
W$z Supreme Court of i£>outI) Carolina

Timothy Dion Rogers, Respondent,

v.

State of South Carolina, Petitioner.

ORDER

This matter is before the Court by way of a notice of appeal filed by the State
from an order of the circuit court vacating respondent's convictions for
second degree criminal sexual conduct with a minor, granting respondent's
application for post-conviction relief as to the sentencing phase of his trial,
and denying the application as to the guilt phase.

Counsel for respondent has filed a motion in which she contends the State has
filed an appendix with so many redactions it is "practically
incomprehensible." She asserts few of the redactions are in accordance or
compliance with this Court's August 13, 2007 order in In re Interim Guidance
Regarding Personal Data Identifiers and Other Sensitive Information in

Appellate Court Filings. She further asserts most of the redactions are
"wholly inappropriate." Counsel states her attempts to have the matter
corrected by conferring with counsel for the State have not been successful.
Accordingly, she moves the Court to require the State to file an unredacted
appendix, or a properly redacted appendix.

The State has filed a return in which it states it opposes the motion only in
part and would consent to the filing of a properly redacted appendix or an
unredacted appendix under seal.

This Court's order of August 13, 2007, states, "Parties shall not include, or
will partially redact where inclusion is necessary, the following personal data
identifiers from documents filed with an appellate court: ... 2. Names of :



If

Minor Children. If a minor is the victim of a sexual assault or is involved in

an abuse or neglect case, the minor's name will be completely redacted and a
term such as "victim" or "child" should be used. In all other cases, only the
minor's first name and first initial of the last name (i.e., John S.) should be
used. . . 4. Home Addresses. If a home address must be included, only the
city and state should be used." The order further states that parties wishing to
file documents containing the personal data identifiers listed above may file
unredacted documents under seal, together with redacted versions for the
public file. An order of the appellate court is not required to file the sealed
appendix.

The State is correct in asserting that based on the language of this Court's
order, the names of all minors involved in the case in any fashion should be
redacted to reveal only the minor's first name and the first initial of their last
name, with the exception of the victim of the alleged sexual assault, who
should be referred to using a term such as "assault victim." We also agree
with the State that it would serve no purpose to partially redact the name of
the victim of the shooting pursuant to the order, but identify her father by his
full name. Finally, while the names at issue were included in prior opinions
of this Court, which were issued before this Court's order on personal
identifiers was filed, this is not a sufficient reason for the State not to comply
with this Court's order requiring redaction of this information. The State has
indicated it does not oppose the request of counsel for respondent to correct
any other redactions. Accordingly, counsel for the State is hereby directed to
work with his legal assistant to prepare a substitute appendix which contains
only the redactions discussed in thisorder and which corrects the remaining
redactions, as he has agreed to d(
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Columbia, South Carolina

May-'3^ 2012 -t

ec :/ William Edgar Salter, III
, •Diana L. Btolt
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