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TSSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW

L. DID THE LOWER COURT ERRED IN DETERMINING THAT THE POST- CONVICTION
RELIEF ACTION WAS BARRED AS SUCCESSIVE AND UNTIMELY, WHERE THE
FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE CLAIM COULD NOT HAVE BEEN RAISED IN A

PREVIOUS PCR APPLICATION BECAUSE HE DID NOT KNOW OF THE CLAIM
UNTIL JUNE B, 2013 ?

IL. DID THE LOWER COURT ERRED IN FAILING TO ASSUME FACTS PRESENTED
BY APPELLANT WERE TRUE AND VIEWING THOSE FACTS \N LIGHT MOST
FAVORARLE TO APPELLANT 7



STATEMENT QF CASE

Appellant Dexter Lawrence iled Hhis carrent application for Post- Convichion Belict on
June 20, 2013, The Respondent made its Refurn and Mohien to Dismiss on August 1,
.2@!3,_ rcqucshng Hhe application be Summarily dismitsed based upen the cxparshon
of the Shtute of Iimi kations arnd the presumption :8::ns+ Successive PCR appli cationg.

Qn A_USUSﬂL 7, 2013 the Court issued 2 Conditional Order of Dismissal, wohich wns filed
on Au8u51- 9, 2013, provisionslly danymg and dlstSS:mS s actron wh.leﬂs;\/rma
Appell>nt fu,»m{-yCQo') days from the clate of Service of sa:d Order in eohich o show
Why the dismissa) shauld not become $inal, 1N 2 deacument caphoned “ The Response to
The Conditional Order of Dismissa| applicant re-osserted the graund cont>mned withnin
ﬁ")e Rest- Gonviction Relief Application. On November 26, 2013 the Honaraple George C,
James, Jr. denied relief and dismissed the pplicotion covth prejudice pased on

e reasons set forth in the Cond/tiomal Oreler of Dismussal. This Order coas filed
by the Clesk of Caurt for Wi llinms [ourg County on December 3, 2013, but it ans not
s led aut to the Appellant anti| Mareh 19, 2014 and Appeliant clrd not receive

i+ ohl March 20, 2014, Thys Appeal now followws . - ..



ARGUEMEN T

L. LOWER COURT COMMITTED ERROR BY DETERMINING THAT THE POST- CONVICTION
RELIEF ACTION WAS BARRED AS SUCCESSIVE AND UNTIMELY, WHERE THE
FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE CLAIM CoULD NOT HAVE BEEN RAISED INUA PREVIGUS

PCR APPLICATION BECAUSE APPELLANT DID NOT KNOW OF THE CLAIM UNTIL
JUNE 5, 2013, '

The PCR Act requuires applicants fo assert U 2l grounds for relief auailable "in the
ariginal applicotion. Sce S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27- ‘30(‘2003), Second, or Successive ap\olso‘hoﬂs
e disfovored and this Cawd has'rgpemtedly voiced hostility fowards them. see e.q. Atce
State HO9 S.E.24 397, 394 (S.C 1991), Carter v. State 362 S.E.24 20, 21(s8.C.1987) Land
Y- Shafe 262 $E.2d 753(5.C 2980). A Successive RR applicahion is ane Hhat rarsec
grevnds not raised in o priov ;pplfcaﬁom, rases grounds previassly heard and determined
+Or Mises grounds cuived 1n prior proceedings. The Act provides a Very navrow excephion

to allow 2 Successive Pep apphcatian, whese the apphcant can pravide 2 Sufficient eason
For why the Ground cns not ass

erted or as inxdequately raised 1n the original
~dppliestion. The Coust has &’ﬂ"CHy construed the Term * Sutficient reasor® holdnﬂa it
it meang that the greund " Could not have been raised” in 3 previous application. This
Court has strictly construed the term * SWficient reasan” hoidma tHat i+ means thot
the %rqm " cauld not hawe been raised “in 2 previaus ppplication. Qdom v. State
P28 SE2d 783, 755 (S.C 199q) ; Tiley v She 51 SE.2d cg9, G ($.0.1999). Thus.

