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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CLARENDON

Wallace Demery, Jr., SCDC #388733,

- Applicant,

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

RECEIVED
OCT 07 2024

Case No. 2023-CP-14-00209

S.C. SUPREME COURT"

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

State of South Carolina,

i

Respondein‘t.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The matter before this Court is an action for post-conviction relief (PCR) commenced by
{ S

Wallace Demery Jr. (“Applicmit”) on June 8, 2023. On July 23, 2024, a hearing into the matter
was convened before the Honérablc Grace Gilchrist Knie at the Sumter County Courthouse.
Applicant was préseut and rcprc:fsented by Timothy L. Griffith, Esquire. Assistant Attorney General
T. Cruise Mitchell replrescuted :the State.

After hearing 1he-lcslin%1ony at the PCR hearing and upon full review of the record, this
Court finds Applicant’s- allegatioxls regarding ineffective assistance of counsel are without merit.

For the reasons discussed below, this Court denies relief and dismisses this action with prejudice.

" II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Applicant is presently cfonfined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant
to orders of commitment from the Clarendon County Clerk of Court. During its February 2017

term, the Clarendon County G?mnd Jury indicted Applicant for murder (2017-GS-14-00037). The

case was prosecuted by Third _;Circuit Solicitor Ernest A. Finney, IIl. Applicant was represented

raflLir

by J. David Weeks, esquire.
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On August 15, 2022, Apﬁlicant pleaded guilty L0 the {esser included offense of voluntary

k2, panslpughtes pefore the Honorable Kristi F. Curtis. Judge Curtis sentenced Applicant to twenty

s T 7 f(}?‘m yeals’ imprisopment for voluntary manslaughter. Applicant did not filea direct appeal.

ST,

[IL. STATEMENE orF FACTS

AT

© Victim wentto a truck wash in Clarendon County at approximately 5;30 pm on August 19,
z

2016. Victim came back to cat wash approx'\mately two hours later. At appkoximately 7:30 pm, &
wilness saw Victim get-out of his vehicle and run inside the office at the truck wash where an
altercation oceurred between v ictim and Applicant. Applicant peat Victim 10 death with a hammes

and a wrench in ap office inside the truck wash. Victim died on the scene.
(Gp. Tr. pp- 12-14). |
| V. CURRENT APPLICAT ION
Api)li'cam C(th’ﬂen;:ﬁd this PCR app\ication on June 8, 2623. 1n his applicmion Applicant
aﬁeged- he was entitled to felief baged on the following grounds:

{. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel
a. Counsel failed to “consult avenues with me or 0ty supporters. He would not retutd
nor speak with us.”
b. “My attorhey failed to mention the plea tie led me into was for 20 years without
parole.”
c. Counsel éfailed to obtain @ mental evaluation of investigate @ gelf defense OF
blackout defense.”
d. Counsel “failed to investigate missing evidence in which was vital information 10
nyy case.” :
e. Counsel erroneously wadvised that my plea was for 0-5 with probation
§ ¢, Counsel “was advised of the medication Seroquel 1 was taken and under the
influence of that hhe failed to acknowledge.”
: . Counsel «failed to conduct @ geasonable pre-trial investigation.”
; o, White v. State Claim
4. Counsel “was contacted and asked to file a written appeal, e said no and denied
my request.”

”
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Ordinarily, PCR al&egatipns are. centered upon an allegation tha
receive effective assistance of c':ounsel gua:an\ecd by the Sixth Ar
dental of such rep¥ ‘esentation scts fortha prima facie violatio
a question of fact that can only be determined by an evidentiary hearing.
088,291,199 S.E2d 761, 762 (1973).
The | reviewing court apphe@ the two-part test ‘ou

determine whcthel : counsel’s s, conduct “was SO inetfective as 10 require

conviction. 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984). To obtain re}ief

pcrform'mce fell below an ob;eclwa standard of jeaso
prejudice a3 a result of counsc\ s deficient performance. 1d.

