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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES ON APPEAL

L

addmon 1o *the mmdem sm and 'chx.shv=at‘1 test site?

STATEMENT. OF THE CASE
Respondent was chatged With Driving Under e Intlustice 1 offense fo'the City.of Rock;
Hill, Sorith Carolina on Angust 4, 2018 following a fraffic stop af the vehicls Réspondent was.
operating shoctly after 3:00am. Thecase proceeded to-a-beneh trial on May 19, 2017 and the
trial count Foned Respondent guilty of Driving Under the Tnfluence 1% offense. Respondcmt was
semtenced'te thitty (30) days.of-a.fine of $1,007. OnMay 30, 2017 Respondent filed a Notice of
‘Appeal from his conviction fh moneipal.coet with the York County Cott.of Cotimgn Pleas.

Thetrial eourf submitted the Returnto Appeal.onJine 22,2017,

Rﬁsp,c?mf;iant" 5, dpp&d_ was heard by the Honorable: John €. Hayes, IlI, on-November-7,

oramend judgment pursuaiit to Ruic,S‘?w),bCRGP a. Degembss 43 2{317 Judge Hayes:
subsequently issned an-order aliering his priovruling atd holding fhat Réspondent”s-conviction
Should be diswitssed un December 7, 2017 and fided on December 7, 2017,

On Decearber 19,2017, Appellan* Tiled a timely Notmc of A ppeal From the ralings ofthe

sirciitcouit, T}naappcdl follows,
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STATEMENT OFFACTS
O Aigust 4; 7614 shortly after 3:00 am Officer James Rowlind observedithe, ©
Respotideiit aperating a-1ed 2013 Honda Civie within the city Jiniits of Rock Hill, Scuth
'C’;aifd]iim.: Officst Rowland soted that:the velilole was operatingmuch slowerthan the posted
speed finitand that the vehile-changed laves with turiy sighal reméiningoni for sa extended.
period of time sfter the Jane-change'was.complete, The vehicle.changed langs again this time
‘swithoit any tora signal and the-vehicle began swerving: within and ovei the Jan¢ lines. Officer

Rowilaiid then activated his blue Hihts and initiated o 3reffic stop.of the vehiclo.
Tntexicated to-the point of incoherence:and the Respondeit was idetititicd as the ditver. ‘Officer

Rowland notes Respondedt’s eyes wore bloodshot and-his sprechi was slupisd, Wiieh.questiorcd

driviing like that, :Officer Rowland asked the Respondent ifhe had heen drinking aud the
Respondent statebic had not. Respondent was asked o, cxxt the vehicle and Officer Rowland
tioted that Respondent was unsteady ohhig fiet. Officer Rowland did not detect any.odor of
aleohiol corning from the Responderitand asked Respondert i#'lie had-takey any medication or
sthet drugs. Respondent stated he ad taken Addersl] and Klonopin earfier 1. the svehing,
Officer Rowdand festified that he t.elx.c»::l..:a&znfi:ﬁ:s:tarcdé field sobriety tests to the Respondeiit.

Officer Rowland testified that he aduiinistered thitee fiald obristy tosts, the hotizonial gaze

‘nystagmosy tesh; the walk-and turntest:and the-one leg standfest, Based onthe Respeondent’s
steppliig off the line, failing to torich hedl tortos, using hiszems for balance, turniigimproperly

.and.putting, his foot down repeatadly the Respondent was dreusted and charged with delving
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uindet the influenice. ‘Offices Rowland advised Respondent of his. Miranda rights-and placed hifi
i1 the.teat seat of this patiel vehiele, Tlhie City of Roek Hill submitted a video regording
covering the. cittire interaction betwsen Officer Rowland and the Respondentat-theincident site:
(toadside]).

Officer Rowland transporied the Respondent to the-City. of Rock Hill Laweerter, Duiiug
# search of the Respondent ai the Lawcenter Officer Rowland lacated-and cataloged two pill
.'.b'éﬁies~-;c'dt{tﬁihitﬁg;ziiifonﬁiii'ii and Adderall wdth Res;jg;}xtde;,x}t?fs-ﬁairip on therit, Officer Rowland
alsodocated three foose: Xanak pills onthe Resporideit.