33 long as it cs Possible to raise the arguement 1n the first Peg Appheation, on
pplicamt M3y not raise i 1n o Successiye application. _Aice, Hog $.8.2d =+ 394

APPCHQ”‘f argues that the factual basis for the Claim that his Sixth and Fourteenth
A-mcndmanf rights were 3bnd8¢d due o his frinl Caunsel haumg operated under on
Actunl conflict of infarest, could not have been raised 1 o previcus PCR Applichyion
Because Appellant did pot ¥new of the Claim antil Jure 5, 2013, Therctare Appellonts
Claim Concerning the " Conflict of Interegd “ 15 not Successive. Appellont learned that
hrs triaf Caunse] wns the relahive of the Solicitor prosequﬂnS the case on Junc 5,
A013, and within a cauple of cweeks he T led the cuvrent PCR applicohion. He
Codld not have Mised this clarm in the previaus PCR spplicastion wobich ass

Filed on December 22, 2008, and heard on Oclober 26, 20103, Because he did not
Know of the ¢laim wrtl June B, 2013




Inthe Final Orcler of Dismissal, the Lower Caurt

Quilty and wns sentenced on Fcbru;ry 5. 2008. The Caut cwend on to sy becduse
“Hhis achion cwas frled on dune 20, 2013, it cwns clearly filed outside the expirtion
of the shhude of [rm:+3fyoh3, " See S.C Cede Ann. § 17-27-45 (:)D C.Supp.lCOS) )

Appellant contends Hhat 292N the lewer Couvts determination coas rmpreper and
clearly erroneous. Appﬁllan’r weuld |iKe to shaw this Caurt Hhe §cllcwmgf‘.

w

2180 notes Hat \Appcl;lan& pk'-}d

IF the applicant contends Hhat there is evidence of material facts

net previcusly presented =nd beard Hhat requires vacation of the

Conviction ar sentence, the spplication must be filled wnder Hhis
Chapter coithin one year after the date cohen Hne Facts Could haw
een scertoined (oy the exercise oF reasenable d»ll%&flce-

S.C.Code Ann. § 17-27-45 () C2003)

This s cammenly Kneourn 2s " the discovery rule” In Contes v, Shate 579 SE2cq 957
¢s.c 2003), PCR dpplicant Roger Coots :He%cd his +rial :aHbrnty s ineffectve
for iMpreperly gdv:gmca him Hhat he coould e eligible for porole if he pled SuiH—y
to conspiracy o fr:rFﬁcKmS mari jusnno, |
INd he was sentenced to sever years imprisonment. |.d. a2+ 557 Coats did not
Parsue a direct appeal. 1d. After the one-yedr shtude of |imitshons had expired,
Coats learned he cmas not eligible for parole. 1d. The lower Court denied his Pckr
Ipplication.ld. 2t 558 This Caurt reversed, holcl.ng Hat Conts claim fell cothinm
the"discavery rule * Id. Ths Caurt observed that Conts anderstanding of s

Parole Clialbf‘s""y m2y have atfected the validity ofF the undcrtymg plea. Ld.

Becausse Coats filed his claim cnithin one yvear after dcscmcrmg his +ria| DH‘orl\cy‘g

crror, hss petitron cuas timely and he cvas ent Hed to n evidentiory heari 19 to
defcrmine if his 4rea| Counsel wms 1n fact ineffective. |.d. 5+ 559

Appellant Argues that M Supm s Applicable to the present case. /‘rppclbnf}-sv
Undershndms of his atforney's potentia| Comclochng interests Yy have affected the
Validity of the underlying plea. Appelisnt Argues fhat beeause he filed his clagm
One June 20, 2013, clearly cu.thom one vesr ~Fter dxsca&rrng hs +riad DH—o.rnQy‘S
Potentinl Conﬂfcﬁﬂa lh‘f(fCS+s, his Pe’hﬁor) cuDS ‘hme,\y Nd he was enti Hed to an

evidentiary hc;rmg to determine if his tral Caunsel cuac in Fack operating wnder
ConHlCﬁng Interec+s.

For sl of Hhe above reasong the lower Cawts determinsticn that Hhe PCR Applicahon
(WAs barrecl 2 Successive andl Lln‘hmcl)/ W3S improper, 4

o~
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1. THE LOWER COURT ERRED IN FAILING TO ASSUME ALL FACTS PRESENTED

BY APPELLANT WERE TRUE AND VIEWED IN LIGHT MOST FAVORABLE
TO APPELLANT.

