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e RECEIVE]D
The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse '
Clerk of Court, South Carolina Supreme Court JUN 28 2043
Post Office Box 11330 ‘
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 S.C. SUPREME COURT

RE: Brian Morton, SCDC # 366047, vs. State of South Carolina
Appeal of Case No. 2017-CP-02-0591

Dear Mr. Shearouse,

Enclosed for filing is a Notice of Appeal in the above referenced case. Also enclosed are
a certificate of service and a copy of the original court order which is to be challenged on appeal.
I would appreciate it if you could file the Notice of Appeal and mail a date-stamped copy back to
me in the enclosed pre-stamped envelope.

By copy of this letter I am informing the Office of Appellate Defense of this Appeal. I
was appointed to represent Mr. Morton on his PCR.

Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter.

Respectfully,

Kristy Goldberg

CC:  Julie Coleman
Assistant Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1549

Brian Morton, SCDC # 366047
Lee Correctional Institution
990 Wisacky Highway
Bishopville, SC 29010

The Honorable Robert J. Harte
Clerk of Court

Post Office Box 583

Aiken, South Carolina 29802
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Office of Appellate Defense

Chief Appellate Defender — Robert Dudek
PO Box 11433

Columbia, SC 29211-1433



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Supreme Court
RE@EKVE% ))
APPEAL FROM AIKEN COUNTY JUN e
Court of Common Pleas 28 2518
R. Scott Sprouse, Circuit Court Judge S.C. SUPREME COURT
Case No. 2017-CP-02-0591
Brian Morton, SCDC # 366047, . .. ........ ...t Appellant
V.
State of South Carolina, ....................... Respondent.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

Applicant Brian Morton hereby appeals from the Order of the Honorable R. Scott Sprouse
presiding Judge for the 2" Judicial Circuit, filed June 11, 2018 and received by counsel for the
Applicant on June 12, 2018 in the matter of Brian Morton v. State of South Carolina, Case No.2017-
CP-02-0591.

June 25, 2018 m
Kristy Goldberg-) -
Attorney for Plaintiff

Law Office of Kristy Goldberg, LLC.
1720 Main Street, Suite 303
Columbia, SC 29201

Phone (803) 667-6633
kristy@kristygoldberglaw.com



Other Counsel of Record:

Assistant Attorney General, Julie A. Coleman
Office of the Attorney General

Post Office Box 11549

Columbia, South Carolina 29211



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

JUN 28 2273

APPEAL FROM AIKEN COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas S.C. SUPREME COURT

R. Scott Sprouse, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2017-CP-02-0591

Brian Morton, SCDC #366047, . ......... ... Appellant
V.
State of South Carolina, . ...................... Respondent.
PROOF OF SERVICE

Personally appeared before me, Kristy Goldberg, Esquire, who being duly sworn, deposes

and states:

She is the counsel of record for Applicant;

Service by mail is proper in this instance; and

She has served the NOTICE OF APPEAL on the following party on June 25, 2018 by
depositing one copy in the U.S. Mail, postage prepaid:

Assistant Attorney General, Julie A. Coleman
Office of the Attorney General

Post Office Box 11549

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Kristy Goldbigrs
Attorney for Plaintiff

Law Office of Kristy Goldberg, LLC.



1720 Main Street, Suite 303
Columbia, SC 29201

Phone (803) 667-6633
kristy@kristygoldberglaw.com

Other Counsel of Record:
Assistant Attorney General, Julie A. Coleman

Office of the Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, South Carolina 29211



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF AIKEN

) N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Brian Z. Morton, #366047, 2017-CP-02-0591

)
)
) )
Applicant, )
)
¥i )
). ORDER OF DISMISSAL
; . ¥
State.of South Carolina, 5
)
)

Respoindent.,

)

‘hismafter comes before thie Court by way 6f'a post-canvietion relief (PR} application
filed on March 14, 2017. Respondent submitted: its: Return: on July 75 2017; An evidentiary
liearing, into the matter was convened on May 7 2018, .at ‘the Adken County Conrthouse.
Applicant was present ab the heariig and way represented, by Kristy Goldberg, Esquire.
Respondént ‘was repteserited: by Assistant Aftorney Getieral Tulie A. Coleman of ‘the South:
Carolina Attorney General ‘s Office:

