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In the Court
Of Common Pleas
Case No.: 2018-CP-02-00670

State of South Carolina
County of Aiken
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Enforcement Division,
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. Defendant.
- LECELV By
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BEFORE:
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The Honorable Walton J. McLeod, IV, Judge

e

- APPEARANCES:

Harley Littleton Kirkland, Esquire
Attorney for the Plaintiff

Kristina Michelle Anderson, Esquire
Attorney for the Defendant

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071



10
11
12
13
14
15

16

17

18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

- INDEX

"Motion
. . i
Certificate of Reporter

EXHIBITS

- NO. DESCRIPTION

NONE

—

PAGE

'ID ° EVDS.

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter

P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071



10

11

12

13

14

15
16
17
- 18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

' Thereupon, the folloWing prddeedings were had,

(Side bar off the record.)
1 THE COURT: SLED versus Brandon Reed. Okay..
MS. ANDERSON: . All right. - Judge, just to givé the
Court a 1it£le bit of background here ffom the sfandpoint
of the factuél scenafio that we're looking at; I'm g
representing Brandon Reed who was placed on the sex
6ffender registry inv1396 for an adjudication in Family -
Court that occurred in 1994. There's a lot of déﬁeé in
this, Judge,'so I apologizé fof any coﬁfusion but it‘s'
alliéovered in’;hélmemoranda that haveé been fiied with
thé Court.. | |

| ;Brandoﬁiwas 11 years old when he had inapproﬁriaﬁe,g.
contaéé withva”thfeéZYEér old. He pled'guilty.iﬁ FamfiY'

Court>here in Aiken County obvibusly and was'adjudicated

- 'delingquent in 1994. The SOR, the Sex Offender<Régistry

initially became effective in 1994. My understanding of

it and certainly they probably have a way better

understanding than I do because my experiénce is limited

to this case basically,'my undérstanding is that-

iniﬁiaily the SOR‘appliéd to adult defendants who were

convicted df_Criminal sexual conduct actions in General
Sessions Court. 1In 1996 that changed and the statute, R

- the SOR was modified slightly to cover defendants of any -

age'and.not just criminal convictions but also

Steven E. LeBlanc, R;P.R., Circuit Courthepdrter,
P.0. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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adjudications which cofer Family Court adjudicétions 
thch is how Brandon got put on the SCR-in 'S6. .Hé wés
12 at the time he was plaCed on.

| Long story'shoft, we fast forward 23.yeafs. My
clienE'is 35 years old at that point. ﬁe has a desire
obviously to be removed from the Sex foender Registry.
He's complied'with_everything that he was supposed to\do :

and there's aglot‘of‘uhderlying stuff about that,'Jﬁdge,;

'but to the extent the Court is going to grant a motion to

dismiss for the declaratory judgment action, I donFt.
really think that the specific fact finding of the Familyzf
Court even comes into'blay here. The order is either
going to bé.VOid‘on its face or it]s nét and obViously a
year aﬁd alhélf déwn the road the_timg to appeal;this or.
dé anything ébOut it has long since expired but at. least
initiaily in Febtruary of 2017 -a motion Waé filéd in
Famiiy Court wiﬁh quite'frankly the cooperation of the
Solicitor's Office so the State was involved thelentire
time; |

-Judge Gablélas I just informed the Coﬁrt ét siae.baf"
SChéduledva motion in March of 2617 to hear bdth the
State of South”Carolina and my office on behalf of.
Brandon Reed and his removal from the SOR. ‘He”was
preéent. There were dbctors' records preéent.= Theré Was

a bunch of stuff present that the Court considered. As I

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071 .
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said the State participated the entire time. At the

conclusion of that hearing in March essentially the

'_motion was granted to remove him from the SOR at that

time and that motion was granted in April of 2017,v-SLED S

was aware that this was, going on because there werek
communications between my office and SLED guite candidly -
and we'provided those to the Court and as I said SLED, I
mean;-obv1ously is a part of the State of South Carolina
and the State of South Carollna was involved the entire
time'throughout this whole process. |

