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| ‘Spartanburg County

Phone (864) 596-2591
Fax (864) 596-2259

Spartanburg County Court House
180 Magnolia Street

P. O Box 3483

Spartanburg, SC 29304-3483

M. Hope Blackley
Clerk of Court

Gail Moffitt

Assistant Clerk of Court

wo e, 201Y

From: Spartanburg County Clerk of Court Office

The enclosed docu;nent(s) is being returned for the following reason(s):
Master’s fee required

Signature required

Original docun%ent required

Satisfaction of Judgment required

Check or Money Order must be made payable to the Clerk of Court

Check not signed

Insufficient ﬁlilj)__g fee: Please submit a business check or money order in the amount of §
Lis Pendens cancellation fee require (§1.00)

_ Coversheet not included (SCCA/23)

' Thi's is not a Spartanburg County Case

Please check our website for the requested information www.spartanburgcounty.org

|

Please submit all 7 pages of your completed PCR Application
[ suggest you contact your attorney

, ot - :
OtheZ(/é%W/o/JUQ W Cpap 04 172418 Dlnts
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Please make the neceSsary corrections and return for processing,.

From: (7& Date: 9 'é k—/()a
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Lo E
fion ¥ief ™

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Michael A. Manigan, #243544 2016-CP-42-4025
Applicant, ‘ .
ORDER OF DISMISSAL 2
v. WITH PREJUDICE = f_
3 2
State of South Carolina, ™ 2
@
333
Respondent. z el
= o=
This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-convic|

(PCR) filed by Michacl A. Manigan (Applicant) on November 10, 2016. The State
(Respondent) made its return requesting an évidentiafy hearing be held. An evidentiary
hearing into the matter was convened on November 17, 2017 at the Spartanburg County

Courthouse.! Applicant was present and represented by Rodney Richey, Esquire. Valerie
Garcia Giovanoli, Esquire, of the Office of the Attorney General represented Respondent,
At the hearing, Applicant testified on his own behalf. Richard Whelchel, Esquire,
(“Counsel”) also testified. This Court had before it a copy of the Spartanburg County Clerk of
Court records, Applicant’s records from the South Carolina Department of Corrections, the
trial transcript, the direct appeal records, the PCR application, and Respondent’s return.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections
pursuant to orders of commitment of the Clerk of Court for Spartanburg County, Applicant
was indicted by the June 2011 term of the Grand Jury for Spartanburg County for burglary —
1 degree (dwelling) (2011-GS-42-3015) and grand larceny (2011-GS-42-3016). On January
14, 2013, Applicant proceeded to trial while represented by Richard H. Whelchel, Esq.

Assistant Solicitor Timi Poulos represented the State. On January 16, 2013, Applicant was
;
-~

! The hearing was originally scheduled for November 15, 2017 but had to be continued because Counsel was ill
and unable to appear to testify. Also at the November 15 hearing, Applicant withdrew his motion to relieve
{ Rodney Richey as his PCR counsel he had filed October 30, 2017.




found guilty as indicted of both charges and sentenced by the Honorable J. Derham Cole to

imprisonment of forty years for burglary — 1% degree and ten years for grand larceny, to be

served concurrently.

Applicant filed a timely notice of a]Speal. An appeal was perfected by Daniel Simmons
McQueeney, Jr., Esq. The South Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed Applicant’s conviction in
an unpublished opinion filed January 20, 2016. State v. Manigan, Op. No. 2016-UP-022 (S.C.
Ct. App. 2016). Applicant petitioned for rehearing, but was denied by order on March 24,
2016. The Remittitur was returned on May 27, 2016,

In his application, Applicant alleges that he is being held in custody unlawfully for the
following reasons:

1. Ineffective Assistance of Trial Counsel, in that;

a. “Counsel failed to object to trial court’s jury
instruction on first degree burglary and grand
larceny.”

b. “Counsel failed to request lesser included offense for
first degree burglary and grand larceny.”

