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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

. Did the Circuit Court err in granting Summary Judgement wherein Petitioner was barred '
from going forward with his ineffective assistance of counsel action (PCR) against
Petitioner’s trial counsel Lorelle, Proctor when Petitioner was given erroneous advice. .
regardmg self-representation and the consequences of proceeding pro se at his trial on

- January 27, 2009? ‘

~ Did the circuit court err in refusing to allow petitioner to represent himself during the
PCR hearing hearing held on December 14, 2015 when PCR counsel refused to admit
petitioners prepared memorandum of law, failed to admit as an exhibit trial counsel
Lorelle Proctor’s Rule 5 discovery request, and failed to subpoena trial counsel to the

- PCR hearing to testify that she had requested discovery, more specifically the 911 tape on
several occasions, all before the 911 tape had beenldestroyed by North Charleston Police
department such that a hearing should have been held pursuant to Faretta v. California,
422 US 806, 95 S.Ct., 45 L.Ed 562 (1975)?

Did the circuit judge err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel, Robert Dudek, was
not ineffective when appellate counsel only raised one issue in f)eﬁtioner’s appellate brief,
the issue of self-representation, when in fact several viable substantive issues had been
raised and the issues had been contemporaneously preserved by Petitioner during his trial
and petitioner repeatedly discussed the appellate issues that he had preserved during the
trial with Appellate counsel?

Did the circuit judge err in finding that petitioner’s appellate counsel was not ineffective
when appellate counsel did not raise a violation of Maryland v. Brady in violation of
South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure Rule 5 in Petitioner’s Appellate brief
wherein the State violated Brady and did not provide Petitioner a 911 tape that was in the
possession of North Charleston Police Department and the existence of which was
imputed to the Charleston County Solicitor handling Petitioner’s prosecution that was
material and exculpatory for impeachment purposes in Petitioner’s defense and the Brady
violation was prejudicial to Petitioner’s case because the outcome of Petitioner’s
presentation of his defense would have been different if the 911 tape had been provided to
Petitioner when Petitioner raised the issue during his trial and preserved the issue for
appellate review?



. - Did the circuit judge err in finding that petitioner’s appellate counsel was not meffectlve '
when appellate counsel did not raisé a violation of Petitoner’s due process right to a fair
trial under the Fifth Amendment of the U S Constltutlon Article I Sectlon IIT of the South
Carolina State Constitution when the trial judge sustained the State’s objection to the 911
D1spatchers log prejudicing Petitioner and preventing him from being able to impeach the -
State’s primary witness and present his defense that the 911 caller indicated that the facts
of the incident could not have happened as the State’s witness Corinda Snowden testified
to the jury thereby impeaching her testimony and ekonerating Petitioner in the case when

Petitioner raised the issue during his trial and preserved the issue for appellate review?

. Did the circuit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was not ineffective
when appellate counsel did not a raise a Batson v. Kentucky issue when Petitioner argued
that the State’s use of preemptory challenges to strike two jurors of the same racial
composition of Petitioner, but did not use peremptory challenges to strike two Caucasian
jurors similarly situated and that the State’s justification for striking the African
American jurors was not, in fact, race neutral when Petitioner raised the issue during his
trial and preserved the issue for appellate review?

. Did the circuit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was not ineffective
when appellate counsel did not raise the issue of bad faith on the part of the State and
North Charleston Police department under Arizona v. Youngblood when Petitioner raised
and preserved the issue during trial that North Charleston police officer Angela Bunker
had failed to preserve valuable exculpatory evidence in the form of DNA from blood
evidence found at the scene of the incident?

Did the Circuit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was not ineffective
in raising the issue of a prejudicial witness identification when Petitioner objected to the
witness identification during her testimony and moved to exclude her testimony raising
the issue and preserving the issue for appellate review?

Did the circuit court err in finding petitioners appellate counsel was not ineffective when
appellate counsel did not raise the issue of the denial of petitioners request for a voluntary
manslaughter charge when there was, in fact, evidence in the record that factually support
. the charge being given to the jury when Petitioner raised the issue during his trial and
preserved the issue for appellate review?




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
‘ Procedural Hlstory

On July 2006 a Charleston County Grand Jury Indicted Petltloner for Murder. (2006-GS-10-
4987). OnT uly 15, 2008 Petitioner, while represented by Lorelle Proctor went to trial, however thel
jury was unable to reach a verdict and a mistrial was declared. OnJ anuary 27, 2009 and J4 anuary 28,
2009, the Honorable Markley Dennis signed Orders Relieving Lorelle Proctor and allowing
Petitioner to proceed pro se.(App I page 4-5) On February 2, 2009, Petitioner’s second trial began.
Petitioner represented himselfwith Lorelle Proctor as stand-by counsel. The jury convicted Petitioner
of Murder. Petitioner was sentenced to fifty (50) years imprisonment,. Ultimately, his sentenced was
reduced to forty (40) years imprisonment. (App IV, page 735-736).
| A timely Notice of Intent to Appeal was filed. (App IV, page 737) Robert M Dudek, Esquire
of the South Carolina Office of Appellate Defense was appointed to represent Petitioner and
perfected Petitioner’s appeal. (App IV, page 743-787) Petitioner’s conviction and sentence was

affirmed by the S.C. Court of Appeals in State v. McCoy, No. 2011-UP-471 (S.C. Ct. App. Filed

October 26, 2011)(App IV, page 788-789). Mr. Dudek filed a Petition for Rehearing which was
denied on December 19, 2011. (App IV, page 790). Petitioner filed a Writ of Certiorari in the S.C.
Supreme Court which was denied on March 6, 2013. (App IV, page 797).

