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Whe South Cavoling Court of

The State, Respondent,

v,

Peter Lynn Coffey, Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2018-000491

ORDER

Appeals

Appellant has filed a motion to aménd his petition for rehearing, which we
construe as a supplemental petition for rehearing. After careful consideration.of
the petition for rehearing and the supplemental petition for rehearing, the Court is
unable to discover that any material fact or principle of law has been either
overlooked or disregarded, and hence, there is no basis foy granting a rehearing.
Accordingly, the petition for rehearing is denied.
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ce;

Peter Lynn Coffey, 00226897

Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire
David Alexander, Esquire

Melody Jane Brown, Esquire

The Honorable R. Knox McMahon
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STANDARD OF REVIEW

The admission or exclusion of evidence is also subject to an abuse of

discretion standard of review. See State v, Adams, 354 S.C, 361, 377, 580 S.E.2d 785, 793 (Ct.

App. 2003) (“A court's ruling on the admissibility of evidence wil not be reversed on appeal
absent an abuse of discretion....”). “An abuse of discretion occurs when the trial court's ruling is
based on an error of -law or, when grounded in factual conclusions, is without evidentiary

support.” State v. Pittman, 373 S.C. 527, 647 S.E.2d 144 (2007).
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ARGUMENT

The trial judge erred in refusing to allow appellant to cros

dealer about supplying her with crack two days before her body wi

ss-examine the victim’s drug

1s found, where she had high

levels of cocaine in her system and DNA evidence showed that o

ther unknown persons might

have committed this murder.

Kay Thompson and her husband found the victim, Deceden|
1. 10 — 441, 1. 14. Thompson and her husband were concerned b
touch with Decedent and went to her house to check on her after a ¢
434,1. 10 — 441, 1. 14. Thompson’s husband broke a window and ¢
Thompson called 911. R. 434, 1. 10 — 441, 1. 14. The police arrive
and began collecting evidence at the scene. R. 190, 1. 4 — 194, 1. 23.

The crime scene investigators collected blood sample
throughout the house, including the bedroom where Decedent’
bathroom where they found bloodstains in the shower. R. 240, 1. 9
executed a search warrant at appellant’s house where they seized
machine because they appeared to have blood on them. R. 346, 1. 1
not been washed and the police admitted they could not tell how
shorts. R. 382, 1. 15— 386, 1. 25. The officer admitted the stains ¢
386, 1. 24 — 25. The State’s best evidence against appellant was th
that the bloodsltainjs in Decedent’s shower matched appellant’s DN
khaki shorts matched Decedent’s DNA. R. 543, 1. 20 — 555, 1.25. K

Kay Thompson said that Decedent treated appellant “like a s

Their relationship was strictly f)latonic. R. 442, 1. 21 — 443, 1. 6.

4

t, dead in her house. R. 434,
ecause they could not get in
call from another relative. R.
1fter seeing Decedent’s body,

1 and found Decedent’s body

S | from multiple locations
s body was found and the
- 288, 1. 17. The police also
khaki sﬁorts from a washing
— 355, 1. 25. The shorts had
v old the stains were on the
buld have been years old. R.
eir DNA expert who claimed
A and the bloodstains on the
. 485,1.17-487,1. 19.

on.” R.442,1.21 —443,]. 6.

In response to appellant’s




argument that appellant had no motive to kill Decedent, the solic
prove motive, stating, “We’d all iike to know why,” and then telling
require them to prove motive. R. 836, 11. 18 — 25.

At Decedent’s autopsy, the pathologist discovered “a free-ly
the intestines.” R. 778, 11. 16 — 20. The pathologist said the cucumb!
R.779,11. 3 - 14. The police swabbed the cucumber for DNA an
hairs on the cucumber, which they tested for DNA. R. 546, 1. 20 —
had a “gooey” substance on it that the State also tested for DNA.
While the expert claimed that appellant’s DNA was on the cucumbet
the other testing of the items found with the cucumber revealed unkr

that did not match the victim or appellant. R. 546, 1. 20 — 552, 1. 23

The State entered the DNA results into CODIS and found no matches

During an in-camera hearing regarding the scope of cross-

guilt, defense counsel told the court they intended to explore Decede

L. 19 - 625, 1. 13. In the police interviews given to the defense,

Decedent had been killed by her drug dealer because she owed him I

1. 13. The toxicology report showed Decedent had cocaine and cocai

R.223,11. 3-10.

