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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Adam Weitenhagen, #319884, Docket No. 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP
Appellant, ORDER GRANTING MOTIONTO
REMAND AND DENYING MOTION
VS. TO COMPEL

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

STATEMENT OF CASE

This matter is pending before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (the ALC or
the Court) pursuant to an appeal filed by Adam Weitenhagen (Appellant), an innate incarcerated
with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC or the Department). See Allenv. S.C.
Dep't of Corr., 439 S.C. 164, 170, 886 S.E.2d 671, 674 (2023); Slezak v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 361
S.C. 327, 331 605 S.E.2d 506, 507 (2004); and A/-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 369, 527 S.E.2d
742, 750 (2000).

On May 16, 2023, Appellant submitted a Step 1 grievance stating “[m]y participation in
Prison Industries is in violation of S.C. Code § 24-3-430(D) and Torrence v. SCDC” and
requesting that “[his] participation be in compliance with S.C. Code § 24-3-430(D) and Torrence
v. SCDC.” This grievance was designated by the Department as grievance number TYRCI0327-
23. On May 19, 2023, the Department responded: “Your grievance has been processed and is
being returned to you due to it being a duplicate to TYRCI-0241-22 which was processed.”
Appellant received the Department’s response on May 19, 2023,

Appellant filed his notice of appeal on May 26, 2023, asserting only that he had not been
compensated pursuant to S.C. Code § 24-3-430(D) and Torrence v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 433 S.C.
633; 861 S.E.2d 36 (Ct. App. 2021) for his participation within the Prison Industries Program.
This matter was assigned to the undersigned on June 7, 2023. On August 17,2023, the Department
filed a motion to enlarge the time to file the record on appeal, which was granted on September
13, 2023. On September 15, 2023, the Department filed a motion to dismiss on the basis that
Appellant’s May 16, 2023 Step 1 grievance (TYRCI0327-23) is impermissibly duplicative to a
prior grievance TYRCI 0241-22. On October 5, 2023, Appellant filed a response objecting to the

#0F SOUTH

17 & .
‘ w-u_fu o
A\ o /
'$C Admin Law Court



Department’s motion and stated that “the continuous actions to deny the proper wage within
contractual agreement and the bi-weekly deductions under S.C. Code 24-32-40 amounts to a
deprivation for continuous claims not one single claim as presented.” On September 22, 2023,
Appellant filed a motion to compel the Department to include its Shaw Industries contract in the
record on appeal on the basis of the contract relating to the parties’ positions.

On October 11, 2023, the Court granted the Department’s motion in part, dismissing
Appellant’s claims for prevailing wages through November 2, 2022. The Court also ordered
Appellant to submit a letter to the Court clarifying the scope of his claim for prevailing wages.
The Court received the requested correspondence from Appellant on October 23, 2023. Appellant
asserted in the letter that his second grievance sought prevailing wages from January 23, 2023 “to
present.”

On October 31, 2023, the Court denied the Department’s motion in part upon concluding
that the Appellant’s second grievance was not duplicative and that the grievance for prevailing
wages from January 23, 2023 were not barred by the Department’s decision on the first grievance.
The order completed the Court’s consideration of and disposed of the Department’s motion to
dismiss. In response, the Department filed a Motion to Remand and Response to Motion to
Compel on November 13, 2023. In its motion to remand the Department seeks to be allowed to
render a final agency decision on Appellant’s second grievance, limited to the January 23, 2023 to
present timeframe. The Department further asserts that remand would render the pending motion
to compel moot and, alternatively, asserts such a motion is not available under the Court’s rules
applicable to inmate appeals. As of the date of this order, Appellant has not filed a response to the
Motion.

DISCUSSION

The 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. 2023); Allen, 439 S.C. at 170, 886 S.E.2d
at 674 (2023) ("[T]he ALC has subject matter jurisdiction over inmate grievance appeals that have
been properly filed."); see also Slezak, 361 S.C. at 331, 605 S.E.2d at 507 (2004); Al-Shabazz, 338
S.C. at 369, 527 S.E.2d at 750 (2000).

Appellant presented the Department with a grievance, designated as TYRCI0327-23, that

the Department initially rejected as duplicative but has now indicated it will address consistent



with the Court’s earlier ruling that the second grievance was not duplicative. The Department has
moved the Court to remand so the Department can render a final agency decision.

The Court's review of inmate grievances is confined to the same manner as prescribed in
section 1-23-380 of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2023). See S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-600(E)
(Supp. 2023). Section 1-23-380 provides the following:

The [C]ourt may not substitute its judgment for the judgment of the
agency as to the weight of the evidence on questions of fact. The
[CJourt may affirm the decision of the agency or remand the case
for further proceedings. The [Clourt 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.

S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5) (Supp. 2023). Notably, this same section also provides that “[i]n
cases of alleged irregularities in procedure before the agency, not shown in the record, and
established by proof satisfactory to the court, the case may be remanded to the agency for action
as the court considers appropriate. S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(4) (Supp. 2023).

Furthermore, a prerequisite for the ALC to review a decision of the Department on appeal
is that the inmate has exhausted all of the administrative remedies with the Department. See § 1-
23-380 ("A party who has exhausted all administrative remedies available within the agency and
who is aggrieved by a final decision in a contested case is entitled to judicial review pursuant to
this article and Article 1."); see also Brown v. James, 389 S.C. 41, 48, 697 S.E.2d 604, 608 (Ct.
App. 2010) ("The doctrine of exhaustion of administrative remedies requires that where a remedy

before an administrative agency is provided, relief must be sought by exhausting this remedy



before the courts will act. This doctrine is well established, is a cardinal principle of practically
universal application, and must be borne in mind by the courts in construing a statute providing
for review of administrative action." (quoting 2 Am. Jur. 2d, Administrative Law § 595 (1962))).

Presently, the Department seeks an order remanding this matter to the Department to allow
it to issue a response to Appellant’s second grievance (TYRCI0327-23). The Court is satisfied that
the requirements for remand found in Section 1-23-380(4) have been met. Furthermore, the
remand sought by the Department is well rooted in and honors the need for Appellant to exhaust
administrative remedies with the Department before seeking review by the Court. Therefore, it is
appropriate to remand this matter to the Department to allow it to issue a response to Appellant’s
second grievance so that the parties will have a full and fair opportunity to address the issues
between one another. The Court makes no comment on what the Department may or may not
include in its response to Appellant's grievance.'

