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STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA Y TN OHE Court o COMMON PLIPAS
3 " .
COUNTY OF CHEROKEER FOR THE SRYENTH JUDLCIAL oIvcoty
3
! . : . ) Case g2
Fraziar T, Williaas,
SCDC No. 227393, 3
A
Patitioner,
) PETITION FOR ISSUANCE op
A WRIT OF MANDAMUS
7S, ?
Y
State of South Carolina, Y
Y
Raspondent,
)

COME NOW, Fraziar T. Williams, pro sz, aova tha Honorabla Court PUT BUABY T o

Rule 65 (£)(1)Y, SCRCP, for issuance of a writ of mandasus based on tha follovwing:

STATEMENT OF TYE CASE

The patitionmar wag allegadly indictad on April 17, 1995, by the Chzrokas
County Grand Jary for aurdar (Indict, N@.?S‘éfL//‘glz7 Y, Burglary f?S‘éﬁﬁ/744f§
v Y, and Araad Robbary ( V5. GCS- Y6 Y. Afrsr sroceeding to trial by jury
ot October 30, 1995~—Novanbar 3y 1995, ha was found guilty on 41l charges aud was
sentencad to Lif2 plus twanty-five (25) yaars, A tisely appeal was filed ow rho
petitionar's behalf.

The South Carolima Court of Appeals affirpad Petitivner’s coavictions md

santances on Octobar 29, (997, Stata v, Fraziar, Op. No. 27-MO=101 . On Ocrobar

19, 1998, petitionar filad an Application for Post-Conviction Raliaf IPCRY, A
hearing was hald on tha application on August 13, 2002, Tha pen Judge tapiad v
application on Saptasbar 36, 2002, A tim2ly appeal was filed on prtiviomer’s ha-
half. Tha Souch Carolina Supraaz Cosrt deaiad Preicion for Weit of Cartiorvari an
hugust 20, 20071,

The petitionar filad a petition for writ of habasas CoOrpus in the Yniced “taras

District Court of South Carolina. This patition was disnissad an dugust 23, 200G,
The psatitioner filad a petition for writ of habzas corpus in tha Court of Coy-

won Pleas for Charokasz County on Octobar tl, 2006, Tha Tespondanl made irs et uca

wd Motion to Disaiss on or about %arch i6, 2007. A svidentiacy hearing was noeld

an Saptaenhar 18, 2007, at the SRAITandecg Courchousa,  hiw Pl vas b s sy

CIN



on fligmsissad on Dacaabar Lh, 2009,
half,

A tiaaly appzal was filed on peticionar's hoa-

The South Carolina Supreme Court, by Order dated April 15, 2010, rrassfacrad

2010, che Court of
A tiaely Porition for Rehearing was Filed. This
patition was deniad on July 4, 20in,

this appeal to thes South Carolina Court of Appeals. On May 27,
Appeals dismissad thea appaal,

STANDARD OF REVTHY

The primary purpos2 or functioa of a writ

lishad right and to saforca a corr

of wandasus is ro 2uforca an 2SCaAP-
asponding imparative duty creatad or iwposad by
law. To obtain a writ of mandaaus raquiriag tha parformance of an act, the peti-
tioner wust show (1) a duty of tha opposing party to perform tha act, (2Y the wini-

sterial nature of tha act, (3) the petitionar's spacific lagal right for which dis-

tharga of the duty is nacessary, and (4) a lack of any other Lagal raaedy.
Portar v, Jadziniak, 512 S.E.2d 497 (1999),

San
- e

Morzover, in Andarsecn v. Stata, 527 S5.E.2d 497 (1999}, the Court hald that
aventhough patitionar convictad of amurdar did not raisz issua of subjact wattar
on appaal, he could raise it in his sasuing petition for writ of mandamus. Aiso,
issues of subject mattar jurisdiction may ba raisad at any time, Stata v, Frvin,

510 S.E.2d 220 (Ct.App. 1998).

ARGUMENT

The Trial Court Lackad Subjact Mattar Jurisdiction to Comnvict and Santanca
Patitionar Whan There was 20 Presantment of His [ndictmants by a Lawfully Convana
Grand Jury at a Tara of Ganaral Sassioas Court.

