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. SC Court of Appeals
RONNIE SWOFFORD JR., #218281,
APPELLANT
V.
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,
RESPONDENT

APPELLANT'S DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE
INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL

The Appellant submits that the following should be included in
the Record on Appeal.

1. ORIGINAL RECORD OF APPEAL

2. FINAL BRIEF OF APPELLANT (with Exhibits G-1, G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5)
3.EXHIBIT G-1, STEP 1 GRIEVANCE TYRCI-0131-24

4. EXHIBIT G-2, REQUEST TO STAFF TO BRANCH CHIEF GRIEVANCES

. EXHIBIT G-3, STEP 1 GRIEVANCE BRCI-0381-25

. EXHIBIT G-4, BLANK STEP 1 GRIEVANCE (See Back of Grievance)

. EXHIBIT G-5, STEP 1 GRIEVANCE (See Response at the bottom).
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA MAR 23 2026
- IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT SG Court of Appeals

Ronnie Swofford, #218281 ‘Docket No.: 25-A1.J-04-0744-AP

[Grievance No.; BRCI 381-23]

. Appellant,
Hon. Crystal M. Rookard
v.

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO
DISMISS

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Respondent.

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (“ALC” or “Court”) pursuant to the
appeal of Ronnie Swofford (“Appellant”), an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina
Department of Corrections (“SCDC” or “Department”). The above-captioned matter concemé a
Prison Industries Enhancement Program (“PIECP” or “PI”) pa‘y cl:aim. On April 11, 2025,
Appellant filed a Step One Grievance requesting that he receive backpay-for the work he compieted
in PI at Broad River Correctional Institution.' The Step One Grievance was forwarded to the Step
Two level of the appeal process due to the nature of Appellant’s appeal. The Step Two Grievance
response was issued on October 7, 2025.2 SCDC considered the grievance resolved because
Appellant settled his PI wage claim. This appeal followed.

On January 27, 2023, the parties settled any and all claims arising out of Appellant’s
participation in the prison industries program, including any Prison Industliies Enhancement
Certification Program while incarcerated at the South Carolina Department of Corrections.® Qn or
about February 7, 2023, the settlement‘ funds were deposited into Appellant’s E.H. Cooper
Account. The settlement agreement Appellant signed expressly states that Appellant:

does hereby release, acquit, and forever discharge the SCDC, their

! A copy of the Step One Grievance is attached for the Court’s and parties’ convenience.
2 A copy of the Step Two Grievance is attached for the Court’s and .parties’ convenience.
3 A copy of the Final Release and Settlement Agreement dated January 27, 2025, is attached for the Court’s and
partles COHVCDICHCB
1
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agents . . . from any and all claims, grievances, Administrative Law
Court cases, appeals, demands, causes of actions, actions or suits of
any kind or nature whatsoever, including, but not limited- to, all
claims, known or unknown, relating to the monies paid to Inmate,
of any kind including but not limited to claims to be paid the
‘prevailing wages’ pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430(d) .. .

See Final Release and Settlement Agreement. Appellant knowingly and voluntarily
released any and all claims regarding his PI wages. See id. Urider the terms of Appellant’s
settlement agreement with SCDC, Appellant is precluded from bringing any future or additional
claims arising out of his participation in PIECP. See id. Appellant also agreed that the purpose of
the settlement agreement was to make a “full and final compromise, settlement, and adjustment of
any and all claims” relating to his work in PIECP. Id. Thus, Appellant has fully resolved his claim
for PI wages and is not permitted to bring additional claims.

Therefore, Respondent respectfully requests this case be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

OO\_OMM Sy

Lauren Stevens

Staff Attorney.

South Carolina Department of Corrections
PO Box 21787

Columbia, South Carolina 29221-1787
(803) 896-8508

‘January lq , 2026
Columbia, South Carolina



SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM
STEP2 Office Use Only

4 y - . N : L i ‘ C ]
INMATE NAME. k&\( oL \'l 1 kﬂ W (VL '(_odc g;ﬂi;a
) T C.} Dise ‘Hes
scoe NUMBER: __ ) oA Drsc Hear

\.‘ ( f ) Grnievance No PJ\I\&E L ;-' G- ‘-J';“:‘J
Hee A |

- ) s PREA
INSTITUTION | ey i (0 ﬁ RO Date Received.
) IGC laneals
HOUSING UNIT __ . . o Date Received __ . .
[GA Imstials _

WORK ASSIGNMENT

INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction)

fn accordance with SCDC Policy GA-01.12, “Inmate Grievance System,” due to the nature of allegations
you have raised in your grievance, it has been forwarded to the Inmate Grievance Branch Central Office
and Office of General Counsel for a response.

Inmate’s signature has been adopted from SCDC 10-5, Step 1 Inmate Grievance Form.

Grievant Signature i ,;_ Date i1:i%
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION & REASON

.‘/-'\‘ - Y / - fand . s
Responsible Official Signatdtd*;a-uh\k'z'w' Date 193] ’Ir! 25

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

e IGC Signature Date

(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTLONS)

p 3 of



Complete form in its endirety, 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 permirted.

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
Gtievance Procedute.

Ronnie Swofford, # 218281 - BRCI-0381-25

In your grievance, you request prevailing wage pay for work in RM
Designs at Broad River from 2003 through 2006. However, you
settled all claims related to prevailing wage pay on January 27,
2025. Your settlement funds went into your E.H. Cooper Account
on February 7, 2025. Therefore, you are not due any additional
fuhds, and your grievance is considered resolved.

You may appeal this decision under the South Carolina
Administrative Procedures Act to the South Carclina
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 30 days of receipt.

p o=



FINAL SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS

l. Roanie Swofford, # 218281, hereby voluntarily enter into this Final -Releasc of All

Claims.

