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demonstrate he would have been successful on appeal had ·trial counsel objected 

contemporaneously to the stipulation that· Applicant had previously been convicted of first­

degree criminal sexual conduct with a milior. 

This Court failed to consider Cross while finding trial counsel was not constitutionally 
inefle~ve [o~ falling to request to bifurcate Applicant's trial so as to avoid the jury's knowing 
of Applicant's j,rioi·conviction of criminal sexual conduct with a minor. · 

Applicant argued at his PCR hearing that trial counsel was constitutionally-' ineffective for 

failing to· request that--Applicant's·trial· be bifurcated in order to avoid· the· jury's hearing that 

. Applicant had a ptjor- conviction for_·criminal·sexual conduct with a minor -and was listed on-the 

South Carolina Sex Offender Registry; and argues now in his motion to alter or amend that this 

Court failed to consider Cross ·when finding trial counsel was not constitutionally ineffective for 

failing to-request that Applicant's be bifurcated.·The South Carolina Supreme Court had not yet 

issued its "decision, ii1 Cross at the time· of Applicant's PCR hearing and-_did not -issue Cross so· as 

to· give this Court· adequate time in which to incorporate an analysis pursuant to Cross into its 

Order of Dismissal. This·Court was therefore unable to incorporate into· its Order of Dismissal··an 
. . 

analysis of·Applicant's· claim as to bifurcation in light of Cross. After reviewing Cross, this 

Court finds that its analysis ·of Applicant's· claim- that trial co~l ·was ·~nstitutionally 

-ineffective for failing -to.-request that .. Applicant's trial·· be bifurc~ted- should be amended .. as 
. --e~lained: herein, but also finds ·that·Applicant has ·nevertheless still failed-to··show-that··he·is 

entitled to post-conviction relief. 
. . 

In the Order of Dismissal, this Court found Applicant was· not entitled to a bifurcated trial 

·as Applicant failed to identify any authority authorizing ·the bifurcation · of · a ·trial· for the 

commission ef. first-degree criminal sexual conduct with a minor in· violation of Section 16-3-

65S(A)(2)'. This Court ·cited State v.-Hamilton when finding the propriety of the admission of the 

evidence of Applicant's prior conviction in light of the trial court's limiting jury·mstruction at 
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trial. ijamilton, 327 S.C. 440, 4_86 S.~.fd 51~· (S .. C. Ct App. 1997), cert. d~nied, Hamilton v. 

State, 525 U.S. 90:1 (filed Oct. 5, 199~). ;en Hamilton,.the ~fendant w~ tried .for .. first-dew:-ee 

burglary according i<>.~ectio~ 16-1 l-'.U l(A)(2), which requir~p. the State.~o P.rove, as. an el~ment 
. . . . . . 

of the offense, that the bur~ary was, ~ommitted "~y a person with a _pripr r~_~rd of two or more 

convi~tiq~.f~r ~~ary-.. or ho~~br~g.or.a combination o~.~oth .... " Hamilton,.at.443, 486 

S.S.~ at-.S13 •.. The South Carolina Co~- of Appeals held that the.tp~_court did n~t'err in 
... . . : . . :.•· . \ . . 

.~w!~~g.eyi.~D:CP ~~.H~tqn's-pri~r ..conyictipns. ~~ th, trial~cour_t .ad~q~tely in$tructed 
.. . . . . . . 

,~e jury~ it co~d .COD$jde1 H~~p.', P,tior convi¢onsi(:}nly for th~ purpose, of determining 

whether he was guilty o~ ~ne of the ag~v~ting factors that the State ha4-~o prove as an element 

of first~~ burglary. Id .. at 44.7-48, 486 S,.E.2d at 516. In its Order o(P~~ this C9urt 
• • ., • •, 1, • I • 

also. ~ite,d · State v. Benton, 33.8, S.C. 151, 526 S.E.2d 228 ,(4000), to support· its fin4ing· t4at 
• l . • ' • • • 

bifufaui~Jt ~ n?~ I!~~. to, preserve. the f~~ of /\pp).icant's :tti~. in light· of th~ trial 

court's .,~barging the.jury }Vith a limiting instruction reg'19ding Apppcant~ s· pti~r conviction. In . .• . . . . . . 