To satisfy his antitlemant for issuance of a writ of wmandasus, the poririonec
subaits that (1) $.C. Coda of Law <% 14=2-17D0 & 14-9~210 iaposss 4 GUEy uwpoem i
draad jury to m2at with general s2ssions court at sach of its terss, aad a corroge
ponding duty upon 5C Solicitors to subait bills of inmdictaents to grand jury whil:s
it is im attandanca a% a tara of genaral sa2ssions court; {2) the 9.0, Constizstion,
Are. [, Stl, and S.C. Coda of Law X 17-19-1D0, requirs grand jury pressutnont as
4 preraquisitz to trial of all criminal casesé%getiticmer 188 2 constitutional aad
statutory right to ba prosacutad upon prasantaent of au indictasne retucnad by
arand jury; {4) patitionar has 2xitaustad all othar available ramedias 2xcapt a writ
3£ sandaaus.

Por 2videace ia support of his aatitledent ro lssusncs o ke uric, he subait

that dariag aad cvidantiary heariag an his gavition for

N : B . S
B wWedt of baboas cvrpas (04

. . - - P R e Srata v L Coewama s Tl lcade ol oL, Do
FIR=CP- =52y hoeld su ceprandes 173, T007, che Teveno s U0 oouil Tod Lo »



Pruett, provided him and the Court a "Uworn Affidavit” ia which

ralavant part, tha following:

Tha Solicitor furth

That froam the years 1994 to 1996, 1 was tha sola
attorney working out of tha Charokasx County Offica
for tha Savanth Judicial Circuit, and [ was respon-
sible for signing and submitting indictwants to che
Cherokaz County Grand Jury...(that) the practice of
having the Srand JUry convenz on the first day of a
tera of Genaral Sessions Court was abandonad bafore

[ was amployad with tha solicitor’'s offica, During
the antire time (1987 vo 1998) I was 2mployed with
the solicitor's offica, "tha Grand Jury in both Cherg-
222 and Spartanburg Countiss convenad on the Thursday
befors a tarm of Genaral Sessions Court...." Sea
attachad Affidavit attachad hareto as Exhibit A.

tice was addressad in Brown v. State, 449 S.8.2d 494 71994, whe

* L

the grand jury of Aikan County statad th

was fouad on an indictament on October AR, 1994,
indictment razad that tha

and tha data

on

er ass2rt3 in his Affidavit that the abova prac-

ra

at a finding of a "tree bLill"

the

"grand jury convenad on October 22, 19947

The Solicitor goas on to agssart that tha SC Supra2ase Court i Brown

hald that the discrapamecy beotween the two

general se2ssionms court of subjact matter jurisdiction., Wa

that the Brown Court basad its ruling, in ralavant part, on

the

datas did not deprive tha

asserts

following authority:

Tha county grand jury is 2apanaled during the
first tara of ganaral s2ssions of th2 calzndar
year. S2az S.C. Cod2 Ann, S5 [4~7=155B to 157D
(Supp. 1993). By Aduvinistrativa Ordar of tha
Chiaf Justica, tha Chiaf Judge for admiaistra-
tive purposas in each judicial circuit is ra-
spoasible for schaduling when the grand Jury in
2ach ¢oumnty withim the circuit will coavans to
racz2ive evidencez and deliberaca. Adpinistrative
Szction, South Caroclina Registar, op. cc, ADMTY
1=4, "This ordar spacifically a2ncouragas ¢ha
Chiaf Judgz to coavena the graad jury whes thea

> » . . o
court of gensral sessions is not in _323si0o085,., .

Eaphasis added. Exhibit A, infra.

