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LAW AND ANAL YSZS

DID THE LR LOURT ERRED BY SUMMARILY DISMISSING APPLICAN TS
INITIAL PLR APOLICATZION WHICH ASSERTED VALZD CLAIMS 70 WAKRANT

AN LVIDENTIARY HEARZING ON ALPLZICAN 7S RILHT 70 APIEAL Avn/ R
APPELLA 7E REVIEW ?

DI THE FER COURT ERRED BY NOT RULING ON APPLICAN TS BRADY .
MARYLAND CLAZM ? 5.

DI THE PLR COURT ERRED BY NOT CONDUCTING A HEARING Dif
APPLICANTS ZMZTIAL PCR 78 FIND 0U7 WHE THER SR NOT ZF THERE
WHERE AN TNMEFFEC TIVE ASSISTANCE CLLAIM ? 6.

DIN THE PCR COURT ERRED BY VIOLATING APPLICANTS DUE FROLESS
BY NEVER RULING o APPLICANTS UNINTELL ZBENT, ZNVOLuA TARY, AND

LUWNKNOWING Buzl 7Y PLEA ? .

HAS THE PETZTZIONER ESTABLISHED AN ACTuAl IWNOCENCE (LAIm P 3.




STATEMEN T HF LASE

PETI7TIONER, HAMID DEMMIRIO, WAS ARRESTED AND CHARGED WITH MURDER
AND ARMED ROBBERY (87-63-90-3393) and (87-63-Y0-3399) anv dubus’ 7, 7937.
PETETZONER waS INDICTED A7 THE SEPTEMBER /7, /987 TEKM OF THE RICHLAND
LOUNTY LRAND JTURY SESSTON. PETITISNER WAS INITIALLY APAINTED MR.
DouGlAas S. STRICHLER, £SO. #ND MR. NAT RBBERSON, £30. FROM RZICHLAND
COUNT Y PuBlIC DEFENDERS OFFICE, O MAY 1, /988, MR. STKICKLER waS
REL IEVED #S LO-COUNSEL Td ZRRECONCZILARLE ODZFFERENCE / LawFlZICT OF INTEREST,

O MAY 4, /998, TuDGE KRaLPH KING ANDERSOAM, TR. ASSZIGNED MS. JbY
SCHERFFIUS GOoDWIN, £SO. AND MR ToHN THAN PETER FDPEWSKZ, £3Q. 70
REPRESEN T FETZ7ZENER. ON MAY 5, /988, MS. LOSDWIN MOTIGNED FoR A LONTowwancE
O THE LRUND THAT SHE WAas NEWLY APPOINTED AD THAT SHE NEEDED TIME
T8 FAMILIARIZE HERSELFE WIJKH THE LASE AND THAT SHE HAD SEVERAL OTHER
LEBHL MATTERS FENDING AS WELL AS HRSONAL MATTEKS. SEE exHiKz7 (D).

PETZITISMER THEREAFIER ON Tit Y /8, /9898 L£n TERED K L1217 Y LIEA
PURSUANT TO A NELOTIAVED ALFORE v. NIKTH LARMINA , %00 2.8. 05, 9/ S.CF
160 (1970). O8 NovEmEER 3, 1083, PE7ITIONER FILED 4 PRo SE PLR And
MS. MELISSH TAnvEe REED AIMERWECH, £SA. was APIznT=D) Tws (2)
WEEKS LARTER. MS. KIMBRAIEH Wil D wo7 FESIND 7o AnY oF CORRESAND -
ENCE, SEE EXHIRIT(H ). aw marcd /, 1004, Peirliawer ko’ 7 e
HAMORABLE THAMAS . CODPER, IR. LONLERNING MS. KIMARAUEH'S
REPRESEN TATZEN BF ME. SEE ex HIBZ7( ).

