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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRECUIT 23

Respondent.
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Sam Bunch, #352590, ) Case No.: 2019-CP-42-01478 g e
Applicant, ) =5 § .
) 828 = i
v. ) ORDER OF DISMISSAL 2oe o )
) 27 =
State of South Carolina, ) = -
)
)

This matter comes befo_re this Cqurf by way pf Applicignl’s p(_)st-‘convi(‘:/t”igr} Igl_icf o
application filed April 22, 2019. Respondent made its return on Juhe 12, 2019, requesting an
evidentiary hearing to be convencd. An evidentiary hearing was held on August 3, 2021, at the
Spartanburg County Courthousc. Attorney Rodney W. Richey represented Applicant. Assistant
Attorney Gencral Chelsey Marto represented Respondent.

Applicant testified on his own behalf at the evidentiary hearing. Counscl James A. Checek
also testified. After reviewing all records and evidence before this Court, the Court finds
Applicant cannot meet his requisite burden of proof entitling him to post-conviction relief. The
Court denies and dismisses this application with prejudice. Findings of fact and conclusions of
law are set forth below.

Procedural History

Applicant is confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant to ordcrs
of commitment of the Spartanburg County Clerk of Court. Applicant was charged for posscssion
with intent to distribute cocaine within one-half mile of a school (2018-G8-42-04545),
possession with intent to distribute marijuana (2018-GS-42-04546), posscssion with intent to
distribute cocaine, third offense (2018-GS-42-04547); resisting arrcst (2018-GS-42-04548);
possession with intent to distribute cocainc base, third offense (201 8’-GS-42-04549), possession
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with intent to distribute marijuana within one-half mile of a school (2018-GS-42-04550), and
possession with intent to distribute cocaine base within one-half mile of a school (2018-GS-42-
04551). Attorncy James A. Cheek represented Applicant. Attorney Tatyana Stepanova
Ustimchuk prosecuted the case. On August 29, 2018, Applicant pled guilty before the Honorable
J. Derham Cole as indicted on all charges with a recommendation of concurrent sentencing and
the cocaine and cocaine base charges being dropped from third to sccond offenses. Judge Cole
sentenced Applicant to imprisonment for concurrent terms of five years for PWID cocaine within
a half-mile, five ycars for PWID marijuana, twenty years for PWID cacaiie, one yedr for
resisting arrest, ten years for PWID cocaine base, five years for PWID marijuana within a half-

{1 >
mile, and ten years for PWID cocaine base within a half-mile. Applicant did not apé:g]J higplea
(2]
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or sentence. EE=rs B~ B
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Summary of Relevant Facts B o i
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On June 30, 2018, Officer Lawrence Smith was on foot patrol when he saw __pphcﬁ?t,
s P nd

',

whom he knew had a warrant out for his arrest. (Tr. 13). Deputy Smith approached Applicant,
told him he was under arr_est, and told him to put his hands behind his back. (Tr. 13). Applicant
failed to comply and attempted to flee. (Tr. 13). Officer Smith subdued Applicant after a bricf
scuffle and placed him in handeuffs. (Tr. 13). Officer Smith performed a scarch on Applicant’s
person, which revealed a ficld weight of seven grams of marijuana, two scales, a purple Crown
Royal bag containing five clear baggies with an off-white substance, and multiple bills consisting
of various denominations. (Tr. 13-14). The drugs found on Applicant consisted of 5.95 grams of

marijuana, two baggies containing .12 grams of cocainc, and onc baggie containing .30 grams of

cocaine base. (Tr. 14).
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Current Action before this Court

In his current PCR application, Applicant alleges he is being held in custody unlawfully
because of incffective assistance of counsel:

I. “Denied the right to dircct appeal”
2. “Denied of Due Process”
a. “Court ignored the variance in the amount of drugs stated in the indictment in
the actual amount stated in the lab report”
b. “Counsel failed to do a proper investigation, counsel failed to request a lesser
charge based on the cvidence presented”
¢. “Denied Due Process when I were sentenced based on what were in the
indictment instead of what the amount actually proven””

Al the PCR hearing, Applicant procecded forward on the following allegations:

1. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

[ s
a. Failure to scck reduced charges E.é o =
i. Failurc to argue or otherwise get charges reduced to sin@@b’b}?sseﬁion, Wy
as opposed to possession with intent to distribute 5= 2 o
b. For incorrectly telling Applicant he would cither be sentenced tFlEStime .
than what was actually imposed 088 = _E
2. Coerced guilty plea s o W)

I

a. Counsel told Applicant he would face more time if he went to triafthere
threatening him into pleading

2.

