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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA : MAY 2 8 2013
IN THE SUPREME COURT

CERTIORARI TO LEXINGTON COUNTY '8.C. SUPREME COURT
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
THE HONORABLE R. KNOX McMAHON, CIRCUIT JUDGE S

CASE NO. 2006-CP-32-4563

LINWOOD CARSON, JR. ., 263672+ e RRRRE _.ﬂPETITIONERﬁ

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA.:.::cces.-. +seeseescee... RESPONDENT.

MOTION TO SUPPLEMENT APPENDIX

NOW éOMES THE PETITIONER TO MOVE THIS HONORABLE COURT FOR AN
ORDER GRANTING THE PETITIONER THE RIGHT TO SUPPLEMENT THE
APPENDIX FOR APPELLANT REVIEW. THE PETITIONER WOULD LIKE TO FILE
(/-%/) EXHIBITSC THAT GOES ALONG WITH CASE (NOT 2006—CP-32—4563):
WHICH THESE DOCUMENTS CLEARLY SHOW HOW THE PETITIONER'S DUE:
PROCESS RIGHTS WHERE VIOLATED. BECAUSE THE PETITIONER'S PCR
ATTORNEY (MSt ELIZABETH Af ZECK) FILED A TIMELY MOTION TO ALTER
AND AMEND ON HIS BEHALF MARCHz 15 20103 THEY NEVER HEARD ANYTHING
ELSE REGARDING THAT MOTION FROM THE COURT NOR RESPONDENT'S
ATTORNEYi THE PETITIONER WROTE HIS ATTORNEY (MS: ZECK) ON SEVERAL
OCCASIONS FOR UPDATES ON INQUIRING THE STATUS OF THAT MOTION SHE

HAD FILED WHICH AT THAT POINT SHE HAD STOPPED COMMUNICATING ALL



TOGETHERt UP UNTIL THE CLERK OF COURT (MSi BETH Af CARRIGG)
FORWARD HER A COPY OF THE PETITIONER'S PRO SE MOTION TO COMPLY
WITH ESTABLISHED LAWSz WHICH SHE ALREADY HAD A COPY CAUSE HE HAD
ALSO FORWARDED HER ONE ASKING HER TO FILE ON HIS BEHALF "JANUARY
11 2013"1 AS WELL HE HAD SERVED ALL OTHER PARTIES THAT THIS
MATTER CONCERNEDU EVEN THE S:Ci SUPREME COURT CLERK (MRi DANIEL
SHBAROUSE)t ‘WHICH IS THE COPY INCLUDED ' IN EXHIBITS ! THESE
DOCUMENTS IN EXHIBITS ALSO SHOW THE PETITIONER TRYING TO KEEP A
COMMUNICATING LINE AN THAT HIS MOTION TO COMPLY WITH ESTABLISHED
LAW WAS TIMELY FILED BY HIM PRIOR TO THIS FEBRUARY, 25 2013
RULINGﬁ BUT HIS ATTORNEY (MSi ELIZABETH ZECK) FAILED TOV MOVE
FORWARD WITH THE MOTION ON HIS BEHALF” RAISING THE ISSUE IN THE
'MATTERt WHICH SHE SHOULD HAVE DONE THE MOTION LITIGATION HERSELF
AND PUSHED IT FORWARDC BUT MORE SO WHEN THE CLERK OF COURT DENIED
HIM FROM DOING IT PRO-SE. THATS IF SHE HAD HIS BEST INTEREST AT
HEART !

BESIDES THE FACT HE HAD ASKED HER TO DO‘ITC AND IT WAS HER
DUTY AS HIS ATTORNEY TO DO IT. INEFFECTIVE COUNSELINGt AS THE
LETTER IN EXHIBITS DATED FEBRUARY., 8 20131 SHE SENT TO THE CLERK
OF COURT (MSi BETH CARRIGG)z A LETTER, INDICATING A STORYZ AS
WELL SUPPORTS PETITIONERS ARGUMENT OF ISSUE - MS. ZECK'S FAILED
TO TAKE PROPER ACTION WITH THE PETITIONER'S MOTION TO COMPLY WITH
ESTABLISHED LAWz ALLOWED THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE (MRT JOHN
W. WHITMIRE) TO FILE THEIR RETURN FOR SUMMARY JUDGEMENT THREE (3)
YEARS LATERt UPON THE PETITIONER'S OWN MOTION TO COMPLY WITH
ESTABLISHED LAWﬁ BECAUSE THE PETITIONER'S ATTORNEY NEGLECTED TO
READ SCRCP MANUAL AND FOLLOW UP ON HIS CASE. THQ_RESPONDENT'S
ATTORNEY (MRf WHITMIRE) FILED HIS RETURN FEBRUARY, 5 2013

"PUTTING HIM IN DEFAULT", AND HIS ARGUMENT BEFORE THE COURT AT



THAT POINT, SHOULD NOT HAVE BEEN ENTERTAINED AT ALL, IT SHOULD
HAVE BEEN DISMISSED FOR BEING UNTIMELY FILED WITH THE HONORABLE
COURTz "UNTIMELY SERVED ON PETiTIONERi” WHICH WAS A VIOLATION OF
THE PETITIONER'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS SEE ARTICLE I § 3 S.cC.
CONSTITUTIONz AND THE 14th AMENDMENT TO THE U,si CONSTITUTION.
THE PETITIONER WOULD LIKE FOR HIS APPELLATE ATTORNEY HE OR SHE TOﬁ
ADDRESS THESE ISSUES CONCERNING THESE DOCUMENTS IN HIS PETITION
FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI THAT'S BEFORE THIS HONORABLE COURT ON HIS
BEHALFa WHICH HE HAD ALSO ADVISED HIS PCR ATTORNEY (MST ZECK) TO
FILE AND ADDRESS HIS MOTION TFlCOMPLYﬂ BUT SHE FAILED TO DO SO.
PETITIONER FUTHER POINTS OUT THAT THE ATTORNEY FOR THE RESPONDENT

