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OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE ESTIMATES
- By
Specified Area and Year

OCC
CODE

YEAR OCCUPATIONAL TITLE

Directly supervise and coordinate the activities of producti

51-1011 First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers

on and operating workers, such as inspectors, precision workers, machine setters and operators, assemblers, fébrlcators, and plant

and system-operators. Excludes team or work ﬁ%
1999 151-1011 |First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers{ . 146001 $ 2014 | $41890 %00 oo S PN STC Rkl o o
2000 [51-1011 ({First-Line Supervisors of Production and ting Work S $ .. 2024] . $ L sl Y &
2001 [51-1011 irst-Line Supervisors of Production an ing W o 32880082077 ] - ¢ LT Ficci i &
2002 |S1-1011 |[First-Line isors of Prodyction and ting Work . 122000 $. 21.19] ¢ SER gt A B
2003 |51-1011 |First-Line Supervisors of Production and Qperating Workers 127901 $ 2149 $a4, S IR ©.- ‘;“ _

Work as part of a team having responsibllity for assembling an entire product 6r component of a product. Team assemblers can perform all tasks conducted by the team in the assembly process
and rotate through all or most of them rather than being assigned to a specific task on a permanent basis. M

51-2092 Team Assemblers

51-2092

1999 Team Assemblers 324008 . 1166] $24260f icow Vi
2000 | 51-2092| Jeam Assemblers - 26670{$. 12.69]  $26,390f 7S iziins
2001 | 51-2092 | Team Assemblers .24,380] § = 13.07 ki sk
2002 | 51-2092] Team Assemblers 25,480 $ 1331
2003 [ 51-2092| Team Assemblers 255401 $  13.05

- ey

ay participate in making management decisions affecting the work. Includes team
leaders who work as part of the team. Assemblers who continuously perform the same task are classified elsewhere in 51-2000.

Work as part of a team having responsibility for assembling an entire product or component of a product. Team assemblers can perform all tasks conducted by the team in the assembly process
and rotate through all or most of them rather than being assigned to a speclfic task on a permanent basls. May participate in making management decisions affecting the work. Includes team |

51-7011 Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters

leaders who work as part of the team. Assemblers who continuously perform the same task are classified elsewhere In 51-2000.

1999 51-7011 abinetmakers and Bench Ca ters 24001 §$ . 896
2000 | S1-7011 abinetmakers and Bench Carpenters . 1,260{$ 1030
2001 51-7011 abinetmakers and Bench Carpenters . . ..-1,0801 8 1085
2002 51-7011] Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters . 1,400 $ . 11.25
2003 | 51-7011] Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1300[ § 1180

TR

" .
A oa .

TR R, R SR 3

SOURCE: The Bureau of Labor Statistics
http://www.bls. oes/current/oes sc.htm

NOTES:

N/A - DATA NOT AVAILABLE

CHARLESTON-NORTH CHARLESTON METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA - Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester

SOUTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE - All counties in South Carolina

-




OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE ESTIMATES
LOW COUNTRY NON- METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

By Specified Year
WAGE ESTIMATES
ocC AREA ENTRY MEAN EXPERIENCED
YEAR | CODE |OCCUPATIONAL TITLE 4 EMPLOYMENT | HOURLY | ANNUAL | HOURLY | ANNUAL HOURLY | ANNUAL
- FURNITURE ASSEMBLERS
51-2092 Team Assemblers

Work as part of a team having responsibility for assembling an entire product or component of a product. Team assemblers can perform all tasks conducted by the
team in the assembly process and rotate through all or most of them rather than being assigned to a specific task on a permanent basis. May participate in making
management decisions affecting the work. includes team leaders who work as part of the team.

1999 51-2092* |Team Assemblers : . 23,240 $8.94 $18,600| $ 11.66 $24,260 $13.24 $27,540
2000 51-2092* |Team Assemblers . 26,670 $9.10 $18,930]$  12.69 -$26,390 $14.43 $30,020
2001 51-2092* |Team Assemblers 24,380 $9.63 $20,040| $ 13.07 $27,190 $14.24| $29,620
2002 51-2092* |Team Assemblers 25,480 $9.82 $20,420{ $ 1331 $27,680 $14.63 $30,430
2003 51-2092* |Team Assemblers - 25,540 $9.88 $20,540] $ 13.05] $27,150 $14.14 $29,410
2004 51-2092* |Team Assemblers 28,620 $10.09 $20,990| $ 13.24|$ 27,530 $15.17 $31,540
2005 51-2092* |Team Assemblers ) : 31,450 $10.08 $20970{ $ 13.22|$ 27,500 $15.28 $31,780
2006 512092 [Team Assemblers ) 900 $10.47 $21,7801 $ 1247 | $ 25,940 $14.45 $30,050
2007 51-2092 |Team Assemblers 770 $10.32 $21,460] S 1232 | $ 25,620 $13.92 $28,960

51-7011 Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters
Cut, shape, and assemble wooden articles or set up and operate a variety of woodworking machines, such as power saws, jointers, and mortisers to surface, cut, or
shape lumber or to fabricate parts for wood products.

1999 51 -701 1* Cabmetmakers and Bench Carpenters 2,400 $7.05 $14,670| $ 896 | 518,640 $10.37 $21,570
2000 51-7011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters ’ 1,260 $7.70 $16,010({$ 10.10 $21,010 $12.27 $25,520
2001 51-7011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,080 $8.26 $17,180| $ 10.85 $22,570 $13.21 $27,480
2002 51-7011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,400 $8.72 $18,140] $  11.25 $23,410 $13.37 $27,800
2003 51-7011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,300 $9.67 $20,120{ $ 11.80 $24,550 $13.33 $27,720
2004 51-7011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,500 $9.32 $19,380| $§ 1182 | $ 24,590 $13.76 $28,620
2005 51-57011* |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,290 $9.77 $20,320| $ 12.241S$ 25,460 $14.06 $29,250
2006 | 51-7011 [Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,390] N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2007 51-7011 |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters . 30 $14.10 $29,330] $ 16.01 | $ 33,290 $18.67 $38,840

SOURCE The Bureau of Labor Statistics
http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_sc.htm

BN AN

NOTES:

N/A - DATA NOT AVAILABLE

LOW COUNTRY NON-METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA did not become a statistical area until 2006. (Includes Beaufort, Colleton, Georgetown, Hampton, Jasper, and Williamsburg counties.)

- SOUTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE data provided for Low Country Non-Metropolitan data.




OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAG

By

E ESTIMATES

Specified Area and Year

YEAR

OoCcC
CODE

OCCUPATIONAL TITLE

SOUTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE* |
WAGE ESTIMATES iz e =
AREA - ___MEAN Loy
EMPLOYMENT [ HOURLY | ANNUAL &M ;

LEAD MAN / SECTION LEADER

51-1011 First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers
Directly supervise and coordinate the activities of production and operating workers, such as inspectors, precision workers, machine setters and

operators, assemblers, fabricators, an

1999

51-1011

First-Line Supervisors of Production and
Operating Workers :

2000

51-1011

lant and m

14,600

$

rators. E

20.14

rk leaders.

First-Line Supervisors of Production and
Operating Workers

13,4io|

:

20.24

2001

51-1011

First-Line Supervisors of Production and

Operating Workers

sl

$

2002

51-1011

First-Line Supervisors of Production and
Operating Workers

12,200'

s

20.77

21.19

2003

51-1011

First-Line Supervisors of Production and
Operating Workers

12,790|

$

21.49

$44,070)2%

$44,700[ 0

FURNITURE ASSEMBLERS

Work as part of a team having responsibility for assemblin

51-2092 Team Assemblers

g an entire product or component of a product. Team assemblers can perform all tasks
conducted by the team in the assembly process and rotate through all or most of them rather than being assigned to a specific task on a permanent basis.
May participate in making management decisions affecting the work. Includes team leaders who work as part of the team. Assemblers who continuously
rform the same task are classified elsewhere in 51-2000. -

e
23,240' $ 1166

1999 | 51-2092 jTeam Assemblers $28, 260k e R I A
2000 | 51-2092 [Team Assemblers 26,670 §  12.69 $26,390| 0 S T T g '

2001 | 51-2092 {Team Assemblers 24380 $  13.07 $27,190F s 3

2002 | 51-2092 [Team Assemblers 25480] $  13.31]  $27es0fsadEante

2003 | 51-2092 [Team Assemblers 25540[ $  13.05] $27,150f% :

' 51-7011 Cabinetmakers
" Cut, shape, and assemble wooden articles or set up and operate a variety

and Bench Carpenters
of woodworking machines, such as power saws, jointers, and mortisers to
surface, cut, or shape lumber or to fabricate parts for wood products.

1999 | 51-7011 [Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters . 2,400] $ 896 $18,640 m:m 371,23
2000 -} 51-7011 [Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 12600 1010|  $21,010p 2R e ldh s T

2001 51-7011 |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,080 $ 10.85 $22,570

2002 51-7011 |[Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,300{ $ 11.25 $23,410

2003 51-7011 |Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 1,3oo| $ 11.80 $24,550

W

3




OCCUPATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE ESTIMATES

‘By
Specified Area and Year
R S, -5
-+ SOUTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE* |3
, WAGE ESTIMATES
. occ | : m = 5 MEAN . - -
YEAR | CODE |OCCUPATIONAL TITLE - “tmmvmrz HOURLY "ANNUAL H

OTHER ASSEMBLY OCCUPATIONS CLASSIFIED IN THE '51-2000' SERIES

51-2011 Aircraft Structure, Surfaces, Rigging, and Systems Assemblers
51-2021 Coil Winders, Tapers, and Finishers
51-2022 Electrical and Electronic Equipment Assemblers
51-2023 Electromechanical equipment assemblers
51-2031 Engine and other machine assemblers
51-2041 Structural Metal Fabricators and Fitters
51-2091 Fiberglass laminators and fabricators

51-2093 Timing device assemblers, adjusters, and calibrators

SOURCE: The Bureau of Labor Statistics

http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_sc.htm
NOTES:
N/A - DATA NOT AVAILABLE

CHARLESTON-NORTH CHARLESTON METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA - Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester

* _ SOUTH CAROLINA STATEWIDE - All counties in South Carolina {Jasper County data included in SC statewide.)




= ‘ _
— SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
STATEMENT OF INMATE GROSS EARNINGS
. PAY PERIOD: 03/02/02 TO 03/16/02 PAY DATE:
EM#LOYEE STATUS: ACTIVE
OVER PAYMENT INSTALLMENT: - .00

BACK PAY DUE:

+ .00
REGULAR HOURS WORKED:
72.00 REGULAR HOURS o 5.25 /HOUR = 378.00
OVERTIME: .
.00 PREM RATE HOURS e .00 /HOUR = .00
TOTAL OVERTIME COMPENSATION: + 378.00
GROSS PAYMENT: ’ $ 378.00

SSN: 242-13-93805

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
STATEMENT OF INMATE GROSS EARNINGS

PAY PERIOD: 03/17/02 TO 04/01/02 PAY DATE:
EMPLOYEE STATUS: ACTIVE
OVER PAYMENT .INSTALLMENT: - .00
BACK PAY DUE: o+ .00
REGULAR HOURS WORKED:
71.75 REGULAR HOURS e 5.50 /HOUR = 394 .62
OVERTIME: .
.00 PREM RATE HOURS e .00 /HOUR = .00
TOTAL OVERTIME COMPENSATION: + 394.62
GROSS PAYMENT: $ 394.62

SSN: 242-13-9905

R

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT .OF CORRECTIONS
STATEMENT OF INMATE GROSS EARNINGS

PAY PERIOD: 10/17/03 TO 11/01/03 PAY DATE:
EMPLOYEE STATUS: ACTIVE
OVER PAYMENT INSTALLMENT: - .00
BACK PAY DUE: . + .00
REGULAR HOURS WORKED:
34.50 REGULAR HOURS e 5.55 /HOUR = 191.47
OVERTIME: ‘
.00 PREM RATE HOURS e .00 /HOUR = .00
TOTAL OVERTIME COMPENSATION: + 191.47

GROSS PAYMENT:

SSN: 242-13-9905

PAGE:

04/16/02

11/16/03

PAGE:

. PAGE:
04/01/02

03/da,v2
330

04/08/02
314

11/06/08
424
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i pes]s has held t.hat. it would be lmpermisslble
: to extend the non-compete period contained -
{In the agreement as a remedy for its breach, -

“since ‘such ‘an extension “would essentially

mwnhe the parties’ contract, a service the
courts of South Carolina do not perform.” -

. MailSource, LLG, 856 S.C. at 369 58SE2d

at 639 (Ct-App.2003). .
Finally, lnFacesBouttque.Luiv G;bbs,ﬁ

defendant, an estheticiah, from belng assocl-

.',Imsin&shadagreedtnhmlttheagreemet
toits“sph'lt"ntberﬂranmﬁta-a!tmm:

. but held that a party could”not’ éonvert an

clause fnto an .enforceable one by

,ﬂagreeing to an interpretation that artificlally
limitedtheactualtennsused lnt.heeontnct. .

