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PETITION FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING

APPELLANT, RONALD ALBRIGHT,, PETIT1oNs THIS COURT To APPLY

THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TOLLING IN I1é SCOPE oF REV £/, DVE T THE
CONSTITUTICNAL BIGHTS THAT WOULD OTHERWISE Be ABBROGATED BY THE PROCEDURES
AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF THis PATICULAR CASE. THE DOCTRINE OF FQUITABLE
TOLLING MAY BE APPLIED WHEN IT I8 JUSTIFIED BY ALL OF 7HE CIRCUMSTANCES
ONTHE RECORD ON WHOLE. To BE ENTITLED 70 EQUITABLE ToLLING , PETITIONER
MUST SHOW:1.) THAT HE HAS BEEN PURSUING HIS RIGHTS DiL1GENTLY, AND 3
THAT SOME EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES ST00D N HIS WAY AND PREVENTED A
TiMELY FILING. PETITIONER MUST ALSG SHow A'CASUAL CONNECTION” BETWEEN
THe THPeDIMENT(S) AND AN UNTIMELY FiLING, (HOLLAND  v. FLORIDA I30S.0%. 2549;
177 L. £d. 8d 130-3oi0), PETITIONER MUST ALSO SHOW AN EXCERCISE OF REASONABLE
DILIGENCE IN INVESTIGATING AND BRINGING HIS CLAMS, (MILLER V. N.J Doc 145E 3,

616.)

LN SUPPORT oF THis PETIFION, APPELLANT WILL SHow THAT
He HAS MET AND SATISFIED ALL OF THe REquiSiTes OF APPLYING EquiTaBLe
ToLliNG Tal THe FolloWiNG PoINTS: ...

(CoNTINYED)
5-1/-2033
Dated

C.C: ADMIiNiSTRATIVE LAW CouRT, 3
THe S.C.Dept oF. PPP Services
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POINT ONE

APPELLANT IN THIS CASE DIDNT TAKE AN EXTEMDED BREAK |
AND ALL OF THE SUDDEN DECIDE To BRING THESE CLAiNS . HE HAS VEHEMENTLY
DeMieD THE ALLEGATIONS ACAINST HIM FRoM DAY ONE AND HAS DILIGENTLY
PURSUED HIS CLAIMS AND DEFENSES Anp RiCHTS AS EVIDENCED BY Mumerous
TNQUIRIES , EVIDENCE SUBMISSIONS, AND PLEADINGS 7o THE RESAONDANT AS
DIRECTED BY THE PRELIMINARY HEARIHE ADMINISTRA TR wiTrouT A BEPLY 0%
DETERMINATION oN THESE MATTERS, ALL oF THESE AT7EMPrs ARE TN THE

Record AND VERiFinBLE. (APPELLANIS PREHEARING A.L.C. BRIEF AND R.O.4.)
- _POINT TWO

THE “EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES® THAT STaop I THE
WAY oF A Timely FILING FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW WAS IHREEFOLD: FIRSTLY, A
STATE STATUTE (8.0.0pDEII768 1-33-350,360,3380) AND RULES oF COURTIALC.R.33)
PREVENTED THE FILING FoR JubiCIAL REVIEW UNTIL THE BEGINING OF THE
ToLLING OF THE Timelitie AND UNTIL A WRITTEN FINAL ORDER FRom THE STHTF
ACENCY 15 REOEIVED, THIS TOLLING Duts NoT BECIN. THIS wiRir7en Fiuae
ORDER oF REVOCATION HAS VET To Be ReEivED DESPITE REPEATED REquesrs
FOR SUH. THE FACT THAT THERE HAVE SiNCE Been OTHER Mol -Keview-
ABLE DETERMINATIONS (SUBSERUENT DENIALS oF FAROLE) MADE ON THIS (ASE , Dars
NoT CoVER OVER THE CONSTITUTIOMALLY PROTE CTED REVIEW OF THE ALTUAL
RevolATion PROCESS WHiCH BRINGS APouT THe SuBSEGUENT NoN-RetiewABLE
DeNiAls oF PAROLE.

