From: Coit, Marlina

To: "richeyandrichey@yahoo.com"; Megan Jameson
Subject: 2023-000476 Thomas v. State

Date: Thursday, March 23, 2023 4:01:00 PM
Attachments: 2023-000476 Thomas PCR Explanation - Counsel.pdf

Good Afternoon,
Please see the attached correspondence for your records.

Thanks

Marlina J Coit

Case Management Specialist I
SC Supreme Court

1231 Gervais Street
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 734-1080
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The Supreme Court of South Carolina

PATRICIA A. HOWARD POST OFFICE BOX 11330
CLERK OF COURT COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA
20211
BRENDA F. SHEALY 1231 GERVAIS STREET
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201

TELEPHONE: (803) 734-1080
FAX: (803) 734-1499
www.sccourts.org

March 23, 2023

Mr. Rodney Wade Richey, Esquire
PO Box 10916
Greenville, SC 29603-0916

Re: Rashaad Thomas v. State
Appellate Case No. 2023-000476

Dear Counsel:

This Court has received a notice of appeal in the above post-conviction relief
action. Since the order of the circuit court determined that this action is barred as
being successive and/or as being untimely under the statute of limitations, Rule
243(c) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules requires you to provide a
written explanation as to why this determination was improper. This explanation
must contain sufficient facts, argument and citation to legal authority to show that
there is an arguable basis for asserting that the determination by the lower court
was improper. The failure to make a sufficient showing may result in the dismissal
of this matter.

In the event you determine that you do not have a good faith explanation to provide
pursuant to Rule 243(c), you must provide this Court with a letter stating that as an
officer of the Court you are unable to set forth any arguable basis for asserting

the determination by the PCR judge was improper. The letter should also advise
petitioner that he has twenty (20) days from the date of the letter to file a pro se
explanation as to why the petitioner believes that this determination by the circuit
court was improper. Dennison v. State, 371 S.C. 221, 639 S.E.2d 35 (2006). The





letter filed with this Court should include proof of service showing that a copy of
the letter has been sent to the petitioner.

Please either provide the explanation required by Rule 243(c) or the response

permitted by Dennison within ten (10) days of the date of this letter.

Very truly yours,

Fatricics @, Howond]

CLERK

cc:  Megan Harrigan Jameson, Esquire






