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NOTICE OF APPEAL

PURSUANT T0_S.C. CODE 1976 § 1-33-610 ; SCACR 303(b)(6); AND

ALC R. 66, THE APPELLANT, RONALD ALBRICHT, SEEKS APPELLATE REVIEWOFA.
DECjSION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT GRANTING A MOTION T DISMISS
AN APPEAL OF A CONTESTED CAsE HEARING OF A Sinte ACencys DEcISIoN.
APPEL LANT AL$0 REQUESTS A Review BY THIS COURT OoF HiS CLAIMS OF
DUE PROCESS /101 ATIONS AND CollSTiTeTioMpl RIEHTS DEPRIVATIONS OUTLINED

IN HIS “PRe-HERRING BRIEF.
TN SUPPORT oF APPELLANTS C’M/M% HE PRESENTS A BRIEF

HISTORY AND CiTES THE FOLLOWING POINTS FRomM : THE APFELIANT s BRIEF, THe
RESPONDANTSE MoTIoN To Dismiss, THE ALC’s ORDER, STATE STATVTES, AND

.(fz;cgos_.) RULES AS FOLLOWS ! HISTORY
APPELLANT WAS ON PARDLE IN FLORIDA ON AN IN%TATE
WSFER

COMPACT For ADULT OFFENDER SUPERVISION OR (ELADS. Hes
FRom SoutH CAROLINA. AFTER Twb YEARS, A FLORIDA PRoBATION OFFICER
ALLEGING VARIOUS VIDLATIONS

SUBMITTED TELETYPES AND REPRTs To S.C.
MONE OF WHICH WERE FACTUAL OR VERIFIED.- .. Respectfull v Submitted,

CONTIMUED _ : ‘
54-2095 ) £ )
Dated Signed ofdiment
¢ THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW CouRT )
THE S.C.DePr oF PP.P SeRVICES)
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... UNDER AN(TCAOS) TRANSFERy THERE I3 A WELL ESTABLISHED

PROCESS CALLED A "BETAKING™ THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN IMITIATED WHEN
THESE ALLEGATIONS AROSE (ZCAOS R.5.108(4-¢) 3 4-109) THe Absney
DEPARTED FRoM THE PROCEDURES For A RETAKING AS THe RESPMPANT
CLAIMED To HAVE TAKEN PLACE, (Pq.3 1.3 oF RESPeNDANTS MeTioN To DiSHiSS)
THe REQUIRED STePs THAT WERE SKIPPED OR DEVIATED FRoms Deared PAROLEE HIS
Due PReCESS RICHT'S , GRANTED 70 HIM BY THE U.S. ConSTIRsT1oN RND T (T CA0S)S
JMANDATORY LANCUAGE  AND IN SHALL PART BY S.C- STATUTES . THig (amfhes
15 BINDING T2 5&# STATE f/},{/gﬁﬂgﬁa/ﬂ/)ﬂéfs ngLESgAN‘; ?%ﬁgéévuees 4}25’ ’

U SIDERED AS STATUTR D QUPERSEDE EITHER JTRIES S7a7v7es OR Custany
_%21 %{é EVeNT oF A CoNFLiCT: 7§ ALR 67 /81 § 2.5,2.6,2.7, 3 22 )(§44-20-1I30G-+)

APPELLANT FILED FOR A gjlﬂrfjg;{gﬂ%% //éEfgfﬁi@é oN
2/33 KSEEKING THE A.L.LCS JUDICIAL REVIEW (QF 3 a o
’;\E{/o E;r%/\/q BUT fLgo THE ExTRADITION AND PRoCEEDINGS THAT L£D P
To THE REVECATION CITING SEVERAL DEVIATIONS FRom THE(TIALS)
Prorocol ReSULTING IN DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS . APPELLANT F 1LeD Fop
THIS REVIEW AFTeER THREE DIRECT ATTIEMPTS 73 7Txe Hlenty, AS
DIRECTED 7o Do So BY THE Fﬁﬁﬂ"/”f"’/’ﬁ?’ PRoBusLe Cnuse HenRine Abmin:| -
- |STRATOR » SHOWINE A *GooD FAITH EFFORT 75 ReSoive THESe 3508 AT
ORDER OF ReVoCATI0N FROM THle ACeNCY Despite Refensed ReQuesrs

