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(May 7, 2015.)

THE COURT: All right. We got Terrell McCoy
versus North Charleston police department.

Mr. McCoy, how are you doing today?

THE PLAINTIFF: . Good. How are you doing?

THE COURT: Nice to see you. |

THE PIAINTIFF: Thank you, and you too.

- THE COURT: All right. Tell me briefly

what -- this is a motion to dismiés?

MR. DeANTONIO: A motion to dismiss based on
the statute of limitations.

THE COURT: #All right. For the record, state
who 1s here —-

MR. DeANTONIO: Chet DeAntonio. This 1s
Robin Jackson on behalf of the defendants.

THE COURT: Okay. If's a motion to dismiss
on the statute? _

MR. DeANTONIO: Yes, sir. He fiied the Tort
Claims Act alleging that grossly negligently the
defendants failed to produce, I guess, exculpatory
evidence at his criminal trial. He was convicted in
February of 20009.

THE COURT: What have they failed to prcduce
to you?

THE PLAINTIFE: Sir, it's not what they
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North Charleston police department and the detective.

failed to produce, it's what was destroyed in my case. 1

would like to state that the'defendantfs motion to
dismiss is without merit.

THE COURT: Well, let me hear him first, and
I'11l listen to you, okay?. Let me hear you on your
motion.

MR. DeANTONIO: The solicitor failed ta-

produce a 911 tape, but I guess this suilt is against the.

- So at the retrial in 2009 where he was
convicted, they had a motions hearing where he brought up
the issue that they had asked for the éll tape that
hadn't been produced, that —- the solicitor said he had:
néver seen it and that 1t was probablyAdestroyed because
it had been over three years.

So at that time,_in 2009, he was.aWare that
there was a tape that was made and was exculpatory and
that wasn't being produced, so I would argue the statutc
of limitations began to run February 2009 when he was
convicted, so this claim was brought six years léter.

THE COURT: When was he tried?

MR. DeANTONTO: February of 2009. That was 4
retrial. The first trial ended in a hung jury in —- |

THE COURT: February when, 2000 when?

MR. DeANTONIO: 2009.
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THE COURT: What date in February?

‘MR. DeANTONIO: The.6th.

THE COURT: February 6, 2009 was the trial?

MR. DeANTONIO: Yes, Your Honor. That was
the conviction date. |

THE COURT: All right. When did he file the
lawsuit?

MR. DeANTONIO: February 18th, 2015.

THE COURT: When did he serve it?

MR. DeANTONIO: I know the detective was

.served later, on April 1lst. I know the defendant was

served on —-

THE COURT: April 1st, 20157

MR. DeANTONTO: It shows the individual
officer. I know the agency was served prior to that.

THE COURT: So sometime prior to April 15th
the agency had been severed; is that correct?

MR. DeANTONIO: Yes.

THE. COURT: So you're saying February 6th,
2009 would be the —-- I guess the latest, 1s that correct,
the date that he was convicted?

MR. DeANTONIO: That it began, yes.

THE COURT: Did he make the request during
that trial for that 911 tape? Where did it come up

before? I've seen you in here before talking about the
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911 tape.

THE PLAINTIFF: Actually, when I first came
up before you, I filed a lawsuit on the Freedom of
Information Act. |

THE COURT: That's right. Freedom of
Information Act. When did you file that lawsuit?

THE PLAINTIFF: That was filed in 2000 —- -

THE COURT: You tried to get it under FOI.
They said they didn't have it, so I dismissed your
lawsuit, if I remember correctly, right?

| THE PLAINTIFF: You made them produce certain
evidence in my lawsuit, ahd after I received that
evidence, the lawsuit was dismissed, but I think that
action was filed in —— I'm tiying to find it right now —-

THE COURT: Are you familiar with that one?

MR. DeANTONIO: Yeah.

THE PLAINTIFFEF: It was filed in 2013.

THE COURT: 2013. All right. And What did
he sue on this time? What was the'causé of action?

| MR. DeANTONIO: Just gross negligence under
the Tort Claims Act against the police department.

THE COURT: Because they failed to produce
the 911 tape? )

| . MR. DeANTONIO: I guess for destroying the

evidence.
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THE COURT: Okay. "How does he allege he was

damaged?

MR. DeANTONIO: Well, he said —— I guess the

-disclosure would have been useful at the trial. It could

have exonerated him, and he's basically saying that the

911 tape would have rebutted the testimony of one of the

State's witnesses, and because of that —-—

THE COURT: Was it available at the first
trial?

MR. DeANTONIO: It was not. It was never
produced at all. ) |

THE COURT: All right. Mr. McCoy, there's a
one-year statute of limitation on the state Tort Claims
Act. _

'THE PLAINTIFF: If it may pléase the Court, I
would like to state that the defendant's motion to
dismiss is without merit.

First; the defendants state that the civil
action is disqualified by the statute of limitations
South Carolina Tort Action 15-78-10.

.This is not true, Your Honor. I was
convicted February 6, 2009, and my Standby,couhsel filed
a timely appeal. My appeal was denied by the Court of
Appeals. |

THE COURT: What did you appeal on,




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Mr. McCoy, do you remember?

THE PLAINTIFFE: Yes, sir. It was that I

can't knowingly and intelligently waive my right to

effective counsel. I represented myself in that trial.

THE COURT: And the Court of Appeals denied
the direct appeal?

THE PLAINTIFF: It was denied in November
2011. My appellate counsel filed a petition for
rehearing, which was denied on December 19, 2011. He-
then filed a petition for writ of certiorari in the South)
Carolina Supreme Court, which was denied on March 6,
2013. _

THE COURT: March what?

THE PLAINTIFF: March 6,'2013, The remitter
was issued to a lower Court on March 8, 2013, affirming
my loss of liberty, loss of employment, loss of
reputation, et cetera. 1 filed the civil action against
the defendants in 2014.

Your Honor, the defendants‘also allege that I
was aware of —-

THE COURT: Hold on a second.

THE PIAINTIFF: I'm>Sorry.

THE COURT: All right, Go ahead.

THE PLAINTIFE: The defendant also alleged I

was aware of the destruction of the 911 tape recording
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during my trial in February of 2009. This is not true,
and the defendants cannotnproduce any evidence today
which will show me or my standby counsel, Lorene Proctor,
was aware of the destruction of the 911 tape which could
have exonerated me at my trial.

Your Honor, from reading the defendant's

motion to dismiss, it seems that they're saying that I

was aware of the destruction of the 911 tape recording as

what I claim as my lawful pursuit under South Carolina
code 15-70-30(f). This is not true.

The destruction of the ‘911 tape recording by
the defendant would be an essential element in the
ﬁegligence action, which are duty of care owed by the
defendants to the plaintiff, the breach of fhat duty by a
negligent act or omission, and damage would be caused by
a breach of duty.

Negligence, gross negligence, intentional,
conscious failure to do something —-

THE COURT: All that may be true, Mr. McCoy,
but you still got a time limit on filing it. _

| THE PLAINTIFF: But I said the remitter was
issued to the lower Court on March 8, 2013. The civil
action was brought -- »

THE COURT: Did the tape come up in the

direct appeal?

N i
k // ‘ : < S
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THE PLAINTIFF: No, sir.

THE COURT: Did you.file a PCR? .

THE PLAINTIFF: Filed a PCR, yes.

THE COURT: The grounds for the PCR was what?\

THE PLAINTIFF: That —- I had got Solmany
grounds.

THE COURT: Well, éoncerning that tape, was
that raiéed‘on the PCR? |

THE PLAINTIFF: That's one of my issues.

THE COURT: What is the status of your PCR?

THE PLAINTIFF: That's pending.

THE COURT: Has it been heard?

THE PLAINTIFE: Not yet, sir.

THE COURT: All right. So you don't have a
hearing date yet.

THE PLAINTIFE: NO’. sir.

THE COURT: What did you put in the
PCR concerning the 911 tape not'being produced at trial,
or did you? |

THE PLAINTIFF: I filed my PCR like five days
after the remittitur was handed down to the lower Court
in 2013. |

THE COURT: What did you say? You got a cory’
of your aﬁplication for PCR?

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir.
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THE

COURT':

then hand it to me.

THE PLAINTIFEF: I didn't actually find out
that the 911 tape was destroyed until I filed a lawsuit,
and I received my interrogatories on June 20, 2014.

- THE COURT: When did you find out it was

destroyed?

THE PLAINTIFF: June 20, 2014 from the city

THE
THE
THE
THE
interrogatory.

to see it.

THE,
McCoy?

THE

THE
mﬁrder?

THE

‘THE

represent you on a PCR?

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir. I have —- Rodney

of North Charleston.

COURT':

PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir.

COURT':

PLAINTIFF: Yes} sir, during the

I got the evidence right here if you want
COURT :

PIAINTIFF: Murder.

COURT':

PIAINTIFFEF: Yes, sir.

COURT':

- Davis is representing me in that case.

Hand it up to the bailiff and

June 20, 20142

Was that the FOI hearing?

What were you charged With, Mr.
Okay. They convict you of

Socmebody been appointed to
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THE COURT: Okay. I don't remember what you

said about how you felt like this 911 tape would clear
you. What —-- you told me an FOI hearing, but I don't
know what you said.

