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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

The circuit court'erred in granting Respondent’s request for
equitable relief and refusing to remand him back to the custody of
the South Carolina Department of Corrections. The court also erred
in finding he has satisfied his sentence imposed as part of a guilty
plea on September 1, 2016.



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On September 1, 2016, Respondent pled guilty tc; possession with intent to distribute
(PWID) crack cocaine, PWID marijﬁana third offense, domestic violence third degree, use a
vehicle without owner’s permission, and failure to stop for a blue light. (Plea T.4-5; R.__ ). As
part of the plea, numerous other charges were dismissed. \(Plea T.5; R.__ ). He agreed and was
sentenced to five years, concurrent, for the two PWID charges and time served for the remaining_
charges. (Plea T. 16-17;, R.__ ). PWID maﬁjuana third offense is a “no parole offense” under
Section 24-13-100 of the South Carolina Code, which means h-e‘ must serve at least eighty-five
percent of his sentence prior to being released on community supervision. S.C. Code Ann. § 24-
13-150. |

Petitioner was released eéﬂ}; from the 'cusfody of the South Carolina Department of
Corré:ctions (SCDC). The State sQﬁght to havélhim remanded to ‘cust(‘)dy and he moved seeking
equitable and other reliéf. The Honorable Darﬁel D. Hall”co'nducted a hearing on the March 14,

2019. Judge Hall issued an Order Granting Relief on March 29, 2019. (Order Granting Relief;

R._ ). The State timely appealed the Order. This brief folloi&s.'



STATEMENT OF FACTS
On September 1, 2016, Respondent pled guilty to possession with intent to distribute
(PWID) crack cocaine, PWID marijuana third offense, dornestic violence third degree, use a
vehicle without owner’s permission, and failure to stop for a blue light._ (Plea T.4-5; R.__ ). As
part of the plea, numerous other charges were dismissed. (Piea T.5; R.__)."He agreed and was |
sentenced to five years, concurrent, for the two PWID charges and time served for the remaining
charges. (Plea T. 16-17; R.__ ). |
' One of his charges with the PWID marijuana third offense. This offense was a “no parole
offense” requiring service of at least eighty-five percent of his five-year sentence. Respondent
had two prior drug related convictions one for PWID crack cocaine and another for PWID crach
cocaine within proximity of a park. ('-'If.zlil"; R_) As a result, he should have remained
incarcerated until at least March 24, 20%2.0.. (Order' Granting Relief; R__) o
| However, when he was admitted to SCDC an incorrect code was entered in the system
Aand his offense was not properly listed as an.eighty;'ﬁve percent “no paroie offense” but was
instead listed as a ;‘regular parolable offense.” (T.12; R_) As a result, he was released on
February 1,2018: He was released to a supervision prograrn, which he cornr)leted on August 25,
2018». (’i“.i.fz; R. ). Following an audit, SCDC became aware of multiple individuals,
including Respondent, heing released early.v(.T.12' R_) As‘.a result, a bench warrant was
1ssued to pick up Respondent and remand him to custody (T. 5 R. _) |
| "Petitioner sought relief from the circuit court to ﬁnd Respondent need not be remanded to
.complete the remainder of his sentence. SCDC ofﬁcially' took no position on the argurnents, and
the Sixteenth Cireuit Solicitor’s Ofﬁce sought to have the driginal Sentence enforced with credit

for the time Respondent was improperly released from SCDC. (T.i2-13; 15’-1;6';'1'{. | ').



After hearing argument, the circuit court granted relief, vacated the bench warrant, and L
refused to remand Respondent to the custody of SCDC. The Court issued an Order Granting
Relief in which the court found he would not be remanded to the custody of SCDC and had

completed his sentence iniposed on September 1, 2016.



STANDARD OF REVIEW

“In criminal cases, the appellate court sits to review errors of law only.” State v. Pulley,

423 S.C. 371, 376-77, 815 S.E.2d 461, 464 (2018) (quoting State v. Baccus, 367 S.C. 41, 48, 625

S.E.2d 216, 220 (2006)). The appellate court “reviews questions of law de novo.” State v.

Adams, 409 S.C. 641, 647, 763 S.E.2d 341, 344 (2014) (citing State v. Whitner, 399 S.C. 547,
. oy

552,732 S.E.2d 861, 863 (2012)).



