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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )  IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF MARLBORO )  FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT .
Alfonso Staton, #241380, ) Case No.n201 3-CP-34-89
)
Applicant, )
_ ' ) FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL
V. ) .
' )
State of South Carolina, )
)
Respondent. )
)

This post-conviction relief action came before the Court on July 24, 2014, at the Darlington_'
County Courthouse, for a hearing on- Applicant’s motion to amend the pleadings and motion to set
aside a conditional order of dismissal. Applicant was present and represented by Tristan M. Shaffer, :
Esquire. Joshua L. Thomas, Esquire, of the South Carolina Attorney Generai’s Office represented ’_
Respondent. The Court had before it a copy of the trial transcript, the records of the Marlboro County '

Clerk of Court regarding the subject convictions, Applicant’s records from theé South Carolina
—~

- D = Eo= :

Department of Corrections, the records from Applicant’s direct appeal, the records; fcrglpj Applicant’s .

. (D ,

LI 7

. . . . T . . . & gy 1T . '
prior post-conviction relief action, the application for post-conviction relief, the refucn and @hon so
: >3t - :

o

. . ) . . . . N o T A
dismiss, the conditional order of dismissal, the transcript from Applicant’s Rule (‘2)'9;;SCRCr1mP,
RN S et IR TS
. o < = .

. . . . . -l £h
hearing, the orders regarding Applicant’s Rule 29 hearing, a letter from Applicant’s l}iul‘e' 29réounsel,

B

o

' © 5 _

and a recorded interview with one of Applicant’s co-defendants. After hearing argumernts ofeounsel, .
and viewing the record in the light most favorable to Applicant, the Court finds as follows:

I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

A. Underlving Conviction

Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant to

R b

ACERTIFIED .
orders of commitment of the Marlboro County Clerk of Court. In Dgcehiber”{996; the Marlboro

gl

v -,
. g . . . N WYt b QU VN NP
County Grand Jury indicted Applicant for kldnappmg,'murdef}‘hrs&d ggfeeeriminal sexua'l"c”b%lduct,'
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and criminal conspiracy (1,996-GS-34-0§79). William B. Rogers, Jr., Esquire, represented Applicant. -
On March 10, 1997 Applicant, jointly with five (5) co-defendants, proceeded to trial before the
Honorable Edward B. Cottingham and a jury. On March 19, 1997, the jury found Applicant guilty of
kidnapping, murder, and criminal -conspiracy. Judge Cottingham sentenced Applicant to 1ife,.'.
‘imprisonment for murder and a concurrent five (5) years for criminal conspir-al‘cy;l

Applicant filed a timely notice of appeal, and Joseph L. Savitz, 111, Esquire, of the ,Sou'th-
Carolina Office of Appellate Defense, perfected the appeal. The Court of. Appeals afﬁrr'ned

Applicant’s convictions and sentences. State v. Staton, Op. No. 2001-UP-478 (S.C. Ct. App. filed,

Nov. 8, 2001). The South Carolina Supreme Court denied Applicant’s subsequent petition for writ of -
certiorari on November 21, 2002. The remittitur was returned to the circuit court on November 25,
2002.

B. Firsﬁ Post-Conviction Relief Action

Applicant filed his first application for post-conviction relief action on June 10, 2003 (2003-.

CP-34-244). In his that application, Applicant alleged he was being held in custody unlawfully for the

. following reasons: =2
gl
. . . (g
1. Ineffective assistance of trial counsel: ©
a. Failed to object to indictment. s R
b. Failed to object to improper evidence. ) .
c. Failed to subpoena alibi withesses. = O
2. Subject matter jurisdiction. o
3. Prosecutorial misconduct. ©
(V2] i
o o .U
O

o
Respondent made a return to the application on November 3, 2003. Applicant filed an

amendment to his application on August 26, 2004, in which he expanded upon his argument that &

defective indictment deprived the trial court of subject matter jurisdiction. The Honorable John H

Milling convened an evidentiary hearing into the application on Januar;{/e} Y4 05 at the Darlington

TRUE COP1

" Applicant was not sentenced on the kidnapping convnctlon provision pursuant to S.C. Code Ann §,16 3- 910
Y '\ Q
\Ds&\l\wm{\, B, huedaingi
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County Courthouse. Applicant was present and represevnted by counsel. After the hearing, Judge
.Mil'ling denied all o.f Applicant’s claims in an order dated September 16, 2003. |

