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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF SPARTANBURG

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

)
)
)
)
Amy Berridge, #379048 ) Case No.: 2019-CP-42-02590
Applicant, )
)
)
)
)
)
)

V. ORDER OF DISMISSAL

State of South Carolina,
Respondent.

This matter comes before this Court by way of Applicant’s post-conviction relief
application filed July 22, 2019. Respondent made its return on September 24, 2019, requesting
an evidentiary hearing be convened. An evidentiary hearing was held on September 13, 2021, at
the Spartanburg County Courthouse. Rodney W. Richey, Esquire, represented Applicant.
Assistant Attorney General Chelsey F. Marto represented Respondent.

Applicant testified on her own behalf at the evidentiary hearing. Counsel Steven D. Epps,
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Esquire, also testified. After reviewing all records and evidence before this Court, thisCourt &3
finds Applicant cannot meet her requisite burden of proof of establishing she is cnliff: &@poai
conviction relief and denies and dismisses this application with prejudice., Findings (E)J'& gfam:ih
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conclusions of law are set forth below. - : _3 W
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Procedural History

Applicant is presently confined in the South Carolina Department of Corrections pursuant
to orders of commitment of the Spartanburg County Clerk of Court. In March 2018, the
Spartanburg County Grand J ury indicted Applicant for murder and possession of a firearm
during the commission of a violent crime (2018-GS-42-01366, Cts. | & II). Steven D. Epps,
Esquire represented Applicant. Solicitor Barry Barnette prosccuted the case. On Scptember 21.

2018, Applicant entered an Alford plea to the lesser-included offense of voluntary manslaughter
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before the Honorable J. Mark Hayes, [1, circuit court judge. On January 31, 2019, Judge Hayes
sentenced Applicant to thirty years’ imprisonment, provided that upon service of twenty-five
years, the balanced would be suspended with probation for five years.

Applicant filed a motion to reconsider the sentence on February 8, 2019, arguing that the
revelation during the plea proceeding that Solicitor Barnette’s paralegal, Sharon “Cookie”
Peeler, was a cousin of the victim was a surprise that impacted the mitigation of Applicant’s
sentence. The State filed its return on February 18,2019. By written order filed April 22, 2019,
Judge Hayes denied Applicant’s request for a hearing on the motion and denied the motion to
reconsider the sentence. Applicant did not appeal her conviction or sentence.

Summary of Relevant Facts
On January 6, 2018, the sheriffs office was called to respond to a stabbing. (Tr. 10).

Landon Woods was stabbed several times. (Tr. 10). He went to his neighbors to wai@ for tl'g

police to arrive. (Tr. 10). Officers spoke with Woods, who stated he was unsure udgﬁsaxﬁd 1
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him. but stated they took a ride ina U-Haul. (Tr. 10-11). Woods got a ride in thei_}%gu eﬂﬂ '.,.,
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when he returned to his house he was assaulted. (Tr. 11). 2 = % o '»j
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The sherifl"s office started an investigation. (Tr. 11). Officers went to the o?lbackm
building, where they observed glasses in the entrance, believed to belong to Woods. (Tr. 11).
They saw blood in the outbuilding and collected several items from the home, which they sent
for testing at SLED. (Tr. 11).

Officers looked at several other suspects before identifying the actual perpetralors. (Tr.
11-12). Officers ultimately received a call from a witness, who described Woods getting in 2 U-
Haul with a small red gas can. (Tr. 12). The witness stated he saw the suspect with a red gas can

come around the vehicle and get in the passenger’s side of the vehicle. (Tr. 12). The U-Haul had



a distinct picture of a red panda on it and was traced in the Spinx parking lot and Britt Auto in a

direction consistent with what the victim described. (Tr. 13). A BOLO was put out on the U-

Haul. (Tr. 13).

