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STATEMENT 6+ TSSUES 6N APPEAL

Dic\ 4he Aclm'lﬂis-l'r‘e,-“\/e. Law j—;clje €rr trn Not cxgv\e_iginj
his A;S’cre{'fanar\l au-H'mr-i-FY b\/ not v-u“nﬁ on the whele
oF #he record whevre judicial review is rée]u?racl

when an inmate 6lhc7jfe_n565 +he ,De,PeP{fme_h_@_o(l

C orréctons chari:cjé in his semtence ?

Did the Administrative LawTuclﬁe err {n his order
ran@ that Hhe Ata'aallan% Loiled 4o Camipl\l with
SCALCSq (9\( nO‘l"Hme.l\( ‘DFO'ViA;n ‘Or‘C)O»F G\F'SC_PV:(LC,
that Nobl ce o'( AFF60| hccl belln S’QJYV6J,¢;n scpce ?



STATEMENT OFTHE CASE

“This matter comes before this Court fo\, wey oF af:‘acai op
Jereme Owens en inmete 'nHhe South Caraline Pepartment
of Carrections. On February 19, 2004 The Henereble
Re«jinalcl I_,-Lloic\ Sentenced Hhe Appell arnt +o +wenty e-if)M'
\(ears/s-ky-aish-{— Sertence Lor 4ra Fpick}n evcek cacaine .
This sentence became P('na‘ ;\/lq\l 25,2000,

Execution of this sentence besqn in Zood and
the A(p[aellan+ WGS In Forened byanr @m @ lmiae_ of Hhe Doc
that he weuld be released Decenmbey 23,2026.

A(a(oé“c.n-" served +em ond a half years ot o level
theree instidution before bainﬁ -h"ansperrcc] 1o e [evel
+we institution. Upon ovientetion at +the level 4wo
inshtution A(.a'ae,llo.n—!— discovered his semtence bhad been
c"mn eJ {:(rﬁ m the —(»v—'.a‘ Court Pron o»«hcz.méh-l'.

without an\l ot ce to A((Oﬁuan{’ en June. Z‘[‘ZOE‘-I

onE S+e_‘9h anie Willis o‘: Do ¢ Tamate Recerds '6han3dJ
+he A'o(oe—“ arnt’s sentence ) +we.n-@:\,

Live yeors mandate.

day Fordey . ! : i

The AFP&’|QH+ has PI(CJ three 5r~ie.vancc:s ih “H/HS
mater. The |atest grievance From Step | was filed
June Z3,2010 r_kcll@j‘mﬁ +H~e chanﬁé of his sentence
end the manner in Which i+ was done. Thereefdter
on"\Tulq 22,2016 Appellant Filed & Step Z grievanct
allcﬁing +he i(le36| c:hafpge mﬁ his sentence , On
AUﬁUS‘l’ 3o‘zow Do c c'ie.lniCCl-“we A‘ape. [tan+ Step 2 ane:‘
A(p‘aanan-ﬂr amacal 66'- ‘o Hhe Ac!m?n)S‘h"&‘HVé Law Cour“{:’-

Or March 82617 Administretive Law’d-uclﬁe.

Hows Funderburk fied an order dismissin A‘o‘oé—“en%'s

sppeal For non compliance with SCALCRUle 84 and
A(ai?e—llan‘l' now appea ls. '



STANDARD OF REVIEW

s‘,c; Cede A § 1-23- GioCa) ‘arcv(cies the c.(oph'ce.(o'\e
stendard e { review:

The —EView o'F-qu c.clminis-i'»r‘a"“\?Z.,S [awjuzlﬁéls order
must be contined 4o the record . The reviewin tribunal
meay eFhirn the decision or remand the cease for Futher
pre c,eedings,‘ or t+mmay reverse or Yhoci;‘:\’ the decision
iF the substantive vwichts of Hae \oc{»ﬂc.‘oner hove
been Pr@j uc“e_,eel because the ﬁ.‘nd.‘n\c)l cOnc(u$n‘an,0r
decision 1§
co in viola¥ on o]CConi;-‘—i-l-uHanal av S+a+u+aY‘Y Provfsw'ons
Cb) {n excess of 4he S+o+u+cr\,' au%ori-i-l{ of the agency
(e vma de upar uniawpul pProce c‘gre
cd) cffected b\{ other error of law
ced cleqr(ll erroncous in view of the rﬁ(iablel ?raéa-h've and

sulotahtial &\/[Aence on4he whole r‘écardl' or

(4) a)’bi-l'rc«r'\’ oy CaPV‘I‘C,I.OUS ar charae;ha_w(?.ed b(/ ebuse o*p (1;5-
Cr‘c-l—;orm.

