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Good Afternoon,
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Orangeburg County

Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

Ex Parte: South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense, Respondent,
In Re: The State, Respondent,
V.
Kenneth Henry Eastwood, Appellant.

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2024-000583

RETURN TO MOTION FOR WAIVER OF FEES/ALLOCATION OF INDIGENT FUNDS
FOR PURPOSES OF ORDERING HEARING TRANSCRIPT

Respondent, the South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense (hereinafter SCCID),
opposes the motion filed by retained trial counsel Ashley Cornwell which requests that this Court
issue an order requiring that Respondent SCCID pay for a transcript ordered by retained counsel
in this action for the following reasons:

1. There are two materially different appeals pending before this Court. The present
appeal was filed by retained counsel Cornwell following an order by the trial judge, the
Honorable Maite Murphy, that “both the South Carolina Code and Rule 602, SCACR prohibit
SCCID from expending indigent funds where counsel was not appointed, and where a defendant
paid for legal services in the trial stage”. See Exhibit A, February 26, 2024, order of Judge

Murphy at 5. In the separate appeal of State v. Kenneth Henry Eastwood, Appellate Case No.

2023-001798, Appellant Eastwood is appealing his criminal conviction. In that matter appellant





was determined to be indigent for purposes of appointing appellate counsel to handle the appeal.
Due to a potential conflict of interest, the Division of ‘Appellate Defense was relieved, and
Attorney Adam Ruffin was appointed to handle Eastwood’s criminal appeal before this Court.

2. The Division of Appellate Defense ordered the trial transcript in that criminal
appeal prior to being relieved since Rule 207(a), SCACR states: “Where a transcript of the
proceeding must be prepared by the court reporter, appellant shall, within the time provided for
ordering the transcript, make satisfactory arrangements (including agreement regarding payment
for the transcript), in writing with the court reporter for furnishing the transcript.” (Emphasis
added). That trial transcript was forwarded by the Division of Appellate Defense to appointed
counsel Ruffin so that he can represent Eastwood in his criminal appeal before this Court.

3. However, the real parties in interest in the present monetary appeal are retained
trial counsel Cornwell and SCCID.

4. SCCID respectfully asserts the fact that Appellant Eastwood was determined to be
indigent for purposes of his criminal appeal before this Court has no bearing on the present
action since this appeal does not concern Eastwood’s underlying conviction.

5. This appeal simply involves the order of the Honorable Maite’ Murphy denying
retained counsel Cornwell’s request that SCCID provide indigent funds for expert fees she
incurred at the trial level. Judge Murphy ruled such funds are not available to retained counsel.
“Although the Defendant was properly found indigent, State statutes and Court rules limit
indigent funding to cases involving appointed private counsel or a public defender.” See Exhibit
A, February 26, 2024, order of Judge Murphy at 7.

6. Counsel Cornwell in her present motion requests that this Court either waive

payment of the court reporter’s transcript fee for the virtual motion hearing on held on January





18, 2024, before Judge Murphy, which pertained solely to the expert fees incurred by retained
counsel, or “[o]rder indigent funds be made available to Appellant for the purpose of ordering a
hearing transcript associated with this appeal.”

7. Rule 602(c), SCACR, provides, “[I]f counsel shall have been retained and
partially paid for his services in either the trial or appeal stages, no reimbursement may be had
from indigent funds.” This appeal involves a case where Counsel Cornwell was retained, and
therefore “[n]o reimbursement may be had for indigent funds” pursuant to Rule 602, SCACR.
Appellant Eastwood’s indigency status for his separate criminal appeal does not provide his
retained trial counsel with access to indigent funds that are earmarked solely for public defenders
and appointed counsel of indigent clients.

