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STATE OF NEW YORK - BOARD OF PAROLE

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

Name: Williams, Richard DIN: 91-A-3960
Facility: Sing Sing CF AC No.: 07-062-21 B

Findings: (Page 1 of 4)

Appellant challenges the June 2021 determination of the Board, denying release and imposing a
24-month hold. Appellant is incarcerated for several different crimes. In one, he sold cocaine to
an undercover police officer. In a second, he strangled a victim to death while stealing his jewelry.
He then gave it to a third party, but later broke into the house of this third party and stole it again.
Appellant raises only one issue. Appellant claims the | rerort used by the Board during
his interview had major errors on it, thus rendering the decision to be arbitrary and capricious, and
irrational bordering on improrpriety.

As appellant failed to raise an objection to the complained of fact at the parole interview, this
claim has not been preserved. 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)
(“Although the record reveals that petitioner objected to the use of two-way television for his
interview in a letter written... to respondent, no objection was expressed at the parole interview.

Even if the claim were to be addressed, the Board is not aware of any errors in the Jjjjjjij reports.
Pursuant to Executive Law sections 259-i(2)(c)(A) and 259-k(1), the Board is required to obtain
official reports and may rely on the information contained therein. See, e.g., Matter of Silmon v.
Travis, 95 N.Y.2d 470, 474, 477, 718 N.Y.S.2d 704, 706, 708 (2000) (discussing former status
report); Matter of Carter v. Evans, 81 A.D.3d 1031, 916 N.Y.S.2d 291 (3d Dept.) (presentence
investigation report), Iv. denied, 16 N.Y.3d 712, 923 N.Y.S.2d 416 (2011); see also Billiteri v.
United States Bd. of Parole, 541 F.2d 938, 944-945 (2d Cir. 1976).

Furthermore, appellant does not dispute he has a lifetime of | - A s such.
given the totality of reasons for his denial listed as follows, any alleged misstatement of fact in
the Board determination did not rise to a level where it affected the Board’s decision, and as such
any alleged error would be deemed harmless such that no new proceeding is required. Matter of
Rossney v. New York State Div. of Parole, 267 A.D.2d 648, 649, 699 N.Y.S.2d 319 (3d Dept.
1999), Iv. denied, 94 N.Y.2d 759, 705 N.Y.S.2d 6 (2000).

The Board may emphasize the nature of the instant offense and that it was an escalation in illegal
behavior. See 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.), Iv. 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.), Iv. 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
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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 take note that the murder was carried out with an anger. Gaston v Berbary, 16
A.D.3d 1158, 791 N.Y.S.2d 781 (4" Dept. 2005). 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 failure to comply with DOCCS rules in
denying parole. See Matter of Almonte v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 145 A.D.3d 1307, 42
N.Y.S.3d 691 (3d Dept. 2016), Iv. denied, 29 N.Y.3d 905 (2017); Matter of Karlin v. Cully, 104
A.D.3d 1285, 1286, 960 N.Y.S.2d 827, 828 (4th Dept. 2013); 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).

The Board stressing the nature of the underlying offense, troubling criminal history and prison
disciplinary record, does not constitute irrationality bordering on impropriety. Perez v Evans, 76
A.D.3d 1130, 907 N.Y.S.2d 701 (3d Dept. 2010); Mentor v New York State Division of Parole, 87
A.D.3d 1245, 930 N.Y.S.2d 302 (3d Dept. 2011) Iv.app.den. 18 N.Y.3d 803, 938 N.Y.S.2d 860
(2012); Stanley v New York State Division of Parole, 92 A.D.3d 948, 939 N.Y.S.2d 132 (2d Dept.
2012); Moore v New York State Board of Parole, 137 A.D.3d 1375, 26 N.Y.S.3d 412 (3d Dept.
2016).

The Board may consider negative aspects of the COMPAS instrument. Matter of Espinal v. New
York Bd. of Parole, 172 A.D.3d 1816, 100 N.Y.S.3d 777 (3d Dept. 2019) (COMPAS instrument
yielded mixed results); Matter of Bush v. Annucci, 148 A.D.3d 1392, 50 N.Y.S.3d 180 (3d Dept.
2017) (COMPAS instrument with mixed results including substance abuse relevant given use
before crime); Matter of Wade v. Stanford, 148 A.D.3d 1487, 52 N.Y.S.3d 508 (3d Dept. 2017)
(low risk felony violence but probable risk for substance abuse alcohol related crimes); Matter of
Crawford v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 144 A.D.3d 1308, 46 N.Y.S.3d 228 (3d Dept. 2016)
(scores not uniformly low including family support), Iv. denied, 29 N.Y.3d 901, 57 N.Y.S.3d 704
(2017).

