STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Supreme Court
In the Original Jurisdiction

Appeal from The S.C. Court of Appeals
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533........................oeooe o .. .APPELLANT,

SCDPPPS.........cocoiiiiiiiiiiiiciieie e ... .RESPONDENT.

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Ronald C. Albright #211533 : S.C.D.P.P.P.S. — Legal Div.
Lieber Correctional Institution SB-21 Matthew C. Buchanan, Esq.
P.O. Box 205 v. P.O. Box 207

Ridgeville, SC. 29472 Columbia, SC. 29201

Pursuant to SCACR 240-242(b)(3,4,and 5), Petitioner hereby moves this

Honorable Court to review the Final Order of the S.C. Court of Appeals and the

Constitutional Claims brought by the Appellant by the way of a Writ of Certiorari.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

S)

6)

7)

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

Did the S.C. Court of Appeals have the duty or jurisdiction to enforce the
Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision under 24-21-1170(b) and
review Appellant’s Due Process claims that a State Agency employed unlawful
procedures contrary to ICAOS protocols and relied upon unfounded
allegations to reach it’s decision in the revocation of an already granted Parole
under 1-23-380(5)(a~f), or found that the Administrative Law Court should
have conducted a comprehensive review of the Agency’s procedures in it’s
determination?

Should the S.C. Court of Appeals have dismissed all of Appellant’s Motions
before Appellant’s timely response was received and before the 10 days allowed
by SCACR 240(e), had expired?

Should the S.C. Court of Appeals have denied the Appellant’s Motion to
proceed in Forma Pauperis and then dismiss his Appeal in the middle of the
Briefing stage for not having the $250 filing fee, when Appellant is truly
indigent and has.zero strikes against him for frivolous litigations?

Should the S.C, Court of Appeals have appointed counsel representation that
Appellant pleaded for, due to the complex nature of this case and the fact that
Appellant has never at any time in any of these previous proceedings had
representation?

Should the S.C. Court.of Appeals have been influenced by the Respondent’s
misrepresentation of Appellant’s actual challenges, when Appellant explained
to the Court the actual challenges and review being sought?

Should the S.C. Court of Appeals ruling that Appeliant’s entire Designation of
Matter be stricken due to the inability of the Respondent to produce the
transcripts and documents of it’s own proceedings?

Do the Constitutional Due Process and Equal Protection issues raised by the
Appellant from the beginning of the revocation process through the ALC and
S.C. Court of Appeals, ever get the opportunity to get comprehensively
reviewed? :



Statement of Case

This Petition comes by way of a request for review of an Order of the S.C. Court
of Appeals from a direct Appeal of a Contested Case Hearing of a State Agency in the
Administrative Law Court of an extradition and revocation of a previously granted Parole
and the procedures employed by the Agency and evidence relied upon by that Agency to
reach their decision.

Brief History

Petitioner, Ronald C. Albright, (“Appellant/Parolee”) was granted Parole in May
of 2015 and had supervision transferred to his home State of Florida under the Interstate
Compact for Adult Offender Supervision, or ICAOS hereafter. Two years into that
supervision, the Florida Parole Officer submitted erroneous reports to So'uth Carolina and
S.C. issued a warrant and had Parolee extradited back to S.C. without a Preliminar_y

Probable Cause Hearing in the Receiving State as mandated by the ICAOS Compact

ICAOS Rule 5.108(a-g). Appendix G, Exhibit 4, Pg. 8 A S.C. Parole Agent, who knew

nothing of the case, swore 3™ party to the validity of a summary of the Florida Parole
Officer’s unfounded allegations to obtain a warrant, extradition, and subsequent

revocation, Warrant/Affidavit at: Appendix D, Exhibit 2, Pg. 11.