APPELLANT MBVED THE A.L.C. To E1THeR ACCEPT THE
REVIEW WiTHoUT THe FINAL ORDER FRoM THE ACENGEY, OR To T SSUE AN
ORDER_COMPELLING THE AGENCY To DELIVER THE WRITTEN FINAL ORDER 70 BEGIN
THE TOLLING OF THE TIMELINE Ty APOEAL THE REVOCATION (ALPELLANTS
MOTION To Comper 3 PETITION FoR EQUITABLE TOILING) THE A.L.L. NoTED
THAT 1T WASN'T THE PROPER Forum A wHicH 7o Scex AN ORDER REQUIR-
“ING THe Pﬂz’djf Boarp To /ssue A WRITTEM ORDER , ( P37 FeoTpiore #3 oF
ALC.S ORDER) Bur DiDUE SUGCEST WHICH Forum WAS PROPER , CorkToF
APPEALS‘ PeRHAPS 7?2 TF MiRotes ISNF ReVoke)d, HE NEEDS 7o BE REINSTAT
ED ON SuPeryISIoN IN FLoriDay, AuD IF He 1S OFFlaipeLy Reypked, He
NeeDs The WRITTEN FINAL ORDER T2 PRoCEED WITH® THe Revien) oF
HIS _CLAIMS IF Due Progess VIOLATIONS.

ON Y433, THE AGENCY Fi.eD A MOTION T DiSMise
FIRSTLY THEY STATED THAT THE PRRoLEE RECEIVED T HE 1R Trans FinpL
ORDER OF REVOLATION ON AU6.30 2017 AND THAT- BEEAu THE Tolline
%f THe TimeLiNz AND Hewle 7HE 30 Days HAVE EXPIRED 7O AAPEAL.
E Di E WRITTEN Fi RDE, £ Y
DESPITE REPEATEDLY REQUESTING 1T, AS EVIDENGED BY THE RECORD. PAgorse
ONLY SIGNED FOR AND RECEIVED A QOPY OF THE PAROLE ARREST WARRANT
OBTAINED ON UNFOUNDED ALLEGATIONS ONLY, AND SWORN 7o 3% PARTY BY
A S-L. PARDLE ACENT MRS. VICToRIA JAKE , ALSo IN VIoLATI0N OF DUE

PROCESS AND(S.L (CodE 19768 17-23-163) TH18,BY No MEANS, THE FINAL ORDER .
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EQUITABLE ToLLING

THE ALC GOES ON 70 STATE "CERTAINLY, NO PARTY HAS
BM T2 e RITTEN FiNAL ER REVOK INE D

i 0 REVO
, [ T~ .. "LF APPELLANTS ASSERTIONS ARE CORRECT, REGARD-
-ING RECEIPT oF SueH AN ORDER , THEN THE TIME To APPEAL THE 2017
REVO CATION OF PARe.e ‘MAY NoT HAVE BEGUN To RUN see,e9. SCACR.
RulE 59 AND TN THE ABSENCE OF A _FINAL ORDER', NO ARPEAL OF THE
REVOLATION HAS COMMENCED.? APPELLANT CONTENDS THA T THIS
SHOWS CAUSE THAT A CLAIM ExisTS FOR A De Novie JUDicCinl HEARINE

THE ALC CITES_8§1-33-600(D) AS PROHIBI Fike THE CosRT
FRofM HeRRING “AN APPEAL INVOLVING THE DEMIAL OF PAROLE TO A
POTEMTIALLY ELIGIBLE TNMATE BY THE DEPARTMENT-* APPELLANG™
ISNT AND WASNT CHALLENGING THE SUBSEQUENT DEMIALS OF FARUIE)
ONLY THE REVOCATION y EXTRADITION, AND PROCEEDINES THAT LED UP
TO THAT REVECATION- SO,THIS Secrion OF STATUTE DoasnT APPEY To THIS CASE .,