Ta opposition to the Solicitor's raliancsa

infra, tha patitionar subaits that ia United Scates », Cotrom, |27

Jib LA wuwilig

Lok

Browa

5.Ct. 178t (2002),which guided tha SC Suprase Court's nolding in State v, Ganiiy

S S.E.2d 494 (20053, hald that the targ
Mhe CoUf§

. ‘,

19 L
ubiect sarrar

L . o
R B S
JUHOLEA O L

UR-22 3 I
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the court's constitutional and statutory powar g adjudicate a caze., Tu celianes

o the holdings in both Cotton and Geatry, the
Court in his case lack

petitionar contends thar ris crial
ad subjact wattar jurisdiction to conviet and santencz hig
since the Raspondant failad to comply with Constitutional and statutory laws, Jurige
dictional in nature, spacifying tha asannar and means for lawfyl presentmant of bhis
indictmants by a Llagally convanad grand jury for trial of his cases in genagal
S2ssions court.

A raview of South Carolina Constitutional and Statutory Laws

prasantaent of indictments shows that

for grand jury's
(1Y no parson @ay be hald to answar for any
criae. . .unless upon prasesntiment of an iadictaang by a grand jury (3¢
I, 11 and SC Coda SU7=19-10); (2) tha

eithtzan aeabars, twalvs of whom

Const,, Art.
grand jury in =ach county shall consist of
aust agrzz (on trua bill) befors case can be pro-

sentad for trial (SC Const., Art. V, 8S22%: 1) rha grand jury must west with tha

ganaral sassions court at 2ach of its tarm (to prasant bills of indictments){SC

Code S14-9-170); (%) tha couaty solicitor shall pra2pars and, through the presiding
judge of ganaral gassions court, submit o grand jury, whilas it is inm attandance
upon geaeral sa2ssions court, bills of indictment (for grand Jury's

(SC Coda Si4-9-210),

prasentasni)

In conjuaction with the above Constitutional and Statutory Laws, our Suprama
Court has hald that no indictmant may ba prasantad by a grand jury when gemaral
323sions court lacks jurisdiction {or is mot ia a term) since the graad jury's
jurisdiction is coaxtansiva with the criminal jurisdiction of genaral szgsious
Court im which it is convanad to maka inquiry (on iadictment for presemtwents’,
S22 Statas v. McClura, 289 S.E.2d 138 (1982); Stata v. Wheslor, 193 S.E.7% 3713
(1972); Sea alse, State v. Crouch, 585 S.E.%d 288 (200

Notwithstanding. tha patitionar coantaads that, as a thrashold natter, tha
Respondent’s raliancz on tha Brown's Court'mmling, to tha extant that a grand juary
can be convenad outside a tara of genaral sassions court to preseat bills of ia-
dictaants, for denial of his subjact mattar jurisdicrion claim would e aisplacaed
becausa the Chiaf Jusiice could aot, pursuwant to tha Seperation of Powzr U .uise
of Article I, §8 of the 3C Constitution, by any "Administrativa Order INCoUrAg
or authworize an Adoinistrativa Judge to coavens a graad jury cutside o teew of
g2naral sassions court to presant bills of indictwants™,

Furthermore. in reviawing thas Statutory Laws of Titla 4, it iz obviously
ciz2ar that tha Brown Court failad ro intarprat chas whols Stacucs romacdiag the

N o g P NN =1 1% AT ) s 4 R
woavaniag of a grand jury vo imclude 5.0, Codes °S VA=@= 100 and (4=g-21 o rabra,

5



The statutory teras being construad wust be examined ia contexc and chetr azaning

datarmined by looking at othar tarus used in thz statuts.

State v. Mudsom, S5t9
S.E.2d 577 (S.C.App. 1999),

In Sun, the patitionar contends that, as his indictaants wers praszatad on

April 13, 1995, a Thursday bafore tha tarm of Genzaral

Sessions Court in Charokza
County on April 17,

1995, this indictaent procadurs failazd to cosport with con-

stitutional and statutory raquirzments for lawful presentaznt of indictments.