Applicant timely appealed Judge Milling’s order, and Wanda H. Carter, Esquil'é, of the Soufh
Carolina Office of Appellate Defense, perfected the appeal with the filing of a petition for writ of_
certiorari on June 18, 2007. The South Carolina Supreme Court partially granted certiorari on May 8,:,'
2008.' However, on February 23, 2009, the Supreiﬁe Court dismissed the wrﬁ as improvidéntly'
granted. The remittitur was returned to the circuit court on Marc_h 11,2009.

C. Rule 29 Motion

On August 15, 2011, Applicant filed a imotion for a new trial pursuant to Rule ;29(b7),,,'
SCRCrimP. The Honorable Howard P. King convened a hearing on the Motién on October 6, 2011, at
the Marlboro County Courthouse. Applicant was present and represented by William E. Grove,
Esquire. Judge King denied Applicam’s motion by order dated October 19 2011, and filed October .

20, 2011. Judge King dcmed a motion for reconsideration by order filed January 19,2012. On Malch:

N

27,2012, the Court of Appeals dismissed an appeal from Judge King’s order fox"ﬁallunc to ’_nmely serve -
"J o ‘,",' LD -
the notice of appeal. The Court of Appeals denied a petition for rehearing on Ssptember 7C2012 The
’D ',‘\' : Laaget B
: o=
Supreme Court denied Applicant’s petntlon for writ of certiorari on April 3, 7014 “The remlttltl,lhwas
A IR AR )
o 3
returned to the circuit court on April 8, 2014. . o = S
| LR o
. - <
Il. CURRENT APPLICATION * S 2R

Applicant filed this application on April 26, 2013. In his current: application for post-
conviction relief, Applicant alleges he is being held in custody unlawfully for the following reasons:

l. “Ineffectwe assistance of 29(b) counsel”

' “Mr. Grove the 29(b) counsel did not properly research of bne”my D
issues. He did not notify me immediately when 79(b) mouon ﬁwas ’
denied, and he did not file an appeal of the dlsmxssmg of 79(b) )\ N

N !

~ . ny
PRy T St AN Y
\ ; ) ;> \nt LR ,7*, - ‘}3‘\‘:..r3:u.~3 Ay

2 Applicant also filed a federal habeas corpus action (5:12-2483-JFA-KDW), whlch(us‘pendmo in )thc(Umlcd Slatcs Federal
Court for the District of South Carolina. MARLBORO COLNT b
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Respondent made a timely return and motion to dismiss on May 20, 2013-, requesting the appli.cation
be denied as successive, untimely, and failing to state a cognizable claim. The Honorable J.‘ Michael .
Baxley issued a Conditional Order of Dismissal on October 22, 2013, provisionally dismissing the”
application. Judge Baxley subsequently direcAted the pariies to schedule a hearing on Applicant"s:

motion to amend the pleadings and motion to set aside the conditional order.

I1I. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

A. Motion to Amend

* The Court finds Applicant has shown goo‘d cause 1o amend bhis api)lication. Rule lS(a),:
SCRCP, provides that leave to amend a pleading “shall bé freely given when justice so requires and
does not prejudice any other party.” Here, Applicant has presented sufficient grounds to include
allegations of newly dis;overed evidence in the form of a conflict of interest and information from”
Applicant’s co-defendant. The Court further finds Respondent is not prejudiced by the addition of:
these allegations. Accordingly, Applicant’s motion to amend the pleadings is gfanted. |

B. Motion to Set Aside thc Conditioml ‘Ordcr of Dismissal

)

As a result of the Court granting Apphcmt s motion to amend in ParE 11 A Zgn the-

- "J O l_‘ ()
T .
following allegations are presently before the Court in support of /\ppllcant ] lequ@Uto e '1H’8wed to
= 3% I
| o 37 & &
proceed on a successive post-conwcuon relief application: » oA rm
2 a ;’7 3
ol B .

