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THIS OPINION HAS NO PRECEDENTIAL VALUE. IT SHOULD NOT BE
CITED OR RELIED ON AS PRECEDENT IN ANY PROCEEDING
EXCEPT AS PROVIDED BY RULE 268(d)(2), SCACR.

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

George Cleveland, 111, #35770,
V.
South Carolina Department of Corrections, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2015-000183

Appeal From The Administrative Law Court
Carolyn C. Matthews, Administrative Law Judge

Unpublished Opinion No. 2016-UP-506
Submitted November 1, 2016 — Filed December 7, 2016

AFFIRMED

George Cleveland, III, pro se.

Christina Catoe Bigelow, of the South Carolina
Department of Corrections, of Columbia, for Respondent.

PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: Sullivan v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 355 S.C. 437, 443,586 S.E.2d 124, 127
(2003) (finding the only way the ALC can obtain subject matter jurisdiction over
an inmate's grievance is when it "implicates a [state-created] liberty interest
sufficient to trigger ‘procedural due process guarantees") Howard v. S.C. Dep't of
Corr., 399 S.C. 618, 629, 733 S.E.2d 21 17 (2012) ("[A]n inmate's loss of the



Opporturiity to earm sentence= -retated-credits-does not-impticate-a-state-created

liberty interest."); id. ("[T]here is a difference between an inmate's forfeiture of
accrued sentence-related credits versus the withholding of unearned, potentially
available sentence-related credits. Clearly, an inmate does not acquire an interest
" in sentence-related: credits-until:he or she,earns.t them.!);. Slezak v. S.C. Dep't of
Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 331, 605 S E 2d 506 508 (2004) ("[T]he [ALC] is not
required to hold a hearing in every matter. Summary dismissal may be appropriate
where the mmate S guevance does not 1mp11cate a state-created liberty or property
interest."). ; AR

AFFIRMED

WILLIAMS, THOMAS,and GEATHERS JJ., concur.

i

' We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 213, SCACR,



e/

opporturity” to-earmsentence=related-credits-does not-implicate-a-state-ereated———————————
liberty interest."); id. ("[T]here is a difference between an inmate's forfeiture of

accrued sentence-related credits versus the withholding of unearned, potentially

available sentence-related credits. Clearly, an inmate does not acquire an interest

in sentence-related-credits until.he or, she.earns them.”); Slezak v. S.C. Dep't of

Corr., 361 S.C. 327 331, 605 S .E. 7d 506 508 (2004) ("[T]he [ALC] is not

reqmred to hold a hearing in every matter. ‘Summary dismissal may be appropriate

where the mmate S gnevance does not implicate a state-created liberty or property

interest."). o

AFFIRMED."
W,ILL[AM',S%,I’HQMAS’, and’GEATHERS, JJ., concur.-

s

s
¥
H

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



THIS OPINION HAS NO PRECEDENTIAL VALUE. IT SHOULD NOT BE
CITED OR RELIED ON AS PRECEDENT IN ANY PROCEEDING
EXCEPT AS PROVIDED BY RULE 268(d)(2), SCACR.

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

George Cleveland, 111, #35770,
V. |
South Carolina Department of Corrections, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2015-000183

Appeal From The Administrative Law Court
Carolyn C. Matthews, Administrative Law Judge

Unpublished Opinion No. 2016-UP-506
Submitted November 1, 2016 — Filed December 7, 2016

“AFFIRMED

George Cleveland, III, pro se. -

Christina Catoe Bigelow, of the South Carolina
Department of Corrections, of Columbia, for Respondent.

PER CURIAM: Affirmed pursuant to Rule 220(b), SCACR, and the following
authorities: Sullivan v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 355 S.C. 437,443,586 S.E.2d 124, 127
(2003) (finding the only way the ALC can obtain subject matter jurisdiction over

an inmate's grievance is when it "implicates a [state-created] liberty interest
sufficient to trigger procedural due process guarantees"); Howard v. S.C. Dep't of
Corr., 399 S.C. 618,629, 733 S.E.2d 211, 217 (2012) ("[A]n inmate's loss of the
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pie
simple-mathematical-caleulations;-it-cannot-be-true-that-the-Department-is-failing-to-eredit——
Appellant with the 20 days of Good Time Credit per month to which he is entitled. Appellant
may not completely understand that the initial projected release Aate, he was given upon entry
into the Department of June 14, 2017 already factored in an estimated 20 days of Good Time
Credit from the 5eginning of his sentence and assuming a disciplinary-free incarcerative
period. Instead, it appears Appellant thinks that the June 14, 2017 initial projected release
date was calculated day-for-day and that he is entitled to 20-days a month Good Time Credit
beyond that. Of course, that is not the case, nor could it be in light of the explanation given

above.