: {5).: Thwecasastandfortbe pmpoaiﬂon ~‘ 
-'.that,!nSouﬂnCamhnn,themuicﬁonsina.l

fnon-eompete clause ‘cannot bemewxmen bya
-court or Hmited: by the* parties' agreement, .

-~ -but must stand or fall on their.own terms.”:
: We hold t.herefore.thatthe tm.ljudgeen'ed
e im rewrltlng the ten'lt:oﬂalrastncﬁon in the .
. parties'eontract. RN

oozvcwsmN s
[6] We reverse:the- mwmlm

A- 7- to énforee ‘a non-competiﬁon agmement on
o .\terms other than t)xoseagreed upan. by the -

“‘partles, : We also note ‘that . the ‘parties ap-
- ). pear to be laboring under themiseoneeptlon
~ - that the appeal of this pmhnunary iiijunction..
L prevented the cimut.courz from’ proceeding

with the merits of the case. An _An order grant-

" ing & ‘prelimina unetion Is § fmmed!nteb'
apEé_ﬁ_ElE ﬁ; 8.C.Code Amn." § 14-3-

830(4) (Supp2009). . Section 14-3-450 (1976)

.. explicitly pmwdés where an appeal is permit. -

“ted - -by. § 14-3-93003), “the proceedings in

mer respects in the court below. shall not be

sbayed during the pendency of the appeal
unless otherwise ordered by the court be-

*'818 'S.C. 89, 465 S.E2d 707 (CtApp. 1995), -
. “the-Court of Appeals upheld the trial court’s

. ﬂnding that' a non-compete agreement. was
cverbmadintbatitpmportedeopteventthe

894 SOUTH EASTERN REPORTER. 24 SERIES

low' Accordjngly, unless ordered by the
h'h!oourt, an appeal from a preliminary

o Mund:lon order does not preveat the case
movlng forward on the merits,

REVERSED

TOAL CJ, BEA'I'I'Y KITTREDGE and
HEARN JJ., concur.

ated manycapadtywnth & business that-- - -
" . competed with the original business, The,: Lt
. original ‘buginess brought suit to enforce the' ' . -
.. ; covenant when the defendant went to work .
fOracompehwrnsamamcunst. Onnppeal, ;
the 'court notedthat at trial the oliginal . &

"SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF
»_S}ORREC[‘IONS, Respondent,

vy A v I%W"Su(
* B’illy Joe CARTRET[‘E Appellant.
No 4670.

 iCout omppu!s of South Cnmlma. :

Snbmilted March ) 201&
Dedded Apnl 5, 2010. -

] ‘W'thdrawn, Substituted and
. Refiled May 28, 2010,

Reh&rmg Denied May 28, 2010.

Background: Iumate who participated in
prlson industries program (PIP) appealed

*-decision of the Department of Corrections
,:_to deny ‘his gnevanee that challenged the
compensaﬁon ‘he “received for his work.

The: Adnﬁnish-atxve Law Court (ALC) re-
versed the Department’a refusal to pay

mmate the pmvailmg wage and affirmed
the Department'a denials of overtime pay

" and reimbursement for wage deductions.

‘Inmate and the Department appealed. The

_'Circuit Court, Jasper County, James C.
r_Williams, Jr., J.; remanded the prevailing '

wage issue and affirmed the denial of over-
‘ time wages: and re!mbumement. Ixunate -
appealed S
Holding' On reheanng, the Court of Ap-
peals, Curebon. AJ., held that inmate wus

: '3. Pr!sonst . ‘-.'4.

-

S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS v. CARTRETTE i S.C. 19
Clte as 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.CApp. 2010)

entitled to time-and-a-half pay for over-
time worked in PIP.

Ammedmpmtmvemedlnpart:ﬁ“d'&
manded.

Pieper, J., filed opinion concurnng in part
and dissenting in part. .

‘1. Prisons =293

The Administrative Law Court (ALC)
has subject matter jurisdiction under the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act (APA) to heer
properly perfected appeals fiom the Depart-
ment of Corrections’ final orders in adminis-
trative or non-collateral matters. Code 1976,
§ 1-23-310 et seq.

2. Prisons 172

Inmate: was- entitled to time-and-a-half -
pay for overtime worked in-prisori thdustries
program (PIP), under prison-industries stat- -

. utes. providing. that, rate: of ‘pay. for inmate

labormaPlPeoddnotbe!emthmthat

.pddformkdaahnﬂarnaﬁnehﬂm

pﬂvateaectnrlnthelomlityin’wlﬂdltbé

- work was perfurmed. Codp 1976, $§ 24-3-

816, 24-8-430(D).

" Wiiile inmates wmidng!navﬂm io-
dustries program (PIP) ae not extitled to 4
private right of action in tort to ‘challenge
Department of Corrections' slleged ‘rioncom-
plisnce with governing. statutes, ‘they may
protest through the grievanée: process the

Department’a fallure to comply with these -
statutes. Code 1976, 6§ 24-3-316.24-&480 -

4. Prisons =172 -

Although the federal Fah' Labor Stan-.

da,ﬂgM(FlﬂA)doesuotapplywmmm
workers, statutes governing prison industries
programs (PIP) corpel- the Deputment of
Corrections to ensure inmath workers who
 are employed in .Pjpreeeivethesame pay
rates “and’ employment “conditions. s thelr -
non-inmate peers in the ssme loeality Fair
leorStmdmdaActof 1938, § 1 et seq., 29
1. This nppeal is'being considered slongside S.C.

Dep't of Corr. v. George Lee TomHn, —= S.C. ——,
- 694 SBE.2d 25 (App2010). The material fu:n.

substantive arguments, and procedural postures’

of these two appeals are ldentical.

U.S.CA. § 201 et seq.; Code 1976, §§ 24-3-

‘815, 24-3-430(D).

Billy J. Cartrette, pro se; for Appellant. .

Lake E. Summem. of Columbia, for Re-
spondent.

CURE’ION Al

B Joe Cartrette filed a grievance with
th Carolina Department of Correc-
dona concerning conditions of his partic-
iP‘ﬁ‘m {n_the -Prison Industries Program
(PIP).;, Garheﬂeappealsthechunteourts
ordermmndlngldseaseeotheAdmmrsu-a
tive Law Court (ALC) for a determination of
the prevailing wage for similar work, revers-
ing the ALC's finding that Cartrette was an
employee ‘of the private sponsor, affirming
-the "ALC's -denial of overtime wages, and
sﬁmlngtheALC'edehhlofmhnbm'sement
“for certsn pay deductions.! We reverse as
to. overtime wages, remand that issue to the .
for. further. proceedings as outlined in
this “opinion,; shd affirm the . clrenit court's
deddonsonaﬂmmnhﬂnzme&'

After we luued our original opinion af-
ﬁrmlng in part and reversing in part, both _
parties petitioned for rehearing. We deny
Cartrétte’'s petition for rehedring, grant
‘the anrtmeut 's petition for rehearing,
withdraw our previous oplnlon, and substi-
tute tl'ds opinion.

. FACTS

- Cartrette was an inmate of the Ridgeland
_ Correctional Institution. As & participant in
" PIP, Cartretts provided on-site labor at the
Ridgeland Correctionsal Institution, some-
. times ‘worldng fn excess of ninety hours per
two-weel period,” for PIP. sponsor Kwalu
‘Furniture, Cartrette ' was compensated st a
Fate of $550 per ‘bour. * Cartrettefiled a
grievance with: the Deépartment complaining
his hourlywage was igmmdent compared to.-
the prevziling wage for similar work per-
formed in the private sector. Heé asserted

2. We decide this case without oral argument
pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR.




20 s.C 694 SOUTH EASTERN REPORTER, 2d SERIES S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS v. ¢ MUIRETTE

85.C 21 @

Clic as 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.C.App. 2010) ' i
practices without substantially curtailing S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3-815 (2007). “No in- OQF, 3
employment or earning power. 29 US.C. mate participating in [PIP] may earn less y ‘

non-inmate employees earned $11.00 to

(a) in violation of constitutional or statuto-
$14.00 per hour for the same work. Car- o

ry provisions;

t.ret‘te further complained he did not receive
additional pay for overtime hours and the
VD_epartment improperly withheld funds from
his paychecks. Specifically, Cartrette chal-

lenged as unconstitutionsl the withholding of

funds for his room and board and additional
funds for Victim’s Assistance.?

The Department denied Cartrette’s griev-
ance, and Cartrette appealed to the ALC.

4 to pay Cartrette the prevailing wage an ”

Tound the prevailing wage was $6.25. Fur-

thermore, the ALC .affirmed the Depart-
ment’s denials of overtime and reimburse-
ment for wage deductions. '

Both Cartrette and the Department then
appealed to the circuit.court. After a hear-
ing, the circuit court found $5.25 wea not the

prevailing wage and remanded that i85ue to
g\- the ALC with seven questions for the ALC

to- consider in determining the correct pre- -

vailing wage. The circuit court reversed the
. ALC's apparent finding that Cartrette

““worked for ... or was otherwise ever an
employee of Kwalu”- Finally, the circuit
court affirmed the ‘Al«C’s determinations
Cartrette was ineligible for overtime or reim-
bursement of wage deductions for room and
board and for Victims Assistance. Cartrette
now appeals.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

{11 The ALC has subject matter jurisdic-
tion under the Administrative Procedures
Act (APA) to hear properly perfected appeals
from the Department's fina! orders in admin-
istrative or non-collateral matters. Slezak v.
S.C. Dep't of Corr, 361 8.C. 827, 331, 605
S.E.2d 606, 607 (2004). Our standard of
review derives from the APA. Al-Shabazz v.

State, 338 S.C. 854, 379, 527 S.E.2d 742, 65

(2009). We may affirm, remand, reverse, or
modify the appealed decision if the appel-

(b) in excess of the statutory audxority of
the agency; .

(c) made upon unlawful procedure;

(d) affected by other error of law; .

(e) clearly erroneous in view of the reli-
able, probative, and substantial evi-
dence on the whole record; or .

() arbitrary or capricious or characterized
by abuse of discretion or clearly unwar-
ranted exercise of discretion.

8.C.Code Ann. § 1-23-610(B) (Supp.2009).

" LAW/ANALYSIS
L Overtime Pay

[2] Cartrette contends he is entitled to
time-and-a-half pay for overtime worked.
We agree. ..