THE PLAINTIFF: If you would like me to
explain —-

THE COURT: Just tell me what you think the
911 tape had to do with the trial. |

THE PLAINTIFE: The 911 tape —- well,}it
would have disclosed the name of a witness who called 911
and reported what she seen under the excited utterance.
I don't know what rule it would fall under, but she
called 911 and stated that the guy who got shot got shot
outside first, and he ran to an apartment and he banged
on the door, and he got shot gun inside his house.

" But the witneés who testified against me, she
gave two statements first. She gave two statements, then
she gave another statement to the police department. In
her first statement, she said me, along with two other
guys, was inside her house and we was drinking, doing
drugs along with her and that me and this guy got into an
argument and -—-— |

THE COURT: Well, did she pick you out as the
shooter?

THE PLAINTIFF: No. She states that —— she
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identified me as'being her boyffiend, Travis Johnson's,
brother. I don't havé no brother named Travis Johnson,
and that's how the police is in it. She said Sleezie,
saying that I was her boyfriend, Travié Johnson's,
brother. I did not have no brother named Travis Johnson.
So the warrant that they have —-

THE COURT: Well, how would that 911 tape
have made any difference whether you were involved in the
shooting or not? N

THE PLAINTIFF: Because the evidence at the
crime scene, 1t showed that the door had been kicked
opern. fhe_crime scene pictures show photos of the door
crack open, photos of the blood all over the floor, but :
she stated that -- the witness, the State witness that
testified against me, she said that we was all inside the
house and I shot him inside the house and ran out the
house.

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Thank you. I
Just couldn't remember what you.told me at the last
hearing. - | | _

THE PLAINTIFF: Also, Your Honor. There was
DNA evidence in that case. I just submitted my claim
form on March -—- I mean, on April 25th because -- also
for the same thing, because there was DNA evidence that

was found at the crime scene. Detective Angela Bunker
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said she couldn't test it and she didn't collect the

evidence, specific evidence, 'cause they wasn't trained
back in 2008, 2006, to collect evidence at the crime
scene, SO thereforé the blood that was on the window, on
the bédroom.window, which was blood smeared into that
room —-— |
- THE COURT: I understand, but that's —- the

issue is not what your cause of actions are, the issue 1is
whether you submitted it timely, okay?

THE PIAINTIFF: I just amended my complaint.
T amended my complaint. _

THE COURT: Well, Mr. McCoy, you either had
to start within the time period or you don't. The
question in your case is when does the time start
running, okay?

THE PLAINTIFF': .March 8, 2013.

THE COURT: I know that's your position.
Their position is much earlier, okay?

THE PIAINTIFE: Right.

THE COURT: Okay. Let me read this. You're
too verbose, but I'm reading it.

All right. I've scanned it real quick. Did
you raise the issue about the destroyed evidence in here?

THE PLAINTIFF: They destroyed the

construction of the blood DNA and —-—
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THE COURT: But you didn't mention the tape?
THE PLAINTIFF: Because I didn't know that

the tape was destroyed until June 20th of 2014 when I

filed the FOI.

THE COURT: Bailiff, give this back to
Mr. McCoy. All-right. Mr..McCoy; when did you first -
know about thé tape because you filed a FOI to get the
tape. _

THE PLAINTIFEF: No, sir. I didn't file an
FOI to get the tape. I filed the FOI to get information .
from the dispatcher Gene Fowler because they told me
there was two Gene Fowlers that worked for the North
Charleston police department at the time I filed my
subpoena. I have that also. I have the document if you
want to see that too.

Beth Willard, she's with>the city of Nerth
Charleston, I asked for a printout of all the officers
who work for North Charleston department with that same
name and last name. They told me that's when they told
me, boom, we only have one person that works named Gene
Fowler; therefore, they lied to me. They lied they're
me, sO theréfofe she's in contempt of Court because she
never came they're my trial.

Also, during my interrogatories, I asked the

question, and then during my interrogatories, I asked,




10

11 |

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

well, can you please teli me the date when the 911
tape -- first I asked him was the 911 tape -- yoﬁ want a
copy of that?

| THE COURT: 1T don't need it. Just tell me.

THE PLAINTIFF: I asked them, was the 911
tape destroyed? They said yes.. And I said, could you
please tell me the date, the month, the date, and the
year —-—

'THE COURT: So absent the interrogatories —-
you put in an interrogatory Was the tape destroyed? |

THE PLAINTIFF: Asked them was the tape
destroyed.

THE COURT: And the interrogatory said it
did.

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir. 2And then I asked
them, can you please tell me the month, the date, and the
year? |

'THE COURT: What was the date you found' that
out on interrogatories?

THE PLAINTIFF: June 20th of 2014;

THE COURT: That's when you got the
interrogatories?- F

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir. I got it right
here if you want they're see it.

THE COURT: All right. [T'll take your word
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for it. All right. Anything else you want they're tell

me?

THE PLAINTIFF: They told me the month, the
date,land the year it was destroyed, June 21, 2011.

THE COURT: All right.

Leﬁ me hear you. Whehvdo you think you first
found out about the tape?; | |

MR. DeANTONIO: Well, the public defender
requested and recei&ed the Rule 5 production in the
criminal case sometime between April —-

THE COURT: In the Rule 5, did it say there
was a tape available? '

MR. DeANTONIO: There was a summary of what
the 911 tape said, so that's when they became aware that
there was a tape and they requested they're get a copy <f
the actual recording. |
| THE COURT: Did the public defender request 4
copy of 1t? | |

| MR. DeANTONIO: The complaint said he

requested a copy from the solicitor's office. Whether

that information got back to the police department, who's

the named defendant in this case, I'm not exactly sure.

| THE COURT: But, anyhow, the type was never
produced under Rule 5 —-

MR. DeANTONIO: Correct.
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- tape. At the motion hearing at the retrial where they

- did argue a motion outside the Jjury, solély on this

THE COURT: -- to your knowledge?

MR. DeANTONIO: To my knowledge.

THE COURT: Okay. You don't know if he knew
that or not? | |

MR. DeANTONIO: He knew in 2008 that he
didn't have the tape, that it existed. They had been -

asking since 2006. He knew at some point there was a

issue, he heard from the solicitor, I believe.

The complaint says that Mr. Wetmore, the
solicitor, told the judge he never heard the 911 tape and
that the tape recording is kept for a certain period and
then they're destroyed, so this tape presumably was just
taped over.

THE COURT: Was the motion hearing for the
State they're produce the tape?

MR. DeANTONIO: At the retrial in February of]
2009.

THE COURT: All right. So his attorney made
a motion for the State they're produce the 911 tape, had
an in camera hearing?.

MR. DeANTONIO: Correct. At that trial he
did represent himself. The public defender was sitting

with him.
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THE COURT: So Mr. McCoy asked for the 911
type in that hearing in camera?

MR. DeANTONIO: Correct.

'THE COURT: And what was the judge's ruling?

MR. DeANTONIO: I do not have that
information, just limited complaint.

THE COURT: Well, did the judge order the
tape produced or not? Was Mr. McCoy told it was
destroyed at that time or not?

MR. DeANTONIO: I believe the solicitor said
it had been destroyed. He had never seen 1it.

THE COﬁRT: Well, did the solicitor say that,
and what did the judge order?

MR. DeANTONIO: I'm just working off the
complaint. I don't know exactly what the solicitor —--—

THE COURT: You're working off of his
complaint?

MR. DeANTONIO: Correct.

THE COURT: All right. I'm trying to find
out when he first knew about the destroyed type. I knowv
he knew about it when he was before me on the FOI, 'eause
I ordered it produced, and we had a conversation. I
don't know who the attorneys were, and they produced
certain things.

And at that point in time, 1in open cou:i,
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whoever was representing the city said that it had been '
destroyed. Now, I know that he knew it at that time.
I'm trying to determine when he actually knew it was

destroyed. So I need to know what happened in that in

camera hearing.
MR. DeANTONIO: He says in the complaint that]
he was told by the solicitor at that motion hearing that
it had been destroyed. “
THE COURT: That's in the transcript or in
his complaint? )
MR. DeANTONTO: Tn the complaint.
fHE COURT: 1Is that right, Mr. McCoy? Is
that in your complaint? I'm going to have to read 1it.
THE PLAINTIFF: You can read it, but I happen
to have a copy of my transcript. It was not a motion
hearing for the 911 tape. It was a motion hearihg
because we subpoenaed the dispatcher, Gene Fowler, and
during that hearing, Judge Honorable Roger Young was,
like, well, being that she's here today, he asked dude -~
he asked the solicitor, do y'all —— being that she's nc!
here, do y'all have a 911 tape?.
| And Mr. Burns Wetmore, he was, like, weil, I
never heard of a 911 tape. I don't know if it's here or
not.

THE COURT: Is that what's in the transcript?
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THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir.

"THE COURT: You got it in the transcript?

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir. |

THE COURT: You got the page and line?

THE PLAINTIFF: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: Give it to the bailiff. Let me
look at the page and lihe. |

THE PLAINTIFF: .Start from 630, 631, to page
634.

