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_ Dip THE ADMINISTE éf/z/EMn/_, CovpT ERL I
NoT Relocpizipnég é QAuse For A CLAIM TO JUDICIAL REviEn
OF THE PRECEDING [SSues? _S.L. CO

__%qmg 771;)4.2 COURT: 58 il

|\ THE CompAcr . LLANT POINTED ouT SEVERAL DEVIATIONS
FRom THE Compacr RVLES AND 2
DELLINED To, HEAR THEM . THESE [SSUES fRE ST1LL
OUTSTAMNDING AND UNRESOLVED.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES

) DID THE AGENCY DEPART_EROM THE REQUIREMENTY
1.) PP He ACENCY,

TORY LANGUAGE CONTAINED N THE INTER
STATE CD%PF? ¢ RE@%’RDW@ THE PA ﬁoLEEé ‘RETAKING
AND REVOCATION OF HIS PAROLE STATUS P

3.) DID THE AGENCYS DEPARTURES FROM THE ICAOS
COMPACT VIOLATE PAROLEE'S DUE PROCESS RICHTS ?

3.) DID THE AGENCYS PROCEEDINGS MEET THE MINIMUM
DUE PROCESS REQUIREMENTS OF THE 4% 7,ﬂ,wo 14
AMENDMENTS AND THE ICAOS QCOMPACT ?

4) IS _THE AGENCYS DECISION “CAPABLE OF REPETITION,
YET EVADING REVIEW?DUE To THE AGENCY'S
FAILURE OR RBEFUSAL TO ISSUE THE WRITTEN FINAL

REVOCATION ORDER AND REFUSAL TO ACKNOWLEDGE
THE PAROLEE'S DEFENSES ?

5) DID THE ABSENCE OF COUNSEL OR THE PRELIMINARY
HEARING JUSTICE'S FAILURE 70 INFORM PAROLEE OF

HIS RIGHT T0 HIRE OR HAVE COUNSEL PRESENT,

VIOLATE PAROLEES DUE PROCESS RIGHTS?

6. E! D THE PRELIMINARY HEARING ADMINISTRATOR PROCEED
RBITRARILY AND CAPRICIOUSLY |N THE PROCEEDINGS
DENYING THE PAROLEE HIs DUE PROCESS RIGHTS?

DE 1976 § 34-al-1170(B)
ﬁk{ SUPPOSED 7o ENFORCE THE RINES OF

REGULATIOMNS Rui THE ALC
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L TTHE A POEUANT Ronhld. ALBRIGHT S CRANTED HireLE INZ0IS
BY AUNANIMOU'S 7o MOTE 5HIS SULERYISION_MAS_TRANS FERRED. T0.FLA.
UNDER THE PROV/SIon's DF. THE. TNIERSTATE Compper roR AborOFFENpeR
VSuperVISION oR. ( LCA0S). Tnc. YEARS INTe THiS_SUPERVISION, THE FLORIDA
PARoLE ACENT-SUBMILTTED ERRONEOUS OFFEMDER Wiolarsol BERRTS 72
G.C... AND_BASED ON THESE ALLIEGATIONS, S.C._TssUed A “PRROLE

| VioLATION WARRAMT “AND HAD ‘PAR0LEE EXTRADITED BACKT2 S.C. AuD
|\ REVOKED HIS_Pikole. s - e

TN 3017, UPoN ReTURN.To_S.C., A "PRELmARY”. PROBABLE (huse
| HEnpiiie Whs. HELD, PRESOMARLY. ON THE WARRANT OR-EXTRADIT10M
THAT HAD ALREADY 'BEEN EXECOTED. AT THIS HEARING, PHROLEE YRS
Tolp 70 TELL HIS DEFENSES.To THE PiRole BoARD WHEN HE Coes
Back IN FBoNI OF THEM. PAR0LEE WAS UNREPRESENTED DURING THIS
DRoCESS, PARoLec NEVER WAIVED THIS HEARING RHD PEMIED THE
ALLECATIONS ACAINST Him.- ..

EMENT OF CASE

1

_ THE PAROLEF PRESENTED_HIS DEFENSES AND EVIDENCE To
THe Boad, As. DIRECT ED, NUMEROUS TINES ZNCLUDING A0I7, 2018, 43,
AND WesT RECENTLY 1N J0A3.. THE OFFENMDER YiILAT o RESATS

LpImeD, THAT THERE WAS PROBABLE LAUSE oF A GRAMD THEFT IN FLA.
) Zf/ 7 PRROLEE /MISSED REPORTS , AMD JIOVED WiTHeur PERMISS10M.

ONE OF THIS WAS FAGUAL -

 PAROLEE HAS _SUBMITTED: NoTICE FRoM) THE ELoRIDA.. .
STATES Hmﬁﬂgy THAT %/gge:tms Naﬂﬂaﬁﬂgzgg)z/sg d;AA_) R 1
ELR. AND_T0.CLEAR 2/5_ RECORD AND RELERSE HIM, SICN:-IM.Sheers
From THE Reports (lgimed_To fave Been MisseD, AN AFEIDAVIT
OF gmrwuw.é ResIDENCE L
? egPrs_FRom THE FL)g

NTRADICTING THE REARTS HE SENT T0 S-C. UReVIDED 70
PARoLeE By THE._ELA._JARLE ACENTS SHeRiISeR.

e —

_ON _3-11-3033_, AETER _THE_ 37d "“Cood FMTH EFFRT AT AN
ACeNCy ResoluTion, PARoLEE _SOUCHT JuDIcifL REVIEW OF HIS
ColsTIrUTIoNAL CLAims oF DUE FRoCESs VioldTrons 1N THE. ADMprsz
RANIVE LAW. CouRT: THE PAROLEE. TNCLYDED A-MoTION 72 LomPeL .
| g/{ ACENCY 70 ISSUE A WRITTEN FINAL ORDER oF REVOCATIGN

EOAUIE HED VET To RELeMESUCH FRom THE AGENCY T BECY THE
ToLLING OF T;/ey TIMEUNE To APPEAL . /?LTERMJ?M! Y, PRRoLEE PLED
THE (ovRT To CoNSIDeR THE ISsUES WiTHod ] THE WRITIEN FiNt
ORDER, SINLE THE Phipler -CoutD- NOT GET 1T FRom THE AGENCY.-

———
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STATEMENT OF CASE (cwr.)

ON 3-30-2033 HoN- TUDGE RoBeAT L REIBOLD ALT WAS
ASSIGNED To THE Cfise. RPPELLANT WRorE JubGe Re1Bolp OMl_4-5-23 AND
EXPLAINED THE 1SSUE WITH THE FINAL ORDER HOT BEING RECEIVED AMD
ON 4-2)-23 SoBmITTED A "PeTiTiop R EQUITABLE JoLLinde.” THE Ale
NETTHER 1SSUED Al ORDER 7o (omPel AEENLY To ISSUE 4 A
FINAL ORDERNOR ENTERTAINED THe ISSUES RAISED WITHoUT e
RELEIVED THIS IRDEE. RESFoNDANT STATED THEY.DID Not #VE Alefy Fek

INCLLSION. — ————

. ON _4-3-23 THe RespoNpan7 SUBmITIED A MoTioN 72
Dismiss ClpimiNg PARpLEE _Si1GNED_FOR A, D ReCetved THE AN
JRDER o AVE30,17 » AND THEREBY THe fPledl WAS UNTimety . BUT
DAROCLEE ONLY SIGNED FoR AND Reactved A Copy.oF THE ARREST WARLWI|
AND INCORPERATED AFFIDAVIT, BUT HAS YET To Rec e THE Findl ORDER.

, PagoLes ResPoNDED T2 MoTloM T5. DS SS_ ON 4-10-33
ExPLAINING THe ERBORS /N THEIR PosiSITION AND PRofoseD His_PosiSiTioN.
ON 5-3-23_ THe ALC BRANTED THe RESPoNDANTS HoTied
72 Dismiss. AND STATED IN HiS ORDeR "CERTAINLY NGTHRTY, AAS SuBMITTED
A CoPy oF ANY BevocAriop ORDER FRem 2017,” AND “TE 1§ AS APl
Claims, AND He DibNF ReCENE THE FInAL ORDER JF RE1SCA 710N, THEN
THe Timelide Wodtd NoT HAVE [BeQuN 78 T0LL T2 APLzAL THE
BevocaTion AND No APPenl Hias. CommEnCep{THIS IS Lavse Fok A

CLaM — -

Neitier THE Abzwey pof THE ALC ApDRzssep ¢p
Rutep (}}/éﬁl THE Duves PROCESS VIOLATIONS RAISED, EVEM THOUGH THE
Courrs ALe SuPPosSED 7o ENFORCE THE Ruies OF (XCAS) YUNDER S.C. (9%
_aYy-2j-170(8) THese ClLams ARE STiILL YNRESoLVED , THEREFRE
APPELLINT IS SeckiNG A CompREHENSIVE REView OF H1s (ipims DETH/LED
1N THE ' PREHEARING BRICF “SuBmiTTen 76 THe ALL ol 34/-33 AND THCLUDED I
THe ReCord, Al30 Re-STATED (M THIS "THITIAL BRIEF OF ALPELLANT §
N STATEMENT OF Tssves  AMD ARCUMENTS OF SuCH, FOR THE CotRTS ReView.

APPeLLmir Mow SuBMirs 72 THe (bt oF Affeals His s
For REview. THe Adencys WHote sinle DefprTuke FRym THE(ICAsS)ules
CompPRomised THE ENTIRE “RETAKING ® AND REVoCAT Iof PRILESS THAT Lops
INACTED To PRoTecT D PRocess RiCH7S AND T PROVIDE A UiForm
PROCEDURE FoR ALL OF THE (omPicTing STATES To Follaw.

THE HCENCYS OYeRIL0KING OF JJPTERIAL FIRTS i THE
%FGORD, STATVIES, AND THE gIC'Ms) %uzgs ﬁ%ﬂ%E‘GUZ/]FWMS;
ﬁ&u:RED A DIFFERENT FBo

DURE AND DEC/sIoN Frym THIT
ENDELED B THE AGeNE Roler HAD No EVIDENAE [RESENTED 70
im 735%6775/‘/) ANST, Mo )_/_éauﬂéff Nz ﬁaﬂFRaNZ, AND Mo ADYefsE ?

WiTNesSes PResenrzd Te._ RosS-EXAMINE. (U.S-CoNsT. Aels, T7 417
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ISSUE 4. DID THE AGENCY DEPART FROM TH

)SUL L. E
REQUIFEMENTS _AND MANDATORY LANGUAGE CONTAINED
N THE  INTERSTATE COMPACT REGARDING THE PAROLEES
NBeTARING ” AND REVOCATION OF HIS PAROLE STATUS?

STAMDARD OF REVIEW AND AUTHORITIES

A)I.CAOS~-R. 4.109 AuD 5.1086:-6)
B) 75 ALR 67 [ 81 “CollSTRUCTION AND APPLICATION OF THE

LAA0S §3.5,3.6,9-7, § 6?/,3&%3.

