
THE CRY OF UNFAIRNESS WITH PAROLE PROCEDURES 

Those who are in prison for any length of time that has 

seen the parole panel or board on two or more occasions wonder 

what more progress can be made to lessen any likelihood theory 

of committing another crime, if they were released on parole? 

What are the Tax Payors paying for if the parole department 

ignores all the progress made by prisoners who rehabilitated 

themselves through the Department of Correction's educational 

program system set up for that very purpose? 

There is a grave injustice and a fundamental unfairness 

when parole personnel are using the same old aggravating factors 

as reasons for a denial of parole each time a prisoner is seen 

by them. For instance: (1) Lack of insight into their criminal 

behavior, when they speak details of the crime they committed. 

(2) Minimizes conduct, when they say things that are simple 

and necessary when answering questions. (3) Their substance 

abuse problem has not been sufficiently addressed, when the 

prisoner has been 13, 19, or 33 years alcohol and drug’ free. 

And the most famous one factor of all, (4) The panel has 

Getermined a substantial likelihood exists that you would commit 

a new crime if released on parole at this time, when parole 

only solicit certain information from their crime and not from 

their rehabilitative program factors. 

There was a law in place administratively where the parole 

department had to consider only “New Information" after a 

prisoner had their first parole release hearing. In other words, 

the second hearing the parole panel or board could not rehash  
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old information used at the first release hearing because the 

prisoner was sanctioned once already for aggravating factors 

related to his or her case. But that law was changed because 

if a prisoner lived rightly and was infraction free of any 

violation of the rules and regulations of the prison facility, 

release from prison was sure to be granted. 

The parole department's ability to rely solely on old 

information when denying anyone parole a second time, violates 

the principles of fundamental fairness. It goes without saying 

that double jeopardy considerations have limited application 

in administrative proceedings, but it is axiomatic that apart 

from Federal and State Constitutional protections, courts are 

duty bound to insure that administrative proceedings are 

conducted in accordance with common notions of fundamental 

fairness. I believe there are many cases throughout this Nation 

when the State's judiciary system can say there may arise cases 

in which it would be fundamentally unfair to permit repeated 

sanctions for immutable factors or conduct. 

My case is one of the instances where I was denied parole 

for the second time and the parole panel did not even read my 

statement submitted for their consideration revealing important 

evidence. If they had read it, they could not used those four 

reasons stated on page one for denial of parole. The expression 

of remorse is very important and taking the necessary steps 

to assure it is sincere reveals what is in a person's heart.  
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They are experts at hiding information and even the prosecutor 

in many cases do not reveal, nor mention the remorseful letters 

sent to victims through their office apologizing for one's 

actions. 

The signal for mass incarceration was heard around this 

Nation in 1996 and New Jersey legislation ran to enlarge the 

discretion of the parole department to deny parole. Just like 

in the days of old when President Lincoln freed the slaves, 

the States rallied to implement the 13th Amendment to have a 

reason to keep their labor force intact. Having an mandate 

made to delete the word 'new' from the New Information 

administrative statute, the parole board is no longer bound 

to those principles of fairness. 

When we look into the matter deeper, we will find there 

are various reasons why a prisoner is santda pévoie and the 

same for why a prisoner should be released on parole. To ignore 

the reasons why a prisoner should be released on parole is very 

arbitrary and capricious because the decision is based on the 

parole personnel's own beliefs and convictions instead of the 

factual evidence of the case before them. 

A person commits a crime and they only have their moral 

standing within the community they live in as mitigating factors 

before a judge. Depending upon the crime, the aggravating 

factors are weighed against the mitigating factors and a decision 

is madee A judge is objective to the case and must concentrate  


