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BOARD OF PAROLE HEARINGS 
 

BPH RN 22-01: INITIAL STATEMENT OF REASONS 
 

BARCLAYS OFFICIAL CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS 
TITLE 15. CRIME PREVENTION AND CORRECTIONS 

DIVISION 2. BOARD OF PAROLE HEARINGS 
CHAPTER 1. GENERAL 

 
Addition of ARTICLE 6. PROCEEDINGS CONDUCTED IN PERSON AND BY 

VIDEOCONFERENCE 
Sections 2050-2064 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
On July 16, 2021, Assembly Bill 145 was enacted, which added section 3041.6 to the Penal Code, 
authorizing the board to conduct parole proceedings by videoconference. Prior to the enactment of this 
statute, the law required the board to conduct all hearings in person at the institution where the inmate 
was housed, and inmates had a right to be present at their parole hearing, which courts have interpreted 
to mean they had a right to physically appear in person before the members of the hearing panel. 
 
On September 17, 2021, the Board of Parole Hearings (board) filed emergency rulemaking action BPH 
RN 21-05E with the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) to establish guidelines for implementing Penal 
Code section 3041.6. Specifically, the regulations identified which board proceedings would be 
conducted in person or by videoconference, and provided guidelines for participation at these 
hearings. OAL approved the emergency rulemaking action, which became effective on September 27, 
2021. The board subsequently readopted the emergency rulemaking, which expires on June 27, 2022, 
and is currently in the process of filing its second and final readoption to extend the expiration date. The 
board is filing this rulemaking to make permanent the emergency regulations currently in effect, with 
some minor amendments.   
 
PROBLEM STATEMENT 
 
Under Penal Code section 3041.5, inmates have a right to be present at their parole consideration 
hearings. Additionally, victims, victims’ next of kin, members of a victim’s family, victim 
representatives, victim support persons, and representatives of the prosecuting agency also have a 
right to attend the hearing.  Except under certain circumstances, the board has historically conducted 
its hearings and other proceedings at the institution in which the inmate is housed, with other 
participants appearing physically at that same location.   
 
Assembly Bill 145, which added Penal Code section 3041.6, changed this process by authorizing 
the board to conduct proceedings by videoconference and stating that participants’ statutory right to 
be present is satisfied by their appearance by videoconference.  Thus, the board is no longer required 
to conduct hearings in person but may choose to conduct some or all hearings by videoconference. 
This hybrid approach is a new process and the statute provides no clear guidelines on the matter.  
Accordingly, this rulemaking is necessary to provide clarity to inmates, victims, and other 
stakeholders regarding the board’s procedures in implementing this new process.   
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As mentioned above, the emergency regulations governing the board’s implementation of Penal 
Code section 3041.6 have been in effect since September 27, 2021.  Since that date, the board has 
gathered data from the field and received input from hearing panels, inmate attorneys, prosecutors, 
victims, victim advocates, and other stakeholders to assess whether the appropriate incarcerated 
persons are receiving in-person hearings.  This rulemaking reflects the culmination of those efforts 
and seeks to make permanent the board’s processes governing hearings that are conducted in person 
and by videoconference.    
 
SPECIFIC PURPOSE OF, RATIONALE FOR, AND NECESSITY OF EACH PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT  
 
Article 6 is added to implement Penal Code section 3041.6.  This article is necessary to provide 
guidelines as to which proceedings will be conducted in person and by videoconference.   
 
Section 2050 is added to make specific the authority provided in section 3041.6 of the Penal Code, 
which permissively states that the board “may conduct proceedings by videoconference.” Section 
2050 clarifies that the board must make a determination as to whether a proceeding is conducted in 
person or by videconference. 
 
Section 2051 is added to provide definitions of key terms used in the regulations.   
 
Subsection (a) defines videoconference.  The definition was taken from existing statute, Penal Code 
section 3043.25, which defines “videoconferencing” for the purposes of victims participating at a 
parole hearing.  Newly added Penal Code section 3041.6 authorizes the board to conduct 
proceedings by videoconference.  Therefore, it is necessary to define “videoconference” for these 
proposed regulations, so that all parties are aware of what constitutes a videoconference proceeding.   
 
Subsection (b) defines physical presence.  This definition is taken from In re J.G. (2008) 159 
Cal.App.4th 1056, which discussed the definition of being “present,” including being physically 
present, at a parole hearing.  It is necessary to define physical presence because it is used in the 
regulations to specify what constitutes a proceeding held “in person.”   
 
Subsection (c) defines effective communication.  This term is the crux of the standard of how the 
board will determine whether a proceeding should be conducted in person or by videoconference.  
More importantly, “effective communication” does not have a clear singular meaning.  While some 
definitions of effective communication have been in circulation, particularly in the context of 
Armstrong v. Wilson (9th Cir. 1997) 124 F.3d 1019, there is no unanimously agreed-upon definition.  
Therefore, it is necessary to define “effective communication” for the purpose of how it is 
interpreted in the context of board proceedings and to preclude any perception that effective 
communication is more expansive or limited than what is reasonably feasible at a board proceeding.   
Specifically, the proposed definition notes that effective communication depends on whether parties 
can understand each other to the best of their abilities.  This is in contrast to some interpretations, 
which demand a level of comprehension equal to an individual who has no disabilities.  Such a 
standard would be impossible to meet in some situations.  For example, due to a disability or a 
medical condition, an inmate may lack the ability to fully understand another person such that no 
amount of reasonable accommodation will result in the inmate reaching a level of understanding 
equivalent to that of someone without the same disability or medical condition.  Therefore, it is far 
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more reasonable and practical to define effective communication as whether the hearing officers 
and the inmate understand one another to the best of their ability, as the potential for clearer 
communication and understanding cannot be achieved.  Notably, however, inmates will have an 
attorney at their hearings to represent their interests and serve as their reasonable accommodation, 
thereby limiting any potential negative consequences resulting from a disability or medical 
condition.  
 
Subsection (d) specifies that a hearing officer refers to a commissioner or deputy commissioner. It 
is necessary to define this term to clarify that both a commissioner and a deputy commissioner are 
considered to be hearing officers, and to properly delegate authority to the deputy commissioners.   
 