After Parolee’s return to S.C., an “After the Fact” attempt was made by SCDPPPS
to satisfy the ICAOS requirement of a Preliminary Probable Cause Hearing on the

already issued warrant and executed extradition, totally backwards from the lawful



procedure the compacting States are bound to follow under S.C. Code Ann, 24-21-

1130(2), 24-21-1220(A)2). (B)(2). and 24-21-1170(b) ICAOS Rules 5.108(a-g)

At this hearing, Parolee was erroneously told by the Hearing Administrator, to “Tell all of
that (Parolee’s defenses and evidence) to the Parole Board when you go back in front of
them”. This was error of the part of the Hearing Administrator because the Parolee
should have been given the opportunity right then and there, to present his defenses and
evidence to a “fair, neutral, and unbiased” hearing justice, (even though this whole
proceeding was in the wrong State)

The erroneous directives of this Hearing Administrator, coupled with the denial or
unreasonable delay of the Written Final Order of Revocation from the SCDPPPS is the
extraordinary circumstances that delayed Parolee’s seeking of judicial review of the
unlawful procedures employed by the Agency and the evidence, or lack thereof, relied
upon by the Agency to make it’s determination. Parolee still obeyed these erroneous
directives and submitted his defenses and exculpatory evidence “To the Board” every
time he went in front of them and petitioned for numerous reconsiderations as well.

Appendix D, Exhibit 2, Pgs. 3-13.

The Respondent, SCDPPPS refused to acknowledge, respond, or answer anything
to do with Parolee’s Revocation proceedings or evidence submitted, and responded only
with denial after denial of Parole and reasons for those denials. After presenting defenses
and evidence at three consecutive Parole Hearings, showing both Due Diligence and a
Good Faith Effort, to allow the Agency to handle these matters, Parolee sought judicial
review of the procedures and his exculpatory evidence in the form of a Contested Case

Hearing of a State Agency in the Administrative Law Court despite not yet having



received the Written Final Order of Revocation from the SCDPPPS. Parolee Petitioned
the Administrative Law Court to either hear the case without the Final Order, or Compel
the Agency to Issue and deliver the Final Order to the Parolee to begin the tolling of the
timeline to Appeal. Appendix A, Exhibit 2. Pgs. 2-3.

The Administrative Law Court stated in it’s Order to Dismiss, that it wasn’t the
venue to Compel a State Agency to Issue an Order, but didn’t suggest who was. ALC’s

Order at Appendix C, Exhibit 1, Pg.7, Footnote 2. The ALC then granted the

Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Appeal for timeliness and jurisdiction, even though the
Judge stated “Certainly no party has submitted a copy of any 2017 Written Order
Revoking Parole to this Court... If Appellant’s assertions regarding receipt of such an

Order are correct, then the time to Appeal the 2017 Revocation of Parole may not have

begun to run, see, ¢.g. SCACR Rule 59, and in the absence of a Final Order, no Appeal
-

of the Revocation has commenced” Appendix C, Exhibit 1, Pgs. 4-5.

As to the jurisdictional reasons for the ALC’s dismissal, this was once again due
to the Respondent’s purposeful misdirection of the Court as to Appellant’s actual
challenges and to Statute 24-21-680 and claiming Appellant was attempting to challenge
a non-reviewable routine denial of Parole to a Parole eligible inmate and therefore, “No
Court has the jurisdiction to review a Parole revocation” Respondent’s Motion to bismiss

at Appendix B, Exhibit 1, Pg.2 Even though the Parolee was challenging the procedures

employed by the Agency and the evidence relied upon to reach their decision. A State
Agency acting under the color of law of a Statute, or a Statute itself, can not be allowed

to abrogate the Due Process Clause of the United States Constitution. 18 U.S.C.A. Sect.

242 The ALC Judge even recognized and stated that “The Court does not dispute



Appellant’s concern that 24-21-680 requires certain process to be afforded in cases

involving Parole violations” ALC’s Order at Appendix C, Exhibit 1, Pg. 5, Paragraph

6 and Pg. 6 Footnote 1, but still declined to review this “process” for adherence to the

lawful procedure of the ICAOS rules and regulations under 24-21-1170(b). The ALC in
erroneously granting the Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss, left Appeliant’s Motions and
Designation of Matter unresolved and out of the record even though they were presented

to both the Court and Agency Appendix D, Exhibit I and 2 and were directly relative to

the jurisdiction of the ALC to hear this case under 24-21-1170(b) and 1-23-380(5)(a-f).

