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Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Re:  Notice of Intent to Appeal from Patrick Chase Massey vs. State of South
Carolina C.A. No.: 2014-CP-23-4304

Dear Mr. Shearouse:

I was Court Appointed in the above referenced matter, and I expect that appellate defense
will handle the appeal and petition for certiorari. On behalf of my client, enclosed for filing
please find the Notice of Appeal and proof of service. I've enclosed a copy of the Honorable °s
Order of Dismissal to be challenged on appeal. By copy of this letter, | am also serving my
client, counsel for the State of South Carolina, the South Carolina Commission of Indigent
Defense - Appellate Defense Division and the Greenville County Clerk’s Office. Thank you for
your assistance in this matter and if you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,
LAW OFFICE OF R. MILLS ARIAIL, JR.
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY‘RECEWED

Court of Common Pleas

JAN 112018

Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

s.C. SUPREME COURT.
Case No. 2014-CP-23-4304

PatriCk Chase Massey .. ..uiuietiiietet e et et e e e rresreene e Appellant,

V. |

State of South Caroling ..........oooiiiiiii Respondent.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appellant appeals the Honorable Perry H. Gravely’s Order of Dismissal dismissing
Appellant's application for post-conviction relief. On November 24, 2015, the Honorable Perry
H. Gravely signed an order dismissing Appellant's application for post-conviction relief with
prejudice. Appellant, through counsel, received written notice of entry of this order on

December 18, 2015. A copy of the Honorable Perry H. Gravely’s Order of Dismissal is attached.
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R. Mills Arifil, Jr.

Attorney af f.aw

11 North Jtvine St., Suite 11
Greenville, SC 29601

Telephone (864) 232-9390
Facsimile (864) 232-9392
Attorney for Patrick Chase Massey

Greenville, South Carolina
January 5, 2016



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

RECEIVED)

APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY s
Court of Common Pleas

JAN 11 2516

'8.C. SUPREME COURT
Perry H. Gravely, Circuit Court Judge

Case No0.2014-CP-23-4304

Patrick Chase Massey........ocouiiniiitit i e e e Appellant,
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State of South Carolina ......... ..o Respondent.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Denise Tanner LaBeck, paralegal to R. Mills'Ariail, Jr., do hereby certify that on this
January 5, 2016, I served upon the below named Respondents copies of the NOTICE OF
APPEAL by depositing copies of the same via U.S. Mail, postage prepaid, Registered Mail in an

envelope addressed as set forth herein below:

Karen C. Ratigan, Esq. Greenville County Clerk’s Office
Assistant Attorney General Greenville County Courthouse
PO Box 11549 305 East North Street

Columbia, SC 29211 Greenville, SC 29601

Attorney for the State of South Carolina

Patrick Chase Massey SCDC# 358341
Broad River Correctional Institution
4460 Broad River Road

Columbia, South Carolina 29210

SC Commission of Indigent Defense
Division of Appellate Defense

PO Box 11433
Columbia, SC 29211-1433 o S[ W LAk

Denise Tanner LaBeck

January 5, 2016
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Patrick. Massey vs. South Carolina State Of D ™ 2 =)
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[J JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues-have. been tiad Ea@er@ct
rendered.
[ DECISION: BY THE COURT;

This action came-to-trial or- hearmg before the court. The issues have: been tried or heard an
a decusnon rendered
(], .ACTION DiSMISSED (CHECK.REASON)

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);

U] Rule 12(b), SCRCP;,
[ Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [ other:
[ ACTION STRICKEN.(CHECK REASON)

[ Riile 40(j) SCRCP; [ Bankruptcy:
. Bmdmg arbitration, subject to: right to restore to.confirm, vacate or modify.arbitration award;
(J Other:.

[ Rule 41(a);

D DlSPOSlTlON OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPL[CABLE BOX)
[ affirmed;

(J Reversed; (J Remanded;
[J Other::,

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE.FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT* RULING IN'THIS APPEAL.

