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QUESTION PRESENTED

- 1. bid Oklahoma’s Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws originally mandate by Oklahoma House Bill #1213, cited
as: Title 57, O.S. Supp. 1997, § 332.7., and now presently mandated by Oklahoma House Bill #2286, cited
as: Title 57, 0.S. Supp. 2018, § 332.7., Clearly, impose an obligation and duty on the Oklahoma Pardon
| and Parole Board by the Oklahoma Legislature, to establish and administer a procedure for persons in the
custody of the Oklahoma Department of Corrections for a crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, for
reconsiderafion of persons denied parole and procedure for determining what sentence a person eligible
for parole consideration would have received pursuant to Section 6, 598, 599, 600 and 601, Chapter 133,
0.5.L. (1997) Applicable Matrix. According to precise Statutory Language “Shall” connoting a requirement
imposing a mandatory duty, which should be reviewed pursuant to this Court’s recent decision in

Kingdomware, 579 U.S. At , 136 S.Ct. At 1977 (Decided April 27, 2020) Reversed and Remanded.
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JURISDICTION STATEMENT

Petitioner Wadress H. Metoyer, Jr., appearing Pro Se, respectfully request this Honorable Court,

the Supreme Court of the United States allow him to Supplement his Petition for Writ of Certiorari in
* Wadress Metoyer, Jr., v. Delynn Fudge, in Her Individual and Official Capacity as Executive Director of the
Oklahoma Pardon and Parole Board, et al filed on April 6, 2020 and placed on the April 19, 2020 docket

as Case No. 19-8303 for constitutional violation. 14" Amendment — due process of law.

Due to this Court’s recent decision in Kingdomware, 579 U.S. At ____, 136 S.Ct. At 1977, this Court
granted certiorari on April 27, 2020, twenty-one (21) days after petitioner’s filing and eight (8) days after
the docketing of his case, that the Supreme Court Justice Sotomayor, held: (1) Risk corridors statute
airectly created a payment obligation; and (3) Risk corridors statute was fairly interpreted as mandating
compensation for damages, so that insurer’s payment claims fell within Tucker’s Act’s waiver of immunity
of United States. (Reversed and Remanded). See U.S. Sup. Ct. Rule, 28 U.S.C.A. 15, giving this Court

jurisdiction.

STATEMENT FOR SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF

Petitioner argued and Presented to the United States District Court for the Western District of
Oklahoma, Case No. CIV-19-406-SLP and, to the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit, Case
"No. 1924 that he had a Statutory Liberty Interest Right protected by the due process clause of the 14th
Amendment to certain mandatory procedures during his parole consideration and reconsideration
proceedings mandated by the statutory language, phrases, intent, design, provisions and ‘context
connoting a requirement signed to Oklahoma's Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws Statutes, Title 57, O.S. Supp.
1997-2018, § 332.7., and its subsections for persons crimes committed prior to July 1, 1998, creating an
obligation and duty to the Oklahoma Pardon and Parole Board (PPB) to determine “what sentence he
would have received pursuant to the provision mandated upon Oklahoma’s Applicable Matrix” with
references to the provisions of Sections 6, 598, 599, 600 and 601, Chapter 133, O.S.L. (1997), Applicable
Subsection 332.7.0., Supp. 2018, which were denied by the PPB in violation of due process of law, when
the PPB failed it’s obligation and duty pursdant to mandatory language “Shall” presented in Oklahoma’s
neWIy enacted Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws for his crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, Effective date

November 1, 2018.



Petitioner argued and relied on Oklahoma’s House Bill #1213 cited as: Title 57, O.S. Supp. 1997, §
332.7 and its applicable subsections which provides for his crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, certain

mandatory procedures, such as:

A. For a crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, any person in the custody of Department of Corrections

“Shall” be eligible for consideration for parole who has:

1. Completed serving one-third (1/3) of the sentence;

B.1. Any inmate who has parole consideration dates calculated pursuant to section A of this section “Shall”

be considered at the earliest such date.