¢. “Counsel failed to request exclusion of name and
basic nature of Applicant’s prior convictions.”

d. “Counsel failed to request the trial court to conduct a
Colf analysis on impeachment value of Applicant’s
prior convictions when his credibility was a crucial
issue in this case.”

e. “Under SCRCrimP, Rule(s) 403 & 404(b), Counsel
failed to request trial court’s determination regarding finy
Applicant’s prior convictions of similar nature.”

f. “Counsel failed to object to trial court’s erroneous
jury instruction and supplemental charge.” )

g. “Counsel failed to prepare and argue a complete
defense of third party guilt.”

h. “Counsel failed to argue a correct direct verdict
standard.”

i. “Through many of the claims listed above, Counsel’s
performance was further deficient by failing to argue
and protect Applicant’s procedural -and [substantive],
Due Process rights in violation of the U.S,
Constitution, Amendment XIV.”

&l
o 2.



FACTS ADDUCED AT TRIAL

On December 11, 2010, Applicant broke into his neighbor's, Elizabeth Ann Vandahm

-

("Victim"), home and stole various items. Earlier that day, Victim left her home?gr v@k (R

%
p. 22.) When Victim left her home, everything was in normal condition. (R. p. 23 )r“ 2

At trial, Anna Holcombe, Victim's neighbor, testified that she was doing ya,gd wcsk m“'
her own yard and in Victim's yard on the day of the burglary. (R. p. 91; R. pﬁ_ 93:34 ) l:
According to Holcombe, Applicant and Gary Manigan, Applicant's nephew ("Nephew"), were
watching Holcombe do yard work. (R. pp. 95-96.) Applicant and Nephew kept interrupting
Holcombe's yard work by asking her how long she was planning on being outside. (R. p. 96.)
Holcombe never had any dealings with Applicant. (R. p. 96.) Applicant sat on his porch for the
majority of the time that Holcombe was outside. (R. p. 97.)

When Victim returned home from work, at approximately 10:30 p.m., she noticed glass
on her kitchen floor. (R. p. 25.) She also saw a big piece of cement on her kitchen floor. (R. p.
25; R. p. 33.) Victim's computer monitor, printer, and beer were missing. (R. p. 26; R. p. 28;
R.p. 35.)' In addition, Victim's jewelry, including a pair of diamond earrings, were missing.
(R. p. 26.) When Victim went to her bathroom, she saw glass and a brick on her bathroom
floor. (R. p. 27; R. p. 32.) Her bathroom window was broken. (R. p. 27; R. p. 32.) Further,
Victim noticed that someone tried to pry open her backdoor. (R. p. 27; R. p. 47)

After the police arrived at her home, Victim found a trash bag, which contained her
stolen computer monitor and printer, in her backyard behind her "hog wire fence." (R. pp. 36-

37.) The trash bag appeared to be ome of her trash bags. (R. p. 37.) According



e fence was easily bendable; the fence would not have kept

to Officer Charles Hair, the hog wir
anyone from going in and out of the yard. (R. p. 108.) Officer Hair was able to lift fingerprints
her home. (R. p. 50.)

from the stolen computer monitor and printer. (R. pp. 112-113))
While the police were still at Victim's home, Applicant came to
ot of questions, including if she knew if the police had found anything

Applicant asked Victima 1
yet. R. p. 51.) Victim had never met Applicant before this occasion (R. p. 52.)
Around 2:00 a.m., after everyone had left, Applicant came back to Victim's house and
knocked on the door. (R. p. 53.) Applicant asked Victim for a beer and told her that "it was
shame what had happened to [her] house and that he watches [her] and that he watches [her]
the palm print found on the stolen computer

house."(R. p. 53.)
ccording to Investigator Lou Mathis Jones,

monitor and the fingerprint found on the stolen printer, which were found in a trash bag located
Victim's backyard, belonged to Applicant. (R. p. 133.) According to Victim, prior to the
side her home. (R. p. 50.) There was no reason for
uter monitor or printer.

burglary, Applicant had never been in
Applicant to have touched anything inside her home, including her compu
no reason for Applicant to have ever been in her backyard. (R

(R. pp. 49-50.) Further, there was
011, two days after the burglary, Nephew sold Victim's stolen

p-51.)
On December 13, 2
diamond earrings to a pawn shop for $50. (R. pp. 156-157; R p 159.)
SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY AT PCR