ARGUMENT
I The circuit court erred in granting Respondent’s request for
equitable relief and refusing to remand him back to the
custody of the South Carolina Department of Corrections. The
court also erred in finding he has satisfied his sentence
imposed as part of a guilty plea on September 1, 2016.
The circuit court erred in vacating the bench warrant, refusing to remand Respondent to
the custody of SCDC to complete the service of his lawfully entered sentence pursuant to a
negotiated guilty plea, and in finding he completed his sentence. This is a matter of first -

impression in South Carolina and this state should join the maj ority of other jurisdictions which

allow for the re-incarceration of an individual incorrectly released. The circuit court committed

an error of law in analyzing the re-incarceration urder the analysis of U.S. v. Merritt, 478
-F.Supp. 804 (D.C. 1979) and not the many other_ céses. allowing fgr remand to complete a lawful
sentence. Furtﬁer, ’th'i'e'Court,'Iﬁaytdete‘fmi.'rie, as the r.n.ej‘q'rii‘y -of cases de, R_espondent is enti‘gled'
to credit towards h1s ,ser_ltenee for the period _of tirrie he was releaeed, but still should find the
circuit court committed an error of law in gletermining he could not be remanded to SCDC to
complete his sentence..Finally, the circuit eouft clearly comm.it‘te-d an' error of law in concluding
Resbonderit “has satisﬁed his sentence as iinposed upon"h’irri on Septe‘mber 1,20 1"6‘pufSuant to
Indlctment 2015 GS46- 3003” and in " effect grantlng a _]udICIal pardon ‘of the remainder of
Respondent s sentence when a pardon is a dec151on vested in the executwe branch See S.C.
Code Ann. §24-21-901:‘thru 1000 (Supp. 2018).
| Respondent was sentenced to ﬁ\'/e”y'e'érs for PWID rﬁarijuaﬁa 'third: offense. This is a “no
parole offense” under section 24-1.3-100 of jche'lseu't-h Carolina Cede, which means he must serve

at least eighty-five percent of his sentence prior to being released on community sﬁpervisiori. See



S.C. Code Ann. § 24-13-150. He was given credit for 248 days. (Plea T. 16-17, R._ ). As a
result, he should not have been released prior to March, 2020. |

The circuit court misinterl;reted the hol’dinés of several cases to find that Respondent,
even though he stilt had' time to serve remaining on his _seﬁtence, should-not be remanded to
custody to complete that lawfully-imposed, hegétiated sentence. The circuit court committed an
error-of law in applying case law and analysis relevant to the question of whether someone can
be requiredff:o- serve tﬁeir complete sentence .after,misltaken,_release, versus whether they can be
requi_red to complete a sentence—without extenciirig the overall time of their sentence—after the
mistaken release. ‘ \ -

Historically, many courts found that a person sentenced to a term was required to serve

that full term, and if released improperly, could be rearrested and reqﬁired to serve the full term

of their sentence. See e.g., United States ex rel. Mayer v. Loisel, 25 F.2d 300, 301 (5th Cir.
1928) (sentence did not begin until acfuai inéaréératioﬁ and six month delay in executing

sentence did not constitute service of the sentence); Leonard v. Rodda, 5 App. D.C. 256, 274-75

(1895) (denying credit based on erroneou.s releasej. The Supreme Court of Louisiané explained
in a case similar to the one at bar:

The rule applicable to a case like this, which rule is based upon
the settled jurisprudence of this country . . . as follows:
Effect of Lapse of Time Without Serving Sentence.—The
judgment is the penalty of the law, as declared by the court, while
the direction with respect to the time of carrying it into effect is in
the nature of an award of execution. Where the penalty is
imprisonment, the sentence of the law is to be satisfied only by the
actual suffering of the imprisonment .imposed, unless remitted by
death or some legal authority. Therefore the expiration of time
without imprisonment is in no sense an execution of the sentence.
Accordingly where the judgment and sentence is imprisonment for
a certain term, and from any cause the time elapses without the
imprisonment bemg endured, it will still be a valid, subsisting,
~ unexecuted judgment. And where a convict is permitted to



absent himself from prison the time when he is absent is no
part of the sentence. And therefore where a convicted
defendant is at liberty and has not served his sentence, if there
is no statute to the contrary, he may be rearrested as for an
escape, and ordered into custody on the unexecuted judgment .

State v. Rider, 201 La. 733, 743,'10 So. 2d 601, 604 (1942) (emphasis'.added ahd citations
omitted).

