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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF FLORENCE

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Robert Jackson, #138725 Case No.: 2018-CP-21-962 _

——

u"\a
P

Applicant, 2imin
ORDER OF DISMISSAL Anﬁ
GRANT OF APPEAL PURSIJ’ANT

TO WHITE V., STATE! <3 -%)

V.

State of South Carolina,

gz 1 Wy 4 435 Bl

Respondent.

et N N M St Nt N N N St et Nt Nt Nt

‘This matter comes before the Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief
(PCR) filed by Robert Jackson (Applicant) on January 31, 2018. Respondent madc its Return on
October 24, 2018. An evidentiary hearing into the matter was convened on June 28, 2019, at the
Florence County Courthouse belore the undersigned. Jonathan D. Waller, Esquire, represented
Applicant. Assistant Attorney General Brianna' L. Schill of the South Carolina Attorney General’s
Office represented Respondent.

At the hearing, Applicant testified on l"liS own behalf, B. Scott Suggs, Esquire, and John
R. Ethridge, Jr., Esquire, were also called to testify. This Court had before it a copy of the records
of the Florence County Clerk of Court, records from the South Carolina Department of
Corrections, the PCR application, Respondent’s Return, and the plea transcript. After a review of
the record and all evidence presented, this Cdurt finds Applicant has failed to mect his requisite
burden of proof and denies this application.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant

a3intd

' White v. State, 263 S.C. 110, 108 S.E.2d 35 (1974). ool @/#d/‘ 5.
‘ &
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to orders of commitment of the Florence County Clerk of Court. In August 2017, the Florence
County Grand Jury indicted Applicant for trafficking in heroin and possession of controlled
substance-second offensc (2017-GS-21-1033). B. Scott Suggs and John R. Ethridge, Esquires,
represented Applicant, Assistant Solicitor Ryan White, Esquire prosecuted the case. On
September 15, 2017, Applicant proceeded to trial before the Honorable Thomas A. Russo. The
jury found Applicant guilty as indicted. Judge Russo sentenced Applicant to imprisonment for
concurrent terms of twenty-five years for trafficking in heroin and one ycar for possession of a
controlled substance. Applicant did not appeal his conviction or sentence. |

ALLEGATIONS

In his original application for post-conviction relief, Applicant alleged he is being held in

cusiody unlawfully for the following rcasons:

L. “Ineffective Assistance of Counsel”
a. “Not a lawyer requesting a public defender”
2. “New found evidence: my lawyer didn’t allow my witness”

On June 19, 2019, Applicant submitted an Amended PCR application, asserting the

following allegations:

1. Counsel was ineffective for failing to properly investigate the facts and circumstances
surrounding the allegations against Applicant;

2. Counsel was ineffective for failing to adequately prepare for trial;

3. Counsel was ineffective for failing 10 move to sequester witnesses;

4. Counse! was ineffective for failing to object-to the Solicitor’s impermissible comment
on Applicant’s right to remain silent during the closing argument of the State; and

5. Counsel was ineffective for failing to file a noticc of appeal on behalf of Applicant,
thus denying Applicant appellate review.

At the evidentiary hearing, Applicant proceeded solely with the allegations sct forth in his
amended application. This Court thus finds the allegations pleaded in Applicant’s original

application are waived and abandoned, and the Court denies and dismisses them with prejudice. -
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Applicant's Testimony

Applicant testified he hired the Gardner Law Firm to represent him on this case, but he was
ultimately representcd by both Suggs and Ethriidgc. Applicant testified he met with Suggs and/or
Eihridge a total of approximately ten times.' Applicant testified neither Suggs nor Ethridge
discussed trial strategy or possible defenses with him. Applicant testified Ethridge instructed him
to speak to Suggs regarding taking his case to trfial. Applicant testificd he was not aware that Suggs |
would go to trial if Applicant had wanted to éo lo trial. Applicant testiﬁed he had did not have
enough time to talk with Suggs regarding his trial. Applicant testified he and Suggs reviewed trial
procedure two days beforc his trial.

Applicant testified he rccalled being arrested on heroin-related charges. Applicant further
testified he had “two ten dollar balls” in his pdcket, and that there was additional heroin found in
his car. Applicant testified he was charged with trafficking all Qf the heroin found on his person
and in his car. Applicant testified the heroin fSun_d in his car belonged to his first cousin, Herbert
MecDaniel. Applicant testified McDaniel dicd in either 2017 or 2018.

