.STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMJN[STRA_TIV‘E LAW COURT
Demetric Hardawa) #330891,. Dockét No. 19-ALJ-04-0511-AP
Appellant
Vs, = '

ORDER OF DISMISS:

South|Carolina Department of
Corregtions, :

Respondent.
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This tnattet{is before the South Catolina Administrative Lat»v Court (ALC or Court)
pursuant to the Notice of Appeal filed by Demetric ﬁardaway (Appellant), an inmate incarcerated |

| with the South Carolina Depanment of Correcticns (Department or SCDC). Appellant appeals
from a Step 2 Grievance in which he complains of negltgence on the part of the SCDC staff who
managg his Litter Crew. On appcal Appellant contends that SC DC has failed to address the
inadequacies (which he l1kens to gross negligence) and that his due ptocegs rights Were violated
when he received a job reasqlg,nment as retaliation to his complaints. '

| | DISCUSSION

The Court’s 1unsdtct10n to ‘hear thls matter is derived from the declswn of the South -

Caroling Supreme Court in Al-Shabazz v. Stale 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 74” (2000). In Al-

Shabazz, the Court held that the ALC’s )urxscnctlon in inmate appuils is hmlted to state-created-

~ liberty jnterests typlcal]y uwolvmg (1) cases m which an inmate contends that prison officials
have er oneously calculated his sentence sentencc-related credits, or custody status and (2) cases

in which an inmate has recelved pumshment ina major d1sc1plmary hearing as a result of a serious
rule vxolanon Id at 382, 527S.E.2d at757. ‘The only way for the [ALC] to obtain subject matter
jurisdiction over [an inmate’s] claim is if it 1mp11cates a state- created llberty interest.” Sullivan v,
S.C. Dep't of Corr., 355 S. C. 437, 443, 586 S.E2d 124,127 (”003) Thus, in Slezak v. S.C. Dep'’t |

- of Corrl, 361 S.C. 327, ’%31 605 S.E.2d 506 508 (”004) cert. denied, 544 U.S. 1033, 125 S.Ct. :
22606, l6l L. h 2d 1060 (2005) our. Supreme Court e\plamed that while the ALC has jurisdiction -
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5 grievance does not implicate a state-created liberty or property interest!

Despite Appellant’s contentions, he: (a) was not sanctioned with the loss

rison administrators.. See Skipper v. South Carolina Department of Cor

) Therefore,

ANDITIS SO ORDERED

riate “where the

At

of any good time

(b) made no claim for the loss of any other state created liberty or property interest; and,
le no contention that his sentence, sentence related credits or (_ustody status has been
usly calculated. Generally, matters regarding prison work assignments are at the discretion
-ections, 370 S.C.
S. 633 S.E.2d 910, 914 (Ct. App. 2006), There is clearly no state created liberty interest
ted here. Without such a liberty interest, this Court cannot address any oflithe matters raised
te's appeal. See Slezak 361 S.C. at 331, 605 S.E.2d at 508 (“[sJummary {dismissal may be

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

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this appeal is DISMISSED, WITH PREJUDICE.

October 29, 2019 Milton G. Kimpgbn, Judge
Columbia, South Carolina . South Carolina; Sdmimistrative Law Court
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