.ad 791,793

H.YBEARDEN y. S.C. 493 F ad. 10390

YHECK v. l!'jujséHREis 513 {).8, 486-87; {14 S.(T. 2364
RIDDLE yv. STATE A8 SE.3d 863 8.0. 377
K3.U.S. v. VARGAS-AMAYA 383 F-3d 01,904 (I QiR . 3.00%)
LYWITHROW V. LARKIN H3l U.8. 35
M) L8 CONST. AMENDMENTS 1,4,5, 8, 314 Y4-53-4ic
N.)S.0. CODE 1976 3% -31-1130(3) ; RY4-31-1230 A)B) ; 4-31-1230(B)()

0. Wol FF v. fAS DoNNELL 418 U.8. 539,558
Plae S TuRiS PRUDENCE - DROBATON, PARoLE , ANp PARDON § 33
Q) MYERS A7 P, COMMONWLIIH. 579,510 3.3d. 3 13 96

C.
D
E.
F.
G-
T.

J

V. PEMNN . BOAED OF U
ARG UMEN Tﬁ_ R.jgﬁﬁnzsv.n@x Y03 F.Supp layz

APPE LLANT WILL SHoW THAT THE Actieid S AMD
PRoCEEDINGS OF THe S.0. Delr oF PEP CousriTured A WHeicsile
DEPARTURE FRom THeE REQUIREMENTS MANDATED, ESTARLISHED , AP
ﬁmmw LAID Cu7 IN Wfffdﬂos ComPAet 7o WHIEH .0, FLoR1DA, AND
WD THE PAROLEE KIUOWINGLY AMD Vol UN TRRILY ENTERED /70 ACREEMENT
\UNDER . JusT Belrvse A PAR7Y SIGHINS ) ComiPAeT EITHER ZSNT
FAMLIAR WITH 178 (onTENTS, OR SIMPLY CHOoSES NeT™ T2 ABIDE BY THem
| SHouLD NoT EXCUSE THem FRom THEIR OBLIGATION 7o FLLOW THEM.
17 WOULD _BE BoTH _UNIUST AND UNFAIR NOT 70 HotD THE
REPREGenTATIVES OF THE ComPACTING STATES T THE REQUIREMENTS
OF THE SAME QOMPACT ACREEMENT THAT THEY ARE ALCUSING THe
PYROLEE oF BREACHING. Bur WHEN A HEARING BoDY HAs BoTH THe
TNVESTIGATIVE AMD ADFUDICATIVE FUNCTIONS, A FAIR LUNBIASED
OuTCome CAN NoT BE ExXPECTED. TN : IN S,
\BoTH TNVESTICATIVE AND ADIVDICATING foWERS [ERFIRMED LY THE
SAmE ACENCY Qoil) JNFER_BIRS INTERFERRING WITH Due 7 |
LIOWING LIST oF TCHOS PROCEPURES THAT SHoYLD
WE Teok PLace, AND WHAT S.C.Detr oF PEP. ACTudLLY Dip
OWTRARY To THAT PRoTo0oL IND How IT VIOLATED THE AIRLEES RIGHS;
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Issuu courmuzn (AGENCYDEPARTUREFROMCOMPACT)

X APP;::.MMT WA PRoPER /%m ELoRIDA O SUPERVISIoN
TEANSEERRED.FRoM S-C LUDER, THE PRovISION'S OF THE THIERSTATE
Cdﬂ?ﬂﬁ( F FoR_ADULT. CEFENDER_SUP ey StoN dﬂ (T2A0s, NeredfreR), Twb

YEARS_JHTO THAT -SUPEPVISION, T € FLORIDA_ KL //‘Gﬁ/?“ SoBMliiTED
ERRaNe'aus OFFENDER  V19iA rw/ RESRTS ﬁ_ SUD.BASEFD <M. .

THESE. ﬁzz COATONS 1 S.C._TasvEp A DRoleViolstion WARRANT

14 HAD DARAL €€ EXTRADITED BYeK 70 S.L-_ Ay BEVINEDHIS .
Rolé’, IN Co.vmﬁﬂl Crion.- w/r// TCH0S) RULES IUD-REGULATIZNS ..

T TUdDee_ THe CA - wihlen A JILECHT M oF A Violatrond.
ﬂf’ I1SES, /} “R ING? '(L y BE /A//f/’é’b Gﬁ/s papace’ss ;ﬂs‘/u/
ESTALLISHED; Uﬂ//Foﬁm, ﬁ?’/ﬁ LAIp oot I m’/}dﬁ; R.5.108A-634.109

e (12 aze:s ~ (UM SIDERED A5 SiATUREY UMPER 5.C.. (376
/7/ ( )?05) ﬁ j/,g £ /r//eg aF . 77;6' (’M?Mydﬂ'zé SIIES
!

N 30 (1)(3). JWD AR I/Dlﬂ/b' oNTHE e/m?mﬂe STHES,
‘33921 tgsw(s)(a)_ﬁ‘_ LZCODE /376 ART-1A 3 TSALRETZ (8] § 2.57,33,4033)

UBoN_ EXTRADITIoN Bhick 1o S-L., THie Aeeney ATrenbren iz
SATISEY.THE ReQUIREMENTS.OF, (fcf?as)By //ozowc A ERELLIINARY

PROE}IJBQ’ Chuse HEARING OA. 7//5 £7 D WHRRANT MO .
QU Em ,v, KIPPING _THE ENTIRE (10305

W PRoCESS..IN. - Rl VINC.STAIE. IN. FloRIDA AS. /5.
é’&wﬁ D. BY (IZ/ios) B. o_laj'/}_ e.34.709 AND (SRR e TALR 617 15T .
MG-RHP/J ComulpiveSupplemens “Uses EXPANS) . _ .

1

 ATTHE ﬁ?gummﬂ/?y * HeAk G, ///c’f}aﬂwz smﬁm«? MSTREE)
THE Bipolee T2 TELL_HIS DEfenSes 7o THE Fjgole: BodRD.WHEN HECess
BALK N FRONT OF 77/547, INSTERD, dFR/G//f THEU AN THERE 75— -,
ESTHALISH. FROBAALE (fesE, bxs/u/ewy/ AUEHT I FRom Fict; D
? et I s Thiser b 55 TYSTRATIONS, PiRolEE
RESCMTEb His DeFenses 2 JHe sc WRALE BoARD. EVERY. TIME HES
GoNe BEFORE THEM WITHOUT. AN ﬁﬂs’a/cﬂ DETERMINITION, IR IMESTIRYY.
AN INTO THE CLAIMS. oF  TMHOCENCE_CR- ol lmNTS. -SoBmI 7TED .

Mo ROLEE WAS NOT_PRESENTED WITH AN WOE, v
170~ DEFEM?A AN ST, No g mry 7. C'oWFRa/\’!‘ly fy W
Bﬁ/ﬁ/f/ﬁm’l/—d/’ - ADVEASE JW&S’SES No r/JS‘kucTof! O mrro WEof
me' /‘M/ Amﬁﬂm No FAR,N Eumz, SEDHEARING .. AL
WSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIENS cagﬂgg zz Bfaﬁusg £.0.(He
Reu THE- VEgY A'IEGIMIV/S#! j VACE - 1 IGAGS_-: WP
oT£<I7’ ; ESED(IL—' 0 Re % 55
52&025, dzfz"laﬂs ﬂzﬂs RY: 77/;;/:/5 AUSE /ﬁ » Mycl %{b
gg WEgs TMTENTIONALL /’i/ Ar%ﬂpr S
EN /Mps T fveﬂ ACKNAWLEDEE s Ucl/Le'ss RmFy THEMN '

e e i —— ———t—
- —_
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TSSUE 1. CONTINUED (AGENCY DEPARTURE FROM.COMPACT)

_ PRESUMABLY REASONED_THE (oukTs, THE REASON THE.
PROGABLE CAUSE HEARING 18 To @& HELD IN THE ReCEIVING STATE, BEFoRE
EXTRADITION 1S To PRoTeeT DUE PROCESS BY ALLOWING THE_PAROLEE. TO
CONFRONT_THE. RECEIVING STATES OFFICER WHO_CHARGED THE VIoLAT I
WITH FuLL ACCESS To THE INFORMATI0H TO DEEEAND ACAINST T CHARCE,
WHILE THE SouRCES ARE AIAILABLE AND THE THFORMATIoN IS FRESH.

T AL S0 Mpkes,_THE CompPAcT WoRKARLE By AWb1D/Ne Twe EXPENSe
Wirvesses HAVING 7. .

OF THE PARole ACENTS ; OFFICERS, oR
TRBAVEL To THE SENDING. STRIE 7o TESTIFY. ONLY TE AND-AFTER
oPABLE CAUSE 1L FoUND THEMN FAROLEE IS 7o Be RejuRile) 70.
e SeNDING STaTe. WouLD ALL OF THESE ﬁ}gocw UREs_BE CReATED
[F THe PARoLee DIDNT Hive Due PRoCESs KICHIS 70 BE PRoTECTED?

. __ _PARDLEE DiD NoT KNOWINGLY OR. VOLUNTARILY WAIVE HIS . _
PRELIMINARY OR PRoBABLE CAUSE HEARING AND HAS Con'SiS FENTLY DEMIED
THE ALLEDEED ViolaTioMs ACAINST HIM. THE PARoOLEE ALSo BuesTioNs
THE VALIDITY OF A WARRAMT (SSUED BY THE SeENDING STATE
BASED Solely ON A SUMNARY OF THE Flogidh PRLE ACENTSs |, .
UNFOUNDED ALLeCATIoNS, CoNTAI D 14 //fs TELET Y ES . TN MYES

, DeAM. F Papeles 97 Po. Commwirn. 574, 510 A- 3. 397 (1956)
STATE Mus7r SHow ‘CooD CAUSE WHY EVIDENEE SHould BE ADMissiBle.

WITHOUT THE WiTiESS PRESCMT 78 TESFIFY 76 TS VALIDITY.
8.0°s PiRoLE ACENT VieTorRiA ThNe Shwlore 3% PRIy 70 7He

VALIDITY OF THESE ALLEGATIONS WITHOUT ANY TAvESTIERTIOM, FHCT
FINDING, OR QPPeRTUNITY OF 7% PARoLEE 70 ConTES T THE So CANED Fadrs
%/m’our THE REQUIRED PRELIMNARY PROBALLE CRUSE HERRING IN THE]
RETeviNG _STh7x (FloRi DF)_U.S. v- VARGAS-AMAYA 3 3d. 901 WhHRRANT
MUST Bz BASED oN SWORN FACTS 7o Be USed AS A BAsis For Revolntion.”

