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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

COUNTY OF DORCHESTER 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

. vs. 

TEVINHART, 

Defendant. 

) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 
) FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
) WARRANT NO.: M-47326S; ·M-473266; 
)_. M-473267;M-473268;M-473269;M-47~271 
) 

ta,~ 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Defendant through the undersigned 
attorney, will move for a Reconsi~eration of the Sentence of 30 YEARS AND 40 YEARS 
CONCURENTL Y imposed upon him by the Honorable Maite Murphy on January 23, 2014. 
This sentence was overly harsh in light of the Defendant's lack of any prior record-and his 
participation in the State's prosecution of his co-defendant as a testifying witness. 

The Court's failure to postpone sentencing until the Defendant's mother Ms. Rosemary 
Mazyck could be present was a violation of his due process right under both the State and 
Federal Constitution. Ms. Hart's failure to attend was not willful in_ light of her required 
presence in the Dorchester County family Court. Though the Defendant was an adult at the time_ 
of the sentencing, the Defendant was unable to adequately present mitigation to the court based 
on the absence of his mother Ms. Hart 

AND IT IS RESPECTFULLY SUBM 
St George, South Carolina. · 

St George, South Carolina 
Dated: January 27, 2014 

a . .. . . . , Esquire . . 
ATTORNEY FOR TEVIN HART 
Post Office Box 2144 
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29465-2144· 
Ph: (843) 856-0580 
Fax:(843)856-0590 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

Vs. 

Tevin Hart 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

COURT OF GENERAL S SIONS 
FOR THE FIRST JUDIC CIRCUIT 
Warrant No.: M-473265; i73266; 
M473267; M473268; M47 · 1 9; M4732271 

ORDER DENYING MOT 
RECONSIDER 

1NTO 
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I 
THIS MA TIER came before the Court upon Defendant's Motion t !Reconsider his 

! 
sentence handed down by this Court on January 23, 2014 for Burglary in the . st Degree, four 

counts of Kidnapping, and one count of Armed Robbery. j1 

IT APPEARING that this Court sentenced the Defendant to a concurr It term of thirty 

(30) and forty ( 40) year's incarceration in the Deparbnent of Corrections. ~ [rnsidering the 

Defendant's Motion and a careful review of the record, the Court hereby DE S Defendant's 

Motion to Reconsider for the reasons set forth below. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Defendant argues the sentence was overly harsh in light of the Defen , ts' lack of any 

prior record and his participation in the State's prosecution of his co-defenaJJ\ as a testifying 

witness. Defendant further argues that the Court's failure to postpone sent1!cing until the 

Defendant's mother Ms. Rosemary Mazyck could be present violated his dJJ process rights 

under the State and Federal Constitution. l 
The Court's failure to postpone sentencing until the Defendant's mothe Ms. Rosemary 

Mazyck could be present is not a violation of the Defendant's due process ri~. First, Mr. Hart 

is, and was an adult at the time of his sentencing. Second, Mr. Hart was a· companied by 

nwnerous family members, and each was given the opportunity to pr bl nt mitigating 

circwnstances to the Court. 
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In addition, the facts and circumstances of this particular case j · , a concurrent 

sentence of thirty (30) and forty (40) years. Mor~over, Mr. Hart's forty (40) ~ ar sentence fits 

well within the sentencing guidelines for Burglary in the 1st Degree, Kidnapi 
I 

g, and Armed 

Robbery. Accordingly, the Court does not find any circumstances justifyin alteration of 

Defendant's sentence. 

THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ordered that the Defendant's Motion to Reconsi is denied. 

AND IT IS SO ORDERED! 

St. George, South Carolina 

April __3__, 2014 

The Honorable Maite Murp 
Presiding Judge, 1st Judicial ii • 
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NOTICE OF INTENT TO APPEAL 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM· DORCHESTER COUNTY 

HONORABLE MATTE :MURPHY 

CASE NO.! 201°2-GS-18-0714; 2012-GS-18-0715 ;2012-GS-18-0716 2012-GS~18-0717 2012-
G~-18-0718- 2012-GS-18-0718 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA~ RESPONDE~T 

vs. 

TEVINHART 

NOTICE OF APPEAL 

·••r .. ·-··••' 

The Defendant appeals from the com,iction and sentence for Burglary 1 s1 Degree; 

Kidnapping (4x); and Armed Robbery that he received on January 23, 2014 by the Honorable 

Maite MulJ)hy on Indictment Numbers 2012-GS-18-0714; 2012-GS-18-0715; 2012-GS-18'."0716; 

2012-GS-18-0717; 2012-GS-18-0718;_2012-GS-18-0719. Additionally, the Defendant·a,ppeals 

the Denial of his Motion to Reconsider his sentence that was denied by Order of~e Honor~ble 

·· Maite Murphy on April 3, 2014-

RECEIVED, 
MAY I 6 2014 

SC Court ot Appea,~ 

4



Other counsel of record are: 
Donald Sorenson 
Assistant Solicitor 
First Circuit Solicitor's Office 
l 40 N. Main Street 
Suite 102 
Summerville SC 29483 

SAW.GAY 
A TIO.Rl\l"EY FOR APPELLANT 
P.O. BOX2144 
MT. PLEASANT, SC 29465 
ATTORNEY FOR TEVIN HART 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS 

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY 

HONORABLE MAITE MURPHY 

CASE NO.: 2014-000944 

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, RESPONDENT 

vs. 

TEVIN HART 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

I represented the Appellant Tevin Hart on multiple charges from Dorchester County. Mr. 
Hart entered a guilty plea on January 23, 2014 to 40 years. A Motion to Reconsider was filed on 
January 30, 2014 and denied on April 7, 2014. The Motion and order have been included with 
this Statement oflssues. My Harts' sentence was excessive under the circumstances and the 
denial of the Motion to Reconsider was an abuse of discretion by Judge Murphy. 

Mr. Hart testified at the trial of his co-defendant as a State's witness. The Solicitor in this 
case did not assist Mr. Hart in the manner in which the parties had agreed. Mr. Hart asserts that 
his guilty plea was not knowing and intelligently entered into under the circumstances. As an 
officer of the court, I am not aware of any issue as to the guilty plea process, however Mr. Hart 
asserts that his decision to enter into the guilty plea was tainted by the solicitor's 
misrepresentations. 

Other Counsel of record are: 
Don Sorenson 

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
ERICA BUTTS 
P.O. BOX 2144 
MT. PLEASANT, SC 29465 
(843)856-0580 RBCBIVBD 
(843 )856-0590 fax , 

0.11··1· · i1 '1 ''\jl '.\I ... r \! l9 a / l. . ! 

SC Court of Appeals 
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