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Exhibit L

PAT HINES
21 Shirley Lane
Yeriugton NY 89447

TO: Members of the ACR 17 Interim Study Committee

RE: Reference List of suggested Criminal Justice Reform Chbanges
Needed

These suggestions have been compiled from information gleaned from testimonies during
the three prior meetings plus concerns and solutions expressed to me from inmates, their
families, some professional service providers and members of the general public. Its
intent is for your quick reference prior to and Juring your work session.

I do not plan to speak to all of the listings but I do plan to read siggestions from portions
of a couple of the 50 letters 1 have received from inmates in the past three months. The
work is out that Interim Study is a reality and means 10 voice their concerns. Rationale
for most suggestions herein has been previously brought before this committee, Those
suggestions with an asterisk behind denotes that this speaker perceives the issue as one

requiring legislative change in the 2007 session.

Respectfully submitted,/
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PaiHines = 775 463-4884 jphines854@aol.com

RE: Pardons Board

Mandate that a minimum (10-20 %) of all applicants for appearance at a parole board
hearing be put on the agenda for the forthcoming meeting. 5% must be inmates currently
incarcerated, 5% trom parolees and 5% upon recommendation of the NDOC Director,
or members of the Pardons Board. :

Mandate a screening criteria_be developed and final selections sh ll be done by a

committee consisting of the Executive Secretary of the Pardons Board, and a designee
from the NDOC and attorney General’s Office. The Executive Secretary shall ,

negatively or positively respond to all who apply. See Attachment “A”

The last revision date of the Application Form shall be noted on the form.

See “B”attachment for the newest application form and & past one for comparison. It is
interesting to note that the statement found on the old form “IF YOU HAVE AN
APPEAL PENDING - YOUR APPLICATION WILL BE AUTOMATICALLY
DENIED” has been removed fom the new version.3 but one of the statements ask is

EXHIBITL Pardons Document consists of 26 pages

M Entire document provided,
1 Due to size limitations, pages

A copy of the complete document is avaitabie through the Research‘ubrary
(775/684-6827 or e-mail fibrarv@lch.state nv.us). Meeting Date: April 27, 2006

provided.
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“your case under appeal in a Nevada or Federal Court or_do vou have plans to  appeal
your case in the fumre? WHY?

RE: SENTENCING

Devis rocedure for getting a defendant a co f the PSI a minimym of 7 da

before sentencing which includes a method for s cument and request errgrs b
comected. This document if used in evaluating an offender from the time of sentencing to

release and should be factual and approved in writing by the person in question.

Evaluate the enhancement policy of doubling the original sentence, particufarly where the
oniginal sentence is life.

Devise a plan to review and adjust case of inmates with several stacked sentences and
enhancements , some numbering to 8 or more for one offense. The worst I have seen has

six life sentences, 1 7 year and 1 4 year sentence.

RE;: FROBATION and PAROLE

Rejum the duties of compiling pre sentence reports and community notification Tier
Levels for those with sexual aseaulis o sworn staff of Probation and Parole who are the
ones who have had training and expericnec and do the community supervision duties.

Retumn sworn P&P staff to work on pre rel 2ase plans for a designated time and date(s)
within each DOC facility. The current procedure is fragmented with no time limitations
on staff to do the needed coordination to accomplish the offender’s parole release on the
parole eligibility date. There seems to be no tracking system on status. At least inmates
site and wonder what is happening where. These three changes would require an increase
in P &) budget funding for more sworn staff* The past few legislative sessions there has
been a reluctance on the pan of P&P to ask for additional funding from the heginning of

the budger process.

These recommendations do not include desired releuses of more offenders trom other
means such as doing a reconsideration/ evaluation for release of inmates incarcerated
over 15-20 years, from compassionate released, and from rectification of enhancements
doubling the sentence for the original crime, The there is the questionable factoring of
AAthe parole board in figuring GMS | gross months to serve because the methodology

22/26
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based on guidelines in place yesterday versus those that were in place when the offender
was sentenced for the crime(s) See Attachment “B” letter from then parole board
chairman to an inmate

Revize theMandatc* (NRS 213.1096.4 ) that Parole Officer duties include more case

worker type duties such as help with securing housing, jobs, identification , making
referrals to available social services, and being more accessible for advice and permission
or leaving the name of a staff team member who can be reached in his/her absence. Time
for timely telephone responses to clients should be factored in to the duty schedule.

Mandate in 213.1096_ th the detailed records kept updated on computers in a manner that

can_be accessed easily for temporary P.Q.s who need to clarify such things as a parolees
current limitations, time for next meeting, any positive as well as negative facts regarding

the individual. *

Mandate that parole violation tapes be kept a minimum of three years®.

Clarify whether all parolees must be specific in telling employers of the category nature
of their crime, or is this a consistent stipulation for those with sexual assavlt convictions?

Revise the statute 209.481.(d) most legislators do not know of its existence) to remove

the limitation that those convicted of a sexual assault cannot be sent to minimum security
facilities like camps and Casa Grande as a transitional opportunity.  This is the only

criminal class so designated.*

Make specific requests as to statistics provided in biennial reports such as to the number

of parole plans that are denied annually and the reasons for denial. Also provide statistics

on parole violations versus new crimes by cnminal class

NRS 213.145 _triple this revolving fund from the curremt $4500 which is used for loans
to parolees for help with rent, food, o tools. Transportation.*

Increase the funding for more sworn staff to lower case loads and take over duties listed
above and contracted out to non-swomn staff.

RE: PAROLE BOARD .

