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o o * * INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM

~ . “ -
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-y : | G N
INMATE NAME: Perry Wat ford | C;lszan(cseen;al R.
SCDC NUMBER: 1289215 - duL 2201 - policy
INSTITUTION: __BRCT _ E1R Disc. Hear. >,/

Class. . _
Date Received __ ) $-1 23
IGC Initials _ 17

HOUSING UNIT. . . Murray 266
WORK ASSIGNMENT: __dorm

STATE GRIEVANCE (include documentation, and date of incident; if SCDC Policy indicate which policy)

3 . . /
. I was sentenced in December 2002 for - the offen@ of leaving the scene
resulting in death; wreckless homicide and a probation violation At the time
"I committed the abcwve referenced of fenses by statute the offense are
nen-violent. After entering SCDC I have been advised that I am bkeing
< lassified as violent 85%. I wrote head of classificaticn concerning this
f matter, see attached inmate to staff request and Michael Matthews informed
that - at the time my crime. was committed by statute they are considered
non-violent, but SCDC's classification is treating them as violent and has me
=erving 85%.
" Under the U.S. Constituticnal E‘ull Faith and Credit Clause I am entitled
to have the law apply to me as it was at the time the of fense was cammitted.

. lands
LJ l.l C\.iuca\. toive ch.;u..qz Lchr AT OO iy

ACT ION REQUESTED

At this time I request to be reclassified as non-violent as the statute I was
c—onvicted under at that time was non-violent -

’ SPECIFY HOW AND WHEN INFORMAL RESOLUTION WAS ATTEMPTED BY GRIEVANT:

ssee attached.inmate to staff request to Head of Classit‘ication

 Btundepd 2o

bneva(nt Signature // Date

ACTION TAKEN BY IGC:

. S
[ < I’ZIJYT/TLQA,L

.IGC Signatlire J j Date

i W\I(MC «s2pt the action taken by the IGC and consider the maﬂer closed.
Ji D {do =0t accept the action taken and wish to appeal. © - ' i\\)/q

SCOC 105 1R o= pgmmbar 197 FNHZ”"(B> F!'Dﬁdc ;Z GrievantSignaturg . Date

CONTINUED ON REVERSE S1D€)




WARDEN’S DECISION AND REASON: |

Imhaté Watford;

This is in response to BRCI-0848-12. In this grievance you asked to be
reclassified as non-violent. All pertinent information and documentation has
been reviewed. While your crime might have been classified as non-violent at
the time it was committed, by the time you came under the custody of SCDC the
statutes had changed. Unless the laws change, you will remain classified as a -

violent offender.

. .
' Based on this information, your requested action is denied. If not satisfied with
my response, see Step 5 below.

o

/%% G073

Warden Signature Date

O Ilacceptthe Warden'; izcision and consider the matter closed.

(3 ,1do not accepi iz ‘Wardun's decision and wish to appeal. o m/_ﬁ_‘

. , 3 -~ . E * " —
_/Z__M’_(’L%{Zﬁ ¢ -// 9{20/—5 ) VIme Ly H--15
Grieva“?t igr i U

Date IGC Signatfire Date

INSTRU CTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM

An i formal resolution shall be attempted prior fo the filing of Step 1.

1

2. Cornplete each section in its entirety, writing only in the space provided for inmate use.

3. Onlyyone (1) issue is to be addressed on each form.

4. Sub it the completed form to the Institutional Grievance Coordinator within fifteen (15) days of an
allecyed incident; policy grievances at any time. Do not write in the space provided for the Warden'’s
respponse. ' '

5. lfyoware not satisfied with the Warden's decision, you may appeal to the appropriate responsible

offici al within five (5) days of your receipt of the Warden's decision, via the Institutional Grievance
Coordinator. ‘
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM

e STEP 2 Office %se Only
4 Perry Watford ' Grievance No. LDILCI=08Y4 §-) >
INMATE NAME: — p 8?90‘3' Code: General
SCDC NUMBER: _scncy 239215 E : 'XPR : f g @ : PD‘]’:LCVH%: ~
INSTITUTION: ARCT g L Class. __° -~
HOUSING UNIT. Murray $#266 RZdan Date R.e.ceivec_i hactal )
WORK ASSIGNMENT:_ Dorm WIATE GRIEyANCE -~
INMATE’S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction):
I am appealing- the Warden'as deciasion in grisvance
no.BRCI-0848-12. The Warden agreed that while my c¢rime wvas

