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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

James Millholland, #367569, ) Docket No. 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
Appellant, ;
VS, ; ORDER OF DISMISSAL
South Carolina Department of Coitections, g
Respondent, §

This matter is before the South Carolina Administrative Law Court (Court or ALC) on an
appeal filed by James Millholland (Appellant), an inmate housed with the South Carolina
Department of Corrections (Department or SCDC). ‘

On June 25, 2019, Appellant filed a Step 1 Grievance objecting to the deduction of funds
from his personal account to pay a DNA processing fee. He argued that he had already paid the
fee while on probation in the early 2000s, and he believed it should have been a one-time fee.
After the Warden denied the grievance, Appellant filed a Step 2 Grievance asserting that his Fifth
Amendment rights were violated when they charged him the fee twice. The Responsible Official
denied his grievance citing to SCDC Policy 21.09 and advising Appellant, inter alia, that “records
indicate [Appellant was] admitted into SCDC as a New Admission on 03/26/16. New admissions
will be assessed the fee as required by SLED.” '

Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal on September 26, 2019. On January 14, 2020, Appellant
filed his brief. On February 12, 2020, the Department filed a Motion to Dismiss (Motion) asserting
the Court lacks jurisdiction to hear the case because Appeilant’s complaint does not implicate a
state-created liberty or property interest. Appellant filed a Response' to the Motion on February

25, 2020.
DISCUSSION

This Court must first determine whether it has subject matter jurisdiction to decide this

case. “Subject matier jurisdiction is the power to hear and determine cases of the general class to

! Appellant Jabeled this document “Reply Brief,” however, upon reviewing it, the Court interprets this to be his

Response to the Motion,
FILED

March 4, 2020
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which the proceedings in question belong.” Dove v. Gold Kist, Inc., 314 S.C. 235, 237-38, 442
S.E.2d 598, 600 (1994) (internal quotation marks and citation omitted). -“The ALC has subject
matter jurisdiction under the Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”) to hear properly perfected
appeals from the SCDC's final orders in administrative or non-collateral matters.” Howard v. S.C.

Dep't of Corr., 399 S.C. 618, 625, 733 S.E.2d 211, 215 (2012). Nevertheless, the Court’s

jurisdiction in inmate matters is limiied to agency decisions implicating a state-created liberty or
property interest. Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000). When an inmate’s
appeal does not implicate a state-created liberty or property interest, the ALC may summarily
dismiss the appeal at its discretion. Slezak v. 5.C. Dep't of Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 331, 605 S.E.2d
506, 508 (2004). '

In his Response to the Department’s Motion, Appellant asserts the Court has jurisdiction
pursuant to section 23-3-620(D) of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2019). He also clarifies he “is
not challenging the constitutionality of the manner in which funds were deducted to pay the
$250.00 DNA processing fee,” nor is he challenging the “constitutionality of the DNA law.”
Rather, Appellant is challenging being charged again when he already paid for his DNA to be
taken for a previous crime. In other words, Appellant does not think he should be charged again
when his DNA is already in the State DNA database.

Section 23-3-620(D) provides that:

Unless a sample has already been provided pursuant to the provisions of subsection
(A), before a person is released from confinement or released from the agency's
jurisdiction, a suitable sample from which DNA may be obtained for inclusion in
the State DNA Database must be provided as a condition of probation or parole.

However, this statute does not grant this Court subject matter jurisdiction; nor does it establish a
state-created liberty or propeity interest in having DNA only collected once.? Because Appellant’s
complaint does not implicate a state-created liberty or property interest, the Court does not have

jurisdiction and summary dismissal is appropriate. See Slezak, 361 S.C. at 331, 605 S.E.2d at 508.

Accordingly,

2 Even if the Court had jurisdiction, Appellant’s argument is without merit. $.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-670(A) (Supp.
2019) provides that: “A person who is required to provide a sample pursuant to this article , . , must pay a two hundred
fifty-dollar processing fee which may not be waived by the court. See Collins v. Doe, 352 8.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d
739, 743 (2002) (emphasis added) (“Under the rules of statutory interpretation, use of words such as “shall” or “must”
indicates the legislature's intent to enact a mandatory requirement.”). Furthermore, the DNA samples are not even
taken by the Department but rather by other law enforcement agencies prior to conviction, See S.C. Code Ann. § 23-
3-620(A). The Department is thus simply charged with collecting the fee for actions taken by another agency.
Moreover, Appellant has not presented any evidence that his previous sample was determined to be suitable by SLED.
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Department’s Motion to Dismiss is GRANTED and
Appellant’s appeal is DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. _
Ralph King Anderson, III
Chief Administrative Law Judge
March 4, 2020

Columbia, South Carolina
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I, Stephanie Michelle Perez, hereby certify that I have this date served this Order upon all

parties to this cause by depositing a copy hereof in the United States mail, postﬁge paid, or by

electronic mail, to the address provided by the party(ies) and/or their attorney(s).

Stephan?%ﬂe Perez

Judicial Law Clerk

March 4, 2020
Columbia, South Carclina
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The South Carvolina Court of Appeals

James Millholland, #367569, Appellant,
V.

South Carolina Department of Corrections, Respondent.

N NP wr e A

- The Honorable Ralph King Anderson, IIT
Trial Court Case No. 2019A1J040492AP

ORDER

The time for serving and filing the respondent's initial brief and designation of
matter is hereby extended until August 11, 2020.

, FOR THE COURT

)BY V (loine A2L—

CLERK

Columbia;, South Carolina - o FILED
Jul 28 2020

cc:
James Millholland, 00367569
Kensey Evans, Esquire
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STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE (Indicate the date of incideat, and if the grievance is a challenge to SCDC Policy, specify
which policy: Include supporting documentation 2nd auach answeced RTSM or Kiosk relerence number.) _Iﬂ +l’\Q e C‘ﬂ's
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.:sz .¢\\_1 Tact hcgn‘f.mj.DMPg from 2601 — 2003 and that +he fed
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the QSOG’-" fer S-C -D?c. Pook From me be retorned smce dhe €82 poos plovg\sly

ACTION TAKEN BY IGC: [/] PROCESSED [ | UNPROCESSED [] OTHER 'Ceut

=<,

o

Your grievance has been received and processed. Please see the Warden’s Decision {(Decision) on the
reverse side of this form.

C'O(umu_'%l_mﬁ_kw 'T-C?Je

IGC Signature Date

{CONTINUE ON REVERSE SIDE)
SCDC 10-3 (Rev., Qciober 2013)
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AR NEIENELE
iy IR -7
WARDEN'S DECISION AND REASON: ) '
MILLHOLLAND, JAMES, #367569 GRIEVANCE #ACI-’Q_I'ZQ:}[SV.,

a

Thave reviewed your concern. In your grievance, you stated you are challenging SCOC Policy and its proéés"s_{bf taking
$250.00 from every inmate to pay for DNA fees in which $CDC or jurisdiction agency Is responsible for paying. You
are requesting full reimbursement. In accordance to SCDC Policy OP-21.09, Inmate Records Plan, Section 16, the
ONA database is administered under the direction of the State Law Enforcement Division (SLED). $COC, the
Department of Juvenile Justice, the Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services, and county Sheriffs work
with SLED to ensure the security and implementation of the DNA database. Any person incarcerated in SCDC who
_has been convicted of ar wha has pled guitty or nalo contendere to any of the offenses identified in the DNA Statute,
will be required to provide a blood sample for inclusion into the State DNA Database. The DNA law also specifies a
$250.00 fee the inmate must pay in addition to submitting a blood sample.

Therefore, your grievance is denied.

Ifyou disagree with this Warden's Decision (Decision}, you may file an appeal by completing the SCDC Step 2 Inmate
Grievance Form 10-5A, provided to you while serving you this Decision, and placing it in the Grievance Box at your
local correctional institution within five {5} days of your receipt of this Decision.

YY) t.\ m)/d}\_ ’ﬂl‘g g

Warden/Signature Date

I accept the Warden's decision and consider the matter closed.

I do not accept the Warden's decision and wish to appeal,

%/e’%/ 7- 24- 19 Coornne @Dy as 79445

ievant Signature Date IGC Signature Date

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING STEP 1 GRIEVANCE FORM ia %

1.

3.

=

’J‘w"l “;ﬁ \ .
An informal resolution shall be attempted prior to the filing of Step 1 bv sending an Inmate Request to Stdif

Member (RTSM) form or Kiosk réference number to the appropriate supervisor. "A copy of the answered
RTSM must be attached to the grievance when the grievance is filed.

Complete each section in its entirety writing only in the space provided for inmate use. No additional pages
will be permitted.

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

Submit the completed form by placing it in the Grievance Box at your institution within eight (8) working
days of the date on the RTSM response; policy grievances ean be filed at any time. Disciplinary and
Classification Review appeals must be submitted within five (5) working days of the hearing/review. Do not
write in the space provided for the Warden's response.