It is obvious from the Iengthy discussion on this arca at the March 219 meeting that the
operation of the parole board needs to be changed. Rationale is offered here as a
perspective from a group of involved but seldom ask for advice group , the friends and
families of incarcerated persons.
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“Have the four designees for parole board hearing days in ope plagg to communicate via

videoconferencing with the inmate in question: these decision makers having reviewed
1ecurds and paperwork prior to the hearing (eliminate after hearing closed deliberations

and decisions.) A _decision for or against release will be announced on that dat¢.*

This is done in other states: perhaps a little information would be helpful. If the decision
is favorable the inmate understands the time frame for a release date which will be sent
him with the paperwork within a specificd L and 2 date for release established. If the
decision is negative the inmate will be given a minimum of two areas needing

improvement before the next hearing. An approximate time for the next hearing is
projected - one to five years dump. As Ms Rowland of the ACLU stated that the

discretionary practice of not giving reasons for denial does not give inmate clear signals
on what to work un, This gucs against incentives and does not achicve
(Rowland’s* *perception) the goals of the legislature

If the victim and his support team (one designated speaker for al in attendance) wish to
speak , they should made arrangements in advance with the parole board) to be heard the
duy of the hearing bat piior w its official start.  After the victim’s cntourage leaves the
parole board facilitator would call in the inmate, summarize the testimony of the victim
for him (or play back tape) and then hear from the inmate and his outside support system.
After a short private parole board deliberation time the victim’s entourage can opt to
return for the deciston knowing that the inmate will be present or can leave and get the

results sent later,

The recommendation made by several inmates and families is for all parole hearings to
be taped and kept for a specified period of time.* Perhaps hearing the playback of the

hearing might give the parole board members insight into their professionalism, or lack of
it. Al this time Ms. Salling’s March 21* statement “we are patient, kind, not autocratic”

is questionable. ~

Tt is difficult for inmates and families to follow the rationale that victim’s can | by
mandate be heard and the inmate and his outside support system are asked to put their
comments in writing., i3 not mandated. This is onc of the discrctionary decisions of the
board must be reviewed * Assemblyman Home's response to Ms Salling’s statement that
“the law docsn’t say we have to do that’ was right on target . He stated “This is under

your discretion 1o do this humane feature”

Much has been said about the PSLF | Parcle Success Likelihood lactor tally shect used
by the parole board. This form ( attachment “C")needs revision to permit more weight
being given to dynamic versus static factors. The current form reflects a cap of ten points
on credit factors and no limit on disciplinaries. Inmates decry that the more time. You
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serve, more consecutive sentences (and enhancements you serve out) the more time you
are given. Compare attachment “C” This is due to the discretionary belief that the
board must look at the total picture, all charges, even if the inmate has just served out the
conviction time for one ol his convictions. . It is still included in the ta}iy for time for the
next sentence. I know this is conﬁjsmg particularly if this is your first time looking at this
material. Overtime is metered out in far too many cases with inmates now keeping their
- paperwork as proof. An offender is deemed you are no longer a threat to society on that
sentence portion but we consider you a threat for this next charge. This practice makes
more paperwork and the need for more hearings. When there are consecutive sentences
and an inmate eamns the privilege move him on 10 the next sentence at the minimum
parole eligibility time (deductions factored in for disciplinaries, etc). * Evaluate the
inmate for “threat to society factor” only when the final consideration time arrives for

release to the community*

*Rectify the omission in NRS213.1088.(4) regarding continuing education for parole
board commissioners by adding a section (n) relating to thage with sexual agsault charges

There are other interesting mconsustcncws in the d;scretsonary decisions of the parole

- board such as with the “blanket™ limitations metered out for all sex offenders. 1'his holds
whether the conviction was for “streaking” or rape with severe bodily harm. Some
offenders | technical parole violators come to mind, and find themselves mandated to
return to the same community counselor that they failed under previously. For some the
confusion is that they have been told by pamle board and P & P that they do not want to
scnd them back to the same eaviromuent in which they have failed.- thus your parole

plan has been denied.

I sat in on most of the sessions with Dr Austin and do not agree with the interpretation of
his recommendations to them that he validated their risk factor procedures. My
perspective was that Die pointed out numnerous areas of concern here and made
recommendations that were not considered for implementation. At the end he made the
recommendation that if they did not want to change their PSLF, Parole Likelihaad
Success Factors that they add a Risk Assessment concept See Artachment ‘D"'This plus
such as Ms. Salling’s statement that national statistics reporting Nevada as the state with
the lowest rate of releases is u “bald faced lie” leads one to believe there is too much
discretionary decision making being made internally. Ms. Rowland spoke to the need for
an objective risk assessment instrumnent with no discretion to go above or under the given

guidelines.

In the past suggestions [t briter uperational procedures have been projected from
inmates and others of the general public. As a regular attendec at most of their public
meetings I have never seen a decision withheld until the next meeting s0 a suggestion can
be acted on(Open meeting law requirement). Since this source of recommendations
seems unacceptable to the parole board it is obvious that there is a need for an outside
check and Lulunce system to be in place here. Only once have 1 seen a stail person from
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the NDOC or Probation and Parole at one of their meetings My recommendation for
checks and balances to the parole board system ,is for the legislative branch come’
forward and utilize its duties * ¥t can mandate specifics be followed, approve parole
board appointments, review parole board regulations (not guidelines) before they are
initiated, and clarify adherence to the Nevada Open Meeting Laws. Ms. Rowland of the
ACLU addressed the tension between the NDOC and Parole Board and reminded
listeners that in 38 states the Parole Board is within the DOC She closed by saying that
the parole board has too much discretionary power and our state is “out of step’ with
where parole is going,.

RE: NDOC

Although this department is not directly named in ACR 17, we certainly know that it is
extensively involved in the evaluation of section 6 “Training, education, and
rehabilitation programs that are avajlable for offenders in this state”

It is unfortunate that this Interim Study Committee met only four times. Two oversights
(time limitation?/) are obvious to this observer. One is the lack of statistics researched
and presented , both Nevada and National ones Second is that plans for crime
prevention and public education of eriminal justice issues was not addressed.

We [umilies and friends, as well as inmates know there many NDOC concerns awaiting
attention Former NDOC Director Crawford’s excellent mission statement is hereby
presented as a guide/goal to get this part of our Criminal Tustice System working in a

positive manner.

“A balanced and structured institution will institl that {ottenders) must
learn the value of earning privileges and know that privileges are lost
through negative behavior. ..” “In order tn-address this arrested maturity,
our methods of correcting, punishing, teaching, and demonstrating
behavior must be done to raise the maturity level of [offenders] and
regroove the thought panterns through a cognitive restructuring process.”

