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AFFIDAVIT OF CASEY LEWIS —

I, Casey Lewis, do solemnly swear , attest, depose, and say the truth to the

| following; S C——

———m— e giie

‘because my sentence js above and beyond what the law allows. The attorney,

-because the Murder Statue of 16-3-20 allows for a sentence of Thirty years

(30) to Life, meaning the judge can legally sentence me to any determinate
number of years between Thirty years (30) to the expiration of my natural life.

=

"

Legand Carraway, advised me that an issue on this issue would be meritless :%
—

This exchange of testimony between I and the judge and I and my
attorney at the June 23, 1999 sentencing hearing is illegally omitted from my
trial transcript and court records. I have challenged the content and accuracy of

adequately developing and arguing this issue in state and federal filings. _

I have become aware through a witness that attorney Legrand Carraway

-—-Didﬂot-have-the'legal'kh‘b“\vlédg:‘to advise me that the 1998 version of Title 16-3-20

questionable whether or not the 1998 year version of Title 16-3-20 allows a thirty

(30) years to life sentence because it’s plain lBnguage seems 10.only-allow.thirty.(30)



Sentence within a short Span of time after | discovered the misadvise and mjs-
representation on the part of attomey Carraway, My attorney at the time,

: 39254
B.R.C.I. Wateree b-228
4460 Broad River Rd.
el . Columbia, South Carolina
 State of South Carolina | RTINS
County of Richland . ] o T _
SWORN TO AND SUBCRIBIED BEFORE pE THIS_ _DAYOF_ 2973 -

R

Notary'Publié.:For South Carolina ' R e

Myeommissiqn‘EXﬁi'res

w20




MOTION TO DISMISS NOTICE OF APPEAL .
STATE V.CASEY LEWIS

APPELLATE CASE NO. 20 14-000144
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: STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

- ) THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT _
COUNTY OF WILLIAMSBURG .~ )CASE NO . 1999—GS-45 0018
~ State ofSouth Carohna o )’7 :
o ) ORDER.. . . Wi
. CaseyLewis,. . . uoc g _ (wé% E

/

Pursuant to S C. RCP Rule 29(b) Rule 60(b)l Rule 60(b)3 Rule 60(b)4 and §Txtle 17-23 110”- :
(src), ﬁled February 11 2013 with the Wﬂharnsburg County Clerk of Court Mr Lewrs pled -

gurlty before the Honorable J ames E Brogdon on June 23 1999 and was sentenced on ‘that date" 1

Thrs matter comes before the Court by way of a “Motlon to Modrfy and Correct Sentence .

to ﬁﬁy~ﬂve (55) years for Murder thrrty (30) years for Armed Robbery, and ﬁve (5) years for -

Use of a Weapon Dunng the Commrssron ofa Vlolent Cnme The sentences on all charges were

" 1o be served concurrently The State was served at the Office of the Attorney General on or about -

July 23 2013 The Third C1rcu1t Solicitor’s Ofﬁce ﬁled a response to the motron on August 17,
2013 after recervmg a copy of the motron from the Ofﬁce of the Attomey General A hearmg-

was convened before thrs Court on 12 September 2013 at the Wllhamsburg County Courthouse

m ngstree SC Present at the hearmg was Mr. Tyler Brown Assrstant Sohcrtor -on behalf of :

the State Mr. Casey Lewrs Pro Se Legrande Carraway, Esq. of the’ erhamsburg County bar

S was present as sta.ndby counsel for Mr Lewrs Thls Court has rev1ewed the ﬁlmgs of each party

and the arguments made at the heanng in makmg its dec1sron
- The substance of the argument by Mr Lewrs 1s that the sentence he received for the

charge of Murder was rllegal as it relates to thc statutory scheme under whrch he was sentenced

e M,




s | 'rmmrnum terrn of unprrsonment for thnty years ”) Accordmgly, it is hrs posmon that a sentence S

o 'of ﬁﬁy ﬁve (55) yea.rs rs 1llegal Though capttoned as a motron pursuant to Rules 29(b) and '

- ' Mr Lewrs alleges that pursuant to the 1999 versxon of the statute under whrch he was sentenced '

o ‘the’ only permrssrble sentences Were death lmpnsonment for hfe ora term of i tmpnsonment of L .

