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State-of-South-Carolina

Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

HENRY McMASTER . JERRY B, ADGER
Govemor % ?’:’" Eizﬁc N
o X a/ 2T
) ~CELS gl
293 Greystone Boulevard sad
Post Office Box 207 BRo
Colurnbia, South Carolina 29202 g i
March 24, 2021 Telephone: (803) 734-9220 HMe JLR:QC,‘JJI k
_ Fax: (803) 734-9440 ;
Mr. Charles Williams #00086721 www.dppps.sc.gov
Broad River Correctional Institutiop
4460 Broad River Rd. : .
Columbia, SC 29210 ‘ ' 0
RE: NOTICE OF REJECTION

Dear Mr. Williams: i
Itis my respohisibility to inform you, ori"behé'lf 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), priofr 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 Codé of Laws. The Parole Board had determined that your parole

must be denied. - - a ' Lo

You will be notiﬁe‘d 30'days prior to your next scheduled parole consideration date.

FINDINGS OF FACT: .

Nature And Seriousness Of Current Offense
Vote Count: Unanimous To Reject

Sincerely,

Nettie C, Jacobs .
Board Support Services ,1,

I'4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA RE CEIVED

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

C/Horlés \A): Iams -OBlb72 1, ) APR 211 209
) .
Appellant, ) BRCI . f
) MA(LROOE\,” ;
vs. ) NOTICE OF APPEAL
Py . )
South Carolina Department of Probation, )
Parole arid Pardon Services. ) DOCKETNO___ -ALJ-15- -
)
] )
Notice is hereby given tha()#q r‘lES (A_J IlraMs- OBz ' does hereby
appeal the final decision of the South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
dated Mm—c.h 94- 21 and received onMarch 46-2(°  ,a copy of which is attached. A

general statement of the grounds for appeal is (See S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23- 380(A)(6))

’ Cl)Thz SCDPPPS Appf.c(ﬂnon of DeaarJrMeM— Eor m

1212 Congtitoted an £x Post Facto Violation, oF
The U S. Cons# Lou+tion

(37 The pQDDPPS determined g-l—S Flﬂdlﬂflﬁ oF
?qc:‘- upon UDlamFM DrDCZdUra

Chacles nilliams-08k72 | o 10000 (e
Appeilant’s Narne igned

Bread River ¢X, GRN 2104,

4460 Broad River Rd. Aor'l it-51

Mailing Address D!x{cd.

Columbm,,QC 2920

Clty, State, Zip Code

N CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
[ hereby certify that [alld[:llt_?ﬁ !,gJ {ls g&your name}, on the /b day DFADry ,202{ in QQLR&;Q_ (city), South

Carolina, served a copy of the Foregomg Notice of Appeal oun all parties to [hlS matter by depositing the same in the United States

Mail, postage paid, and addressed as follows:

Name of person/Agency served: & Con DepL oF Probadkfon, Dacsle and Parden Services
Address: 293 Gr‘f’.u ‘3"’006 Boulevard, po Box 207 .

City. State, Zjp Code: Colum bie ;,SC 29202

cles Willia s Célcw/m I/JAQQLQMQ

Print your name our name
(See reverse side lor instructions)
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This matter is before tile Administrative Law Court (“ALC”) pursuant to the appeal filed
against the South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole; and Pardon Services (“Respondent™)
by Charles Williams (“Appellant™), an inmate of the South Carolina Depaftment of Corrections
(“SCDC”) presently confined at the Broad River Correctional Institution (“BRCI”) in Columbia,

South Carolina.

Appellant was convicted on April 16, 1976 for the murders of Rhonda Adams, Cynthia
Jones, and Kathy Smith, and was sentenced by the Honarable Judge F:rank Epps to death by
electrocution. This sentence was later rqversed due to the South Carolina Supreme Court decision
of State v. Rumsey, 267 S.C. 236, 226 S.E.2d 894 (1976) (the statute imposing a mandatory death
sentence upon a finding of murder is unconstitutional). Appellant reappeared before Judge Epps
and was sentenced to a term of life with the possibility of parole for each offense of murder. At
the time Appellant committed these offenses on September 26, 1975, South Carolina law allowed

an inmate serving a life sentence for murder parole eligibility upon service of ten years.

Appellant made his initial appearance before the Parole Board on December 19, 1984. At
all.parole hearings relevant to this appeal, to include the most recent parole hearing on March 24,
2021, Respondent has denied Appellant the opportunity to be released on parole due to the nature

and seriousness of the offense.

Following Respondent’s denial of parole on March 24, 2021, Appellant submitted a Notice
of Appeal to the ALC on April 16, 2021, by depositing the same via U.S. Mail at the BRCI
mailroom. This appeal was filed by the clerk on April 20, 2021, .and was assigned to the Honorable
Judge Lenski on April 28, 2021. This Appellant’s Brief now follows pursuant to Rule 60 of the

Special Appeals Rules, threby the following issues are presented:

ISSUES ON APPEAL _
. The SCDPPPS’ application of Department Form 1212 constituted an ex post facto violation

of the U.S. Constitution.

II. The SCDPPPS determined its findings of fact upon unlawful procedure.



ARGUMENT

L. Retroactive application of the current parole criteria for parole consideration, Dept. Form

1212, nature and seriousness of offense, results in an X post facto violation

The Appellant contends that the Respondent’s retroactive application of its current Dept.
Form 1212, nature and seriousness of the offense, constitutes an ex post facto violation. The
Appellant asserts that because his offense occurred prior to section 24-21-64(’s amendment, as
part of Act No. 100, 1981), to establish a written criteria, the statutory version of section 55-6 12,
in sole effect at the time Appellant committed his offense, should solely apply fo his case by the
respondent in determining its decision. See State v. Tessnear, 257 S.C. 290 (1971) (The law in
effect at the time the crime was committed control the imposition of sentence). See State v.
Dawson, 402 S.C. 160, 740 S.E.2d 50] (2013) (In the absence of a controlling statute, the
common law requires that a convicted ¢riminal receive the punishment in effect at the time he is
sentenced, unless it is greater than the punishment provided for when the offense was

committed).

