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ORDER OF JUNE 30, 2011

Order of Release; Honorable Judge William Keesley, June 30, 2011
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COMPLAINT

Complaint filed in the Lexington County Circuit Court — June 22, 2012



In The Court of' Common Pleas
State of South Carolina - -
. County of Lexington -

o »RaymondCatter . o
' PLAINTIFF

Mahcmus Prosecutmn, I-False hnpnsomnent S
Wrcngﬁﬁ Conviction, Criminal Conspxracy}i:. SORIUE
- Wrongful Adjiidication to - T
To Cwﬂiy Commit To The South: Carbl' n
. Department-of” Merxtal Health
' 7-Faise lmpnsonment

e Donme Myers, Sohcxtor, Lexmgton S
S County, Tracey Can'oﬁ Asst.
. Solicitor - - :
L LexmgtonCmmty, Bnan SR
- .- Buck, Trmo Police Department, Seoti
- -Franklin, Irmo Police Department, -
-+ . Timothy E: Stephenson; SC Law T
- .. - -Enforcément Division (SLED), - A
-+ George White; Fx father-in-law, -
~+ . Tammy Carter, (AKA ‘Tamiay - - -
-+ Scrogham, Ex Wife, Barbara’ Keacﬁe;}f;if
- (AKA:Diane Hinkle) Iﬂvesngator ».:}iiE :
- LDSS; Francis Ross, LDSS;
-~ Paulette Jolly, Guardian Ad Lntem
< In'their official-and- mdmdual
. gfcapacmes Ll '
G DEFENDANTS

(Jury Tnal Demanded)

Lo CaseNo. ... . T R

B LA RIS PR Sttt

June 22 2012

R - IN’IRODUCTION S L L
' NOW COMES THE PLAINTIFF swearmg thai aﬂ mformahon and documentat;onifv "

. »_ prowded, herethhm, have been venﬁed or tesnﬁed as bemg irue Ali dates entnes mto Journals TS f S -
' -logs and blotter reports have been acmal documentatlon elther obtamed at dlscoverv, durmg
R mcarceratmn or aﬁer the compleﬁon of the cnmmal sentcnce served by the Plamtsz Piamnff is. : : :
g 7': ﬁlmg thhm the statutory conﬁnes of the Iaw Plamnff suﬁ“ers a contmnmg Wrong The Piamt;ﬂ‘ o :-ﬁ ) |
- - W wﬁl show the Defendants did wﬂlﬁﬂly, wantonly and with mahce wrongﬁllly pmsecute convmt { B

| o ixmpnson aad were actmg m consp:racy agamst the Plamtlff




. - PROCEDURAL HISTORY Lo o
E Plemhff p}ed gmlty to 1-count of Attemptmg or Commxttmg a Lewd or Lascmous Act on

E :a Mmm' on May 13, 2003 He recelved the max;mum senitence of 15 years He Was ongmaliy

o fcharoed en Octoher 29 1999 by Irmo Pohce Depamnent wzth 1-count of Cnmmai Sexual*

- .: Conduct W!mmors lst &egree and 2—counts ef Attemptmg or Commxmng a Lewd or Lascwxous ’

) '_Act on a Mmor The Lexmgton Coumy Sohcxtors ofﬁce dropped these charges and d;rect’- L

e : = mdxcted the Plamnff vmh 7-counts of Cmmmal Sexual Conduct memors lst degree exposmg‘ B L

S ;‘the Piamuﬁ‘ to a maxnnum of 210 years All cha:ges were dropped for the exchange of the S

V -:'aforementxoned plea ef the l-count of Lewd Act Plamtxff upon advme of h:s attorney, was 3

. ,compeﬂed fito takmg the pIe&

S, L On May 8,2003, Plamtlff ﬁled aPost Conv;ct:;on Rehef apphcanon (PCR} in, Lexmgteﬁif_"_ -

. f jCounty ciazmmg meffectwe asmstance of cmmsel

Gn .‘Iune 18 2004 a heanng is called before Honorabie Iudge Wllham P Kees]e‘:”}Aﬁer; S

gleammg the consequences nf a successful PCR apphcatiom Plam‘ﬁﬁ’ voluntaniy thhdrew his:_- - |

:apphca‘lon and the case ‘was demed rehef By wmmng, Plamnff Would be eXposed to the same s ;:':j:"; S

. :icharges that ‘were dxsmssed in the piea bargam wlnch conslsted of the 7—cmmts of CSC 1st for a

B ’maxunum exposure of 210 years

On July 31 2007 Plamnﬁ completed hlS sentence only to ﬁnd hnnself :emanded to ihef_ e

B ;custody of Lexmgton County Shenﬁ‘s Department thh 10 new cmmnal charges where he was'

o :forced agamst h]S wa to be evaluated Whether or 1ot he met the state’s cntena of the Sexuaily -

- _'-'Vlolent Predator Act 44-48-(1 0—1 70) Based on the evxdence fmm the plea agreement and the;;:'.-_ S V

; :dropped eharges, the plamnﬁ‘ is evaluated \mder the assumptxon of fhe ewdence to be true and;"'if -

;facmal Tius Act the Piamtlff 1s subjected to-wasa - consequence of acceptmg a p]ea, however ::A B ‘

R fthe consequence was not’ 1dentxﬁed by the Judge or any of the Plamt:ﬂ’ s attomeys He had no 'Vj _3 -

o Aknowledge that by takmg the plea, he would be exposed o the Act




. l On November 3-4 4008 aﬁer sﬁtmg in cmmty Jaﬂ for o one year and three months havmg

o 'fcom:mtted 10 Crime, Plamuff was forced mto a Jm'y mal 1o determme if he was a sexualiy vxolent‘:'

REUS »zpredatorunderﬂleact

o .mmechate reiease

On Navember 4 2008 aﬁer the Judge allowed the Jury to go smnd m lme for hours to
' 3 vote on the presxdennal e}ection, the me found for the state, that based on the evuience pmvxded
- .the Plamtlff met the crxtena as a sexually vmlent predator and was commmed to the South.{ .

i f Camhna Department of Mentai Heaith (SCD’VIH) for long-term care commi and tfeatmem_

On June 39 2()1} Plamtxff IS agam taken to a 3ury tﬂal 'per request of the Assxstantfji_;; g '

where Honorable Judge

, stopped the tnal

' igranted the dn-ected verdxct monon by the Plamnff’s attomey, provmg the state had not met 1t’ - :i »
” A ;burden m the oontmued commxtment of the Plamuff The Judged then ordered Plamtxff’s;_ .

COUNT 153 MALICIOUS PROSECUTION

-— i:: :Asszstant Sohc;tor of Lemngton Ce SC both Defendant s acted w;th wanton and Wﬂlfui:_ A . N

- o nusconduct thch resu]ted in the wmngful convmtion of the Plamnff

A' EPlamtxff. Wﬂiful and wanton mxsconduct occurs When, “conduct comxmtted w1th an mtenhonai

S ) o reckless dlsregaid of the Safety ofothers as by fmhng to exerc:se ordmazy care to prevent a

- :known danger or to dzscover a dangex.” (Biack’s Law cht:onary, 2nd Pocket Ed pg 450 2001)

Aﬁer the case has been subnntted from the Izmo Pohce Department tc the Lexmgton

n - County Sohc1tor s O*‘ﬁce for prosecutxon they nexther attempted to seek justlce, or: mvestlgate

: vthe cIaJms of the Plamtxff ﬂms resulimg n unfaxmess and wmngﬁﬂ convxctxon of ihe Plamtiﬁ




o J;?tms tnal
. _, {_{ iheanng for. the Plamnﬁ to have a pubhc defender reheved from. the case (apparenﬁy the pubhc -

- 7 Aithat txme the Plamnﬁ‘ had been in the county jaﬂ for a year and seven months Tlus was the
o Plamtxff’s ﬁrst court appearance The Defendant s mtroduced the reason why they beheve_thxs

S : |  : .: nmocence te anyone who weuld hea:r hzm, but as.of yet not or 7 the' record

| o Due 10 the unfau-ness, the Defendani’s acted with i 1mprope1‘ purpose and w:thout probable

L 'cause and the actxon rcsulted from S‘.he mstitunon of such a pmceedmg

Plamtlﬁ‘ was to behef that hlS professed mnocence wculd be taken mto consaderatlon of

- fij _the sohcnor s oﬁice mamly mat of the Defendants However, the Defendants never mqmred mto

e j;the vahdlty of ewdeﬁce quesnoned the materlal mvoived or prowde a means in whzch the S e

. { . :mnocence of the Piamtxﬂ‘ was. allowed to be kncwn

Defendants mcreased the charges agamst the Plamtlff droppmg the lesser charges tc

- :]f more senous chaxges whwh exposed the Plamtlff to more time whxc}_z made the attempts of

- -obtammg a Jury tnal by the Pimntxﬁ? more burdensome The Defendant’s concentrated solely on

S : : fplea bargammg techmques, thch ultxmaxeiy 1ed to the wrongﬁzl conv;ctzon ef the Plamtlff

The Plamtxff remamed m custody at the Lemnoton County Detentmn Center (LCDC)
' -:ﬁ'om ()ctober 99 1999 untxl he u}timately plead guﬂty m May 13 2002 A _gmy wouid nevernear

Specxﬁcally, en Aprﬂ 25 20(}1 the Defendant mthepresenceof

her boss, and Honm'able }udg_ _ attended a

o :defender Was too busy to assocxate hxmselfwﬁh the case) and hav _,nevé counsel iappomted At

| .wouidendmapleadeai S ;r? i:-j-;'__’-, ’;{, 5o

At that hearmg the Plamtaﬁ‘ is ﬁnally allowed ‘by the 3udge to enter testlm'
:that he had not been aﬂowed to make any pleadmgs a:nd that Plamuff had bseg p i
Plamnﬁ‘ also entered mto record on that date

Cise No: 2000-GS~32—490—496
TOR/!p 51816 »




- w}nle under the dlrect controi of Defendan

And I was pushed mto 2 statement At sxx homs I AT
- fmally made up a statement and told them Sn: look, I don t o
: .: know’ what 10 tell you I’ve never touched my klds I don t e
2 V’A-::','»~::{:_f'-'even knew what you re- gomg at B S
8 R ¢ told Mx Young (pubhc defender) 1f he looks at the : o
- - :.'.?s‘tatement, he wﬂl know that it's been made up because 1t

_-_:.fvdoesn t even lme up Wlﬂl what I’ve aﬁeged agamst me

BRS

P%amtlff requested a _}HIY tnal to prove h1s mnocence'v The Defendant

' -hearmg testlmany mseried by

IR :the plamtsz that 1) he was not reeemng proper leoa} representamon, 2) was entenﬁ : -a p}ea of not’f{" L

L E guxlty, 3)professmg mnecence before the Judge 4) 1dentzfymg that he was mdxgent had spent HEE

R - over l 1/2 years in. county _}aﬂ to date w1thout proper legal representahon, 1gnored all 1ssues and

| jwent on record én‘ecﬁy after Plamnff made hls msemons that

. -'~--.';'i-.me//p 8, 1118 25 TOR//p9 111 7 B
:_T»he Court Sohcztor What sthe status ofthzs case‘7 It s
: ‘990ase : o o

. Ms Carroil We repreparedtotry 1t Itwaaouxj : |
Lo E-f;i‘understandmg we: were gomg to negotxate apieaA’ﬁ.ns is

R cnnfessxon case mvohnng three girls under the age of sxx

'years old The defendant has g:ven a fuﬁ confessmn Vi ;

- : -'-admlttmg to digxtal penetraucn So we: Were under the

' . understandmg that 1t was gcmg to be a plea, not a tnal, but
: We 'fe prepared to try 1t :

Plamtlff then recexved dracoman type plea oﬁ’ers fer a cnme he never comm;tted mstead 'V:I ff; Lo

ef the sehcxtor mquxrmg mto the vahdxty of the alleged confessxon, the totahty of cxrcumstances R




= ) surroundmg how 1t was obtamed or f:he excuipatory ewdence she had m her possessmn and d1d

- fnot release xmder Brady, FRCP Rule 5 to the Pianmﬁ or hxs attomey

SO refused to read the DSS log entnes to venfy tbe evxdenee m N ; f:' o

companson to the aﬂeged confessxon or what the oniv one of the alleged vxctnns sazd Instead ' : o