Subsections (e), (f), (g), (h), and (i) define victim, victim’s next of kin, member of the victim’s 
family, victim representative, and victim support person for the purposes of these regulations.  
Specifically, the definitions state that these individuals are those identified by statute who have 
registered with the Office of Victim and Survivor Rights and Services (OVSRS), which is a branch 
of CDCR that provides services to victims and their families.  Specifically, victims and their families 
must properly register with OVSRS and affirm their status as a victim or family member.  This 
clarification is necessary because the board only provides notice of its proceedings to those who 
have registered with OVSRS.  The board cannot provide notice to individuals for whom it does not 
have contact information or knowledge of their interest in attending parole proceedings.  Therefore, 
these regulations provide notice to victims and their families that they must register with OVSRS to 
receive notice from the board and to participate in board proceedings.   
 
Subsection (j) specifies that “parole hearings” refer to parole consideration, parole reconsideration, 
and rescission hearings.  The board conducts many types of proceedings, some of which deal with 
parole and others that do not.  This definition is necessary to eliminate any misinterpretation that all 
hearings held by the Board of Parole Hearings are considered “parole hearings,” and it is necessary 
to clarify that only the three types of hearings identified here are considered to be “parole hearings” 
for purposes of these regulations.  
 
Subsection (k) identifies that medical parole hearings refer to hearings conducted pursuant to statute 
or by court order.  The medical parole hearing process was first enacted by Senate Bill 1399, which 
went into effect in 2011. The state was later ordered to expand the medical parole hearing process 
by a federal court order issued in February 2014 in the Coleman/Plata class action lawsuit.  This 
definition is necessary to clarify that medical parole hearings refer to both the statutory and the 
court-ordered versions.   
    
Subsection (l) defines “hearing for an offender with a mental health disorder.”  Penal Code sections 
2964 and 2966 specify that these inmates are entitled to an initial certification hearing, annual 
certification hearings, and placement hearings before the board.  This subsection is necessary to 
clarify that the term “hearing for an offender with a mental health disorder” includes all three types 
of hearings identified in the Penal Code.    
Subsection (m) clarifies that a “consultation” is a meeting conducted pursuant to Penal Code section 
3041.  In the context of board proceedings, a “consultation” has a very specific meaning, resulting 
in specific rights and procedures.  Therefore, it is necessary to define a consultation to prevent any 
misinterpretation, as it is often used colloquially to encompass a wider range of meetings.   
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Subsection (n) specifies that the word “proceeding” as used in these regulations refers to a parole 
hearing, a medical parole hearing, a hearing for an offender with a mental health disorder, and a 
consultation.  These are the types of proceedings currently conducted by the board involving direct 
interaction between a hearing officer and an inmate.  Penal Code section 3041.6 permanently 
authorizes the board to conduct “proceedings” by videoconference.  Therefore, subsection (n) is 
necessary to clarify what events fall under “proceedings.”   
 
Section 2052 clarifies what it means to conduct a proceeding by videoconference and in person.   
 
Subsection (a) specifies that a proceeding is considered to be conducted by videoconference if the 
inmate or the inmate’s attorney communicates by videoconference with all the hearing officers.  
First, subsection (a) establishes the essential parties that need to be communicating by 
videoconference.  Specifically, a proceeding will only be considered to be conducted by 
videoconference if certain participants, specifically the hearing panel and the inmate communicate 
by videoconference.  Thus, it does not matter whether other participants, such as the representative 
from the prosecutor’s office or victims, participate by videoconference or by telephone.  As long as 
the method of communication between the inmate and the hearing panel is by videoconference, the 
hearing will be considered to have been conducted by videoconference.  This clarification is 
necessary to avoid disputes about whether a proceeding was held by videoconference where 
participants other than the inmate and the hearing panel appeared by telephone.  
 
Second, subsection (a) also provides an exception that allows the proceeding to be considered a 
videoconference proceeding if the inmate waives their appearance and the inmate’s attorney 
communicates by videoconference with the panel.  This exception is necessary because not all 
inmates personally appear at their proceedings, so it is imperative to have an alternate method of 
determining whether a proceeding was held by videoconference when the inmate is absent.   
 
Subsection (b) similarly specifies what it means to conduct a proceeding in person.  It identifies that, 
for a proceeding to be considered to have been held in person, the inmate (or the inmate’s attorney) 
must be physically present with the hearing officers.  As with subsection (a), it does not matter 
whether other proceeding participants attend by videoconference or by telephone.  As long as the 
inmate (or the inmate’s attorney) and the hearing officers are physically present, the proceeding will 
be considered to have been conducted in person.  Subsection (b) is necessary to avoid disputes about 
whether a proceeding was held in person where participants other than the inmate (or the inmate’s 
attorney) and the hearing panel appeared by videoconference or by telephone.   
 
Section 2053 establishes the presumption that all board proceedings will be conducted by 
videoconference.  Assembly Bill 145 enacted Penal Code section 3046.1, which permanently 
authorizes the board to conduct proceedings by videoconference.  Since the majority of inmates 
coming before the board do not need an in-person hearing for effective communication purposes, 
and since videoconference hearings conserve board resources and allow more proceedings to be 
scheduled without adversely impacting the outcome of proceedings, the general presumption is that 
all board proceedings will be conducted by videoconference.  Section 2053 is necessary to notify 
all participants that the majority of proceedings conducted by the board will be by videoconference.   
 
Section 2053 further specifies that this videoconference presumption also applies to multi-
jurisdiction inmates located outside of California under section 2367.  This is necessary because 
section 2367 currently allows these inmates to appear at a hearing either by telephone or in person, 
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and it is necessary to clarify that these individuals will receive a videoconference hearing now that 
it is an available option.  However, because the board does not have control over the availability of 
videoconferencing at non-CDCR institutions, if videoconferencing is not available at the inmate’s 
location, this videoconference presumption will not apply.  In those situations, the inmate may elect 
to have the hearing in person or by telephone, as currently outlined in section 2367.  
 
Section 2054 provides exceptions to the general presumption that proceedings will be conducted by 
videoconference.  This section is necessary to prevent wasting time and resources from holding 
proceedings by videoconference when an in-person proceeding is necessary for the hearing officers 
to properly communicate with and assess the inmate and to provide feedback and recommendations.   
 