3008.C: 115, 117-13, 386 SE.2d 624, 625 (l989) Failure 0 inake the required

deficient performance 01'; sufficient prejudice defeats the mcffectwenes
usS.at 100 see lso Bell v, Cone, S35 U.S. 685, 695 (2002) (explai
poth deficient pc\'fmm'mw and prejudice to the defense, «

or conviction resulted from & preakdown in ihe adversary
proceeding u\.\reliabl "' (citat'\on and internal quota(ion marks omi

The apphcam has the burden of establishing poth deficiency and prcjudicc in order o be

entmcd to relief. Hughes v, State, 340 S C 554, 558, 552 §E2d31

circumstancess {he dcts Of omissions comptained of *were outside the wide range of competcnce”

dem_zmded of mtorﬁcys in criminal cases. Strickland, 466, U.S: at 688. To prove pr

applicant must establish“a seasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessiona\ gLrors,
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yesult of the proceeding would have been different.” Id. at 694. A reasonable probability is a

probability “sufficient to under mme confidence in the outcome.” Id. Significantly, “the ultimate
focus of inquiry must be on (be fundamental fairness of the proceedmg whose result is being
challenged.” Id. at 696.

In the context of a guxity plea, Applicant must show that there is a reasonable probability
that, but for counsel's aiieged eiiors he would not have pleaded guilty and would have insisted on

going to trial. Hill.v..Lockhar(_,, 474U.8.52, 59 (1985). Because a gmity pleaisa solemn, judicial

admission of the truth of the charges against an individual, lbc PCR applicant’s right to contest the.

validity of such a plea is uSlially, but not invariably, foreclosed. See Blackledge v. Allisort, 431
U.S. 63, 73-74 (1977) (“Soibiiiil declarations in open court carty a strong presumption of verity.
The subsequent presem'nioii of conclusory allegations unsupported by specifics is subject 1o
summary dismissal, as are; ‘contentions that in the face of tiie record are wholly incredible.”).
Stlatements made during a gpiity plea should be considered conclusive, unless an applicant presents
valid reasons why he or sh;: should be allowed to depart from the truth of his statements. Daltont
v, State, 376 S.C. 130, 137-38, 654 S.E2d 870, 874 (Ct. App. 2007) (citing Crawford v. United
States, 519 F.2d 347,350 (4&\\ Cir. 1975)).
VL fFlNDlNGs or FACT & CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This Court has riaviawed the'iestimony pi'csented at the PCR hearing, observed the
witnesées, passed upon { lheir credibitity, and weighed their testimony accordingly. After hearing
the (estimony piesemed and considering the legal arguments by counsel, as well as the record in
this action incorpo_ra_tedg by way of the State’s return, this Coust finds Appiicant’s claims to be

without merit. -Pu'rsuantito S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-80, this Coutl makes the following findings of

facts and conclusions of law based upon all of the probative evidence presented.

plgdaof 14
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Counsel E rroneoxftslyAdvised Applicant His Plea Was for 0-5 Years
Applicant contends Coninsel was ineffective for erroneously advising him he would be
sentenced to O-S years with prot;alion if he pleaded guilty. This Court finds the credible testimony
of Counsel coupled with the recEOrd of Applicant’s guilty plea refutes this alvlegalion.l
At the evidentiary hearil%‘g, Applicant testified he had a plea offer of two years for volunlary
manslaughter. Counsel testified there was never a 0-5 year offer and he never advised Applicait
of such, Counsel explained heE.\ws ready (o go to trial and never preqsured Applicant to plead

‘a

g,mlty Based on Counsel 8 credlble testimony, this Court finds Counsel never- informed Applicant

" he would be: sentencc,d to 0- 5 ye'ns in exchange for his’ gunly plc'\ This Couu finds Counsel

px‘operly advised Applicant"hé was facing a potential s'cll tence of 30 years by pleadmg guilty.

" Therefore, Counsel was not déficient in advising Applicant of his poten(ial sentence,

Even supposmg Coun‘;el affirmatively misadvised Apphcam reg’udmg sentencing, any

misadvise on the p’ut of Counsel was cured by information conveycd at the guilty plea hearing,

- “Defendant’ srknov,'mg-and \thlntan)f waiver of statutory or constitutional right must be established

by a complete record, and mayﬁf be accomplished by colioguy between court and defendait, between
court and deféndaﬁt’scodnscli, or both”. State v. Ray, 310 S.C. 431, 427 S.E.2d 171 (1993). Any

possible misconceptions regarding sentencing on a defendant’s part can be “cured by the colloquy

