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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF ANDERSON

Troy Alan Burkhart,

Applicant,

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUITx

C.A. NO. 2012-CP-04-00542

)

Motion for Approval of Funding for Expert and Investigative Services. Burkhart claims that he is 

entitled to receive funding to procure an expert witness because he is an indigent defendant under 

the Indigent Defense Act of 2007. The State of South Carolina (“The State”) and the South 

Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense (“SCCID”) both oppose Burkhart’s motion, claiming 

that he is not indigent and therefore should not be granted funds.

I. DISCUSSION

A. Burkhart is not an Indigent Defendant

Both the State and the SCCID argue that Burkhart is not an indigent defendant because he has 

retained a private attorney, Charles Grose, to represent him in his PCR application. Burkhart also 

retained a different private attorney in his original trial. At oral arguments, Burkhart explained that 

he had received funding from family members who are now deceased in order to hire his trial 

attorney. Mr. Grose also stated that he was expecting to be paid through funds that might be 

obtained through an ongoing fee dispute that Burkhart has with his original trial attorney. Burkhart 



further testified that he presently has no access to any funds with which he could retain counsel. 

The Court has carefully considered the arguments of both parties and has determined that Burkhart 

is not an indigent defendant as defined by S.C. Code 17-3-5 et seq. Burkhart has hired two separate 

private attorneys in this matter and continues to employ one today. A finding of indigency here 

would frustrate the purpose of the statute, which is to provide funding for defendants who are 

unable to hire a private attorney.

Therefore, the Court finds that Burkhart is not an indigent defendant and is therefore not 

entitled to funds from the Office of Indigent Defense. Burkhart’s Motion for Funding is DENIED.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

November 0 , 2021

Greenville, South Carolina

Letitia H. Verdin
Thirteenth Circuit Court Judge

A TRUE COPY

NOV 1 2 2021

CLERK OF COURT
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consecutive life sentences.

A notice of appeal was filed on his behalf, and 

the Court of Appeals denied this Applicant's appeal.  

And a remitter was issued on March 3, 2011.  Your 

honor, he timely commenced this action on February 

22nd of 2012.  And over the years, Your Honor, we've 

had multiple hearings and multiple motions on this.  

We have a consent schedule order in place for 

this hearing today, but, Your Honor, it is my 

understanding that Mr. Grose has filed a motion as 

of this morning, June 23rd of 2025.  

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Grose. 

MR. GROSE:  Thank you, Your Honor.  May it 

please the Court?  I understand you have a copy of 

the motion.  And by -- by way of background, you 

know, this -- this motion doesn't come in a vacuum.  

And -- and I feel like I'm in a position where I 

have to make this motion today or, you know, 

Mr. Burkhart's rights are not going to be recognized 

and we might not have an opportunity to appeal these 

issues.  

The Attorney General went through the 

procedural history of the case.  And there's been 

two jury trials in this case.  And it's my 

understanding, the first jury trial, Mr. Burkhart, 
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through family members, retained counsel, but I 

understand from Mr. Burkhart that the State -- he 

was determined indigent and the State, you know, 

paid for the investigators and experts he had at 

that time.  

Of course, when that appeal went up, they 

mentioned that Joseph Savage handled the appeal.  Of 

course, at the time Mr. Savage, he's retired now, 

but he was one of the appellate defenders at that 

time.  I think he was with the Office of Appellate 

Defense.  It's now the Appellate Division of the 

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense.  

When the case was remanded, you know, it's -- 

it's my understanding that Florence Bryant, who is 

Mr. Burkhart's grandmother, paid a fee to retain 

John Delgado.  And that at the time, Mr. Burkhart at 

that point had been in -- he'd been incarcerated on 

these charges since November of 1997.  And that 

retainer was completed on March 11, 2003.  

