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Statement of The Issue on Appeal
" Did the Respondent properly investigate the case and appeal
pursuant to SCDC Policy OP. 22-14 under section 19.3



State of South Carolina
Court of Appeals

_Pedro Wise #269017
' Petitioner

V. Petitioner's Initial Brief
South Carolina Department
of Corrections

’ Respondent

Vst s st N St i gt Vot Sot?

The petitioner, Pedro Wise ("Petitioner“), -would
respectfu11y~ move this Honorable Court. The petitioner is a
prisoner housed at Kershaw Correctional institutioni a facility
of the South Carolina department of Corrections ("SCDC"),_and
files this action in Farma Pauperis under 28 U.S.C. 1915. The
petitioner alleges that his constitutional rights have been
violated by SCDC arising from a prison disciplinary hearing. The

petitioner's petition for habeas relief is as follows:

STATEMENT OF CASE

-l

While the petitioner is being housed at Kershaw Correctional
Institution he was charged with Possession of a Cell Phone (898)
on ét34-££ . Petitioner appeared before the institutional

Disciplinapy Hearing Officer ("DHO") on ¢-/2-// and was found

gquilty of 898 second offense. The petitioner was sanctioned by
the DHO one (1) year security detention unit ("SMU"), two (2)

years revocaiion of all privileges (visitation, property, and

canteen). A grievance was filed 4-1%-/) (step 1) (the Inmate



' Grievance Coordinator ("IGC") refused to file all {\é issues
raised and only (eftAin iS5ueS was reviewéd); An additional Step 1
grieVance against the IGC for failing to file the grievance

correctly. The disciplinary appeal was denied. A atep 2 was filed

on or about 35-/5.// , it was denied by sScDC on §¢-// . A

timely notice of appeal was filed on § 33-/ to the S.C.

Administrative Law Court, the appeal was summarily dismissed by

the ALC without argument from wither party citing Slezak v.

s.C.D.0.C. 361 S.C. 327, 605 SE2d 506 (2004). This position

results from the above actions by SCDC and the ALC.

Argument I
The Petitioner has been deprived of his constitutional right
to due process under the Wolff criteria as set forth by the U.S.

Supreme Court.

Wolff v. McDonnel, 481 US 539, 94 Sct 2963 (1974), the

Supremé' Court held' that due process in a prison disciplinary

proceeding involving seriods_misconduct requires:

l) that advance notice of the charge be provide 24 hours
prior to the hearing: |

2) that factfinders must prepare a written stateﬁent of the
evidence relied on and reasons for the disciplinary action:

3) that the inmate should be allowed to call witnesses and
present documentary evidence; provided there is no undue hazard

to institutional- safety or correctional goals:



4) that counsel substitute should be allowed to help
illiterate inmates; and

5) that the person.hearing the matter be impartial.

Argument II
Petitioner's Due Process -rights werewknobinglyfand Qillingly.
violated where As Petitioner was convicted unto a (898) charge
without the charging employee or anyohe seeing the Petitioner
with any thing to support this claim.

(See Incident report (19-25 A) form).

Argument III
Charging Employee stated that the incident took place at
headquarters but Petitioner was not at headquarters at the time
fhis so-called incident was supposedly had taken place.
(Please see Incident Report (19-29 A) form under location of

incident, and see Kershaw Roaster dated for March 21, 2011)

Argument 1V

Several errors was made in the completion of the (19-29 A)
Incidenﬁ Report form that totally contradicts ScCDC Disciplinary
policy and procedures op.22-14 such as: 1) The charging employee
did not list any evidence whatsoever on the (19—2§ A) incident
Report form. 2) The charging employee stated that the location of
incident was at headquétters. 3) The charging Employee did not
mention the Petitioner SCDC number in the narrative part of the

Incident Report. 4) The charging Employee failed to give a



general location of the incident. These four (4) issues violates
the Petifioner's riéhts.and SCDC Disciplinary Hearing Policy and
.Prdcedures. o '

(Please see Incident Report (19-29 A) form and see policy

op.22-14 under Section 3.2)

_Argumont \ 4

The D.H.O. Ms. Sellers uséd a copy of a Crime Stoppers
report and.a copy of an E-mail that she claimed to havg to base
'her decision off of but neither form was submitted into evidence
according to the Incident Report form; which isia violation of
SCDC Disciplinary Hearing Poliéy. H

(Please see Policy op.22-14 under section 3.2 (Disciplinary
Hearing Policy), See (19-29 A) Incident Report form and see 19-69

(Disciplinary record and Hearing record form).