2. The Department of Corrections and the Pardon and Parole Board “Shall” promulgate rules for the
implementation of section A of this section. The rules “Shall” include, but not be limited to, procedures
for reconsideration of persons denied parole under this section and procedure for determining what
sentence the person would have received uﬁder the applicable matrix. Please read also subsection D.1.
For a.crime committed on or after July i, 1998, whfch states: For any person convicted of a crime in
Schedule A, which was the “only” subsection repealed from House Bill #1213 Oklahoma’s Truth-in-

Sentencing Act/Laws in 1998. See Appendix “A” attached.

Petitioner also argued and relied on Oklahoma Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws Amended by laws
2018, Oklahoma House Bill #2286, c. 117 § 2 Effective date November 1, 2028, cited as 57, 0.S. Supp.
2018, § 332.7., which mandated in its abplicable subsections:

A. For a crime committed prior to fuly 1, 1998, any person in the custody of the Department of Corrections

“Shall” be eligible for consideration for parole at the earliest of the following dates:
1. Has completed serving one-third (1/3) of the sentence;

D.1. At the initial hearing the Pardon and Parole Board “Shall” review the completed report submitted by
the staff of the Board and “Shall” conduct a vote regarding whether, based upon that report, the Board

decides to consider the person for parole at a subsequent meeting of the Board;

F. Any person in the custody of the Department of Corrections for a crime committed prior to July 1, 1998,
who has been considered for parole on a docket created for a type of parole consideration that has been

abolished by the Legislature “Shall” not be considered for parole except in accordance with this section.



- G. The Pardon and Parole Board “Shall” promuigate rules for the implementation of subsection A, B and
C of this section. The rules “Shall” include, but not be limited to, procedures for reconsideration of persons
denied parole under this section and procedure for determining what sentence a person eligible for parole

consideration pursuant to subsection A of this section would have received under the applicable matrix.

O. All references in this section to matrices or schedules “Shall” be construed with reference to the
provisions of Sections 6, 598, 599, 600 and 601, Chapter 133, O.S.L. (1997), revived, enacted and

mandated by effective date November 1, 2018.

REASON FOR GRANTING SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF TO PETITION

This Court should grant petitioner’s request to supplement his petition to this Court’s recent
decision under Kingdomware, 579 U.S. At ___ , 136 S.Ct. At 1977, Decided April 27, 2020, twenty-one
(21) days after the filing of his petition on April 6, 2020 and eight (8) days of his docketing on April 19,
2020, because this Court examine, analyzed and held in Kingdomware, supra that the Statutory Language
“shall” connoting a requirement “when,” as in the case here, Congress distinguishes between ”inay” and

“shall,” it is generally clear that “shall” imposes a mandatory duty.

Petitioner claim for review before this Court to examine, analyze and coﬁsider the Statutory
Language as a whole “shall” as imposing an obligation and mandatory duty by the Oklahoma Legislature
" in House Bill #1213/57, O.S. Supp. 1997, § 332.7 and its applicable subsections A.1.B.1.2 (1997 version)
and House Bill #2286 Cited as: 57, O.S. Supp. 2018, § 332.7 and its subsections A.l.D.l.F.G., and 0. (2018
version) within its original statutory language, intent, purpose, design, obligation and duty to the
Oklahoma PPB to determine “what sentence a person’s crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, in the
custody of Department of Corrections would have received pursuant to the applicable matrix provision in
Oklahoma’s Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws mandated by § 332.7.G., and Sections 6, 598, 599, 600 and 601,
Chapter 133, 0.S.L. (1997) Applicable Subsection 332.7.0., creating an “Indeterminate Sentencing Range”
for a control supervised parole, for a Schedule A crime, within 18 to 60 years and a “Sentence and Release”
for a maximum sentence of 60 years for discharge by accumulated earned credits pursuant to section

138 of Title 57, during inmate’s consideration and/or reconsideration for parole. § 332.7.G.

