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SUMMARY

The Connecticut Supreme Court held that a habeas petitioner sufficiently alleged a protected liberty

interest when he claimed that the Department of Correction wrongfully classified him as a sex

offender and required sex-offender treatment or risked loss of parole eligibility, supervised community

release, and good-time credits. Applying the stigma-plus test, the court concluded that the alleged false

sex-offender classification was uniquely stigmatizing and that the resulting consequences constituted a

major change in confinement conditions amounting to a grievous loss. The court affirmed the

Appellate Court’s reversal of the habeas court’s dismissal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an inmate's allegations of wrongful sex offender classification and resulting negative
consequences sufficiently allege a protected liberty interest under the stigma plus test to confer subject

matter jurisdiction on the habeas court.

HOLDINGS

1. The petitioner's allegations that he was wrongfully classified as a sex offender and that he faced
forfeiture of parole eligibility, community release, and good time credits if he refused sex offender
treatment were sufficient to allege a protected liberty interest under the stigma plus test, conferring

subject matter jurisdiction on the habeas court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The classification is uniquely stigmatizing. As the United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit
explained: 'We can hardly conceive of a state's action bearing more stigmatizing consequences than the
labeling of a prison inmate as a sex offender...."” (326 Conn. at 692)

“Federal courts have considered an inmate's allegation that he was compelled to participate in sex offender
treatment sufficient to satisfy the 'plus’ factor.” (326 Conn. at 696)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Petitioner was convicted of unlawful restraint, failure to appear, and probation violation. A sexual assault charge
was nolle prossed after the victim recanted. The Department of Correction classified petitioner as a sex offender
despite no conviction or history as such. Petitioner was required to participate in sex offender treatment or risk
losing parole eligibility, community release, and good time credits.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner filed habeas petition challenging sex offender classification. Habeas court dismissed for lack of

subject matter jurisdiction. Appellate Court reversed and remanded. Supreme Court affirmed Appellate Court.
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