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The %mitb Carolina Q]Zn_urt of Appeals
- Terrell Mchoy, -i’étitioﬁer,
V.

State of South Carolina, Respondent. -

Appellate Case No. 2019-001193

ORDER

This matter is before the court on a petition for a writ of certiorari following the
_ denial of Petitioner's application for post-conviction relief. Based on the vote of
the panel, the petition for a writ of certiorari is denied.

~ FOR THE COURT
V Closine 22—

CLERK

BY

Columbia, South Carolina -
May 18,2022

cc: .
Clarissa Warren Joyner, Esquire
Samantha Jo Weidauer, Esquire
Terrell McCoy, #256070 .
The Honorable Deadra L. Jefferson



. .  AFFIDAVIT OF KRISTON D, NEELY ]

o

1, ;Kristoﬁ D. Neely, after being duly Swoin, say:

I am employed with the Legal Department for the City

of North Charleston, So uth
Carolina. v

‘ In that cépé"c,igy, T was involved in litigation with Terrell McCoy in his claim Lk
against the City and the North Charleston Police Department (Civil Action #: 2013-CP- ‘
10-06876). , '

- Inthe course;_gf that litigation, the City admitted that a 911 recording and CAD
report pertaining to Mr. McCoy’s criminal trial (CADOPERATION REPORT #:

No

)