The United States and South ‘Carolina Constitutions specifically prohi!bit the passage of
ex post facto laws, U.S. Const. art. 1, section 9,10; S.C. Const. art. 1, section 4. A measure is an
ex post facto law when it retroactively alters the definition of a crime or increases the
punishment for a crime. Jernigan v. State, 340 S.C. 256, 261, 531 S.E.2d 507, 509 (2000). The
relevant inquiry regarding an increase in punishment is whether a legislative amendment

“produce a sufficient risk of increasing the measure of punishment attached to the cover crimes.

To determine whether the application of the Respondent’s current criteria for parole
consideration, nature and seriousness of the offense to Appellant results in an ex post facto
violation the “question is whether the amended discretionary rule produces a sufficient risk of
prplonging incarceration to the nature of the offense.” Garner v. Jones, 529 U.S. 244, 251
(2000); Jernigan v. State, 340 8.C. 256, 261, 531 S.E.2d at 509. “When the rule does not by its
own terms show a significant risk, the inmiate must demonstrate, by evidence drawn from the
rule’s practical implementation by the agency charged with exercising discretion, that its
retroactive application will result in‘a longer period of incarceration than under the earlier rule.”
Garner, at 255; Jernigan, 340 S.C. at 261, 531 S.E.2d 509 (Courts must analyze “%he effect of
the statute on the quantum of punishment” imposed) (quoting Lynce v. Mathis, 519 U.S. 433,
444-45 (1997).

L
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A. Ex Post Facto by Criteria for Parole Consideration

The General Assembly substantively amended the parole statute in 198] as a part of
Act. No. 100 that authorized the Respondent to establish a specific discretionary criteria that
increased the requirements for parole with disadvantaged standard. This change in the law
makes it more difficult to convince the Respondent to accept an inmate’s shown disposition
to reform over the nature and seriousness of the inmate’s past offense. Moreover, as this
substantive change in the rule makes obtaining parole more disadvantageous by its own
discretionary terms and standard, it creates a “significant risk” of increased incarceratién, and
the Court need go no further to find an ex post facto violation. Garner, at 255; Jernigan, 340
S.C. at 265, 531 S.E.2d at 512. See Cooper v. S.C. Dept. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon
Services, 377 S.C. 489 661 S.E.2d 106 (2008) citing State v. Walls, 348 S.C. 26, 30, 558
S.E.2d 524, 525 (2002) (recognizing that while both the United States and South Carolina
Constitutions specifically prohibit ex post facto laws, two critical elements must be present
for a law to fall within the prohibition: (1) the law must apply to events that occurred before

its enactment’ and (2) the offender of the law must be disadvantaged by the law).

B. Ex Post Facto Demonstrated

The Appellant contends that the examination of the evidence drawn from the 1981
amendment’s practical implementation of the Respondent’s current disadvantaged criteria
confirms that the retroactive application of this change to the parole standard of criteria

creates an ex post facto violation. Garner, at 255.

Since Appellant made his initial appearance before the Parole Board on December 19,
1984, 37 years of appearances, the Respondent has denied Appellant the opportumty to be
released on parole due to the disadvantageous criteria, nature and seriousness of the offense.
Therefore, if the Respondent had applied to the Appeliant the version of the parole statute in
effect at the time of his committed offense, by the record of his decades of shown disposition
of reformed conduct and achievements, the Appellant would have received parole. Instead,
the Respondent applied its current criteria for parole consideration standard, nature and

seriousness of the offense, that continues to result in being denied parole.

The Appellant has undeniably demonstrated that he has experienced a longer period
of incarceration under the Respondent’s current criteria for consideration standard than under

the version of section 55-612. Appellant contends he has established an ex post facto violation.

ar
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II. Unlawful Procedure

The Appellant contends the Respondent failed to utilize the procedure promulgated by the
Legtslature s intent in section 55-612 of the S.C. Code and its mandatory standards of parole
‘release for good conduct. Instead, the Respondent’s procedure deviates from the' appropriate
criteria that accounts for the mandatory standards of the law, solely in effect at the time of his
committed offense, and employs its retroactive factor, nature and seriousness .of the offense, in
determining its decision of Appellant’s parole review, abrogating Appellant’s right to parole
eligibility and infringing on a state-created liberty interest. See Cooper v. S.C. Dept. of Probation,
Parole, and Pardon Serviees, 377 S.C. 489, 661 S.E.2d 106 (2008). “Undoubtedly, the Parole
Board is the sole authority with respect to decisions regarding the granting or denial of parole.
However, the Legislature created this Board to operate within certain parameters. We do not
believe the Legislature established the Board and intended for it to render decisions without any

means of accountablhty ?

A. Applicable Languages of the Law

In contrast, the Appellant contends that the applicable languages of the Law that
r_nandates the procedure for the statutory standards of the current statute, section 24-21-640,
is not identical to the language that mandates the procedure for the statutory standards of
section 55-612’s parole release for good conduct. See Ch. |1, Probation, Parole, and Pardons,

Article 4, release for good conduct, section 55-61 2; and the current section 24-21-640.

The Appellant contends that under the rules of statutory interpretation, use of words
such as “shall” oi‘ “must” indicates intent to enact a mandatory requirement. See Collins v.
John Doe, 352 S.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d 739, 743 (2002). The word “may” signifies
permission and generally means the action spoken of is optional or discretionary. See
Robertson v. State, 276 S.C. 356, 358, 278 S.E.2d 770, 771 (1981).

The Appellant contends the word “shall” in the version of section 55-612, replaced by
the word “may” in the version of section 24-21-640, affects the procedure of the mandatory
requirements the Respondent is to use in its determieation of parole for the Appellant. The
word “may” gives the Respondent discretion to choose whether to adhere to the mandatory
requirement, no such prisoner shall be paroled until it shall appear, to the satisfaction of

the Board, that the Appellant has shown a disposition to reform, as the sole statutory standard

4T
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the Respondent is mandated to use in determining parole for the Appellant. This substantive
amended change in the current statutory language of section 24-21-640 disadvantages the
Appellant and abrogates his right to parole eligibility and infringes on a state-created liberty
interest awarded to him under the sole effect of section 55-612. See Cooper v. S.C. Dept. of
Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 377 S.C. 489, 661 S.E.2d 106 (2008). “Cooper does
have a right to require the Board to adhere to statutory requirements in rendering a decision,
The Appellant contends, unlike section 55-612°s statutory provisions that determine
the decision of Appellant’s parole reviews, the Respondent employed its retroactive factor,
the nature and seriousness of the offense, for its standard to determine whether Appellant is

to be parole. See Ch. 11, Probation, Parole, and Pardons, .

