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Dear Mr. Sheassuse, |
QN@HO‘ my name. s Jdlm A. Cqmp[;@’/l and Iam ‘e
applicant ih case No® A017 -CP- 24-0UAR and thecase
has been dismissed b\/ e Hanarable‘, Poul Burch on
Jcmwcu—y Tth Kol, Howwvf)] €L rec:e;Ved nohce on
Rbmwy 19,200 ot Kershaw Correchom Tin S%ﬁvt?'m
bl/S,C.D,C. d@pmem-}- qud}ym 5@(70{{):-3’ T now Seelc
4 Appeal Judge Paul Burch decisim, Therefore,
blease frvide any Pules oF Procedure. "L need 4o
whlize 1 Pr—oper(y Fr//'vrqﬂ o Wetice of Indenddo
Appeul, Also & have enclose a copy oF Yhe Final
decision and T Sent a Copy of His LeHe— to
Juhnny James Ik, addressed ot Sdu%' Camdling.  K¥torney
Goneral oFice D0 Box 11514 columbia, S.C. 2922]]
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
- . ) FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF MARLBORO ) '
T oﬁn B. Campbell, ) Case No.: 2017-CP-34-00280
'S.C.D.C.No. 228072, )
)
Applicant, )
) FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL
V. )
)
State of South Carolina )
. )
Respondent. )
)

This matter comes before the Court by way of an application for post-conviction reliéf

filed September 25, 2017. Respondent made its return on or about December 20, 2017,
_ requesting the application be summarily dismissed as untimely and successwe :

Pursuant to this request, and after reviewing the pleadmgs in thlS matter and all of the

records attached thereto, this Court issued a Conditional Order of Dismissal signed December

22, 2017 and filed January 5, 2018, provisionally denying and dlsmlssmg:éhls act10n~.awhlle

giving the Applicant 20 days from the date of service of said Order in whlcgte-s%w *ggy he

T
dismissal should not become final. Attached to this Final Order and mco:po?ﬁt& he’fg‘n 1;;:
2 S= :

" reference is an Affidavit of Service dated July 3, 2018, serving the above-mer%o@c}l?on@m;

Order of Dismissal on Apphcant Upon request by Applicant, and wnhout ‘ﬂbﬁcnon fer

Respondent, this Court granted Apphcant additional time to respond, until Fnday, Scptember 21

2018.
Applicant submitted a response to the Conditional Order of Dismissal dated Septemincr
20, 2018, and filed September 28, 2018. Applicant noted the conditions of incarceration agfgiin

interrupted his access to the law library, and requested appointment of counsel.
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understands the dangers and disadvantages of self-repre_sentation;” Hilton v. State, 422 S.C. 204,
208, 810 S.E.2d 852, 854 (2018). '
In the prior PCR: aé:tion, Applicant moved to relieve PCR counsel promptly upon learmng
of his appointment, as evidenced by his filing of March 28, 2014, titled “Decline {hc
Appointrhent of Counsel.” Review of the “Order Relievixig Counsel” by the Honorable Thomas
A. Russo, filed Septeﬁber 30, 2014, indicates Applicant was questioned pursuant to Faretta v
-California, 422 U.S. 806 (1975), advised of the dangers and pltfalls of waiving the right to

counsel, and understood the benéfits counsel could provide. Judge Russo found Applicant made

his decision with “eyes wide open.” Applicant offers no reason why Judge Russo’s treatmen of

his prior request to proceed pro se was inadequate. Furthermore, this issue could have been

raised in an appeal from-the prior application for relief, which was never taken Accordmgly, the .

| Court finds Applicant’s sccond objection is inadequate to set aside the pro@duraL.barﬁnd get

EFE 5
this matter for an ev1dent1a‘ry\hearmg e O =
. o x K z L

As to Applicant’s third point: while Applicant did not allege mef@tmeriassmtancer

oo ‘U‘

QI Z
counsel, he could have done so. Thus, the prohibition agamst successive: ajﬁa t:ens for ref

applies. Whatever merit theté rhight be to Applicant’s contention that his attg;neys "brea@ed the
attorney-chent privilege without waiver by way of an allegation of meffectwe assistance of
counsel is not relevant to the applicability of the procedural bars to this apphcauon for rehéf
Acco;dmgly, the Court finds Applicant’s third Obj ection is inadequate to set aside the procedu;gal
bars and set this matter for an évidentiary hearing. |
Asto 'Applicant’s fourth point: “[Slubject matter jurisdictibn of the circuit ‘court and the
sufficiency of the indictment are two distinct concepts and the blending of these concepts serécs

~ only to confuse the issue.” State v. Gentry, 363 S.C. 93, 101, 610 S.E.26 494, 499 (2005)
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SOUTH CAROQLINA DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Post Office Box 21787 - Columbia, South Carolina 29221

Pursuant to Rule 4(d)(2) of the South Caroh?/?ules of Civil Procedure, the Director of the South
" Carolina Department of Corrections has designated( 2 / d/ Yy ,g a 0) idd S (Server)

as his duly authorized .agent for the purpose of making service of the process on the below named

individual.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
)
COUNTY OF Z&A/J(MM )

On this __/ 9 dé.y of :77’ ﬁb’ uqry 20111, I served the Final VOrd>er of Dismissal, on
Inmate John B. Campbell, #228072 by delivering personally and leaving a copy of the same at Kershaw -

AFFIDAVIT OF PERSONAL SERVICE

Correctional Institution, ' . 7Deponent is not a party to this action.
| Yo (ludlp Sandecs
SCDC Server

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME

1rer.
‘|!\ ! n,

this |q‘W\ dayof rc,\b(‘uctrvt , 2019

\\ N <° 2 '

NN d SR
' . 5 :'z Gyt
o U s @©8) f {Towmson} I

_ Notary Public for South Carolina L EXPIRES §
) 0, 11]30]2025 .Q‘.
My Commission Expires: [ \30 [/&(D _ 0771 CAR s\‘

"lmum\“
ADMISSION OF SERVICE
Service of a copy of the within Final Order. of Dlsmlssal is admitted at the South Carolina .

/ievtment of Corrections Z‘Q @ S ¢ L/ Correctwnal Institution),
)2C4 5 )l(/\ County, SC' this day of

bl (gt

Inmate

SCDC Inmate #: ﬂ; /2 W 2

/o(y/c/ 2019.
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