Supreme Court, U.S.
FILED

NOV 0 4 2020

OFFICE OF THE CLERK

20-7149

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

- MIcHREL T/ GADDY _ — PETITIONER

(Your Name)

VS,

CE DvcArT ctaf, _ RESPONDENT(S)

ON PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORAR! TG

. AN THE UriTED STATES CoveT OF APPEALS F1h C1Rcui]
(NAME OF COURT THAT LAST RULED ON MERITS OF YOUR CASE)

CUPETIFION FOR WRIT OF CESRTIORART -

MICHAEL Totr/ Envby

(Your Name)

PO LoX 5700
(Address)

DELAVO, CALiFRAN 14 T2/
(City, State, Zip Code)

(Phone Number)




: QUESTION(S) PRESENTED ’
IWHETHER. ConSTTUT10KNAL. SAFEGUARDS SET For 7y LV
GREENHOLTZ V. INMATES OF NEBRASKA PENAL ﬁy(ﬂg@‘zié/ﬂzy
PLEX, US [ (1979) WERE SAT/SFIED iNHEN PRI>ON
%;IZ,C,A/;(‘ gyL/A%a,@/?ﬂAﬂlé)/ BEPRIVEDL pET: TI0MER 7742{
2p PORTUNITY To BE HEARD AT An ELIGIRLE PARILE
HEARING 7 |
' ; NIPAL
, ZT1TIonER. WAS AFFORLED Mi L
/é 2 Okc\;}f‘;“%a 5/5 PROCESS PROTEC T1on/S A4S -?Z”?" FORTLf
=y 2 /k/P/OL7Z v, 2 | End /Z/SOI\/
gjﬂiégrmumL CartpleX, 442 U-S- (1977) WHEN P
OFFICIALS BEPRIVED Hint OF A PA
HEARING ?

> . N - - 2 - ST
WHETHER PETITIONER Hud A LIRERTY INTERE
Ed TUE 14T AMENDMENT Iis And ELIGIBLE
/Zﬁ‘fffz //Eé({e InG AS 51)549// FORTH Jnf PARKE STATATE

PENAL COBE SECTion) 304( 7




LIST OF PARTIES

I All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

IV}/A I parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all parties to the proceeding in the court whose Judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

DEFERNDANTS - T APPELLEES |
C.E. DVecaART, ASSO&&A:T—@ NA»olcn
DEFE D ANT,

D. RRADRURY, rarber]
DeEFe~IDANT,

P.RADURA, CORREETiodAl CASE LECIRDS SVF&R‘\QSW’
DEFEND ANST ,

G. JONES, ASSociaATE WArden
DeFe~d AT,

T PETERS2r], ASSOCIATE | jac-ded
DEFerDaniT

D. RAVEH M, WArden,
DEFE~NDANT,

D. d—lo’r’n,\xe,ea, CORLREETIONAL CASE RECIRDS MAJAGER.
DEFEUBANT,

S KERRNS, CoRpESTonal caze Recordl (upervisol
’ Dere b AT



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES CITED

it PAGE NUMBER

CASES . .
 American Tracking ASSIng V.Smvth, Y46 4-S. “7(“1%) .
BiShopP V. wood,dz6 U< 24l (1976 . Y AR L |
BoAard 0F PARDGanS V. AUEH . YF2 U S 369 (LagT) | 12,03, 16
8_) ﬁ

BaARD oF REGENTS V. RoTH, 408 U.L. 569 (1G72]) | .
BRrownd V. Lundgren, §29 £.24 1050 Ccas) ., , . | T
ELLIS V. DISTRIcT o F ColwmBia, 18 w.§. app. D.c. 29 (b.c. can,
FRANIUN . SHiELSS, S6q F.2d T84 (cay 1477) . . | . .
étﬁé::d;/. _\fCIARPELL;, G v.Sor7e (i) L L ot 86
8Tz V. Inimage o e - -

HEWITT V. HELms, 4;‘1205.':698‘:@‘?:(‘{%3‘3?“.”’. c‘orrea‘m“ ComPLeR uyz u, ((,%7:')5:5 12,13, 17
.-HRYwARo \/,MAI’.LS\-(kbL, boZ F 34 54k (G4n Civ, 2‘,‘;) }- . e ., . 09

InGarAM v, WRIGHT, Y3o U.§, (5| Cait) | e e e L (364

Tt re PONE:L(_IQS cal, 24 8‘“‘(([4%0 i c e L. L e e, 2

TN G
t194e6) 0, A5, 1L

.

TAGo V. vay SUREN, YSY W i ( voe
e Tucky DEPT oF Coppgetioms v, _r::g]a&;i" - A ,2
MATHENS v, ELDRIDGE, Yor{ 4.5 <)y ‘H40u.g, Tt ..
MEQuilliom Dunica 3’:‘“ ;; 3.’ﬂ/(‘q7la) ) YSyq( lagaq) , , to, 17
’ 3d gys ¢ T . -
wWiap.\Sie 4Tk ¢\ N
VY BEENER deg vy “uifCaq )zwz %3
iy z) . T
STATUTES AND RULES ‘ T : - 5,8 49,10
C onT,
§ 2oy . o ,
) N . . « . . . . . - l‘ "{J Ci ”; ,k{)I7
? 304y, . . , . ’
. . . . . |
§ et ’ 3 8, 9
i§ Bous | T A
2 V.S, [ [ G ) ’
f§1a83 , ) . . . .2
OTHER
HTH AmMeadmenT V.8 ComsTiToToony . . . . l

e is z265- 2259 . . i



Co T, .
TARBLE OF AVTHoRITIES ¢ 1 TED

PAGE ~JUMRBER.

CASES

RoBRIQUEZ de Quidat v, SHEARS N/

Americans express, lne, Y490 v.goy7 (tagq) .. L.
JANBL},J V. CoMNER, S1F . 8.y (iq4q5) .. T

Scappa v. yu

Ted L1arex go ARD oFE Atsle, Yy
_Sc:»a“'r’l' V., Kg

NTueky paRoie BoARD o, 1y
SEc v. CH(:';NE?LY CorP, 31D J. 3§, 80 (4
SWARTHouT v, COIKE, 562 v, §,
) ;'TEQ STATES R i 4
Cb.e. i, 1992 )

F.2d 278 (cas) . |
V%A (cany , G
... 8
TN T

AT

943
1“0(7,.:(() . . .
2% v s, APO DL 38y

a -

JediTED ITATES ex red. LicHeegoy Vi NoLPE,
525 F.2d 47 (cat tars) . e « . < G

NN Y S Vo AUWSTIY, syg V.3 209 (2805} . . . o« . .2
~NOolLFE V. McDanpo

-

- » » ) A

»Hig U § 534 C(ﬁﬂq]-

L 1890408



Lo

10

11

ot
Ly

[98)
KN

b
t

17

18

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

AL



TABLE OF CONTENTS

OPINIONS BELOW ....o.ocvoeeoeoeooeooeoo . e et 1
JURISDICTION .....o.ovoovooeooeose . e 2
CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED ..o 3,
STATEMENT OF THE CASE oo oo e s,
REASONS FOR GRANTING THE WRIT oo 7
CONCLUSION ...ttt 20

INDEX TO APPENDICES

APPENDIX A THE opintiom op

TUE UnST
Fnom a4 C"Cu.-(- (218} S’[A’TES Czovv-(— cF ’\l’i’EﬂLf

APPENDIX B uwiten STATEC Dy STRieT COVAT G iwsio
O STmeT oz CALIES g o f Fromw ~NopTHERN

APPENDIXC Timely peditinn for V?he.cwimj denicd by the u tedf Hatee

C«Jug:{f..a F APpPaals Cor a4h Ct‘fou.'.(:“";
APPENDIX D

APPENDIX E

APPENDIX F



IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below

OPINIONS BELOW

II( For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at A pcnd A o
the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ' ; o,
I has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ s unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix & _ to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at _ ; or,

|| has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

| M73s unpublished.

P Foieases front state cortgT T

The opinion of the highest state court to review Lh(. merits appears at
Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at : ; O,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpubhqhed

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

] reported at ; OF,
] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; o
] is unpubl ished.

