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STATE OF SOUTH CARQLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG! 0T 21 )P‘f i2: FQR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Stanley M. Felder; CLERK OF )cou RGese No.: 2015-CP-38-00006
ORANGEBURG, SC-
Applicant, )
)
V. ) FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL
)
State of South Carolina, )
)
Respondent. )
)

This matter comes before this Court by way of an application for post-conviction relief
ﬁled by Applicant Stanley M. Felder on December 29 2014 In response, Respondent, the State
of South Carolma, made its retum and moved to dlsmxss the appllcauon as untimely and successive
pursuant to S.C. Code Ann §17-27-20 §17-27-45 and §l7-27-90

Pursuant to this request, and after revnewmg the pleadings in this matter and all of the
records attached thereto, this Court issued a Conditional Order of Dismissal, signed December 29,
2016, and filed January 12, 2017, provisionally denying and dismissing this action, while giving
the Applicant twenty days from the date of service of said Order in which to show why the
dismissal should not become final. Attached to this Final Order and incorporated herein by
reference is a Certificate of Semce dated March 16, 2021, serving the above-mentioned
Condmonal Order of Dlsmlssal on Applicant’s counsel via email. | B

| On June 20 2017 Apphcant ﬁled a pro se document enutled “Motxon to Quash
Indlctment.” Smce Apphcant is represented by counsel and counsel of record has not resgonded
this document will not be considered by the Conrt. See Foster v. State, 298 S.C. 306, 379 S.E.2d
908 (1989) (Sonth Carolina does not recognize hybrid representadon); see also Rule 11, SCRCP

(requiring every pleading, motion, or other paper of & party represented by counsel to be signed by
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at least one attomey of record who is an active member of the South Carolina Bar; if a pleading,
motion, or other paper is not signed, “it shall be stricken unless it is signed promptly after the
omission is called to the attention of the pleader or movant.”) While this Court will not take any
action on this document, out of an abundance of caution, this Court summarizes the document
below.

In this document, Applicant reiterates the allegations made in his post-conviction relief
application, arguing: the court does not have subject matter jurisdiction!, procedural errors exist,
Applicant was prejudiced by solicitor and victim wbrk‘mg in concert against him, and indictment
defects exist.

This Court finds Applicant has failed to show why his application should be considered
timely pﬁrsuam to S.C. Code Ann. §17-27-45. S.C. Code § 17-27-45(A) states, “[ajn application
for relief ﬁled pu,rsuéht to thié.chaptér must be ﬁled within one yeérﬁ éﬁer..the_-eq,tfy_.df a judgmerit
of conviction or within one yédr after the sending of the remittitur to the lower court from an appeal
or the filing of the final decision upori an appeal, whichéver is -Iater"."’ Summary dismissal of a PCR
application is appropriate when the application is filed after the statutory filing period. Leamon v.

—State, 363 S.C. 432, 611 S.E.2d 494 (2003). Applicant pleaded guilty and was sentenced on Maj
21, 2002, Applicant’s motion to withdraw the gﬁilty plea and vacate sentence, grant a new trial,
recuse trial judge, and disqualify solicitor’s office was denied on January 24, 2005. On February
28, 2006, the South Carolina Court of Appeals issued an Order of Dismissal and Remittitur

granting Applicant’s motion to dismiss the appeal. Therefore Applicant’s application for post-

! An Applicant may challenge the subject matter jurisdiction of the trial court and such a claim is one that may be
raised at any time, Brown v. State, 343 S.C. 342, 346, 540 S.E.2d 846, 848-49 (2001), overruled in part by State v.
Gentry, 363 S.C. 93, 610 S.E.2d 494 (2005), However, Applicant has failed to establish any sufficient reason why he
could not have raised this subject matter jurisdiction claim timely in his first application. Accordingly, Applicant has
not shown sufficient reason why the Conditional Order should not become final,
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conviction relief was due February 28, 2007, The current appliéation was not filed until December
29, 2014 — well after the one-year statutory filing period expired. Therefore, this application is
barred by the statute of limitations. |

Additionally, Applicant’s application is barred on successiveness grounds. Applicant’s
current allegations were or could have been raised in earlier proceedings based upon Applicant’s
prior PCR appliéations. Applicant has not sufficiently proven wh)? thesé issues could not have been
raised earlier. Thefefore, this current application is barred as successive.

Thus, the Court reasserts its finding in the Conditional Order of Dismissal that the current
PCR application must be dismissed as untimely and successive as Applicant has not set forth
sufficient reason to excuse his non-compliance with the statute of limitations and this application
is successive to Applicant’s previous PCR applications.

. This Court hereby advises Apj)licant that he must file and serve_a.thicq 'of Appeal within
thu'ty days 6f thel serwce | of this Order to secure appellate review. See Rule 203, SCACR.
Applicant's attention is directed to Rule 243, SCACR, for the procedures following the filing and
service of the notice of appeal. |

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that for the reasons set forth in the Court’s Conditional

Order of Dismissal and herein, this application for post-conviction relief is hereby DENIED and

DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.
AND IT IS SO ORDERED this % dayof _ {ibiler , 2021,
%L
EDGAR W. DICKSON

Chief Administrative Judge for Common Pleas
First Judicial Circuit '

|
|
=~ |

&amﬂ‘%_—‘ South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF ORANGEBURG
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STANLEY M. FELDER, #284425 Applicant,
V.
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, Respondént.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that-a true copy of the Final Order of Dismissal has been
served upon the applicant by mailing one copy in the Uniied States mail, postage prepaid,
addressed to:

Jonathan D. Waller, Esquire
Waller Law Group, LLC
1821 Hampton Street
Columbia, SC 29201

This 4 day of November, 2021.
(771
Katie Wade
Legal Assistant for Respondent