Applicant gave conflicting testimony regarding McDaniel’s presence at trial. Applicant
testified he never told Suggs or Ethridge thaté the drugs found in his car belonged to McDaniel. |
Applicant testified he was not sure why McDanicl was on Applicant’s potential witness list
because he did not tell Suggs he believed testimony from McDaniel would help his case, nor did
he tell Suggs he wanted McDaniel to testify prior 10 trial. Applicant testified he told Suggs about
McDaniel on the day of his trial. Applicant festiﬁed he had not mentioned McDaniel to either
Suggs or Ethridge prior to trial. Applicant testified McDaniel was present for the first day of his

trial, but Suggs and McDaniel did not talk at that time. Applicant further testified McDaniel could
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not attend Applicant’s second déy of trial b:ecause he had a doctor appointment. However,
Applicant testified he was unsure if McDanicl was on his witness list, but he wanted McDaniel to
testify. Applicant testified he testified on his own behalf at trial, but he did not provide McDaniel’s
name to the Court or the jury. Applicant testiﬁed he did not ask Suggs to talk to any witnesses.

Applicant testified he did not understand why he was charged with trafficking all of the
heroin, including the heroin that waé found in his car and not on his person. Applicant testified he
thought he was charged oqu for the drugs found on his person. Applicant testified he ncver denied
possessing the drugs found on his person.

Applicant testificd he believed a confidential informant ultimately led to his arrest.
Applicant testified he was not sure who this confidential informant was, but he believed it was a
friend of his. Applicant testificd this confidential informant did not testify at his trial. Applicant
testified he did not talk with Suggs about this confidential informant.

Applicant testified he saw a part of the vidco obtained by law enforcement. Applicant
testified he first saw the video in the courtroorﬁ at trial. Applicant testified he did not see any part
of the video prior to his trial. Aﬂplicant testified he did not discuss the SLED drug analysis with
Suggs.

Johnny Ethridge's Testimony

Ethridge testified he previously represented Applicant on other charges unrelated to this
PCR application. Ethridge testified he was involved in Applicant’s case from the beginning.
Ethridge testified his involvement primarily concerned the pleadings and early negotiations with
the Solicitor’s Office. Ethridge testified he réceived discovery and reviewed the discovery with
Applicant. Ethridge also testified it his noﬁnal practicc to discuss defenses with his clients,

although he could not specifically recall what he said to Applicant in that regard. Ethridge testified
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Applicant did not provide him with any helpf%ul information including the names of a witnesses
Applicant wanted Ethridge to investigate, Eth;'idge stated he had not vicwed any video evidence,
but he also indicated Suggs had reviewed vidéo evidence. Lthridge stated he bcgaﬁ preliminary
negotiations with the Assistant Solicitor, but the preliminary negotiations halted when Applicant
was arrested for additional charges.

Ethridge testified Suggs was involved from the beginning of Applicant’s case. Ethridge
testified although Suggs did not work directly for Ethridge’s ’law firm, The Gardner Law Firm,
Suggs was involved in Applicant’s casc from tile beginning.

Scotr Suggs's Testimony |

Suggs testified he was not present at Applicant’s bond hearings, but was involved in
Applicant’s case well in advance of his trial. Suggs testified he discussed Applicant’s charges
with him in detail, including possible defenses. Suggs testified his defense strategy was to
conviﬁce a jury Applicant was only guilty of a lesser-included possession charge based on the
heroin found on Applicant’s person. Suggs tcstliﬁed Applicant did not deny possessing the heroin
found on his person, but he denied being in (.;onstruclive possession of the heroin found in the
center console and floorboard of Applicant’s car. Suggs testified hc intended to use this
information to ask the trial judge for a jury charge of simple possession. Suggs testified he
attempted 1o introduce photographic evidence depicting Applicant’s physical ailmenté to support
Applicant’s argument hc was merely in simple possession and utilized narcotics to help with
physical pain.

