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STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 

Name: Garcia, Michael DIN: 94-A-6970  

Facility: Woodbourne CF AC No.:  04-104-21 B 

    

Findings: (Page 1 of 5) 

 

   Appellant challenges the April 2021 determination of the Board, denying release and imposing 

a 24-month hold. Appellant’s instant offense is, while employed as an NYPD police officer, when 

off-duty, consuming alcohol and cocaine with a woman, and then for unknown reasons shooting 

her to death. Appellant raises the following issues: 1) the decision is arbitrary and capricious, and 

irrational bordering on impropriety, in that the Board failed to consider and/or properly weigh the 

required statutory factors. 2) the decision lacks detail, and as such erroneously concludes he lacks 

remorse and minimized the crime. 3) the decision failed to offer any facts in support of the statutory 

standard cited. 4) the decision failed to offer any future guidance. 5) his prison discipline is over 

10 years old. 6) the decision was predetermined. 7) the decision illegally resentenced him. 8) the 

Board failed to comply with the 2011 amendments to the Executive Law, and the 2017 regulations, 

in that the COMPAS erroneously concludes he is a risk for substance abuse, and the COMPAS 

departure was improperly done. 

 

   Executive Law § 259-i(2)(c)(A) requires the Board to consider factors relevant to the specific 

incarcerated individual, including, but not limited to, the individual’s institutional record and 

criminal behavior. People ex rel. Herbert v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 

N.Y.S.2d 881 (1st Dept. 1983). While consideration of these factors is mandatory, “the ultimate 

decision to parole a prisoner is discretionary.” Matter of Silmon v. Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 477, 718 

N.Y.S.2d 704, 708 (2000).  Thus, it is well settled that the weight to be accorded the requisite factors 

is solely within the Board’s discretion. See, e.g., Matter of Delacruz v. Annucci, 122 A.D.3d 1413, 

997 N.Y.S.2d 872 (4th Dept. 2014); Matter of Hamilton, 119 A.D.3d at 1271, 990 N.Y.S.2d at 

717; Matter of Garcia v. New York State Div. of Parole, 239 A.D.2d 235, 239, 657 N.Y.S.2d 415, 

418 (1st Dept. 1997). The Board need not explicitly refer to each factor in its decision, nor give them 

equal weight. Matter of Schendel v. Stanford, 185 A.D.3d 1365, 1366, 126 N.Y.S.3d 428, 429 (3rd 

Dept. 2020); Matter of Campbell v. Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1012, 1015, 105 N.Y.S.3d 461 (2d Dept. 

2019); Matter of Phillips v. Dennison, 41 A.D.3d 17, 21, 834 N.Y.S.2d 121, 124 (1st Dept. 2007). 

 

   There is no requirement in the law that the board place equal or greater emphasis on petitioner's 

present commendable conduct than on the gravity of his offense.  People ex rel. Herbert v. New 

York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 133, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881, 884 (1st Dept. 1983).  The Parole 

Board may consider the inmate appeared to have a disconnect regarding the gravity of his actions. 

Campbell v Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1012, 105 N.Y.S.3d 461 (2nd Dept. 2019). 

   Real callousness was shown.  “[ [I]n light of the truly dreadful facts of this crime, there is no 

question that the record supports a determination that the extremely serious nature of the crime so 

outweighs petitioner’s impressive accomplishments while in prison as to warrant a denial of parole 

at the time of this interview.”  Matter of Garcia v. New York State Div. of Parole, 239 A.D.2d 235, 

239-40, 657 N.Y.S.2d 415, 418 (1st Dept. 1997). 
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   The brutal nature of offense for which incarcerated resulted in parole denial does not reflect 

irrationality bordering on impropriety. Matter of Partee v. Evans, 117 A.D.3d 1258, 1259, 984 

N.Y.S.2d 894 (3d Dept.), lv. denied, 24 N.Y.3d 901, 995 N.Y.S.2d 710 (2014).  

    The Board may acknowledge the senseless and violent nature of the crime. Sanchez v Dennison, 

21 A.D.3d 1249, 801 N.Y.S.2d 423 (3d Dept. 2005); Dorman v New York State Board of Parole, 

30 A.D.3d 880, 816 N.Y.S.2d 765  (3d Dept. 2006). 

   The seriousness of the offense is a proper consideration and the record further shows incarcerated 

individual attempted to minimize his role during the interview.  Matter of Serrano v. New York 

State Exec. Dep’t-Div. of Parole, 261 A.D.2d 163, 164, 689 N.Y.S.2d 504, 505 (1st Dept. 1999).  