15

}\

All other allegations raised in his initial application and amendments are deemed waived

and abandoned and, accordingly, will not be addressed in this order.
Summary of the Testimony
Applicant Testimony

Applicant testified he entercd a guilty plea. He testificd that the police officer stopped
him and did not present a warrant. Applicant fled, was caught, and was found with cocaine and
marijuana in his pockets. Applicant stated he wanted Counsel to ask for a lesser sentence, but
Counsel did not. Applicant also stated that he should have been charged and convicted of simple

possession, not possession with intent to distribute. Applicant stated that Counsel told him he

=9
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would only be sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment. Applicant stated he did not want to go to
trial because he thought he would receive more time than he did by pleading.

Applicant stated that he discussed the scales, bag, and drugs with his attorney and stated
it was all because he was a user, not a distributor. Applicant also testified that onc of the scales
did not work. Applicant stated that he discussed the scale with Counsel, who said it would
supporl a possession with intent to distribute charge. Applicant stated he told Counsel that users
can still possess scales without intending to distribute.

Applicant stated he talked to Counsel about the trial; specifically, that he needed time to

think about either plea or trial, Applicant stated he did not agree with the charges and sentence
w =~

: 3B

relative to his prior record. = Q o
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Applicant stated that Counsel at one point became angry with him and toldihx[x:ng;c was
259

going to trial. Applicant stated he refused. Applicant said his then-girlfriend saw t@r‘@ éx_%guib"g as
<Oz
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they entered the courtroom. Applicant stated that Counsel told him he would make st‘tj}efﬁe ig—
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sentenced to twenty-five years if he proceeded to trial. Applicant testificd that Counsel looked at

his then-girlfriend with “hand expressions™ to sce what he should do. Applicant stated she was
taken out of the room and then came back in and told Applicant to listen to Counscl.

Applicant stated he was not threatencd into pleading, but said he was coerced and
pressured by his lawyer to plead. Applicant stated he did not want a new trial but, instead,
wanted a sentence reduction or a vacated sentence. -

On cross-examination, Applicant stated he met with Counsel three times before the plea
to discuss pleading or going to trial. He stated he-remembered being 1old he could face up to
thirty years imprisonment for one of the charges, but still thought he would get less time. He

stated he decided to plea because he felt threatened by Counsel. Applicant stated that Counscl

<
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told him he would likely serve more time by going to trial. He stated he wants a lesser sentence,
but failed to state he would rather have gone 1o trial. Applicant stated Counsel was against him
and was upsct that the plea hearing was before Judge Cole. Applicant stated that Counsel
requested he serve the minimum sentence, but Counsel really should have requested home
detention. Applicant stated that he was informed of the sentencing ranges that were associated
with the charges.
Counsel Testimony

Counsel stated that he did not threaten Applicant, but iristéad !¢t himi krdow that his main
charge carried twenty-five to thirty years’ imprisonment. Counsel informed Applicant that if he
went to trial, he likely would have been sentenced to less than twenty-five years. He stated he
reviewed the facts of the case, and that Applicant was facing significant time becaucgz gf =3

. L s . Lok @
circumstantial evidence against him. Counsel stated he had prior convictions for mgtcd!a'ug
- oW -~
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crimes, had just been paroled, and that he has scen very few drug addicts who caﬁééum@ :wx
crown royal bag with multiple drugs and scales. Counsel stated that a jury woulcigligcg ﬁ'rr—;himgg
guilty beyond a reasonable doubt and would not view him favorably duc to his prc's:éntatio%
Counse! stated that he did not demonstrate a person of addiction that he claimed to be, and that
he had money on him. Counsel claims that if it was simply an addiction and he was not dealing,
he would not be buying a small amount of drugs while also lcaving money in his pocket.

