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ATTORNEY AND COUNSELOR AT LAW URT

109-B Oak Avenue Telephone: (864) 229-8000
Greenwood, South Carolina 29646 Facsimile: (864) 229-8001

May 11, 2018

Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse
Clerk of Court

S.C. Supreme Court

1231 Gervais Street

P.O. Box 11330

Columbia, S.C. 29211

Re: Timothy Earl Beheler (#257965) v. State of South Carolina
Laurens C/A No. 2017-CP-30-317

Dear Clerk Shearouse:

Please file the enclosed Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service and return
clocked copies of both documents to me and the S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense,
Appeliate Division in the enclosed envelopes provided for your convenience. Also
enclosed is Circuit Judge J. Mark Hayes, II's Order of Dismissal dated April 20, 2018.

My email address is carson@carsonhendersonlawfirm.com.

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation in this matter.
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Cordially yours,

THE

ERSON LAW FIRM, P.C.

y

Carson M. Henderson

CMH/lhc
Enclosures as indicated

Cc:

Megan Harrigan Jameson, Esquire
Office of the Attorney General

P.O. Box 11549

Columbia, S.C. 29211

S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense
Appellate Division

1330 Lady Street, Suite 401
Columbia, S.C. 29201

Timothy Earl Beheler (#257965)
Tyger River Correctional Institution
100-200 Prison Road

Enoree, S.C. 29355
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

R ECEIVEDD
APPEAL FROM LAURENS COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas MAY 15 2018

J. Mark Hayes, 11, Presiding Circuit Judge — Laurens § gun&§( )PREME COURT

C/A No. 2017-CP-30-317

TIMOTHY EARL BEHELER (#257965),

Appellant,

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

Respondent.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Timothy Earl Beheler appeals the Order of Dismissal issued by the Honorable.J. Mark
Hayes, II, on April 20, 2018. This matter was heard in Laurens County on February 28, 2018.
The Appellant’s trial counsel received the Order of Dismissal from the S.C. Attorney General’s
Office on Thursday, May 10, 2018.
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Other Counsel of Record:;

Megan Harrigan Jameson, Esquire
S.C. Attorney General’s Office
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S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM LAURENS COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas . E@E{VEE

J. Mark Hayes, II, Presiding Circuit Judge — Laurens County N\M 15 ')-m%

C/A No. 2017-CP-30-317

TIMOTHY EARL BEHELER (#257965),

Appellant,

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served the Notice of Appeal on the Respondent, State of South
Carolina, by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on May 11, 2018,
addressed to its attorney of record, Megan Harrigan Jameson, Esquire, S.C. Attorney General’s
Office, P.O. Box 11549, Columbia, S.C. 29211, with a copy also being mailed to S.C.

Commission on Indigent Defense, Appellate Division, 1330 Lady Street, Suite 401, Columbia,
S.C. 29201. :
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
D EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF LAURENS )
) CASENO.:2017-CP-30-317
)
TIMOTHY EARL BEHELER, #257965 ) MOTION AND ORDER INFORMATION
Plaintiff, ) FORM AND COVERSHEET
Vs, )
)
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
Defendant. )
Plaintiff’s Attorney: Defendant’s Attorney:
Carson M. Henderson, Bar No. Justin J. Hunter, Bar No.
Address: Address:
109-B Oak Avenue Post Office Box 11549
Greenwood, South Carolina 29646 Columbia, South Carolina 29211
Phone: Fax Phone: Fax
E-mail: Other: E-mail: Other:
[ JMOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONSIand ON)
X)FORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS IL and III) Q';, = =
XIPROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and J11)) s = =
e e e e SR CTION It Hearing Information— -+ — S~ = — &-
Nature of Motion: oG o
Estimated Time Needed: Court Reporter Needed: [ JYES/XINO -
SECTION I: Motion/Order Type 8e = 02
[CJWritten motion attached S = = o
KForm Motion/Order - 3% N §

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

,%& ' ¢  April 18, 2018
Signaturg/of Attorney fo antiff /[X| Defenddnt Date submitted