~enton, tl;te .defen~t vvas ~~-f~r first~egree_burglazy ~rcling tq -~ectipn I6.,I
1
l-3l l(A)(2). 

. . 

Benton, at 153-54, 5 .. ~Q. S.E.2d at 229-30: The So~th Carpli,na. Suprel)l~~-Cqurt instructe4 that;. to 
o ,• • ; o • o • 0 I 1, o • • 

ensure that a defendant is not convicted on an improper basis while allowing the Sta~e to ~~~ve­

~e .~!~~ep.~ of first-~e$1-"~ bur~~!)\.~~ .COU;rt p~ding: oy~,;.~.~~ for tl!e qff'ei;is~. $hould 

.limit tl,le ev.iden~ :t~ .. thq_ .. priQr .c.o.n.'li.cti.o~, r~fuse ta..adtµit partic~. -~o~tion. ~h9ut th~. prior 

ctimes, and, upon request, ·~t the jury that it could not·.cpnsid:e~· th~ .'defe;ndanf~- prior . . .. . ' . . . 

~nvictipµsJ.~ order .to·_ ~etermu,.e whether he had entered the. d~elling at ~s.sue in the p~eq.t tjial 

with9:ut ~~~ 8?4 with the.intent to cpmmit ~ crime therein. Bento~ at 156, 526 S.~._2d at 2~0-

.31 .. 
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In Cross, the South Carolina. Supreme Comt acknowledged that the evid~tiary· issues in 

Cross resembled those presented in Benton and Hamilton and that the trial court in Cross 

followed the instructions provided in Benton for the mitigation of the prejudicial effect of 

introducing evidence of Cross's prior conviction. Cross, at 478, 832 S.E.2d 281, 288 (citations 

omitted). The Supreme Court acknowledged that bifurcation had not been required previously or 

commonly seen in proceedings in this State or in the federal courts. Cross, at 478-79, 832 ·s:E.2d 

at 288 (citing Chubb v. State~·363 s:c~ 395, ··391, 401 S.E.2d 15'9, t6l (1991) ("[A] bifurcated 

proceeding is not ·required··in ·a non .. capital case.''); Staie V. Bennett: 256 s.c. 234, 2~2, 182 

S.E.2d 291, 295 (1971) ("[A bifurcated trial] is· not required by either the common law, the 

statutory law, or the constitution of this State. It has not been settled by the United States 
. . . 

Supreme Court· that a bifurcated tiial is not required by the' United States· Constitution."); 

Spencer v. Texas; 385 U.S. 554, 568 (1967) ("Two-part jury trials are rare in our jurisprudence; 

they have never been compelled·· by this Court as a matter of constitutional· law,. or even as· a 

matter of federal procedure.")).· All df these serve as indication thar this Court's ··analysis of this 

issue, as· found in the ;Order of Dismissal, was reasonable in light ofthe existirtg· authorities ·at the 

time of its issuance. 

However, the Supi'tnie Court" held in Cross that the· trial court had erred-= in.: denying 
.. . 

Cross,_s .. request to · bifurcate his· trial· because the trial· court·· had.- the. ~utliority to bifurcate, 

stemming from Rule ll(a); SCRE, and had the duty to bifurcate in order to ensure that the State 

could ·present evidence to prove an element of Section 16-3-655(A)(2) while· simultaneously 
•. . 

guarding against a violation of Rule 403, SCRE. Cross, at 479, 832 S.E.2d at 218-89 (quoting 

Rule 1 l(a), SCRE ("The court shall· exercise reasonable control over the mode· and order of 

interrogating witnesses ··and presenting evidence so as· to (1) make the interrogation and 
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presentation eff~c:tiv.e for the ascertainment of the truth .... ").. The Sup:reme Court, writing ~ a 

divided Court in Cross, .instfucted that it was not creating new law. Id. at 479-80, 832 S.E.2d at 

289 (stating that ~e majority's. relian~ -g.p
1
on Rule 6_1 l(a), SCRE, is "not a disguise for a 

motivatjon on our part to cha;nge .the law or ~opt a new rule of procedure. It is ~~ply a pl~ 

reading of the English l~~e."; ar~g that "[i]t is equally apparent that, contrary to the 

position taken by tp.e dissent, we are changing no procedur.al rule. and are creating no pro~ural . . . . . . . 