In South Carolina, a non-inmate employ-
ee's right of action for overtime pay lies in
§ 207(a)(1) of the Federal Fair Labor Stan-
dards Act of 1938 (FLSA), 29 US.CA
§§ 201-219 (1998 & Supp.2009). Under the
FLSA, non-inmate workers receive compen-
sation at a rate of one and one-half times
their hourly rate for hours worked in excess

of forty per week. 29 U.S.C.A. § 207(a)2) '

(1998). This court recently examined the

legislative intent underlying the FLSA and

found: T
The purpose of the FLSA is to protect
“the rights of those who toil, of those who
sacrifice a full measure of their freedom
and talents to the use and profit of others.”
?‘enmassee Coal, Iron & R.R. Co. v. Musco-
da Local No. 125, 321 US. 590, 597, 64
S.Ct. 698, 88 L.Ed. 949 (1344). The FLSA
was enacted in response to a congressional
finding that some industries, engaged in
commerce, maintained labor conditions
which were detrimental to a minimum
standard of living necessary for heglth,

efficiency, and the general well-being of )j'
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§ 202(b). Because the FLSA is remedial
and humanitarian in purpose, it should be
broadly interpreted and applied to effectu-
ate its goals. Tennessee Coal, Iron & R.R.
Co., 321 U.S. at 597, 64 S.Ct. 698; Benshoff
v. City of Virginia Beach, 180 F.3d 136
(4th Cir.1999). :
Miller v. Blumenthal Mills, Inc, 365 S.C.
204, 221, 616 S.E.2d T22, 730 (Ct.App-2005).
Our supreme court has held the FLSA
does not extend to inmate workers because,
for purposes of payment of wages, inmate
workers are not employees of PIP sponsors.
Williams v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 372 S.C. 255,
260, 641 S.E2d 885 888 (2007). Other

. courts, including the Federal Court of Ap-

peals for the Fourth Circuit, have also de-

clined to extend the protections of the FLSA

and state labor statutes to inmates. See, e.g.,

Harker v. State Use Indus, 990 F.2d 131,
135 (4th Cir.1993).

(3] Nonetheless, South Carolina law re-
quires that inmate workers in a PIP enjoy
pay and working conditions comparable to
those enjoyed by non-inmate workers. Ac-
cording to our supreme court, the overall
purpase of these statutes “is to prevent un-
fair competition.” Adkins v. S.C. Dep't of
Corr, 360 S.C. 418, 418, 602 S.E2d 61, %4
(2004).

The [Department] must détermine prior to
using inmate labor in a [PIP] that it will
not displace employed workers, that the
locality does not have a surplus of available
labor for the skills, crafts, or trades that
would utilize inmate labor, and that the
rates of pay and other conditions of em-
ployment are not less than those paid and
provided for work of [a] similar nature in
the locality in which the work is per-
formed.

4. We specifically reject Cartrette’s contention
that Hamilton v. Daniel Int'l Corp., 273 S.C. 409,

than the prevailing wage for work of [a]
gimilar nature in the private sector.”
S.C.Code Ann. § 24-8-430(D) (2007). “In-
mate participation in the program may not
result in the displacement of employed work-

_ers in the State of South Carolina and may

not impair exsting contracts for services.” -
S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3-430(E) (2007). While
inmates are not entitled to a private right of
action in tort, they may protest through the
grievance process the Department’s failure
to comply with these statutes. Adkins, 360
S.C. at 419, 602 S.E.2d at 55.

[4] We expand upon the analysis of this
issue in our original opinion, as that analysis

" appears to have been incomplete. Cartrette

properly brought this matter as a grievance
and alleged the Department denied him time-
and-a-half overtime wages for the hours he
worked beyond forty each week. As ob-
served above, both federal and South Car-
olina courts have held inmate workers do not
qualify as “employees” and are therefore ex-
cluded from the coverage of the FLSA. See
Williams, 372 S.C. at 260, 641 S.E.2d at 888;
Harker, 990 F2d at 135. However, our Gen-
eral Assembly has required the Department
to ensure inmate workers receive “rates of
pay and other conditions of employment”
comparable to those afforded non-inmate
workers performing similar labor in the same
locality. See § 24-3-315. Consequently, we
hold that although the FLSA does not apply
to inmate workers, sections 24-3-315 and 24~
3430(D) compel the Department to ensure
inmate workers who are employed under
those sections receive the same pay rates and
employment conditions as their non-inmate
peers.®

The statutory mandate of comparable pay
rates and employment conditions does not
expressly exclude time-and-a-half pay for

Compensation Act. Id. at 410-11, 257 S.E2d at
158.

. . . y 3
E“t ’i:;:sm“ﬂlm’e “gh_“’ ‘}a"e suffered preju- workers. See 29 U.S.C. § 202(a) (1998). ; 257 S.E.2d 157 (1979). established his right to
ce use the dmon is: The Act attempts to eliminate unfair labor £ 1’:’;::&7:::‘?;:{:‘::;3"&":‘3;&" m‘::;gg}; 5. While the Depariment argues our opinion im-
3. Sec S.C.Code Ann. § 16-3-1290 (2003) (estab-  (2003) (requiri ' ; - v e o o i soction 24-3.315, it did  Pacts three of its PIPs, this opinion ® limited
lishing Victlm's Compensation Fund from which requiring persons coavicted of criminal ¥ not contemplate overtime work. /d. st 410, 257 solely to the program in which Cartrette was
* State Office of Victim Assistance ma! v vie acts to reimbursc the State and directing such 3 S.E.2d at 158. The issue in that case concerned involved and that was promulgated and operated
tims' claims); "S.C.Code Ann. § {65’;3'1\211:6 g;y::glfgc?o?:,:::f:lg:::;:m;w wages to the { the right of an inmate participating in a work- " pursuant to sections 24~3-315 and 24-3-430. S
N ce L ’ . -
: : ¥ release program to benefits under the Worker's

. , i T
o
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overtime howrs worked. Instead, sections
24-3-315 and 24-3-430(E) require that in-
mate workers recejve comparable compen-
sation and prohibit inmate workers from
displacing non-inmate workers. These pro-
visions appear to support Cartrette’s avgu-
ment for overtime pay. Failure of the De-
partment’s contracts with PIP sponsors to
provide inmate workers with time-and-a-half

pay for overtime howrs when their non-in-~

mate counterparts receive it would create
an impermissible and unfair advantage for
inmate labor over privaie labor. Moreover,
any failure on the Department’s behalf to
pay inmates time-and-a-half overtime pay
when non-inmate workers receive it for
comparable work in the same area contra-
dicts the Department’s obligation under sec-
Consequently, the circuit
cowrt erred in denying Cartrette time-und-
a-half pay for overtime work without first
determining whether non-inmate workers

- performing the same work in the same lo-

cality receive time-and-a-half pay for over-
time.?

In addition, we observe section 24-3-
430(D) requires inmates reccive the “prevail-
ing wage” paid to their non-inmate peers for
comparable work. However, the question of
the prevailing wage to which Cartrette is
entitled has been remanded to the ALC for

%

6. 1n its petition for rchearing, the Department
declares the majority’s analvsis of section 24-3-
430’s provision of a prevailing wage for inmate
labor “obviously overlooked the explicit intent of
our General Assembly” regarding inmate labor.
The Department cites scclion 24-3-310 of the
South Carolina Code (2007), which indicates the
purposcs of inmatc labor include self-mainte-
nance, rcimbursement of the State, restitution,
and child support. In our upinion, thesc pur-
poses harmonize with the General Assembly’s
mandate that inmate labor not unfairly compete
with non-inmate labor. See §§ 24-3.315 & -
430(E): see also Adkins, 300 S.C. a1 418, 602
S.E.2d at 54 (finding the overall purposc of these
statutes “is to prevent unfair cownpetition™). By
stalute, scventy percent or more of each inmate
worker's pay is diveried lor restitution, victim's
programs. child support, room and board. or
tuxes. S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3. 40 (2007). In-
creased pay, including overtime pay, for inmalc
workers ultimately benefits the Department by
i"Cqui.“B the funds available 1o relicve the bur-
den of inmate housing and carc; benefits crime
victims. bolh directly through fulfillinent of in-
matcs restitution obligations and indircctly by
funding state agencie (hat provide victim assis-
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furthey- _procecdings.  We nonctheless have

_Jutisitiction to consider whether the prevail-
g Wage language of section 24-3-130(D)
entitles Cartrette to overtime pay because
the issue remanded concerned the propér
hourly rate, only. However, because we
“~Have Tound section 24-3-815 resolves Car-
trette’s dispute, we need not address this

argument. _See Fulcll v McAllister Towing

of Georgelown, Inc., 386 S.C. 598, 613, 518
S.E.2d 591, 398 (1999) (holding appellate
court need not discuss remaining issues when
decision on prior issne disposes of appeal).

For the forcgoing reasons, we reverse the
cireuil comt's decision -concerning overlime
pay and remand this issue to the ALC for a
determination of whether thé'Department
failed to pay Cartrette at the time-and-a-half
rate for the hours he worked in excess of
forty per week. In the event of such a
failure, we instruct the ALG to détermine the
rate of compensation to which Cartrette was
entitled, Lhe number of overtime hours that

were iniderpaid, and the amount the Depart-

meﬂﬁ_ﬂﬂgs,cm'_h:e@_for his labor. -

II. Remaining Issues

With regard to Carlrette’s remaining is-
sucs, we affirm based upon the following
authorities:

tance; and benelits inmates’ minor children by
increasing the amount available for child sup-
port. We belicve that in cralting these statutcs,
our General A blv carefully bal d its de-
sirc to maximize imnales’ tinancial contributions
against the nced to ensurc inmate workers do not
supplant non-inmate workers in the labor force,

7. We note with some consternation that despite
ils persistent arguments against paying Cartrette
time-and-a-halt for overtime under Cartrette’s
thuoties of entitlement, the Department admits in
its petition for rchearing that applicable federal
vegtnations “requured [the Department] to pay
Cartrette time-and-a-half for his overtime labor.”
temphasis supplicd) Furthermore, despitc the
fact the record in this case appears to reflect a
failurc to pay overtine at the time-and-a-half
rate the Decpartment repeatedly asserts for the
tirst time in its petition for rehearing that it did
pay Lartrette lime-and-a-half overtime pay for
his work on Kwalu projects *on numerous and
diverse occasions.” We are Lroubled that thesc
assertions, which might have fed to a speedy
dispasition of this issue before the ALC, escaped
counsel’s atlentiun for 5o lony.

S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS v. CARTRETTE
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Clte a3 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.C.App. 2010)

1. As to the ciremit court’s remand to the
ALC for determination of the prevailing
wage: Condor, Inc. v. Bl of Zoning Ap-
peals, City of N. Charleston, 328 S.C. 173,
178, 493 S.E.2d 342, 344 (1997) (preventing
an appellant from arguing on appeal an issue
conceded in the trial cowrt); Bowmanr w.
Bowman, 367 S.C. 146, 160, 591 S.E.2d 654,
661 (Ct.App.2004) (holding a party cannot
seek and receive a particular result at tiial
and then challenge it on appeal).

2. As to whether Cartrette was an em-
ployee of the privale sponsor: S.C.Code Ann.
§ 24-340(A) (2007) (“Un].csﬁ otherwise pro-
vided by law, the employer of a prisoner
authorized-to woik ~7. in a prison induslry
programs -provided under Article 8 of this
chapter shall pay the prisoner’s wages direct-
ly to the Department of Corrections.”);
Williams v. S.C. Dep't of Corr, 372 S.C. 255,
258-59, 641 S.E.2d 885, 887 (2007) (holding a
prison industries program sponsor is not an
employer of inmates because the sponsor
docs not exclusively control the paymment of
inmate wages and finding agreement among
other jurisdictions that examined this issue).

8. As to whether Cartrette is entitled to

reimbursement of monies deducted from his -

pay for room and board because he was
double-billed for this rost: Rule 210(h),

""SCACR (limiting appellate review to facts
appearing in the record on appeal); State ».
Mitchell,-330 S.C. 189, 199, 498 SE.2d 642,
647 (1998) (placing on appellant the burden
of presenting a sufficient record to allow
appellate review).

4. As to whether Cartrette is entitled to
reimbursement of monies deducted from his
pay for room and board because the deduc-
tion was unconstitutional: S.C. Const. art.

" "XII,§ 2 (“The General Assembly shall estab-

lish institutions for the confinement of all
persons convicted of such crimes as may be
designated by law, and shall provide for the
custody, maintenance, health, welfare. edu-
cation, and rehabilitation of the inmates.”);
S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3-40 (2007) (allocating
portions of inmates’ wages for restitution, the
State Oflice of Victim Assistance, child sup-
port, room and buard, and inmate use):
Brown v. 8.C. Dep't of Health & Ewvtl. Con-
trol, 348 S.C. 507, 515, 560 S.E.2d 410. 414

(2002) (“An appellate court cannot constiue 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.”).