Ronnie Swofford, # 218281, (hereinafter “Inmate™) for and in consideration of the promise
and agreement on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Cotrections (“SCDC")
to pay a total of o Inmate, and for other good and valuable cansideration, the receipt
and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, Inmate does hereby release, acquit, and forever
discharge SCDC, its agents, successors and assigns, current and former employees, current and
former elected officials, or attomeys and any and all other firms, persons, associgtions,
corporations, or entities, whether herein named or referred 1o or net, from any and all claims,
grievances, Administrative Law Court cases, appeals, demands, causes of actions, actions or suits
of any kind or nature whatsoever, including, but not limited to, all claims, known or unknown, up
to and including the date of this Release relating in any way to the monies of any kind paid to
Inmate, including but not limited to claims that inmate was not paid the “prevailing wege" pursuant
o 8.C, Code Ann. § 24-3-430 (d). This Release spécifically includes any ‘claim relating to
remittances of monies, back payment of wages, and any other damages of any kind whatsoever,
whether in tort or contract or any other basis, on account of or arising out of or in any way relating
to Inmate’s participation in the Prison Industries Program, including any Prison Industries
Enhancement Program (“PIE” or “PIECP") while incarcefated at the South Carolina Departmient
of Corrections. This Release specifically includes any matters curvently pending in any South
Carolina or Federal court, including any appellate court. Inmate agrees that any pending court
matter shall be ended and/or dismissed with prejudice and Inmate shall sign any necessary
documents to effectuate dismissal,

Inmate hereby declares that the terms of this Final Release have been completely read, fully
understood, and voluntarily accepted for the purpose of making a full and final compromise and
settlement of any and all claims and or losses against SCDC and any and all firms, persons; ar
corporations liable or who might be claimed to be liable. Inmate understands that the express
purpose of this Release is to forever preclude any further or additional claims by or on behalf of
- Inmate arising out of or in any way related to Inmate's participation in the Prison Industries
Program, including any Prison Industries -Enhancement Program (“PIE” or “PIECP"), and it is
further understood and agreed that this Final Release may be plead as & bar to any claim of any
kind whatsoever which may be :asserted by Inmate or on his behalf in connection with the
aforementioned participation in the Prison Industries Program.

This Final Release of All Ciaims shall be interpreted and governed in accordance with the
laws of the State of South Carolipa. .

Inmate agrees that he has not assigned, transferred, or conveyed in eny manner all ar any
pert of his legal claims or legal rights against the other in connection with the matters described
above related to claims related to Prison Industries or pay. ’

Inmate understands that SCDC is not withholding any amount or paying any emount on
behalf of Inmate for taxes. Inmate specifically agrees that, to the extent any tax liability (state,

1of2



federal or othenvisc). may now or hereafter become due because of the psjrment of any sums

pursuant to this Agreement or clalms against SCDC, such liabilities shall be his sole responsibility, .

and he shall pay any taxes, penalties or interest which may be due and payable. Moreaver, If, for
any reason, at any tirne, & claim is made against SCDC for taxes of any kind on the payments made
hereunder, Inmate agrees within thirty (30) days of being notified of such ¢laim(s) to indemnify
SCBC, its officers, directors, andfor agents end to hold them harmless against such claims,
including any penalties and/or interest.

In consideration of the above payment, the undersigned also agree(s) that this settlement is
the compromise of a disputed claim and that the payment made in settiement thereof is not to be

construcd as an admission of liability on the part of SCDC. The above stated amount represents

the fotal settlement which will be placed in lumate’s E.H. Cooper Inmate Account, The
above stated amount is the total settlement amount and po additional funds will be paid for
child support ot placed into long-term savings, Funds paid gs\"s‘cﬂlemenu are not subject to
statutory deductions, '

The undessigned further declares and represents that no pf:f&;lse. inducenient, or agreement
not herein expressed has been made to the undersigned and that this relesse contains the entire
agreement between the partics hereto, and the terms of this release are contractual and not a mere
recital, i

[ HAVE READ THE FOREGOING RELEASE.

R -
ignature far SCDC (to be cdmpleted at

Headquarters)

Abhahws
Dats:

20f2
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| RECEIVED)

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA MAR 23 ZU'Zﬁ

IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
SC Court of Appeals

Roinie Swolford #218281 Docket No.: 25-ALJ-04-0744-AP

)
Appellant, ) Grievance No.: BRCI-0381-25
) ,

v. ) Hon. Crystal M. Rookard
)

South Carolina Department ) CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
of Corrections, )
Respondent , )

I, the Appellant certify that I have served one (1) Original and one (1)
copy of the Appellant's Motion to Oppose the Respondents Motion to Dismiss
on the above captioned Docket No.: 25-ALJ-04-0744-AP, to the below listed
addresses. The Appellant paid for the postage and placed afore said Motion
to Oppose the Respondent's Motion to Dismiss in U.S. mail on 'I‘ 77 Z(ﬂ

Iy

1
Ronnie Swofford #218%&&&7
Kershaw Corr. Inst. - SB ~ 0012 — T
4848 Goldmine Hwy

1 Original to:
Kershaw, $5.C.

The Honorable Crystal M. Rookard : - 29067
S.C. Administrative Law Court
Edgar A. Brown Building, Suite 224

1205 Pendleton Street ’ - 27‘ ’L(f
Columbia, S.C. 25201 Date
1l Copy to:

Office of General Counsel

SCDC - Headguarters

PO Box 21787
4444 Broad River Road
Columbia, S.C. 28221-1787 / J’F 57
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RECEIVED)

MAR 23 2026
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA .
IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT _SC Court of f-\ppe.als

Ronnie Swofford  #218281
Appellant,

bocket No.: 25-ALJ-04-0744-AP
Grievance No.: BRCI-0381--25
Hon. Crystal M. Rookard

Souih Carclina Department of Moticn to Oppose the Respondent's
Corrections Motion Lo Dismiss

Respondent

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court ("ALC") pursuant
to the appeal of Ronnie Swofford ("Appellant"), an inmate incarcerated with
the South Carolina Department of Corrections ("SCDC"). The above captioned
matter concerns a Prison Industries Enhancement Program ("PIECP") pay claim.
The Respondent alleges the current grievance no.: BRCI-0381-25 was settled
on January 27, 2025 when the appellant and respondent settled the grievance
no. :TYRCI-0i3i-24, this is faclually incorrect and therfore the respondent's
Motion to Dismiss should be denied and the appellant's appeal in the above
caption should move forward and be heard based on facts for the following
reasons,

In April of 2024 the Appellant spoke with the Tyger River Correctional
Institution’s inmate grievance coordinator ("IGC") Mrs. Crumly specifically

Phatter that conflicted with

about the "PIECP" pay claim. The appellant had
" SCDC's Policies & Procedures, because the appellant had worked for two (2)
different P.I. programs, on two (2) different sentences, two (2) different
Institutions, for two (2) different companies, with iwo (2} different pay
rates. The appellant is well aware of the "Inmate Grievance System" GA-01.12,
Section 7 "Grievable Issues" which state:

Section 7, Only one (1) issue, or one disciplinary conviction may
be addressed on each grievance form, the following issues will be considered

grievable.



