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The Supreme Court of South Carolina .B‘B

Daniel E. Shearouse, Clerk '2_6?_“\3

Post Office Box 11330 NG

Columbia, SC 29211-1330 cOUm
prREME

g C.SY
August 21, 2013

Dear Honorable Clerk Shearouse:

Please find enclosed for filing my Pro Se Brief and

Designation of Matter.

Would you be so kind as to forward me back a filed copy.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

s/ fWM&MN\/
Perr¢7réuhg, Kgéellant

cc: Personal file



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE SUPREME COURT

Court of Common Pleas

APPEAL FROM MARION COUNTY D
gCEIVE

Michael G. Nettles, Cir. Ct. Judge )
w5 2610
1=\
Case # 2013-001587 . SUPREMEGOU
Perry Young, #252478,
Appellant,

vs

The State of South Carolina,

Respondent.

DESIGNATION OF MATTER
TO BE INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL

Appellant proposes the following be included in the Record on

Appeal:

("
()
(3)
(%)
(5)
(6}

Amended PCR Application Ex. Bl - Ex. 5

Ex. Al - A3

Conditional Order of Dismissal

Final Order ‘

Appellant's 59(e)/15(b) Motion

Order Denying Appellant's 59(e)/15(b) Motion

I certify that this designation contains no matter which is

irrelevant to this appeal.

s/ ?\MW"?"
Peré@ 4oung,;§ppellaht
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STATE op SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF MARION ) FOR THE 12TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Perry Younyg, & 252478 ) Case No. 2010-CP~-33-01 34

APPLICANT, ) NOTICE AND MOTION TO

vs. ) AMENDED PpPCR APPLICATION
State of South Carolina, )

Respondent. )

)

GOW o comes Apulicant PROCY Youny 1n - pe ADOVe~Capt Lluoney Case

ACTINY Pro-Se as counse|, Codeelbiuley Jiving wocica q clotlon
o) nNow Asne nis application tor POst-Conviceion Reliat.

Applicant ouny pow Motions  to  adg the tollowing Sgeclitic
3llagations ot [neffective Assistance or Counsel.

L. Trial Counsel was Ineffective for failing to move to quasnh
th2 indictments, and failing to move for a €ontinuance of the
defective andg unlawful Ladictiments.

2. Applicant 7oung states that the indictments are/were
gqerective and unlawtul whereas applicant founy was nort lnaicteqy

within 490 Qays or the Wdrrasiis Pelny 1ssuey Wl LU Lo L

e LULLanee LU fne Dedhute U CC Ll ULEs o, vioCeaure agqg
TUTY beedcing GUULA LaCOLlina nufes vl criimtaai Procedures,
“uUle, 1,4, ang 3. f gsee Loon note py.l & 2.
sLidl Counsel was lnetiecrnive ror Lalilny Lo wmove toc cage
ylssmisszal ot the cehraryes  on the gycounas chatg The UNacryes
YYUllates State STALULOCY Law a0 HUi=s OrL the Court anag ihe Court
fax Note: L. S cace icals AN Ll reincigal e WUakmall waiks with

&ﬂevw311EQLrnxsinitwuwaﬁp:diﬁrnrm qghstrmfx1ldzxnxxnrnot.Aatuﬁ S 23T AT
-humsam.»'q‘pxg.ﬂbﬂ‘dn wsrnc1nﬂc&n«AunnioraﬁscftneuxcmtteUUi&mxu1n
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9L Genzcal Sessions tnus  lacked tie eCe3sacy Subjecr dattar