1. Mr. Grove was ineffective in tallmg to appeal Judge King’s denial ofi Appllcant_s
Rule 29 motion. e e

Applicant was denied due process based on trial counsel s conflict offmteleﬁt =5

Newly discovered evidence ofmfomlatmn from co-defendant Rmoo PC"IFSOH

LI N

Applicant and Respondent fully argued the merits of each of these allegations at the hearing’

and presented relevant exhibits. Viewing the record before it in the light most favorable to Applicant,

the Couit makes the followmg findings of fact and concluslons of lay-pursuan 1)t9>S.C. Code Ann. §'
: b v
17-27-70(c): TRUE COI o\
W s B Busedhsiany

Pagedof10  CLERKOF C.'OC'@"?Z’*. ,
MARLBORQO COUNTY

‘
]



1. Mr. Grove’s Performance

The Court finds Applicant failed to demonstrate a sufficient reason to proceed on a

successive application based on the performance of counsel at his Rule 29(b) hearing. The Sixth

Amendment only guarantees effective assistance of counsel at critical stages of a prosecution. State V.’

Clinkscales, 318 S.C. 513, 515, 458 S.E.2d 548, 549 (1995). However, a post-trial motion is not a.

critical stage of criminal proceedings. 1d. Because the Constitution does not guaraniee Applicant

effective assistance of counsel for his Rule 29(b) hearing, he has not demonstrated “[t]hat the

conviction or the sentence was in violation of the Constitution of the United States or the Constitution"

or laws of this State[.]” S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-20(a)(1).

Furthermore, the Court declines to adopt Applicant’s expansive interpretation of Austin v.

State, 305 S.C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991), and impose upon post-trial motion counsel a duty to file

appeals from-the denial of Rule 29(b) motions. See Aice v. State, 305 S.C. 448, 452, 409 S.E:2d 392,

395 (1991) (Austin is limited to its p'utlculal factual situation”). The right to appeal outlmed in_

.(____,

,._-

Austin is derived from a statutory requirement that counsel be appointed in post- conv1ct‘p11_>1¢hef(__)

~ hRD
oy e

actions. Austin, 305 S.C. at 454, 409 S.E.2d at 396 (citing S.C.Code Ann § 17 27-100). I—Ioﬁfever no

statutory or constitutional right to counsel altaches to a post-trial motion under Rule 9,9(b)

C."

Clinkscales, 318 S.C. at 515, 458 S.E.2d at 549. The mere fact the State appointed Mr. GIO_}‘GJYO'
v
represent Applicant at the hearing does not convey Such a right. Without a right to counsel, there €§n
be no concomitant right to have that counsel file an appeal on Applicant’s behalf. This maxim is
especially true where, as will be discussed in Part 111.B.2., infra, Applicant has net presented e\./idence.'

to support his grounds for a new trial. Accordingly, the Court finds Applicant has not shown he is

entitled to a successive post-conviction relief application.

oo W AT AN
A N, T SRS
AAANT T ' -
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2. Conflict of Interest

The Coﬁrt finds Applicant failed to demonstrate a sufficient reason to proceed on'a successive -
application based on a conflict of interest at his original trial. As a preliminary matter, the Court finds |
this allegation is procedurally barred in p.c_)st-conviclion relief because it was raised as a ground for a
new trial in Applicant’s Rule 29(b) motion. The doctrine of collatér&il estoppel “prevents a paﬁy 'from,‘v
rehtlgatmo an issue that was decided in a previous action, regardless of whether the claims in the first .

and subsequent lawsuits are the same.” Carolina Renewal Inc. v. S.C. Dep't of Transp., 385 S.C. 550,

554, 684 S.E.2d 779, 782 (Ct. App. 2009) (citing Judy v. Judy, 383 S.C.1,7,677 S.E.2d 213, 217 (Ct.

App.A 2009)). “The party asserting collateral estoppel must demonstrate that the issue in the presellt_"
lawsuit was: (1) actually litigated in the prior action; (2) directly determined in the prior action; and (3) .
necessary to support the priorjﬁdgment.” LcL(citing Beall v. Doe, 281 S.C. 363, 315 S.E.2d 186 (Ct.'

