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STATEMENT OF I1SSUES

L. Does the Soutn Caroling Admin: strative Law Court (SCA LC)
Rules 54, 59, and G2 fequire Notice of Appeal +o be 5§N¢<l\
upen a Post Office Box or Hhe Last Knowwn Address [

- Does an Aggrieved andfor Opposing Party satisfy Hhe Seuth
: pposing Farty satisty
lem’a Adm:n: stratve Law Cmr-?(SCkLC) Rules B4 ,54 162
by ukil; zing South Carolina Dept of Correctrons
Inter-Departmenta| Mailing System”?

1T s the Notice OFf Appeal form prov:dec\ o lnmates by
Seutth Carolina Dept. Of Corrections misleading to the
Inmates and Reviewing Courts?



STATEMENT OF CASE

This matter is before the South Carolina Court of Appca\s pursuant
hb an 3ppeal filed by James Damell Scoty ( Appellant). an
iInMate incarcerated in the Scuth Carelina Dept of Corvections$
( PmeSpondem-) This mater stems Arom 2 Final Ordey entered

in Respondents favor by the Admin: shofive Law Court
Judge, the Honerable Crystal M. Rco Kard on June 5, 20%6
receved by Appellant on June 17, 2026. On May 14,2026
the Respondents Filed 3 Motion to Dismiss assertin

that Hhe Appellant failed to sevve the Notice of Appeal Upn
fhe Respondents as required by Rules 54,59 and @2 of (SCA\,CK)
On May 22, 2026 Appellant filed 8 respons< to Hhe RﬂsPondm’r‘s
Mothion to dismiss by asserhing that he did n fact

Serve the Res pondeﬂ’fS with the Notice OF Appe_a\. The
Honorable Crystat M. Rookard (ALT) ruled thatloecause
Appellant mailed the Notice of Appe2\ To Y4 Broad
Aiver Aoad, Columbia, S.C. 29210 nstead of macling i
fo:"P.O. Box 21787, Columbia, S.C. 2922), that the Appe\iant
Failed Yo com plefe and propor\y sevve the Res pondmﬁ .
Thus Appellants appeal was cismissed for lack of

Appe llate Jurisciction. The Appai\an-i- have atHrached
ﬁ:r::‘lf Brief a 1 page APP{H(HX Showing Yis Couct
Mgy a‘ilc?road Aiver Road, Columbia $.C. 29210 is the last
heliirrs ress and as this Court can see it was stamped
Bae bY the Office C)F (reneva| CouﬂseL Proof -Hf\'a{'
e Pondey fi.S have leen (eceving lccaa\ Covvespondence
om Appellant 3+ that add ess since 202, This >ppeal follows .,



STANDARD OF REVIEW *

The Admin strative Procedure Act (" APA") establishes the
Standard of review in appeals frem the Administvative
Law Court (ALC)- S. C. Code §1-23-6I0(B). An Appel\ate

Court M3y Yeverse or modify a decision, if Hhe ALC
Findings or Conclusions are :

L) In viclation of Constitutional or Shatutary provisions

) In excess of the Shatutory autherdy of the Agency,

3) Made upon unlawful procecluce

L") Affected by other ervor of |aw,

Be) C(cau’ly evvonecUs in view of the reliable, Proba‘\‘l\rt
and substontial evidence on the ushole record’ or

@ .Arbr+r';r\/ or CapviCious or chavacke rized by abuse

of diseretion or clearly un waranted exevcise of
discretian.



ARGUEMENT :

& The South C’.ZIJO\;' N2 Adm:nostrahve Law Counrt (SCALCB Rales
54,59, 3nd (2 does not require Notce of Appeal fo be
Served at 2 Post Office Box, but the Jast Known addiess

. On page 2 of the Adminishrative Law Judages Order datec]
£ ne S, 202¢ the Honorable Ct\[sb\ M. Rockavd made the follow ing
ndings and Conclus:ovs of law :