Counsel stated that if he went to trial it would have been before a traveling judge; likely
Judge Verdin, though he does not rccall for certain. Regardless, Counscl stated that if Applicant
was found guilty at trial the Judge would have had no choice but to scntence him to the

.mandatory-minimum and that his other pending charges would have remained unaddressed.

Specifically, Counsel said his resisting arrest charge would have been presented to the grand

%
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jury. Counseél stated that he would have loved it if this case went to trial because then another
attorney would have handled it, given that éomsel only handles criminal cases involving pleas.
Counscl stated that Applicant is an articulate and intelligent person who understood their
discussions. Counsel stated he understands this to be true because Counsel personally adopted
Applicant’s biological brother. Counsel stated that Applicant had a twelve-year-old daughter he
wanted to get back to as soon as possible. Counsel stated that a lesser sentence would be great,
but he could not get one given his background and charges. Counsel stated a new trial would not
be in Applicant’s bestinterest. -

On cross-cxamination, Counsel stated he has been practicing criminal law for forty years
and that his experience indicated to him that Applicant would have lost at trial. Counsel stated be
made Applicant well aware of the potential sentencing ranges and encouraged him to plca on that

basis. Counsel stated it was Applicant’s decision to plead and that he was not threatcr}gd or

@ 02
coerced into pleading. Counsel stated he spoke with Applicant’s then-fiancé, who ultrzﬁlmelyg
_— 222 &
supported his decision to plead. - g% E% =
Court Collogquy with Applicant g 2 & =

Afier testimony, the Court engaged Applicant in a colloquy, informing him thay it canrot

A

reduce his sentence, but can only put him in the position he was in before the plea, where he can
either plea again or procced to trial. Applicant insists he can get a lesser sentence becauée he has
read it in a law book. The Court, after confirming with both Applicant’s PCR Counsel and the
State, informed him that the court cannot give him a scntence reduction. Applicant began
deliberating whether or not he wanted to withdraw or proceed forward with the hearing, The

Court, recognizing this deliberation, stated that he was going to deny relief for Applicant’s

N
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failure to mcet his burden of proof anyway, which would put him in the same position as if the

application was withdrawn. Accordingly, the Court denied relief.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

This Court has had the opportunity to review the record in its entirety and has heard the
testimony and arguments presented at the PCR hearing. Before this Court are the Spartanburg
County Clerk of Court Records, Applicant’s South Carolina Department of Corrections Records,
the plea transcript, and this PCR action’s rccords. This Court has further had the opportunity to
observe each witness who testified at thé hearing and to closely pass upon their credibility. This
Court has weighed the testimony accordingly. Sct forth below are the relevant ﬁndmgsrof factw

and conclusion of law as required by South Carolina Code Annotated Scction 17- 2&8@@003;’, Ti

g wecna
e R
Ineffective Assistance of Counsel =S8 =
nba = il
In a PCR action, the applicant bears the burden of proving allegations contaifdd b‘] thc; “::;}
&
so %

application. Butler v. State, 286 S.C. 441,334 §.E.2d 813 (1985). Effective assmtance,gf coussel
does not mean perfect or mistake-{ree representation. See Weaver v. Massachusetts, 137 8. Ct.
1899 (2017) (“[A] defendant has a right to effective representation, not a right to an attorney who
performs his duties ‘mistake-free.’ (citation omitted)); Burt v. Titlow, 571 U.S. 12, 24 (2013)
(“[TThe Sixth Amendment does not guarantce the right to perfect counscl; it promises only the
right to effective assistance[.]”); Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U.S. 1, 8 (2003)_(“Thc Sixth
Amendment guarantees reasonablc competence, not perfect advocac;' judged with the benefit of
hindsight.”). Instead, it simply means assistance that was objectively rcasonable under prevailing
professional norms. Stricklund, 466 U.S. at 687-688.

When an applicant asserts ineffective assistance of counscl as a ground for relicf, the
>
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applicant must show “counsel’s conduct so undermined the proper functioning of the adversarial
process that [it] cannot be relied upon as having produced a just result.” Strickland v.
Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 686 (1984); Butler, 286 S.C. at 442, 334 S.E.2d at 814, Incffective
assistance of counsel is governcd by the Sixth Amendment, as explained by the United States
Supreme Court in Strickland v. Washington.