Subsection (a) establishes the standard for an inmate to receive an in-person proceeding.  
Specifically, board staff will schedule an in-person hearing only if the board determines that it is 
necessary for the hearing officers to establish effective communication with the inmate.  The board 
selected this standard because the most critical component at board proceedings is for hearing 
officers and inmates to be able to meaningfully communicate with each other to the best of their 
abilities.  For parole hearings, effective communication, where possible, is necessary for the panel 
to achieve the greatest level of accuracy when determining the inmate’s parole suitability.  In 
hearings for offenders with mental health disorders, hearing officers must properly assess whether 
the person should remain in custody in a state hospital during their parole period.  For consultations, 
hearing officers must communicate with inmates in a meaningful way to best prepare them for their 
initial parole consideration hearings.  In all of these proceedings, the hearing panel’s primary 
purpose requires hearing officers and inmates to be able to properly convey information and 
understand each other to the best of their abilities.  Therefore, the board has determined that the 
standard for determining the method of conducting a proceeding should be based on whether an in-
person hearing is necessary for the hearing officers and the inmate to effectively communicate with 
each other to the best of their abilities.  Once board staff determines that an in-person proceeding is 
necessary for effective communication purposes, they will schedule the proceeding to be conducted 
in person.  
 
Subsection (b) clarifies that the determination of whether an inmate is scheduled for an in-person or 
videoconference hearing will be made based on information available 180 days before the hearing. 
For logistical reasons and also to satisfy statutory notification requirements, the board schedules 
proceedings approximately 180 days out. At the time of scheduling, the board’s information 
technology system identifies those inmates requiring an in-person hearing based on specific codes 
for the criteria outlined in subsection (b). If an inmate’s code changes within 180 days of the hearing, 
the system automatically re-designates the inmate to receive a videoconference or in-person hearing 
based on the new code. In some cases, an inmate’s code changes multiple times within the 180 days 
leading up to the hearing, resulting in the inmate switching back and forth between in-person and 
videoconference hearings. This toggling leads to unnecessary scheduling delays and creates 
confusion for participants. Therefore, the board amends subsection (b) to clarify that the 
determination of whether an inmate will receive a hearing in person or by videoconference will be 
made based on information available 180 days before the hearing. If circumstances change after this 
determination, inmates and inmate attorneys can contact the board in accordance with subsection 
(c) to request a change in the mode of participation. 
 
Subsection (b) also specifies the types of information board staff will consider when determining 
whether an in-person proceeding is necessary to achieve effective communication between the 
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hearing officers and the inmate.  The board selected the categories listed in subsection (b) because 
inmates who meet one or more of the criteria listed are most likely to need additional assistance to 
effectively communicate with others.  Inmates included under subsections (b)(1) generally receive 
staff assistants at board proceedings, whose role is to help bridge gaps in communication.  Inmates 
with these disabilities may struggle to adapt to changes in a stressful situation, such as a parole 
consideration hearing, and may find it difficult to achieve sufficient comfort to articulate their 
thoughts.  Having the hearing officers in person with the inmates and their staff assistants, if 
applicable, in these situations would likely increase inmate participation and allow parties to more 
effectively communicate with each other.   
 
Inmates falling under subsection (b)(2) are those who have been identified by CDCR to be part of 
the Disability Placement Program.  It should be noted that, since this program covers a wide variety 
of physical and learning abilities, many of which do not impact communication, not all inmates 
within this program will be considered for in-person hearings.  Rather, only those with specific 
disabilities affecting the inmate’s ability to effectively communicate will be considered.  For 
example, persons with mobility issues, such as those who use a wheelchair, are not included in this 
category of inmates because, generally, mobility issues do not impact an inmate’s ability to 
effectively communicate with another person.  On the other hand, disabilities such as severe hearing 
or speech impairments directly affect an inmate’s ability to communicate by videoconference.  For 
example, words or cues may be difficult to understand or communicate by videoconference.  For an 
inmate who is severely hearing impaired, it may be difficult to discern who is talking when the 
screen shows multiple participants.  Similarly, a hearing panel may find it difficult to understand by 
videoconference an inmate who is severely speech impaired.  In such situations, in-person hearings 
provide an added accommodation of physical proximity and body language that may improve the 
hearing panel’s ability to establish effective communication with the inmate.     
 
Lastly, subsection (b)(3) identifies those inmates with a medical condition significantly impacting 
their ability to communicate and understand.  These individuals often already struggle with 
communication.  Videoconferencing, which removes the speaker from the presence of the listener, 
will likely prove to be a challenge for these inmates.  Thus, this population of inmates will be 
considered for in-person hearings.   
 
Subsection (c) addresses situations where the board has already scheduled an inmate for a 
videoconference hearing but subsequently receives information indicating that the inmate needs an 
in-person hearing in order for the hearing panel to effectively communicate with the inmate.  It is 
possible that at the time a hearing is scheduled, an inmate’s disability is not properly documented 
or the inmate is subsequently diagnosed with a disability.  This subsection is necessary to provide 
an avenue by which the board can review this new information and schedule an in-person hearing 
if necessary.  Additionally, the inmate’s attorney is required to inform the board as soon as possible 
should they become aware of information indicating that an in-person hearing is necessary in order 
for the board to achieve effective communication with the inmate.  This is necessary because inmate 
attorneys are often the first point of contact once the board schedules a hearing.  Therefore, they are 
in the best position to assess their clients’ needs and inform the board if an in-person hearing is 
necessary.   
 
Subsection (d) requires the hearing panel, on the day of the videoconference hearing, to postpone 
the proceeding if they determine that an in-person hearing is necessary to establish effective 
communication with the inmate.  It is possible for an inmate’s condition to change significantly 
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prior to the hearing such that a videoconference hearing is no longer a viable option for the hearing 
panel to establish effective communication with the inmate.  In these situations, the hearing panel 
must postpone the proceeding and order that the board schedule an in-person proceeding.  Thus, 
subsection (d) is necessary to account for these situations and allow an avenue for the board to 
schedule an in-person hearing.   
 
Subsection (e) clarifies that section 2054’s exceptions to the videoconference presumption do not 
apply to medical parole hearings.  Although “parole hearing” is in the name, medical parole hearings 
do not involve determining an inmate’s suitability for parole.  Rather, hearing officers at a medical 
parole hearing determine whether conditions exist under which an inmate who is permanently 
medically incapacitated may be safely placed in a licensed healthcare facility in the community to 
serve the remainder of their sentence.  Unlike parole suitability hearings, inmates do not have a 
statutory right to be present at medical parole hearings, although the board does attempt to 
accommodate inmates who wish to appear at their medical parole hearings.  Additionally, the 
hearing panel’s focus is to determine whether placement in an outside facility is appropriate in light 
of the severity of the inmate’s medical incapacity, which is an inquiry that generally relies on 
medical documentation rather than communication with the inmate.  Therefore, subsection (e) is 
necessary to clarify that medical parole hearings will be conducted by videoconference and will not 
be subject to the processes outlined in section 2054 for determining whether the proceeding should 
be conducted in person.  
 