ARGUMENT A NE

THE PCR JUDBE ERRED In SUMMARZLY DISMISSING Pe7z7ZoneR’s
APPLICATION FSR PEST- CONVICTZAN REL ZEF UNDER SC. CODE § 77-24-45
(A). PuRStan7 78 7HIS STA TUTE, AN APPLICATION FOR PLR MuUsT R¥
FILED WIJHIN ONE YEAR AF7ER THE ENTRY AF A TUDEMENT AF ConVILT-
1AM OR WITHIN BNE YEAR AFTER THE SEMDING AF REMITTITUR 76 THE
LOWER [EuR7 FR6M AN APPEAL AR FZILING JE THE FINAL DECISION
UPSN An APPEAL y, WHICHEVER IS LATER. FETZTIONER ASSERTS THAT THE
PCR COuRT ERRED RBY SUMMARILY DISMISSING His Fzrs7T PLR APPLICATZoN
WHICH HSSERTED VALZID CLLAIMS 78 WARRANTS AN EFVIDENTIARY HEARZIAMG IN
HPPLICANTS S7476s RIGHT7 76 APALL 4T REVIEW AunSuianT 7a AusTIN V.
SA7E, 305 S.C. Y53, 909 S.E.34 395 (199/); SLALK 293 PLA KULES, An
APPLICANT 1S ENTITLED 75 A FAndl ADTuDICATION ON THE MERZITS IF THE
DRIGINAL PETZITION, OR “Owe RI7E A7 THE APPLE’! A2 v. STaZe, 305 S.C.
Y95, 451, 909 S.E.2d 393, 395 (1991). THIS BIIE ZNCCUDES At AP 2CanT s
RIGHT 75 ANPEAL 7He DénzAr OF A PCR ALLZCA TZdW, AND THE RZGHT 7o
ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL Zn THAT APLEAL , WHICH THE APPLZCANT MEVER
LEVER KRECEZVvED.



RELEVANT  FACTS

PETITIONER WAS SENTENCED RY FALPH KING ANDERSW, JR. Jo LIFE
WIIHAUT PARBLE . SEE SENTENCING SHEETS ExHIRTIT(G ). THE HidsKABLE
T. ERNEST KIWARD, TR. DISMISSED FETZTZIONERS PLR AVLZICRTIEN. ON
Tanuney b, J08G, LONDITIONAL ORDER OF DISMLSSAL (O3-CP-40-5344) se&
EXHZBIT (A). N de70Bex LY, 085, FETZTIONER FILED A FRo SE MOTZoN
FOR TRANSCRZIP7 Ke’CA/VSJZz/c7ch THERE WAs NEVER # ZULING . SE&
EYHIBIY (F ). Bu MAY /3, JAAA THE HONORARLE KINARD ISSUED THE
FINAL ORDER OF DZISMISSal, SEt EYHIRIT (8 )AND DENZED PelI7I6NER'S
PCR HPPLZCATZ6N Fz/vozug THAT THE PRESIDING JUDGE, THE LATE
HoNoRaRre FRANK EPPES WAS DECLASED AwD THAT THE HoNORAELE
EPIES TESTIMINY wWouLD KE KEY 70 RECONSTRUC T ING THE RELCORD

BF THE GuILTY AER, AND THAT e ABSENCE OF 77/15 TES TIMINY ZS
LR UDICIAL 1B THE ReStwdenT AnD A0PLican 7. L aseE KEP 2w MIND THaT
THE HNOERRLE EPPES MEVEK AAD WY THING 78 DI WITH _AWY OF FETZTZonZL S

Jupzcint VD JUDICIARY FROCEEDINES ¥. .

 THE PETITISNER HaS NEVER RECEIVED A LOMPLETE “BIJE A7
THE AP0Le” RecAunsSE MZS Zwiz 7L PLR APOLZEATION WERE SUMMARILY
DISMZSSED AN MAY /18,0006 DUYE 70 COUNSEL’S ABANDONMENT BR
WZIHDRAWAL., THE (8iR7 MUST RE CowCERNED WITH THE wWillrul
AND - LNIIBRTERAL ARANDIMMENT DF THE PETZITZAnER RY [OUwSEL
LRAMAM V. TBWN OF LORIS , 174 S.C. 992 A7 453, 498 J.L.2d 599(/975).

