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( ﬂpPE/umx?),l) cgénTED AN “ exPeCTANCY Fox REtEﬂsz” A ABERTY WIEREST FRo-
TECTED UNOER THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE oF THE 147" AmenomsnT U.3 GnsTe
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AcT:;//T)/ PLAY A SUBSTANTIAL PART 14 THE PAROLE Borko3 DECISIoN Te DENY/
RESUND FrAaRous RELEASE | |
(5) WHETHER PENTIONEL WAS  DISCRIMINATED AGAINST AS CompARED 7 oTHER PRI
SONERS PAXTICIPATIAG iN THE PRE- PAROLE f*l'5 IPTC PROGRAM BUT DI NOT 3ick
ACCESS oF THE CounTS IN VeLATION oF THE EQUAL PROTECTieM CLAYSE of THE
W™ pmanomenr U8 ConsT, ;Ao 5
(&) WHETHER THE BISTRIETCOURTS  BESOLUTIaN 13 CONTRARY 70 CLEAKLY ESTABLISHD
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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

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

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

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[Vf is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix Bt
the petition,and THE REAORT £ AzCommanDATION oF THE MRGISTRATE JUGE,anD BT

[ ] reported at , ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[V is unpublished.

[ 1 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,
[v] is unpublished. :

The opinion of the TEAAS COURT OF CRWMINAL AREALS WR-24, 3716 coyyt
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ ] reported at : ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[+ is unpublished. PEMED WiTAeuT WRTEN 0RDER oM B fil [a0 )

1.



~ JURISDICTION

[v] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the Unlted States Court of Appeals decided my case
was NONEMBER 28 01

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

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 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. § 1254(1).

[.7 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

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

appears at Appendix

[ 1 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 INVOINES FONOAMENTAL CONSTTUTINAL. RiGTs o |

(1) FIRST Amiémonian; oF Ummj STRIES ConsniTii _IJ WHICH PROWICES |
couc',z:.ss SHRLL mﬂK:: MO j AW RESPECTING AN ESTRBUSHMENT oF
ReELGION, ©R PROMIBTING THE FREE EXEXCISE THEREOF | oR ACGALOIN G
Trie FREEDOm?Z of SPEEA, OR OF THE FRESS OR THE RIGHT OF THE
PEOPAE PEACABLY To ASSEMBIE | AND To PETITION THE GOVURNMENT
FOR A REDRESS oF GRIEVANCES :)AMD
(R) FOURTEENTH AMENOMENT To THE UNITED STRTES CONSTITUTION , ainieH
PRowDES ) SeTion OME:UALL PERSON Boral eR NATURAKMZED M THE
uun‘r:'o STAIES ), AND SVBJECT To THE JurISDICTION THERE of, ARE CITIZENS
OF TRE UNITED STATES AMD OF THE STATE WHEREIN THEY RESIDE | NO
STRTE SHRU. MAKE ge ENFORCE ANY AW \wWHIEH SHALL ABRIGGE
THE PRINNEGES OR IMMIUNTIES oF CITIZENS OF THE UMITED STATES,
NOR SHAAL ANY STRTE DEPRIVE ANY PERSON oF LIFE, LIBERTY o¢
PRopERTy WITHOUT DE PROCESS OF THE AAW * NeR DENY To ANY PERSOM
WITHIN ITS JURISDICTION THE EQuAL PROTECTION oF THE LAW
THE AMENDMENTS 18 FNFOREED By TiTacd Y2 SEeTion A5, UNTED STTES CODE ENRY
TERSON WHO, UNDER ColoK OF ANY STATUTE 4 ORDINANCE | REGOLATION, cdSTOMS OR YOAGE,of
ANY_STRTE TERRITORY 0% THE DISTRICT OF CoLumBIA, SUBJECTS o2 CAUSTS To BE SUBECTED, ANy
CIMZEN OF THE UNITED STATES OR OTHER FERSONS WiTHIN THE Jui SDICTioNl THERSOF THE DE-
PRWVATION OF ANy RICﬂﬁ'SJ PRWILEGES oR IMMUNITIES SECURED BY THE CONSTITUTION. AnlD
LAWS SHAWL BE LIABLE To THE PARTY INTURED IN AN A¢Tion AT LAW, SUIT 1N £ Uiy
OR OTHER PROPER PROCEEDING Fb:& REQRESS | EXC=pT THAT W ANY ACTiOA) BROUGHT AGAInsT
A JUDIC/AL OFFICER FoR AN ACT QR emnussION TRKEN 13 SueH oFFiesR JUDICIAL CAPAeITY,
INTUNCTIVE REUEF SiAL NOT BE GRANTED JUNAESS A DECLARATORY DECREE WAS VItIE0

OB DEUARATORY RELIEF WAS UNAVAIABLE, Foe mite PURPOSE oF J7ys %&“) ANY Aer oF
CeNGRESS APPAICRBIE EXvSivery TO THE DISTRICT OF CaLumB/R SHALL BE CONSIDERSD
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T BE A STATUTE OF THE DISTRICT OF COWmBIA .
STATEMENT OF THE CASE
AUGUST 0L 013 PEMTIONER, STEVIE ANGRE ROBEXSON ACCEPTED TME STRIES AER AGRCEMENT

OF 15 YeARS CONRMEMENT IN TEXAS DEPT. CRIMINIAL JUSTIC: - INSTROTTOVAL CORRECTIONAL DIWISIon]
(TICT CD) 1N CAUSE Ne. (1H-0760- 13 For THE OFFENSE OF FAIUAE To REGISTER AS A SEX OFFSIRR,
DECEmBER 19, 2019 THE TEXRS BOARD oF PARDONS ,?'/’/?ROAES ORDERED THE GRANT OF HRALE
7o ITS PRE-PAROLE FIFS IN RISEN THERRPEUTIC CommuniTy [ !PTC) TREATMENT FRo&RAM Wirrt
THE REQUIRENENT, THAT UPenl SUCCESSFUL CompRsTion OF THE FROGRAM Yoo WilL BE PRo-
CEGSER For PAROLE To AN AFTERCARE FRCIAITY Wit SPECIAL PAROLE ConOITION, [ﬂms/vmx

D x I). PETITIONER SATISFIED THE FI-5 1PTC. TREATMENT PROGRAM'S REQUISITE BY mw-
NG A CCRTIFICATE OF COMPLETION AND THE FPAROLE BCARD PROCESSED Huﬁ For RELERSE
ON FAROLE To THE ABODE AFFER CARE FROMTy DPALIAS TEXAS (A?l’cﬂDl)( 8 araz) JuLry

I1$2020. BUT OUE To CoUID- 19 LOCKOOWN ON JU 09,2020 AL AAROLE RELEASE &“ﬁé
PeSTPONCO, WiHIE ON koeKDownl PETITIONER FILED GREVANCES B 1020 jd 394 AnD 2020151 -
054 COMPAAING OF BEING EXPOSED To THE DEADLY COVIO VIRUS BY PRISon STRFF Ao
HouSE0 wWiTH OFFENDERS wWHO HAUE COVID SYMPTENS ANO ADIINISTRATIoL 1GNORING:
ComPIMINT (APPENOIX B AT 1-4),

