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PROCEEDTINGS

October 28, 2021

(Whereupon, Court was in session with all parties
present when the following matters were had:)

THE COURT: I don’t know what this is or how many
times it’s been, but we’re here to try and finally figure
out what’s going on with Joey Reid. 1I’'ve got a probation
violation report in front of me wherein the Court back in
2014, Judge Early, put him on probation apparently for
attempted murder from an indictment from 2012. There has
been a lot of discussion previously about the nature of the
plea.

I know that the Solicitor had previously emailed
me indicating that he was wanting to speak to the reascns
behind the agreed-upon sentence back in 2014. And I know
we have a representative here from triple P. And I think
last time we met, Mr. Shaffer, I’'d suggested that perhaps
you order a transcript or maybe do some research or

something like that. I don’t know if -- what’s been done

‘lor anything, if anything has been done from your end as it

relates to all of this.

MR. SHAFFER: No, Your Honor, I haven’t -- and I
apologize. I was thinking that for some reason -- I know
that there was some communicatién about that, but I didn’t

realize that you were relying on me to get it.

H
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But basically our position is, is that the, you

know, the -- I mean, clearly the statute is —-- does not
allow for a probationary sentence. There is -- that the
probation basically -- the probation warrant should be

dismissed based off of that, because it doesn’t allow for
him to be on probation. There is a little bit of dicta in

a case called State v. lLee saying essentially that -- and I

know that they’re trying -- going to try to argue law of
the case, but there is some dicta or there is some
statement saying this. And I don’t know if it’s necessary
for the holding of the actual case. But they do comment in

State v. Lee, which I suspect they may cite to, that if we

wanted to challenge it, he could have challenged it either
at his sentencing or at the -- at the -- on appeal or
during the probation revocation hearing. That’s basically
what 1t says.

I think that you have continuing jurisdiction
over this, or the Court of General Sessions does, because

of the fact that it is a probation matter. I don’t think

Jthat they’re necessarily going to contend that it’s not. I

think that the original sentence was an illegal sentence.

I mean, sometimes we say things in court that are
not enforceable. I’11 say that I have had several cases
ovér the last couplé of years working in the eighth éircuit

where dealing with Mr. Stumbo’s office, where we've said,

5
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-fpack up.
THE COURT: All right. If I were to accept your
argument -- and I realize that I haven’t heard from them,
but I'm trying to get ahead of everything here -- if I were

We’re going to agree to banishment. Now we all know that
that’s completely ridiculous and not enforceable at all. I
tell the client that’s not enforceable at all, but it makes
everyone feel better. And sometimes we do that.

It does not mean that the Court actually has the
authority to do so. I don’t think the Court had the
authority to actually issue that probationary sentence.

The State wanted him to plea to a charge that does not
allow for probation. They made that -- you know, they put
themselves in the position of asking for that charge, where
they could have asked for a different charge, say, ABHAN or
something like that, as opposed to attempted murder.

But they asked for attempted murder. They wanted
an attempted'murder on his record, and they got an
attempted murder on his record. And unfortunately, that
also meéns that the sentence that was announced is not a
valid sentence, Your Honor. And I don’t think we have —--
we should enforce it, because it’s contrary to public
policy because it vioclates the statute. And I think it
violates due process whenever you are actually enforcing a

punishment on someone that there’s no statute to actually
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to accept your argument, what would be the Court’s -- what
would the Court do? Vacate the conviction? Set aside the
conviction? Dismiss the case? I mean what -- what --—-

MR. SHAFFER: Dismiss the probation warrant, and
if they want to try to do something else, I honestly think
that they -- him being under supervision is void because it
violates the statute, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And that’s what I'm trying to --
assuming that I agree with you, that it was an illegal
sentence and that enforcing it would be something improper
for the Court to do, I understand dismiss the warrant, and
I assume you would seek, obviously, termination of
probation, but where does that leave the parties at the end
of the day? If I simply vacate the plea that was entered
in 2012 -- there’s a big question mark on whether I can
even do that -- but that would pretty much put both parties
back in the same position that they were in when Judge
FEarly accepted the plea in the first place.

MR. SHAFFER: Your Honor, I honestly don’t know
1f you have the authority to vacate the plea as a whole. I
do know that itlwould be improper for the Court to enforce
a sentence that's prohibited directly, Black Letter Law
prohibited, under_the statute. I don’t think that it’s
poroper for you to enforce that. But, Your Honor, I don't

know exactly where that would leave us. I don’t know if
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the State would
charges back or
I don’t know if
a bargain where

where they were

want to get involved and bring these

not. I have no idea. I doubt that they --

they could, you know. They —-- they entered

they entered a bargain where it was --

asking for something that was not something

that you could ask for.

Contract law would say that would

be --—-
THE COURT: It would be a nullity.
MR. SHAFFER: Yeah.
THE COURT: 1If it’s an illegal contract, it’s a
nullity.
| MR. SHAFFER: A nullity, exactly.
MR. STUMBO: If I could -- and I know the

probation department, Ms. Wright from probation is going to
put the State’s position as to the probation on the record.
Really, my only'position here, and I talked to Richie about
this,

is just so the Court has some clarity on what

happened in 2014, just as an Officer of the Court ---

THE COURT: Please. Yeah, I was going to ask you
for that background.
MR. STUMBO: Judge, I don’t think we could get a

transcript because this plea was not appealed and there was

no PCR, so I don’t think ——-

THE COURT: Actually, the last time we had a

hearing on this Tara Scott was the court reporter. She was
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actually the one who took the transcript and she checked
her records and said that she could obtain a transcript.
MR. STUMBO: ©Oh, she does? Okay.

THE COURT: She does still have that transcript
of that. rThrough some miracle she didn’t purge it. But
she indicated thét it was accessible and she did still have
it in electronic form on her laptop.

MR. STUMBO: Well that’s good news, Judge. I
just assumed we would not have it because I know there was
no appeal or collateral attack on the conviction.

Judge, Mr. Henderson, Carson Henderson,

represented Mr. Reid at this -- on this case. I prepared
it for trial. I actually inherited this case, because when
the incident occurred, it was 2012. It was during the

campaign. Mr. Hodges, Andrew Hodges, was the prosecutor on
it initially. But I inherited the case when I took office.
You know, it’s one that I prepared for trial going towards
the end of 2013. The only emails I could find yesterday
with Mr. Henderson dealt with us exchanging discovery and
discussing the trial date, essentially that we were in a
trial posture for most of the time.

As we approached trial in January of 2014, Mr.
Henderson approached me with the offer. The initial plea
offer was he’ll plead to three counts of assault and

battery first, and run all three of those consecutive. So,
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in other words, you would have a consecutive 10, 10, and
10. But what he was looking for was he wanted it to be
non-85% type time. I think what he was talking about was
doing just a suspended on the last two, maybe.

Judge, my response to him consistently was -- and
this was an incident where Mr. Reid walks into the S&S Club
on Seaboard, opens fire with a pistol, and four human
beings were struck with bullets, one of which was hit in
the head. Fortunately, it was not a serious head injury.
But I believe that was Ms. Tiffany Lane who was hit in the
head. I remember talking to her preparing this case for
trial, and we had her medical records and so forth.

Judge, with that type of incident, my consistent
position was that this needed to be a strike. If there was
a plea resolution, it needed to involve a strike. It
needed to involve 85% time. The countercffer to me saying
-- I think my counteroffer to him was 20 years negotiated
on the attempted murder, straight time.

What Mr. Henderson -- and I think if he were
here, he would back me on all of this -- what he responded
to me was that if we can do the non-85% time, negotiated on
the front-end, and then suspend the conviction with 85%
time hanging over his head, would you do that?

And I remember discussing that with law

enforcement, Judge. And I believe -- I can’t remember if

10
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the victims were there that day. But I do remember we

iultimately agreed not to try the case and come to an

agreement tc have 85% time hanging over his head.
Judge, I really don’t recall whether ABHAN or
attempted murder, whether we really dug our heels in on the

attempted murder. My recollection was just that my request

Jto him was if we’re going to do time hanging over his head,

it needs to be a strike and it needs to be 85% time
hanging. We agreea to the 20 years. So this was a
negotiafed plea, Judge, that quite frankly the defense was
driving the bargain, so to speak, instead of me. I
essentially told him, here’s what I'm looking for. But the
numbers and so forth we ended up agreeing on. I think the
characterization that somehow we demanded that, I was ready
to go to trial, Judge, on the attempted murder charges.
Quite honestly, I believed Mr. Reid, based on that
incident, to be dangerous, and I still do.

So, Judge, that’s -- that’s the context of this.
And, of course, I get notice and copied on all appeals and
all PCRs, so we didn’t see that in this case. This is the
first time he’s ever challenged this negotiation, which
essentially the defense proposed.

I -~ quite honestly, Judge, if it had been the 20
vears negotiated to ABHAN hanging over his head, which is

suspendable under that statute, I wouldn’t have had any

[
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problem with that. Quite honestly, we just didn’t really
have that discussion that I can remember. So with it being
20 years, it would have been six one way, half dozen
another in terms of the result of the plea. It just wasn’t
-— you know, honestly, what was written on the sentencing
sheet wés attemptéd murder instead of ABHAN, but he
essentially tendered a plea to facts that supported the
lesser included ABHAN, and was sentenced to the maximum
sentence for ABHAN.

So fhat —-— that would be just the facts of the
case, Judge. I think the transcript, i1f we’re able to get
that at some point, would probably bear that out. I don’t
always go into great detail, as Your Honor knows, during my
plea presentations on what the negotiations were. But
oftentimes I do inform the Court, you know, give a little
bit of background on plea negotiations during a plea. So I
can’t remember how much detail I went into on that
particular day with Judge Early.

But ultimately, Judge, the intent of the State
was for there to be, you know, whether it was ABHAN or
attempted murder, I don’t remember making a big stink about
that. I Jjust wanted to make sure that there was a
substantial amount of 85% time and a strike on the
consecutive sentence.

THE COURT: Okay. Let me hear from Ms. Wright,

|2
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.lthe probation revocation proceedings.
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in just one second though.
(Pause.)

THE COURT: Before I hear from you; Ms. Wright,
what”s triple P's take on all this?
MS. WRIGHT: Well, Your Honor, triple P -- triple
P'"s position is that we enforce whatever the Court -- that
we adhere to whatever instructions that the Court provides
in its sentence. And unfortunately, in this particular
case, there were two sentences, as you know, the ABHAN and
then there was a consecutive sentence of the attempted
murder after the ABHAN. And so probation has to deal with
the sentence as is, once given the sentence.

And as was mentioned earlier, State v. lLee, the

2002 decision there -- just want to clarify some language
there, actually reading from that opinion when it talks
aboﬁt the subject-matter jurisdiction, because there was a
similar argument there as fér as Lee being given an illegal
sentence.

And the Court stated that, The statutory
authority of the sentencing court to issue the underlying
sentence could have been challenged in a motion to

reconsider the sentence on direct appeal or as a defense to

So what should have been done at that time when

the sentence was -- both of these sentences were issued, I

/3
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‘lother cases that are relevant beyond the State v. lee case,

on probation. And so I would encourage the Court to look

14

think in 2014, there was a 10-day period that a motion to
reconsider could have occurred; There was also the PCR
process that was mentipned»earlier or just a direct appeal
of the sentence. And that was not done in a timely
fashion. So, therefore, the sentence raﬁ as it has. And
Mr. Reid was released and on probation and -he’s violated
his probation now, multiple times.