Section 7.1 Department policies, directives, or conditions which directly
affect the inmate. . o

The Appellant wanted clarificatioh.aéqut'having both "PIECP" pay
claims on one ygrisvance form. lrs. Crumly (Tyger River "IGC") stated that
"I" the appellant had to file two (2) different grievances because ths grie—
vances had to be filed at the Institution that the inmate vorked and that
SCDC policy prohibits more than one (1) grievable issue is to be filed on
one (1) grievance form and thercfore Hrs. Crumly (TYRCI "IGC") could not
accept a grievance from the appellant becausa of the nultiple issues. Addi-
ticnally, because the appellant brought this matter to'ﬁrg. Crumly’s (IGC)
attention, filing a yrievance in this manner, would not nor could not be
submitted with both PIECP pay claims together. Mrs. Crumly (IGC) even gave
an additional example for clarification that if an inmates had 2 charges
(Disciplinary action) that was received all at the same time and was found
guilty, ané that inmate wanted to file a grievance on the thres (2) different
chargas then the inmate had to file three (3) SGifferent grievancss on three
different grievance forms, which again is per SCDC policy and procedures.

The appellant further asked lMrs. Crumly as to why other inmates
ware able to file multiple issuss on this matter, and !Mrs. Crunly's empla~
nation was that "ALL" Step 1l griasvances wers forwarded to the Step 2 level
of the appeal process due to the nature of an inmates appeal. Tharefore
Yrs. Crunly simply forwarded any grisvance received on the PIECP pay claims
to SCDC headquarters for further review. However, because the appellant
actually asked about this process, MNrs. Crumbly could not simply forward
the appellant's grievance because it could have violated SCDC policy since
it was brought to !rs. Crumly's attention.

Since the appellant was currently working at the Tyger River Corr-—
ectional Institution P.I. program for Shaw Floors, the appellant filed a
grievance in regards to Tyger River C.I. only. Grievance No.:. TYRCI-0131-
24 which was for 2500 hours and there was no mention of the Broad Rivec

Corr. Inst. PIECP hours or anything in regards to BRCI.

o3 of



In late August of early September 2024 the appellant met with Mr. Todd Darwin
of the Holcombe & Bomar, P.A., Law Office, 100 Dunbar St., Suite 200, Spartan—
burg, S.C. 29306, who was hired by SCDC to help settlie PIECP pay claims.
Mr. Darwin offered a settlement amount in which the appellant declined.
The appellant even asked then if the Broad River C.I. PIECP pay claim could 8e
added to the settlement, but Mr. Darwin stated "No" that he only had Settle-
ment Authority to settle the TYRCI-0131-24 claim.
The appellant never received permission or received any "Settlement

Authority to add the Broad River C.I. PIECP pay claim to the current settle-
ment dispute which at this time was the Grievance No. TYRCI-0131-24. The
appellant was owed roughly $21,00C.00 for the 2500 hours at the. Tyger River
Corr. Inst- PIECP pay claim amd settled for $18,000.00, with uwnderstanding
that the ambiguous language used in the contract was to mean trying to go
back and ask for :Child Support, Long Term Savings, Overtime, etc." SCDC
answered aﬁd eventually closed the Grievance No. TYRCI-0131-24 and thats
.it, SCDC paid the appellant almost exactly what was owed by working at the
L TygerﬁRiyer PIECP.

' The éppeﬂlant followed the SCDC éolicy on filing grievances as
well as following“the directive from an SCDC employee Mrs. Crumly (IGC)
whiéh instructed the a%pellanﬁ that a grievance with more than one issue
on a grievance form would not be accepted. This is a unigue situation because
had the appellant filed both PIECP pay claims on one grievance form and
the grievance went to .the Step 2 level then the SCDC could deny the grievance
for failing to follow GA-Cl.12 section 7. The specific language at issue
here is extremely ambiguous, recently SCDC has added language that states
"All claims from any and all Institutions". Obviously this is a learn as
you go experiencg for all parties, but the'appellant should not be punished
for following the 5CDC policy and procedures that are mandated that inmates
are to follow. . S .

In Torrence v S.C. Department of Corrections 373 S.C. 586 593-95,
646 SE2d 866, 865-870 (2007) "inmates right to pursue their claims through

the Departments internal grievance procedure".

3.
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Additionally, SCDC grievance policy mandates how the inmate is to follow
and arrive at receiving the statutory mandated prevailing wage by following
established policy and procedure. The Administrative agencys interpretating
with respect to the statutes entrusted to its Administration or its own
regulations.

our S.C. Supreme Court held in Torrence v S.C. Department of Corrections
433 8.C. 224, 857 SE2d 549 that the inmates grievance involved department
policies and procedures. '

The Office of General Counsel is the Authority.that governs the

"Inmate Grievance System" GA-01.12 knows - what the policy entails vet
now wants to punish the inmate for following the rules that are in place.

The Respondent's Motion to Dismiss will show a copy of the grievancé
no.: BRCI-0381-25 will show the Step 1 Grievance was received and forwarded
to BRCI on 4-14-2025 (Please see Action Taken by IGC) at the bottom of the
Step 1 Grievance. That shows the IGC at Tyger River could not receive a
grievance from the appellant with multiple issues because the Mrs. Crumly
(IGC) could not process a grievance to.. another Institution. Flease know
the SCDC Grievance Policy does not mandate that an inmate file both Grievan-
ces involving PIECP pay claims at the same time, the Policy only mandates
that multiple issues are to be filed individually on™  separate grievance
forms. The appellant knew the houré that were owed iﬁ the TYRCI-0131-24
grievance because the appellant was currently working at the P.I. at TYRCI
which is wﬁy the appellant went forward with filing the PIECP pay claim
at Tyger River C.I. while gathering more information to file a grievance
on the PIECP pay claim at Broad River C.I. Once the Appellant received the
settlement from SCDC in regards to the TYRCI grievance and the money was

received, the appellant then proceeded with BRCI grievance PIECP pay claim.
The Appellant did exactly what SCDC's Inmate Grievance System GA-01.12
instructs as well as the directive explanation given by the Tyger River

Corr. Inst Inmate Grievance Coordinator Mrs. Crumly.

4.
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The Appellant has included Exhibit A.1 and A.2 of a contract of . other
inmates that settled his PIECP pay claim and the language used by SCDC mandated
the settlement agreement was "FOR ALL WORK AT ALL INSTITUTIONS FOR ALL TIME
PERIODS". This language was not included in the contract that the Appellant
agreed and signed for Grievance No.: TYRCI-0131-24, because if in fact this
languageof "FOR ALL WORK AT ALL INSTUTITIONS FOR ALL TIME PERICDS" was incl-
uded the apppellant would not have agreed to that amount.