' 04/22 2016,
)8/ L y04/22/2016
8/13/2017 “ 04/22/2016
y 7

"08/:
07/23/201
07/23/2017-.
06/14/2017‘
06714/2017
06/14/2017-

Finally, as the last image below shows, Appellant was convicted of a major

disciplinary offense on February 26, 2014, resulting both in his failure to earn 20 days of






pige ™)

Withoutajob, amrinmate serving a “parolable” sentence will serve approximately 65% of the
actual incarcerative sentence provided that the inmate also remains disciplinary free during
the entire period of incarceration. Here, Appellant’s longest parolable offense is for the
Possession of a Stolen Vehicle conviction listed below, as Appellant was given a total of 6

years of incarcerative time to serve.

o S1- BLOMROD, BlurZons Winfime Dhplay -~ « - T T T, R U NN
Seysion, _Options __ Transd View  Suipt | Help

The following image proves that Appellant has, indeed, eamed Good Time Credit

since the beginning of his sentence start date, as it shows he has earned 300 days of such

credit. Inaddition, he has earned 1| days of Earned Education Credit since his incarceration.

1



o
: '
~
o

pAgE @g

7 ’ SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
- : INMATE GRIEVANCE_EORM
- S.TP 1 ' Office Use Only
naare nave:_OC o 1 ge Cleye [0 Grievance No. _ELL-0224:/¢
SCDC NUMBER: _ 35 777D - Policy
INSTITUTION: zfl/AN_S C == ECEEVEﬂ CDli?a;:;Hf?/.
: A7 0 7 25w cod j
i ' i N2/l

STATE GRIEVANCE (include documentation, and date of incident; if SCDC Policy, indicate which pt;'al!aj)

Mr. (076’7[’/3)4— CCAQM/*‘”@‘Q:) S Uﬁjw;/)l—i/j 4'() /‘ef’ﬁ’fGA )
‘Q'ﬁﬁ _ZNG%’;}’B&M@ stk T cp,g/ ;ﬂrmd 2o Shys &
oAt ¢ W, Jhe Attadley Keowst b Stace en |

oot ﬁ/w/"j otal Sew SZ Lo 1D be T §:M ﬂﬁ({/g‘k/zg

Free. Alc £ p | th djs,}ﬂ/)m
y € T ALY AsE bipm b do)p with AS%WLWW%A’CA e

O ot SC-code Apews FRY-13-200 STARS fhy Coipe hecls

- '/’/: e Al 7@7% for w‘Ac 2o d( AN

ACTION REQUESTED:
O/‘()f)z /ny 7L7 Mme ‘*‘D i, J&!

A /‘to/\:H\- oL Gond (Sehpuiof cled;+

~ SPECIFY HOW AND WHEN INFORMAL RESOLUTION WAS ATTEMPTED BY GRIEVANT: |
L sekhe fella a sIocE Goguest Bn 00K 2-2)-)
aA,S T WA S fc 7‘()/7\/1:3 /lb /e ons - ;3,/L/ )
| | ; // (= e
, C Grievant Signature Date
ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: ~

Your _gﬁévance along with per'ﬂ’neh'r documentation has been

reviewed, see warden's response
& : 0// D w7
=

IGC Signature Date ~
é—%ﬂccept the action taken by the IGC and consider the matter closed. . N
[ Ido not accept the action taken and wish to appeal. e

SCDC 10-5 (Raw November 1997) ' .Grievant Signature Date
(CONTINUED ON REVERSE SIDE)



— *-Inmate Cleveland:

WARDEN'’S DECISION AND REASON:

poge @@?

This is in response to grievance # ECT 0221-14

T have reviewed your grievance and pertinent documentation, All sentence-related
credits to include (Good Time Credits, and Jail Time Credits) have been applied. Be
mindful that your release date changes upon termination of institutional job
assignments, disciplinary convictions where you automatically fail to earn the 20 days
good time for.the month, and losing earned work credits depending upon the seriousness
of the convictions. A review of your record shows you have a sentence start date of
10/23/13 with 13 days of jail-time credit. Your disciplinary history beginning February
2014 until present you have lost approximately 60 days of good time and you have failed
to earn 20 days. You are housed in general population, not earning work credits, nor
assigned to any education programs. Based on the information provided your projective
release date is July, 2017, therefore I consider this matter resolved.

If you wish to pursue this matter, please contact your grievance coordinator for the
appropriate forms. You have five (5) days from receipt of my response to submit a Step
-2 grievance form. ’

7%
: .. Warden Signafu Date
& 1 accept the Warden's decision and consider. the matter closed. ’ .
BT 1do not accept the Warden's decision and wish to appeal. .

(T umwﬂw du D i
Grievant Signature Dale ‘ IGC Signatlre | Déte

‘jf”\ SGr 0F RS D Grokie

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM

An informal resolution shall be attempted prior to the filing of Step 1.