' thlrty (30) years See S C Code Ann § 16 3-20 (1999)( ‘A person who is convrcted of or pleads-'_: :

gurlty to rnurder must be pumshed by death by lmpnsonment for hfe or by a mandatory E _":"_

60(b)l-4 SCRCP this Court ﬁnds tlns motton is the type properly brought under S C Code Ann -

~"§ 17-27-20(1)&(3) | |
: The State argued at the heanng that th1s mot10n was untrmely, that any claim that .therek
was “newly dtscovered” evrdence was w1thout ment as the “evrdence" in tlus matter was su'nply‘
a new mterpretatron of a statute by Mr. Lew1s and that the motron 1tself was wrthout ment as a '
plaln readmg of the statute clearly mdrcates that a sentence of more than thr.rty (30) years 1sf"
pemnssrble but that no sentence of less than thxrty (3 0) years may be nnposed upon conv1ct10n or o
‘gu1lty plea under the statute ' | |
This Court ﬁnds that the motron is untunely and must be drsmrssed Post—Tnal motxons :
_ followmg a tnal in the Court of General Sessmns generally must be ﬁled w1th1n ten days of the_‘ '
-nnposrtlon of the sentence See Rule 29(a) SCCnmP In the case of newly drscovered evrdence a.
| Eost:'l‘nal monon_must_be_made wrthm -one (l)—year of the-drscovery-of—the—alleged newly-.'-

l

drscovered evrdence or within one year of the date upon whrch that ev1dence “could have been -

ascertamed by the exercise of reasonable dthgence ”? Rule 29(!_)) CCnmP S1mrlarl /s under_the__._.n- ...... i

Umform Post Conthxon Procedures Act in order to be trmely a Petltlon for relief must be filed i

. wrthm one year of the i trnposrtron of a sentence or the relmttltur from an appellate court, or inthe .

case of alleged newly drscovered evrdence the Petrtron must be ﬁled wrthm one year of the date -




e "on whxch the ev1dence could have been dlscovered by the exercrse of reasonable drhgence S C
- Code Ann §17-27—45(1976 as amended) In tlus matter there is no ev1dence whrch quahﬁes as :

newly dxscovered” .under the Rules of Crumnal Procedure or the Umfonn Post Convrctxon”‘

Procedures Act The alleged newly dxscovered ev1dence 1s a statute that was m ex1stence and' S

s “_avarlable pnor to as well as on the date of COIlVlCthIl a.nd nnposrtron of the sentence ThlS Court' N R »

o ﬁnds that tlus does not amount to newly drscovered ev1dence under any deﬁmtton of the tenn S

| The sentence 1n thxs matter was unposed on June 23 1999 Thrs actron was ﬁled on February ll o

: 2013 Accordmgly, ttus Court ﬁnds that thrs actlon lS untrmely and therefore must be dlsmtssed

wrth preJudlce

Next thlS Court ﬁnds that the allegatlons made in thrs actron are wrthout ment and must |

a :be dlsrmssed wrth preJudrce A pIam readmg of the statute under whlch Mr Lewrs was sentenced

clearly mdlcates that an mdmdual may be sentenced to a term of 1mpnsonment for no less than

-' thlrty (30) years and up to hfe The sentence of ﬁfty ﬂve (55) years handed down to Mr Lewrs in S |

th1s case is w1thm the range contemplated by the statute and is therefore Iegal and perrmsszble

~Accordmgly, thrs Court ﬁnds that th1s ground is thhout ment and must be dxsmrssed W1th

pre_]udlce

. ‘ THEREFORE tlns Court hereby dlsmrsses thls actton wrth pre_]udlce as untrmely and w1thout

