And since then have further reduced access to other 
items such as fresh fruits.  Likewise, in an effort to lower the food budget, soy has been 
heavily fed to inmates.  Soy, in large amounts is suspected of being a carcinogen and 
promotes high estrogen levels.   
 
The drinking and showering water, throughout the DOC also contribute to health 
issues.  The DOC and EPA have been aware of this problem for some time and have 
made very little efforts to protect inmates.  The visitors and staff are warned not to drink 
the institution’s water.  At the same time inmates must buy safe drinking water, which 
can be a financial burden, and with canteen restrictions/limitations, it is impossible to 
get enough safe water.  There is no option for safe shower water. 

 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that a comprehensive study be conducted on the issue of inmate diet 
and water exposure in MA DOC and therefrom legislation be enacted to establish 
minimal standards for safe food and water for inmates.  Furthermore, we recommend 
that all DOC employees be precluded from bringing in outside food. Instead, 
employees should be provided with free meals in the staff dining area. This will prevent 
the introduction of contraband, and increase the quality of all the food served in the 
prison for inmates and staff alike.   
 
6. Remove Control of Video Surveillance from DOC Staff and Create an 

Independent Department Controlled by Diverse Civilian Staff 
 

The DOC has a history of manipulating, hiding, destroying and releasing to the public, 
videos of incidents, and/or parts of the same, to further its narrative. Many of these 
videos, if viewed in their entirety, would completely or partially vindicate inmates in 
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disciplinary actions and/or expose staff misconduct.  Unfortunately, this type of footage 
is rarely released because it remains in the control of the DOC. 
 
There is now a pilot body camera program going on at SBCC.  However, the program 
is proving to be ineffective because DOC staff are still permitted to manipulate when 
and what footage is being captured. Inmates recently witnessed a superior officer order 
an officer who was fitted with a body camera to leave the immediate area of a cell where 
an inmate was being assaulted by staff members.   
 
This type of misconduct by DOC staff is not uncommon.  DOC staff have thrown away 
grievances filed by inmates in DDU who complain about staff misconduct.  Even higher-
ranking staff have engaged in similar behaviors and gone as far as to falsify reports in 
retaliation against inmates. There are also “blind spot” areas that are out of camera view 
where staff have taken inmates to be assaulted. 
 
Without independent control and legislative mandates to properly implement the body 
camera pilot program and other video surveillance efforts, the mental health and 
rehabilitation of inmates and ultimately public safety will continue to be in grave 
jeopardy due to actions of staff throughout the department. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that an independent department be created to control and preserve 
all video cameras and footage throughout DOC and that a study of each facility be 
conducted to identify and secure any “blind spots” that may fall outside of video 
coverage.  The department should be comprised of civilians, in offices located off-sight 
(regional cities).  This new department would create jobs for the public and restore trust 
and accountability in the DOC.  Likewise the polices and procedures for the Body 
Camera Program should be fashioned by legislators or another neutral body free from 
DOC influence.  

 
7. Expand Education to Maximum Security Facilities 

 
Programming and educational opportunities are extremely limited at SBCC. Education 
creates opportunity.  Opportunity rehabilitates.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that opportunities for education be mandated for all inmates without 
regard to his/her security level through executive and/or legislative action.  

 
8. Racial Sensitivity Training for all Correctional Staff 
 
Considering the percentage of people of color who are confined within the Department 
of Correction and the percentage of non-persons of color working within the DOC, 
racial sensitivity training should be mandated. The lack of such training is indicative of 
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officials’ attitudes (toward the prisoners) when it comes to race relations between the 
confined and the employed.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that a Diversity, Equity and Inclusion Officer be hired by the 
Department to serve as an advocate for BIPOC prisoners and BIPOC DOC staff and that 
racial and cultural sensitivity trainings be required for all DOC staff. 
  
9. Mandatory Spot Inspections 
 
Whenever DOC facilities are scheduled for an audit, officials get advanced notification. 
Consequently, time and effort are poured into complying with the standards, however, 
after the audit is over the institution falls back into a state of non-compliance. In one 
audit DOC facilities had over 600 violations. Those violations were despite having 
advanced notice and preparations. Imagine the violations that could be found outside 
of audit times. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that an independent body be authorized to perform randomized 
unscheduled facility inspections throughout DOC. 
 
10. Establish Independent Grievance and Disciplinary Boards 
 
Grievance coordinators and disciplinary hearing officers are all correctional employees.  
By default, their positions and relationship with involved officers present a conflict of 
interest which prevents them from being neutral arbitrators, particularly when 
allegations of staff misconduct is alleged.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
We recommend that an independent office or department be charged with resolving 
all inmate grievances and disciplinary hearings.  
  
11. Require a Diverse DOC Workforce Reflective of the Respective 

Prison Population 
  
Strong racial currents run through the DOC. Prisoners and officers of color both 
experience it. Having a more diversified work force, with people of color in positions of 
authority, would undercut the obvious racial animosity. In addition, it would help even 
the playing field when it comes to the unconscious bias of DOC staff who have the 
discretion to determine things like an inmates’ job and/or classification etc.   
  
 
 
 



 

43 
 

Recommendation: 
 
Establish an independent DEI department that would be responsible for ensuring 
diversity in hiring throughout the ranks of the DOC. 
 
12. Establish Objective Based Criteria for Hiring Inmates.  
 
At present, officers hire based on their preference. This subjective criteria leads to 
discrimination. Most of the coveted jobs are held by white inmates and have been (with 
the exception of a sprinkling of color, non-black) for years. Establishing such a system 
is important because classification and parole often look to a person’s employment 
history in making judgements and having a job gives the prisoner the opportunity to 
shorten his sentence by months every year.   
 
Recommendation: 
 
Hiring decisions should be based on the seniority of inmates able to work in the position 
in question. To create racial balance whenever possible there should also be a racial 
quota for all jobs. e.g., if there are 3 property slots, one would be designated as Black, 
White, Spanish.  
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HJGHUGHTS FOR PAROLES FOR UFERS JN 2021 

1) One hundred sixty-four Records of Decision are analyzed in this report 

2) The overall Approval Rate was 56.1 % 

3) The Approval Rate for Initial Hearings was 20.0%. 

4) The Approval Rate for all Review Hearings was 65.9%. 

5) Active Program Participation was cited most often as an Approval Factor 

6) Unaddressed Issues was cited most often as a Denial Factor. 

7) 100/4 of denied lifers received five year Setbacks. 

8) 17 approved lifers were released to home plans and 9 to Interstate Compacts 

9) 67% of lifers assessed as Low Risk to reoffend were paroled. 

10) 6 of 17 lifers serving life for crimes other than murder were paroled. 

11) 215 days was the average time from Hearing Dates to Dates of Decision. 

12) 6 of 7 juveniles who had been serving LWOP were paroled. 

13) 14 of 18 juveniles serving second degree life sentences wee paroled. 

14) The Approval Rate for lifers represented by counsel was 62%. 

15) The Approval Rate for lifers not represented by counsel was 42%. 
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Introduction 
This is the Lifer's Group lnc.'s fifteenth report on parole decisions for lifers. The parole 

decisions included in this report are those for prisoners serving life sentences whose Records 

of Decision were provided by the Massachusetts Parole Board pursuant to public records 

requests after those decisions were posted online in 2021. The total number of the Records of 

Decisions analyzed in this report is 164. 

Life sentences with parole reviews are predominantly for prisoners who had been 

convicted_ at trial or pied guilty to second degree murder which involved the actual taking of a 

life. Records of Decision are also included for juveniles who had previously been convicted of 

first degree murder, for which there was no parole, but had their sentences overturned by the 

Supreme Judicial Court under-the Diatchenko decision. Lastly, also included in this report are 

for those serving second degree life sentences for crimes not including the taking of a life, e.g., 

rape or armed robbery. 

Parole hearings are either an Initial Hearing - for those who appear before the Parole 

Board for the first time after having served the statutorily mandated fifteen years or a Review 

Hearing - for those who were denied a parole at a previous Initial or Review Hearing. Review 

Hearings are divided into two subsets - one for those who haye never been approved for a 

parole, the other for lifers who had been approved previously for a parole and were released but 

were violated for any one or more of a variety of reasons, and subsequently, returned to prison. 

In 2021, of the 164 Records of Decision, 126 or 77% of those decisions were 

unanimous, down from 82% in 2020. The remaining 38 decisions broke down as follows: eight 

6-1 decisions, three 5-2 decisions, nine 5-1 decisions, five 4-3 decisions, six 4-2 decisions, one 

4-1 decision, four 3-2 decisions, and one 3-1 decision.1 Four Approvals at 4-2, one at 3-2, and 

one at 5-2 did not comply with the legislative mandate that a parole can be approved only with a 

minimum of a two-thirds majority. The Parole Board continues to adhere to the Supreme 

Judicial Court decision that the two-thirds mandate cannot be applied retroactively to lifers who 

had been sentenced prior to the legislative change from a simple majority. 

In 2021, the Parole Board continued its practice of providing little or no specific 

guidance to denied lifers as to which program areas needed to be completed in order to 

address their needs before their next parole hearing. The Parole Board in 2021 continued its 

policy, instituted in 2020, of providing Abbreviated Records of Decision to reduce the time 

between Hearing Dates and Dates of Decision, ostensibly in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic. In 2021, the Parole Board issued ninety-two Abbreviated Records of Decision of the 

164 Records of Decision analyzed in this report. All were for Approvals. Each of the ninety-two 
1. All calculations and tables presented in this report were calculated by the author based on the data extrapolated 
from the 164 Records of Decision published onlne by the Parole Board in 2021. 
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Abbreviated Records of Decision included: a Statement of the Case, Decision of the Board and 

any Special Conditions for those lifers who had been approved. The operative portion of the 

Decision of the Board concerning what the Board considered in approving a lifer for parole in 

each Abbreviat~d Record of Decision read precisely the same, thereby offering little or no 

useful information for analysis: 

After careful consideration of all relevant facts, including the nature 
of the underlying offense, the age of the inmate at the time of offense, 
criminal record, institutional record, the inmate's testimony at the 
hearing, and the views of the public as expressed at the hearing or 
in written submissions to the Board, we conclude ... that the inmate is 
a suitable candidate for parole. 

Note that there is no indication that the Parole Board members considered the result of 

a Risk Assessment tool as is required by the Legislature. In addition, missing in all of the 

Abbreviated Records of Decision was a description of the actual parole hearing which contains 

a significant amount of the information useful for preparing this report, including: the history of 

parole hearings, the specific program history of the lifer, the disciplinary history of the lifer, the 

age of the lifer at the time of the hearing, the parole history of those previously paroled and the 

reason(s) for their being brought back to prison, any dialogue between members of the Parole 

Board and the lifer, whether there was any opposition via public or written testimony, and 

whether or not the respective Office of the District Attorney for the county in which the crime 

had occurred had opposed the lifer receiving a parole in written or oral testimony or both. 

Massachusetts General Law, c. 127, §130, stipulates that no prisoner is to be paroled 

solely due to good conduct or program involvement while incarcerated. Rather, a parole is to be 

granted only when the Parole Board, by a two-thirds majority, is convinced that there is a 

reasonable probability that if paroled, the lifer would not violate the law and that the release 

would be compatible with the welfare of society. In addition to those standards, the Parole 

Board is to determine whether the four goals of sentencing have been met, namely 

punishment, public safety, deterrence, and rehabilitation in that order. 

All Records of Decision are signed by the Parole Board's General Counsel. In fact, the 

Date of Decision noted on the first page of each Record of Decision is not, as one might 

suppose, the date the Parole Board members rendered the decision to approve or deny a 

parole. Rather, the Date of Decision is the date the Record of Decision was· signed by the 

Parole Board's General Counsel. 

