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ISSUES  PRESENTED

——— e

‘ j__ Did -‘c\/\z [owzw Court commit an efror ()[‘ {a'w’ m. H’g’
mtecpetation of statute in culing that [t IS 1ot emponered
by S.C. Code & 2%-2- 120, specilically § 73-3-1p0 @) 01s)
to Sud{g(‘au)/v de’%erm{ne./ declace whether oc not +he
eviclence - cepcesented by the *eial Hansec pt of the plosecutin’s
Case Jr\r\ecwy atte lou‘(mc} actions -+ /{Ppellanhn /(ppe('an%'s ‘
k(dnappmﬂ Convictions are Sexyql in natuce 7

2. B\‘d the lower Couct commit an eccor o law in its <
- interpretation of statute in r‘ulm;} ot it »_q(j%/ at +he
time of Hhe oricynai_ tonviction and Sen{'encmj 'oraceédfm'as ,
q.nd -+ iNS —Uj—‘[—/\ﬁ .Hf\e,-om\c\)ma\ Seﬂjvemm. \)Vdﬂe wlw i<
em powesed b\/ S.C. (ode 3 22-3-4%0, spe\c(‘CCaH/ |
C823-3-4%0 (O05) + \')udicfa“y- de'%e%m{ne'/ declare
whethec gc not +he evidence repre sented by the +ria
| %mvxsc‘rier of +he p'rosecujr(m's Case -H'leory CZ{'-{”({L)U'Hnﬂ

CO‘(\WC‘&((N\& are \S'QXU'Q‘ in V\a'{’u‘(“e? _ ] :

. _D(d +he louec Covet Commit an eccor of Jaw n rulmj
%’\/\a# P+ \aCKS SU’EJ&L{‘ 'vv\a'H/elr ;)Uﬂ(\sd(c‘l’(o“(\ 0 |
"Jud(c\‘a\ly detecmine 'H/\Q issve OC W‘L\e%e/ gk-nail'r.%e

- Trial tanseript cellecte Appe((am%‘s kt\dnappmﬂj. .

 ollences ace Seyval in natuce  because such-dud{cu‘af *
determination is ey Cluss\/ely Conteolled oo

Al - S\_’\a l\o‘aZZVV. State , 527 SE24 T4 Z ?

) ' .
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CTATEMEN T

_”ﬂm o >,pea.( involies issues  of statutor, loterpretetin,
su‘\o“l-ecjr metter guniscliction | moctness docteing | ’{eﬁééiaﬁw
ntent e SCOPE of /(iighc)b)azz ,/)h'wc(()l\es ) :)w;/t"cz'cz/
Powexs o-r\d r‘{per\%S v nNeme ¢ (ew | Some lssues involue
ge).'yﬁed gou“/\ qua)(vm Case law and [egal #)re(‘ecﬂex(/\{'-'s,
Some (sSVes  ave noyel and hawe et o have Pﬂh@tp/@ﬂ

| establiched \oy' e Sodhy C\am/lm h(é“n Covt as o how

To peceed on these issies. This o o ver WY’“*‘”‘* appe|

ek vieodts o have 4 (ssUes vesolve oy Jer'r,’mfs(/,



| STATEMENT 0F FacTs

| The Appe“avﬁ') C“f\@(d Tv\ompSoﬂ) was
Convictted o0 May 2, 2001 by Cieevit Tudkye
&))ames E. Lockem\/ in %erkeley Cou'n%y on
-Lour (Ll> Counts of kl\d\nappm Cindictment
numbers 60~ GS-0%- 1100, O -2€— (0= 3099,
- 49 GS=32-86 and 00- 63~ H40-52202) that
~Stem fom a mUH’i—CGUY\J(}/ and mult —yurisdictional
negotiated plea agreement 1o armed robber
(T,\nqr%es arismg from C\nar[es+m (‘OUY\‘{’Y)LQXI'V\?I’O‘H
Coun*y) ‘Ric\(\\cmd COUW\’\/ and %erke(ey Catm-P}/.,'
‘ _ﬂ’\e dl‘sposiJr\‘o(\ ()wp Hhe cowinal case 1% ovtlined n
“the case State v, Clillcd Womggon , Case No.-
2004~ CP- 08~ jou]. o