vBecause, the United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma and the Tenth
Circuit Court of Appeals failed to fully analyze, examine and make an interpretation as a whole within the
statutory language mandated in Oklahoma'’s Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws, cited as: 57, O.S. Supp. 1997-
2018, § 332.7., and its subsections directing, the Oklahoma PPB to “establish and administer” its statutory



obligations and duties requirements, imposed by clear statutory language “shall” as a whole in its context,
purpose and intent, connoting a mandatory duty enacted by the Oklahoma Legislature, who renders the
laws in the State of Oklahoma, to the Oklahoma PPB to be “established and administered” and not to be
denied in its parole process, to applicant’s for parole consideration and/or reconsideration for parole for
their crimes committed prior to July 1, 1998, in violation of their protected Liberty Interest Right to due
process of law, according to the precise statutory language and formula, to what sentence they/he would
have received pursuant to the applicable matrix, giving way to a mandatory sentencing and control release
procedure to an “Indeterminate Sentencing Guidelines” mandated pursuant to Sections 6, 598, 599, 600
and 601, Chapter 133, 0.S.L. (1997), effective date November 1, 2018, as adopted for “purpose” pursuant
to State’s requirement under the provisions of 42 U.S.C.A. § 13701 (1) (B) (2) (3) and §13704 (a) (1) (A) (C)

(i)., to the United States Government.

See Appendixes Attachments (A) House Bill #1213/57, O.S. Supp. 1997, § 332.7.A.1.B.1.2., (B} House Bill
#2286/57, 0.S. Supp. 2018, §332.7.A.1.D.1.F.G., and (C) Copy ofOrder Denying Petition for Re-Sentenciﬁg
Under House BiII'#1213, 'Casel No. CR-95-3229, in the State District Court of Oklahoma CoUnty, by District
Court Judge Virgil C. Black, in his analyze, examination of thev statutory Language and intent pursuant to §

332.7.B.2./House Bill #1213 and § 332.7.G., as a whole, within his interpretation in August, 1997.

CONCLUSION

For these reasons above, this Court, the United States Supreme Court’s recent decision in
Kingdomware, Supra, on point with Petitioner’s Statutory Language Violation and non—interpretation of
“Shall” imposing a mandatory duty and obligation on the Oklahoma Pardon and Parole Board connoting
a requirement enacted by the Oklahoma Legisléture to “establish and administer”, to petitioner’s parole
process procedures, as mandated by Statutory language as a whole, for his crime committed prior to July
1, 1998, during his consideration and/or reconsideration for parole, to what sentence he would have
received pursuant to Oklahoma’s Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws Applicable Matrix, which was denied in
violation of his due process protection afforded by 14" Amendment. Petitioner’s Request to Supplemental
Brief to his petition for writ of certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit for
relief should be granted.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

4 5 LY 2
Date: éﬁ/?,/JZC; 7020 Wadress H. Metoyer, Ir. /488275
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<<OK STT. 357 §332.7>>

SECTION 23. AMENDATORY 57 0.5. 1991, Section 332.7, as last amended by Section 26 of
Enrolled House Bill No. 1213 of the 1st Session of the 46th Oklahoma Legislature, is amended to read as
follows:

Section 332.7 A. For a crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, any person in the custody of the
Department of Corrections shall be eligible for consideration for parole who has:

1. Completed serving one-third (4) of the sentence;

2. Reached at least sixty (60) years of age and also has served at least fifty percent (50%) of the time of
imprisonment that would have been imposed for that offense pursugnt to the applicable Truth in
Sentencing matrix; provided, however, no inmate serving a sentence for crimes listed in Schedules A, S
~1, 82 or S-3 or serving a sentence of life imprisonment without parole shall be eligible to be
considered for parole pursuant to this paragraph;

3. <<-For->> <<+Been sentenced for+>> an offense that is listed in Schedule A, B, C, D, D-1, S-1, -2
Or 8-3<<-,->> <<+and has+>> served eighty-five percent (85%) of the midpoint of the time of
imprisonment that would have been imposed for that offense pursuant to the applicable matrix;
<<tprovided, however, no inmate serving a sentence of life imprisonment without parole shall be eligible
to be considered for parole pursuant to this paragraph:+>> or

4. <<-For->> <<+Been sentenced for+>> an offense that is listed in any other schedule, served seventy-
five percent (75%) of the midpoint of the time of imprisonment that would have been imposed for that
offense pursuant to the applicable matrix<<+; provided, however, no inmate serving a sentence of life
imprisonment without parole shall be eligible to be considered for parole pursuant to this paragraph+>>,

B. 1 Ahy inmate who has parole considetation dates calculated pursnant o <<-Section->>
<<tsubsection+>> A of this section shall be considered at the earliest such date. Any. inmate who has
been considered for parole and was denied shall not be reconsidered for parole within one (1) year, except
by the direction of the Pardon and Parole Board.