Also Attachment “E”: is an excellent article, A hang for the Buck: Considering
Qutcomes in Alternatives to Incarceration on what is happening and working in other
parts of the country with the concept of successful reentry projects. There are so many

articles on programs adaptable for Nevada. | am available to share some of the ideas

Thank you for listening.
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BOARD OF PARDONS
lN, Application for Commutation of Sentence - Page 1 of 2

Applicant Nam '

This application is designed for inmates curren ing » sentence imposeddya NEViTA Court 7 :
not complete may be rejected. Ohce yoin applivationis complete, return to your cwewakzr for fomnrdmgto the NDOC
Director, or mail completed applications tn the NDOC Nirector at PO Box 7011, Carsen City, NV £9702 or 5500 Suvder

Ave, Building 17 Calson City, NV 8979] o,

Applications must be received at the omce of the Director no later than Apri} S, 2006 in order to be considered,

Please indicate your answer by checking the yes or na box after each question YES N
Have you been housed in dasmphna.ry segregation for any period of time within the '
past 36 months? ‘ ,()0
Have you been found gmlry of a major dlsmplmm’y znfractzon wnhm lhe past24 1
months or do you have a majos disciplinary Lharge pending? " | /{/JO
Have you had three or more rmnor/general d:sc:plmary infractions within the past [
months? /() O
Are you eligible for release on parole to the community within 12 months? \/
Were you revoked on your current sentence or are you serving a single sentence that /d '
you received while you were on parole? MO
Have you been denied release on parole 10 the community on your current sentence? - /U O
Do you have any unresolved criminal charges? /UG
Is your case under appeal in 8 Nevada or Federal Coun‘, or do you have plans to ’
appeal your case in the furure? /(/ O
Are you pro_;ected 1o expire yo emence o the commu wnhm the next 12 ' \/
months? ez “A %de ¢£ b0s Boae Eﬁ/# -
n N
Have you served Jess 1han 36 months on this current period of conﬁnemen?’mm » ‘{‘\J C%/
I Sbi—— . .
I1ave you submitted an application for p jon that was depie w;thm 5!16 last 12 v/
e

months? See /M‘adeﬁp 12y @ Y Hoos”

15 of 13/18 /0" T -
Have you ever appeared before the Pardons Board?gaycé m )UO

7'- {74
Only Inmates who are serving a sentence of Death or Life wuhout the possnbihty of parele plwe answer
the following:

What year did you commit the offense that resulted in a sentence of Death or Life Without?

date 7
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Apphcahon for Commutaﬁon PAGE 20f2

Dist. CF /ﬁ/zw? Qwﬁa, Aev.

Court that rendered judgment Gi.e., 8% 1D, 2 ID etc): §= Jud,

Current NDOC fﬁcility‘: l.e.C.

Current age: S 5[ Age when brought to prison on this charge: 3s }&(’3’ M
ey [4
US Citizen?: Yes , No Sex: 64:116 J Fgmale

=
! What is your projected sentence expiration date? \%, 5 Qoo ?

Please provide the conviction(s), the pumshmem imposed and your cun cnt sentence strpcture (please use

addmonal sheet of paper if necessmy) oaad) ThelF Ao = 10 0%, « Cexual Assaulf 2 Tio
 ile-08 5 7 /iFE [_'ou farck | 5T, 2084 I was /.\d.eo/eé ovee 75

#Z(’s [ Fe S'Eﬂfé'dﬂéfk?fdé /Sas 7‘2: Jefe ],
L

Please list any prior, felony convxcn s in this or any other state or jurisdiction; T #ed @ (m‘/ el 7"‘
Aute Jviates i Ldako , as tave been Disalak Wit Time
Cepved 0 The LD, Stafe Jrisen back 70 /78075,

!

Please indicate the actidn you ar¢ fequesting be {nkcn on your case by the Pardons Bom’d

,7:,@: Seetiip A ZYY/

e

P}ease mdacaie why your request shou{jrj considered by thc Pardons Board,(plense use an addstmnal sheet of €
xfneccssmy)?I ave Servs me /7y ES- for m &’m ; m (3

// 6, F 2y 7"/2 meé :cmsf
s?‘ﬁ?‘) ’ZZ'% /MK f‘%ﬁ e £VE£ % J«s /4) ;eo.d oﬁﬂ?g
i’ve fhkﬁﬁ- Vel //~/-'1 4% dm.s 5 I8 e ‘/a btk myselF, ¢

for l?E-Ek PRor: 0 306/57‘ ﬁ” “‘e £ -reSe, [ for pe bk - {p
a (..G 50% BE,
s Re//:sfp € J' .de /: ..moof 7% fk [lf: f’n(&‘ .S'au/ ﬂ(a# .—4‘5,_2

4 I al oJllS 7 Slakk/
fu A/ar'f[s SAmE wa Z wa.s L st w%: S sédfédce .

FOR QFFICE LUAE QN

L Y

L

1

3

Recommendation of the Director of the Department of Corrections:

Recommend Review by Pardons Board

Deny {circle reasons): Disciplinary history /! management issues // p1 vyious pardons board denisl wina new info //
& ellglble the near future // discharges in the near future // appeal is pending // extraordipary circumstances are not

pre /I ) éon‘na on justifics dcnial // eircumstances of case do nol merit consideration // statutory limitations.
NOTE: T or an appearance before the Pardons Board. Reasons for denial are for internal use only.
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STATE OF NEVADA BOARD OF PARDONS E rm
APPLICATION FOR COMMUTATION OF SENTENCE

NoP NIRRT

OFFENSE & SENTENCF:Kidnap, battery, and rape. Six (6) five-to-life

sentences, and a seven year sentence.

i
CURRENT TIME SERVED:_13 years COUNTY OF CONVICTION: _Clark County

IF YOU HAYE AN APPEAL PENDING - YOUR APPLICATION WHLL. BE AUTOMATICALLY DENIED,
Please indicate if you have now, or intand to have an appeal through any court?
YES or NO (please circle ane).

APPLICATIONS MUST BE SUBMITTED TO YOUR PRISON COUNSELOR NO LATER THAN OCT. 29, 200].

