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Crarement OF The T43es) On ﬂ?‘w\\

I Did The AdwmiaistraXive  Law TU(XSP E vy BL( Danfnﬁ

'(‘\QQL\\o.n*‘% (—\Q\)JLQ\ Because Q\DPL\\G(\\' Received No

—_— ?
LoSS OF Good Tirme'

2. Did The Adminicrrative  Law U’ud«\)),a, Exy B«{

S’ca"('\(\g The 9\39,@\\0(\)( Did  Not \’\\\Lgﬂ, A De-

: — 2
\)Y'\\l&('\o(\ 6 A Stoke - C Yeoked \—-\\:»e,ﬁ'q‘ Tntevest:
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Srate e n OF the Case

This atter Cowes before +the South Careling
Court Of Rppeals LSc ck fpp)  pursuant +o dhe
appeal Of  Jamie L camon, dn inmate incarcerated

Witn ‘e South Carolina Dz\:»arhﬂﬁ,n\' Of Corrections
(ocbe or Dz\ac\v%mz,nﬂ.

Rack Gyound

The Appellant £iled o Step 1 on Tuly 15, 30, Statiey
okt e WS (:’\\'\ng a ¢ Po'\icx{ 3riz\/ar\c,p,)” C\aiminj
tnat 4 Yecent Chande Xe D,Q,Qar\'mxz,n‘c po\ic«« maardina
Possession of a Cell Phone or Obner Type of -
Codfunication Device (213) Scoe 0P~ 9314, Famate
D'\%c_'\Q\'\nMu\ %\\Cymm) Was  unconstitutional. The Warden
denizd  the %Y'\L\Icmc,n_,and advised Yne Appellant that
Departaent policy could ot be c\r\angu\ ar  Yhat level
Policies are eibnex dn,\(z\o‘ezd nor c;‘\nan%.zd bg{ Yhe
\\’\S*'\’fu\"\on.?o\'\w\ YaNision can  oaly  be done ot the
‘(\zoc\t\)uar’mﬁ \2,\122\.(&,3‘ Seer, Step—-t Sr{.m\(anc,m,warder“s
decicion). The QQQ%\\““\- fled a  Srep -3 3\’§z\!anc,e, on
Qu(xq%’( Wy A0\, and  Wad denied On Maren b, J0l5,...
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. #ne fQppellant filed a  Notice ©of Hppeal, Con-
h,né'm% fhat  +he po\icut was  uaconstitutional. The
Appellant Yeca\Ned TWo- Thoutand , Six-\undred and
E"\%\n‘n\ dax\S C 3,030 da%S)) loss of 3ood Home.

Oa Juae b, 015, ¥ne Deparkment Ffiled a Motion to
Dismiss +nat dppeal. On ZJTJI\{ by 30I5, the Rppellant
filed a RL?\\\, Stating he Would aripulate Yo \is

disciglinary Conviction ofF ockober 9%, 3001, in ex
Chongs  for ais Wegally Seited 3006 Yigae OF 930
dags, cause  Bespondent alledged ia  Fhe Ordec re-
q)u,e,S’c-’\mS Yre Adnieiskcakie Law 'Zﬁ,lds.a, to dismiss
fopellanks apgedl Caude tne  Rppellant had not
besn QYLL\uA\cb due to a State - Created- liberty

nkeyesk,

Discussion /ﬂvqu lenie)
\}
The C ourks "\\ur'\%c\'\d’\on fo hedr Mais  matker 1%
decived from thne decicion o Yne South Cavolina

. ‘ )
%upu,mz, courk W Al-Snaoazt V. State 338 S.c.

254, 53" S.E. ad nugy C SOOD)C!QC,D(&} S .C. c ode mﬂ?%@
1-92-Lio & & supe WY ); 1-93- 330(A)) Se e alsc eee
5.