B. Future Parole Hearinss

The Appellant contends that the Court’s opinion emphasized in future parole review

hiearings to avoid the result in the “instant case of Cooper” by rendering its decision from the
g , g

appropriate criteria of section 24-21-640 and the fifteen factors of the Respondent’s parole
form, do nolt apply to Appellant’s case. The Appellant’s offense was committed befote the
Legislature’s authorization to the Respondeént to establish its Dept. Form 12-B and revised
Form 1212’s nature and seriousness of tﬁe offense. The Court in its opinion used the term
“Instant case,” avoiding the assertion to include offenses that were committed before the
substantive amendment to section 24-21-640 that would violate the ex post facto clause. See
Cooperv. §.C. Dept. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 377 S.C. 489,661 S.E.2d 106
(2008). “We agree with the Department’s assertion that the Parole Board did not violate the
ex post facto clause in denying Cooper parole. Cooper acknowledges that section 24-21-640

has not been substantively amended since “he” was convicted.”
C. Penalin Nature

The Appellant contends that the statutory provisions and the Respondent’s criteria for
parole consideration are penal in nature and purpose, both versions criteria cover the offense
of murder. See Cooper v. S.C. Dept. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 377 S.C.
489, 661 S.E.2d 106 (2008). “This Court has the authority to interpret the parole statute. In
interpreting the statutes, we look to the plain meaning of the statute and the intent of the
Legislature. Hinton v. S.C. Dept. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 357 S.C. 327,
332, 592 S.E.2d 335, 338 (Ct. App. 2004). Because the statute is penal in nature, the Court

L&
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must construe it strictly in favor of the defendant and against the State. See Hair v. State,
305, 77,79, 406 S.E.2d 332, 334 (1991) (construing in favor of the defendant the different
time frames for parole ehglblllty found in the general parole statute and in a statute regarding

parole eligibility for burglary).

CONCLUSION
. For reasons set forth above, Appellant respectfully requests that the ALC find that the

Respondent violated the ex post facto clause of the U.S. Constitution by applying its current
. retroactive criteria for parole consideration based on unlawful application of South Carolina law,

and its unlawful procedure to determine its decision.

Respectfully submitted,

CHM lis IDAUaAA.L

Charles Williams,.SCDC #086721
Broad River C.1., GRN 2104
4460 Broad River Rd.

Columbia, S.C. 29210

APPELLANT PRO SE
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES ON APPEAIL

I. Does the Parole Board’s use of its stated

parole consideration criteria, which was not in
existence at the time Appellant committed

his crime, constitute an ex post facto violation?
2. Whether the Board followed lawful procedures?



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On September 26, 1975, Appellant left a night spot with three females ranging in age from
15-17 years old. About a month later, on Qctober 26, 1975, the bodies of all three females were
found floating in the Reedy River about fourteen miles outside of Greenville County. The
investigation revealed Appellant took all three victims and gave them some pills, which they
consumed leading to their death a short time later. Appellant then drove to a wooded area by the
Reedy River and rolled each body into the water. Due to the age of the case, information regarding
his indictment and conviction are limited. On April 16, 1976, Appellant was sentenced to death
by electrocution, however, on April 14, 1977, the South Carolina Supreme Court vacated
Appellant’s death sentence and remanded his case to the lower court for resentencing. On April
20, 1977, Appellant was sentenced to three life sentences which were set by the court to Tun
consecutive‘to each other.

Appellant ‘Became parole eligible in August 1984. Since that time, Appellant has had
twenty parole hearings with the most recent review taking place on March 24, 2021. Following
Appellant’s appearance, the Board unanimously rejected his request for parole citing the nature
and seriousness of Appellant’s offense as the reasons for their rejection,

Upon being informed of his denjal of parole, Appellant filed a notice of appeal before the
Administrative Law Court (ALC). In his appeal, Appellant alleges the application of Form 1212
to Appellant’s parole hearing violates the ex post facto clause of the U.S. Constitution, and the
Board determined their findings of fact upon unlawful procedure because of the change of a single
word in the relevant parole statute outlining the Board’s consideration of parole.

The Respondent argues that the changes in the criteria is minimal and not penal in nature

so there exists no violation of ex post facto. The Respondent will further argue that the change to

P
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the statute did not appreciably change the Board’s required procedure and was therefore not

unlawful.

The Respondent’s brief follows.

ARGUMENT

1. The Board’s use of its current parole consideration criteria does not result in an ex
post facto violation.

Appellant argues that the use of the parole consideration criteria foungi in 8.C. Code §24-
21-640 and the criteria listed in the Board’s current Form 1212 constitutes an ex post facto
violation. Because he committed hiscrime in 1975, he argues that the criteria the Board uses should
solely be that which was used at the time of his offense.!

The Respondent submits that the changes to the parole criteria do not retroactively alter the
definition of the crime or increase the punishment for a crime. As discussed in Jernigan v. State,
3408.C. 256,261, 531 S.E.2d 507, 509 (2000, ex post facto violations oceur when “the legislative
amendment ‘produces a sufficient risk of increasing the measure of punishment attached to the

covered crimes.” Id., quoting California Dep’t of Corrections v. Morales, 514 U.S. 499 (1995).

In Jernigan, the legislative change at issue was a change from yearly parole hearings to
biannual hearings for violent offenders. The Supreme Court determined that the change violated

ex post facto because increasing the time between parole hearings “effectively increases the

‘quantum of punishment.”” Jernigan at 265, 340 S.E.2d at 512, quoting Lynce v. Mathis, 519 U.S.

433, 444-45 (1997),

! Appellant has unsuccessfully submitted this identical argument to this Court and the Honorable Deborah Brooks
Durden under Docket No, 19-ALJ-15-0002 (Order filed July 22, 2019).

