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[a] SER!P%[:'I'AL o BUPPL?{ENTAL O ADDITIONAL o Wm%m
MO CASE STATUS 1
R CiomAL O Chanee O rrimio: TS —
6 SEZED
§- SMALL PLASTIC BAGS CONTAINING AND OFF WHITE POWDERY SUBSTANCE; TOTAL WEIGHT 0.00
1.19GM. )
D Heroln 1180 GM ) : :
TOTAL GROUP 0.00
' - . __JOTAL PROPERTY . 0,00
' [ : [ GUBECTLoGATED —— TEirom ¥
i Bves o | QieTvE iAW clos ARRESTED Joes e | Becasmmees
3. [ eqanaprmion oexzp 4 D) vierwoznunes cooraration

- APPROVING OFFICER "DATE Ty

SGT STEVEN ROWE SWEAT 01/21/2016 220 |LIBUTENANT BRIAN K, BRIDGES 0172412016 208
. FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION GFFIGER

SGT MATTHEW A VEAL 01121/2016 224 Bives [no SGT STEVEN ROWE SWEAT 01/2212015 220
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+ 'OF THR CASE, THE JUDGH ISSUED ARRBST WARRANT 2015530101001

"INCIDENT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL rase +

Case Nimmber: 15000202

N

1

Officer:88224 SWRAT, STEVEN ' Dato Entered/Changed; 01/23/20156  Reviewer: . ' Review Date:

DETAILED STATEMENT OF INVESI'IGATION: ON 01-22-14 THIS CASH WAS PRESENTHD 70 A LAURENS COUNTY MAGISTRAXB. UPON REVIEW

32mmmmmmgmm. THIS WARRAN'T WAS FORNARDED
!‘OI‘HEI-GBOWTSDIVIBIONMWIGHATMM. THIS CASH IS CLOSED BY ARREBY,
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_ STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

ARREST WARRANT
2015A3010100132
- STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
@ County! D Municipality of
Laurens
THE STATE 1500202
agahnst

Terrance Edward Stewart
Addresss .
e B Hems?&lmm T avu
pLswx  _ OL&
00B: Agency ORI®: 800300000

ProsscuingAgency: ~ Laurens County SheriffS Office

Prosecufing Offices. ™ M Veal - 2083

offensee Drugs / Dist. other than listed In Schedules 1

. ), (), LSD and 'S
Offenss Code: 3128
CodefOndinancs S 44-53-0440
warram T 8
Dt:ounw DMmﬂdmwof
. . The accused
BT 1o be amooed oznd Drovght bDalre me o be
dealt Wi eccording o the law. .
Ls)
" ignatirs o Jaeg0
Date: -
RETURN
A copy of this amest wamant was defivered to
dsfendant

RETURN WARRANT TO:
General Sessions
100 Hillcrest Square
P.0.Box 287
Laurens, SC 29360

ORIGINAL ORIGINAL

ORIGINAL

) ORIGINAL 3=
Courty! [} Municipamty of ) AFFIDAVIT . s
Laurens ) : ;

Personaly appeered before ms the efiont M Veal . : who

belg duly swom dopodes end says that defendant . Terrance Edward Stewart
did wiiin fhis counly end siste on oraboul 172272015

Shlnofsmm(orord'mneod @&wn!yl DMtﬂdpamyor
in the following particulars:

DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Drugs / Dist. other than listed in Schedules I through V. excluding 16}, (c}, LSD emd Schedule IT drogs
. i

Lanrens : )

| frther stole thet thera Is prodable couse to  befiove thot the defendamt named ahwedﬁmnm
iheer&nesetfoﬂhandlhatpmbab!aumsshbmdmlhofoﬂcwhafn

That on January 22, 2015 in the County, of Laurens, one Terrance Edward Stewart did dmm‘bm“qumﬁwof!!min toa
confidentlal informant of the Laurens County Sheriff's Office. :

Wl 1/40

Signetire of Afiant
STATE F SOUTH CAROLINA
. c:mw D Mm[dmo’f ) AMYSMM 216 West Main Street
m T
Laurens ) Affian?s Telephone .

ARREST WARRANT

TO ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT QFFICER OF THIS STATE OR MUNICIPALITY OR ANY CONSTABLE OF THIS COUNTY:
t eppearing fom e sbove .afidavik thet fhere e ressomable gmumnds o beleve Dt

on crabet 112272015 dofendant  Terrance Edward Stewart i
ammmmamasmamm«ammof

. X'] County! D Municipsllyof I auprens )assetrormbe!qw-
DESCRIPTION OF OFFENSE: Drugs/ Dist. othier than listed in Schedules 1 through V. m:ludingl(b), (c), end Scheduls I
drups

MMMMMWMMMMMgmmeM directad % orrest the defendent and bitng hlm or

are empowesed end
) hummwmwbedenuvmmdhnnmAmdesAmIWmm&dmnbedemmufmdemmoras

)
l
Judge'sAddress  P.O. Box 925 !

) .__Laurens; SC 29360 L
& - y E0e Teohone  (864)683-4485
© JudgeCode: 7023 o ) lmingCeuwrt [3] Meglerato [] mun [] cteun
ORIGINAL - ORIGINAL ORIGINAL ORIGINAL




O b Y, = TS — I— Y m— BOGKTNG‘REPOFQ“ CASEHIMBER
g
. |scosooooo __o1/22/2015 0925 | _LAURENS COUNTY SHERIFFS OFFICE _ 1 5 0 0 9, 2 _.o_-el'[,l' L
' nm:(um Fmsr.woma i ] oocxermuaea
DERRANCE EDWARD ... . _ . e ) N
T ETH.[HEGHT | WEIGHT | WAR | EVES | SOCILBECURTY NVEER | VISIDLE SGARS AND MARKS NCIC 1.0, NUMBER
: CiWE BIX | BRO oe. _ S A :
: MUMBER AMD STREET)' T ' CiTY’ ‘ ' sme[ ZIPOODE r “FIBNE SIBER :
3 4 L B¢
PLAGECE Biswal” "™ T - T uCENSEWMBCR s‘m’re
. 3 o : . L :
- s TS TNEGORRN e T AODRESS (CTY A STATE) 0 R —
|/MOTHER e LY - S :

NUMBER

"ARFEBTING OFFIGER.

BER R. mom,m‘.eox

’csiu

_| DEPUTY HUI

BEMRAUTO
rm.mum

RELEASING OFFIGER

AGENCY:RELEASED TO!

. LIST REMARKS BELOW.

X FRECEWING OFFICIAL X
/ nrtmmcs

s " axtva look. )cey Was placad in tote 313 on 1-—25-15~-agt
aging 3 shirts and 3 pair of socks in tote 313 due to being extrads

TOTAL RESTITUTIONS COLLECTED

TOTAL RESTITU'I'!DNS {i ANY )

A .arr,F.-.». U*T,g

TOTAL CASH AT TIME oF'AR' £ ST

R, s;'\‘
A

D’EFENDANT‘S SlGNM'URE AT THE TIEOF. ARR&ST

‘OFFIGER

MY FERSON AT THE TIME OF MY ARREST. '

1DE 0000108200

i HEREB'{ BT ATE ON THE DATI: OF MY RELEGASE, THAT THE ABOVE LISTIZD PROPCRTY WAS RETURNED TO 14, IN SATISFAGTION OF ALL CLAIMS TO! PROPERTY ON

Fr_pm: d- L:A-0020268:
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" —AGENEY R e BATERME GFARREST——- NG - GASENONBER: e
TR T e Bﬁ.m REPORT
| sc0300000 01/22/2015. 0925 LAURENS COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 1 5 0 0 0,2, 0 8, R
EWARY , TERRANCE EDWARD _ o
e[ HEeHT | WEiGHT' HAE_] TEYES | BOCIALSECHRITY RUMBER. |
’ e Nl wow b oomw. . ‘. . o .
‘ADPRESE {RUMBER AND STHEET) ; “q ey “[STATE]  ZIP.COOE RESID. PHONE NUMBER
A O [ S L . ey SO & e RECSEEE 1 ' |

R T areraa N ADDRESS (ngg'rp‘rﬂ_l T

(MOTHER: ,__.'.., .
“[ARREBTING OFFIER.

DEPU’.UY HUBER R.