Parolee appealed the ALC’s Final Order claimirig that the ALC did have
jurisdiction, not only to hear this case; but to “modify, amend, correct, or reverse” under
1-23-380(S)(a-f). And as to the timeliness claim, The Agency’s denial or unreasonable
delay of the issuance of the Written Final Order of Revocation could in essence bar
proper redress of Appellant’s grievances for as long as they wish to withhold it. The
Respondent claims in their Motion to Dismiss the Appeal that the Appellant signed for
and received the Order on Aug. 30, 2017 but they “don’t have a copy of it to submit to

the Court” Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss at Appendix B, Exhibit 1, Pg. 2, Footnote 1

That’s because what Parolee signed for and received was a copy of the warrant and
incorporated affidavit and by no means the Written Final Order of Revocation. Parolee
has requested the Order several times from the Agency.

On Direct Appeal of the ALC’s dec.ision, Respondent Motioned the Court to

Strike Appellant’s Designation of Matter Appendix E. Exhibit 2. Once again

misdirecting yet another Court to the irrelevant and unchallenged matter of routine

denials of Parole and the Agency’s omnipotent status of non-review to that particular



challenge anci claiming that the matter had not been presented to the Lower Courts or
Executive Agency Tribunal SCDPPPS. The only matter that wasn’t presented was the
transcripts of the Parole proceedings and documents requested by Parolee which
Respondent refuses to produce. Respondent proposed striking the whole Designation of
Matter due to them not being able or willing to produce the transcripts of their own
proceedings.

Appellant filed a timely Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Strike Appendix
E. Exhibit 3, but soon found out that the S.C. Court of Appeals ruled in Respondent’s
favor before the 10 days allowed by SCACR 240(e) for Appellant to respond and before
the timely filed Response by Appellant was even received by the Court. “Order” at
Appendix E, Exhibit 4 granting the Respondent’s Motion to Strike and dismissing all of
Appellant’s Motions of “Designation of Matter”, “Motion to Compel Issuance of the
Final Order”, “Motion to Proceed In Forma Pauperis”, “Motion to Appoint Counsel”,
“Motion to Produce Documents”, and a “Petition for Equitable Tolling”. This Order was
signed only: Stephanie P. McDonald “For the Court”, no title or identifier listed.
Appellant immediately filed a Petition for Reconsideration of the Order Appendix E,

Exhibit 6 as there was no valid reason to deny Appellant’s Motions as detailed in a letter

to the S.C. Court of Appeals Clerk at Appendix E, Exhibit S.

Appellant has no other remedy available to compel the Agency to issue and
deliver an Order that should have been delivered by the Agency long ago. Appellant also
prays for this Court’s Original Jurisdiction on these matters as both the ALC and the S.C.
Court of Appeals judgment has been clouded by the constant misdirection and

misinformation provided by the Respondent as to the actual challenges and review being



sought by the Appellant. The Respondent is trying everything to keep the record of it’s
own unlawful procedures from the eyes and review of the Courts as “irrelevant” or “not
presented to the Lower Courts” Even though this Matter is most relevant and to
Appellant’s actual challenges and has been presented to both the Executive Agency and
the Lower Courts numerous times. Documentation of this fact is included in Appendix
D, Exhibits 1 and 2

Respondent is only now claiming that a P.C.R. was the proper venue to bring
Appellant’s claims in an attempt to send Appellant all of the way back to a process that
would have to come back to the Court of Appeals, which he is in now, if the outcome of

the P.C.R. was unfavorable. Even thought the Appellant filed a “Motion to

Designate/Transfer case to cure want of Jurisdiction” Appendix A Exhibit 1. Both the
ALC and the Respondent recetved a copy of this Motion and nothing was mentioned of a
P.C.R. then, and the Administrative Law Court properly accepted a Contested Case
Hearing of a State Agency, and the review of the ALC’s final decision was properly filed

in the S.C. Court of Appeals per SCACR 201 and S.C. Code Ann. 1-23-610. Should the

Appellant have to go back and file a P.C.R. only to come back to a Court he’s already in?
Can Appellant do this without the issuance of the Written Final Order from the State
Agency? Or can this Court grant the Writ of Certiorari and review Appellant’s
Constitutional Claims of Due Process rights violations?

