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RECEIVE)
NOV 07 M SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
#ﬁ) INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM

GRIEVANCE STEP 2 Office Use Only
Grievance No. R—I" OgSa? ‘a?“{
INMATE NAME: MD& UJ Uu, oM.S Code: Gen_er«jil

Policy

isc. Hear. (0/22[24 (832)
SCDC NUMBER: 33 80 (oF 3 RPN - i
T R R iR PREA

INSTITUTION:‘PW (J—In S el ‘“’;’J Date Received: |]l:112&

. | S 1GC Initials:
HousING UNIT:_ D Y11 grest o on0d Date Received;

T T IGA Initials: [ T
WORK ASSIGNMENT: ppame S EVANCE
INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction): .f q—ﬁ\: with, $e
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odined Serernl dedusls” W “1’ ConVickon of 832 s, Boen . over
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NW he weedd ve Clearl d He Mccafaf ﬁr\f ° WSWJM
" evidence . D-gussen] or f'dwoﬂ-';- Gnevam Signature Date £(
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON:
The documentation provided indicates that the evidence presented was sufficient to support the conviction of Security Threat Group
(STG) Affiliation (832) in case #35 conducted on October 22, 2024, under SCDC Policy OP-22.14, Inmate Disciplinary System,
dated February 2, 2015, and the sanction(s) imposed, which included the loss of -60- days accrued good time, were appropriate for
the rules violation(s). There was no reason found to warrant a reversal of the Disciplinary Hearing Officer’s decision. A review of

your appeal revealed that you received forty-eight (48) 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.

Therefore, your grievance is denied.

You may appeal this decision under the South Carolina Administrative Procedures Act to the South Carolina Administrative Law
Court. In order to appeal, you must complete the attached Notice of Appeal Form (form) and submit it as instructed on the form
within thirty (30) days of receipt.

Responsible Official Signamrewju. /‘-Qa-—- Date é /G A Y

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. |
hereby acknowledge receipt of the official's response and understand this is the Agency's final response to this matter.

Grievant Signature Date IGC Signatgre; Date

(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS)

SCDC 10-5A (Rev May 2015)

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 1 of 22



2.

7 of 57

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 2 GRIEVANCE FORM

1.

Complete form in its entirety, writing only in the space provided for inmate use.

State your specific reason for further appeal. Do not submit any new issues for review. No additional
pages will be permitted.

Submit this completed form with your copy of the Step 1 form by placing in the Grievance Box
within five (5) days of your receipt of the Warden's decision. Do not write in the space provided for
the responsible official.

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the SCDC Inmate

Grievance Procedure.

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 2 of 22
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

0CT 30202 INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM

GRIEVANCE STEP 1

INMATE NAME:_ Roual (2.6 oa S OFFIC§ USE ONLY
l Grievance No! -

SCDC NUMBER:._ 3 g0 (_Q% x Code: General

J - o= Policy
INSTITUTION: _Fecry C. T, #55 Disc. Hear 2 13217 ()
HOUSING UNIT: _1DY 1] Class.
WORK ASSIGNMENT: Date Received 70/ 36/07

1GC Initials /L

STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE (indicate the date of incident, and if the gricvance is a challenge to SCDC Policy, specify

which policy. Include supporting documentation and attach answered RTSM or K!of.k reference number.)

Offense Dade (10-7-14) oa 10-22-24 +he Discplotary heonrng Wal held v.a
femote Camdera, Dunneg which T was Guad M\"’\{ Gor 8’61. M-Y-‘-(mir-n
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=y
o
Grievant Signature Date

ACTION REQUESTED: T wluyl Fhe ¢ bx 90’0{&4«3 3 Disrtessed
uest He hudio frideo of Hhe J()/QLWV ham«j le raple
aéfc Jov s PeoCess.

ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: [{{ PROCESSED [ ] UNPROCESSED [ ] OTHER

“**PLEASE SEE REVERSE FOR RESPOj***
/7/? /3y

lGC ignature Date

(CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE)
Rev Ovber “Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 3 of 22
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WARDEN'S DECISION AND REASON:
Williams, Royal-338068 PCI-0852-24

I have revieweg your concern. You would like to appeal your discipline hearing held on 10/22/24, where you were
tharged with an 832, which is Security Threat Group (STG) Affiliation: Any participation of any inmate in any
organization which has not been approved or any informal organization, association, or group of three (3) or more
inmates that has a common name, and whose members or associates engage or have engaged in activities that include
planning, organizing, threatening, soliciting, or committing unlawful acts of misconduct classified as serious threats
or potential threats to the safety and security of the public, the Department, employees, visitors, and/or other inmates,
or any other group that has been designated a Security Threat Group by the Agency Director. Possession of STG
material is sufficient to warrant this charge. You request that this charge be removed. No documentation, procedural
errors, or misrepresentation of the evidence was noted, and the decision of the Disciplinary Hearing Officer was based

on substantial evidence. The sanctions imposed are not excessive but proportionate to the rule violation. Based on this
information, your appeal is without merit.

Therefore, your grievance is denied.
If you disagree with this Warden's Decision (Decision), you may file an appeal by completing SCDC Inmate

Grievance Form 10-5A, provided to you while serving you this Decision, and placing it in the Grievance Box at your
local correctional institution within five (5) days of your receipt of this Decision.

q\\lf. - V-

War%n Signature Date

O Iaccept the Warden's decision and consider the matter closed.

I do not accept the Warden's decision and wish to appeal.

M . /’/‘// 24 N b M w L/

Grievant Signature Date IGC Signature Date

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM

1. An informal resolution shall be attempted prior to the filing of Step 1 by sending an Inmate Request to Staff
Member (RTSM) form or Kiosk reference number to the appropriate supervisor. A copy of the answered
RTSM must be attached to the grievance when the grievance is filed. »

2. Complete each section in its entirety writing only in the space provided for inmate use. No additional pages
will be permitted.

3. Oanly one (1) issue is to be addressed on each form.

Submit the completed form by placing it in the Grievance Box at your institution within eight (8) working
days of the date on the RTSM response; policy grievances can be filed at any time. Disciplinary and
Classification Review appeals must be submitted within five (5) working days of the hearing/review. Do not
write in the space provided for the Warden's response.

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, by placing your Step 2 appeal form in the
Grievance Box at your institution.

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 4 of 22
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS a7’ Q

DISCIPLINARY REPORT AND HEARING RECOKD
Coused: AL 35 lumase Name: WILLIAMS, ROYAL scocs: 338068
Living Ases: DXI9 Job: LOCK UP — Custody: ST
Offesss Dete: A\V7/2004  Offrac Time: 0105 AM * P lnsiinion. [ober Coracional halion 5]
Offense Description.
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. — e - —
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| DO Atmgucd Comene Susmisuse MR J. FAULK
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CREDIT FOR MAD TDME SERVEDY?
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HEARING OFFICER (PRI [ MAME|

MODIFICATION ONLY  (_ 7
CONTACT YOUR CLASHIFICATION CANWORKER O COUNSLL SURSTITUTE IF YOU DO NOT UNDERSTAND THIS # 1 <.
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#2744
’?}’; - 853 SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
# ~¢g32 INCIDENT REPORT
g SFleY ( - \ Pﬁi 1 of 2
[nstitution/Center: Lisber Comreéztional institution Date of Repont: 10/8/2024
Reporting Official (Full Name): AW Brightharp William Time of Report. Approx 1:00PM
Bmployee 1D #: 010476 Date of Incident: 10/7/2024
i Time of Incideat:Approx 1:15PM
Sex: Race: Employee(s)/Witaesses Involved:
1Lt Rivera Daniel
2.SGT Robinson Shonta
3.Clark Brandon 381213 B/M 3.
4.Bivens Quatavious 380267 B/M 4.
5.Reed Daniel 370810 BM 5.