!
|
[



JURISDICTION

| ¥ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was ArPR/IL 2/, 2020

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[WA timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: AUGUST 20. 2922 and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _ &

| | An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
toand including . o (date) on e (date)
in Application No. ___A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. §1254(1).

| | For cases from state courts:

Hw date on which Lhe highest state court dauded my case was
ATcopy ol "thal dedision appears al Appeéndix o,

| . A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. _A___ |

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
This case. InVoIVES Amendmert XIV +0 the (niTeof S444ES

Constitudion, which provides : _ N
SeaTionl. All Persons born oy Natucalized in +the United d—k"lesf And
Subdeet fo the JuviSdiction ﬂq@f&oe are citizens of the Unided States
bnd OF the State wWhevein Yhey reside. nto Stade Chall make ov entoree,
g..nlziflfdui gfuimob\ Shaﬂ‘m’lewo{ﬁ@ .{.[,\e/ P"“.V';IB e on irmmonidies of ciHizens
?g;{:ﬁ Uﬁ"f‘ed' S’PQ%S,.IOV Ska” any Stale epPrive any PersSon s F ‘e.péal

Arig ‘/5 Ov” [°V_°Pe?”“?_’: without due Precess of law) nordeny 4o any person
Within . ifs Jurisdiction the equal protection of the laos,

Statutes .
california Penal Code § 304[, wihich provides:,
T the Case og any tamate. Sertenced PuvrSuant te dany [aw, gthe

—frtan Chapter q.S,((ﬂmm&h‘ciqg with Sectian 1170 )of 4dle. 7 of ract 2.
4y,a Goard oF Pavole Hearings Shall meet wikin gach inmate. durin
e Jixth Year before, theTinmates Minicmumnm Elvgible Pargle, D J
4o e Puriroses of reviewing and docvmenting $ire 'tnmﬁ-#éfsedqc‘?;V'qf@
_‘i_:i Cg:‘;u;(‘&ii?#me’ﬁe to _?a‘”(c eli ;l;:'l';'()i. Ducing Fin's ConsSultation I
oa Crovide, the jnne i iny @ i ; 1
hearing process: [asat Fackert e i peta st dhe mace
il: Urnsiutasility for pacse, and Individualized recommendations Lo |
S lamade. vegarding his or hew wWark assignments, rehabilidadive
Programs and Tnstitutional behaviow Wifhia 35 days Loliowiag +he
Consultation the Roard Shall issue i+s positive’ and heﬁqg_w@
'Flna(i.n‘—'i 0!’\(‘1 Vec:xmmeno(aﬂ”o“g to the i:l:‘ndv“e;h‘f) @7t g,
(2)?One year befove the inmates Minicmum €ligibles Pare e Date
A panel of Two o move, CommisSianers o deputy Commisgionevg
"‘.4“ noé’mﬁllx 9i~an—{— Paroiec AS proyviged in Lection 0415 .G)
Hobdef{'%":"a?\' (s ate Chall not be released before reaching hisow
her M!Dim‘u”\ Eligible: Parole Dafe os cef Ppuvsuant to Section 3040
Urless 4he inmgle s eliqibles for earlice yeleqee Purguant 4o his or hew
Yowtn offendec pavadle €ligibles pate ov Eldevly Parole. El{q;kte, date. .

j(ﬁfa“{’dwniq Penal Code £ 3246, which Prodvide g )
An inmale imprisoned undec a life Jentence Shall not ke parled
Until he ov She has Served the Greater ofFdhe following :
() A ferm ok at least Seven Calendar Yeavs dnd (2) AFeem as
@stablished pursnant fo any other [aw +hat establithes 4
Minimum ferm ¢~ minimumn pPeriod 9¢ Conbinement Vrnder a life
S€nteince befove e{“jig;ls'{-}/ Hfor parale,.

Cq/,lﬁ)rnl’@ Pcr\é" Code. g “70." Wi'\;c"\ PV‘O\/I.GI*CS .
As is relevant heee SULJiIVCisn(C) Provide.s — Tha+ whein A prisonen
i8 sentenced 4o 4 comsecutive term Lo a felony Commj+jed in



‘ (Lan—#mv&‘ ..

State PV-‘lSDn The Yerm of ;mlowl-SQr\men—é‘ Lor a” the Convicfions
that the person is redyived +o Serve (ansecutively Shall
Commence from the 4ime 1the person would otherwise have
been released Lo prison. For prisoners Serving tndetermingde
terms, the Consecutive Sentence €ov in prisSen o ffensel
b&g4inS 0 +the dade the priscne, 15 ound suitable for Porsle, }
hot +he date he or She Completes his base 4erm. '

section 5 Yndev the xiv Amendment provides that, The
Congress Shall have pswer +2 2nforce, by Appropriate
leqi@lation, the provitions of 4n's Avficle, ‘

The Amend mcr-‘(' IS enforced by Title 42, gection 1983, Unies]
SHates Code:

€v67y+Pchonfho, Under color of any statute, orclinance,
vequlatien, Custom, o USAGE, gf an tadte o riifto o the
Dn‘?—fri et OF Calumbia, \S’wAJgH—S ov Cst«es 4o bchuinf:(?/écf, Gy
ci-h;ah of +‘he Uni'}ea( Rtates or other PCrson wiithhina +tihe
Jurisdiction thercof 4o the deprivation of ary riahts pr;\/.'fej»-es,
I lmmuni"{’i'es Secw-red by the an,s-{-l.'t'u"'l‘.gn A lqu:JS, Shall{~e
l[table Ao 4he Party Indured in an action g |awd, Sut in ‘
Squrty, ov other Proper proceeding for vedresg, except that
M Any Action brou_gh(- 49aiqst a J‘Zc(fc.a'o.l of€icer for an act | .
dr OmisSion taken ina Suth CEficevs Judicial c‘iP‘“c"‘Yx "’Junc_ﬁve
relief Shall not be gramted ynless o de<laratory deciree

was Violated cr declavatory relief wag dnavailable . For the
purposes of Hhis Section, any Act of Congress applicable b
exclusively to the bistrict o Calumbia ~_S\naﬂ ke Gasidered

be a SHatute of dhe DisHvict of Columbiq.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

petitioner Liled g Civil Complant in the Dichvict Gudt
A@ahg{- Prisen officials 4((eﬂinj +hat he had been Constifutionally
d,e(-ﬂfl‘\/ed of 4he k;\g"‘“‘ 4o a 2elb ”)dl/{)l@ hedria fov which
he was eligibles Por and entitled +o. Tt wad FUrtier alteqged
'_H"f“* P_;_’l'son officials denied him prosedu olue{&,éwooess
when they Gekitravily abrogaded - eliqible P Ao Iheavin
date -@mn:/\ 20l +o 201—{? w.'—l:hgwf‘ ;(hﬁfrfﬂjgcw mfh«"fwr('iom g
Stemming £rom a Leos Angeles Sup eriior Gurt in 2ase nr. RAG 559,
Pettisner i s S@rving oin indederminale [fe Sertence witn the '
PGSSGEI(I“‘Y “Jﬁ pan»o(c P(ArSuqht{’ "“'c Cﬂ“@;kn;q @@ﬂ@( Code SCG“"'ff'l
ol Loiloawding WS 1593 Conviction Lov A%-‘-ﬁmp{-er mu;va(e,w‘ he wag
alse COH\/;C"('eé( o 'Zho( deﬂi‘eﬁ V‘O‘:bﬁr)’ ﬂlﬂd a—{--l-e_m‘o-i-e_.dr V'Obbﬁ‘r)/.
Pc~‘—;+l‘o-‘16v’lﬁ +3+A‘ dere Lroan the {443 corviction wasl lifes w;ﬁj/‘n
dhe possitility of parole Plus tiyears and B monrnths, Petitorers
date Hor a parsle el 56,‘(#)/ heariaa yoas zaleunladed by prisSon
ofgiciall Yo be 20(4 Re=avse idioner wal Sentenced
pursudat 4o Californig Penw( Code Section BoHEG . inhich mandates
Hhat after seven calendar Years have baen Served for Ahe
{ife 4ere PcJ—fJ-a'ane/- would be 6“3“@"& o Farole,.
I"“‘. a9y Pe,‘{—.l«{—u.onér— was S&n-{'enééﬁ( in San 66""’\6‘\0(;00 -SUj"e,m;:.p
Court in case no.FeHol06q 4o 4 determinate ferm of Six
Years. This dedevrminate 4evrm was Ovdered 4o run Gasecutive.
to case no. RAOTSSBY ! ] oplever, Recause P.c.§f324b atlows
Yhat any other law that esdablishes o -minimum Herm $o ke
served while Servin Yhe ife it e POSS“all“(‘)’ C’FPQWO{‘C'
Sentence —the SIXK YEar— “derm wWas ran wiith dhe dedermina
e lyears and Brords. Pritor oftrzials calexlated
T Peditioners dade for @ hearing For paceie eligibility August
2ol . Lov case ~o. BAOTSEGI - The (4R ConViction]

T 2907, petitioner wWas senfence Kings C.«aum‘t)/
Svperior (ovrt in Case nNo. 06EmMT259 To 4 3 Strikes Feve
r—eSwl+5nj in dhe Tnd eterminate sentence 9F 32 Years e (1fe