Having determined the appropriateness of and granting the remand, the Appellant’s motion
to compel is rendered moot and, therefore, denied. See McDill v. Nationwide Mut. Ins. Co., 368
S.C. 29, 31, 629 S.E.2d 749, 750 (Ct.App. 2006) (a case becomes moot when judgment, if
rendered, will have no practical legal effect upon the existing controversy); Perry v. Green, 313
S.C. 250, 256-57, 437 S.E.2d 150, 154 (Ct.App. 1993) (the appellate court will not pass on
moot and academic questions); 15 S.C. Jur. Appeal and Error § 19 (Nov. 2023 Update).

ORDER

IT IS ORDERED that the matter is REMANDED to the South Carolina Department of

Corrections for the Department to issue a decision concerning Appellant’s claims designated as

grievance TYRCI0327-23.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Appellant’s motion to compel is DENIED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. Ww

The Honorable Robert L. Reibold
Administrative Law Judge

November 29, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina

! As an additional ground to grant the Department's requested relief, the Court notes Appellant has not filed a response
to the Department's motion. Accordingly, Appellant has implicitly consented to the Department's requested relief.
See SCALC Rule 68 (permitting the ALJ to apply the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules in his or her discretion
to resolve questions not addressed by the Court's rules); Rule 240(¢), SCACR ("Failure of a party to timely file a
return may be deemed a consent by that party to the relief sought in the motion or petition.").
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Van Whitehead, hereby certify that I have on 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).

vﬂﬂ-%ﬂ

Van Whitehead
Judicial Law Clerk

November 29, 2023
Columbia, South Carolina



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Administrative Law Court

Adam Weitenhagen, #319884 Docket # 23-AUJ-04-0197-AP

Vs.

Appellant, Grievance No: TYRCI 327-231

Appellant’s Objections to Motion to Dismiss

South Carolina Dept. of Corrections,

1)

2

3)

4)

5.)

6.)

Respondent...

The Appellant, hereby makes the following objections to the Respondent’s motion to dismiss:

Pursuant to S.C. Code Appellant receives a wage and deduction for his performance in the Prison
Industries Enhancement Program, (Hereinafter P.L.E.P.), See S.C.Code 24-3-430(d) and 24-3-
40.Pursuant to those State Statutes every two weeks a deduction for wages is made by the South
Carolina Department of Corrections.

Appellant filed a step one and step two grievance of the issue as it initially accrued from the wages
deducted by the Respondent. The Appellant received his initial final decision from the
Respondents stipulating that his pay wage as of that date was actually correct pursuant to S>C>
Code 24-3-430 (d) and 24-3-40. Thus, Appellant was given notice that his pay was correctly applied
pursuant to SCDC contract with Shaw Industries and reflected the D.E.W. data as required.

On September 2" the Appellant was paid for labor performed within the P.L.E.P. program at Tyger
River Correctional Institution, and received a deduction sheet that verified that has pay in fact had
not been corrected or reflected the contractual obligations as agreed with Shaw Inc. and SCDC.
Therefore Appellant filed a subsequent grievance as the issue was not resolved as stipulated in
the initial Step Two Grievance.

Appellant filed an appeal of that wage deduction of September 2" 2023, which subsequently
continues to be the practice of SCDC through the present date. As a result Appellant continues
have wages deducted by the Respondent that does not reflect the contractual agreement and
State Law.

The Respondents requested and was granted an abeyance of 120 days to settle the matter of the
Step one grievance filed September 9, 2023. However, has failed to present any negotiations or
record for wage deductions in the above captioned matter, which the Appellant filed to compel
with this Honorable Court.

The Appellant submits that the continuous actions to deny the proper wage within contractual
agreement and the bi-weekly deductions under S.C. Code 24-32-40 amounts to a deprivation for
continuous claims not one single claim as presented.



Wherefore, the Appellant requests this Honorable Court to deny the Motion to Dismiss where the
claim is one which is outstanding and continues as a result of the failure of the Respondent to
comply with contractual agreement. Further, where the Appellant in filing filed upon a continuous
claim under agency policy for which he is entitled as it accrues every two weeks as a result of the
practice of the Respondent.

Respectfully Submitted

-

s/
Adam Weitenhagen #319884
Tyger River Correctional Institution

200 Prison Road Unit 1 Room 217
Enoree, SC 29335
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Administrative Law Court

Adam Weitenhagen, #319884 Docket # 23-AU-04-0197-AP

Vs.

Appellant, Grievance No: TYRCI 327-231

Appellant’s Objections to Motion to Dismiss

South Carolina Dept. of Corrections,

1)

2)

3.)

4.)

5.)

6.)

Respondent...

The Appellant, hereby makes the following objections to the Respondent’s motion to dismiss:

Pursuant to S.C. Code Appellant receives a wage and deduction for his performance in the Prison
Industries Enhancement Program, (Hereinafter P.I.E.P.), See S.C.Code 24-3-430(d) and 24-3-
40.Pursuant to those State Statutes every two weeks a deduction for wages is made by the South
Carolina Department of Corrections.

Appellant filed a step one and step two grievance of the issue as it initially accrued from the wages
deducted by the Respondent. The Appellant received his initial final decision from the
Respondents stipulating that his pay wage as of that date was actually correct pursuant to S>C>
Code 24-3-430 (d) and 24-3-40. Thus, Appellant was given notice that his pay was correctly applied
pursuant to SCDC contract with Shaw Industries and reflected the D.E.W. data as required.

On September 2™ the Appellant was paid for labor performed within the P.L.E.P. program at Tyger
River Correctional Institution, and received a deduction sheet that verified that has pay in fact had
not been corrected or reflected the contractual obligations as agreed with Shaw Inc. and SCDC.
Therefore Appellant filed a subsequent grievance as the issue was not resolved as stipulated in
the initial Step Two Grievance.

