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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

)
) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF KERSHAW ) _
)
)
August B. Kreis, III, )
) Civil Action No. 17-CP-28-131
Plaintiff, ' )
)
V. ) ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS’S
) MOTIONS TO DISMESS: &
Dan Johnson, David Ross, David )
Johnson; et al, ) N
) 2T
Defendants. ) Z35= =
) -t B
23< Z
This matter came before the Court on July 24, 2017 pursuant to four Motions to Dism%s

filed on behalf of Defendants Wilson, Gunter, Dudek, the South Carolina "Commission of

Indigent Defensé, Mayes, Samellas, the 11" Circuit Solicitor’s Office, and the Honorable

William P. Keesley. At the hearing, thesg Defendants were represented by Williarr:_l H. Davidson,
I, Esquire, and Brandon M. Briggs, Esquire of Davidson & Lindemann, P.A., and Plaintiff
appeared pro se.

Having coﬁsidered thé oral arguments presented and the entirety of the record before this
Court, including all filings made by all parties, the Court finds that Plaintiff’s claims must be

dismissed as a matter of law, as is set out in detail herein, and that the pending motion must be

and hereby is, GRANTED.

Plaintiff August B. Kreis, I1I, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed this action
on, or about February 14, 2017. He subsequently filed numerous filings titled “Supplemental
" ‘Amends to All Complaints.” In his “Complaint”, Plaintiff set forth unclear allegations that

certain “rights” had been violated, that his name and picture had been published in the

ATTEST True, Correct & Certified
newspaper, and that the Defendants entered into a conspiracy to frammﬂgml wkﬁ@mﬂﬁs
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filing, Plaintiff attempted to include Judge Keesley as a Defendant, alleging that he was a

conspirator in said conspiracy. Plaintiff alleged no other facts to support his claims. These

Defendants have moved for dismissal of Plaintiff's claims based on failure to properly serve a

summons and complaint, failure to state facts sufficient to show that Plaintiff is entitled to relief, -

improper filing of an Amended Complaint, absolute prosecutorial immunity, absolute judicial
immunity, Plaintiff has other pending actions between some of the same parties in other
jurisdictions, and Defendants are improper parties under the South Carolina Tort Claims Act.

DISCUSSICN

Plaintiff has Failed to Properly File and Serve a Summons and Complaint
In their Motions to Dismiss, these Defendants argue that Plaintiff‘s claims must be
dismissed because he failed to properly file and serve a Summons and Complaint upon any
Defendants. This Court agrees.
“A court ordinarily obtains personal Jurisdiction by the service of a summons.” Ex parte

S.C. Dep't of Revenue, 350 S.C. 404, 407, 566 S.E.2d 196, 198 (Ct. App. 2002) (citing State v.

Sanders, 118 S.C. 498, 502, 110 S.E. 808, 810 (1920) (“The purpose of the summons is to

acquire jurisdiction of the person of the defendant -.”)); Rule 3(a), SCRCP (“A civil action is
commeﬁced by filing and service of a summons and complaint.”). An action may be dismissed
by the court upon failure to serve the summons and complaint. Rule 5 (d), SCRCP.

Under the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, an action is not commenced until the
summons and complain£ are filed and served. Rule 3 (a)(1), SCRCP. In order to affect service,
the summons and complaint must be served in accordance with Rule 4, SCRCP. When a person
has served process upon a party, they shall make proof of service and promptly file such proof

with the court. Rule 4(g), SCRCP. “If service is by mail, the person serving process shall show in

el
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his proof of service the date and place of mailing, and attach a copy of the return receipt or
returned envelope when received by him showing whether the mailing was accepted, refused, or
otherwise returned.” /d.

In this case, the Plaintiff has failed to properly serve a summons and complaint upon any -
of the Defendants. Defendants Wilson and Gunter received an unfiled copy of a complaint
captioned in Richland County through standard mail prior to the filing of this action. Defendants
Dudék, Mayes, Samellas, and Keesley did not receive a summons and complaint at all, as they
received documenis titied “Notice to Hire CO’uhsei.” Plaintiff has made no contention that-any
other Defendants in this case have been served. Additionally,' to the extent Defendants are stéte
officers, Plaintiff has also failed to serve the Attorney General by registered or certified mail.
Plaintiff has not filed any proof of service, nor could he 'provide any proof of service at oral
arguments.