'I‘OMLINSON

s,sum’ -Outelda Stato._ Ulinknown |
[#AORE IN-REMARKS 10|

‘RWDATE N TRELEASNG OFFICER

SIGNATUR'E'?O' REGEIVING OFFICIAL X __ A L!STREMARKS BELOW .
‘ TRIA‘L DATHE: - 7/ / ‘REMARKS § extra look key 'm:\s plaoed An tots 313 on. 1-25- 15-—agt
’hardy also placing 3 ahiz:tu and 3 pair of soockd in toté 313 dua to haing extrae

'TOTAL RESTITUTIONS. COLLEGVED:
TOTAL CASH AT TJME OF ARREST

- 'PAIR socxs 01/25 :
) HEREDY ETATE THAT THE PRDPERT\’ LtSTED ABDVE DOLSVTU'ES ALL CLAMS I0 PRDP&RTY ONNYPEREON AT THE TIME (

OF MY ARREST,

X e | .
T DEF&NDANT'B SIGNATUREATTHETWOFARMT T OTF!CER
1 HERFJXY STATE DN THE DATE OF MY RELEASE, THAT THE ABOVE LISTED PROPERTY WAS RE‘I’URNED TOME, N SATRSFACT ION OFALL CLA!MS TO FROPBH.TY ON

My Pl-RBrON ATTHE THZE OF MY ARREST,

Fiom: J - LA0D20256. D; ‘0000106208,
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) *‘?‘r? i
S *
— IREENED G vew OO
o T e 115000000, , ]
S L _ L LAURENS COUNTY SFER!FF’S OFFICE |y VMY L O |
: DEENDANT NAVE TOAGT, FIRGT, o ] DOCKEI’:NUMBER 1.
: SEEEWART ‘I‘ERRANCE EDWARD ) ) . ;
AGE™ [ETH,|  HEWRHT | WEBHT ™| “HAR T™EYES | BOCIAL BEOURIY RUMPER |~ VISIHLE SGARD AND MARKS™ ™ "NGIGT ]1.0, NUMBER|
P | S | : K . . ) i l .
[\DDRESSNUMEEL\N“JSIREE‘I') — ‘ o s'mmf ZPGODE  |RESID) PHONE NUMBER
“PLACE OF BIRTH, _ DRIVERS LfCENSENUMBER,
- me b STRINE Faanmants " 5'.".':; e “‘*" 7 ‘ UBRESS IGHYANDSTF"‘" ' . B A_’ e
uump:.on:n . e o /MomER e N | S
;mommomcmsm ‘ T T OWEER | ARFESTING OFFIGER . ' AGERGY, 7

9191 _|DEPUTY HUBER R. TOMLINSON | 1sumins comiTy
m mo»\vnswmnesr Eis'uMMGNED

LIST REMARKS BELOW
/, / Rmmcs ext:a Jook key yas plnced in tote 313 on 1-26-15--8gt
50, plaaing 3 shirts and 3 pair of. noeka dn toko: 313 dug to»rba.i.ng extxan

.3 |PAIR SOCKS 01/25 'I'EAGUE,- ;
YHEREBY BYATE THAT THE PROPERTY LISTED ABOVE. cousrm.rresm CLARIE T, PRDPERW ON WY PERSON ATTHE TRIE OF wmnesr.

X.

" DEFENDATS SIGNATURE AT THE THE OF ARREST T T T GHAGER

l HEREB‘I STATE, ONTHE DATE OF: MYRELEASE. THAT THE ABOVE I.ISTED PROPERTY WAS RETURNI:D 'IO ME IN SATlSFAG'NDN OF ALL GLAIMS TO FROPERTY ON
MY.PERSON AT THE TIME OF MY ARREBT,

From: J-1:A:0020268. 1D; 0000106200 X
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~FRGERCY T, DA TIvE OF RREST ] ; : ' = ASE VO REAR
_ BOOKING REPORT
£C0300000. _ >01/22/2015 0925 LAURENS COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE _1 5,0,0,0,2 _O 8 1
SFENDANT NAME {LABT, FIRST, ¥ ~TRAGE] SeX 1 ~GATE AR WIRTH | DOCKET NUNERR ]
,smEWAij TERRAHCE EDWhnD e 1L e
WEIGHT | HAIR. | EYES. | SOGIALSEGURITY NUMBER- ’ wsm;smnsmpm““ NGIG |1.D, NUMBER
- I o “ISTATE] ~ ZP.CODE RESD.{ ! PHONE NUMBER g
! i scl i ]
"~ PEAGE OF iR ) T DRNERSUC‘ENSENUWEK T s ]
: NEXT OF o v [ FOERESBTEY ARDSTATE,
. /HMOTHER ~
: NupgsEr | ARRESTING OFFIGER o '
: co391  |DEPUTY HUBER R. Tom-m ON l _ o ¢
E SEW-MJTO

SIGNATURE. OF RECEIVING OFFICIAL X

TRIAL DATE Yo i RENARKS'

TOTAL RESTITUTIONS: COLLECTED

LIST REMARKS BELOW
axtza 1onk key waa placud 111 tote 313 ‘on 1-25<15--8gt
|hazdy also plaoing 3 shirte and 3 pai: of socks in tots 313 dise to baing extras

TOTAL GASH AT TINEE OF ARREST s

3_|Pp

( d
BOCKS . 01/25-—'mAGUE

X

IBERERY STATE TRAT THE PROPERTY LISTED ABOVE CONST lTUTES ALL CLMMS TO PROPER‘I' Y ONMY FERSON AT THE TIME OF MY ARREST..

DEI"ENDAHT‘S SlGNATURE AT THE TIE OF ARRESY

"OFF ICER

MY PERSON AT THE TIME OF MY ARREST, .

‘|From: J - LA:0020268 1Dz 0000106209

l HEREBY STATE, ONTHE DATE OF BY RELEASE, THAT THE ABOVE LISTED PROPERTY WAS RETURNED TO' ME. N SATlSFAGTJON OF ALL CLAIMS TO I’ROPBlT‘I OH

L
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WITNESSES THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Matthew Veal
Laurens County Sheriff

 COUNTY OF LAURENS

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

June Term, 2015

WARRANT NUMBER .  Indictment # |56S30- O 157
2015D3000100078 ‘
THE STATE

Terrance Edward Stewartb

1Is

Foreman of the Grand Jury

Date: é"ﬁ /?‘/5—

INDICTMENT FOR

Distribution of Heroin
§44-53-0370

" CDR: 0185

VERDICT

Foreman




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA | INDICTMENT FOR

. Distribution of Heroin
COUNTY OF LAURENS §44-53-0370

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on the 19" day of June, 2015, the Grand Jurors of Laurens

County present upon their oath:

That Terrance Edward Stewart did, on or about January 22, 2015, in Laurens County, willfully, uniawfully,
and knowingly distribute, dispense, or deliver, and/or did otherwise aid, abet, attempt, or conspire to distribute,
dispense, or deliver a controlled substance analogue, or a controlled substance defined in Schedule I (b) and (¢)
which is a narcotic drug or lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD) and in Schedule II which is a narcotic drug, in
violation of the provisions of Section 44-53-370 of the South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended.

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such cases made and

provided.

S

Assistant Solicitor
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WITNESSES

Matthew Veal
Laurens County Sheriff

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF LAURENS

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

June Term, 2015
Indictment # 15GS30- 045 8

WARRANT NUMBER
2015A3010100133
. For_cﬁan of the Grand Jury
Date: Z&—/qv/ﬁ _
VERDICT

"~ Foreman

THE STATE

vs.

Terrance Edward Stewart -

INDICTMENT FOR.

Trafficking in Heroin
§44-53-0370

CDR: 0287



THE STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA ' INDICTMENT FOR

Trafficking in Heroin
COUNTY OF LAURENS §44-53-0370

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on the 19th day of June, 2015, the Grand Jurors of Laurens

County present upon their oath:

That Terrance Edward Stewart did, on or about January 22, 2015, in Laurens County, willfully, unlawtully,

" and knowingly traffic in morphifié; opitin; salt; isomer, or salt of an isomer thereof, including heroin-as described
in Section 44-53-190 or 44-53-210, or any mixture containing any of these substances, in that the said defendant(s)
did distribute, manufacture, cultivate, deliver, purchase, or bring into this State, and/or did provide financial
assistance or otherwise aid, abet, attempt, or conspire to distribute, manufacture, cultivate, deliver, purchase, or

' bring into this State, and/or was knowingly in actual or constructive possession of more than 14 grams of any
morphine, opium, salt, isomer, or salt of an isomer thereof, including heroin as described in Section 44-53-190 or
44-53-210, or any mixture containing any of these substances, in violation of Section 44-53-370 of the South
Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as amended ' '

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such cases made and

provided.

e Assistant Solicitor
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WITNESSES

Matthew Veal
Laurens County Sheriff

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF LAURENS

WARRANT NUMBER

2015A3010100134

 COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

June Term, 2015
Indictment # 15Gs30- O 959

Foreman of the Grand Jury

Date: &" /G/"/?

'VERDICT

Foreman

THE STATE

vs.

Terrance Edward Stewart

INDICTMENT FOR C

Possession with Intent to Distribute Oxycodone
§44-53-0370

CDR: 0185




THE STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA- INDICTMENT FOR

' : . Possession with Intent to Distribute Oxycodone
COUNTY OF LAURENS : . §44-53-0370

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on the 19™ day of June, 2015, the Grand Jurors of Laurens

County present upon their oath:

That Terrance Edward Stewart did, on or about January 22, 2015, in Laurens County, willfully, unlawfully,
and knowingly possess with the intent to distribute, dispense, or deliver, and/or did otherwise possess with the

~intent to distribute, dispense, or deliver Oxycodone, a controlled substance analogue, or a controlled substance
defined in Schedule I (b) and (¢) which is a narcotic drug or lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD) and in Schedule II
which is a narcotic drug, in violation of the provisions of Section 44-53-370 of the South Carolina Code of Laws,

1976, as amended.

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such cases made and

provided.