It's also my understanding and you have a copy 

of the order from then Circuit Court Judge Beatty 

appointing co-counsel on April 23rd of 2003.  And 

that it was determined that Mr. Burkhart was 

indigent and unable to financially obtain adequate 

legal counsel.  
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It's also my understanding that in addition to 

Mr. Nettles being appointed, that whatever 

investigative and expert services they had, was paid 

for by the Commission on Indigent Defense.  

The case went up on appeal again.  I believe 

Mr. Savage had the case the second time.  And, of 

course, he was, you know, a member of the Office of 

Appellate Defense or the Appellate Division as it 

was later named.  

When the case was remanded for resentencing, 

Mr. Potter, who was with -- I don't know if he was 

with the Public Defender's Office or if he was 

appointed, it was -- but it's my understanding that 

he was court-appointed counsel that handled the 

resentencing.  

When it came to PCR, I think their file would 

indicate.  I'm not sure who was the first counsel, 

but Josh Kendrick was eventually retained to 

represent Mr. Burkhart, and he began collecting 

records and transcripts and that sort of thing.  I 

think Mr. Burkhart and Mr. Kendrick had a -- had 

disagreements about how the case was going to go, 

and that's when it came to me.  

And, you know, in candor, he and I have a 

retainer agreement.  To this day, they've not paid 
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me anything.  I've continued to work on the case.  

It's sort of a long story about how I got involved 

through a colleague of mine.  And we made a motion a 

number of years ago for ex -- to be able to have a 

crime scene expert.  And we had a hearing in front 

of then Circuit Court Judge Verdin.  It was a WebEx 

hearing during the -- the Covid era, and she took it 

under advisement and ruled that Mr. Burkhart is -- 

is not indigent.  

And I think that that order is contrary to -- 

because Mr. Burkhart had testified.  It's contrary 

to the record in this case.  It's contrary to the 

evidence that was in front of her at that time.  And 

we've continued to maintain that Mr. Burkhart should 

have access to State funds for a crime scene expert 

in the case.  But, of course, in order to have that 

happen, he has to be declared indigent.  And I know 

under -- I think it's Rule 601 of the appellate 

court rules.  It's -- it's an antiquated rule 

because it refers to the defendant corporation, so 

it was well prior to the current statewide indigent 

defense system.  

But that rule, we long acknowledged in South 

Carolina that indigency can be reviewed by the 

Court, either because they didn't have money and 
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then they somehow came into money or were able to 

hire a lawyer or they hired a lawyer and that 

lawyer's off the case for some reason and they, you 

know, need appointed counsel.  

And so in order to both protect the record and 

to protect Mr. Burkhart's rights, I have to object 

to going forward here today.  And I think that in 

order to, you know, preserve that objection, I have 

to renew the request for Mr. Burkhart to be declared 

indigent.  And I have to ask for time to get the 

expert and be able to prepare to present the case. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you, Mr. Grose.  

MR. BARLOW:  Your Honor, the State's position 

on this is that there's an order in place by Judge 

Verdin as of November 8, 2021, finding him not 

indigent under res judicata, Your Honor.  We say 

that this -- that the order is in place and it found 

him not indigent.  Unless there's been significant 

changes in circumstances, then res judicata would 

bar him from -- from -- well, I'm not sure that Your 

Honor is in a position to vacate the order that's in 

place by Judge -- by Judge Verdin.  

THE COURT:  All right.  Mr. Grose, I certainly 

understand you're protecting the record and you have 

to make this motion.  However, you know, I don't 
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think I'm in a position to go back and vacate prior 

judge's orders and basically rewrite the record.  I 

certainly understand your position; however, I'm 

going to respectfully deny your motion to continue 

the case.  

MR. GROSE:  Your Honor, may I say two things?

THE COURT:  Yes.  Sure.

MR. GROSE:  I don't want to argue if you 

rule --- 

THE COURT:  I understand. 