SECONDLY, THE DIRECTIVES oF THE PRELImINARY HEARING ADMINIST
-RAtoR ERRONEOUSLY LED PAROLEE Tp BELIEVE THAT THE PROFER Tims AND FokIAT
70 PRESENT THESE TSSUES AND DEFENSES To WAS, 70 THE BoARD WHEN Youvto
BACK /M FRoNT OF THem® INSTEAD OF 7o HER , RIGHT THEN AD THERE, 7o
DETERMINE TF THeke whs PRo_oBLs Cavse, AND 70 PRESERYE THE TSSCES
RAised BY THE PAROLEE. THE APPELLANS; Beine A LAYMAN AND UNREPRESEN T
D By QoUNSEL, TRUSTED THESE DIRELTVES, WHiCH ARE Now ATTempriai
To Be used AGAINST Him To BAR His Cipims AND DEFENSES FRom Be/we
PRoferty HEARD of ATudiCATED ON.

THIRDLY, AS 7o TH= “ CASUAL CONNECTION® BETWEEN THE
T MPEDIMENTS AND NOT FILING FOR JuD1CIAL REVIEW INATIMELY MANNER 78 8
{SHowWN BY A PETITIoNER FOR EQUITABLE ToLLING JJTS EVIDENCED BY THE
PRE&EEDIH&FTUJO ﬂfiﬁﬂ CRAPHS AND THE ReCoRD oM WHILE. THESE Skoin
NoT”_ oMLy A~LASUAL ConnecTion® BT AN TWTimATe AND DireeT lanectio

‘ ) L7d CIRCUITS “EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES TEST IN :
('ROUSE”v.LEE, 339 F.3d. 838,346, 42/ Cr. Bc03), PETITIONER 1S ONLY ENTITLED T
EQUITABLE TOLLING TF HE PRESENTS: 1.) ExTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES , &.
BEYOND HIS CONTROL , 0F EXTERNAL To H1S 0WN CONDUET, THAT 3.) PREVENTED
HIM FROM FILING ON TIME. APPELLANTS CASE AND CIRCUMSTANCES BoT#
MEET AND PASS THis TEST:
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EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES, “MAY BE PBESENT IN
SITUATIONS WHERE A PETITIONER ALLEGES ABANDONMENT EVIDENCED
"BY A FAILURE 7o RESFOND To PETITIONERS MANY INQUIRIES AND
REQUESTS OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS Y CHOLLAND. 13050t ar3563)

IN APPELLANTS PRESENT CASE, HE ALSO HAS BEEN
ABANDONED OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS,BY THE SYSTEM,AND
LEFT 70 FEND FOR HIMSELF, WITHOUT AN 0PPORTUNITY To MEET THE
CLAIM OF VIOLATIONS ACAINST HIM, IN FRONT oF A NEUTRAL AND
DETACHED HENRING ADMINISTRATOR, ACAINST A NON-RESPoNDING
STATE AGENCY (WES.CD.RRRS), DESPITE NUMEROUS ATTEMPTS oN RECORD.

IN THE EVENT THAT THE CoURT 1S APPREHNSIVE OF

APPLYING THIS DoeTRINE To THIS PARTICULAR CasE 5 THE FollOwWING
EVPLANATIONS SEEM Te ALLOW THIS DiSCRETION 72 JuST/EES  AloNe
WITH THE EXISTEMNCE OF “TESTS” Fok MEET/ING THE REQUIRENENTS
OF PAL YING THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TakliNG . ITF 7#7s DocT@NE
WAS NOT ENVISIONED TG Be APPLIED T DIFFERENT SITUATIONS , THEN
THeRE WeULD BE NO NEED FOR SucH TESTS oF APBICABILITY, AL 7#1El
7o BE USED WITH CAUTIoN , AND ONLY IN CASES To EFfzeTudre JUSTICE Mip
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS AND WHERE ALL OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES HAVE
Bi%doﬁa;__rorg A -ﬁﬁ,@%‘% OTﬁCl&W 7%19, S, THAT EVEUTHIS 1S A NOVEL ApPPLt -
- ' TKINE, 178 ST71LL UNDER THe Courr3 DisCre,

ND THIS CASE MORE THAN MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS 70 QUALIEY ;‘g%u
LTS APPLICATION.

THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TOLLING 15 A TRADITIONAL

FEATURE OF AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE AND A BACKGRouND PRINCI PLE
AGAINST wijicd CONGRESS DRAFTS LIMITATION PERIODS. FLEXIBILITY
INHERENT IN EQUITABLE PROCEEDINGS EWABLES COouRTS To Mffrggfm
SITUATIONS THAT DEMAND EQUITARLE TMTERVENMTION AND TOACCoRD

LL RELIEF NECESSARY To CORRECT PARTICULAR TNIUSTICES, AS

PPELLANT CLAIMS IN THIS CASE. THE INTUSTICE THar OCOURS BY
NoeT ALLOWING EQuiTABLE ToLLING IN T#/S, CASE 18 T3E ABBROGATION
AND DEPRIVATION OF Due PROCESS RICHTS AFFORDED ALl CiTizENs By
THE CONSTITUTION; TN THE DEFENSE OF ALLEGATIONS ACAINST THEM.

W BoTH _EQUITABLE T8LLING AND SCOPE OF REVIEW Go HAND
IN HAND /174 PROCEDURES CREATED WiTH THE JNTENT OF EQUITY AND
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS IN THE JUDICIAL REVIEW oF CASES.
5 0 . T CH "SCOPE OF REVIEW *
TOTHE EXTENT NECESSARY 7D DEC SioN AND LHEN PRESENTED, THE REVIEWING
COURT SHALL DECIDE ALL RELEVANT RUESTIONS OF LAW, ZNTERPRET LoNSTITUT-
-TONAL AND STATUTORY PRoVISIONS , AND DETERMINE THee MEANING IR
APPLICABILITY OF THE TERmS oF AN AGENCY ACTION. T#e REVEWING
COURT SHALL : 1.) ComPEL AGENCY ACTION UNLAWFULLY WITHELD OR

UNRBASONABLY DELAYED, AND; ... (ConTINUED)
(3)or 4




nN
EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES, “MAY BE PRESENT IN

SITUATIONS WHERE A PETITIONER ALLEGES ABANDONMENT EVIDENCED
‘BY A FAILURE To RESFoND To PETITIONERS MANY INQUVIRIES AND
REQUESTS OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARSY (CHOLLAND] 1308.0+ #3565

IN APPELLANTS PRESENT CASE, HE ALS0 HAS BEEN
ABANDONED OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS,BY THE SYSTEM,AND
LEFT 70 FEND FoR HIMSELF, WITHOUT AN 0PPORTUNITY To MEET THE
CLAMM OF VIOLATIONS ACAINST HIM, IN FRONT oF A NEUTRAL AND
DETACHED HEARINE AdMINISTRATOR, ACAINST A NON-RESPoNDING
STATE AGENCY (WES.LDPRRRS), DESPITE NUMEROUS ATTEMPTS oN RECORD,

IN THE EVENT THAr THE CouRT IS APPREHNSIVE OF
APPLYiNG THIS DoeTRINE To THIS PARTICULAR Cuse 5 THE FollowiING
EYPLANATICNS SEEM To ALLOW THIS DiSCRETION 7o JuST/EES, AloNe
WITH THE EXISTENCE OF “TESTS” FoR MEETING THE BEGQuiReMENTS
OF APPLYING THE DoCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TalliNG - TF 7H/'S DocTRiNE

— -\ wWAS-NMOT- EVVISIONED-TG-BE—APPLIED-To DiFFERENT STTUATIONS , THEN
THeRe woviD BE NO NEeD FOR SucH TESTS oF APALICABILITY, AL 7vel
7o BE USED WITH CAUTION, AND Olity IN CASES T0 EFFceTuaTs JUSTICE M
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS AND WHERE ALL OF THE CIRCUMSTANCES HAVE
Bﬁ%’ i ﬁ_.gg A.,‘;ﬁfsﬂbf;ﬂz ;/_‘Rcigﬁ TE#Q S,THAT EVEURTHIS 1S A NOVEL ApPL -
' | INE, T7§ S§77LL UNDER THE COURTS DisCRTT
EMD_ THIS CASE MORE THAN MEETS THE PE&?UIREME/U%'? mﬁﬂj‘é‘ji’,gjg
IT73 APPLICATION.

THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TOLLING 1S A TRADI TI0NAL

FEATURE OF AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE AND A BACKGRouND PRINCIPLE
AGAINST wiicl CONGRESS DRAFTS LiMiTATIoN PERIODS, FLEX1BILITY
INHERENT IN EQUITABLE PROCEEDINGS ENABLES COURTS To MEErggEm
SITUATIONS THAT DEMAND ERuITARLE TMTERVENTION AND TOACCORD
ﬂ“ RELIEF NECESSARY To CORRECT PARTICULAR TN JUSTICES, AS

PPELLANT CLAIMS IN THIS CASE. THE INTUSTICE THAT OCCURS BY
ANoT AJ,L{JW/NG EQUITABLE TOLLING IN THIS CASE 18 72/ ABBROGATION
AND DEPRIVATION OF Due PROCESS RIGHTS AFFORDED ALL CiTizENs By
THE CONSTITUTION, TN THE DEFENSE OF ALLEGATIONS ACAINST THEM.

o AN BOTH _EQUITABLE To/1ING AND SCOPE OF REVIEW Go HAND
IN HAND Wr7Hf PROCEDURES CREATED WITH THE JNTENT OF EQUITY AND
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS IN THE JUDICIAL REVIEW oF (ASES.

5 USCA T CHAP 7 § 706 "SCOPE OF REVIEW ~
TOTHE EXTENT NECESSARY T DECiSiot) AND LHEN PRESENTED, THE REVIEWINE
COURT SHALL DECIDE ALL RELEVANT QUESTIONS OF LAW, ZNTER PRET CoNSTITUT
-TONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS , AND DETERIMINE THe MEANING IR
APPLICABILITY OF THE TERmS oF AN AGENCY ACTION. THe REVEWING
CouRT SHALL : 1) ComPEL AGENCY ACTION UNLAWFULLY WITHELD OR

UNREBASONABLY DELAYED, AND; . .. (CconTinueD)
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3.) HOLD UNLAWFUL AND SET" AsiDE AGENCY ACTIONS,

FINDINGS ; AND CONCLUSIONS FOUND To BE:
A) ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS, AN ABUSE OF D/SCﬁ/Ecrzaﬂ, OR

OTHERWISE NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW,
BICONTRARY T0 CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT, POWER,

PRIVILEGE 4 OR ITMMUNITY ;
C)IN EXCESS OF STATUTORY JURISDICT 10N, AUTHORITY,

)OR LIMITATIONS , OR SHORT QF STATUTORY RIGHT;
DIWITHOUT OBSERVANCE OF PROCEDURE REQuIREDBY L A
E)UNSUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TN A CASE

SUBJECT TO SECT. 556-57 OF THIS TITLE OR OTHER WISE

REVIEWED ON THE RECORD OF AN AGENCY HEARING

PRoviDED BY STATUTE OR;
F.) UNWARRANTED BY THE FACTS 70 THE EXTENT THAT THE
FACTS ARE SUBTECT T0 TRIAL DE Novo BY THE

REVIEWING COURT.

. IN MAKING THE FOREGOING DETERMINATIONS, THECOURT |
SHALL REVIEW THE WHOLE RECORD OR THaseE PARTS OF IT_ CITED

BY A PARTY, AND DUE ACCOUNT SHALL BE TAKEN OF THE RULE OF

PRETJUDICIAL ERROR. APPELIANT CLAIMS, NOT ONLY ONE,; BUT ALL

OF THE ABOVE POINTS ARE EVIDENCED IN THIS CASE AND

TUDICIAL REVIEW AND ACTION 1S WARRANTED AND REQUESTED

PETITIONER CONTENDS THAT HE HMAS SATISFIED
THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE ACTION REQUESTED OF THE COURT
AND PRAYS HE HAS PRESENTED A REASONABLE AND COMPEL-
LLING ENOUGH ARGUMENT FOR THE COURT TO AGREE WITH HiM
ON THIS PoSiTioN AND APPLY THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE
TOLLING TO THIS CASE IN THE COURTS SCOPE OF REVIEW.