THE COURT: See, he's well prepared. Y'all
aren't.

MS. JACKSON: Your Honor, this is simply a
complaint and motion to dismiss.

THE COURT: I understand.

Having read the transcript from the seéond
trial during the in camera hearing, I thihk it's pretty
clear on page 635, line 25:

The Court: From what I understand, it
doesn't exist. Ms. Proctor said back when she used to
represent you her office tried to obtain it and were
informed it didn't exist, so, again, it's one of those
deals where if you had it, I would let you play 1t;
however, it doesn't exist. I can't create 1it, okay?

Mr. McCoy's answer is: Yes, sir.

Now, what was the date of the trial at that




time? I'm going to find that Mr. McCoy'knew that the
tape had been ——- not necessarily destroyed, but knew it
did not exist —-- I'll giVe‘this back to Mr. Mchy -—
according to the transcript of the trial, and I'll grant
your motion to file outside the statute of limitations.
| Thank you so very much.

MR. DeANTONIO: Thank you, Your Honor.

MS. JACKSON: Your Honor, would you like us
‘to submit an order?

THE COURT: Yeah, and please put the language
in that I just quoted.

THE PLAINTIFF: Saying what page?

THE COURT: Hand me the transcript, and I'll
get a copy of that for you.
| THE PLAINTIFF: My argument is that they
deétfoyed it.

THE COURT: Well, it was —-— you knew it
wasn't available. Whether it was déStroyed or not, it
wasn't a&ailable.

THE PLAINTIFF: That's not my argument, Your
Honor. That's a motion to produce. I didn't know that
they destroyed it. |

THE COURT: Well, you'll have to take that ug
on a PCR, okay? This lawsuit is different from a PCR.

All right?
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Mr. McCoy, hang on. i'll give you a copy.

THE PLAINTIFF: I would like to appeal.

THE COURT: That's fine. You're welcome to
do that, okay? |
- THE PLAINTIFF: And I. would like to get a
copy of the transcript.

THE COURT: Okay. That's fine.

THE PLAINTIFE: But you're saying -— I don't
understand. I'm not really understanding what you're
saying.

THE. COURT: Mr. McCoy, don't play like you
don't understand.

THE PLAINTIFFE: This is my life and liberty.

THE COURT:  You've done a good job. I
understand it's your life and liberty. You've been .
before me two or three times. I've been impressed with
how prepared you are. Don't sit there and act dumb,
okay, 'cause you're not. You're very smart. You know
what's going on.

What I said, it's very clear in the
transcript that you knew the tape did not exist at your
second trial. At that point in time, the statute starte-
running as far as this lawsuit is concerned.

THE PLAINTIFF: They didn't produce it at mm

trial. I didn't know that they destroyed it. There is
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nowhere in that transcript saying that the 911 tape was
destroyed. '
| THE COURT: Okay. Well, we're talking about |

a play on words. You knew it was not available. I'm not
going to argue with you.

THE PLAINTIFF: I'm just going to appeal .—-

THE COURT: Please appeal and have a good
life, okay? Thank you very much. Hang on and I'l1l brir. j
your —-- get your copy back to you, okay? |

THE PLAINTIFF: So you're saying I knew it
was destroyed in February? That's crazy, man.

I appreciate it. TI'll file an appeal. I
been through this before.

THE COURT: I'm sorry?

THE PLAINTIFE: I been through this before.

THE COURT: Okay. You sure have.

Thank y'all very much.

(Whereupon, the proceedings were concluded. )

wd
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I, the undersigned Amanda K. Haffenden, RPR, CRR,

Official Court Reporter for the Ninth Judicial Circuit of
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record of all the proceedings had and evidence introduced.
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the Circuit Court for Charleston County, South Carolina,

on the 7th of May 2015.
I do further certify that I am neither of kin,
counsel, nor interest to any party hereto.

July 22, 2015

W/

Clrcuyg/agrrt Reporter




| Ex\a?l;?{# 2

s STATE OF SOUTH CARGLINA THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

~

S SR
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON DOCKET NO. 2014-CP-10-7706

TERRELL I.. MCCOY
Plaintiff
vs.

NORTH CHARLESTON POLICE
DEPARTMENT

Defendants

e M N N M e M M e e e e’ e S e e e et St S

TRANSCRIPT OF RECORD

December 2, 2015
Charleston, South Carolina

BEZFORE:

THE HONORABLE DIANE S. GOODSTEIN, JUDGE

A PPEARANTCE S:

TERRELL L. MCCOY
Pro se Plaintiff

KEVIN DEANTONIO, ESQ.
ROBIN JACKSON, ESQ.
Attorneys for the Defendant

~ A JOYCE C. RUEGER, CVR-M

4 /“- : Circuit Court Reporter



INDEX TO PROCEEDINGS

PROCEEDINGS

MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND JUDGMENT
Remarks by Mr. McCoy
Remarks by Mr. DeAntonio

Reply by Mr. McCoy

CERTIFICATE OF THE COURT REPORTER

INDEX TO EXHIBITS

No exhibits were introduced

PAGE: .

16
20

27



(jB

N

O 0 N N A W

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Terrell McCoy v North Charleston Police Department
Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment-Remarks by Mr. McCoy

‘December 2, 2015 -

PROCEEDINGS

THE COURT: Okay. This is a motion to alter or
amend a judgment? Is that what this is?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Whose judgment is it?

MR. MCCOY: Judge Nicholson, ma’am.

MS. JACKSON: Your Honor, Judge Nicholson asked to
have another judge hear it because his current law clerk
is Brook Burroughs, which is Sandy Senn’s daughter and so
he asked to not be required to hear the motion.

THE COURT: I got you. Okay. That’s the
disébility of a judge under the rules. And I think under
that circumstance then I can hear it. All right, yes

sir, I'm listening to you.

MR. MCCOY: Yes. How you doing today ma’am?
THE COURT: I'm doing fine.

MR. MCCOY: I filed a Rule 59(e) because ---
THE COURT: -—— I'm going to ask you to stand

because it’s easier to hear and I need my court reporter
to be able to.

MR. MCCOY: Pursuant to Rule 59(e) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure I move this court with
a motion to alter or amend the‘judgment and make a
finding of fact in conclusion with the law pursuant to

Rule 52(a) and correct any mistake pursuant to Rule 60 (b)
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in the record.

THE COURT: Right.

MR. MCCOY: On May 7, 2015 the Honorable Judge
Nicholson made a ruling dismissing the plaintiff’s case

on the ground that the plaintiff’s complaint was barred

by the statute of limitations pursuant to the South

Carolina Tort Claim act 15-78-110.

THE COURT:  Okay.

MR. MCCOY: First plaintiff complaint and summons
were timely filed pursuant to the Tort Act 15-78-10
through 110 and Bayle that is speiled B-A-Y-L-E v South

Carolina Department of Transportation South Carolina

Court of Appeals 2001 344 s.C. 115. Under the discovery
rule which allowed that the statute of limitation begins
to run when a cause of action reasonably ought to have
been discovered and absolute certainty that a cause of
action exists is not required before the statute of
limitation begins to run.

In this case plaintiff was not made aware of the
destruction of evidence, the 911 tape which could have
exonerated him at a trial until June 20, 2014 when he
filed this civil action against the same defendants for
failing to respond to plaintiff’s Freedom of Information

Act request, see Terrell McCoy v City of North

Charleston, case number 2013-CP-10-06876 as exhibit 1.
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THE COURT: .Okay.

MR. MCCOY: During that case Judge, Your Honor.~
plaintiff moved for interrogatories during the discovery
process and later learned that a 911 tape recording did
exist but was later destroyed in order to hamper the
defense, see exhibit 2 question 3-12 -- question 3,
answer 12.

During the May 7, 2015 hearing the defendant argued
that the plaintiff knew of the destruction of the 911
tape recording at his retrial in 2009. The defendant
offered no evidence but alleged plaintiff was aware of
the destruction of evidence at his criminal trial, see
May 7, 2015 hearing transcript —-— I did order that
transcript and I'm still waiting for the court reporter
to send me the transcript for the May 7, 2015 hearing we
had in front of Judge Nicholson so that you can review
that record and see why he dismissed my claim. But I'm
actually getting to that and you will see what happened.

Judge Nicholson made a ruling in favor of the
defendants and dismissed the civil action. Judge
Nicholson read plaintiff’s retrial transcript page 635
through page 636 during the hearing and made a ruling
stating that plaintiff knew of the destruction of the
evidence. This is not true, see exhibit 3 the trial

transcript page 635 line 25 through page 636 lines 1
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ryithrough 7. During the plaintiff’s retrial Judge Young

stated the 911 tape recording did not exist and that his
attorney was informed also by the Solicitor’s office it
did not exist. If plaintiff was made aware of the
spoliation during the retrial he could have requested a
jury charge on spoliation of evidence. The judge could
have asked the jury to draw inferencerwhether the
evidence destroyed prejudiced the plaintiff’s case.

