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to admit will not him toprivilege). plaintiff’s guiltThe refusal cause
time; be serveprison simply may requiredserve additional he to the

Baker, 381,received 513 A.2doriginally.sentence he See 128 N.H. at
(prisoner’sat 961 claim the furtherparolethat board’s deferral of

his parole “lengthenedconsideration of ... so[his] sentence
it”).patently wrong properly disregardedthat the trial court

“A deny paroledecision to thus remains differentqualitatively
381,from a to A.2dgranted,”decision revoke once id. at 513parole

960,at plaintiff’s paroleand the interest in has not above arisen
Greenholtz, 442“hope,” id. See U.S. at 9. The trial court was correct

in plaintiff’sthedenying petition.

Affirmed.

All concurred.
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ParoleHampshire Adultthat the Newappeal, arguescorpus. On he
board) prison’scompletehe therequirement thatBoard (parole

paroleforbecoming eligibleprior toprogramoffendersexual
underself-incriminationfromright compelledhis to be freeviolates

Constitution.the Federal
(O’Neill, J.), thein1990, trial Courtjury SuperiorIn after a

toassault and sentencedconvicted of felonious sexualwasplaintiff
The in its sentencein court recommendedyears prison.three to six

Thecounseling.”in offender“sexualplaintiff participatethat the
(SOP) inmatethat anrequiresprogramsexual offenderprison’s

heof was convicted. Becauseoffense which heguiltadmit his to the
thetothe was denied admissionguilt, plaintiffto admit suchrefused

sentence, was deniedplaintiffhis minimum theservingSOP.After
This followed.complete petitionto the SOPbecause he failedparole

claimsessentially plaintiffsame as did themakes theplaintiffThe
Warden, Prison, 387, 972140 N.H. 666 A.2dv. N.H. Statein Knowles

same, is(1995). belowthe decisionargumentsInsofar as the are the
affirmed.

differentlyargumentsof hisplaintiff phrasesThe one
that boardsuggests paroleto discussion: theenough warrant he

invoked the fifth amendment.his sentence because hedoubled
(1977), plaintifftheCunningham, 431 U.S. 801Citing v.Lefkowitz
penalties because amay imposethat “a not substantialstates State

givetorighthis Fifth Amendment notwitness elects to exercise
CharacterizingId. atincriminating testimony against himself.” 805.

completethat he SOP beforeparole requirementthe board’s the
for “a condition his minimumeligible as ofbecoming parole

sentence,” toplaintiff parolethe of aspresents equivalentthe denial
Knowles,As in atof we stated 140 N.H.probation.the revocation

391-93, 976-77,666 this characterization is invalid.A.2d at

The of not constitute asparole “penalty”denial does a
by parolethe The denial did notargued plaintiff. paroleboard’s of

sentence,plaintiff’s simply“double” the but rather him torequires
originally Cunning­serve the he received. See v.sentence Baker

(1986).ham, 374, 381, 956,128 N.H. 513 A.2d 961

Affirmed.

All concurred.