Appellant filed an appeal of that wage deduction of September 2™ 2023, which subsequently
continues to be the practice of SCDC through the present date. As a result Appellant continues
have wages deducted by the Respondent that does not reflect the contractual agreement and
State Law.

The Respondents requested and was granted an abeyance of 120 days to settle the matter of the
Step one grievance filed September 9, 2023. However, has failed to present any negotiations or
record for wage deductions in the above captioned matter, which the Appellant filed to compel
with this Honorable Court.

The Appellant submits that the continuous actions to deny the proper wage within contractual
agreement and the bi-weekly deductions under S.C. Code 24-32-40 amounts to a deprivation for
continuous claims not one single claim as presented.
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Wherefore, the Appellant requests this Honorable Court to deny the Motion to Dismiss where the
claim is one which is outstanding and continues as a result of the failure of the Respondent to
comply with contractual agreement. Further, where the Appellant in filing filed upon a continuous

claim under agency policy for which he is entitled as it accrues every two weeks as a result of the
practice of the Respondent.

spectfully Submitted
S/ / e Mftf %A‘ ‘

Adam Weitenhagen #319884
Tyger River Correctional Institution
200 Prison Road Unit 1 Room 217
Enoree, SC 29335
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From: Adam Weithenhagen #319884
Tyger River Correctional Institution
200 Prison road

Enoree, SC 29335

To: The Honorable Robert L. Reibold
Administrative Law Court Judge
1205 Pendleton Street, Suite224
Columbia, SC 28201

Dear Judge Reibold:

Pursuant to the Order issued October 11, 2023 by you to address by way of letter to clarify the
second grievance and its dates, | submit to you the following as requested in grievance Number
(TYRCI0327-23), which | filed with this Honorable Court. On November 2, 2022, | filed the initial grievance
claiming entitlement to back wages. However, chose to not seek such back wages after the Department
stipulated that | was receiving a wage in accordance to S.C. Code 24-3-430 (d). However, subsequently |
received a copy of the Shaw Industries Contract which stipulated rates of pay and the outline of how
wages are to be deducted by the Respondent under the Statutory Code. That the present Federal
Minimum Wage was a training wage for the first thirty days of my participation within the program and
that my rate of pay was to increase upon retention after thirty days to a wage consistent with the
Department of Employment and Workforce Data for any future participation beyond the thirty day period.

Thus, | filed the Grievance on those wages from January 23, 2023 to present and specifically that
my rate of pay is not in compliance with Statutory Law and contractual obligation, and that | am being
paid a wage in violation of 5.C. Code 24-3-430 (d), for my participation in Prison Industries, Torrence v.
S.C. Dept. of Corrections, 433 S.C. 633; 861 S.E.2d 36 (2021), as stated within the grievance.

Therefore, as of this date the rate of pay is not been corrected as alleged within the initial
grievance, and deductions of those wages under S.C. Code 24-3-40, have been withheld since January 23,
2023, which were denied by the Respondent. So what | am asking the court is to correct the pay rate to
reflect what was agreed upon within the contractual agreement between the SCDC and Shaw Industries
prior to any further deductions and withholding of wages, for any future labor within the program.

| pray this will clarify my position and ask that if my second grievance is remanded for response
that this Honorable Court take note of the excessive delay in answering grievances in Step 2, and how this
is being used to delay access to this Honorable Court, and ask that a timeline for such be stipulated.

; Respectfully Submitted
S &Zh Lovan o Bing i .

Adam Weitenhagen Appellant Pro Se

C.C. File
Office of General Counsel



/3

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Adam Weitenhagen, hereby certify that | have this date served the The Honorable Robert |, Reibold, and
the Office of General Counsel, with the required letter of Clarification as stipulated within the Order issued
on October 11, 2023 by depositing a copy and original of such in the United States Mail postage paid, to
the address provided by the parties and or attorneys in this matter.

/[ pn Respectfully Submitted
S i oy

Adam Weitenhagen Appellant Pro Se

C.C. File
Office of General Counsel
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

RF CEIVER " INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM iy
| STEP 1
NOY £ 9 2n22
INMATE NAME;:~ - . e Adan Weitenhagen T Y01 OFFICE USE ONLY
AWC‘—"“:'VL“‘; Tete 4 GrlevanceNO naq‘_’u
SCDC NUMBWRRDEN'S OF 1888 11-9-22 DR |code: General MY7 15
INSTI'I%UTION' Tyger River Correctional Instic.ci Policy
' Disc. Hear.
HOUSING UNIT: Unit 1 / Room 217 Cluss;
; . PREA
WORK ASSIGNMENT: ___ Prison Industry (PI 2 Main Office) |Date Received |[][4]42
! IGC Initials

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

which policy. Include supporting docuinentation and attach answered RTSM or Kiosk reference number.)
Im cxrently enployed in the Tyger River Gorrectiomal Institution's Private Sector Prism Industry (PIECP) plant
& have been continously since Jure 2,2018. I have perfommed 7,646.5 hars  of regular horr labor and 1,226.75

owertire hows of laoor, ** My complaint is throghoat ny entire employment, SOOC has refused ard aontinues to
reﬁsempaymﬂegmhrngm;aﬂxnymasmrhteiwalcuhcflm%m (D) & §24-3-315
mmmmwmsimmmmdmmmmmﬁmmmmm
the sae or similar work. ( Federal Iaw Also merdates that I be paid ro less than prevailing weges 18 USCA 1761)

