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SC Court of Appecﬁis

This matter is before the, South Carolma Administrative Law Court (ALC or Court)

- South Carolina Department of
Corrections,

)
)
)
) |
) .
) ORDER OF DISMISSAL T,
) X
)
)
Respondent. )
)

pursuant to a Notice of Appeal ﬁled by Bruce Seabrook, Jr. (Appellant), an inmate incarcerated
with the South Carolina Department of Corrections (Department or Respondent). Appellant
appeals the Department’s deciéion in response to his Step 2 Grievance, in which he complained
 about being classified as béing involved with a Security Threat Group (STG). In the Notice of
- Appeal, Appellant contends there is no evidence to support the Department’s decision to label him
as a STG. Furthermore, Appellant contends that the stigma associated with Vbeing labeled as a ST_G'
will adversely affect his upcoming parole as well as future employment. | '

The Court’s jurisdiction to review the Department s final decision in a non- collateral or
administrative matter stems from A/-Shabazz v. State; 338 S.C. 354, 527 :S.E.2d 742 (2000).
Typically, these administrative matp:ers""gh'titleg’td review “[a]rise in two \vays: (1) whien an inmate
is disciplined and punishment .is.in;i)osed !anft:itf(.?):when an inmate believes prison ofﬁéia[s have
erroneously calculated his s'cnt,cnc,\e, seﬁtené'éirelated credits, or custody status.” /d. at 369, 527
S.E.2d at 750. In determiniﬁg to adhere, tp_tﬁéi‘"l'imi'ted nature of judicial review in inmate matters,
the court prefaced “[c]o_urt"fs"traditiona'ljlj have adopted a ‘hands off> doctrine regarding judicial
involvement in prison diséiplinary provceduré\s'emvd dhcr internal prison matters, although they |
must intercede when mfrmg,cments complamed of by an inmate reach constltutlonal dlmenswns
Id. at 382, 527 S.E.2d at ’757 (citation omltted)

Post Al-Shabazz deus:ons have determmed that a matter is reviewable by the ALC wherc _

an inmate's appeal 1mphcate% a state- cxeatcd lxberty or property interest. See, e.g., Howard v. S.C.
Dep't of Corr., 399 8.C. 618, 630 733 SE7d 211, 218 (20 2); see also chkcF %%e&
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Corr., 360 S.C. 421, 424, 602 S.E E.2d 56. 57-58 (2004) (holding that inmates have a right to
procedural due process in matters mvolvmg a state-created right to property such as thevstate s

mandate that inmates be paid the prevailing wage). Under certain circumstances, states may create

liberty interests which are protécted by the Due Process Clause; however, “[t]hese interests will

be generally limited to freedom from restraint which . . . imposes atypical and significant hardship

~ on the-inmate in relation to the ordinary incidents of prison life.” Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472,

483-84 (1995); see also Sullivan v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 355 S.C. 437, 445 n.5, 586 S.E.2d 124,
127 n.5 (recognizing that condition of confinement claims could implicate state-created liberty '
interests but adhering to Sandin s pronouncement limiting these interests). |

In Slezack v. South Carolina Department of Corrections, 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E. 2d 506

(2004), our supreme court distmgulshed the ALC s subject matter jurisdiction from its appellate

| jurisdiction in clanfymg the ALC’s Jurlsdlcnon in inmate grievance matters. The court explained

that the ALC has subject matter Jumdlctlon to hear appeals from the final decision of the
Department in non- collatcral or admmxstratwe matters. Id at 331, 605 S.E.2d at 507 (citation
omitted); see also Howard, 399 S C. dt 625 733 S.E.2d at 215 (“1 he ALC has subject matter
jurisdiction under the [APA] to hear properly perfected appeals from the SCDC's final orders in
administrative or non-collateral matters ”) In‘addition, “[t]he AL[C] has appellate jurisdiction over
any matter where the procedural _‘prerqul_snes for perfecting such an appeal have been met.”
Slezack, 361 S.C. at 331, 605 S.E,?.cl al';507'(c-itatlon omitted). However, while the ALC has
jurisdiction over all properly perfected app’eals frorn Deparfment final orders, summary dismissal
may be appropriate where the uunates grlevanee does not implicate a state-created liberty or
property interest. Id. at 333, 605 S. E 7d at 509. "

Despite Appellant $ contentlons regardmg his STG classxﬁcatlon there is nothing alleged

to suggest that his condmons of conﬁnemem touch upon the at) pical hardships contemplated under

- Sandin. Furthermore, he Was not sancnoned Wlth the loss of any accrued good-time credits as

- ‘punishment for his dxemplmary conv1cuon and 1t is abunda.ntly clear that his appeal does not relate

to his sentence, sentences related credlts or custody status Accordmgly, Appellant’s appeal has
not implicated any state- created llberty or property mlercsts In the absence of such interests, the
Court finds that summary dlsmlssa,l is approprxate See Slezak 361 S.C.at 333,605 S.E.2d at-509
(holding that the ALC may summanly dlsmlss an mmate s appeal that does not implicate a state-

created liberty or property mterest)
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this case is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

August 28,2019
Columbia, South Carolina
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