NEVER MOTIONED THE COURT FOR THESE MOTIONS TO BE DISMISSED UNDER

HUDSON V. HUDSON 290 S.C. 215, 349 SfEfzdi 341 (1986)1 S.C. RULES

OF CIVIL PROCEDURE RULE 240 (C)-240 (G) SHOULD APPLY. BECAUSE
RESPONDENT'S ATTORNEY ABANDONED HIS MOTION WHICH WAS HIS RETURN
AND ACCORDING TO RULE 227 OF S.C. RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURES.‘
COUNSELOR HAD THIRTY (30) DAYS TO FILE HIS RETURN TO ASK FOR
SUMMARY JUDGEMENT WITH THE COURT, -COUNSELOR WAS ALSO 1IN
VIOLATIOkSOF RULE 240 (E) OF S.C. RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE:’WHICH
SHALL APPLY TO RETURNS. FAILURE OF A PARTY TO TIMELY FILE A
RETURN MAY BE DEEMED A CONSENTC BY THAT PARTY TO RELIEF SOUGHT IN

THE MOTION OR PETITION, DAVIE V. STATE 381 S.C. 601, 6175 675

SfCZZdi 4162 424 (2009): THIS WAS A MOTIONﬂ THE RETURN ALSO RULE
240 (G) OF stci CIVIL PROCEDURE SHOULD APPLY. FAILURE OF THE
MOVING PARTY TO PERFORM ANY ACT REQUIRED BY THIS RULE MAY BE
DEEMED AN ABANDONMENT OF THE MOTION OR PETITION IN THIS CASEC IT
WAS ABANDONMENT OF THE MOTION "THE RETURN". THREE (3) YEARS LATER

SHOULD NOT BE ACCEPTABLE IN THIS CASE. AS THE PETITIONER ALSO




STATES IN HIS MOTION TO COMPLYﬁ HIS ATTORNEY HAD ABANDONED HIS
CASEz CAUSE SHE HAD STOPPED COMMUNICATING WITH HIMﬁ IN REGARDS TO
HIS INQUIRING ABOUT THE STATUS OF HER MOTION AND FILING HIS
MOTION TO COMPLY WITH LAWS: PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF SECTION
4 ARTICLE V OF THE PRESENT DAY SOUTH CAROLINA CONSTITUTIONt THE
SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT JUSTICE ORDERn THAT UPON FILING BY
ANY PARTY OF A POST-TRIAL MOTIONz IN JURY OR NON-JURY ACTION
UNDER 503 522 592 OR 60 (A) SCRCPx THE PARTY SHALL WITHIN (10)
DAYS PROVIDE A COPY OF THE TRIAL JUDGEz BUT NO LATER THAN (60)
DAYS AFTER THE FILING MOTION. THE CHIEF JUDGE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE
PURPOSE 1IN EACH CIRCUIT SHALL ASSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THIS
ADMINISTRATIVE OF THE SUéREME COURT: SO HOW COULD THEY JUST

IGNORE THESE LAWS ? AND VIOLATE NY DUE PROCESS RIGHTS AT THE SAME

TIME !

BENNETTSVILLE, SC 29512

/'//4//07]'91 . 2013.
/ J ’




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

THE PETITIONER, PRO SE, WOULD HEREBY CERTIFY THAT A TRUE AND
CORRECT COPY OF HIS MOTION TO “SUPPLEMENT APPENDIX", IS BEING
SERVED ON ALL PARTIES THAT THIS MATTER CONCERNS; AND A
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE HAS BEEN FORWARDED VIA THE UNITED STATES
POSTAGE: POSTAGE PREPAID AND ADDRESSED AS FOLLOW THIS é&f DAY
OF « 2013, SEE EXHIBIT ( /-7/ KC. ). WHICH THE PETITIONER
ASK THIS HONORABLE COURT TO PLEASE FILE THIS MOTION AND EXHIBITS
ON HIS BEHALF. THE PETITIONER ALSO ASK THAT HIS APPOINTED
APPELLANT COUNSEL ADDRESS THESE ISSUES  CONCERNING THESE
DOCUMENTS, IN HIS PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI. THE PETITIONER
WOULD GREATLY APPRECIATE YOUR HELP CONCERNING THIS MATTER.

S.C. SUPREME COURT ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
HONORABLE DANIEL E. SHEAROUSE MR. JOHN W. WHITIRE, ESQ
CLERK OF COURT ‘ P.O. BOX 11549 '

P.0. BOX 11330 COLUMBIA, SC 29211

COLUMBIA( SC 29211

APPELLATE DEFENDER DIVISION
‘MR. ROBERT DUDEK

P.O. BOX 11589

COLUMBIA‘ SC 29211-1589

SCDC # 263672

SWORN AND SUBSCRIBED TO BEFORE ME EVANS C.I.
610 HWY'9 WEST

THIS ;Zs DAY .2013- BENNETTSVILLE, SC
fg U

29512

TH CAROLINA
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