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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG . SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Kelvin Eugene Cohen, #314256,  2017-CP-42-4118

Applicant, : '

ORDER OF DISMISSAL
v. : o WITH PREJUDICE

State of South Carolina, ' )

Respondent.

. This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief (PCR)
filed by Kelvin Eugene Cohen (Applicant) on November 7, 2017. The State (Respondent) @e xts ‘

return requesting an evidentiary hearing be held. Anevxdennaryheanngmthema@was ,

li\ \1

: oonvened on February 22,2018 at the Spartanburg County Courthouse Applicant was pment aﬁd

<..
:: O'_.-

' represenwd by Susannah Ross, Esqmre Valerie Garcla Giovanoli, Esqmre, of the Officemf 6:

=5

Attorney General represented Respondent. o w :
" Atthe hearing, Applicant testified n his own behalf, Matthew Shealy, Esquire, (Counsel)

also testified. This Court had before it a copf of the Spartanburg County Clerk of Court records,

Applicant’s records from the South Carolina Department ofConecﬁong the plea transcript, the PCR
apphoanon, and Rospondent S retum.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
Apphcant is presently moaroerated pursuant to orders of commitment of the Spm-tanbmg

_ County Clerk of Court. In August 2015, the Spartanbm’g County Grand Jury mdlcted Apphcant for
hit and run causing death (2015-GS-42—3501),. habitual traffic offender (“HTO”) causing death

(20 1_ 5-GS-42-3502)", and failure to stop motor vehicle when signaled by officer (2015-GS-42-3503).

1 He was later re-indicted for the same offense in December 2015.
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The charges mxlted from an mcldent on June 8,2015, in which Applmnt was robbed of dmgs and
money by two men, Campbell and Burns As the men ﬂed m a wlnte Cadlllac Applicant chased

themmaFordSOO AbystandermtnessedtheCadlllacbemgchasedataromd 95 miles per hour

and shots bemg ﬁred from the Cadillac back toward Applicant’s vehicle as Apphcant sis rammmg

his vehlcle into the back ofthe Cadxllac Appllcant’s vemcle hit the Cadlllac causing it to careen off _

theroadandslammtoattee Campbelldnedonthescene

A law enforcement officer saw Apphcant’s vehicle as Apphcant tned to tegameonnol of his

vehnele and beheved the vehxcle was bemg operated by an impaired driver. The officer actx@ed Bxs

" blue llghts and sirens in order to stop Applicant’s velucle, however, Applicant did not sto@r 5. 5

- | U ;.'.'f
_ mlles, traveling in excess of 70 miles per hour at times. The officer’ s in-dash eamemrecor%d

’

- chase. AﬁerthecolhslonmththeCadxllae,aguardml,andafree Apphﬂnt’svehlclemm __f“:

g~

-
——

. : . - ——i
fandofﬁcerstookhlmmtocustody (Tr. pp. 21-25). - L \o .

 Matthew W. Shealy, Esqwre, represented Applicant. -Assistant Solicitor JmA.J Jordan
- represented the State. On December 13,2016, Applicant pled guilty as indicted o HTO and failure

to stop.and pled nolo contendere pursuant to N.C. v. Alford to the hit and run charge befoi'e the
Honorable J. Derham Cole. Pursuant to 'alnegotiation between Applicant andﬂle State, Judge Cole
sentenced Applicant to imprisonment for concurrent terms of ten years for the hxt and Tun, twemy
years suspended upon the service of ten; yw-s and ﬁve years’ pmbanon for HTO and ﬁve years for
faxlnre to stop. Applicant did not appeal his convxcnons or sentences.
ALLEGATIONS

ln his apphcatxon for post-convxcnon relief, Applicant alleg& thatheis bemg held in custody

unlawfully for the following reasons:

1. lneﬁ'ecnve Assistance of Counsel - .
‘a Counsel “fa:led to enforce the whole “negotxated promsed plea
h 20f12 =




agreement forall charges to be non-violent and 65%, which I had
. detnmentally relied on all charges being non-violent and 65%.” e
b “Counsel further failed to properly research and mvestugate facts,
the laws surrounding the State’s case.”
e Counsel failed to “hire his own Dr. to review the md reportsper
. 17-3-50 or 17-27-60.”
2. Involuntary guilty plea
a. . “Mypleawesnot voluntarily nor intelligently made, duetomy
" agreements. Thus, I should be allowed to enforce the whole negonated
promised plea agreement ent and or allowed to depart from the alleged
truth of my statements I made during my plea because | would nhot
N -have pled ifi it was not for counsel’ unprofessmnal errors.”