. éuY APMMIQN.REQE'&EILAW&—IH ) E. AL l'B LAY ey A add g SR
T JU”&JCATK”“HWUFTBESURN“TTEDTﬁEK“KHiTﬂEPRHHN*
THENEETD“JWﬂLBEHEUDGNIMKEHBER[ﬂ2“”INCARﬂmWCﬂTZ

Pleas« state what action you wish &:Boudorl’ardmmnkcnndmwhyyw feel your request shouid be granted,

- [T

I Pardons to COMMUTE my next five (&)
five-to-life sentences to concurrent sentencing. On 11-29-99, I
- wa irst life sentence to a seven year sentence,

On 4~23-2001, the parocle board denied me to expiratien, which ie
srojectad at 5-1/-2004. My next arole hearing on my next life
sentence will be in the year 2009, wunless I am granted a
reconsideration. I was sentenced to prison on 2-10-89 by Justice
Mariam Shearing,

The reasons why I feel the above reguest should be granted: I am
not the angry, foolish, anga uneducated ydung man that 1. wasg
thirteen vears aqo. Since then I have achieved a high school
~diploma, an Associate of Arts degree, and I have continuouslly
programmed, which I continue to do as a tutor for C-BASE and MEN
“ER. " Seven montha ago @ poych pafiel certified that T am no

longer a threat to the safety of societv. Tratr I uwnderstand et - -

v TGP TEALS i me . Ihat I have cthe tools to prevent this
type of behaviur of repeating. I am rehabilitated, -

ST W s s S A g - e S

Date & Signature of Prison Counselor

Date & Sixoature of Applicant

At . Ty . . . T ————"
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AGDRESS ALL COMUUNCATIONS 10
FARDONS BOARD
1445 Quo Hor Sengs Plosn
Suive 108-8
Cansom Crty, Nevapa 88711
Tewzeviang (775) 884-2460
Fax {775} B87-6T3%

October 21, 2005

Dear Pardons Board Applicant,

LCB LAS VEGAS MAIN

STATE OF NEVADA

PAGE 1B/72B

DOUARO M DX AN

KENNY C. GUINN

Geovernon, Crannan
BHIAN SANDOVAL

ATTORNEY Genmay MEMSER
NANCY A BECKER

JUSTICE, MEMBER
ROBERT E. ROSE

JUSTICE, MEMBER
A, WIHLLIAM MAUPIN
MARK GIRBONS

JUSTICE, MEMBER
MICHAEL . DOUGLAS

JUEICE, MEMBER
JAMES W. HARDESTY

RONALD O PARRAGUIRRE
JUANCE, MEMBER

Afier reviewing your application and other information related to your case, it was determined that
your application would not be considered at this time. You will need to apply again if you wish to
have your case reviewed for consideration at a future meeting of the Pardons Bosrd. Applications

will be made available at that time.

There is no exclusive reason Why-an application is not approved. Typical reasons for denial may

include being parole eligible in the pear future or having been denied
having a relatively short sentence, having an appeal pending, expirin

inclusive.

parole on your current sentence,
g soag §r management issues

including but not limited to disciplinary or work record The reasons listed in this letter are not all

Please note that there is no right afforded to any person to be considered for or be placed on an
agenda before the Pardons Board, ror is there a right or avenue established to appeal this decision.

Sincerely,

Q?Mu\

David M. Smith
Executive Secretary
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the board, concuired in by four or more
(Added to NRS by 1957, 738: A 1959
1991, 1354; 1993, 1523; 1995, 2290)

REVISER'S NOTE, - .

Ch. 611, Siats. 1995, containg the following
provision not Included in NRS:

**As soon 03 ?ﬁc!ic:ahlc after July 1, 1005,
the governor shall appoint o the siaie bossd of
arole commissioners a seventh member whose
nltial term expires an July 1, 1997, As the
iarmy of (ho mambreey af (2 200, Lowal of
parole commissioners expire on or afier July 1,
1995, and the oppolmiment required by (his sec-
lion i3 made, the governor shall sppoint aem.
bers having qualifications required by NER
213.108, a3 ymended by (his g1, 10 the extent
that other members of: the siate board of parale
commissiongrs do not alrcady possess those
qualifications. : o .

Noiwithstanding the provisions of NRS
213.1087, the term of any member appointed to

membere, is the decision of the board.
. 197, 1977, 286; 1979, 1116; 1987, 317;

the staic board of psrole commixtioners
berween July |, 1995, and July 1, 1997, expires
on July 1, 1997, . -

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S UPINIONS.

" Commissioners’ yuthority to set kndepen-
denily of governor dees not viclate styte cone
Mitktlanel wwrldia drallng wha com.
mutasion of sencences, Estsblizhment of board
of parole commissioners with aoibortly 10 zct
independenily of goversor’s 2pproval is ool vio-
Iation of Nev. AnL. 5, § 14, a5 parole is diffcrent
from pardon and commutaticn in that it does ot

shorten prisoner’s seatence, but ierely silows

him 1o go outside of prison while seamining In
gz;t:,dy of parele commiilssion. AGOD 119 (4-375-

213.1085 'Executive 2ccrctary: Appointment; unclassified service; qualifica-

tiong; dutles.

1, The board shall appoint an uxécu!}ve secretary, who is in the wnchssified

service of the state.

2. The execurive secretary must be selected on the basis of fis training, experi-

ence, capacity and interest in correctional services,

3. The board shall supervise the activities of the executive s&cre:ary. o

4. The executive gecrela
dulies in connection therewil

is the scciclasy of (he board and shall perform such
2s the board may require, including, but not Yimited

to, preparing the agenda for board mectings and answering correspondence from

prisoners in the state prison.
5. The executive secretary shall prepa

re a list at least 30 days before any sched-

uled action by the board showing each person then cligibie for parcle indicating:

(2) The name of the prisoner;

(b} The crime for which he was convicted;
(c) The county in which he wss sentenced:

{d; The date of the sentence;
{e) The length of the senlcnce, includi

ng the wninkinum & and maxinum term

of imprisonment or the deflnite term of imprisonment, if one is imposed;

() The amount of time actually

served in the state prison;

%ﬁ; The amount of credit for time previons!;_sewe in 3 eounty jail; snd
1

of NRS,

The amount of credit allowed (o reduce his sentence pursusnt to chapter 209

The exceutive secretary shall send copies to ail law enforcement agencies in this state
andd {0 other persons whom he deems appropriate, at least 30 days Sefare any

scheduled action by the board, Each law

enforcement agency that receives the list

shall make the st available for public inspection during normal business hours.
. (Added ta NRS by 1973, 804; A 1979, 249; 1995, 1258, 2066)

(ims) 5645

ATTACHMENT

13,1085

PAGE

THO

11/26
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MEMORANDUM
10 GREGORY R. HOGAM #21612 (ESP)
FROM: BRYN ARMSTRONG, CHAIRMAN .
PAROLE BOARD
SBUBJECT: CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED DATE: August 3, 1890 N

Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of July 17, 1990.

The objsctions toe the Parsle Board decision of Mey 24, 1990 are not
valid.

1. The Jecisiun was mede by two Commlssloners other than
Commiesioner Moaeley as indicated on the Bnard order and for
the reasons stated in that order.

victims of crime in Nevada are entitled to certain

including the right to exXpress an opinion on whether
The Board solicits

o Hy law,

rights,
the convicted person =should he paroled.

these letters, as is reguired by law.