Jucisdiction ang Personal jurisdiction over Defendant Touny.,

¥

. Applicant To2UNy  $t4ras Lo the Coucrt Lhat  pucsuane o
S.CLR.Cei.Pco. Rule 12 (0){5), thnat Applicante ouny's indictments
ace/vece unlawtul due to the i{asufficient Oue Process to obtain
them. Digsmissal is appcopriate under 5.C.R.Crim.Pro. Due to this
The Honorable Court lacked persconal/lawful Jurisdiction over the
Defendant/Applicant. In as much, Rule 4. S.C.R.Crim.Pro. s3Qrves
£ wo purposes it conters personal jurisdiction on the Court.
5. Applicant foung was entitled to tcansfec of Court Yenue 1in
his Criminal Trial. Likewise, then Defendant Youny wvas entitled
to the change of venue due to the mail somb And death threats the
United States Coucrt of Appeals Judge, city alderman and civi]
Rights Attocney under the Supreme Courts, "Supervispry Standacd
3ince Defewndant Young mada a showinyg that pDrejudicial
infocmation teached the public throuyh news accounts detailing
Defendant Young's past criminal cecord, convictions in obstruct
lon of judice at tcial. Previous reliance on the insanity
defense, and Statements of federal Investigating Ptficers to rhe
PresSs concerning Defendant Youny's quilt. gee, U.S. vs. Moody,
ML YN Staftfe. March wag o sEnth of leal e in Coserwa {31,

e srrant apirest foome “re Joals tcincigal Jane Blydswel | N tstructian of irdjoe
D0 ey dismisead Y 2 juke after she way et bxdicted within ) a8 of the warrnt Deiny

Blacowll's warcant stemred fram the lrvesti: atton of an Leicenr vhich Jjl] xxre, ware
:_m.us' We'aliP e CGLP20LEr NN G gy YL el Clerk, Allegealy uach e AUXCADL I B MR
(3] resrlexsers g LT Dem an a gy U 0QE1ae”  S5iluac,g) UNOLVIIG A baxaa|
felationship ane s MAVIng with a Matiom] Gardsmn. foore also wag Allogay to hawe mitena 4
tretcial  intervent jon K0TS in FArch that, |t Qomletad, waild SRR DA e ot al|

NE. Mare had baa zgea vith aontr Luzug ro e celinpency of a mruc 4d uroviding
Aladhnl to mimors.
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VeD-GAL 1991, 762 llsuny,. 14as.
5. Defendant founy's position is that cthe U.3. Constitutionp
Artt. [ § 14 TReQuirement that "Aany person chacyed wvith an 2Lfensa
shall enyoy the cighr ... o De tully informed Ol TN2 nature and
FAUSe OU th2 accusacion Malddies Gnat tne notica Inc lugeds 3
t13L1ng ot tne otrenses Yhicn friyger cne cwo SLCLlARS Law, or
2ise the notice is constitutionally lnsutticient. Yelendant roung
States to this Court LAt without any listing ot tha. charjes
triggering cthe tecidivist statute's application he coulg not be
“tully intocmed"” ©of the nature or tne cnarges againse Detenaganrc
Young.

Historically, soutn Carolina has not required g Defendanr be
informed, even in the indictment, that he was 2ligiole upon
conviction to be punished nore severly on the bases of previousg

convictions in the fecord. see, State vg. Stewart, 275 5.C. 447,

272 S.E.d. 628 (1980) which held that a Defendant Youny was not
2ntitled to notice prior to trhe application of 3 mandatory
sentence under 30. Code Ann. § 17-25-40 (1976) anqg (Repealéd) the

predecessor statute to section (§ 17-25-45) See State vs. Parris,

4% s5.C. 140, 141, 71 3.E. 2d. 808-09 (1911).

State vs. Stewart, 5.C. 272 S.E. 24. 628. and § 17-25-40,

provides a3 follows:

“"In case anyone whose combined conviction undar the lay of
ANy statz including this State, or of the Unhizaeg States, of the
Srine of Murder, Voluntarcy Manslaughter, Rape, Araed Robbecy,

Hignway Robbery, Assaule w/Int. o ftavish, ank Robbety, ACs0n,



g i | Equ

Bucylacy or 3Sare Cracking, or jrs intent, amount ro 23 aaany JS
three, be conviction under rha Yaws of this State, of tha AbOovVe
ccimes, he shall be subjected to tna maximum sentance shall pe
life for any pecson convicted foc the fourth time of any !of such
crimes. Provided: Nowever, that nothing herein containéd shall

Pcobation, Parole and Pardon Doard a5 now provided by lqv: Tf che

circumstances indicate that they must be 5o Considered tnen thnis

conviction would only oe the third’ conviction under Seccion, 3C.