As I'm aware there was an LWOP previously that
was dismissed by the Court or -- excuse me —-- or an
allegation of pointing that was dismissed previously. And
now we’'re here again on a second violation warrant.

So probation essentially has been put in the
middle of the situation, but we’re here to enforce the
sentence. And so because the offender here was given a
probationary sentence, we’re here to enforce that. And
that is -- that’s why we’re here with this revocation
proceeding, as indicated, based upon his violations.

I would also like to quickly mention a couple of

and also a little bit more current. State v. Jacobs,

that’s a 2011 decision where you had some similar facts

here as far as suspension of a sentence and putting someone

at that case, as well as the even more recent State v.

RBlakney case, particularly because there was also concern

[
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by Judge Few as to why a -- or how an illegal sentence was
provided in this case to Anthony Blakney as well. This was
a situation in his matter of being released on CSP due to
the 85% sentence several times.

And-Judge Few in his dissent really nails on the
impact of the illegal sentence being given. And he

actually cites back to State v. Lee in that decision or the

Court -~ the Court that reached the ultimate decision cited

to State v. Lee in that decision as well.

So that's currently -- ﬁhat is the position of
the Department. The Department is just trying to enforce
the sentence that was given by the Court.

THE COURT: Do you have the cites for those cases
by any chance?

MS. WRIGHT: Yes. For the State v. lLee case that

is 350 S.C. 125. Again, that’s a 2002 case, also noted at

564 SE2d 372. The State v. Jacobs case 1is also a Supreme

Court case. It can be found at 393 S.C. 584. That was a

2011 decision, also found at 713 SE2d 621. And then the

State v; Blakney case a 2014 decision, 410 S.C. 244, also
at 763 SE2d 622.

THE COURT: Okay. Thanks.

MS. WRIGHT: Okay.

THE COURT: Okay. Mr. Shaffer, your turn again.

MR. SHAFFER: Thank you, Your Honor. Related to

3
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‘lactually supports the position that we can actually raise

this right now, which is what we’re doing. You know, and I

16

the Lee case, I mean, I think that the language that is
cited is that you can raise this as a ---

THE COURT: Defense to the revocation.

MR. SHAFFER: The revocation, which is what I'm
doing. Your Honor, related to that, the —-- and in part,
what I think happened in Lee is essentially the guy tried
to change -- tried to argue subject-matter jurisdiction
under the -- on direct appeal from, I think the probation
revocation, if I remember the procedure correctly. This
was a pre—-Gentry case, obviously. There was a different
concept of subject-matter jurisdiction at the time.

However, Your Honor, I mean, I think that Lee

understand the Solicitor may not have known that the --
that what he was doing is getting an illegal sentence. And
maybe if he would have insisted on ABHAN instead, maybe it
would have been a different argument to make, probably
would have been a different argument to make. But the
thing is, 1s that what was actually entered before the
Court was a attempted murder. He didn’t enter a ABHAN
rlea. I mean, you know, sometimes people enter things for
different reasons. But, you know, the intentions of the
parties really don’t matter here. What we have here is a,

you know, the State trying to enforce or revoke his

/b



16

17

18

19

20

21

22

24

25
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17

probation on a statute and an offense that you can’t have
probation for in the first place. So, I think it’s a
nullity, Your Honor, and I’1ll leave it at that.

(Pause.)

THE COURT: All right. As an initial matter,
here’s sort of where I am. I understand the probation
department’s position that, of course, this is the law of
the case. And being an arm of the Court, being a statutory
arm of the Court, even though they’re under the executive
branch of government, triple P basically still is, exactly

that, an . arm of the Court, and they have an obligation to

and otherwise legal, of course, until maybe told otherwise.
The code section in this case is quite clear that
you cannot receive a suspended sentence for attempted
murder. The Solicitor’s explanation of how we came to get
here i;, of course, very reasonable and I certainly
understand it as well. The question in the case, though,
is to what extent can the Court be involved in the
execution of an illegal sentence. And I use the word
illegal, of course, as a term of art.

The last time that I think we were together on
this case this past summer, I likened it to a situation
where the Court orders the death penalty for shoplifting

and nobody appeals. Well, are we really going to be

I
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putting someone to death for shoplifting? Of course not.
I give 100 years for éhoplifting. I give two years for
assault and battery, third degree. Regardless, it’s
illegal. It can’t be executed. It can’t be given any
effect by the Court because the underlying —-- because of
the underlying. impropriety of the original sentence.

And I think that Lee does state clearly that an
illegal sentence can be raised as a defense to a violation
hearing. So I'm pretty confident and pretty comfortable
with that decision.

The next question though is a little bit
trickier. Where does that leave us? And knowing that it’s
an illegal sentence, knowing that I cannot enforce an
illégai sentence by definition, where does that leave the
parties? And that’s kind of what I'm struggling with more
than anything else. If I simply séy, All right, fhe
illegal nature of the sentence is merely a defense to this
attempted probationary revocation, but the sentence
otherwise stands, then, of course, he logically would
remain on probation, but not subject to any potential
penalty if he violates his probation.

If I say, Okay, it’s an illegal sentence ergo I’'m
going to terminate his probation, then it’s potentially res
judicata on the question of whether the State -- and to get

the benefit of the bargain, whether the defendant got the

/%
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benefit of the bargain, I mean, I can see situations where
it would go both ways.

So is it fair to simply terminate the
probationary case, saying it was an illegal sentence and,
therefore, he’s off probation and the State doesn’t get the
benefit of what they had bargained for, as the Solicitor
indicated, at the request of the defense and counsel for
the defense at the time the plea was entered? Do I simply
vacate it and put it all -- put everyone back at sguare cne
where they can renegotiate this as an ABHAN or something
else?

He’s obviously, Mr. Reid has obviously, to use a
contract term, he’s performed his part of the bargain in
the sense that he, I guess, did a good chunk of time in the
department of corrections for this particular incident. So
to what extent would it be fair and reasonable, seeing as
how this was a package deal, to simply vacate it, and then
put him in a position where he’s looking at either
attempted murder with active time or something else?

And I thought I asked my law clerk to grab the
correct law book, but I asked for the wrong book, because I
know the answer is somewhere back there on my bookshelf in
a book I have not had to open for 30 years. So, I"1ll be
taking the matter under advisement. And I’1l1l be looking at

these cases, and I’1ll be trying to think about what the

/7
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‘asking you to make a decision on the probation case

20

most equitable outcome would be. Along those lines, if
anyone wants to offer any thoughts, the floor is open.
Mr. Shaffer?
MR. SHAFFER: Your Honor, I would probably -- if
they'wanted to continue him on probation at that point, I
would probably make a supplemental motion to basically
terminate the probation after this matter has been
resolved. That’'s essentially what my point was.

THE COURT: Sure.

MR. SHAFFER: And, Your Honor, he has been locked

up for a long time, for 10 months now, 11 months. 2And
there is -- in my email, I had actually asked for -- and I
understand you’re taking it under advisement. I’m not

necessarilyAright now, but I would ask that the Court
consider doing -- going ahead and doing the bond
reinstatement hearing I asked for in the email, because he
dbes have a pending general sessions charge that needs to
get resolved as well.

And I’'d ask that we go ahead and do that versus
waiting and kicking it down the road for another month or
more while —-- because 1f you say that the probation’s not
holding him in anymore, you know, like if you issue an
order next week, he’s going to have to wait three more

weeks at least for me to get to a -- to get him in front of

20
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the Court on the general sesﬁions matter. So I’'d like to
go ahead and do that today if we can.

THE COURT: I will tell you right now that if you
were to -- 1f you have a resolution on whatever is pending
in the general sessions matter is, the Court is not going
to violate his probation as a result of that plea.

MR. SHAFFER: We'’re not in agreement with what
it’s going to be.

THE COURT: Oh.

MR. SHAFFER: I think we’ve had some discussion
about it and David's made an offer to me. And I’ve said —--
I've made a counteroffer. I don’t think we’re quite there
where we can actually resolve his pending case, unless I
may be mistaken. Is that ---

MR. STUMBO: No, I don’t think we’re real close,
but I think what’s been offered by the defense essentially
it would be a turnaround sentence that would put him out.

THE COURT: What’s he charged with?

MR. STUMBO: Pointing and presenting and a
domestic violence second degree. And they’re both
involving a firearm, I think. The one is definitelyk But
it’s the same victim; it’s his girlfriend and her child.
And so the girlfriend and her child report that he’s
pointing a gun.

THE COURT: All right.

2|
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MS. SHAFFER: From my standpoint, T don’t think
it’s a very easy triable case for the State because
statements that the victim has since made concerning
whether or not those -- the actions happened like they are
reported to law enforcement, or like law enforcement has
it. So I don’t think that it's necessarily -- it’s not
some case that we really want to be trying and actually --
I mean, maybe I'm wrong. I’m not speaking for the State.
I'm just saying that there’s a —---

MR. STUMBO: It’s not a slam-dunk case.

MR. SHAFFER: Yeah.

MR. STUMBO: 1I'll acknowledge that.

THE COURT: Okay. Got you.

MR. STUMBO: It's triable though.

THE COURT: Well, yes.

MR. STUMBC: Judge, I think one of the things
that I think complicates this is I don’t know if there’s
jurisdiction today to vacate the conviction. Under Lee, I
think certainly the sentence could be vacated. But just
like 1if it were on appeal, I mean, if the court of appeals
determined that the sentence did not comport with the
statutory language and was, therefore, vacated, I think it
would have gone back to the Court for re-sentencing, but
not challenge or overturn the plea and the conviction.

THE COURT: Well, the problem with that is, of

22
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course, he thought he was getting probation on this case

and he can’t. And so if we go back -- if I simply vacate
the sentence, we go back to re-sentencing and I'm going to

have to give him a straight time sentence, which definitely

was not the benefit of the bargain at the time that he

entered the plea in 2014. So that’s the.problem with that.
However this plays out, I would recommend that perhaps the
Solicitor’s office or the defense may want to go ahead and
contact Ms. Scott and ask for a copy of that transcript.
It couldn’t be that expensive. Because as everyone here is
well aware, I have no problem with any appeal, especially
when I can give a nice little challenging case to the nice
people on the Supreme Court, something weird ---

MR. STUMBO: I think it would be very —---

THE COURT: --- that they have not dealt with
yet.

MR. STUMBO: -- intellectually stimulating to
have that argued on the appellate level.
THE COURT: My law clerk here, who actually
worked with Judge Few, was reading his dissent. And, of
course, he’s from Greenwood and he’s a great guy. And I
don’t know, maybe we’ll give him another bite at the apple
or something on this. We’ll have to look at the dissent.
I want to try and figure out what the end game is before I

take the step off the cliff and just say, you know, yeah,

23




19

20

21

22

23

24

25

_lperhaps considered by somebody else on appeal. And I'm

it’s an illegal sentence and therefore, there’s not going

to be any violation. I’ve got to figure out how this plays
out. And I haven’t thought yet three moves or four moves
into the future. And I have not -- I don’t have my right

book. I'll find it. And I think the answer may be in
there. So it’s under advisement.

The bad news, Mr. Reid, is you’re going to be in
jail a little bit longer. The good news is that you’re not
going to prison for 10 or 20 years; okay? So try and
approach this as the glass half-full kind of a thing, all
right?

I’11 take this under advisement and either direct
one of y’all to prepare an order or more likely do it
myself with my clerk’s help.

And I would go ahead and ask Ms. Scott for a copy
of that transcript before she purges her old stuff, because

I'm sure whatever I do is going to end up having to be

good with that. Thank you.