SUML(ARY OF PCR HEARING

L
)
—
2

At the start of the heenng, Apphcant dehneated the allegatlons he would be pursm@ at the

Hearing. Those allegations include; Applicant was misadvised regarding whether his chargss e
_ parole ehglble, Counsel falled to mvesngate and call an expert doctor to testify as to the gxsegffj»’,
“death of the victim; and that partoprphcant’s sentence was, not part. ofhls plea agreemem
i, I ) _A_.pghcant mﬁed to the folloln_ng » B L

N Apphcan;teshﬁedmewcnms robbed kisa at gunpoint of drugs and money while in the back
seatoftheir w He was able to run away from the car behind a trailer where they caughtup with.
him, stripped off his clotnes, androbbedhim again. Afterthe ﬁcﬁm mok'offinmeirw, Applicant
chased them in another vehlcle Appheant claimed the vxctlms also robbed lus ﬁ'lend, Smith, and he
g thonghtthey hdnappedhun whleh xswhyhe ehasedthem. Dunngthe chase,thewcnmsbegan
shootmg from their car at hun, so he h1tthe back of their vehlele with his. He dxd not know wctu:n
_Campbell dled, but de not stop because me victims had been shooting at hxm.
| | Apphcant tesnﬁed lns plea agreement included a twenty year sentence, suspended to ten
yws and probation for five for both the hit and run charge and the HTO charge. The agreement also
mcluded a concurrent five year sentence for falhng o stop. However, Appheant testified he was

sentemedtoonlyastrmghttenyearsonﬂiehltandnmandCounsel dldnotobjecttothas
3o0f12



L :i'represented Apphcant. Counsel is now in private prachce .He has been pracncmg cnmmaldaw fér» .

dnserepancy Addmona.lly, Apphcant testified he believed he was pleading to all non-vwlent |
offenses Apphcant also beheved all of hls cha.rgw were parole ehglble charges. Appheant tesnﬁed
Counsel dxd not advnse hlm regardmg parole, but did ad\use hun he Was pleadmg to non-v:olent'
crnnec Applmnt tesuﬁed he received a letter from Counsel regardmg hls mxs-advxce Counsel

also explamed to Apphcant that if he vnolated his probauon, the State would put the twenty years
back on the table

I[ Counselteshﬂedtothe ollo wing:

, v Cpe .
RV S e RN L et sy B -
RO —{;. gt L Frem. ¢

Counsel was an Aslstant Publxc Defender with Spartanbm-g County at .the ﬁne"he_._

apprommately ten years, Counsel testified he discussed parole e11g1b1hty with Apphcg. Ee%
- _,expla.medto hxmhewaspleadmgtoano-parole offense which would reqmrehxmto servég | :{3
| ; wﬁve pereent of hxs sentence before being eligible | for supervised relme Appheant also dlscussed
.I wolent versus non-vlolent categonmtmns Counsel explamed the two, lscues, parole and violent
. classﬁicanon, are separate and unrelated. Counsel admitted he misadvised Applicant that the hitand
run offense was non-violent, and_ the sentencing sheet was erroneous as well. Counsel admmed he
sent a letter to Applicant informing him of this mistake. However, the mistake had 10 bearing on
| whether Applicant. was parole-ehg:ble or not nor did it affect if Applicant could be released after
: smty-ﬁve or eighty-five percent service. O , |
} Comsel test:ﬁed he rewewed all of the discovery with Applicant. Counsel also drove to the
scene and re-routed the chase. Counsel was prepared for trial and mtended to make non-legal
arguruents to the jury in Apphcant s defense. Counsel believed the jury would undetstand that'v
Applicant did not stop after the accident because the victims had robbed and then shot at Apphcant
and also that the jury would-have some sympathy.for Applicant. However, because he did not
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belicve there was a defensé to 'the HTO charge, he believed a plea was in Applicant's best interest.
Counsel tesuﬁedhereahzed dunngthepleathat Apphcantwas being sentencedto ten stratghtyears
as opposed to the negouated sentence of twenty years suspended to ten years, but did not object
because the error was to the benefit of Apphcant. ‘Counsel explained a strarght ten year sentence
would be bettér than nskmg vrolaung probatron and havmg a suspended twenty year sentence over
his head.