T\\e entice nature of the Oﬁﬁénseg %\a%%\e
state solicitocs olfice advanced and the entice evichnee
the State solicitocs offlice pro%red at e ﬁU"H}’ plea :
'mee@dlv\zjs on Ma\/ 2, 2001 were Hhat +he \auedcjed |
actions of /(pra“an‘r% Use of {orce +hat Consti +utes
the fove M) counts of kidng Mc) ‘were Fhe {oce
necessacy To Complete +he ofg,ﬂs‘e Counte of armed
robbery in tege Coiminal  Caseg, There are ne
a[leo)a ton ngr evidence me@red Hat +Hhe APPeHamLé
fovr (u) Kidnapping convictions ave sexual in natuce
ot Hhat the fur () k\‘dnapp,‘n3 convictions have
any sexval elements, | -

o,



The presidiag Tudge Tomee E. Luckemy o
Mot ymake a dinding on +he vecordd whether or not

Appellam“s foue @ 'k\‘dmppm Convictions are sexya |

N Nature o have sexval elements. The TUC%Q Jannes
E. lockem s o longer a ciceuit Judge but s now
A sitting %\ouﬂ’ of ppeals Jdge ) Hhe lower . tourt
k[e Denms, Tr. '+00|< note and acknou«/‘edﬁed
Pavs fuet. |

—W\e Appguaﬂ* filed G Peﬁ‘h‘oﬂ {;r Declafcﬁ“or
juc(ﬂememj( on September [, 2009 The Qespmdw+
gfafe}of goujr\/\"CQard\(nq meol Answev“ and  Motion
To Diewmiss in reP\ e /(ppeuanlr's Petition, 'Appe\[amL
{iled er\\/ +o Q{spmdemus Answec and. Moticn +o
Diswiss . 4 hearin was held (n +the Beckeloy Count
Court of Common  Pleas on November l%,‘ZJOQ before
judﬂe QMa(kler Deﬂ\(\is) Jr APPQUQM —TV\UW\\/KW]
engeged —Juda-e Benmg and resFQc{' 'GJ”\/ pu+ +‘ne.' T/d’ﬁe'
Deum(g«m notice Haat va\pgm "hr’v\ely' s‘u{ovm‘erd an-
Answer Pespmdenir‘s Moton 45 Digmise Pno’r + e
Convenine of $he Novemper ¥, 2004 \qearl’nﬁ, The Tw%e
Davm\'s E?(d acknow‘\edﬁe actua (‘eceier 0( %he Answer
To Respondem”s Mo%t?n 10 B(SMSS and Juclee Denmg
chdd (NCOY potate the /(nswer o Qespmo(eﬂ#s' Motion
4 Dismiss nts +he cecod of e Case ynder hs aeder
‘jud@e Dennis ; de. dismissed 4 Retition L
Declara+or~/ j—vdaeme/ﬂf |



B judﬁ)e Denm’g
| ‘Ap()euavﬁ “Hmel\/ {iled Notice of /{

AppellamL Tb\ovv\psm ﬁ—mel‘y’ (iled & Kule 59 (e)
Motion +o Tudye Dennis 9% on March 23,2010
%ﬁ clenced +he Rule Kq (e) M0+im.

ppeal T dhig

/

case , T\m's ,a\opea( {ollows.



ARGUMENTS

1

The Igsue" 1 e Lssve 2 ace
"?ﬂ*ef'WOVé‘ﬂ and  {o Hhig Cow% 1o cesolve one (t
necessitates cmolygfe. o the other | +hece fore /(M)e((an% -
preseMs’ +hese o 195 Ues, Covv\prehe)ns(\/e(t/,

| T\mz issue of ('nlre:rpre tation pra statute i< c‘z‘lzwsﬁoh.
O( 'aw WCO( 4’\/\2 (‘ow‘h Umv. d[ % Cal(ém(a V. Morav’\,

265 8. 270,25, 4i7 o¢ oy 155,137 (Lt App 2005)
See_also (;a%a'wl/)a Lodian Tiloe ¢f Sovlh Cara(ma v. State
o St Cuclia 372 o 519,524, 642 SE2d 75)
"753 (205">, M, Oct. |, 2;06’7;' C%aﬁ”ué_s-JrOn Coumﬂ/
Facks « Recceation Comm'n V. m&) 209 S.C. 66,72’7,' |
N5 SE2d YUI, SH3 (jags) S .