4o be Fan Consecutive fo case ro. RAOT558Y, Pensl Code.
F1170.icc) 48 Fpplicakie in Petidioners case vunnng Consecuitive
4o case ~o. BAOTSS3Y. i ) ., )
_ Withowt @& hediring for pavole €hjikildy gnd surtabihty
risan ogfficials avbrarly abroqated petitioners
Bifgibila'-‘ Parole hear{,:o) From 2ol o 2o4f, The "‘60\"‘;?0(
“uv re tonery 1992 ==se ~o. B A0ISEY wdas hever h .
2i70.( 1s elearand stipulates how the consecntive j"ﬂ“”"’\_
Shall raan. Petitioner has not had a parale hearing ok

any Kiad 10 27 years for case wo, R A 07558Y. Ahen 1170.((c)

te



clearly provides that.., for prisoners Sevving indedterminate
tevms, the ConSecutive Senfence for in prisen offenses b s
on +the date +he Pr;SoneV‘ is *;’OUna( Suitable for pavsie, ~ Hhe
date he or She completes his base 4erm, b o
Peddionev is being deprived & a avole heariaq - VS
Sutab by, what 15 e?(pec:iea{ fae ouaif. Suitabe ity ar’ﬂwk\/ he
was TFOU“O(“JSW:["@[E"— Prisen 0ffIcials ave pPropoi +hat
Petitisncr il have o spend 68 years (A prigen hedore
he (g 40 l€earn what makes him Suitable for pamie vnder
e 1993 conviction after Serving close F> SIX decades dnd
mMoce than WAl o8 er centuvy. Prison officials vi olated
Petitioners r\j'h—{'— do due pruocess of law the wfjh—(‘ 4o be heand,

dh"{“"\é grovnds that pefitisne~ does st bave 4 ltberty inferaest
AvriSind out of californig Ioena( cedef 30‘-([I Section 304 Is not
applicadle +o petitonces case and Prison officials Propecly
djﬁragq«éco{ petitioners ‘{:evms, imelvding ivis 2oof Sen ce o
oo vreuthy _aaﬁculq-l-e.d s WMEPD Ho be 204l The Court ruled that
Pc«‘-’l-‘-ll.oryﬁv' 1S M+\/—€+ er\‘(‘l:‘-‘-&d ~+o [} PGIV‘O“ea he-ar-"—\‘ an.gi Deﬁef.@{@w*if/
Liluds to Schedule a4 parcle hearing does not Jinlate section 304(,
And - beacdl M:S:’.{( PQ‘(’Soq OF’F“@\A(;{’“&,&'A’nc-‘f Cri~ 1n <calc u{ad-in Pe+l+)9,—)e,,\‘s'
MEF b, he €allure +» SChedule d parole heariag did W3+ Visladte
Cither the Due Process clause o the E;ﬂl”"" AMG"'G("’\G"{‘ The Cow ]
of appeals atfirmed the ruling Never addve sging Fee{-il—\aae,ws
dsserdion 0F priSon 0bLicials violating the Oue Process clavuse q
depgrmivin Pe+:4-s'oflw o0& ‘(’he_ f“.ﬁ‘f‘“’ +o e hef(raf N W g am(ﬂ hear -
i~ Sfead fp(—)he. Court oF appeal ruled that petitioner did nst prove.
Ahat Dedfendants miscalculated petitonenrs <ligibs (#y Pardle date
aldivugh only the parie Roard ccn calculate arnd 1SS80€ an
poreie date., pettioner never even made zlainm about G~ _5,,?41.4&,(
Parie date. The claim hasg always beem abaut a Parvlie euju.,‘HY
hearag- The v{ﬁh"" 4= be heara(uno/ whedhe P-e_fal/mnew hags
r'cc:c:wég( o\dea;uaw(-a dne process ofthe reqasancs W"‘)’ +he pParg
hegring was dbniedfor case na. BAOTSSY. A inmate becomes
el1gibfe, Lor PArile when the Maimum ~term bhas been S.e»o(veof

pursuant ts § 04| anof Under case No. RAoTI55PY Petrtisne~

has Served the minimum deron Lo 4he 1292 Convictioa,

This (s not & case agbout a pPavole date. s about a Pavele heaw-'mjv



‘REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION -

T The CALIfsrniaq Contert: Tn Swarthswt V.Coske, Stz u.<.
2 /6 (zo//), ‘)%e, (fn#eo( \Hﬂ‘k/S J’vf)mme’ O.uw—f' O!,oFf(.Ea( Hhe proced‘ua/q(
Profections Set forth in GreehholHz £ determing wWhether
the petitioner had received adequate due process inthe,
coantext of q Fcam{e,’ Sw%q&:(ﬁy heakng, The couet held Flg+ B ;‘[
dhere ._{4..& liber-l—y' interest ot stak2 wsas 4he nterest in T
ﬁejeivmj Parsie :}hk&m the Californig Standards Hor FZ:O‘&
aa been met “The minmum prace equate for
due- Process protection of +h§+ e‘m+g:£§(—s o\ofi, ZH@SL‘/ St Fordh
in Greenhslfz! Gireenioltz (imits 4hose procedures o a
Meaningful Opportunity te he heard and o statement oF Hhe
ﬁy‘fﬁts:mﬁ‘éphx pacdle wag 4ar31'€c(. I +h¢,xzf?s+an+ cgse., petitioner
ENGil8n4ing PrisSem ¢ el S Grioitvary | gol ' Privia .
OF an éh(}izzié, 'Palro le hf:ii‘(r—;nq dnd 4he %{%ﬁﬁ;’?ﬂi:oﬁc:jfv-gg\ﬂ b
for a Pmr"o(»& &M;_(iag,pv{,’.{.)/ hea.\..—[fﬁ 2< Set foFthn in Greenbn(fz .
Specfs ca(’i)/, he CO{J:“'CAG(K thafthisc <ourt Should appl)/ +he
Procedura| due process Requivemendts Set forth in Grechholtz
V. Tnmafes of NebrasKg penal Covrectional Complex, 442 4.S.

< (j—qr:'!o‘)ciaﬂeﬁhhoh‘z, 4he Districf Owwir held that the onc,e,dwweg

Used bY the Parsde Board did »ot Satisfy due Process. Tt
concluded that the inmate had the same Kind o c:onsﬁézwrronally
PV‘O*{CU?@,G( sconditional iiberty v interest, w'eaoz)n;2€d oy Haig
court in Wlo»—rissey V. Brewer, 408 1. Y (1972), held +hat Some,
of dhe procedvres used by the pacoie Bood +eil Short oL
Constitutions| Juaranrtees and pPrescribed Seveval §pecifio
requivements.

...... . ON appeq(, the Courd of APpeals for the Eqnt Cireuit agvesd . .. .
with the district Court 4hot the inmate had a ‘3"‘”“‘55@7’“**7’ 2 ‘fﬁ?

- Cond H—fﬁ-nol( h(oev-}y ;n-{"&(es~(- at Stake and alss '*Foumd 4 S+ol+“i ,“
defined, protechbie intevest in nleb, Rev Stat. § 3X-1, iy ((Q”7063.
The Courdof Apreals, however, 576 F 24 1274, 1235 mgdified the
proceduves V&%Ml’reﬂ( by the Bhistrict Court gs -Polﬂou_)s-

(9) When eligible o parsle. cach inm > .l
pull orma(nearing: “h inmate must receive a

ly

.

(L} the [mmate i1s do receive written notice of dhe precise
‘f'me'&@ ‘H:IC hearia®% regsoenably in advance ot the hcm—‘mj
Sething fordn dhohachors which may be ConSidered kT
the &oaed ia ke.a.ohinj i+s decﬁsion;

(<) SubJject oniy o Sccurity considevstions, the inmate may
. . ; ) presSent docymentar
idence i his own behalf, EXceprt in vnugual c?wcumg_(_amccgy
however, the 1Amate nas mno "'5"‘-{‘ to call withesces in hig )
own behalf; .



(d) 4 recowrd of the pr—oCec,o('mjs,. capable of foeinj reduced +o
UdY‘f“’;nj_.. must be mﬂfﬂ"f'Oh'ne&(; anﬂ(_ '

@) wihin a reasonable dime after e heaving, the Roard
must Sulam;«ﬁ g £uil er(qna—l-‘mﬂ, l.q Wv’r'—(’f:g';.aﬁ -qu_ /F‘alé’f'S y-—effeJ
upon gnd reasong for the Roards o ction JcnY:‘nj parole

A conFlicts wibh decisions of other Coudls

The Cour < "\o‘a[mj ‘Mﬂ(na‘oal-in“j the Lfove a-'nj P roceduves
._r.'o\,- qud{& o(e«}-ermz'nq-‘hoﬂg ZonmfNicds wt% deligiong og other
courts of Appeals, See. g, Brown V.Lundgien, 523 F.2d 1080 (ens),
cert deniecd, 429 Y.s. 7 (1976}, Scarpa v, Umied States Goard
0f pavrsle, Y17 F,24 278 (cAB) (€n banc) vazated as moot, Hiq U.S,
Bo9(1473); Scott V. KentVeky Pavole Baavd, vo. 1{-18A9(CAL Tan. 15,
[ A15), Vacated Gnd vemanded 4o Consider mootness, 424 U-S. Go
(19706). See alSo Franklin . Shields, 569 F.24 784, Boo (cAad 'wn-/}.-
cert. denied 435 U.g 1003 (1978); United stateg ex rel. Richevsan
V. NOIFE, 525 F.24 797 CeaT 1915), cert denied, 25 u-. aK4 (1976).
This Conert Sv—an-#f/&f certiovan, fo resolve the civcuil Con@“f-"‘ff.
H29q U.S. (7,

e. Respondents in Graenholiz Cmphasized that the Strucure
of Ahe Pro\/fsion —+o {6‘“’\@?‘ wibth +he MSf;oF ﬂhesguum—d “SL)C‘”‘:I‘:DMGCI&
! oded O avvie” 1o £A48 Ay inma unic Gy Ore. of The
kﬁ,‘&‘sgeao(i:if@llf deS{ggLﬂ—e redsons arg ‘\COU"Cf-I’é was claimed
tinat doe stafute creafes a presumpdion that pareie release will |
b 9‘,%,\-(»6,& ana( Hfm-{- £his i Fuen av.:@{:e.s a leﬂx74imﬁw‘-6 “eXFCC-'(’W\L‘a"
O‘C re(%Se 455(’,'{\*" ‘{'he weakw{sf—{-e/ —p-\nd.xnj --H,,q,-(- dine ol -{he,
Ju sificati ons o delevial ‘€)<IGS‘('S. i .
- It Was dhen avgued that the nlebratka Pacvle determination
Provisiza 15 Similas 4o the neloraska SHatude involved i~ Wolf£L v,
Me poneell, 418 1.s. 529 (19714) Hhat granted Hood- Hime credits 4o
INmates, Theve thic Coinm Feld Hhat, dire process Pm‘feé“‘c@( the
Nt eS from Hne cirbitrary 105S of 4be Hatutory right +o cvedds
pecause hey were provided subldect only +» Jocd behavion This
Count held dhat dhe stabute created a lfBe«--(Y intevest protected
. by due Pro_aess Juaramteey, The BGoard O\rﬂweat i r€sPon SeT +hq,-(-
a Presump+mn would be created anly £ 4he statutory Conditions
for deferra| were essentially factual, as in WolEL and Morrissey,
rather dhan predictive, .