Under the first prong of the Strickland analysis, the applicant must prove defense
counsel’s performance was deficient. /d. at 686; Cherry v. State, 300 8.C. 115,117, 386 S.E.2d
624, 625 (1989). To show a deficiency, the applicant musi prove by a prepénderance of the
evidence that counsel’s actions fell outside of the zone of “reasonableness under prevailing
professional norms.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 688. See also Rule 71.1(e), SCRCP (* ’I?hc applicant

l\)

has the burden of establishing his entitlement to relief by a preponderance of the eyi @ﬁ?: i 4

AL‘J
N

\IU
! d5h

{

Reasonableness is determined by the “varicty of circumstances faced by defensc leiﬁsié) orzhe
e} Do =
range of legitimatc decisions regarding how to best represent a criminal dcfendanﬁ"@x% the"‘

L

scope of the reasonableness inquiry is limited to facts counsel had available at the mﬁc of --
representation, Id. at 689. “Counsel is strongly presumed to have rendered adequate assistance
and made all significant decisions in the exercise of reasonable professional judgment.”
Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U.S. 1, 5 (2003) (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690); see Dunn v.

.Reeves, 141 S. Cl. 2405, 2410 (2021) (noting counsel’s strategic decisions are to be afforded

“strong presumption” of reasonableness that the defendant must overcome); Cullen v. Pinkolster,

563 U.S. 170, 189 (2011) (explaining a defendant must show defense counsel failed to act
reasonably considering all the circumstances to overcome the presumption of adequate
representation). Judicial scrutiny of counsel’s performance remains highly deferential towards

defense counsel with a strong presumption that counsel acted competently, becausc competent
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representation may be executed in virtually “countless™ ways. Strickland, 466 U.S. at 688-89.

Second, counsel’s deficient performance must have prejudiced the applicant so that
“there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the
proceeding would have been different.” Cherry, 300 S.C. at 117-18. “A reasonable probability is
a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the outcome.” Strickland, 466 U.S. at 694.
The court makes this determination based upon the totality of the evidence. /d. at 695.
Importantly, “[t]he likelihood of a different result must be substantial, not just conceivable.”
Harrington v. Richter, 562 U.S. 86, 112 (2011). ~

The standards do not establish mechanical rules; the ultimate focus of i mqulrytr?ust bgpn
the fundamental fairness of the proceeding whose result is being challenged. Slncklan—z’{;éé&ki S.

= 7 -‘-M
at 696. A court necd not first determine whether counsel’s performance was dcﬁcwn@eforc;-

examining the prejudice suffered by the defendant as a result of the alleged deﬁmcnc%%if l!};
casicr to dispose of an ineffectiveness claim on the ground of lack of sufficient pre_]uckée thz}i‘:;
course should be followed. Id. at 696-97. )

In the context of a guilty plea, the applicant must show there is a reasonable probability
that but for incffective assistance of counsel, he or she would not have pled guilty but, instead,
would have insisted on going to trial. Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52, 59 (1985). Applicant’s right
to contest the validity of a plea is usually, but not invariably, foreclosed because of the inherent
solemnity and truthfulness included in the guilty plea process. See Blackledge v. Allison, 431
U.S. 63, 73-74 (1977) (“Solemn declarations-in open court carry a strong presumption of verity.
The subsequent presentation of conclusory allegations unsupported by specifics is subject to

summary dismissal, as-arc contentions that in the face of the record are wholly incredible.”).

Abscnt valid reasons why the applicant is entitled to depart from previous judicial admissions

‘/
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made at the plea hearing, statements made during the original procceding remain conclusive.
Dalton v. State, 376 S.C. 130, 137-38, 654 S.E.2d 870, 874 (Ct. App. 2007) (citing Crenvford v.
United States, 519 F.2d 347, 350 (4th Cir. 1975)).
Validity of Plea

Vor a plea to be valid, the applicant must have been aware of the nature and crucial
elements of the offense the maximum and minimum penalties, and the rights he is waiving by
accepting the plea. Boykin v. Alabama, 395 U.S. 238 (1969); Roddy v. State, 339 8.C. 29 (2000).
A plea is not kriowing or voluntary if a defendant “lacks knowledge of material evidence in the

prosecution’s possession.” Gibson v. State, 334 8.C. 515, 523, 514 S.E.2d 320, 324 (1999).
@