The State called Decedent’s friend and drug dealer, Carl Cole

10 — 653, . 6. Appellant told the court they wanted to ask about
drugs and after Judge McMahon asked the relevance, he allowed de
questioning of Coleman. R. 634, 1. 10 — 653, 1. 6. The State pr

related to his drug sales. R. 641, 11. 8 — 14.

itor admitted they could not

 the jury that the law did not

ng large cucumber on top of

er had perforated the rectum.

d also found several human
552, 1. 25. One of the hairs
R. 546, 1. 20 - 552, 1. 25.
, he was forced to admit that
10wn male and female DNA
. R. 605, 1. 10 - 606, 1. 15.
5. R.610,1.20-611, 1. 6.

examination and third-party
nt’s prior drug use. R. 620,
allegations were made that
money. R. 620, 1. 19 - 625,

ne metabolite in her system.

man as a witness. R. 634, 1.
Coleman selling Decedent
fense counsel to proffer his

pAmised Coleman immunity




Coleman admitted that crack was Decedent’s “drug of choice” and that he “sometimes”

sold crack to Decedent. R. 642, 1. 4 — 643, 1. 16. He last sold Deceient twenty dollars’ worth of

crack “about two days prior to what happened.” R. 642, 1. 4 — 643, 1. 16. There were calls

between Decedent’s cell phone at approximately 2:00 AM on the night the State alleged she was

killed and Coleman’s phone, but Coleman claimed he spoke to appellant, not Decedent, on

Decedent’s phone. R. 682, 1. 23 — 683, . 1. The solicitor argued after the proffer that the

questioning about prior drug sales, including the sale two days before Decedent’s death, was

irrelevant under Rule 401, SCRE. R. 647,1. - 653,1. 6. As appellant

argued, the prior drug sales

were relevant to show that it was far more likely that the call to Cqleman and “the dozen other

calls in her phone” were more likely to be Decedent seeking drugs. R. 647,1. - 653, 1. 6. Judge

Coleman about the dxug sales. R. 647,1.-653,1. 6.

The trial judge erred because the information about Coleman’

McMahon held the ev1dence was not Lelevant and refused to allow appellant to question

s drug dealing to Degede_:ntﬁ

was cleally Ielevant Rule 401, SCRE. “‘Relevant evidence’ njeans evidence having any

tendency to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence |to the determination of the

action more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.” Rule 401, SCRE

(emphasis addedj. The prior drug dealing had a tendency to prove that the calls on Decedent’s

cell phone late at night were about drugs and were possibly not made

dealing showed that Decedent knew dangerous individuals who

by Coffey. The prior drug

may have killed her, as

suggested by the police investigation. The prior drug dealing also showed that Coleman had a

motive to lie about talking to Coffey either to protect himself from being investigated for drugs

or to hide any knowledge he may have had about Decedent’s murder. “Bias, prejudice or any




motive to misrepresent may be shown to impeach the witness ¢

ither by examination of the

witness or by evidence otherwise adduced.” Rule 608(c), SCRE (emphasis added).

South Carolina’s rule allowing impeachment for bias an
interpreted. “Proof of bias is almost always relevant because thd

weigher of credibility, has historically been entitled to assess all ey

d motive to lie is broadly

jury, as finder of fact and

idence which might bear on

the accuracy and truth of a witness’ testimony.” State v. McEachern, 399 S.C. 125, 140-41, 731

S.E.2d 604, 612 (Ct. App. 2012) (internal quotations omitted). “[G

legitimate tendency to throw light on the accuracy, truthfulness, an

|enerally, anything having a

1 sincerity of a witness may

be shown and considered in determining the credit to be accorded his testimony.” Id. (internal

quotations omitted). Under this broad interpretation of Rule 401 and impeachment for bias, it

was clear error to sustain the State’s objection.
Furthermore, refusing to allow this cross-examination violat

right to present a complete defense. U.S. Const. amends. VI, XIV.

ed appellant’s constitutional

“Whether rooted directly in

the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment or in the Compulsory Process or

- Confrontation Clauses of the Sixth Amendment, the Constitution guarantees criminal defendants

a meaningful opportunity to present a complete defense.” Holmes V. South Carolina. 547 U.S.