. This Cout SHtated 'H'sq4' Snce V‘GSPOnc[en«PS -e.‘ﬂc—fcal 4o fl:-h‘jq-.’-e;
dheir dine process ddaim ia fedeva| Cout, + was denied Hhe
benefit of the Nelbraskg Courts interpretation of the Scope of
the "’"’?V‘GS'{", 1t a~y, the Statute wWAS (ndended to afford +s inmateg
See Bishop V. iNood, 426 U.S. 34, 395 (197¢). Thi's Cout dcce phed



y-gs,oona(&rﬁ‘sl View ﬁ«q—(— the eXpectancy oF release PVO'\/?Jed i
dhis Hatute is entitHed to Some measuve of constitutiona
PrO‘\'eG""'O(\A However, this Coumdt emphasized] that +hig statute
has unque Structure and (anjuaje Ged thus whether anx
other state statute provides a pisteltible entitlement muy be
decided on a case-by-case basis. And therefore furned + an
examination of the Statuto ry Procedures +o determine whether
dhey Provide the process that (8 due ia these civcumstances.

petitioners Argument is dhat Californiay S‘-{'ﬁ-l“‘l‘?")’ lanquage
H4self crc_q4cs a protfectibie entitlement o an clgible paste
haar‘tn . @eéql/is@ »Hq-alo\nﬂuqﬂe in 4he 5"‘(’6}4’(/)‘{6 Creates a4 ‘e ;-l-amo.—l-c
expectation Of pParole only afder 4he gateway of a parde heam,,j
has been held. Simddar 4 4‘43 Mcbvak4+54aﬁ+igﬂ\/o {v‘ea(: wol €. cess
eDonnell, H1¥ U.S. 5339 (1a74), Thws Court he eve 4hadt dne pro
‘%03_664,;{ —l:‘ne. '(nma-#jfcfv‘ﬁr{\ 4he arbi—‘-wary losg OF"""’K- S’f'“"‘““""""’f
' wfﬂh{- do Credids because dhey weve Era\/i'oleaf Subdect onty fo
A50d bebhavior, The Court held that +he stadute created
(ilo-e,r-l"/ interest Pro«(-eo{-ea( by due proces{ JUuara~dees,

petitionen relies ona the Section oY which ProvideS | | _

Tn e Case of gay inmate Sertenced puvsua~t to gy law

other than chapter 4.5 (Commencing with section (170) 9F

+i~‘He, Tof part2, The Board of Pacois Heaw:453 Shall meet

W‘TH’} egch inmate dur{nﬁ 4he Sixth year before the inmateis Minimum
ELtjiHe Pavole Date fov +h6~|°HfléoS€$ OF veviewingd and »
documenting the inmates getivities gnd Gamﬂ‘b“;? pevrtinent

4o Parale <eligibility. Dur.',;j 1his Consuldation, The Roard

Shall provide Fhe inm_oH-e, ’wi*h information dbout tihe parole
hear.}g process, legal £actors, relevant +o his o here ,
Surtalsildy or unsuitability for parale, dnd individualized
recoynmena‘4+;onﬁ Lor dhe inma-‘e i’&jﬂf@(l‘n' s or heer woecke
aSSi_j‘n.m&n-{-g‘ rehabilitative Proj.—-ams and Snstitutional
behavior within 3odays following +he Consuldation, 4he Board
Shall issue i+s posiHive sind nezative Ffindings and vecommend-
a+tions to dhe inmate u)v:o-l-m:) .

(Z) one Yyebvr before dbhe inmate’s Minimum E“ﬁ‘5B‘€, Pavole
dade. A panel of two ov more Cormmis§ieners ynm cle_'ngﬁ‘)/
Commissicners Shall normally Jrant pacele aAs provided
N Section BoYlS, iHowever an inmate Shafl hot ke released
before reaching ihis or hev Minimum Eliail le Pavole Date
A4S Sed purSudat 4o Secfion o4, J

The statule is clear and [imids Prison officials dnd {he
Boacds oliscretion Ly 4ine vsage of tine mandatory lﬁﬂjuq\ge
‘Qhall! petitoner has peen incarcerated or ovew 29 years
Undewr case ro. RA01559% and hal never beoy, alf

a heaving ¢F Any Kind i Gom,’:fl,ﬂnc& U‘J"f“h Sectlon &oH{, N;-Lhou'F
the p o hearings Sed fordh in Seetion Joyi how zan
Pe+;+tm@v~ mee+ "hn& POSSIBJ#I'Y v(-"- Fa’;r-o l& 'quaH- ‘l’?umPS <Hq-e,



meve hope relevant 4o s Swﬁ-&%f“‘fy, pe+§4';3n€/r can nst obtaia
+he informaton about ob4aining s l(&:ezA-Y ﬂf\\/w“@ﬂe else. 4,,,0(
Prison officials has bavired Z~d blocked "V"",Q' P""\“’j avrbitradily.
The Very octicns Greenholtz doe€s not Pe"r""‘j"fu Prison officials
did not Gse any Viable proceduve in he decisicn see Mathews
V. Eldridge, 424 U.S., at+ 34S-3Hb; SEC V. Chenery Corp., 318 U-S. 80 (1942),
An snability fo provide amy veasong Sujg)eS{S “4nat t+he decisizn
is, [P 446‘(-/ av—b;'{'\fﬂfy.

o Girechholdz addvesses P:’%eijffori by %63?“? iggfocss clause
o Avb b rany govepnment ackon, phen 4 sta in Concuvrin
@P."A}'bh by Mo ;‘ﬁ_@“%'powe{‘l A“_l.’5$€?\+v13 1A poct . . j
“L,bcmc\/ Lrora bodily restrdant at‘wd\y‘.s hgs bean Vz_:cc'gmz'so( as
‘Hqg cove af HHe filper-{— pVo-{ec_-(‘eaf bY 4he Due Process Clause —(:kom
arbi—l-waq’gavcrnmcn—ﬁ'a( Ackion - Tngraham V,Nf':gh(', 430 U.§, 65},
¢73~679C1977); Roavd of Regents v, Roth, 40¥ U.S. 864,512 (1972),
Because +his fundamendal liberty vis valuable” dnd "its 49*M‘nq+lan
inflicts a ' grievous loss' o dbe pacolec! 4he Court Concluded in
Movrvissey thatthe decisisn 12 revoke parcle must be made in
Conformity with due process Handav 4, Hog UL, at 482, Simifarly
i Gagnon V. Scarpelli, 4l U-S. 773 (1A273), we held that a protetione,-
Must be accorded due process when a decision is 4 o
made about the Continugtion 0f hiS Probation, And the decision
to rescind a prischervs » qood- fime. credHts? which divectly
detevoine, tne fime a2t which he will be elijib\@ £ow Pavole, a1Se
M ush be reqcl—.ca(,]f\ compliance, WH\'\ due process Vﬁcv/iiwe.cmc’.n S,
WOlf£f V. McDonnel|, 13 U-S. 539 (I9q14), 7

[

T principle, it Seems to me 4hat 4e Dve process Clause. 1S o
lesS applicable do dhe pacole- release determination +han o
the decisians kY stake 59encies at issue in the foregoing cases,
‘[\‘0‘“’)1"\3 in dhe CdnS“‘f“‘M’H'bﬂ veiu'\‘rcs A S"“G“-@ 4o Prcvi'de o7 Pwo‘aq‘F\an
o parste. But when a State adepts a pavole Sysfem +hat applies
9eneral Standards of e(igibility, Prisonerg \5“5+}#.'qgly'cxpeo‘f Hnat
Faro‘e wiil be V“n—‘-{_d Law! anof ﬂCCoko{in 4o law whenever those
Stardowds avZ met. This (€ So whether {heJoverning SHatute Hates
as heve 4hat pavele 'sShall be 3mn+eo{’ unless ceddain Comditions
-exls'-(-,'a/‘ providel Some othew $+01na(a./a( for m“K':”j the Paecle
de&islva"’l.—. 605'\4'?*4?\/ +o 4he Cour=('§ Comcli1Syon aﬂ“’e, ““'q“”,i QAm
convinced thatdie presence of g parsfe Systen 1S Subficient
Yo create a h'bew—l—y intevest, profected by +he Constitution, in
+he parsle- release dfcicion ”