“Notably the address provided on the Certificate of Sevvice
0 code Hhan

for Appellants response contairs a different zi

the one P(C)the.d on his Notice of Ap\pc;;\A close revitwd oF
the Cevhificate of Service on the Notice of A(op@\ frled U‘POW

the Court reveals that, in completing the form, Appelt ot

mailed the Netice of Appesl 1o U4 Bronad Auvey Road,
Columbia S.C. 29210, However the Departments Office of
General Counsel| designates its mailing address as: P.O. Box
21787 Columbia S.C.. 29221-1787. In bscence of any Corvoloorsti"g
evidence to establish that Appellant propevly made delnery
Upon 4he Department, the Court is leFt fo canclade il
Appeliant Failed to complele service oF tne Netice of APPCQ\‘
As such, the Court finds Sexvice was not ropevly com \etedl
and thus, the appeal nust be dismisscd Eov \ac K OFAPPd\QJ‘f
Jwrrsdiction”

Appellant argues Yot the ALTs findings and Conclusions
are not only affected by an exrov of Jawd, buf s also cleavly
evvoneous n review of the relisble, pro\a';’ﬂ\lc , 2nd substantial
evidence on the record as 2 whole. For stavfey's; in Hne ALT’s
Orcler she found and concluded #hat Appc\\a nt drd vt Fact il
‘t’hc NO“’\‘CC of Appeal‘ ngvcr She is of 'W)C QP;V\:O\H —Hn'a'\-
because of the diffevences betuoeen zap codes used for the
Aespondents ie,gai Camsel postoffice box, and its shrect address



that Appellant failed to properly complete Jesvice. She (ALT)
Conclucded Hmat Appd\anf WS ﬂ:qu:fe_c\ o gerve PIC‘SPG‘V‘d(fY\S
Legal Counsel at the Post Office Box. rather than their street

address, because the Respondents designates it as the:wr mailing
address,

Thevefore there is no dispude. Hhak Appellant did in s
ma:lecl the Nofice of Appeal o Respondents \egal Counsel- Tne
dispute is noos, whether mailing e Nofice of Appeal to 5CDL
lega! Gounsel's street addyess mstend of fheir Post Offree Bok, 3
Suffcrent reasen to invalidate the sevice of fhat Aocument
and st the ALC of its Appel\’a’(c Jores cickton’$

The [aw s very clear on this d:s.pu«}f& Pule 34 of seALCE
States

uAﬂ\/ cocument, P\(gd}nf_" metrion, or cfo

Or other paper frled coith the Cont S
Al parties fo the proceedinG: Sexvice
Counsel iF the Party 16 fcprc,scv\‘rcd ,OY i
Upon the Party. Service shall be made by delivevy OF oy
mMai| fo the last Knousn acldress. Senwice 5 decmed Cormplete
gpon mai‘T:ng:"(Empmgcs m,ne)

AT previously mentroned the ALJ®s Order states that the
Appeliste did mail Hhe Netice of Appeal 4o & HHHH Broad Rwve?
Poad, Columbia S.C. 29210. Now unless Seuth Carolina Dept: of
Correctrons have relocated its Offrce of General Counsel , et
8ddress cohere the ALT concluded the Notice of Appeal wWas
Mailed to, is in Fact the last known address. A Fack fhat
His Court can 4oKe Tudicial Netice of, because the same address
IS embossed atthe botfom of Respondents lecp | Counscl's Vebiey
head. The issue perfaining fo the differences between e zip

Codes, is reslly no issue at all. The reason why e zyp codes

G



are different s because Respondent's Post Office Box is \ocoted
iNn a dfferent location frormn theiv actual Office. SCDC Office of
Genersl Counsel is locsted at! 4yuY Broad Arver Aivad, Columbid
S.C. 29210- Both- addresses along with their z,'p—ccdes are N
Fact Covrect. The ALT made an ervey of law in assuming
Hhat Appellant was requ red to mail ¥he Notice of Appca\ o
Respondents des:gnated mailing address. A ppeliant was only
'”cqu;red o mail the ClOCL,lmch\' to the P\c_gpondm*‘i \ast
Known addvess, and by dotng sa the Sevvice of the Notice of
Appeal was complete.. See Rule 54 of SCALCR -