319, 324 (2006) (internal quotations omitted). The ruling that this ¢

vidence was irrelevant was

arbitrary, and infringed on appellant’s due process rights. See id., 547 U.S. at 331. In this case

where the State had no motive and DNA evidence showed the involvement of persons other than

appellant in Decedent’s murder, exclusion of this evidence significantly and arbitrarily impaired

appellant’s defense and this case should be reversed.
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standard of Review

“In criminal cascs, this court only rules on error of luw.™ Srare v

Gamble, 747 S.I5. 2d 784

(2013) The admission or exclusion ol evidence is also subject to an abuse of discretion Standard

of Review. Sce also. Srure v Adams. 380 S 124 785 (2003)

“An abuse of discretion occurs when a wial ruling is based on er

factual conclusions are without evidentiary support. See also, Sraze s

(2007)

An appellant court will nol reverse the trial court’s decision un

discretion. Hhite, 61 S.E. 24 7306 (1950): sce also. Stare v Allen, 37

(2006).

or law or when grounded

. Pittman, 647 S.E. 2d 144

css that court abused its

S.C. 88, 634 S.E. 2d 653




Argument (4a)

Did the Trial Court Judge lack su bject matter jurisdiction over the {rial?

The trial court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over the canvictions for the ‘I’ollowing
reasons. The stale during the Jury trial failed to prove precise day| and time in the nature of
offense. TR 21 (24-25): 22 (1-22) It is not necessary to prove the precise'day laid in an
indictment except where time cnters nature of offense is made part of the description of,”

State v. Rutledge. 101 S.15. 2d 289 (19537)0see also Stare v, Wade, 40981, 2d 780 (1991)

Clearly time was the description of offense where the state used phone records to try and
pinpoint the time of death. Furthermore. the time and place was neve alleged in the indictments
for Murder or CSC on violation of S.C. Code 17-19-30), “Allegationg sufficient for indictment
for murder” “Every Indictment for murder shall be deemed and adjudged sufficiently and
good in law which is addition to setting forth time and place together with a plain statement
- divested.” This presented Indictment Tor murder alleges a day but is dilent on time and place of
vietim’s death. *The erime of murder is g composite one. It includes the assault committed
upon a person and the resulting death from the assault, Thc\St;are must prove not only the
assault and death oceurring from it, but the time of the assault andjthe time of the death, as
time is recognized in the law, These neeessary elements of the crime of murder must not
only be proved before a person aceused may be lawfully convicted but they must be alleged
in the indictment. Srare v Recror. 155 S 15 385 (1930): see also, State v, Evans, 363 S.C. 495

(2005)
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State v. Peter Coffey

OFFICE OF THE CORONER
LEXINGTON COUNTY

x

~ 0

Margaret Fisher

Coroner

Coroner@lex-co.com ‘ 80

AUTHORIZATION FOR CORONER’S AUTOPSY

I

]
Col C, &6 hereby authorize Newberry Pathology Associates, Inc., Newberry County M
perform a complete autopsy on the body and head of said patient with the object of establishiy
of death, Authority is also granted to remove exposed and unexposed tissues and parts for
identity and to determine cause and manner of death and to dispgse of tissues in & p¢

B0 r

(Date)

an

LY

11
LEX
803

L

Signature of Person Authorizing Autopsy

7 DUFFIE DRIVE
NGTON, SC 29072
~359-8439 - Office
3-785-84972 - Fax

vuly authorized Coroner, or duly authorized representative of the Corﬁner of Lexington

morial Hospital, to
g the cause of manmer

pre§ervation to establish

uitable mamier,

THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION IS NEEDED TO EXPEDITE EXAMINATION AND REPORTS

7z 5
Name of Coroner or Deputy Coroner Handling Case: . V( oo L)/}%ﬂ Phone

Email Address: Coroner@lex-co.com Fax: (803) 785-8492 Cellular:

Person to whom bill should be sent: Lexington County, Procurement, 212 S. Lexington SC

The body will be transported to Newberry Hospital by: Palmetto Mortuary Transport.