Assistant Solicitor
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IN THE CdURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF Laurens ;
STATE VS. ) INDICTMENT/CASE#: 15GS30-0958
Terrance Edward Stewart )  A/W# _2015A3010100133
AKA: )  Dateof Offense: _1/22/2015
Race: SO - _ Ager — ) SCCode §: 44-53-0370
- DOB: . SS#: )  CDRCode#: _ 0287
Address: : ; )
City,State,Zip: ~ .
iy Suate SN ) SENTENCE SHEET g 2 5 yes.
*CDL Yes[] No[] CMV Yes[] No[] Hazmat Yes[] No[] Z/ wnd A 2—” ®o0
In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant who was CONVICTED OF or [JPLEADS
TO: Drugs/ Traffi ckmg in Heroin, morph., etc 14 g or more, but less than 28 g
in violation of § 44-53-0370 of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 0287 .
[0 NON-VIOLENT  [4"VIOLENT [ASERIOUS [JMOST SERIOUS  [JMandatory GPS(CSC [1§17-2545
_ _ ‘ wi/tninor 1st or Lewd Act)
Thecharge is:  [] As Indicted, [JLesser Included Offense, DDefendant Waives Presentment to Grand Jury. (defendant's initials)
Thepleais:  []Withous Negotiations or Recommendation, [[]_ Negotiated Sentence, - [] Recommendation. by the State
ATTEST: «~ ' 73037,
Scott, C. Dale "SC Barf Defendant Atlorriey for Defendant " SCBar#

Bﬁte Department of Corrections, [] County Detention Center,

WHEREFORE, the Défendant is commited to

for a determinate term of Q’ 2 5 M’l @ r  [] underthe Youthful Offender Act not to exceed years
br to pay a fine of § pr%) QQQ ; provided that upon the service of , days/months/years and/or payment

of § ; plus costs and assessments as applicable"' the balance is suspended with prdbation for

he Defendant is to be given credit for ¢m ] ua _ 24-13-40 to be calculated an pphed
by the Staté Department of Corrections. v, ‘ b Sl QO S
(] The Defendant is to be placed on the Central Reglstry of Chlld Abluse and Neg‘ect pursuant to S.C. Code § 17-25-135.
Pursuant to 18 U.S.C Section 922,it is unlawful for a person convicted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16-25-65 (Domestic

Violence ) to ship, transport, possess, or receive a firearm or ammunition.

probation, which are incorporated by reference
g//(nr/ucumsm or  [] CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: al@

: SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
(CJRESTITUTION: {:l Déferred [] Def. Waives Hearing ] Ordered- PTUP .
Total: §$ plus 20% fee: $ —_ days/hours Public Service Employment
Payment Terms: . » Obtain GED '
(] Setby SCDPPPS ' _ : © Attend Voc. Rehab. or Job Corp.
— ' : May serve W/E begining
Recipient: __ S Substance Abuse Counseling O
' ¥Fine: {00, 000 y .
'Fine: N _ $ i . Random Drug/Alcohol testing 0
§ 14-1-206 (Asscssmients 107.5 %) ' STOT7 500 Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly
- § 14-1-211(A)(1) (Conv. Surchdrge) si0 § (OO pmts. of $ - beginning
14-1:211(A)}(2) (DUI Surcharge) $100 $
g 56:5-2995 (DUI Assessment) si2 7§ th —_— Pa'f'Am o De nder Eund
§ 56-1-286 (DUI Breath Test) $25 °§ er: Sy =OP¥ OF ORIGINAL
Proviso 61.6 (Public Def/Probation) $500 $ , : _— 4"{ o A0
§ 14-1-212 (Law Enforce, Funding) $25 $ 25 A, .
g 14- 1-213 (Drug Couirt Surcharge) $150 § [<so — : ?
§ 50-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) $50 % W. aster
8 56-5-2942(J) (Vehicle Assessment) . $40/ca § [0 Appointed PD opaﬂ}g eGSO CP. & GS
3% 10 County (if paid in installments) $ Q 2 3,_3. 2'_5 Proviso 61.6 requires $500 be paid to Clerk” A
_ 25 during probation and shall dllected bpfore
TOTAL s .2 l‘f, aw¥. any other fees. '

Al g

m 03 KM Presiding Judge .

Clerk of Court/ Deputy Clerk ‘ ik Judge Code: _ 2159 i
Court Reporter: U _ Tour~ Scasn Sentence Date: ' [2 ’ u:l 173

SCCA/217 (07/2016)
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STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF Laurens ; »
STATE VS. ) INDICTMENT/CASE#: 15GS30-0959
Terrance Edward Stewart ) AIWE: 2015A3010100134
AKA: — : ; _ B ) Date of Offense: _1/22/2013
Race: | Lo Sexii Age: | y SC.Code §: 44-53-0370
DOB: SSs#: ) CDRCode# _ 0185
Address: P )
City,State,Zip: . yes
DLE: S % SENTENCE SHEET ' _ K10 K
*CDL Yes[ ] No[] CMV Yes[] No[] HazmatYes[] No[]
In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant who was CONVICTED OF or [JPLEADS
TO: Drigs / Poss. of narc. in Schedule I(b),(c),LSD & Schedule 1l - 3rd or sub. offe ‘
inviplationof § 44-53-0370 of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 0178
B/NOON-VIOLENT [J VIOLENT [JSERIOUS [[JMOST SERIOUS  [JMandatory GPS(CSC [1§17-25-45
w/minor 1st or Lewd Act) :
The charge is: Bfﬁndlcted D Lesser Included Offense; [ ] Defendant Waives Presentment to Grand Jury. . (defendant’s initials)
The.plea is: [JWithout Negotiations.or. Recommendation, ] Negotiated. Sentence, [[] Recommendation by the State.
ATIEST: 72 i ait 73080 o
Scott, C. Dale SC Bar#’ _ Defendant Attorney for Defendant SC Bar#
WHEREFORE, the Defendant is commrt ,th ’ I}j{tate Department of Corrections, [] County Detention Center, _

(] under the Youthful Offender Act not to exceed years

for a determinate term of 5 a8
at upon the service of days/months/years and/or payment

and/or to pay a fine of $
of $_ H plus costs and assessments as applicable¥; the balance is suspended with probatmn for

H provnde i

probatl n, which are mcorporated by reference.
S:L(.n(‘f/;NCURRENT or [ CONSECUTIVE to sentence on:
_ e Deféndant is to be given credit for ti Je. served pursuant to S.C. Code

by the State Department of Corrections. &
[] The Defendant is to be placed on the Central Regx 10y b
Pursuant to 18 U.S.C Section 922,it is unlawful for a person convucted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16-25—65 (Domestic
Violence ) to ship, transport, possess, or receive a firearm or ammunition. )

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:;
CIRESTITUTION: (] Deferred [ ] Def. Waives Hearing [Clordered  PTUP A _ _
Total:  § __Plus20%fee: 5 _ days/hours Public Service Employment
Payment Terms: __. Obtain GED. [
(0 Setby SCDPPPS : , Attend Voc. Rehab. or Job Corp.
s : — - ‘ May serve W/E begining - _
Recipient: _ _ Substance Abuse Counseling O
*Fine: 3 Random Drug/Alcohol testing O
§ 14-1-206 (Asséssments 107.5 %) $ Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly
§|4-l-2ll(A)(l)(Conv Surcharge) $100 [ls"] pmts. of § L beginning
§ 14-1-211(A)(2) (DUI Surcharge) $100 $ ; 2,
§ 56-5-2995 (DUI Assessment) $12 S s R mﬂ%‘&?ifﬁ‘i}% %méRIG
§ 56-1:286 (DUI Breath Test) $25 3 Other: ____ IINAL
Proviso 61.6 (Public Def/Probation) $500 . §
§ 14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) $25 8§ 725
§ 14-1:213 (Drug Court Surchiarge) - $150 5 (SO
§ 50-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) $50 s
§ 56-5-2942()) (Vehicle Assessment) $40/ea § ‘
3%to County (if paid in installments) $§ K25
TOTAL s J83. 25 any other fees.
Presiding Judge ‘ VA
Clerk of Court/ Deputy Clerk LJ ﬁ.ﬂ& Mte— Jl:;;; l(?fd e":l 8 J 2159 ) l) v
Court Reporier: : “Tour~ '§Lo7T' Sentence Date: / 21 IL'L/ /7%
SCCA/217 (07/2016) |
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF Laurens ) ‘ _
STATE VS. ) INDICTMENT/CASE#: 15GS30-0957 _
Terrance Edward Stewart )  A/W# _2015D3000100078
-AKA: ) Date of Offense: 1/22/2015 :
Race: _ Sex: M Age: » ) §.C.Code § :_44-53-0370
poB: . . ! ss#: )  CDRCodc#: _ 0185
Address: 3> U - )

. S ) o -—
City.SwaleZip: : ) SENTENCE SHEET | 3 Oys
DL#; "SIV ) O - I 50 KX
*CDL Yes []] No (] CMVYes [JNo [] HazmatYes [INo. [J ’