~during the actual guilty pleaihearing‘.” Wolfe v. State, 326 S.C. 158, 164, 485 S.E.2d 367, 370
- (1997). “In consxdenng an "tllegatxon on post-conviction relief (PCR) that a guilty plea was based

on inaccura"te adv-lce of counsel ‘the transcript of the guilty plea hearing will be considered to

|

“determine whether any possxble error by counsel was cured by the information conveyed at the

plea hearing.” Stalk v, State, 375 S.C. 289, 652 S.E.2d 402 (Ct. App. 2007), aff‘d as modified, 383

S.C. 559, 681 S.E.2d 592 (2Q09) (citing Wolfe, 326 S.C. at 165).

2023-CP-14-00209



At the outset of the guil&y?plea heating, the Plea Court engaged in the following colloquy
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misconception Applicant ‘may have had'r

tion conveyed at the guilty plea. Thus, ApP

Applicant affivme
egarding his potem'u\\

rove

ilty. Therefore, any
ticant has failed 0P

by pleading 8Y
as cuxed bv mfmma

sentence W
ueged deficiency.

as prc;udxced by any a

his a\\eg\tmn is D&
alth EvaluatwulCom

' hew
Accordin'gly { ENIED/
me of Plea

Request a Mental He

nsel was ineffectiv

petency Isstie at Ti

uest 4 mental health

Fuailure to
Applicant comends Cou ¢ for failing to 1€Q
1 Seroquel at (he time of the

xon Addmomlly,

Apphc'mt contends he Was on the mcdxcaho
e evidentiary hearing, Applicant

sel shoutd have

gvaluat
ithout merit. At th

th\s allegation is W

This Court £'mds
ealth evaluation. Ap

ecewcd a mental D plicant avers Coun

plea.

estified he never r
tal heahh cvaluatior d he was 0B Seroquel at {he time of his

1. based on his interd

n. Applicant testifie
tion

\ctions With Applicant, there was 10 indica

requested a menta

guilty plea. Counsel teshfmd tha

Applicant Was 'mcompetem

This Coﬁtt fin

10 s\and trial.
iling to request

as ineffective for fa

ed to prove Counsel W
an attorney may

ds Apphcam has fail
ong -undes Strickland,

o the deﬁcxency pr
a defendant in dete t their

£.2d at 596, Whene

h evaluatxon. As t
reasonably rely upon; w1 percepnons of
evaluated. Jefers 108 S.C. at 233,417 S.

t shoutd bemeq\aﬂy _

a- mental healt
nining whether Of 1no

’h\s or her ©
stablishing

clien

Pléggﬁ:mm
2023-CP-14-0020"



Strickland prejudice in the confext of counsel’s failure to request a mental competency evaluation,

the applicant must show a r62i§01iéble probability that he was incompetent at the time of the original
proceeding. Garren, 423 S.C. at 12,813 S.E2d at 710 (citing Ramirez v. State, 419 S.C.. 14, 21,
295§ E.2d 841, 845 (2017)). 3

Here, Counsel credibly %tcsti'f‘led he did not perceive any mental health competencies based

on his interactions with Applicant. Counsel propeily determined a mental heaith evaluation was

not necessary. The 'followi‘dgf'colloquy from Applicant’s guilty plea corroborates Counsel’s

festimony: :
!

The Coun You Mr Weeks, have had, T would’ mmmne, pumerous chances t0
communicate with Mr Demery?

Mr. Weeks: Yes, ma’ z_,}m.

The Court: Any'cbn'cérﬁ at all about his mental health?

Mr.‘Weeks: No; ma’a;in, not as relates to the pleal. Nq, ma’am.

The Cowrt: And y'ou’éve been able to communicate with him?

Mr. Weeks: Yeé; ma:;;:am.

The Court: You feelélike he's understood all of your communications?

Mr. Wéeks{ 1 think éo, Your Honor.
(GR Tr. pp. 6-7).
Based on ‘Counsel’s cxedﬂ.:le testimony and the 1'e‘cord from Applicant’s guilty plea, this Court
finds Counsel properly det’enmned_ a menial health e\'aluatxon was not necessary. Thus, this Court
finds Counsel was not deflcxent for failing to request a mental health evaluation.

