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STATEMENT QF THE CASE

This case s befare Hhe Administrstive Laoy Court CALCY Pursuant 1o the appes)
ofF James Allan GurnnellsC* (—Junnd\é‘), N inmste incarcerated with the Soutth
Carolina Department of Corrections (*SedC).

In May, 2013, ScDc placed Gunnellsin the Special Marmgement Unit CsMU™) after
his allescd parhci p>tion in a incident which him a\ong with other tnmates were

implicated ag achng in ﬁ-hrc:m“cmng manney fowards an 3CDC empleyee. On

June 7, 2013, Gunnellswas convicted of the offense 809 Thrca’r'cnm% o InTlict

Harm & The Disciplimry Mearing Officey Ms. A. Glidewell imposed the

Followmg Sanchion @ Loss of Property privileges. for 3¢0 days. Loss of Canteen
an,ltd%as for 360 days, loss of ft\cphonc pnvl\cc\%cs for 3¢0O doys, Loss Q?
Visihton Pr|Vf\cd%¢s for 360 days and committed +o Disciplinary Detentron
iN the Specix| M:n:ggmqmt Unit for 360 days. »

Gunnellsfiled an appeal by f, ling a2 Step Ore Grievarce on June 12, 2013,

QSSUhns N relevant part Hhat he w3s denred due pracess because e nevey

had an Opporiunty +g consult with his Caunsel Subshtute prior to the D«scqohnary

Heu.rmg and most 'Mportant that he fequested that waitnesseg be present-or

- Valible fo contradict the dccusing officials report, however Hhe oo bnesses
O3S Never called 5 And Gunnells coa g told on Fhe record not 10 speak on (e

own bhehatf >nd not +o SPeak dbeut witnesses. In the Wardlens response 4o

GL)J\Y\/C,“'S 'Qppc:gl, ‘H"iﬁ iSSule COﬂCUn(ng fh¢\\w(fncggag - wAs Never addresg ed~

On July 4, 2013 Gunnells £

led hs S}cp Two Grievance mgkmg the same asserhions
Wt he mxde in his Step One

Grievance, once 3g2in 3CDC in its finmal Agency

decision fa,led fo Specifically address the issue- concerning the " winesges
that wag requested bud -neuer called. The Step Two Gnevance woas denied
ON September 10, 2013, This Appesl now follows .




STANDARD OF REVIEW

The ALC's Jurisdiction Yo hear this matter is Qerived from the dcer-Sfon of
South Caraling Suprme Coaurt in Al-Shabazz v. Shate, 527 S.E.2d 724, 338
S.C. 354 (S.C.2000). When feviewing the Depadment's decisrons in inmate
Jrievance matters, the ALTD sits i an appellate Capaeity. AlzShabazz. 527
S.E2d ot 75¢,.

ARGUE MENT

CONDITION'S OF CONFINEMENT UNDER SANDIN v, CONNOR, 515 U.8. Y472
(1995 AND WILKINSON v. AUSTINL, 545 US. 209 (2005). THE SouTH
CAROLINA DEPARTMENT oF CORRECTION HAS DEPRIVED GUNNELLSOE
THAT LIRERTY INTEREST WITHOUT DUE-PROCESS OF LAW.

IN order +o obfain relief under 1 Due process clarm, Gunnells must show
that he has 3 ltberty inferest 1n hus Custody stotus and classificatton, and
ot the Scpe s viclsted that Liberty jntesest witheut due process of 1a0y.
See AlShabazz v. §tafe, 527 S.E.2d o 750,

A GUNNELLS HAS A LIBERTY- INTEREST IN HIS CONDITIONS OF ConFINEMENT
AND cusToDpY STATUS .