The plaintiff also subpoenaed the dispatch and Jean
Felder [phonetic] testified about the 911 call she
received but was told there were two Jean Felder’s
[phbnetic] that worked for North Charleston Police
Department so the subpoena went to the wrong person, see
trial trénscript page 631 line 17 through 25 through pagé
632 —— and I'm sorry I don’t have it. I think that’s in
the record already.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MCCOY: Plaintiff later discovered there was
only one Jean Felder [phonetic] who worked at North
Charleston Police Department during this lawsuit against
North Charleston Police Department and Freedom of
Information Act claim. So North Charleston Police had
to hamper the defense in order to obtain a conviction,
see exhibit 4, which is a letter I have which is exhibit

4.
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THE {@OURT REPORTER: Sir, could I' gét you to go a
little slower please? Speak a little slower please.
Thank you.

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am. Judge Young asked was

there a 911 tape recording and Solicitor Burns Wetmore

stated he never heard one. Judge Young then stated he
could not create a 911 tape because it did not exist, see
trial transcript page 631 through 636. The word exist in
the American Heritage College Dictionary third edition
means to be present unde£ certain circumstance or in a
specified place occur, Latin term E—X—I—S—T—EQR—E, E-X-I-
S-I-S-T-E-R-E to come forth, be manifest, or to stand.

If the Judge would examine the word spoliation in
the Black’s Law Dictionary he would see that' the two
words have different meaning. Also see destruction,
which means the act of destroying or demolishing, the
ruining of something.

My claim was dismissed because he said I knew that
the evidence was destroyed at my retrial. The Solicitor
and the Judge stated that the evidence did not exist so
there was no cause éf action right there. I have
evidence that a cause of evidence existed which is why I
could bring a claim to the court. If there is no
evidence that a claim existed I can’t come to a court and

argue that they destroyed something and they violated my
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Constitutional rights if I don’t have evidence totﬁéck up
my claim therefore I did not know at my trial theyﬁhad
destroyed this evidence.

THE COURT: In other words just to be sure I'm
following you, - in other words what you’re talking about
is there is a difference between evidence not existing
and evidence being destroyed; yes?

MR. MCCOY: Correct.

THE COURT: If evidence -- for example not existing
means maybe it never existed.

MR. MCCOY: It never existed; that’s my ---

THE COURT: —-—— and maybe it didn’t exist because-
if’was destroyed. But what you’re saying is when the
Judge is saying it didn’t exist that doesn’t put you on

notice of anything other than it didn’t exist —---

MR. MCCOY: -—-- exactly ---

THE CQURT: —-—-- not the reason for the failure to
exist ---

MR. MCCOY: --— yes, because it was never told to

my lawyer or to me ---

THE COURT: -—= I'm with you ---

MR. MCCOY: ——— that the 911 tape was actually
destroyed ---

THE COURT: ~—— I got the distinction. In other

words your position is that knowing -- to be told that a
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| tape doesn’t exist does not put you on notice that it was

in fact destroyed.

MR. MCCOY: Yes. At the Supreme Court, yes ma’am.

THE COURT: I got it. I got your argument
completely. Now you can continue.

MR. MCCOY: Okay. And therefore I was not able to
—- after like two or three years later I started ---

THE COURT: —-—- now you’re going to have to slow
down now so I can follow you.

MR. MCCOY: Like two or three years later —---

THE COURT: -—-— two or three years later ---
MR. MCCOY: -—— I started doing my ---
THE COURT: -—-—- PCR?

‘MR. MCCOY: No, I started doing research -- my
appeal was still pending. I filed an appeal ---

THE COURT: --— 1 got you —---

MR. MCCOY: —--—- so while my appeal was pending in
the Court of Appeals I was doing my search by due
diligence through the court and through like different
agencies trying‘to find if this evidence really existed

because I had paperwork, I had a dispatcher’s report ---

THE COURT: -—— slow down a little tiny bit.
MR. MCCOY: I'm sorry.
THE COURT: You’re just getting excited and your

brain in moving very fast and you mouth is keeping up
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with yghi brain. Tell your brain to Slqw down. You’ve
got time} you don’t need to rush, okay. .

MR. MCCOY: Okay. I went through the Freedom of
Information Act and I later diséovered that there was a
911 tape. In fact after I asked them to do the
interrogatories and asked them can you please tell me the
date and time that the 911 tape was destroyed -- well, I
asked her what happened to the 911 tape first and they
told me it was destroyed.

Then I said can you please tell me the date, the
time and year that the 911 tape was destroyed and they
told me it was destroyed on June 25th of 2006; two months
and 15 days after my public defender Ms. Lori Proctor had
filed a Brady motion with the Clerk of Court and with the
Solicitor’s office. So it was destroyed like two months
and 15 days. So the State was already on notice that we
wanted the 911 tape but then it was destroyed because the
evidence could exonerate me and get me free.

THE COURT: I'm following you. Now, let me ask you
this question.

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: When you’re talking about having served
——- you did a couple of things. You made some freedom of

information requests.

MR. MCCQY:  Yes, ma’am.

10
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THE COURT:'?*But you also served some
interrogatories? ..

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: In what litigation were you asking
those interrogatories?

MR. MCCOY: In the freedom of information. When I
first étarted the Freedom of Information Act I wasn’t too
familiar with the law I sent a request for them asking
for soﬁe requested information pertaining to my case.

THE COURT: Under the Freedom of Information Act?

MR. MCCOY: Under the Freedom of Information Act
but they never responded -——=

THE COURT: —-—— which you don’t have to have a
lawsuit to do; it’s just a freedom of information
request.

MR. MCCOY: They never responded to my request so I
sent an appeal. Once I sent my appeal in they never
responded to my appeal so after that I filed my lawsuit
pursuant to the Act and that’s when I started moving for
interrogatories, requests for admission, and production
of documents. I received the information about the 911
tape was destroyed which I never knew it was destroyed.

I just thought they never produced it. That’s a
different claim. I thought they -- that would have been

an issue for my PCR; failing to produce something under
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Brady -- but then a tort ——%
THE COURT: -~— now’you’re going to have to slow
down.

MR. MCCOY: A tort occurred when they destroyed it
and that became negligence.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MCCOY: Therefore, that’s when I filed. Once I
found out June 20th, 2014 that it was destroyed that’s
when I filed this lawsuit against North Charleston Police
Department for violating my Constitutional rights and
destroying this evidence. I feel like I fell within the
timeframe because I didn’t find out until June 20th, of

2014 -—-

THE COURT: --— T get it -=--
MR. MCCOY: -—- that the tape actually was ---
THE COURT: --— I got your argument. In other

words the difference is not existing as opposed to being
destroyed. And so I gather it went to trial?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Okay. So you went to trial?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: And at the trial you want the 911 tape
that’s when the Judge makes the comment I can’t create
something that doesn’t exist; it doesn’t exist?

MR. MCCOQY: It never existed.

12
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HE COURT: I got you. And that’s what you
understand? |

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Okay. So the trial goes forward and
are you convicted?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Okay. And then you go to SCDC?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Okay. And while you’re-at SCDC then
you file your appeal?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: While the case is on appeal you begin
to ask questions. You ask under the Freedom ofl
Information Act tell me about this tape did it exist or
didn’t it exist; And you don’t receive an appropriate
response so you file your suit under the freedom of
information act. |

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: And then under answer to
interrogatories you then receive specific information
about the tape. That’s when you get that specific
information that the tape was destroyed at a particular
time?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Let me ask you this question. So

13
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1 | you’re on appeal:-at the Court of Appeals? e

2 MR. MCCOY:. Yes, ma'’am.

3 THE COURT: And all this is going on?

4 MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

5 THE éOURT: So you haven’t filed your PCR?

6 MR. MCCOY: No, ma'am.

7 THE COURT: So what happened with the PCR?

8 MR. MCCOY: I go to my PCR on December 14th; in 12
9 |days.

10 THE COURT: Okay. Now is all of this included in
11 | your PCR? 7
12 MR. MCCOY: Yes. I have that included as

13 | statements conduct for failing to produce evidence under
14 | Brady v Maryland.

15 THE COURT: Okay. Do you have counsel in your

16 PCR?

17 MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am. I have Mr. Rodney Davis
18 | ma’am.

19 THE COURT: Rodney Davis?

20 MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

21 THE COURT: He knows about all this?

22 MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

23 THE COURT: Okay. I'm just getting the lay of the
24 | land here. And so when Judge Nicholson heard this civil
25 |action the tort action Judge Nicholson dismissed it as

14
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being untimely filed as -a cause of action for the tort?r;?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am. He read off what was read
in the transcript on page 636 when he said that it said
it didn’t exist. Ms. Proctor stated that when she went
to the Solicitor's office they stated it didn’t exists so
therefore we were not aware that ---

THE COURT: ———»that’s what you were on notice to do
more examination, more —---—

MR. MCCOY: -—-- investigation ---

THE COURT: -—— investigation to see what that
meant; did it not exist or was it destroyed?

MR. MCCOY: Right.

THE COURT: Got you, I'm with you. I got it.
MR. MCCOY: They never came out and said ---
THE COURT: -—— T got you -—-

MR. MCCOY: ——- occurred and destroyed evidence.

We didn’t know that.
THE COURT: I'm with you. I think I got what I
need from it.