classified as "non-violent* at the time the crime was committed,
but by the time I entered SCDC the statute had change to violent
and therafore I will remain classified as a violent offender. The
Warden's decision is in error based on law. Under the Full Faith
and Credit Clause the law must apply to me as it was when it was
committed. Any departure from that as in the instant matter has
resulted in an ex post facto violation. Ex post facto prohibits
the application of a new law that increases punishment to an old
sentence. I respectfully ask to be reclassified as non-violent.

See attached Request to Staff and Step 1 gr
[/

2e/5

Grievant

RESPONNSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON: .'

Your grievance has been reviewed. Offenses are considered statutorily violent if they were violent under SC Code Ann. 16-1-60 at the time of
the conviction. In contrast, offenses are considered violent for classification purposes if they are listed in SC Code Ann. 16-1-60 regardless of

. the date of the conviction. Therefore, your offense is statutorily non-violent but you are classified violent. This classification has no bearing on
your projected release date or sentence-related credits. You are required to serve a mandatory minimum of 85% of your 25 year sentence based
on your offens e, not your violent status for classification purposes.

. Therefore, youw grievance is denied.

You may appea | this decision under the Administrative Procedures Act. [n order to appeal, you must fill out the attached Notice of Appeal Formand

~-submit-it-as-ins @ructed on the form within 30 days of receipt,
| | ﬂ(:lz:{ (4’(/-23/—’
\ - -7 .-
( ' p

G--/3
Date

Signature

The decission rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance Pro-
cedure: T hereby acknowledge receipt of the official’s response and understand this is the Agency’s final
responser to this matter.

Grievant Signature Date IGC Signature Date

(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS)

Ex HIB(T@B

SCCC R SA N by 197)



JTATE OF. SOUTH CARCLINA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Docket No.13-ALJ-04-0732-AP
Grievance No.BRCI-0848-12

Hon.Deborah Brooks Durden, Pr951d1ng
S. C Administrative Law Court

perry Watford #289215 -~ Appellant,
-Vs-

South Carolina Department of Corrections -- Respondent,

APPELLANT'S INITIAL BRIEF

ON APPEAL
C.V\Y‘\Si'u her D. HORle , perry wWatford
gy %emra Coumnsel ’ SCDC# 289215
%ou Cacoline Degt. OQCuwechs PCI (2B-120)
430 Oaklawn Rd.

PO, @\L 27187
Columbie « S ¢ 292al- 1787 ’ pelzer, SC. 29669

Appellant Pro-Se
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ADHINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

perry vatford ) Docket No.13-ALJ-04-0732-AP
‘ Grievance No.BRCI-0848-12
Appellant, )
-Vs-~ ' )

S.C.Depart.Corrections ("scoc") ) APPELLANT'S INITIAL BREIF

pefendant ) ON APPEAL

COMES NOW, above captioned, Appellant, pro-se. seeking relief

in this Honorable Court, that the judgement pelow -entered by the
Administrative Agency is in 2rror and violates the Ex post facto

clause.

JURISDICTION
Jurisdiction lies in this Honorable Court pursuant to $.C.Code

Ann.51-23-380(A) (5). and Al-Shabazz v. State; 338 s.C. 354,»527

5.6.2d 742 (2000).



ARGUMENT

STATEMENT OF FACTS/PROCEDURAL

.Appellant is presently cohfined in the Sduth Carolina Degar-
traent of Corrections ("3CDC") serving a twenty-five (25) year
aggregate sentence for one count of rackless homicide, S.C. Code
Ann.§y 56-5-2910 (2002—GS—32—2321)(10—;ears); and 6ﬁe count of
leaving the scene of an accident, 5.C. Code Ann. §56-5-1210-(A)(3
)(2602-GS—32—2322)(25-years);léenténces were ordered céncurrent.

Appellant was arrested in Lexington County South Carolina on
Jétover 1, 2001 and subsequently‘indicted and chargad as stateaqa.