8. Counsel Cornwell initiated the present monetary appeal against SCCID. Again,
Rule 207(a), SCACR states: “Where a transcript of the proceeding must be prepared by the court
reporter, appellant shall, within the time provided for ordering the transcript, make satisfactory
arrangements (including agreement regarding payment for the transcript), in writing with the
court reporter for furnishing the transcript.” (Emphasis added). Rule 607(h)(B), SCACR,
provides that parties, other than the appellant obligated to order and pay for the transcript, shall
pay the court reporter a fee of “[O]ne Dollar ($1.00) per page” for a copy of the original
transcript ordered and provided to the appellant. |

9. In addition, multiple sections of the Defense of Indigents Act, Chapter 3 of Title
17, make specific reference to the payment of fees or expenses in cases where the court has
appointed counsel, being either the public defender or “private appointed counsel”. For example,
S.C. Code §17-3-50 is specifically titled “Determination of fees for appointed counsel and public

defenders . . .” S.C. Code § 17-3-80 is similarly titled “Appropriation for expenses of appointed





private counsel and public defenders; restrictions and limitations.” The text of the section
provides that “This fund must be used to reimburse private-appointed counsel, public defenders,
and assistant public defenders for necessary expenses, . . ., actually incurred in the representation
of persons pursuant to this chapter, so long as expenses are approved by the trial judge.” In
addition, S.C. Code §17-3-90 is titled “Vouchers for payment for services by private appointed
counsel and for reimbursement of expenses; approval and submission for payment.” The
section’s text begins with “Private, appointed counsel shall submit . . ., and the Il)ublic defender
shall do likewise. . .” (Emphasis added).

10.  The Legislative intent and plain language of the Chapter 3 of Title 17 make it
apparent that defense of indigent funds are limited to cases where private counsel or the public
defender have been appointed. This is also SCCID’s interpretation of this statutory language,

which SCCID is tasked with implementing. See Brown v. DHEC, 348 S.C. 507, 515, 560 S.E.2d

410, 414 (2002) (The Court generally gives deference to an administrative agency’s
interpretation of an applicable statute or its own regulation.).

11.  The funds appropriated by the General Assembly are intended to provide for
indigent representation for those persons that are financially unable to retain counsel. The funds
are not appropriated to supplement fees and costs for privately retained counsel. Clients who are
financially able to retain counsel assume the cost of that litigation and it is standard practice in
any retainer agreement that matters pertaining to litigation costs are addressed and included as
part of the contract. Counsel Cornwell states specifically that her retainer agreements “do
provide notice to the client that, in addition to the agreed upon legal fee, they are also responsible
for all additional costs associated with resolving their case”. Cornwell, Response to SCCID’s

Objections to Funding Orders at 3. (January 19, 2024).”






The retainer agreement (contract) governs each parties’ obligations to perform under the
terms of that agreement. The State is not a party to this contract, which was voluntarily entered
into between two individual parties, and indigent funds should not serve as an insurance policy
for counsel imprudently entefing a retainer agreement.

12.  Counsel Cornwell is asking this Court to ignore the current law and require
SCCID to pay costs the Agency firmly believes they do not have the budgetary authority to pay.
While some states have made provisions in their statutes and court rules for retained counsel to
potentially have access to taxpayer funds, South Carolina is not one of them. Any decision to
provide access to state funds for retained counsel is an issue for the General Assembly to address
through their “power of the purse” in the annual appropriations act, statutory changes, and
additions.

13. There could be profound detrimental consequences to the indigent defense system
if retained counsel has unfettered access to funds for investigative, expert, transcripts, or other
services based upon the mere assertion of indigency after the client has paid what is often a
substantial retainer fee. This could create a system ripe for exploitation wherein counsel can
collect more in attorneys’ fees by shifting the cost of expert expenses to the State to cover the
cost of a private contractual matter. The General Assembly has given SCCID and the courts the
authority to protect these limited funds to ensure the funds are available for their intended

purpose.





WHEREFORE, undersigned counsel respectfully requests retained counsel’s motion

for an order from this Court requiring SCCID to pay for the transcript of the lower court

proceeding in the above-captioned action be denied.

Other Counsel of Record:

Ashley B. Cornwell

Cornwell Law Firm, LLC

1470 Ben Sawyer Blvd., Suite 14

Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 843-595-6003
acornwell@cornwellfirm

Res ctfull submitted,

gp/

J//ﬁug‘h Ryan‘/ III

Hervery Young

Post Office Box 11433

Columbia, SC 29211

ATTORNEYS FOR RESPONDENT





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Orangeburg County
Honorable Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

Appellate Case No.: 2024-000583

Ex Parte: South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense, Respondent,
In Re: The State, Respondent,
V.