Petitione was serterced 4o Life wih 4he possibility of
Parate. purSudmt 4o Penal Code RoHL, enforcabie by ‘Sect?:oq
RoH| ifor case no. BAOTISSYH 14 1993, iNhether HS Greenb. 42
V. Tnmates of el Penal and Covrecfional CompleX, H4Z U.S. |
(1479), Morrissey v. Brewer, 408 1-S. 971 (1472) ; Board of- Resjents

o



Y. Roth, 408 U-S. 564, 572 (1972), G agnon V. scarpelli, il U- -'778("!73}
Or WNol£€ v. MeDonneil, 413 Y.$.539(1974), The Common Sense
UV\dey‘S—f’ﬁnO‘iVSg of protection by the Hue Process clause Lrom
Avkitrary dovevrnmental action i's o heaving of Some Sort
de pending on the civcomstances of these casésg and the
OFPOW{‘“”"’LY 1o be heavd whenever a decising is 4o ke made,
Concerning dnes liberty, A Nnothing in Grcenisi4z, Rodrd

of Reqets Gagnon or Welff Su_qges&s othevwise, Whether
thatTdecisionTis to revoke parcsle, i3 akowt 4he Coh'(’i,AUQ'@'li"f)

of probation, dhe d<Cision +0 vesScind 4 PV\ Soenevg 5900{- time
’ GV‘&A;‘{'S o the decision 4o Cgep"‘i\/e >3 FV“(S’J&'&GV‘ A8 i~ Pc:‘-lq-i-am}
case, o a pavole heaving altsgethen, petitismer’s casge. .
is 1nejysive tn all of 4hese cqs€S that Sharve +he Commonq(,"f)/
Hhat a heav-‘mj,-ﬁvs—(- And Povrevnost and the o‘opor.(,gm;(,y do be
lqea\,,a( 1s Hhe bke-gll dnd end all due process rciu\‘f&/ﬂ&(*(

Greenhsltz s the Conteolling Precedent hevre and has Jwded
+he lower courtg by Po‘ﬁ‘{’"ﬁ out +hat, the Nebraskq Proceduve
AfCIrcds An Opportindy to be heard, dad when pavole is denie
i+ informg 4he Inmate tn what respects he falls Shord of
%Mal!FY;nj for Pamie)This affords the process that 1< due
Under dhese CGlvecumitances. The Consbitution does not
requirs move, ‘-H? u.s. at G. '

’ F’romia’f{o 1944-14401'\6«# Fo ASK ’H\\_(’ Cou/-{—lrbd!\‘e‘i'h'e.\f‘ (“‘16 .
PV‘GC-&CJ‘AV'&( Qqquﬂmawo{s Setd Lorth in Grecnheitz werve sos-\‘\scieo(
when Prisen obficials ackitrarily deprived petitione of a
Pavole H,Caw:nj he was ell bl o VJ"\‘:C.‘\ IS '.-“ﬂe_.o;-:'l P'qgf; Pﬁ‘l"“’"‘g"efw
Coubl acquive informationTabort ohtaining s liberty, A4 paryic
heacing petitioner is entitled to pursuant sechon 3341 andf oy,
H 1S not g Kentence of Ufe Withsut the passibildy of parvle aad
Section RoYe arnnsunces the distinction. section 23046 Which proy,deg:
YAN A mates imp.»i&one,d undevr g [ife sentance Shall nst be ) 4
Pavoled until he or she has served dne greater of the followinge
(1)) Aterm of a+ (east Sever calendar years, and (2) A tevm
GS established pursuact 4o Any Sther [aw that eStaklthes
I~ V‘f’;""’\/]k/\m ""6\/%’\ Ov- m?n.frqum seviod of C,cﬁ{-:'t'me,m-em—f Vno{er‘

a hfe Le~tence pbelove. eligifi ity for parsie .

However to Substantiate the meve possie li4y of pavsie bayond
A mere hope petitioncr gnce 2liqible in terms of Sevving ve
YearS Still has+ 9o before a pasle Board 4o determinz
w('.m‘l-_ art he 1S ds . SR Pa/-{—ake in maling el .'L,{‘.:‘y ol P“"d@‘
")_15 hbe/'f){ G f‘fd‘i‘('y' 566“(":'7-'1 304l Jimits PP: ary o‘F-ch;a(g
discretion in pu+hng oef the considevation of 6!3\925”!"‘)’ vt |
ushenever they feel”like getting around +o i+

TP)ZS 1S Av —\-vﬁvy actions kY QUVcrnmcn—(- that GQreeh "\.OH’Z-
Just does wot ‘SUPPO"‘l' ﬁno( hag $+0r"64 ‘e COnS—{-f-’fM+\oq
—Sﬁ-éc’juar‘a\g qﬁa:"s%* FUHHC?’MOV{.’. 'ﬂm\i Cou-r‘(‘ lhas L':a(cl PR



.0 T s tmportant Hhat we net overook the ultimate Purpesc
Of parsle wWhich IS a4 camponent of the long- range okjective of
V‘ﬂ"\ﬁbt‘)*f'ﬁ{"lOnTi"x@ ‘F‘ﬂ5+ 44/10\4' ah‘(’ﬂc‘—i‘Pﬂl“'l‘gng G .P\OF’@S £ gy

O‘F ! j@’)ﬁrdh‘—forl ajo Y\éeo( ho-(— iqu‘ S—fq-‘-es 4o ﬂbqf,a{on hoPCS
£for those Oio‘\}-ec:{(n/egj S’f"a\“-eS may ad’o,r(- a balanced approach .
Mmalun Fﬁr?"é dt:?-"t‘.if‘ml(\q-{-"gnsl A4S im all problems of administer:
‘(-h& cok’“@é’*’(’nﬁ( SYS“'GMAS"I‘ha quec—fl-‘/c‘ O’{;‘ Vﬂhq’b.\ ;l}a“'l‘n 0011\116'{'643
Persongdo ke USClul, [aw- abiding membeys of Society &an
remain 4 90a| ne mater how difappointing +he prodress.,
But b will Tnot contribute 4o dhese degi able objectives 40
Invite or encouraqe a continding Stade of adversary velatioas
between Svciety and Hhe inmadS " 2 y.<. g+ 5.

WNHETHER. PET T1onER. WAS AFFORDED MirIMAL PROCENURAL.
DVE Ppracess PROTESTIoNS AL SET FolTH Il GREENIHOETZ tdES

& PRiLond OFFICIALY DEPRIVED Hiam of A PARNE SUHITARILITY HEAR NG ?

The Due Process Clause of dhe Fourdecnth Am@nd’rne.n-(-
Prohibits $tate action 4+hat deprives a person ¢f lite, liberty, o
prope—ty wWithourt dure pro cesS of law, A lf«!—ijcM—(— a”“‘fj’”‘j a due.
Process Vielation must Livst demonstrade Hnat he wis deprived
of G [ibevty or projperty interest profected by lhe Due prvces<
clause and then &how +hat dhe proceduves attendant wpon
‘{'he, oi@'or‘i!\/@\-‘j‘.b’\ were netd c',-ons'%i‘—l«vl“'i/:\naﬁ)/ \Su#«ﬁcacr& K-en—"UGK\/
Depdt oF Covrrections V. Thomps&on, 490 U-S. 484, 4§9- 60 Cl‘lSﬁ)‘

The record veflects in 1993, Under case no. RAOTSSAY
Pc+{+i9r\cr wser§ S;’ah-(-ence_c( +o {ife with e ioOSS.('Li‘li-\-—Y of ‘Da(o‘c
Puriuant to Section 04, plug I years and 8 mmowrtihg. PriSen
officigls cadlculated petfitioneri Minimuan E’lij“o'ﬁ Pawle
Date Lchedule for a parcle heawinj i~ Au}gu&% 201, )

T 2007 Urd€r case ne.0bcm2sy, petiFisne was qnq1¢+ece
Lo a in- pris$aon 0h6\v\j.e of Malice and forethau H{* Gerd force
({lz_@(\/ 40 cause G.&.T arnd wasl Sentdenced 4o Hve indederminate
“+eem ofF 32 years 4o life under 4he 3 SHrikes jaw. The Courd
Ovdeved that the indeterminate +erm oF 32 years to life 1<
4o be Sevved ConSecutively 4o petitioner 1993 - BA0TS53Y cale
Lroen LoS An-jele~r C/\aun‘f\/. o .

