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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM PICKENS COUNTY

THE HONORABLE PERRY H, GRAVELY

ROBERT EARL DILLARD, APPERLANT,

THE STATE, - RESPONDENT,

Appellate case no. 2022-000972

Appellant, Robert Earl Dillard, wasconvictéd'by the pickens Coungi
Jury in 1995 on two counts of murder. He is Currently serving two
Consecutive life terms as imboéed on march 2, 1995. by the

Honorable Frank P, McGowan, Jr.
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inyg. On April 24,

to the SC Suprewme




STATEMENT
Petitioner Robert Earl Dillard was conviccéd of two counts of murder during
thg March 1995 term of the Pickens County General Sessions Court before the Honmo—-
rable Frank P, McGowan, Judge aéd jury, He was reﬁresented by Richard H, Warder,
Esq. Following petitiomer's conviction, Judge McGowan sentenced him to tow con-
secutive life sentences. Petitioner appealed, but hi§ convictions and sentences

.were affirmed, See State v. Dillard, Op.No.97-MO-012(S.C.Supp.Ct. filed February

11, 1997). App.pp. 1-691,
On OctoBer 30, 1997, petitioner filed an application for Post-Conviction Re-
iief (PCR). On September 21, 1998, an evidentiary hearing before the Honorable
- Larry R. Patterson, at which petitioner was represented by Scott D. Robinson, Esq.
By order datedFebruary 17, 1998, Judge Patterson denied the application. PSR,Eénd
PCR counsel did not appeal. App.p. 726. |
| On May 25, 1999, petitioner filed an Austin petition. On August 28, 2000,

an evidentiary hearing was held before the Honorable John W. Kittredge, at which

petitioner was repreSenged by John D, Jorge, Esq. By order dated August 29, 2@00,‘

Judge Kittredge granted petitioner a review pursuant to Austin v. State. App¢p.

©720,

On'August'6, 2002, petitioner filed a second PCR application. . A motion hear-

’
#

ing was held on July 28, 2003, before the Honorable John C. Few, at which petitioner

was represented by Cheree Gillespie, Esq. App.pp. 724-731.

. "_.“Qh_Au8§§;”l9;529Q3,u<udge"Eew»issue“anworder_denying.petitioner's-applieation———r—

on the ground that it was untimely filed. App.pp. 735-739.

Petitioner appealed, This motion and petition follows,



STANDARD OF REVIEW

In Aice v. State, 409 S.E.2d 392 (SC 1991), a case addressing
an exception to procedurally barred claiwms, the SC Supreme Court

held that “finality must be realized at some point in order to
achieve a simblance of effectiveness in dispensiny justice... at
some point 3judicial review must stop, with only the very rarest
of exception. When the (judicial) system has failed a defendant
and where to continue his imprisonment without a review would
amount to a miscarriage of justice." 1In. addition, the Court has
held that "a defendant's filiny of four PCR actions, one of which
was successful, was not repetitive, numerous, or totally
frivolous, and thus defendant was not subject to strict
restriction on future filings. Williams v. State, 583 S.E.2d 52
(sc 2003).

As shown above, the applicant has previously prevailed in a
PCR action (99-CP-39-0406) pursuant to Williams, infra. He will

now present the following aryuments for entitlement to review

under the miscarriage of justice standard under the holdiny in

Aice, infra.

' ARGUMENT ) , _
nder MCGoissin Vo Perkias, 123 s-ch 192 Genzl '404-1/ braocerices. Clewn

I. THE APPLICANT SUFFERED A MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE WHEN HE WAS
CONVICTED UPON A STANDARD OF GUILT BELOW THAT REQUIRED BY THE
FOURTEENTH DUE PROCESS CLAUSE (Alternatively, applicant raised

this ground under ineffective assistance of counsel).

The applicant submits that the record of his trial shows that
after the jury found him guilty, he discovered that ducing its
deliberation the jury had sent the judye a note reyuesting a
layman's definition of "reasonable doubt"”. He further discovered
that the Jjudge had conferred with both applicant's counsel and
the solicitor regyarding the jury's request before writing on the
jury's note that "he could not comply with the jury's ceyguest."

