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(WHEREUPON, no witnesses were called.)
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THE CLERK: Do you swear to tell‘the truth, the
whole truth, and néthing,but the truth so help you God?

THE DEFENDANT: I do. |

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Phillips, you
répresent Mr. Crim?

MR. PHILLIPS: I do,: Your Honor.

TﬁE COURT: Have you gone over these allegations
with him?

MR. PHILLIPS: I have; Your Honor.

THE COURT: Have you had any more luck

convincing him that this -- he is appropriately on this .
: ’ Bl

supervision track?

MR. PHILLIPS: Well, we do have a couple of.
issues with this. Undef,24—21—560, the éommunity
supervision statute, .it ététes to be.eiigible for \

community supérvision under 24-13-150 he had to serve the

" minimum period of incarceration which would be the

85 percent. We;l,’he;s never served the 85 percent. " He
was actually.--

THE COURT: We could fix that day.

MR. PHILLIPS: Terminated from probation --
Judge Miller terminated him from probation back in '08
when he sentenced him to four years. From a logistical
standpoint, I'm still trying to figure out how this is

suppose to work out when he -- he's never met the minimum
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requirement to be on cbmmunity-supervision and Judge
Miller has revoked his probation or,ekcuse me’term;nated
his probation back in-'08,'so I think we've now hit this
point where there's an issue of whether or not he .was ever
suppose to be on community supervision because hé hasn't
met the minimum requirements under the law.
‘THE COURT: . Does thetstatéfhave any position on’
that? |
| : PROBATiQN AGENT: ' Nothing other than what's in
the violati?ﬁ repéftf‘Your HonOri’ He was released to that
sentence through "the department of.correctigné;
éalculations: |
THE COURT: .I'm not“underétanding. hAll fight.
The distribution --- |
| :MR.‘PHILLIPS:"I can give you a time liﬁé, Your
Honor. |

THE COURT:_'He was convicted of distribution of

‘crack second offense; correct?

MR. PHILLIPS; That's correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT: .In '05?

MR. PHILLIPS: Qn May 16th of '05, he was
sentenced -.to ten years»suspended'upon 111 Qays of service
-- of service of 111 days with four years probation.

THE COURT: All right. Back in '05 apparently

that was a suspendible sentence?
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MR. PHILLIPS: That's correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Didn't fall under the 85 percent
rule? |

MR. PHILLIPS: As far as in '05? ' |

THE COURT: Right.

MR. PHILLIPS: Right.

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead.

MR. PHILLIPS: Okay. And then in November 29th
of 2007, he was revoked for 18 mqnths and continued‘an
probation. And then this is where things obviously -- the
issue at point on December 4th 2008, he was revoked four
years and then Judge Miiler terminated probation. ©Now, he
gets out four years later on March 30£h 2012, and he was

put on community supervision. So the issue here -- the

" statute says that he must be on community supervision when

it's.a non-parolable offense, but you must-meeé the
minimum eligible émount of 85 percent under the 24-13-150.
THE COURT: Let me see the statute. What's the
statﬁte 24 what? |
MR. BUCHANAN: 24-21-560.
MR. PHILLIPS: That's commﬁnity supervision
statute and then they reference 24-13-150, which has ---
THE COURT: Hold on too many numbers. 21‘--
24-21... |

MR. PHILLIPS: 560, Your Honor.
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THE COURT: All right. Was the -- was what he

- was convicted of in '05 a non-parolable offense?

MR. PHILLIPS: That's where one of the issues of

whether or not -- and see again ---

THE COURT: Was it or was it not?
MR. PHILLIPS: I have to pull the '05 statute,
Your Honor, to see where it's changed.

THE COURT: To support your argument, I suggest

you do that.

MR. PHILLIPS: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT : Ilmean, it says here not.
withstanding any other p?ovision‘of law‘accepf dah, dah,
dah any sentence for no parole offensé as define in4
section 24-13-100 must include any term of incarcération

and completion of community service program opefated by

the department of probation, parole and pardon services.

MR. PHILLIPS: And thét's kind of one issue I
was bringing up for the must to be triggered if it was, he
still has never met the minimum eligible amount of
85 percent.