2. The Department of Corrections and the Pardon and Parole Board shall promulgate rules for the
implementation of suhsection A of this section. The rules shall include, but not be limited to, procedures
for reconsideration of persons denied parole under this section and procedure for determining what
sentence the person would have received under the applicable matrix. . '

C. For persons in the custody of the Department of Corrections for a felony comumitted prior to July 1,
1998, the Pardon and Parole Board shall not recommend to the Gavemor any person who has been
convicted of three or more felonies atising out of separate and distinct transactions, with three or more
incarcerations for such felonies, unless such person shall have served the lesser of at least one-third (%) of
the sentence imposed, or ten (10) years; provided that whenever the population of the prison system
exceeds ninety-five percent (95%) of the capacity as certified by the State Board of Corrections, the
Pardon end Parole Board may, at its discretion, recommend to the Governor for parole any person who is
incarcerated for a nonviolent offense not involving injury to & person and who is within six (6) months of
his or her statutory pardle eligibility date.

D. For a crime committed on or after July 1, 1998:
1. Any person convicted of 2 crime in Schedule A, B, C, D, D-1, S-1, S-2 or -3 shall be eligible for -

parole consideration after serving eighty-five percent (85%) of the sentence of imprisonment imposed
unless the sentence has been discharged by acoumulated credits pursuant to Section 138 of this title;

2. Any person convicted of a crime in any other schedule shall be eligible for parole consideration after
serving seventy-five percent (75%) of the sentence of imprisonment imposed subject to the accumulation
of credits pursuant to Section 138 of this tifle; or ) )

3. A person who is sixty (60) years of age or older, who has not been sentenced to life without parole or
death and who has pot been convicted of a crime listed in Schedule A, S-1, -2 or S-3, shall be eligible

for parole consideration after the person has served at least fifty percent (50%) of any imposed sentence

of incarceration. . un’ !
<<+The provisions of this subsection shall not apply to any person sentenced io life imprisonment A £ Ajd( X =

without parole, +>> P P

hitps://nextcorrectional westlaw.com/Link/Document/Full Text?find Type=l&pubNum=107... 8/22/2019


https://nextcorrectional.westIaw.coin/Linlc/Docuineiit/FuIJText?fmdType=l&pubNum=l07

¢ - State Courts Network

. Title 57, Prisons and Reformatories
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~ ggTitle 57. Prisons and Reformatories:. -

' T@Chapter 7 - Pardons and Paroles o
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Clte as: 67 0.5..§ 332.7 (OSCN 2018)

A.'For a crime committed prior to July 1, 1998, any persan in the custody of.the Department of Corrections shall be ellglblé for
consideration for parole at the earliest of the following dates: ’ S

1. Has completed serving one-third (1/3) of the sentence;

2. Has reached at least sixty (60) years of age and also has served at least fifty percent (50%) of the time of imprisonment that
would have been Imposed for that offanse pursuant to the applicable matrix, provided In Sections 598‘through 601, Chapter 133,
O.S.L. 1997, provided, however, no inmate sarving a sentence for crimes listed in Schedules A, S-1',“S-2 or 8-3 of Section 8,

* Chapter 133, 0.S.L. 1997, or serving a sentence of life lmprlsonmet;t without parole shall be eligible to be considered for parole
pursuant to this paragraph; » ' L

3. Has reached elghty-five percent (85%) of the midpoint of the time of Imprisonment that would have been Imposed foran -

- offense that s listed in Schedula A B, C, D, D-1, 8-1,8-2 or 5-3 of Section 8, Chapter 133, 0.S.L. 1997, pursuant to'the
appllcéble-matrix; provided, howaver, no Inmate seFvlng a sentence-of life Impriscnment without parole shall be ellgible to be
considered for-parole pursuant ta this paragraph; or

4. Has reached seventy-five petcent (75%) of the midpoint of the time of Imprisonment that would hava been Imposed for an
offense-that s listed in any other schedule, pursuant to the applicable matrix; provided, however, no Inmate serving a sentence of
life Imprisonment without parole shall be eligible to be consldgred Jor parele pursuant to this paragraph,

