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LOCKEMY, C.J.: Quincy Allen appeals the Administrative Law Court's (ALC's) 
dismissal of his inmate grievance appeal.  On appeal, he argues the ALC erred by 
holding it lacked jurisdiction to hear his case because the South Carolina 
Department of Corrections's (SCDC's) denial of his visitation with persons he did 
not know prior to his incarceration implicated a state-created liberty interest.  We 
affirm.

FACTS/PROCEDURAL HISTORY
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Allen is a death-sentenced inmate who has been incarcerated for nearly nineteen 
years.  On March 21, 2018, Allen submitted a Step 1 Inmate Grievance Form 
requesting that SCDC permit him to see visitors whom Allen had not met prior to 
his incarceration.  SCDC denied his Step 1 Grievance stating, "SCDC feels that not 
knowing an inmate prior to incarceration is a security concern."  Allen filed a Step 
2 Inmate Grievance Form repeating this request.  SCDC denied his Step 2 
Grievance citing SCDC Policy OP-22.09.1   

Allen appealed SCDC's denial of his inmate grievances to the ALC, arguing SCDC 
(1) used arbitrary and capricious unwritten policies and procedures to disapprove 
visitors, (2) disregarded and overlooked its written policies regarding visitation, (3) 
misapplied its written policies, and (4) failed to provide due process.  SCDC filed a 
motion to dismiss, which the ALC granted.  The ALC ruled its jurisdiction 
regarding inmate appeals was limited to state-created liberty interests and SCDC 
restricting Allen's visitation did not implicate a state-created liberty interest.  This 
appeal followed.

ISSUE ON APPEAL

Did the ALC err by holding Allen did not have a state-created liberty interest in 
visitation with the general public?

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Administrative Procedures Act (APA) establishes the standard of review in 
appeals from the ALC. S.C. Code Ann. § 1-23-610(B) (Supp. 2020).  An appellate 
court may reverse or modify a decision if the ALC's findings or conclusions are:

(a) in violation of constitutional or statutory provisions; 
(b) in excess of the statutory authority of the agency; 
(c) made upon unlawful procedure; 
(d) affected by other error of law; 

                                      
1 S.C. Dep't of Corr. Policy/Procedure, No. OP-22.09, Inmate Visitation § 1.4 (Aug 
1, 2016) ("Inmate visitation is considered to be a privilege and is not considered a 
guaranteed right.  Therefore, the SCDC reserves the right to suspend, restrict, deny, 
or terminate an inmate's or visitor's visitation privileges . . . due to legitimate 
concerns regarding the security and safety of the institution.").
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(e) clearly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative, 
and substantial evidence on the whole record; or 
(f) arbitrary or capricious or characterized by abuse of 
discretion or clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion.

Id.

LAW/ANALYSIS

Allen argues he has a state-created liberty interest in rehabilitation, which includes 
visitation with members of the general public.  He asserts that a ban on visitors he 
did not know prior to his incarceration implicates the due process clause.  We 
disagree.

State-Created Liberty Interest in Visitation

"Admittedly, prisoners do not shed all constitutional rights at the prison gate but 
'[l]awful incarceration brings about the necessary withdrawal or limitation of many 
privileges and rights, a retraction justified by the considerations underlying our 
penal system.'" Sandin v. Conner, 515 U.S. 472, 485 (1995) (citation omitted)
(quoting Jones v. N.C. Prisoners' Lab. Union, Inc., 433 U.S. 119, 125 (1977)).  

An inmate who seeks to challenge a final decision of SCDC may seek review of an 
administrative matter under the APA.  Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354, 369, 527 
S.E.2d 742, 750 (2000).  However, the ALC only has jurisdiction of matters 
implicating a state-created liberty interest.  See Sullivan v. S.C. Dep't of Corr., 355 
S.C. 437, 443, 586 S.E.2d 124, 127 (2003) ("The only way for the [ALC] to obtain 
subject matter jurisdiction over [an inmate's] claim is if it implicates a state-created 
liberty interest.").  "[S]tate law may create enforceable liberty interests in the 
prison setting."  Ky. Dep't of Corr. v. Thompson, 490 U.S. 454, 461 (1989).