~e, ~e ~e.~hn:plr, r~cogni~~;w~~ hitS ~en tv-~re lJll alq~~~"~. The .clisa~~e~~t.~ fP- wµ.~~er 

Cross has brought apout ;3. c~ge in law appears to stem. from the disagreement between the 
• , I • 

.:members of the Sµpreµie Court ab9ut whether the Court had.the aµthority t~ ho~d that bifurcation 

is. au~~rized or ~uired by Rule 1 i in light of this State's constituti.onal mandate that _changes in 

procedural l~w be submitted for app:roval to the. General Assembly, not from.any jntention on the 
• • •l • • •. 

part of the. _;Supreme: Court~s that Cross 1:>e applied. ~ctly. to pQst-convi~tiop. relief c•es 
:. . . . . :. ' 

st~mmµig from trials conducted years before the Supreme Court took up:Cross.~ ~~ss; at 48~85, 

83~ S.E.2d at 291-92 (Few, J., disser,.ting). 

Under ~e first prong of ~e two-part ~est f~~ the constj.tutional :meffectiven~ss of counsel, 

which was: outUned by th~ .United Sta~s Supreme .Court in: Strickland v. Washington, 46() -y-s. 

668_.~.(1~34), .~~ pQ~t~co~yic~qn re~e~ C(?urt meas~es~ .ai,. ia~l':ij~y.'s p~rfo~~e ·by··its 

"reasonableness undey iPrevailing,,prof~ional .n~~-" Chegy Y •. State, .. 300 S.C. at' l l7, 386 

.S.E.24. at. 675 (quoting Strickland, at 690). Th~ proper measure of p~rfo~ce is ~~ther the 

attorney. provi~ed repr_e~entati9n. within the · rang~ ~f compe~nce: required in criminal ~es~ 

Butler v. State, 2~6 S.C. 44.1, 442, 334 S.E.2d 813, 814 (1985). "CounseUs strongly pres~ed to 

have, rende~ed. ad~~~e · assistanc~ and made all significant decisi<;>ns in the ~xercis_e· of 

reasonable professio~ jUC:igment.'' Id .. ( citing Strickland, 6~0). Applicant must ·'?Y~~onie this 
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presumptjon to receive relief. Cherry, at 118,·3·86 S.E.2d at 625. Moreover, Strickland does not 

require a finding of ineffectiveness merely for deviation from some rigid rule of representation. 

Rather, Strickland requires the post-conviction relief applicant to prove "counsel made errors so 
' 

serious that counsel was not functioning as the 'counsel' guaranteed the defendant by the Sixth 

Amendment." 19:, at 697. Therefore, the function of the post-conyiction relief court is to 

determine if "in light of all the circumstances, the identified acts or omissions were 'outside the 

wide: range of pr(?fessional competexi.t assistaµce" required of a criminal defense attorney. Id. at 

690. 

This ·court finds Applicant has failed to demonstrate. any . deficiency in trial counsel's 

performance with respect to his failing to request that Applicant's trial be bifurcated. Applicant 

has not showii that the prevailing professional ·norms at the time ·of his trial ·would--have requited 

Applicant to· ·request the bifurcation. Although' Applicant was· correct in his motion ·to alter dt 

amendthe-judgment that this Court's analysis of this claim should be modified in light of-Cross, 

he has failed· to show that the range of professional competence demanded in criminal defense 

practice included requests to bifurcate in·tlials for criminal sexual conduct under·Section 16-3.;. 