SECTION II: Motion Fee
L—_] PAID — AMOUNT: §

] EXEMPT: [ Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [ ] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect
(] Indigent Status [] State Agency v. Indigent Party
] Sexually Violent Predator Act Post-Conviction Relief
[] Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy
] Motion for Publication  [] Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCF)
] Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions

Name of Court Reporter:
] other:
JUDGE’S SECTION

[C] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached | JUDGE CODE
order.
[] Other: Date:

CLERK’S VERIFICATION
Collected by: Date Filed:

] MOTION FEE COLLECTED: $
[[] CONTESTED - AMOUNT DUE: §

SCCA 233 (11/2003)
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GS-30-1568). Michael Gambrell, Esquire represented Applicant. Assistant Solicitor Lance Sheek
prosecuted the case. On May 31, 2016, Applicant pled guilty as indicted before the Honorable
Donald Hocker. Judge Hocker sentenced Applicant to imprisonment for fifteen years for both
counts of criminal sexual conduct, second degree, and 1,056 days' time served for contributing to
the delinquency of a minor. All sentences were to run concurrently.

Applicant filed a timely notice of appeal. The South Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed
Applicant’s appeal on November 8, 2016, 2016 for failure to provide a sufficient guilty plea

explanation pursuant to SCACR 203(d)(1)(B)(iv). The remittitur was sent on November 29,

2016.
PCR Application
In his application for post-conviction relief, Ab;)iican'c. .alieged the following grdunds of
relief:

1. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

a. “during the preparation phase of trial”; “a confession given under the
influence of drugs is inadmissible”

b. “Ipled to a 1st degree CSC...but I was never indicted on 1st degree.”

c. “My attorney told me if I don’t plea to these charges the Head Solicitor
was going to use me and my case as a stepping stone for his re-election.”

d. “Counsel failed to investigate, develop, and present all available, relevant
and admissible evidence.”

At the PCR hearing, Applicant’s counsel informed the Court he was proceeded on the grounds of
ineffective assistance of counsel for failing to be prepared,. failing to pursue his speedy trial
request, and failing to perfect a direct appeal.

II. APPLICABLE LAW

In a post-conviction relief action, the applicant bears the burden of proving the

allegations in their application. Butler v. State, 286 S.C. 441, 334 S.E.2d 813 (1985). Where the

4

application alleges ineffective assistance of c’o/uxl/sé}lf’ﬁa"g'round for relief, the Applicant must




prove that “counsel’s ‘coridiictsb ‘undetmined: the’ proper-functioriing:ofithe sadversarial process..

that the tHial*cAnniot"be rélist upon'as having Produced-a just:result.”: Stricklahdsv. Washington,.
466716668, 104" STCt7205219064;80:1:/Ed:2d674;:692:(1984); Butler; 334:S:E2d:813¢ 1o

" NTRE  propér ‘iticasire of ipeffoitiiance is whetherzthe:iattorney: sproyided: representation,,
within"{He* range"of ‘ompétence reqiifed “in: criminal rcases: The courtszpresume; thatscounsel, -
rendered adequate assistance and made all. significant. decisions.in.the exercise:of reasonable. .

professmnal Judgment ‘Stricklatid 436§U:Sf;?f668'{:T:i‘.\gpplzicantfﬁmﬁstmver}'cbme this; presumption in

ordér to Teceive relief. ‘Chefry v fSia‘téZEBGO-‘S.G. '1.15,'386 S:E2d 624" (1989)c:r571¢ ~trvesep; v, ppeer

. counsel IH" at“117 386 S~E 2d it 625 Fxrst, the: appllcant mushprovez counsel’ ‘performance .

was’ déficient. ‘1d:""Undér “this “prong;: courts..measure: an. attorriey’s jperformance; by, its,,

Second “any" déficierit performance “must have - prejudiced: the . applicant-such .that ;?‘th;cggé is..a:
reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the proceeding
wotld’have'been différent:” 1d: af117-18, 386 S:E:2d:at 625./With respect:to,guilty.pleacounsel,

thé" Applicant fritist show thiére:is d feasonable probability:that, but for:counsel’s alleged errors,.