A The Court of Appg’g\s MY feverse He dec . STON of e
LC where it 33 in violation of a Statutory pravis:on or 16
affected by an error of [aw. see Kiawah Dev. Pactnes IL, v-
SCPHEC YII 5.C. 16, 28; 766 S.E2d 707, 715 (204) Milbholland
v-3.CD.C 873 S.E.2d 784 (2022). In the present case e ALJ
Crronecusly assumed Hhat she had no Appellate Jurcsareian
Tb hearAPptllan’k's procedural and Substantive Due Process
1SSUCS. Hguevey Hhe relisble, probative and sub stantial
Qvidence on+the wohole record shows qu;‘re clearly Yok the
ALC did in fact have appellate Jur:sd:c’rsor\ ovey the case.
"ALC has Appellate Jurischrefion over any mattes where the.
pvocedura| pre- ﬁ:qurs;{—ﬁs for pechd'i\f\g such QPPQ\ PeNE 06
beer met see Slezsk v SCDC. 3ol §.C.327, 331; 6O5 §.824 S0C
507(2004) Allen v. SCDC =39 5.C. 16H, 886 SEZJCT! (2023)
Moveover becsuse Appallﬂﬂfs ssucs in the case 2% bafr’,
involves a deprivation of Stafe-Created liberties, there 5
nothing barring the ALC from decicling Hhis Case. Sce Al=
dnabazz v, Shote, 338 S.C. 354, 527 SE.2d 742(2000),




1T An aggrieved and/or opposing pavty Can use e
South Caralina DéPNJf ment of Corrections © Infer-depay fmental
M’aa‘h‘ﬂg System " to S’;’risfy Rule 54,59 and G2 of SCALCR.

Assurming Arguendo, Hhat Respondents vaise the chalienge
fo Appeliants service of the Notice of Appeal on the Srowﬂds
that S.C.D.C's “InJrcr-dcp:;r[*man’(D\ mail system” cloes not meet
the requive ment of Pule 54 of SCALLK. To the Confravy Appt\\ayﬂ'
(ould argue that it does. Appellant codd 1iKe to show tne
Cowt the Fol(owmg n relevant PQH‘SZ

" Senvice that Complies with Bule 5(p)( ) SCRCP, atso
53‘1"31%/ this vulel see Bule B4 of SCALCK.

" Sevvice upon fhe Attorney ov upon 2 pavty siv il be made
byd&l:ver.-ng 2 copy to him or by mailing H* Ao hivm ot
his last Knecon address or if no addvess is Kna ¥, oy
legVng it with the ClevK of Court, Delivesy of 2 CopY
with:in fhis rule means : handing if-to the atforney o
tethe Paity. (Emphas:s Mines) sec Bule 5(B)(1) SCRCP

| Accovdms fo Rule 5()(1) SCRCP, Delivery of the Ndtice of Appea!
Can be satisfred by handing the docuwmnent to the attorney, wihicn
'S the Office of Geneval Counisel ) OR to the” Party.” One of Riacks
Law Dichionary definition of “Party" i3 ° A group partic! pating
inaachon’ Ancther defirvtion is “A group of persons Org:ﬂ_ﬂed
_ﬁf’r Hhe purpose of divech Ng Hne polICte,S ofF 2 gwe\mmeﬂ*t ll’lb
the casc ot bar the Party is " South Carolins Dept: of Corrections
Altheugh the Office of Greneral Counsel is Hhe atrorney's of recorcd
W‘te Insti {‘uhGﬂ‘s Ma:iroom Pastol d;redor/deg;snec{ 1S p:;r+ of this
group of persons orqanized forthe pwpose of directing the Pol-cies .
of the Seuth Cavoling Dtpf of COV‘TCC.J“OV\SI Hhus C]UQ‘?' fied as a -‘x?,;\,.\.\l

8



or partthereof for purposes of Rule 5 SCRCLP (0Y(V).

On another note, the Attormey Office forthe Seadh CavolinNd
Dept. oF Corrections (Office of General Counsel) also uses the Agency’s
" loter-depadtmental mas ling system” to serve its pleach ngs, bori f,

