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STATE-QESQUTH CAROLINA ; IN'THE COURT OF GENERALL SESSIONS

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE . 1975 GS-23-0427, 04,/2;9 & 0430 '5?“3
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THIS MATTER is before the Court on Petitioner's Motion for Resentencing. Or:Mayzh

12, 1975, Steve Lester pled guilty t> murder and two counts of armed robbery. He ,ré.:ei\'/éd

concurrent sentences of life imprisonment for murder and a fifteen-year seziznce on one count of -

armed robbery and a consecutive fifte ’n-year sentence on tk: O'éhe.r count of aﬁr@e'd robbery. On
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\ebruary 27, 2019, Petitioner untimely fifed fiis Motion, pursuant to Miller v, Alb(v\ama, 132

\
t. 2455, 183 L-Ed:2,q.49¥%29é—27‘-a'aé‘\f1iken v. Byars, 410 S.C. 534, 765 S.E.2d 572%2014)‘.

{EOugh this petition may and, in fact, x‘\nust be denied on that bésis; this Court also denigs

Petitioner’s motion on its merits, \
In Miller, the United States Supre i1e Court held that manda;ory sentences of life withdut

the possibility of parole for juveniles violafte the Eighth Amendment. The South Carolina \
Supreme Court, in Aiken, held that juvenilis who received a sentence of life without the ‘

possibility of parole are entitled to move fibr resentencing and created an “affirmative

requirement that courts fully explore the i;{npact of a defendant’s juvenility on the sentence

S Tondered.” diken, 410 8.C. at 543, 765 S. E.2d at 577. Puirsuant to South Carolina law pt the
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time of his offense-and sentencing, Petiti-ner became parole eligible after serving ten! years of his
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fere given one year

' By Order of the South Carolina Supreme Cour, individuals 50“‘3"059‘ arior to July 23, 2015, v
from that date in which to file a motion for rese ntencing pursuant to Aiken.
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" hf ’semcxoe_ I n fact Pctltloner s ﬁrst parole hearing? was on November 14, 1984 “only ten.

..-"

),ears into his sentence and he is thereﬂng_got entltled to the -resentencing hearm/g reqmred by

-’_ R ]

’leler and 4iken. Based on this ﬁnd; g, the Court vacates lts prewous order t'ﬁat this matter be

i set for a hearing on the merits. y - SO

THEREFORE, Petitioner 's Notion for Resentencmg is respectfully DENIED
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ITIS SO ORDERED.
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\ November /—, 2023 , ‘ St g
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2 As e’f the date briefs were filed by the parties in ’704 i1, Defendant had re\ n wda t tal of ninetee/ parole hearings.
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