Kenneth Henry Eastwood, Appellant.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned attorney hereby certifies that a true copy of the Return to the

Motion for Funding dated June 3, 2024, in the above-referenced case has been served upon

Ashley B. Cornwell, Esquire, this 3rd day of June, 2024.

Q//\[/?M -

ugH Ryfah, I/
Hervery oung
Attorneys for Respondent
South Carolina Commission on
Indigent Defense
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INDICTMENT NO.: 2020 GS-38-00943

"RULE TO SHOW CAUSE

THIS MATTER.'came before the Court on a .Rllu.le to Show Cause filed Ey Defendant, by

"and through hiS retamed counsel and on'an objectlon letter submitted by the South Carolina

Commlssmn on Indxgeut Defense (SCCLD) A v1rtual hearmg was held on 1] anuary 18, 2024, and

both parties submltted add1t1onal Lesponses m wrxtmg For pux poscs of thls order, this Court makes

the followmg ﬁndmgs of fact and cono]uswns of law

' PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December ]6 2019, Kenneth Henry Eastwood was arrested and charged with Mutder

i'n the above~captxoned matter. Bon_d was. demed and’ h'e remamcd in custody. Eastwood did not

apply for the appomtment of counsel Between the date of arreqt and February 24 2020, Eastwood

f

retained attorney James Falk to repxesent hlm in thlS case. ! Falk continued to be the attorney of

:record un‘cnl his death on :May 9, 2023. Becausc,of the nature of the charge his 1'eta1ned counsel’s

death and the fact that Eastwood was in. custody, a public defender was appomted to 1epresent

-hnn on May 18, 2023. On or about June 15, 2023 EastWOod retalned Attorney Ash]ey CornWell

to —repres'ent hlm, and the pubhp defender».ﬁwas reheyed.- On or about September 19, 2023, Comweu

submitted to this Court an E,X'Pax(te::' Mofion van'cli'prop_'osed Ex Parte Order for Funding,fof a False

! According to the Clerk of Court files, Attorney James Falk filed a Motion for Discovery in the case.

T
!

ATTEST: TRUE COPY"

Um \g a/w%—

- CLERK OF COURT
ORANGEBURG COUNTY, §C

ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S'
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Confesswn Bxpert ThlS Cou1t 51gned the proposed order on October 13, 2023

On or about November 1 2023 Comwell submltted another Ex Pa: te Motron and a
proposed Ex Parte Order for. Fundmg for.a F01ens1c Pathologlst Expert. This Court signed the
proposed order on November 25 2023 Comwell ﬁled both orders with the Clerk of Court under’ :
seal, but d1d not submlt the orders to SCCID A Jury tual was. held in this case on November 8-9,
2023, and both experts testmed for the defense On November 9, 2023, the _]ury found Eastwood
. gullty, and thts Court sentenced l11m to hfe in prlson '

Cmnwell later submltted 1he fundmg orders and expert invoices to SCCID on December :
12 2023 SCCID dlscussed the submlssmns thh Cornwcil and informed her that because she was
rctamcd counsel and there were questrons of Whethej Defendant had been screened: for mdl gency,
‘the Aucncy did not have the ﬁmdmg authorrty to pay the expert costs. SCCTD 1nformed Comwell
the Agency would file an ob)ectron with the Court requestmg the Court xeconsldex the grantmg of
the fundmg. orders and vacate and{or a_lter/ame'nd the orders. On December 19,,,,_2023, Cornweli
filed a Rule to Show Cause p'eti"t.i'on SCCID notiiﬁed the Court that they were pretaaﬁn’g an’
(objectnon letter and ﬁled the 1etter on December 20 20232 A vnrtual hearing was held on the Rule

to Show Cause and SCCID’ ob_;cctron on J anuary 18, 2024

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CON CLUSIONS OF LAW
1 Indlaency Determmatlon
: “The United :Sta'tes Suprem_e‘ Court has held that the defen,dant must have ‘a fair oppor,tunity :

