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OPINION

The Petitioner, Jackie Robinson, appeals as of right the trial court’s dismissal

of his petition  for writ of habeas corpus.  W e affirm the  judgment of the tria l court.

Petitioner filed a pro se writ of habeas corpus on March 13, 1995.  Petitioner

claims that the Tennessee Board of Paroles violated h is rights to due process and

equal protection in violation of the fifth, sixth and fourteenth amendments  to the

United States Constitution.  Specifically, Petitioner claims that the Board refused to

grant him due process during his most recent parole hearing by not giving him a

continuance and by not providing him with counsel.  He states that the Board’s

“actions and inactions” denied him his “rights of earned good-time credits and other

credits earned by the petitioner during  his twenty-one (21) years o f incarceration  in

the TDOC.”  He  claims that the Board’s actions forced h im to lose his trustee status

and affected his release eligibility date.

It is a well-established principle of law that the remedy of habeas corpus is

limited in its nature and its scope. Archer v. State, 851 S.W.2d 157, 161-62 (Tenn.

1993); Passarella v. State , 891 S.W.2d 619, 626 (Tenn. Crim. App. 1994).  In

Tennessee, habeas corpus relief is available only if “‘it appears upon the face of the

judgment or the record of the proceedings upon which the judgment is rendered’ that

a convicting court was without jurisdiction or authority to sentence a defendant, or

that a defendant’s sentence o f imprisonment or other restraint has expired.”  Archer,

851 S.W.2d at 164 (citation omitted in original).  The petitioner has the burden of

establishing either a void judgment or an illegal confinement by a preponderance of

the evidence.  Passarella, 891 S.W.2d at 627.  Moreover, where a judgment is not
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void, but is merely voidable, such judgment may not be collaterally a ttacked in a su it

for habeas corpus relief.  Id.  

The claims presented by Petitioner are not cognizable under the habeas

corpus statute.  See Tenn. Code Ann. § 29-21-101 - 130.  Petitioner does not allege

in his petition that he is being illegally confined or that the judgment in his case was

void.  This Court has held that if it is clear from the face of the petition that the

petitioner is not entitled to relief, then the trial court is not required to hold a hearing

or inquire into  the allegations in the petition, but may dismiss the petition summarily.

Passarella, 891 S.W.2d at 627.  We agree with the trial court’s dism issal of

Petitioner’s petition.

Accordingly, the judgment of the trial court is affirmed.

____________________________________
THOMAS T. W OODALL, Judge

CONCUR:

___________________________________
JOHN H. PEAY, Judge

___________________________________
L.T. LAFFERTY, Special Judge