Also, without publishiny the jury's reyuest in open court, the



judye sent the note back to the jury with! a response that. "he

could not comply with their reguest." Tr.p. 681-82

In addressing . such an error, the SC! Supreme Court has
recognized that a "reasonable doubt" charye Eould be erroneous if
it could cause a Jurj to interpret the chacge to allow a flndlng
of guilt based on a degree of ptoof below that regquicred by the
Fourteenth Amendment, Due Process Clause. ;As a result, the SC
Supreme Court has offered a definition whié& would be acceptable
for use by the bench, as follows: %
I
"a reasonable doubt is the kind of douﬁt that would cause a
"

reasonable person to hesitate to act....

State v. Manning, 409 S.E.2d 372 (1971). ﬁhe Court has fucrther
guided that the courts are not restricted to! the exact definition

in Manning, but that the charye must ledall] eguate to that

offered in Manniny. See, State v. Clute.
Nevertheless, to warrant revecrsal, a trial judge's cefusal to

yive a requested jury instrcuction uust be§ both erroneous and
prejudicial. State v. Hughey, 529 S.E.2d 721 (SC 2000). Where a
general instruction to jury is 1nsuff1c1ent to enable jury ¢to
understand fully law of case, the cefusal to yive reyuested
chargye is reversible erroc. Brown V. Smallsp 481 .S.E.2d 444 (SC
App. 1977). Moreover, the U.S. Supreme Cou%t has held that the
Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amehdment protects the
accused against conviction except upon proof beyond a creasonable
doubt of every fact necessacy to constituteithe ccime for which

he is charged. To this end, the "ceasonablk doubt" standarcd is
indispensable (to a fair trial). In re Wﬂnshig. 397 U.S. 358
(1970). _ ‘ i

Here, as evidenced by the jury's "note" ¢equesting a laywan's

definition of "rcasonable doubt", it is loéical to assume that

the jury had, at this point, entectained a deyree of doubt as to
i

applicant's yuilt and had focused critical attention on the

definition of "reasonable doubt" to ceach its verdict.

Therefore, the layman's definition of ceasonbble doubt which the

i



Jjuayge ShouLd have conveyed to the jucy would be given special
consideration in reachiny a verdict since it was in résponse LO
its own inguiry. Under this circumstance, the judye's failure to
comply with the Jury's reguest was an ecror of law that
prejudiced applicant's fundamental cigyht to a fair trial. Sue
eé.gy-, State v. Blassingawe, 244 S.E.2d 528 (sC 1978); See also,

Winship (holdinyg that a conviction below the reasonable doubt

standard would amount to a miscarciage of Justice).‘I

Finally, aéplicant contends that the failure of the gudye,
solicitor, and his counsel to provide a condeed jury a laywan's
definition of "reasonable doubt" in his case should amount to a
failure of the judicial system. and a correspondiny wiscarciaye of
justice to eﬁtitle hiw to ceview of tne wecits of nis claim. An
applicant's right to a fair trial is basic cequicement of the Due
Process Clause, and includes a fair judye. Liljechecy v. Health
Secv. Corp.. 486 U.S. 847 (1988); a riyht to be prosectuted by a
9ro$ecutor whose duty is to see that justice is done. Becgec Ve
U.S., 295 U.sS. 78 (1936); and the riyht to effective assistance
of trial counsel, Strickland v. Washinyton, 466 U.S. 668 (1984).

II.  THE APPLICANT DISCOVERED AFTER HIS TRIAL AND FIRST PCR
ACTION THAT THE SOLICITOR KNOWINGLY USED PERJURED TESTIMONY TO
OBTAIN HIS CONVICTION (Altecnatively, applicant raised this

yrcound under ineffective assistance of counsel).

The SC Supreme Couct has cecoynized prosecutocial wiscoanduct
as a ycound for PCR action in the absence even o0f a claim of
ineffective assistance of counsel. Gibson v. State. 514 S.E.Zd
320, 323-27 (SC 1999) (Settiny aside applicant's ygyuilty plea, and
granting a new trial.because of prosecutor's Bgady violation.)

