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SUMMARY

The United States Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit considers whether Joseph Vidal’s
disciplinary segregation in a special housing unit implicated a protected liberty interest under the
Fourteenth Amendment. The court holds that the duration of his disciplinary segregation constituted an
atypical and significant hardship based on duration alone, triggering procedural due process
protections. It vacates the district court’s summary judgment and remands for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Vidal's disciplinary segregation in the SHU constituted an atypical and significant hardship
sufficient to implicate a protected liberty interest under the Fourteenth Amendment and Sandin v.
Conner.

2. Whether the duration of Vidal's disciplinary segregation alone was sufficient to trigger procedural due
process protections.

3. Whether the district court's summary judgment ruling should be vacated and the case remanded for
consideration of qualified immunity and personal involvement issues not addressed below.

HOLDINGS

1. Vidal's disciplinary segregation constituted an atypical and significant hardship in relation to the
ordinary incidents of prison life and therefore implicated a protected liberty interest under the Fourteenth
Amendment.

2. The duration of Vidal's disciplinary segregation alone was sufficient to trigger a protected liberty
interest, regardless of whether the relevant period was measured as 270 days imposed, 258 days served
in the SHU from the incident through the sentence, or 180 days actually served under the challenged
sentence.

3. The district court's grant of summary judgment was vacated and the case was remanded for further
proceedings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We do not suggest that 180 days is a floor below which duration alone cannot implicate a liberty interest
under normal SHU conditions.” (25)

“As in Colon, we conclude that “wherever the durational line is ultimately drawn,” 180 days plainly
“satisfies the standard.”” (25)

“Vidal’s term of disciplinary segregation—whether we focus on the 270 days imposed, the 180 days served, or
any other potentially applicable length of confinement—constitutes an atypical and significant hardship based
on duration alone and thus implicates a liberty interest that triggers due process protections.” (4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

While incarcerated at Green Haven Correctional Facility, Joseph Vidal was charged with violent conduct,
creating a disturbance, assault on staff, and refusing a direct order after a March 6, 2015 altercation involving
correctional officers. At his disciplinary hearing, Vidal alleged that officials failed to secure witnesses, the A-
Block logbook, DOCCS Directive #4913, and other documentary evidence, and that the hearing officer denied
his requests to call witnesses and present documents. Vidal was found guilty and sentenced to 270 days in
disciplinary segregation in the SHU, ultimately serving 180 days under that sentence and at least 258 days in the
SHU when related confinement was included.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Vidal alleged that prison officials denied him the opportunity to call witnesses and present documentary
evidence during a disciplinary hearing that resulted in a 270-day SHU sentence. The district court granted
defendants summary judgment, concluding that the sentence and confinement did not implicate a protected
liberty interest under Sandin v. Conner. The Second Circuit vacated and remanded, leaving qualified immunity
and personal-involvement issues for the district court.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Vacate the summary judgment and remand for further proceedings consistent with the opinion, including
consideration of Defendant Venettozzi's qualified-immunity defense and Defendant Anspach's personal-
involvement argument.
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