5. As to whether Cartrette is entitled to
reimbursement of monies deducted from his
pay for victim’s assistance because inmate
wages are outside the funds available for
appropriations by the General Assembly:
S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3-40 (2007) (allocating
portions of inmates’ wages for restitution, the
State Office of Victim Assistance, child sup-
port, room and board, and inmate use);
S.C.Code Ann. § 16-3-1260 (2003) (requiring
persons convicted of eriminal acts to reim-
burse the State and directing such payments
to be made from inmate wages to the State
Office of Victim Assistance); S.C.Code Ann.
§ 16-3-1290 (2003) (establishing Victim's
Compensation Fund from which State Office
of Victim Assistance may pay vietims'
claims).

CONCLUSION

We find sections 24-3-315 and 24-3-
430(D) entitle inmate workers in a PIP to
pay and working conditions comparable to
those enjoyed by workers in private industry,
including time-and-a-half pay for overtime
hours worked. Accordingly, we reverse the
"cireuit court’s decision on this issue and re-
mand to the ALC for additional proceedings
consistent with this opinion. For the forego-
ing reasons, we affirm the circuil court’s
decision on the remaining issues.

AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN
PART, AND REMANDED.

GEATHERS, J., concurs.

PIEPER, J., concurring in part and
dissenting in part.

I concur in the majority’s conclusion to
affirm the decision to remand to determine a
prevailing wage. I also concur in the deter-
mination that the inmate is not an cmployee
of the private sponsor or entitled to reim-
bursement for room and board and other
costs. However, I respectfully dissent as to
any finding that the inmate is entitled to
overtime pay. Scetion 24-3-430 eslablishes
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an inmate’s right to the prevailing wage,
stating “[n)o inmate participating in the pro-
gram may earn legs than the prevailing wage
for work of simjlay nature in the private
sector.”  S.C.Cude Ann. § 24-3-430(D)
(2007).  Our supreme court recognizes that a
critical purpose of the prevailing wage provi-
sion is to prevent unfair competition. A4d-
kins v. S.C. Dep't of Corr, 360 S.C. 413, 418,
602 S.E24d 51, 54 (2004). Nonetheless, I
would distingnish between prevailing wages
and any right to overtime pay for inmates
participating in a prison industries program.
In fact, there is no authority within the appli-
cable state Statutory scheme recognizing any
right to overtime pay for inmates* See
§ 24-3-430(D) (2007) (stating only that ne
inmate participating in the program may
earn less than the prevailing wage). More-
over, the inmate never specifically raised the
Issue of whether a particular federal program
provides for the right to overtime pay.

While the Fair Labor Standards Act
(FLSA) provides a right to overtime pay for
certain employees, the protections of the act
do not apply to inmates working within the
prison setting. See Harker v, State Use
Indus., 990 F.2d 131, 136 (4th Cir.1993) (“For
more than fifty years, Congress has operated
on the assumption that the FLSA does not
apply to inmate labor. If the FLSA's cover-
age is to extend within prison walls, Con-
gress must say so, not the cowts.”). As
noted by the Fourth Cireuit in Harker, in-
mates participating in these types of pro-
grams perform work not to “turn profits for
ther supposed employer, but rather us a
means of rehabilitation and job training.”
Id at 133.

In sum, I am not convinced the current
Statutory scheme provides for overtime pay

8. Although not within the applicable statutor
scheme, scction 8-11-55 of the South Carolina
Code mentions overtime in the context of state
employees. That statute only applies to state
employees and provides that “(a]ny state employ-
¢e who is required to work overtime during any
particular week may, as a result, be given com-
pensatory time. .. " §.C.Code Ann. § 8-11-55
(Supp.2009). The statute further provides that
any compensatary time granted must be in ac-
cordance with the FLSA, Ag indicated, the FLSA
does not apply to inmates ang the prevailing
e statute at jssye specilically states that in-

- — -
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to inmates. Inmates are not employees enti-
tled to the protections of the FLSA, and I do
not find it appropriate to read into the pre-
vailing wage statute any such right to in-
mates voluntarily participating in a prison
industries program.? As Judge Posner of
the Seventh Circuit has explained:

People are not imprisoned for the purpose
of enabling them to earn a living. The
prison pays for their keep. Ifit puts them
to work, it is to offset some of the cost of
keeping them, or to keep them out of
mischief, or to ease their transition to the
world outside, or to equip them with skills
and habits that will make them less likely
to return to crime outside. None of these
goals is compatible with federal regulation
of their wages and hours. The reason the
FLSA contains no express exception for
" prisvners is probably that the jdea was too
outlandish ti)pccur to anvone when the
legislation was under consideration by
Congress.

Bennett v. Frank, 395 F 3d 409, 410 (Tth
Cir.2005). Accordingly, I concur in the deci-
sion of the majority to affirm the cireuit
court and remand to the ALC to determine a
prevailing wage; however, I respectfully dis-
sent as to the overtime issue, and I would
affirm the finding of the ALC and the circuit
court that the inmate is not entitled to over-
time pay,

M
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Mates panticipating in the prson industries pro-
gram are not considered emplayees ol the state.
See S.C.Cuode Ann. § 24-3 ~30(F) (12007)

9. An inmate’s participation in the prison indus.
tries program is voluntary und contingent upon
consent to the conditions of the employ ment.
S.C.Code Ann. § 24-3-430(C) (2007) ("An in.
mate way participate in the program eslablished
pursuant to this section only on a voluntarn basis
and onh afier he has been inlormed ol the condi-
tions ol his emplovment.”) temphasis  added)
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Background: Inmate who participated in
prison industries program (PIP) appealed
decision of the Department of Corrections
to deny his grievance that challenged the
compensation he received for his work.
The Administrative Law Comrt (ALC) re-
versed the Department’s refusal to pay
inmate the prevailing wage and affirmed
the Department’s denials of overtime pPay
and reimbursement for wage deductions.
Inmate and the Department appealed. The
Circuit Court, Jasper County, James C.
Williams, Jr., J., remanded the prevailing
wage issue and affirmed the denial of over-
time- wages and reimbursement. Inmate
appealed. :

Holding: On rehearing, the Court of Ap-
peals, Cureton, A.J., held that inmate was
entitled to time-and-a-half pay for over-
time worked in PIP.

Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and re-
manded.

Pieper, J., filed opinion concurring in part
and dissenting in part.

1. Prisons =293

The Administrative Law Court (ALC)
has subject matter jurisdiction under the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act (APA) to hear
properly perfected appeals from the Depart-
ment of Corrections’ final orders in adminis-
trative or non-collateral matters. Code 1976,
§ 1-23-310 et seq.

2. Prisons ¢&=172

Inmate was entitled to time-and-a-half
pay for overtime worked in prison industries
program (PIP), under prison industries stat-
utes providing that rate of pay for inmate
labor in a PIP could not be less than that
paid for work of a similar nature jn the
private sector in the locality in which the
work was performed. Code 1976, 8§ 24-3-
315, 24-3430(D).

3. Prisons ¢=273

While the prevailing wage statutes for
inmates working in prison industries pro-
grams (PIP) do not entitle inmates to a
private right of action in tort for Department
of Corrections’ failure to comply with those
statutes, inmates may protest through the
grievance process the Department's failure
to comply with these statutes. Code 1976,
§§ 24-3-315, 24-3-430.
4. Prisons &=172

Although the federal Fair Labor Stan-
dards Act (FLSA) does not apply to inmate
workers, statutes governing prison industries
programs (PIP) compel the Department of
Corrections to ensure inmate workers who
are employed in a PIP receive the same pay
rates and employment conditions as their
non-inmate peers in the same locality. Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, § 1°et seq., 29
U.S.C.A. § 201 et seq.; Code 1976, §§ 24-3—
315, 24-3-430(D).

George Tomlin, pro se, for Appellunt.

Lake E. Summers, of Columbia, for Re-
spondent.

CURETON, A.J.

George Lee Tomlin filed a grievance with
the South Carolina Department of Correc-
tions concerning conditions of his partic-
ipation in the Prison Industries Program
(PIP). Tomlin appeals the cireuit court’s
order remanding his case to the Administra-
tive Law Court (ALC) for a determination of
the prevailing wage for similar work, revers-
ing the ALC's finding that Tomlin was an
employee of the private sponsor, affirming
the ALC's denial of overtime wages, and
affirming the ALC's denial of reimbursement




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
' ~ In The Supreme Court =~

South Carolina Department of
Corrections, - - Respondent,

Billy Joe Cartrette, Petitioner,

ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Jasper County
James C. Williams, Jr., Circuit Court Judge

Opinion No, 27094
Submitted January 26, 2012 — Filed February 22, 2012
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. CHIEF JUSTICE TOAL. | We granted a writ of certiorari to review the
court of appeals' decision in South Carolina Department of Corrections v.
Cartrette, 387 S.C. 640, 694 S. E.2d 18 (Ct. App. 2010). We now dismiss the
writ as improvidently granted. |

DISMISSED AS .IMPROVIDENTLY GRANTED.

PLEICONES, BEATTY, KITTREDGE and HEARN, JJ., concur.
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BRENDA F. SHEALY (803) 734-1080
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK FAX (803) 734-1499
March 12, 2012
REMITTITUR

The Honorable Margaret Bostick
305 Russell St

PO Box 248

- Ridgeland, SC 29936-0248

Re: SCDC v. Cartrette, Billy Joe, #122434
Trial Court Case No. 2006-CP-27-00095 & 00176

Dear Ms. Bostick:

The above réferenccd matter is hereby remitted to the lower court. A copy of the
judgment of this Court and the Court of Appeals is enclosed.

Sincerely yours,

~CLERK

DES/lda

Enclosure

cc:  Billy Joe Cartrette, #122434
Lake E. Summers, Esquire
Katherine A. Phillips, Esquire
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Plaintiff milly J. Cartrette (122434) ocnplams‘ litigates and sues

defendant [SCIC] and for cause(s) of aetion set’ forth:
FACT(S)
1. Plalntl.t! who is sarving a long-term sentsnca within South Carolina
Bepartment of . Corrections and wvhile assigned to the Ridgeland Corrootlonal
institution was employed in prison industries frem Jenuary 16, 1999 until
Octeser 23, 2003 whera he wvas paid less than the prevailing wage for the job
assigomeat shat which he pevfermeqd; ’ |
2. Be 1168 a step 1 grievance which ¥as denied; he filed a step 2
[grievanee appeal): it vas denied se he filed & step 3 which was an appaal to
the Adninistratiwe . Law Court (aw): i1t wsa granted in Part. See sSOBC .
Cactrattes 694 5.8.24.18 (S.C. App..2018); ' _
3. Be filed an appeal #o fowth flarelinz Svpreme Qourt $CBC™ ' v. Cartrette,
722 S.E.24 802 12012).
| FSC The Pirst Gause of AGtien

4. Cartrette alleges that he and other [prisoners) are Judoment creditor(s)
vith refersnce therato discussion set forth akese and below herein as there
were vage disputes and retentiea(s) grievanse(s) filed against defendant scag
in 2084 and 2995 ang prior therete which vesulted in judgment(s) against
dafandant (juAgment deister) in Maroh 2966 from the ALY, tlhe Court of: Gonen

,-‘ -1-




L e el T i

Pleas for Jaspsr Mounty and Seuth Carelina Court of Appeals. Judy v, Martin.
674 S.E.2d 151 (2009); '

For Seeend Cause of Action
5.  Plaintiff cartrette alleges that in accerdance with judment. ef South
@arelina Court of Appeals he 1s entitled te a daclaratory ju@gmsnt as far as
the set prevailing wage(s) that this Meust detscmines in the fiost dause of
aetion herein where he worked in the capacity of furnituse assemble alchou'gh
the furniture was not made of weed; |
€. There is a chart issued by Seuth Carolina Depactmeat ef Emcleyment and
w~pkforce's 'Gocupatienal Poloyweat And Wage BEstimates fer Lew Country
Non-Metropolitan Statistical Area' feu 1999 threugh 2397 uhieh gives
estimation for emtry. mean and axperienced team assemblesa; see attached,

