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William H. Seals, Jr., Circuit Court Judge
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NOTICE OF APPEAL

Appellant appeals the Court’s denial of his application for post-conviction relief.
Attached is the order from the court dated September 14, 2017 and received October 2, 2017.
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Christopher L. Murphy, Esquire
Murphy Law Offices, LLC

234 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 128
Charleston, SC 29492

Re: Arthur Lee Rivers, #254993 v. State of South Carolina
2015-CP-10-1003

Dear Mr. Murphy:

Enclosed is a copy of the Order of Dismissal in the above-captioned case signed by The
Honorable William H. Seals and filed with the Charleston County Clerk of Court.

Sincerely,

s Yoo

Megan Harrigan Jameson
Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROEINA )y~ INTHE COURT OF COMMON PEBAS~—+~—" -~
) NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )
) CASENO:  2015-CP-10-1003
)
Arthur Lee Rivers, #254993 ) MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION
Plaintiff, ) FORM AND COVERSHEET
Vvs. )
)
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
Defendant. )
Plaintiff’s Attorney: Defendant’s Attorney:
Christopher L. Murphy, Bar No. Megan Harrigan Jameson, Bar No.
Address: Murphy Law Offices, LLC Address:
234 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 128 PO Box 11549
Charleston, SC 29492 Columbia, SC 29211
Phone: Fax Phone: _ Fax
E-mail: Other: E-mail; Other:

[ IMOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and 111))]
XIFORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS II and IIT)
[ JPROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS IT and IIX)

SECTION I: Hearing Information

Nature of Motion:

Estimated Time Needed: Court Reporter Needed: [ [YES/[X] NO
SECTION II: Motion/Order Type

[ Written motion attached

X]Form Motion/Order

I hereby move for relief or action by the court as set forth in the attached proposed order.

/CA%(_L_/L_W’V\//\! \ 9 /pwo,é&ﬂ September 15, 2017

Signature(of Attorney for [} Plainkiff /[X] Defendant Date submitted

~ SEE€TION II: Motion Fee
[ 1 PAID - AMOUNT: $
EXEMPT: [ ] Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [ ] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect
[ ] Indigent Status  [_] State Agency v. Indigent Party
[ ] Sexually Violent Predator Act  [X] Post-Conviction Relief
[ Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy
[ ] Motion for Publication  [_] Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)
("] Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions
Name of Court Reporter:
[ ] Other:

JUDGE’S SECTION
[_] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached | JUDGE CODE

order.

[ ] Other: Date:
CLERK’S VERIFICATION

Collected by: Date Filed:

[ ] MOTION FEE COLLECTED: $
[ ] CONTESTED — AMOUNT DUE: $

SCCA 233 (11/2003)



Q015 CP-10-1003

Respondent.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Arthur Lee Rivers, SCDC No. 254993, ) Case No.: 2015-CP~10-"‘1-@O3 /f\p .
_ . el 3
Applicant, ) P
) ORDER OF DISMISSAL - o )
V. ) e L =
) \ ?
State of South Carolina, ) V D
) :
)
)

This matter comes before the Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief
filed February 17, 2015, by Arthur Lee Rivers (Applicant), alleging ineffective assistance of
counsel. Respondent made its Retum on July 8, 2015, requesting an evidentiary hearing be held.
An evidentiary hearing into the matter was convened January 9, 2017, at the Charleston County
Courthouse. Applicant was present at the hearing and represented by Christopher L. Murphy,
Esquire. Assistant Attorney General Alicia Olive from the South Carolina Attorney General’s
Office appeared on behalf of the State. Following the hearing, this Court denied the application.

This order follows.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The records before this Court establish Applicant is presently confined in the South
Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant to orders of commitment of the Charleston County
Clerk of Court. During it October 2008 term, the Charleston County Grand Jury indicted
Applicant for assault on a police officer while resisting arrest, trafficking in cocaine (10-28
grams) (third offense), and trafficking in cocaine base (greater than 10 grams) (third offense).
Applicant was represented by James W. Smiley, IV, Esquire. The case was prosecuted by
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Assistant Solicitors Rutledge DuRant and Culver Kidd. On September 15, 2009, Applicant
proceeded to a jury trial before the Honorable Roger M. Young, Sr. The jury convicted Applicant
of assault on a police officer while resisting arrest, trafficking in cocaine (10-é8 grams) (third
offense) as indicted and possession of cocaine base (third offense) as a lesser-included offense.
Judge Young sentenced Applicant to concurrent sentences of twenty five years imprisonment for
the trafficking charée, fifteen years imprisonment for the possession charge, and ten years
imprisonment for the resisting arrest charge.

