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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgme

OPINIONS BELOW

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at 5 or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
\yf is unpublished.

£The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix __ 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
Q/3"is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix __L__ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[p^is unpublished.

The opinion of the_________________________
appears at Appendix J2___to the petition and is

cou

[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ $/is unpublished.
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JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided mv cas< 
JUhJ< h, Q.O 10was

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the UnitedStatesC( 
Appeals on the following date: _
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

, and a cc

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was 
to and including . 
in Application No.__ A

(date) on

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was A f>ri i 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the followi 
---------------- ------- :----------, and a copy of the order denying reheari
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).



JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case 
UUhJ^. 1% yo 10was ♦

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
and a copy of theAppeals on the following date: ____________

order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including______
in Application No.__ A

(date) on (date)

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Af>riUj2Q& . 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
--------------------------------- , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No.__ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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STATEMENT

In September 2009, the Florence County Grand Jury indicted Robert Singletary

charges of committing a lewd act on a minor and criminal sexual conduct (CSC) with a min

. June 21, 2010, Petitioner Singletary proceeded to trial before the Honorable D. Craig Brow 

jury. Singletary was represented by Vick Meetze, and the state was represented by E.L. Cl* 

III., Robert N. Wells, Jr., and Catherine J. Anderson. App. 1. The jury found Singletary gi 

both charges as indicted. App. 238, II. 5-19. Judge Brown sentenced Singletary to thirty y

the CSC with a minor and fifteen years on the lewd act charge to run concurrent with ft

sentence. App. 244, 11. 3 - 22. The South Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed Sing

convictions and sentences on October 31,2012. State v. Singletary. Op. No. 2012-UP-589 (C

filed October 31,2012).

On April 13, 2013, Petitioner Singletary filed an application for post-convictior

(PCR). The state filed a return on September 13, 2013. An evidentiary hearing was held on (

9, 2014 before the Honorable Edgar W. Dickson. Singletary was represented, by Jonathan

and the state was represented by Josh Thomas. App. 275. On March 25,2015, Judge Dicksor

an order denying Singletary’s PCR application and dismissing it with prejudice. App. 318

327. This petition for a writ of certiorari follows.
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TSSIIF. PRESENTED

Did the PCR court err in not finding trial counsel ineffective for not objecting to Debbie

ott being qualified as an expert in child abuse assessment when there was not a sufficient 

wing of her individual reliability as there was no evidence her conclusions from the interview 

re accurate, and her qualification as an expert allowed her to give her improper opinion 

ommendations that Singletary should have no contact with this child, or any child, and that 

itioner should have a complete sex offender assessment which was highly prejudicial to 

itioner Singletary and irrelevant to the jury’s finding of guilt or innocence?
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Oe F Cou/SSe.1 F^L+o gr^ A/ct(ce of /^jl,

, ,,o ■ ,J S'* - 0cc $orr)^ on/<L
UM-S {flj'fhftt b^5i/l/e&S. £)-eAe/v'C<5- Qou/US<L \/,'cK /T]-e-et-2£.
J'J a/^T i/i/VeSfzr
0 f-'f-'iC^S^, X UouUi Kai/-^ kd^V 

RuL*.

<9 v i tvf«,rVl-coJ 'f^^f-e.opL-z. \n/ f-i,^ 0"K^r

jAU/tJr^ <ji4Lfy* ^oLe li-f;

/y]^_efz^ OT<r<£-t- jS/ Ikon'S 

h-enbJ A LA h/iow1} Fk*v\

p^^ctx^r1 c,>y>f-c-e^5
- . c- 3ol .-jhi- Sf o^Acc-L/StJ f-0 CompuLiotyCow/jfU.^g^+ n S-f- 1/ 40l- S+r.-tfLfrvj Y^rllL
Coh/Joc.f, S1~Af<L,'Lt:. j ^ A- ^F-^h/cjs.. f?uLe u -? ^ e^hv-e.

W6 fikySlc,#.^ ^ j^ C' oPPr0

^ HoljltuJ \/^£
SUuiJ ‘

office ^ISo, fo 
Proems. a§s s

fits’
hAi/-*- ^ e«-n/

i oa^/L



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,
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