_.._._ment. e e _'_-....:.__.r...-.___.,.r;_ __ e

. September 12, 2013 4 o _
K-lngStree “South Carohna P e e e

_ITIS SQ ORDERED., SR






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

4 ) THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF WILLIAMSBURG ) CASENO.: 1999-GS-45-0018
State of South Carolina, ) =
) :
) ORDER
V. ) .
)
Casey Lewis, )
e ; ' 3
Defendant. )
" )

This matter comes before the .Court by way of a “Motion to Alter or Amend Judgment
_‘Pursuant to Rule 59(e) [SCRCP),” filed on or about September‘23, 2013. Mr. Lewis appeared
before this Court on 12 September 2013 at the .Williamsburg County Courthouse in.Kingstree,
SC. Present at the hearing was Mr. Tyler Brown Assistant Solicitor, on behalf of tne State, Mr. ;
"Casey Lewis, Pro Se. Legrande Carraway, Esq. of the Williamsburg County bar was present as
standby counsel for Mr. Lewis. This Court has rev1ewed the frlmgs of each party and the
: arguments made at the hearing in making its decision.

Mqvant presents no new legal or factual arguments sufficient to compel this Court to
amend its Judgment of 12 September 2013. -

THEREFORE, this Court hereby DENIES the Motion to Alter or Amend Judgrnent.

REQEKV ?E} ITIS SO ORDEREb

| JAN 1 7 201 /
v BRC! . Hon. W. Jif oyng ”Z(X
OOJ' ' M_NLROOM ~ Circuit j{f /Kc?{ {y
2013 '
Sumter, South Carollna ' AcE — COP‘&'
SHARON W. STAGGERS
DLERK OF COURT ‘






- The South Carolina Court of Appeals
- The 'St‘ate,' Resp'onfient,
v |
| Casey Lewis, Aﬁbéllaﬁt.

Appellate Case No. 2014-000144

ORDER

This appeal was dismissed on May 14, 2014, and Appellant has filed what this
Court construes as a petition for rehearing. After careful consideration of the
petition for rehearmg, the Court is unable to discover that any material fact or
principle of law has been either overlooked or disregarded, and hence, there isno
basis for granting a rehearing., Accordingly, the petition for rehearing is denied.

Lo

FILED

cc: S o 0

Casey Lewis, 259254 | "“‘“‘L 80, 20 4’
Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire .

Melody Jane Brown, Esquire

- Columbia, South Carolina
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The South @arnlina (JCuurtj_uuf Qppeals

The State, Respondent,
\
Casey Lewis, Appellant. .

~ Appellate Case No. 2014-000144

ORDER

~Respondent has filed a motion to dismiss this appeal, contending Appellant failed
‘to timely serve the notice of appeal from the denial of the untimely post-trial
motion in the Court of General Sessions. After careful consideration of the parties
~ filings, the motion to dismiss is granted. Although a timely and proper Rule 59{e),

SCRCP motion would toll the time for the filing of a notice of appeal, Appellant's
Rule 59(e), SCRCP motion was not proper in the Court of General Sessions. Thus,
the motion did not toll the time for the filing of the notice of appeal. Appellant
received written notice of the entry of the denial of his post trial motion on
September 12, 2013, and he did not serve the notice of appeal until January 24,
2014. Accordingly, Appellant did not timely serve the notice of appeal and this
appeal is dismissed. See Rule 203(b)(1) (providing Appellant has only ten days
from written receipt of the order on a post-trial motion to serve the notice of
appeal); Rule 263(b), SCACR ("The time prescribed by these Rules for performing
any act except the time for serving the notice of appeal under Rules 203 and 243
may be extended or shortened by the appellate coutt . ..." (emphasis added)).

2144‘/%/271/ (/(/( ol AL

FOR THE COURT

Columbia, South Carolina o
?;Z zé‘::m

w\%
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i' In The Court of Comman.Pleas

‘COUNTY ‘OF RICBPQID : R FiLgh Jtﬁiﬁig Circuit
Casey Levis $259254, ) Case No.