In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant who was [J CONVICTEDOF or [CJPLEADS
TO: Distribution of Heroin  Jr o '
in violation of § - 44-53-0370 7 of the $.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # 0185
[/ NON:-VIOLENT [] VIOLENT [MSERIOUS  [JMOSTSERIOUS  [JMandatory GPS(CSC - []§17-25-45
_ w/minor 1st or Lewd Act)
The charge is: M Indicted,  []Lesser tncluded Offense, [[] Defendant Waives Presentment to Grand Jury. ) {(defendant’s initials)
The-plea-is—— Wih‘lou;—Négotiations-or—Recqmmendation.—EI—Negotialcd:Senwﬂce,—E_Recommen'dationhy;ﬁzc&ale

ATTEST: #
WL~ Z 304\ -
Scott, C. Dale SC Bar# _Pefendant Attomey for Defendant ' SC Bar#
WHEREFORE, the Défendant is commited jo ﬂ e > State Department of Correctiofs, [0 Coiinty Detention Center,

for a determinate term of / 0 Jayoliment @ T [ underthe  Youthful Offcnder Act notto exceed years
and/or to pay a fine of $ ; provided that upon the service of days/months/years and/or payment
of § ; plus costs and assessments as app,iicgblc‘; the balance is suspended with probation for

months/years and ’subjec’t to. South Carolina Department-of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of
probatjon, which are incorporated by refererice. \
I%./)C».CURRENT or [J CONSECUTIVE to sentencé on:

e Defendént is to be given credit for time rved pu' uant to S. C Code
by the State Department of Corrections. 5 /% Q-D. a8 \) ‘ .
] The Defendant is to be placed on the CoNttal egistéeaf Child’ Abus¥and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code B17-25-135.
Pursuant to 18 U.S. C Section 922,it is unlawful for a person convicted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16-25-65 (Domestlc
Violence ) to ship, transport, possess, or receive a firearm or ammunition.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

24-13-40 to be Yalcutated and ap

[IResTITUTION:  [[] Deferred ] Def. Waives Hearing [Jorered  prUP
Total: § , plus 20% fee: N : - days/hours Public Service Employmerit
Payment Terms: — . ObuinGED [
[ Setby SCDPPPS SR Attend Voc. Rehab. or Job Corp.
- — , May servé W/E begining
Recipient: . : v Substance Abuse Counseling n
*Fine: s Randor Drug/Alcohol tésting O
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 1075%) $ Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly
§ 14121 l(A)(l)(Conv Surcharge) $100 $ loo pmis. of $ begmnmg
§ 14-1-211(AX2) (DUI Surcharge) $100 s s D
§ 56-5-2995 (DUI Assessment) $12 $ -
B 56-1-286 (DUI Breath Test) $25 s Other:
Proviso 61.6 (Public Def/Probation) $500  §
§ 1441 .212 (Law Enforce. Funding) $25 [ XS
§ 14:1-213 (Drug Coutt Surcharge) $150 $§ |.SO g
§ 50-2i-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) $50 $ 24
§ 56-5-2942(J) (Vehicte Assessment) $40/ca  § ) Appointed PD or appomted olher D nsel
3%t County  (if paid in installments) $ < 925 Proviso 61.6 requires $500 be g8
. " during probation and shall b,
' TOTAL $ 933 . 9‘§ any o%hir fees.
) . -
Clerk of Court/ Deputy Clerk be%)'*\ LO (ﬁncaﬁﬁ ;:;;dgfdil:dge
Court Reporter: U dora. SCSTC Sentence Date:
SCCA/217 (07/2016)
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STATE OF SOUTH CAR )
%WLW ')ANC %5% COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

(COUNTY OFLAURENS ,0c 10 35 A 1 11
State, i $-30-
ate L AURENS Counitglﬁe;;;\lmnbem 2015-G| 957
Vs. - CLERKQF COURT™\iomioN To supprESS

- Terrance Edward Stewart,

Defendant.

\JV\J\/V\-@;_J

Claude H. Howe, III, of the Laurens County Public Defender’s Office, Attomey
for the defendant in these cases, hereby moves for an Order of this Court suppressing the.
evidence seized as a result of a search warrant issued by Glenda L. Tucker, Magistrate, A
dated January 21, 2015. This Motion is based upon the fact that there was no probable
cause for the issuance of the search warrant, all in violation of the defendant’s Fourth
Amendment rights as set forth in the United States Constitution and Article One (1),

Section ten (10) of the South Carohna Constitution, together with appropriate statutory
and case law.

- ISO MOVE. ‘ ‘
Clinton, South Carolina \ .
July 22, 2015 _ CLAUDE H. HOWE, III

Laurens County Public Defender

A TRUE COPY OF ORIGINAL
Yo w. QO LYYV rr g

Lynn W, Lancaster
Laurens County CCCP & GS
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) .
) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

COUNTY OF LAURENS ) ,
State, ) Indictment Numbers: 2015-GS-30-957

) through 967 :
Vs. ) MEMORANDUM

)
Terrance Edward Stewart, )

A

)

Defendant. )

)

In the early morning hours of Yanumy 22, 2015 law enforcement executed a
search warrant at_i—q ) ___ F ) z, South Carolina. (The search warrant is
attached is exhibit 1). The search warrant was issued by Magistrate Tucker, and is dated
July 21, 2015. The occupants of o f 'were the defendant, an adult female

Tondali L. Coleman and two minor chlldlen vadence in and around the home and the
out building was seized by law enforcement. The defendant was arrested for the
following: trafficking in heroin, possession with intent to distribute oxycodone,
possession of twenty-eight (28) grams or less of marijuana, possession of a weapon
during the commission of a violent crime, possession of a hand gun by a person convicted
of a violent crime, receiving stolen goods under Ten Thousand ($10,000. OO) (2 counts),
and child neglect (2 counts). Ms. Coleman was arrested for drug conspiracy and two (2)
counts of child neglect. The arrest warrants were served on the defendant at the detentnon
center on January 22, 2015, including a charge of distribution of heroin, a]leged to have
occurred January 22, 2015. All of the defendant’s arrest warrants are numbered in -
sequence and signed by Magistrate Thomas L. Co;ieland. Judge Copeland also signed the
Inventory Return to the search warrant on January 22, 2015, at 1:37 p.m.
DEFENDANT’S MOTION TO SUPRESS

The defendant in this case has filed a Motion to Suppress the evidence as a result

of the search (this Motion is exhibit 2). The defendant contends that the Affidavit
presented to Judge Tucker lacked probable cause and thus violated the defendant’s Fourth
Amendment rights as set forth as in the United States Constitution, as well as Article

One, Section Ten, of the South Carolina Constitution. Furthermore, the defendant
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contends that the search warrant violated the more stringent provisions of Section 17-13-

140, of the South Carolina Code of Laws. (Section 17-13-140 is exhibit 3). Section 17-

13-140 provides as follows:

A warrant issued hereunder shall be issued only upon affidavit sworn to before
the magistrate, municipal judicial officer, or judge of a court of record
establishing the grounds for the warrant. If the magistrate, municipal judge, or
other judicial officer abovementioned is satisfied that the grounds for the
application exist or that there is probable cause to believe that they exist, he shall
issue a warrant identifying the property and naming or describing the person or

place-to-be-searched-In-the-case-of-a-warrant-issued by a magistrate or a judge of
a court of record, it shall be directed to any peace officer having jurisdiction in the
county where issued, including members of the South Carolina Law Enforcement
Division, and shall be returnable to the issuing magistrate. In case of a warrant
issued by a judge of a court of record, it shall be returnable to 2 magistrate having
jurisdiction of the area where the property is located or the person to be searched
is found. If any warrant is issued by any municipal judicial officer to municipal
police officers, the return shall be made to the issuing municipal judicial officer.
Any warrant issued shall command the officer to whom it is directed to forthwith
search the person or place named for the property specified.

( The case and statutory law on search warrants is well developed. The magistrate
B has to make certain findings before the search warrant is issued. A magistrate may only
issue a search warrant only upon a finding of probable cause. State v. Bellamy, 336 S.C.

140, 143, 519 S.E.2d 347, 348 (1999). “This determination requires the magistrate to

make a practical, common-sense decision of whether, given the totality of the

circumstances set forth in the affidavit, including the veracity and basis of knowiedge of
persons supplying thé information, there is a fair probability that contraband or evidence
of a crime wil‘l be found at a particular place.” State v. King, 349 S.C. 142, 150, 561,
S.E.2d 640, 644 (Ct.App.2002). “The affidavit must contain sufficient underlying facts
and information upon which the magistrate may make a deterrﬁination of probable cause.
The magistrate should determine probable cause based on all of the information available

to the magistrate at the time the warrant was issued.” State v. Dupree. 354 S.C. 676, 684,
583 S.E.2d 437, 441 (Ct.App.2003) (citations omitted).

In terms of a court’s review of the magistrate’s decision, “[t]he dutybfthe
reviewing court is to ensure the issuing magistrate had a substantial basis upon which to

\ conclude that probable cause existed.” State v. Baccus, 367 S.C. 41, 50, 625 S.E.2d 216,

221 (2006). “The Affidavit itself must be sworn under oath before the magistrate. The
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Affidavit is a voluntary ex parte statement reduced to writing and sworn to affirmed
before some person legally authorized to administer an oath or affirmation.” State v.
McKnight, 291 S.C. 110, 352 S.E2d 471 (1987). “Mere conclusory statements which give

the magistrate no basis to make a judgment regarding probable cause are insufficient.”

