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P

" tereédk thorewith’

STATEMERT -OF ISSUSE(S) O APPEAL

I. . BAS THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW COBRT (ALo) ERRED "ADDRESS THE
MERITS" OF APPELLANT'S APPEAL IN SCDG?;'
STATEMERT dF THE CASE

. fhere were grievance(s) (complaints) withim the Depariment onfor
bout 2=15=13: 10.23.163 2=16=1T7; 5.15.173 241317 (sez record (R)),
step 1;}313-:;;‘;@‘1—*:-2“3,. etc. Which were demied or etc so appellamt ap~
pealed to +the ALC, South Carglins Court of Appeals, Seu’bk Carclina
Supreme Cm;rfc, erx remand from - Soutk - Carclima Caurt of Appeals Usmpub-
lished Opindom He. 2021-Up*Q97 (submitted Januwary 1, 2021-Filed March 24,
2021).

ARGUMENT(S)

te  ghe _B.gzie2t "Ord.x" R Do } set ferth "citing ve Haere,
contends that fer more than 40 years the Depariment incarrectly calculated his

sentence". . (Re Pe } Spucifically, the AHAgency should have sef
yee.z;s at 365 amdfor -369 days, apﬁlgipsg gosdtime ani earne¢ werk credw
its (BEWC) based. thereom. For every extre 30 days- served, bhe should
have rgceiﬂréd statutory goedtime ,:;g‘x_aé-:&éés?'-.f{sac) whick was denied Ty
respondent; there is duwe process - wiolatien(s) concermizg liberty in=

2, The “prder" Ti. (R pe ) mentioned "a cz_u-eful reviiew ef the re-
cord shows that the Deparimeat properly cr.dited Appellant with carmed work
credits anpd goodtime credits." This is - incorrect, wrong, err; the record
shows . otherwise. 2o15a12 (R. P. ) showde@ "Your projected release da=
te has mhved from 12412423 to S/1842%". More the "“CLASSIFICATION.-REPORY DA~
TED 1.20.97 set *PROM MAXQUT DATE: 9-16-2020" (R. p. _ ) Novh how
was appellant’s (EWC)*s relegated, ‘decreased Base om SCDC's slassi-
fication~modification: contrary - not te the ‘due precess amd wx post

facte: cleuse? . : =

3. The "0z~ - I& (R, P. .) stressed "Appellant also contemds
the Department viclated his dwe process. rights by delayirg the change.of .. ™

hiis custedy status ... soe eesc”™ The issue cammot be meet where

=l



se as te infer, the ALC as a matter of l& dogs mod rule thercer faor
SCDC's. classification em or theréafter 1.20.87 refercwce -EWG's there-
with custody if James wes classified umder the anew SCDC's classi-
ficatien sysytem whichk he ves, is. Penal st:s.tutes_ ars construed a-
gainst agency -and - the.- govermment. Agency policies are -:ﬁnterpretéa
as statutes. - Browm v Stete, 540 S.E.2d 846 - (2001). e

Wherefers, the computatioms onpoumced.-in Fusby should he ap-
plied cempared te +the new ne-parele: reduce- credit{s) amd classi-
fiecation sysytem. The - merit(s) of ' the case showld .- apply.
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' CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The -updersigned- -hereby certifies that -ke has - mailed e Tmit
Brief and Designeticm to respendent's -ettormey 2AI/ U\E(ML L %@C@/ éaj
at  SCD¢ Eeadquarters, POB - 2178F, .Colu=hia, SC 292211787
this day of Hovember 2021, )
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