| Secjnon H-3-330 ,f \”ﬁé Sovth Carcﬁfu'm Cade |
(Sw)p. ZOOQ) vests +he Sovth (aral(v\q gur)(eme C&’(H’ with
.

a‘a_p-e\\a{’e iwr;‘s\di{cﬁoﬂ wQ»r' Cor(ec'ﬂ(m‘d-f Gr@‘rs a[’ [6{\/\) in
law cases .., gechm IH-3- 200 @) ¢l 4he South
Camtma Code (SUPP.'ZOO"?) {vaideg Pae Cow# crf'/J l)@qls
((S\hal\ aPPin/ Jr\rva Same SQDpe o\lfrevi‘ew -H’ia+ H\é éupfeme :
. CUUY'+. woul a‘PP]\’ N a sim;|iac Cage.” C(’era both
Seetion IN-2-3220 gad  Syudh Camhm Cm.shjruﬁm)
acti ele \/_) gection 51, Hhe supteme Cour+ )nas hefd an
appvellaire' Couct may decide npyel questions ol |l awy )
wWith  “ng pact cu lar c(eference.'wto the lower Covrt .’

8.



Maclisoﬂ ex. tel. %fym\‘\' V. %ah_c_ock C%r.)u_lﬂgn, 37 S0 1273,
B, 638 SEZA 650, 656 (2006); (lack v Cantrell :
339 S.C. 269,218, 529 SE2d 528, 533 (Zooo),
T\ﬂomp&o‘ﬂ ex. rel. Har\/e\/ v. Cisson (onst, Co,() (05‘1 SE2d
1T 19 (G Alop. 2008). : |

‘ | Wt\em- an oppea\ avolyes ot pu\a%ed o UN disputed
w[acj(s, an appellate Couct s free +o ceview whether 4he
Teial court propecly applied the law +o those Lucts. Thn
such cases, +he appellate couct is not requived g dew@r_
to the %fx‘a\ coucds leﬁal conclvsions,” Natonwide Mut
Ins. Co v Prioleav , 359 S.C. 238,242, 547 SE24
/GB) 167 (C+ APP ZOQH) (ctua%ajﬂ"oﬂ and ¢itgton owﬂ%?ed);
\/\J\{\_’enad(j(eﬁsmcj novel %Uesﬁoif\ of !aw) He aﬂ)e{lajre |
Coutt s free to decide e question pased on i+s
“assessment of whith answec and cea soning woyld best
Comport with +he law a‘/\deUMiQ po\nC(EQ\ ol Hf\l‘si state
and the Courts sense ol IQW, gustice and vight,
Crolt v 0l Republie Tns. Co 3t S.C.H0Z, D8 418,

- SE2d 909, 912 (2005). Tn a Case (aising @ nove |l
%u'es%(m of la w ~reo5ardmj +he l:ﬂ'%e(‘[)(e{'é{"{’(“()ﬂ\ ol 4
sttute, -the appeﬂa.‘@ Coutt is free o decide +he queston
With o pav-i((cu(ar "de[’e.rem\e to +he lower Cour +,
I’Oﬁ, LLC V. ‘—Ew“ﬂ Of A/H Pleascm+ ) 339 SC HOQ) L“

526 SE2d Tk, Ti%-19 (2600), ‘ |

N

[,

| We Cacdinal cyle of fsirairu%om/ {-n!kerlprefaﬁah 'S

10 detecmine 4he intent of the \e@gs\awre. Bass v R
Lsochem | 365 5.¢. usy M5, 61T S€2d 369,317 (Gt Ay 2005);

9.

RN



All cyles o-fsim‘ru%ory Construe tion g sub ceryient to
the one Hhod (Eﬂ{g[air(\/e tntent must prevacl i + Ccan be
Y‘ecstnC(bl\/' olx‘%CaVé(ed 0 Hhe \Cm‘ Uacje used , and Hat

lcmguacje must e consteyed in Hhe 'ld(ﬁ\n—¥ of the (ntended

pur pose of Hhe statyte , MECland han v, ‘Q{Cl/\[czmo(_omm_{

Cownerl | 250 <0 w3z uzg, 5o seoy 240, 247 (2007);
Ray %e(( CM%{T Co. V. %c\’\ D(S‘Jr. of @g(ewviue Oomjc%',
321 S.C. 19,26 501 Sez 125, 729 (ia4g),
“Once the leﬁtslah}‘re has macle [ 47 ACho(ce) there 15 no
coom doc the Courts fo ™ pose. g d(ﬁéren% Judqemen+ |
basecl upen thier awn notions of sublic policy.” G ¢
Facrm BUCeau Mu{’ T, Cp, V. /Mumgfgi_ ) 799 SC
M, 14, 392 SE24 1L, 14 (C+ App 1as), -

.