Petitioner filed an Application for Post Conviction Relief on April 4, 2013.(App 1V, page
798). Petitioner alleged that trial counsel, Lorelle Proctor, was ineffective before she was relieved
as counsel, and that she gave erroneous advice which led to his pro se representation before she was

relieved as counsel, and she failed to subpoena witnesses as directed. (App IV, page 798815, 831-




834, App. V., pages | 868-87 0).. Petition& alleged App‘eﬂate 'counsel Was ineffecti%re during .his |
.appellate process. (App IV page 804-807). On May 19 2014 the State filed a Retum to Petitioner’s
.PCR apphcatmn (App V page 767-877). | |
Pet1t10ners first PCR hearing was held on September 9, 2015. (App Vv, page 896- 917) The
Honorable Larry B. Hyman issued an Order granting the State’s Sunnnary Judgement Motion,
thereby dismissing Petitioner’s PCR action against his trial/ stand- by counsel Lorelle Prector, but
allowed Petitioner to proceed forward on the remainder of the issues. (App V, page 914, lines 12-1 9,
page 923, lines 15-24, page 926, lines 2-8). Petitioner’s second PCR evidentiary hearing was held
in front of the Honorable Deadra L. Jefferson on December 14, 2015. (App. V, page 920-1004) Mr.
Dudek testified by telephone. (App. V, page 940) Petitioner was represented by Rodney Davis,
Esquire at the second PCR hearing, Petitioner moved to represent himself during the hearing based
on the presentanon of his case by Mr. Davis. (App. V, page 936-938, 987, line 25, 988, lines 1-25
989, lines 1-8). Petitioner’s request for self -representation during the hearmg was denied, however
Petitioner filed a Motion to Relieve Mr. Davis on January 8, 2016. (App V, page 1006) Petitioner
hired Melisa W. Gay, Esquire to represent him during the balance ofhis PCR action. A Substitution
Order was filed on March 26, 2016. (App. V, page 1011). Judge Jefferson issued a Final Order
denying Petitiqner’s PCR application on May 5, 2016. (App. V, page 1012-1023) Petitioner,
through counsel, filed a Motion to Clarify Order under Rule 59(e). (App. V, page 1025-1029) The
State filed a Response to Motion to Clarify. (App. V, page 1031-1032) The Honorable Deadra L.
Jefferson denied the Rule 59(e) motion, and failed to make specific findings of facts and conclusions
of law relating to all issues addressed in Petitioner’s PCR application. (App. V, page 1053-1055)

Petitioner filed a Notice of Intent to Appeal on March 8, 2017 (App. V, page 1063) and this Court




issued an Order on February 1, 2019 finding that the PCR Jjudge’s orders denying Petitioner’s PCR

application and his Rule 59(e) motion did not comply with the law. (App. V, page 1067-1069) This
Court ruled that the orders did not rule on thé merits of all the issues properly presented. (App. V,
page 1067). This Court vacated the orders dismissing Petitioner’s PCR application and denying the
Rule 59 (e) motion, and remanded the case back to the PCR judge to issue an order that contains
specific findings on each of the allegations raised by Petitioner at the PCR hearing and in his Rule
59 (e) motion. (App. V, page 1068) This Court mandated that the new PCR order shall be issued
within thirty (30) days of the date of its February 1, 2019 Order. (App. V, page 1068) The Honorable
Deadra L. Jefferson issued her Amended Order of Dismissal and Amended Order Denying
Applicant’s Motion to Alter or Amend on June 14, 2019, (App. V, page 1070-1103). Petitioner filed
another 59 () Motion on July 30, 2019, and Judge Jefferson issued an Order Denying Applicant’s
Motion to Alter/Amend on August 29, 2019. (App. V, page 1104-1118). Notice of Appeal was

timely filed by Petitioner seeking a writ of certiorari to review this denial.
Statement of Facts

When Petitioner’s PCR case was heard in Charleston County before the Honorable Deadra
L. Jefferson, Petitioner’s appellate counsel, Mr. Dudek, testified for the State at the hearing. (App.
V, page 940). He defended his decision to file a brief with only one issue. In response to State’s
question regarding his evaluation of Petitioner’s legal issues, Mr. Dudek testified that he would have
reviewed the entire transcript. (App. page 941, line 1 6). He acknowledged that he and Petitioner had
“on going communication between us” (App. page 941, 23-25). “He would go along with

Petitioner’s memory to any specific requests to issues being raised (App. Page 942, lines 7-9). Dudek



testlﬁed that he demded that self-representation should not have been allowed because Petltloner did

not adequately appre01ate the dangers of self-representa’aon (App. Page 941. lmes 4-17) Judge

| J efferson mqulred of Dudek about his de0131on He testlﬁed “Yes sir, that was the only ground 3
(App. Page 941, 11ne 13). Dudek testlﬁed “I would have thought that the only issue that gave us the |
char_lce, and the best chance to win on was h1m being allowed to represent himself at tnal.”»(App.‘
Page 950, lines 15-1 8). The State asked Mr. Dudek “you have a duty as an attorney to raise non
frivolous issues™ and his response was “ my duty as an appellate lawyer is to raise the issue or issues
that I think give us the best shot of prevailing on.” (App. Page 952, lines 3-7).