The Fourtee nth AmcndminJr‘s Due Process Clausge

deprivation s of hfe, Wberty, or Property | and Hhose who scek to jnyoke its
Procediara| protection pngot estblish Hat gne of these. inderests o ob siake

Whle +he Supreme Caurt hao held that “+he Conshiution itself dges mot give
rise to 2 Lberty interest in QAvoidin

Conhnement, * Meachum v. Fang, 427 U5, 215, age (1976), the Coust has also
held that liberty inferest im Svoiding parfiedlar comdihons of confinemend
MMy arise from Stote policies or re_su-lsﬁ'ons, subdecj"i‘c; certain limitation g,
93ndin v. Conner, 515 .S, 472 (998). In Sandin the Courk adopted ?gwo
Prong Qpproach to dekrMsnc if 2 pPrsorer's conshtuthionally p\fo’(cd’cd { QH’)/
interesds ~ee implicated by his condhions of confinemert. Under the -h,uo—prong
2PProach, 2n inmate’s inerest in his custady status or condtions of confinement




‘ , : o or vel
interest : (1) result 1n o atypical and Signidfrcant hNC%Sh'P' N ""?:h.ﬁr dw;hzg’cgf‘:g
of- restriction, wn relation to the ordinary incidents of- prison hife; or (2) 2 i
durstion of Hhe prisoner's sentence. Id ot Y86-487 In WilKinson v. Aoustin, :
Caurt explaimed Hrat the o prong 2pproach enuncisted wn Sandin c,uas ~QOsed .
defermine whether a liberty mterest exists. Once 2 Caurt determines o llberty intares

ts ree Factors
CXi8Ts, it |l then inquire as to whst process s due by considenng the three r
in Mattheoos v Eldrrdcag, 424 U.S. 319 (1976 ).

\_ .

The first Sandin prong addresses liberty interest determin

Crested liberty interests. Recause Gunnellsrs serving life o,

Prong under Sandin g Not >pplicoble to Gunnells.

atons relsted 4o Shate
theut parole, the second

Gunnellsaoas inchally Segregated
June 7, 2013 Gunnellswoas convreted
with 360 days dise

in Solfary confinement sn May. 2013. 1n
of the offense "809" and g sanctroned
plinavy detention in SMU, where he is nowo Continecl.

In SMU, tinmates Ny nat parhic

pate in pri
Other organized achvy

Son empleyment, educstion or
ty. Inmstes are confine
hours o day during the woeek ang twenty -Four

Inm::*rcs Are Severajly limited in the smaout

and Kind of personal property
of confinement o M

mMat1orn and elief the cond.hiong
lar, tf not rdentical, to Hhoge in SMU.

® Fouth Cirecud 1135 held that * sll fhree Jevels of MSU ‘sercusly restrrct

Y pPrison priviledges’ and that even te level three inmates

st prsvrlcdees, Qre “8r¢3Hy restmired in achvity a5 compared

\‘ greral population Caunterparts " Id. see lncuman v, Ozmint 307 F3d
281. 283 (ymey,. 2007)

Wh'l‘e Gunncll‘s Qohdrhong Of Cor\%nemm‘i' h@\/& been SCVUCLY PCS*’-“C—“_CG(% W
’Cngﬂ‘) of hme #hay he must be confrned 1n the SMU 15 also 2 relevant faton

ot develeped 2 consensus regarding howo mueh timen
3typical and Significont hardship “ the myjenty of

of Appesls hove considered Hhe nstuse of confinement ?ﬂd s
durstion i determ, " whetner the confinement imposes an * atyprcal \a”d

p. The fowrth Circuit has been reluctant to recogmze an \
Inmates | berty interest in AVoiding solitary confinement, hewevey the Faurth
Circudd has not Addressed 1 Cage tn which Hwélﬁﬂgﬂq of administrative me
Segregation was tuoelve mMonths. Sce RBeverstti v. Smith 120 F3d 500 (4 C;r.
1997). However 1n lgbal v. Hasty Y90 Fzd 143, 16] (24 Gor, 2007) That Cawt held

.chrtg:;‘hon of longer tharm 305 days s sufficiently stypical to require procedusa|

due process protcchion under Sandin. ”




The highly restrichive Mmture of Gunnell’s confinement and combmcj w:;% the
Significant length of fime of Gunnells confinement in MU, Caupled W, Hne

o : ” vt 3 ance,
Fact that Gunnellscol! be sukjectdo 2 indefinde persorc:)fihcir; mm
be s completed the disciplinary detention Time i