sic. Code Ann . §1-23- 388 CsD

LT~ an e.‘opf-af oF o Final decision of en administrative
a\:)encyl%e. stand ard of alppd//a—{ta review s whethe~ Hhe ALCs
‘:incjiinﬁs are. Su'olaor%ecl bll SubJrqn-Hel evidenee . 5.C. Code Anm.
§ 1-23-Clo (8. “Subbtantial evidence” is evidence whieh, consider-
ing the record as a who‘e{ would allow a reasoneble vnind 4o
reach the same canclusion thatdhe adiministrative o ency
rée chec’. Hend le\{ V.S.C,State 5(,-5156.% and Can-i'ralgcl.) 3335.C . 45S
;S0 . Ezddz| lei%‘i)“Subs{—an-Ha.l evidence is not e vmere
scintilla of evidence, but evidence which | considering the
record as 6 whole, would ellew vreasonable minds +o
recch Hhe conclusion the aqgency reached,



AR GUMEN-T

The Administrative Law—iﬁdaa evred in not evereis -
Ing) his Jiscrehanary au-{'hor-[-l’:{ by net rulinf) on the
whale c,p“'ﬂnﬁ record wheve “udicial review iS5 re-
etm'recl where an inmate challenges e Deparvment
of Corrections ch ange in s senternce.

“The Appellant entered the executive branch of the
South Carelivna Judicial S\,S‘[’ﬁ”” ovey “P‘Our{'ec-n \’-aarf
GGo. Ar'pclf»an-l' (s Savvih9 e +wm+\’ 6155’)4:\16.0;"
sentence £or trellickivie evack cocaine » On
—Tanuarxi 15, zood| A‘a‘oe,“ani— started servlng his
sentence ot o {evel Hhree Fr,‘saﬂ, A‘?}”Z-M(M’)*i’ Was
classiFied ot | jeber Corvrectiens and assianed
arelease dete of De cermber 23,202 (.
while at [ieber he was given e ar) y cus-l—ach
Cl-as‘$;|cfc,a-l—;an A RVAY A MGY 20y Hhe Ato‘oé,”izn‘l’
was infermed that he sesred aut as a level two
cusi—ocltl inmate. June 26,2014 he was gh,‘mge.d'
“+o A(lendala Corvrecti enns leve'—’[rwo PriSon.
Afeer e classificelion c_u-s*-l'acl\/ &V ew
and new arrival grtentelion at-+this prigon C Alendele),
“The. Aio éﬁ@ﬁ-i‘ was i‘nwpcr-mhec] by 0ne (Myrs Jemison)
classiticabion case worker Hhaot his elecase date
wWas ohansecl to Moarch 8,20z¢. Such s‘n&rmef{-ian
being explained o hiv Jaly 10,2614 .
“Thereafter the AF(oeH ant Emme_c‘ia{—el\/
Filed « grieven ce thatwos denied as um'(’fme,"',’\/
because OF—HqZS c!‘&loar%we,m{'é [ere cedure Lo
.\Ciiins Sri evan e és. Seal+ke Grievances c\CIch
4'3(/7 Hhe Kecorc’ on APPZQ‘.

Yy



Egc@.rﬂ-l\l e Su'oréme_ Court o)C South C/&Y‘O-l(na
decided the case of Tant V. S.Cc.D.C. Yoec.c.354
7545.€.2d 3‘?(5“(2—61“/) The South Ceroline Sulvréme
Court held Hnot an inmate mus+ receive due
process \,\:hen S.C.0.C e.Ham‘oh +o receleulate
ah invates sentence . C.'-Hns State V. Binnearr
Hoos.c. i5¢, l(,,S’, 733s5.E.2d 890894, (2012
whebher Hhe AP(oe.“rarrl-' has been dé,nie,c] due
’ process will reguire fnciukr-\/ inte whether Hhe interest
ihvol\lecJ. can be d‘e.p:‘néc‘ undev the mean]ne under
e Due Process Clause. Bd of Regents of State Calls V.
Ro{-h/ HoB u.S. S, £71-73, 42.S:CA.z70],33L.Ed . 24548
cltanz),