On December 3, 2002, Appellant appeared before the Honorable

Marc Westbrcok and Judge Westbrook sentenced Appellant as state%fﬂaVQ)

Cn December 4, 2062, Appellant was taken to SCDC for commenc-
ement of said séntenéés. It was brought to Appellant's attention
tihat sSCDC's classification system was classifying Appellanﬁ's
cxime(s) as "violent" offense and thus requiring Appellant to

serve 25-years at 85%(2p')

On tiarch 1>, 2011, Appéllant wrote an inmate-to-staff reguest

. [scbC Form 19-11]1 to Head of Classification at SCDC headguatars

Se2e fortior attached hereto Exhibit (A); and Michael ‘(ather
Bx-anch Cheif responded March 18, 2011 informing”Appellant that:

"hit and Run ~--Death Results in a
non-violent offense by state statute.

It's 53CDC's Classification is conider violent
tbecause the statute has been changed to a violent
offense. At tne time you committed your offense

: it was non-violent."” Id

/

{Rert)
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scgellant as ",iolent'" cecause the State Statute cnanged "after"

Appellant had committed his offenses. It should be noted'that the

of fense were non-violent when they were commited.

Appellant immediately filed a Step 1 grievance concerning the

matter, see attached fortior Exhibit (B}, and SCDC's response was
This is in response to BRCI-0848-12. In this
you asked to be re-classified as non-violent.
All pertinent information and documentation has.
been reviewed. While your crime mignt have been
classified as non-violent at the time it was committed
,by the 'time you came uncer the custody of SCDC the statutes
had changad. Unless the law changes, vou will ramain classifiad
' as a violent oftfencer Id.
(Re2)

As is seen in the above, SCDC has stated that “...while your

might have been classified as non-violent at the time it

.crime

was comitted, but [by] the time you entered SCDC's custody the

Wstate statute had changed", and therefore you will remain class-

ified as a violent offender. I1d
Appellant filed a Step 2 inmate grievance concerning this

watter and the Agency's decision is attached hereto as a fortior

exhibit (C) which states in pertinent part:

Offense are considered statutorily violent if they
were violent under S.C.Code §16-1-60 at the time your
of your conviction. In contrast, cffenses are consideread
for classification purposes if they are listed in §16-1-60,
regardless of the date of your conviction. Therefore, your
oftense is statutorily non-violent, bubt ycu are classif=d as
violent. This classification has no hearing on your crojected
elease date or sentence credits. You are regquired to serve a
mandatory minimum 85% of your 25 year sentence pased on your
sitense, nct your violent status for classification Curgoses.

(Re3) .

1o

is seen in tne apcve answar to Appellant's Step 2 SCDC has
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~scated scpellant's orignse ace consicered violent fer classitfica-

tion purposes, cegardless of tha date of the conycition, put fur-
ther agrees~tnat»Appellant's cffeneee are statutorily non-violent
but Apyellant is claSblfltd as a v1olent offender;

SCDC further states "this has no bearirng on Apoellant' proj-
ected release date", as Appellant is required to serve a inandato-
ry minimum 85% of his 25-vyear sentence pased on "his offense",not
nis “"violent" status for classification purposes.(RPg)

Appellant'would submit SCDC's elassification of Appellantls _

non-violant ofrenses oy “state statute" violates ex gosk facto

As was seen 1in the above SCDC has candldly admltted tnat [at]‘
the time Appellant commltted his offenses they were, by ' 'state
gtatute non -violent" offenses, and that 1t was SCDC that is clas-

sifiying Appellant as [vloltnt], See Exhibit (A)(Head of sCpC's
Classification, Michael tather, Branch Chelf&gornls meaing as’ a

"non-violent" offense according to law which, by law Appellant is

required to serve 65% of his 25-year [non-violent] sentence, but

. due to SCDC's overly intense classification system SCDC is requi-

.ring Appellant to serve 85% of his 25-year [non-violent] sentence

, thus by imposing a harsher sentence by 15% more than is actual-

ly required by '"state stautory” law that was in place at the time
Appellant had committed the offenses. Which undet a [non-violentl
offense an offender is only reguired to sarve 65% of the senten-
ce. Artlcle~4 ef_the United States Constitution's Full faith and

