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STATEMENT OF THE CASE SC court of Appea\s
Thi mailer is before the Administrative Law Court ('"ALC'' or "'Court'') pursuant to the 

appeal of Jeffery Simpson ("Appellant"), an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina 

Department of Corrections ("SCDC'' or ·'Department"'). On June 2. 2025, Appellant filed a Step 

One Grievance challenging his May 27, 2025, disciplinary conviction for the offense of 811, 

··Posse sion of a Weapon·· in ca. e # l. 1 On July I, 2025, Appellant's Step One Grievance wm,

reviewed and denied. 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 AI-Shaba::,::, ,,. Slllte, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 7-1-2 (2000). When 

reviewing SCDC's decisions in inmate grievance mallers, the ALC sits in an appellate capacity. 

Id. at 377, 527 S.E.2d at 754. Subsequently, the upreme court clarified the ALC's appellate 

jurisdiction over inmate appeal in Sullivan v. S.C. Dep'l of Corr., 355 S.C. 437,586 S.E.2d 124 

(2003). In affirming, as modified, the ALC's en heme decision of McNeil 1•. S.C. Dep 't of Corr., 

02-ALJ-04-00336-AP (September 5, 200 I), the Supreme Court held the ALC's jurisdiction was

1 A copy of the Step One Grievance i� a11achcd for the Court·� and panic�· con,·cnicncc. 
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limiled to (I) ca es in which an inmate contends prison official. have erroneously calculated his 

. entence. sentence-related credits, or custody status; (2) case� in which SCDC has taken an 

inmate's state-created liberty interest in major disciplinary hearings: and (3) cases in which an 

inmate's confineme111 implicate· a state-created libe11y interest. See S11/lil'(l11, 355 S.C. at 4-B. 586 

S.E.2d at 127 (emphasis added). 

Further. Ihe . late law from which the ALC's jurisdiction 10 review agency decision!-. is 

derived generally requires thaI those agency decisions be final. S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380. 

According to the Honorable John D. Geathers, current Judge of the South Carolina Court of 

Appeals and former Administrative Law Judge, ·The doctrine of exhaustion of administrative 

remedies generally requires a person seeking relief from the action of an administrative agency to 

pursue all available administrative remedies before. eeking such relief from the couns:· Lewis 

Williams, Petitioner, 04-ALJ-I7-0276-CC, 2005 WL 828024, at * I (Mar. 9, 2005). In that case, 

Judge Geather dismissed the petitioner's case because he had failed to exhaust the administrative 

remedies available to him. Thu , the agency deci ·ion in question was not final. The South Carolina 

Supreme Cou11 has also weighed in on this is:ue taling. "[e]xhaustion is generally required a:-, a 

matter of preventing premature interference with agency proces es ... and to compile a record 

which is adequate for judicial review.'· Video Ga111i11g Co11s11/1a11ts. Inc. , •. S.C. Dep '1 of Re,·enue, 

342 S.C. 34, 38, 535 S.E.2d 642, 644 (2000). 

ARGUMENTS 

In this ca e, Appellant failed to exhaust hi administrative remedie . As a result, Appellant 

did not receive a final agency decision. The South Carolina Department of Correction has in place 

a two-step grievance system that is available to inmates. In AI-S/1(/ba::. the South Carolina 

Supreme Court reviewed SCDC's grievance system, specifically the grievance filing deadline�. 
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