Por Thitd Cause of Action
7.  Plaintiff should get the benefits of the 2019WL10079%88 Jealsies of South
Carolina Court of Appeals (eert. denied) in his request for declaratory
Judgment relief; no matter how the court of appeals ruled in Temlin and
Cartrvette with referenge to being a employee of KWALU, for he is/vas a memser
of the sub-class whieh was adiressed in the ALC's April 24th, 2066 'srder of
Clarifiaction' it weuld include any fringe benefit(s) ‘Kwalw Purnituse granted
to their empleyee; i.a. pension(s). srefit and/or 'M’ehariné, perhaps four
(4) weeks paid vacation each year of amployment, Seliday(s) and raligious
hpl.ida'i pay. Q'aid'lick day(s) and ata.;

The evidenoe ar pay secale iaterial (8) set ferth:

Year try hourly - Mean haurly Exparienced heurly
FURNITURE (Team) ASSEMBLIRS ' :

199 $8.94 $11.646 S13.24

2000 8.10 - 12.69 14.43

2001 9.63 . 13.07 ‘14.24

2002 9.82 1331 14.63

8. Plaintiff elaims enfitiement 80 prejudgaeat, judgment and pest-judgment
intecest vhish is set by “ORDER® of Seuth Carelisa Suprene Court: Tis seetion
applies ta all judments eataged on o¥ after July 1, 2995. For judyments




entered between July 1, 2995, and January 14. 2096, the legal rate of intecest
s#hall be the first prima wate as published {n the fivst edition_ en the Wall
Streat Journal atter'"Jar'zuwy 1, 2005, plus feur pewgentage meints.:;

| ' PRAYER FOR ANLIRF

Plaintiff- Billy Joe Cartrette pays that this Court arants the

declaratory judaeeat(s) requasted herein with actual demages in exoess of

fifty-five (55) theusand.de’lsrs for the wage(s) wrongfully withbeld: soec
®. James set forth “the Pinal ecder and other ALC arders concerning the nine
inmates appeals” supra; which denates judgment(s) therein.

/s/ m
Billy J. ctrette, 122434

®laintifs
Bated- q ‘&i—/‘/ *idmsd and Corraiorsl Institutioen
I Charlesten 'A' pnit. foom 52
Post Office Bex 2039
Ridgeland, s.c. 29936

STATE OF SOUTN GARGLINA)-

COUNTY OF JASPER ; VERIFICATION

Plaintifr denoses and sa
facts set forth in saiq c

¥s that he has reaq and knows the
true of his own knowl ed

omplaint for declaratory Judgment are
ge except as to those matter stat ee on

“ose Tatter(s) he wel eves

information and belier and as to t
them to be true

Notary public

Ny Commission Expiros:_mb .520,,202/
L4 / 7

-3




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
)
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) FORTHE 13™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
BILLY JOE CARTRETTE, ) Civil Action No. 2014-CP-23-5569
: .
Plaintiff, )
) |
) MOTION TO DISMISS THE
vs. ) PLAINTIFF’S “COMPLAINT FOR
) DECLARATORY JUDGMENT(s)"
JOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENTOF )  BY THE SOUTH CAROLINA
CORRECTIONS, ) DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
)
Defendant, )
)

TO: BILLY JOE CARTRETTE, pro se Plaintiff:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT the Defendant, the South Carolina Department of
Corrections [“the Department”], by and through it undersigned counsel, will move before the
Presiding Judgé of the Greenville County Court of Comen Pleas at 10:00 a.m. op the tenth

(10%) day after service of his instant motion, or as soon thereafter as they may be heard, for an

Ordef dismiésing the Plaintifs “COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT(S)”
[“Complaint™] pursuant to South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1).

The Department so moves, because this Court does not possess the 'requisite.' subject
matter jurisdiction over the Plaintiff’s claims. Instead, the South Carolina Administrative [aw
Court [“ALC”] possesses subject matter jurisdiction over the entirety of the claims articulated by

the Plaintiff in his Complaint,
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In paragraphs 2 through 5 of his Complaint, the Plaintiff asserted as follows:

[The Plaintiff] filed a step 1 grievance which was denied; he field a step 2
grievance appeal; it was denied so he field a Step 3 which was an appeal
to the [ALC]; it was granted in part. See [South Carolina Department of
Corrections v. Cartrette, 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.C. Ct.App. 2010)).

[The Plaintiff] filed an appeal to the South Carolina Supreme Court.
[South Carolina Department of Corrections v. Cartrette, 772 S.E.2d 805
(S.C. Sup. Ct. 2012)].

[The Plaintiff] alleges that he and other prisoners are judgment creditor(s)
with reference thereto discussion set forth above and below herein as there
were wage disputes and retention(s) grievance(s) filed against [the
Department] in 2004 and 2005 and prior thereto which resulted in
judgment(s) against [the Department] (judgment debtor) 1in March 2006
from the ALC, the Court of Common Pleas for Jasper County and [the]
South Carolina Court of Appeals. [citation omitted]. .

[The Plaintiff] alleges that in accordance with judgment of [the] South
Carolina Court of Appeals he is entitled to a declaratory judgment as
far as the set prevailing wage(s) that this Court determines in the first
cause of action herein where he worked in the capacity of furniture
assemble although the furniture was not made of wood, [emphasis
supplied].

However, the opinion issued by our Court of Appeals in the Plaintiff’s case completely
negates any“and all assertions articulated by the Plaintiff in his Complaint that this Court
possesses subject matter jurisdiction over his claims. Instead; as explicitly declared by our Court
of Appeals in its 2010 decision in the Plaintiff’s case, 694 S.E.2d at 22, the ALC is the only
forum before which the Plaintiff’s claims may be adjudicated;

In addition, we observe section 24-3-430(D) requires inmates receive the
“prevailing wage” paid to their non-inmate peers for comparable work.
However, the question of the prevailing wage to which Cartrette is
entitled has been remanded to the ALC for further proceedings. We
nonetheless have jurisdiction to consider whether the prevailing wage
language of section 24-3-430(D) entitles Cartrette to overtime pay
because the issue remanded concerned the proper hourly rate, only.
However, because we have found section 24-3-315 resolves Cartrette’s
dispute, we need not address this argument. See Futch v. McAllister
Towing of Georgetown, Inc., 335 S.C. 598, 613, 518 S.E.2d 591, 598
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(1999) (holding appellate court need not discuss remaining issues when
decision on prior issue disposes of appeal).

For the foregoing reasons, we reverse the circuit court’s decision
concerning overtime pay and remand this issue to the ALC for a
determination of whether the Department failed to pay Cartrette at the
time-and-a-half rate for the hours he worked in excess of forty per week.
In the event of such a failure, we instruct the ALC to determine the rate
of compensation to which Cartrette was entitled, the number of overtime
hours that were  underpaid, and the amount the Department owes
Cartrette for his labor. [emphasis supplied].

The Court of Appeals also remanded the determination of the “prevailing wage” paid by
the Department for the labor he voluntarily provided to the prison industries project in question
to the ALC. 694 S.E.2d at 23.

In the section of its opinion entitled “CONCLUSION,” 694 S.E.2d at 23, the Court of
Appeals reitergted its decision to remand the issues raised by the Plaintiff regarding overtime pay
“to the ALC for additional proceedings consistent with this opinion.”

Succinctly stated, this Court does not possess subjeot matter jurisdiction over the instant
controversy between the parties. All of the claims articulated by the Plaintiff in his instant
Complaiht are, as explicitly declared by our Court of Appeals, ripe for adjudication by the ALC,
and the Plaintiff possesses the opportunity to avail himself of the jurisdiction of the ALC upon
the dismissal of his instant action, |

Further grounds for the Department’s instant motion may be more clearly set out in a

memorandum of law and supplemented by affidavits and/or other evidence,

| Page 3 of 5




Columbia, South Carolina
December 18, 2014

A0,

Lake E. Summers

E-mail: summers@mtsolawfirm.com
Charles F. Thompson, Jr.

E-mail: thompson@mtsolawfirm.com
Katherine A. Phillips

E-mail: phillips@mtsolawfirm.com

Malone, Thompson, Summers & Ott LL.C
339 Heyward Street, Suite 200

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 -
Telephone: (803) 254-3300

Fax: (803) 254-0309

OUTSIDE COUNSEL FOR THE
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTME
OF CORRECTIONS B




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
)

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
BILLY JOE CARTRETTE, )
)

Plaintiff, )

)

_ )

vs. )
)

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF )
CORRECTIONS, )
' )
Defendant, )

)

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

FOR THE 13™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Civil Action No. 2014-CP-23-5969

ANSWER BY THE SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

The Defendant, the South Carolina Department of Corrections [“thé Department”], by

and through its undersigned counsel, respectfully answers the Plaintiff’s “COMPLAINT FOR

DECLARATORY JUDGMENT(S)” [“Complaint”] as follows:

FOR A FIRST DEFENSE

As to the unnumbered paragraph that precedes paragraph - 1 of the Plaintiff’s Complaint,

the Department respectfully submits that this paragraph requires no response from it.

AS TO THE SECTION OF THE PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT STYLED AS
“FACT(S)”

1. Regarding paragraph 1, the Departments admits that the Plaintiff “is serving a

long-term sentence within” its custody, and it further admits that the Plaintiff was at one time

assigned to Ridgeland Correctional Institution. The Department otherwise denies the remaining

allegations as articulated by the Plaintiff in paragraph 1 in their entirety.

2. Regarding paragraph 2, the Department admits that it denied his Step 1’

administrative grievance and his Step 2 appeal, and it further admits that the Plaintiff appealed

the Department’s denied of his administrative grievance and appeal to the South Carolina
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Administrative Law Court [“ALC”]. The Department otherwise denies the remaining allegations
as articulated by the Plaintiff in paragraph 2 in their entirety.

3. Regarding paragraph 3, the Department admits that the Plaintiff filed a petition
for writ of certiorari by which he challenged the opinion issued by the South Carolina Court of
 Appeals in the matter styled as South Carolina Dépdrtment of Corrections v. Cartrette, 694
S.E.2d 18 (S.C. Ct. App. 2010), and the Department further ladmits that the South Carolina
Supreme Court granted the Plaintiff’s petition for writ of certioréri. However, the Soqth
Carolina Supreme Court, by its decision styled South Carolina Department of Corrections v.
Cartrerte, 772 S.E.2d 805 (S.C. Sup. Ct. 2012), dismissed the Plaintiff’s writ of certiorari as
improvidently granted. The Department otherwise denies the remaining allegations as
articulated by the Plaintiff in paragraph 3 in their entirety.

ASTO THE PLAINTIFF'S FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

4. The Department incorporates its responses to the allegations from paragraphs 1
through 3 of the Plaintiff’s Complaint as if set forth herein verbatim.

5. The Department denies the allegations articulated m paragraph 4 in their entirety.

ASTO THE PLAINTIFF’S SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

6. The Department incorporates its responses to the allegations from paragraphs 1
through 4 of the Plaintiff’s Complaint as if set forth herein verbatim.

7. The Department denies the allegations articulated in paragraph 5 in their entirety.

8. To the extent that the allegations articulated by the Plaintiff in paragraph 6 relate

to the Department, all such allegations are denied in their entirety.

Page 20f8
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9. The Department incoxporafes its responses to the allegations from paragraphs 1
through 6_of the Plaintiff’'s Complaint as if set forth herein verbatim. |
| 10.  The Department denies the allegations articulated in paragraph 7 in their entirety.
11. ’fhe Department denies the allegations articulated in paragraph 8 in their entirety.

THE SECTION OF THE PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT ENTITLED
“PRAYER FOR RELIEF”

12.  Denied.
FOR A SECOND DEFENSE
13.  The Department denies each and every allegation of the Plaintiff’s Complaint not
previously admitted, qualified, or explained.
| FOR A THIRD DEFENSE

14.  -The Plaintiff’s Complaint fails to state a single cause of action upon which relief
may be granted, and, accordingly, the Department reserves its right to file a motion to dismiss in

accordance with South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6).