THE NEXT SECTIoN OF THEALCE ORDER 18 CONFUSING AND

APPELLANT UNDERSTANDS AS CONTRADICTIRY, STATING IT AGREES
WITH THE DEPARTMENT THAT, EVEN IF THE 3017 PAROLE REVOCATIoN HAD
BEeN “PROPERLY APPEALED™ Td THE CovRT™ TT WOULD LACK TURISDICTION
TO ENTERTHIN ANY SUBSTANSIVE REVIEW OF THE REVOCA 710M ORDER(?)
THIS STRTEMENT SEEMS 7o BE ERRED A3 THE REVOCATIoN ORDER iWAS
ONLY A SMALL PART OF THe ReView SOUGHT, AND, APPELLANT Coul D HOT~
HAVE “ PRuDERLY gefﬂz_@ “A3 THE Covrr NOTED, W/THOIT Tie TS3U-
-ANCE OF THE FiNAL ORDER . EVEN MORE CoNFUSING 1S (FooTNoTE#2 pg. 6
OF Trz= ALCS QRDER) STATING THAT THE COURT Dorg HAVE TURISDICTION To
REV/EW “THz METHOD AND PROCEDURE EMPLOYED BY THE PAROLE BOARD To
REACHING ITS DECISION AND , “THE CouoRT MUST HEAR THoSE NATTERS™

ETHOD AND PRoCEDURAL 8 ARE ExARILY WHAT THE APIELLANT
IS SECKING KeVIEW OF. THE ACENCY DEFRATED FRom THE Sirzviery
ﬁﬁwgoaﬁgs OF THE(TLAGS) 1Y REACHING ITS DEC/S/oN AM) THERE.
BY Violared PhRotecs Due PRoCeZ8 RICHTS AN SHOUD BE ReyreweD.

‘ APPELLANT CONTENDS ALC ERRED IN /TS DETERMINATION
THar 17 " Ci NoT™ CoNpuCT ANY REVIEW WITHOUT A (oPy OF ToE
PAROLE BOARDS ORDER” Doesn7- 77,{/" IN EFFECT GNVE THE AR
OARD THE POWER To Bledk AN AHPEAL Smply By /I/f/’”rssc/m/é
N ORDER? ALC STATED “I7° NeeD NOT RESOLVE THIS CONFLICT
ECAUSE TN EITHER SCEMARIO, DISMISSAL WOULD BE APPROPRIATE.”

N AGENCY'S FINAL ORDER ; DEMIED OR UNR 548?}/_4&' Y DEZAVED CAN
Be BorH F ED KeMeDIED BY THE CauR7 UWDER 5 Y.8.CA]
8 706() " SCOPE oF REVIEW? ; GONZALE= V. CUCCINELLI 985 F. 34. 357

APPELLANT ALSO DISAGREES WITH THEALCS NOTION THAT, "IN EITHR
SCENARID, DISMISSAL WOULD BE APFROPRIATE.” BECAUSE IN APPELLANIS

SEENARID s THAT ACTvaLLY Teok PlacE, He DiD NMoT RECEIVE THE FlnL
ORDER AK/D THISTDEMIAL OF (U/é gﬁSQ’ NABLE DetsY “HOULD SHel
LCAUSE FOR A CLAIM ForR JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE TSIVES, (CONTINUED)
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.o -(ﬁgwfu/ OF THE rssugs), EITHER WITHOUT THe FINAL ORDER,
OB THE ISSUAnce oF AN ORDER BY T Covr COMPELLING THE ACENCY To
PRODUCE THE FinAL ORDER . NEVER THeLESS y APPELIANT CONTENDS THAT
DiISMiISSAL WHSNT ﬁ@’ﬁaﬂﬁiﬂfé FoR SCeNARIO % 2 ,OR RPPELLANTS Llgims.