He further contands that bacausa his indictments wara presented contrary to the

plain and unasbiguous languaga of Statutory »nactments by the

S.C. Legislators
anader S5.C. Codes R 14-0-170 and 14

=9-210, his indictments cannet be ralied on
by tha court to have conferrad subject smatter jurisdiction upon the trial court

to convict and sentancz him. If a statuta's languags is plain and unanbiguous,

as that of S5 14-9-170 and 14-9-210, and convays a claar and dafinate mzaning,

thare is no occasion for 2aploying any rulas of statutory intarpratation to the

contrary. See Gilfillinm v, Gilfillin, 544 S.E.2d 829 (5.C. 2001),

CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for tha foragoing reason, the patitionar prays that the Honorabloz
Court issu2 a writ of wmandamnus to reverse, vacatz2, and diswiss his coavictions
and santences basad on tha Seventh Circuit Solicitor's gross miscouanduct that

has resulted in a fundamental miscarriage of justica.

Ragpactfully Submictad,

. P‘ < -
aziar<T, Williaams #777307%
Parry Corractional Insticution
) ) 4730 Caklawn Road-Q4A /104
thisol¥day of APIN , 20U Palzar, S5.C. 20540

/s /




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF CHEROKEE

Frazier T. WILLIAMS,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
-vs- )
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

~ (]
s = &
ORDER > o B2
= 2 = Do
Warrant/Indictment Nurrger(% 'y ?‘,i —
The State of South Carolina, <~ o M=
1995-GS-11-475; 1995-GS-1E476; O =
-GS-11- D O
1995-GS-11-477 :g:) 3 o3
w s m
PETITIONER. m @ <3
Mm S o» -
This matter is before this Court on the petitioner's Motion to Procee¥ If ¥orma
Pauperis. Petitioner wishes to file without fee a writ of mandamus asking the court to
reverse, vacate, and dismiss his 1995 convictions for Burglary, Armed Robbery, and
Murder.
As grounds for the issuance of the writ, Petitioner contends that the trial court
lacked subject matter Jjurisdiction to convict

term of court during which he was tried
instead of on the Monday beginning the cour

Mandamus is the highest judicial writ and is issued
right to be enforced, a positive duty to be performed, and
of Rock Hill v. Thompson, 349 S.C. 197, 199, 563 S.E.2d 101, 102 (2002). The primary
purpose of a writ of mandamus is to enforce an established right and a corresponding
imperative duty created or imposed by la

w. City of Rock Hill, 349 S.C. at 200, 563
S.E.2d at 102. When the legal right is doubtful, or the performance of the duty rests in
discretion, or when there is ano g

te remedy, a writ of mandamus cannot
rightfully be issued. Id. Specifically, for a writ of mandamus to be issued, the following
must be shown: (1) a duty of the Respondent to perform the act; (2) the ministerial
nature of the act; (3) the Petitioner's specific legal right for which discharge of the duty
Is necessary; and (4) a lack of any other legal remedy. Edwards uv. State, 383 S.C. 82,
96, 678 S.E.2d 412, 419 (2009). The writ is based on the theory that an officer charged
with a purely ministerial duty can be compelled to perform that duty in case of refusal.
Charleston Cnty. Sch. Dist. v. Charleston Cnty. Election Comm'n, 336 S.C. 174, 179, 519
S.E.2d 567, 570 (1999).

This Court denies Petitioner’'s motion to
underlying action—a writ of mand
dismissal of Petitioner's convictions
not satisfy the elements, or the p
Therefore, it would be futile to allo

only when there is a specific
no other specific remedy. City

proceed in forma pauperis because the
amus demanding the reversal, vacation, and
—on its face is without merit. Petitioner's writ does
urpose, of mandamus as established by case law.
w Petitioner to proceed with this action without cost.

IT IS SO ORDERED!

