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- STATEMENT OF -ISSUE(3) ON APPEAL

Has Appellant B2en Denied Due Precess Of Law Where fde Was Not Allowed To
Pragent Witness(es) In His Defense L

. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Respondent has compssed and genereted an (initial) beief of respendent of
12-19-2013; appellant submits the [initial] reply brief herein.

ARGUMENT

APPELLANT HAS BEEN DENIED DUS PROCESS OF LAW WHERE HE WAS NOT ALLOWED TO
PRESENT WITNESS(ES) IN HIS DEFENSE

The brief of cespondent pointed, “Appellant clains he was denied the
right te pressant witnass testimeny at the disciplinary hearing. At the
disciplinary hearing. counsel substitute presented statements frem several
inmates, but neither counsel substituts nor appellant attempted te present any
additional evidence. (Transcript). Therefore, becauss appellant mads no effert
to prese.ﬁt additional witness testimeny at the hearing, he cannast now claim
the tastimeny was impreperly excluded.” (». 6) Daniels centends that it was
arrer when the Administrative Law .Csurt [ALC] issued 9-5-13 Order witheut
properly censidering his 9+-28-11 ‘request teo staff member (R;rsrﬁ).<~'i‘herein he
requested a "poleyraph” test. (R. ~®. ) Pruitt v. State, 266 S.E.2d 779,
782 (1980).

Respondant's brief gees ‘en,  "Moresver, .appzilant .has wnoet shswn the

additional evidance could reasenably have ‘affected. the outceme of the



@isciplinacy hearing.:® Ibid. Where A. Seller responded therzte the R‘TS'K:d en
10-4-11 stating  “we“ean centact Sgt.  Kelley”. (R.-'a.-'f“”')' The 10-14-11
Disciplinary Report And Hearing Record pointed Left message on 10-5-11 at
10:00 a,m, fer Sgt. Kelley® (R. p' ) 'But: :ili-iécizpll-nary hearingeffice (DHO)
failed te allow presentatisn eof ‘witness. -S&" Daniels:'wis @enied right te
cenfrant, crsas-examine and presented impertant and material vitness(es).
' CONCLUSIGN
appellant urges this Ceurt te. reverse the efdar ef the ALC.
This 12th day of January 2014. " o
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