The Board may take into account an incarcerated individual’s |l *when denying parole
release. See Matter of Dudley v. Travis, 227 A.D.2d 863, 642 N.Y.S.2d 386 (3d Dept.), lv. denied,
88 N.Y.2d 812,649 N.Y.S.2d 379 (1996); Matter of Baker v. Russi, 188 A.D.2d 771,591 N.Y.S.2d
540 (3d Dept. 1992); see also Pender v. Travis, 243 A.D.2d 889, 662 N.Y.S.2d 642 (3d Dept.
1997), Iv. denied, 91 N.Y.2d 810, 670 N.Y.S.2d 404 (1998); People ex rel. Brown v. New York
State Dept. of Correctional Services, Parole Bd. Div., 67 A.D.2d 1108, 415 N.Y.S.2d 137 (4th
Dept. 1979), appeal denied, 47 N.Y.2d 707, 418 N.Y.S.2d 1025 (1979); Rodriguez v. Henderson,




STATE OF NEW YORK - BOARD OF PAROLE

APPEALS UNIT FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION

Name: Williams, Richard DIN: 91-A-3960
Facility: Sing Sing CF AC No.: 07-062-21 B

Findings: (Page 3 of 4)

56 A.D.2d 729, 730, 392 N.Y.S.2d 757, 758 (4th Dept.), Iv. denied, 42 N.Y.2d 801, 397 N.Y.S.2d
1025 (1977).

The Board may consider the probable repercussions of the criminal’s actions upon the victims’
families. Bottom v New York State Board of Parole, 30 A.D.3d 657, 815 N.Y.S.2d 789 (3d Dept.
2006).

“[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). 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).

The Board may consider the sentencing court’s recommendation to deny parole. Matter of
Rodriguez v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 168 A.D.3d 1342, 92 N.Y.S.3d 482 (3d Dept. 2019)
(Board properly considered sentencing minutes which included court’s recommendation against
parole); Matter of Copeland v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 154 A.D.3d 1157, 63 N.Y.S.3d 548
(3d Dept. 2017) (same); Matter of Porter v. Alexander, 63 A.D.3d 945, 881 N.Y.S.2d 157 (2d Dept.
2009); Matter of Delman v. New York State Bd. of Parole, 93 A.D.2d 888, 461 N.Y.S.2d 406, 407
(2d Dept. 1983).

The Board may consider a district attorney’s recommendation to deny 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 Porter v. Alexander, 63 A.D.3d 945, 881 N.Y.S.2d 157 (2d Dept. 2009); Matter of Walker
v. Travis, 252 A.D.2d 360, 676 N.Y.S.2d 52 (1st Dept. 1998); Matter of Walker v. New York State
Bd. of Parole, 218 A.D.2d 891, 630 N.Y.S.2d 417 (3d Dept. 1995); Matter of Williams v. New York
State Bd. of Parole, 220 A.D.2d 753, 633 N.Y.S.2d 182 (2d Dept. 1995); Matter of Confoy v. New
York State Div. of Parole, 173 A.D.2d 1014, 569 N.Y.S.2d 846, 847 (3d Dept. 1991); Matter of Lynch
v. New York State Div. of Parole, 82 A.D.2d 1012, 442 N.Y.S.2d 179 (3d Dept. 1981).

“‘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
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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.

Recommendation:  Affirm.




STATE OF NEW YORK - BOARD OF PAROLE

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL DECISION NOTICE

Name:  Williams, Richard Facility: Sing Sing CF

DIN: 91-A-3960

Appeal

Control No.: PGSR

Appearances: Richard Williams 91 A3960
Sing Sing Correctional Facility
354 Hunter Street
Ossining, New York 10562

Decision appealed:  June 2021 decision, denying discretionary release and imposing a hold of 24 months.

Board Member(s) Drake, Alexander, Coppola
who participated: .

Papers considered: ~ Appellant’s Brief received December 28, 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.

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

- // %.w{ Affirmed __ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview ___ Modified to

Coriif 1,5510&5 s
= }L/
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J

\ irmed ___ Vacated, remanded for de novo interview — Modified to

.

Bommzs'oner
/(/ %ﬂrmed ____Vacated, remanded for de novo interview ___ Modified to

Commissioner

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 Parole Board, if any, were mailed to the Appellant and the Appellant’s Counsel, if any, on

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