MR. MCCOY: Okay.

15
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o+ THE COURT: I got it. Your position is that Judge
Nicholson was correct because that..colloquy by the court
and the knowiedge that Ms. Proctor would have had from
the Solicitor's office that it didn’t exist would have
been information that would have put her on notice to do
further investigation to see what that means. It dbeén’t
exist'what does that mean? Does it mean it was
destroyed? Does it mean it never existed that there was
a malfunction of the 911 system, etcetera?

MR. DEANTONIO: That’s essentially correct. I mean
in the transcript of that hearing ---

THE COURT: -—— of what hearing?

MR. DEANTONIO: The criminal retrial February of
2009. Lorelle Proctor at éne point says they had asked
for the tape and they said that the tape was coming. She
says there were problems with delay and by the time I
think‘they realized they didn’t have it I think it’s been
destroyed because we never could find one.

THE COURT: And what is that date?

MR. DEANTONIO: That was February of 2009 at the
retrial. So that was a hearing outside the jury’s
presence when they started talking about why this 911
call hadn’t been produced. So if’s our position that at
that time in 2009 they were aware that the tape existed,

it hadn’t been produced, it should have been produced,

16
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and basically®eéveryone seemed to think it had been
destroyed pursuant to some kind of retentidn“policy in
the normal course of -- the tape had been taped over I
guess aftér 90 days.

THE COURT: Okay. So let me ask you this
guestion. The retrial when your case was at the Court of
Appeals while you’re asking the questions under the
freedom of information is that an appeal from the first
trial or the second trial?

MR. MCCOY: The second trial.

THE COURT: Okay. I just want to make sure I got
all the information. I’m going to let you argue fully
but let me let him. Yes, sir?

MR. DEANTONIO: Also, they had in their possession,
the CAD report and so there was a brief description of
this 911 phone call and so they knew that the call had
existed, it had been —-- there were notes about what waé
said in that call. So he was going to call the
dispatcher to testify as to what the dispatcher heard on
that call. So he knew that the recording existed at that
time. It just wasn’t produced. The argument is that in
February of 2009 they knew that they were not receiving a
911 recording that existed.

THE COURT: I got you.

MR. DEANTONIO: So there is no question that they

17
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MR. DEANTONIO: Your Honor, it is 2015.

MR. MCCOY: It was.served on the defendants in 2015
but was actually filed with the Clerk of Court in 2014.

MR. DEANTONIO: The file stamp on the complaint
says 2015.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. DEANTONIO: The FOIA litigation was I believe
2014.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. MCCOY; Can I say something?

THE COURT: As soon as I process -- let me process
the date. TIt’'s like math with me; T have to process it
and hold on to it.

[Whereupon, the court reviews documents]

THE COURT: Yes, sir. Anything else?

MR. DEANTONIO: What’s that?

THE COURT: Anything else from you?

MR. DEANTONIO: I mean just the Solicitor and the
Public Defender said at that hearing thatdfhey believed
it had been destroyed because the retention period had
passed.

THE COURT: I got it. Okay.

MR. DEANTONIO: And he knew ;t had existed at some

point because they had the CAD report.

19
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THE COURT: Okay. I got 'it. And I'm listening to

 you.

MR. MCCOY: Yes ——-

THE COURT: --— and I want to be really clear with
you about something because I think it’s réally, really
important. I just had to do this in my head; this is not
the PCR. This is a whole different issue.

-MR. MCCOY: This is the negligence -- this is for
the negligence, this is for negligence.

THE COURT: That’s right.

MR. MCCOY: For destroying evidence ---

THE COURT: -—~ that’s right. |

MR. MCCOY: He stated that the Solicitor and Ms.
Proctor knew at my trial that it was destroyed. Mr.
Burns Wetmore stated that he never heard of a tape. He
never checked for a tape. They don’t know if it had been
destroyed or whatever. He said it was his theory that it
was destroyed because three years had élready passed.

Second, in any criminal case if there is evidence,
whether it.is exculpatory or inculpatory, that evidence
must be held and sent to the Solicitor's offiée. That
evidence must not be destroyed. And this is in
accordance with the police policies and procedures that
evidence must be held until litigation is over and must

be ——- the Judge has to be the one to order that that

20
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evidence is destroyed.

THE COURT: I know what you’fe talkino. about. 1In
that whole line that argument is your PCR argument.

MR. MCCOY: Yes.

THE COURT: It really is. Don’t forget that. That
is your PCR. argument. Are you with me?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Because here’s the difference; here’s
the difference. The difference is under the discovery
rule what the discovery rule says is that you have three
years if you serve the notice and the tort claim out
within the year and then its two years. Y'all help me;
two years once you send the notice and —-—-

MR. MCCOY: ——-- when it’s reasonable the evidence
should have been discovered.

THE COURT: And what the discovery rules says is
that it’s the information that would put a person on
reasonable —- Mr. reasonable person oﬁ notice that there

needs to be more investigation done to figure out whether

or not —--—-
MR. MCCOY: -—— a cause of action exists ---
- THE COURT: --- exactly ——-
MR. MCCOY: ~~- and that’s what I did ---
THE COURT: - exactiy, exactly. The question

really then gets to be what happened at your second trial

21
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civil case; I want yow to do that too. But you got: a+wPCR
coming up and I jusi-want to be real straight with you
that you keep those separate; you’ve got to keep those
separate. .

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Because the civil temporal stuff, the
statute of limitations is a real different issue than
what arises in the PCR because through your freedom of
information request action you learned that very specific
time which is I think, and this is my commentary, a lot
more important to the PCR than the civil action because
it’s important. It’s more important I think to the PCR
action because this language, this conversation that is
going on during your second trial the question is does
that put a reasonable person on.notice -- and what’s the
date of that again; that’s in 709?

MR. MCCOY: It’s February 5th or 6th of 2009.

THE COURT: Of 2001972

MR. MCCOY: Yes.

THE COURT: So the question is I think probably it
probably did start taking on your civil case at that
point rather than allowing you the éeriod of time to do
the freedom of information investigation. I"11 think
about that and I‘11 do some research. I don’t wanf you

to think I'm -- I’'m not making a decision today.

23
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MR. MCCOY:  Okay.
THE COURT: But what I want to be so straight with

you about is that’s a whole different issue than on your

PCR.

MR. MCCOY: I know that.

THE'COURT: For that PCR that’s a big deal I think.
I don’t know what -—- I can’t possibly know that but I

think the fact that you went forward for Constitutional
purposes and learned that at the time that the Brady
motion was sent it still existed. That’s important for
your PCR. Don’t forget that. Don’t let your lawyer
forget that.

MR. MCCOY: Thank you. Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: But I'm going to do some loékiﬁg to see
if -- what does that mean? How much more -- would you be
afforded the time if you are then that reasonable person?
And that reasonable person then undertakes to find out
that information, that additional information and in
order to do that you had to send a FOIA request and then
in order to -- and additionally you héve to do additional
things like file suit under the FOIA does that in-fact
extend the time for the discovery? Do you see what I'm
saying?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Or at that point must you then file

24
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Terrell McCoy v North Charleston Police Department
Motion to Alter.-or Amend Judgment-Reply by Mr. McCoy - ::.
December 2, 2015

suit andffhen find out more during discb&ery. I don’t-
know thé‘énswer to that. 1I’11l do some ldoking and I"11
do some research on that issue. But I just —-- this is
your civil case. I just want to be real clear what you
do and don’t get confused about the FOIA in your work
vis-a-vis the PCR. Do you see what I'm saying?

MR. MCCOY: Yes, ma’am.

THE COURT: Okay. I think I’ve got the issues.
Is there anything glse you want to tell me?

MR. DEANTONIO: One additional thing. I did want
to mention that the initial FOIA request that was sent
out wasn’t sent out for I mean I guess four years after
that retrial. So when you’re talking about a reasonable
time to investigate whether a cause of action exists that
FOIA ——-

THE COURT: --- I'm going to take a look at it to
be sure but I -- and I don’t know that I’l11l change Judge
Nicholson but I’m going to look at it to be absolutely
fair to you sir. I"11 take a look at that because I
doﬁ’t know that the civil case exists but again don’t —---

MR. MCCOY: -—— I just want to ask that you take
into consideration that when they told me that it does
not exist I’m going by the terminology of exists; When
they tell me it doesn’t exist ---

THE COURT: --- I got it ---
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Terrell McCoy v North Charleston Police Department
Certificate of the Court Reporter
December 2, 2015 L SRTY:

CERTIFICATE 8

I, the undersigned, Joyce C. Rueger, Officialgu
Circuit Court Reporter for the Ninth Judicial Circuit of
thé State of South Carolina, do hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true, accurate, and complete Transcript of
Record of the proceedings had and evidence introduced in
the trial of the captioned case, relative to appeal, in
the Court of Common Pleas for Charleston County, South
Carol}na on the 2nd day of December, 2015.

I do further certify that I am neither of kin,

counsel, nor interest to any party hereto.