.+ . .. Code ARN.3 |-93~ 3]0 (3) (Supp. 1999)

While ¥Yne Substantive Content 0Of  Yhe Pﬂ.\"\’r{on MuSt
%uf?'\c'\znﬂ\\ 2xplain e basis  Of  the  inmate's

Cha\\znf‘xﬂz, ¥ne Court, a5 in  Pch P‘(ch,g,din%‘s , nas the
discrerion Yo construe a \)\o,ac\’m% W the GPPV‘JPY\."
oz Manner. See, Giloson Y. State, 331 S.co atb 4f, 495 s.e-

2 or W22 (habeas Corpus ‘)2,’\"\’('\0(1 ma«{ be C onstrued

as a PR a‘:\)\icaﬁony) Hunter V. Srake, 2l S.c. 105
G <.E. 94 903 L144Y) (same), abrogamd on oher 3munds

by _Sinpson V. Ghate, 299 S.c. 43, 445 S.€. 3d 489 L1999).

A \nforwal forroaXx Ov '\‘Y\QTOP_Q,\’\\.\ +itled P,M'ih'on

Orc\'\nar'\\\\ Should not form the basis  for Summarnf

Ao missal.

fin C\%Y'\L‘\md party  may Obtain appz\\an\' review
of  any £inal :)uc\%g,mp,n’c of  Pne Circuit Court in
e MoNNeY pvz&x\\o@d for cwil  Coases. S.c. Code.
ana® - 93 3o (143, The party wusk  properly
coxNe a Yovice 6 a\>\ma\ wWirnin 4\*\'\(\’\\ days

AfXeY Y,Q,C.,Q.'\Q\' of  Wrixken NoYice O Ln\"n\ Of

Pne Order OY L\ud%e,mﬂm’(‘ Rule D03 ) B, SCRCR.
lo,



Coo S.C.code Ann.B 94-13- 3]0 L%up?. 1999) (Good-Time
Credivs).

e Respondent a\\e.g.ed in the ovder Of Dismissdl
nak 9?\32,\\&“’(\& \ogs  of (3, LRO) da«ig Of 300&
Fite credivs doed  nok \aplicate @ State C redted
Woariy ke yedr LE.S. See Ordevs for dismissal).

Facts

ﬂpp,p,\\an’c o his geu,g;,n’v Code  Wads C)narﬁe,d

and Cconvicked of a mcxgov (\'\Sc'\?\'\r\c\ru\ ‘rw_ar(nj

before a \gr\son ;\us’('\cm Committee at Braad
River Covyeckional \—/ac'\\'\h{. f Tc Brown was
Yo \(\p,ar'm% Officer, dY  tnat  Yime,( Octfoberdd,

do0).

There Weve flany \awmates  ak VariouS Pﬁsong
%roug‘houk Svoke  OF  Soubh Carvolina who uere
c\qu\fof,c& Wikh o Depdrfment Rules Violation.
Particulariy, e Q0°M, 2]  Possession and /or
Aud 10 \l'\(pud\ oc a Cell phone OY Communi -
‘n Viola¥ion OF the ¢ DJ?/\DC\Y‘*W’—ﬂ*‘%"“

.

coxion  AeNiTe



Ca Po\‘\u\/ procedures 0P-93.14, Section 4 and
14\ (?orm_@,r\u{SLaﬁonS \S and \S.1);

Wheve 1O VidQ,OS or rzcorc\'mgs of an\{ h{p,@ Were

Pr.e,s_z,n’re,d as  ovNidence agains& tnmated  Whow uere

C‘(\(,\YLXLO and  Convicted ©OF 4% in the L{,e,aro(-“
J001, Madon‘r\\ OfF  Pe inmates | oss qm\o 2 Qmourtis
of %OOA Yime Crediys purSuark s S.C. code #nn.S

- 13- 316 CSupp. 1999) ( good - +ime credits), and te¥De-
par’mznf‘% Yoo pol\c\f was  wade  ypon nlawful

\)‘(oczdumﬁ.