'FOR A FOURTH DEFENSE

15.  This Court lacks subject mattér jurisdiction over all of the claims asserted by the
Plaintiff in his Complaint, and, accordihgly, the Department reserves its right to file a motion to
dismiss in accordance with South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1). ,

16.  The provisions of the Administrative Procedures Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-310,
et seq., apply to all of the claims asserted by the Plaintiff in his Complaint,

| FOR A FIFTH DEFENSE
17.  The Plaintiff’s claims agé,inst the Department are’ barred, in whole o'r in part, by

- the provisions of the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, South Carolina Code Ann. § 15-78-10, et
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| seq. as amended, and spéciﬁcally including, but not limited to, § 15-78-60(2), (3), (4), (5), (12),
(13), (14), (15), and (20).

17.  The Department is entitled to immunity pursuant to the South Caroi‘ina Tort
Claims Act, South Carolina Code Ann. § 15-78-10, ef seq. and specifically §§ 15-78-60 and 15-
78-70.

FOR A SIXTH DEFENSE

18.  The Department is not a proper party, in whole or in part, to the Plaintiff’s

Complaint pursuant to the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, South Carolina Code Ann. § 15-78- |

10, et seq.
FOR A SEVENTH DEFENSE
19.  The Department, by and through its officials, employees, and agents, acted, at all
times relevant to the events depicted in the Plaintiff’s Complaint, in good faith, on reasonable
gfounds, and without malice or intent to harm the Plaintiff; thereforé, the Plaintiff’s claims are
barred.
20. To the extent ai:plicable, the Depariment respectfully pleads good faith an.d
qualified immunity to all claims against it as articulated by the Plaintiff in his Complaint,
FOR AN EIGHTH DEFENSE
21. The Departtﬁent, by and through its officials, employees, and agents, has
coinplied fully with all applicable statutes and regulations.
22.  The Department, by and through its officials, employees, and agents, has

complied fully with all other applicable laws.
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FOR A NINTH DEFENSE

23.  To the extent applicable, the Department did not, at any time, owe a special duty
or any other duty to the Pl#intiﬁ'.

24. . To the extent applicable, the Department, did not, at any time, breach any duty it
purportedly owed to the Plaintiff or the public at iargc.

'FOR A TENTH DEFENSE

25.  The Plaintiff is barred from any recovery of punitive damages, in whole or in part,
pursuant to the provisions of the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, South Carolina Code Ann. § |
15-78-10, et seq. |

26. 'fhe Defendant is not an entity against which punitive damages may not be
awarded.

27.  Additionally, to the extent that the Plaintiff demands punitive damages, the
Department respectfully asserts that punitive damages are not prbperly recoverable under the
Common Law of the State of South Carolina and the Constitution of South Carolina.

FOR AN ELEVENTH DEFENSE

28.  -Some if not all of the Plaintiff’s claims for damages are limited and/or foreclosed

by the doctrine of avoidable consequences.

FOR A TWELFTH DEFENSE

'29.  The Plaintiff failed to mitigate any damages he purportedly sustained as a result
of any action or inaction on the part of the Department.
FOR A THIRTEENTH DEFENSE
30. Some if not all of the Plaintiff’s cla.lms are barred by the applicable statute of

limitations.
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FOR A FOURTEENTH DEFENSE

31.  The Department alleges that, at no time alleged herein, did its officials,
employees, or agents violate any of the clearly established constitutional rights held by the
Plaintiff, which were known or should have been known to them, and, therefore, it is entitled to
immunity.

32.  The actions of the Department, through its employees and agents, were
objectively reasonable in light of existing law, and, therefore, it is entitled to immunity.

FOR A FIFTEENTH DEFENSE
33.  Some if not all of the Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the doctrine of waiver.
FOR A SIXTEENTH DEFENSE
34.  Some if not all of the Plaintiff’s claims are barred under the doctrine of laches.
FOR A SEVENTEENTH DEFENSE
3s. 'I"he Plaintiff is not the proper party to assert one or niore of the actions articulated
within his Complaint.
-‘ FOR AN EIGHTEENTH DEFENSE
36.  To the extent the Plaintiff ;eeeks special damages, the Department asserts that the
Plaintiff failed to satisfy the heightened pleading reqtﬁreﬁ:ent of South Carolina Rule of Civil
Procedure 9(g). | |

FOR A NINETEENTH DEFENSE

37.  The Plaintiff failed to comply with the provisions and requirements of the South
Carolina “Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act,” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-53-10, et seq.
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38.  Under the provisions of S.C. Code Ann. § 15-53-70, this Court should refuse to

render or enter into any declaratory judgment or decree sought by the Plaintiff in his instant

complaint,

WHEREFORE, having fully answered the Plaintiffs Complaint, the Department prays

the Court to dismiss the Plaintiff’s entire Complaint with prejudice, for the costs of this action,

Columbia, South Carolina
December 18, 2014

ot

BY:

and for any further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

RESPE LY SUBMITTED,

i

Lake E. Summers ‘

E-mail: summers@mtsolawfirm.com
Katherine A. Phillips

E-mail: phillips@mtsolawfirm.com

Malone, Thompson, Summers & Ott LLC
339 Heyward Street, Suite 200

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Telephone: (803) 254-3300

Fax: (803) 254-0309

OUTSIDE COUNSEL FOR THE
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIONS
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Civil Action No. 2014-CP-23~05969

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Conty of Greenville

Billy Joe Cartrette,
Plaintiff,

-Versus-

South Carolina Department

of Corrections (SCDC)
Defendant.

CATRETTE'S OPPOSITION TO
DEFENDANT'S MOTION
TO DISMISS

To: Lake Summers
Malone, Thompson, Summers & OTT LLC
339 Heyward Street, Suite 200
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Defendant SCDC has generated, filed and served a discretionary motion to
dismiss (p.l) under Rule 12(b)(l) of South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure
(SCRCP) of 12-18-14 which was received by plaintiff on 23 December 2014. He
stresses that SCDC'S 12-18-14 motion must or should be denied in full and/or

in part for many reasons and the camplaint for declaratory judgment relief

granted on the lst, 2nd, and 3rd causes of action therein. specifically, Billy
Joe Cartrette brought this action under sections 15-53-20; 30; 15-53-50;
50(1); 15-53-60 and 15-53-120 of South Carolina (SC) Code Ann (2013).
Moveover, section 15-53-130 of S.C. Code Ann set forth, "It is to be liberally
construed and administered."

1. Defendant's 12(b)(1) motion to dismiss is based on the pleadings; see Rule
9(e) of SCRCP, Woodard v. Westyaco Corp., 460 S.E.2d 392, 393 (1995); this is
a discretionary motion to dismiss for absence of subject matter jurisdiction
compared to Rule 12(h)(3) mandatory dismissal; in short where SCDC refers to
SCDC_v. Cartrette, 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.C. App. 2010) that appeal or case was
remanded "to the ALC" (p. 3 of 5); he points the remittitur was sent to Jasper

County Court of Common Plea on MAM;L;-_ELQ_LQ, by South Carolina

Supreme Court. Linda Mc Company, .Inc. V. Shoré. 653 SE2d 279 (S.C. App. 2007)

2. South Carolina Supreme Court recently issued the In Re Hoyers, 754 S.E.2d

)




875, 892 (2014) decision which explained aspects, components and elements of
Jurisdiction. Hoyer declared: Rather, "[J)urisdiction is generally defined as
the authority to decide a given case one way or the other. Without
Jurisdiction the court cannot proceed at all ... ... o» Specifically,
[Plurisdiction is composed of three elements: (l)sge'ﬂagxda&\ %r}ﬁéi;ﬁ}}m;{.p(f)
&tb}s%;\: :‘(tzav‘tn;fgu Q‘%—ﬁf@;?ﬁ’f,‘ é;ﬂ"a}"d (3) the court's power to render the
particular judgment requested.'® Ibid at 882; Home Port Rentals, Inc. v. Moore
+ 632 S.E.2d 862 (2006); ‘

3. Where SCDC suggests the wrong court; this Court should look to Rule 9(e) of
SCRCP and section 15-53-50; 50(1) of S.C. Code Ann (and as amended) as
plaintiff claims and shows that he is a "creditor"; even MUSC v. Taylor, 362
S.E.2d 881, 883-84 (Ct. App. 1987) pointed if an "issue" is more appropriately
kosherly, properly for agency, then issue of law should go for adjudication
in/before agency; however, if it is only fact, factual "prevail wage"; then
prevailing wage (amount determination set) should be declared in this action.
See sections 15-53-20 "Courts of record within their respective' jurisdiction
shall have power to declare rights, status and other legal relations whether
or not further relief is or could be claimed and 15-53-120 mentions “Granting
of further relief based on declaratory judgment. So there is no legal and
rational manner and/or way this Court may grant defendant's motion in full on
the first and second causes of action herein;

4. Further, the 12-18-14 motion does not reference the third cause of action
in the complaint for declaratory judgment; why? Because the 3rd cause of
action was not remanded "to the ALC"; therefore SCDC'S motion to dismiss must
be denied in to to or whole on the third cause of action because this Court
has exclusive subject matter jurisdiction therewith. The camplaint for
declaratory judgment was generated, filed and properly served;

5. The third cause of action (p-2) in the complaint for Declaratory Judgment
is not affected and/or Susceptible to Gefendant's motion, it also set forth
thé pay scale for similar work in the private sector-furniture assembly line
production, KWALU Purniture should have defrayed the prevailing wage for
plaintiff's expertises.




The 3rd cause of action dealt with a jurisdictional issue, properly termed
currently as appellate jurisdiction, Allison v. A.L. Gore & Associates, 714
SE2d 547, 54- (2011) (citing sCDC v. Tomlin). There was the consclidated
'Order of Clarification' of 3-24-06 and SCDC filed an untimely [out-of-time)
notice of appeal on the 3-6-06 order of the ALC. When the motion. to dismiss
was filed in the appeal [Court of Common Pleas for Jasper County]. Judge
Williams denied James's motion to dismiss which was overturn vacated in s.cC.
Court of Appeal on 4-26~10. The law of the case; res adjudicate and/or
appellate/subject-matter jurisdiction require the Court to issue declaratory
judgment on third cause of action.

Gonsequently, defendant's motion to dismiss should be Genied. This - - ° day

‘of December 2014. : '

Respectfully Submitted

r N
s/ﬁ.%_gdﬁﬂ ~
Billy™U."Cartrette, #122434

RCI, CA-52, POB 2039
Ridgeland, S.C. 29936
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COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
: - 2004-CP-23-5969

Billy Joe Cartrelle : TRANSCRIPT RECORD
" vs

SC Dept of Corrections

February 13, 2015
Greenville, South Carolina

BEFORE: The Honorable Cordell’ Maddox, Judge
APPEARANCES:

Billy Joe Catrelle, Pro Se

Lake Summers, Esquire .
" Attorney for the Defendant

Caroline Hiskell
Thirteenth Circuit Court Reporter
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Cartrette versus SC Department of Correctioons

PROCETEDTINGS

THE COURT: What do we have here? A motion
to dismiss? |

MR. SUMMERS: Yes, Your Honor. My name is
Lake Summers, outside counsel for the Department of
Corrections. As you can éee, the petitioner, Billy Joe
Cartrette is here in the courtroom. |

THE COURT: How are you, sir?

MR. CARTRETTE: Good morning, Judge.

MR. SUMMERS: Very briefly, Your Honor, we
filed a motion to dismiss Mr. Cartrette's complaint for
declaratdry judgment or petition for declaratory judgmeﬁt.
The reason we did so, Your Honor, is that this is a mafter
that's I think ripe for adjudiéation before the
administrative law cdurt. :

| As I tried to make clear in our’motion to
dismiss, the Court of Appeals in 2010 issued a decision
regarding prison'industry pay claims that Mr. Cartrette
had raised initially via the administfative_grievance
process. | |

Mr. Cartrette's claims are adjudicated during'
that process and went to the administrative law court and
then the circuit court ‘and then the codrt of a?peals. The

: !
Court of -Appeals issued its decision in 2010.