AT IS ORDERED AND:ADJUDGED: [J See-attachied order; O ASta_t_ement}Qﬁ:‘Judgmem_by-the;C,duft'
Dated at Greenville, South Carolina, this

Court Reporier:

PRESIDING JUDGE - Peérry H Gravely.
Thxs Judgment was entered 6n ‘the ,and a copy mailed-first class.this, to attorneys of record or to parties (when
appearing pro se) as-follows:
R.-Mills Ariail Jr. |1 North Irvine Street, Suite: 1! Karen Christine Ratigan PO Box 11549 Columbia
_Greénville; SC 7960! SC29214 )
ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFE(S)

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

Paul B. Wickerisimer  Gréenville County Clerk Of Court
- Clerk of Court

CPFORM4M
SCCA SCRC P-Eorm 4 Revised 06/2008



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
o | ) C.A.'No. 2014-CP-23-4304
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )
, ' )
Patrick Chase Massey, ) o
S.€.D.C. No.:358341, ) & DoF
) o a0
Applicant, ) SRR = =R i
) ORDER OF DISMISSAL .. < m
v. ) ©w S - 3
_ ) m 5mZ
-State of South Carolina, ) — 5 o
| G )
) = o wvo
Respondent. ; 2 JANSS _%

This matter comes before the Court by way of an application for pOS‘t:'COI’lV-iE:tl;ODTZ:r_e‘liAe_f
“(PCR) filed Au_ggs’t'4, 2014. The Respondent made its return and partial motion to dismiss oni
Novenmiber 22, 2014. An evidentiary hearing was held on October. 21, 2015 at the Greenville

County Courthouse, The Applicant was present-and represenited by R. MﬂlsAriz‘aiI,; Ji.,'Esquire.

Karen C. Ratigan; Esquire of the South Carolina Office of the Attorney General represented the
‘Respondent.

/At the start of the hearing, ~the..Respondent moved to, dismiss- all claims’ the: Applicant
wished to raise related to his May 21, 2012 guilty.plea to possession-of amphetamine (2012-GS-
23-0194) This Court grantedth'e: motion; as the Applicant fi'ledfihjs‘ PCR application more:thari
oneyear after his guilty plea hearing. See S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-45(ay (2003_)_..

As:described supra, the Applicant proceeded solely upon claims related to his January 6,
2014 guilty plea. The Applicant testified on_his own behalf. Also testifying: were Kimbeily
Massey-and the Applicant’s plea counsel, Sarah M. Henry, Esquire. The Court had. before it the
guilty plea. transcript, the. Greenville County Cletk of Court records, the South Carolina

Departmentof ‘Corrections records, the PCRx;app[i_cation,_,and the return:
I
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PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Applicant is confined in the South Carolina Department. of Corrections pursuant to
orders of commitment from the Greenville County Clerk of Court. The Applicant was indicted
‘at the May 2013 term of the Greenville County Grand Jury for attempted ’fﬁﬁt—dégree ‘burglary
(2012-GS-23-7409), .two counts of breaking and enteing a moior vehicle (2012-GS-23-7410, -
-74_1‘__5), two counts .of first-degree burglary (2()_12-GS¥23.-.74‘17,--7’4;18.-),. and.ma]icious.‘f-damage{tp
personal propeérty (2012-GS-23-7420). He was represented by Sarah' M. Henry, Esquire.

On January 6, 2014, the Applicant pled guilty. The Honorable -Robin B. Stilwell
‘sentenced the ‘Applicant to concurrent terms of 15 years for attempted {ﬁfs‘_t'-d_égiqe burglary, 5

years for each:count of breaking and entering a motor vehicle, 15 years for-each count of first-

degree burglary, and S years for ‘malicious.damage to personal property. The Applicant did not
appeal. |
ALLEGATIONS

In his:application, the. Applicant éllegcs he is 'being held in custody unlawfully for the

following'reasons:

1. Ineffective assistance oﬁ.couns_el: | _
a. “[Dlelay investigating: Applicant mental efficacy, when their:was a

clear-indication of rherital héalth problem.. She:failed to-coriduct an.
) * adequaté ifivestigation.” '
2. Involuntary guilty plea “‘due to ‘mental ‘illness and misunderstanding. of
-counsel advice.”