SLED ordered the-transcript from the hearing. .That
order went in in May requesting a copy so_we~werentt
really sure if they were going to file anvappealﬂor'if
they were 901ng to pursue a motion 59, a motion under
Ruie 59 or under ‘Rule 60 but nothing was done so.
essentially Brandon Reed was removed from the SOR. .He'
hasn't been on it nowifor a year and a half after that
order was entered on April 21st, 2017 the order we are
here about today. Nothing happened until'Septemberiof
2017‘some six;months‘or-so 1ateri SLED filed an originai;e.
application with the South Carolina Supreme Court ..
hriefing the Reed,case'and several othere.' There were
three or four other orders that had been entered:around !
the state remov1ng 1nd1v1duals from the SOR trying to do,ﬂ

I guess, kind of a catchlall presentation of all these

Steven E. LéBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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orders éhould be void.‘

So we're asking the South Carolina Supreme Cdurt to
take jurisdiction of this and basically void all these
orders iﬁcluding the Reed order. It was briefed and
presented. We prepared a brief obviously on Mr. Reed's
behalf. There were other briefing documents that were
presented and in Deceﬁber of 2017 the South Carolina
Supreme Court denied SLED's application so the order
stood. Therarguﬁents before the South Carolina Supreme .
Court Were the exact same ones that are being voiced here
tbday'in thié declaratory judgment motion that's noéw been
filed by SLED. This was filed in March almost a full
year after this order had already been in effect.

The arguments in the declaratory judgment that's
béen filed by SLED aré, one, we're asking the Court to
declare this order void from the Family Court on its face
because you didn't have subject matter jurisdiction in
Family Court, you couldn't»hear this, it's a civil issue‘
and it should have been brought in civil court, and, two,

you didn't have personal jurisdiction over SLED is what

»theyfre arguing. There is some reference to the fact

that the factors that'were used by the Family Court to
issue the order were improper looking at the SOR but

again to the extent we're here looking at a declaratory

\

judgment action on whether or not this order is void on

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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its face I don't really think the factors used in the
determination actually matter. I would say in response
to -- .

| THE COURT{ Is it your argument that the order that

they'filed, the DJ action order was already affirmed by

the Supreme Court?

MS. ANDERSON: It‘is not but I do think that it is
relevant to point outfthat to the extent that this oxder
which we're here on now in this declaratory judgment

. . i

action is so appalling on its face that it should be void

and not enforced. The Supreme Court looked at that and

had a chance to exercise jurisdiction over it and
declined to do it. So, I mean, I thinkvthe argument
could be made that it egviously wasn't something that
upset them enough for them to do anything about it
frenkly if it was a problem. |

The argument with regard to SLED being a party and
the lack of personal iurisdiction in the Family'Court
frankly given the fact that the State of South Carolina
participated in this and was involved the entire way I

don't see any way to actually argue that SLED was a

required party in/that and gquite eandidly the case law is

_not overwhelmingly helpful pn any of this. Frankly

there‘s no path‘spelled out for ,removal from the SOR

clearly because the intent is it's a lifetime registry

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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and they're not spelling out a way for you to get off the
SOR basically.
THE COURT:V But apparently some courts have done so

and the Supremé Court did not get involved. Is that what

you saidz

MS. ANDERSON: .Wéll, with regard to this particular
case, yes, Judge, thét's correct. There were four
different cases that were briefed as a part of this one
to sét aside those ordérs énd all of them asifar as I

know are still sténding. I don't know of any of them

‘that have been individually piecemeal takern up. Theré's'

a lot of case.léw on this. There's case law in thch
SLED is a partyvregarding the SOR. There's appellate
case law. There's,caée law in which just the State of
South Carolina is named. And two my knowledge there is.
no‘éése oﬁt\there that sayé thét SLED is a requifed party'v
in an SOR matfei.' N | h A

:'THE COURT: -Has thére been any communicatiOh with
Judgé.Gable about the order? Has there been any motions
filed with Judge Gabie ébout the order?

| MS. ANDERSON: No, Judge. Nothing's been done., The;:
order has beeﬁ the order of the Court, like I éaid, for a
year and a half now and she's now retired.

