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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER ) FOR THE FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
)
Ronald Blanding, SCDC #283641, ) Case No.: 2020-CP-18-01677
)
Applicant, )
)
V. ) FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL
) _ =
State of South Carolina, ) - ’;
Respondent. ) -3
) ~

P e B
This matter comes before the Court by way of a post-conviction rellef(.;jéia ac;';gn
commenced by Ronald Blanding (Applicant) on October 13, 2020. The State made’ljcs ‘retumg'h
February 4, 2021, requesting the action be summarily dismissed because it was filed after the
statute of limitations had expired; it is successive to Applicant’s prior PCR actions,; it is barred by
the doctrine of res judicata; and because continued litigation by Applicant frustrates the need for
finality of litigation.

Pursuant to this request, and after reviewing the pleadings in this matter and all of the
records attached thereto, this Court issued a conditional order of dismissal signed September 3,
2021, and filed September 8, 2021, provisionally denying and dismissing this action, while giving
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 1s an

affidavit of service dated September 23, 2021, serving the above-mentioned conditional order of

dismissal on Applicant.
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On September 20, 2021, Applicant filed a response to the conditional order of dismissal’,
This Court would note the response raises essentially the same claims as those enumerated in
Applicant’s application, previous PCR actions, and previous habeas action. In his response,
Applicant argues — as he has in his previous actions — that his due process rights were violated and
both his PCR counsel was ineffective and the PCR court in his first PCR application, failed to rule
on all issues presented to the court and relied on incorrect legal conclusions. Applicant additionally
alleges officials did not have proper documentation to extradite Applicant from New York to South
Carolina.

In this case, Applicant received a hearing in his first post-conviction relief action and timely
appealed to the South Carolina Supreme Court therefrom. Following the filing of the petition for
writ of certiorari, the Court carefully considered the record as required by law. The Court dismissed
Applicant’s petition. Applicant has pursued a petition for habeas corpus relief in federal court, and
was denied relief. Additionally, Applicant has filed two previous PCR applications in the circuit
court. The allegations in the current application are critically similar to those pursued in
Applicant’s prior PCR actions and federal habeas action. Applicant had a full opportunity to litigate
all of his allegations in his prior collateral actions. Accordingly, Applicant enjoyed a complete
adjudication on the merits of his original application—"one full bite at the apple.” Our Supreme
Court has held that once a post-conviction relief applicant obtains a complete adjudication on the
merits of his original application, including an appeal, he may not make successive applications

based on ineffective assistance of post-conviction relief counsel. See, e.g., dice v. State, 305 S.C.

448, 409 S.E.2d 392 (1991).

! Applicant also filed a response in opposition to the State’s return and motion to dismiss on February 18,
2021, essentially raising the same allegations as enumerated in this third application and detailed in the
above-mentioned response to the conditional order of dismissal.
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Under the doctrine of res judicata, a matter that has been wholly adjudicated by a
competent court is barred from further pursuit on any grounds that could have been raised in the
former action. Because all allegations alleged in Applicant’s instant post-conviction relief action
could have been or were raised in Applicant’s previous proceedings, this action is barred by the
doctrine of res judicata. Res judicata prohibits subsequent actions by the same parties on the same
issues, and a final judgment on the merits in a prior action bars subsequent consideration of those
issues in a new action. Bell v. Bennett, 307 S.C. 286, 414 S.E.2d 786 (Ct. App. 1992); Foran v.
USAA Cas. Ins. Co., 311 8.C. 189, 427 S.E.2d 918 (Ct. App. 1993). Res judicata also bars any
issues that could have been raised in the former action. Foxworth v. State, 275 8.C. 615,274 S.E.2d
415 (1981).

Applicant’s claims of ineffective assistance of trial counsel are therefore barred by the
doctrine of res judicata because they were or could have been raised in Applicant’s previous state
and federal proceedings. See Adice, 305 S.C. at 452, 409 S.E.2d at 395 (“[Applicant] has filed an
original PCR application, and has been allowed to seek review of the ruling against him. We refuse
to grant his request for a second chance, and again we do so in order to effectuate the purposes of
the Act and rules.”).

Before the Court will hold an evidentiary hearing, Applicant must make a prima facie
showing that he is entitled to relief. Welch v. MacDougall, 246 S.C. 258, 143 S.E.2d 455 (1965);
Blandshaw v. State, 245 S.C. 385, 140 S.E.2d 784 (1965). Applicant has failed to make such a
showing based on the information set forth in his response, and therefore he is not entitled to an
evidentiary hearing in this matter. Accordingly, this Court finds no reason why the conditional

order of dismissal should not become final.
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This Court therefore reasserts its finding in the conditional order of dismissal that the
current PCR application must be dismissed because it was filed after the statute of limitations had
expired; it is successive to Applicant’s prior PCR actions; it is barred by the doctrine of res
Judicata; and because continued litigation by Applicant frustrates the need for finality of litigation.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that for the reasons set forth in the Court’s conditional
order of dismissal, the Application for post-conviction relief is hereby DENIED AND
DISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

This Court hereby advises Applicant he must file and serve a notice of appeal within thirty
days of the service of this Order to secure appellate review. Sec 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.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED this gg“l’ day of ,Qum ,2021.

b

EDGAR W. DICKSON
Circuit Court Judge
First Judicial Circuit

CQ(A». jJA‘} -, South Carolina.
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