A traffic stop was made on the night of January 5, morning of January 6, 2018. (Tr. 13).
The officer identified Applicant and her co-defendant and remembered the co-defendant had
multiple knives on him. (Tr. 13). A warning citation was issued on Applicant. (Tr. 13). The
officer’s bodycam was on and in the video the U-Haul had a picture of a red panda on it. (.
14). A BOLO was put out for the information and a stop issued. (Tr. 14). Applicant was found
driving the vehicle and was taken into custody. She admitted to picking up Woods with co-
defendant for drugs. (Tr. 14). She stated she talked with Woods when the co-defendant came in

and told her to get back in the car. (Tr. 14). She stated she saw a crowbar in his hand when she

went in the vehicle and began moving it. (Tr. 14). She then saw Woods running to the neighbor’s

house with blood on him. (Tr. 14-15). The perpetrators went to their respective mothers’ houses

owm '__\;
al some point and a pair of tennis shoes with the victim’s blood was found at a houscﬁ@lhe"i’
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victim’s blood was found in the U-Haul. (Tr. 15). THX :
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Current Action before this Court ODRC -
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[n her current PCR application, Applicant alleges she is being held in cuslody.%iﬁw@y
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because of ineffective assistance of counsel in that:

1. Actual innocence, in that:

a. “Idid not kill Mr. Woods. I did not conspire to kill Mr. Woods. I did not
know my co-defendant had stabbed Mr. Woods. Mr. Woods ran out of the
building alive.”

b. “Idid not know Mr. Woods. I had no blood o
alive last time I saw him.”

2. Ineffective assistance of counsel, in that:

a. “After I was sentenced my lawyer Mr. Epps told me if I went to trial he could
not of represented me. He said he would have to of been chair I1. He said this

n me. Mr. Woods was running /



nced. My plea was open from 2 years — 30 years. |

¢ the plea so I would not go to trial.”
he might of should of objected but did

the day after I was sente
feel he wanted me to tak
b. “I have a letter from Mr. Epps saying
not when Ms. Peeler addressed the court.”
3. Prosecutorial misconduct, in that:
«Sharon Peeler works for Barry [Barnette

on several of my interviews. ] was told nonc 0
We did not know at the time Ms. Pecler was related to the victim Mr. Woods.

I feel when Ms. Peeler addressed the court she spoke of things that should not
have been brought up. The only reason she knew those things was because she

was there for the interviews.”

] at the [solicitor’s] office. She sat in

a
f that could be used in court.

At the PCR hearing, Applicant proceeded forward on the following allegations:

1. Ineffective assistance of counsel:

a. Failure to prepare for trial;
b. Failure to discuss the evidence and discovery with Applicant;

¢. Failure to discuss the elements of the crimes charged with and pled to and;
d. Failure to develop a trial strategy.

All other allegations raised in her initial application and amendments are dccxiﬁ:d wa@d
20 =
. . . . - o
and abandoned and, accordingly, will not be addressed in this order. > E g 9
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Applicant testificd that she was charged with murder and convicted of volunaxy

manslaughter. Applicant stated she was represented by Mr. Steven Epps at the plea hearing. She

stated she is now seeking post-conviction relief for ineffective assistance of counsel. Applicant
testificd that the Alford plea was partially explained to her. She stated she knew she pled while

plicant stated she did not belicve there was sufficient evidence to

maintaining her innocence. Ap

convict her and asked for a jury trial instead several times. Applicant stated Counsel told her

he options. She stated Counsel encouraged her

about a plea and spoke with her about weighing t

s sentenced to life imprisonment before her matter was

to plead because her co-defendant wa

resolved. She stated she now wishes she would have gone to trial.
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Applicant stated Roy Sutherland was her co-defendant. She testified they picked up the
victim on the side of the road, put him in a U-Haul, beat him with a crowbar, and hit him in the

head. Applicant stated she and her co-defendant were stopped threc days later and she was later

charged with murder.

Applicant stated that Counsel discussed the charges with her but never provided her with
her discovery. Applicant stated they never discussed the evidence the State had against her.
Instead, they only discussed the evidence they had against her co-defendant. Applicant stated
Counsel was not prepared and at one hearing he did not bring relevant documents to court.
Applicant stated he was not qualified to represent her and told her he could only sit second chair
if the case went to trial, not first. Applicant testified Counsel told her he was not qualified to

handle a murder trial. Applicant testified he did not object when a State witness spoke at the plea

hearing. She stated she did not proceed to trial because she did not want to be sentenccd to life
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imprisonment. She testified Counsel never discussed hand of one hand of all or accom_pﬁke p
zx5 2

liability. zz ’_?1 s
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On cross-examination, Applicant stated that she discussed her narrative of the fap(tsi =
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during meetings with Counsel. She stated she asked Counsel for the evidence, who toldzher it