he would not'figve: pled guilty“end would-have:insisted .on: :going ‘to triaki: Hill v

U.s! 52 59 (1985) EY “‘“ Eoalotor oo sl et

. S VIARY OF RELEVANT- TESTIMONY AT PCRHEARING .

i .Counisel Michael:Gambrell’s Testimon:

=54 AVfr, '(Garibrell téstified he was-appointed to represent-Applicanton-February 3, 2016. He

testified He did not file ‘a ‘motion:for discovery since Ms. M¢Neil, Applicant’s-initial counsel,

~——filéd-one-and recéived-discovery—Hetestified- Fsk%&ferﬁme—fuu—ﬁle—ﬁgmﬁhgﬁmw—and

i



received what the State reported: was the full file. Mr. Gambrell testified he met with Applicant
* frequently. He testified Applicant wanted him to talk to the victim’s_'brother, Nick Blackwell, but
without any information about Mr. Blackwell, he was unsuccessful in finding him. He testified
he did not talk to Applicant’s mother or see his house. He testified he spoke with the victim’s
aunt at the courthouse, and she was limited in what she wanted to tell Mr, Gambrell. He testified
the victim’s aunt Connie Blackwell did not like Applicant.

Mr. Gambrell testified he drafted an order requiring the Department of Social Services to
turn over information about the victim. He testified DSS told hlm they did a records search and
had no records about her. He testified he knew DSS was involved with the victim but was
_ unsuccessful in getting her records. He tt_estiﬁ_e:d_ a DSS complaint from the victim was closed.
Mr. Gambrell testified he did not have an electronic copy of the forensic iﬁteﬁiéw. He testified
the victim did not want to talk to him. Mr. Gambrell testified the victim’s mental evaluation was
done prior to the crime, but he spoke about it with Applicant on cross-examination during the
trial. |

Mr. Gambrell testified Applicant’s polygraph results showed deception. He did not get a
printout of the test or follow up. He testified Applicant was Mirandized and gave a confession.
Mr. Gambrell testified the Applicant said his signatures were on each statement form.

Mr. Gam’brel) testified he did see a motion for a speedy trial and discussed it with
Applicant. He testified the guilty plea was almost three years after his arrest.

Mr. Gambrell testified he did not follow up on the other people who had sex with the
victim. He testified he asked Officer Hunnicutt about a list of people who would say something

different than the victim’s story, but Hunnicitt did not have the list. He testified Applicant was

. ntradict the victim’s story. Mr. Gambrell

-



testified he followed every lead Applicafit:could:give him. He testified Applicant did not give a
1ist of witnessesbiitthey discussed-every-aspect of thecase:. .o hnitvmge ‘Lotoh o
# nrpee Ganibrel] Yestifisd he wassprepared-forrial-but-Applicant-always:wanted fo,pursue;a. -

plés’ Heé tgstified hisdistiissed- possible suppression:of Applicant!s.statement;but also, how. it .

cotild betised against Him He téstified Applicant-admitted to giving:the;statement and admitted.

to‘its'contents: LN RO UL e L b CelAMELS oW ensviasil e ez

Mr. Gambrell testified he filed a notice of appeal. He testified he. could not;give a legal
basis for appealing’thie'guiltyplea: ‘He testified he:did not respond. in,writing;but talked to the
$

Cotirt of Kppéals &fid told theiithére wasnoslegalbasis for filing themppealiis sxitac o e

Bon D g awm e hr rd e o e
Lkowre TN S0

et aEplicant testified he waited eight:months-before filing for.a-public defender; épphcant
testified Mr. Gaimbréll ‘did ot do the things:heasked him to dos.He testified Mr. Gambrell was,
riot téady 'for tiial, afid-Applicant learned:the-Saturday-beforethe:pleathat his,case; was,on the,

SS;and,the fact that.