An inmate "claiming a protected interest must have a legitimate claim of 
entitlement to it.  Protected liberty interests 'may arise from two sources[:] the Due 
Process Clause itself and the laws of the States.'"  Id. at 460 (quoting Hewitt v.
Helms, 459 U.S. 460, 466 (1983)). In order to establish a state-created liberty 
interest, a regulation must "contain 'explicitly mandatory language,' i.e., specific 
directives to the decisionmaker that if the regulations' substantive predicates are 
present, a particular outcome must follow."  Id. at 463 (quoting Hewitt, 459 U.S. at
472). 
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"Stated simply, 'a State creates a protected liberty interest by placing substantive 
limitations on official discretion.'" Id. at 462 (quoting Olim v. Wakinekona, 461 
U.S. 238, 249 (1983)).  This language means if the regulation explicitly mandates 
an outcome based on the existence of relevant criteria then the State has created a 
liberty interest. Id. at 462.  Based on this, we must examine whether SCDC's 
policy mandates SCDC to permit inmate visitation with persons the inmate did not 
know prior to incarceration when relevant criteria are met. We find it does not.  

SCDC's visitation policy lacked "explicitly mandatory language" requiring a 
particular outcome when factual predicates are met. SCDC's policy expressly 
states visitors deemed to be a security risk will not be permitted to visit inmates
and that visitation is not a guaranteed right.  See S.C. Dep't of Corr. 
Policy/Procedure, No. OP-22.09, Inmate Visitation § 1.4 (Aug 1, 2016).  This 
policy vests SCDC with wide discretion; thus, it does not mandate an outcome.  
Since there is no mandated outcome there was no state-created interest in visitation 
with persons Allen did not know prior to his incarceration.

States may also create liberty interests protected by the Due Process Clause by 
limiting an inmate's freedom from restraint in such a way that "imposes atypical
and significant hardship on the inmate in relation to the ordinary incidents of
prison life."  Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 442, 586 S.E.2d at 126 (quoting Sandin, 515 
U.S. at 484).  The denial of Allen's visitation with persons not known to him prior 
to incarceration was not a violation of his right to freedom from restraint that is 
atypical, nor did it create a significant hardship on Allen in relation to ordinary 
prison life because the record contains no indication SCDC treats other inmates 
differently.  Cf. Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 445, 586 S.E.2d at 128 ("[D]enying Sullivan 
access to [phase two of the Sex Offender Treatment Program (SOTP II)] or any 
other sex offender program does not impose an 'atypical or significant hardship' on 
Sullivan as all other inmates designated as sex offenders are afforded the same 
access to treatment.").  

Rehabilitation

Allen further argues these visitors are necessary for his rehabilitation; thus, the 
ALC had jurisdiction to hear this case because his visitation implicates a 
state-created liberty interest in rehabilitation.  We disagree.

The South Carolina Constitution enumerates prisoner rehabilitation. See S.C. 
Const. art. XII, § 2 ("The General Assembly shall establish institutions for the 
confinement of all persons convicted of such crimes as may be designated by law, 
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and shall provide for the custody, maintenance, health, welfare, education, and 
rehabilitation of the inmates.").  However, our supreme court has held the South 
Carolina Constitution does not create a liberty interest in specific forms of that 
rehabilitation.  Sullivan, 355 S.C. at 444, 586 S.E.2d at 127.

In Sullivan, our supreme court held the South Carolina Constitution does not 
impose a duty of rehabilitation on SCDC.  Sullivan, an incarcerated sex offender,
sought SOTP II immediately after he completed SOTP I through the SCDC 
grievance process. Id. at 440, 586 S.E.2d at 125. SCDC denied his requests.  Id.  
Sullivan appealed to the ALC, and the ALC dismissed the case because it lacked
subject matter jurisdiction.  Id. Sullivan appealed to our supreme court arguing,
"the South Carolina Constitution guarantee[d] him a right to rehabilitation, which 
require[d] the SCDC to give him access to sex offender treatment while 
incarcerated" and that the deprivation of SOTP II implicated a state-created liberty 
interest in rehabilitation.  Id. at 444, 586 S.E.2d at 127.  Our supreme court
affirmed the ALC's dismissal and held Sullivan did not raise a state-created liberty 
interest and declined to impose a duty of specific forms of rehabilitation on SCDC.  
Id. Our supreme court held, "Even if [the South Carolina Constitution] is read to 
require some rehabilitation for inmates, it does not mandate any specific programs 
that must be provided by the General Assembly or the SCDC . . . ."  Id.