MR. GROSE:  --- but just in order to protect 

the record.  I don't think the doctrine of res 

judicata applies here.  And I think that this is not 

a matter of going back behind another circuit court 

judge.  This is a matter of -- of looking at the 

information that's presented and available to the 

Court, and then that it can -- it can be reviewed, 

despite that order. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Well, and I thank you 

for that, but, again, I'm going to respectfully deny 

it. 

MR. GROSE:  Yes, sir. 

MR. BARLOW:  Thank you, Your Honor. 

MR. GROSE:  I had one other matter I want to 

put on the record before we start. 
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
COUNTY OF ANDERSON  
 
Troy Alan Burkhart, 

Applicant, 
 

vs. 
 
 
State of South Carolina, 

Respondent. 
___________________________________ 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
FOR THE TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

Case No. 2012-CP-04-00542 
 
 

Rule 59(e), SCRCP Motion 
and Proffer of Proposed Orders 

 
 Pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP, Troy Burkhart moves this Court for an order altering or 

amending the order of dismissal (“Order”), dated January 22, 2026, filed on February 9, 2026.1 

This motion is based on the following grounds.  

A. Threshold Matter: Violation of Section 17-27-80 and Separation of Powers.  

The procedure followed by the PCR court denied Mr. Burlkhart his right to have his PCR 

claims adjudicated by a judicial officer. “S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-80 (1976), requires the PCR 

court to ‘make specific findings of fact, and state expressly its conclusions of law, relating to each 

issue presented.’” McCray v. State, 305 S.C. 329, 330, 408 S.E.2d 241, 241 (1991). See also Pruitt 

v. State, 310 S.C. 254, 423 S.E.2d 127 (1992). This Court did not do that, but rather delegated that 

responsibility to the Attorney General’s Office. Such delegation of a judicial branch function to 

the executive branch violates the separation of powers required by S.C. Const. Art. I, § 8. See, e.g., 

State v. Langford, 400 S.C. 421, 735 S.E.2d 471 (2012).  

 
1 Undersigned counsel received written notice of entry of this Order on February 9, 2026, 

by receiving a copy from the Clerk of Court via United States mail. On February 12, 2026, 
undersigned counsel received a second copy of the Order, from the Attorney General’s Office, via 
United States Mail and correspondence dated February 9, 2026.  
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This Court singed the proposed order of dismissal, drafted by the Attorney General’s 

Office, without making a single change, other than minor formatting, some of which suggest this 

Court did not review the order prior to signing it.2 Addressing section 17-27-80 in the context of a 

capital post-conviction relief case, the Supreme Court “strongly encourage[d] PCR judges to draft 

their own findings of fact and conclusions of law.” Hall v. Catoe, 360 S.C. 353, 365, 601 S.E.2d 

335, 341 (2004). Section 17-27-80, however, makes no distinction between capital and non-capital 

cases. 

The Supreme Court continuously expresses frustration with the validity of final orders in 

PCR cases. In Kevin S. Epting v. State, Appellate Case No. 2017-000696, on November 21, 2019, 

at 11:17 – 13:05,3 one Justice referred to the Attorney General’s Office drafting the final PCR 

order as “the classic case of the fox guarding the henhouse,” observed PCR applicants have the 

right to have their issues litigated and called on the criminal defense bar “to fix this problem.” 

Another Justice stated the entire Court shares these concerns.   

 In Fishburne v. State, the Supreme Court recognized the significant issues involved in 

drafting PCR orders: 

 
2 The State’s proposed order is attached as Exhibit A. Order, p. 45, has two lines of text, a 

gap of several lines, and the notions “|CONCLUSION & SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS|.” 
However, the conclusion begins on page 45 and the signature is on page 46. It appears this Court 
did not notice the formatting difference likely caused by different versions of software.  

 
Additionally, it appears the Court seems confused about which version of the PCR 

application was before the Court. Although acknowledging the first and second amended PCR 
applications (Order, pp. 8-11), this Court addresses claims not contained in Second Amended PCR 
Application (Order, pp. 21, 44-45). This confusion illustrates why PCR courts should draft their 
own orders.  