“This Court+ GY\SWérécl inthe alfirmotive that
there can be no doubt the length of an inmate’s
sentence (mplicates a constitutional liberty (nterest
Geeenhoitz Vi Tnpates oF Neb. Penal K Corv. Cam\o‘@(,
iz u.S.1 18,99 S.CHZ100, o L. Ed.2d Cee(1579)
Thus deterimi ming whaot process RS -r@ciu.‘rﬁdi—i—lqe
Sutare,me Court o‘:’ 4+his state Qu*’“neé +he Proccduré

€.C.0.C ynust -Cmm(oh{ with cencern inﬁ Due Process.,

See Tant V. 5.¢.D.C¢ Footrnote @S
“The PDepartment has ro l‘nci(.(aéﬂéiérﬂ" scn-&zncing
@ui'horf-l’\l ancl no%inﬁ in Gul"t’;P;nion t‘ndi_c,a-Fég

otherwise. Tn carr—\{imﬁ cut+the executive Cunc:H-on

of fncarc_éra-lrina tnmates, Bhe Departo-ent must e -
view +he sef.n-\—e_nc?n% sheets Pr@v‘mflé,:l by the judiciarl/
4o cscertain the sentence imposcél b\( Hae court,

Basal on this review, the Déper—l'mé.h‘[’ -ma\,
ruon GcvosSs jucl{f,ia( Pro noun c€ments c&{:-a sentence.
thet are neot c,‘@a‘f Fr&m the ‘FQ*C@ ap He Séﬁ-Pér‘)Cin\(j

sheets alane . ) - 1
Here, as the Court has dicussed in

Footnote @  s.¢:P-C as the exccutive branch
5



pe.rfarm-s Hhe adrministhahive -‘f'c.skep i‘m.F‘eme~m+injc

He law as set Lordh /Ox] #)eJuc”c;ary and 1S in no way
imfooyinﬁ e sentence o v-es@'rl-ancins an inmeate.,

Centravry +o +he case law as c[/&’cusse_c'l 1)
“Tont V. South Careling Da(o+. of Carvrections, the
Afp(ge.[lam-l’ has ~un inte the 1denticel gituation as
Tert with a 1C€vd Serious cz/]i«cﬁzm’,nc_cs. . Enre e
Judse *H’mr{'\S@’H’Cr)cec( +he Atptoeuan-lf\cf(cl not Comn —
+ect Hre Defo‘ar-hrnam'{' op Cor’ré(’:’('fchs in 2014 +o//
inshruct a ehange in the A(p‘oe.(\an{—'s’ senterce.
Two the Appellant was net rnoti fied about a
chance in his sen"f‘e.r\c,é (OrfOr“ to his sentence
ioein3 &hanﬁec‘ in June zoid end the Department
of Carrections has maintained Af?féllarrﬂf sen —
+evee as S—Pefahanle Willis toromouthiA i+
Three, +he Apfoellarﬁé centence had
becorme final over a decade ago and ho\juc’(cia(
@FF:cer Yook pa -t 10 this unt mC’\/ visitat; on of
APFN?— ” an‘["S sem-l'f,nce. .

Fouv, the Departiment of Coprectiorshas
exceeded it's Ciu-H’\OY*H'\/ (N chanﬁ ﬁnﬁ Hae Ap‘ocllan-Fé
sentence.

Five, a viet|e+i0n ol Due Precess has elread,
oceurred sinee June 2014 and +he Pepatiment st
Corvections Hren de CCH"‘\u”\I @.H@m‘f-l'ed ‘o
corvect what Stephanie Willis had done .

Dur[mﬁ—\')ﬂmez‘.o/ 20416 while G"L"A“éﬂc]@l&
Cermze;Homg/ clagsibication .é:mtofOKICCIS oF 4hi¢
cle,(oar+mem-i— execcuted e revVisSioen /~cfara¢-ica -
+ion hearing in am undf‘;c(esﬁél meé'Hnﬁ with the
/&ﬂae“an’f’ ot Miendsle .

