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STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 

Name: Centeno, Daniel DIN: 21-A-2380  

Facility: Mid-State CF AC No.:  02-043-22 B 

    

Findings: (Page 1 of 3) 

 

   Appellant challenges the January 2022 determination of the Board, denying release and imposing 

a 24-month hold. Appellant’s instant offense is for working as a pimp, employing girls in the 

prostitution business who were only 13 and 14 years old. Appellant raises the following issues: 1) 

the decision failed to list any facts in support of the statutory standard cited. 2) it wasn’t appellant’s 

fault that he didn’t complete programs due to covid suspensions, plus he was only a recent arrival 

into State custody. 3) the Board ignored the mostly positive COMPAS. 4) the 24 month hold is 

excessive. 

 

    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). 

 

   The Board may emphasize the nature of the instant offenses. Matter of Stanley v. New York State 

Div. of Parole, 92 A.D.3d 948, 948-49, 939 N.Y.S.2d 132, 134 (2d Dept.), lv. denied, 19 N.Y.3d 

806, 949 N.Y.S.2d 343 (2012); Matter of Symmonds v. Dennison, 21 A.D.3d 1171, 1172, 801 

N.Y.S.2d 90, 90 (3d Dept.), lv. denied, 6 N.Y.3d 701, 810 N.Y.S.2d 415 (2005); Matter of Warren 

v. New York State Div. of Parole, 307 A.D.2d 493, 493, 761 N.Y.S.2d 883 (3d Dept. 2003); 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).    

   The fact that the Board afforded greater weight to the incarcerated individual’s criminal history, 

as opposed to other positive factors, does not render the denial of parole for that reason irrational or 

improper.  Matter of Davis v. Evans, 105 A.D.3d 1305, 963 N.Y.S.2d 485 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter 

of Lashway v. Evans, 110 A.D.3d 1417, 1418, 974 N.Y.S.2d 164, 165 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter of 

McKee v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 157 A.D.2d 944, 550 N.Y.S.2d 204 (3d Dept. 1990).   

         The Board may cite the failure of the inmate to acknowledge the impact of the criminal conduct 

on the victims. Gaito v New York State Board of Parole, 238 A.D.2d 634, 655 N.Y.S.2d 692 (3d Dept 

1997);  Romer v Dennison, 24 A.D.3d 866, 804 N.Y.S.2d 872 (3d Dept. 2005). 



STATE OF NEW YORK – BOARD OF PAROLE 

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION 

Name: Centeno, Daniel DIN: 21-A-2380  

Facility: Mid-State CF AC No.:  02-043-22 B 

    

Findings: (Page 2 of 3) 

 

   The Board may consider that the offense involved multiple victims.  See, e.g., Matter of Payne v. 

Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1577, 1578, 104 N.Y.S.3d 383, 385 (3rd Dept. 2019) (multiple sex acts on 

two very young girls); Matter of Murray v. Evans, 83 A.D.3d 1320, 920 N.Y.S.2d 745 (3d Dept. 

2011) (multiple robberies during which incarcerated individual killed two people); Matter of Hunter 

v. New York State Div. of Parole, 21 A.D.3d 1178, 800 N.Y.S.2d 799 (3d Dept. 2005) (terrorized 

multiple victims); Matter of Olivera v. Dennison, 22 A.D.3d 949, 802 N.Y.S.2d 270 (3d Dept. 2005) 

(shooting of two victims, one fatally). 

   That the victim was particularly vulnerable may be considered by the Board.  See, e.g., Matter 

of Payne v. Stanford, 173 A.D.3d 1577, 1578, 104 N.Y.S.3d 383, 385 (3rd Dept. 2019) (sex crimes 

involving two very young girls including incarcerated individual’s daughter); Matter of Feilzer v. 

New York State Div. of Parole, 131 A.D.3d 1321, 1322, 16 N.Y.S.3d 341, 341 (3d Dept. 2015) 

(financial crime involving elderly woman by financial advisor); Matter of Karlin v. Cully, 104 

A.D.3d 1285, 1286, 960 N.Y.S.2d 827, 828 (4th Dept. 2013) (sex crimes against young boys by 

camp counselor); Matter of Wise v. State Div. of Parole, 54 A.D.3d 463, 464, 862 N.Y.S.2d 644, 

645 (3d Dept. 2008) (three elderly women); Matter of Wellman v. Dennison, 23 A.D.3d 974, 975, 

805 N.Y.S.2d 159, 160 (3d Dept. 2005) (incarcerated individual and multiple others victimized a 

6 y.o. child); Matter of Bockeno v. New York State Parole Bd., 227 A.D.2d 751, 642 N.Y.S.2d 97 

(3d Dept. 1996) (appropriate factors include vulnerability of victims, subject’s minor daughters). 