Coun..el testified Applicant iad never told him sbait ﬂte‘mdnappmg theory regard.mg cmnh.

Counsel testified that story was contrary to the story Applrcant told him prior to trial. Apph&pt te’id‘ :-.

o Applicant would have been chasmg the victims in an effort to rescué Smith. Counsel teen@ tha;

,u

E had Applicant told him that, if Would have helped themat trial. Counsel felt one of the m -
-mﬁlerreasewashowfarApphcantdrovechasmgthe wcnmsandthedrstanceﬁomwherethey |

"startedtowherethecarwashrtwaspreuyfar Counsel also explamedApphcantwasongmally
charged wrth carjaclnng, but after Counsel mvesngated that situation’ and found out he had

) perrmssron to take the car, he got the State to dismiss that charge Counsel revrewed the drscovery,
drove theroute ofthechase and had spokento witnesses.

After the conclusion of the testimony, Applicant’s PCR counsel mformed the Court that
Applxeant wanted his séntencing to be amended to refiect his negotiated setitence, however PCR
counsel beheved that would not bein Apphcant s best interest. She beheves hrs stranght ten yeer
‘sentence is more beneﬁcral than the bargained-for suspended twenty year sentence 'I'hrs Court' ‘. |

mformed Applicant’s PCR counsel it believes the only relief available is a new trial.

. FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
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o ’ '_"l"hisCourt'hashadrheoppommitytoreviewﬂ)e recordinits enﬁretynndhasheerdthe '-
testunony at the post-convrcnon rehef hearmg 'I'hxs Court has had the : opportunity to observe the‘ |
thn&sses presented at the  hearing, and has weighed theu- testunony and credxbrhty accordingly.
Below arethe ﬁndmgs of fact and conclusions of law.as reqmredpursuantto S C. Code Amn, §17—

7-80 (2017) Apphcant has faxled to prove bya preponderance of the evxdenee that Counsel was"

, deﬁclent or that he was prejudleed by any deﬁclency

S A Ineﬁeetlve Assmtnnee ef Connsel

A L%

Appheant alleges he received ineffective assistance of counsel. In a PCR acnoﬁ“[tjﬁe_;_-,

o _;burden of proof is on the apphcmt to prove h1s allegatxons by.a preponderance of the evi@nce)’ o

Frasier v. State tate, 351 S.C. 385, 389 570 S.E.2d 172 174 (2002) (cmng Rule 71. l(c), SCRCPI, -

el
s
i‘

=z
L Where meﬁ'eenve assxstance of counsel isalleged as a ground, for relief, the Appheant mustp?ovei =

—--—i

’

that" counsel’s conduct so undermined the proper functioning of the adversarial process thatthetnal
..>.cannotberehed uponasha\nngproducedajustmult." Stnckland A W@g@g 466.U.S. 668
- 104 8.Ct. 2052, 2064 (1984); Butler v. Sm, 286S C 441,334 SE. 24813 (1985). = 3

The proper measure of performance is whether the attorney provrded repreoentarion wrthm
the range of competence required in criminal cases. Courts presume that counsel rendered adequate
assistance a_ind made all significant decisions in rhe_ exercise of ,msongble professional judgment.
Butler, Id. The Applicant must overcome this pmsumption to receive relief. Cherry v. State, 300
S. C 1 15 386 S -E.2d 624 (1989). First; the Applicant must prove that counsel's performanoe ‘was,
deﬁcxent. Under thls prong, attorney performance is measured by its reasonableness under
professlonal norms.” M 300 $.C. at 117 (citing Strickland). Seoond, counsel's deficient '
performance must have prejudiced the Applicant such that “there is a reasomable probability tha, but'
- for counsel unpmfesorona_l_.errors, the result oftheproc_eeding .would have been dxﬁ‘exent. " Qh_exr_!,_
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300 S Clat 117-18. With mpect ‘to guilty plea counsel, Applicant must show that there isa

reasonable probability that, but for counsel's alleged errors, he woild not hidve pled guilty anid would