APPELLANT CONTEMNDS THAT THEALL His TuRiSDicTIoN T2
HERR THIg (nse UNDER § 1-A3-330(F) BeCAUSE oF Tie ReESPONDINTS
h R LERCISE OF DISCRETION* IN INFERRING THA T 7He FiRsT
TWo WORDS OF §34-21-¢%0 "Won FIIVRE ; WERe SATISFIED BY A 32 Pasry
SUMMARY OF THe FL. Role OFFICeRs UMFUWDED AlLECAIONS. THE IST
Thio WORDS oF _3Y¢-21-6%0 PReDICAIE THE REMANMDER cf 7S Selr/en
OF THE STATVIE AND 15 AN Periin€ Comboler/T OF THE Sinsure 7o BE
Mer To Su PPOS‘E’D?/ GRAWT THe OMNIPOTENT STATLS THE ReSPoNdai
CLAImS UNDER Tye (oloR OF LAWOF THIS STA7L7E (ResPoiDanr s Mition
LN 1Y) THAT “NQ CouRT HAs TURisDId 72 7
' DT 108 ) A PPELLANT CLAIMS THE ACENCY 15 DEPRIVING HIS
NSTITUTIONAL RiCHT 7o DUE PRoCESS (MDER THE Loiei? oF (Al OF 3¢4-21-
L3O AND WHEN THE loss gE A LIBERT Y THNTEREST /S A7 SIAKE,
Due PROCESS 1S WARRANTED T DiFFeRenTiAfe ALEGRTIONS FRom
FAcTS (TCAGs R.5.108 A-6) ANDAPPELLANT CONTENDS THAT AL DECISIoNS ARe Revicuttave

APPELLANT 0PPOSES THe ALC's CONTENT toN THAT 1T CAN
NoT AppLy §1-23-380(5)a-F) N ITS SCoPE OR Reniew. THIS STATUE QUTLINES
THe PRo<(ESS FoR ReVIet/ 0F ANACENCYS DECISION WHeRe Nli OTHER Al -
-ISTRATIVE BEMEDIES HIVE BEEN EXHAUSTED. WHILE_1-33-380 STRTES THE
COURT MAY. NOT SUBSTITUTE TS JUDCEMENT FoR THE TUDCEMENT OF THe
AGENCY VAS To THE WEIGHT oF THeRADENEE oN QUaSTI0NS OF FACT® 70/
OWEVER, ERSE oR Mobl CaMEY DECISION IF SUBSTANTIAL

RICHTS HAVE BEEN PRETUDICED OF QNI PIBEANTED EXERLSSE OF
DISCRETIN OR MADE oM NI R _PRECEDURE OR IN ViIbin1ron oF
CollSTITUTIoMAL R S JISIOXS . NERRLY ALL OF THE Poinrs ¥
THIS STHIVTE APPLY TO g//s (Asz AND R Réised AUD XAz ieD v
DETAIL IN AfPALANTS PRE-HERRING BRIEF, A GIVE THE Covpr THe
Authopty 7o Rewew', REVEPSE, OF fodiFy THE DECrs iav.

THE ALC SHoutd HAve Also BEEn Abis 72 Revjew, SET Asype,

TR IMMEND THIS ACeney Aeryond JNDER [-33-350GNE) AS WAME oN UNIA-

FULL ﬂgoﬁeauzﬁf Beepuse THe Lpw Foe PRoCepyfe (W THIs (ASE Lijfis 7o

éozzau/ THe (..téﬁozs’) PRoToColS. BLL OF THE Acentys Devid 7ro#s FRor
o5

RS LD IR, O AT TR ST Wi T S
o(ESs = U, 8. ColsTr7e770 /' NDATOx
NGt o8 e (TAns) Comher 7 /

(APPeeLpnr CLams ALL Poiits OF 1-23-3%06X0F) ARE EVIDENCED I THS
g, MoT JvsT ZUNwA) 5 CRETION” AND Nk PRAeDyKe ™~ 7k
ARe Dezan&d 1V His BRicF

(4)of 6




TRRELEVANT MATTER

THE REITERATION OF THE SUBSEQUENT DENJALS OF PAROLE AND
THE REASONS FOR THEM,BY THE AGENCY IN THEIR MOTION, ARE IRRELEVANT To
THIS CASE AS THEY ARE NOT BEING CHALLENGED AND THE “PILINGON 0F ANY
SUBSEQUENT ROUTINE DEMIALS OF FARsLE OR REASONS For THem Do NOTERASE
OR CovER OVER THE AurvAl ReEVOCATION AND PRoceehINGS THAT LED &P 7o
IT, BEING CHALLENGED, AND THEY ONLy SERVE Td CompPLICATE THE ISSUES
AT HAND. (*# WiTH EXCEPTION 7o THE PARoLE Board USING “Fulure 7o Sycers-

