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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Hawai‘i affirmed the denial of Raymond Ira Althouse’s request to delay a

Hawai‘i Paroling Authority minimum-term hearing until after expiration of a fifteen-year mandatory

minimum sentence. The court held that Hawai‘i Revised Statutes §§ 706-660.1 and 706-669 required
the authority to conduct the hearing within six months of commitment and did not impose a

jurisdictional bar based on the mandatory minimum sentence. The court also rejected Althouse’s

related request to stay the hearing pending appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether HRS § 706-660.1 barred the Hawai‘i Paroling Authority from conducting a minimum-term
hearing under HRS § 706-669 until after expiration of the fifteen-year mandatory minimum sentence

imposed by the circuit court.

2. Whether the circuit court erred by denying Althouse's motion to stay the new minimum-term hearing

pending appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. HRS § 706-669 required the Hawai‘i Paroling Authority to conduct a minimum-term hearing as soon as
practicable and no later than six months after the defendant's commitment to the custody of the director
of the department of public safety; HRS § 706-660.1 did not jurisdictionally bar that hearing before

expiration of the sentencing court's mandatory minimum term.

2. The denial of a stay was not erroneous because it rested on the same statutory argument rejected by the
court: HRS § 706-660.1 did not bar the HPA from conducting the minimum-term hearing before
expiration of the mandatory minimum term.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Therefore, we hold that (1) HRS § 706-669 required the HPA to conduct its minimum term hearing within six
months of Althouse's commitment to the custody of the director of the department of public safety, and (2) that
the HPA was not jurisdictionally barred by HRS § 706-660.1(1) from fulfilling its statutorily imposed duty.”
(354)

“HRS § 706-660.1 provides that it is the "sentence of imprisonment" (emphasis added)— not Althouse—that
is exempt from "the procedure for determining minimum term of imprisonment prescribed under section 706-
669."” (352-353)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Althouse was convicted of second-degree murder and received a life sentence with a fifteen-year mandatory
minimum term under HRS § 706-660.1. The Hawai‘i Paroling Authority conducted a minimum-term hearing
within months of his commitment, but his appointed counsel failed to appear, witnesses were not cross-
examined, and the HPA imposed an additional fifteen-year minimum term. The circuit court later invalidated the
HPA-imposed term because Althouse was entitled to representation and ordered a new hearing, while concluding

that the new hearing was not barred until after expiration of the court-imposed mandatory minimum term.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Althouse was convicted of second-degree murder and sentenced to life imprisonment with a fifteen-year
mandatory minimum term under Hawai‘i Revised Statutes § 706-660.1. The Hawai‘i Paroling Authority later
imposed an additional fifteen-year minimum term after conducting a hearing at which Althouse lacked counsel.
The circuit court invalidated that HPA minimum term and ordered a new hearing, but rejected Althouse's
argument that the new hearing had to occur after expiration of the court-imposed mandatory minimum term. The
circuit court also denied a stay pending appeal, and Althouse appealed.
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