..... ) Y e

Petitioner, )

v. 'lg ' DECLARATORY Juncqgnrzg s
. C > 3
State of South Carolina, ] T;f- 4 (r‘

Bespondent. ) o B Bl

4 o

sfﬂtx OF sourn canonzua

@ 5 Do

COMES BoW, the Petitioner Casey Levis 0259154. puuueﬁt, toih
South .Caroline Code of Lavs § 15-53-10 through 5 15 ,.{3-@

Respectfully motions this Bonorable COurt to make A Declaratory

of Lav S ”1-6”-3_-20_. as it wvas ~c;9,d_n.,£,1_ed in the Year '1999"" as

on ?ebruary 1, 19_9?_( ‘the Pet!tioner vas indicated for the

............

cffense of =murder under South carolina che of Lawvs ] 16—3 10.
'rhe Petitioner az,uoa that the atatute tor the otfense ot murdet

during the time ot the comuseioa»- et the offense in "1999' reads

verbatia 1:; 1:3 most. poat.xnenr. par:a u-regarde te t-he sentence |

.............

resge. allowved te. be imposed on a defendant couv;cted of thia

otfense is the tolloving.

......

A) A person vh,o 15 convicted or pleada
‘guilty to ‘murder must be punished by
death, by imptisonment for life, or
by & mandatory minimum term of
"1npriaonment for thirty years.

eyt

e s moam e e pm e



On Jnne 23. 1999 the Petitzoner was convxeted of and sentenced.

s . . e e e L e e e,

by pres:.dxng Judge Honol‘able James E- Brogdon- JUdge James E.

Brogdon ruled not to sentence Petxtxoner to death, although it is

a punlshment allowed under § 16- 3 20. Judge James E. Brogdon

ruled no* to sentence Petltloner to 11fe 1mprlsonment, although
it was a punishment allowed under 5,16-3-20. Instead Judge James
E. 3Brozdon determined and ruled to sentence Petitioner to a

determinate number of"yaars - of fifty~five {55) ears of
Y

.n

mpr ment in the South CdfO;lna DeeaLtment of Forrectlonq. See
‘Exhibit #1(A). .
The statute § 16~3-20 allows for only three punishments. Those
punishments must be the following: Death, imprigoament for life,
ané or a mandatory minimum term of imprisonment for thirty (30)
years. This étatute § 1€6-2-20 is clear and unambiyuous wit!
:outling the punishment parameters of the offense ¢f murdaer. When
a statuté is clear and unambi juous the doctrine of_"Statutofy
Construction™ controls. .In the South Carnlina Court, the Courts
must strictly construs criminal statutes against the statess and
in favor of the defendant. Sec Williaws v. State, 30€ S.¢. 89-91,

.

410 S.FE.2Q 563-564(1991);: State v. Prince, 335 S.C. 466-472, 517

S.E.2d 229—232(Ct.App.1999}; However, the Cardinal Rule of
S:atutor% cénstruction is that the Court must ascertain and
effectuate the intent of the legislature and interpreting a a
statute the eaourt must give their 'p1ain and ordinary meaning
without resoerting to a tortured congtrurtion which limits of

exgandzs  the statute's operation. Mid-state Auto Auction of

Lexington _Inc. _v. _Altman, 324 S.C. 65-69, 476 S.E.2d

£80-692(1996}; Rowe v. H}a't 32} S.c. 36A-369, 468 §.E.2d
649-50(19%¢€) .

R T T

o

PRV



rhe COurt has stated they would nge statutory provisiona a

reasonahle Constrqqgtpp consistent with_ the pp;gpge of the

statute. That the worda of the statute must be given their. plain

and ordinary meaning without resorting to subtle of forced
Construction to 1limit or expand the statute's operation. See

Jackson v. Charleston County 316 s.c. 177-181, 447

T ——

2ch. Dist.,

S.2.24 859-861 (1994). |
As a matter of clarity the Petitioner, asks this. Honorable.
Cour't to take judig}p;_géfice ?ﬁ{t he vas indiéted under the
'1998‘ ind '1999' !eit vetisﬁn of s. c._c°de 5 16-3-20. and the
'vera:on of thxa s?atute vatiea signiticantly trom the preaent day
'2010' 2ear version of 8.cC. Code § 16-3 20. In 1ts nost pertinent
parts,.the "2010" Year verslon S5.C. Code } 16-3-20, §oes»alloy a
f1fty—f1ve (55) year sentence”by virtue of the plain language of
the Statute, for example it reads:
" A person who is convicted of or pleads

guilty to murder must be punished by

death or by a mandatory minimum term

of imprisonment for thirty years to life."

