State of South Carolina

Administrative Law Court

Joseph Thomas,

Appellant,

Petition for Rehearing En Bane
Vs.

21-ALJ-o4-02523~ AP
South Carolina Department of Corrections,

| | RECEIVED)
Responderit.

DEC 29 2p91
SC-Cey

peals

Petition for Rehearing En Banc

Appellant contends that this court fuiled to address South Caralina Code Ann Sec 24-21-635 which
reads in part:

For the purpose of determining the time required to be served by a prisoner
before he shall be eligible for parole, notwithstanding any other provision of law,

all prisoners shall be given the ‘benefit of .earned work credits awarded pursuant
to Section 24-13-230

As such, those convicted under 44-53-370-375 subsections mandates agency give them eamed work

credits for every day they are employed, and thus, Sec 24-21-635 removes any discretion they might have

not to do so. Similarly Section 24-13-230 reads as follows:
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regularly enrolled and actively participating in an academic. technical, or
vocational training progra a reduction from the term of his sentence of six days
for every month he is employed or enrolled. However, no prisoner serving a
sentence for life imprisonment or a mandatory minimum term of imprisonment
for thiity years pursuant to Section 16-3-20 is entitled to credits under this

provision.

Section 24-13-230(b)

Despite this court ruling, the appellant avers that in his reply brief he has addressed Section 24-

13-230(b) and its relation to other statutes. For this reason, it is clear that agency is not affording credits

to drug convictions as required by lawsand a decision reversing this ruling is of public importance.
t

Wherefore, it is prayed court grant rehearing.
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Respecttuily submitted,
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