October 28, 2013,

= y T
Al ey
KHAM COLE, Resident Judge
THe Seventﬁ Judicial Circuit Court

e

'7



FATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

OUNTY OF CHEROKEE CASE NO: 2013CP1100362

THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

or heard and

~ O
, -
Frazier T Williams #227393 vs. State Of South Car@nac_‘_-:’?. oLm
. . = 3
IECK ONE: 3 g m = =
o
(J JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues havgbeen tried gd'a“vc?tﬂict
rendered. = ::3 g8
o Seo
<] DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The iggues‘t@ve beénﬁieg
a decision rendered. m - » A
D o
[] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ Rule 12(b), SCRCP; (] Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); ] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); (] Other:
(0 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [J Rule 40(j) SCRCP; (] Bankruptcy:

] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify arbitration award;
7] Other:

D DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
(] Affirmed; [J Reversed;

(] Remanded:;
(] Other:

S

OR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
CUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

X See attached order;

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE F
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIR

IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: (] Statement of Judgment by the Court:

Order
Dated at Gaffney, South Carolina, this the 29th day of October, 2013.

urt Reporter: s/ J. Derham Cole
]

| PRESIDING JUDGE -J. Derham Cole

This judgment was entered on the the 2

|
8th day of October, 2013, and a copy mailed first class this the 29th day of
October, 2013, to attorneys of record o

r to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

Frazier T Williams #227393 Perry Correctional Inst. Alan McCrory Wilson PO Box 11549 Columbia,
430 Oaklawn Road-Q4A/105 Pelzer, SC 29669

SC 29211-1549
TORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S)

ATTORNE (S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

-

BrandN. I.VIcBee - Clerk of Court

CPFORM4M ‘
SCCA SCRCP Form 4 Revised 06/2008 Q



. FORM 4
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF CHEROKEE
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

CASE NO. 2013 CP-11-00362

Frazier T. WILLIAMS, SCDC #227393 The STATE of South Carolina,
= T WRLIAM, 5CDC

PLAINTIFE(S) B

DEFENDANT(S)

-_—
Submitted by: the court

Attorney for : [ ] Plaintiff
or

L] Self-Represented Litigant

] Defendant

—_—

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

O] JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered. R

= DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came 1o trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [] s

O ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ Rule 12(b), SCRCP: L Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [ ] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [] Other , e

O ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON)- (] Rule 40(j), SCRCP: ] Bankraptcy;
] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modity - -

u

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT C
O Affirmed; ] Reversed; [] Remanded; [ ] Other
NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT CO

OURT (CHECK %PPL((‘-ABLE BOX):

FOR  NOTIFYING 1.OWER

COURT,
URT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

TRIBUNAL,

OR

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ ] See attached order &4 Statement of Judgment by the Court:

and are therefore denied.

ORDER INFORMATION

This order E ends [_] does not end the case
Additional Information for the Clerk :

-_—

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX

Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A™ in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

Jo—

ey below)

If applicable, describe the property,

—

$

$
——m — ]

$

including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

-
\w "“ CE ‘L 2053 2/21/14 -
Circuit/Court .5dge Judge Code Date
SCRCP*Form 4€(03/2013) q Page |



For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

"This judgment was entered on the 5% day of M aedh20 |4
placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on thiss‘iﬁ
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

and a copy mailed first class or
day of {iyveh-20 ¢ o attorneys of record or

Frazier T. Williams SCDC #227393
Perry Correctional Institution
430 Oaklawn Road, Q4A/10S
Pelzer, S. C. 29669

Alan McCrory Wilson, AG, SC
-
Post Office Box 11549

Columbia, S. C. 29211

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S)

Court Reporter:

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1.

This action came (o trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.
! ~

SCRCP Form 4C (03/2013) Page 2



( EXbhbi A

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

) FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHEROKEE

FRAZIER TATE WILLIAMS, ) Sg §§
) =~ =
) ST S
Vvs. ) AFFIDAVIT OF-< ) .
) TRENT N. PRUETT o
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) gi > e
) L ) i
) :‘:1' 01 «;; o (7
N [}

Personally appeared before me, Trent N. Pruett, after first
being sworn deposes and states the following:

1. That I am an attorney licensed to practice in the State of

South Carolina, and that I was admitted to the bar on November 16, .
1983. ~

2. That from 1987 to 1996, I worked in the Seventh Judicial

Circuit Solicitor’s Office, as a Assistant Solicitor and Deputy *
Solicitor.