Motions and ather leqal documents upon the Appelant. This
's ancther Fack #hat Yes Court can ke Judicial Notice of. A
Close leok ot the Cerhificate of Sevvice filed along vudtn s
Maotvon o cismiss is missing everything requ:ved oy the U5,
fostal Senvice Yo make delvery. Theves no ghreet number oy N2MC,
No city; State or Z:p Code, only the name of the Instiiution, PDorm
Room and BunK. Clear p(ooF J!JrD{‘;Lhcs,: \esg\ documents were not
Mailed and delivered 4o me via Unided Siates Rost| Servece. Bub
Father through the Agency’s “|nter-clepartments| meil system”
‘SOI UJ!"H') Such bemg +h€ case P,(_SPOV\def‘d‘S wcu,\d e (emcssed
to Cm”mfjc the very same marl sys’rcm Hqu use and %cuf;\rﬂ-

| South Carolina Dept- of Correchions Agency Policy and Procedure
Q‘S'-‘O'OB entitled " lnmote CorrcSPOV dence Sﬁ*m" Dated S"’Pi—'

6,2022, Section J5 is described by Respondents as* Specia] Post=)
dervices “and it stades 3

Al Outgoing mai | coill be processed fhvaugh the
Institutions mMaiiroom. Innates wi\l be peymiﬁef\
to utilize SCDC interdepartmental mail System
far Correspondence add ressed o emp\oyee% of The
Agency if i+ is business related:

In this same pelicy section I\, | instructs inmates Hat they
Can correspend with the OFfice of General Coonscl as wocll H‘\fwﬁ'jh
SCDC lnfer—-depgr—{-]mmbl ril System. Neww fhe woay is Policy
iS Ll)C)i"d;eCf'J it 8;\({25 off He ecroneaus gmpr‘:SSSOW Hat SCD A
lnfer-depovtmental matliing System is opfional, Howevey M
practice, any mmate with m>:l addressed fo the Office of the

9



General Counsel i$ automstically delivered through the " Special
Postage Service "(lma—depgr{—rnen‘ral mail sysferm). So in consequence
the loss, mis place ment of the Notice of Appea\ mailed cut tothe
Office of Geneval Counsel, is in fack the responsibility of the
Office oF General Cwﬂs‘f,', 2s I alluded to carlier it is Hhat very
Office that gwcrn s and s the P\&Spon&'blc Aud"hoﬂ'l")( for lnstitufion

M&flr‘oom and [nmafes Corrcgpondence_ Opevgh ons. See PS-10.08
Front Page of Policy.

Maihna" ordinavily occurs when a docment is depos itecl
With the United States Postal Sevvice \Proptrl)( addressec! with
sufficient Postage affixed and any designated mail depos: rovy
bOX'. whether in buildl: Iﬂg(i.e. Poﬁi'Ofﬁ-ce) ovr along méil rou\’f; '
Ci.e. Street addvess) Conshiute s depository authofized bt Rl S
and delivery of mail. See Green v. Greenn 320 S.C. 347 UCH‘S?
See also Jouth Brfdée_ﬁrgp. Inc v. Jones 292 S.C 198,353 SE.2d
535 (1987) see also Aosen v. US. 245 US. e’ (1)

In &bbl:shing an office custorn to support an inference
Of mail, Nng,a party must demostrate the document in guestio?
w3as (1) prepared for mailing, that is woritien, s:canad p\:;ced i1
3 enveloupe, addressed, and deposited 1 he regular place of
m:lm_ﬁ, and CZ) Ht the PQIJTY fo\\oumd ‘l’ht Ofﬁce m‘a:\iﬂcj
Custom. See McCoy v. Blue Cross and Bluc Qnield of U, 80
P 2d 694 (1999), To establish that o mailing occuvred it i
Sufficient for the affiant of maslingto set forth that he oY
She possessed persona) Knowledde of the i\ g or descyiDe
the standard office practice or proceduse used o ensuse ot
the itenns were properly addressed and ymailed. See Deld 9
Diagnastic Aadiology PC v ChubbGroup INS, 847 NYS2< 32220
There fore it is elear Ht ANY mail dcs:Sm:a’red AePos! tory 0OX

