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SC ADMIN, LAW COURT
This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)

pursuant to the Notice of Appeal filed by Appellant above named, who i is incarcerated with the
South Carolina Department of Corrections (SCDC).

Appellant appeals a denial of a grievance in which he complained about a problem he had
with staff (Grievance Coordinator Ms. Hill). In his Step One Grievance currently before this
Court!, Appellant stated “[t]his grievance is in reference to the Agency Grieglance Coordinator,
Ms. K. Hill, failure to properly investigate the whole circumstance surrounding my ‘medically’
approved T-Edger clippers.” The action requested by .Appellant in this Step One Grievance is that
“Grievance Coordinator, Ms. K. Hill should be written up...And as well, she should be removed
from her position.” Appellant, in this grievance before the Court, is not complaining of his loss of
his clippers, but is rather complaining of staff. There is no loss of good time credits or contention
by Appellant that his sentence, sentence related credits or custody status have been erroneously
calcuiated. There is clearly no liberty interest implicated here. This is clearly a case in which this
Couﬁ 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).

Under Slezak v. S.C. Department of Corrections, 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E. 2d 506, (2004)

the Administrative Law Court is to have jurisdiction of all properly perfected inmate appeals but

! SCDC, in the Step Two response to Appellant s Grievance, stated “[y]ou received the Agency’s final response on
grievance 0084-11 on May 1, 2012 concerning your clippers. It is my understanding that this matter is now in
litigation. Therefore, the Court will make the dec151on on this case.
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“Summary dismissal may be appropriate where the inmate’s grievance does not implicate a state
created liberty or property interest.” Such is the case here.

Therefore, for the foregoing reason the order appealed from is affirmed and this appeal is
DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED,
Columbia, S.C. Jofin D. McLeod, Judge

May 14, 2015 outh Carolina Administrative Law Court
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