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INTRODUCTION

In his opening bricf, the appellant, Christopher
Santiago, an  inmate n  ‘the custody of the South
Cavolina Department of Corcechons ("'5cz>c”’ o qﬂé’/iéf?‘i’h?ﬂf“,
maintained  that He Adminisirative [g.w Court (”ACC")
erced in  dismissing his administrative sppeal when
't stated  that Santiago’s grievance il not Jmplicate
i state-created property interest  and that his
reguest for a money transfer was not preserved
for revieu, Sen'He,f)o -ar'guecf that  hrs grievence
tmapts implicated 3 State-created property (nterest /n
his  inmate Hrust dccount and that, Since the
refund he reguested in  his  grievance wouldd
(eguire SCDC  to  transter money back to his
inmate Trust dccount, Yhe (ssue of 2 Mmoney
transfer was preserved ftor revicw.

The dismissal order that Sonbago appeals
From contains 3 Aumber of mrsieading grg umedts,
maccuracies, and mischaracterizah’ons. Sanﬁ‘aﬂo
refuted Yhese /iy his opening  brief. But Scdc,
i its  Brief of Respondent, restates several of
these errors,”  Other +han +hat, +he Department's
beiet offers r\o'Hm'V\S news Ffor the Cowrt +o
considec, and 14 ma2Kes no  (eference  to  the

Record ©n Appeal *to suppert ts poesition.
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"T. IT /S INDISPUTABLE THAT SANTAGqo HAS A
STATE - CREATED PROPERTY INTEREST IN HIS
INMATE  TRUST ACCOUNT.

i LI]nmates have a protected property rnterest /n

their Jnmate acc.ourr}s,” Mitlhollond v. 5.0, Dep’t oFf

Corr. , 43¢ S.C. 547, 597, £73 S.E.24 78Y, 785
(C+ APP' 20 22),
Since +his Court has e,lrfacf7 decided +hi's

issue  ja Millholland, citation of +het precedent

should sutfice. Sanﬁaao cired Millhollond in
his  response n  oppositon to SCOCS  motion o
dismiss. (Appel{em“s Res(aonse, pe ) lines 11-18.)
Because +his issue has dlready been decided,
1t does not need to be crelitigated here.
When +he ALC dismissec Sanh'e5_03 Administrahve
appeal and steted That ne state-created property
Intecest  wag implicated the ALC made =

revers,ble error  of  [aw, (Arder} ,«;.(a, {cnes 21&4;7.)

Ir. Sedl's BRIEF ATTEMPTS To MISLEAD THE
COURT  witH A CATCH-22. ABoOUT
REEUND PoLiCy.

On page five of thecr brief, ScDC stetes thet

Sankago is not entitled To a refund because he

didl not ecite 3 nonexistent policy, This Lowrt

Fﬂje 2 0757



shoutd not be m™misled. Pavt oY 4he problem +hat
Senftage  wanted sSolued n his grievance was that
SCDC  does not provide refunds to inmates when
mMmoney s transteccred (e,cj-, by fraud oc by
Computer error) fvom their inmate Trust accounts
to  their Hda2biet acCounts. That (s why his
grievavce States, ['HCT/oN REAUESTED : Retund the
money  that  was I'faken From my  ‘nmate Trust
'accow)h cees SCDC  must provide o way Lor
inmates  to  get refunds from  wnsutherized orders.™
(Step One Grievence KCI-014/-25, Jines 27-30.)

In other words, SCDC's brief creates a  catch-22:
SedC  failed 4o cveate gn ekplicit refand policy, *hen
@rjuecﬂ that Sanhéjo& claim /s without meyi+
because he did not cite such a ,D()/r'C/, T he
Department (gnores  the fact that his grrevance s
asking for  the policy T be created: SedC must
provide 2 way for jamates 4 get retunde Prsan
unauthorized orders. (5+ff One Grivvanwe KeI-004(-25,
Lines 2‘2'30.) T+ s an ‘.ss‘ueh 0%  lew $or
the ALC +o determine what process s due

M s Situation.

TIL. SCDC's BRIEF REPEATS THE ALC!s
INACCURACIES AND  MISCHARACTSR IZATIONS.

nge 3 of 7



A. Soakago's money w2s acither 'stolen™ nor
Ychavoed.” sedbe  Fransterred i+ o S&I’??‘fégo{f
Tablet Time and Phone Debit 3accounts and

refused to  transter 7t back to his  iomoate

Trust asccount.

On  page Hwo of Fheic brief, 2nd dgamm on p2ge
Lve, schHC incorrectly States that Sanh‘aya’; funds
were  stolen” Also on page fove, S€EDC wrongly
states thet +the money was "charjgc[," Sanhage
disputes these same inaccuracies in hrs Beref of
App-e//amf. CBr. ,F App- p- 10, [ines é~Zé.> Nowhere /n
his grievonces does Senhago al/ege thet his funds
were "stvlen or ‘charged,! ancd SCHC has nof
cited +he record To Support ks argument

oftherwise.