Suggs testified Applicant testified at hié trial that the drugs found in the center console and
beneath the floorboard belonged to another individual. Suggs testified Applicant did not provide

a name or any other identifying information to the jury. Suggs testified he could not recall anyone
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by the name df Herbert McDanie] on Applicar;t’s trial witness list. Suggs did not recall whether
he subpoenaed an individual by the name of Herbert McDaniel. Suggs could not recall any
possible significance to Herbert McDaniel ;other than the possibility Applicant mentioned
Mcﬁmiel as possible wilness, generally. ‘

Suggs recalled the existence of a ?video depicting law enforcement approaching,
questioning, and arresting Applicant for the in;cident at issue in this PCR action. Suggs recalled
reviewing the video prior to Applicant’s trial. Suggs testificd he probably revicwed the video with
Applicant, but he was not absolutely sure. |

Suggs testified he did not see any basis to object to anything argued by the State during its
closing. As to the comment made by the state in its closing argument: “Well, this slippery drug
dealer scenario is —today is the first time I’ve heard of it,” Suggs testified he did not believe it was
objectionable. Suggs further testified the statement could have been possibly objectionable under
a different set of facts, but he did not belic;,ve,it was under the facts in Applicant’s case. Suggs
testified it is his business practice not to object to statements made in closing arguments, unless
the statement made is prejudicial or mentions évidence not presenied during trial.

Suggs testified Applicant briefly spoke to law enforcement prior to being given Miranda
warnings. Suggs testified he made a motion ‘Eto suppress any statcment that was given after the

second officer did not re-inform Applicant of his Miranda rights, and this motion was successful.

Suggs testified he did not file a notice of appeal in Applicant’s case. Suggs testified he
informed Applicant at the outset of his representation that he did not handle appeals. Suggs testified
he told Applicant at the outset of his representation Applicant should be “proactive™ and contact

an appellate lawyer in advance.
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FINDINGS OF FACT Al\iID CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This Court has reviewed the record and :hcard the teétimony at the PCR hearing. This Court
has observed the witnesses prescnted at the evidentiary hearing, judged their credibility, and
weighed their testimony accordingly in its disgussion below. Set forth below are findings of fact
and conclusions of law as required by section 17-27-80 of the South Carolina Code.

Applicant alleges he received ineffecti\:/e assistance of counsel. In a post-conviction relief
action, the applicant bears the burden of provirgxg the allegations in his application. Butler v. State,
286 S.C. 441, 442, 334 S.E.2d 813, 814 (ll985). Where the application alleges ineffective
assistance of counsel as a ground for relief, Applicant must prove “counsel’s conduct so
undermined the proper functioning of the advgrsarial process that the trial cannot be relied upon

as having produced a just result.” Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984); Butler, 286

S.C. at 443, 334 S.E.2d at 814. The propcf measure of performance is whether the attorney
provided representation within the range of competence required in criminal cases. The courts
presume counse] rendered adequate assista;ncel and madc all significant decisions in the exercisc
of reasonable professional judgment. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 689. Applicant must overcotne this

presumplion in order to reccive relief. Cherry v. State, 300 S.C. 115, 118, 386 S.E.2d 624, 625

(1989).

The reviewing court applies a two—bronged test in cvaluating allegations of ineffective
assistance of plea counsel. Id. at 117, 386 S.E.2d at 625. First, the applicant must prove counsel’s
performance was deficient. Id. Under this prong, the court measurcs an attorney’s performance
by its “reasonableness under professional norms.” Id. (quoting Strickland, 466 U.S. at 688.
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 proceeding
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would have been different.” Id. at 117-18, 386 S.E.2d at 625. When there has been a guilty plea,
the applicant must prove counsel’s represcntation was below the standard of reasonableness and,
but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, there is a reasonable probability he would not have pleaded

guilty and would have insisted on going to wial, Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52, 58-59(1985);

Roscoe v. State, 345 S.C. 16, 20, 546 S.E.2d 417, 419 (2001).

The standards do not establish mechan:ical rules; the ultimate focus of inquiry must be on
the fundamental fairness of the proceeding whose result is being challenged. A court need not first
determine whether counsel’s performance was deficient before cxamining the prejudice suffered
by the defendant as a result of the alleged deficiencies. If it is easier to dispose of an ineffectiveness
claim on the ground of lack of sufficient prejudice, that course should be followed. Strickland,
466 U.S. 668.