THE COURT: I'm not that far yet.

MR. PHILLIPS: Okay.

THE COURT: Cause we don't get to that if that
wasn't a no parolable offense -- a no parolable offense.

MR. PHILLIPS: .Correct. And if that's the case
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pull ---

once Judge Miller terminated in ‘08, he would have been
done. ¢
~THE COURT: I'm trying ,to figure it out, Mr.

Phillips need your help. You just-want to.say -- you've

prepared this.thing and you want to say it. - You have said

it. _Néw,,help me out.’
| .:MR. PHILLIPShf:YeS, Your Homnor.
,~THEféOURT: Was his conviction in '05‘a>"
ngn{parolable of fense? 3‘ |
| MR."PHILLIPS: If you gi&e usia break, T caﬁ;go

o

THE COURT: I suggest you take a break. You can

" step aside and look ‘into it.

. MR. PHILLIPS: ' Thank you, Your Honor.

S : (WHEREUPON,VaAbreakaas takén.)'AA

. THE COURT: We ‘are back-on the record with Mr.ﬁ

Crim. "And, Mr;#Phillipé,‘I'gaVe Mr. Phillips an

opportunity to do a little reseérch. And I think the
positioﬁ§of Mr. Crim is. that he should not be‘subject'to

community supervision based on the facts surrounding this

‘case; is that correct?

MR. PHILLIPS: ' It depends, Your Honor, if you

"iooking’at it from the -- when Judge Miller did the ---

. THE COURT: Well, let's back up a little bit

cause I understand, but juét so that‘the record is clear.
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-Miller's-is;'OSf'

In March of 2012, he was before a judge on the -- well,
no, it was-later than that At some p01nt he came before
a judge on a distribution of crack cocalne second offense

and received a sentence of ten years suspended upon.tlme

served and four years probation. ’ThenfhedcaQe before .

© Judge Miller on a probation violationfandhthat“s where you

pickea,up with Judge'Miiler;'correct?i
| ‘MR. PHILLIPS That's”correct Your Honor Justr
to put dates on it the 2005 wasg when he was- orlglnally
sentenced and then there was a revocatlon 1nr'07 and then
fTTHE COUhT: 'Okay.;i i;“ 4; . . o 5 ;
MR PHILLIPS: WhenWJudge-Milier'on December 4th
of 2008 revoked those four years, ‘he termlnated probatlon
At that time, my cllent served 85 percent of that sentence

and currently has the 15 left, whlch 1s roughly a llttle

"over seven months If the four years issthe  current

~r

active sentence, then,he could go on tO'the communlty‘

superv181on .and -at the: completlon of those seven months if -+

4you-were/to revoke*those seven_months, that would satlsfy

" Judge Miller's original sentence or subsequent sentence.

However, if we look at it from the original sentence: of
2005 under the ten years, he hasn't served the 85_percent
of ten years. And under the community supervision statute

of 24-21-560, he doesn't fall under the eligibility
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requirement of 85 percent, which would be eight and a half
vears. When you add up all his time, he‘s only at about
six years at that point. Under the community supérvision.
statute, it lists another statute 24-13-150 which lists

that he's got to serve the 85 percent. So technically if

‘we look at it from the original sentence of the ten years,

he hasn't served the 85 percent is not eligibility for
community supervision. If we look at Judge Miller's
subsequent '08 sentence where he gave him the four year

active sentence and then terminated probation, he still

. has the 15 percent left on that and it would be our

position.thét;you cou%d'reQOke those seven months and then
extinguish ﬁhe,commﬁnity ;&perviéion.because probation's
already endea per .Judge Miller's order.

THE COURT: 1I'm just reading it. All right.
When I 1GOkiaﬁ 24—13—150 - and I see what you're sayiné.
And where it becomes cloudy even there is'becauseAit}says
that they're not eligible for early releése, discharge or
community-supervision until an inmate has served at least
85 percent of the actuai term of imprisonment imposed.
Now, what doéé that mean? Does it mean the ten years that
was'imposed or does it mean the actual four years that
Judge Miller.reyoked, which was active time?’

MR. PHILLIPS: That's the issue before us.