***END OF TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD***
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CERTIFICATE QF REPORTER

I, the undersigned Missy Brown, Official Court
Reporter for the Fourteenth Judicial Circuit of the State
of South Carolina, do hereby certify that the foregoing is
a true, accurate, and complete transcript of record to the
best of my ability of the proceedings had and evidence
introduced in the hearing of the captioned case, relative
to appeal, as recorded by DCRP, and transcribed by me, in
the Circuit Court for Greenwood County, South Carolina, on
the 28th day of October 2021.

I do further certify that I am neither of kin,
counsel, nor interest to any party hereto.

May 14, 2022

s/Missy Broww

Court Reporter




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA INTHE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
AT G SOUTH INDICTMENT No, 2012-GS-24-1325
CAROLINA, ,
-V—
JOEY CORVELL ORDER CONCERNING PROBATION
REID,! VIOLATION
Defendarit;
Addy, J.

THIS MATTER CAME BEFORE THE COURT on October 28, 2021 on a probation
violation? Mr: Reid was repfes’eﬂted by Tristan Shaffer, Esq., the Departmerit of Probation, Pardon, :
and Parole (hereinafter "PPP") was represented by Octavia Wright, Esq., and the 8™ Circuit Solicitor's:
Office: was represented bySolicitor David Stumbo. Having considered the applicable law, the
argument:of ¢ounsel, and the particular facts of this case, the Court finds as follows: :

On January 27, 2014, Mr. Reid pled guilty to one(1) count of Assault and Battery, 1% degree, {
and one (1)-count of Attempted Murder. At the plea, he was represented by Carson Henderson, Esq., |
Solicitor‘Stumbo rc;,presentcd the State, and Judge Doyet Early presided? Per the sentencing sheets and
the recolléction of the Solicitor, the plea Was negotiated afid agteed to by all coricerned. The

negotiations contemplated Mr. Reid serving a fen (10) year sentence on the assault charge. On the

refléct only that I continved the case and’ rétained j urisdiction; jin fact, that may have even been handled byway of a bench |
coniference. g '
3 Tara Scott was the court reporter for the plea, arid coincidentally; she was the court reporter assigned to thisj udge when the.
matter canie before the Coiirt on both May 24, 2021 and July 29, 2021, Ms. Scott indicated at the July hearing that she may
still have record of this pléa and could potentially furrish a transcript, The Court suggested that the parties make. a request
and obtain-a transcript in the hopes that it might shed some lighit on the events surfounding the plea. For whatever reason,
no one has done so; therefore, the Court authors this-érder-without the benefit of the January 27, 2014 plea transcript. -
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attempted murder charge which is the subject of ﬂ]@ violation hearing, it was agreed that Mr, Reid
would receive a sentence of twenty (20) years consecutive to the ten (10) years-active, but the twenty
(20) years would be suspended to probatian for five (5) years. The Court accepted Mr. Reid's plea,
followed the negotiation, and imposed the agreed upon sentence.

Mr. Reid subsequently served his-active:sentence and was released from:SCDC on probation on
or about June 29, 2018, Mr. Reid Wwas arrested for attempted murder on July | 1,2019. A subsequent
probable cause violation before Judge Hocker restlted in the probation case being ordered continued.
Mr. Reid was Subsequently acquitted by the trial jury on the attempted murdér charge on April 21,
20215 The violation report detailed that Mr. Reid was in violation for changing his-address without
notifying his agent, failure to pay monetary obligations, and failing to follow the advice and
instryetions of his agent. The agent recommended a ten (10) year tevocation.¢

No appeal was taken from the plea, no action for pdst-con_viction relief was pursued, and
apparently no objection to the suspended nature of the attempted murder sentence was ever made, At
the hearing of October 28, 2021, the Solicitor indicated that, at. the time of the initial plea, the defense .
was driving this bargain and that the Solicitor wanted active time of some sort, a.strike against M.

Reid, and the potential for-85% time should a violation subsequently oceur, hence the plea to attempted

4 At'the Octobe 28,202] hearing, Solicitor Stumbo indicated that Mr, Reid actually pled to three consecutive assault and
battery 1% degree charges and received a thirty (30) year sentence on those charges. The Solicitor's recollection tust be in
ertor since no récord of a plea to the other two A&B 1 charges can be located although two (2) additional couiits of
attetpted murder-were nol prossed by the State. Again, a transcript of the proceedings froim J anuary 27, 2014 would have
been quite helpfiil,
5 Ivan Toney, Esq. fepresented Mr. Reid at trial, and this jurist was the tria] judge. On December 14, 2021, Mr. Reid pled,
guilty after jury selection to a negotiated plea of five (5) years active to Obstruction of Justice, DV 2™ Degree, and
Unlawful Neglect of Child, This jurist was ‘also the sentencing judge oh these cases. Between the time of the October 28,
2021 hearing and the trial, the Court issued an interim order dismissing the:warrant and indicating that this formal order
wolild be forthcoming. Asa result, Mr. Reid was released from confinement atthe Greenwood Detention Center sirice he
had alfeady made bond on the pending chargesto which he pled on December 14, 2021.
8 The Court notes’that.a recommended revocation o'fthis’_magnitude is unusual for the violations alleged. The Court is
inclined to beliéve and does find that the impetus for the-initial ten (10) year-partial révocation tecommendatioii stems from
the attempted thurder charges for Which Mt. Reid was acquitted on April 21, 2021,
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murder.”

Counsel for PPP took the position that it is not appropriate for PPP to pass upon the legality or
validity of a sentence imposed and further stated that PPP will accept a sentence: imposed by the circujt
court as valid. The Court agrees with Ms. Wright ‘tHat PPP does not have an independent duty to verify
the propriety of a-particular sentence; as an extension of the court, pr‘obation;a'gents are tasked with
merely supeivising an offenider pursuant to the court's direction and PPP's internal guidelines.

* Counsel for Mr. Reid argued that the sentence is illegal, and pursuant to language in State v..
Lee,® the fact that a particular sentence was illegal may- be used as a defense to a probation violation.
Although Mr. Shaffer essentially conceded that Mr. Reid certainly benefitted from the suspended
sentence, he argued that the illegal nature of the sentence should still result in a dismissal of the
probation violation per Lee.
ISSUES PRESENTED

To what extent may or should a trial court enforce a negotiated sentence, which was illegal at its
inception but which inured to the defendant's benefit, by way of a probation violatioh? And, to the
extent that a court should not enforce an illegal sentence as a matter of public policy, what is the
remedy?

LEGAL ANALYSIS

Section 16-3-29 defines the offense of Attempted Murder; it clearly and unambiguously states
"A sentence imposed pursuant to this section may not be suspended nor may probation be granted."
Ergo, the sentence which the parties agreed to and which the court imposed is contrary to statute, but 1t

clearly benefits Mr. Reid in that he served no active, 85% time on this charge as a-result of the plea.

7 The same.result could have been achieved had the parties agreed to a guilty plea to ABHAN, an offense- which can be
suspended under the law; however, attempted murder and ABHAN are obviously freated differently under the recidivist
provisions of Section 17-25-45, The Court also notes that Carson Henderson, Mr. Reid's attorney for the plea, was not
present at the hearing of October 28, 2021 to offer his recollection of the events surrounding the plea.

$3508.C. 125, 564 S.E. 2d'372 (8.C. App. 2002).
3



Plea bargains and enforcement of any negotiated pleas are governed by contract law. See Reed

¥. Becka, 333'8.C. 676, 686, 511 S.E:2d 396, 401 (Ct. App. 1999); United States v. Ringling, 988 F.2d

304, 505 (4th Cir: 1 993). That a court is without power to. enforce an illegal contract is axiomatic, as

such contracts are void as against public policy: See Beach Co. v. Twillman, Ttd., 351 S.C. 56, 64,566

S:E.2d 863, 866-67 (Ct. App. 2002); Jackson v. Bi-Lo Stores, Inc., 313:8.C. 272,277, 437 SE2d 168,

170 (Ct. App. 1993). The power of a court to impose a‘particular sentence is wholly controlled by the
statutory penalty provisions as enacted by the South Carolina General Assetnbly, and the trial court has
broad discretion to sentence within the statutory limits enacted. In re M.B.H., 387 S.C. 323, 692
S.E.2d 541 (2010). It is not the providence of a court to question the wisdom of the General Assembly

when it has spoken unequivocally. See State v. Jacobs, 393 S.C. 584, 713 S.E.2d 621 (2011). The

Circuit Court may be a court of general jurisdiction, but its authority is limited by the South Carolina

Constitution arid the powers granted to it by the General Assembly. State v. De La Cruz, 302 S.C. 13,

15-16,393 S.E.2d 184, 186 (1990).

South Carolina case law offers some degree of guidance on this issue. In-State v. Lee; 350 S.C.
125, 132-33, 564 S.E.2d 372, 376 (8.C. App. 2002), Lee maintained that the legality of his sentence
implicated the. court's:subject matter jurisdiction. In rejecting his assertion, the Court held "[TThe
statutory authority of the sentencing court to issue the underlying sentence could have been challenged

in a- motion to reconsider the sentence, on direct appeal, or as-a defense fo the probation revicdtion

procéedings." (émphasis supplied) /d. The Court in Lee further held that, because no motion to
reconsider was filed by any party and no appeai was taken, the underlying sentence was the law of the
case. Id. |
Justice Few's dissent in State v. Blakney, 410 S.C. 244, 254, 763 S.E.2d 622, 628 (Ct. App.

2014) is also instructive. In discussing Justice Pleicones' dissent in Talley v. State, 371 S.C. 535, 640




S.E.2d 878 (2007), Justice Few states "[The suspension of a sentence 1s not éffective when the law
forbids the suspension.” In footnote 11, Justice Few correctly states "Our supreme court has:not held
that a trial couiit's partial suspension of a sentence is effective even when the court has no power to
suspend the sentence." Of course, the majority in Blakney held that, "because the State never sought to
correct [the] error,” the suspension of Blakney's sentence was the law of the case. 410 S.C. at 251, 763
S.E.2d at.626.

Although instructive, Lee and Blakney are not particularly helpful. Lee concerned the issue of
whether the sentencing judge could legally order that probationary supervision coincide with
supervision while on parole. Blakney concefned the-extent to which community supervision violations

are chargeable against the original unsuspended portion of his sentence.” Other cases decided by our

court offer similarly limited guidance. In State v, Plumer, 433 S.C. 300, 857 S.E.2d 796 (2021), the
Supreme Court vacated the "erroncous” sentence imposed on the firearm charge because: the defendant
received a life sentence on the attempted murder charge. 433 S.C. at 35 1, 857 S.E.2d at'803. However,
the Court's basis for doing so centered upon judicial economy and had no ultimate effect on Plumer's
actual sentence. Similarly, in State v. Jones, ! the Court of Appeals found that the tiial court lacked
authority to suspend the mandatory minimum period of incarceration for trafficking and remanded the
matter back to the trial court for resentencing. Again, however, none of these cases address the precise
issue of the-extent to which a trial court may, or should, activate a suspended sentence for.an offense,
the penalty for which cannot be suspended,

Furthermore, to the ‘extent that Lee stands for the proposition that the underlying illegality of a
sentence may be argued as a defense to a probation revocation, it leaves unanswered the obvious

question: What next? If such a defense is successful in preventing a probation violation, should the

? Unlike the dissent, the majority in Blakney never truly addressed the impropriety of the sentencing court's suspension of
the mandatory minimum fifteen (15) year sentence for Burglary, 1* dégree.
192018 WL 2979790, 2018-UP-264 (8.C.App., June 13, 2018)
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defendant remain on probation despite the fact that he would suffer no penalty for any subsequent
violations? If an illegal sentence benefits a defendant and becomes the law of the case absent direct
appeal, to what extent wouid our courts be-parties to a direct. contravention of the law?'® If the Court:
merely accepts Mr. Reid's, sentence as-the law of the Case, to what-extent is this Court encouraging
similar, improper negotiations to take place in the future? Because South Carolina law is silent on
these questions, the Court'has looked to our sister states for guidance.