The (Qoon) ¥R PossSesSion and [ or audio/visyal

S 2 C_A?_\\Q‘(\o(\ﬁ/ 101'¢ C omwunication DevVice
was C,\)e,ar\\‘ srroneous in View OF the relidble,
pY oboative, aad  Subskantial evidence 0n  the Whole
(2cord) Rppelants ’?\nc\'\n?) of 3uilh{ Wos  arbi-
Yraxy  o¢ Capricious  ov Charackerized oy dbuse &
Aiscrekion oY C,\,e,ov\»\ an L\Y\u‘;ar(cm’(u\ 2XarciS.e

o diacreXion LS. c. Coda Ann.2 - 93— 330 (1) B WS

(@), (0, ) (F).



Taus, -%Lw DLPQY\'mzn\"S” disdplinaq \’lmrin3 Officer
CJc Brown) in  Joo" failed +o implement the
Due Process sa&,guaré% as the Same relates 4o
Yo Y\p,a‘('mt& phaSe ofF  tha c\'\gc‘\?\'\nar* process
W veference OF ﬂ‘JP.JL\\Q\’I\”\% Javize L eamon's(oct

93, 3007) 4% A'\sc'\?\(nah\ cConviction dS follous:

I, Misconduct HReport

3. Notice

2 b %

Evidenco

4, 0 onfidenkial T viforwants

5. D’\Spos’\\'\on Ot Evidenc.e

ﬂ\)‘)p,\\an\' Leaqon  wosS C‘nar%e,d on Or dbout octdb-
X ¥n, 9001 “and any Otner inmates without any
ovideace OF 4 picture O the eNidence bp,(nﬁ Sub -
Mikted  af  ne  lamares  disciplinary earing . CEg. coll

\)Y\om)f: aﬂA/O\’ ﬂué\\o/\l\suc\\ ot Same ).

I, Ploase 0otz ¥nat  RAppellant (20pened Ynis  case Via
%'\\'\n% a  poliey qrieNance pursUant Yo Dept ?o\m‘
q, and .\ "Inmete Grisvance 5‘15“’"

q.

&a- ol . \3, %2\ 00%




%’\msg\\\ put, the c\“\sc'\?\'mam\ \rm,arim& Of ticers

%rou%‘nou% Yo ¥ Department? ere misapp\u((nj Yo
300n (%48) cellghone O any  Communication De-
vice  fudio/ Yisual oledent, ar  Yhat Tine. The ele-
e nkxs) Could Or\\\\ be ?YO\UL(\ Via a Yideo and/far

Yp,c;ovd’m%.

ﬂppg,\\cm% Learon, Contends Yre C 9o001) (34%8) gudisf
Vieual Was uaconskirurionol  frow  fhe inception o
Said  olemen¥s) Cavse Ynere Was  No  CamMexas V-
cvralled  nside OF e '\'\\f'\r\o'S areds  for  \ndares

whoe  Wexe \o,o_'m% Conkined at B‘road River Cory-

2cXionol  Tasyitution.

Addirionally, ¥nere Was ao Celiphene PrOd(JCLCJ at
QQQL\\an‘c‘% ockooer 9%, 2000, dicci 9\\nqq h.o,arinj
QoY a ?\’\Cﬁo ot a C,a\\‘ahoma 0S mandated bc{

Q\QS\DOV\AQ-V\)V\% own \)0\\@\\ and ?\’OCL(XL\YLS(OP--QQ-H

Secxiond \Y and \\\.\)LFO‘(N&Y\\%S@L\"\DY\% 1S and 5.1

(em g\nc\s\s Added)



Hence, Since 4 &take - Created \.\\O.Q_Y'\‘LK \nterest
S "m\lo\\!.e,A‘) WS \’Lac;Je,SSan( Yo determine e
ﬂ?‘)ﬁ,\\an\' vecoiNed Due Process. Tt 18 Well 2ettied
¥nat '\’m—“ DLPC\()(\‘(\LY\’(” Must  teet CorYain  icimud
Consritutional requirements for procedural due process
0 vatters uhere aan indate 15 disc ‘)\'\no-d Sor Seripus
mieconduct. Sea ' Wolf V. Mcponnell) 418 U.s. 539 (19n4)
acc_ovd')LL Rl-Svabvazz V. %"’ra‘m—j 338 S.c. 354, 591 <.&.3d 143,

(591 .2.294 ar NSo).