Applicant testified to the following:
testxﬁed to essentially the same version of events he told at tnaJ
mistrial. Applicant testified at hxs second tnal, but

Applicant
he had two trials, the first of whichendedina
Page 4 of 12
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ha& no discussion with Counsel regarding the pros and cons of testifying. Applicant complained
Counsel did not request a Rule 404(b), SCRE, or Colf analysis of his prior burglary convictions
being presented to the jury. Applicant did not understand that Rule 404 and Colf applied to prior
convictions being used for impeachment purposes and not for prior convictions used to prove a
first degree burglary charge based on prior convictions.

Applicant also claims Counsel failed to object to jury instructions regarding the hand of
one, hand of all because his understanding of the charge was it required two or more people who
conspired to commit a crime and he was not indicted for conspiracy. Applicant testified he
wanted a third party guilt charge, but Counsel did not request one. Applicant testified he wanted
a third party guilt charge because neither he nor his nephew committed the crime. Applicant’s
cousin had the diamond earrings. Applicant also wanted a charge on the lesser included offense,

but Counsel did not request one.

Applicant testified there was no evidence of him being at the crime scene othe:»thagus

PR

finger and palm prints on the stolen goods. Applicant testified he was offered a t&ént;?ear

. sentence to plead guilty but he did not accept it because he was innocent. 52 & ¢
. . o . - S“' 'zb - 3 L;.
1L Counsel testified to the following: = ‘; 2

~c,

Counsel has been practicing criminal law over thirty five years He currently work? as an
Assistant Public Defender. Counsel recalled the most damning evidence was his finger and paim
prints on the stolen goods outside Victim’s home. Although there was no other direct evidence,
the neighbor’s testimony developed at trial was also damaging. Counsel testified Applicant’s

first trial ended in a mistrial because Counsel argued the Solicitor made burden shifting

arguments.

Page Sof 12
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Counsel testified the State offered Applicant a concurrent fifteen year sentence to plead
to second degree burglary, violent, and grand larceny. He explained the offer to Applicant who
in turn rejected it. Counsel also explained to Applicant the State was entitled to present evidence
of his prior burglaries as part of the crime for which he was indicted. Counsel attempted to
stipulate to Applicant’s prior burglaries to lessen the blow, but the State declined. Counsel
believed the State had a right to prove every element of the crime without stipulation.

Counsel discussed third party guilt with Applicant and was successful in arguing for a
charge on third party guilt. Counsel also advised Applicant to accept the plea offer, but
Applicant wanted to go. to trial and denied guilt. Counsel discussed with Applicant the decision
whether or not to testify and the pros and cons associated with him testifying. Counsel <§1\(’1 not
request the lesser included offenses because the evidence did not support the 1es§§ lrg.ldéd

= i

sy
offenses.

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

H¥9 3

This Court has had the opportunity to review the record in its entirety and lifl;s hé.rd ﬂl,&-;:\ ’
testimony at the post-conviction relief hearing. This Court has had the opportunity to observe ;ﬁe
witnesses presented at the hearing, and has weighed their testimony and credibility accordingly.
Below are the findings of fact and conclusions of law as required pursuant to S.C. Code Ann.
§17-27-80 (2017). Applicant has failed to prove by a preponderance of the evidence that
Counsel was deficient or that he was prejudiced by any deficiency. A Post-Conviction Relief
application is not a venue for questioning each and every decision of trial counsel in hindsight.
Rather, the Applicant must demonstrate by a preponderance of the evidence that trial counsel
was deficient and that the deficiency prejudiced the outcome of his trial. Applicant has failed to

do so.

EZ..

e
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1. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

Applicant alleges he received ineffective assistance of counsel. In a PCR action, “[t]he
burden of proof is on the Applicant to prove his allegations by a preponderance of the evidence.”
Frasier v. State, 351 S.C. 385, 389, 570 SE2d 172,174 (2002) (citing Rule 71.1(e), SCRCP).