- -  i ,read the alleged comessmn and dld élrect mdxct the Piamt;ff wnh more charges nnplementmg the B

:rest of the Piamtlﬁ’ s daughters as Victlms and mcreasmg the charge emmt, ﬁ'omj to 7 fi‘- o

o  : - Ongmaﬂy, the Irmo ?ohce Depaxtment charced P!amuff w:th 1~count of CSC lst and two lewd

S f»j facts Defendant

‘ :seven

pped the tWO lewd acts and mcreased the CSC lst charge count to St

The Plamt;ff contmued w1th & new attomey who never took ﬁ:e matter of hls mnocence R

SRR ;mto full value To date P]amtzﬁ has professed }ns mnocence m multiple letters to aII 4 attomeys PR

_ :he has durmer thls mpnsonment They have all acted eniy as. & hstemng ear At one pomt, -the‘

*as»phoned by the mether of the alleged wctims (Defendan

') :elaiﬁiiﬂg she wanted ﬂz'e:charges dfeppedé ;Wehied nothnig more;,to_gdei o I
: -wﬁh the case and Wanted the Plamtxﬁ' teleased fmm custody even aﬂer the Defendam CarroI}

S aﬂowed the mother of the aﬂeged vxctxm(s) her motﬁer and father hex brother to ﬂee-the state o‘ S

- ‘ ;_South Carolma Thls phone call was made shortly after the first hearm° m which the Plamuﬁ’ s -

- mother recexved a snmlar call tellmg her thai the Plamﬁff would be released soon, as Defenéant e

'eged that “ﬁ‘ he doesn t take the plea deal I ’11 have to release hrm” Defendant
T ad told the sohcztor what was mentloned above, and that she fmally adxmtted the .

s :tmth W the P lamtzﬁ"s mother in Saymg “he S {Planmﬁ] nev.g:1 done anythmg te hurt the ﬂxrls, aﬂ'{f,f S

B he ever. done was gwe them baihs and change thelr d:apers hke a father doe and “I don’t knewl: o i o |

S ‘whét(Defehd_a‘h ' = ‘) got hlm to say” and “he (Plamnﬁ) should have never went to DSS’f:, S

. .Eon me or a.bout my dad’s &aﬂer i the ﬁrst place, or else he Wouldn’t be havmg to deai w1th thls

29

.how




o Whﬁe‘é't avmtw;thafamﬂyﬁiendattheLexmgton CcuntyDetentmﬁCenter(LCDC) & R
= V} . ,:that same day as thsse phone caﬂs were made the Piamtlff’s mother came s!:ralght ts LCDC and | i o -

L , B told the Piamuﬂ‘ of the phone cail After the vxsxtaﬁon sessxon, Piamts:ﬁ' then contacts hxs

. B : _: ;' to vxslt Plamtzfﬁ she adxmts the phones calis were made, however, the on'»' to m}, mother was only

. L mvelved faise arrest/xmpnsonmem thh the rotat:on of these three ofﬁcpr Defendants ever a

' ..penod of almost 5 hours whmh the tnne spent in thls custodlal mterrogatxon should have been } SRNRE

o : j-,'llooked into as thh the Piamtxff makmg t}ns msemon that he ‘was coerced mto makmg the

- ji :;: : ’aﬂeged confessmn on the record




The Defendant Canroll also thhheld exculpatory ewdence n the fact that she dld nﬁt

O Z-éxsclose in dlscovery all ﬁles pertammg to the gathermg of ev1dence whlch wou]d have at the

o Ieast gwen hght to quest:ons concemmg the time; date and actual offense aileged She dxd not

e . :':-Once check to see 1f the mformation was vahd accurate or tme

Aﬁer the Plamﬁff was reieased ﬁ‘om custody, Plamﬁﬁ’ was able to secure aﬁ DSS records ' o

e ;-and aﬁer three attempts to prove the dﬁratlon of the tnne spend in the sald custodlai mtermgatmn: SRR,

= L ‘was able to secure docmnentatmn ﬁ'om South Carolma Law Enforcemeni Dwmlon (SLBD)

= : | gwmg a ame date and place of the peiygraph exam tnrned mterrogataon sessmn. VSee: s
o -'f:f‘Attachments 1- g) o - o s

'Ihere Was clear and convmcmfr ewdence that t‘n” 'Dexendants

- fj'.vxsﬁs have been documented as well Defendan

: L;_ff_PIamuff was uymg to keep the famxly together Where' is »the. mo ve’:for coxmmtung such an act

Sl }_-:;:‘;When the tlme nor the dmes alieged are nct factual due to the ﬁmes that Plamuﬁ as allowed to__ = :

- - :isee h]S daughters it s Just not concluswe Defendan

B 'ed_m mvoke in

PR -f}‘her mport, tht the alleged “doll play” occurred zhe'day aﬂer the Dss'case changed’hands ﬁam' o
o ~}:5§}:R(:Dsmewss | | |

There was a case workvr ﬁ'om Rlchland County DSS who was woriﬂﬂo thh the chﬁdren - : B E

S ? :, &om an earher mcxdent where the oldest daughter had wom her younger szster s shoes to school S

R - f :_:_*»causmg an’ abrasmn When thzs case worker went out to the Irmo SC res;dence the ﬁrst nme the ;.:; R

o f_ffhome had not been i order and a treatment pian was desxgned to get it where 1t needs to be to - E




o ::V»to standards Defendant

) {'::Iets hlm vxsn the chﬂdren on the weekends; {See Attachment 10) However there _were only :the o

o 1 : the caseworker 'Ms Dunbar ﬁnaﬂy had to caH the Lexmgton County Shenﬁ" s Depa.rtmen' :
R (LCSD) for them to check on the chﬂdren -

‘a homevxsxt thh the chﬁd:ren She decuments that the envxrcnmem IS 1dentxca1 as what the i

. ;-’ Plamtlff had toid her She mdlcates on her notes “Case manager parhcxpated m home wsri w1th A

o »house the clnidren Plamtxﬁ‘ bought pamt steam eleaner and cleanmg supphes te get the house up

clalms she did all the cleanmg but mserts she

3

5w,&e¢e_'as‘ea):maicgtea§as; o

- 'on a home v1s1t m May 1999, one of her last home v;sxts to the Inno Res:dence and chscovered} PR

s z‘fthat the mfe, Defendant

had m Iact ~§eparated and mdlcate on.

g = fthe RDSS Iog that “Only [Plamttff}-was at»heme He sald the mother had ﬁled for-dxvorce agemst :
. him and has taken the children with her tohe o

] parents home at’ lebert, she (1s court crdered :

wasrnncooperaﬁve wﬁh the Plamtlff as weil as = S

Qn August 10 1999 caseworker Dunbar from RCDSS 15 fmaﬁy allowed m pamcxpate m

s brother J ohn

E '_ R




- - ca}img her the gxﬂs are. staymg in the imng room of the traﬂer they are sleepmg on. the o } . L el
SR ‘couches they are dzrty and demandmg my attentxo (See Attachment 11) |

o concems about the chﬂdren s safety » As documented, she was fellowmg up on the Plamnff’ s

L :,{ iii “,complamt about the condmcms at ﬂlc leben rcszdence whlch was mcluded but net Imuted to

o . o ::fii-{excesmve jlmk cars in the yard, weldmg mds of vanous lengths POW&f m‘ﬂs p}ugged m, no hOt L
SR i:f'water heater 0 oven of stove to prepate meals fm’ the childen, ciothes lying al over the ﬂoor :j: N

= i.--an-azé—»bamﬁs:ﬁm‘r(sf_aayfcmﬂias:aﬂ&maemgaaé;iu{:f@mefﬁefeﬁam

) s farmly rarely bathed and dxd not bathe the chﬁdrez; or clean them ’fhese were the L .

| _condmons throngh out thns 1970’3 modei 1Ia11er all three chﬂdren Sleepmg m a bed the saze of a:"‘]f :

- 3 -;cot ant other condmons not suztable for these chﬂdren ages 6 3 and 2

- _.;iiénever been physmally, sexuaﬂy or mentaﬂy abused by exther parent (See Attachmem 1 2} T -»
| She mdicates to. the Piamtxff thai because of the chﬂdren movmg out mem to Gﬂbert that
L fshe wﬂl h'y to transfer the case to Lexmgton County DSS (See Attachment 13 “16 S

' Also on ﬂns v:snt to the Gﬂbert remdence Where Defendan




, and‘. 1o way to call her i case of an emergency mvob mg the chﬂdren (See aiso
‘-‘fAttachmentsls 16) At o

sﬁworkmg on: gettmg the Plamtxﬁ’ s VlSltS set up She mdlcates a treatment plaa on =

e September 22,1999 and-will 1y to fransfet the case from RCDSS to LSS for the residence

- . .' ' ;out in Gﬁbert, thch Plamtlﬁ' had 10 control over and was m fact told Iater by the LCDSS‘ that L

RS Plamtsz‘ should riot be conoemed with your ch:ldren” (Defendan

11 '

Sometime around amonﬂa later thh no- Vls1tat10ns Wlth the chﬁdren, Plamtxff is told that L |

:had'ongmany asked the LDSS 0 contact the RDSS to‘venfyrﬂle complamt, Whlch was



o : Hawever naw mdxcates allegatlons of abuse. (See Attachment 22)

Lk ': : whlch LCDSS mdlcates as the last tlme was “2 months prmr whxch 1asted fcr 2 1/2 hom (See_,__,,- BE
s Aﬁachment 24) A S o

- Gne in the wamng mom A cali was. eventually made and was transferred to the Plamuff’ s home» S

o the phone berween -

mdwated that Plamufff'ff_ -

‘would not cooperate thh

- o ,caseworkers”, f‘ wouid not 31gx1 a treatment plan and “no one: 1s gomg to tell me or my famxly o

(See Attachment 19- 21) 30 on ot about September 23 19995Ms

; Al 'Dnnbar ﬁom RCDSS and acase worker from LCDSS scheduie a heme visit to»talk Wlth

October 5 1999 Defendant Caseworker from LDSS

e f‘-vxsrt and mdxcates the case has been transferred (S" Attachment 22 --23), and now mchcates .

‘ a famlly member of Defendan

?retty much a rehash of what was already known and mdlcated by RCDSS Ms5 ;

On October 22 1999 out of desperatxon to have a contmumg re}atlonsmp w;th InsA
. daughters Plamtlff called LCDSS complammg about ins vxs:tatxon pnvxleges thh the chlidren

In another oﬁiclal summary by Defendan

R there has been no venﬁcauon of neglect (See Attachment 23) He contmues speczfymc that the ;

- :-} I' ;: o aﬂeged vxcnm had dlsclosed three tlmes Onc:e fo the matemal grandparent Defendan

12

D, he mdlcates on “10/20/99fhat L



B Attachment 9)

' The truth of the caseixs'that the P}amtxff never sexualiy, physxcaﬂy or: mentally abused hzs :

g f: ,falsely arrest and mpmson the Plamhﬁ‘

R DN




o i_-_-g__i_ébutton has to be pushed tc unlcck the door Defendant

. dde.

