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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania held that the Commonwealth Court lacked original jurisdiction
over a prisoner's due-process challenge because he failed to identify a constitutionally protected liberty
or property interest. The court explained that inmates have no constitutionally protected interest in
maintaining prison employment and reversed the Commonwealth Court's order granting declaratory
and injunctive relief. The matter was remanded for dismissal of the petition for review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Commonwealth Court had original jurisdiction over Williams's due-process challenge when
he did not identify a constitutionally protected liberty or property interest.

2. Whether an inmate has a constitutionally protected liberty or property interest in maintaining a prison
employment assignment.

HOLDINGS

1. The Commonwealth Court lacks original jurisdiction to entertain a prisoner's due-process challenge to
prison officials' actions when the prisoner fails to assert a constitutionally protected liberty or property
interest.

2. An inmate has no constitutionally protected liberty or property interest in maintaining a prison
employment assignment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“the Commonwealth Court lacks original jurisdiction to entertain a prisoner’s due process challenge to the
actions of prison officials, where the inmate fails to assert a constitutionally-protected liberty or property
interest.” (at 2)

“discipline by prison officials in response to a wide range of misconduct falls within the expected perimeters
of the sentence imposed by a court of law” (at 2)

“a jurisdictional impediment to judicial review may be raised by the appellate courts of their own accord.”
(at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Williams, a Pennsylvania state inmate, was searched while leaving his prison kitchen employment post, and
officers discovered approximately two and one-half pounds of sugar concealed in his boots. After a support team
hearing at his cell door, he was removed from his kitchen job. He alleged that prison officials failed to follow
misconduct procedures under prison regulations and that the failure violated due process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Williams filed a petition for review in the Commonwealth Court's original jurisdiction, alleging that prison
officials removed him from a kitchen employment position without following prison misconduct procedures and
thereby denied him due process. The Commonwealth Court granted declaratory and injunctive relief and



directed the Department of Corrections to comply with the regulations. The Pennsylvania Supreme Court
reversed and remanded for dismissal of the petition.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand to the Commonwealth Court for dismissal of the petition for review.
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