=SFuLLY COMPLETE A CoMmuNITY SUPERVISIoN MZAG A BeEASON FoR DENIAL oF

PARoLE At HIS LAST HEARING. BUT OTHER THAM THIS , APPELLANT 13 NoT

SEEKING REVIEW OF THE DEMIALS)ONLY THE REVOOATION AND EXTRADITIOA.
QUTS TANDING MOTIONS 3 ZSSUES

APPELLANT SUBMITS THE REMAINING RELEVANT QUTSTAND-
-ING MOTIONS AND TSSUES QUTLINED IN HIS TNITIAL \PRE-HERRING BRIEF
T0 THE S.C. COURT OF AFPEALS FOR REVIEW AND RESOLUTION BASED
ON THE ALCS FOOTNbIE #2 TN IIZ ORDER STATING THE IRENIZINIAG-
MOTIONS ARE Now/ MOOT DUE 70 IT5_RESOLUTION OF THIS MATTER.
THESE MOTIONS AND TSSUES WERE DART oF A CHLeCTVE AND
THE CALLUNG ONE A “PRIOR ITRSUe” AND DiSPosiTIVE FMD LERVIE

N (4]

THE OTHERS OUTSTANDING , PUTS THEM, OR THEIR EFFECTS, AT RISK
OF BELOMING ‘M&%&M%M&&MW&?
BEING LOST ALTOBETHER . APPELLANT 18 TRYING 7o PRESERVE THESE
Isiuzﬁﬁuurxz 7HEY ARE RUleD URoM AND BRouGHT BEFoRE T
APPROPRIATE CooRT: ALC SEATED THAT IT7 WASNF THE PROPER
FoRum FoR ONE OF THE NloTIoNS;s BUT DIDNF SUGGEST WHAT WAS,
OR ANY THING ELSE ABOUT THE OTHER OUTSTAMDINGHOTIANS .

RELIEF REQUESTED

IF IT PLEASES THE COURT, AND IF AT ALL PosSIBLE,
THE APPELLANT REQUESTS FRom THIS COURT:
1) 70 APPOINT COUNSEL REPRESENTATION,AS THIS i5 A
MOTION ENCLOSED CompLex CASE BETWEEN R DIFFEREMT SovEREICN

STATES, AND A ComPAeT WITH FEDERAL BuESTION

JURISDICTIoN AND APPELLANT 18 A LAYMAN;

Ao e s, A.) A COMPLETE COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW OF APPELLANT &

PRE-HEARING BRIEF CoNSTITUTIONAL AND DUE [RoCesS RICHTS IdLAT 10085
ENCLOSED. 3@@1 7;JLI:U€D 1 /gs “PRE- HEARING BRICE “ANd /ﬂam;}s;

3.) To APPLY THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITARLE TolliNE IN THIS

SEE PETITIONENCLOSED CALE. AS SaUeH! /N HIS Fetit N For SUCH;

.Y I SSUE AN ORDER To SET ASIDE, YNDERSU.S.C.A. §706

ART./2 § 44 -3/-1i30(a-) g.a) (a-£), THE ACENCYS ACTIONS AND REINSTATE THE

PARALFES SUPERVISION IN F1ORIDA AND;
K)CLEAR THe RECORD OF, OR DESICNAre THE CRAND THErT

THIS I3 ALso O HARCE FRom FLoRIDA AS ADTuDICATED AND DiSMISSED
BArRED BY: (PER TMHE Fl. STates A170RNEYS NOTICE AND REadesT),

$£.CobE 1976 § $4-55-0; Ty PREVEMT B.L.DLEPS. FRom FURTHER DovBLe TEOPARDY
StaupLes uRAY HO3 F. Supb 4T 197 QR {JSE OF THIS FALSE CHARCE ACGAINST THE Parol£€.
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VENUE