THERE ZS AUiHLRZ7Y Fox THE PROPSSLTIN THAT T LENERAL Fule 28
WOT APPLIED 78 SUCH A FACTurl SITuBTION. THE EXLEPTZoN 70 THe
GENERAL Ruté s EXPRESSED A7 4o AM. JUR.2d TJUDGMENTS 737 (/969)
IV THE POLLOWING IANG UALE !

“CTHE KULE THaT AN ATTIRNEYS NEGLIGENLE MAY BE IMPUTED 7o His
LLIZENT AND PREVENT THE LATTER FAOM KELYZING ON THAT LROUND For
OPENING B3R VACATING A TUDLMEN T DOES WNOT NECESSARILY PREVAZL Iw
THE EVENT OF THE A778RNEY’S ABANDONMENT IR WITHDKAWAL FROM 7HE
CASE . AN APPLILANT MBS # KIBHT 78 AN APPELLRTE LIUNSEL HSSISTANCE
b/, szf,m/& REVIEW OF THE DENZAL JF PCR  Auksuaw7 78 AUSTIv V. SHE ,
305 S.C. 953, A7 459, Y09 St 2d 395 47 396 ; Rutk 7/./(6), SCRCP, UNDER
PcR RurEs. ,4 wmw Wilt APINT AN 4//4/(/;/5)' /N /ZX //A/.zcm// ZF.
(1) AN EVIDEN TZIARY HEARING 1S REAUIRED, WHICH SNE was KEQUESTED.
SEE THE STATES RETuen ExHZBZT (E); OF (1) THE AHLI0ANT 7S INDIRENT
AND WENTS TO FILE AN APPERL . SEL h/}/17£//£/?0 v. STRZ , 3 S.C. 532,

Ydle S.E.2d 375 (1992),




PETZITIONER FI1Led HzS FPLR WITHILT THE BENEFZIT AF COUNSEL . IN
THE 374728 KE 7aﬁ,v THE Sia7 KEAUESTELD Aw EVIDINTZARY HEARING
ON THE Zssué OF SUBTECT Mar7eR JuRISDZCTION. SEe Exiz87 7 (E ).
THE RECORD DBES MDT7T REFAECT 7#397 He7777MER whs 2DVISED JAE H1s
RIGHT 70 APHEAL OR THE STATUTE OF LIMZIIRTZON FOR FZLING 4N
APPERL . THE PCR LURTE FRZ10/RE 78 ADVISE AETIT70NER OF Hzs FzGHT
T8 APIERL THE SUMMARZLY DISMISSAL LF Pl SE AR NENZED Tws
PE77 776MER WIS OME Full “BIJE” 8F HE AHE ) E FROcESS HF
LAW. S.C. LowsT. AT, /, $3.

ARCUMEN T Twis

THE PCR COURT ERRED RY MEVER LANVASSING, DELVING, A6
ADDRESSING APPLICANTLS AF7ER/ smewlY DISCO V[K.ED EVIDENCE
ASSER TION. In SAUESTIONINE HRE THE THEPEE (3) BOXES 0F DICUMENTS
WD REDBRTS WHICH S.C. LAW LNMFORCEMENT NIVISION HAVE IN
THEIR ABSSESSION, LARE ; AND LONTRSL THAT TRIAL LOUNSELS, PLR
LOUNSEL , NOR /0,{71 7zo/v£;z NMEVER VIEWED MR AMEW T8 /-/,wg
EXISTED. THESE DOCUMENTS WAS FEAUEZSTED THROUGH MoTIon BY
LOUNSEL In /988 AIND THE STa7e FAILZD THZ BRADY AND ,Z’ULE 5
MOT7I0N EVIDENCE SETTING FRRTH A RBRADY V. M/}KYL/M/D 373 4.S.
83,83 S.CH 7/94(/963) v210L4 TZ0MN.

