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kiel Mitchell appeals the order dismissing his appeal, arguing

the Administrative L‘Iaw Court (the ALC) erred when it (1) found the merits of

Mitchell's appeal did

not implicate a state-created liberty interest and (2) did not

permit him to file a rnotion to reconsider. We aftirm pursuant to Rule 220(b),

SCACR, and the follbwing authorities:




1. As to whether the
S.C. Dep't. of Corr.,

an appeal of the final
appellate review is w
evidence."); Slezak v.
(2004) ("[T]he AL[C
but. ..

(finding no state-crea
officials confiscated

have while housed in

2. As to whether the
for reconsideration:
decision and motions
Prisoners' Labor Un

a retraction justified

state-created liberty ¢

inmate through the m

brings about the nece:

ALC erred when it dismissed Mitchell's appeal: Sanders v.
379 S.C. 411,417,665 S.E.2d 231, 234 (Ct. App. 2008) ("In
decision of an administrative agency, the standard of

hether the AL[C]'s findings are supported by substantial

S.C. Dep't of Corr., 361 S.C. 327, 333, 605 S.E.2d 506, 509
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ALC erred when it prohibited Mitchell from filing a motion
ule 65, SCRALC ("The decision of [the ALC] is a final
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4 U.S. 266, 285 (1948))); Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 S.C. 354,
757 (1999) ("[T]he process due an inmate-as well as the level

of judicial scrutiny-in a custody status case or a minor disciplinary hearing in
s not face the loss of sentence-related credits is further limited -
or of those matters is a protected liberty interest within the
1th Amendment.").
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