At the evidentiary hearing, Applicant testified on his own beliaitf anid presented testimony
from Leon Simmons: Respondent presénted testiiony, fromt € David Hayes; Esquire: (“Plea
Counsel”}, This Gouit had before it the records of the-Aiken County Clesk-of Court regarding the
sibjéet convictions, Applicant's records ffom tlie South Carolina Depattment of Corrections, the
‘plea franseript; and the pleadinigs. The Court finds as follows:

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The, records before this Couit indicate Applicant Is. pregéﬁti‘y ¢confined in. the South
Ciarolina. Department of Corrections: purshant o iders .of commitment of the: Aiken County
Clerk of Courf, InNovember 3013, the Afken County Grand Jury fndicted Apblicarit for murder
(2013-Gi8:03-1737); armed robhbery, (2013-GS-02-1738), and first degree burglary (2013-GS=02-
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1739). The charges resulted from Applicant’s involvement in a late-evening home invasion on
May 28, 2013, in Aiken County that left a victim dead as a result of three gunshot wounds. (Tr.
p. 26). Assistant Public Defender C. David Hayes, Esquire represented Applicant. Deputy
Solicitor John William Weeks, Esquire prosecuted the case. On November 12, 2015, Applicant
pled guilty as indicted to all charges before the Honorable Doyet A. Early, III. Judge Early
sentenced Applicant pursuant to a negotiated sentence to imprisonment for concurrent terms of
thirty years for each charge.

Applicant filed a timely notice of appeal on November 19, 2015 through Plea Counsel
Hayes. However, Plea Counsel also provided an explanation stating that there was a good faith
basis to believe that there were no issues properly before the South Carolina Court of Appeals, as
Applicant did not object to the sentence or file a motion to reconsider the sentence. The South
Carolina Court of Appeals dismissed Applicant’s appeal on June 13, 2016, stating that Applicant

failed to provide a sufficient explanation for appealing. State v. Morton, Op. No. 2015-002612

(S.C. Ct. App. filed June 13,2016). The Remittitur was sent on June 30, 2016.
II. ALLEGATIONS
In his current application, Applicant alleges that he is being ileld in custody unlawfully
for the following reasons:

1. “Ineffective Counsel”

“Appeal brief filing”

“Failure to review possible defenses”

“Lack of communication”

“Failure to disclose evidence” _
“Failure to interview witnesses and not following through with negotiated plea”
“Any confession which appears to be basically a springboard for Mr. Hayes’
determination, as he testified before, had Mr. Hayes investigated, the State may
have determine at the very least Applicant was guilty as an accessory after the fact
before he even pled, getting in Applicant’s mind “he is guilty” without even
testing the evidence.”

2. Involuntary Guilty Plea

o Ao TP
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a. “Applicant relied on Mr. Hayes to interpret that evidence and give him an
intelligent platform from which to make a decision.”

Applicant filed an amended application on April 6, 2018, adding the following allegations:

(a) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel failed to adequately advise client
regarding all facts and circumstances leading up to advising the Applicant to
give a second statement to law enforcement.

(b) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel was ineffective in improperly
advising Applicant to give a statement to law enforcement, effectively
precluding the Applicant’s opportunity to have a meaningful jury trial.

(c) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel improperly coerced Applicant to
enter into plea agreement.

(d) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel failed to sufficiently review
discovery materials with client.

(e) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel failed to sufficiently explain
charges to client.

(f) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel failed to investigate and interview
potential witnesses. _

(g) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel informed Applicant that he would
receive a plea offer to voluntary or involuntary manslaughter after giving
statement to law enforcement.

(h) Ineffective assistance of counsel—counsel failed to object to the fact that
Applicant was charged as a principal and failed to request that he be allowed
to plead to a Conspiracy charge.