   The Parole Board may state the inmate needs to further reflect on why he singled out this particular 

victim. Campbell v Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1012, 105 N.Y.S.3d 461 (2nd Dept. 2019). 

   The Board was free to place emphasis on the inmate’s uncontrollable anger during the 

commission of the crime. Schendel v Stanford, 185 A.D.3d 1365, 126 N.Y.S.3d 428 (3d Dept. 2020).  

   The Board may consider an incarcerated individual’s history of drug and/or alcohol abuse.  Matter 

of Espinal v. New York Bd. of Parole, 172 A.D.3d 1816, 100 N.Y.S.3d 777 (3d Dept. 2019) 

(substance abuse history); Matter of Gonzalvo v. Stanford, 153 A.D.3d 1021, 56 N.Y.S.3d 896 (3d 

Dept. 2017) (substance abuse history and risk of future drug abuse); Matter of Dean v. New York 

State Div. of Parole, 21 A.D.3d 1207, 1208, 801 N.Y.S.2d 92, 93 (3d Dept. 2005) (involvement 

with weapons and drugs), lv. denied, 6 N.Y.3d 705, 812 N.Y.S.2d 34 (2006); Matter of Sanchez 

v. Dennison, 21 A.D.3d 1249, 801 N.Y.S.2d 423 (3d Dept. 2005) (history of drug abuse); Matter 

of Llull v. Travis, 287 A.D.2d 845, 846, 731 N.Y.S.2d 405, 406 (3d Dept. 2001) (drug abuse); 

Matter of Brant v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 236 A.D.2d 760, 761, 654 N.Y.S.2d 207, 208 

(3d Dept. 1997) (history of alcohol and drug abuse); Matter of McLain v. New York State Div. of 

Parole, 204 A.D.2d 456, 611 N.Y.S.2d 629 (2d Dept. 1994) (history of alcohol abuse); People ex 

rel. Herbert v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881, 884 (1st Dept. 1983) 

(drug addiction); Matter of Maciag v. Hammock, 88 A.D.2d 1106, 453 N.Y.S.2d 56 (3d Dept. 

1982) (problem of alcohol and drug abuse with the concomitant need for programmed counseling).  

   “[T]here is a strong rehabilitative component in the statute that may be given effect by 

considering remorse and insight.”  Matter of Silmon v. Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 478, 718 N.Y.S.2d 

704 (2000).  The Board may consider the inmate’s limited expression of remorse, which can be 

shown by failing to acknowledge his drug-impaired state was a contributing factor. Beodeker v 

Stanford, 164 A.D.3d 1555, 82 N.Y.S.3d 669 (3d Dept. 2018); Pulliam v Board of Parole, 197 

A.D.3d 1495, 153 N.Y.S.3d 704 (3d Dept. 2021). And that his insight was limited. Pulliam v Board 

of Parole, 197 A.D.3d 1495, 153 N.Y.S.3d 704 (3d Dept. 2021).  
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   The Board may place greater weight on an incarcerated individual’s disciplinary record even 

though infractions were incurred earlier in the individual’s incarceration.  Matter of Karlin v. 

Cully, 104 A.D.3d 1285, 1286, 960 N.Y.S.2d 827, 828 (4th Dept. 2013) (while improved since 

last interview, concern with multiple violations accumulated before 2007); Matter of Warmus v. 

New York State Dep’t of Corrs. & Cmty. Supervision, Index No. 7516-17, Decision, Order & 

Judgment dated Sept. 10, 2018 (Sup. Ct. Albany Co.) (O’Connor, A.S.C.J.).   

   The Board may consider inadequate release plans in denying parole.  See, e.g., Matter of Delrosario 

v. Stanford, 140 A.D.3d 1515, 34 N.Y.S.3d 696 (3d Dept. 2016) (concern about reentry plans in 

case immigration does not deport incarcerated individual); Matter of Murphy v. State of New York 

Exec. Dep’t Div. of Parole Appeals Unit, 2010 N.Y. Slip Op 32825(U), 2010 N.Y. Misc. Lexis 

4926 (Sup. Ct. Albany Co. Sept. 30, 2010) (Ceresia S.C.J.) (denial based in part on absence of 

legitimate release plan). 

