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Appeal from the lowa District Court for Polk County, Scott D. Rosenberg,

Judge.

The applicant challenges the reduction of his earned time credit by thirty

days for filing a frivolous postconviction-relief action. AFFIRMED.
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POTTERFIELD, Senior Judge.

Edward Campbell Jr. filed an application for postconviction relief, asking
that he be given “double credit” toward his sentence for the time he spent on parole
or, alternatively, be paid $6500 by the lowa Department of Corrections. The State
successfully moved to have the action dismissed as frivolous pursuant to lowa
Code section 610A.2(1) (2023). It also asked the district court to impose a penalty
against Campbell and, following a hearing on the motion, the court did so, reducing
Campbell’s earned time credit by thirty days. See lowa Code § 610A.3(1)(a).

Campbell appeals. He argues that deciding how much to reduce his earned
time credit is akin to sentencing and, accordingly, the district court should provide
reasons on the record for its specific reduction decision. Cf. Maghee v. lowa Dist.
Ct., 712 N.W.2d 687, 695 (lowa 2006) (“Because [section 610A.3(1)(a)] does not
mandate a set penalty, the sanction must rest in the discretion of the district
court.”); State v. Thacker, 862 N.W.2d 402, 407 (lowa 2015) (“[We] have noted
that by requiring reasons for a particular sentence to be on the record, a reviewing
court will be able to assess whether there has been an abuse of discretion in
sentencing.”). Because the district court did not explain why it elected to impose
a thirty-day reduction of his earned time credit, Campbell asks that we reverse the
ruling, remand for rehearing, and require the court to explain its reason for the
reduction imposed.

As Campbell asserts, it would aid our review of the district court’s exercise
of discretion if it stated its reasons on the record for the chosen penalty. See
Maghee, 712 N.W.2d at 695 (requiring the applicant to “show an abuse of

discretion to warrant our setting aside the sanction” of deducted earned time



credits). But he cannot point to, and we have not found, any authority requiring
the district court to do so.

Because the district court was not required to give reasons for the amount
of earned time credit it deducted from Campbell and there is no evidence the
district court abused its discretion by imposing a thirty-day reduction, we affirm.

AFFIRMED.