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

1
2
3. Only one (1) issue is to be addressed on each form.
4

Submit the completed form to the Institutional Grievance Coordinator within fifteen (15) days of an

alleged incident; policy grievances at any time. Do not write in the space provided for the Warden's
response.

3. If you are not satisfied with the Warden's decision, you may appeal to the appropriate responsible

official within five (5) days of your receipt of the Warden's decision, via the Institutional Grievance
Coordinator. :



‘.
Lo




| SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT, OF CORRECTIO
INMATE GRIEVANCE FORMP /%?@ 'i@

STEP 2
mMATENAME:—'é‘eU ~qe Clevela, D,
SCDC NUMBER: _ J 2 7770

-

~ Grievance No, _1_|
<" i |. Code: General
"~ Poliey

ETEIvEN D
INSTITUTION: __ S 1" 8y, s Coorpe o o A Y E I | c[:)nlas:s.He (ol
S0 e , ;
HOUSINGUNIT: __ S, mry, (B4 #20 . wn o o ecelved Hﬁ/%
WORK ASSIGNMENT. By B |- ’

L e F\mua‘jl%ﬂ?ﬂ)é C/df%p/, states L eppn 2o épf%S 7

I ; /
{Cf"/‘_":L ’b/,: 7:045(5 Aj/).ﬂt/kbf ’«u/.« I T C(Q/O/ﬁ ,JCCB ) béf ol € Yoy & 9/&9’/);«
AT Ce . o ‘ , S 74

I . l é /76 t 2// 9[) Cgﬂyj'I Aff(d C/43§, ’(;C.Q‘#/()-/V 75 Lé/w‘//}/\c)
;7 6 S DL /Alzdyff‘, IF* /.y Cﬁ/u/? "b./b__S AL L&/‘/\O/gjj p/éqs(‘o
| (/f)ed(\{—(,/\« OG(V Me .L / . ) . o -

T U Vs e star/n, ol i<y, T
SCre pe A, i oR o e 2

o
. //1‘0/[, ZI/A/UT 7Lb /'/\/,)rjv‘/"
S Correct Per Sept oy SHal Pl 7 T

: ‘ | : /;,//'lc)//c;/,
e o - ST

- Griévant Signature Date

INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction):

VA
fﬁ;‘) LioE

s .

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL’S DECISION AND REASON:

_herefore, I consider this matter resolved.

‘ou may appeal this decision under the Administrative Procedures Act. In or

der to appeal you must fill out the attached Notice of
ppeal Form and submit it ag instructed on the form within 30 days of receipt Q :

' (g~ gl

Signature Date

P

4 . .U e

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance Pro-

cedure. I hereby acknowledge receipt of the official's response and un

response to this matter. ,
«

—

GrievantSignatuge S IDJte 'IGCSignat{ne _ D"e /

(SEE,REVERSE SIDE FOR INST:RUCTIO,NS)
SCDC 10-5A (November 1997):



prrel

&
4
;
i
P

TN TS Y05 g IR T T
RN R R Ay d Gl

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
George Cleveland, 111, #357770, Docket No. 14-ALJ-04-0771-AP
Grievance No.: ECI 221-14
Appellant, '

VS. ORDER OF DISMISSAL

South Carolina Department of Corrections,

Respondent.

~ This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (“ALC”) pursuant to

- the Notice of Appeal filed September 16, 2014 by George Cleveland, III (“Appellant”), who is

incarcerated with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (“SCDC”)

Appellant appeals the decision of SCDC in a dispute raised by Appellant regarding the
calculation of his sentence-related good time credits and appropriate max out date. Though the
Appellant discusses calculation of sentence-related credits, Appellant is not appealing a decision
that affected his credits; rather, he is addressing how SCDC is calculating such credits and
raising issue with how SCDC staff is trained. SCDC’s Step 2 Grievance decision indicates that
he was not sanctioned with the loss of any good-time credits, nor does Appellant make a claim
for the loss of any other state-created liberty interest. There is no state-created liberty interest in
the loss of opportunity to earn additional good-tirne credits. Howard v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 399
S.C. 618,733 S.E.2d 211 (2012); see also S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-600 (D) (2012).

On its face, it appears that Appellant is arguing that his sentence has been calculated’

incorrectly and, in some way, he may be presenting ,such an -argument. However, upon
examining all of his materials presented, Appellant is actually 'presenting argument that the
Department’s method of calculation as a whole is incorrect', and that their staff is improperly
trained? and ignorant of the law’. In his brief, Appellant appears to argue for different methods of
calculation of good time credits, and avers that the Department should follow one of the schemes

that he has developed Appellant further alleges that the days that he has lost due to disc1plmary

actions are not at issue here

! Appellant’s Brief p. 13. | ngﬂﬁ .