When asked about other issues in the trial transcript, appellate counsel did not recall an issue
in the transcript about a 911 tape recording that was held outside the presence of the jury (App. Page
944, lines 6-18). With _regard' to Petitioner’s assertion that the failure to provide a 911 tape to
Petitioner in his cese was a violation of Mgggiand v. Brady, appellate cotmsel was asked by the State
“ifthere were iterhs of evidence that the Defehdant requested from the state and it was not providei
would you'agree that’s a Brady violation” (App. Page 945, lines 10-13). Mr. Dudek responded with '
an explanation of the duty of the state to provide evidence to defendants and stated, .. .if it would
have assisted his defense whatever the evidence was, yes I would agree with that.” (App. Page 945,
lines 20-23). Dudek testified in response to a question from the State about the prosecution’s actual
possession of evidence. Dudek’s response to the scenario is “well, I guess I partially agree with that.

[ mean, evidence in the possession as I understand the law evidence in the possession of say the
police department that was helping with the prosecution or the investigating police officer, that
evidence is imputed to the state or to the solicitor is my understanding of the law. (App. Page 953,

lines 19-25).




PCR counsel Daﬁs cross-ef{amined Dudek about Petitioner’s Brady( iSsue. He introduced

Petftioner’s Exhibit 1, Afﬁdav.it of Chris Neeley of North ‘Charl‘eston Legal Department adocument

vvenfymg the existence of the 911 tapein Pet1t10ner s case. (App. Page 958 lines 8- 15) The exhlblt
conﬁrmed thata 91 1 tape had been generated from March 25, 2006 at the t1me ofthe shootmg (App
Page 958, 11nes 20- 21 , App. Page 959, lines 7- 9) Judge Jefferson intimated that the existence of the -
Affidavit should have been related to a direct appeal (on the Brady issue) (App. Page 959, lines 1-2)

. The State stated, “ I still don’t think that it shows anything that could not have been raised on direct

appeal, “ wherein Judge Jefferson stated ,” I agree”. (App. Page 959, line 3)

During PCR hearing, Judge Jefferson went into a colloquy regarding Petitioner and

Petitioner’s trial/stand by counsel’s efforts to obtain the 911 tape during the course of Petitioner’s

-_ case. Judge Jefferson stated, “I would have unagmed that Ms. Proctor would have asked for the911
tape originally. Did she not? “ (App. Page 960, lines 5-7). She went on to say “the state would have |
produced it at the time of the original trial, didn’t they?” (App. Page 960, lines 4-8). PCR counsel
Davis responded “it was never produced, Your Honor” . (App. Page 960, lines 9-10).

Petitioner testified at his PCR hearing. He testified that during Lorelle Proctor’s initial
representation, she filed a discovery Motion on. March 30, 2006 that was served upon the solicitor
in his case on April 10, 2006. (App. Page 965, lines 19-21). Petitioner attempted to admit a copy
of the Motion filed by Ms. Proetor, however Judge Jefferson would not allow Petitioner to admit the
document and chided Petitioner for his attempt to represent himself at the PCR hearing (App. Page
965, lines 24-25, App. Page 966, lines 1-4). The document was never admitted into the PCR hearing
record based on the confusion from the Judge. The Rule 5 Motion was however attached to

Petitioner’s PCR application pursuant to 8.C. Code of Laws § 17-27-45(c) and 17-27-50.




Petitioner testIﬁed that he beheved he had a Va11d Brady issue for appeal During the tr1a1

he attempted to admlt a document from North Charleston a Dlspatch Log CAD report of the 911 call
regardmg the shootmg m01dent for which he was charged Petitioner beheved that the State had
' falled to prov1de hnn with the 911 tape in violation of Brady. During trial, Pet1t10ner had attempted‘
to admit into ev1dence the CAD log as comparable evidence to the 911 tape under the excited
utterance exception to the hearsay rule, Rule 803 (1) & (2), SCRE. The Judge sustained the State’s
.objection although htand—by counsel explained that she requested the 911 tape before the police
destroyed it. (App. Pages 639-644) . During the PCR hearing, PCR counsel asked Petitioner,” let me
ask you about thatl report. Did you attempt to admit that report into evidence? Yes sir, I tried to
admit it into evidence and the state objected to it as being hearsay. It was the only evidence that we
had to show the Judge that there existed 2 911 tape ” (App. Page 968, lines 12-18, App. Pages 641,
lines 1-25). Petltloner testified that he was aware that the “the 911 tape was destroyed two months
and 15 days after his lawyer had requested it. That clearly raised a violation that was preserved for
the record” (App. Page 971, lines 9-12). Petitioner testified that the. State’s witness Corinda
Snowden/Williams gave testimony at his trial (App. Page 186 -206), and he should have been able
to impeach her testimony with the 911CAD log . (App. Page 178, lines 11-25, App. Page 180, lines
1-16, ). Petitioner testified in response to the State’s question that the witness Corinda Sndwden
Williams first statement which was corroborated by the 911 tape recording was truth. (App. Page
968, lines 20-24). Petitioner believed that Ms. Williams first statement is consistent with the 911
tape that was not provided to him by the State.

Judge Jefferson erroneously responded about Petitioner’s trial transcript, “he would have had

to have raised that at the time of trial. We don’t get to recreate the record.” (App. Page 971, lines 15-




17)".. This statement is" net coﬁeistent with the trial hecorld: because Petitioner (lid m fact, rai'se a,ncl
preserve the issue of the 911 tape and the CADreport. For these reasons, the State did not perform
1ts duty of dxsclosmg the exculpatory evidence when a tunely request was made for the 911 tapes
four 4) days after Petitioner’s arrest, and later destroyed PCR counsel Davis explamed to the J udge'
- that the i issue was raised and ruled on, but appellate counsel did not raise the 1ssue during direct
appeal which demonstrated appellate counsel’s ineffectiveness. (App. Page 957-962).