THE PARCAE BORRD AESCHEIVOED PEMTONER For REASASED AvcusT i7 4040 on
PAROLE To THE ABCDE AVFTE:‘RCME FRQLITY DALLAS TEXAY, HowEueR oN Aucust 14,2030
ADMINISTRATIoN REMOUED Him FRoM THE FI-5 IPTE ROGRAM 3 AAceEp Him ia THE
SA5iAL HOUSING UNIT, RETiTIoNER WECIEVED THE BOARD OF PAROONS € FAROLES AueusT
Al,A090 NoTICE To OFFENDER oF IT'S REAON B RESCND RELEASE o PARCE (D) omg
RECCRO INDICATE THE OFFENDSR. REFUSED To FPARTICIPATE OR INTENTIONALLY FARILED To
COMPLETT THE TOCS-A1D PROMRAM (nﬁwo:x Dar ). FETITIONER. WAS RE CLASIIFIED AND
TRANSFERED To A MAXIVAY SECCRITY PRISON. WHERE O NOuEmBER (9,300 Tric AR
BERRD'S CORRESPENDENCE  STRTES' FETIONER 18 Mo AoneaR EditnBis Foe e FI-5
IPle TREATMANT FRoarAm AS BEinlG SANCTION BY THE U.S, DISTRICT CourT For FRiws
KEGRL FikiNe:S ; HEFERRIA G To U.S, DISTRICT CouRTs JULYAS, 2007 oraR (ﬁPPa'\ID/)( 4

AT 1) 4



REASONS FOR GRAN_TING THE PETITION
A. THE LOWER Covii's DECiSION AND RESOLUTION OF PETITIONER.S GONSTTUTIOUAL.
ClmmS CONRLICTS WiTH 7HE DECSIONS OF THE UNITED STRIES SuPREME

CORT'S AS WEAL AS OTHER VNITED STATES (eudT oF APPEALE DECISIONS
RELEVANT To THi& CLAIM,

FIReT, THE UNITED STRTES ISTRICT CodRT For THE ERSTERN DISTRICT oF TEXRS

(YR o»wswu) ACOOMTION OF FNTIONER'S  LIBERTY INTEREST \N PAROLE CLaim
DireerLy “ContRADITS” AmD 1S “CONTRARY T6” To THE DECISIN OF THE YN

STATES SUPREME COURT N BOARD. of PRAGONS V. ALLEA, 48 U.8. 369 (1987) 75

SUREME CouRT HELD, “ THAT THE MANDATORY ARMIGUACKE 1A MINNZSOTA 's PARGLE

STATUE (REATES A WIBERTY IMTEREST |N PAROLE THAT TRIGGERED DUE TROLESS
_»
RIGHTS WHEN CERTAI ConOMTonl WERS mET,

PETITIONER ’;@owrs T THE MRNDATORY LANGUAGE USED W TEXRS PAROLE SmTUE
AXTiCLE 4218 8 15(F) wrlieh STRTES |

BafoRe QRDERING TE PARONE cF ANY PRISONER , THE BORRD may ot MRY

NET HAVE THE FRISONER ATPEAR BIFeRE i1 AND INTERVIEW Hami. A FAROLE
‘SHALL' BE CROERED OMLY For THE BEST |NTEREST FoR TrHE 30CIETY, NOT

A REWARD oF CLEMENCY, iT SHALL NQT BE ConSsDERED A RedTianl oF
SENTRNCE ok A PARDON. A PRisodER,  SHALL  BZ PMACED on TRROLE

ONLY WHEN ARRANCGEMENT HAS BEEN mroZ For His FRGPER EMploY-

MENT OR FoR HIS MAINTENANCE fwb CRRE AND QHEM THE BenRD

DELIEES HE 1S ABLE AND WILKING To FULFILL TE OBLIGATION OF

A RAW ABIDING CMIREN. SEE CREEL VU K&sWE, 9.8 Fd AT Til
N. 3¢ 5™az 1991) |

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT FouND THRT SUCH A FROVISION WAS oF SLIGHT
RELAVANCE T THE QUESTION oF WHETHER AN INMATE ENJ0YS - A- CONSTTUTIONAL

AIBERTY INTERGST AS DESCRIBED IN ALLEN, i07 & CE AT .,m,za}
7 B
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- THE MANDATORY LANBRAGE (SEO iN MONFANR S PAROAE STRTYE (MonT codE ANN. g
%-&3»’20;)(;935) J§ IDENTICAL T& THRT USED IS TEYARS PARUE STATYE (ART'CI.E 42.i 8
_:5(?)),?:250@5 ELIGIBLE FOR PAROLE IN MONTANA |
{ J)\&SU&}EC'T To THE FOUOWING RESTACTe NS, THE 3oA%0  SvALL” RELEASE
0N PARGLE ... ANY. FERSON COMFINED IN THE IMoNTARAMA STIRTE PRISON
OR THE WOMEN'S CORRECTION CEUTER . ,  "WHEN IN TS OPInNON] THERE
{5 REASONABIE PAOBABILITY THAT THE PRISONER (AN BF RELEASED
WITHOUT DETRIMENT Yo THE PRISONER OR To THE. Comrrzuum/,"
Q) A Paroie ‘SHAL 32 OROERZD omLy Foe THE BEST |NTERESTS «F
SCIETY AND Mot AS AN AWARD OF CLEmEey ek A REPUCTION OF
- SEnTENICE 0% A PARDON, A PRSONER "SHAL. BE PLACED onl FRROLE
N WHEN THE BOARD RELIEYES THAT HE 13 ABLE AND WILING
70 FOUFIUL TRE OBLIGATION OF A 1AW ABi10iNG em,z::‘u:)l'd
AlLen, io7 8. ¢é, At 2430.

PETITIONER ARGUESJ THAT HE MET THE CRITERIA oF THE MAUDRTORY AANGUAGE §4ST-

FoRTH IN TEARS FAROLE STAVE ARTiaE 4318 SJs(H Bgcﬁuss,“ﬂno e Nor THE

 PArone BoARD wourd NOT HAVE" QROERED THE GIRANT OF PARQLE DECEMEBER i,
2019 T0 TS5 PRE-FUROLE FI-5 IN PRISen THERAPEUTIC COmmvm Ty TRERTMENT
PROGRAM (APFENDM D ar /)) )

THE UnNiTEQ STATES DiSTRICT COORT RESOLUTION CF PrmiTiONER LIBERTY INTERE ST
CLAIM 1S THAT TEXAS PRROLE STATYE HAVE BZEN REPEATEDLY FOUND NOT To CRE
ATE ANY FRgrEcTED biaem‘\/ INTERZST IN PAROKE AND CITES CREEL V. Kgcwq'?gg
F2d 707, 112 (57 er 1990 (e ST TExAS 1561 S CATORE AmIEnED 5§ 8(a) Acpine-

iNG THE PHRASE " SHRAL RELEASE wirh Te PHRASE ‘mAy REWEASE') THE Discr
CoyrTS RESOMITION OmuITED THE [MANOATORY [ANGUALE OF THE PHRASE' SHAWL &=

USED N TEXAS FAROLE STATUE ARTCAE 43.i8 $ 15(%) Td Ceec AT T/l W3
PENTIONER ARGUES, THE MANDATORY LANGUAGE 0SED 13 Aercns 44. I8 5 15(6)