Alabama treats such an error as jurisdictional, and a sentence which is unauthorized by statute is

void. Ex parte McGowan, 2021 WL 1805703 (Ala. 2021). At first blush, the facts in McGowan closely
track the present case. McGowan received a split sefitence which was not authorized by statute. The
State subsequently sought to revoke the probationary portion of the sentence due to his being charged
with new felonies. F ollowing precedent holding that a trial court lacked subject matter jurisdiction to-
revoke probation where the-underlying sentence benefiting the defendant wag contrary to law, the
Alabama Supreme Court found that the proper procedure was for the trial court to conduct another
sentencing hearing. Although the facts in McGowan are similar to Mr. Reid's situation, Alabama law
differs in that an illegal sentence implicates subject matter jurisdiction. Per South Carolina
Jurisprudence, an illegally excessive senterice does not implicate subject matter jurisdiction, and such

Cases are properly addressed through PCR. State v. Johnson, 333 S.C. 459, 510 S.E.2d 423 (1999).1

The courts of Texas would likely apply estoppel by judgment to the present case. In Deen v.
State, 509 8.W.3d 345 (Tex. 201 9), Deen received a sentence which was more lenient than permitted by
statute. After serving that sentence, he was subsequently convicted of a new charge which was

enhanced due to his prior conviction. In dismissing his challenge to the legality of the prior conviction

1% Obviously, direct appeal is the only avenue by which such an error could be corrected., PCR would not present an option
since a court is unlikely to find that a defendant was prejudiced by his attomney obtaining a suspended sentence for a crime:
Wwhich called for mandatory incarceration, See e.g. State v, Graves, 822 So.2d 1089 {Miss. 2002)

' Again, as discussed in the previous footnote, PCR would not constitute a means by which to remedy an illegally
permissive sentence,

6
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for enhancement purposes, the Texas court found that Deen was equitably estopped from accepting the
benefits of the prior illegally lenient sentence and thep arguing that the underlying offense could not be
used to enhance a subsequent crime. From a review of Justice Few's dissent in Blakney, perhaps
judicial estoppel should be applied in Mr. Reid's case, Clearly; Mr. Reid enjoyed the benefits of an
illegal probationary senterice on the Attempted Murder charge. However, Mr. Reid only accepted that
benefit after also agreeing to serve ten (10) years active as partof a quintessential, negotiated (and
illegal) "package deal.” More to the point, to say that Mr. Reid benefitéd from probation and is
judicially estopped from arguing application of Lee would constitute the Court enforcing a contract
which violates South. Carolina law. Put bluntly, to apply judicial estoppel, or a "law of the case"
analysis for that maitter, would condone and encourage wholesale disrégard for what statutory law
plainly mandates; essentjally and as a practical matter, the Court would be saying, "Meh...so the justice
system ignored the law...big, hairy deal."

Finally, Florida appears.to take a slightly different approach. Although they follow the rule that
a person may not contest their conviction if they benefit from an illegal sentence, they may challenge

an illegal sentence that exceeds the- statutory maximum, .esséntiall‘y-a,pplyihg a.theory of estoppel.

White v. State, 828 So.2d 491 (2002). In situations w’here the plea was negotiated and the illegal
sentence was to the defendant's detriment, the case is remanded, and the State may either agree to
resentencing or withdraw from the negotiated agreement and proceed to trial.’? Jd. at 492. Because
Mr. Reid's negotiated sentence represented a."package deal” whereby he was incarcerated for 4 period
of time on a legal sentence prior to beginning his illegal probationary sentence; if Florida's rule were
applied and the State agreed to resentencing, PCR would then become an available remedy. Ifthe State

opted for trial, then ariy prejudice to Reid would be lessened since he would s‘til'll,have the. option of

2 White doesnot explain exactly why the State gets to control the relicf afforded in an illegally negotiated plea situation,
especially when the State is a party to the initial, improper sentence. As explained below, the better rule would be to permit
a defendant to move to withdraw his plea.

7
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Presenting a defense or attempting further negotiations. 4
SO, WHAT NEXT?
That probation constitutes a matter of grace by the sentencing court is axiomatic, State v. White,
218 8.C. 130, 136, 61 S.E.2d 754, 756 (1950). Similarly, revocation of a probationary sentence is left to

the sound discretion of the Judge. State v. Allen, 370 S.C. 88, 94, 634 S.E.2d 653 » 655 (2006); S.C.

Code Ann. §24-21-460 (1989). This Court is faced with a situation where the active part of Mr. Reid's
negotiated deal was legal, but the suspended portion was illegal. Again, the Court does not have the
benefit of the transcript of the initial plea; however, the sentencing court was simply without power to
do what it did regardless of the reason for doing it.1s

Therefore, as it relates to Mr. Reid's probation violation, the Court finds that, pursuant to Lee
and because the sentence was illegal, Mr. Reid's probation should not be- revoked. 16

‘Having elected not to revoke his probation, this Court still has the obligation to clarify where
Mz Reid's probationary status stands. At present, Mr, Reid remains convicted of attempted murder.
However, if this Court is correct in its analysis that Lee constitutes a means by which Mr. Reid may
avoid any ramifications for future probation violations, his sentence is illusory and of no practical
effect.

The Court is also genuinely concerned with the fact that the court of general sessions, implicitly
or mistakenly, endorsed and imposed a sentence which violates the law. As Justice Few correctly

observed, 4 court is without power to do that which the law prohibits it from doing. More troubling,

" Presuming that a defendant in Mr. Reid's situation was ultimately convicted, the sentencing court could, of course, take
into-account the fact that he had previously served a ten (10) year sentence as part of the initial package deal.

5 Nothing in this Order should be read as suggesting anything nefarious on behalf of-any party to the plea or the sentencing
judge. Regardless, the fact remains that the sentence was not permitted under the law. _

6 As an additional sustaining ground for this ruling, even if this Court were to apply an estoppel or law of the case analysis,
the Court would still not révoke Mr. Reid's probation, Again, he was acquitted on the'underlying charges which precipitated
issuance ofthe probable cause warrant. At most, the Court would allow for, and does'so find, the substantial time Mr. Reid.
served in jail satisfies the stated vielations of moving without notifying his agent.and being behind on his monetary
obligations,
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per the analysis of the South Carolina cases above, only in those situations where the state. undertakes
to appeal an illegal sentence could such an iﬂlpemi'ssibly lenient sentence be corrected. To entrust the
state with sole responsibility to enforce the law vigorously and correctly is to ignore the court's inherént
obligation to apply the law decorously and properly. Put simply, to afford the state sole power, by rule
of procedure or preservation, to correct an illegal sentence under alaw of the case theory is to invite the
very mischief which threatens the integrity of the bench and erodes public trust in our judieiary.!?
Similarly, under the facts as Ppresented here, applying an estoppel theory is improper and invites
the same mischief regardless of whether the sentence was of benefit to a defén_dant. Rather than
estoppel, the Court is inclined t6 borrow from another equitable maxim: In phri, delicto potior est
condition deféndentis. South Caroling jurisprudence certainly supports this maxim's public policy
rationales in the civil context, and this Court sees every reason the same rule should apply in the.

ctiminal context especially because society's protection-and citizens' liberty intetests are both

implicated by a court doing what it simply may not. See Jackson v. Bi-Lo Stores, Inc., 313 S.C. 272,

437 S.E.2d 168 (Ct. App. 1993); Bateman Eichler, Hill Richards, Inc. v. Berner, 472.U.S. 299, 306

(1985).

Accordingly, the Court finds and orders as follows.!® Because the sentencing court was within
its jurisdiction and authority to accept Mr, Reid's plea, Mr. Reid's underlying plea to and conviction for
attempted murder stands. However, Mr. Reid's sentence is vacated, and it is ordered that he be
resentenced. At the resentencing, Mr. Reid may move to withdraw his plea if he so desires. Should he

elect to withdraw his plea and the Court permits him to do so, the State and Mr. Reid are free to renew

accept such a plea. Just as a.court may not accept a plea for conduct which does not violate the law, a court may not impose
a-sentence.which is in contravention of the law,
18 The Court is well aware that-none of the parties involved in this matter requested the relief which the Court is ordering,
Additionally, this jurist is ot attempting to overrule another judge. Rather, the Court is simply doing what this Court feels
must be done due to the above concerns and trusts that the appellate courts will provide further guidance-on these issues,
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their negotiations or take the matter'to trial.'® Cleatly, any future sentencing judge may take into
account the fact that the prior negotiatli.on_s‘ involved Mr, Reid serving ‘an active petiod of incafceration
on an otherwise legally imposed sentence,

WHEREFORE, it is ordered that Mr: Reid's uniderlying conviction for atteinpted murder
Temains valid and a new sentencing hearing shall take place, pursuant to the ferms and conditions of thlS
Order.

- IT' IS SO ORDERED.

[ TFrankR AdyTH
Resident Judge

December 31, 2021
Greenwood, South Carolina.

¥* The‘Court is also. aware that PPP intends to appeal the-Court's order, and as explained previously, Mr, Reid is currently

serving an active five (5) year.sentence. Should Mr. Reid be released prior to any appeal being.decided, the Court orders.
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STATE OF SOUTH, CAROLINA
COUNTY OF GREENWOOD

State of South Carolina,

VS.

Joey Corvell Reid,

Defendant.

Addy, J.

IN'THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

ORDER DISMISSING PROBATION i
VIOLATION

Warrant: W-24-20-0116, 0153

This matter came before the Court on October 28, 2021 on a probation violation. Mr. Reid

was represented by Tristan Shaffer, Esq. The State was represented by Solicitor David Stumbo.

In 2014, Mr. Reid was placed on probation for an attempted murder with indictment

number 12-GS-24-01325. The Court s hereby dismissing the probation violation because the

initial sentence was illegal. The Court will supplement this order at a later time.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

November 929 , 2021

)

Frak R Addy, Ir. J 7
Eighth Judicial Circuit

Greenwood, SC /[/ 10 T // - 9- a’) /
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

)

COUNTY OF GREENWOOD )
)

State of South Carolina, )

. )

VS. )
) ORDER DISMISSING PROBATION
) VIOLATION

Joey Corvell Reid, )

_ ) ‘Warrant: W-24-20-0153

Defendant. )

)
Addy, J.

This matter came before the Court on October 28, 2021 on a probation violation. Mr. Reid
was represented by Tristan Shaffer, Esq. The State was represented by Solicitor David Stumbo.

In 2014, Mr. Reid was placed on probation for an attempted murder with indictment
number 12-GS-24-01325. The Court is hereby dismissing the probation violation because the
initial sentence was illegal. The Court wil supplement this order at a later time.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

£k

Frank R. Addy, Jr.
Eighth Judicial Circuit.

November ; , 2021

Greenwood, SC
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Matthew Buchanan
. EE—

h—
From: Matthew Buchanan
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:28 pM
To: Addy, Frark R, Stumbo, David M.; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin); Tristan
Shaffer; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case)
Cc: Richard Williams; Octavia Wright
Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

Judge Addy,

Thank you for including Octavia and | on the email chain. In light of the Court's decision in the placeholder order, I
anticipate PPP will be filing a motion to reconsider. Because the order as issued indicates the Court will supplement the
order at a later time, 1 am happy to wait until you file the final order but | want to make sure the State’s rights are
protected regarding the timing we have to file a notice of appeal or motion to reconsider of the final order. | appreciate
your acknowledgment that PPP will be included on any future final order.