Argument VI
Facebook was not an official S.C.D.0.C. charge until 2012.

(See Policy op.22-14 Amended for 2012)

Argument VII
The charging Employee stated on the Incident Report form
that Petitioner was on Facebook but when asked at the hearing on
tape if he (charging Employee) had seen or witnessed the
Petitioner on Facebook and the charging Employee stated "No." So
how can the D.H.O. Ma. Sellers based her decision off the
charging Employee's written statement and verbal testimony, where.

asg the charging Employée never stated that he saw, witnessed, or

5



“ad

discovered anythiné to support this (898) claim or allégation
thaf“waS'brought forth against Petitioner. | |
(Please see Transcript and/or ‘Review the ‘tape from 'tﬂe
hearing (tape 221 side B) starting at-263 and ended at 424, see
Incident Reboft form gnd Disciplinary Report and Hearing Record

form)

Argument VIII
I.G.C. Ms. Hough failed to properly investigate the
circumstanées behind this charge- and I.G.C._ and Wwarden C. -

Reynolds -up held the D.H.O. Decision knowing that the D.H.O.'s

Decision violated Petitioner's process Due Rights and SCDC Policy

and Procedures.

(Please see step 1 grievance)

Argument IX
The.I.G.C. Ms. Hough failed to address the issues that the
Petitioner raised dealing with policy op.22-14 under section 3.2
(Please see step 1 grievénce and Warden's response and

Policy op.22-14 under section 3.2)

Argument X
Responsible official froze Petitioner's Due Process whereas
the responsible official wupheld the D.H.O.'s and Warden's
decision via Petitioner's Step 2 grievance after having knowledge
of Petitioner's Step 1 grievance.

(Please see Step 2 grievance)



Argument XI ) -

Responsible official failed to address and investigate the,
claims that the Petitioner raised. Instead the Responsible
official responded to issues and claims that Petitioner did

" not -raise.
_ (please see step 2 grievance)

Argument XII
Responsible off1c1al failed to respond. 1n t1mely manner
according to grievance pollcy.

(Please see Step 2 grievance and policy GA.01-12)

Conclusion

FOR the former arguments presented, Petitioner is praying
that the offense of (898) be overturned and vacated



SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTNIENT OF CORRECTIONS ~ i ,{\p
b INCIDENT REPORT
’ Page of
e Koz Contnd Tl
Date of Report: 3/22/ Time of Report: Lﬁ; Z 41
. | Reporting Ofﬁcxall :Z/W" Dl //1:‘;»1 Date of Incident: @/z/ ///
Location of Incident: __ #ead fpardtars Timeoflncident: ‘P03 4m(
é‘ Inmate(s)/Resident: SCDC# _Age Race Sex Employee(s) Involved:
b 1 26947 2 /7 |l ﬂn)_ls‘_(._H_uflafz (IG) ot

— SMiugr] _ ’
|On the above date and approx1mate time: // i a £ %J;EL_

u'.h Wl

wb [l

- |Signature: E;“{,W
/.

Evidence: -

Wltness(es)

__é“mg;l m gﬁg B STG Related - Refer to STG Committee .
) ‘ ( )Yes ()d No  ( ) Unknown

“ () 0 1 /| | ThisIncidentis DRUG related |
Signature; “ Title{ Date/Time: 3 ¢ YYes  O4No () Unknown
Major / Responsible Authority: Y/t ) YO % ;\/ w4 '
T w\ Vo Unanedd vt § 4 ~ ActionTaken

AYY.
( ) Informal Resolution b\}
11, ) Adminisfrative Resolution_.

et g i o ey e L . .
: (]

B ,.\/‘\ - . | — (/)’RefertoDlsmphnary Heanng I
-~ [Signature e~ Titer— VBN Pae QIO =57 fzor— - P
B 8 .
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

1 "A'“"”. , . S DISCIPLINARY REPORT AND HEARING RECORD
Case#: 00065 |omate Name: _Wise, Pedro . | i SCDCH#: . A 269017
Living Area: st Job: . NA - Custody: NA . .
Offense Date: 3 211 Offense Time: _9:03 AM/RM Institution: ' Kershau :

Offense Description: :

898 e Possession of Any Cell Phone or Other Type of Communication Device: Possession
of, receives or uses (audio/visual), conceals, disposes, stores, facilitates, barters,

bt;lys, ?ales of cellular phones or other communications equipment and/or any components

thereof.