: havemslstedongomgtomal. ‘Hiilv, L ockiart

414U.S. 52, 106S.CE. 366,88 1Bd. 34203 (1985):
" Misadvice regarding parole eligibility & violent crime categorization”

. poptioanlloges ounsliadviied bk egaiding wheltie s was plading o vileto

sonviolent offense and because his offense was violent, he will be required to serve at least eighty-

five percent of his sentenee, rather i mxly-ﬁve porcent. ‘Classification of crime as wolen&oe nen- -

violent i 1s ‘also a collateral consequence of sentencing anda gmlty plea is not rendered mvoﬁhtaryl_f

: due to eounsel’s failure to inform defendant of consequenm ‘of aviolént crimé oonvncuon Smizhv < -

.; § s 329 S.C. 280,494 S.E2d 626 (1997) “Normaily, parole eligibility is a collateral consequ'e‘goe 25h

M ed
!‘"‘.
2

; of sentencing of which defendant need not ‘Be specifically advxsed before entenng a guilty plen” £

' _G_r_x_f_tjg___l\_/lm 278 S. C. 620 621 300 S E.Zd482, 482-83 (1983) (c:tmg _ell_!_}_l____m-thﬁarqm
576 F.2d '564° (4th C1r 1978)) However, where an applicant’ contends that he was “acnvely
misinformed aboutlns parole ehgxblhty, such a'claim may be ralsedmanacuonforPCR.lgl._, Coats

| _m 352 S. C 500 503 575 SE.2d 557 ‘558 (2003) Furthermore, while erroneous parole
advxce ﬁ'om a Judge (or eounsel) could concelvably tmslud adefendant to his detriment, it would be
“wholly 1mpract1cal” to reqmre the automatic reversal of the guilty plea without somethmg more.”

f Hun'te‘r V. ’Stét'e',’f-“316‘S' C : 105 ‘109, 447'S £2d203,205 '(1994)' a&rogated on weWed grounds' by

_S__M_S;hte;_,329sc 43, 49SSE?.d429(1998) h '

| Counsel teeuﬁed credibly that he gave the correct advice regardmg parole eligibility. I-hs

- testimony that he xmsadvmd Applicant regarding the violent classxﬁcatlon of the hxt and run oharge
“is also credible. Tlus Coun believes Apphcant has confused the two mues. Parole eligibility and

- violent classzﬁcanon are two sepa:ate issues. Despite: Counsel’s errof in adwsmg the hit and run

7of12
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offense was non-violent, Apolicant has not proven he has suffered any prejudice as a result of that

mis-advice and this Court dces not find it msonablyslikely.that had Counsei given «the correct. '

edvxce, Apphcant would not have pled guilty. . This Court finds Applicant has failed to prove the.

somethmg more” requued by

Hunter. Applicant did not testxfy the violent categonmnon mduwd :

hlm 10 plead gmlty, nor is 1t reasonable to beheve it was the factor that mduced his plea, in hght of |

the ewdence agamst lnm and the cnrcumstances of hls case. It is . worth notmg, a vxolent

classnﬁoenon has no eﬂ‘ect on the ‘whether an. m;matemust serve sxxty-ﬁve OF erghty five percentof

lus sentence before early xelease, as that is determined by parole eligibility. Here, Counsel@d nOt .

. gwe mcorrect advice regardmg parole ehglbllny ‘Dns Court finds Counsel was not deﬁcremal'h:s

e T
; allegatxon is demed and dismissed. - > x4 :_“_L
Fazlure to investigate and hire expert. wuness By ‘7:—";:«3‘

o

Apphcant fmled o present. any evidence in support of this allegauon. To show meﬁ'ecﬁ?e
assrstance in tlus regard, Applicant must present -evidence:to- show ‘what counsel could have
~dlscoveredhadhemoreﬁxllymvesugated. Jackson v. State, 329 S.C. 345,354,495 S.E.2d 768, 772
¢! 998) (“Respondent failed to present any evidence of what counsel could have discovered or what
other defenses respondent would have requested counsel pursue had counsel more fully prepared for

the trial.”). Fallure to conduct an mdependent investigation does not constitute meﬁ'echve ass:smnoe

- of counsel when the allsgation is suppomd only by mere speculation as to result. Porter v, State,

