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STATEMENT OF ISSUE ON APPEAL 

1. DID THE AD!lINISTRATIVE LAW COURT ERR IN APPLYIl~G Alti~er v 

Paderick, 569 F.2d 812 (4th Cir. 1978) to this case. 
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STATEMENT OF CASE 

Onr1arch 4, 2011, I was excluded from work in the education 

building, law library, based on my race. The Kairos proyram also 

were in the education building. I have been working in the law 

library for ten years, and train all workers, old and new, yet 

when there is a Kairos program, I can't come to work, yet I have 

worked every weekend except when Kairos is there, I: hen r' m not 

wanted but white inmate workers can work, even the law library 

worker that are white. 

I requested, all inmates workers are treated equal in the 

education building, and those responsible for March 4, lOll 

weekend be relieved of their duty to work inmates. 

FACifS 

This appeal was dismissed with prejudice because inmate's 

grievance does not implicate a state created liberty or pco~erty 

interest. Slezak v. S.C. Department of Correcl:ions 361 S.c. 327, 

605 S.E.2d 506 (2004). 
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ARGUMEN'l'S 

In Paderick the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeal held the 

prisoner was not denied any constitutional ri~ht by the action of 

the prison ad~inistrators in removing him, withouc a hearing from 

assignment to the inmates advisor programs. 

Nor was the prisoner entitled to a due proces? hearing because 

the prison officials included in his file the reasons for his 

transfer from the inmate adv isor program, even though such 

information might have some implications for any later right to 

parole on his part. Altizer v. Paderick 569 F.2d d12 (4th Cir. 

1978) 

Appellan t arg ues, chat his c la im is be ing denied to work base 

on his race, of which Paderick makes no connections, and SlezaK 

v. South Carolina Department of Corrections 361 S.C. 327, 005 

S.E.2d 507(2004), the Administrative Law Court is to have 

jurisdiction of all property perfected inmate appeals but 

"Summary dismissal may be appropriate where t.he inma te's 

grievance does not implicate a state created liberty or pro~erty 

interest. 

This case went on and stated, due process clause offended only 

when inmate subjected to atypical and si~nificant hardship in 

relat ion to ordinary inciden ts of pr ison 1 ife. Sandl in v Conner 

515 u.S. 472 (1995). 
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ARGUMENT CONTINUED 

Racial discrimination offends the Due Process Clause and 

Appellant is sUbJect to atypical and significant clard3hips in 

relations to ordinary incident of prison life. 

CONCLUSION 

For ~he reasons stated, this court should rever~e the judgment 

of the Administrative Law Court. 
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