 
3  http://media.sccourts.org/videos/2017-000696.mp4. Epting involved the Attorney 

General’s Office drafting the final order, the PCR judge signing the order that failed to address all 
the issues, and the applicant’s attorney not filing a Rule 59(e), SCRCP motion. On December 4, 
2019, this Court dismissed certiorari as improvidently granted.  
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[B]ecause the United States Constitution’s Sixth Amendment guarantee to a 
defendant’s right to effective assistance of counsel is engrained in PCR cases, we 
cannot continue to permit a party’s procedural shortcoming—such as the failure to 
file a Rule 59(e) motion—to prevent this Court from remanding claims of 
ineffective assistance of counsel when the PCR court’s order does not comply with 
section 17-27-80. 
 

427 S.C. 505, 516, 832 S.E.2d 584, 589 (2019). Fishburne set a lofty goal for “[t]he preparation 

and finalization of a PCR order [to be] a collaborative effort.” 427 S.C. at 516, 832 S.E.2d at 589 

(2019). The final order in this case was not a “collaborative effort,” but rather the final order is an 

advocacy position drafted by “the fox guarding the henhouse,” rather than true judicial findings of 

fact and conclusions of law. 

B. Denial of Expert and Investigative Services. 

Although Mr. Burkhart’s family retained John Delgado to represent him in his 2007 jury 

trial, Mr. Delgado’s retainer agreement memorialized Mr. Burkhart’s indigent status. The Court of 

General Sessions declared Mr. Burkhart indigent, appointed Bill Nettles co-counsel, and 

authorized indigent funding for expert and investigative services. Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 17-

3-50(b), Troy Burkhart moved this Court for an order approving funding for expert and 

investigative services for this post-conviction relief action. See also Hinton v. Alabama, 134 S. Ct. 

1081 (2014); Ake v. Oklahoma, 470 U.S. 68 (1985). The Court denied this motion, finding that 

Mr. Burkhart is not indigent. Mr. Burkhart, accordingly, did not have access to expert and 

investigative services to prepare for the evidentiary hearing convened on June 23, 2025. Mr. 

Burkhart objected to convening the evidentiary hearing, moved for a continuance until such time 

that he has the benefit of expert and investigative services, and renewed his motion for this Court 

to provide indigent funding for expert and investigative services. This Court denied the motion 

and proceeded with the evidentiary hearing.  
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The failure to provide Mr. Burkhart access to expert and investigative services caused 

prejudice that can be see thought the Order, pp. 34-44. Paragraphs 10(a)&11(a)(2) of the PCR 

application alleges: 

Trial counsel failed to present expert testimony that would have refuted the 
prosecution’s case and develop evidence that Mr. Burkhart was acting in self-
defense.  See, e.g., Ard, supra; see also McKnight v. State, 378 S.C. 33, 46, 661 
S.E.2d 354, 360 (2008) (trial “counsel was ineffective in failing to investigate 
medical evidence contradicting the State’s experts’ testimony); Bagwell v. State, 
410 S.C. 259, 266, 763 S.E.2d 630, 634 (Ct. App. 2014) (“trial counsel’s failure to 
conduct DNA testing on the glass prior to trial constituted ineffective assistance of 
counsel”).  