Sincerely,
Matt

Matthew C, Buchanan:

General Counsel

SC Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
(803) 734-9012
(803) 734-9324 {fax)

From: Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:06 AM

To: Stumbo, David M. <dstumbo@greenwoodsc.govs; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>;
Tristan Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org>,j Addy; Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case)
<faddylc@sccourts.org>

Ce: Richard Williams <Richard.Williams@ppp.sc.gov>_; Octavia Wright <Octavia.Wright@ppp.sc.gov>; Matthew
Buchanan <M'atthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov>
Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Thanks. Very valid point.

* That order is essentially a “place holder” order - not a final order; I intend to do something more detailed once | have
the time to figure out what the end result of all this has to be.
We’'ll be sure to cc PPP on any future orders.

Frank R. Addy, Jr.
Resident Judge, 8" Judicial Circuit
Greenwood County Courthouse
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528 Monument Street, Ste. 210

Greenwood; South Carolina 29646

Office: (864) 943-8020

Fax: (864) 942-8581

Email: faddyi@sccourts.org

Secretary: Freda Sartin (faddysc@sccourts.org)
Law Clerk: Sydney-Case (faddylc@sccourts.org)

(***Please riote that | do hot receive email on my cell phone. **¥*)

From: Stumbo, David M.

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:03 AM
To: Addy, Frank R, Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>; Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>; Tristan
Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case) <faddylc@sccourts.org>

Cc: Richard Williams <richard.williams@ppp.sc.gov>; Octavia Wright <Octavia.Wright@ppp.sc.gov>; Matthew Buchanan
<M‘atthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov>
Subject: Re: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

" %% EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please exercise caution before
. clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Judge,

Not trying to be nit-picky, but technically the State was represented by DPPPS at the Reid probation revocation
hearing. Ihave no problem being noted in your Order "as making an appearance on behalf of the State along
with the DPPPS representatives, Agent-in-Charge Richie Williams and Assistant General Counsel Octavia
Wright," or something to that effect. But the record needs to be clear on the roles of everyone involved if the
Department chooses to appeal your decision to dismiss their revocation motion.

I will also forward the DPPPS folks your Order, it does not look like they were copied on the initial email.

David M. Stumbo
Solicitor

On Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 1:41 PM Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org> wrote:

| Good afternoon,
i
H
H
|

I have attached a copy of an Order that has been signed by Judge Addy and the original will be taken to the
Clerk of Court’s office.

; Please contact me if you have any problems viewing the attachment.

Have a great day!
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Freda E Sartiny

Administyvative Assistant

Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr

Resident Judge; EWJLWC&MG/WMCOW Cowrthouse

528 Monument Street, Suite 210

. Greenwood, South Carolina 29646

+ Phone : (864) 943-8020

Fax : (864) 942-8581

Email ; faddysc@sccourts.org

~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain
information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retair, or disseminate
this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender
immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments.

Find Greenwood County on social media:

NOTE: This e-mail is a public record which may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the Freedom of
Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10 et 5€q., to a person or party requesting the same,

Ho



Matthew Buchanan

From: ' Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@stcourts.org>-

Sent: Friday, Novérber 12,2021 3:42 PM _

To: Matthew Buchanan; Stumbo, David M; Addy, Frank R. Se¢retary (Freda S‘_a_r_ti.rj);_‘IrfiSt;an
. , ‘Shaffer; Addy; Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydniey Case). '
iCer Richard Williams; Octavia Wright. ‘

Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

CAUTION: Thisemail originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

You-can treat the placeholder otder the same way you would.a form 4 order with a pending formal order. The matter'is
not final until the formal order isissued, so.you should be fine in terms of timing..

Frank R. Addy, Jr.

Resident Judge, 8™ Judicial Circuit

Greenwood County Courthouse.

528 Monuriient Street, Ste, 210

Greenwood, South'Carolina 29646

Office: (864).943-8(20

Fax:(864) 942-8581

Email: faddy [@sceourts.org

Secretary: Freda Sartin (faddysc@sccourts.org)
Law Clérk: Sydney-Case (faddylc@stcourts.org)

(***Please note that | do. hot receive email on my cell phone ***),

From: Matthew Buchanan [tnailpo:Ma‘tthew.Buthanan_@ppp;s‘c.gov_]
‘Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:28 PM .
To:Addy, Frank R. <_faddyj_@sccou’r‘ts.org.>; Stumbo, David M; <d§tumbq‘@greenwoodsc."gq’v>;.Addy,' Frank R, Secretary’
(Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>; Tristan Shaffer <tshaf'fe‘r@,8thcircuit;publicdefende_,r.,org>; Addy, Frank R. Law
Clerk{(Sydney Casg)ffgfaddylc@st:gourts.org> : o

Cc: Richard ‘Willia'msKRichérd.Willniams@ppp.sc.gpv); Octavia Wright <'Q'ct'évfia.Wright@p'pp;sc.govs

Subject: RE: State'v. Joey Carvell Reid

[ *** EXTERNAL '«EMAIL: This email or'ig‘inated from outside the organization. Please exercise caution before

¢licking any links or opening attachments. ke
ludge. Addy,

Thank you for inchiding Octavia-and | on the email chain, In light of the Court's decision in the placeholder order; | _
anticipate PPP-will be filing & motion to reconsider, Because the order as issued indicates the Court will supplement the;
orderat a later time, I am 'h_appy‘tg wait until you file the final'order but | want.to make sure the State’srights are
pr,otecte‘d'rega'r'dih‘g;the"timin‘g, we have to file & notice of appeal or motion'to reconsider of the final‘order.| appreciate
your:acknowledgment that PPP will.be included on any future final order: '

Sincerely,
‘Matt

4l



Matthew C, Buchanan

General Counsel

SC Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services
(803) 734-9012

(803) 734-9324 (fax)

From: Addy, Frank R. <faddyi sccourts.org>

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:06 AM

To: Stumbo, David M. <dstumbo@greenwoodsc.gov>; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>;
Tristan Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case)
<faddylc@sccourts.org>

Cc: Richard Williams <Richard.Williams@ppp.sc.gov>; Octavia Wright <Octavia.Wright@ppp.sc.gov>; Matthew
Buchanan <Matthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov>

Subject: RE: State v..Joey Carvell Reid

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Thanks. Very valid point.

That order is essentially a “place holder” order — not a final order; | intend to do something more detailed once | have
the time to figure out what the end resuit of all this has to be.

We’ll be sure to cc PPP on any future orders.

Frank:R. Addy, Jr.

Resident Judge, 8" Judicia! Circuit
Greenwood County Courthouse
528 Monument Street, Ste. 210
Greenwood, South Carolina 29646
Office: (864) 943-8020

Fax: (864) 942-8581

Email: faddyi@sccourts.org
Secretary: Freda Sartin (faddysc@sccourts.org)
‘Law Clerk: Sydney Case (faddylc@sccourts.org)

(***Please note that | do hot receive email on my cell phone.***)

From: Stumbo, David M.

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:03 AM
To: Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>; Addy, FrankR. <faddy'|@sccourts.org>; Tristan
Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case) <faddylc@sccourts.org>

Cc: Richard Williams <richard.williams@ggg.sc.gov>; Octavia Wright <Octavia.Wright@ppp.sc.gov>; Matthew Buchanan
<Matthew.Bucharian®ppp.sc.gov> '

Subject: Re: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

; #x% EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please exercise caution before
* clicking any links or opening attachments. *** :
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Judge,

Not trying to be nit-picky, but technically the State was represented by DPPPS at the Reid probation revocation
hearing. Ihave no problem being noted in your Order "as making an appearance on behalf of the State along
with the DPPPS representatives, Agent-in-Charge Richie W illiams and Assistant General Counsel Octavia
Wright," or something to that effect. But the record needs to be clear on the roles of everyone involved if the
‘Department chooses to appeal your decision to dismiss their revocation motion.

I'will also forward the DPPPS folks your Order, it does not look like they were copied on the initial email.

David M. Stumbo
Solicitor

On Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 1:41 PM Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org> wrote:

i
i Good afternoon;

!
]
{
!

l I have attached a copy of an Order that has been signed by Judge Addy and the original will be taken to the
. Clerk of Court’s office.

. Please contact me if you have any problems viewing the attachment.

: Have a great day!

Freda E. Savtin

) Administrative Assistant

g Honovable Frank R. Addy, Jr.

‘ Residont Judge; Eighth Judicial Circuit Greenwood County Courthouse
528 Monument Street, Suite 210

Greenwood, Sotith Carolina 29646

Phone : (864) 943-8020

| Fax : (864) 942-8581

¢ Email : faddyse@sccourts.org

H4>



x ~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ Thijs message is intended only for the addressee and may contain

| information that is confidential, If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate
i this message or any attachmient, If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender

i immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments,

Find Greenwood County on social media:

NOTE: This e-mail is a public record which may be subject to disclosure pursuant to the Freedom of
Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. §8 30-4-10 et seq., to a person or party requesting the same.

Culture: That which has been Planted has been allowed to grow!
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Matthew Buchanan

\ h
From: Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>-
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 20215:18 PM
To: Tristan Shaffer; Matthew Buchanan
Cc: Stumbo, David M.; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin); Addy, Frank.R. Law Clerk.
(Sydney Case); Richard Williams; Octavia Wright
Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Because I previously‘issued an order on November 9t dismissing the probation warrant, I'm a little surprised by the
sudden interest in all this since dismissal of the warrant results in him getting out of jail. 1 only became aware yesterday
that the probation warrant was the only thing keeping him in jail. Regardless, the order | issued yesterday is identical
except that it included an additional probation warrant,

The temporary order only dismissed the warrant. The final order will have him still being on probation, so he does need
to report. :
Essentially, the final order I'm working on will address the validity of two things: the plea and the sentence. The plea
remains valid. The sentence, however, is not legal. All, please understand that asking the court to enforce a sentence
which was illegal at its inception is a big ask — one that | am not inclined to do. Regardless of which side benefits from an
illegal sentence, it still does not change the underlying impropriety and unenforceability of a sentence. Simply put, just
as'a judge may not impose an illegal sentence, the parties may not agree to an illegal sentence. (See generally as to the
first point State v. Jones, 2018-UP-264 (2018))

I'was not the architect of the current situation, and I'm a little surprised that no one has ordered the transcript from the
initial plea which Tara Scott still (luckily) has. It may shed more light on how we came to be here.

Tristan, he needs to report to probation and he should be on notice for trial on the 13", If he’s that dangerous to the
public, I'm sure the Solicitor will call his case that week. The order I'm drafting will also reflect that he could be held in
contempt for failing to abide by his probationary terms. Much less of a penalty than the 20 he was looking at, but still a
means of enforcement.

That's all for now. If Mr. Reid does not appear for trial on theé 13t we can do a TIA.

Thanks for your patience concerning the final order, but the court is hot going to leave someone in jail on a violation
warrant which will not be enforced by this court under State v. Lee, 350 SC 125, 132 (App. 2002). To the extent Judge
Griffith’s order should have referenced other pending charges, again, | don’t know what to say other than [ neither
drafted nor signed that order, and apparently that matter is not before me at this point.

Frank R. Addy, Jr.