May 10, 2016

Joyce C. Rueger, CVR-M

Court Reporter
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN'THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

v ., ) ——— NINTHIDICIAL-CIRCEIE————————.
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO. 2013-CP-10-06876 -
R ) ~ '
Terrell McCoy, _ )
Plaintiff, ) o
: ) CITY OF NORTH CHARLESTON’S
Vs. - ' ' )  RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF’S .
‘ )  SECOND INTERROGATORIES
CITY OFN ORTH CHARLESTON; ) :
NORTH CHARLESTON POLICE )
DEPARTMENT!, ' )
Defendants. )
)

To: Terrell McCoy
'NOW COMES, the Defendant, City of North Charleston (hereinafter “the tity”)
- and North Charleston Police Department (hefeinafter “NCPD?”), by and through counsel,
answering Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Prodﬁctioh , réceived Feb'r.uary 13,
2014, as folidws in accordance with Rules 33 and 34 of 'tﬁe South Carolina Rules of Civil

7
Procedure”:

1. Can you please tell.me whether or not the Plaintiff sent a letter the .City of North
Char]estop, SC Legal Department, on September 3, 2’01‘3, seeking the procedure
- the 911 dispatchers procedure??

ANSWER: The plaintiff's letter is dated September3, 2013,

S

Did the Plaintiff receive the pfoceduré the 911 dispatcher must follow when
receiving an emergency call in relation with a homicide'iri 2006 and North

Charleston Police Department dispatcher’s procedure. If not, Explain why,

! The City of North Charleston (“the City™) is the real party in interest as the NCPD is a mere department of
that entity.

* The City has made a good faith effort to fully answer these discovery requests based upon currently
available information. The City expressly reserves the right to amend and supplement these responses.



ANSWER:

. Was the 911Japg ICCOI‘de—(CAD OPERA—"llmN—m:DnW#QQO 0361625 for

March 25, 2006 destroyed‘7

ANSWER: Yes

. The letter the Plaintiff recejved from_ Tonia Mallette Afrom Charleston

Consolidated 911 Center does not explain the procedures the 911 dispatcher must
follow when receiving call in relation with a homicide in 2006. But you stated in
the Plaintiff first Interrogatory #4 and 5 it does. Can you please explain?
ANSWER: When the center receives a call, the call is processed by the call taker.
It is then sent to the appropriate (pohce fire, EMS) for dlspatchmo the
appropriate resource.

Can you please send me a copy of the approve FOIA request the defendants dent -
to NCPD, requesting the retention period for the 911 tapf: recording for 20067

ANSWER: See attached.

. NCPD, did you ever receive a copy of the appfove FOIA Request that Beth

Woodall forwarded to your offiée on August 26, 20137

ANSWER: Yes.

Can the defendants explain why the March 25, 2006 911 tape recording, (CAD

OPERATION_REPORT -# -2006036162)- was ~destroyed “before “the retention

period?
ANSWER: The 911 tape was erased and reused in accordance with the 90

retention period. The CAD Report was purged in accordance with the three year

retention period.




8.

Can the defendants explain whether of not “dispatchers” receive the 911 caller’s

9.

10.

11.

name when é 911 call is received?: '

ANSWER: Yes.

When a dispatéher receive a 911 call from a caller reporting a crime, is that
caller’s identity kept confidential? If yes, exblain why?

ANSWER: Yes. All emergency ;elephonc calls remain confidehtial and used
only for the purposes as niéy be needed for police, fire, EMS, or other emergency
sérvicés. The recording; should not be ;eleased tlo any other parties without court
6rder or subpoena.

Would this caller identify be made available to the Solicitor’s office in Charleston
County if the case was sent to trial.

ANSWER: Yes.

Can you please point out the section, in City’s Exhibit #2 [NC Record Retention
Schedule] .where it states the retention period for 911 tape recordings?

ANSWER: NCPD-33 Voice Tapes page 16

Are both defendénts represented by Deputy City Attomey, Frances Austin, in this
civil action?

ANSWER: Yes, NCPD is a mere department of the entity, City of North

12.

Charleston.
Can you tell me exactly what date, month, year the 911 tape recording (CAD
OPERATION REPORT #2006036162) for March 25, 2006 was destroyed?

ANSWER: Recording June 25, 2006; CAD: March 25, 2009




13. According to ‘the North Charleston Police Department Records Retention

ated-February-2000.Was tie schiedule revised in
120067 If yes, please produce the North Charleston Police Department Records

Retention Schedule for 2006.

ANSWER: No, it was not.

14. Can you explain why.my request, requesting for CAD OPERATION REPORT,

dispatch log no. é006036162, and documents concerning the procedure a 911
dispatcher must follow when taking a call was not sent to NCPD Or never

answered?

ANSWER: No.

Deputy City Attorney
City of North Charleston

PO Box 190016

North Charleston, SC 29419-9016

North Charleston, South Carolina
June?)-{ |, 2014
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R 2| THE COURT: Finished? R S
| MR. WETMORE: = Yes, SiFd
| THE COURT: Okay. Redirect? ., ~ 3

« . *7 MR, TERRELL McCOY: No, sir. |

" THE COURT: AIl right. You can step down.
';“ﬂDo you have another witness? = K

MR TERRELL McCOY:
* All right.
THE COURT:

3
i

No, Your Honor. Hold on,

All right. I'm going to send

the case.
(In open court, jury not present.)

MS. PROCTOR: He has something about a

; i
witness he'd like to address with you.
~  THE COURT:

MR. TERRELL McCOY:

What would you like to tell me?
We subooenaed a Jamwes

Fowler He or she 1s a dlspatcher that works for the

\\ ?_

23

24 |

25

| there were two J. Fowlers. I don't know how that
happened. . They got two J. Fowlers that work for the
North.CharleSton‘police department, so the subpoena went

to another J. Fowler, and I needed that witness to -

:L_North Charleston pollce department, but I found out that: ;

R

testify that a female made the call to the 911 dispatcher




peee oy s A diveld

oy P |

A

band I needed that testlmony They're saylng that person
)doesnét work for the North Charleston pollce department

—‘Js’-rﬂ_ g

'Lthey re not going to allow her to testify. State is not

ﬁ:?the correct 3

- would stipulate to the report so we woghdn't need to get

beeause-#e-was% aid—that-a-male-mad a—#h;ﬁ- Cadd
)3'+I want the record to show a- female called at

:9:49 stating that her door got kicked in and not a male,
no_more - They said it's two of them work there, and —-
but they sald she's on leave and they don't want ——

g01ng to allow her to testify, but I subpoenaed her.
‘THE COURT: Have you been able to subpoena

tness®?

.—A,%;

MS. PROCTOR: Let me clear it up.

MR. TERRELL McCOY: I think it's only one.

- Ms. PROCTOR There are two, but we
subpoenaed the wrong one. I had asked the state if they

her, and the state said even if she came, they are

objecting to her testimony anyway because it would be

hearsay for what she is having to say. f&ﬁﬁéyclﬂzigugégf

(LD Azsmyy SENSE Trish

KL

g

24

- on with the case. If they're going to object to her

25”'have a 911 tape?

So T wanted to clear that up so we could movdl

testifying anyway and she's not allowed to, then we don't
need to go find her. She's dispatch.
THE COURT: She's a dispatcher? You don't




MR. TERRELL McCOY:

I 1N
'g z;stape. If you ldok at'the'witness list on the bottom, it
' % 31 have the 911 dispatcher tapé from March 25, 2006. Now |
;?b};@ “they 're saylng they don't -- what you tell me? They
| \g 5 don t &ecord them? I know they record -—- t‘hose -cal-ls are
$-\f§ supposed to be recorded and I wanted that recorded to

16

17

RS

19

;”rlng 1t up SO the jury could hear that recording and
é};hear that a female did call and adv1se that someone

.kicked in her door.

WS PROCTOR: We had tried three years ago to

Flnd the dlspatch tape. We never were able to get the
911 tape, and;l;don t believe the solicitor's office ever]
@Eg_gge_gll_ggge_egther. All we have are the writings of
what was on -- |
MR. TERRELL McCOY: What was said.
MS. PROCTOR: What was Saig%during the
dispatch, saying a female said the door was kicked in.
It's my understanding the state is going to say that was

hearsay, right?

MR- WETMORE: - That's —correct; Judge. Ms:T
Proctor asked if T would stipulate to the information
that the dispatch call received, and I said that I

wouldn't because it would come ffom a caller; and to get
that evidence in, he wouid need to put the caller on the

stand to say what she saw.

I_subpoenaed the-911. 1§
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‘ﬁ;;eharleston to ‘see if they have it?

I have‘never—heardfa—Qll—taee T koew
they're kept for a'certaln period of tlme and then
they re destroyed It's all digital, to my :

understanding, and

inl three“’eers have passed. I

don't Wow if it's there or not, but I don' # have it.
THE COURT: Have you checked with North

' MR. WETMORE: I have not asked for it, nor

have I subpoenaed, no, sir.

THE COURT: Have you?

MR TERRELL McCOY: I asked for it.

MS PROCTOR When there was a prev1ous
solicitor in the case, I said were you getting the 911
tape? It's coming. There were prdblems with delay, and
by the time, I think, they realized they didn't have it,
I think it's been destroyed, because we%heyer could find
one.