Subsection (e) also clarifies hearings for offenders with a mental health disorder (OMHD) are not 
subject to section 2054.  As further explained in section 2058 below, OMHD hearings do not involve 
determining an inmate’s parole suitability. For this reason, and to accommodate the unique nature 
of OMHD hearings, it is necessary to have separate processes governing whether the hearing will 
be conducted in person or by videoconference.   
 
Section 2055 allows an inmate to request the board to convert an in-person hearing to a 
videoconference hearing.  This section is necessary to conserve the board’s resources and to provide 
in-person hearings when they are actually necessary for achieving effective communication.   
 
Subsection (a) provides that inmates scheduled for an in-person hearing may request the board to 
hold the hearing by videoconference instead.  The inmate must submit a written request to the board 
at least 100 days prior to the proceeding.  This deadline is necessary because the board has a statutory 
obligation to notify registered victims and victims’ next of kin of an upcoming proceeding at least 
90 days prior to the date of the proceeding.  Additionally, section 2059 of these proposed regulations 
requires the board to identify in the notice whether the proceeding will be conducted in person or 
by videoconference. As such, the inmate needs to make the request with enough time for the board 
to review the request before the 90-day mark.  Therefore, if the inmate submits a request 100 days 
before the hearing, the board has 10 days to review the request and can inform victims accordingly 
when sending out the 90-day notice.   
 
Additionally, since the board has already determined from the inmate’s file that an in-person hearing 
is needed, it is necessary for the requestor to explain why a videoconference hearing is sufficient 
and to attest, to the best of their knowledge, that an in-person hearing is not necessary.  The onus is 
on the requestor to sufficiently demonstrate that effective communication can be achieved by 
videoconference, since it will be a burden on the board an all participants if the hearing has to be 
postponed and rescheduled should the inmate actually require an in-person hearing. Upon reviewing 
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the request, the board will determine, in light of the new information, whether an in-person hearing 
is likely not necessary, in which case the hearing will be scheduled to be conducted by 
videoconference.   
 
Subsection (b) specifies that this section does not apply to medical parole hearings.  Because all 
medical parole hearings can be conducted by videoconference, section 2055 is not applicable.  
Subsection (b) also states that the option to request a videoconference hearing does not apply to 
hearings for offenders with mental health disorders. As explained further below for section 2058, 
these hearings are unique and require their own set of guidelines. The board has determined that 
these hearings will categorically be held in person, and therefore, there is no need to allow an inmate 
or an inmate’s attorney to request that the hearing be held by videoconference.  
 
Section 2056 specifies that if an inmate is scheduled for an in-person proceeding, the board may 
allow the inmate to attend by videoconference under “special circumstances,” which includes 
exigent circumstances and circumstances beyond the control of the board.  This section is necessary 
to account for situations where a hearing cannot be held in person but nevertheless allow the inmate 
to receive a hearing in a timely manner. Exigent circumstances may include natural disasters or a 
state of emergency. Circumstances beyond the control of the board include instances where the 
inmate’s housing location does not allow for an in-person hearing. While most board proceedings 
are conducted at a CDCR institution, there are situations when an inmate is housed at a non-CDCR 
institution, such as county jail. In those cases, the board will work with the outside facility to provide 
the inmate with an in-person hearing but may ultimately have to proceed by videoconference due to 
the facility’s rules and restrictions.  
 
In general, if special circumstances preventing an in-person hearing arise, the board will allow the 
hearing to proceed by videoconference, taking into consideration the recommendation of the 
inmate’s attorney as to whether the hearing should move forward by videoconference or be 
rescheduled. If special circumstances arise the week of the hearing, the hearing panel will determine 
whether the hearing will be rescheduled based on the board’s existing standards for continuances.  
Historically, the board has left issues arising the week of the hearing to be addressed by the hearing 
panel, as they are in the best position to evaluate the case-specific factors and determine whether a 
continuance would be more appropriate upon balancing the interest of justice. Section 2056 also 
reiterates that the panel’s authority to postpone the hearing is unaffected by the requirement to apply 
the continuance analysis.       
 
Section 2057 establishes procedures for parties’ participation at parole hearings and medical parole 
hearings.  This section is necessary to implement Penal Code section 3041.6 and clarifies how each 
participant may attend a hearing depending on whether the proceeding is conducted by 
videoconference or in person.  This section applies only to parole hearings and medical parole 
hearings, as the other board proceedings are addressed in other sections. 
 
Subsection (a) specifies that regardless of how the hearing is conducted, the inmate’s attorney and 
any scheduled interpreter must be physically present with the inmate at the proceeding, absent 
specified circumstances. The attorney’s physical presence with their client is for the inmate’s benefit 
at the hearing. The physical presence of the interpreter is necessary to reduce translation difficulties 
due to videoconferencing issues.  However, this rule is modified in certain situations where physical 
presence with the inmate is not reasonable or practicable. Inmate attorneys and interpreters are not 
required to be physically present with the inmate in the following circumstances:   
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 The attorney does not need to be physically present with the inmate if the inmate waives the 

attorney’s presence, waives the inmate’s own right to attend the hearing, or refuses to attend 
the hearing.  Since the attorney’s physical presence with the inmate is for the inmate’s 
benefit, the inmate may waive the physical presence of their attorney, just as they may waive 
attorney representation altogether.  In addition, if the inmate will not be attending the 
hearing, the attorney is not obligated to physically be with the inmate at the institution.   
 

 The interpreter does not need to be physically present with the inmate if the inmate waives 
the inmate’s own right to attend the hearing or refuses to attend the hearing. If an inmate will 
not appear at the hearing, there is no need for an interpreter since the inmate’s attorney will 
advocate on the inmate’s behalf.  Additionally, subsection (a)(4) specifies that the board may 
allow the interpreter to appear by videoconference if the interpreter is remotely located or 
based on availability. In some cases, an inmate speaks a very specific dialect, and it is 
difficult to find an appropriate interpreter who can physically travel to the institution to be 
with the inmate. In other cases, the board may schedule an interpreter to appear in person 
for a hearing, but due to a delayed hearing start, the scheduled interpreter may no longer be 
available to physically appear at the hearing.  In such cases, the board will hire an interpreter 
to attend the hearing by videoconference so the hearing can move forward.   