B. For a crime committed on or after Jyli 1,1998, and before November 1,_201 8, any person.n the éustody of the Department of .
Corrections shall be eligible for conslderation for parole who has completed serving one-third (1/3) of the sentence; provided,

however, no inmate serving a sentenca of jife imprisonment without parole shall be eligible to be considered for parole pursuant to
this subsection. o . A ‘ . :

C. For a crime committed on or after November 1, 2018, any'person In the custody of the Department of Corrections shall be

eligible fo!' parole after serving one-fourth (1/4) of the' sentence of cansecutive sentences imposed, accordingfo the following
criterfa: ) : ' : 4

1. Aperson eligible for parole'under this subsection shall be eligibl¢ for adminlstrative parole under subsection R of this saction
once the person serves one-fourth (1/4)' of the sentence or consecutive sentences Imposed; provided, however, no Inmate
serving a sentence of life imprisonment without parole, a sentence for a violent crime as set forth in Section 571 of this title or any
crime enumerated In Sectjon 13.1 of Title 21 of the Oklahoma Statutes shall be eligible for adminlstrative parole. '

“sentence or consecutive sentences Imposed; provided, however no Inmats serving a sentence of life Imprisonment without parole
is eligible for parole. ' ‘ | '

i£5 ‘ - o ' 8/28/2018,10:21 AM
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“remsons wapble for Consideration fpr Parole - Inquiry - Recommenda.., . .~ -http’i//www;bscn.nist/aplﬁliéiﬁons/oscn/Dc_h'venDoqumentasp?citaﬂj
' pardie. However, the Pardon and Parole Board shall not be required to consider for parols ;ny’_ person wha has cormipleted the_

time period provided for In this subsection If tha persan has pariicipated In a'rlo_t_or In'the faking of hostages, or has bean placé,d ._

on escape status, whils In the custody of the Departmant of Corrections. The Pardon and Parale Board shall adopt policles and
- Procedures governing parole conslderation for such persons, C '

names of the concurring Board members shall be set forth In‘the
consldered. ' - * '

N. Upon appllcation of any petson canvicted and sentenced by a court of this stats, and relinquished to the custody of another |

state or federal authorlties Bursuant to Sectiorr 61.2of Title 21-of tHs OklafionaStatutes, the Farden and Parole Board may

determine a parole conslderation date conslstent with the provislons of this section and critarla established by the Pardon ang
Parole Board. - o : ‘

0. All references In this sectlon to matrices or schadules shall be ¢

! nstrued with reference to the provislans of Sections 6, .598
589, 600 and 501, Chapter ,1;334, O.S.L. 1897, T . . L

P.:Any person in the custody of the Department of Correctlons wha is convicted o

: _ _ f a felony sex offense pursuant to Section 582 of
- this tile who Is paroled shall Immediately be placed on Intensive suparvision,. o e

Q. A person In the custody of the Department of Corrections whoss parole consldaration'dats s calculét;aa pursuant to subsection
B or C of this sectlon, and Is not serving a sentance of Iifs Imprisonment without parolg or who Is not convicted of an offense

designated as a violent offense by Section 571 of this title or any crimeentmerated in Section 13,1 of Title 21 of the Oklahoma
Statutes shall.be elidible for administrative 'par'ole:under'supséctién“.R_of this section. - . '

* R.The Pardon and Parole Board shall, by majbﬁty vote,

: grant adminlstrative pa}ole to any person Iﬁ the cd,stody of the .
Department of Corracﬂons If: , . o L

1. The person has substantially complied with the requirements of the caise plan established pUr‘s'Liya;‘f td Section 512 of this fitle;

at_fomey speaking on behalf of a victim, has not submitted an

2. Avictim, as defined In Sectlon 332.2 of this fite, or the dlstrigﬁt
objection; - '

.
. . R e
el DY, A e e e et L I A

3. The person has not ret':elved a prir.nary, class X Infraction within two (2)~years of the parole sligibility cd-été;
4. The person has not recslived a secondary class X Infraction within one (1) ysar of ihe parole éllglblli_ty dat'_a; pr: .

