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INTRODUCTION

In his opening brief, +the appellant, Chr‘fsi-opher
SanHago) an iamate 1n  the custody ¢ f the South
C’J\_rchr\'é DEParfMén't og Corre'c*HOns ((,S“‘)Cn.or qpeyarfmenf‘_),
maintained that the /-\dminis‘l"ra-(—{ve Law Court (,HALC“)
ercred jn  dismissing his administrative appeal when

it stated +that 'Sanﬂago‘s 3r(eqance dvd not

imp licate a State-created propecty intecest and
that his request For & money 4ronster was
not preserved For review, Santiage é\’sueci that

“his  Fequest grievaence 'thl'gc_g,%éd 3 state-created
property .“nfe.rest in his inmate Trust 3dccount
and that, Since the refund \*\Q,-re,ce/ue-s-b"e;c[ in
his f)r[@v’avice would require .5¢DC  *o +ransfevr
ooney back 4o his iamate trust account, +he
155U ok a Mo Ney transter " was Preserued Lor
(e,\{ﬁeuq,

The dismissal order Tthat Sanﬁago appeals feom
contains & nuwer ‘o¥— mf‘s[ead:,/g» a,rcbumavlfS,
ineccdracies,  and m(sc\na'.ra‘c%eriaaﬁow.s— Santiago
retuted +hese in \ATS Openiwg brief, But ScbdcC,
v its BeleS of Respondent, f‘é,s%raxtes- several of
these eveors. O+ther +han +hat, +he Departmentls
br?ea‘\-'bo??em‘ no‘\'hir\g new for 4the Court o

consider, and (+ m2akes no retrerence Tto +he Record

page L of 6 | pepLy BRIEF, Santage v. SEPC,
' Aooellate Case No. Q025 -00174Y,



on Appaal to suppoct  1ts Posl‘(’len.

T. IT 15 INDISPUTABLE THAT SANTIAGO HAS A STATE-
CREATED PROPERTY INTEREST (N HIS (INMATE
TRUST ACCOUNT.

r('[I]nmai-e,s have 3 Pro-re,c-{—ed Prope<‘+y interest In
theic | jamare accounts.’ Miltholland v. 5.0 Dep’+ of Core,

436 8.C. 547, 549, 873 S.E2d 784, 785 (¢t App
2022), |

Since +his Couct has already decided +his 1Ssue in

‘Millholland, citation of +hat precedent should Sufflce.
SEnHa.%c cited Millholland M his respénSe/ 'f"«;
SCDC's Mmotion to dismiss. (R Pe 18, Llines 17 -1%)
PBecause Fhnis issue has a,\re,aéy been decided, 1+ does
not " need to be relitigated  hece. When +the ALcC
dismissed Santage’s admiaistrative 2appeal and
Stated +hat no state-created property Mferest‘
Ww2s  Implicated, the ALC wmade & reversible

eccoc of fews (R p. 25, lines 26-27)

IL. 3C0C's BRIEE ATTEMPTS TO MISLEAD THE cOuRt
WIiTH A CATCH-22 AROUT REFUND POLICY.

Oh', P3ge Live 0oF their bret, 5cDC states theat

Sgn-r.ass' {s not entitled +o a refund because he did

No¥ cite 3 '(v\oncxisfen+> cefund pol?cy. This Court

pR9e 2- of £ _ ' RePLY BRIEF, San+\aqo v. SCPC,

- A v ard



Should not be misted. Part of +he problem thet
San+’(ac3o wanted Solved in his grievance w32s +hat
SCDC does not provide cefunds to Inmates when
Movey 1S +ranstecced (e.g., E\/ Prawud or by
computec error) From +heir inmate tTrust accounts
4o  +helyr tablet 2accounts, That is whwy his
qrievance states, “AcTioN REQUESTED: Refund the
money that was Faken From my inmate frast
dccount. <. SCDPC  nust provide 2wy Yor
iamstes 1o get <cetunds From unauthorize d 0".‘{‘{"5"“
(R. p.2, lines 27-30.)

Th other words, SCDC'S  brief creates a cdtch-22:
SCDC FTaited to create an explicit refund policy then
Irgued +hat Santiagoe’s clatam s without merit
because he did not <ite Such & policy. The
Department ignores the Fact that his 3(:‘8\/61HC& S
3sking Tor +the pe licy to be created : “scbe must
Provfcle a .uq%y Por inmates +o get retunds Erom
unauthorized orders.” (R. p- 2, lines 24-306.) I+ is
an  issue ot law for the ALC 4o determine wvahat

process IS due [n tTwhis sSitruza+dion.