 
 Both the attorney and the interpreter do not need to be physically present with the inmate for 

the proceeding if circumstances beyond their control prevent them from being physically 
present with the inmate.  For example, some inmates are housed in another state and will 
attend their hearing by videoconference.  In such instances, inmate attorneys and interpreters 
are not required to travel out of state to be physically present with the inmate.  Rather, they 
may participate by videoconference, where available, or by phone.  They may also request 
a hearing to be conducted in-person in California, if videoconference is not available and 
they do not wish to proceed with a hearing by phone, as specified in section 2367 of this 
division. These modifications are necessary to conserve time and resources, and to conduct 
the hearing in a timely manner.  

 
Subsection (b) clarifies the method of participation for all parties for in-person hearings.  The 
hearing panel and the inmate must be physically together at the institution, as this is the definition 
of conducting a hearing “in person.”  The inmate’s attorney and any interpreter must also be 
physically present with the inmate at the institution unless one or more of the exceptions in 
subsection (a) apply.  All other participants identified in subsection (b) have a right either by statute 
or by the board’s regulations to attend a parole proceeding.  These individuals have the option to 
attend the hearing in person, by videoconference, or by telephone.   
 
Subsection (b)(1) specifies that victims and their designated representatives and support persons 
may attend the hearing if they provide notice to OVSRS at least 15 days in advance of the hearing. 
Everyone other than the victim must provide notice to OVSRS at least 30 days in advance of the 
hearing, which is in statute.  Also, each individual planning to attend the hearing must notify OVSRS 
of their intent to attend the hearing.  
 
The board received comments during the emergency rulemaking process regarding the 15-day 
deadline for victims. Specifically, challengers argued that the 15-day deadline is in conflict with 
Penal Code section 3043 because, while the statute explicitly imposes a 30-day deadline for 
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everyone other than the victim, it is silent regarding victims. Therefore, the challengers contended 
that the voters of Proposition 9 in 2008 and the legislature did not intend to put any deadline on 
victims. 
 
When voters passed Proposition 9, they added language requiring everyone other than the victim to 
notify the board of their intent to attend a hearing no later than 30 days before the hearing. The clear 
exclusion of victims establishes that victims are not subject to this 30-day deadline. However, this 
does not prohibit the board from imposing another lesser deadline, especially when one is necessary 
to conduct timely hearings.  
 
In selecting the 15-day deadline for victims, the board was guided by multiple factors. First, as 
explained in the original emergency rulemaking, from a practical standpoint, the board needs 
advance notice of everyone intending to attend a hearing, regardless of whether the attendance is in 
person or by videoconference. The board’s scheduling unit needs to know if the length of a particular 
hearing will be heavily impacted by victim participation so that the remaining hearing calendar can 
be adjusted accordingly to allow sufficient time for each victim to be heard. Additionally, for in-
person hearings, institutions must receive advance notice of all individuals entering their facility for 
safety and security reasons. The COVID-19 pandemic has also required advance preparation of 
hearing room schematics so that participants can safely attend the hearing in accordance with social 
distancing guidelines. Finally, the board specifically selected a 15-day deadline because Penal Code 
section 3043, subdivision (a), paragraph (3), also added by Proposition 9, established a 14-day 
requirement for the board to provide final notice of the date, time, and place to all participants of a 
hearing, including victims. The only way for the board to meet this statutory requirement is to 
receive final notice of all intended participants at least 15 days before the hearing.  
 
It should be noted that Proposition 9 also amended language so that victims would be eligible to 
receive earlier notification in advance of parole consideration hearings—they now receive 90 days 
advance notice, instead of 30 days. In accordance with this requirement, the board provides notice 
to all registered victims, victims’ next of kin, and victims’ family members at least 90 days before 
the hearing. While this does not directly speak to any deadlines by which victims should notify the 
board of their intent to attend a hearing, it provides victims sufficient time to decide whether they 
will attend a hearing. The board encourages all victims to register with OVSRS so they can receive 
this advance notice. The board also understands that victims may need time to navigate and process 
the thoughts and emotions attached to a parole proceeding. However, the board must also balance 
this with its duty to conduct all hearings in a timely manner, which requires that the board receive 
advance notice of all individuals participating at a hearing. Upon balance, the board has determined 
that the 15-day deadline is reasonable and appropriate.  
 
Subsections (b)(2) and (b)(3) specify that victim’s next of kin, members of the victim’s family, and 
victim representatives and support persons may attend the hearing if they provide notice to OVSRS 
30 days in advance of the hearing.  As explained above, this is a deadline imposed by Penal Code 
section 3043, and subsection (b) is necessary to implement this statutory requirement.  
 
It is not the board’s intention to exclude anyone’s participation at hearings. The board urges all 
victims, victims’ next of kin, and victims’ family members to register with OVSRS as soon as 
possible so that they receive the 90-day notice of an upcoming hearing. The board also encourages 
these individuals to communicate with OVSRS to receive support and guidance for navigating the 
parole process. The board further recommends that victims, victims’ next of kin, and victim’s family 
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members continue to submit their written statements to the board, which are not subject to any 
deadlines, and which will be considered at the hearing regardless of whether the person appears at 
the hearing.  
 
Subsection (b)(4) allows a staff member from OVSRS to attend a hearing as a support person for a 
victim, victim’s next of kin, or victim’s family member. This paragraph is intended to provide an 
alternative means of support for a victim, victim’s next of kin, and victim’s family member, who 
was unable to designate a support person by the 15- or 30-day deadline. This OVSRS member is 
not subject to the 15- or 30-day notification requirements as they are already CDCR employees and 
are not subject to the same time-intensive gate clearance procedures that non-employees undergo 
when entering an institution.  
 
Subsections (b)(5) and (b)(6) specify that representative from the prosecuting agency and any 
witnesses for rescission hearings have the option to attend the hearing in person, by 
videoconference, or by telephone.  
 