A defendant’s knowing and voluntary waiver of statutory or constitutional nﬁilg must be
wm M

oE B

established by a complete record, and “may be accomplished by colloquy betweertihg %ur;a?nd o

< = !
{

U

<=7 T
defendant, between the court and defendant's counsel, or both.” Roddy v. State, 3385t 38 '_,,I,'j
SgE S T

528 S.E.2d at 421 (citing State v. Ray, 310 S.C. 431,437,427 S.E2d 171,174 (199354,?‘*['1%
voluntariness of a guilty plea is not determined by an examination of the specific inq:iry made
by the scntencing judge alone, but is determined from both the record made at the time of the
entry of the guilty plea and the record of the post-conviction hearing.”” Dalton, 376 S.C. at 138,
654 S.I:.2d at 874 (quoting Harres v. Lecke, 282 S.C. 131, 133, 318 8.1.2d 360, 361 (1984)).
Further, “guilty pleas, freely and voluntarily entered, act as a waiver of all non-jurisdictional
defects and defenses, including claims of a violation of a constitutional right prior to the plea.”
Whetsell v. State, 276 S.C. 295, 297, 277 S.E.2d 891, 892 (1981).

This Court finds Applicant's plea was cntered freely, voluntarily, intelligently, and
knowingly. Applicant stated he understood the charges and indictrents and that he was informed

of the charges and possible sentencing ranges involved in each charge. (Tr. 4). He stated he told

&
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Counsel all relevant facts associated with the charges and that he and Counsel talked about the
fact that he did not have a plausible defense. (Tr. 4). Applicant waived the presentment of the
charges before the grand jury. (Tr. 5). He also stated he knew he was waiving his rights,
including the right to remain silent, to call and confront witnesses, and to proceed.to a jury trial.
(Tr. 5-7). He stated no one threatened, promised, or coerced him into plcading, that it was being
freely and voluntarily entered, that he wanted to plead guilty because he was guilty of all charges
pled to and that he understood the sentencing ranges and fines, (Tr. 7-9). Applicant stated he
understood the serious offense distinction associated with his main charge. (Tr. 7-9). After this,
Applicant stated he still wants to plead guilty. (Tr. 9). Applicant stated he has not used drugs the
fifty days he has been in jail leading up to the plea hearing, that his addiction nor his paranoid
schizophrenia did not impact his ability to understand the plea, that his mental healtl’tés not ag

severe as it used to be, and the last time he took medication under a doctor’s care in, g% (B T
Zm o

Tz

- . . . Q3 . . ?\ ‘:;‘-::
11-13). Thus, the plea transcript indicates that Applicant knowingly, intelligently, féa?g; an& {
T~ f'{
. . qe8 T L
voluntarily entered his plea. 28 E— - ¥
cx @
Coerced into Pleading ?} r

Applicant claims Counsel threatened him into pleading by informing him that he would
likely serve more time if he went to trial. However, at the plea hearing, Applicaﬁt stated that he
was not threatened, promised, or cocrced into pleading. (Tr. 7-9). Additionally, when asked, in
retrospect, if he would have rather proceeded to trial, Applicant stated he did not want to go to
trial but wanted a sentence reduction. Further, at the PCR hearing, Counsel stated that he
informed Applicant he would likely serve-more time if convicted at trial as opposed to pleading
but denicd he threatened Applicant into pleading. Accordingly, this Court finds that Applicant

freely and voluntarily plead and was not coerced into pleading by Counsel informing him he

&
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'would likely face a harsher sentence if he was found guilty at trial becausc the scntencing range

permitted was twenty-five to thirty years. A harsher sentence at trial was a consideration in
deciding to plea, and does not affect the plea’s validity, voluntariness, or knowingness of the
plea. Accordingly, relief is denied on this ground.
Informing Applicant, He Would Serve Less Time

Applicant claims hisplea was invalid and Counsel ineffective. Applicant claimed he was
promised by Counsel that he would serve a lesser scntence than he received. Applicant’s
statements concérning the sentence fluctuated between: “he thought he would receive ten years’
credit for time served with the rest being served while on probation™, and “that he thought it
would be served on home detention instead”, However, he recognized that the Judge did inform
:‘O g
Pl
=]

him he could face up to thirty years for the possession with intent to distribute cocaine {lﬁrgeg
T oM
Tz ©

