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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Administrative Law Court
Docket Number 23-ALJ-15-0001

APPEAL OF PAROLE REVOCATION
Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

RONALD ALBRIGHT, #211533,.00veiiiiieieeee e APPELLANT

S.C. DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE AND
PARDON SERVICES, ... .o RESPONDENT

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

Comes now, Jessica E. Kinard, Legal Counsel for the South Carolina Department of
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services (the Department), on behalf of Respondent, and respectfully
moves pursuant to Rule 63 of the South Carolina Administtative Law Court to dismiss the instant
appeal due to both timeliness and jurisdictional issues.

Appellant appeared before the Parole Board on August 30, 2017 to be heard on alleged
violations of his parole. Appellant was sentenced to life sentences for armed robbery and murder
in 1994, and was granted parole in 2015. Appellant was living in Florida via transfer under the
Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision when he was arrested in February 2017 for

i
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grand larceny and absconded supervision, thus violating six conditions of his parole. Based on

these violations, South Carolina retook the case and arranged for extradition upon his arrest. After

a hearing before the Parole Board, Appellant’s parole was revoked and he was incarcerated.

As a violent offender, Appellant has been receiving parole hearings every two years. His
most recent hearing was March 2, 2023, at which time he was denied parole. The rejection letter
is included in the information submitted by Appellant, but review of the entire packet shows that
this is not the decision from which he is appealing. Instead, Appellant seeks review of the above-
described parole revocation from. 2017. Despite Appellant listing the agency decision date as
March 2, 2023 on page i of his submission, the decision he takes umbrage with was on August 30,
2017. In fact, he contends that he never received a copy of his “final revocation order” and
demands the same as part of his case.!

Ultimately, this case must be dismissed for two reasons. Initially, any consideration of an
agency decision from 2017 is untimely. This is regardless of the fact that other, more recent actions

have been taken regarding his parole status. More importantly, though, no court has jurisdiction to

review a parole revocation. For this proposition, see 8.C. Code Ann. § 24-21-680, in pertinent part:

“The board shall be the sole judge as to whether or not a parole has been violated and no appeal
therefrom shall be allowed; provided, that any person arrested for violation of terms of parole may
be released on bond, for good cause shown, pending final determination of the violation by the
Probation, Parole and Pardon Board.” Because this is the ultimate relief sought by Appellant, this

Court has no jurisdiction to decide this case. As such, it must be dismissed.

! Respondent’s case management system shows Appellant signed the parole revocation order and
received the offender copy on August 30, 2017. A copy is not immediately available for
inclusion.

2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Ronald C. Albright, #211533, Docket No. 23-ALJ-15-0001-AP
Appellant, ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO
DISMISS

VS,

South Carolina of Probation, Parole and
Pardon Services,

Respondent.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This matter is pending before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (the ALC or

the Court) pursuant to an appeal filed by Ronald C. Albright (Appellant), an inmate incarcerated
with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC) pursuant to convictions for armed
robbery and murder, Appellant was previously on parole and living in Florida. In 2017, a Florida
parole agent reported to South Carolina that Appellant purportedly violated the terms of his
parole—Appellant was charged with grand theft and absconded his supervision. Accordingly,
South Carolina "retook the case and arranged for extradition,”

The South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services (the Department
or PPPS) and Appellant take different views of what occurred next. The Department asserts the
South Carolina Parole Board (the Board) revoked Appellant's parole in 2017, and Appellant signed
the parole revocation order and received the offender copy on August 30, 2017, In contrast,
Appellant contends that he recognizes his parole was revoked; however, he indicates he never
received a final written order of revocation. Nevertheless, Appellant was subsequently
reincarcerated in South Carolina and has been receiving parole hearings every two years, having
been denied parole in 2018 and 2021.

Most recently, on March 2, 2023, the Board again denied Appellant's application for parole.
The Board utilized its standard form in denying Appellant's application. Specifically, the Board
stated it considered the following: (1) "the characteristics of your current offense(s), prior
offense(s), prior supervision history, prison disciplinary record, and/or prior criminal record, as

described in the findings of fact below"; (2) "the factors published in Department Form 1212
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(Criteria for Parole Consideration)"; (3) "the factors outlined in Section 24-21-640 of the South
Carolina Code of Laws"; and (4) "actuarial risk and needs assessment factors pursuant to Section
24-21-10(F)(1) of the South Carolina Code of Laws." As to the findings of fact, the Board listed
the following: (1) "Nature And Seriousness Of Current Offense"; (2) "Indication Of Violence In
This Or Previous Offense”; (3) "Use Of Deadly Weapon In this Or Previous Offense"; and (4)
"Failure to Successfully Complete A Community Supervision Program."

Appellant filed his present appeal with the Court on March 13, 2023. He filed several
documents with the Court at that time, including (1) a prehearing motion for designation and/or
transfer of case to cure want of jurisdiction; (2) an application for a contested case hearing; (3) a
motion to compel: issuance of written final order of revocation; and (4) a prehearing motion to
transfer custody of state inmate and waiver of transfer transportation fee. In his application for a
contested case hearing, Appellant explains that he is seeking a contested case hearing before the
Court to review the actions of his initial revocation from 2017. Appellant alleges many errors with
the process of his parole being revoked and his transfer back to South Carolina, and he asserts that
a remand to the Parole Board is not sufficient because he has concerns about having a fair and
unbiased proceeding. Appellant asserts in his application for a contested case hearing and motion
to compel that he has yet to receive an order of revocation. This matter was assigned to the
undersigned on March 30, 2023, .

On April 4, 2023, the Department filed a motion to dismiss for two reasons, F irst, the
Department contends Appellant is attempting to appeal the 2017 decision in which the Parole
Board revoked Appellant's parole. The Department asserts the appeal of this decision is untimely;
the Department states its "case management system shows Appellant signed the parole revocation
order and received the offender copy on August 30, 2017." The Department notes it does not have
a copy of the signed revocation order immediately available for inclusion in its motion. Second,
the Department argues section 24-21-680 of the South Carolina Code (2007) serves as a bar to any
court that attempts to review a parole revocation.

On April 5, 2023, Appeliant wrote to the undersigned, provided additional copies of the
filings previously made in this matter, asked what he should do in this matter, and raised legal
arguments. On April 10, 2023, the undersigned's faw clerk wrote to Appeliant and counsel for the

Department. The clerk confirmed the documents that Appellant filed with the Court, noted the
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Court is not permitted to provide legal advice, and stated the undersigned would consider this
appeal in the normal course of appeals as required by law.

Also, on April 10, 2023, Appellant filed a response to the Department's motion to dismiss.
According to Appellant, "all decisions (even those of the [Department]) are subject to review under
the constitutional claims and statutory provisions." He asserts that this matter is reviewable and
subsections (a), (¢}, and (f) of section 1-23-3 80(5) of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2022) grant
the Court jurisdiction. Next, Appellant argues the words "upon failure" in section 24-21-680
"presume that acts or violations actually happened” and that he should have been entitled to due
process. Appellant additionally: (1) references the law surrounding the Interstate Commission for
Adult Offender Supervision; (2) notes that in response to timeliness of his appeal, he was not
represented by counsel; (3) acknowledges he signed a parole violation warrant and affidavit on
August 30, 2017, but this is not a final order after a hearing; and (4) contends the Court has the
discretion pursuant to Rule 6(b)(2), SCRCP, to hear a case that is claimed to be untimely,

On April 19, 2023, Appellant filed a motion for disposition of certain misdemeanors and
felonies. Appellant sought certain documents to be included in the record on appeal, On April 21,
2023, Appellant filed a petition for equitable tolling; Appellant reasserts that he has yet to receive

a final written order of revocation.

BISCUSSION

Presently, there are several motions pending before the Court. The Court begins by
addressing the Department's motion to dismiss because the issues raised in’ the Department's
motion are jurisdictional and potentially dispositive of the appeal. First, the Department contends
Appellant is attempting to appeal from a 2017 decision in which the Parole Board revoked
Appellant's parole. It asserts the appeal of this decision is untimely because its "case management
system shows Appellant signed the parole revocation order and received the offender copy on
August 30, 2017." Second, the Department argues section 24-21-680 serves as a bar to any court
for having jurisdiction to determine whether parole has been violated.

In response, Appellant asserts that the Court has jurisdiction. Specifically, he argues that
subsections (a), (€), and (f) of section 1-23-380(5) of the South Carolina Code grant the Court
jurisdiction to review this matter. Next, Appellant argues the words "upon failure" in section

24-21-680 "presume that acts or violations actually happened” and that he should have been
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entitled to due process, Appellant additionally: (1) references the law surrounding the Interstate
Commission for Adult Offender Supervision; (2) notes that in response to timeliness of his appeal,
he was not represented by counsel; (3) acknowledges he signed a parole violation warrant and
affidavit on August 30, 2017, but this is not a final order after a hearing; and (4) contends the Court
has the discretion pursuant to Rule 6(b)(2), SCRCP, to hear a case that is claimed to be untimely.

After careful consideration of the law and the submissions of the parties, the Court

dismisses this matter without prejudice for the reasons stated below.

L Timeliness of Appeal

The Department contends and a thorough review of Appellant's submissions confirms that
Appellant does not challenge the 2023 denial of parole; rather, Appellant is seeking review of the
2017 decision that revoked his parole. The Court, however, has no authority to undertake such a
review. An inmate challenging a parole determination has thirty days from the receipt of a final
written order to appeal that decision to the ALC. See SCALC Rule 59 ("The notice of appeal from
the final decision to be heard by the [ALC] shall be filed with the Court and a copy served on each
party, including the agency, within thirty (30) days of receipt of the decision from which the appeal
is taken."); see also 4l-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 377, 527 S.E.2d 742, 754 (2000) ("The
inmate must file and serve a notice of appeal upon specified parties within thirty days of receipt of
written notice of Department| of Corrections's) final decision."); Turner v. S.C. Dep't of Prob.,
Parole & Pardon Servs., Op. No. 2017-000992, 2018 WL 2058142, at *| (S8.C. Ct. App. filed May
2, 2018) (affirming the dismissal of an inmate's appeal from the Parole Board when the inmate
received the Parole Board's decision and did not appeal for over sixteen months). If, as the
Department contends, Appellant signed the parole revocation order and received the offender copy
on August 30, 2017, then Appellant had to have appealed the 2017 revocation no later than 30
days thereafter, This appeal was filed more than five years after that date, making any challenge
to the 2017 revocation of Appellant's parole in this proceeding untimely.

Appellant disputes the Department's factual assertions regarding the status of the written
order revoking his parole. According to Appellant's filings in this case, he asserts that he has never

~ received a final written order revoking his parole from the Parole Board. Certainly, no party has )

z
g submitted a copy of any 2017 final written order revoking parole to this Court. If Appellant's 3
Qassertions regarding receipt of such an order are correct, then the time to appeal the 2017 .
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a final order, no appeal of the revocation has been commenced, In any event, the Court cannot

N

( revocation of parole may not have begun to run, see, e.g., SCALC Rule 59, and in the absence o

conduct any review without a copy of the Parole Board's order.

f

e

o

The Court need not resolve the conflict between the positions taken by the Department and

the Appellant regarding issuance and receipt of the final written order of revocation because, under

either scenario, dismissal would be appropriate.

The Court now turns to Appellant's specific arguments regarding the Court's jurisdiction to

entertain the appeal. Appellant contends that subsections (a), (e), and (f) of section 1-23-380(5)

provide the Court with jurisdiction. The Court disagrees, The subsections of section 1-23-3 80(5)

to which Appellant refers are not grants of jurisdiction but are instead part of the standard of review

in appellate matters,

Appellant also argues that the words "upon failure" in section 24-21-680 "presume that acts

or violations actually happened" and that he should have been entitled to due process. Section
24-21-680 provides that:

4

i
H

!
Fd

Upon failure of any prisoner released on parole under the provisions
of this chapter to do or refrain from doing any of the things set forth
and required to be done by and under the terms of his parole, the
parole agent must issue a warrant or citation charging the violation
of parole, and a final determination must be made by the [Bloard as
to whether the prisoner's parole should be revoked and whether he
should be required to serve any part of the remaining unserved
sentence. But such prisoner must be eligible to parole thereafter
when and if the [Bloard thinks such parole would be proper. The
[Bloard shall be the sole judge as to whether or not a parole has been
violated and no appeal therefrom shall be allowed; provided, that
any person arrested for violation of terms of parole may be released
on bond, for good cause shown, pending final determination of the
violation by the Probation, Parcle and Pardon Board. No bond shall
be granted except by the presiding or resident judge of the circuit
wherein the prisoner is arrested, or, if there be no judge within such
circuit, by the judge, presiding or resident, in an adjacent circuit, and
the judge granting the bond shall determine the amount thereof.

The Court does not dispute Appellant's concern that section 24-21-680 requires certain
3 process be afforded in cases involving parole violations, see Russell v. Cooper, 263 $.C. 526, 530,

Cll S.E.2d 655, 657 (1975), but this concern relates either to the merits of an appeal of the

)

{

/

s

revocation order or Appellant's contention that he has not received an order. Section 24-21-680

Sof8

Appendix _C Exhibit 01 Page 05



.N.‘fz.\’h\ .

does not speak to or mention any authority on the part of this Court to entertain an appeal of the
2017 parole revocation. |
Finally, Appellant cites to Rule 6(b)(2), SCRCP. This rule states in relevant part that;

When by these rules or by notice given thereunder or by order of

court an act is required or allowed to be done at or within a specified

time, the time may be extended by written agreement of counsel for

an additional period not exceeding the original time provided in

these rules, or the court for cause shown may at any time in its

discretion . . . (2) upon motion made after the expiration of the

specified period, for good cause shown, permit the act to be done.
Appellant’s precise argument with respect to this rule is unclear. The Court assumes that Appeliant
is relying upon the rule to suggest that, even if his appeal of the 2017 parole revocation is untimely,
the Court has discretion to extend the deadline for an appeal and allow the matter to proceed.

Appellant's reliance upon this rule is mistaken. Rule 6(b)(2), SCRCP, is part of the South

Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, and has no application in an appeal before the Court.
Additionally, Appellant's argument is belied by the final sentence of the rule, which provides that
"[thhe time for filing notice of intent to appeal is jurisdictional and may not be extended by consent
or order." Id Thus, even if the rule applied here, it could not be used to extend the time for an

appeal.