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, by placing your Step 2 appeal form in the
Grievance Box at your institution.
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS

v JuL 2 6 201 INMATE GRIEVANCE FORM ,
STEP 2 Office Use Only
'WARDEN'S QFFICE———---— e - '
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J
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3\5"\'!\’\0\'\'5. Untted Stotes v,

X om reselwved 4o diligently

: a :
_;g,{\f'ﬁ fé{f;:\e N enforo Grievant Signature J:m '\“‘f’“c‘_f_d Date 71~ —9'§’ ,;!(iﬂ

INMATE'S REASON FOR APPEAL (state specific dissatisfaction): I’""’—&]E‘-\;\R e 250 DNp
Far In +he yeors of 2000- 2001 To the SUED wuhile on orokat-

& violation of m} 5th Amendment Hsr\s;\\-‘r

'RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL'S DECISION AND REASON:
t Your grievance has been reviewed. In itcy)/oupgtaled you paiI:;Ja DNA fee of $250.00 while incarcerated with South

 Carolina Department of Corrections during years 2000 and 2001. You do not believe you should be assessed the fee a
 second time upon your return to SCDC custody. You would like to be reimbursed of the total amount. You were notified
!on 07/24/19 that the DNA database is administered under the direction of State Law Enforcement Division (SLED).
'Pursuant to OP-21.09 Inmate Records Plan, any person incarcerated in SCDC who has been convicted of or who has
i pled guilty or nolo contendere to any of the offenses identified in the DNA Statute, will be required to provide a blood
 sample for inclusion into the State DNA Database and assessed a fee of $250.00. Records indicate you were admitted
| SCDC as a New Admission on 03/29/16. New admissions will be assessed the fee as required by SLED.

| Therefore, your grievance is denied.

You mey appeal this decision under the Administrative Procedures Act 1o the Administrative Law Court. In order to
| appeal, you must fill out the attached Notice of Appeal Form and submit it as instructed on the form within 30 days of
i receipt.

Responsible Official Signature RMI&’M«( WM—_ Date ?/f/f

The decision rendered by the responsible official exhausts the appeal process of the Inmate Grievance'Procedure.
hereby acknowledge receipt of the official's response and understand this is the Agency’s final response to this matter.

I

Grievant Signature Date IGC Signature Date

{(SEE REVERSE SIDE FOR INSTRUCTIONS)
SCOC 1-5A (Rev May 2015)
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vy STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Jomes Mivtholland 367549

)
)
Appellant, )
)
Vs. ) NOTICE OF APPEAL
)
South Carolina Department of Corrections, )
) DOCKETNO__ -ALJ-04-__ -
Respondent. ; GRIEVANCENO.: A.C T~ 0174 ~19
Notice is hereby given that JOW\ es Y\ Whollon A\ ,  does hereby
appeal the ﬁna} deci lswn of the South Carolina Department of Corrections dated qi 9 [ 019 _ and
received on Cl 13/ 20 19 , a copy of which is attached. A general statement of the grounds for

peal is (See S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(A)(6)): .
Ji the uears of 2000~ 2001 T Qe SLED g DNe ot fhe oro\:oép

on_okice in Anderson, SC. '%e.u charaed e, 2)5’0"":l for this ‘rrcm-sﬁc’r’
. SLED was PQ'd then ond my DNG has beea i  dat
when T came inko the SCNC QO\la SCDC c\f\urC\Qd me cnqmr\.
This 13 o one Time £ee. SO 5\'\0u\dr\+ how'e c.harqed me foc o
second Fune. This is a violation of mu 5*D Amendment riaht
Yo be £eee from successwe Dumshmm\\' i}md violgtes the éou\o\e
Jzo\o_ovc)\: c\aose, Unite d b-\‘uJﬂe, s Vesery 518 0:5.267,279
(1996) T om vesoled Yo di \\%Qﬂ’\'\\l seel a re_mech 19 en‘ioch oy
cahis,

Vj—c;masl Mithollond 4%%,\0

Appellant’s .
\ \e C X. D
A\ engawe ”(g:’- Tnsk FAAS ﬂq/as / 20)3

M.'ulmg Address Dated

qu&:ax 5C 39831

City, State, Zip Code

. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE .
[ hereby certify that I,J“"“'s AT (your name), on the 25 _ day ofSeFkgm\)GS 204 0' ,in FU\ i F‘G )8 (city),

. South Carolina, served a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal on all purties to this matter by depositing the same in the United States

Mail, postage paid, or in the mail room of the undersigned’s institution and addressed as follows:

Name of person/Agency served: S. C. D€D+ O'F CO\‘f{L"‘ 1ons
Address: ?0 BOX 21187

City, State, Zip Code: CO lUW\b' q‘. SC ; q 9 9 l

Print your name:jﬂmﬂs LA \»\01 \GV“J Sign your name:

{See reverse side for instructions)
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of 350 for S.LED:.. Thig was Pc&a and T wos entered
info the Database.

Then in 301, T come to the South Carotina Dept.
of Corcectigns on My current chares F was chorqad for
Yhe DNA Dalgbase aqonn. This Fime 5% of all the oney

orders 1 received on my B Cooper account,wos fofen



until T hag Pq‘id Mes3d50%° fee for the DNA Dotabase
0qan-

1 dhovid not have to Pay Twice for the same DNA -
Dotobase fee. In 2000~ 2003 ujnie se.w'mq Yine on
probation for Buglary 2nd| I oaid the *350.0° fee, T shoold
not have \oa\er\ vzq)ulre.d Yo poy aqan for Yhe Fame DNA
Dafobase.

This s\r\w\d,t not have ha?penzd becouse he DNA
Datobase 18 administered by S. L E.D. Semesne hos 1o \/\;r\cu.j
that T was already entered into the Dakabase 1n 2000-
3003, My DNA has not chonged since then.and S-CDL.
did rnot have 4o foke cnpther somp\e-

T am Aot arquing that T hove +o pay +he" 3502,
Imn only arcau]nq that T was dr\a‘r'ge,é fwo tinnes for

a one Yime fee.

Co nclusion

L am ruhuns’f;nq Yot ¥hig Court order the Sputh
Corolina Dept. of Correckions, ficst verify with S.LED.

c 17



hat H\Q\i coVlecked ™y DNRA uihile on p*ro\oojf:m foc
B‘qu\c_kr\i w Anderson Counﬂ.’SC. and that ¥he #5090

fer wos o fact &)oﬂd‘ Then T rm%uzs+ Yot 4hig Couck
order 8.CD.L Yo cefund the “350™ fea That was charged
to my account, since +he Fee had pre\;‘nous\\j been paEd.

RXL

Jﬁn\}a“'j I FOTE— Respzcﬂzu \ \\3 S

Forfoy SC 2090 G
airfoy S AR A T Tmllond 3549
A.C.O1. FIASO

?0_ Box 115
Fourtay, §C 99527

CC:

[}



Staoke 0f South Caroling
Adminstrative Law Court
Honorable Kelph Nndersen

-\_)omo,_g ™M.ithotland 21519 CA No: 19Couqg
ﬂ?eg\\qn’f,

Grievance NOI OLCT. IN-19

V.
Cerhificore OF Secvice

-

GF Corrections
@\QSI‘)ond m’\*‘f,

Sou"f\f\ CQro\ln’\Q De_ear\-mox\’r

Ths s Yo Cer\"&i Yhat o froe and Qofrec)r(o()\i of mﬁm\lm\s
brief has been Sent b% U8 Mard Yo the qu'('.e_s Wisted
below on thig M th doy of Janvocy, 2030

t. of G \ Ggorse)
Honoreble Aalgh Anderson S 0F Corpectrone.

S-C- f-\dw{m’\s\'ro’fu\le LQUJ\ COUF\' P__D_ 60; W 9.\_,%7
1205 Pendielon S%. Sovte Q94 Columbia SC 39291
Columbia, SC 990\ ’

Janv acy l"\l 90 90 %4/M

‘FOI”'\QQ(’SC y .
\_)o.mes M ithelland 315K
A C.I.[Colleton A-50 :
PO Box 1151
FQH“?O\SLJ SC 39%37)



STATE OF 30UTH CARBLINA
Rdministratwe Law Courd

Jomes Mithelland 367519 DocKet No. ' 19-ALI-04- 0499 ¢
ﬁ?pe\\cm‘\' [Csr‘\avc\nce. No.i aCL \1*%-\0\3
V- Hanaeable P\O\P\'\ .Kincs Prdacson 11
South Cacolina Dept. _
of Corcections. P P\p_Pk:\ Driet
fhepondent
. \

This motter 15 before ¥he Court oy woy of Qpéaa‘ Eeom
~the final decigion of the Seuth Corolina Deplr- of Correchord
Cs.c.n._c.)

| The p\szséondz_hjr's are. m}sg}o\#‘m(& 'ﬂrPPQHOY\“‘S claim n
his q(){)QC\\. /:\(;Pellon‘r 5 not Q{(\q\\en%;mcj The c-onsii-l’ru%faf\oli*r\.jl
of the manner n which funds were dedueted Yo pay for
thet250%° DA processing fee

This Court does have jorisdiction to hear this case,

Where as stoted n the @Qsponc\eﬁlr'é Gratement of the cose
" he believed this should have been o one *ime Fee eNocged
Fo hm' . South Carolina Code Pan, 92-3-420 (D) is claac
ond needs nO ;n;te;‘PeJrq%—ion ' ontess o\. Sample has already

been PrOv‘tdC(J ‘Jursuan"f to the Pro\rls;ons of sobsect on (A)/

20



before o _(anfson 15 relenged Erom confinetment or released Feom
the agency :)ur.\sd'lc'\'lon o suitalole Sam ple from whicn DNA
Moy \OJL -o\o'\'c\:v\p_d ’Eor 'N\Q\US;OQ 1n the 5'\‘0\"(Q DQ*C&\OQSQ m06+

be (orov\\dzd 05 ¢ condtion ofF ()('Obq"\";om 1y Pwo\e A Lorthae

t \ :
'hn\}or\?— \rzobusfq,a Yo provide o gample must alse poy a

?rocess'moj fee and 1f the person rn_cbulred Yo Provldt the
samPle 15 not sentenced Yo o term of confinament QO -

ment of the oo must \oﬂ.c\' condition of the Pecsons gentonce

P\Wsz\\&nJr has claimed +\r\rou%\r\ ook g (.wocgss

{
(ﬂrlt\l&ﬂQQ and Yhe Notice of mepzq\,ond briek Yo Prng

!