[II. SUMMARY OF RELEVANT TESTIMONY PRESENTED‘
Applicant’s testimony
At the evidentiary hearing, Applicant testified he was arrested on May 29, 2013 for these
charges and gave a statement denying his involvement in the crime after his arrest. He stated he
was appointed an attorney, Plea Counsel, a week later, and he met with him a total of six times
before his guilty plea two and a half years later. Applicant testified he never reviewed discovery
with Plea Counsel, and Plea Counsel never fully explained to him the elements of the charges.
He stated he did not realize at the time that murder required malice aforethought, and there was
none in his case, so they could have challenged this at trial. He stated he did not understand what

happened with the DNA analysis that was supposed to be done but was not.
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different judges over his motions; but-all-were denfed. He stated-hismotions were all filéd on the:
same basis—Plea;Counsel was not communicating with: liim, o his family, and he was lacking in.
his -p-erfdrmance;. Appli(:aht«{:s,t_ate‘di_’,h'e; was planmng on ;;Iiav.ing a j,ury trial, and he: wrote to Pled:
Counsel with trial strategies; but his Suggestiotis; were: igtiored. T¢ stated. hie Was ‘given a.plea
otfer ot July 1% for'ai thirty year'senténce; but he denied it Applicant testified that he warited &
trial because the Stafe had no evidence to prove his involvemerit in the erime:.

Applicant testified that he was visited on: bc_,to“Bgr 22" by Plea Gounsel and the attorney
whotepresented his co-defendant, Leon Simmons. He stafed they brouight hiti a létter allegedly
fronr Simmons to-inform i flfat Sinitnots was: goinig 1o give astatement to'law enforcement
He stated he told Plea Counsel that he did not want to-give a statément:and he wanted to go.to
{rial. He stafed Plea Counsel told him that if he: gave:a statemerit the State would dropror Tower
some:of the chaigés against him, so Plea:Counsel coerced himvinto pleading:guilty. He stated: that.
‘had given a.stafeniciit the, day before, which:he later found out-was not true, but this coerced him.
‘to give his ‘own staterrient, He sfafed; Plea Counsel threatened hith by telling him e wotld get:
lifé‘in prison.if he wen to trial.

Applicant testified he.ended up taking the same pled offet thiat'was given in July for thirty
yeats concurrent; He stated he was. confuséd, and he-had.so-much stuff against him that he felt hie:
had no-¢hofce biit to plead guilty. He stated he gotno benefit from giving the statement, although
he later agreed that-he could have béen cotivicted 'of two life sentences and an: additional thiity
years. if ¢onvicted at trial, Applicant testified Plea Counsél. gave efroneots: advice to give a

‘statemerit because fhere. was no-évidence against him upuntil that point, Applicant stated e and




fiis co-deféndints ‘all shouldfave gotten: the same 'sentence. He-festified-that-he was; innocent,,
arid he did'not participate:in the crime:
Leon:Stinmions’ testifnony
Leon Sirnoris testified at the evidentiary: hearing that he was Applicant’s ¢o-defendant,
and he pled guilty 4t the same time as Applicant. He stated He was represented by-an.afforney on
testified that the letter he allegedly sent to.Applicant abovt giving &'stateriient fo law enforcement
was only: supposed o be a inee suggestion from his-attorney; and:he did not ask his attorney-to
send The letter becatise it was not his‘infention to:send thé:lettes. He stated that he did'not type the
‘Tetter;, but it is 'his sigdatire atd His handwriting ‘on the letter. Simmons testified hé: fold his
Attérney he wanted: to get together ‘with Applicant and their attorneys o discuss giving:
staternents; but they never- did. He: stated his atforney' told him they were writing the: lettér: to:
protect: hiin from Applicafit’s statemént if heichose to giveone. He:stated theonly reason he:gave
4 statement to Taw enforcemenit is because Applicant liad already given one; so.he gave a false
statementin hopés of gettitig 4.1¢sser charge:
| Plea Counsel’s testimony.