Subsection (c) is similar to subsection (b) but specifies the method of participation for all parties for 
videoconference hearings.  As with in-person hearings, the inmate’s attorney and interpreter are 
required to be physically present with the inmate at the institution unless one of the exceptions in 
subsection (a) applies.  All other participants identified in subsection (c) have the option to attend 
by videoconference or telephone.  The option to attend the hearing in person is not available, since 
the hearing panel is not physically present with the inmate at the institution.  The reader is directed 
to subsection (b) above for explanations regarding each participant.    
 
Subsection (d) specifies that victims, victim’s next of kin, members of the victim’s family, and 
victim representatives may submit a written or electronic statement in lieu of attending the hearing.  
This is a statutory right under Penal Code section 3043.2 implemented under section 2029 of the 
board’s regulations.  However, it is necessary to reference this right in section 2057 so that victims 
are aware of all the options available to them when participating in a proceeding.   
 
Subsection (e) specifies that visitors, observers, and media representatives attending hearings must 
continue to be approved under the board’s existing regulations.  The method of their attendance at 
the hearing will be the method approved by the board in accordance with sections 2031 and 2032.  
Visitors and observers, such as attorneys and staff in training, may be physically present with the 
inmate, subject to board approval.  Media representatives may only be physically present with the 
inmate at the institution if the hearing is held in person; they cannot be physically present with the 
inmate if the hearing is conducted by videoconference. This is to avoid any disruptions in the hearing 
room at the institution when the hearing officers are not physically present.  
 
Section 2058 addresses hearings for offenders with a mental health disorder (OMHD).  This section 
is necessary to clarify how these hearings will be conducted and how individuals may participate.   
 
Subsection (a) specifies that all OMHD hearings will be conducted in person. Prior language 
allowed OMHD hearings to be conducted in person or by videoconference based on the same criteria 
outlined in section 2054, subsection (b). During the past few months of implementation, the board 
has determined that all OMHD hearings should be conducted in person due to the unique nature of 
the hearings and to conserve board resources.  
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OMHD hearings are special types of hearings and are different from parole hearings. Unlike parole 
hearings where hearing officers determine whether incarcerated individuals are suitable for parole, 
OMHD hearings are held to determine whether a parolee who qualifies as an offender with a mental 
health disorder should spend their parole period receiving treatment at a Department of State 
Hospitals (DSH) facility. These OMHD hearings are held at DSH facilities and involve participants 
and procedures that are different than those for parole hearings. The board also conducts far fewer 
OMHD hearings than parole hearings, which makes it more cost effective to hold all hearings in one 
manner. It would be a significant logistical undertaking for the board to tailor the manner in which 
an OMHD hearing is held because this would require the board to coordinate with DSH, a 
completely different agency, as well as CDCR clinicians testifying at the hearings, to determine 
which hearings should be held in person and which should be held by videoconference. Therefore, 
to conserve resources, the board has determined that all OMHD hearings shall be held in person.  
 
Subsection (b) provides a special circumstances exception similar to that provided in section 2056 
for parole hearings. As explained in subsection (a), all OMHD hearings will be scheduled in person. 
However, it is necessary to provide an exception in situations involving emergencies or situations 
outside of the board’s control, preventing the hearing from being held in person. In these situations, 
the board has determined it is in the best interest of the parolee to proceed with the OMHD hearing 
using whichever method is available at the DSH facility—videoconference or telephone.  
 
Subsection (c) identifies how the parolee’s attorney and interpreter shall appear at the OMHD 
hearing. This subsection is necessary to clarify the expectations for the participants designated to 
assist the parolee. Since all OMHD hearings are conducted in person, the attorney and the interpreter 
shall also be physically present with the parolee at the DSH facility. This is in the best interest of 
the parolee since all other participants will be physically present as well.  
 
Similar to the exceptions provided in the parole hearing context, subsection (c) also allows 
exceptions to the requirement that the parolee’s attorney and interpreter physically appear in person. 
Under paragraphs (1) and (2), if the parolee is not present at the OMHD hearing, the attorney and 
the interpreter need not appear in person since there is no parolee for them to assist. Paragraph (3) 
specifies that the board may also allow the interpreter to appear by videoconference if the interpreter 
is remotely located or based on availability, for the reasons explained above in section 2057, 
subsection (a), paragraph (4).  Therefore, paragraph (3) addresses these situations while clarifying 
that the board is the authority determining whether the interpreter is physically present with the 
inmate or appears remotely. However, paragraph (4) provides that, under exigent circumstances or 
circumstances beyond their control, the parolee’s attorney and interpreter may appear remotely. In 
such special circumstances, the board has determined that the benefit in having the OMHD hearing 
move forward in a timely manner outweighs the need for the attorney or the interpreter’s physical 
presence at the DSH facility.  
 
Subsection (d) identifies how participants other than the hearing panel, parolee, parolee’s attorney, 
and interpreter shall appear at an OMHD hearing. This subsection, therefore, applies to any 
witnesses, staff, and observers who may attend the hearing. This subsection is necessary so 
participants are aware of the manner in which they can attend an OMHD hearing. If the hearing is 
conducted in person, the participants may attend in person or by any other means available at the 
DSH facility (i.e., videoconference or telephone). If the hearing is conducted by videoconference, 
the only options available are by videoconference or by telephone. Lastly, if the hearing is conducted 
by telephone, the only option available is to attend by telephone.  



 
 
Page 13 of 17 BPH RN 22-01 ISOR  Filed with OAL 6/7/22 

 
Section 2059 addresses consultations. This section is necessary to clarify how these hearings will 
be conducted and how individuals may participate at this type of board proceeding.   
 
Subsection (a) provides that all consultations shall be conducted by videoconference unless an in-
person consultation is necessary for the hearing officer to establish effective communication with 
the inmate. Unlike parole hearings, which may be scheduled as a videoconference or in-person 
hearing, consultations are automatically scheduled to occur by videoconference. However, if the 
hearing officer determines at the consultation that an in-person consultation is necessary for 
effective communication purposes, the hearing officer shall postpone the consultation. At that point, 
the board’s scheduling division will reschedule the consultation to be in person.  
 
