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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

(lj WHETHER TrtE MANDATOR v AA/vlOAQ£ Structure. OF TE*AS Parole. STATUTE

/lATiCAe' 45JS § 15 (?) ToCETHtR WITH THE REQUISITE AND SPECIAL PaRClE CoN- 

QiTictsiS or THE. PftROLE Board's DEC£Nt8ER 1% <5ci9 ORDER To, GrXANT fbftCLE 

7t> it s PRE- PAROLE FhS )M PRISON THcRA PiieTlC ComrnuuiTy THcA TrrtfrtT Pko6Rffl\ 

(f\t?Et4Ql'*3>i 1) CREATED AH “ ERPECTAMCi For RELEASE* A AlQiRTi 1NTcREST Pro- 

TcCTED UnQEH THE Dd£ PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE lH AmENDMENT 0.3. CcNtfJ

/&) WHETHER PRISONERS (and ^ sci To WHAT EXTENT) ENJOYS A FEDERAL

TUTictJftUi PloTaQTcjS Du£ PROCESS H/6HT UNDER THE pprH AfAcNDmaUT J. 6. 

CtNST. TO NOT HADE THE!A RELEASE To faRQLE. OdNittyR£SC<AlOtO BASED 

caI False lufownfinotij

(3) WHETHER PRISONERS PARTiCiPHTn6 \hl TcXtfS Parole Bohro's ORDERED ?HE 

PAROLE Fl~5 ]PTC TREATiOE/JT pRObMtrt Hf\UE A CONSTITUTIONALLY PROJECTED 

due PpDCtSS Pl^HT UNOEfi the 14^ AmENDrOENF d$. CoNST To ft pRCC£DueftL

HeHRin6 Before ii£ or she can be Acmoveq pRotn rrj 

(+) V/Hethek prisoners Hade A constitutionally PRotectcD Riant under. the:
I57 flcOEHOrtcHT To /HOT H/W£ HlS PftioR tf.$. OiSTRKLT CcufiT$

ACn i//7/ Puwj A SUBSTANTIAL PART IN THE pAROLc BOARDS DECISION To DdNif 

RtSClNO PmouE RELEASE^

(5) WHETHER Petitioner VJAS Disc Run iN/treo against As co rnpARdo it OTHER pr\-

JUTiGATioN

ScNdHS pALuCiPHnNC. iN THE pRd- PAROLE Fl'5 IRTC PftttiRnm SuT D)P N<T

Access qt the Courts in uhlaticn of the equal Protect,oh clause ot tHi.

Nrlt /imuiOW£/rr 0.3. Const,'AND
J « *>

WHETHER THEti&fiQtTCOOiKT's BgS>OLn*M iS CONTRARY To CLEARLy £STABUSH=D 

Federal law /wo cxhtraoktsj3 the ooi/erniNCt laws Set Forth ,u the

United states supreme Court's Precedents and Puungs ,

t



LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of 
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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

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
|yf is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix & to 
the petition>and RtPcxr i cF the. AfFkjiSTUWE

5 or,
[ ] lias been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
IM is unpublished.

[ ] reported at

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix _C___to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
Mis unpublished.

The opinion of the T5X/I5 dcugr OF dfijenm/u- court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[*f is unpublished. iaUTrtaor vJfaiwti oJ E/ri^ao^u

1.
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JURISDICTION

[^For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
KfOV£mftfft 4^403L3L

['V^No^petition for rehearing

was

was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted 
to and including _ 
in Application No.

(date) on (date)
A

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

[yj For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] 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____
Application No. __ A

(date) on (date) in

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

X



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
Itns CASE fVNOAmENTAL Constitutional ftkkrtT-s lb ;

(I) RW ^tnemneur or UmT£& ^T/f£S Constitution^ \Uri\£H PrcmioES *

CONGRESS SHALL mAKc MO Lnsj4 ftcdPcCTiklt, aN ES>mdU$»ri7£Wr OF 

PclUi\Qt4t on peOHl&TiHG Trie FKEE £*£K<ils£ THciULOTr^ CR ACAiOINCi

THE PREEDcm cF SP&CJi, oR OF Trie PRESS oR Trie RIGHT OF THE 

Picpkt. PE/\CAQiy To ASSEMBLE} AND To PEnTiCN Trie. Croi/ER/UrilEMT 

For A RtORdSS oT CxRlENANCES^ Ano 

(£) FOURTEENTH Ar/?EN0yNENT To Trie UNITED STftTES CCNSTiTUTToN ^
O

P^oMlOcSj SetTioN CNE\ ALL PERSON 6oi<N CR NATURALIZED iKi Trie

United STnreSj and somecr To rue Torisdicticn there of* are einzeNs 

of We UrifieO states and cftue state munereih yiEy Ren of. Mo

Strife. SHALL MART OR ENFORCE /WV IftlAi wHICJi SHALL /*0«M04£

TH£ P*i\ihj5&£$ or immuNtnes of citizens of the united stater 

Nor shall /wv state oerriue aw Person of ufej uaeaw or.

Property vUithcot Due Process #r fhl L(^n- ncr denV to /wy fctsaJ 

\Nrifilri ITS JiiRlSDftTicN TriE EqdriL PROicCTiCN or THE LRuJ 

THE AfneNOMEAlTS is ENFoiiceo gy TiTiaO HJL SECTION 2Z6N uNrrcO S&flcS CoOE E/EA-i
^ «l

YcR&oN WHOj ONOER COLOR of ANi STffTOtEJoROtLJALlce}RtGOLm’iONJ WNTOrriS OK UOA<SEJoF 

ANf_S7HTE itRKIToRi OR WE DISTRICT qF COLOMBIA t SUBJECTS OR CAUSES To 6t SUBjECTEO, HNV

Citizen cfthe united States cr other persons with/m th£ Jurisdiction thereof the Ce*

WriMH

PAMATiCN OF flNy RlCriiTSj PRIVILEGES OR. imrflUNiVES SECURED Ptf THE RoNSTiTZSTioU fl/JD 

IA\NS SHALL QE jtlfiElt To Trie pftRT<j jUTuREQ IN AN ACTtCM AT JUUN^SUfT iN EffUlTy

or other proper Proceeding fir. heoressj exct£pr that in ANy actkokL Brought a&Ainst 

A judicial officer. For an act or. omm/ssion lymeN is Such offugr judicial capacit^ 

InToNcTne Relief shall /mot &e granted unless a declarator decree was vimmeo

OR QtUmATbRy RELIEF was UNAmAMQLE. Fez me PURPOSE OF THIS

congress applicable. exclusively Tb the district of

AN*! ACT oF

ccLUrtiem Shall BE CoNSiOEEEQ
3



70 0£ A 5i7TTUT£ OFTHc DISTRICT OF cewMSiA.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
AUGd&T Clj£012 PcTwOhltK) ST&Jlt t Roi3cR5CkJ ACCEPTED THE STME3 pLEA A6R£eir7£WT

Of £5 )f£rilL5 CCnlFlriEtOEriT iM TEXAS Dc.PT. CklmtMAL JUSTiCE* IHSTiTOnCriflL CofiRcOIcririL OH/iSickI 

(TDCPtlD)^ CflOSc A/o. (N 074.0- /3 for. Trie OFFENSE oT FAILURE To REGISTER AS /\ S&X oFTS/ilX. 

QEC£m6£jl )%£0\<? T^t 7cX/?dl BOARD Df ?/?&£US / f/iROlES &1DEREQ Trie. ORAa//" CT fhzjLu 

To rr$ Pre- Parole Fi-5 iri Prisck] therapeutic CommuMiTy fiPTO) tREAVdEaIT 

THE «£^//?c^7EA7r)l7HflT UPO/J SUCCtSSFOL Con7pXif77CKl 7/*£ PROGRAM \aJIU_ BE PRO­

CESSED Top. Parole to m AFTELcare FBCWTf 5> wmv SiEciA/. Parole cohioma^ (apPenDir

D j% l). ?£T)TiCMtK SATISFIED Trie F\S I PTC. TAEATmENT PAodiRArAS REQUISITE Bi d£77?w- 

iAiOr A CcPuFiCriTc OF COMPlETiO^ AND THE pMClE 6cARQ PROCESSED Him Fee Release

ai Parole tothe abode after care Facility pauas Texas (AfPaio/x, 3 #r j) J&Jty 

l$20£0. g>U7 OUt To C&liO-W LOtRQCuJri ON TOty 09, ao^O ALL PAROLE RELEASE XuSt

Postponed. vJrtn£ tw icckocwiu Petit,oner F)leq Greuanos^uloelcjHtficH mo ^ojudi5i- 

05H compWidc, of BEiktc, exposed n the oeaol^ cowo virus #3y Prisiom staff aho

tfeOSEQ 1MtTri OFFENDERS WHO riAuE CcviQ SympTOHS ADO AormNiSTRATtcri imcRiMCr

sriffri

C6tf)PkAlt4r (fl??£NCM f at /'*/).