NeitHer MRS. Ihke, THEe S.C. DaRole BoArp, NoR THE
Courrs HAD ANY WAY OF EXTRICATING FAcTs FRom ALLE GATIoNS.
BuT A WARRANT, EXTRADITIoM, AUD REVOCATIoN WAS EFFECTUATED
ON THESE ALLEGATI108S Botd UNFoUNDED AND UNTRUE. 5.0.5 fleTiars
SUBTECTED PARoles To THE NECATIVE CoNSEGUENCES OF THE. . ..

ALLEGATIONS. _OF_THE _RECEIING _STATES PAROLE ACENT AS IF THey
HeN ReEVLATION OF

WERE_ACILAL_V)OLA Y 1eNS _LopMirt€D - _
jgg JY 4 VEcat1ve (hiSeduenies , THEN Due
AN

ol& IS INE gF tHose.
£SS /3. 70 ﬂscm?w WHAT 15 ldf‘éﬁ??'oﬂ/)
. 95.0. 443 F. 2

_& am
/ ID__WHAT IS )f—ﬁru,vz . ‘BEAR CATED Betet

L 8.05 DemRtuge Erom THe(L A 0S) PR¢epoRES AND
BuLes Viourep _THE fiRotces Doe FEoless RIGHTs.
Z SIhTEs : THe EACT ThprTHE Boakd Periedms A PREDCTk

DOES_MNoT DEPLeCI#TE “THE IMPRTANCE OF ACCURATE

ND FRoGNOSTIC FUNCTI0M..
| FAGTuUAL ExPosSiTION AND EVALUATION =

!
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Issusz GONTINUED @GENCYDEPARTURE FROM COMPAcz)

THE EWDEM‘ PURPESE BE///A/p (Cenos) RULE 5. 108 75 NoT-

%”""s%-ﬂﬁﬁm Bf%zgf - ER ,é%f‘%gj Mo ;ﬁgg/i :gg\’z,sb/cmy _
i/ n IO (%) 07/ JESS.
R%{ﬁ m_:’%tz 5./08..18 f}ﬂbﬁmy YR OF THE( TL403).

Bccﬂﬁ dF_‘/?/s Sulpemz. ovRTSE. z%zzwcs /N "BAMIREZ "éqé,vm/
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\ b.A';‘ i T iﬂ.5g3v6,3.7, a',a\ar ANDa3

| -Issue 2. CONTINUED (AGEN CY DEPARTURE FROM COMPALT)
76 A.L.R. 6= ~181 (orie.Pua:.30/a)

| T THE CONSTRUCTION AND APPLICATION OF THE INTER-
| -STATE_COMPACT For ADULT OFFENDER SUPERVISIONZ|
. " or (T.C.AL0.5.) RULES 4.1096-0),5108¢-9)

© § 2.5 STHE RULES 0F (ECAOS) HAVE THE FORCE AND EFFECT-0F
| -~ u8TATUTORY. LAW AND ARE BINDWG ON_THE COMPACTING
. STATESZ. 5.C. CgDE |976 §.84-3-1150(2) 2y-2)-1330(8) &)

2.6 “Laws 0F THE ComPacTINGSTATES, CoNELICTING. WITH THE
] CoMPALT ARE_SupsRSEDED. BY THE (OMPACT RECULATIONS
18 THE. .EXTENT OF THE. CONFLICT 75,0, (_’em.-':l §7¢ S 2Y-):133%.

]
P

§ 3.7 "MEMBER STATES ARE OBLIGATED. 75 Comply. 78-A-UNIFORM
SYSTEM. APPLICABLE T ALL(ASES AND PERSCNS. SUBTECT 16
THE TERMS AND CoNDiTIoNS.-0F. THE ComPAeT . R, 510669

Sl “VipLgToN By ReCeIviNG STATE i8 Tb CONTAIN * R-4.109_
, OFFENDER 5 NAME, LOCATION ARD T.D.#5, DATE AND DESCRIPTION
-1, OF THE OFEENSES FoRmMyNG THE BASIS.OF THE VIOLATION,
o i AND THE 8TATUS AND DiSOpsiTIoN OF THE OIFENSE. ..
' .(_THE LAST PRRTOF _§ Q. THE STATUS NP DiS Ao5iTi OF THE OFFENSE ” WAS
" CoEHIENTLY LEFT-OUT: BY THE FLORIDAG PAROLE ACENT IN HIS REURTS 10 SC,
S THe WERE DismisseD. BY THE FL. STATES AT72 RUEY MD ORDERED THE
‘PRROLEE RELERSED AND THE RECORD CLEARED. S.C. FURTHER Comfinided
CTH15 Onuss el By CHANGING THE A& of THE Dismisse) (HARGE FRam
CRAWD THEFT To GRAMD LARLENY BECAUSE S.C. PoESp7. HIVEA \CAAD
| THEFT oM THER Posks BUT \WANTED To PLACE PAROIEE (i DobBLE
3 go,_o,eﬁoy,.%sfsma:ﬂ//tzz. HERE. WHS [ROGABLE (RUSE 7@%;_65
CoMmiTtEDTHIS_CRIME EVEN THOUGH THE FL. STAIES ATIORUES HAD
ALRERDY DETERMINED THAT.. THERE. WASNT. (Reseaipauti MoTied 7o
DisousS3 Pe-d LNl 3 FL. STATES ATToRNeyS NoTWfolmATioN NoT1eE) THIS IS
Also BARRED _BY. 8.C.L0PE = ) STANDLEE.V. RItAY 403 F Supp 1347

833 “REGEIING.STATE MUST-CONDUCT, THE PROBABLE (AusE HARING
“IM AKGRDANCE ‘WiITH (TCADS) RULE 5.108(A-6) AND DuE PROCESS
"REQUIREMENTS = AN CFFENDER SUESECT T0 RETRKING THT
MAY.RESULT 1N REVOCATION. UNDER grmas).zs,;:-tmg«sm
B PROBABLE Case HenRiNe CoADucTED IN ACCORDANCE WhTH

S

£CR0S). RULES, (Td RECEIVING 57 T2) BEFORE BEINC RETRNED
10:%EN mG,ngE? IREZ V. SUPERIOR (1. 15 (AL APPS®EY3 )}
MORRISS B V. BREW - M!El ) ‘ 1R

...- [ 5 J
CAL. V- CRUMP 18c N.3- SUNER. 873 H33 4.

(9)oF29_




SN (\‘

ISSUEL. CONTINUED (AGENCY DEPARTURE FROM COMPACT)

TE5ALR &™ 18158 3.5,2.6,3.7, 1,32, 433,

“Tue (onsTRYCTIONAND APPLICATION OF THE TNTER-
- STATE (ompPACT FOR ADULT OFFENDER SUPERVISION™

O0R (ECAYS) RULES S.iJ54-G3 ¢./09 A-C

£33 2"y, A AL.APPST £43

= THe OpurT-0F APPEALS JUSTICEHALLER HELD: _ . _

|.) PRoBATIONER WAS “OFFENDER SuBIEeT 10 RETAK(MG

THAT MAY BESULT IN REVOCAT (04 *YUPER (TCAOS)

AND THUS HE WAS ENTITLED T2 f PROBABLE

CAUSE HERRING. o )

3.) THE PROCEEDINGS CONSTITUTED A WHOLESALE
DEPARTURE FRom THE REQUIREMENTS OF A
PRoBABLE CAUSE HEARING UMDER (LlA0S) W
VIOLATION OF DYe PROCESS. )

3.) (SENDING STATE ) AuTHORITIES REQUESTED,
Rosﬂfrsd £R & RETURN UNDER (LAAOS) AND TH s
(dA0S ) AND v 7TRADITION STATUTES APPLY.|

(S.C. CITED A BRERCH OF THE (TCROS ) AGRECMEM] I THEIR
“PAROLE VIOLATION WERRANT ~ BuT ABANDONED TA@(I«M% )
PrRoroCol For A RETAKING; THUS VIOLATING DYE PROCESS ) ...

a3  “NO WAIVER oF PROBABLE CRUSE HEARING CAN BE _

=——  ACCEPTED UNLESS ACCOMPANIED.BYAN ADMI8SI0N
BY THe OFFENDER 10 ONE OR MORE SIGMIFICANT
VIOLATIONS OF THE TERMS OF SUPERVISIONF R. 5108

“FISHER” v. CRIST {83 MONT. 134, 5%4 P 3d. 1140,1143

“NO DEMAND FOR.A HEARING IN THE RECELVING. STAIE
DoesuT ConstituTe A WAVER OF THAT HEARING, THE
OFFENDER WAS fa/gfa{ynep OF THE ALLEDGED YiolnTion's
ND CoNTESTED THEM ; THEREERE, THEY SHoueDd
Hpve BEEN THE SubseeT oF A PROBABLE E]éy%f _
ERARING TN THE RECEVING 7£ S8 T 7))
REFUTE. THE ALLEGATIONS-AND PRESENT. WITMESSES
M HIS DeFense.” -
SHEQK “ v. HUMPHREYS HY S-01.836Y; 512 U8 486,487

CiTeD : PRoCEDURAL DEFICIENCIES WHicH
NeCesSARIL IMPLIED THE INVALDITY OF THE

JUDCEMENT.- ~--
“RIDDLE V. 8TATe 883 S.£.2d 562 §.0.377
_ WOLFE” v. MESDONNELL 418 ().8_ 539,558

(10) of 29
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SSUE Q. DID THE AGENCYS_ DEPARTURES FROM THE
-1663“13" ngPAcr VIOLATE PAROLEES DUE PROCESS

[

WHILE EACH OF THE CoMPACTING STRTES,
IDIVIDUALLY MAY HAVE THEIR OWN &U-STaMAL?’ 'YS OF Doivg
THINGS, SOME MORE, SoME LESS . THIM WHAT IS.CoVSTi TVTIONAH
REQUIRED s WHEN A APAI?:?LEE 13" N SUPERVISION - LNDER THE (Iiss),
THE STATES z’AVE. AGREED 70 ARIDE By .THOSE CUIDELINES
INSTEAD_OF, RELYING ON._CUSTOM S0.AS 7/? HAVE A WORKABLE
UNIFoRM CompAcT. UNDER STANDRBLE 72 ALL [NVOLV=D. STAES
Do NoT gléxs. UL.THEIR TJURISDICTION OR 5055251 CNTY. 70 THE
CoMpPACT; "’%V- THeIR_CUSTOMARY WAYS OF Dolé THINGS .