Cour¥ ¥natr ke d\reodL& qove a gomple of ONA for the
3.LE.D. DC\'\'O“O-QSQ an d PQ‘d +\'\€ rQ%U;TQd PJ"'CJCQSSFMCS fep

Cof the Kndecson Coun’r\.j Peobarion OFfice in 2000- 200\

when 1 enyered the S¢.D.C., T should not have been pfocassxzd
0s a new admigsion For the 'Porposa oF +he D.NA Dataloase.
No-one or no where ‘\‘\'\FOU%\“ cut ‘i'\ﬁ]/s process heg
aryone Sard that T was not in the S.‘L.E.D. Datebase o
1-\\0\*.1 had hcﬂ-' Po.;c) the 3509 feo. H%Q:f\ 1 asx hig

Courd to 4o toXe r\c;\':cn, ok I om not chql\en%;ncj

o



e Cons*'\*UHUﬁo\H\i of ¥he DNA law " any form, O.n\\/
trat T paid the 950° ONR processing fee in Anderson
Couv\‘\\, Qs q cohdi‘\'ion 0{: Probq‘\-;on fof f)ucb\'OF\} Ind.

Con clusion
ﬂ

1 am re%uesirlh% et ¥his Court Order §€.0.C
o vafund Yo the Repellent 3507 that Ne was oves
c\r\orcbca. The stodve is cl2or on ¥he amount to bt Pa;d.
Pnd ¥he Respondents did not deny that the Bppetent
Payed The fee +wWo Yimnes, |

T o, -
Jmm sLA

AnCL. FYASO

P0 Doy 1\S)
Farfay, SC 847 3

F@\pmav\l 81 9090
Fawfax, SC 84381

g
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[_lh The Suprame Ccm‘\']

ArecaL FAOM ADMINSTRRTINE LAw COURT
Foigh K. Y'\nde\’sonmi Adminigtrotive Law Judge
Docher No.14-ALI-QU- g4q3 - ne

(rppetlate Ca. Mo« 2020- 00053

Jumes MNitthotland 30881 . - = . ..o Ll oL Oppellent,
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N L. V. .
Southh Careling Dgfar’fmen\' of Cotvechrans. . . . .. ... ... P\QSpundc“\"

[TomaL] ®rief of Aopallant

deQs M hotland 261564
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Pro- 52 npp{ ant
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 STATEMENT OF TWE CASE

The Appeliant is an nmste W the South Corolina Department of
Carvections (S-C-D-C) ond housed oF PVlendale Corr ectional
Tostitution 1n Fairfan, Scoth Cerovina, On June 25, 30\4
Pu(;eq,l\un’r submitted o Step | grievance q?eaaﬁnq \oelnej c‘\ﬂ(é@,d
Ywo +mes for o one fime DNR Process}ncj feo of F950% fo\\uw_‘mq
denial of his step | grievance, Appellant sdbmitted a gtep 2
%r'te,\kmce an Joly 95 9019 o.rc)u}nq ot hig Fifth amendment
right had been viclated. Step 3 was denied on Sef)+em\30r 9
3019. Appellant +hen filed o notice of appeal in the Admin—

istrative Low Court on Qctober 24, 2019, This appeal was de-

nmed on Marcdh 4, 2020. ﬂp{m\‘mﬂ* lfnmd\l Cilad a notrce oF opped |

and motien Yo gmceedsf\%’gglwé gmuq“ﬁ o *"\ts cwr* The motion 4o proceed

i Sorma, pagens é“mt\\onﬂ ?&E\/\Luj

In c:?po.a\s {eom +hae final do_crswm of the s.¢c.D-C. sUmmMary
dism;ssql Y qf)pref)rlq*e F the (J";SOM" Connat demonstrate
‘\'\'\H_ dac:s:on :w\p\:qa"\’gd Y \1\0&('\'\{ or Prg(}qr'\'\/ .|r\'\‘ﬂ.ra‘s+ SUFFI’C{ZT\*‘

Yo warrant due process Pro-\'gc-}:c;'ns of 4he ILIH" Amendmend

SK].ppg.r V., S.C.0.L 310 $-C 267,635 Se.3d.910 (c{.ﬂ{,P.;oob) A

decision by en administrative agency may be modified or



reversad [ f +he and:nqs and conclusions of +he agency are af f-
ected bq error of law or u"—“rl‘i erroneoUs ‘N view of the re-
lable Pro\oaHveI and substantial evidence on the whole fecord

Brown V- Bils, Inc. 341 5.C b1t ok bIY, 535 Se. 2d. Y45 ot Y47,

Cct ﬁpp- ‘1000) P\av;ew of an qdm;nfska“vtz agency deCig on ;5
deferential and will be vpheld (f soubstantial evidence SU-Pporf5

i+ Heater of SQQB\'(‘JD_F\’_IhC. V. a.¢ Public Secvice Cammn.

394 S.C, 5b of LO, 4% Se.2d- 826 ot 3% (1990 subsh&.@l evid-
ance 18 relevent ewidence thal considec:nci Yhe record as g whole
would allow reasonable minds Yo reach the conclusion that the
administrative agency reached 1ts deciston must be based on doc -

ompntred factual Findinqs within ¥he rncuro\, Hamm V. 5.¢. Public

gervice Comm p, 309 $.C. 295 423 Se. Ad. ll‘J,GQ"I?)

fn administrative agency rust fallow it5 own rules and requlet~

1ons. Triska v, S.C. De?i-. of Wealth qnd Enviconmentol Coeroi‘ 292

S5-C. 190, 335 Se, 9d-531,('1°|$7) ﬂH\nouqk feilure Yo doso does not

rice Yo the levol of constitutional viola-\-;on, qdmin:s-h-o&;vq .

Pr}nc:plns do QPP‘\I_ Boacd of Reqeaks v. Hacowite | 435 v.. 73,95

5 Ct ‘W%,(;qn) OQJ\aurn-{Y\mL\mws V. L.:,la\e’iluJ Pg,(‘\'ﬂQ(‘S, 339 S.C

3
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551,505 Sec- 3d. b03, (C+. ﬂpp.\qc’l%) while administrgtive Qgencie_s

c&enera\hj have little er no diceretion in cle,c;dincs wWhether 148 actions

are rcd‘;cmul\\i qrauv\dec\ as oPP-USQ_cl }o the i’-\rbi‘frqry- Rl- Shabgzz

V. State, 338 S.¢. 354 aqt 351 527 Se-2d. 742 at LI -

STATEMENT of T3SuES)on nepEaL

D1d the South Coreling Dept. of Corcections ercor when they
foiled Yo confirm with S.L.E. D that l’-\()eel\o.n-l' was already entered
inte the DNRA Datfabase and that +he ©250°° Processincj te was
already po.(.d?

PRGUMENT

In the yeors of 2000- 2003, Appellant was charqed and convict -
ed of qrd degree burglary in Andersen County, South Carolina.
Gpgcllon+ was sentenced to Five years probatean. Since the burglary
charge wWag o viplent erime |+\n.a ﬂppa\‘arﬂ' was req)u'lrecl b\/ the
DeP+. of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services 4o provide a sample
of blood for +he DNB database. P nurse came +o the And exson
Probation OFFice and collated a blood sample and the Appellant
had 4§ po.qcfaso"‘“‘ processing fee to S.L.E.D. a¥ the +ime of

SQTV;CQ- SUU'&'\'\ CG(Oi:'r\Q Cod.'ﬂ nh(\- 9-3'3"(99‘0(0) ;5 Cl_eqr

3 2%



and reeds no 'm'rupai'o.’r;on " onless o sample has already been
()rov.idod PUT(,UCm"‘ Yo the Subsection (\‘\)l beforo g pecsan :5 relags~
ed from confingment or veleased From the agqency jur'.sdn'd'n'on

a suitable somple from which DNA moy be abtoined for LachUsion
in the sStote datobage must be Pro\l;ded as a condition of praba-l';on

) \ . :
Further | ongone required to provide a sample nust
Y % P P

of Poro\o‘

also poy o protessing fee and 1€ the p2rsUN r.ecbu:r.ed to

Prov:de a sample ig not senteaced to a term of conf€ine ment

poyment of the fee must be a condition af the persons sentence
Then 1n 201b ﬂ()po,\lomL woe Sentenced to nne years ‘n

the S.C.D.C: For -\-m-Fficlag meth. BY thig Yime S.C.0-C. proceeded

n c\r\orq'\nq Appellant o secand yime fFac the same database. This

sme the Fee wos totien out of Appellants E.-H-Cooper awunt. 57

of every money arder dzposHed on ﬂppellqm‘\'s account was taken

for S-LE-D. uaFuntil the*250% f22 was pord in fu! again- Qppellant

sent several re%ues’r fo 5tofF +o wmote finance! ond 4o the Warden

oxp\a-m‘mcj this error. and Glgo wrote a letter +o S.L.E.D, qu\t.\ng

hem Foe their \\e\p W rcso\\:\mq#\\\ms wmistale made by 5.¢.D.C ﬁPFal‘ar\f

has Clawme & fhwaugh out s qr'\euonoz process, notice of appeal,



brief end reply brief Yo the Rdminisrcatwe Law Courk, and in 4his initial
b Yo The Covrt of n?‘oeo\s,tho+ Yhe re%uired Proc@Ss;nq Fee of 250°°
for the state D.N.A-database wos paid 40 S-L.E.D. as o condition of his
sentence while gerving on Probcd':an n Anderson Covaty for Burglary in
the yeacs of 2000 3003. Therefore 5.C-0.C. should haye never cho.-ﬂad
the Appeliant 1n DIb an additignal 250°% This is not o 'fsoo“"fee)on\y
r'EL‘SQQB one time: S C. Cade Rand s clear "un‘ass Yhe ar;clzna\ sample was
lost o Cdﬂjfom-lnq“l';a_d’ ho Second sample wovld be raq)u]Ve& "cmd nwo
5eL6n0 procesS‘mg feo would be recbuirad ettlaec