Therefore, it appears clear that Plaintiff has not properly served any of the Defendants as
required by.the South Carolina' Rules of Civil Procedure; and as a result, these Defendants’

Motions to Dismiss are hereby GRANTED, and this matter is DISMISSED.

Plaintiff has Failed to State Facts Sufficient to Shqwiv that He is Entitled to Relief
Defendants also argue that even if the Plaintiff had properly served any of the
Defendants, his claims still fail because he has failed to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause
of action against any of the Defendants. See, Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP.
Initially, Plaintiff has wholly failed to’ allege aﬁy claims against most of his named

Defendants in the body of his Complaint, specifically Defendants Wilson, Gunter and Dudek'.

' Defendants Wilson and Gunter were not mentioned at all in the body of Plaintiff’s Complaint.
Defendant Dudek was mentioned briefly, but only in the context that he “handled the [Plaintiff’s]
appeals.”

i
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Because Plaintiff has wholly failed to allege any claims against Defendants Wilson, Gunter and
Dudek, his claims against them are DISMISSED.

Plaintiff has similarly failed to allege sufficient facts as to constitute a cognizable
claim against Defendants Samellas and Mayes. As best as Plaintiff’s Complaint can be
understoodl, his claims include collateral attacks on his November, 2015 conviction for criminal
sexual éonduct; false arrest allegations ‘for charges brought in Richland county; allegaﬁons of
alienating his family by publishing his conviction in the newspapers; and allegations of a broad,
undefined cons\piracy. Plaintiff has not specifically named Defendants Sameiias or Mayes in any
of the above allegations except for the contention that they “enter{ed] into conspiracies” in order
to convict the Plaintiff on his criminal sexual conduct charges in Lexington County®. Plaintiff's
broad éccusations of a conspiracy against him fail to reach the pleading requirements set by the
Rules of Civil Procedure, and as such, his claims are hereby DISMISSED.

Finally, Plaintiff appears to have attempted to amend his Complaint to include Defendant
Keesley in his suit. In his “Supplemental Amend” filed on April 13, 2017, Plaintiff alleged that

| Defendant Keesley “had suits undocketed and no numbers given illegally to cover up for felony
acts of [Defendants].” In support, Plaintiff attached an Order issued by Defendant Keesley and
filed in Lexington County that denied Plaintiff’s request to file this sar-ne- lawsuit in Lexington
County because Plaintiff did not submit his Complaint in the proper form. Plaintiff does not
plead any other facts to support his attempted claim against Defendant Keesley. Once again,
Plaintiff makes broad a'ccusation(s of conspiracy against him, which fails to reach the pleading

' réquirements set by the Rules of Civil Procedure, and as such, his claims are DISMISSED

? To the extent that Plaintiff has attempted to allege a civil conspiracy claim against any
Defendants, his claim fails because he has not plead any specific acts made in furtherance of a
conspiracy, or special damages. See, Hackworth v. Greywood at Hammett, LLC, 385 S.C. 110,
115, 682 S.E.2d 871, 874 (Ct. App. 2009).

e
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Plaintiff Did Not P_roperlv File his Amended Complaint

Even if Plaintiff had alleged Vfacts sufficient to constitute a claim against Defendant
Keesley, his attempted amended complaint was improperly filed, and is DISMISSED. Under
Rule 15, SCRCP, “[a] party may amend his pleading once as a ‘matter of course. at any time
before or within 30 days after a responsive pleading is served ... [o]therwise, a party may amend
his pleading only by leave of the court or by written consent of the adverse party.”

Plaintiff’s “Supplemental Amend” filed on April 13,2017 appears to be the fourth out of
eight attérﬁpted amended complaints filed by the Plaintiff. The filing in question would not be
Plaintiff’s first attempted amendment, nor was it filed with leave of the court or by written
consent of the adverse parties. Becaﬁse Plaintiff did not properly file the purported Amended
Complaint that attempts to include Defendant Keesley in this sﬁit, the filing is DISMISSED, and
Defendant Keesley is removed from this action.