[he (ecy‘s\a%urefé nten-t should be ascectained
,primah\y Feom +he plain ,(mg)Uaéje of f{—\qe statute . State
Cov Landie | 262 SC 17, 102, 606 SEZd 50% 505 (¢4,

App. 20045 Stephen v Avias Constr. Co, | 324 <. 334,
339, NI SE2d T, 17 (C+ dpp. 1940), The language

st e vead i gence which hacmenizes with (ts
svbject matter and accords withy it qevecal purpose.
Mum: Ascn o[-S,C: v. ATsT Comme'ns 0[ Sétaie_s
Ine. ) Bel S 576, 590, (06 SE2d 46§ 4o (2004);

- Hiteehi ba{m— _SHMQOfP» V. L@a-\dﬂermavl ;304 <, (. mq’)
178, HZ0 SE2d 43, UL (1942),

If -Jr\mz lc‘”jwo)e (}fcm act cjives 11se o ddu‘b‘{'
or uﬂCer%am—Yy as o [éc)&'S[aJr(\/é mntent, Hhe con SR .\
Courd ey seareh for fhat intent eyonc e bord‘é&vlg of

/

/.



Seonsteoetion Lonsistent wity the

the qet el Stk v, \/\l ofgan , 54 SE2d at 2077 ;
oee albo Wade v, %e(ke‘ey Com%y) 348 S.C. 224 229
539 SE2d 556, 5%% (2002). A, am bigquity (na stetule
Should loe resolved (n fav‘oﬂ waa:)ué'% ) be\(\Q\[EC\\Q], and |
| eétui+atx\e opem&@h of law. State v, Hudson , 519 SE2d at
5%2 ; C(“\’y of Camcleﬂ 2 %mssel\ , NS G SE2d it L{Cff))
Cl"n’L of Sumtec Police beer v, One (1) 1992, Blye
Mazda Truek , #9¢ SE24 14§96 (C /(pp 1948 ).
In Ooﬂd\rufnf_} a statvte | +he ocourt looks + 4he .
\cmcjuw_)e as. a whole |n lc‘gﬁ\n% of‘
%-Jra%e V. bo.vdkms
v Texhr Indus.

A

Yeasonanle

s mani{est purpose.
) 513 SE2d 183 785 (20025 Aolams
) HEH SE2d 109 112 (1a¢5)

Statute a5« V\J‘/\o‘e myst '(ece'{ve a /)rac%(c*al}
,and faic inrecpretation con sonant with
.'W\Q Pucpose , de Sign and PO“‘C\/ 0( -\'\ﬂelaw makers
Sge ,L.i\oeu’-‘%;[ MUJR Ihs. Co. v. S.C gecmd Iﬂ@“/ Funo(,
I SE24 2917, 20| (Cf./lftop.',ZOOS)',‘ see also |
Qeo’r@w-—— Card_\\'ﬂa %ad %mds ) 579 SE2d o+ 23,
("A statute  <hould be

%f\f@(\ a reasmab(e and Pra(rhca|
pucpese av?o( po[(’cy eef ressecd
pucpose and intent of e
over Hhe litery] ‘impa('(’ of the

Ney V. HarJruiC\sen,« HIH SE24 115,17 (1992),

]aw ma(ce,q\g Wi H Pré“mi \
woeds . Browan

N the statute ), The real

Coudr/s vulll\ (‘ei@&\" G S"m*\)‘b(’)/ )(Y\J\’ew‘pfe\"a‘hm \/\)\/\\L[ﬂ
L\)O‘G\d ieacl +5 a I‘QSUH e P\a\'ﬂ\v absurd Hhat i+ could

net %ave b-eeﬂ (ntended \9\/ Phe le@\‘s\a"'rUf‘e or WOU‘d

I,



defea\’ the P\cnf\ le%fs\a*iva intention, U\m'sW\ Tas. (0. V.
Sehmidt ), 529 SE2 250, 283 (2009) ; Kitia kides v.
United  Actiste  Comme'ng , Inc., HYO S€2d 264 | 366
(19494), ,A Court should not Considec 4 Pa(hCu[a( Clavse
na statute as bewe tonstrved in isolation ) hut < guld
Yead ¥ in Cmbunéh‘oﬂ wH\/\ %\_/\e purpose o»p +\ne w’%o(e
sfatute and the Dalicy o the law. geeL‘\“‘e‘(ny Mot
Las, Co.) bll Se2d at ?)OZ-)’ s€e also 'M'\\CL— State
Ao Avetion v, Altman 324, 65,69, 46