655(A)(2). Furthermore, when ·this Court considers the Supreme Court's Ianguag~ that Cross did 

not represent a· change in law in· the full context bf the opinion and the disagreement·between the 
majority and the dissent, and considers the ·supreme Court's careful acknbwledgements that 

other courts had held that bifurcation was not required by the, Constitution, that bifurcation had 

not been 'in comm.on· practice at the time· of Cross's -tri~; ~d· that C~oss '·· trial court· had- tried to 

follow the practice specified by the South Caro~ Supreme Court in the context· of burglary 

trials, this Court" finds· it would have been unreasonable· to expect Applicant's· trial counsel to, 

have anticipated· that the s·outh C8rolina· Supreme ·court ·wouid···hold in July of··2019, 
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awoximately five-and-a-h~f ye~. after Appli~t' ~ .~al, that Rul~ 1 l (a)~ ~C~,. authorizes the 

trial court to bifurcate a trial for CSC .~der Section .. 16-3-655(A)(2) and that bifurcation was 
. . .. . . . \ .. ··: .... • . . 

required in order to overcome prejudice-resulting from the lack.of bifurcation. See Thomes v. 
. !."!1 • . - ........... =----.:..-

State, 310 S.C. 306, 309-10, 426 s.e.2d 764, 7§?~66 (1993) (e~laitµng that the South Carolina 

Supreme Court ~· never required an attorney to anticipate or discover changes in the law, or· 

facts which did not exist, at the time of ~e trial."). It is simply not a requirement of 

constitutio~ ~ffe~tiv~ne~ss that ~ clef~nse .attorney be .a trailblazer, in $e co~, acceptance of a 
. • - . • : •• • ~ • "S• : • ~ . ! '(' . : . ·,,: . .• . . . . . . 

new legal an~ procedural practice. . 

Applicant has failed to show ~ trial counsel was constitutionally ineffective for failing 

to request to bifurcate the trial. Although this Co~' s ~ysis of the issue.~ changed in light of 

. Cross, this Court's denial of po~-conviction relief is reaffirined. This Court"s findings of fact 

and conclusions of law,. as presented in the section of the Order of Dismissal concerning the 

claim that trial counsel should have. requested that the trial be bifurcated, are ·amended as· 

specified herein. This Court's analysis of the issue in light of Cross and as pre·sented in· this 

order, is substituted for the Court's analysis on the same issue as presented in the Order' of 

Dismissal. 

CONCLUSION ... · .- : 
... ... . . ~ .......... 

Based . on .all the foregoing, this · Co~ ~gs A,pplicapt ~. not establish~ . any 
. . 

coD.S!itutional violations or deprivations that would require this· ~ourt to grant his application for 

P.ost-conviction relief. With respect to the four grounds for relief presented .µi his motion to alter 

or amend the Judgment, only Applicant's arguuient that this Court ~ed to consider Cross· when 

finding trial counsel was not constitutionally ineffective for· Jailing to request ·that Applicant's 

trial be bifurcated has presented has provided any reason for this Court· to alter ot am~Iid its 
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judgment Though this' order presents new findings and analysis as to that is5':W; this Court's 

:firiding that Applicant is not entitled to post-conviction relief is reaffirmed. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED: 

1. Applicant's motion to alter or amentl the judgment, pursuant to Rule · 

59( e ), SCRCP, is granted in that this Court has altered,: its analysis of 

Applicant's claims in light of State v. Cross, 427 S.C. 465, 832 S.E.2d 

281 (2019); 

·2. Appli~ant!-s motion_to .alter· c:Jr amend ~e judgment is. ~enied in that 

this Court's finding that Applicant has failed to demonstrate that he is 

entitled to post-conviction relief is reaffirmed herein; and 
.. . 

3. Applicant shall remain in the custody of the State within the South 

Carolina Department of Corrections. 

, South Carolin~ 

Copy r..:..:led Jci. / 
Attorneyjwi:i/_J~ /Les, 
on ---2.. ..... I 3 / PJ?.,.D .

1 

'• '., 

Carmen T. Mullen 
· Presiding judge · ·. ' · ·· .. 

... 
. . ... 

. ,· .. ·. :, 
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• 
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

) 
COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) 

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on 

County present upon their oath: 

• 
AMENDED INDICTMENT FOR 

DISSEMINATIN.G OBSCENITY TO A MINOR 

NOV 2 6 2013 the Grand Jurors of Greenville 

That GARY REECE THOMPSON, JR. did in Greenville Countr, between September 21, 2006 and May 13, 

2010, knowingly and unlawfully disseminate obscene material to a minor under the age of twelve years. This is in 

violation of§ 16-15-3SS of the South Carolina Code of Laws as amended. 