(803) 359-8439

29072

PERTINENT INFORMATION CONCERNING PATIENT

ody Bag Tag #
St lor )
Name Do«cp

i
Age[eﬂDOB. - X ,F Rac¢

SCDC Correction # |

LS

Home Address: 287 Deeer Vine  Lon ﬁ{mﬁcs’srx
. _ J
Date of Injury 2 '7”/ 5 Time of Injury ____gt et K

Location "2 37 > ce s~ i?f\f) /;I_ﬁ/‘b‘}Zﬂ ; S<&
8""7"/5’ Time of Death Mﬂ k
Date and Time Last Seen Alive. 8~ 2215

Date of Death

Date and Time Found

Location: 38 7 Jeer X(‘ﬂj ['Z’%J&*"

Same

Suspected Manner of Death "B , ovf— £ ree Freuarnee +o fagA .

*ALL, BODIES MUST BEAR IDENTIFICATION TAGS FIRMLY TIED TO A

8 of 12 01/22/2018

NKLE OR TOE*

LE # 15015903




Argument (4h)

-2

Did Prosecutor’s Misconduct deny Appellant the right to a fair triaf

Trial Transcript page 825. lines 8-12. clearly from the record [the solicitor made improper

prejudice stalements by calling the Appellant “someone who's evil,

murder. who's a rapist and that's Peter Coffey.” These statements wi

to the defense and denied him a fair trial.

The solicitors comments were 1o inflame (he Jury and cay

denying the Appellant of Due Process U.S, Constitution 14" not d

who’s a killer, who's a

re substantially prejudicial

sed the trial (0 be unfair

nly did the solicitor make

these inflammable comments. he made an improper rebuttal closing atgument to the defense. TR

836 (18-25)

Ina criminal case where an A ppellant does not introduce evid
Process clearly applies (o the U.S. Constitution 14" and S.C'. Constitu
“In criminal cases where no defendant introduces evidence, the d

open and closing arguments.” Sra/e v Beary. 813 S.1.502 (2018)

9

ence this violation of Due
ional Article 13 Section 3.

efendant has the right to




Argument (4¢)

Did the trial court judge err in denying Appellant motion for direc

merely raised a suspicion of guil(?

In this case, the state failed 10 prove the time and day of the
nature of offense. The state used phone

murdered. TR 178 (21-25): 179.(1-7)

“When time enters the offense (hen the date and time became
State v. Rutledge. 101 S.1. 2d 289 (| 057) None ol the State witnesse
or time of the murder. TR 683-685 T'he date and time. place was not 4
was il proved at wial, TR 22 (13.22

state fails fo produce evidence of the offense charged.” Siure v. Mg

(2001)

The only cvidence against Appellantis DNA and cell phone
Appellant stayed with the victim ol and on and had sexual relatig

admitted this to the detectives. Fis DNA should have been excludel

unknown party that should have been investigated more thoroughly. TJ

The State tried o use cell phone records (o prove date and tim

there was no testimony to the exact date and time. or place so date an

clearly established. TR 744 (10-20): Sec Exhibit State No. 149

As lor the third party DNA. the tial courl judge did not allow

552 (1-25) through 605 (1-10): 606 (1-15) The State entered the DNA 1

1)

records to pinpoint the tin

ted verdict, where evidence

murder, clearly time was a

e they say the victim was

1ecessary to prove murder”
s testified to the exact date

lleged in the Indictment or

VA defendant is entitled to a direct verdict when the

Floney, 544 S.E. 2d 30, 36

records. As for the DNA,
nship. TR 156 (4-10) He
d. There was cvidence of

R 551 (17-25), 552 (1-25)

e of death, as you can see,

d time or place was never

it. TR 546 (1-25) through

esults into CODIS 15 and




found no matches. TR 610 (1-25): 611 (1-6). As for the cell pho
testified to them but the Appellant’s delense atl

TR 633 (4-5)

“Abuse of discretion oceurs when a trial court ruling is

when grounded factual conclusion iy without evidentiary support.