“Where ineffective assistance of counsel is alleged as a ground for relief, the Applicant must
prove that "counsel's conduct sO undermined the proper functioning of the adversarial process
{hat the trial cannot be relied upon as having produced a just result." Strickland V. Washington,
466 U.S. 668, 104 S.Ct. 2052, 2064 (1984); Butler v. State, 286 S.C. 441, 334 S.E.2d 813V
(1985).-

The proper measure of performance is whether the attorney provided representatlon
within the range of competence required in criminal cases. Courts presume that counsel
rendered adequate assistance and made all significant decisions in the exercise of reasonable
professional judgment. Butler, 1d. The Applicant must overcome this presumption to receive
relief, Cherry v. State, 300 S.C. 115,386 S E.2d 624 (1989). First, the Applicant must prove
that counsel's performance was deficient. Under this prong, attomey performance is measured
by its nreasonableness under professwnal norms.” Cherry, 300 S.C. at 117 (citing 8 Strickland).
Second, counsel's deficient performance must have prejudiced the Applicant such that "there is a
reasonable probability that, but for counsel's unprofessional errors, the result of the pzqeeegng
would have been different.” Cherry, 300 S.C.at 117-18, %‘ S e

4. Faqure to object to trial court 's jury instruction on first degre

Although Applicant made an allegation that Counsel was ineffective for fa,ﬁ;i.‘.ng“

R
‘x,. -7

to the trial court’s jury instructions on first degree burglary and grand larceny, Ap}&ﬂcanﬂ t-Has

failed to meet his burden of proving this claim. Applicant presented no evidence or argument on

.,
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this point. Additionally, a reading of the record shows nothing improper regarding the trial
court’s jury instructidn on first degree burglary or grand larceny. Having failed to meet his
burden of proof on this allegation, the claim is denied and dismissed with prejudice.
B. Failure to request lesser included offenses

Applicant alleged in his original PCR application that Counsel failed to request a charge
on the lesser included offenses for which he was indicted and tried. Applicant did not present
any evidence to support or prove this claim. Furthermore, Counsel testified credibly he did not
believe the evidence supported a charge on the lesser included offenses. This Court agrees. The
State preéented evidence of Applicant’s two prior burglary convictions, which enhanced his
crime to first degree burgléry. The jury could either find him guilty of first degree burglary or
not guilty of anything, but the evidence could not support a lesser burglary degree. As to grand
larceny, the State presented evidence Victim had stolen from her jewelry, including a pair of
diamond earrings, a computer monitor and printer. Based on common knowledge of the value
associated with these things, it was reasonable not to request a charge for a lesser included
offense — hoping the jury would simply find Applicant not guilty if the State did not prove
beyond a reasonable doubt all of the elements of the crime. Therefore, this Court finds Applicant
has failed to meet his burden of proof on this claim and therefore it is denied and dismissed with
prejudice. i

C. Prior Convictions s

" L ‘t
ryo ™S ;:‘::?dd

convictions. Specifically, Applicant alleges Counsel failed to request exclusion’ of His pHge
LT Y

Applicant has made various allegations regarding the admissibility of his p'fibr yglg'@ .
s [N

burglary convictions, failed to request the Court to conduct a Colf analysis on the impeacﬁﬁxenf

value of the prior convictions, and failed to request the Court to make a determination of the

&.-
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admissibility of the prior convictions based on Rule 403 and Rule 404(b), SCRE. Applicant
mistakenly believes the prior burglary convictions were used for impeachment and subjeét to
either Rule 404 or Colf. Applicant’s prior burglary convictions were an element of the crime the
State was entitled to prove. See S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-311(A)(2). Rule 404(b) addresses when
evidence of other crimes can be used to show motive, identity, the existence of a common
scheme or plan, the absence of mistake or accident, or intent. Thus, the rule was inapplicable in
the context of Applicant’s trial. Likewise, State v. Colf, 337 S.C. 622, 525 S.E.2d 246 (2000),
addresses the requirements for admitting evidence of remote convictions for the purpose of
impcachmenf. Again, Colf and its progeny were not implicated in Applicant’s trial because his
prior bgfglary convictions were not being admitted under Rule 609, SCRE, but rather to prove
the elements of the crime charged.