Petitioner testified that there was other evidence of a Brady violation in his trial. He testified
that blood evidence was not collected therefore no DNA evidence was available. “There was a lot
of evidence, blood evidence that was left on the crime scene that was not collected.” (App.Page 971,
lines 1-3). Petitioner maintained this denied him his due process right to test potentially exculpatory
evidence pursuant to Arizona V. Youﬁgblood. (App. Page 971, lines 1-3). PCR counsel Davis stated
| that Officer Bunker of l\lorth Charleston Police Deparlment testified in the thial. In the trial, she
testified about what was collected and what was not collected. (App. Page 974, lines 3-7, App. Page
396-407). In fact, Charleston County coroner Rae Wooten testified about the conditions ofthe crime
scene also. (App. Page 530 - 535). PCR counsel argued that tangible biological evidence that was
at the scene that was not obtained by law enforcement and submitted for testing was unlike other
items that were submitted for testing. (App. Pages 592-596).

Petitioner testified that he raised other substantive issues during his trial that should have
been briefed in his appellate case. Petitioner testified that he raised an objection to the jury
instructions. He asked for a lesser lncluded charge of voluntary manslaughter. The trial judge

denied his request. He believes that he preserved the issue for appeal (app. Page 981, lines 13-18).

The State questioned appellate counsel about the voluntary manslaughter jury charge. Petitioner




| testiﬁed that wﬁere the jucige’s 'f.ailure to give %tlessef inclﬁded (vohinfaﬁ mat;sl.a.ughfér instruc'tibn) '
when avallable was not done, both prongs of Strickland have been met (App. Page 990, Imes 1-5).
Petltloner testified about a Batson v. Kentucky v1olat1on in his trial. “Batson was not raised
: By appellate counsel. I made an objection to the sohcltor striking all black jurors and seating all
| white jurors I objectéd and the judge denied.” (app. fage 982, lines 13-16). Peﬁtioner testified that |
the “gender neutral éxplanation given by the state was mere pretext pursuént to Batson v. Kenmcky
(App. Page 983, lines 1-5)

During the PCR hearing, Petitioner became dissatisfied with PCR counsel Davis because of .
his failure to admit the Rule 5 Motion filed on March 30, 2006 into evidence and his failure to
examine Lotelle Proctor concerning her actions before she was relieved as counsel, his failure to
subpoena Greg Voigt, and his failure to subpoena dispatcher J enﬁy Fowler, and his failure to argue
.newly acquired evidence. ﬂe stated “at this time I woﬁld like to fire my attorney al.nd proceed pro se.“
Judge Jefferson respond'ed *No sir that request is denied.” (App. Page 987, lines 21-25, App Page
088, lines 1-3).

Petitioner believes that his application against Lorelle Proctor should not have been
summarily dismissed by Judge Hyman. During the PCR hearing, Judge Jefferson makes reference
to Petitioner’s application against Lorelle Proctor. She states that the Order of Judge Hyman
regarding the Summary Judgment hearing was “dispositive” and a “final judgment” (App. Page 988,
line 25, App. Page 989, lines 1-5). Petitoner’s PCR application was still pending against appellate
counsel Dudek, therefore the action was not finalized.

PCR counsel made his final arguments on behalf of Petitioner. Hereiterated Petitioners valid

preserved substantive appeal issues. (App. Page 989, lines 20-22). He argued that Petitoner’s

- 10



. appéllaté'éounsel should have. raisé& these preserved issﬁes iﬁ.I"etitioner"s a;ppeal <.:ase aﬁd in not |
doing so, appéllate'counsel was ineffeétive. * Petitioner was prejﬁdice‘d by appellafe counéel’s '
unﬂaferal deciéioﬂ without Petitionef’s cénsent to file a brief only raising one legal issue oﬁ behalf
of Pcfitidner. (App. Page 989, 1ines 18-25, App. Page 990, lines 23-25, App. Page 99(1,‘lines 1-2).

A. PCR counsel aréued that Petitioner had proven in his PCR action in that. appellate bounselfs

 representation fell below the standard of general accepted appellate practice and in as much as
Peﬁtioner was prejudiced, belcause_his substantive issues with genuine appellate value were not
raised by Mr. Dudek. PCR counsel’s summation established the basis for granting Petitioner relief
under his PCR action. Petitioner’s PCR counsel asked that the judge grant Petitioner a new trial

based on appellate counsel’s ineffective representation.

ARGUMENT -

L Did the Circuit Court err in granting Summary Judgement wherein Petitioner was
barred from going forward with_his ineffective assistance of counsel action (PCR)
against Petitioner’s trial counsel Lorelle Proctor when Petitioner was given erroneous

advice regarding self-representation and the consequences of proceeding pro se at his
trial on January 27, 2009?

The granting of Summary Judgment under Rule 56, SCRCP, in Petitioner’s PCR action is
not a final decision, and therefore can be appealed to this court at this time. The Order was issued
while Petitioner’s PCR application was still pending. The Order did not resolve the action in its
finality. Pursuant to Rule 243(a), South Carolina Appellate Court Rules , a “final decision, entered
under the Post Conviction Relief (PCR) Act shall be reviewed by the Court upon a petition for writ

of certiorari. Under the general civil rules, Rule 71.1(g), South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure

11




: (S'CRCP.) uses similar language ab_oﬁt the revieﬁv of a “final decision” and Rule 201(a), SCACR

referstoan appeal from “any final j udgrneﬁt, appealable order or decis'i on, however the rules proﬁde
that the proeedﬁre inaPCR s gox}emed bf Rule 243. Section 17;27-1 00 ofthe S.C. Cede pfovides
that ‘a final judgement entered undér this chapter may be reviewed by the appellate court.”
" - Rule 56(d), SCRCP allews for the granting of summary judgement for some ef the issues in
" atrial, but not all the issues. The Rule indicates that trial shall proceed on théremaining issues,
when sum_mafy judgment is not rendered upon the whole case or for all the relief asléed and a trial
_is necessary.