R -Léﬁir‘ifg‘tqﬁ *c‘:onmyt})}e'pmeﬁfg. pflsfdciéi}f'servigési(tbssy I}ef¢ijd§nt

wantmg to clear hzs name and agreed it was a good 1dea to do 50 xf they axe oﬁermg the
‘ '_'j';}_.j':_opportumtytotakethepolygraph » PR - T el E
Ry '.;With conﬁdence of. clearmg hxs name on Wednesday, October 27 1999 Plamtnff is et - e

OnMonday, October 75 1999 Defendants

= 'I IPD appmached the Plamnff whn at that tlme was res&dmg at .Iake 8 Landmg in Lexmgton |

LT ».Cmmty, out of their junsdlctxon and oﬁ'ered Plamuff to comxmt to take i poiygraph test to “ciear o

s Aﬁer the plamtlff comzeyed ﬁus mfonnauon to hls father he agreed wn:h the Plamtlff

IPD at 08:00 am and leads it Plaintiff behind i his vehicle to SLED "ixpon y o

scorts Piamuff m a bmidmg Iocated en the }eﬁ sxde ’f‘acmg SLED on

o -i then approach another docr m ﬂns doctor J ofﬁce type Wmtmg 31'33 W‘th chans Aand agam th"

s haB way wﬁh an estﬁnate of 10 doors, 5 on ea,ch suie to the -Iast door at the end on the left hand e

R TR

and Plamt:ﬁ‘ then 00 dewn a Ione '5"-: SR




- B palygraph machme as. those seen on TV lenuff xs now mtroduced to Defendams

. muitlple w1res across the chest and another few wires lmked to the fmgers attached to ﬂus

o 7--:re-enters w:th Defendant :

. ; : Piamnﬁ] 15 u'ymg to beat the syste

Plamnﬂ‘ at tins txme is- conﬁlsed at where he 1s or how to get out, or where to go 1f he L

- wanted cut When m thlS room, Plamtlff notlces a computer whﬂe aﬂ ﬁle other ;ooms have a::f_ o

o » xf computer and some sample questlons ate asked Plamtxff is. then toid to iook forward and den t

o 'jresponds 3'011 faﬂed Worst than I’ve seen my whole 16 years of adnnmstermv the poiyg;rap g S

At that tIme Defendan

My questmn assumed later was “why dld he say that 1f .

| ”“‘Plamtxﬂ' allegedly faﬂed the test”" =

: wofked at the then, ; m h‘mo appmxmate Iy 0‘29; R

= 5; ~»mﬂes fmm the IPD roughly a block and a half as mdxcated on (Attachment 26)) and she doesn t

_'move P]amtxﬁ" dldn’t move »hxs head, but constanﬂy shxﬁed hxs eyes to see: what Defen.dant S




R lie anc 4 1t’s ok to teil us, we: won’t thmk no dlfferent of you” >and ‘you aren t the ﬁrst one

. .': that 5 ever done th;s, go ahead and teﬂ us. What you d1 d”

L numerous of txmes, and was demed numerous ume by all three Defendants On one attempt tc

S names now’ changmg the. story that “1f you don t tell us: What you dld you revloekmg at ieast 30':
R :years in. pnson” “You better teil us what you chd, now"’ The Plamuff contmued msertrng that h

e . ;had “dzd nothmg to [his} chﬁdren” and “I den t Icnow what you fe taikmg about” .

oo ;_’ 1003: 00 am 5 days a week at the Pantry oni US 75 in Irmo, sc. He also worked part-tlme at the

o :B;Lo grocer cham about 4 mﬂes fmher down the road He camed a newspaper route 7 days a

- :,_’and had alcohol i hls system When Piamnff me‘i thh Defendan

Over the course of the poiygraph exam- tumed mterroganon, Plamtlff asked for attomcy'--

o ﬁebtam an attomey, lentsz is toid by Defendan

arshiy thai ‘you don’t need anv attern

S Piamnff S famﬂy untﬂ rhey separated and was there m care for the chﬁdren When the Piamﬁﬁ‘

were workmg, the phone call Was dem:':

All three Defendants contmued dnllmg the Plamtlﬁ‘ thhout stopi-Callmg‘rhlm ail sorts o

Plamtxff at the txme of the alleged confessmn, Plamnﬂ‘ had _;ust worked fmm 27 ' "OO "m

_ _3_5week and dehvered the Caroima Trader once a week When Plamnff ca.me to meet Defendant

e»had beLeved he Would clear hxs name and wou}d be able to go home aﬂd get some sleepE N
B "untﬂ it was ‘ume for h1s dmner engagement P}amtiff had been drmkmg heav;iy diznng fhts hm -

go to SLED to take '

-: }the polygraph test, he only had had a short 2 hom' nap, and had drank 3 'beeis beferehand as a!sof::’ o |

- :Ai 'm(hcated m (Attachments 1~ 8)




e Fmaﬁy, Plamhﬁ‘ referred to the oniv nmes he had ever ha:d ‘any c(mtact wrth hxs chﬂdren and that}':
SR : was when he gave them baths or changed thexr dxapers Thcn, ence reveaimg thxs all ﬂ):ee
Defendants started zrnphcatmg that ﬂle Plamtsz must have done somethmg to the alleged vzct'

| : washmg hlS ciaughter he had te wash them between the legs Plamuﬁ also mserted that when he

- A_ changed the alleged v1ct1ms daapers he had m use a “wet ene to wxpe m-between her legs too -

R '-'Aj:;was an mfant, the same Way they show in the “Lever 2000”_commercxal on TV where__ :"e fathm
S ;1s in the bathtub thh Ins mfant daughter‘ Defendant

L L _‘fknow you dld, no te}l us or you’il be gomg to pnson the rest of your hfe’”

o 'Ehar and many refereﬁces are made to them “Imowmg your wxfe

ﬁf}z'-'doesnthe

Pmceedmg w1ﬂ1 the polygraph tumed mtemsganon sessmn, the Plamnﬁ’ became over

- :-_ -_‘_iwhelme{i by the siress and the demai of an attomey, a break to smoke (m w}nch Plamtxﬂ‘ was a - A

o -?‘heavy smaker at that time) anythmg to eat of drmk the use of the teiephone or use cf the _
o resﬁ'oom to reheve hlmself ' e

Around 1 I {}O am, the Defendants tumed on ‘ihe heat and staned yelimg at Plamtxﬁ‘ 5

L :;,then “What d}d you do when you washed your ch)ldren”‘? Plamhﬁ then teﬂs them that whlie L c i R i

! pushes fm'ther_, makmg up scme versmn of what Piamuﬁ' iater ﬁnds ou 5 6 be L -

S "'A:the allegatmns; “weil when you gwe them a bath dzd you touch them downA there whﬂe bathmg S

s »‘»them sav about the np of'y your ﬁnge Plamttﬁ‘ respsnded w:th « guess” ‘Defendant Stephenson : -
- j.-ask Plamtlff “dld you ever get :mto the bath tub W1th your daughter T told h1m cnce When she L

shauts “ﬂmi s not what you e

From that pcmt en the Plamnﬁ‘ feeis heipless, tn'ed ﬁ'ustrated The Plamﬂff fee}s that

o '-_;every effort to clmm he didn’t commzt tins offense agamst hlS daughter and at one po;mt told the - . |

- :'A ff’ cem to grve h1m the trash can because he was gomg o throw up from what the Defendams

o were trymg to unphca’ce the Piamtlff d1d tawards his own daughter H"A: :xs contmuously calied a

P}amnff becomes paralyz&d by shock and dxsbehef that the woman (Defendan

u he once loved and tned so desperately to save }ns mamage to 0,




o :‘_ = perpetrate such a homble he It is: known that women who aré in a dworce/chdd custcdy battle

o f who perpetrates false allegatxons agamst a. muse are mahcnous and dlsturbed She had motzve

DU ﬁA_fand she acted on vendetta because ﬂae Piamtlﬁ" called DSS to complam about the safety and well -

- bemg of hxs chﬂdren ag Defendan : _
f = Soose the chlldren to the Piamtlff whlch was 'not the'Plamans mtennon at ail

- g ,down there” “was it fun” ' “d:d you enjoy lt”

"beheved she was gomg to

Amund 12:15 p m,, Plamtxﬁxs now bemg told about what has anegedly been Sald that the::{{ EURTREEE

= '-: Plam‘ﬂﬁ“’as Supposed to havc done and makmg up' ether smmemsl “Dxd you snck ym,r finger

S ; : . exhausted, hmmhated, fmstrated and m need ef a-restroom and smoke break Plamnﬁ" had né&er ': T

Lo 'been m a sztuaugn ever in hxs hfe that was so mtense P}amtzﬁ‘was nawe to ms nghts a“t the tnne .f;"f RN

- :f 'removes the chest beh;s and fmger csupimgs that wcre 0: _the Plamtxff ﬁ'om t‘he palygraph

f :, o 'ﬁnds Out thzs was a Wazver of nghts” fcrm {See Attachment 27 sxgﬁed at 13 09 pm)

S make a statement Defenéan'

- and wanted to say anythmg to get out of the s1tuatmn he was m |

MOund 13 (}{} pm Plamnﬁ“ ﬁnﬁy agrees to teH them what they beheveé happe

. gcomputer (Example, See Attachment 3 1) they move mto a room adjacent to the on : ﬁxey were A
_A m ThlS room had the type of polygraph machme you see on TV vm:h the graph pens and paper : _
3 ' shes- a pxece of paper m front of the Plamnff and teﬂ lnm to put your mmal el

v:and on and on..;PIamtiﬁ‘ Was hungry, txred, sleepy,z.: R D

o -'hy each of those and mgn 1t at the boﬁom mdlca you ve been read your nghts” Plamuﬂ‘ later 5_»‘ L

 Acound 13310 pan, atr once again seting confimation rom ﬂ1¢;Piainﬁ‘ffﬁt1§a}:_§'¢;Wii1

: oes out of the room and retums W1th some other papers

L 1‘8[_;1_;*» }_-;; .




e ;é_.ha»d;usssaaggpea vralnmstoaskDefndan

L chﬂdren and 1f he dld the same Defendan
o ﬁ'i-j"';the bath tub Wlﬂl you, dld she ever come'

Cteen

3 hat de wmte down next G*rossly

ks questxons hke “when your daughter was mifi: e

contact w1th your pems”? Also, he asked’ hat abouti-v;v, : L

o anywhere eise i the heuse, chd you possxbly touch them there mo”’? “Put thai down on thefe

“.‘»'

Around1330 pm g Plamt:ff ﬂ_idéé;the étafeméﬁt 'ojv‘:ér" :ééIi)féféixdaﬁ D efendant

o i do these thmgs” As the Plamuff compieted t}ns sentence and mstructed to add that he never

SRR says “ihat isn’t enough now: 1 m gomg to ask you some mere quest:ons and you’d better teﬂ me

: .‘October 29 }999 Plamtxff telis Defendan

o :I : ,need you to come to the IPD and tum yomseif Plamt;ff asked Defendam

B ¥ :3_-:: for melestmg your chﬁdren They don t take hghtly to your kind in pnscn eithe gl “you
e : :7'{ prrobabiy get kﬂled whlie vou e in there toe” o

R “meant to harm the chxldre Defendan natches the papers away fmm the Piamtsz and

ﬁmshed, he told the Planmff ta mmai and szgn each page

At 13; 45pm, Plamnff sxgns ﬂxe pages md is told he can leave Plamt;ﬁ‘ is reh : ved that he- 2

R ~> {. . gan go to the baﬂ’n‘oom more than anythmg. When exmng the buﬁdmg, escor "ZTd:back out by | '

rough this “maze”, Plaintiff is ‘asked where b will be at 3pm on Friday; _' |
at.hewﬂlbe athe scnm: takmghls e

ads the statement and teils Plamtxff to mdicate that Plamuff “dxdn’t know What made hﬂn e = B

o _Hazardous Matemai endorsement for his CDL hceﬁse He sald “well as soon:as' you re. done we PRI

i "thought you sald this wouid be a famﬁy court matter and I d only get Sﬂme 0011053*1“%-’“ gave K

ep hed “you know what: you did and YO“I re gomg to get some serious tlmef SRS

e




S . you can cleaﬂy see where once they got the statemeat coerced out of lentlff they tued to_ make

If the court would address 1t’s attentxon to the Attachments 1 8 and Attachments 24 -2‘7

:'L’t 1001{ as 1f the polygraph was ngen one day and the statement on another day You’ll a,lso see._.;;

B -_ g :Where they trxed to make 1t look hke I gave a statement to them over the course of 45 mmutes

. '-The court can see where the dates Were scratched out, andthen changed back to the ongmal dare 3 f' o -

o Some actuaﬂy have the day befare s date and were changed to correspond w1th the datexr Af the" L

ST ':‘polygraph exam, makmg the statement to have I“}een gzven on a dlﬁ‘erem: ﬁay Let the-

R :_ .advxsed the polygraph exam and the mterrogatmn were on the same day from 9 00 am abeut

o : the polygraph paper work and t;he Wazver sf nghts .

Courtbe .

B '2 30 p_i’when Plamtxff 1s ﬁn-allyfanowed te leave You’ﬁ see ﬂns ewdence tampermg on both o .

