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QUESTION PRESENTED

DID THE S.C. ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT IN ERROR
DISMISSED A TIMELY FILE CLAIM OF NEWLY DISCOVERED
EVIDENCE IN VIOLATION OF JUVENILE OFFENDER O5TH AND
8TH AND 14TH AMEND TO THE U.S. CONST; WHERE
PRISONER WAS INSTRUCTED BY PAROLE AUTHORITIES
T0 NOTIFY THE BOARD IF HIS FILE CONTAIN ANY
INADEQUACIES ON OCTOBER-10- 2018 WHERE THIS
INVESTIGATION WAS CONFIRMED ON JANUARY-13-2025
THAT DETERMINE PRISONER PAROLE FILE WAS PRLOR
INCORRECT CONFIRMED THAT PAROLE AUTHORITIES WAS
USING THE WRONG IDENTIFIED CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL
RECORD SINCE PRISONER INITIAL PAROLE HEARING THAT
HAS CURRENTLY CAUSED JUVENILE OFFENDER TO HAVE NOT
RECEIVED NO REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNTIES TO
OBTAIN RELEASE DO TO UNAWARE PRIOR INCORRECT RECORD
WHERE PRIOR NEGLIGENCE CAUSED PRISONER TO NOT
RECEIVE AFFORDED REHEARINGS PRIOR BEFORE OCT- 23-2024
WHERE INJURY EFFECTIVELY CAUSED PRISONER LIFE
SETENCE WITH THE POSSIBILITY TO NOW EFFECTIVELY
RESEMBLE LIFE WITHOUT THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE

THAT COMES_INDIRECT CONFLICT WITH STATE V. MITCHELL
2021 6066794
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CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL $ 00189424 15 A 1991
TUNENTLE - OFFENOER ‘OF HOMICIDE €163~ 10) S.C. CODE

OF LAWS. JUVENILE ON AuGUST-4- 1992 WAS SENTENCED
T0 NATURAL LIFE ®Y THE HONORABLE R. HENRY MCKELLAR
SEE  DOCUMENT L S SOMG THIS IR 6F 1992 ..v. s s o
“ONE> WHO PLEA GUILTY T0 HOMICIDE UNDER S.C.

EO0E OF LAWS _TITLE- 16 ARTICLE %" ROMICIDE (musT) BE
PUNISHED IMPRISONMENT FOR LIFE AND IS NOT ELIGIBLE FDR
PAROLE UNTIL THE SERVICE OF TWENTY YEARS. NO PERSON
SENTENCED UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF THIS SUBSECTION

MAY RECEIVE ANY WORK- RELEASE, EARN WORK CREDITS,
GOOD - TIME CREDITS OR ANY OTHER CREDIT THAT WOULD

REDUCE THE MANDATORY IMPRISONMENT REQUIRED BY THIS

SUB SECTION.
SEE 26 S.C. JUR. PROBATION. PAROLE AND PARDON ( 11)

V. PAROLE 11. DEFINITION., NATURE. AND PURPDOSE OF PARDLE
- STATE D s vewes LOKE -~ PROBATION: "THEBESSERNCE OF PARDLE
IS A GRANT OF CONDITIONAL FREEDOM. L[ UNLIKE ]
PROBATION, PAROLE IS A FORM OF EARLY RELEASE FROM
PRISON, BEFORE THE COMPLEITION OF SENTENCE BASED ON TRE
PRISONERS AGREEMENT TO ABIDE BY CERTAIN CONDITIONS DURING
THE BALANCE OF H1S SENTENCE.

IN THE CASE OF JUVENILE OFFENDER THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT
OF APPEALS STATED THAT CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL3 00189424
WAS NOT ONE OF THE CLASS OF OFFENDERS WHO WAS NOT
ENTITLE TO RESENTENCING BECAUSE HE WAS NOT SENTENCE

G 1 TEE WITHOUT . THE “POSSTRILITY "OFR-PAROLE /. W, SEE
STATE V. MITCHELL 2021 6066794.

SEE MAJOR VS. S.C. DEPT OF PROBATION AND PAROLE AND
PARDON SERVS 384 S.C. 457. 465 S.E 2D 795, 799 (2009
LA]] SENTENCING COURT IS NOT AUTHORIZED ToO
DETERMINE PAROLE ELIGIBILITY. SEE ADAMS V. SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION. PAROLE AND PARDON
SERVICES 2016 WL 6092509  SEE “ATWELL V. STATE

§9.7 50. 3d %0~ KT [ &1 CONSTIRUTIONAL L Aw:
PARDON AND PAROLE R s e THE JUDECTARY HAS
NO INPUT AS TO THE OPERATION OF THE PAROLE SYSTEM




TEGAL MAIL

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER STATE AT TH1S POINT THE SouTH
CAROLINA PAROLE AUTHORITIES HAS NOT INFORMED JuvENILE
OFFENDER BY LEGAL MAIL DOCUMENT THAT ([ HES] NONPAROLE
ELIGIBLE. SEE  DOCUMENT A« , JUVENILE SENTENCE COURT

TRIAL GUILTY PLEA TRANSCRIPT CLEARLY REVEAL THAT THE
SENTENCING couRT [ ORALLY PRONOUNCED ) THAT JUVENILE
OFFENDER BE COMMITTED To THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTLION
EOR THE TERM OF HIS NATURAL LIFE. SEE U.S. V. DEMARTINO
e E 3D T5..0 saite STATE JIT7T 1S THE ORAL SENTENCE MWHICH
CONSTITUTES THE JUDGMENT OF THE COURT AND WHICH IS

AUTHORITY FOR EXECUTION.
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER STATE JuST AS IN MAJOR 384
o ALT HGS SR REN T YN LR THE SEREENCING COURT 1.5

NoT AUTHORIZED TO DETERMINE PAROLE ELIGIBILITY AND
JUVENILE WAS [ORALLY SENTENCE 1 TO NATURAL LIFE TN
THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION UNDER STATUTE CODE 16-3-20
(A) THAT DO NOT AUTHORIZE ANY FORM OF EARLY RELEASE......
.... THAT WOuLD REDUCE THE ~MANDATORYS IMPRISONMENT
WHERE THE S.C. JUR (26) (Vv) PAROLE DEFINITION CLEARLY
STATE [ PAROLE] IS A FORM OF EARLY RELEASE FROM
PRISON. BEFDORE "THE COMPLETION OF SETENCE« ... cc0 0o s o oo
... TO INCLUDE JUVENTLE OFFENDER WAS CLAIM BY THE SOUTH
CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS To [ noT 1 BE ONE OF THE
CLASS OF OFFENDERS OF AIKEN VS. BYARS, 410. 534 765 SE,
2D 572 (2014) NOT ENTITLE TO RESENTENCING PRECAUSE HE
WAS CLAIM 7O HAVE LIFE WITH PAROLE ELIGIBLE., COMPELS
THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS WITH RESPECTFUL COMPETENT TO
REVIEW JUVENILE OFFENDER UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCES

WHERE HE SUCCESSFULLY DEMONSTRATE HIS LIFE SENTENCE WITH
THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE EFFECTIVELY RESEMBLE LIFE
WITHOUT PAROLE UNDER THE SOUTH CAROLINA PAROLE BOARD
AUTHORITY.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES
MICHAEL MITCHELL 3 00189424 BEGIN BY PRESENTING HIS
UNIQUE INDIVIDUAL CASE BEFORE OUR SOUTH CAROLINA COURT
OF \KPREALS - THAT “INORDER TO B ENTLTLE: “To . RELTEF HE ETRSYT
MUST MAKE A SUCCESSFUL THRESHOLD SHOWING THAT HE AS A
INDIVIDUAL EFFECTIVELY RECEIVED A SENTENCE OF LIFE WITHOUT
FAROLE . A [ SENTENCE 3 <THAT "BAILED  TO AFEORD HIM A
MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN RELEASE.

3,



EGAL MAIL

86F .. ..., MILTON FAY JRoN ¢ THE STATE OF FLORLDA
262 s0. 3D 326 AT L[2 1 SENTENCING AND PUNISHMENT

BELOW:

JUVENILE OFFENDERS STATE IN ORDER To RALSE AN
8TH AMENDMENT CHALLENGE FoR CRUEL AND UNUSUAL
PUNISHMENT IN THE CASE OF A TJUVENILE OFFENDER SENTENCED
WITH LIFE IMPRILSONMENT. JUVENILE MuST EITHER HAVE
BEEN SENTENCED WITHOUT THE POSSIBILITY oF PAROLE OR
JUVENILES LIFE SENTENCE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE
MUST EFFECTIVELY RESEMBLE A LIFE WITHOUT PAROLE
SENTENCE. US. CONST. AMEND.
SEE VENNISEE <Y SSTATE. 42 FLA-L NEEXKLY D27170
235 80 9D 981 L ELR B0 CDEN ENERY 2017 )
SEE . RopKs \ STATE, €24 503D ‘87® C-FLN. 3D Deatold

PRISONER CONFIRM IN THESE ABOVE CASES JUST AS 1IN
STATE VS MITCHELL 2021 60b6794 [ EACH ] INDIVIDUAL
WAS NOT ENTITLED TO RELIEF BECAUSE THEY WERE CLAIM
TO NOT HAVE BEEN SENTENCE TO LIFE WITHOUT PAROLE
HOWEVER..... .. A OBVIZOUS [ DIFFERENCE 1, MILTON JAY
JR. AND VENNISEE AND ROOKS WERE AFFORED A
“REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO RELEASE AS
THE CONSTITUTION REQUIRE UNDER GRAHAM. 560 U.S. 48.
75 (2010) UNLIKE CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER
CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL $# 00189424 UNIQUE e
INDIVIDUAL CASE BEFORE OUR SOUTH CAROLINA COURT
OF APPEALS....... HE WAS NOT AFFORDED NO MEANINGFUL
OPPORTUNITY TO RELEASE,

PRISONER BEFORE OUR SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS CASE
IS NOT BASED ON AN EXPECTANCY OF RELEASSE NOR Do HE
EXPECT PAROLE BOARD NOR PAROLE AUTHORITIES To A
FAVORABLE ENTITLEMENT TO RELEASE. IN GRAHAM V. FLORIDA
560 U.S..%8. 13020001 HMDING LAL TATE: IS5 NOT
REQUIRED T0O GUARANTEE EVENTUAL FREEDOM HOWEVER THE
CONSTITUTION DD EXPECT PAROLE AUTHORITIES TO
RESPEC_TFUi_._L_Y____PROVIDE A REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY
TO OBTAIN RELEASE BASED ON DEMONSTRATED MATURITY
REHABRTILITATION. PRISONER CONFIRM BASED ON HIS
INDIVIDUAL CASE HISTORY HE WAS COMPLETELY DENIED NO
REALISTIC MEANINGFuL OPPORTUNITY TO RELEASE.

4.




L EGAL MAIL

JUVENILE OFFENDER TRIAL GuILTY PLEA TRANSCRIPT CLEARLY
REVEAL THAT SENTENCING COURT JUDGE ORALLY PRONOUNCED
THAT HE BE COMMITTED To THE DEPARTMENT ofF CORRECTION

FOR THE TERM OF HIS NATURE LIFE. JUVENILE OFFENDER BELIEVE
NATURAL CLEAARLY MEANS JuST AS IT IS PLAINLY PRONOUNCED

W1THOUT RELEASE NON PAROLE GRANT SENTENCE AND THAT
THE ORAL SENTENCE CONSTITUTES THE JUDGMENT OF THE COURT
SENTENCE AND THE WRITTEN COMMITMENT ORDER IS5 MERE
EVIDENCE OF SucH AUTHORITY.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFIRM NATURAL LIFE
SENTENCE WAS NOT PROCEDURALLY BAR UNDER 16-3- 20 (A)
( SUPP 1991) BECAUSE TH1S STATUTE IS A LIFE OR DEATH

PENALTY STATUTE PUNISHMENT. SEE STATE V. TORRENCE 305
S.C. 45 SEE 24-721-640 CIRCUMSTANCES WARRANTING PAROIE
HOWEVER....... ACCORDING TO MILLER vS. ALABAMA 137 S.CT. AT
2464 THIS TYPE OF SENTENCE WAS “CATEGORICAL BAN WHEN
THE SENTENCING COURT DID NOT TOOK INTO ACCOUNT HOW
“CHIDREN ARE CONSTITUTIONALLY DIFFERENT FROM ADULTS FOR
PURPOSE OF SENTENCING:

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFIRM WHILE
STATUTE 16 - 3 -~ 20 CA) L:5UPP 1991)  ACDRESSED PAROLE

ELIGIBILITY THIS SUBSECTION PROVISION RESTRICTED ALL--
FORMS OF ANY TYPE OF SENTENCE REDUCEMENT FROM HIS

SENTENCE . JUVENILE OFFENDER STATE AFTER THE SERVICE
OfF TWENTY YEARS T0 BECOME ELIGIBLE HIS RELEASE IS

STILL BEING RESTRICTED BECAUSE ACCORDING TO 16-3-20
(A) [ suPp 1991)....... NOTHING CAN REDUCE THIS STATUTE
MANDATORY TMPRISONMENT NOT EVEN WORK- RELEASE ,

EARN WORK CREDITS, PROGRAM CREDITS TO INCLUDE
PAROLE., SEE S.C. JUR (26) (v) PAROLE DEFINITION RELOW

PAROEE 1.V U . STATES L PatoLEd 1.5 A
FORM OF EARLY RELEASE FROM PRISON
BEFORE THE COMPLETION OF SENTENCE.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFIRM ALL FORMS OF EARLY RE
> LEASE
FROM HIS SENTENCE WAS RESTRICTED BEFORE 20 YEARS OF
ELIGIBLE AND AFTER,
-
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CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM THE SENTENCING
COURT DID NOT AUTHORIZED PAROLE ELIGIBIVITY BEFORE
SENTENCING AND THAT THE SENTENCING COURT SENTENCE
JOUNVENIEE TO NATHRAL ' LEFE. ON-AusUsT - 4- E992.
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE REVEAL BEFORE SENTENCING ON
SUBUST <4 - 1992  SHATUTE 16 - 3= 206A) WAS ALREADY

R RESTRICTED SIRENTE 0f  PARAI £ ELIGIBIITTIY AND ANY
EORMS OF EARLY SENTENCE REDUCTIION OF HIS SENTENCE
PUNISHMEN To

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFIRM (BEFORE) TJUVENILE COMPLETED
20 YEARS OF SERVICE To ARPLY FOR CONSIDERATION FOR

PAROLE ~EARLY RELEASE (““PAROLE GRANT ) WAS AGAIN
PRIOR RESTRICTED IN (1995 AMEND OF M35 PDA)Y A S

A NO PAROLE OFFENMSE.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFTRM PAROLE FELIGIBILITY
BEFORE 1995 AMEND WAS SIILL CONSIDER A  PRIVILEGE
FORM OF EARLY RELEASE FROM HIS NATURAL LIFE MANDATORY
IMPRISONMET PUNISHMENT UNDER 16- &5 2BTA) THAT WAS
RESTRICTED INCLUDING WORK - RELEASE , GOOD TIME CREDITS

:PROGRAM CREDITS WHICH NO PERSON UNDER THIS PROVISION
MAY NOT RECEIVE,

CONVICTED TUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM [IF] PAROLE AUTHORLIES

CLAIM THAT PAROLE IS A FORM OF EARLY RELEASE FROM

THE REMAINDER OF A PRISONER SENTENCE AND JUVENILE
WAS SENTENCE TO NATURAL LIFE...... o MNDER "3 TAUTE

}6~ 3 - 20(A) (5UPP 1991 ) THAT RESTRICTED ALL FORMS OF
SENTENCE REDUCEMENT SuUCH AS PAROLE , WORK RELEASE,
EARN WORK CREDITS, PROGRAM CREDITS, OBVIOUS RELEASE
WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE PECAUSE""FRESE "ARE" Afl
CREMS OF "LAREN REVEACENTY TNCUUDE . A ToyeMGLE
OFFENDER DEMONSTRATED MATURITY AND REHABILITATION

THAT TE{‘F_ COM“ST.ITUT.T_OM REQUIRES PAROLE SYSTEMS To
OFFER SOME™ MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN

RLEASE SEE _ GRAHAM V. FLORIDA, S60. . U.S. 48, 15 (2610)
SEE MONTGOMERY V. LOUITSTEANA "136 "5 CT AT 7 3 b.

G.




HISTORY

ON OCTOBER- 10- 2018, PRISONER AND COUNSEL MRS LAURA W. YOUNG
OF BLUME., FRANKLIN AND YOUNG, LLC OF COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROLINA
RESPECTFULLY NOTIFIED THE BOARD DOING A RECORDED VIDEO
CONFERENCE PAROLE HEARING THAT A INTRODUCTION BY PAROLE
ROARD OF CRIMINAL DOMESTIC VIOLENCE RECORD WAS NOT PRISONER
RECORD BEFORE BOARD AND THAT RECORD COuLD BE PRISONER FATHER
RECORD,

PRISONER AND COUNSEL WAS WITHOUT PAROLE FILE REVIEW REFORE THE
CouRT RULING OF [ KELSEY V. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
PROBATION., PAROLE., AND PARDON SERVICES 441 s.Cc. 373, 893 SE2D

588 2023 wL 5598698, SEE BLACKWELL V. SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF PRORATION, PAROLE., AND PARDON SERVICES 2024 wL
2956900. CONVICTED TJUVENILE OFFENDER DID NOT APPEAL HIS
OCTOBER - 10- 2018 PAROLE DENIAL DO TO BEFORE KELSEY AND
OBVIOUSLY AFTER KELSEY PRISONERS DID NOT HAVE TO FILE APPEAL
WITH THE S.C. ADMINISTRATIVE LAwW COuRT [ INORDER] TO
NOTIFY THE BOARD THAT PRISONER THINK HIS OR HER FILE CONTAIN
SOME ERROR OR_ OTHER INACCURACY. [ AccomrpING 1 TO FORM 1212
SEE DOCUMENT _B ., ADVISE PRISONERS 70O NOTLFY THE BOARD OF
THE SPECIFIC ERROR OR INACCURACY WHERE THE BOARD WILL
INVESTIGATE THE INQUIRY AND NOTIFY THE INMATE OF THE ACTION
COMPELLING EVIDENCE REVEAL FORM 1212 DID NOT STATE HOW LONG
A INVESTIGATION WILL TAKE TO BECOME FINALIZE WHEN REPORTED
ON OCTOBER- 10- 2018, EVIDENCE REVEAL BY REASONABLE LOGIC

L oNcE]l THE INVESTIGATION RECAME FINALIZE ONE WOULD ASSUME
10 BE NOTIFIED ACCORDING TO FORM 1212.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM HE HAD NO CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHT TOo DEMAND A SPECIFIC TIME FRAME TO FINALIZE THE
INVESTIGATION REPORTED ON OCTOBER- 10- 2018, SEE BARKER V.
WINGO 92 S.CT. 2182 AT [ 6 1 CRIMINAL LAW LENGTH OF DELAY

THERE IS NO CONSTITUTIONAL RASIS
FOR QUANTIFYING INTO A SPECIFIED
NUMBER OF DAYS OR MONTHS THE SPEEDY
TRIAL RIGHT U.S.C.A. CONST AMEND 6.