THE COURT: Be that as it may, prior to her

_retirement two, three months ago, was there any motion

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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made to Judge Gable 7— 

MS. KIRKLAND: ' Not that I'm aware of.

THE COURT: . -- regarding this order? Okay.

MS. ANDERSON: She was aware that this was pending.
I mean, she knew that this was filedi

TﬁE COURT: Yeah. I just wanted to know if the
State made any communications or motions to the Judge who
signed the order?

MS. KIRKLAND: No, sir.

MS. ANDERSON: Not that I'm aware. As far as, I
méan,.in the SOR as fér‘as the statute is concgfned
thefe's no requifement in the Sex Offéndér Registry law
that SLED be made a party. There is nothing there,>at
least nothing that I{m aware of. There are people_placed
on the SOR every day in this state that SLED is not a
party of thdse'litigatiéns or those resolutions in any
way.

'As_far.as the argument of lack of subject matter
jurisdiction in Family Court which is the other.argument
that's véiced with regard to the order being void on its
face, the_Fémily Court was the court of original |
jurisdiction. The argument that SLED wants to:make now
all thisltihé later that obviously could have been
coVereé in motions or an appeal or anything like that
prior to now is that the Family Court lacked jurisdiction

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071



10

11

12-

13

14

15

16

17

- 18

18

20

21

22

. 23"

24

25

. there that specifically says that.

- Family Court is a civil court, it's also a court of

10

becauee Brandon Reed was no longer under age anymore.
The Family Court statute specifically says that they can
ba51cally have control of a juvenlle defendant for |
probatlonary purposes through the age of 18 but Famlly
Court jurisdiction for the purposes of education and
correction ends at the age of 21. That's what the

statute says.. They're wanting to use that language which

;
\

discusSes education and correction to mean that the
Famlly Court couldn't hear this motion if it was flled

there, that the Famlly Court Judge couldn't be . the one

~ who decided this on the case:that she was orlglnally-

involved in.  The law on that, there is no case law out

There is case law out there that says that this is a

civil statute. -The SOR is a civil statute. While the

- equity. The Family Court Judge thought she could hear

this motion and she did with the participation of the
State.and like I said,.it's been an order now for a yeaf'
and a half. My argument in the motion to dismiss is that
this is basically, they're using, ﬁudge; the declaratory_f
judgment action not to resolve a judicable controversy
which would be requlred under the declaratory judgment
law.but ba51cally 1t‘s some kind of second guasi bite at

an appellate apple. They put all of their everything

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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essentially inﬁo goiné to the South Carolina Supreme
Court on these various orders that have been entered, my
order beiﬂg one of them, saying declare these Qoid,
Court, and the Court after a couple months said no. That
was in December of 2017. At that point the order had
been in place for eight months.

THE COURT: Is that order in the filev?

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. It was filed, Judge. 1It's
attached as an exhibit. Now here we are long after
motions could ﬁave been filed or an appeal could héve
been.made and we stand herelnow a year and a half down
the road, this man has been off the SOR for a year and a’
half under this order and we are heré now wanting to set
the order aside claiming it's void on its face and
restore him to the SOR which frankly I>don‘t even neéd to
go into the highly prejudicial impact this is going to
have on my client who clearly, he's living in Maryland,
he works in D.C., he has major issues at risk here as far
as this determination is concerned. He may havé to move.
He may lose his job.  This is an inappropriate use of the
declaratory judgment statute. The statute specifically
looks to ﬁroviding responses and help‘for people who haQe
cont;oversies between them with regard to cOntféct' |
interpretétion, statute interpretation, law

interpretation. Tell me what my rights are.

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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. .