[\%a;h, I asf +\'\‘15 Covrt to talde no¥ic@ thet T am not o\l\al‘enc‘:s;v\%
e condtitulipnality 65 fhe DNYB- law i any form. Only thet
I ()o"ld e A50°° PR f\-ccess;nqrgstz canchition of ™y Probcﬁ‘:dh
gentence m Anderson Coun'hl for And Qvuq‘ra\ory n 2000-2003.
And thot S.CD.C. mode an ecror when they charged me o

gecond rme for S.L.E-D. ON¥ dobshase when I entered

5.0 H.C. n 0.

FU““\NW‘OW‘ P\éspor\o\tn“\'ﬁ have never gnce +\~rauc5¥\ vt g

erdiv process den ed that P«p{)e\lgw\- _Pq:d ¥ns Fee
4o -\'1m€S onC}



Yhe syafue s c\ear. This 1s o one fime 122 not Yo be Pqid
Ywice.
codCLUS oy

o

For the reasons Visted above s Court should order he
SCD.C. Yo refund vhe $930% 4o the P\Peu\arﬂr that -’r\\ﬂ-\.s oVec-
c\r\wcjed e of teverse Ve :)udosmeh* of the Ndmintsteat e
Law Court and cemond Dack Yo e Lower Couct.

\)\)\'\E.RE-FOQ\E' Q()PQ-\\Q\'\‘\' ‘)ro\%s s Courk cirou\‘\' the

relie \'e%ues’fea', ond, {or such othes relink o5 ths Court deews

Jst and propes..
Rﬁseec't-(u\k{ Su\om'-'\\'ed’

/James A ‘W\o\\ﬂr\é P15k 4
A.C L Colleton R-9D
0 Dox WD)
Faurfox, SC 299971

June 4. 8020
{'_o‘trFOnLISC



CERTIFICATE OF COMPUIANCE

I \-\ere\o\l cgr-’rlF\I thot thi s Tnhal Geief of f-\(;?p,llm{- QQW\{)HQS

with Rule QO%’)SCACR.and with Rule 267 &) SCACR,

R QSP.QC‘\’ ‘Fu | \\f Su‘om‘r\'#-e d,

ﬁ/hMJ

Jomes mtholiend 367559
r-\.C.I./Col\o_Jreh R-S0

PO Gox 115]

Fawrfax, SC 29327

June Ol, 202D
Farfax, SC



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROUINA
In VYhe Court of 9(390-0;\5

l:ln The Supreme Cc,ur+]
APPERL FAOM ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Aalph K. Bnderson, TIT . Admunigirative Low Court

Rppetlate Co. No. #020-000521
James Miltholiond 26715L3 - - - - <« - - - - - .- . .ﬂPPenW’

: V.
South Cacaling Depactment of Corrections. ~ - - « - =« - Respondeat

DESIGNATION OF MATTER
TO BE INCLUDED TN THE ABCURD ON NPPEAL

Appellant proposes the Follouang be included in the record on aippeal .
| Toote Kiosk Request +o Staft (refecence ) (R) 10-01257993

(&) 19-06118%7% (€) 13- 01979877 ) 16- 322944 (€)1 2941573

(F) to- 991933 (8) 1o~ 17793 (1) 1b- 115112 (T) 1b-179u99
7. Letter Y0 S.LE.O- doted May 3, 2019
3. 5-L-E.D. DNA Dotabase record for Rppetlont (LjleS 9.000~9003)
4 D.N-A- payment recigpts from Anderson Coun’ry Probation OfFice
record from 2000 2003

5. E-H.Cooper account deductians §or D-N-R. datobase (qeows
901b- 2019
b Step | grievonee

) sfeP 9 %rlevo\nce



8- np?ellm\-\—s Brief ond RQP\\I E)r.\Q'F' Admingteatve Law Courd
a. Re¥ly Brek of mespandants, Administratve Law Court.
0. §.LE.D- record of b.WU.A ,processing fee pard by 5.¢.D.C. From

ﬁp()g”hh"'s E.H' COO{’@L

T Cer‘tIF\/ +hot this designo.f:on containg no moatter which s oy o

elevant +o +his appeal.

%/%M
James Milt hollond 3b7569
p.c.I./ Colleton R-SO
Po Dox 115
F'ou‘rfcm/SC 29337

J b
_June 9 139030
Fourfayr SC




THE STRATE QF SOUTH CAROLINA
1In The Court 4f preals

EI-n The Supreme Cout-‘\'—.‘
RPPEAL FROM ADMINISTRRTIVE LAW COURT
Palph K. Andergon TIT, Pdministrative Law Judge

Appeitate Co Ho.2020-00052 1
Jomes Millvollond 275G . .. - 0 .0 o L L L L . Rppeltandt

. V-
Seuth Carcrlm& De?ar‘l’muﬂ- of Corrections . . . . . | o P\espahden‘l’

PROOF OF SLAVICE

Thig is To cerfify thot o true and correct copy of +he Tnitial Brief
of Rppellant, Dgsitgno{lon ok Mattec To Be Tnciuded Tn The Record on
P‘p()ml. and Proaf of Secvice hos beea gerved on the ¥o\\ou}h3
listed helow by dePos}’r-\nc& a copy wn the USimanl yah postage

: . e
Pl’szd an this . cl dcn{ of m, 2030 :

scn.C.
office of Genecal Loensel

Po Box 217¢7
ot D o it
Columbia, SC 2972 James }Y\]n\.\o]\gmdf’bHSECI

tdminicteative Law Courd A.c.d /Colleton A-SO
05 ?ﬁr;dlem $x., Gute U PO oy 115 1
Columbia,SC 33361 Fairfad SC 29%37
8.C. Cooth of ol !

Jenny HBB%HQ\&Q:N?\(&S,C\W\R

PO Box 11629
Columb'io, $C 29211

Jun< '0\'
[Frox ¢ ;2020
fairfox, SC
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
Administrative Law Judge Ralph K. Anderson, IiI

ALC Case No. 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
Appellate Case No. 2020-000521

JAMES MILLHOLLAND, # 367569,
APPELLANT,
v.

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,

RESPONDENT.

INITIAL BRIEF OF RESPONDENT

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIONS

Kensey Evans
. Deputy General Counsel
Office of General Counsel
South Carolina Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-8508

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT
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II.

STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

DID THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT PROPERLY DISMISS
APPELLANT’S APPEAL WHERE NO STATE CREATED LIBERTY OR
PROPERTY INTERST WAS IMPLICATED IN THE CLAIMS RAISED BY
APPELLANT?

DID THE DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ERR IN FAILING TO
CONFIRM WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION WHETHER
APPELLANT HAD PREVIOUSLY PAID A DNA PROCESSING FEE?



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This matter comes before the Court pursuant to the appeal of James Millholland, an
inmate incarcerated with the Department of Correctioris. On June 25, 2019, Appellant filed
a Step 1 grievance disputing deductions taken by SCDC for payment of a DNA processing
fee. Appellant alleged this occurred in violation of policy because he had paid $250.00 to
the State Law Enforcement Division (“SLED”) prior to these deductions, and he believed
this should have been a one-time fee charged to him. Appellant’s Step One Grievance was
timely reviewed by the Warden and denied based on SCDC Policy OP 21.09: “Inmate
Records Plan,” whereby “the DNA database is administered under the direction of [SLED]
... [and] any person incarcerated in SCDC who has been convicted of . . . any of the offenses
identified in the DNA Statute will be required to provide a blood sample for inclusion into
the State DNA Database™ and be required to pay the associated $250.00 fee. Appellant then
filed a Step 2 Grievance in response to the Warden’s decision on July 25, 2019 on the same
basis. This grievance was denied by the reviewing Responsible Official on September 9,
2019. They informed Appellant that, although he believes the fee is a one-time fee,
“[r]ecords indicate [Appellant was] admitted into SCDC as a New Admission on 03/26/16 .
.. [and that n]ew admissions will be assessed the fee as required by SLED.” R. p. 1.

Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal in the Administrative Law Court on September
25, 2019. The Department of Corrections filed a Motion to Dismiss on February 11, 2020.
Appellant filed a Reply Brief on February 24, 2020. Thereafter, on March 4, 2020, the
Honorable Ralph K. Anderson, III issued an order granting the Department’s Motion to
Dismiss, dismissing Appellant’s appeal with prejudice. Appellant filed Notice of this appeal

on March 15, 2020.
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STANDARD OF REVIEW

S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-610(B) provides the applicable standard of review:
The review of the administrative law judge’s order must be confined
to the record. The reviewing tribunal may affirm the decision or
remand the case for further proceedings; or it may reverse or modify
the decision if the substantive rights of the petitioner have been
prejudiced because the finding, conclusion, or decision is:

(a) in violation of constitutional or statutory provisions;
(b) in excess of the statutory authority of the agency;
(©) made upon unlawful procedure;

(d) affected by other error of law;

(e) clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative and
substantial evidence on the whole record; or

® arbitrary or capricious or characterized by abuse of discretion
or clearly unwarrarited exercise of discretion.