EVIDENCE cONFIRM LonceE] THE BOARD BECAME NOTIFIED OF THE SPECIFIC
ERROR ON OCTOBER - 10 - 2018 REHEARING WAS MANDATORY WHETHER
PRISONER WOULD HAVE APPEALED SEE [KELSEY] or L[AFTER] THE
INVESTIGATION BECAME FINALIZED THAT DETERMINE A IDENTIFIED
ERROR WHETHER 1T TOOK DAYS MONTHS OR YEARS TO BECOME
FINALIZE. PRISONER CONFEIRM HE NEVER WAIVED HIS RIGHT TO
REHEARING NOR APPEAL., SEE BAKER 92 S.CT 2182 AT L[ &3

7




ESTOPPEL NATURE AND ELEMENTS OF wAIveER. L[ warveR] IS
AN INTENTIONAL RAELINQUISHMENT OR ABANDOMENT OF A KNOWN.
RIGHT OR PRIVLLE GE. GUBSTANTIAL EVMIDENCE RFVEAl PAROLE
AUTHORITIES WATIVED CONVICTED TJUVENILE OFFENDER
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT To REHEARING OF THE OCTORER-10-2018
IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS WHERE PAROLE GRANT CouiD HAVE
BEEN POSSIBLE IF NOT PAROLE AUTHORITIES WAIVER of ERROR
SEE DOCUMENT C ..

ON OCTOBER- 23- 2024, CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER WAS OFFER
FOR THE FIRST TIME TO REVIEW HIS PAROLE FILE AFTER THE
SOUTH CAROLINA COURT RULING OF KELSEY 441 S.C. 373 18
WHERE PRISONER DISCOVERED REPORTED CRIMINAL DOMESTIC
VIOLENCE HAD WENT UNCORRECTED. (1IN ] ADDITION PRISONER
DISCOVERED INACCURATE PREJUDICE RECORDS RANGING
FROM 1977 To 1988 THAT WERE NOT CONVICTED JUVENILE
OFFENDER CRIMINAL RECORD HISTORY. ON OCTOBER - 23- 2024
PRISONER WAS DENLED PAROLE WHERE ON NOVEMBER - 18- 2024
PRILSONER CONTACTED BELOW:!:
. MR. T0DI D GALLMAN (ACTING DIRECTOR)
OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT OF PROBATION
PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES.

Z. MRS VALERIE SUBER (AS5SOCIATE DIRECTOR)
OF THE SOUTH CAROLILNA DEPT oF PROBATION
,PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES.

SEE DOCUMENT_D _ PAGES ( 1-9), CONVICTED TJUVENILE REQUEST
FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION IN VIOLATION OF CONVICTED
JUVENILE OFFENDER EIGHT AMENDMENT To THE UNITED STATES
CONSTITUTION AND IN VIOLATION OF AIKEN V. BYARS, 410 S.C. 534
765 S.E. 2D 572 (2014). SuBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE REVEAL ON
PAGE ( 5) o0F 1=9eccass PAROLE AUTHORITIES WERE PRIOR MADE
AWARE IN SPECIFIC ERROR THAT CRIMINAL DOMESTIC VIOLENCE
RECORD REPORTED ON OCTOBRER - 10- 2018 BY PRISONER AND COUNSEL
THAT RECORD DID NOT BELONG TO CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER.
PRISONER ADVISED S5.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES ON PAGE (7)

OF DOCUMENT _D ., THAT ALL PAROLE BOARD HEARINGS L[MusT)
ALL BE REHEARD WHICH WAS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR DO To
COMPELLING EVIDENCE PAROLE AUTHORITIES WERE USING .
PREJUDICE FALSIFIED RECORDS TO RETJECT CONVICTED JUVENILE
OFFENDER A REALISTIC MEANING FUL OPPORTUNITY To ORTAIN
RELEASE [ SINCE ] PRISONER FIRST INITIAL PAROLE HEARING
WHERE CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER REQUEST To REMDY THE
DUE PROCESS VIOLATION TO GRANT PAROL E.cves oo WHERE

8.




THERE WERE PRIOR POSSIBILITIES TO A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITIES
To OBTAIN RELEASE BEFORE OCTOBER- 23 - 2024 IF NoOT FOR
PAROLE AUTHORITIES PRIODR INCORRECT RECORD THE OUTCOME

CouLD HAVE BEEN DIFFERENT SEE DRUMGOLD V. CALLAHAN 707
F.3d 28.

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE REVEAL THE “EXTREMELY“
UNEXPLAINED UNREASONABLE LONG DELAY IT TOOK THE SOUTH
CARCLINA PARCLE AUTHORITIES To REMOVE THEIR PRIOR
INADEQUATE, INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION OF FALSE CRIMINAL RECORD
FOUND BY PRISONER IN HIS PAROLE FILE SEE DOCUMENT_DP- _ PAGE
(5) 1- 9 THAT WERE PREPARED AT INTITIAL PAROLE HEARINE OF
(2012 ). THAT WAS FINALLY DECIDED To 8E REMOVED BY

S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES ON TANUARY - 13- 2025; NO DOuUBT

EFFECTIVELY PREJUDICE AND INTURY CONVICTE D
CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELLH 00189424

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM HE HAS FounND A

ADENTIFIED ERROR THAT IS A SUCCESSFUL CHALLENGE OF CRUEL
AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT IN THE CASE OF A JUVENILE OFFENDER
SENTENCE TO LIFE WITH PAROLE ELIGIRILITY WHERE SOuTH
CAROLINA PAROLE AUTHORITIES PRIOCR RECORD ERROR HAS ACTIVELY
PREJUDICE PRISONER THAT REGUIRE ATTENTION AND A RESPECTFUL
REMDY OF THE WRONG WHERE THE FATILURE TO AFFORD A
CORRECTIVE REMDY wouiLD CONSTITUTE DEPRIVATION OF LIBERTY

WITHOUT DUE PROCESS....... WHERE AFTER THE REMOVAL OF

THE CONFIRMED INADEQUATE INFORMATION THAT HAD CONTRIVED
TO EFFECTIVELY HELP CAUSED PRISONER TO NOT BE AFFORDED
NO PRIOR REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITILES TO OBTAIN

RELEASE BEFORE JANUARY - 13- 2025 SEE DOCUMENT _D.

—_—

PAGE (5) 1-9 WHERE THE AFFORDED PAROLE REHEARING HELD
ON.cosooas MARCH- 26 - 2025 NOT ONLY DENIED PAROLE
OBvIOUS S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES USED THE “EXACT™ SAME
REASONS T0 REJECT  JUVENILE OFFENDER PAROLE GRANT REHEARING THAT
WERE EXACT SAME REASONS PRISONER PAROLE GRANT WAS BEING
DENIED WHEN PAROLE FILE RECORD CONTAINED FALSE CRIMINAL

RECORDS SINCE PRISONER INITIAL PAROLE HEARING REPORTED

ON HIS “REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION SEE DOCUMENT _D.

PAGES (3) (4) 1-9....... SEEL DOCUMENT _F. , MARCH- 26 - 2025
NOTICE OF REJECTION.
9.

JUVENILE OFFENDER




PRISONER CONFIRM THE PRIOR USAGE OF FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS
FOUND IN CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL # 00 189424 PAROLE FILE
ON OCTOBER- 23- 2024 WERE MISIDENTIFICATION OF RECORDS

WHICH WAS INVESTIGATED TO BE JUVENILE OFFENDER FATHER
CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORDS IDENTIFIED IN ERROAR AS CONVICTED

JUVENILE OFFENDER CRIMINAL HISTORY SEE DOCUMENT _ G
[ SLED cATcH ) CITIZENS ACCESS TO CRIMINAL HISTORIES.

PRISONER CONFIRM WHEN SOUTH CAROLINA PAROLE AuTHORITIES
INITIALLY PREPARED THE WRONG RECORDS  SINCE (2012) IN ERROR

WITHOUT PROPER IDENTIFICATION ofF RECORDS HISTORY FOR
EXAMPLE SEE  SLED CATCH PAGE (5 ) HIGHLIGTH DOCUMENT G
AND PAGE (8 ) INFORMATION SUBMITTED INDICATES PRISONER
EATHER IS A CONVICTED FELONY OF viotEnct [AnD]) THE
MISIDENTIFICATION CRIMINAL HISTORY FOUND TN JUVENILE
OFFENDER PAROLE FIILE JDENTIFIED TN ERROR EFFECTIVELY wWRONGEULY
CLASSIFIED CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL n00189424 CONVICTED

JUVENTLE OFFENDER AS A PRIOR VLOLEI\IT QFFENDER CRIMINAL
IHAT THE PRIOR PAROLE BOARD MEMBERS IN ERROR FROM INITIAL
HEABING TO OCTOBER- 23 - 2024 CLASSIFIED PRISONER AS ONE
NOT AUTHORIZED FOR PAROLE GRANT. SEE CODE OF LAWS OF SOUTH
CAROLINA 1976 ANNOTATED 24-21-640 CONFIRMED ON _ TANUARY -13-
ji ) 4N CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM THE CONFIRMED
MISIDENTIFICATION OF RECORDS THAT WAS FOUND BY PRISONER
ON OCTOBER- 23 - 2024 SEE DOCUMENT _D._ PAGE (5 ) 1 AND 2

WERE BOTH REMOVED ON JANUARY - 13- 2025 HowEVER...... THE

UNREASONABLE LONG DELAY SEE MATTER OF WELFARE _OF I G.B.
443 N.w. 2d 867 CRIMINAL LAW THE BALANCING TEST

EFFECTIVELY PREJUDICE AND INJURY JUVENILE OFFENDER FROM
£2012) To THE PRESENT DO TO NO REALISTIC MEANINGEUL

OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN RELEASE WAS AFFORDED BECAUSE
THE PRIOR RECORD WAS CONFIRMED INCORRECT.

JUVENILE OFFENDER STATE THE PRIOR INCORRECT RECORD FROM
INITIAL HEARING OF (2012 )........ THAT WAS FINALLY REMOVED
ON JANUARY - 13 - 2025 LEFT THE PRISONER JUVENILE OFFENDER
WITH NO REHEARINGS FRoM (2012) TO (2022) WHICH WAS

OBvVIOUS NOT THE FAULT ERROR OF PRISONER AND NOT KNOWN:
TO PRIOR COURTS ToO INCLUDE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

| O,




DUE PROCESS VIOLATION OVERLOOK BY PAROLE AUTHORITIES
BELOW.

IF...... . CONVICTED JTUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES MICHAE L
MITCHELL £ 00189424 REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION
DOCUMENT _D-, PAGE (5 ) 1-9 SPECIFICALLY IDENTIFIED
FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS IN HIS PAROLE FILE RECORD BELOW,

1 CRIMINAL DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DATED 6/ 5 / 1992
WAS NOT HIS CRIMINAL RECORD HISTORY

2. FOUND ADDITIONAL CRIMINAL RECOADS RANGING FROM
1977 70 1988 wWwWAS NCT HIS CRIMINAL RECORD HISTORY \WHERE
IN RESPONSE To HIS L[ FOUND IDENTIFIED ERROR CORESPONDENCE LETTER)
RECEIVED IN AGENCY OFFICE ON 11-25-2024 ACCORDING TO
DOCUMENT _E___, DATED JANUARY- 13- 2025 “‘ WHERE S.C. PAROLE
AUTHORLTIES DID NOT [ REFUTE] NOR CHALLENAGE NOR DISAGREE
CRIMINAL FALSE RECORDS FOUND THAT PRISONER CONFIRM EFFECTED
WRONGFUL DECISION MAKING BY PAROLE AUTHORITIES SINCE
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER INITIAL HEARING ofF (2012).
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM ACCORDING CODE OF LAWS
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 1976 ANNOTATED 24-21- 640 CIRCUMSTANCES
WARRANTING PAROLE; PAROLE AUTHORITIES USAGE OF CONFIRMED
EALSE RECORDS BY COMMON SENSE UNDER STATUTE EFFECTIVELY MADE
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER [ UNAUTHORIZED] INELIGTIRLE FoR
PAROLE GRANT WwWHIcH READS AS FOLLOW BELOW:

6¢
THE BOARD MUST NOT GRANT PAROLE NOR IS PAROLE AUTHORIZED

To [ANY] PRISONER SERVING A SENTENCE FOR A SECOUND 6R

SUBSEQUENT CONVICTION, FOLLOWING A SEPARATE SENTENCING
FOR A PRIOCR CONVICTION. FoR VIOLENT CRIMES AS DEFINED IN
SECTION 16-1 - 60. PROVIDED THAT WHERE MORE THAN ONE
INELUDED OFFENSE SHALL BE COMMITTED WITHIN A ONE - DAY
PERIOD TO ONE CONTINUOUS COURSE OF CONDUCT SUCH MULTIPLE

OFFENSES MusT BE TREATED FOR PURPOSES OF THIS SECTION AS ONE
OFFEN SE.

1.



SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE REVEAL. ONCE CONVICTED
JUVENILE OFFENDER CORRECTLY PIN POINTED THE IDENTIFIED FALSE

CRIMINAL RECORDS oF (1) CRIMINAL DOMESTIC VIOLENCE DATED
0b-05-1992 AND FOUND ADDITIONAL CRIMINAL RECORDS RANGING

FRom 1977 10 1988 [Carcl)....... [ SPECIFICALLY] ADDRESSED
IN PRISONER g DOCUMENT REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION
SEE DOCUMENT P PAGcEs (5) and (7)) 1-9..... e T

IS O0OBvIOUS OBSERVABLE S.C. PARGLE AUTHORITIES DID NOT
LrRerFuTE] NoR [ prsacREE ] NoR [ cHALLENGE] STILL NoT YET oOF
THIS DAY SEE DOCUMENT _E. . PRTSONER CONFIRM DESPITE PAROLE.
AUTHORITIES “‘ GRANTED™ PRISONER A REMEARING FOR THE 10-23-2024
PAROLE DENIAL. AND REMOVED THE FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS A
FACT sStxiL [ OBSERVABLE 1 AND ACTIVE APPEALARLE , THAT PAROLE
AUTHORITIES NEVER ADVISED THE S.C. ADMINISTRATIVE (AW COURT
RATHER AGENCY PRIOR KNEW THEY PERPARED FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS
LOR] AGENCY DISCOVERED FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS AFTER PRLSONER
REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSTDERATION DATED 11- 18- 20724,

EVIDENCE REVEAL ON DOCUMENT __E:  TanuaRY- 13- 2025 T7 1s
UNCLEAR L RATHER] PAROLE AUTHORITIES WERE L[ UNAWARE ] THEIR
AGENCY PREPARED INCORRECT RECORDS, AND GRANTING PAROLE
REHEARING FoR 10-23- 2024 wovurdD Not [ CoNSTITUTE 1 Moot
CLAIM BECAUSE ¢ sa a's o o HAVING ACTUAL' KNowWLEDGE of USINEG
FALSE RECORDS SINCE PRISONER FIRST INITIAL PAROLE
HEARING [ VERSE ] BEING UNAWARE OF USING FALSE RELCORDS SINCE
PRISONER FIRST INITIAL PAROLE WEARING 15 O0BVIOUS [ Twol
DIFFERENT THINGS WITH TwO DIFFERENT RESULTS BY REVIEWING
AHE  FACTS - BELOW:

g IF SOuTH CAROLINA PAROCLE AUTHORITIES
CLAIM "ISSUE IS MOOT AND MATTER SHOULD BE DISMISSED>
BEFORE THE S.C. COURT ofF APPEALS [ MooT 1l CLAIM wWouLD COME
IN DIRECT CONFLICT OF CONTROVERSIAL WITH THE S.C. COURT
OF APPEALS ‘“Deciszon oF STATE V. MITCHELL 2021 6066794,

IN STATE VS. MITCHELL ““ COURT CLAIM™ CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL
L 00189424 CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER WAS NOT ONE OF THE
CLASS oOF OFFENDERS ENTITLED To RESENTENCING RECAUSE HE WAS
SENTENCE To LIFE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE wevwwn. . . 4
[ SPECIFICALLY ] ADDRESSING GRAHAM V. FLORIDA, 560 U.S. AT 78

12.



[ ““orping” 1....... A STATE IS5 NOT REQUIRED TO GUARANTEE
EVENTUAL FREEDOM BUT MUST PROVIDE “ SOoME MEANINGFUL
CPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN RELEASE BASED ON DEMONSTRAED
MATURITY AND RKEHABILITATION SEE..... MONTGOMERY V. LOUISANA
711 v.5. 190 212 (201b).

CONVICTED TJUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL
00189424 ““CONFIRM> MOOT CLAIM OR MOTION TO DISMISS
BEFCRE THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS wWoOuLD DRAW
FuLL ATTENTION To THE *° HOLDI_NCJn IN GRAHAM V. FLORIDA
IN VIOLATION OF S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES ADMITTED

““ PREPARATION OF FALSE RECORDS» SINCE CONVICTED IUV‘E_NILE_»
OFFENDER FIRST INITIAL PAROLE HEARING wWouLD ‘“ABSOLUTELY

NOT SATLSFY FAIR ““ FUNDAMENTAL DUE PROCESS REGUIREMENT
TO A MEANINGFuUL OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN RELEASE.

PRISONER CONFIRM  THE USAGE OF THE FALSE RECORDS® PRIOR
(oNvicTions L[ BEFORE ] REMOVING ON JANUARY - 13- 2025
ToToALLY ELIMANATED ALL PRIOR AVALIABLE POSSTRLE
OPPORTUNITIES TO OBTAIN RELEASE TO DEMONSTRATE MATURITY
GROWTH AND REHABILITATION FrROM 2012 To 2025 COMPELLING

EVIDENCE woOuLD REVEAL THE PREPARED FALSE CRIMIP:IAL s
RECORDS BY PAROLE AUTHORITIES OBVIOUS CREATED A ~NEGATIVE

CHARACTER OF A “° TRREDEEMABLE’ (ONVICTED JUVENILE
OFFENDER THE [ RARE] ToToAlL OPPOSITE oF ONE WHOS NOT F1T

TO RETURN TO “"SOCIETY. THE FALSE PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORDS USAGE
FROM 20172 TO 2024 CONFIRMED OF JANUARY - 13- 2025 “INDICATE
ONE WHO LACK'S MATURITY GROWTH AND LACK OF REHABLLLTATIDN
SEE A PERFECT EXAMPLE OF CASES BELOW:

VENNISEE v. STATE 42 FLA L wekkLY [ p2170), 235 so.
747 (FLA. 3d DCA 0OCT-11- 2017 )....... ““HOLDING” THAT A

DEFENDANT IS NOT ENTITLED TO RELIEF UNDER MILLER WHERE

HE CAN NOoT ““MAKE™ A THRESHOLD SHOWING THAT THEY EFFECTIVELY
RECEIVED A SENTENCE OF LIFE WITHOUT PAROGLE [ OR ] A

SENTENCE THAT FAILED To AFFORD THEM A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY
T0 OBTAIN RELEASE. 13



IN [ VENNISEE V. STATE 235 60.3d] courT cASE ““DEFENDANT
SENTENCED AS A JUVENILE To6 LIFE IN PRISON WITH THE
POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE WAS NOT ENTITLE To RELIEF WHERE
HE HAD BEEN RELEASED ON PAROLE AND HIS PAROLE WAS

REVOKED....... ““BECAUSE” HE COMMITTED A NEW OFFENSE AS AN
ADULT. SEE ROGERS v. STATE. 223 So. 309 281 ( FLA. 4TH DCA 2017)
THE FORTH DISTRICT HELDeeo..... - “wHAT [ GRAHAM vs. FLORIDA]

'3 >
REQUIRE AND WHAT S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES ““ OVERLOOKED 1IN
IN ROGERS VS STATE THAT HE HAD AN OPPORTUNITY FOR RELEASE

WHERE INFACT RELEASED TWICE ON PAROLE..ID AT 282. SEE
CURRIE V. STATE 219 $0.3d 960 [ FLA 1ST Dca 20171).