2
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At the time the Appellant committed the offense, S.C. Code Ann. § 55-612 (Supp. 1962)
defined the mandatory criteria the Parole Board was obligated to apply to an inmate seeking parole.
Section 55-612 of the South Carolina Code of Laws specifically stated:

The Probation, Parole and Pardon Board shall carefully consider the
record of the prisoner, before during and after imprisonment, and no
such prisoner shall be paroled until it appear to the satisfaction of
the Board, that the prisoner has shown a disposition to reform; that
in the future he will probably obey the law and lead a correct life;
that by his conduct he hasg merited a lessening of the rigors of his
imprisonment; that the interests of society will not be impaired
thereby; and that suitable employment has been secured for him.

S.C. Code Ann. §55-612 (Supp. 1962)

In comparing this to the current statute, the only difference is the word “shall” is replaced
by the word “may.” This change does not affect the Board members nor the criteria used in the
determination of parole. This minor difference must be considered procedural, and not a violation
of ex post facto. A procedural change is riot ex post facto even though it may work to an inmate’s

disadvantage. State v. Bryant, 382 S.C. 505, 675 S.E.2d 816 (Ct. App. 2009).

The Appellant alleges that the consideration of the Department’s fifteen criteria found in
Form 1212 violates ex post facto.2 He argues that since this criteria did not exist, and that he has
not received parole since he started receiving hearings in 1984, then it must be to his detriment.
This argument is flawed, as correlation does not necessarily imply causation.

Furthermore, neither the statutory nor Department criteria is penal in nature so it does not
violate ex post facto. In order for ex post facto clause to be applicable, the statute or the provision

in question must be criminal or penal in purpose and nature. State v. Huiett, 302 S.C. 169, 394

S.E.2d 486 (1990). The Department criteria does not increase punishment; nor does it change the

2 The Board must establish written, specific criteria for the granting of parole and provisional parole. S.C. Code
Ann. §24-21-640 (1990).
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parole board or add to the amount of votes necessary to be awarded parole. The use of the current

criteria is merely a procedural change; therefore, it does not violate ex post facto. Therefore, the

decision of the Parole Board should be upheld,

2. The Parole Board’s procedure was not unlawful,

Appellant argues the Board did not utilize the procedure outlined by the South Carolina
Code as it existed at the time of the commission of his offense.

. This argument, the Respondent submits, is a re-worded ex post facto argument that
Appellant already stated above. Despite his assertions that the changes to the law since the
commission of his offense are penal in nature, the differences in the law are procedural and do not
increase the punishment.

The sole change of the §55-162 to §24-21-640 changes the word “shall” to “may.” As
discussed above, this is a procedural change that does not constitute a change that would be an ex
post facto violation. In no way, based on the plain language of the statute, does the earljer inclusion
of the word “shall” imply that the Board must parole Appellant. The statute still confers absolute
discretion to the Board over the matter of granting or denying parole. The only time an inmate

shall be paroled (or may be paroled) is upen the satisfaction of the Board.

CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing arguments, the Department respectfully requests the Appellant’s

arguments be dismissed and the final decision of the Board be affirmed.



Columbia, South Carolina
August 11, 2021

1O

Respectfully submitted, -

Matthew C. Buchanan
General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services

P.O. Box 207

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 734-9220



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
. VE In The Administrative Law Court
\ ECEl D Docket Number 21-ALJ-15-0007

auG 24 108 : APPEAL OF FINAL DECISION
' Department of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services

BRO
MALROOY

CHARLES WILLIAMS, #086721....cccccmviiermrenneeniinciesniessesieaens APPEALANT

DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE, AND

PARDON SERVICES......coccovirminie it csnnnenns RESPONDENT
—
APPELLANT’S REPLY BRIEF
.‘7 |

Charles Williams, SCDC #086721
Broad River C.I., GRN 2104
4460 Broad River Rd.

Columbia, S.C. 29210

APPELLANT PRO SE

Assistant General Counsel
S.C. Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services
293 Greystone Blvd.

P.O. Box 207

Columbia, S.C. 26250

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT

21



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
TABLE OF AUTHORITIES .....erveeeceeeesesemesisssssssssssssssssssssssessesssesssssssssmssssssssssssssasssons ii
ARGUMENT ...oooveeooseeeeeeesessssess e eeseesss s a6 s e et 1
CONCLUSION oo oooeooeeeeesse e e s ovve e ssssessessesessassss s sssssssssssas s sssssssossntsrasssssssssssissssssssassses 3



TABLE OF AUTHORITIES

CASES '
Cal. Dept. of Corr. v. Morales, 514 U.S. 499, 509 (1995)..ruuremereerserserasssasssesneensremerenmrarsissssssssines [
Collins v. John Doe, 352 S.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d 739, 743 (2002)........cooorvmimimiiiinnininns 2

Cooperv. 8.C. Dept. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 377 S.C. 489, 661 S.E.2d 106

(2008). -+ e eevereoeeeeeseessesss s ess e iR 3
Hair v. State, 305, 77,79, 406 S.E.2d 332,334 (1991).....vovivierineanenmnineniesncceeenieens 3
Jernigan v. State, 340'S.C. 256, 261, 531 S.E.2d 507, 509 (2000).....cv.eevrreirvinminnnasnnins 1
Lynce v. Mathis, 519 U.S. 433, 444-45 (1997)....c.cuevrmmrmnsesicr s 1
Robertson v. State, 276 S.C. 356, 358, 278 S.E.2d 770, 771 (1981).....ecovriviniiinannns e, 2
CONSTITUTION

U.S. Const. art. 1, section 10
STATUTES
S.C. Code Ann. §55-612(1962) ... ceeuiimiiieeiarie i

Dept. Form 12-B (attached to Appeal Brief)



The Appeliant’s Reply Brief follows

ARGUMENT

The Respondent’s use of its current parole nature and seriousness of offense criteria does result

in an ex post facto violation.

Respondent argues that Appellant contends the use of parole criteria found in S.C. Code

section 55-612 constitutes an ex post facto violation.