5. The person has not recelved a class A Infraction within six (8) manths of the parole eliglbility date,

8. Any person granted parole pdrsuant to subsection R of this section shall be released from the Institution at the time df the
parols eligibliity date of the person as calculated under subsection B or C of this section, - - .

T. No less than ninety (90) days prior to the parole eligibility dats of the person, the Department shall notlfy the Pardon and Parola

* Board In writing of the compliance or noncompliance of the person with the casa plan and any Infractions commlt{ed by the h
person. ’

U. The Pardon and Parole Board shall not be required to conduct a hearing before granting administrative parole pursuant to
subsection R of this sectlon. . . ) L :

V. Any p'ers'_on who Is nat granted administrative parole shall be otherwise eligible for parole pursuant to this section.
W. Any person who Is granted administrative parole under subssction R of this section shall be supervised and manaaed hv tha

of §
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No. 19-8303
IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

WADRESS HUBERT METOYER, JR.,

Petitioner,

DELYNN FUDGE, ET AL.,

Respondent.
SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES TO SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF RULE 15

Pursuant to this Court’s recent decision in Kingdomware, 579 U.S. ___at,136S.Ct.at
, 1977 (Decided April 27, 2020) Reversed and Remanded in addressing same claim as Petitioner now before
this Court on: “Interpretation of “Statutory Language”, “Statutory Intent”, “Statutory Provisions” and,
purpose, as a whole, according to precise Statutory Language “Shall” connoting mandatory requirements
and imposing mandatory duties.” Petitioner claim pursuant to Title 57, O.S. Supp. 1997-98, § 332.7 (A)
(1) (B) (2)/House Bill #1213 (1997) and Supp. 2018, § 332.(7) (A) (1) (D) (1) (F) (G) and (O)/House Bill #2286
(2018) mandated by Oklahoma Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws within its Mandatory Language “Shall” for
crimes committed prior to July 1, 1998, creating “a Protected Statutory Framework” in meeting State’s
requirements pursuant to 42 U.S.C.A § 13701 (1) (B) (2) (3) and § 13704 {a) (1) (A) (C) and (i). Under these
provisions, it was the role of Oklahoma Legislature to prescribe “an Indeterminate Sentencing Range
System and Guidelines” for the purpose of: (1) Eligibility date for consideration for parole; (2) Procedure
for consideration for parole; (3) Procedure for reconsideration for persons denied parole under this
section; and (4) Procedure to “establish” and “administer” a determination for what sentence a person
eligible for parole consideration pursuant to Subsection A of the section would have received under the
Statutory Provision Applicable Matrix mandated under Section 6, 598, 599, 600 and 601, Chapter 133,
0.S.L. (1997), as meeting State’s requirement pursuant to 42 US.C.A§ 13701 (1) {B) (2) (3) for the PPB, to
impose an indeterminate sentencing range defined by statute for a control parole release within the

statutory range connected to crimes committed prior to July 1, 1998. Unless, the maximum of the
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indeterminate sentence has been discharged by accumulated earned éredits pursuant to Section 138 of
Title 57, O.S., requiring a discharged.

See, Statutory Intent’s History presented in House Bill 1213 (D) (1) for crime committed on or
after July 1, 1998 in relation to same intent for § 332.7 (B) (1) (1997) being Statutory History, Intent,
Language and purpose. See also, Sharp v. Tulsa City, Election Bd., 1994 OK 104, ] 11, 830 P.2d 836, 840:
“When considering the interaction between two statutory provision, they “are to be construed so as to
render them consistent with one another.

Accordingly, we must “reconcile the different provisions of statutes, as far as practicable, to make
them not only consistent and harmonious, but also to give intelligent effect to each.” When the Legislature
enacts two provisions regulating the same subject matter and those provisions appears to conflict, this
court should give effect to both, if doing so does not defeat Legislature intent pursuant to § 332.7 (F) (G)
and (O). See Walker v. State, 1998 OK CR 14, Y 6, 953 P.2d 354, 356. Generally speaking, the statutory
framework presented in 332.7 (G) mandatory language consist of several “command words” “Shall”
explicitly, directing as a whole duties and requirements to be administered by the PPB, to implement “an
Indeterminate Sentencing Range Systerh Guidelines” procedure for persons crimes committed prior to
July 1, 1998, explicitly giving, the PPB statutory power to implement and apply applicable matrix.
Kingdomware, supra.