 
Even though Mr. Burkhart was found to be indigent for the purpose of 

indigent funding for investigative and expert service during his two jury trials, and 
even though he was found to be indigent for the purposes of appointed counsel 
during his third sentencing hearing, the circuit court found Mr. Burkhart not to be 
indigent for the purposes of this post-conviction action and, therefore, denied him 
access to indigent funding. If this Court allowed Mr. Burkhart access to indigent 
funding to retain expert services of an expert in crime scene investigation and 
reconstruction, then Mr. Burkhart is informed and believes he would be able to 
produce evidence including but not necessarily limited to the following: 

a) The crime scene and evidence collected is consistent with Mr. 
Burkhart’s statements that he was defending himself; 
 

b) The evidence collected in the autopsies is consist with Mr. 
Burkhart’s statements that he was defending himself; 

 
c) The crime scene, evidence collected, and the evidence of the 

autopsies is inconsistent with the theory that any of the victims was 
shot while lying on the ground; 

 
d) The condition of the condom that was collected during the law 

enforcement investigation is consistent with Mr. Burkhart’s 
statements that he was the intended victim of a sexual assault; 

 
e) Mr. Burkhart’s boots were inconsistent with a pattern of stomping 

injuries; 
 

f) Law enforcement’s improper and incomplete processing of the truck 
for evidence resulted in the loss of evidence that is favorable to Mr. 
Burkhart that would be consistent with his statements that he was 
defending himself; 
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g) The evidence collected at the crime scene regarding tire track 
impressions is consist with Mr. Burkhart’s statements that he was 
defending himself; and 

 
h) The thumb print collected from the weapon is consist with Mr. 

Burkhart’s statements that he was defending himself. 
 

The order of dismissal correctly notes, “As an initial matter, Applicant failed to present the 

testimony of any expert to this Court.” Order, p. 36. Nor could he because this Court denied Mr. 

Burkart funding for expert and investigative services.  

Mr. Burkhart understands that this Court declined to continue this case because this Court 

believed it lacked authority to change the prior ruling of the Honorable Letitia Verdin. Indeed, the 

Order, at pp. 43-44, states this reasons. However, statements by this Court during the hearing and 

memorialized in the Order (id.) indicated this Court believes that Mr. Burkhart’s indigent status is 

cured by the unverified possibility that Mr. Burkhart’s sister might be able to get a mortgage and 

fund investigative and expert services. This belief is error.  

Finally, the Order notes that trial counsel consulted Dr. Riddick who testified at trial. E.g. 

Order, p. 36. Dr. Riddick is a pathologist, and Mr. Burkhart sought funding for crime scene expert.  

This Court should withdraw the Order of Dismissal, allow Mr. Burkhart access to expert 

and investigative services, and convene a new PCR hearing.  

C. Failure to Investigate and Present Evidence of Self Defense. 

This claim is inherently tied to the failure to provide expert funding, which is discussed in 

Section B, above. Paragraphs 10(a)&11(a)(1) of the PCR application alleges: 

Trial counsel failed to independently investigate, develop, and present 
evidence that Mr. Burkhart was acting in self-defense. See, e.g., Ard v. Catoe, 372 
S.C. 318, 336, 642 S.E.2d 590, 599 (2007) (“counsel’s decisions regarding the 
investigation of, and failure to challenge, the gunshot residue evidence were 
unreasonable and clearly deficient, especially given the fact that this was a capital 
case with an arguable defense to the guilt phase”); see also Walker v. State, 407 
S.C. 400, 756 S.E.2d 144 (2014) (trial counsel’s failure to interview accused’s 
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former girlfriend as a potential alibi witness warranted a new trial); Council v. State, 
380 S.C. 159, 670 S.E.2d 356 (2008) (Trial counsel’s failure to adequately 
investigate and present mitigating evidence during penalty phase was deficient 
performance); Cobbs v. State, 305 S.C. 299, 408 S.E.2d 223 (1991) (defendant 
convicted of forgery and burglary was denied effective assistance of counsel due to 
defense counsel’s failure to investigate possible defenses).   

 
Mr. Burkhart has always—and continues to—maintain his innocence of 

these crimes and wanted his trial counsel to pursue a vigorous guilt phase defense. 
Trail counsel disregarded these desires and failed to present a vigorous guilt phase 
in the hopes that not challenging the State’s guilt phase evidence would increase 
the likelihood of a life sentence during the penalty phase. Compare Mccoy v. 
Louisiana, 584 U.S. 414 (2018) with Florida v. Nixon, 543 U.S. 175, 125 S. Ct. 
551, 160 L. Ed. 2d 565 (2004). 
 