[fn.1] .
With ceygard to his claiw, the applicant submits that pucsuaut

to his discovery and Brady Motion the solicitor disclosed the

{1} Brady v. Macyland, 373 U.S. 83, 83 S.Ct. 1194 (1963)

©



detention cecocdS of its chief witness, Jawes Siwpson. However,
the solicitor failed to disclose any records of Simpson's
detention in the Greenville Detehtion Center (GDC) Eor the wonths
of November 25, 1992 through April 20, 1993, which covered the
time period Simpson testified that applicant admitted to hiw
(Simpson) that he (applicant) had cowmittea the wmucdecs wnile
they were at the "Haynie Street Men's Club" in downtown
Greenville. As the State's evidence ayaiast applicant was
entirely circumstantial, Simpson's testimony reyarding applicaants
murder confession to Siwpson in “Februarcy 1993" at the Haynie
Street Men's Club was the only evidence the State had that
directly connects applicant to the wurdecs.

Following his trial and before filinyg nis ficst PCR action in
1997,-applicant contacted the GDC cequesting ceyuesting Siwpson's
detention records but was not provided any of Siwmpson's cecocds
coveriny the tiwe peciod between November 1992 through Aprcil
1993. Finally. on Januér/ 17, 2001, pursuant to the SC Freedow
of Inforwation Act (FOIA), the' GDC Record Manayec, Jinng Mocgan,
provided applicant the cecocrds of Simpson's detencion. These
records showed that Siwpson was, in fact, detained in the GDC
from 11-25-92 until 4-30-93. Thus., Simpson's GDC recocrds showed
that he obviously could not have been at the "Haynie Street Men's
Club" in downtown Greenville in FPFebruacy 1993 when ne was
detained in the GDC the entice wmonth Of Febraucy 1993. The
records clearly showed that Simpson tescified Ealsel{.

As the GDC cecocds shows that Simpson testified, the inguicy
should now focus 6n whethec the solicitocr Kknowingly iucrdduc:d
Simpson's false testimony to coavict agglicant. A ceview 0f the
solicitor's closing arguwent did not only show that ne knowingly
introduced Simpson's perjuced testimony, but also showed that Cthne
solicitor actually provided Siwmyson witn key evidence £frow che
wucder - scene to convince the jury of Siwmpson's creaibility, ia

relevant part, as follows:

"Solicitor: Mr. Wacner (applicant's counsel) wight acgyue that

Siwmpson was the one who Kkilled cthew. I doa'c

7



know, he miynt argue that, but I just siwmply ask
"you to cewmewber "that Siwyson was in jail at the

. time (of tne wurders)". TL.p. 632.

Solicitor: What did he (Simpson) tell us? He told us sowe
things in cthe statement Lthat 00bOdy <lse kiew,
that the gyencral public dia uaot kunow, that had not

been celeased to the public, to the wedia.

Of pacticular note, the nmfdecs took place on Decauber 17,
1992. ‘The GDC recocds showed that Simpson was detained in the
GDC from 11-25-92 untili4—30—93. Conseyuently, the solicitor's
closing aryument shows that he Kknew Ecom Nhis own . crecurds that
Simpson had been detained in the GDC from Ll1-25-92 until 4-30-93,
which also included the time o©of the wucders as tne solicitoc
aryued. Thecrefore, as Simpson could not have been at the "Hayunie
Street Men's Club" in downtown Greeuville to witaess any
;onfession by applicant, or yet any details of the wucder SCele
from applicant, it loyically follows that ne was pcovided the
details of the murdec scene frou the solicitoc's files. [(£fn.2)

To obtain relief on the basis of suborhation and pecjucy, an
applicant must demonstrate (1) that ‘the witness wmade a false
statement, (2) that the false statement was matecial to case, (3)
that the false statewment was knowinyly and iantentionally cwployed
by the State. See Beasley v. Holland, 649 F.Supp. 561 (S.D.W.Va.
1985). Furthermore, a conviction must be set aside if theic is a
reasonable probability that false testimony (or evidence) cquld
have affected the outcome of the trial. See e.y.s, United States
v. Bayley, 105 s.ct. 3375, 473 U.S. 667 (1985); Gigylio v. United
.States, 405 U.S. 150, 92 s.ct. 763 (1l972); Millec v. Pate, 87

S.Ct. 785 (1967); Brady, supra.