Cradit Claue fequires e?e:y State to avply the law as it was at

~he tire the offense 15, mxlttou, and each State.and bocy of law

recuiced to give full Faith and Credit. H“eaning ECCC hasg NoO
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curposes and impose a “harsher'" sentence than «as allowad at the

time the offenses were committed. The offenses were "non-violent"

at the time they were committed, put the 'state statute" changed

[after], meaning at a later date than when they were committed so

scpC now wants to treat the coffenses as violent for classificati—

on purposes, bee Exhibits (A)(E)(C&g thus requiring Appellant to

serve 85% percent of his 25-year sentence, rather than 65% if the

of fenses were considered as non-violent like they were at the

Claz Lney were committed, taes SCDC 15 lncreasing ﬁc;ellant's

134

sentence 1n v1olatlon of the ex post facto clause and violating

Appellant's constitutional rlghta. An ex post facto v1olatlon

occurs when a ''change in the law retroactively alters the defini-

_tion of a crime or incrcases the punishment for a crime. See

Jernigan v. State, 340 $.C. 256, 261, 531»5.E.2d 507, 509 (2000).

#x post facto violations claims are non-collateral matters, Id at

260, 531 S.E.2d at 509 and our Court of Appeals has found that
the ALJ does have jurisdiction to near Appellant's claim, See
411, 665 S.8.

Sanders v. $.C.Department of Corrections, 379 S.C.

2d. 231 (Ct.App.2008).

CONCLUSION

JHEREFCRE, based on the aforegoing, pppellant respectfully

request this Court to review the argument and Exhibits submitted
.5 this Court to correct SCDC errcenous classification of

'
200 A5A5

appellant's Inon—violent] offenses, and declare Appellant's

~ichts nava been vioclated by SCDC and fashicn the relief just and
; / ‘ . : ’




" South Carolina Departmcnt of Corrections,

 STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Perry Watford, # 289215, Docket No.: 12-ALJ-O4-O732-AP

Appellant,
' RESPONDENT’S BRIEF AND MOTION

v. TO DISMISS -

Honorable Deborah Brooks Durden

Respondent.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

STATEMENT OF FACTS:

" This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (“ALC”) pursuant to the

appeal of Perry Wattord (v“appellant”), an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina

' Department of Corrections (*SCDC™). Appellant tiled a Step One Grievance on July 12,

2012, complaining about his inmate classification because SCDC considers him to be a

violent otfender for internal classification purposes. This grievance was investigated and

. denied. Appellant tiled a Step Two Grievance on April 18, 2013. This grievance was

also investigated and denied. This uppcal tfollows.

Jdismissed for the reasons that follow.
ARGUMENT

THE ADMINIS FR/\[[\ E'LAW COURT SHOULD DISMISS THIS
CASE UNDER SLEZAK V. S.C. DEP'T OF CORRECTIO\S 361 S.C.
327605 S.E.2D 506 (2004), SKIPPER V. 5. ¢ DEP'T OF
CORRECTIONS, 370 8.C. 267,633 S.E.2D 910 (CT. APP. 2000). AND
SLEZAK V. EVATT, 21 F. )d 390 (4TH CIR. 1994). '

The ALCs jurisdiction to hear this matter is derived from the decision of the

. South Carolina Supreme C'om't in Al-Shabazz v, S[El[L 338 S.C. 334, 327 SR 742

0y Nubse umnrl\ the \'hn\,ln_, Court elartfied the ALCTs appollate junsdiciion over

10



* inmate appeals in Slezak v. SCDC, 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E.2D 306 (2004). The Supreme

Court held that, although the ALC had jurisdiction over all properly perfected inmate

appeals, the ALC may summarily‘decidc those appeals that do not implicater an inmate’s
state—crea;ed libertonr prdperty interest. SCDC reads Slezak as encouraging, for the sake
of judicial economy, the ALC to dismiss summarily inmate cases that do not involve a
state created liberty or property interest.r

Recently, the South Carolina Court of Appeals interpreted M to mean that
where a state created !iberty interest is not implicated in a prisoner appeal, the “ALJ

shduld" dismiss thé appeal.. Skipper v. SCDC, 370 S.C. 267; 633 S.E.2d 910 (Ct. App.