~ to present his defense,’ thereby reqpiriﬁg the State to provide the ‘basic tools’ for 'en edequat'e

z The S. C Supreme Court, by Order dated September 29, 2006, establlshed procedures for the processing of
mdrgem vouchers to mclude the abil Lty of. SCCD 1o file ObjeCtIODS regarding the reasonableness of the submrssron

i
5





defense to an mdxgent defendant ik And alfﬁodgh rhe State is not required to provide th-e i"n‘d‘igenf
defendant thh unhmlted fundmg, it must ensure that the defendant has oompetent counsei ana’ the ‘
services of experts neccssary toa meanmvful defense.”™
" “In_'.:maklng"a :dctermma_t,lon:whether a person is indigent; all factors edncerning the 2
person"'s=ﬁnan.e'ia!. dond'iiioh shduld Bé'cdrrdidea'ed including income, debrs assets and ‘famr'ly
.-snuatlon s Ru]e 602 SCACR includes the presumptlon that “a person is indigent if that person -
is ﬁnancrally unable to employ counsel.” However thlS presumption can be overcome. The
General Asse’m‘bly has pr_owded-, “I[tjhe fact__thatl_ the accused may have-’prev:onsly e'nga‘ge_d__ end )
par’tiéll_y. paid prjvate: equn_sel at h’_js own';e’xp_.ense in .e:enne_ctio,n with pending charges shall not "
prec]ude. a .ﬁnding thet ne is ﬁnanerally_ nnable tl'c')l 'r_etéin counsel.” 'Ulﬁmat_el_y, “the final
_determin’étilon,. whetfher"_it_he aceneed:i_s_ i_n_diéent shall be m'a'de_'by a judge of the court in '»rhich the
matter is to be heard.”’ I
.A defendant’s indarc,erdtion isa ifactor:'te be considered in determining wb_etner a persen is
indigent. Tne'-law nlso prevides for _a‘. pdtential presumption of indigency based on d'-person-’__s
inconle. In t_his' case, "Eastwood-. had already been incarcerated for nearly four )reére W.nen h_e'_x
petmoned this Court for. Fundmg Orders to secure expcrt witnesses. Thus, it had been nearly four

years since Eastwood lost hlS job and souree of income. Purthcrmore Eastwood had already been

appointed a,pub‘hc defender forih’Ose very sam’e ’charges'. That public defender was only(relleved

A,
LN

upon Eastwood retaining Cornwellvll; In petitioning the Court for ex parte funding, Cornwell

disclosed that Eastwcod had retained her services at a reduced rate.

e Ballex v. State; 309 S.C. 453, "459; 424 S.E. 2d 503 506 (1992) (quotmg Ake V. Oklahoma 470 U,S. 68 76 77’
(1985).

4 1d {emphasis added) ' ;

5 Rulé 602(b), SCACR (flush language).

68.C. Code Ann. §17-3-10:

7 Rule 602(b), SCACR (flush language).

s





’Iherefore itis the ﬁndmg of the Court that Defendant is indi igent, and was indigent at the

-tlme the F undmg Orders were granted
2. Defense of Ind:gents Fund Is Restricted for Public Defender
and Prxvate Court—Appomted ‘Counsel

Chapter 3 of Tlﬂe 17 of the South Carolma Code ‘contains the Defense of Indigems Act
Multlple SBCUOHS refelence the paymen‘c of fees and/or expenses in cases where the court has
appomted counsel bemg exther the pubhe defender or prwate appointed eounsel » Section 17-3-
50is speolf cally tltled “Determmatlon of fees for appomted oounsel and public defenders it
This section _beg_ms with 'th'e_l Words: “When _pmvate- c_:_oun:_sel is "appointed pursuant to th_l__s ;
chapter . . 8 _Si@ijiet}y, § 17_—’3-_.‘80\35 -ti?c]eo “Appropriatioh-ifbr expenses of appdiﬁted ei'ivate
'couns’el.-a_nd'publicﬂdefenﬂcrsi;' restt.‘.i’efci'oﬁs end_lﬂimi'tations:” T he text of the seetion prol;/idles: “This
fund must be used to"i'e"i'm.bix-rs_le p_r,ivete~appoi11£ed eounsel, pi;lbllic'defenders*, and ass_i‘steht public
defenders for neeessary_ expenses o eqtually incurred in the representation of pe__r-sons'- pursuant to

this chapter, so lo"ng as e)qdenses-are apprOvled by the tria[ ,iudge.” Finally, § 17-3-90 is ‘titled '

“Vouchers. for payment for serwces by puvate appomted eounseI and for relmbursemen’c of

expenses; approval and submlssmn fo or paymen ” The sectlou S text begms “Prwate appomted
counsel shall submrt a voucher + 95 .and the publn’c defender shall do hkeWISe & No part of
IChaptel 3 of Tltle 17 (the “Defense of: Ind1gents” Chapter) p1ov1des a plotocol for privately
1etamed counsel to obtam funds for mdlgent chents |

However, an atguinent ca_r_l be made that thel_sgeciﬁc provision concerning EXQert _fum_;lil‘lg'

makes no stipulation that counsé| be appojnted. That provision reads, ir its eritirety:

55.C. Code Amn. § 17:3-50(A).