trial docket®Applicatit tesfified: Mr.-Gamibrell: did-not talk to/him ab
DSS did'not have 4 file for the-victim}Applicant *testiﬁed;he;.ne’v.,e,x;-;;gﬁl,dfg}l\;{[r;.;_;ga‘_.;pggg{lilc'\d}g_tk.‘,;gqj
signed a confession. He testified he does not remember giving a statement and was,under the.

inflierice Of pills during the:time; Applicant:alse testified the pplea judge:told:him to.lie at the

pleaheanng v gl faen g bl B cr o nod e e O

Applicant testified he gave Mr. Gambrell names to coﬁ:cactgiwhiﬁh-i!!clu@qg Connie a;nd
Nick Blackwell. Applicant-testified Officer Hunnicitt-lost a list from:Blackwell ;of four names
ko ctidfootinter the allégaions, -+ - wtr
-"Applicant ‘testified the victim’s aunt, Connie. Blackwell; was : mistreating . Applicant’s

- ~=-=——friend-Carol{the victim’s mother); and-whep Applitant got mad-at-Connie, the-allegations-arose. . — -

g// i/E
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Counsel Chelsea McNeil’s Testimony

Ms. McNeil testified she was appointed to represent Applicant on unrelated drug charges
before representing him on this charge. She testified she received discovery from the solicitor’s
office, which included incident reports, statements from the victim, Applicant’s confession, and
Applicant’s polygraph results. She testified she got the victim’s forensic interview report and
shared all discovery with Applicant by making a paper copy. She testified she met with
Applicant and his family in her office.

Ms. McNeil testified Applicant gave her his version of events. Applicant told Ms. McNeil
he did not believe all that the victim had to say, but admitted that he had sex with the victim

repeatedly in the bathroom and._gaye her money, marijuana, or cigarettes in exchange for sex.
Ms. McNeil testified Applicant told her the victim was in a gang and was having sex. w1th other
gang members. She testified Applicant was mad because he gave Officer Hunnicutt a list of other
people who had had sex with the victim and he was mad to be the only person getting in trouble
for it. Ms. McNeil testified she talked to Officer Hunnicutt who admitted he had a list of names,
before losing it, but the names were all “street names.” She testified Applicant did not give her a
list of names.

Ms. McNeil testified Applicant always admitted he committed the crime, but said he only
did it in the bathroom and not in other locations. She testified he said the sex was consensual,
and she had to explain to him the laws of consent.

Ms. McNeil testified she moved to be relieved because of a breakdown in her
representation and ethical dilemmas. She testified Applicant filed a grievance against her. She

testified she relayed a five year plea offer but Applicant rejected it because it included sex

offender registration.
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‘8 Thig ‘Céutt finds Applicant has failéd tomeet his.burden. of proving: his counsel were .
inéffective for Tailingsio prepare-the case: With' the.information Applicant,provided. to, Ms:
M¢Neil that Tie and> the'victim-had ih:fact had séxual:.u:;elatioris;-_ she -was placed.into :an ethical
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présént ‘hedrifip: and f¥om> his- writtenPCR.application; smuch,, of ,his, compliant, about,,the

underlying-facts' was:# failure todevelop:the sexual:activity-of:-the;victim with other.men. He

claimed ke s not the father of the thirteeri-year old victim’s.child. He claimed his dying friend

Carol (mothéf of - thé victin) was badly treated by her sister Connie and, the.victim while.Carol
was fighting from cancer. Applicant-asserted:Carol would have been an.important witness for the

applicant but ‘she passed away, This Court finds Carol’s:importance, at.best, would:have.been

ing the admissibility of such a line




of questioning). The other area where Carol may have been important was as a potential
character witness for Applicant since he and his family cared for her while she battled cancer.
Even assuming Applicant is correct that Connie was the driving force behind the minor victim
pressing forward with the charges against him, the fact of consensual sexual activity between the
victim and the applicant did not change. He admitted to the relationship in his confession.

At the present hearing, Applicant claims the signature on the voluntary statement is not
his. His assertion is not credible based on the information provided by his attorneys and based on
his statements acknowledging this fact during the plea. No other evidence on this issue was
presented to this Court. Therefore he has not carried his burden of proof on this issﬁe and this
Court concludes the sign"gtu;g was tha} of Applicant.