On the above date and approximate time:

On Oclober 7, 2024 ot approximately 1:15PM taam A response was called by OFC Johnson Tanasha to Ashley B wing due lo multiple inmales fighting

with wespons. Teem A artived a1 spproximately 1:15PM to Ashley Unit sally port {Lt Rivera Daniel, Lt Cragg Dusun, Sgi Boswell Cameron, Sgt
Chrislopher, Capt Von Mulius Kad, Sgi Robinson Shonta, Capi Morgan Brucs, L Resd Camisha). Approximalety 1.17TPM LI Freeze Donovan

Berunson
anived with the $0MM and everyons enter Ashiey B wing. Appro!
Before Team A could enter the lollowing inmales came out. VM

xmately 1:18PM Warden Kendall @rian and AW Brightharp Witiam enler Ashiey B.

mmmm1szwwmmumm.wwwm4mm

were thé Wikson Devin 353147 B/M outside. Team A begin to give directives lo all iomates to gel on the floor. there main focus was lo find I'm
| Reed Dandel 370810 B/M dye o OFC Johnaon slaling he was fighfing with a weapon. /M Reed was localed, with biood ali over him Team A escorted
him oul of the buliding. Team A conlinue (o lock alf inmale inside of their cells. Approx'mately 15 minutes later Ashiey B was compietely lock down.
MmWmenmmmmmsmm-uonAm-ymlmymmammsummwm-mm;am
mmbmwm.Wmmlinplaudlnamwmsamndbmmmwmadﬁrmw
@gwmmwm.h‘lmmﬁdsus.ﬁwmmw1:269MhanAwnqudtoMNeyAmd-lw|oCahdwbokmles
fighting. Cen Team responded fo Ashley A. Ofc Cannon Andraw, OFC Mack Albert, Sgi Brunson and Sgt Robinson wen Lo the cafe to gain control of
the situasions. UM Rogers Antwon 327689 B/M was escorted out due (o bagin stab several limes. Approxmmalsly 1:45PM Ashiey A wing was
completely locked down. Al Approximalsty 1 36PM Roof Top Detall was acivaled (MHO Richardson Kerris and MHO Bramucc Mary). Al 1'40PM Lhe
fiest EMS arrived and then al 1:45PM the sacond EMS armved Approximately 1:50PM UM Wilson was pronounce deceased. At 2.00PM the thres EMS
arrived. The following lnmates went out on EMS per medical staff. (M Rogers Fest EMS al 2 05PM. UM Riggins second EMS at 2:09PM and UM Read
was on tha third EMS at 2:21PM.) At 2:51 the coroner enters Mrs Lori Eadie and Mrs. Linda Walsh. Al 3:15PM Lieber insttution was completely
tocknd down. Al 3-25PM rosters were sent out (o all unils for 1ol call cauni and ten minutes lo count was announce. Al 3'38PM count commence. Al 3
41PM Direcior Scott Lewis arrivad and Stad also arrived to Lisber. Al 4:30PM Prassley funeral Home arved Count Cleared a! 4 53PM.

I PP A - g5l g/
Title: A/W

Evidence:
Disposition of Evidence:

( Cémmli}’?/ \_g,;,”gé.f et A S MTG Related - Refer to STG Commutice

s fo nt Febocad b Z2iciofio] AT [0 [JUskaown
Cd
I ”_. ? & - L "¢|.—'/ . d..‘ A gees 1
P TSt b7 PH s This incident is DRUG relgicd
ek Tile 2 % & Yes No Unknown
_ YA upsed- (). (| be Chonged- *,303 Responsible Authority
11 [lipce chowgal 15i 40 ™ 368 Rl LR 232 ' h ¥ g\ Action Taken
s ol & .1" i | 4 03 ‘ ] o‘ ,:"-. " 1 qo‘
_.,..3. Wi *?‘ 21 .‘ﬂté X141 ,;,':‘,_3” AR e ; ': Mol Eunhition
P TTRAC LV e TR, :ﬁ:‘i?‘-“ '1 > ‘1 Administranve Resolution
. . (M '_‘ ..j by -4
s " ”, 1 . [ ‘ ; v
A TV | 51

SCDC Form 19-29A (Rev. January 2005) 5 &\ "L"}_ff;‘ o ; - X 3’5‘"‘
oo bt ek -Bﬂcdpnmmmwﬁ oftee DHO. ’Ufi‘\
o N
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
INCIDENT REPORT SUPPLEMENT

P_ag 2 of 2
Institution/Center: Licber Correctional Institution Date of Report: 10/8/2024
R_gmiom:ml N’W BrMW:Iham Date of Incident: 10/7/2024
Time of Incident: Approx |:15PM
Age:  Race:  Sex: Employee(s) Involved:

i,
|2 Riggins Driscoll 349152 BM 3
3. Edwards Lamick 314138 B'M 3
Detalls of Incident:

Intel and camera footage reveals the following:

I/'M Prince Dezmon 388017 B/M had a long standing issue with I'M Bivens Qualavious 360257B/M from a
previous institution. Once I/M Prince arrived on Ashley B wing, he attempted to fight I/M Bivens and mc:lmg
other gang mcmbcr w:lh hi Ai apprommatcly 1:13PM I'M Bivens is seen running

1% Lyt M, I/M Clark Brandon 381213 B/M, I/M Reed Daniel
70810 B/M and a coup ' ; Besasaar. A few seconds later then you see I'M Wilson
along with other inmates following him to t ¢ comer as well. I’M Bateman Tyrese 388063 B/M run into the
i olc wrlh all lhc othcr inmatcs w:rh a huge weapon in his hand. Youl dion witl soc.all the TrEmesE TRRrTT
: : - PREFE: |/M Reed is seen bending down picking up what appeared to be a
capon and began runnmg toward all the inmates. I'M Reed is seen on camera swing a weapon toward the
group of inmates. At approximately |:14PM I’'M Wilson collaspe on the floor by cell 48. I/M Edwards Larmick

314138 B/m was scen on camera envolved with the fight, he begin collecting weapons and placed them in cell
42

I'M Prince will be charged with 803, 811, 808, 832 and 814 .

1I/M Clark will be charge with 804, 803, 811, 814, 832 and 808.

I’M Reed will be charge with 804, 803, 808, 832, 814 and 811, #35F
L‘M Bivens will be

1M Riggins with be charg 832.
I/M Edwards will be charged with 832, 811 and 814,

SCDC Form 19-29B (Revised January 2005)

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 7 of 22
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SOUTH CAROINA DEPARTMEN | () CORRECTIONS
INCIDENT REPOR1

Pug 1 of 1
= Dmcof&m:!ﬁm

Time of Report; approx. 6:31pm

of Incident: 10/7724 Gl
Time of lmmm.-m. 1:15om |

' _ ye Ser Rue:  Emplo ee(s VWitaesses Inyolved,
1 R ¥ e o T
2 Wikon. Devin 353147 By e 3 7
) Edwarts Lamick 314138 BM oo € = o
<. s 4 Ty
5 5. b i
the date 3
) " housad _ N his amval from chaped
services ) ) as | slood in the door way. White
_ 3 Vmmediately made an an was ning my lockdown. Cell 17
_ ; Bonhmmlhcﬂmdoortobcmtdlmen!ravdhdmtomeﬂoodzmbmxocdoz Al that
ppe ¢ inmale Reed was
WMEMHM. m"mimm.m.nhlmmb«mnl
was notfified of the stustion, Inmate .Oovmwumdon&dumﬂh)msmbmmm.lmn#mld
hmmm«mmn.m& w:nqlahopL-b.rCmoludeofhﬁum . mmate Terance
bﬁmnlngbrmlogdoﬂthowiwﬂemrushodboﬂumeandh!mmardshwhgﬁoor.w

removing both me and inmate Whaeeler off the wing  allempted to put inmate Wheeler back onto the wing but he
refused. stating *: ant gong back aver there” He contnuously asked f | was okay. notdying me that just had o make