As detailed by the Aﬂae,”&n'l’ the cverts
are true. The Administrative LewTuclse was
L



)

5'+e+u+‘(;r~|'[\’ e.mioOWéY‘CA 4o Tnc]uire ancl cl.ecfAe_
AFio&”arﬂ'I:‘; aPPeal {:ram +hig C{C(oar'l’mém‘\‘.d‘rhe issue
before the Adeninistrative is ane of Constitutional
'.ml’ ortance .
S.C.Code Ann.&[-235-380 (zoo05) governs
@nA &u-{—horizﬁci the. Administrative Lawjadsc 4o
determine several factors +hat are enumerated
in He statute:
|—23—366 (6 (relevant laﬂgua§€.) The
Court may reverse or medilfy thedeeisian i F subtan-
+ial vi ﬁh-kf; of the appé”anjr ho¥e been forzjuciic@c‘ oe -
causge the administrative -Cinclinﬁs’, inferences conclu-
sions er decisiens are: /
G in vieletion o\p constitetional ar S‘[’a“'u'l’d.‘"\/ ‘Or&vi‘sfcmsj‘
(b) {r excess of the s+é{-u%on, au+hov~i+l/ of 4he agency,
€D made Loon un(awpulfﬂro(’,@Aur‘e
Cd) epFCd'ecl b\/ an error of law;
ced c(éarh{ Erroneous (m view of the re(ieb(ﬁl Praba%NC,
and subteitiel evidence on the whole of 4he record or
ch quo.'-[—rary 6 c.apricfous or chargeterized bl/ abuse
of discretion or dearlk, unwirramted evercise of
diseretion. '
~The standord of review s ident cal on
this Court as authorized by statute See s.c. code
Arn.s1-23—06Gl0CBD (Zzo05), ’

The sale issue comncern Er)ﬁ +his ﬁucg—Han
presented 4o 4his Caurtis very tmpeorbant. The
A;‘y‘oa“ ant tn & situation like #ris > must receive
‘judicial review “of his particular appesl befare
the Administvrative Law‘ﬂaél-ae bacq@ﬁe«p the
Constituttonal unS'H-en and vielation P&S’Cﬁl 4o the

Ceurt. And in this Par'Hc,ular civreupmstancee
GCCOV‘AinS +o ‘H’)@\mancia“'ﬂv‘\’ 'Proccc'fufe, memcfez{-ecl
- _



b\{ +he SuPréme Court of 4+his State |~ Tant V.
Seuth Cavolina D@F‘{'- of Coprections Su‘ara, that
due process is required and +imely forvnal matice
must sulffice when e De.laar{'me,n-b of Corrections
seeks o recaleulate s initial determined on ,
4885.C. ot 347, 7595 .€2d. at 398

Clee«rh ‘H’IC-\W")@'lﬁ’Oﬁ Hhe Aﬂoé”al.ﬂ“’ls &lopﬁc?l re(drc‘
be,{:are +the ACIm?/H.S"{’r‘a‘H ve LaW_—J; 456 Shows "H’VJH'
+he. process used in Jone zoiy e 9/,‘p,'ec] o
violation of Due Proeess. Such process Ha+t hae
cortinued 4o rermain in Full Force.

Pursuant 4o Tarnt SU(ore c.‘Hnﬁ St+ate V.
C,am'ip’oel\ B37¢-5.C. 212,215,856 s.E.2d 371,573 (2008)
efter +en years Cons vdering i+ was Tune zotd when +Hae
Aﬂaellan{"s sentence wbs changed (+Hhe lons—stnJinﬁ
rule e1c law Fhat a +ricl ju J@& i S wf'H'\owF:)uriSci{cHon +o
cansider a crlminal wmater once the term of couvt C‘uri/)j
which )u(lf)e-mm‘l’ wts entered éypir*és;le.xcé()-\“ paf ost-
+rial motions Filed within ten days 'oarsuan-l"-fo Rule 29
of +he SouthCarolina Rules of Criminal Procedure).

—Therefore [Sudge Raﬁin&'cl T. Lle\]c‘ could nat have
€_><(ercfs€<4 hisjuc[fcla( achhori-h] efterv so lanﬁ ag0.
\ Juvre Z20,261C Allendale caseworkers potilicd
the AF‘M“arH' of what ha(opemcd 4o his gsentence
Me.(] 25,2000 the Ap(oe”anf's sexrtence became Final
“The exercise of Sérrl’e.hdnﬁ au-Hnom:h/ by the
Pepartmen tof Corvections is @ violation ef the
se‘oara—i-ian OF-PGW&Y‘S‘ C/ce:{'v-('-ne.s clac{'m'nﬁl See/ S.C.
Const. art. 1,38 j(Stephanie Willis performed the
(‘mFos.‘-Han of & sentence 1n June ZOILJ\ofhe—‘Whele UIF
the record reveals that she im osed a Mahda‘i'ory 3
sentence day p()v‘da\’{ +wenty tive years. An admini-
s+ration funct; onfl:ha-l' ani\/ Q juclic;fe( ~cp\tz‘o<foF



the Couvtmust \ve,rﬁo-rmu See +he Record on Appeal

a PY‘OV)OUY]C,@MZH+ at senternc.mne (s G('{"l:-c‘clq@d.
—Tre Couvt 'Vcrba%im‘, Sir the sentence Foyr treffick -
fnﬁ on indictoent 185 ,(S 28 \jears.