Or should Appellant move this Honorable Court to hear this whole
case as a Habeas Corpus? Appellant has not included the Appellant Briefs in this
Petition for Writ of Certiorari, but if needed by this Court in this determination

they can be produced.



The S.C. Court of Appeals denied Appellant’s Motion to Proceed in
Forma Pauperis Appendix F Exhibit 2 pg. 3 and then Dismissed his Appeal for failure to
be able to pay the $250 filing fee. This arbitrary action of the Court bars judicial review
and access to the Courts due to financial status and this is contrary to both State and U.S.
Constitutional provisions of Due Process and Equal Protection by discrimination due to
(...Race, Religion, or Financial Status), and once again shows proof of a predetermined

outcome in favor of the Respondent. Appellant immediately filed for a petition for

rehearing on the Order. Appendix H Exhibits 10 and 11 pgs. 28,29

Appellant has shown cause for a Constitutional Claim to both the
Administrative Law Court and The S.C. Court of Appeals and due to the Respondent’s
misdirection, the waters have been muddiéd and the attention directed away from the
actual valid claims and to matters not even being challenged and in effect barring judicial
review of Appellant’s claims. Fundamental fairness requires a review at some point of the
evidence and claims brought by the Appellant. If the Administrative Hearing Justice,
SCDPPPS, The Administrative Law Court, nor The S.C. Court of Appeals refuse to
review what is actually being challenged, then the Appellant has no other remedy

available to address his grievances.
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ARGUMENTS

1) The 8.C. Court of Appeals should have reviewed Appellant’s actual claims
and both it and the Administfative Law Court had the jurisdiction to: Modify,
correct, amend, or reverse an Agency deciston that was based upon 1-23-

380(S)(a-N:

C.) Unlawful Procedure — [Where lawful procedure in this case was the
Rules and Regulations of the ICAOS Compact Rules 5.108(a-g)]

E.) Clearly erroneous in view of the record onr whole — [All evidence
presented is in favor of the Parolee and exculpatory in naturej

F.) Use of unwarranted discretion — [The Agency, SCOPPPS used
unwarranted discretion in inferring the first two words of 24-21-680
“Upon Failure” based upon unfounded allegations without verification. ]
The Court should have either reviewed and ruled upon the Appellant’s

claims or remanded the case back to the Administrative Law Court for review and
adjudication. Appellant claims both Courts also have the jurisdiction and duty to
enforce 24-21-1170(b) which states: “The Courts and Executive Agencies in each

compacting State shall enforce this Compact and shall take all actions necessary

and appropriate to effectuate the Compact’s purpose and intent.” This statute is

stated in unambiguous and mandatory language and shouldn’t have been
overlooked.

2) The S.C. Court of Appeals should have waited until the 10 days allowed by

SCACR 240(e), to Respond elapsed, before filing their Order of dismissal.

This arbitrary action shows proof of a predisposed outcome to the case in

favor of the Respondent, despite whatever information was contained in the



3)

4)

Appellant’s opposition. The Court filed it’s Order before it even received the
Appellant’s timely filed Response.

The S.C. Court of Appeals had no valid reason to deny Appellant’s In
Forma Pauperis status and should not have dismissed Appellant’s Motion for
such, then dismiss the Appeal in Mid-Briefing stage for failure to afford the
$250 filing fee. Appellant has zero strikes against him for frivolous litigations
and is truly indigent. Equal Protection commands that all people are to be
granted access to the Courts regardless of race, religion, or financial status.
How unfair would it be to allow one who could afford the filing fee to appeal

their case, and deny one who couldn’t afford the filing fee? (U.S.C.A. Sect.

702) U.S. Constitution Amends. I and XIV

The S.C. Court of Appeals should have appointed counsel representation in
this case as it is a complex case involving two separate States customary way
of doing things versus a Federal Compact’s lawful rules and regulations and
the faét that the Parolee has never had representation at any point during any
of these proceedings The Superior Courts have long held that Counsel is

crucial in these proceedings to protect Due Process Rights. Bearden v. State

of S.C. 443 f. 2d 1090

Powell v. Alabama 287 U.S. 45, 68, 69 “The right to be heard would be of

little avail if it did not comprehend the right to be heard by counsel.”...” Even
the intelligent and educated layman has small and sometimes no skill in the
science of Law. He lacks both the skill and knowledge to adequately prepare
his defense even though he have a perfect one. He requires the guiding hand

of counsel at every step in the proceedings against him. Without it, though he
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be not guilty, he faces the dangers of conviction (or revocation in the present
case) because he does not know how to establish his innocence.”