Code § L/-4>-4U wnicn May oe councea ana as sucn Y L/i-¢5-4u woultd
|
reguire the maximum sentence tor his conviction. T tne tacts
reveal that gll the convictions need not be considerad as one,
Lhen the Trial Court sentence of life for the foucth convxctxon
a3 1nposed pursuant to Section § 17-25-40 will standg. ye must
remand the matter back to the Trial Zourt for 4 hea{ing to

0
¢

deteraine tne proaper sentance under 38. Code, § 17-25-40.

fhicough Personal Knowledge, Information and Belief,
Applicant Youny does hereby Bwgar that the afore going Notice and

Motion to Amended PCR Application is trye and cocrect under the

penalty of per jury. j

Respectfully Submitted,

Fowy go,

Perry {clng, i 2522

Lﬂ[/ék { (//’Zuzj

ZSWORN to be fore me this
7

1

43-217, scoc DAY Opf August,' 7011,
335 Redenmption Hay Hortary Public fose South Carolina

“cCormick, 3C. 293399-0001 My Commission Expires:wéf;glg:ék?//



 Judge after she was'riot Indicted within.
being'issued, in acicdi*dgh'_cgj withi

tatuite

: M)mcu ) -
- . March wad a month of legal
- issues in Greénwood. * . .
3 ﬁewanantagamformer E
- Wate:Shoals  prificipal Jane Black:

| chargedisis dismitsed by 4 judge
[ after shé was not irdicted within
50 diys

3 of the watrant being

‘issued;‘in accordance with statute,

-+ Blackwell’s warrartt sternmed--
. fromg thé investigation'of an inci-
* dentiia Whichi Kll Moore, Ware

- Shoals’ former cheerleading coach
- and guidance clerk, allegedry -
- urcliaséd aleohol for two mincr.
chieetlesiders dnd put thenina-
“Highly inappropriate™ situation-
involving a sexual relationship
she was laving with a National
Guardsnian Moiyre also' was
alléged to have entered a pretria)
intervention Progiam in March )
thay, if completed ’ woulq expunge
her record of il Charges. Moore
had beeri chijged With contrimt-
ing.to the delingiiency-of a minor
and providirig alcohol to minors,
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Ef A ] PAUL ARCHER i
&/K/oxlney al faw '
Phone/Fax: (843) 979-4000
Member N.Y. Bar since 1966 823] ;O Hioh
Member S.C. Bar 1994 cean Highway
Federal Bar since 1967 Pawleys Island, South Carolina 29585

United States Supreme Court 1976

Mr. Perry Young #252478

McCormick Correctional

Rt. 2 Box 100 f
McecCormick, S.C. 29899 November 21, 2002

Re: Young V. State PCR

Dear Mr. Young: :

William Grammer, Esqg. has been appointed to represent
you in your PCR. He has no experience in PCRs so he asked
me if I would be substituted in his place. I have handled over
100 PCRs in the past few years. ‘

Please sign the enclosed and return.

i

Very trd yours,

; i
. .

'
§
1



Perry Young #252478
~ McCI Unit F3B-139T
E; %x 7 Rt. 2, Box 100
% McCormick, S.C, 29899

December 2, 2002

Paul Archer

Attorney at Law

8231 Ocean Highway

Pawleys Island, S.C. 29585

|
Re: YOUNG v, STATE' PCR

Dear Mr. Archer,

for William Grammar Esq. In your letter you spoke of the number of
PCR cases that you have handled in the past. I've learned that can
be a good thing or a bad thing. The good thing is you can bring
plenty of experience in handling my PCR. The bad thing is some
attorney's who ha&e handled PCR cases seem to relax more and wait
until the last minute to speak with the client, make decisions
without talking with the client first, and hever come to the prison
to talk with the client.