Furthelmore, Apphc'mt has failed to prove he was pre]udi;:ed byCounsel’s alleged failure

to request a mental health evaluation. Applicant presented no cvldcnce at the evidentiary hearing

YY)
ag/‘o‘f 14
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(hat he was incompetent al the tifme of his plea. Applicant alleges he was on Seroquel at the time

of his plea; however, this issue v«‘}as raised at his guilty plea hearing:

The Court: Are you under the influence today of any drugs or alcohol?

The Defendant: No, ma’am. -

The Coust: Are you taking any prescription medications?

The Defendant: I am, but it’s not clouding my judgment.

The Coutt: If you'll spei_ak up a little bit for me. If you’ll come up right here to the
microphone please. Okay, you're taking some preseription medications?

The Defendant: Yes, nia’am.

The Court: Can you te!l me what you're taking?

The Defendant: 'm taiking generic brand of Seroquel.

The Court: Okay. An(i- have you had some mental health treatment in the past?
The Defendant: Yes, gﬁa’am.

The Court: Are you ciurrently under a physician’s care for any mental treatment?
The Defendant: Yes,’ma’am.

The Courl: And can iyou tell me about that?

The Defendant: 'm ;'sched'u]ed over here Clarendon Behavioral Mental Health.
The Court: Uh-uh.

The Defendant: I’m% going over there for depression and anxiety.

The Court: Okay. And how long have they been treating you over there?

The Defendant:,Fo%r‘ {he past about six years now.

The Couft: And do you feel the Seroguel helps those conditions?

The Deféndanf: Yes, ma’am.

The Court: Any adverse effects on you that keep you from thinking clearly?

Pafe 01 14
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The Defendant: No, ma’a;ﬁ.
(GP Tr. pp.6-7).

Applicant affirmed, uudejr oath, the Seroquel he was taking at< the time of his plea did not
cloud his judgment'a.nd did not iceep him from thinking clearly. Thus, based on Applicant’s own
admissions at the guilty plea heé\ring, he has failed to prove he was incompetent at the plea due to
his medication. Furthermore, Applicant has produced no objective data about the nature and effect
of Seroquel for this Court lq consider whether such medicatioh could have rendered him

i
i

incompetent to enter a guilty pléﬁa. See Garren v. State, 423S.C. 1, 813 S.E.2d 704 (2018) (holding

" that “a PCR court mus! cthidEr objective data about the nature and effect of the medication the

defendant had taken and c_va;luutc whether such medication had }lhc capability to produce a

. sufficient effect on his mental faculties to render him incompetent to enter 2 guilty plea.”).

Accordingly, this allbéation is DENIED.

' Failure to Investigate

Applicant contends C;)unsel was ineffective for failing (o adequately jnvestigate his case.
This Coust finds this aﬂcgatidn is without merit.

At the evidentiary hémring, Applicant (estified Counsel should have conducled a more
diligent investigation in his case. Specifically, Applicant asserts Counsel should have investigated
two pieces of _missing evide‘r'xce: a knife and a Smitls and Wesson, Counsel testified he reviewed
all of the discovery and -\hge State’s evidence with Applicant. Counsel expla'incd he hired an
investigator and was pfépar%:d {o argue self-defense had Applicant’s case gone {0 trial,

| .

In order to prevail '\%1pon a claim that counsel did not adequately prepare O investigate a

case, an applicant m.ust pr;asent evidence of what counsel could have discovéred or what other

defenses applicant could have requested counsel develop and present had counsel been more

T
pagl9lop14
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prepared. Harris v. State, 377 S.C. 66, 75-76, 659 S.E.2d 140, 145-46 (2008) (citing Jackson v.
State, 329 S.C. 345, 353-54, 49§ S.E.2d 768, 772 (1998)). Futrthermore, an applicant must also
present evidence to show how;the discoverable matters ot defenses would have resulted in @
different outcome. Id, (citing D:hvis v, State, 326 $.C. 283, 288, 486 S.E.2d 747,749 (1997); Skeen
v. State, 325 S.C 210, 214, 4815 S.E.2d 129,132 (1997)). Mere speculation as to how the alleged
Jack of preparation prejudiced %z'm applicant is not sufficient t0 support a grant of retief.