This claim then incorporates Paragraphs 10(a)&11(a)(2) of the PCR application by stating, 

“For more information about the facts and evidence trial counsel failed to investigate, please see 

paragraph 2 below.” For the same reasons set forth in Section B above, this Court should withdraw 

the Order of Dismissal, allow Mr. Burkhart access to expert and investigative services, and 

convene a new PCR hearing.  

This Court, nevertheless, can grant Mr. Burkhart a new trial based on Mr. Nettles closing 

argument. Please see Mr. Burkhart’s proposed order, attached as Exhibit B. The Order, at pp. 31-

34, denies relief based on “Counsel Nettles’s strategic choices” and the State’s portrayal of Mr. 

Burkhart “as a deceitful individual.” The Order never justifies how it was appropriate for Mr. 

Nettles to completely undermine Mr. Burkhart’s testimony. Nor could it based on Mccoy v. 

Louisiana, 584 U.S. 414 (2018). This Court, accordingly, should withdraw the Order of Dismissal 

and grant Mr. Burkhart a new trial.  

D. Conclusion. 

For the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons contained in Mr. Burkhart’s proposed order, 

this Court withdraw the Order of Dismissal and enter an order granting post-conviction relief. 
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Alternatively, this Court should withdraw the Order of Dismissal and provide Mr. Burkhart 

funding for expert and investigative services.  

IT IS SO MOVED.  

Respectfully Submitted,  

By s/E. Charles Grose, Jr.  
 

E. Charles Grose, Jr. 
S.C. Bar Number 66063 
The Grose Law Firm, LLC 
305 Main Street 
Greenwood, SC 29646 
(864) 538-4466 
(864) 538-4405 (fax) 
Email:  charles@groselawfirm.com 

 
      Attorney for Troy Burkhart 
February 19, 2026 
Greenwood, South Carolina 
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Friday, September 11, 2026 at 11:32:28Friday, September 11, 2026 at 11:32:28Friday, September 11, 2026 at 11:32:28Friday, September 11, 2026 at 11:32:28    AM Eastern Daylight TimeAM Eastern Daylight TimeAM Eastern Daylight TimeAM Eastern Daylight Time

Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject: RE: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
Date:Date:Date:Date: Tuesday, September 8, 2026 at 3:31:23 PM Eastern Daylight Time
From:From:From:From: Holmes, Tammie
To:To:To:To: Charles Grose, Transcripts, russbarlow@scag.gov

Good afternoon, Charles.
 
I wanted to provide you with an update regarding the transcript request for October 20,
2021. I have carefully reviewed Ms. Taylor’s files once again, and I also checked the WebEx
files for that date. Unfortunately, Ms. Taylor does not have any audio files for October 20,
2021. Although the WebEx records indicate that hearings were held on that day, it appears
that these hearings were not recorded via WebEx.
 
Thank you for your patience and understanding. Please let me know if you have any further
questions or if there is anything additional I can assist you with.
 
Tammie M. Holmes
Court Reporter Manager
South Carolina Judicial Branch
1220 Senate Street, Ste. 200
Columbia, SC 29201
tholmes@sccourts.org
803-734-1825
 
From:From:From:From: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>
Sent:Sent:Sent:Sent: Tuesday, September 8, 2026 2:27 PM
To:To:To:To: Holmes, Tammie <tholmes@sccourts.org>; Transcripts <transcripts@sccourts.org>;
russbarlow@scag.gov
Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject: Re: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
 

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon,
 
I wanted to follow up to see if the WebEx back up recording has been located. I anticipate
the Supreme Court will be asking for another status update soon. 
 