I feel it would benefit me greatly to have You represent me,
for I was rather impressed with your letter head and the number of
PCR's you have handled. However, so that we get off to a good
start, I must strongly let you know my position,

1. I truly need to speak with you in berson at the earliest

time you can schedule. '

2. I would like to know before hand, any changes you will

make or anything you may file,

3. I need a response on any questions that I may write and

ask vyou.

I understand that you are the attorney and a experience one
in PCR matters, but my goal is that we both work together to bring
about a favorable Outcome. I don't want You representing me to be
a burden. I just want you to truly understand my life and future
is in your hands. So 1 humbly ask that you come down soon and

speak with me,



v Az

I look forward to s

bray this letter find you and yours in the best of spirit.

Sincerely,

iQQ’L'uL L OL T~

eeing you soon and your representation.

I

Perry Yébﬂé-#252258

Sworn and subscrib d to before me:
thisd = day of /U4e 2002

otary bPublie for S.C.
My commission Expires '3"13':h22;3

CC:File
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Perry Young #25247g
MCcCT F3B-139
Rt.2, Box 100
McCormick, S.C. 29899

South Carolina Bar Association
P.0O. Box 11330
Columbia, S.C. 29211

RE: Young v, State .
Complaint- pcgr Counsel, Mr, Paul Archer

Dear sir,
On November 25,2002, 1 received a letter from Mrl Paul Archer

stating that he was appointed to represent me, at my PCR hearing.
On December 2,2002, 1 wrote mr. Archer telling him T would

like for hinm to come to the prison, so we could discuss my case.

PCR hearing, on March 14,2003,
In my study of the South Carolina PCR Manual, Chapter IT,page
3, rule 1.1, it states, requires ga lawyer to provide competent

service to 3 client, rule 1.3, states, a lawyer is required to

All of these rules have been violated. The PCR manual, on
page 4, élearly States, What You do once YOuU are appointed or
retained? FIND AND MEET YOUR CLIENT, rule 71.1(e), Butler V.

State,286S.C.441, 334S.E.2d813 (1985). Make Sure that vour client

Y
=
Ve

o



574 A3

gets a fair ang adequate hearing, 1 was deny a fair pcg hearing,
I was not brepared, nor was My attorney, 1 esked for a continu-
ance, but it was denied, because Mr. Archer said he was ready to
Proceed. Ryle 6.2(c), lawyers are not only required to take the

matter seriously, but YOou must also become Competent in the area

He, Mr. Archer, bPlayed with my life. Mr. Archer is bound to
provide.his client with full ang fair representation. If he did not
want to represent me, he should not have taken the case, and
informed the judge of his decision, ‘

Therefore, I would like to formally register a complaint
against attorney- Mr, Paul Archer, 8231 Ocean Highway Pawleys

Island, s.cC, 29585,

Respectfully,
Perry ng

Note: exhibits &f evidence
to verify allegations,

sworn and subscrihegd before ne

this /st day of , 2003,
efo en oo

my commissidn expires
Ly -

notary republic



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) [N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FOR THE 12TH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF MARION ) Case No.: 2010-CP-33-0134
Perry Young, 4252478 ) - o
) =
Applicant, ) o ox
V. ) CONDITIONAL OI{l)ER-Q__F DI§L\HS$AL I
) -::: : ";:7 . S
State of South Carolina, ) EE Jg o
) RS A B
Respondent. ; L