S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5).

In an appeal of a final decision of an administrative agency, the standard of appellate’

review is whether the ALC’s findings are supported by substantial evidence. S.C. Code
Ann. § 1-23-610(B). “Substantial evidence” is evidence which, considering the record as a
whoie, would allow a reasonable mind to reach the same conclusion that administrative
agency reached. Hendleyv. S.C. State Budget & Control Bd., 325 8.C. 413, 481 S.E.2d 159
(S.C. Ct. App. 1996). A reviewing court shall not substitute its own judgment for that of the
ALC as to findings of fact, but it may reverse or modify decisions that are controlled by
errors of law or that are clearly erroneous in view of the substantial evidence on the record

as a whole. Id.
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ARGUMENT
THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT PROPERLY DISMISSED APPELLANT’S
APPEAL WHERE APPELLANT’S CLAIM DID NOT IMPLICATE A STATE
CREATED LIBERTY OR PROPERTY INTERST.

The ALC’s jurisdiction to hear appeals from final agency decisions of the South
Carolina Department of Corrections is derived entirely from the decision of the South
Carolina Supreme Court in A/-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000). When
reviewing SCDC’s decisions in inmate grievance matters, the ALC sits in an appellate
capacity. Jd. at 377, 527 S.E.2d at 754. Subsequently, the South Carolina Supreme Court
clarified the ALC’s appellate jurisdiction-over inmate appeals in Suflivan v. S.C. Dep’t of
Corr., 355 S.C. 437, 586 S.E.2d 124 (2003). In affirming, as modified, the ALC’s en banc
decision of McNeil v. 8.C. Dep’t of Corr., 02-ALJ-04-00336-AP (September 5, 2001), the
supreme court held the ALC’s jurisdiction was limited to (/) cases in which an inmate
contends prison officials have erroneously calculated his sentence, sentence-related credits,
or custody status; (2) cases in which SCDC has taken an inmate’s stafe-created liberty
interest in major disciplinary hearings; and (3) cases in which an inmate’s confinement
implicates a state-created liberty interest. See Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 443, 586 S.E.2d at 127
(emphasis added).

Moreover, regarding categories (2) and (3), supra, the South Carolina Supreme Court
has consistently emphasized that the liberty or property interést implicated must be one that
is state-created. See Wicker v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 360 S.C. 421, 602 S.E.2d 56 (2004)
(emphasizing that the ALC’s jurisdiction extends only to those cases involving the denial of
“state-created liberty interests” and that the Court’s holding [i.e., in Wicker] “is not to be

viewed as expanding the jurisdiction of the [ALC] in any other circumstance.”); Slezak v.
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S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 605 S.E.2d 506 (2004) (holding that the ALC “may
summarily dismiss those appeals that do not implicate an inmate’s state created liberty or
property interest”) (emphasis added). Further, this Court has interpreted Slezak to mean that
where a state-created liberty interest is not implicated in a prisoner appeal, a judge of the
ALC “should” dismiss the appeal. Skipper v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 370 S.C. 267, 633 S.E.2d
910 (S.C. Ct. App. 2006).

This appeal concerns Appellant’s challenge of a second DNA processing fee that was
levied against deposits made into his E.H. Cooper account. See Appellant’s Initial Brief, p.
4, SCDC takes DNA samples from inmates and provides those samples to SLED for
inclusion in the State DNA Database in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-620. That
statute states, in relevant part, that DNA samples will be required,

(A) Following a lawful custodial arrest, the service of a courtesy summons,

or a direct indictment for: (1) a felony offense or an offense that is punishable

by a sentence of five years or more . . . This sample must be taken at a jail,

sheriff's office that serves a courtesy summons, courthouse where a direct

presentment indictment is served, or detention facility at the time the person

is booked and processed into the jail or detention facility following the

custodial arrest, or other location when the taking of fingerprints is required
prior to a conviction. The sample must be submitted to SLED as directed by

SLED....
Appellant was admitted to SCDC custody on March 29, 2016 as a New Admission after
previously serving a sentence in SCDC custody. See Respondent’s ALC Motion to Dismiss,
p. 4. Per S.C. Code Ann. §23-3-620(A), Appellant was properly assessed an additional
$250.00 following a lawful custodial arrest. Appellant contends that because he paid the.
DNA processing fee during his previous term of incarceration he should not have had to pay
the fee again when he was admitted to SCDC in 2016. See Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 5.

Appellant’s sole issue on appeal to the ALC and here is: “Did the South Carolina Dept. of
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Corrections [err] when they failed to confirm with SLED that Appellant was already entered
into the DNA Database, and that the $250.00 fee was already paid?” See Appellant’s ALC
Brief, p. 4; Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 3. In support of his argument that SCDC’s actions
were in error, Appellant puts forth that “Someone has to know that I was already entered
into the Database . . .”, “I should not have to pay twice for the same DNA Database fee”,
and “SCDC should have never charged Appellant in 2016, an additional $250.00.” See
Appellant’s ALC Brief, p. 5; See Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 5. Appellant also asks the Court
to “take notice that [he] is not challenging the constitutionality of the DNA law in any form.”
See Appellant’s ALC Reply Brief, p. 1; Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 5. Appellant’s only
argument is the fact that he was charged the DNA processing fee twice, which constitutes a
facial challenge to the statute. Because Appellant did not present any arguments challenging
the constitutionality of the actual method by which SCDC deducted amounts to which they
are entitled under §23-3-620(A), the ALC did not have subject matter to hear his Appeal.
.See Travelscape, LLC v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 391 S.C. 89, 109 705 S.E.2d 28, 38-39
(2011) (where the Court held that the ALC can rule on as-applied challenges to statutes or
regulations but not facial challenges to the constitutionality thereof). See ALC Order of
Dismissal, p. 2-3.

Because no state created liberty or property interest is implicated in this case,
Administrative Law i}ldge Anderson’s March 4, 2020 Order dismissing the appeal on this

basis was proper and should be upheld.



THE DEPARTMENT’S DEDUCTION OF THE DNA PROCESSING FEE FROM
APPELLANT’S E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH STATE
LAW AND THUS PROPER.

Even if the ALC had jurisdiction over Appellant’s appeal, Appellant’s argument is
without merit. S.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-670 requires that Appellant pay a $250.00 fee for the
processing of his DNA sample. That statute says in relevant part, “A person who is required
to provide a sample pursuant to this article, upon conviction, pleading guilty or nolo
contendere, or forfeiting bond, must pay a two hundred fifty dollar processing fee which
may not be waived by the court.” S.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-670(A) (emphasis added); See
Collins v. Doe, 352 S.C. 462, 470, 574 S.E.2d 739, 743 (2002) (“Under the rules of statutory
interpretation, use of words such as “shall” or “must” indicates the legislature’s intent to
enact a mandatory requirement.”).

Appellant’s argument that SCDC erred in accessing the DNA processing fee a second
time relies on S.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-620(D). See Appellant’s Initial Brief, p. 4. That section
provides that

[u]nless a sample has already been provided pursuant to the provisions of

subsection (A), before a person is released from confinement or released from

the agency's jurisdiction, a suitable sample from which DNA may be obtained

for inclusion in the State DNA Database must be provided as a condition of

probation or parole.

Appellant incorrectly interprets § 23-3-620(D) as establishing a state-created liberty or
property interest in having DNA and the associated fee collected only once. A statute “must
be read as a whole and sections [that] are part of the same general statutory law must be
construed together and each one given effect.” S.C. State Ports Auth. v. Jasper County, 368

S.C. 388, 398, 629 S.E.2d 624, 629 (2006). Therefore, the Court should avoid concentrating

on “isolated phrases within the statute.” Jd. Instead, the Court must “read the statute as a
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whole and in a manner consonant and in harmony with its purpose.” /d. Finally, “when the
terms of a statute are clear and unambiguous, the court must apply them according to their
literal meaning . . . without resort to subtle or forced construction to limit or expand the
statute’s operation.” State v. Blackmon, 304 S.C. 270, 273, 403 S.E. 2d 660, 662 (1991).
Nowhere in the unambiguous language of § 23-3-620 does the General Assembly provide
that the collection of DNA samples, and the corresponding assessment of the collection fee
under § 23-3-670, is to be a one-time occurrence. Rather, when § 23-3-620 is read as a whole
it is clear that the legislature’s intent behind subsection (D) was to provide that in situations
where an incarcerated individual’s DNA had not been collected upon lawful arrest for an
offense enumerated in subsection (A), then the DNA sample must be obtained as a condition
of probation or parole. Thus, to interpret § 23-3-620(D) as Appellant suggests would force

the statute to operate in a manner contrary to the General Assembly’s intention.

Thus, SCDC’s charge for and deductions towards the $250.00 DNA processing fee

were proper as these actions were carried out in accordance with state law.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should affirm the Administrative Law Court’s
decision below.
Respectfully submitted,

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIONS

Kensey Evans
Deputy General Counsel
Office of General Counsel
South Carolina Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
August 10, 2020 (803) 896-8508
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
Administrative Law Judge Ralph K. Anderson, III

ALC Case No. 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
Appellate Case No. 2020-000521

JAMES MILLHOLLAND, # 367569,
APPELLANT,
V.
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,
RESPONDENT.
RESPONDENT’S DESIGNATION OF MATTER
TO BE INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL

The Respondent submits that the following should be included in the Record on Appeal:
(1) Appellant’s Administrative Law Court Notice of Appeal dated September 25, 2019;
(2) Record filed with the Administrative Law Court dated December 31, 2019;

(3) Appellant’s Administrative Law Court Brief dated January 14, 2020;

(4) Respondent’s Administrative Law Court Motion to Dismiss dated February 11, 2020;
(5) Appellant’s Administrative Law Court Reply Brief dated February 24, 2020

(6) Administrative Law Judge Anderson’s Order dated March 4, 2020;

The undersigned hereby certifies this Designation contains no matter that is irrelevant to
this appeal.
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T o @ Y7



August 10, 2020

ZG
/ o lf“\ — -/"".'/‘.'