% T perfomed 267.5 haurs of wark as QC Quality Gontrol inspecting the wood products,and vas anly paid $7.30¢
per hour, The SC Department (F Enployment & Workfarce (DEW) Wage Plan For Tyger River list a prevailing wage
cﬁ$]}2§ﬁ¢;er£b.1r(S@Aﬂﬁe@[ﬁp@tﬂﬂ'shﬁpﬂmh@g&h@),.'Ite:e&xe&ﬂl:o»e-:-neﬂ:edlffaace
of$‘l4513(¢frxnym:ﬁcasa(£.,,. I also perfamed 697.75 regular hoars & 35.5 hours of over time wark
as a shipping and recieving clerk & was anly paid $7.30 to $7.40¢ per hour,however, [EW's attached Wage Plan
says I should have been gettting paid a prevailing wage of $10.55¢ per hour as an experienced shipping and
:emewngcleﬁa’ﬂmfcxe,&ﬂfuesneﬁad:fﬁetmofﬂ,&@ for my labor as an experienced shipping
& recieving clerk... *** T also perfomed 5,562.75 regular haars ad 1,168.25 hoars of overtime wark as an
experienced Administrative Office Clerk for which T was anly paid $7.40¢ per hour,however, EW's Wage Plan for
Tyger River list that I should heve been paid a prevailing hoarly wage of $10.55¢ per har  for my wark as an
em:axxd@dmnstmﬁve@&maded&ﬂmefme,&ltuesmﬂ&dﬁfa&mofﬂ%ﬂﬁ&m

Mote: There is nothing arbiguous ar corplex about §24-3-430 (D) Or §24-3-315 ar the SC Gourt OF Agpeals Jue 30,
2021 Torrence v. SOIC,433 SC 633;861 SE 2d. 36 {SC Ct. Agp. 2021) decision. There is rothing anbigous about the
mmmmmm@mﬁxm&mmmmmmm
market without paying inmetes a pevailing wage (18 UBA 1761 (C) (2) ad uder state law §4-3-410 & §24-3-42,
ﬁmmrwmmmammmmmaﬂmmﬂnlmmmmm&me
matters have a legl duby to infam SIC they are violating state and federal law & each arder transported & or

ﬂdmm@@mﬁh@am&mmm&%Mmmmmﬁw
criminal activities,which could warrant &istarment.

***Ialszc:;rrplamﬁatImcﬂ:ed1mz%mgessnaium&msg(}nevanﬁ“amfe ?ate
dywdﬂﬁ_mwmpamxaﬁma$1ommmge //,./2&_

ACTION REQUESTED: T request SIC pay e the $23,111.00¢ it owes me fcrﬂevmprezfmaiasaq;
Experienced Shipping & Recieving Clerk,& Experienced Administrative Office Clerk. & I request SOC oo to W &
find cut what the prevailing wage is for inmates working on that very dangerous 400 degree hot press and pay me
whatever is awed e as mardated by §24-3-315.4{SFE: AHtachment BFW Wage Plan Rr Tyoger River & Shaw Wage Saale).
ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: [¢}"PROCESSED [ | UNPROCESSED [ ] OTHER '

i~ S6€ Warden’s response on back .~ e

IGC Slg‘{lature Date

(CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE)
SCDC 10-5 (Rev. October 2013)



WARDEN'S DECISION AND REASON: ] S/

D -
4
ul

Grievant Signatu

Weitenhagen, Adam 319884 TYRCI-0241-22

I have reviewed your concern. In it you stated that you currently work in the Prison Industries Program at Tyger River
Correctional Institution and have been involved in this program since 6/2/18. You allege that you are entitled to
prevailing wages as defined by the Department of Employment and Workforce. You have requested that you be paid
back wages for the difference between your current rate of pay and prevailing wages. In addition, you have requested
that you be paid the prevailing wage going forward. Inmates voluntarily accept services provided by Prison Industries
Private Sector Programs and Prison Industries Service Programs. Pursuant to SCDC Policy ADM-15.13  Inmate Pay,
it establishes criteria for determining eligibility for inmate pay and ensures proper handling of all matters pertaining
thereto. An employee is designated specifically to enter inmate pay data, provided by PI, into the Inmate Pay System.
Inmates entering a PI program receives pay at that program's current rate. Problems in pay must be identified within
15 days of the payroll date error. Record of electronic notification must be retained. Failure to notify the Agency in
writing and within 15 days, forfeits back pay. You were provided with wages that were approved by the governing
authority of South Carolina at that time and accepted as such. Any additional information that you require should be
addressed to companies outside SCDC. You have failed to prove pertinent staff performed their duties inconsistent
with applicable policy and procedure.

Therefore, your grievance is denied.

If you disagree with this Warden’s Decision (Decision), you may file an appeal by completing SCDC Step 2 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.

=L

Warden Signature Date-

I accept the Warden's decision and consider the matter closed.

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

[//2%/z QC}MQ/ ///yﬁz
i+ 7/ O / /

Date : MC Signature

Date

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM

1.

&

. An inf;)rmal resolution shall be atté"m;ﬂ"ted 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.

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

Only 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.

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.
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INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM , St
nis e (DG 9R90 STEP 2 ‘ Ofﬁce;r[\is@@fﬂy*w ER C.l.
— = -t CI 4 e i e B e e e ———— - —— S WA%D:_‘? -f'?-i:-. F?
O INMATE GRIEVANCE S : Gnevaglce No. T‘JUZC_I 02’*//‘252
'INMATE NAME: Adam Weitenhagen Code: gsﬁgai -m L// RE
7 ,

_ il . el Disc. Hear.

'SCDC NUMBER: kb 1-.22 oA e
i i i tuti PREA

INSTITUTION: X / Tyger River Correctional ImEEutlon Bite Recen«ed( 7
; . IGC Initials:
HOUSING UNIT: Unit One, Room 217 Date Received: m
i o i : IGA Initials:
'WORK ASSIGNMENT: Prison Industry (PI-2 Main Office)

'INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dlssa'asfacuon ‘The Warden's decision inplies that
Ivo]uteeredto (PIE{IP % ggﬁg%l to be paid less
g::asa;amstp.bhc mgtgﬁmyladcrmofﬂﬁmtmmmmhd( mtvgsérszgymmscze)
924—3—4.3&D)ﬂarmtlrg;revaﬂ.1rg is a stabutcry law **A]tgo,mcrtrélmdﬁ‘v . s 2693%004
inrates OXC's failure c:nplym wae t:utes Ak
‘mym,.mmdﬂﬂeft@mmﬁm a grievace was g:cperraredyto

vidla grievance 5o Cortrotto .mma‘%aéx&o/
Gatewood v, SO, 416 SC 304 (%16) / Ward v. saa:,ﬁer 1829/md<a:v.( 2021:@:.i=0g015‘5)mm