¢ , 4 hordshr
On Security Detendion, this ol ameunts to an‘-:sfyg?lrca\ 3nd*h&8r\éi$: . ‘ydf
in relston to the ordinary-incidents of prison life " ander the Sandwy ghandard,

thereby areshing > Lberty inteest 1y s custody status and Condrons gf-
COhﬁﬂthh—h :

Once 3 hbherty interest 's established, the o< m

mMust furp 4o what procesg is due
= INME cnons the prison seeke 1o Place 1n Soliar

Y confinement. |p, Wdkinsen
the Supreme Ceurt dpplicd the frame woorl Cshthhce‘l\‘in

Moatthe S -\, Eldrrcb% e
to evaluate the Sufficiency of particular Procedures. Matthecos v, Eldrnid hauweue s
IS not the Corﬁ‘rollmg C3se i Hthis ingtant mMmter. The 1

st cage invelves 2
plinary, pr’occcdrng,, thus Wolff v. McDonnell yjgy:g. 539, 94 S.ct 2963

'S the Qorn“nylhng case. In Wolff, the Supreme Court egtined e mirnimum
fequirements of Procedural ojye

. process in prison diseiplinary proceedings resuthng
N lose of geed-time credit or mpositror of Solitary cenfinement-, The Cou+ held
fhract Priseners must e af forded ) oritten nohce of claimed Viclstion, ot leagt
<Y hours 1n Advance of SPpearance before adustmernt Committee, (2) coritten

uded when persona| of
mplicated, if Statement indicated the fact cof the
omrss:on; and (3) oppor‘}unﬁy to enl] (S8 N

thesses and Present documerstary evidence

v hzardous 4o

present 9+ e Time see Exhibi+ A. This
g officers report. Thus Hhis

~ 't was matenal ey, dence that cauld

have Changed the ' reover permiting Gunnell s

Zardeus to Safety o the




ap—__

Correctional gpals of SCDC. T Gunnellswitnesses were Lkely to jeepordize the |ife
or safety of persong or the Secwrity and order of fhe inghitution | and these wotnesses
Wiere dened by the hearing officer, For these ressans, then the hearing offrcer wag
required to wrife her reasons for the denial on the 8CDC form 19-¢9. " Disciplinary
Report and Hc::rms Record’ See SCDC Policy and Proceduere Q.2 22:14 section 15.3.
A review of the Disciplinary Report and Hearng Record, will show that no.
written reasons were given 2s 1o why Gunnel's was not allcwed 6 2l s
Witnesgses, 3 feview of the actus] rCCOdeg of the he:rmg will shew only
that Gunnells woas told that he cauld not spesk wn hrs cwn bealf and not+o
Mentian ’-myﬂ”?mg sbaut wdnesses. The rgnt to present the feshimony of importiod
oitresses and rea) evidence to corroborate his version of the facts is parficulorly
crucinl 45 an Accused inmate, who obvicusly faces 2 severe credibility problem
when trying to disprove the charges of 3 prisoner guavd. see Morrissey v. Brewer
Hog U.S. >+484, 92 S.ct. 3t 2604

Rausuant o Sche folicy and Pracedure QP 22,14 sechon 8, prior to the Disciplinary

:e:\rmg, the Counsel Subshitude has the Fol\owmg responsiblfies in preparing for dhe
C’Qﬁng . .

(1) Read the SCOC form 19:293 and 19-69 1o the accused inmate and mmke Suye
the inmate undersiands Hhe charges.
(2) Obtain Hthe accused inmates shatement 25 to exactly what took place.
() Otain the Mames of all employees and Inmates whom the 2ecused wishes
to call 2s witnesses. '
(W) Interview relevont coitresges prior to the hc:;nnca
(3D Inform the hearing officer of He mmes of 21l witnesses the inmate s requested.
©) obtyin any documerdary evidence relevont to Hhe Case ot is not already W
Fossession of the accused inmste. .