Applicant was able to establish that Mr. Gambrell may have a less than de;;;al;i; ;nethc-;t.i'
of keeping his files. Nevertheless, Mr. Gambrell appeared credible while testifying before this
Court. While Mr. Gambrell’s unorthodox method of not serving a formal discovery causes this
Court to pause, he did obtain information from Ms. McNeil (who filed Rule 5 and Brady
motions), interviewed police, and attempted to obtain additional information from DSS. This
Court is left speculating as to why DSS would have not produced files related to the victim when
the record before this Court indicates DSS had been involved with her. Mr. Gambrell did obtain
an order from a circuit judge requiring production of these records. DSS told Mr. Gambrell they
have no records to produce. Assuming somehow Mr. Gambrell was deficient in not obtaining
these records, the purpose of these records, at best, would be used to establish the victim as a
sexually active young girl and to show Connie was the motivator in getting the victim to go

forward with the charges. Also in his letter of April 21, 2016 to Mr. Gambrell, Applicant’s

desire, again, was for his attorney to gather /ﬁ?ﬁ
J.
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“Fo the extent Apphcant’s testlrnoni'raisea ‘3"quiestion”of ‘whethier his: guilty plea was

burden of proof In PCR cases, a defendant assertmg 4 constltutlonal wolatlon must’ frame the

issue as one of meﬁ'ectlve assrstance of counsel. Al-Shabazz V. State,~338 ‘8.C. 354, 527“S E. 2d

743 (1999). A defénddnt who pleads guilty o the ‘dvice of courisél inay collaterally ttack the
';Siéa: only by showing that (1) cétihgé] Was iHefféctive and (2) there is @ ‘reasoiiable’ probability

that but for ‘counsel’s errors, the defendant “Would fiot have pled guilty -and ‘would ‘have-insisted
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her guilty plea was induced by ineffective assistance of counsel must prove that counsel’s advice

was not “within the competence demanded of attorneys in criminal cases.” Hill v. Lockhart, 474

U.S. 52, 56, 106 S. Ct. 366, 369 (1985). A guilty plea is a solemn, judicial admission of the truth
of the charges against the defendant. Statements made during the plea should be considered
conclusive unless the defendant presents reasons why he should be allowed to depart from the
truth of those statements. Crawford v. U.S., 519 F.2d 347 4" Cir. 1975); Edmonds v. Lewis, 546
F.2d 566 (4" Cir. 1976).

The plea transcript indicates the judge reviewed, in detail, with Applicant all of his

constitutional rights (including his right to a jury trial) and that he wished to waive all of his

mghts Tr 8 10 Apphcant mdrcated he was pleadmg gullty to the charges because he was in fact

guilty of those charges. Tr 5 Apphcant also mdlcated that he was not coerced pressured or
promised anything to enter the plea. Tr. 5-6. He indicated he was freely, voluntarily and
intelligently entering the pleas. Tr. 6. The victim appeared at the plea and stood with the solicitor

when the plea was presented to the judge. The facts were presented to the judge that Applicant

and the victim engaged in a physical, sexual relationship, again, when the victim was 13. It was

also stated to the judge that once the report was made to law enforcement, Applicant admitted
that approximately once a month for almost a year, in exchange for the sexual encounters W1th
the minor victim, Applicant would give her either money or marijuana. Tr. 6-7. The judge asked
Applicant if those fact were true, and he replied “Yes, sir”. Tr. 7. The judge also informed the
Applicant that he could receive twenty years on the CSC charges. Tr. 8. The judge also asked
Applicant if he was satisfied with the legal representation of his plea attorney Mr. Gambrell, and
he replied “Yes, sir”. Tr. 10. The judge went farther w}ren he asked “Has he done everything

you’ve asked him to do?”. Again the applic ded,“Yes, sir”. Tr, 10. Furthermore, the
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judge: asked- Applicant;“Do"you’ *have iany ‘complainits iagainst :anyone in-the’isolicitor!s office,

o~ 48,

ificluding!Selicitér'Sheek; ofdiiy law: eriforcementspetsonnélinvolvedin this:cise?” His:response’:

a5 “No 8 Ti104 15:Themvthesjudge-asked Applicant:*Havesall:of syour:answersbeen truthful:

and aceirate?* His inqualified résponse was<Yes; sir?sTr k. 1 oo i
Prior to issuing his sentence the judge gave the applicant an opportunity tosberheard.;