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This: Coirt 'has had the opportunity to review the:record:in its entirety aiid has heard the
testimony and arguments presented- at theé: PCR hearing. This Court has further had. the

opportunity: to observe each witness who testified at:the hearing, and to.closely -pass ‘upon their

w



credibility. This Court has weighed the testimony accordingly. Set forth-below are the relevant
findings of fact and-conclusions of law as required by S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-807(2003).
Ineffective Assistance of Counsel/Involuntary Guilty Plea

The ‘Applicant alleges his guilty p'le'a was involuntary and that he received ineffective
assistance-of counsel. In a PCR action, “[t]he: burden. of proof. is on the applicant to prove. his
‘~allegat»ions by a preponderanice of the: evidence.” Frésier-'v. State, 351 S:C. 385, .389; 570 S:E.2d
172, 174 2002).
| ‘F'o”r an applicant to be granted PCR as a r‘esuli of ineffective- assistance of counsel, he
must: show ‘both: (1) that his counsel. failed to render reasonably effective assistance undér
prevailing professional norms, and (2) that he was prejudiced by his counsel’s iﬁ'effé_gtfi?e.

‘performance. _S_e_q;Sh‘ickland,y. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S. Ct. 2052 (1984); Porter v.

-applicant must prove that counsel’s representation was below the standard of réasonableness.and
that, but for:counsel’s unprofessional errors, thereis a reasonable probability that he would not

have ple'd--fgui'lty' and would have ‘insisted on going to mal Hill.v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52, 58-59,

106°S. Ct. 366,370 (1985).
__ To be knowmg and voluntary a. plea must be éntered:with.a full understandmg of* the

'charges and’ the consequences-of the plea. Boykin v. Alabama, 395 U'S.. 238; 24344, 89'S. Ct.

1709, 1712 (1969); Dover 'v. State, 304 S.C. 433, 434, 405 S.E.2d 391, 392 (1991). When

determining-issues’ relating to-guilty pleas, the court will consider the éfitire record, including the

transcript of the guilty plea, and the evidence -presented at'the- post-conviction relief hearing.

Anderson v. State, 342 S:C. 54, 57, 535 S:E.2d 649, 657 (2000) (citirig Hatres v. Leeke; 282 S.C..

131,318 S.E.2d 360 (1984)).



The-Applicant-stated he discussed his charges, evidence, and miedical records with plea
counsel. The Applicant stated he “was. blacked out” during these crimes -and warnted a
psychiatric evaluation. The Applicant stated plea counsel said -an evaluation was unnecessary,
‘The Applicant ‘admitted he and plea counsel discussed that he drank alcohol while ‘taking his
medication (he stated he was taking a variety of psychiatric medication at the time) and that plea
counsel told him .neither voluntary -intoxication -nor insanity ‘were defenses in his case. The
Applicant stated he told plea counsel he did-not understand. their conversations. The Applicant
stated he was unhappy with plea courisél but did not tell. the plea judge because he did :notv
understand the law. The Applicant stated he believed: he was pleading guilty to a 15-month
senténce because plea counsel told him he was pleading to 15' and he assumed ‘that meant
~months. The Applicant admitted .he had two prior convictions’ and a- subsequerit ‘probation
‘revocation and did not have.competency-evaluations before any .o'f-.ﬁiese.-coun-:appear‘ances‘;

Kimberly Massey, the Applicant’s mother, stated the Applicant had, mental health
counseling since he was 14 years old. Mrs. Massey stated, she had several conversations with
plea counsel and they discussed the Applicant’s 'mental status. Mrs. Massey stated plea counsel
said ‘there: was no defense because. the, Applicant was drinking alcohol while taking his
m:dig_a;iq'n’s. Mrs: 'Massgy stgggq ?lé_a_- cggnscl ‘tojld:_them:‘~,the,;recommendati0n"waS:.for‘1-5 ‘years
aﬂd- that‘counsel-had said the Apphcant was facing a sentence-of 15 years:to life imprisonment if
he went to trial.