- Here, Couunsel’s crcd'\:blg testimony demonstrates he propetly investigated Applicant’s
case, was prepared for trial and prepared to argue self-defense. This Court finds Counsel was not
deficient fin his investigation jof Applicant’s case. Additionally, Applicant merely speculates that
the discovery of 2 knife or Sxi:mh and Wesson would have somehow resulted in him proceeding 10
a trial rather than plead ,gu'ﬁ"lty. Applicant has failed to show how these items would have been
relevant to any defense or :ixow further investigation inlo these items would have resulied in 2
different outcome. Thus, Applicant Alms failed to prove he was prejudiced by Counsel’s alleged
lack 6f investigation.

Accordingly, this zxilegation is DENIED.

F ail;ed to Adequately Consultwith Applicant

Applicant contends Counsel was ineffective for failing to adequately consult with
nim. This Court finds lhisf allegation is without metit.

Applicant suggests a failure to adequately meet with him or “his supporters” prior 10 the
plea. This CO\'ll;t finds (éounsel’s credible testimony, and the record of Applicant’s guilty plea,
refutes this allegation. 'i"here is no established «pinimum number of meetings between counsel
and client priorto trial ni:cessary {o prepare an attorney to provide effective assistance of counsel.”

United States'v Oison,f 846 F.2d 1103, 1108 (7th Cir.1088) (there is 10 constitutional minimuin

Pa@:bf 14 .-
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number of meetings between ¢ 'mdmcy and client and obsefves that an experienced attorney may

get more Out of a single meeung than-a neophyte); Moody v. Polk, 408 F.3d 141,148 (4th Cir.
2005); Campbell v. Polk, 447 F. 3d 270,279, n.2 (4th Cir. 2006) (“we cannot conclude- that the fact '
that Campbell's counsel on\y met with him five times vefore trial made fhem ineffective.”).
“Blrevity of consuka(lon Ume between a defendant and his counsel, alone,” ‘cannot support a
claim of ineffectwe assistance ¢ of counsel.”” Davis V. State, 44 So.3d 1118, 1130 (Ala. Crim. App:
2009) (quoting Murray v Ma;_,gto 736 F.2d 279,282 (Sth Cir. 1984)), Wiiite-v. Godinez, 301 F.3d
796, 800 (7th Cir. 2002) (“A brief consultation does not by itself éstablish that counsel's
performance was nﬂdeq\mte ) Chavez v, Pulleys 623 E. Supp. 672 ‘685 (P D. Cal. 1985) (“brevity
of consultation time betwcen a -defendant and his counsel alone cai nm support a claim of
ineffective assistance.‘of counsel, especially whete the defendant “fails to allege what purpose
fusther consultation with lm altomey would bave served and fails 10 demonstrate how further
consultahon with his dtlomey would bave produced a different result™). Applicant testified
Counsel only met with lmn a handful of times @ and failed to consult with his gupporters. Applicant
funther testified Counsel would not answer his calls, Counsel testified he met with Applicant,
reviewed discovery with: Applicant, and was prepared for trial, This Court finds Counsel’s
testimony credible. Thusi, {his Court finds Coungel was not Jeficient in his consultations with
Applicant.

Fuuhelmore, Apphcmt has failed to %pccxfy what, if anything, could have been achieved
had Counsel spent moxe tirne with him in consulhuon legwrdmg his case. See Smith v. State, 404
S5.C. 493, 500—01 745 S g.2d 378, 382 (Ct. App 2012) (noting that an i\pplicant must. present
evidence to show how addmoml (ime spent in consultalibn regarding discovery would have

resulted in a different outcome; mere speculation as to how the alleged lack of prepa‘ration

i
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1

pfejudiced an applicant is not sufficient to support & grant of relief). Thus, Applicant has failed to
meet his burden establishing pl'ejudice as o this allegation.
- Accordingly; this allegahon is DENIED.
F(ulure to File a Direct Appeal

Applicant alleges Counsel failed to file a direct appeal on his pehalf after being
requested 10 do so. This Court fmds (his allegation is without meril.