Trie Parole Board AcScheluoeo P&rno*i£.R For Reubased Amust 17 jc&c oH
J

pARCLE To Trie /I0o OE AFTERCARE FAOLny QALLA$ TEXAS. HoujeucR txJ AoCtuqt IH^acuo 

flDfWrilSTXftT/OKi RernoKJEO Hitr\ FRtonn Trie Fi-5 iPTC. RriOCrMm^ &ACED Him W Trfc

SPccial Homiridr unit fkrmcWER Pecieueq the 3carp of ftowo/js j Paroles August 

A/o77CE To CFFENDE^ qF IT’s RcAZpnL ~7> PcSOAiO RELEASE o*J PflRcLE Cq 0 “ihc

ftcCcRQ INDICATE trie. OFFENDER REFUSED To pARTlCI PAic. OR lf4T£*fncMAAiy FAILED To

complete the roa cio fRotiMm(appendix. 0 at X). fFnriowER was reclassified and

7%Art£FcHt£0 Tb A OlAXiun ScCUKiTy pRisO/4 ViHeRd ON A/OVctV&oZ lcfJ3HOSLQ Trie ibROtE

Board's CORRE“SpOrvoc\JCE states" PcTiTicweE is ato kowCrcR EUCriibkE Foe the FriS 

\97c TREATmca/T Program. AS 8EiH0 SAriCr,OD By the d.s. DISTRICT Court For FR)\UUUS 

/JtCr/iL FlkM&Sj pcf&VllAJe Tc u.S. DISTRICT CoORTk <^007 0RCE£(ftPP&lD/A E
at l-Jl) 4



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION 

A. THE CcuZT's D&4S10M anJO Re$oufflcr4 OF pcffllotJcKk GjC/dSnruTiaJ/h_

clams co/OWucrs w/tw /we octums cf the uahieo State's SupREma
COURT'S 0$ vuEu. AS OTHER UaliT£D STfiTdS CeuXT or #PP£fU£ t>cO$i&\5 

H£LEMANT To Tti/5 CL

THE (/a/'JSD ST#r<£S OWTttiCT CcdAT Fo>R THE EASTERN Oi STRICT of TERHB 

Cr>/i££ 0n/MOAt) PdSCUiTvcsl oF ieTincMdu'S liO£*Ti ulTEREST ?AROl.E ClAirq 

DiRdCTUi *COHT&ADMTS* AbJD AS <f CokFRARH To 9 To THE OECt ^loj of “fHS 

STH7ZS 5UMEMC CX>u*7 (aJ BOHAQ oF PARO&dS V. Alu-M, 4fe2 </,$. 369 

SUPRcttld Court H&Q* THAT THE ff) HaIOATokY raal4dACf£ (Al tfliNnld&orft's pAROkE 

Status CREATES a JU&ERTV INTEREST jaJ fbRouE Ttiar TRtOCrEReo tiUE fkO<!£SS 

RlCrtfTS WHiZrJ cERTAikI CANOfTitN \N£ri£ rndT 

PETiVOHER PG\hrT$ To Trie MAaIOATO^Y LAN&OACtE USED t-H 7Zxn2> ?ft ROUE STATUE

Mncid4X.\%>§ isft) vJHltH STATES ;
QcFoRc. CRDtplNdi W* PAROLE OF ANY PRISONER j TftE dOftfkD ftTAV OC tfA/

MCT WAVE THE fRiScNER A?PEAR OdFcxe: tr aHd iurZWiByN f-itiYI. A ftftGit 

fte o«Q£i?£D only F0r wc 0e$r iaitzest For -mg socket)' wer 

A fteWAWO op CXErtclda^ IT SHALL hot BE CQN&iOERED A KcDOCTiqk] of

3t^TcA/<r£ OR A frt«0CAi. A ?AiSoaJcA 1 SHA/LL 0£ PLACED O/J rhROkE

<OMLy sHHErt <\RR/\hiCi£ttlEsir Ha6 BEEN rtTAOE Ffc* HlS fee PER EMPLOY'

/VJOR For RlS TOAIMTcAIANCE AND CARE AWO WHcAl THE QOTtRD 

0ELU2vES '-fe IS ABIE AfJO VNUklNCt ro FulFNJL iHE oSAICjAThW OF

A AdlOJLlCr CfTMtAl. SEE CREEL V. KtrctfE^ 9.28 * Ad AT 7U

Ai.s^dRmO
THE united states Supreme court Found that socR a Paovi&ioaJ was or 6U6)Tr 

PjEjUVAaJCE Ti 7Ht quESuOkl cF WHETtfta? A/J iNmftTE EAljoyS A- dCAJSrtizPlCkJAL 

LIBERTY INTEREST A2> DESCZUdSD (H AHEM. 107 £C£. AtMZQ*
A_______ J

5



THE mMOftTo*y IMM/kbE C/Sc0 IAJ (AOMTHhin !$ ?ARCkE STATUE ^vfojr £00£ AaW, § 

%'d3'X0{J()%s) iS IDENTICAL To THAT U&EO IS TEVItS ^T/^t/c (a,TTiO£ 44 (£ £

eligible For. Parole in Montana •
* v 

6) SildJcOT 7c THE FGLLONINC, RtSTAULlioNS^THc &OARQ S^niL RELEASE

CAJ P/?«6i£ - -. AfiV pERSCN CcNTiNlD IN THE (QoNTANH STATE PRISON 

OH THE women's CORRECTION CENTER „ WHEN in ITS opinion THERE

IS RcflS0JA&£ PAOdA0Riry T7V/7T THE PRISONER. CAM 66 ffa&lSEJ? 

\NtTHcJT 0£fAi»vi£W7' TO THE PRISONER OR To THE. CcrQFliJNlT-j 

(?L) ^ 'SHALL' ££ ORDERED ONL)/ Toe. THE BEST interests

# «

OF

ScditTy And mot as AaJ Award of CltrUENEf cr a Pequetion <?p

Sentence or a pardon. A Pas oner Shall be placed on PHrcle

<Hls viheM the Board P>£uEVEB that he is /isle, and \Niu.udCs
o .

To Fulfill, the cbh^/tticn of A law abioins tir/zEN^ M 

rtUENt I 07 & G6, Ar 2HRO.

Petitioner /iRGoes^ that he met the criteria of the niahdato^ ian&ua&E set- 

^ ,w 7^*n3’ «woi£. Swiut- *nae 43. is J/s^J fcw/w/fc'worT*- 

PhroaE Board would Not Have ordered the Cjaanf of Paaque December 

Slow To /t3 Pfc-Parole fh$ /aj Prison thempeuTn 

PpoC-rRHrri (APfcMOK 0 AT /J.

THE United $TATE% Osstaict Cooat Resolution cf Petitioner li&ertj INTEREST

I%
<SomnnoKMTy TpEATrrfe.nr

tLflim IS THAT JEMS Parole Strive have BEEN Repeatedly 

ptE any Protected Iibent^ interest in ?arol£
Found Nor To CRt*

M£> cues creel v; Keene,
P Jd 7^7^ 713. (S^ClR IHRi^THE 7/^ TEXAS $ lATDHc Am ENDED ^ %(&) REpiftc,-

iNCr the phrase' shall Release' \nith the Phrase 'may releasethe d/stnct 

Courts AESowTitN omhied the thanoatory lanciualse of the Phrase4 shall be'
used mi icms Paaols. smme Anne^ 43. / 8 % tSft) 14 Oia. at 7// m. 3 

Petitioner argues _ the haanoatghh language used /s fizrttLz 4#.i8§ i5tf)

’ 6"



TQCjcTHcR W <TH TH£ RcqdlSiTc A/JO PfMiOLc RELEASE CoHPITIC/d ACQUIRE /T?£N7$ of

THE PaAOLE. &QARPS P£C£crU3EH ORDERED CiRftHT of pRRckiE TO iT$ fyc'
L * *i

PftROuE Ft5 fFT<L TREATMENT pAOCrRAtA THAT UPotJ SUCCESSFUL/SATISFACTORY £ort- 

pLETioU QF THc/lPTc) ?ROCtZf\rr\j'you vJiLL B£ ' PROCESSED For RELEASE v> AN fiTTZR 

c**£ FAtu.frcreates An ° expectancy &or Release* ftiPPEAiQiK D at l) a L\DC*r/ 

iute/iest Protected Ukioer the DUE Process clause of the lHrHAmendment:

PeTiTicaIER SATISFIED THE REQUISITE OF THE Ft5 MTC. TREAtTTnEjTT pRoC/RAM. S 

REqUiRErOENT hi SUCCESSFULLY COMPLETING THE ParglE ORDERED Ft3 iPTc TREAT 

rtfcMT PROGRAM. ANO W/?S PROCESSED Fo* RELEASE August /7 JIOJC 0Ay PaRok£

To the A&cde Aftercare Maury qauas tZxas (Append k & at &).