We continue to be indebted to and thank Lois Ahrens, Founding Director of the Heal 

Cost of Prisons Project in Northampton, for posting this report and many other Lifer's Group 
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Inc. reports on the Real Cost of Prisons website and then distributing the reports to a plethora 

of recipients including legislators and other interested parties involved with criminal justice 

reform. All of these reports can be accessed at: www.realcostofprsons.org/writing. 

RESULTS 

1) APPROVAL/ DENIAL RATES 

Of the 164 Records of Decision for 2021, 92 (56.1 %) were approvals for parole; 72 

(43.9%) were denials. Table 1 below presents the data for Approval/ Denial rates from 2017 

through 2021. 

TABLE 1 

#of Approvals Denials 
Year Hearings # % # % 

2021 164 92 56.1 72 43.9 

2020 119 52 43.7 67 56.3 

2019 113 44 38.9 69 61.1 

2018 127 37 29.1 90 70.1 

2017 87 21- 24.1 66 75.9 
-------- --- - - --- --~ - -- -- ----

Totals 610 246 40.3 364 59.7 

Note that the approval percentage rate for 2021 continued the trend of increasing rates 

of Approvals. In fact, the Approval Rate for 2021 of 56.1% was the firsttime the Approval Rate 

exceeded 50% and the highest rate since 2003, the first year the Lifer's Group Inc. reported on 

Parole Decisions For Lifers.2 

2) INITIAL HEARINGS 

In 2021, thirty-five (35) lifers appeared before the Parole Board for the first time. Seven 

were approved for paroles. While the Approval Rate of 20.0% for Initial Hearings in 2021 was 

well below the overall Approval Rate indicated in Table 1 above, it was 36% higher than that for 

Initial Hearings for 2020. 

2 The Approval Rates for the yeas 2003 though 2021 as reported by the lifer's Group Inc. were: 2021 - 56.1 %, 
2020 - 43.7%, 2019 - 38.9%, 2018 - 29.1%, 2017- 24.1%, 2016 - 18.0%, 2015- 29.1%, 2014- 26.0%, 2013 -
15.3%, 2012/2011 - 18.4%, 2010 - 34.1%, 2009 - 38.9%, 2008 - 31.3%, 2007 - 28.5%, 2006 - 29.6%, 2005 -
33.3%, 2004- 46.6%, and 2003 - 37.8%. 
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Table 2 below presents the data for Initial Hearings from 2017 through 2021. 

TABLE2 

# of Approvals Denials 
Year Hearings # % # % 

2021 35 7 20.0 28 80.0 

2020 34 5 14.7 29 85.3 

2019 11 . 0 0.0 11 100.0 

2018 27 2 7.4 25 92.6 

2017 _a_ J1. 0.0 _9._ 100.0 

Totals 116 14 12.1 102 87.9 

From 2017 through 2021, only 14 lifers out of 116 were approved for paroles after an 

Initial Hearing - a combined Approval Rate of 12.1 % for the five year span. Indeed, one-half of 

those approvals came in 2021 alone. In comparison, for 2014 and.2015, seventy-two lifers had 

Initial Hearings with an Approval Rate of 31 % (22 of 72).3 It continues to be difficult b 

comprehend why from 2017 though 2021, only 12.1 % of lifers who had Initial Hearings were 

approved for paroles. The Legislature set a standard of fifteen years to be served prior to an 

Initial Hearing. But, the Parole Board, despite legislative mandated Risk Assessment results, 

appears to be requiring on average a higher number of years being served before members will 

give serious consideration to paroling lifers after Initial Hearings. If the Legislature had set a 

higher minimum length of imprisonment before meaningful consideration was to be given for 

granting a parole at an Initial Hearing, then the law would reflect that. It does not. The Parole 

Board, therefore, needs to justify the continued paucity of approvals after Initial Hearings, 

particularly for those lifers who are rated as Low Risks to reoffend on the Risk Assessment tool 

mandated by the Legislature for use by the Parole Board. Lifers who are rated as Low Risks to 

reoffend should be presumptively approved for paroles unless the Parole Board can specify 

detailed factors which would justify a denial of parole. 

3. REVIEW HEARINGS 

The Approval· Rate for all Review Hearings held in 2021 was 65.9% (85 of 129), an in­

crease from 55.3% in 2020 and 43.1 % in 2019. Of the 129 Review Hearings. 107 were for lifers 

3 See Parole Report For Lifers - 2019 published by the Lifer's Group Inc. in September 2020 
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who had never been previously paroled. The Approval Rate for this subset was 67.% (65 of 

107), an increase from 52.9% in 2020 and 36.5% in 2019. The remaining twenty-two lifers had 

Review Hearings after having had a previous parole revoked. Of that subset, twenty were 

approved, an Approval Rate of 90.9%, an increase from 64.7% in 2020 and 60.7% in 2019. 

Table 3 below presents the Approval and Denial Rates for all Review Hearings for 2017 through 

2021. In addition, Table 4 below presents the Approval Rate data for both subsets of Review 

Hearings for 2017 through 2021. 

TABLE3 

# of Approvals Denials 
Year Hearings # % # % 

2021 129 85 65.9 44 34.1 

2020 85 47 55.3 38 44.7 

2019 102 44 43.1 58 56.9 

2018 100 35 35.0 65 65.0 

2017 78 21. 26.9 57 73.1 

Totals 494 232 47.0 262 53.0 

TABLE4 

Non-Revoked Revoked 
# of Approvals # of Approvals 

Year Hearings # % Hearings # % 

2021 107 65 60.7 22 20 90.9 

2020 68 36 52.9 17 11 64.7 

2019 74 27 36.5 28 17 · 60.7 

2018 76 24 31.6 24 11 45.8 

2017 46 ..l 15.2 32 H. 43.8 

Totals 371 159 42.9 123 , 73 59.3 

4) APPROVAL RATES FOR THE THREE TYPES OF HEARINGS 

Table 5 on page 6 presents the comparative Approval Rates for each type of hearing 

from 2017 through 2021. 
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TABLE5 

Review-No Review After A 
Year Initial Revocation Revocation 

2021 20.0% 60.7% 90.9% 

2020 14.7% 52.9% 64.7% 

2019 0.0% 36.5% 60.7% 

2018 7.4% 31.6% 45.8% 

2017 0.0% 15.2% 43.8% 

5. REASONS FOR RETURNS FROM PRIOR LIFE PAROLES 

As noted earlier, the reasons for lifers being returned from prior paroles were notably 

absent in the Abbreviated Records of Decision for the twenty of twenty-two lifers who had a 

Review Hearing after having been returned from a prior life parole for violating one or more 

conditions of parole, save for one approved lifer .who was returned because the condition of his 

medical parole no longer applied. Of the two who were not approved, one was returned for a 

DUI arrest and the other for associating with known criminals. As a result, there are no data to 

be reported for this section. 

6.APPROVALFACTORS 

The Approval Factors listed in Table .6 on page 7 have been utilized for all of the Lifer's 

Group Inc. Parole Reports. Given that the Records of Decision, particularly for Approvals, lack 

specificity, the number of factors are fewer in 2021 and concentrated for only five of the usual 

thirteen Approval Factors used in past reports. Table 6 lists those five factors and the 

frequency percentage for each factor for 2017 through 2021. The fact that the first and second 

. factors appear in 95.7% and 76.1% of the ninety-two Approved decisions respectively renders 

those factors relatively meaningless in trying to determine what the Parole Board members use 

to decide to approve a lifer for a parole. This is particularly true for Active Program Participation. 

Without specifying which programs the Parole Board members found to provide the necessary 

skills training to merit a parole, simply stating that the lifer was an active participant in programs 

is unhelpful. In the same vein, noting in 76.1 % of Approvals that a lifer had addressed his/her 

areas of need provides no insight without the Parole Board indicating which needs were 

addressed and by which programs. 

6 



Parole Decisions For Lifers- 2021 

The number in parentheses under the year is the number of approved lifers for that 

year. 

TABLE6 

2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 
Factor (92) (52) (44) (37) (21) 

Active Prog. Part. 95.7 94.0 79.5 91.9 90.5 

Addressed Need 
Areas 76.1 90.0 84.1 89.2 90.5 

Strong Community 
Support 31.5 25.0 38.6 37.8 61.9 

Steady Employment 21.7 2.0 9.1 16.2 14.3 

Minimal Disciplinary 
History 16.3 12.0 27.3 40.7 13.6 

The Parole Board continued in 2021 the trend that began in 2016 of placing strong 

emphasis on program participation, while rarely naming any specific programs which Parole 

Board members encouraged lifers to complete successfully. What is clear, however, is that the 

actual number of certificates or other documentation attesting to the completion of a large 

number of programs does not impress Parole Board members as much as whether or not a 

lifer had engaged in programs which, in the Parole Board members' eyes at least, were 

designed to address whatever his/her areas of need were. Determining what those areas are or 

were appears to be up to each lifer to.decide as the Parole Board consistently refuses, as the 

Lifer's Group Inc. has pointed out for several consecutive years, to identify specific areas of 

need or programs which would address said areas. Still, it is also clear that mere attendance in 

programs is considerably less important than what a lifer can communicate to Parole Board 

members what he/she learned and how that knowledge would be utilized if the lifer were to be 

paroled. Lifers who profess to engage in personal self-improvement plans or religious 

conversions, no matter how sincere, generally will not be paroled. Parole Board members, 

while not discounting such work, do not view those as adequate substitutes for meaningful 

participation in programs provided by the DOC, whether a lifer feels he/she needs the 

programs or not. 

Accepting responsibility, expressing remorse, having a solid parole plan are minimum 

thresholds a lifer needs to pass over before the Parole Board members would seriously 

consider whether or not a parole was appropriate. The absence of one or more or those 

factors, however, is enough to cause the Parole Board members to deny a lifer a parole. 

7 



Parole Decisions For Lifers - 2021 

7) DENIAL FACTORS 

In 2021, sixteen separate factors were cited for denying paroles. Most Records of 

Decision in which a lifer was denied a parole cited multiple factors. As with the Approval 

Factors, each Denial Factor was developed by the Lifer's Group Inc. and reflects the actual 

language contained in individual Records of Decision. The Denial Factors have been used 

consistently for reports on parole decisions for lifers. 

Table 7 below presents the comparative percentage data for the frequencies of the 

2021 Denial Factors from 2017 through 2021. The total number of denials for each year is 

noted in parentheses below the year. 

TABLE7 

2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 
Factor (72) (67) (69) (90) (66) 

Unaddressed Issues 56.9 69.0 29.0 55.6 40.9 

Lack of Insight 50.0 34.0 27.5 47.8 24.2 

Needs Longer Adj. Period 43.1 58.0 40.6 45.6 66.7 

Serious Disc. History 31.9 28.0 14.5 13.3 15.2 

Unresolved Sex Issues 26.4 18.0 13.0 8.9 27.3 

Diminishes Responsibility 22.2 4.0 14.5 27.8 16.7 

Mental Health Issues 19.4 10.0 15.9 7.8 6.1 

Lack of Compassion 15.3 5.0 2.9 10.0 7.6 

Limited Program Part. 12.5 25.0 0.0 23.3 7.6 

Violent History in Prison 11.1 6.0 4.3 7.8 6.1 

Factual Inconsistencies 9.7 3.0 2.9 3.3 12.1 

Cont. Drug Addie; in Prison 9.7 4.0 2.9 2.2 3.0 

Lying at the Hearing 8.3 10.0 17.4 13.3 15.2 

Poor Parole Performance 2.8 3.0 1.5 8.9 18.2 

Lack of a Parole Plan 1.4 1.0 2.9 0.0 12.1 

Address Areas of Deceit 1.4 3.0 0.0 6.6 0.0 

The Lifer's Group Inc. continues to emphasize that at parole hearings, lifers need to 

maintain control of their emotions, particularly when sensitive questions are raised by Parole 

Board members or if a Parole Board member challenges a lifer's truthfulness. Often such 

questions are posed precisely to gauge what, if any, negative reaction they may elicit. For 

instance, if a lifer states that he/she has learned various coping skills from programs such as 
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Alternatives to Violence or Anger Management, including what his or her individual triggers are, 

and then reacts with hostility, the result will be a denial as the lifer has simply demonstrated that 

he/she has not learned the lessons well enough. The lifer will be denied and it will be indicated 

in the Record of Decision that he/she needs further time in prison to address the area(s) of 

concern. 