" "Kensey Evans )
Deputy General Counsel
South Carolina Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-8508
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— -~ - - - APPELLANT,

V.

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,

RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Undersigned counsel hereby certifies that on today’s date she mailed a copy of the

Initial Brief of Respondent and Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on

Appeal to Appellant, addressed as follows: James Millholland (#367569), Allendale

Correctional Institution, COA-0050-B, 1057 Revolutionary Trail, Fairfax, SC 29827.

August 10, 2020

Kensey Evans

Deputy General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

South Carolina Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787 *
Columbia, S. C. 29221
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

James Milholland, #367569, ) Docket No.: 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
) [Grievance No.: ACI 174-19]
Appellant, )
} Hon. Ralph King Anderson, IIl
V. )}
' )
South Carolina Department of Corrections, ) RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO
) DISMISS
Respondent. )
) —
STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This matter is before the Administrative Law Court (“ALC” or “Court”) pursuant to the
appeal of Mr. James Millholland (“Appellant™), an inmate presently incarcerated with the South
Carolina Department of Corrections (“SCDC”). On June 25, 2019, Appellant filed a Step One
Grievance disputing deductions taken by SCDC money orders sent to Appellant for payment of a
DNA processing fee. R. p. 2. Appellant alleged this occurred in violation of policy because he
had paid $250.00 to the State Law Enforcement Division (“*SLED™) prior to these deductions,
and he believed this should have been a one-time fee charged to him. /4 Appellant’s Step One
Grievance was timely reviewed by the Warden and denied based on SCDC Policy OP 21.09:
“Inmate Records Plan,” whereb_y “the DNA database is ad_mini_sj[ered undey the direction of
[SLED] . . . [and] any person incarcerated in SCDC who has been convicted of . . . any of the
offenses identified in the DNA Statute will be required to provide a blood sample for inclusion
into the State DNA Database” and be required to pay the associated $250.00 fee.

Appellant then filed a Step Two Grievance in response to the Warden’s decision on July
25, 2019 on the same basis. This grievance was denied by the reviewing Responsible Official on

September 9, 2019. They informed Appellant that, although he believes the fee is a one-time fee,

I b l



*

“[r]ecords indicate [Appellant was] admitted into SCDC as a New Admission on 03/26/16 . . .
[and that nJew admissions will be assessed the fee as required by SLED.” R. p. 1.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The ALC’s j'urisdiction to hear this matter is derived entirely from the decision of the
South Carolina Supreme Court in 4l-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 527 S.E.2d 742 (2000).
When reviewing SCDC’s decisions in inmate grievance matters, the ALC sits in an appellate
capacity. Id. at 377, 527 S.E.2d at 754. Subsequently, the Supreme Court of South Carolina
clarified the ALC’s appellate jurisdiction over inmate appeals in Sullivan v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr.,
355 8.C. 437, 586 S.E.2d 124 (2003). In affirming, as modified, the ALC’s en banc decision of
McNeil v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 02-ALJ-04-00336-AP (Septemi)er 5, 2001), the Supreme Court of
South Carolina held the ALC’s jurisdiction is limited to (I) cases in which an inmate contends
prison officials have erroneously calculated his sentence, sentence-related credits, or custody
status; (2) cases in which SCDC has taken an inmate’s state-created liberty interest in major
disciplinary hearings; and (3) cases in which an inmate’s confinement implicates a state-created
liberty interest. See Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 443, 586 S.E.2d at 127 (emphasis added).

Moreover, regarding categories (2) and (3), supra, the Supreme Court has consistently
emphasized that the liberty — or, under subsequent precedent, property — interest implicated must
be one that is state create;l.. See Wicker v.’S.C. Dep’r of Corr., 360 S.C. 421, 602 S.E.2d 56
(2604) (emphasizing that the ALC’s jurisdiction extends only to those cases involving the denial
of “state created liberty interests” and that the Court’s holding “is not to be viewed as expanding
the jurisdiction of the [ALC] in any other circumstance.”); Slezak v. S.C. Dep’t of Corr., 361 S.C.
327, 605 S.E.2d 506 (2004) (holding that the ALC “may summarily dismiss those appeals that do
not implicate an inmate’s sfare created liberty or property interest™) (emphasis added).

Furthermore, the ALC should not disturb findings of an administrative agency if those



findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record as a whole. Pearson v. JPS
Converter & Ind. Corp., 327 S.C. 393, 489 S.E.2d 219 (Ct. App. 1997). Stated differently, an
Administrative Law Judge may not substitute his judgment for that of an agency “as to the
weight of the evidence on questions of fact.” S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-380(5) (amended by 2008
Act No. 334, § 5, eff. June 16, 2008). Additionally, “an Administrative Law Judge may not
reverse or modify an agency’s decision unless substantial rights of the Appellant have been
prejudiced because the decision is clearly erroneous in view of the substantial evidence on the
whole Record, arbitrary or affected by an error of law.” Marietta Garage, Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t. of
Pub. Safety, 337 S.C. 133, 136-37, 522 S.E.2d 605, 607 (1999); see S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-
380(5)(e); see also S.C. Dep't. of Labor, Licensing & Regulation v. Girgis, 332 S.C. 162, 503
S.E.2d 490 (1998). |
ARGUMENT

L. APPELLANT HAS RAISED NO ARGUMENT CHALLENGING THE
CONSTITUTIONALITY OF THE MANNER IN WHICH FUNDS WERE
DEDUCTED TO PAY FOR THE $250.00 DNA FEE ACCRUED IN 2016;
THEREFORE, NO STATE-CREATED LIBERTY OR PROPERTY
INTERESTS ARE IMPLICATED, AND THIS COURT HAS NO
JURISDICTION TO HEAR THE CASE.

SCDC takes DNA samples from inmates and provides those samples to SLED for
inclusion in the State DNA Database in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. § 23-3-620. That
statute states, in relevant part, that DNA samples will be required,

(A) Following a lawful custodial arrest, the service of a courtesy summons, or a
direct indictment for: (1) a felony offense or an offense that is pumshable by a
sentence of five years or more .

This sample must be taken at a jail, sheriff's office that serves a courtesy
summons, courthouse where a direct presentment indictment is served, or
detention facility at the time the person is booked and processed into the jail or
detention facility following the custodial arrest, or other location when the taking
of fingerprints is required prior to a conviction. The sample must be submitted to
SLED as directed by SLED. . . .



Here, Appellant was readmitted to SCDC custody on March 29, 2016 as a New
Admission. Per S.C. Code Ann. §23-3-620(A), Appellant was properly assessed an
additional $250.00 following a lawful custodial arrest. R. p. 1. In his brief, Appellant
states the issue presented as follows: “Did the South Carolina Dept. of Corrections [err]
when they failed to confirm with SLED that Appellant was already entered into the DNA
Database, and that the $250.00 fee was already paid?” See Brief of Appellant, p. 4.
Appellant alleges a violation of his 5% Amendment rights. See Brief of Appellant, p. 1; R.
p. 1. Because Appellant did not present any arguments challenging the constitutionality
of the actual method by which SCDC deducted amounts to which they are entitled under
§23-3-620(A), this Court does not have subject matter to hear this Appeal. See
Travelscape, LLC v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 391 S.C. 89, 109 705 S.E.2d 28, 38-39
(2011) (where the Court held that the ALC can rule on as-applied challenges to statutes
or regulations but not facial challenges to the constitutionality thereof).

In his Step Two Grievance, Appellant states, “I should not have been charged a
second time. This is a violation of my 5" Amendment right . . . to be free from successive
punishment.” R. p. 1. In failing to specifically state why the way in which he was charged
was unconstitutional, and instead stating that being charged the $250.00 DNA fee twice
was improper, Appellant has raised a facial challenge to the statute.

CONCLUSION

Therefore, for the above state reasons, SCDS respectfully requests this Appeal be

dismissed.



February 11, 2020
Columbia, South Carolina

I

Respectfully submitted,

g

Kensey Evans

Deputy General Counsel

S.C. Department of Corrections
4444 Broad River Road
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-8508



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT
Administrative Law Judge Ralph K. Anderson, III

ALC Case No. 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
Appellate Case No. 2020-000521

JAMES MILLHOLLAND, # 367569,
] ) R - APPELLANT, -
\2
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,

RESPONDENT.

MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME S

The Initial Brief of Respondent and Designation of Matter are due to be served
and filed today, July 27, 2020. Respondent is hereby requesting a fifteen-day extension

in which to file this Brief and Designation. No previous extensions have been requested

delay; instead, it is being made to ensure that the issues raised in this appeal are properlj,.r
researched and briefed.

WHEREFORE, Respondent respectfully requests that this Court extend the
deadline for the service and filing of the Initial Brief of Respondent and Designation of
Matter in this case by fifteen days from the date such relief is granted and hold the matter

in abeyance pending a ruling this motion.

