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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
IN THe SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS My E@‘E
APP. CASE No. Sco cur, f5 25

APPEAL FRoM AN ORDER BY THE A.L.L. OF THE Dfﬁ@ﬁea/g
OF APPELLANT s MOTioN FoR DISCoVERY To (ompLETE THE R.0.A.

A.L.C. CASE Np. 35-ALT-15-0004- HDN. RALPH K. ANDERSoN TIT

RONALD C. ALBRIGHT APPEL L ANT,
V.

3.0. DEAT. of D.P.P. SERVICES | RESPONDENT,
~ PETITION/MOTIDN For REHEARING

PURSUANT To SCACR Aol 231, AND 2Yp, APPELLANT,
RoNALD £. ALBRIGHT, MOVES THIS Couri™ To RECONS DeR THE ORDER
DENYING APPELLANT'S MOTION Fof DISCOVERY AND SUPPLEMENTATION OF
THE RECoRD DATED oM Y-/5-25, DUE To THE FoLLOWING:

THE A.L.C. OVeRiooKeD RULE 3b6(8) oF THE RULES oF
PROCEDYRE FoR THE AL “ContenT of ROAZ WHILH STATES: THE
R.0A. 15 73 CoMTRIM (B ALL PLEADIVGS, MoTIoNS, AND INTERMEBIATE
RULINGs ; AND (B)() “%u. EVIDENOE RECEIVED AND (oM S1DERED?

APPELLANT BROVSHT 1T T8 THE A.1.0.5 ATTENTION THAT

THE RO.A. RECEIVED FRom THE RESPoNDENT ON_4-3 -5 WAS INCompLeTe
AND M188iNG THE MAIN DocumenT OF CoNTENTI0N , THE “PARSLE FILE

50, i

MmARY IN A 'LETTER OF DENIAL OF DARoLE FRoM RESPONDENT,
DATED #-9-35, SCDPPPS REFERENCED THE PAROLE FILE SUMMARY IN THEIR
REVIEW OF THIER DECISIoN, BuT OBIeeT T, IT BEING |NCLUDED IN THE
R.0.A., IN VioLATION oF RuLE 346(8)(1,3) of A.L.C. PRocepuRes, AS iT IS
CEVIDENCE RECEIVED oR (oNSIDERED” (N THE DECISioN BEING APPenLeD.
(LETTER INCLUDED [N THE “AFEIDAVIT AND DoCYMENTS 1§ SuppoRT oF - PALKET, Per

CR_ 40 -
R CCL@)?/W/ CAN RESPoNDENT REFERENCE A DoCUument AS

Being (oN3iDERED IN THEIR Decision PRoeess AND THen OBIECT 7o
IT BEING INCLUDED N THE R.0O-A. 7, FoR REVIEW BY THE CouRTs ?

THE AL.C. AL8s STATED N IT's ORDER DenyING
APPELL ANFS MoTIoN FoR Dis€everRy DATED 4-15-35, THAT

APPELLANT HAS MNOT QITED To AnY AUTHORITY ... [N RULES OF
PROCEDURE OR OTHERWISE To GRANT DI Coyery ~ (ORDER P91, Lus. 11-13)
(CoNTINVED)
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THe ALC OVERLOOKED THE STATUTES AND CASES
APPELLANT CITED 1N HIS “REPLY To RESPONDENT'S 0fPoSITION To Digloveny®
Pags /, PARG. 2, LN 5 -S.C. CoDE 1976 § |-23-390 (5)() WHICH 1§ THE 4.P.A.
ReView STANDARD STATuTe OF WHICH APPELIANT CLAIMS RESPONDENT S
DECISION WS ERRoMNEoUSLY BASED UPon. AND Pabe | fARAG. 3,INs. /0312
8.0. CoDE 1976 4-21-1)70,3%-31-1139, 29-31- 1220 (A(2)(B)(2) AND Pa.1, PRRAG. %,
LN “QosPer y. SODPPPS.™ 377 5. Y59.

1-23-380 (5) (&) PRoviDes FoR JubitiaL REVIEW IF THE

DeCisron (M QuesTion wias “CLERRLY ERRoMEOUS N Vigw OF THE RelipbLe
PRoBATIVE , AND sz,!gsmgw EVIDENCE N THE WHole RECor)* AND ?5)@,
MMADE (Pl UNLAWFUL PROCEDURE™ THE CorREQT PRoLEDURE IN THIS (s
WAS T CA0S RULE 5.10F(a-3). THE ERRoRS AND UNFouNDED ALLEGATIONS
IN THE PARoLE FILE SummMARY CAme DIReCTLY FRom THE RESPoNDENTS
UNLAWFUL RevoCATioN PRoCeDuRe AND Have PoiseNed FERy PaRolLe
DECIZIoN SIVCE.