Additionally, Counsel testified credibly, and the record supports his testimony, that he
did request to stipulate to Applicant’s prior burglary convictions in an effort for the testimony
not to be presented to the jury. However, the State declined to étipulate and chose to prove the
elements through the presentation of evidence — something the legislature has explicitly allowed
them to do by making the prior burglary convictions an element of the crime of first degree
burglary. See S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-311(A)(2). Applicant has failed to meet his burden of
proving Counsel was deficient in this regard or Applicant was prejudiced by any alleged

deficiencies. Therefore, all allegations regarding the improper handling of Applican®’s @or .
o &=
S

burglary convictions are denied and dismissed. RO 3
D. Third Party Guilt Jury Instruction 2 - S
R G
Applicant alleges Counsel failed to request or obtain a jury charge on third éartrg*lﬂt,-? 5 o
(o~ 355

5

This allegation is conclusively refuted by the record. Not only did Counsel proffer test?inoﬁ? -
Page 9 of 12
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from five witnesses in camera pre-trial solely for the purpose of pursuing third party guilt, he
was successful in his arguments and the jury was presented with evidence of third party guilt and
read a third party guilt instruction by the trial court. Applicant failed to prove this allegation and
it is therefore denied and dismissed.
E. Hand of One, Hand of All Jury Instruction

Applicant alleges Counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the supplemental charge
requested by the State that the hand of one is the hand of all. This Court disagrees. Counsel
testified credibly that because he introduced evidence of third party guilt, it necessarily opened
fhe door for the State to be entitled to a charge on the hand of one, hand of all. Counsel had no
basis to object and even if he had, the objection would most likely have been overruled. The
evidence presented showed Applicant’s nephew had pawned Victim’s stolen diamond earrings.
There was also evidence presented Applicant was involved in the burglary by way of his finger
and palm prints on the stolen goods in Victim's backyard. Hand of one, hand of all was a proper
jury charge. Applicant fails to show how Counsel was deficient in failing to object to the charge
or how he was prejudiced by Counsel’s failure to object. Therefore, the allegation is denied and

dismissed.

F. Direct Verdict Standard

‘Applicant alleges Counsel argued an incorrect direct verdict standard.

Applicant failed to present any evidence or argument as to how the standard 'élfgu
-

incorrect. In fact, the motion for a directed verdict was the issue briefed on appealgﬁd w ied-
by the South Carolina Court of Appeals. The standard was properly argued before the trial cbfxrt
and thereafter fully argued on appeal. This Court finds no error in Counsel’s arguments for a

.
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directed verdict. Therefore, Applicant has failed to prove this allegation and it is denied and
dismissed.
G. Procedural and Substantive Due Process Rights

Applicant claims Counsel failed to argue and protect Applicant’s procedural and
substantive due process rights. However, Applicant fails to present evidence Or otherwise prove
this claim. A reading of the trial record demonstrates Counsel’s full understanding of the
charges against Applicant and how best to proceed defending him. Counsel accorded Applicaht
competent representation well above the standards required of a criminal defense attorney.
Counsel was well versed in the facts, made good legal argtnn;:nts, and presented a well-prepared
and competent defense. Applicant’s Due Process rights were not violated. This Court finds no
error or prejudice from Counsel’s representation of Applicant.

CONCLUSION

Based on all the foregoing, this Court finds and concludes Applicant has not established

any violations that would require this Court to grant his application. This Court finds Applicant

has failed to prove any deficiencies on the part of Counsel and further, Applicant has failed to

prove prejudice from any alleged deficiencies in Counsel’s representation of him. T@efo@ as’
' S & ¢

= .
Applicant has failed to meet his burden of proof in this post-conviction reﬁef;‘gcﬁ?;m his:. |

application is denied and dismissed with prejudice. = > E
e o TN
S v
This Court notifies Applicant he must file and serve a notice of appeal witliin tnfty (Guy
o i

days from receipt by counsel of written notice of entry of judgment to secure the appropiiate
appellate review. See Rule 203, SCACR. An applicant has a right to an appellate counsel’s
assistance when they are seeking review of the denial of PCR. Austin v. State, 305 S.C. 453