SUTe you was straght™  Inmate Wheeler began pacing back and forth, yelling frantcly Cert team. Contraband and admin
slaff rasponded 1o the incident. Inmate YWheelsr was Insked searrhad and placed into resiramts Eng of report. T)

20 Y -don’

E'E“L“_\w Tule. Ofc _
kE\'hlenu:'
T2 < :

STG kclucd - Refer 10 STG (‘-ﬁmuucr

P ’ - ‘ @V{-\ DN.- Dl‘nhmhn

This incadent 1s DRU'G welged

' Respoasible Autharity
t g{ﬂo Action Taken

n Intonna) Ressluion

Adimmusirative Resofuneon

- !-l.[/-‘g,, |a[u{.u~( Lood
[Signatect '*-'C, {F £ .. Tk f A pSPareTune

SUDC Farm 19-294 (Rev. January 2008)

Ratbed 14- {14, (funary H:anu}

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 8 of 22



90f5'2

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
DISCIPLINARY HEARING PROCEDURE

DOCKET No. 25-ALJ-04-0033-AP GRIEVANCE No.: PCI 847-24

DOCKET No. 25-ALJ-04-0034-AP GRIEVANCE No.: PCI 851-24

DOCKET No. 25-ALJ-04-0035-AP GRIEVANCE No.: PCI 852-24
INMATE NAME: Royal Williams SCDC No.: 338068

INSTITUTION: Perry Correctional Institution
DATE: October 22nd, 2024
CHARGE: 811 - Possession of a Weapon (Case 32)
814 - Inciting and Creating a Disturbance (Case 33)
803 - Riot (Case 34)
832 - STG Affiliation (Case 35).

DHO: The purpose of this hearing is to treat the matter before me with fundamental fairness and
arrive at a just decision. All parties must conduct themselves properly. Failure to do so will result
in your removal. State your name and your SCDC number for the record.
[/M: Royal Williams, number 338068.
DHO: You are appearing before the Perry Correctional Institution disciplinary hearing being
recorded on today's date of October the 22nd, 2024, at 10:59 AM. [ am disciplinary hearing
Officer Ms. Hough. You are being represented by Counsel Substitute Mr. Faulk. Mr. Faulk, are

you and the accused ready to proceed?

C/S: Yes.

DHO: This is Case 32, 33, 34 and 35 for Inmate Royal Williams, SCDC number 338068. The
date of the offense is October the seventh, 2024. It occurred at 1:15 PM at Lieber Correctional
Institution. For Case 32, the alleged offense is 811, possession of a weapon. For Case 33, the
alleged offense is 814, inciting and creating a disturbance. For Case 34, the alleged offense is
803, riot. For Case 35, the alleged offense is 832, STG affiliation. Your charging official for all
four charges, is A.W. Bright. You will serve notice of this hearing on October the 16th, 2024 at

10:20 AM, at which time you indicated that you did not want your accuser present. Your med

DHO: Disciplinary Hearing Officer (Ms. Hough)
I/M: Inmate (Royal Williams)
OFC: Accuser/Charging Official (A. W. Brightharp)
C/S: Counsel Substitute (Mr. Faulk)
1
Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 9 of 22
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class is notated as mental health restrictive housing, which does not require a Mental Health
Statement. I do wanna notate that today it is a virtual hearing for Inmate Royal Williams, who is
at Perry Correctional Institution while I, DHO Hough, am at Kershaw Correctional Institution.
The evidence that I have to support this charge is SCDC form 19-29A, an Incident Report, which
reads as following: On October the seventh, 2024, at approximately 1:15 PM, Team A response
was called by Officer Johnson, Tanisha to Ashley B-Wing due to multiple inmates fighting with
weapons. Team A arrived at approximately 1:15 PM to Ashley Unit Sally Port. Lieutenant
Rivera, Daniel; Lieutenant Craig, Dustin; Sergeant Boswell, Cameron; Sergeant Brunson,
Christopher; Captain Von Midas, Carl; Sergeant Robinson, Shante; Captain Morgan, Bruce;
Lieutenant Reed, Cornesha. Approximately 1:17 PM Lieutenant Freeze, Donovan arrived with
the 40 millimeter and everyone entered Ashley B-Wing. Approximately 1:18 PM, Warden
Kendall, Brian; A/W Brightharp, William entered Ashley B. Before Team A could enter, the
following inmates came out: Inmate Driscoll, Riggins, 349152, black male, had several stab
wounds and approximately four inmates were carrying Inmate Devin Wilson, 353147, black
male outside. Team A began to give directives to all inmates to get on the floor. Their main focus
was to find Inmates Reed, Daniel, 370810, black male, due to Officer Johnson stating he was
fighting with a weapon. Inmate Reed was located with blood all over him. A Team escorted him
out of the building. Team A continued to lock all inmates inside of their cells. Approximately 15
minutes later, Ashley B was completely locked down. Approximately 1:23 PM, LPN Bullock,
Kenner and RN Hall, Fawn arrived on Ashley walkway and immediately rendered aid to Inmate
Wilson and Ashley B-Wing was announced to complete lockdown. Inmate Riggins was also
placed in a wheelchair, was escorted to medical. Nurses gave staff a directive to place Inmate

Wilson on a stretcher. Nurses activated EMS. Approximately 1:26 PM, Team A was called to
2

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 10 of 22
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Ashley A and also to the cafeteria due to inmates fighting. CERT Team responded to Ashley A.
Officer Cannon, Andrew; Officer Mark, Albert; Sergeant Brunson; Sergeant Robinson; went to
the cafeteria to gain control of the situation. Inmate Rogers, Antoine, 327699, black male, was
escorted out due to being stabbed several times. Approximately 1:45 PM, Ashley A-Wing was
completely locked down and approximately 1:36 PM, rooftop detail was activated. Mental
Health Officer Richardson, Carries, Mental Health Officer Bermuka, Mary. At 1:40 PM, the first
EMS arrives and then at 1:45 PM the second EMS arrived. Approximately 1:50 PM, Inmate
Wilson was pronounced deceased. At 2:00 PM the three EMS arrived. The following inmates
went out on EMS per medical staff: Inmate Rogers first, EMS at 2:05 PM; Inmate Riggins
second, EMS at 2:09 PM; Inmate Reed was on the third EMS at 2:21 PM. At 2:51, the coroner
enters, Ms. Lori Edie and Ms. Linda Walsh. At 3:15 PM, Lieber Institution was completely
locked down. At 3:25 PM, rosters were sent out to all units for roll call count in 10 minutes. The
count was announced. At 3:38 PM, count commenced. At 3:41 PM, Director Scott Lewis arrived
and SLED also arrived to Lieber. At 4:30 PM, Presley Funeral Home arrived. Count cleared at
4:53 PM. The second page 19-29 B reads: Intel camera footage reveals the following: Inmate
Prince, Desmond, 388017, black male, had a longstanding issue with Inmate Bivins,
Quantavious, 360257, black male, from a previous institution. Once Inmate Prince arrived on
Ashley B-Wing, he attempted to fight Inmate Bivins, inciting other gang members with him. At
approximately 1:13 PM, Inmate Bivins is seen running out of the hole by Cell 53. You will then
see Inmate Royal Williams, 338068, black male, Inmate Clark Brandon, 381213, black male,
Inmate Daniel Reed, 3701...370810, black male, and a couple of other inmates enter the same
corner. A few seconds later you will see Inmate Wilson along with other inmates following him