Mr. Cartrette filed a petitioh for writ with our Supreme
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Court which was, at one time, accepted and then ultimately
dismissed as improvident and granted back in 2012.

The long and the short of it, Your Honor, is
we submit based upon the decision issued by the Court of
Appeals, which specifically stated that Mr. Cartrette
remaining claims would go back to the administrative law
court for adjudication, but whatever claims that
Mr. Cartrette wishes to raise or articulate that he has
done so in hlS complaint for declaratory judgment that

they are under the jurlsdlctlon of the admlnlstratlve law

court.

That is the essence for eur motion so we're
moving for dismissal for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction.

THE COURT: So you're position is he should
have filed these with the administrative law court?

MR. SUMMERS: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: Sir, you understand, so she can
understand you and I can hear you if you would stand up.
Do you understand what ﬁe's saying that you filed this
with Ege_zigzg—iiert and it should go through the
adminietrative laQ court.

MR. CARTRETTE: Sir, we've already been

through the administrative law court with all this. Sir,

I would like to say for the record I have three exhibits I
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would like to put into evidence.

THE COURT: Tell me what they are but show
them to him first.

MR. CARTRETTE: Yes, sir.

MR. SUMMERS: Beg the Court's indulgence
while I take a look at these.

THE COURT: Sure. Hand those up and we'll
make them apart of the record.

MR. SUMMERS: Let the record reflect, Your
Honor, that Mr. Cartrette handed me these exhibits jﬁst a
few minutes ago. |

THE COURT: Okay.

(Whereupon, packet of exhibits were marked as
Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 1 for identification and admitted
ihto evidence.)

gir, tell me why -- you say you've already
been through the administrative law court.

MR. CARTRETTE: Yes, sir. We appealed part
of the issues to Mr. Summers and the Department of
Corrections appealed part of the issues as wéll. Judge
Matthews, the administ:ative law judge, on the prevailing
wage sheet said it was $5.25. And we said it's not
prevailing wage and it ‘'was appealed to the circuit court
Judge Jamés'C. Williams in 2006. He reversed that and

sent it back and said $5.25 is not the prevailing wage and
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for her to determine the correct prevailing wage.

And it hasn't been done and this is the 9th
year and it could have been settled but it had not been
determined. However, on Mr. Summer's motion to dismiss,
we're saying that the lower courts got Jjurisdiction
because the South Carolina Supreme Court was the last
court to rule on it and here's the -- Judge, I believe you
have one in your file.

THE COURT: I do.

MR. CARTRETTE: And it says, "The above
reference mattef is hereby'remitted tb the lower court)*
not the administrative law court. "And a copy of this
judgment of this court, the Supreme Court and the Court of
Appeals is enclosed." That would have been ripe at the
Court of Appeals if I had stopped the éppeal there but I
went on to the Supreme Court and the grounds and issues as
well. |

We're saying the lower court has jurisdiction
because the Supreme Court sent it to the lower court and
not the administrative law court.

THE COURT: Let me ask yoﬁ this, this was
heard by Judge Williams when?

MR. CARTRETTE: September of 2006.

THE COURT: Why are you in Greenville County?

MR. CARTRETTE: What happened, Your Honor, it
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don't appear that we can even get this thing on the court

docket. Since the remand on this Supreme Court order, we
can't even get it on the document. 1It's been three years

and in a few more days it would be three years since the
Supreme Court. If you see this remitter, Part }12) 2012,
it's not even on the/ggggngto be heard. We can't get any
action to be heard down there in Jasper County.

We moved bring it into Greenville County to
try to get judgment and wages set just like the Court of
Appeals said the wages has got to be set, hourly wage, on
this which I provided exhibits here with the sheet of
Occupatioﬁal Wage. I'm sure you looked at it and my
numbers I come up with.

| If you look at the complaint on the back
sheet where it says Occubational Employment Wage

estimates, I worked from a company from '99 to 2003 as you

can see on the pay scale and you had entry, you had means,

and you had experience pay. The whole thing is is they
were not paying the proper wages.

You see by this Occupational Sheet for
furniture assemblers, if you look at the bottom, you have
low country and Jasper County as well provided in the
data. But as you see the entry pay here is $8.94 but by
my calculation, I calculated it under which you see all

the calculations based on a five-day work week anything
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over 40 hours federal laws you‘get time and a half.
That's federal law. '

They argued it all the way to the Court of
Apﬁeals and the Court of Appeals invFootnote_7, the Court
Appeals order, they kind of frown on it and said the
defendant should have argued it at first and it filed
against overtime and in a re-hearing brief they said
federal léw requires us to péy you time and half overtime
and ---

THE CQOURT: Well, let me read this sentence
and again I come in on non-jury weeks and these are new to
me, but lét me read what I was looking for. This is in
the original opinion at the Court of Appeals which
apparéntly that was 2010 and then apparehtiy 2012, the
Supreme Court'said we granted a writ of cert to review.
We dismisséd that as impr§vidently granted," which means
théy thought it was too early. The Court of Appeals
affirmed and also reversed in part and they said, "We
reverse as to overtime wages and remand the issue to the
ALC," which woula the the administrative law court which;
"as outlined in this opinioh and ébnfirmed the circuit
court decisions on all remaining issues."

I think heQS right. I théught y;all got to
gb back to -- I don't think there's anything I can do. I

think y'all got to back tp the administrative law court.




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Cartrette versus SC Department of Correctioons_

Isn't that the basis of y'all motion;

MR. SUMMERS: That's correct, Your Honor.
Just as a side, the issues that Mr. Cartrette has raised
in his declaratory judgment complaint, hg can certainly
raise to the extent of administrative law court on the
briefing format and under the rules that are governing
there. But certainly he can do that in the administrative
law court pursuant to what you just read from the Coﬁrt of
Appeals. A

THE COURT: That jumps out big because
basically they're saying the ALC's ruling has been
appealed dnd then the circuit court gét in and they'
affirmed the circuit court ut then they reversed the
ﬁatters that the ALC did and sent it back to them.

I respect the heck out of what you'Ve done
bécause quite frankly I'm looking fhrough this stuff and
it has some interest to me. 1I'd lové to do it but I don't
think i can. Let's put it this way, if I ruled in your
favor todéy, it wouldn't mean anything. It would be just
like family court ruling because they've already granted
jurisdiction tb the administrative law court.

| MR. CARTRETTE: Wéll, we think the
declaratory judgmént acﬁ, Souttharolina!Suprémé Court -
Case, in the Reborekph), 2014 case bould'give YOu'that

authority to rule on thesp‘claims today. The case law
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within the.pleadings would give you the authority under
the declaratory judgment act and the Rebore (ph) case would
give you the authority to do that.

Your Honor, we're still looking at the
prevailing wage within the Court of Appeals order in
addition we observe Section 24.330 (inaudible) prevailing
wages which would require inmates receive the prevailing
wage to non-inmate however the question of prevailing wage
had been remanded to admihistrative law clerk but we still
nonetheless had jurisdiction to consider whether the
prevailing wage language of 24.334(b) of overtime pay
because the issue remanded the proper rate on it
(inaudible). We still think that someone needs to set the
prevailing wage before overtime can be calculated and it's
got to be determined on the prevailing wage.

THE COURT: I agree and I think the ALC has
to do it. 1I've got to grant his motion because I do think
that you'ie doggedly doing this because you at least have
a few people on the Supreme Court that apparently agree
with you. You've got two or three that disagree with you.
As you know the make up of the administrative law court
has changed and you're going to get somebody new that
might be good for ycu and not have someone with a
predisposed opinion to dismiss it. Keep going but I can't

hear it today. I've goti.to grant their motion.
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MR. CARTRETTE: I've got one more thing. I
have the subject matter jurisdiction issue of employee
status from that administrative law court 3-2-2006 order
of Judge Matthews. She ruled us as employees of the
company Quoloop{(ph), however, that was one of the things

that was appealed from the defendants in Jasper County.

Judge Williams reversed that. The employee status was one

thing he reversed.

There was a 3-24-2006 clarification order
which is a consolidated order. Upon reversal my roommate
Mr. James he appealed that to the South Carolina Supreme
Court ciﬁing the defendant filed an out of town appeal

, _ . S
proceeding the final order of Judge Matthews which we know
is 30 days from the time he received that order. It was
outside Qf the window so the Court of Appeals reversed
Mr. James's standing on that and reinstated his employee
status and of course denied cert on_the defendant Supreme
Court hit on that.

I'm raising mine under subject matter
jurisdiction as well on employee status ana like to have
that reinstated since my appeal was untimely in filing my
appeal from the Ms. Matthews granting employee status
amount to profit sharing, paid vacation, the same benefits
employee would get on the street.

MR. SUMMERS: Your Honor, he mentioned
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Mr. James. He's another‘inmate and if I recall correctly,
sir, the Court of Appeals, there was a procedural
difference, if you will, and I think that's what

Mr. Cartrette is talking about. The Court of Appeals
considered Mr. James's matter alone, issued a unpublished
decision/specifically based upon the procedure and facts
based upon that case.

Obviously, the Court of Appeals addressed
Mr. Cartrette's procedural history and facts on a separate
reported opinion. So that's just a background, I believe,
as to what Mr. Cartrette was addressing. I don't think
that at all changes our posture or respectfully the
Court's ruling.

THE COURT: Not on this one.

Here's the deal, I've made what you gave me a
part of the record, so if you appeal my decision, this is
all here and I'm doing that specifically so that the
record is clear if you appeal my decision and they tell me
I'm wrong, I'll be happy to hear it.' I think based upon
what I've made and I don't think I'm wrong.

MR. CARTRETTE: Your Honor, I oppose the
remand because they had nine years to do this case what
Judge Wiiliams told them to do to and determine the
correct prevailing hourly wage, which I think you see the

pay sheet. .




'tT“ycartrette versus-SC_DepartmentAof'Correctioons i H‘“?‘“

S oW R

o LU

11
12

13
14

it FRE R et M R AT ey e AR T RS S

16

le
19

21

SeArT T ot S S e D i £ R 4 B B e e B ey

.22

20

‘down there and say, don't put this on- the docket tofbe

‘heard,‘but it's three years next month

15
‘ /year, the chief justice asks the legislatu e fo ;?
20,

. 23 .‘_i

25|

If Your Honor is. going to remand it back to

RN

the administrative law court, can we set some kind of time

line coming up with a correct hourly wage on this thing

’.Ihat's the correct hourly wage if you would request 1t in |
this range here We don't ‘want it to set here two years.'

LI ve been stalled ‘on this thing.‘ That S why we set it up

:

here in GreenVille because we can't get any action down

there..hdl S

I don t know if Mr. Summers knows the clerk

4"1 THE COURT. Well, let me tell you and I had -
to tell a friend of mine who has a 1awsuit and he stopped

me and.wanted to know what we were dOing in. Anderson, 7i¢

that s about three years,iabout the. time 1t takes

on the roster. t's only 42 judges in this state

every year she shows us.a ‘size. show1ng how many'casesjper
. Y

Judge each state has.: South. Carolina are number 1, 5285

and Wyoming is No. 2 with 920 So it's a problem that the

general public has no idea but it takes. that long

AT can't set. it but I can do this, in;your

order put in there that is my strong suggestion andfurge
that this case be heard as soon as possible.‘ That's aboutY

as’. far as I can go and that may go further than you think

b ',‘..
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MR. CARTRETTE: I hope so, it'é-been about 10
years. Frankly I been working on it for about 14 years
and I'm sure that the courts are tired of hearing this.

THE COURT: Are you better prepared than
about 50 percent of the lawyers in Anderson County. By
the way, what are you in for? |

| MR. CARTRETTE: Murder and attempted armed
robbery. It's about 32 years I'm working on now.

THE COURT: So how long you been in?

MR. CARTRETTE: This is 32 years I'm working

on now.

THE COURT: Are you up for parole?

