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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Terron Dizzpy, #3594, Docket No. 17-ALJ-04-0478-4P: Couit 6f Appeals
Grievance No. MCCI 0229- v
Appeliant,
vs. ORDER OF DISMISSAL
South Catolifia Department of Corrections,
Respondent.

This n

pursuant to a'

natter is before the South Cdrolma Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)
Notice of Appeal filed by 'lerfon Dizzley (Appeilant), an inmate incarcerated with .

the South Carolea Department of Correctlons (Department or SCDC). Appellant seeks review of

the Departme
decision indig

Appellant has

This ¢

1t’s Step 2 Grievance de(:lsw:n in regards to a disciplinary matter.

The SCDC

ates that Appellant was not gsanctioned any accrued good time. Additionally,

1
not alleged the infringement of any other state-created liberty or property- interest.

ourt reviews Department gr}evmce decisions pursuant to the South Carolina

Supteme Coua

t-decision in Al-Shabazz v. State 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E. 2d 742 (2000). Under the

Al- Shabazz live of cases, this.Court may. only revxew matters related to a state created l1berty or
See id., 338 S.C. at- 368—69 527 S E.2d at 749-50 (vestmg the ALC with
jurisdiction over the loss of state-created hber!ty interests such as accrued good txme cre,dl.t), M
. of Corrs., 360 S.C. 421, 602 S:.E.2d 56 (2004) (holding that inmate had a right to

procedural dug process in matters involViné a state-created right to property such as wages).

propérty intérgst.

Specifically, t!
properly perfe

|
e South Carolina Supreme Court has stated that summary dismissal of an otherwise

cted inmate appeal “may be fcxppropriate where the inmate’s grievance does not

implicate a state-created liberty or property! interest.” Slezak v. S.C. Dept. of Corrs., 361 S.C.

327, 331, 605
has further sta

related credits:

S.E.2d 506, 508 (2004) (citatijon omitted) (emphasis added). The Supreme Court
ed that “there is a difference l;)etween an inma_t\e’s forfeiture of accrued sentence-

&ersus the withholding of unearned,; potentially available-sentence-related credits.”

Howard v. S.¢. Dept. of Corts:, 399'S.C. 6‘18 629, 733 S.E.2d 211, 217 (2012) (emph‘a’si‘s in
@

ioned with-any accrued good time, it is appropnate
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original). An|inmate does not acquire a hberty mterest in good time until 1t is earned.

Becausk Appellant has not been sanct

‘1o dismiss this|disciplinary appeal.




ORDER

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this appeal is DISMISSED, WITH

PREJUDICE |
AND 1T IS SO ORDERED. |

S.C. Admlmstratlve Law Courtv

September 25,2017 §
Columbia, Soyth Carolina
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