_ on behalf of Respondent. This extension request is not being made for the purpose of

b



July 27, 2020

Respectfully submitted,

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTIONS

&EVANS

Deputy General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

S.C. Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-8508

ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT

b7



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COURT

Administrative Law Judge Ralph XK. Anderson, III

ALC Case No. 19-ALJ-04-0492-AP
Appellate Case No. 2020-000521

JAMES MILLHOLLAND, # 367569,

- TAPPELLANT, - = ———=—
V.

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,

RESPONDENT.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Undersigned counsel hereby certifies that on today’s date, she mailed a copy of the
Motion for Extension of Time to Appellant via U.S. Mail addressed as follows: James

Millholland, #367569, Allendale Correctional Institution, 1057 Revolutionary Trail,

Fairfax, South Carolina, 29827.

A~

‘KENSEY EVANS

Deputy General Counsel

Office of General Counsel

S.C. Department of Corrections
Post Office Box 21787
Columbia, South Carolina 29221
(803) 896-8508

July 27, 2020
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Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:49

Roequested By:

Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
Baoking #; SCB0037795
ermanent #: SCPOD37795
[Reference # 18-172499
Date Requested: 0611116 22:41
Request Type:

Kiask

Request Details:

CAN YOU PLEASE TELL ME WHY | OWE MEDICAL 250 DOLLARS | THINK THEY HAVE MY ACCOUNT
MESSED UP. | ALSO PAID FOR MY DNA IN 1888 WHILE | WAS ON PROBATION FOR BURGLARY AND
GRAND LARCONY. WILL YOU PLEASE HELP ME ON THIS MATTER. THERE IS NO WAY THAT ] OWE
MEDICAL 250 DOLLARS, PLEASE HELP ME GET THIS STRAIT. | DONT GET VERY MUCH MONEY AND CANT
AFFORD FOR THEM TO KEEP TAKING IT. THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME AND ALL YOUR HARD WORK

Disposition Date:

Review Level; Inmate Financial - Level 1
Disposition; Complete
Officer:

06/1516 08:41

Request Responses

Date Author Note

06/15/16 08:42 c053296 Mr. Hollandnbspl just sent you the answer Ia this an yaur previous request. Thank Youl. Cook
Request Notes

Dato Authar Note

Audit Trail Updates

Data User ID Orlginal Value Now Value Column Name

0611316 1642 ¢011076 2016-CB-11 22:41:31.0 2016-06-11 22:41:00.0 CATE_REQUESTED
0671316 1642 Q11076 INFIN1 REVIEW_WORKFLOW
06713116 16.42 ¢011076 VISIT INMFIN INMATE_REQUEST_TYPE
06/15116 08:42 <053266 PEND caMmp DISPOSITION

C6/15/16 08:42 c053296 2016-068-15 08:41:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Page 1 of 1

Page 12 of 14
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inmate Request Audit Trail - General
Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:50
Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL )
Booking #: SCB0037795
Permanent #: SCPO0377985
Referance #: 16-175712
Date Requested: 08/14/16 11:11
Raequest Type:
Requested By: Kiosk
Request Details: my mental heath counsler at kirkland told me that | owe medical for 250 dollars. i dont know how in the world | owe
them that much.ive been in the systam only 80 days. can you please check on this for me. i also paid my dna when i
was on probation in 1389, they taok my dna at the probation office and i paid them already can you please took into
this for me. thank you so much
Review Level:
Disposition; Complete
ficer
isposition Date:  08/15/16 08:38
Request Responses
Dato Author Note
06/15/16 0B.41 c053296 Mr. MilthollandAs of 061516 you owe Lhe sfale a totat of $256.62, The charges you owe for DNA Is $247.15.1f
you have the paper work showing this was paidnbspduring yous probation, we would need lo see them. !f your
tfamily could gel them for you this be helpful.nbspThanknbspYcul. Cooknbsp
Request Notes
Date Author Note
Audit Trall Updates )
Date UserID Qrlginal Value New Valuo Column Name
06115116 0841 c053286 PEND COomP DISPOSITION
06/15M16 08:41 c053286 2016-06-15 08:38:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
06/15M6 08:41 c053296 2016-06-14 11:11:45.0 2016-06-14 11:11,00.0 DATE_REQUESTED
Inmate Request Audit Trail - General Page 1 of 1

Page 11 of 14
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inmate Request Audit Trail

- General
oday's Date: 7/2/19 11:50

Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
iBooking #: SCBOoD37795
[(Permanent #; SCP0037795
eference #; 16-177831
ate Reguested: 06/15/186 1744
equest Type:
Requested By: Kiosk

Request Detalls: mrs cook, the only family members that | have that will do anylhing for live in atlanta ga so getting them to go ta my

probation office ans getting my records would be asking a whole lot. besides my dad and grandmother are not able
to travel. i was on probation in anderson county if there is any ay you could get the information from them for me i
would greatly appreciate . like i said i paid my dna in 1999 while:i was on probation in anderson sc thank you

Review Level: Inmate Financial - Level 2 HQ
Disposition: Complete
DOificer: : '
Fisposition Date:  08/23/16 11:28
Request Responses
Date Author Note ]
0612016 11:31 c053295 Mr. Millhellandl understand. | have sen! your request to headquarters. This will take some lime to research, Ve
ask that you be patient during this time. Headquarters will follow up with you thrunbspthe Kiosk. Thank Youl
Cooknbsp
C6/23/16 1447 c044581 Yeou will have to write them or call.nbsp
Request Notes
Date Author Nete
62016 11:34 c053286 Mr. Holland sald his DNA was paid while he was on prebation in 19989, Indicated it was pald at the probation
office.
Thanks
Lydia
ACI
Audit Trail Updates
Date UserID Original Valua Naw Value Column Name
06/20/16 11:34 c053286 INFIN2 REVIEW_WORKFLOW
06720116 11:34 053296 2016-06-20 11:28:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
06/2016 11:34  ¢053296 2016-08-15 17:44:37.D0 2016-06-15 17:44:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED
08/23/116 14:47 c044581 PEND COMP DISPOSITION
06/23/16 14:47 044581 2016-08-20 11:28:00.0 2016-06-23 11:28:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Page 1 of 1

Page 10 of 14
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Today's Date: 7/2/13 11:51

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Request Type:
equested By:

Date Requested:

Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
ooking #: SCB00377356

Permanent #: SCP0037795

Reference #: 16-281933

09/04/16 17:52

Kiosk

'Request Detalls:

1 PAID FOR MY DNA IN1999 WHILE | WAS ON PROBATION IN ANDERSON SC. CAN YOU PLEASE CORRECT

THIS FOR ME. THANK YOU

Review Level:
Disposition:
Officer:

Inmate Financial - Level 2 HQ
Complete

Disposition Date:  09/14716 13;12

Date

Request Responsas

Author Note

09/14/16 13:13

cN44581 Please gel a receipt from probation for reimbursement,

Date

Request Notes

Author Note

Date

Audit Trail Updates

User ID Original Value New Valua

Column Name

09/12/15 16:04
09/12116 16:04
091416 13:13
09714116 13:13

011078 2016-08-04 17:52:21.0 2016-08-04 17:52:00.0
c011076 INFIN2
£044581 PEND COMP
c044581 2016-09-14 13:12:00.0

DATE_REQUESTED
REVIEW_WORKFLOW
DISPOSITION
DISPOSITION_DATE

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Page 1 of 1

Page 9 of 14
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Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:50

Date Requested:

Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
Booking #: SCB0037785

Permanent #: SCPO037785

Referance #: 16-256158

05/15/16 19:55

Request Type:
Retjuested By: Kiosk
Request Details: [ paid my dna while on probation in anderson county during the year of 1998 and 2C00. i have no way of going 1o

the probaticn office and gelling a receipt o show this and my dad and grandmother live in dallas ga and ara
disabled and therefore are unable to trave! 4 hrs one way o get a receipt for me. i am paying for dna for my second
time and would greatly appreciate it if you can get the receipt for me so they will stop taking money off my account
far something i have paid deariy for already. i am warking with a budget with my money because my parents are on
a fixed income an anything you can do to help me is greatly appreciated. or please advise me about how or what i
can do to fix this thank you : .

Review Level:
isposition:

Officer:

Dispog!!ion Date:

Inmate Financial - Level 2 HQ
Complete

09/23116 09:38

Request Responses

Date Author Nots

0972316 £9:38 c044581 Yau can write them and have them mall you a recelpl.nbsp t will fook on thelr web-site and see if they have i}
. posled,

Request Notes

Date Author Note

Audlt Trail Updates

Dato UsarID Orlginal Value New Value Column Name

09/2016 08:39 053296 INFIN2 REVIEW_WORKFLOW

09/20/18 09:39 053296 2016-09-20 09:38:00,0 DISPOSITION_DATE

08/20M16 09:39 053206 2016-09-15 19:55:55.0 2016-09-15 19:55:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED

09/23M6 09:38 cD44581 PEND COMP DISPQSITION

08/23/16 09:38 c044581 2016-09-20 09:38:00.0 2016-09-23 09:38:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE

Inmate Reques

t Audit Trail - General

Page 1 of 1

Page 8 of 14
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| Inmate Request Audit Trail - General )

Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:51

Date Requested;
Request Type:
Requested By:

Nama: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
aoking #: SCB0037795
ermanent #; SCP0O037795

Reference #: 16-322946

10/110M16 20:57

Kiosk

Request Details:

i am writing because im trying to figure out where my money went. on 10-1 i had 25 dollats put on my books and my
balance after dna was taking out was 64 dollars. i went to the store on monday 10-3 for 24dollars. that lef my
balance al 40 dollars. i checked my account on the phone and it is saying that i only have 26dollars, i dont know if
the phone is possibly wrong because i have not been to medical or nothing. we have been locked down so can you