IL 8.C. Code § 24-21-680

The Department also argues more generally that the Court lacks jurisdiction to hear an
appeal regarding the 2017 parole revocation. The Court's jurisdiction in these matters is a creature
of statue. Section 1-23-600(D) prohibits the Court from hearing "an appeal involving the denial
of parole to a potentially eligible inmate by the Department,” Additionally, section 24-21-680
provides the following: "The [B]oard shall be the sole judge as to whether or not a parole has been
violated and no appeal therefrom shall be allowed . ..." S.C. Code Ann. § 24-21-680. As these
statutes indicate, its jurisdiction over parole-related matters is extremely narrow. The Court agrees
with the Department that, even if the 2017 parole revocation had been properly appealed to the

Court, it would lack jurisdiction to entertain any substantive review of the revocation order.!

' The Court does have jurisdiction to review "the method and procedure employed by the Parole
Board in reaching its decision,” the Court must hear those matters. See Cooper v. 5.C. Dep't of
Prob., Parole & Pardon Servs., 377 8.C. 489, 502, 661 S.E.2d 106, 113 (2008); id. at 499, 661
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ORDER
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that this matter is DISMISSED WITHOUT
PREJUDICE.?

AND IT IS SO ORDERED,
H

Robert L. Reibold
Administrative Law Judge

May 2, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina

S.E.2d at 112 ("[T]he apparent failure by the Parole Board to consider the requisite statutory
criteria in rendering its decision constitutes an infringement of a state-created liberty interest and,
thus, warrants minimal due process procedutes. Therefore, we hold, [the appellant's] appeal was
appropriate for disposition under the APA and should have been reviewed by the ALC.); see also
Compton v. §.C. Dep't of Prob., Parole & Pardon Servs., 385 S.C. 476, 478, 685 S.E.2d 175, 176
(2009),

? Based on the Court's resolution of this matter, the outstanding motions filed by Appellant are
now moot and the Court need not rule on such motions. See Futch v. McAllister Towing of
Georgetown, Inc., 335 8.C. 598, 613, 518 S.E.2d 591, 598 (1999) (stating an appellate court need
not address remaining issues on appeal when decision of a prior issue is dispositive). For the
benefit of Appellant, the Court notes that it is not the proper forum in which to seek an order
requiring the Parole Board to issue a written order.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, James Smith Harrison, I, hereby certify that I have this date served this order upon all

parties to this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, in the
Interagency Mail Service, or by electronic mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or

their attorney(s).

. Al el T
# James Smith Harrison, [II
Judicial Law Clerk

~

May 2, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATLE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Anministrative Law Court

T

. : Prone: (803) 734-0550
itobert L. Re 1

obert L Reibol Fax: (803) 734-6400

Administrative Law Judge WEB: WWW.SCALCNET

May 16,2023

Ronald € Alhright 42115272
Licher Correctional Institution
P.O. Box 205

Ridgeville, SC 29472

Re: Ronald O Alhright. 211533 vs. South Caroling Department of Probation. Parole und
Purdon Services. Docket No. 23-ALI-15-0001-AP

Dear Mr. Atbright:

On May 13,2023, [ received a document titled "Request for Clarification."

In the filing, you

requested | provide you answers to several questions that you have in relation to the Honorable
Robert .. Reibald's order that was filed and served on May 2, 2023 Judge Reibold's order speaks
lor itseff, Additionatly, because b work for the South Carolina Administrative Law Cowt. T am

not permitted Lo provide legal advice.

Singerely.

James Smith Harrison, 1
Law Clerk to The Honrorable Robert 1. Rethold

e Ms. Jessica Elizabeth Kinard. 1sq.. Office of General Counsel, South Carolina

Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services (w/ enclosure)

YT have enclosed a copy of this document.
fof3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Administrative Latw Court

Puone: (803) 734-6550

t L. Reibold
Rober eibo Fax: (803) 734-6400

Administrative Law Judge A WER: WWW.SCALC.NET
,/’/lym T T
o o
Ronald €. Albright, #211533 T I

Lieber Correctional Institution
P.O. Box 205
Ridgeville, SC 29472

Re: Ronald C. Albright, #211533 v. South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and
Pardon Services, Docket No. 23-ALJ-15-0001-AP

Dear Mr, Albright:

On April 10, 2023, 1 received a copy of vour letter and copies of the following documents: (1) a
designation of matter to be included for review on record, (2) a prehearing motion to compel, (3)
a prehearing motion to transfer custody of state inmate and waiver of transfer transportation fee,
(4) a brief, and (5) your certificate of service for these documents.

In your letter, you inquired about motions and a brief that you filed when you initiated this appeal.
The South Carolina Administrative Law Court (the ALC or the Court) has the following
documents in its file that you filed in conjunction with this matter: (1) a designation of matter to
he included for review on the record on appeal, (2) an application for a contested case hearing and
brief, (3) a prehearing motion for designation of matter to be included, (4) a prehearing motion (o
compel issuance of tinal order, (3) a prehearing motiou  tianster custody of state inmate, and (6)
a certificate of service for these documents.

In your letter, you additionally asked questions about what you should do in this matler, and you
raised legal arguments as well. [ am not permitted to provide legal advice because | work for the

Court. Additionally, as to your legal arguments, [ note Judge Reibold will consider this appeal in
the normal course of appeals as required by the applicable law.

Sincerely,

James Smith Harrison, 11
Law Clerk to The Honorable Robert L. Reibold

lot2
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e Ms. Jessica E. Kinard, Esq., Office of General Counsel, South Carolina Department of
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services '

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, James Smith Harrison, 111, hereby certify that I have this date served this letter upon all

parties to this cause by depositing a copy hercof in the United States mail, postage paid, in the
Interagency Mail Service, or by electronic mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or

their attorney(s).

NaEa

. James Smith Harrison, 11
Judicial Law Clerk

April 10, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina
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THE STATE 0F SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

APPEAL FRom_SouTH CARoLTNA DEPT of PPPS
DOCKET No.- A2 41T 15-ciov)
S.C.DPPPS. Respondant,
(ConTESTED AGency) v,
P.0.Box 307-CoLumsig, 5C. 234 oS

Rowatd C. ALBRIGHT *QlI535
( PRo Se)

PO.Box 08 -RIDGEVILLE, SC.39%47a
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Filing # 30612202 E-Filed 12729 2016 03:.42:33 P'M

N THE CIRCUTT COURT FOR OSCHEOLA COUNTY S TATR O FLORIDA

SEATEOFFHORIDA CASE NUMBER: A4 20 Fo-UF-00-1 303
S ARREST DATEH: 1203 16
RONALD CHRISTOPHER ALBRIGHT OFFICER: Brian R. Byre
Defendant. AGENCY/NUMBER: OSS0, 1611133843
| DATE: December 29, 20106

CHARGES):  t. GRAND THEFT 3RD DEGRER (~$380, <%5.000)

NO INFORMATION NOTICE

COMES NOW the State of Florida, by and through the undersigned Assisgant State

Avtorney and states that;

I Trom the investigation which has been made, it is the opimton ol the writer that this case
15 nol stntable Yor prosecution,
2 Fhis action i~ taken to clear the records and to release subject's bond i any has been

posted responsive 1o the above charge(s). I1'in custody, defendant should be released.

PROVIDED THERE ARE NO OTHER CHARGES OR HOLDS AGAINST HIM.

SO0 D UAASUAL LATAIDIUED LD LA T oL

Ty

" .
RSy

L

Jelfrey . Ashlon, State Altomey
Ninth Judicizl Crrcuit of Flovida

NN

By: v

Warda Azie Al
Assistant State Allomey
Florida Bar # [HD008
Diviston i sao9 org
2 Courthouse Sy

Suile 3500

Kessimimee, FL 34741
JO07-742-52109

Grgitaliy signed oy The o
EHEAEBY AFFESE FIAT LIS CERUEIFD DCUMENT (3 4 ERUE WD CIRELU Lot L - TR AL TRETTE S
VPRE A O L DRD W EFH 98CI00 COOTNTY CLERK OF THE CIRECLIT COUR L. A])])Cﬂdlx D Exhibit 02 Page 05 iR
- — — S i e




THE FollowinG ARE ComPuTeR ENTRIES
FRom THe FLoRivA PARolE AGENTE OwN
RECoRDS CONTRADICTING His ClAimg

o | To SouTH CARoLINA, THAT PARolLce
PROBATION & BAROLE Somvacss FAILED To REPoRT A ARREST AND
BEGINNING 12/01/2016 - ENDING 08/01/2017 ME:SSEB l‘ALL SUBSEQUENT REPoRTS"'
CASE NOTES - ALBRIGHT, RONALD C . (S;G«N in jHE'ETS FRom SSJBSEQUENT
ne NUMBERI% ‘ D55973 REPORTS LSo ENCLOSED Ciﬂnﬂs 7
ggggg‘%g%gg 55\%&%1%: gﬁ;glﬂggwoo&womm ASHLE AND a3 ON THE PAROI_E ARR EST MRRAN

; SUPERVISION TYPE - PAS: PAROLE STITE
e SUPERVISION BEGIN DATE: 05/28/13

TERMINATION DATE: LIFE
DATE TIME/SEQ USERID  CONTACT TYPE NARRATIVE.
szyoz/zols 10:30 POSY0HEJ OFFICE PERSONAL.. ONAL - DELIVERED WMR.
=@3ﬁ3&!§3§jﬂﬁﬁtx NOTHING NEW TO REPORT. M SIERSMA
12/03/2016 99:01  PD9DCEE TRANSACTION REGISTER ON - REPORT ING
12/04 /2016 89:01 P0S0CGE TRANSACTION REGISTER FROM NON-REPORTING
12/05/2016 99:01  POS0OCGES TRANSACTION REGISTER PENDING VIOLATION
12/09/2016 99:01 POSOHEJ CASE NOTE, SUBMITTED vOP THRU ICOTS. M SIERSMA
12/18/2016 09:30  POSCHEJ ATTEMITED' PERSONAL GATE WOULDNT OPEN, SUBJS PHONE WOULDNT PICK UP. CALLED FA
: AND LEFT MESSAGE TO CALL ME . M SIERSMA
12/15/2016 10:05  POSQHEJ TELEPHONE COLLATERAL CALLED FA, HE STATED THE SUBJ STAYS AT HIS GFRS SOMETIMES,
- BUT HE WONT ALLOW HER TO STAY AT THEIR RES SINCE THEY BOTH
GOT ARRESTED. SAID HE WILL HAVE SON CALL ME. M SIERSMA
i12/15/2016 12:05  POS0HEJ TELEPHONE DPERSONAL . {BUBJ CALLELY: [ED HE DIDNT DO ANYTHING WRONG AND CT L
IND HLIv LNNOCENT. I ASKELD WHY HE WAS GSTAYING.
W70 MY PERMISSION, HE SAID, "I KNOW, I SHOULD HAVE AS%%D 18T
BUT I DIDNT". INSTD TO BE HOME BY 8PM EVERY NWIGHT, TO ALWAYS
AND HIS CELL, AND TO NOT BE QUT OF COUNTY IF IT DOESNT
i, INVOLVE WORK. M SIERSMA
01)o4/2017 09:30  POS0HEJ OFFICE PERSONAL I ERSONAL - DELIVERED WMR.
‘ ) = ¥} INSTD TO GET ME AN EV LETTER. M SIERSMA
01/06/20L7 12:45 POSCHES HOME PERSONAL VISUAL INSPECTION CONDUCTED

SUBJ AND FA AT RES. SUBJ WAS IN OR CO TO HAVE A~ FRIEND WORK
ON HIS CAR. TOLD HIM.FOR THE 2ND TIME HE IS NOT TQ LEAVE THE
OUNTY W/0 MY PERMISSION UNLESS IT IS FOR WORK. SAID DUE TO
NEW BARREST I DO NOT WANT HIM TRAVELING. M STERSMA
¢1/06/2017 99:01 POSQHEJ FIELD COLLATERAL . .
02/08/2017 99:01 POSOHETS EMPLOYMENT NOTIFICAT EMAIL FROM LAURA POINCOT AT RAIRPORT PARKING. THEY ARE STILL

AWARE OF HIS SUPERVISION, AND GAVE COPY QF 7-12-16 EV LETTER
M SIERSMA
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Claim #3

Allegedly changing residences without permission

To whom it may concern,

My name is Ronald M. Albright and | am the father of Ronald €. Albright. My son livesin a

cottage house on my property that is his official residence for parole. He was accused of changing his
residence without permission.

He has lived here the entire two years that he has been out and has neve,
moved with or

=

rgs are stiff here to this day, along

with business mail addressed to him coming to his home. | hope this sar

without permission. As a matter of fact, his belongi

n affidavit is sufficient
evidence. Thank you far your time and consideration in the matter.