Charging Officer/Employee: Sylvesta Robinson Title: .Investigator
[N_M.ATE NOTIFICATION: YOU WILL APPEAR BEFORE A HEARING OFFICER 24 HOURS OR MORE AFTER YOUR RECEIPT OF
THIS NOTICE. YOU HAVE THE RIGHT TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT AND MAKE A VERBAL STATEMENT.

INMATE WAIVERS: . .
{1 1 GIVE UP MY RIGHT TO 24-HOUR NOTICE AND AUTHORIZE THE HEARING OFFICER TO PROCEED WITH THE HEARING *
[{]y_oo NOT WANT TO BE PRESENT AT MY HEARING [J 1 WAIVE MY RIGHT TOA G
7 DO WANT MY ACCUSER PRESENT AT THE HEARING U/SEGREGATION Omvgv mé(on
7 | DO NOT WANT MY ACCUSER PRESENT AT THE HEARING | WANT A COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE j
[ 1 DO NOT WANT A COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE

Date &Time Notified: _f3/ 2811 05 AMES) By (Print): St M. B M/éw
Inmate Sigaature: M Loocr. 2490/87 __u= 23291

K
¥

EXPLAIN BELQW BY NUMBER: (DTF COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE WAS NOT PRESENT DURING PART OF THE HEARING; (2) IF ACCUSED WAS
EXCLUDED FROM ANY PART OF THE EVIDENCE STAGE; F ANY (3) WITNESSES, (4) DOCUMENTATION, OR (5) EVIDENCE WAS EXCLUDED
FROM THE HEARING;. OR (6) IF INMATE WAS DENIED CONFRONTATION QUESTIONING AND/OR CROSS EXAMINATION OF A WITNESS AT

M

[F GUILTY, EVIDENCE PRESENTED CONSIDERED AND REASONS FOR DETERMINA 'ON~GU1LT: A) ADMISSIQN QF GU&I\__:T;-

. (B)OFFICER'S Rl 'l" C)WITNESSTESTIMONY; (D)_THER LAIN[_NDET A NTRmLCAwE_w DX <
COrsnA) S Wl O\ o0 S XAL O OS € SN IOAAXLS S
HEARING LENGTH: (MINUTES) \ 5 / | }ZC“/‘ wZa
SANCTIONS: '
Loss of Privileges (Days) ’ 74/ Reprimand: Loss of Good Time (days): .
» Property (Days) Extra Duty: Rcstitution:f i
‘# Canteen, (Days) _ 7_ }D Visit Suspension Thru ___/ / 3[,01’ 2\0= 120
# Other Days) - Cell Restriction (Days):
# Disciplipary Detention (Days): - /,'I,”))o

v ! ; REASON(S) FOR PARTICULAR PUNISHMENT IMPOSED: agé g%bﬁg > g: 3‘3 8

SPECIFIC FACTUAL

CREDITFOR PHD TIME SERVED@*IO IF YES, DAYS QQ :
DATE INMATE PLACED IN PHD 3 Q! | |

OFF(]NALORT: 77/

T
= NN S
Fe X 1
. “Wardenl i
CONTACTYOUR_CIASSIFICATION CASEWORKER OR COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE F YOU DO NOT UNDERSTAND THIS_FORM.
' Inmate (Service of Disciplinary Report) . /
gL Sl

-~

DATE: __\_ -\

. REASON

White - Institutional Record. ... , Lanony

Uuiuéu iiml‘-ﬁm:c;':,en.'...:: TRSER! o] . . Dirk

s*(Note: When there is restitution, 3 co;iy of this form should be forwarded to F.inancial Accounting.)

=2 I EEREREER S P
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AN " S0UTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS -~ -
‘ INMATE.GRIEVANCE FORM - x .

: e SEY] Offce e Only

o 5| Y - "Grievance No.
. INMATE NAME: JEDRO (OS2 , _Hfﬁﬁ@ Ny | Coter Goneral
SCDC NUMBER: _2¢ 90/7 }g» SR ‘ gglicyH
[NSTiTU’FiON:'J?/JA/U yor 18 24 : e
ING UNIT:- . 0., T o , e : Date Received
nowe = z RersHAW Gl ‘ IGC Initials
WORK ASSIGNMENT: 4/// _ CREUANCE | |