Section 14-3-330 of the 8.C. Code defines appellate jurisdiction aﬁd permits an appeal from
any intermediate judgement ...in a law case involving the merits in actions commenced in the court
of common pleas . and final Judgments in such actions. It states that prov1ded that if no appeal be
taken until fina] judgment is entered the court may upon appeal from such final Judgment review
any mtermedlate order or decree necessarily affecting the judgment not before appealed from.

Section 17-27-80 SC Code defines final judgment as the court’s making specific findings of
fact and conclusions of law as to each issue presented. Judge Hyman’s Summary Judgment order
did not make specific findings of facf and conclusions of law on each of Petitioner’s issues presented
in his PCR application. Petitioner’s PCR action was still pending after the order was issued. The
merits of Petitioner’s application had not all be decided and a “trial” hearing was still required to
finalize Petitioner’s action. The Final Order in Petitioner’s case was not issued until it was done by
Judge Jefferson.

The applicant, through counsel, filed a writ of certiorari regarding the issue, and this court

vacated the PCR judge’s order and remanded the case back to the Circuit Court for the PCR Jjudge

v : 12




to rnalie speeiﬁc ﬁndings of fact .and conclusions of law as -to eaeil of the iséued presented m
Petitioner’s PCR apphcation and issues presented at the hearing. (App Pages 1067-1068). More
than three 3) months after the mandated date for submiss1on of the amended order, on June 14
2019, the PCR judge issued an amended order of dismissal, but she still failed to make 'speciﬁc
ﬁndinés of fact and conclusions ‘of law on eaeh issue as instructed to do by this\Court; In her
amended order, Judge Jefferson denied Petitioner’s Motion to Alter or Amend the claim that trial
counsel, Lorelle Proctor, was inei’fective for giving Petitioner erroneous advice to represent himself.
In the Amended Order, she clearly states that the Applicant has failed to establish any entitlement
to relief on the grounds of ineffective assistance of trial counsel. Moreover, the Court noted that the
Applicant failed to call Ms. Proctor as a witness during the hearing thereby eliminating the Court’s
ability to make an independent factual determination as to what advice, if any, Ms. Proctor provided
to Appiicant regarding the conseqdences of his proceeding pi'o se in the trial. (App. Page 1094). This
is not true. At the December 14, 2015 PCR hearing, PCR Counsel Davis attempted to call Ms.
Proctor as a witness and Judge Jefferson informed counsel that J udge Hyman has ruled on the issue
during summary judgment and that the issue needed to be appealed. (App. Page 899, lines 4-9, 11-
15, App. Page 900, lines 4-9, 15-25, App. Page 901, lines 1-25, App. Page 902, lines 1-25). Had
Judgel efferson allowed testimony of Lorelle Proctor, the record would have established that Lorelle
Proctor gave Petitioner erroneous advice to represent himself, and that the first self-representation
hearing was held in December 2008, and at that time, applicant refused self-representation. A second

hearing was held on January 27, 2009.
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L D1d the 01rcu1t court err in refusmg to allow pe’utloner to represent hlmself dunng the

PCR hearing held on December 14, 2015 when PCR counsel refused to admit

petitioners Drepared memorandum of law, faﬂed to admit as an exhibit trial counsel

- Lorellé Proctor’s Rule 5 discovery reguest, and failed to subpoena trial counsel to the
PCR hearing to testify that she had requested discovery, more specifically the 911 tape

on several occasions. all before the 911 tape had been destroved by North. Charleston
Police department such that a hearing should have been held pursuant to Faretta v, -
California? : : oo

_Under Faretta v. Califomi& 422 US 806, 95 S.Ct., 45 L.Ed 562 (1975), Potitioner should
havebeen allowed to represent himselfat his PCR hearing. Petitioner éxpressed dissatisfaction with
PCR counsel, and Judge Jefferson should have adjourned the hearing to hold a Faretta hearing.
Faretta v. California stands for the principal that a defendant has a constitutional right to proceed
without counsel when he voluntarily and intelligently elects to do so. In Petitioner’s PCR hegrjng,
he should have been afforded an opportunity to state his posiﬁon regardiog self—represeotation and
his dissatisfaction with PCR counsel Davis. Petitioner clearly informed the court he would like to
fire his attorney and proceed. Petitioner did not request a continuance, he requested to proceed
without counsel. Therefore, Petitioner was entitled to a Faretta hearing to state his dissatisfaction

with counsel.

I Did the circuit judge err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel, Robert Dudek, was

not ineffective when appellate counsel only raised one issue in petitioner’s appellate
brief, the issue of self-representation, when, in fact, several viable substantive issues had

been raised and the issues had been contemporaneously preserved by Petitioner during
his trial and petitioner repeatedly discussed the appellate issues that he had preserved
during the trial with Appellate counsel? .

