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published in its parole form . . . the decision will constitute a routine denial of parole and the ALC
would have limited authority to review the decision to determine whether the Board followed
proper procedure.” Jd. Since the Cooper decision, the General Asse:mbiy .added an additional
requirement that the Department develop a plan that includes the adoption of a validated actuarial
risk and needs assessment tool which the Board must use when making parole decisions.

After carefully reviewing the Record and briefs filed by the parties, I find no errorin the
Board’s decision. The Board’s leiter denying parole “clearly” stated the Board considered: (1) the
outlined in section 24-21-640 of the South Carolina Code of Laws; and (3) the actuarial risk and
needs assessment factors required by section 24-21-10(F)(1) of the South Carolina Code of Laws.
Additionally, the denial letter stated the Board carefully considered “the characteristics of
(Appellant’s) current offense(s), prior offense(s), prior supervision history, prison disciplinary
record ... and/or prior criminal record...” There is also ample evidence in the Record that supports
the Board’s findings. Therefore, 1 find that the Board appropriately provided Appellant with a
meaningful review process and the Board's decision is consistent with the requirements of C ooper.
See Cooper, 377 S.C. a1 499, 661 SE2dat 112.

ORDER
THEREFORE, IT IS HERRBY ORDERED that the Board’s decision is AFFIRMED.
ANDIT IS SO ORDERED.

‘a‘mt, 2020

Columbia, South Carolina
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