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER BEFORE OuR SouTH CAROLINA
PAROLE AUTHORLTIES CONFIRM [ UNLIKE ] VENNISEE. ROGERS,
AND CURRIE V. STATE ABOVE ....... “ THEY” WERE AFFORDED

A REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO RELEASE HOWEVER
IN THE CASE ofF S.C. CONVICTED TUVENILE OFFENDER
CHARLES MICHAEL MLTCHELL & 00189424 FROM HIS INTTIAL
PAROLE HEARING OF 2012 T0 3-26-2025 PAROLE REHEARING
NO REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN RELEASE
WAS AFFORDED ““D0 To THE PREPERATION OF FALSE RECORDS
BEGINNING AT INITIAL HEARING 2012 ~EFFECTIVELY> MADE
PRISONER [ UNAUTHORIZED]) FOR PAROLE GRANT UNDER 24-21- 640
UNTIL JANUARY - 13- 2025 WHEN PAROLE AUTHORITIES “CLAIM®
THEY REALIZE PRISONER PAROLE FILE PRIOR RECORD WAS INCORRECT
IS WHAT VIOLATE CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL$ 00 189424 EIGHTH
AND FOURTE.E.NTH“AMENDMEMT T0 THE U.S.ﬁ CONST; THAT CAN NOT
AND WILL NOT SATISFY DUE PROCESS [ mM00T) CLAIM BY
PAROLE AUTHORITIES....... TUST BECAUSE™ PAROLE AUTHORITIES
REMOVED THE IDENTIEFIED FALSE CRIMNAL RECORDS AND GRANTED
PRISONER (1) REHEARING WHERE EVEN REMHEARING HELD ON

3- 26- 2025 STILL RESULTED IN A CLEAR DEMONSTRATION
FUNCTIONALLY EQUIVALENT T0 “LIFE WITHOUT PAROLE.

SEE MILTON JAY JR APPELLANT 25 50. 3»p 326 DISTRICT
COURT OF APPEAL OF FLORIDA AT [ 21

14



SUFFICIENT SUBSTANTIAL REASONS TO RESPECTFULLY
REGUEST FOR GRACE OF CONDITIONAL RELEASE:

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER EIGHTH AMENDMEND OF CRUEL AND
'Y s
UNUSUAL PUNLSHMENT ‘‘COME INTO PLAYY THAT ONCE SOUTH CAROLINA

PAROLE AUTHORITIES CONFIARMED ON JANUARY - 13- 2025 THAT PAROLE
AUTHORITIES PRIOR RECORD WERE INCORRECT «¢...... IT IS TO BE
CLEARLY UNDERSTOOD PRISONER ““REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION
WAS To COMPEL SOUTH CAROLINA PAROLE AUTHORITIES TO SToP
USING FALSE RECORDS To REPEATIVELY REJECT CONVICTED
JUVENILE OFFENDER A REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY To OBTAIN
RELEASE OBviousLY IT IS To BE CLEARLY NOTICE ON THE FACE OF
PRISONER REQUEST FOR PAROLE RECONSIDERATION SEE DOCUMENT
D.- pacE (1) FOR CONFIRMATION.

IN THE CASE OF CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES MICHAEL
MITCHELL 3 00 189424 ....... PRISONER [ HAD TO REQUEST 1 FoRr

A REHEARING. PBRECAUSE PAROLE AUTHORITIES REPEATEDLY REFUSE TO
REMOVE PREJuDICE FALSE RECORDS FROM PRISONER PAROLE FILE RECORD
THAT HAD CAUSED ‘*MULTIPLE” WRONGFUL DECISION MAKING SINCE
PRISONER INITIAL PAROLE HEARING OF HIS ONLY AFFORDED [ MECHANISM]

é
TO OBTAIN RELEASE WAS BY GRACE OF PAROLE GRANT BY ‘‘PROVIDING
SUBSTANTIAL PROOF OF FOUND FALSE CRIMINAL HISTORY LOCATED IN

PRISONER PAROLE FILE RECORD SEE DOCUMENT _D:  PAGES (5) AND(7)
1-9.

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE CONFIRM THE REMOVAL OF THE FALSE
RECORD AND THE NEW HMEARING SCHEDULE ON MARCH- 26 - 2025
OBviousLY DID NoT CURE VIOLATION OF THE 8™ AND 14™ AMENDMEND

To THE U.S. CONST; DO TO THE REHEARING WAS MANDATORY REGARDLESS
WITHOUT HAVING BEING FORCE TO REQUEST FOR IT....... SEE KELSEY

V. S0UTH CAROLINA DEPT OF PROBATION., PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES
441 S.c. 373. EVIDENCE REVEAL IF PRISONER WOULD NOT HAVE
REQUESTED FOR REHEARING SEE DOCUMENT _ D- _ PacEs 1= 9

SOUTH CAROLINA PAROLE AUTHORITIES WOULD NOT HAVE REMOVED
THE FALSE RECORD AND NO REHEARING WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN
AFFORDED.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM THE [ RESCHEDULE ] REHEARTING

HELD ON MARCH - 26 - 2025 THAT STILL RESULTED IN A EFFECTIVE
PAROLE DENIAL IS CHALLENGE UNDER THE 8™ AMENDMENT LEAVING
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER ONLY OPTION IS TO RESPECTFULLY
REQUEST FOR CONDITIONA L RELEASE.

15.




CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM IF FORM
1212 SEE DOCUMENT_B: ““CRITERIA™ FOR PAROLE CONSIDERATIN
CONFIRM S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES PREPARE RECORDS
FOR THE PAROLE BOARD AND IT COMES PART OF THE
ENMATE PAROLE FILE .cone .. WHERE OBvVIOUS FROM A REVIEW
OF DOCUMENT_E.  ON JANUARY - 13 - 2025 PAROLE

AUTHORITIES DETERMINE THEIR (OwN) AGENCY
PREPARED INCORRECT PRIOR RECORDS IDENTIFIED BY
PRISONER L[ 0BvIouS 1 MANDATE REOPENING OF JUVENILE
OFFENDER INITIAL PAROLE HEARING To ATTEMP To
RESOLVE THE 8TH AND 14TH AMENDMENT OF U.S. CONST;
VIOLATION DO To THE JANUARY -13- 2025 ADMITTED
LETTER IS CONSIDER ““NEW INFORMATION® THAT WOULD
REVEAL To “° COMPETENT COURT ® SEE THE HONORARLE
CHIP HUGGINS 2010 wWL 4982611 5.C. copE 24-21-13
(A)(2) (BR) THAT BY LOGIC ‘““PAROLE BODARD® DO NOT
PREPARE THE RECORD BECAUSE ACCORDING TO FORM 1212
THE RECORD IS PREPARED THROUGH INVESTIGATION
CONDUCTED FOR THE PAROLE BOARD [ WHO]l IS RELYING

ON INITIAL INVESTIGATION INFORMATION TRANSFERRED
TO THEIR DEPARTMENT TO RELY ON AND WHICH COMES
PART OF THE INMATE PAROLE FILE. EVIDENCE REVEAL

BY LOGIC THE PAROLE BOARD CouLD NOT HAVE KNOWN. .
AT _INITIAL PAROLE MEARING THAT PAROLE AUTHORITIES

PREPARED [ PREJUDICE ] FALSE CRIMINAL RECORDS. .
SEE CARL T. MONROE V. THIGPEN 932 F.2D 1437 AT L2l

PARDON AND PAROLE ““EVIDENCE AND MATTERS CONSIDERED
3

CONFIRMessoan. ‘““WHILE > PAROLE STATUTE CONFERRED

NO LIBERTY INTEREST IN PAROLE IT DID NOT GRANT

BOARD DISCRETION TO RELY UPON ADMITTEDLY FALSE

INFORMATION IN DETERMING WHETHER TO GRANT PAROLE
CONST. AMEND 14. Seeg STRADER V. TRoY. 571 F.2D
1263, 1266 (4TH CIR. 1978) SEE TowWNES V JARVIS

577 F.3d 543 AT [11 FOR CONTROVERSY To BE MOOT
IT MUST LACK AT LEAST ONE OF THREE REQUIRED ELEMENTS
OF ARTICLE TMT STANDING: (1) INJURY IN FACT (2).

CAUSATION., OR (3) REDRESSABILITY CONST ART.3 Z,CL 1.
[6'
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CONVICTED FIRST TIME JUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES
MICHAEL MITCHELL # 00 189424 (ONFIRM JuST AS
JHE PAROLE BOARD THAT HE CoOULD NOT HAVE KNOWN
AT THE BEGINNING OF HIS INITIAL PAROLE |
HEARING THAT THE PAROLE BOARD WERE RELYING
REer L SE  RECORDS Sidair e (2002 )Y.o0 ... ESPECTALY
WHEN PRIOR FILES WERE CONSIDER BY STATUTE
CONFIDENTIAL AND PRIVILEGE SFf DOCUMENT ..E. .
PRI SONER CONFIRM THESE FILES WERE CONFIDENTIAL
FROM HIS FIRST PAROLE HEARING OF 2012 TO 2024.

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE CONFIRM WHEN
S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES FINALLY NOTIFIED CONVICTED
JUVENILE OFFENDER ON JANUARY- 13- 2025 Is A
RESPECTFUL ““ REDRESSABILITY CLAIM....... BECAUSE
DBVIOUS JUVENILE OFFENDER WAS ‘CLEARLY ™ INJURY.
ACCORDING TO UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION UNDER

GRAHAM V. FLORIDA 560 AT 75, [ CHARLES MICHAEL
MITCHELL # 00 189424 CONVICTED JuVvENILE

OFFENDER “ " REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY
To OBTAIN RELEASE BASED ON DEMONSTRATED
MATURLTY AND REHABILITATION«ecwseooos WAS SUPPOSE
10 'START "AT HIES INETIAL HEARING oOF 2012

NS “REALISTEE MEANTMGEUL  BELEASE lasae sis ~SAS
NOT OSUPPOSE TO START @ AFTTER: PAROLE AUTHORITIES
DECTED TO REMOVE THE FALSE CRIMINAL RECORD ON
JAMUARY <13 ~=Z 028 “FT I8 A CLEAR -BIH AMESGMENT
VEDE ATE BN .. 0iaias OF CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT.
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CLAIM THE UNREASONBLE
DELAY " TO  AFFORD - TUNENTLE  OFFENDER "HIS - REALISTIC
MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY To OBTAIN RELEASE BEFORE
TANUARY - 13 2825 NIOLATES - "THE PLEA - "STATUTE
9 - 16 - 3 - ZO0%R) C SUFFE 1981 ) “IF ‘SouUTH "CARDLINA

COURT OF APPEALS CLAIM PRISONER WAS SENTENCE
0O PAROLE ELIGERIIT Y
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SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE CONFIRM WHEN
S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES BOARD BECAME ACTUCALLY
BWARE “ON OCTOBER - 10/ 2018..60:0a THAT PRISONER

THINK HIS FILE CONTAINED INADEQUACY INFORMATION
PRISONERS DONT HAVE TO APPEAL T0O ADMINISTRATIVE
LAW COURT [ tNORDER ] TOo NOTLFY THE BOARD BEFORE
KELSEY V. SouTH CAROLINA DEPT OF PROBATION.,
PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES 441 S.C. 373 EVIDENCE
CONFIRM OF DOCUMENT_B. CRITERIA FOR PAROLE
CONSI DERATION - “PRISONERS” HAD TO WAIT ON PAROLE,
AUTHORITIES: TO - NOTTENY " THE IUMATE OF THE ACTION
TAKEN OBVIOUS AFTER THE INVESTIGATION WHERE
FoRm (1212) CAN NOT LIE. FOR PROOE PRISONER
FILE HIS SECOND REQUEST FOR REHEARING ON
NOVEMBER- 18 - 2024 PREFORE HE FILED HIS APPEAL
J0 THE SOUTH CAROLINA ADMINISTRATIVE . LAW COURT
ON BEC- Bs - 2024, H1IS REQUEST FOR PAROLE
RECONSIDERATION SEE DOCUMENT_D ., SEE DOCUMENT
E JANUARE= 2= 2045 LETTER "IN “RESPONSE
PAROLE AUTHORITIES CONFIRM THEY RECEIVED MY
CORRESPONDENCE LETTER IN THEIR OFFICE ON 11-26-724
PROVE THAT JUVENILE OFFENDER ON O0CT-10- 2018
DID NoT HAVE TO FILE AN APPEAL TO THE SOUTH
CAROLINA ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT BEFORE
[LKELSEY V. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT OF PROB, PAROLE

AND PARDON SERVICES IN ORDER To NOTLIFY THE
BOARD THAT HE THINK HIS FILE CONTAIN SOME
ERROR OR INADEQUACY.

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELL ING EVIDEMCE CONFIRM

8L, PARDLE'SUTHOELE T EEN JTHTEMTFIONLY WALTVED
CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER OCTOBER-28- 2018
REQUEST FOR REHEARING OF OCTOBER- 10- 2018

S CTEIRST  OFRICINE EREQUEST FOR B REALLS TAC
MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY To OBTAIN BASED ON DEMONSTRATED
MATURITY AND REHABILIATION REQUIRE UNDER GRAHAM V¥
FLORIDA 560 AT 75 AND DENIED AGAIN ON MARCH- 2b - 2025.

18.
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CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM RBREFORE OUR S,C.
COURT OF APPEALS ACCORDING ToO “NAPUE V. ILLINOIS®
360 U.S. AT 269. 79 S.CT. 1173 T10....... ESTABLISH

A NAPUE VIOLATION., A DEFENDANT [ musT 1 SHOW

THAT  "THE ° STATE ~ KNOWINGL Y SoL I&ETED FALSE
TESTIMONY OR KNOWINGLY ALLOWED IT TO GO

UNCORRECTED WHEN IT APPEARED, AND IF THE DEFENDANT
MAKES THAT SHOWING, A NEw TRIAL IS WARRANTED

&6 LONG AS . THE nFALSE 'TESTIMONY " MAY HA‘VE» HAD
AN EFFECT ON THE OUTCOME OF THE TRIAL, I1d AT
292, 19 S.CT 3 ¥3s THAT IS a3k eld IN _ANY
REASONABLE LikeLIHooD [ COURT HMAVE AFFECTED THE
JUDGMENT OF THE JURY OR IN CONVICTED JUVENILE
OFFENDER CASE THE PAROLE BOARD AND PAROLE
AUTHORITIES DECISION MAKING.

AosvreTE B it ekl corsk vnEr [ 8O 0ouBT 1 HaAs
SUCCE S SiFule X DEMONSTRATE TO OUR S.C. COURT OF
APPEAL'S AND OUR S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES A

# SUCLES SFRLPNAPUE NS ILLINOLS * VIOLATION BY
COMPELLING EVIDENCE AND MILLER V. ALABAMA, 132

S CT. 2455 (2012d,. SEE ATKEN NV BYARS: 410 S.C. 534
544 (2014) SEE GRAHAM V. FLORIDA, 560 U.S 48,75
(2010), SEE MONTGOMERY V. LOUISIANA. 136 S 1T AT
§ v [ A B WHERE THIS COURT GAVE, EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC
EVIDENCE THAT wouLD BE RELEVANT TO PAROLE
CONSIDERATIONS FOR MONTGO MERY To REMEDY THLE MILLER
VIOLATION PBY CONSIDERING THEM FOR PAROLE, RATHER
THAN RESENTENCING THEM., MARYLAND RESTORATIVE
JustTic INITIATIVE V HOGAN NO. CVELH- 16-1021, 2017
WL 467731 (Domd. FED. 3,0 2017), SEE MILTON JAY TR.
V. THE STATE 6F FLORIDA 252 SO0 3D 32¢.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM HIS 5TH AND
8TH AND 14TH AMENDMENT T0 THE U.S. CONST, ARE
BEING VIOLATED THAT WHEN CONVICTED JUVENILE
OFFENDER WAS FINALLY ( NOTIFIED) ON TANUARY- 13- 25
SEE DOCUMENT _E.- ., THAT HIS PRIOR RECORD WAS

19
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3
INCORRECT, ‘COMPELLING EVIDENCE REVEAL CONVICTED
JUVENILE OFFENDER CHARLES MITCHELL B 00189424

WA S NoT  ONLY ‘““ENTITLE™ To THE DCTOBER - 23-2024

REHEARING;, PRISONER WAS ACTUALLY ENTITLE TO ALL
WRONGFUL PAROLE DENIALS THAT WERE EFFECTED BY THE
USAGE OF THE FALSE RECORD TESTIMONY BEFORE (2024).
CONVICTED JUVENLLE OFFENDER CLAIM BY COMPELLING
EVIDENCE To OuUR S5.C. COURT OF APPEALS, PAROLE
AUTHORITIES O0BVIOUS UNEXPLAINED UNREASONABLE
LONG DELAY T0O REMOVE THE FALSE RECORDS ENTER
AT JUVENILE OFFENDER INITIAL HEARING IN SERIOUS
ERROR AND THE UNREASONABLE LONG DELAY TO NOTIFY
PRISONER IN A TIMELY FASHION ‘“WHEN  ALSO BOUGHT
TO THE S.C. PAROLE AUTHORITIES FuLL ATTENTION ON
OCTOBER- 10- 2018 LIVE PAROLE CONFERENCE HEARING
NO DOUBT HELP CAUSE cuvre.. JUVENILE OFFENDER LIFE
WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF PAROLE UNDER S.C PAROLE
AUTHORITY T0 EFFECTIVELY ““RESEMBLE . LIFE

WITHOUT PAROLE. SEL MILTON TJAY JR. THE STATE OF
FLORIDA 252 So0. 3d / 326.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFILAM. BEFODRE OUR S.C
COURT OF APPEALS THAT WHEN PRISONER AND COUNSEL
REPORTED ON OCTOBER- 10- 2018 THAT HIS FILE CONTAINED
FALSE RECORDS DOING HIS LIVE RECORDED PAROLE
HEARING, AND BY OF PRISONER REGUEST FOR PAROLE
REHEARING DATED DCTOBER- 28 - 2018 SEE DOCUMENT

C. SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE CONFIRM NONREFUTE PAROLE
AUTHORITIES WERE NOTIFIED PRIOR MADE AWARE.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER CONFIRM ON OCTOBER-23
- 2024 HE DISCOVERED THAT HIS PRIOR REPORT NOTIFY
TO THE PAROLE BOARD AND PAROLE AUTHORITIES REPORT OF
FALSE RECORDS WENT UNCORRECTED FROM 2018 WHEIRE HE

ALSO FOUND FALSE RECORDS IN HIS PAROLE FILE FROM 1977
TO 1988 ALL REPORTED IN HIS REQUEST FOR PAROLE

2.0.