THE STATE MAY HAVE INADVERTENTLY LEFT RRADY./ RuLé %
DOCUMEN TS DUT AMD THE STATE DID NOT DISLLOSEL) ANY OR LERTAIN
DOCUMEN TS AND Z7 LAME 2PN PETZITIONER’S HIT7ENTION ON APRIL
8, A0/, LiloN HIS WRITING SLED. SEE EX¥HIRZI7 (€ ). fETZTIONER
ASserys THAT, EVEN ZF BY ACCIDENT, WITHHOLDING OF SUCH
MATERZALS ; a74 TEMENTS g MOTES, LET 75%.5 PHOTOGRAPHS , ETC . RENDER
APIL ZCanT>s Guzl7Y A UmKubwING WD INUOLUN TARY . THE
INZTED SUPREME (OuRT SUBSEQUENTLY ExTENDED BRADY DISCLlosulle
RULE 78 MATERIAL IMPEACHMEN 7 EVIDENLE WOER GZALIO V-

T %D SIATES , 05 U.S. /50y /59-55, 9L S-Ct. Tb3 (/97d) AnD

JE 771SO0N ANY' REQuIREMEN 75 THAT ,4 DEFENDANT MUST PENUEST
EXL’az PATERY MATERZAL EVIDENLE IN ORDER 76 RE ENTLILED 70 A
DISLIOSURE UNZTED SIBTES. v. ABURS (427 &.S. 97, 107, 94 S.CH 1392

(/976).

Oy




IN THZS RARE AND UNZQUE (ASE, THE APPLICANT MAs APsDiizcLY
SHOWN THRT SLED AND THE STATE HAVE FRILED 76 DISCLOSE OF

THESE DOCUMENTS “WHICH HAD BEEN Knéwn 76 THe PROSE cu72on, Bu7
UNKWBWN 78 THE DEFENSE”. EVEN IF THE PROSECU TSR whs NoT
PERSOWALL Y AWARE OF THE ELVIDENCE, THE STA7E 1SN’7 EXEMPT NOR

KELIEVED OF 17S DulY 70 DISCLoSURE BEcausE ““THE SIBTe " INCLUDES 5 IN
ADDz7I6N 70 7He FROSECUTER y OTHER LAWYERS AND £MPLOYVEES IN HZS
OFFICE AND MEMRERS OF Law ENRRCEMENT CONNECTED 5 THE IWWesSTZ -
BRTZION AND FRESECY TZon SF JHZ (CASE Puksdsn7 7o S.Co LOE . £ 17-27-20
- CAUIHE) D S-C. CDE AW 5 /7-27- 95 (¢) ) _KILES Y WHITIEY, 579
4.8. 9, 937, /5 S.Cf /555 (/995 ).
BRADY HotDS THr7 A PROSECH TR VIOLRTES DUE PRICESS WHEW HE
(1) SUPPRESSES EVIDENCE o (2) THRT THE EVIDENCE IS FAVIKABLIE 78 7HE DEFZnDmn 7,
WHEN THE LVIDENCE ZS MATERZAL 76 Guil] 4R ZWNGCEMCE « Zd. 87, 83 S.C
WY aND THIS IHNMALLE (o€ T MUsT ALREE WITH SETITIONGR 747
THESE UNDISCLOSELD) DICUMENTS THE STATE HRVE In JHEZR ASSESsZow ARE
INDEED FAVARALLE 74 FETZTIONER WD T#s7 7w SIATE fAue RELRTEDL, Y
VILHTED ZE72720NER'S Dis FROCESS KZOATS. UIN TESSEN T2ALL Y, EVIDENE
1S MATESZaL tWDR BERDY ZIF 77 (RELTES H LEASMABLE SoLALZL 7 7Y
OF A DIFFERENT . KESULT. KUES A ReAsownfis JROBAEZILITY DOES MET JIesn
THAT THE DFEFENDANT WBULD MOKE LIKELY 7Waw N7 Have RECEZvE A DI FFAR=nT
VERDZC] WIJH THE EVIDENCE ONLY THAT THE LIKELIHBL JF 4 DIEEEENT
RESULT ZS GRERT EMOUGH TO LNDERIIINE CONEZIDENCE IN THE Ju7 (M5 OF
THE TRZAL. SMZIH V. CAZN , /3L O.CF. bl 7 (L0/2)(BuoTzn8 ) ANES , #7 Y3Y,
5 St /555,