The right to seek appellate review of the denial of PCR is expressly authorized by state law.
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Section 17-27;100(1985), S. C. Code Ann see Austin v. State, 305 S,C, 453,409 S E 2™ 395, "The

" standard of review fn a PCR case is error of lax;‘/ KoHe v. State, 386 S.C. 578 589, 690'S.E.2d 624, |
Judge J efferson comlmtted an error of law in denying Pet1t10ner S apphcatmn for PCR. Judge-
J effersoﬁ made her ruhng that appellate counsel was not meffec‘ave after making several comments
in the PCR hearing record mfernng that Petitioner, in representing himself, had not made adequate
obj ections or preserved his issues for appeal during his trial. In fact, Petitioner had raised all his
issues and preserved them for appellate review.

Petitioner is ;‘constitutionally entitled to the effective assistance of appellate counsel. Evitts
m,469 U.S. 387, 105 S. Ct. 830, 83 L. Ed 821(1985)(to be effective appellate counsel must

_ give assistance of such quality as to make appellate proceedings fair). “In deciding a claim of

ineffective assistance of counsel, the focus is on ‘the fundamental fairness of the proceedmg whose

result is bemg challenged”. tnckland v. Washington, 466 US 668, 104 S. Ct. 2052, 80 L.Ed (2™)

(1984).

First, the burden of proofis upon Petitioner to show that counsel’s performance was deficient
as measured by the standard of reasonableness under prevailing professional norms. Second, the
Petitioner must prove that he or she was prejudiced by such deficiency to the extent of there being
a reasonable probability that, but for counsel’s unprofessioﬁal errors, the result of the proceeding
» would have been differeﬁt. Strickland v. Washington, supra. Accord Smith v. State, 309 S.C. 413,
424 S. Ed 480 (1992).” Southerland v. State.

The standard established by Strickland is that the Petitioner must establish a reasonable
probability that the result of the proceeding would have been different. Southerland, citing Smith

v. State 309 S C. 413, 424 S. E. 2™ 480, 481 (1992), (Petitioner must prove there is a ‘a reasonable
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| i)robability that but for counsel’s unprofessional errore, the result of the_ proceediﬁg would have been

different.”)”. In this case, Petitioner must prove that appellate counsel’s failure to argue issues that
he did not raise on Petitioner’s behalf was objectively unreasonable and that, Petitioner’s conviction

would have been reversed. Southerland People v. Griffen, 178 Ill 2d 65,27 Ill dec. 338 687 N.E

2d 820 ( 1997)

PCR Judge decided that appellate counsel was within the range of effective assistance of
appellate .counsel in briefing only lone issue. Petitioner’s tﬁal transcript and the PCR hearing
transcript clearly sets forth facts sufficient to establish that appellate counsel’s choice in only briefing
the self-representation was deﬁeient, because Petitioner had raised and preserved several
constitutionally valid appellate issued during his trial. (App. Page 948, lines 6-12, App. Page 89,
lines 10-25, App. Page 90-116, App. Pages 956, lines 24-25). Petitioner sets forth such arguments
in this document to establish that the appellate issues that appellate counsel ignored would have in
fact reversed his conviction. Peopl’e v. Griffen, Id.

Judge Jefferson committed an error in law when she based her ruling in Petitioner’s caee on
her singular conclusion that there were no other valid appellate issues in the case. Judge
Jefferson found that Petitioner’s issue had no appellate value, however her ruling was in
contradiction to established law regarding issues including a violations of Due Process under
Brady v. Maryland, as well as other constitutionally sound appellate issues. .Judge Jefferson’s
Order did not specifically address her factual findings and conclusions of law regarding
Petitioner’s genuine appellate issues. She misapplied the law in several areas while determining

that appellate counsel’s failure to use due diligence in reviewing Petitioner’s record and limiting
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Iv.

the Court of "Appeals review of the not record was unreasonable perfonnance, and but for his

deficiency, petitioner’s conviction would have been overturned.

Did the circuit judge err in finding that petitioner’s appellate counsel was not ineffective

~ when appellate counsel did not raise a violation of Maryland v. Brady in violation of

South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure Rule 5 in Petitioner’s Appellate brief
wherein the State violated Brady and did not provide Petitioner a 911 tape that was in the
possession _of North Charleston Police Department and the existence of which was
imputed to the Charleston County Solicitor handling Petitioner’s prosecution that was

-material and exculpatory for impeachment purposes in Petitioner’s defense and the Brady

violation was prejudicial to Petitioner’s case because the outcome of Petitioner’s
presentation of his defense would have been different if the 911 tape had been provided

to Petitioner when Petitioner raised the issue during his trial and preserved the issue for
appellate review?

Judge Jefferson commented that she did not find any other issues in Petitioner’s record that could

be appealed. She did not find that the issue of the 911 tape, the Brady v. Maryand, 373 U S 83

(1963) violation in Petitioner’s case, was in fact a viable preserved appellate issue. Her conclusion
failed to recognize the legal basis for Petitioner’s Bradyissue. She failed to recognize that Petitioner
had appropriately preserved for a?ppellate review the issue involving the State’s failure to provide all
the discovery material to Petitioner in his case pursuant to Brady and Rule 5 of the South Carolina
Rules of Criminal Procedure i;l violation of the 14™ Amendment Due Process Clause of the U S
Constitution and South Carolina State Constitution.

