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STATEMFNT -OF ISSUBE(S) O APPEAL

I. EAS THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAV COURT (AL>) ERRED "ADDRESS THE
MERITS" OF APPELLANT'S APPEAL IE SCDC?;
 STATEMEHT OF THE CASE

_fhere were grievance(s) (complaints) within the Departments onfor
bout 2-15=13; 10.23.165 2-16-17; 5015.175 2.13.17 (see record (R)),
step 1,;.&5;2'.”@_;;2{»- 298, eoitc. Vhich were denied or etc so appellant ap-
pealed to the ALC, South Carclima Court of Appeals, Soutk Caroline
Supreme Court;, en remand from South Carolica Court of Appeals Unpub-
lished Opinion He. 2021-Up*097 (submitted Janvary 1, 202t-Filed Hiirch 24,
2021). ’ )

ARGUMENT(S) ‘
T fhe _B.gzSe21 "Ord:x" R Pe ___ ) set forts “citing v. Koare,
contends that for more than 40 -years the Deparitment incerrectly calculated kis
sentence". . (R De _ ) sSpecifically, the Agency should have set
years at 365 eund/er 366 days, epplying goodtime and earnséd  werk crede
its (EWC) besed thereom. For every extre 30 days served, }ie shounid
have received satatutory goedtime :‘e:’;’f_aéa‘xﬁs“u(sac) whick was denied by
_resporndent; there is cue process ' wiolatiom(s) concerming liverty in=
terdist - therewith’
2. The "Order" T (R. p. ) mentioned “a careful review of the re-
cord shows that the Department praoperly cr.dited Appellant with carned work
credits .and gooatime credits." This is - incorrect, wrong, e{.-r; the record
sbows . otherwise. 2.15.12 (R. P, )} showded "Your projected release da-
te has mhuved fram 12412423 to S5/18423". Hore_ . the “CLASSIFICATIONR-REPORT DA-
TED 1.20.97 set ™PROM HMAXQUT DATE: 9=16=-2020" (R. e __) Niowh how
was appellant’s :(EWC)'s velegated, '-‘decreased Bbase am SCDC's slasai=
fication~modification: comtrary not te the due precess amd wx post
facte clause? .‘ ' , ¥
3. The "0r - I1d (R. P. .) stressed  "Appellant also contends
the Department viclated his dwe process. righits by delayimg the changs.ef

hiis custedy status ... coe eseo” The issue camnot he moot winere
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so as te infer, the ALL as a matter of law 'does rot rule: thereom for
SCDC*s classificatie=m em or thereafter 1.20.97 referemce EWC*s there-.
with ' custody if James wes classified umder the enew SCDC's clessi-
fication sysytem vwhich 'he was, is. Penal statuteé are construed &-
gainst egency and the govermment. Agency pelicies are -interpreted
as statutes. - Browm vs State, 540 S.E.2d 846 - (200%).

CONCLUSION
Vherefore, the computation(s) annoumced im usby should be ap-
plied vompared to che mew m-parole reduced credits and classifi. at;om

systen.
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