to the corner as well. Inmate Batesman, Tyrese, 388063, black male, running to the hole with all
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the other inmates with their huge weapon in his hand. You then will see all the inmates running
out of the hole and dispersing different ways. Inmate Reed is seen bending down, picking up
what appears to be a weapon and began running toward all the inmates. Inmate Reed is seen on
camera, swing a weapon toward the group of inmates at approximately 1:14 PM. Inmate Wilson
collapses on the floor by Cell 48. Inmate Edwards Lamick, 314138, black male, was seen on
camera involved with the fight. He began collecting weapons and placing them in Cell 42.
Inmate Prince will be charged with 803, 811, 80...808, 832 and 814. Inmate Clark will be
charged with 804, 803, 811, 814, 832, and 808. Inmate Reed will be charged with 804, 803, 808,
832, 814, 811 and 857. Inmate Bivens will be charged with 832. Inmate Williams will be
charged with 811, 814, 803 and 832. Inmate Riggins will be charged with 832. Inmate Edwards
will be charged with 832, 811 and 814. Inmate Williams. This Incident Report was signed off on
by Captain Von Midas on October the 8th, 2024 at 1:05 PM, and it was graded by Major Holmes
on October the 9th, 2024 at 9:50 AM. If you are found guilty of these charges, you will fail to
earn good time for the month of October. You may lose canteen, phone, visitation privileges,
receive disciplinary detention, and a loss of good time. On Case 32 for offense of 811,
possession of a weapon, how would you like to plea?

[/M: Not guilty.

DHO: On Case 33, for offense of 814, inciting/creating a disturbance, how would you like to
plea?

[/M: Not guilty.

DHO: On Case 34, for offense of 803, riot, how would you like to plea?

I/M: Not guilty.

DHO: On Case 35, for defense of 832, STG affiliation, how would you like to plea?
4
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I/M: Not guilty.

DHO: Can you tell me in your own words why you feel like you're not guilty of this infraction?
Or tell me what occurred on the date of this incident?

I/M: Um, I don't know if you...if...if you have all the report...Incident Reports from, uh, other
officers involved, you would see that, um, around 1:15. I just got back into the dorm from being
in the chapel. I was outside the dorm since morning time. Before that, I...1 didn't even come out
the room. So, when | came back in the...in the dorm at 1:15, um, the officer of the unit, uh, was
supposed to let me in the room, uh, for me to get my stuff to take a shower and...and things like
that. So, while I'm in the room, um, she tell me to come out the room. She tell me and the guy
that's...I'm giving the guy some food, she tell us to come out the room so she can, uh, secure my
door and then do some other stuff. So, um, once I come out the room, it was some guy...no, uh,
Mr. Reed and [ can't remember the other guy name. [ think his name was Clark. They called me
upstairs to talk. So, | go upstairs and every...at this point in time I'm completely oblivious to
anything that's been going on or has been going on throughout the day, minutes before or
whatever. So, uh, I go upstairs, we're talking and we go into the hole. Now, I'm...1I still don't
know what's going on. You got more guys coming to the hole when they try to explain to me
what's going on or see if I can help. Uh...uh... What's the right word I want to use? Help resolve
any issue that it may be. But before | become aware of whatever issue it is, a group of guys come
to the hole, they start arguing and they fighting. If you have seen the camera footage and if you
can determine what's what on the camera footage, you will see that I immediately leave out the
hole. Once the group of guys come in the hole, I immediately leave out. They start fighting and
they go one way, I go a completely different way. | go downstairs and once I get to the first floor

right in front of my room, probably five to six feet away from my room, that's when I notice a

5
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inmate lying on the ground. At that time, I don't know who it is, I just see him lying on the
ground. So, me and uh, I think it was two to three other people, uh, helped carry him out. And
once we got him outside the dorm, we been outside the dorm until the, uh...until the wing was
locked down. And then that's when they let us back in. They put us...put me in a room and that
was that.

DHO: Okay. So be advised, I do wanna notate that the camera footage, and I forgot to mention
this when I was presenting the evidence, um, was reviewed by myself prior to the hearing on
today's date. Um, and | do wanna notate that, uh, an inmate can be charged with a violation
in...within policy OP 22.14, one of four ways. He can be charged with engaging in a specific
behavior, attempting to engage in a specific behavior, conspiring to engage in the specific
behavior or aiding others in engaging, attempting to engage, conspire...conspiring to engage in
this specific behavior. At this time, Counsel Substitute Mr. Faulk, do you have any witness
statements or evidence you would like to present on behalf of Inmate, um, Williams?

C/S: Uh, yes. When I spoke with Inmate Williams, he said, uh, he gave a statement similar to
what he said here, that he was just trying to go to his room. He had just arrived from a shower
and, um --

I/M: From outside the dorm.

C/S: From outside the dorm to go take a shower and, um, had only been in the dorm for a couple
of minutes when this occurred. Um, so, | have a statement from an Officer Johnson.

DHO: Um hmm.

C/S: It'sa19-29, Incident Report that--

DHO: Yes. Um hmm.

C/S: To an extent supports his claim. Can I read that?
6
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DHO: Yes. Yes, sir. Um hmm.

C/S: All right. Uh, the report reads, I, Officer Johnson allowed Inmate Royal Williams, housed in
Cell 29, to get his shower items upon his arrival from chapel services. Inmate Wilson then
stepped inside the cell to grab some food as I stood near the doorway. While standing there, I
could hear arguing coming from a crowd of inmates standing near Cell 33. I immediately had
Inmate Wilson and Williams step away from the cell so that the cell could be secured. Both
Wilson and Williams went up the stairs where a group of inmates stood. | immediately made an
announcement that I was beginning my lockdown. Cell 17 housed by Inmate Bookman was the
first door to be secured. [ then traveled to the flood zone to secure cell two. At that moment, [
could hear a lot of scuffling and inmates running or quickly rushing out of the hole where Cell 52
is. Inmate Reid was seen covered in blood, holding a handmade knife moving towards Inmate
Edwards Lamick. At that time, Lieber control was notified of the situation. Inmate Wilson,
Devon, unidentified at that time, was seen lying motionless in front of the showers between Cell
48 and 49. While trying to keep Lieber control updated of the situation, Inmate Terrace Wheeler
began yelling for me to get off the wing. He then rushed both me and him towards the wing door.
After removing both me and Inmate Wheeler from the wing, I attempted to put Inmate Wheeler
back onto the wing, but he refused, stating, "I ain't going back over there.” He continuously
asked if [ was okay, notifying me that I just had to make sure you were straight. Inmate Wheeler
began pacing back and forth, yelling frantically. Uh, the CERT team, contraband and admin staff
responded to the incident. Inmate Wheeler was frisked, searched and placed into restraints. End
of report. So, in the beginning of this Incident Report, uh, he...she...the Officer Johnson states
that Wilson and Williams were in their cell and were removed from the cell by her at the

beginning of the incident.
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DHO: Okay.

C/S: And also the, uh, charging document, uh, states several times that they see, uh, Wilson mo-
...running around, moving from place to place on camera, but at no point state that he did any
particular thing other than move around and is visible on camera at the time.

DHO: Okay. Case 32, 33, 34, and 35, which was read at the beginning of the hearing, will now
be used as evidence against you. Inmate Williams, so according to Officer Johnson's report, she
indicates that she did let you in, that you had just arrived from the chapel. So, in the conversation
that you had with Inmate Wilson, what was your conversation with Inmate Wilson? Was he your
roommate?