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the s 
.....::: 

508



WITNESSES 

Ty Bracken 

Greenville Coun!l Sheriffs Office 

9/21/2010 

=w ARREST WARRANT NUMBER 

1482998 

Foreperson of Grand Jury 

=w VERDICT 

Foreperson of Petit Jury Date: 

AMENDED INDICTMENT 
DOCKET NO. 2010-GS-23-008831 

CU( 

The State of South Carolina 
County of Greenville 

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

N.ovember TERM 2013 

/-/1./~ 
THE STATE 

vs. 

GARY REECE THOMPSON, JR 

~1 
Amended Indictment for 

DISSEMINATING OBSCENITY TO A MINOR 

VIOLATION§ 16-16-0355 

50
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STATEOFSOUTHCAROLINA ) AMENDED INDICTMENT FOR 
) CRIMINAL SEXUAL CONDUCT WITH A MINOR FIRST DEGREE 

COUNTY OF GREENVILLE ) 

At a Court of General Sessions, convened on 

County present upon their oath: 
NOV 2 6 2013 the Grand Jurors of Greenville 

That GARY REECE THOMPSON, JR. did in Greenville County, between October 11, 2007 and May 

13, 2010, willfully and unlawfully commit the crime of Criminal Sexual Conduct with a Minor in the 

First Degree by engaging in a sexual battery with the victim R.M., who was less than sixteen (16) years 

of age and the Defendant has previously been convicted of, pied guilty or nolo contendere to, or 

adjudicated delinquent for an offense listed under 23-03-0430 ( c) and/or has been ordered to be 

included on the sex offender registry. This is in violation of§ 16-3-655(A)(2) of the South Carolina 

Code of Laws (1976) as amended. 

Against the peace and dignity of the State, and contrary to the statute in such case made and provided. 
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WITNESSES 

Ty Bracken ~'('A 
Greenville County Sheriffs Office 

9/21/2010 

ARREST WARRANT NUMBER 
DIRECT PRESENTMENT 

DOB: 1969 W/M SSN: 

~~ 
FORfMAN GRAND JU 

Foreperson of Grand Jury 

VERDICT 

Foreperson of Petit Jury 
Date: 

RV 

I 

AMENDED INDICTMENT 
DOCKET NO. 2013-GS-23-000700/Jr. 

CLK 

The State of South Carolina 

County of Greenville 

COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

November TERM 2013 

, .. ,g ... ,v 
THE STATE 

vs. 

GARY REECE THOMPSON, JR • . . : 

Amended Indictment for 
3022 

CRIMINAL SEXUAL CONDUCT WITH A MINOR 
FIRST DEGREE 

VIOLATION § 16-03-0655(A)(2) 

,,. 

... 
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STATE OF soum CAROLINA ) 

COUNTY OF 
STATE 

Greenville ) -----~..---------) 
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT/CASE#: ___ 20;...1 __ oo_s_2 __ 30_88_3_1 ___ _ vs. ) 
~~------O_ary ___ R_e_ec_e_T_h_om-..ps_o_n ______ ) AfW#: ___ 14~8=2~99;...;;8 ______________ _ 

AKA: ------------------) Date of Offense: .... 9;.;../2=1=/2=0 __ 0..;;.6 ________ _ 
__ 4_4 __ ) ,S.C.Code § :_16-_l_S_-0_3_5S _______ _ Race: WHITE Sex: M 

DOB: ~SS#: =-------) 
Address: p 
City,State,Z1p: GREEN\flLLE, SC 29605 

) 
) 

DL#: SID#: ________ ) 

•CDLYesO NoO CMVYesO NoO HazmatYesD NoO 

CDR Code#: _3_1_31 ___________ _ 

SENTENCE SHEET 

In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant who was 
TO: Obscene I Disseminatini obscene material to a minor 12 Y or vounaer 

~ CONVICTED OF or .PLEADS 

in violation of § 16-1 S-03SS of the S.C. Code of Laws, bearing CDR Code # _3 ___ 1.,...3 ..... I __ 
(XI NON-VIOLENT-0 VIOLENT 0SERIOUS [lMOST SERIOUS 0Mandatory OPS(CSC O § 17-25-45 

w/minor 1st or Lewd Act) 
(XI As Indicted, OLesser Included Offense. 0Defendant Waives Presentment to Grand Jury. (defendant's initials) 

out Negoti tions or Recommendation, O Negotiated Sentence, D Recommendation by the State. 