Was too much for her to see. Applicant stated he never brought anything to the prison with him
during their meetings. She stated the only discovery she was shown was from Solicitor Barnette.
Applicant stated she wanted to £0 to trial, but she and Counsel both decided pleading was the
best option instead. Applicant stated she proceeded forward with the plea because she did not
think she would receive thirty years’ imprisonment, despite being told she could receive up lo

thirty years® imprisonment.

Applicant acknowledged that even if Counsel could not handle a murder trial, she pled to
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voluntary manslaughter instead. However, she testified that she did not intend to plead until the
last minute. Applicant stated she understood she could have been convicted at trial, but did not
think she would actually be found guilty of murder.
Counsel Testimony

Counsel stated he represented Applicant leading up 10 the plea hearing. Counsel stated
that they reviewed discovery at various times. Counsel stated he did not take a laptop into the
jail, but took the printed materials with him to the jail to review with Applicant. He stated he did
not know if he printed a full copy of all discovery materials or if Applicant requested she be
provided with a full copy. Counsel stated that his paralegal went through the call logs and took
notes about discovery issues with witnesses. Counsel {estified that he normally puts everything in
a file and goes through certain aspects of the case, but cannot say with absolute certainty what he
did in this case.

Concerning his qualifications, Counsel stated he spoke with Applicant the day after she
was sentenced about how he is not qualified to try a death penalty case, but is qualified to
represent someone charged with murder and had done so before representing Applicant. Counsel

stated he was qualified to represent her on this case. Counsel stated that his initial cdncem v!_gs
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that this case was going to be prosecuted by Solicitor Barnette. He stated he was m@{—y
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concerned that they may pursuc the death penalty but, after discussing this conccéﬁ En@ Sdhl:ltor:
808 &

Barnette, he was assured carly on that they would not seck the death penalty. = 5 »
z
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Counsel stated that Applicant may have been charged under hand of one hand of alfn
However, Counsel stated that there was an image from a bodycam video where Applicant had a
cut on her hand, indicating she may have been more involved than she otherwise indicated.

Counsel stated this would be problematic at trial because with that image the State could have



argued that Applicant was directly involved in the assault that caused the victim’s death. He
stated he did not discuss this image or its implications with her because he knew her story, which
did not line up with the evidence but was still unwavering. He stated he did not think that getting
into the weeds on this issue would benefit the defense.

Counsel stated they discussed hand of one hand of all. He stated he has thoroughly
researched that theory and it was an issue in this case that was discussed. He stated he did not
discuss principal liability with her.

Counsel stated he would have been prepared for trial if she chose to reject the plea offer,

even though it would have been a bad idea. Counsel stated Applicant pled to avoid lif:s:
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On cross-examination, Counsel stated that he discussed the murder and weéﬁoﬂ% IO |
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possession charges with Applicant. Counsel testified that Applicant stated she did n@%@mntﬂuc :J
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crime and could not be found guilty. Counsel stated he told Applicant there was sufficiént &

enough evidence to convict. He stated he told her she was facing a minimum thirty years’

imprisonment for murder, which would have to be served day-for-day. He stated he told her

voluntary manslaughter carried less time. He stated he belicved that the State could show that she
was direct participant in the activity that caused his death. Counsel stated he discussed the
clements of the charges originally charged with and pled to. He stated he prepared a case
information sheet on the murder charge for Applicant that had this information on it and that he
reviewed the entire statute with her. He stated he discussed the clements and sentence for
voluntary manslaughter, even though it was not on the sheet.
Counsel stated he told her what an Alford plea was. Counsel stated that her concern with

the plea process was the amount of time she would serve. He testified they were hopeful at first



dent she would be found not guilty would

because they felt showing the State that she was confi
it was Applicant’s decision to enter the plea and he still believes

be helpful. Counsel stated that i
discuss all discovery, but discussed

that that was the best option. Counsel stated that they did not

all relevant discovery.
Counsel stated that Applicant’s argument from start to finish was that she did not kill the
did not have to prove she was the killer, but that