App. 1984). A final judgment on the merits in a prior action bars subsequent consideration of those

issues in a new action. Foran v..USAA Casualty Ins Co., 311 S.C. 189, 191 427 S.E.2d 918, 919 (Ct '.

et

Y

App. 1993) (citing Hilton Head Ctr. of S.C.. Inc. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of S.C., 2945 C § 65:S E.2d.
r— r—' T
176 (1987); Beall, 281 S.C. 363, 315 S.E.2d 180). _ : o9 2 "
: 87 o =
Applicant raised the conflict of interest issue in his Rule 29(b) motion before”Juclae Kl_g aﬁtt
O
(_ = c, J

Judge King denied Applicant’s requested relief. The merits of his chlm were dlrcctly‘1 '1ddleged in-

. . 3 . ~ m ’

Judge King’s order. Applicant cannot now attempt to couch his argument n lerms‘bf a due process

violation when he has already reccived an adjudication of this issue based on the same factual and

legal circumstances.  Accordingly, the Court finds the doctrine of collateral estoppel bars Applicant
from pursuing this issue in post-conviction relief.

Furthermore, the Court agrees with Judge -King’s ruling that no conflict of interest existed in

A CERTIFIED

Applicant’s case. ~ “An actual conflict of interest occurs where an attorney, O\Wes a; a‘duly to a partv'

whose Interests are \adverse to the defendants.” State v. Gregory, 3 54AS\C~ 150 23152 -6'1? S E 24" 449

Page 6 of 10 C! ERK OF COURT
TARLBOR (/{,.)(w‘;



450 (2005) (citing Fuller'v. State, 347 S.C. 630,.557 S.E.2d-664 (2001)). Applicant’s trial counsel
began working for the Fourth Circuit Solicitor’s Ofﬁce shortly before trial. However, Applicant’s case
was prosecuted by ‘Fifteenth Circuit Solicitor 'Ralph J. Wilson, 81 Because Applicant’s case wasll
prosecuted by an agency other than the one for which trial counsel worked, no actual conflict existed in
this case. See. e.g., Rule 1.1 l(d)(?_)(l),R]’C, Rule 407, SCACR (gov'_emme_ﬁt lawyer only cenﬂ_icted
out of matters in which he “participated personally and substantially while in private practice”). The
Court is not persuaded trial counsel abandoned his duty of zealous representation simply because hey.
was to be employed by a separate prosecuting agency. Thus, Applicant has not demonstrated a conflict”
of interest denied him due process.

‘Finally, to the extent Applicant argues in this proceeding that this conflict of interest is newly -
discovered evidence, the Court egl'ees with and adopts Judge King’s reasoning for denying a new trial"
on those grounds. Applicant should have known of this alleged conflict at the time of his trial.
Applicant also had actual knowledge of this conflict in 2007 when he contacted trial counsel about it.

=
Thus, his 2013 post-conviction relief application was untimely filed undeiz the FUniferm - Post-
> i :

oI BRI

Conviction Relief Act. S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-45(c) (providing for one yeatcsf—tute of- :lumtatxon'
ot ]
'0 T T

where “applicant contends that there is evidence of material facts not previously plesented afid heard’ ).-
"’ Z..'. e} ‘:7

The Court also agrees Applicant has not demonstrated this alleged conflict is n1atq_axl*)to lﬁé guilt or
o wm O

innocence, especially in light of the extensive trial record before the Court. 2 § o

3. Ringo Pearson’s Information

The Court finds Applicant has not demonstrated he is entitled to a new trial based on newly-
discovered evidence in the form of a statement by co-defendant Ringo Pearson. To obtain a new trial

based on newly dxscox ered evidence, Applicant must show the evidence: (l) would probably change -
4 CERTIFIED -

the result if a new trial is had; (2) has been discovered since the trial; 7(3) CSud not have been’
A

..s -«" ? _,‘_

discovered before trial; (4) is material to the issue of gnlt\gmnmocenceJ and"(S) is not merely.

Clr]—rar\ O, ( :1\

>
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cumulative or impeaching. Hayden v. State, 278 S.C. 610, 611, 299 S.E.2d 854, 855 (1983) (citing
State v. Caskey, 273 S.C. 325,256 S.E.2d 737 (197'9)). Pearson was one of Applicant’s co-defendants,
who pled guilty to his involvement in the crimes in 2006. In a recorded interview, Pearson avers his |
statements 1o police at the time of the murder were false. He further avers that two witnesses who "
identified Applicant as being involved in. the crime had no prior }<nowledge of Applicant’s
involvement.