Best,
Charles 
 
E. Charles Grose, Jr.
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The Grose Law Firm, LLC
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
Phone: 864-538-4466
Fax: 864-538-4405
Web: GroseLawFirm.com
Email: charles@groselawfirm.com
 

From:From:From:From: Holmes, Tammie <tholmes@sccourts.org>
Sent:Sent:Sent:Sent: Thursday, 06 August 2026 15:06:59
To:To:To:To: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>; Transcripts <transcripts@sccourts.org>;
russbarlow@scag.gov <russbarlow@scag.gov>
Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject: RE: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
 
I will look and see if there was a WebEx back up recording.
 
Thank you,
 
Tammie M. Holmes
Court Reporter Manager
South Carolina Judicial Branch
1220 Senate Street, Ste. 200
Columbia, SC 29201
tholmes@sccourts.org
803-734-1825
 
From:From:From:From: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>
Sent:Sent:Sent:Sent: Thursday, August 6, 2026 2:31 PM
To:To:To:To: Holmes, Tammie <tholmes@sccourts.org>; Transcripts <transcripts@sccourts.org>;
russbarlow@scag.gov
Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject: Re: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
 

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please exercise
caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon, 
 
Thank you for the update. I checked my records to make sure the date is correct. Attached is the
docket for that term of court. I note the hearing was via WebEx. Do you know if there is a
WebEx backup from that day?
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
Best,
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Charles 
 
E. Charles Grose, Jr.
The Grose Law Firm, LLC
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
Phone: 864-538-4466
Fax: 864-538-4405
Web: GroseLawFirm.com
Email: charles@groselawfirm.com
From: From: From: From: Holmes, Tammie <tholmes@sccourts.org>
Date: Date: Date: Date: Thursday, August 6, 2026 at 2:17 PM
To: To: To: To: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>; Transcripts <transcripts@sccourts.org>;
russbarlow@scag.gov <russbarlow@scag.gov>
Subject: Subject: Subject: Subject: RE: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542

Good afternoon Charles.
 
I have been in touch with the retired court reporter who captured the record for the above
referenced matter. She has looked through her files and has not found this particular
hearing that you have requested.  I have also looked through our files that we received from
Lesa and have not been able to find this hearing.  I will continue to look through her files
that we have and she assured me that she will continue to look at the files she has in her
possession. 
 
Thank you,
 
Tammie M. Holmes
Court Reporter Manager
South Carolina Judicial Branch
1220 Senate Street, Ste. 200
Columbia, SC 29201
tholmes@sccourts.org
803-734-1825
 
From:From:From:From: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>
Sent:Sent:Sent:Sent: Tuesday, July 28, 2026 2:09 PM
To:To:To:To: Transcripts <transcripts@sccourts.org>; russbarlow@scag.gov; Holmes, Tammie
<tholmes@sccourts.org>
Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject: Re: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
 

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL:*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please exercise
caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***
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Good afternoon, 
 
I am following up on the status of this transcript request. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please let me know if you have any questions or
require additional information.
 
Best,
Charles 
 
E. Charles Grose, Jr.
The Grose Law Firm, LLC
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
Phone: 864-538-4466
Fax: 864-538-4405
Web: GroseLawFirm.com
Email: charles@groselawfirm.com
From: From: From: From: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>
Date: Date: Date: Date: Wednesday, July 8, 2026 at 3:33 PM
To: To: To: To: Transcripts@sccourts.org <Transcripts@sccourts.org>;
russbarlow@scag.gov <russbarlow@scag.gov>
Subject: Subject: Subject: Subject: Re: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
Good afternoon, 
 
Please allow me to follow up on this transcript request. I have not received it, and the Supreme
Court is requesting a status update.
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please let me know if you have any questions or
require additional information.
 