Consultations are not parole hearings and do not involve an inmate’s liberty interest. Under Penal 
Code section 3041, subdivision (a), consultations are an opportunity for a hearing officer to meet 
with an inmate years prior to the initial parole consideration hearing. The purpose of the consultation 
is to review the inmate’s file, answer any questions the inmate may have, and to provide guidance 
as to how the inmate can prepare for the initial parole hearing. Furthermore, consultations are far 
shorter than parole hearings. Based on the nature and short duration of consultations, the board has 
determined that all consultations shall be scheduled to be conducted by videoconference. This will 
conserve board resources, and it is far more likely that the hearing officer will be able to successfully 
establish effective communication by videoconference for a shorter proceeding. In the event that the 
hearing officer cannot establish effective communication by videoconference, the board will 
reschedule the inmate to receive an in-person consultation.  
 
Section 2060 clarifies what the board must include when notifying the representative of the 
prosecuting agency, victims, and victim’s next of kin of an upcoming hearing.  Specifically, the 
board must now include information on how these individuals can participate in the hearing – in 
person, by videoconference, or by telephone. Penal Code section 3043 requires that the board notify 
victims and victim’s next of kin of an upcoming parole hearing at least 90 days before the date of 
the hearing.  Penal Code section 3041.7 requires the board to notify representatives of the 
prosecuting agency at least 30 days before the date of the hearing.  With the enactment of Penal 
Code section 3041.6, permanently authorizing the board’s to conduct proceedings by 
videoconference, and in light of these regulations establishing which proceedings will be conducted 
in person and which by videoconference, it is necessary to inform participants the method of 
participation with enough time so they can make travel arrangements or secure videoconferencing 
or telephonic equipment.   
 
Section 2061 requires participants to be available at the scheduled start time of the proceeding.  
Failure to do so will result in the loss of the opportunity to participate in the hearing, if the hearing 
officer determines that the participant’s delay will significantly disrupt the hearing or the remaining 
hearing calendar for the day. The requirement that participants be available at the start time of the 
proceeding is a logistical necessity, as hearing officers usually have multiple hearings scheduled per 
day. While panels may provide a courtesy waiting period for delayed participants, they must at some 
point proceed with the hearing. The board has determined that, if a participant’s tardiness will 
significantly disrupt the current hearing or if it will jeopardize the timeliness of the remaining 
hearings on calendar for the day, the hearing panel shall proceed with the hearing. Despite good 
intentions, participants may be delayed for a number of reasons. Therefore, the board strongly 
encourages participants to also submit written comments in advance of the hearing. Section 2061 
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reinforces the panel’s responsibility to review these submissions in accordance with the relevant 
statutory and regulatory provisions.  
 
Section 2062 establishes participant restrictions at proceedings.  While videoconferencing provides 
many advantages, it also creates some risks that are not present when participants physically appear 
at an institution for a hearing.  Therefore, this section is necessary to implement procedural 
safeguards and establish expectations for appropriate participant behavior at proceedings.   
 
Subsection (a) prohibits participants from recording or transmitting any portion of the proceeding.  
Additionally, participants may not allow unauthorized individuals to hear, view, record, or transmit 
any portion of the hearing.  Failure to comply with these rules will result in the participant’s removal 
from the proceeding.  For safety, security, and confidentiality purposes, participants must be 
authorized by the board to participate in a board proceeding.  Therefore, it is necessary for the board 
to prohibit unauthorized recording or viewing of hearings and to clarify, in subsection (a), that these 
unauthorized behaviors will result in the participant’s removal from the proceeding.   
 
Subsection (b) prohibits participants from engaging in disruptive behavior during the proceeding.  
While emotions may run high at a parole hearing, it is important that basic decorum is preserved. 
To that end, participants shall not engage in disruptive behavior, which may include displaying 
inappropriate gestures or repeatedly interrupting the hearing.  If such disturbances occur, the 
presiding hearing officer will first attempt to resolve the disruption, for example, by muting the 
individual’s microphone or requesting the individual maintain decorum.  However, if the individual 
continues to be disruptive, the hearing officer will remove the participant from the hearing.  
 
Subsection (c) specifies that participants attending a proceeding in person are subject to institution 
and facility procedures.  For security purposes, institutions have procedures that participants must 
observe to enter and stay on the premises.  The board has no authority to set institution policy or to 
override institution procedures, including an institution’s decision to prevent a person from entering 
an institution or to remove a person from a hearing if they violate policy or procedure.  Therefore, 
subsection (c) provides notice to all participants that they must comply with the procedures of the 
institution where the hearing is held if they are attending a proceeding in person.     
 
Section 2063 clarifies the board’s procedures for addressing equipment and connectivity issues for 
participants attending by videoconference or telephone.  While the board determines the options 
available for participants to attend a proceeding, the board is not responsible for connectivity issues 
that participants may experience as a result of the technology they are using or their internet 
connectivity.  This section is necessary to implement Penal Code section 3041.6 in a meaningful 
and practical way that does not result in a hearing being postponed whenever there is an issue with 
a participant’s equipment or connectivity.   
 
Subsection (a) establishes that participants are responsible for having the proper equipment and 
connectivity to participate at the proceeding.  While victims and their families may reach out to 
OVSRS or the prosecuting agency for assistance in securing means of participation, it is necessary 
to clarify that the board is not responsible for providing equipment or internet connectivity.  A 
similar principle has historically applied in the context of in-person hearings, where participants 
were responsible for arranging their own travel and accommodations to ensure that they could 
physically attend the hearing.   
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Subsection (b) specifies that the hearing panels are not required to continue or postpone a hearing 
due to a participant’s equipment or connectivity issues, but may do so in accordance with the board’s 
existing regulations for continuances and postponements. This section is necessary to preserve the 
inmate’s liberty interest in moving forward with the hearing and avoid rescheduling the hearing 
every time a participant experiences equipment or connectivity issues. Participants attending a 
hearing by videoconference are responsible for securing the necessary equipment and connectivity 
for the proceeding, and the board is not responsible for issues arising from a participant’s inability 
to electronically participate in the hearing. Hearing panels often allow a reasonable amount of time 
for participants to resolve videoconference issues, but this is not guaranteed and is dependent on the 
panel’s schedule.  Therefore, the board encourages all participants to submit their statements in 
writing in advance of the hearing in case they are unable to attend a hearing or connectivity cannot 
be established.   
 
Section 2064 provides an exception to the videoconference presumption for medical parole 
hearings.  As established earlier in section 2053 of these proposed regulations, the general 
presumption for all board proceedings, including medical parole hearings, is that they will be 
conducted by videoconference. However, there are times when an inmate’s medical parole hearing 
is scheduled to occur immediately following the inmate’s in-person parole consideration hearing, 
and the inmate requests to attend the medical parole hearing. In such instances, section 2064 allows 
the inmate to remain in the room for the inmate’s medical parole hearing as well.  Since the inmate 
is already physically present in the hearing room, it is more practical to have the inmate remain in 
the room and attend the medical parole hearing in person. 
 