. scot's BRIEF REPEATS THE ALCHS
INACCURACIES AND MISCHARACTERIZATIONS.

page 3 of £ RepLY BREF, Santizge V. SCDE
: Acmntinds Mace. Mo, 2025’00/751%



A. Sanﬂa%oE money was neithee “stolen” nort
“»c\narqe,cl.“ SCDC  transterced t+ to Santiago's
Tablet Time and Plone Debit 2dccounts and

tetused +o +translec 1+ back to his inmate

trusT account.

On page  twe of  “4heic brief, and 3gain on pa2ge
Five, SCDC incorrectly states +that Sanh‘a%o’s Sunds
were “stolen.” Also on Page -x(:c‘ve, scpe Vurunc:)(y
states that | the wmoney was "char%e&," Sar\h‘aao
disputes +these same inaccuracies in  his Brief of
Appellant. (B oF App., p. 10, lines 6-26), Nowhere
in  his grievances does 5&"\‘}"'?&%0 allege that his
funds  were | stolen” oe "c‘/\argedj" and S8cbC
has not cited +the vecord +o svpport 1t¢

arcsuvweﬂ-b otherwise.

B. SCDC’s brief revives the ALC’s red hexrmg

about “tablet ri%\rﬁs,

On paege six of their brief, SCDC parcots the
ALC's frre\e§6n+ argument that Sanhago has no
fight to use & tablet, Bu+ “Lidt i5  ircelevant
whether  Santiage has 23 peoperty cight to o Tabiet
because another inmate USing 2nother tablet

evacked Sa(\-\:\ag&s PIN. It had nothing to do with

5anﬁa%o“s +abiet.” (Br. of App, p-12, lines i—%)

'P?/fj-e, Y 0'€ [ REPLY BRIEF, 'San't'{“ajc V. Sch
A - . Nacor MNo. 2—025-”00{74%




C. San-l-}a%o raised his request for a re@und/
transtec to SCDC in his 5rie\/anCe/; +herefore,

the 1sSue 1S preserved +For review.

On Pa%e, —Q{\JQ, ok theis br?e,(T\, SC/DC, 3q2ain

cepeating E€rocrs feom +he ALC's dismissal order
Without citing the cecord, wror\%[;/ stetes thet
Sar\h‘ag)o did not request funds Lrom his Tabler
Time and Phaone Debit accounts +o be
transterced back +o his inmate trust account.
Santiage  has already refuted Hhis n his gr?e@
of Ap(oe,\laﬂh where he explained that in ovder
For SCDC 4o refund his money, they would
have +o  transter i+ back o his Feust a2ccount.

(B oF App., pp 4=(5-)  This iSsde s preserved for

feview.

D. SCDC Misstates Santage's position on +he achons

+Wat gave rise +o his claims.

Finally, on  peaoge Five of their beief, SCDC repeats

the ALC’s mistaken beljef +hat Sanhage was

3rfevin3 +he achons of a Privaﬂre, actor. Sa'{]h'a?)o
has already refuted +his in his opening brief:

7 i< opening
{Y{San‘h-'ago"': clainm arose when SCDC m_oveo\ money out

o¥ his &CCOL,U(\‘\" without s KV\Ow\e,c&%e or coasent
and refused o put (+ back.” 66\’ of Am)., P.ll,>

page s o.Lé REPLY BRIEF, Saah2go V. SCPC,

Aopellate Case Mo 2025-00(7HY.




Those were 3State actions, not +Whe 2chons of 2

Pm‘ vate =ctorl.

EONCLUSION

Because Sanﬁ%o’s grievance implicated s state-

created propecty InTerest n his  Tnmate tyust
dccount, the ALC ~ ervced in  dismissing his

administrative appeal, The iSsues are preserved
foe reviewd, and +he ALC’s dismissal order 1S

clearily’ ecroneous iw \tht of +the recocd.

For +he reasons stated above, and for +he
cezsons Stated in s Brief of Appellant,
Santiage Cespectfutly requests fhatr Fhis Court
feverse the ALCs  dismissal order 2awnd rewand

Yhe case For =2 heacing o determine wvolnat

e

Cheistopher Sant ago -3_ 04243

p cocess 18 due.
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Dctober 07, 2075

Columb fa, Ssuth Carsicas

page ¢ of C RepPLY BRISE, S=nh290 v, SCDC,
A ireda Paco kA 222.8-NN74Y.
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