(1991). If an applicant wishes {0 seek appellate review, PCR counsel must serve and file a

Page 11 of 12
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s behalf, See Rule 71.1 (g), SCRCP. You must look at Rule

Notice of Appeal on the Applicant’
243 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules for appropriate proceéures for appeal.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:
Conviction Relief is denied and dismissed

1. The application for Post-
if) the custody of the South Carolina

with prejudice;
2. Applicant shall remain
Department of Corrections to complete service of his sentence.
—
s
27 day of\j-ﬂ-‘ldﬂ-‘tf;/ ;2017.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this

G. THOMAS COOPER, JR.

Presiding Judge
Seventh Judicial Circuit

_L:L-v-«ﬁnﬁ; South Carolina

e NS '

S s .

w3

[}

=2 &

= o

2 =

fro W

A
w %

Page 12 of 12




1‘1—@\1 e;.\)' SW-L\,\CA;@\ Lo /\\ §~C Sy pfeme coul ¥
ow\-kr 0Sﬁ S(“/ Aﬁwﬁ \ ® f
\ 20\ ~Cf-yr-4a2s

lN\Lg)\ op(& Mouu\%ou\ *\;‘Z}Q 3ISTHE \'

()J‘a‘r"\cx\mr\
L/' - \ SQDQC(\ pf‘t%\&o\,\i \¥
S&EL@ 0% 500&*« Cocoline j
Qe o‘céffd)g
He peliboner M&%\ N\M\S&U %2%5*% gy His Ak
or\{—LLE)aSﬁ’ C-;@ m/( ?‘erson/o( tmw(ezl?c o~ F cuvks and
&r@msfo/\cc‘s C,OI'\C,C"U&% tve MiHe dﬂ&tﬁ&ﬂ,%}ﬂ‘
(1) Pionerss P ey Rodiey Prchic on Nowl1.200)
T SPOAE*’WPSQCM\‘\ Commo ?\‘CC;\S' Qouflv
( 2) L(Qr\btcga\-b &TII\C)WLCL& QGO@ e Ac o ‘U\VL,? f‘g\é J»s

LB)QC;)Zip c)g Elb MWS%\ way 3;74}6(‘/ LO/ \M&, AUQ\’}Q oN

Jav22 200 (0 Mont bty He hesriny
(/fo) Orc[cr oy Q&u\ wj:\» P S[)JV\;S Co.QleK o \Q G Vf“ \5 04{“—0‘3

éi“’ 24 Zoi§
CS) Q?-kf\t‘. Loaef Fecewed ‘6&)’47

ot -
( é)%e Vudgemaut on A 7.201%
e woer an Inord wwote and iNeyvc b d
HAH‘P'\})UL p | YCUhle Q,‘A
ed fo Tre MCKR ATFOT/Uéfcboui Clerk c?;C?;Uf]LiB

. C?? bf C‘o(?7 O‘Q \H/\Qoftgef( [\L WGES Qﬁuc( ﬁoeﬂgocé,
&E@i&ﬂ]&o/ms

—

AUG 28 2018 , =
PC.l. MAILROOM (! ) |




QIC\,MCAVXU@ /\J\AU\ A V. SUA+c

()i\,__,,/\ 2@\@ ~(P-42-YpH2zs

‘Zna\c&z& 1S m Mol e oF Aﬂ)@a

oW 5
> yeu Ca
\H'\e; O“A cr WQ3 §¢ /UCCL 106/30(‘6 ‘L‘\Q aﬁ\iin&

/V\ C({heaf‘m coad hC/C\/N()U 17 2017

@IAQ/‘ a

oNn Jan (2)2 SZOSIZIGIA—TS O f the MQS e/ ¢
C rd e a

5{)+bcjco CQlesk of Court Onrék:n ;j 1zothf the

Aﬂy Cee . (/Q\/C(l/ w -}
f\ e r l’efQ No{\c
Order on A%O( Zol¥ Occe cc'/"#qo}\'e—f@?iikfc