RECONSIDERATION SEE DOCUMENT _D-_pPaGES (1-9) SUB STANTIAL
COMPELLING EVIDENCE CONFIRM WwWHEN PAROLE AUTHORITIES
CONFIRMED ON JANUARY - 13- 2025 THAT CHARLES MICHAEL
MITCHELLH 00189424....... IDENTIFLED AN ERROR THAT
DETERMINE PAROLE AUTHORITIES PRIOR RECORD WAS INCORRECT
NOT (ONLY) MANDATED REHEARING FOR THE OCTOBER-23- 20724
IT ALSO CONFIRMED WHEN PRISONER WAS ““FINALLY® NOTIFIED

FROM HIS OCTOBER - 10- 2018 REPORT OF FALSE RECORD THAT
PRISONER THINK WAS IN HIS FILE AS ““INSTRUCT BY FORM
(1212) TO0O INVESTIGATE AND NOTIFY PRISONER of THE
ACTION TAKEN.

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE CONFIRM THE EXTRENLY
LONG OBVIOUS ““UNEXPLAINED  DELAY To REMOVE THE FALSE
PRE TUDICE RECORDS BOUGHT TO PAROLE AUTHORITIES ATTENTION
ON OCTOBER- 10- 2018 BY PRISONER COUNSEL AND PRISONER

BY WAY OF LIVE RECORDED PAROLE VIDEO CONFERENCE CLEARLY
PREJUDICE JUVENILE OFFENDER FROM PRIOR RECEIVING ANY
REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITIES To PRIOR RELEASE
BASED ON DEMONSTRATED MATURITY AND REHABILITATION THAT
THE CONSTITUTION REQUIRES PAROLE SYSTEMS 10 OFFER.

PRISONER STATE WHEN HE FINALLY BECAME NOTIFY JANUARY -13 -
2025 THAT HIS PRIOR RECORD WAS INCORRECT DID NOT
PROCEDURALLY BAR THE REHEARING FOR OCTOBER- 10- 2018, 00
TO PRISONER NOTLFY REPORT WAS CONFIRMED THAT HIS PAROLE
PRIOR FILE WAS INCORRECT, WHEN IT WAS BOUGHT TO THE
PAROLE AUTHORITIES ATTENTION AND IF THE PAROLE
AUTHORITIES WERE MANDATED To [ RESCHEDULE ] THE OCTOBER-
23- 2024 FOR REHEARING SEE DOCUMENT _E. . OBVIOUS THE
OCTOBER- 10- 2018 PAROLE DENIAL WAS MANDATED AS WELL
SEE DOCUMENT _C. , OCTOBER-28- 2018 REQUEST FOR PAROLE
REHEARING. PRLSONER STATE THE FAILURE TO AFFORD PRISONER
HIS CONSTITUTION RIGHT TO OCTOBER- 10- 2018 REHEARING
AFTER THE INVESTIGATION DETERMINE PAROLE PRIOR RECORD WAS
INCORRECT ON JANUARY- 13- 2025 VIOLATE NAPUE V ILLINOIS
UNDER NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE . 79 S.CT. 1173....... \WHEN
PAROLE AUTHORITIES ALLOWED FALSE RECORD REPORTED TO GO

UNCORRECTED TO BE EFFECTIVELY USED To REJECT TJUVENILE

OFFENDER ANY REALISTIC MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNIT
RS IES T0 OBTAIN
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CONVICTED TUVENILE OFFENDER CLAIM HE HAD (1) YEAR
EROM TANUARY- 13-2025 To JANUARY-13-202k TO APPEAL

FROM DATE OF DISCOVERED EVIDENCE SEE (17- 27-45);
PRISONER TIMELY FILE NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE APPEAL

ON NOVEMBER - 20 - 2025 SEE DOCUMENT _K- .

SUBSTANTIAL COMPELLING EVIDENCE €EONFIRM THE MARCH
“2bL- 2025, AREHEARING (ONLY) ACCOUNT FOR THE OCTOBER-
23-2024, PAROLE DENIAL SEE DOCUMENT_E. WHICH CONFIRM
HOW LONG THE REPORTED FALSE RECORD INVESTIGATION WENT
UNCORRECTED BEFORE PRISONER WAS NOTIFIED oN JANUARY-
13- 2025 AS REQUIRE BY FoRM (1212) SEE DOCUMENT _B- ,

—_

NOTE: FOAM 1212 ““(RITERIA FOR PAROLE CONSIDERATION

DID NOT STATE HOW LONG AN INVESTIGATION SHALL
TAKE ONCE THE BOARD BECOME NOTLIFY.

CONVICTED JUVENILE OFFENDER (ONFIRM “JuST BECAUSE
PAROLE AUTHORITIES DECIDED TN ERROR To NOTIFY PRISONER
on ( TanuaRY- 13- 2025 ) FRrom A ( OCTOBER- 10- 2018 ) REPORT
OF FALSE RECORD OF MISIDENTIFICATION OF RECORD THAT WAS
CONFIRMED To BE PRIOR INCORRECT RECORDivevs.o. DO NOT
PROCEDURALLY BAR JUVENILE OFFENDER CHALLENGE of 8TH AND
14TH AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTLON WHEN
INVESTTIGATION BECAME FINALIZED WHERE PRISONER CHALLENGE
CLAIM ON NOVEMBER - 25- 2025 SEE DOCUMENT_K- |, 1N
VIOLATION OF NAPUE V. TLLINOIS “THAT PAROLE AUTHORITLES
KNOWINGLY ALLOWED FALSE RECORDS TO GO UNCORRECTED
WHEN IT APPEARED TO_ THEIR ATTENTION ON OCTOBER-10-2018
SEE DOCUMENT _ €. AND ALLOWED THE USAGE OF THE FALSE

RECORD TO CONTINUE To BE USED BY THE PAROLE BOARD
AS MEANS To HELP REJECT TJUVENILE OFFENDER PRIOR

AVAILABLE OPPORTUNITIES WHERE PAROLE GRANT RELEASE

CouLD HAVE BEEN POSSIBLE IF NOT FOR THE USAGE OF CONFIRM
PRIOR INCORRECT RECORD JUVENILE LIFE WITH THE POSSIBILITY OF

PAROLE WOULD NOT EFFECTIVELY RESEMBLE LIFE WITHOUT THE

05 SEE MILTON JAY JR V. THE STATE OF FLORIDA
22
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CONVICTED JUVENTILE OFFENDER HERE WITHIN THIS BRIEF
HUMBLY REQUEST FOR CONDITIONAL RFIFASF Tn




'l ‘“ff? \P' F-"ﬂ ﬁ‘ r
@LL:"'M\L WIAIL IN THE STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA RBCEIWB

coUuRT OF APPEALS

MAY 20 2005

SC Court of Appeals
CASE NO. 202b6-000521

IN THE STATE OF SoUTH CAROLINA
BN T Y “ioF

CHARLES MITCHELL # 00189424
APPELLATE

VS.

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT of PAOBATION
PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES

RESPONDENT

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I HAVE ON THLS DAY___IQ__OF MARCH
2026 SERVED RECORD ON APPEAL AND BRIEF OF APPELLANT
ALONG WITH ATTACH DOCUMENTS LETTERS . “Alv % ON THE BELOW
SATD PERSONS BY PLACING A cOPY RECORD ON APPEAL AND A
coPY oF APPELLANT PBRIEF AND CoPY OF ATTACH DOCUMENTS
LETTERS A~ I TO0"DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF tEGAL SERVICES

DEPARTMENT oF PROBA TION, PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES
PoST BOX 207 COLUMBIA SOUTH CAROLINA 29202

2
THE HONORABLE RALPH K ANDERSON II CHIEF ADMIN LSTRATIVE
LAwW JUDGE . ADMINISTRATIVE LAW CouRT EDGAR A BRownN

BUIDING 1205 "PENDLETON " STREET, SUXTTE 224 Awnbd

3.

THE ORIGINAL BRIEF oF APPELLANT AND RECORD ON APPEAL
ANDE CERTIFICATE cBF  SERNICE T0 SoOUTH CARBLINA CowpRT
OF  APPEALS JENKY ABBOTT. KITCHINS CLERK OF COURT PosT

OFFLCE BoOX 11629 COLUMBIA: SOUTH CAROLINA 29214
BY DEPOSITING THE SAME IN THE UNZLITED STATES ALLENDALE

CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION MAIL RoOM . POSTAGE PAID

SWORN Tp AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME THIS /377
DAY OF _Aon| 202(- :

i ANGELA D.ROWE |
§ Notary Public - State of South Carolina
- ME)Commission Expires

| NOTARY P B;_ii
MY COMMISSION EXPIRESALLcu. AL, 2038 ', ecember 11,2030 |}

CC' To: MRS ALLISoN K. ELDER (TIME SERVED) 2/ 4
222 RUTHERFORD ST @/wg el |
GREENVILLE, S.C. 29609 LCHARLE S M. MITCHEL

To: JoN OZMINT (THE OZMINT FIRM LLC )
P.o. BOX &8 14 COLUMBIA, S.C. 29200

NOTE: .88 T Mﬁil Eoom wWas <l gse ‘-I’ 'd’ 2L



IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CRRCLINA
COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL
RALPH K. ANDERSON. I
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JubcE

CHARLES MITCHELL # 00189424 APPELLANT

\/S.

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT OF PROBATION. PAROLE AND
PARDON SERVICES __ RESPDNDENT

RECEIVED)

MAY 20 2026
SC Court of Appeals

RECORD ON APPEAL

CHARLES MITCHELL #00189424

RAPPELLANT

CHARLES M MITCHELL#OO169424
ALLENDALE CORRECTIONAL
INSTITUTION

P.O. BOX 1151, HWY 47
FAIRFAX SC 29827




Y 1 BOO 63 6989

FOHIM T ASE BOND A PFHRGADANI
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24

25

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS FOR THE TERM OF YOUR NATURAL LIFE.
MR. HARPOOTLIAN: THANK YOU, YOUR HOMNOR,

(WHEREUFON, THE GUILTY PLEA PROCEEDINGS WERE CONCIUDED)

JocuMENT

19




FORM LASER BOND A PENGAD/INDY 1-B00 631 6989
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11

13

14

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THURSDAY, AUGUST 6, 1992

MR. STONE: CHARLES MICHAEL MITCHELL. MAY I APPROACH?

THE COURT: SURE. MR. DELGADO.

MR. DEIGADO: YES, YOUR HONOR.
(WHEREUFON, A BENCH CONFERENCE WAS HAD)

« THE COURT: IS THE SOLICTITOR READY TO PROCEED?

m.si‘&m:'m,:iammm.-

THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. THIS IS A BIATR HEARING ON THE
"DEFENDANT, CHARLES I'U.CBAEL MITCHELL, WHO WAS SENTENCED ON

MR. JOHNSON: YES, YOUR HONOR. AND ——

THE COURT: TUESDAY MORNING.

MR. JOHNSON: AND IT’S A BIATR HEARING TO DETERMINE THE
GI@EIBQCYOFQ-IARI.ESMGMMLATTHATTM.

THE COURT: TO STAND TRIAL AND/OR TO PLEAD GUILTY.

MR. JOHNSON: YES, YOUE HONOR.

THE COURT: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT HE HAS ALREADY
PLED GUILTY TO THE CRIME OF MURDER. 1IN AN ABUNDANCE OF
CAUTION, WE’RE HOLDING THIS HEARING TO MAKE THIS
DETERMINATION ON THE RECORD. ALL RIGHT, MR. JOHNSON.

MR. JOHNSON: THANK YOU, JUDGE. IF IT PLEASE THE COURT
AT THIS TIME THE STATE WOULD CALL DR. DONAID W. MORGAN.

DR. DONAID W. MORGAN, BEING FIRST

DULY SWORN, TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS:

THE CLERK: PILEASE BE SEATED. STATE YOUR NAME FOR THE

20
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£ : e
South Carolina Dep(a:rtmggt th iProbation, Parole and Pardon Services YT ARG ST HOvMg T
ratio P D Box 50666
Criteria For Parole Consideration oD 0. Box 008
mate Name SCDC # : 5
‘F 4 ; / AT
- ; . 77, St e
Criteria For Parole Consideration Ot
The South Carolina parole law creates no right to be released on parole. Parole in South Carolina is strictly a matter of privileg Uth Carolina

Board of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services has absolute discretion to grant or deny parole As such, the publication of these parole criteria in no way
creates an expectancy of release, nor does it bind the Parole Board in any way to a favorable parole decision or establish any presumptions of entitiement to
parole

in deciding whether or not to grant parole, the Parole Board considers, among other things, the inmate's record before incarceration as well as during
\ncarceration.  The record itself is prepared through investigations conducted for the Parole Board. and it becomes a part of the inmate’s parole file These files
are maintained by the Department of Propation, Parole and Pardon Services and are, by the statute privileged and confidential The confidentiality of the
paroie file is far reaching inmates themselves have no right to inspect the contents of their files If the inmate thinks his/her file 1s somehow incomplete or
contains some error or other inaccuracy, he/she must notify the Board of the specific error or inaccuracy The Board will investigate the inquiry and notify the
inmate of the action taken

Inmates do, however, enjoy certain rights in the parole process The inmate has the right to appear at his parole hearing |f the inmate fails to appear, the
Board may decide his/her case in absence The inmate has the right to be represented by an attorney. however. he/she has no right to have an attorney

appointed if he/she cannot afford one At the hearing, the inmate has the right to present witnesses and evidence on his/her own behalf, but an inmate does
not have a right to confront witnesses

In deciding whether or not an inmate should be granted parole, the Board or Panel of the Board exercises its absolute discretion to the limits allowed by state
and federal law The discretion of the Board or panel aims at protecting the best interest of both society and the inmate being considered for parole In its
concern for the protection of society's and the inmate's best interests, the Board or Panel deliberates upon the “reasonable probability” that an inmate will not
again violate the law, if parole is granted. When deliberating upon the reasonable probability that an inmate will not again violate the law, the Board or Panel
weighs the factors listed pelow The Board or Panel, in its absolute discretion, alsc considers any other factors not listed below which it considers relevant in a
particular case

1 The risk the inmate poses to the community,

2 The nature and seriousness of the inmate's offense, the circumstances surrounding the offense, and the inmate's attitude toward i,

3 The inmate's prior criminal records and his/her adjustment under any previous programs of supervision,

4 The inmate's attitude toward his/her family, the victim, and authority in general

5 The inmate's adjustment while in confinement, including his/her progress in counseling, therapy, and other similar programs designed to encourage the

inmate to improve himself/herself
The inmate's employment history, including his/her job training and skills and his/her stability in the work place,

The inmate’s physical, mental and emotional health.
The inmate's understanding of the cause of his/her pas! criminal conduct

© o~ O

The inmate's efforts to solve his/her problems, such as seeking treatment for substance abuse, enrolling in academic and vocational education courses,
and in general using whatever resources the Department of Corrections has made available to inmates to help with their problems,

10 The adequacy of the inmate's overall parole plan. This includes inmates living arrangements. where he/she will live and who he will live with; the

character of those with whom the inmate plans to associate in both his/her working hours and his/her off-work hours, the inmate's plans for gainful
employment.

1 The willingness of the community into which the inmate will be released to receive the inmate
12, The willingness of the inmate's family to allow him/her to return to the family circle.

13, The attitudes of the sentencing judge, the solicitor, and local law enforcement officers respecting the inmate’'s parole
14 The feelings of the victim's family, and any witnesses to the crime about the release of the inmate.

15 Other factors considered relevant in a particular case by the Board J °‘u Mt ~

Reservation of Discretionary Power of the Parole Board

These criteria in no way limit the absolute discretion of the Parole Board or Panel to make parole decisions on a case-by-case basis and to grant or deny parole
as it determines to be in the best interest of society and the inmate under review

In some cases, the Board may decide that an inmate should be granted parole if the inmate completes one or more stated conditions When this is the case
the Board may grant a parole that becomes effective when the inmate completes one or more stated conditions Should the inmate disobey any rule or
regulation of the South Carolina Department of Corrections before satisfying the stated conditions to make his parole effective the Board may rescind the
inmate's parole and treat the case as though parole had been rejected. In other cases. the Board may feel it needs more time to form its decision In such
cases, the Board may simply take the parole consideration under advisement and reschedule it at a later date Similarly the Bo
hearing in order to dispose of detainers or pending charges

If the Board rejects an inmate for parole, the inmate will be given written notice of rejection stating the reasons for rejection. Decisions of the Board have no
precedential effect whatever and in no way limit the Board's absolute discretion at later parole hearings

ard may postpone a parole

After rejection for parole, the procedure of scheduling of rehearing is as follows

1 An individual serving time for a violent offense defined in §16-1.60 of the South Carolina Code of Laws 1976 will be reheard for parole two years
following the date of parole rejections Applicable legal exceptions may allow for a one year hearng

2 An individual serving time for a nonviolent offense defined in §16-1-70 of the Sauth Carolina Code of Laws 1976 will be reheard for parole one year
following the date of parole rejections

| certify that the above material has been explained to me, and | have received a copy.
Inmate's Signature ’7.* /! (‘ Date Witness ala
/ f, 507 { ¢ 1 7 F 4 / 5 /

L/ /

Carm 1917 Ravieinn & Marrh 18 2002 {Stark) Distribution White Copy - Parole Services, Pink Copy - Inmate




documcn‘r C 10-28- 2018

To: MR HENRY ELdRidGE. cHARMAN
STATE OF SooTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
PRoBATioN. PAROLE. ANd PARdoN SERVICE
232V PEVIME STREET. ST bo0 PosT oFFicE
Box Sobblb ColumBiA., SocvTH CARoLINA 29250

DEAR MR, MENRY ELdaidoE. cHreMAN

RE. REGUEST ]

Od Tue _9.._'.10.'_8_20' ~. LounselL ForR VagolLE E\\¢ BLE STaTe
INMATE CHARLES MitcHE | 3 001892, Ms LaurAa Youno
DF THE BLUME FRANKLIN- BEST AnNd Youwe LLC., 400
EIMwoaod AVENUE , SOITE 200 ColumbiA SevTH CARsLiNA
a920! B03-765-)041 Fax B03-765-1143 . Dip Forwnrd You

A CoPY OF A REQUESTEd SPECIAL PAROLE HEARING ON
OMN BEHALF OF Savd STATE I NmaAaTE ABovE, HowEVER AID

RESPONSE CAME BAK FRoM THis AGENCY, Aud BECAVSE of THis

A ERROR TooK PLAE. <tE onrtgomer OUiISiAhA, 36

S.CT. 718. 724 (20|6) MllIER V. ALABAMA 132 _S.CT 2455,
gmema C.ouRT 530 .

DN THE _10-10-2018 , A PARoLE HEARING WAS HELD AT THE
LIEBER CORRECTiONAL INSTITuTiON FoR THE ABOVE STATE

LNMATE, HOoWEVER NOo REAUESTEd SPeciAL HEARING wlAS

5gﬂ59g N YET MADE K:\lowgi....sv THIS AGENCY!

CEEE?EA 10-201 » BXTACH COPY AS dotvomented —To REQUEST
RING, (bEF_) COvAT ORDER. ConclusioN BY DEANDREA 6.

BENTAMIN, CHief Aclmu.rrzahve IvdeE, el Tudial CiReonit

CoNcLusion ﬂ]’_;mgﬂ Qgﬁl PAGE. T oF 7
l.