I/M: No, he was just a, uh...a guy that lived in the unit with us.

DHO: Okay. So, since you had only been there for a short time, when... when she let you and,
um, Wilson in the room. What was the conversation that Wilson had with you?

I/M: Uh, he was there to get some...get some food. He was gonna cook. That's who -

DHO: Okay.

I/M:  -- uh, primarily cooks for...you know, uh.. he...at that...on that shift, he's the, uh, dorm
worker. So, whenever it’s lock down, he gets to stay out. So, a lot of the times he cooks. So, he
was...he was to come in, get some food and cook, and that was pretty much it.

DHO: So, what was the reason that both you and him went up the stairs?

I/M: Um, the reason | went up, I can't answer for him, no. I can't decide why he did what he did,
but the reason | went up the stairs is because, uh, Reed and, uh, Clark called me upstairs. And at
that time, I didn't know why they were calling me upstairs. But--

DHO: What was your conversation with them?
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I/M: We didn't...we didn’t really have a conversation because of all of the, uh, commotion going
on. So that's when we tried to step in the hole so we can have a...a conversation and understand
what it is so we can hear each other. But it never really developed because, uh, people was
just...I don't know if they were drunk, under the influence or what, it was just a lot of
commotion. So, the conversation never really developed into them telling me what was going on
or...or why they really needed to talk to me so urgently.

DHO: So, is it your testimony today that you have no affiliation with any gang?

I/M: I'm not saying I don't. I'm not saying I don't, but living in the household that...I mean,
living in the environment we...we...we live in, if anybody was to say that they didn't have any
affiliation, it would...it would be...I mean, it would be complete false. It's just that, um, it's only
32 people on the side, so you know, it is kind of like you're forced to deal with people and...and
things. And then earlier this year I have been validated, um, --

DHO: Okay

I'M: --STG. So --

DHO: Designated.

I'M: It's-

DHO: Designated.

I/M: Yeah. Yeah. Designated -

DHO: Um hmm.

I/'M:  -- STG. So, to keep.

DHO: So, are you and Wilson, were y'all designated for the same gang?

I’'M: I don't know anybody else designation status

DHO: Okay. All
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I/M:  -- or transportation status.

DHO: Okay. All right. Because 1 know that, um, he was also designated in a gang and that, you
know, when you affiliate with, you know, other gang members, that's why I wanted to know,
were y'all part of the same affiliation. Um, but since you, uh, state...indicate, you don't know,
'what gang he was in,' but y'all were, uh, constituents. Y'all did confer with each other on a...on a

re-...on a daily basis. Would you at least say that?

[/M: No.

DHO: Okay.

I/M: No...no, ma'am.

DHO: All right. At this time, Williams, do you have any final statements you would like to
indicate on your behalf?

I/M: I mean, I...just, uh, the final thing I would like to say is that | understand that this situation
i's a...it’s a...it’s a very, uh, traumatic exper-...uh, situation and it’s...it’s a...it’s a very serious
matter, and | just hope that...that you can see that of course, people should be held responsible. |
just hope that the right people is held responsible and not the wrong people. And that’s...that's
pretty much all I have.

DHO: At this time Mr. Faulk, do you have any final statements to make?

C/S: Uh, yes. I just wanted to reiterate, uh, what I had said on previous cases about some of these
charges, that the, uh...the evidence, uh, especially like the weapons charges, and video footage
was not made available to me, uh, up until like the beginning of the hearings this morning. And I

did not get an opportunity to review any of it.

10

Williams #338068 (25C0035-AP) - Record on Appeal - Page 18 of 22



|9 of S2

DHO: Okay. I've heard the charge. Provided an opportunity for your counsel substitute to make a
statement, present evidence, and call witnesses on your behalf. [ will now recess this hearing to
arrive at a just decision.

(Recess)

DHO: Restate your name and your SCDC number for the record.

I/M: Royal Williams, number 338068.

DHO: Inmate Williams on Case 32 for offense of 811, Case 34 for offense of 803, riot, Case 35
for offense of 832, affiliation, I have found you guilty of each disciplinary infraction. The
evidence that I relied upon is the Incident Report written by your accuser, along with the
supporting Incident Report written by Officer Johnson and the video from the camera system.
Your sanctions imposed, on Case 32 for offense of 811, being that this is your second offense of
811, I also took into consideration that your last infraction of a 811 was in February, 2018, but I
also weighed the severity of the charge. On case 34, for offense of 803, this is your first offense
of a 803, but once again, I took into consideration the severity of the charge. For each infraction,
your sanctions will include: 60 days of disciplinary detention, minus the 15 you've already
completed, for a total 45 more days to complete a disciplinary detention; Plus 180 days of
canteen, phone, visitation restriction, for a total of 225 days of canteen, phone, visitation
restriction; 90 days of tab restriction; 90 days loss of good time. And on Case 35 for offense of
832, this is a level two disciplinary infraction...your first offense of a 832, but I took into
consideration once again, the severity of the charge. Your sanctions will include: 45 days of
disciplinary detention, minus the 15 you've already completed, for a total of 30 more days to
complete in disciplinary detention; along with 180 days of canteen, phone, visitation restriction,

for a total of 210 days of canteen, phone, visitation restrictions; 60 days of tab restriction; and 60

11
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days loss of good time. You do have the right to appeal my decision by filing a grievance within
five days of today's hearing. And on Case 814 for the offense of inciting/creating a disturbance,
I have dismissed the charge due to the narrative indicates that it is a duplicate to the 808...803,

excuse me, riot charge. You are dismissed, and this hearing is concluded.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Royal Daniel Williams, #338068, ) Docket No.: -ALJ-04-0035-AP
) [Grievance No.: PCI 852-24]
Appellant, )
) Hon. Deborah Brooks Durden
V. )
)
South Carolina Department of Corrections, ) RESPONDENT’S BRIEF
)
Respondent. )
)
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (“ALC” or “Court”) pursuant
to the appeal of Royal Daniel Williams (“Appellant™), an inmate incarcerated with the
South Carolina Department of Corrections (“SCDC”). Appellant is appealing his October
22, 2024 conviction for offense 832, “STG Affiliation™. The appeal of this disciplinary
conviction was done through grievance number PCI 852-24.

On October 28, 2024, Appellant filed a Step 1 grievance seeking reversal of his
conviction. On November 1, 2024, SCDC denied the Step 1 grievance. Thereafter, on
November 7, 2024, Appellant filed a Step 2 grievance alleging that the charge is not
supported by the incident report, evidence presented at the hearing, or any testimony. On
December 19, 2024, SCDC denied the Step 2 grievance, and this appeal followed.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The ALC’s jurisdiction to hear this matter is derived entirely from the decision of
the South Carolina Supreme Court in A/-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742
(2000). When reviewing SCDC’s decisions in inmate grievance matters, the ALC sits in
an appellate capacity. Id. at 377, 527 S.E.2d at 754. Subsequently, the supreme court

clarified the ALC’s appellate jurisdiction over inmate appeals in Sullivan v. S.C. Dep't of



Corr.,355S.C. 437, 586 S.E.2d 124 (2003). In affirming, as modified, the ALC’s en banc
decision of McNeil v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 02-ALJ-04-00336-AP (September 5, 2001), the
supreme court held the ALC’s jurisdiction was limited to (/) cases in which an inmate
contends prison officials have erroneously calculated his sentence, sentence-related credits,
or custody status; (2) cases in which SCDC has taken an inmate’s state-created liberty
interest in major disciplinary hearings; and (3) cases in which an inmate’s confinement
implicates a state-created liberty interest. See Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 443, 586 S.E.2d at 127
(emphasis added).