If a statute or regulation administered by an Agency is silent or
ambiguous with respect 'to specific issue. Court must give deference to Agencys
interpretation of statute or regulation, assuming interpretation is worthy
of deference (Plain, literal. or Clear meaning)-

Section §24-3-430 (H) The earnings’of an inmate authorized to work at paid
employment pursuant to this section must be paid directly to the Department

of Corrections and applied as provided under 24-3-40.

Once section §24-3-430 (H) gives SCDC the Authority to distribute any amount
-of the inmates payment for work done, any and all pay claim matters go through

the SCDC internal grievance policies and procedures. The appellant followed

ALL policies and procedures that's mandated. SCDC failed to be clear in
their language which seemingly allowed SCDC to assume all claims were in
fact paid. The Appellant and SCDC settled the PIECP pay claim for grievance
No.: TYRCI 0131-24 work done at the Tyger River Corr. Inst. P.I. for Shaw
Floors for $18,000.00 (2500 hours) that's it, The appellant understood that
"NO" funds for child support (which was voluntarily deducted each pay period),
long term savings, or any taxes were to be paid. Any and all ‘claims for
the money that was waved (Child support, Long Term savings, Taxes, etc.)
could no longer be attainable due to the language of the contract signed
by thg appellant.

| SCDC did not add any hours in their calculations for BRCI because
the amount would have been significantly greater. SCDC is using ambiguous
language to prevent the appellant from being paid the PIECP pay claim owed
by SCDC. The appellant can only file grievances according the SCDC's "poli-

cies and Procedures" set forth. The appellant followed all instructions

b ©f 8
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CONCLUSION

The appellant asserts that the captioned Docket No.: & Grievance No.:

are not apart of the settlement agreement between appellant and respondent
that was settled on January 27, 2025 pertaining to a different grievance
{TYRCI-0131-24). The Appellant asserts that the statute of law that gives
way to the SCDC policies and procedures, in which the appellant followed
and that the language used by 3CDC does not support their argument
because if in fact SCDC did include both PIECP pay claims then SCDC would
have addressed the PIECF pay claims were "FOR ALL WORK AT ALL INSTITUTIONS
FOR ALL TIME PERIODS" as SCDC stated in‘many other inmates contracts.
The appellant ©opposes the respondent's motion to dismiss, and asks this
Honorable Court to deny the respondent's motion and move forward with the
appellant's appeal. The respondent filed their Record of Appeal with their
Motion to Dismiss. and the appellant's brief to the appeal is due on February
11, 2026.

The appellant received the Respondent's Motion to Dismiss on January

20, 2026, from the Rershaw Correctiocnal Institution mailroom and now the

u L7
Ronnie Swofford #218281

Kershaw Corr. Inst.

appellant makes a timely return.

SB - 0012 - T
-_llZ;Z:ZZ? ' 4848 Goldmine Hwy

Kershaw, S.C.
29067



INIVIA_TE COPY

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL | INMATE GRIEVANCE BRANCH
INMATE GRIEVANCE APPEAL

INMATE:  Swofford, Ronnie | SCDC No.218281

FROM: Office.of General Counsel | Inmate Grievance Branch
-SUBJECT: Prevailing Wage Appeal | Grievance No. BRCI-0381-25
DATE: 5/2/25

The Office of General Counsel - Inmate Grievance Branch is in receipt of your prevailing wage appeal
Pursuant to SCDC Policy GA 01.12 Inmate Grievance System, the South Carolina Department of Corrections
advocates timely and .efficient resolution of complaints and grievances' brought to the attention of
administrators by inmate_-s. To this end, the Department will develop, administer, and implement an inmate
grievance system accessible to all inmates.

The appeal o‘f your grievance requires further investigation and evalnation. However, due to the volume of
incoming prevailing wage grievances and the extenuating nature of your appeal, additional time 1s needed to
process your grievance. Consequently, it will be held in abeyance while ‘the authorized personnel complete
their investigation and evaluation of your grievance. Upon the conclusion of this investigation and evaluation,

your grievance will be processed in accordance with applicable policies and procedures.

Ce: SCDC Inmate Grievancq Branch

" B of 8




STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Ronnie Swofford #218281
ppellant, RECEIVE])
v _ MAR 23 2026
South Carolina Department of Corrections, SC Court Oprpeals
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

Did the South Carolina Department of Corrections ("SCDC") err in deny
~ing the Appellants Step 2 grievance by ruling that "You (Appellant)
settled all claims relates to prevailing wage pay on January 27, 2025.
Your settlement funds went into your E.H. Cooper Account on February
7, 2025. Therefore, you are not due any additicnal funds". For work

in RM Designs at Broad River from 2003 through 2006,%

Did the South Carolina Department of Corrections ("SCDC") violate the
appellants Procedural Due Process Protection for Liberty and/or Property

Interest by failing to pay money owed and mandated by statutory laws

and SCDC's "Policies & Procedures"?



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Appellant filed a Step 1 grievance on April 11, 2025 at the Tyger River
Correctional Institution with Mrs. Crumly (IGC) the inmate grievance coordin-
ator in which the Step 1 grievance that was filed was forwarded to the Broad
River Correctional Institution. The grievance was in regards to a back pay
wége dispute from where the appellant worked for RM Designs, Inc. from 2003
through 2006 under the P.I. program that was in place at BRCI. The appellant
received notification that the grievance filed was assigned grievance no.:
BRCI-0381-25. Due to the nature of Appeal the Step 1 grievance was forwarded
to the Step 2 process. The appellant received a notice from the Office of
General Counsel / Inmate Grievance Branch on May 2, 2025 that the respondent
is was receipt of your prevailing wagé appeal, and pursuant to SCDC Policy
GA-01.12 Inmate Grievance System, SCDC advocates timely efficient resolution
of complaints and grievances brought to the attention of administrators

by inmates (Exhibit A.3).

On October 7, 2025 the Step 2 grievance was denied. The Appellant
timely filed an Appeal to this Honorable Court was assigned to the appellant
on November 13, 2025. The appellant will show this Honorable ‘COurt that
SCDC failed to follow its own Policies & Procedures in determining the:
appellant was not owed monies from BRCI's PIECP pay claim dispute., in addition
to using ambiguous language to cover up language SCDC failed to use in the
settlement agreement with the appellant on a different grievance (TYRCI-
013i-24) that had absolutely no bearing on the current grievance (BRCI-
0381-25) in which the appellant was not paid-&he prevailing wage nor was
hours of BRCI ever included because there was no meniion of such hours in

the previousugrievdnce frou Tyyer River Corr. Inst. (TYRCI-0131-24).

