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SUMMARY

The California Supreme Court held that a sentence reduction awarded under Penal Code section 2935
for performing a heroic act is distinct from postsentence conduct credits subject to the Three Strikes
law's 20 percent limitation. The court reversed the Court of Appeal's contrary judgment and remanded
for further proceedings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a discretionary sentence reduction for performing a heroic act under Penal Code section 2935 is
a credit subject to the Three Strikes law's 20-percent limitation on postsentence credits under section
667, subdivision (c)(5), and section 1170.12, subdivision (a)(5).

HOLDINGS

1. A reduction of sentence granted under Penal Code section 2935 for performing a heroic act is distinct
from credits awarded under article 2.5 and is not subject to the 20-percent limitation in section 667,
subdivision (c)(5), or the corresponding limitation in section 1170.12, subdivision (a)(5).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that a "reduction of the sentence" under section 2935 is distinct from credits under the Three
Strikes law, and thus, is not subject to its 20 percent limitation.” (32 Cal. 4th at 49-50)

“The absence of the term "credit" in section 2935 is significant because the 20 percent limitation expressly
applies to "credits" awarded under article 2.5.” (32 Cal. 4th at 52)

“These differences further demonstrate that the Legislature considered a sentence reduction under section
2935 qualitatively and functionally distinct from postsentence conduct credits (§§ 2931, 2933).” (32 Cal. 4th
at 53)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In 1996, Ronnie Young pleaded guilty to first degree burglary and was sentenced to nine years in state prison; a
prior felony conviction made him subject to the Three Strikes law. In January 2001, while incarcerated, Young
performed the Heimlich maneuver and saved the life of his work supervisor, Bud Stocking, after another inmate
refused to assist. Young sought a sentence reduction under Penal Code section 2935, but the Department of
Corrections denied the request because he had already received the maximum credits permitted under the Three
Strikes law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Young pleaded guilty to first degree burglary and received a nine-year prison sentence subject to the Three
Strikes law. After Young performed a lifesaving Heimlich maneuver in prison, the Department of Corrections
denied his request for a section 2935 sentence reduction because he had reached the Three Strikes law's credit
limit. The superior court summarily denied habeas relief, and the Court of Appeal held that section 2935 was
subject to the 20-percent limitation on credits. The Supreme Court reversed and remanded.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for proceedings consistent with the opinion.
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