Olficer Rowland then escorted the Respondent o a room to administer the datatiiaster
mitute. waiting peried Respondent fold Offfeer Rowland that oyer 2 period of several hours prior
to-his arvest Be Tiad ingested Adderall, Klogepir, Neax and Ambisis. Officer Rowland testified
that the Respondent appeated lethatgic and had difficully stayingawike, ‘Subsequently, the
Respondent submitted a-bredth sample that registered 4-.00% blood algahol content. The-City'of
Rock Hill sibmitted avideq recording sovering the-entire inferaction betveen OfficerRowlarid
and the Respundentat e breath testing site (datamaster room}.

Based ont big observations of the Responident, the Respondent’s:siatements concerning the

drags he'had ingested andithe résult of the-Breath fagt, Officer Rowland transpoited the

Respondent Was sibssquently transported bagl 1o the City-of ReekiBill Laweenter by-Offiver
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Officer Bailey was qualified by fhe irial court as.a drug fétegnition expért. The City of”
Rosk.Hil subniitted four exbithits T conhection with Offfcer Bailey’s testimony consisting ol
Officer Bailey's certification of trafuingas adrug resogaition expert, Officer Builey's voiling log:
of all thevevaluations hehad coinpleted, the diug influsnce avaluution of the Respondent'and
g fnfluencs evaluaiion natwmiive, Officer Bafley: festified fo' the systematic oethiod he was
prelithitiary eamination of the Respondeiit including takiug his pulse, eye examinations af the
“Respondont, divided atteiition tests, vital signs and a second taking of his pulse; a:datk room test

 for ijecstion sites and a third pulse:chesk-and an interviéve, statéinpiits and observationyof the

Respordent. Officer Balley testified ihiat in his-opision Respondent was inder the:influeice of

‘Bailey testified that there wag:io vided recordinig of the diug resogrition evaluation thathe

performed on the Respondent.

Following the testimony of Officer Bailey hoth the. City of Roek Hill 4nd Respondent

[ 3 LT

regted, The €ty of Rock Hill watved closhug arguraent and the Respondent argiied that it was
entitled to & dismissal of fhe chiarge based on the lack of any videoecording ofthe drog
recognition evaluation. Thetrial court jd(‘:’ﬁi’f:ﬁdﬁtﬁe;Réspbndént’:;s mation and Tound himpuily of:

Drtving Under the Influence ¥ offense..
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ARGUNMIENT

i

‘BREATH TEST STTE RECORDING
A, Standard of Review
“In a-criminal appeal from & municigalvoint, & sfvoit soiit dods ot rsview the matter de-

riovo; rather; thecourt rpviews the case. for preserved errors raised by apptaptiste sxcejition. §.C.

CirideAnis. §.14-25-105 (Supp..2012): Jocriminal appeats fom a spunicipal cowrt, & cireuit coutt
15 boixd by the muiticipal court's findings of fact if there isany evidence in the record which.

742 §3:2d 15, 16 (Ct. App. 2013y
B. Sectipn 56-5-2953 Requires Video Recording Only ai the Incident Site and the Breaily
Fest:Site. '
The video tevording statute, Section 56-5:295% of the South Carolina Code of Taws.

provides that ag individval charged with driving wnder the influenee (Section:56-3-2930) maust.

Seetion 58-5:2930, 56-5-2933, or'$6:5-2945 must have his.condiet at the invident siteuand the

breath test site-video recorded.” 8.0 Gode . Anm. § 56-5-2953(A5 (2018} The video redordifg

requiring video recording of ottier Interactivins and vents bistwash law enforsement and an
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individhial suspested of driving under the influence. inehuding any additional sobristy testing
Jaie by law enforcerient:

At the ineident site the '.Viidi:-cix;.fﬁCO;:,c’fii;gz,nm’sﬁ “0 IIOC.:begin ‘Tater than the activation ofthe
ofaperson fova violation of Section 56-5-2830, . . . and-shisw the:peson being advised of big
Miranda rights™ 8§.Q. Code Anni § 56:5-2953CAN1N() (2018). Tris undisputed Hat the incident

site video réeording submitted into bvidence by the City in this case:complied with-Section 56-5-

At the breath st site the video recording must *(a) dachide the entive beenth tést.
procedure, thie person belg infirmed that he is being video recairded, and that he hasthie llghl. tQ

ceriifying that it was physicaly impossibleio video tecoid thiswaithng peiiod.” S.C. Code. A,
§:50:5-2953(ANZ) (2018). Tt is undisputed that thetweath fest site video. secording sibiritted
intaevidence by the Gty in this tase complied with Section 56-5-2953.