In the lowes Caurt, Appellant presented +wo Sworm Atfrdouits . One Affidaurt
s submHed by 3 dalhause hwyer nmmed James

his ooth Hhat apon fus resesrcih and \anshgnhon vt the matter he concluded that
Verdell Bary and Kimberly Borr were in fact reiated fo each ofher by Blood and

or mirnage_ [ Hhe ather Affidav subm Hed by Appﬂl\ﬁn‘f’ he Scwore Lpen his

Qath that had he been rmade SuNre e:F-Hms polenhil Conﬂ;chmg Intcresds priar
to his +ria ), He wauld have re

quested that another storney represend N, Appdbn’r
belicves he is entHed to o newy triol, hecause Hhe conflich ng Intarests net only

Adversely affect yrinl Counsels performance, but alse Affected the validity of
hig guilty plea. '

Darnell Scott cuho Swore upon

Appeliant rgucs that the Stofe provrded no AR davits to rebut the Scoorm

affrdaw, presented by Appellant, There was no evidence of prebotive value 4o
rebat the A douvts subm Hed by 2ppellant A—Ppclme rgues that Hhe TRUTH
"S"SOVQrelSV) i {23w and TRUTH s expressed 1n ‘f;he form of an ';‘H:‘ldih\lﬂ‘.
An unrebutted AfEdauit stands as TRUTH 1n the matter An unrebutte d
Affidaui + becomes the Judgement of e Cate, because theve 1s nethninag else
leftto reselye . Any proceeding in > Cauwt forwum consists of 2 contest, or dusal
Orconflict of affidauits or Truth, Howewer cohen Hhad AR dount or Trudh s

unrebutted by on ~Fhdayd rcbwtﬁn% it pent by pont, #he unrehutted Aff dayd
Shnds 28 Hruth and rm’rfcrs_ fo cohichh Hhe Juclgement of the |aw s 3pplied
Appellant Argues st the lower Court erred |1y &“"’3 o assume a1l facts presemted
by >ppellant Gere true, especinlly Since ths AfRq~yth as unrchutted by an
athdaut precented by the Respondertts. The lower Cowrt shauld have viewed Has
CVvidence n l»gh‘f mMost Fauorable tov Appellant (hen Comldcrmg the Sinteg

&xmmary dismissal of an pplicstion for Post- Conviction Kelicf,
e\/‘rdmﬁsr}/ hcnnng M2 been h

eld, the Circast Caurt must 2ssuyme
Eds Presented by SPplicamt are frue and View Hose ok 1 lght mos+
vorsble to Appellant. see Leamop v. Shate 3¢3 S.cy32 ¢y 8
IF H‘IC [o ’

, Wer Caurt cuand
Were frue and oy those o
Appellant, Summary clesym,
Was 1mpreper, R,

hﬁ;rmg_

E2d Yay( $.C2005)

presented by Appetlant
moH— &UC»be[Q ‘(“0 '\'hﬁ

N withn ‘t‘h.;*g m—;HQy-
Appelant 1s erited Yo an eurclentyory

have Assamed sl the facks

At been viewed| in h%h*l*

s3] of Hhe PCEp Applicatic
the shove ressong



CONCLUSION! -

Appellant 15 entiHed 1o 2 Evidenhan, HCBHV"g fo determine wohether -or not

his Trinl Counsel cuns opaghna ander conflich nﬂ Infereeds durmﬁ his
representation of the Appellant’

ql\\H GOl
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Forcaomg Notice of APPt ¥ Cernfy that T hove

Sewwed a Cepy of the
sl ondt Pehthion For
Rule 243(c) ScAck an

e ol Wit of Ceshiorar: pussuand +o

| . the rellowing persons by depositing 2 Cep
|‘thcle of 2 prepoid Postage 2 fixed cnven|eupe wph,ch q?:)s dcpci/nlccl
N 2 Unided States mai) depository dddressed as follows®

Danie] chudey

Assistont Atarney General
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA - )~ INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF WILLIAMSBURG ) FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Dexter Lawrence, #318821, ) o\’ﬁ -
) %@1’2@1145-297 A
Applicant, ) T
v. ) CONDITIONAL ORDER "~ 5
) OF DISMISSAL
)
State of South Carolina, ) n
. ) v
Respondent. )
)

This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief
filed June 20, 2013. In its Return, Respondent requests that the action be summarily dismissed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Before this Court are the records of the Williamsburg County Clerk of Court regarding
the subject convictions, Applicant's records from the South Carolina Department of Corfections,
appellate records, and records from Applicant's previous application for post-conviction relief.
The records before this Court reflect that the Applicant is presently confined in the South
Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant to orders of commitment of the Williamsburg
- County Clerk of Court. The Applicant was true bill indicted during the January 2008 term of the
Williamsburg County Grand Jury for Assault and Battery With Intent to Kill, Carjacking, Armed
Robbery, Possession of a weapon during a violent crime, and criminal conspiracy (2007-GS-45-

0279). Verdell Barr, Esquire, represented him. On February 5, 2008, the Applicant-pled-guilty-as---

indicted to Car Jacking and Armed Robbery.! He was sentenced bythe Honorable Howard.P.... ...

