Going No-Where Fast with Parole and Pardon Denials
11/21/08

Regardless of Nevada's current financial crisis, it boggles my mind that government agencies, especially those
related to Law Enforcement continue to not only break or bend their own regulations and guidelines, but also
the law, without any recourse or punishment. '

Parole Board

| have heard from several institutions in this state that inmates deemed to be a ‘Low Risk’ to re-offend continue
to receive parole denials up to three years, even when they are merely going to consecutive sentences. | can't
comprehend why this state spends so much time, energy and MONEY, creating rules, regulations and laws to
then dismiss them at the tax payer’s expense. Each and every three year parole denial costs the state
$60,000 (an above average annual salary for ONE state worker).

The attached documentation is one example of the many parole denials | receive copies of and/or hear about.
In the attached record, the inmate had a Parole Board Hearing on 9/16/08 in absence and was denied parole
to his next sentence for three years.

According to his Risk Assessment he is deemed LOW Risk and was given NO reason for his denial which |
thought has been a requirement for a while now. Per the NDOC website, it looks like this inmate has two more
sentences to serve time on.

| don't understand why inmates who are disciplinary write-up free, ARE programming, are deemed a LOW
RISK by the Parole Board, are just going to consecutive sentences, are being denied, much less for three
years. | have heard from far too many inmates that they are getting maximum dumps despite having a 'low
risk' score for the public not to question.

What kind of message does this send to a criminal? Do well, you will get a low risk assessment, but you will
get the maximum dump anyway....? What reasons are they given to continue to do well in prison, OR even
when they get out?

If the inmates are going to another sentence and not getting the opportunity to re-offend anyway, what purpose
does it serve to deny them from going to a consecutive sentence, ESPECIALLY if they are doing well, write-up
free and programming?

Pardon’s Board

I have wrote and spoke about the lack of adherence to the Nevada Administrative Code that requires TWO, not
ONE, Pardon’s Board Hearings per year, many times and in many forums. | was pleased that finally a
Pardon’s Board Hearing was scheduled before this years end, however extremely bewildered by the decisions.

It is my understanding that the method in which an inmate is granted a Pardon’s Board Hearing is to be
sponsored by a member of the Pardon’s Board or by the Director of the Nevada Department of Corrections. If
this is true, then | am curious as to why there were so many unanimous denials to grant the slightest bit of
clemency. | would assume that there would be at least one vote to grant clemency from the individual who
requested the inmate be granted a hearing. | can't help but think that this is yet another form of cruel and sick
punishment for these fellow humans to give them a glimmer of hope and then crush that hope as if it were an
annoying bug.

Itis no secret that Nevada is in financial hardship. With the majority of the only 15 inmates who were seen by
the last Pardon’s Board being denied, it seems to me that the Pardon’s Board Hearing itself cost the state
more money then it saved by granting any clemency at all, which is quite a disappointment for tax payers who
are losing their jobs, homes, and community/social services every day.
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Proposal for Parole

Re-review ALL past parole denial decisions for ‘Low Risk’ offenders who are still incarcerated and grant them,
especially if they are institutional and only being granted to go to a consecutive sentence. This could be done
quietly and by a clerk level position. | believe the state of California has done this in the past during financial
crisis. To not grant parole to a ‘Low Risk’ offender makes the title/assessment meaningless.

Proposal for Pardon’s Board :
Follow the law and have two hearings a year so it's not so disgraceful that the Governor, Supreme Court
Justices and the Attorney General aren’t judging those who can’t even follow the law themselves.

Chose applicants who actually may be granted clemency rather then bring them up for public humiliation only
to further punish them for crimes they committed decades ago.

Teresa Werner
P.O. Box 60436
Reno, NV 89506
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Addendum to Order Denying Parole

Jordan Clint 96 (s2 HDSP 7-16- 0%
Name ID # Location Date

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

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

The specific recommendations pertaining to your case are indicated.

Z_}l. Do not engage in disciplinary misconduct during denial period.

_’_/_2. Participate in programs that address the behaviors that led to your incarceration.

___3. Participate in educational or vocational programs that will improve your marketability in
the workplace upon released. i

4. Participate in victim empathy programming.
5. Disassociate from involvement with a gang.

6. Other:

7. Other:




/7 Ggaéé’?/ ﬁﬂpp&z/ /gm/é /Ea/‘/‘/:\af OeC/’J‘,’éh

76 ﬂé’ @oard’ 010 C}D/’?mflsm‘/én@/\s‘

This /s a Formel A%Zae:'f' 75 appe]  your decision T
Den y My Pacole 0r7 OF/E-P008 conrTi/) 4-0riny

. _f bé//z/é /)7/4/ Dew Lrocess /?‘943 Pove been Mbéﬂgv(j

also Belive my Chua / LPro’ecT;on wf‘,:%?l? are alss
Z Mb/az/’an .

On 962008 Z was sacn b y The parcle Board 7h

abserTee « T your derial fopPers TAGN S 20 CxploaaT
~jon as Do Yoo r o/ec,-;sv'an. _}%@Gg/‘&l/@ 7o your (,’_Aan7/
Zom a XOCJ ~ RS 1. 7he /Pé’Com&vc‘/&?fOn cJes :@r parw/e

¥olg 7@ rS7 or Second 4 C%lfﬁﬁf - 196’/70’//0 9 7Y SParole cnTV S
45 an untair o ecsS/on 4 V

S Save Oees, éc/ﬁmﬁ 47 o free Sor My enlire Time

asrcerdel. Zhaie boen ionkig Jor cpproanrt, /6
‘ /?7(37/)7,45/4 _,an(/é’ AGC"’/? ,Ofa?fr'am,}ﬁ /% 7 e T e (4

The 778 S5 G€ YOa Qre \S’@?w//@ /S 72’47/,0/&{7 ram}\zﬁ
7¥ans /)D’ﬂ,'fj %/oc( or &N Your O/eézisy’O/?S -
O/V 'ﬂé /?ép@‘f _JZ g C’C/l/c%/ ﬁe,'/‘ are @a /’/aé/Zn 'S&’C%ﬂf'
.‘O~ 58’@4'/(17//6 'ﬁac%u’ / Clbd) /}7;‘773&77{7 '7426’7‘;!’5 - 73@-‘/‘ &re. S
Conmenss on eallen o These Secrjons
- Zbetse yowore 1 wirk by hagy 75 GV Q1 Eqlapradon



f)af‘ Deﬂyf/zj apaf‘a/e,,

z c/é&zde @ Segaor? \S’)/_Szm on The 0T,z .
Py &ibe ety
; \534/6 7S 27y 0/7//V rcasSorn -7@/‘ /Qmjmm;‘i\)j czrm’/ ¢, 7%
- fer hep ZlBelve Zcpn be a podecTve. memben
et socTy! ope chy

ﬂﬁ/ﬂé /oa 1@/‘ /&&/\ 'ﬁm@

Clor7 2 Tovihoon
P YLGD