Defendants Wilson, Gunter, Samellas, and Mayes are Entitled to
' Absolute Prosecutorial Immunity

Even if Plaintiff hadAalleged facts sufﬁcient to state a claim against Defendants Wilson,
Guntef, Samellas and Mayes, his claims would fail because these Defendants are entitled to
absoh_lte prosecutorial immunity. Plaintiff filed this action seeking to recover against these
Defendants, prosecutors in this State. However, these Defendants, as prosecutors in this State,
are entitled to absolute prosgcutorial immunity from suit pursuant to the common law doctrine
and the immunity provisions of the South Carolina Tort Claims Act.

.We hold a prosecutor in the employ of this state is immune from personal liability

under . . . the South Carclina Tort Claims Act for actions relating to the

prosecution of an individual as a criminal defendant-regardless of the prosecutor’s

motivation- provided the actions complained of were committed while the
prosecutor was acting as an advocate . . .

s 675
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Williams v. Condon, 347 S.C. 227, 250, 553 S.E.2d 496, 509 (Ct. App. 2001) (emphasis added).

Further, the Act includes an exception to the waiver of immunity for “legislative, Jjudicial,
or quasi-judicial action or inaction; and administrative action or inaction of a legislative, judicial,
or quasi-judicial nature.” See S.C. Code Ann. § § 15-78-60(1) and (2). See also, Williams, supra,
(finding that the duties of the prosecutor fall squarely within the exceptions enumerated by this
provision. Additionally, the immunity provided by the South Carolina Tort Claims Act for the
“institution or prosecution of any judicial or administrative proceeding” provides an equally
applicable ground for immunity, in favor of the Defendants. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-60(23).

In this case, the underlying issues that appear to be contained in Plaintiff’s Complaint are
regarding Plaintiff’s jury trial, conviction, and sentence. To the extent any of Defendants Wilson,
Gunter, Samellas, and Mayes are included in the Complaint, the claims relaie to their conduct in
bringing about criminal proceedings, and subsequently the defense of Plaintiff's appeal’. At all
times relevant to Plaintiff’s claims, these Defendants were acting as advocates for the state.
Therefore, because these Defendants were acting as advocates of the state during the pfosecution »
of the Plaintiff, and in defense of his corresponding appeal, the Defendants are entitled to
absolute prosecutorial immunity, and the Plaintiff’s claims against them are DISMISSED.

Defendant Keesley is Entitled to Absolute Judicial Immunity

‘Even if Plaintiff had properly filed his attempted amended complaint and had alleged
facts sufficient to state a claim against Defendant Keesley, his claims would fail because

Defendant Keesley, a judge in this state, is entitled to absolute judicial immunity.

3 At best, Plaintiff has brought a premature action for Post Conviction Relief, which should be
dismissed because he has failed to follow the specific guidelines and requirements to file an
application under the Post Conviction Procedure Act. See, S.C. Code Ann. § 17-27-10 et seq..

6 OSA4&
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“Judicial immunity is one of the basic common law tenets upon which the modern system
of justice was built.” O'Laughlin v. Windham, 330 S.C. 379, 384, 498 S.E.2d 689, 692 (Ct. App.
1998). The absolute immunity afforded by common law judicial immunity is vital for the
continuation of an independent judiciary and for the preservation of judicial integrity. See
McEachern v. Black, 329 S.C. 642, 496 S.E.2d 659 (1998); see also, Stump v. Sparkman, 435
U.S. 349, 98 S.Ct. 1099 (1978). Judicial immunity is an absolute bar against litigation with few
exceptions. O'Laughlin at 385. Further, the Tort Claims Act includes the same exception to the
waiver of immunity to judges as it does for prosecutors: “legislatiVe, judicial, or quasi-judicial
action or inaction; and administrative action or inaction of a legislative, judicial, or quasi-judicial
nature.” See S.C. Code Ann. § § 15-78-60(1) and (2).

The underlying issues that appear to be contained in Plaintiff’s Amended Complainf[ are
regarding his failed attempt to file a lawsuit in Lexington County, and Defendant Keesley’s order
denying Plaintiff’s request to file without payment of the filing fee. To the extent Defendant
Keesley is included in the Amended Complaint, the claims relate only to the previously
mentioned order. At all times relevant to Plaintiffs claims, Defendant Keesley was acting in his
Judicial capacity, and perforrnin-g a jﬁdicial act. Therefore, becausé Defendant Keesley was
acting in such a capacity, he is entitled to absolute judicial immunity, and to the extent Plaintiff
has attempted to. include him as a deﬁaﬁdant, and the Plaintiff’s claims must be, and hereby are
DISMISSED.