A e evidentiary hieatirig; Plea Counsel fesfitied He met with Applicaitnig less than ten
tintes at thej4il, s well as four times with. Applicant’s family; ‘land he spoke onthe phone: with
i ‘thirteen fimes. He stated. the evidente: against Applicant consisted. of miiltiple statements
frofn So-defendits, the viclim’s cell phone that-was stoleii and tised to track Applicant’s car fo
‘his house; where he was-arrésted, and a ski'maskand gloves, which the State chose not 1o test for
DNA affer the co-defendants gave-statements, Plea Counsel testified he did nof want to test the:

DNA because he did not want to create evidence that oould be used againist lils glient: He stated:
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Applicant confessed his guilt to hint early on in.his representation;, He fesfified that Applicant
rejected the State’s plea offer-several-times until they received the téxt thessages that would be

used as evidence it the: ¢ase, showing Applicant’s involvement i planning the crime before it

was ekecuted,

‘Plea Counseltestified the attorrey Wwho. represénted ca-defendaiit Leon Simmons told hiny

Simimons:wanted to take & pléa deal and “give’it up,” He stated they could;not get-Applicart dnd

‘Stmmonstogether in one toom because of a keep away order from SCDC, so they knew they

could gt all mest together, Plea ‘Counsel testified tie' had discussions with: Applicant about.

giving:a:statement, and he-told him Simmens was goingito flip sides. He stated he was familiar
with the letfer-from Simifiotis, atd.it wastyped up by Sitmorns’ atforney; but he:saw Simmons-

sign it himiself: He stated they discussed & possibility ofa voluhtary manslatighter offef; but he.

explained that this was only a possibility, net.& promise; and giving 4 statement would make: it:

fiote. possible o get this reduced charge: He stated that he did ask the State for' a voluntary:

mianslanghiter offer, but the State did notiextend thi offer.

‘Plea Coiitisel testified fhat Applicant would likely have gotten, more. than thirty years if
conivicted it teial, and. potentially-Tife:in prison. He stated the evidence against him would: have
been an,uphill battlé at ti1al, and it was more likely thaninot that Applicant would be:corivicted.
e stated ‘e was preparing for trial and would bave gone to trial iff Applicant had chosen to:do

s0,:and his strategy. would havé. Beerl to: hove ‘1o suppress the: fext-messages: from Applicaiit’s

phote. He stated he swould not have had standing to move-to Suppress the information collected

from the victim?s stale cell phorie. Plea Counsel testified it was Applicant's decision o pléad

guilty; and he-agreesswith that decision: He:stated by-pleading guilty Applicant got the benefit of
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a negotiated thitty' year concurrent senterice; rather than gefting & sentence ranging from thirty

years to life in prison-ap trial,
1V, APPLICABLE LAW

Inisa-posf-conviction relief action, the. applicant has thie: buideti of proving the allegations

Wiiere ineffective: assistance of ‘counsel. is alleged as 7 ground for celief,. the Applicant must
prove ‘that “gounsel’s conduct so undetmined the proper funetioning of the: adversarial process

that thie:trial canmnot be relied upon as havingproduced g just result.” Stiickland v. Washington,

466 TS 668 (1984); Butler, 286 5.C; 441,334 S.E.24 813 (1985

The proper tieasure of performance: i whetlier the aftomey provided repfésentation.
within: the range:-of compefence: required: in crithingl cases. Courts presume that counsel
rendered adequate assistarics’ and; imade. all significant decisions i the: exercise of réasonable
professional Sidpment. Builer; 286 S.G. 441, 334 SE.2d 813 (1985). The applicant tmust

overcome fhis presumption. to receive Felief. Chetry v. State, 300 5.C. 115,386 SE:2d 624

(1989):

Coourts use 2 two-pronged: ‘test i evaluating allegations of ineffective assistance: of
<counsel, First, thé: Applicantinust prove that counsel’s performance was defisient. Under this
‘prohg; attetiiey’ performance: iy measured by it "reasonabletiess under professional norms,™
Cherry, 300° S:Cs ab: 117, 385 SE2d 4t 625 (eiting Strickland);. Second,, counsel’s deficient
perforniznce must have prejudiced the-applicant such that “there:{s:areasongble probability: that,

but-for counsel’s unprofessicnal ertors; the result of the-proceeding wotild have bieen different.”