Upon a finding in ex parte proceedmgs that investigative, expert, or other services
are . reasonab]y necessary for the representatlon of the defendant, the court shall_

" ‘authorize the'defendant's attorney to obtain such services on behalf of the defendant
and shall order the payment, from funds available to the Office of Indigent Defense,
of fees and. eXpenses notto exceed five hundred dollals as the court considers
. approprl ate :

y Thls 1s lmmedlately followed by a prov1sxon for mcreasmg those fundmg caps, wh1ch
likewr_se has no’ -express quahﬁer ,that' defen‘se eounsel must,be court appomt‘ed:-
Payment in excess of the hourly rates and hmlts in_subsection (A) or (B) is -
 authorized only if the court certifies, in & written order with specific findings of
fact, that payment in excess of the rates is necessary to provide compensatlon
adequate to-etisure effective assistance of counsel and payment in excess of the
limit is apploprlate because the services provxded were reasonably and necessarlly
mculrcd ' : - ;
Neve.rth'elests, SCCID_’S .interpfela.tit)li, b"aséd: on. the ‘statutory language and_legislatl\)e
intent, is that 1he Del‘ense of lndngents Fund.is lumted to Cases where the courts have appomted.
: prxvatc counsel or a publlc defende1 Thls Court gives defe1ence to that inter pre‘fatlon
Turther authorlty that relmbursement shall not be had fxom 1nd1gent funds in this ma‘ctel is
' the unamblguous language of Rule 602(0) SCACR which pxowdes ‘if co_uns'el_ shall have been
r_etam.ed and pa_rtrally p_a:d for h_ls Sery;oes in either the trial or appeal stages;ido reiml)u_rselnent
may be had from mdlgent funds ”
Thenefore both the S.C. Code and Rule 602 SCACR prohibit SCCID from expendinig

indigent funds in this matter where co_unscl was not-appomted, and where the defendant. paid for

legal services in the trial stage.

9§ 173 50(13) ; '

10§ 17-3-50(C). Notably, the next and final provzslon of § 17-3- 50—~subsect1on (D)—states “Nothmg in this section.
shall be construed to alter the provisions of Section 17-3-10 concerning those defendants who are entitled to legal
representation.” As mentioned prevnous]y, § 17-3-10 includes the protectlon, “If)tie fact that the accusedl may-have
previously engaged and partially paid private counsel at his own expense in connection with pendmg charges shall
not pre¢hide a finding that he is financially unable to retain counsel.”
' See Doe v. Keel, 440 S.C. 427, 431, 892 S.B.2d 427, 284 (2023) (“[T]he Court generally gives deference toan
- administrative agency’s mtcrpretanon ofan applicable statutc or its own reoulatlon 3 (quotmo Brown-v. Bi-Lo, Ine.,
354 S.C. 436,440,581 S.E.2d 836, 838 (2003))). . :





3. Defense Failed to Follow SCCID Policies in Seeking
> Remlttance for Expcrt Fundmg

-Former Chxef JUSthC Toal, m a 2006 Suprerne (,ourt Order, estabhshed the requnement
that, “upon appomtment by the court inan Imdlgent case or proceedmg, counsel shall nonf'y the .
ofﬁce of Indlgent Defense w1th1n 15 days of said appomtment by reglstermg the case onlme atthe
[ndlgent Defense sweb31te B2 Thc SCCID VoucherPayment Policy likewiserequires, wnthm e
15 days of recexvmo notlce of the appomtment or a351gnmcnt of any indi gent defense case, counseI i
must 1egllster the case with SCCID onlme at Wwww, scmd SC.gov. ” In. addltlon the Pohcy also
requires “the appomted attorney must sumet all Fundmg Orders approved by the Court to SCCID
Iw1thm 5 days of the datc ofthe orde1 v | |