This matter comes to this Court by way of a post-conviction relief (PCR) application
filed March 1, 2010. The Respondent made its Return and Motion to Dismiss on May 4, 2010,
moving to dismiss the PCR application as successive and beyond the statute of limitations. This
Court announces its intention to grant the Respondent’s motion.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections
pursuant to orders of commitment of the Marion County Clerk of Court. The Applicant was
indicted at the August 1998 term of the grand jury for Marion County for kidnapping,
carjacking, criminal sexual conduct - I* degree, and possession of knife during commission of a
crime of violence (98-GS-33-259). Applicant proceeded to trial and was found guilty as
charged. On September 2, 1998, the Honorable James E. Brogdon, Jr., sentenced Applicant to
continement for a period of life without parole. Michael Ballcngcr, Esquire. represented the
~ Applicant.
The Applicant filed a timely notice of appeal.  After a review pursuant to Anders v.
California. 386 U.S. 738 (1967). the South Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed the appeal.

A CERTIEIED ¢y,

State v. Young, 2000-UP-283 (filed April 17. 2000) ORIGECAL ot s o o

W T
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Case No.: 2000-CP-33-337
Applicant subsequently filed an application for post-conviction relief (PCR) on August
24, 2000. An evidentiary hearing was convened on March 14, 2003, at the Florence County
Courthouse. Applicant raised the following issues in his first PCR:
Ineftective assistance of counsel;

Ineffective assistance of appellate counsel; and
Prosecutorial misconduct.

L (O ~—

The Honorable J. Michael Baxley denied and dismissed Applicant’s application by
written Order on December 14, 2001. The Applicant subsequently appealed. The Supreme
Court of South Carolina dismissed the appeal. The remittitur was issued on April 22, 2003.

Current PCR Application

In his current application for post conviction relief the Applicant alleges that he is being
held in custody unlawfully for the following reasons:

L. “The defendant was denied discovery of all his Brady Materials.”

2. “Applicant was denied effective assistance of counsel due to
counsel’s failure to move to quash indictment containing a sole
police officer as a witness before the grand jury.”

Before this Court are the records of the Marion County Clerk of Court regarding the
subject convictions; A.pplicam's records from the South Carolina Department of Corrections:
Applicant’s prior PCR and Appellate Court records, Applicant’s current PCR application and

Respondent’s Return and Motion to Dismiss.

Page 2 of 3



FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
Successiveness
This Court finds that the current application for post-conviction relict must be summarily
dismissed because it is successive to his prior application for post-conviction relief. S.C. Code
Ann. §17-27-90 provides that:

All grounds for relief available to an application under this chapter
must be raised in his original, supplemental or amended
Application.  Any ground finally adjudicated or not so raised,
knowingly, voluntarily and intelligently waived in the proceeding
that resulted in the conviction or sentence or in any other
proceeding Applicant has taken to secure relief, may not be the
basis for a subsequent Application, unless the court finds a ground
for relief asserted which for sufficient reason was not asserted or
was inadequately raised in the original, supplemental or amended
Application.

Successive applications are disfavored and the burden is on Applicant to establish that

any new ground raised in a subsequent application could not have been raised by him in a

previous application. Foxworth v. State, 275 S.C. 615, 274 S.E.2d 415 (1981); Aice v. State, 305

S.C. 448, 409 S.E.2d 392 (1991); Arnold v. State/Plath v. State, 309 S.C. 157, 420 S.E.2d 834

(1992).

This Court finds that the current allegations were or could have been raise:d in the
proceedings based on Applicani's prior application for post-conviction relief and thus the current
application is successive and barred under S.C. Code §17-27-90. Applicant has :failed to
establish sufficient reason why he could not have raised his current allegations in his brevious
application for post-conviction relief; therefore, he has failed to meet the burden imposed upon

him. Land v. State. 274 S.C. 243,262 S.E.2d 733 (1980); Aice v. State, 409 S.E.2d 392 (199D);

Arnold v. State/Plath v, State, 420 S.E.2d 834 (1992).