Lifers need also remember that questions asked by Parole Board members are not to 

be taken personally, especially when such questions are designed to test whether a lifer is able 

to return to society with the necessary skills to live a productive and crime-free life. It is the 

welfare of society which the Parole Board is more concerned with, then simply handing out 

second chances. 

Lastly, lifers need to be honest about their program participation. Lying about programs 

one has allegedly completed or even just participated in is a prescription for disaster. Parole 

Board members have a lifer's full history before them, including institutional programs and 

whether or not a lifer had served in the armed forces or graduated from a particular college. So, 

claiming to have attended programs like 12-Steps invites the question: Which step is your 

favorite? Being unable to name a favorite step or any step for that matter and why it is his/her 

favorite step to the satisfaction of the Parole Board members, only casts doubt on the lifer's 

truthfulness. Similarly, a lifer should never claim to be a veteran of the armed forces and have 

served honorably, particularly in an armed conflict, if none of that is true. Both scenarios - the 

12-Step Program participation claim and that of service in the armed forces are not 

hypothetical. Both actually occurred and resulted in denials of parole. Parole Board members 

judge a lifer's program participation not just by the number of certificates a lifer can produce, but 

what the lifer has learned in those programs which addressed his/her needs and, more 

importantly, how the lifer will use that knowledge to be a productive citizen back in society 

should the Parole Board grant him/her a parole. 

8.SETBACKS 

In 2021, the Parole Board continued to assess Setbacks which are the number of 

years a denied lifer would have to serve before his/her next parole hearing. The Parole Board 

continued its policy of not offering any rationale for the length of any Setback, except for One 

Year Setbacks which are mandated if the vote of the Parole Board is tied. When there was 

disagreement among Parole Board members in the length of the Setback to be served, a 

footnote cited the lack of unanimity, giving the number of Parole Board members who had 

voted for each length, but no reasons were included to account for the differences. 

Nor has the Parole Board ever issued any explanation as to what standards, if any, 
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~xist for determining lengths of Setbacks or what Parole Board members may employ in 
making those decisions. This is particularly troubling when the Parole Board increases the 
length of a Setback from one denial to the next without any explanation as to why. The Parole 
Board needs to publish whatever standards or guidelines are utilized in determining the lengths 
of Setbacks given to lifers who have been denied paroles. 

Table 8 below presents the comparative data for the numbers and percentages of the 

various lengths of Setbacks given by the Parole Board from 2017 through 2021. The numbers 

in parentheses denote the total number of denials for each year. 

TABLE8 

Year 1 Year 2Years 3Years 4 Years 5 Years 
2021 (72) 2 2% 22 31% 22 31% 19 26% 7 10% 
2020 {67) 1 1% 11 16% 20 30% 19 29% 16 24% 

2019 (69) 0 0% 8 11% 24 35% 18 26% 19 28% 
2018 {90) 4 4% 9 10% 24 27% 15 17% 38 42% 
2017 (66) 4_ 6% 1Q_ 15% 16... 24% M. 21% 22 33% 
Totals {364) 11 3% 60 17% 106 29% 85 23% 102 28% 

In 2021, the Parole Board continued, without explanations, the trend begun in 2019 of 

decreasing the number of five-year Setbacks and increasing the number of two-year Setbacks. 

Three and four-year Setbacks have remained relatively constant during the last thrE?e years. 
In Table 9 below, the Setback numbers and percentages for the seventy-two denials in 

2021 are broken down by type of hearing: Initial, Review (*) with no prior parole, and Review 
(**) after a revoked parole. 

TABLE9 

Year 1 Year 2Years 3Years 4 Years 5 Years 
Initial (28) 2 7% 4 14% 8 29% 10 36% 4 14% 
Review* (42) 0 0% 16 38% 14 33% 9 22% 3 7% 
Review** (2) 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

In 2021, lifers who had Review Hearings without a prior parole having been revoked 

received significantly more two-year {16 vs 5) and three-year {14 vs 9) Setbacks than in 2020, 

while receiving a 70% decrease in the number of five-year Setbacks (3 vs 10). In 2021, lifers 

who had Review Hearings without a prior parole having been revoked received approximately 
the same number of four-year Setbacks {9 vs 8) than in 2020. for the first year that the Lifer's 

Group Inc. has been reporting data on Setbacks, the number of lifers receiving five-year 
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Setbacks after an Initial Hearing (4) exceeded th~ rJv.rnb.er receiving a five-year Setback after a 
Review Hearing {3), Table 10 below gives the combined data for 2019 through 2021, 

TABLE10 

Year 1 Year 2Yearn 3Years 4 Yearn 5 Yearn 
Initial (69) 3 4% 8 12% 20 29% 24 35% 14 20% 

Review* (121) 0 0% 28 23% 38 31% 31 26% 24 20% 
Review** (18) 0 Q% 5 28% 8 44% 1 6% 4 22% 

9) APPROVED LIFER DESTINATIONS 

Of the ninety-two lifers approved for paroles in 2021, seventeen were released to 
approved home plans, and nine to interstate transfers. Thirty-six were approved to go to a Long 
Term Residential Program {LTRP), twenty-six of which were reQuired to serve six to twenty­
four months in lower security, Twelve lifers were paroled to I.C.E. fifteen lifers' destinations 
were Residential Care facilities and two were paroled to federal detainers, 

Table 11 below presents the data for the destinations of approved lifers from 2017 
through 2020, Those destination entries with Mos, indicate how many months the lifer was to 
spend in lower security before transferring to a Long Term Residential Program. 

TABLE 11 

Destination 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 
Home Plans 17 18% 8 16% 8 22% 7 21% 8 38% 
L TAP - Direct 10 11% 5 10% 4 11% 4 13% 2 10% 
LTRP-6Mo, 7 8% 5 10% 3 8% 5 15% 1 5% 
LTRP-9Mo. 4 4% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 3 14% 
LTRP-12 Mo, 13 15% 6 12% 5 14% 7 21% 3 14% 
LTRP-18 Mo. 1 1% 4 8% 3 8% 1 3% 3 14% 
LTRP-24Mo, 1 1% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 
Interstate 9 10% 9 18% 8 22% 3 9% Q 0% 
l,C,E, 12 13% 3 6% 2 6% 6 18% 1 5% 

Sober House 1 1% 2 4% 1 3% 0 0% Q 0% 
Residential Care Fae, 15 16% 8 16% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Federal Detalners 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

The fifteen lifers paroled to Residential Care Facilities went to; Community Resources 
For Justice (8), Brooke House (4), Gavin House (2), and Mental Health Treatment Center (1). 
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10. RISK ASSESSMENTS 

For each of the past five years, the Lifer's Group Inc. has sought via public records 

requests a breakdown of the risk assessments for lifers who had parole hearings. The Parole 

Board is required to administer a Risk Assessment Tool for every lifer who has a parole 

hearing. The Parole Board, however, does not note on Records of Decision what an individual 

lifer's risk assessment result is, i.e., Low4, Medium, High, Very High. Consequently, the Parole 

Board can avoid justifying why any specific lifer who scored as a Low Risk on the Risk 

Assessment Tool was not approved for a parole. Table 12 below contains the risk assessment 

data reported to the Lifer's Group Inc. by the Parole Board for 2021 .5 

TABLE 12 

Risk Level # Approved #Denied Total %Approved 

Low 18 9 27 67 
Medium 65 39 104 62 
High 14 20 34 41 

Very High 0 4 4 0 

The gap of only five percentage points in Table 12 above between the Approval Rates 

for Low Risk (67%) and Medium Risk (62°/4) lifers seems surprisingly small. Additionally, that 

one-third of Low Risk lifers were denied paroles is troubling. While an Approval Rate of 62°/4 for 

Medium Risk lifers in 2021 seems reasonable, a corresponding Approval Rate of only 67% for 

Low Risk lifers begs for an explanation from the Parole Board. It seems clear that the Parole 

Board is not utilizing the Risk Assessment data as it was intended, at least for Low Risk lifers 

who, based on their low Risk to reoffend should be considered to be presumptively paroled 

unless the Parole Board members can point to specific reasons why a parole should not be 

granted. The use of a Risk Assessment tool was intended to introduce a data based factor into 

the decision making process and, thus, less reliance on unexplained discretionary factors. 

Unfortunately, the Records of Decision do not explain with any specificity why a lifer was 

denied a parole or what steps he or she should take in order to be considered suitable for a 

parole at his or her next parole hearing. While all denied lifers deserve more detailed 

explanations as to why they were denied paroles. this applies especially to Low Risk lifers. 

4 There is also a Very Low Risk level, but it is rarely found by the Risk Assessment tool, Very Low assessments 
have been, therefore, combined with Low Risk Assessments for these reports. For instance, in 2021, there was 
only lifer assessed as a Very Low Risk to reoffend. 

5 The total number of decisions for the Risk Assessment data provided by the Parole Board for 2021 was 169, five 
more than the total number of Records of Decision analyzed in this report. It appears that there were five Records 
of Decision for lifers in 2021 which the Parole Board did not include in those sent to the Lifer's Group Inc. 
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Table 13 below presents the Risk Assessment data provided by the Parole Board for 

2017 through 2021. 

TABLE13 

Risk Level # Approved #Denied Total % Approved 

Low 38 34 72 53 

Medium 157 185 342 46 

High 31 114 j45 20 

Very High 1 17 18 6 

11) LIFERS SERVING LIFE FOR NON-HOMICIDES 

Of the 164 Records of Decision for 2021 , seventeen or 10% were for lifers who were 

serving life for crimes which did not include a loss of life, such as armed robbery or rape - an 

increase of 42% from 2020. Table 14 below presents the number for each category of crime 

and the number approved for a parole for the years 2017 through 2021. 

TABLE14 

Crime 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 
# App. # App. # App. # App. # App. 

Rape 10 3 8 0 9 1 4 0 5 1 

Armed Rob./ 
Assaults 4 1 3 2 3 1 1 0 0 0 

Unarm. Rob. 2 2 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 

Burglary 1._ _Q__ Q_ _Q_ Q_ _Q_ Q_ _Q_ Q_ _Q_ 

Totals 17 6 12 3 14 3 5 0 5 1 

%App. 35 25 21 0 20 

12) TIME BETWEEN HEARING DATES AND DATES OF DECISION 

Each Record of Decision notes both the date the public hearing was held and a date of 

decision. The Date of Decision is not, however, as one might expect, the date the Parole Board 

members rendered its· decision. Rather, the Date of Decision is the date the General Counsel 

of the Parole Board signed the Record of Decision. The Parole Board's regulations require the 

members to meet in a regularly scheduled executive session after the public hearing had been 

held - 120 CMR 301.06(6). In addition, lifers who have been denied are to be so notified, again 
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per the Parole Board's regulations, of that denial "within 21 calendar days after the decision has 

been rendered." (120 CMR 301.08) For lifers who were denied paroles in 2021, the average 

length of time from the hearing date to the date of decision was 290 days, 50 days longer than 

in 2020 .. Two hundred and ninety· days surely violates the Parole Board's own regulations. 