For the reasons stated below, the Couﬁ denies relicf under the Uniform Post-Conviction
Relief Procedurc Act, but grants Applicant belated appellate review pursuant to White v. State.
S.C. Code Ann. §§ 17-27-10 10 -160; 263 S.C. 110, 108 S.E.2d 35 (1974).

Issue #1: Failure to Investigate

Applicant alleges Suggs and Ethridge were incffective because they did not properly
investigate Applicant’s case. This Court disagrees and finds they provided effective assistance in
this case.

“[CJriminal defense attorneys have a duty to undertake a reasonable investigation, which
at a minimum includes interviewing potential witnesscs and making an independent investigation

of the facts and circumstances of the case.” Walker v. State, 397 S.C. 226, 235, 723 S.E.2d 610,

615 (Ct. App. 2012) (reversed on other grounds by Walker v. State, 407 S.C. 400, 756 S.E.2d 144

(2014)). Failure to conduct an independent investigation does not constitute ineffective assistance
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of counsc] when the allegation is supported only by mere speculation as to result. Porter v. State,

368 S.C. 378, 385-86, 629 S.E.2d 353, 357 (2006), abrogated on other grounds by Smalls v. State,

422 S.C. 174, 810 S.E.2d 836 (2018) (citing Moorehcad v, State, 329 S.C. 329, 334, 496 S.E.2d

415, 417 (1998)). In any ineffectiveness case, a particular decision not to investigate must be
directly assessed for reasonableness in all the circumstances, applying a heavy measure of
deference to counsel’s judgments.” Wiggins v.;Smith, 539 U.S. 510, 521-22 (2003).

This Court finds credible Suggs’s tt{siimony Applicant did not provide information
regarding the individual who was allcgedly reéponsible for the drugs found in the center console
or floorboard. Further, this Court finds crediblc Suggs’s testimony he viewed the video depicting
law enforcement’s questioning and arrest of Applicant. The credible testimony shows Suggs
reviewed discovery with Applicant and review:;d Applicant’s case filc. Therefore, this Court finds
Suggs was not deficicent,

This Court further finds credible Ethridge’s testimony his representation primarily
concemed the pleadings and early negotiationswith the Solicitor’s Office. The credible testimony
shows Ethridge reviewed the discovery and discussed it with Applicant. This Court also finds
credible Ethridge’s testimony Applicant did hot provide him any contact information for any
potential witnesses. Accordingly, this Court finds Ethridge was not deficient. This Court further
finds Applicant failed to meet his burden of pré)of as to prejudice requiring him to show this Court
what further information Ethridge and Sﬁggs would have uncovered through additional

investigation. Accordingly, this allegation is denied and dismissed with prejudice.

Issue #2: Failure to Adequately Prepare for’ Trﬂ
Applicant alleges Suggs was ineffective for failing to adequately prepare for trial. This

Court disagrees. To establish counscl failed to adequately prepare for trial, the applicant must
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present evidence of what counsel could have discovered or what other defenses could have been

pursucd had counsel more fully prepared. & i’alacio v. State, 333 S.C. 506, 513, 511 S.E.2d 62,
66 (1999) (finding trial counsel not ineffectivc: for failing to timely request discovery because the
contents of the documents were not presented at the PCR hearing); Moorehead, 329 S.C. at 334,
496 S.E.2d at 417 (holding trial counsel’s failure to conduct an independent investigation does not
constitute incffective assistance of counse! when the allegation is supported only by mere
speculation as to the result); Davis v. State, 326 S.C. 283, 288, 486 S.E.2d 747, 749 (1997)
(denying relief where applicant failed to present witnesses or specific testimony establishing
applicant would have had a defense with additional time to prepare for trial); Skeen v. State, 325
S.C. 210, 217, 481 S.E.2d 129, 133 (1997) (finding applicant was not entitled to relief where no
evidence was presented at the PCR hearing to: show how additional preparation would have had
N

any possible cffect on the result at trial).