Resident Judge, 8" Judicial Circuit
Greenwood County Courthouse
528 Monument Street, Ste. 210
Greenwood, South Carolina 29646
Office: (864) 943-8020

Fax: (864) 942-8581

Email; faddvi@sccourts.org

Secretary: Freda Sartin (faddysc@sccourts.org)
Law Clerk: Sydney Case (faddylc@sccourts.org)

(***Please note that | do hot receive email on my celi phone. ***)



From: Tristan Shaffer [maiIto‘:tshaffer@sthcircuitpublicdtefe.nde‘r.org]

Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 2:02 PM

To: Matthew Buchanan <Matthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov>

Cc: Stumbo, David M. <dstumbo@greenwood_sc.gov>; Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>; Addy, Frank R. Secretary
(Freda Sartin) <faddysc@sccourts.org>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case) <faddylc@sccourts.org>; Richard
Williams <Richard.Williams@ppp.sc.gov>; Octavia Wright <Octavia.Wright@ppp.sc.gov>

Subject: Re: State v.Joey Carvell Reid

. *** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please exercise caution before
. clicking any links or opening attachments, ***
Actually, I may be wrong in that rule involving stays.

If you want my guy to report I'm fine with it. However, If the state decides to appeal I would ask for an appeal
bond to stay the probationary sentence,
On Tue, Nov 30, 2021, 1:58 PM Tristan Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org> wrote:

Also it is my understanding that the states notice of appeal would not stay the execution of order from the court
of general sessions. ‘

Otherwise I would have a whole bunch of people not in prison awaiting their sentence to become final after an
appeal.

! On Tue, Nov 30, 2021, 1:56 PM Tristan Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org> wrote:

' i Itis our position that Mr Reid is not on probation.

f I However, if you guys want him to report until such a time as we get a final order I don't think that'll be an
i | issue,

; On Tue, Nov 30, 2021, 1:54 PM Matthew Buchanan <Matthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov> wrote:
' | Thank you, Solicitor Stumbo.

; | Judge, I echo and agree with all of the concerns lajd out by the solicitor. I have every intention to file a
. | motion for reconsideration, or based on your final order a notice of appeal. At this stage with Mr. Reid out of

;1 Jail and ostensibly still on probation I would greatly appreciate clarification regarding the status of your final
| order. Thank you in advance.

Matt

R Original Message-----

f , From: Solicitor David M. Stumbo <dstumbo@greenwoodsc.gov>-
i 1| Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 12:45 PM

| || To: Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>

Cc: Matthew Buchanan <Matthew.Buchanan@ppp.sc.gov>; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin)

' <faddysc@sccourts.org>; Tristan Shaffer <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.org>; Addy, Frank R. Law

| | | Clerk (Sydney Case) <faddyle@sccourts.org>; Richard Williams <Richard.Williams@onp.sc.gov>; Octavia
1 Wright <Octavia. Wright@ppp.sc.gov>

. | | Subject: Re: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

qt
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise catitiofi when opening
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Judge- Just to keep the DPPPS attorneys in the loop, my understanding from what I was told this morning is
that the jail released J oey Reid from the detention center yesterday on your request based on the non-final
order that you issued a couple weeks ago.

I assumed your clarification via'this email email thread that this was not your final order would have stayed
Richie’s probation revocation action unti] a final order was issued, F urthermore, DPPPS made clear in this

When Josh Thomas of our office moved for the bond revocation last year, he clearly included as part of his
revocation motion all of Reid’s pending bonds, which included the newer 2020 Pointing and presenting and
DV incidents that are still pending trial today. Unfortunately, it appears that Judge Griffith’s order only
included the attempted murder charges that he was tried and acquitted on in April, as well as Richie’s
probation revocation warrant numbers, in the caption of his order. I believe this omission of the newer
charges in the revocation order caption to be unintentional, but cannot represent that with any certainty
without talking to Josh and Judge Griffith. '

. We also have Reid on the Greenwood GS trial docket for the week of December 13 term for the Pointing and

presenting and DV 2nd incidents, primarily at the informal request of Mr. Shaffer for a speedy trial. The
Detention Center told me a few minutes ago that they told Reid yesterday afternoon when he was released to
be at the probation office at 9:00 AM.this morning for further instruction, and according to Richie he has yet
to show up at their office today. Which does not surprise me in the least, if Reid’s understanding is that
probation has no enforceable authority over him.

Based on all of the above, I believe the release of Reid from the detention center to be premature and I object
to it - for whatever that is worth at this point. I would have moved (again) for the revocation Reid’s bond of

‘his pending charges until trial if [ had known this was to be the Court’s position on Reid’s custody status this

week. If he shows up for his trial(s) on December 13, I will be shocked. I’ll be asking to try Reid in
abstentia if that is the case, assuming my reluctant/scared victims show up.

Also, DPPPS may need some guidance from the court as to their motion to reconsider if your first order
dismissing the revocation action is now being enforced as a final order.

Thanks and let us know if there is any further guidance or clarification that the court would.like to give on
this,

DMS

> On Nov 12,2021, at 3:42 PM, Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sceourts.org> wrote:

>

> You can treat the placeholder order the same way you would a form 4 order with a pending formial
order. The matter is not final ‘unti the formal order is issued, so you should be fine in terms of timing.
S .

> Frank R. Addy, Jr.

> Resident Judge, 8th Judicial Circuit

> Greenwood County Courthouse
i1+ > 528 Monument Street, Ste. 210



| > Greenwood, South Carolina 29646

> Office: (864) 943-8020

> Fax: (864) 942-8581

> Email; faddvi@5ccourts.org<mailto:‘fadd’vi (@sceourts.org>
> Secretary: Freda Sartin

> (faddvsc@sccourts.or2<mailto:faddysc@sccourts.org‘ >)
> Law Clerk: Sydney Case

> (faddylc@sccouﬂs.org<mailto:faddylc@sccourts.org>)

> (***Please note that I do not receive email on my cell phone.***)
g .
>

> From: Matthew Buchanan [mailto:Matthew.Buchanan@gpg.sc.gov]

> Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:28 PM

>To: Addy, Frank R. <faddyj@sccourts.org>; Stumbo, David M.

> <dstumbo@greenwoodsc.gov>; Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin)
> <faddysc@sccourts.or >; Tristan Shaffer

> <tshaffer@8thcircuitpublicdefender.or >, Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk

> (Sydney Case) <faddyle@sccourts.org>

> Cc: Richard Williams <Richard. Williams@ppp.sc.gov>; Octavia Wright

' 1 > <Octavia. Wright@ppp.sc.gov>
| > Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid

>

P>

>+ EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the

> organization. Please exercise caution before clicking any links or

> opening attachments. *** Judge Addy, :

>

> Thank you for including Octavia and I on the email chain. In'light of the Court’s decision in the
placeholder order, I anticipate PPP will be filing a motion to reconsider. Because the order as issued
indicates the Court will supplement the order at a later time, I am happy to wait until you file the final order
but I want. to make sure the State’s ri ghts are protected regarding the timing we have to file a notice of appeal
or motion to reconsider of the final order. I appreciate your acknowledgment that PPP will be included on
any future final order.

>

> Sincerely,

> Matt

>

> Matthew C. Buchanan

> General Counsel

> 3C Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

| > (803) 734-9012

> (803) 734-9324 (fax)
g A

>

>
>

> From: Addy, Frank R. <faddvi@sccourts.org<mailto:faddxj@sccourts.org>>
> Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:06 AM

{ > To: Stumbo, David M.

> <dstumbo@greenwoodsc.gov<mailto:dstumbo@greenwoodsc.gov>>; Addy, Frank

> R. Secretary (Freda Sartin)
4
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> <faddy sc@sccourts.org<mail'to:faddysc@ sccourts.org>>; Tristan Shaffer

;> <tshaffer@8thcircuitpub]ic‘defender.org<mailto:tshaffer@ 8thcireuitpubli
- > cdefender.org>>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case)

> <faddyle@ secourts.org<mailto:faddylc@sccourts,orp>>
> Ce: Richard Williams
> <Ri0hard.WilliamS@DDD.sc.20v<mailto’:Richard.Williams@DDD."sc.;zOv>>;

> Octavia Wright '

> <Octavia.W‘right@DDD.sc.,qov<mai1to:Octavia. Wri"ght@' Ppp.Sc.gov>>; Matthew

> Buchanan

> <Matthe\v.Bu‘cha‘nan@ppp.sc.gov<mailto:Matthew.Buchanan' PDP.SC.ZOV>>

> Subject: RE: State v. Joey Carvell Reid
>

>.
>.CAUTION: Thi$ email originated from outside your organization. Exercisecaution when opening
attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

. > Thanks. Very valid point. ‘
- > That order is-essentially a “place holder” order — not a final order; I intend to do something more detaijled

once I have the time to figure out what the end result of all this has to be.

: > We’ll be sure to cc. PPP on any future orders.

>

> Frank R. Addy, Ir.

> Resident Judge, 8th Judicial Circuit
> Greenwood County Courthouse,

> 528 Monument Street, Ste. 210

> Greenwood, South Carolina 29646

|| > Office: (864) 943-8020
{ > Fax: (864) 942-8581

> Email: ‘faddyj@sccourts.org<mailto:fad‘dx_ j‘@sccourts;org>=

> Secretary: Freda Sartin

> faddysc@sccom't‘s.org<mailto:faddvsc@sccourts.or2>)

+ > Law Clerk: Sydney Case

> faddylc@sccourts.org<mailto:faddylc@sccourts.mg>)

> (**#Please note that I donot receive email on my cell phone. ***)
>

>
> From: Stumbo, David M,

> Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 10:03 AM
> To: Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin)

> <faddys'c@sccou’rts.org<mailto:faddysc@sécourts.org>>; Addy, Frank R.

> <faddy j@sccourts-.org<mailto:faddzj (@sccourts.org>>; Tristan Shaffer

> ‘<ts'haffer@8thcircuitnublicdefender.or,<z<rnailto:tshaffer@Sthcircuinubli _
. > cdefender.org>>; Addy, Frank R. Law Clerk (Sydney Case)

> <faddylc@sccourts.org<mailto:faddylc@sccourts.org>>

> Cc: Richard Williams
> <ri¢hard.williams@nvn.sc.20v<r'nailto;richard:william's@ppn.sé.zov,>>;-

> Octavia Wright

> <Octavia.Wr’i2ht@ppb.sc.szov<mailto:Octavia.Wright@pnp.sc.ﬁov>>; Matthew
> Buchanan

> <Matthew.Buchanan .SC. ov<mailto:Matthew.Buchanan_' .SC.ZOV>>

> Subject: Re: State.v. Joey Carvell Reid

| >
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>

> ***¥ EXTERNAL EMAIL: This émail orj ginated from outside the
. | > organization. Please exercise caution before clicking any links or
> opening attachihents. *** Judge, '

>
.| > Not trying-to be nit-picky, but technically the State was represented by DPPPS at the Reid probation -
revocation hearing. I have no problem being noted in your Order "as making an appearance on behalf of the
State along with the DPPPS representatives, Agent-in-Charge Richie Williams and Assistant General

| | Counsel Octavia Wright," or something to that effect. But the record needs to be clear on the roles of

everyone involved if the Department chooses to appeal your decision to dismiss their revocation motion.
>

-+ > D will also forward the DPPPS folks your Order, it does not look like they were copied on the initial email.
>

> David M. Stumbo

>-Solicitor

>

>On Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 1:41 PM Addy, Frank R. Secretary (Freda Sartin)

L <faddysc@sccourts.org<mailto:faddvsc@sccourts.or;z>> wrote:
i > Good afternoon,
>

| > I hiave attached a copy of an Order that has been signed by Judge Addy and the original will be taken to the

' . Clerk of Court’s office.