Moreover, regarding categories (2) and (3), supra, the supreme court has
consistently emphasized that the liberty or property interest implicated must be one that is
state created. See Wicker v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 360 S.C. 421, 602 S.E.2d 56 (2004)
(emphasizing that the ALC’s jurisdiction extends only to those cases involving the denial
of “state created liberty interests” and that the Court’s holding [i.e., in Wicker] “is not to
be viewed as expanding the jurisdiction of the [ALC] in any other circumstance.”); Slezak
v. 8.C. Dep't of Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E.2d 506 (2004) (holding that the ALC “may
summarily dismiss those appeals that do not implicate an inmate’s state created liberty or
property interest™) (emphasis added).

Furthermore, the ALC should not disturb findings of an administrative agency if
those findings are supported by substantial evidence on the record as a whole. Pearson v.
JPS Converter & Ind. Corp., 327 S.C. 393, 489 S.E.2d 219 (Ct. App. 1997). Stated
differently, an Administrative Law Judge may not substitute his judgment for that of an
agency “as to the weight of the evidence on questions of fact.” S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-
380(5) (amended by 2008 Act No. 334, § 5, eff. June 16, 2008). Additionally, “an

Administrative Law Judge may not reverse or modify an agency’s decision unless
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substantial rights of the Appellant have been prejudiced because the decision is clearly
erroneous in view of the substantial evidence on the whole Record, arbitrary or affected by
an error of law.” Matthews v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., Case No.: 04-ALJ-04-00248-AP,
available at http://www.scalc.net/decisions. aspx?id=1203&q=4 (filed Dec. 21, 2004)
(Anderson, 4.L.J.); see S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5)(e); see also Marietta Garage, Inc.
v. S.C. Dep't. of Pub. Safety, 337 S.C. 133, 522 S.E.2d 605 (1999); S.C. Dep't. of Labor,
Licensing & Regulation v. Girgis, 332 S.C. 162, 503 S.E.2d 490 (1998).

“Substantial evidence” is evidence which, considering the record as a whole, would
allow a reasonable mind to reach the same conclusion that the administrative agency
reached. Hendley v. S.C. State Budget & Control Bd., 325 S.C. 413, 481 S.E.2d 159 (Ct.
App. 1996). The possibility of drawing two inconsistent conclusions from the evidence
does not prevent an administrative agency’s finding from being supported by substantial
evidence. Grant v. S.C. Coastal Council, 319 S.C. 348, 461 S.E.2d 388 (1995).
Administrative agencies are afforded wide latitude in making decisions, as shown in the
deferential standard of appellate review. Heater of Seabrook, Inc. v. Pub. Svc. Comm'n of
S.C., 332 S.C. 20, 503 S.E.2d 739 (1998).

Finally, in deciding appeals from inmate grievances, the ALC must consider that
prisons officials are in the best position to decide inmate disciplinary matters. In Al-
Shabazz, the supreme court “underscored that since prison officials are in the best position
to decide inmate disciplinary matters, the Courts and therefore this tribunal adhere to a
‘hands off’ approach to internal prison disciplinary policies and procedures when
reviewing inmate appeals under the APA.” Matthews v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., supra, page 3
(citing AI-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 382, 527 S.E.2d at 757 (stating that “[c]ourts traditionally

have adopted a *hands off” doctrine regarding judicial involvement in prison disciplinary
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procedures and other internal prison matters . . . .”)); see also Pruitt v. State, 274 S.C. 565,
266 S.E.2d 779 (1980) (referring to the traditional “hands off” approach of South Carolina
courts regarding internal prison discipline and policy).

ARGUMENTS

L BECAUSE SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE EXISTED TO SUPPORT THE
832 CHARGE AND CONVICTION, THE COURT SHOULD AFFIRM
SCDC’S FINAL AGENCY ACTION.

The evidence presented at the hearing and relied upon by DHO satisfies the
“substantial evidence” standard of proof to uphold Appellant’s conviction. Here are the
salient facts brought forth at the disciplinary hearing and on appeal:

1. Officer Johnson heard arguing coming from a crowd of inmates
standing near Cell 33. Johnson had Inmates Wilson and Williams
step out of their cell. Record at Tr. 7.

2. Appellant and Inmate Wilson instead went upstairs toward the group
of inmates. /d.

2. Officer Johnson then made an announcement that she was beginning
her lockdown. /d.

4, The camera indicated that once Inmate Prince arrived on Ashley B-
Wing, he attempted to fight Inmate Bivens, inciting other gang
members with him. At approximately 1:13 PM, Inmate Bivins is
seen running out of the hole by Cell 53. You will see Inmate Royal
Williams, 338068, black male, Inmate Clark Brandon, 381213,
black male, Inmate Daniel Reed, 370810, black male, and a couple
of other inmates enter the same corner. Record at Tr. 3.

5 Inmate Reed was seen covered in blood. Tr. at 7.

6. Appellant was asked if he had any affiliation with any gang at the
hearing. Appellant recognized that he could not deny that claim. Tr.
at 9. He admitted that he had been designated STG and it would
have been “false” to say anybody in that unit were members of a
gang. Id.

y SCDC policy clearly states under section 832, STG Affiliation: Any
participation of any inmate in any organization which has not been
approved or any informal organization, association, or group of
three (3) or more inmates that has a common name, and whose

4



members or associates engage or have engaged in activities that
include planning, organizing, threatening, soliciting, or committing
unlawful acts of misconduct classified as serious threats or potential
threats to the safety and security of the public, the Department,
employees, visitors, and/or other inmates, or any other group that
has been designated a Security Threat Group by the Agency
Director. Possession of STG material is sufficient to warrant this
charge.

Appellant claims in his Step 2 that there is no evidence of STG affiliation.
However, Appellant admitted in the hearing of his STG affiliation. Tr. 9. DHO Hough
weighed the evidence based on the facts and testimony presented at the hearing. Appellant
has failed to show to the Court that his substantial rights have been prejudiced or that DHO
Hough’s decision was clearly erroneous, arbitrary, or affected by a legal error. Cf.
Matthews v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., Case No.: 04-ALJ-04-00248-AP, available at
http://www.scalc.net/decisionsaspx?id= 1203&q=4 (filed Dec. 21, 2004) (Anderson,
A.L.J.). Therefore, because Appellant’s conviction was supported by substantial evidence,
SCDC respectfully requests the Court affirm SCDC’s final agency action.

IL. BECAUSE APPELLANT RECEIVED THE DUE PROCESS TO WHICH

HE WAS ENTITLED, THE COURT SHOULD AFFIRM SCDC’S FINAL
AGENCY ACTION.

Prison disciplinary cases are not criminal trials in federal or state courts; they are
administrative hearings in an institutional setting. Therefore, due process in prison
disciplinary hearings is substantially less than in a trial before a court. Due process, as the
United States Supreme Court noted in Wolff'v. McDonnell, requires the following in prison
disciplinary cases:

a) notice of charges;

b) disclosure of evidence against defendant (may be limited);

c) opportunity to be heard;

d) no right to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses;

e) neutral and detached hearing body;

f) aid of counsel substitute or other substitute aid where inmate is illiterate

5
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or complex case (not attorney);
g) written statement by the fact-finder as to the evidence relied upon.

418 U.S. 539, 566 (1974). SCDC complied with these requirements in the administrative
hearing about which Appellant has filed the present appeal.