People v. Hamilton 26 A.D. 2d 134 “In a Revocation proceeding where the

Statute gives the alleged violator ‘An opportunity to be heard’, The Courts
have held that ‘The individual is entitled to, not only counsel, but also to be
informed of such right.”

Mempa v. Rhay 88 8. Ct. 254 87 S. Ct. 849 “Revocation of Parole is often

based on alleged offenses for which the accused is never tried” (Or in the
present case, the alleged offense was cleared by the Florida States Attorney
but still used as the basis for a warrant, extradition, and Revocation)

Commonwealth v. Tinson 433 PA. 328 Hon. J. Roberts held: “Absence of

Counsel to represent Parolee at recommitment hearing, which resulted in
revocation of Parole and return of Parolee to prison, denied him his
Constitutional right to Counsel.” “We believe that it is irrelevant whether
Appellant appealed from the Parole board’s determination, for it can not be
said that Appellant waived his claims by failing to Appeal, since he did not
have counsel to assist him.”

Hewitt v. NC. 4™ Cir. 415 F 2d 1316.,1322-1323 “When a State undertakes

to institute proceedings for the disposition of those accused of a crime, it must
do so consistently with Constitutional privileges, even though the actual
institution of the procedure was not Constituticnally required.”

Jones v. Rivers 338 F. 2d 862 4™ Cir. “Appointment of Counsel is required

when Parolee is indigent and dénies violation allegations.”

People ex. rel. Combs v. LaValle 29 AD 2d 131 “ When all of the legal

niceties are laid aside, a proceeding to revoke Parole involves the right of an
individual to continue at Liberty or to be imprisoned”...”It involves a
deprivation of Liberty just as much as did the original criminal action and falls
within the protection of the Due Process Clause.” )

People ex. rel. Memechino v. Warden 27 NY. 2d 376 “Certainly a ‘Parole

Court’ or a Parole Board panel may not be permitted, simply because it is an

Administrative body rather than a judicial tribunal, to base it’s determination,
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having so serious an impact on the lives of the individuals that appear before
it, on a possible mistaken view of the facts owing to the Parolee’s inability to
make a proper factual presentation. In this case for instance, counsel would
have been able to, not only analyze and question the accuracy of the Parole
supervisor’s report, but also would have been available to educe and marshal
the facts necessary to refute the technical allegations against him and

effectuate an adequate defense.”

5) The S.C. Court of Appeals should have reviewed the actual challenges
brought by Appellant instead of relying on Respondent’s version of what was
being challenged. S.C. Court of Appeal’s reliance on Respondent’s
misinformation is evidenced in the cite in it’s Order dated 7/03/2023

Appendix E, Exhibit 4. Pg. 9 Citing: James v. SCDPPPS 377 SC. 564, 660

S.E. 2d 288 (Ct. App. 2008) (The denial of an inmate’s parole request, absent

a permanent denial of parole eligibility, does not implicate a State created
liberty interest). The Liberty Interest in this case comes from the already
granted Parole and the expectation that if certain stipulations and rules were
followed, then the Parolee would remain at a conditional liberty. A process is
commanded in cases like these to confirm that violations actually were
committed and not just unfounded aliegations.

_This cite has Absolutely nothing to do with Appellant’s challenges and
shows the misdirection by the Respondent was successful. This was used as
reason for dismissal of Appellant’s motions and Appeal. Appellant immediately
filed for Injunctive relief in the form of a remedial Writ of Mandamus in the

Supreme Court to address Respondent’s Misrepresentation {Akin to SCRCPR

60(b)(3) and the Court’s rulings.
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6) The S.C. Court of Appeals should have allowed the matter designated by
the Appellant that had been presented to both the Agency and the Lower
Courts to be included into the record, and not been persuaded by the
Respondent’s misinformation that this matter wasn’t previously presented.