Following the Respondent’s submission of g breath sample which indicated "ishat-ﬁh_ehad
no-alcohol: ;ﬁxese;it i hisblood stieain, i;lrle'fia.r.'iff:ﬁSﬁi-'ig;@fflﬁéf--ifﬁcktlééted..fﬂ’;‘t.ﬁiﬂi’é Resporident subinit
tor an addifioust urinetest dueto the staterhents the Resporident made feparding his sonsumption

of Adderdll; Klonopin, Xanax and:Anibien to the:arresting:officer-thiring the officers

was lethargic and was having diftisulty staying awake uring the breath testing process,
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Respondent wis tisnsported fo Piedmont Medical Cenfer where after an hour passeil e failed to

subimit a ufine sample.and wis titated as having refused the additional testing.
Upon the Respondent’s return to-the Roek Hill Laweenter he wag examined by ardined.
and certified drug reeognition expert, The drug revognition expert.testificd. to the seriés of tosis

exipdrt alzo tegtified that in hig opinion that the Respondent was nnder the influence of nareotic
analgesics and centtal hervous system Stmulanis-and vas ot able o sufdly opetate 4 moter
véhicle: ‘Thedrug recognition expert was found qualified to testify-based on his training sud
experience as ag expert-by the tial vourtand that dgef:_émﬂ:;afi'm1 was not challenged on appoal

Riock Hill Laweentsr of thie divg rechgnition expet.

Onr appeal the oitcuit courtheld that Section 56-52953 reqiiices “vidiotaping tf any figld
;sﬁbr_iqiy-tqsé” regariiess ofwhere the sobriety test-is conducted. (ROA,p , )ito Tniclvidie the
gobriety: testing. done by the deagrecognition expert: The circuit coutt makes this finding evén.
though rarlier in the-same paragraph it noiegthal “the fest atdssue here:(drug recognition test) i,
ot addreosedm Title:36 per'se” (ROA, p. ). The citenit coutt order omits the firstparagraph
of Section 56:5:2955 which:states thit an idividual chatged with Htfving underthe influence

must “must heve his-conduct at the fncident site and the breath test site video rescided.” S.C,

Code Aan. § §6°5:2953(AY (20718). “The siatuesds silent'te any requiremert for video recording

ouiside; of two lcations; the fncident sie and breath festsite; The sobriety teating in this case by

ihe ding re¢agnition expeit weas conducted at the Rack Hill Lawcenter after coripletion of the

incident site testing and the breath:site testing. The plaifilanguage of Section 56-5:2953 does



CRH fax 5/8/2018 4:27:28 PM PAGE 15/023 Fax Server

atditiorial eyidénce collection by law enforcement, Bven where'that additional evidense:
solledtion it hides Bdditionat sobiety testing. “Whete:criminal statute very speagifically Hsts
locations-caverad, thase not mentioved: .arefexgiu’djcd; applying saxin EXpressio s oSt

exclusio alterius® Stardancer-Casino, Tne. v. Stewatt, 347.8.C. 377,379, 556 SF.2d:357, 358

{2001y

“Yf thie legistatuie's fnitant iy clearly appacent from the statufory Janguage; 4 courtmay not
embark upon a search forit outside the-statute, ‘Whsh thy Jangusge of a stabite is:cleat and
expliolt, 2 court cannotrewrite e stafuteand inject atters e it-wiich ave it fn the
tegislature’s fanguage, und‘thers is pe nesil fo resort to statutory inferpretation of fegislative

Hiitesit o deteirive s hening.” Stete v. Leopard, 349 §.C, 467, 471, 563 8824 342, 344 (Ct,

Ajsp. 2002).. Ths Sieoutt court teads dud fiffocts into Soolion §6-5-295% o statistory interprotation
mandafing video recording ofadditional interactions betwien Taw enfotseisient and an fadividuat
chiargs with driving vnder the influence: that §iraply’ doés fdt existvrithin the latignage-of the:
statate. Noris ihis extreme inferprotation supported by the:language contained in Section 56-5+
2953, TheTauguage eontained in Seetion 56-5-2053 i plain andynamibiguous in requiring o
;;:é.eotdfiﬁé;a.tﬁ#ze:1’6caﬁbns;;.f'!he:'-.fimi‘denfc. it and the breaih fest site, The riting below o the