3. That from the years 1994 to 1996, I was the sole attorney
working out of the Cherokee County Office for the Solicitor’s
Office for the Seventh Judicial Circuit, and I was responsible for

the signing and submitting of indictments to the Cherokee County
Grand Jury.

4. That during the time period I worked in the Solicitor’s
Office, from 1987 to 1996, all indictments in the Seventh Judicial
Circuit, in both Spartanburg and Cherokee Counties, stated in the
breamocle to tihe body of the indictment, that “At a court of General
Sessions on [DATE], the Grand Jurors of [NAME OF COUNTY] County

bresent upon their ocath....”. These indictment forms were provided

to the Solicitor’s Office by the Attorney General’s Office. The
language in the preamble, that the Grand Jury convened during a
term of General Sessions court, was based upon the historical
bractice, whereby the Grand Jury convened on the first day of a
term of General Sessions court. Customarily, both the Grand Jury
and the members of the Petit Jury would report to the Court of
General Sessions on the first day of the term. As the Grand Jury
returned indictments, and the presiding judge received the reports
of the Grand Jury, Defendants were immediately arraigned, a plea of
“guilty” or “not guilty” was entered, with the trial of any
defendant pleading “not guilty” immediately following his
arraignment. See State v. Floyd, 174 s.c. 288, 177 S.E. 375 (1934)

i



employed with the Solicitor’s oOfficg, the Grand Jury in both
Cherokee County and Spartanburg County,_conyened Qn“therThursday
before a term of GeneraLmSeseions court. Although the Grand Jury
convened the Thursday Preceding any term of General Sessions court,
the Solicitor’s Office continued to use the aforesaid forms
provided by the Attorney General’s Office, and inserted the date
Ons court commenced., This very
practice was addressed in Brown v. State, 316 s.cC. 258, 449 S.E.2d

494 (1994), where the grand jury of Aiken County stated that a
finding of a "True Bill” was found on an indi

he genera}

The county grand jury is empaneled during
the first term of general sessions of the
Calendar year. See S.C. Code Ann. §§14-7-1550
to 1570 (Supp. 1993) . By Administrative Order
of the Chief Justice, the Chief Judge for
administrative purposes in each judicial

will convene to receive evidence and
deliberate. Administrative Section, South

Carolina Register, bp. CC ADMIN 3-4, This
order Specifically encourages the Chief Judge
to convene the grand jury when the court of
general sessions jigs not in session. After the
grand jury has deliberated, it then reports
its findings of "True Bill” or *No Bill” to
the court of general sessions, This report
may be made on the Same day as the day the
grand jury makes its findings, or it may be
made at some later time.

In the present case, the dates show that
the gand jury took action on the indictments

sessions. As explained above, this is
perfectly normal.

Brown v. State, 316 S.C. 258, 260, 449 S.E,2d
494, 495 (1994)(emphasis not in original
opinion) VH '

2



6. That because I was the solicitor in chargefof signing
those indictments that would be presented at the Grand Jury in
Cherokee County in 1995, I can swear that the Grand Jury in fact
met the Thursday before April 17, 1995, and that the indictment

against Frazier Tate Williams was returned by the Grand Jury at
that time, along with numerous other indictments.

7. The practice I have outlined above was followed as to
every Defendant indicted in the Seventh Judicial Circuit during the
time period in question, and it is my understanding that this is

the practice that was then followed by most Circuit Solicitors in
the State of South Carolina.

C::::;:i;::::;?j%/zlw$%;

TRENT N. PRUETT

Sworn to before me this 25th
day of September, 2007

- X (Seal)
Notgry Public South Carolina

My Commission Expires: 11/14/10

I3
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