Sincerely,
Ronald M. Alaright

=7 P . . oo
4"/’:?/1'/)’ /:;1 ‘f__v’_'r" __Z[’_/ ’/?f‘/f'%?;{// "/ St /

(J

R

8030 Copperhesi ™

Kissimmee FI. 34747

(40713974937 G0.7.1 509

s T

/ o St SN
B P W NI AR R <
—_l i

e
Signature Of No *?;M'é ’"”:;,

_.---'-.f":?)-
- SSion -

{4
#

GG caa735 il

.4 Oa .‘\r
el BBl g
. FresuvenT oo
o ‘:';ES(’C‘. STATE OG\\\\\\
My Commiissian FvH P

)
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THE SouTtH Cﬁ,‘os.INA DEPT of
PROBATION PAROLE AnoPARDON

SERVICES ~ P0.Box 207
ColumBIA, S.C. 49303
RONALD O, ALBRIGHT #1533
L.o.1. ~SB-38 Po. Rox 305 3/ R /3033
RipéeVitLe ,SC. 29472
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

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

SCDPPPS.... i RESPONDENT,

APPENDIX E
(IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI)

«Correspondence with the S.C. Court of Appeals concerning the
premature filing of it’s Order dated: 7/03/2023”

Pages

Exhibit 1. Letter from S.C. Court of Appeals notifying Appellant of the
10 days to respond to Respondent’s Motion to Strike Appellant’s
Designation of Matter.........oooeeiiiiiiiniiiin 1

Exhibit 2. Respondent’s Motion to Strile Designation of Matter..2-5

Exhibit 3. Appeltant’s Opposition to Motion to Strike............... 6-8

Exhibit 4. Order from S.C. Court of Appeals Dismissing all of
Appeliant’s Motions......oocivveniiriiiiinien 9
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

POST OFFICE BOX 1829

JEMN T ABBOTT KITCHINGS

CLERK COLUMBIA SOUTH CAROUINS 23210
. - . 1220 SENATE STREET
CATHERINE 5 HARFISON SOLUMBIA. SONTH CAPOLINA 2520
BEPUTCLLER TELEPHONE 1803 734 1850

Fax (B33 T34-1339
MWW SCCOUS O6g

June 29, 2023

Ronald 1.. Albright, 00211533
Lieber Correctional Institution
P.O. Box 205

Ridgeville SC 29472

Re:  Ronald C. Albright, #211333 v. SCDPPPS
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Dear Mr. Albright:

The Court received vour letter inquiring about your appeliant’s mitial brief. We
accepted vour appellant’s initial brief as filed. then sent a deficiency letter
indicating you had not filed a designation of matter. We received your designation
ol matter: however, the respondent has filed a motion to strike your designation of
matter. You may file a return in opposition to the respondent’s motion within 10
days of the date of this letter. The appeal will be held in abevance pending a rufing
of the Court on the respondent’s motion,

Very truly yours.

(j:g}%a A t;,M(P

CLERK

cer Matthew C. Buchanan, Esquire
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from the Administrative Law Court
The Honorable Robert L. Reibold, Administrative Law J udge
Docket Number 23-ALJ-15-0001-AP

Appellate Case No.: 2023-000847

RONALD C. ALBRIGHT, #217218....c.......oiviioiieooeo o APPELLANT

S.C. DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE AND
PARDON SERVICES,........cccoconiiviiiis oo RESPONDENT

MOTION TO STRIKE DESIGNATION
OF MATTER OF APPELLANT

Matthew C. Buchanan, #73740
General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services
. P.O. Box 207
Columbia, South Carolina 20202
(803) 734-9220

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT

i
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Now comes Respondent, through its counsel and pursuant to Rule 240, SCACR,
respectfully objecting to and moving to strike Appellant’s designation of matter.

Appellant’s designation of matter consists entirely of items that were not presented to the
lower court or tribunal; therefore, may not be included in the record on appeal and should be
stricken from his designation of matter. Rule 210(c), SCACR (“The Record shall not, however,
include matter which was not presented to the lower court or tribunal.”). Not only has Appellant
designated matter that was not presented to the lower court, in regard to certain items he is now,
by way of that designation of matter, demanding production or creation of matter that has
heretofore not been created, such as transcripts from hearings that are not the proper subject of this
appeal. Indeed, Respondent respectfully submits that Appellant’s designation of matter contains
materials not relevant to the appeal in violation of Rule 209(b), SCACR.

1. The Designation of Matter contains materials not presented to the lower court.

Appellant proposes four categories of items to be included in the Designation of Matter.
The first of which is, “Transcript of parolee’s preliminary/probable cause hearing (the hearing
prior to the revocation hearing.)” (Emphasis in original). This matter was not included before the
Administrative Law Court because it does not exist. Respondent’s record retention schedule for
the recordings of preliminary hearings are for one year. Transeripts of the hearings are not made
of the recordings. Appellant is only now requesting a transcript of a recording of a hearing that
occurred roughly six years ago.

Appellant’s next item for the Designation of Matter is, “any affidavits, teletypes, or other
documents or evidence relied upon by the Respondant (sic), the S.C.D.P.P.P.S., to obtain the

‘parole violation warrant’, extradition, and subsequent revocation in the above referenced case.”
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Because the ALC granted Respondent’s motion to dismiss pursuant to S.C. Code § 24-21-680,
these documents were also not presented to the lower court be either party.

The third item in Appellant’s motion is for the transcript of his parole revocation hearing,
As stated earlier, the ALC dismissed the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because revocations of
parole cannot be appealed per § 24-21-680. The transcript was also not before the lower court.

Appellant is also designating an “outstanding motion for designation from A.L.C. and it's
(sic) documents.” Respondent submits that there should not be any outstanding motions before the
ALC at this stage because the appeal was dismissed, so this item cannot be complied with.

Rule 210(c) states clearly that, “The Record shall not, however, include matter which was
not presented to the lower court or tribunal.” Therefore, Respondent respectfully objects to and
respectfully asks this Court to strike Appellant’s Designation of Matter.

2. The proposed matter is not relevant to the appeal.

Respondent respectfully submits that this appeal should be limited to the grounds for which
the ALC dismissed Appeliant’s action. The ALC Judge dismissed the action for lack of jurisdiction
because § 24-21-680 does not allow for appeals from revocations of parole. Instead, § 17-27-
20(A)(5) allows for Post-Conviction Relief actions to address challenges to a revocation of parole,

Because the ALC dismissed the appeal on jurisdictional grounds, the only matter before
this Court is whether the ALC erred in doing so. Appeliant’s materials all £0 to his challenge of
his 2017 parole revocation, not to the ALC’s dismissal of his current appeal for lack of jurisdiction,
Consequently, his designation of matter should be stricken as including matter irrelevant to his
appeal.

For all of these reasons, Respondent respectfully objects to the Appellant’s Designation of

Matter and asks that it be stricken.

2
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Columbia, South Carolina
June 20, 2023

Respectfully submitted,
7

General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services

P.G. Box 293

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 734-9220

3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from the Admintstrative Law Coun
Ihe Honorable Robert I Reibold. Administrative Law Judge
Docket Number 23-ALT-13-000G]1-AP

Appeliate Case No 0 202 3-000847

RONALD C ALBRIGHT . #2115 33 L o APPELLANT

SCCDEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PARGLE AND
PARDON SERVICES, .0 00 RESPONDENT

APPELLANT 5 RESPONSE T0 MoT/0H TE STRIKE DE SIENATION ™
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DATED BoidlD & ALBRICHTY
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The South Cavolina Court of Appeals

Ronald C. Albright, #211533, Appellant,

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

Appellate Case No, 2023-000847

ORDER

Appellant's "petition for equitable tolling," motion to proceed without costs,
motion for the production of transcripts, “motion to compel issuance of final order
of revocation,” and motion to appoint counsel are hereby denied. See James v. §.C.
Dep't of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Servs., 377 S.C. 564, 660 S.E.2d 288 (Ct.
App. 2008) (the denial of an inmate's parole request, absent a permancnt denial of
parole eligibility, does not implicate a state-created liberty interest); Rule 207(b),
SCACR (the appellant shali make arrangements to obtain transcripts); Rule 210,
SCACR (the appetlant shali compile and serve the record on appeal).

Respondent's motion to strike Appellant’s designation of matter is granted. Within
twenty days of the date of this order, Appellant shall serve and fi le an amended
designation of matter which shall only include matters that were presented to the
Administrative Law Court. See Rule 210(¢), SCACR ("The Record shall not,
however, include matter which was not presented to the lower court or tribunal.").

 Baplane Meghrutd

"FOR THE COURT

Columbta, South Carolina

e
Ronald I. Albright, 00211533 FILED
;\-Idtthew C. Buchanan, Lsquire Jul 03 2023
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S.C. Court of Appeals

Hon, Jenny A. Kitchings- Clerk
P.0O. Box 11629

Columbia, SC. 292i1

7/10/2023

Dear Hon. Clerk of Court.

Appellant received the Respondent’s Briel, "Motion o Strike Appellant’s Designation of Matter™
and Respondent's “Designation of Matter” on 6/26/2023, Appellant immediately preparcd and sent a
“Reply Briel" and “Opposition/Response (o Motion te Srike™ on 6/30/2023. within the 10 days allowed by
SCACR. This was on a Friday. which the Courl would not have gotten it until 7/5/2023 due to the Holicay
on the 4™ But stifi within the 10 days. On 7/10/2023 Appellant received an Order from the S.C. Courl of
Appeals dated Filed: 7/63/2023 stating that the Respondent’s Motion 10 Strike had been granted and the
Appellant’s Motions had been denied. This would mean that the Court had made it’s determination
BEFORE (he Appellant's response had even arrived. This is contrary to SCACR and the letler received
from this Clerk on 7/05/2023 informing Appellant that he had 10 days [rom the date of that letter 1o file an
opposition. The Court made il's determination 2 days before Appeltant even received the letter. My
question is how can the Court ruie on the motions before the replics are received. and how does the
Appellant rectify this. or is the Court just predetenined to rule in the favor ol the Respondent regardless of
the content of the Responses? Also. The Court and Respondents are slill referencing and citing Denials of
Parole do not create a Liberty Interest and are not Appealable. Appellant is NOT challenging the denials ol
Parole. but the Procedure and evidence relied upon in the Revocation proceedings. whicl is reviewable.

The Matter Appeltant is including in the R.O.A. has been presented (o the

Administralive Agency Tribunat (SCDPPPS) and the Administrative Law Court. Appetlant can not help
that the Respondent refuses 1o acknowledge receipt of such, or if the ALC. because of an erroncous
granting ol a "Motion to Dismiss.” left these Matters unresolved. They were presented numerous (imes.
Appellant received the Court’s Order that was daled 7/3/2023 on 771042023 a full week later and i states
that Appellant should serve and file an amended designation ol Matter. Does this time tolf [rom the die of
the order or he date of receipt? [f this Court las already made it's decision in this prescnt case before the
motions are even finished. or the arguments have even commenced. then Appellant respectfilly requests
1his case move on Lo the next level of review because Appetlant has Valid Constitutional issucs that the
Supreme Courls have deemed meritorious and the Appeliant does not want (o waste this Court’s or his
valuabie time and resources if the outcome here has been predetermined. Appellant is stating this with the
utmost respect and only trying to have his issues heard and if this isn’t the venue for that. then Appeltant
must seek elsewhere.

Attachments: Certtficate of Service,
Order of S.C. Court of Appeals,
Letter from Clerk of Court
Respecttully Submitted,

Ce: S.C.D.P.P.P.S.;

Files

The Administrative Law Court; //7 N _ ‘

/RONALD € ALB

Page | of |
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from the Administrative Law Court
The Honorable Robert L. Reibold, Administrative Law Judge
Docket Number 23-ALJ-15-0001-AP

Appellate Case No.; 2023-000847

RONALD C. ALBRIGHT, H217218. ... APPELLANT

S C. DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE AND
DARDON SERVICES, e

PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION OF ORDER

RESPONDENT
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Appellant meves this Courl Lo reconsider it's recent Order denying Appellant’s Molions to: “Proceed
Without Costs or Fees/Tn Forma Pauperis™, “Production of Transcripts and Docunzents™, and “Motion to Compel
Issuance of Writlen Final Order {rom the Agency™

This Order was Dated Filed: 7/3/23 and received by Appellant on 7/10/23 and this Petition lor Rehearing is
being filed within 3 days of receipt of the Order. This Court ruied on these Motions only 3 days after Appetlant
received the Respondent’s “Motion to Strike”™, Well before the 10 days allowed by SCACR had elapsed Lo submit an
Opposition to Respondent’s Motion, Appellant timely [ifel a Response to Respendent™s Molion, that due io the 4™ or
July Holiday, couldn’t have heen received by this Court until the 5™ ol July, but still well within the 10 day period from
receipl o respond, This can only mean that the Court could nol have factored Appeilant™s Cpposition to the Motion
into it's decision as i’s Order was signed 7/3/23 by a “Stephanie P. McDonald — For the Court” no Tille or Identifier
listed.

In support ol this Petition, Appellant submits to lhis Court that both it and the Administrative Law Courl have
been purposefully misdirected by the Respondent and if the Court fully understood the scope of Appellant’s challenge,
then it may come to a different conclusion on it’s determination of these Motions. The Respondent, SCDPPPPS knows
full well that Appellant is and always has been challenging the procedures employed by the Agency and the evidence
relied upon to reach their decision, which by law IS reviewable.

The Respendent continually chooses (o misdirect fhe Court o a completely irelevant unchatlenged point,
¢claiming that the Appellant is challenging the routine denials ol parole which ARE non reviewable and do not create a
Liberty Interest. They do this because a Statute supporls this point, Bul Appellant is net nor has ever been challenging
the denials of Parole and has repeatedly stated this fact. This diverting atlention away from the actuai challenge and
directing the Court’s attention o an irrelevant matter that’s nol being chailenged, is deliberate misrepresentalion ol the
tacts of this case to the Court and Appellant feels this negatively influenced the court’s decision on these motions.

It the Court followed the misdirection of the Respondent, then the Designation of Matler would seem
irretevant but when applied to the actual challenge of the Procedure employed by the Agency and the evidence relied
apon to reach that decision, Then this matter is Most relevanl. For it gave the ALC and this Court jurisdiction: to not
only hear this case, but to reclify the challenged issues.

As one van infer, To determine if the proper procedure was followed or il the evidence refied upon o make
the decision was based on facts, One must {irst review these proceedings and evidence and to review the proceedings
and evidence relied upon, it must be allowed into the record.

As to the denial of Appellant’s “Motion lo Proceed In Forma Pauperis™, The Appellant has never abused this
indigent status and has zero strikes against him lor frivelous litigations and is indigent and there’s no vahd reason to
deny this Motion,

As 1o the denial o Appellant’s “Motion to Compel the Issnance of the Writlen Firal Order of Revocation
from the Agency”, This Order has been denied or unreasonably delayed Lor 3 years and the withholding ol this Order is
Jdenving the Appellant proper redress of his grievances. There’s no valid reason to deny this molion for a linal Order
that should have been issued by SCDPPPS tong ago.

As Lo (e denial of Appellant’s “Motion to Appoint Counsel™, Appellant appreciates this Court’s
consideration and accepts it's denial, as it is not mandated by law for the Court to appeint counsel in these matters, So,
Appellant will continue Pro Se as best he can.

Wherefore the Appellant pravs this Court reconsider it"s Order 1o dismiss Appellant’s Molions and
to ask itself why the Respondent would want 1o keep a record of it's own proceedings from the eyes of the Courl for
review/Appeilant claims il's because the Respondent’s wholesale departure trom the lawful procedure laid out in the
[CAOS Compact to whicly the compacting stales are bound to follow. And this is what was being chalicnged i e
ALC and why all of the matter designated was and is relevant to the present case.