Clietry, 300-8,C. at 117-18,.386 S.E.2d:at 625. ‘Wiili réspect to gilty pleas; the applicant muist




have pled-guilty and would Have ifisisted on going to trial. Hill v. Loekhart , 474 U.8. 52, 106

S.Ct: 366:(1985).
V.  FINDINGS.OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
“This Court has had the:opportunity io. review the revord: i ifs entirety and has heard the.
testimony at the post-conviction: relief hearing. This Court has further hiad the opportunity to:
observe thé:withesses presented at the Hearing; closely passupon their eredibility- and weigh their

festimony- accordingly: Set forth below are the-relévant findings of fuets aiid corielusions of law

dsseequied pursiiant 10:S.C. Codeun, §17-27-80 (1985);
As a matfer of general improssion; ‘this Court finds Applicart’s testimony” to- be: mot
credible; In confrast, this Couirt finds Plea. Counisel’s testimony: to: be credible. These findings

':ap’pl'y; to the specific findings laid .outbelows

INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL
Applfcarit dlleges. Plea’ Counsel was ineffgctive: in his representation surrotnding, his
‘guilty plea. Tn post-convietion relicf cases, an applicanit asserting 4 constitational yiolation must

frame the fssue as one of ireffective assistance: of counsel. See: Al-Shabazz v. State, 338 8.C:

354, 463, 52T 8,524 742 747 (1999 (citing Drayton ¢, Bvatt, 312 $.C: 4, 9, 430 $.5:2d 517;..

520(1993)), An applicarit who pleads giiilty on the advice of counsel may-collaterally attack the:
plea only by stiowing that (1) counsel. was ineffective and (2) there i 4 réasorable probability

that but Tor counsel’s errors; the-applicaritWoild siot Have: pled guilty and would have insisted-on

gomg to-trial. Roseot v, -State, 345 8.C. 16,20, 546:5.E:2d 4 17,:419 (2001) (eitations omltted)

An‘applicant-alleging his guilty pled was'induced by ineffective assistance:of counsel must prove

‘Hhat.cotnsel’s advice was:not "within the range of-competence demanded of attorneys in criminal
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After considering, the téstimony, judging the eredibility of the witnesses, and: reviewing
the/materials presented tof the court; this Court finds Applicant has failed to.meet His burden in
proving Plea Counsel: wasineffective-irt any regard, Plea Cotinsel-credibly testified he reviewed
the: discovery with Applicant and prepared the case for trial until Applicant chiose 1o plead guilty,
The testimony presented-at the evidentiary heating shiows Plea Coutisel irivestigated the-case and
was prépatitig a-defénse: for trial which inicluded moving to suppress. the cell phone.records, and
this Court finds credible Plea: Counsel’s testimony: that. the State”s evidence against Applicant
was strong ‘and theit likéliisod of success at trial was low, which led to Applicant's choice:to
plead gailty, Thiy Court finds Applicant has failed'to present.any eredible évidence that. he wds
coerced or tricked into givinga statemerit fo law-enforeement of pleading guilty

This Coutt finds Plea Counsel’s: representation; and advice was redsonable ufider the:

circumstances and nothing he-did was outside-the. scope-of ‘feasorable professional norms: Plea

Counsel thoroughily thvestigated the ¢as¢iand fully represented hisclient and advised it baged
on His Best nterests in light of the evidence against him, which Wsito plead guilty, Accordingly,
Applicant has failed to.prove that Plea Counsel was deficientor that herwould have-gone fo trial
but forthese deficiencies, and post-conviction relief is denied.

INVOLUNTARY GUILTY PLEA

. This'Caurt finds
otherswise and concludes Applicant's: plea was entered freely and voluntarily. To find: a guilty
plea-is- voluntanly and knowingly entered into, the record must: establish the defendant had a fall

-understanding of therconsequences of his-plés dnd the charges: agalnst him: BoyKin v. Alab

395 U:S. 238, 89S, Ct, 1709, 23 L.Ed.2d 274 (1969). Deféndant’s knowing and voluntary waiver

of ‘statitory or constitutional rights: must b& established by a. complete: recerd, and "may be:
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accomplistied by tolloguy between cotrt and defendant, between: court:and defendant's counsel;

or, both:" Roddy v. State, 339'S.C. 29,34, 528 S.E2d:418, 421 (2000) (¢iting State ¥, Ray, 310
S.€.-431, 437,427 SE.2d 171, 174.(1993)). A guilty plea is.a solemn, judicial admission of the
such a-plea is-usually; but riot invariably, foreclosed: Dalton v. State, 376:S:C. 130; 137-38;.654