THE COURT: Back when you used to represent
him, y'all looked for it?

Tl
- ' !
! é
.

~ 20
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25

you have the 911 tape? Are we going to get the 911 tape?

‘“t“‘"—"ﬂﬂS“‘PROCTORV” Yes, "and "I have gone through my
old notes about how many times I had asked Greg Voigt, do

And we thought -- I thought he had it, but what we've
got, what he had was the written words off the 911 tape.

We still don't know who the person is that called in. We
nﬁi& a1 Tk‘:\;’(, 'y F“vri Pmlﬁ(’ A h'rw,.‘:' 5.‘; ., ,’ - ;"Jé’ C’%}l ‘ﬂ%

'?0\ et
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19

- the wi%ness testifying, not to what the cogﬁenfs were,

- of paper Ms. Proctor showed ybu was —— it's called a CAD

male was C2, wpich I assume is code for shot. She does

assume it was?maybe one of the neighboréﬁy;
~THE COURT: All right. So let me see if T

understénd this‘right, Mr. Wetmore. ' You'ie-objecting to

but that it was a male or female voice?

MR. PETER McCOY: No, Your Honor. The piece

report, or a dispatch report, and they asked if I;wduld‘b
stipulate to a female call, advising she heard someone

banging on the door, and the door flew up and a black

not know who he is.

And I said I would not stipulate to that
information because I don't know who sald this. I don't
think that person is here to testify ﬁo Ccross—examine, Sso
I céuldn't stipulaﬁe that that informéﬁ?bn was correct
because I think it would be hearsay.

MS. PROCTOR: We weren't saying it was a

female called in. We're just saying the sheet of paper

20

21

22

that says what the dispatch received --

THE COURT: We couldn't bring somebody in
just to read what is on that. |

MR. TERRELL McCOY: I wanted the 911 tape to
be heard. ' \

THE COURT: I understand, but from what I
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witnesses that you intend to call?

when she used to represent you, her offlce tried to
obtaln 1t, and they were informed it dldn t exist. So,
again, it' 5 one of those deals where if you had 1t, I
would l%t you play it probably, but if doesn’ t ex1st, I
can't create it. Okay?- _ )
- MR. TERRELL MCCCY: Yes, sir.
THE COURT: Now, do you have any other

MR. TERRELL McCOY: No, sir.

THE COURT: Have you made a decision about
whether or not you want to testify?

MR. TERRELL McCOY Yes, sir. I'm not going
to testify.

THE COURT: Let me go over a couple of things
with you, I'm required to go over withsgou. You
ﬁnderstand when you are arrested in thig country that you
do not have to testify. |

-THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir.

20

21

22

23

Do you understand that?

THE COURT: You understand that you dom't
have to prove enything.

THE DEFENDANT: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: ALl right. 2And the state is

required to prove your guilt peyond a reasonable doubt.

ey



) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) , - :
) . CASENo. 2014-CP-10-07706 . A
Terrell McCoy, #256070 ) 2, V4
. NS -
' ) Cr}‘ '% ® @ :
Plaintiff, )  ORDER DENYING MOTI@ ,<To @
vs. ) RECONSIDER o 4,
.~ ) | /’0}"'?"’% %
North Charleston Police Department, et al., ) \ O o
) %%,
Defendant. ) a
)

This matter éame before this Court by way of Plaintiff’s Motion ;o reconsider Judge J.C.
Nicholson, Jr.’s order 'disﬁlissing Plaintiff’s complaint with prejudice. Judge Nicholson recused
himself from this motion and the parties went forward with this motion to reconsider before this
Court. The Plaintiff argued that he was not aware that the 911 tape at issue in this matter was
destroyed until June 20, 2014 and therefore under the discovéry rule this matter should not be

time barred. The Plaintiff was at the very latest put on notice that the tape was destroyed in

February 2009 at a motion hearing during the Plaintiff’s trial. Consequently, the Plaintiff’s.

motion does not raise any novel issues for the Court’s consideration
Therefore, the Plaintiff’s Motion to reconsider is Denied!

AND IT IS SO ORDERED!

, February% 5 ,2016
molina
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——— STATEOF SOUTH CAROLINA-————— —| — IN-THE-COURT-OFE-COMMON-PLEAS
| FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON  CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2014-CP-10-7706
TERRELL MCCOY, #256070, oF B
e =7
Plaintiff, AR <Y
_ . ' 0% “rg:::}
v, : - ORDER PNt
NORTH CHARLESTON POLICE S ®
DEPARTMENT AND SERGEANT | @
THOMAS DECKARD,
Defendants.

This matter came before the Court oﬁ a Motion to Dismiss filed by North Charleston
Police Department and Sergeant Thomas Decker (“Defendants”). The Court heard arguments on
the Motion on May 7, 2015. Present at thé hearing were Kevin DeAntonio and Robin Jackson
for the Defendants and Térre]ln McCoy, pro se (“Plaintiff’). After hearing érguments and
reviewing the filed Complaint and Motion to Dismiss, this Court hereby granis Defendarits®
Motion to Dismiss.

Plaintiff filed this action agz;inst the governmental ;iefendants pursuant to the South
Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Cdde'Ann. § 15-78-10 to -220 (“TCA”), which “is the exclusive
and sole rehedy for any t.ort cosunitied by én employee of a governmental entity while acting

within the scope of the employee’s official duty.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-200. “[A]ny action -

brought pursuant to [the TCA].is forever barred-unless-an-action is-ecommenced-within-two-years
after the date the loss was or should have been diécovered.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-1 10.
The date on which discovery of the cause of action should have been made is an
, objective, rathier than a subjective, question. Hackworth v. Greenﬁlle Cnty., 371 S.C. 99, 103,

637 S.E.2d 320, 322 (Ct. App. 2006).
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
" Terrell McCoy, #256070

Plaintiff,
Vs,

North Charleston Police Départment, etal,

Defendant.

4y e

FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

SUNES AN
WL

LExhibit (6)

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

" CASE No. 2014-CP-10-07706
7 %‘ /
%y '% S A
ORDER DENYING MOTI@ )zro \@
RECONSIDER 4,
?.;,:., /ﬁ’/
\0"""'%0\ “,
OZ'?@ @
%

This matter came before this Court by way of Plaintif’s Motion to reconsider Judge J.C.

Nicholson, Jr.’s order dismissing Plaintiff’s complaint with prejudice. Judge Nicholson recused

himself from this motion and the parties went forward with this motion to reconsider before this

Court. The Plaintiff argued that he was not aware that the 911 tape at issue in this matter was

destroyed until June 20, 2014 and therefore under the discovery rule this matter should not be

time barred. The Plaintiff was at the very latest put on notice that the tape was destroyed in

February 2009 at a motion hearing during the Plaintiff’s trial. Consequently, the Plaintiff’s

motion does not raise any novel issues for the Court’s consideration

Therefore, the Plaintiff’s Motion to reconsider is Denied!

AND IT IS SO ORDERED!

February. 2016

é@%&uﬂr@mma

!
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Exhbot 7

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
: FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON: CIVIL ACTION NO.: 2014-CP-10-7706 .
TERRELL MCCOY, #256070, - RN :
QT & =
: o =
Plaintiff, AR <
' OB 2 D
.o $ - ORDER * ™z = °
NORTH CHARLESTON POLICE EOR
DEPARTMENT AND SERGEANT o
THOMAS DECKARD,
" Defendants.

- This matter came before the Court on a Motion to Dismiss filed by North Charleston
Police Department and Sergeant Thomas Decker (“Defendants”). The Court heard arguments on

the Motion on May 7, 2015. Present at the hearing were Kevin DeAntonio and Robin Jackson

for the Defendants and Terrell McCoy, pro se (“Plaintiff”). After hearing arguments and

reviewing the fiied Complaint and Motion to Dismiss, this Court hereby grants Defendanits’
Motion to Dismiss.

Plaintiff filed this action agz;inst the governmental defendants pursuant to the South
Carolina Tort Claims Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-10 to -220 (“TCA”), wfﬁ%h “is the exclusive
and sole remedy fer any t.crt conuaiited by an employee of a governmentai eﬁtity while acting
within the scope of the employee’s official duty.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-200. “[A]ny action
brought pursuant to [the TCA] is forever barred unless an action is commenced within two years
after the date the loss was or should have been discovered.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-110.

The date on which discovery of the cause of action should have been made is an
objective, rather than a subjective, question. Hackworth v. Greenville Cnty., 371 S.C. 99, 103,

637 S.E.2d 320, 322 (Ct. App. 2006).



In-otiter words, whether the particular plaintiff actually knew he
hadda claim is not the test. Rather, courts must decide whether the
circumstances of the case would put a personi’of common
knowledge and experience on notice that some right of his has
~been invaded, or that some claim against another party might exist.
Youngv. S.C. Dep’t of Corrs., 333 S.C. 714,719, 511 S.E.2d 413, 416 (Ct. App. 1999).