:eiretzit.eourt;-expanéi?s:fﬂi:i.sw vides x‘:eeordi'n;g}mm%mmmtm v alimost bt mrtbor of locafions.

~~~~~~~

0L 467, 470-71,'563 SB.2d 342, 344 (Ct. App: 2002) “The cifenit covit finds thet % wecond
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field sobricty test; vegatdless of thesname orlocation, mustbe videataped” and “a ficld SQbﬂﬁi}e’:
test.given past the breath-anulysis.of [Repordent], sheuld have been vidsotaped.” (ROA, .

) The cirendtcowt's koldfug below has essentially vewriiten and expanded Section 56-5-
2953 ta include & videe fessuding requiteitient at locations ot even mentioned or futimated at in
56-5:2953. In doing so-the: oireuit coart has. disrsgarded the clear abd amanibiguous fanguage
contgined within Section: 56-5-295% requiring video recording at oily twe focitions, the-ihcident

site; and breathi tese siie and disrogarded e plain and ordinary meaning of the statute:

Thisvided rseording statute does:hot lanit law sxforcement in South Caroling from-
collecting additional evidercs that is relevanit to the determination of whethet sivindividusl was
driving & vehicle while uader thesinfuence: i vidlation of 8.C. Code 56-5-2930. Contraty o this
the cireuit coust’s arder which Finds that-only two tests (incident site field sobiiety tosts aid.a.
bresth test) (ROA, p. Jare permiited by the-video _rec_:_cgr_di;_;;g stafute, Thisview by the cltcuit:
court direstly confiicts with Seetion 56-5-2953, The Video Rﬁ:(_iiﬁjfﬁliﬁg Statule states thaf
"-"'-*{'n]@:ti};ng in this section may béconstrued as prohibiting thointroduciion Gf’@fh@}‘ relevant
evidence in the irial ofa vielation of Section 565:2930,.56-5-2933, or 56-5-2945.* §.C. Code
Aon. § 56-5-2953(B) RO18).

The-ciriit potrt’s trder renders:meaningless the provision of the video recording statie
that expliei ﬂy'@eﬁhﬂtﬁﬁm inteoduwetion of Ay othier relevant evidence in a diiving under the
‘nfluence teidl. There is-mo suppeitfor the cireuit 'c:ouﬁt’_é. pz;‘z;‘;p_;qsiﬁo:n that lawenforeement:in
‘South Caroling is limited to incident site field sobristy teits'and 4 breath teit giveii the plafn

laniguage of bisth Section 56-5-2953(B); The Video Recording: Statute mandifes that certaliy
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events:hie vided tecorded at theincident site-aud the bieathi testsite. This statte s sifentasto
requifring video recotding o any dthier sctiobs by law stiforcement dining a diiving wnderthe
‘influence investigation. Silence in 56-5-295% cdnnot be read.as an.affirmative profiibition on faw
enforcement from condiscling Turther investigation owan individual suspécted of debving under
‘the Hifluense, eithiy i the scope or wypeof evidence collected.

Thie:South Carolina Coust'of Appeals hags previousty infetprefed the video recording
statute as recguiﬂfng:a,vidéé ;:eco.;:&ing at the breath tegt site when e test is-adniinisteied; ‘o the
‘oftier hand, whereno-test is administered, then the waiting period 15 séndered inhegsssary,qnd

56 then is-the videotape recording of thal waiting period: State v.Elwell, 396 8.C. 338, 721
'§.E.2d4 451 (Ct. App. 2011}, Ineaching tils holdingthe Cowtol Appeals nated:that “fwfe-will
not intetpist the statute to-dnclude such a redundengy, A statuteshould be soccmmmed hatpo
ward; clause, sentence, provision or pack shall bé vendéted sugpliisage,.of superfiious" State v.
EBlwell, 396 §.C; 330, 335 n4, 721 S.E.2d 451, 453 (Ct.App. 2011). The oider of the ienit
et (i this sase 16 yiconstrained In findihg that the langnage or Jack thereof in Seetion 56-5
2053 sapports the-affirmative ireq:»;'se'iigemeﬂtfi}fat:"",a second field sobeiety test ;egar.diess -of name.
or Jocation, fiust be videstaped” (ROA, p. ). Thewircuit uoummemxetanenrendnmé:>
2953(B) legislative surplusage not Wcmhy of consideration and fmposes:a-disty-on taw
enforgement to-video record at the incident site, the breath test-site and any otiisrsite where