The fgspondeht's have filed their Record on Appeal with their
Motion to Dismiss, The appellant's brief is due on February 11, 2026 and
the respondent's reply brief is due March 3, 2026.
The argument to the appellant's brief follows:

%' 2 0F |5



STANDARD OF REVIEW

This Court generally has jurisdiction to hear inmate appeals that have
been properly filed and served. See S.C. code Ann. §1-23-600(D)(Supp.2024)
" Allen v S.C. Dept. of Corr., 439 S.C. 164, 170, 886 SE2d 671, 674 (2023)
(The ALC has sublect matter jurisdiction over inmate grievance appeals that
have been properly filed); Slezak v S.C. Dept of Corr., 361 s.C. 327, 331

605 SE2d 506, 507 (2024): Al-Shabazz v State, 338 S.C. 354, 369, 527 SE2d
742, 750 {(2000).



2.

ARGUMENT

Appellant was denied back pay wage earnings from the Broad River
Correcticnal Institution while working in the P.I. program for RM
DESIGNS, Inc. from 2003 through 2006 pursuant to Torrence v S.C.
Depart. of Corr. when respondent failed to follow S.C. statute and

and SCDC Policies & Procedures when making this determination-

S.C. Department of Corrections did violate the appellants Procedural
Due Process Protection for Liberty and/or Property Interest by

failing to pay money owed and mandated by S.C. statutory laws and
SCDC's "Policies & Procedures".

oy S oF )5



RELEVANT FACTS

Iﬁ April of 2024 the appellant spoke with the Inmate Grievance Coor—
dinator at the Tyger River Corr. Inst. Mrs. Crumly (IGC) specifically aboubt
the PIECP pay claim in which the appellant had worked for two (2) different
P.I. prcgrams, on two (2) different sentences, at two (2) different Inst—
itutions, foe two (2) different companies, with two {2) different pay rates.
The appellant is well versed on SCDC inmate policies & procedures, especially
the "Inmate Grievance System" GA.01-12, section 7 "Grievable Issues" which
state:

Section 7, Only one (1) issue, or one disciplinary .conviction may
be addressed on each grievance form, the following issueswill be
considered grievable.

Section 7.1, Department policies, directives, or conditions which

directiy affect the inmate.

The appellant wanted clarification about having both "PIECP" pay claims
on one grievance form. Mrs, Crumly (IGC) stated that "I" the appellant has
to file two {2) different grievances because the grievances had to be filed
at the Institution that the inmate worked and SCDC policy prohibits more
than one (1) grievable issue is to be filedsgne (1) grievance form and there
fore Mrs. Crumly (IGC) could not accept a grievance from the appellant because
of the multiple issues. Additionally. because the appellant brought this
to Mrs. Crumly's attention, filing a grievance in this manner would not
nor could not be submitted with both PIECP pay claims together. The appellant
asked Mrs. Crumly as to why other inmates got away with filing multiple
issues, and Mrs. Crumly's innocent explanation was that "ALL" the step 1
grievances were elevated to the step 2 process due to the nature of the
grievance and the IGC direct observance was not necessary. However, because
the appellant actually asked about this process, Mrs. Crumly could not
simply forward the appellant's grievance because it would have violatedSCDC
policy, since this matter was brought to the IGC's attention turning a blind
eye was unacceptable.

Since the appellant was.curren;lylworking at the Tyger River Corr-

Inst. P.I. Program for Shaw Floors , the appellant filed a grievance in

5.
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regards to the Tyger River Corr. Inst. hours owed, Grievance No.: TYRCI-
0i31-24 was generated upon f£iling and the yrievance was for 2500 hours and
there was absolutley no mention of the Broad River Corr. Inst. P.I. or the
hours owed from Broad River C.I. or anything in thosé regards. The appellant
was given a directive by the Tyger River IGC to not put multiple issues
on one {1) grievance form. While the grievance tock it course the appellant
worked to gathering information for hours and/or monies owed from Broad
River P.I., to be clear SCDC Inmate Grievance System mandates an inmate
to file one (1) grievable‘ﬁssue on cuesx(l) grievance form, not -that botin
quevancee“ has to be filed at the same time. o

In late August or early September 2024 the appellant met with Mr.
'Todd Darwin an attorney from the Holcombe & Bomar, F.A., Law Officer 100
Dunbar St.., Suite 200, Spartanburg, S.C. 29306, who was hired by SCDC to
help settle PIECP pay claims. Mr. Darwin offered a settlement amount in
which the appellant declined. The appellant ask Mr. Darwin about adding
the BRCTI PIECP pay claim to the TYRCI PIECP pay claim grievance and Mr.
Darwin stated "No" and that the only settlement authority Mr. Darwin had
was to the TYRCI-0131-24 pay claim.

The appellant never received permission or received any settlement
authority to add the BRCI PIECP pay claim to the current settlement dispute
which at the time was the grievance'nol:TYRCI-0131~24. The appellant was
owed roughly $21,000.00 for the 2500 hours at the Tyger River C.I. PIECF
pay <laim and settled for $18,000.00, with understanding that the ambiguous
A language-used in the contracdt was to the appellant could not ask for any
" more money that would be available as in child support, long term savings,
overtime, etc. Grievance No.: TYRCI-0131-24 was closed upon receiving the
settlement on January 27, 2025

) In Torrence v S.C. DepL. of Corr. a:3 S.C. 586 553-65, 646 Sr2d 866,
869-870 (2007) "Inmates right to pursue their clalms through the Department’s .
internal grievance procedure ". Additionally, SCDC grievance policy mandates
how the immate is to follow and arrive at receiving the statutory mandated
prevailing waye by following established policy and procedure. The administra-
tive agencys interpretating with respsct to the statutes entrusted to its
administration ot its own regqulations.

Cur S.C. Supreme Court held in Torrence v S.C. Depart. of Corr. 433, S.C.
224, 857 SE2d 549 that the inmates grievance involved department policies

and procedures.

vl ] ©F 13



Exhibit A.3 is a letter dated May—-2-2025 from the Office of General Counsel
- Inmate Grievance Branch indicating thal the BRCI-0381-25 yreivance was
being investigated and thafwhat purpose the Inmate Grievance System served.
The Office of General Counsel is the Authority that governs the "Inmate
Grievance System" GA-01.12 knows what the policy and procedures entail yet
now . the wants to punish the inmate for following the very rules that are
in place.

