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set aside unless it appears that the failure to accord him a [probable cause]
hearing resulted in prejudice to him at the revocation hearing.” (/bid.) The
appropriate standard for préjudice in this context is whether the denial was
harmless beyond a reasonable doubt. (Id. at pp. 154-155, citing Chapman
v. California (1967) 386 U.S. 18, 24.)

Specifically as it relates to the final revocation hearing, constitutional
due process requires (a) written notice of the claimed violations of parole;
(b) disclosure to the parolee of the evidence against him; (c) an opportunity
to be heard in person and to present witnesses and documentary evidence;
(d) the right to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses; (e) a “neutral
and detached” hearing body; and (f) a written statement as to the evidence
relied on and the reasons for revoking parole. (Morrissey, supra, 408 U.S.
at p. 489; Vickers, supra, 8§ Cal.3d at pp. 457-458, 460-461.) The
revocation hearing must take place within a “reasonable time™ after the
pafolee is taken into custody. (Morrissey, at p. 488; Vickers, atp. 457.) A
lapse of two months between arrest and revocation hearing is generally not
unreasonable. (Morrissey, at p. 488; In re Coughlin (1976) 16 Cal.3d 52,
61 [two months was reasonable]; In re Winn (1975) 13 Cal.3d 694, 697-698
[three and a half months]; People v. Woodall, supra, 216 Cal.App.4th at p.
1238 [two months]; In re Williams (1974) 36 Cal.App.3d 649, 653 [two
months and 25 days].)

Appellant received a timely, fair, and proper final revocation hearing.
The hearing was held just 41 days after appellant’s arrest, which was within

a “reasonable time.”'® The hearing would have been held even sooner if

'® Although respondent submits that the time limits in section 3044
do not apply to parole revocation proceedings conducted by the superior
courts, it is notable that the revocation hearing in this case took place within
the statutory limit of 45 days. Appellant did not argue in the trial court and
does not argue here that the final revocation hearing was not timely.
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