Current Nevada Departmént of PFPrisons repgulations reguire

3.
prison wardens to include a recommendation on prison progress
reports.

4. The Board does not venalize offenders who have lawsuits. You

have the right to do 30 and the Board will not, under any
circumatances, impede you in this effort.

5. The standarde mandated by NRS 213,10887 were not effective
until June ZY, 1990, when they wefe filed with the Secretary

of State.

It i1s further noted that in carrying out Legislative mandate, the
Nevada Board of Parole Commissioners considers all factors set
forth in NRS 213.1089 in making its decisions.

These factors more than justify the prior decision to deny parole:

1. Your history of violent crime.

2. The violent erime on which vou are now serving and on which,
as you were informed, you have not met the standards for

months served set by the Nevada Risk Assessment Table in
affect at the time thiszs ecrime was committed. As noted, the
standard is 102 months. Under Nevada law, the Board hes the
discretion to parole you to a consecutive sentence prier to
the szervice of 102 months, but hsz chooen aot te do so.

Your recerd of violent crime amply justifies thie edecision.

ERYN ARMS;QONG, CHALIRMAN T
- .t

T e
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PAROLE STANDARDS .-{/,%6‘ éiif
Ofienders will appear before or be considered in absentia by & panel of fhe Parole Roard for parole considerntion whon they have scrvell the minimumn time required t attain parole
¢ligibitity ma provided by Nevada law. 1fthe offender is sorving coBCTITERt satences for mudtiple offonses, the most severs offnse will determine the crime sovarity Invol,

Pursusat 1o NRS 213,10883, the Board has adopted by reguiation stapdands for reicass on or revoration of parole. The reguiations are set forth in Chapter 213 of the Nevads
Administretive Code (NAC) at sections 213,510 through 213,560, The Guideline Recommended Months (GRM) to scrve calculated under the Board's parole standards is a
suggested range of montha fo be served and 1 besed on & combinatinn af offnse and offender charsoteristics.

Pursuant 1o NRS 211,10708, the refease of cantinuation on parole is an act of grace ofthe State. In addition, pursuant to NRS 213,10705 and NAC 21 1.560, the Paroie Proard
is not required to grant or deny parole based on the guidelinewecommended fime 1o serve, and the establishment of parole smndards does not crsgee any right or interest in liberty
ar property, does net give riss 10 oy 7 ble copectation of parule, and does got astablish any basis fbr a cause of action agajnst the State, it politicd subdivitioms, agencing,
bonrds, commissions, departments, ofBcers or employess, Set Greenbollz v, Inmatea of Nebrasks Penal 2 Cot., 442 U5, 1,99 SCT 2100, 60 L E42% 668 (1979).

These parole standards are desigred to aié the Bogrd (o making consistetm decisions, The Bonrd will alq_omnsidenny recommendations from the Cour, law enfircement sgeries,

The Board's currest standards were adopted effective Angust 11, 1998, All offenders belng considered for parole releage, except those being considered pursnant to the movisions
of NRS 213.1213, will be evatusted under the Boand's current guidelines, regardiess of offense date, date of conviction, o¢ wny standards previcusly utilized in considering the
offendar fiv parole relesse. Thess standards zerve as guidclines ouly, e Board §5 not required to adhiere 10 te goidelines, and they are not [aws v purposes of ¢, powt Bictoanalysis,
Offenders do not have a right to be considerad for paroleunder any previously cxisting set of; parolesandards, Smithv. U.5, Parole Com'n, 875824 1361 (9°Clr, 1939); Vermouth
v. Comothers, 27 F.24 599 (9% Ciz. 1987); Wallace v, Christcnsen, 802 F.2d 1539 (9% Cir. 1986),

The Board s mdopted cilins woverily levels A, B, C, D & E based on the starutory definitions set forth inNRS 193.130, 193.330 and ay provided by speeific oriming! satute, The
Board has cxpended ievels A and B to Al, AZ, A3, A4, B1, B2, BI & B4 10 reflegt the diverse minimum and maximum sentencing renges providod for by statute ®r level A and

B felonies,

The Board will review an offender’s disciplinary and PIogrEmitng scores gt the time of ench hearing, changa from & previous score will be noted and may result in a chan
10 the offender’s net parole success Hikelihood sears and uideline-recommended tine to serve, Aay change ™ e

SCORE . B30 11.2¢ 2130 3140 41-up LEVEL SENTENCE $TKUU TURE BY STATUTE
Al 240276 276312 3i2-348 348-384 IBA-420 “A™ CRIME: 20 YEAR OR MORE MINIMUM
AZ 180-216 216252 252-208 28334 324360 A" CRIME; 15 YEAR MINIMUM
A3 120-150 150-180 180210 210250 10270 “A" CRIME: 10 YEAR MINIMUM
Ad 60-34 84-108 108132 132-456 136150 “A™ CRIME: 3 YEAR MINIMUM
Bl 244 4372 72168 108-144 EXPIRE A" CRIME: 30 VEAR MAXIMUM
B2, 18-30 3048 4865 5584 EXIRE “B* CRIME: ' 15 YEAR MAXIMUM

B3 1354 2436 3648 4560 EXPIRE “B” CRIMB. 10 YEAR MASGIMUM
B4 1218 18.24 2030 10.3¢ EXTIRE “B~ CRIME: 8 YEAR MAXIMUM
C: {2-16 1620 20-74 24.28 EXPIRE “C" CRIME: § YEAR MAXIMUM
DE 1205 1518 1221 2124 EXPIRH “DVE"CRIME: 4 YEAR MAXIMUM