Counsel stated that the State i

victim. However,
hen her story

she was guilty under accomplice liability. Counsel stated he warned Applicant W
arrative in front of the jury.

did not make sense and warned her about putting such a n

Findings of Fact and Conelusions of Law
ini irety and has heard the

T'his Court has had the opportunity to review the record in its entiret
aring. Before this Court are the Spartanburg

testimony and arguments presented at the PCR he
ecords, Applicant’s South Carolina Department of Corrections Records,

County Clerk of Court R
"his Court has further had the

and this PCR action’s records. T
stified at the hearing, and to closely pass upon their
are the Rlevang

the plea and sentencing transcripts,

opportunity to observe each witness who te:
urt has weighed the testimony accordingly. Set forth below

credibility. This Co
findings of fact and conclusion of law as required by South Carolina Code Annota@gcdnoﬁ 7- 17
sSo N =
27-80 (2003). ab. T I>
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Ineffective Assistance of Counsel g Z w fD
;1 (X
ained irffthe

{n a PCR action, the applicant bears the burden of proving allegations cont
286 S.C. 441, 334 SEE2d 813 (1985). When an applicant asserts

application. Butler v. State,
¢ assistance of counsel as a ground for relief, the applicant must show “counsel’s
ning of the adversarial process that [it] cannot be rel

S. 668, 686 (1984);

ineffectiv
ied

conduct so undermined the proper functio
Syrickland v. Washington, 466 U.

upon as having produced a just result.” §




Butler, 286 S.C. at 442,334 S.I.2d at 814. Ineffective assistance of counsel is governed by the
Sixth Amendment, as explained by the United States Supreme Court in Strickland v.
Washingion.

Pursuant to the first prong of the Strickland analysis, the applicant must prove defensc
counsel’s performance was deficient. Jd. at 686; Cherry v. State, 300 S.C. 1 15,117,386 S.E.2d
624, 625 (1989). To show deficiency, the applicant must prove by a preponderance of the

evidence that counsel’s actions fell outside of the zonc of “reasonableness undcr prevailing

2 =
professional norms.” Strickland, 466 1.S. at 688. See also Rule 71.1(c), SCRCP (“'T%gﬂplicl@é‘l -
has the burden of establishing his entitlement to reljef by a prepondcrance of the cvi%;‘é%’). E‘g %‘;'-:
Reasonableness is determined by the “variety of circumstances faced by defense couée@ :_5: th&s :’%
range of legitimate decisions regarding how to best represent a criminal defendant,” a’m%f;; ;

-~

scope of the reasonableness inquiry is limited to facts counsel had availablec at the time of
representation. /d. at 689. “Counsel is strongly presumed to have rendered adequatc assistance
and made all significant decisions in the excrcise of reasonablc professional judgment.”
Yarborough v. Gentry, 540 U S. 1,5 (2003) (citing Strickland, 466 U.S. at 690). Judicial scrutiny

of counsel’s performance remains highly deferential towards defense counscl with a strong

presumption that counsel acted competently, because competent representation may be executed

in virtually “countless™ ways. Strickiand, 466 U.S..at 688-89.
Second, counse!'s deficient performance must have prejudiced the applicant so that
“there is a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprolcssional errors, the result of the

procecding 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.



Realistically, this matters “‘only in the rarest case * pecause “[t]he likelihood of a different result
ington v. Richter, 562 U.S. 86, 111-12 (2011)

must be substantial, not just conceivable.” Harr,

(quoting Syrickland, 466 U.S. at 697).

The standards do not establish mechanical rules; the ultimate focus of inquiry must be on

the fundamental fairness of the proceeding whose result is being challenged. Strickland, 466 U.S.

at 696. A court need not first determine whether counsel’s performance was deficient before

examining the prejudice suffered by the defendant as a result of the alleged deficiencies; if it is

casier to dispose of an ineffectiveness claim on the ground of lack of sufficient prejudice, that

course should be followed. /d. at 696-97. o
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Invalid Plea »EMm 9
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In the context of a guilty plea, the applicant must show there is a rcasonable pro m@g N
Qo o,
i o

that, but for ineffective assistance of counsel, he or she would not have pled guilty but, @@
pid
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on going to trial. Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52, 59 (1985). Apphcant_‘s nght‘-o

foreclosed because of the inherent

6

would have insisted

to contest the validity of a plea is usually, but not invariably,

d in the guilty plea process. See Blackledge v. Allison, 431

solemnity and truthfulness include

(1977) (“Solemn declarations in open court carry a strong presumption of verity.

