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Good morning,

Attached please find correspondence from the South Carolina Court of Appeals.
PLEASE DO NOT RESPOND TO THIS EMAIL.

Send ALL correspondence to ctappfilings@sccourts.org only. Any parties not included in this
email will receive the attached correspondence via US Mail.

Denesha M. Staley

Sr. Appeals Specialist
SC Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street
Columbia, SC 29201
(803)-734-1079
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Joseph Kelsey, #217218, Appellant,
V.

South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole, and
Pardon Services, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000646

ORDER

On April 3, 2025, Appellant filed a notice of appeal challenging an order issued by
the administrative law court (ALC) concerning whether the South Carolina Parole
Board improperly denied parole. The ALC determined Appellant failed to file his
appeal timely because although his initial notice of appeal was filed within thirty
days of the Parole Board's decision, it was deficient and his "completed" notice of
appeal was not filed until eight days after the deadline.

Thereafter, Appellant filed a motion to proceed in forma pauperis. in which he
alleged the ALC's decision to dismiss his appeal was a violation of his
constitutional rights to due process and access to the courts as it was an unduly
technical application of procedural rules. No return was filed. After careful
consideration, we grant the motion. See Ex parte Martin, 321 S.C. 533, 535, 471
S.E.2d 134, 134-35 (1995) ("Motions to proceed in forma pauperis may be granted
only when authorized by statute or required by constitutional provisions.").
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FOR THE‘COURT

Columbia, South Carolina
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