{2) See print-out of 13th Circuit Solicitor Office practice of usinyg false
testimony by incarcerated witnesses to obtain conviction, attached herewith as

Exhibit A A2 4:3-

(3) see ALSO U.S. V. PREEMAN, 650 F3d 673, 680 (7th cir 2011)

&



ITI. THE SOLICITOR PROSECUTED AND CONVICTED APPLICANT UPON:
UNINDICTED MURDER OFFENSES.

The applicant contends that the solicitor did not obtain his
murder indictment by way of a lawfully convened Pickens County
Gran@d Jury to empower the general sessions (circuit) court to
adjudicate his murder cases. In reviewinyg such a claim as
alleged by applicant, the SC Supreme Court has held that it will
presume the Eegularity and legality of the proceedings before the
gfani jury was complied with absent any evidence to the contrary.
State v. James, 472 S.E.2d 38, To prove that the solicitor did

noy_vcomply with the regular and legal proceedings before the
grand jury for presentment of his murder indictmeht' the
applicant will show that he received a "general sessions court
calendar" from the SC Court Administtation and its implication.

Government records and official conduct should be accorded a

presumption of legitimacy. U.S. Dept. of State v. Raf,.ll2 S.Ct.

541,{502 U.S. 164 (1991).. '

Accordingly, the applicant's indictment shows that the ygrand
jury| presented it during a November 17, 1994, térm of Pickens
County ,general sessions court.’ Conversely, 'the SC Court
Admipistration's calendar shows there was .no term of general
sessions court held in Pickens County on November 17, 1994. See
SC Gourt . Administration calendar attached hereto as Exhibit

-EELiiiﬁL. As a result, the applicant directs the Court's inquiry
to whether the "absence of a term of general sessions court for
attendance of a grand jury could deprive the court of its 'power'
(jurlsdictioh) to adjudicate éases." To resolve this question,
it will be necessary to interpret the U;S. Supreme Court's
holdjng in United'states v. Cotton, 122 S.Ct. 1781 (2002), which
guided the 8C Supreme Courﬁ's ruling in State v. Gentry., 610
S.E.2d 494 (2005). 1In both Cotton and Gentry, the Court's held,

that | the term "Subject Matter Jurisdiction" means the "Court's

statutory and constitutional power to adjudicate the case."

()




powel

Likewise, in South .Carolina, the yeneral sessions court's

r (jurisdiction) to adjudicate a criminal case is determined

by statutory law as follows: (1) the yrand jury... shall uweet

with
Ann.
the
Jury;
indi
14-9
.cirg
term
the
it

indi

general sessions court at each of its terms -- 8C Code;
, § 14-9-170; (2) the solicitor shall prepare. and, through
presiding judge of general sessions court, submit to grand
; while in attendance upon general sessions court, bills of
ctment (for grand jury presentment) -- SC Code, Ann., §
~-210. . No indictment may be true billed by grand jury when
uit court (yeneral sessions) lacks jurisdiction (or 'is not in
), since the grand jury's jurisdiction is co-extensive with
criminal jubiédiction of the yeneral sessions court in which

.5 convened and for which it is to make inquiry (on bills

Wheeller, 193 S.E.2d 515 (1972).
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indi
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to
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by a
sess
the
with
are

pres

Ih addition, the S8C Constitution mandates that "no person may

eld to answer for any crime... unless on a presentment of

ctment by a grand jury of the county where the crime has been
itted." SC Const., Art. I, §'ll: and "the yrand jury of each
ty... sShall consist of eighteen.(ls)'membeks, twelve (l2) of

must agree on a matter (tru'e; bill). before a case can be
errted for trial (of case) by 4general sessions court." sc
t., Art. Vv, § 22. The presentment of indictment for yeneral

iocns court's jurisdiction to try criminal cases is (according
totkon and Gentrz). determined by the above statutory and
titutional laws, and is .fundamental. Anderson v. Anderson.
S.E.2d 897 (1989).