S There were 2 readmgs of Mxranda. Gne before the poiygraph, whxch Plamtlff acknowledged he 8 3 o

S -consent” (Black’s Law Dxctlonary, 2nd Pocket Ed 2001 )y When Defend ant .sﬁheld Plamhff

':j' 3}'mcommumcado for over an 4 hours, restramed to a polygraph exammer s chan by t‘ae belts

S ' f to drmk, no phone calis no contact thh the mzts;de by phone or m person, threatenmg 1engthy :

B _:Z : B pnson sentences, prom1ses of lemency and dlsregard for the Plamtlﬁ’ s safety G[ concem of

- ’f,.f’the Piamtlff was mthexr custody agamst hxs wﬂi, thhout Warrant or under arreJ thxs m:iphcated

. ~tdanger the Defendam’s were abie to coerce the Plamtxff into: glvmg zhxs false statemant Whﬂe

L f faise mpnsomnent ThlS aanosphere created ﬁze SIg.mng of a Walver of nghts wlnch WaS not s a

s f,f;_ij: -_fz'o}}:f;:'_i_?' L




. coercmn and faise

= ﬁf.v . wﬂlmgly or knowmgly 51gned, and preduceé an aileged confesswn whlch was mvoluntary by

g .f On the Polygraph paper work, 1t IS dated correcﬂy On the Statement the date has been
o ”Wntten over On the Wawer of R}ghts the date has also been Wntten over

On the cmmt of False Impnsomnent by the Defeﬂdam

. = ,all three Defendants d:d glve to dehberate mtent thhout 3ust1ﬁcatmn or excuse and thefefore S

e j:'commrtted a wrongﬁﬂ act They acted thh wﬁlfui and wanton mlsconduct as such mcun'ed

conduct comrmtted mth an mtentlonal _or reckle'

A-AA.AiS‘f?’gajff"ifo:tﬁ?:Sﬁemfofﬁm@iés?b -‘faﬂiﬁgﬁ o

o rto exercise ordmary care to prevent a knovm danger or to dzscover a__-danger 2. (Black ’ Law o

o o Dxctzonary,

A :'.f-'f to get a convxctmn based solely on thls coerced false confessmn 0 o

o fofthe Plamtiﬁ

e - . remedy for the contmued suﬂ‘enng af hngenng coﬁaterai consequences of the unlawﬁﬂfand o 3

'2nd Pocket Ed Pg 450 2001) All three Defendants acted wrthout regard.-.fur ~the e
o Plamtiﬁ" s mserted nghis d1d coerce a confesszon from the Plamtiff that was faise and dld |

o :;knowmgly tum thzs known false caerced confessmn over to the Lexmgto' Coumy Sohc;tor s

CO{}NT IH WRONGF UL CONVICTION

As to these'Defendanis all acted thh wanton :md wﬂlfu} mlsconduct and dld of {he:rﬁ o

' own ﬁ'ee wﬂ} Wrongfuiiy Comnct or provxded ev:dence wlnch procured a Wrongful Convmnon :"f R

The Plamt:ﬁ' ﬁles for a remedy m thts case and 1s ﬁee to attaci{ a conthxcn aﬁer servmg'- S

' the sentence Defendaut’s so vehemenﬁy persued Plamuff 1s no Ionger m custody and seeks a

,"21' o




- - inecd for 3ustxce in thls case

I - =may have shed hght on. a conwctmn

e . ‘Eia convxctmn agamst thePlamtlﬁ’ ] he connectmns assoc:at:ons fanniy txes a;nd acquamtances

e any cmme, not }ust ﬁxe one that has h;m m custedy There 1s ﬂxe Edward’s Fresumpuon that i
| -_-fz-’;apphcabie 10. thxs case “that ihe subsequem‘, Wawer of counsel followmg [Plamnﬂ’ s] pnor

S f o -muitlpie request for assastance of cmmsei is. mvolunmry focuses on {Piamnff’ s} statef , ‘mmd no

. }purely valuntaxy chozce of Piamtlﬂ” Defendant’

o - »: _'the Plamnﬁ a chance to beheve although P]amuﬁ‘ mserted ﬂumerous nmes,

L .'unconstltutxonal convxctmn based on errors of fact and egregxous Iegal areas There 1s a great B

. The Defendants dld depnve Plamtiff of due process of law in whlch h13 convxctmn was 1 . .
| : fmmded m the or. m Pm't “P‘m an mvniumary confessmn, Wlthout regard to tmth Or faISIty of R

- :confessmn even though there may have been other faise evzdence as;de from the confessxon that L R

The Defendant s acted under oolor of t‘ne state and acted mdmduany, mahcmﬁsly to gam.if’{ '-fgff R

: :{'{.A:mﬁuenced the Deiendants ct to procure a wrongful convicti
- The Defendant’s must obey the lews while enfreing la that, n the end, lfe an fber
K ff can be as much endangered fmm ﬂlegai methods used to convzct those thought to be cnrmnal

g '{'.;ﬁem crimmals themself

The Plamtxff who had requcsted the presence of comxsel cannot be ques&oned concermn

'-_‘:msngation is 1tself product of mherenﬂy compelhng pressm'es of custodlal mterrooaﬁoﬂ and nof . - -

Whathewasu‘}mg: IR

o - to tell them When confronted thh the allegatlon and that was the Plamtxﬁ' never d}d any of *;hosef : o

Tl f fthmgs aﬁeged to hls chddren or. anybody s chﬂdfen

S fev;dence, the court is charged w1th makmg an mmal determmauon as to 1t s vahdlty The

If at anytlme the Defendant’s seek to mtroduce the Plamhﬁ’ s aileged confessxon 'mto'-'-

. }}:Defendant aﬂed te mform Plamﬂff or. Plamnﬁ’ s counsel that Plamtiﬁ’ s




.' - . -{;’i statement may have been mveluntary by the Edward’s Presi’zinptmn and xf so wauld render any
= . V statement madzmssxhle at mal was deﬁcxent perfonnance by the Defendant s and Defendant was. ]

. Aprejudlceé before the Judge If P]amtlﬁ‘ knew about thas or Pimnﬁﬁ’ s attomey knewj he would

B ; rhave ms15ted en gomg to tnai to chaﬂenge the alieoatmns a.nd wou!d not have pied guﬂty Thls

Plamtxff demed the allegatmns to Defendant s

R ;‘Irmo Pohce Deparmxent mulnple txmes SR
e ff"{;PIamnff demed the aﬂeganonsvto Defendant_ :

o :'-ﬁ-j:Law Enforcement Dmsmn multipie nmes
Plamuff made 2 pleadmg m ﬁoui of Honorable Jud
': ﬁitffthe charges agamst Plamtxff |

Piamt:ff demed allegatxons to Honomble Judge: ; debauchedattempt to SR

: V -:piea gullty on March 22 2002




. A Plamhff demed the aﬂcgatlons o' Honorabl

- Plamtlﬁ‘ demcd fne aﬂegatmns to ﬂ)e
- . -Plamtzﬁ demed the aﬂegatmns to

. -lenuﬂ‘ mnumerous Ietters,i 'c four dlﬁ‘erent attomeys assocxatcd Wxth the case, demed

S the allegatmns agamst hzm and professed hxs mnecence as well as he had been forced hy cosrtive

o - ,techmques to' make s’ false statement, coached by and at the behest of Defendant

The Defendant 3 chd vxolate laws by—passmg state proce&ures m whlch they fmled to

o ‘protect the nghts of the Plamtxff tc ~be_ﬁrec of a cormctlon fcr a cnme that was nevcr commatted

;The Dcfendant’s faxled the Piamtlff at a}l stages of the‘ proceedm,_.,s and did mahcloasly move 8

- :; mtent Wlthout jusnﬁcamm or excuse and therefore cormmtted an unIawﬁll act by" 'roceedmg 1o

) wrongﬁxlly convmt the Plamnﬁ They acted thh Wxilful and wanton Imsconduct as' such'mcurred S

conduct commxtted thh an mtennonal or reck{ess dxsregmd of the satetv of mhers as by

el faﬂmg to exerczse crdmary care to preventii' ,imown danger or to dzscover a danger > (Blac

o Law Dxctmnary, 2nd Pocket Ed. pg 450 2001)
‘com'r IV CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY




B , l B As to these Defendents dld, W}th mahczous mtent to cause great bodﬂy harm, acted

. conspxratonally by accusmg !fhe Plamtlff faisely

Conspn'acy is: deﬁned as “an agreement by two. or more persons to comrmt an unlawﬁll

. act; a combmation for an uniawful purpose” {Black’s Law Dwtidnary, an Pocket E{i 2001)
Durmg z‘he t;me the allegatlons were presemed 1t 1s known by Rmhland-County

N }.-caseworker J 051e Dunbar that the Plamtiff’s ex—wxfe, Defendan

o f_ji 1998 on a regular home vxs;t basxs untll the case is transferre - o LCDSS‘ September 22 199 .

AH three of the alieged vnctlms were questmned pnvateiy and observed as whethe T notv

R they were physxcally, sexuaﬂy or menta!ly abused On all three mstances Aen all three sf the

S alleged vxctxms the result was. the same, there were o 31gns of observatmn mdxcatmg the were

R ever physmaliy, sexuaﬂy or mentally abused

‘ Around the month of Aprﬁ of 1999 Plamt;ff made several ca}ls to the IPD complammg A

. ’_;that 1us was argmnentanve uncoaperatwe aﬁd negiectwe of her husband{the P}amtxﬁ} anﬂ the ST
i - _aHeged vxctlms Some ume }ater m the month of Apnl Defendant : ;

_ wasn t commo home fmm work at the Texaco Plt Stop i Irmo just a hl : >

= :IPD When ﬁnaily amved aﬁer mld-mght, she starts an argument thh Plammﬁ' and after _
o ffmformatmn pertammg to hIS wxfe s. mf' dehty, Plamtlﬁ hegan puttma Defunéant;

) belongmgs on fae pcfch Defendanf :

B complamed that her husband was argumg Wlﬂ’i her because she was not spendmg nme w1th him.

_ii—ﬁ,&;jforthealiegedvzct:mandmatPiamnff’ssmterwashavmgtoplaythemleofthemothertothem |




S - .afford the dwenmg The Plamnff’ s 31ster Watched the gnls oﬁen tlmes all &a’f when he had to

' Plamt}ﬁ’ s ssster (now deceased) hve wﬁh the Planmﬁ' and Ins famxiy untﬁ the w1fe separated as. '» .

= she knew the Plamnﬁ‘ wouid have tc move out of the famﬂy home as bemg unable to. ﬁnanc;aﬁy R o

- Work the muinple JObS he dld Many tlmes When the Plamtlff and hiS sxster went grocery S

e shoppmg the Plamnﬁf WS confronted 1f hxs sister was hxs new Wlfe and mqmred ifthe Plamtlff T

L go in the house or they wouid arrest Flamtlﬁ‘ ThlS wmle holdmg a

o Ahad dzvorced }ns wxfe, Defendan :

- When Plamtlff tned to move m, oﬂicers»z drev» then servme pzstol and threatened the Piamnff to SR

month old-baby h;sarms o

S comfomng her because her mother was yeilmg at aﬂ of the fannly P}amnﬁ‘ beheves these IPD .: = ;

oﬁ'xcers we re telhng her she knows What to do, because thhout saymg anythmg elss to . Pl &ntsz SR

S 3 ::_‘whﬁe he wa;xted on the porch they ail ianghed got mto thexr cmsxers and drove oﬁ‘ Iﬁs ‘as’ 1f they {: SR |

o ; : f;;f:already m the makmgs

'A-:were W&lﬁﬁg fOI' the caﬂ tO begm Wlth aS When She Caﬂed’ the Gfﬁcers Wel'e ﬂ'&ere by the tiﬁle the . L

; “Plamtlﬂ' Went to the front door of the home to hght a cigarette Seemed hke Somethmg was

Aﬂer they leﬁ the next mommg thc Defendant tooktheaﬂeged

- . vxctxms and her belangm" and moved m thh her parents' Defendant _
- | :;3-'26'




IO 'ho is zmk‘ﬂy retarded, {age assoclanon) and sexuaﬂy
Ry aggressme toward chxldren statmg cmce that “{lent:ﬁ’ s daughter} wﬂl never matry anyone else -

N ;f'fbm: me, she 'S mm Further 'gathenng of records cou}d prove the mght of the oﬂ“icer s vszt a.nd = . :

leavmg the next monnng wouid pm pomt o e

e unanswered when Plamnﬁ‘ di‘Ove out t0 ﬁi@ Dﬁfeﬂdﬂ

- v;oné was home Just before the aﬁegatmns were made the Plamtxff was. gomg to ga to:th 3udge

i :"and ask a‘bout the enforcement of hls ws1ta1:10n prmleges Plamﬂﬁ' later coniacted

ith t}ns safne request based on’ the v:sltanon allewed aﬁer he was accused of this .telhng}

g _4the judge 'that he couldn’t have connmtted ﬂns offense as he hasn t had_ » chaﬁ _e to visit thh'th

R iign'ls b“t tvnce The cemﬁed retum recelpt requested 1€ﬁei, shows that the judges- ofﬁce recexvedf
ERRERE :' -fthe letter and will be presented at mal T > '

\ =, shé had told her famﬂy and her IPD acquamtances that the :
o j}Pia txff Was bothenng her and woxﬂdn’

£ 1eave hez' alone‘ A smlple 5 15 mmute vxs;t thh the.