THE COURT: So I don't know what the answer to
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that is. If you view it as being the ten years, then he's
not eligiBle to be under the community ‘supervision
provision at all which basically makes this whole body of
law mute. It aoesn't'apply. If you view it as being that
he's actual -- when it says actual term of imprisonment

imposed, then you look at thevfodr years that Judge Miller

/'revoked. Then 85 percent of that is 3.4 years. And once

you serve that, -then :you would come out and you be on,that

with a remaining six.years hanging over your head excuse

me -- six months hanging oVer'your héad. That“makes:more

sense for the statute to'makefsenserecause if you
don't. -- if you-look‘'at it based oh_the‘ten years, then

this doesn't-even comé:}nto play if Mr..Cook excuse me --

‘Mr. Crim would'have.done his probation not gotten anything

reﬁokéd, finished his_pfobation éndvéone'his happy way)
that wouldn't even come into play..~énd-so -- I'11 hear
from you on the subject.

MR. BUCHANAN: Tﬁank you véry much; Youf Honor.
Matt Buchanan with the probation, pardbn_aﬁd pafole
services. The Court is Well aware that this statutory
scheme has a number of issues that needs to be interpreted
and specifically in this case Mr.VCrim's éase. What has
happened he had a prqbétionary sentence that was revoked
in 2008. And then in 2010 we had these community

supervision program better defined and better straightened
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out in Picklesimer which I apologize, but I apologize,
Your Honor, but don't have the cite in front of me.

THE COURT: That's fine.

MR. BUCHANAN: I-believe yvou're familiar with
the case. |

THE COURT: Yes.

MR. BUCHANAN: In thch case, it shows that
Picklesimer or any case that is revoked through their
C.8.P., the éerson's community supervision . is revoke.

They go back into-that incarceration. When they return,
they come>back out on community supervision and there is
no pfobation to follow basically, any kind of. remainder of
probation would be extinguished by virtue of the language.
of the community supervision statutes.

In Mr.:Crim's casé, his probation.was
extinguished and. he had four years.revoked, but that was
not the full ten yegr.sentence that was originally imposed
and then suspended to probation. So with tﬁ;t four years _
revoked/vhe would do -- that would bé under 24-13-150 that
would be the actual term of impriéonment imposed at least
the State would submit because aS really any other reading
would.comelup with a absufd reality where he would not
serve his full ten because he was only ordered to sexrve
four or at least ;he 85 percent of ten.

THE COURT: Correct.
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MR. BUCHANAN: Again before, Your Honor, is a .
question of how much of the community supervision is left
being it either 'the six months or roughly six years minus .
whatéver time Mr. Crim has already done. And ultimately, '
Your Honor, don't have a tremendous amount of case law.
Picklesimer did not address this particular type of
queStion what would happen if a portion Of.a suspended
sentence is revoked. We understand tﬁat,by oberation of
statute. a éerson would come out on comﬁunity supervision,
but how much is left of that community supervision if the .
judgé'had térmiﬁatedAprobation'in this;cése in which case
Judge Miller did. |

.THE COURT:, Well, yeah, that's what I'm saying.
I think in this case the 24;137150 Where it says wheré the .
inmate has sérved at least 85 percent of the actuai’tefm f
of imprisqnment imposed. I think thefe we're talking.
about the four years that were imposed.

MR. BUCHANAN: Yes, sir.

THEACOURT: Now, I think,. Mr. Phillip's your
position is that terminates everything else and so the
only thing left is six months. The State's or the
probation's position ié, Judge,‘éll that d§es.is trigger
the community supervision to begin. Then there's still
the original ten year sentence that has to be satisfied if

he fails to complete a community supervision stint.
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MR. BUCHANAN: Yes, Your Honor. And while Judge
Miller did not order any further probation which now under
Picklesimef he wouldn't had been able to do any way.

THE COURT: Right.

MR. BUCHANAN: The situation that we were faced
with with Judge Miller's order is Mr. Crim had a féur-year
revocation, but then the community supervision picks up
immediately after and would then require him to either A
finish two years of successful community supervision or B
faced revocations énd hopefully that's not going to be the
case with Mr. Crim again, that's the étatﬁtory scheme
that's been design by the Legislature.