The énly question here by SLED in this declaratory
judgment ac;ion is do I have to obe9 a court order?
That's the question.. That's not a legitimate issue under
the declaratory judgments statute. It's just not. And
to the extent res judicata or collateral estéppel which
we h;ve pled as affirmative defenses in our response, the
State of South Carolina was involved in the tbtality of
this. If there was anything to be raised or any issues
with regard to what WAS happening, the time to exﬁress
that has long since expired. The same parties were .
involved in the Family Court action for all intents and-
purposes frankly. The State of South Carolina, I mean,
SLED is a privy to the State of South Carolina obviously.
SLED doesn't exist separate and apart. Any complaint to’
what happened there the time for complaining about that

~ .

is done. The time to appeal, the time to file‘motions,
all of that has expired and frankly because they were
active participants in all of it and basically ceded the
Family Court jurisdiction of the matter, participated in
the hearing and.then now a yeaf and a half later want to
ask the Court, I mean, I guess they have buyer's remorse

at this point so they want to set it aside. I mean, this

~application for declaratory judgment should be dismissed

aﬁd the order of the Family Court should stand as it has

for the last year and a half.

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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THE COURT: Okay. I presume you disagree?

MS. KIRKLAND: Yes, Your Honor, respectfully. As
far as -- Let us concern -- In our perspective there is
aﬁsolutely judicablé cantroversy here. SLED is tasked
with maintaining and enforcing the Sex Offender Registry,
the civil statute and SLED was presented after the Judge
had ruled in the Family Court case with an order,
proposed order to go to the Judge that was in a Family
Court case where the individual was in his 30's and SLED
knew at that point, I think, that this order was not
right but there was no way for SLED to appeal this
action. SLED is not the same as the State of South
Carolina. Ith an agency of the State of South Carolina.
I don't believe there's any kind of relationéhip between
the Solicitor's Office and SLED when it comes to the
registry.

So as far as wheﬁher or not there is a controversy
here, as far as SLED is concerned it's looking at this
order that's incorrectly interpreting the law where it
was ﬁot a party to the underlying action that's facially
invalid given the ége of tﬁe defendant Mr. Reed at the

time it was entered. Your Honor, there's a copy of the

order that's been filed but I also have one if Your Honor

would like to just take a look at it.
THE COURT: Sure.

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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MS. KIRKLAND: (Proffering.)

THE COURT: This<is Judge Gable's order?

MS. KIRKLAND: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Okay. All right.

MS. KIRKLAND: So as far as SLED is concerned there
is absolutely a controversy here. They have got a
statute on the one hand telling them this man needs to
register and then on the other hand this order that in
our obinion is facialiy void so the declarafory judgment
action we believe should stand and we believe that it's
additionally appropriate to attack this order
collaterally.bn lack of jurisdiction because it appears
on the face of the record.

There's a case Yarborough v. Collins that's cited in
our memo that allows for that. We believe that it's
facially invalid for two reasons. Ms. Anderson was kind
enough to outiine them for you éearlier. ' The firsﬁ reasorn
is lack of personal jurisdiction over SLED so it's bretty
well established in Sputh Carolina case law that orders
are only bindiné on you if you're a party. SLED is not a
party. SLED is not named as the State of South Carolina
or the Solicitor's Office. 1It's an agency of the State
of South Carolina. So to kind of dig into that, like the
Department of Iransportation is also not the same as SLED

and the Solicitor's Office wouldn't bind the Department

Stéven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter'
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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of Transportation, it wouldn't show up at a Department of

Transportation case and try to bind them and that's

essentially what's happening here.

The Sex.OffenderiRegistry is a civil collateral
conséquence,of your conviction. It's never - the State
has argued in the past it was appropriate to handle in a
criminal context. We were -- The Supreme Court disagreea
and said that the Sex Offender Registry is civil in
natﬁre; It's not proﬁér to address it in criminal cases.
It has to be addreSsed'in civil.cases. In Family Court
where there is a juvenile it's appropriate to address it
in Fémily Court but in this case there was no juvenilé.