WE LovJtER COURTS Has SERiOUSky iYKSinFEPpRETEiP THE UN/TcP STATES SUPREME 

squat's OECiSioaJ iN mARQ OF V. ALLEHs Hh:L o.S. afe^/w) GOUEHNiHG

* ilQERTY (HTcREST W4 pAROLc, AND ENTER DECISION THAT lS a CONTRARy To* AND^CCNTRAPICTs*

clearly cSTa&jmed Federal lawi and confronts facts that are t(forteRtAkuy

i a/PI ST) NQu is HASlEt' Facto RELEUAkiT SUPREME Court PRECEDENT )£r tfETICrtcS AN 

opposite HcSuiX William u.TftyucR.^ 6Z1} U.S. 34^ HoS'tU(#coo)

THE (JA/Ifto STATES SUPREME COURT IN ALLEaJ EXPLAINED (73 QECfS/OaV SEE OYEXYlE^l 

“AP/cR 6ejN6 dENieo FAR(XE3THe INMATES CLAumro THAT THAI A CiViL 

Rights wt/Rc mioiateo p£taos>e the <5oard did hot fqllqnu me

Parole ELlCri&ILiTy CRlTcR/R NQR DiD IT PROUtOE AN cXPA'WATtb/O FcA

ns OtMiRL of Parole, tm appellate court found for we mwates..
0a Appeal the Court deterwnco wat me state Parole statue

a 4
MuaJT Code ANid. § %-P?3 ~ ^ci(h^>5)(whuih is identical 

smr, /?#. W.iQf iS(i)l cr&ateo a uexxry interest iH Pftm.tr RE­

LEASE Bi AS USE CF miUDffVQR? LAN6UACrE. To CREATE ft pR£SUrfipfot 

IftAT Release woouy p>£ CtRANTEQ WHEN THE DESIGNATED FirUOHUCrii 

WERE mAOETfiE dcoiCf HELD THfiT THc RELEASE pEChSloH Vv^/VSi.

tl> Tcj^. Parole

-7-



nJ£C£4&a&iw si;e>ie<mvie /wo prcdicti-me that the DiseAcncM ar the

BWA&O \UT16 V£W/ dfttsnDj AND THAT The doAKO SHoUL£> RELEASE 

THc I hi MATE Wrt£>/ Trie TikiDiH&f PREREQUISITE To RELEASE wEKtT

rtnoc„ Trie court concluded THnr The UBcRT^ interest was

fRorecTeo ay THE dun PROcZb% Clause or the. iHth AmeaidmemT,
* THc COU/27 REJECTED The. ARCrUinEMT THAT A, STATUE THAT rtANQAT&)

_ V1
KfcXE7teE »F OK So^jccr ifc ,S(KH FiNOm&S 8£i>J6 rrvflDF.

Petitioner Respectfully mouas that the umitqd 3tate$ SuPREme. C/oo/MT

THE District ceu&r’s resolution or His u^crt^ turerest cuvm‘'jmr

THE AmENDirttNT Tc 7*X. pRROle. STAY. HU. l8 J 3$) fl£Ptrtda>\l6f ffle P#R/l,5£',Srt/ttL
•> ^ , t< >> c‘ J1

Rc/T/iSt W/7H THE pHRftSt /7?/?^ RELEASE To EHO THE eXpECTMc.^ or REUSES *s

>XS^fteO it4 /ggNi, fAPPEMDiK 6 *r 4) 8cMUSE AS ARUzUeO, PeTTyoncR, 

fftc/feAOiSffiEi 0#? Trie nr«R\| LAtJuftCxE JSeO /aJ TcV. PRRiOlE <stat art HP.

f& §/S(T) ftLCNCf With THE p£tyoiR£rOcNT?> or TWE Pap.olE P>chFOS cRpERSB 

6««WT rVYROuETb &£• rfaftouT FT 5 /PTC. TRETTrtENT pRoGRftm (APPENDIX. Dpt I) 

CREATED AN LcXPEeXANt'j O.F RELEASE ° a U&cRjy t MTifREST ppoTECTEo *3v/ Ttfc DUc 

PROCESS or THc iH7* ArOEsLDmiEjslT.

N\ET THt:

‘SiCiNlFlWNTLYj /WE 7IDM3 PfiiRckc. STATUE /fXTiCLE 43. & g tSty Lite TtiE Mt»4mNA oi£ 

A?o/JT. Ci>oE /*jM. ^Mf©- AS-£01 AND AIRE THE NEBRASKA fAROLd. STATod. NEB. 

Pea STAFT. ^ 03 ~ I-tlMW^JTSl ) USES iTlANO/rfoRY LAN&U/idrd * SHALL 

'WiEJL 8E* J-SEO IN THE mAHOfiTody/ lAMCNAGc. Of THE O&Eti. pAROLd. Tb ?Rd- PftROuc 

ThS I PTC TrEaTcocNT fbCdtRftrn (fipPcHOW 0 ffrl) To CRcATc A PRESompooN THftT 

PARoui release xajill Be 6/iaat£D whca/ rad DdSiCtN/mED ruaoiUetS a*e /nho^. 

OtitejE,HHoj 0.3. AT l£ . PcTmONEd SATISFIED THE pRcftEQUi&ntZ or TSy. pARoec 

Stat. H3.l8g i5($) Wa&<STHcZ vjtth tHel requirements hETFoRTH *N the p/te- 

PaROlE FI-5 ifTC TpEATnENT PRCdr^ftm $ ftfyu>H&ncNrs 4 I-IE £/.pZcrdo

SthtuE

ALONCt' \LHTH

To tkr REUEftSED

August nA^osco oh Parole % The /)8ode AfTercrre Fnaury Dallas tex. as set

-8-



soas
BortKD cf PfuWCNS * Auaik m at 378-bo (iWjrric UM&TSo?fte>7c Com HiLLG*if
THc CRiTcAlft IS Pl£ij 'THEN 4 lldEiET/ IATcAzST [3 CREATED?

ItitL jiC^cX CcO/irs RESOiUTiON DEpKlxliS PeTiTiCMER of a CoJ^r.ToTTeNri/ii^ PA&EGT£p 

RIGHT TO A U0EAT/ /AjicrlGST in ficLEASE ON faXOJLE ONP&t Trie IH7HAtnENUmENTCF 

The. OflUTeD STATES C&dSTtTJTT&d.

3tt£N0Vi} Trie dSMO OK PfKOCHS € ParqlES AoQdST Jll^CAC NOTICE To CFFeNDtP Of 

fH3 DECISION Tc rfcSCinDjDEN Y rfclEA 6>E ON ParouEI SPATES FoR REA Sod[<fj (^j) C‘jj^£ 

RoCCRO IM0KLA7E3 Trie CFfENDEA REFUSED TO PAATiCi PATE IN Od IAJTeNFcNALD/ FAILED To 

torY)Pi£ic To lOCj-ClO PRoCjRaiU(APPEND* DAT ,2) How£v/c^ Trie DISTRICT CouATj Re'

Sou)/T(W “contradicts* mis critical material evidence ay decioinci Petitioner

iJvlSjST" Trie lNFod/Y?ATio4 THAT LED 7b RcSCSSloN OF HlS PaRolE (jilftNT (iMCNJQIN Cr 

UTiEMcN DidtniSSaO AS FRivilco^) mriS mLSE^ mo THAT Trie TRUE fpolivffiiov Fo,i 
Rc&liSStoJ WAS pciAUATToN (riPPcNOlR 3 AT 3)_ $jr THi MAGISTRATE Jif£)6£ COR&dli 

Found that me record coMCuisi*i£ty OiSpBaiE jhis claim,
Petitioner argues^ that 7here is a rrmTERtAi variance 8ET\neeh the record used ay

THE

Trie. pnACiXSi RATS. JlM>6c ANO Trie 00/1*0 OF pARpO/ilS / PrrouES AUGUST ^I^oSLO NoTTCc 

To cffeajdez Of iris REASON re Rescind rim7 Rc/£ASE cm PflROlE (ffiPtNOlK DAT/^. 