SCCID has the auf:horzty establlshed by §§ 17- 3 310(G)(2) and 17 3—340(1) to implement
p_olic’iesfor the__“delivery of mdigent service_s.””- As :such, SCCID points out that. Cornwelgl) was
subject to the pro_cegl:iures estaelished by the Ag;ency_fee the “delivery of indigent services,” which
include the po]ici"es..-outlined, above.. Had t'h'c}'se pro“ced'ures been followed SCCID could have
txmely notxﬁed Cornwell of the requlrement that she be court appomted Comwell could then have |
taken the appropnate steps"’ 10 comply with SCCID pohcy wh‘lle also protectmg Eastwood’s rlght. .

to a meanmg-ﬁli defense, "

123,C. Sup. Ct. Order dated Sept 29 2006.
15 The General Assembly: has also mandated in Proviso 6 1 4 ofthe current Approprlanons Act (H 4300) that' .-
“youchers mustbe reviewed and paid pursuant to proéedures established by the Commission on Indigeut Defense.”
14 For example, Cornwell could have moved to be relieved as courisel, or asked to be appointed rather than retained.
Such. steps ‘would be in harmony with Reeves v. State, 415 S,C. 366, 377 n.5, 782 S.E.2d 747, 753 n.5 (Ct. App.
2015).' In Reeves, the Court'of Appeals indicated the defendant; who had retained counsel, conld have potentially -
received expeit fundmg from SCCID. 1d. However, the Reeves Court did not artxcu{ate what procedural steps that
defendant would need to take to comply with SCCID policy. ' -






4 Rule to Show Cause
SCCID was not in WJHfuI vxolanon of this Court‘s Orders by rcfusmg to 1em1t the expert
fundmg to Ms. Cornweil SCCID has followed the pxocedures and policies grantcd and eslabhshed

by the Court and-Legislature to address concerns ;egardmg_ submntted-expert vouchers,

_ CONCLUSION ‘
Dcfendant asks ﬂns Court to compel SCCID for expert fundmg Although Defendant was
properly found mdxgent State statates and Court rules hrmt indigent fundmg to cases involving
appointed private «counsel or a public defender. In cases of retainéd counsel, Rule 602, SCACR,-_.
specifically etates _t_“nat'éf :“couns{e"l'sha\tll_}hayel' Bodii retiinagiand péi’tially paid for hié-eerviceé in_
' eith'er. trial o.r appeal staoes, no reimbdrsement .niay -be' had from 'iodigent 'f‘unels.” Ftlrthermofe :
“evenif such’ funds were avaﬂable to retamed counsei Cornwell faxled to adhere to SCCID policy.
in seel<1ng a rermttance of those funde and thus would not be ina posmon to compel SCClD to
1eml‘c such funds | |
ITIS THEREFORE ORDERF'D
1. Deiendant’s Pctmon f or Rule to Show Ceuse is denied.
24 SCCID 1s \IOT in oontempt for fallmg to remit expert ﬁmdmg
2. Attorney C_ornyvell s request for attorney fees is deriied.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

/?/M /ﬁ/ﬂm K

The Horiorable Maité Mbrph 7Y _
Cucmt Court Judge First J dieial Circuit

”mf/{ﬂ M’( Q/ ', South Carolina
_ '7 g Z(; 2024
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From: Pollard, Shelby

To: Ashley Cornwell

Cc: Ryan, Hugh; Young, Hervery

Subject: Kenneth H. Eastwood - Appellate Case No. 2024-000583 - Return to Motion for Funding
Date: Monday, June 3, 2024 12:49:00 PM

Attachments: Kenneth Eastwood - Appellate Case No. 2024-000583 - Return to Motion for Funding.pdf

Good Afternoon,

Please find attached for service in the above-referenced case the Return to Motion for Funding. This
will be filed today, June 3, 2024, with the Court of Appeals via email filing.

Respectfully,
Shelby

Shelby Pollard

Administrative Assistant

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division

1330 Lady Street, Suite 401

PO Box 11589

Columbia, SC 29201-1589

(803) 734-1330 — Telephone

(803) 734-1397 - Fax
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