However, ¥nese requirements wust be balanced ngins}r
e fleed +o Mainkaia an Orc\ﬂ\:{ and Safe priSorx
eavivonment. Td. To dhat 2nd the Supre e Court
has enunciated tne {—‘o\\ow'\m& f\Wae r.ectuiu,mzn’(s Which,
¢ aotadlished, Wil iasure procedural due process

ta \nroeke A'\sc,\se\'\nun\ Natkexs

0) ¥nat advance Weirken Nchice o Yne c\qarjﬂ, be
%\\(9,(\ Yo Mo inwmoke ar \east  Tuwenty -fourd before
e ‘n.e,ar'm«k‘) B3) tna¥ fackfindex$ WuUSt prepare a
Seikken Statetment OF  ¥ne eNidence relizd upon

and  Yeasons for Yne A'\ec,‘\?\'\nan\ ad-ion;(%) Yhat...

.



L. . e inmate Should be allowed Yo call Witnesses
and  presenkt docum,o,n%aq eNidencey (4) that Counsel
Substikute . . . Snould be aliowed Yo represent
Wikerate \amated 0¥ inwates or in CoMpleX Cases
an \nmate Cannot handle aloney and (5) that +he per-
S0NS \np,ar\n% Yo tMatter; uWho Way be prison Officils
oY .Q,\“(\Q\O\.\D,,Q,g ust  be '\m\m\f%'\a'\. Al-Shabazz, 531
5. €. 9d at NS, c‘\’r‘m%, Wolf V. Mc Donnell, 418 U.S. 539,563~
M3, 44 .ok 99L3, A1~ 33 Cl4nY).

Su'bs.g,q)uo,nﬂx{) Some courts have held dnat Yo © B'radc{
m\m’)) Which Ye,ctuim;s e disclosure 0OfF Waterial ox-
culpatory eNidence in  Crimind  prosecutions, diso

O«QQ\'\Q,S Yo pr'\scm c)'\Sc'\\?\'\r\an\ PVOCLLdinﬂS. So g

Piaqie V. Co¥ron, U4 F.2d ar L8 (c:'\’f'm% Brady V.Macglacd,
AR i ¥

203 U.%. 93, 33 S.ct (144 (1463); Thompson V. Hawh, 918

F. Supp: 4L, 1434 € D. han.aan),

Thevefore, Videotapes are a tType of document, and
cCour¥s noNe 2\d Yk c\\%c\p\ina‘(\\ vodies rmust Ye-
View  yelavaar Videotapes and \Jr\sonzx% musk be Shoun
VideoYapes ¥nab  aXe Used a5 evideacs aga\ns'r them. ...

13.



5. Howard V. U.S. Buread of Prisovs, 431 F3d

%O%) 2\3-15 (N cixr 300‘7) ( Where P\a;nﬂ.‘:(: dl(zgruj Yhat q

Videorape oxisYed and  would 2Xculpate Wim, failure to

YeNiew 1t denied due P'roc,e.ssi)j Piggi,e, V. Ccotton, 344 Fzd
LY, L2 - (Nt Cir. 9003) (LLWL have nNavev qPPrOVM of a
blanket policd  of Kzzpin% confidential Sp,curih{ C amera
Videotapes For Sa&ah{ r2asons s« ) Where it s not apparar
Whebher ¥ne Tapz \5 n,xc,u‘\pa‘von{ oY na’r,“minimal die. pmcess*”
YequiveS Pnat Yne district Court YeNiew e tapz \n Camer@)

Phelps V. Tucher, 370 F Supp. 8d 199, 197 L N. 0. £nd. 3005 re-

fusal Yo YeNiew \!iézoj(agz, denied due procass nofuJHhS’randinﬂ

Officiald  Claim  Anat W& was oY Nevy \ear)y Magers v. Ander
T

S0, 43 F.supe: 3d 969, 965-62 (N, D. Tnd. Jooo) (failure te

reNiew a (Lctqz:s\—o,& \I'\dw\'a‘m Without a otated reason de-

fled due proc 255%).