CoNaJEETiON To A CONSEQUENTIAL. femDEHCE is mmEtHAL if it has some Logical

ORDER dRADri W\N DJTi To DISCLOSE
tr

ficlhloUEKi CL3lrd <2* \H<'70ijtfP(TiCr4 t/ScD

373 US. S3; 83 & <5* / Wj 101. at 2d AI5 (ii^j 

TriE iMFoRmmoN THE Board or Pardons Pen*cwo to Rest,no Perm oner, Re­

lease on Paqdi£ rWT/Trn SFtom maWTfS THE gffeaiqez R&dsep

ihlTBrir^muy Ffi\i£D To CempAEB The 77)CJ-CiD pRo&Ortrt'iS Trio FAI$l mFoP-

/flHTtcN IICNB> AtiGOE&fl&lAUSE JT /£ iMQi'JpUlASLt HE SATiSfACWRsj

plETtD The rkt ?npoie f/“5 \n<L rpcnrm&ir pRcbOim 0*/ o%ta\n/ai<^ a dmm*

op CmpiETjom Jdtf l6j(#0£O fil4D Jfhs pvATERrtN FACT i& EVIDENCED /aJ

FAVORABLE EVIPENCE tlfb. PEHTiPricpJ^ CZOTiCAA To/

w rescind ParokE AeicAse, Brno/ v.

To P4ftTtGi?/ff£

Oan-

-9-



Trte REPORT MO feCDtnrtENOATiOH OF 7ri£ MnSlSTKffiE JitQ&Z ftpPEHOU 5 

AT H. Trig VAPU\bi£t QQcoRftED WHEN THE District COURT 4pPLlED PEnTioNcr(5 

?/?cv/10US Faiv/oloUS LanSoiT FiUWCr AS His FALSE. iNFaEmFEEioN Ctfti/i (ftPPFtioiK 

AND iO) ia/ 1he RESOLUTION Cf PETiTtCNER 5 CoNSnTUuoNFlL PRdi&LTED POE ftjO~ 

0£S$ Claim. C/\f\DcfJft& V, STEPHcN6, F 5c| 1*7, 40 J-04

FEDERAL. Ha&Efl& RtVt&N or S7nTE CooRT PRoce^iNBS IS dtOVEENEP 6y THE AAP- 
TBRR0RlShr\ f\«U) EFFEGuvE Ot^TH PeHRCTjf ACTfotDpfiJoF ONDEE AFD?\ A 

pETmcNct WHO IS i/4 (WSTbDV ^fONSOUNT To THE S’dDe&n&iT OF A SimE dOoZT^iS 

rtvr entitled To Federal H«8£fvs SF \khth Rc$pc&r 7b /wv cjauv that whs 

ZjWDiCffiED OrtHE MERITS w STATE (UM*r PROCEEDS £6 UNLESS THE /jiyUOiCH/ioAl 

OF THE CkAliRj

0) PESOCTBD IH A DeClSiO/4 THAT WAS CONTRft&f To o*Z ja/v/OkxlED M 

OMREfitCmdlE A??HCJtTtoN OF ClEARky ESTABLISHED LAW AS DE'

°X&WIiNED &f THE S*$A&flE CVDRf qF jHE OhtilED SiTflgS ' OR 

(X) RESULTED )H A DtCi^ioaJ THAT WAS BASED 0/4 JfHREASOMftBkE

OEiEemiHmoki of the Facts \n u&ht cfthe emioBHCE ppe^jtd

m STATE Cod AT WC6EE0)M<!rS. «4g V.S.C.£ <Z&SH(d)

THE )SS0£ HERE iS THAT Bcrffl THE TEXAS tteftiW of PARDONS f PflfttLES AND DiSTRicJ

Coort's decision violates cuzanly established Federal mw as deteriy?infd By
TrlZ. UHi TED STFUES SoPRErPR CmXT AMD CoNPZAOldTsJ Auto IS CcNTRDAi To QtOStcriS

OF the U.S. Supreme Coo/iT And other U,S. COURT or AfFkftLh Relevant CASES.

STAHJiM6 WITH the TEXAS BOARD of thnOcNS f PhROLcS DECISION TO RESC/HQ PftRtiE 

fekEft$>£ To PzMncWER FoK RtPMjSj £>D LTHE %ECck.D INDICATES THE OFFENDER, jfc-- 

FtSSED To FftrCndiFATE cR jNTcNTioNALLi FAILED To CorQfkETE THE TOCS- CIO pROttRArn* 

(APPENDIX 0 AT H). iT 1$ IN DISPUTABLE 7HAT pEuTiOHER OBTAINED A CERTIFICATE oF

ccrnpiUioN Jc/w i^eZoato and The Parole Board was nop fed of this ex<un~
>j _

pRTcRy iNFonmATi C/4 AND /HiS MATZR/AL EWDEWdE /S REpoZTcD /a/ NPPE/LDIx 3 AT*/

• IO'



At IiSu£ HERE 1$/' \NHcTHui Pt7TT,OA/cX lrlA$ A CONST TUnCNALLy ProT£CTEj) f\\6iiT VNOlR

ip£ Out ppocecd ot the Amemomeht to /jot have his A £ lease &\i Parole f\£a*iotb 

&\££D ON FALSE ULfoKrOftTiO/J. SEE ComPARE TavuNSENp v/. SukK^ 334 U.S 731? (fl 

bb)(OoE PROCESS v/OhftuCni 

FALSE HdFoRsn/fTiCM)
FOR DISTRICT Ct>ORT To SENTENCE DEFENDANT &A$cO CN

the DiST/ucr court RESoujf/cfii of Petitioners due Process claw assents that 

“Texas LA»i does hct create a liaerT'/ interest in Parole that is protected &i 

THE Due Process CL/IDDE' (aPPEHDU 8 AT 7) Hcia/Ei/ERj THE 0.3. EASTERN PISTRicT 

OF TZxfiS (li!£R) Court £ RESOLUTION To The FrlSc iNFoRAlATfoU OSEJJ iN flN OFFEhlDER J

Parole Release fi/ES Conflicts \hith That or the PtH ti&curr Court vf Toi^

Monroe v. THipqeaI, <13A Fj?l at

Court REJECTED THE STATE M£,V/rtcNT:i THAT ALA&ftmA PARolE STftToTE CONFERS No U Re Rtf 

INTEREST ,N Parole they MAS REOj cN ADiAiTTEDiy FalSc iNFc^mTioN iN PEN^nct

ft

Parole \nithcoi or fending the DOE Process diAOSEt the Count Held Plaintiff inmate 

WHS EnTiUED To HAVE FALSE INfORm/fT/cN &&PQUCSEQ FRofft H*3 PRISON REMCft^ &*' 

CAUSE DEFENDANTS PARoac OTFiCIRLS ' RELi&tNCc ON /T nHEN THEy KaJc-W it VLAS FALSE,

WAS A FlftC/faNT ABUSE of OiScHtTiCN.

n& United States ,n Whehe the

Like ALrtBAmA PAROLE STaTOi^ icXA 5 ASSERTS ITS PAROLE STATUTES CONFER No

LiBETTi interest in Parole expectance. HoinEneRj the 3card of Papons f Paroles
#■ ■> ))

CAN NOT ENCfACjE IN FLAGRANT OR i/HAUTHORIZED ACT/oN. THE VISCrET/cN CONFERRED

on JEx. Faroe sthi. art. 4St% 862) do hot authorise them to pelly on, False 

in m&z decision tc rescind Parole, therefore^ &/ Rel^inct on the Falcel infor-
i

noATioN in Petitioners Parole File* the Parole 3gakq exceeded its /*uwu-ry 

ondcK Aa142. IS £ 6&) amo Treated rknuoNER AmirzAR<y mo capriciously fAj 

Vicaat/ciJ of ole Process. 7Hem as. (cc)i F M at 4§9 see MenrcE y. thiPGEaj. 934 F.
■" ** ■“ “ J

Ad. at 1^14 ij Assent the False information in Pettiqa/Ecs Parole

File the Parole Board would have Released Hitvi Hue?. /74040 ®n Parole ToteE

-It-



AdCOE AFTERCARE IT/ OAU-ff) 'TcX/tS,

Tfi£ DlSTAliT CO OAT ficSDUJTToAJ cF PaTTTiONQ^Q FALSE m.fCRTf)H7]0H 0S&TO H£~ 

StihjQ Ms Release <sh PaRclE that the Report c.r /hs FZiuolm5 /.i77<Sfm<W ///^TbAy 

Arc iKf THE RECORD (APpe/jQfA'fa fir io) j S FIATcRiHl £VtOE/dcE^/HnT THE PiESpoHo&iT

YiCLRTED FaTlTiObdER, & C.CtJ3 ViTUTtCNALkY FtHTiZiSTEx} /S< A r/1£l\^ IP (‘/liZrdT RlCrHT Tq