ARGUMEN T 7HEEE

PETZ7Z0NER ASSERTS THA7 THE FOR LOURT ERRED BY StImMMARZLY
DZSMISSING HZS FIRST PLR AWUICATION WHICH ASSERTED VALZD LLAZMS
78 WAHLRANTS AN EVIDENTZIARY HEALING Si APILI CANTS SIA75 RIGHT
786 APPELLATE REVZIEW FURSUAN 7 T8 _AUSTIN V. S7AT7E,305 B.L. 953,
Y9 S.E.&0 395 (7991)5 SCALR d93 PCR RUES, AN APPLZLan T IS £nTZTLED
A ALl ADTuDICATIAN IN THE MERZITS OF THE ORIGINARL PET7L7Z4M,
OR “ DNE BIJE AT THE APPLE’. AICE v. STA, 305 S+C. 9958, 452, Y09
S.£.2d 394, 395 (199/). THZIS BITE InlludeS s APPLICANTS RziBHT 74
APPEAL  THE DENIAL OF A PLR APHLICHTION, AvD THe RiGEHT 780 ASSISTRANLE
OF LOUNSEL In THRT HPLEAL , WHICH THe BUITCANT NEVER LVER ReCEIVED.




ARGUMEN T for/R

THE LOWER LOURT CONTINUES 70 ARGLE BY SAYING THn7 THe PrlzTroniR
LS FROCEDURBLLY BARRED. AL THOLBH owE MAY REACH THIS RESULT LWDER

A HYPER- TECHNICAL ANALYSILS, SUCH A LONCLUSION SHOULD AWD MUST

BE REJECTED AS WELL In THIS (ASE BECAUSE OF SO MANY IERELLINR TTLIES

JCCURRED DURINEG AND SURBUNDING THE COURSE OF ALl THE FE7Z77ANER’S

TJUDZICIAL PROCEEDINGS.

EVEN TF PETITZONER'S PLR APPLICATION IS SUCCESSIVE, WHICH THIS
HENORABLE (OURT SHOULD FEEL THAT Z7 ZSN’7 CONSIDERING THAT THE
APPLICANT . HASH'T HAD # BITE A7 THE APPLE. THE UNIRUE COMBINRTION OF
THESE LUNEOUIVOCAL FALTS I3 THAT FETITIONER HAVE HSSERTED ENTITLES
HIM 76 RELIEF! LRSE V. SIATE, 477 S.L. 974, 499 S.F. 24 4/3 (/98.2) AND
THAT SUCCESSIVE PLR APPLICATIONS HAVE BEEN OLRANTED IN CASES
INVDLVING UNIQUE FACTURL CLRCUMSTANLES; SUCH AS THIS CASE A7 BAR.
TZLLEY V. STAZE, 3349 S.C. 2%, 5/ S.E.2d L89(/999); LARTER v. STa7E, 293

S.L. 538, 3632 S.£.2d 20(/997).

