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SUMMARY

The court unanimously confirmed a tier III prison disciplinary determination finding that the petitioner
violated various inmate rules and dismissed the CPLR article 78 petition. The court held that the
determination was supported by substantial evidence, rejected claims of hearing-officer bias and
denial of witnesses or documentary evidence, and upheld the transfer of the proceeding despite the
missing administrative appeal record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the prison disciplinary determination was supported by substantial evidence, including
confidential testimony.

2. Whether the hearing officer was biased and whether alleged bias affected the determination.

3. Whether petitioner was improperly denied the opportunity to call witnesses and present documentary
evidence in support of his retaliation defense.

4. Whether the absence of the administrative-appeal record required dismissal or prevented transfer of the
CPLR article 78 proceeding to the Appellate Division.

HOLDINGS

1. The determination was supported by substantial evidence, including confidential testimony, and
therefore was properly confirmed.

2. Petitioner failed to establish that the hearing officer was biased or that the determination resulted from
alleged bias.

3. The hearing officer properly rejected petitioner's requested additional testimony and documentary
evidence because the material would have been redundant or immaterial.

4. The absence of the administrative-appeal record did not constitute a fatal defect requiring dismissal or
preventing transfer of the proceeding to the Appellate Division.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The additional testimony [and documentary evidence] requested by petitioner would have been either
redundant or immaterial” (1289)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Following a tier III prison disciplinary hearing, petitioner was found to have violated various inmate rules. He
challenged the determination on the grounds that it was unsupported by substantial evidence, that the hearing
officer was biased, that he was improperly denied witnesses and documentary evidence relevant to a retaliation
defense, and that the proceeding was improperly transferred because the administrative-appeal record was
missing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Petitioner commenced a CPLR article 78 proceeding in Supreme Court seeking to annul a prison disciplinary
determination finding that he violated various inmate rules. Supreme Court transferred the proceeding to the
Fourth Department after determining that the absence of the administrative-appeal record was not a fatal defect
because respondent would not assert failure to exhaust administrative remedies. The Fourth Department
unanimously confirmed the determination and dismissed the petition.
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