Ved a faﬂme and the Plamﬁff Was demed v1s1tmg S f

U withthe alleged vietims: -

') had a famiy fnen&l thai was a Guardxan Ad

= :":thﬁm who hved in the Uﬂbert area where her parents and brother.hve '-Where she now iwed s

5 - ;wﬁh the alleged vxctlms the ﬁm:uly fnend Defendant (nﬁw deceased) wa.s adzrect o

L Because t’ne Plamtiﬁ‘ hadtmed to reconcxhate the mamage whﬂe “vxsmng w;th Defendant : . L



ffaxmhal hnk thh a Mr f: anv auto salvage on Augusta nghway in lebertii The same Mx

"several Junked cars that were at the Gﬂben resxdence Where Defendant

' ':’A::hve Eventualiy, the Defendant

. . anothet locatmn to take the gxrls that was more smtable for ihen' safety ';what m whzch the
A ‘{camplamtive ﬁrst 1dentxﬁed to RCDSS months before any abuse aliegation"were made

The Defendan

1s§ hsted as the ﬁrst person Of authonty to be‘mformed about

the alleged of three v:cums However thxs 1‘ mccr'mct

, B i thc sex abuse allegatmns Of Just one of
= ':;' ‘A-'When Defendant ', A 7 ) was asked was there any other abuse thai she AR
B ':_'_'fknew 0f she stated. the negatlve Onth comrary »Defendan ' ;_epr&sentatlve of R

= }:the court should have reported the alleged abuse herself and mstead mstructs the Defendan

T vehlcles that would work

: Also refemng to the &fendant

_f'__:»earher ment:oned Plamtlff ﬁnds that she Hias beenappomted,an. attomey' ThlS attomel"_'m e

. : ) 'May of 1999 draﬁs a separaﬁoa order (See Attachmcnt 33) statmg that the Plamtﬁf had _been_

- -harassmg, sexually abusmg and mterfenng toward her and tha chﬁdren and that she would get

- A :everythmg m the mantal assets and that the Plamtlﬂ wmxld get nothmg The Plamﬁﬁ‘ contacts the ‘

» ;,}‘attomey shortly aﬁer thxs motxon (Ncmce of. Mot;on and Mot;on 99 DR—32—1244 also 1denuﬁed

5 -:_f-';'here as Attachment 33) had been ﬁied the ﬁrst Week of }une 1999 and tells }nm that he had nO : f R

= l'»-'heeln abuswe to anyone and 1f anyone was bemg abused it Was [the Plamtiﬁ] and‘ the aﬁeged




- fto clalm abuse n order to get me appomted 1o’ help her Wlﬂl the dwofce” in thxs second order

o : -i-there is no mentxon of abuse of any kmd Mantai assets are to go to the Planihff and that'they'

. - ,:f'_wculd only spht the medlcal cost of the chﬂdrem So 1t is now kncwn t‘t";atvthe Defendaa
S (KA

o ; iieverythmg in the mantal assests back anyway aﬁer she planned to set hxmrup forvthe sex abus
L x al}eoatlons mth her fnends and acquamtances already in place te) make everythmg work out
- :-,»}perfecﬂy as planned - S '

= : ’.-j'alieged vxct;ms, and the opportumty io get to v1srt them from RCDS ; Piamﬂﬁ telis about the
o L -condmons that the Defendant 3 -

) R -’.7 : ,gees mto dstaﬂs abcut the Junk cars, power tools plugged m, no'stove or oven to prepare

- " ;fi.f':baianced meais thh, no hot Water heater, 7 people ixvmg m a traxler where the smallest of 2

SR of and “needmg ihe’f] ass‘“‘mc’e

L '_made any comment of actmﬁ

') was “at work” from Sam 'iam

). plan was ta set the Plamnﬁ' up for" sexual abhse all aiong Thxs prove

i ,-mahce aforethought. She clanns there was no oﬂzer time that thlS mstance occurred wﬁ:h the doii o

o - play or had any ather abuse to the vxcnms ever been note&, decumented or observed S

Plamtxff ‘beheves that the Defendan woﬁld eventualiy ge

Aﬁer Plamnff ccntmues to mqulre mto the safety and well bemg of hxs chzldre th

i, . bedrooms are smalier than a pnson ceil and the ciothes all over the ﬁoor,-the rbath tub over
g 1ﬁowm0" With dmy clothes, the ste:nch of the piace bugs, rais, feces and urme, wnh roach egg o

. 'E»:casmgs, farmly not bathmg or Wearmg clean ciothes Ms 'CﬁSSjc’:éﬁdudfézdzthﬁt these »

‘ condmons mmatmg a treatment plan 1dentxfymg the ltems exacﬂy as the Plamﬂffhadcomplamed o o

Defendant as the ﬁrst one to aﬁege that the’ alleocd v1cnm (1} had 'iif':l'zi-::~ e




aand

to hlS chﬂdren. .The Defendant i >

told RCDSS of the condmons ai the Gllbert resmence, that he would kﬂl h:m for g@mgg o] 358 SR
R A R ¥ L
on him in one of two of the v1sxts the Plamtlff ﬁnaﬂy was' aHowedto v:snt h}s chxldren out there;ﬁ»’ e

Plamt;ff had never seen Defendant

“-the resxdence to checkonthe giﬂs. Fmally,Ms :
men‘tmns.__"" S

Plamtxff is mi‘ormed by RCDSS s Ms




A = -»ff- 'maneuvermg, as. everythmg went strateglcaﬂy m place m agam mdlcated in (See
) g gi.jAttachment 34 »

B On October ‘7 1999 when LCDSS case managex ﬁteps in, she str decs the» al!eoamms

| “and }ust does everytbmg she can to behtﬂe siander and bewxider the Piamtlff Eveni‘aﬁer the

. . ;:Plamtzﬂ" has Mn m 3 1 ihe P}amnﬁ’ 8 maﬂizr caﬁed to i’md oxri w_hat exacﬂy vas her bO!l_

- -ﬁcharged wn:h and when was zt supposc to happen. Instead, ali Defendan .
) can do is. tell P}amnﬁ"s morn she raxsed 3 monster, and that Keadle toid Piamt]ﬁ"s mom

- date everything to when the Defendant GEEEAKA QR Stgny) 0 childron were sl




s » .{the Plamtlff Was to be consxdered under the states Sexually Vlolent Predatorf ::ct _'All ‘the

a 'f hvmg together n the Irmo res1dence whlch made fcr the qulte convemence of Defendan

acquamtancesfbuddaes at the IPD to step m Naw :the Defendam.

. _euldn’t icose The aileged offeme became oﬁ'enses, an(i ha.'—
T -now occuxred in Irmo SC dmmg the nme they Were kvmg together »At that tlme, the oldest -

o ':daugh*er was! 5 muidie daughter ijt ﬂirned three and the ymmgest, 3u-st‘0ver 24‘ %nonths

»All of the Deféndanis in this m;usnce played a ma;oripart 'm determmmg:wheth orof B

fDefezzdants ar‘ted w;ﬂz w Hﬁxl and wa. a act;on mscmdact and unfoxcym\.mto asb;zre ﬁ‘ ‘a

o . jfconvxctmn was made WIth eut regard m the Plamtxﬁ‘ s safety, consumﬁonalnghts or protect h1m

= from prosecutxon ofa cnme he d1d not comm}t

- ﬁ*om me threat of danger, or imd such a danger whlch may nsk the. Plamtiﬁ’, '.ﬁght to be‘ﬁ'ee- - .' L

e Tha Defendant s act:ons mlsconduct and enforcement, secur : avconwctmn whlch,

= ;’{w1thout the knowledae of the Plamuff where he would, aﬁer 2 years 7 menths and 19' days m




e there wouid be a hold placed on ?m:m by ihe

RN :Plamnff plead to 1~Counf; of Lewd or Lascmous Act on 2 mifor, was a quahfymg charg

Ll :{".Iforced mte) a tnai to- determme lf he met the crrtena under state ia Based- >n the staie

e musi: be. charaed Vw:th a quaLfy offapse -and ithat 2) ,there exlst pefsapaht; or mer‘tal s

- - Eabnonnahty i order to be cmlly commxtted

- {;A: :,;county detenﬁonwould have contmuedto ms;ston atnalto prove lnsmnocence The state s I K

I ;,Sexually V xolent Predator Act Was enacted because a group of “dangerously vmlent sex

‘ f_j:;..m a secm'e facxhty

The actmns, mxsccrduct and enforcem‘,nt of ali {he Dcfeadant’ 3 mduced a {EOBVILLIOR that L -

1 . ";’became tmder scrutmy of the Act On August 1 2007 Plamtlﬁ‘ had completed a: 15-:year

L non—vxolem: (pamlable) sentence m the SC Department of Correctxons. He had beheved he was -

| B gcmg to be released untﬂ 30 days pnor to his release urml Correctxon s ofﬁcla!s told hzm'that

s.oﬁ‘ice because the oﬁeﬁs.é;the

The state a;ppomted psychlatnst, and court appomted psychlamst for the»_Piamuﬁ' - both

Thﬁ lamtff 1s reieased ﬁ*om the Bept ﬁ{' Comcﬁons m"co ’me wstody of the Lexmgten

. -:'1 ; ) : _'County Shenﬁ’s Depamnent, deta;med m a secure” area untﬂ such a tm:e a mai can be hei& to ‘

L ?';dezerxmne if he was a Sexua]ly leent Predator nnder the Act

After 1 year and 3 months 3 days the Plamuf’f only seemg Ins attomey one ﬁme

and Sohcltor Defendan

The statute states clearly that-tbe perso Do i

The evmenced used to convmce the Jury that the Plaumﬁ met the state s;cntena under" ¢ A

o : ;Act was: that of the dlsmxssed charges and the Piamnff’s false coerced statement When asked of -"_j:"’if S

o *the st statc s psycmamst by the

i - , -Sexually Violent Predator she stated that {the Piamtxff} should have had more m81gh tothe o

' ,:':'i'i 33,




“W%ld have m:ammended ou‘patlent zreatment" for thls Sexuaily X’loient offense{s}
Th: A_A“court app_‘ :mted psychlatnst for ﬁle Plamnﬁ’ testzﬁed that the Plamtxff was an
portumsnc - ﬂ‘ender” and that cm} comnmment Was “overklﬂ m {Planmﬁ" s} case

1 'Fhe.Act show that plamtxﬁ” pled guﬁty to fhe 1~ count of Lewd Act on a mmor chever, the

,Piamnﬁ' even 1f he had commﬁted the oﬁ‘ense{s] 5 _whwh he aﬁest agam he d:d not, dld not meet




o - V. and treatment” of the Plamtxff

o , ;‘ presentment of the s same ewdence the Defendant’s mahcmusiy, wzﬂﬁﬂiy and wantonly use |

L - _; aoamst the Piamt;ffm:_ ::'mpel 3 plea from lmn and that of thc t..st;msny o‘f the D81€§}uaﬁf :

- andwantonly,tocausegreatn' :

. f . the crxtena under the act because the Act dld not meet the cntena for “iong-tem:, control care _:' o o

The cxvﬂ commmnent mto the SC Department of Mental Heaith was based saleiv (m the’ - PR

Plamnﬁ' asserts by-all the Defendant’s act[s] dld conspuatonally, mahcmusiv wﬁifuﬂ

dxd pmduce a convxctmn whxch led to the Plamtxff bem

nsxdered under the Ac’c

e ;m conspxracy dzd cause duectly the wrongful admdlcatlon of the Plamt:ff mta the state Sezmaiiy, ERU _i o . ’f" i