ARCUMENT  FZ vz

THE LOWER LOURT FAZLED 70 LOMPORT wWITH BDYKIN V. AIARAMA,
395 4.8, 138(1969); RODDY v.SIn7E, 339 S.L. 29,33, 528 S.E.2d
518, 421 (A800) WHEN 217 COMES 70 EINDING 84T wWhHETHER ZF A
DEFENDANTS GuzlTY PLER WAS ANOWINELY AnD V BLuw TARY
ENTERED. THE KeCORD MuUST £SHELISH THaT THE DEFENDANT H#D A4 Ful(
WD (OMPLETE tWDER STANDING OF THE TMPAORTANCE #ND (oW SEAUENCES
SURGINDIN & THE ZLEX,

THE VOLUN TARINESS AF THE OAILTY PLER ZSN'T DETERMINED RY
AN EXAMINATION OF A SPECZFIC INQUIRY MADE BY 7Hre SENZENELZNG
LOURT HLONE, Bul 1S DETEXMINFD AND SETTLED From Bs74 He
TRIBL. RECKD MADE A7 THE TIME AF THE GUILTY FLEA, AWD ALSd
XM THE FECORD OF THE FCR FRoCEEDING . PLTIMAN v. SIATE , 337
S0 397, Le66-0), S2Y S b.2d 23, 625 (/999). St 7HRE Zsnw7T A
GUILTY ALER TRANSCRIPT AR A PCR TRANSCRIPT AF ANV SORT
AVRZLABLE T6 ANALYZE AND LVALURTE THE INTENABLE, ZMPRUDENT,

D UNINTELLLIGENT FLEA, MD COURT CAN FORM ANY RATZ6NAL




JUDGMENT  W2THEL T SUPPIRT! Assunie Fac7s MusT Ar
SusbLR7ED BY A CONSIDERARBLE AUANTZITY BF EVIDENIE wW27HzN
AND SUROUNDING THE CASE. SIAZE v. SInG, 223 S-C. 108, 7/
S.E.2d 793 (/952 ).

AL7uns  Twndlin CE
ARCUMEN T SIX

THE LOWER [6i/8T FAZLED 7 (ONSIDER THESE L6NSTZ7 177Nl
I3SUES . THE HAPPLZICANT PRESENTS AN ALTvsl ZWwdCENCE LLAZM .
HOWEVER, THIS CLAIM MUST SHSW THAT THE EVIDENCE HE ZS
PRESENTIN . IS “MEWLY DIS COvERED’ 4R “NEWLY AvazlARLZ 4D
THAT SyCiH 2s AFFIRMBTIVE SF HIS ZWNOCENLE .

THERE HARE Twi () TYPES OF ACTuAL TMNSCENCE THAT May Be
RAZSED . _SCHLUP V. DELS, 513 LS. 299, 115 S.Ch $5/(/795) ; auD
HERRERA v (OLLINS, 506 U.$.390, //3° 3.0+ 853 (1993). A HEARERA-

TYPE LLAIM 18 4 SUBSTAN TZVE LLRIM In WHICH THe HPPLZCANT
ASSERTS A LHARE [LLAIM LF TNNSCENCE BASED SOLELY ON NEWLY
DISCOVERED. I (6N TRAST, A SLHLUP- TYPE CLAIM Z5 A PROCEDLRAL
CLAIM Zn WHICH THE HPPLICANT 'S CLLAIM OF ZNNECENCE DAFS NET
BY Z7SELF PR6VIDE A BASIS FK RELIEF, Bu7 Is INTER TWINED
W24 CONSTZTu7ZONARL ERRAR THa 7 RENDERS A DeFENIANTS
CONVILTZAM ZNVALID. SEE SLHLUP , 5/3 U.S. #7 3/5, /5 S.C+. §5/
(1995); MCOUZILEGIN V. FBRKINS, /33 S.Cf /929 (2073)