Clearly, it should not take nearly ten months for the members to meet in executive session, in 

these cases denials, and the Record of Decision written and communicated to the lifer. The 

Lifer's Group Inc. requested via the public records statutes and regulations for a schedule of 

when the Parole Board conducted executive sessions. That request was denied on the 

grounds that the dates of executive sessions were not subject to the public records statutes or 

regulations. The average time between Hearing Dates and Dates of Decision in 2021 was 215 

days, which was 10 fewer days than the average for 2020. In 2021, the shortest length of time 

between the two dates was 77 days; the longest was 478 days. 

As has been noted earlier in this report, the Parole Board continued in 2021 to publish 

Abbreviated Records of Decision as a response to the COVID-19 pandemic, i.e., as an effort to 

reduce the time some lifers had to wait to receive their Records of Decision. In 2021, 

Abbreviated Records of Decision were used only for those who were approved for paroles. 

Lifers who were denied did not receive an Abbreviated Record of Decision. Thus, in 2021, there 

were ninety-two Abbreviated Records of Decision and the average length of time between 

Hearing Dates and Dates of Decision for those ninety-two Abbreviated Records of Decision 

was 156 days, down from 180 days in 2020. As noted above, the average length of time 

between Hearing Dates and Dates of Decision for denials, i.e., non-Abbreviated Records of 

Decision in 2021, was 290, an increase of 50 days from 2020. 

Table 15 below presents the data for the average lengths of delay between Hearing 

Dates and Dates of Decision for the 164 Records of Decision analyzed in this report. 

TABLE15 

Lengths in Days 2021 2020 2019 2018 2017 

1 -100 10 6% 7 6% 0 0% 4 3% 2 2% 

101 - 200 79 48% 39 33% 1 1% 2 2% 63 72% 

201 -300 42 26% 47 39% 73 65% 31 24% 21 24% 

300+ 33 20% 26 22% 39 34% 90 71% _1 1% 

Total# of 
Decisions 164 119 113 127 87 

Ave. Lengths 
of Delay 215 225 290 310 182 

14 



Parole Decisions For Lifers- 2021 

While the average time interval between Hearing Dates and Dates of Decision for 

Approvals, i.e., Abbreviated Records of Decision, decreased by 13% (twenty-four days), the 

length of time for those who were denied increased 21 % (from 240 days to 290 days). For five 

lifers; the wait for their denials was in excess of 400 days (413, 418, 427, 443, and 478 days 

respectively). In addition, six other denied lifers waited over one year for their decisions. The 

Parole Board needs to either explain these long delays or change whatever procedure they 

now are employing for processing all Records of Decision. Waiting over one year for a decision 

is simply unacceptable. 

13) JUVENILES AT TIME OF THE CRIME 

Those under the age of 18 at the time of the commission of their crimes and were 

serving life-without-parole (LWOP) sentences became eligible for parole hearings after the 

Diatchenko decision by the Supreme Judicial Court (SJC) in 2014. 

In 2021, seven juveniles formerly serving LWOP and who had completed at least 

fifteen years of incarceration appeared before the Parole Board. Six were approved for paroles 

- a parole rate of 80%. Since 2014, sixty-six parole hearings have been held for juveniles 

formerly serving LWOP sentences and for which the Lifer's Group Inc. has reviewed their 

respective Records of Decision. Of those sixty-six hearings, twenty-eight juveniles at the time 

of their crime(s) and serving LWOP were paroled, a parole rate of 42%. 

In 2021, eighteen juveniles who were serving second degree life sentences, i.e., with 

the possibility of parole, appeared before the Parole Board after having served at least the 

requisite fifteen years of incarceration. Fourteen or 78% were approved for a parole. 

In 2021, a total of twenty-five lifers who had committed their crimes before the age of 

18 had parole hearings. Five had Initial Hearings - two were approved, one originally having 

served LWOP and the other a second degree life sentence. Twenty had Review Hearings, 

eighteen or 90% were approved - four of those eighteen juveniles had form~rly been serving 

LWOP. 

14) ATTORNEY REPRESENTATION 

Of the 164 Records of Decision analyzed by the Lifer's Group Inc. for 2021, it was 

noted that the lifer had been represented by counsel in 114 or 70% and said counsel was 

named. Seventy-one lifers represented by counsel were approved for parole - an Approval 

Rate of 62%, an increase from 57% in 2020. Of the fifty lifers who were not represented by 

counsel, twenty-one or 42% were approved for paroles, an increase from 24% in 2020. 
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Student attorneys from Harvard (PLAP}_, Northeastern, and Boston College 

represented lifers at forty-five hearings in 2021 - ten, nineteen, and sixteen respectively. Of 

those forty-five lifers represented by student attorneys in 2021, 30 or 67%·were approved for 

paroles - 5 of 10 for Harvard, 15 of 19 for Northeastern, and 10 of 16 for Boston College. In 

contrast, t.he overall Approval Rate for lifers represented at hearings by practicing attorneys 

was62%. 

Twenty-two separate practicing attorneys represented lifers at the parole hearings 

analyzed in this report. Eleven represented one lifer each. The remaining eleven represented 

multiple lifers. The number each represented and the number of approvals were as follows: 

Attorney # Represented # of Approvals 

John Rull 11 4 

Jason Benzaken 4 2 

Michael Bourham 3 3 
Merritt Schnipper 3 3 

Richard Goldman 2 2 

Lisa Newman-Polk 2 1 

Melissa Celli 2 1 

Michael Norn-Kane 2 1 

Russell Sobelman 2 1 

Stephen Weymouth 2 1 

Justin Brescheler 2 0 

Table 16 below contains the data for approvals and denials for the 164 Records of 

Decision analyzed in this report broken down by whether an attorney represented a lifer or no 
. -

attorney was present at the hearing and the combined data for 2015 through 2021. 

TABLE16 

#2021 #2021 # 2015- # 2015- Overall 
App. Den. 2021 -App .. 2021 - Den. App.% 

Attorney 71 43 196 272 42 

No Attorney 21 29 102 257 26 

Totals 92 72 298 529 36 

The total number of Records of Decision for 2021 was 164. The total number of 

Records of Decision for 2015 through 2021 was 827. 

Whether or not to engage representation at a parole hearing is a difficult and personal 
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decision.· Certainty for those who are preparing for an initiai Hearing, particuiarty ihose wifn no 

one to assist them., carefui consideration needs to be given io obtaining representation. Whai a 

lifer presents in his/her parole package and how a lifer conducts him or herself at the hearing 

will set a foundation for future Review hearings if a lifer is denied at an Initial hearing. It is also 

important to note that in 2021, student attorneys from Harvard. Northeastern. and Boston 

College provided excellent assistance to lifers. 

15) AnaJysjs Of Parole Decisions By Race 

Since 20'13., reports of the parole decisions for lifers have contained a racial breakdown 

of the Records of Deci$ion for each year and the totals. Each lifer's racial designation.· 

however. had been determined by the personal knowledge of members of the Lifer's Group Inc. 

Board of Directors. Over the years. this method of designation has been questioned as to its 
. -

continued reliability as many new lifers have entered the prison system who may not have 

been known to members of the Board of Directors. 

One page in the 2020 Annual Report published by the Parole Board was dedicated to 

lifers and included a racial breakdown for lifer decisions in 2020. The Lifer's Group Inc .. , 

therefore. submitted a public records request for a racial breakdown for lifer decisions in 2021. 

The Parole Board responded with the relevant data. Thus., for this report on parole decisions for 

lifers and subsequent reports. we will present the racial breakdown data as provided by the 

Parole Board, which we considerto be more reliable t'nan the procedure we had utilized in the 

past. Table 17 below presents the racial breakdown data for 2O20~ 

TABLEi7 

Approvals Denials Total %App. %Den. 

Caucasian 22 26 48 46 54 

African/Amer. 22 26 48 46 54 

Latino '15 12 27 56 44 

Asian 2 0 2 100 0 

Nat. Amer. 1 0 i '100 ·O 

Not Reported _O_ _1_ _1_ 0 100 

Totals 62 65 127* 49 5i 

* Note: the total of 127 exceeds the total analyzed in the :Lifer's Group Inc. re.port on 

parole decisions for lifers in 2020 (119). Thus, eight Records of Decision for 2020 were not 

provided to the Lifer's Group Inc. by the Parole Board. 
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Table 18 below presents the racial breakdown data for lifer .parole decisions in 2021. 

TABLE18 

Approvals Denials Total %App. %Den. 

Caucasian 30 30 60 50 50 

African/ Amer. 36 24 60 60 40 

Latino 22 17 39 56 44 

Asian 7 0 7 100 0 

Nat. Amer. 2 0 2 100 0 

Not Reported _Q_ _2 _ _2_ 0 100 

Totals 97 73 170** 57 43 

** Note: the total of 170 exceeds the total analyzed in the :Lifer's Group Inc. report on 

parole decisions for lifers in 2021 (164). Thus, six Records of Decision for 2021 were not 

provided to the Lifer's Group Inc. by the Parole Board. 

Table 19 below _presents the combined data for the racial breakdown of decisions for 

lifers in 2020 and 2021. 

TABLE 19 

Approvals Denials Total %App. %Den. 

Caucasian 52 56 108 48 52 

African/ Amer. 58 50 108 54 46 

Latino 37 29 66 56 44 
Asian g 0 9 100 0 

Nat. Amer. 3 0 3 100 0 

Not Reported _Q_ _3_ _3 _ 0 100 

Totals 159 138 297** 54 46 

16) Ag_es At The Time Of The Parole Hearing 

As previously noted. ninety-two of the 164 Records of Decision for 2021., i.e .• 56%, 

were Abbreviated Decisions. Unfortunately_, Abbreviated Decisions did not include the ages of 

the lifers at the time of the public hearing. As a consequence of the Parole Board's not reporting 
-

the necessary data on a majority of the Records of Decision., we are unable to continue 

presenting data for this section. 
. --
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17) Opposition Or Support By DJstrict Attorney Offices 
. . 

As with the data on ages at the time of the public hearings_, the ninety-two Abbreviated 
-

Decisions. while noting that the Parole Board members had considered responses from the 

public and district attorney offices, no specifics were given as to whether a _particular district 

attorney office had opposed by oral testimony and/or a written response or supported the lifer 
-

for a parole. Thus_, we do not have sufficient data to complete this section. 

Opposition from district attorney offices was noted in fifty-six denials_, however. In 

sixteen of those denials, no response was noted from a District Attorney's office - all sixteen 

from Suffolk County. 

18) Female lifers 

A question was raised after the publication of our 2020 report on parole decisions for 

lifers as to why a section was not included for female lifers. We appreciate that this question 
-

was raised and we regret our oversight in past _reports. We will begin including a section on 
-· -· 

female lifers with this report for 2021. 

The number of females serving a life sentence and eligible for parole as of July 2021 
was twenty-three. We have reviewed our worksheets for 2018 th-rough 2021. The results are as 

- -
follows. 

In 2021.,_ of the 164 Records of Decision analyzed for this report, only one female lifer 

went before the Parole Board for a Review Hearing and she was Denied. It was her fourth 

hearing and she was given a three year Setback. 
- -
In 2020, three female lifers went before the Parole Board, two for Initial Hearings and 

one for a Review Hearing. All three were Denied and given four year Setbacks. 
-· -

In 2019, one female lifer went before the Parole Board for a Review Hearing, her third 

hearing and she was Approved for a _parole. 

