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PER CURIAM

Jonnine Sittre filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus with the district court against the
respondent, Olivia Craven (executive direct of the ldaho Commission of Pardons and Parole (the
Commission)). The district court granted summary judgment to Craven, and Sittre appeals.
Although Sittre’s argument is not explicit in her brief before this Court, Sittre, it would seem,
contends she should be granted parole. There is no constitutionally protected right to parole.
Warren v. Craven, 152 Idaho 327, 331, 271 P.3d 725, 729 (Ct. App. 2012). The Idaho statutes
only provide for the possibility of parole. lzatt v. State, 104 Idaho 597, 600, 661 P.2d 763, 766
(1983). Parole is at the discretion of the Commission, and the denial of parole need only be
supported by a rational basis. Warren, 152 Idaho at 331, 271 P.3d at 729. Consequently, there is



no guarantee that a prisoner will be released after serving the determinate period of her sentence.
Id. at 331-32, 271 P.3d at 729-30.

The record reveals that Sittre has an extensive criminal history, failed parole in the past,
had not yet completed required programming as of the date of the parole hearing, and had
committed disciplinary offenses while incarcerated. These considerations form a rational basis
to deny parole. See, e.g., id. at 331, 271 P.3d at 729 (acknowledging that an inmate’s
involvement in rehabilitative programming could be a factor for the Commission to consider in
granting or denying parole). There is no genuine issue of material fact, and Craven is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law. Accordingly, the summary judgment in favor of Craven is

affirmed.