FROM EVERYTHING THAT THE APPELLANT HAS RESEARCHED,
READ, OB _FOUND., A. HABEUS CoRPus BROUCGHT IN THE 47 (R U1 OR
SUPREME _COURT 18 THEMOST SUCLESSFUL AND THE PROLER VENUE 7o
BRINC AMD CGET BELIEF oM COMSTITUTIOMNAL AlD Do [RoesS (LANMS Ag
THE STATE CoURTS TEMD TU RULE Ol THE SIDE OF THE STH7E ACMEIES,
AND GENERALLY Dodf Lite Ty UPSET CustomAry STRIEACENCY PRACIIOS
OR PUBLISH APIMIONS 0N CERTAIN NICHES OF STATYUTE OR LAW THAT
MAY NOT HAYVE BEEM SPECIEILALLY ADDRESSED BEFORE /M THEIR
STATE,; AND THIS 1S UNDER STHND ABRLE. THE (TCAO3) HAS BEEAM IN
SOME _OTHER STATES LoMEER AND THEREFORE MORE FSTABLISHED
AND FAMILIAR, AS To 1TS SUPESEDING OF STATE STATUIES, FOR UNIFORMITY.
. Burn, A HABEUS OR RetAareD Remedies REGURE 707
Al AD”;'MJ/S?;{{/}/‘/I/E AND Sin7z REMEDIES BE EXHAVSTED ReroREHAND.
T STATE THE FoliowiNG WITH THE UrMosr Resieer, Bur 7o ME, AV
IGNORBANT LAYMANy T1 SEEMS A CRERT WASTE oF iRLuonBle TIMEAND
RESoURLES To HAVE 7o Go THRopH SEveRAL DIFFERENT Y ENUES (F THE
ULTIMALE RELIEF Sodenr 1S Loprspiurionde /N MiTURE D L1 £s
WITH T4 DisTRICT ¢R SQulkeme (oylrs.
APoLoCies TF Ih MISTAKEN i MY UMDERSTANDING OF
THE DIFFERENT Roies OF EACH Levietl of THE Courrs AND iar T#ky |
CAN AND CANT Rui€ ONy, Tue JusSrSEEN WAY MORE ADHEREMCE o
CoNSTITUTIONRL STATUTES I THE Y1# CIRAU T 7HAN TH#E StnteCorrs
NEVERTHELE SS, A3 REQUIRED , AFFELLANT IS SUBMITTING HI'S Chse
FOR REVIEW i 1S LodRT- ANO FRAYS For RELIEF REQUESIED.
CONCLUSION .

. BorH THE RPPELLANT RND THE RecoRD HAVE Sionid
CRUSE THAT 1 LLAIM EXSTS 70 SUPRT A AHPREHEN S It TUPK 1AL
ReVIEW OF THIS CASE ol THE CoSTTvnaidl AND DUE fRoCESS
VIOLATIONS CLAIMED [N RPPELLANTS PRE-HERRING BRIEF, THAT SHed
LEHD To A “SEITING HSIDE "OF THE ACENCY ALTien D M/’J(
REINRTAIEMENT OF Phfoieces SULERVISIoN Ml FLaRIDA. RPFes sur
ALS0 CoNTENDS THH A REMAND OF THIS ChSE BACK 70 THE Sy
GENCY THt7 RENDERED TH1S DECISiON (S-COLPPES) (AN Mor
S55iBLy RESLT gy A ERIR AND N BINSED BESoiviyoN oF JHe /Ssiey
AND PRRYS 7S (RS (SSUE ORDERS AND RECCMEN DA 77ou's
NELESSHRY A3 17 SEES F11 70 REMEDy 7He5E Clp/ns AND cursekes

THART THEY ARE ADHERED 7. ? yo—
AFSHECTEVL
=l

Ce: THE ARINISTRATIVE Law (oobr;
7;/{5 § L. DePror PPP Servides;
!
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| RE@EE— :
The State of South Carolina i%’
In The Court of Ay

Aprpeal From the Administrative Law Court

Case: 211533/D55073 Docket): 33-AL7-15-000/

" sCDC/FDOC . Contested State Agency Decision

A LC.Decision Dated: 5.2.25Fna) Order Received: £-7-25

South Carolina Department of Probation

PO Box §b54$3-38 | !m s.S
Ridgeville, SC 29472

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

 THE UNDeRsiNeED, RoMALD ALBRIGHT, CERTIFIES THAT HeE
Chusep T2 Be MALED To THeE Beiaw NAmed Respoudanrs,Copies oF :
a:% gamBE 0;: APPEAL DR .