Pearson’s statement does not qualify as newly discovered evidence. Initially, the Court finds .
Pearson’s refusal to cooperate and provide this information until 2014 does not satisfy the requirementn
that the evidence “could not have been discovered before trial.” Pearson was not called fo testify at’

trial and did not invoke his Fifth Amendment right to silence. Thus, there is no evidence in the record

Pearson’s testimony was unavailable. See Com. v. Padillas, 997 A.2d 356, 363 (Pa. Super. Ct.2010)
(“For. that testimony to be considered previously ‘unavailable,” however, the witness must ha\./e"
actually invoked his right to remain silent; if the witness simply refused to testify or the defendant did’
not question the witness _about the incriminating topic, then the defendant carﬁpt.ﬁ_glaimga \\'ﬁ_’ﬁness' later

> -

T . . s3s fovye : =0 N o W L
self-mcnmmatmg statement is ‘after-discovered.”” (citing Stanley v. Shannon, 2@0? WL 23%3284, *4

n. 6 (E. D Pa. Aug.16, 7007))) Apphcant knew Pearson was a co- defendant anﬂ’ h_ad the §§poqmn1ty‘

Q
to discover Pearson’s statements prior to trial. His failure to interview Pearson at LTat tlm@réannot be-

. S I
the basis for a newly discovered evidence claim at this juncture. See Jones v. Scun 3/§ NQW 2d 905,
908-10 (lowa 1982) (analyzing cases on the subject of non-cooperating co-defendants, and finding-

“that the latter line of authority, holding that exculpatory evidence that was unavailable, but known, at

the time of trial is not newly discovered evidence, represents the better resolution of this issue™

(citations omitted)); see also Padillas, 997 A.2d at 363 n.4 ("A majority of federal circuits have
concluded evidence known but unavailable at trial, including eviclenlcczﬁun[%’\jalillable}?due to a witness'

(5 cor .
invocation of the Fifth Amendment, does not constitute newly dISCOVCIE(fd evidence within the

W
\D*-\)U\nc' N ‘5 ‘\“f’\"&k&a ,L;\Fs =N
R - ()L e T
CLE t) C .
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meaning of [Fed R. Evi('i. 33]. (citations omitted)); State v-. McDonough, 350 A.2d 556, 560 (Me;."'
1976) (“Evidence known to the accused at the time of trial cannot be considered newly diséovered.”:
(citing State v. Lund, 266 A.2d 869 (1970))). Accordingly, Applicant has ~not‘ demonstrated Pearson’s
~ information was not available to him prior to the trial.

The Court also finds Pearson’s information. was merely cumulative and impeaching. In the"'
interview, Pearson simply avers that two of the testifying co-defendants, Danny Davis and Robert:
Ransom, were not acquainted with Applicant at the time of the murder. While this information may
have been excellent fodder for cross-examination, it would not have directly refuted any of these
witnesses’ testimony at frial. Davis and Ransom both testified in grea;t detai] about Applicaht’s'"
involvement in the kidnapping and murder of the victim. However, both vacillated on cross-:
e‘xa‘mination, with Davis even testifying he was merely reciting fact% relayed to him Hy anotﬁer

individual. Both witnesses were rehabilitated by the State, and the Court cannot discern how further

‘cross-examination about their relationship with Applicant would have been anything more thamr

cumulative impeachment material. z = =
> -~ ==
Finally, the Court finds that, even if Pearson’s information was provgdéa fo th,ﬁ_jury it would
o a) :
not have had a material effect on the outcome of the trial. Davis and R<an50m WC{@; not “thc only
O ‘rz 3

persons to implicate Applicant in the victim’s kidnapping and murder. All, af vhe co: glefe adants on
..a i

o o Bt
trial denied involvement in the crimes. However, the testifying co- defendan@ em rmphcated Applicant
: o RO .
as an accomplice. In light of the unanimous testimony of the cooperating co- -defendants that Applc1ant»

was somehow involved, the Court cannot discern how testimony from Pearson that “Davis and
Ransom are lying” would have changed the outcome of Applicant’s trial. " Therefore, the Court finds,