Plea counsel testified she was appointed in ‘August 2012-and represented the. Applicant on
notes. reflected shc.had”a- least a dozen conversations with the Applicant — in jail, in person, or

through video conference. Plea counsel testified they discussed. the- State’s evidence, the:

"ot



charges, and.the sentencing ranges. Plea counsel confirméd the Applicant said he blacked out
during the crimies. Plea counsel testified there were no viable defenses in this case and that,
while she explained to the Applicant that voluntary intoxication:was.not a defense, he did not

like: this: ?1,6,2' counsel testified she obtained his medical records. Plea counsel testified his most

Tecent records indicated the Applicant was depressed and anxious and- that he self-diagnosed as

_ha_vin_g post-traumatic stress disorder). Plea counsel testified she also noted: the hospital:records

from the.day of the Applicant’s arrest indicated-the' Applicant self-diagnosed as having bipolar
depression. Plea counsel testified the:Applicant did not need an evaluation. Plea counse] testified

she has ?lii'er',:clvién;'s,r'evaq, sign,-and:date their plea offer and that the Applicant signed and dated his.

.offer twd inches below-the: recommiendation for 15 years. Plea couns‘d-’t_ést_iﬁed the Applicant.
knew: the recommendation was for 15 years and that he was facing a mandatory minimum

sentence of 15 years. Plea counsel testified she had no-difficulty’ communicating with the

Applicant and that he appeared: to understand their discussions and the plea proceedings. Plea

counsel testiﬁedjthe,App‘licant_‘. was engaged.during the'guilty plea hearinggand shesaw no‘fed

flags.”

A.
o Inmally, thxs Court notes the Apphcant admltted to. the plea Judge that:he was guilty.
(Plea transcript, p. 7) The. Apphcant alsotold the plea judge that he understood the:trial fights he
was waiving in pleading guilty, was satisfied with counsel, and had not been coerced-in-any way.
(Plea t,ranscript; Pp.3-4; pp.7-8). This Court finds there is o evidence: in the guilty ‘plea
transcript. to-support the Applicant’s assertion that he was did not understand ‘the- guilty plea
hearing. Rather, the Applicant-told the: plea judge he understood the: questions that had been

asked and answered. (Plea-transcript, p.7). This Court finds the plea transcript has refuted this-



aue_gamm; See Stalk v. State, 375 S:C. 289, 300, 652 S.E.2d 402, 407 (Ct. App. 2007); sée also

Rayford.v. State, 314 S.C. 46, 48-49, 443 S:E.2d 805, 806 (1994) (where transcript-of giilty plea

proceeding refuted applicant’s claim that he did not understand: the terms of'a pléa bargain, grant
of PCR was inappropriate notwithstanding applicant’s claim lawyer. misadvised him). This
Court further: finds the Applicant entered a knowing and voluntary guilty plea. See Boykin v.
‘Alabama, 395 U.S. at243-44,89.S. Ct, at 1712.

B.

This Court finds the Applicant.failed to meet his burder of proving plea counsel did not
properly review and-discuss: his case.. Plea counsel testified. they reviewed the State’s. ev'i‘dence,:
the charges, the sentencing ranges, .and the Applicant’s medical records. Plea counsel testified
there was no viable defense. in this case. Plea counsel testified she explained to the Applicant
that voluntary-intoxication ‘was not a defefise fo these:charges. This Court finds plea counsel’s
testimony is- credible. This Court finds plea counsel thoroughly reviewed the .casé with the
Applicant and explained the facts of his case did not leid themselves to a defense. This Court
ﬁnd'sfthé;Appli’cam has failed to demonstrate what else: plea counsel should have done to.review

and prepare his case. See Davis v. State, 326 S.C. 283, 486 S.E:2d' 747 (1997) (denying relief

where apphcant faxled to present wn.nesses or spemﬁc testimony- estabhshmg he would have had
a. defense w1th addmonal time to prepare for trial); Skeen v. State, 325°'S.C. 210, 481 S.E.2d 129 |
(1997) (holding applicant:not entitled to relief where no evidence presented at PCR héarinig to
$how how additional preparation would have had any-possible effect on‘the result at-trial).
C.
This Court.finds the Applicant failed to-meet his:burden of proving plea counsel should