In the instant case Gunnell's Caunse! Substrtude did not inteyrviaw relevant
citnesses prior fo the hearing, did not inform the hearing officer ofthe names
of all witnesses Gu\nnd\sreque_sfed and faled o obloin ony Stotements or
documentary evidence relevant +o the case. As o result this deprived Gunnells
of the process which umas due Yo him before.he cauld be placed in Solitany Cortfinement
See Nix v. Evatt 850 F Supp 455 CD.S.CDC“ Prison offrcials wiho wxre potentially lLioble
For deprivi ng prisoncr of procedural due-process, by failing to provide gutficrently
Competent represertation for Prisorn DHO he';rn;\é while prisaner was held N
admin: 8trotive defention, indudeg Hearing orncey cuNo s ALAre of situation
and denied pnsoners request 1o obtain wuitnesses, prsoness inmate represeyyaitve
who failed o contact potental co bnesses,”)..

CONCLUSION]

Appellantis enhted to have his conviction Kevessed and Remanclech. Because
he cwas deprived of a liberty interest (othaut proper due process of law.




P)CSP€Q+'FLL“>/ Submi H-cel‘,

James Allan Gunnellg# 305475
Perry Correctional Inshitution
U330 Oaklawn Roxd
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that 2 copy of the Forcgondg document sas Fhrs

date served upon the )Collaumg individusl ) by phcrng 2 copy of the
Same Vi mMail +o his/her 28t Knewsn address 2s Followss -

Office of General Caunsel :

South Carcling Department of Correchions
Y999 Broad-River Poad

Post Offrce Rox 21787

Columbia, &.C. 29221-1787

Pclzcr, South Caroling

Qnuary\ 20,;__’ —_—

j:),mcs AMan Gunneljs# 305475
Perry Correctional Insttutron
H230 OxKlawn Raoad

Pelzer, §.C. 2969

RECEIVED
MAR 2 7 2014
SC Court of Appeals
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

James Gunnells, 305475, Docket No. 13-ALJ-04-0824-AP

Appellant,

VS.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL
South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or court)
pursuant to the Notice of Appeal filed by the Appellant above named, who is incarcerated with
the South Carolina Department of Corrections (Department). The Appellant appeals the denial
of his grievance in which he complains he was unjustly disciplined for the offense of threatening
to inflict harm on an employee and/or member of the public. The Appellant did not lose any
good time as punishment.

DISCUSSION
The 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). 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 sentence, sentence-related credits, or custody status; and
(2) cases in which an inmate has received punishment in a major disciplinary hearing as a result
of a serious rule violation. Id.

The Supreme Court further explained the court’s jurisdiction in Slezak v. South Carolina

Department of Corrections, 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E.2d 506 (2004). Slezak emphasized that, while

the court has jurisdiction over all properly filed inmate grievance appeals, the Court is not
required to hold a hearing on every matter. Id. “Summary dismissal may be appropriate where

the inmate’s grievance does not implicate a state-created liberty or property interest.” Id citing

" The Court does have limited jurisdiction in some property matters, the authority for V\F r%ecﬁmt bﬁerﬁ
JAN 3¢ 7014

SC ADMIN. LAW COURT



Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472, 115 S.Ct. 2293 (1993).

When reviewing the Department's decisions in inmate grievance matters, the court sits in

an appellate capacity. SCDC v. Mitchell, 377 S.C. 256, 659 S.E.2d 233 (Ct. App. 2008).

Consequently, the review in these inmate grievance cases is limited to the Record presented.

In this case, the Appellant did not lose any good time as part of his punishment and
therefore his punishment does not affect a state-created liberty or property interest. As such, this
is a case in which this court must adhere to the traditional “hands off” doctrine regarding judicial
involvement in prison disciplinary procedure and other internal prison matters. See Pruitt v.
State, 274 S.C. 565, 266 S.E.2d 779 (1980) and Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d
742 (2000).

- THEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, tl!ié\‘dqcision appealed from is AFFIRMED
and this appeal 1s DISMISSED WITH PRE TDICE.

S. Phillip Lenski/  \

Administrative Law Judge

January B , 2014
Columbia, South Carolina

[



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Leah E. Garland, 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, in the Interagency

Mail Service, or by electronic mail to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their

Leah E. Garland
Judicial Law Clerk

attorney(s).