Applicant has not demonstrated Pearson’s information is material to the issue of Applicant’s guilt or

innocence. _ A CERTIFIED
| TRUE COPY

\QW Nk i A fu.s.,y:f?_\
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IV. CONCLUSION

~ Based on the foregoing, the Court finds Applicant has not shown a sufficient reason why the,

application was not untimely, successive, and failed to state a cognizable claim. Applicant has not -

established any gonstitutional violations or deprivations that would require this Court to grant his-
application, nor has he presented sufficient reasons why Judge Baxley’s conditional order should not
Becoxne final. Therefore, for thereasons set forth above and in the Conditional Order of Dismiss-al’, the '>
Court finds this application for post-conviction relief must-be denied and disilli;ssed with prejudice

The Court notes Applicant must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty (30) days from

PCR counsel’s receipt of written notice of entry of judgment to secure the appropriate appellate

review.

See Rule 203, SCACR. Pursuant to Austin v. State, 305 S.C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991),"
Applicant has a right to appellate counsel’s assistance in seeking review of the denial of post-
conviction relief. " Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP, provides that if Applicant wishes to seek appellate review

PCR counsel must serve and file a notice of appeal on Applicant’s behalf. Appllcant 1s\d1rected to

= = '_jj .
South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 243 for appropriate procedures for appeal E T
e IS A
o : -
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT: 2 Ex P F
g :

1. The Application for Post-Conviction Relief is denied and cllsxmssea <w1th = S
prc]udlce and

= “_5‘@_ =
The Applicant must be remanded to the custody of the Dcpaltment oi <

Corrections to complete service of his sentence.

o

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this 24/ day of /\/ 0 |

/ . N /\'/_—\ﬁ
¢ THE- JHONORABLE lHOMAS’A Russo

" Presiding Judge A CER TIFIED

Z’Z | ~ TR Uj,' COory
[aein . South Carolina R o
I . \_'\)kl\.:)j‘_v 15y b e NN e et - N
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF MARLBORO '

2013-CP-34-0089
ALFONSO STATON, 341380
Applicant,

Vs AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE BY MAIL

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

Respondent.

Nt N e N N N N N N N N N S S S N

. 1 am an employee of the Respondent in the above-captioned action.

2. Regular communication by mail exists throughout the State of South Carolina andg}hat this xsﬂ
* a proper circumstance of service by mail. = ‘r =
(—' r— s». [ oL
[ages
3

. I have this day served a copy of the Conditional Order of Dismissal of the Res andent in,_.
the above-captioned matter on the following person by depositing same in the UmtecLStates @

mail, postage prepaid: , 3 B S -
| 22H 2
3 % = }-C;
. . o o
Tristan M. Shaffer, Esquire P - S o
140 Gibson Road : o = W

Lexington SC 29072

DATED this 24th day of October, 2013.

Sl Consne
Jedy A. €YyCarey, Legal A istant

For Respondent
- A CERTIFIED
Wadrn, B Sureddyuty
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AXELROD & ASSOCIATES, P.A.

“Success is all that matters”

Stuart Mark Axelrodt
W. Christopher Castro*
Tristan M. Shaffer
Emily M. Sordiant

tCertified Family Court Mediator
*Currently on Active Military Leave
fCertified Guardian Ad Litem

February 23, 2015

Supreme Court of South Carolina
Post Office Box 11330
Columbia, SC 29211

RE: Alfonso Staton #241380 v. State of South Carolina

Case No.: 2013-CP-34-089

Dear Clerk of Court:

Attorneys and Counselors at Law

4701 Oleander Drive
Myrtle Beach, SC 29577
Phone: (843) 916-9300
Fax: (843) 916-9311

RECEIVE])
MAR -4 2015

S.C. Supreme Court

Enclosed please find an original and one copy of a Notice of Appeal in the above
referenced matter. If you would, please file the Notice of Appeal and return a clocked copy to

me in the envelope provided.

Please be advised that [ have been court appointed to represent Mr. Staton in this matter.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you have any questions or concerns,

please feel free to contact my office.

TMS/dke :

cc: Joshua L Thomas, Esquire
Marlboro County Clerk of Court
Kimberly McCall

Alfonso Staton

00063138 - 1

With kind regards;——

Tristan M. Shaffer
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