Access of r.he cedars Face of j?cTAnu/rrr<«,v] &f usiaJGt rtts 0,5 district Ccuzrs

jifis (DSjjeo? Ffcivojteas DncrHTcM FiuHcr im the Pargue QorRDs OEtiSioM 

SCiNiO HFXtSn&E OM
To &•

fate Ac (npp&yjoix. £ 0rh%)S££ uwrEP HludE WcRKERZ sj, ULINDI& 

bar Awkj 381 us. a I7j ansi (j^bjfaE mtrr m f£nr>c*\a GrodEmme^T for «&•
*>*£$$ cF 4*»<rtfrt4<2L i/4 0C7H Trie *ToDlC.ML AMO AOrWHpSTJSjnT^ FcMfW 13 ftmoun.kZ 

MOST PRECIOUS lUbZRTltS, SftF* CrdfiROED 0y WE &UJL OF Ribt-fTS)*'

THE RECFcNVEMT S USE OF p£n AoNER j fttlGR EUiR 05 Aoc7 O.S. DISTRICT dcoXTS

F)<iVQAC03 /JTULrffi/aM FlMHCf iKl THE PHRgkB. £e/M-D5 PeCiSiCH pRAYcQ A ^ObSTflMTiAL 

Part IH HIS PfEltHiE CM PfiRoAE gi£/Mdr ^t/AJOrO ^g/?U3, &?j F^ /(/^

Amo oirtEcny sjioL/TrfcC) the /y?/t<yi<jTZtf7cs ordsr w johr/sqkI v. Hodr/^ucTZj i#Q 

/?r SiOfi^eiR I^Rj) THE l/?HOI5TEHTE ETdOttE ORDERED THE pRRGEl &OHRQ fh

AO0PT SV RULE a pQUCY C THAT PRbHI&iTS CCW-SiDcSAThW OF lMm/=hES cXtRCiic CF fte

dtodSitTOiiLMfluy ptiGuEATED RiCfHT TO /{<JC£6^> Tics THc-I COURTS* HMD .SHAi.L 3Pc<Ll 

&'£H /JCrivfTy iS WHOLLY //?R£LEv/4Atr re 7W£ rV»*Oi£ DECjSicM FROCE^ fa fORTHc<
Ti-wr

fttQiiiHi-D that THIS RULE &H/\LL ESTADmsH SPECIFIC EmFcraHi3LE SaMC^gkIS Fct Al
_%> J (i

vicafinoAp* thereof, ikI ad Din on the croer. required that All eusnHCt 
FiLtcS fc- RE'JIEiMED For AHO fbROrED a f AH*/ Am AU. pCdUmER/TftTlCM RELATED T& /W

itdrnHnzs

IkimHTES klTi&ATTQM A£T5v//T/ AS THE SpEciFm, jhHIATE REtCmES EUCldlE *>£ fV«oT

ReuizW, cmly dficri wrimai request on ah ikhhate SHALL AMY InTCtHTIOKl FIRTER I ML OR

iMFoRmADoM 8E IMCXUOED OZ RETAlMEO \M Hl$ OL H&> PhZClZ FlkE ,

APPEMDlK EAr/-£ ,4 /yihtER/Al Ed/OE/dcE Ttiftr /tjTiToMEHs
CcsMSTi ruT/QAHAVY fi&ELlZp 

^ICrl-fr ro (kLiE&S TO THE courts PLAYED A iteemtYmL faff- IN IHd PHXOE bond's

-VL-



$££l*iON TO 3£SdlMp fV?ftOk£ RELEASE Jo PETiueNER. SE£ Jorti'iSoM \4 pODRHfOEZ; )|© F 3d NT 

'5)3(5rf/c>*. rtW) TWc FlFTd ClACUir HcU)) ^tHERL MUST BE a FlND/Ndr^ ADEQUATELY SOpfcRScD 

0y 77/t E\/ioe/ic£i THffT PiSteMMT TO AN ESTACiHSHdD ?clus{ or cofiTo^ (FcArnaL oL 

THE 8oa*D RETAXjHTED AGAinst \NRir \NHlTERS FoR ENCrftCuNCt m PPoTEcTcD /tCnUiTy Si 

WlTRttOLDlNC-r PAROLE. THE. ScALQ of PaXDoNS f PflRtxES ' NoV&n&ER l^dOjJ CcRRESpH- 

DENCc (AfPEND>X £) IS CkEHE AND CtN \JlNClHCr EVIDENCE THAT uNOcE Trie 0l3CKETicN 

Of TEXAS PaRClE STATUTES l7i£ pftXOLE ftoMD OECLAKED THE pETmONEii ^ No loNfrER 

tXtCjl&kc Fox THE Fl-g IPTC TRcATrDtNf pROfitA*^ AFTER bt)HCr (j RAnTcD pARaE (/TRpcN-
Pix 0&i)"a$ dtikic, Sectioned Si THE u. S. district Court For Faiuplcos L£6?Al

F/LINCtS^THc CAuSATHE 0Grti>ONENr OP THIS CAAllA J3 AH ADEQUATELY SUPPORTED FiNoMCr

that the Texas Board or Pardons e Paroles Polio/^ statute or cusTem played A 

Part m IT'S Rescission OF Parole Release, to Petttjonb^ and 'Fiat 3ur For the 

Boards Podc^statute or cusTom tejfTioNcp weuw not Htne seen denied Pelfbsp 

cn ParclEj ano without a procedural due Process Hearing-.

thc united District court Failed to Address ok PepnoujleoijE BeTTicner s 

Const, t^onai claua that he was Denied Due Process whew the Respondent 

REMckIEO Him fROrn rHc PARGUE Bo,ARDS ORDERED Ppe- PAROLE FV5 IPTC TREAT­

MENT PROGRYW) AKlO RESCINDED ffS (j&fWT Of PAXOIE WTTHcoT Pi pEUOCfFiON HEAXJHt; 

AS DESCRIBED IN MwRi&Ey * 3*£WE?t Hoff a& H7iHo\mE\JcE THc HbGi$D>aTEs 

CTodse REPohj £ RECommcNOf\T,oN concluded That * Pct,t,one*i~ Had no Liberty in- 

TcRcsr im ?arclE that trici&cPSd any pu£ Process process despite the Conqit,cnal

CittTMT OF A RELEASE DATE (APPENDIX ft AT ^lt) AND CITES SEXTON X. WISE, 4<?4 |f
Conclusion ~ 7 ri

\nk>(S^ctR <97S). Hot only do this <2#$£"CoNVtwxn'3 ano is Contrary ,o

SBUcRAE dNlTEO STATES SiSPRcn\E COURT'S PEC-i&oHS^ fT CONFLICTS WITH OTHER 

ON (led STATES COURT of APPEALS DECISIONS. AODIcnONAlJy. UNLIKE SEXTON 

violated A Watte Role -THAT AESULJcD in the R£$Ci$j/c*J eF release on ParclEj

the Petitioner. Release oni Parole w/?3 Rescinded &ased of false mFcaim-n*/

-r3-
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-jN° WITHOUT rt PROCEDURAL HEFUDNCi, "7tyc ESSENCE 0F ?PHOL£ IS RtLEASE Fi\om p*tSc*4 

MFcUt THE CwixTJcH 4T JiENTdlte^ QN THE CONDITION THAT WE PHLSonER A 6 IDE 6i CEEiAtN 

ftd/jFS OOR/NCy THc BfilANtZ or THE SENTENCE*' MoMlSSt'/^ >40% d«g, at 477 THE PeTiTIcnE^

Y/AS etfwra Parole To Pre Parole fi-6 iptc treatment ftotrvw with the r^,- 

SlTc Trimk*&Qti &ATfi$rACT0 R Y OF THE VoU W/U. 0£ fltLESB)

OH PaPx>l£ TX) AW AFTERCARE FACILITY** \niTH THE StlCMj 3PeC//U. /Vtfo/.E FaEASE 

CaiiXiTiartS (APPtAiOiX D />n) fcTiTiONcp earned a CeruEicatil of compaction ju/.y 

l5 o?^(0 /m/0 W/?3 PfteCcSSEDTo dt RELEASED A(J6dST lZ ^(Afl /rr4). )F"the 

Vii CRITERIA rn£T THEN f\ RlSERn/ /a/7Eft^r A3 Ofc>7c£> /07 «S. CtL. AT <m0.
hleWtUc^ feT/nONER W/W RtmoUED E%o/r? THc F/-3 jprc PRE-PaRolE

TREATMENT rfoQ&RArfi

f\USd%T IHj AoJLOj RELEASE ON PAROLE Tb THc AdoQE AFTERCARE Ff\£Hjy DftkkA T&ftS

WRS FESClNOcDj /wo FcWiONEE WAS RECkABSlFfEO AND TNANSFtRED To A

CORFy PftlSoN without a PROCEOUZAl. Due Process pfcAi.u\lOi.

mAxiom 5c-

THU United STATES MPilcrffc Cou<T GECOSION In jouMC, \1. HARPER Solo d<S. )ij 

S.d6. i IV6j I3JI. Eel Xd <27^19^7} 7T-/c Court qrrntcO certorari Aajo ATFiRm^o 

HoADtAlC, WAT THE PREfARajE. CoaJDiTJoaJAL SuREXi/lSloN PpOCrRArn(gRCC7RAnp)

Kino of Paicle rnd that due Process mandated Wat Respondent* a ike a Parol^ 

WAS OoNDmoNAiiy RELEASED SETore He F1N1SiiED HlS TEEFl.