This means, pursuant to this authority, the Legislature empowered the PPB to “establish” and
“administer” a procedure determination separate from the requirements of Subsection 332.7 {A) (3)-
eligibility dates for consideration for parole. This conclusion is further reinforced by reference to History
of House Bill 1213, which created Subsections 332.7 (B) (2) (D) (1) and now reinforced by § 332.7 (F) (G)
and (0) to House Bill 2286. Petitioner’s determination should have been 18 to 60 years, for his Schedule
A crime (1% degree murder) under Section 6, Chapter 133, 0.S.L. (1997) for persons convicted of a part 1
violent crime, the State’s requirements pursuant to 42 U.S.C.A. § 13701 (1) (B) for a control supervised
parole release within the statutory range defined by Statutory Language and Statutory Intent to provisions
and procedures under State’s Truth-in-Sentencing Act/Laws establishing a prison term under State’s
sentencing and release guidelines for parole and/or discharge pursuant to an indeterminate sentencing §
332.7 (G) (O) and earned credits § 138.

Thereby placing these particular statutory language provisions and procedures directly after the
general parole eligibility date to be determined, applied and administered for persons crimes committed
prior to July 1, 1998, effective date November 1, 2018. See 2020WL 1304649 (Okla. A.G.) Office of the
Attorney General, State qf Oklahoma, Attorney General Opinion No. 2020-5, decided March 13, 2020,
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whereas, the Attorney General discussed and concluded that: “the Legislature created a new grant of
authority that is separate from the requirements of Section 332.7., this conclusion is further reinforced
by reference to the History of House Bill 2286, which created Section 332.21, as if made its way through
. the Legislature process. See State ex rel., Cartwright v. Georgia — Pac-Corp., 1982 OK 148, 4 34, 663 P.2d
718, 724 (“Any doubt about the meaning of a statute may be resolved by reference to its history.”),
State ex rel., Rucker v. Tapp, 1963 OK 37, 9] 14, 380 P.2d 260, 265 (“In determining what meaning should
be given” to particular statutory language, “we may properly resort to the history of [the statute]”).
As it was being considered by the Legislature, several iterations of H.B. 2286 (A) (2), § 332.7 (A)

" (2) included a shorter provision that would have created a parole option for “aging prisoners”. See, e.g.,
H.B. 2286 as Section 332.7(G) and (O) which created a sentence options for consideration and
reconsideration for parole based on an “Indeterminate Sentencing Range System and Guidelines” for a
“Control Parole Release” within the Statutory Range of Sentencing in reference to § 332.7 (O) and, a
“Sentencing” and “Release” discharge by accumulated earned credits. The PPB have several statutory
mandatory duties and requirements such as: (1) to make an impartial investigation and study of applicant;
(2) to review the completed report/application; (3) to include “what mandatory indeterminate sentencing
range petitioner’s crime prior to July 1, 1998 would have received under applicable matrix; (4) to be made
part of completed report submitted by the staff of the Board and based on that report, (5} the PPB by
stétutory language “Shall” was required to examine into the “merits” of said report/application; (6) to
conduct by “majority vote” to decide to consider parole based upon “Mandatory Indeterminate
Sentencing Range” pufsuant to the provisions and procedures mandated by statutory languages, giving
the PPB authority by “command” and “requirement” “Shall” to make recommendation to the Governor
all persons deem worthy of clemency based on all the above mandatory requirements and duties. See
Title 57, O.S. Supp. 2013, § 332.2 (A), 57, O.S. Supp. 2018, § 332.7 {A (1) (D) (1) (F) (G) (O) and Section 10
of Article VI of Oklahoma Constitution. Petitioner have been denied these statutory commands,
requirements and duties in violation of due process of law. 14" Amendment “Liberty Interest Right” and

this Court’s recent decision in Kingdomware, supra.

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

Islitindrsss . 77"//s// £LR,

Wadress H. Metoyer, Jr., " 4g8b7s