~ 70325 
SC Bar# Defendant Attorney for Defendant SC Bar# 

REFO , e Defendant is commited to the r1( State Department or Corrections, O County Detention Center, 

for a determinate tenn of ~ days/month~r D under the Youthful Offender Ad not to exceed ___ years 
and/or to pay a fine of$ ; provided that upon the service of days/months/years and/or payment 

of$ ; plus costs and assessments as applicable•; the balance is suspended with probation for --------

months/years and subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of 

0 CONCURRENT or CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: 0 fl 00 I"' . 
probation, which are incorporat~d b reference. f A- · 

£2r The Defendant is to be given c dit for time served pursuant to S.C. Code § 24-13-40 to be calculated and applied 
'by'ihe State Department of Corrections. 
D The Defendant is to be placed on the Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code §17-25-135. 

Punuant to 18 U.S.C Section 922,it is unlawrul for a person convicted of a violation or Section 16-2S-10 or t6-2S-65 (Criminal 
Domestic Violence) to ship,transport,possess,or receive a firearm or ammunition. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
0RESTITUTION: D Deterred O Det Waives Hearing D Ordered PTUP 
Total: $ plus 20% fee: s 

Payment Terms: ----------------
0 Set by SCDPPPS 

Recipient: 

*Fine: 
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 107.S %) 
§ 14-1-21 l(A)(I) (Conv. Surcharge) 
§ 14-1-21 l(A)(2) (DUI Surcharge) 
§ S6-S-299S (DUI Assessment) 
§ S6-1-286 (DUI Breath Test) 
Proviso 47.9 (Public Def/Prob) 
§ 14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) 
§ 14-1-213 {Drug Coun Surcharge) 

§ S0-21-114(BUI Breath Test Fee) 
§ S6·5~2942(J) (Vehicle Assessment) 
Proviso 90.S (SCCJ A Surcharge) 
3% to County (if paid in installments) 
TOTAL 

$100 
$100 

$ 
$ 

s 
$ 

$12 $ 

ILi 

$2S ....,,,.$ ________ ___ 

$S00 $ 
$2S -$~--e,-\----
$150 $ 
$SO ~S----~---
$40/ea $ 
$5 -......$---~&-;::-,,.....---

$ 
$ 

Clerk of Court/ Deputy Clerk /ruJ '6. tdN~ 
Court Reporter: H-~ 
SCCA/217 (03/2011) . 

---- days/hours Public Service Employment 
Obtain GED 0 
Attend V oc. Rehab. or Job Corp. 
May serve W/E begining 
Substance Abuse Counseling D 
Random Drug/Alcohol testing D 
Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly 
pmts. of S beginning 

S paid to Public Defender Fund 
Other: 

D Appointed PD or appointed other counsel, 
§ 47.12 requires,$500 be J?Bid to Clerk 

during probation. (/ ·,._. / - • 

Presiding Judge /"1 
Judge Code: a, 1 ? 8 
Sentence Date: __ 

4
J _::J.1-S':11111L,.;. .. ,_1 c{.,._ ______ _ 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) 

COUNTY OF 
STATE 

Greenville ) ------=-----------) vs. ) 
~~------G_ary ___ R_e_ec_e_J_r_Th_o_m_.p'-s_on ______ ) 
AKA: ------------------) 
Race: WHITE 
DOB: 1969 
Address: 
City,State,Z1p: 
DL#: 

Age: 44 ----) 
------) 

) 
) ________ ) 

*COLYesO NoO CMVVesO NoO HazmatYesO NoO 

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS 

INDICTMENT/CASE#: 20130S2300700A 

A/W#: 2013082300700A 
Date of Offense: ...;1;.;;;0.;..;;/1_1/2;,;;;.;;;.;00_7 _______ _ 
S.C. Code § : I6-03-065S(A)(2) 
CDR Code#: _3_0_22 __________ _ 

