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STANDARD OF REVIEW 


This Court reviews questions of statutory interpretation de nova. State v. Alexander, 


424 S.C. 270, 274-75, 818 S.E.2d 455,457 (2018). 
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Second, the plea court's interpretation of the Statute is correct, as a matter oflaw. Finally, under 


the state's proposed interpretation, the Statute is unconstitutional. 


I. The State's Arguments are Barred


First, this Court need not reach the merits of the state's arguments because the state is 


barred from raising the alleged error for two reasons. First, the state is collaterally estopped from 


complaining about the natural consequences of that action. Second, the state's core issue is not 


preserved for appellate review. For these reasons, this Court may affirm without reaching the 


merits. 


a. The state is collaterally estoppedfrom raising its arguments


First, this Court need not reach the merits of the state's arguments because the state is 


barred from raising the alleged error. Despite the state's contention that the plea court erred by 


awarding Respondent 342 days of credit pursuant to § 24-13-40(3), the state dismissed 


Respondent's charges that, by its own argument, served to satisfy the commission of "a 


subsequent offense while out on bond." BOA at 5-9; R. 25, II. 5-9, 11-12; S.C. Code Ann. § 24-


13-40(3). In effect, the state's own request to dismiss Respondent's subsequent charges


underlies the alleged error it raises on appeal. Therefore, even if the court erred by awarding 


Respondent 342 days of time-served credit, the plea court did so, in part, because it determined 


that the subsequent charges were dismissed as part of the plea agreement, which was a direct 


result of the state's voluntary action. R. 24, II. 18-23; see State v. Qui/lien, 263 S.C. 87, 96,207 


S.E.2d 814, 818 (1974) (citing State v. Chasteen, 242 S.C. 198, 130 S.E.2d 473 (1963) 


( explaining that "[ e ]ven if there were error, it was invited by counsel for Appellant, leaving 


Appellant in no position to complain."). 
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Good Morning, 
 
Attached for service in the above-referenced case is the Final Brief of Respondent which will be filed today, 
February 20, 2026, with the Court of Appeals via email filing. 
 
Respectfully,  
Kaylynn 
Kaylynn Warren 
Administrative Assistant 
South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense 
Division of Appellate Defense 
(803) 734-1330 
 
 