. L. PROCEEDED 1N THIS CASE YMDER ITS CUSTANARY
EXTRADINON, VIOLATION, AND. REVOCATION PROCEDURES ) AND
SINCE_THIS WAS.AN. OUT-OF-STaTE (TeAo) CASE, S.¢. 5 CUSTOMARY
WAY_OF DOING THINGS ,.SKIPPED OR ReVERSED THE ORDER OF CERTAIN
"7¢A0S) PROCEDVRES AND. IN DolNG SOMIOLATE D THE Pue PRoCesSS

£ _
RIGHTS THoSE STEPS, OR _ORDER.OF THpSE STEPS,WERE PuT IV
PLACE TO. PROTELT. . RN ]

_ _ STANDARD of REYIEW AND AUTHORITIES

2

d 376.379

. MHEWITT” v. HELMS 459 U1.S. 473 ‘
FOR A Due PRoCESS VIOLATION CLAIM CITING A RECULATION
DEVIATED_ERoM, CAUSING A LoSS.OF A LIBERT Y TNZREST A
ReQULATI0N MUST. ConTAIN JExPLICITLY MANDATORY LANGUVAGE ™
-ﬁ/ﬂﬁi_mE_REQUiRED- SUBSTANSIVE_FREDICATES ARE PRESENT, THEN
I- :_Pﬂﬁﬂa.am;é’ _OUTCaome MUST FoLLow._ (WLn4 ) OPiNioNS of TusTices:
STeveNs, BRENAN, MARSHALL ; AND BLiakMuN oM MANDATORY. LANGIAGEE
oF STATUTES. ]
THETC/0S) THAT. THE PRROLEE WAS LWDEK /S
STATYTORI—AND_ CoNTRINS MANDATIRY. LANGUALE - OUTLINING.
THe PRoCess T BE.FOLLOWED 7. RETARKING™ 10 PRo7ee7
THE LIBERTY TNTEREST AMD _DUE.PROCESS RICHTS OF THE PAROLEE
AND_WAS_ TONORRED _BY S.0. . A PARTY To THAT AEREMENT:

(1) oe 24
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TSSUE &. DIDTHE AGENCYS DEPARTURES FROM THE (ICA0S)
COMPA CT VIOLATE PAROLEES DUE PROCESS RIGHTS?

\YMORRISSEY? v. BREWER 403 U.S. 47/

L NTHE PARGLEES IN THIS-CASE WERE AT LIBERTY-ANDAS
SueH . Loyl D-BE LAINEULLY - EMPLOYED. AND WERE FREE.70.BE WITH
EAMILY AND ERIENDS. AND_TO_FoRm THE Q7HER ENDURING ATIRCHMEN
OF “NoRMAL. L1EE % (CONDITIONAL. LIBEATY) SMORRISSEY ENTAILS
DEPRAVATION_OF A_LIBERTY. ONEHAS. AND. 1S A DEC1Ston INVOLVING
INITIALLY A _WHOLLY RETROSPECTIVE-FACTUAL QUESTIOY 457D —
WHETHER THE PREOLEEMIOLATED HIS PAROLE - THE CH1er TosTiE
(N SORRISsEY Z RECOGHILZED. .77/1?‘;%74/@ TReRT N7~ IN A flifoie
REVDLATION_ /il L ENHINCE THE CHIMNCE - FF REWABIL7#7104-BY.
/Zil/f-’/ﬁ INE BEACTIONS TO-ARBITRARINESS = :

_ O T PLICIT N THE . SYSTEM S LONCERN. WITH Pifets
V/IOLRTIONS_ IS.THE JOTIOM THATS THe PAROLEE /S ENTITLED 72
RETAIN HIS L] BERTY-AS. Loje At SuBSTANTIALLY ABIDES. BY
THE LoNDITIONS_OF HIS. PrROLEE :

NHINTON - V. S.C.D.PRPPS. 3575.€.3375.C. APp. Ct.

i} “ 17 WAS FOUND_UNA cagﬁ.mam_y/ézwﬁ?hﬁmzoﬂﬁp
SHOULD LogK._TD-THE.S0.CALLED "FACTS”(OF. THE. Rr:'em,{zﬁa__smrg:s
LAIM 8).To_MAKE _ITS. DETERMINATION o FOR .THE “FACLTS”. e AlosT
DLWAYS DISPUTED ; AND. NEITHER THIS LoyRTy NOR THE PRRoLE
088D HAS ANY WAY. OF EXTRICATING WHICH. PART IS ULARFALTS®
wmg.ﬂ'Pu'E OR-NOT-- TTHE -PRROLE BOARD SHOULD -MO7- YNDERTAE -
SULH. A_DETERMINATION_IN_WHAT-WIUVLD _AMOUNT To AN
ECCRELIUS DUE _PROCESS - VIOLATION™ Z 1)441, n.20) .
YMEACHUM” V.. FANU 96 G101 83538 Wiryl JUSTILE
_/\ARSHALL 8/ TiNG "GREENHOLTZ"V. NEBRASKA Y43U.5 /. 33
T DEMEAN . THE CoNCEPT OF LIBERTY LTSELE Td.ASCRIBE
%%Hwé MORE. THAN. A PROTELTION OF AN I NTEREST. THAT-THE ___
TE HAS CREATED .02 5" FOR_IETHE. JNMATES PROTECTED LIBERTY
%}m’&esfs }?R&MOGREAIB?%?»W THE STATE CHneses T Allow,
E_|S_REALY LIT_Z‘LE”,/ﬁo;E’eJ AN _THE. SUAVE.DESCRIBED IN-THE
1972 _Century LASES. AN INMATERETAINS. AN UNALIEMABLE
INTEBEST /ML ggrpﬂt_ﬁ/aME@;/.%MJM:MJ,.T}E:RLGM/’Z&_
;é}%&gg}g WITH-DIGNITY. WHICH THE LonsSTITUTION MAYNEVER .

) TUCTICE MARSHALL C1TING " Crecn Hotlz " THERE IS A .
CRITICAL_DIFFERENCE.BETWEEN DENINL_OF A PRISOMERS REQUEST
FOR_IMITIAL. ReLepse ON_PAROLE , AND THE REVOCATION - OE AN .. -
ALEEADY. PAROLED). PARoLEES CoNDITIONAL_LIBERTY.Z (B ALIM.
99 8. OF Q1Y) TUSTICE MARSHALL SUMMED. UP- L1 BERTY.-INTEREST

IN > AREENHOLTZ™ AS FOLLOWS. .. (CONTINUED)
(13) of 24
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£ SSUEZ. DID THE AGENCY's DEPARTURES FRoM THE(ZCAOS)
COMPACT VIOLATE PAROLEES DUE PROCESS RIGHTS?

| “MEACHUM™ v. FANO 96 8. Ct. 253a(Co NTINUED) WITH JUSTICE
MARSHALL ON LIBERTY INTEREST FROM ™ GREEMHOLTZ™ {Mra (LS. /.83

J. T IS SELF-EVIDENT THAT ALl INDIVIDUALS POGSESS A
LIBERTY INTEEEST IN BEING FREE FROM PHYSICAL RESTRAINT S " IF A
MAN WERE A CREATURE OF THe STATE; THE AMatySIS WOULD BE CoRRECT,
BuUT NEITHER THe BiLLl OF RIGHTS , MNog THe LAWS OF SoverREGn STATES
CREATE THE LIBERTY WHICH THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE PROTECTS . THE -
RELEVANT CoNSTITuTIonAL PROVISIONS ARE LIMITATIONS Ol THE PowER
OF THe SOVEREIGN T INFRINGE ON THe LIBERTY OF THe CITIZEN Wi
MUST LIVE IN ORDERED SOCIETY- OF CoURSE LAW 1S ESSENTIAL Td THE
EXERCISE AND EMTOYMENT OF [NDIVIDUAL LIBERTY I 4 ComtPlex SotieTy,
BUT, I7 IS NOT THe SOURCE OF LIBERTY y AND SURELYy YT THE

EXCLUSIVE SOURCE.” - , | D
PEOPLE ex.rel.“MEMECHINO™ v.WARDEN A7 MN.Y-ad. 376,379
N THE PAROLEE 1S NOT THE ONLY ONE WHO HAS A SThKe 1t/
HIS CONDITIONAL LIBERTY, SOCIETY HAS A STAKE IN WHATEVER MAY
BE THE CHANCE OF RESTORING HIM 76 NORMAL AND USEFUL LIFE
WITHIN THE LAW?Z. . SOCIETY . THUS HAS AN INTEREST IN NOT HAVING
PAROLE REVOKED BECAUSE OF ERRONEOUS. INFO OR BECAUSE OF AN
ERRONEOUS EVALUATION OF THE Need To REVOKE PAROLE , GIVEN THE
BREACH OF CONDITIONS . THE DISCRETIONARY ASPECT OF WHETHER T
REVOKE OR MoTy NEED NoT™ BE REACHED, UNLESS THERE IS FIRST AN
RPPROPRUATE DETERMINATION THAT THE INDIVIDURL HAS IN FACT BREACHED
THe LoMDrtions oF PhBoLe” . :
PEORLE ex.rel. “COMBS” v.LAVALLE 34 AD.8d 131
P oM. T.BASToW: “WHEN ALL OF THE LEGAL NICETIES ARE
LAID A SIDHE, A Pg’oca‘f;-‘pm@f 79 REVOKE PAROLE TNVOLVES THE
RiGHT OF AN |NDIVIDUAL T2 COoNTINUE AT LIBERTY,0R TO BE
IMPRISONED 7 T INVoLvEs A DEPRAVATION OF LIBERTY JVST|
AS MUCH AS DID THE ORLGINAL CRIMINAL Aldriord AND FALLS
WITHIN THE PROTECTIoN OF THE DUE PRoCESS QUAUSE.
&.0.D.PPRS PROCEEDING N THeIR CUSTOMARY WHYS OF
DoiMé THINGS , ANDTHEIR DEPARTURE FRoM mﬁ@eﬁ‘és) RULES,
WHETHER- KNOWIHGLY g ARBITRARILY, TMTENTIONALLYs OR
OT%R W1 SEy MATTERS ‘NoT WHEN OME SIGHS AN AEREEMENT 7S
A LOMPALCT s LT-13- INCUMBENT ON THE REPRESENTATIVES
IOF EACH OF THE (OMPACTING STHTES To Ko D Follow
THE PRoCEDVRES SET” FORTH FOR CerTAN PROCESSES UNDER
THAT ComPALT: ESPECIALLY WHEN THE FROCEDURES DiFFes
<ME WHAT T LWHAT WoolD NoBMALLY BE ALLELTAE gp
SOFFILI eNT IN ELTHER IUDIVIDUAL STATZ,
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TSSUE 3. DID THE AGENCYS P%OCEEDINGS MEET
- "DUE " PROC UIREMENTS O
THE [N /g).w FROCESS | REQURENENIE Plans»

PAR0LEES REVOCATION PROCEEDINGS IN NOWHY COMPLIED E/iTH THE AINIM UM
DyE PROCESS REQUIREMENTS OF ELTHER THE (TcAoS) REGULATIONS OR THE U.§.
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS. THE CIRAUMSTAMCES OF PAROLEES ChoE WAS EITHER
EXACTLY LiKE. THE FollowiNg CASES, OR Mucl Worse AND ReLIEF WAS CRanTeD
IN EALH OF THEM DUET THe Pholees Due FRoCess RIGHTS BEING Noin7eD,
ON ONLY Ole 0B TWO PoiTS WHILE PARoLEES CASE Contrins MULTIALE VIDLATIONS,