.,b-



_TOGETHER WITH THE REQUISITE A PRRONE RELEASE CopnoiITiond REQUIRE MENTS OF
HE PARLE BOARDS DECEMBEER 13,2019 ORDERED CiRANT oF PRROLE TO 1T PRE-
PAR0E FI-5 1PTC TREATMENT PROGRAN THAT  UPoN SYCCESSFUL /$ATI $FACTORY Com-
AeTion @F Tric (1PTe) PROGRAM ,'You wiLL BE * PROCESSED For RELEASE 7o AM AFIER
CRRE FRGWT'/:) CRERTED AN “ExpeeTANCy BOR RELEASE #rPznpiX O ar I)A LBERTY
INTERSST PROTECTED UNDER THE DUE FROCESS CLAVSE oF THE 14T AmenomenT
PETTTIONIER SATISFICD THE REQUISITE oF THE FI-5 1PTC TRERTIIENT PROGRAWT $
REQUIREMENT BY SucceSSFULLY ComPLETING TAE FPAROLE ORDERED F1-5 1PTC TRAT
NENT FROGRAMN ANO WIRS PROCESSED FOR RELEASE Avgush 17 A0J0 on FAROME
| To THE ABCDOE AFTERCARE FACITY DRMAS TXAS (APPENOIX B AT 4).
THE LowcEK COURTS HAS SERIOUSKY NMUSINTERPRETED THE UMITEO STRIES SuPREME

C0URTS OEciSion 1N BOARD @F PARDON V. ALLEN, 452 U.S. 369 (1987) Govermme
4 33 -
“LIBERTY INTEREST 1M PAROLE | AND ENTER DECISION THAT 13 “ CoNTRARY T0” pnp’ eanimapicrs’

. ¢
CLAEARLY CSTABUIHED FEDERAL LAWL AND CONFRONTY FACTS THRT ARE ¢ MARTERIALLY
INPISTINGUISHABLE. From REWEJANT SUPREWIE CGOURT PRECEDENT YET REACHES AN

OPPoSITE RESULT. Wiunm V. TAYLeR, 529 U8, 3462 405'01.;(510%)

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT iN ALLEM EXPMINED 73 OECISICN, SEE QVERYIEW;

“MTER BENG DENIED ARROLE, THE (NMATES CAIMED THAT THEIR CIVIL
RIGHTS WERE VIOWTED BERVSE THE BoARD PIB NOT Fallow THE
PAROLE ELIG BILITY CRITEXMA NOR DID IT PROVIOS AN EX PAANATION R
ITS OENIAL oF PAROLE. THE APPELIATE COURT FOUND FOR THE INMRATES.
ON APPEAL, THE CouAT DETERMINGD THAT THe STHTE FAROLE STRTUE
MaANT Ccog ANN. g%-,?? ~Qolﬁ‘i65)(wnm 18 IDENTICAL T Tx, PAROLE
aTRT, A2k, 14.19 § /5(1;)))) CREATED A LIBERTY INTEREST IN PARe RE-
LEASE BY s USE @F MANOATORY JANGVAGE To CREATE A FRE SUMPTo
THAT RELERSE wWouip PE GRANTED WHEN THE DESIGNRATED FINDINGS
WERE MAOE. THE CCORT HELD T™AT 7HE RELEASE DECISIoN Wwas

_7-



NECZSSARILY SUB)ECTIVE AND PREDICTINE THAT THE DISERETION OF THE
BRABD wAs VERY BRonD, AND THAT THE BOARD SHOULD RELEASE
THE INMATE WHEN THE FiMDINGS PREREQUISITE To RELEASE WERE
MAROE, THE COURT CONCLUDED 7MAT THE [UBERTY WMTEREST wA $
Pxorae'r’r:o BY THE DUE PROCESS CLAUGSE OF THe 14 ™ AMENDMENT,
“Tug Couﬂn REJECTED THE ﬁzc:mmmT THAT™ A STATUZ THAT MANDAIED
RELEASE :F WHEN | CR SUBJET To’ SucH FINDINGS BAING mADE,
PETITIONER RESPECTFILLY MOVES THAT THE UMITED STATES SUPREME. CQURT
OVERRUAE THE DISTRILT COURT S -KESOLUTFOM eF M4 LlBEra'q INFEREST cm»m"‘mr
THE Ammom»r To Téx. PﬁRoLc STAT. qva 18 § 8@) agpmc:mo, THE PRRASE ;wm_
RtLtﬂSc WITH THE ?Hmsc mnq Rc.u_ns:.. "To EnD THE cxpt.cmucu‘ OF RELENS RS
DESCRAIBED M QPPEND;K B ar ZLB BECAUSE A3 ARGUED, PETTMIONER MET THE
REREQUISMES oF THE mm.wm\, LANURGE JSED 1N TeX, FAROLE STAT. ART 4),
/8 § I5(F) ALONG WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE PAROME BcAADS ORDERED
GRANT FAROLE. To fRiz- FRROLE F1-5 IPTC TREATWENT PRoGRAmM (APPENDIX D AT I).
CREATED AN ‘SxPécmNey OF RELEASE ¥ A LRERTY INTEREST PROTECTED @Y TIE DUE
PROCESS of THE IM™ AVIENDMENT
SIC:NIFICAM‘TLY THE 729(/15 PARCLE STATUE ARniclE 42,19 §15(-f) LIKE THE mMOJNTANA TAROJE
STHIUE  Monll. €002 pin. § 4l A3-201 (1985) AND LIKE THE NEBRASKA PARoLE STAUE B,
REV. STAT: £.83-1-114(d)(1981) USES MANDATERY LANGUAGE  SRAL. Alone, wird
"Wikk BE' USED N THE MANDATORY AAMGUAGS OF THE ORDER PAROAE T PRE PAROLE
FI-5 P12 TKEATMENT Roaram (HPPSNOX D ﬁrl) To CREATE A PRESUMPTION THAT
\ PAROLE RELEASE \WiLL BE HRANTED WHEN THE DESIGNATED FINOINGS ARE mAaRS,
CRenedT = H4Q 43 AT 12. BritioneR SATSFIED THE PREREQUISITE " oF Tix. PAROLE
STAT. AR, HA.18 5 I5(F) MBOGTHER wiTH THE REQUIREMENTS SETFoRT IN THE Pe-

AR FI*5 1PTC TREATMENT™ PROGIRAM'S REpUIREMCHTS | HE EXPSUTED To B RElERSED
AGUST 11,2020 on PAROLE To iHE ABODE AFTERGHRE FACKITY DAUAS TEXAS, 3E&
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SRS
BoriRD eF FAROONS v ALLent| 483 US. AT 378780 (1987) rfe unigo®SopRame CourT He:.g“;p
THE CRITERIA (S MET, THEN A LIBEATY INTEREST 1S ¢ REATED.

THE '('OWEKL Counrr :S' RESOLUTION PEPRIVES PENTIONER OF A (enSTITUTONRLLY P(?O?c:'&_"@
RIGHT To A tLuezsrm' /mzrzc:sr’)w RELEASE Ol PRAOLE unoge THE 1H™ Amenpment oF
TRE UNITED STATES  ColSTITUTioN

SECONDLY, THE BOARO OF PaROONS € PAROLES AUGUST 41 2030 Nomee To OFFENOER oF
MS DECISION Te HESCNDJDENY AELEASE ON PAROE STATES FoR REASNES] () “Tre
- RECORD INDICRTES THE OFFENDER REFUSED T¢ PARTICIPATE IN ok INTENTiIONALY FAILED To
COMALETE 7o TDCS- GO FRoGRAM (APPENDIX D Ar2) HOWEVEK, THE DISTRICT CourTS AE" ‘
SUTToN “ConTRADICTS " THIS EAITICAL METERIAL EVIDENCE By DECIDING FTiTioneR
INSIST THE [NFORNZATION THAT LEQ To RESLBSION OF HiS FARDE GRANT (INCAUDING
LITIGATIoNd DIINSSD AS Frw:wu@ wAS Fm&i) ANO THAT THE TKUE mMOTWNATGA Fag
e REELSSIod WAS RETARLIATION [ﬂPPEA/mx Bar 3); BUT THE MAGISTRATE JUPGE CORRBCTY
FounD THAT THE RECORD CONCLUSINELY DISPROE THIS CLAIM,