January 31, 2014
Columbia, South Carolina
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

REQUESTTO STAFF MEMBER

TO: NAME: TITLE: DATE:

NS, RuTiRed 0 Jass<E< CnTIoN G- 24-1d
INMATE’S N X SCDC #:

Somcs CGanaed! s 208475
INSTITUTION: LIVING QUARTERS:
Q 'Q-ﬁ . M D\/.C\
M. (%\\’\/@{\)
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A ZT 5

SIGNATU%Z

SCDC FORM 19-11 (REV.FEB 2001)
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
REQUEST TO STAFF MEMBER
TO: NAME: TITLE: DATE:
L ey CAnsesiseprsens . 19417,
INMATE'S NAME- : SCDC #:
e s Caupelle , 208475
INSTITUTION: OCT 3 1 2013 |LIVING QUARTERs.
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Division of Classification and Inmate Records

SMU INSTITUTIONAL CLASSIFICATION COMMITTEE REVIEW

Inmate Name: \/M L AN AN OAJ Q( LAY LX) SCDC #:\Z)OS %73

Institution: U oAAsn Date Inmate Placed in SMU:6 / 5 / I 5

Inmate Assignment (if app>cable): [] SD-Level | (] SD-Level II [] SD-Level Ill [ Protective Custody

The Institutional Classification Committee_met on:{ o /7 S/l ﬁ to conduct a O Initial seven-day Review

[J Regularly Scheduled Day Review
The Committee recommends that the above referenced inmate be:

O Release from SMU and Returned to the General Population
i : Lt - N— .
~[4] INITIALLY Flaced in Security Detention in the following SD-Level: _ ,.Z\j Levell [ Levelil [ Levelill

7 (NOTE: INITIAL Placement in Security Detention Requires State Classification Approval)
] Advanced/Reduced/Remain in Security Detenhon Level Assignment: O SD-Levell
(circle one) J SD-Levelll
W SD-Levellll

O  Protective Custody
] Remain in Protective Custody Status

] Released from Protective Custody and Returned to the General Population.

The Committee further recommended that the mmate \AO / oLCo~) anN g\
(list any other special restrictioffs/needs here)

3
The justification for thi: decision was: ,V' _,% j/\/\,?,(u:('“ N th Pan o, -
T {q
. |
s/ AT ) AT A O s Date: (0 2R/1 5D

Qstituti/dnla‘l Classification CommitteeChaitperson
o

Y ST N f - i
s 7 \ . G S Ty
( Ch_ A T / A w2 Te et
2! | G r
I

White:  Institutional Record
Canary: Central Records
Pink: Inmate

SCDC Form 19-30 (Rev. March 1999)
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NI - SOuTH CAROEINATDEPART[\'[ENT OF CORRECTIONS a7 .
- DISCIPLINARY REPORT AND HEARING RECORD S

Caser: __ DY “tnmate Name: _Quran ’Lg% AMES  sepos: 2054 ]

Living Ared: Grf“l:“ (‘lﬁ ?)‘Z_S | l A UUD Custody: __STR-

Offense Date: OS/ Dle \ 2 Offense Tiine [2XPr) :MAM/PM Tsition: lJCfJ—- |

L 808: %:eatezmgtolaﬂmfhmu. mﬁ%mﬁ@u@aﬁ/wﬁm of the Rublic:
: Connmmo&tlm, verbal or written, b an :mmabe to an individual that s/he intends to injwe
that' person or camiit a viclent or wrlswful act da:rgarous to hmnn life, presaly or in the
- future; aron.wlmccnmtsaphya 1 dctofﬁwdruwung’mmn.. ax the probable resilt of
ouch threats’ or action is to place .o individual in fear of. bodily dstiury; or one iflm CAISES
’ ewacmtimofabmldmg or i Vi m@s&i&sdisrup‘dmora‘lzrm

Charging Otlicer/Employee "';7 Bl S, §om Title: EF‘(/

Offense DCSCI‘lleon.

TS

. i

INMATENOTIF lCATlON YOU WILL APPEAR BEFORE A HEARING OFFICER 24 -HOURS OR MORE AFTER YOUR RECEIPT OF -
THIS NOTICE YOU-HAVE THE«RIGI—IT TO SUBMIT A WRITTEN STATEMENT AND MAI\E A VERBAL STATEMENT.