The cittuit dourt fmds that 56-3-29353 enly permits two-tests (e breath test-aud.a field.
sobristy test) diid this “Scheiméprovides for thevidéo tapifig of certain. statutory authorized test
[ste]l™ ROA;p. ). The cirenit coiit niisieads the languageof 56-5<2953 as rnandating or

authorizin g;jﬁeki sobriety fosts. Field sobricty testing asan investigatory 1oel pre<existed the:

1



CRH fax /872018 4:27:29 PM PAGE 187023 rFax berver

Recording Statute simply provides that an individual chargéd with difving wnder the influsnie
must (Fbsent certain exceptions) have their conduct widea recorded “at the-incident sita and the
‘bieathtest site” $:C. Gods A, § 56-52953(4) (2018). The Video Revording Siatute goes on
torequire speci fically what eohductnivst be recerded at both the incident site and breath tost
gite. Fhie:Video Recording Statute-onty addressen tiose tvo Jocations, The V 1<’eoRccor(iing

Satute did,

$.C. Code Ant.-§56-5-2053(G).(2018). This furthet supports the proposition that 56-5-2953
onty.requires: vidleo recofding attwi logations: {1) the ineident site; and (2) the breath test sits.
‘B The Diiving Unider the Infliesice Statute Bxplicitly Petimite- the Tntroduction of
Othrer Relevant Evidencr at Trial for » Viclation:of Driving Uiider:the Tifluerice
“The concept thiat the Viden Recording Statuie explicitly allows for cullection and vse of
evidetice it addititin o incident site and bieath test site video:Is In havmony and supported-by
similer language sontained in the Briving Under the Influetice statate (58-5-2930). The Driving

“Under the Influenee statute dlfows fortheintroduciion of other-évidetcs at'trial, in-additioi the;

ofi(1} thertesulis of any additional tesis of the persor’sbreath ot otber bodily fuids; (2) amy

evitlence that may certoborate or question the validity of the birvath oy bodity fluid test,

resulf fnchuding, but notlimited fo:(a) evidence of ficld sobriety tests: (b) evidenes of thie
amount of aleoho] consumed by the persen; and (&) cv-i’dcnce:--of‘ﬂm-;._\m:sgn-’-?sl.difﬁiii;g; G) a
video reserding of the person’s conduct atthe Hucident site and breath testing site-taken pursnant

11
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to-Seetion 56-5-2953 whish is subjeet fo redaction undes the South Carcline Rules of Evidence.”
K.€. Bode. Ating. §:56-5-2936(1) (2018} {emphasis.added). Both the Video Recotding statiite and
Driving Under the Infloence statute ,gxlglf‘i"qiﬂ'y:-_pem}:ift}‘me;us@ of evidence of an-individualls lack

of sobriety which caititiclnde evidénce of field sobitiety tests, inadditfon fo-the videq recorded

......

evidenve of the individual at the incident site-aid bredth tost site. The.order of tive ciresit court
rexquiring video: reeording ofa “second:field sabriety fest, segardless of naie oF locatmn’(ROA,
P }~c_«p_:u_gpfiem}y~~-d3s;:_csga1:c1s-t}',i:a language coxtained in both the Video Recordihg stutite-and
Driving Unider the Infhuencestatute that allows for additional sobriety testing done by law
.enforcernent and renders i meaningldss.

Tix constring heith the Video Recordingstatite and Driving Under the Influence statute,

whole statute and policyaf law). Iri iii‘térpi‘étiﬁg:a. statiite, the language of e statate must be:

sead in a'sense which harmonizes with jts Subject-miatter and accords with-its genetal purpose.”

Cityof Camdetiv. Brassell, 326'8.G.'556,:561, 486 S B.2d 492 (Cf, Apg. 1997y The ciipuit Cour

appeats to have eigaged ndhe roverse. engingeriug in'botly orders In this.case, having én

statdte and Diving Under the Inflaence stahite, specifically section:56-5-2953(B) 4nd. 56-5-

2930(3Y respectively: Both 56-5-2953(8).and 36-5-2930()) permit other rélevant evidence it the:

proseeition of a driving tnder g influtncs chatge. Including evidence ¢f additional sobriety
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13465 that aye hat videa secorded) ‘The cirouit courts order fuily fo:either address.or adeguately