TT wlas DETERMIiMNE THAT CHARLES M. MitcHEN
PAROLE OLRANT BE FRETECTED FoR THE FoRTH
TimE FOR BLIBiBLE  REVIEN s s i i sdn s o646

Vo7& [ovwT: UnaniMovs To ReITET

“THs MATTER CLomeEs To Your ATTENT, 0N
duk T . SERVRL. BollsTrudspsls Ri6uTS MAY
| HAVE BEEN wviolaTeEd THAT NEED A

RESPECTFul ATTENTON TWAT CAN BE Resdvez/
vpPod REVIEW BeLow:

(1.) CHARLES M. Mitcuell # 00189924  Record  Files
wis  oBvisusc Y Mixed ANd ComBined witd
His FATuER RécoRd FiIEs CHARLES M. MNCHE I
WHo BoTd HAvE THE SAME TDENTAL FiRsT,
MipoLE AND LAST Nnm&...ﬂucf USED ABGAINST
Him AT His FAROLE HEARING wiiicH HEIP
DETERmMINE RATuER To 6GRANT FAROLE oR

REJTECT Li)ve BY "l/,'DEDCadFEA’EMCE onN
Lz bz 300k, Quote: By NEAD CHAIR oOF

BoARD..vso . MR. MitcHEN WINAT HoPPEN Tl
THE DOMESTIC VI'oleEnLE CASE. Tihs
RECORAinG L0k PME Live Tw ThE

PRESENCE  OF ATToRNEY Awbp FAMILY.

i MR MitcHEI # 00189424 bDio  ATTEMmP T

Corr&T THE HEAd CHAIZ  BoARD OF TmE
DBVIOUS  TNCORRECT FIIE  ZniFoRmatiod N
WHCH  THE HEAD cHnIR  B0ARd  Respordecd
QuotE... T Could moT TEI.(MEAT NG THE
DiFFErencE of Personl)




[:I',éIQRY on FIIE

OaRLES M. MidcHEll, SENIOR HAs SERVAL

DOMESTIC WVIOLENCE OFFENsES AND NuMERBOUS

CRiMINAL CONVIcHiONS RECORDS OFFENSES AWD
POOR COMMUNITY ADIUSTMENTS AnDd TN

Ano ouT TIAY RECORDS CONVICHIONS To

INcludinG MiSDEMCAMORSs..A Wis x\ﬁﬂcﬁic oF FENSES .

CLEARLY TNE 10-10-20iB, PAROLE HEARMWE MEID
wrs WoT A DEMODNSTRATED  _toudividual  FAiR
DUE PROCESS PARoLE MNEARIMG . BECAVSE  TuosE
Two ConpinEd FilES HNEIP DETERMINE A
OUNANIMmovs To REJIEcCT PARDLE GRANT.......
FoRTMER TNERE IS No  TEING WHAT OTHER
SERVBUS ERRORS ARE  CONDINEd wlitHind
CNARLES M. MiICMEI 3 00 1BA434 FIIE  RECORD
FROM Mis FiRST PARDLE E{GiBLE MNEARING
To Mi& CoRRENT PAROLE REIEc+HioN.

THE 10-12-2018, Re: MyTiCE oF RE TEc T/ oAl
Eindints oF FRcT . CEIMiNAL Recotp T atdicates
Pook Community Ad TvSTMENT _Tuar WELL. T
DETERMINE _PAROLE RETETIiON Ts oF OBVuS
LERROR THAT MR. MitcHElIl REQUEST To~ BE
@Ev:‘[u/Ef/ /Md ('ak’f[tfé:[. SEE BELOW:

Me. Mitcueil # 189924, Do NoT HAVE A CRMINAL
RECORD TN THE "SoamTER CouNTY

I.?SESIDEMEE PLAN AREA FoRM

PiNEw oop
{333 DATED
~ 23=2038 Londuct+ep BY PAEoLE EXAMINEE
Ms BRownl., AT THE LIiEBER CoRRebiounl T M.5.T:
Sgct+iod (A) oF ABovE ForM.




—LROOF or SERVICE

1 Lhats LB7ucil ca 00189424 eetiFY THAT L

Have <eERvEd The witdin RE: EEQUEST RQHEARN@

PATED 40-28-2018 sy e BELOW SAID PERSOAM S

6NE (1) CoPY OF THE SAME AT THRE ' LXEBER CORR L.MN.ST
Mail Room (uniTed sTates mail.) PoSTAGE PREPAId addressl
To eAcH  Said PERSDN  RELow:

To: Ma HENRY ELdRd6E. cHairMAN
STATE OF SouTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
PROBATION, PAROLE And PARDON SERViCE
2221 BEVINE STREET., SUITE bLoo PoesT OFFcE

BoX SobLbb Colom BiA, SouTy CARoLINA R 9252

To. MR TERARY B AdGER . DiReTOR
STATE oF SouTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
PRoBATION. PAROLE ANd PAZDoN SERVICE
A2A) peviue STREET, SUITE LoOo PosT OFFicE
BoX S0666 Colom BiA, SeuTi CARDLINA 242Ss0




MR. Xod; e c}.mmnu/ncriue D.REC TR
DEPARTMENT oF PRABAT DA PAROLE AnNd PARDGN
SERviCEsS 293 GREYSToONE BOULEVARD Posr

OFFICE PBopx 207 COivMB.A. SecTH CAROLINA
d92642

To: MRs. VALERic SURER

DEPARTMENT OF PRCBATION, PAROLE And PARDON

SERVILES 293 GREYSTONE BOULEVARD pPosr

QFFICE Box 207 ColtMB.A, SouTH CAROLINA
193202

Diie: (i-§5-202 4%

SUBJECT:

REQUEST TO REHEAR AND DETERMINE A
POSSIiBLE GRANT oF PARCLE To
TO RESOLUTE THE CONT:W
PReTEC TienN

FORMALLY ATTEMP

UE VIOLATED EQUAL
REHTS oF 1992 JUVENILE CONV.CTED
STATE INMATE CHARLES MITCHE LL # 00189424
WHEN THE SCPPPS KEEP REPEATIVELY CONT.NUE " TO
COMBINE A NON RELATED CRIMiNAL RECCRDS OF NON
ANoTHER RELATED C(RIMINAL RECCADS oOF ANOTHER
INMATE OR PERSON PERSONAL PRIVATE ©ELES I‘MTO
IMNTe CHARLES M}TL_HEH#.OO;LB?H;L{ PAROLE F..IE,
PREPARINE PRIOA BEFORE SENdING NoTCE OF HEARING
BATE. And WHEN PARCLE BCARD IS DETERMING T N
VOTiNe RATHER IJUVENILE CONVICTED STATE T NMATE
CHARLES MIitCHELI 2 001894924 SHCULD RE GRANTEJ
RELEASE THAT RESULTS IN A AETECT FOR RELEASE.

JoCUMENT

DEC 14 2024

South
P’”"""“‘mw&&m%



HiSTORY:

INMATE CHARLES My TCHE XL 00189Y
CONV.LTEd JUVENILE OoFFENAER oF ADULT STRAIGHT T ME
SENTENCE SEVERING A LiFE W.+H PAROLE ELi6\BLE
SENTENCE.: CONVICTEd JuvENILE CFFENDER HAS NOC
CouRT PENAING CHARGERS STATE eR FEDERAL- € MARLES
MitcHENHIE PLEAEd GUILTY To HOMICIDE of STEVEN
WAYNE HAMMOND oN AveusT
RicHLANA CeUNTY Cour

ZH 8 A FiRST T.ME

» S~ LVOR . wilici AT THE

T. INMATE MITCHEITIT 00189424
WAS 17 YRS QLD wueEN Td.s CFFENCE QecurED Add

THE STATE OFFER A PLEA To 20 To LiFE WiTH
PAROLE Elib.BLE SENTENCE..

NG FAMILY CouRT WAS OFFER
CNLY ADU

LT COURT PROCESS AS COURT FELS REVEAL-

THOSE CHIIDREN THEN AWD cHilDREN
New WHE WERE UNDER THE AGBE cF 18 YeARS oD
ARE CONSIiDER CLHIIDREN CONVICTED OFFENdERS CUNAER
THE

SoUTH CAROLINA STATE LAW Zs=F AKEN V. BYARS
H10 S.C. 534. 544 (201Y4) ron THOSE THAT HAVE L.FE

W+H PAROLE ELG.BLE SENTENCES IT Now FrlIS To
THE PARcLE BDARD To CONSIDER

1S Yoo TW ANd its
ATTENAANT CIRCUMSTANCES To ArFcorp A TRUE
MEANiNGFUL DEMONSTRATION OF MATUR.TY AND
REHAB L TATON To BE GRANTED PAROLE BY THE PAROLE
BOAR D.

RECEIVED

DEC 11 A4

South Carolind 4 oo
paroles, Pardons N,




2.

3.

PAROLE H:iSTORY:

STATE INMATE CHARLES MHCHENI T 00169424, FRST
APPEARED REFORE THE ScuTH CARCLINA PARcLE RCARD

TN MARCH oF 2012. MITCHEN 300189424 WAS G.WEN

A NOTICE OF RETECT N ON MARCH - 18- 2042. THE
FiNdinNe OF FACT:

I NATURE AND SERIOUSNESS OF CURRENT OFFENSE

2. ZNAICATION ©F VIolENCE IN THIS OR PREVIOUS OFFENSE
9. USE OF DEAdLY WEAPON .ILN THis OR PREV.cuS OFFENSE

INMATE CHARLES MiTenell T 00LB942Y4, Seeond APPRANCE
BEFDRE. THE SouTH CAROLINA PARCLE BCARD wWaAS LN APRIL

2014. M’uTCHEf!#DOIBQ‘IZ‘f WAS G\WEN A NOTICE O©OF
RESECTION ON APRII=17- 2014 THE FindinG OF FACTS

¢ NATURE And SERICUSNESS OF CURRENT OFFENSE

2. TNACATON OF VioLENCE XIN THiS CR PREVIDUS OFFENSE
3. USE ofF DEAdLY WEAPON IN THiS OR PREVICUS OFFENSE

INMATE CHAALES MITCHEN 3+ 001LBI4Z4Y, THiRD APPRANCE
REFORE THE SocTH CAROLINA PARDLE BOARD wnAs LN

TuNE 2016, MiTCHE Il 3t 00189424 wWhs CiveN A NoTiCE
oF RETECT.oN ON SUNE - 23- 201, THE Findine OF
FALT ¢

t«. NATURE AND SERICUSNESS eF CURRENT OFFENSE

2. T NdiCATiON OF VioLENCE TN THIS OR PREViccS OFFENSE
3. USE ©F DEAdLY WEAPON XIN THIS bR PAREVICUS OFFENSE

INMATE CHARLES MITCNE Il ¥ 00189424, FoRTH
APPRANCE BEFORE THE SouTH CARCLINA PARCLE BOARD
WAS TN OCTc BER:- Z018. MiTCHEN 3 00189421

WAS G WwEN A NeTiCE of REJECT.ON oN LCTe BER -
12-2018. THE Findine cF FACT!

I. NATURE AND SERIOUSNESS OF CURRENT OFFENSE

2. INdicATieN ©F VioLENCE IN THis OR PREV.OUS

3. USE OF DEAdLY weAPoN IN THiS oR PREVICUS

Yy, CRIMiNAL RECORd TNdicATES PooR CoMMuUn: TY
AdIvs TMENT

&, VDTE CouNT: UNANIMOLS TO REJ‘EC:FECENED

DEC 11 2024

South Carolina _
3 Paroles, Pardons and Reledss Servicus




LY

LINMATE CANARLES Mite NE HFF0018942Y, E evrd APPRANCE
BEFORE THE SCuTH CARDL: NA PARGLE BoARD wlns LN
OCToBER 2020. MITLHEI WAS GWVEN A NeTWE oF RESECH DN

v

ON OCTOBER = Z8 - 2020. THE EiNdinG OF FACT:

I. NATURE ANA SERiousNESS OF CURRENT OFFENSE
2. USE OF DEAALY WEAPON TN TH)S OR PREViOLS OFFENSE
3. VOTE CounT: UNANIMELs To RETECT

TIANMATE CHARLES MITCNEIL 3 DOLBIY2Y, S,x17H RAPPRANCE
BEFORE THE SooTH CAROLINA PARCLE BoARD wAs IN

Oc TOBER 2022, MIiTcHEI wWAS GVEN A NeTicE. CF
REXECT6N ON OCTORER - Z7- Z02 2. PRE Eiild ity S
FACT: :

. NATOAE Awnd SERIOUSNESS ©OF CURRENT OFFENSE

2. INACAT.ON oF VielENCE Tu Tis OR PREVIOUS OFFENSE
3 AL b DEALLY WEAPaN TN THs OR PREVOUS COFFENSE
He CRIMINAL REcoRD INDICATE PesR CoMMUNITY ADIUSTMENT
5 INSTITiONAL RECORD =TS UN FAVIRA R E

b VOTE CounT: UNANIMDUS -To RESECT

LNMATE CHARLES MiTCHE! XX 00Z89Y2Y. Sgeven TH
APPRANCE. BEFORE THE SouTu CAROLINA PARCLE BOARD
wWhs oN OcToeer - 23- 2024, MITCHE I 3r D0 1894 24
wWhs GWWEN A NOTIE of RETECT oN OnN LCTOBER -2.4 -
Z20Z4. LEGAL MAiL DELVERED ON pcToBER - 29 - 202.4
AT THE KERSHAW Ma;l Room.
TUE FINDiN& OF FALT:

L Ol NATURE ANd SERIQUSNESS ofF CCRRENT OFFENSE

2, VOTE COUNT:! UNAN;MOUS To REFECT

RECEIVED

NEC 11 2024

South Carolina
Parolea, Pardons and Relanse Sarvicos




DiSCREPANCIES

Accordine To EQRM TBD DiSTRibUTION:
L NMATE CHARLES MIiTCHELL 33 00189428 b/o AGREED TO REGUEST

A REVIEW H.S PARCLE FilE. MANY DISCREPANCIES WERE FOUND THAT
WAS NOT NCAMAL. THiS WAS THE FiAST TiME THAT THE SCPPPS HAS
OFFER CHARLES MiTCHE!IIT 00189424 To REVIEW HiS PAROLE FiLE

WITHeL T MITCHEILIT 00189424 ASKING ABOUT iT. TH.S FORM

TBD WAS NEVER OFFER To Him DoinG HiS PRIDR PAROLE. HEARING.
l\:&mY ARE CONCERNEd AS To RATHER THESE DISCREPANCIES ARE

INTEN TiONAL THAT NOW OPEN A DOOR TO BRING To YOUR OFF.CE
DEPARTMENT ATTENT.GN BECAUSE THE ScPPps WERE. AI\REAJY
AWARE PRICR BEFORE THE 10-23-2024.

DiSCREPANCIES

1. CRIMINAL CCURT RECORDS: 06 -05-1992
AT THE MAGISTRATE CCURT OF CRIMINAL CFFENDER OF Domesric
VIOLENCE. BELONE TO ANCTNER PERSON WHE HAS THE NAME oOF

CHARLES MiTCHEIL CHARLES MiTCHELL 2 00189424 T NDWMEM
1 22-GS- 402260, COCAT oF GEnNEZRAL SESSiON S.

PPRS AND INMATE

PARCLE HEARING .

r

2. LRAiMiNAL couaT RECORDS: LAIMINAL CouvRT
RECORDS OF A ARITUAL CRIMINAL SA'D PERSEN CHARLES MitcHELL
RANE\NG FROM 1977 To 1988 ON THE PAROLE FiLE ©F
CHARLES MITCHEI X @OL8PH2H HiS NoT CHARLES MITCHE I
T 001IB8PH42ZH RECCRD FiLE. CHARLES MITCHELL 3 00189424
wWAs BoRN I N OCTORER-12-1974 SgN; 247-39- 7910.

CHARLES MITCHELL 3 00189424 Awp ForMER
ATTDI?ME_Y LAUREN Ww. YGL‘NC-: cF THE JToHN H BLUME
ELIZABETH FRANKLiIN- BEST LAURA W. YounB., 900 ELMwWood
AVENUE : SUiTE 200 CoLUMBiA/ ScuTH CAROLINA 29201
803- 765- 1044, WULE AT A ACTIVE PARCLE HEARING ON
THE CONFERENCE RECORDED LIVE THE SCPPPS DD
QUESTION X MTCHEiIl I 00189424 WHIE TN THE PRESENSE
o0F MY FoRMER LAWYER LAUREN YOUNG. oF A CRIMINAL
AcT oF DoMESTic VIOLENCE oN MY PARCLREGETPED
AS IF T MITCHELLIH HAD ComMMi TTED THESE VIOLENT

ACTS. BECAUSE OBvioUuSs J‘.‘TS_ ON c;i-mgn.s;s hﬁéCTQtii%lﬂL
1T 001894 ZY4 PAROLE BROARD FiLE RECORD. ;

South Carolina
Paroles, Pardons ang Rrdonse Servicos
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IN RESPONSE T MTLHELL 4 001BP4Z4 Acsumed THAT
THE. SCPPPS wWAsS REFERING To MY FATHER

CHARLES MITCHELL. Even LAUREN YouNG HAD Abv.sep
THE SCPPPS “THAT CiLENT CHARLES M'.TLHE.L_L__.ﬂ'-DDiB?HZ."}
DCES NOT HAVE A DOMES TiC VIiOLENCE C'_.RIM\NHL.‘EECC:RD
AND THAT FIE RECORD CoulD THAT of HiS FATHER.

SEe/ erree TIVE LN ToBER - 18- 202/ L8 0¥ R
& 25 )

FAVORABLE T §Forun Toou . OR . AR st T o4/ SiPPok Tiue
PRiSCtNER oF SVABSTAN T AL SIANIFicANCE oR 0 THER
EXTLADINALY And ComPeliinc . nFop st ion . A ,
acMMa':.s':oMEE 0L DiecTok May REoPEN # CasE "Wa/
ORDER A SPFeipL RECONSIDERA T 0N MNEACNE N

THE NExXT Avainge & DOCKET. 0k MepiFr Tz

PREV 0uS  DEISiON. . . TuE Seotd Chkolivee sTHTE [nw
Also Hdas 75 Kigur OF FRAVORMBLE T yFokiin 104

OF ScBsTAN T pl STCMFIcAMCe o8 cTuEE ExTRAomNACY A
And Compsifiug ENFORMAT; oM,

ZamATE Chpeles pf M Tedr ] #00 15949 3 Y
And FormER Tounw 4 BLome

ATToRUEY LAVREN ). lounl
I/EMJ THE EFRRoRS o F THUE DisCREPANC s we L MMEP,ATELY
ANTEd oo Trs CLEAE

ERRok Live videp ConFErENLE. . . FRo 4
THAT 1ot THE SCPPPS Hpp THE

; DBIIGATION 7o THNVEST )Ga78
';r/ﬁ.r f’%;MTZp ov’l Discee Pamc y DisAeeee MmEw T~ dot %% ZANORE
He 1

0l NG T riFok Ma Tiond SEE KEIsEy
dehn TMENT o FARosln 7 0N, FARDLE e/ Pardon SELY. ¢
2023/ d4j s 0. 3723, SEE FRanelin o SHEHS  Unired smce
CovlT oF Appupts . v SEPTEMBEE = (9~ 1977 /509 Fad ey
C’ad:“?'?‘ru 770N ZMPOSES an ot & s T
ThE RKEQUIEEMEN 7 7 7'°'..e/;+f¢‘:“5¢_t7~:ri_t-’ ”’%;’3:;_2
OF AEA<p NA BLEN <S5 THEY SH o] PEAL  OpsaLY
ANd FRIRLY Wity £ . ' :
HECE[VED 0DNSJ{/££€CI For (s Rol £, Bor ul,

o MAINTA N AN HPrrp
fﬁr& KiGwrs of

ES . Auvs “ 3 =

T Disce- 7704
FRIATE Ealguc & BETECN
THE RS0MER  fp, THE L3 T T
' - STATE; FwE BLUE 4, THoRFies
R Snng 8« A,‘_'/cwfcf A Wele 14 NEE  jok LRRL e 13 TFon
Peroles, Pardcns and Rolonao S‘WIT‘A‘JJ LiCC i TToN 71 M é)ufz S SH, U/(‘/ TRe /h’/ L7AU7=J' - 7
Ty SV Brec e THErm T SPec,, gl

;/:‘,L /‘f&/ /‘Afl‘yfx ;ZJ/C
()on.s"fi?’u ﬂ‘om'q / .5'7';“/('//12(/5.