Defendants Gunter, Dudek, Samellas, Maves, and Keesley are Improper Parties to
Plaintiff’s Action

Even if Plaintiff had stated claims against them, Defendants Gunter, Dudek,
Samellas, Mayes, and Keesley are improper parties to this matter pursuant to the provisions of

the South Carolina Tort Claims Act, specifically S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-70 (c). The Act states

7 S5



that when a person brings an action against a governmental entity, the person “shall name as a
party defendant only the agency . . . for which the employee was acting.” S.C. Code Ann. § 15-

78-70 (c). “In the event that the employee is individually named, the agency ... for which the

employee was acting must be substituted as the party defendant.” /d. Defendant Gunter is an

- employee of the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office; Defendant Dudek is an employee of

the South Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense, Defendants Samellas and Mayes are -
émployees of the 11th Cifcuit Solicitof’s Office, and Defendant Keesley is employed through the
South Caroliﬁa Court Administratiqn. Because the Plaintiff in this éase named individual
employée_s of state agencies, the individually named Defendants are DISMISSED.

CONCLUSION

Therefore, for the reasons set forth herein, the Court finds that Plaintiff’s action against
the Defendants must be, and hereby is, DISMISSED.

Plaintiff cannot successfully maintain in this courtAany cause of action based on any of
his allegations in this case, and therefore the Court finds that these Defendants’ motions must be,
and hereby are,A GRANTED, and this matter is hereby DISMISSED.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

% LL A7) —
%% Honorable ﬁsey Manning .
Presiding Judgafef the Fifth Judicial @

,»South Carolina
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STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA

Roster:

=
' NOTICE OF MOTION SCHEDUIQG w:)

August 23, 2017

Motion "MDISMS - Motion to Dismiss on behalf of S Mayes, C Samellas
& 11th Ci" for Case: 2017CP4001181 - August B Kreis #365998 111 vs
Dan Johnson , defendant, et al has been added to the following Motions

1148 - MOTION ROSTER SEPTEMBER 21,2017 COURTROOM 3A

This hearing of this motion has been scheduled for 9/21/2017 at 2:00 PM.

The above referenced case is scheduled for Motions Hearing before Judee Knox McMahon
in Courtroom 3A.The Plaintiff's Attorney is to notify the Defendant in writing of the time and

date of all Default and Daimn

ages Hearings. All'requests for continuances must be in writing

with a $25.00 filing fee and received by the Chief Administrative Judge prior to the hearing.
A request for a continuance does not guarantee that a case will be continued. Please notify
the Court in writing if the Motions are resolved prior to the hearing. Please file any briefs or
memorandum the Wednesday before the week of the hearing to kmcmahonle@sccourts.org:

] Mail Notice To: -

August B Kreis #365998

Perry Correctional Institiite ALU-193A

430 Oaklawn Road
Pelzer, SC 29669

Richie_md County Common Pleas
Richland County Judicial Center

1701 Main Street
Columbia, SC 29201-9201

If you have any questions regarding the scheduling of this motion, please contact the courts at:

Respectfully,

Jeanette W. McBride
Clerk of Court

(803)576-1999
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SOUTH CAROL[N‘EPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ‘

Division of Inmate Services /. #0—//?\/)

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT Y—(P- 2513 /
Inmate’s Name: SCDC #: Housing Unit: Date:
Adgusr B. keeis 365995 ALU-193 T24-17
GENERAL MATERIAL

** Inmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.
’ To be completed by

*m i/lﬂ/} SCDC staff:

©\

i OadonetC fasly L oot
wanerC. ety -1 w0 2Cost s
. OB Cord C fsbaio | S
——- 1 1PoBoxusssz 7.
SasTRackiNG# 9114 9012 3080 3077 3572 06
Pen :E(?l:.'JES.ITF?MEs ;;az;rﬁni%g;ﬁfs g.o tnAUSPSAcom
— @ |BelhDLelihly.ben ]
Paper A Sskseo |
— \ -~ ACnimbin sz 2920 |
ag ) lé!scmmcggN # 91F14 9012 3080 3077 3572 20
RECEIPT 015'13’53&352“ ?ﬁes 9212 USPS.com
Tape . AN - -
-~ O Jolsph £ Andison £ Jics
1901 Richland Stz _
s 2 Cedrt |

Electronic Repair " usesTacknes 9114 9012 3080 3077 3572 13
: NG ¢ 12 3080 3077 3572 13
Other :é:él;fp?lflER :?;;rnraﬁlggggrz;m:s go n? USPS.com

Sub-Total:

] . LEGAL L\’IATERIAL
** [nmate is not required to have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials; however, his/her account must
be debited for all materials s/he elects to receive.