ST Iost the Torence. V. SO0C,433 0 633 (S L. A M)mm oping to have to pay millions
mt:adcuagas, CHE UD Wi asdﬂre&abmt3meé<s }:% hbgfn's&lc-[:sta lIl'IB.tES

duallee
gﬁt the years SOIC d@mtgm p:ara%g 211:1\4—15 13#&&% ?et1a'%

mastoldS:]:C rrelesst}mp:amlngv\ages&mlsrrtmtoﬁx recardless of what Toarence
(D) *Tre&?Sgene(turtsmd a grievarce & tha t I am doing. SOIC policy
: coxt's . A g\ Date _ | §= 33~ - 3D~

: RESPONSIBEFFICLAL S DECISION AND REASON:

SEE REVERSE SIDE

Respon51ble Official Slgnaturem "\Q&v— Date /2" >4 - Al

The demsmn rendered by the resp0n31ble official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance Procedure. I
hereby acknowledge recgipt of the official's response and understand this is the Agency's final response to this matter.

Gnevant 1gnature

IG S1gnature |t EEE

(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS)
SCDC 10-5A (Rev May 2015)



SOUTH CAROLINA HENRY McMASTER, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ' BRYAN P. STIRLING, Director
Division of Legal Counsel & Compliance '
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April 25, 2024

Via Interagency Mail

The Robert L. Reibold

South Carolina Administrative Law Court
Edgar A. Brown Building, Suite 224

1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Reference: Inmate Adam Weitenhagen v. SCDC, #319884
Docket No. 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP
Grievance No. TYRCI 327-23

Dear Judge Reibold:

Pursuant to the Court’s Order dated April 16, 2024, please find enclosed a copy of the
Final Release and Settlement Agreement for the above referenced matter.

By copy of this letter [ am serving same on the Adam Weitenhagen.

erely,

~Shakibanasab
puty General Counsel
fice of General Counsel

ce: Inmate Adam Weitenhagen, #319884
File

Enc.: Final Release and Settlement Agreement

P.O. Box 21787 - 4444 Broad River Road - Columbia, SC 29221-1787 - Telephone (803) 896-8550
http://www.doc.sc.gov  Email: corrections.info@doc.sc.gov



FINAL RELEASE AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT |

The Petitioner, Adam Weitenhagen, SCDC Number 319884, and the Respondent, the South

Carolina Department of Corrections (“SCDC™) have voluntarily entered into this Final Release
and Settlement Agreement.

Adam Weitenhagen, SCDC Number 319884, for and in consideration of the promise and
agreement hereby made on behalf of the SCDC to pay Eleven Thousand Eight Hundred Ninety
Four Dollars and Forty Cents (811,894.40), to Adam Weitenhagen, and for other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the
Petitioner, Adam Weitenhagen, does hereby release, acquit, and forever discharge theN\§CDC, their
agents, successors and assigns, and any and all other firms, persons, associations, corp®ations, or
entities from any and all claims, grievances, Administrative Law Court cases, peals, gnands,
causes of actions, actions or suits of any kind or nature whatsoever, inclug g, bR notgmited to
all claims, known or unknown, relating to the monies paid to Adam
including but not limited to claims to be paid the “prevailing wage
§ 24-3-430 (d), remittances of monies, back payment of wages,
whatsoever on account of or arising out of or in any wa
participation in the Prison Industries Program, includin
Program (“PIE” or “PIECP”) while incarcerated at the rolin®Department of Corrections,
including but not limited to, the case remanded fro }

number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP with grievance nu

urs .C. Code Ann.

dam Weitenhagen's

Adam Weitenhagen agrees that Administragj
04-0197-AP with grievance number g

Department of Corrections to providg a
this matter.

Adam Weitenhagen hereby degresghat
have been completely read,
a full and final compromi

e ®rms of this Final Release and Settlement Agreement
1 derstobd, and voluntarily accepted for the purpose of making
Iegent, and adjustment of any and all claims and or losses, against
orations liable or who might be claimed to be liable, and for the

€Xpress purpose rever any further or additional claims by or on behalf of Adam
Weitenhagen, off arisinoof or in any way related to Adam Weitenhagen'’s participation in the
Prison Indystri g@m, including any Prison Industries Enhancement Program (“PIE” or
“PIECP’# more ig#arly described in the case remanded from the Administrative Law Court

bearingocket mber 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP with grievance number TYRCI 327-23, and is further
greed that this release of all claims that may be plead as a bar to any claim of any

Jeitepha@en No. 319884 For SCDC
o Ludnn D. Vickers
iindss for Adam Weitenhagen

Witness for SCDC

Inmate Name: Adam Weitenhagen
SCDC Number: 319884
Page lof 2

1Y



the aforementioned participation in the Prison Industries Program more particularly described in
grievance number TYRCI 327-23 and remanded from the Administrative Law Court bearing
docket number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP,

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

Adam Weitenhagen, agrees that he has not assigned, transferred, or conveyed in any manner all or
any part of his legal claims or legal rights against the other in connection with the mattgs described
in the case bearing docket number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP and grievance number TYR&Z?-B, in
the above-referenced action.

Adam Weitenhagen further acknowledges that the settlement funds of RlevenNghou n’d Eight
Hundred Ninety Four Dollars and Fatty Cents ($11,894.40) is or may be su
taxes, and Adam Weitenhagen understands that Respondent, SCD
for Adam Weitenhagen’s tax liabilities. Adam Weitenhage
responsible for any and all tax liabilities and obligations resu om t

agrees to indemnify and hold SCDC harmless from any t
from this settlement.

ing any funds
ds that he will be
ttlement and further

Adam Weitenhagen agrees that the terms of this Fj
binding on his heirs, next of kin, intestate ben
estate.