Bence, e disciplinary ofticer (T C @rown) Violated
Qubey Yuo (3) above) Cadse Mr. Brown failed o
croke e avidence  daab e UMY Rcowa) Yelied upon
Yo yveach s Facrual Q'\r\é‘\(\o& vak  Appellant L.eamon,

Wes  n facky ackually %u\\’n{-) ot Yhat  Tiae.

13,



s \)r,e.\{iou%\\\ Mentioned 'evein, Several Courts have
ield that Yo Pra’r'\c» of S'\m\n\\\ adop\’mn he Ye-

por’r Of  <raff wWewmberds Wit 0o Fur¥ner p.x\)\'\na%"\cn

donies due process, C,'\’r‘m(j, Scrudg V. Jordan, 495 F.3d
434, qu\ (4 Civ. \‘\‘&\)‘) Quo’r'\ng, Chavis V. Rouwe, ki3 Fod
1381, 19370 (M i @@V Without o dekalled  Statement

O Yo A\SC:\?\'\(\M\\ committes's ?‘m(\‘\ru&% and Conclusions;

a Y,o,\l'ue,u)\n% Courk C or OSJLHC\{) Cannaost derermine uwhnetner
e \C'mc\'\n% o€ %u'\\’( was based on  Sdbstantial

eNtdence or Whetheo W uwas SUFG\C\Ln*'\k\) dr\oi’rran{.

Thus, Rppellant Leovaoq b been przi\udicyﬂ(:aus‘a
e  Adwinisrrakive Lad Courts Q"\nd'\n%s) are \n Vio-
\akion of ﬁ?\m\\an’r‘% Fourteontn (\4in) Amendwent o
e Uaited Srares  ConstiruXion and Eiﬁ‘m—h A mendmeat.
The  nearing officex LT C Brown) dlso Violated +he
LLD,Q,QM’N\JL\’\%‘%” \?o\\c,\.\/ P\/OC*Q’CX\A(-Q/é o\f’Ja'a.lLl)SecHoni
\S and \s.1 0 uWhexe ﬁ?@ﬂz\\aﬂ\' Was  found %uilﬂ
on  Or  about ockober 93, 9007, in V1 olation

of  Soubn Cavolina Code @nn.g |- 33-3%0 =),

©,14), ), andtd...



(o) ' Violation of constritutional  0Y %«—a{'u-}'on{

[

Qvo\l’\e’\om')
(C ) Made upon anlawful p(ochDﬁ

d) Affected oy O¥ner exvor Of law}

() Clearly Lyxroneous in Vieuw Of e veliable,

and SubSrantial ovidence on the

oY OooX N2 )

Whaole  Yecordy OY

) ﬂr\o'\’fmm\ or Capricious OY C,\narac_’mri'zad by

apuee Of discretion  0v C,\.Q,d\’\\{ dnwarrarted

oY erc\se  OfF diacration

Hiarory® 91 ey No. 1l Ark. T, Section 3, 1993

No. \3\, Section \3y, 900l fAck No.
dook; D00% Rk No 334, Section 5,

2331, Section 3,

Qcx
o4f

,Q,Q’{' TL,\\\\ \)
jl,\ﬂﬂz \o, 900%.

\5.



Wherefore, Soutn’ Carolina Administvative Law Court
(ALL) mad  Summonily diswiss  an  \nmate appeal
Yok \avolyes onily ne 1035 of Yne Dppm\—unpﬂ(
Yo earm Sentence - related credive; Wowene, g
Madter 1S veViewable Yoy the ALC  Where dn in-
mMore's  appeadl a\so \mplicares a  Syare - Credted
WearXy O PYopex¥y nkeresk; Such a3 e \oss
Of accrued Saonkence - veloked credite. See Howard
N.G.c Dept 0f  Cory, 334 S.c L\%, 133 S.€ 243l
Q013 Laxis \’4 LS.c. 901Q).