Page 3 of 3
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Statute of Limitations
This Court finds, further, that this Application for Post-Conviction Reliéf must be
summarily dismissed for failure to comply with the filing procedures of the Uniform Post-

Conviction Procedure Act. S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-10 to =160 (2003). S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-

45(a) reads as tollows:

An application for relief filed pursuant to this chapter must be filed within one
year after the entry of a judgment of conviction or within one year after the
sending of the remittitur to the lower court from an appeal or the filing of the final
decision upon an appeal, whichever is later. :

The South Carolina Supreme Court has held that the statute of limitations shqll apply to

all applications filed after July 1, 1996. Peloquin v. Stat¢, 321 S.C. 468, 469 S.E.2d 6.06 (1996).

The Applicant was convicted of the o}ffense(s)»he challenges in this Application on Sebtember 2,
1998. The Supreme Court's decision was filed, after the Applicant's unsuccessful éppeal, on
April‘ 17,2000. This Application was filed on March 1, 2010, which was well after th; statutory
filing period had expired.

A motion for summary judgment may properly be used to raise the defense of statute of

limitations. McDonnell v. Consolidated School District of Aiken, 315 S.C. 487, 445 S.E.2d 638
(1994). In addition,“_S.C; Code Ann. §17-27-70(c) (2003) authorizes the Court to "grant a motion
by either party for summary disposition of [an] application when it appears from the plé%}dings .
that there is no génuine issue of material fact and the' moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law."  Therefore, this Court tinds that the applic:.rfion br post-com-'ictior_:] reliet is
summarily dismissed for failure to file withip the time mandated by statute z'lnci for being

successive.
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CONCLUSION
Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-70(b), this Court intends to dismiss the_‘Appli’cation
with prejudice unless the Applicant provides specific reasons. factual or lega‘l,» why the
Application should not be dismissed in its entirety. The Applicant is granted t\\-'e_:nts' (20) days
from the date of service of this Order upon him to show why this Order should not become final.
The Applicant shall file any reasons he may have with the Marion County Clerk ot Court and
shall alﬁo serve opposing counsel at the following address:
David Spencer, Esquire
Office of the Attorney General
P.O. Box 11549 '
Columbia, SC 29211 !

AND IT IS SO ORDERED!

9y

Mi€héel G Nettles £
Chief Administrative Judge

y : 12* Judicial Circuit
T /'
::/.
//7 /"l (
H J // ) E
S 2010
yd A
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF cci;lw\'xo.z\r,PifE».KSi - o
‘ FOR THE [2TH JUBICIAL-CIRGH] N OO
COUNTY OF MARION ) Case No.: 2010-CP-33-01 3451t Carisiin
Perry Young, #252478 ) N @
Applicant, ; _ :: f’v
v. )) FINAL ORDER - - } !
State of South CG(’O“I‘HL i : ' S R
Respondent. ;) S

This matter comes to this Court by way of a post-conviction relief (PCR) application
filed March 1, 2010. The Responaent made its Return and Motion to Dismiss on May 4, 2010,
moving to dismiss the P.CR application as successive and beyond the statute of limitations. This
Court, after reviewing thc. pleadings and attachments of both parties, issued a Conditional Order
of Dismissal on July 5, 201 I, provisionally dismissing the application, but allowing ‘Applicant
twenty days from service of the Conditional- Order to provide this Court with sufficient reason
why this case should not be dismissed with prejudice. A copy of the Conditional Order was
served on Applicant in person on July 27, 2011 (see attached Affidavit of Personal Service). On
August 11, 201 l,’Applicant reéponded with a document entitled “Notion and Motion for Filing
of Amendment to PCR Application”. | . L

Applicant, in his response, fails to indicate any reason why his claims could not have
been brought in his prior PCR application or could not have been brought in a timely manner.
The allegations generally allege either claims of ineffective assistance or indictment issues that
should have been brought, 'if at all. in the prior PCR application. Accordinglv, after carefy

consideration of the original pleadings and Applicant's response. this Court finds for the reasons



stated in its Conditional order that it must dismiss. this abplication with prejudice as successive
and .untimely filed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that. for the reasons set forth in the Court’s
Conditional Order of Dismissal, the Application for PCR is hereby denied and disfnissed with
prejudice.