* State v. Robinson, 335 S.C. 620,518 S.E.2d 269 (Ct.App.1999), citing State v. Weston,

329 8.C. 287, 494, S.E.2d 801 (1997). “Furthermore, if an affidavit is based upon

3

information furnished by a confidential informant, the reliability of the confidential

informant must be established.” State v. Dupree, 354 S.C. 676, 583 S.E.2d 437. “If no

oral testimony is taken, a magistrate’s probable cause determination is limited to the four

(4) corners of the search warrant affidavit.” State v. Kinloéh, Opinion No. 27473, (2014).

The particular language in the Affidavit in this case, which was apparently presented to
Judge Tucker, is as lelows: '

A confidential informant working with the Laurens County Sheriff’s

Office in an undercover capacity has given information to law

enforcement pertaining to the illegal sale and storage of illegal narcotics

at the above described premises. Officers have corroborated this

information during recent narcotics operations and other search warrants
~ at this location in the past. This information obtained within the last 72

hours of the issuance of this warrant.

Although the language in the Affidavit must be looked at in the totality of the
circumstances, the defense would contend that each sentence should be analyzed in
determining what facts the magistrate was presented with. Looking at the first sentence, it
states that a confidential informant has given information to law enforcement. The
Affidavit does not state with any specificity whatsoever what information was presented
to law enforcement and then presented to the magistrate. It clearly is conciusory and
provides only general, speculative information. The second sentence provides ofticers
have corroborated this information during recent narcotics operations and other search
warrants at this location in the past. Again, the Affidavit contains no specifics as to what
and how corroboration was made. “Corroboration” is an important term. Black’s Law
Dictionary defines “corroboration, as confirmation or support by additional evidence or
authority”, (Blacks Law Dictionary, pg. 370). Furthermore, “corroborating evidence” is

defined in Blacks Law Dictionary as, “evidence that differs from but strengthens or

(9% )
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confirms what other evidence shows,” esp. that which needs support. (Blacks Law

- Dictionary, pg. 596). One may also draw an analogy to a corroborating. witness in a South

Carolina Family Court divorce hearing, where one is seeking a divorce on a year
separation. The corroborating witness has to come to court and specifically testify under
oath that the persons seeking to divorce has in fact been separated from his spouse for
more than one year. In this case, the Affidavit does not say how anything was
corroborated by law enforcement. In fact, from a reading of the Affidavit, one cannot

even tell in the first sentence what the information the confidential informant has_given to

TN

law enforcement and what in turn law enforcement have to the magistrate. The last part
of the second sentence mentions “other search warrants at this location in the past”. There

are no specifics whatsoever concerning other search warrants, and when and how and

- under what circumstances the search warrants were obtained, if in fact other search

warrants were obtained. The final sentence of the Affidavit provides that this information
obtained within the last 72 hours of the issuance of this warrant. Again, tlxére are no
specifics as to what information was obtained. Therefore, clearly on its fact, the Affidavit
should not survive the réquirements of the Fourth Amendment, Article One, Section Ten,
of the South Carolina Constitution, and the more stringent requirements of Section 17-13-
140, of the South Carolina Code of Laws. [Furthermore, it has not beén established that
the informant in this case is reliable. In fact there is no mention of the reliability requiréd
by our case law. State v. Dupree, 354 S.C. 676, 583 S.E.2d 437 (Ct.App.2003). Finally,
this court, as the reviewing court may only consider the information brought to the

magistrate’s atfention. State v. Fletcher, 363 S.C. 221, 609 S.E.2d 572‘(Ct.App.2005).]
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SUPPLEMENTAL ORAL TESTIMONY

The defense expects the State to attempt to supplement the Affidavit submitted to the

magistrate through oral testimony. Clearly the case law provides that the magistrate may
consider sworn oral testimony to supplement a search warrant insufficient in itself to

establish probable cause. State v. Bowié, 360 S.C. 210, 600 S.E.2d 112. However, in this

particular case, the defendant contends that the State should not be allowed to offer sworn

testimony to supplement the Affidavit. The defendant’s 'position is supported by the

following:

The defense attaches an Order issued by Judge Frank R. Addy, Jr., dated July 13,
2015. (Judge Addy’s Order is exhibit 3) Judge Addy issued his Order reﬂectmg that all
discovery has been issued and that the State would be prohibited from offering additional
evidence not already provided. The State will most likely claim that the defense has been .
provided with video evidence, which the State contends supports evidence that the
defendant distributed heroin to the confidential informant. Clearly the defense has that
evidence. However, the defense contends that in seeking Judge Addy’s Order, the
defense was attempting to make sure that no other evidence whatsoever would come in
that the defense would not have an opportunity to investigate and prepare for. The

defense still does not know in preparation for this hearing what the magistrate was told

~orally. This information could have clearly been provided to the defense through

dnscovery In fact, the defense contends that this information should have been provided:
to it through discovery, pursuant to Criminal Practice Rule 5, and Brady v. Maryland, 374

U.S. 83 (1963). A Rule 5, Brady Motion has been filed in this case. Criminal Practice

rule 5 (a) (3), provides that the prosecution shall respond to the defense request for
disclosure no later than thirty (30) days after the request is made, or within such other
time as may be ordered by the court.'Judge Addy’s Order, expanded that requirement in
this pamculal case, and his Order indicated the state had clearly provided all discovery.
The defense contends that that discovery should have included any testimony which
would be offered from law enforcement to orally supplement the search warrant Affidavit
in this case. Had the defense been provided with any new information concemmg this
sworn oral testimony it would have had an opportunity to investigate it, talk with

witnesses, and learn what those witnesses would be able to say. Judge Addy’s Order is
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very clear, and pursuant to Criminal Practice Rule 3, (d) (2), this Court has the authority

to address any failures to comply with discovery. Since the defense has not received this

information it is prejudiced, and the only remedy is to not allow any evidence and
testimony of aﬁy oral testimony to Support the search warrant Affidavit. Bradx V.
Maryland, further supports the defense contention because had to defendant know what
the magistrate was presented with, it might very well lead to exculpatory and material

evidence. State v. Frazier, 394 S.C. 213, 715, S.E.2d 650 (Ct.App.2011). Specifically, the

defense may have been able to gather information on the alleged other search warrants. If
no other search warrants were submitted, the defense would then have the opportunity to
contend that the magistrate was 'furnished with false or misleading information in the
Affidavit, which could not be cured by subsequent oral testim'ony. State v. Robinson, 408
S.C. 268, 758 S.E.2d 725 (Ct.App.2014), State v. Jones, 331 S.C. 228, 500 S.E.2d 499

(1998). Therefore, a motion to challenge the veracity of the search warrant, pursuant to

Franks v. Delaware, 438 U.S. 154 (1978), may have or may still become necessary.

Without receiving this basic information through normal discovery, the defense is

handcuffed in knowing where to go.

For all of these reasons, the defense contends that the evidence against Mr.

Stewart should be suppressed.

A/Df U Aen ,‘) South Carolina Respectfully submitted,

July 27,2015 . \_}“\

CLAUDE H. HOWE, 1t
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. From: : Dale Scott <dscott@greenwoodsc.gov>

Sent: ' Monday, July 27, 2015 12:06 PM

To:  Hocker, Donald B.; Hocker, Donald B. Law Clerk (John D. Jenkins); Walter Bentiey; Chlp
Howe; Chelsea McNeill; Margaret Boykin

Subject: ’ Suppression hearing

in response to Defense Motion to Suppress, 1 wou]d offer the following;

The State has provided defense with incident report, buy video and CI information from a J anuary 21, 2015
controlled buy conducted at the home of Terrance Stewart. The incident report details how information that put
Stewart on law enforcement's radar came to the Laurens County sheriff's office. This case file, coupled with the

‘.‘:—- _\\

P
/ 3
\ H

buy video contains substantally all of the information Dep. Sweat (Search warrant affiant) would have prov1ded
the magistrate through sworn oral testimony. The State did reach an agreement that the defense had all
discoverable material and it is reflected in an Order signed by Judge Addy on July 13, 2015. The State is
unaware of any requirement that the Defense is entitled to a transcript of sworn oral testimony but again, all of
the information that would have been presented to an issuing magistrate would have been contained through
discovery. A defendant asserting a Brady violation must demonstrate that the evidence the State failed to
disclose was:

1) favorable to the defendant

2) in possession of or known to the State
3) suppressed by the State

4) and material to the guilt or punishment
(State v. Frazier, 394 SC 213)
Furthermore, if a defense attorney wishes to obtain information on something unique (such as transcnpts of
sworn ora] testimony) the best practice is to request that specific information.