. )

While this is the historical standard that was applied; very recently the Fourth Circuit has

found a district court did not er{p in remanding a persori to custody without giving credit for the

time during which they were erroneously released. United States v. Grant, 862 F.3d 417, 422

(4th Cir. 2017). In Grant, the defendant was found in violation of his supervised probation and
remanded to the custody of the fed_eral marshal_.ls for fifteen days incarceration. Id. at 418. The
defendant was m_istakenly rcleéiséd eleven days early th_rougﬁjriq fault of 'h'i,is'QWn.. 1d. at 418-4109.
He subsequently Surrehdered to federal mgrshaﬂs and ﬁied a motibn s‘eekirig credit for the ten
days during which he was mistakenly released. Id. at 419.

The Fourth Circuit noted that other federal circuits have .“ré'cogn'ized, at least to some
degree and in some circumstances; a federal common law right to credit for time erroneously
spent af li‘berty.” Id. at 420 (citaﬁbris omiftea). The Court also écknoWledged 'two‘ almost
universal standards which are “First, a pris".one.r may not receive credit if he had a role in cfeating
his premature _reléaéei Second,‘ a priéonér haé a»r'ig.ht to credit if fh'e ‘Govemmer.lt maliciously
~ caused his premature Telease.” li (citations orrﬁfted). The Fouﬁh .Ci'r;:uit concluded, in balancing
the various interests of the defendant and éOciety; that ﬁndéf the facts of the case a denial of

credit for time mistakehly reléésed was not an abuse of diécretion. 1d. at ’421-422;‘see’ aIso, Scott

v. United States, 434 F.2d 11 (5th Cir. 1970) (denying credit based on the facts of the case).



In one of the seminal cases on the issue of re-incarceration after a mistaken release, the

I

Tenth Circuit indicated: “There is no doubt of the power of the government to recommit a

prisoner who is released or discharged by mistake, where his sentence would not have expired if

he had remained. in confinement.” White v. Pearlman, 42 F.2d 788, 789 (10th Cir. 1930). In
White, the defendant‘ was sentenced to five years’ imprisonment. The warden, indicating fecords
showed White was sentenced to only three years, released White prior to completion of his
original sentence. White “re-established his home, and more than two years- later was advised
the he was wanted.” Id. at 789. He voluntarily return to be committed and sought credit for the
time he was fnistakenly released. Id.

After acknowledging the power to recommit a prisoner improperly released, the Court
considered whether to grant credit for thé’ time released. The warden argued that White was
reduired to serve the full five year sentence and should be given no credit for the time released.
The Court found: “A sentence of five years means a continuous sentence, unless interrupted by
escape, Violati-on of parole, or some fault of the prisoner,' and he cannot be required to serve it in
installments.” The Court then} stated: “Certainly a prisoner should have his chance to re-establish
himself and live down his pa;t. Yet, uhder the strict rule contended for by the warden, a prisoner
sentenced4to five yearsn might be released in a year; picked up él year later to sérve three rhonths,
aﬁd so on ad libitum, with the result that he is left without even a hope of ‘beéting hisA\-X/ay back.”
I_d. This is the. portion Quoted by the circuit court in this case. The circuit court in this case,
however, failed to cite to the statement before indicating the'fiéht to 'recofrlmit a person released
and to the sentence following which provided the remedy: “It is our conclusion that"where a

prisoner is discharged from a penal institution, without any contributing fault on his part, and

without violation of conditions of parole, that his sentence continues to run while he is at



liberty.” 1d..The Tenth Circuit never foreclosed the possibility of recommitting an erroneously
released prisoner. Instead, it began with the fact he would be recommitted and then found he
should be given credit for time s‘érved while on r{elease. This is exactly the remedy argued for by
the>State at the hearing.

Under White, and several other cases which rely. primarily on the analysis of White,

Respondent would be recommitted to prison and would be given credit for the time on release.

See e.,qL.,_United'Statesiv. Greenhaus, 89 F.2d 634, 635 (2d Cir. 1937) (per curiam) (Learned
Hand, Augustus Hand, and Harrie Chase, JJ.) (awarding credit for period of erroneous release);

Smith v. Swope, 91 F.2d 260, 262 (9th Cir. 1937) (granting credit); Hartley v. State, 279 So.2d

585, 587-588 (1973) (providing for re-incarceration and credit for time mistakenly at liberty); In
S

re Roach, 150 Wash. 2d 29, 38, 74 P.3d 134 (2003) (providing a thorough analysis of the
different court decisions and ultirhétely allowing re-incarceration and gfanting equit'able relief of
day-for-day credit against the prisoner’s sentence for the time he was. at liberty). Respondent’s
sentence would not be extended. He would not be serving his sentence in installments. Instead,
he would serve his original sentence and would be released as originally s'cheduled——presumably
around March 2020.

