i

T;c 5‘)(4’& OF jou#n '(ato/m
In TIk Cvuu‘ Or /4//30[5

A 4”('14/ };Um Spanlméwj qun//
Tudge Rodr 4. Guch

Case 0 303-CP Y- 00139

Bill)l A(clumé Jﬂ ﬁo?()l)ém\j Tohn }Z’ﬂ/l/ﬂﬂ?{) 397020,

va.

Chtistyphen Allr ﬂa,,,(/ 239399

R SIS A
A G
,:f «‘l;«_.,?

Tb—e h‘/ﬁ&,m of 7}9;% Rivea C.T Jim ﬁ//c}// e./c,

_ﬁ:’e ﬂADVC Ap/k /ﬁn;j 3//4/ 1&[/5(44 Jﬂ J)

C}mu)» }m Al l?ah, ¥930,359 I‘e&!}/ ﬁ//ﬂllj JZI‘/%’
S%:?UU OZJ/L ﬂlom /'{c (0.MJ of Loormun f/mJ 4/::”@/)/—‘

ﬁas ,pun cjeq }G Y

/Vl))liu of A//m/

on /Vm/m,éu 2 ;?0/3 /4 (0// 0/’ /%. 02</u ) E’)L/UJ[J

Dud: Dec. 17200

ﬂ&sym(}(, ) “ &Juns(, /

Umuﬁ fu flotian
&57’ Ff ”7% «
50 Byl of Gouch

) 3»( 2123
@Idmé:ﬁ,j(. 2932[

Arl 0/[744/)47{, 35’70-?0 an r,/
/?Uc/ o4 Z. Gu(,zl Wﬂ///ﬂ;éﬂ(
Ita;l/a/ i of He otden

/R

31/} be 4 /J,,,Z/ ) 2 2377
9% /Vmcf y ///V}'

dee (. 7

Bibgpmle SC 29010

RECEIVE]

DEC 0 6 2013
LEGAL MAIL oNiSE Gourt of Appeals



The Stafe of Suth Gutolng
I/\ _”)e (owu’ DFA//m/J

Ap'oeal rﬂom jﬂaz'/aqéu/lj &wr/)"
I&@e ngex L Guch

Case V0. R013-CP-92-0039

Bil e Ay T, 200205, T Badunch, #3970,
ChROM(/L A/lm ﬂohf /’ ﬂjj é 35 9

vs.
The Watden oF Z/jfﬂﬁ/la (T 7 ﬂ//c/, etc.
Pl

ProoF oF Sevice

il | . Rop 4
T Cochty et T hue saued e iic of /;//m/ma%/%}@ e

' i /. L o Do
ws 111 £y 0////7) e U5 ”4’//%7%/( P - ’
;{fﬁ ébfga/z& /0?/”0;1»&4 PO Boy 287 (lundia, 5C 2922 j/'”/”"éwf 6“5/}/ Gk

()f) (ouuL.

iF
ﬁ(lu/)?c i, 017 _@W\_

By L dirty T #2077
990 M)a(_/(/ Y
loe (T
oo Dihgoville 5 29900
LR ThY 7
RECEF 1)

DEC 0 6 2013
SC Court of Appeals

LEGAL MAIL ONLY



Bl dee Lk TR 00270
90 Whacky Wi (h M S2
Lee . Tl - __

Budypwille S 29000 | | . | nﬂ&ﬁ — J o

DEC 06 z0i3 |

SC ﬁccz i Fpogas m

:.-

e

‘ Em u\vcg.x\\_., @?\\.\s Q.ih \ 0 \_,.\N\i\;

%m " Boy /I3

A P ~{ )
m‘c\:\\s ms ) S o 92/ \

LEGAL MAIL ONLY B o




