Stoke of Seabh Caroling,
T The (ot o8 Aﬁ)ealS

Aeppeal Fror The Administrabive Law (ourt

~Nted M. RgoKard
Mm#%(% Low U:@g

ofe Case No. 2625 - 001934
Docket No. 1S - ALT- 64-0035-AP

Rajed willians, %335008 hepellant
: V.
6(/, b@P" O(\ Cb’h’&O“TO‘f_s %fbr\a"w

Enol Reply Brich

| WD, LS Wowms T
RECEIVETY Pory CE (512

0CT 29 2025 Pelrer, SC 290647
SC Court of Appeals



Table off Conterhs
Table of Awthovikes

Arqu menk
Conclusion

Toble of Acthordles

Brown v. §.C. Dept- of tealth  EnvH. Confrol |
348 5.C. 507,560 §.€, 2d 4106 (2002)

Getewood v. S.C. Djml of Corr, Yl S.C.3c4,
324-25, 185 S.€.2d @0, bli-iz (. aep 201t)

Shubbs v. S.C. . of E fewiuﬁarhﬁvrce
307 S.C. &%B%f% Ak

Tdopstcecfw& Lac. USCE #&c, G)f(ﬂ"l/
25| S.C. 254, 25%, 31S S.E. 1d 373 , 375 (c+ App. 1984)

Wollf v. M Donnell, Hi8 U.5. $39
Statutes
S.C. Codle Aan, 1-23-320

i 3

LR



Vw_plj An‘gdﬁwb‘{’
The Adrinigfrebivie Low Court | ppro wld appellant s
bt'SCf‘P&rﬂGf Convicken thert woz hf/
%vc(d«f‘ due process b which hg wWas endiHed ond ( Lhe
JGCJ@C@-W\{ Convickion Was not Suﬁ@rﬁd 5\1 Sudstantial

eidence .

Mo Willows was not abiorded adequak Prcedural Due Frocess

The Due Provess require mtents Seb frdly in WollE v. Mbonnell
Yiy WS S39 Were not cﬂyt’ed Widd, . SCDC dlid not Prowde +he
"e’%“&s‘a@f’? wdew @0‘@56 in &:Lua}'c trme ¥ ‘ﬂa&fu'efz ‘)LD redies] andf
PrcSenf . ole Lense . Mﬁoj Hu PUD was net a newtrod 3 t:“tf)u‘hal

‘pcu—Jc .

4\15 Staked in Aﬂ)dwf's Tukal Bewef, He. tillasms 155ue ot
he was (enable Yo wew Fhe vedeo fea*aje LWas d"“ff’“‘?’ preserved
for review. The Counsel Subshute speaflsally rentened e
“ tasndt ?NM He videp vkl dhe éejt}w. 0('44{@ }’-W"‘_j‘ ond
diond ger oa "]“Wl))i'j J'n revieww of it (<ce Recurol WWP-
(T o882 Line 15-21) This Shadement o dhe DU i's Suflaent
4o establish dheire was on issue Hheot Jhe wdeo Loasn
Pemiewed . Thes s why dte Cownsel Secbel fuke Herkoned F.

Mso, He Cownsed Subsbvdkt's menhoim ol s Covers e,
Wil s as well Sace he acls on bedol of Hr. (lbons .

A Seve M@{. skokes Aﬁ)‘(’/ua/l_;g‘ o not resse dHe isSue in 51"Er>
|+ Skep 2 grewnces, With Hic T Conkised . Nowhere in $CDC's
breed 4o Hhe “ALC ol it Henhored o bring fondh Jis argusent.

However, dhe ALC judge rade 5 oeon Z‘“d"’j Aot ‘WW&
Paj leol o challeage Hhe obi U'ﬁf o review) e Woleo /m‘fajﬁ and
iF's  adriHoace fnbo evidence d«ﬂ'@ e heorng pnd Wi failere
v do o prteludes hire Brom o[einfj St nowd., . " [ see Ordes p-S; Rucerd
p. SO le L -25) -

Siace aﬂm’@é‘r\j %{, MG Order and 64\0..)\/3 JHhe |ssue bas émaj/‘f

o He DUY's oMredion burfng e h-t.an&y, ebC Now frakes he
|



poss Hon dhot My, Williems did pot raise i#in A Stepl and

Shep ¢ grievances , in ePfect Creaking c. reol herring. Despéle #eir
i fference in views, beth SCBC odd ML cite dhe Same Case law.
Brown v.S.C. Dept. of fhealbh 3 Enwtl. (ontrol, 348 $.C. 507, SLO
.6 2 UIP(2cez) and Gokewood y. S.C. Dept. of Cor, Hilb SL.
3ed, 324-25, 785 $.E.2d (oo, loll-12 (e App. 20 ) Both Stakng
(55ues Hust be roised o an odmuarstedoe agency +v be p-rtsef\’ﬂde