Other Courts have used different analysis in determining whether to grént or deny credit
for time when the prisoner was mistakenly not serving a sentence. For example, Chief Judge
Posner of the S-e\{enth Circuit Court of Appeals explained:

[1]f the sentence is five years and the defendant begins to serve it
oon July 1, 1990, the government cannot, by releasing him between
January 1, 1992, and December 31, 1992, postpone the expiration
of his sentence from June 30, 1995, to June 30, 1996—cannot in
fact postpone it a day beyond June 30, 1995. The sentence expires
on schedule even though the defendant will have served four years

rather than five.
J
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Dunne v. Keohane, 14 F.3d 335, 336 (7th Cir. 1994). The Court, however, made it clear this was

only the clear rule when the government was “trying to delay the expiration of the defendant’s
sentence.” Id. at 337. The Court found when the delay is to the commencement of a sentence,
the rule need not apply. Id.

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals created its own test for determining whether to give

.credit for time a prisoner is mistakenly released. See Vega v. United States, 493 F.3d 310 (3d

\

Cir. 2007). The Court began with the recognition:

Courts adopting the rule also seem to generally agree upon the
“power of the government to recomumit a prisoner who is released
or discharged by mistake, where his sentence would not have
expired if he had remained in confinement.” In other words, a
mistaken release does not prevent a government from
- reincarcerating a prisoner who has time to serve. The question
is whether he should be given credit against his sentence for the
time he was at liberty.

Id. at 315-316 (internal citations omitted and emphasis added); see also Green v. Christiansen,
732 F.2d 1397, 1399 (9th Cir.1984) (“A ministerial mistake does not necessariiy excuse Green
from serving tﬁé rest of his sentence.”). The Court then began to analyze the various rules and .
coﬁsiderations to be given in determining whether to allow.credit for time oﬁ mistaken release.
The Court consider whether “it is a violation of the fundamental principles of liberty and
justice to require a prisoner who has been erroneously released and has begun the rehabilitation
process to return to incarceration.”"I_d_. at 317. The Court explained: “Other éourt_s have declined

to find due process violations in similar circumstances. . . . We likewise decline to find a due

process violation here.” Id.; see also, Hawkins v. Freeman 195 F.3d 732, 746-747 (4th Cir. -

1999) (finding mere negligence on the part of the government in releasing an individual and then
returning that person to prison did not cause a deprivation of the person’s substantive due

process rights).

11



The Court then recognized three important considerations: 1) fairness to the prisoner and
the right to serve a continuous sentence; 2) limiting the capricious exercise of governmental
power; and 3) “as important as the rights of prisoners and the need to limit the capricious

exercise of governmental power is the government’s and society’s interest in convicted criminals

servi_ng out their sentences.” Vega, 493 F.3d at 318; see also, Artez v. M_ulcr_one, 673 F.2d 1169,
1171 (10th Cir. 1982) (“[S]ociety has a legitimate interest in ensuring that prisoners convicted of
serious crimes not be released before serving their full sentences unless they are rehabilitated.”).
Ultimately, the Third Circuit crafted a rule in order for a prisoner to receive credit for
time mistakenly released!:
Therefore, in order for a prisoner to receive credit for time he was
- erroneously at liberty, the prisoner's habeas petition must contain
facts that demonstrate that he has been released despite having
unserved time remaining on his sentence. Once he has done this,
the burden shifts to the government to prove either (1) that there
was no negligence on the part of the imprisoning sovereign, or (2)
that the prisoner obtained or retained his liberty through his own
efforts.
Vega, 493 F.3d at 319. Other Courts have called this test into question, because the only times it

would foreclose the award of credit is when release occurred through efforts of the prisoner or

when there was miscommunication between sovereigns such that the releasing sovereign would

not have been even merely negligent. See e.g., Grant, 862 F.3d at 421 (finding the Vega test “is
too narrow to account for all the circumstances that may arise in various cases of erroneously
granted liberty. ... . Due to this failure to adequately consider the multitude of interests an award

of credit implicates, we decline to adopt the Vega test.”).