   The fact that the Board afforded greater weight to the incarcerated individual’s criminal history, 

as opposed to other positive factors, does not render the denial of parole for that reason irrational or 

improper.  Matter of Davis v. Evans, 105 A.D.3d 1305, 963 N.Y.S.2d 485 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter 

of Lashway v. Evans, 110 A.D.3d 1417, 1418, 974 N.Y.S.2d 164, 165 (3d Dept. 2013); Matter of 

McKee v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 157 A.D.2d 944, 550 N.Y.S.2d 204 (3d Dept. 1990).   

   The Board may consider an incarcerated individual’s need to complete rehabilitative 

programming in denying parole.  See Matter of Jones v. N.Y. State Bd. of Parole, 175 A.D.3d 

1652, 1652, 108 N.Y.S.3d 505, 506 (3rd Dept. 2019); Matter of Allen v. Stanford, 161 A.D.3d 

1503, 1506, 78 N.Y.S.3d 445 (3d Dept.), lv. denied, 32 N.Y.3d 903 (2018); Matter of Barrett v. 

New York State Div. of Parole, 242 A.D.2d 763, 661 N.Y.S.2d 857 (3d Dept. 1997); see also Matter 

of Connelly v. New York State Div. of Parole, 286 A.D.2d 792, 729 N.Y.S.2d 808, 809 (3d Dept.), 

appeal dismissed 97 N.Y.2d 677, 738 N.Y.S.2d 291 (2001). The Board may consider an 

incarcerated individual’s need to complete rehabilitative programming even where a delay in 

commencement is through no fault of the individual.  See Matter of Barrett v. New York State Div. 

of Parole, 242 A.D.2d 763, 661 N.Y.S.2d 857 (3d Dept. 1997).   

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

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

of legitimate release plan). 

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

insight.”  Matter of Silmon v. Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 478, 718 N.Y.S.2d 704 (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 is not required to give the COMPAS and case plan greater weight than the other statutory 

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

accord Matter of Lewis v. Stanford, 153 A.D.3d 1478, 59 N.Y.S.3d 726 (3d Dept. 2017). The 

Board still is entitled to place greater emphasis on the instant offense.  See Matter of Montane v. 

Evans, 116 A.D.3d 197, 203, 981 N.Y.S.2d 866, 871 (3d Dept. 2014); see also Matter of Gonzalvo 

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

A.D.3d 1478, 59 N.Y.S.3d 726 (3d Dept. 2017). 

   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. 

 

   The Board’s decision to hold an incarcerated individual for the maximum period of 24 months 

is within the Board’s discretion and within its authority pursuant to Executive Law § 259-i(2)(a) 

and 9 N.Y.C.R.R. § 8002.3(b).  Matter of Tatta v. State, 290 A.D.2d 907, 737 N.Y.S.2d 163 (3d 

Dept. 2002), lv. denied, 98 N.Y.2d 604, 746 N.Y.S.2d 278 (2002); see also Matter of Campbell v. 

Evans, 106 A.D.3d 1363, 965 N.Y.S.2d 672 (3d Dept. 2013).  Appellant has failed to demonstrate 

that a hold of 24 months for discretionary release was excessive or improper. 

 

Recommendation:  Affirm. 
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January 2022 decision, denying discretionary release and imposing a hold of 24 
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Appellant's Letter-brief received March 14, 2022 

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

Records relied upon: Pre-S~ntence Investigation Report, Parole Board Report, Interview Transcript, Parole 
Board Release Decision Notice (Form 9026), COMP AS instrument. 

Final Determination: The undersigned determine that the decision appealed is hereby: 

.@~ ~d _ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview _ Mo~ified to ___ _ 

r= ~~ed 
. . . . .,,,, .. -·-? 

~~:m,d 
_ /commissioner 

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

._ 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 Boa.,d's determination!.!!!!§.! be annexed hereto. 

This Final Determination, the related-Statement of the Appeals Unit's Findings and the separate findings of 
the Paroly Board, if any, were mailed to the Appellant and the Appellant's Counsel, if any, on 
lloAXb£>,,J,~ t't' 

; ' 

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