MR. PHILLIPS: As far as some‘foliow one of the
things under the rule lenity the statutes must be.
interpreted és such in favor of.the defendant and against
the State. Whenever we have.this ambiguityvas to what
should be done, you know, the tie goes to the runner. And
in this case, the statute must be interpreted in favor of
the defendant.. And again, as the State pointed.out, I
think that interpretation of allowing this kind of
perpetuity of allowing him to get back out after Judge
Miller did his active sentence and then to keep giving him
two yéars of community supervision and then striking him
for a yéar and then allowing this to happen four more

times essentially to the original ten year sentence would
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lead to an absurd result. And I believe Judge Miller's

order to revoke the four years and then to terminate

‘probation was to satisfy and extinguish essentially this

case. That's because the femainder of the ten only
applies when ;he probation is active I believe that's
essentially we're here ---

THE COURT: It doesn't though. The remainder of
the ten doesn't 6n1y apply when you're on probatibn.u

MR. PHILLIPS: Because of the éommunity
supervision trigger --- .

THE COURT:  Right.

MR. PHILLIPS: fhatls cérrect; But-what we ﬁave

here with the four years and he's done the 85 percent

‘Picklesimer -- the reason this is entirely distinguishable

- from Picklesimer it came out in 2010. This Judge Miller's

order for the‘four years was 2008 and the cases actual
deal actually:—— pretty factually -distinct in the sense
you have the split sentences in Picklesimer and
éssentially that person had done the 85 percent that goes
to my second argument of under ten the years he hasn't
completed the 8.5.

. THE COURT: But let me ask you this, I don't
know how you define a split sentence, but that's what we
have here. This is a split sentence. This is a sentence

of ten years active time suspended upon the time that you
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have served whateVer'that was and then you're placed on
probation, that is a split sentence.

MR. PHILLIPS: That's correct, Your Honor. I
misspoke as far as the split éentence., I guess going baék
to when we initially went to -- the issues are does the
comﬁunity supervision extinguish upon the rest of that
15 percent of the four years, that's seven months or does
it continue after until the ten years ---

THE CdURT: And I. agree that's the queétion that
we're answering here and I'm ready to respond.

MR. ﬁUCﬁANAN: May Iaadd onevthing in response
to Mr. . Phillip's statement there? Judgé‘Millef did not.

THE~COURT:, Extinguish the remainder of the ten
years. | |
| MR. BUCHANAN; Right, ‘he did not do that and he
also did nof eithexr order or extinguish community-

supervision. Community supervision offer is pursuant to

‘statute. There is no court order involve in that, so what

he extinguished was the probation, which-is the order of
the Court in thch a court is empoweréd to impose
community supervision is a different animal. It does not
operate by the Cpurt but by virtue of the statute.

MR. PHILLIPS: And then another fold is the
community supervision statute was revised in 2010 to -- we

have this whole -- there's so many different layers here
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when Judge Miller did this ;— well, essentially redid this
order we weren't -- he wash't looking at the ‘same scenario
that we are today ‘in 2013 where I believe the orlglnal
1ntent was to extlngulsh after the seven months
essentially the actual sentence of the four years;

THE COURT: All right. I believe that to be
your position. "I don't believe that is what is intended.

What is intended -- I know what I do when I have a person

in front of me on a probation'Violation. And let's use

this scenario and if I'm Judge Millef, my thought process
here ‘is whatever those v1olatlons were I'm going to be

satlsfled to revoke four years and then termlnate

‘probationj just terminate‘the'case,

Now, when I do that, all I'm saying is I'm going

to revoke fours years of that ten year sentence. I'm not

going to do five. I'm not going to do eight. I.'m not

‘going to do the remainder of it. I'm going to revoke four

of it. And then~I'm‘going to terminate this probation

case, so he's going to have to do 85 percent of whatever I

revoked and then community supervision kicks in at the end

of that. I'm not speaking.to community gsupervision. I'm
not speaking to the original sentence of the Court because
I don't think I have authority to take another judge's
sentence and wipe it of the books. I don't have that

authority. I have authority over the probation case
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that's in front of me. And so that's why when I sentence
people, I don't. ever sentence anybody to ten years
suspended upon time served four years probation and
community supervision thereafter. I don't address
community supervision becéuse ;hat kicks in as a statutory
thing not és ﬁart of my sentence.