WAS A

the tenth circuit Cover 

oF/imM m Hnuren v. iooMCr. H f 3d. SUi(io^m ms jW ft?P£UAnr Cover «=- 

the penial cf appemanHinmaTE‘s Petition For writ cp habeas Corpus > anq

INSTRUCTED THE WRiT To ISSUE ONTil APPElXANT WAS Pt'iNblATEO IN STATE S PXc pARoiE

Conditional sopaidisiotj PROQ&trfl (pRoerRAtrF) APPELLANT HflO A LlSEKTy
INTEREST /a/ tfc* 

AND A FREANlNCr CppOETl'MAlNiNCr IM THc PRoCtRArq AmD TERMINATION \NiThCOT NOTICE

UNiT\( To Be Heard vioaatso due Process *

7A/ PermcNcRS CASEj he WAS, REMOVED From the Fi-5 iptc pREpflRo/E 

mEAT FRoCrRArflj AND HiS RELEASE 0fU PhrokE RESCINDED
TkcAT-

WITHOUT NOTICE AND A w&w-

in&Fol opportunity re se Heard in niontt/on of tfis due Process Rights under the:



7N£ M7*1 EAfT £>r THE CIjUiTcD STATE'S CDHST,T07To4^

THE DISTRICT Co OUT’S t\£SOujJ}OtJ qP PcTi7TonJ£/^ s Ft AST A*JEHDHIEMr RiGHT 7b
it

ACtc.53 of THE C00/03 FREE Ffcom PeThliATioH ci/um Conflicts OB GoHTRJtOKTS 

OtC).srcu/ of vf£ Fifth diRCun coopt of MVemS irt 5^o V. Uj±_crjhwa±$j8z1
E IH2 (S^dlK ft 87)^ j3y OcClOii4(j THAT H\si>CiHOt»t6t PcTTTiOJERS pEkSARBE oH

Parole Akio BehioMiH6r Him Ffcom tHe lFrc /forp/jaous: TacRTmcMr

^ Trte’ OOA/^g^)0t>idE3 Of Pj5TiTJoaIcx!s Tvip of Fkwlokou*,

Trti RESULT OF 7&jAl Lh*l'\fl(>i>EHDIX. 8*r J©)aJoT KciTMJttHoA), Stc 3cj?J0 

lU^I/H (ScRies Cctnpkflitjr

C« mtXflWTS ARE

wts not so^tscr to dismissal om the grcoaio that the 

ALkcGtffiTofil MEREiy £Tflrm$ LEGAL COimcmJSicaIS. £ title's QUtim THAT

Board & Pa rooms peaiied Hun Pm&e. PrivuECjE at k£ti$r id SmtahVal 

PA£T i>ECAV)3£ HE Hao PRjtsilouMy FrAcO LAxHJUtTJ fttmST pRi$OH OFFtZiftL\ 

TriO$i MlCi/tuNGr CcmSuT/T/oaIAl Rt&HT To &* FRorO fkorq t^ETAljATToid FoR,

JLoiiih)AMA

SEEKuiCr A&6E&S OF THE. <Lao£T$> o.S. CchST. f\m£HD. | J "*

Trie tflATERWL Ed/PEUdE \H APPENDIX t A HO F BlEARIY pReu£S THE RESPONDENT t/<£D

fl&Fii)cH£fC*> pREjiousiy us. District court /aihsoits aho ohieuahce cm?/uamq

/feH/Hsr Phi SOW oma/us /u THE PaRjd AC Boards QcsaSiOAl To RcSCJMD ?ARa£ 

fi&SRSE. SEE JbHHSoH * RcoRK)UEX HO F 3d AT Ml) THE doaRT a/ECO

/F /U /» K0W£4 &M&1 IkiSTMCe. SUCH A trdMdXAL APPROACH pi<\p?£td$ VO p£SuiT

\H THE CofvUXS AOMERSE. dOISICEXATJoN OF A EtNER IMMAtz's CcAJSTffdftGlAWf 

PROTECTED WRIT W*i7«)6t /KJtoiTy Unu/Ndr ACTUALLY Pl/lyEO A pftRT iH /r'S

PtHiHL OF Parole To ,hat Pahtcvaae inmate> the* that may 0E ado&bzd

A*0 RPDABSScD Oa/Dea STANDARDS COfaHHHABLc lo tHoSE APplRfi&i£ To The 

PcTaUaT/CaJ THEORYf

the Parole Boards /Jcyeid^er ixjiozo cohres/ooneearE % PeTockier
_ e

the Board OSELared Him Ho komdrciE eligible Foe ihe Ft5 tPTc PreParoie 

TtcffTmENT PRo&Rftm AS S£W4 SmOUMED BY THE U.S. DISTRICT CoorT For Frnoj»X>

- 15'
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jJLCtAL FiDN6$ (ftPfdNDiR E fiT 2) IN ITS OtClSiCM To HtSClMO RELEASE <N ?AROkE,

Petitioner's RETAuRTon theory
TliE ELEMENTS of ft CkAlnj Ja/OER A ReTftmTtcM 7W£o/*Y ARE m£ PEJITJcajERS iNHOeATicN 

OF ft $p£QFit toNSTiToTicNAL ftlCtliT* /He RcStpoNDENT iNTENT'To ftcTftLlftTc- fUSA INST Trie 

PStfjJlONFPy Foti rii$ £x£Ra$£ Of THftr RICtHTT A PETAL iHTo Ay ftOUERSE ftdT /(NO 

Cftp&ftTtOAjJi ^SdT Foti THE RiTAUftToty NlOTNE. THE COrtpImNED OF UlClPENT,

NcT HamE oc&JRREj?* Woods V. SmtTH, <*C F 3d ilUj lUek&>TH CiR ;995) tdte. OEniED^ o.s. 

_ Hie S. CE. ScCj/. £c/. U JHllm**) IN THIS cfti£} PeTiTicnER mo$7 ppC\/£ THAT He £H<M4£d

tN constitutionfhiy protecjeo u ri&ftTou A&nirfij were denied parole* and that such

AmoN was TAKEN To pUNiSH Him foti /iflviNG, RLED LANSO/TS, EXPlANAH tut,

II F 3J IW<e(5 tit) CERT. DctU£Dj 513 0.$. US S.C4. 3l2e /3o k. <=H &A 

£75(\(\c>li), SEa ALSO SaAio V. rflEtOdcHS oFLa. ST/Tit dd. bF Pardons $Ul FJJ ///<£ //I4 

(5likui)ei&7), Trie. RE1£\IANT ShCMlACr IN JcJCH CASE3 MOST 8c rfloxE THAN Vie p£Ti- 

TtoNtZS PERSONAL QcUEF THAT lie /S ThE \J/CTim RETALI A n CN "‘EOjUmOS* 5lF3c(

AT SSO,

ftTiTioKlH AROiOES THE J'OLy 05^007 0.3. DISTRICT Court's ORDER OiStritSStAlCr ftS rRt- 

yvktpos Hi5 AANSOiT

W«JiD► » •

CLftims (APPENDIX £ ftfl^nlE RESPONDENT u££D >N THE OcciUckI 

TO Re SClKlp RELEASE <N PftRoLE A AS NO RekeNAMtf To Hl$ CURREmT dOMVKLTlCN 0c- 

CAUSE Trie Lfl\N6UtT WAS fikED UNDER TDCJ'CIO CAUSE No. UH ■ \Hltt2.- 03 flNDTlftr

The Respondent thsaoch the Classification Division and Parole division khan

Of cA SHcaJ> HftNt. kWookl ft-RgkJT JrfiS f/lNQLQOS LjTi&AuoN fktoL To THE PflR&£ 8cft®$ 

c®al Tt> ApftNT PcTtlPcNZiL PftftQLiE To ITS Fl~5 IPTC pPepANfOkE THcATtyicNT Pfto£rEftn7 ' 