Hence, fAppellant herely Contends that he 083
(9, L30) da«{S of accrued ﬂooc\—‘\'im,e/ Credits due Yo

Respondents uUnconstitulional  Departwmental \)o\iuf
09-29.\4, Section (343) L00M). Respondent convicted
Ropalant  OF AR in 2000, under the alements o
aud'\o/\l'\sua\s Yiouweved, a8  of (Q013-13) fep-ellant
disconered  Prak  the aud'\o/\!igua\ 2levents Yad been
de\axed Lrowm  Yne DanYkmzn‘(‘S po\'\c\{/proc@dums

and filed o policy grieNonce " redards 0f dhe

U(\Cbﬂ%‘r\\‘\x’(\ona\'\*d\ of Yne 00N k%‘\%\ o033.0.8% 10N
audio/ Nisua\  ©f a (L.o,\\\i\aomz, or Coaruncation deNice. ..

1o+



s PO\‘\C\A\'.

ﬂq\u—\\ar\\' Conkends %\JL\Q. Wad  never audief visyal
produced o his Octoboer 9%, 3007, AKSCip\Inar&( hearing
06 WS requived by  former ¢ Dﬁ,par\"mzn&” poliu(/
Qroc_m-\m’s 0P-99.14 , Section 5 and 5.1 (current
00- 0914, 3eckions W and W) Preseatation o Ei-

deace ok Ynao \’\.Q,M'\ng‘

0p-99.14  Sactions 4 and il C Formerly: IS, and (51@0om)
Sia¥es: AF ¥ne Start of the h,Q,ar'\ng, the Hzarinj
Officer Wil advise Yne \nwatre OF Yhe C.harﬂz%

a%a'\nS‘f im/ e aand Wil advise the (atlate 0 eq-

yYor a plea Yo =each chawyb. Tf one OY MOYe O
¥ne  chardes Tavolved Yne POSSLSSiOﬂ OF Contrd-
band, the e of conkraband, a Sanple OF the

con’cm\ocxr\A, oY @ P'\c’quL of  Yne (rem -ghould be

Producu\ at  Yre \’\Q,af‘\n%.

HoweNey, va ¥ne year of Qoon, inmates | ke

\oJL‘\ﬂ% ?ound %ui\h‘ at Broad

(’\QQ,Q,\\O.(\*, we e
(R4¢) Possession « -

SN A CD‘(‘(Q,C:Y\OGO\ \"/oc,'\\‘\\’\\ of
1.



.o » audio/ Visual of a Cellphone ox C orimunication
dovice Witnout any Video or tape r.o,coro\injts)

P\’LSQ(\*LA oY  \amates d'\Sc'\Q\\nan\ \q,o,c}v'\nﬂs.'ﬂ?a,
Q\LS?O(‘\AQ\’\\'\S are i Violation ©of the Departments
own po\‘\U\/ Procxdumﬁ Where Yhe elevients of
audio [Vieual Were unconstitutional because those ele-
meds  \Were Nade upon dnlawful Procxz.cium-c{h'ng;
S.C code Aan3 |- 03- 330 (5) (@),),d), @), andf).

The Q\L%?Oﬂc\ﬂ,n\' cro¥ed in  the order /Motion fo
DismieS  rnat RP?.,Q.\\Q(\\'\S cose  Should have been
diemissed cause Appellants [oss  oOf (9,080 ) days

of accrued %ood—)rimb credite does not implicate

0 Srate - Created \\\o,oxh{ intevest. The (ALT) con-

cuvyed (S Phillip Lenski) and DismisSed ﬂpp.g,ilamt's
QL) Q?QJM\\ Wi \nr,e,;\ué\'\c.q, Via ORDER dated

i)’u\-\\ 1, 90\5.