Midbout any pacile hearing whattsever finding petitioner
Suitakle for parole Lor case/ no. eaonssed [ [ o]
and widimout an pwo\u&mna.(, Ha—k—m-&owy ov le a»@ le-]fho’v«%*\/, Prison
otbHclal hal done away wordn a(—’@o\(d;rﬂ Pe 14 10ner widh fhe 29(b
Scheduled parote heaving €nsuring nd” (uitabildy can e £ound

—‘Zow Case no. GAO“)SS@‘{-IV\ 3'(’('6\/@ e, ve€Spanse A PV\'SQ!’\
officialt claimed +hat pecause pedifionce had veceived the
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the 32 Vears 4o ife n‘nclfd—cv-mfna{-e, Senrtenecs 1a 20017 Yot
he will not be scen by the Pacsle Board for dhe £ivst +ime
urti |l zo4g, ) '

However: prison pffictals ave not velying vpon Gy law Hhat
3Y‘an+$ Such a degree of dasevetion 4o Just @urlo;—(-row\'(\/ ahmjoréc
‘e avenus fo Pe‘_é-,-{—;oner.(’ ‘“eer*(-y, The Pamie 666\#0('3 JI“SOVc-‘-\.on
(S 2ven [imited at the Hhvustinold of the actual ’neo\‘,-.‘,ﬂ_’o,,uoﬂ
0({(&!&(& Av e for out of lbhownds by khorvein P«e.-(—('—l-fane,y—":,a_(/h
40 4 pa-vie \S(,..‘-[aalo'.‘m-y He«?rinj Lo case, noTRADTISS. wWhiclh has
» take place befove. prides o@‘-(:‘c,(_a(i can Stact the 2007
Case Mo, 06w I259, Eentence . But + S+‘H.d'@€S _ho—(-' change
the foct that the Coard —not pﬁ&wa officials v« y§s+e [
Wik, exclusive guthsrity fo decide whether a life prifonoe
1< Luitable for pacole( pen. code, £ 3090 cal. Cude Reas.,++
(5 §§ 2265- 2484 Iy ve fPowell (1ag() 45 <al. 3d 894, 90| z4d
cal. Rpte, 43,755 p.2a 88() (Powell)) One year before the
Priseners mMinsimue Elgikle Release Bate, a paanel of fhe
&omro{ meets W:‘Lh -"h-e, fmnmate amd Qv al(y S;r‘-s a pare {©
release datfe. (pen. code § o4, Subd. (a). Thewe 18 o proﬂ'?afw"‘c
Aot authrovizex prtSon clbBciald 4o chanqe 4e Ca(?u(a-('so,q
O A prifonesrs Mintmam @H\jablc povs (e da4e g~ adhiaq,

The Distriet coumt dismissed peditioney Compldind reason:,
T\’iﬂl“"’ Pd'i“‘ioh@w}' C.Dmpia;n“(" «-ﬁ&il(ed “'o S«é‘g.{.@ a Co "1"2—516‘-6 JM-& \j
pProcess claim 0v & Cognizable. £/9ith Amendo claim logs.
the vuling o peditisnes Pacole elv 15,1.4-7/ date. cka,:jﬁa( {mmﬂ
Zole al Z04Y: béC’ﬂWSc Pe—l-l““oﬁe/w aJZ?S Com\/'.é“’eaq ot an QO{O{l:‘-;onq.(
Cvimes 1A 2007 ana{ S@n-(—@mcegf 4o G aa{g{(—l—(e.’,a( 4ein o€ 32 yearc
o (L& 4o FUn ConsecutiVe, +o the prisr fwo tevrms, petitione,
was thevefore Cr\e(iﬂila(e, Lov pavile on the 'C.G\V(I'e,w +wo Semtences
be cause. he wag recvuine,d t Sevve ann aa(dn_-(-wna( Prisan tevems, Tihe
Gomr-("jgleg‘“ﬁ Uuishes whs c‘@‘('&u/in:ﬁeaf PC-‘('""‘LO/I@V“*“O e ;'\6“ Gle
o pacste Lo cage no. BA I $59Y. The ‘are\gum(y(,(an by 4ive t');&\'v;c-(/
Couvt i S UnconVincing. I+ velied g Section 0. () VA pard
OmAindg parfot + Statute 4hat petitioner includel for tne
Conc k't Threvied. Seec Sectvn 700 ag is relevandt heve subdivision
(¢) provides;

That when a ;FV;\SO,\@,, is Sef-r(--enceaq 4> a COV\.SGCU\""*V@ “"evm 4’0,.
4 -ﬁé{o.ﬁy (Lo{nmf—(-:—('ed in State prison the tevra of 'lmloriSor\me,-\.(-
£or all —qu Convictrons that fhe pevsan is reéluiweo{ +o SCeve

i_::;ecv."hvcly Shall Cemmence ‘Ghom hﬂé ‘("mqe, "hﬂe_. fGV‘Sar\ wou ld

cWise hawe been released fram prisin . for PriSenerg

n PriSan gffenses beqins on the dade the prisones is £oun
Suitable Lo pParele

base 4evp ” s ot the dode he o She Completes hig
m.

Petitionev was entitled 4o a povole Su#ﬁfo"‘lf heaving, ot the v
ieast, for case RA0ISETE. And i found vasudable. pefifisne, wal
B be nofibled what he can do 42 become svidalole, £ pavale
The Statude doeg nod §ive Prison offrcials the, discretion +o
d+ake acdionst velervesd Lo flhe Porle Q—VM—GL Acfi 918 ‘(‘\mz*-
Tl Onty Talke place dLder fhe Pacoic BRoa~o hag &G+€0().
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Greeaholtz 3546""";"4_“’"0’\ ino whhether proceduval
due process has been Satisfied bej{ns with the lanquadqe
in the Stadute. Section 1170.1¢<) provides +hat parole §uirtab: ity
will have 4b be Lound uprio.» 40 the bedinns

. g j '\‘D of 4 Consecutive
S@n*"eﬂc-é 40\’ Pridsnerg Serving an lnde-{—erw“,\“_‘,e 4_€‘wm' C‘e(&r[x

for pardle 'SM"_‘O'(’”H'Y to be Bund, fivst 4 parvle hearing for pa~le
Suitabilty must be held. Prison officie| Skips +he piacedure
e viow +o Gnloro\jat—l—m petitiones P""”‘e’ hedar ~q o 2000
+o 2048 Gnd *‘H‘)@re«@oe*e' e‘Fk"V‘CS P@“j’"‘l';a""'e/k'eo e Clnr?/ Mﬁé(
available o obtain" Suidab lity Finding without Gny proceduval
3”0""‘4'/'3 for a{mv:j NP

ACCQro!,'J s prisan O#,F«.c;t'a(s calcunlation a~d chSOV<e;-‘-lan6.gk.f
metiod S in ~deciding dhe direction of petitionerg libordy. Petitione,
will 90 kefore a Pavole Roavd for tne First 4ime [atten ‘SeN"Zj
58 Yearg o learn what i8 expected 9f him +a become e(n;‘)tfl:l-e
‘Pof Pa‘mlc Sszj Prifon of»Fic'oa(:S’ 'hﬂg.dlfeaaﬁ/ MSurFed --Hq.e_‘

A cfong of A P"\fd"& f)d""‘oe oy e(lmnna+n:3 {he Pﬂtm[& &M'u—l--oﬂm(ri—y
lneaw.‘:j a‘%\j&(’he/r‘

Because +he Fedeval rignt ot isSue iz piroceduval the relevant greston
1S what due process pPetitioner received, ~ot whether dhe :
lower courtd decided Hhre case corvectly. Greemioltz held
Ac\eq»m{-a process ]~S. ?r@\laoleof wWhen dhe inmade 1S qlloweof A
meanninj-F’q( opportuniy 4o be heard and a Statement of tine
reasosX why pacie was denied. Fedeva( due. process IS
Sa+isfied where pe-!—.'ql-ione,wx were allowed 4o \SPeQIF a+ +hei~
Pavole. hearings and +0 Contest dne evidence against him,
were offorded access Ho their recards in advance, and were
notified as 4o the veasons why pPave e was denied . Greenhsitz,
HY2Z U.C a6,

| Pe—l»wi-nwxw wa g hc—{' o’.“oweof A meemlnjg,'[ OPP"’";‘V“‘L"Y 4. be [q.ea,_a(
Gnd trere ha{ been o S“""‘(’eme"‘*oéh"@ realon wihy petifioner wal
olegavivegf of a r»aral-e, He(/‘.r-:j - 1A €SSerce dnd b ta~tamovet o
clem{I.-\ p€+;4}mw parileryone of dhe Procedy, o due proces(

guntline i~ @reeh"\a""z was a.#{zdraieée “1.9 Pe-‘-”ém@r‘

A PVO*{’cc'('ea{) l'bc"}}/ inteves] may Grise fram either 4he pue
Process clause of the United $fates Canstidution by heason of
Fuavantees implicit in +he word liberty oo from g, expectation
Ov lq+6f‘@$+ Ckea—'f.ea( L.Y 3—{7&&‘6 l;dw\g Qv PO“'G“ ‘)‘i l/\/”k';ﬂSOw\ v.
A(i"-‘“"'f\,. s4S U.S. 209,221 (2008) (Citation omi+ied], Sﬁf al}o Raard
°F Parclons V. Alle RV 1487). The Un.de ateld
ConStitutinaa dile;l:{-a-% ()‘/;.\S;'-{-?e‘ci):,.sazilgriz?)orea{—e o Pr&(c))—{-jc-('ed, i foer-‘)’
indeves ina pacile date, even one that has been Set. Jag0 V.
Vdn Cuven, 454 U.S. 14, 17-21 (198); Greenboltz V. [nmateg of Nek, Penal,



Hyz Us. 1,7 (1479) (There 18 wn> Constitudional o inherent rigut o
aq(',on\ll'c—l-lo( Pcrson be C/‘V\JWL*OAG”Y V@léﬂfféf Bfaporc '“':2_
expivation cf a valid Semtence. disee allo Hayward v. pavshall
603 £.34 595, 561 (abh Civ.20(0) (@ banc), Howsever; Yo Stades ﬁ#ﬁ«y
Scheme, if + uses mane(oﬁory faﬂufje“c.rea4e& G Fraump“l'ﬂon
+L\m‘(' Pﬂlro‘ﬁ r:e‘€ﬁf'e Wl” Lcﬁra,«‘e ) .U\J‘fl‘en o Unless Ccr—{ra'\n
Sespated Findings ove made, ard +hereny giver rise fa 4

. erty interesct ¥ Gll’tChlﬂol“‘le-‘t{z U.S. ot (2, See also
Allen, 432 U.S. ot 376-73. Californias pavele (chewe Jived rise
4o a [iberty lnterest 1n parile protected ky the {edera{ due
PraCfSS C‘OIWSC. Mr,@w:ﬂigq \/.&UhCGr\, YA E3d SQS’ 402- 03(‘1‘“'\ Civ
2.002.) (“Californial parsle Scheme Jives vite 4o a4 coqnizable
iberty interest in release on parsle.”); See Cioke, (3(7S.ct at Bel-62
("S‘Pa*";ﬂj {‘\'\q:" +he Ninth .Otrc "‘""’.‘5 aef“'érm{nﬂ"ﬁon +hat Calilovaias
pacole law Creadfes & [4‘--@-»—(«/ ind-erect protected by tihe -ce.dera(
due Proccgs clanseris a reasenable appfifa*f"fm‘\ 0fF our calel’).