The clause of‘"thirt} to life" which is writeen in the "2010"
versicnof thé Statute's.c. Code § 16—3—20, makes a fifty-five
(55) year éentenqe constitutionally and statutorily pé;missable
under the. seﬁtencing provi#ioh of the .tate. fhe clause of
“th;rty.to life” is absent in the “1999"‘Ygar version of the
statute § 16-3-20. |

Therefore, the Petitioner contends that h&; fifty-five (55)

year sentenca is constitutionally and statutorily prohibted



hndet'the '1999‘ _sentencing provision of the statute in which

Legislator’s logislative intent in cratting the '1999' Year

linits the deterninate yeara of incarceration for the vxolation

of the statute § 16~3 -20 to one specific tetm of years that being

thicty (30) years mandatory incarceration. The S.C. Legislator's

legislative intent in crafting the "2010" Year version of Title §
16-3-20 was to, expand.and.bpeaden the determinate number of years
.°F.§99§E??€!§i9ﬂ“§9t“2i914§192“9€4ﬁhﬁ!.Qﬁ!tqtg_tqrqny_nqébg:hgt_

years betwq¢9,;hir;yv(301.yqntamtoNkheanotu:nlpliﬁg_exniratiqnan_
_the violator. This is a very distinctive and significant
_variation between the . .'1999."-“!@?\!. version_ in_ Vh.l,c.ﬁ Petitioner.

Casey Lewiawlzﬁazss-vaaﬂéggssngsd;nnd.the”?znlofuVQQEHVQI§JRQM01..

Title ilﬁﬂ%*:%Q-__Thq,asti.tiﬁ??!?? sgapssﬁsiylly..#ak.a..,th_i,s Honorable

Rules of Cringhggoc:; Rule{!pl,.$e¢.§erke1y County School Dist.

v. South Carolina Dept. of Revenue, 382 S.C. 334, 679 S.B.2d 913,

247 Bd.Law Rep., 481 S.C. July 06-2009 (H0:26682).

The Petitioner moves this Court to declare on the record that.

the Petitioner‘n conviction and seﬁteneg,is_ljmj;gdf;q;on}y_;hg‘g

",proviaione outlin,d in the L "1999%.. A!gég"Aygggigq;igf_.Ti;le _§

 '16-3-20. Additionally, the. Petitioner seeks a declaratory ruling.

‘that the meaning of Title §. 116-3-20 ¢layse “must be punished by

death, by 1life imprisonment or by a @andatory minimum term of

......

 inptisonment for thirty (30) years.‘ 1s to mean exactly as it is

vritten .and that _any Qeterminate nunbet of years above thzrty

(30) yeats can not be legally xmposed by a South Carol1na Judge.“

4
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There is at least eiig'ht'{'hu.ndr_gd‘ (860) South ‘qa‘_r‘qﬁli_nla cpnyig_tgd
_iqd;vi;:iuala currently serving a term of incarceration or pgroie'
vho are ui;np@}c}_eﬁq by t__he__ :egqlq;;éﬁ‘ ofthe Statufory Conatrpction
9{ Q;'h:'t‘s égtl't;i'.c‘u'l‘;: Pe_na; sgggute.' It is tor_agleable that this
.i.ls..s'qe' _will t;e”rgliggd' to this CQu;;_a_gain ;epeti_t_:_hely and
pogtgréd in the same manner. Thq;egqrgg it is in thé best
int.exl'est"of' Judicia;l Economy and for the sake of public interest

. to resolve th‘e céntrovetay in this case at th:’:s timel.. See _P_gr_t_c_l.

Place __gat‘:t.lp‘et_s. Inc. y.'Pople, (S5.C.App.2002) 351 s.C. 1, 567

'S.B.24 881; Holden v. Campbell, (S.C.1997) 326 S.C. 208, 486
. N . . . “J‘J B R P P : . - . . " B - . . . . . . - - r. . e .