In 2018, four female lifers went before the Parole Board. one for an Initial Hearing and 
-

three for Review Hearings. All four were Denied. The female lifer who had the Initial Hearing 
- -

and one who had a Review Hearing were given five year Setbacks. One female lifer who had a 
- -

Review Hearing received a fouryear Setback and the other a three year Setback. 
- -

In total for the four _years_, nine female lifers went before the Parole Board - three for 

Initial Hearings and six for Review Hearings. Only one female lifer was granted a parole - an 
- - - -

Approval Rate of 11 %. For the eight who were denied: two received three year Setbacks~ four 
--

received four year Setbacks_, and two received five year Setbacks_, 
- -

Although the data is scant, an 11 % Approval Rate over four years is cleariy low_, as 
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compared to the overall Approval Rate of 43% for 2018 through 2021. And, six of eight female 
- -

lifers who had been denied received a four or five year Setback - 75%. This is a higher 

percentage than for males who received four or five year Setbacks -. SQ0/4. The Lifer's Group 
- -

Inc. will continue to track and to report on parole decisions for female lifers. 

DJSCUSSJON AND RECOMMENDATJONS 

A. Abbrevjated Decisjons 

In 2021, the Parole Board continued its use of Abbreviated Decisions for all ninety-two 

Approvals. Unfortunately_, the Abbreviated Decisions eliminated significant data which 

described the actual hearing and gave age_, reason why a paroled lifer had been returned to 
--

prison., reasons why a lifer was approved, and any opposition or support from district attorney 

offices. These omissions eliminated vital information relied upon the Lifer's Group Inc. for 

analyzing parole decisions. 

Recommendation 11 - While the reduction of 134 days between Hearing Dates and 

Dates of Decision for Abbreviated Decision as compared to non-Abbreviated Decisions was 

welcome. in the interests of transparency, the Parole Board needs resume including in 

Abbreviated Decisions the data which have been eliminated as indicated above. 

B. Risk Assessments 

The __ Parole Board continues to discount Risk Assessment ratings of low Risk lifers. In 

2021. one-third of Low Risk lifers were denied paroles, From 2017 through 2021. the Approval 
-

Rate for Low Risk lifers was only 53%., a mere seven percentage points higher than for 

Medium Risk lifers. 

Recommendation 12. - Those assessed as Low Risks to offend should be _presumed to 

be _paroled unless the Parole Board can provide specific reasons why the _parole is to be denied 

and specifically what the lifer needs to address before the next parole hearing. 

C. More Specificity ln Records Of Decision 
-. - - - . -·· - - - . 

The Parote Board continues to eschew giving specific reasons for approving or 
. - . 

denying parotes as welt as indicating any deficient areas a lifer needs to address and relevant 

programs. In addition, the Parole Board does not provide reasons or any standards for 
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assigning any length of Setbacks. The General Counsel of the Parole Board who signs off on 
·- . - -

each Record of Decision may be trying to shield the Parole Board from law suits by using 
- -

general language. But, by doing so only provides a disservice to lifers trying to rehabilitate 

themselves and-seeking guidance on what areas they may need to address. 
- - ... 

In a Suffolk Superior Court Decision (Rolando Jimenez v. Massachusetts Parole 

Board, Civil No. 20-1946-H, December 23. 2021) Justice Peter B. Krupp found that the Parole 

Board ,provided "only one non-boilerplate reason for denying parole." That reason was "lacks 
... .. -

candor as it relates to the offense" and the Parole Board was "concerned as to the varying 

versions that have been presented at ,prior hearings." Justice Krupp found that "reason is con-
- . . 

fusing, applies the wrong legal standard., and does not appear to be supported by the evidence. 
- . 

It is also a troubling justification which would equally support never granting parole." (p. 3) 

Justice Krupp continued with: "If the fact that a prisoner gave 'varying reasons .. at 

prior hearings' was a sufficient reason to deny a prisoner parole. then anyone who protested his 
- -

innocence. or gave a different version of events at an earlier time (however long ago), would be 
- -

ineligible for parole. This cannot be the law ... People change. The question before the Parole 

Board is not whether a prisoner has given other versions of events at an earlier time, but · 

whether in the _present, given all the relevant factors including the prisoner's 'acknowledgment 
- -

of guilt' .. .'there is a reasonable probability that . . . the prisoner will live and remain at liberty 
-- -

without violating the law and that release is not incompatible with the welfare of society."' 
. . 

Justice Krupp concluded that: "because there is no valid explanation of the Parole 

Board's rationale or factual basis for its decision, there is nothing that allows plaintiff to know or 

for the court reasonably to evaluate, whether the Parole Board abused its discretion. Due 

process requires a more complete explanation of the Parole Board's decision." (p. 7) 

It is interesting also that the Parole Board noted opposition from various _parties 
.. 

including law enforcement sources. To that Judge Krupp opined that: "their desire to see a 
--

prisoner remain in custody does not change the standard the Parole Board must apply in 
. - --

deciding whether to grant parole, nor may the Parole Board defer to widespread opposition to a 
.. -

prisoner's release. (p. 7. n. 6) 

Justice Krupp reversed the decision to deny the _parole and remanded the case back to 

the Parole Board "for a further hearing ... " (p. 8) 

Recommendation 13 - The Parole Board should follow Justice Peter Krupp's 

admonition to provide less boilerplate language and more specificity in its Records of Decision. 

Recommendation _#4 - As directed by the 2018 Criminal Justice Reinvestment Act. the 

Parole Board should assess a lifer immediately following his/her conviction to outline s_pecific 
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programs he/she should complete during incarceration. The Parole Board should also indicate 

what standards_, if any, members use to determine lengths of Setbacks. 

EXCERPTS FROM 2021 RECORDS OF DECISION 

The following five excerpts from the 2021 Records of Decision are quoted directly from 
-· 

those Records of Decision. The names of the lifers and the victims have been deleted. The 

Lifer's Group Inc. has no intent to embarrass nor to ridicule any lifer, hence the deletion of 

identifying names. Rather, the intent is to offer insight into the decision making parameters 
·- -- -

employed by Parole Board members in order to assist lifers in preparing for parole hearings. 

Unfortunately. there are far fewer excerpts in 2021 than had been presented in past reports. All 

of the 2021 excerpts are from Denials as the Abbreviated Decisions for Approvals did not 

include any dialogue between Parole Board members and a lifer during those hearings. 
·- -

1) Board members questioned == as to his various appeal attempts. ===== 
indicated that his appeals were not an attempt to minimize his culpability_, but rather. an 
attempt to reduce his sentence. The Board noted, however, that ===·s actions 
appear contradictory. His testimony at this hearing assured the Board that he takes full 
responsibility for the murder., but· his argument on appeal minimized his role. In 
response, ====s=- stated that his objective-in appealing his conviction was to assert 
self-defense_;· as he believed his conviction should be reduced to manslaughter. Board 
members questioned the likelihood of =====-·.s self-defense theory since he fired his 
gun several times. Further. the Board noted that witness testimony does not support 
his version of the facts. When asked to address the discrepancies; == could not 
provide any insight, aside from indicating that if he had additional experts testify at trial., 
the jury would have found he was acting in self-defense. Upon questioning_,== told 
the Board that he does not feel the need to address any other areas of programming, 
as he is now able to 'transform anger into non-violent communication." The Board 
pointed out, however., that his disciplinary record indicates otherwise. 

This lifer was denied after an Initial Hearing and given a four year Setback. 

2) Upon Board Members questioning_, === admitted to struggling with substance 
abuse prior to his incarceration. However. he stated that he attends AA/NA meetings. 
Nonetheless_, the Board noted that== has incurred numerous disciplinary reports 
related to substance abuse in the institution. At the hearing, == took no 
responsibility for the more serious of these reports_, which involved- the· import of 
controlled substances into the institution. He claimed not to remember others., 
characterizing many of his disciplinary reports as 'frivolous.' === expressed no 
interest in _participating in the Correction Recovery Academy. ----

This lifer was denied at an Initial Hearing and given a five year Setback. 
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3) Although === informed the Board that he was not looking for parole and he 
conceded he is-not ready and doubts he will ever be_, the Board is of-the opinion that his 
assertions were_ disingenuous and self-serving. -At times he appeared to be 
grandstanding, which appeared to be an attempt to further victimize the family. 

This lifer was denied after an Initial Hearing and given a five _year Setback. 

4) The Board remains concerned that ==,==,= is minimizing his role in the governing 
offense and is not being honest and forthright. === needs to establish a support 
system and to engage in substance abuse treatment in order to better prepare himself 
for reentry. -

This lifer was denied after an Initial Hearing and given a one _year Setback. 
He received the one year Setback because the vote was tied - 3 for _parole 
3 for Denial. Hs Initial Hearing was held on April 1. 2021 and the Date of 

Decision was November 1. 2021, allowing him only six months to address 
issues raised by those who voted against parole. 

5) -=~=_presented defensive[ly] and often made excuses for his criminal culpability/ 
behavior.---He remafns a risk until he completes the SOTP. ==== has offered 
information that has resulted in conflicting expert opinions. Thus· indicating a lack of 
candor. 

Board Members explained that they did not understand 's account of (victim's 
name) death. Although he claimed to take full responsibility for the murder, he 
seemingly suggested -at the same time, that her death was accidental. === 
acknowledged that an attorney submitted a recommendation request to the Board in 
2020., on his behalf. that characterized him as an 'innocent man wrongfully convicted.' 
The Board re_peatedly questioned === as to whether the governing ·offense was an 
accident or an intentional murder. - answered that while he did -not intend to kill 
==='' he is responsible for her murder nonetheless. Board Members did not find his 
account of the incident credible. The Board expressed its concern that === 
minimized his culpability in 's death. 

This lifer was denied after a Review Hearing (his fourth) and given a four year Setback. 
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A Liter's Group Inc. Report On The Department of Correction's 
Expenditures And Staffing Levels For Fiscal Year 2022 

1. Introduction 

In response to a Public Records Request, the Department of Correction (DOC) provided 

data on the expenditures of funds and staffing levels for the DOC in Fiscal Year 2022 (July 1, 

2021 through June 30, 2022). The staffing levels were for Full Time Employees (FTEs) only, 

i.e., not including contract employees or part-time employees. Both the FTEs and the 

expenditures were reported for various categories for Rscal 2022. 

The percentages for staffing categories were provided by the DOC. The percentages for 

expenditures, ratios for staffing levels, and differences and respective percentages for 

expenditures and staffing levels for 2022 as compared to Fiscal 2021, 2020, and 2019 noted 

later in this report were calculated by the author. 

2. Fiscal 2022 DOC Expenditures 

As in past Lifer's Group Inc. reports on DOC Expenditures and Staffing Levels.1 the 

expenditures of funds and calculated percentages of the total amounts spent in Fiscal 2022 

were broken down into nine categories consistent with prior Lifer's Group Inc. reports on the 

Expenditures and Staffing Levels of the DOC. 

~ Amou,t CJ{, 

.Employee Expenses 470,222,847 61.7 

Prisoner Health Costs 195, 170,925 25.6 

Utilities 23,934,671 3.1 

Infrastructure 20,074,303 2.6 

Prisoner Program Costs 16,138,353 2.1 

Prisoner Food Costs 16,002,595 2.1 
Other Expenses2 13,592,712 1.8 

Administrative Expenses 4,086,118 .6 

Legislative Earmarkss 2,340,000 _ .4_ 

Total Expenses 761.!i62.524 100.0 

Total Expenses in Fiscal 2022 increased by $40,904,129 or 5. 7% from Rscal 2021. 