5 a ‘threshold matter, the SC .Constitution gives the gyeneral

t., Art. V, § 1l1. However, the jurisdictional claim raised
pplicant 1is not a challenye to the Pickens County general
icns court's jurisdiction to try criminal cases. instead,
applicant is contending that the solicitor failed to comply
statutory and constitutional lawsf set forth above, which
jurisdictional in nature, specifying the manner and means for

entment of his nmurder indictment by lawfully convened yrand

.

ctment). State v. McClure, 289 S.E.2d 158 (1982); State v.

icns court jurisdiction to try all criminal cases. sC
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A Netéee of Appeal was Filed and Perected at the South Carelina
Suprg%e Court, M.'Anne'Pearee, quuire of the~Soqﬁh carolhna
®ﬁftcé.aﬁ Appellate Defense Peffeeﬁed the Appeal. The Supreme
,Couvt,"Aff;rmed" -PetLtLoner s Conviction and Sentence in étate

V. Bt%lard. ®P.nos 97-mo-012 [S.C. Sup.Ct., Filed February 11,
| - _ - -

1997].

In essence, Applicant ks alleging that there was ne legal --
obtained tndictment charging him with murder because there was
‘no-— teqm of General Sessions Court with a Grand—Jury in -~
"Attendance to pfesent his Lndtctmenc" for trLal of his case
under !General Sessions Court's Criminal Jurisdiction. THUS,
The a@sence of a presentment of indictmeﬁt of indtcémenf was

a "deéeet'Ln subjegt—matﬁgr jurisdiction" that deprived the

Court [0 it's "Power to Act", Smith V; ‘United States, 360 U.S.

1, 10, 79 S.Ct. 991, 3 L.Ed.2d 1041 [1959].

i
l
f
i

Flnalﬁy, Both the United States and -South Carol ina Supreme'06urts

have held "defect/s in subject-matter jurisdiction require -

correction whenever rasied. COTTON, GENTRY, SUPRA; And, the

Court's "lack of subject-matter juflsdidﬁion" may be raised
at any time, including FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL, OR COLLATER-
AL CHALLENGE. Hope“Va'Sﬁate, 492 S.E.2d 76 [SC 1997]. See The

Unxteé States Supreme Court has HELB that Govermenc Records
andﬂﬂﬂFICIAL Conduct must be Accorded a Presumptlon of -

Legttqmacy. in Bept. of U, S Ve Ray, 112 S.Ct. 541 [1991].

i

i
i
‘
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jury for trial of his case under general sessions court's criminel

jurisdiction-
IN essence, the applicant is alleging that there was no legall

obtained indictmenf charging him with murder becase there was

no term of general sessions court with a grand jury in attendance

to present his indictment for trial of his case ‘under general

sessions court's criminal jurisdiction. THUS, the absence of a
presentment of indictment ' of indictment was a' defect in

subject-matter jurisdiction' that deprived the court of its
'power to adjudicate' applicants' case. The absence of an indictment
is a jurisdictional defect which deprives the court of its power

to act. SMITH V. UNITED STATES, 360 u.s. 1, 10, 79 S Ct. 991

3 L.Ed.2d 1041 (1959).

Finally. both the U.S. and S.C. SUPREME COURTS have held that
'defects

in sﬁbject—matter jurisdiction require correction whenever
raised.'_COTTON, GENTRY, SUPra and the court's lack of
subject-matter jurisdiction may be raised at any time, including
FOR THE FIRST time on appeal, or collateral challenge. Hope V.
STATE, 492 s.E.2d 76 (SCl997).see the U.S.SUPREME COURT has RIECEIVED

that government RECORD"S and OFFICIAL caonduct must be accorded '
- NOV 18 207%

a presumption of legitimac see department of U.S. V. RAY, 1 -
presump g v par L S MAILROOM

ct, 541 (1991).
—_— CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the forgoing reason, the HOnorable COURT should hold

an evidentiary hearing to reverse and vacate applicant's conviction

ECET U
RECEIVED RECEI VE}

e N 13 g L o 792023

o 1 . Robert E. DillardiP@IqMA|

1 o gid - PC' MA"-ROOM perry correctional inst. LHUUM
- R R 430 oaklawn road g4b-209
pelzer, sc 29669

and sentences.
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The South Carvolina Court of Appeals

Robert Earl Dillard, Appellant,
V.
- The State, Respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2022-000972

ORDER

'Appellant filed a motion to exeeute judgment as a matter of law, a motion for an
entry of default, and a motion to appoint counsel. After careful consideration, we
deny the motions. See Rule 608(g), SCACR (providing that counsel should not be
appointed for an indigent unless the indigent has a right to appointed counsel under
the state or federal constitution, a statute, a court rule, or the case law of this State);
Ex parte Dibble, 279 S.C. 592,.310 S.E.2d 440 (Ct. App. 1983) (holding there is no
constitutional right to counsel in civil cases). This case will no longer be held in
abeyance. Respondent's brief is due thirty days from the date of this order