7

The defense argues that the affidavit, on its face, lacks specificity and contains conclusory statements. A
magistrate must determine probable cause based on all the information available to him at the time of issuance
of the warrant (State v. Crane 296 SC 336). Affidavits are not meticulously drawn by lawyers, but are normally
drafted by non-lawyers in the haste of a criminal investigation, and should therefore be viewed in a common
sense and realistic fashion (State v. Sullivan 267 SC 610). The State will show at suppression hearing that the
controlled buy was conducted on the afternoon of January 21, 2015 and the Search Warrant was granted around
7:00 PM that night. This warrant was then executed in the early morning of July 22, 2015. The State expects to
show the Court why, in this case, there was a necessary "haste of criminal investigation." If the information
listed in the affidavit is insufficient, our courts have held the magistrate may take sworn oral testimony to
supplement the affidavit (State v. Bowie, 360 SC 210). In our case, the sworn oral testimony provided by Dep.
Sweat is curative of any deficiency found in the affidavit. Aside from Bowie and Crane, the State would also
rely on the following for the position that the Magistrate in this case rightfully relied on sworn oral testimony
(State v. Johnson 302 SC 243; State v. Weston 329 SC 287; State v. Martin, 347 SC 522; State v. McKnight,
291 SC 110). This practice in obtammg search warrants is well established.

If an affidavit is based upon information furnished by a ClI, the reliability of the CI must be established. The
Court has adopted a totality of the circumstances test where veracity and basis of knowledge were relevant to,
but not inflexible requirements of a determination of probable cause (State v. Weston, 329 SC 287). Under this
"totality of circumstances" test, reviewing courts consider all circumstances, including status, basis of
knowledge, and veracity of informant, when determining whether or not probable cause existed to issue a search
warrant. A deficiency in one of the elements of veracity and reliability may be compensated for, in determining

1
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the overall reliability of a tip, by a strong showing as to the other, or by some other indicia of reliability (Illinois
v. Gates, 462 US 213). The State, through proffered testimony would show the Court that this case would have
law enforcement corroboration of the CI's initial tip that would have been presented to the issuing

. magistrate. "Where the affidavit is based in part on information provided by an informant of unknown

reliability, police corroboration of details provided in the tip may establish probable cause (see Gates). A
controlled buy supervised by law enforcement officers would alone provide a magistrate with probable cause
(Davis v. State, 256 Ga.App. 299). In our case, Dep. Sweat will testify he was present with the CI when the
controlled buy was conducted. '

The State would offer the above and proffered testimony from the Affiant to the Search warrant, for the
proposal that the search warrant in this case should not be suppressed.

NOTE: This_e-mail_is.a_public_record which.may_be subject to_disclosure_pursuant to_the Freedom of

Information Act, S.C. Code Ann. §§ 30-4-10 et seq., to a person or party requesting the same.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

COUNTY OF LAURENS - ) Case No.: 2015-GS-30-0957 through -0967
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, )
)
) ' ,
Vvs. ) ORDER DENYING DEFENDANT’S
) MOTION TO SUPPRESS
‘ )
TERRANCE EDWARD STEWART, )
)
Defendant. )
)

This matter came before the Court on July 28, 2015 pursuant to an Order issued on June
30, 2015 by the Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr. granting the Defendant’s Motion for a Speedy

Trial. At the time the Motion was made, the Defendant had agreed to have a Bench Trial on the

- charges. Solicitor Dale Scott and Solicitor Margaret Boykin were present on behalf of the State.

Mr. Chip Howe and Ms. Chelsea McNeill were present on behalf of the Defendant.

A. Defendant’s Motion to Suppress Evidence Resulting from Search

Before the Trial, the Defendant moved to suppres.s the evidence seized as a result of the

| South Carolina. Magistrate Tucker had issued a Search

search of;

Warrant. The befendant argued that the Affidévit and supplemental orai btestimony presented to
Judge Tﬁcke} were insufficient to establish probable cause necessary for issuance of the search
warrant. The State Concéded that the written Affidavit lacked sufficient specificity, but relied on
the oral supplemental testimoﬁy given to the Mégistrate by Officer Sweat. Officer Sweat

testified, in camera, that he offered testimony to the Magistrate at the time of obtaining the

Search Warrant as follows: g ‘ \

Page10of5
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1. That a reliable confidential informant told the Fountain Inn police department that a

black male had been selling heroin in the Fountain Inn area of the county.

2. That this informant had himself purchased heroin from this person.

3. That this informant had previously overdosed (not fatally) on heroin as had other
JIndividuals. |

4. That the informant gave a description of this person, which eventually matched the

Defendant.

5. That the informant indicated that this person was known as "Cheddar," which is an
alleged alias of the Defendant’s.

6. That the informant described the locatién of the person's home which matched up to

- == - L. R .
P —

the Defendant’s home at:i:__w_ o :

R

7. That Officer Sweat participated in a controlled buy between the informant and the
‘ Défeﬁd.ziﬁt Wthh was recorded,audlo andvxdeo -
8. That the controlled buy ¢nded up with a purchase of five bags of a substance later
- tested as heroin.
9. That after viewing the video, Officer Sweat went to' the Magistrate"s home to obtain
the Search Warrant.

10. That Officer Sweat testified to the Magistrate the results of his investigation, the

controlled buy, and that other search warrant(s) had been issued relating to\‘~ N
Eﬂ_ﬁ 7, but none relating to the Defendant.
11. That Officer Sweat testified that he did not give the Magistrate any information that

was not contained in his Incident report, the controlled buy video, and the information
Page 2 of §
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related to the‘confidential informant. (All of this had previousl.y been pro‘vided to

defense in discovery). |
The Defense further objected on the grounds that the oral testimony, even though
conceding that it can be proper to supplement a written Affidavit, should not be used by the State
because it violates another Order issued by Judge Addy on July 13, 2015 reflecting that all
discovery had been produced and the State would be precluded from offering any additional

evidence not already provided. They argue a Brady violation has occurred by the State's attempt

to offer the testimony of Officer Sweat with respect to the oral testimony -he gave Magistrate
Tucker. -

Lastly, the Defense requested the Court to find the search warrant invalid based oﬁ: €)) Thé
Return of the search was provided to and signed off by another Magistrate; and (2) Magistrate
Tucker failed to produce a log of this Search Warrant as required by statute. | |

After careful consideration of the witness testimony as well as the arguments presented by -
| ﬁhe State and Defense Counsel:

A. The Motion to Suppress is respectfully denied.

1. The written Affidavit and the supplemental oral testimony established sufficient
probable cause for the Search Warrant to have been issued. In addition, while this
Court is not necessarily finding that thé oral testimony given to the Magistrate
‘would be discoverable, the fact reméins that all of the information giveri to the
Magistrate by Officer Sweat was provided in discovery.

2. The 'fact of another Magistrate accepting the search Return and the fact that the
Magistrate was not able to produce a Log of the search wére both ministerial acts,

thus requiring a showing of prejudice by the Defendant and none were shown.
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B. Defense Counsel’s Motion to be Relieved and Case to Proceed with J liry Trial
After the Court’s ruling on the Suppression Motion, the Defendant indicated to the Court
that he would like to relieve his appointed Counsel, Mr. Chip Howe and Ms. Chelsea McNeill,
and proceed with a jury trial. Upon good cause shown, Chip Howe and Chelsea McNeill are
hereby immediately relieved as Counsel for the Defendant in this case. In addition, purguant to

the Defendant’s request, this case shall proceed with a jury trial. The Defendant has the right to

be appointed a new attorney to represent him at the trial.

C. Speedy Trial Satisfied
On June 25, 2015, the Defendant moved for this Court for a personal recognizance bond
while also s‘eeki‘ng a speedy.trial. Judge Addy issued an Ofder dated June 30, 2015 denying the
Defendant’s request for a persénal recognizance bond, but granting his request for a speédy trial.
Judge Addy ordered that “if this case was not reached by the conclusion of thé December 7, 2015
term of Court, Mr. Stewart may again move for a PR bond so that he may begin serving his
federal sentence.”
‘Due to the State’s action in bringing this case before the Court in compliance with Judge
Addy’s June 30™ Order, thé State has satisfied the Defendant’s request for a speedy trial.
Therefore, the Defendant shall remain in custody until such time as the State is able to call this

case for a jury trial.

[Signature Page to Follow]

Page 4 of 5

532



[ —

Dokatd B. Hocker ~—

~ Circuit Court Judge
LAURENS, SC
July 31, 2015
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A015P10100135, 154,
126
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINK- L AMCASTER

_ ) ,!lNSTHE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF LAURENS - -+ ~§ A ut 3]
LAUAZHO UL 0
The State, CLERN Jf COUR
)
-vs- ) .
) Motion to Dismiss Charges
Terrance Edward Stewart, )
) 2015-GS-30-0958, 0959, 0961
Defendant. )

 TO: Margaret Boykin, Assistant Solicitor, Eight Judicial Circuit

Terrance Edward Stewan; the Defendant above named, by and through his
undersigned attorney, hereby moves to dismiss the above charges, This Motion is based upon the
fact thﬁt the Honorable Henry M. Herlohg, Jr. United States District Court Judge convicted the
Defendant and found the Defendant committed the above crimes when the facts of these cases
were used to enhance the sentence of the Defendant when he was tried in federal court on March
25, 2015. The transcript of that proceeding is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Under South
Carolina Code § 44-53-410 a convicﬁon in federal court is a bar to the prosecution fo; the same

act in State court.