The-Complain@alleges that Defendants withheld and ultimately destroyéd ﬁ%tentially
exculpatory evidence—a 911 recording—related to Plaintiff’s criminal trial. According to the
Complaint, Plaintiff was convicted on February 6, 2009. The Complaint further states that,

uring an in camera motion hearing during the trial, Plaintiff argued that the 911 tape should
have been turned over and that his public defender had requested the tape from the Solicitor’s
Office three years prior. The Complaint then states that the Solicitor trying the case explained to
the trial judge that the recording would have been kept for a certain period of time and then it
would have been destroyed. Thus, it is evident from the Complaint that Plaintiff was aware at
his February 20609 trial that the 911 tape no longer existed. Therefore, any cause of action
arising out of the destruction of the 911 tape accrued at that time.

At the May 7, 2015, hearing on Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, the Court reviewed the
transcript of the February 2009 motion hearing in order to verify that Plamt%f;! was, in fact, put on
aotice at iliat hearing thai the tape no longer existed. The transcript shows the criminal trial
judge told Plaintiff:

“[Plaintiff’s public defender] said back when she used to represent
you, her office tried to obtain [the 911 tape], and they were
informed it didn’t exist. So, again, it’s one of those deals where if
you had it, I would let you play it probably, but if it doesn’t exist, I

can’t create it.”

Tr. of Hr’g at 636:1-6.




_:._n_:,';’ -~ Plaintiff filed his Complaint on February 18 ‘2015 more than six years after he became

aware that potentially exculpatory evidence was destroyed prior to his criminal trial. Therefore,

"Lr

Plamtlff’ s claim is time barred by S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-110 as having been commenced more "~

than two years after the cause of action accrued
v
THEREFORg, the’Court grants Defendants® Motion to Dismiss and dismisses

Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice. This Order ends the case.

Q/W ZZ,/

e Honlratfle J.C. Nicholson Jr

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

/3 s

Charleéton South Carohna
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answering Plaintiff’s Interrogatories and Requests for Production , received FeBruary 13,

STATE OF SOUTH €AROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
i ) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO. 2013-CP-10-06876
_ ) '
Terrell McCoy, . S _ )
Plaintiff, ) :
) ' ) CITY OF NORTH CHARLESTON’S
Vs. : ) RESPONSE TO PLAINHFF’S
& - ) FIRST INTERROGATORIES
- CITY OF NORTH CHARLESTON; ) :
NORTH CHARII,ESTON POLICE ) : e
DEPARTMENT!, o] »
Defendants. ; EX b /0 ! H¥
)

To: Terrell McCoy
NOW COMES, the Defendant, City of North Charlestoﬁ (hereinafter “the City”)

and North Charleston Police Department (hereinafter “NCPD”), by and through counsel,

2014, as follows in accordancé with Rules 33 and 34 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil

A e .,

Procedurezz
1. Is North Charleston Police Department and%{?_{lharleston ~ County X
Consolidated 911 Center the same entity?
ANSWER: No.

2. Did Beth Woodall ever §§1}§1_ the Plaintiff the retention period for 911 _[_nge,

during the year 2006 documents he requested? If no, explain.

! The City of North Charleston (“the City”) is the real party in interest as the NCPD is a mere department of
that entity.

22 The City has made a good faith effort to fully answer these discovery requests based upon currently
available information. The City expressly reserves the right to amend and supplement these responses




3. Did the Plaintiff request for the retentlon period for 911 cajls (and radio
trghsmission) for the year 2006 pursuant to FOIA? Yes or n&

ANSWER: Yes.

4. Did the Plaintiff ever send a FOIA request seeing document which show

the brocedure a 911 dispatcher must follow when takmg a 911 call from

emergency caller? Yes or No. Did the Defendant answer this request? If no,
explain why.
ANSWER: Yes. North Charleston Legal Department approved FOIA
on August 26 2013, and Karen Cordray from North Charleston Police
\/—\\_,_\_
Department forwarded this request on to Tonia Mallette from Charleston
—
County Consolidated 9-1-1 Center (hereinafter “the Center”). Ms. Mallette
mailed a letter to Mr. McCoy on August 28, 2013 shgwmg the requested
Consohdated Dispatch Center’s retention period. See City’s Exhibit 1
5. Is it true that when the Plaintiff sent a third request in September of 2013

requesting for documents i connection with the retentlon penod for 911

Neaz

fecerVe

i

B Calls (and radlo transnnssmn) and also a copy of the unedited _copy of CAD

operation report dispatch log no. 200603612 made at the North Charleston
" Police Department during the year of 2006 pursuant to F OIA, it was sent to
the Charleston County Consolidated 911 Center mstead of NCPD? If true,

please explain why.



ANSWER: "When a person dials 9-1-1 in Charleston Cotnty, that call is

directed tow:Public Safely Answering Pomt. When the Center receives é 9-1-1
call, the Call ‘Taker receiving the call will process the call. Should the call be
for an agency not serviced by the Center, the Call Taker Wﬂ.l‘ transfer or
forwfird the call via 9-1-1 to the appropriate agency and ensu.r*é"the transfer is -
complete before disconnecting the call. The Call Taker will process the call in
accordance to the approved protocols and procedures as set forth by the
Center. At the appropriate dispatch point, the Call Taker will send the call to

dispatch via the Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD). Once the appropriate

- dispatcher receives the call via the CAD system, the Dispatcher will dispatch

the appropriate resources.

Charleston County Retention Period- Consolidated Dispatch:

1. All phone and radio recordings are kept on file for one (1) calendar year
from date of recording before being purged from the system. Requests

for those records already
purged from the system will be provided a letter stating so by the CDC
Analyst (Attachment C). 33,%

(APCO CALEA 6.5.4 a)

2. All computer aided dispatch reports and logs are kept on file for three
(3) calendar years from the date of the report/log before being purged
from the system. (4APCO CALEA 6.7.2) ‘

9.7 In"2006, did North Charleston Police Department have a dispatcher name
Jenie Fowler employed with them. to recéive emergency calls?
ANSWER: YES |

10. Does North Charleston Police Departmient have; its own policy ‘and

procedure on the retention of 911 calls and radio transmission?



i.-.:_.,-j:.-‘;. ANSWER: Yes, pl.ease see North Charleston Police Department Record

12.

- RetentromrScheduleattached a5 City s Exhibit 2

+ Does the Charleston County 911 Center record an Emergency call after the

call is directed to a North Charleston Police Department dispatcher?
ANSWER: According to the Center, yes, all calls and f&dio ;[rafﬁc are

recorded. |

Isn’t it true that the Charleston County Consolidated 911 center are not.the

owners of emergency telephone conversation, data files, files or computer-

aided dispatch reports? Are these reports and recording secured within the

center and can only be accessed by authorized personnel? Are the

responding public safety agencies are the owners of the information?
Pursuant to Capcocalea 6.5.4b, 6.7.1a
ANSWER: According to the Center, yes, the Center provides call taking

and dispatching services for Charleston County and local public safety -

~F

agencies. As a provider of services, the Center is r;gj:{ the owner of radio
audio recordings to include: radio transmissions and émergency telephone
conversations, data files, files or computer-aided dispatch reports.

However, these reports and recordings are secured within the Center and

" caronly be accessed by authorized personnel. The responding public safety

13.

agencies are the owners of the information.
Was the North Charleston police department owners of emergency
telephone convérsation and dispatch report receive by their dispatcher Such

as Jenie Fowler in 20067



g b ANSWER: North'CharlestoﬁiPo'lice Department is an entity of the City of:-

IrClrarteston which did own the conversation and Teport.
A o M4 Isoitit true Charleston County Consolidated 911 center will dispatch both'
the Charlesto‘n Sheriff’s Office and Charleston County EMS ifa 911 call is
regeived at the center for an assault with injuries and the\ sﬁé’z?if'f‘s'ofﬁCG are
the primafy responder? If yes explain why. -
ANSWER: If the caller’s location falls within the boundaries (district) of
the Charléston County Sherif’s Office response area, they are dispatched to
the incident. Charleston County EMS will respond for patient care.
15. Do Charleston County Sheriff’s Office and North Charleston have 'two
separate jurisdictions?
ANSWER: Yes, the City of North Charléston’s jurisdiction is limited to its
jurisdictional boundaries as the Charleston County Sheriff’s Office is
limited to the Charleston County jurisdictional boundaries.
16. Isn’t it true that the Charleston County Consolidated gﬁ%l center is governed
by the Charleston County Sheriff’s Office? |
ANSWER: No, the Center functions as a Charleston County Department and

1s governed by a Consolidated Dispatch Board, as agreed in the

oversight of operational protocols and procedures. -

e -

17.In 2006, did North Charleston Police Department have its own dispatch

L] 1

service?



ANSWER: Yes, but technically the dispatch service was operated by the

March

City of North Charleston of which the North Charleston Police Department

is an entity within.
_ _ .
18. Did the Charleston County Solicitor office request for the CAD Operation

R&ort and 911 tape in 2006-2009 for call number 2006036127
ANSWER: The City of North Charleston is not with sufficient knowledge to
determine whether or not the Charleston County Solicitors” Office requested

the above referenced information.

%ity of North Charleston:

Féances Austin
Deputy City Attorney
" City of North Charleston
PO Box 190016
North Charleston, SC 29419-9016

b

~ North Charleston, South Carolina
Li , 2014