Settlement Agreement shall be
any executor or administrator of his

Agreed to by:

NHAGEN
SCDC Number: 319884

Kensey Evans
for SCDC

Aprib 11, 2024

Date

Lufnn D. Vickers

Witness for SCDC
4/11/24

Date

Inmate Name: Adam Weitenhagen
SCDC Number: 319884
Page 2 of 2



“ November 21, 2025, the Appellant filed a response to the Department’s Motion to Dismiss asking

10  RECEIVED

DEC 18 2025
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ~
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT SC Court of Appeals

Adam Weitenhagen, #319884, ) Docket No. 25-ALJ-04-0624-AP
)
Appellant, )
)
V. ) ORDER GRANTING
) RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO
South Carolina Department of Corrections, ) DISMISS
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or court)
pursuant to the Notice of Appeal filed on September 5, 2025 by Adam Weitenhagen (Appellant),
an inmate in the custody of the South Carolina Department of Corrections (Respondent or
Department). After the Appellant’s Step 1 and Step 2 grievances were filed and denied, the
Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal with this court appealing the denial of his grievance in which
he claims that since the settlement of his back wages, the Department has failed to correct the

-Appellant’s pay rate pursuant to state requirements and contractual obligations.

On November 14, 2025, the Department filed a Motion to Dismiss because on April 10,
2024, the parties settled any and all claims arising out of the Appellant’s participation in the prison
industries program and because subsection 24-3-430 of the South Carolina Code was amended
effective May 21, 2024 to allow the Department to pay inmates the federal minimum wage.
Therefore, since S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430-(D) explicitly directs that the Department fnay pay
inmates the federal minimum wage fof their work in the Prison Industries Enhancement

Certification Program (PIECP), the Department reguests that this appeal be dismissed.. On

the court to deny the Department’s motion to dismiss because the Department is bound by federal
statute, federal guidelines, and its own PIECP certification agreement and cannot unilaterally alter

federally mandated wage requirements by state legislation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW
This court's jurisdiction to hear this matter is derived entirely from the decision of the South
Carolina Supreme Court in Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000). Therefore,

the court's appellate jurisdiction in inmate appeals is limited to cases involving denial of state




created liberty interests typically involving: (1) cases in which an inmate contends that prison
officials have erroneously calculated his sénteucc, 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.! Id. The Court further clarified in Wicker v. South Carolina Department
of Corrections, 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
S.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 thereaftcf deny that right without affording due process of
law.”).
DISCUSSION
In this matter, the Department responded to the Appellant’s Step 2 Grievance that the
.Appcllant has settled his prevailing wage claim and that the release the Appellant signed provides
that the settlement is for all Prison Industries (PI) claims at all institutions. In the Motion to
Dismiss, the Department argues that the inmate pay statute, S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430(D) was
" amended effective May 21, 2024, to allow the Department to pay inmates the federal minimum
‘wage. Consequently, the Appellant is entitled to be paid the federal minimum wage, which he is
receiving.
| The Appellant argues that this grievance concerns wages owed from April 11,2024 to the
present, a time period not covered by the prior scttlement and that he is entitled to the prevailing
wage under federal law. However, South Carolina courts have previously held that certain federal
| laws do not apply to inmate workers, but rather state statutory mandates govern the Department’s
conduct. See South Carolina Dept. of Corr. V. Cartrette, 387 S.C. 640, 694 S.E.2d 18 (Ct. App.
2010) (holding that the federal Fair Labor Standards Act does not apply to inmate workers, but
rather statutes governing the prison industries program compel the Department to ensure inmate
workers receive the same pay rates and -employmcnt conditions as their non-inmate peers.).
Inmates working in a prison industries program have a state-created liberty interest in having the
Department pay them according to the staﬁitory scheme governing the program. Torrence v. S.C.
Dep't of Corr., 433 S.C. 633, 861 S.E.2d 36 (2021). The current statutory mandate requires the
Department to pay inmates not less than the federal minimum wage. See Brown v. S.C. Dep't of

' Health & Envtl. Control, 348 S.C. 507, 515, 560 S.E.2d 410, 414 (2002) (“An appellate court

1 The court does have limited jurisdiction in some property matters, the authority for which need not be cited here.

2



cannot construe a statute without regard to its plain meaning and may not resort to a forced
interpretation in an attempt to expand or limit the scope of a statute.”).

In this case, the Appellant has not met his burden to show that the Department has erred.
State v. Mitchell, 330 S.C. 189, 199, 498 S.E.2d 642, 647 (1998) (placing on appellant the burden
of presenting a sufficient record to allow appellate review). Therefore, based on the foregoing,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Department’s Motion to Dismiss is GRANTED and

this appeal is DISMISSED.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.
\
S. Phillip Lenski
Administrative Law Judge
December 4, 2025

Columbia, South Carolina

SEATIFIGATE OF SERVIGE
i ie to certify that the undersigned hes this dats
sarved this order In the ahove entitied ectic upon ah
parties to this cause by depositing & copy hareof,
in the United States i, plaicgs peid, o in thg interagenay
il SBMF addressad 1= the party(ise} of thair »z':nnﬂ(s).
“his _.I./.L- day of (2w 2:17 212\

iq-\ e e

Jndialal | Piaes




SOUTH CAROLINA _  HENRY McMASTER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS JOEL E. ANDERSON,

Interim Director

b

SCDC

Division of Legal Counsel & Compliance

;9

November 13, 2025

The Honorable Sebastien Phillip Lenski
South Carolina Administrative Law Court
Edgar A. Brown Building, Suite 224

1205 Pendleton Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Reference:  Inmate Adam Benjamin Weitenhagan, #319884, vs. South Carolina Department of
Corrections
Docket No. 25-ALJ-04-0624-AP

Dear Judge Lenski:

Find enclosed an original and one copy of the Respondent’s Motion To Dismiss on the above
referenced case. Please file the original in your office and return a clocked-in copy of the motion, that is
provided, to me in the enclosed self-addressed envelope.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to/contact me at (803) 896-3922.

Sin;erely, .
\\ L ."”_.’,.,

|4 Lt -"H\

L
\

CheronHess \

Administrative Coordjnator
Office of General Counsel

Enclosures \\
cc:  Inmate Adam Benjamin Weitenhagan, #319884 \
File .

____P.O.Box 21787 - 4444 Broad River Road - Columbia, SC 29221-1787 - Telephone (803) 896-8550__
http://www.doc.sc.gov  Email: corrections.info@doc.sc.gov




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 24
IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Adam Weitenhagan, #319884 Docket No.: 25-ALJ-04-0624-AP

[Grievance No.: TYRCI 992-24]

Appellant,
Hon. S. Phillip Lenski

V.