“STANDARD_OF REVIEW AND AUTHORITIES

A)) U.S. CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS I, Anp XTI
)8.0.Cope 1976 8§ 44-53-410
CIICADS RULES 4.109 3 5.108(4-¢)
DY BIRZON" v. KING 469 F.3d. 1341, 1844-45 (3 Cia.1973)
V' GERSTEIN® v. PUGH 430 U.S. 103
*GHOLSTON" v. JONES @48 F.3d. 1156
“IRKLAND? v. PRESTON 385 F.2d. 670
H)LAWRENCE” v. SMITH 45 F-Suge. 179
T) "MoORRISSEY* v. BREWER 408 U.S. 47/
J.)MYERS *v. Peninl. BoARD o ol V7 Pu.Commpniotrs. 5%, 5i0 Aad. 357 (19%5)
K.g ProPLE v."DoRAN™ 401 MILH. B35
L)"PICKENS” v. MOORE 806 F.Supp. 8d. 1070
M.)"RIDDLe * v STATE 332 S.E.3d. 863; 277 8.C. J10
N.) STate v *HiLLt* 359 S.c. 30!
O.)"STANDLEE* V. RHAY 443 F. Supp. [R47
P.) U.S. ex.rel. :Cﬁﬂ SON*v. TRYLoR 540 F.3d. 115641161
Q) U-S. ex.rel. “SIMS*v. S1ELAFF 563 F 3. 8a1,8a3n4 (7977
R)\WiLLiAmS™v. QUARTERMAN 307 Fep.Appx. 790
S WOLF” v. Colordbo. 338 U.S. 45, 37:38 ;69.5.0+. 1359,1361; 3L £4.17

THE CURRENMT CASE 1S EVEM INORE DERELICT-THAN THE
ABove (pses IN THAT THERE WERE. NUMERUS DUE. ROLESS JIOLATIONS
IN THIS LASE INCLUDING. ft PRoBABRLE Lpuse HEARING IN THE WwWRONESTATE
WITH A_3.C. PARDLE ACEN T THAT- KNEW NOTHING _OF THE_LASE OR PRRDLEE
Eﬂom FLoRIDA AND SWORE 38 DARTY 70 THE So=CALLED FALTS ™ DEDUCED

ND INFERRED ONLY FRom A SummAryY OF _THE FLoRIDA PARcE AbenTS

RePoRTs.
THERE WAS NO 3//?)’ PAROLEE CoulD CoNFRoNT HISALUSER
OR (RoSS-EXAMINE THE S.C. PARole AGENT,; ForR SHE Alew ADTHING oF
THe “Fn %s “ OF THE CASE_OTHER THAN WHAT WS SummARIZED FRem
THE FL. PARoLE OFFICERS ALLEGATIONS, TAHEN AS "FACTS ™ WITHOUT
/jm INVESTICATION , FACT FINOING, OR OBTeeTiviTY INVOLVED.
ND THIS 13 IN DiRELT OPPOSITION To THE Due FroCess ClAvse,
AND ReauiRes A De Move HeARING oR ReINSTATEMENT OF SUPZRVISION.
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ISSUE 3. DID THE AGENCYS PROCEEDINGS MEET THE
MINIMUM DUE PROGESS REQUIREMENTS OF THE 474

AND 14 TH AMENDMENTS AND THE TCAQS 2 (CONTINUVED)
“MORRISSEY ” V. BREWER 408 U.S. 471

OM THE SUBTecT oF THE 'SummaRY oF Decumenrs” HELD
THAT BECRUSE OF THE RISk OF DISToRTI0N 0k SUBTIE CHANGES To .
MEANING , A PAROLE OFFICERS SUMMARY CONTAINING EVIDENCE O
INFORMATION THAT MAY BE DISPUTED By THE PrRolEe, DOES Mor
CoNSTITUTE AN ADEQRUATE SUBSTITUTE FoR THE DOCUmenT ITSELA
" Y DARTICULARLY SINCE , AS THE. SUPREME lovpT RECOCNI1ZED 104
MoRRISsey 2 THE PARoLe OFFICER Wilo 1S OFTEM RESPONSIBLE FOR
EQUESTING THE DAROLE VIOLATIoN RELORT AND CopVENMING THE
RevolATION HepRING » CAN MoT AlwAYs BE ExpPedred 70 APPRuALY
His TASK WITH “COMPLETE OBTecTivITY* (Id_41:1l61-63)

COURTS HAVE REFUSED To INFER A WAIVER OF RIGHT T»
RoSS-EXAMINE WHERE PAROLEE DiID NoT" REQUEST THAT THE WITHESS
E PRESENT FOR QUESTIONING AMD WHERE THE HEARING OFFICER DID Nor

SUGGEST THAT THE WITNESS doutD BE MADE AVAILABLE, ESPeciaity
WHERE THE PAROLEE WAS MoT RePRESENTED BY Coulises - 8.C.
HAD NO 800D CAUSE ™ To WITHOLD Documenrs OR DENY THE RIGHT
OF CONFRONTATION AND (RoSs-Examinarion. OTHER THAN "JumpPioé
[HE CUN AMD BoTH 1SsUiNG A WARRAMT AND EXECUTING AN EXTRA-
DiTioN THAT HAD PAROLEE REMoVED FRom THE PLACE Ay People
HE WAS SUPPoSED To BE ARLE 7o CROSS-EXAMINE AT R HEARING
IN THE RECEIVING STRTE OF FLORAIDA. THOSE S.C. ATions WERE
THe “LAUSE” THE PARoLEE WAS DEnlIED Dus PRo(ESS Ri GHTS, Bul
N%T ooD {AUSE” /N THE LECGAL CoNTexT OF Rensons 7o Dewy
[HOSE RIGHTS. : .

- THE MoRRISSEY *(ovfT RULED THAT DUE PRoless ReQuires]
THE PRRoOLEE To BE GIVEN HECESGS_EARG_QE. To THE HEARING 5 70 THE ACTUAL
DOCUMENTS WHICH WOULD BE USED AGRINST PAROLEE, ‘' IN ORDER To
SAFEGARD AGAINST THE BoARDS SuBsTiTurieN OF RUmoR , EXACBERATI:

FAULTY CHARACTERIZATIONS OF THE. EES ¢ FOR FACTSY

TAORAISSEY 5 ~ STANDARD of DU PROCESS | (ZJ. -6
v ) WRITTEN NOTICE OF THE CLAIMED VoL ATIONS OF PAROLE ; —
X 3.)DISCLosyRE Tb THE PAROLEE OF EVIDENCE AGRINST HIM;

X 3)O0PPORTUNITY TOBE HEARD AND T PRESENT WITHESSES AND EVIDENCE ]
X Y)YTHE RIGHT ToCopN ERONT _AND CRUSS EXAMINE ADVERSE WITHESSES ;
X 5) A NEUTRAL AND DETACHED HEARING RoDY ;

X 6.) A WRITTEN STATEMeNT BY FACTFINDER AS T2 EVIDENCE RELIED ON FoR REVoLATIEN,

___ PhRoLees CAse 1N Mo iy MeETs THESE STANDAADS . PAROLEE
LoNTENDS THAT ONE OF THE RBOVE S1¥ DON T EVEN Come CLoSE. ALLOF
THESE-ARE CRUCIAL To FPAROLEES DEEENSE AND(LAA0S) MANDATES THAT
DAROLEE BE ORESENTED -W/ITH- AL NON-PRIVELEDGED -AND Mol - CoNFT DeNTIAL

EVIDENCE AGRINST PRRoLEE To BE ABLE 70 EFFECTUATE A PlofeR DEFENSE -
(15) of 27
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;5_525_3_ DID THE AGENCYS PROCEEDINGS MEET THE

MINIMUM DUE PROCESS REQUIREMENTS OF THE
f,wﬁ; A’?/D 1478 AMENDMENTS AND THE L CAOS? (ConT)

“GHOLSTON® v. JONES 848 F. 3d. 1156

SeN, CIRCUIT JUDGE TUTTLE HELD: “REVQCAT ION
BASED Spl£LY ON UNSWORN PARGLE VIPLATION REPORTS By INROLE
OFFICER EiNDING THAT PABOLEE HAD VIdIATED LAw PRaHIBITING
CRIMI NAL MISCHIER, DENIED DARGLEE DYE PRoLESS RIGHT To CONEANT
ADVERSE “WITNESSES.” (UNDERLYING CRIMINAL CHARSE AGAIN ST [HRela
NIN THE PURRENT (e WAS DiSmisses ok LALK OF EyiDence T2

THHEe To THE BRAND Fugy, SAME AS N GHpLsion 7)

(T.cAos) RULE 4.109 () INCLUDES WHAT MUST.BE INCLUDED
IN THE RELEWVING STATES VIOLATION RELORT, TAELLDED N THAT LIST

1S: “ THE STATUS AND DiSPo$IT10M OF OFFENSE ™ TF THE FLofiDA
PAROLE RCENT 3UBMITIED A lompPlere REART UNDER THe Lambier
RULES, T WoulD HAVE LET S-C. Klpw THAT THE CHARes WAS
ADzup1 LA TED BY THE FL. STales 1477&1’\’[/5/ AS HAVIrE Mo MeRiT
AND [SSUED A NOTICE 7o LLEAR THE RECORD AND To RELEASE THE
PH'?OLFE i “MYERS * v. PEnn. BoARD oF PAROLE 97 P, CommonvwA /. 574,5104. 3.
387 (/986) N T°M ORDER FOR REPORT AND TELETYPES To BE
ADMISsiBLE, THE BOARD WAS REQUIPED 7o MAKE A "Good CAUSE *
FINDING AS T> WHY THeEY SHouLp Be ADIMITIED WitHouT
WItNESs DReseNT T TESTIFY T2 THEIR VALIDITY ANDRELIAL-

~ILity.”