2000).

[n Slezak v. Evatt; 21 F.3d 590 (4th Cir. 1994), the Fourth Circuit Court of

Appeals addressed the issue of an inmate’s constitutional interest in his classitication
level. Slezak broué,ht suit claiming SCDC subjected him to “punjtive, high security”
classiticatién without notice or hearing. The Slezak court ruled, “The logical ﬁrét
question in assessing 'sucli a claim is, therefore, whether the inmate has a protectible
liberty interest in the classification he seeks either to retain (against a “demotion™) or to
receive (by a “promqtion“). ... The federal constitution itself vests né liberty interest in
inmates in retaining or receiving any particular security or custody status as long as the

[challenged] conditions or degree of continement . .. 15 within the sentence imposed . ..

and is not otherwise violative of the Constitution.” Slezak at 394 (citations omitted). [n
“the case at hand, there 13 no allegation, that the conditions of appellant’s confinement

“exceed that which would be permitted for an inmate sentenced to the custody of the

Department. Thus, appetlant has not sustained his burden ot proot that a liberty interest

i imphicated.

n



[n this appeal, appellant complains that SCDC classities him as a violent ottender
even though the offense for which he was convicted — hit and run resulting in deatlf— was
not listed as a violeﬁt oftense in S.C. Code Ann. § 16-1-60 on the date of his convictior'\.
SCDC classities inmates based on a number of factors and an inmate has no right to any

particular custody level. As the Step Two response to appellant’s grievance explains,

“appellant’s oftense is considered to be violent for classitication purposes only. This

classitication does not impact the length of appellant’s sentence or appellant’s eligibility
tor parole. I[nstead, SCDC considers the ottense as violent only for purposes of making
. [
internal agency decisions regarding inmate classitication and housing of otfenders, both
of which are matters within particular expertise ot correctional authorities.

Inmate classification is a prime example of the type of issue for which courts

deter to the protessional judgment of correctional authorities. See Sullivan v. SCDC, 355

S.C. 437, 444, 586 S.E:2d 12‘4, 127-28 (2004) (noting the traditionql “hands-ott

ubprouch” 'the Court has taken toward internal prigon matters). Accordingly, SCDC

respecttully requests Athis éppeal be dismissed. See Skipper, 37AO S.C. at 279,633 S.E.2d ,
at 917 (holding the ALC should dismiss an inmate’s appeal it no state-created liberty

interest in implicated). |

CONCLUSION

Based on the torcgoing reasons and legal authorities, SCDC respectfully requests

that this matter be dismissed pursuant to Slezak v, SCDC. 3335 S.C. 437, 386 S.E.2d 124

(2004). '
Respecttully submitted.

CHRISTOPHER D, FLORIAN

Depaty General Counsed

2.



February 3, 2014
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Perry Watford, #289215, ) - Docket No. 13-ALJ-04-0732-AP
' . Grievance No. BRCI 0848-12
Appellant, ‘ ‘
vs. | ORDER OF DISMISSAL

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

| ' STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (ALC or Tourt) pursuant to the
appeal of Perry Watford (Appellant) an inmate incarcerated with the South Carolina Department
of Corrections (Department) Appellant filed a grievance with the Department obJeetmg to ‘his

- security classification. On September 11, 2013, Appellant received the Department’s final.

decision, which denied Appellant the relief he requested in his grievance. On September 25,

2013, Appellant filed this appeal with the ALC.

) STANDARD OF REVIEW \
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). The

Court-is anthorized ‘to dismiss inmate grievance appeals' that do not implic‘ate a state-created
liberty or property ‘lnterest. Skipper v. S.C. Dept. of Corr., 370 S.C. 267, 279 n.5, 633 S.EE.2d
910,917 n.5 (Ct. App. 2006). ' '

When reviewing the Department’s decisions in inmate grievance matters, the Court sits in

an appellate capacity. Al-Shabazz, 338 S.C. at 377; 527 S.E.2d at 754. Consequently, the
review in inmate grievance caseés is limited to the record presented. See, S.C. Code Arm.:§ 1-23-
3 80(4) (Supp. 2013) (“The review must be conducted by the court and must be confined to the
record...”); see also, S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-600(E) (Supp. 2013) (directing administrative law
judges to conduct appellate review in the same manner prescribed in § 1-23- 380) An
Audministrative Law. Judge may not substitute his Judgment for 'that of an agency “as to the

weight of the evidence on questions of fact.” S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5) (Supp 2013).