Appellant contends that the use of the retroactive nature and seriousness of the offense

criteria constitutes an ex post facto violation.!

The Respondent argues that the change to the parolé criteria, nature and seriousness of
the offense, does not retroactively alter the definition of the crime or increase the punishment for

the crime.

The Appeliant contends, “The relevant inquiry regarding an increase in punishment is
whéther a legislative amendment produces a sufficient risk of increasing the measure of
punishment attached to the covered crimes.” Id. (quoting Cal. Dept. of Corr. v. Morales, 514
U.S. 499, 509 (1995). Also see Barton v. South Carolina Dept. of Prob., Parole and Pardon
Services, 404 S.C. 395, 745 S.E.2d 110.)

The Appellant contends the distinctions between section 55-612’s criteria of substantive
qualification standards for release for good conduct and Dept. Form 12 12’s criteria are evident in
the nature and seriousness of the offense requirement. The nature and seriousness. of the offense
is the default provisi{)n of Dept. Form 1212, and the required standard compels the Appellant to
convince the members of the Parole Board to favor his-disposition of reform over the influences
of the nature and seriousness of his past offenses. See Barton v. South Carolina Dept. of Prob.,
Parole and Pardon Services, 404 S.C. 395; Jernigan, 340 S.C. S.E.2d, 511 (relying on Lynce v.
Mathis, 519 U.S. 433, 444-45 (1997).

The Appellant contends statutory amendment that authorized the Respondent with
absolute discretion to create the nature and seriousness of the offense criteria for the granting or
denying parole for persons convicted of violent offenses, in contrast to prior criteria version of

statute allowing Parole Board to authorize granting or denying parole by disposition to reform,

! Unlike this apbeal, Appellant’s previous arguments o this Court were not well founded.
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altered the substantive parole qualification standards, violating constitutional prohibition against
“ex post facto law” as applied retroactively. See Barton v. South Carolina Dept. of Prob., Parole
and Pardon Services, 404 S.C. 393.

The Appellant contends also that at the time of his offense, there was no statute
requirement of parole hearings to consider the nature and seriousness of the offense as a reason
to grant or deny parole. Statute authorizing the Respondent with absolute discretion to establish
the nature and seriousness of the offense as a criteria standard in parole reviews was enacted
several years after Appellant’s offense was committed, and amended statute provided criteria of
greater disadvantage on parole eligibility than Appellant was originally entitled to. U.S.C. A.
Const. Art. 1, section 10, C1. 1; Code 1976 section 24-21-643.

The Respondent contends that in comparing the current statute to section 55-612, the only
difference is that the word “shall,” used before the words “be paroléd,” is replaced by the word
“may,” and that it does not affect the Board members deterimination of parole. The Respondent
haé over looked the deletion intent of the wprd “shall” used before the word “appear” of section
55-612, deleting a state-created liberty interest in the expectancy of no such prisoner shall be
paroled until the prisoner has sown a diéposition to reform. Rules of statutory interpretation use
of:.wqr'ds such as “shall” indicates intent to enact'a mandatory requirement. See Collins v. John
Doe, 352 S.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d 739, 743 (2002). The word “may” is-discretionary. See
Robertson v. State, 276 S.C. 356, 358, 278 S.E.2d 770, 771 (1981).

The Appellant contends this difference is not procedural. The difference is a statutory change

in the langiiage that mandates the legislative intent.

The Respondent contends that the Appellant’s argument that the nature and seriousness
of the offense criteria, of Dept. Form 1212, did not exist at the time of his crime, and that he has

not received parole, is flawed, as correlation does not imply causation.

The Appellant contends that the correlation of the nature and seriousness of the offense
criteria stanidard, retroactively applied into the decision whether to grant or deny him parole has

been the causation for parole rejection for 37 years.

The Respondent contends that the statutory nor the nature and seriousness of the offense

criteria is not penal in nature and does not violate ex post facto laws.

2y
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The Appellant contends that, “Because the statue is penal in nature, the Court must
construe it strictly in favor of the defendant and against the state. See Cooper v. S.C. Dept. of
Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services, 377 S.C. 489, 661 S.E.2d 106 (2008); Hair v. State,
305, 77, 79, 406 S.E.2d 332, 334 (1991). The nature and seriousness of the offense criteria
produces a sufficient risk of increasing the measure of bunishment attached to the covered

crimes. 1d. (quoting Cal. Dept. of Corr. v. Morales, 514 U.S. 499, 509 (1995).

The Respondent argues that the use of the current nature and seriousness of the offense

criteria is merely a procedural change.

The Appellant contends that the nature and seriousness of the offense criteria is in
conjunction with the current parole statute as a guideline in denying parole, and that the Board
will not parole an individual if it determines the factor is the nature and seriousness of the
offense, the offense is one of murder. See parole criteria, Dept. Form 12-B, section 2. Appellant
contends that the revised Dept. Form 1212 currently uses the nature and seriousness of offense to
deny parole. Appellant contends that the nature and seriousness of the offense essentially
abrogates the Appellant’s right to parole eligibility and, thus, infringes on a state-created liberty

interest.

CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing arguments, the Appellant respectfully requests the Appeliant’s

Appeal Brief and Reply Brief be granted.
August 29, 2021

Respectfully submitted,

Charles Williams, SCDC #086721
Broad River C.I.,-GRN 2104
4460 Broad River Rd.

Columbia, S.C. 29210

APPELLANT PRO SE



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Charles Williams, #086721, Docket No. 21-ALJ-15-0007-AP
Appellant,
V. FINAL ORDER

Sotith Carolina Department of Probation,
Parole and Pardon Services,

Respondent.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Couit)
pursuant to an appeal filed on April 20, 2021, by Charles Williams (Appellant), an inmate in the
custody of the South Carolina Department of Correctiors (SCDC). On March 24, 2021, the South
Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services (Department or Respondent)
notified the Appellant of the South Carolina Parole Board’ s (Board) unanimous decision deny the
Appellant parole. The Appellant challenges the Board’s denial of parole on the basis that the
Department’s application of Form 1212 constituted an ex post facto violation of the U.S.
Constitution. After careful consideration of the parties’ briefs, the Department’s determination is

affirmed.