RELIEF REQUESTED

Allow the Appellant’s Designation of Matter to stand and allow him o proceed with the compiling
and submission of the Record on Appeal, To allow the Appellant to Proceed {n Forma Pauperis as the Appellant truly is
indigent and can’t ailord (o order the necessary transeripts from the Agency at this time, And to Compel the SCDPPPS

i !

to deliver the written final Order of Revocation to the Appellant. Q % // //
o[
7-//-2083 Al
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

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

SCDPPPS. ..o .. .RESPONDENT.

APPENDIX F
(IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI)

“Motions denied by the S.C. Court of Appeals due to
Respondent’s Misrepresentation of Appellant’s challenges”
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,ﬁ:‘wi‘ !///,/f‘b /1y )/ 1 ’r":q __,,?_, z/r»v(l/w FED N Py

8.) THe ACency Pib Nor REsPonn, REPLy, of Renmi
A Pl sl 97 DETERMINALIeo! ON ANy CF THe /V’%r’/(/,f/’[ ORI TED.

N THE ACENRCYS ReSpfoiSes ﬂ/w:y ADDRESSED THE

j{.h SECUENT ,Jz TINE De-“/\//ﬁAS CF 734/?51,{ ARD THE EMCHAv EARLE,
' MNoNE &5 WHICH /’f)&ff(t;fciﬂ

viret PLate” f(’é’/” Seu/s FO5 THem,
VL AN TS TNTERECCATERIES.
f/) FRILURE oF RESPCNDIN 1= 70 556 A LNITTEN Finie
ORDER OF Revecfrien As f‘;?uﬁ”/) [9).5 J?’z’ 1? éj{a 15 DELAYINE 57
4 //’/’éﬁf !"cuh’ S TOl L ME F

DEMYING THe BlvicE THe RICHT
THE TIMEGNE CARE BECw (uT1e THIS cRDerlt IS KFCervED.
(fiLg RULE 43)

S)APPEL LAV Awrfmen FoR THIS ORPeR
CNe MeRe Tilie ON _3 {3’)’3 /qu//f hf;;.,uzz)/‘w ¢ %4//7/% Vi

i‘ WoleE  SiCMED [Fon Aw> RECEQED THE CRDER iy
o7 HAS e (ol EF SocH 72 ma/%’/*/h; 7z /’?’L& L5 THATS

fa/“u S0 FARCLEE SICNED Ff AND HREC cuf/) LY A Cefy ¢io Z’?%
Npcie VoA TioN IWVPERRN = ivitl (NEoRLERATED f/-/f/ DALCT %7

THIS LRSS Y MY ERNS T E 7 ciDer

Pds st To 5 US.OA TGP T 8 7060 )(A)

1.) Compet. ACENCY AoTion UNL WF'U:_LY WITHITELD OF
UNRERSoNABLY DELAVED ;

A.)¢. B"’W“" OB GERVANIE OF /‘f.m DURE REQEAIRE D

WHEREFLCE, 4/'/){&%}% IS THAT THIsS Coordr
ENTER AN LRM{’ Lemfelling THE S ﬁ 5@%;}2@/ _;o:’f/m_;
FHE IR /’7771/ FIiE ¢ ZDER OF TARote

7 pf\ua'?ua{’/*’/‘//) DCéué’"

| LEVCORTien T THE SIfELLANT. T A
AYESLE

AR (G

(f -?(—._7\ -)a
Marion w' (oMbt TS5 AN E

(«Q) of &
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The State of South Carolina

APPeal from the Administrative LAW Court

~A.L.L. ' Decision Date
e T Pioban
Parcle snd Pardon Services
Columbia, SC 29202 '
dppps.sc-gov
Ronald C. Albright #211
POBox 2055838

Ridgeville, SC 29472

“MOTIONTO PROCEED WITHOUT COSTS OR FEES ™|
| (IN_FORMA PAUPERLS)

THE APPELLANT, RONALD ALBRIGHT, MOVES THE COURT FOR

AN ORDER. PERMITTING THER To PRoCEED T THIS ACTION WITHOUT PAYMENT
OF FEES DR C0STS ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR POVERTY. In SUPPORT OF
THE MOTION, THE APPELLANT SUBMITS THE ATTACHED AFFIDAVIT

AND FINANCIAL STATEMENT, (GRIFEIN v LiLipgrs 7€ 5 (1 585, 35/ U.5. /35 AND

THE EQURL PROTECTION CLAVSE OF THE Ivt APERD) SUFTCRT THE FoLlowiVe REQUESTS:

WHEREFORE, THE APPELLANT RESPECTFULLY REQUESTS

THE COURT To ALLOW THEM Tp PROCEED WATHOUT COSTS OR FEES

IN THIS ACTION AND FoR SUCH OTHER (TRANSCRIPTS) ANDFURTHER
RELIEF IN FAVOR OF THE APPLICANT , THAT THE COURT DEEMS

JUST AND APPROPRIATE ([0 INCLUDE THe TRAECRIFT OF THs PRELIAMARY
BRI G AND ANy DX OMENTS  TELETYIE S, CR CTHER EDIDNCE KELIED M 5
SCDPPPS, AND THEALC To JAKE THe1R DECISI0NS, To PREMRE PARCLEES APREAL,

% ATTACHMENT: AEFIDAVIT I8 SUPPORT OF MoT1cN,
LETTER Te S.E.PPPS BEGus STINGE DulMenrs RuD THNG S, Respectfully Submg;tted, .

5-11-2033 7’%;@/ [

Dated Signed-Preparer of i
(CC L ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT 5 ) FRoM: 360 [ ]rrq Fooms 3ANALYSIS §39:2
THE S.C.DEPT oF P.PP SERV/CES .
(1)1
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The State of South Carolina

APPea.l From the Admmlstranve Law Court

Case211533/955973 S AL:”J OOOI FE—
_ SCD-C]PDOC

Agenc} Decwmn Dated 5-3-33 Final Order Recewed 3433

POBox 207
Columbia, SC 29202
dppps.sc.gov
Ronald C. Albright 2211

ght 2211533 Appellsnt
PO Box 205-5B-38 | Pro Se

| R:dgevulle, SC29472 |
| Momw FOR PRODUC‘ r:ou or TRANSGRIPTS/RE@UEST’FOR Complfrg RECORD |

T PP&/ f_er Foe i dy BLARICHT, Hoves /Hf’g [005’? FOR
THE FiLing oF A COMPLETE RECORD BY Tre ALL AND THE S.C. DECT.gF PRPS.
T0 INCLUDE TRANSCRIPFY , /?FF'DW/A TELETYPE S, DOCUNENTS, FND ALY
OTHER EVIDENCE RELIED /5,/1/ 7o REACH THEIR DECISInS , Tt PERFALT His
APPEAL . APFELLANT IS Also UB/?U TTED A METION T8 PRoCéed Wirkice'r
Lg5Ts OR FfE‘: DUE Te #is JPuvERTY, AND REGUESTS F Cofy OF EACH OF
THE HPose REGUESTED IPATERIPIS SENT To HIm.

MJ"-’P?’ CERTIEY THAT £l ¢F THe Redoc STeD
WATERIRL 18 RELEVANT T, THIS CPSE AND NEEDED N PRefPRAMN
AND [ERrecTich” oF MY AFTEAL AND (A NeT PFRRD To ORDER T

L e Alse SERED A (efy e AL Mefion's Jud
Floss oM BTk f[//g AL /'r/‘/b f/’.é‘ﬁ«.;t/ﬂ“szgﬂ Azeasly, Ir
( ‘/‘uﬁmf witH Rutes of (oo

Rapectfuli 5. Submlt;ed

5-/1-3033 _ .,
Dated Signed-Preparer of Docuﬂunt

et T/{’%’} M":*“';W“é L ety
/f’/l/{.— - LI) D.E}:)f < PPP&N’L*}&%E

(1 ) of 1
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The State of South Carolina
Mle Court of ABEeals

Appeal From the Administrative Law Court

Contested State Agency Decision

partment of Probation

dppps.sc.gov

Ronald C. Albright #211533 Appellant
Ridgeville, SC29472

- THE APPELLANT, RONALD ALBRIGHT, MOVES THiS COURT FOR
AN ORDER APPOINTING COUNSEL REPRESENTATION, DUE TO HIS POVERTY
AND THE COMPLEX NATURE OF THIS CASE. THIS CASE TNVOLVES TWO
SEPARATE SOVEREIGN STATES, AN INTERSTATE CoMPACT UNDER- (¥ 16105)
FEDERAL QUESTION JURISDICTION, A SENDING STATE WiTH ORIGINAL
JURISDICTION , AND A RECEIVING STATE SENDING INALCURATE TELE
“TYPES . APPELLANT 15 OVERWHELMED AND CONTENDS THAT ENOUGH OF
HI1S RICHTS HAVE ALRFADY BEEN TRAMPLED ON BY NOT BEING
REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL IN THESE PROCEEDINGS AND LEFT
ALONE To TRY TO FIGURE OUT THIS ENTIRE PROCESS ,ALL WHILE
TRYING T0 FIGHT FOR HIS FREEDOM AND PRESERVE HIS ISSUES AND
NOT KNOWING WHEN, WHERE, OR WHAT 7o FILE BECAUSE OF HIS
TONORANCE AND POVERTY AND REQUESTS EQUAL PROTECTION OF LAW.

WHEREFGORE , APPELLANT PRAYS THIS COURT
APPOINT COUNSEL IN THIS CASE.

3 .
# (T CAOS) INIERSIATE CoMfpCT Fer: ADUL T
(I A NFFENDER SUPERVISION

5-1/-3033
Dated
C ¢ ADMINISTRATIvE LAW CouRT, 3
THE S.C.DzpT of PPP Services

(1) ort_
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The State of South Carolina
__InThe Court of Appeals

Appeal From the Administrative Law Court

23-ALTIS000

Contested State Agency Decision

mnl)ated:iﬁé_ sza} o

rder Received: £45

S e Ey s 113}“:“"-"1&:3115E
nd Pardon Services

v.

" PETITION FOR EQUITABLE TOLLING
APPELLANT, RONALD ALBRIGHT, PETITIoNs THIS COURT T APFLY
g é/;g%?%?ﬁgzc% fi&gz?mf IZ;’M INC ﬁh‘fr\é‘ SlpPe oF Revyely, DUE To THE
[STITUTICNAL RICHTS THAT WOULD OTHERWISE Be ABRIOEGATED BY THE PROCEDUE
AND CIRCYMSTANCES OF THis PATICULAR 'f?s,g;f. %{f gﬁﬁfgﬁf 0Fﬁé‘y&U[fn§g¢;£&m“§
ToLLING MAY BE APPLIED WHER T'T I8 JUSTIFIED BY ALl 0F 734 CIRCUMSTANCES
ON THE RECORD ON WHOLE . To BE ENTITLED 70 EQUITHRLE Téeiii s, PETITICNER
MUST SHOW: 1) THAT HE HES BEEN PURSUING HIiS RICHTS DILIGENTLY , AND &}
THAT SOME EYTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES ST0OD IN HIS wAY AND PREVENTED 4
TiMELY FilIMG. PETITIONER MUST ALSo SHow B CASUAL CONNECTIoN BETWEEN
THe TALeDtMENTES) AND AN UNTItELY FrinG, CHOLLARD v. FLORIDA 130 5.01. 8547,
177 4. £d. & 150-9?0/0), PETiTIoNER MUST ALSO SHEW AN ExCERCISE OF REASCNABLE
DILIGENCE IN INVESTIGATING AND BRINCING HI§ CiAims, (MULLER v. AT Doc 14EF 3

616)
- ) InN SUPPORT OF THis PETIFION, APPELLANT Will SHow T#AT
,;/5 Hf;f /;gz;vz’jw SATI5FED_ALL & The Rigui$iTes oF AFPLYING EquiTnbLe
e lING TW THe FeclowiNG POINTS . ... spectfully Submitted,

(CoNTINVE D)
5-1]-2033

Dated

C.C: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW CouRT | 3
THe S.C.Depr oF PPP Services

(l)of'_['l_
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POINT ONE

APPELLANT IN THiS CASE DIDNT TAKE Au ExXTENDED BREAK
AND ALL OF THE SUDDEN DECIDE To BRING THE SE CLAmS  HE HAS VEHEMENTLY
DenieD THE ALLECATIONS ACAINST Hind FReM DAY ONE Aip HAS DILIGEXTLY
PuRSUED His CLAIMS AND DEFENSES Anp RiCHTS AS EViDENCED BY MuMERcyS
| ruquiRizs , EVIDENCE SUBMISSIONS, AND PLEADINGS 7o THE RESFONDANT AS
DIRECTED BY THE PRELIMINARY HEARINE ADNdI STRA JoRy WitreT A BepPLY of
DETERMINATION O THESE MATTERS. ALL OF THESE RITEMPTS ARE TN THE
Decerd AND VERIEinpLe. (APPELLANTS PREHEARINC A.L.C. BRIEE AND R.OA )

POINT TwO

THE “EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES ™ THAT SToop IN THE

WAY OF A TiMELy FILING FoR JUDICIAL REVIEW WAS THRECFOLD: EIRSTLY, A
STATE STATUTE (5.C.C0DE 19768 1-33-350,360,3 380) AND RULES oF CouRTIALC.R.23)
DREVENTED THE FILING FOR JubiCIAL REVIEW UNTIL THE BEGINING OF THE
ToILUNG OF THe Timeline AND UNTiL A WRITTEN FinAL URDER FRaM THE STA7
JCeNCY 15 ReCEWED, THIS ToLLING Dogs NoT BEGIN. THIS wii rrew Finine
ORDER OF REVOCATIoN HAS YET To BE RECEED DESPTE Refenred Redesrs
FOR SuCH. THE FRAT THAT THERE HAVE SINCE Been OTHER New Rerray
ABLE DETERMMNTIONS (SUBSEQUENT DENINLS oF FARNLE) MADE OK Tr45 CASE | Dewrs
MoT OoveR O¥ER THE COoNSTITET IO ALY /)f?d FEOTED REVie W oF THe AT
RevalATion PRoCESS WHEH BRINGS AEeaT THe Sud SEGUEMT MM Retiewsf g
Demitls oF PAROLE.