| Again it is important to note, the Court started with the proposition that reincarceration was appropriate and the
only question was whether or not the released prisoner should get credit for the time at liberty or whether the person
should be required to serve the complete sentence incarcerated as was the historical rule.. '

! 12



The primary case relied upon by the circuit court is U.S. v. Merritt, 478 F.Supp. 804

(D.C. 1979). The Couit recognized generally: “A convicted person will not be excused from
serving his sentence merely because someone in a ministerial capacity makes a-mistake with
respect to its execution.” Id. at 807. The Court adopted a version of the .“waiver of jurisdiction’;
theory to find a prisoﬁer need not be re-incarcerated and requiréd to éewe their remaining
sentence—though it is important to note that the sentence would have been considered served

based on the credit for time at liberty rules of White and Vega. The waiver theory first appeared

in Piper v. Estelle, 485 F.2d 245 (Sth Cir. 1973), in which the Fifth Circuit explained: the “action

must be so affirmatively wrong or [the] inaction so grossly negligent that it would be
unequivocally inconsistent with fundamental principles of liberty and justice to require [that the
‘time oWed’]. be served. . . .” Id. at 246 (quotation omitted). Based on the facfs of its case, the
Merritt Court concluded: “In the judgment of this Court, a requirement that defendant serve his
sentence here and now would be precisely in that category; indeed it would shock the cbnscience
of the Court.” Merritt, 478 F.Supp. at 808.

The facts of the Merritt case, however, are signiﬁcanﬂy distinguishable from the facts of
the current case. In 1973, the defendant pled guilty to federal charges and was sentenced to 1 to
three years imprisonment conseéutive to an indeterminate sentence being served in state court in
Maryland. The defendant sought multiple times to determine the status of his detainer regarding
thé federal sentence and was unsuccessful. Id. at 805. In August 1976, the defendant was paroled
from the state institution and released. In June 1979, the defendant was arrestedA and began
serving his federal sentence. He filed a motion seeking credit among othér"relief. Id. at 806. The
District Court specifically noted, if the defendant was given credit for the time during which he

was mistakenly released as the majority of courts do, his sentence would have been completed.

13



Id. at 806 n.5. Additionally, the court described the significant changes in the defendant’s life
since he was released - including getting married, having a child, adopting another partially
handicapf)ed child, being an active member of his cﬁurch, and becoming part owner and vice
president of a constructi(;n company. 1d. at 806.

The Court noted Merritt was released by a decision of “the competent Maryland agency”
based on a finding that his incarceration was no longer required. 'fhis differs significantly from’
the facts of the instant case in which Respondent was released as a mechanism of time and not

based on the merit of his rehabilitation. Further, the Merritt Court found:

[A] substantial period of time has now elapsed, defendant has
demonstrated exceptional adjustment and progress, and the
judgment of the Maryland authorities appears to have been fully
vindicated by defendant’s subsequent conduct.” An order requiring
service of defendant’s sentence now would needlessly jeopardize
his long-term adjustment to society, disrupt both his family and his
family life, and destroy his economic base .. . . '

Id. at 808. The circumstances in Merritt differ greatly from the circumstances of the instant case |
in which the only testimony presented was he “reunited with his family”—which may include
the individuai he committed domestic violence against—and he had been employed at Ross
during the holidays but otherwise has not had perménent empioyment. (T.5; R, o

The State submits the circuit cpurt erred in adopting the “waiver of jurisdiction” rule set

out in Piper and Merritt which appears to be the minority rule, or a rule used only in cases with

exceptional facts and circumstances. Instead, “the court should have followed the rule of either

the Fourth Circuit in Grant or what appears to be the majority rule found in White which allows

for re-incarceration but provides for credit for time spent at liberty: The State asks this Court to

2 The Court specifically noted: “Letters from friends and neighbors in his community use such phrases as
‘conscientious’, ‘respectful’, ‘asset to the community’, ‘aware of his moral and Christian duties’, and ‘upright in all
of his business and personal dealings’. Defendant is apparently engaged in an active prison ministry, visiting with
prisoners, supplying them with religious materials, and generally attempting to assist in their rehabilitation.” Merritt,
478 F.Supp. 808 n.12. Nothing similar has been presented on the record in this case.