2d 144 (2007)

A detective testified that when she arrived at the erime scene

25):285 (1-6).

Logical reasoning the murder happened recently,
residence al full thirty-six hours ecarlier. clearly this creates doubt. At
the Appellant. "Trial judge should not refuse to grant the direct verd

merely raises a suspicion that the accused is guilty. “Suspic

the guilt based upon facts or circumsinces which do not amount ¢

783 S.E. 2d 802 (2016) In this instan case. we have stale witnessg

establishes time and dale or place of the murder.
testity to. who was given immunity. Fhe defense was not able (o
evidence of third party DNA that was not allowed on the record. TR
who testified that the crime scene blood was still wel. A erime that W
after the Appellant Ieft the residence. All this doubt and the judge still |
Where was the impartiality: where was the fair wial” Appellant states th
his discretion “It is an equal abusive discretion to refuse to exercise

when it is warranted; as it is to cxervise the diserction improperty’

The appe

ion implie

we have cell phone

e records, the drug dealer

orney was nol allowed to cross-examine them.

based on error of law or

" State v. Pittman. 647 S.E.

was still wet. TR 284 (21~

Hant had left the victims
best there was suspicion of
ict motion, when evidence
5 a belief or opinion as to
0 proof” Stuie v. Peurson.
bs who’s (estimony never
records that drug dealers
cross-examine. We have
128 (17-19) A detective
as found thirty-six hours
et this case go to the jury,
¢ trial court judge abused
discretionary authority,

State v. Smith, 280 S.E.




2d 200 (1981) Appellants motion lor new trial should be given “A

should be granted where evidence is such as

speculate” State v. Cuin, 795 S.15. 24 846 (2017)

to permit the jury

motion for a direct verdict

to merely conjecture or to




Argument (4d)

Did the trial court judge abuse his diseretion when allowing autlopsy

The trial counsel objects to xhibits 144 and 145, Autopsy
black-and-white and Autopsy photograph Exhibit 145 is (he coldr
autopsy photos are of the skull alter the skin has been reflected b
photographs were previously discussed in a motion the (rial cot

purposes only. TR 657 (13-14) The solicitor int

inflame the passions of the jury. TR 782 (25): 783 (1-16)

The exhibit numbers 137 through 143 that the wial counsel do
allowed Doctor Ross (o testify o the manner and cause ol death &

introduced Autopsy Photographs to inflame the jury. TR 782 (25); 787

Appellants argument is that the pictures were previously ¢
photos were unnccessary. | appeal (o the sympathy and prejudice fo
passion of the jury. The autopsy photographs were of neglible proY
should be excluded if the danger of unfair prejudice substantially

value” Rule 403, SCRE Srate v. [envves. 423 S.C. 118 (2018)

photographs?

photograph Exhibit144 is a

one of same photo. The

ack. TR 783 (12-16) The

it judge for identification

entionally introduced the Autopsy Photographs to

es not object to sufficiently

ut the solicitor deceitfully

(1-16); 787 (9-24),

iscussed and the autopsy
" purpose of inflaming the
ative value. “Photograph

' outweighs its probative
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IN THE COURT OF APPLALS
STATE OF SOUTI CAROI 1N A
COUNTY OF LEXING [0ON

APPEL
2

PETER L. COFFEY #226897
Appellang,

MOTI(

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA MOTION

Respondent,

Comes now Appellant, Peter |.. Colley. asking this Honorable Co

rehearing pursuant to S.C.A.C.R. Rule 224 In support ol Appellan
for Rehearing. the Appellant will show the ollowing is relevan

Rehearing:

| Appellant asserts this Court and the lower Couwrt had ovul((

witness, Carl Coleman. had i criminal his story. This evider

should have been allowed in the Appellant’s jury rial Tor th

pursuant to Rule 609 (2) S.C.R.1:.

For the interest of justice. the ]'n'ohauu value ol the co n\m|m

effect. Further. the standeaid- o! bulancing probative vl awm

same for all witnesses. to include the accused in a criminagl msu

A6,

o~
At
——

I Appellant had taking the stand at his wial, there s no?
used his past record to impeach him. The witnesss. Carl Colem

clearly probative of untruthfulness.