Applicant filed a timely notice of appeal and retained Tara Dawn Shurling, Esquire, to
represent him on appeal. Following briefing and argument, the South Carolina Court of Appeals

affirmed the convictions and sentences. State v. Rivers, Op. No. 2011-UP-495 (Ct. App., filed

November 7, 2011). Applicant’s petition for rehearing was denied by the Court of Appeals on
December 19, 2011. Applicant then sought certiorari from the South Carolina Supreme Court,
which denied the petition. The Remittitur was returned to the circuit court on February 18, 2014.

FACTUAL HISTORY

Deputy Ryan Blakeley was serving a warrant on David Tyrone Robinson. Blakeley found
Robinson in a common area, sitting on a chair by a shea, as Blakeley pulled up in a marked
police car. Deputy Blakeley also saw Applicant walking. Robinson and Applicant were the only
two people in the vicinity. (Trial Tr. 179-181)

Rivers did not see Deputy Blakeley at first, but then as he saw the Deputy, his eyes
widened, he Iobked surprised, his whole body language changed. Applicant stealthily tossed an
item to the ground, “as [if] he didn’t want [Blakeley] to notice it” and continued walking. (Trial
Tr. 181). Blakeley was suspicious of narcotic activity, but Blakeley felt that if he approached
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Applicant at that point, Applicant would run. So Blakeley proceeded to serve the warrant on
Robinson, who was cooperative. Blakeley put Robinson in handcuffs. (Trial Tr. 182-183).

Then Blakeley approached Applicant, who had been walking towards the shed, told
Applicant that he noticed Applicant throw an object down, and asked for Applicant’s license for
a warrant check. It came back clear, at which point, Blakeley asked Applicant if he had any
problem with Blakeley patting him down and searching him for narcotics. Applicant consented.
Blakeley testified that he wanted to search Applicant for weapons—they were in a high crime
area and high drug area. Blakeley did not find anything from the pat-down search. At that point,
Blakeley grabbed Applicant’s hand to detain him while he checked out the item Applicant
dropped. Applicant yanked his hand away and asked what Blakeley was doing. Blakeley
explained he was detaining Applicant to investigate the item Applicant littered. Applicant pulled
away a second ;ime and pushed Blakeley in the chest. Then Applicant ran. (Trial Tr. 182-186).

Blakeley pursued Applicant and tried to Taser Applicant. The Taser managed to cause
Applicant to fall, but did not immobilize him. When Blakeley caught up to Applicant, they
struggled. Applicant threw the handcuffs into the woods. Blakeley told Applicant he was under
arrest, to quit resisting. Blakeley at this point was going to arrest Applicant for assaulting police.
The struggle continued. Applicant continued to try and break away from Blakeley, Blakeley used
brachial stuns, knees to the groin, and eventually brought Applicant under his control, and then
Blakeley hit the emergency button on his shirt while he waited for backup to arrive. Applicant
was under arrest for assaulting a police officer and resisting arrest. (Trial Tr. 187-195).

Blakeley read Applicant his Miranda rights. Applicant was taken to the police cruiser.

Then Blakeley went back to retrieve the items Applicant dropped. Deputy Summersell found the
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items—a pill bottle with over 10 grams of crack cocaine inside and a clear plastic bag with 22
grams of cocaine powder. (Trial Tr. 196-200, 289-290).

Applicant then tried to get the officers’ attention by banging his head against the police
car window. Blakeley opened the door to see what Applicant wanted. Applicant was trying to

talk about the incident that occurred, but Blakeley read Applicant his Miranda rights a second

time. Then Applicant told Blakeley that the coke was his, but not the crack. (Trial Tr. 200-207).