%t} [etteg QL&QAUS L zo\s

G f\ﬁjlﬂt(/‘[» rﬁﬁU?ﬂSWLIVL ‘('l'\,c:_{k 44N
UO“’\CC 0% /) @y‘ béﬂc@“ﬁf“’gé/ b‘L’,OQUé(@
T wes not! 'served Wi <« dﬁgpyx

onkl (\chj“/’cé dis position o

['\ea./
QT am also ra vesd, n
AP&)D\;\?N& o& QO@«S@}C& L +X6

MZ&% o
RECEIVED
AUG 28 2018

PC.l. MAILROOM



*.3)-1121.@132 i)

- State ef Seuthk Carelinms

Coenty af 5@"‘5 f"‘ﬁzﬂg 51547

-~ L3 L

20l CP ) ~H0) S

Pecitismer

¥, MOTION FOR APPOINTHENT
_ © QF COUESEL
State of Seuth Carsliea, '
Respendent, e _

\w’e\wf W N N’ e Mg et Mgt ot Neaae Nngw’

respectfully request this Homoraeble Court to appeint covnsel
to represent him im this ";%fgl ci/VaLké\éﬁtﬁ,;'i%;'fff

for the fellowinz ressons:

L) The quﬁ#{dviyis unable te @ffemé ce%nae;n

2) The issues in this case are complex.
\ "

. .
AT eone/ dees: not. bave: an. attormey-ef=recerd im R
this court e ' ;

4) The applicemt hes a limited knowledge of the law.

- &eliei-ﬁeqwess for Appointeent. of Ccunsel.

Is<44J%fC/QLO)//tﬁcﬂnfQY%QxJ certify ead verify
4
eeder the pemalty of perjury that the feregoimg i2 true

end correct. 28 U.S.C.A, § 1746.

I
s
—

k-



OF pety ‘evey MOTION
FOR THE APPOINTMENT

State of Seuth Carolinsz, CF COUNSEL
. Respomdent,

state of Seush Cerolinme ¥
. 5
Cousgy of S’/)r,«v[zzu /U/‘74 ?
/m/WLCAOLeJ//bﬁanFavuﬁqﬁ )
3 Fetitiomer/ )
‘ ) AFFIDAVIT 1IN SUPPORT
Vo ) ‘
)
)
}
).

LA //Lﬂzamfﬂa WL being duly swerp deposea and
V4

88y

1) I a8 the 4~£¢%&n&fin the above entitled case. I make
this affidaviec igm 8upport of my metien for appeinteent
of ceunsgl,

2} Thie is & complex case becsuse it containe severeal legal
ctleims that have merit, ’

3) The facts inm thi@ciﬁam@xgceeéing aleng vith the legal
Berit of ghe.ﬁpt%%lian«gfyclai@s support the appointggatA

cf counsel to Tepresent. the applicamg, ~ = v - oo

TOEL LT AR ST . S U . -

43 Yherefore, the peﬁﬁglnmerﬁ Bgtion for the appointment
ef counsel should be granted,

1:__11/1CCZ;LQJ/C4/QQ4AASQq¢A » ¢6rtify and verify under

the penalty of perjury thet che feregoing is true ang

C@R‘ﬂ'ecta 28 UeSaCnAo § 17460 )

MJJ% -



. 16-4VLOPE BLACKLEY

Clerk-of Court, Spartanburg County
Post Office Box 3483
Spartanburg, South Carolina 29304-3483

RECEIVED
AUG 0 9 2018
PCl Mailroom

Mail
asPrice

RETURN SERVICE
REQUESTED

Presort
Class

First
Coj

mB

MICHAEL A MANIGAN # 243544
PERRY (I, 430 OAKLAWN RD

PELZER SC 29669

: US.POSTAGEY) PITNEY BowES
() I e e

amh
Y O samny

55 70°° $ 000.45°

sl 0001404194 AUG 08 2018

|



R v
Oa% (oo ,/w;agr
,“/% Pracd 760 9

Oleck

RECEIVED) S.L So
s 20 0 P.O.MX uzszo

RC.I. MAILROOM Cgluw\ b ILOL S ' C/ @\Cﬂ 21 l) . .—_-r':;! MA“-‘

e M e Q/GU(A\J




