STATE OF S0UTH CARDLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

RonALD C. ALBRIGHT #1533 DotKET No. a5-ALT-15-0004
y APPELLANMT,

8.C. DEPT. oF PP SERVICES
RESpoMDE MT. REPLY To RESPoNDENT s OPPosiTIon

To APPELLANTS DigloVER] REQVEST

i IN BESPONSE To SCUPPPSs OPPOSITION 70 ABRELLANT §
MOTION For DiSCOVERY OF THE PAROLE FILE SUMMARY, APPELLANT
ASSERTS THE FoLLow!NG; HIE CLAIM HAS ALWAYS AND SoLEY
BEEN ABOUT THE FLAWED PROCEDURE EMPLOYED BY THE PARcLE BOARD
To REACH TS REVoCATION DECISIoN BASED UPON ERROR IN THME RECORD
AND THE PRobuaT FRoM THAT FLAWED PROCEDURE,(UNFOUNDED ALLEGATIONS
AND ERRoRS), CONTIMUE T3 TAINT THE SUBSEQUENT TENIALS OF PAROLE.

THIS 18 NoT A RouTINE DENMIAL OF PAROLE *APPEAL , BuT
A QuesTIon OF PROCEDURE AND EVIDENCE RELIED UPoN, AND IS WEILL
WITHIN THE SCoPE OF THE ALC%S REVIEW OF PARoLE MATTERS. 4
DediSioN BASED ON ERRoR 15 VoiD. A DECISIoN REACHED ALCORDING TD
[-d3-2380 (§Y(A-F) 1§ REVIEWABLE By THIS CouRT". THE PAROLE FILE
SUMMARY 15 A RECCRD OF THESE ERRORKS THAT WARRANT REVIEW.

J RESPONDENT 1§ MIS-APPLYING “"CoMPToN ™ 385 85.0.47¢ 7o
THIS CASE, AS THiS 18 NoT A CompLANT OF A ROUTINE DEMIAL OF PAROLE .
THEY ARE AlSp LimITING THEIR SCoPE OF COMSIDERRTION To 2y-d1-640
AND Bogm 1A . IM “REGULAR® §.C. PagoLs CASES, THiS MAY BE ALL
THATS NEEDED, BuT THis WAS AN T (A0S CASE. THE “STATUTORY CRITERIA™
THAT THE PAR0LE BOARD HAS REVIEWED IN AH-21-6%0 AMD FofM 1313 MAY
BE CoRRECT BuT T 1S NOT THE ONLY “APPRoPRIATE (RITERIA® TN
QA0S CASES Like APPELLANT WAS UNDER, SCDPPPS HAS ADOPTED
ADDITIoNAL STATUTES , RULES, AND REGULATIONS T8 WHICH IT IS BouND
To CoMSIDER IN THeSE (ASES: QY-21-1130, 24-21-1170, AND ZY4-1- {380 .
THE DUE PRoCESS PROTECTIONS ARE EMBODIED N THe T.C.A.0S RULES
E$Paeidily RULE §.105(0-9), AND SKIPPING THEM VIGLATED THESE RIGHTS.

IN “CooPER™ 377 8.0 499 IT WAS HELD THAT IF THE

PaRoLE BOARD DEVIATES FRoM  OR RENDERS 11§ DECISION WITHOUT
CONSIDERATION OF THE “APPROPRIATE CRITERIA™ |T ESSENTIALLY
ABROGATES AN INMATES RIGHT 70 PAROLE EL1SIBILITY AND INFRINGES
ON A STATE CREATED LI1BERTY [NTEREST WARRANTING MINIMAL DuE
PRECESS PRoTECTIONS. BY (IRCUMVENTING THE STATUTORY IT.L.A.0.8.

RoCEDVRES N APPELLANT S PARoLE REVOCATION, THE PAROLE BoARD
ALLOWED UNFoUNDED ALLEGATIONS AND FRRORS INT0 THE RECORD AND
THESE HAVE TAIMTED EVERY PARoLE DeCisioN SINCE. THIS 1S APPELLANTS
ARGUMENT, MoT- THE DEMIALS THEMSELVES ,BUT WHAT THzY ARE BASED UPoN.
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THiS MAKES THE PAROLE LILE SUMMARY MOST RELEVANT
To THIS CASE AS 1T CoNTAINS A LoT OF THE ERRORS STEMMING Efort
AN IMPRoPER REVOLATION THAT ARPELLANT |5 LopPLAINING OF . THATS
WHY 1T 18 REQUESTED N DisQaveR! AND Ne£ps 72 Be N Ty
ReCoRD T BE REVIEWED AND [lofRc&TED.

_ ) WHAT JusT PuRPosE WoulD T SERVE Folk RESPONDENT
T6 KEeP THESE FILES FRoM THE EYES OF APPELLANT AND THIS Lover ?
TF EVERITMING (T CONTRING 1§ SuPPoSEDLY FACTUAL AND (oRRECT,
THEN THERES NOTHING FO& KESPONDENT 70 WorRRY ABouT, BUT IF IT3
FULL OF UNEOUNDED ALLEGATIONS AND ERKOES, THEN THEY RE SEVERELY
IMPEDING APPELLANT'S PAR0LE ELIGIRILITY AND DEMAND REVIEW AND

(ogRECTION.

. 50 ULTIMATELY, THIS IS NOT A QUESTION DEaLING WIH
A “ROUTINE DEMIAL OF PARoLE =™, TS A QUEST/oN IF THE PROPER
PRoCEDURES WERE FollOWED [N A RevVoCATION UNDER T2A03 AND
Did THIS BREALH oF THE (omPACT S PRoCEDURES ALLow ERRORS (¥
THE RECORD THAT THEN PoiSonED ALL SUBSEQUENT PAROLLE
DeCig1oNS SINCE?