SENTENCE SHEET 

· In disposition of the said indictment comes now the Defendant who was ~ CONVICTED OF or OPLEADS 
TO: Sex / Criminal sexual conduct w/ minor, victim under 16 and offender w/ previous record under 23-03-0430( c) or ( d), sex off'ende 

in violation of § 16-03·06S5(A){2) of the S.C. Code of Laws. bearing CDR Code# 3022 
0 NON-VIOLENT-IX) VIOLENT OSERIOUS IXJMOSTSERIOUS 0MandatoryGPS ..... {CS_.C--0§17·2S-45 

w/minor 1st or Lewd Act) 
!XI As Indicted, OLcsscr Included Offense, ODefendant Waives Presentment to Grand Jury. (defendant's initials) 

ithout N otiations or Reccnunendation, D Negotiated Sentence, D Recommendation by the State. 

~ 70325 
~~~~~~~~edn~o~- SC Bar# Defendant Attorney for Defendant SC Bar# 

c::...-1.,,n.c._ the Defendant is commited to the ~State Department of Corrections, 0 County Detention Center, 

for a detenninate tenn of l ,· ff days/months/years or D under the Youthful Offender Act not to exceed years 
and/or to pay a fine of$ ; provided that upon the service of days/months/years and/or payment 

of$ ; plus costs and assessments as applicable*; the balance is suspended with probation for --------

months/years and subject to South Carolina Department of Probation, Parole and Pardon Services standard conditions of 
probation, which are incorporated by reference. 
0. ~ONCURRENT or O CONSECUTIVE to sentence on: 
K. The Defendant is to be given credit for time served pursuant to S.C. Code § 24-13-40 to be calculated and applied 
'by the State Department of Corrections. 
O The Defendant is to be placed on the Central Registry of Child Abuse and Neglect pursuant to S.C. Code § 17-25-135. 

Pursuant to 18 U.S.C Section 922,it is unlawful for a person convicted of a violation of Section 16-25-20 or 16-25-65 (Criminal 
Domestic Violence) to sblp,transport,possess,or receive a firearm or ammunition. 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 
0RESTITUTION: D Dercrrcd O Der. Waives Hearing D Ordered PTUP 
Total: $ plus 20% fee: s 
Payment Tenns: 
0 Set by SCDPPPS 

Recipient: 

•Fine: 
§ 14-1-206 (Assessments 107.S %) 
§ 14-1-21 l(A}(l) (Conv. Surcharge) 
§ 14-1·21 l(AX2) (DUl Surcharge) 
§ S6-S-299S (DUI Assessment) 
§ S6·1-286 (DUI Breath Test) 
Proviso 47.9 (Public DcfTProb) 
§ 14-1-212 (Law Enforce. Funding) 
§ 14-1-213 (Drug Court Surcharge) 
§ S0-2J-1 l4(BUI Breath Test Fee) 
§ S6-S-2942(J) (Vehicle Assessment) 
Proviso 90.S (SCCJA Surcharge) 
3% u, County (if paid in installments) 
TOTAL 

$100 
$100 
$12 
$2S 
$S00 
$25 
$ISO 
$SO 

$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
s 
$ 
$ 
$ 
s 
s 

S40/ea S 

/(/l) 

$5 _...,...$ ___ &;;----

$ 
$ 

ClerkofCoun/Depul)'Clerk!~ /, ,. 4~, 
Court Reporter. _ _,H __ :;J:_~--.u~=-=:.i---------­
SCCA/217 (03/2011) 

---- days/hours Public Service Employment 
ObtainGED 0 
Attend Voe. Rehab. or Job Corp. 
May serve W/E begining 
Substance Abuse Counseling D 
Random Drug/Alcohol testing D 
Fine may be pd. in equal, consecutive weekly/monthly 
pmts. ofS beginning 

$ paid to Public Defender Fund 
Other: 

D Appointed PD or appointed other co1U1Sel, 
§ 47.12 requires $500 be paid to Clerk 
during probation. ~ -- /-· Presiding Judge -------------

Judge Code: r:2. I 3A 
Sentence Date: _..._,&.f_-.... /Jt~_.=f_q.,__ ______ _ 
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