OEC 11 2024
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Convited Tovenile STATE ZANMATE Clpeies Mh‘c‘ﬁff{a# /_5_7‘/5(‘?2_"/; A’E&'f-‘g ?ngz
REOFPEN His PAROLE RETEC /0N HEAR \ni6 0N L_é’__zf_ic, pﬁ':s s,
SCPPPS ABUSED THEIR ABSoluvTF DISCRETION, WriEN S

Te USE ANOTHER Shid PERSON NAMED cumzLE; MiHcHEL L PcreSc‘_NgL”
CRIMINAL FIES THAT 1S NoT THRE SAME INdivdueal. CHARLES MitHNE

#0013942_43 THESE ARE InFACT ( Two) DiFFERENT PiopLe W i
DIFFERENT ( Aces) And(SSN). (
HAS HAD (7) Seven PAROLE Boar
BOARD HEARING MUST BE All
EKRCR ACLLRDING To STHTE
ITS STl NoT ESTABISH wiicy CRARLES M
TS CHARLES MuenEilH 001394 2 | o Mo Mg
CALSEd THE DiSCREPANCY T TAKE TLALE In FA NG T3 PROPERLY
CenducT A PROPER INVCT, AT\ TN ANd  PROVER CrRREC T THE FILES
; | INFACT MADE AWARE PEOX Bifoee THE PARCLE Beach
BY MACHE 1 5 001694 2 4 AND FolMEL RTToRNEY LAUREN
W Youne AS MENT.CN. ... i LEAd To A UNFAVCRARE VO'TE CockT
AT Al PARSLE BoArD NERRINE. /SEE TNMATE Mk NEIL S 001894 2 4
AH(?) PAROLE RoArD RESECTICN FiNDING oF FACT:*/ NATURE
ND SERIGUANESS OF CLRRENT CFFENSE, TndicaTiey cF Niole me
LN THis op PREViCU S CFFENSE; USE cF DEADLY wWEAP
CliviinAL RECoRA LrdicnTES P

CR PREv.zy s
RDS Is UNFAV

SNVICHEd TovENILE STHhTE TINMATE
D HEARNG. AN ANl (7) PagsLE
REHEARD WHiLH 5 NeT A HARMLE SS

HND FEDERAL LAWS. —Trs New 2024

HCHE I Fues BELonG
PARNDLE  Fie., wWaicd

S OFFENSE;
g NSTHUTICNAL RECG
VOTE CLunNT:

N IN THis

CR - CoMMon: Ty -

CRABLE ) Wuicy

RESECT Fog A

ER UNdER 18 Yo cld BLAK

cved 82 Yes Ples SCME MeRE Mpay THS: Tdis ;s A

P AMENAMENT Visiadion, PARCLE T3 Shid T& ge g
oNes Chse is mNor

: 9
—— ! A’ .INJ!Y' /‘y "‘)_?
Ty e S GAS S Like CHpgios 1 foiesf2E 001899Y SiTiaFiow
'WA MENAMENT y pls Tion  Been
i

vSe sncd S‘mz PECSON
. _Kieu7 Tr & HEnkd and  Todlg 8Y Hs
—-——___\%7: Files o0£ C

RESUI+ES -LN A
Counvic+Ed FiesT

ASeS. PPS  Pojcy /MM} Ladvds/
‘ p T . C oIy C/Fmel Y. S7ATE
'Zfi{s ON Fok m (1 Z722)  frservg T/ON OF DiSCRE T:omaey PowER
o TT#E ARcL & BsAK]. Tdis MeAns THAT  TwE SCPPPS pocs
_a.% i{gvz_ THE Poujce OF ABSvlurE DisCReT oy 7 AEvse
g WER  BEYouns 7ug UNiTEd staTES Svuemy Copuk T~
ONSEH UL o THE C'msﬁfu-ﬁ'm REQUIRES  pap,;
OFFEF SImZL
o~

: WoIE 5 )5 75 mg )
S EAM:ij,/ CrETLNEY 7 087,41/
CEmns 475

' elense Based
Y Al REHAB; | ta 7704/,
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IF THE SCPPPS PoilicY CREATeS E@uAL DUE  PRocESS
CN FORM 12172 TaaT THE PARCLE BOARD PHNEL T4 Mg KE

PARCLE DEC SiONS ON R CASE BY CASE RAS\S “THeN TAuMATE
CHRRLES M. Tele (( a¢ 001894249 SHouL® NoT HAVE To KEEP
TELLINE THE SCPPPS To REMOVE THE FILE ¢F ANCTHER
DIFFERENT I WMATE GR SAD PERSCN NAMED ¢ HARLES
MITCHELL Ricords OuT OF Wis PARCLE FILE TdAT Has
CACSED ALL (7) PAROLE HEARING To BE' RESECTED Bascp
eN (2) CHARLES MITCHELL FIES COMB.NED N CNE  wWiile
TRREN CHARLES MAcHELL 4% 00189424 op rFog PARGL E
HEAKING  HavE ne 1 CvER Come THE SCepPs MRIOR ErRCS
Wi HE CAN NEeT bo To THE SLPPPS  FANER o CORREX T
THESE  ERRCRS  VIOLATE JOYENNE CenNvietEDd CFFENDER
CHARLES MitcHELL B™ AMmeEnD RiGHTS oF THE UNiTED
STATES ConsT TuTioN AND LEAVES M Wil o Tyee .
OF RELEASE AND OFFER ND TYPE oF MEANINGFUL cProrToN TY
To DEMoNSTRATED MATURTY AND REHAB-‘.L-&ATlDM Z:‘,aaﬂam,
6D U.8 AT 78 7 SEE KERLSEY v SovTH CARGLINA DEPT
CF PRTBATION. PARCLE ANd PARDON SERVICES, Y44l 5.C. 373

SEE  FRANKLIN v. SHieids UNITED STATES CoocRT of
APPEALS yTw 5LY FZp 78y,

INMATE AHARLES M‘.'rcnéu_#oow‘?‘fiq
A CONVICTE D FJuUVENILE OFFENDER REAQUEST A RECPEN

oF H.s CASE FeR A RESPECTFLL PARCLE CRANT To DEMOAISTRNE

MATURITY AND REHAR IV TA Ticn T3 RECOMENd THAT pPARRcLY
BE ERANTEAD.

RECEIVED

DEC 11 2024

a South Carolina
Parales, Pardons and feloass Servcus
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State of South Carolina
Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

CHADWICK A. GAMBRELL
Acting Director

HENRY McMASTER

Governor

293 GREYSTONE BOULEVARD
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29210
Telephone: (B03) 734-9220 / Facsimile: (803) 734-9440

v
MAILING ADDRESS: P.0. BOX 207
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29202

January 13, 2025

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL (SCDC ID: 00189424)
Kershaw Correctional Institution

4848 Goldmine Highway

Kershaw, SC 29067

This letter is in response to your correspondence which was received in our office on
11/25/2024. We have received your correspondence as an official request for reconsideration of
the Board’s decision handed down on 10/23/2024, which denied parole. Your correspondence
identified an error in the Prior Record of the parole summary packet.

The hearing and file have been reviewed. After an investigation into the criminal history, we
have determined that the sole listing, as it appeared in the prior record, is incorrect. We havye
taken steps to correct this error and will schedule you for a new hearing. We will send written
notification of this hearing date approximately 30 days prior to the new hearing.

Sincerely,

Valerie Suber
Associate Deputy Director of Paroles, Pardons and Release Services
SC Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

documenT
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State of South Carolina
Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

HENRY McMASTER

Govemor

JAKE GADSDEN, JR.

Director

293 Greystone Boulevard
Post Office Box 207
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
Telephone: (803) 734-9220
Fax: (803) 734-9440

Mr. Charles Mitchell #00189424 . dpppsstany
Kershaw Correctional Institution

4848 Goidmine Hwy.

Kershaw, SC 29067

March 26, 2025

RE: NOTICE OF REJECTION

Dear Mr. Mitchell:

Itis my responsibility to inform you, on behalf of the South Carolina Parole Board, that the Board has reached a
decision regarding your parole hearing. The Board hereby makes the following CONCLUSION OF LAW:

After careful consideration of: (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 (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. The Parole Board had determined that your parole
must be denied.

You will be notified 30 days prior to your next scheduled parole consideration date.

FINDINGS OF FACT:
01 Nature And Seriousness Of Current Offense

02 Indication Of Violence In This Or Previous Offense
03 Use Of Deadly Weapon In This Or Previous Offense

Vote Count: Unanimous To Reject J o CU M E" '

Sincerely,

A ¢

Valerie Suber
Associate Deputy Director for Paroles, Pardons and Release Services

3/26/2025

//



| docUMENT
SLED CATCH ‘

Citizens Access to Criminal Histories

e RESTRERD

e C.Law En forcement Division
Gender Male

The record 1s based on a search using Last

Maiden Name Name, First Initial, Gender, and Date of Birth
, and SSN Only. Compare all identifying data

SSN TR given for record subject with screening subject.

2 Fingerprint comparison is recommended as the
Transaction 1260112046 most reliable means to identify a record subject.

Date of Check December 06, 2017 at 00:11

AUTHORIZED o odrok ok ok Rk
AGENCY FOR I MORE DATA P—B"""" Ci
BECAUSE ADDITION C'R DELETIONS E

CONTRIBUTING
ISPOSITIONS.

E
DE AT ANY TIME, A NEW COPY

BORN-5C
N MMM 15
26 OII
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE AUTHORIZED U:
PALM PRINTS AVAILABLE AUTHORIZE
1-FINGERPRINT IMAGES ON THIS SUBJ CAFIS

K S
I CHELL, C X 5 ABDOM
MIXON, CHARI 06091954 TAT L ARM
MITCHELL, CHARLES MIKE 06061954 TAT LF ARM
MITCHELL, CHARLES M 06091955

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHEAL




Thamuseb

CIT-SCHIW11§320
»

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-72126

SC0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO
CASE-95370
CIT-SC16-11-320

CIT=SCcl6-11-320

CIT=SC17=25=30

CIT-5C16-11-320

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-97521

SC0440000 UNION CNTY SO
CASE-82684

WARR-A693155
CIT-8C16-11-310

CIT~5C16-11-320
WARR-A693155

S5C040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-113300
SC040015G CENTRAL PPP

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
5C0120000 CHESTER CNTY SO

04/04/1979

08/05/1982

04/02/1984

COURT CHARGE 0l1-HB & L 1
COUNTS

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;2Y TO
SERVE 1Y

CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-08/07/1974

ARREST CHARGE -HB & GL
OFFENSE DATE-04/03/1979

ARREST CHARGE -HB & GL
OFFENSE DATE-04/03/1979
ARREST INFO- BOND $2000 SURET

Y

COURT CHARGE 01-RECEIVING
STOLEN GOODS 3 CTS
COURT DISP-MULTIPLE CHARGE
ONE DISPOSITION; 10Y SUSP;
4Y CONFINE; CONCURRENT;
EACH

COURT CHARGE 02-HOUSEBREAKING
& GRAND LARCENY 2 CTS
COURT DISP-MULTIPLE CHARGE
ONE DISPOSITION
CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-09/27/1979

ARREST CHARGE -BURGLARY
OFFENSE DATE-08/04/1982

COURT CHARGE 01-HOUSEBREARKING
& PETTY LARCENY
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;S5Y SUSP;
30M CONFINE
COURT DATE-09/15/1982
CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-09/20/1982
CUSTODY STATUS-FURLOUGHED
START DATE-07/29/1983

ARREST CHARGE -BURGLARY 3 CTS
OFFENSE DATE-04/02/1984
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

ARREST CHARGE -GRAND LARCENY
2CTS

COURT CHARGE 01-BURGLARY 3
CTs

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;7Y CONFI
NE; ON EACH CHG TO RUN
CONCURRENT
COURT DATE-05/17/1984



MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
SC0120000 CHESTER CNTY SO
WARR-B001972

WARR-B001974

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-122648

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL

SC040015G CENTRAL PPP

MITCHELL, CHARLES
SC0400100 COLUMBIA PD
CASE-108745
WARR-BB50052

WARR-B850052

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
S5C0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO

A04/02/1984

05/22/1984

06/14/1985

04/12/1987

01/02/1990

COURT CHARGE 02-GRAND LARCENY
2 CTS
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;7Y CONFI
NE; ON EACH CHG TO RUN
CONCURRENT
COURT DATE-05/17/1984

ARREST CHARGE —HOUSEBREAKING
AND GRAND LARCENY
OFFENSE DATE-04/02/1984
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

ARREST CHARGE -HOUSEBREAKING
AND GRAND LARCENY

COURT CHARGE 01-HOUSEBREAKING

& GRAND LARCENY 2 CTS

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;7Y CONFI
NE; ON EACH CHG TO RUN
CONCURRENT
COURT DATE-05/17/1984

ARREST CHARGE -DATE OF ARREST
NOT DETERMINED
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE
COURT CHARGE 01-HOUSEBREAKING
AND LARCENY 2 COUNTS
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;7Y CONFI
NE; EACH COUNT CONCURRENT
COURT CHARGE 02-HOUSEBREAKING
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;7Y CONFI
NE; CONCURRENT
CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-05/22/1984

ARREST CHARGE -DATE OF ARREST
NOT DETERMINED

COURT CHARGE 01-HOUSEBREAKING

& LARCENY

COURT DISP-CONVICTED

CUSTODY STATUS-PAROLED; PROVIS
IONAL
START DATE-06/14/1985

ARREST CHARGE -SIMPLE ASSAULT
OFFENSE DATE-04/12/1987
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

COURT CHARGE 01-SIMPLE ASSAUL
T

COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
DISMISSED
COURT DATE-04/15/1987



WARR-C591702

WARR-C591703

WARR-C591701

SC040083J WAVERLY MAGISTRATE
DOC-90014680139
WARR-C591702

SC040083J WAVERLY MAGISTRATE
DOC-90014680137
WARR-C591703

DOC-92GS4006079
WARR-C591701

MITCHELL, CHARLES M
SC0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO
WARR-C754932

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
SC0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO
WARR-C796375

CIT-16-25-20 (A) -MISDEMEANOR
DOC-R84
WARR-C796375

MITCHELL, CHARLES M
SC0400100 COLUMBIA PD
CASE-911790
WARR-D087199

WARR-D087199

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHEAL
SC0200000 FAIRFIELD CNTY SO

05/21/1990

ARREST CHARGE -CRIMINAL DOMES
TIC VIQOLENCE

ARREST CHARGE -SIMPLE POSSESS
ION OF MARIJUANA

ARREST CHARGE -POSSESSION OF
COCAINE

COURT CHARGE 01-CRIMINAL
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

COURT DISP-CONVICTED; 30D
CONFINE; $237 FINE;CONFINE
MENT OR FINE
COURT DATE-01/30/1990

COURT CHARGE 02-SIMPLE POSSES
SION OF MARIJUANA

COURT DISP-CONVICTED; 30D
CONFINE; $237 FINE;CONFINE
MENT OR FINE
COURT DATE-01/30/1990

COURT CHARGE 03-POSSESSION
COCAINE

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;1lY CONFI
NE
COURT DATE-12/04/1992

ARREST CHARGE -POSSESSION
W/INTENT TO DISTRIBUTE
CRACK

02/21/1991

06/28/1991

08/02/1991

ARREST CHARGE -CRIMINAL DOMES
TIC VIOLENCE

COURT CHARGE 01-CRIMINAL
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 1ST
OFFENSE

COURT DISP-CONVICTED; forfeite
d bond/ $237 collected
COURT DATE-03/21/1991

ARREST CHARGE -SIMPLE ASSAULT
OFFENSE DATE-06/28/1991
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

COURT CHARGE 01-SIMPLE ASSAUL
T

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;$100
BOND FORFEITED
COURT DATE-07/01/1991

ARREST CHARGE -BURGLARY FIRST



CIT-16-11-312 FELONY

PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

COURT CHARGE 01-BURGLARY 2ND
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;S5Y
COURT DATE-11/12/1991

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-181897

11/26/1991

CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-11/26/1991
COURT CHARGE 01-BURGLARY 2ND
DEGREE NON-VIOLENT
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;SYRS

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
SC0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO
WARR-C937657 @

SC040093J DENTSVILLE MAGISTRAT
DOC-82064660001
WARR-C937657

03/06/1992

ARREST CHARGE -CRIMINAL DOMES
TIC VIOLENCE

COURT CHARGE 01-CRIMINAL
DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

COURT DISP-CONVICTED; 30D
CONCURRENT
COURT DATE-06/05/1992

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CASE-181897

SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA
CIT-44-53-370 FELONY

12/04/1992

CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
START DATE-12/04/1992

COURT CHARGE 01-POSSESSION
COCAINE

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;1Y CONCU
RRENT

MITCHELL, CHARLES
SCc0280100 CAMDEN PD
CASE-93014071I
WARR-03248WK

WARR-03248WK

12/30/1993

ARREST CHARGE -DRIVING UNDER
SUSPENSION
OFFENSE DATE-12/30/1993
COURT CHARGE 01-DRIVING UNDER
SUSPENSION
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;$279 OR
15D
COURT DATE-01/19/1994

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
SC0400000 RICHLAND CNTY SO
WARR-E156192

WARR-E156185

WARR-E156194

WARR-E156183

CIT-17-25-30 MISDEMEANOR
DOC-00GS40
WARR-E156183

08/01/1994

ARREST CHARGE -FAIL TO STOP
FOR BLUE LIGHT
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

ARREST CHARGE -OPERATING
UNINSURED VEHICLE, 2ND

ARREST CHARGE -DRIVING UNDER
SUSPENSION

ARREST CHARGE -UNLAWFUL USE
OF PLATE

COURT CHARGE 01-COURT CHARGE
NOT SUBMITTED



CIT-56-10-270(A) MISDEMEANOR
DOC-96GS4022206
WARR-E156185

CIT-17-25-30 MISDEMEANOR
DOC-00GS40
WARR-E156192

CIT-56-1-460 MISDEMEANOR
DOC-96GS4022203
WARR-E156194

CIT-56-5-750(B) (1) MISDEMEANOR
DOC~-95GS4022204
WARR-E156193

COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
NOLLE PROSSED
COURT DATE-09/06/1996

COURT CHARGE 02-OPERATING
UNINSURED MOTOR VEHICLE -
3RD OR SUB

COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
NOLLE PROSSED
COURT DATE-09/06/1996

COURT CHARGE 03-COURT CHARGE
NOT SUBMITTED

COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
NOLLE PROSSED
COURT DATE-09/06/1996

COURT CHARGE 04-DRIVING UNDER
SUSPENSION, NOT FOR DUI-1
ST OFF
COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
NOLLE PROSSED
COURT DATE-09/06/1996