ALLEGATIONS RAISED

In his application, Applicant alleged he is being held in custody unlawfully based on
allegations of ineffective assistance of counsel for:
1. Failing to argue Applicant’s statement to law enforcement was improper character
evidence, thereby leaving this argument unpreserved for appellate review
2. Failure to make a motion in limine at the start of trial or a motion to suppress duﬁng trial
to suppress the drug evidence
At the conclusion of Applicant’s testimony, Applicant moved to conform his allegations to the
testimony presented, including an additional allegation that trial counsel was ineffective for
failing to properly communicate with him regarding plea offers. The State did not object to this
motion, and the Court granted the motion and allowed Applicant to proceed forward on the
allegation that counsel failed to adequately communicate with him as to plea offers.

SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY PRESENTED AT THE EVIDENTIARY HEARING

At the evidentiary hearing, Applicant testified on his own behalf. Applicant testified he
was represented by trial counsel, who he had known for “quite some time.” (PCR Tr. 6). He
testified the State made him an initial plea offer of five years imprisonment followed by a
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subsequent plea offer of fifteen years imprisonment. (PCR Tr. 6-7). He testified he discussed
these plea offers with counsel, including the five year plea offer that was made when he “was on
the street.” (PCR Tr. 7, 13). He testified he thought he was accepting the five year offer when he
came to court for his trial. (PCR Tr. 7-8, 12). Applicant denied he ever turned down a plea offer
for five to thirty years. (PCR Tr. 12). However, he testified the five year plea offer seemed
“long” and he asked counsel to get him a lowe; plea offer. (PCR Tr. 13-14). He also recalled the
fifteen year offer came “during the court session” but counsel said they were ready to go to trial.
(PCR Tr. 7-8).He acknowledged he turned down the fifteen year plea offer. (PCR Tr. 13). He
testified he did not speak with counsel privately before the trial began. (PCR Tr. 8). He testified
he never met with counsel other than once on the day of trial. (PCR Tr. 14).

Applicant testified a statement to law enforcement that the cocaine was his but the crack
was not was admittec} during trial over counsel’s objection. (PCR Tr. 9). He testified counsel
should have also objected and move to exclude the stateﬁent as improper character evidence and
this argument was found unpreserved on appeal because counsel failed to object on this ground.
(PCR Tr. 9-10). Applicant also testified counsel failed to move in limine or during trial to
suppress the drug evidence, thereby failing to preserve the issue for appellate review. (PCR Tr.
10-11).

Counsel also testified. He testified he has been practicing law since 1993 and he
exclusively practices criminal defense. (PCR Tr. 18). He testified he was retained “fairly early
on” and spoke with Applicant by phone frequently, as well as met with him “two to three times”
before trial. (PCR Tr. 18, 26). Counsel estimated he. spent ten to fifteen hours preparing for trial.
(PCR Tr. 26). He testified his file for Applicant’s case was inaHvertently destroyed. (PCR Tr.
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27). Counsel testified there was never a plea offer for five years, but there was an offer for a
sentence range of five to thirty years and that the State would recommend five years. (PCR Tr.
18-19). He testified Applicant turned down this plea offer on the record. (PCR Tr. 19). He
testified there was also a fifteen year plea offer the day trial started. (PCR Tr. 19). He testified
Applicant was aware he would receive at least a twenty-five year sentence if convicted at trial.
(PCR Tr. 27).

Counsel testified Applicant denied the drugs were his and noted the drugs were found
down the street. (PCR Tr. 19). He testified his trial strategy was the drugs were not Applicant’s,
Applicant did not thrown them, and he should not have been detained by law enforcement. (PCR
Tr. 19-20). He testified Applicant also denied making the statement that the cocaine was his but.
the crack was not and denied assaulting the officer. (PCR Tr. 20). Counsel testified he went to
the scene, spent some time there, and formulated an argument that it was not possible for the
6fﬁcer to have seen Applicant throw the drugs. (PCR Tr. 21). He testified he also called
Applicé.nt’s mother to the stand to testify she had dropped Applicant off down the street to visit
an elderly gentleman. (PCR Tr. 21). Counsel testified despite his defense strategy, the jury did
not agree and convicted Applicant. (PCR Tr. 21). He testified he advised Applicant that he
should accept a plea offer rather than risk the mandatory minimum twenty-five year sentencing if
convicted, but Applicant wanted to proceed to trial. (PCR Tr. 21). Counsel testified he was ready
for trial and the case was on the docket for a while before it was tried. (PCR Tr. 22-24). He
testified he had not planned on Applicant testifying at trial, but Applicant ended up electing to

testify. (PCR Tr. 25). Counsel testified he did not have any grounds to suppress the drugs
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because hjs trial strategy was the drugs were not Applicant’s. (PCR Tr. 25). He elaborated he
argued mere presence was not enough for a conviction. (PCR Tr. 25).