King to a recommended sentence of twenty-two years for Car Jackmgandtwentytwg yearsfor

aazrvm et g e e

' The remaining indictments were ol prossed as part of the plea deal.
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Armed Robb’ery‘ with the sentence running éoncurrentl&. Applicant did not appeal his sentence
or conviction,

Applicant filed a timely post-conviction relief application (2008-CP-45-0530) on
December 22, 2008 and received on April 21, 2009. In his post-conviction relief application,
Applicant alleged he was being held in custody unlawfully for the following reasons:

1. “Ineffective assistance counsel.” _

a. Brought copy of case file to meet with Applicant, but did not
provide Applicant with a copy of the case file. “Applicant
states that [counsel] withheld the case file intentionally to scare
Applicant up in order to trick Applicant to plead guilty.”

b. Told attorney about alibi witness. When Applicant asked about
alibi witnesses, “[counsel] ignored this and started acting
hostile and intimidating Applicant about how there was a lot of
witnesses willing to testify against Applicant ‘stating that
Applicant committed the crime allege[d].”

2. “Subject matter jurisdiction, court lacks.”

a. “...if [counsel] would have gave a copy of the case file to
Applicant, Applicant would of seen that the pr[o]secution
lacked evidence and that any reasonable man and Applicant
herein alleges that he -would not have plead guilty but instead
insisted on going to tr[ia]l. And I haven’t had a preliminary

: hearing an[d] that’s violating State v. Funderburk.”
3. “Due process violation/newly discovered evidence.”

a. “...There was numerous statutory- and rules violations in
Applicant’s case that could of resulted in the case being
dismissed, in violation of Applicant’s due process rights. If
Applicant had known of the Due Process violations he would
have not plead guilty but insisted on going to trial.”

Respondent made its Return on June 25, 2009. An evidentiary hearing was convened into the

matter on October 26, 2010 at the Sumter County Courthouse. The Applicant was present at the |
hearing and was represented by Charles T. Brooks, III, Esquire. 'The Respondent was
| represented by Mary S. Williams of the South Carolina Attorney General’s office. By Order
dated January 25, 2011 and filed February 3, 2011, Judge Young denied and dismissed the

application with prejudice. A timely Notice of Appeal was filed. In a written order, dated July
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30, 2012, the South Carolina Supreme Court denied the petition for Writ of Certiorari. The

Remittitur was issued on August 17, 2012.

Petitioner filed a Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus with the United States District Court

in the District of South Carolina dated October, 25, 2012, (Do. No. 5:12-3054-TMC-KDW). The

{

Habeas Corpus is still currently pending.

‘In his current application for post-conviction relief the Applicant alleges that he is being
held in custody unlawfully for the following reasons:

1. Ineffective assistance of counsel

a. “In his sworn affidavit Applicant stated that he received -
information that revealed to him that his Trial Counsel Verdell
Barr and the Assistant Solicitor Kimberly V. Barr are related to
each other by blood and/or marriage. The Assistant Solicitor
Kimberly V. Barr was the solicitor prosecuting the case against
Applicant and she represented the State of South Carolina. On
the other hand her relative Verdell Barr was appointed to
represent the Applicant.” : ,

b. “Applicant argues that because of his Counsel’s divided loyalties
to the Assistant Solicitor as a relative and to him as a client, this
prevented trial counsel from putting forth his full talents as a
vigorous advocate...” :

¢. “Trial counsel had an actual conflict of interest and this conflict
affected Counsel’s performance in the defense of the defendant
prejudice to the Applicant is thus presumed and a new trial must
be ordered.”

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
This Court finds that the current application for post-conviction relief must be summarily

dismissed because it is successive to his prior application for post-conviction relief. S.C. Code

Ann. §17-27-90 provides that:

All grounds for relief available to an application under this chapter
must be raised in his original, supplemental or amended
Application. Any ground finally adjudicated or not so raised,
knowingly, voluntarily and intelligently waived in the proceeding
that resulted in the conviction or sentence or in any other
proceeding Applicant has taken to secure relief, may not be the

7 S =
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basis for a subsequent Application, unless the court finds a ground
for relief asserted which for sufficient reason was not asserted or
was inadequately raised in the original, supplemental or amended
Application.