Applicant stated to the judge and:the:ottiers:in thetcolrtroomsthiat during the three years he had

Yestvinjails dli'ofhigWitiidssés and evidence;/ “youknow, my defense;prettyimuch fell:apart for

1 oo 2g

méESPmstanding Kiere todaypleading guilty toxthis -afid move om:with:my:life: -andreverybody:

Hi6VE 6 With theif lives’and -petiit over:with, »maybe:geti back to:my.family as:soen as:possible.:

“This Court finds* Appllcant has falled 4o shonhls plea ‘wasinot: voluntanly made. Thls

Court finds Mr. Gambrell prepared him well for the plea and the plea judge thoroughly advised;

the plea’h’e”" '

:x B s ‘HK Pal i" 'l.":.‘-t:;-

heard 1s 't_:r'oublmg tp thxs Court However, thls Court cannot ﬁnd that Appllcant has met hlS

A DI

o

s RETEI i

burden of proof that the three year delay was constltutxonally deﬁcxent representatlon by hlS
i !1 y: e

lawyers. This Court finds Apphcant s attomeys d1d not delay the case and actlvely mvestlgated

L“"t

and pursued h1s Plea deal A breakdown in Apphcant s relatlonshlp w1th Ms McNell which

FHT 2SR a7 T
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counsel and contributed to the delay. This Court further finds that Applicant has failed to show
that he was prejudiced by his counsels’ failure to pursue his request for a speedy trial. He has
failed to show resulting prejudice to his case and has failed to show that a speedy trial motion
would have been successful had it been heard before the court, Accordingly, this allegation must
be dismissed.
Failure to Perfect Direct Appeal

This Court finds Applicant has not met his burden of proving Mr. Gambrell was deficient
for failing to perfect the direct appeal. The record shows Mr. Gambrell filed a notice of appeal.
He testified he had no legal grounds to challenge the guilty plea. The appeal was ultimately

dismissed for Applicant’s failure to provide a sufficient guilty plea explanation, as required by

Rule 203(d)(1)(B)(iv) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR). This Rule
provides

If the appeal is from a guilty plea, an Alford plea or a plea of nolo contendere, a
written explanation showing that there is an issue which can be reviewed on
appeal. This explanation should identify the issue(s) to be raised on appeal and the
factual basis for the issue(s) including how the issue(s) was raised below and the
ruling of the lower court on that issue(s). If an issue was not raised to and ruled on
by the lower court, the explanation shall include argument and citation to legal
authority showing how this issue can be reviewed on appeal. If the appellant fails
to make a sufficient showing, the notice of appeal may be dismissed

SCACR 203(d)(1)(B)(iv). Applicant has failed to meet his burden of proving Mr. Gambrell was
ineffective. Applicant has also failed t§ meet his burden of proving that he was prejudiced by Mr.
Gambrell’s actions, as hé has failed to meet his burden of proving the outcome ‘would have
otherwise been different. Accordingly, this allegation must be dismissed.
V.  CONCLUSION
Based :on the foregoing facté, the Court finds and concludes that Applicant has not

established ahy constitutional violations or defriyAtigns that wotild require this Court to grant his
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performance was. umeésonable under prevalhng professmnal AOITAS. Chem 300 S C.at 117-18

) ..61'559,,5573:, 5

¥

application for post-conviction relief must be demed and dismissed with prejudice.
54T
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The Henderson Law Firm, P.C. :
109-B Oak Avenue '
Greenwood, S.C. 29646

Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse

Clerk of Court

S.C. Supreme Court

1231 Gervais Street

P.O. Box 11330 ’
Columbia, S.C. 29211
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