"Thﬁ.s 5+and{ava( JOCS no‘(‘ P_eVm:-l— Pw'smq (JFF('&ia(S +o ex-echSe,
Hheir discpetion Fo €Xclude prissnevs Leron pavole heavings "l””ﬁ)’
 Gees eliaible for a~d entitled 4o when 4heve 13 no Vuc<JJVV¢

MSea( $5 exclnde them. A d V\D‘é"!l’n jA Greacnmholtz alters 4""6’
bolding finat +he- opportunrty 42 beheard and a Stetempe o
dhe jveasons why pavole was denwed this applies e
actual hear;i,js o pParole as well.

(D) WHETHER PETITIONER Hap A LIBERTY INTEREST PRoTECTED

Y THE FOURTEENTH AMENOMENT IN A~ ELIGIRLE IPARSLE
HEARING AS SET FoRTH 1d PARsle STATUTE P.c.SECT s IoUj?

In Greenhaltz. the Respoha{cﬁ{‘ls Second argumemrf' was +hat
e Nebrasika Satutory [O\r\j uage itself CreateS a protectible
?)(P;;’+j+“’q ef |°4'°"5~T*‘€1 V‘e“eﬂ( on the Section which pra\lt‘cqés
~ -t .

“Whenever the Boavd of Pavsle considers 4he release of o
Soommitied offendev whe is eligible Lor relegie on pavele,
4+ Shall ordev his release vnless 4 is of the Spimien Hhat
his release Swhould be defeveed because :

‘() Theve is @ Substantial visk that he will not Conform
“o 4he CorndHans sl parocie

“Cb)’l-ﬁs velease would Jeprcc.sce*‘-é the. 2evisusness of hig
Tviend O Promodte d'lSvc’:Speo(- o laws:

“(e) His release would have a Subk stantially advevse e fhect
O inS'{’;‘Lu*}l‘anﬂ( ch'SC«;(-\“nc’/; e

@) HiS comtinned covrectional treatment, medical cave, on

VOGG.-‘-I‘ONG( I~ 0“‘»‘;6\* +V-4.|/)fn\.j tm ‘(‘\ﬁ& "ch-;‘\"(v/ W}“ KU‘QS‘&OHY"{'IG}“\/

enhance his quaa{—(—y +a ‘t‘.’x/’m( a (aud' ﬁbl'o“aj h{e when k‘eleﬂSeo(
at a ladter date.’MNeb.Rev. Stat § 83-1, 114 (1) (1976).

s



Respondents emphasized that 4he SHructure of e provisioa
"’oje—{—hc\" uuer\ "hﬂe vise of Hae wavd‘ “Slﬁ&”” biads +he Qoa\rﬂ( of
PZrole *o veleagte an inmate unless Y One of the «Cowr’
SPGG;‘@idaHY des‘.‘jl’la‘l'c4 r<asom @are 'CoUndi' T dheir View,
4he Statute creotes & PreSumption that parole ref=ase wiil
be 3v~qn—(-edl,. and dhat Hhis i, turn crveates a |eqibimate e;(pec—{--

Ghion of reledse absent doe vequisite finding thak one of
the Jushblications fovr defevva| "exists,

T was argued that He Nekraska pavole- dedermination
ProuiSiea i s Similar 42 e Nebraskq Statute invelved in
ol ££ v. Mchonnell, d18 U.£. 539 (1974, ‘(‘hé‘\4‘ﬂrdr~’(‘eé{ Jood- dime.
credits 1o inmates thevre 4hit Couv held that due process :
protected the [Anmates Lo the awbi{-vo\,\/ loss of the S-{-‘oi-‘—w‘"o*‘y
kij'hlf 4o credsS because they were provided SukJeck only o
Yood behavicy, This Courd held 4hat dthe statute created a ‘i‘o'@r“(’?’
interest Protected bY due process Juavastees The Board argu
in regspansSe Hhat A presumption would be creafed onaly £ the |
Statutory condition s for: defevea( weve essentially factual, 4L 1n
WOH:F an~d Movvl&&cy, ratheer dhan Pvedlc-fh/ex.

Hawever, Since respondents efected 4o litigate Hhrevdue
Process claim in fedeiral Tourt, the Cound was denied the
benef 4 of he Nebraikq Couts interpredation of the SCope.
of dne intevest, i F any, the Statuie was mtended 4o affand 4o
Inmates | See RiShop V. wwood, {26 u. S. 341, 34s (978). This Cowv+
Accepted respondets View that tine expectancy of velealie
provided ia this Hadute was %4~'+(eae 4> Lnime mealure o £
Constituntional Protection, Bud e Couvd emphalized -(vl».a,,‘(— Ahe
Sotvde had vnigue Stractuce and 1an wage and “Hhug

ulhe..+h@r any other State $tatute pProvides o protectible
erntitement mush be decided on 6 case- by. case b&sis,

P@-‘-“‘I'l.o")w‘ ke the rcSPaha‘Ex\*"S in Greenholtz 1< also
a:fjwp ‘hat éali,,cor,«.'.a's. S+G\4'M+Or\{ latﬂua\ja Hself creates '
a pro ectible ék(Pe.c‘(—a«‘wr\ ab pavile only g44ev a porle ‘lr\ec«-zj
has been held. Pefidioner reldel on the stetute oY which
PWO\/"dCS :

T the chse of any 10mate sentenced puriuan+ to
SNy !4"‘3 other Fhan C—(nqp«l—e/r 4.5 <CO'Y\W\6\(\G“"" vkl
Section W) of 4¢le, 9 oF partz,The Boavd of pacole
Hearings Shall meet wilth 2ach inmate during +he.
Sixth year befove the inmate’'s Minimum EL X ble
Pa~le Nate for *h—se, purposes OE Fevieun dnaf_
clooume,.ﬂ-inj the inmate’s actividies and Soaduct

lo



Pertinent fo parole 8(132 o by - DW{f:ﬁ +hiS Consid bartion,
The Board Jha“ pr\’)\l;dev the inmatea Tt rn-fovemadion
Ghout the Paewale hearing Process, ‘Caja\( cﬂaa-{-ﬂr&,
Felevant 4o 1S o new STitabilidy ov un Suitabilihy for
Poavsie a~d ;r\d“\/l.AMW(;Zed e cormmendationt Por-the
{nmate v arding his ov hew wWiork. assy, nm_@h.ég)
Yeffﬂabflt:l-a-l-"\/o Programs and institudionz( behavior
Hithin 2o days Lijjowinag the Consultation, the B sard
Shall 1ssue s posdice and nedortive .F‘.,\d'\,\ﬁs ond
Yeca(mmenda<(-ions to fhe tnmate (n w.r.‘ﬁ:ﬂ,

(2) One year before dhe inmate’'s plinimum 6!&1\'!0!6
Parsle date. A f’ow\e.( IE U0 O Mmove ComaTiSiomerst
gv dﬁfvdy Cﬁmm;'g&‘."f‘@\’j 3“7&1” V\Orma“)fﬁran“- Pava'—&
asg Pro\/;c‘€0( in Section 3045, However, an tnmate Shall
hot ke released before reaching his ov hee Mratmum
ELijl'Elﬁ Parmile Date al Sed puvsuant o Lection Zolp,

T Pe—“«“onffk'& case e Lame e,mplqa‘s{s i< ‘-ﬂcaoe G blhe
Provigien tagedher widh the use. of the word 4 S hal|“ +hat binds
+he Roard o0& Parole +o holding a pavsle hearng £ircs andd
'-l:’\)re,mo&(} 4o dedeirmine, the Fueskion Of Koa’fo(-iﬁ iux.—(-ar&-'(il(y’,

T wolff v. MeBonnell, 418 U.S. §39 (1474) ThiS Courd held fhat
due process protected the inmatel from Ovisidvary oSS of
the Statutory rigint 40 credids because they Were provided
Subdect Only -to 5000( behavior, Th{ Couedt held 4hat e,
SHotute created a '“loe«w@Y {nterest Pv-o“'ec-—{-ed( by due proqress

39\6\0"61/\4'61‘.’_8. P€+;+(Qn6r 42,”€$+iﬁns -h'“'( C\:’MV“" :/\+0 \N"\e‘('heﬂ" S‘CC‘(:\,-:,q
304l eveates a [Hoe,r(.y indtevrest Pro-h:vfeJ by due, FroééSSjMGr‘ﬁn+€é{
A< Sﬁ;d— "")TDV"(“V\I(\ Wo\{"f:&qs,gd G Pami‘c releafe can onml loe
obtained afder o povile hearing hat been held and the
ExXpectatisn of receiving the 1~ mation that holds the Keyg

