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ABSTRACT

The process of imprisonment reduction that has deemed as a process of criminal
justice system should be opened for a review and the review should be conducted for discretions
delivered both by imprisonment reduction committees and correctional officers who ordinarily
present their reports to their directors. At present, in Thailand, a review of the process of
imprisonment reduction will be finalized within prison administration. That is to say, the process
will be initiated by a report from a correctional officer before it is submitted to the Executive
Director of a prison and the Director General of the Department of Corrections for a final review
and decision respectively. However, according to the aforementioned steps, there are no
provisions under Thai laws  providing any opportunity given to a prisoner who seeks a
protection and desire to make a complaint against the decision or discretion which is unfair.
Although, there are several United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of
Prisoners and guidelines on relevant matters as provided in Article 36 (3) that * Every prisoner
shall be allowed to make a request or complaint, without censorship as to substance but in proper
form, to the central prison administration, the judicial authority or other proper authorities
through approved channels”, they still have not been sufficiently followed by the officials.
Therefore, if there was any provision under Thai legislation specified that the imprisonment
reduction process shall, at least, be partly reviewed by the Court, the imprisonment reduction
granted by the Department of Corrections would not be a process seemed suspicious in the sense
that the discretion can depend only on prison administration and the criticisms over the delivery
of prejudiced discretion would be disappeared because the process was reviewed by the

independent entity, that is the Court of Justice. On top of that, the system of imprisonment



reduction in Thailand would be carefully and fairly proceeded and finally could establish more

reliance.