The South Carolina Constitution did not create a liberty interest in specific 
programs of rehabilitation; thus, it does not mandate specific types of visitation in 
the interest of rehabilitation.  See id. at 445, 586 S.E.2d at 127–28 (holding that if 
the court required specific programs of rehabilitation it "would conflict with 
the hands-off approach that this Court has taken towards internal prison matters.").  
Allen failed to raise a state-created liberty interest in rehabilitation that required the 
State to provide visitation with persons he did not know prior to his incarceration. 
Thus, the ALC lacked jurisdiction to hear Allen's appeal from his Step 2 
Grievance.2

                                      
2 Allen argues in his reply brief that SCDC's interpretation of its policy was 
arbitrary and capricious.  Because he failed to raise this issue in his initial brief we 
find this issue abandoned.  See Glasscock, Inc. v. U.S. Fid. & Guar. Co., 348 S.C. 
76, 81, 557 S.E.2d 689, 692 (Ct. App. 2001) ("[A]n argument made in a reply brief 
cannot present an issue to the appellate court if it was not addressed in the initial 
brief.").
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CONCLUSION 

Based on the foregoing, we affirm the ALC's dismissal of Allen's appeal of his 
Step 2 Grievance based on lack of jurisdiction because there was no state-created 
liberty interest in visitation. 

AFFIRMED.

WILLIAMS and HEWITT, JJ., concur.
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461 (1989) (“[S]tate law may create enforceable liberty interests in the prison setting.”), 

Slip Op., at 3, Mr. Allen expressly asked this Court to consider Justice Kennedy’ 

concurring opinion identifying this limitation of the holding in Thompson: 

I concur fully in the opinion and judgment of the Court. I write separately 
to note that this case involves a denial of prison access to particular visitors, 
not a general ban on all prison visitation. Nothing in the Court’s opinion 
forecloses the claim that a prison regulation permanently forbidding all 
visits to some or all prisoners implicates the protections of the Due Process 
Clause[1] in a way that the precise and individualized restrictions at issue 
here do not. 

 

 
1 U.S. Const. Am. XIV; see also S.C. Const. Art. I, § 3.   

Aug 19 2021
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 2 

490 U.S. at 465 (Kennedy, J. concurring) (footnote added). Brief of Appellant, at 7. Mr. 

Allen further argued his  

appeal involves neither a “denial of prison access to a particular visitor” nor 
“a general ban on all prison visitation.” On the continuum between these 
two extremes, a permanent and complete ban on a broad category of 
visitors—anyone Mr. Allen did not know prior to his incarceration—is 
much closer to “a general ban on all prison visitation” than a “denial of 
prison access to a particular visitor,” thereby implicating the due process 
clause.   
 

Id., at 7-8.  

This Court, much like the Department of Corrections in its pleadings and the court 

below, relies on Thompson to hold Mr. Allen does not have a liberty interest, regarding 

visitation, that was created by the State. Thompson, however, actually holds “an individual 

claiming a protected interest must have a legitimate claim of entitlement to it. Protected 

liberty interests ‘may arise from two sources—the Due Process Clause itself and the laws 

of the States.’” Id. at 460 (quoting Hewitt v. Helms, 459 U.S. 460, 468 (1983)). Although 

Thompson recognized “unfettered visitation” is not guaranteed by the Due Process Clause, 

the Court also reminded, “This is not to say that a valid conviction extinguishes every direct 

due process protection.” Id. Mr. Allen does not claim a right to “unfettered visitation.” 

Rather, he protests the SCDC denying him visitation to an entire class of visitors—anyone 

he met after his incarceration—without conducting an individualized determination. 