S-E-2d 1; Graham v. State Farm Nut Auto, Imc. Co.. 319 S.C.

69—71. 459 s B 2d 844-845-46 (1995); L‘ennon v. S'C. CQgstal

----------

.COuncn: 330 s.c. 414-415. 498 S. E 26 906 (Ct. App 1998).

Petxtioner aaserta that it ia vu:hin the anthonty of the

cOurts‘ to‘ r.:ex}iew c:iminal-' Stgt_:utes brough! forth undnr

T A T R S S

Doclaratory Judgment. See Rainéy Ve llale_;;_ 404 S c 320. } 745

|5.2.2d 81, S.C. June 12, 2013 (No.2012-211048- 27269). Btardancer
Casino Inc. v. Stevart, 347 5.C. 377, 556 5.8.24 357, 5.C. Nev 9,

"2001 (l!o 25335).

.—.—-—-‘- .

WBEREFORE, the Petitioner aske this Honorable Court to make a
ruling on each issue outlined in this Declaratory Judgment. -

vE}D)

T | ~ FEB'0 4205,
day of Pebruary 2015. ' 3

7L e ST _
(S "”':? | YOM
My Commlss:on Expires ﬁ,,
“bigrch 5, 2018 E
T ————_ '.../;
‘v. " . yb" . i
cc: s c. Af.tornoy General l!on. “A‘.l‘tn ki‘f“on







JUDGMEN1 IN A CIVIL CASE '

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF RICHLAND . ; .
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS / . CASE NUMBER: 2015-CP-40-01104
Casey Lewis #259254 / State/of South Carolina
, P
PLAINTIFF(S) / DEFENDANT(S)
Submitted by: : / Attorney for : [ ] Plaintiff [] Defendant or [] Self-Represented Litigant

| ] . .
: DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
(J JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues have been tried and a verdict rendered.

[0 DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a
) decision rendered. A
[J ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [IRule 12(b), SCRCP; [J Rule 41(a), SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);
[ Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [1 Other .
[J ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [J Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [J Bankruptcy; (o pes ‘
D Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify arbitration award; Otg =
[ DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

[ Affirmed; [ Reversed;  [] Remanded; [ Other Caa 53 I_'f .
NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR ADMINISTRATIVE AGENEg '_QF THR ClRCI_:Ii'FfOURT
RULING IN THIS APPEAL. A B =
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [] See attached order (formal order to follow) [X] Statement of JuEi'g’x;:ént by:the Cotrt:
ORDER INFORMATION _ wk T
This order [X] ends [ does not end the case. ’ _~ w N
Additional Information for the Clerk : The motion to dismiss is granted due to res judicata. The same issuesﬁ;} thigsase
regarding the Defendant’s sentence were heard and ruled by Judge Hood on September
. ' 12, 2013.

. ’ INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC INDEX
-Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount should be enrolled. If there
is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of (List name(s) below) Judgment Against (List name(s) below) Judgment Amount To be Enrolied
) . . N ) s
$
$

addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest or additional taxable costs not
available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the clerk..Note: Title abstractors and researchers

should refer to the official court order for Jjudgment details. .
Circuit Court Judge %/\ Judge Code & Zé f : Date j // ’//

[ —

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of , , 20 and a copy mailed first class or placed in the appropriate
attorney’s box on this day of.j.’z .20/ 1o attorneys of record or to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) . ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S ,
Court Reporter Cierk of Court MM M

. _ U : < v
SCANNED K

" SCRCP Form 4C (10/2011)
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nfortmation’a second murder was comimitted by the defendatiton April 16,1995.

‘Revipir C. DeNas BULDONG, + PosT Opvice Box 11549 « Couunviis, SC 29211:1549. o ‘TriestioNE 803734:3970 + FacsivaLe 803.253.6283



The Hotorable Barry J: Barmette
Page2
May: 24,2011




The Honorable Barry J; Baimette
Page3
May 24,2011
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