__. 8.0.5 PpRoLe AGENT VIETORIA TRIE SWoRE 3% PARTY
T2 THE APovE MENTIONED VALIDITY OF A FLoRiDA PhRole AGenrs Refore
THAT “THERE WAS PRoBABLE LAuse THAT OFFENDER Copyt 177D THE (Rime
OF CRAND THeFT * NOW EITHER THE FL. PAROLE AEENT HRBITRARILY Anl)
LAPRIQ1ous Ly LEFT ouT THE LSTATUS AND DISPoSITION OF OFEENSE)
W DRI "o o T A A S e
s PRo £ LQAUSE OF T S, ATES

ATTO \N&_'YH (READY SAID T?Z‘?E WHASNT 5--- OR f THIRD EXPLAIA -
-ATION, THAT MRS, VICToRIA TRKE ,S.C5 fhfole ABENT, MADE
THIS. . TumMpP_ALLON HER OWN _FRom THE SummiRy OF THe FLoRIDA
PARoLE AAENTS RePoRTs, No MATIER WHICH OF THOSe THREE,
TF Mg’ ALL OF THEM -HAPPEMED , 7 WAS UNFOUNDED,; TLLECAL,
AND PERHAPS DouBLE TEOPARDY BELAUSE FLoRIDA ALREADY RULED o/
AND Dismissed A CHARGE S.C, CAME RIGHT BEHIND AMD CLAIMS
THeRE WAS “PROBABLE Lause ™ THIS SELMD. RULING OFTHIS

JARGE. WIAS A PuNITIVE MEASUEE THAT HAD REAL NEGATIVE . _
Sg ss@uau.ezé.{s.a, CODE._1976 -S.__Z.Z-.SS;!{/O. BARS THIS TVPE

OF BeHAVI0R AS WELL AS THE DovBic JeoPaRDY Llayse OF THET Arer]

(16) or 29




SUE HE AGENCYZE PROCEEDINGS MEET THE
SRS, M%II)M UM DUE PROCESS Rfaumgmm'rs?o )
THE 4TH AND 14 TH AMENDMENTS AND THE T CADS ?{CONTIN,

“ STANDLEE “v. RHAY 403 F. SuPP. ;aqz(swzgws_,mu_RaMsmrep)

"“PRIOR FINDING OF INNOCENCE N CRIMINAL PROCEEDING

UNDER HIGHER BURDEN oF PRooF ColLATERALLY ESTOPPED PARDLE .
BOARD WHICH HAD Del18eRATELY ACCEDED 72 CRIMINAL PRoseCyiIon
FRoM REACHING INCopSi STEMNT ADTUDICATADN OF FACT NDER LESS
BURDEM OF . PRooF APPLICABLE Td PARoLe REVOCATION PRO&_’EDWGL

WEERSTEINZ v. PUGH 920 -S. 103

| “A FriR AND Relipble DezeRmiyarion OF PRoBABLe bivse
AS A LoNDITIoN For ANY SIGNIFICAT PRE-TRIAL RESTRAIMT OF
LIBEATY AND TH/IS DeteRminnrion Musr B MAbE By H Jvdicinl
OFFI1CER £)7Hep BeFasRe OR SHHLTLY AFTER ARREST:

ON THe SuBieer oF THE Due PROCESS VIDLATIONS
SURROUNDING THe ExTRADIT 0K, PAROLEE CONTEMYS THAT THIS BHOULD
HAve BEEN A ‘RETAKING” UNDER(T¢AsS) AND NoT AN EXTRADIT 10K UNDER
STATE MoRms, BUT EiTHer WAY THe loveT View's 1T, THERES STil
Due PROCESS PROTELTIONS IN PLALE FOR EITHER PROCESS - TM
WOLF” v. COLORADD 338 J.8.35,87-28; 698.0+. 1359,1361:93 L -Ed. 1782
%UES THE 7-”5/ /}%EHDWEA/T EXTRADITIoM CLAUSE T2 THE STATES

THRovGH THE 14 TH Amenp mens, STATE ﬁac £eDINGS MUST Confopm
T THe SAME Y1t AMEND. STANDARDS THAT APPLY 7o FEDELAL OMES.
“WOLF= RPPLIES THE Y% WITH UNDIFuMISHED FORCE T THE [NTRUSIeN
THAT OCLVRS IN THE PROCESS OF EXTRADiT1OM . TO--*,. BUi LUPON
PROBABLE (AUSE SUPPORTED BY DATH OB AFFIRMATIONT “THMRoLEE

CONTENDS THAT THE OATH ITSELF CAN NOT BE THE PROBABLE AVSE
BUT To SuPlorT AN ESTA BUSHED “ALToAL™ PRoBABLE CpUSE BASED
Ul FALTS AND NoT JuSTUNFOUNDED ALLECATIGS:
“PIoKENS? v MoorRE 806 F- SURp. 3d. 1070

_“THE USE OF UNSWoRN TocumENTs, NOT DISCLOSED T3 774
PARO LEE, MAY VoL a1 THE donEodzinon CLAVSE, ESPECIfil ¥ Wb
THE PAROLE OFFIQER [Nowidly MADE FALSE STATEMENTS INKiS
OFFENDER VIOLRTION REQORTS.” How (oD THe S-C. PhRoce
AGENT VERIFY OR SWEAR T THE VALIDITY OF THE FL. fhRole
ACENTS ALLEGRTIONS WHEN SHE KNEW NoTHIfG OF THE ChsE
EXCEPT WHAT SHE DeDuLeD From A scmpmpRY OF Alleshin
How Qootd THe Phloles (Ross-exAmife HERT o
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I UE 3. DID THE AGENCYS PROCEEDINGS MEET THE
— 3/I/HNIMU/*»/I DUE PROCESS REQUIRENENTS OF THE

y MWp 14T AMENDMENTS AND THE TCAOST (CoNT)

“RIDDLE”v. STATE 283 8.E.ad 863;.877S.C. 110
CASE WAS REMANDED FOR R De Moo REWCATION HENRING
BECAUSE THE REVIATION PROCEEDINGS WERE So SUMIIARY  THAT
THE RECHRD WAS INSUFFICIENT FOR THe Affetidre Gy Review,
__ _PEOPLE v. DORAM 40! MICH. 335

KIRKLanpY. PRESTON 385 E34 670" .
. “ABSENT A CRAMD TURY INDILTmeNT OR TUDILinL Detetmm-
ATiow OF PRoBrBLE (AUSE, THE AEFIDAVIT ACCOMPAVYING THE
WARRAMT SHould Confmrmt MORE THAN CollbLySORY ST7TEMENTS.
éFF’ DAVIT. SHoutp BE N SucH A Form AS Would SUFPPRT A
INDING OF PROBABLE LAUSE FOR THe [SSUANCE oF A WARREANT
UMDER THe 478 Amenpmen7.” B
TCAOS RULE 5.108 (d) ,(3:3) .
d.) T#ie OFFENDER SHALL BE ENTITIED To THE
FollowiNG RICHTs AT A PRoBABLE LAvse HerRing:
ANDISCLoSURE OF.ALL Nodl- PR Vetepeed AND

Now- CoNFIDENTIAL EViDENCe REGARDING THE
LLEGCED /10 IATIONS. :

3YOPRTUMNITY T2 BE HEARD IN ferson AND To PResen
WITNESSES AND DecumeninRY Evipence RELEvaNT
10 THE AULEGED VIDIATIONS.

ALL OF THesE DePARIuRES FRom THE I@as Continve 7o
DEPRIVE PrRotee s ConpimoNAL LIBERTY IN THAT THE PRoCeDURE THAT
DROCURED HIS REVOCATION WAS FLAWED AND IS SDILL NEGATIVELY

INFLUENCING THE “SuBSeUenT RouTine DENIALS “OF Dot THRT
0E  NoN- RevieEwABLE AND REYND Ques7roNiNg . PARoLEE Fetes
His Phfole SHutDNF Hive Been Rewkeb To Beginwird -
 TF THIS ISSUE WITY THc FL. PRROLE AGENTS FAlse
AUEBATINS WhS -RESOLVED, THE PAROLE BoARD WouULD oNLy Be
LEFTWITH- THE “ROILER PLATe ™ EXCUSES FOR RETECTION TH4T]
Have Been MDIVDICAIED AS INSUFFICIET STRNING ALONE,
N Bisis OF THE [HIVRE AND SERICISNESS OF THE fFense.

(18) o 2Y_




THE AGENCYE DECISION "CAPABLE OF
L5 THE JGE A T

!' SS!!E .ﬂ -

RE, TI0 EVAD E .
ENCYS FAILURE OR REFUSAL TO I1SSYE THE WRITTEN
H’\;JAL ORDER_OR REFUSAL TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE
AROLEES . DEFENSES ? | _

THERE ARE X PoINTS _70_SATISFY IN. THIS DOCTRINE :
1) THe CHALLENGED ACTION WAS IM ITS DURATION, Too SHORT 70
BE FullY LiTiGATED PRIOR T2 ITS C£SSATION OR EXPIRATION
AND,J) Z"/-/&'f?e' 1S A RERSONARLE ExcPECTATION. THAT THE SAME
PLAINING PARTY WOULD Be SURTECTED_TC. THESAME

om
_ AcTioN ACAIN-___ - _ .

T ThaRoee 1S ATrEmPring To SHow A Cogretation 8};—7@/

THE €xCepTIN T [ooTNESS DOCTRINE AND HIS SITLATION OF
LECAL *LimBRo”* HES (N Due_ 10 THE fEENCY ./Vor_T%sz__/Ssawe A
TRY G To ChaNlence)

WRITTEN - EINAL ORDER OF REVOCATIoM (WHAT, HES.
Nou-Reviewrble “Beviiie DeNyils “oF. AiRote (THE REFEATING

V._THE -
ﬁdﬂwi WITHOUT THIS ORDER, PAPoLEE-CAN Not-APPEAL THE DedsSion.
. As T ONE,. THe Clptlenéed Action 15 - Bevoup
“Téo SHRT= A Dme To _Be . FULLY LT 6A7p. BEdAUss THE. .
ToLLNG OF THe TiMleline 1o Afferl CANT. BeGin 7o 7ot _UNTIL —

WRITTEM _FIALORDER FRom THE RCENCY IS RECEVED.. SO FORTHe

ﬁBﬁPOSE OF THis DOCTRINE, TS A WOM-EXISTANT " Z?ﬂ@g.p&’ﬁ/ab_.ﬂfoo
To LITIBATE BEFORE THE REVOCAT IoN PROCEEDINGS TURN.INTD

SHRT *
WE%M—' EVIEWABLE ~ KOUTINE DENIALS ? Lo
T é;% ﬂa;;/er ”',f’ 7?7;/@?63 NoT - ONL };}‘é‘ﬁé‘ﬁ.sofmg//%ﬂfemﬁw
IF E /ICTION RELEARTING y T T8 ROTUALLY HLRESD
HAYPENED M_J?/é: Fofm oF 3 “f?é?l-'uzrwf Dgﬂ//?zsvﬁﬁ/gzéz
PEOPLE 3 FED. SAV. 3L OAN ASs0é. V. GRAHAM 391 8.€.178; 358 S.E.

ad- SN \Rieyr To APhenL Whs NoT BRETUDICED BY NoT-
HAVING BEEN SERVED THE DedRee, SINCE THE Time 70 ALPERL WoLl)
0T BEGIN 78 RUN UNTIL SUCH Time AS THEY WERE QIVEN NOTILE

N
THAT . THe DECREE HAD BEEN REN DERED,
THE G.0. PateLe BoARD SHouid NoT Be fble To BAR Revicw

AR DNy Dut PRocess RilHTs, BY Simply ReFusine To TSSus A

WRITTEN FiNAL Revachron QROER , 08 TUST 1EMORRING OR Mot

RESﬂoﬂg%g @VNU%M& éSA/UB/ntSi GW/SS:— _.47/;J ﬁca/fm'/fs AWoM e

EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE,. T CMORRING, SEverfl. LeTrels AND_LEAs
LeoK .,//UZZLT/VESé'_éJMf ns JF £ Dfﬂcfe._i/ﬂffgﬂfﬂ