* Appellant’s Brief p. 15, 17.

JAppellant s Brief p. 10. : N
Appellant s Briefp. 11-13. - ’ JAN 15 Uls
’ Appellant’s Brief p. 16. =

SC ADMIN. LAW COURT
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The_totalityoﬁtheseargumentspresent‘an"i§§ﬁé‘ﬁ"ﬁon which this Court cannot rule. It is

not within this Court’s jurisdiction to decide how sentences are calculated pursuant to statute

and, because the Appellant is not specifically arguing that his sentence is improperly calculated,

‘ this issue does not fall under one of the exceptions regarding jurisdiction as found in the canon of
'l cases regarding ALC j-urisdiction over inmate cases, including Sullivan vs. S.C. Dep’t of Corr..
3558.C. 437,586 S.E.2d 124 (2003).

Under Slezak v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E.2d 506 (2004), the ALC is to

have jurisdiction of all properly perfected inmate appeals but “[sJummary dismissal may be

appropriate where the inmate’s grievance does not implicate a state created liberty or property

interest.” Id. at 331, 605 S.E.2d at 508. Such is the case present. It is therefore,
ORDERED that this appeal is DISMISSED, WITH PREJUDICE.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. / //)
77)
. . " AV
R G Y77 o
CAROLYK C. MATTHEWS
Administrative Law Judge

January é , 2015
Columbia, South Carolina




BEe)

GEEBZ 3Q0D NZWOYS QT TVW +
910282 930 8r85£80500 JLAD

066°100¢ ¢ o mii

A

SIMOT ATNLI A aewesmmn.

Yoy
P

o BRSO

g
LT
L




|

0 S fR0OF gF sgplice.
MPetATS /e RECEIVE
The SIE spssumcnolnt 03 2017

TV THE CouRT oF APEALS_ SCCourt of Appegis

At TR THE fitu W STRATIE LA/ oK™
CARGH & AT s pos it THE L
/oafff\ CoURT A5FE Voo Loly- /(LD’ ~o 77/
MpetfTE CASE /o~ Lot5 —o0/85

ERGE CLEVEAN Brm—st3S TN e o AT
V.

SouTl CAUA DeppRTYENT .
OF CoRRECTIONS ) (S b)), * < < jesy

F=J Geokge- E W/f?x]fé;mg el Tes It onr Fhe itz
ée/cmﬁ /(/\/5?&7%& i %e 7/97@4/60&& Co/QKef/’é/'ﬁ/j
g Ik //MT/\Z% W NRopt= o %& CARSERIY pﬂoﬁeﬁé
A 5%@%&»@@@/(9{; <y febbon foe e /@9@,%;)
/é/\f/({g S Zg@ﬂfﬁﬁ ﬁff@ﬂ/é //%/ t Fhe Ke 220 e TE /’(/74»/6/(&7
Oy [eColo) !

Ryatye | ngé?fé@
OFTICE oF GE /=4 Counsel R V.l &

CHRISTI ) catee fieeto Wi EspuRes & @, C @u@%@”ﬁ
o Boy 21787 TVeER RNER Ceg g=cTionsh
CoLUmbip, S: e 29821~ 1787 -

Ao /&50/\//(-0@ ,
DATED Dreem K L8,A0l 6. ENORee S 9555




DECEMBER ZS, R0/

//A e South Ao i CB-UVQV‘O*F%ﬂWﬁ

NEAY AL o1 KITEH s ) of =R /e 0 F CvufT™

f O 6755 ce ﬁ% /A 7 R ECEIVE])
Co/U/wA/% ) S X?g // JAN 03 2017

( o SC Court of Appeals

Re. f?fﬂffMW {f REHEARING /5777/0/1{/ ébﬂf@ C/@/e%/ﬂ[)
= " *T‘C"’A'C\‘/'a%pupe//%[e Cse 4, Ao/ G500 /5

[ Dl s /@%Amﬁ <) l
CAV égoy p/e‘?f e fle e //7%4%@0k /éﬁ{e/%/ﬁ/j

o And o Rbws perdi it pitee vy

«f%@ Oocket %@ Coﬂffi‘@(aw%g/u %7 /% e coul?

e oo prelse ks %x‘/»/{/y g e et
~ " OC 4 ‘ _ SN 4 _j’/ D=
Copres Ji’%ﬂ/ Jusk/ ~Aﬁ6/é 74) e 0 %&

TR
Sk

%&}e‘- c/ét/f//f/e/@;# S 277

: | Z;Ve&ﬂ RIVE CORRE T AL =sT-
ccifFILE %%O 5; L Drass

CHASTIVA CATOE BIGELOW )
‘ LEGAL MAIL
|



