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THE HONORABLE BRENDA F. SHEALY RECEIVED

OR

DANIEL E. SHEAROUSE JUN 102016

CHIEF DEPUTY and CLERK OF COURT )

OF THE SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH CAROLINA S.C. SUPHE_\hiE COURT
P.0. BOX 11330 )

COLUMBIA, S.C. 29211-11330

RE:2014-CP-30-0342 NOTICE OF APPEAL

DEAR MS. SHEAROUSE/MS.SHEALY,

ENCLOSED FOR FILING IS A NOTICE OF APPEAL IN THE ABOVE CASE,
ALSO ENCLOSED ARE THE FOLLWING :
(1)PROOF OF SERCICE OF THE NOTICE OF APPEALON THE CLERK OF COURT OF LAURENS
COUNTY FOR FILING AND SENDING TO RESPONDENT{s].
(2) A Copy Of The Order([s][judgment] WHICHIS [are] to be challengedon Appeal.
(3)applicant is unable to pay the fees and costs of the proceedings and wish
to proceed in forma pauperis as in his P.C.R. APPLICATION.
[(4) THIS APPEAL IS BEING FILED WITH THE SUPREME COURT BECAUSE...(see RULE

203(d)for when an appeal can be filed with the Supreme court).]
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