Community supervision is never part of my
sentence. And so what I'm going to do hereAis'I find that
there has been a violation of the terms and cbnditions of
community supefvision and that has been a willfﬁl
violation of those terms and conditions. I'm going to
revoke seven monﬁhs and then he'll come back out én
Whatevef community supervision is reduired, whate&er is
require ffom thaﬁ;

To me, the way I read this and if we're -
concerned aboﬁt the 85 percent, I think yoﬁ're exéctly
right whatever Judge Miller revoked cdmmunity supéfvision,
does not kick in until he has served 85 percent of that,
which I believe he has done. So and any other at léasﬁ in
this simple mind here any other reading of that statute
really just makes the whole statute in effective. And I
don't think that's what it's meant to do and so that's the
sentence of the Court.

MR. PHILLIPS: Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Good luck to you.
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END OF REQUESTED TRANSCRIPT:
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'September, 2013

CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA . )

COUNTY OF FLORENCE )

[

I, Keshia Reed,VGourt Reporter and Notary'Public

in and for the State of SouthGCarolina'At\Large, do hereby

L1

certify that the above entltled cause was heard as

herelnafter set out; that I was authorlzed to and did

transcrlbe the said proceedlngs, and that the fore901ng

and annexed paged numbered 1 through 19 1nclus1ve,

- i

.constltute a'true and accurate transcrlptlon of my

stenographlc report of the sald cause; taken durlng the

saldvhearlng. In the Court of General Se381ons for
Lex1ngton County, South Carolina, on‘the_l3th?day of

I do further certlfy that I am nelther of kln,
counsel nor interest to any party hereto. In w1tness,
whereof, T have hereunto affixed my signature this 6th day

N

of January 2014. . v \

Keshia Reed, Court Reporter

A
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Faim |ai-‘mg’Wml i - ' |
soabun-u-wo ) . ,
Morch 15, 1970 . ) * ‘Community Supervision !
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLlNA ‘|° - ARREST WARRANT
 COUNTY OF LEXINGTON | _indioment Numbor 03-GS4D06121 !
’ . - ? : o
Wmnmumber W-32 12:031 . ) ’
- Smw IdenﬂﬁcatbnNo.(S!D) 00913323 ‘ -
TO ANY LAW ENFORCEM!NT OFFICER OF THIS STATE OR co+mv OR OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF LEXINGTON, AND ANY CDNSTABLJ; OF THIS

MAGISTERIAL DISTRICT: :

It appeannu fmm the amached affidavit that there are temmme grou ds 1o butisve tit}m SHONDEL CRIM, did on thg_l day of Navembgr, 2012 violate due

cnmmm taws of the State of South Caralina b setforth ha ow

o Nmm maolatemammm! laws of the State of South Carolina n the following particulars,

S

".CountyofNLExvl;NG‘l;di\l C L ~ pron ot 2l
' STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA - I B AFFIDAVIT ’ -

‘ Violadon o!Communl(y Supendslon Mugmm pmusam to Sectian 24-21-560.

. |arug test procossing rues; By falling co compleve |92 hours of public aexvice uvmployment having an arruarage of

- L . 1

DESGRIPTION OF OFFENSE: ' L S
Violatton of Community Supervision Program purusant to Section 24-2}-560. .