Here, Appellant received notice of the charges on October 16, 2024. On October 22,
2024, Appellant had an opportunity to be heard, an opportunity to challenge the evidence
and face his accuser, the presence of a neutral and detached hearing officer (DHO Hough),
the aid of counsel substitute (C/S Faulk), and received a written statement of the findings
so that Appellant could make an appeal. There is nothing in the record to indicate that
Appellant’s due process rights were violated. Accordingly, the Departments’ final agency
action should be affirmed.

CONCLUSION

SCDC afforded Appellant all of the due process safeguards to which he was
entitled. Moreover, DHO Hough relied on substantial evidence when making his decision
to find Appellant guilty of the offense. Thus, SCDC respectfully requests that this Court
affirm SCDC'’s final agency action.

Respectfully Submitted,

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIO/NS
1% . IS
U oA \\J/M«u w
Barton J. Vincent
General Counsel
S.C. Department of Corrections
4444 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-1943

June 2, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Royal Williams, #338068, Docket No. 25-ALJ-04-0035-AP
Grievance No. PCI 0852-24
Appellant,

ORDER
V.

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)

pursuant to an appeal filed on January 27, 2025, by Royal Williams (Appellant), an inmate
incarcerated with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC or Department). This case
was assigned to the Honorable Deborah Brooks Durden on February 13, 2025, and reassigned to
the undersigned on June 20, 2025. Appellant is challenging a disciplinary determination issued by
the Department. Appellant was found guilty of violating Disciplinary Offense Number 832
“Security Threat Group (STG) Affiliation” on October 22, 2024. As a result, Appellant was
sanctioned with the loss of sixty (60) days of good time credits; lost canteen, phone, visitation, and
tablet privileges; and received disciplinary detention. After careful consideration of the Record on
Appeal (Record), arguments raised in the parties’ briefs, and the applicable law, the Court upholds
the agency’s determination.
BACKGROUND

On October 7, 2024, Team A response was called by Officer Johnson to Leiber
Correctional Institution due to multiple inmates fighting with weapons. Officer Johnson heard
arguing coming from a crowd of inmates. Officer Johnson then observed Appellant along with
several other inmates enter the upstairs area of the wing and enter the same corner where other
inmates were congregating. Officer Johnson then initiated a lockdown. Associate Warden
Brightharp indicated in his incident report that he reviewed the camera footage which revealed that
Appellant was seen congregating with other inmates in a corner of the wing. Additional inmates
followed the group to this corner. The inmates eventually dispersed in different ways and members

of the group began fighting with weapons.
FILED

Page 1 of 7 07/07/2025
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On October 16, 2024, Appellant received written notice that he was being charged with
violating, among other things, SCDC Policy OP-22.14, Disciplinary Offense No. 832, “Security
Threat Group Affiliation.” ' The disciplinary hearing was held on October 22, 2024. Appellant
participated in the disciplinary hearing, was represented by a counsel substitute, and did not want
his accuser present. During the hearing, the Disciplinary Hearing Officer (DHO) informed
Appellant that he could lose privileges, receive disciplinary detention, and a loss of good time as
a result of this charge. Appellant pled not guilty to Disciplinary Offense No. 832. The evidence
received by the DHO consisted of the SCDC Incident Report completed by Associate Warden
Brightharp and an Incident Report prepared by Officer Johnson. After a brief recess, the DHO
found Appellant guilty of the offense and sanctioned Appellant with sixty (60) days loss of good
time credits. Appellant appealed the DHO’s determination by filing a Step 1 and Step 2 Grievance,
both of which the Department denied.

This appeal followed. The Department filed the Record on April 10, 2025. Appellant filed
his initial brief on March 4, 2025. The Department filed its brief on June 3, 2025. On June 4, 2025,
Appellant filed a Motion to Grant Relief in Favor of Appellant.> Appellant filed a reply brief on
June 9, 2025.

ISSUE ON APPEAL

Does the Record contain substantial evidence to support Appellant’s conviction of
violating SCDC Policy OP-22.14, Disciplinary Offense No. 832, “Security Threat Group (STG)
Affiliation™?

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Court’s jurisdiction to hear this matter is derived from the decision of the South
Carolina Supreme Court in A/-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000). In Ail-

! The Court takes judicial notice of the Department’s publicly available policies. SCDC Policy OP-22.14, 832,
“Security Threat Group Affiliation™ prohibits:
Any participation of any inmate in any organization which has not been approved or any informal
organization, association, or group of three (3) or more inmates that has a common name, and whose
members or associates engage or have engaged in activities that include planning, organizing,
threatening, soliciting, or committing unlawful acts of misconduct classified as serious threats or
potential threats to the safety and security of the public, the Department, employees, visitors, and/or
other inmates, or any other group that has been designated a Security Threat Group by the Agency
Director. Possession of STG material is sufficient to warrant this charge.
2 In the Motion to Grant Relief, Appellant alleges the Department failed to timely file its brief. Appellant is incorrect.
The Department’s brief was timely filed on June 3, 2025. See SCACL Rule 60(A).

20f7
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Shabazz, the court held that the ALC’s jurisdiction in inmate appeals is limited to non-collateral
or administrative matters that typically arise in two ways: (1) cases in which an inmate contends
that prison officials have erroneously calculated his sentence, sentence-related credits, or custody
status; and (2) cases in which an inmate has received punishment in a major disciplinary hearing
as a result of a serious rule violation. /d. at 369, 527 S.E.2d at 750. The court further explained
that procedural due process was guaranteed only when an inmate was deprived of an interest
encompassed by the Fourteenth Amendment’s protection of liberty and property. /d.

The statutory right to sentence-related credits is a protected “liberty” interest under the
Fourteenth Amendment, entitling an inmate to minimal due process to ensure the state-created
right was not arbitrarily abrogated. See A/-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 369-70, 527 S.E.2d at 750; see
also Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 94 S.Ct. 2963, 41 L.Ed.2d 935 (1974) (outlining the due
process protections required in a prison disciplinary proceedings). In this case, the Department
revoked sixty (60) days of Appellant’s accrued “good time” credits, thereby implicating a liberty
interest for which due process is required. As such, this Court has jurisdiction over this appeal.

This Court sits in an appellate capacity when reviewing final decisions of the Department
in non-collateral or administrative matters. A/-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 376-77, 527 S.E.2d. at 754.
When sitting in an appellate capacity, this Court’s review is limited to the Record presented. S.C.
Code Ann. § 1-23-380(4) (Supp. 2024). Subsection 1-23-380(5) of the South Carolina Code (2005
& Supp. 2024) provides the standard used by appellate bodies to review agency decisions. That
section states:

The court may not substitute its judgment for the judgment of the
agency as to the weight of the evidence on questions of fact. The
court may affirm the decision of the agency or remand the case for
further proceedings. The court may reverse or modify the decision
if substantial rights of the appellant have been prejudiced because
the administrative findings, inferences, conclusions, or decisions
are:

(a) in violation of constitutional or statutory provisions;

(b) in excess of the statutory authority of the agency;

(c) made upon unlawful procedure;

(d) affected by other error of law;

(e) 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.
Id.
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The South Carolina Supreme Court has observed that “substantial evidence is not a mere
scintilla; rather, it is evidence which, considering the record as a whole, would allow reasonable
minds to reach the same conclusion as the agency.” Friends of the Earth v. Pub. Serv. Commission
of 8.C., 387 S.C. 360, 366, 692 S.E.2d 910, 913 (2010) (citation omitted). Thus, the possibility of
drawing two inconsistent conclusions from the evidence does not prevent the findings of an
administrative agency from being supported by substantial evidence. Grant v. S.C. Coastal
Council, 319 S.C. 348, 353, 461 S.E.2d 388, 391 (1995).