adesunt foréither 36-5-2953(B)-and §6-5-2030¢1)

onsent Sfatute Permits fhe Infroduction of Other Retevant Evidence at

" E. The Inplied:¢
Trial for a Violation of Priving Under the Influenee.

) ‘flience of dléochel, di"u;.g's:’. ot & coribination of dlochol.and-drugs.” 8.C. Code Ann. § 5 6 5
2950-(2018). |
To thisease the testithony.of the: drog recognition expert provided other additional
-evidence to support-a finding thst the Defendant was Tnpaiied ant ninder {he nfiuenceiaf drags.
“The testimony of the drug recognition expert in this case-directly sciroborated the statetnents. of
“The testimoiiy of the diug récogiitiof-expertalse sorroboratd the evidenioe of the field sobriely
tests adrministered ot the incident site by the awesting officer and thepoor.déiving of the
‘Defendant prior forthe teatfic stop. The implied consent statute s ot to-be congtrued-as limitihg

this evidenee; however, that is.exactly what theiorder of the siroiit sont.did,

hEY
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¥ Read in Hardony, the Video Recording Statuate, the Driving Under the Influgnce:
Statuie and the Tmplied Consent. Statute all Pevinit the Fatraduction . of Additional
Evidenseof Whethei-or Nota Person is Under the Influence

“The ;!qgiélaitglir-al?'s-fin’éent'-siing’ald be derived p;;’immrﬂy- fom the plain Janguege &f
will. The language mistbe redd t6 havmonize with. itsisubject matrer and v acsord with
its general purpose, The court's primary fimction In m’celpleimg astatie isito detgthiing
robm for the courts 1o impose a different judgiaent based upon-their own notions of

public policy.” Pedke v. S.C. DMV, 375 8.C. 589 396, 654:8 82284, 282 (Ct: App

2007)

“The-qrder of the-circuit cowrt pays lijrseivieé 1o comt"umgS()—S-Si}iS £33 };ttnff'
that this Vzdeo Rcmﬁmg&autc ‘the Dyiving: Under theliflyence Statute and the Implied
Coasent Statite all exprossly permiit b thtvoduction of ether syidence i addition to
yideorecordings af the incident site and bredth: test site on the ssue of whether an
individual samderthe influenve of ‘alochol, drugs of a.coribination.of other :dmgs; o
subgtances, Nong of thess statutes require this additional evidence to bevided recor é""
.hé;w&aisft'::r_, the otder of the cireuit coutt-does i divest vonflict:with the languageof-all

threa:statuies.

13
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TONCLUSION

For all the foregoitg reasons; flie. Appellant respectfully submitsthat the decision

convichon tefastated.

May 8, 2018

a5
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

INTHE COURT'QF APPEALS

AP PLAL E RUM YORK COUNTY

iupon Pleas. RE CEEVE

Case No, 2017-CP-46-01617

MAY 09 2018
SC Court of Appeals

John € Hayes, TH, Special Citotitt Coutt Judge
Appeliate Case No: 2017-002616

Cify.of Rock Hill, Appeliant,

Andrew R. Maupin: © Respondent.

5 3 i attm ﬂcy of
. ,‘%‘nues of Michagl T,..

May 8, 2018

sc Balho 6’i~

201 E, Main St., 3 Rloor

"Rock FHiL, St}uﬂl Claigling 20730
(803) 329-5692.
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FOUTH CATDLIN EL% BCRIVE

8 May 2018 MAY 09 2018

Jermy Abbott Kitchings SC Court of Appea[s
South Lara}ma Covrt of Appeals
Post Office Box 11629
Columbia, S 029211
RE:  Gity of Rock Hill, Appellant v. Andrew R. Maopin, Respondent;

GaseNo. 2017002616
‘Diear Ms Kitchings:
Enclosed for filing ar ’fhe ongmal and one copy of the

.Indudec in.Appeal, the Initial
acloeked copy forour i les:.

Designation of Matterto Be

f of Appellant, and a Certificate of Sevvive. Pleasereturn

This brigf was compléted byme and will be signed on my hehalf by my paralegal,.

Melissa Robinson, since:I am put of state:on military duty.

Traly Yours,

o
S [N
" V\\e‘. s

RN

-{1\
S

Christopher EA. Barton

201.E Main St 39 Fleor

RaeckHill, 829730
(803) 329-5692
5C BarNo: 65261.

Attorney'for Appellant

ce: chhael L’Brawn, 13

Rock Hifl, S€ 29730
At¥orngy for Respondéent
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