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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF MARIN

In the Matter of the Application of:

JERRY RUTHERFORD (C-19059), Case No.: SCI135309A
Petitioner ORDER RE RESERVED ISSUES,
. ' ’ ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS,
for a Writ of Habeas Corpus. AND OTHER MATTERS

This matter came on regularly for hearing on May 5, 2006, for resolution of the
parties’ Joint Statement of Disputed Issues, filed March 22, 2006, and Petitioner’s
Motion for Attorney’s Fees, filed April 14, 2006. Neither party was personally present.
Petitioner was represented by counsel, Keith Wattley, Esq; Respondents were
represented by Deputy Attorney General Patricia Heim,

Having reviewed all documents filed by the parties in on the pending issues, and
heard the arguments of counsel, and good cause appearing therefor, IT IS HEREBY
ORDERED AS FOLLOWS:

ISSUES RESERVED IN THE JOINT STATEMENT OF DISPUTED ISSUES:

I. Timetable for developing a statewide networked scheduling and tracking system.
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Respondents are ordered to design and implement a statewide networked scheduling and
tracking system for parole suitability hearings conducted pursuant to §§3041 and 3041.5
of the Penal Code on or before May 5, 2007.

2. Formal staffing and resource assessment. No order will be made at this time.

3. Joinder of Governor as a party. The parties agree that no order need be made at
this time.

4. Whether Respondents should be prohibited from improperly encouraging prisoners
to waive or postpone their hearings or to stipulate to being unsuitable. Respondents are
enjoined and restrained from improperly encouraging prisoners to waive or postpone
their hearings or to stipulate to being unsuitable for parole. Any discussion between
Respondents and a prisoner about waiving or postponing a hearing or stipulating to
parole unsuitability must be had on the record. Such encouragement of prisoners 1s
improper if the waiver, postponement, or stipulation is not in that prisoner’s best
mterests.

5. Whether Respondents should be ordered not to deny further parole consideration
for more than one year in the case of prisoners who have formerly been denied for one
year, without a significant change in circumstances. Respondents are ordered not to
deny further parole consideration for more than one year in the case of prisoners who
have formerly been denied for one year, in the absence of a significant change in
circumstances, which must be stated on the record.

6. Independent management, supervision, and training of appointed counsel for life
prisoners. This request is denied without prejudice.

7. Date for implementation of paragraphs 10 and 11 of the Remedial Plan.
Respondents are ordered to implement paragraphs 10 and 11 of the Remedial Plan on or
before May 5, 2007.

This matter is set for a status hearing in this court on Thursday, August 10, 2006

at 9:00 A.M. The parties are ordered to submit status reports on or before Friday,

August 4, 20006.
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