Documentation of submission is included in Appendix D, Exhibits 1 and 2.

The Appellant wishes to ask the Court to ask itself why the Respondent would
want to keep a record of it’s own proceedings and Appeliant’s exculpatory
evidence from the eyes and review of the Courts?

7) Parolee is entitled, at some point, to have his claims heard, reviewed and
ruled upon. He has never had the opportunity to confront his accuser, cross-
examine adverse witnésses, or view any evidence against him. Parolee has
denied the allegations against him from day one. Parolee has attempted to
challenge the procedures employed by the Agency and the evidence relied
upon to reach their decision. Thus far, No Agency tribunal or Court will
review these challenges. Parolee has shown Due Diligence and a Good Faith
effort to resolve these issues at each level, but to no avail. The State Agency
departed from the legal binding compact of the ICAOS to which it signed and
agreed to uphold, and in doing so, violated Parolee’s Due Process rights by
circumventing the very mechanism put in place by the compact to protect
those rights. Review of these procedures is warranted to ascertain whether or

not the Agency followed the lawful Procedure of the ICAOS Compact.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above, Petitioner asks this Honorable Court to grant
the Writ of Certiorari. Petitioner has strived from the very beginning of this
Revocation proéess and through the Lower Courts to have his claims of Due Process
and Equal Protection rights violations reviewed. Petitioner has no other remedy
available that will review the actual challenges being brought. Every Agency and
Court thus far is arguing, citing, and explaining issues that are not being challenged.
The Petitioner is and always has denied the false allegations against him and has
repeatedly sent exculpatory evidence to the Agency and Courts against these
unfounded allegations, only to have them either sidetracked or altogether ignored.
Petitioner knows that the Procedure employed by the Agency and the evidence relied
upon to reach their decision is a reviewable claim and the Agency’s and Lower
Court’s decisions are contrary to several Supreme Court rulings. Parolee has
presented over 40 cases to the Agency and ALC in support of hts claims, the problem
is, nobody is reviewing how the Agency violated the Parolee’s Due Process rights by
not following the lawful procedure they signed a compact to follow: The wholesale
dep'arture of the SCDPPPS from the ICAOS protocols did away with the very
mechanism put in place by the Federal guidelines to protect the Due Process rights of

an already paroled and “Conditionally Free” citizen.

This is not a case of an inmate petitioning for Parole and getting denied as

the Respondent would have the Court’s to believe, but an already granted Parole

16



unfairly taken without the Due Process protections afforded through both the ICAOS
Compact, and the State and U.S. Constitutions, and a State Agency acting under the

color of S.C. Code Ann, 24-21-680, or the Statute itself, can not be allowed to

abrogate these rights.

S.C. Code Ann. 24-21-680 begins with the words “Upon Failure”, This
prerequisite was not inadvertently “thrown in there” and must have some process in

it’s determination (As correctly recognized by the Administrative Law Judge in his

Order of Dismissal— Appendix C, Exhibit 01, Pg, 5, Lns. 31-34 ) other than

unfounded allegations and when Revocation of Parole is a possible outcome, then the
Courts have held that Due Process is warranted to extricate allegation from fact.

Morrissey v. Brewer 408 U.S. 471.

The Respondent, Appellant is sure, will atizempt to sway this Court as it
has the ones before it, to the false claim that Petitioner is trying to challenge the after
the fact subsequent routine denials of Parole, which Appellant is aware are not
reviewable, but Petitioner hereby clearly states that he is and always has been
challenging the procedures employed by the Agency and the evidence relied upon to
reach their decision and how and why the Agency’s wholesale departure from the .
lawful ICAOS procedure was a violation of Parolee’s Due Process and Equal
Protection rights. How unfair would it be to not hold the State Agency to the same
Rules and Regulations of a Federal Compact that everyone involved signed and the

Agency is claiming that the Parolee violated?
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Wherefore, Being that Petitioner has no other remedy available to
address his grievances, Petitioner prays this Honorable Court grant the Writ of Certiorari
to review the merits of this case and the Constitutional Claims brought by the Appellant
due to the wholesale departure from the legally binding ICAOS procedures of the State
Agency SCDPPPS and the Reépondent’s deliberate misrepresentation to the Lower

Court’s as to Appellant’s challenges.