STATE GRIEVANCE (include documentation, and date of incidént: if SCDC Policy indicate which policy) :
an 4-13-20ll, T wed convicked oF an 39% Possession of acell Phone tharge« me. D. Murah% wDaS the one that S
SuPPoselv \wod ceteived dNG crime skoppels &ip, an LI ASE Lsnk W DR Charalng employee/o§%icer T He 1S on SeDC
EMPLoULR 20 ERFE S0P he Can LNk an raxident Report, zad thedorratve p:Bgoc@\ he \Q-26A Toveskgator R2obNSON
. &‘.\B‘{Mk me. O: AR emaied i dvok T udAS on Grimg Stoppers Sor PHCN2 VO FOSS menk. buk 1vest; TS 2obin-
Son dWdtk Lk uING oF LIRSk Ty pS SupPoitli ned hastossed. Then in . ROBNSoN Hest ;)h’mu ne. 23 « Unok
I WS AN Jool DOoY. and k‘(\\o{ = m Callaa WDikh a celn phong'. A0 V. ROBINSen didat D(‘Od 20
PICRURED 0F X0 Prone, o2 d'd he ReCEive a P Seom me, My Property RO MY Sucroundings. Winen asked
§ "2 Wk 0N Sock ook 40 2Re (S X \wod o P fore ook GQCOth\& Ve Stated OO, Then TaveStigpkeZ Rooin-
SN PUX OB Guoriels 05 khe. Lotakion oF ncident. AW Sor TNk 40 we. DO Aok wneanS T wad o
B2 ok anek PlaCR wnen AW 50 -Caned fncident Xoolk PlaLl. RO LWnak Bul Wding [ DoZm on twis
d S Aorted o7 Calted \\Q&d%&m"s.'wh% INVESLIgaADT RODINBON didnt Lisk anpdinin oS
Cridence LInantS o vielokion of A DC olicy 0nd ProceedURes op.22- ¢ undes Section 3.2
Thok ek ion. R A POLLCA (Seckion 3.2 © QOL:Q}ODQZ“((O Stakes T g DESCripLion of on ‘ ‘{S
:imsgg) e} ‘%&um% € o O mial mum () TWe. VoML and Sepl oumbee of ne 1nmm§&3
CO% an Wikned e : LY \CTY ¢ : )
A\ L) Xwe A \Okaiion o ‘e oCfense. and a full 5(&,4,_% o

AraTomdS wnderbyfoy whe oS8ens2’ L inclug e wWiknesses, evidence and Dispositian

Eridence_(d) Nwo‘\*‘“q ¢mp‘oqe¢5 slgnatuie L contin ue on £ 25, %
ACTION REQUESTED: Jor Chorqe® and danckions 4o e over Liesed and dis midsed , Zor all
Pollded ond Seckions +o e \ooked in 40 and Htudied. ©eSore vy malkinqdecision on Lhis appead
For o COPUS OF M M | and &Fo Crfim 240 PPRS Zepork e Sorusord +o e IOV A aqg

“4o e vevia 24 Oy Wiy sel§ and th T.GQ.CLFOR B ReDPoN%%. terd within 30 dand as

Stoded N DCOC Policies and ProcddiRes G .0| -12 . Also Reveid e Lope Srowe Unt
Wending BaQore MAKING DLe ison on LA Aperl -

SPECIFY HOW AND WHEN INFORMAL RESOLUTION WAS ATTEMPTED BYGRIEVANT:

oo &J,L;Qa ‘/;/Y-Jo//

Grievant Signature . Date

ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: B
Reviewed all pertinent information and disciplinary documentation.

See W arden's Respo;,;;:e fOI’ decision. '
! tu ‘

é .
. IQC Sigrature (0 I'Dafe
. laccept the action taken by the IGC and consider the matter closed. \ @L

I'do not accept the-action taken and wish to appeal.

\ 1 N : y i n‘\‘h
SCDC 105 (Rixz November 1997) - Grle\‘anf Sianatnro

10



WARDEN’SIDEclsloNrAND REASON: - ¢ "Hem 7
- Inmate Wise; ~. - 7 o0 A

4%}511111 ];eizspo?se to KRCI-O653—11 You have appealed the results of yo’u¥

of 898 Possesion of Any Coll Phane o e e, UL 07 e churge

of 898 Pos: ‘Fhone or Other ' icati i

issues you s?ated' do {jpt warrant areversal of thoen;\r:fgfalt’le‘o? (I))IS ‘;2(:?4 e

»In‘xggte,l.)lsaplinary tiystem, the Hearing Officer will decide the inmate

guilt or innocence with the respict to each charge' based ona mméfﬁf ]

preponderance of the credible eviderice. Pertinent documentation h

:)eie}ﬁl fe:l{(:;ved and Zr‘i"investigatidn of the heaﬁng was 'conductecc)ln Na:
nucalities, procedural errors, or misinterpretations of evider wi

noted and the decision of the Disciplinary Hearifis: Officor - < based o

the wr.itt'en and verbaI testﬁnony of Iﬁvgﬁg:;)f Rgoggéc(:)er: }g a:ia?le?r o

.Investlga.tm Murphy and a Crime Stoppers réport. Based oz ths e

information, your appeal is without merit and therefore denied

If not satisfied with my resﬁorisﬂe, see Step 5 bélow.