FOR fiMYOME 7O

OF THE LoARD.EVEN_ WENT ASFAR AS 70 PICK (P K Rikbom Plece oF

ﬂ/? IER_OFF_OF _THE. TRBLE, WAYING 1T, Sﬁ.g’% “(}{é‘ﬁ/z)ﬁé écﬂ“ef H Efé’\’ﬂ-
C To MY B pice. Submissioy DURING A.JAROLE HEARING- .. .
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TSSUE 5. DID THE ENCE OF COUNSEL OR THE HEARING
LSUE < J‘DUSTICE’.é ?’%ILURE?@ INFORM PAROLEE OF HI S

RIGHT T0 ‘HIRE OR HAVE COUNSEL PRESENT, VIOLATE HIS
DUE. PROCESS RIGHTS ¢ :

STANDARD OF REVIEW AND AUTHORITIES
_AYBenRDEN? v.S.C. 443 F.8d. 1090
B.) COMMONWEALTH v." TINSON™ 433 Pa. 338 ;
C.)“GoIDBERG v KELLY 3971.5.25%,370
CDVHEWITT?v. N.C. 4T EIR. /5 F.2d.1316,/1383-33
E)*JONES "y RIVERS 338 F.2d. 363_41%Lik. (1963)
_ F)SMEMPA?v. RHgY B8 S.Ct. 3545 B7.8LEFY9 ..
_ G.) PEOPLE ex.re). ComBS* v. LaValie 39AD.Ad. 131 _ .
_ __ M) PEoPLE exrel. * MEMECHIWO . WARDEN. A7 MY, 2. 376
) PEOPLE v. HAmiLToN _26.AD.3d. 134

) PEOPLE V. KeynoLds_35Ab.ad. 987 ..
KY POWELL” v. ALABAMA X837 U.S. 45,6869 _ .

——

b

THE COURTS HAVE BEen BACK AND FFoRIH ovER WHEZHER
OR Nor A PARaEE S5 ENPITLED To (ouNSer A7~ PARLE FROCEEDINGS, AND
ng/cf CoME TO THE CONBENSUS, IT SEEMS , TO DEC/DE ol A hSE BY (fs
QI8 LF EVER A CASE EXISTED THAT MEETS THE SIANDABDLS IF
EEDING CoUNSEL s FIROLEE CoNTEMDS THAT THIS LRSE DOES. FoR UE,
PREDLEE 15 N [HDICENT LAYMAN AND QVERWHELMED BY A Lompley
ESH OF LAWS, STRTUIES ; AND INTERSTATE (ogfERAtron. Beroeen
TWO DIFFERENT STHIES., £4fAeS RESULAIIONS, IED. CpMer. RUES, -
SOMETIMES THE CodRts EVEN Fxfﬁé‘ss DIFFicuiry /N DeBIRivG
CONTRADICTING. STATUTES ;50 INE LN IMAGINE A LAYPANS TASKIF
TRYMNG_TD. DEFEND_HIMSELE. JUD FICHT FOR.HIS L& ACAMST 7%
POWERS THAt BE-, - .. - -
FNOTHEE. VERY ImpafInk? fomir 1S T TS, . ..

PEYD CATION MRY VERY WELL LERD TO ZmfRiSoMNENT-FOR THe-RES7
< LiFEs CAN THERE BE, /4f SUCH A CASE, ANY Renseninbe
0ougyl'_ AS 72 4//[ Ve oF CouuisSeL 1 é‘t"/ﬂd/}é/ﬁ ﬁﬁbﬁ%‘;/g

A FALTUAL AuD LEGAL SITURTION WHICH W/Zé_Dmmm’g:oM
WHICH SIDEOF THE PRIZoN WALLS PRRoLEE Wiil BE KESDING.

PEOPLE ex;rel. MEME cu-mpf%{:—WARoEN B7NY.8d:37¢ - -

CeRmnncy A PRRole BonRD MAY NoT Be PERMITTED, SimpLy betavse
IT 1S AN ADMIN. BoDY RATHER THAN A TJUDICIpL TRIBUNAL , 70 BASE IT3
DeTERMINATION, HAVING S0 SERICUS AN IMPACT o4l THE LIVES OF THE JHDIIDMs
THAT APPERR BEFORE [T, ON A PosSIBLY MISTAKEN VIZw OF THE FACTS awz/&
To THE PARpLEEE INABILITY To MAKE A PROPER FACTUAL PRESENTATION. T

THIS ChSeE FoR INSTANCE, CounseL Wpuld HAVE BEEN ABLE T2 NOT OMLY..s
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TSSUE 5. Dip THE ABSENCE OF COUNSEL OR THE HEARING
TUSTICE'S FAILURE To INFORM PAROLEE OF H1S RIGHT 70
géﬁf OR HAVE C’ouéngé PRESENT VIOLATE HIS DUE .

DCESS RIGHTS : . o
PEQPLE_ex.rel “MEMECHING - WARDEN 27.Y. 3. 376 (Conr’)

A e T
ERVISORS-REART, . U = Beéa i
EDupce"qﬂfJD ﬂms//ﬂﬁr W?Fﬂérs NECELEARY 7o REFUTE THE
TECHMI L ALLEGATIONS RCAINST HIm AND_EFFECTURTE AN
ADEQUATE DEFENSE. - - - | :

T “DowELL” v. ALABAMA 287 U.S. ¥5,68,69 N

. & THE RIGHT 70 BE HEARD WOULD BE OF LITTLE AVAIL |F.
ITDIp Nor CompREHEMD THE RICGHT To BE HEARD BY COUNSELT EVen
THE [NTELLIGENT AND EDUCATED LAYMAN HAS SIMALL MD Same Ty

AD SKILL IN THE. SCIENCEIF LA HE LACKS BoTH THE SKILL Aud

WieDGe 7o ADEQUATELY PREPARE HIS DEFENSE EVEN THOLGH He
Ko g‘ %eﬁe UIRES THE GUIDING HAMD OF LouNsel Ar

HAVE R PERFECT OME.
EVE@; STEP N THE PROCEEDINGS ACAINST Hirtl. WITHOUT (T, THoveH
de BE NoT CuiLry, HE FACES: THE DINGERS. gF (ouviCrioN (OF, .
Vol ATION N PRESEMT (Ase) BECAUSE HE Does NoT KMo How
O ESTABLISH ~HiS- (MNOCence” .y )
COMMONWEALTH: V- TINSON” 433 Po. 88
| - “ABSeNCe oF Counscel 7o RePReseur PARoLEe AT
RE ao mM ITMENT HeARING,WHICH ResULTED IN REVOCATION OF PAROLE M)

ReTuRN OF PARoLeE 70 PRISON, DENIED Him HIS CoNSTITUTIONAL RIGHT
%?? DouNSeL ” “WE BeLIEVE THAT IT 13 |RRELEVANT WHE THER fPleliimf

PlepLepd FRom THE PrRoLe BoaRDE DETeRmMIIR 110K, FOR IT LAY NoT e

SAID THAT APPELLANT WARIVED HIS (Lpins BY FAILING 0 AFPERL,

INCE He Dip Mot HaVE CoulSEL To ASSIST Him.™
"HEWITT” V. N.C_ 4T QuR. 415 F.3d.1316,) 33a-33

] - “WHEN A STATE UNDERTAKES T2 INSTITUIE PROCEEDING

FoR THE DISposiTiod oF THOSE ALeuseDd oF CRIME, ﬂlmfsrpo \sl‘gés
A SISTENTLY WITH CoMSTITUTIONAL PRIVLEDGES EVEN THIOGH THE

QTUAL THSTITUTION OF THE PRICEDURE WHS Mot~ (oMl STiTurIondll ¥

RERVIREDT

“PEOPLE W “H/?MJLTON'ZM_; AD.2d. /‘3"'

" IN.A Revecarion HEARING PROCEEDING LHERE THE — _
STRTYTE BIVES THE ALl eGED VidintorR “AN OPoRTUNITY To BE HEARDS
THE CQURTS HAVE HELD, “THE TNDIVIDVAL 1S ENTITLED 72, NOT~

NO-LooNSEeL -, -BIT BLSo To BE /NFIRMED OF Such RIGHI.

L
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ISSUES. DID THE ABSENCE OF COUNSEL OR THE HEARING
JUSTICES FAILYRE TO INFORN PAROLEE OFHIS RIGHT

70 Hire OR HAVE COUNSEL PRESENT, VIOLATE H1S DUE
PROCESS RIGHTS? | f . o
I = -_PEQPLE -v. REYNOLDS 85 AD.30. 487 -~~~
T NA DeFenDAMT IS ENTITLED TD Be Fulty AND .
0oRPETLY ADVISED OF HIS RIGHT 2.Couwser =
- - PEOPLE ex.rei.COMBS "v. LAVjue 89 AD3.131

ST Ny ALLOF THE LEeal NICETIES ARE LAID ASIDE, A
PROCEEDING T REVDKE PAROlE INVOLVES THE RICHTOF AU~
INDLVIDUAL T2 ( ,u%ug AT LIBERTY OR 70 BE IMPRISONED -
W JNVOLVES Al DEPREVATION OF LIBERTY. JUST ASIMUCH AS

Ew THE ORIGINAL ngm%(n. ACTIOM-AND FRILS WITHIK 7HE
RoTEeTIoN OF THE Dye PRocess Clpyser
] JONES V. RIVERS 333 F. 3d. 863 YLIR.
“ APOoinTENT . OF CounSeL IS REQUIRED WHEN palee
IS |NDIGenT AND DENIES VIOLATION AlLeChTIOoNS ~ -
oo MEMPA”V. RHAY 88 8.Ct.35Y 5 873.C. 849 :

N REVOCATION.OF PRROLE 1S .OFTeN BASED ON ALlcceD
OFFENSES FOR WHICH THE ACCUSED. 1S NEVER TRIED.”(IN ;/55
PReSENT (NSE THE ALLEGED OFFENSE Wis (LEHRED BY THE FL-
STaIES ATIORNEY AND STILL USED S THE BASIS oA Revocnzy i)

- ~SBEARDENZV. 8.C. 443 E3d. 1090 ('1R. TudeE WINTEREITI M
- o T NNEMPA*V: RHAY 87 8.1 8K
L WTHE RICHT T CoNTINVED LIRERTY , THE LALTIM
ISSUE IN A PhRoie Revolstion HEnRING, 1S THE S"/'J/!?f guéssim'jgj—z
RICHT: WHen THAT RICGHT DELENDS ON DISPUTED QUESTIONS oF FAcT: |
I HAVE No DIFFICuiry IN ConCludInNg THAT THERE IS fLso A RIeHT 76
CoONSEL , FOR A3 SHID By THE Courrs /M "MEMPH ™ THE NEXESS/ 7Y
FOoR THE AID oF CouNSELING 1N MARSHILLUNG THE FACTS, INTRoD -
~[NG EVIDENCE OF MiTGATING CIRAMSTANLEES AND IN GeneraL
RIDING AND ASSISTING THE DEFENDINT 70 PRESGMT HI'S CFSE
12 APPERPENT” ' ' o
- \ 77 ‘GoLDB Eg_@% pgmy _ng U.8.854,370
o STHE RICHT . To_APPeRgR, PRESeNnT EViDencr, A -
LopNERoNT OF ﬂéﬁoss EXANNE ADYERSE WtEsses 1o 2’/@
FOMDANENTAL REQUISITE OF Dve PRoCESS OF Liw'To BE -

|




TSSUE 4. DID THE PRELIMINARY HEARING ADMINISTRATOR
ROCEED ARBITRARILY AND CAPRICIOUSLY IN THE PROCEEDINGS
gEA!ym@ sspﬂﬁau'.c! 1S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS?