R -;ﬁ inghts 10 be free of a conwctxon for a cnme that was never comm;tted

: -_ "'ft_IijIent Predator Treaunent Program a place Iocated deep ms:de the SC Deparﬂnent of

' f \_.orrectwns, which expased the Plamtlﬁf to great boddy haxm and a disregard mom tne Piam‘tiff’ s o

On November 6 2008 the Plamtlﬁ‘ was found by a Jury, that by the actzons af the

S " : -»Defendants fO render a convlcﬁon agamst the ?lamtlﬁ‘ that thﬁ P Iamnﬁ' met ﬂ:l& cntena Of the

s Sexuaﬂy V:oient PredatarAct -

- - _scrtmny Of ahe Ac‘t and nased on the dzaguostxc cntena of the Acr Was commxtted te the SC

» The Act specxﬁes that 1) the [Plamtzﬂ] must have a quahfymg offense and that 2) the e
- [Piamtxfﬂ must have a personahty or menml abnormahiy that causes great chfﬁcumes ct)nﬁ*oﬂmg, fj:

" his qexual Lrges

Pursuant to the Dxagnostlc aud Statlstlcs Manual \’DSM IV 2007), the Piamtiﬁ' feli und

Depamnent of Mental Heaith for “long-term contro}, care and h‘eatmem” BT




—— ‘j;-fﬁ':fa fatmhal settmg and 3) onjy to aﬂegedly occur once durmg tbe course::: f one da}

Thc DSM IV was used by the s‘tate s psychxamst m usmg the evzdence gaﬁzered, entereé -

o »{ mto documentanon, charges that were made and dlsxmssed, and 1f any testlmony ﬁ'om ailegud

E V’f 7 vxctxms to make a dxagnoszs of the Plamtlﬁ

: 1_’: ;-_Based on the Defendant’s actmns the staxe s psychzamst tesnﬁed that her ﬁndmgsrm the C g

tna ou't were conc'usxvewrththe me,ntal abnormalny o" “paraphﬁia" ' he d&&i‘lﬁi na’t other ;::é}jﬁﬁ
' ?fﬁ{-ﬁ';f;wxse specxﬁed(NOS)” T ' PR

Aty |

Accordmg to tue DSM IV as quoted:bv chlef psychla‘h‘ls«t’ aﬁeyirwo evamano o f ‘e B

"‘lennff ’chat PR PURREN - o
’ ST "‘desmte these prevxously assngned dxagnoses [gf th tm__ 'cdﬁﬁ}; T
; ']  is the opinion of the undersigned that [the Plaintiff] does not meet. =~
. .. critéria for any paxaphlha Accordmg to the 7 criminal mdxcm:entsg; N
- the sexual crimes are alleged to have happened bétween May 1 =
.- .-1999.and October 1, 1999. From avaﬁable pohce andlegal .
S 'documents, it appears the offenses comprising the seven charges R
. occurred in the course of one day. This time period does niot: meet S
- the'six-moth diagnostic criterion' for paraphilias; including - = - i
- pedophilia: [the state’s psychiatrist] diagnosed [the Plamtxﬁ’j wnh IR
" Paraphilia NOS becausé he “denied[d] these thoughisand .~ = o -
.. behaviors [regarding his davightets] persisted formore thansix -~~~ o
" months”. However, as indicated in the DSM-IV-TR, “the: essenual'* PR
- features of a Paraphlha are recutrent, inténse sexually arousing -~
. fantasies; sexual urges;-or: behavmrs gensraﬂy involving 1) -
- norhitiman objects 2):the- suffermg or huriiiliation of: onese!f or -
L one’s partner ot 3) children or. other. noncomentmg persons; thaz
" occur. over.a period of at least 6 nionths [italics added by
‘0. psychiatrist]. This description indicates the six-morith cntencn B
IR -,Z:apphes to any paraphzha mc]udmg Paraphzha NOS SN
36 N




o .*.ree ifferenf aathemies cenc‘uded thea case

o the Penile: Plethmysograph and on a RRASOR winch zs 'an actuanal nsk assessment mstmme

RS anest, ccnwetxons and adnusszons)” the Piamtnff’s score was 0.

: : ¥ reqmred for a respondent to be emlly cunmutted as a Sexualiy Vlolent Predator- # She o

Note the psychlamst 3s enly able to use the charges the charge pied to and pohce and

o '~}ega1 documentanon I\zo other mformatxon is used and the case has Iong smce been ciosed

e } There were no further charges, there were no new eharges, tbere We’r’e‘ no new allegatxens, and 3

Even Wrth testmg, that shouid have been conducted by the Defendant’

; iater subjected to the Piamttff showed that 1) he dxd not show devxant sexuai arousal

' f'i_';compmsed of ﬁem staustlcaiiy assomated With sexual rec;dzvmm to estzmate the probabﬂxty that : - : .

' Ca convxcted sex offender wxli comnfm a future sex offense as mdexed by oﬂ‘:cxal recerds “{1 €.

Thls was conc!uswe m the SCDMH s ch1ef psychlamst ﬁndmgs that the Piamt-_ :
1 : 'inet possess the emotmnal or vohtmnal capac:ty that predlsposes the person to comm'f' sexuaﬂy

""f:::?vxolent oﬁ'enses (SCCA §44-f8 30 “As exphcaxed by the SC Sexuaﬁy Vﬁlem Predater' :'ct

:_»;;-Z_:Qand by the US Supreme Court in Kansas' Vi.-fCrane (2002} such a lack ef vohtxona'_’ contro

o Tf’m eonchzsmn that “ﬁ'om avazlable docmnentatxon {tha't procured by all 'Defendant. s}-éescnbmg .‘.‘5 ) T

o :ft[the Plamtxﬁ:’ s} {alleged} oﬁ"ense[s}, i‘here 1s httle to suggest that he had senous:dxfﬁcuity

.- }commﬂmg hlS behavmr at that tn:ne

Additmnally, and closmg thzs SCDMH psychxatnst Was i

o :‘15 {{;emdencg gwen ’ny an the Defendants that “1* does net appear ﬂ*at {the Plamnﬁ’ s} ns‘c ; ° fo

o ﬁ:_-f.f;_:;reoﬁendmg at t‘ms tlme 1s such that he could be cons1dered h'kely to engage i aets of sexuair

. categozy for sexual reczdxvxsm ‘one that s lower than the iyplcal sex oﬁ'ender 7

x vmience An actuarxai nsk assessment mstrament places {me Plamtu‘f_} m the lewest passxbie nsk'_ S

AII psyehlamst based thelr evaluatmn on the alleganons, an allegedffaﬁed polygraph, a

o = ‘:__Eﬁ:,-{false coerced statement, and the charge pled to and those d1sxmssed along W1th the DSM IV to »




RS fﬁconthmn, whx:h causeé damage 1o ths Piamtﬁ m whlch they wmﬁgﬁzﬁy mlprisoned hm:,
S - mthout regard to hxs safety, dxsregard for hls nghts or the threat of great bodlly mjury e

S ‘}:ﬁfilns hfe by the sole acts of the Defeﬁdants
5 ) : igreat bodﬂy harm were a causatmn hnk'm havmg the Piamhﬁ ﬁiegally mvﬁly commﬁted 'd 1t-,

i R Eunder the state s sexually vmlent predator Act

e »:]f;wholly and completely

E Connts in th:s Camplamt

N accurately conciude that the offender was not a Sexually on}ent Predato; Based on thiS
o evaluatmn, the SCDMH Sexually onlent Predator Treahnent Pregram s dlrector granted

o ::.i.pemnssmn for the Plamt;ﬁ to pentlon the court for h1s reiease SR

Based on the mformatxon provxded by all the Defendants they produc a.wrongﬁﬁ Ll

- 2 Tne Defendant s were aﬂ notmed ﬁlat a tna} wou}d he held to determme Ef the Piamtiff SRS

B ,' was asexualiy vmlent predator They refused to mterven . :-They _:‘ "f:::": ifie

e f had been cmlly commxtted and "'et,fstood by and dxd not object to the use of thexr evuience to s

o stop ﬂ“s trzal from occumng m thch the Plamtlﬁ iost aneﬂxer 2 3ears aﬂd 8 months steleﬂ ﬁom L

The Defendants dxd wﬁlﬁﬂlv wantoniy, maiicmus%v consplratonaﬂy w1th mtent £ eau

thﬁu' '«"leganons, mlsconduct and convzctim tha; Were a cm*ect casuaa nnk m the consxaeratwn A

%ﬂfreiatad 10 Lhis case permmzmﬁy as ﬁloul,h th&y nev*r occm-red, thus vmehcatmg the Plamt;ff

The Piamnﬁ aiso prays that thls Court ﬁnd conc}us;veiy the acts nerem be true and that" e _513 T

:‘the attachments are all ofﬁc;al documentatmn and ﬂxat all the Defeﬂdants be found gmliy of all' e




e = f:any and ail sex offender reglstnes mentlonmg that he 1s sexuaihr vmlent predator

e 'i_.:ofan tile Defendants

S Z,relatlonshxp wn:h hls chﬂdren and ali the hfe events mvolved had the Plamnff not: beef :_A taken

S v:l_:‘can never be replaced

:f;;;,gs 2008mt11the preseit.

Thai the Plamtlﬂ‘ be completeiy aud en‘i‘xre}y, both ai: state and federal levels removed _ ;:':

o .fffrom any and ali ssx offender reglstry data bases

- . That the Plamhtf be completely and ent;rely, both state and ederai ieveis, emoved from':: ;:.:f :

SR _That the Plamnﬁ' be compensated to the h}ghest allowed by'the:siate of South Carolma s - :fl_ B

| = wrengfui cxmv:ctmn allotted funds ’to compensate lmn for hls }Lfe he lost because of the actzons -

o That thls Court award the Plalrmﬁ‘ $1 12 800 000 07 ,(one un:

,mﬁlmn -elght -

. hundred thousand dollars) for the amount of nme taken away ﬁom;.a growmg, nurturmg

' ':--from hlS chﬂdren as compensatmn for all the hfe events they would have eﬂ_;oyed together that_ SR

That this Court ﬁnd it favor ofme'mamff and award the & amount of $12, 80_ 000,00

- o Ez(twelv&mxihon-elght hlmdred ﬂxousand doﬁars) to restore the hfe hberty and pursmt of

B 'damages mcurred 'by the Plamtlﬁ‘ whde bemg listed on the sex offender regxst(y fmm Navember... -

o That thxs Court ﬁnd in favcr ofthe Plamnff and award the amount of380 ooe oaa 90 g

’ : (three mﬁhon elght hundred th()usand dollars) for the emononal psychoiogical and econom:c & L

L (three hundred and exghty mﬂhon doﬁam) for the emotlonal psycholog;ca} and econoxmc .




L r:damages mcurred by the ?lamhff wh;le bemg hsted on the sex offender reglstry frem Navember -: el
S - ?8 20(}8 unnl the prese:nt as a Sexualiy Vlolent Predator L

That thls Court ﬁnd m favor of the ?lamhff and hold aII Defenﬂants sued m thexr
- -':_ mdlwdua} and oﬁiclal capacﬁy be held habie for the actlons complamed_herew:ﬁnn =

o That this Court ﬁnd nj favor ofthe ?iamnff and hold Defeﬁdant*

o hable as to the charge of penury to ﬂns -honorable coutt;, dxrected psychoiogmal abuse-’m L

L -coachmg the one aHeged vxctxm mto behevmo that somethmg acmaﬂyff ' ppened to her and the -
' ;jcnly aﬂer the aﬁeged statement is: coerced ont of the Plamnff by Defend

S acquamtanccs wrth the Irmo Pohce Department, Defendan

e -made the other two v1cnms cut to be the same Hold each and 1ssue warrants _or ‘th arrest for all

o - jthree Defendants thh a t@tal exposure of up to 25 years m pnson anc‘i to stand trial for each

o ount Wi’(h mahcmus mtent and the fuliest extent of the law m South Carolma Mayfff__v esi

- ) l _'fDefendants aiso be charged crnnmally for ‘ihe emonenal and psychologxcal damages fhe y

- - 55':_?fmﬂxcted on the chﬂdren of the Piamtiff to achleve custody of the chﬂdren an moﬁetary gam

7 7 That ﬂus Court fmd the Defendant’s cxvﬂly ixable for false allegatxons and ﬁn : A"m favor :of RPN
S E 1:’:',';the Piamnff awardmg Inm $12 80() 90. ‘ 0(}‘ (twelve xmlhon mght hund:ed thousand dollars) chi-
o Defendant for the mtentmnal, mahcmus aforethought of placmg the Piamnff threat of great

B ':bodlly ham to mclude the nsk of death at ﬁxe hands of pnsoners meﬁta} health:;-}anents and
:"f;:’ﬁpohce ofﬁcers o a daliy basxs for 12 g year:, ‘ T '_ i g
: That thls Comt ﬁnd in- faver of the P}amuﬁ‘ and award a 3udgment acamst the South

- - - Carolma Department of Mental Health chargmg Plamtaﬂ’ for the amo ' ‘ :

| - wrongfuily mprzsoned m thexr faclhty ﬁom 11/06/2008 06/29/201 lm the ameunt":"f .