. 368 S. C 378 385-86, 629 S.E.2d 353, 357; (2006) (citing Moorehead v, State, 329 S.C. 329, 334,

496 S.E.2d 415, 417 (1998)). Appuc_ant'ha's failed to s_h_ow what beneficial information could have -
been discovered had Counsel done more investigation. Even so, Counsel testified credibly that not .
-only did her review all of the discovery, he also drove the route; went to the scene, and spoke to

; Wlmm This Court finds Comsel’s,,inuesﬁgaﬁon .wasvbeyondreasonsble..; W

: S;folz

A L e e
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- *Applicant also alleges Counsel was ineffective for not g'et'ting an expert doctof to testify astb
the cause of death of the victim. Fust, this Court niotes any claims surroundmg the failure to presenf
thefefdie affected the outcome of the trial. Hdwevei,’this-contention is bmd on'puré oonjecture and
speculation: Prejudxce ﬁ'om trial counsel’s fallure to interviewor call ‘witnesses eannot be shown:

where the wmmses do not tesufy at post—conwctlon relief. Underwood v. State, 309 S.C. 560, 425

SE2d 20 (1°92), Basaezte

\B¥on *915 F. 2d 932 (4"' Cir! 1990), (xip_“‘ ‘denied, 499, S 982
p:
(1991). Apphcant s mere speculation as to what a witnesses’ testimony would havebeen ca:ﬁot,bz,'

afavorable wmxess or oﬂ:erwnse ‘offér the testimony maccordanee wnh the rules of ev:dence at _ﬂ'ae = =
~PCRheanngmordertoestabhshpreJudxoeﬁomthew1mess faﬂuretotestxfyatmal Banmsterv

j .% 333 S.C:298, 509 S.E2d'807 (1998) ‘Because Applicant falledtoproduce the testlmony of a an

_ expert doctor, any pre]udlced derived from any of Counsel’s actlons leadmg to her not tesnfymg is

| pute!y speculauve Therefore, Applicant has failed to meet his burden to ptove Counsel was
meﬁ‘eeuyef ‘

| I1. Involuntary Guilty Plea
». i . Appnvant aiso as:.e'ts his plea was involuritary becaiise his’ sentei‘xce was not i acoordance
th hlS plea agreement with the State. The record must establlsh the. defendant had a full

mdetstandmg of the consequences of his plea and the charges against hun _al_m, 376 SC. 138 :
- 654 S.E2dat874 (citing Boykin v. Alabama, 395 U.S. 238,242 (1969)). A defendant's knowingand
voluntaxy waiver of statutory or constitutional rights must be estabhshed by a complete reeord, and
“may be accomphmd by colloquy between the court ‘and defendant, between the court and
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defendant's counsel, or both.” Roddy v. State, 339 S.C. 29, 34, 528 S E2d 418, 421 (2000) (citing
‘State v, Ray, 3105.C. 431,437, 4278.E2d 171,174 (1993)): Further, "[a] guilty plea is a solemn,
judicial admission of the trath of the charges” against the applicant; thus, a criminal inmates right to
3 contest the vahdity of such a plea is usually, but not invariably, foreclosed. _ng_m, 376 S C at137-
| 38 654 S.E 2at 874 (citing Blacklgge . Allison, 431 US. 63 (1977). Therefore admxsslons
“made dunng a gmlty plea should be consxdered conclusive unlcss [an apphcam] presems vahd ~

.reasons why he should be a.uowedto depart from the truth of his: statements i Id. (cxtmg ’Q_

—z
~

Umted States 5 19F.2d 347 (4th Cir. 1975); Edmondsv. Lemg, 546 F.2d 566 (4th Cir. 1976)39 “h:«)“'ff L‘
- consxdenng an alleganon on PCR that a guilty plea was based on maccurate advxee of counseEthe o

,,-

| uanscnpt of 1he gmlty plea heanng will be considered to detennme whether any posmble erro{&y .

counsel was cured bythe mfonnanon conveyedatthepleehcmng. Id: at 138-39 654 S.E.Zdat 874