To Counter e ML's Ocder, it's Mo, (il aats Pas;lrm His Was
ﬁfﬁwﬁd bur Counsel &'ubS#Mes MHenhery ﬂbm/? + Hhe }u’.a-f"{;z{
that “video feotede LaS not Made oveifable fo bt Lk
bejf.»wa fx‘ Jhe P\mn}j ond didut get an @FOMH to revrew

ov it

Even dhough SODC never menhoted Hhis, but to Gamsralar Cowrter

Hhaic pesihon, Counsel Sutshlubes ghoterient wes brosght to-the
bu{)\s Q*{U\*IM T)\M\Gf"lj an iTSue {—v QHJ_@ bbﬂ? 1S SU.‘MC{W 7"9

szSfder buk.’tg reused o ¢he Af?&c’té\f Mso‘, Seoe s QJI‘I’W"P‘;/\O +o
LUS(’_. Yhe l“t.F&-" of Mu Bh@-&f“mﬁf) +o apfyﬁj + Wwhet JJ\.Q Do Oé&‘eﬂfﬂd.
LONCh (s jrqossble . The DHO never Stokd whet she observed . AW
B hecps V“’«f”‘* is his version ol eveds net hes . The Do

d ske reled on Wis vides but rlesfes FUJ{’ o Yhe record
LOhet ke perSoV\@utj observed (n~s Vides. TO Mo Willians
Would have had he eppertunidy do review and pesenst
s vides , he wodd howe Shown hig actued Ohereakods ond
t"\lwc@tce.

SCDC oli ol not M&qﬁq MHr- LJ,IZ(.’W M{m‘ru‘rj bue Tomcess
jssue (DHO Wer nol ekl nor impackial )

5CDC‘3 Finol Aﬁow./ Dedscm S Not 5'013001466\, b‘f \Suﬁg}mﬁa‘(

ewiolenle
The report of Afi Brghthooy shake Mr. tsillbucs along with 2

Other 1nmates Wolled ido o Corneca orea ord Morends Za,J-a
Mot People Cumte indv Hhat Corner. boweser, Mr. Wilkaxg

y A



Feskirony peovided dhe inforrihen that ence Yhe other Mot S
Care ko Jhe Corner he., ‘e_-[‘z(' 6c\\-or{, Hg. ’Q\‘]“’L"‘j éeﬁcm (see tQacaOP
o Appecl p. B ofS2, Lae 23-2¢) . The ewdence ented Ohees

ol Show dhot 0y itbeachen M (Dillors had With onyene
Violokeol “832" ST APELobin nor Gonirbuke fo e incideat ak oll.
- SOBC adleibs in iFs oo Bref Mok ippaks evestually dispessed
in dt(‘-(:ere/d‘ WDoyS ond dhet Merders ol Hu 3ruu10 beg an ﬁr:g

wlw weafaefls o Rﬂ&fbfw[m\l"i E'\in PS‘ ke f“l~“¢) m ine .

Spealically M{J\Llﬂl:ed wWhe wes observed tggﬁfﬁ ardd Wi

u)wfha"lS M'- Wl eeS iy as fl.o" ob{er\(ed jﬂh’ﬁ not i no
23

P‘OSS€6&M of oy LOQQ«PM

Firally jn Woll¥ v, Mbowell, HIS .S, $39, S&S F wos dhe
Courts Pas,:#mz Hhot o (orthen glatessont 57 Hig fock Lrder os
b e eyidence relied on wold “ensuee Hhad dolriaistecdsrs, fuced
#):H'L PvS’S‘:()f{J \914‘1,01'1 b‘f tz/‘AGo/q‘ 4*{;3 gdé'&c/ cod /JUAafJ.S‘ enen W
Courts ... W act z{yly, ond “'uf'%’/{ad JhSs wwdten relord Hhe
“/M w"d bﬁ CUI‘ CL _xfcwerc. d/.&‘a.dva_nddm € i owowf/y }U(f own
Coosse o dlefecliog herbelC." 1ol T ofon wetly Hhis el assis}
;‘/\. ‘“‘H’LQ event of OcO(d(“'!D'lQJ e . ﬁwd’ b&;ﬁ S&.«O{
prHen record, ok gha ~edied 9”"('7 o Jhe ineoleat /‘Cfbf‘é and

