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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

_Did the court below err in ruling in favor of the magistrate court in the light that the - -
magistrate court submitted paperwork to the DMV for driving points outside of due process

of the magistrate court appeal to the Court of Common Pleas.
Did the court err in dismissing appellants’ claims that the jury was not an unanimous on
its decision of guilty?

Did the court below err in not duly considering appellant’s right to question witnesses at

the jury hearing.

Did the court below error in not duly considering that the magistrate court denied

appellant’s right to submit evidence before the jury.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

 Appellant Floyd Riley (Riley) is a citizen of Dorchester County. Respondent is The State Of
South Carolina. In December 2015 I received a ticket for speeding in St George South Carolina
upon request at the jury trial appellate was not allowed to introduce relevant evidence nor was

appellant allowed to quesﬁon the officer as witness. As a result of the jury trial case appellant file
for an appeal to the .Court of Common Pleas all such arguments was made before the Court of

Commoh Pleas of which the Court of Common Pleas denied the appeal and affirmed the decision

of the magistrate court this appeal followed.



STANDARD OF REVIEW

Tilemcdﬁ_rt /belcv)w e&ofed ifn denymg éppéllaﬁt’s appeal in favor of respondént in light that
appellant’s right to due process with regards to the points on his DMV driving record were
amended before appellate had his Court of Common Pleas appeal to the magistrate’s decision
heard. The magistrate court was well aware and well informed of the notice of appeal to the
Circuit Court and still sent the ticket information to the DMV. The Dorchester County Court of
Common Pleas were made aware of the violation of due process from the magistrate court in
reporting ticket information even though the case was being appealed to the Circuit Court. This
has become more evident because after arguing my case before the Court of Common P_leas
judge Murphy presiding I received a lgﬁer from the DMV stating that the points previously added
to my driver’s record were being taken away and adjusted back to the state as it was before the

traffic ticket. As a result of this denial of due process alone this case should be reversed.



II.

ARGUMENT

THE COURT BELOW ERRED IN RULING IN FAVOR OF RESPONDANT
L. by dismissing the appeal of the appellant. That due process by the magistrate court was

violated.

Appellant maintains that his right to due process was violated, and that the court below did not
duly recognize such violation even after submitting of proof to the court below that such

violation occurred.

THE COURT BELOW ERRED in not duly considering appellant’s right to question witnesses
at the jury hearing. As to the issue of status of the jury’s unanimous decision in the magistrate
courf below it, appellant maintained that each individual juror was not asked if guilty was their

decision.

1. THE COURT BELOW ERRED in not duly considering appellant’s right to
question witnesses at the jury hearing. Appellant maintains that he was not
allowed to properly question the officer doing the jury trial and therefore could

defend himself before the jury



CONCLUSION

- The court below erred in ruling granting a denial‘ of the appeal and upholding the decision in the
magistrate jury trial in light of the above errors of process énd law. Appellant request that the
decision of the lower court be reversed in light of errors noted.

Respectfully Submitted

Floyd Riley, Pro Se 7/4*‘ /

341Hudson Rd St, George, SC 29477
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