_SECONDLY, THE DiRECTIVES oF THE PRELuniVARY HEARIMG ADMIN 57
RATCR ERRONEQUSLY LED PARDIEE To Belisvs THAT THE [RaFER Timée AMD Rfyty
7o PRESENT THESE T SSVES AND DEFENSES T2 WAS ;" Tor THE BaoARD lWHen Vool
BACK M FRoMr OF THen D INSTEAD OF 76 HER , RyCHT THEN Audy THERE, Te
DETERMINE TF THeRe wis PRoraALs Upie, Aud 7o Prescive Tie TSSCEs
Ruiseh By THE PRRoLEE. THE APPELiAMy, Bewe A LAIMAK AND IMREPRE Sen 7
b By (aiNseL, TRosreD THESE DiRECTiveS, WHICH ARE Mo ATTEMPT te
Tz BE Used ACRINGT Him To BAR His Cipims AMD DEFENSES FRom Bernie
PRoferty HEARD of ATudiCATED ON-

THIRDLY, AS 7o THz “CASUAL CONNECTION™ BE TWEEN THE

TIMPEDIMENTS AND NOT FILING FOR JuDICIAL REV/IEW WA TIMELY MAMNER 72 Re
SHewt By A PETITIoNER FOR EQuiTARLE ToLL NG JTS EVIDENCED By THE
PRECEEDING T PARA CRAPHS AND THE RECoRD oM WHOLE, THESE Sfo
ANoT Ny AT (Asunl ConnecTion” BoT AN TR TmATe AND Dikece 7 Conivice lon

. YTH CIRCUITS “EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES ™ TEST I :
("RouSE "v.LEE, 339 F. 3. 838,346 ‘fﬁ’ﬂ.-/\‘.b'?w“&’), PETITIONER 1S ONLY ENTITLED To
EQUITABLE TOLLING TF HE PRESENTS: 1.) ExTRACRDINARy CIRCUMSTANCES , &)
BEYOND HIS CONTROL , OF EXTERNAL To HIS OWN CONDUET, THAT 3.) PREVENTED
HIM FROM FILING ON TIME . APPELLANTS CASE AND CIRCUMSTANCES Bork/
MEET AND PASS THis TEST.

(a)of‘_ff___
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| EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES , “MAY BE PRESENT IN
SITUATIONS WHERE A PETITIONER AfLECES ABANDONMENT EVIDENCED
‘BY A FAILURE To RESPoND To PETITIONERS MANY INQUIRIES AMD .
REQUESTS OVER A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS (CHOLUAND, 130 s,c*f.ama“g;ﬁl
IN APPELLANTS PRESENT CASE, HE ALSC HAS BEEN
ABANDONED Over A PERIOD OF SEVERAL YEARS,BY THE SYSTEM, AND
LEET TO FEND FOR HIMSELF, WITHIUT AN 0FPaRTuniTy To MEET THF
CLAIM OF VIOLATIONS ACAIMNST HiM, IN FRONT oF A NEUTRAL AND
DETACHED HERRING ADMNISTRATOR, ALPrusT A NOK-RESPONDING
STATE AGENCY (HES.LDBPRG) DESPITE NUMERCUS ATTEMPTS ol RECORD

IN THE svenT THrr THE CooRT 15 APPRE Hei S’ oF

AFPiying Tiis DoCTRINE To THIS PART 1 COLAR Cpsie 5 THE Fidi i TN
EYPIANATIGNS SEEM To ALLOW THIS DiSCRET O & JuST/CE S, Al
WITH THE EXISTENCE OF “TESTS™ Fok ME£T178 THE REQoiREMENTS
OF PELYING THE DoCewRive OF Eiuif AR e Tohaic . TF 7415 Do TRive
WAS MOT EWViSIONED Te He APPLIED To THFEErRinT SITUATIONG | THE L
THeRe weviD RE MO MEED FOR SUCH TESTS oF APricadiniry, AL 7wl
7o BE USED Wiri CAuTion , AND Oty 1K CASES To EFFccivare JusTiis i
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS AND WHERE AlLL OF THE CIRCUMSTANCFS HAvE
BEEN MET APPELLANT CONTEMD 5, THAT EVEGSTHIS 15 A NOVEL APPey -
-ﬁﬁ%’!t)i\i F“m:;: JHIS DOCTRINE, 178 STyis NDOR THe (GURTS DiSiosTioy
IND THIS CASE MORE THAK MEETS THE REDUIREMENTS 78 QUALIEY Fap
T735 APPLICATION.

THE DeCTRINE OF EQUITABLE TOLLING 15 A TRADITIoN 51

FEATURE OF AMERICAN JURISPRUDENCE AND A BACK O Found PRINCI PLE
ACAINST \i10H CONGRESS DRAFTS LIMITATION PERIODS FLexi8itiTy
INHERENT IN EQUITARLE PROCEEDINCGS ENABLES COuRTS To MEET NEW
SITUATIONS THAT DEMAND EQUITARLE TMTERVEMTION AND T ACCORD

LL RELIEE NECESSARY To CORRECT PARTICULAR INJUSTICES, AS

PPELLANT CLAIMS IN THIS CASE. THE INTUSTICE THAT CCCURS BY
NeT ALLOWING EQuiTiBLe Tollidé I THIS CASE 1S THE ABBRIGATION
AND DEFRIVATION OF Due PRICESS BICHTS AFFORDED ALl CIT1zEM5 By
THE CONSTITUTION, TN THE DEFENSE OF ALLECATION S ACAINST THEM.

: BOTH EQuITABLE ToLLING AND SCOPE OF REVIEW Go HAND
IN HAND \WiTH PROCEDURES CREATED WITH THE JNTENT OF EQUITY AND
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS IN THE JubICIAL REVIEW oF CASES.

5 USCA I CHAP7 & 706 "SCOPE OF REVIEW ~
TO THE EXTEMT NECESSARY T6 Deision AND LoHEN PRESENTED, THE KEViEWING
COURT SHALL DECIDE ALL RELEVANT QUESTIONS OF LAW, INTER PRET CoNSTITUT
JONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS, AND DE IERMINE THe MEANIMNG O
APPLICABILITY OF THE TERMS oF AN ACENCY ACTION. THe RELIE6/IHN
COurRT SHALL: L) ComPEL AGENCY ACTION UNLAWFULLY WITHELD OR

UNREASONABLY DELAYED, AND; ... (CONTINUED)
(3)0Fi
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... AJHOLD UNLAWFUL AND SET ASIDE AGENCY ACTIONS,
FINDINGS , AND CONCLUSIONS FOUND To BF:
A ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS , AN ABUSE OF D/SCRECT /N, OR
OTHERWISE NOT IN ACCORDANCE WITH LAW,
B)CONTBRARY TO CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT, POWER,
PRIVILEGE 3 OR ZMMUNITY ;

C)IN EXCESS OF STATUTORY FJURISDICTION, AUTHORITY,
OR LIMITATIONS s OR SHORT OF STATUTORY RICHT;

DYWITHOUT OBSERVANCE OF PROCEDURE REQUIRED BY L Aw:

EYUNSUPPORTED BY SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE TN A CASE
SUBTECT TO SECT. 55657 OF THIS TITLE OR DTHERWISE
REVIEWED ON THE RECORD UF AW ACENLY HEARING
PRovIDED BY STATUTE OR;

F.) UNWARRANTED BY THE FACTS 79 THE EXTENT THAT THE
FACTS ARE SUBTECT T TRIAL DE Novo BY THE

REVIEWING COURT ,

IN MAKRING THE FORECOING De TERMINAT 1ONS , TiE COUR T
SHALL ReEview THE \WHoLE RECORD Ok 7Huse PARTS OF TT CITED
RY A PARTY, AND DUE ACCOUNT SHALL BE TRKEN oF THe Rut€ oF
DRE TUDIZIAL ERROR. APPELIANT CLAIMS, NOT Osey OKE, BUT ALL
OF THE ABGCVE POINTS ARE EVIDENCED IN THIS CASE AND
TuDI AL REVIEW AND ACTION 1S WARRANTED AND REQUESTED

| PETITIONER CONTENDS THAT HE HAS SATISFIED
THE BEQuIREMENTS 0F THE ACTION REQUESTED OF THE COURT
AND PRAYS HE HMAS PRESENTED A REASONABLE AND COMPEL-
LING ENOUGH ARGUMENT FOR THE COURT 70 AGREE WITH HiM
ON THIS PoSiTioN AND APPLY THE DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE
TOLLING Tp THIS CASE N THE COURTS SCOPE OF REVIEW.

-y oy

Dpred THs L1 2 ppvor MAY (2073
RESPECTFULLY
7 LCJUB"’"’/’ TE )

—Hg i f

|
[,

ot 0 fLBPIGHT - Flin S

CC: THE ADMINISTRATIVE L AW [OuRT
THE §.C. DEPT OF PRP SERVICES

FILES.

(4)of 4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

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

SCDPPPS. ....iiiiiiiiiiii .. RESPONDENT.

APPENDIX G
(IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI)

“Motions denied by the S.C. Court of Appeals due to
Respondent’s Misrepresentation of Appellant’s challenges”

Pages
Exhibit 1. SUMITIONS. . ttttrenenenrneninsiererssneresariiiisnsnsassssnnsnsieasnans 1
Exhibit 2. Complaint......c..cceeiiiivirmiimeriiineneneniiis 2-6

FExhibit 3. Certificate of Attempted Consultation with Respondent...7

Exhibit 4. 1Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision Rules
£.109 200 5.108 (A-E)revrvererrerearereeresessrsesessanersessisimsies 8-9
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THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF SOUTH
CAROLINA IN THE ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

RONALD C._ALBRIGHT #211533 )
) Civil Action No.

v. )

SCDPPPS )

PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDAMUS IN THE
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF
THE SUPREME COURT AS
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF IN THE
FORM OF A REMEDIAL WRIT

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

To: SCDPPPS
Matthew C. Buchanan Counsel for Respondent

P.O. Box 207
Columbia, SC. 29201

A lawsuit has been filed against you.

Within 21 days after Service of this Summons on you (not counting the day you
received it) — Or 60 days if you are the United States or a United States Agency, or an
officer or employee of the United States described in Fed. R. Civ. P. 12 (a)(2) or (3) -
you must serve on the Plaintiff an answer to the attached complaint or a Motion under
Rule 12 of the Fed. Rules of Civil Procedure. The answer or Motion must be served on
the Plaintiff or the Plaintiffs attorney, whose name and address are:

RONALD C. ALBRIGHT #211533
Lieber Correctional Institution SB-21
P.O. Box 205
Ridgeville, S.C. 29472

If you fail to Respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the
relief demanded in the Complaint. You also must file your answer or Motion with the

Court.
Clerk of Court

Date:
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THE SUPREME COURT OFF THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

RONALD C. ALBRIGHT #211533

Complaint for Violation of Civil
Rights
(Prisoner Complaint)

(Write the full name of each plaintiff who is filing

this complaint. If the names of all the plaintiffs Case No.
c'annufﬂlﬂu‘? the space above, please write "see (1o be filled in by the Clerk's Office)
attached " in the space and attach an additional ‘ ) '
page with the full list of names.) Jury Trial: O Yes [ No
(check one)
-against- WRIT OF MANDAMUS

as Injunctive Relief in the
form of a REMEDIAL WRIT

S.C.D.P.P.P.S.

(Write the full name of each defendant who is
being sued. If the names of all the defendants
cannot fit in the space above, please write “see
attached " in the space and attach an additional
page with the full list of names. Do not include

addresses here.)

NOTICE

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses the privacy and security concerns resulting from public
access to electronic court fites. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should rof contain: an
individual’s full social security number or full birth date; the full name of a person known to be a minor; or
a complete financial account number, A filing may include only: the last four digits of a social security
number; the year of an individual’s birth; a minor’s initials; and the last four digits of a financial account

number.

Except as noted in this form, plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievance or witness statements, or
any other materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint.

When submitted for filing, your complaint should be accompanied by the full filing fee or an application to
proceed in forma pauperis.

i
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I PLACE OF PRESENT CONFIMEMENT
AL Name of Prison laibdnstiwtion: L IEAER CoRRECTIcMAL TusTirefid Ripcevue S.L.

What are the issues that you are attempting W fitigate in the above-caplioned case? ‘QE DEN{EZ:’ oR UA’ﬂffi"SﬁNﬁﬁi}’
DELAVED FiuAL ORDER o A STATE AReNCY R) DELIBEENTE Mi S REPRESENTATick To LowER Codirs Fy
RESRMDENT BkiM Te SCRCP Rue botsX(3) awp  “HAN (RSP Fiied By The S.C Lofror fvals
Bereik 1ok 10 Dy To Kespaud W) EXEigd fup Berose hecier o AIYEwmrs ity Risiowse

Ut By dsthere a prisener grievance procedure in this il\sli{U[it'Jﬂ'.}/{// o N

13.

i2)  1id you file a grievance concerning Lthe cliims you are ruis‘i'my.his matter? Yes Moo

y S
tirievance Numbey (it available)

When

Have you received a tinal agency/departmental/institutional answer or determination concerning this matler (7 &, vour
srtevance)! Yes Mo /ij" ﬂ
Ve
v - . . . - N . . e e
When was the final agency/departmentat/institutional answer or determination reczived by you? A/g;[,’[/ﬁ' ?&’Cé/ﬂ,{ﬂ_ f?x;/'
L

‘ﬁE{;‘L‘Eﬁ?Eﬂ ANp HTieNed Te f;’z}-yjﬂg’z_ ISSdMice iN T DiFFefens .5\2,, JATS Fof THe Fiukdl cRDer.

ifpossible, please aitach a copy of your grievance and a copy of the highest level Jdecision concerning vour erigvance

that vou have received

¥ It there is no prison grievance procedures in Lhis institution, )
. . Lo . . . L. ;e
did vou complain to prison, pail, or institutional ‘iu{horslles?/{/,- Yes Mo

A

. IV your answer is YES: .
. ﬂ e Jf i : - - H ; e P 1
| what steps did vou ake2 (GUIESTED LASE HEMe I THE el £/ M Didse7 s
2 What way the resuit? f}rf)/’? 552 %[’}féjﬂf)gf /’}(b ﬂ,{/ﬂtﬁ; I

Hi. PARTIES
in ftem A below, place vowr nume. inmate number, and address in the space provided. Do the sume jor adiditional plaintiffs,

o uny.
A . ,, ' 1 -
AL Name of Plaimitt F‘&},‘f‘%&ﬁj) Cﬁébgf{,#f fnmate No.: (7‘//5:\3_”-;‘
K 1.-/' ”—\ﬂv{-.v-n %}"I%« . 5 T 4 . — 7 Y —
vddress: L. oSG ;/75. iR x2’s ‘QJ'J %:/}i»é-'z//lz&' Sk Q“?L/ /ﬁ

M lrem B helow. place the full name of the defendant, his official poswion. and pluce of employvinens i the sipacve
provided {ive lrem O for additionad defendants, 1if any

13, Mame ol Detendant; f\)' a h pﬁ’/{‘5 _ i'nseion: ‘37}%‘4615{(6:%
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

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

SCDPPPS..........o i RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATION OF ATTEMPTED CONSULTATION
(On the Injunctive relief in the form of a Remedial Writ)

The Petitioner, Ronald C. Albright, Hereby Certities that Consultation has
been attempted numerous times with Respondent about these Matters and Petitioner is of
the belief that further attempts would serve no useful purpose.