Under Rule 609(A) 2. allows nipeachment for wn conyiciion 1o

masimunt sentence ol death or imprisonment for more ihan,

r

¢

gvear,

LATE CASE NO:
018-000491

N TO AMEND THE

FOR REHEARING

lirt 1o amend his Motion for

s motion (o amend Motion

to Appellant’s Motion for

vked the Fact that the State
¢ ol ecenvictions of erimes

¢ purpese ol impeachment

s outweighs its prejudicial
st prejudicial effeet is the

Green v, Hewett 407 SE24

doubt the State would have

an, past criminal history is

sany erime which carries a

Exclusion of this




criminal history evidence significantly reduces Appellant’s abil

See Exhibits A - D.

2.
allowing the criminal history of'the State’s witness. Carl
of impeachment. This requires a different decision fiom 1l
Court of Appeals

.

J.

conviction and remand this case for new trial.
CONCLUSION

Appellant prays this Court will grant his Motion to Amend.

Executedonthe _ dayof 2020,

Respectiully S

'

}

Appellant states the Appeal Court had overlooked the impdrtance of the trial Court not

i

The decision that should have been rendered for Appellaht is to reverse Appellant’s

|
|
|

{vmitted.l

i

|

Peter L. Coffey
Lee Corrections
990 Wisacky H
Bishopville. So

#226897

| Institution F613-2253
?ghway

jth Carolina 29010

|
I
!
I

ity to put a complete defense.

! o
IFman, at trial for the purpose

At which was rendered by the

P
%
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20G3-12~16

COCALMNL

wl)

Felony

0z

C/8-SIH TI~ DELIVER COCAINE
{090-095.000{a) (; NC)

Felony

1C3

C/8-82H VI- POSSESS MARIJUANA
(098 -095.00C () (; N

Misdeireanor

04

C/8-8IH II- POSSESS CCCAINE
{030 -3G5.C00 (D) (; NC)

t'elony

=~ MISDEMEANOR

(Cycle 1)

2303Cr 259872

NCO6JI25T MECKLENIZURG CO DIST COURT ~-CHARL
DELLY IR COCAINE

(90-250A (1)

s
“Niw

iFelony

{ 2003-12~19; Olsmissal Without

DUP CHARGE

Leave {By DA))}

Court Disposition
Court Case Number

Agency
Charge Literal
Statute
Severity
Disvusition
Court Comment Plea:
Court Comnment

http://10.1.2.28/lems/default.

Special Condition:

‘

R S

(Cycle 1)

2003CR5259¢870

NCG60)357 MECKLENBURG

PWISD CCCAINE
(S0~ 135 {A); NC)

Felony

( 2001-08-30;
Not Guilty

CO SUP CCURT - CHARI

Jury Trial; Verdict: Not Guilty)
NB/KB

iCoafni

sp"?Cal egory=Criminal History-III&Service=PrMsg&MRpt==,

L/ EALZ0N Lt

3
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v, Poter Coifey

Print LEMS. Web Message CR 0ACS5164164 from NLETSWS

Court Zisposition (Cycle 1)
Court Case Number 2003CRS239871 |
Court Agency NCG6C035J MECKLENBURG CO SUP CQURT -| CHARL

- Chazge Literal SELL COCAINE i
Statute {90-95(R) {1); NC) |
Severity Felony i
Dispositicn { 2004-08-30; Jury Trial; Verdiot; th Guiltby}
Court Comment Plea: Nob Guilly
Court Commant Special Cordition: N3/KR

Court Disgosition (Cycle 1)
Court Case Number 2003CRS259873

Court Agency NC060035J MECKLENBURG CO SU? CUURT -; CHARL
Charge Literal POSSESS MARIJUARNA TP TC 1/2 07 I
Statute 190-951D) (4); NC} i
Severity Misdemeanor X

Disposition ({ 2004-08-30; Jury Trial; Verdict: Ghilty)

Court Comment Plea: Not Gul :

Court Commen:

WE/K3 ) !