In Superintendent, Mass. Corr. Inst., Walpole v. Hill, 472 U.S. 445, 454 (1985), the U.S.
Supreme Court held that “[t]he requirements of due process are satisfied if some evidence supports
the decision by the prison disciplinary board to revoke good time credits.” Furthermore, “[t]he
relevant question is whether there is any evidence in the record that could support the conclusion
reached by the disciplinary board.” /d. Moreover, in Al-Shabazz, the court underscored that since
prison officials are in the best position to decide inmate disciplinary matters, the courts, and
therefore, this tribunal, adhere to a “hands off” approach to internal prison disciplinary policies
and procedures when reviewing inmate appeals under the APA. Id. at 382, 527 S.E.2d at 757; see
also Pruitt v. State, 274 S.C. 565, 567-68, 266 S.E.2d 779, 780 (1980) (stating the traditional
“hands off” approach of South Carolina courts regarding internal prison discipline and policy).

DISCUSSION

Appellant argues that his conviction is the result of insufficient evidence and a lack of due
process. Specifically, Appellant contends that the incident report did not support the charge of
Disciplinary Offense No. 832.> However, the Record reflects that the incident reports prepared by
Officer Johnson and Associate Warden Brightharp both document the incident as STG related.
Next, Appeilant argues that there was insufficient evidence to support his conviction. Specifically,
Appellant asserts that there was evidence considered outside of the Incident Report. As an initial
matter, while due process does require the disclosure of evidence, it may be limited. See Wolff v.
McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539,94 S.Ct. 2963, 41 L.Ed.2d 935 (1974). (“[t]he inmate facing disciplinary
proceedings should be allowed to . . . present document evidence in his defense when permitting

him to do so will not be unduly hazardous to institutional safety or correctional goals.”). More

3 The incident reports provided list multiple inmates that were involved in this incident. Appellant argues that the
reference to him specifically does not support a charge of Disciplinary Offense No. 832.
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importantly, the Department contends that Appellant admitted to the STG affiliation. At the
hearing, the testimony was as follows:

DHO: So s it your testimony today that you have no affiliation with

any gang?

I/M: I'm not saying I don't. I'm not saying I don't, but living in the
household that ... I mean, living in the environment we ... we ... we
live in, if anybody was to say that they didn't have any affiliation, it
would ... it would be .. .I mean, it would be complete false. It's just
that, um, it's only 32 people on the side, so you know, it is kind of
like you're forced to deal with people and ... and things. And then
earlier this year I have been validated, um, --...

Therefore, the Court concludes that Appellant’s contention that his disciplinary conviction
was not supported by evidence is without merit as the DHO could reasonably construe Appellant’s
testimony as an admittance to his STG affiliation. Finally, Appellant argues the Department
violated his due process rights in this conviction. The Department argues and the Record supports
that Appellant received due process in the loss of his good time credits and was afforded the rights
for which he was entitled. See AI-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 369-70, 527 S.E.2d at 750; see also Wolff
v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539, 94 S.Ct. 2963, 41 L.Ed.2d 935 (1974).

Appellant further contends that the DHO was not a neutral party and that he was unable to
review video footage prior to the hearing. The DHO indicated that they reviewed the video footage
prior to the hearing. Appellant’s counsel substitute noted that the video footage was made available
to them at the beginning of the hearing, but the counsel substitute did not get an opportunity to
review any of it. However, Appellant failed to challenge the ability to review the video footage
and its admittance into evidence during the hearing and his failure to do so precludes him from
doing so now as an issue must be preserved for review before it may be considered on appeal.
Brown v. S.C. Dep 't of Health & Envtl. Control, 348 S.C. 507, 560 S.E.2d 410 (2002) (noting that
issues not raised to and ruled on by the agency are not preserved for judicial consideration); see
also Gatewood v. S.C. Dept. of Corr., 416 S.C. 304, 324-25, 785 S.E.2d 600, 611-12 (Ct. App.
2016) (internal citations omitted) (“[a]n issue that is not raised to an administrative agency is not
preserved for appellate review by the ALC”).

This Court’s standard of review gives great deference to lower tribunal findings regarding

the credibility of witnesses and the weight to be given evidence. See S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5)
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(Supp. 2024) (stating that the ALC cannot substitute its judgment for that of the agency on
questions of fact absent limited exceptions); Dixon v. Dixon, 336 S.C. 260, 263, 519 S.E.2d 357,
358 (Ct. App. 1999) (“Because the appellate court lacks the opportunity for direct observation of
witnesses, it should accord great deference to trial court findings where matters of credibility are
involved.”). In this case, reasonable minds could find that the Incident Report sufficiently supports
Appellant’s conviction. Friends of the Earth v. Pub. Serv. Commission of S.C., 387 S.C. 360, 366,
692 S.E.2d 910, 913 (2010) (finding “substantial evidence is not a mere scintilla; rather, it is
evidence which, considering the record as a whole, would allow reasonable minds to reach the
same conclusion as the agency.”).

In conclusion, this Court has reviewed the Record and finds that Appellant has been
afforded procedural and substantive rights required under A/-Shabazz. The Record reveals that
Appellant: (1) received written notice of his charge for violating SCDC Policy OP-22.14,
Disciplinary Offense No. 832, “Security Threat Group Affiliation,” on October 16, 2024, which
was more than twenty-four hours in advance of his hearing on October 22, 2024; (2) Appellant
participated in the hearing before a neutral and detached DHO; (3) Appellant was allowed to call
witnesses and present documentary evidence at the hearing; (4) Appellant was appointed counsel
substitute per his request, who participated in the hearing with Appellant; and (5) following the
hearing, Appellant was informed of the DHO’s determination and the evidence relied upon to find
him guilty and, substantial evidence supports the DHO’s determination. As such, the Court finds
that there is substantial evidence in the Record to support Appellant’s conviction.

ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Department’s determination is AFFIRMED.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Appellant’s Motion to Grant Relief is DENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

Kw . Foobad

The Honorable Crystal M. Rookard
July 7, 2025 South Carolina Administrative Law Judge
Columbia, South Carolina
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Elizabeth Brown, hereby certify that I have this date served this Order upon all parties to this
cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postage paid, or by electronic mail, to

the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

Eli:?abeth Brown
Judicial Law Clerk

July 7, 2025
Columbia, South Carolina
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Division of Inmate Services

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT

Inmate’s Name: SCDC #: Housing Unit: Date:

Aol . 155 lhass T | 338008 G-z /0-j0-25

GENERAL MATERIAL
** Inmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.

To be completed by
SCDC staff:

Item Amount Cost

Envelope

Pen

Paper

Postage

Tape

Box

Electronic Repair

Other

Sub-Total:

LEGAL MATERIAL

** Inmate is not required to have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials; however, his/her account must
be debited for all materials s/he elects to receive.
To be completed by

SCDC staff:
Item Amount Cost
Envelope |
Pen
| Paper
‘ Postage I /A |
Other f'/
Letter o ALC weshng Kegorsl on .
dppet ’Eoi Dokt 1S, 25T 04 OOST AP andl ST

2.5 -ALT- 04~ 0035 -APHOTOCOPIES
** Inmate may be required to have funds in his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the
Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds.

To be completed by
SCDC staff:

L Item Amount Cost il
L Photocopies
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Division of Inmate Services

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT

Inmate’s Name: SCDC #: Housing Unit: Date:
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GENERAL MATERIAL

** Inmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.

To be completed by
SCDC staff:
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LEGAL MATERIAL
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** Inmate may be required to have funds in his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the
Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds.

To be completed by
SCDC staff:

Item Amount Cost
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