This Court finds credible Suggs’s tesjtimony Applicani did not provide a name or any
contact information for the individual allegédly responsible for the drugs foﬁnd in the center
console and floorboard of Applicant’s car. This finding is further supported by the fact Applicant
did not name the individual during his own testimony at trial. Additionally, this Court finds
credible Suggs’s testimony he viewed the vide:o prior to Applicant’s trial. Furthermore, this Court
finds credible Suggs’s testimony he made a motion to suppress certain statements made by
Applicant prior to his trial. This Court finds éredible Suggs’s testimony Applicant never denied
possessing the drugs on his person, and therefore, Suggs’s defense consisted of attempting to
obtain a jury charge for simplc possession, which he was successful in obtaining. This Court finds
credible Suggs’s testimony he attempted to intr;oduce photographic evidence depicting Applicant’s

physical ailments to support Applicant’s argument he was merely in simple possession and utilized
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narcotics to help with physical pain. Because; this Court finds Applicant has failed to meet his
burden as to ¢ither deficiency or prejudice, this“l allegation is denied and dismissed with prejudice.
Issue #3: Failure to Sequester Witnesses

In his amended application, Applicant alleged Suggs was ineffective for failing to sequester
witnesscs. At the conclusion of the evidentiér_v hearing, Applicant conceded no evidence was
presented to support this allegation, and consented to the dismissal of this claim. Accordingly,
this allegation is dismissed with prejudice.

Issue #4: Failure to Objcct to Impermissible Comment in State's Closing Argument

In his amended application, Applicant asserts Suggs was ineffective for failing to object to
an “impermissible comment” made in the State’s closing argument. More specifically, Applicant
asserts Suggs was ineffective for {ailing to objgct to the following statement: “Well, this slippery
drug dealer scenario is — today is the first time I have heard of it.” (Trial Tr. 326). This Court
disagrees.

Although courts may not indulge “post ;hoc rationalization™ for counsel’s decision making
that contfadicts the available evidence of counsel’s actions, neither may they insist counsel confimm
every aspect of the strategic basis for his or her actions. Wiggins v. Smith, 539 U.S. 510, 526-527
(2003). Therc is a “strong presumption” counsel’s attention to certain issues to the exclusion of
others reflects trial tactics rather than “sheer neglect.” Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U.S. 1, 8 (2003).

This Court ﬁﬁds Suggs’s testimony credible that he did not believe this comment was
objcctionable, particularly under the facts of Applicant’s case. The State’s closing argument was
not a comment regarding Applicant’s right to r;main silent because Appiicam testified at his own
trial. This Court finds credible Suggs’s testiniony the State’s closing argument would not have

had an effect on the outcome of Applicant’s case. Furthermore, this Court finds Suggs’s testimony
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credible that it is his usual practicc and stra:tegy not to object to statements made in closing
arguments, unless the statement made was prejudicial or unless the statement mentioned evidence
not presented during trial. Accordingly, this Coun finds that Suggs was not deficient for failing
1o object to the comment made during the State’s closing argument.

Furthermore, this Court finds Applicant was not prejudiced by Suggs’s failure to 6bject 1o
the comment made during the Statc’s closing arguments. With respect to prejudice, an applicant
must demonstrate “a reasonable probability thé.t, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result
of the proceeding would have been different. A reasonable probability is a probability sufficient
to undermine confidence in the outcome.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 694. It is not enough *to sk;ow
that the errors had some conceivable effect on the outcome of the proceeding.” Id. at 693.
Counsel’s errors must be “so serious as to deptive the defendant of a fair trial, a trial whose result
is reliable.” Id. at 687. Sec Harrington, 562 US 86. This Court finds Applicant has failed to meet
his burden prov'ing he was prejudiced by Suggs’s failure to object to the statement made during
the State’s closing argument. Applicant provided no evidence to support his argument the
statement damaged Applicant’s case, and it was onc comment in a lengthy closing argument. See

State v, Tucker, 324 8.C. 155 (1996) (Affirming conviction, in part, becausc the statement made

in Solicitor’s closing argument was “one isolated event in the entire argument.”). Accordingly,
i

because Suggs was not deficicnt, nor was Applicant prejudiced, this éllegation is denied.