€L shulis ~slmlia s eaavs’ s sha,z” li«;'llz Ll =

1S CAMY

l:l 1 DO NOT'WANT A COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE  /

10 »ks( S AMPML By (Print): lg) OLUN\N\l

19 —
Date &Time Notified; S 7D 1 9
f I Ane ;‘ -.)_,/.,AM /

4

Inmate Slgnature.

INVIATE WAIVERS: *(S5¢T- gﬁws—) o 5‘!?,,{ 3 X‘P st l (2 (<
L] ¥GIVE UP MY RIGHT TO 24-HOUR NOTICE AND AUTHORIZE THE HEARING OFFICER TO PROCEED™WiTH THE HEARING

[ 1 DQNOT WANT TO BE PRESENT AT MY HEARING 5 [J 1 WAIVE MY RIGHT TO A HEARING

DO WANT' MY ACCUSER PRESENT AT THE HEARING _J & > SMU/SEGREGATION.ONLY Buii7 e x/
D | DO NOT WANT MY ACCUSER PRESENT AT THE HEARING \Zd-TWANT A COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE } (7. /

—d

SCDCH: "2t qu Date: NS/ A5 /14
g = ~ e L= pa

* HEARING' INFORMATION P
. . 4 Y .
‘ TS )
-, -
Hearmg, Dare ,--L"/ jﬁ l,. Heanno Tlmel Z 2/ any‘pm Tzpe: = Side: -Sfé?t“‘\»-Eié

EXPLAlN BELOWAY NU{/LAERﬂ (l) lF COUNSEL SUBSTITUTE WAS NOT PRESENT DURJNG 'PART OF THE HEARING; ('7) IF ACCUSED WAS

-

E)\CLUDED FROM ANY ‘PART OF THE EVIDENCE STAGE::IF ANY (3) WITNESSES; (4). DOCUMENTATION OR(3) EVlDENCE WAS E)\CLUDED ‘

FROM THE HEARING OR ;6) IF; INMATE WAS DENIED CONFRONTATION QUESTIONING AND/OR CROSS EXAM[NATION OF A WlTNESS AT

. THE HEARI AT _JJ B R ER ST S T Y -
]\Cj/ X ! & 5/] T ( ga i} §
l
[OFFENSECODES ™ . e "
INMATE PLEA (G, NG:None) YA
FINDINGS (G, NG, DS) { ,l: \,
N

lF GUILTY, EVIDENCE PRESENTED CONSIDERED AND REASONS FOR DETERMINATION OF GUll.lT (A) ADMISSION OF GUILT;

¢ )OFFICER S REPORT; (C)WITNESE(TESTIMONY (Q) OTHER. EXPLAININ DETAIL: A\ 1A\, &KC\.« e\ i
‘\, ‘\ v(\\\\i \C T\ C‘_N Ve DX ik

HEARINGLENGTH: ___| © _(MINUTES) ‘\_

SANCTIONS: ‘ ;

Loss of Prmleges (Days) ____
# Property (Days)
# Canteen( ays)

D) fUL)

Repnmand

Loss of Good Time (days):

Exlra Duty:

Reslitution S **

Cell Restriction (Days)

'..'”O

) -
1

CREDITFOR PHD TIME SERVED‘7 YE
DATE lNMATE PLACED.IN PHD

IF YES, DAYS

!

INMATE SIGNATURE FOR RECEIPT OF FINALREPORT

A
yLlM

\_r,——‘( 7

&

HEARING OFFICER (PRINT NAME) [{ "

—\PPROVED/REVERSE/MODIFY

,,,,,

/ l/"/[ Yi _'.,'-'-
' v

Warden

CO\'TACTYOUR CL ASSlFlCATION CASEWORKER OR COUNSEL SUBS TITUTE IF YOU DO NOT UNDERSTAND THIS FORM.

White - Institutional Rccord

Canury - Inmate (Service of D|SC|plmary Report)

Golden Rod - Inmate (Ser\'ice of Disciplinary Hearing Disposition)

**(Note: When there is restitution, a copy ofthls form should be for\\ arded to Financial Accounung )

“SCDC 19-69 (Rev., May 2007)

Pink -

Central Recc’)rd

M o, q(lcl Cl
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