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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

STACY C. BROWN
Petitioner,

2
Civ. Action No. 16-555ABJ)
UNITED STATES

PAROLECOMMISSIONEet al.,

— e N N

Respondents. )

MEMORANDUM OPINION

In this action for a writ of habeas corppetitionerStacy C. Browrasserts thian March
2016, the United States Parole Commissssned a parole violator warrant “for various technical
and law violations.” Pet. at 1As a result, he was arrested and held at the Central Detention
Facility in the District of Columbia. Petitionaleges that he was not provided a probable cause
hearing within five days of the warrastexecution and servédndue ‘dead’ time” while awaiting
a parolerevocation hearing.ld. at 2.

Petitionerfiled the instant petition to compé&lbsolute proof . . . that he is in fact” the right
person identifiedin the warrant He suggests that the Commission must slithat the
fingerprints on the executed warrant are the same as those of the persed anggingerprinted
for the 1979 crime.” See id. at 23. Petitioner contends that without such proof “dre t
Respondents’ parthe is being detained illegally’” becauskis' absoluteguilt has not been

established.” Id. at 4. And, as a result, the respondents have violatetlJusstitutional Right
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to not be falsely accused and/or illegally detaihedid. As relief, petitioner seeks an order
expunging “any and all charges in this matter” and his “immediate releasel.]”

Petitioner is no longer in custody the Districtof Columbia See Dkt. No. 18 oticing
change of address to a residence in baed, Maryland). Therefore this habeas actiowill be

dismissed amoot! An order will issue separately.

Aoy B
v,

AMY BERMAN JACKSON
DATE: October 31, 2017 hited States District Judge

1 The United States Parole Commissitas showrthat the challenged detentioras based on

a warrantissued in response feetitionets alleged conduct whilen parole froman aggregate
prison sentence of 16 to 51 yeargosed in 1981, followinganvictions in the Superior Court of
the District of Columbia See Gov't’'s Return at 34, Dkt. No. 12. The Commission has also
pointed to reasonably reliable comparators, including petitioner’s registebers for both the
D.C. Department of Corrections and the U.S. Bureau of Prigodsis own litigation history, to
establisithat petitioners indeed the samperson listed in the warrantSeeid. 5-7. Petitionehas
offered nothing to the contrarySee generally Traverse to Ordeto Show Cause [Dkt. # 17].
And, unless the court finds otherwise, “[t]he allegations of . . . an answer to an order tos®w ca
in a habeas corpus proceeding, if not traversed, shall be accepted[ds 28 U.S.C. § 2248.
SotheCourt, finding no grounds to issue the writ, wod&hy the petitiomn any event.

2