AN ACENCYs AcTionS ARE “ARBITRRY AMD CAPRICIOUS™ AND THUS
ﬁ‘l é Y A%YS%SASIDE UNDER THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE DURES ACT, IF THE
E T - . e e
R 1) ReLiep 0N FAcTors ConGRess HAFS NOT TulrewDeD—
I T loNSIDER
v a) f/umm FAILED To CONSIDER AN ImpRTAkT
QPECT OF Weﬁ’-’k&&fm;- - -
v 3) IgFFERCgD ANl EXDLANATION FOR IS DECSIN TIAT
uttS CouNTER TO.ElI DEMCE BEFoRE THE AGENEY; 0R
413 So INPLAUSIBLE THAT IT Lould Nor- BE
ﬁ;.cﬁléﬂ) 72,/1 DIFFERENCE IN ViEw,OR A .
L DBodulT OF AbenCY EXPERTISEL

THE ALENLEY OFFERED No ExPLAMATION FoR ITS Detssion
BuT THe ReAsoNsSCIVEM WERE PROVEM T BE FALSE BY THE, —
EXCULPATORY EVIDENCE PRESENTED T THE ASEMCY BY 7He (Nraee
FRoMm THE FLoRIDA STATES AT7TORNEY,S0 FOINTS X AMD 3 ABov /WJJ

__U-8.0.A. 1953, § 77-6a-15-/6 -

— et 2

NIl RICHT OF PAROLEE To BE HEARD AT PaRoLE
RevoCATIoN HEARING IS INVIOLATE AS 1S RICHT To Kiow AND BE
SPeCIF1CALLY INFoRmED OF (Harces AMD NATURE OF EVIDENCE
ACGAINST Himy AND To Be FRee FRan PURE CAPRICE ON.THE fART
gz'c Jé/’g DISCRETIONARY ATDTAORTTY BEFORE WHpH THE PROCEEDINES

SWALKER” V. STATE Do.0. Q018 WL 1977/08 (ALASKA 2018)

A PRISoNER DOES NOT FORFIET HIS CLAIM DYe
Rotess RIGHTS WERE VIOLATED BY STATE REVOLATION HEARING
DNINIS TRATORS REFUSAL TO ALlow TESTINONY AMD EYIDENCE BY
;;;p:uuc- 70 7775/4155 IT DURING THE ADMINISTRATIVE PPPEALS
ROCESS. THe REVOLATION HEARINGADMINISIRATOR DID Mo RovipE
Norice THAT FAILURE To RAISE ISSUES DURING THEADMINIS - |
~TRATIVE REYOCATION HENRING RESORTED [N A WRIVER OF ISSUES)

THE PRELIMINARY HEARING ADMIA (STRATIR IN THE PResee
IChse WAS VERY DISmISSIVE AND WouLDNF ENTERTHI PAROLEES Defénises
HER ACTIONS WERE NOT INADVERTANT MiSThKES , BUT DELIBERATE. SHE -
PROCEEDED AAS IF THe REVOLATION WAS A FoRECONE CONCLUSION AND THE
PROBABLE CAUSE HERRING WAS JUST A FORMALITY THAT SHE HAD To ENDURE,
AND NoT™ A PLATFORM FoR FACT FINDING BY SomeoNE WHo 1S D= TACHED AND

UN BIASEDs MAKING A LIFE ALTERING DETERMINATION s FOR HER DETERMINATION HiD
ALREADY Been MADe BEFORE THE PARsLEe STELPED IN THE DooR.

(a3)or 27




CONCLUSION

 APPELLANT HAS RAISED SEVERAL INSTANCES OF
PROCEDURAL DEVIATIONS AND DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS IN AND
DURING HIS EXTRADITION, VIOLA 710N ,. AND REVOCATION PROCEED-
“INGS THAT UNTUSTLY TOOK AWAY éws CONDTIONAL LIBERTY.
HE AT THE VERY LEAST SHOWED CAUSE FOR A CLAIM FOR A
JuDiciAL ReVIEW OF THIS C%SE AND THE CIRCUMSTANCES THAT
1ED UP To THE PAROLE KEVO CATION.

N  APPELLANT?’S CLA/MS AND |SSUES HAVE YET T0 BE
THorouGHLY HEARD, INVESTIGATED, OR RULED UPON, APPELLANT
15 NOT BRINGING EMPTY CLAIMS, HE HAs SUBMITTED LECAL
DOCUMENTS FROM THE FLORIDA STATES, ATTORNEY ExXONERATING HIM
OF THE FALSE CHARGE THAT STHARTED ALL OF THIS 3 S16N-IN SHEETS
FROM THE REPORTS HE WAS FALSELY ACCUSED OF MISSING ;
COMPUTER ENTRY EXCERPTS FROM THE FL. DPAROLE AGENTS QW
C.OM PUTER.CONTRADICTING THE REPORTS HE SENTITD S.C.
( PROVIDED 70 THE PAROLEE BY THAT AGENT s SUPER VISOR).. APPELLANT
_MEVER MOVED OR ABSCONDED IN THE ENT/RE -TWO YEARS ON
SUPERV/ISION, BUT- WAS AGCUSED OF SUCH._HOW CAM ONE PRoVE THAT
THEY DIDNT MOVE? MY BELONGINGS_ARESTILL THERE AND /MY Al
TiLL OgmiNG THERE. f L LI ANT SUBMITTED AN AFELDAVIT OF
ESIDENCE. POINT 18, APPELLANT DID ABSOLUTELY NONE OF THE
ALLEGATIONS IN. THE “PAROLE VIOLATION WARRANT~ LODGED ABAINST
HiM, BUT NO ONE 1S _LISTENING. .
. APPELLANT. IS_A LAYMAN AND.MAY_NoT-KNoW THE
%?oPER PROCEDURES._FoB RELIEF, OR THE CoRRECT. FORMAT, OR THE

|

1GHT L EGAL _ TERMINOLOGY, BUT HE KNOWS THAT WHAT
APPENED Tb HIM WAS ):n’/Ro @ AND HAC RERD MANY CASES
WHERE THe COURTS STEPPED IN AND RECTIFIED THESE
VIOLATED RIBHTS FOR CASES FAR LESS DERELICT THAN THE
PRESENT CASE.

DAROLEE 1S BY NO MEANS SEEKING To BE "SETFREE’
BuT To BE RETURNED,UNDER THE STRIC TEST OF SUPERVISION,
70 HIS HOME STATE OF FLORIDA, WHICH WAS UNJUSTLY
TAKEN FROM HIM. '

WHEREFORE APPELLANT SEEKS A COMPLETE
%Pom PREHENSIVE REVIEW OF THE AGENCYS ACTIONS AMD,

DELLANTS CLAMS AGAINST WHAT WAS REQUIRED BY
£ ConsTiTuToN AND THE TLASS REGULzﬂaA/S’ AHD
pPeFULLY THE COURTS WILL AGREE THAT REIV THTEMENT

%F DAROLEES SUPERVISION OR,IN THE LEAST; A Delove
EVOCATION HEARINEG |3 WHRRAMTED.

(a4) op 24




N | -~

The State of South Carolina

In The Court of Appeals

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2033-000847

Appeal From the Administrative Law Court
DN_JuDGEMENT OF HoN. ROBERT L. REIBOLD

A.L.C. Decision Dated:5-3-23 Final Order Receiv ed 5___3

South Carolina %gartment of Probation, Réespondant
I " Parole, and Pardon Services

. POBox207

Columbia, SC 29202
dppps.sc.gov

Ronald C. Albright #211533 ApDe
POBox 205-3B-38 Pro Se
Ridgeville, SC29472 : - F

| MOTION FOR DESIGNATION OFMA‘ITER To BE INCLUDED IN RECORD

V.

[ T ————————

APPELLANT PRoPoSES THE FoLLOWING To 82 TNOL

APPEAL . THE UNDERSIGNED , RoNald . ALBRIGHT CERTIFIES THAT ﬁ{iﬂ_')DgsZ/Sﬂ?‘iﬁm “
CoNThins Mo MATTER WmaH iS IRRELEVANT To THis Case AND A CoPY OF THIS FiLiNG
HAS BEEN SERVED ON ALL PARTIES iNVOLVED (PRooF of SERYicE ENGLOSED,

IN ACCORDANCE W/THMD 200 “TwiriaL BoieF ™~ 3 DesieMiricy of A?Azzgg
1) Final ORDER OF REVOCATION OF PARGLE - REGUESTED

) TRANSCRIPT OF PRELIMINARY/ PReBPBLE CAUSE .
RANSCRIPT OF ¥aRol€ REVOoAT ,.- ”EﬂRM’C Re@vesied

NOTICE ERomt FL. & - Neys DAﬂ"}) I2- gq-fsf
. MIRoLE £ R ENTERJES (12-3-1 u--)

; 16, TAN' -

’7) FFIDAWT OF ESIDcMaE DATED : 15 “ P

8) ¥ esT” WARPANT LoRPRATED AFFiDay T o 3-%-17
ETT: S PS5 " 710N Fobj EHEAR, e 3-3-2

i, 0ADA T 5 Dramies ALE CoNTESTED &(4-3-33)

11.) PARoLEES ReSPONSE To Mo7ioN To Dismiss ALC -10-3

1) ALCs ORDER GRANTING MoTION To Diemiss ALC (oNTESTED i
13) RPPELLANT: ETIT‘ON FoR CoNTESTED Cﬁ5le' HepRiaE , BRIEF, IND 28

MY _AFFIDAVITS, TELETYPES, OF OTHER DAXUMENTS O x
, NT's OR EVIDENCE

_ RESPoNDANTS To OBTaid THE 0hole
. pLATION
_HND EM??&VOF UARel EES SikrvisigN. -REalesTeD AAT

) LETTES PP REQUESTING ALL Eibénk
_I_aoas EVIDENKE, Respectful] §ubltted,

be. “DATED
i‘ DMINISTRATIVE Law uRT)
S.0. DEPT- of PDP SERVI CQES

£
-1-,-‘
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