In Brady v. Marvland, the court held that the suppression by the prosecution of evidence

suppression of favorable material evidence undermines the confidence in the jury ‘s verdict. U.S.

favorable to the accused upon request violates due process where the evidence is material either to

guilt or punishment, irrespective of the good faith or bad faith of the prosecution. The State’s




v. Sni nipes, 388 F 3rd 471 (2004) The pe court found that,” in the mterest ofj Just1ce there isa
reasonable probab111ty that had the evidence been dlSClOSCd to the Defense the result of the
proceedmg would have been different...” State \2 Kennerty 331 S.C. 646 660 594 S.E. 2d 462
470 (2004) | |
To ',cstablish a Brady violation Petitioner must make three showings:
1. The evidence at issue must be favorable to the accused either because it is exculpatory,
or it is impeaching;
2. That the. evidence must have been suppressed by the State, either willfully or
inadvertently;
3. Prejudice must have ensued. U.S. v. Snipe
Petitioner must first establish that the concealed evidence in question was material. The
materiality inquiry is defined in Brady as, “the favorable evidence could reasonably be taken to put

'the whole case in such a different hght as to undermine confidence in the verdict. U.S. v. Smpe '

quoting Bradv v. Maryland, If the unpeac}ung evidence ‘would serlously undermine the testimony

of a key witness on an essential issue or there is no strong corroboration, the withheld evidence has

been found to be material.”” U.S. v. Snipe , quoting Brady.

In State v. Hutton, 358 S.C. 622, 595 S.E.2d 882, (Ct. App 2004), the court found that the

defendant’s destruction of evidence issue could be resolved by defendant’s use of evidence of

comparable value obtained by other means. The Hutton court allowed cross-examination of the tria]

witness about the destroyed evidence to resolve the issue.

The evidence at issue in Petitioner’s case is a 911 tape that existed in Petitioner’s prosecution
file, but was never given to Petitioner’s court appointed attorney Ms. Lorelle Proctor. Ms. Proctor
filed a written request for all the evidence in Petitioner’s case. At the time of the written request,

North Charleston Police Department was in possession of the 911 tape. North Charleston Police
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Deoarttnent ie a Stete agency' under t'hei contfol of the Charleston.Couﬁty Solicitor’s office. -Any‘ '~

ev1dence” that is in the- possess1on of law enforcement is imputed to the prosecunng agency. The
911 tape was never dlsclosed to Petitioner, and by the time Petitioner venﬁed the tapes existence
through other means the 911 tape had beer destroyed by North Charleston Pohce Petltloner s
defense team had conﬁrmed the tape’s existence and obtained a written document memonahzmg
the content of the 911 tape in the form of a dispatch CAD log. Petitioner moved to admit the
document as 'comp_arable evidence to the 911 tape during his triel. The trial judge sustained the .
State’s objection to the use of the document as hearsay and refused Petitioner the opportunity to use
the document and its contents to impeach the State’s most significant evidence, the testimony of an
eyewitness. Attacking the eyewitness’s credibility was essential to Petitioner’s defense. This
witness, Carinda Snowden, gave multiple conflicting statements.

The 911 tape was exculpatory evidehce. The 911 caller referehced facts that contradicteti the
eyewitness teetimony. The 911 tape was proof that the eyewitness testimony was not credible.
Presentation of evidence to the jury in the form of the Dispatch CAD Log would have created doubt
and the outcome of Petitioner’s trial would have been different. Petitioner was prejudiced by the
suppression and destruction of the 911 evidence, and as such Petitioner would have prevailed ifthe
issues regarding his Brady violation had been briefed in his appellate case. Under the two ptongs
of Strickland, Petitioner’s appellate counsel failed to raise the viable issue and Petitioner was
prejudiced, therefore Petitioner has meet his burden of ineffective assistance of counsel. The Order

of Judge Jefferson should be reversed.
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' 'Petirioner uvas aiso prejudiced by the suppression and‘des'tructio.n of the 911 evidence and the .
| demal request fora spo11at10n of evidence charge and the failure of this issue to be argued on appeal.
| The Trial Court responded to Petltloners request for the spoilation charge by statmg that there was
no evidence they destroyed anythmg I ever heard $0 your motion is demed ” (App. Page 663, hnes '
18-25, Page 664 Jines 1- -5). The charge should have been submltted to the jury. Petitioner would
have prevalled if the jury had been properly appraised of the issues regarding the Briiy violation,
This was a preserved and viable appellate issue. (App. Page 956, lines 2-8)

During PCR hearing, Judge Jefferson went into a colloquy regarding Petitioner and Petitioner’s
trial/stand by counsel’s efforts to obtain the 911 tape during the course of Petitioner’s case. Judge
Jefferson stated, “I would have imagined that Ms. Proctor would have asked for the 911 tape -
ongmally Did she not‘? “ (App. Page 960, lines 5-7). She went on to say “the state would have
produced it at the time of the original trral didn’t they?” (App. Page 960, lines 4-8). PCR counsel
Davis responded “it was never produced, Your Honor” . (App. Page 960, lines 9-10). Petitioner
introduced Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, Affidavit of Chris Neeley of North Charleston Legal Department,
a document verifying the existence of the 911 tape in Petitioner’s case. (App. Page 958, lines 8-15).
The exhibit confirmed that a 911 tape had been generated from March 25, 2006 at the time of the
shooting. (App. Page 958, lines 20-21, App. Page 959, lines 7-9). Judge Jefferson intimated that the
existence of the Affidavit should have been related to a direct appeal (on the Brady issue) (App. Page
959, lines 1-2) The State stated, “ I still don’t think that it shows anything that could not have been
raised on direct appeal, “ wherein Judge Jefferson stated ,” I agree”. (App. Page 959, line 3). The
issue .as relates to the destruction of evidence and request for a spoilation charge was properly raised

and preserved, but wrongfully denied.
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V. » Did the circuit judge err in finding that petmoner s appellate counsel was_not o

ineffective when appellate counsel did notraisea violation of Petitoner’s due process

right to a fair trial under the Fifth Amendment of the U'S Constitution :
Amendement ofthe South Carolina State Constitution when the Trial ludge sustained
the State’s obtectlon to the 911 Dispatchers log prejudicing Petitioner and preventmg

him from being able to impeach the State’s primary witness and present his defense
that the 911 caller 1nd1cated that the facts of the incident could not have happened as
the State’s witness Corinda Snowden testified to the j jury thereby 1mpeach1ng her
testlmony and exonerating Petitioner in the case when Petitioner raised the i issue

dur g hlS trial and preserved the issue for appellate rev1ew‘?

