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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Malory L. Hogg, an employee with the Law Offices of Ballard Watson
Weissenstein, do hereby certify that on September 21, 2012, I served a copy of the
Appellant’s Reply to Return| to Motions to Supplement Record on Appeal and
Expedite Briefing in|the above-captioned case on the following individuals by United
States Mail, with sufficient firsticlass postage affixed, addressed as follows:

Mark R. Farthing, Esquire
Alssistant Attorney General
Attorney General’s Office
Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, SC 29211

September 21, 2012 Malory 1\ Hogg U N
West Columbia, South Carolinal Paralegal ,
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