”i%e.re,{;ere i +he {m!-a'le?ncn‘l’a{-'foﬂ OF such ¢ sentence
vielates Separetion o b Powers doctrime S+ate V. Archie
3zz-5.¢.i35, HY70s5.E.2d 380 C1996D .

Fl‘n@”q A‘spé"ldn% Clne‘ net receive due FV‘OCCSG
in June ZolY eond 4Hhe wheale of the record weveals 4his
{:a(’;" —The AP-PZ.HO.;’)’F SQFFZV‘CA Ciué ‘oraczss vielation
over Hhree years ago: He elso a|6r+ed this Dé.par‘l'm&fﬂ'
cbout the r“u{hnﬁ in Tent Vi South Caraling De‘oaH’mWOﬁ
Corrections. APFE“Q»’\-{' onfy believes Hhat Hhe Adminj-
stretive L_e\w‘JLélﬁé did er~ by not reviewing the
whole oF +the record. And b\l not doinﬁ 56 he Feﬁléc’ +o
exercise his c‘fsré‘H()harY &U‘Hﬂov;*{\/ cf. State v,
Senith Z27¢5s.c. 49y, 2868, £.2d 200 C1481) i+ is an
e,elual abuse Op AfSCP@‘HOn o *f‘e{:use.‘l'o exevcise dicere —
+ion oy &u-l—hori‘h{ when i+ (s warranted as i+ is 4o
exevcisediseretion ?mtor'ei PerlY) . Judicral review
of the Department of Correction’s ehanae in the
Amoe“ ants sentence should have been exercised.

“The Adviin;strative Lawmdﬁe ervred in hig
order r\u[\‘nf) Hhat Hhe APrae”arﬂ' Foiled 4o C,bmioly with
S outh Coraling AMministretive Lew Court rule 59 b\/
no+ -Hme(\, Pr‘-avfcln‘n\c) Pwoop of service Hhat natice
of Q’Ffpéal hed been served .

“The Advninistretive law juclae has Crrecl inhis ordev‘

- thot Hhe A‘o‘oc”an-l' @c.i ie.cl +o +ipme {({ provida Praef”aﬁ
sevviee that notHcee apaf}oaa( had been sevved on
+he D€P~ar—~ém€,n+ o Coarvections.

FPursuant 4o +he Seuth Cavaolina Admin{s-{—ra—HVZ
Q



Law Court K_u\ES, Y“u[e, 59, +Hhe Forms Pr-oviéle,J—'{b en
inma—kz e ernmés c'iv—éC-HL, vay\ +he Gwlevancc DC‘QGW{'—
mém‘l?'s’ Directar.

Rule 54 of4he South Carelina Adminichretive Laow
Court states, in relevant port, :

The notice a{:alope.a' Frown +he \ca‘nal decision +to be heerd
b\/ the Administrative Law Court chell be Filed with the
Court end a copy served on each ivawh,{ including the
agency, within (30) dc.\/s of receipt afthe decision From
which the G‘OFCZG' s tcken. The notice shall be omtae
Fervm FreScribéc" by the Cow-l-‘)ursuan—%- +o Rule 57
and shall corntair Hie ‘:o“owfng g‘nﬁarm—:a—l’i G
Section D clse s’o.\"s‘.,

An \’ in(t'{'i ce ~0‘: AFPéal W"\l'(:h 1€ 1n CGVHF‘@:\'Z er N g—i’ ;n
COM‘O('C‘N’I ce ywith 'H’):S rule o Rule 1t \ui" 6°+ be
assi ﬂnécl 4o arn admministrative law j“‘d’ﬁe’ until ell
re,ciuiré.d i‘nparma{":un is received , et e s