- THIS |S ALM2ST LIKE THE EVIDENCE DoCTRINE OF
“FRULT OF THE PoisoNous TREE ™ ONLY EVERY ERRoR AND UNEOUNDED
ALLE GATION THE PARoLE BOARD CARRIED OVER IN THE R RECORDS FRam
THE FLAWED REVOCATION PRoCeDURE HAS BEEN PRoVEN FaLSE BY THE
APPELLANT WITH OFFi121AL DocUMENTS, BuT HAVE UNTUSTLY LIVED ON
IN THzIR BECORDS Th CAUsE AN UNFAIR IMPEDIMENT Tb PAROLE
ELIGIBULITY. THIS ConsmiTures A CoMdTiNUING VIOLATIONS Dol TRINE
AND WILL CoNTINVE To NEGATIVELY AFEEeT APPELLANT AT EVERY
PAROLE HEARING IN PERPETUITY UNTIL THE PAfole FiLES ARE

CORRECTED.

THIS 1S MoT AS RESPONDENT PUT it " How APPELLANT
DReS3ES HIS ARGUMENT = Byt THE PRoCEDURES EMPLOYED BY THe
ACENEY AND THE EVIDENCE RELIED PN 1§ HIS ARGUMENT. REGARDLESS
OF How MANY TIMES (N THE PAST RESPONDENT HAS ATTEMPTED T SWRY
OTHER (CavrtS To BELIEVE THAT APPELLANT 18 (HALLENGING A ROUTINE
DEMIAL OF PAROLE, 68 (S TRYING T CET THIS CouRT T OVERTURN A
DEMIAL, THIS IS NoT THe Case IN THiS LoveT ; AND HAS NEVER BEEN THE
CASE W ANY OTHER LourT

. THERE 1S A GENUINE DISPUTE DF MATERIAL EACT /N
THIS (ASE. APPErLANT 18 CleprRLY ARGUiNG PReCEDURE N Hi8 APPEAL
AND RESPONDENT |5 MISTAKENLY LABELING T AS ARGUING A DEwIAL.

LTHoUGH APPELLANT Dossy T SEE How HIS ARGUMENT WAS (oNFUSED.

PPELLANT IS ONLY ASKING Fog A FaR (HAWGE BASED oN A TRUE
AND EALTURL RECoRD AND THi1S (AN Mor TAKe PLACE WITH THE
Phgole FILES AS THEY ARE Now. ,

THeEREFORE . ..
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| FoR THESE ReASoNS , APPELLANT ResPrerruily
REQUESTS THAT THIS HoNDRABLE LouRT RETECT RESPOINDENT S

MOTION [N OPPOSITION AND GRANT APPELIANT'S MoTioN EeR
'DileDVEﬂ‘l OF THE DARore FILE Summaty AS 1T 18 MQST?ELEWW‘I’

TO APPSLLANTS ACTUAL ARGUMENT AND IT DEMANDS REVIEW AND
CORRELT 0N, AND T EFFECTUATE THiS, IT MUST BE ADDED 70 THE
RECoRD 6N Beyiew , OR REMAIN FLAWED AND HODEN FOREVER,

Recpearrviy SuBMiTTED,

Y-15-25 fonslf (| o
DATED RoNaD C. ALBRIGHT #1533
“ LIERER (oRBECTIONAL INSTTITi T/ oM
D.0. Box 205

RpdeviLLE , 8¢ AH72
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Ronald Albright #211533 Docket No. 25-ALJ-15-0004

Appellant,
V. RESPONDENT’S MOTION IN
OPPOSITION TO APPELLANT’S
MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT THE
RECORD ON APPEAL AND DISCOVERY

South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services,

Respondent.

N N N N N N N N N N N

The Respondent, the Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services files this
Motion in Opposition to Appellant’s motion to supplement the record and for discovery. The
Respondent makes this motion because South Carolina law limits the authority of the
Administrative Law Court to review routine denials of parole.

The Supreme Court’s opinion in Compton v. S.C. Dep’t of Prob., Parole and Pardon
Servs., 385 S.C. 476, 479, 685 S.E.2d 175, 177 (2009), held that “if the Parole Board clearly states
in its order denying parole that it considered the factors outlined in section 24-21-640 and the
fifteen factors published in Form 1212, and that if the Parole Board complies with this procedure,
the decision will constitute a routine denial of parole and the ALC will have limited authority to
review the decision.” The ALC consequently does not have the authority to overturn or remand a
routine denial of parole.

The Appellant proposes the addition of the parole case surﬁmary. The Respondent
respectfully submits that this information is immaterial to the matter at issue and is outside the

scope of the limited authority of the ALC.



o

This is, ultimately, a question dealing with his routine denial of parole, because the question
does not address the Parole Board’s procedures, only that he has been denied parole and he wishes
to persuade the ALC to overturn the parole denial. Regardless of how the Appellant dresses his
argument, it remains an appeal of a routine denial of parole.

The Supreme Court in Compton set the outer reaches of the extremely limited authority of
the Administrative Law Court to review a parole consideration decision of the Parole Board, by
only allowing a review of the issue of whether the Parole Board complied with the stated
procedure. The addition of the parole case summary is simply not relevant to the limited nature
and scope of the appellate review.

For these reasons, the Respondent respectfully requests that the Appellant’s motion- to

supplement the record and for discovery be denied.

Respectfully submitted, "

pL s

Matthew C. Buchanan
General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole
and Pardon Services :

P.O. Box 207
Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Columbia, South Carolina
April 11,2025