In State. Hutton, 358 S.C. 622, 595 S.E.2d 882, (Ct. App 2004), the court found that the
defendant’s destruction of evidence issue could be resolved by defendant’s use of evidence of

comparable value obtained by other means. The Hutton court allowed cross-examination of the trial

witness about the destroyed evidence to resolve the issue. Petitioner moved to admit the dispatcher
CAD log document as comparable evidence to the 911 tape in his trial. Petitioner had established
trough stand by counsel that he had r_equested any and all relevant evidence in his case in the
possession of law enforcement in a timely manner. All relevant material was requested under Brady
v. Maryland and Rule 5 of the SCRCP. During Petitioner’s trial, the State indicated that the 911 tape
had not been revealed, because thé Solicitor did not know it existed. The State argued that the
solicitor’s personal knowledge should control the Brady inquiry, however Petitioner argued that the
911 tape had been in possession of the North Charleston Poiice Department, therefore the duty to
provide the evidence to Petitioner was with the solicitor’s. Petitioner argued that the State’s failure
to provide the 911 tape had been established, therefore he could admit comparable evidence of the

911 tape in the form of the dispatcher CAD log. Under State. v. Hutton, Petitioner was attempting
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to impeach the State’s witness with comparable evidence. Failure to allow Petitioner to'admit the

dispétcher CAD log was a vioiation' of Brady, Hutton, -and the due process clause of the Fourth

Amendment of U § Constitution and South Carolina State Constitution. Jﬁdge Jefferson’s failure

“to recogmze Petitioner’s validly preserved and artlculated appellate issue was an error.of law, |

Appellant counsel’s fallure to bnef the issue on Petitioner’s behalf was deficient and fell below the

reasonable standard. Petitioner was prejudiced by appellant counsel"s perfonnance in that the Court

of Appeals never reviewed this compelling issue that Petitioner preserved. Petitioner would have

prevailed in his appeal, but for appellant counsel’s deficient representation.

VI Did the circuit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was not
ineffective when appellate counsel did not a raise a Batson issue when Petitioner

argued that the State’s use of preemptory challenges to strike two jurors of the same

racial composition of Petitioner, but did not use peremptory challenges to strike two

Caucasian jurors similarly situated and that the State’s justification for striking the

African American jurors was not in fact race neutral when Petitioner raised the issue
during his trial and preserved the issue for appellate review?

Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U S 79 (1986), sets forth the recognized principal that a
defendant can be denied equal protection through the State’suse of peremptory challenges to exclude
members of his race from the petit jury. Racial discrimination if the selection of jurors is
constitutionally prohibited. Petitioner in his trial rﬁsed a Batson issue. In doing so, heraised a prima
facia case of purposeful discrimination. The State did not meet its burden to establish a neutral

explanation for challenging African American jurors in Petitioner jury panel, Batson. Petitioner’s

appellate counsel failed to raise the issue despite Petitioner’s raising the issue and preserving it for

appellate review.

22




VII  Did the ciré’uit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was
not ineffective when appellate counsel did not raise the i issue of bad faith
on the part of the State and North Charleston Police department under

, Arizona'v. Youngblood when Petitioner requested a jury charge on
spoilation of evidence raised and preserved the issue during trial
that North Charleston police officer Angela Bunker had failed to preserve
valuable exculpatory evidence in the form of DNA from blood evidence
found at the scene of the incident? '

Petitioner’s appellate counsel testified that he did not recall a DNA issue in

Petitioner’s transcript. (Petitioner raised and preserved the issue of North Charleston Police force’s
bad faith destruction of blood evidence. - Petitioner crossed examined Angela Bunker, a North
Charleston detective, regarding blood evidence at the scene of the incident. She confirmed that no
blood was collected despite the presence of blood at the scene. Coroner Rae Wooten testified that
she took pictures of the scene including picturesA ofa windo& raise with blpod visible, 5ut she did
not collect any blood evidence. Both of these State’s witness acknowledged that no one collected
and blood from which DNA could be tested in this case. Petitioner argued that North Charleston
Police had destr(;yed possible exculpatory evidence in his case, therefore a Due Process violation
had occurred. Arizona v. Youngblood, 488 U S 51, (1988), (when the police permit the destruction
of evidence that could eliminate the defendant as the perpetrator such loss is material to the defense
and is a denial of due process. quoting State. v. Escalante, 153 Arizona 55, 61 734 P.2d 597, 603

(App. 1986)). Petitioner’s counsel failed to raise the valid preserved issue in Petitioner’s brief.

VIII. Did the Circuit court err in finding that Petitioner’s appellate counsel was not

ineffective in raising the issue ofa prejudicial witness identification when Petitioner
objected to the witness identification during her testimony and moved to exclude her

testimony raising the issue and preserving the issue for appellate review?
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