::L
- - | A Mie KA 5-12-
. , v _ ' War_;lgvh.S_ignatureU' o Date
[ _tacceptthe Warden’s decision and consider the matter closed. : \ . » ‘ | - o
1 do not accept the Warden’s decision and wishlaappeal. : ,\N m m / //
oo ot AT/ \ | Slviser/i
Dafe . IGC Signature Q Dafe

Grievant Signature

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM

1. Ar; iﬁformal resolution shall be attempted pfior to the filmgof Step 1.

Complete each section in its entirety, writing only in the space provided for inmate use.
Only one (1) issue is to be addressed on each form.

Submit the completed form to the Institutional Grievance Coordinator within fifteen (15) days of an
alleged incident; policy grievances at any time. Do not write in the space provided for the Warden'’s

Ao o

respon'se.‘ ,
5. If you are not satisfied with the Warden's decision, you may appeal to the appropriate responsible.

official within five (5) days of your receipt of the Warden’s decision, via the Institutional Grievance

Coordinator. ' ' ‘ ' - o
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3 D, ok My réo;ztn«b e, O.1.0. Presented 2 pg.c@ of PapersS;ad
mo-callsd mdencz ha Sizsk one. <he Cms. Sellaes Ym0 )
;%oud W0S & CoPuy o the email ;Y hen e ScLCond ong, tha DHO:
%3.\6 WO e Q,:,O&OS‘,— e RAmMe &'opm ze,pozk . oW eithes

Qoo»g%m Cisted on the 19294 fozm a3 wvidencd oz o5

éDispoS{L‘\ B 05 evidence whidh 9 onckhe Y‘toLa_L«on of DL

2(30\-'% and proceedures OF 2914 unde wecdion 3.2. Also the

ésmd:{on's imposed by the D H.0. as out of the guide-

L Line> Uisted Tn poliey R OP. R 4. Alao dhere (pas 06
' Concreta

' *‘@m, evidence to Link me éoamj of this. TL\Q— D.ld. o
ol Sail o infoam me of My appeal Process and she. |
id‘dnk qlve Ma e~ grizvence. . L F W5 55 violalds né/
sepe 7ol‘<.~.5 and ProCegdurkES oP.32 1 and £ds

A Vietallon OF 7y process Dua L ghés

?_14/50 ;,u/es/rga(ar Robinsont Fobiason wever mentyoned any ZA,,,7 aboita
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P .'s 201 - SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS |../(AC/
Py 28 2 - INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM =/

L MATE GRIEVANCE™ O STEPZuy 1§ Office Yfso Oplh . =] |
INMATE NAME; %Zd‘(b N AR AT Grievance No. J

SCDC NUMBER: 249017
INSTITUTION: _Keeshaysy = ¢ MAY-1 8 201
HOUSING UNIT: a.m.u =27 L KEASHAW Ui
WORK ASSIGNMENT. _s, /2 lé GRIEVANCE

EIWEE Code: Ger.ieral -

INMATE’S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction):
M TI20es PR RN R iovestigated Propecly heCause gb[ioé and Proceeduze 30 P- 2214
under i\'&g‘*“eﬂ 3.2 QLQ-O‘R% Staled ook X mub{ lﬂC,LU.dQ. ot & min ‘;f\u\y\,-\. NSO T okad
A TGL. v el e Revidu) Ahe tape belause there uieire Soma évidence /jf‘esenégc/e
ok woess ook Viated an me 19 29D oM. oud ot s o claar. viclatien oS PDolic
S22 U, Alzo ok the Wea neay when asked (S Wa sken mis on Heg beck I,M‘b
Rebioson Soid OO0 . =0 VFowd o \Cn%f;‘\ ‘o2 Convicted 1D0Ged on thhe