5 hi'§ libewfy vl be ub-«l'ﬁfnca? o Hee Ioa?dif‘ i’)ﬁﬂf::j dndd mo
Where elfe,

The Jower Courndts contention Hhaf 44(}1&,,,”'4 Cena] Code oY
does not cveate a li intovest op a Hth Amendment due
Process viqint 1o KM(/IT\ & hedviang for pacsle 1S Umcv-m\/mc,,',a,
Recqguse Lollawnng Elhs V. Distic of Columbiq, 313 U.S, APP.
D.c. 34 84 F.33 Y3, i4ig (D-c. civ ‘l'ciﬁ(,) Hclc\{mj :éh4+, Unt |
+He &UFV@M& COMY“(' \(")54((4‘ rore cilrec-(—(\/ to —"he. 1SS0,
PrifSsome o Yiﬁ’hjr do Pre veleale revoecation heairlnjs’ Una f fecte
by holding in Sandlia v. Conner 515 U8 H72, 132 L. €3 . 2d di8, 115
.ot 229% (19a5) e hold that the SHatute (¢ Sufdiciestly

etevminate 4= vequire fvchk h-eavmjf ave a matterlof
Con&+s4—m4—fonq( V;_ﬂ"" .
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T dhe Distvict of Columbia Code Provides:

T‘f\ﬂ*‘- wlm%ﬁ'\/@\f ;—‘- SH’aH appP<a Lo "“nﬁ, 6@“"‘0( 0‘(: PMle' _“”G'—{-
4+heve i & a veasSenable pPro EGE\'(lLLY fhat a (aV;'SD(Y@A/' vl e and
remain ot ({barty Withawt Vislating the law, fhat hi velease
1S hot Incompatible with dhe wealfave v Society, an o Haat he
has sevved Winimun Sewtence e boavrd may aithovize Wil
reledse 0m Pavole . D.c. Gode 7Y9-2-04.¢ 4) Thig Statute cveades
ne expectan vy of reledse entithing a prisoner 4o due process
ProtectionS. Even i£ a priSoncyr eThablished everythiag +he Statute
require f e Roavd of Pavote il bad discvetion o dleny porvole,
V(e—t—, State Laovs mMay o.n,lyj?\/e, rise 4o 4 Con S‘("(:!’M+l:anq‘(y pm—(-cc{'ed
[ioerty interest if 4hey contain SubsStantive (imitotions or
official di&cvetion enbodied i~ randatory S‘(‘Gl‘{'u{‘\’)‘f\( 9
regulatoy lanquage Ellis v.distriet o & columbia, 84.£.3d 1413, 312
U-57 A boc, 3471456 U.S. APP. lexis 12259 (fﬁ%).

4_‘_‘,,096\/6.,7050\,,4({,\ did Mmoot sVerule Grecnbaltz o Allen v
Ay 0tner Supreme Courf decision 115 5. at 2200 andd n.5, To
be Sure, i+ abdndined dhe reaseni-q embodied in Hroge opinieny,
at least insofar aS applicd 42 prSonevt challenging 4he condidisag
0f dheic Conlinement or +he Gdministvation ““p-ﬁ‘“"c. pridon T
Hhis Siduadion, we Hhink the only Course Gppem +o U (S0 Comply
b e rule eoqoreg‘itd In ﬂodw‘o}hez_ de Quidas v. \fhemrSon/
American BXPress, fnc,4q0 (1.5, 41T, 194 L.od 24 526, 104 S-<- 11T
(1a29) . “I£ a4 precedent of this Court hqs divect a‘sp({cw{'fﬂﬂ i~
A Lase, Vet appeqrg"ﬁo r@si« In reassns re,Je_G‘@¢0( v~ Somme othes
fime of dCC;lS.\.Dr‘\S,"t\'ﬁ& Courd of Gpeals Jhould S llow e case which
o‘iiv*cc‘“Y contvolS, lequing 4o +his Gurt +he prer?ja-h'vﬁ of aver-

bubiag 148 cwn deci$innl? 18, at 434" see alys American Trackiag Asslhe
V. X6, 496 WS 6T, 189, 110 LEL, 24 148, 1o S.of 2323 (1990) ] United
Stadel Curcencyi 292 UL App. b.C. 384,55 F.2d T2, 118 (b.c. Cir 1992 ),
Unt| dhe Court instructs s otherwise, we must follows Greenhsltz
And Allen wecause, unlike xgo\no\(fn,‘h—»o{ ove divecty on poiat, Roth

< Age S »olﬁd( w ki @ fo ¥ Sonen’s I;be,v-}y i~derest ia roes e Samd (iq
HoesTAnd 5o e vedurn Lo Hhe [anquage of dhe vegulationg,

RY 4he dime of the disdrict Courdis decision, dhe {upreme Courdt
had:  Scttled 0n an Gpproackh +o the Bue process clduse 4ot
madé ,4_%@ '6)(‘5“'%56, av (QCK "‘H’\GY‘COF, o“; a (”c@v’-“{ P 'QG\V‘O(-Q -4—\/\/'“:
Oon 4he ““"j"‘“‘ﬂ“-’: o£ Yhe rejulorl—ionx 30Ve,rnlnj pamie. While +here
18 no Constitutional pp iherent riakt of a4 Conv, cted pecfon Yo be
Conditianally releated belore the™expivatvncf a Valid Sentence!
(@reenboltz, 442 u. 5. ok T), & State's pacie requiationt might
Fequive refcase afder A Pavele board "dedSrmineg (in it € broad
odiseredion) dhat 1he necescavy pre requisite exist”(Boavd of
Pardonl V. Allen, Ug2z US, 369,37L, g L.ed. 2d 303, 127 $. ot 24i5
(1a37), i~ Wwhich event the $tate hal cveated an expectation
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0f vreledse i Sing +o e leve{ ol a liloerty indevest witain tae
M eaning 0F dhe Sue Process Clauge. Greaenhoitz, Allen a~d e dd v,
Helons, 4s5q u.o. oo, 74 L.ed. 24 675, 193 S.t, 864 (1A83), came 4o
Stand Lo +he propegitisn +hat a states "use o explicitly
;.ﬁqa\’\d,q‘_"""‘/ 10\—- Mqﬁe", in Gomr\ea—-ﬁ.or\ w.a-l—t\ +h_<_ Eg‘(’ﬁb“Shm&—\—&- ol
Jpec‘giczd ubs antive Pw64u244e,g” Ao (imi J;SCV'&%&.@'\, forceg a
conclulion 4hat the Hades has Eveated a liwerty tonnsl o Kemtveky
bCP0+ of Covrcc-(—mns V.ThcmpSon, Y490 U. . "‘5‘{49163, toq (.€d.24 50,

109 Sk 1904 ( 1439).% ,

The 60(/1?‘(‘ (36‘000 has \gev:aMS[\/ m"s{,\._(.e.,?v&ﬂ(ea( Lf‘éy{a\qa(-('z_
Gnd Section oY by Lailing 4o diS4inquish iediuieantpors e
hearngs 4hat 15 Constitutivna{ profLeted by the 8ue Process
cAdaus ba(&c,cl U A S—-Fa-é—e @vcﬁ,-(—e,& K\OMY f’""{.‘ef?g'(/ oim ﬁ( ?vlSa,\
o&ficall A{Q{B\+wa\,y AdScvedionany actontTThe (;-_*’Lﬂdif,"j("gk"’_“(c‘
Covvect thak misinterpretakion and make if clearvhat &

i - [iebile o a pacrole heavin Sthounld e a(loweﬁ
Prifesmnzsir & A { § e allote
Appear Gnd be alforded Proceduvral Bue prt‘cesg Y .|
the O‘D(QOV“(’UW(."“'\( 4o be heard at Suchtparle ear@j‘

This case presents a Lundamental guection of 4he
nterpretation of 4his Courts DecisSion in Greenhoitz VoInmateg
of Nebvaclkg Penal anadk Covvectional Complex, H42Z U.S. 1, 99 <.t
2100 6o («xgd zd 6(78 (‘af?Q),T‘n{, ﬁ,l/l€$4-llof-,s PV‘CS'Cn‘i‘ea( s 0‘! 3"66“""“
Public }m‘aov+ance because 4 giffects the operations of the
Prisen SyStems in all 50 Statey and the BDistrict ot Columbiaq and
hundreds Cry and Coun-'ryd'mk.f_rn View of the [ardqe Gmount 0F
Whigorkion IVEe Amé opportunity +0 be heard whenzligible for
parele hearin proceedi',:jj, JUidGCe gn dhe guestion( 1S alle

0<F;‘§rca4— importance t20 Y Tloner( becausle i+ 4..@(:&-_-}5' —quy
ot b ceceive, <ligible aad ol hearizgs in proceedizgt ot

may vesuld in ot o Years of adde ;"CQVCqu—I—io,\ or havsiy

punitive Conflnement,

conclugion

o 'Lkefﬁov-ejo{tj realsng, C'@Y‘“l.ara(" Jhou fd be\j?ﬁn"‘ecc A 4{1'”.1.
case |
r~November 2, 2020

Respeatbully Submifed,

Hzfz:
MicHABL G abbY ToZ04s
Kern valley STade @vifon
2.5, Box Stab

Betana, caifsrnia 932U6
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Date: AyOVEmbev 2., 205z0
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