ANTICIPATED BENEFITS 
The proposed changes will implement and clarify the application of section 3041.6 of the Penal 
Code, which authorizes the board to conduct parole proceedings by videoconference.  Specifically, 
these regulations will identify which board proceedings will be conducted in person and by 
videoconference.  This allows participants to know how a hearing will be conducted, minimizing 
the potential for confusion, misinterpretation, or misapplication of the statute.  These regulations 
also provide advance notice to all interested parties attending a hearing, allowing them to prepare in 
advance by making travel preparations or ensuring that they have the necessary equipment and 
connectivity to fully participate in the hearing.   
 
Whether a hearing is conducted in person or by videoconference, victims, victims’ next of kin, 
victims’ family members, and designated representatives and support persons will have the option 
to participate by videoconference. The board has already seen a benefit from allowing 
videoconference attendance, as more victims and their families are choosing to attend parole 
hearings. As an example, in February 2020, prior to hearings being conducted by videoconference, 
127 victims and victim family members attended parole hearings. In February 2021, when hearings 
were conducted by videoconference, the number of victims and victim family members attending 
parole hearings more than doubled to 343.  The board anticipates more victims to be involved in 
future hearings as OVSRS continues to conduct outreach to victims and familiarize them with the 
board’s new processes.  
 
These regulations also benefit the board by conserving the board’s resources and allowing in-person 
hearings only when necessary.  This reduces the amount of time that hearing panels are traveling, 
which allows them to spend more time preparing for hearings.  The reduction in travel also benefits 
other participants, such as prosecutors and inmate’s attorneys, who can save the time and costs 
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associated with travel without sacrificing their ability to meaningfully and effectively participate in 
parole hearings.  
 
ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 

Creation or Elimination of Jobs within the State of California 
 
This regulatory action will not have a significant impact on the creation or elimination of jobs within 
California.  The proposed regulations do not modify the number of hearings the board conducts; 
rather, it clarifies the method by which the hearing will be held.  Thus, there will be no significant 
impact on the workload for the board’s hearing panels and staff.   
 
There may be some impact on the hospitality industry since more hearing participants will be 
attending by videoconference, which means less travel.  However, any impact on this industry is too 
nebulous and tangential to speculate.  Thus, the board has determined the proposed action will have 
little to no impact on the creation or elimination of jobs within the State of California. 
 

Creation of New or Elimination of Existing Businesses  
Within the State of California 

 
This regulatory action will not have a significant, statewide adverse economic impact directly 
affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with businesses in other 
states, because businesses are not directly affected by whether the board conducts a hearing in 
person or by videoconference. These proposed regulations will have no additional effect on the 
creation or elimination of businesses in California. 
 

Expansion of Businesses within the State of California 
 
This regulatory action will not have a significant, statewide adverse economic impact directly 
affecting the expansion of business in California because private businesses are not directly affected 
by whether the board conducts a hearing in person or by videoconference. These proposed 
regulations will have no additional effect on business expansion in California. 
 

Benefits to the Health and Welfare of California Residents, Worker Safety,  
and the State’s Environment 

 
This regulatory action generally benefits the health and welfare of California residents by continuing 
to promote public safety.  Specifically, the board is tasked with conducting parole hearings to 
determine whether inmates pose an unreasonable risk of danger to the public. For hearing panels to 
make this determination, it is necessary that they have all relevant, reliable information, which 
includes robust participation by inmates, their counsel, representatives from the prosecuting agency, 
and victims and their family.  This regulatory action implements the board’s statutory authority to 
conduct videoconference hearings, which allows continued robust participation by all interested 
parties while conserving resources, energy, and time.  Additionally, the option to appear by 
videoconference means that more individuals who previously could not participate due to the 
burdens of travel can now do so.  This continued vigorous participation at parole hearings is essential 
when hearing panels assess an inmate’s suitability for parole, and this regulatory action will further 
promote such participation, ultimately benefiting the safety and welfare of all residents in California.  
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Additionally, this regulatory action promotes the health of California residents by allowing parole 
hearings to move forward in a safe manner during times of healthcare crises, such as the ongoing 
COVID-19 pandemic.  The proposed regulations identify the circumstances under which hearings 
will be conducted by videoconference, including exigent circumstances.  The processes outlined in 
this regulatory action will allow individuals to continue participating in parole hearings without 
endangering their health and safety by physically traveling to institutions.  
 
Lastly, this regulatory rulemaking will result in a reduction of travel in cars and planes by 
participants, which will benefit the environment.  Additionally, participants attending by 
videoconference no longer need to print out documents to bring into the institution; they can instead 
access those documents on an electronic device.  This will greatly reduce the amount of paper being 
used, which benefits the environment.  
 
OTHER REQUIRED DISCLOSURES 
 
Studies, Reports, or Documents Relied Upon (Gov. Code § 11346.2(b)(3)): None 
 
Reasonable alternatives that would be less burdensome and equally effective (Gov. Code 
§11346.2(b)(4)(4): The board has determined that no alternative considered would be (1) more 
effective in carrying out the purpose of this action, (2) as effective and less burdensome to affected 
private persons than the action proposed, or (3) more cost-effective to affected private persons and 
equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provision of law. 
 
Reasonable alternatives that would lessen the impact on small businesses (Gov. Code 
§11346.2(b)(4)(B)): None 
 
Evidence relied upon to support the initial determination that the regulation will not have a 
significant adverse economic impact on business (Gov. Code §11346.2(b)(5)(A)): The board has 
made an initial determination this regulatory action will not have a significant adverse economic 
impact on business.  As addressed in the economic impact assessment, any potential impact on the 
hospitality industry is too nebulous to speculate.  No facts, evidence, documents, testimony, or other 
evidence to the contrary has been provided to or reviewed by the board. 
 
The board has determined this action imposes no mandates on local agencies or school districts, or 
mandates which require reimbursement pursuant to Part 7 (Section 17561) of Division 4 of the 
Government Code. 
 
The board, in proposing amendments to these regulations, has not identified nor has it relied upon 
any technical, theoretical, or empirical study, report, or similar document. 
 

**END** 
 
 


