UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
INDIANA

Shadavian Yard-Daniel v. Pretorious, Warden

Yard-Daniel - No. 2:24-cv-00413-JPH-MG - Decided May 6, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana denied Shadavian Yard-Daniel's
habeas petition challenging an Indiana prison disciplinary conviction for possessing intoxicants. The
court held that alleged IDOC policy violations, denial of a witness or chemical testing, alleged

hearing-officer bias, and insufficient-evidence claims did not establish a due-process violation, and it

dismissed the action with prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Federal habeas petition challenging an Indiana prison disciplinary

conviction and sanctions, including a credit-class demotion and loss of

earned credit time.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed the prison disciplinary conviction under the federal
due process standard requiring some evidence in the record logically
supporting the decision. The court did not reweigh the evidence or

assess whether contrary evidence supported a different result.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; persuasive but not binding outside
the case.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether alleged violations of Indiana Department of Correction policies concerning the timing and

content of the disciplinary proceeding stated a cognizable federal habeas claim.

2. Whether Yard-Daniel was denied due process when he was allegedly denied a material witness and

testing of the confiscated paper.
3. Whether the disciplinary hearing officer was impermissibly biased.

4. Whether the disciplinary conviction was supported by some evidence despite the absence of chemical

testing.

HOLDINGS
1. Alleged violations of state prison policies do not provide a basis for federal habeas relief.

2. Due process was not violated because Yard-Daniel was given an opportunity to obtain the requested
witness information, and he was not entitled to additional chemical testing where other evidence was

available.
3. The hearing officer was not shown to be impermissibly biased.

4. The disciplinary conviction satisfied the constitutional some-evidence standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The due process requirement is satisfied with: 1) the issuance of at least 24 hours advance written notice of
the charge; 2) a limited opportunity to call witnesses and present evidence to an impartial decision-maker; 3)
a written statement articulating the reasons for the disciplinary action and the evidence justifying it; and 4)

"some evidence in the record" to support the finding of guilt.” (Section I)

“In a prison disciplinary proceeding, the "hearing officer's decision need only rest on 'some evidence'

logically supporting it and demonstrating that the result is not arbitrary.” (Section I11.D)

“There was no arbitrary action in any aspect of the charge, disciplinary proceedings, or sanctions involved in
the events identified in this action, and there was no constitutional infirmity in the proceeding which entitles

Mr. Yard-Daniel to the relief he seeks.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A correctional officer reported finding folded paper containing chemically soaked paper pieces in Yard-Daniel's
sock during a March 5, 2024 pat search. An evidence technician concluded, based on training and experience,
that the paper was consistent with paper or an organic substance treated to create a smokable or ingestible
intoxicant. After a disciplinary hearing, the hearing officer relied on the conduct report, confiscation
documentation, evidence report, witness statement, video review, and Yard-Daniel's comments to find him guilty

and imposed a credit-class demotion and a 90-day loss of earned credit time.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Yard-Daniel was found guilty in Indiana Department of Correction disciplinary case ISF-24-03-0561 after a
hearing concerning chemically treated paper found during a pat search. His administrative appeals were denied.
He then filed this federal habeas action, which the district court denied on the merits and dismissed with

prejudice.
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