1 Past reports can be accessed at: www.realcostofprisons.org/writing or on Facebook @LifersGoupMCINorfolk. 
2 Other Expenses include: Facility Fumishin • I aning l')!ie curity E ui V i 10 in+ a ca, 
Capt I phon , I re Ii n ing. 
3 legislative Earmarks are funds paid to cities and towns which host prisons as mandated by the Legislature. 
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3. DOC Staffing Levels For Fiscal 2022 

The numbers and percentages for the DOC Full Time Employees (FTEs) for Fiscal 

2022 broke down as follows: 

Categcxy Number 9(, 

Security Personnel4 2,910 72.9 

Administrative Support Staff 344 8.6 

Maintenance 226 5.7 

Correction Program Officers (CPOs) 214 5.4 
Management · 21l 5.3 

Educational Staff 84 _2j__ 

TotalFTEs 3,989 100.0 

The number of FTEs decreased by 529 or 12"/4 comparing Fiscal 2022 with Fiscal 2021. 

4. A Three Comparison of DOC Expenditures 

Category Rscal2022 Fiscal2021 Rscal2(0) 

Employee Expenses 470,222,847 456,623,952 466,693,799 

Prisoner Health Costs 195,170,925 184,538,552 174,317,963 

Infrastructure 20,074,303 12,977,354 13,842,167 

Utilities 23,934,671 22,388,901 22,204,778 

Prisoner Program Costs 16,138,353 13,885,583 8,865,120 

Prisoner Food Costs 16,002,595 14,310,553 13,646,814 

Other Expenses 13,592,712 9,502,257 14,263,893 

Administrative Expenses 4,086,118 4,056,243 4,427,402 

Legislative Earmarks 2,340.000 ~_7~000 2,420,000 

Tola! Expenses 761,562,524 720,658,395 720,681,936 

MA QJstody Pop. on Jan. 1 5,962 6,553 7,864 

.ArnJal Cost Per Prisoner 127,736 109,974 91,643 

The sources for the MA Custody Population was the DOC's Institution Fact Cards for 

January 1 st of each year. The Annual Cost Per Prisoner was calculated by the author by 

dividing the Total Expenses for each fiscal year by the January 1st MA Custody Population 

total for that fiscal year. 

3 Security Personnel includes the number of Correction Officers (2,844) and the number of unifonned captains 
(66). 
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The percentage of Total Expenditures for Employee Expenses decreased from 63.4% 

in Fiscal 2021 to 61.7% in Fiscal 2022. The actual dollars spent, however, for Employee 

Expenses in Fiscal 2022 increased by $13,595,885 or 3%, despite the fact that, as reported on 

the previous page, the actual number of FTEs totaled 3,989 in Fiscal 2022, a decrease of 529 

or 11. 7% from Fiscal 2021 where the FTEs totaled 4,518. 

In actual dollars spent in Fiscal 2022, all but one category increased. In order of 

increased percentages of dollars spent and the increased amounts were: Infrastructure by 

54.7% ($7,096,949), Other Expenses by 43.1% ($4,090,455), Prisoner Program Costs by 

16.2% or $2,252,770, Prisoner Food Costs by 11.8% or $1,692,042, Utilities by 6.goA, or 

$1,545,770, Prisoner Health Costs by 5.8% or $10,632,373, the aforenoted Employee 

Expenses by 3.0% or $13,598,895, and Administrative Expenses by .7% or $29,875. The only 

category to decrease in dollars spent was legislative Earmarks by 1.5% or $35,000. 

While the number of prisoners in custody in MA on January 1, 2022 was 571 fewer 

than on January 1, 2021 or by 8.7%, Total Expenses increased by $40,904,129 or 5.7% in 

Fiscal 2022 as compared to Fiscal 2021. As a result, the Average Cost Per Prisoner in Fiscal 

2022 was $127,736, an increase of 16.2% from Fiscal 2021 ($109,974). 

5. A Three Year Comparison of DOC Staffing Levels For FTEs 

As noted earlier, comparing Fiscal 2022 with Fiscal 2021, the totat number of FTEs 

decreased by 529 or 11.7%. Thus, while the number of FTEs decreased by 11.7%, Employee 

Expenses increased by 3%. When the Fiscal 2022 numbers of FTEs and resultant 

expenditures are compared to Fiscal 2019, FTEs decreased by 19.9% (from 4,977 to 3,989), 

yet Employee Expenses increased by 4% (from $440,433,611 to $470,222,847.) 

The number of prisoners in MA Custody decreased by 571 or 8.7% in Fiscal 2022 as 

compared to Fiscal 2021. The ratio of FTEs to prisoners in Fiscal 2022 was 1 :1.5, the same as 

for Fiscal 2021. The ratio of Security Personnel in Fiscal 2022 was 1 :2.1 , slightly higher than 

the ratio for Fiscal 2021 which was 1 :2.0. See table below. 

Category FISCal.2022 Fiscal2021 Fiscal2020 
# % , % II % 

Security Personnel 2,911 73.0 3,207 71.0 3,324 71.4 

Other 1.708 27.0 1,311 29.0 1,335 28.6 

TotalFTEs 3,989 4,518 4,659 

Total Prisoners -1/1 5,982 6,553 7,864 

. FJEsto 1 :1.5 1:1.5 1:1.7 

Ratio SeclBily to Prisoners 1 :2.1 1:2.0 1:2.4 
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6. Percentage Changes In Expenditures For Fiscal 2022 Comparea 
to Fiscal 2021 , Fiscal 2020, and Fiscal 2019 

Expense Category Fiscal 2022 to Fiscal 2022 to Fiscal 2022 to 
Fiscal 2021 Fiscal 2020 Fiscal 20195 

Infrastructure +54.7 +45.0 + 51.9 

Other +43.1 - 4.7 +103.6 

Prisoner Program Costs +16.2 +82.0 + 97.5 

Prisoner Food Costs +11.8 +17.3 + 18.5 

Utilities + 6.9 + 7.8 + 2.5 

Prisoner Health Costs + 5.8 +120 + 15.5 

Employee Expenses + 3.0 + .8 + 6.8 

Administrative Expenses + .7 - 7.7 - 5.4 

Legislative Earmarks - 1.5 - 3.3 - 1.5 

1 /1 MA Custody Count - 9.0 -24.2 - 29.5 

FTEs -11.7 -14.8 - 19.9 

Annual Cost Per Prisoner +16.2 +39.4 + 58.6 

Total Expenses + 5.7 + 5.7 + 11.9 

7. Discussion 

The DOC spent over three-quarters of a billion dollars in Fiscal 2022, a substantial 

$40,904,129 or 5.7% more than the DOC spent in Fiscal 2021 despite the drop in numbers of 

both prisoners in MA custody and the number of FTEs, which decreased by 9% and 12% 

respectively. In addition, the DOC has spent in the last four fiscal years $2,883,643, 180. Three 

questions come to mind. First, have the MA taxpayers received $2.9 billion worth of services 

which has enhanced public safety? Second, why does the DOC _continue to expend more 

funds year by ye~r when both the ~umbers· ~l prison~rs and FTEs continue to decline? And, 

third, who is tasked with holding the DOC accountable to answer why the DOC spends more 

money continually when the number of prisoners and FTEs continues to fall? 

From Fiscal 2021 to Fiscal 2022, of the decrease of 529 FTEs, 297 were from Security 

Personn_el, a drop of 5.6%. Only one category of FTEs increased - Management by 19 or 4.9%. 

Three additional categories decreased: Support Staff by 152 (3.1 %), Correction Program 

Officers by 21 or a.go/4 (note also that from Fiscal 2020 through Fiscal 2022, the number of 

Correction Program Officers decreased by 38 or 15.1%), and Maintenance by 69 or 23.3%. 

The number on the Educational Staff remained the same at 84. 
5 See Lifer's Group report on Expenditures and FTEs for Fiscal 2019 at: www.realcostofprisons.org/writing . 
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While often discussed in previous Lifer's Group Inc. reports on the Expenditures and 

Staffing Levels in the DOC, it bears repeating that prisoners are grossly under-valued and 

under-used in areas such as Education and Maintenance. Training prisoners to provide 

services such as welding, plumbing, carpentry, electrical work, masonry, tutoring, and even 

teaching would dramatically reduce costs without an concomitant decline in the quality of 

services rendered. This was the case decades ago, when the DOC was under Health and 

Human Services. Prisoners, including lifers, were utilized in those roles, even earning state 

certification, making them far more employable once released. By failing to use the abilities 

offered by prisoners, the DOC continues to waste precious resources, both financial and 

human. 

In Fiscal 2022, the DOC continued what seems to be an inexorable rise in the annual 

cost per prisoner. This situation is the direct result of the increased expenditures and 

decreasing number of prisoners in custody in MA. In Fiscal 2018, the average cost per prisoner 

was $70,730. In Fiscal 2019, the average cost per prisoner rose to $80,523 and then climbed to 

$91,643 in Rscal 2020. In Fiscal 2021, the average cost per prisoner topped $100,000 at 

$109,974. And, finally, in Fiscal 2022, the average cost per prisoner was $127,736, an increase 

of 81 % in just five years! The bulk of that increase came in the past three years when the 

average cost per prisoner rose 55.6% as the MA custody count dropped 29.5% while Total 

Expenses increased 11.9% 

Health costs for prisoners also continues to rise despite the mandate from the 

Legislature under the Criminal Justice Reform Act of 2018 to release on medical parole those 

prisoners who are terminally ill or debilitated. In 2018, Prisoners' Legal Services (PLS) opined 

regarding medical parole that it "remains a cruel illusion for far too many sick and dying 

prisoners." This state continued in Fiscal 2022 under the auspices of Carol Mici as 

Commissioner. Hopefully, with the new governor, changes in the DOC management will be 

forthcoming. The paucity of medical paroles as well as the continuing increase in the number of 

aged and infirm prisoners has resulted in an increase of 15.5% in health costs in Fiscal 2022 

from Fiscal 2019. 

The Lifer's Group Inc. welcomes any and all comments, criticisms, and/or questions 

concerning this report. Please direct such correspondence to Gordon Haas, Chairman - Lifer's 

Group Inc., MCI-Norfolk, P.O. Box 43, Norfolk, MA 02056. Copies of this report are available 

upon request. This report can be viewed at: www.realcostofprisons.org/writing or on Facebook 

@LifersGroupMCINorfolk. Permission is granted to copy or utilize any information contained in 

this report as long as proper attribution is made. 
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A REPORT ON THE SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS IN THE MA 
DEPARTMENT Of CORRECTION'S CENTRAL INMATE BENEFIT 

FUND, THE LAW LIBRARY FUND, AND THE PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT FOR F rSCAL 202t (JULY t. 202t - JUNE 30. 202n 

t .- lntroducUon 

Tha Central Office of the- Massachusetts Department of Correction (DOC), pursuant to 
internal DOC Regulation 103 DOC 476, maintains two separate accounts or funds, the 

Program Account (103 DOC 476.10) and the Law Library Fund (:103 DOC 476.11}. These 

accounts, along_ with the Central Inmate Benefit Fund (CIB} or Z-1 Account, were established to 

provide services and benefits to prisoners. The Program Account and the Law Library Fund are 

financed by assessments paid by each correctional institution as a percentage of the total 

revenues received each month in the respective correctional institutions. The Law Library Fund 

receives 200/4 of said revenues;_ the Program Account receives 100/4. Interest payments are 

also eaned on account balances. 

Institutional revenues consist of commissions paid to an institution by the Keefe 

Commissary Network (KCN) as a percentage of sales to prisoners for commissary, appliance, 

and clothing_ items. Over 90% of an institution's revenue is generated from such commissions. 

The remaining_ revenue sources are: locker fees, soda bottle refunds, vending_ machine 

commissions, and bank interest. KCN also pays commissions on sales of tablets, tablet 

accessories, emails, movies, games, music, and Secure Pak orders. These commissions, 

however, are paid directly into the CIB and are not shared with institutions. 

