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CARTER C I

The plaintiffappellant Stephen Wright an inmate in the custody of

the Louisiana Department of Corrections filed a petition for judicial review

of a final agency decision rendered under the Corrections Administrative

Procedure Act LSARS 1511711179 Wright challenged the

Departmentscalculation of his sentence complaining that the Department

credited him only onehalf of the educational good time that he earned

Following de novo review the district court adopted the Commissioners

May 24 2010 report as its reasons for affirming the administrative decision

and dismissing Wrightspetition Wright now appeals

As set forth in the Commissionersreport this court considered a

similar challenge to the Departmentsmethod of crediting educational good

time in Estrade v Stalder 060160 La App 1 Cir 5407 961 So2d

492 and concluded that a day forday credit is not mandated by LSARS

15828B Herein the Departmentscalculation of Wrights total good time

credits includes sixty days of educational good time the full amount that

Wright contends he earned The Department utilized the total good time

credits to compute Wrightsmust serve time After review of the record

herein we agree with the Commissionersanalysis and conclude that Wright

was credited with the full amount of good time credits earned

Wright has filed a motion seeking to have this court impose sanctions

on the named defendants for failing to submit a brief in response to his

appeal The motion is denied

For the reasons set forth herein we affirm the district courts

judgment by summary opinion in accordance with Uniform Rules Courts

of Appeal Rule 2162A24 and 5 The motion for sanctions filed by
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Wright is denied All costs of this appeal are assessed against Stephen

Wright

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED MOTION DENIED