UNDER. HiS CURRENT TOES’- £ fO SonkIKVoN CAaSc M»- HH' Cj^to ■ 13 To WHICH HE

Has no fkivckoos as. district dou^r Lawsuit Fuin<t$. tHe Respondent offers

No ExpiftNftTioN ftS to viH( HE \NAiTcQ (JNVL Tdc PcTTTtcNBl SftVSFAdToRy Cc/ypliTfcD 

Tie FP3 iPTc Preparoie treat/ticnT Program and iajas processed For Release 

on ?Moi£ To AN AfTciCHpE F/fClUTy 7o DECLARE Huy? No loNC/EE EUCrlBlc Fai

~ fd) "



ft* THE n s iPTC PXcMfitr) AS feMCr SftNCTtcM THE U.S. DISTRICT CocUT Fct fc,yftftg 

IfhMSO/r ftUNG'b '(/lEPEyVOi* C fiT j) BDMXDS, 51 f. 3d AT 5&0

iNffanfiTTort \MtlS AVmtElE Pp\ctt To Trie. pLACeWeNT of PdTuttMcP IN THE Ft-5 

\?TC PpEp/TRiOid TZ&firtErtT ppo<SRAm.

\NHcN THIS XiVCt/TTiCN

PdrrfcAtcKS RemunTew theol^ ferment* wfis First IHocesseo For rtauiftsc Jbiy 

iSjJo&o ON PftHoLd 7o THE /}&&£ AFTEPcaNE FftCiL) 7y PaUAS TEXAS 3dT Dud 7a CcN\0 

lec-KOOW &/J Jai'i JCJZO HftcnMb AjU PnaouE PcIEasES His Pelease

PdTpONEA WHH£ ON AocXDCNaI PeTuioaJcZ HAD PtAiEVMCES AND^OSo

ISIOS4. tomMAmwa that He /s 3£w& eePcsex, /„ me exmot cct.o 

roes - &ofwS3 Prison staff ano House#

w/?*s

VIMS 0/
\N<TH OFFENDERS \NHo Nftt/d dORlD Syrnf-

Tons ANQ ADmiNiSTN/flioN iMotiNCr H*S con?plNi/VT(fopdNDi* F/>r J- ‘f), yp£ RdspcAioENr 
Jt£nUi*B>*7Tf£ PftRO/E dCTUV PdSdhEAUDdO pEnTJoJER fop HaOUSE A*MST

cuPMo/JL to the. fidCDd Afc-?<!**£ FACiUTi OftURS TEXAS. Houvev^ AucosT iH*Sb 

ptmONEt ViAS RimoVEQ F*«>n? JrlE Ft 6 I PTC fKcfo&lx. TREATMENT PPobKArf)

?Kftd£D IN TrfE SPECIAL HoOSlNdr UNIT*' THE fc'.SpONPENT DcGXarE# Htrt
ft HD

MO lonlOnEE FLICrlM
fee. ni€ PI'S itTC PHEjftEpiE TH&fTmEAir PPotrAMj AS EEiNdr SMCVoMSD &/ THE U.S. 

District douET tit FrWolcds lAiNSotT FiuNttS Amo rlis fiWusr !J^cAo Parole fadAsl 

ms <h\nc£lED. w///a£ M THE Respondent was puN&me, PcTu,onep fa Hming-

Fm> OtM*Mft=sttcMiH3W F*o*joao&osi' JOHNSON v.Rqdk,90£^ no f 2N nt 

313 CS^ox iwt) ay his PcTTnjsrrcxy an in? on sn ftEseiuoiNdr Parole Release.

W SiSPPOHTj-m fcnncNEZ AROOcS TuftT Hfto THEaE HoT BEEN A CooP tf koCXoouoN 

CM Jury O^aoac HnoiMi all pHga£ (b-uF/tcr^ He vJooivr&^ &ienSo> JVe'i 15 

J°SO rb ni£ ^Bcon HFTcRCHXc fikMlTy, YHe R£3poHtXMT no /VoT UStTO ?gnTlONcCs

fHio^ Rimio«3 UTIWCH m-Miry uml Jbiy Aoac(fie?aiO<A 8 /trio) shmt<.y
Ami. Perm>na fueo ejM£//>N^i*dkj/omluy /vw^aounsiDsy (nmeom. f at /-u) 

®wy£ H,m ™cm Tri£ FhS tPTC **”*<* to****. &ir fie me

7»C rhecie 8ot*i> vioo/o hot hhh£ HcStmoeit P/uto/e R£U£ft&£ re feniiaHcg 

« shuth, io rM Hk^nuU^Ams)
vucoos
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firiAL CkAH*\ Dm Oat Trie E^UAL pRolaCTioU CLAUSE R-TiTiotvcZ rfltur pricric 7Hc tEHEiiCiSc 

Of PuXpO$EFOL RETALIATION FlOTNFDNS Trie RESPONDENTS ACTtOKj TtiriT CAUSED THE 

YAROlE ftoAXO To RESCIND PAHoiE RELEASE To NirO^ MS ClESjOj V. HEfllR, ^3{ d$ ZLT{ 

oLV 93 (in7)&£ Also AMM6T6KJ Hie^hts 

H26 U.S. AT 2J&jtMeH-ieip J 0/Ni6j ^4 U.S. at £36'40, (tHc. RETAURTok\J pUAPOhe cF

A pAKTt-
AND tier ** iri SPirc of* Tri£ 

ADi/ERSc iriWCf iT WicULQ riAUc OH Trie pETiTouER. Woods v/. cOW^i? <fj>) Fjy ^y

*A-<>5(5rHa£ HV).

BT ISSUE H&Cj Trie. RESpoNOENf THROUGH 7Ac TEXfTS dcAKO oF PAROCNS ^ PhAoLcS 

fttffnjATeLO A ARM ST PETfTi *BECAUSE of” HlS ExERCIUNCt CoNSTiTdTcNftU'f Pro- 

TcCTcLQ RtOriT To ACCESS The Courts throogH fyntENANCES AND LA\NSdiTS ASriiNsr 

Prtl&OAl OFFICIALS (APP&JQIA £ AND F) A$ com PARED To ffTHcR OFTcNQER^ Si MV LARK'/ 

SlTunTcO iajthc. fi-5 lire pheparole TReATmeHT PAottRRm bur did ajo~seek, Access

To Trie. CodUSJ Wric Coi/lpltTOO THE pi-5 (PTC ?%CPArojl£ PRCdUltn. /WO WEHc RfuT/BSO

\L WeTRopCLOlGri HcusiNCj DejEloPwENT CoRp,
•j

M EQUAL pPoTECT/oN CONTEXT IMPLIES [rVP/JtS TART Trie RESPONDENT SELECTED 

COWL CouASE Qf AcTioN at LEAST isi PART Cl fotCAUJx. Of”

©ai iHtiR. serif woEN Parole RELEASE Pate. sotf/iSchi v. Rodri<QdEZ^ no F3d at SiO^S7**

CnUM])

8. IMPORTANCE of THE QUESTIONS PR£SEMTkO

THIS CASE PRESENTS FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS Of THE INTERPRETATION Of Tri£ 30- 

fRErod Court of tae united States OecisioaJs in tj\f£ cases Relevant to the
____  t

?£m)0a/£* S Lt&ERTi INTEREST IN ParolE UNO&. 71HE Cue PROCESS CLAUSE of THE

M /ln?f/J£?n?ENrj(0 NiiETiicR the iy]AN£>ATcas lanoaciE ViiE use ‘of tre Phrase 
>> *

'Shall be' in tsxas Parole Srmrom aktmue 44.I6 $ i5({) 7bctETri£R with th& Faroe

Board's ohoEheo Panone jo it’s Fh$ iPre Preparole Treatment fkoerRAMS

bf THE PHRASE. ' WILL BE PROCESSED FoK RELEASE typj&JOIX D *T l) CREATE ANa £R-

ffCTANCi For RELEASE* A Al0e/oy INTEREST ftoTccT£p UNDER. Trie QUe PricCESJ

USE

Clause

6F Ttic IHtHAmEAlD/AENT AS 0£iCR\st£p w &OARD OF PARDONS / RU£N. ^ .