The DOC established the Program Account as "an effort to identify and utilize all 

available resources ... to supplement existing_ prog_rams or funding_ of new programs throughout 

the Department." L103 DOC 476.10(:11)1 The DOC does not indicate why the Law Library Fund 

was established or any guidelines as to how or where funds are to be expended from the Law 

Library Fund. The Law Library Fund did fund the computerization of law libraries in each 

institution. Since the smaller institutions did not g_enerate enoug_h revenue to pay for individual 

conversions, the assessments to larger institutions compensated for the shortfalls All 

institutional law library computer conversions, however, were completed over a decade ago. 

Yet, the monthly 20% assessments continue resulting_ in a large unused balance in excess of 

$1,000,000 being continuously maintained in the Law Library Fund. 

The CIB appears to be an extension of the individual Z-1 (Inmate Benefit Accounts) 

maintained in each institution. Individual superintendents have the authority to expend funds 

within broad guidelines. According_ to 103 DOC 476.12(2): "Expenditures of such funds shall 

benefit the g_eneral inmate population or be for any goods or services determined by the 
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Commissioner to be necessary to maintain and/or enhance the delivery of services to 

inmates." Superintendents may petition the Central Office for payment of major institutional 

expenditures from either the Program Account of the CIB on a case-by-case basis. Any 

expenditure exceeding_ $1,000 at the institutional level must receive written approval from 

Administrative Services in the Central Office. l103 DOC 476.12(5(1 

2_ Total Sources and Uses ot Funds For Fiscal 2021 

Accol.nJFund 
CIB 

Law Library Fund 

Program Account 

Totals 

Total Sources 

151,793.46 

285,809.83 

141,377.70 

578,980.99 

3_ Central Inmate Benefit Fund (CIB) 

a. Balance Sheet 

Beginning Balance (7 /1 /20) 

+ Sources of Funds 

Subtotal 

- Uses of Funds 

Ending_ Balance (6/30/21) 

b. CIB Sources of Funds (7/1 /20 - 6/30/21) 

Secure Paks 

MP3, Music, Movie and Game Commissions 

Access Commissions 

Returns of Unused Funds 

Institutional Typewriter Payments 

Inmate Restitutions 

Interest 

Adjustment 

Total Sources of Funds 

Total-Uses 

87,179.54 

499,640.88 

JL897.51 

595,717.93 

Differences 
64,613.92 

(213,831.05) 

132.480.19 

( 16,736.94) 

450,202.38 

151,793.46 

601,998.84 

87,179.54 

514,819.30 

91,:156.38 

29,053.60 

22,629.30 

4,400.33 

2,235.00 

886.60 

735.98 

696.27 

151,793.46 

The commissions for music downloads, videos, and games decreased from Fiscal 2020 

by 76%, while the commissions for Secure Pak sales increased 121°/4. The Total Sources of 

Funds in Fiscal 2021 decreased 25% from Fiscal 2020. 
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c. CIB Uses of Funds (7/1/20- 6/30/21) 

Swank 

Reading_ Materials 

Lionbridg_e 

SHI International 

Adiustments 

BSN Sports 

Curbell Medical Providers 

Keefe Commissary 

ADC Depalo 

W. B. Mason 

CharmTex 

Total Uses of Funds 

36,849.00 

25,000.00 
9,214.87 

7,581.00 

2,183.00 

1,937.87 

1,784.97 

1,079.05 

957.00 
314.42 

278.36 
87,179.54 

In Fiscal 2021, only 57% of the Sources of Funds were spent from the Central Inmate 

Benefit Fund. No specifics of what service or item was purchased were provided in the data 

received from the DOC. 

4r Central Law Library Fund {Z-176) 

a. Balance Sheet 

Beginning Balance (7 /1 /20} 

+ Sources of Funds 

Subtotal 

- Uses of Funds 

Ending_ Balance (6/30/21) 

b. Law Library Fund Sources of Funds (7/1/20 -6/30/21) 

1) Assessments From Institutions 

MCI-Norfolk 

MCI-Shirley 

MCI-Gardner 

Old Colony 

MCI-Concord 

Souza-Baranowski 

MCI-Cedar Junction 

Treatment Center 

3 

1,548,858.06 

285,809.83 
1,834,_667.89 

499,640.88 
1,335,027.01 

53,183.37 

50,610.69 

35,_127.37 

29,210.80 

24,243.75 

19,480.93 

15,937.46 

13,038.98 
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MCI-Framingham 

N.E.C.C. 

Pondville 

Bridgewater State Hospital 

Community Corrections 

Bridgewater Complex 

So. Middlesex 

MASAC 

2. Other 

Unattributed 

Error Adjustment 

Interest 

Voids 

Total Sources of Funds 

9,475.01 

7,421.20 

6,,270.23 

3,398.09 

3,,041.09 

2,478.68 

2,001.70 

1,124.16 

3,387.41 

3,185.20 

1,835.09 

1,358.62 

285,809.83 

The total of the institutional assessments was 276,043.51, a .07% increase from Fiscal 

2020. The Total Sources of Funds for Fiscal 2021 for the Law library Fund decreased 5% from 

Fiscal 2020. 

c. Law Library Fund Uses of Funds (7/1/20- 6/30/21) 

Dell/EMC 

Matthew Bender 

Integration Partners 

Comcast 

Thomas West 

lntrasystems 

Mass. Lawyer's Weekly 

Lawyer's Diary 

Total Uses of Funds 

230,950.16 

119,400.00 

46,980.62 

40,961.00 

28,721.00 

18,700.00 

8,778.00 

5.150.00 
499,640.88 

Despite the fact that in Fiscal 2021, more funds were expended from the Law Library 

Fund than were received, i.e., 175% Uses over Sources, the ending balance in the Law Library 

Fund as of June 30, 2021 was over $1.3 million. The DOC needs to consider why so much in 

this fund is continuously left unused. The funds stockpiled in the Law Library Fund could be 

used to meet program needs at the institutional level. If the DOC is unwilling to apportion at 

least some of the funds held in the Law Library Fund, the DOC should consider reducing_ the 

20% assessment. At the very least, then the DOC should reimburse individual institutions for 
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the expenses they incur for maintaining_ their law libraries. These expenses include, but are not 

limited to: typewriters, photocopier leases, copy paper, toner, legal books, and assorted office 

supplies such as typewriter ribbons, envelopes, and typing_ paper, all of which is required to be 

made available to prisoners for their leg_al work. 

5r Central P rograrn Account 

a. Balance Sheet 

Beginning Balance (7 /1 /20} 

+ Sources of Funds 

Subtotal 

- Uses of Funds 

Ending_ Balance (6/30/21) 

b. Program Account Sources of Funds 

244,521.97 

141,377.70 

385,899.67 

8,897.51 

377,002.16 

The sole reported source of funds for the Program Account is the 10% assessment paid 

by each institution on their total revenues each month. In Fiscal 2021, the total of all institutional 

assessments was 141,377.70 or 118% over Fiscal 2020. As in Fiscal 2020,_ the DOC did not 

provide the amounts assessed each institution in Fiscal 2021, but provided only the total of 

income per quarter. 

c. Program Account Uses of Funds (7/1/20 - 6/30/21) 

Booklets For Inmate Journaling_ 

Virtual Volunteer Program 

Indirect Charg_es 

Total Uses of Funds 

7,613.61 

721.24 

562.66 
8,897.51 

In Fiscal 2021, in the Program Account, the Sources of Funds exceeded the Uses of 

Funds by 94%. 

6_ Total Ending Balances For Each Account 

Central lnmata Benefit Fund (L 1) 

Law Library Fund (Z-176) 

Central Program Account 

Total Ending_ Balances - 6/30/21 

5 
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The decrease in the total of ending_ balances for the three Central Accounts from Fiscal 

2020 was $16,733.94 or .7%. Overall, the ending_ balance for the Central Inmate Benefit Fund 

increased 14%,_ the ending_ balance for the Law Library Fund decreased 14%,_ and the ending_ 

balance for the Program Account increased 54%. 

In closing_, the question needs to be asked, as it has in previous reports on the DOC's 

three Central Accounts: Why does the DOC continue to maintain over $2.2 million sitting_ in 

these three accounts combined, rather than increasing_ spending_ for programs proven to 

reduce recidivism, such as education, or return funds to individual institutions for their use? 

This report has been prepared and published by and on behalf of the Lifer's Group Inc., 

MCI-Norfolk, P.O. Box 43, Norfolk, MA 02056. Any and all information contained in this report 

may be reproduced or copied without permission as long_as the proper attribution is made. Any 

and all comments, questions, or corrections concerning_ this report are welcome and should be 

directed to Gordon Haas, Chairman, Lifer's Group Inc. at the above address. All calculations 

were made by the author who is solely responsible for any errors. The data were provided by 

the DOC pursuant to a public records request. 

The Lifer's Group Inc. continues to thank Lois Ahrens, Founding_ Director of the Real 

Cost of Prisons Project for her generous, much valued, and continuous support. This report as 

well as many other Lifer's Group Inc. reports on such topics as Parole Decisions For Lifers, 

Recidivism Rates, Elderly Prisoners, Expenditures and Staffing_ Levels of the DOC, and reports 

on specific issues concerning_ lifers and the DOC, can be found at: www.realcostofprisons.org/ 

writing. Copies of this report and others found on the Real Cost of Prisons website can be 

obtained upon request from the Lifer's Group Inc. 
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Appendix II: 
AACC Furlough 
Report 
Please note that some attachments to the AACC 
Letter to Governor Maura Healey are not included in 
this Appendix because they contain personal 
information and have therefore been removed to 
protect the individual’s privacy. 



To: Governor of Massachusetts Maura Healey

Fr: African American Coalition Committee

Re: Furlough Pilot Program Proposal

Date: 10-25-22

Dear Governor Maura Healey,

The African American Coalition Committee (AACC) is writing to you requesting that you
support our furlough pilot program proposal. We believe it is a safe and practical approach to
fully restoring the furlough program under current Massachusetts law (G.L.c. 127, § 90A)
promulgated through 103 CMR 463. The AACC's Harriet Tubman Project and Massachusetts
Black and Latino Legislative Caucus (MBLLC) have vetted participants located at MCI-Norfolk
for the furlough pilot program and we are requesting that as Governor you approve the DOC to
process these participants under 103 CMR 463.  regulations so that more data can be collected
before deciding how and when to fully reestablish the furlough program.

In 1988 the MA DOC stopped the furlough program after the 1986 Willie incident was
politicized in the 1987-88 presidential race between former Massachusetts Governor Michael
Dukakis and George H.W. Bush. Although this incident significantly damaged the reputation of
the furlough program the statute was never repealed but instead modified to exclude
first-degree lifers and permit only second-degree lifers and persons with determinate sentences.
Now incarcerated persons must meet specific conditions established under 103 CMR 463.07 to
be eligible for a furlough. These conditions are that incarcerated persons ''serving a life
sentence for murder in the second degree [which permits parole after 15 years] shall be
required to serve 12 years...all other inmates shall be required to have served at least 50% of
the time between their effective date of sentence and their parole eligibility date or earliest
release or discharge date, whichever is less, and shall be within three years of their parole
eligibility date or earliest release or discharge date, whichever is less, before being eligible for
an initial furlough...''

This is the law, and even though the executive branch of government is responsible for
ensuring that the laws are faithfully executed, since 1988 every Governor after Dukakis has
completely ignored this statute and allowed the DOC to do the same. While ineligible
first-degree lifers are barred de jure, all other eligible persons are barred de facto.
Consequently, over the last 30 years thousands of incarcerated persons and their families, who

• 



had no relationship whatsoever to Willie Horton or the situation, have lost out on the many 
reentry advantages this program offers.