- GE2d qu) 692 ((01%) (S“Ya'{’in(j'-*\'\mq‘k N ascertainin
Hhe intent ol Hhe legislature | a court should vot
jCocus 0N any 6m6]e section o prvision but should |
- Considec the lamosuatﬁe of the statute as « whol'e),

When a Yer pleting a stetute | couwrbs waust jrosume
Hhe legislature did not intend 4 do a Lutle act.
Proctoc v, Bep‘--}, of Health ana Eavil (\mha‘ , 36% S.C,
274, 30, 628 Sead 4k, 513 ((+ App. 2006). The
\eo)islajrure 1S presumed o intend Hhat (4 statyteg
accﬁwnph%\n ga‘mewu./\mf). State v, Loﬂf\@,”%é% S.C."‘Zuéo/.
S6H, 610 SE2d $64 G112 (2005). “A statvte should
be S0 tonstrued that ng worcd | ¢lavse | Senfence
g provision or pact Shall be rendeced s’urpius‘aﬂe . oC
.-Super”ous v Matter of Decf(er) 322 6.C. 215,219,
HT SE2d U621 H3 (1948)  (oitin 92 (TS
Statutes < 24 ), gee also 'Rla'e v. S.C bep'—{’ df,
Tansp. | 332 S0, (o5 ) 018, 5006 SE2d 514 ) 523

(Ct. App. 1998), alld a5 madlied , Sup SE24 37 (2000)
| . |




g CV\/E&* »ESACH“V ssue is the preper fh%e(\om%a‘((m O\p
\\.\ﬂ. ode .f% 15-3-Uxo, speu(i}CaU % 23-%- N30 (C)(15>,
_j € A'Ppel‘amjg-.m WS i‘mﬁﬂ\, Llw\cj l},«( BQC(C«(CHL(MY \
. U(Jf)emeﬂ%) pehhoﬂeé(‘ —S\dej@ g MWHQY Dem\(s, jr.
o« (Y an ordgr on +he cecod lmdm@: Hoat Hhe fansteipt
3{ -H/\Q P\ea \]ﬂ e Cciminal CdSé‘ Stute v, C((\[éfo(
'l\(\cw\ﬁsm,) Use Net 2004-0P- 0g- jou| makes 11 ¢lear
%g,(e 15 o .gewa\ element involvedt in +he four ()
k\dﬂa\opw\ﬂ Qm\HCJr((mS. %a% ‘/(PP‘Q”M+ s fonvicted.
aﬂ&l
(VZ) an gcdec an H\Q (GCO{G'(_)[-\W\&('(W&‘ 4*‘/\&" //ppe/{cm#.
40@9 not c(ua[t\[y w@( M~%ey 0\[? %&é@( I éb‘) [\S?_{"(‘ ' aind
y \‘5 QKQW\PJY 4?Nﬂ H\Q g@\é’ Oﬂé@f\&i@/{ Beqtsﬂy ancd
¥ mandated (ectuirémemj(g. .

Qﬂﬂé}/\ ( /(jm)euamtu(l\ow’fﬁeo( \m’s ()aSiJﬂ‘o“f\ \\/\ \/MS ,JV)SW&( +o
_jespmé enTs ./(/(ohm to Dismiss put +he Tj/uo‘%e Deanis
Jreoon Y\ﬁ(((}e '%a% %(p()elfgv\i/%‘[%c{(ztaﬂ" seclks Hie ’Ué{(é(@( |
deteconination b‘/ the oot oL Hie v\a(f{/r@ ol 'l'/\‘ls ]CJ'I‘D(V) ’- ;
Convictens Pursua.M o §22-2-430 (0)( 19), Judae b;ﬁwj
N ’ | 2T OUS), Judy S
-{UWMWML On’h/ 4%@ Qr;ﬁ;wa( +rial ‘Jud@-e James dekemy
has .+ e pow&r $o g lhze Hais Statute and Hhe gnl +ime
' F\SUC)Z@Q‘ ‘javweS Laclce-m/ iS Qmpow&fé’d 10 u'f;f;zeerM;‘g
D shatute (s at e el ooy ‘ “
| e Yaba Oo(\t/!cjmm and  Sentencin