Submitted this / ﬁday of gf&f(; 2023
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(a) An oﬁender Subjecl to retakin, .at may result in a revocation shall be . urded the opportunity for a

probabie cause heanng before a neutral and detached hearing officer in or reasonably near the place where the

alleged vxolatxon occ:urred
(b) No wawer of a probable cause hearing shall be accepted unless accompanied by an admission by the

offendcr to 1 or more violations of the conditions of supervision that would result in the pursuance of revocation

of superwsxon in the receiving state and require retaking.
(c)A copyofa 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:

i/ {. Written notice of the alleged violation(s):

M 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 offteer

determines that a risk of harm to a 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 scuding state shall, within 135 business days of

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 it the offender is not in custody.
2. Notify the sending state to vacate the warrant, and continue supervision upon release if the offender

'ﬂZf‘-’ ﬁ OR“E% is in custody on the sendmg state's warrant.
FI» ﬁmaé ‘Q?“r ~1" Vacate the receiving state’s wamant and release the offender back to supervision within 24 hours of

NoT?

‘;E

¢. ~7  the hearing if the offender is in custody.

Ay 2
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Rule 4.109 - Violation report(s)requiring 1 ny { ICAOS

(a) A receiving state shall notify a sending state of an act or pattern of behavior requiring retaking

within 30 calendar days of discovery or determination by submitting a violation report.

(b) A violation report shall contain-

(c)

. offender’s name and location;
. offender’s state-issued identifying numbers;
. date(s) and description of the behavior requiring retaking;

. date(s), description(s) and docementation regarding the use of incentives, corrective actions,

including graduated responses or other supervision technigues to address the behavior requiring

retaking in the receiving state, and the offender’s response to such actions;

. date(s), description(s) and documentation regarding the status and disposition, if any, of offense(s)

or behavior requinng retaking;

. date(s), description(s) and documentation of previous non-compliance, to include a description of

the use of corrective actions, graduated responses or other supervision techniques;

. name and title of the officer making the report;

. it the offender has absconded, the offender’s last known address and telephone number, name and

address of the offender’s employer, and the date of the offender’s last personal contact with the
supervising officer and details regarding how the supervising officer determined the offender to be

an absconder.

. supporting documentation regarding the violation.

. The sending state shall respond to a report of a violation made by the receiving state no later than 10

business days following transmission by the receiving state.

. The response by the sending state shall include action to be taken by the sending state and the date

by which that action will begin and its estimated completion date.

Tes
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

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

SCDPPPS................cie o RESPONDENT.

APPENDIX H
(IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI)

“S_C. Court of Appeals Final Order, Appellant’s Petition for
Rehearing, Petition for Original Jurisdiction and Writ of
Mandamus Proceedings”

Pages
Exhibit 1. Letter from Clerk of the Supreme Court........ccoovenennn. 1
Exhibit 2. Letter to the Clerk of the Supreme Court......cc.cvvvvenene 2
Exhibit 3. Letter to Attorney General Alan Wilson........ovvvee.e.. 3-5
Exhibit 4. Certificate 0f Service.....cc.cceeviiiiiiiviiiniiininiieianeenn.. 6
ExXhibit 5.  SUmBIONS. .cueuiiiiriarierirrroreniererestireiiirenenisnersnes 7
Exhibit 6. Notice of Petition for Original Jurisdiction.................. 8
Exhibit 7. Petition for Original Jurisdiction.............coooeiinnnnn. 9.15

Exhibit 8. Motion for Court to Exercise Original Jurisdiction...16-18
Exhibit 9. Petition for Writ of Mandamus........c....ovevvreniinnnnn 19-27
Exhibit 10. S.C. Court of Appeals Order of Dismissal................... 28
Exhibit 11. Petition for Rehearing.......ccoovevviienvnnvnciiiiiiiiinnen. 29
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The Supreme Court of South Carslina

M I b A

PATRICIA A HOWARD
| AT LA By
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e
TopePRINE S AT T

BREMDA F SHEALY
) Cak A gy

THIET GEFLT AR

Julv 20,2023

Ronald C. Albright
[ ieher Correctional Institution

P.O. Box 203
Ridgeville, SC 29472

Dear My, Albright:

[Lappears vou are seeking o file writ of mandamus under Rule 243 ot the South
Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SUACR). There is no filing fee for filing a
petition for reliet under Rule 243, but please be advised that the petition must
comphy with the requirements set forth in that Rule and Rufe 240, SCACR. The
requirements include providing prool that you served the petition on the
Attorney General's Office. You are not required to fite copies of your petition.

Sincerely.

Patricia A. Howard
Clerk of Count

cos Alan Wilson, Esquire twith copy of correspondence)

Apypendix H Exhibit 01 Pg. 01



The Supreme Court of South Carolina

Hon. Patricia A. Howard - Clerk

P.O. Box 11330

Columbia, SC. 29211 1 of August, 2023

RE: Petition for Original Jurisdiction and Writ of Mandamus
as Injunctive reliel in the form of a Remedial Writ
Ronald C. Albright #211533 v. SCDPPPS App. Case No. 2023-000847

Dear Mrs. Howard,
Please find enclosed pursuant to SCACR Rules 240 and 245 A
true and correct copy of the following documents
I} Notice of Petition tor Original Jurisdiction
2y Petition for Original Junisdiction
3) Motion for Court to exercise Original Jurisdiction
4) Petition for Writ of Mandamus as Injunctive relief in the form ot a remedial Wit
5) Appendices in support of Writ of Mandamus (Summons and Complaint in Appx
G, Exhibits 1 and 2)
o) Certificate of Service
A true and correct copy of each of the above have
been served on all parties in this action and a copy of each of the above submissians sent

to the Attorney General of South Carolina, Alan Wilson by Certitied mail on 8012025 |
will immediately send you the return receipt for filing as soon as t get it back.

Could yvou kindly send me a tiled/dated stamped copy of the caver
pages ot each of the above submissions i the enclosed S AS.E Your assistance in this
matter is greatly appreciated [f there are any mistakes, please let me know, as I .am
proceeding pro se and ['m a layman and doing the best | can to present my issues Thank
youl once again

£ .
Ronald C A\Ebzluht Petltmne{)m 50

}bpjt.[lll”\a Submltred
il [ Z
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Alin Wilson Esq. Attorney General of

The State of South Carolina

P.O. Box 11549

Columbia, SC. 29211 1" of August, 2023

RE: Petition for Original Jurisdiction and Writ of Mandamus
as Injunctive relief in the form of a Re(medial Writ
Ronald C. Albright #211533 v. SCDPPPS App. Case No. 2023-000847

Dear Mr Wilson,
Please find enclosed pursuant to SCACR Rules 240 and 243, A

trie and correct copy of the tollowing documents
Iy Notice of Petition for Original Jurisdiction

2} Petition for Original Junsdiction

3) Motion for Court to exercise Original Jurisdiction

4y Petition for Writ of Mandamus as Injunctive reliet in the form of a remedial writ
3y Appendices in support of Writ of Mandamus {Summons and Complaing in Apjx

G, Exhibits | and 2)

A true and correct copy of each of the above have
been served on all parties in this action

Petitioner is seeking Injunctive reliet'in the Original Jurisdiction of
the Supreme Court of South Carolina on a couple of issues First, is a demed or
unreasonably delaved Written Final Order of a State Agency (SCDPPPS) Second. is an
Order of the S.C Court of Appeals tiled before the Appellant’s timely filed opposition
was received by the Court and before the 10 days allowed by SCACR 1o respond had
expired, and thirdly. A deliberate mistepresentation by the Respondent to both the
Administrative Lavw Court and the S C Court of Appeals as to Appellant’s challenges
{Akin to SCRCP 60 (b)(3} “Fraud, Misrepresentation, or other misconduct of an adverse

party ~
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The Respondent SCDPPPS is trying everything to keep 1£'s own
unlawfuil procedures and Appellant’s exculpatory evidence from review of the Courts.
including misrepresentation of material facts as faid out in the enclosed Petitions for
Original Jurisdiction and Wit of Mandamus

This case is presently in Direct Appeal and this Order being
contested and the Respondent’s continual misrepresentation is barring Appellant from a
proper redress of grievances that he has not been permitted, to this point in time. defend
himself against the unfounded allegations lodged against him.

This case is a Parole revocation case that was under the rules and

regulations of the Interstate Compact for Adult Oftender Supervision, or ICAOS

and are considered as Statutory under 24-21-1130(2), and supersede either of the

individual State’s usual customs under 24-21-1220(A N2} State Courts and Executive

Agencles are supposed to uphold the Compact under 24-21-1170(h)

The SCDPPPS's wholesale departure from the [CAOS protocols
(especially Rule 5 108{a-g) circumvented the very mechanism put in place by the
Compact to protect Parolee’s Due Process rights. The Respondent has constantly
misinformed the Lower Courts that the Parolee is trying to challenge his subsequent
routine denials of Parole This misdirection is why Appellant is seeking Injunctive reliet
Respondent's tactics have prejudiced Appellant and Muddied the waters as to the
reasoning of the previous Courts Appetlant is and alwavs has been trying to challenge.
The procedures employed by the Agency and the evidence relied upon to reach their

decision.
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[will send the Clerk of the Supreme Court the Certified mail return

receipt for tiling as soon as treceive il back Thank you for your assistance in this matter

Regspecttully Submitted,

e .
s : b

R YA
IS o

¢ Al

(bright Petitionet’pro e

Ce: The Supreme Court of South Carolina
S.C. Court of Appeals

SCDPPPS

The Administrative Law Court
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

[n the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533. ... ........... . .. APPLLLANI,

SCDPPPS. ... ... ... RESPONDENT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned, Ronald € Albright hereby certifies that he has served a
(rue and correct copy of “Notice of Petition for Original Jurisdiction”, “Petition for
Orivinal Jurisdiction”. “Motion for Court to exercise Original Jurisdiction”, ~Petition for
Writ of Mandamus with Appendices”, “Summons and Complaint —in Appx. G, Exhibits
1 and 2" On all Parties involved in this Action as required by Court Rules, by placing a
copy In the Lieber Cmrumonai [nstitution mailroom labeled Attn Interdepartmental
[.egal Mail, on this 1™ day of August, 2023 Addressed as follows

SCDPPPS Legal Din S . Court of Appeals Admsaistrative Law Courl
Matthew €. Buchanan Esq Hon Jomn A Katclungs - Clerk - Hon James Harrisson - Clerk
PO. Box 207 P.Q Box [0y 203 Pendleton St
Columbta. SC. 29201 Columbia, SC. 2921 Columbia. SC. 2920

A true and correct copy was also sent by Certitied mait to

Alan Wilson ~ Attorney General for the Stte of Soush Carolina
RemBERT Denlys Bids. (660 AssemBy ST- Kn 567
Columbz. SC. 29284

As soon as Petitioner receives the return receipt from the certitied letter. it
will he sent Lo the Clerk of the Supreme Court for filing

ctfyl Stl;bl
Dated _8/01/2023 _ LY P W /

fionaéd C r\lblluht PEH“OHGI 6 se
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THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF SOUTH
CAROLINA IN THE ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

RONALD C ALBRIGHTE #211533 )
j Covil Action No

=
—

PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDAMUS INTHE '
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION OF
THE SUPREME COURT AS
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF IN THE
FORN OF A REMEDIAL WRIT

SUMMONS IN A CIVIL ACTION

Ta SCDPPPS
Matthew ¢ Buchanan Counsel for Respondent
PO Box 207
Columbia, SC 29201

A lawsuit has been hiled agamst vou

Within 21 days after Service of this Summons on you (not counting the day you
received it) - Or 60 davs if you are the United States or a United Stales Agency. or an
officer or emplovee of the United States described in Fed R Civ P 12 (a}2)or (3) -
you must serve on the Plaintitt an answer to the attached complaint or a Motion under
Rule 12 of'the Fed Rules of Civil Procedure The answer or Motion must be served on
the Plaintiff or the Plaintift's attortiey. whose name and address are

RONALD C ALBRIGHT #211533
Lieber Carrectional Institution SB-21
PO Box 203
Ridgeville, S C 29472

I€ vou tail to Respond, judgment by default will be entered against you for the
feliel demanded in the Complaint You also must file vour answer or Motion with the

Court
Clerk of Court

Date e
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533 ... ... ... . _APPFLLANT.

\

SCDPPPS . .. ... . RESPONDENT.