PEMTIoNER ARGUES, THAT THERE 18 A MATERIAL VARIANCE. BETNEGN THE RECORD USED BY
THE MIACQISTRATE  JUDGE ANO THE BOARD OF PARDONS ;r’ FPARGES AUGUST 21,2020 Nofies
o OFFENDER ©F ITS REASON To RESCIND Him RAERSE oN PAROLE (APPENDIX D AT ,2) .
EVIDENCE 13 MATZRIAL IF 1T HAS Somé LOGICAL ConmcEeTion 75 A CoNSEQUENTIAL AT
UNDER BRADY /ﬁwJ DJTY To DiSCOSE FAVIGRABLE EVIDENCE 7. FETITIPNER, /& CRUT(CAL Ty
PETMIONER $ LLAIM oF [ALSE INFORmATION VSED To RESCIND PaRonE RELEASE, BRADY v
MARYMAND, 373 U, 83 83 s ¢t iI?LIJ' 10 L.&d Ad A5 (:%3)'“ -

THE INForM7ATion THE BOARD oF PAROCNS ﬁ; PARDAES (J3ED To RESEIND FenmioNER, RE-
LEASE oN PRROLE MT,‘;IHE BECORD INLICATES THE OFFEMOER REFUSED To PARTIGIAE
OF INTENTRANRLLY FRILED 70 ComPAERE FE TDAS- CID PROC’véﬂn’)nls FHE FALSE yFoR -
MRTION. CLMML FSTTTONER ARGUES | BEeAUSE [T 18 INDISPUTABLE HE SATISFRCTERY Com-
AETED THE TRE. PAROLE FI°3 |PTE. TREATmMENT PROGRRM BY OBTRINING A dERTIE: -
E oF Q@MPLETION TIY 18,8020 gup Tha mATERMAL FRGT 18 EVIDENCED IN

-9q-



THE REPORT AND RECONMENDATION OF THE MAMSIRATE. Jypat APPENDIX B
AT Y. THE VARIRNCE OCCURRED WHEN THE DISTRICT <o APPLIED P"TiﬁoNEﬁ{s
PREVIOUS FRIVOLOUS LAWSUT FILNG A3 HIS FALSE INFORMIRTIoN CiRi (ﬁa;’mo:&
D AT 3 ano iO),w THE Rasowﬂw oF PERTION S Con STITUTION AL PROTECTED DUE ﬂwf
GE38 CLRIM. (ARDENAS Y. STEPHENS, 820 F 8d 197, 201-02 (3™ @R .,?ow)

FEDERAL HRBEAS REVIEW 0F STATE CoURT PROCEDINGS i3 GHOVEENED BY THE AT
TERRORISM AND EFFECTIVE OEfTH PENALTY AcT (AEDPA)OF A, UNDER AEDPA, A
PETITIoNER WHO 1S i CUST'OD‘/J “PURSUANT To THE JUOCEMEINT oF A STRTE c;oom");s
Nor ENTLED To FEPERAL WABEAS REVEF \wiTH RESPEAT To AN GAIN THAT WAS

/?wQDicma:) Ok THE MERITS "IN STATE CGCURT PROCIEDINGS UNLESS THic AQUOICHTOA
OF THE (LAIM
(1) RESULTED IN A DECISION THAT WAS GONTRARY To &2 INVOAVED AR
UNREASONABIE APPNCATION OF CQLEARKY ESTABAISHED LAW RS DE-

TeRMINED Bf THE STREME oURT oF THE UNITED SRES ;- oR
() RESWTED N A DECISION THAT wWAS BASED 0N UNREASONABAE

DETERMINATIN] OF THE FACTS [N LIGHT OF THE EVIDENCE PREGIIED

IN STATE QOURT PROCEEONGS. 28 1.6.C. g 2A54(d)
~ THE 1850€ HERE 1S THAT BOTH THE TEXAS BeArD oF PARDONS ;‘; PARGLES AND S DISTRIT
(ouRT'S DCCISION VIOLATES CLARRY ESTRBLISHED FEDERAL LAW AS DETERM 1nicp ¥
THe. UNITED STRIES SUPREMIE  (pakT™ AND “com'/momr.s ” I.f"c‘onlf'(ﬁﬂ‘/ 70 DECIS1onS
OF 7iHe U.S. SuPréme CouRT AND OrtcR U.S. COUKT OF APPEALS RELEVANT CRSES.

STARTING WiTH THE TEXAS B0ARD oF RRDONS € FAROLES DECISION TO ASSCING FARME

:?ELEﬁ S To ATieNEK Fox REASN[S] 6D “THE RECORD INDICATES THE OFFENOER. Re-
FUSED To PRRTCIPATE 0R INTENTIONAIY FAIKED To COMPAETE THE TDCJ- CiD PROGRAM
(APPENDIX O AT 2) iT 13 INDISPUTRBLE THAT FEITIONER OBTRINED A CERTVFICATE  oF
COmMPIETIONT JUk 15 dozo AND THE PARGE BRARD wiiS NOrFED of s s EXCUy-
PATORY INFoRmATIen)' " Ao LS MATERINL E(IDENEE 18 REPORTED IN APENDIX B AT

.Io~



AT 135VE HERE 19, WHETHR PETITiONER HAS A CONGT TUNIOMALY ReTECTEY RICGHTT UNDER

THE DUE PROCES OF THE (N AMENDMENT To NOT HAVE HiS RELEASE on FAROLE RzemiDep

. )
ansan oN FALSE INFORMATION. SEE LOmPRRE TOWNSEND v BURKE, 334 U. S 73& (19

bB) (vz PRocESS VI0RATION FOR DISTRICT (bORT To SENTENCE PSFENOANT BASED oM
FALSE FORMATION,).

THE DISIRICT CeurT™ RESOWTiN OF FETITIONER'S DUE FROCESS Cirim ASSERTS THAT
“TExAas LAW DOES NoT CREATE A LIBERTY INTEREST IN PAROLE THAT 16 PReTECTZD Of
THE DUE TROCESS CLAVSE, “64/’:"5/\101)( 8 ar 7) HOwWiEVER, THE U8, EASTERN DISTRICT
OF TEXAS (THER) Codrr S RESCRUTION. To THE. FALSE iNFORMATON JSED i AN OFFENCER S
PAROLE RELEASE FIAES CONFLICTS WiTH THAT of THE H™EIRCUT (ourT of APPEAL For
THE UNITED STATES il MoNRYE V. irHPCn.AI B2 F2d A Hﬂli-‘fj(m () WHEHE  THE
COURT REJECTED THE IJTATE ARGUMENT, n{ﬂT ALRBAMA PAROAE STATOXE CONFERS NO LIBERTY

INTEREST IN FRROLE THEY MAY RELY oN ARDMITTEOLY FArsc INFcIZInﬁHO/J N DENYiINCG
PAROIE \WITHOUT OFFENING THE DUE PROCSSS CLAUSE ,l THE COURT HELD FPARINTIFF INMIATE
WAS ENTITLED To HAVE FALSE INFORMATION EXSRONGED FRoAy HIS PRISON RECORO3, BE -
CAUSE DEFENDANTS PAROLE OFFICIALS ' RELIEANCE ON T WHEN THEY KNEW 1T WAS FALSE,
WAS A FLAGARANT ABUSE OF DiGRETION.