) REQue ST Eoft-RedoRD-om-AfRert-azs (oMPLETE FECo RD[1RAvsL1p)
3)MoTia For Desicunriol oF MATTER 70 Be TheLvded on K’Ec’oﬂ: s
yIMarion To PRoGEED Lithevr (usrs of Fres (o FittA Poperis)
S)Maria For APPoiN TMenT oF CouvsEz
&) PETiTioN FoR EQuiTABle Terlivg
7)CERTIFICAIE oF SERVICE
8) LETTER To 8.0.D. PPRS. REQUESTING TRANSCRPrs AND DoCurents:
Q) NOTIoN ToCanle L TSSURNCE OF FIAL oPDER of PR e Revinesd 7ren.

| By fmemc THEM JN THE [7€RER (olbe OTiam AL
TINStiTUTioNAL AL Room ADDRESSED S Foliaw's:
WM STRATIVE LA U/? - 1205 FeiDieTop ST Suife 23
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“RATIO EST.RADIUS DIWINI LURINGS = VERITAS NilliL VERETUR,
ONALD C. ALBRIGHT-# 21533
RN

D E,SC. o ,
I Tor My | aoalﬁECEEVED

S.C. COURT oF APPEALS MAY 22 2023
%LE?;K OFI‘%‘;)‘[?)RT ) , SC ourt f
P.o.Box

COLU:;B!A-.\_Q-C, 29311 (D E X 3- LJ"IS'“OOO% 0 A,Opeafs

RE: ALBRIGHT v. THE 5.C. DEPT oF P.PP.SERVICES
HON.CLERK oF CourT

1
PLERSE FIND ENCLGSED For FiLiN@ FOR THE ABove
CAPTIONED CAse OME oF EAcH-

1Y NOTICE OF APPEAL Dici
A)REQUEST FoR %%ﬁwmhmfomﬂeéﬁﬁfeﬁ;@ﬁm

3YMOT 10N FOR DESIGNAT ioN oF MATTER To B Twetvden i R.OA.
VYMOTION 76 PRoCeeD WiTHolT (bSTS OR FEES (atfais Piuperys)
MaTioN Fop jf’ﬂaiﬁlm’!éwr OF CouNses
6) Petirion For E¢uiThBLe ToLLine
7V CERTIFitA7E oF SeRVicr

A ‘

P/
CodtD You BE So KilD AS Te Sewnb e Biack A
DATE-STAmPED Copy oF THe NBoVE FiliNGsS N THe EidloseD SASE.

Plehse Ixcuse Ay Teesiliont or Clepiops
MisTRkES [N ToRMAT 7S PPelianT™ Is A Lawman 4D
FiLiING DRo-SE. THAMK You FOR YeuR VAluable Timte jw
THS MAT7ER.

LNCLODED 73 A LofY oF A Ler7eR To 7He SCDPPPS.

Kequeszitte TRANS CRIPTS Aulp Dacumen7s . Im AWARE THIS isiF

ASEilif6 ™ Bur Iin SubMm: 11IME 1T To THe CLERK FOR DatoMerTatipg

IF" THe Keoues7 70 THS Alehcy, THUK You _

VD LETTER To <o.DPPPS RequesTine TR 0%
AND "DocoMenys. ( ATTACHED To MoTioN FoR DesiSNATIO o
_MATTER To Be WL Upep %3 JBoVE)

10) ORDeR FRom ALC GRANTING ResPowstil 73 Mo 120y 73 Dismpss

Kespeerrutty
SUBy

¢C: S.C.CouRT oF ArrenLs

Ao STRATIVE AW (ourT,
THe S.C.Dept. of PP.P SeRVICES,