»

Now, therafore, you ase empnwered and dlvected to arrest the said defendint and bring SHONDEL CRIM bafore me forthwith to ba dealt with accew'mg tolow. A
copy of this Arrest Warrant shaf] be ddlvmnd m the defendant at the time of its execuuun. ar a5 soon |l mrenhoras 1s practicuble. DOng ATLEXINGTON, s. C.thisl
’davofummm :

‘(L8)

Pemnauyappemd ‘befora e, one Angela Lyons, who, first betng dul m, depasos and says that SHONDEL CRIM did wlthln mls Com-uyand Swreonthe Lday

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE.

eause |v based on the following facts:

Shandel Crim has failed to follow tha advice and notructions of hie ageat in the following part&cula:s By
tailing to xeport on Octobur 3, 2012 as achaduledjsy failing to report 10/31/12 as schedulad; By failing) to
immadiately notify agent in a change of address; Having abscondud supervieion which conptitutes a commun ty
pataty risk; By tsiling to submit to random drug doreens, By failing to obtain or provide proof of ha
obtained gainfull employmuat; By being €125.00 in jarrears on syparvision faes; By being §20.00 in arvess

The affiant statas that there ls probabla causg to befieva mat tha efem:ant named m\m did ccmmlt me cﬂme(s) set forth, and thal suth Tmbante'

86 hours; By £aillrg to atCond and complote subStuyncs abuss counseliny. The above doss cangtitute a willkul

violation of conditiono 1, 2 8,7,9,10 and epecial nndn.iona of his Onmuniey Suparvl.non Program releage
certificate. )

Sworn to and Subscribed before me

this 1 day of November, 2012, - N/, 4477/ £ v
/ / i B » . Audroes. sosmeahSueet ’
. U » - (L.S) Sulte 104 i

e 0 c — LB«NGrON.SCmn ,

. . LEXINGTON

o u . : .
m%v%%ﬁmm%éx{r 1 . mfﬁ, 35 ‘ |

J

Fotrn 16,1 (Tomplato) fAcvicion A Rovizian Onto 11/06/88) Page i 512
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92/25/2914 15:11

RETURN o STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA' INFORMATION ON DEFENDANT
, COUNTY OF - Name SHONDEL CRIM
; LEXINGTON ’ Address
: THE STATE ~ Phone
Constabis or Law Enforcement Otfrces against ’ Sex Mals Race Black  Height _
, | Welght 200 Bithdate 1 MA
AMW&MWIWM!mMmuWWmme - — SoelalSecho o 2 : 3
lendent: : . - : oL INFORMATION ON WITNESSE
: : ARREST WARRANT " Name ‘ :
_Sk ondel Cj‘ "M ) ‘ Offense: Violation of Conditions of Communily Phone
- Supervision Supervision -,
’ - L ‘ . Name
. Offensa Section: 1-560- -
’ ‘Se ion. " 24-21-560: . Address
‘ ' Date: 11/1/2012 . Phane
onthe Y&day of _4_3«37' R 204 E -
= emmmmmummﬁﬁ——“w
K - . Parcle and Pardon Services
bio 01 Law Enforcemant Officor » :
| Angela Lyons Namg
ey Address
This Wanant ks certisd f . :
::’?ﬁaﬂa:m County, Ths ae‘é'mi%“i".'; b cpany oo m D’SP"S'“‘”‘ v Fhone
1o me to deall with acconding ta law, ‘ PRELIMINARY HEARING hsid by
.S} . Ma@isume
E = o - Sentence : on . '
§ . with .
g ) ) Aornay for the Defendant,
@ Co-Defendants -7 Decision
BAIL
Date Set
Meglstrate
Amount

e ___ Swey

Form 18.1 (Tenplate) (Roviton A Revision Ozlo 1135.85) Pago dof2
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‘ealed by the South Carolina Depariment of Probatia ole and Pardon Services
" ommuwwsbn - Revocation Order

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA B . No. 05 .GS- 40 - 04121
COUNTY OF Lexington ' ' Count
S Community Supervision
STATE . o REVOCATION ORDER
-vs- '
Shondel Crim
Oefendant
00919923
"siD8

00294227
8CDCH or 008

: ' o . 7 . W-3i-la- 0307
This matter was brought before me on the l } day.of Qﬁt‘w"m . 2013 , pursuant to a [warrant or citation] charging

the Defendant with violating the Defendant=s Community Supervision Prdgram and asking the Couit to revoke the Defendant=s |
community si:per;llsion. | find: . ‘ ‘ ‘

1. The terms of the Community Supervision Program are fair and reasbhable:

2. The Defendant has not complied with all terms of the Community Supervision Program; E

3. The Defendant has willfully violated terms of the Community Supervlsior_\,Prbgram:

4. The Defendant should not be continued in the Community Supervision Program under its current terms or under other terms and
conditions; h : . L

IT IS ORDERED that the ndant be in the custody of the South Carolina Department of Carrections for a term of
days 7 months year (total may not exceed one (1) year)., , '

© % g et Sttt .