Counsel has a conshluhondlly imposed duly t0 consult with a defendant about an appeal
only when there is.reason to thmk (1) that a rational defendant would want {0 appeal, Of (2) that
this particular Uefendant 1c’150mb1y demonstrated (o counsel that he was interested in appealing.
Roe v. Flores:Oriega, 598 U.S. 470, 471 (2000). These clements are much harder to establish
when a conviction follows 2 guill.y plea, because 2 plea both reduces the scope of appealable issues
and indicates that the defenddnt sought an end t0 judicial proceedings. 1d. Tn addition, to prove
prejudice, an applicant must demonsiraie 2 reasonable prob'\blhty (hat he would have timely
appealed but for counsel’s fdeﬁciency. Jd. Evidence that there were nonfrivolous grounds for
appeal or that the 'dcfendz\im promplly expressed a desire to appeal is highlﬂ/ relevant to this
determination. Id. at 472,

This Court finds C(:)unsel had no duty under Roe to consull with Applicant about ai appeal
in this case. Although Apphcam was facing & murder charge carrying a potential life sentence,
with the assistance of Counsel he was able 10 obtain a plea deal in which he was allowed to plead
to the lesser mcluded offense of voluntary manslaughter. Applicant was sentenced to 20 years. No
(ational defendant wou\c} want to appeal such a favorable outcome. At the evidentiary hearing,
Counsel testified 'App\iciz\nt did not ask him to file a direcl appeal, nor did he see any meritorious

o
veasons for appealing. Based on Counsel’s credible testimony, this Court finds Applicant did not

''''' 2023-CP-'14-00209



express a desire {0 appeal. Addi{ioxxally, Applicant failed to present-any

nonfrivolous ground for

appeal at the evidentiary hearing. Thus, he has failed to prove both deficiency and prejudice as to

this allegation.

Accordingly, this allegation is DENIED-

[Signature Page Follows]

)
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VII. CONCLUSION

Based on the foxegomg, tlns Court finds and concludes Applicant has not established any
constitutional violations or depnvahom that would require this Court-to. grant his application for
post-conviction refief. This Court finds Counsel was not deficient in any manner, nor was
Applicant prejudiced by COLI;iSGl’S representation. Therefore, this Court denies relief on all
allegations and dismisses this I;CR action with prejudice.

Applicant must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty days from PCR counsel’s
receipt of wrilten nolice of cnlfry of judgment to secure the appropriate appellate review pursuant
to Rule 203, SCACR. Appliczém has a right to appeliate counsel’s assistance in seeking review of
ihe denial of PCR. Austin v. Smt.e, 305 S.C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991). Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP,
provides that if Applicant mshes to seek appellate review, PCR counsel must serve and file a
notice of appeal on Apphcant s behalf, Applicant is directed to Rule 243, SCACR, for appropriate

procedures for appeal.

IT 1S THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. The application for post -conviction relief be denied and dismissed with prejudice; and
2. Applicant be 1em'mded o the custody of the State.

AND IT IS SO ORDI‘RLD this |24 _day of ‘5@4 b, 2024,

RO oo

}ké HONORABLE GRACE GILCHRIST KNIE
Presiding Judge
/ Third Judicial Circuit

'ﬁrOJW ‘794'311,0)_, South Carolina
U\/ .
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
‘ COUNTY OF CLARENDON
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Wallace Demery, Jr., #388733 Applicant,

State of South Carolina, Respondent.

{

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the Order of Dismissal have been
served upon the applicant by mailililg one copy in the United States mail, postage prepaid,
addressed to:

Timothy Lee Griffith, Esquire

2338 Mount Vernon Dr
Suniter, SC 29154

This 30% day of September, 2024. .

O

Blake Means
Legal Assistant for Respondent




PROOF OF SERVICE OF A NOTICE OF APPEAL RECEIVED

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA OCT 07 2024
In the South Carolina Court of Appeals s.C. SUPREME COURT

APPEAL FROM CLARENDON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Grace Gilchrist Knie, Circuit Court Judge

Case #2023-CP-14-00209

The State, Respondent,
V.
Wallace Demery Jr V Appellant.
PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal on the Office of the Attorney General of
South Carolina, PCR Division, by U.S. Postal Service, postage prepaid, to P.O. Box 11549,
Columbia, S.C. 29211, and on the Clarendon County Clerk of Court by U.S. Postal Service,
postage prepaid, to PO Box 136, Manning, SC 29102, on October 3, 2024

e 10/3 /29

< Timothy L. Griffith 7 *
2338 Mount Vernon Dr.
Sumter, SC 29154
Telephone: (803) 499-2012
Attorney for Appellant