CONVICTIONS/ENHANCEMENTS: All adult including instant offense and consecutive sentences.
INCARCERATIONS:  Ali adult including instant offense and previous C8 terms,
WEAPONS: [nstant offense only, acual, highest level, even if plead out.
VICTIMS: Instant offense only, actual, highest level, even if plead out.
EMPLOYMENT:  Any full time job, school, SIS or SSI for 6 months during year prior to instant offense.
DRUGS/ALCOHOL: All convictions, including instant offense,
COURT ACTION: % of maximum sentence ordered.
DISCIPLINARY:  Basal un previous three years. 10 poims maximum, Credit limit [s 3.
: +2 for each major violation.
+1 for cach minor/genersl violation. -
-1 for none at 1* hewring ur none during the previcus year.
+2 for nont in the last two years,
., -3 for nong in the last three years, _
PROGCRAMMING: [-10 is maximum] Inmate musi provide case werker with eriginal for verification and copies of each certificate and diploma
to the Board,
-3 for either GED, high school diploma, of 12 rollege eredits,
-2 for long terre substance abuse prugras, behavior modification, or Mteracy program
-1 for short term counseling, street readiness, job workshop, parenting, weekly AA/NA’3, full 1ime job (4 day or more), or

othet program deemed appropriate by the Board,
PBFORM-PS (REV,
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NDOP# INSTITUTION DATE
Convictionst Miad, non-violent: 1 X1 1 Drug or Alcohol Conviction: [I]
Enhancements: Misd. vioient: 3 X2 € TedripL4to6=2pty, 7+=3 pls:
Felony non-violent:] 1 X3 3
Felony vioent: | 5 x¢ | 20 sup-toraL:[ se |
Hebituat: 0 X8 D
COURT ACTION: 13f_es% | 38 ]
incarcamtions; Jalk 2 X1 2 ‘
Prison; 4 2 -] Dlscipfinary Actlone: Major 1 X2 2z
Min/Gen: 1 x1 1
Supervislon Feilures: X3 3 (cap is +10 points)
Supsrvision Successes: 1 X3
Druge or Alcohol Sub-Total ingluding Discl Actions:
a Factor During 1O 7: [ Y l y=1 2
{y or n. Apphies only #1/0 Is not o drug
or clochol offanse). CREDITS:
Wespons; Possession:] N y=2 0 Disciplinary Credtits (Apntntemm) [ 0 | a |
Threat/Display: N y=4 4]
Use: Y y=g B Programming:
GED. H8 diplomp, collags oradite: o X3 [
Victim Impact: Propeny: N y= Q Leng term programs: 0 x2 0
’ Physical/Mental: Y y=d4 4 Bhort tarm programa: & X1 0
Sux crime o parmanently disabled: N yet ) {cap g -10 pointy)
Deaih; N y=8 0
CRIME SEVERITY LEVEL:[_ BT _|score:[ 38
N _|wneaf 3 Btatlstical Risk: MODERA!

6 Months Employment ¢ Schoot: |

Prepared by:
02002008 CAMSPM Mg

Cammizsioner Silva

[_GRM: 108-144 MONTH]
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Nevada Department of Corrections -- Inmate Deta:l Record

The Inksrmetion Pravided ihrough this process is raw defa, Ag the information is raw data, the Cepertment makes no war
sasecialed with iis use. For ganmple, (he Gepariment mekes ho guarantee thal the rew data is free of input srrors, Furth
Sennof pravide a judgment as 1o (he relisilty or validity of this raw date when used in £I00613. Stultins, or research proje
canirol. Theinfcrmatlon on this website should not bs used as an “official” racond by any law enforcemant agan
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NEVADA PAROLE GUIDELINES - RISK ASSESSMENT

1Age zt Flrst Arrrst (juvenile or adult)" = “ 7. Current Age
25 years or older 0 41 and above -1
20-24 years 1 31-40 0
19 years or younger 2 21-30 ) '
2. Prior Probation/Parcle Revocations® Under 21 2
No pasole or probation revocstions . L+ 8. Activs Gang Men;beﬂhip
One or more 2 No : 0
'3, Employment Hrslory"' Yes i
Satisfactory fufl-time cmpioylﬁem for 1-2 years ' 0 9. Completed DOC Certilied
Edueation/Vocational/Treatment Program
Employed 1ess than full-time/full-time <one year I Yes or Has an existing GED/High -1
: School/College Degree
Unsatisfact. employment funemployed/vnemplayable 2 No 0
4. Offense for Currcnt or Prier Convictions 10. Disciplinary Conduct - Past Year
All Others . 0 No Major Disciplinary Violations or Single | -1
' Minor Violation
Auto Theft, Burglary, Forgery, Robbery 2 Multiple Minor Yiolations 0
5. History of Dmg/Alcohol Abuse® 1 Major Violation ‘ |
None 0 | Muitiple Major Violations ‘ 2
Sornc usc, 1o severe disruption of functioning 1 11. Current Custody Level
Frequent abuse, serious disruption of functioning 2 Minimum ‘ -1
6. Gender Mcdium T 0
Male i 'Maximum or Administrative Segregation z
Female 0 | Total Dynamic Risk Score
'I'otal Static Risk Score Total Score
Risk Level
o Low {04 points) __ Moderate (5-10 points) ____ High (11 -15)
... Highest {16 points or higher on all items OR & points or more on dynamic factors)
Form Completed By: ' Date: / J
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Date: Tue, 17 Jan 2006 00:01:21 -0500
From: <FedCURE@FedCURE . org>
Subject: A Bang for the Buck: Considering Outcomes in Alternatives to Incarceration

A Bang for the Buck: Considering Outcomes in Alternatives to Incarceration
By Michelle Gaseau, Managing Editor

It's hard to imagine buying a new car these days without at least comparing the fuel
efficiency of different models. Those who care about how much they spend at the pump
would do the research. ‘

But until recently, that kind of thinking was not applied by corrections agencies to
community corrections progiamming. In some states, alternatives to incarceration
programs have been up and running for decades, but those funding these programs have
not evaluated how effective they are - despite the impact they have on recidivism rates,
That is changing.

“In the world of justice we have 1o star thinking like a business, and in business you
wouldn't do things that weren producing results. We do have to pay more attention to
the research so the results make sense and have positive impact, in particuler s it relates
to rectdivism. This is the wave of the future,” said Deb Minardi, Deputy Administrator of
Community Corrections Programs, Office of Probation Administration for the State of
Nehraska. .

Earlier this month, Nebraska probation officials launched a set of five pilot programs
designed to divert high-risk offender with drug related charges from the prisons. These
programs are unique for the state because they are the first community corrections
programs ever implemented and they closely follow what is known as evidence-based
practices - or research proven principles for success and lower recidivism.

"In probation without question we are moving toward everything evidence-based,
whether it's is sex offenders, domestic violence offenders or juvenile justice. We are
looking at what the research says and we will build and build and build," said Ellen
Fabian Brokofsky, Nebraska's Probation Administrator.

Nebraska isn't the only state looking to make changes based on the research.