(Tr. 9). He also told the Judge. at the plea hearing that no one promised him anything;_inzogier f_gr
<

him 1o plea. (Tr. 7-9). At the PCR hearing, Counsel rejected the idea that he told Apﬁ}l?;lﬁ tha
B

co @
he would serve a shorter sentence if he pled and, instead, stated that he informed Appl@?ﬂ ofgle

=

senteﬁcing ranges and that he would likely serve less time if he pled. Further, Applicant stated he
did not want a new trial because he would likely serve more time than he received by pleading.
Thus, this Court finds that Applicant knowingly, intelligently, freely, angd volumAari‘!y pled while
knowing the potential sentence he was being exposed to. Regardless, no prejudice is found
because Applicant was seemingly unwilling to proceed to trial. Accordingly, relief is denied on
this ground.
Failure to Seek Reduced Charges

Applicant claims Counsel was ineffective [or failing to get the charges reduced to simple

possession. However, Applicant stated he understood he pled to possession with intent to
o
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>
Page 12 of 14 "&

H=

Gl

e

U

L

i gt o e 2 e



distribute charges, as applicable, and that he decided to plea because he thought he would get
less time than proceeding at trial. Additionally, Counsc] testified that he thought that
circumstantial evidence indicated that Applicant intended to distribute, given that he had two
scales, a good amount of cash, and-a Crown Royal bag containing multiple different types of
drugs. Counsel stated that regardless of whether Applicant intended to keep all the drugs to
himself or distribute them, he thought the State had enough evidence to convict because it is rare
a user has that much cash on their person and a crown royal bag full of different types of drugs.
Thus, Applicant decided to plead whife knowingly he was pleading to possession with intent to

distribute; not simple possession. Additionally, because the evidence supported the pogsessiop
o) (=3

. - . . 20 =
with intent to distribute charge, Counsel was not deficient for failing to seck a lesseg% dggge. '—'-O;J’;
Regardless, Applicant stated he did not want to go to trial and, accordingly, no prc'_< _J{:,:\_is =

e AT
GO =
found. Thus, relief is denied on this ground. Qe =
< @
Fuailure to Seek Lesser Sentence :—é ‘ R

Applicant claims Counsel failed to properly mitigate the sentence so he would serve less
time or be released on probation or home detention instead. At the plea hearing and in mitigation,
Counsel stated Applicant suffered s.evcral tragedies in his life that caused him to cope through
drug use, that thc amount of actual drugs involved is .9 grams, and that th? scalc;. uscd were for
personal use only. (Tr. 15-17). Counsel requested the Court consider the minimum sentence and
requests the Court consider the possibility of home detention. (Tr. 17). Thus, the allegation that
Counsel failed to scek a lesser sentence is refuted by the record. Accordingly, relief is denied on

this ground.

3
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Conclusion
Based on all the foregoing, this Court finds and concludes that Applicant has not
established any constitutional violations or deprivations that would require this Court to grant his
application. Thercfore, this PCR application must be denicd and dismissed with prejudice.
This Court notifies Applicant that he must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty
days of receipt by counsel of the judgment entry’s written notice to sccure appropriate appellate

review. See Rule 203, SCACR. Pursuant to Austin v. State, 305 S,C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991),

" afi Applicant has the right to appellaté counsel’s assistance in sceking review of the denial of

PCR. Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP provides'that if Applicant wishes to seek appellate review, PCR

W =3
counsel must serve and file a notice of appeal on Applicant’s behalf, Your attention 13 directa to
pp L girects

it

=l 2

South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 243 for appropriate appellate procedures. % Z 2
=CC

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED: oha =
808 =

=o't

1. The PCR application be denied and dismissed with prejudice; and S = ‘_::_
2. Applicant be remanded to the custody of Respondent. = ™~

AN-D IT IS SO ORDERED this_ 9] “\ day of S?;.'D"%A QW , 2021,

H. STEVEN DEBERRY,% iv \:;

Presiding Judge
Seventh Judicial Circuit

_ﬁ&bﬂL—_, South Carolina.
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