AKE ALABAMA FARCLE STRTUIT ) TEXA S ASSERTS rrs PARGLE STATUTES (oNFER Ao
LIBERTY INTEREST IN PAROLE FAPEGTANCY, HOWENCR, THE BOARD of PARDoNS ,é’ PAROLES
CAR NOT ENGAGE INQLFLRGR/?N"T eR (/N/?umomzs_a* Ac‘nm{) THE DISCRETION CONFERRED
on TEX. FARQE ST AR 4218 $8@) DO NoT AUTHORIZE THEm To REWY oN FALSE
IN THEIR DECISTe T RESCIMD PAROLE . THEREFORE BY RELYING tw THE FALSE. INFoR-
MATioA 1N PETONERS PAROLE FILE  THE PAROKE BOAKD EXCEEDED ITs AUTHARITY
UNDER ARE.42.18 § 8(3) Ano TREATED [ETTiONZR ARBITRARCY AND CAPRICIOUSLY il
ViowATion OF OIE PRoecsS. THomAs 91 F L ar 489, sz MoNRCE v. THPGEN Q32 F
Ad. AT 1341 - ‘{,Z(ilﬂém l‘l‘il) ABSCNT THE FALSE iNFORMATION ju PETTIONGL 'S Pﬂaou:

FIE THE TAROLE BoarD Weuld HAVE REIEASED Him Aue, 11,2020 o PAROE T8 Tt

-”_



ABcoc AFTERCAAE FAALITY DALLRS TEXR'S,

NEXT, THE DISTRIET COURT RZSoMTiol eF TETHIONGRS FALSE INFORMIATION USedTo RE~
SCIND HIS RELERSE e FHrRoLE mﬂr ™E I?cPOU oF 115 FRWOLOUS A'ﬂm 'flﬁTorl\{
ARE IN THE RECORD (APPEN Q1K B Ar 10) ;s “narna EVIOEReE THAT THE RESpoNomiT
VICLATED F’ETmoM:R.s cwsmunomnuy PRRTECTED |97 AmEN O mIENT RIGHT To \
ACESS oF THE CourTS FREE oF RETRNL ATeN BY USWG HIS 0.5 DISTRIEF CQURT S
JUIN 05 2007 FRIVOAoUS AITi&ATioN Fimlcr IN m:. MRReE (30RDYS DELSieN T Re-

8¢ REAENSE oM PRADIE (ﬁPD:NDM #r /“2)3 UNITED ME WORKERS W, ilL)NDIg

v%ﬂ A33N 38q U,s$, 3[7 3—2&@‘?@5)20}: AIGHT Tb FETiTion@ GOVERNMENT FOR RE-

DRESY oF &Rn:\lﬂM&: iN BOTH THE SUDICIAL ANO ARDMINJSTRATNVGE FORYMS 8 Amouni

"
MoST PRECIOUS \IBERTIES SAFE GUARDED BY THE Bild oF Ri&HT3).

THE RESPONDENT S USE oF PETTioNERS FRIGR Ty on dee? US DisTaer 80URT G
Fivokeas AITeATIod FIMNG IN THE PARoLe ReArD'S Dec:ss_ou' ARYED A QUBSTANTIAL
PART 1N HIS RELERSE O PAROAE BmG RESUNDED, JEAIS 821 F 2d 111 , 4578 gD
AND DIRECTLY NIOLATED THE WIR&ISTRRIE S 0NDIR. iM _JGHNSON V. Komwm:z ilQ
F 3d s 3:05"’ €R 199 7) THC WMAGISTAATE TWGE ORDERED THE PARQLE BOARD 7§
AOQPT &Y RULE A Poucy “THAT Pﬂomerrs CONSIDERATION oF INMATES EXERCISE OF iF€
CONSTTUTONAILY PROTECTED RIGHT To ALCESS To THE COURTS’ ) c‘Sﬂfu.!.. SPECIFY TiAT
SKMH AGTIVITY iS WHOLLY JRRELEVANT To THE PAROE DECision ?&oc:s%:s, He RORTHER
REqumEDd?Hﬁr TrI8 RULE SHALL E3TABLISH SPECIFIC,, ENTORCABAS SANCToNS FOR AL
wmﬁﬁwﬁmsﬂior’. i Anomoua THE OROER REpumc:Ddi'Hn'r AL EXLSTING iNmAaTES
FIRES A5 REVIEWED Fod AND RIRUED of ANY AND AL DecumiENTATION RELATED TO AN
INMATES WINGATION. ATWITY AS THE SpEciFie InmATE BECOmMES EhicaBuE 08 Press
REYIEW, ONLY UPON WRITTEN REDUEST tn AN INMATE Sithid ANY LITIGATYON MATERIAL oq
INFORmATION & INCAUDZD 02 RETAINED IN HIS & HeR FAROE Fins

APPENDIX E AT/ 18 MATERIAL EUDENCE THAT ReTiTioniERS Consm IUTIONAY IRITECTED
AeHT To ACCESS TO THE  (0uRTS PAAYED / 8uBSTANTAL. PART IN THE PARDE Borko's
..j ’2...



DESISION TO RESCIND PRAGLE RELEASE To l"t-.uumtEK SEc JorNSOAl ﬂoa:zaounz: 10 F 3d AT
313(5™ei2 1997) THE FIFTH CiReuiT HEWD, ‘THERE pUST BE A Firl DING | ADEQUATELY SUPPORIS
BY THE EVIDENCE THAT PURSUANT TO AN ESTABUSHED PoLIN orR cusTom (formal ok INFrny.)

THE BoARD RETALIATED AGANST WAIT WRITERS FOR ENGAGHICG in PROTECED ACTUITY BY
WITHROLDING: PAROLE, THE BOARD oF FARDONS 'a' PAROES  AlOVEMBER 194043 CerRESpal-
Denci (APPERDN E) LS CAEAR Ant) CONNINCING EVIDENCE THAT SNOEL THE DISCRETIed
OF TEXAS PARONE STHIVIZS THE Parole DBOARD Oecmxw THE PeTiTONER. Mo dowseR
EMA BLE Fo»z THE FI-5 |PIC TREATMENT PROGRAN] nr-ae BEING (—‘,-;emra) mec(ﬂﬂm
DX O Ar l) AS BLiNG SANCTIONED B8Y THE U, 5. DISTRICT CourT For FRMOLOUS LEGAL
FLW&S TH: CRUSATIVE COMPONENT oF THIS CARIM 1S AN ADEQUATELY SUPPRRTEQD Finpind:
THAT Tite TEXAS BOARD OF %&DM;‘ PRROLES  PoLiey | STATUTE 0% CUSTem PLAYED A
PARZT 1IN iT'S RESCISSION oF PAROAE RELEASE To ri:‘n'ﬁouz@ AND THAT BuT FOR THE
BoArDS Poricy STATUTE or CUSTom IEWTIONER WoulD NOT HNE BEEN Demich RELEASE
N PAROLE, AND WITHOUT A PROCEDURAL DUE FROCESS HEARING.
“THE UNITD SIS DiSTRICT COuRT FR :LEO 70 ADDRCSS OR REUNOLWLEVGS FETITIONER 5

CONSTTUTIONAL CLAIM THAT HE wins DENIED DUE PROLESS WER THE RESPONOIENT
RemovsSD Him FRom THE PAROE BoARDS CRDERED FRE- PAROLE Fi-5 PTC TREAT-

AS_DESCRIBED IN_MORRISSEY v. BREWER, 08 ud 471 (1979) HoweveR THE MHaIsears’s
1 ‘(
TEREST N PAROLE THAT TRIGGERTD ANY DUE TROCESS PROCESS DESPITE THE ConoiTion AL,