THIS CASE ZSN’7 LBaSED O A “FRGE - STANDING " AL7usl
IUNBCENCE [LAZM. THE SULREME (OURT JF 2UNZTED S72474S HAE
PERMIT TELD PETZ JZONERS TA SVERIME PROCZDLFAL R RRZERS 76
RELZEF LNDER THE FUNDAMEN 7T8L MISLAARIAGE OF JUsTZCE EXCEFTZM,
WALCH THE WZTED STHTES SUPKEME (BUR] LQUATELD wWZIH £ CLAZ
bF ACTURL ZwwdCencE. Z7 HRD ZERMIT7ED E7Z7IawERS 78 Ke Hemt D
N THE MERITS WHS OIHERWZISE wWouLD Have Keew BARRED ERSM
RELIEF BY FCEDLARL LEFRULT7S. 7HE MCALZEGIN COURT ZEXZAINED
THAT, IN THESE amD DTHER SZTURTZINS WHEKE THE MISCAPKIAGE OF
JUSTIE EXCEPTION APLLZED. WHZLE THIS CASE DIFEELS FRAM MoN Y
D7THER ACTUAL ZWNOCENCE CASES IN WHICH SnE RELY S0 A SINELE
PLECE OF EVIDENCE (B.9., DWA EVIDENCE OR THE AECAINTATZON OF THE
BNLY VZICTZIM OR wZINESS ).




THE CORT _MUST BELIEVE THAT THE MULTZIPLE FP1ECES AF
DOCUMENTS AND  NEWLY DISCOVERED EVIDENCE PRESENTED HERE,
INCLUDES 7HE RRADY FVIDENLE ) AMMUNT 7 AFEZIRMA 7IveE LVIDENLE
THAT UNBUESTIONHALY ESIFBLISHES APOLICANT’S IwNdCENCE.
SUCH EVIDENCE AIND TERMS HAvE BEEN DEFINED AS EVIDENCE TH497
WAS NOT KnswN 78 THE APLICANT A7 THE TZME OF FRZAL, PLEA,
OR B5T- TRIAL MBTIANS AND CouLd w7 XE ASwn T4 HItl Evend
WZIIH THE EXERLZSE SF DUE DILZGENLE. THEREFSRE. 7HE ALPLZCAN T
MOVE THIS COURT 76 AROCGED LY EXAMINZING A2/ Kerevaw T
MHTERZALS WMILD B& D6inb 742 KIGHT7 THING . DANSEY V. SHTE,

d0/9 TEX. AK. LexZs 908.




Lon 00l S 20N

FINALZTY MUST BE REALZIZED A7 SOME FsZN7T IN JSRDER 76
ACHIEVE # SEMBLANCE OF EFFECTIVENESS In DI SPEN SINGE TJusTZCE,
IND AT SoME TuwcTuke Jupicint REVIEW MUST STOP 4D
KELEASE THZS Znnocen7 19an ! WZTH ONLY THE veRY RAREST OF
EXCEPTIONS, WHEN THE SYSTEM HMHAS FAZLED A DEFENDAN TS
IMPRISONMENT WITHAUT RENIEW WoHULD Aveuw7 72 A AFPESS
MISCAPRIALE LF TJUusTICE.

Reslecirus ¥ SUEMLITTED,

R1pbeviLie, S.C. s/ - DLQ\

MEYEMEER 7/, 20/5 ME. LD DEIMIR Z6% /5800
LIEBER (888. ZwsT. FA-3
AsT SFFIce Bax 65
KIDBEVILLE, S:C. L9974

/0.



LERTIFILRTE OF SERVZILE

I, HAMZD DEMMIRIO, CERTZFY THAT7 I HAVE SERVED THZ
MDTZLE LF APYEHL AL WZITH THE LERTIFILATE OF SERVILE IN

DANIEL SHEARSUSE, CLERK, /3] LERVAZS Siker ], Box //330, LolumRIA,

SOUTH L6l Ik 2921 gy DEPIST T Znii # LY OF 27 z,./ THE
UNITED SiaJes Jiazl, ﬂféﬂ,ﬂz) oN  NOVEMRAR //, 26/5

gf ZZZ%Z; / fé/ 5 MR A 2D DEMMIRZO
LIZEBER [OR. ZwsT. £4-F

HsT dErzce Bax 205
RIDEEVILLE, SiC. 29474

/1.