This Court notities Applicant that he must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty
(30) days after receipt of written notice of entry ofjudgment to secure the appropnate appellate
review See Rule 203, SCACR. Applicant’s attention is directed to South Carollna Appellate

Court Rule 243 for appropriate procedures for appeal.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED. I

1chael 'G Nettles' |
ChlefAdmlmstratwe Judge
12" Judxcxal Circuit

, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLERS
o ) FOR THE 12TH JUDICIAL CIECUIT}
COUNTY OF MARION ) Case No.: 2010-CP- 33 0134 = i
) IR
Perry Young, #252478 ) L
) f; i
Applicant, ) .
) R,
\2 ) ORDER DENYING APPLICANT’S !
) MOTIONS PURSUANT TO RULES
State of South Carolina, ) 59(e) AND 15(b), SCRCP
) _
Respondent. )
)

This matter comes to this Court by way of a post-conviction relief (PCR), application
filed March 1, 2010. The Respondent made its Return and Motion to Dismiss on May 4, 2010,
- moving to disrﬁiss the PCR application as successive and beyond the statute of limitz;ltions. This
CI.(')urt,‘after reviewing the pléadingsrand attachments of both parties, issued a Condiiional Order
. of Dismissal on July 5, 2011, provisionally dismissing the application, but alloxvinél Applicant
xtwventy day; from service of the Conditional Order to provide this Court with sufficient reason
© why this case should not be dismissed with prejudice. On August 11,2011, Applicaﬁt responded
with a document entitled “Notion and Motion for Filing of Amendment to PCR A'pplication".
On November- 4, 2011, this Court found Applicant failed to show sufficient reason why the
Conditional Order should not become final and dismissed this case by written order dated
November 4, 2011. This was mailed to the parties on November 10, 2011.

Applicant now moves pursuant to Rules 15(b) and 59(e), SCRCP to amend thé judgment.

Applicant argues that his PCR counsel for his first application should have raised issues that

Applicdnt wanted raised. This Court finds that this réason is insufficient to entertain a

successive application for post-conviction relief. Aice v. State. 305 S.C. 448. 409 S. F 7d 392 )
A A CERTIFIED < ' :

(1991). Accordingly, the motion is denied. ORIGIN&L F
ROV e

-Page'l of 2 L UOURTY



IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Applicant’s motion to amend £he judgment is
‘denied. |

This Court notifies Applicant that he must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty
(30) days after receipt of written notice c;f entry of judgment to secure the appropriaté appellate
review. See Rule 203, SCACR. Applicant’s attention is directed to South Caro]ir'lz; Appellate
Court Rule 243 for appropriate brocedures for appeal.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

gy A

Michael G. Nettles
Chief Administrative Judge
12 Judicial Circuit

%/ South Carolina
/</// // ,2011.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Perry Young, SCDC# 252428. certify that I have served my Pro
Se Brief and Designation of Matter upon the below persons by
placing the above said into the McCormick Correctional

Institution mailroom on this 2,_/ day of Auq::s'f 12013, to be

placed in the US Mail, postage prepaid.

The S.C. Supreme Ct. Clerk A/Atty. Gen. David Spencer
P.0O. Box 11330 P.O. Box 11549
Columbia, SC 29211-1330 Columbia, SC 29211-1549

S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division
P.O. Box 11589
Columbia, SC 29211-1589

RECEIVED)
| s/ ?&J\M Youne 252478
AUG 2 6 2013 ) Perry(/Yolg'xg, Appé)llant

252478, McCI-F4B223
386 Redemption Way
McCormick, SC 29899

S.C. SUPREME COURT

SWORN TO and SUBSCRIBED before me
this 2! day of Augus7  ,2013.
- |

Notary/Public for South Carolina s
My Commission Expires J2'l(e- 2019 .
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