Hopleef? m%lmL

FOR THE COURT
Columbia, South Carolina
cc: - "~ FILED
Robert Earl Dillard, 00220045 - - Sep 11 2023

Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire
* Melody Jane Brown, Esquire
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Solicitor drops.two-murder cases-after witness liés on stand
By John Boyanoski_ . g : ;
- STAFE WRITER

iboyan'@gree'nvillénews.corri’z_:-'_ - .
. Aﬁérthe prosecution's only withess to-a 1 998 murder was found to have lied on the
witness stand, the 13th Cireuit Solicitor's Office:dropped the case against two men
~.-Tue'sda’y:accused:.of.thgig[i(pe..-. e - '.—t:_...-.-..-..v..’:::.;;..f:.-.m'a:.-.:-:-::-=..-.-.‘r.4.%.._t.:.--£::-::'.;;-; TS 2 e Do .

The murder triat of Calvin Rlco. Rosemond, formery of 306 Fumian Hall-Road, wag
charged.in the death of James d.'Chattman, 25, of 113 Norwood 8t., who-died from a
- gunshot bilast to the-head . on the morning-of Nov. 12, 1998, .

A-w’imess,saidtMonday that he saw Rosemond at the murder scené, but under cross-

examination, defense attorney Symmes Culbertson showed, evidence that the witness
was in jail at the time. . . :

"We looked info it and wa brought that out."

. On Tuesday, Rasemond's charges were dropped as were the charges against Asim '

. Clement, who was-arrested along with Rosemond in April 2000. Both cases were hased
on the witnesses' statements. - - :

Solicitor Bob Ariail. said the man was the sole eyewitness.in the case, and gave a very
detalled description of the shooting. Afterworking thraugh the hight to verify-the.man's |
Jail records, the prosecution asked for a direct verdict Tuesday moming which ended:the:
case, ) ) .

"We feit that his credibility, our credibility.and the credibility of the case before the jury
was damaged and the Tight thing to do.was dismiss the. charges,” Ariail said. "If we had

'knqwn this ahead of time, this would not haye‘n gotten this far.”

A’ﬁéil said its not common practice for.ljls office-to verify-an eyewitnesses' :
whereabouts, uhless contested., He said investigators did know the man had a criminal
record, but initial research did not show he was in jail at the time,

Al couldi't say why the witness lied to authorities, but added fiis office is investigating -
bringing charges against him for lying on the witnass stand. o }

John Boyanoski c;ovels' crime and courts, .H_e canbe reached_ at 298-4065., ..
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County of Greenville 710

"\..At Your Service”

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES :
James M Dorristy, Assiszans County Administrater

Detention, Emargency Medical Services,
Forensics and Records Management Servicey
Offica (864) 467-50a2

January 17, 2001

Robert Earl glllla'r'd #220045 4 , S
130 D Boarerore 121 | .- 2013-CP-80- 1AF

= NV

Pelzer, SC 29669 _3 cé; ,?3';-3
RE: FOIA Request (Received 12/27/00) 2 ;_E’A;
Dear Mr. Dillard: ‘}‘ % n-:o
We have recelved your letter fequesting arrest and detention records underthe South Caraling Freddom oﬂ.’_ez:i%
Information Act (FOIA) on James Fletcher Simpson. Described below are the records you requesteq#nd l@ﬁa
address each Indiidual fiemn separately, : =

: =

1. _Arrest and detentlon release recordg', ' - =

These records can be released under FOIA. _ . ,

: /
2. Date of a Bond Hearing by a Judge, L

We do not mainiéin this information, as it is not part of the bookin§ and arrest records. The Clerk of Courts
office or the Judge's office may have the Information, " '

The South Carolina Freedom of Information Act, Section 30-4-30 (b) states in pant, “the public body may
Ish and collect fees...and it 3l states that do nt be _fumished when appro riate without charge
or a reduced charge.” Greenville County Council chose 1o and approved a county ordinance (Number 3011)
establishing fees for the research and copying of arrest, booking, medical, and other law enforcement records,
. Qur fees will not be walved or reduced. The fee for each record is $8.00. You ars requesting for one
- booking/arrest record and the fee is $6.00. I have enclosed a copy of the computer screen that reflects the
booking date and the release date. Please forward a money order ($6.00) made payable to Greenville County

and we will mall you the record,

Please be advised we are providing you with notification of your request within the fiteen-day (workdays,
excluding holidays) requiremgnt pericd. Upon recelpt of payment, the records will be mailed to you.