)
)
)
)
)
)

South Carolina Department of Corrections, } RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO

) DISMISS

)

Respondent.

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (“ALC” or “Court”) pursuant to the
appeal of Adam Weitenhagan (“Appellant”), an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina
Department of Corrections (“SCDC” or “Department”). The above-captioned matter concerns a
Prison Industries Enhancement Program (“PIECP” or “PI") pay claim. On November 25, 2024,
Appellant filed a Step One Grievance alleging that his current wages should be changed to reflect
the prevailing wage.' 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
July 21, 2025.> SCDC considered the grievance resolved because Appellant settled his prevailing
wage claim and S.C. Code § 24-3-430 was amended, which makes it lawful for inmates to be paid
the federal minimum wage. This appeal followed.

On April 10, 2024, settled any and all claims arising out of Appellant’s participation in the
prison industries program, including any Prison Industries Enhancement Certification Program
while incarcerated at SCDC.* On or about April 23, 2024, the settlement funds were placed into

Appellant’s PI Private Sector Account. The settlement agreement Appellant signed expressly

states that Appellant:

' A copy of Step One Grievance is provided for the Court’s and parties’ convenience.

? A copy of Step Two Grievance is provided for the Court’s and parties’ convenience.

3 A copy of Final Release and Settlement Agreement is attached for the Court’s and parties’ convenience.
1



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

agents . . . from any and all claims, grievances, Administrative Law (

Court cases, appeals, demands, causes of actions, actions or suits of 7.

any kind or nature whatsoever, including, but not limited to, all

claims, known or unknown, relating to the monies paid to

[Appellant] of any kind or nature whatsoever, including, but not

limited to all 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. Under the terms of Appellant’s settlement agreement
with SCDC, Appellant is precluded from bringing “any future or additional claims . . . arising out
of or in any way related to” his participation in PIECP. See id. Thus, Appellant has fully resolved
his claim for PI wages and is not permitted to bring additional claims.

Appellant alleges that he is entitled to the prevailing wage for his current work with
- PIECP. See Step One Grievance. Appellant is no longer entitled to the prevailing wage because
S.C. Code § 24-3-430 was amended to allow the Department to pay inmates the federal
- minimum wage. The South Carolina Court of Appeals (“Court of Appeals”) held in Torrence v.
S.C. Dep't of Corrections that SCDC was required to pay inmates the “prevailing wage.” 861
S.E.2d 36, 43-45 (S.C. Ct. App. 2021). Former S.C. Code § 24-3-430 explicitly stated, “No
inmate participating in the program may earn less than the prevailing wage for work of similar
nature in the private sector.” Id. at 44 (citing S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430(D) (2007)). The Court
of Appeals relied on the language “less than the prevailing wage” in reaching this decision. /Id. at
43-44. Legislative intent also supported the conclusion of the Court of Appeals that inmates were
entitled to the prevailing wage. Id. (finding § 24-3-430(D) was created as a “safeguard to prevent
inmates from becoming a cheaper alternative to their counterparts in the private realm.”).
However, S.C. Code § 24-3-430 was amended on May 21, 2024. See 2024 S.C. Acts 192.

Now, SCDC is instructed that “no inmate participating in the program may earn less than an hourly

rate equal to the federal minimum wage for work of similar nature in the private sector.” S.C. Code
2



14
Ann. § 24-3-430(D) (2024) (emphasis added). This change from “prevailing wage” to “federal
minimum wage” indicates that the Legislature no longer intends for inmates to receive a prevailing
wage for their work in PIECP after May 21, 2024. S.C. Code Ann. § 24-3-430(D) explicitly directs
SCDC to pay inmates, like Appellant, the federal minimum wage.

Therefore, Respondent respectfully requests this case be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

Suth hanto0

Sj'rffr;ay Keese

Staff Attorney

South Carolina Department of Corrections
4444 Broad River Road

Columbia, South Carolina 29210

(803) 896-1943

November }3 , 2025
Columbia, South Carolina




gﬂ\k&ﬁ ‘ % SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
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INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM - 27
STEP 1
INMATE NAME: ADA/N e ;Zr’m/?agerv - OFFICE USE ONLY
e F Grievance No. TURCT - OS9 q;L—.Z‘-}

SCDC NUMBER: _3 ) 4 854 s Code: General My /5
iNsTITUTION: _ 71 () vent O - o L
HOUSING UNIT: __(/N\, £ A T8~ 2/7H# Cias.
WORK ASSIGNMENT: 27 ad & Date Received /R ~(-AF

IGC Initials {1

7
STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE (Indicate the date of incident, and if the grievance is a challenge to SCDC Policy, specify

which policy. Include supporting documentation and attach answered RTSM or Kiosk reference number.)

I Mecle & ﬂm?gmﬁamf’se Sotdlcnron # ﬂgﬂipmpmﬁ ?,L/
Jdche T /7%5,;0/1(/3 Jo  WAEET qmec-/ Sert Iy
Laben an “The TP rE.E P Localel AT 7}@.,,5’
Piver O-L. Sthee Fhal Settlement SCDC ’3});'/5 :
No+ PsZovff/E‘(/ o7 (beec/écc-/ . WHGes Sr. JEFT
STHTE 2,:'{' fj’(/f!?a[ ?{." L L e T JCDC pc’/\.ﬁlffNUf‘_i
4. ?u //”}_ Ve Sens 4 7.40 A~ hoor LGh e

¥

B// 5}6{ LA _._T(‘K['/L{ SM"P ) /C‘é:AMQCLﬂ ‘ 2 N~ UVPrE /?ﬁf.'!('/
! f/k. Y 5

‘/ﬁ- L(ﬂ[ | 4 } ){' . f -F_t:./'f}fa[ : Lﬁ LVS—

_Io’\- / 1 C I~ 7!74' € E-'

4“,“ ZUAA«%% "

Grievant Signature Date

1

fz

ACTION REQUESTED: o have ?q), Corecktecl & [/e,f)\gévi He
gf&'gﬁ whge 5"%0”’9"(!’ anrcl NMEA Pacl Deduetens Wacle
17

naewt 2 9-3-4¢ < }Z(/LSYL//.{&'/-

ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: [_] PROCESSED [ ] UNPROCESSED [ | OTHER

IGC Signature Date

(CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE)
SCDC 10-5 (Rev. October 2013)



SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ﬂ

INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM
STEP2 Office Use Only
Grievance No. _7yy@¢, = & 773 - 3({
INMATE NAME: Q den  We, ten Nag e~ Code: szﬁe;al al7P%
k. {1
SCDC NUMBER: 219 S8Y s
o PREA_ T P
INSTITUTION: lye 0z Kiver Date Received:
IGC Initials:
HOUSING UNIT: Date Received: Z=2/.23"°

IGA Initials: Ze3 5
WORK ASSIGNMENT:

INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction):

In 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.

