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ARGUMENT
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an automated teller machine (ATM) since an ATM does not constitute “a safe
used for keeping money or other valuables” as intended by the legislature for
purposes of S.C. Code Ann. § LO6-11-390. et 9

3.
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25. However, Appellantswassiiiotsatistied:” He asserted, “It’s not looking right at all.” Tr. 126,
1. 5-7.

The judge then inquired whether Appellant was under the influence of any drugs or
alcohol. Appellant responded, “No, ma’am” and again stated that he was “notssatisfied-withifiis
JeounseliSlESeiniees” The following colloquy then look place:

- THE COURT: Sir, if you want him to be relieved, I can entertain that. But we’re still
going forward with the trial and you would haveto represent yourself.

MRBHOEME Sl rspresentsmyself. Mental-healthrandrall —sletissrepresentemyself:
Andstellsthedordelesus, BIIFepresentmyself. Jedonits=wantrhis:seryice. Tillerepresent
AyEIER

MR. HAMILTON [Defense Counsel]: It would be against.the advice of —

THE COURT: Counsel, obviously. Mr. Holmes, we need to go forward. We're in the
middle of your trial, sir. You have not been to law school. You don’t know the rules of
evidence and you will do better having the assistance of counsel.

MRS G ENIES? Godtistalls - FAon iwantBiSeriee This is not going right.

MR. HAMILTON: I'd like to reserve the right that Mr. Holmes can reraise this motion at
a time in the future if he so chooses.

THE COURT: That’s ﬁﬁe. That’s fine. Okay. Let’s bring the jury in.
Tr. 126, 1. 12 —-127, 1. 8 (emphasis added).
“The jury then entered the courtroom and testimony resumed. Tr. 127, l‘l. 9-12. Thexjudge
aeverventertained=Appellantisumotionstosrelievescounselandwrepresentzhimsclfanoradiduslie
weonduetaziarettascolloguss. |
Standard of Review :

“Whether a defendant has knowingly, intelligently, and voluntarily waived his right to

counsel is a mixed question of law and fact which appellate courts review de novo.” State v.

Samuel, 422 S.C. 596, 602, 813 S.E.2d 487, 490 (2018) (citing United States v. Lopez-Osuna,

13



CONCLUSION

.

Based on the foregoing argument, this+Geurteshouldeditscizaeverdict-of-acquittal®for the

offenses of second degree burglary and safecracking. «Instheralterrfative, Appellantsespectfitllgsy

- gpormt P P T Sy
teRtiEbttreverseshisgewnvictionsandaermands e} B2 Lyalen iz st )

Respectfully submitted,
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Appeal from Beaufort County

Honorable Carmen T. Mullen, Circuit Court Judge

THE STATE,
RESPONDENT,

GEORGE HOLMES,
APPELLANT -

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2022-000728

DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE
INCLUDED IN RECORD ON APPEAL

Appellant proposes the following be included in the Record on Appeal'

(1) Tr. 1; Tr. 50; Tr. 79-92; Tr. 94-119; Tr. 122-176; Tr. 178 196; Tr. 201-236
Tr. 242-243; Tr 253-258,;

(2) State’s FExhibit No. 2 (Surveillance Video); State’s Exhlblt Nos. 8-10
(Photographs); State’s Exhlblt No. 28 (Photograph);

(3) Indictments;

(4) Sentence Sheets.

I certify that this designation contains no matter which is irrelevant to this appeal.

- s/LaraM. Candy
Lara M. Caudy
Appellate Defender

South Carolina Commission on Indigent
Defense '
Division of Appellate Defense -

PO Box 11589

Columbia, SC 29211-1589

(803) 734-1330

: ‘ ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT
This 19th day of April, 2023,



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

: Appeal from Beaufort County

Honc:)rable_ Carmen T. Mullen, Circuit Court Judge

THE STATE,
RESPONDENT,

GEORGE HOLMES,
APPELLANT

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2022-000728
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Rule 262(a)(3) and Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, the undersigned hereby certifies
a true copy of the Initial Brief of Appellant and Designation of Matter in the above referenced
case has been served upon William M. Blitch,.Jr., Esquire, at the primary email address listed in
the Attorney Information System (AIS); and oni@corzeHolmesywat Lee Correctional Institution,
990 Wisacky Highway, Bishopville, SC 29010, this 19th day of April, 2023.

s/ Lara M. Caudy
Lara M. Caudy
Appellate Defender

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT



ARGUMENT
1.
<PligkTlvindpererredby denving Appellant’s motion for a directed verdict for the offense

|
of second degree burglary wheresAppelianteatleged|FeEhteredsasstandalonesstrnctureshousing an

automated teller machine (ATM). whichwissnoteasbuilding™ as intended by the legislature for
purposes of S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-312(B)(3). |
Relevant:Eacts