Court Disposition (Cycle 1) ;
Ceurt Case Number 2003CRS259873 i
Court Agency NCO60C35J MECKLENBURG CC SUE CCURT —!CHARL
Charge Literal MISDIMEANOR PROBATION VIOL !
Statuze (15A~1345; NC)
Severity Misdemeznor
Disposition { 2006-(05~31; Process
Zourt Comment Spoecial Condition: PAIL S42%5.

Sentrancing {Cycle o) '
Sgntencing Agency NCCel MECKLENBURG JC

¥ TCURT -~ CHARL

Court Case Numcer 2003CR3259872 i

Charge Literal CSSESS MARIJUANA UP TO 177 CF
Statute (8C-93(D} {4:: NC)

Severity Misdemeanor i
Cispesition ( 2004-08-30; Jury Trj Verdlico: Suilty;

Sertence Special Condition: WB/KR

Sercence Confirerent: 100D

Sertence Time Served Crodin: 1

Sentence Probaticn Sentence: 12M :

Sentence Supervised Propation Sentence: N |

Sentence Fine: $300 !

Sentence Court Cests: 5125 :

Sentence Structured Sentercing Offense Class: '3

Sentence Structured Sentencirg Type: Comtunity Sentence
Savislisd: ¥ '

Sentenrce Judgmern

Tre ir
Earlies

J

T

U )
Arrest Date 2004-01-0¢
Arresting Agency NCOB00UC0 MECKLENBURG LG 3¢ - CHARLO?TE
Subject's Kane COLEMAN, CARL RANDEL '
Cffender Id HNumpner 2222270
Cherge

0l !
FOGITIVE/EXTRARITICY CTERER S

{035-727.000(05 ¢

Charge Liter
Statute

. i _
hitp://10.1.2.28/lems/default.asp?Category=CriminalHistory-111& Ser vice=PrMsg& MR pt=...

i
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State v, Potor Coffey i

Print LEMS.Web Message CR 0ACH164164 from NLETSWS Page 4 of 4

Severity iFelony
!

Court Zisposition (Cycl: 2)

Court Case MNumber 2004CR 201800

Court Agans NCO6Q 3257 MRCKIENBURG CO DIST COURT -CHARL
Literal (EXTRAIITION/FUGLITIVE OTH STATE

Statute (158-727;733;734; NC

Severity I[Felony

Dispositvion |!

ok kN owor b u ok ow ok ke w ok owok Rk ok ow ok o R oW

‘ssal Without Leave (By DA)}

A e I A 2 I IR AR SRR O

i
1
Agency :MECKL?HBURG COOBO -~ CHARLCTTE; NCO6OCNCOH;

Agency EMECKLZEBUEG CO DIST COURT -2 NCO6C0257;

NC0800353;

Agency IMECKLINBURG CO SUP COURT -
i

¥or EBND OF RECORD -

http://10.1 .2.28/1611‘1s/’defaul'l.lasp?(‘lategory':('.‘rirnina]Hisl(n'y-ﬂI&zf,-'}(-:z'\fice:}’1'Msg&MRpl=... 21272018
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10 YEAR DRIVER RECORD

Customer No: 22769473
Name: COLEMAN, CARL RANDEL

Driver License No: 7611233

YWIQL: 496 - Driving Under Suspinsion
Violation: 03/30)/2013 ‘Conviction: 05/02/2013
ACD: B26 Conviction l.ad Ref:

Conviction Staie: SC .

|
SUSP: 022 - Habitual OﬁFnder
Special Driving Privilege: INONE
Suspension Beg: 06/12/2013
Causal: 03/30/4013 i
Reinstatement Requiremants Mel: INDEFINITE

ACD: WO1 Withdrawal Loc Ref:

&USP: 001 - Driving Undkr the Influence
Special Driving Privilege: INONE

Suspension Beg: 05/28/2013

Causal: 03/30/2013 :

Relnstatement Requirements Mef: INDEFINITE
AGCD: A20 Withdrawal an Ref:

YIOL: 499 - Driving Undgr the {nfluence
Vieolation: 03/30/2013 |Convic:ion: 05/02/2013
ACD: A20 Conviction L.od Ref:
Conviction State: SC
!
SUSP: 057 - BAC of .15 or Greatar
Special Driving Prlvllege:]NONE
Suspension Beg: 03/30/2013
Causal: 03/30/2013 i
Reinstatement Requiremdnts Me": INDEFINITE
ACD: AS0 Withdrawal Lo¢ Ref:
]
VIOL:457 - BAC of .15 or Greater
Violation: 03/30/2013 iConviction: 03/30/2013
ACD: ABO Convietion Loc Ref:
Conviction State: SC

SUSP: 013 - Driving Under Susp 2nsion
Special Driving Privilege: INONE

Suspension Bag: 10/01/2012

Causal: 04/16/2012 :

Reinstatement Requiremdénts Me: INDEFINITE
ACD: B26 Withdrawal Lo¢ Ref:

VIOL: 4986 - Driving Undier Susp snsion
Violation: 04/16/2012 lConviction: 06/05/2012
ACD: B26 Convictlon Lod Ref:

Conviction State: SC

Ticket#: 6240132
Recd: 05/07/2013 Post: 05/13/2013
sonviction Reference:
Court Type: MAG

Suspension End; 08/04/2015
Post: 05/13/2013
Relnstatement Fee Paid: N
Withdrawal Reason Ref:

Ticket#: 6240131

Suspension End; 11/28/2013
Post: 05/13/2013
Reinstatement Fee Raid: N
Withdrawal Reason Ref:

Tlckat#: 6240131
Recd: 05/09/2013 Post: 05/13/2013
Conviction Reference:
Court Type: MAG

Suspension End: 04/30/2013
Post: 04/06/2013
Reinstatement Fee Pald: N
Withdrawal Reason Ref:

Recd: 04/04/2013 Post: 04/05/2013
Conviction Reference:
Court Typs:

Ticket: 21366FY

Suspenslon End: 01/01/2013
Post: 06/18/2012
Reinstatement Fee Paid; N
Withdrawal Reason Ref:

Ticket#: 21366FY
Recd: 06/12/2012 Post: 06/18/2012
Conviction Reference:
Court Type: USS

8/10/2015 12:45:34 PM |

12ocument obtained from DMV web site:
www.scdmyvonline.com
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10 YEAR DRIVER RECORD

Customer No: 22769473
Name; COLEEMAN, CARL RANDEL

driver Li.hcense No: 7611233

SUSP: 013 - Driving Under Suspension
Special Driving Privilege: NONE

Suspension Beg: 06/30/2012

Causal: 03/22/2012

Reinstatement Requirements Met: INDEFINITE
ACD: B26 Withdrawal Loc Ref:

VICL: 496 ~ Driving Under Suspension
Violation: 03/22/2012 Conviction: 04/13/2012
ACD: B26 Convictlon L.oc Ref:

Conviction $itate: SC

CANG: 050 - Fallure to Meet Llcensing Requirements
Cancellation Beg: 01/18/2008

Gausal: 11/16/2007

PDPS Clearance:

Reinstatement Requirements Met: INDEFINITE
ACD: W00 Withdrawal L.oc Ref:

Cancellation No: 0

SUSP: 097 - Failure to Pay Traffic Ticket
Suspenslon Beg: 09/16/1999

Causal: 01/24/1999

Ticket Pald: .

ACD: DS6 Court Name:

Court Address:

City: State:
Phorie No:

Ticket#: 66596F‘FY

$uspension fEnd: 09/30/2012
Post: 06/16/2012
Reinstatemernt Fee Pald: N
Withdrawa! Reason Ref:

|

Ticket#: 66596RY
Recd: 06/11/2()12 }'ost: 06/158/2012
Conviction Riference:
Court Type: MAG ]

|

Cancellation End: INDEFINITE
Post: 11/19/2007

>ompilance Recelved:
Reinstatemen: Fee Paid: N
Withdrawal Re-ason Ref:

Ticket#: BO493AW
Suspension Ed: 11/16/2007
Post: 08/26/1939
Compllance flacelved: 11/16/20Q7

Zip:

End of Report f

8/10/2015 12:45:34 PM

Document obtalned frorn DMV web slte:
www.scdmvonline.com
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