- please tell me where my money went

Review Level:

Disposition: Complete
Officer;
Disposition Date: 16/17/16 11:08
Request Responses
Date Author Note
10/17/16 11:12 c053286 Mr. MillhollandSee your transactions below. Hopefully fhis will help.nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp
DATEnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp REF-NUMnbspnbspnbspnbsp TYPEnbspnbspnhspnbspnbspnbsp
DEPOS|Tnbspnbsp WITHDRWLNbspnbspnbsp BALANCENbsprbspnbsp nbsp_nbsp 101416nbsp
817334nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp CANTEEN PURCnrbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 0.00nbspnbspnbspnbsp 26,54
nbspnbspnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 0.34nbisp nbsp_nbsp 100416nbsp 817095nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp STATE
COURTRbspnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 0.00Abspnbspnbspnbsp 13.25nbspnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 26.88nbsp
nbsp_nbsp 100316nbsp 81673%nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp CANTEEN PURCnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 0,00
nbspnbspnbspnbsp 24.05nbspnbspnbspnbsprbspnbsp 40.13nbsp nbsp_nbsp 092816nbsp
816758nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp DNA PROCESSinbspnbspnbspnbsprbsp 0.00nbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 1.25
nbspnbspnbspnbspnbspnbsp 64,18nbspnbspThank Youl Cook
Request Notes
Date Author Nota
Audit Trai) Updates
Date UseriD Original Value WNew Valua Column Name
1011716 1112 c053296 PEND COMP DISPOSITION
1011716 1112 c053296 2016-1G-17 11:08:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
101716 11:12 c053296 2016-10-10 20:57:39.0 2016-10-10 20.57:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Page 1 of 1

Page 7 of 14
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Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:55

Name: MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
Boeking #: SCB0037795
Permanent #: SCP0OG37795

eference #: 19-01272877

ate Requested; 06/08/19 16:58

equest Type:

equested By:

Kiosk

Request Details:

mrs english , { am writing concerning the fee | paid for dna. i already paid the 250 dallars one time In the year of
2000-2001 while on probalion in anderson counly . then scdc charged me a second 250 dollars when sled already

me wha i need to contact and their address. i should not have been
request your help in this mafler/ please tell me who i need to conlact,

had my dna. { have wrote sled several times and thus far i have not gotten a response. is there anyway you can tell
charged two times for the same thing. and i

Review Level;

Disposttion: Pending
Officer;
Disposition Date:  06/26/19 08:42
Request Responses
Date Author Note
06110719 08:43 cD11076 I am forwarding your request to Ms. Cook in Inmale Finandal.<BR><BR>C. English
Request Notes
Date Author Note
Audit Trail Updates
Date User lD Original Value New Value Column Name
06/10/19 07:43 011076 2019-06-10 08:42:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
06710119 0743 c11076 VISIT INMFIN INMATE_REQUEST_TYPE
06/10/19 07:43 c011076 2018-06-08 16:58:20.493 20119-06-08 16:58:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED
06/10/19 07:43 <¢011076 PEND come DISPOSITION
0611019 07:43 c011076 0 RESPONSE_AMOUNT
06/10118 07:43 c011078 com.dsicdiitint.oms.codelables. corm.dsiediili.inl.oms,codetables. DISPOSITION
REQUEST_DISPOSITICNDala@24 REQUEST_DISPOSITIONData@39
Geb427[comp_id=com.dsicdilli.int. 63e385{comp_id=com.dsicdiiti.tnl.
ams,codelables. cms.cadelables.
CodeTableDataPK@75844bbb CodeTableDatlaPK@ 1d555H7
[[d=PEND,JLocal=DS|_SHARED]]  {id=COMP JLocal=DSI_SHARED]]
06/261M9 10:08 c011076 2015-06-10 08:42:00.0 2013-06-26 08:42.00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
CE/26/19 10.08 <c011078 COMP PEND DISPOSITION
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Name:
Booking #:
#Permanent #:

Inmate Request Audit Trail ~ General

Today's Date: 7/2/19 11:55

MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
SCB0037795
SCP0037795

Reference #:
Date Requested:
Request Type:
Requested By:

19-01272876
0B/08/19 17.04

Kiosk

Request Details:

i am writing cancerning the 25Q dollar dna charge that was deducted from my account. | paid sled 250 dollars
already one time while i was on probation in anderson county .there has to be some record of this samewhere. then
scdc charged me 250 dollars again for the same dna charge. that is a lotal of two times that i was when i was only
supposed {o be charged one lime. can you please give me the name and address of who i would need to conlact
tohave this matter taken care off thank you

Review Level:

Disposition; Complete
‘gh’lcerz
Isposition Date:  C6/20/1% 12:30
Request Responses
Date Authar Nate
06/20M19 1232 c037463 please send a request to inmate financial for that Information
Request Noles
Date Author Note

Audit Trail Updates

Dato Useor ID COrlginal Value New Value Column Name
Q6120119 11:33  cD37463 2019-06-08 17:04:368.62 . 2015-06-08 17:04:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED
06/20/119 11:33 cD37463 2018-06-20 12:30:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
0B/20/19 11:33 ¢037463 PEND COMP DISPOSITION
06/20119 11:33 c037463 a RESPONSE_AMOUNT
06/20119 11:33 037463 com.dsicdiili,tn{.oms.codelables, com.dsicdiiti.int.oms.codetables. DISPOSITION

REQUEST_DISFOSITIONData@30 REQUEST_DISPOSITIONDala@78
aldcld[comp_id=com.dsicdiitiint, 02hB8ablcomp_id=com.dsicdiiti.in!,
ams,codelables. oms.codetables.
CodeTableDalaPK@6157c5¢c1 CodeTableDataPK@ 1bd6f118
fid=PEND,JLocal=D5I_SHARED]] [id=COMP.JLocal=D5]_SHARED])
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ame:
Hooking #:
Permanent #:

Inmate Request Audit Trail - General

oday's Date: 7/2/19 11:54

MILLHOLLAND, JAMES MICHAEL
SCBO037795
SCP0D37785

Reference #:
Date Requested:
Reqguest Type:
Requested By:

19-01287358
06722119 10:41

Kiosk

Request Details:

mrs, wilkins smith, i am writing 1o ask for your help. when i was on probation in the year of 2060-
and 2001 . i had to pay sled 250 dollars for my dna. they came to the probation office and drew my blood. then
when i came to prison in 2016 i was charged again 250 dallars for my dna. sled already had my dna and i had
already paid them the 250 dollars. to my understanding i was only supposed to pay the fee one time hut scdc took
the money out of my account every time | would get money. in the end i ended up paying 500 dollars for a 250
dollars fee. i have been trying to get this taken care of for some tima i have wrote mrs english several times and she
said that she was forwarding my message o someone else.mrs english also said that i would need preof showing
that paid this and i have wrote sled and the probation office several times but they will not respond . i even talked to
ane of the men form sted in the visitation roam office and he said for me to write them. i did again and got no
fesponse. j guess what i am tring to say is scde charged me when my one time fee had already been paid while i
served my probation time on a burglary charge in 2000-2001, i ask that my money be refunded from scdc since |
have already paid sled one time thank you

Roview Level:

Disposition: Complete
Officer:
Disposition Date:  08/26/119 11:52
Request Responses
Date Author Note
06/26/19 11:53 011076 | am reluming this request lo you sa thal you can submit ACCURATE informalion to AW Wilkins-Smith.&nbsp;
You have NOT wrilten ma several limes concerning this issue.&nbsp; You sent me ONE request that i
forwarded to the Inmate Financlal categary which is where it should have gone to.&nbsp; | NEVER advised
you that you would need “pracf™ showing ihis was paid.&nbsp; SCOC Policy allows up to 45 days ta respond o
inmate requests.&nbsp; You sent the criginal request o me on §/8/19.8nbsp; Please allow up lo 45 days for a
respanse befere duplicating requests (o other staff.&nbsp; Your request will be marked as 2 "DUPLICATE" and
retumed 1o you via the kiosk system if you do not allow the request adequate fime o be responded to.
<BR><BR=>C. English
Request Notes
Data Author Neote
Audit Trail Updates
Data UserlD Original Valug Now Value Column Nama
06/2619 10:53 011076 2019.06-26 11.:52:00.0 DISPOSITION_DATE
0612619 10:53 ¢011076 2019-06-22 10:41:24.657 2019-06-22 10:41:00.0 DATE_REQUESTED
C€5/26718 10:83 c01i076 , PEND COmP DISPOSITION
08726119 10:53 <c011076 0 RESPONSE_AMOUNT
08726119 10:53 c011078 com.dsicdiitiinl.oms.codetables. com.dsicdliti.tnt.oms.codelables. DISPOSITION
REQUEST_DISPOSITIONDala@3b REQUEST_DISPOSITIONDala@46
42a32e[comp_id=com.dstcdiill.int, Oe2fa%comp_ld=com.dsicdfiti.inl.
oms.codelables, oms.codelables.
CodeTableDalaPK@299260b3a CodeTableDataPK@59/0c451
lid=PEND.JLocal=DS|_SHARED]]  [ld=COMP JLocat=DSI_SHARED]|
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Yo Yo wndduded by any of the parties and not \9‘?‘”“/ other
materiol |

o eSp ectfolly Sobom Hed,
Jumes Mitthotlond 247519
A.c.3. F1kso

0o Hor (16
Fawfay SC 29337

october §,2020
Fairfar,SC




