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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT JUN 15 2016
James Primus, 252315, Docket No.: 16--3( @ousb 2PAppeals

Grievance No.: MACD 002-16
Appellant,

vs.

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (ALC or court)
pursuant to- the Notice of Appeal"ﬁled-vApril 19,2016, b\ James Primizs (Appéllan_t), an inmate
incarcerated with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (Department). In this appeal,
Appellant argues that there was no-indictment-and/or warrant underlying the conviction for which
he was-committed to Department custody.

In this case, the Appellant seems to be challenging the overall validity of his sentence.
Because this court exists to review the actions of administrative agencies and ot the actions of
circuit court judges, this court cannot rule on the validity of Appellant’s sentence. See Engaging
& Guarding Laurens County’s Environment (“EAGLE™) v. S.C. Dep’t of Health & Envtl. Control,
407 S.C. 334, 344, 755 S.E.2d 444, 449 (2014) (quoting S.C. Const. arti. I, § 22) (recognizing
ALC’s function of reviewing administrative. action under the South Carolina Constitution);
Jernigan v. State, 340 S.C. 256, 259-60, 531 S.E.2d 507, 508-09 (2000) (citations omitted)

(distinguishing between collaterally challenging the validity of a sentence under post-conviction

relief laws and seeking review of the Department’s actions under the procedure established in Al-
Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000)); see also State v. Bennett, 375 S.C. 165, |
170, 650 S.E.2d 490, 493 (Ct. App. 2007).

Because the issue raised by Appellant:does not concern the actions of 4 state agency, the

Court concludes that this matter must be'dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.
ORDER
THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this appeal is DISMISSED, with
PREJUDICE. ’
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AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

// L //é Z/M%

Deborah Brooks Durden Judge
S.C. Administrative Law Court

May 27,2016
Columbia, South Carolina
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