\ How CaN A DECISIoN BE DEEmED AS ERRoNEUS IF THE
- “WHole RECoRD™ IT WAS BASED oM, CAN NoT BE RevieweD Fof ERRBoR BY

" THe CouRTs? APPELLANT DID No7 ASK THE A.L.C. To SwBSTITUTEITS
JUDBeMENT FoR THAT OF THE BoARD’s , HE SIMPLY ASKED THAT THE
EVIDENCE THAT THE BoARD ADMITTEDLY RELIED UPoN B |NCLUDED IN
THE R.0.A. To PRovE oR DispRove A BENVINE DisPuTe oF MATERIAL FpeT,
OF WHETHER OR NoT THAT EViIDence RELIED ON WAS ERROR OR FALTS.

\ ALSo, THE A.L.LS STATING THAT THIS IS AN APPEAL oF
“DENYING HiM PAROLE *(0RDER py.| , LN.H) SHowWS THAT RESPoNDENT
CouNSEL WAS DNCE AGAIN SUCCESSFyLL TN MMIS-DIRECTING YET ANOTHER
CouRT As To WHAT APPELLANT 18 C%/HLENGJNG. RESPONDENT WiSHES 7o
AWAY TiHe CouRT T BELIEVE THAT APPELLANT (S CHALLENGING A RouTiNe
DENIAL oF PaRole ™ IN ORDER T HAVE THE /ff’ﬂém Digmissepr AND B Keep
THEIR PARoLE Fli.E SUMMARY, WHICH 1S Futl oF ERRORS AND UNFOUNDED
ALLEGATIONS, OUT OF THe R.0.A. AND TuDICIAL REVIEW.

APPELLANTS CHALLENGES REQuige A REVIEW OF THE
MA TE;QMQLQB%NG ﬁgu@ﬁ;ﬁlw Af%sfg%)‘é /?/FYDDSWA% %sgog{bég/rw
EFEREN I TERIAL N/ OF DENIAL, THEN | ou
E INCLUDED |N THE R.0.A. Peér. RULE 3b (8)(1,D) of THE A.L.C. PRolEDufes

THE DECISIoN OF THE A.L.C. SHoulD HAVE Been 72
GRANT APPELLANTE MioTioN FoR Di3CoVERY AND To LomPet RESPoNDENT
0 PRoDuee THE “PARoLE FILE SUMMARY? AND “MODIFIED PaRoLe
FILE SUmmARY * A8 PART OF THE ComPLETE R.0.A. SINCE IT WAS A
MAIN ComPoNeNT OF EVIDENCE CoNSIDERED IN THEIR DECisol
BEING APPEALED IN THIS CASE. |

(ConTiNUED)
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To BE CLeAR, APPELLANT 18 CHALLENQING THE PRoteDYRE
EMPLoYeD BY THE ABENCY AND THE EVIDENCE RELIED (PaN IN BEACHING
THAT DELSION , TO WHICH THE A.L.C. HAS STANDING 70 ReVIEW AND
Ruiée YpoN. A DECISION BY THE AGENCY BASED (fsN ERRoR OR
UNLAWFUL DPRoCeDURE IS voID. APPELLANT 1S ONLY SEEKING A FAIR
CHANCE AT PARoLE RASED UPoN FACTS NOT A RECORD FULL OF ERRURS .
DogsnT FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS REQUIRE THIS ?

| WHEREFaRE APPELLANT PRRYS THis Houerngie (oupr
HeVerse THE ORDER DENYING DisCoVeRY AND SUPPLEMENTATION OF
THE R.-OA., AS ITS ACTUALLY NOT “SUPPLEMENTING ™ THE RECORD, BUT
MAKING |T LomPrere To (oNForm 76 THe RLES oF (bvrT, AND REMAND
THE MATTER BAcK To THe A.L.C. TV (omPel RESPoNDeNT T8 PRoDUCE
THE REQUESTED DoCUMENTS, AND LoNSIDER THEM IN ITs RULING |W

THIS (ASE.