Ohio's Department of Rehabilitation and Courection is in the process of changing its
Community Corrections Act programs to enhance outcomes and target resources toward
those offenders who benefit the most from these diversion programs. Washington State
has also commissioned the Washington State Institute for Pubic Policy to study and make
recommendations to the state legislature about the implementation of evidence-based
programs and the potontial cost savings associated with them.

A Change in Thinking

19/26
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According to Edward Latessa, Professor and Division Head, Division of Criminal Justice,
University of Cincinnati, corrections administrators and legislators across the country are
starting 10 change their thinking about how to fund corrections, probation and parole

programs,

While for many this paradigm shift began as a result of financial woes a few years ago, it
seems to have stuck as officials realize the benefit of the research.

"Most states went through a pretty tough time and you started hearing about smart
sentencing. It's a big ricket item, It started out that way, but it has gained a lot of
momentum now. A lot of states are now saying ‘Why are we doing things that aren't
getting the desired effect,” said Latessa, who has co-authored several studies about the
effectiveness of Ohio's community corrections programming,

Researchers froi the Universily of Cincinnati have studicd the effectiveness of half-way
houses, Community Corrections Act programs and juvenile community programs in
Ohio.

Those studies determined that community corrections diversion programs were most
effective when they admitled highes-iisk cases, when they provided more services to
those higher-risk cases, and when they separated offenders by high and low risk when
referring them to outside services. In addition, the research showed that the programs
needed more standardized program completion criteria, a quality assurance process,
should adopt a sound treatment model, such as cognitive behavioral or behavioral based
programming, and audit programs to meet certain criteria for cffectivencss.

Latessa believes that years ago states focused on the number of offenders who could be
diverted from prison or detention, rather than targeting the offenders most likely to
succeed from community programs. Now with the research completed, the thinking has

changed.

According to Latessa, some states, like Ohio, would typically allocate money towards
programs, for example, that would divert 400 pecple from prison, then the jurisdictions
running the programs would go out and find 400 people to fill those slots and get the

IOUney.

"The end result, though, is you get some low-risk people in there and you make them
worse. The research says you need more treatment (for high-risk offenders,) but there's
not enough money for it because it was allocated to the 400 offenders,” Latessa said.

“There wasn't a clear patiern about program design. Counties were told o serve more
cases. serve more offenders. If there is that pressure, then you lose sight of what you're
doing," he added,

Laressa 5aid that state legislators in Ohio have recendy discussed tying treatment

28/26
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vouchers 1o high-risk offenders as a way of targeting programs 1o those who would
benefit the most from them. This plan would decrease the number of offenders diverted,
but would actizally mean a higher success rate because high-risk offenders would receive

more intense treatment with those same "diversion” dollars.

With the release of the University of Cincinnati's evaluztion last spring, Ohio corrections
officials have begun to implement some dramatic changes in how these programs are run -
- with the goal of that dollars will be better spent and programs will be offercd o thuse

who wil] benefit from them the most.

Ohio Makes Changes

Linda Janes, Chief of the Burcau of Community Sanctions for the Ohiv DRC, said the
department has taken a three-pronged approach to revamping its community corrections
diversion programs in light of the University of Cincinnati research.

One of the biggest changes that is on the horizon is the implementation of a new Ohio-
based rigk assessment tool, which addresscs the problems found in the evaluation thar
different programs used different risk-assessment tools for offenders. The tool is being

created in partnership with the University of Cincinnati.

"In Ohio, some of our programs are using no tool, others are using an extensive tool [the
T.81-R] Some other smaller programs are using a makeshift tool they created on theis
own," said Janes. "I think we are leaps and bounds ahead in terms of other states and it is

something that no other state has attempted."

Janes said the new assessment tool will benefit judges who will be better able to
determine high-risk offenders from low-risk ones and male better sentencing decisions
and it will standardize assessments of offenders in terms of scoring.

Janes explained that now, because different tools are being used, a score for one offender
in one county may mean something completely different in another county that uses a
different assessment tonl.

"Everyone will be singing off the same sheet of music in terms of scores.” she said.
ry g )

In addition, she expects the new tool will help to improve the scoring for sex offenders
and domestic vinlence offenders.

“With sex offenders, domestic violence and DUT offenders often we get a false risk score
and they appear to be a lower risk than they actually are. [With the new tool] we will
have some drop down menus for those offenders [to drill down to their specific risk
factors] and also it will be looking at the mental health offendcr,” Janes said.

Janes is especially excited about the computer interface that will come along with the
new assessment tool because it will be accessible by all those authorized to use the
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system and will create a single 1ecord for offenders with their past scores, criminal
history and other pertinent information to their pasticipation in the community corrections

Programs.

Aside from the new assessment tool, Ohio officials have already instituted a new andit
system with outcome-based standards to determine the performance of individual
programs and to shift funding of programs to match those with the lowest recidivism

rates.

"We are at a new level of sophistication and we want to hold those programs and
offenders accountable," said Janes. "We have changed the face of how we audit
programs. We want to be able to tell taxpayers the money we are spending is being well-
spent and the biggest bang for the buck is when you can rcduce crime.”

With funding, Janes said, the state is changing its system from paying for programs per-
offender-diversion to paying for them based on recidivism rates.

"We are looking at those programs that need to improve over the next 12 to 18 months,
We are shifting the philosophy to looking at recidivism reduction and whether or not the
programs have the characteristics of a successful program,” she said,

"In my view this is the silver lining of the budget cloud we have experience in the last
four 1o six years, When dollars are tight it forces us to spend more wisely. [But] that
should be used whether money is flowing or scarce. I think corrections is being run

finally as a business," she added.

As the changes materialize, the probation division will also strive to educate the public
about what the research shows in terms of program effectiveness and how it relates to

public safety.

"If you put a person in a program and they get the services they need, then it is a public
safety issue. That offender will be less likely to commit a new crime," Janes said.

Nebraska officials have also recently adopted this philosophy with the idea of improving
results.

Nebraska Launches Pilot Programs

In just over a month, Nebraska felons with serious drug-related offenses will be diverted
from prison time to a newly created cominunity corrections program that is designed to
address their substance abuse problems as well as their crimiriogenic thinking,

According to Nebraska Prohation's Minardi, the programs will use assessment tools to
determine those offenders who present the highest risk to recidivate.