SE2d 876,874 (Ct. App. 2007) (cifing: Blackledge v, Allison, 431 U.S, 63, 97 S. Ct. 1621, 52

L.Ed:2d 136 (1977)). Therefore, statements: miadé duting. a guilty: pled. should be considered

‘conclisive. unless a criminal fnmate presents valid reasons why he should be allowed to depart

fron the truth of his statements, Crawford v. United States, 519.F.2d 347 (4th Cir, 1975):

Applicanit alléges e, was coerced intol pleadinig guilty because his atforey tricked him.
fnito. giving a statement to law enforcement, The record arid Pléa Counsel’s: testimiony: clearly
show. Applicant-was not thréatened, forced, of coereed to give-astatement or to plead guilty, This:
Court finds very credible Plea Counsel’s festimony. that he thoroughly discussed the evidence,
the statement; and'his option to:plead.ot o toteial with Applicant and he was'prepared o argues
defense if Applicant chose: to’ proceed: fo frial,. which- he did not yish 1o do. It was: clearly
Applicant’s decision to plead guilty-after receiving the very damiaging evidence of therecords of
his:text messages with his, cb'—déféﬁaﬁﬁ_’.fé platining the ctime:,

At the guilty plea; the plea court asked: Applicant if anyone had: threatened: hiny or
‘promised him anything to get hittit6'plead guilty, and: Applicant responded “No, it Tr. 14, litie
25. Applicant testified at the plea hearing that he.was not:satisfied with his:attorney, and he'was
given the chance to voice: all his cothplaints against His attorney -at the plea:. T 15, fine: 1.

Despite biscomplaints, Applicant pled-guilty notwithstanding the:fact that he was not completely
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satisfied with Plea Couhsel. Te. 21, Tine 12, Applicant has failed to prove-he was. coerced into
pleading guilty-and would have gone to trial otherwise:

Notably the South Carolifia Supreme Court hasheld "[a] guilty plea represerits-a bréak in
the chaf of events whish has preceded:if in the-criminal process.” Id, (citations omitted):."When.
aeriminal defendant’ has:solerinly aduniitted in opei court that eisiin fact guilty ofithe offense.
with ‘which He is oharged, ki may not-thereafter raise independent claims relating to the-
deprivation of constitutional rights. that océurred price to the entry! of the guilty plea” Id. (citing
Rice, 401 S:C. 4t.332, 737 S.E2d at 486), This Cowrt finds Applicant has -not-présented any
eredible. evidence: that he should be allowed to depart from the truth of the statements he
presenied to'the plea ’é:-:é.um:‘fflieréifbfr:a; this Court finds: the plea court correctly found Applicant’s
plea was freely; voluittary, and infelligently. made. Accordifigly, this-allsgation must be denicd
and dismissed;

VI, CONCLUSION

Based on all the foregoing, this Court fiads and concludes that -Applicarit has: 1ict
established any cotistitational violations ordeprivations that would reqidre this.couit tosgrant his
application, Therefore; this application for post-cstiviction relief must be denied and dismissed.
‘with prejudice:

‘Fiiis Court niotes that- Applicant must:filé.and §etve a notice of appeal within thirty days
frorm he receipt by counsel 5 written notice of entry of judgment to: secure the dppropriate

appellate feview. See Rule,203, SCACR: Pursuantito Austin'v: Stite, 305 3.C::453 (1991); ane

conviction relief Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP; provides'thiat if {he’ applicant wishes to' seek appellate

teviews post:conviction relief counsel must serve and file a Notice:of Appeal on the Applicant’s
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behalf, Applicant fs. difécted to. Seuth Catolina Appellate Couit: Rule 243 for appropriafe
procedures for appeals

1. That the application for Post-Conviction Relief s denied and
disrissed with prejudice; and

2. Applicant must be remarided fo the:custody of Responderit.

AND IT'IS:50 OQRDERED this ./

.. South:Carolina
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