Dared THS_ 1 2 Day oF MY, 2003
RESPECTEVLLY

Ce: THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
THE §.0. DEPT. oF PP.P. SERV/CES RouplD O MLBRiGHT - FoS

FILES.
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Case 211533/1)55973 Doclnet-. A3-ALT-15-0001
SCDC/FDOC Contested State Agency Decision

.5_3;23% Order Reoewed i‘/'_-?3
| POBox e '3 d : ;
Columbia, SC 29202 )
dppps.sc.gov
Ronald C. Albright #211533
PO Box 205-SB-38 !Pro sJ
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

THE UNDeBsicMeD, RolALD ALBRIGHT, CERTIFIES THAT He
Chusep 7o 3!/1% ED o THE gezaw NAPED Resfordpnrs, Copres oF:
:)) gonCE 0,1;' APPEAL
Q) REQUEST FoR-RELORD-oH-ARLerbata LOMPLETE RECo ED [7RAVSLE
) MaTiowl For DEsicuarion oF M17eR 70 Be INCLuded o»z//?e'eoﬂb s
yyMarion To PRoCeED Ly/ithour (usrs of Fees (v Fofinp Proper.s)
5)Mamv For APPOiNTMENT OF Couw SEz
&) PETiTioN FoR EQuitABle ToltiNg
7 ; CefTi :gmﬂge' oF gggm:%
8) LETTER To 8.¢8.D. S. REQUESTING SR PRS AND D
q ) MNOTI0N TelemPe L TSSUANCE OF nﬂ#‘z aél;a’ aﬁ%gﬁ%ro’u LNENTS.
BY VACTNG THem [N THE [jeBeR Cofle CTianAL
INST;TuTwNﬂL /n;;, gaam ﬁDD??£55£o AS Foliaw's:
RA _ oURT - 1205 A Dtc—' 24/ ST Swfé'aa

5 /1 -A023




B DIVINT LUmiNe e e VERTTAS NliTL VERET
ONALD C. ALBRIGHT-# 2311533

et rantan
{IDGEV 5 0. AT _
1 e Mgy . a0a3 QRECMVE

S.C. COURT oF APPEALS MAY 22 2193

|CLERK OF COURT __ ,
DP.0.Box 11639 _ SC Gourt of
CoLUMBIA+ S.C. A3all (M@ Appeals

_RE: ALBRIGHT v. THE SC. DEPT. oF P.RP SERVICES

HoN.CLERK of CourT

]
PLEASE FiND ENCLOSED FoR FiLiN€ FOR THE ABove
CAPTIONED CASE OME oF EACH-

1) NOTICE OF APPEAL ;

) REQUEST FoR Wﬁ%ﬁ—,m&mﬁceﬁﬁfé’wﬁﬂ

3IMOTION FOR DESIGNATioN oF MATTER To BE Tue1uden m ROA.

YYMorion To PIE?@E’ED WITHoT (bsTS oR F2ES Fularny Bperis)

8)YMOTIOM FoR APPointMENT oF Caumises

&) PETiTioN FoR EGuiTAR: £ Tol Ling

7)Y CERTIFiCA7E oF SeRVicr
- f SSUAM

’ . p A pe TAY ‘afh ity & ol g )
Cautd You BE So KiklD s 72 send e Bick A
DATE- SampeD Cofy oF THe ABoVE FiliMes 1N THeE ENéloseD SASE.

Mistanes ol Bokmas g gl el lient o Clekins
e R N LIRMET, S NifT e IS A LAWAN AN
FiLiNg ’D?.’O’—Sé'. THAMK You FoR )@UP\ 4&0)95{5 J777E JN

THiS MATTER.

LNCLUDED T3 A LoPy oF A Ler7eR To The SCOPPPS,

Resveszinte. TRANS CRIATS A Decomeat7s . T AWRRE THIS isiF

g S MG Bur T SuBmiftilg it To THE Qlepk Fop Dotoper it

FTHe KeguesT 70 THS Adelicy. THIK You »

VD LETTER To <a.DPPPS. ReQuesTve TRANSR PSS
AND "DocuMmen7s. (ATTACHED To MoTion FoR DeSISNATI0ficF
MATTER To Be INCLUDED #3 ABOVE)

10) ORDe® FRom ALC GRANTING ResPometptrE Mo 710w/ 7 Dismyss
Fespeerrulty
0 SuLMTTED

CC: 5.¢. Courr oF Arpenss

ADNISTRATIVE LAW (ougT,
Te S.C. Defr- of PRP Sewvices,

FILES. | (Dor I