   There is no evidence the Board’s decision was predetermined based upon the instant offense.  

Matter of Gonzalvo v. Stanford, 153 A.D.3d 1021, 56 N.Y.S.3d 896 (3d Dept. 2017); Matter of 

Hakim-Zaki v. New York State Div. of Parole, 29 A.D.3d 1190, 814 N.Y.S.2d 414 (3d Dept. 2006); 

Matter of Guerin v. New York State Div. of Parole, 276 A.D.2d 899, 695 N.Y.S.2d 622 (3d Dept. 

2000).   

   The Board provided its statutory rationale for denying parole Matter of Murray v. Evans, 83 A. 

D.3d 1320, 920 N.Y.S.2d 745 (3d Dept. 2011) (Board provided adequate statutory rationale).   

   The Board’s decision satisfied the criteria set out in Executive Law § 259-i(2)(a) and 9 N.Y.C.R.R. 

§ 8002.3(b), as it was sufficiently detailed to inform the incarcerated individual of the reasons for 

the denial of parole.  Matter of Applegate v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 164 A.D.3d 996, 997, 

82 N.Y.S.3d 240 (3d Dept. 2018); Matter of Kozlowski v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 108 A.D.3d 

435, 968 N.Y.S.2d 87 (1st Dept. 2013); Matter of Little v. Travis, 15 A.D.3d 698, 788 N.Y.S.2d 628 

(3d Dept. 2005); Matter of Davis v. Travis, 292 A.D.2d 742, 739 N.Y.S.2d 300 (3d Dept. 2002); 

People ex rel. Herbert v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881 (1st Dept. 

1983).  The Board addressed many of the factors and principles considered in individualized terms 

and explained those that ultimately weighed most heavily in its deliberations. 

   As for Appellant’s complaint about lack of future guidance, the Board is not required to state 

what an incarcerated individual should do to improve his chances for parole in the future.  Matter 

of Francis v. New York State Div. of Parole, 89 A.D.3d 1312, 934 N.Y.S.2d 514 (3d Dept. 2011); 

Matter of Freeman v. New York State Div. of Parole, 21 A.D.3d 1174, 800 N.Y.S.2d 797 (3d Dept. 

2005); Matter of Partee v. Evans, 40 Misc.3d 896, 969 N.Y.S.2d 733 (Sup. Ct. Albany Co. 2013), 

aff’d, 117 A.D.3d 1258, 984 N.Y.S.2d 894 (3d Dept. 2014), lv. denied, 24 N.Y.3d 901, 995 

N.Y.S.2d 710 (2014).   
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   Appellant’s assertion that the denial of parole release amounted to an improper resentencing is 

without merit inasmuch as the Board fulfilled its obligation to determine the propriety of release 

per Executive Law § 259-i(2)(c)(A) and after considering the factors set forth therein.  Executive 

Law § 259 et seq.; Penal Law § 70.40; Matter of Murray v. Evans, 83 A.D.3d 1320, 920 N.Y.S.2d 

745 (3d Dept. 2011); Matter of Crews v. New York State Exec. Dept. Bd. of Parole Appeals Unit, 

281 A.D.2d 672, 720 N.Y.S.2d 855 (3d Dept. 2001).  The Board was vested with discretion to 

determine whether release was appropriate notwithstanding the minimum period of incarceration 

set by the Court.  Matter of Burress v. Dennison, 37 A.D.3d 930, 829 N.Y.S.2d 283 (3d Dept. 

2007); Matter of Cody v. Dennison, 33 A.D.3d 1141, 1142, 822 N.Y.S.2d 677 (3d Dept. 2006), lv. 

denied, 8 N.Y.3d 802, 830 N.Y.S.2d 698 (2007).  The appellant has not in any manner been 

resentenced.  Matter of Mullins v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 136 A.D.3d 1141, 1142, 25 

N.Y.S.3d 698 (3d Dept. 2016). 