BACKGROUND
On April 16, 1976, the Appeliant was sentenced to death by electrocution for the murder

ofthree (3) females. On April 14, 1977, the South Carolina Supreme Court vacated the Appellant’s
death sentence and remanded his case for resentencing. On April 20, 1977, the Appellant was
sentenced to three (3) gonsecutlve life sentences. On March 24, 2021, following his most recent
parole eligibility hearing, the Board voted unanimously to deny the Appellant parole due to the
nature and seriousness of the Appellant’s offense. On April 20, 2021, the Appellant timely
appealed the Board’s decision to this court arguing that the Department’s application of Form 1%-1%0”

constituted an ex post facto violation of the U.S. Constitution, and that the Department@?érgit% @4%
its findings of fact upon unlawful procedure. & £ %
SEP 2 Ay F
%
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ISSUE ON APPEAL
Whether the Department violated the Appellant’s due process rights in denying him parole?

STANDARD OF REVIEW
The court’s jurisdiction to review this matter is derived from the South Carolina Supreme

Court decisions in 4/-Shabazz and Furtick. See Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742

(2000) (establishing an administrative review process for inmate appeals); see also Furtickv. S.C.
Dep't of Prob., Parole & Pardon Servs., 352 8.C. 5 94,576 S.E.2d 146 (2003) (incorporating final
decisions of the Department into that review process). As explained by the Al-Shabazz Court,
“procedural due process is guaranteed when an inmate is deprived of an interest encompassed by
the Fourteenth Amendment’s protection of liberty and property.” Wicker v. S.C. Dép't of Corrs.,
360°S.C. 421, 424, 602 S. E.2d 56, 58 (2004) (cnatlon omitted).

Since parole is a privilege, not a r1ght the routine denial of parole does not constifute such
a liberty interest. See Cooper v. S.C. Dep'’t of Prob Parole & Pardon Servs., 377 S.C. 489, 495-
96, 661 S.E.2d 106, 109-10 (2008) (citation ormtted) If, however, the Board “deviates from: or
renders its decision without consideration of the appropriate [statutory] criteria, . . . it essentially
abrogates an inmate’s right to parole eligibility and, thus, infringes on a state-created liberty
interest.” Jd. at 499, 661 S.E.2d at 111. Thus, this court may review decisions from the
Department for violations of statutory procedure or procedural due process only, but may not
review the Board’s substantive decision to deny an appellant parole,

In reviewing such matters, the court sits in its appellate capacity. See id. at 497, 661 S.E.2d
at 110 (citation omitted); A/-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 377,527 S.E.2d at 754 (citation omitted). Under
the Administrative Procedures Act, the court’s review in appellate matters is confined to the
record. S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(4). The court may modify or reverse the decision of the
agency when subst:antial rights of the appellant have been prejudiced. S.C. Code‘Ann. § 1-23-
380(5). ‘Substantial rights of the appellant are prejudiced when the agency’s findings, inferences,
conclusions, or decisions are: (a) in violation of constitutional or statutory provisions; (b) in excess
of the statutory authorlty of the agency; (¢) made upon unlawful procedure; (d) affected by other
error of law; () clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative, and substantial evidence on
the whole record; or (f) arbitrary or capricious or characterized by abuse of discretion or clearly

unwarranted exercise of discretion. 7d.

2
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DISCUSSION
As stated supra, parole is not a right, but a‘priv‘ilege. State v. Dingle, 376 S.C. 643, 649,
659 8.E.2d 101, 104 (2008) (citing Sullivan v. S.C. Dep’t of Corrs., 355 S.C. 437, 443, 586 S.E.2d
124, 127 n.4 (2003)). The discretion to grant parole lies solely with the Board. 4 at 649, 659
S.E.2d at 104-05 (citirig State v. McKay, 300 S.C. 113, 115, 386 S.E.2d 623, 623-24 (1989)). If,

in denying parole, the Board follows proper procedure, then its decision will constitute a routine

denial of parole and summary dismissal of the case would be appropriate. See Cooper, 377 S.C.
at 500,,661 S.E.2d at 112; see also Compton v. §.C. Dep’t of Prob., Parole & Pardon Servs., 385
S.C. 476,479,685 S.E.2d 175, 177 (2009). The proper procedure for the Board to follow includes
considering the factors outlined in Section 24-21-640 of the South Carolina Code, as well as those
listed in the Department’s parole form. Coaper, 377 S.C. at 500, 661 S.E.2d at 1 12; Compton, 385
S.C. at 479, 685 S.E.2d at 177; see also S.C. Code Ann. § 24-21-640 (Supp. 2019) (setting forth
the statutory factors warranting parole). ‘ Additionally, the Board must utilize an actuarial risk and
needs assessmerit tool, known as COMPAS, in making its parole determinations. See S.C. Code
Ann. § 24-21-10(F) (Supp. 2019).

If the Board fails to follow proper procedure, giving due consideration to the specified
factors, an appellant is denied his liberty interest in parole eligibility. Cooper, 377 S.C. at 499,
661 S.E.2d at 111. If, however, the Board adheres to procedure and considers all the requisite
factors, the appellant’s liberty interest is protected, and the Board has the discretion to deny parole
based on any of the factors found in Section 24-21-640 or its own criteria. See id. at 499, 661
S.E.2d at 111-12. Here, the Board’s order plainly reflects that it considered all the appropriate
factors — including these set forth in Section 24-21-640, the Department’s own criteria for parole
consideration, and an actuarial risk and needs assessment — before making its decision to deny the
Appellant parole. Thus, as a routine denial of parole, the court’s ability to further review this
matter is limited:

[T]he [] Board may avoid [reversal of its parole determinations] if it clearly states

in its order denying parole that it considered the factors outlined in [S]ection 24-

21-640 and the fifteen factors published in its parole form. If the Board complies

with this procediire, the decision will constitute a routine denial of parole and the

ALC would have limited authority to review the decision to determine whether the

Board followed proper procedure. Under that scenario, the ALC can summarily
dismiss the inmate’s appeal.