B Grievant Signature AR Date A/
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON:

SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL’S DECISION & REASON

e e o B
Responsible Official Signature %z } ‘»\-u V‘ADate 7t P >

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 thcﬁ}r s final response to this matter.

Thmade f’é";ﬁ{; O \Sidn /(‘«‘—/ ( 3/////2’D

Grievant Signature *~ Date DE
S)

Date ,._

8/ e

(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIQ!\
SCDC 10-5A Rev May 2015)



' INSTRUCTIO.\IS FOR COMPLETING STEP 2 GRIEVANCE FORM ?/q

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.

Weitenhagen, Adam 319884 TYRCI-0992-24

The Office of General Counsel records indicate that you settled your Pl wage claim. The
release indicates settlements are for all Pl wage claims at all institutions. Therefore, you
are not due any more monies for any wages, child support, or long-term savings, and any
grievances related to the prevailing wage matter will be closed noting that you settled your
claims.

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process 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.

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 30
days of receipt.

Therefore, we consider your grievance resolved.
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FINAL RELEASE AND SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

The Petitioner, Adam Weitenhagen, SCDC Number 319884, and the Respondent, the South
Carolina Department of Corrections (“SCDC”) have voluntarily entered into this Final Release
and Settlement Agreement.

Adam Weitenhagen, SCDC Number 319884, for and_in consideration of the promise and

a ent hereby made on beh the SCDC to pay—
to Adam Weitenhagen, and for other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt and sutficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, the

Petitioner, Adam Weitenhagen, does hereby release, acquit, and forever discharge thé{§CDC, their
agents, successors and assigns, and any and all other firms, persons, associations, corp®gtions, or
entities from any and all claims, grievances, Administrative Law Court cases,
causes of actions, actions or suits of any kind or nature whatsoever, inclugg
all claims, known or unknown, relating to the monies paid to Adam f any kind
including but not limited to claims to be paid the “prevailing wage
§ 24-3-430 (d), remittances of monies, back payment of wages,
whatsoever on account of or arising out of or in any wa ting dam Weitenhagen’s
participation in the Prison Industries Program, includin
Program (“PIE” or “PIECP”) while incarcerated at the rolin®Department of Corrections,
including but not limited to, the case remanded fro 3
number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP with grievance nu

Adam Weitenhagen agrees that Administratj ase bearing docket number 23-ALJ-
04-0197-AP with grievance number

Department of Corrections to provide a c¥decision. No further appeal will be filed on
\

this matter.

Adam Weitenhagen hereby d
have been completely read,
a full and final compromise,

res ¢ ®€rms of this Final Release and Settlement Agreement

1 derstobd, and voluntarily accepted for the purpose of making
ticggent, and adjustment of any and all claims and or losses, against
ofations liable or who might be claimed to be liable, and for the

Prison Indystri@ Prog@m, including any Prison Industries Enhancement Program (“PIE” or
MiligfMarly described in the case remanded from the Administrative Law Court
bearing Qocket gimber 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP with grievance number TYRCI 327-23, and is further
greed that this release of all claims that may be plead as a bar to any claim of any
r which may be asserted by Adam Weitenhagen or on his behalf in connection with

Mf 4/ 2 /CI 85'L/ Kengey Evang
g%'tzhgéen No. 319884 For SCDC

Lulnn D. Vickers
ss for Adam Weitenhagen - Witness for SCDC

Inmate Name: Adam Weitenhagen
SCDC Number: 319884
Page 1of 2



the aforementioned participation in the Prison Industries Program more particularly described in
grievance number TYRCI 327-23 and remanded from the Administrative Law Court bearing
docket number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP.

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

Adam Weitenhagen, agrees that he has not assigned, transferred, or conveyed in any manner all or
any part of his legal claims or legal rights against the other in connection with the mattggs described
in the case bearing docket number 23-ALJ-04-0197-AP and grievance number TYRCQ327-23, in
the above-referenced action.

Ad ] en further acknowledges that the settlement funds o
cl—— . .

taxes, and Adam Weitenhagen understands that Respondent, SCDC, % no ing any funds

for Adam Weitenhagen’s tax liabilities. Adam Weitenhag ndqgstAds that he will be

responsible for any and all tax liabilities and obligations resu om ¢ ttlement and further

agrees to indemnify and hold SCDC harmless from any t jes and obligations resulting
from this settlement,

Adam Weitenhagen agrees that the terms of this Fj
binding on his heirs, next of kin, intestate ben
estate.

Settlement Agreement shall be
any executor or administrator of his

Agreed to by:

Kengey Evany
for SCDC

April 11, 2024
Date

Ludnn D. Vickers
Witness for SCDC

4/11/24
Date

Inmate Name: Adam Weitenhagen
SCDC Number: 319884
Page 2 of 2



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

=

Adam Benjamin Weitenhagan, #319884,

Appellant,
Certificate of Service

5 Docket# 25-ALI-04-0624-AP

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Respondent’s Motion To Dismiss was, this date, served
upon the following individuals by placing a copy of the same via mail to his/her last known address as
follows:

Inmate Adam Benjamin Weitenhagan
Inmate Number: 319884

Tyger River Correctional Institution
Dorm-Room-Bunk: 1B-0217-B

November 13, 2025