   “‘Arbitrary action is without sound basis in reason and is generally taken without regard to the 

facts’; or, put differently, ‘[r]ationality is what is reviewed under . . . the arbitrary and capricious 

standard.’”  Hamilton v. New York State Division of Parole, 119 A.D.3d 1268, 1270 n.1, 990 

N.Y.S.2d 714, 716 (3d Dept. 2014) (quoting Matter of Pell v. Board of Educ., 34 N.Y.2d 222, 231, 

356 N.Y.S.2d 833, 839 (1974)). 

 

   The petitioner has failed to demonstrate the Board’s decision was not made in accordance with the 

pertinent statutory requirements or was irrational “bordering on impropriety.”  Matter of Silmon v. 

Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 476, 718 N.Y.S.2d 704 (2000) (quoting Matter of Russo v. New York State 

Bd. of Parole, 50 N.Y.2d 69, 427 N.Y.S.2d 982 (1980)). 

   In the absence of a convincing demonstration that the Board did not consider the statutory 

factors, it must be presumed that the Board fulfilled its duty.  Matter of Fuchino v. Herbert, 255 

A.D.2d 914, 914, 680 N.Y.S.2d 389, 390 (4th Dept. 1998); Matter of McLain v. New York State 

Div. of Parole, 204 A.D.2d 456, 611 N.Y.S.2d 629 (2d Dept. 1994); Matter of McKee v. New York 

State Bd. of Parole, 157 A.D.2d 944, 945, 550 N.Y.S.2d 204, 205 (3d Dept. 1990); People ex rel. 

Herbert, 97 A.D.2d 128, 468 N.Y.S.2d 881. 

 

   Appellant’s claim that the Board failed to comply with the 2011 amendments to the Executive Law 

is rejected. Dolan v New York State Board of Parole, 122 A.D.3d 1058, 995 N.Y.S.2d 850 (3d Dept. 

2014); Tran v Evans, 126 A.D.3d 1196, 3 N.Y.S.3d 633 (3d Dept. 2015); Boccadisi v Stanford, 133 

A.D.3d 1169, 20 N.Y.S.3d 477 (3d Dept. 2015). Furthermore, the 2011 Executive Law amendments 

have been incorporated into the regulations adopted by the Board in 2017. 

   Appellant didn’t raise during the interview any claim of an alleged COMPAS error, thereby waiving 

the issue. Matter of Morrison v. Evans, 81 A.D.3d 1073, 916 N.Y.S.2d 655 (3d Dept. 2011); Matter 

of Vanier v. Travis, 274 A.D.2d 797, 711 N.Y.S.2d 920 (3d Dept. 2000). 
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   The Board decision expressly states they were departing from the scale of low risk for arrest, 

and list as reasons his history of disciplinary action, history of addictions coupled with COMPAS 

score highly probable for substance abuse, inadequate release plans to deal with these issues,  and 

lack of adequate remorse and insight. Thus, the Board decision was not based solely upon the 

instant offense, and the COMPAS departure fully complied with the regulation. 

 

Recommendation:  Affirm. 



STA TE OF NEW YORK - BOARD OF PAROLE 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL DECISION NOTICE 

Name: Garcia, Michael Facility: Woodboume CF 

NYSID: 

DIN: 94-A-6970 

Appearances: 

Decision appealed: 

Board Member(s) 
who participated: 

Papers considered: 

Kathy Manley Esq. 

Appeal 
Control No.: 

26 Dinmore Road 
Selkirk, New York 12158 

04-104-21 B 

April 2021 decision, denying discretionary release and imposing a hold of 24 
months. 

Segarra, Corley 

Appellant' s Letter-brief received October 4, 2021 

Appeals Unit Review: Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and Recommendation 

Records relied upon: Pre-Sentence Investigation Report, Parole Board Report, Interview Transcript, Parole 
Board Release Decision Notice (Form 9026), COMPAS instrument, Offender Case 
Plan. 

The undersigned determine that the decision appealed is hereby: 
..,._..... 

Affirmed _ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to _ ___ _ 

Connniss~ / 

M~_Affirmed _ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to ____ _ 

/ Affirmed _ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Modified to ___ _ 

If the Final Determination is at variance with Findings and Recommendation of Appeals Unit, written 
reasons for the Parole Board's determination must be annexed hereto. 

This Final Determination, the related Statement of the Appeals Unit' s Findings and the separate findings of 
the 7_arole Board, if any, were mailed to the Appellant and the Appellant's Counsel, if any, on 
#f<23,UJJ/ & . 

Distribution: Appeals Unit - Appellant - Appellant's Counsel - Inst. Parole File - Central File 
P-2002(B) (11/2018) 
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