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This Court has had the opportunity to review the record in its entirety and hés heard the
testimony at tﬁe post-conviction relief hearings. This Court has further had the opportunity to
observe the witnesses presented at the hearing,'.closeiy pass upon their credibility and weigh their
testimony accordingly. Set forth below are the relevant findings of facts and conclusions of law
as required pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-80 (1985).

In a post-conviction relief action, an applicant has the burden of proving the allegations

in his or her application. Rule 71.1(e), SCRCP; Butler v. State, 286 S.C. 441, 334 S.E.2d 813
(1985). When an applicant alleges ineffective assistance of counsel as a ground for relief, he or
she must prove “counsel’s conduct so undermined the proper functioning of the adversarial
process that the trial cannot be relied upon as having produced a just result.” Strickland v.
Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984); Butler, 286 S.C. 441, 334 S.E.2d 813. The proper measure of
performance is whether an attorney provided representation within the range of competence
required in crimiﬁal cases. Courts presume counse] rendered adequate assistance and made all
significant decisions in the exercise of reasonable professional judgment. Butler, 286 S.C. 441,

334 S.E.2d 813. The applicant must overcome this presumption to receive relief. Cherry v. State,

300 S.C. 115,386 S.E.2d 624 (1989).
Courts use a two—pronged' test in evaluating allegations of ineffective assistance of
counsel. First, the applicant must prove that counsel’s performance was deficient. Under this

prong, attorney performance is measured by its “reasonableness under professional norms.”
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Cherry, 300 S.C. at 117, 385 S.E2d at 625 (citing Strickland). Second, counsel’s deficient
performance must have prejudiced the applicant such that “there is a reasonable probability that,
but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding would have been different.”
Cherry, 300 S.C. at 117-18, 386 S.E.2d at 625.

| After careful review of the entire record, including the testimony presented at the
evidentiary hearings, based on the standard discussed above, this Court finds Applicant has
failed to carry her burden in this action regarding any of his allegations of ineffective assistance
of counsel. Below are this Court’s specific finding regarding each of Applicant’s allegations of

ineffective assistance of counsel:

Allegation: Failure to argue Applicant’s statement to law enforcement was improper character
evidence, thereby leaving this argument unpreserved for appellate review

Applicant alleges counsel failed to argue his statement to law enforcement was
" inadmissible as improper character evidence. Additionally, Applicant argues since counsel failed
to move to exclude his statement on this specific ground, the issue was unpreserved for appellate
review.

At trial, counsel argued Applicant’s statement to.law enforcement should be suppressed
because it was involuntary. During the suppression hearing, counsel argued that blows received
while he resisted arrest and confinement in a small space while in the company of two police

officers rendered his confession involuntary “in violation of my client’s Fifth Amendment right

to remain silent, the South Carolina constitution, and Miranda, Jackson versus Denno and
itsprogeny.” (Trial Tr. 97-100). The trial court ultimately denied this motion and allowed the

statements to be introduced at trial. (Trial Tr. 100).
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Initially, this Court finds counsel’s decision to argue for suppression of Applicant’s
statement based on voluntariness was reasonable under the circumstances of this case. The mere
fact that appellate counsel chose to raise a different argument on appeal than the one presented
below does not make counsel’s decision on what to argue at trial any less reasonable or prudent.

See Strickland, 466 U.S. at 693 (“Representation is an art, and an act or omission that is

unprofessional in one case may be sound or even brilliant in another.”).