-is-



4T 374.-78(^67) quarwCr CiPBEHholtz V, RTAirtL coo?. Comply <?<| 3. cl. gio^7<0

&) WHtTTHc^ P/?/30A/c£ PfiRTKLlPfiTtfiit, iAy T£//^S Pr£ PAROLE Fl-6 ! PT<L TAtATni&UT Pxc* 

RntMl/f 8 Cc^nrJ7T0Ai/)uy PROTECTED 00£ PROCESS Ri&HT 0? Trie H**A/i?£Mi>/t?&n’

To A pPoCEQORftL tf£ARirtCr &£FcRE He oft. 5Hc gzf pEMO'leD FpOr/\ lT AS 0&~ 

SCRIBED IM M0XIUSS£y/ V. ^RZWcRJ Ho# U,S. W(\<m) Mg ^CiMJCr si. HftRPEZ, $£0

u.s. m(\% 7)
(3) WHETHER PcriTToUtzK^AhlD lF SOj To WHATc^BHT) EMTOi ft FEDERAL DUE PROCESS 

aubttr OF THE HrH AMENDMENT To NOT rifiVtf /V/5 RELEASE on Parole RESCINDED 

M THE PftR&E dcAROS USE OF mfbzm/rnaj IT KkIcsM To Be FALSE rtJ DESCRIBED 

IAI CornpftRE ToWNSEND V. SuRRE^ 33Y 0.3. 73L(M%)

(4) WHETHER PcTiTiCNER'S CcNSTnXiTicHftL. PROTECTED FtRST AmcMDm&dT R,e,rtT WAS \110- 

jLftTED \NRcN THE PftROLc. ft CARO USED Hi3 PRior FRlsIOicoS lECrAL FiL/aIGS /a/ IT& 

DcdlSlCjJ TO RESCUE PARMc RELEASE. UNfldO ttft/UZ WORKER'S si. ILLINICS

7133 A/-, 387 t)£ Ai\ <m(/943)

THE A&OME C0M$,TiUI7i&NAL qO£S7ioNS ARE CT PfREHT pUB/JC, imHOWf^Fr BECAUSE The 

ifNlTEO STATES SUPA&rtE OooAT's \C@W9A\JW dLARlFCfTTtCN of tfj EftRUER Qc^/okI 

)H THESE CASES Will Cease OR END THE \MiQE SpREAO A&iCE or DiSCRchctJ 87 

STfiTL Parole. &card ond&l state Parotc AfotS jn all So SWES and the DiS/hcr 

(QF COUMBiA, Z(U I He SJi&Nf QT fHc LARGE AnVtkf/JT of JliTiCiATicH GHAUENOjIHG THE 

LoA&ravrwNAur/ of smiz Parole, statutest guidance oh THE abome que$t,c*js

16 ALSO \mPC/LTAHHE To pR/ScuERS pARTf dipAVNCr ft/MD SUCCESSFULLY £<WpLEVNC7

PfilPnpouL THERrmErtT PPoGAatns cede* Sy THE State !s Parole Board

IT SFTECTS rHE UNDERSTANDING Gf UJHETtfEA THEY WILL P>e' RcJuEASED ON PftAoic 

WHEN THE/ Alder the IteEtfEQUICHES AHO ftEJQOtFEnn&iTS OF THE ffttfoRt*. T%£H7h&r 
BuDMAmS rtAhjpftTcRY LAA/&UA6E ,

77/£ ISSUES iHlPOHTftHCE /a ENHANCED 3/ THE Fact THAT THE

m/ THU Ease HauE 3Erh>os /aiSiHTcaprejcD Board or fbRDtws u. tiller *183. us.

-H*
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AHD

STATE 8AR

JBc CFhJ&E

lower. Courts



QTr-
gjyooQ >Pt*Q7 3HJL JVHL £>YJ ?Hl N3 037py(4N3 $1 fJOUPP^b lynonaisLtyO? C3PxW 

3fio&y PfU J<* 9XW°? 3WPVJ0S C3IMIP OZiWfl 3HI JO poWXfOdlM1- 7fU

^XorvjpQn? jyyj M ogmvj Idvpviy ?»H '33H°?n?<i ?hj. juhl si <£»sio/?y</ pioHNK 

?Hl LWJOVP ^ vop y fvpHM r*7W ¥3Jjy jprypti 3JVWIDP jo AjMi/M'?? ON SI 3}f3HL

3miN\ ?p?m?Nt ?uk>? N( pops 1 77/M vo? y jmhl £5~m? % i sp gif hl»* mv*l

- SIPHON $u2 7w/srii/d 01007*. PH? 7fO PH JJJHI f9?W£r P3&HL 'xZLNVJ Jk/HX poj }jO

r*«V»r V p?mNOO JON OIQ P3tO»U3d ?h! 3000739 03(7*30 3H3M MP'hlH ?jvil9?&y 

ji pyjjn /y7A f*bfpcn a'tno/A oyyoM/iS JUHL jpnpy ^ UJPUJPUIINP MV SlVWPMlPsCI 

1°H 77//Y\ ypyoiitjpy PHI pvflt/zpp fCfPH3lM y0p ?/<y HQ(u/?ITdd*f 3HJL 3Mn73[J jON 070

■ohs siyyddV jo jtpw v ‘hwjQwppW "apyooos 77/m phl juhl wntey xoh gsoa

(u&?)/'jTteyiyjyM jo zi^yu**? V^ jvhj wicnoH (?oq?)'&'/? L&S'r‘n?a/>'?op 

A 13^777w r// oEmmuo jcjpop ?w3ndo$ spimp c?jj rf> phi ry3Hiwj

jo fi&xny Jno^fuiM
JM

270*# to pvtcppPH *4 j$p}/pxHt hx'jpgn j3 c^h lyjso any w*Q0H<} jlnpimlw3*a put 

S-U pioxvdpyj $yx2z ox pyotsm aziNyyip wr* yynoinip^ cjpo<y*odgpy phi Mil

■wm.
?>H GPHWNy 3H PHOJPQ 03?y3n3M fCt7VNOtHOt*o? fHM 'ppioiUJj y jmt jhpCVo<&3U 

c
* ?7o?yj$y any jroyy^ NPPHJ3Q y?H3HjyjiQ !U?y ON SHHX W9HI '9HOU2PJ0M 7bf\W3?0V(j

ptyjx3? jv*p/d?y jH3or*ods3tf opju/ohvu/ ogpiQ^y ^70 juhj any nowy jq awy v fvm 

(iWdWcQ L»'woy<t no/siMevns iynoa<onoo pJoWdity phi jytu vntcnaH 'opLpyyjy any 

opjwn? wo? ?Hx(LW)r^-Lb\ r£U ?n ot5rx?d»ytf 

iwpvjps teuae opj'np m jo non i7Po ?hi onyr(j>ibO ^opr frn 'xjjovnj&xip w 

dp»ty?s?o sy Jxpuxrrsujy vLh! ?hljo PPphyj p???o% ppo phi kg Qpiis&Vd mob yd m

1XW0U.l,32 A tynpojs M Jpooz

xspHPjnt Alhp&h v spjlvpw (p)bn t' £& § jui? Nty Q?N) 2£pjhjs 370?yx?yM?N 

2X17 f myH?,?psn o$rv h?/hm ((0$t% %rfo w)zmm iiwvj ?y*u <u 7w^

HPO1 9/ houm o± (tof~ £p-lh £ 'unv pooo ww/') pjqj.vj.£ prowd r yNHJJ*o]/j Hi ,7ry//9.
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|MTHl$ C/?5£ H/?3 <Sc*|CHJS4y' tfU$lUTcKP>\£uEQ THIS COURT'S DEC IS I OHS Sy DECjOiaICt 

TEXAS fmOLE STATUTES tCUFcAS A/0 11 BERT INTEREST M faRoiE, THEREFORE ?ET>Tick/ER *5 

CoNSTiToTicmAL LUUrTlS AXE fijcr CqOa/jz/uE .

XMMATE DECLARATION
X, STEUiE AbiOfiE ftoe>E.RSOhii DtCJJWE UNDER pENfttFj Of PEfyUty THAT TriE 

FoR6o\HCr WAiT £f CEPTlORHRi is TRUE AND CONNECT^ aHo THAT THE OoCUmcNTS

/a/ Afpemdik A'F are troc Copies or the omi/*#LS. <p8 u.sc. % nm*
EXECUTED oN THIS IT*Qfiy Qf fc&ROAXy JiOSiQ

sSIoaJcs & Ak$6{d£>/9

CONCLUSION
AB04E THE ENTRANCE inTo THE UhiiTcO STATES SUPREME Count ARE THE v4oRD3

EQUAL EJU$)T)iE Fhft ALL iB'f TH/3 Tone PeT/TjcHcA pftflys FoR pE\SlE vsi OF 
H\S C.OAS'STlTuT/QHAL CLHtmS on 7H/2 MERITS.

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

tf

Respectfully submitted,

^IhJlP d. V

Fez /7. Jo&3Date: =J

END

',£l ~