To be completed by
SCDC staff:
VU H Bavidcon -A1T; R
DSV S : -‘fﬁamdsm.tdl)o@fmém,/’/ o GO
Envelope P 848_‘1’(—{5;&37:.—_—:—:7, . _
 yspsTaccs 9114 9012 3080 3077 3571 90
Pen RECEPT el e gg
' Q) |Enanks Pelfs (544D Aty
Paper _ ,gaiaqmrw‘iy 2 v & e .
qIC L |
Postage mﬁ”f,‘"‘” : _l ¢
Other # INTER-AGENCY .c/@
Hetion Yo sef gsted Davidsens Hotien+te Dismiss /4 Lpgs

Hotion-Mand, 70 94 J’zymﬁfﬁm Kichand Cf: 1 pg, Sub-Total:
Motron-Hind. Fo et Asicle Weefsp crdrrmeie fo Milpr 2 055
UT-CP-ilIASIHTCPAO-ATI R TIIIM-RAE L 00 O DIES
FMl-iof6 9 3)ib-373 ~TFA-Faged It o
** Inmate may be required to have funds in his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the

Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds.

To be completed by
//aﬂ.”.;l/fllfdﬂ ‘M/.G;’/?}n SCDC s[ijﬂ‘;‘:“ ] 1 _
qumbiq gf%é’,”f:~ B & R
N TER-AG ENE—

‘| Photocopies . , X

Comwell 7 "/ »@/,/éﬁé, i)

Mailroom/Canteen Signature (Request filled by)

ate

White - Inmate
Canary - Mailroom/Canteen Employee

SCDC Form 10-14 (November 1998)



SOUTH CAROLINQPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
- Diviston of Inmate Services

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT

** Inmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.

W
“rackirs f’/ease,\‘:

Inmate’s Name: SCDC #: Housing Unit: Date:
AUGUST p. KREIS, I 365998 ALy-193 7-27-17
GENERAL MATERIAL

To be completed by
SCDC staff:

Item

~"Amount -

Janef ¢ HastyCleck
Kesshaw Gly. ceurt

Envelope

Pen

USPS TRACKING # 9114 9012 3080 3077 3572 44

RECEIPT

Paper

-~ Cost. . -

Camdon Se2 89021

For Tracking or inquiries go
or call 1-800-222-1811.

|V & Pavidsen A
.Dﬁl’ldfdl)"‘éld;/ mansl, FC.|

Postage -

-y .

Tape

#

Box

P0.8cx)5: 7A_A._ I

&

to USPS.com

i

FO. Box 85€8
rombin S IFROL-G548

USPS TRACKING #
& CUSTOMER

RECEIPT or call 1-800-222-1811,

9114 8012 3080 3077 3572 37

or Tracking or inquiries go to USPS.com

T A B fchiNgs=Cler .
Sie, Gourtef. Appeals.

Electronic Repair

6 pat

Other

RECEIPT

L0\ Bek (1629

Falismbio_ s, S9841

or cak 1-800-222-1811

P STRACKING # 9114 9012 3080 3077 357183

For Tracking or mqmnes go to USPS.com

Sub-Total: l

LEGAL MATERIAL

** [nmate is not required to have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials; however, his/her account must
be debited for all materials s/he elects to receive.

To be completed by

SCDC staff:
— Tl Al s ]
. Lo tem. : gc ﬁfgmac/{éz &n};‘/? I Cost
[ Mbid S /
Envelope N Jﬁ; Inzed s 7% Arese
Pen #\ |\ ThrEe- asency S
Paper
Postage / — 7 ¢7
Other
Metioh-Mand. 4o sef aside ¥pgs
Tontent fe Appecd 2pge 7 Sub-Total:
’ PHOTOCOPIES

** [nmate may be required to have funds ix{ his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the
Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds.