Furthermore, an Administrative Law Judge may not reverse or modlfy an 0;]( s, decision

L MAR 112014
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unless substantial rights of the appellant have been prejudiced because the decision is clearly
erroneous in view of the substantial evidence on the whole record, arbitrary or affected by an
error of law; See, Section 1-23-380(5); see .also, Marietta Garage, Inc. v. S.C. Dept. of Pub.
Safety, 337 S.C. 133,522 S.E.2d 605 (Ct. App. 1999); S.C. Dept. of Labor, Licensing and
Regulation v. Girgis, 332 S.‘C. 162,503 S.E.2d 490 (Ct. App. 1998).

DISCUSSION
“The Fourteenth Amendment’s Due Process Clause protects persons against deprivations
of life, liberty, or property, and those who seek to invoke its procedural protection must establish

that one of these interests is at stake.” Wilkinson v. Austin, 545 U.S. 209, 221 (2003) Liberty

interests protected by the Fourteenth Amendment may arise from the Constitution itself or from
an expectation or interest created by state laws or pelicies Id.! Hewitt v. Helms, 459 U.S. 460,

466 (1983), overruled on other grounds by Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472 (1995).

Courts have held that the Constitution itself “vests no liberty interest in inmates in
retaining or receiving any particular security or custody status as long as the challenged
conditions or degree of confinement are within the sentence imposed and are not otherwise
violative of the Constitution.” Brown v. Evatt, 322 S.C. 189, 194, 470 S.E.2d 848, 851 (1996);
Slezak v. Evatt, 21 F.3d 590, 594 (4th Cir. 1994); see also, Moody v. Daggett, 429 U.S. 78, 88

n.9 (1976). Rather, within these limits, so far as the Constitution itself is concerned, “the
security and custody classification of state prison inmates is a matter for state prison official
discretion.” Brown, 322 S.C. at 194, 470 S.E.2d at 851; Slezak, 21 F.3d at 594.

' Here, Appellant has failed to demonstrate that he has a state-created liberty interest in his
security classification. An inmate’s mere assertion that he has been given a certain security
classification, without evidence that the classification imposes an atypical and significant
hardship, does not establish a liberty interest. See, Harbin-Bey v. Rutter, 420 F.3d 571, 577 6™
Cir. 2005); Miller v. Campbell, 108 F. Supp. 2d 960, 965 (W.D. Tenn. 2000); James v. Reno, 39
F. Supp. 2d 37, 40 (D.D.C. 1999); Collins v. Hannigan, 14 F. Supp. 2d 1239, 1243 (D. Kan.

1998). In this case, Appellant'has not explained. how his security classification affects the

conditions of his incarceration. See, Wilkinson, 545 U.S. at 223-24 (determining that prisoners

had a liberty irlterest_ in avoiding transfer to “Supermax” prison facility, court considered
conditions at facility); Sandin, 515 U.S. at 483 (finding no liberty interest protection against a 30-

- day assignment to segregated confinement, court noted that case- did not present “a dramatic
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departure from the basic conditions of Conner’s indeterminate sentence”). Moreover, Appellant
. has not shown that his security classiﬁcation will “inevitably affect” the overall duration of his
o imprisonmént. See, Sandin 515 U.vS.' at 487 (finding that State’s action would not “inevitably
:affect” the duration of the priédner’s sentence). While Inmate complains that his security
classification as v1olent” will result in a requlrement that he serve a greater percentage of his
sentence before he can be paroled this is not the case. SCDC’s Step 2 response makes it clear that
the violent classification relates only to Inmate’s custody/security matters and has no bearing on his

. projected release date.

b . | " ORDER

i IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Appellant’s appeal is DISMISSED, WITH
PREJUDICE. !
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

- - /wvm’%,////; 4//%/&

i - .- Deborah Brooks Durden, Judge
' S.C. Administrative Law Court

March 11, 2014
Columbia, South Carolina
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