Hence, HVQL\\an’c‘s cose Was classified as d majo‘r”

A'\%c\‘)\'man\ P‘roczg,d'm% . which he Facui the Po+en{..

\oss Of Sentence- rolaked cradits. An inmate has

o\

W . [ . .
a0 \)m)(o,c)(o,é \Woorty Tnterest 1a a  Maor discipli-
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oo Nlary p’rouu,cl'mﬁ in which he does not face
Yno ?o\’zn’('\a\ Voss Of Sentence - relatad  credits,
but  only \2s8Sev ?ﬁ,na\%'\p,s Suchh as  exyra  duty,
loss of television privileqes, oY cel\l  yestrichon,
Sez, Wolf, 413 us. ar 571 a.\q, 44 S.ct. at 998 0. 19,

4l L.EJ. 3d ot 9o v 3 ("We do not Su%zsjr, houwever,
Snak  ¥ne  procadures requived by todags decision for
fne  sdeerivation OF 3ood -Yime would also be Ye-

q}u'\m,c\ for Yne ‘\mQDSK’('\on of \esSer PLﬂd&H’i@S Such
s the loss of p\"\\l'\\zofﬁd). Never theless, We Q_ncouraﬂm
Deparkaeay 0 conrinue  fo P\’D\I\c\m ol \nra¥es
a falv \q,o,aw('mg undex quidelines Such S Ynose  aStdblisned

a we 2Xis \’\Qs \)O\'\c;‘\,ef-s.

Rpgellant Contends Yo Respondent has Violaed
Dapar’(MLn¥‘g ?o\‘\u\/\)voczéum 0p- Q9.4 < action 14 and
WA L Formeriy, \5 and \5:\ Uaomﬁ\, cause Respondents)
conVicked ﬂQq.o,\\qM o (%) in  Yne year of ( 9o0M),
under  ¥ae  olewments  Of audio | Visdal and howeves;
(o xaoNzd  Ynose Sade dledments on  Dr  aboul (2019-
30\2) because A0S slemets  Were 0 Violation of
Yo Soudn Caxo\ina C onstiyion and/or Made ypon e«
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ve o Unlauful ‘DYDC,Q_(JUYQ» Ci’ring, ¢.c. code AnnSI-
nz- 3%0 A BXye),d), @) and ()

Conclusion

Appellant contend for Yhe Yeason®) otated that this
Courk qrant Inis petirion Yoy (Q\n&*a’c\n% QQQL\\an’%‘S
(L) 930) days  Of Gonkence — Yeloked credis ( Good -Tine)

c\m\g Ynak  wWeve uncor\s’('\%u’c\ona\\x\ Yaken 4 wa—* bu(
Yo D,Q.Qa‘(’sm‘o_n\’ Jia  bne unconskiturional 9001 (398)

PossesSion OfF a4 CL\\Q\f\O(\ﬂa or O¥ner coqvunicarion

device (audiol Visual), Polic«i / Procp,dum,s.
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The State 0OfF Soutn Carolina RECEIVED

Tn The Courk 0Of ﬂ?‘)ﬂ_a\s
15

SC Court Of Appeajs

fppeal From Rd vt nietvalive Law Court

Honorable . Phillip Leaski, Pmsic\'mg Uﬁdﬁa,

Cose No.u 30\5-o00lbny

Jamie L.eamon, 453 ﬂ?\)ﬁ«\\aﬂ*n
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Soudn Carolina Dﬁ,\mr&mu\% 0f Correckicnd st\soncl)zn\-.

Proof 0Of SerVice

¥ CL\'\"\Q«\ et T ave Sevved the Taitial Brief bt{ de-

pos'\k'm% a copy Of W oin the  United States Ma(l,Pos’mjb

PYLQO\C\, on V‘\U%ﬂ%* \9, Dol5 | addressed +o South Carclina
Courk ©OfF Rppeals, c\evW T,o,nm\ R. \‘\'\*c\n'm%s, Po. BoX

o4, Columbiay S.c. M, and Honorable . Phillip Lenski,
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