S ':E'"'$261 885 12 and that all threats Ietterhead, bxlhng statements collectmn notxces cease and desu;t’ :',_571 Tro

_' o witha balance of: $0 00 owed to them asa result of t}ns nnscamage of }ustxc agamst the a e
-":‘--':-,‘EPlamnﬁ._._:l“_;:-_'-_ eI : -




N "-;mmate further complamt ﬁ'om and be noted as vendetta, and Ihat ALL Defendants be held

L ifffmmmaﬁy hable for a vmlanon of such order to protect the P}amnff ﬁ-om fumre m a,; the A

S mmemooz
o Columbia, SC e

That ALL Defendants be ordered to have no contact thh the Plam’ﬁﬁ‘ seek to harm =

,hands of these Defendants nctmg so aﬁer thxs actmn 1s ﬁie as. bemg }ust that. L

' '*f«ff'iandproperforthxs‘typeOfcase R

f;.iéRayﬁnoﬂdW Carter
{-‘-2219Leesburgkoad Sl
'Cohimbxa, SC- 29209~3055 '
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Lo

w VSTATE OF sm}m CAROMNA. e

B COUNTY OF LEXINGTON B [Rh

' Raymond Caxter

L Donme Myers Sohmt@r Lexmgton o
7 Countys Tracey Carroll; Assistant
.- Solicitor, Lexingtor County; Brian Buck,:
. Irmo Police Départinent; ScottFranklm o

" lrmo Police Department; Timothy E. =~

- .- Stephenson, South CarolinaLaw -~ .~
- Enforcement (SLED); George White, Ex o
- - father-in-law; Tammy Carter; (AKA." -
' - " Tammy Scrogham), Ex wife; Barbara =~
. Keadle (AKA Diane Hinkle) Invcstxgator, s
.+ LDSS; Francis Ross, LDSS; Paulette =~

. Jolly, Guardian-ad Litem; in their ofﬁcxal -
o -and mdmdual capacmes :

. __:.'ro RAYMOND CARTER PRO SE PLAINTIFF

AU Ng iz

'~ INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS .~

7 »'Ci"’ﬂ"A'é’fi.oh‘Nb. .1'2-@1:;32;3’203; R
Plamhff 0n NO. 1 &-LRo483 208,

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTEON TO
N DISMNS AS TO DONNIE MYERS

Defendants.:;:’-_'-'_A,»i ) '

YOU W’ILL PLEASE TAKB NO’HCE t‘nat the undemgned attomey for Defendant Myers'-_':_-i |

S i;f;m}} move betore the Pre31dmg Judge of the Eievemh Judzcml Clrcm* at the Lexmgton Countyvfﬁ:r:,:; ,
o o Courthouse Lexmgton, South Carohna on the tenth (IOth) day aﬁer servxce hereof at 10 OO a. m of ﬁi L
. as soen thereafter as. counsei may be heard or at such time and piace as may be set by the Court, forifx' .

o an Order

[ _ Dlsrmssmo the Complamt Oh. the groxmds that Sohcxtor Myers GDJO}’S absolutefr S

| 1mmumty for hiS mvolvement i thls matter as Sohcztor of the E g venth Judxmal Cm:mt




C,

o _‘: 2 T f Dlsrmssmg the Complamt on’ the grounds that thls acuon is barrea by the apphcabie?'f

) ,Z{:Ei A‘statute of lmntanons under the South Caronna Tort Claxms Act §15 78 10 et seq of the Code of -

o _Laws of the State of South Carohna, in that on the face of the Complamt n appears that the matter xs” S

E of Iaw and

- »plead thexr Complamt pursuant to Rule IQ of the SCRCP

B fr'mVOng SOhCl’IOI Myerq occurred dunng the prosecutmn of the Plam‘nﬁ and rhat the statute of

o v.hmltatlons has smce eXpned . | - S ' : | -

- 3 g D;srmssmo the Complamt on the gmunds that Sohcxtor Myers m hlS ofﬁmal andﬁ -
o :imc-hvlldual capamty is 1mmune from sulf pursuant to the terms condmons and Imtat;ons of the :;-_'..‘A-j

| South Carohna Tort Clauns Act §15 '78 30 et ___q of the Code of Laws of the State of South:; :_- o

"':_';':g'Camima | | I : o A LT

R -4  - D:sn’nssmg the Comp}amt on the grounds that fhe conwc’uon of the Plamtlff has not:ffi . o

o .been vacated and therefore no vxable cause oi acnon ex1st agamst Sohcﬁor Mye?s under any theOryE' L o

Dlsrmssmg me Compialnt on' the groun&s that the Plamt}ff has féﬂed to properiv e

Saxd Motmn is based upon the pieadmgs ﬁled in. ﬂns case; rules of Court and such other

/WILLIAM H.DAVIDSON, - =~ - -
- £/ 1611 Devonshire Drive, 2ndFloor B
7 Post Office Box 8568 SR
-+ Columbia; South: Carolira 29202
SR wdavxdson@dml law com’
7 (803)'806-8222
803y 806—8855

Sy

B s V:ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT MYERS.’ o

COLUMBIA SOUTH CAROLINA
OCTOBER }8 2012 - o




IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Civil Action No. 12-CP-32-3208

~ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE |

SR Departnient; Scott Franklin,
- Irmo Pohce ‘Department; Timothy E.

Stephenson, South Carolina Law

- Enforcemént (SLED); George White, Ex -

- father-in:law; Tammy Carter; (AKA - - - )"

. Tammy:Scrogham); Ex wife; Barbara- .

_~Keadle (AKA Diane Hinkle) Investigator -

'LDSS; Francis Ross, LDSS; Paillette -

. Jolly; Guardian ad Litem; in'their oﬁiclal

'and mdlvxdual capamnes

___:Defendants.

The unders1gned employee of Dav1dson & Lmdemann P A attomeys for the Defendamv -

Myers "-does he reby certlfy that serv1ce of the MOTION TO DISMISS DEFENDANT MYERS in
- _made uponial}f counsel of record by placmg same in the Umted _:

States Maﬂ ﬁrst c}ass postage prepaxd at the belovv hsted address c}early mdxcated on sald envelope

- this the 18th day» of O‘ctob_er, 2012, 'a'ddressed as follows:
| 'Reyfnon.cl W. Carter

: o L .- 2219 Leesburg Road -
: U e L1 w7 Columbia, South Carolina 29209- 3055




RESPONSE

Response to Answer to Appellee Myers



reninp e s vy

'STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA } -
R ) INTHE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON . ) : -

Raymond Carter, -
o , C/A No. 12-€P-32-3208 -
Plaintiff; 3
RESPONSE to CO-DEFENDANTS -
DONNIE MYERS and TRACEY CARROLL
MOTION to DISMISS
o Donme Myers Solrcf&or, etal.,
, Defendants

T0: DEFENDANTS AND THER ATTORNEY OF RECORD: A
You are hereby. notified that on November 30 2012, at 2:30 p. m. or.as sosm as
this honorable Court will hear this motlon in the Court of Common Pleas of the

Lexington County Judicial Center, Plaintiff Raymond Carter will brmg this Mot;on to L

deny rehef sought by Defendants Donnie Myers and Tracey Carroll’s- Metzen to stmxss ,f S

 Plaintiff request all provisions in this-article be denied as. Plaintiff has ﬁled wzthm |

the. proper constramts of the statute of limitation, Defendants knew or shouid have know

the consequences following their action and participated mdmduaﬁy and ofﬁmal under o

. color of state law.

-Asto the aforementloned defendant’s Motxons dated October 18 2012 m.ove that;,j:;V‘Q__;‘Vjv_:j D

the court hear this motion to deny relief sought of the Defendants

This motion is based on-all papers filed to date and actions or evidence received at

the hearing. @ Q '

November 7, 2012 Raytond Carter, Plaintiff Pro- Se
LColumbia, SC 2219 Leesburg Road - L
' Columbla SC 29209-3053

Ce:  File




COUNTY OF LEXINGTON )

V.

- DenmeMyers, Solicitor; etal, ~

Columbia, SC. - .. ... @f—“r\@

‘November8,2012 " " Rayfiond Carter |

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) -
| ' ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Raymond Carter, . ¢
' - C/A No. 12-CP-32-3208
Plaintiff, - ~

€ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE =

" Defendants.

I ‘Raymend Carter, hereby certify under penalty of perjury that :a' true and cerr‘ec: ; L

copy of this Motxon to Deny has been prov;ded to the below hsted Attemey fo:r,

' De;tendants Myers and Carroll by dsposmng it'in the: Umted States Maﬂs cn thxs 8th day o |

of November 2012.

Davidson & Linddemann, P'A.
William H. Davidson; I
1611 Devonshire Drive, 2nd Floor
Columbia, SC
29202-8568.

2219 Leesburg Road
Columbia, SC 29209-3055

PLAINTIFF PRO SE.

Ce:  File
Clerk of Court Lexington Comlty
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Answer to the Complaint by Appelllees’ Buck and Franklin



o STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINAT g

SV,

. Lexington County, Brian Buck; Irmo -~
. --Police Dept., Scott Franklin, Irmo: Pohcef”
Ll Department, Timothy E. Stephenson, SC

o - ~Tammy Carter; (aka Tammy Scroghem),. '
- -Ex-wife; Barbara Keadle (aka Diane -~

B Complamt of the Plam‘uff as: follows

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF LEXENGTON o I S .
Raymond Carter | ?C/A # 12’-(:1)-3‘2-0’3208
. PIamtlff, ’
S AN S‘WER ON BEHALF OF. DEFENDANTS
.. BRIAN BUCK, IRMO POLICE
) o _ DEPARTMENT AND SCOTT FRANKLIN -
Donnie Myers, Solicitor Lexington , - IRMO POLICE DEPARTMENT
. County, Tracey Carroll, Asst Solicitor .

~ (Jury Trial Requested) - . -

Law Enforcement Division (SLED),
George White, Ex-Father-in-Law,

Hinkle), Investigator LDSS; Francis ' ,
Ross; LDSS, Paulette Jolly, Guardian ad -
Litem;in thelr ofﬁc1al and md1v1dua1
capacmes Lo

Defendants

These Defendants Bna.u Buck Irmo Pohce Department and Scott Frankhn, Irmo Pohce

Department, not Walvmg but expressly preservmg all defenses raxsed in the MOthIl for Judgment N

- on the Pleadmgs and to Dlsnnss served and filed. contemporaneously herew1th answer the

FOR A FKRST DEFENSE

1 The Summons and. Complamt falls to, state facts sufﬁ<:1ent to- state a cause of .

actxon These Defendants reserve the nght to ﬁle a motlon pursuant to’ Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP

o FOR A SECOND DEFENSE
v




2. These Defendants are entrtled to ]udgment on the pleadlngs pursuant to SCRCP -

o o 12(0) in that it is apparent upon the faee of the Complamt that Plamtrﬁ’ s clanns are barred by the‘ :

o :; statute of hrmtatxons

o -::-'doctnnes of. coﬂateral estoppel and/or res Judtcata

o Defendants are demed in therr entrrety

| FOR A ’THIRD DEFENSE ,
e 3. These Defendants are- entrtled to Judgment on the pleadmgs pursuant to SCRCP '
12(c) in that it i is apparent upon the face of the Complamt that Plamtlﬁ’ ] clalms are barred by the ,

,Plamtrff’ s prevrous conthron upon these charges and therefore the clalms_ are’ barred by the

-FOR A FOURTH DEFENSE'

These Defendants deny each and every allegatxon of the Plamtlﬁ‘s Complamt not ’-_ g

heremaﬂer specrﬁcally adm1tted

g 5.:;' : The matenal alleganons of the Complamt that assert clarms agamst these .

j :;i 6. The allegatrons asserted agamst other Defendants requlre noresponse from these
Defendants To the extent any response is requlred these Defendants Would not have sufﬁcxent -

3 knowledge of the rnatters asserted in order fo form a behef as to the truth and veraerty of those A

A clanns and therefore those a]legatrons are denied.