).
January 22, 2016 ~ - S

C. Rauch Wise
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
(864) 229-5010
Attorney for
Terrance Edward Stewart
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

COUNTY OF LAURENS )
The State, )
' ) Brief in Support of
-Vs- )
, ) Motion to Dismiss Charges
Terrance Edward Stewart, ) ‘ ,
' ‘ ) 2015-GS-30-0958, 0959, 0961
Defendant. ) '

Under South Carolina Code § 44-53-410 a prosecution m State Court is barred if the .
same act is tried in Federal Court resulting in ¢ither a conviction or acquittal.! In this case there
is no dispute that the exact same act upon which the trafficking heroin and the sale of heroin are
the same acts tried in federal court when the sentence of Terrance Edward Stewart was doubled
because of these acts. The transcript of the sentencing hearing sh(;ws that prior to the federal
judge enhancing his sentence because of these act, Mr. Stewart was looking at 72 months in
prison. After finding Mr. Stewart had in fac committed the acts in question his sentence was
raised to 144 months.

As the federal sentencing hearing involved the same charges involved in this prosecution,
the only question before the couﬁ is whether the findings by federal district court judge Herlong
is a conviction within the meaning of the state. The statute does not contain a definition of the

word “conviction.” This Court, therefore, must given the word the meaning that has generally

!« If a violation of this article is a violation of a Federal law or the law of another state,
the conviction or acquittal under Federal law or the law of another state for the same act is a bar
to prosecution in this State.” S.C. Code Ann. §44-53-410
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application. The legislature did not. This court, therefore, must give the word the meaning as
has traditionally been used in our state and that includes any finding of guilt in a criminal
proceeding.

The federal government was well aware of the statute. As the Fourth Circuit noted in
1984, “The government admits that Count Four was dismissed so that pending sfate charges on
the same crime would not be precluded. Code of Laws of South Carolinﬁ § 44-53-410 bars

state prosecution for the same offense once jeopardy has attached in the federal action.” United

States v. Manbeck, 744 F.2d 360, 371 (4th Cir. 1984). The federal government was not required
to use the present charge to enhance the punishment éf Mr. Stewart. They elected to use it and as
such have now preluded the prosecution of the charges in State court. |

As Mr. Stewart has in fact been foﬁnd guilty of the same act in a criminal proceeding in 7
federal court, the State is now precluded from further prosecuting Mr. Stewart. .The plain

meaning of S. C. Code § 44-53-410 prevent s this prosecution.

March 28, 2016

C. Rauch Wise

305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
(864) 229-5010
Rauchwise@gmail.com
S. C. Bar Ne 06188

Attorney for
Terrance Edward Stewart
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF LAURENS ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

) INDICTMENT # 2015-GS-30-0957, 0958,
THE STATE ) 0959 |

)
vs ) |

) STATE’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT’S
TERRANCE EDWARD STEWART ) MOTION TO DISMISS .

)

)

)

)

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Defendant, Terrance Edward Stewart, pled guilty to a federal charge of Conspiracy .
to Distribute 100 Grams or More of Heroin on November 18, 2014. On January 22, 2015, while
out on bond and awaiting sentencing, Stewart was arrested in Laﬁrens County on numerous
chargeé, including Distributing Heroin and Trafficking Heroin. On Marc;.h 25, 2015, Stewart was
sehtenced on his federal guilty plea by the Honorable I;{enry- M. Herlong, Jr. During the

sentencing hearing, Judge Herlong heard testiinony from Sergeant Matthew Veal of the Laurens

County Sheriff’s Office regarding Stewart’s latest criminal charges. This new State case, based

“on the January 22™ arrest, was a completely isolated incident from Stewart’s federal charges and

he was not charged for this incident on the federal level. Judge Herlong took these new charges

into consideration on Stewart’s federal sentence on two separate grounds.

The first consideration involved “Acceptance of Responsibility”, which is a tool under
the Federal sentencing guidelines that can reduce a defendant’s offense level up to three levels.
U.S.5.G. § 3E1.1. In considering whether a defendant has accepted responsibility for his actions,

a Judge can consider numerous factors including whether the defendant has voluntarily
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withdrawn from criminal conduct. U.S.S.G. § 3E1.1, comment. (n.l). Continued criminal
conduct after an arrest is indicative of an unwillingness to turn away from the criminal lifestyle
and refusal to accept responsibility of ones actions. United States v. Scroggins, 880 F.2d 12204
(1989). Judge Herlong found that since Stewart had been selling drugs subsequent to his Federal
guilty plea he had lost his acceptance of responsibility, and thus decided not to lreduce his offense

level. Tr, 59:15.

The second consideration involved an upward variance from the sentencing gﬁide]ine_
range under 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3553(a). Under that section, a J udge can consider numerous factors
in imposing an appropriate sentence. Those factors include: nature of the offense, history and
characteristics of the defendant, need to promote respect for the law, pxiovide just punishment for
the offénse, adequate deterrence to criminal conduct, and protection of the public from further
crimes of the defendant. 18 U.S.C. Sec. 3553(a). If the Judge finds that the guideline sentence is
not appropriate for the specific defendant he may vary upwards or downwards based on those
factors. iudge Herlong decided that the range of 97 to 121 months was not appropriate for
Stewart considering his recent relevant criminal conduct in Laurens County, therefore he varied

' upward in the sentence. Tr. 67:10. Stewart received 144 months incarceration with 4 years of

.supervised rclease to follow.

On January 22, 2016, the Defendant filed a motion to dismiss his Laurens County
charges. The defendant argues that his Laurens County charges were “prosecuted™ during the
Federal sentencing hearing and that J udge Herlong *‘convicted™ him of those charges during that
hearing. For the reasons set forth below, the State requests that this Court deny the motion to

dismiss.

[\
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ARGUMENT

- Judge Herlong’s consideration of the pending Laurens County charges in denying
acceptance of responsibility credits and imposing an upward variance in Terrance
Stewart’s federal sentence did not result in a prosecution or conviction.

The Defendant bases his motion to dismiss on the assertion that he was prosecuted and

convicted of his Laurens County charges during his Federal sentencing hearing and therefore the

State is barred from prosecuting Stewart in State cou&. Although not specifically stated in the
motion td dismiss, the State assumes that the issue being raised centers around the Double
Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth Amendment. Specifically, whether conéideration of pending State
charges in a Federal sentencing hearing followéd by subsequent State prdsecution of those

charges would constitute a violation of the Double Jeopardy Clause.

| The Double Jeopardy Clause of the Fifth Amendment provides: "Nor shall any person be
subject for the same offence to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb." The Courts have |
interpreted the clause to protect against successive prosecution and against multiple punishments
for the same offense. North Carolina v. Pearée, 395 U.S. 711 (1969); Witte v. United States, 51 5~
U.S. 389, 115 S.Ct. 2199 (1995). Historically, courts have found double jeopardy protections
were inapplicable to sentencing proceedings because the determinations at issue did not place a
defendant in jeopardy for an offense. Nichols v. United States, 511 U. S. 738, 747 (1994);
Bullington v Mi_ssouri, 461 U.S. 430 (1981). In 1995, the United States Supreme Court in Wirte
v. United States specifically addressed the issue of the double jeopardy clause and how it is
affected when a Judge considérs other criminal conduct at a sentencing hearing for a separate

offense,
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The Court in Witte stated that double jeopardy principles do not bar later prosccution or
punishment for criminal activity that was considered at the sentencing phase fora separate crime.
Id. at 2206. The court supported this notion by explaining that “a defendant in that situatior'l is
punished, for double jeopardy purposes, only for the offense of which the defendant is
convicted.” Jd. at 2205. The court ruled, in accordance with the ruling in Williams v Oklahoma,

358 U.S. 576 (1959), that use of relevant conduct in sentencing to increase the punishment for a

charged offense does not punish the offender for the relevant conduct.

The Maryland Court of Appeals case of Kahn v. State, 694 A.2d 485, 115 Md.App. 636
(1996) had a nearly identical procedural history to those in Terrance Stewart’s case. The
Defendants in Kahn were indicted in Federal court for fraud related ¢harges and found guilty at
trial. They were then indicted in State court for similar types of crimes. At the sentencing hearing
for the federal convictions, a State employee testified regarding the pending State indictments
and the Judge used that in his consideration for an upward variance in the Defendant’s sentences.
The Defendunts filed a motion to dismiss the State charges, claiming that they woujd be placed .
in double jeopardy because the State charges had been used in the consideration of the higher
sentence. They were alleging, as Stewart is now, that they had already been punished for the
State charges. The Court phrased the issue at hand as “Does the Double Jeopardy clause of the
Fifth Amendment or the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment bar the State’s
prosecutiori of an indictment after the State presented evidence in a federal criminal procceding
as to the existence of the indictment?” fd. at 639. The Court ruled the State was not barred from

prosecution of those indictments.

The Court explained that the Defendants’ argument wa he Defendants were

being subjected to multiple punishments and the State’s involvement in the sentencing hearing
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amounted to a prosccution. The Court rejected both of these argumcnts'. As to the multiple
punishments argument, the court stated that use of other re]evant criminal conduct at sentencing
did not violate the double jeopardy clause. The courtAquoted Smith v State 308 Md. 162 (1986),
“We believe ihat when a sentencing judge takes into acéount various aspects of the defendant’s
“background, including other offenses'cbmmitted, in order to assess the defendant’s need for

rehabilitation, the sentence thereby imposed does not constitute punishment for these aspects of

the defendant’s background.” As to the subsequent prosecution argument, the court explained

“the lack of procedural protections precludes a sentencing hearing from being a prosecution of
. criminal conduct. Ka/in at 648. Furthermore, the court stated that the State made no prosecutorial

decisions, the only prosccution that occurred was that by the United States.