MR. CARTRETTE:' I've been up for parole about
16 times in the Mrytle Beach area. You got seven members

_ J
on the board and I haven't gotten one single vote from one

person on the board in about 16 years.

THE COURT: Did you get a lawyer when you
went up there?

MR. CARTRETTE: For a couple of times. I had
Tommy Thompson from Columbia.

THE COURT: He was very good.

MR. CARTRETTE: We gdt a real conse?vative
board about violent crimés and all of that. I/had one .
minor charge in 31 years. I've done a whble.lot for the

system, I think.
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THE COURT: You been in 32 years on a murder

charge.

MR. CARTRETTE: I wish I'd had Mr. Paul Moore
back in January when he was listening to cases up here
back in January ld, 184. He was doing cases and a lady
next to me, one of the jurois on that, he knew that I got
a raw deal on the case and --- | |

THE COURT: You've only gotten one write up
in 31 years?

MR. CARTRETTE: Yes, it was-a piece of wood
that put on the water baék there, we have one hot water
and one cold water back there, so that waé bésicélly juét
to hold --- |

THE COURT: No drugs, no fighting, no
disrespect?

MR. CARTRETTE: No, none of that. I had 11
years in the Columbia area énd I helped opén up the Broad
River Complex and at that time they had the man executed

and ---

THE COURT: It's all on cameras now.

When are you up for parole agéin?

MR. CARTRETTE: Yes, year August.

THE COURT: I'm going to teli you something
that I hadn't told a defendant in,15 years, a month before

you're about to get paroled send me a letter reminding me
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Qho-you are becauée to be honest with me I've got so many
things going because you've served more time than -- I
used to do those parole hearings and in about 18 years,
unless you .were the worse inmate in the world .

MR. CARTRETTE: 1I'd like to interject
something, my case was like one of those hand of one hand
of all cases. I didn't kill anyone. I just drove to do a
break in and the guy come out and had a shoot out and
killed each other,énd I was convicted of attempted robbery
so --- |

THE COURT: You drove somebody to'é robbery
énd someboay got killed? - |

MR. CARTRETTE: Yes;

THE COURT: A month before you come up for
parole send me a letter.

MR. CARTRETTE: I got David Broch.

THE COURT: I don't know what I can do for

you. What did David Broch do for you?

MR. CARTRETTE: David read my transcript and
he said you got screwed over. They didn't prove their
case and there wasn't clear instructions given to the
jury. In other wbrds, baéically, the held me iesponsible
for carrying two people to avrobbefy and that's‘all that
was proven in coﬁrt but I didn't kill anybody. He said

the jury wasn't given clear instructions which would have
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basically Would have told them about the break in and the

murder.

THE COURT: 1It's illegal for me to contact

the board but send me a letter telling me you'fe coming

up.

MR. CARTRETTE: About 30 days?

THE COURT: When you get that date, send me a
letter. I:m not saying I can do anything fér you but I'm

telling you you've served more time than peopie who have
done much worse things and normally people who serve 36‘
years have a wrap sheet in the prison a mile long.

MR. CARTRETTE: Well;ll had a- good sténding
in the community before this. | -

THE COURT: No record, no write up?

MR. CARTRETTE: Excépt fér the oﬁe for the
piece of wood. | |

THE COURT: Thank you.

MR. CARTRETTE: Thank you, Yoﬁr Honor.

~-—END OF TRANSCRIPT RECORD---
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Common Pleas of Greenville County, South Carolina on
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
- )

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE - ) FOR THE 13™ JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
BILLY JOE CARTRETTE, ) Civil Action No. 2014-CP-23-589 - =
) | S EgrE
Plaintiff, ) 5 p:' >
vs. ) = ORDERGRANTINGTHE ~ /.. :
) DEFENDANT’S MOTION F0 z o
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF ) DISMISS THE PLAINTIFF:§ = -~ ..
CORRECTIONS, ) “COMPLAINT FOR W Mmoo
- / ) DECLARATORY JUDGMERTS) =

Defendant. ) '
)

On Friday, February 13, 2015, the Court conducted a hearing at the Greenville County
Courthouse during which it considered a motion to dismiss the Plaintiff’s “Complaint for
Declaratory Judgment(s)” [“Complaint”] filed by the Defendant, the South Carolina Department
of Corrections [“the Department”).

The Plaintiff in this matter is Billy Joe Cartrette, an inmate currently incarcerated in the
Department’s custody, and he appears pro se. OQutside counsel for the Department, Lake E.
Summers, Esquire of Malone, Thompson, Summers & Ott, LLC, properly servea the
Department’s motion upon the Plaintiff, and the Plaintiff further received adequate notice from
the Court of its intent to conduct a hearing regarding the Department’s motion. -
During the February 13, 2015 hearing conducted by the Court, Mr. Summers appeared on
the Department's behalf, and the Plaintiff appeared on his own behalf. |
After conéidering the Plaintiff’s Complaint, the Department’s motion to dismiss, the
Plaintiff’s memorandum in opposition, argument offered by the Department’s counsel, and

argument by the pro se Plaintiff, the Court GRANTS the Department’s motion.
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L PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A.  BACKGROUND

The Plaintiff at one time voluntarily participated in a prison industries project operated by
the Department at Ridgeland Correctional Institution. In the course of his participation in the
aforementioned project, the Plaintiff disputed various aspects of the pay the Dépaﬂment remitted
'to him for his labor. In accordance with our Supreme Court’s decision in Wicker v S.C. Dep't of
Corr.,, 602 S.E2d 56 (S.C. 2004), the Plaintiff filed an administrative grievance with the

Department.

B. THE PLAINTIFF'S COMPLAINT AND OPPOSITION TO THE
DEPARTMENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

The Plaintiff filed his “Complaint for Declaratory Judgment(s)” on October 31, 2014,
and, in paragraphs 2 and 3 of his complaint, the Plaintiff asserted as follows:
[The Plaintiff] filed a step 1 grievance which was denied; he field a step 2
grievance appeal; it was denied so he filed a Step 3 which was an appeal
to the [ALC]; it was granted in part. See [South Carolina Department of
Corrections v. Cartrette, 694 S.E.2d 18 (S.C. Ct.App. 2010)].

[The Plaintiff] filed an appeal to the South Carolina Supreme Court.

[South Carolina Department of Corrections v. Cartrette, 772 S.E.2d 805
(8.C. Sup. Ct. 2012)).

By a memorandum dated December 30, 2014, the Plaintiff opposed the Department’s
motion to dismiss his complaint, and, within the materials he filed in support of his opposition
memorandum, the Plaintiff included copies of the opinions issued by both our Court of Appeals

and our Supreme Court as he referenced them in his Complaint.
Our Court of Appeals issued its opinion concerning the Plaintiff’s prison industries pay
dispute on May 28, 2010. A review of the decision issued February 22, 2012 by our Supreme

Court concerning the Plaintiff’s prison industries pay dispute reveals that it dismissed the writ of
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certiorari it had‘préviously granted to review the Court of Appeals’ decision as having been

improvidently granted.
In paragraphs 4 and 5 of his instant Complaint, the Plaintiff further asserted as follows:

[The Plaintiff] alleges that he and other prisoners are judgment creditor(s)
with reference thereto discussion set forth above and below herein as there
were wage disputes and retention(s) grievance(s) filed against [the
Department] in 2004 and 2005 and prior thereto which resulted in
judgment(s) against [the Department] (judgment debtor) in March 2006
from the ALC, the Court of Common Pleas for Jasper County and [the
South Carolina Court of Appeals. [citation omitted].

[The Plaintiff] alleges that in accordance with’ judgment of [the] South
Carolina Court of Appeals he is entitled to a declaratory judgment as far as
the set prevailing wage(s) that this Court determines in the first cause of
action herein where he worked in the capacity of furniture assemble
although the furniture was not made of wood.

C. THE DEPARTMENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

On December 29, 2014, the Department, by and through its outside counsel, filed its
motion to dismiss the Plaintiff’s instant complaint pursuant to South Caroli_na Rule of Civil
Procedure [“SCRCP”] 12(b)(1).

In its motion, the lﬁepa'rtment asserted that the Court did not and does not possess the
requisite subject matter jurisdiction over the Plaintiff’s claims. hstééd, as further asserted by the
Department, the South Carolina Administratiye. Law Court [“ALC”] pbssesses subject matter

jurisdictioﬁ over the entirety of the claims articulated by the Plaintiff in his instant Complaint.
o In its motion and during the hearing conducted’ February 13, 2015, the Department
| argued that the opinion issued in 2010 by oﬁr Court of Appeals, and, for that matter, the opinion

issued by our Supreme Court in 2012, bompletely negates any'and all assertions articulated by

the Plaintiff that the Court possesses subjeét matter jurisdiction over his claims.
. . e ——————
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Instead, as advocated by the Department in its motion and during the February 13, 2015 | : 1
hearing, our Court of Appeals explicitly declared in its 2010 decision, 694 S.E.2d at 22, that the
ALC is the only forum before which the Plaintiff’s claims may be adjudicated:

In addition, we observe section 24-3-430(D) requires inmates receive the

“prevailing wage” paid to their non-inmate peers for comparable work.

However, the question of the prevailing wage to which Cartrette is

entitled has been remanded to the ALC for further proceedings. We

nonetheless have jurisdiction to consider whether the prevailing wage ?
language of section 24-3-430(D) entitles Cartrette to overtime pay . ‘
because the issue remanded concerned the proper hourly rate, only. "
However, because we have found section 24-3-315 resolves Cartrette’s

dispute, we need not address this argument. See Futch v. McAllister

Towing of Georgetown, Inc., 335 S.C. 598, 613, 518 S.E.2d 591, 598

(1999) (holding appellate court need not discuss remaining issues ‘when

decision on prior issue disposes of appeal).

For the foregoing Teasons, we reverse the circuit court’s decision
concerning overtime pay and remand this issue to the ALC for a
determination of whether the Department failed to pay Cartrette at the
time-and-a-half rate for the hours he worked in excess of forty per week.
In the event of such a failure, we instruct the ALC to determine the rate
of compensation to which Cartrette was entitled, the number of overtime
hours that were underpaid, and the amount the Department owes
Cartrette for his labor. [emphasis supplied].

As observed by the Department in its motion, our Court of Appeals also remanded the
determination of the’ “prevailing wage” paid by the Department for the labos the Plaintiff
voluntarily provided to the prison industries project in question to the ALC. 694 S.E.2d at 23.

Finally, as the Department observed in its motion, our Court of Appeals, in the section of
its opinion entitled ‘fCONCLUSION,” 694 S.E.2d at 23, reiterated its decision to remand the
issues raised by the Plaintiff regarding overtime pay “to the ALC for additional proceedings

consistent with this opinion,”
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II. ~~  ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSION
Succinctly stated, the Court agrees with the position articulated by the Department in

both its motion and during the February 13, 2015 hearing, namely that it does not possess subject

matter jurisdiction over the instant controversy between the parties.
-ML contrary to any and all argﬁment# he articulated in his
“Opposition to Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss” dated December 30, 2014 and during the
February 13, 2015 hearing, all of the claims articulated by the Plaintiff in his instant “Complaint
for Declaratory Judgment(s),” are, as explicitly declared by our Court of Appeals in its 2010
opinion, ripe for adjudication only by the ALC.
The Court further concludes that the Plaintiff possesses the opportunity to avail himself

of the jurisdiction of the ALC upon the dismissal of his instant action. Toward that end, the

Court respectfully urges the ALC to consider and adjudicate the Plaintiff’s claims, as the Co

of Appeals identified them in its 2010 opinion, as expeditiously as possible.

S

III. ORDER

Accordingly, under the provisions of SCRCP 12(b)(1), as well as S.C. Code Ann. §§ 15-
53-10, et. seq., the Court GRANTS the Department’s motion and hereby DISMISSES the

Plaintiff’s “Complaint for Declaratory Judgxnent(s);’ WITH PREJUDICE.

IT IS SO ORDERED.,
J. CORBELL MADDOX, JR.
PRESIDING CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
22 , 2015

_M South Carolina
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