The furlough program is an unmatched reentry tool because with the assistance of a 
qualified sponsor returning citizens can build a foundation for themselves in the community 
before returning to it. They can find housing and avoid the reality that citizens returning to 
society are 10 times more likely to be homeless after release. They can take advantage of the 
many social services not available within prison facilities. They can go on job interviews, and 
seek individual or family therapy to ensure all impacted parties are emotionally and mentally 
prepared for such a difficult transition. They will have tangible opportunities to build trust within 
the communities they will eventually return to. Such opportunities help reshape the thinking of 
incarcerated persons who get to see what the world is like today, preparing them to be more 
productive and effective citizens. Ultimately the furlough program builds the foundation for them 
to foster a life where they can reach the 3-year mark, which is the time according to the U.S. 
Department of Justice when the likelihood of recidivism drops from 45% to 8%.

Within this proposal we have provided 1) a concise historic account of the furlough program 
in Massachusetts, 2) a furlough itinerary form w/ sponsor agreement, 3) participant info charts, 
4) and a personal letter written from each participant. If you want to see any additional
information from us or would like to discuss this proposal further with AACC and MBLLC please
contact State Rep. Russell Holmes.

Thank you for your attention and consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Tony Gaskins, AACC Legal Department

Corey ''Al-Ameen'' Patterson, AACC chairman

State Rep. Russell Holmes, MBLLC
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CHAPTER 777 & PRISON REFORM

On July 18, 1972, the Massachusetts Legislature promulgated the Chapter 777 prison reform
act entitled: AN ACT RELATIVE TO THE ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATION OF
CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS AND FACILITIES IN THE COMMONWEALTH. The tragedy
of the 1971 Attica Prison uprising in New York was the catalyst for prison reform across the
nation. At the time the Massachusetts prison system was under the authority of the
Massachusetts Department of Health and Human Services (unfortunately it's now under the
Department of Public Safety). "The Reform Act" was education and substance abuse/addiction
treatment-oriented, with a strong emphasis on human transformation, community reintegration,
and transition.

Former Massachusetts Governor Francis Sargent hired a progressive Corrections
Commissioner named John Boone to institute and establish The Reform Act, which included
updated CMRs (Code of Massachusetts Regulations) as well as Department of Correction
(DOC) policies for regulating new minimum security, pre-release, and work-release facilities, as
well as, programs such as the furlough program, vocational and trade programs, drug reform
programs, etc.

During this time the prevailing philosophy was, "Your sentence was your punishment." The DOC
operated more so with custody and care, inclined towards "prison reform" and community
reintegration. The "carrot on a stick" methodology was employed with significant success during
this period. Incarcerated men and women reasonably expected that if they met the criteria for a
particular benefit they would be rewarded for their efforts. As a result, many experienced
genuine personal reformation. All prisoners were included in the DOC's "reformation enterprise,"
even those serving first-degree life sentences.

Through Pell Grants, a substantial percentage of prisoners were able to earn Associate's,
Bachelor's, and Master's Degrees. Other prisoners learned trades, and worked in mental health
& state hospital programs; others were engaged in construction/renovation projects across the
Commonwealth. These reform policies and practices curbed criminal thinking by way of
educating and providing prisoners with a competitive opportunity to obtain meaningful
employment and earn a livable wage so that they could be productive in whatever communities
they returned to.



THE FURLOUGH PROGRAM

One of the most successful prison reform programs during this period was the furlough program.
Furloughs were considered an integral part of the "correctional process". The Furlough program
allowed prisoners who were approved to participate in the program to receive 14 days on
furlough a year. The 14-day allotment was split into 2 courses throughout a 12-month span, 7
days within the first 6 months and 7 days within the second 6 months. A furlough request made
at any given time could not exceed more than 72 hours per request. Therefore a prisoner could
request 12 hrs., 24 hrs., 36 hrs., 48 hrs., or he could request even less (i.e. 6 or 3 hrs.). While
on furloughs prisoners were allowed to visit family, attend community activities, religious
services, therapy sessions, social events, etc. The objective was to provide prisoners with
opportunities to foster connections within their communities and to assist in acclimating them to
society while they were still serving their sentences.

The furlough process was intended to make a returning citizen's community reintegration
transition less of a "culture shock". It also served as a process to help deinstitutionalize them,
being much more consistent with a humane reform protocol. When a prisoner intended to go out
on a furlough, he or she had to provide an itinerary detailing the time and place of each and
every place they planned to go then the itinerary had to be approved. While on furlough prisoner
participants were subject to telephone checks from the institution to verify the itinerary. Random
"on-site" checks were also incorporated.

Due to the overall national trend toward criminal justice reform and the success of the furlough
program a succession of Massachusetts governors were willing to expend political capital in
support of prison reform by exercising their executive clemency power to commute sentences of
prisoners who were serving long-term sentences, including those serving first-degree life
sentences. Commutation guidelines regarded commuting sentences as "an extraordinary
remedy and integral part of the correctional process... It is intended to serve as a strong
motivation for confined persons to utilize available resources for self-development and
self-improvement as an incentive for them to become law-abiding citizens and return to society.
"

WILLIE HORTON & BEGINNING OF THE END OF PRISON REFORM

The 1987-1988 presidential race between George Herbert Walker Bush and Massachusetts
Governor Michael Dukakis was undoubtedly the turning point for prison reform in the
Commonwealth and across the nation. In 1986 Willie Horton escaped while on a furlough pass
and fled to the state of Maryland. There, he allegedly assaulted a man and raped his fiancé. His
case became an instant media spectacle and took center stage in the presidential race. The
Bush campaign headed by Lee Atwater used the Horton incident to support their claim that
Dukakis was soft on crime. Atwater ensured that the Bush campaign also appealed to the racial
fears, hatred, and prejudices of white voters toward "black criminals." In doing so he even went
as far as putting out a mugshot of Horton wherein his skin complexion was darkened.



On the heels of Dukakis' brutal defeat nationwide criminal justice reform policies and practices
would dissipate into oblivion. In Massachusetts under Republican Governor William F. Weld's
administration (Dukakis's successor) criminal justice reform and custody and care corrections
took a dismal paradigm shift. Weld hired two corrections commissioners who both had dubious
histories in the federal prison system, Larry Dubois and Thomas Rapone. Together they
ensured that progressive reforms would take a backseat to strict control.

The "Willie Horton effect" (defined as the tendency to reflexively overhaul a criminal justice
policy after a single violent crime, regardless of the policy's overall success) eliminated
furloughs and ended the classification and placement of first and second-degree lifers in
minimum-security facilities. Parole policies became more draconian comparatively speaking,
and all considerations for commutations were voided. Though the death penalty was abolished
in Massachusetts, "death by incarceration" became an imminent reality for the many reformed
lifers.

DECLINE IN POSITIVE PAROLES AND COMMUTATIONS

The year Horton went on the run the Massachusetts DOC furlough program touted a 99%
success rate. Successful participants in the furlough program were practically guaranteed a
positive parole, and first-degree lifers who were successful participants experienced far greater
success when they petitioned the Governor and Governor's Council to have their sentences
commuted. After the elimination of furloughs, positive paroles declined from 80% in 1980 to
33% in 2002. For second-degree lifers (i.e. those serving a life sentence but are eligible for
parole after 15 or more years) positive paroles fell as low as 6% in 1997 after the
truth-in-sentencing statute was enacted in 1994. In 2017 the parole rate for second-degree lifers
was 24%.² As for executive clemency, the practice has been completely abandoned. Between
1969 and 1997 five successive administrations granted a total of 115 commutations, with a
higher percentage of them being life sentences or de facto life sentences (i.e. sentences of 50
years or longer before parole consideration). OVER THE LAST 5 ADMINISTRATIONS AND 23
YEARS THERE HAS ONLY BEEN 1 COMMUTATION!

COMMUTATIONS GRANTED BY ADMINISTRATION BETWEEN 1969 & 2020 (A 51-YEAR
PERIOD)³

Admin.  Yr.  Commutations
Sargent  1969-1975  40
Dukakis  1975-1979  48
King  1979-1983   11
Dukakis  1983-1991  10
Weld  1991-1997    6
Celluci  1997-2001   0
Swift  2001-2002   0



Romney      2003-2007  0
Patrick  2007-2015  1
Baker  2015-  2

THE ROUND-UP

The Willie Horton fiasco had such a profound impact that on January 1, 1988, at around 2 A.M.,
66 prisoners serving first-degree life sentences, were summarily rounded up from all
minimum-security facilities and remanded to the medium-security Southeastern Correctional
Center. They were then reclassified to other medium-security facilities throughout the
Commonwealth. THESE WERE PRISONERS THAT HAD THUS FAR KEPT THE TRUST! They
were recognized and commended as "MODEL PRISONERS". They worked daily, side by side
with civilians, and citizens of the Commonwealth. All their minimum security privileges became
null and void. All their work and efforts were no longer acknowledged by DOC administrators.
Furloughs, minimum security placements, and commutations were no longer accessible, no
longer an option! This was their reward for being "model prisoners,"— FOR NOT BEING WILLIE
HORTON.

Over the years many of these "trustees" and "model prisoners" have since died in prison, never
to see the other side of the walls built around medium-security prisons. Others have lost hope
after having their resilient spirit crushed by the very same system that once upon a time
encouraged them to pursue self-development, self-improvement, and human reformation; with
an expectant, potential to be redeemed and returned to the community as law-abiding,
tax-paying citizens.

RENEWED ADVOCACY FOR FURLOUGHS

In 2018 the African American Coalition Committee (AACC) launched its "Top Ten Initiatives"
which included an initiative calling for the Massachusetts legislature and DOC to reinstate the
once highly successful furlough program arguing that the data is clear: furloughs are smart,
cost-effective, and the most humane way to combat "death by incarceration." In an effort to
attain this goal the AACC legal department, headed by Tony Gaskins, forwarded a written
furlough bill proposal to State Representative Russell Holmes detailing the reasons why
meaningful criminal justice reform necessitates furloughs. "In accordance with our laws and
tradition within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, prisoners are not supposed to die in
prison. This is why there are commutation laws for first-degree lifers to seek to have their
sentences commuted after serving fifteen years...in alliance [sic] with how second-degree lifers
are permitted to go before the parole board after serving fifteen years of their sentences."⁴
Holmes unhesitatingly supported AACC's furlough initiative and in 2019 he filed H.3755: An Act
restoring the furlough program for incarcerated persons. The AACC in collaboration with Rep.
Holmes, members of the Massachusetts Black and Latino Legislative Caucus, U.S.
Congresswoman Ayanna Pressley, and the People's Justice Guarantee coalition continue to
push for furloughs as a substantive component of prison reform.



-------------------------------
¹ Omar Abdur Rahman, affectionately and respectfully known as "Shaykh Omar" by his
incarcerated peers, was released on March 4th, 2020 after serving 48 years for first-degree
murder. He was one of the "model prisoners" never rewarded for his reformation and "model
behavior" as promised by the DOC and past Governors. After being denied several
commutations over the years he was finally released on medical parole after being diagnosed
with terminal cancer with only six months to live. Corey "Al-Ameen" Patterson is currently the
chairman of the African American Coalition Committee. He is currently serving a second-degree
life sentence.
² Center on the Administration of Criminal Law: NYU, "Willie Horton's Shadow: Clemency in
Massachusetts," pg. 5, (2019).
³ ibid., pg. 4.
⁴ African American Coalition Committee: Legal Department, "Furlough Proposal," by Gaskins,
Tony, pg. 1 (2018).
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