Respecrroed Suamyrre,

J"/k\ | , / / ,'} // / ; \1(.. y
4-28-25 | [//J’///// // / //{/w//éT
‘ / G
DA7ED RoNALD C. ALBRIGHT #311533
LIEBER (DRRECTIsNAL THSTHV 72N
P.0. Box 205

Ridéevitie, SC. 29992

¢.0:

——

8.0. ADMiNISTRATI VE Law CoveT
HoM- RpLpH K. ANDERSop TIE
(205 Penple7oM ST. SuiTe-23Y
(olumBrA, s¢. 29301 ;

8.0. Depr. oF P.PP. Sepiices
%Epm nggr’oﬁ OF LEGAL SERVICES

0. BoX Q0
ColvMBiAy 5¢, 29202 ;
FlLES.
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STATE OF SoUTH CAROLINA @E@@
IN THE SOUTH CARDLINA CouRT OF APPEALS J’E@&

M4 _
APP. CASE No. oo 05y

; ' Olr ... .
APPEAL FRoM AN DRDER_BY THE A.L.C. OF THE Deniatlio¢a,
APPELLANT'S MoTioN FoR DistoveRY To CompleTE THE R-0.A.  “Real

A.L.C ChsE No. 35-ALT- 15-000Y - How! BALPH K. ANDERSoN r
RoMALD ¢. ALRRIGH T APPELLANT,

5.0. Dept. of P.PD. SERvILES | RESPONDENT,
PROOF OF SERVICE

, I, RONALD C ALBRIGHT - APPELLANT, HERERY
CERTIFY TWAT T HAVE A TRuE AND Caﬁﬁge?’ Copy OF THE
FOLLOWING ON ALL PARTIES INYOLVED IN THIS MATTER BY
DePoSITING THESE (opies 1N THE LIEBER (0RRECTIINAL
THETITUTIONAL MAILBox ON _¥-ag-25  , ADDRESSED AS

LISTED RELOW. .\ , |
i) MOTICE OF APPEAL
) MOTioN FoR REHEARING, |
MOTION FoR STAY AND SUPERSEDEAS s
DESIGNATION OF MATTER To Be JioLubed iV R-O.A.,
AFFIDAYIT AND DoCUMENTS I SyppPaRT OF PARKET,
ALC ORDER REING APPEALED.

SERVED To:  AS INTZERDEPARTMENTAL LEGAL MAL

5.0. DEPT oF P.PP SERVICES
DEPUTY Dgp RECTOR oF LeGAL SERVICES

P.0. Box 407 0 A~
(oLomBIf, §¢. 29404 " /Jv///// / / / i e
VAN A
8.0, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW CourT RoMaLD C. ALBRIGHT #24533
HoN. RALPH K. ANDER So TIL LIEBER CoRRECTIONWAL TNSTI TUT
1205 PENDLEToN 8T, SuiTr-23Y P.o. Box Jo%
CoLumBid, §¢. 29301 RIDGEVILLE, ¢ 28472
Y-28-05
DATED
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RONALD C. ALBRIGHT #211533 MAY 05
Lieber Correctional Institution WB- 135 C 025
P.O. Box 205 Ridgeville, S.C. 29472 OUrt of Apngas

8.0 Court of APPEALS
JewnyY A KiTeHINGS - CLERK

Po. Box (1639 -
(oLumsid, SC. 29211 4 fg/ds
Dated .

RE: NoTICE oF APPEAL AND MoTIoNS FRom THE A.L.C.
CASENp. A5-ALT=15-000Y - Ho. RALH K. ANDER SoN T

Dear MRS, KiTeHiNGs
‘ PLEASE FiND ENCLOSED FoR_FILING : F) ONE
Non CE aF AI’PE/%L oF AN ORDeR_FRom THE (1.4.C. (3 ONE “Proof OF

EC‘O OF ORD :,;;:f; g APPEA: E ‘@) ONE
» 'PETJ '» uof A FoR ’y He A RING®, (&) ONe “PeniT DN/ Mo IOA/ FOR STAY
3 SUPERSEDS . g .l G:) DVE “AF T DAY 31) MEMTS ~ DacKeT IN

\

N THE R.0.A "L Yau PLEASE KDLy SEND ME A Fike/DATe
Y| 4L ’ 1) '_ 0N OF T H! 'l VIS WHEN [HEY A .'

~

EnR mv REGORDS ? TZ{/M/K Vou

Ce: ) LES . | zemazg«@ S«&mzed
S .Dgpr D S’f;g;acgs | 7/
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Ronald C. Albr ight w1533
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