> Please contact me if you have any problems viewing the attachment,

>

> Have a great day!

>

> Freda E. Sartin

| > Administrative Assistant

i i | >Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr. .

' | | >Resident Judge, Eighth Judicial Circuit Greenwood County Courthouse

| > 528 Monument Street, Suite 210
| 1 > Greenwood, South Carolina 29646

>

> Phone : (864) 943-8020

> Fax : (864) 942-858]

> Email : faddvsc@sccourts.org<mailto:faddysc@sccourts.org>

Pl >

' || >~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain
-+ 1 information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate
| this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender

immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments.
>

> Find Greenwood County on social media: .

> [Image removed by sender. J<https:/secure-web.cisco.com/] BnjSTTIMBBO-

aSiGTIVT9VgHVG KGM896VceG QHSThyqUzAEqYNbbysLp DjvUx7X0Pglu_aeRnr4HdciMp PmdnG
gZRV709R 11 RbijhkQriy77pwNAp3 rkOLd65rSDvasrdNb;ZDmo;zhuwthXnﬁ nRLIE9TFQ1D92EbB8V2D

11 8xgiP26kvi56s05r-8vZzS JiSCpqc7dFiIMCNA;- »
: ZXTZZbeZTW3VRULGoerOAlwxES7f6DlcEF2TCCBdf6eN K2753fYLkBDXJPHORAQOZDWBSdWQOm6l

Shbi5ZdNj eudkbl9p7g-
6Pa6eA6D]0M6deXAe0nzbi5Dwrdcnm,cszIonquJfUVAUMBOGNth nJgWROrOTiINPHGz1PpY 189
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1

.

MrH5w9FIZmIZvaqUBUDiiIUYTHx9—XrLATerbGirTau7EMPrf2'aVMPXidNuF j1j_g-
AJEZICQ/httDs%3A%2F%2Fwww.facebook.c'om%ZFDaEes%ZFGREENWOOD-COUNTY'-SOUTH-
CAROLINAY%2F296656564326> [Image removed by sender.] <https://secure-

web.cisco.com/1 QV{u89R 702x71 q70rPcyzJd7vW39¢CnRD1EIWm-
IOVfBbODnAquSPderoXSdeF6A'v5VcYOHM4sAx 4Zf-pBMbIC1jJtNu3fQeFGJIq-j-kG YedNExRi-
SMKMIiPH5CQyRxc BGDYZi7¢ei2VMHQtwrdCPydp DoQSEV1EZeRjW.-
IthOzYuA40rL20iKUFﬂ)raOLonw4vquf5 b7xgeVEqrgvpJgy2McHp27w01xC8GTXGAAAS St3itQOrSb
WE0gG4kCtXha6400KnORejvt YK 09rrlfIVIW Crul 1 VpcHUGLS DvucXOMILLMxgdVenGfZ2hDTVZCrA
anwzerGGZWXPkaad53mUTZm9 VXDaZUHsqF 7BFC0qOcNUv6rNjBbNnE4oTkME3HMC3RSW

FnltTd_Jk6Bmc9t7YWZx5 gffcfa9AlYXpaR 1 SqQ7fr5X1.BaiaC5QB810L91t14] BA/https%3 A%2F%2Ftwitter
.com%2FScGwd>
>

> NOTE: This e-mail is a public record which may be, subject to disclosure pursuant to the Freedom of

Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10 et seq., to a person or party requesting the same.
>

> Culture: That which has been planted has been allowed to grow!
>

. > The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may

contain confidéntial and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are

not the intended recipient of this, message, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please

immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not

the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, copying, or storage of this

message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.
> <winmail.dat>

Find Greenwood County on social media:

<https://www.facebook.com/ pages/ GREENWOOD-COUNTY-SOUTH-CAROLINA/ 296656564326>
<https://twitter.com/ScGwd> '

NOTE:

This e-mail is a public record which

may be subject to disclosure pursuant to

the Freedom of Information Act, :

S.C. Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10 *et seq*., to a person or party requesting the
same,

Culture: That which has been planted has been allowed to grow!

The contents of this email message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee‘(é) and may
contain confidential and/or privileged information and may be legally protected from disclosure. If you are
not the intended recipient of this message, or if this message has been addressed to you in error, please
immediately alert the sender by reply email and then delete this message and any attachments. If you are not
the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, copying, or storage of this
message or its attachments is strictly prohibited.



STATE OF SOUTH CARGLINA -

) IN THE CO"™ T OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF Greenwaod ) \ -
STATE Vs, ) INDICTMENT/CASE#: 12G824-1323
Joey Corvell oey-SendersyReid #rs- g AMWH#: _M890213
AKA: )  DateofOffense: _ 12/4/3011
Race: BLK Sex: M Age: -

| : | LAge 30 ) S€.Cole §: 1603002
i T _ 5 e G
Address; | 4 -
City,State; Zip: I ) ‘ /O yesrs
DL es . TTT% ; SENTENGE SHEET ngj‘-,m(e} -
1CDL Yes[[] No[] CMV Yes [T No[] Hazmat YesT] No[] - Pms
In disposition of the.said.indictment comes now the Defendant who was- - [J CONVICTED OF or S\PLEA-DS :
TO: Assault/ Assault & Battery, 1st degree- / O~/0vyvr: ) /A

L) Mo condtR ST
in violation!of § 16-03-0600 of the'S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 3412 L ‘ -

K] NON-VIOLENT ™[] VIOLENT [JSERIOUS  [JMOST SERIOUS [CIMandatory GPS(CSC (18172543

, w/minor- [st.or Lewd Act) ‘
The charge is 7T As Indicted,, %Lcsscr Inclided Offense, [} Defendant Waives Preseniment to Grand Jury. (defendant’s initials)

The pleais; | [:]Withou_t gotidtions or Recommendation, , ] Negotiated Sentence, [0 Recommendation by the State.
T S Toroe L i, G e,
Stumbo, David M, SC Bar#

# Defendant Attorey. for Defendant SC Bar#
WHEREFORE, the Defendant is commited to the tate Department of Corrections, [ Counfy Detention Cﬁnfer,

‘Tora détérmipgte term of é ﬂ d@slmautlu/@ [T] under the Youthful Offender Act not to-exceed years.

-and/or to paya fine of § : provided that upon the service of days/months/years and/or payment
o d Y d et et e ) e B
of § i ; Plus costs and assessments as applicable*; the balance is suspended with probation for .

lﬂOhthS/Years‘Eahd'subjec’t to South Carolina Department:of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions.of
probation, wliich are incorporated by reference, ' '

[[1 CONCURRENT or [] CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: )

#4~The Deféndant is to be given-credit for time. served pursuant to. 8.C: Code. § 24-13-40to be calculated and applied
by the State Department of Corrections, \{R"7 RAUE ‘ . :
[J The Deférdant is to be placed on the Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect:pursuant to S.C. Code 817-25-135.

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C Section 922,it is unlawful for a person convicted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16:25-65 (Criminal
Domestic Violence ) to ship,t’ransport,pbs_sess,m_" receive a firearm or ammunition. :

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

CIRESTITUTION: [7]. Deferrea L] Def. Waives Hearing: [ ] Ordered PTUP
Total: § Plus 20% fee: $ : days/hours Public Service Employment

— y: pioy.
Payment Termis: Obtain GED _
(7] Set by SCDPPPS Attend Voc. Rehab. or Job Corp.

— May serve W/E begining.
Regipient: Substance Abuse Counseling nj
*Fine: Random Drug/Alcohol testing |
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 107.5 %) . 3 Fing may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly
§ 14-1-2 41'1(A)(p {Conv. Surcharge) 3100 § e o e -pmats. of $ : beginning ‘
8 1471:2_.1 l,(A).(Zi).(D_[J ! Surchn.r £e) 100 _$ $ paid to Public Defender Fund
‘g 56-5-2995 (D[U[ Assessment) 312 $ Other:
§ 56-1-286(DUI Breath Test) $25 3 er:
Provisa 47.9 (Pu;blic Def/Prob) $500 7§
§ 14-1-212 (Lmlv Enforce. Funding). 325 $ D S KT
g 14-1-213 (Drug Court Surcharge) $150 $ .
§ 50-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) - $50 3 . . inted of 1
§ 56-5-2942(1) (Vehicle Assessment) $40/ea T , LI Appointed PD or appoin ed other counsel,
o < ) ey 47.12 requires $500 be paid to Clerk
Provisi 90.5 (SCCJA, Surcharge) $5 3 = during probation, '
3% to County  (if paid in installments) $ RO ‘
TOTAL L ERERCYE Do
' . ' / // ( ﬁ A e
R _ & N w Presiding Judge A s - |77
Clerk of Court/ Deputy Clerk ;ﬁ e ?ﬁ D S M-y Judge Code: S S S7 ,L.) ‘ )
Court Reporter: D CEN e ¢ et b Sentence Date: - /*—;ﬁj Vil ? ,7._.,'3 G
SCCAL217 (03/2011) . i
52




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ™ ) IN THE COt '“\OF GENERAL SESSIONS OE ‘SD" 3
COUNTY OF Greenwood ; C8103
STATE . Vs. 5 INDICTMENT/CASE#:  12GS24-1325
: Joey Corvell (Jeey-Sendersy Reid de y AW M890215
ARA: )  Diteof Offense: _12/4/2011
Ragce; ) SC.Code § . 16403-0029
DOB: ﬁ SS#E> CDR Code i _3410
Address: _ RN
) ) DD sus peaded
City,State,Zip: | ; - . ’ .
DL ﬂﬂz e Y SV g SENTENCE SHEET Consecehie
*CDL Yes[[] [No[] CMV Yes[] No[] HazmatYes[] No[] . N S
In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant-who was [0 CONVICTED OF or- %LEADS : ,
TO: Muider / Attempted Murder [ =30yvr) Ap LaNTRS 7"-_']
~ T [ 4 - 1
in violation of| § 16-03-0029 of the 8.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 3410 L _
[] NON-VIOLENT [ VIOLENT []SERIOUS MOST SERIOUS.  ["JMandatory GPS(CSC (8172545
' w/minor 15t or Lewd Act)

The charge is:

E As
[] Vitliout Negotiations or Recomimendation

Indicted, [JLesser Included Offense, || Defenidant Waivés Presentment ta Grand Jury. (defendant's initidlsy

The plea is: . [B] Negotiated Sentence, ] Reéommendntlon by the State.
ATPEST /
DS M.Lhs— 208 @«y s Gl ard @l@ WpRREM (SN
" Stumbo, David M. SC Bar¥ " Dkfendant ‘Attorney for. Defendant SC Bar#

WHEREFORE

for a determinate.term of Qéa‘) dm@

fine of $

and/or to.pay a
of §

@d subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditionis of
probation, which ate incorporated by reference.
1 CONCURRENT or
[0 The Defendant is to be given credit for time served pursuant to S.C, Code

by the State Department of Corrections.

the Defendant-is commited to the [1 County Detention Cenfer,

eqr [} under the Youthful Offender Act not to exceei
; provided that upon the service of

Me Departmeit of Corrections,

years
‘days/months/years and/or payment

; plus.costs atid assessments as applicable*; the balance is suspended with probation for

[P S~ T

§ 24-13-40 to be calculated and applied

E/@SECUTIVE to sentence on:

[J The Defendant is to be placed on the Central Registry of Child Abuse'and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code §17-25-135.

Puisuant to 18

U.S.C Section 922;it is unlawful for a person convicted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16-25-65 ('Cr'imjimll

Domestic Violence ) to ship,transport,possess,or receive a firearm or ammiunition.