14



\
adopt the more reasonable test of White or Grant because there are important interests on both

sides which need to be considered. Fairness to the prisoner needs to be juxtaposed with the
interest of society and the people of the State to insure a lawfully ente‘ped——and in this case
properly negotiated—sentence is carried out. Allowing for remand for incarceration to complete
the sentence with a judicial determination of whether the individual should receive credit for
time at liberty complies with and properly balances all the interests involved.

Even if this Cqurt"{)ve;e to conclude _the waiver rule was an appropriate rule to follow, the
facts in this case and glaringly insufficient to justify its application in ‘phis case. There was no
significant delay such that the government could be considered grossly negligent in releasing and
failing to remand ‘Respondent. Further, he has not shown the exceptional adjustment and
progress shown vin those case which find fundamental principles 6f libiert.y‘ and justice require a
person to not be 're-i'ncarcerated to serve the remainder of their lawfully entered sentence.

Additionally, the c_ircuit court in this case committed a clear error of law in concluding
Responderit “has satisfied his sentence as imposed upon him on September 1, 20 16 pursuant to
Indictment 2015-GS46-3003” and in effect granting a judicial pardon or jlidiéial clemency of the
remaindef of Respondent’s sentence. A pardon is a decision vesfed in the executive branch. See
S.C. Code Ann. §24-21-901 thru 1000 (Supp. 2018). Because the circuit coutt’s order has the
effect of granting a judicial pardon or judicial clemency in reducing the lanully entered, and
negotiated sentence, the court committed a clear error of law.

This- Court should find the original sentence of Respondént to remain in place, provide
for Respondent’s re-incarceration to compiete service of his sentence, and make a determination
of his right to credit for time mistakenly at liberty. The S‘fate asks this“Court to Reverse the

decision of the circuit court and remand Respondent to the custody of the Department of
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Corrections for service of the remainder of his sentence with any credit provided by the Court for

the time he was mistakenly at liberty.
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CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the decision of the circuit
court granting Respondent relief, refusing to remand him to the custody of the South Carolina
Department of Corrections, and finding his lawfully entered sentence is deemed completed
should be reversed and Respondent should be remanded to custody of the South Carolina
Department of Corrections to serve the remainder of his sentence with credit for time at liberty
based on the determination of this Court.

Respectfully submitted,

ALAN WILSON
Attorney General

WILLIAM M. BLITCH, JR.
Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General
- S.C. Bar No. 15608

KEVIN S. BRACKETT
Solicitor, Sixteenth Judicial Circuit

Willlam M. Blitch, Jr.

Office of the Attorney General
Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, SC 29211

(803) 734-3727

ATTORNEYS FOR APPELLANT

July 18,2019

17



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
Appeal From York County
The Honorable Daniel D. Hall, Circuit Court Judge
Appellate Case Tracking Number 2019-000570
The State of South Carolina, Appellant,

VS.

Dontavious Oneal Jones, ‘ Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, Caroline Collins, certify that T have served the within Initial Brief of Appellant and
Designation of Matter on Respondent by having delivered two copies of the same to:

Robert M. Dudek, Esquire
S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense
Division of Appellate Defense
Post Office Box 11589
Columbia, SC 29211
I further certify that all parties required hy Rule to
This 18™ day of July, 2019.

served have been served.

CAROLINE COLLINS
Office of the Attorney General

- Post Office Box 11549
Columbia, SC 29211
(803) 734-3727

RE@EEVEQE»
JUL 18 2019
SC Court of Appaals



N ™ 5
@O NS

¥

*soutH ¥
ALAN WILSON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

July 18,2019 . '
| RECEIVED

Robert M. Dudek, Esquire

S.C. Commission on Indigent Defense JUL 18 2019
Division of Appellate Defense

Post Office Box 11589 SC Court of Appeals
Columbia, SC 29211 ; '

RE: S_tate-v. Dontavious Oneal J ones
Appellate Case Tracking No. 2019-000570

Dear Mr. Dudek:

I am enclosing two (2) copies of the Initial Brief of Appellant and Designation of Matter in the
above-referenced case. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

William M, Bliich, Jr.
Senior Assistant Deputy Attorney General
S.C. Bar No. 15608

Enclosures

cel Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings (original and one enclosed)

Christina C. Bigelow, Esquite .
Vietim Advocacy Division

REMBERT C. DENMS BUILDING. o POST OFFICE BOX 11349 » COLUMEIA, SC29211-1549 o TELEFHONE 803-734-3970 o FACSIMILE$03-253-6283