Respectfully Submitted,

Dated | ;
Ronald C. Albrlght pro /
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Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision

The following is a subsection of the Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision
Rules 5.108 (a-g) and the 8.C, Code Ann. Sections relevant to this Compact.
Pursnant to S.C. Code Ann. 24-21-1220 (A)(2), (B}(2), 24-21-1130 (2) and 24-21-1170 (b), The ICAOS
Compact is binding on all compacting States and is considered as Statutory and Supersedes either
individual State’s customary ways of doing things to effectuate a uniform Procedure to follow for all
States. 24-21-1170(b) States “The Courts and Executive Agencics in cach compacting State Shall
enforce this Compact and Shall take all actions necessary and appropriate to effectuate the
Compact’s puipose and intent.” "

ICAOS Rules 5.108(a-g)

a) An offender subject to Retaking that may result in a'Revocation Shall be
afforded the opportunity for a Probable Cause Hearing before a neutral and
detached Hearing officer in or reasonably near the place where the alleged
violation occurred.

b) No waiver of a Probable Cause Hearing Shall be accepted unless accompanied
by an admission by the offender to 1 or more violations of the conditions of
supervision that would result in the pursuance of revocation of supervision in
the receiving State and require Retaking.

¢) A copy of a Judgment of conviction regarding the conviction of a new criminal
offense by the offender Shall be deemed conclusive proof that an offender may
be Retaken by a Sending State without the need for further proceedings.

d) The offender Shall be entitled to the following rights at the Probable Cause
Hearing: '

1) Written Notice of the alleged violations;
2) Disclosure of Non-Privileged or Non-Confidential evidence regarding the

alleged violation(s); .

3) The opportunity to be heard in person and to present witnesses and
documentary evidence relevant to the alleged violation(s);
4) The opportunity to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses, unless the

Hearing officer determines that a risk of harm to the witness exists.

e) The Receiving State Shall prepare and submit to the Sending State, a written
report within 10 business days of the hearing that identifies the time, date, and
location of the hearing; lists the parties present at the hearing; and includes a
clear and concise summary of the testimony taken and the evidence relied upon
in rendering the decision. Any evidence or record generated during a Probable
Cause Hearing Shall be forwarded to the Sending State.

f) IF the Hearing officer determines that there is Probable Cause to believe that
the offender has committed the alleged violations of conditions of supervision
that would result in the pursuance of revocation of supervision, the Receiving
State Shall hold the offender in custody, and the Sending State Shall, within 15

- business days of the receipt of the hearing officer’s report, notify the receiving
State of the decision to Retake or other action to be taken.

g) IF Probable Cause is not established, the Receiving State Shall:

1) Continue supervision if the offender is not in custody;

2) Notify the Sending State to vacate the warrant, and continue supervision
upon release if the offender is in custody on the Sending State’s
warrant.

3) Vacate the Receiving State’s warrant and release the offender back to
supervision within 24 hours of the hearing if the offender is in custody.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IR ECE] VED)

In the Supreme Court SEP 08 2023
In the Original Jurisdiction SC Court of Anna als

Appeal from The S.C. Court of Appeals
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533........................ oo ... APPELLANT,

SCDPPPS.........iiviiiiiiicceieeeen e . RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, Ronald C. Albright, hereby certify that I have

served a true and correct copy of Petition for Writ of Certiorari on all Parties included

in this action by placing a copy of such in the Lieber Correctional Institutional mailroom
on g - / ’925 addressed as follows:

SCDPPPS — Legal Div, S.C. Court of Appeals The Administrative Law Court

Matthew C. Buchanan Esq.  Hon. Jenny A. Kitchings - Clerk  Hon. James S. Harrisson — Clerk

P.O. Box 207 P.O. Box 11629 1205 Pendleton St.

Columbia, SC. 29201 Columbia, SC. 29211 Columbig, SC. 29201
9-/-53

Dated

/7 '
Ronald C. Albright #211533
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The South Carolina Court of Hppeals

Ronald C. Albright, #211533, Appeltant,

V.