have had him undergo a competency -evaluation. Plea counsel testified she, received and

pr
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reviewed the Applicant’s medical records. ‘Plea counsel testified she did not believe -an
evaluation was necessary. Plea counsel testified she saw no red flags in her interactions with the
Applicant and that he appeared.to understand both ‘their discussions:and the plea hearing. “This
Court finds plea ;couﬁsel’s testimony is: credible. This Court notes the Applicant.admitted he did
‘not receive evaluations before his 2007 and 2011 convictions or before the proBation revocation
hearing held one month after he pled guilty in this case. This Court notes that, while the
A‘pplicant argues he should have been evaluated because ‘he “blacked ‘out” and:could not recall
committing the crimes, it'is clear this was the result of his own conduct. A-review-of both the
jplea transcript and plea counsel’s testimony indicates the Applicant was taking certain
‘prescription medication, had-been advised not to dfink alcohol while taking this medication, and
proceeded to become intoxicated and commit these .crimes. (Plea transcript, p.11; p.14). A
competency .evaluation would likely have ‘been of little use-in this: scenario. Regardless, as the
,Ap_p’licant failed to present either a. competency evaluation or expert -testimony at the PCR
hearing; this.Court:cannot speculdte on the outcome that such may havé had upon his case. See,
.8, Lorenzen v, State, 376°S.C. 521, 530, 657 S.E.2d 771, 777 (2008) (finding that, as -the

applicant failed to present any expert testimony at the: PCR hedring, “it is merely speculative that

these allegedly favorable expen thnesses would have aided in his defense™); Dempsey v: State; -
»§363 S.C. :365, 370 610 S.E.2d 812 815 (2005) (finding that, as the applicant faxled to have an
expert testify at the evidentiary-hearing, “any finding of Pprejudice is merely-speculative”),
D.
This Court finds the Applicant failed to méet his burden of proving plea counsel
misadvised him about-the. plea recommendation. While the Applicant stated he believed he:was.

pleading ‘guilty in exchange for a recommendation of 15 months imprisonment, this Court.does

s



not find his testimony is credible. Mrs. Massey testified there was a 15-year recommendation.
Plea counsel testified it was a 15-year recommendation, the Applicant knew this, and the
Applicant, signed the plea offer conveying this recommendation. This Court-also notes the
Applicant did'not object at:the plea hearing either when the: judge advised the minimumsentence
for. ﬁr‘st-dqg_r,ee ‘burglary was 15 years or when the Stéte:.n‘oted"m‘e recommendation was 15 years.
(Plea transcript, p.5;p.12). This Court finds the Applicant cleaily knew he was pleading.guilty
in éigh_qﬁ_gg for:a 15-year rccommendatipn. This Court finds:that, even assuming:arguendo that

‘pléa counsel misadvised the Applicant about the: recommendation, ‘any error was.cured by the

pléacolloquy. See Holden v. State, 393 S.C. 565, 575, 713 S.E.2d.611, 616 (2011); Bumnett v.
‘State; 352 8.C. 589, 593-94, 576 S.E.2d 144, 246-(2003).
E.

-Accordingly, this Court finds the Applicant has failed to prove the. first prong. of the
Strickland test — that plea counsel failed to render reasonably effective assistance under
prevailing professional norms. The Applicant failed to.present specific and compelling-evidence

"**that"pléa.'codn’sé-l commiitted either errors or omissions. in his representation of the Applicant..
“This. Court-also finds the Applicant has failed to prove the second.prong of Strickland ~ that he:
) ' wa§ -prej Qdi_c’gd by :pl_e__a .co,ug_sel»’s .,perfo;man‘ce.
o This Court cénclﬁdés»--fl‘iéj,Appli-cz;ni;-ha.s -not.met h’i§i burden-of proving counsel failed to

render reasonably effective assistance. This Court also concludes the Applicant has failed to

meet his burden of proving his guilty plea was not knowing and voluiitary. See Frasier v. State,
351 S.C. at389, 570 S:E.2d at-174.
Defective Indictments
This Court finds the Applicant’s argument that the Grand Jury: was not.scheduled to