(cmng Wolfe V. State 326 S .C. 158, 165 485 S.E.2d 367,370 (1997))

| | _ _In PCR cases, an applicant asserting aconstitutional wolaticn-mustlﬁame theissue as oneof
ineffective assistance of counsel. Al-Shabazz v, State, 338 8.C. 354,363:64,527 SE.2d 74#, 747
(2000) (citations _omitted). Anapplicant who pleads guilty on the advice of counsel | may oollaterally
- attack tbe plea only by showmg (1) counsel was ineffective and (D thereisa reasonable probability

that but for counsel $ errors, the defendant would not have pled guilty and would have msxsmd on

gomgtotnal Roscoe v_ State 3458.C.; 16*20 546 S.E2d 417, 419 (2001). Anapphcantallegmg

his gmlty plea was mduced by ineffective assistance of counsel must prove counsel s advxce was not
“thhm the competence demanded of attorneys in cnmmal cases M 474 U. S 52, 56
(1985). Further, “[t]hat a guilty plea must be mtelhgently made is not a reqmrement that all advnce
oﬁ‘ered by the defendant's lawyer withstand reu‘ospecuve examination in a post-conviction heanng.

M&Rm 397U.8.759, 770 (1970). Rather, “whethet_'a pleaof guilty is unintelligent .
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depends as an initial- matter ot on whethera court would retrospectrvely consider counsel'
A advice to-be right or wrong, but o' whether that advrce was’ w1t1un the- range of competenee
demandedofattomeysmcnmmalcases”ld.ath o
The recordfully supports the knowing arid -.yalmtaxy nature of Apphcant'splea. "Applicant
‘hné'fa‘rfled to give a sufficient reason to be allowed to depart from the truh of ks statemeis miade
cinghis ity plea. | |
+To the extent Apphcant ddserts his' senténice is Aot in accdrdincd With the seritetice he
_ -"negotrated with the State, this Court fails to understand why Applicant believes his actual s@noeis.

o ~notmore favorable to him than that which he negotiated. Even Counsel muﬁedhedrdnotbxgﬂre? 3

SR
[t

drscrepancy to the Court’s attention because the error was beneficial to his client. Upon revrﬁ of - 'g«

= ol."f-
= S5
- therecordandthe testrmonypreeented, this Court agrees with Counsel’s assertronthatthetenygr t;‘;_ "‘,

sentence was better than the suspended twenty and it was in Apphcant s best mterest not to objet? """
* duringthe gty plea o this mistake. -
" Lastly, although this Court expressed concern with regard the type bfr_etief it can grant during
: theheanng, thls Courtxs atvarethat ifan error affects only anapplieant.’s_'sentenee andnothispleaor
Irial, remandiné for re-sentencing isan aeceptable form of relief this Court has the authority to grant.
However, this Court does not believe this case warrants a remand for re-sentencrng. i g the
,negotrated plea'awere folloiweil to the letter; it would adversely aﬁ‘ect Applicant. Therefore, thrs
. Court finds the record reflects Applicant’s plea was voluntary
| - CONCLUSION | - |

Based on al the foregoing, this Court finds and concludes Applicanthas not established any .

vrolatrons that would requrre this Court to grant his apphcatron. This Court finds Apphcant has

_ farled to prove any deﬁcrencrw on the part of Counsel and further, Apphcant has farled to prove
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prejudice from any alleged deficiencies in Counsel’s representation of him. Therefore, as Applicant
has failed to meet his burden of proof in this post-conviction relief action, his application is denied
and dismissed with prejudice.

“This Court notifies Applicant he must file and serve a notice of appeal within ﬂ:irty:(30) days
from receipt by counsel of written notice of entry of judgment to secure the _.appropriaté appellate

review. See Rule 203, SCACR. An applicant has a right to an aﬁpellate counsel’s mstangwhgn

el
they are seeking review of the denial of PCR. Austin v, State, 305 $.C. 453 (1991). If an apphict

R
Wwishes to seek appellate review, PCR counsel must serve and file a Notice of AppedPon $he::

= Do
‘Applicant’s behalf. See Rule 71.1 (), SCRCP. You must look at Rule 243 of the South §mﬁ’3§
Appellate Court Rules for appropriate procedures for appeal. : w 7

-g

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED THAT:

1. The application for Post-Conviction Relief is denied and dismissed with
prejudice; :

2. Applicant shall remain in the custody of the South Carolina Department
of Corrections to complete service of his sentence.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this 4 -dayof@__-,zou

‘ | Seventh Judicial Circuit
ZZwAg” ., South Carolins
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