The respondent's motion to dismiss will show a copy of grievance no.:
BRCI-0381-25 will show the appellant's step 1 grievance was received and
forwarded to BRCI on April 14, 2025 (See action taken by IGC) at the bottom
of the step 1 grievance. That shows the IGC at Tyger River could not receive
a grievance fromthe appellant with multiple issues because Mrs. Crumly (IGC)
could not process a grievance to another Institutlon. Again, SCDC Policy
only mandates that multiple issues are to be filed individually on separate
grievance forms, but there is no mandate or mention that grievances have
to be filked at the same time. '

Exhibits A.1 and A.2 are copies of other inmate settlement agreements that
identify the language used which is critical when alleging all claims. Exhibit
A.l states "For all work at all institutions for all time periods" and Exhibit
A.2 states "This release covers all work for Prison Industries at any and

all institutions where applicable work was performed? The appellant's settle
ment agreement does not have this language because the respondent never
included the hours because the appellant never asked in the TYRCI-0131-24
grievance about the BRCI PIECP pay claim.

The appellant would not have accepted the settlement agreement of $18,000.00
if the respondent had included any such language "for all work at all insti-
tutions for all time pericds" or any language indicating such becaiise SCDC
denied settlement aulhority that inciuded BRCI and.the language in the appell-

ant's settlement agreement reflects that.

If a statute or regulation administered by an agency is silent or
ambiguous with respect to specific issue, Court must give deference to agency-
's interpretation of statute or regulation, assuming interpretation is worthy

of deference (Plain, Literal, or Clear meaning).

7.
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S.C. Code Ann. §24-3-430 (H) mandates inmates ﬁay is directly paid to the
SCDC and at that point all pay claim matters must go through the SCDC internal
grievance policies and procedures. The appellant has followed all policies

and procedures, to include the directive from the Tyger River IGC Mrs. Crumly.

If the respondent actually believed the settlement agreement between
the respondent and the appellant was settled between the Tyger River Corr.
Inst. PIECP pay claim and the BRCI PIECP pay claim then the respondent would
have identified that "All work for all institutions for all time periods"
and/or some other language the respondent's have used to clarify in other
inmate settlement agreements. The respondent failed to add or use that lang-
uage in the appellant's settlement agréement. However, the respondent is
simply trying to use the ambiguous language in that same manner.

The Appellant asks this Honorable Court to either remand this case back
to the S8.C. Department of Corrections to work out a settlement agreement
or that this Honorable Court to rule that the appellant should be paid the
PIECP pay claim Identified in the current grievance for hours owed from
2003 through 2006 while working at RM DESIGNS. Inc while-at the Broad River

Corr. Inst. and/or any other proper and just ruling this Honorable Court
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EXHIBIT A.1

: SOTTH CAROLGM, DEFARTMENT {F IORRECTICNE
S INMAT?Z GRIEVAHCE FORM
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WORK ASSIONMENT |

INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL {stuic speaitfie dissahsfaction)

in 2ccerdance with SCOC Policy GA-0L.1Z, “inmate Grsev«nre Systzm,” due 0 the nature of aflega*ae-.,
vou have raised n your grigvance, it pas been forwarded (o the inmeate Grisvance Branch Cantral Office

and Office 6f General Counsel for 2 rasponse.

Inmate’s signatere has been adopied from SCDC 18-S, Stap 1 Inmata Grievance Form
i i .'i\ . "‘f’."
Grevant Signatuse i{}lj" Y.L .. Lz Lj o
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AHD BREASDN.
SEE REVERSE S{DE FOR RESPOMNSIRLE OFFCSALS DECISION & REASON
T L wead e 8110 45
Responsible Official Signatug-72. N P! LA NS Date 1/ 74 { A
? 7

The decision rendered by the respomsible efficial exbausts the sppeal pmaes, of tw inmoiz Grievance Procedure, !
hercby acknowledge receipt of the ofvicial's respome and unders(am thss is the Agency’s ﬁual respons2 1o s matier
. [ .
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EXHIBIT A.1

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 2 GRIEVANCE FORM
i Complets form in its entivery, writing only in the spacs provided for inmate vse,

2. State your specific reason for further appeal. Do not submit any new issues fos moview. No add.uona.l
pzges will be permitted. -

3. Submiit this completed form with your copy of thé Step ! form by pl;fu:iﬁg in the Grievance Box
within five (5) deys of your reesipt of the Warden's decisicn. D6 not wiite in the space prmride& for
the responsible official. : )

4. The decision rendered by the respoasible official exhavsts the mppez.l pracess of the SCDC In.mme
Gne% ance Proceduse.

Clande Hamefiek, # 134172 - TYRCE-0302-25

SCDC has calculated your pay at the prevailing wage rate for your Frison Industries -
job code(s) for all work at all institutions for all time_periods. There are no .
calculations afRer May 21, 2024 because on that date, the inmate pay- statute, S.C.
Code 24-3-430(D)}, was amended to éligiinate the language requiring that inmaies be
paid the prevailing wage going forward. It is row lawful for inmates to be paid the
federal minimmum wage. Qur calculdtions resulted in the following:

Met tossl: ST

SCOC believes iis calculations are cmrect and we 21¢ prepared ic pay you the full-
net total upon execution of 2 seit’enent agreement and release. If you d;spute the
time anod in question or the calcu!atnons, you may file an appeal.

[V/L@ ﬂ/}’!f%/gé 1 accept a setifement for the fisl net total

1 do not accept 2 seitiement and wnsh to file

" an appeal.

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal procsss of the

Inmate Grievance Procedure. No additional grievances may be submitted through.
the Inmate Grievance System regarding the timeframe stated in this Final Agency
Decision. Therefore, we considger your gnevana resolved.

You may appeal this decision wnder the'South Caiolina Admmlstratm, Proc.,durea
Act to the South Carolina Admm:stratwe Law Couri. In order to app°31 you st .

- complete the atiached Notice of Appeal | Fom and submit it as instrucied on the rarn
within 20 days of receipt of this decxs;on. ]

e
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EXHIBIT A.2

‘ FINAL RELEASE OF ALL CLAIMS
I, Charles Jackson, #220129, hereby voluntarily enter into this Final Release of All Claims.

