
 

 

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 

 
DIVISION II 

 

 

 

In re the Personal Restraint Petition of 

 

LAWRENCE P. SHANDOLA, 

 

  Petitioner. 

 

 

No. 52452-0-II 

 

ORDER DISMISSING PETITION 

 

 

 

 Lawrence Shandola seeks relief from the sanctions imposed1 following the 

Department of Corrections’ determination that he had violated WAC 137-25-030(505) 

(fighting with another offender).  We review prison disciplinary proceedings to determine 

whether the Department’s action was so arbitrary and capricious as to deny the petitioner 

a fundamentally fair proceeding.  In re Reismiller, 101 Wn.2d 291, 294, 678 P.2d 323 

(1984).  In doing so, we look to whether petitioner received the due process protections 

afforded him under Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 563-65, 41 L. Ed. 2d 935, 94 S. Ct. 

2963 (1974).  These protections include: (1) advance written notice of the charged 

violations; (2) the opportunity to present documentary evidence and call witnesses when 

not unduly hazardous to institutional safety and correctional goals; and (3) a written 

statement of the evidence relied on and the reasons for the disciplinary action.  Shandola 

received all of these protections.   

                                                 
1.Ten days of segregation, with credit for time served.  
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 Shandola argues that he was denied due process when he was not provided medical 

records in advance of the hearing.  But he has no such due process right.  The medical 

records were read into the record at the disciplinary hearing.  The hearing was then 

continued, and at the resumption of the hearing, Shandola testified in his own defense.  He 

thus had an opportunity to prepare a defense based on those records.  Due process requires 

no more.  Wolff, 418 U.S. at 564.  And even if the Department should have provided copies 

of the medical records as “non-confidential supporting documents” under WAC 137-28-

290(2)(a) and Department Policy 460.000, that failure does not implicate Shandola’s 

liberty interest.  Olim v. Wakinekona, 461 U.S. 238, 250, 103 S. Ct. 1741, 75 L. Ed. 2d 813 

(1983). 

 Shandola does not demonstrate grounds for relief from restraint.  Accordingly, it 

is hereby 

 ORDERED that Shandola’s petition is dismissed under RAP 16.11(b).   

 

 

      ______________________________ 

      Acting Chief Judge Pro Tempore 

 

cc: Lawrence P. Shandola 

 Michelle I. Young 