B. SCDC's BRIET revives the ALCs red /)m;nj
about tablet rf8h+s,

On page six of +heir brief, SCDC paccots the ALCH
irrelevent arg qmcnf ¥Yhat Sanﬁego has no myhf *o
Use & tablet, But “[iJt is  irrelevent whetler
Szntiage  has 2 property right to a8 tablet becayse
avnother [amate using Inether tablet cracked Santiagos

PIN. I+ had nothing to do  wifh Sanﬁ'ajoﬁr +ablet. ”
(Bﬂ o % A?)v., piZ, [fnes 1""(.)

,0&7.& ¢ o1£ 7



C. SaabHago raised his reqouest for a cefund/
$ranster t+o SCDC in  his S-r[euamce)'

there§oce, the 15Sue s preserved for revicw.

On  page five of +heir brief, S¢DC, again
Fepeaﬁ'nj errors Lteom the AlLCs dasomussal  order
without citing Yhe record, wrongly states +hat
Sanh g0 did not re quest funds Sfvom s
Tabletr Time and Phone Debit 2ccounts +o be
transtecred back 4o his  inmate Hfrust a2ccount.
Saﬂﬁaﬁo has already refuted this in his Beief
oF ApPel(an+, where e explained that n order
for 5CDC  to cretund his mMoney, ‘H’\eéw would
have o transter 1+ back +o his Arust
account. (B of App-, pp- l“l-b‘.) This issve s

Presarue ol Lo\’ ’ reu?ew.

D. SCDC misstates Santiage's position on +he

acHons +hat gave (ise 1o his claims,

Fioally,  on  page five oF their brief, ScDC
repeats +he ALCs  prustaken belief +hat Szatege
was gcieving The achions oF a privete acton
Sgnﬁsroo has already refured this  in his
opening bered o ¢ Santiago's claim 2arose when
SedC  moved money out of his accoun+ without

his K}wwiedge or consent Jand refused Yo pur )
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back . (B(‘. of A?P" P.\\.) Those were SYate

2et{ons, not +he achions oF 2 privatre acton

CONCLUSION

Because Sanhago's grievence /'mp/,'caﬁ,cf his
State- created property ‘nterest 'n his /nma3ate
Trust daccount, +the ALL erred n c/fsm[jS:"/(g
his admin’strathve appecal. The /ssues dare
/or‘es-ervec/ Lor reviews, and tYhe ALCis drismissaf
order s clearly erroneous in light of fhe
recovd.

For the reasons sfaﬁad above , and For W/lé
reasons Jdtatred n his  Breief of Appellant,
Santagoe (eSpecth\H fequests +hat +his
Court reverse +Yhe AlLCs dosmissd/ order ond
remand the case Tor & hearmg to

defermme what process 5 due.

'QGSPQCTLqu(Ly SUubmitted, U/%

Christophier Santiago #3042¢3
Kirkland  Corr, TInst. FR-R3S
Y3494 Broad River Koad
Columbia, SC 29210

October 0¢, 2025 Appellant, pro se.
Columébia , Sourt, Cavolina
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PROOF OF SERVICE

T hereéy Cefﬁ'ﬁy that I, Christopher Sanh"ego, on

Ochvber 0@ )9.0'25, in Columbia, Soutih Carolinag,
Served a Copy ot e ¥°(e3°;“3 INITIAL REPLY Ag/?(EF
OF  APPELLANT (Appe//a{-e Lase Mo. 202S- 00/79‘(/)

on all parties to this matter by c’eposH[aS '+ in the

United cS‘f'&"?S MQ«\./, POSfaga pal\d, Ly P/acirpj it i 7‘/7&

Pr(son mailbox or the mailroom at+ Kirkland Correch'onal

Insttutron and addressed 3as #o//opu_s:

South Garolino Department of Correctons
Office of Generel Counsel

5,5 SRS Ruer frsd BeenD
Columbia, SC 2922/-1787 0CT 09 2025
SC Court of Appeals

QeSpe;% Submitted,

Christopher Sanhage 309243

Detober 00 g2 Kirkland Corc. INsf. FR-235
Y9349  Broad River Read
Columbia, Seath Carolina Columbia, SC 292(0
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detvber 0L, 2025

Clerk of Court

RBCEIVED
South Cavolina Court of Appeals
PO. Box (29 0CT 09 2025
Columbia,” S8 2981/ SC Court of Appeals

Re: I nitral R{ply Brief 07[ /4/3/61/8'”5
Sanhago v. SCDC, Appellate Case Mo. 20z5-001744.

Dear Clerk of Court:

Enclosed for )Cr'[(*nj rs my  Init’al Reply Brief of
Appellant for +he above-mentoned case.

Ghn"s‘rophe,r a’aﬁh‘a‘yo # 304293
Kirkland Corr. Inst. FA-235

Ha4y Bread Rwer Road
Columbia, SC 29210

Sznceretyl

cc: Sede othee of Geneal Couused
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