After the state’s presentation of evidence, Appellant moved for a directed verdict. Tr.
- 188, 11. 11-12. Defense counsel argued that the structure housing the ATM Appellant allegedly,
entered does not constitute a “building” for purposes of S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-312(B)(3).
Citing Citizens for Quality Rural Living, Inc. v. Greenville Cnty. Plan. Comm’n, 426 S.C. 97,
105, 825 S.E.2d 721, 726 (Ct. App. 2019), counsel emphasized “the importance of reading an
entire section of statutory language together.” Tr. 190, 1. 19 — 191, 1. 2. He argued that when the
sections of Title 16, Chapter 11, Article 5 are read together, the enclosure in this case is
explicitly excluded from being a “building” for purposes of second degree burglary. He
explained that subsection (F) of §.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-380, which criminalizpé bank .robbery
and solicitation of a person using an ATM, provides, “A building or structure does not include an
enclosure erected solely for the purpose of co-ntaining an otherwise outdoor or detached ATM or
automated banking device.” Tr. 191, II. 3-15. Counsel asserted that the enclosure in this case is a
4stand=alorezsteieturel in “the middle of a parking lot” that was only “erected” for the sole
“purpose of keeping this ATM out of the rain.” Tr. 191, Il. 16-23. Consequently, counsel

concluded that when § 16-11-312(B) and § 16-11-380(F) are read as a whole, the enclosure is



2.

by denving Appellant’s motion for a directed verdict for the offense

gl

wsibhestrialdudge erred

|
of safecracking where the istate alieged <Appellantxattemptedstompry=open an_automated teller

machine (ATM) since an ATM does not constitute “a safe used for keeping money or other

valuables™ as intended by the legislature for purposes of 8.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-390.
RelevantARactss |

At the conclusion of the state’s case, Appellant mqved for a directed verdict for the
offense of safecracking. Defense counse] argued that the automated teller machine (ATM) did
not constitute a “safe” for purposes of S.C. Code Ann. § 16-11-390. He asserted that a safe is
“for holding and protecting and preventing from public access. It’s supposed to be something
where you can put your most prized possessions and valuables, or whatever they are in a place
that is not accessible to the public.” Tr. 192, Il. 16-24. However, an ATM is “like a vending
machine.” It is “stocked” with cash “specifically to give it out to the public,” not to protect it
from the public. Tr. 192,1.25—193, 1. 5. He concluded that an “ATM cannot be construed as . .
. a safe” for purposes of safecracking. Tr. 193, 1L. 5-16.

The ‘assistant solicitor argued the ATM “is a secured box” used for keeping money and
therefore meets the definition of a “safe” pursuant to the statute. Tr. 195, 1. 16 — 196, 1. 6.

The trial judge agreed with the hsolicitor and denied the motion for a directed verdict. She
found there was evidence to meet the elements of the offense and it was “a jury issue.” Tr. 196,
11. 5-13.
Standard of Review

“In criminal cases, the appellate court sits to peviewserrorswofwlaw ontyy” State v.

Larmand, 415 S.C. 23, 29, 780 S.E.2d 892, 895 (2015) (citing State v. Baccus, 367 S.C. 41, 48,




3.

denving Appellant’s motion to relieve counsel and

proceed pro se without conducting the proper inquiry pursuant to Faretta v. California, 422 U.S.
806 (1975) in violation of Appellant’s federal and state constitutional rights,
Relevant-Eactss

Shortly after testimony began, defense counsel informed the judge during a recorded
bench conference that Appellant wished to be heard on a motion to relieve counsel. Counsel
explained thatsAppSliatitshadsSindivatedt thatsheswanted#toifitetisbothrefhissattorieysa Tr. 122,
1l. 20-23. The judge immediately responded, “He [Appellant} would have to represent himself.
Not happening.” Tr. 123, 1. 1-2. After the bench conference concluded, defense counsel again
stated that Appellant wished to be heard on a motion to relieve counsel before the jury returned
to the courtroom. Tr. 123, 1. 7-13. When permitted to speak, AppelantiEXpressedalissatisfastion

st ST smeysbecauseEtninse =failedusimpeachsPepmyefonatmnEilewitt with a prior

wnsensistentystatendentHewittshadumaderduringadppellamespreliminamzheasing. Tr. 123, 1. 15 —

124, 1. 7. AppelahtiExpressedsfoustrationsthatekl

i

viperjuryskand defense counse! did notdmpeachsblewittavhensdemittatestifiech before the jury. Tr.

124, 11. 3-20. Defense counsel confirmed Appellant was “upset” that counsel did not asiR¥IEmits

heApTE T SRR,

fheliedammderuathratat

Appellant stated that he wanted to call his prior attorney, only identified asWIHESTEPHeEns,

who represented him durin

ivitamygheaping, as a witness to testify concerningeEl€itths

1. 11-22. The judge told Appellant that he could later call:Stephensas-aswitngss Tr. 125, 1. 23-

12
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. D bolng duly owom deposes end eays thel dokendert  (George Holmes
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mlm i » PRI W e ’
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