I believe he was 32 or 33 years old at the time and it
was done in the closed criminal Family Court case so it
wasn't even like a separate action was filed in Fémilyv S
Court to try to address the civil consequences of the
cénviction. They went back into the closed criminal casé'
to issue én order in a '94 case number.

THE COURT: Let me ask you this: How do you get off
the registry?

MS. KIRKLAND: You don't.

THE COURT: It's just a lifeﬁime thing?

MS. KIRKLAﬁD: It is a lifetime thing. There are a
few avenues for removal.from the registry.l

THE COURT: What are they?

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.0O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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MS. KIRKLAND: You can have your convictién
overturned or vacatéd on appeal. You can receive a
habeas and that habeas results in an acquittal and a new
trial will allow you to come off of the registry. And
you can receive a pardon based on a finding of not
guilty. So essentially it hasnio be shown that you did
not actually receive this con&iction.

THE COURT: What is tﬁe statute that provides that
there is no removal from the fegistry?

MS. KIRKLAND: It's not explicitly stated. that there
is no other removal. There are three avenues for
remo&ai. !

THE COURT: Pardon. What were the other ones?

MS. KIRKLAND: I'm sorry. The three avenues,
overturnéd or vacated on appeal, you can have a hébeas,
or a pardon.

'THE COURT: Okay.

MS. KIRKLAND: Sblthose avenues for removal preclude
the ability to argue equity. 1It's not really what we're
argﬁing today and I'll be happy to go into it but I do
want to make-the distinction. We're not challenging the

undéflying order. I do believe that's something that the

~State would have needed to appeal.

So what we believe, and I'm happy to explain why the

‘Family Court order was incorrect, our argument: today

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
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really is just that it's facially invalid. But Key'
Corporate Capital says that where there are statutory
avenues for removal or a statutory remedy is aﬁailable,
the Couft cannot fashion an equitable removal or ah
equitable remedy or in this case an equitable removal.
There is a case Johnson v. Lloyd where in the underlying
Circuit Court case the plaintiff, I believe, Johnson
argued that he was entitled to equitable removal because
he didn't meet any of the stafutory avénues for removal.
The Court of Appeals citing Key Corporate Capital says
that when there is a statutory remedy even if you don't
quélifylfor it, the éourt can't fashion an equitable
remedy for-you. That was overturned on issue
preservation af the Supreme Court but I think that the
law and the reasoning from the Court of Appeals'stiil
stands since that was issue preservation. It was
overturned on issue preservation not on the logic behind
it.

THE COURT: How many orders were involved on thel
issue that went to the-Supreme Court? This is one of
them, right?

MS. KIRKLAND: Yeé, sir. That's one of them. There'
were ﬁhree others before the Supreme Court.

THE COURT: Three others. From what counties?

MS. KIRKLAND: One of them was in Greenville. I'm

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071
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not sure about the other two. We have been having
trouble serving --

THE COURT: Andil haven't reviewed that. I'm just
curious.

MS. ANDERSON: I believe it's Lexington and
Richland.

MS. KIRKLAND: That is right. Thank you.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. KIRKLAND: I think another one might have even
come in since that time that we're likely going to file a
declaratory judgment for as well. Those have, Judée
McKinnon in Laurens heard SLED v. Alfred Busey which was
another one that was before the Court.

THE COURT: So Judge McKinnon has one pending just
like this right now?

MS. KIRKLAND: Yes, sir. He has taken it under
advisement and we'rée submitting additional memorandum in
the next few weeks on that issue. But as far as the
Supréeme Court all they did was deny cert. They didn't
say that these orders --

THE COURT: I mean, I get that they deniéd cert.
They could have said more but they didn't.

| MS. KIRKLAND: Right. Our interpretation is that
was go fight it out at the Circuit Court level and bring

it back up to us individually on appeal.

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
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THE COURT: Sure. Sure. Any other under advisement
issues regarding those orders?

MS. KIRKLAND: That's the only one. This is the
second one that has come up so Judge McKinnon has the
Busey case in Laurens, I believe, and then this one is
also pending.