The Court then concluded by stating concerns it would have if this were to be considered
a violation of the Double J eopafdy Clause. “Were we to endorse appellants’ argument, we would
hold unconstitutional as double jeopardy all testimony by any State government witness, in a
proceeding by a separate sovereign, és to the proven or alleged criminal activity of a person
accused or convicted under the separate sovereign’s criminal law, The Double Jeopardy Clause

would become a sword for appellants, not a shield.” Khan at 649.

Here, Judge Herlong’s consideration of Terrance Stewarts pending Laurens County
charges did not violate the Double Jeopardy Clause. As explained above, Judge Herlong could
consider the Defendant’s pending Laurens County charges simply for understanding the
background and personality of the defendant. The fact that the Defendant lost his acceptance of
responsibility and reccived an upward variance has absolutcly no bearing on his State clmrggs.

" The Judge rightfully considered his ongoing criminal activity as an important factor in handing

down the appropriate sentence for the Defendant’s federal conviction.
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The State’s position is further supported by the language in the federal sentencing
transcript. The attomey for Terrance Stewart, Mr. Crane, stated “I would reiterate, Judge, he
hasn’t been convicted. He has been arrested. He may or may not ever get convicted.” Tr. 58:13.

Judge Herlong stated that the charges were still pending by saying, “The question is not whether

he’s been convicted, the question is whether he’s been dealing drugs subsequent to his plea.” Tr. _

59:5. After hearing the testimony and ruling that his acceptance of responsibility had been taken

away, Judge Herlong reiterated that the Laurens County charges were still pending. “And then
you got — you pled guilty and you went back to Laurens County and started selling drugs again.
You don’t have to answer that because that’s still pending.” Tr 64:10. It was clear, by all parties,

that the Dcfendant’s Laurens County charges were not being prosecuted at that time.

The Defendant cites South Carolina Code § 44-53-410 as the applicablc law for dismissal
of his charges. That code section essentially States that a conviction of a criminal act in Federal

court bars prosecution of that same act in State court. The State’s position is that South Carolina

Code Section § 44-53-410 is not applicable to this particular case because Terrance Stewart was -

neither prosecuted in the Federal sentencing hearing nor convicted of his crimes during the
hearing. Therefore, based upon the legal principle of double jeopardy and the governing case
law, the State is not barred from prosecuting Terrance Stewart in State Court on his Laurens

County charges. Accordingly, the charges should not be dismissed.

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Defendant’s motion to dismiss charges should be denied.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

COUNTY OF LAURENS )
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA-
| VS,

ORDER

TERRANCE EDWARD STEWART 2015-GS-30-958, 959, 961

Defendant

The Defendant filed a Motion to Dismiss Chafges. A hearing was held on March 28,
2016. Margaret Boykin and Dale Scott appeared on behalf of the State and Rauch Wise appeared
on behalf of the Defendant who was also present.

The Defendant is charged in State Court with certain drug offenses as outlined in the
. above Indictments (incorporated herein by reference).

The Defendant pled guilty in Federal Court to certain drug offense(s) unrelated to the
above state drug offenses. Sentencing was deferrc;.d. Prior to sentencing in Federal Court, the
Defendant was arrested on the state drug offenses. At the federal sentencing hearing on March
25, 2015, the Defendant claims that the Judge took into consideration these pending state drug
offenses in enhancing the sentence he réceived on the federal drug offense(s). Accordingly, the

Defendant argues that Section 44-53-410, South Carolina Code of Laws bars prosecution of the

state drug offenses based upon a double jeopardy argument. The Transcript of the federal

sentencing hearing was marked as an exhibit at this hearing and also is incorporated herein by

reference.
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The Court denies the Defendant's Motion. Based upon Witte vs. U.S., 511 U.S. 738

(1994) and Kahn vs. State, 694 A.2d 485 (1996), double jeopardy would not attach at the time of

sentencing in the federal case and therefore not bar a later prosecution on unrelated charges in
state court that were considered in determining the sentence in federal court. Consequently,

Section 44-53-410 would not bar prosecutidn of these state court charges.

SO ORDERED.
/ A » '

/// /
: DONALD'BTHOCKER
‘§ CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE
[
i Laurens, S.C.
Date: 3-28-16

_2_
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

Appeal from Laurens County
Court of General Sessions

Donald B. Hocker Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2015-GS'-30-0957, 0958, 0959

Respondent

The State; T T T T T T s S

Terrance Edward Stewart, .. ... ...coniirineiie i Appellant.

Notice of Intent to Appeal

Terrance Edward Stewart appeals the denial of his Motion to Dismiss the Indictments on
the ground that the State does not have the authority to try him as the prosecution is a violation of
the statutory double jeopardy provisions of South Carolina Code § 44-53-410. This appeal is

taken from the written order of the Honorable Donald B. Hocker dated March 28, 2016 and

entered on the record on that date.

March 28, 2016

/ C. RauclrWise -
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC
. Other Counsel of Record: (8640 229-5010
‘ rauchwise@gmail.com
Margert G. Boykin S.C. Bar Ne 06188
C. Dale Scott Attorney for
Eight Circuit Solicitor’s Office ' Terrance Edward Stewart
~ P.O.Box 516 :

Greenwood, SC 29648

545



The South Carolina Court of Appeals

The State, Respondent,
V.
Terrance Stewart, Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2016-000729

ORDER

Terrance Stewart appeals the circuit court's denial of his motion to dismiss, arguing
the prosecution against him violates double jeopardy. The State moved to dismiss
Stewart's appeal, arguing the circuit court's order denying Stewart's motion to
dismiss is not immediately appealable. We grant the motion. See State v. Miller,
289 S.C. 426, 426-27, 346 S.E.2d 705, 705-06 (1986) ("[A] criminal defendant
may not appeal until sentence has been imposed."); State v. Isaac, 405 S.C. 177,
183, 747 S.E.2d 680, 681 (2013) (recognizing "the denial of a motion to dismiss a
criminal case on the ground of double jeopardy . . . is not immediately
appealable"). The remittitur will be sent as provided in Rule 221, SCACR.

(Mo

FOR THE COURT

Coiumbia, South Carolina
FILED

cc: | &
Clarence Rauch Wise, Esquire %‘:‘/K‘" ]4) Eadll]
Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire | :
Margaret Graham Boykin, Esquire

John Benjamin Aplin, Esquire
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

The State, Respondent,
V.
Terrance Stewart, Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2016-000729

ORDER

We dismissed this appeal on June 14, 2016, holding the circuit court's order
denying Appellant's motion to dismiss on the ground of double jeopardy was not
immediately appealable. Appellant has now filed a motion to reinstate this appeal
and hold it in abeyance pending the South Carolina Supreme Court's resolution of
State v. Rearick, Case No. 2014-001692. Because Rearick concerns the same
question of appealability, this appeal shall be held in abeyance pending our
Supreme Court's decision in Rearick. This court will consider the motion to
reinstate after the Supreme Court's decision in Rearick is filed. Appellant shall
provide this Court with status updates every sixty days. '

FOR THE COURT ———

Columbia, South Carolina

'FILED
.cC: Qagwﬂ? N) 20/

Clarence Rauch Wise, Esquire
Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire
Margaret Graham Boykin, Esquire
John Benjamin Aplin, Esquire
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM LAURENS COUNTY
Court of General Sessions

Frank R. Addy, Jr., .CirCuit Judge

Case No. 2015-GS-30-057, 058, 059

TheState, ............... P e Respondent,

Terrance Edward Stewart . . ......cvoiniii i B Appellant.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO APPEAL

Terrance Edward Stewart appeals the ruling of the Honorable Frank R. Addy, Jr. dated

December 14, 2016.

e [ 15 =

¢ Rauch ise
Attorney at Law .
305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
(864) 229-5010
Attorney for Appellant

OTHER COUNSEL OF RECORD

C. Dale Scott _

Eighth Circuit Solicitor’s Office

100 Hillcrest Dr. ‘

Laurens, SC 29360
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM LAURENS COUNTY RECEEVE

Court of General Sessions
Honorable Donald Hocker, Circuit Judge DE :
Hon. Frank R Addy, Jr., Circuit Judge €0 7 20"

SC Co
A Urt of Appeals
Appellate Case Ne 2016-002524 '
The State of South Carolina, . . ... P e .. Respondent,
Vs.
Terrance Edward Stewart, ... ......... ... ... .. . . Appellant.
CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL

The undersigned hereby certifies that this Record on Appeal contains all material
proposed to be included by any of the parties and not any other material.

| /VV{/"V?W AJ%OW //4]/%»

C. RAUCH WISE
Attorney at Law

305 Main Street
Greenwood, SC 29646
(8640 229-5010

S.C. Bar No. 00188

Attorney for Appellant