Creawr o A RELEASE DATE (APAENDIX B AT 9-16) Ao ¢TES Sexron v. Wi, Hi4 F g
cw«usm .
7o (5™eik 1974). NOT ONLY Do THIS Case” CouRADIT3 " ANO 1S Cmmmy 7%

Sl:tlc:(ﬁ[,, UNMED STRTES SUPREME COURTS DECISIONS, [T CONFLICTS WITH OTHER

VIKATE) A BTATE RuLE THAT RESWTED 1 THE RESCISIION oF KEMSC o Parosz,

7AE PENTioNER A&keAsE oN PAROLE WA s RESCIMDED PRSED oF FALSE INFORMATY

-’3-



_AND WITHOUT 14 PROCEDURAL HEARING, °‘7‘HE. EISENCE oF PRABLE 1S RELEASE FRom PRtsw

BEFoE THE ComprsTion QF&NI’:':AB!:: QN Tife COUDITION THAT THE PRISONER 1810 8Y el

RUES DURING TiE BRIANCE oF 7z SEMTENCE, Mothlé&-.y 408 0.5. AT 477 THe REnGouR

WAS CRANTED FAROLE To PRE FARAIE FI-5 IpTC TREATMENT FROGRAM \\iiTH THE Regui-

sz 7iar CoPoN SATISFACTORY coMszou OF THE PPROCRAM YoU WL BE RELESED
ON PAROLE To AN AFTERCARE FACILITY * wirw e Betow SPECIRL PAROLE REASE
CONRTIONS (APP::NOM D ATI) EVTIONER EARNLD A CERTIEICATE OF COMPASTION JULY _
15, QORO AND WAS PRECESSED To BE RELEASE) AddyST 17 A0RO(APPNDK B AT 4), 1F TH
THE CRITERA 14 MET THEN A ABERTY INTEREIT 13 CREATED Au_ud i07 s . AT Q420.
HOWEVER, FETITONER wWAS REMOVIED Fram THE FI-5 IPTC PRE- PARMLE THCATMENT TROGRAY
AUGUST 14, A0RO0, RELEAJE on PARQLE Tb THE ABCOE AFTERCARE FREILTY DAAAA T8MS
WAS RESCINDLD, AND FETITIONER WAS RECARSSIFIED AND TRANSERED To A MAXOM S&-
CuRMTy TRISON wiriouT A PROCEDVERL Duc fRoccSS HeEriney,

THE UNITED STATES SYPREME CovkT BELHSION IN Youns v HARPER | 520 8. M3, ) H?

S. dé HH8; 137 4. £ A a1o( H‘i7) THE CQOURT (1RANTED CERTVORARI AND. AFFIRMED,
HoxDiNG THAT THE FREPARCE. ConoiTion AL SvpERVISION PRoa/zﬂrnéRo&m:n) WARS A

KIND CF PAROAE AND THAT DUE PROCESS MANDATED THAT RESPONOLNTS, L 1KE A PAROL
WAS COMDITIONALLY RELEASED BEFORE HE Fimis NED HIS TERM, THE TENTH CIRCLOIT CoveT

«
OF APPEARS Al HARPER V. YOUNCT, &Y F 3d. 5,3 (10" 1995 ) THE APPELUANT Coulr™ Rs-

VERSE) THE DENIRL OF APPEIAANT INIMATE S PETionl FOR \WAIT oF HAGEAS CoRPUS | AND

INSTRUCTED THE WRIT' To 1S3UE UNTIL RPPELAANT WAS REINSTAIED ind STRTE S 7RE- PaRoLs
CoNDITionAL SUPERVISIo! FROGRAM (PROCRAM) APPELLANT HAD A LIBERTY INTEREST i R
MAING IN THE PROCGIRAM AND TERMINATION WITHOUT NOTICE AND A MEANING OpPORT! -
UNITY T0 BE HEARD VIOLRTED DUE PROCESS.p
IN PETITIONER S CASE) HE WAS REMONED FROm THE Ft-5 1PTC PREPAROLE  TrEHT-
MENT PROGRAMY, AND HIS REUTASE o PAROLE RESCINDED WITHouT AOTICE And A mMEan -

INGFOL OPPORIUNITY To B& HEARD A VIOMITION of (4§ DUE PROCESS Ri&HTS UNOE T

- J4-



THE 14T AMENDMENT OF PHE DUITED STATES CONSTITOTRON,

THE DISTRICT COURT'S AESOwwTioN oF PETITIONER'S FiRST AmcADmENT RigHT 73
Alz 35 oF THE COURTS FREE FRom RETALIATION aimm uCONFLwT..S O COMTRAOKTS ”7'12
OceISrod of 7z FIFTH dmeurm ¢ouRT of ARPEALS N SSRID V. LA Bd. of ArocNs 82
F.2d 112 (5™aR 1‘187) BY DECIDING THAT RE Sc¢iNOiNG PETTMONERS RELEABE oN

Pmeou: AND REMOVING Hm FRom THE FI-S 1PTe FREPAROME TRERTIENT FRcc:Eﬁq

4‘ THZ CONSZQUENCES OF PETITIONERS TWO DISMISSALS oF FRWOAOUS ComPuAINTS ARE
THE Rr:.SUKJ' OF TEXAL LAW' (ﬁPDtNDD( Bﬁr)‘b) NG RETRMURTION, SEE 31:)'00 8 Fas ur

Hlo? iy (£cﬁms ComPLAINIT was NoT SUBSECT To DISMISSRL oM THE ER0VMD THAT THE

ALAEGAITON. MERELY STATES LEGAL Coneassionis, Scaic's AN THAT Low's) ANA

STIE BoArp OF FTARDONS Demed Him Paace PRiviLEGE Ar AERST 1A SVBSTANTIAL
PART BECAUSE HE Hap PRENIOUSAY FIAZO LAWSUITS AGAINST  FRiSoN OFFIGIRLS,
THOS, VIOATING 13 ConsSTiTU oalAL. RIGKT To BE FRom FRrom RETALATIoN FoRr.
SEETKING NeLTSS OF TiHE CaURTS V.S, COnNST. AMEND, ')n

THE YATERIRL EVIDEMICE (N APPENOIN E AND F CLEARY PROVES THE RESPONOENT 18D
REWTIoNER S PREVIOUSY U 8. DISTRICT CourT AAWSUTS AND CRIEIWCE ComPLAINGS
ACAINST Rusom OFFICIALS [u THE PARDAE BOARD.S DESCISion] To RESCIND Faros
REVERSE. saz JeriNsSon Y. ROORIQUEZ 110 F. 3d a7 3le(57eit 1391) 754 Loynr A

“UF IN A RARE, GIVEN INSTANCE SUeH A (IENERAL APPROACH (HARPPENS T RESUCT

IN THE BOARDS ADVERSE  CONSICERATION of A GIVEN INMIATE S CoNSTITOTI AN

PROTECTED WRIT WRITWG ASTITY  HAauint & ACTUMLY PLRYEO A PART IN s

ANO REDRESSED UNDER STANDARDS CompARRBIE To THOSE APPIICARLE T THE
oD
RETALIATION 77/.:or<y
THE Pn/?o,(c BDﬁRDJ AovemiBiER l? AOAO CoRRESPONDENE To FETITIONER CLERRLY
$rATES, /r/c Borrp Dafkﬂ)?cl) ///m No hodaR ELGIBIE Foe Tre FI-5 IPTe FeE PARowE
TREATMENT FPRO&RAM A S BEWNG SANCTIONED 8y 7HE U.S. p1simicer Couorl Por FRivaous