‘SPECIAL.CONDITIONS:
[IRESTITUTION: [J] Deferred [] Def. Walves Heaiing [Jorderes  prTUP ‘
Total: § plus 20% fee: 3 days/hours Public Service Employment
Payment Terms; Obtain GED
[[] Setby SCDPPPS Attend Vac. Rehab. or Job Corp.
May serve W/E begining :
Recipient: ‘Substance. Abuse Counseling B
“Fine: Random Drug/Alcohol testing [2/
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 107.5 %) 3 Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive- weeklylmonthly
g 1-1=211(A)(1) (Conv. Surcharge) $1I000 § OOy L0% pmts. of § beginning
§ 14-1-211(A)2) (DUI Surcharge) $1p g $ e b f curid
§ 56-5:2995 (DUI Assessment) $12 g o paid to Public Defender Fur
§ 56-1-286 {DUI Breath Test) $75 3 or:
Proviso 47.9 (Public Def/Prob) $s00 TS Ty
§ 14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) $25 I RS
g§ 14-1-213 (Drulg'Co(l'rt Surcharge) $150 3 . - _
§, 50-21-1 M'(Bq.l B':cmh Te*t Fec) $50 3 B@inted PD or appainted other counsel,
§ 56-5-2942(]) (Vchicle 1-'\5.5555men1) $40/ca _$ — 3 47.12 requires $500 be paid to Clerk
Proviso 90.5 (SCCJA Suriharge) $5 3 MRS durine Brobation.
o g e ; T g probation.
3%10 County  (if paid in installments) $ [ NO
TOTAL 3 Yy SOy
. {7 )._h, ) Presiding Judge:
Clerk of Court/ Depai Cie@_; C% Lenoes ’P\‘\\ L(L} 5 ();:.7 Tudge Code:
Court. Reporter: - SRS\ S VS s W% Sernitence Date:

SCCA/21T 10372

o1l
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Probation ™
Fom 161 et Warae : ARREST WARR-..{T
oo fiormoy Seneral : Indictment Numbef: 12-GS-24:01325
March 15, 1678 Warrant Number;  W-24-20-0116
. . State Identification No. (5ID) 01392728
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF GREENWOOD

TQ ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER OF THIS STATE GR COUNTY OR OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF GREENWOOD, AND ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS
MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT:

It appearing from the attached affidavit that there are reasonable grounds to bellevé that JOEY CORVELL REID, did on the 11 day of August, 2020 violate the-
criminal laws of the State of South.Carolina-as set forth below:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:
The offender has violated conditjons 1, 2, 7, 9, 16 of the standard Department conditions associated with
Section 24-21~430. The offender has also viclated special conditions fimposed by the General Sessions Court per
-order ‘dated January 27, 2014. This warrant or citation is issued pursuant to section 24-21-450 or 300.

Now, therefore,you are empowered-and directed to arrest the said defendant and bring JOEY CORVELL REID before mé forthwith to be dealt with according to

law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be'dellvered to the defendarit at the time of its'execution,.or as soon'thereafter as Is practicable. Done.at GREENWOOD, S.C.
this 11 day of Audust, 2020,

(LS)

1obationsand Farole Agent

County of GREENWOOD
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AFFIDAVIT

Personally appeared before-me, one Tyler Patrick, who, first being duly sworn, deposes and says that JOEY CORVELL REID did within this County and Stite on the 11
day of August, 2020, viclate the criminal Jaws of the State of South Carolina in.the following particulars:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

The offender has violated conditions -1, 2, 7,9, 10 of the standard Department conditions associated with
Sectian 24-21-430. The offender has also violated specjal. conditions imposed by the General Sessions Court per
order dated January 27, 2814. This warrant or citation i5 4ssued pursuant to section 24-21-450 or 3600.

The affiant states that there'is prabable cause ta believe that the - defendant named above did commit the crime(s) set forth, and that such probable
cause is based on the following facts:

Subjéct changed his address without the consent of his agent as evident by a home visit cond'uci:ed.on 6/29/20
finding. the subject had moved to a new address. Therefore, subject has absconded supervision. Subject failed to
pay monetary obligations by being in arrears $923.60 (SF) and $250.00 (PDF). Subject failed to follow theé advise
and -instructions of his agent by failing to contact his supervising agent within a reasonable amount of time to
provide a new address.

Such actions constitute violation of conditions 1, 2, 7; 9, 1@.

Sworn to and Subscribed before me . .,./""—2
this 11 day of August, 2020, ' // =

- Affiant

o T »
.t"‘"""‘ o z % ° ‘7
Tl 3

- - et -
2 o ¥ : St . . .
T e S - Address: 600 MONUMENT STREET
f(lv/y o 2 (L.S.) - BOXP-111
,«"' Signatuge cyotary Public ) GREENWOOD, SC 29646
_/ (_’7, 25 J (864) 942-8652

My Commission Expires’

orm 16,1 {Template) {Revision B Revision. Date 03/11/2015 Page 1 of2

eyt



RETURN STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 4 INFORMATION ON DEFENDANT
COUNTY OF Name  JOEY CORVELL REID
?
Lo Address Unknown - o
- GREENWOOD unknown, :SC
THE STATE , . .
Constable or Law Enforcement Officer against Phoné  (000) 080-0000
Sex ‘Male Race Black  Height 510
: JOEY CORVELL REID Weight 152 Birth date GENEENED
A copy of this Afrest Warrant was delivered by me to the Sacial Security Number i
following defendant: . . ' g————-—-—-
ARREST WARRANT INFORMATION ON WITNESSES
: _ Name.
Lcunl v - - y 3 . e I
e e~y €. Rarel Offense: Violation of Conditions-of Probation Supervision Add'ress '
: } Phone )
i -
; Offense Section:  24-21-450 Name
o Address
o » Date: 8/11/2020 Phone
on the S’-z dayof €, } . 2ezo -
Officer and Agency: 'SC Department of Probation, Name {
) // 2 Parole and Pardon Services Address {
e - g [ L(
< ~TCaglable or Law Enfarcement Officer . Phone.
” Tyler Patrick
Name
This Warrant is certified fof seivice i [Cointy” of wamant p o Address
{Certification] County. The accused is to be amested and brought -'SPOSItCN . Phione
before me to dealt with according to law, :
PRELIMINARY HEARING held by
(L.s) o Magistrate P
-
Signatire of Judge Sentence on ' N
with a
Attorney for the Defendant,
Co-Defendants "Decision
BAIL
Date Sef
Magistrate
Arnount
Surety.
Fermmi16.1 (Templaté) {Revision 8 Revision Date 03/1 1/2015) Page2of2




T Probation Y

Form 16.1- Amest Warant

'§°",2 Apprdvéd b ARREST WARR,.NT

C Att i 1 3
swie:f"‘;_{ajgm Indictment Number; 12-GS-24-01325
March15, 1978 Warrant Number; ~ W-24-20-0153

. . ; State [deritiffcation No. (SID) 01392728:
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF GREENWOOD'

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFIGER OF THIS STATE OR COUNTY.OR OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF GREENWOOD, AND ANY-CONSTABLE OF THIS
MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT:

It appearing from the attached affidavit thiat there are reasonable grounds to belfeve that JOEY CORVELL REID; did on the 3 day of December , 2020 viofate the
criminal laws of the State of South Carofing asset forth below:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:
The offender has vialated conditions 4, 10 of the standard Department conditions dssociated with Sectjon 24-21-
430. The offender has also violated special conditions imposed by the General Sessions Court per order dated
January 27, 2014. This warrant or citation is issued pursuant to ‘section 24-21-450 or 300,

Now, thetefore, you are empowered and directed to arrést the said deféndant and bring JOEY CORVELL REID before.me forthwith to be dealt with-according to
law. A copy of this Arrest Warrant shall be delivered tothe defendant at the time of its execution, or as soon‘thereafteras is practicable. Done at GREENWOOD, S, C,
this 3 day of December, 2020.

(L.s)

County of GREENWOOD
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AFFIDAVIT

Personally appeared before me; one Tyler Patrick, wha, first being duly sworn, deposes and says that.JOEY CORVELL REID
day of December,, 2020, violate the criminal laws of the Stéte of South Carolina in the following particulars:-

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE:

1o of the standard Department conditions associated with Section 24-21-
ial coriditions imposed by ‘the General -Sessions Court per order dated
This warrant or ¢titation is <dssued pursuant to section 24-21-450 or 308.

did within this County and State on the 3

The -offender has violated conditions 4,
430. The offender has also violated spec
January 27, 2814.

The affiant states that there.is probable cause to believe thiat the deféndant named above did"commit the crime(s) set forth, and that such.probable.
cause is based on the following facts:

Subject failed to refrain from: possessin
number: 2000834180 dated 11/25/20
| presénted. )
Such actions constitute violation of conditions 4, 10.

g a firearm as eyide'nt from Greenwood County S'hgr'iffs Incident report
» placing the subject at a scene where a gun was unlawfully pointed and

e B
Svorn to and Subscribed before me : . %
= Y e
this 3 day of December, 2020, ;/ M” =

Address; g00 MONUMENT STREET
. : (L.S.) BOXP-111
~J Signature of Notary Public GREENWOOD, SC 29646

% (B D)o &§ (864) '942-8652

My Commission Expires

ofm 16.1 (Template) [Revision B Revision Date 03/11/2015 Page 1of 2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

RETURN INFORMATION.ON DEFENDANT
' COUNTY OF Name  JOEY CORVELLREID
GREENWOGD Address
THE STATE Phone QS
Constable orLaw Enforcement Officer against ‘hone _
- Sex Male Race Black  Height 510 .
JOEY CORVELL REID- Weight 152 Birth dat<ED -
A copy of thiis Arrest Warrant was delivered by me to the Social Security Number
following defendant; S ) - T
ARREST WARRANT INFORMATION ON WITNESSES
Name
—_ Offense: Violation of Conditions of Probation Supervision Address .
L < Phone ' 3
Offense Section:  24-21-450 Name
Address-
A Date: 12/3/2020 Phane
ontne /¥ dayor DLccmLt v, 2820
~ Officer and Agency: SC Department of Probation, Name
(7 ‘ Parole an_d. Pardon Setvices Address (t_
Constable or Law Enforcement Officer Phone )
Tyler Patrick
Name
This Warrant is certified for service -in [County of warrant Disposition- Address
Ceftification] County. The accused.is to be anested arid brought DISPO Phone
before'me to dealt with-according to law. i
PRELIMINARY HEARING held by
{-S) Magistrate ¥
Signature of Judge Sentence on ,
' with
Attorney-for the Defendant.
Co-Defendants Decision
' BAIL
Date Set
Magistrate
Amount
Surety.
Form 16,1 {Template) {Revision B Revision Date 03+1/2015) Page3of2




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from the Circuit Court
The Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr.

Appellate Case No. 2021-001465

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA .....coceerrrrnrerrtsie e venenens

Joey Corvell Reid, ................... ettt e, s

CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

DEC 13 299 )
SC Court Of Appeals

..................... APPELLANT

........ RESPONDENT

The undersigned certifies that this Record on Appeal contains all material proposed to be

included by any of the parties and not any other material and that this Record on Appeal complies

with the April 15, 2014, order from the South Carolina Supreme Court entitled “Revised Order

Concerning Personal Identifying Information and Other Sensitive Information in Appellate Court

=5 .

Matthew C. Buchanan

General Counsel

South Carolina Department of
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services

P. O. Box 207

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

(803) 734-9220

December 9, 2022