Additionally, this Court finds counsel is not ineffective for failing to raise this specific
argument on appeal, as there is no reasonable likelihood such an argument would have prevailed
on appeal. Our appellate courts have previously held an issue that was raised on direct appeal but
found to be unpreserved may be raised in the context of a post—convicti.on relief claim alleging

ineffective assistance of counsel. McHam v. State, 404 S.C. 465, 475, 746 S.E.2d 41, 47 (2013)

(citing McLaughlin v. State, 352 S.C. 476, 575 S.E.2d 841 (2003); Foye v. State, 335 S.C. 586,

518 S.E.2d 265 (1999)). However, to be entitled to relief on such a claim, an applicant must
establish the underlying claim is meritorious and would have resulted in a reversal on appeal to a
reasonable probability. McHam, 404 S.C. at 475-76, 746 S.E.2d at 47 (“Since the Fourth
Amendment issue was not considered on direct appeal because it was unpreserved, an
examination of the merits of the issue is appropriate in analyzing the prejudice prong in

McHam’s PCR claim.”) (citing Sikes v. State, 323 S.C. 28, 30, 448 S.E.2d 560, 562 (1994)

(“When the defendant claims that counsel’s failure to articulate a Fourth Amendment claim was
ineffective assistance, [the] defendant must show that such claim is meritoriouns and that the
verdict would have been different absent the eviden(;,e that should have been excluded.”
(emphasis in McHam)). Therefore, before a post-conviction relief court can find an applicant has
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prevailed on a claim of ineffective assistance of trial counsel for failing to preserve a ground for
appellate review, the court must determine the underlying claim was meritorious and a
reasonable probability that it would have resulted in reversal and a new trial.

Applicant alleges counsel should have moved to exclude his statement to law
enforcement as improper character evidence. Generally, “[e]vidence of a person’s character or a
trait of character is ﬁot admissible for the purpose of proving action in conformity therewith on a
particular occasion.” Rule 404(a), SCRE. However, as the State was not seeking to introduce the
statement as impropér character evidence, but as a confession to the charged crimes. Therefore,
this argument fails and would not have been succeésful on appeal. In conclusion, this Court finds
this allegation must be denied and dismissed with prejudice.

Allegation: Failure to make a motion in limine at the start of trial or a motion to suppress during
trial to suppress the drug evidence

Applicant alleges counsel was ineffective for failing to move to suppress the drug
evidence introduced against him at trial based on a violation of Forth Amendment rights to
unlawful searches and seizures. Trial counsel testified he did not move for suppression of the
drug evidence based on Forth Amendment grounds because the drugs .were not found near
Applicant and his entire trial strategy focused on the drugs not belonging to Applicant. This
Court finds Applicant has failed to meet his requisite burden of proof as to this allegation.

In the present case, counsel set forth a reasonable frial strategy for not moving for
suppression of the drugs—a defense that because the drugs wére never found on Applicant, they
clearly were not his drugs. “[W]hen counsel articulates a valid reason for employing a certain

strategy, such conduct generally will not be deemed ineffective assistance of counsel. The
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validity of counsel's strategy is viewed under an ‘objective standard of reasonableness.’ ”

Edwards v. State, 392 S.C. 449, 456, 710 S.E.2d 60, 64 (2011) (quoting Lounds v. State, 380

S.C. 454, 462, 670 S.E.2d 646, 650 (2008)).

Moreover, had counsel moved for suppression based on Forth Amendment grounds, the
trial court would have denied this motion because Applicant abandoned the drugs when he threw
them on the ground and walked away. “[TThe Fourth Amendment is not triggered unless a person
has an actual and reasonable expectation of privacy or unless the government commits a

common-law trespass for the purpose of obtaining information.” State v. Robinson, 410 S.C.

519, 527, 765 S.E.2d 564, 568 (2014) (citation omitted). Whether such an expectation of privacy
has been abandoned “is determined on the basis of the objective facts available to the
investigating ¢fficers, not on the basis of the owner’s subjective intent.” State v. Brown, 414 S.C.

14,23, 776 S.E.2d 917, 922 (Ct. App. 2015) (citing United States v. Tugwell, 125 F.3d 600, 602

(8th Cir.1997)); see also State v. Taylor, 401 S.C. 104, 119, 736 S.E.2d 663, 670-71 (2013)

(“Whether a Fourth Amendment violation has occurred turns on an objective assessment of [an
officer’s] actions in light of the facts and circumstances confronting him at the time....”
(alteration by court) (intemal qﬁotation marks omitted)). Moreover, in determining whether
property has been abandoned in the Fourth Amendment context, the inquiry is not whether the
owner of the property has relinquished his or her interest in it such tilat another, having acquired

possession, may successfully assert a superior interest. Brown, 414 S.C. at 23, 776 S.E.2d at 922