U)hej'hev' Ng) buildn‘ﬂq (te Post C)Ff.‘ce) ov Q‘O“q Ml ro&k‘“&

10



(i.e. street addvcss) conshtutes a dﬁposﬂ_ory authorized For
recerpt and delivery of mail. Even Hnough the Departiment of
Corrections " Infer- Departmental Mai| System does not requive
Postage be affixed 4o the erwenloupe, and even thaugh +he
mMail cloes not pass through the hands of a United $tates Postal
Service Carrier, Appellant believes that encugh evidence can
e ducl.fc:al \y Noti ce_.Appcllam‘- and Pespondents both use s
Special Postal Sevvice, thevefore it is 3 standard office practice
and custom of he Scuth Cavolina Dept: of Covrections .see LL
v Diaz-Marhnez 380 F supp3cl 486 (E.D. VA 20\9) (" Evidence
of business practices or effice customs pertaning o il 15
appropriate but 2 party gving 3 sworv) statament abount the
mailing practices must have persenal knewledge tot 1he
mailing occuxr:d.) So whether Appcll:}v’\’f mailed the Notice
of Appes to the Respondert's Attorney's Strect addyess ©¥
e Post Office Box. |+ decsnt matter because Hhe mai \Hﬂg
Custorn of the Office of General Camnsel doesnt uhlize fhe
Unitect States Postal Sewice, neither does the In shutiona)
Ma:lreoms when Hhe mailed is addressed o that office.
When “SCRC Office of General Cownsel™is writen on e
enven laupe the mailedt s forudrded to there Office Py mMmens
of [nter-clepartmental mail.

AL, The Notice of Appeal forms provided o \nmates oy the
South Carolina Dept of Corveckions, misieads poth the
Inmates and the mefwmg Cousts.

As T have alveady established, which this Court ¢an faKe
Judicia] Niotice of he fact Hat the Nohice of Appeal forms ar¢ sen’t
Jo the Office of Geneval Counse) through Infe-departmental mai L. Th
cloes not go quouah the United Shates Postal Sevvice, Pos’fsge 1%
Not offixed to the envenloupe, and it is deliverd o the Offrce
of General Counsel by Non- ULS. RS Carners who are offev) Bus
drivers who 2re hived ’roﬂ‘:;nspor‘\” inmates. Now if fnis Cont

I



Court (i) please yake notice of these * Notice of Appeal’ formss, Hney

give the Court and Inmafes the false iMpre s s1on hat aftey Hhe form

is filled-out and placed i 2 WVenloupe that i wiil be handed over
to the Unied Stafes fostal Sevvice o deliver, This present case is 3
good example of how these formg Canl Misiead the review:ng Counrts-
the Honorable Crystal M. RacKard (AL:I) was mislead info believing
that address g those forms are relevant to showo Hie United States
Poshgc Service where to deliver the mail, That is rot e Case, APPCHM
Could have put ANy address on Hhat form and, as long as the Envenlaipe
33y5! " SCDC Office of General Caunsel” ¥t form woill get deliyered
7o 1 444Y Broad River Road, Columbia, S.C. 29210° Prhreugh Hhe SCOC
Intey- de partmenial ma;l System. To avoid future waste of Scavce |
Judicial FICSGNCCS, Appt\lan{* prepose s ot either covvect fhe writtan
Means of sewvice on these forms so it reflects Hhe \nﬂ*dﬂpﬁf’fwﬁg\
M'a.'lrhg Sys-fam, or mail futuwe | docoments ana forms -an_tghﬁtk
U.5.PS, as it1s written on those forms.

V. CONCLUSION):

Appeitant Prays ot this Honorable Cowst wuibl Reverse and Revmnd
the fimal Order of fre ALC T Honersble Crystal M. RooKard, based
On the fore gong arguemerts -

Res pcc.’r?ully Submitted)

Daf'—’df June 26, 2026 Eémes Darnell Scott

SCHC Nor 269988

Me Cormic K Corr. Inst
386 Redermnpitan (WY
McCormic K, S.C, 29899

12
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT = v § A

James Dorneil Scott # 269986 )
) 2 e
Appellant, ) e =
)
vS. ) NOTICE OF APPEAL
)
South Carolina Department of Corrections, )
) DOCKETNO__-AlJ-04-_____ -
Respondent. ) GRIEVANCE NO.: _BRC] ~1625-1C
) dndt- Pree
Notice is hereby given that ___ James Darnel| Scett does hereby
appeal the final decision of the South Carolina Department of Corrections dated Augyc 2C}] and
received on <Jammny 44, 2012, a copy of which is attached. A general statement of the grounds for

appeal is (See S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(A)(6)):
Jarmes Damell Scett has a Lherby -Interest in

h.s Custedy Classfication and Condutions of Confinemert uncler Sandin v Connor

SIS (1.8 Y750995) and Whikinsen v Austing, 545 US_ 209 (2608). The Suth Camlim
Deparbrent of Corrections have viclated hat Lherky-Inferest conbheort doe- process of
L. A Lberty intecest may anse from the Gonshitudion bself, ar it may arise Frorn
N expectyban er interest created by Sate bvais o Buices. SCOC Agency Tolicy and Fecadure