~37
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Cooper, 377 8.C. at 500, 661 S.E.2d at 112; see Compton, 385 S.C. at 479, 685 S.E.2d at 177.
Consequently, because the record reflects that the Board routinely denied the Appellant parole
after complying with the necessary procedure, the court may not interfere with the Department’s

determination.

. ORDER
THEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, the Department’s decision denying the
Appellant parole is hereby AFFIRMED. '
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

S. Phillip Lenski "
Administrative Law Judge

September 2, 2021

Columbia, South Carolina

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
This Is fo cartify that tha undersigned has this data
senrLiis orderin the abovs entitied action upon af
parties to this causa by depoatiing e copy hersof,
in tive United States Mail, pcstege gaid, or in the intaragency

Niuil Eepiepaddr o th M(J;E)pc;;theiram oy(s)
-rhn F } { . -
! e 72 ]

L

Hidiclal Law -@_lari-:f S



PrisoNs AND OTu#rR METHODS oF CORRECTION

entered discharge the defendant. (1952 Code § 55-504: 1042 Code
1088-4; 1942 (42) 1456 ; 1949 (46) 311.¥ “

Cross reference—As to sentence lLeing Stated in Maxey v. Manning; 224 S, C..
suspended for time prescribed in the or- 320, 78 S. E. (2d) 633 (1953).
der of su%penswn see § 17-558.

Quoted in Lovell v. State, 223 8, C. 112,

74 8. E. (2d) 570 (1953).

§ 55-595. Arrest for violation of terms of probation; bond.—At any
time during the period of ‘probation or suspension of sentence. the court,
or the court w1th1n the venue.of which the violation occurs, may issue or
cause the issuing of a warrant and cauge the defendant to be arrested for
violating any of the. conditions of probation or suspension of sentence.
Any police officer or other officer with power of arrest, upon the re-
quest of the probation officer, may arrest a probationer. In case of an’
" arrest the avresting officer shail have a written warrant from the proba-
tion officer setting forth that the probationer has, in his judgment, vig-
lated the conditions of probation and such statement shall be warrant for
the detention of such probationer in the county jail or other appropriate’
place of detention, until such ‘probationer can be brought before the
Jjudge of the court, or of the court within the venue of which the viola-
tion oceurs.. Such probation officer shall forthwith report such arrest
and detention to the judge of the court, or of the court within the venue |
of whieh the violation oceurs, and submit in writing a report showing
in what manner the probationer has violated his probation. Provided, that
any person .arrested for the violation of the terms of probation shall be
entitled to be released on bond pending a hearing, and such bond shall
be granted and the amount thereof determined by a magistrate in the
county where the probationer is confined, or by the magistrate in whose
Jurisdiction the alleged violation of probation occurred. (1952 Code §
55-595; 1942 Code § 1038-4; 1942 (42) 1456; 1949 (46) 311; 1955 (49)
72; 1959 (51) 320.)

Cross reference.—See note to § 65-596.

§ 55-596. Action of court in case of such violation.——Upon such arrest
the court, or the court within the venue of which the violation occurs, «
shall -cause the-defendant to be brought before it and may revoke the
probation or suspension of sentence and shall proceed to deal with the
case -as if there had beeén no probation or suspension of sentence except!
that the circuit judge before whom such defendant may be so brought
shall have the right, in his discretion, to require the defendant to serve

§ 55-505 Ch. 11

all or a poriion only of the sentence imposed. Should only a portion of

the sentence inposed be put into effect, the remainder of such sentence'
shall remain in full force and effect and the defendant may again, from
time to time, be brought before the circuit court so long as all of his !
sentence has not been served and the period of probation has not ex-"
pired. -(1952 Céde-§ 55-506; 1942 Code § 1038-4; 1942 (42) .1456; 1949
(46) 311; 1959 (51) 3%0.)

Ch. 1 PrOBATION, PAROLE AND PARDONS § 55-612

Order of revocation need not e made during this peried the warrant shall be
within probationary period.—This section . issued; which is the. pertinent jurisdic-
and § 55-595 do not require that the'order tional fact. Lovell v, State, 223 S, C, 112,
of vevocation be made within the proba- 74 8, E. (2d) 570 (1953).
tionary period. It is only provided that

ARTICLE 4.

Parole Generally and Release for Good Conduct.

§ 55-611. When Board may parole prisoner.—In all cases cognizable
under this chapter the Probation, Parole and Pardon Board may, upon
4en days’ written notice to the solicitor and judge who participated in the

trial of any ‘prisoner, parole such prisoner convicted of a’felony and jm-

prisoned in the State Penitentiary, in any jaiPor upon the public works
of any county:

(1) Who, if sentenced for not more than thirty years, shall have
served at least one third of the term for which he was sentenced,

(2) Who, if sentenced to life imprisonment or imprisonment for any
period in excess of thirty years, shall have served at least ten years, or

(3) Who, if he is a first offender-and is sentenced for an indeterminate
term shall have served the. minimum for which he was sentenced,

Not deducting in any instance any allowance of time for good. behavior.
(1952 Code%§ 55-611; 1942 Code § 1038-10; 1942 (42) 1456; 1949 (d6)
311.)

Applied in Bearden v. Manning, 238 S. Cited in State v. Williams, 221 8. C. 107,
C. 187, 119 S. E. (2d) 670 (1961). 69 8. E. (2d) 371 (1052).

§ 55-611.1. When prisoner entitled to review.—After a prisoner has
served one third of his sentence, if such sentence exceed one year, the
Board shall review his case, irrespective of whether or not any applica-
tion has heen made thetefor, for the purpose of determining whether
or not such prisoner is entitled to any of the benefits provided for in
this chapter. (1952 Code § 55-611.1; 1942 Code § 1038-10; 1942 (42)
1456; 1949 (46) "311.)