Because the SCDC failed to conduct an individualized determination, Mr. Allen has a 

liberty interest pursuant to the Due Process Clause 2  in visitation regarding the issue 

presented in this litigation.   

 
2 U.S. Const. Am. XIV; S.C. Const. Art. I, § 3.   
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 3 

This Court’s opinion does not address the distinction between the facts before the 

Court in Thompson and the issue presented to this Court in the current appeal. The 

Thompson Court explained: 

This particular litigation was prompted in large part by two incidents when 
applicants were denied the opportunity to visit an inmate at the reformatory. 
The mother of one inmate was denied visitation for six months because she 
brought to the reformatory a person who had been barred for smuggling 
contraband. Another inmate’s mother and woman friend were denied 
visitation for a limited time when the inmate was found with contraband 
after a visit by the two women. In both instances the visitation privileges 
were suspended without a hearing. The inmates were not prevented from 
receiving other visitors. 

 
Thompson, at 458. Thompson thus “involve[d] a denial of prison access to particular 

visitors, not a general ban on all prison visitation.” Id. at 465 (Kennedy, J. concurring).  

“Nothing in the Court’s opinion [in Thompson] forecloses the claim that a prison regulation 

permanently forbidding all visits to some or all prisoners implicates the protections of the 

Due Process Clause in a way that the precise and individualized restrictions at issue here 

do not.” Id.  

 Here, the SCDC did not make an individualized determination specific to Mr. Allen 

and his proposed visitors. The SCDC banned an entire class of visitors.  The suspension of 

visitation in Thompson was temporary. The ban in Mr. Allen’s case is permanent. Mr. Allen 

asserts that placing a permanent ban on an entire class of visitors, without any 

individualized determination, implicates the protections of the Due Process Clause.   

 As discussed in Mr. Allen’s reply brief, this Court’s opinion allows the Department 

of Corrections to continue down a slippery slope the cold lead to banning all visitation: 

[M]any people sentenced to the SCDC associated with people who engaged 
in criminal conduct prior to their incarceration. They might have committed 
crimes together.  They might have consumed illegal drugs together.  Sadly, 
family members sometimes introduce a person to criminal activity or illicit 
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 4 

drug use.  The SCDC could conclude that knowing an inmate prior to the 
inmate’s incarceration and wanting to visit that inmate is a security concern 
and, therefore, prohibit visitors that knew the inmate prior to incarceration.  
If the SCDC decides to combine such a policy with the policy at issue in 
Mr. Allen’s case, then the SCDC would effectively ban all visitation.   
 

Reply Brief, at 3.  

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, this Court should grant rehearing, withdraw its opinion, 

and reverse the Administrative Law Court. Once this Court properly considers Thompson, 

the need to reverse becomes apparent.  

IT IS SO MOVED.  

Respectfully Submitted,  

By s/E. Charles Grose, Jr. 
 

E. Charles Grose, Jr. 
S.C. Bar Number 66063 
The Grose Law Firm, LLC 
404 Main Street 
Greenwood, SC 29646 
(864) 538-4466 
(864) 538-4405 (fax) 
Email:  charles@groselawfirm.com 

 
Attorney for Quincy Allen 

August 19, 2021 
Greenwood, South Carolina  
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The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings 
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals 
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 Re: Quincy Allen v. South Carolina Department of Corrections 

Appellate Case No. 2018-002046 
 
Dear Ms. Kitchings: 
  
 Enclosed please find Mr. Allen’s petition for rehearing, along with a certificate of 
service.   
 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.  Please let me know if you have any 
questions or require additional information.   
 

With kindest regards, I am 
 
     Yours very truly, 
 
     s/E. Charles Grose, Jr. 
     E. Charles Grose, Jr.  
 
 
 
cc: Mr. Quincy Allen 
 Christina Catoe Bigelow, Esquire  

Annie Laurie Rumler, Esquire  
 

  

 

The Grose Law Firm, LLC 
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E. Charles Grose, Jr. 
Phone:  864-538-4466  Fax:  864-538-4405 
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