-15-



LeGAL FilNGS v{ﬁmsuuu £ AT 2) 1N ITS DECISION To RESCIND RELEASS on PAROLE.
PETITIONERS RETALIATION THEORY |
THE ELEMIENTS OF A CRAIM ynoEE A RETAMATION, THEORY ARE THE PETITIONIERS inNIOCATION
oFLLﬁ SPEQIFIE  foNSTITUTIONAL RI&HT:’ JHE RC SPONDENT JNTENFC.JO RETARLIATE. AGAHINST THE
PETITIONER For Hi$ xéReisE oF THAT RIGHT, A RETALIAToRY ADVERSE ACT, AND
CAUSATION [ ¢., “BUT For THe RETALIATORY MOTIVE THE COMPIAINED OF WNCIDENT... \ouip
NoT HAVE QecsRRED. \Woows . SmitH, @0 F. 3d 11l UL (BT ek 199‘5) 65T, QENIED __ 0.,
i1 3.¢¢, 800; 1. £d.d 747(1956) in Bus CASE, FETITIONER praudT PROVE THAT HE [NGRGED

(N CONSTITUTIONALY PROTECTED [ TiGAT ad ACTUITY, WERE DZNIED PARDLE, ANO THRT Suer

ALION \WRS TAKEN T0 PUNISH tim FOR HAWING FIAED AAWSUITS. EXPLAMAR [ne, W
™

NIRRSH, Il F 3 1284, 129 (5 ar) cerr DENED, 513 U.S. e 515 8.0¢.32) 130 4. &d ad

275(19%), dez Arso SER10 v, MEMBERS _oF AR._STHIE 8d. oF RONS 8AI F 2d 1413 1114

(5%21‘787). THE RELEVANT SHowiNt (N SUCH CRSES MUST BE moRrE THAN THE PETi-
TIONERS “ ERSONAL BEUEF THAT HE 13 THE \ICTIM oF RETALATION 2oniAR0s, 51 £ 3d
Ar 580,

fETITIONER ARCWES THE JULY 05 2007 0.8 DISTKICT CoURTS ORDER DISMUSING RS FRi-
Verous HIS AAWSHT CLAIMS (RPANDI E ﬂrl))'n-h:‘ KESPONDENT UGED N THE DeEct Siond
TO RESCIND RELEASE o4 PAROLE HAS NO RELENANCY To IS CURRENT COMVIETION BF-
CAUSE THE AAWSUIT \WAS RIED UNDER TDCS-CID CARUSE No, (14 i462- 03) 0 T
THE RESPONOENT THBOUGH THE CAASSIFICATIoN DwWiSioN Anp FRROE DWISION KnzwW
OF 02 SHOWD HAKE Knoull RBOIT 77$ FAINGLS UTIGRTION fRI0R To THE PARCE Brgps
QO To ORANT SENToNER. ROLE 7o 1T FI-5 IPTC FEEPARME TREATMET fRo&enm
UMDER  FhS CURRENT TOLT. C10 ConvicTiON CRUSE Nb. [1Y- 6T6O - 13 To withieH HE
HAS No FANOLOLS .S, DISTRICT doyT ARNSUIT FLUNGS, THE RESPONDENT OFFER S
NO EXPAANATION AS To WHY HE WAITED UNTIL THE FPETITIONER SATISFACToRY €cmpplszd
TAE Fl-5 [PTC PREPARDIE TREATMIGNT FROGRAM? AND WAS PROCESSED Fok RELEASE
' oN PAROLE To AN AFTERCARE f;mm}, 76 DECLARE 1102 NO LONGER ELIGIBLE Fer

-lé—



forR THE FI°5 IPTC PROGRAM As BEING SANCTion BY T U.S, DISTRICT CourT Fex FRivaloys
LAwsIT Fitines (APPEnoIX £ a7 2) EDNARDS, 51 £ 3d 17 5BO WHEN THIS AITIGATION
INFEORMATION. WRS AVAIABIE PRIO® To THE PARCEMIENT oF FPETiTniR 1N THHE FI-5
|PTC PREPAROLE TREATMENT PROGRAM,,

PEMTICNER'S RETAUATRY ‘THEom{) FETiNIONGR wis FIRST PROCESSED Foxw RELERSE SOy
15,4020 v AROUE T& THE ABooE AFERCARE FheiuTy DALLAS TEXRS, BT~ DUE T Covip
LociKOOUN on) Tiuy 09, 020 HAUTING Al PAROE RELEASES HIS RELERSE WAS
POSTRONED, \WIHIE ON LOcKpown PETiTioNcR  FILGED  GRISVANCES "ﬁzo;zop,tj%// LD 1’:zogo-
151054 COMAUAINING THAT HE 1 BENG EXPCSED Jo THE DLADY CoviD viRvs BY

TS - GUARDS, PRISont STAFF AND BEWér HouSED Wiml oFFENDERS \wiHo HAYE 60UD Symp.

TONS AND Aom;A//JTA’ﬁuoN I6MoRING H1Is complainT (PPENDIX F T |- ‘f) FHE  RESPowpeHT
,?nznuﬂcg “ThE PARGME BOARD RESCHEAIDED PETTTioNcR ForR RAEENSE AVSUST 1T 2040
oy FAIROAE TO Tits RBCDE ARERCARE FACKITY DAURS TEXAS. HowsuiR, AvausT 14 a1
FETITIONEE \WAS REmoviD FRom) TRE FI-& IPTC PREYAROLE TREATXNT FRO&RAM AND
PAACED IN THE SPEGIAL. Hovsiatg, uw'r.” THE RESPONDENT DECAMRED Hime NO Loniése ELIGIRE
fol TiE Fi-5 jPTC AREMROLE TREATMEN 71?06'/09”?‘) RS BEWG SANCTIOND BY THE U.S.
DSTRICT CoWRT for FRNOLOUS LAWSUT FRINGS AnO s Bususr I] ROAO PrROLE Redewse
WAS CANCELED, Wiy = iy RERUITY THE RESPONGENT WAS PUNISHING RiTioncR Fae Having-
FIED CTRIEVANESS T20801436Y  fiwo 202045/ 054, JOM&/J V. /?ODKIQL)::ZJ 110 F 2 47
335 199T) BY HIS RETALATORY ANinvius N RESCINDING PRROLE RELEASE.

N SUPPORT, &-.nuONLZ ARGUES THAT HAO THEAS MNoT BEEN a Conid- i AOCKDOUIA]|

N..
N Y 09,020 HATING AL PARME RctE/?&::B HE wouwD 3ain RELERSED Ty 15

OO T THE ABCOE AFTERCARE fAciuT Y. THE RESPONGENT OID NOT USEO Pculch&S
RI0R RIVOLOUS LiTICHTION ncnwfy wnmL Jury 49, Aoao (APPNOIX B AT /o) SHORTLY

AFER PETMONER FIIED &'R)EW?NCA:S O M3 UH Ao g?c;w15/05‘/ (/?/’t’tﬂlt)l;( F ar J~4 ) 7o
REMONE Hunt Frem 7 FI-5 [PTC REPAROL FROGRAM. Bur For THE REALINTORY poTivie

THE ROIE BOARO WOULO NoT HAVE RESUNDER FARGLE RELEASE T8 PEiTioNER . WooD 9

¥ SOUTH, o F 3d 1141106 (5% 1995) -
-17-



EINAL CRAIN, UMDER. THE EQUAL PROTECTION CAAVSE RemiTiomce must PROVE THE (XERCISE
Of PURPeSC FUL RETALIATION NOTINATING Trle RESPeNDENTS /eTion) THRT (AUSED THE

PAROKE BOAKD To RESCIND PAROAE. REIERSE To Hum, MIGESKY v. Kima, 43| 08 A9,

AY- 93 ( t‘?‘ﬂ)sz’i NLgo {(ﬁl.W(;ToU HEGHTS METROPOLITIAN  HOUuSING  DEVELOPMIGT Co"?'/
3B US, AT 282 | 2N -Gl J DAVIS, 424, u.S. AT 236-40, (THE RETALIAToRY PURPOSE OF

AN EQUAL TRoTECTIoN CONTEXT IMPUES [MPAES THAT THE RESPONIENT SEIECTED A PARTI-
— e ) "
CUMR CoURSE @F ACTION AT LEAST IN PART © RPECAVSE OF ! AND NET <N shiTe oF” T™HE

. ADVERSE BRCT T WoULD HAVE ON THE PETTIONER. \NOOdS v EDWIRED, 95) Fl AT
eA-85 (5™ ek 19%).