U.S. 63,73-74
legations unsupported by specifics is subject to

The subsequent presentation of conclusory al

contentions that in the face of the record are wholly incredible.”).

summary dismissal, as are
alid reasons why the applicant is entitled to depart from previous judicial admissions

Absent v
ade during the original proceeding remain conclus

made at the plea hearing, statements m ive.

S.C. 130, 137-38, 654 S.E.2d 870, 874 (Ct. App. 2007) (citing Crawford v.

Dalton v. State, 376
ed States, 519 F.2d 347,350 (4th Cir. 1975)).

¢ applicant must have been aware of the nature an

Unit
d crucial

For a plea to be valid, thi

10
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clements of the offense the maximum and minimum penalties, and the rights she is waiving by

accepting the plea. Boykin v. Alabama, 395 U.S. 238 (1969); Roddy v. State, 339 S.C. 29 (2000).

A plea is not knowing or voluntary if a defendant “lacks knowledge of material evidence in the

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

A defendant’s knowing and voluntary waiver of statutory or constitutional rights must be

established by a complete record, and “may be accomplished by colloquy between the court and

defendant, between the court and defendant's counsel, or both.” Roddy v. State, 339 S.C. at 34,

528 S.E.2d at 421 (citing State v, Ray, 3108.C. 431,437,427 S.E2d 171, 174 (1993)). ““[T]he

voluntariness of a guilty plea is not determined by an examination of the specific inquiry made

by the sentencing 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.E.2d at 874 (quoting Harres v. Leeke, 282 S.C. 131,133, 318 S.E.2d 360, 361 (1 984)).
1,_:)
Further, “guilty pleas, frecly and voluntarily entered, act as a waiver of all non-_iurisdicli@g{_

i
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defects and defenses, including claims of a violation of a constitutional right prior to the plea.”

-l N L-)

Whetsell v. State, 276 S.C. 295,297,277 S.E.2d 891, 892 (1981). o O
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This Court finds Applicant’s plea was entered freely, knowingly, intelligently, ané:: =
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voluntarily. After being sworn in, Applicant stated she intended to plead and was not on any

9g:6 WY ¢¢ 1301202

substance impacting her decision or ability to understand the decision. (Tr. 5-6). Applicant stated

she was satisfied with Counsel, that no one threatened or promised her into pleading, and that the

decision was made freely and voluntarily. (Tr. 6-7). Applicant stated she intended to waive the

right to a jury trial, where she would be presumed innocent and the
the State to prove she was guilty beyond a reasonable doubt and where the jury would have to

find her guilty by a unanimous verdict. (Tr. 7). She stated she understood she was waiving her

11

burden of proof would be on



to subpoena witnesses or evidence, to present favorable

right to call and confront witnesses,
(Tr. 8). She stated she understood that she

evidence, to establish a defense, and to remain silent.
years’ imprisonment, that the crime pled to was violen

h a distinction. (Tr. 16). Applicant

could be sentenced to up to thirty t and

rious, and that she understood the consequences of suc

most se
ght there was sufficient enough evidence for her to

stated she still wanted to plead, that she thou
nd that all of her answers at the plea hearing were trut

ry with the defense. (Tr. 17).

hful and honest.

be found guilty at trial, a
(Tr. 17). The prosecutor stated that they shared the discove

s freely, knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily

S

Accordingly, this Court finds that the plea wa

\4 \f“i
4370

9€6 WY 22 130 179,

entered and thus cannot be withdrawn now.
Failure to Prepare for Trial/Develop Trial Strategy
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failing to prepare for trial and for
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Applicant claims Counsel was ineffective for

ause Applicant freely, knowingly, intelligently, andE -

SALN
B n

develop a trial strategy. However, bec

waiving her right to a jury trial and to establish a defense at

voluntarily entered the plea,

Counsel was not ineffective on this ground. Counsel stated
go to trial il Applicant decided not to plea

this claim is without merit and relief denied on this ground.