Successive applications are disfavored and the burden is on Applicant to establish that any new
ground raised in a subsequent application could not have been raised by him in a previous

application. Aice v. State, 409 S.E.2d 392 (1991); Foxworth v. State, 275 S.C. 615, 274 S.E.2d

415 (1981).

This Court finds that the current allegation§ were or could have been raised in the
proceedings based on Applicant's prior application for post-conviction relief and thus, the current
application is successive and barred under S.C. Code § 17-27-90. Applicant has failed to
establish sufficient reason why he could not have raised his current allegations in his previous
appliéations for post-conviction relief; therefore, he has failed to meet the burden imposed upon
him. Aice v. State, 409 .S.E.2d 392 (1991); Land v. State, 274 S.C. 243, 262 S.E.2d 735 (1980).

This Court finds further, that_this Application for Post-Conviction Relief should also be
summarily dismissed for failure to comply with the filing procedures of the Uniform Post-
Conviction' Procedure Act. S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-10 to —160. S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-45(a)

reads as follows:

An application for relief filed pursuant to this chapter must be filed
within one year after the entry of a judgment of conviction or
within one year after the sending of the remittitur to the lower
court from an appeal or the filing of the final decision upon an
appeal, whichever is later. ‘

The South Carolina Supreme Court has held that the statute of limitations shall apply to

all applications filed after July 1, 1996. Peloquin v. State, 321 S.C. 468, 469 S.E.2d 606 (1996).

The Applicant pled guilty to the offense he challenges in this Application on February 5, 2008.
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This application was filed on June 20, 2013, well beyond the one year statﬁtory filing period had
expired.
A motion for summary judgment may properly be used to raise the defense of statute of

limitations. McDonnell v. Consolidated School District of Aiken, 315 S.C. 487, 445 S.E.2d 638

(1994). In addition, S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-70(c) (1985) authorizes the Court to "grant a
motion by either party for summary disposition of [an] application when it appears from the
pleadings ... that there is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to
judgment as a matter of law." Therefore, this Court summarily dismisses the application for
post-conviction relief for failure to file within the time mandated by the Post-Conviction
Procedure Act.

This Court furti}er notes, Applicant has alleged in his post-conviction relief application
that Counsel, Verdell Barr, Esquire and Assistant Solicitor, Kimberly Barr, Esquire, are related
either by blood or marriage. However, this Court finds that Verdell Barr, Esquire and Kimberly
Barr, Esquire, are not related by blood or marriage. Therefore, this Court summarily dismissed
the application for post-conviction relief as successive and outside the statute of limitations.

Finally, because Applicant has failed to set forth any reason he could not have raised the
current allegations in his previous application other than to allege PCR counsel was ineffective in
failing to raise them, the current application is in fact successive in nature. Accordingly, this
application must be summarily dismissed for a failure to state a claim entitling Applicant to
relief, for being successive in nature and for failing to file the action within the statute of

limitation as set forth in S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-45(a).

Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-70(b), the Court intends to dismiss this Application

with prejudice unless the Applicant provides specific reasons, factual or legal, why the
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Appli.cat'ion should not be dismissed in its entirety.. The Applicant is granted twenty (20) days
from the date of service of this Order upon him to show why this Order should not become final.
The Applicant shall file any reasons he may have, factual or legal, with the Williamsburg County

Clerk of Court and shall serve opposing counsel at the following address:

Office of the Attorney General
Attn: Daniel Gourley, Esquire
P.O. Box 11549

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

<7 :
AND IT IS SO ORDERED this__/ _day of 4/«7// ,2013.

GEORGE C. JAMES, JR.
Chief Judgé for Administrative Purposes
Third Judicial Circuit

~ . South Carolina.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLEJ% w1LLlAMSB‘)RG % éN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

\\\‘

Dexter Lawrence, #318821 Ad :s.:-....y-n ;:*:"f B COFY (Case No. 2013-CP-45-297
"/mm 1 é /
Applicant, S‘/)é wad
SELARCH W. FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL Y,

CLERK O OOURT )

i ECEWE@ 2

V.

State of Sguth Carolina,

Respondent.

(PCR) filed June 20, 2013. The Respondent made its return on August 1, 2013, requesting the
application be summarily dismissed based upon the expiration of the statute of limitations and
the presumption against successive PCR applications.