Rule 54 is S‘e,|£€_yt>lanq+ory and unemb{f)uoUs \
T+ ic undoubtedly +o the very point +hat any case ot
(n ,chmF(E ence with Rule 54, will not be asciened
a law ‘Judge 46 such c.f:fae:al From the decision of
en administrotive 'bocf\,,
AFPZ-“G"H’ Foin-l"s ot thot his cam\g({ahce
of Hhis rule was the initial process of Cn+¢,p,‘n5
[i-H\c)a—Hon et the Administrotive Law Court.
“The Asa‘oénc\n{' Provicletr:l +Hhe necessSam Farm'g
ond decuments 4o intiate his g‘oive_al et Hhe
Advninistretive Law Court level. Service was
ccm‘g'le—'l*ec{ c;nc, ra(re,\" in cccordence with Rule
54. Judee H.W.Frunderburk Tv. wes imme,cfiia-l—e.lxl
ass{cjné 46 4his case on Oc‘r‘obarz_&‘LOlu .

16



“The A‘a‘oellan% is confined and hes no idea who does +he
assignments of ceses 46 an Ad mnistret ve Lew’ULzl;&e.
A(0P6'{Gﬁ+ doecs know +ho‘=l~"32.;l,3€ H.w. Funderbourk
wes ass[gnéct +o his appeal Otober 28 zolt and the
{-\[l{nﬁ ofF A‘pfaé“an‘l,’ls omaéal WGS Gc,c,élﬂ-i'ed and e_amfald'eel
Oc{—obér‘lsllolﬂo . Tihe necessary documents as Found
in the record on a‘,w‘oe.-él( rotiFied the A\;‘)c”.qn—[’ of e
gsome (Sece Record &N 'Aﬂoe.a‘ S.C. ApMTN. LAW CouRT
{nporw“f\j Aﬂoe, flant of T’arocedu:r\e) .
n \-\znn?n5 V.ka €307S.C. 430, Y15 5. E.2.d 794
Craaz) Feilure 4o co MFIY with rules o{: a\a'oe.He-lze (orcceclu re
6ov€mfr79 (ntial brief did no-l'r@e‘uf\/ﬁ dismissa I‘ lbut fns-[—éec‘,
CFF’C"“‘H’& wag requ{n@J +o sevve and file in+i al Iom’eF‘ i
compliance with the vules .
T the cese ’oeCore $his Caur‘h AP Pe.”anjc believes
+het dismissal ¢F his a,a;,aeat (s not wa rr-an"l;érjf‘fl?e.
Ala!a elland hag é[f“san-H\( »tommh'(,:' ‘ao.-lfécl inthe ,‘groc;fx]ura‘
process of the rules with the Court Sec alse whitleck V.
Collins zo13 WL 8538745
The ﬁcs(oonc(e.n-l: erndThe Clevke of Courte have
i nteined r‘éspan(“nﬁ +o all of 4he AFPeHan{f"s ﬁi'in\g
ond substantial evidence suggests 4he same. Had Rule
56 rnot been adheved to ’ t+hen the e.s’si(jnmz/ﬂ'
UF-L;,,@‘T(:Aﬁe, would net have attached per Rule 54
scALc Rules. ¢k Huck V. Oskland Wings, LLC TG 14,
zol7 WL 30750 a.‘+.'ﬂ3 Greenby angﬁpauﬁh Green
V. Lewis Truck Line.S‘In(_.“. o . BIM.s.C. 363,30y
Y3 sg.2.2.d 900, 9077 Ct4a4) “In in+ewtgre.+(n3 the. lanjuqnﬁe
oFa court rulé, we C«tppl\' the same rules of construch on
used z‘n‘f‘érpr‘é{—fn\c) steotutes .
Ccnm"oh ance of Rule 59 b\f +the A‘alae”mq% tvmedi -
ately alerted 4he Court For ¢ Tudge +o be eesigned
4o the Amoa“an'l'ls case .

b



coNcLuUSTON

For Hhe acarego\'nﬁ réeasons, the Court shoyld reverse
+he Mmz\n{ strative Leaw Courts 'CLecfs L onr loecause
+there (s substant al evidence that eX(sts onr the whole

@p the ve cord %a-l'juc“cf»e\l ~eview mustsu bl ce +o
Cie-‘{’é.)’"t’h;ne- ‘éﬂ (:’j'”‘\ ap-H—\é (—i"o]oe.”an “{’\’g gm-{—g_ﬂ{,& .

KCSF66+FU l\\‘ Sulomited
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P. 0. Box 1151
Fairpagl S.C. 2482
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