7 These Defendants admrt that Plamnff was pled gurltv and was convrcted of enmes?:f}rj’tf SR

: agamst the State many years -ago,. spec1ﬁcally more: than three years prior to the ﬁhng of this
: _Surnrnons and Complamt These Defendants further adnnt that matters that occurred pnor to his . d_
| convrctxon form the basrs for the clalms alleged agamst these Defendants

i A8’. . These Defendants further admit that Plamtrff has not. had that conv1ct10n reversed;,' 7

‘or overtu;med




FOR A FIFTH DEFENSE

9. Plamtlff’ s clarms are barred by the appropnate statute of hrmtations mcludmg R
o South Carohna Code Sectlon 15 78 110 whrch provides for a two year statute of hrmtatlons for :

E factlons under the South Carolma Tort Claims Act.

FOR A SKXTH—DEFENSE

1 0._ : Plamtlff’s clalms are barred by the appropriate statute of hrmtatlons, 1ncludmg the

~_three year statute of hmltatxons that would apply to any federal clalms brought under federal‘law L

‘FOR A SEVENTH DEFENSE
ﬁ.ll. The Summons and Complamt has not been properly served and therefore thlS : 5
actlon mast be dlSInlSSCd | . _ :
| FOR AN EIGHTH DEFENSE

712 Plalntﬁf’ s clalms are barred by the doctnne of eollaieral estoppel in. that he has

pied gullty and been convrcted of crimes agamst the State and therefore cannot challenge the{» R

»Iegrtlmacy of matters alleged in the Complamt

FOR A NINTH DEFENSE

13.  Plaintiff’s clalms are barred by the doctrme of res Judlcata in. that he has pled'::_ A

N guﬂty and - been conv1eted of crimes’ agamst the State and therefore cannot challenze the*.i" S

- legitimacy of : rnatters alleged in the Complaint. - _
o FORA TENTH DEFENSE
- 14. . Plamtrﬁ’ s clanhs are barred by the doctnne of sovaelgn-@munrty. :_
FOR AN ELEVENTH DEFEN SE

15, Plaintiff’ s‘clalr_ns are barred: by the South Carolina Tort Claims Act.



FOR A TWELFI‘H DEFENSE

| 16 Plamuff’s clalms are: barred by South Carohna Code Section 15 78—70 in thaf .

| these mleldual defendants are immune from sult e |
' FOR. A THIRTEENTH DEFENSE

| 17 Plamuft’ s clanns are barred by sovere1gn nnmumty under the Sooth Carohoa 'I;o.rt ‘

* ‘Claims Act mcludlng but not hn:uted to South Carolma Code Ann, Sectlon 15 7 8 60 (1), (2) (3) :
@.6.6. eHad @) | e

WHEREFORE havmg fully answered the Complamt of the Piamtlff these Defendants

‘pray that the. Cornplamt be dlsmlssed Wlth prejudlce for the costs of thlS actlon and for such S

: iother and further rehef as the Court deems Just and proper

f}E_amdL Mornson (Fed #3581)
- Kassi B. Sandifer, (Fed: #7439)
- 7453 Irmo Drive; Suite B. - o
'Columbla, South Carohna 29212 .
’.Phone (803) 661-6285": ’
-(803) 661 6289 - :
V'E-mall davxd@dmornson—law com L
~ E-mail: kasm@dmomson-law com IR

- ATTORNEYS FOR THE DEFENDANTS -
© . ... .. BRIANBUCK,SCOTT FRANKLIN AND
Ut s S S THE TRMO POLICE DEPARTMENT:

Columbia, South Carolina R

‘October 19,2012




RESPONSE

Response to Answer to Appellee Buck, Franklin



L

_ STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

FILED

)
| ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS '
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ) Nt A% % 3b
Raymond Carter, ) ;,RR\M
C) > C/A No. 12-CP-32-3208 Siwé;%g% COURT
o | CLER! R
Plaintiff, ) g_gmﬁﬁ?* S

) : |

V. )  MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT =~
)  OF MOTION to DENY RELIEF -

_ Donme Myers Solicitor, ¢tal., = ).
: ' Defendams >

~ Plaintiff reépectﬁilly requeslt’s? pursuant to SCCA § 15-78-110, 15-3- 550 an o‘rder o

denying relief to Defendant’s Motions for stnnssal denial of allegations and Judgment
on the Pieadmgs at a Motion’s hearmg on or before November 30, 2012, or at the earhest o
time the court.can hear this Motion. . » :

This motion is. made on the grounds that A Lo

- L The Defendant s Third Defense Defendant s clalm that Plamtlff’s actions are
barred by a prevmas conv1ct10n However, under Corum Nobls itis acceptable for the
Court to enter a correctlon in a judgment it already gave, R

2. Whﬂe under the continuing consequerices of satd previous COnvietien, ée a

paﬁent in the SC Department of Mental Health Plamtlff was in actxve appeal w1th the

. court system Hewever on June 30 2011 (See Exh1b1t }) the Plamnﬂ' was released ﬁom

~ custody and had not other means to_continue the appeal process. Plaintiff could not use

final aj)peliate remedies or pursue the issuance of Habeas Corpus in his pursuit to -
exhaust |

3. The Wnt of Habeas Corpus shall not extend to a prisoner unless:

1) He is in custody under or by color of this atithority Ofthe ‘
state of South Carolina or is committed for trial before.
J some coutt thereof’ or




2) He is in custody for an act done or omitted in pursuance
of an Act of Congress, or an order, process, judgment or
decree of a court or judgment of the State of South.
Carolina; or S

3)Heis in custody in violation of the Constitution or laws
or treaties of the State of South Carolina or the United
States; or

4) He, being a citizen of a foreign state and domiciled”

therein is.in custody for an act done or omitted under any
--.alleged right, title; authority,. prmlege, protection, or . S

'exemptxon claimied under the cbrmission order or sanction =
- of any foreign state, or.under color thereof, the validity and

effect of Which,depend‘ upon the law of nations; or -

5) It is necessary to bring him into court to testlfy or for
trial (F ederal Habeas Corpus Handbook, 2nd Ed.) o

4 So, as for the Defendant s Motlon to Judgment on the PIeadmgs that motlon
should be denicd. ' ‘ |

- 5. As for the Defendant § F ourth Defense Defendant s deny all aﬁegatzons
agamst them without providing the couit with- any tanglble exonerable or physxcal

evidence. Wherefore the Plamt;ﬂ’ has shown with evxdence that these Defendants \x,ere m .

~ fact involved, participated, s1gned»documentatlon and written testnmony- to thetr actlons ﬁ' e

but deny the cncmnstances surroundmg how they were to arrive at thexr actlon to proceed L

in a'manner’ in Vlolatlon of the 1aw and the Piamtlff’ s consﬁtutlonal nghts

6. As to the veracity -of the claims against the Defendant s in thexr Fourth Defense,
because the Defendant’s memories have been clouded by what means known of the
Plaintiff, they knew and should have kniow at that time and any time after pohce traxmng
that you do not get an arrest leading to a conviction by these means, and therefore,

Plaintiff request this hearing to refresh their memory of the truth aiid how it effected the

PlaintifPs life.




7. As to the Defendant’ Fifth Defense, under SCCA § 15-78- 110 the Defendant’ -
seem to beheve that the statute of limitations has expired on this matter before the Court :
However it is because of the Defendant’s actions that have hada contmumg consequence‘ :
on the Plaintiff. The Plaintiff according to this statute has correctly filed a. Complamt in .
tius matter within the statutes time allotment. Plaintiff reinserts that there are no remedxes
available under any other appellate or Habeas corpus court that can be brought before thxs :
 Coutt toseek: the relief in which the Plamtzﬁ' has sought. . . T -
| 8 As for the Defendant s‘Seventh Defense the Defendant’s were properiy served !
witha Summons and Complaint via the United States Mail on: September 27th anti 29th -

aceordmgly, specifically through the use of the United States Mail Return' Recelpt
‘ iRequested PS Form 3811 Feb. 2004) signed by Defendants, (See Exhibxt 2) Therefore

the monon to dlsrmss under this response must also: be demed

9 As for the Defendant s Elghth and Nmth Defenses the Defendants brmg forth o

' '»that the Complaint file by Plaintiff should be barred by the doctrine of collateral estoppel
and res Judxcata because it is Court record the Plamtlﬁ‘ pled guﬂty, under w}nch
cucumstanees as the ev1dence submitted by the Defendant’s wete render in’ order to
secure this plea. The evidence is tainted and had the-Defendant s'not vxolated the- '
Plaintiff’s rights by entering this evxdence would have been free from. conviction. The B ,
. -Piamtsz inserts the'; proper ‘doctrine of this ‘case and’ that is Of the doetrme of T

collateral-order.
A definitive meanmg of collateral-order doctrine:

A doctrine: allowzng appeal from an interlocutory order that concluswely detemunes an
issue wholly separate from the merits of the action and effectively unreviewable on - R
appeal from a final judgment. (Black’s Law Dxctlonary, 2nd Ed., 2001). o

As to the defense of res judicata, we have to look only at the eollatefat-order doctrine

to confirm that the case is that of residuum being that the Defendant’s actions have

violated the Plaintiff’s rights, an initial act, then it’s continuing collateral consequences of




their actions are residual in nature: Therefore the request based on collateral-esstoppel and
res judicata should denied.

10. As for the Defendant’s Tenth through Thirteenth Defense, claiming that -

Plaintiff’s claims are barred by Sovereign immunity and the SC Tort Claims Act, Plamtxff B
- respectfully request these actions be denied Sovereign immunity is only grantedw}ieﬁ the
_ Defense was not a part of the action and had no knowledge of the actions. However m

: | :tlns case the Defendants knew and should have known that they were v1olatmg the 'f: o

Plaintiff’s nghts and failed to do anythmg about it.~

~ Because of the Defendant’s actions they knew about, it resulted in the Plamtlff e

» ’bemg committed to the SC Department of Mental Health for treatment of a mental

dxsorder he never had In a sense you' can’ 'say that the Defendant’s actlons saxd for

example that the Plamtlff has cancer, although there be no. scxentxﬁc medlcal or physmalf,f o
prooz f of such and he is treated for a: caticer he never had. ln that example there would bel: L o

“ ;collateral consequences of hair fallmg out upset stomach diarrhea. Where m the case at

hand the Defendant’s actions said that the Plamtlff had sexually abused one daughter and‘ 3

'because the Defendant’s coerced and compelled Plamtxﬁ" s mvoluntary statement change Lo
E it from one alleged victim to three, and basmally coerced the plea bargain. Because of the'-' Co

" actions of the Defendant’s using the example they said that this was truth as w1th the

" cancet. Because of the Def‘endant’s tellmg the Court the Plamtlff is sent ﬁrst for -

pumshment then through yet a followmg trial is committed to the SC Dept .of Mental
Health for an offense or mental abnormahty that the Plaintiff never had. Plamtlﬁ o
continues to suffer from collateral consequences of what the Defendant s sald, and

request that the Defendant’s immunity claim be denied.




CONCLUSION _
WHEREFORE, having completely answermg the Answer-on Behalfof -
Defendant’s Franklin and Buck, formally of the Irmo, Police Department, pray that thxs e

court grant a hearing on the matters listed herewithin, and that all Defenses be thereforev |

5

denied.

Coiumbxa SC

"""" TTTTTRaymefd Carter
2219 Leesburg Road _
Columbla SC 29209- 3055
PLAINTIFF PRO SE
- Ce: File

-Clerk of Court, Lexmgton Coun’ty
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