RY ISSUE HEKE, TrHE RESPONOENT THROUGH THE TEXTSS BOARD of PARDONS € PAROLES

AETARUATED RGANST PETITIONRR “BicAvsc oF ” 18 EXER SING CONSTITUTIONRLLY PRo-
TECTEO RIGHT To ACCESS THE COURTS THROU il GRIEVANCES AND AAWSUITS ROGAINST
Prisoxs oF F1eint (RPPENDIX € AND F) A3 COMPARED To OTHER OFFENDERS SimiLARLY

SITURTED IN THE F1-5 IPTC PREPAROLE TRERTM SnT FROGRRM BUT DIv NoT SECK ACCESS
To THE CoURTS, WHe CemPAETED THE FI1-5 [PTC PREPAROLE PROGRAM AND WERE REXEABED

ON THER SCHEWOED PRRoLE RELEAIE DATE. JOHNSCA . Roamcpuzz) lio F 3d a1 3 05577'
anuqfl])
8. IMPORTANCE OF THE QUESTIONS PRESEATED
THIS CASE PRESENTS FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS OF THE |NTERPRETATION OF THE SU-
fRemE COURT OF THE UNITED STATES DECISIONS iN FIVE CASES RELEVANT To T
PERTONER S JIBERTY INTEREST IN FRROLE UNDR THE DU PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE

¢
M AnNomEnT ;) WHETHER THE IVIANDATORY anoneéjaﬁ VS “OF THE PHRASE
»

SHALL BE* IN THXAS PAROLE STATUTE ARTICLE 42.18 § I5 (f) ToGETHER WITH THE Phras
BOARD S OROERED FPARGLE To 1Ts FI-5 IPTC PREPAROLE TREATMAENT RoGRAM S USE
OF THE PrRASE " WiLL BF PROCESSED For REWEASE ‘UPPENDIX D AT [) CREATE An“ - .

\

PECTANCY For RELERSE" A MBERTY INTEREST FROTECTEP UNOER THE DWE FRodsss CLpASE
oF THE M7 AmanomenT A3 DESCRIBED . BOARD oF PARDONS V. AMEN, 462 u.s .
..'8..




AT 37618 (1981) Quorine CiREEMHOTZ V, NEBRRSKA RENRL Cow. CompliX, 99 3, ¢e. Al Oé{mq)

(R) WHETHER PRISONIZ PARTICIPATING iy TEXAS PREPAROME Fi-5 | PTC. TRERTmMENT PRo-

GRAMIHAVE A ConsTIivTIONAILY PROTECTED Dus PROCESS RIGHT oF TrE l'-l""'AmaJDMEMT
To A PROCEDURAL HEARRING BEFORE HE OR SHE CAMl BE REMOVED FRow) 7 AS DE-
SCRIBED IN MORRISSEY v, BREWCR . 408 u.s. +71(1919) Anp \/ou/uér v HARRPER, 520
us. H3(1187) Ano
(3) WHETHER PETITTONEK (Anp IF $o, To WriAT chEu") ENTOY A FCDERAL DUE PRoCESS

RIGHT ofF THE 1™ AMEMDMENT To NOT HRYE HIS RELEASE O\ PAROLE RESCINDED

PY THE PAROE Bonrp's USE OF INFORMATIoN IT KNEW To BE FALSE AS DEICRIBED

IN COMPARE ToWMSEID V. Buiké, 334 U3, 734 ( 194%) Ano

(&) WHETHER PETTIeNER’S ConsTiTuTiONAL PROTECTED FIRST AMENOMENT RiertT WARS \Jlo-
LATED WHEN Trii PARoLE PCARD USED HIS PRIOK FRINOILLS LECGAL FUUInG S N TS
DeCi8ied 7o RESIND PAROIE RELEASE. UNITED MINE WORKERS V, JLAINIOS STRTE BAR

P35, 389 0.8 AT 222()963)
THE ABOVE CONSTIWITONAL QUESTIONS ARE OF LRERT PUavie IMIPORTANKE BECAUSE T

INITED STATES SUPREME CouRTS JJANDATED CLARRIFCATION OF T3 FARLIER DECISion
JN THESE CASES WILL CERSE QR ENO THE WIOE SPREAD ABUSE oF diSercniend 8Y

SIATE PARME BCARD UNDER STATE PARAKE LS N Al B0 STHIES AND THE DISTRICT
OF COWNB/A, T Tife VEGMS @F THE LRRAE RMOUMT OF AITIGATIoN CHHRIAENGING TiriE
LONSTITUTIONPRITY OF STRTE /%Roxe STRTUTES, GUIDANCE oN THE ABOVE QUESTION S

IS ALso lmzvmrﬁ/;mE To PRISONERS PRRT(CIPATNG AND SueesgsFuiLy CompPLETING
tKE PAROLE THERTIMENT PROGRAMS ORDER By THE STRTE 3 FRROLE BOARD | BédRySE

IT AFFECTS THE UNDERSTANDING OF WIHETHER Teisy WILL BE RELEASED ond PRROE
WHEN THEY MEET THE RBEREQUISITIES AND REQUIREMENTS OF THE AEPARe TRERT G
Prodpam’s TIANOATERY L ANGURCAE y

THE /SSUES™ (I ORTANICE |3 SNHANCED BY THE FACT THAT THE 1OwER Courld

N THIS CRSE HRYE 3CRIOUS NMNSINTERPREIZO BoARD ofF [RRDOWS V. ALLEN, 482 U .
- ‘q-
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N THIS CASE HAS scxlodsLy MUSINTERPAETED THIS CourkT S DECISIONS DBy D:_cmw:r .
TEXAS PAROLE STATUTES eowz,ts NO LIBERT INVEREST IN PAROLE | THEREFORE FPemiTionER ’S
ConSTITUTIONAL ELAIMS ARE NOT GolmliZALL |
TNMATE DECLARATION

Ly STEVIE ANORE ROBERSON, DECAARE UNDER PENRTY OF PERJURY THAT THE
FOK&OWCT WAIT oF CERTIORARY 1S TRUE AND CORRIXT, ANO THAT THE DOCUMENTS
N APPENDIX A-F ARE ‘ﬁ(dc‘ Coklcis Of THE Ogmmms A8 v-S.¢. § T4

‘EXECUTED onN IS /7 Dﬁy oF FgBRUﬁR\/ A0R3

ke & A%&ypzf

CONCLUSION
ABOVE THE ENTRANCE [NTo THE UniTcp JTATES SUPREME CouRT ARE THE WORDS

EQU/fL Jushees For ALL”) By Trs Tons PenimioniR PRAYS FoR Rz:\lltw OF
His CONMSTITUT WAL cmm?s oN THE MERITS,
The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
,O%L’p a. /ﬂZ&QM

Date: /€8. /7, 4043
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