Sincerely,

. LY

%"-"«m—,

Jinny Moran D |
Records Manager

2

4 McGee Street- Sujts 119 = Greenville, SC 2960} ~ Fax (864)467-5113
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Miwate 102855 SIMPSON, JAMES FLETCHER ) NOT SENT INACTIVE
Sex" M Race's DOB 1072571956 Booked 11/25/1992 Cell tSor
Addr Ee—— "' € GREENVILLE S sz 29011

!  HgtIn 507 NgtIn 168 Booked Date 11/25/1992 Time 25; 45

% Gut 527 Out 168 Released Date ©24/19/1993 Time 22:42 . ‘
! ' Estimated Date

by : Release Judge EPPES/BARTLETT

A . ' Release Off-> P AK C CPL J HUBI- s
A : Released ithere? 0O
Release Reason: REL.AGENCY: STRT : REL .REC.DT:

‘REL .REC, TM: ADJ .REL.,DT: OPID: D27
TIME SERVED/DISMISED/PROBATION

Canteen Bal g.09 Cash Amt FH g.20 Check amt Pd . 9.20
o6=RpP 97=nc 98=RS . . : ‘

Command ===>

F1=Help F2=Short Help F3=Exit F5=Hefresh F7=Backwards .F9=Find F12=Popup.

R T LI .
~
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South Caroling Court Administration
South Carolina Suprente Court

Columbia, South Carolina

1015 SUMTER STREET, SUITE 200

ROSALYN FRIERSON
DIRECTOR COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201
’ TELEPHONE: (803) 734-1600
MOTTE L. TALLEY FAX: (803) 734-0269
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR E-MAIL: mizlley@scjd.state.sc.us

January 12, 2006

Mr. Robert Eari Dillard #220045

Perry Correctional Institution, Q-3-13-121
430 Oaklawn Rd.

Pelzer, SC 29669

Dear Mr. Gillard:

| have received your letter asking for the terms of court for the months of
November and December 1994 for Greenville and Pickens Counties.

Please find enclosed the information you requested.

Sincerely,

Stephanie O'Neal

S0
Enclosure

EXHIbZ 7
Ay 'Bi 4
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS RECEIVED

APPEAL FROM PICKENS COUNTY

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS NOV 22 2024
THE HONORABLE PERRY H, GRAVELY SC Court of Appeals
ROBERT EARL DILLARD, APPELLANT,
vy
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, RESPONDENT,

PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true-copy of the Record on APPEALS BE
Amended to the Court of Appeals & Service a copy to the Attorney
General office on Melody J, Brown, Esqg post office box 11549
Columbia, S.C. 29211 & Jenny A, Kitchings, Clerk of Court post
office box 11629 Columbia, S.C. 29211

under Rule 210(C) Content Record on Appeals under RULE rule
209 and shall Comply with the requirements of Rule267.

RECEIVEY,
NOV 18 g4
PCI MAILROOW,

date t/=}8-  2024. | @%&&W/q%c/

Robert Earl Dillard#220045
. 430 oaklawn Road g4b- 209
2 perry correctional inst
- pelzer, S.C. 29669
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN COURT OF APPEALS

Court of Appeals

Jenny A, Kitchings,Clerk
post office box 11629
Columbia, S.C. 29211

Dear, CLERK,

I Received your letter on 11-13-24. stating that I need to file
Appellant court Rule 210(C) ,SCACR("THE RECORD ONAPPEAL SHALL
include all matter designated to be included by all party,

"so could you please let me know if I need to send anything else

CreED

I THANK YOU VERY MUCH IN THIS MATTER.

7 .
date [/ —/& 2024 . /Qeé%l%wﬂ %/

ROBERT EARI, DILLARD #220045
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