COURT CHARGE 05-FAILURE STOP
FOR BLUE LIGHT, NO INJURY
1ST OFF

COURT DISP-CONVICTED;JAIL 3
YRS CONCURRENT SENTENCE
COURT DATE-12/16/1996

MITCHELL, CHARLES M
SCSHP0700 SC HIWAY DEPT DIST 7
WARR-S870279

WARR-5870279

09/04/1994

ARREST CHARGE
SUSPENSION
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE
PALM PRINTS AVAILABLE

COURT CHARGE 01-DRIVING UNDER

SUSPENSION
COURT DISP-CONVICTED; SENTENCE
UNKNOWN

-DRIVING UNDER

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
SC0400100 COLUMBIA PD
CASE-911790

WARR-06260ZK

WARR-06261ZK

WARR-06262ZK

12/1371.,994

ARREST CHARGE -DISREGARDING
STOP SIGN
PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE

ARREST CHARGE -DRIVING UNDER
SUSPENSION

ARREST CHARGE -SIMPLE POSSESS
ION OF MARIJUANA

MITCHELL, CHARLES M
5C0400100 COLUMBIA PD
CASE-911790
WARR-E396488

02/17/198%

ARREST CHARGE -CRIMINAL SEXUA
L CONDUCT W/A MINOR
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1

PHOTOGRAPH AVAILABLE
CIT-16-3-655(1) MISDEMEANOR
DOC-95GS4001554 COURT CHARGE 01-CRIM SEX
WARR-E396488 CONDUCT W/MINOR-<11YRS
OLD-1ST DEGREE
COURT DISP-NON-CONVICTION;
NOLLE PROSSED
COURT DATE-09/06/1996
SC040055C R & E CENTER COLA 01/25/1996 CUSTODY STATUS-RECEIVED
CASE-231240 START DATE-01/25/1996
CIT-16-15-140 FELONY
COURT CHARGE 01-LEWD ACT
W/MINOR
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;10 YEARS
CIT-16-17-490 MISDEMEANOR
COURT CHARGE 02-CONTRIBUTING
TO DELINQUENCY OF A MINOR
COURT DISP-CONVICTED;3YRS CS
MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHEAL 07/15/2010
SC0140000 CLARENDON CNTY S0
CASE-SD-0006680
ATN-140000010838
WARR-M084519
CIT-16-11-313-FELONY
ARREST CHARGE -BURGLARY-3RD
DEGREE 1ST OFFENSE
OFFENSE DATE-07/15/2010
WARR-M084520
CIT-16-13-30(B) (1) -FELONY
ARREST CHARGE -GRAND LARCENY,
VALUE >$1,000 BUT <$5,000
OFFENSE DATE-07/15/2010
WARR-M084521
CIT-16-1-57-FELONY
ARREST CHARGE -PROPERTY OFFEN
SE, 3RD OR SUBSEQUENT
OFFENSE DATE-07/15/2010

@ - WARRANT OCCURS WITH MORE THAN ONE SID NUMBER

BASED ON SEARCH OF SCLED CJIS CCH FILE USING SID/SC00046307

THIS CRIMINAL HISTORY RECORD IS FOR SOUTH CAROLINA ARRESTS AND
CONVICTIONS ONLY AND IS BASED ON THE INFORMATION PROVIDED. SINCE
CHANGES MAY OCCUR DAILY A NEW INQUIRY SHOULD BE MADE AND NO SUBSEQUENT
USE OF THIS RECORD IS ALLOWED.

B5e AERET N O T TNEE . ¥ER Wil

Ak kkkkkkhkk kT h kR ke kkkkhk ko kdh kb hkrkhhkkkrkhkkdkhkkhh ok kdrhkhkhdhdhdhd

* THE SUBJECT OF THIS RECORD IS 2 CONVICTED SEX OFFENDER. ADDITIONAL ¥
* INFORMATION MAY BE OBTAINED FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA SEX OFFENDER X
* REGISTRY AT: > WWW.SLED.SC.GOV < *

ok dkkkkk ke kkkkkkF Rk ke ke kkkdkkkkh ko kkkkkk ke kdkk ok ko kdedh kd ok k& ddkek kb de ok ok

INDIVIDUAL PROHIBITED FROM POSSESSING OR ACQUIRING HANDGUN IN
SOUTH CAROLINA

INFORMATION SUBMITTED TO SLED CCH PURSUANT TO 16-23-10 (C) AND 23-31-110



(C) OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS INDICATES THIS INDIVIDUAL HAS BEEN
CONVICTED OF A CRIME OF VIOLENCE AND IS NOT PERMITTED TO POSSESS OR
ACQUIRE A HANDGUN.

INDIVIDUAL PROHIBITED FROM POSSESSING OR ACQUIRING FIREARM OR AMMUNITION
PURSUANT TO FEDERAL GUN CONTROL ACT OF 1968

INFORMATION SUBMITTED TO SLED CCH INDICATES THIS INDIVIDUAL HAS BEEN
CONVICTED OF A FELONY ACCORDING TO THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS.
THEREFORE, THIS PERSON IS INELIGIBLE TO SHIP, TRANSPORT, OR RECEIVE ANY
FIREARM OR AMMUNITION AFFECTED BY INTERSTATE OR FOREIGN COMMERCE, AS
DEFINED BY THE GUN CONTROL ACT OF 1968 (18.USC 922(G)).

*%* § C CJIS END OF RECORD **
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BLUME FRANKLIN-BEST & YOUNG, LLC -
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 900 Elmwood Avenue, Suite 200

. COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201
JouN H. BLUME PHONE: (803) 765-1044
ELIZABETH FRANKLIN-BEST ‘ 3 Fax: (803) 765-1143
LAURA W. YOUNG $

KEIR M. WEYBLE OF COUNSEL
DAvID I. BRUCK OF COUNSEL

September 10, 2018

Yerry B Adger. Director

South Carolina Depariment of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
2221 Devine Street, Suite 600

P.O. Box 50666

Columbia, SC 29250

Re: Charles Mitchell (SCDC# 0189424)

Dear Mr. Adger:

I am counsel for Charles Mitchell, who was 17 year§ old at the time he was sentenced to a term of
life imprisonment. Pursuant to the law in existence at the time of the offense (December 7, 1991), Mr.
Mitchell first became eligible for parole in 2011. Since his initial parole eligibility date, he has been
denied parole on three occasions. He is now 43 years old. As will be set forth in detail below, since Mr.
Mitchell was a juvenile (under the age of eighteen) at the time of the offense, and since he did not receive
the benefit of an individualized sentencing hearing as is now required by the Eighth Amendment to the
United States Constitution and the South Carolina Supreme Court’s decision in 4iken v. Byars, 410 S.C.
534, 544 (2014),it now falls to the parole board to consider his youth and its attendant circumstances and
provide a meaningful opportunity for release. g

Recent decisions by Poth the Supreme Court of the United States and the Supreme Court of South
Carolina have established that juveniles are different from adults for sentencing purposes. Following the
reasoning of these de—:c:isions,l individuals who committed crimes when they were juveniles should receive
special consideration during parole hearings and, absent strong evidence of irreparable corruption, are
entitled to 2 meaningful opportunity for release. I write to outline the recent United States Supreme Court
and South Carolina Supreme Court decisions and, in the spirit of these decisions, request a special hearing
for Mr. Mitchell.

In Miller v. Alabama, 132 S. Ct. 2455 (2012), the Supreme Court held that juveniles convicted of
a homicide offense could not be sentenced to life in prison without parole absent consideration of special
circumstances including “diminished culpability and heightened capacity for change.” /d. at 2469.
Miller’s analysis is based on previous Supreme Court holdings that certain punishments are
disproportionate when applied to juveniles, violating the Eighth Amendment. Roper v. Simmons, 543 U.S.
551 (2005), held that the Eighth Amendment bars capital punishment for juvenile offenders, and Graham
v. Florida, 560 U.S. 48, 75 (2010), held that the Eighth Amendment bars life without parole for juvenile
nonhomicide offenders. Under Graham, the Constitution requires parole systems to offer “some



.

meaningful opportunity to obtain release based on demonstrated maturity and rehabilitation.” Graham,

560 U.S. at 75.

Miller also established that a lifetime in prison is “a disproportionate sentence for all but the
rarest of children, those whose crimes reflect irreparable corruption.” Montgomery v. Louisiana, 136 S.
Ct. 718, 726 (2016), as revised (Jan. 27, 2016) (describing Miller, internal quotations omitted). In diken
v. Byars, the Supreme Court of South Carolina outlined the factors that a court must consider before

sentencing juveniles, including:

(1) the chronological age of the offender and the hallmark features of youth, including
“immaturity, impetuosity, and failure to appreciate the risks and consequence”;

(2) the “family and home environment” that surrounded the offender;

(3) the circumstances of the homicide offense, including the extent of the offender’s
participation in the conduct and how familial and peer pressures may have affected him;
(4) the “incompetencies associated with youth—for example, [the offender’s] inability to
deal with police officers or prosecutors (including on a piea agreement) or [the
offender’s] incapacity to assist his own attorneys”; and

(5) the “possibility of rehabilitation.”

410 S.C. at 544 (quoting Miller, 132 S. Ct. at 2468). As noted above, Mr. Mitchell was a juvenile at the
time of the offense and he was sentenced before Miller and Aiken and thus did not receive the benefit of

the meaningful consideration of his youth at sentencing.

Most recently, in Montgomery v. Louisiana, the Supreme Court noted that for juveniles sentenced
to life without parole a state may remedy the Miller violation by considering them for parole, rather than
resentencing them. 136 S. Ct. at 736. The Court gave examples of specific evidence that would be
relevant to parole considerations for Montgomery, including that he organized a prison boxing team,

worked in a prison silkscreen department, and served as a role model to other inmates. Id.

Mr. Mitchell should also be given the opportunity to present evidence of maturity and
rehabilitation. It is incumbent on the South Carolina Board of Paroles and Pardons to allow these juvenile
offenders a meaningful opportunity for parole. This opportunity is not to remedy a Miller violation, but it
is necessary to align the Board with the Supreme Court’s decisions in cases with juvenile offenders.
These cases have consistently reflected an understanding that juveniles are different. They are less
blameworthy for their crimes and are more amenable to rehabilitation. The Board must ensure that
juveniles whose crimes reflected only transient immaturity—and who have since matured—will not be
forced to serve a disproportionate sentence in violation of the Eighth Amendment. If Mr. Mitchell is not

afforded a meaningful opportunity to demonstrate maturity and rehabilitation, his sentence becomes the
Tunctional equivalent of an unconstitutional sentence of life without parole. In Mr. Mitchell’s case, the all
of his parole denials have been based on the nature of his original offense. Denying parole to a juvenile

offender on the basis of the one thing he cannot change is inconsistent with the current legal principles

“relevant to deciding whether a juvenile should be released back into society.

This is exactly what a federal district court ruled when it applied the rationale of Graham., Miller,
and Montgomery to a juvenile offender who had been sentenced to life with parole for a homicide offense,

but denied multiple times. Maryland Restorative Justice Initiative v. Hogan, No. CV ELH-16-1021, 2017
WL 467731 (D. Md. Feb. 3, 2017). There the court rejected the State’s motion to dismiss, holding that the
plaintiffs had presented a plausible claim that Maryland’s system of parole amounts to de facto life
without parole because it did not provide them with a realistic and meaningful opportunity for release in
violation of the Eighth Amendment. /d. at *27. In Maryland, while the parole board may recommend that
parole be granted, the governor has exclusive authority and absolute discretion to reject any application

A



for parole for any reason or for no reason at all. /d. at *6. As a result, the court held, plaintiffs had
sufficiently alleged that “Maryland’s parole system operates as a system of executive clemency, in which
opportunities for release are ‘remote,’ rather than a true parole scheme in which opportunities for release
are ‘meaningful’ and ‘realistic,’ as required by Graham.” Id. at *27.

This case underlines that whether a juvenile is sentenced to “life without parole” or “life with
parole,” can become irrelevant. The real issues are those set forth by Graham: (1) whether he or she
actually has received the opportunity to obtain release based on demonstrated maturity and rehabilitation,
(2) whether this opportunity is “meaningful,” and (3) whether the parole system takes into account the
lesser culpability of juvenile offenders. Graham, 560 U.S. at 75.

In hght of these recent developments in the constitutional law governing juvenile sentencing,
states are r requiring their parole boards to follow newly implemented standards for individuals who are
now adulfs, but were juveniles at the time of the offense. Consistent with this growing national trend, we

request that the Board:
IR Z

1. Offer compensation for a person with expertise in adolescent brain development and behavior to
perform an evaluation of Mr. Mitchell, and require the Board to consider the written evaluation of
this expert.

2. Schedule the hearing at a different time from hearings for adult offenders and allow testimony
from mental health professionals and/or other witnesses.

3. Inaddition to the criteria applicable to all offenders already outlined by the Board, consider:

a. Age at the time of the offense, the hallmark features of youth, and the diminished
culpability of juveniles compared to that of adults;

b.  The incompetencies associated with youth—for example, the offender’s inability to deal
with police officers or prosecutors (including on a plea agreement) or the offender’s
incapacity to assist his own attorneys;

c.  Immaturity at the time of the offense, and any subsequent growth and increased maturity
of the juvenile offender during incarceration;

d. Home and community environment at the time of the offense:

The circumstances of the offense, including the extent of the offender’s participation in
the conduct and how familial and peer pressures may have affected him;
f.  The offender’s intellectual capacity;
g.  Efforts made toward rehabilitation, including participation in available rehabilitative and
educational programs while in prison;
h.  Evidence of remorse; and
1. Any other mitigating factor or circumstance submitted by the offender.
4. Require the Board to provide specific findings of fact in support of iis decision.

o

Only if South Carolina requires special hearings for juvenile offenders and mandates the
consideration of the above factors in these hearings, will the State be in accord with the United States and

South Carolina Supreme Court decisions estabhshmg_d_lfferent substantive and procedural rules for cases
— including parole hearings — involving juvenile offenders. We hope that your response reflects the
evolving case law and that of other states.

Very truly

P
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Appendix

Massachusetts
See Diatchenko v. District Attorney for Suffolk Dist., 1 N.E.3d 270 (Mass. 2013); Commonwealth v.
Brown, 1 N.E.3d 259 (Mass. 2013)

¥

Counsel is appointed to help with the initial application for parole for juvenile offenders
convicted of first- and second-degree murder.

2. The superior court is authorized to allow payment of expert fees for the initial parole hearing.
3. Juvenile offenders are entitled to judicial review of the parole board decision.
4. The parole hearing is held in person before all seven board members.

Connecticut

S.B. 796, Jan. Sess. (Conn. 2015)

1

Counsel is appointed a year before the parole hearing for indigent juvenile offenders.

2. The board must apply special criteria in juvenile offender cases, including whether the offender
has demonstrated rehabilitation considering his age at the time the crime was committed, and
whether he has demonstrated remorse and increased maturity.

3. The board must use validated risk assessment and needs assessment tools and its risk-based
structured decision making and release criteria in making a determination.

4. The parole hearing is held in person rather than the typical videoconference.

5. The board may permit testimony from mental health professionals or other witnesses.

California

S.B. 260 (Cal. 2013)

1. Juvenile offenders are entitled to appointed counsel for parole hearings.
2. Counsel may submit written materials before the hearing.
3. The parole board must give great weight to the diminished culpability of juveniles, the hallmark
features of youth, and the subsequent growth and maturity of the juvenile offender.
4. If the board uses psychological evaluations and risk assessment tools to assess growth and
maturity, the board must employ a licensed psychologist to administer the evaluations.
Louisiana

La. Rev. Stat. Ann. 15:574.4

ke

2

The board must meet in a three-member panel and must consider a written evaluation of the
juvenile offender compiled by a person with expertise in adolescent brain development and
behavior, as well as any other relevant evidence.

The panel inust provide specific findiags of fact in support of its decision.

3. Counsel may submit written materials before the hearing.
West Virginia
W. Va. Code §§ 61-11-23, 62-12-13b

1. The board must ensure a meaningful opportunity for the juvenile offender to obtain release.

2. The board must consider the diminished culpability of juveniles compared to that of adults, the
hallmark features of youth, and any subsequent growth and increased maturity of the juvenile
offender during incarceration.

3. The board must also consider:

A review of educational and court documents;

b. Participation in available rehabilitative and educational programs while in prison;
c. Age at the time of the offense;

d. Immaturity at the time of the offense;

P
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Nebraska

Home and community environment at the time of the offense;
Efforts made toward rehabilitation;

Evidence of remorse; and

Any other factors or circumstances the board considers relevant.

Legis. B. 44, 103 Leg., 1st Sess. (Neb. 2013)
1. The board must consider:

a.

FRme pe T

The offender’s participation in available rehabilitative and educational programs while
incarcerated;

The offender’s age at the time of the offense;

The offender’s level of maturity;

The offender’s ability to appreciate the risks and consequences of his or her conduct;
The offender’s intellectual capacity;

The offender’s level of participation in the offense;

The offender’s efforts toward rehabilitation; and

Any other mitigating factor or circumstance submitted by the offender.
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Ozmints Parole Points

(“Post and Courier” Commentary Friday, September 15, 2023 — “SC’s parole system is doing
more harm than good.”)

1.

“A functional Parole system make us all safer. Human beings don’t function well without hope,
and the hope of parole incentivizes good behavior and reformation, reducing costs and making
prisons and society safer.”

“Qur parole apparatus has become so dysfunctional and unfair that it is doing more harm than
good."”

“False hope and systemic unfairness create levels of frustration danger and despair that can be
more dangerous than hopelessness”

“Our parole agency has manipulated the system to insure that even objectively low-risk inmates
who have decades of perfect behavior and proven reformation have no chance of making
parole.”

“For example there is a law that allows our agency to protect the opinions of parole agents from
disclosure” it has corrupted th= law in order to tip the scales against applicants by creating a
secret case summary.”

“Instead of requesting the court transcripts at sentencing of parole defendants — an easy task ~
the agency admittedly included unproven, unsworn hearsay and extraneous allegations that are
no-where to be found in the judicial record.”

“Instead of relying on indictments and the court record, it relies on decades’ old incident
reports, statements and other extra-judicial materials. This often inaccurate information is
provided to the parole board as the official factual summary on which the board must rely.

i hese summaries can contradict judicial and iaw enfurceiiient nndings i investigations. i's iw
surprise that the agency refuses to provide these summaries to appellate courts. It's a star
chamber, operating above the courts.” Or consider our parole agency has a written rule that
applicants must review their parole file and notify the board of errors. Yet it refuses to allow
applicants or their attorney to access to the parole record. Just let that sink in”.

It gets worse. To improve the parole process, in 2010 the Legislature required the agency to
start administering and objective risk assessment to each applicant. These assessments have
been validated nationally and improved over decades to accurately measure risk of re-offense.

They are intended to help officials make sound release decisions. This is not an agent's opinion;



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17

it’s an objective assessment, paid for by tax payers and intended to help offenders reform,
reduce risk and make us all safer.”

“Shockingly, our parole agency responded to this legislative mandate by refusing to administer
the assessment before the hearing. When it does administer the assessment, it refuses to
disclése the risk assessment to offenders, attorneys or corrections officials. It is hard to fathom,
but our parole agency intentionally decreases public safety by prohibiting the use of this publicly
funded assessment to help inmates address weaknesses.”

Consistent with its practice of ignoring the objective assessment, the agency encourages board
members to reject evidence-based decision making, by ignoring objective, predictive criteria and
relying exclusively on opposition witnesses and the circumstance of the crime. As one court
recently noted, this approach “effectively denies eligibility for #arole”.”