Charles Jackson, #220129 (hereinafter “Inmate”) for and in consideration of the promise
and agreement hereby made on behalf of the South Carolina Department of Coirections (*SCDC”)
to pay $12,880.97 to Inmate, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and
sufficiency of which is bereby acknowledged, Inmate does hereby release, acquit, and forever
discharge SCDC, its agents, successors and assigns, cutrent and former employees, current and
former elected officials, or attorneys and any and all other firms, persons, associations,

- corporations, or entities, whether herein named or referred to or not, from any and all claims,

grievances, Administrative Law. Court cases, appeals, petitions, demands, causes of actions,

& " actions or suits of any kind or nature whatsoever, including, but not limited 1o, all claims, known

or unknown, up to and including the date of this Release relating in any way to the monies of any

kind paid to Inmate, including but not limited to claims that inmate was not paid the “prevailing’
wage” pursnant to S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430 (d). This Release specifically includes any claim

relating to remittances of monies, back payment of wages, and any other damdges of any kind

whatsoever, whether in tort or contract or any other basis, on account of ot arising out of or in any

way relating to Inmate’s participation in the Prison Industries Program, including any Prison

Industries Enhancement Program (“PIE” or “PIECP™) while incarcerated at the South Carolina

_Department of Corrections. This Release covers all work for Prison Industries at any and all

institutions where applicable work was performed. This Release specifically includes any matters

currently pending in any South Carolina or Federal coutt, including any appellate court, Inmate

agrees that any pending court matter shall be ended and/or dismissed with prejudice and Inmate

shall sign any necessary documents to effectuate dismissal.

Tnmate hereby declares that the terms of this Final Release have been completely read, fully
understood, and voluntarily accepted for the purpose of making a full and final compromise and
settlement of any and all claims and or losses against SCDC and any and all firms, persons, or -
cotporations liable or who might be claimed to be liable. Tnmate understands that the express
putpose of this Release is to forever preclude any further or additional claims by or on behalf of

. Inmate arising out of or in any way related to Inmate’s participation in the Prison Industries
Program, including any Prison Industries Enhancement Program (“PIE” or “PIECP™), and it is
further understood and agreed that this Final Release may be plead as a bar to any claim of any
kind whatsoever which may be asserted by Inmate or on his behalf in connection with the
aforementioned participation in the Prison Industries Progran.

This Final Release of All Claims shall be interpreted and governed in accordance with the
laws of the State of South Carolina.

Inmate agrees that he has not assigned, transferred, or conveyed in any manner all or any

paww legal rights against the other in connection with the matters described
/ .

Charles Jackson, #220129

ofF (5
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EXHIBIT A.2

above related to claims related to Prison Industries or pay.

Inmate understands that SCDC is not witbholding any amount or paying any amount on.
behalf of Inmate for taxes. Inmate specifically agrees that, to the extent any tax liability (state,

federal or otherwise) may now or hereafter become due because of the payment of any sums
pursuant to this Agreement or claims against SCDC, such liabilities shall be his sole responsibility,
and he shall pay any taxes, penalties or interest which may be due and payable. Moreover, if; for
any reason, at any time, a claim is made against SCDC for taxes of any kind on the payments made
hereunder, Inmate agrees within thirty (30) days of being notified of such claim(s) to indemnify
SCDC, its officers, directors, and/or agents and to hold them harmless against such claims,
including any penalties and/or interest. '

In consideration of the above payment, the undersigned also agree(s) that this setflement is
the compromise of a disputed claim and that the payment made in settlement thereof is not to be
construed as an admission of liability on the part of SCDC. The above stated amount is paid as
a settlement, and amounts paid as settlements are not subject to statutory deductions. The
above stated amount represents the total settlement which will be paid. The above stated

amount is the total settlement amount, and no additional funds will be paid for child support
ox placed into long-term savings.

The undersigned further declares and represents that no promise, inducement, or agreement not
herein expressed-has been made to the undersigned and that this release contains the entire

agreement between the parties hereto, and the terms of this release are contractual and not a mere
recital.

, N WITNESS WHEREOF, my hend and seal is hereunto set this _ 2 @€ day of
MGy , 2025, in the presence of the below named witness.

I HAVE READ THE FOREGOING RELEASE.
WITNESS:

Charles Jackson, #220129
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INMATE:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

lN MATE CO PY EXHIBIT ’A-.3 ;.—_ .._ =:

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
OFFICE OF GENERAL COUNSEL I INMATE GRIEVANCE BRANCH
INMATE GRIEVANCE APPEAL

Swofford, Ronnie | SCDC No.218281

Office of General Counsel ] Inmate Grievance Branch

Prevailing Wage Appeal | Grievance No. BRCI-0381-25

5/2/25

t
i

The Office of General Counsel - Inmate Grievance Branch is in receipt of your prevailing wage appeal.
Pursuant to S(EZDC Policy GA-01.12 Inmate Grievance System, the South Carolina Department of Corrections
advocates timely ard efficient resolution of complaints and' grievances brought to the atténtion of
a.dministratoré by inmates. To this end, the Department will develop, administer, and implement an inmate
gn'evanée syst;em accessible to all inmates.

The appeal oﬁz your grievance requires further investigation and evaluation. However, due to the volume of

incoming pre\frailing wage grievances and the extenuating nature of your appeal, additional time is needed to
process your grievance. Consequently, it will be held in abeyance while the authorized personnel complete
their investigaﬁon and evaluation of your grievance. Upon the conclusion of this investigation and evaluation,

your grievance will be pfocessed in accordance with applicable policies and procedures.

Ce: SCDC Inmate Grievarice Branch
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South Carolina Code Section 24-3-430 (2024) - Inmale labor in private industry autherized; requirements and conditions.
b
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Go to Previous Versions of this Section v l

2024 So!uth Carolina Code of Laws

Title 24 - Corrections, Jails, Probations, Paroles and Pardons
Chapterlg - State Prison System

Section 24-3-430. Inmate labor in private industry authorized; requirements
and coniiitions.

Universal Citaﬁ:in:
SCCode§ z4—3~43ti> (2029) O

< Previous f Next »

{A) The Director of the Department of Corrections may establish a program involving the use of inmate labor by a nonprofit erganization or in private industry for the
manufacturing andjpracessing of goeds, wares, or merchandise or the pravision of services or another business or commercial enterprise considered by the director to enhance the
general welfare of South Carolina. No vislent offender shall be afforded the opportunity to perform labor for nonprofit erganizations if such labor is outside the confines of a
correctional institution, Intates participating in such labor shall not benefit in any manner contradictory to existing statutes.