THE COURF: Okay. I think, Ms. Anderson, I think I
understand your argument. You're welcome to reply.

MS. ANDERSON: Well, I was just goiné to point out
from the standpoint of the subject matter jurisdiction
issue as far as the order being void facially because,
this gentlemén is over the age of 21 under the correction
or education portion of the Family Court statutes, you
know, this court, the Eamily Court here on a weekly basis
I'm sure ﬁrocésses and receives orders of expungement and
précesses them on Family Court cases where juveniles have
been adjudicated delinqpent that are now 25, 30 yearé
old, whatever age they are because that's the only court
that can process an order of expungement frankly because
that's the originating court. So there is no ban that
says Family Court cannot touch anything once somebody
turns 21 as far as making this facially invalid. Also,
just from a standpoint of argﬁing about it, if Brandon
Reedrhad gone back and contacted the victim in this case

when he was 22" or 23 years old in violation of that

Steven E. LeBlanc, R.P.R., Circuit Court Reporter
'P.O. Box 184, Lexington, South Carolina 29071



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

20

Family Court order that was originally existing when he

was a juvenile, where would they take him? Because he

"can't go into General Sessions. If he's going to be in

violation of that court order, he's going back to Family
Court. He has to in order to be held in contempt.

THE COURT: As a practical matter Family Court cases
even when they're closed if something comes up in a

divorce ten years after the divorce is finalized, it gets

the same caption. That's my understahding. I may be
wrong but... Okay. So I have heard the motion to
dismiss. Have you got your own motion?

MS. KIRKLAND: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: We need to figure this one out first,
okay?

MS. KIRKLAND: Oh.

THE COURT: Well, I mean, were you --

MR. KIRKLAND: Well, our motion for summary judgment
is that factually according to - there's no ﬁaterial
factual dispute here. Just simply based on the law we're
entitled to summary judgment beqause facially this order
is voild because there's no subject matter jurisdiction
for the Family Court to be entering this in the first
place, this 32 year old. This should have been brought

in a civil declaratory judgment action in Circuit Court

and it's not binding on SLED. SLED was not a party, is

\
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not the same thiﬁg as the State. When the Solicitor
speaks on behalf of the State in a criminal context, that
is just a complete 180 from the Sex Offender Registry
civil statute which specifically tasks SLED whose leader
is the Director, Chief Keel appointed by the Governor,
confirmed by the Senate as opposed to the Solicitor who

is elected. I mean, the two have no -- It's all the

State but it's not - they're not --

THE COURT: Kind of what you just said earlier.

MS. KIRKLAND: Yes, sir.

THE COURT: So we all agree.

MS. KIEKLAND: My response to her motion to dismiss
is éssentially the same as our motion fof summary
judgment .

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Anything you want tQ
say along the same grounds?

MS. ANDERSON: I think I have said everything,
Judge, that I cén.

| THE COURT: All right. Well, thank you for this
motion. We'll get an answer to you at some point.

MS. KIRKLAND: Thank you, Your Honor.

MSf‘ANDERSON:’%Thank you, Judge.

THE COURT: All right.

WHEREUPON, THE HEARING WAS CONCLUDED.

i
J
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CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER
(STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA)

(COUNTY OF LEXINGTON )

I, THE UNDERSIGNED, Steven E. LeBlanc, Sr., R.P.R.,
and Official Circuit Court Reporter for the Eleventh Judicial

Circuit in and for the State of South Carolina, do hereby

certify that I reported the proceedings in the before’

captioned case in the Court of Common Pleas in and for the

State of South Carolina on the 24th day of September, 2018.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that the forgoing 21 pages
constitute a true and accurate record of said proceedings.

I FURTHER CERTIFY‘that I am neither related, counsel
to, nor of interest to any parﬁy hereto. | “

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand-at

Lexington County, this 7th day of April, 2019.

By:s/ Steven E. LeBlanc

Steven E. LeBlanc, Sr., R.P.R.
Eleventh Circuit Court Reporter
State of South Caroclina.
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