To be completed by
. SCDC staft:

dem

- Amount' '

Photocopies

Cost. .’

viqunedB. £ et T

c?

Inmate srg ignature

20 7k
Mailroom?Canteen Sigr'lature (Request filled by)

White - Inmate

Canary - Mailroom/Canteen Erﬁployee

SCDC Form 10-14 (November 1998)

TOTAL

7/25/17
Date

(615




SOUTH CAROLD\LUPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Division of _anate Services

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT

Inmate’s Name:

SCDC#:

365995

Housing Unit:

Aly-193

Date:

8-&17

AGUST B Rpe(s T

GENERAL MATERIAL
** Inmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.

To be completed by

SCDC staff:
Blos.c & Catr " Cost T
o o n.\l e
. e
Envelo -LE % 347
pe Evre/ope- r¢org o sesu//
Pen 09,095\ _}_A/TEE—A’G-{X/CY'
Paper JartC Naddy - :
ip ol % s N
Postage - L0.Cof (557
g Camdon, SC 276327
USPSTRACKING 91
Box IMZL |
20,2 Mfg& G /I'.
. . Ox ISEY
Electronic Repair (5ld, <c 9877
USPSTRACKING 9 1
I R PV
S sk f‘n"o#SquV L Ar(e(/er/fﬂa.;f 7o File 2 £24, o
From ScSup. 6 4 :j/’u + St 0510k. Daidsen ad/v/y: 7~ j‘;ljwrlo/ﬁgzjﬁ Sub-Total:
Dismiss b —Ho -, ‘f"?déf“”d‘/d’}’w"m‘z"” TEAINT AR 53457, 2 pgs. -

Metren- /./mJ Intrentsts 477@./ app. 7 Exhibris A liG AL MATERIAL

** Inmate is not required to have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials; however, his/her account must
be debited for all materials s/he elects to receive.
: To be completed by

SCDC staff
N » - Cost
Envelope
Pen
Paper
o R
Other - T !

Sub-Total:

PHOTOCOPIES
** Inmate may be required to have funds in his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the
Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds.

To be completed by

=2.5CDC staff:
-a - Itenl— Al VT AmOunE . COSt v‘ )
Photocopies
267
: TOTAL

Inmate’¢pignature .

iV MMJQ// Y ey B
Mailroom/Cdnteen Slonature (Request filled by) Date

| 2T
White - Inmate
Canary - Mailroom/Canteen Employee

SCDC Form 10-14 (November 1998)



| Inmate’s N SCDC#: Housing Unit:
ate’s Name; ousing Unit ,éi;guf ]l

SOUTH CAROLIN BFPART\/IENT OF CORRECTIONS 0
Divi®®®n of Inmate Services

AGREEMENT TO DEBIT E.H. COOPER ACCOUNT

Atgi/st-B brosar | Sbsms ALl-193

GENERAL MATERIAL

** [nmate must have the funds in his/her account to pay for the materials.
’ To be completed by

. SCDCstaff
T Memi T e Amount fé’,,’;”;"“‘é’ ‘V;%@{ )
Envelope V L O‘LLZ“‘IM
Pen _ 3 pager a:/mz 292117583 |
Paper | INTER-AGENCY
lfostage :
Tape CA\
Box P\gem A\ \\
Electronic Repair /

Other

Sub-Total:

** lnmate is not requm:d to have the fund§ m his/her account to pay for thesrdterials; however, his/her account must

To be completed by
SCDC staff: .
sy e
TICost -
Envelope
Pen
Paper
Postage
Other

Sub-Total:

PHOTOCOPIES
** [nmate may be required to have funds in his/her account. See SCDC Procedure GA-01.03(OP), “Inmate Access to the
Courts,” to determine if inmate may receive copies with/without funds;

To be completed by
SCDC staff
N Cost ; it
Photocopies P
| yz)
¢ TOTAL
\. H N
Inmate’s Signature
(\Qﬂ (e l ) ‘ 7
Mailroom/Canteen Swnarure (Reques’t filled by) Dgpte
White - Inmate

Canary - Mailroom/Canteen Employee

SCDC Form 10-14 (November 1998)
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