Vidler -”pao‘li'an . (s« Record ouhppeal p. 1Q 0fS2,Line 10 andd p, § c.\CS'z)

SCDC s g ont an i proper Linolin
Wil antg j:}:?—u;f Coudd be reaser v g‘ZrM GS O&U‘Hﬂl”ﬁ
to STy Alllickon . The PHO olid not state or use Mr Willass
feshimony oc evidente of guilt, S.C., Gole: Aan. |- 13- 320 pm;\;b;k
Mhe ACZ Lror Mafdnj ife oron qead'ual Qnd{.\ﬁ.(‘ When SHrg 1n

l M‘“"“:jﬁ dHhert was no ranhon of Mo, Witlioms Q\(jiu«ﬂj or osSesHiyg
any weepen, he Wes shi dnarj{d with pessessien o a cotapen Riet
onol  STG AL ahen

on, C’}Lﬂﬁ:je wWas

1. On appea] 4o dhe ML, Hhe pessession of a wesp
eManded Osr dicmissal, The ©Hner c)'\arje_ reang, In Court o4 ﬂ-ppﬁa«lr

3. A o wesudt of e Ca.wicﬁms, Mr. Willianes 1% 6@7 Jeeld s SzL’*iﬁ.mf
3




it ellote Copatity , The MC must review Hw Coacling pade bL{
4{"‘0[ ﬂ;jf‘{ : [T::LLLM»C “r‘w.f f‘wib&obsﬂf% s Ju:{‘,zeM fer e
JUrsM o p og - wWedc idenc
%e%ﬁ,@; o-ﬁ‘l &a#ﬁjw o HgERRINRe icnic e
ceorling ly , Hhe ML s:Hag a its ok, Capacity, ¥ty et
MeKe if's 07(4)7\' fackad ﬁmdaf\;j; (Sed 64_(;?50‘} S gff.t }Zﬁ E»ﬁ:Zf'te/d 3
WerkRrce, 407 S.C. 288,790 ) G bing Todd's Tee Creart, Tnc. v. S.C.
Enp't Sec. Cortn, 281 S.C. 264, 268, 315 $.E. 24 373, 375 Cet. App.
(194) Stobing the Standard Geb forth (o Cechon (=23 350 " oloes
nl?f' (.vuﬂcd JM-QLC‘@/ ‘(,G.C‘/' ﬁr\dﬂﬁ 67 CH\-C Ndfwr'f\j W)m A’LC
{reprepecdy macle ity pwn Coctual ﬁ;/w{;,ﬁ opd based s Oecision
eﬂs%se C‘nd;nﬁs. bc
SCDC is Rongirg e hots on dhus | inding Sl
[_awmse no oi/kw;j;" ﬁeviolemce Fm&m&:a@ sa;i?fw M. 157 L&'awﬁ?ubwﬁed
“g3" STG AGLaken neor did he P -‘o&‘f)o}e in. A ewvenks.
5,,»‘?1‘1 inerackin uﬁ‘o“\ P&ﬁ{e oloes net welate QS‘JZ.” T
queshon Hhol shodd be asked is “whot s dhe noture of Hie
iikerackiens” ks explaned in his Tl liad Bried Mr. (Willian g
Stotement Wag ammfmj Jo e Do Moot he e O/ecf’ﬁndtd
STG earber ot Jear around A,er:[ 2024, Beuj d-CS{\?fM
6; G s « C;zlod*; Ctatus and 832" STG ALE Lakian i€ O
caplin oHeqse, .
—I’;F\-tﬂg n—o#unj n e relord Yo Show M., M-’L’Lnﬂ.g‘ :‘/jz"emokd
wifh aomfme in a Hanner 4o Wa/@le ugslw 5TC‘[ Am’tq}”’" ’
SEOC (s ausking dhe (oot o allim on a basis Jhat 55 cleacly

e errer oF [acd.
C&ﬂdMS;M’\
R&Paoﬁhﬂy, baged o He reasons Yoked dts Gurt Stoudd revese
M. Williants Comvickens .
Respest bully, Subriitbd,
Y - & T35008
Pery CI. (f~12

Y30 Daklowwn RA,
4 Pelzer, S¢ 29669



