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February 4, 2021, the Honorable Walton J. Mcleod IV received Applicant’s

motion to alter or amend judgment pursuant to Rule 59(e) SCRCP.

February 10, 2021, Applicant received Respondent’s return to Applicant’s

motion to alter or amend pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRCP.

March 22, 2021, Applicant received the Honorable Walton J. Mcleod IV
signed March 1, 2021, order denying motion to alter or amend pursuant to

Rule 59 (e), SCRCP.

April 2, 2021 Applicant filed a Petition for Writ of Certiorari in the

Supreme Court of South Carolina.

August 4, 2021 Applicant received a letter from the Supreme Court
construing petition as a Notice of Appeal requiring Applicant to provide

a written explanation pursuant to Rule 243(c) SCACR.

August 11, 2021 Applicant sent his written explanation to the Court and

the Attorney General’s office.

August 31, 2021 Applicant received the Order of Dismissal dated August
27, 2021 from the Supreme Court of South Carolina.

Petitioner hereby files Petition for Writ of Certiorari.
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