Pursuant to this request, and after reviewing the pleadings in this matter and all of the
records attached thereto, this Court issued a Conditional Order of Dismissal signed August 7,
2013, and filed August 9, 2013, provisionally denying and dismissing this action, while giving
the Applicant twenty (20) days from the date of service of said Order in which to show why the
dismissal shg}lld not become final. Attached to this Final Order and incorporated herein by
reference is ;;;‘“Afﬁdavit of Service dated October 22, 2013, éérving the above mentioned
Conditional Order of Dismissal on the Applicant.

In a document captioned “The Responds To The Conditional Order of Dismissal” and
filed on August 21, 2013 the Applicant argues that PCR Counsel failed to file a Rule 59(e)
motion on Applicant’s behalf when the court failed to rule on all the issues raised. Applicant

argues that his due process rights were violated due to PCR Counsel alleged ineffectiveness and

7 lgcanmE”

Page 1 of 2



as a result, Applicant is entitled to re-allege allegations of ineffective assistance of Trial Counsel,
ineffective assistance of Appellate Counsel, and involuntary guilty plea.

This Court has reviewed the Applicant’s response to the Conditional Order of Dismissal
in its entirety, in conjunction with the original pleadings, and finds a sufficient reason has not
been shown why the Conditional Order of Dismissal should not become final.

This Court notes the Applicant plead guilty and sentenced on February 5, 2008. As this:
action was filed on June 20, 2013, it was clearly filed outside the expiration of the statute of
limitations. See S.C. Code Ann. § 17-2745(a) (Supp.2003). This is the Applicant’s second
applicatioﬁ for post-conviction relief. This Court notes successive PCR applications are
disfavored. See Land v. State, 274 S.C. 243, 246, 262 S.E.2d 735, 737 (1980). This Court finds
the Applicant had the opportunity to litigate.all issues related to his case at the evidentiary
hearing for his first PCR application on October 26, 2010. See Odom v. State, 337 S.C. 256, 261
523 S.E.2d 753, 755 (1999). (“[A]n Applicant is entitled to a full adjudication on the merits of
the original petition, or ‘one bite at the apple.”™).

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that, for the reasons set forth in the Court’s

Conditional Order of Dismissal, the Application for post-conviction relief is hereby denied and

dismissed with prejudice.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this 2 (Qday of ﬂ/é wfém}%t ,2013.

GEORGE C. JamfS, Jr/
Chief Administrative Judge
Third Judicial Circuit Court

, South Carolina.
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SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Post Office Box 21787 - Columbia, South Carolina 29221

Pursuant to Rule 4(d)(2) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, the Director of the

South Carolina Department of Corrections has designated \/ @6\’\(; G\ \\\ POV S
\

(Server) as his duly authorized agent for the purpose of making service of the process on the below

named individual.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) AFFIDAVIT OF PERSONAL SERVICE

COUNTY OF E\cv\ \ana\ )

On this 22 day of O C;'\/ 2013, 1 served the Condiﬁonal Order of
Dismissal, on Inmate Dexter Lawrence, SCDC Inmate #318821, by delivering personally and

leaving a copy of the same at Broad River Correctjofrdlﬁstitutt Deponent is not a party to

i
SCDC Server
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME

this_ 22 day of GC“’ ,2013
C/UE\\’\S \r\\c\/(i (LS.

Notary Public for South Carolina

My Commission Expires: A"OF\ \2, 2023

i

this action.

ADMISSION OF SERVICE

Service of a copy of the within Conditional Order of Dismissalois admitted at the
South Carolina Department of Corrections ( P\ (‘o(j\A KA ¢ Q

Correctional Institution), oMo S & )
A O’WO\ County, SC this 22 day  of

Oct . 2013.
NP Pl
Inmat .
-S’1Cn11)aC Inmate #: é‘ﬁ %@5&5

2013-CP-45-297




-‘\ ’ N

|"
N S \\ ¥y Ly I
N -"' //o\':"-‘~ I o - .\\""A" ,\\\\ "”\ . e .\T ""'//’\. Z'.":' /5}\}; e N \'/'
o N \\ R _ PRI Y VORI
' : X : L L I T,
SHARON V. STAGGERS S _

... CLERK OF COURT
“WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY.
125 WEST MAIN STREET
KMNGSTREE, SC 29556
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DEXTER LAWRENCE #318821
BROAD RIVER CORRECTIONAL INST

@Emm

MAR 20 2014

9 4460 BROAD RIVER ROAD
2 COLUMBIA, SC 29210
BRCI
7 MAILROOM
2210803793 Fedbptyyp bty by s
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