s
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convene when his indictments weré signed. is without merit, While terms of court are technically
prescribed by statute, this Court notes general sessions. matters may be transacted ‘during
‘common pleas  terms of court and vice: versa. See S.C. Code Ann. §§ 14-5-410, -420 (Supp.
2003). In‘addition, a grand jury may meet at any time ordered by a circuit judge. See S.C. Code:
Arn. §§ 14-5-910 to -940 (allowing for terms of court" not provided for by law); see also Order
No. 2011:02:04-01 (S.C. Sup. Ct. Order dated Feb. 4, 2011) (authorizing chief judge for
administrative piirposes to .“geterpﬁn‘e l}'i(:’:"‘dvg'i‘t'es_]fpr the convening of the grand juryin the various
couﬂties; within the judicial circﬁit’f). Accordingly; a: grand jury-is not-unlawfully ‘impaneled
simply because: it does not. meet-during a term of court as provided for in sections: 14-5-620 to -
820 See State v. J effcoat',,26 S.C. 114, 1 S.E. 440, 441 (,1887,_':)».(_“[M']e’r_¢1y Changing"ﬂle"ti'me for
holding the court did not make the grand jury-illegal.”).

Furthermore, a presumption of regularity-attachés to proceedings in the.Court.of General

Sessions. Pringle v. State, 287 S.C. 409, 411, 339 S.E.2d 127, 128 (1986) (citing: State v. Biitt,

235 8.C.395, 111 S.E.2d 669 (1959); State v. Jones, 211 S.C. 319,'45.S.E:2d 29 (1947); State v..

Waring; 109 S.C. 52, 95 SE. 143 (1918)). Absent evidence to the ‘Contrary, the court must.
presume that-a properly returned indictment is valid. Statev. James, 321 8.C. 75,472 SE '2:d'38’
i 40 (Ct App 1996) (citations ormtted) The Apphcant s mdlctments are vahd on’ thelr face
- ‘because they state all the necessary elemems of the crimes, the date of the. offenses and.the name
of the acciised. Id. at 75, 472 S.E.:2d 4t 40. Likewise, the indictments aré stamped “True. Billed”
-and signed by the foreman. Pringle, 287 S.C. at 410, 339 S.E.2d 4t .128. Thus; the Applicant has
failed to:meet his Burdén.of proving:his indictments were defective orrunl'awful‘iy: obtained.

All Other Allegations

As to.any and all allegations that were-raised in the,a_p,pli,cation ‘or atthe-hearing in this

pr



matter: and ‘not: speciﬁcally addressed in this Order, this Court finds the App_licant failed io

present any testimony, argument, or evidence at the hearing._ regarding’ such allegations.

Ac_cordingly; this Court finds the Applicant has ’abankdoned’ any such ‘allegations.
‘CONCLUSION .

Based on all the foregoing, ‘this Court finds and concludes' the Applicant. has not
established any constitutional violations: or deprivations before or ‘during his guilty plea -and
sentencmg ‘proceedings. Counsel was not deficient in any manner-and the Apphcant was.not
prejudiced. by counsel’s representation. Furthermore, the Applicant’s guilty plea was entered
knowingly ‘arid“voluntarily within the mandates of Boykin. Therefore, this PCR-application riist
‘be denied and dismissed.with prejudice:

This Court advises the Applicant that he must file a'notice-ofiintent.tof appeal within thirty
(30)-days from the receipt-of this Order if he wants to secure appro’pr-iaté appellate review. His
atterition is also directed to Rules 203, 206, and 243 of the South. Garolina Appellate-Court Rules
“ for the.appropriate procedures to follow after notice of initent to appeal has been. timely filed.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. That the application for post-conviction relief be denied and
dismissed with prejudice; and

2. That:the Applicant bé:remanded to the custddyi'bf‘thé’iR'espéndéﬁt,

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this £ day of /VMMA 2015.

/Vﬁ%ﬂ 4

I{erry H. Gravely
~Presnd1ng_Judge o
Thirteenth Judicial Circuit

J1 v W,-South’ Carolina.
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