(B) The director may enter into contracts necessary to implement this program. The contractual agreements may include rental or lease agreements for state buildings or portions
of them on the gmdnds of an institution or a facility of the Department of Corrections and provide for reasonable access to and egress from the building to establish and operate a
facility.

(C) An inmate may participate in the program established pursuant to this section only on a voluntary basis and only after he has been informed of the conditions of his
employment.

(D) No inmate participating in the program may earn less than an hourly rate equal to the federal minimum wage for work of similar natyre in the private sector.

(E) Inmate participation in the program may not result in the displacement of employed workers in the State of South Carolina and may not impair existing contraets for services,

{F) Nothing contained in this section restores, in whole or in part, the civil sights of an inmate. No inmate compensated for participation in the program is considered an employee
of the State, !

1 .
(G) No inmate who participates in 2 project designated by the Director of the Bureau of Justice Assistance pursuant to Public Law go-351 is eligible for unemployrnent
eompensatien uponjtermination from the progeam.

(H) The earnings of an Inmate authorized to worl at paid employment pursuant to this section must be paid directly to the Department of Corrections and applied as provided
vnder Section 24-3-40.

HISTORY: 1595 ActtNo. 7, Part I, Section 43; 1998 Act Ne. 355, Section 1; 2024 Act No. 192 (8.1001), Section 1, eff May 21, 2624,

¢ Previous Next >

Disclaimer: These codes may not be the most recent version. South Carolina may have move earrent or a¢curate information. We make no warranties or guarantees about the aceuracy, completeness, or
adequacy of the information contained on this site or the information licked to on the state site. Please check official spurces.

‘This site Is protected by reCAPTCHA and the Google Privacy Policy and Terms of Service apply.
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RECEIVED)
MAR 23 2026

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ;
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT SC Court of' Appeals

Ronnie Swofford, Jr., #218281, Docket No. 25-ALJ-04-0744-AP
Grievance No. BRCI 0381-25
Appellant,
V. : ORDER

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (Court or ALC)
pursuant to an appeal filed on October 23, 2025, by Ronnie Swofford, Jr. (Appellant) an inmate
incarcerated with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (Department). This matter was
assigned to the undersigned on November 13, 2025. Apﬁellant is challenging the Department’s
final decision that he is not entitled to any ad&itional funds for his participation in the prison
industries program. See S.C. Code Ann, § 24-3-43 OCD) (Supp. 2025).

On Apr_il 11, 2025, Appellant filed a Step 1 Gfievance, disputing his pay for labor
performed in the Prison Industry Enhancement Certification Program (PIECP). Appellant’s
grievance was elevated to the Step 2 level. On October 7, 2025, the Step 2 Grievance response was
issued, in which the Department resolved Appellant’s grievance on the grounds that Appellant
settled his prevailing wage claim. This appeal followed. The Department filed aﬂqtjpn to Dismiss
(Motion) on January 15, 2026. As grounds for its request, the Department represents that the parties
entered a settlement agreement regarding Appellant’s claim, anfi@e;)epartment has@

@ﬁh@ Department attached a copy of the Final Setm Agreement and Release of All
aims to the I(/[otion..Appe]lant filed a response to the Motion on January 27, 2026. Appellant
filed his initial brief on January 29, 2026.
DISCUSSION

The Court’s jurisdiction to hear this matter is derived from the decision of the South

Carolina Supreme Court in Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000). In Al-

Shabazz, the South Carolina Supreme Court set forth that the ALC has jurisdiction to review
inmate appeals involving state-created liberty or property interests. Id.; see also Skipper v. S.C.
Dep’t of Corr., 370 §.C. 267, 633 S.E.2d 910 (Ct. App. 2006) (finding dismissal of inmate’s appeal

g
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appropriate because his grievance did not implicate a state-created liberty interest). Furthermore,
in Wicker v. South Carolina Department of Corrections, the Supreme Court further clarified that
this Court has jurisdiction to hear inmate wage claim grievances in the limited circumstance where
the state has created a statutory right to that wage. 360 S.C. 421, 423-24, 602 8.E.2d 56, 57 (2004)
(“We find that where, as here, the state has created a statutory right to the payment of a prevailing
wage, it cannot thereafter deny that right without affording due process of law.”). However, in
Slezak v. South Carolina Department of Corrections, our Supreme Court explained that while the
ALC has jurisdiction over properly filed inmate grievance appeals, summary dismissal is
appropriate “where the inmate’s grievance does not implicate a state-created liberty or property
interest.” 361 S.C. 327, 331, 605 S.E.2d 506, 508 (2004). Recently, the court further clarified that
while the ALC has jurisdiction over all inmate grievance appeals, it is “not required to hold a
hearing in every matter and may summarily dismiss an inmate’s grievance if it does not implicate
a state-created liberty or property interest sufficient to trigger procedural due process guarantees.”
Allenv. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 439 S.C. 164, 170-71, 886 S.E.2d 671, 674 (2023).

“In its Motion, the Department asserts the parties settled “any arid all claims arising out of
Appellant’s participation in the prison industries program.” Additionally, the Department indicated
that the settlement funds were deposited into Appellant’s E.H. Cooper Account on or about
February 7, 2025. The settlement agreement provided that “[i]nmate understands that the express
purpose of this Release is to forever preclude any further or additional claims by or on behalf of

Inmate arising out of or in any way related to Inmate’s participation in [PIECP].” Therefore,

Appellant has fully resolved his claim for wages and thus( is challenging a contract he entered into

with the Department. This matter is not properly before this Court. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-77-50

(2005) (circuit courts vested with jurisdiétion to hear and determine all questions, actions and
controversies affecting agencies of this State, and officials of the State in their official capacities);
S.C. CONST. art. 1, § 14 (preserving the right of trial by jury inviolate); see also Sec. and Exch.
Comm’n v. Jarkesy, 603 U.8. 109, 135, 144 S.Ct. 2117, 2136 (2024) (providing that the Seventh
Amendment right to jury trial cannot be conjured away by mandating traditional legal claims be
taken to an administrative tribunal). Furthermore, Appellant does not dispute that his claim
“involves a contract dispute; in fact, his response confirms this by stating “the specific language at

issue here is extremely ambiguous” in reference to the settlement agreement.
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ORDER

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Department’s Motion is GRANTED, and this

appeél is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

g/ﬁ'ﬁiﬁﬁ . Fosphad]

The Honorable Crystal M. Rookard
February 18, 2026 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).

s

Elizabeth Brown
Judicial Law Clerk
February 18, 2026
Columbia, South Carolina
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