“In hearing procedures, regardless of its rules, the agency allows and unlimited time to those
who oppose parole, and those who oppose parole, and those witness are allowed to appear in
person with the board. But the agency only allows only three witnesses for the applicant, by
video only, and neither the applicant no counsel is allowed to appear in person with the board.
For applicants, time is always limited, and the board rouiinely cuts them off after cnly a few
minutes. Hearing routinely last less than five minutes, including deliberations and voting”
Recently the agency authorized the board to limit its consideration to only twenty pages.
submitted by the applicant. This is a clear violation of S.C. Code section 24-21-640. Which
provides that the board “shall consider the record the record of the inmate before during, and
after imprisonment.”

“Sadly, by one measurement our parole agency has been quite successful; It gets paid to do little
more than rubber stamp denials” '

“Our prison system has proven that its programming works, setting national records for low
recidivism.”

“Those leaving prison more than one year early — has dropped to less than 1%;0.04%. In the year
ending in April, out of 1.635 hearings, only six inmates left prison early on parole: the proverbial
rubber stamp.”

“law makers should abolish parole or else reform our parole system and transfer its work to the
Department of Corrections.”

“Our state would be safer with a parole agency that believed in parole for reformed affenders.”
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linistry,
“lam Your servant, Lord ... | will give You what | promised ...” y
EXODUS VI
June 24 -26, 2011
CHARILES MITCHELL

has shared the EXODUS WEEKEND and STANDS READY to BEGIN
SUCCESSFUL PASSAGE to RE-ENTRY into FAMILY and SOCIETY.

In witness thereof, this certificate has been awarded by the HIS WAY Ministry.

Roy Price Willie Camplells

oy Price, MOSES, EXODUS Vil

Willie Campbell, President
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"lertifimtra of Conypletion

Chis is to certify that
Charles Mike Mitchell

has successtully completed the

Work Smart

with Dorchester County Adult Education larkeore Progran

Chis 27th day of Octaber in thie year of 2011

f mgﬁn Dﬁ.&\kl‘-
: el 7/% s 4.,/'; \
C. Briant e

Dorchester County
[nstructor District i1




% &
Lieber Correctional Institution %

2 Character Living Hnit 2

=) %
@ A Program of Hntegrity, Character, Dignity, and Truth k&)
)
% This certificate 18 awarded to @

x| : %)
R _ Charles Mitchell )
% For being a Participant in the pro-social programs below during the August- PNovember 2013 Quarter k@
R

x| A
R o
@

x| %)
® 2
@ Anger Management @

5 Character Recovery
@ Pre-GED

@ Pictim Impact = ”Z o e ety @
\ s Blackwell, Associate Warden Date k
o | &)
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Lieber Correctional Institution
Character Living Unit

A Program of Integrity, Character, Dignity & Truth
Hereby respectfully acknowledges:

Charles Mitchell

As a Participant of the below pro-social character development
programs during the May-July 2013 Quarter:

[

Spanish 1 >
Character Recovery 2
Substance abuse 2

= < L
‘f. e :/, »7__1/ e

/j/(iges @[ac&we[[, Associate Warden

(e T T T ‘..:::t—__.-..——-————-_.__________..—--—_—_---—_-_._____..__.______.____—_..-..__...—.-.-.-..-___....-.———————.._________......_.........__._..._._....._.__....._______u‘



Lieber Correctional Institution <
June 7 -9, 2013

EXODUS X

Eddie Alewine
Richard Allen

Joseph McFadden, Warden
James Blackwell, Associate Warden
Chaplain James Cuttino

PILGRIMS

Octavious Collins Randolph Johnson  Paul Rhoads
Anthony Cook Eric Jones Randoliph Ringstad

Min. Kathy Anderson Silas Cooper Jeffrey Kennedy Kenneth Robinson

Anthony Atkins

Arnold Culbreath  Virgil Legare Richard Sampson

Alphonso Bamberg Shellie Damon Loretta Leonard J. C. Simmons

Hartford Best
Cole Black

Joey Brinson
Antoine Brown
Donnell Brown
Edmonds Brown
Johnny Brown
Tom Bullock
Johnny Burton
Mark Caddell
Norma Callen
Willie Campbell
Scott Carr

Alvin Cavanaugh
Roderick Cherry
Antoine Chestnut

Quinton Daniels Earl Mack Keith Simpson
Robert Doby Jack McGovern Michae! Simpson
Jerome Durham Phillip Mcintire Arthur Smith
Anthony Enriquez Rodney McLeod Dantler Smith
James Epps Harry F. Miller lli Eric Smith
Henry Felder Lester Miller ~ Monty Smith
Roosevelt Ford Charles Mitchell Corey Sparkman
Wayne Gary Robbie Mitchell Jeffrey Timpson
Ricky George Harry Moore Otis Tyler
Arthur Graddick Johnny Morgan Elbert Wallace
Leonard Greene Charles Nickerson Jeffrey Weston
Tito Harris Chauncy Orr Ralph Williams
Kevin Herriott Belvin Page Henry Williams
James K. Hartman Omar Patterson Travis Williams
Luther Jackson Matthew Pickens Vaughn Williams
Robert Jeridore Roy Price Gary Woodside

“l am Your servant, Lord... | will give You what | have promised...”
Psalms 116: 16, 18
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PALMETTO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
PRESENTS
THIS YVOCATIONAL AWARD
TO
Charles ftlitchell

IN RECOGNITION OF T:.'lgOE SATISFACTORY
COMPLETION OF HOURS OF

Short ©rder Cook

ON-THE-JOB TRAINING

N June 1+
, Giyen on this day of .20
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) alll

il Lieber Correctional Institution
i Character Living Unit il

I A Program of Integrity, Character, Dignity & Truth
M lll
4

l -
| N
| 4

he
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| N
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Il Hereby respectfully acknowledges: i

harles Mitchell '

% Charles Mitche |

Ilh: As a Participant of the below pro-social character development l»: 3

} program(s) during the September — November 2014 Quarter: 1
o8 I

p  Victim Impact

W Narcotics Anonymous

W ca. £oleL

| ). James R, Blackwell, Associate Warden this 30th day of November 2014 _hl

< q‘




DIVISION OF BEHAVIORAL/MENTAL HEALTH

South Carolina

Department of

Corrections

&

SUBSTANCE ABUSE SERVICES

THIS CERTIFICATE OF PARTICIPATION
IS AWARDED TO

CHARLES MITCHILL 189424

FOR PARTICIPATING IN

THE OZ PRINCIPLE

| THIS

2iND DAY OF DECEMBER

, 2014

| O.

S %ppf cecV

INSTRUCTOR

LIEBER

INSTITUTION

(Updated: 10/14/2013)
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R [,zeber Correctional Institution

- Character Living Unit

5 ~ A Program of Integrity, Character, Dignity & Truth
Hereby respectfully acknowledges:

Charles Mitchell

-~
@J'
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« 3

'é";: o

W As a Taaﬁtator(yf the below pro-social character development
g program(s) during the January — April 2015 Quarter:

Ny Victim Impact
}x‘ ames R, &Mzc&we[[ ﬂssoczate Wardén this 6th day of April 2015
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& Lieber Correctzona[ Institution ‘
Bt Character Living Unit
s A Program of Integrity, Character, Dignity & Truth

Hereby respectfully acknowledges:

h Charles Mitchell
:" As a Participant of the below pro-social character development
“" program during the January — April 2015 Quarter:

%

P

@

ﬁ L

4 “Afrikan Studies
<

(QP

- *Military History III
A *Perfect Program Attendance
&
P
R Q s __W

£ 5090 B MM MR AL MANE SAMNANE At

James R, @[ac@we[( Associate Warden tﬁzs 6th day of April 2015 )‘p
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The South Carolina Work Ready Credential

has been earned by

Charles Mitchell

for demonstrating mastery of academic and employability skKills.

T W 0 Y =

11/4/2025 P e

/
/

Date Henry McMaster, Governor

@@ Endorsed by the National Work Readiness Council /3-
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RECOVERY EDUCATION

CERTIFICATE

OF COMPLETION

WE ARE PLEASED
TO BE ABLE TO AWARD THIS CERTIFICATE TO

géa/zé% Mietel!

UPON THE SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF PEER SUPPORT GROUPS: ROAD TO RECOVERY

Deate ///////'m{’//

AT

’ '/-
AUGUST 27, 2025 a 77[/774/\

CPSS

/4.



Allendale Character Institution's Colleton Unit

presents this

Certificate of Achicvement
Gharles CMitchell

This Certificate Verifies the Successful Completion of
Islamic Studies

Awarded this 10th day of October, 2025

JMMJ/ JW/

Lieutenant Sammuel Draytu

£
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b \llendale Character In: tution's Colleton Unit &
L L
L presents (i t
u C
= Certifi on
: ertificate of Lompietion :
- !
L |
I—! 0 :
! :
: Gharles CMitchell :
| -1
E This Certificate Recognizes Completion of Characier Course E
Influencer O
|
Awarded this 16th day of January, 2026 E
E
L
L
P. EMidon, Re-entry Specialist |I:
L
L
[G. t
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ertificate of Completion
Gharles CAMGtchell

This Certicicate Recognizes the Completion of Character Course

21 Laws of Leadership

Awarded this 16th day of January, 2026

ol

» tu})n,(/,‘/ ‘CC% &

Licuienusi Scmmuel Dray .'rm




13:28:59 Saturday,

PRGI200D

SCDC # 189424

February 21, 2026

SCDC OFFENDER MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
PROGRAM SERVICES
DETAIL INQUIRY

MITCHELL, CHARLES MICHAEL
OFFENDER TYPE: ADULT-STRAIGHT SENTE

PROGRAM SERVICE

ENROLL/START DATE
TERMINATION DATE

TERMINATION STATUS

CASEWORKER LST NME. :

PROG/SER LOCATION

PROGRAM INDICATOR..:

RESPONSE>

PFKEY CLEAR : SUMMARY

533 PEER SUPPORT

07/14/25
08/27/25

CMR COMPLETE-MET REQUIRE

WALLACE R2R

0411 ALLENDALE

UPDATED BY:
CREATED BY: LOWDER

PF8:NEXTREC

02/21/26
C066287

CURR LOC: ALLENDALE

DATE:
DATE: 02/21/26

| 8.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Administrative Law Court
Docket Number 25-A1J-1 5-0032

APPEAL OF AGENCY DECISION
Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

WIS MITCHELL SN, ... F . i e APPELLANT

S.C. DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE AND
oot o RGBT SR RSB RESPONDENT

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

Comes now, Matthew C. Buchanan, General Counsel for the South Carolina Department
of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services (the Department), on behalf of Respondent, and
respectfully moves pursuant to Rule 61 of the South Carolina Administrative Law Court to dismiss
the instant appeal due to failure to file the appeal in a timely fashion.

Appellant desires to appeal a final agency decision that was issued via a notice of a parole

denial dated March 26, 2025. Appellant’s Notice of Appeal is dated November 20, 2025, which is

far outside the thirty-day requirement in Rule 59, SCALC.



Furthermore, the same issue Appellant raises has been litigated in his previous appeal
found in Docket No. 24-ALJ-15-0045, and is therefore precluded in any subsequent action.
Richburg v. Baughman, 290 S.C. 431, 434, 351 S.E.2d 164, 166 (1986). “Under the doctrine of
collateral estoppel, once a final Judgment on the merits has been reached in a prior claim, the
relitigation of those issues actually and necessarily litigated and determined in the first suit are
precluded as to the parties and their privies in any subsequent action based upon a different claim.”

(See attached order dated May 2, 2025).

Therefore, Respondent respectfuily requests that this matter be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

.”
- 4 -
o~ o T
-~ A S

Matthew C. Buchanan“
General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services

293 Greystone Boulevard

Columbia, South Carolina 29209

Columbia, South Carolina
January 8, 2026 Attorney for Respondent

o~






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

) Docket No. _ -ALJ-15-___ -AP
)
Appellant, )
)
V. ) NOTICE OF APPEAL
)
South Carolina Department of Probation, ) U m
Parole and Pardon Services, )
)
Respondent.
esponde : K 5
Notice is hereby given that CHaRLES MICHAEL MITCHELL appeals
the final decision of the South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services dated
and received on _4d-11- 20295 . a copy of which is attached. In accordance with Rule

59(B) of the Rules of Procedure for the South Carolina Administrative l.aw Court (SCALC Rules)
please provide a brief factual basis for each expressly and specifically asserted constitutional

ola on: Y DISCovERED EVIDENCE IN VICLATION OF NAP E V. TLLINGOLS. 79 5.T 1i73 oi—'- ISONER 57"
:%R%'; t“o ‘;) Au&%ﬁ'&ur 6 THE UNZITED sralﬁs r.ealigf. "ﬁ 1Yo ib-lo- 2018 PARGLE AuTWoRL E?E s
u HER

12 CRITERTA FoR PARCLE CONSIDERATION INSTRULT PRLISONER To NeTIFY mr. BOARD VERIFYING THE BoARU
Il INVESTIGATE AuD NOTIFY TH FIER TH Ly g s ol STATE
3 3 : MENT » ON \0- 2B- cha PRLSCNER REQUESTED Font
-HE.AELHG NC SPC e v On =23 - PR : oVERED PRICR NOTIFY
ZCORD oF L.RIMINAL bonas'r:.c u.f.ot.F.ut‘.E wr;ur UNCORRECTED IN HI1IS F.T.I.F_ wnr:o ﬁﬂz PRISONER
L50 DISLWWWMH” Jo_ (9E8 AS CHARLES MICHAEL

ITCHELL ¥ 00189424 r_&zM.tuAL um'ron. oN (1= 18- 2024 PRISONER WROTE HI.S sacauo qmuasr To

ACLE AUTHORLITI & PARC RECONSI DERA 0 H Ch ARC

-23- 2024 AND TO ovaum ALL MRIOR PARGLE Hmzxues mn WERE EFFD:TED AHD PRr_TuD.[CE BY

{E. USAB APPEAL WITH

HE S.C. ADMINISTRATLIVE LAW COURT, ON JAN- 13 - zozs PARGLE AUTHORLTIES COMFIRMED AFTER
(N INVE RECT SEE
OCUMENT_A _ SEE DOCUMENT PRIOR FILES WERE PRISONER FATHER RECORDS» PRISONER

LAIM WWWszaﬁf.u
"VIDENCE CONFIRM 1T WAS ON JAN- \3 2025 THE 10-10- 2018 INVESTIGATION BECAME

“INALI ND OUERTURH
HE l0-10-2018 AND 2020 AND 2022 PARCLE HEARINES. Do To PARGLE AUTHORITIES M.Lnueo NoTIFIED
‘AL SE REcoRD.S To GO UNCO%R 1' D\ i APPEARED To g . ¢ PRISCNER NoT
‘Nex_dr.u(: 2 IFa f;o“ 2‘ ¥, 1- 1} »Sg PRIC Dg -ru ummf.cul. RELE M seﬁ GLOSSIP v oK LA HoOMA 195
b L] -] o v3E fF AL RECoR n}’ ! :!: f 5{ TCHE] __tj_ﬁ_qlq

Appellant's hamr Signed

ALLE NDALE CORREC L ONAL IMSTITA oN T L e L S R ALy

Mailing Address Dated

FAIR FAX . SouTH CARcLINA 29837

City, State, Zip Code

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| hereby certity thatl, AHARLES M. MiTCHEEL  (Your name). on the 1t _dayof 20 L2025 in_FAIRFAX  (city).
South Carolina, served a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal on all parties to this matter by depositing the same in the United
States Mail, postage paid, and addressed as follows:

Name of person/Agency served _&DMINI& TRATINE L AW CovrT. EDGAR A. PRowinN BuvILDINCG
Address: 1205 PENDLETON STREET Sulve 224 & L H

City, State, Zip Code: _COLUMBIA, SouT CARCLIMA 2920\ , e
AHARLES MIcHAEL MITCHELL Chioudes sbicnned rAcTeuell # (8992Y
Print your name Sign your name

(See reverse side for instructions)
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Allendale Character Instititution CJOCUMEN i 1
L

presents His

Certificate of Completion

[

Gharles CMiichell

This Certificate is Presented for the Completion of Character Course

Mentor Resolution
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Awarded this 13th day of March, 2026
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P. Ellison, Re-entry Specialist
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(B3 dOCUMENT

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA P
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Charles Mitchell, #189424, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-15-0032-AP
)
Appellant, )
)
V. ) ORDER OF DISMISSAL
. ) ™ T
South Carolina Department of Probation, ) | LHMEIVED
Parole and Pardon Services, ) :
) ’ MAR 02 2026
Respondent. )
) SC Court of Apneals

This matter is before thg Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court) pursuant to an appeal
filed by Charles Mitchell (App‘ellant). an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina'l Department
of Corrections. By letter dated March 26, 2025, the South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services (Department) notified Appellant that the South Carolina Parole Board
(Board) had denied him parole. On November 20, 2025, Appellant’s Notice of Appeal was filed
with the Court. Thereafter, on January 8, 2026, the Department filed a Motion to Dismiss arguing
this appeal is untimely pursuant to Rule 59 of the Rules of Procedure for the Administrative Law
Court (SCALC Rules).

This Court’s limited jurisdiction to hear appeals from parole-denial decisions of the
Department is derived from the Supreme Court of South Carolina’s opinion in A/-Shabazz v. State,
338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000)." Pursuant to A/-Shabazz, an inmate seeking to appeal must
file and serve a notice of appeal upon specified parties within thirty days of written notice of the
Department's final decision. /d. at 377, 527 S.E.2d at 754: see also Rule 59. SCALCR (requiring
filing and service upon each party within thirty days of receipt of the Department decision).?

Appeal deadlines are jurisdictional in nature, and thus this Court has no authority to consider an

' See, e.g., Furtickv. S.C. Dep't of Prob., Parole & Pardon Servs., 352 S.C. 594, 576 S.E.2d 146 (2003); James v.
S.C. Dep't of Prob., Parole, & Pardon Servs., 377 S.C. 564, 660 S.E.2d 288 (Ct. App. 2008).

*  See also S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-600(E) (Supp. 2025) (providing that ALC appellate review “must be in the same
manner as prescribed in Section 1-23-380 for judicial review of final agency decisions with the presiding
administrative law judge exercising the same authority as the court of appeals”); S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(1) (Supp.
2025) (“Proceedings for review are instituted by serving and filing notice of appeal as provided in the South Carolina
Appellate Court Rules within thirty days after the final decision of the agency or, if a rehearing is requested, within
thirty days after the decision is rendered.”)

FILED

01/23202¢

SC Admin: Law Conrt



untimely appeal. Hill v. S.C. Dept of Health & Env' Control, 389.S.C. 1, 21, 698 S.E.2d 612,
623 (2010).

Here, Appellant received the Department’s final decision on April 11, 2025. Accordingly,
Appellant was required to file Notice and Appeal upon the Department and this Court no later than
May 11, 2025. Nonetheless, Appellant did not file his Notice of Appeal to this Court until
November 20, 2025, months after the deadline. Since Appellant failed to meet the requirements
to file and serve the Notice of Appeal. the Court has no jurisdiction to hear this appeal. Allen v.
S.C. Dep't of Corr, 439 S.C. 164, 886 S.E.2d 671 (2023) (ALC has jurisdiction over properly
perfected appeals).

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that this matter is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Ralph K. Anderson, I11
Chief Administrative Law Judge

January 23, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina

Page 2 of 3
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Stephanie Perez, hereby certify that | have this date served this Order upon all parties to

this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, or by electronic

mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

Stephanie Fgrg

Judicial Law Clerk

January 23, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina

Page 3 of 3