best interest. Accordingly,
Failure to Review Evidence with Applicant

This Court finds Applicant’s allegation
her is without merit. Testimony at the PCR hearing indicates the relevant discove
to Applicant prior to the plea. Applicant conceded she was provide

Solicitor Barnette. Counsel credibly testified that he bro
did not share the image of Applicant with a cu

with him to discuss with Applicant, but

arm. Counsel stated that he reviewed all relevant discovery with Applic

12

that he would have been prepared to

d, but that the decision t0 plead was her own and in her

that Counsel failed to review the evidence with

ry was shown
d a copy of the discovery by

ught all printed materials into the jail

t on her

ant prior to the plea. See

U=



Gibson v. State, 334 S.C. 515, 523, 514 S.E.2d 320, 324 (1999)(finding a plea is not knowing or
voluntary if a defendant “lacks knowledge of material evidence in the prosecution’s
possession.”). Applicant has failed to show what discovery was not shown to her or how it was
material to the case. She has also failed to show how the discovery of such evidence, specifically
the image, would have led her to deciding to 20 to trial instead. Thus, this Court finds this

allegation is without merit and denies relief on this ground.

Failure to Discuss Elements of Crimes

clements of the crimes charged with and pled to is without merit. At the plea hearing, Applicant

stated she intended to enter a plea to voluntary manslaughter. (Tr. 4-5). She stated she

)
3
3
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understood that she could be sentenced to up to thirty years’ imprisonment for volun =

= B
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manslaughter, that the crime pled to was violent and most serious, and that she unde@)t

HY

azid

ool
consequences of such a distinction. (Tr. 16). Applicant stated she still wanted to plead; %he‘.?
= X
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thought there was sufficient enough evidence for her to be found guilty at trial, and that @ll of her
answers at the plea hearing were truthful and honest. (Tr. 17). At the PCR hearing, Counsel

stated that he discussed the murder and weapons possession charges with Applicant. He stated he

\

|

|

This Court finds Applicant’s allegation that Counsel was ineffective for failing to discuss
|

|

|

|

\

|

|

\

|

told her she was facing a minimum thirty years’ imprisonment for murder. which would have to 1
\

be served day-for-day. He stated he told her voluntary manslaughter carried less time. He stated

he believed that the State could show that she was direct participant in the activity that caused his
death. Counsel stated he discussed the elements of the charges originally charged with and pled
to. He stated he prepared a case information sheet on the murder charge for Applicant that had
this information on it and that he reviewed the entire statute with her. e stated he discussed the

clements and sentence for voluntary manslaughter, even though it was not on the sheet. Counsel



stated that he told Applicant that the State did not have to prove she was the killer, but that she

was guilty under accomplice liability. Counsel credibly testified they discussed hand of gme hand
>
of all. Thus, this Court finds that Applicant was sufficiently advised of and understood the

clements of the charges indicted with and pled to. Accordingly, this claim is without merit and :
relief is denied on this ground. L 24 w)
ch

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 her
application. Therefore, this PCR application must be denied and dismissed with prejudice.

This Court notifies Applicant that she must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty
days of receipt by counsel of the judgment entry’s written notice to secure appropriate appellate
review. See Rule 203, SCACR. Pursuant to Austin v. State, 305 S.C. 453, 409 S.E.2d 395 (1991),
an Applicant has the right to appellate counsel’s assistance in seeking review of the denial of
PCR. Rule 71.1(g), SCRCP provides that if the Applicant wishes to seck appellate review, PCR
counsel must serve and file a notice of appeal on Applicant’s behalf. Your attention is directed to
South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 243 for appropriate appellate procedures.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED:

1. The PCR application be denied and dismissed with prejudice; and
2. Applicant be remanded to the custody of Respondent.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this [ (= day of [2 [Z é& ,2021.

4 W 220/
WILLIANA . FICKINNON

Presiding Judge
Seventh Judicial Circuit
R~ . South Carolina.
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