- Presiting Judge

Tis \ deyof Slnt;\\b’\ Cas s
fre ,

Lexington - s.C. 11th o Judicial Cireuit

This is to certify that | have received this order.

Offender’s Signature ‘ Wilnessed by

rd

Signed this day of . , 2013 . at Lexinton . SC

Form 1152 (Template) Page 10f 1



WITNESSES

_CPD_

———

ARREST WARRANT NUMBER

s —

H762571

—————

ACTION OF GRAND JURY

——

Foreperson of Grand Jury
_Date:

VERDICT

Foreperson of Petit Jury
Date:

DOCKET NO. 2005-GS-40-4121

—--The-State-of South-Carolina._.....

County of Richland

dv

After being fully advised as &

“I
‘f

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

| AUGUST TERM 2005
113 |

THE STATE
Vs,

SHONDEL CRIM

mt—

ll
|

m—

Indictment for’

DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE
3%° OFFENSE

SC Code: 44-53-375(B)(3)
CDR Code: 0114
Class FEUA

" legal rights, | hereby waive &sengent E %
to the Grand Jury. 8 ﬁ w353
‘ ' jos I §(?, Q S%
O g NS S S
Defendant FZex Q3
QOROZ
WESN o[ =
=5 %(o%=
= o]
| M QMG‘%E 1 Bo '
hereby appear in my own prqjser p nd plead

guilty to the within indictment or to
PR ‘&ock’(' écowv»(/ - 2o

@ezfﬁm/l %

C.CC.PLS.ANDG.S.

ec
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA) INDICTMENT
)
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on , the Grand Jurors

of Richland County present upon their oath:

" DISTRIBUTION OF CRACK COCAINE — 3%° OFFENSE

That SHONDEL, CRIM did in Richland County on or about July 29, 2004, did |
Willfully. 'knowingly and intentionally, manufacture, distribute, dispense, deliver,
purchase or aid, abet, attempt, or conspire to manufac.turef.‘ distﬁbute. dispense, deliver,
or purchase, or possess with intent to manufacture, distribute, dispensé, deliver, or

purchase a controlled substance, to wit: Crack Cocaine, such not being a first offense in

- violation of Sécti_on § 44-53-375 Code of Laws of South Carolina (1976, és amended).

Against the peéce én'd dighity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such

~ case made and provided. ; |
ARREN B. GIESE, SOLICITOR
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CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL FOR APPELLANT

Counsel for appellant certifies that this Record on Appeal contains all material proposed to
be included by any of the parties and not any other material and that this Record on Appeal
complies to the best of my ability, with the August 13, 2007, order from the South Carolina
Supreme Court entitled “Interim Guidance Regarding Personal Data Identifiers and Other
Sensitive Information in Appellate Court Filings.”

April 11,2014

. . p
BN m T
Robert M. Pachak
Appellate Defender

South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense
Division of Appellate Defense )

PO Box 11589

Columbia, S. C. 29211-1589

(803) 734-1330

~ ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT

APR 11 2014
~ §CCourt of Appeals
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 2::2 Wit HL

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Richland Cognty RE@EWB}

Thomas A. Russo, Circuit Court Judge APR 11 2014

$CCo
THE STATE, Uitof ARpeals

RESPONDENT,

SHONDEL A. CRIM,
APPELLANT

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2013-001993.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1 certify that a true copy of the Record on Appeal in the above referenced case has been
served upon Matthew Buchanan, Esquire, at South Carolina Department of , Probation, Parole & Pardon
‘Services, PO Box 50666, Columbia, SC 29250, this 11th day of April, 2014. -

Brandon Hall
Administrative Specialist

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me

/@a&da of April, 2014.
%\ (L.S.)

Notary Public for Sout}i Carolina ,
My Commission Expires: July 24, 2022.