(citing State v. Dupree, 319 S.C. 454, 457, 462 S.E.2d 279, 281 (1995). Rather, “ ‘the question is
whether the defendant has, in discarding the property, relinquished his reasonable expectation of

privacy so that its seizure and search is reasonable within the limits of the Fourth Amendment. In
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essence, what is abandoned is not necessarily the defendant's property, but his reasonable
expectation of privacy therein.” Brown, 414 S.C. ét 23, 776 S.E.2d at 922 (citations omftted). In
the present case, Applicant threw down the drugs and walked away. Additionally, hé denied any
ownership of the drugs. Therefore, any Forth Amendment challenge would have failed. In
conclusion, this Court finds this allegation is denied and dismissed with prejudice.
Allegation: Failure to adequately communicate with Applicant as to plea offers

~ Applicant alleges counsel was ineffective for failing to adequately confer and
communicate with him regarding plea offers. Applicant testified he believed he was going to
court to plead guilty in e_xchange for a five year plea offer, not pick a jury and begin his trial. In
contrast, counsel testified there was never a plea offer for a negotiated five year sentence, but
instead, there was an offer for Applicant to plead guilty and receive a sentence between five to
thirty years and the State would recommend a five year sentence. Counsel testified Applicant
turned down this offer on the record and insisted on going to trial throughout his representation
of Applicant. This Court finds counsel’s testimony to be credible and Applicant’s testimony to
be not credible as to this issue. This Court finds counsel adequately communicated with
Applicant regarding blea offers, as well as all other aspects of Applicant’s case, and that this

allegation is denied and dismissed with prejudice.

CONCLUSION

Based on all the foregoing, this Court finds and concludes Applicant has not established
any constitutional violations or deprivations that would require this Court to grant his
application. Therefore, this application for post-conviction relief is denied and dismissed with

prejudice.
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This Court notes Applicant must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty days from
the receipt of this Order by counsel of record to secure the appropriate appellate review. See

Rule 203, SCACR. Pursunant to Austin v. State, 305 S.C. 453 (1991), an applicant has a right to

an appellate counsel’s assistance in seeking review of the denial of post-conviction relief. Rule
71 .l(g), SCRCP, provides if the applicant wishes 'to seek appellate review, post-conviction relief
counsel must serve and file a Notice of Appeal on the Applicant’s behalf. Applicant is directed to
South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 243 for appropriate procedures for appeal.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. This application for post-conviction relief must be denied and
dismissed with prejudice; and

2. Applicant shall remain in the custody of the State.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this / C_Z day of éfﬂf ’ ,2017.

Xl

Wiliam H.SEAD] IR,

Presiding Judge
Ninth Judicial Circuit

W /V"/ , South Carolina
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ALAN WILSON

ATTORNEY GENERAL

September 15, 2017

The Honorable Julie J. Armstrong
Charleston Clerk of Court

100 Broad St Ste 106

Charleston, SC 29401-2210

Re: - Arthur Lee Rivers, #254993 v. State of South Carolina
2_015—CP—1_»0-1_003 .

Dear Ms. Armstrbng:

Enclosed pleaée find the original Order of Dismissal signed by the
Honorable William H. Seals, in the abové-captioned case, for filing in your office.

Pursuant to Rule 71.1(f), of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure,
please “provide notice of entry of judgment and serve a copy of the order or Judgment
to the parties as provided in Rule 77(d) SCRCP.”

In addition, please forward proof of service and a time stémped copy back to

our office for our file.

Sincerely,

H‘ZVL' v)?ukuw’\
Mégan Harrlgané:;n; n

- Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General

MHJ/jaj
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

ARTHUR LEE RIVERS Applicant,

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, Respondent.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true copy of the Order of Dismissal has been

served upon the applicant by mailing one (1) copy in the United States mail, postage prepaid,
addressed to:

Christopher L. Murphy, Esquire
Murphy Law Offices, LLC

234 Seven Farms Drive, Suite 128
Charleston, SC 29492

This 27" day of September, 2017.

< .

AN~

Jehmifer Jentison
Legal Assistant for Respondent

SWORN to before me this 27" day of September, 2017.

~0 \\\\\\mmuuu,,
z \)
“/}, / /-/ AT \\

1,
.V. H ,,’I,,

Notary Public for, Shufh-Carolina* &’
My Commission Ixpifes\NOTARY %
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
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