"This is the first time we have developed a program that is founded on evidence-based
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principles and has combined treatment, cognitive behavioral programming and day
reporting as components," Minardi said. '

The offenders who participate will do so while living in their homes and will report to
programs specified in their individual treatment plans. Minardi said each offender will be
- prescribed a different "dosage” of the program based on their needs and their situation,

If, for example, an offender ie holding down a job, then he may pailicipate in the program
after he leaves work each day. An offender who has no regular employment would likely
participate in programs for a full-day. J

The length of the programming will differ for each offender as well

"One individual may be involved in employment skills and education, while another may

be involved ip anger management and parenting. One of the things we don't want is a
cookie cutter program. We know we have to tailor to the needs of the offender and that

will drive the length of time. And, the research tells us the longer, the better," she said.

Each of the five pilot program sites is able to take 48 offenders who will be supervised by
specially trained Specialized Substance Abuse Supervision officers.

These officers, which include mostly senior officers as well as some with special
credentials, wil} have completed an intensive six-weck training on the supervision of
these offenders as well as the cognitive behavioral programming the offenders will

receive,

The combination of intensive programming and specially trained officers, officials hope,
will produce lower levels of recidivism, relapee and will improve employinent and

reintegration into the community.

"We have set the bar high and we are hoping to see upwards toward 60 percent reduction
of felony arrests during the first two years following the successful completion of the
program,” said Minardi. "We really have done our homework the good news is there is a
lot of research out there that says if you include these core components and target these

high risk offenders [it works]."

One way the department will ensure that the new programs are working is a built-in
evaluation program throngh a computerized system that will b¢ used by those invulved in

the offenders' treatment and supervision.

According to Minardt, data will be collected from the start of the program and stored
electronically so that the progress of individual programs and individuals themselves can

he manitored.

"While we intend to do comprehensive evaluations with outcome measures, we [also} can
pull reports all the time and see incremental risk factors. An officer can hit a button and
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sce if the offendes is irnproving or not improving,” she said. "We'll have instantaneous
data about certain programs or strategies and which are more successful and we'll be able

to measure and compare."

In additjon, substance abuse providers involved in the program will have access to
offenders' records and can add information based on their progress.

According to Brokofsky, the department's new philosophy about trcatment and
programnuing was initiated from the ground up by a diverse group of individuals who
knew there was a better way to work with these individuals,

After several years of meetings between corrections, probation, diversion and other
providers the group ig now able to see the fruits of its labor.

"We want to see people not being re-arrested and not ending up in institutions, We're
taking about making them productive citizens, Seeing that these peopie have high school
diplomas and have some kind of skills," Brokofsy said, who believes that this is the

direction of future programming in the state,

Once the initial pilot phase of the program is over, and if the programs prove successful,
the state plans to expand the programs statewide.

Washington State Looks inta Populations and Programming

Washington State officials have also been looking closely at the effectiveness of
diversion programs. Last year, the state Department of Corrections received an evaluation
of its Drug Offender Sentencing Alternative (DOSA) program that revealed the program
was more effective for drug offenders than property offenders receiving the programs.

According to Steve Aos of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy, which
conducted the research, the institute looked at cost benefits of the program following an
expansion of the group of eligible offenders who could be sentenced to DOSA.

In 1999, the state passed legislation that allowed property offenders to be included in the
program as well as those who had actually committed drug offenses. The idea behind
creating DOSA was to reduce the fiscal burden on the DOC by allowing non-violent
offenders to serve part of their sentence in the community and provide offenders with

chemical dependency treatment

According to the Institute's research, 64 percent of those receiving DOSA sentences were
convicted on drug offenses, 30 percent were property offenses and six percent were

person offenses.

But the outcomes for the offenders involved in DOSA differed depending on their
offense.
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“Our study showed that the program lowers recidivism rates for drug offenders but was
neutral for those who were property offenders,” said Aos. "When we did the cost benefit
analysis, the economic benefits were attractive for the drug offenders, but not far

offenders who were property offenders,”

According to Aos, the trade off - for state officials -- in terms of cost savings was less
time in prison for certain offenders in exchange for completing drug treatment. But the
recidivism results of the program are much stronger for those who had a specific drug

offense.

With this information on DOSA, the state legislature was prompted last year to ask the
Institute to conduct more in-depth research into short and long-term fiscal savings by
implementing pvidence-based treatment human services and corrections programs and

policies, including those used in sentencing..

According 10 Aos, the study is supposed 1o provide an economic analysis of all the
options and policy "levers" that the legislature has at its disposal to stabilize prison

populations.

"We are [ooking on a full range of options-- prevention programs for children and
decreasing crime in the long run, so if we want to avoid prison time down the road make
some investments there," said Aos. "We are looking at investments that are cheaper than

prison."

As a part of the new study, Aos said the Institute will logk into juvenile justice
prog arnning ss well as offenders in the adult system and it will investigate sentencing

alternatives as well.

Based on the reaction to the Institute's previous study of the juvenile justice system in
Washington State, Aos believes that the state will be ready to make the changes
hecessary to teduce recidivism and prison time after new research is concluded later this

year.

The Institute's juvenile justice research resulted in the elimination of some programs that
were not producing the desired results and the addition of other programs that the
research sliowed would be more effecrive.

"There's a desire to spend the taxpayers' money wisely and to used evidence-based
findings and to use the best findings out there to get the best return on the dollar and
trying to bring that information to bear has been going on in a number of areas, not just

criminal justice," said Aos.

Latessa, who speaks at criminal justices confarences nationwide about the impostance of
evidence-based research, agrees that a trend has emerged to make corrections
programming dollars count by improving outcomes.
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"Nationally, 1 see a lot of interest in improving what we do with offenders in the
community. Some states and jurisdictions are further ahead than others. My sense is
there's an increasing awareness that we can have a significant effect on recidivism rates
but we have to pay attention to what we are doing with these offenders," he said,

Resources:
Washington State Institute of Public Policy www wsipp.wa.gov

University of Cincinnati - Center for Criminal Justice Research
http://www2 uc.cdu/criminaljustice/CCIR, htl

http.//www.corrections.com/pri ntNews.aspx?7one=Homepage

www.FedCURE .org

[This message contained attachments])

If you are interested in federal criminal justice reform, join FedCURE at
http.//www FedCURE org/join.shtml
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NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s) and may contain copyright, confidential and privileged information of
WWW . FEDCURE.ORG, or its data source. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender
by reply e-mail and destioy al! copies of the original message.

Thank You,

WWW FEDCURE.ORG.
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