P - 2101 allawss far inmakes ra
for release fom STG Skhus f be renarees hos affibation ot the qrenp. James Danell
Scoft has atternpted and requested Benunciation bt has heen dened ea augeres ceeasions
th. Jates Seabd -DtOC ' unts ¢ 3 obuse of diseretion,

James Dacneil Scett # 29988 men @ XQ% _

Appellant's Name Signcq/
PCI. Y30 Gaklagn Fead January 28" 2612 S
Mailing Address Dated

Pel i SC. 29665

City, State. Zip Cude
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

{ herehy certily that [, J3mes Cg‘g'-}j {your name). on the i&_ day of _ ANURCY 20 12 . in Ed?.c’i.'(' {uity).

Sourh Carolina. served a copy ol the foregoing Notice of Appeul on all parties to this matter hy Jepositing the same i the United States

Mail. postage paid. or in the aail coom of the undersigned s institution and addressed as follows:
Name of person/Agency served: South Careling Oepartrent-of Cerrection
Ctfice of General Counsel
Address: HqbY Bread Ruager Bd .
C QA
City. Stte, Zip Code: C,(!L..Lﬁ'\b’..-\_l 3 ‘._)~C LC‘ LJC.

Print your name  Sign yrur nume
iSee reverse side for instructions;



IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA
COURT OF APPEALS

Appal From the South Carolina ALC
The Honersblc Cryst>l M. RooKad

Case nov 26-ALT- O4-O\4T~ AP

j‘amcs Davnell Scott Ade\en\'

noala
oG Court of Appeass

Seuth Calina ‘DtP)ﬂ of Covy, PK-SPOMC o

PROOF OF SERVICE

- —

T domes Darnell Scoth do cerhify thet I prep>red and Signed A
Notice of Appeal and Inihial Briekof AppdlgM, i+ was sealed i 2 .
envcv‘llcuPec( addyessed as Fo\louoS/ and dcpos'-h’d v the (cau\ib

place of mailing in accordanee with SCDC Shandavd Offce Pmdﬁcz
and Rocedute,

Tevesa S. P‘aye\lfc g
General Coonse

[go:ﬁ—;wcg:oh N2 DQP’(. ot Covr.

P Q. Bex 21787

Coluwmbia, S e 2922

Dated: Tne 26, 2020 DDl
ce: SC Adminstrohive Lawo Cawd TJanfe > D. Scott & 279868

SCDC Office of Greneral Counscel




James Darnell Scott
SCC ¥ 269986
Me CormicK Covv. Tnst.
386 Redemnphion (Woy
Me Cormic K, S.C. 29879

South Corolins Coust of Appeals LG g, e,
fost Office Box 11629 JUL 08 2026
Columbia, 8.C. 2121 SC Court of Appezls

AE: Jdames Damell Scott vi Seuth Cavolina Deph of Corvections
Case No: 26-ALT-O4-0i4'T-AP

Notice o Appeal

Dear ClevK of his Honorable Cout:

Please find enclosed with Hus lettey; Appeliants Notice
of Appﬁsﬁ From the Final Order of ALT Honorsble Cry stol
M. RooKard entaed inte on June 5, 2026. You will also Find
2 Copy of the Final Ovdey; along with Appdlgv‘\%s nitint Briet
and Proof of Service. Please file oW of the Abosc with Hhis

Courts Tk You In advonce.

With bestregards, T AM,

Jone 26, 2026 % @ dﬁ%



James D. Scott #209980

Me Cormic & Covy. Trstk RHU- CYVA
386 Redemption (WY
McCormic K, S.C. 29899

ClexKs Office JUL 08 2026

S.C. Coust of Appe2!S SC Colirt of Appeaie
Post OfFice Box 11629
Coluynhia, 9 C 2921

‘! i TR |
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