Verhald xes\imond., boriiten {g5{\mompz,a @Maf Fror 2. /%&yﬁ/{ and e CRin&

L SOP0RS Repork. o) Kess el DOk CRINe SACPPRS Pefibt LS 1
NN E D e (et o idence. Ohich Vislakes op 22, Seekion 32
Lo L Qo Tead orel ayievance. taf L ond toets- QU™ AR

Shor MeeXe , ASO = wed Seund guity and

. v o
Deried €N Step 1 appead even oSt yerad erlors ,pWﬁ (g, S-/8 -ZO//
WS MADE i my ast Grievant Signature Date

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON:

The documentation provided indicates that the evidence presented was sufficient to support the conviction of Possession or Attempt to Possess

a Cell Phone (898) on ~g:*. 12, 2011, under SCDC OP-22.14, Inmate Disciplinary System, daicd September 1, 2009, and the sanction(s)

imposed, which included the loss of -0- days accrued good time, were ap,.:- nriate for the ruics violation(s). There was no reason found to

warrant a reversal of the Disciplinary Hearing Officer’s decision. A review - your appeal revealed that you received twenty-four (24) hour

notice prior to the hearing, you were afforded due process rights, as required, and the offense was classified and heard in a timely manner. In

accordance with Agency Policy OP-22.14, “Inmate Disciplinary System,” inn..ites desiring to listen to a copy of their taped hearing must submit
_a SCDC Form 19-11, "Request to Staff Member," informing the Major. The Major will task one of their staff members to coordinate the

“opportunity for the inmate to hear the tape.. The tape will be played for the inmate by, and in the presence of, the assigned staff member within
fifteen (15) days of receiving the request. |

Therefore, your grievance is denied.

You may appeal this decision under the Administrative Procedures Act to the Administrative Law Court, In orderp appeal, you must fill out
the attached Notice of Appeal Form and submit it as instructed on the form within 30 days of geceipt. %
‘gd/ 7"9( 26/,

e )

Signature Date

4

.,
" oo

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance Pro-
cedure. I hereby acknowledge receipt of the official’s responseand understand this is theAgency’s final

response to this matter. @ / y (m/ ﬁ @ / L
//g% ddsa: r(]/‘ IGC Signature Q | Da(te / / ’

Grievant Signature: Dbte

PRl TR E EE ST S0 N ST PeL W SR XL = Foreag

(Siﬁ kEVERSE".HsiDE-i:-O-vRI"N-b;i_ﬁ-ljt;-l_-lﬁ]*‘—s)u..r_:, - iellee s wn _x..fa'— LTINS S RV BT LA G  re DI L e v 1

COCDE:10-5d IN o109}
T=OCHG RO (T von FP A=

12 ‘ ‘ -



May 24, 2013

SCDC
4444 BROAD RIVER RD.
COLUMBIA SC 29210

Re: Pedro Wise v. SCDC

Dear SCDC:

I now make this request for a copy of the transcript of
my April 12, 2011, disciplinary hearing, held at Kershaw
correctional Institution, before Ms. Se‘lers.

I make this request pursuant to all applicable Rules of Court
of the state of South Carolina.

Thanks in advance for your time and attention to this
matter.

Sincerely,

éé%ézaziékuz

Pedro Wise, # 269017
Ker.C.I./ Pal A # 42
4848 Goldmine Hwy.
Kershaw SC 29067

cc: File
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
Ralph K. Anderson, Administrative Law Judge

Case No. 11-ALJ-04-0707-AP

Pedro Wise'oo.oo.ooooooo.oooooooooooooooo.o...o..Appealant'
Ve

4 £

South Carolina Department of Corrections,........Respond;2%$6 Wﬁﬁaﬁlﬁ?'

MAY 3 0 2013

SG Gourt of Apoegls

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Pedro Wise, Appealant in the above cited case, swear that
under the penalty of perjury that I have this day served my
brief upon the respondents, by depositing such in the U.S. Mail

via Kershaw Correctional Institution's legal mail system.

THE FOLLOWING HAVE BEEN SERVED:
1. S.C Court Of Appeals : 2. S.C.D.C.
P.0. Box 11629 N -

4444 Broad River RD
Cola SC 29211 COLA SC 29210

/s/)f%i%a o,

SL)0£¢\Of¢k-g°JSO“tM*—knéaJ'

U I 20>
e on e SV 9 WE“U Pedro Wise # 269017
CaswujkL.CL~CBV”<%003 K.C.I/ PAL A # 42
Comusgiom _epree 4848 Goldmine Hwy.

27 AR :
QLo b g Kershaw SC 29067
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