§ 55-612. Circumsiances warranting parole; reporis of parolees.—The
Probation, Parole and Pardon Board shall carefully consider the record
of the prisoner, before and after imprisonment, and no such prisoner
shall be paroled until it shall appear, to the satisfaction of the Board,
that the prisoner has shown a disposition. to. reform that, in the future,
he will probably obey the law and lead a correct life, that by his con-
‘duct he has merited a lessening of the rigors of his imprisonment, that
the interests of society will not be impaired thereby and that suitable
employment has been secured for him. The paroled prisoner shall, as
often as .may be required, render a written report to the Board giving

. such information as may be required by the ‘Board which shall ke con-

firmed by the person in whose employment the prisoner may be at the
time. (1952 Code '§ 55-812; 1942 Code § 1038-11; 1942 (42). 1456; 1949
(46) 311.)
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Sauth Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
Criteria for Parole Consideration

Inmate Name ' ’ SCDC# . $CBoard of Probiation; Parblé and F"_aréiun‘Séh;]c_e's
q P.0.Box207 1
WILLIAMS, CHARLESV-. 00086721 7 Columbla, SC 25202

Criteria for Parole Consideration

The South Caralina Parole law creates no right to be released on parole. Parale In South Carclina Is strictly a matter of privilege or grace, The South
Carolina Board of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services hasabsolute discretion to grant or dény parale, As such, the publication of these parcle

criterta In no way Creates a expectancy of release; nor does [t bind the Parole Board in any way to favorable parole declsion or establish any
Rresumptions of entitlement to parole,

In deciding whether or not to grant parele, the Parole Board considers, among other things, the inmate’s record before Incarceration as well as during
Incarceration. The record itself is Prepared through Investigations conducted for the Parole Board, and It becomes a part of the Inmate’s parole fila,
The fjles are maintained by the Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services and are, by the statute, privileged and confidential, The
confidentiality of the parole file Is far reaching; inmates themselves have no right to Inspect the contents of their files, If the inmate thinks his/her filais
somehow Incomiplete or cantalns some errors or other inaccuracy, he/she must notify the Board of the speaclfic érror orlpaccuracy. The Board will
Investgate the Inquiry and notify the Inmate of the action taken.

Inmates do, however, enjoy certain rights In the pargle process. The inmate has the right to appear at his parole hearing. If 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 appolnted If he/she cannot afford ane, At the hearing, the inmate has the right to present witnesses and evidence on hisfher own behalf, but
an [nmate 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 arid federal law, The discretion of the Board or panel aims at protecting the best interest of both society and the Inmate belng considered for
parole. inits concern for the protection of soclety’s and the Inmate’s bast Interests, the Beard or Panel deliberates upon the *reasonable probabllity”
that an Inmate will not again violate the law, If parole is granted, When deliberating that an Inmate will not 2gain violate the law, the Board or Panel
welghs the factors listed bélow. The Board or Panel, In ts absolute discretion, also considers any other factors not listed below which it conslders
relevant In a particular case, :

The risk the inmate poses fo the community;

The nature and serioysness of the inmate's offense; the circumstances surtounding the offense, and the Inmate's attitude toward it;

The inmate’s prior ciiminal records and his/her adjustment under any previous programs or supervision;

Theinmate’s attitude toward his/her family, the victim, and authority in general;

The inmate's adjustment whlle in confinement, including his/her prograss in counseling, therapy, and other similar programs designed to

encourage the inmate to Improve himself/herself;

The Inmate's employment history, including histher job tralning 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 past criminal conduct;

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 correctlons 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 williive 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 his/her to return to the family circle;

13. The attitudes of the sentencing judge, the solicitar, 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, Theactuarfal risk and néeds assessment outlined in saction 24-21-10 (F)(1) of the 5.C, Code of laws: which evaluates based on Criminal
Involvernent, Relatlonships/Lifestyle, Personality/Attitudes, Family, Soclal Exclusion and Mental Health,

16, Other factors consldered relevant in a particular case by the Board,

Reservation of Discretionary Power of the Parole Board

gL

Lol ol

Do,

These criteria in no way limilt the absolute discretion of the Parole Board or Panel to make parale declslons on a case-by case basls and to grant or deny
parole as'it determines to ba in the best interest of soclety and the Intimate under review. _

In some cases, the Board may decide that the Inmate should be granted parole If the inmate completes ane or mare stated conditions, Whan this Is
the case, the Board may grant a parole that becames effective when the inmate completes one or more stated conditions. Should the inmate fail to
camplete any one of these condltions or disobey any rule or regulation of the South Carolina Department of Corrections before satisfying the stated
conditlons te make his parole effective, the Board rnay rescind the'Inmate's parole and treat the case as though parale had been rejected. In other
cases, theé 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 Board may postpone a parole hearing In order to'dispose of detalners of pending charges, If the Board
refects an Inmate for parole, the inmate will be glven written notice of relectlon stating the reasans for rejection. Declsions of the Board have no
precedential effect whateverand in no way limit the Board's absolute discretlon at later parcle hearings.

ARer rejection for parole, the procedure of scheduling of rehearing Is as follows: )
1. An‘individual serving time for 2 violent offense defined in §16-1-60 of the South Caralina Code of Laws 1976 will be rekeard for parole two
years foliowing the date of parole rejections. Applicable legal exceptions may allow for'a one year hearlng.
2 Anindlvidual serving time for a nonviolent offense defined in §16-1-70 of the South Carollna Code of Laws 1976 will ba reheard for parole one
year following the date of parele rejections,

| certify that the above material has been explained to me, and | have received a copy.

4 s

Inmate's ***No signature required due to ) Witness ) — Date: 5/29/2020
Signature: COVID-19 Pandemlc*** Date: 1/1/0001 Signature: bay ey : 9/

Form 1212 ' (Stock) Revised 05-16-2017 3 3 Distribution: Parole Services and Inmate
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INMATE SEARCH DETAIL REPORT WILLIAMS, CHARLES - (00086721)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA RE@EW@

In The Court of Appeals APR 12 2022

APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COUSG Court Of.Appeals
S. Phillip Lenski, Administrative Law Judge
Case No. 21-ALJ-15-0007-AP/2021-001145

CHARLES WILLIAMS, #086721............ b e e e a e nneae APPEALANT,

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF PROBATION, PAROLE,
AND PARDON SERVICES.......cciiiiniiinnircn oo dereresss e RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

The undersigned hereby certifies that this Record on Appeal contains all material proposed to be

included by any of the parties and not any other material.

February yA 5, 2022
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“harles Williams, SCDC #086721
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