South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole, and
Pardon Services, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

ORDER

After careful consideration of the petition for rehearing, the Court is unable to
discover that any material fact or principle of law has been either overlooked or
disregarded, and hence, there is no bas;i:;?f&granﬁng a rehearing. Accordingly, the

petition for rehearing is denied. M%%Z
(J‘ ’ | ;mr______. J.
C_ . - J.

Columbia, South Carolina

ce:
Ronald I.. Albright, 00211533
Matthew C. Buchanan, Esquire




The Soutlh Carolina Court of Appeals

Ronald C. Albright, #211533, Appellant,
V.

South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole, and
Pardon Services, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

ORDER

Appellant’s response to Respondent's motion to strike was received and considered
by this court. However, Appellant's petition for reconsideration of this court's July
3, 2023 order is denied. See Rule 240(i), SCACR ("The court will not eritertain
petitions for rehearing on a motion or petition unless the action of'the court on the
motion or petition has the effect of dismissing or finally deciding a party's
appeal."). Additionally, Appellantis not entitled to proceed without costs and_ _,
Appellant has-failed to pay-the $250 filing fee for the notice of appeal awordmgly,
this appeal is-dismissed. Fh¢ remittitir will be'sent as reqiired by-Rulé221(b),
SCACR.

Ly ’%\ucm\S,QQ:———— C.J.

FOR THE COURT

Columbia, South Carclina :
FILED
 Jul 312023

ce:
Ronald L. Albright, 00211533
Matthew C. Buchanan, Esquire



The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Ronald C. Albright #211533, Appellant,
V.
S.C.D.P.P.P.S., Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Petition for Rehearing on Order dated: 7/31/2023

Appellant pleads with this Honorable Court to reconsider it’s above
referenced Order dismissing the Appeal for not being able to afford the $250 filing fee
due to his incarceration and financial status. Appellant has never abused the Indigent
Status and has zero strikes against him for frivolous litigations. Dismissing the Appeal for
this reason, as stated in the Order, when Appellant motioned this Court as to his indigent
status and to proceed In Forma Pauperis, is unfair and contrary to both State and U.S.
Constitutional provisions of access to the Courts and redress of grievances despite one’s
race, religion, or financial status. U.S.C.A. Amend. 1, 5, 6,14, and.15. “Equal Protection’
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C¢: S.CDPPP.S.:

The Administrative Law Court;

The Supreme Court of South Carolina;
Files.

Respegtfully Subm

tted
il /!

/ Ronald C. Albright 7




RECEIVETS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court SEP 08 2023

In the Original Jurisdiction _SC Court of Appgarc

Appeal from The S.C. Court of Appeals
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533...................cccceeevennn .. ,APPELLANT,

SCDPPPS.......oiiiiiiiiii e e e een ... . RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, Ronald C. Albright, hereby certify that I have

served a true and correct copy of Petition for Writ of Certiorari on all Parties included

in this action by placing a copy of such in the Lieber Correctional Institutional mailroom

on Q’/ ‘ﬁ? 3 , addressed as follows:

[

SCDPPPS — Legal Div. S.C. Court of Appeals The Administrative Law Court
Matthew C. Buchanan Esq.  Hon. Jenny A. Kitchings - Clerk  Hon. James S. Harrisson — Clerk
P.O. Box 207 P.O. Box 11629 ' 1205 Pendleton St.

Columbia, SC. 29201 Columbia, SC. 29211 Columbia, SC. 29201

7-/-43

Dated

i
24

"’



Ronald C. Albright #211533
Lieber Correctional Inst. SB-21
P.O.Box 205

Ridgeville, SC. 29472

3
R ECEIVETY

SEP 08 2023
SC Court of Appeals

ated

Please find enclosed, a true and correct copy of the “Petition for

Writ of Certiorari” to be filed in the Supreme Court of South Carolina. Petitioner has

served a copy on all Parties involved in this action. Could you kindly send me a File/Date

Stamped copy of the cover page of each, Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

-

Respectfully Submitted,

Ronald C. Albright #211533
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