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SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Saquan Mann’s 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition challenging the
Pennsylvania Parole Board’s denial of parole. The court recommends dismissing the petition as moot
because Mann had completed his sentence and been released from Pennsylvania Department of
Corrections custody. It also recommends denying a certificate of appealability.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. §
2254 challenging the Pennsylvania Parole Board's denial of parole.
Respondents answered and asserted, among other defenses, failure to
exhaust state remedies. The magistrate judge issued a Report and
Recommendation recommending dismissal as moot and denial of a
certificate of appealability.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A certificate of appealability may issue only if the applicant makes a
substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional right; where
dismissal rests on mootness, the relevant question is whether jurists of
reason would find the mootness determination debatable.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Mann's § 2254 habeas petition became moot after he completed his sentence and was released
from Pennsylvania Department of Corrections custody.

2. Whether Mann was entitled to a certificate of appealability.

HOLDINGS

1. Mann's habeas petition is moot because he is no longer incarcerated and the court cannot provide
effective relief concerning the challenged denial of parole.

2. Money damages are not available in a habeas proceeding.

3. Mann is not entitled to a certificate of appealability because jurists of reason would not find it debatable
that his claims should be dismissed as moot.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, if developments occur during the litigation that eliminate a petitioner’s personal stake in the outcome
of a suit or prevent a court from granting effective relief, the case must be dismissed as moot.” (Discussion
section)

“Mann is no longer incarcerated. Thus, there is no relief that this Court can provide to him and this habeas
case is now moot.” (Discussion section)

“Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully recommended that the Court dismiss the Petition because it is moot
and deny a certificate of appealability.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mann was incarcerated in Pennsylvania custody while serving a sentence for what he described as drug delivery
resulting in death. He filed a § 2254 petition challenging the Pennsylvania Parole Board's denial of parole and
sought immediate release to parole, as well as money damages. During the litigation, Mann completed his
sentence and was released from Pennsylvania Department of Corrections custody.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mann filed a § 2254 petition seeking release on parole and money damages. While the petition was pending, he
completed his sentence and was released from Pennsylvania Department of Corrections custody. The magistrate
judge concluded that no effective habeas relief remained available and recommended dismissal for lack of a live
controversy, together with denial of a certificate of appealability. The parties were given fourteen days to object.
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