Best,
Charles 
 
E. Charles Grose, Jr.
The Grose Law Firm, LLC
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
Phone: 864-538-4466
Fax: 864-538-4405
Web: GroseLawFirm.com
Email: charles@groselawfirm.com
From: From: From: From: Transcripts@sccourts.org <Transcripts@sccourts.org>
Date: Date: Date: Date: Thursday, May 7, 2026 at 5:00 PM
To: To: To: To: Charles Grose <charles@groselawfirm.com>;
russbarlow@scag.gov <russbarlow@scag.gov>
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Subject: Subject: Subject: Subject: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2012CP0400542
Greetings,

You are receiving this notice and the summarized Transcript Request shownsummarized Transcript Request shownsummarized Transcript Request shownsummarized Transcript Request shown
belowbelowbelowbelow because you are associated with case Burkhart, Troy Alan vs South Carolina StateBurkhart, Troy Alan vs South Carolina StateBurkhart, Troy Alan vs South Carolina StateBurkhart, Troy Alan vs South Carolina State
OfOfOfOf.
Pursuant to Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR, you are being notified that the transcript has been
requested on 5/7/20265/7/20265/7/20265/7/2026. There is no action required.

If you need further assistance, please contact us at transcripts@sccourts.org.

Regards,

Court Administration

Summarized Transcript Request ID: 1234134655123413465512341346551234134655

Requester Information:Requester Information:Requester Information:Requester Information:

Name:Name:Name:Name: Charles Grose
Entity:Entity:Entity:Entity: Law Firm Grose Law Firm
Email:Email:Email:Email: charles@groselawfirm.com
Is the requester a party on the case?Is the requester a party on the case?Is the requester a party on the case?Is the requester a party on the case? No
Does the requester represent a party?Does the requester represent a party?Does the requester represent a party?Does the requester represent a party? Yes Troy Burkhart

Transcript Information:Transcript Information:Transcript Information:Transcript Information:

Docket Number:Docket Number:Docket Number:Docket Number: 2012CP0400542
Court Type:Court Type:Court Type:Court Type: Circuit
County:County:County:County: Anderson
Case Caption:Case Caption:Case Caption:Case Caption: Burkhart, Troy Alan vs South Carolina State Of
Appeal Pending?Appeal Pending?Appeal Pending?Appeal Pending? Supreme Court
Death Penalty?Death Penalty?Death Penalty?Death Penalty? No
Start Date of Proceeding:Start Date of Proceeding:Start Date of Proceeding:Start Date of Proceeding: 10/20/2021
End Date of Proceeding:End Date of Proceeding:End Date of Proceeding:End Date of Proceeding: 10/20/2021
Presiding Judge:Presiding Judge:Presiding Judge:Presiding Judge: Verdin, Letitia H.
Court reporter daily assignments:Court reporter daily assignments:Court reporter daily assignments:Court reporter daily assignments:
10/20/2021 (Wednesday):10/20/2021 (Wednesday):10/20/2021 (Wednesday):10/20/2021 (Wednesday): Taylor, Lesa Dawn, (Ret)
Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information:
(Attorney) Kaelon Elizabeth Stier
(Defendant) South Carolina State Of
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(Plaintim) Troy Alan Burkhart
(Plaintim Attorney) Hugh Wingo Welborn
(Applicant's Attorney) Charles Grose
(email):(email):(email):(email): charles@groselawfirm.com
(Respondent Attorney) Russ Barlow
(email):(email):(email):(email): russbarlow@scag.gov
Next hearing date:Next hearing date:Next hearing date:Next hearing date: Date not entered
Portion of proceeding to be transcribed:Portion of proceeding to be transcribed:Portion of proceeding to be transcribed:Portion of proceeding to be transcribed: Entire Hearing

Delivery Information:Delivery Information:Delivery Information:Delivery Information:

Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe: Regular Delivery (60 days)
Delivery Method:Delivery Method:Delivery Method:Delivery Method: PDF/Email
Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe:Delivery Timeframe: Private/Self
~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and
may contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not
read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received this
message in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the
message and any attachments.