P-mceedm@g. (%ea ]ra(\gc((\(}-"q;[ Nov. 1%, 2004 %emmﬁ 2

Py 12 line 2 -\%ru [ine 20, ond pY M lne 1 Hhvy

pa. 15 lne 25), |

3,



T\W&% '\gsge bgf/je Hais liova.-(zl\/s\-e CMJ« % a navel
~One ‘\oecw\se Hne appl(ca\fji\(%y ancd app‘(()aﬁcﬂ s aun ol |
er prefartion of S0 Code 23-2- 420, gpec(QaH/
323-2-430 (0)(15), in « post  conviet and sentence
- Context has ot een censi cleced igy s Couek as of |
dave. The creation of the ctetute by e legisletion
: iS.Yxa’v’ and  was. not an evercise ' ﬁz%{!ﬂc ; Hﬂé /efJiS]mLWe
\[U“\/ \‘n%eﬂ-cfed 1+e Qi-ﬁZe(\Jrn/' +;>~€><erclse Hhe pro\/t‘sbna(
- SJraJr'u%or»/ -] ﬂ"cj\m-l's df s Code‘. The SC&PQ an breac(wqf\

ol +he provisivnal chatutory cighte o e Code s what
Pnis a()-‘oea(‘ aske +nis (\{‘aw o OUH{M (lfeafly widhot
any amhic)m%\/. The t\/ud’ae Benme,"&.’s -(uhwj K

eeonesys ‘C(S o VY\C(‘{"{’Q( O\[’ [C{\/\/.

4.



. . TMe ISSUQ "3 Con cerns -%e‘ ergv ol
law +he lower Couct Committed 1n ru[{m) Hnat o
lacks subject watter yuris cichion o J'udt'cla”/
determine y pucsuant Fo S ¢ Code % 23-3- 430

(@ (15), +he issue  of Whedhey or not 4he ool
+YQWSC(fV)+ reﬂed@ /A/)[)Q“aﬂ{"s szma#opm

Qw[r@ngeg are  Sexval ip nature he Caugé SUQ,(/)3

Jud:‘ct'a( detefmination (s ex clusively Cmfrfg/feci'
b/v- A(j Shabazz v, S+a+€, 527 SE2d 717

Al_;ém \/\ae' VV\@"‘HCU(OU:Sl/ out inedt
"Hne poce duce an ‘l.V\VY\CH"('j must ugé Wlf\&n éeekmj .
feview of De Parjrsme/m&'s dec(s(on n a non -
CQHa tecal  oc administtative watter.  The
Al pellant is not seeleing reyiew ¢f any of
, g AN g review ’ -
S C De{ﬁ. ot Coccections deeisions , s
point s Clear |n /(p{)Q((am‘"g ):)[eadmcjs)
; 'H‘,ereﬂg-»fe /“* ghc@bazzt 'S i\l/)apioi'fcamek X
dhe ‘[_’_)'(esen'-'k Case wa@re the lower Court and
 bedoce Pais Coued | | |

Fu%efmme) +he O({qmal /)&H ﬁ‘oner X2
A ‘* S\(\a\t)&Zl }' N‘al»rl/: /“od’d( | /4( - g\’)a !anZ) \.
raise  Claime Hiat his (7ms+}+u'+/bﬁa( r:ﬁ‘ﬂ’f’;f@‘ |
i)ro(leduraf\ due D(oeess and e Ua\ pm{’ech‘a\n wece \Oe(m?

{ , N
/ A

5.
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'YY\a\Leg no Suth \C(aims. }T\/w

L

/

ﬁo{é\:\)ﬂmer}% COVY\VB{J(Jree, HQ a]so veused (‘;lal'm%

) 2 Conditions g <0 b
NaAttionsg ¢ \mg |mp(\SCVNYYN€h+. \‘ﬂne /(M)e”cmjr
el Cla | /fppel[o;M Seels g
Jue \.Cl‘Cf Ve*re)rv;nmahan steet )Oc«Sed‘UPm §%a%u+ory’
prb\vxstom of & 23’3* 430 ((15), Al - Shabaz +
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