NOTICE OF PETITION FOR ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

(On the Injunctive relief in the form of a Remedial Writ)

Pursuant to Rule 245(c), SCACR, Petitioner hereby gives NOTICE to the
Respondents that they have twenty {20) days from the date of service to serve and file 3
Return to this Petition. { | Any Party opposing the Petition shall have twenty (20) days
from the date of Service to file an original and six (6) copies of'it’s Return to the Clerk of
the South Carolina Supreme Court, and serve on all parties a copy of the Return. Failure
of a Party to timely file a Return may be deemed consent thereby that Party to the matter
being heard n the Original Jurisdiction. Unless otherwise ordered by the Supreme Court,
the Petition shall be decided without oral argument 1t the Petition is yranted, the
Respondents shalt have thirty (30) days to serve and file an Answer to the Pefition

Subnutted this J\Srdny of jé’g'z 2023

Respectfully Su n

/) R iy
/éﬁ‘a! " Al%rlg Ng:-520 -fjw?
LCI SB-S8P.OBOXN 203
Ridgeville, § €. 29472

biitted,
b
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright 211533 .. ... ... ... .. APPELLANT,

SCDPPPS..................................... RESPONDENT.

PETITION FOR ORIGINAL JURISDICTION
(On the Injunctive relief in the form of a Remedial Writ)

Petitioner hereby moves this Honorable Court. Pursuant to Rule 245,
SCACR. to take Original Jurisdiction of the matter alleged heremn the attached Writ ot
Mandamus as Injunctive refief for reasons set forth herein

JURISDICTION

Pursuant io Rule 245, SCACR, S .C Code Ann Sect [4-3-310.8 €
Constitution Art [ Sect 3 and S C Constitution Art v Sect. 3, Petittoner in the above-
captioned matter hereby respectfully requests that the S.C Supreme Court entertain this
matter in Originaf Jurisdiction for Injunctive relief in the form ofa W rit of Mandamus for

the following stated reasons

Submitted this /_67 lay o /4[/(". 2023 Respuuiul?\ Suhnm >,

géfﬂ
anald € \%bru

L.C1SB-58 P.O.BOX "l}‘\
Ridgevilfe, S C 29472
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PETITION FOR ORIGINAL JURISDICTION(Contin.)

Specification of Grounds for this Honorable Court to Ioxercise

()

Original Jurisdiction in this Maftter

A Denied or unreasonably defaved Written Final Order ol Revocation from the
State Agency Respondent (SCDPPPS).

Deliberate misrepresentation by the Respondent of the Appellant’s challenges to
the Lower Courts, Akin to SCRCP Rude 60 (b)(3),

An Order of the §.C. Court of Appeals filed before the receipt of the Appellant's
Response and before the 10 days allowed to respond had expired

Petitioner seeks issuance of an extraordinary Wit in the Onginal
Jurisdiction of this Honorable Court to allow the Petitioner an opportunity 1o
chalienge: A Denied or unreasonably delaved Written Firal Order of Revocation
from the State Agency Respondent (SCDPPPS). Deliberate misrepresentation by
the Respondent of the Appellant’s challenges to the Lower Courts, Akin to
SCRCP Rule 60 (b}(3)1 and An Order of the S.C. Court ot Appeals tiled before
the receipt of the Appellant’s Response and before the 10 davs allowed to respond

had expired

Petitioner challenges these Orders under extraordinary circumstances as
will be sufficiently set forth herein. This Court enjoys Jurisdiction 1o hear and rule

on Petitioner’s claims, which were raised in a Contested Case Hearing of a State

Appendix H Exhibit 07 Pg. 10



Agency in the Administrative Law Court, and on Direct Appeal to the S € Court
of Appeals. and a Petition for reconsideration of an Ovder denyiy alt of
Appellant’s Motions before the time to respond had expired. But was not rassed
on a Petition for Writ of Certiorari as the Direct Appeal is still ongomg. Appellant
is seeking this Court's Jurisdiction and this action as Injunctive relief on both the
Court Order from the S € Court of Appeals that seriously impedes the perfection
of the Appeal and praper redress of grievances and an Order denied or
unreasonably delayed by the State Agency Respondent (SCDPPPS) | In essence
barring review indetinitely because the timeline to Appeal can not begin to toll
until the issuance and delivery of the Written Final Ovder of the Agency. and asks

that the present Appeal be held in abevance until these Matters are resolved

The Petitioner contends that good reason exists as to why the Original
Jurisdiction of the S ¢ Supreme Court should be exercised to entertain
petitioner's claim of A Denied or unreasenably delayed Written Final Order of
Revocation from the State Agency Respondent (SCDPPPS). Deliberate
misrepresentation by the Respondent of the Appellant’s chailenges to the Lower
Courts. Akin to SCRCP Rule 69 (b} 3) “Fraud, Misrepresentation, or other
Misconduct of an adverse Party™, and An Order of the § € Court o' Appeals filed
betore the receipt of the Appellant’s [_{esponse and before the 10 davs allowed o

respond had expired

Appendix H Exhibit 07 Pg. 11



Good reason being. That this deliberate Misrepresentation by Respondent
has “Muddied the Waters™ of both the Lower Courts reasoning and resulted in the

dismissal of all o Appellant’s Motions Appx. €, Exhibit 1 and Appx. .

Exhibit 4 pg.9 The Respondent has continually Misdirecred both the ALC and
the S C Court of Appeals away tfrom Appellant’s actual chaflenges of
“Pracedures employed by the Agency and evidence relied upon Lo reach that
decision”  to a totally imelevant and unchatlenged clain of "Routine denials of
Parole” which Appellant is fully aware that this issue is non-reviewable per
Statute 24-21-680 and has repeatediy stated that this is NOT what he s
challenging Both Courts claim lack of Jurisdiction due to the Misdirection of the
Respondent and the misplaced refiance on 24-21-680 w hich doesn’t applv to

Appellant’s actual claims Respondent used this Musdirection and Statute to
convince the Lower Courts that Appellant’s Motions and Designation of Martrer
was irrelevant to the ALC case and the present Direct Appeal But this
Designation of Matter was Most relevant to Appellant’s actual challenges and

most definitely submitted to both the Lower Courts and to the Agency nunierous

times Appx. D, Exhibits | and 2

The S ¢ Court of Appeals Order confirms their reliance on Respondent’s

Misdirection by citing in their Order Appx. E, Exhibit 4, pg. 9. (James v

SCDPPPS 3775 C 304 060 S E 2d 288 (Cr App 2008) “The denial of an
inmate’s parole request. absent a permanent denial ol parole eligibility, does not

implicate a State created Liberty tnterest”) This issue and cite has absolutely

Appendix H Exhibit 87 Pg. 12



nothing to do with what Appellant is challenging and shaws that the Respondent s
tactics in misdirecting the Court has succeeded. The Liberty Interest i this
present case derives rom the already granted parole and the procedures employed
by the Agency and the evidence relied upon in reaching thewr decision s a

counizable claim

The S ¢ Court of Appeals wranting Respondent’s Motion to Strike
Appellant's Designation of Matter and their dismissal of all of Appellants
motions, is based upon the Court’'s misunderstanding of Appellant’s actual claims
due to the Respondent s misrepresentation of those claims. [F this matter was
applied as to relevance against a “routine denial of Parole™ claim, fwhich 1sn't
allowed by Statute and is why Respondent is citing it) Then ves. it would seem
irrelevant to the Court. But Appellant isn’t challenging this and submirs that no
only has the $ C Court of Appeals been misdirected by Respondent as to what is
actually being challenged. but also has been the ALC which is what the Direct
Appeal was detailing i e Wiy the ALC could and should have reviewed this case

21-1170(b) States the Courts and Executive Agencies are supposed to uphold the

1CAOS Compact to which alt Compacting States are bound under 24-21-

(57

1220(B)(2). and are considered as Statutory under 2

any individual State’s customs under 24-21-1220(A)(2).
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The Lower Courts can’t rule oo compliance to lawful procedure or
evidence relied upon without first reviewing those procedures and evidence. And
to review this, these procedures and evidence must be allowed into the record for
review al some point. The fawful time and place for this according o the 1CAQS

Rules 5 108 (a-u) was in the receiving State of Florida BEFORE extradition at a

Prelinuinary Probable Cause Hearing, but due to SCDPPPS’s wholesale departure
from the Lawtul procedure and thetr continual misdirection to the Courts. this
evidence and Appellant’s claims are attempting to be buried by the Respondent

without proper review by anyone

That's why the Appellant respectiully requests the jurisdiction of this
Honorable Court to hear the merits of and grant the attached Wnt of Mandamus

The Respondent is doing evervthing possible to keep a record of their own

proceedings and Appellant’s exculpatory evidence Appx. D, Exhibits | and 2.

from review of the Courts. and has thus far succeeded

Granting this Writ would be a means of correcting a fundamental
miscarriage of Justice, and would prevent the Respondent trom keeping their
unlawtul proceedings from the eyes and review of the Court. and allowing a
proper redress ol grievances The denial or unreasonable delay of the Written
P

Final Order from the Auency is a substantive and procedural Due Process

claim( 1y and under [4-3-330¢3) " The Supreme Court shail have Appellate
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Jurisdiction Tor correction of errors of law and shall review a final order allecting

a substantial right made in any special proceeding ~

Also. the S C Court of Appeals premature dismissal of alb ot Appeliant's
Motions befare the Court even received Appellant s timely filed Oppaosition and
Reply to Respondent’s Motion to Strike, shows an Arbirary predisposed oulvome

to these proceedings in favor of the Respandent

Wherefore, based on the foregoing reasons and as presented in the
attached Petition, the Petitioner respectfully requests that this Honorable Court
take Original Jurisdiction of this Matter 1o protect Petitioner’s inalienable rights to

Due Process of Law and to allow a proper redress of grievances

Submitted this Day of

%“’f /// - :

Ronald C. A I‘Brighff

Iy People's Fed Say & Loan Assoc v Grahant 2015 C 178 3325 E X 3H "Right o Appeat was noi
prejudiced by not kv ing been senved the decree. since the tme to Appeal would not begin to o anl sich
tie as they were given the notice that 1he decree had been rendered &
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronald C. Albright #211533 ... ... .. .. ... .. _ APPELLANT,
V.
SCDPPPS .. ... . RESPONDENT.

MOTION FOR THE COURT TO EXERCISE ORIGINAL
JURISDICTION
(On the Injunctive relief in the form of a Remedial Writ)

Pursuant to Rule 245(c), SCACR, Petitioner hereby moves this Honorable Court
to exercise Original Jurisdiction in the above referenced Petition for Writ of Mandamus.
Petitioner submits that Respondenb were provided a twenty (20) day Notice to file a
Return to the Petition dated: /: ’fof/}(", 2023, Respondent was notified that failure to
timely file a Return may be deemed consent to the matter being heard in the Original
Jurisdiction.

Petitioner’s right to Due Process of Law and a fair trial guaranteed by the Fitth,
Sixth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution and South Carolina
law were violated by the Respondent’s misrepresentation of Appellant’s argunients and
challenges to the Lower Courts which created a materially false impression of the facts,
(as evidenced in the S.C. Appellate Court’s Order citing of claims NOT being
challenged), which was reasonably likely to have affected both the Administrative Law
Court’s ruling and the S.C. Court of Appeal’s denial of all of Appellant’s motions,
(Included in Appx. F ).

Submitted this /_"_5_7day of %/.’(J—;‘ 202

L.C.I. SB- 58?080\7(1
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Motion for the Supreme Court to Exercise Original
Jurisdiction (Continued)

A proper Appeal or redress of grievances can not take place without frst,
the review ot the procedures employed by the Agency, to be weighed against the fawful
procedure of the ICAOS Compact to which the Compacting States are bound, and a
review of the evidence relied upon by the Agency to make it’s decision. Due Process is
commanded in these circumstances to distinguish allegation from fact when a revocation

of an already granted Parole is at stake (1)

Neither the Agency nor the Lower Courts will review Appellant’s actual
claims and evidence. This Honorable Court’s jurisdiction is needed in the interest of
Justice and tundamental fairness to allow the Appellant the night due to him to defend
himselt against unfounded allegations. A proper Appeal from a State Agency’s decision
really can’t begin until the Written Final Order from that Agency is ssued and delivered
to the aggrieved Party to begin the toliing of the timeline to Appeal a Final Order (2,3)

SCACR 203 (bX 1)(6) Appellant has requested this Order numerous times from the

Respondent and Motioned two ditferent Courts to Compet the Agency to deftver this

Order, Appx. A, Exhibit 2 and Appx. F, Exhibit 1. The ALC claimed it had no

Jurisdiction to Compel a State Agency to issue an Order and the S.C. Court of Appeals
just dismissed the Motion tor it to Compel SCDPPPS to issue the Final Order of
Revocation.

Appendix H Exhibit 08 Peg. 1



Wherefore, Petitioner moves this Honorable Court to Exercise Original
Jurisdiction in this matter and grant the enclosed Petition or Order the Respondent to

serve and file an answer to the Penition. (4)

7 3

L) Hinton v, SCDPPPS 337 S.C. 327 (S.C. App. Ct.) " was found unaceeptable thal the Parole
Board should look to the “so called facls™ to make it's determination. for the “facts™ are alimost
always disputed and neither this Court ror the Parole Board has any way of extr icating which
particular “facts™ were true or not. The Parole Board should not undertake such a determination in
what would amount to an egregicus Due Process violation.”

People’s Fed. Sav. & Loan Assoc. v. Graham 291 $.C. 178 332 S.E. 2d 51t ‘Right to Appeal was
not prejudiced by not having been served the decree. since the time to Appeal would not becein (o
run until such time as they were given notice tha the decree had been rendered.™

b
—

Upchurch v. Upchurch (SC 2006) 367 S.C. 16 624 S.E. 2d 643

[
—

+.) The Supreme Court will require strict adherence to the requirement of Sup. Ct. Ruke | Sect.
(EX2) "(A] Statement of when Appellant received notice of the Order from which the Appml was
taken.™ Appellant has vet to receive the Writlen Final Order from the Agency. Wells Fargo Bank
N.A v Fafton Properties of S.CLLC (S.C. 2018) 422 8.C. 211 810 S.E. 2d 836 “When
Determining whether the service of the Notice of Appeal is timely. an Appellaic Court will look
into the date the Parties received Written Notice of ent rvof an Order of Judginery. Unlike the
Notice of Appeal. there is no requirement thal the writien Notice of entry of an Order or Judgment
be served upon the Partics. and all that is required (o trigger the time to Appeal is. that the Partics
receive such Notice ™
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

In the Original Jurisdiction
Appellate Case No. 2023-000847

Ronrald C Albright #211533 . .. ... APPELLANT.
v
SCDPPPS. .o ... ... . RESPONDENT.

PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMLUS

(As Injunctive relief in the form of a Remedial Writ)

Jurisdiction

This Maiter is before the Honorable Court toliowing the Petition for Original
Jurisdiction tited pursuant to Rule 245 SCACR. S.C Code Ann Sect 14-3-310.5 ¢
Constitution Art [ Sect 3. and S C Constitution Art. VL Sect 3

The Petitioner Ronald C Albeight moves this Honorable Coust pursuant to
SCRCP Rute 631 ror a Writ of Mandamus as Injunciive Relier on a denied or
unreasonably delaved Written Fial Order of a State Agency (SCOPPPS) and a
prematurely filed Order by the S € Court ol Appeals before the Courl recened
Appellant’s Response and betore the 10 davs 1o Respond were expired. dismissing all of
Appetlant’s Motions [n support of this Motion, Petitioner shows the following to the

Caurt

At

Submitted this /;—?da_v of //[f(_ 2023 Respyull_\ Submitied,

Yacire

L. ( [ SB- \‘3 P () B()\ "'(J\
Ridgeville, S € 294
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PETITION FORWRIT OF MANDAMUS (Contin.)

Specification of Grounds for the VWit

| A Denied or unreasonably delaved Wiitien Final Order of Revocation from the
State Auvency Respondent (SCDPPPS).

 Deliberate misrepresentation by the Respondent of the Appetlant’s challenges 1o
the Lower Courts, Akin to SCRCP Rule 60 (b 3).

An Order of the S O Court of Appeals tiled before the receipt ot the Appeliant s
Response and betore the 10 days allowed to respond had expired

T

[Fneeded a Summons and Complaint are attached to rhe Watin Appendix G as
Exhibits [ and 2 along with a Certification of Attempted Consubation with the
Respondent on these Matters as Exlibit 3.

Statement of Case

[he Petitioner, Ronald € Atbright, ¢ Appellant Parolee”) was aranted
Parole in Vay 2015 and had supervision transterred 1¢ his home state of Hlorda under the
Interstate Compact for Adult Offender Supervision or 1CAOS hereafter, Fwo years into
that supervision, the Florida Parole officer submitted erroneous reports to South Carahing
S ¢ prematurely issued a warrant and had Parolee extradited back 1o S € without a

preliminary Probable Cause Hearing in the Receiving State as mandared by the TCAOS

Rule 5 108 (a-u) Appx. G, Exhibit 4. pg, 8 A S ¢ Parole Agent, who knew nothing of

- Al : . . . . . . .
the case. Swore 3™ party to the vahiduy of a summary of the Florida Parole ofticer’s
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unfounded allegations to obtaimn a warrant. extradition. and subsequent revocation

Warrant Afhdavit at Appx. D, Exhibit 2, pe. 11

After Parolee s returnto S C - an ~Atter-the-Fact” attempt was made by
SCOPPPS to satishy the ICAOS requirement of a Prelinumary Probahle Cause hearning on
the already issued warram and executed extradinon. Torally backwards trom the fawful
procedure the Compacting States are bound to follow under FCAOS Rule 3 108121 At
this hearing, Parolee was erroneously told by the hearing Admmistrator to " Telt all of
that, ( Parolee’s defenses and evidence) to the Parole Board when vou go i front of
them”™ This was ercor on the part of the Hearing Administralor because the Parolee

should have been wiven the opportunity rizht then and there to present his defenses and

evidence to a “tair. neurral, and unbiased” hearing Justice, ¢ even though this whofe

proceeding was held in the wrong Stale )

The erraneous directives of this Hearmy Administrator, coupled wath the
denial or unreasonable delay of the Written Final Order of Revocation froms SCDPPPS &
the extraordinary circumstances that defaved Paroiee’s seeking ot judicial review otthe
unlaw ful Procedures emploved by the Agency and the evidence relied upan to reach their
decision Parotee stifl obeved these directives of the hearing Admin Although erroneous

and submitted his defenses “ 1o the Board™ every time he went i Gont of them and

petitioned for numerous reconsiderasons a5 well Appx. D, Exhibit 2. pgs. 3-13
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Ihe Respondent SCBPPPS retused to acknowledye. respond. or answe
anvthing ro do with Parofee s Revocation proceedings or evidence subnitied . Only
respandma with dewal atter denial of Parole and reasons tor those dennds Aer
presenting defenses and evidenve a3 consecutive parole earings. showing both Due
Diligence and a Good Faith Ertort toaltow the Azency to handle these matters Parolee
sought Judicial review of the procedures and his exculpaton evidence in the form ol
Contested Case Hearing of a State Agency in the Admumistrative Law Court despite not
vel having receised the Writlen Final Order from the Agency Parolee Petitoned the
Administrative Law Court to either hear the case without the final Order. or to Compel

the Agency to Issue and Deliver the Fral Order 1o the Parolee to begin the totling ot the

treline o Appeal Appx. A. Exhibit 2, pgs. 2-3

The Admintstratse Law Coore stated nos Oreder e Disouss, tha o
cost who

wasn tthe venue to Compela State Agency to Issue ap Order bat didin 't suey

was Appx. O, Exhibit 1, pe.? footnote2 The ALC then graoted rhe Respondent s

Motion to Dismiss tor Timehness and Jurisdiction even though the Judge stated

“Certainly no party has subnutted a copy of any 2017 Wntten Order revokimg Parole o

this Court 1 Appellant’s assertions regarding receipt of such an Order are correct. then.
(¥}

the tme to Appeal the 2017 Revocaton of Parole may not have begun 1o run, see. ¢ ¢

ot tre Revooation bas

SCALC Rude 39 and i the absence of a tinal Order no Appea

commenced” Appx. O, Exhibit |, pos. 4-5
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As o the furisdictional reascns for the AL C s dismissal this was onee
agan due 1o the Respondent’s purposetild nisdirection of the court as 1o Parolee s
chatlenges and to Statute 24-21-680 and claiming Appellant was atiempting to challenge
a non-reviewahle routine dental of Parole and theretore " No Court has Jurisdiction to

reviess a Parole revocation” Respondent’s Votton to Dismiss Appx. B, Exhibi¢ 1. pe. 2.

Even though the Parolee was challengmg the procedures emploved by the Agency and
the evidence relied upon to reach their decision A State Agency acting under the colar of
law of a Statute, or a Statute itselt can not be pernutted to abrogate The Due Process

Clause ol the U'S Constitution The ALC Judye even recognized and stated that " The

Court does not dispute Appellant’s concern that 24-21-080 requires certain process to be

afforded i cases involving Parole violations™ Appa. €, Exhibit 1, pg.3 preh.6 and pg.
6 footnete [ but still declined 1o review this “provess’ for adherence 1o the faw tul
p!'ocedur:‘: of the 1CAOS rules and rewalavons under 24-21-1170hy The AHC
erroncously granting the Respondent’s Mouwon to Dismuss. feft Appeliant's Motions and

Designation of Matrer unresolved and out ot the record even though they WERE

presented Appx. D, Exhibit | and 2 and were directhy relative o the Jurisdictuon of the

ALC to hear this case under 24-21-1170(b). and .7 -23-280 (3)1a-1)

Parolee appealed (he ALC s Fial Order g thar the ALC did hase
Jurisdiction not only to bear this case. but to "modity . amend. correct or reverse under
[-33-380 (Sna-t And as to the ameliness claim. The Agency's denral o unreasonahle
defay of the issuance and delivery ofthe Fual Order of Revocation could 1 essence bar

proper redress of urievances indelinitely for as long as they wish to withhold & The
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Respondent claims in their Motion to Dismiss the Appeaf that Parolee signed tor and
recersed the Order on Adg 300 2007 but they “don thave a copr el o subnut to the

Court” Appy. B. Exhibit 1, pg. 2 footnote [ That s because what Parolee signed R and

received wasa copy of the warrant and ncorporated Alidasit and by ne means the
Written Final Order of Revocation Parolee has requested this Order several tines from

the Auency

On Direct Appeal of the ALC s decision, Respondent motioned the Court

to Strike Appeflant’s Designation ol Matter. Appx. E. Exbibit 2 Once agam
Visdirecting vet anothes Court to the irrefevant and unchallenged Matter of "Routine
dentals of Parole” and their anmipotent statss of non review o that pacieular challenae
and claiming that the matter had not been presented to the Lower Courts or Bxecutine
Ageney Tribunal (SCDPPPS) The onls maiter that wasn i presented was the transaripls
of the Parote proceedings and dovunients requested by Parolee which Respondents retuse

1o produce Respondent proposed strikimg the whole designation due to them not beiny

able to produce the transcripts of therr cwn proceedings

Appeltant timely filed an Opposition 1o Respondent s Moton to Strike

Appellant’s Designation ot Matter Appx. k. Exhibit 3. but soon found ou that the S ¢

Court of Appeals ruled m Respondent s favor hetore the 1o davs allowed by SUAUR o
Appellant 1o Respond and before the timely liled Response by Appebant was even

received “Order” Appa. E. Exhibit 4 eranting Respondent's Motion e Strike and

dismissing all of Appellant’s Mations of “Desiznation of Matter™. “Mooon 1o Compel
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[ssuance of the Final Order” “Monon o Proceed In Forma Pauperis™ “NMation o
Appoint Counsel™ "Moo to Produce Documenis™ and a “Petiton for Equitable
Colling”™ This® Order” was signed oniv Stephanie PoMeDonald For the Court N

Tide or Kdentifier isted Appeltant immediatehy liled fora Petition tor Reconsideranon of

the Order Appx. E, Exhibit 6 as there was neovalid reason to deny Appeliant '~ Motions

as detailed ina letter to the S € Court of Appeals Clerk Appx. E. Exhibit 3

Appellant has no other remedy avarfable to compel the Agency o mssue
and deliver an Order that should have been defivered by the Agency fong ago Appellant
also pravs for this Court’s Original Jurisdiction on these Matters as both the ALC and the
S C Court of Appeals judument has been clouded by the constant misdirection and
misinformanon provided by the Respondent as to the actual challenges and review being
sotght hy the Appellani The Respondent 15 tning evenvthing o keep the recond o s
own unlawtul proceedimgs trom the eves and review ol the Conrts as - lirefesant or
“Not presented to the [ower Courts™ Even though this Matter s most refevant Lo

Appellant’s actual challenues and has been presented to both the Executive Avency and
Y [ £

the Lower Courts numerous times Documentation ot this tact iy meluded i Appx. D,

Exhibits { and 2

Respondent 15 onlv now clammmg that a PO R owas the properyvesue to
bring Appelant’'s clatms in an attempt o send Appetlant all of the was back toa process
that would have to come back to the Court ol Appeals which he's in now i the oitcome

of the P C R was unfavorable Fven though the Appeliant filed a “Motion to
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Desianate: Fransfer case (o cure want of Turisdicnon” Appx. A Exhibit I Both the AL C
and the Respondent were served copies of this Motion and nothig was mentioned ol'a
PO R then, and the Administrative Law Court properly accepred a contested case
heartng o a State Agency and review o the ALCs decision was properls m the S €
Court of Appeals per SCACR 201, Shouid Appellant have to go back and e a P C R
only to come back 1o a Court he s already i Can Appellant do this without the recen
of the Written Final Order ol the State Agency” Or. Can this Court grant the Wit of
Mandamus to review the S C Court of Appeals premature Order. allow the Designation
of Matter (o stand . and Compel the State Agency 1o deliver the Wiitten Final Order of
Revacation. and hold the present Appeal in abevance unol these Matters are resohved and
then proveed with the Direct Appeal”

Or should Appeltant move for Original Jurisdiction of this Honorable

Court to hear this whole case as a Habeas Corpus?

Appellant has shown cause for 4 ('uns[i[.uliona} Claim o both wtthe
[ower Courts and due to Respundent’s misdirection. the saters have been muddied and
attention directed avay from the actual valid claims and to matters not even beiny
challenged and in effect barring judicial review of Appellant's clamms Fundamental
firness requires a review at some pomt ol the evidence and .clamms brought by the
Appellant 1f the Admimstratn e Hearing Justice, SCDPPPS . The Administrarive Taw
Court. nor the S O Court of Appeals retuse to review what 15 actually being chalfenged

the Appellant has no other remedy avalable to redress his erievances 1)
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W herefore, Petitioner pravs Uns Honorable Court grant the Wit ot
Mandamus to Compel the State Azency, SCDPPPN 1o ssue and deliver the MWostten Faal
Order of Revocation, Review the premature Big of the Order of the S € Cowr o
Appeals to fet the Appetiant’s Destenation ol Matrer to stand and compel the Agency 1e
produce a record ofit's proceedimgs so be reviesed by the courts as e adherence 1o
fw tul procedure and Due Process requarements. alloss the Appellant 1o proceed In borma

Pauperis. and hold the present Appeal m abevance until these matters are resolved

Respectfully Submitted,

Dated Ronald ¢ Albrizht

Py oMLndamuos will Be to Compel mtemor Conrt o proceed where conet Las crronconby dismissed aiiise
sor want of furisdiction” Hesqog vy Bramel 82 Uh 2o 23 PXA M5 - st en el Povory Paul S 3 ash
Moo 104 P2 TS - Sine on et Wabash Co v Sham 341 Mo 1 106 330 24898
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The Soutlh Carolina Court of Appeals

Rouald 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 entertain
petitions for rehearing on a motion or petition unless the action of the court on the
motion or petition has the effeet of dismissing or finally deciding a party's
appeal."). Additionally, Appellant is not entitled to proceed without costs and
Appellant has failed to pay the $250 filing fee for the notice of appeal; accordingly,
this appeal is dismissed. The remittitur will be sent as required by Rule 221(b),
SCACR.

B e \B,QQ:/—— C.1.

FOR THY COURT

Columbia, South Carolina

FILED
Jul 312023

ce:
Ronald T.. Alhright, 00211335
Matthew C. Buchanan, Esquire
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Ronald C. Albnight #211533, Appellant,
V.
S.C.D.PPPS,, 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”

Ce: SCDPPPS.:
The Administrative Law Court;
The Supreme Court of South Carolina;

Files.

Respectfully Submjtted,

wdl /5

Ay
’ Ronald C. Albrli?ght\#;ﬁ}ﬁS
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