Issue #5: Failure to File a Notice of Appeal

~ Applicant asserts Suggs was ineffective for failing to file a direct appeal on his behalf, and

Applicant asserts hc wanted to appeal his convictions and sentence. “Following a trial, counsel

must make certain the defendant is made fully aware of the right to appeal.” Simuel v. State, 390

S.C. 267, 270, 701 S.E.2d 738, 739 (2010) (internal citations omitted). “In the absence of an
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intelligent waiver by the defendant, counsel r;nust either initiatc an appeal or comply with the
procedure in Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967).” Tumer v. State, 380 S.C. 223, 224, 670
S.E.2d 373, 374 (2008) (internal citation omitted). “To waive a direct appcal, a defendant must
make a knowing and intelligent decision not to pursue the appcal.” Simuel, 390 S.C. at 271, 701
S.E.2d at 740 (citing Sheppard v. State, 357 S.C. 646, 651, 594 S.E.2d 462, 465 (2004) (internal
citation omiited).

In the present case, there is no evidencg :Applicant made a knowing and intelligent decision
not to pursue a dircct appeal. Applicant credibly testified he intended 1o pursue an appeal.
Although Suggs testified he informed Applicant ét the outset of his representation that he did not
pursue appeals on behalf of his clients, Suggé should have filed a notice of appeal on behalf of
Applicant to protect Applicant’s appellate rights. Thereforc, since Applicant did not knowingly
and intelligently waive his right to appeal, he is entitled to petition the South Carolina Supreme
Court for belated appellatc review of direct appeal issues pursuant to White v. State, 263 S.C. 110,
208 S.E.2d 35 (1974).

CONCLUSION

Bascd on all the foregoing, this Court:ﬁnds and concludes Applicant has not established
any constitutional violations or deprivations tl?at would require this Court to grant reliel pursuant
to the Uniform Post Conviction Procedure Aé:t. S.C. Code Ann. §§ 17-27-10 to -160. Neither
Suggs nor Ethridge were deficient in any manner regarding their performance before or during
trial, nor was Applicant prejudiced by their representation. However, this Court finds Applicant
did not knowingly and intelligently waive his rf ght to appeal and, therefore, he is entitled to petition

the South Carolina Supreme Court for belated appellate review of direct appeal issues pursuant to
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i
White v. State, 263 S.C. 110, 208 S.E.2d 35 (1974). All remaining allegations arc denied and

dismissed with prejudice.

Applicant must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty days from PCR counsel’s
receipt of written notice of entry of judgment to sccure the appropriate appellate review. See Rule
203, SCACR (providing the appropriate proce‘dure to perfcct an appeal). Pursuant to Austin v.
State, 305 8.C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991), Applicant has a right 1o appellate counsel’s assistance
in seeking review of the denial of post—convicti.on rclief. Further, Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP, provides
that if Applicant wishes to seck appellate review, PCR counsel must serve and file a notice of

appeal on Applicant’s behalf. Applicant is directed to Rule 243, SCACR, for the appropriate

procedures {or appealing a judgment in a PCR action.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

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

2. That the Applicant is granted a belatéd review of direct appcal issues pursuant to White

v. State, 263 S.C. 110, 108 S. E2d 35 (1974). Within thirty days of service of this -

Order, counsel for Applicant must file a Notice of Appeal to secure the appropriate
review of Applicant’s convictions. Counsel and the Applicant are directed to Davis v.
State, 288 S.C. 290, 342 S.E.2d 60 (1986) and South Carolina Appellate Court Rule
277(g) for the appropriate procedure for securing belated appellate review.

3. Applicant shall be remanded to the custody of the Respondent.
|
AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

ILLIAM HI SEALS, JR.
) Presiding Circuit (,ourt J udge

T'welfth Judicial Circuit
44“.2g 25} .2019
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ALAN WILSON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

August 26, 2019 b

aii4

The llonorable William H. Seals, Jr. -
Presiding Judge N
103 North Main Street

Marion, South Carolina 29571

EC:HRY &~ d38 6102

Re: Robert Jackson, #138725 v, State of South Carolina
2018-CP-21-962

Dear Judge Scals:

Enclosed please find an original proposed Order of Dismissal in the above- -captioned case.
If this Order meets your approval, please sign and return to me in the enclosed envelope, and I will
then forward it to the Florence County Clerk of Coutt to be filed and served.

Sincerely, ' /p )
7 weceinnin &. &"AM/

Brianna [.. Schill
Asststant Attorney General
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Enclosure(s)
cc:  Jonathan D. Waller, Esquire
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