Kashawn _A. S(/wll September 15202¢
round One.,

letit ionS 6th and l4rh Amendment qu/"ﬁl;

were Violated because I did net (eCeive Effactive
ASS)'Sfance Of Colnsel.

/DOC'IL 5 SupPor f‘fng (Ground ©One

| Attomers Failed to,in vestigate, locate, and

Interview Wi fnesses of others
\ A7L7L0m€7'(5 Failed ¥o obtain witnesses +o testiy in
Court.

3 /4 Ftorney's Failed 4o obtain witnesses Statements

4 Attomey's Failed to review evidence with Applicant
before courd,

5 A7L7L0Pner'5 Failed to get Client o secondevaludtion
throvgh the Depactment of Mental Health and the
Deparctoneat of Disability and special Veeds, Qlong
With a Criminal responsibility evaluation,

6. Attorneys Failed 4o obJect to Judge questin,

74 AH’Omc;? [Promiscé 10 years,

X.C()U/)ffl' of my Choice INot Adviced o
Switch [awyers.,

RECEIVED
SEP 19 2025

S.C. SUPREME COURT




|

Failure to interview witnesses. Septeonber (52025
;COUﬂSfl Jasen C l’]é hosWi Stated at +he
PCR hedring, he PUShed back against +his because
hefelt the ApPlicant was not being truthful. T fold
';CounScl Jasen ChehosKi my withesses name and

T wrote their names down on Parer dleng with their
:aalc/(‘eSSeS, T also told counsel aimee Zmroczek my
witnesses name.Dalton v. State 376 5.c. 130 65%
S.E.2d 870 (2007) Synopsis Background: Defendadt,
\/V}m pleaded quilty +o fé’(cmd—o(c’y/‘eg Criminal
\Sekval Condvet with miner and lenwd act on a
\minor, MoVved for postconviction relief, The Circuit
court, Spartankurg County, Roger L. Couch,J..
granted application for relief after Finding plea
\was inveluntary due fo Counsel s Failure +o
\Untetview Witnesses. State petitioned forreviews
\Also Mr, ChehosKi, and Ms, Zoatoczelt did nor get
;\-fh fr Statements, gnd get thamto testify in Coult,



| Bi S /05 er OF Evideace, Seplember /15,2025
oth counsel, Jason chehosH:, and Aimee Zmeek
failed foleview evidence with APPlicant before frial
court. The evidence thextailed toshowwas, Pheto,
guntape Necorling O Written Statements, and DAVA fest
[esult; during Richland County,and Lexingten county,
Riddle v.0Z mint 36 5.c. 39 631 5.5.24 707 006)
Holdings:1 Solic itorsTailuk to disclose imPeachment
evidence Consttuted Brady Viokatin. State V. Proctor 348 S.c.
322 559 5.E.2d 3/3(2000) Deéfendant was convicted in +he
circvit Courts Chaplesten County, Charles W. Whetstone,Jf,
9 , OF four Counts of First degree Criminal Sexval conduck
and one Count of first degree burglary. Defendant apeealed.Tne
_ Court OF Appeals,Acderson, ). held +hat ) th e State wasreavied
todisclose the proficiencytest results of the DNVA analyst
Whe analyZ ed defendart’s DVA in Connection With +he
rapes of Victim, and(2) evidence supPorted £inding
that defendant Was competent to Stand trial
for fape and burglary.APfirmed (o part and
Femanded,



.F.Oilure to 96'+ Ac}dfﬂonal Competency eValvation. September 15,2025
Iﬂ ApPendix case No.2024-001887 MnZelenKa
asied Couns<l JGsen Chehosii, did you Consider seeling
Q Second e valuation! Counsel Chehasm replied, I did not,
after reading +he report and +he details, I did not feel
thata Second repory would Yield any different results, Counsel
Jasen ChehosKT alse Stated in case Mo, 2020~ CP-32-
03906, he received the 2019 evaluation (5+a+e
.L:thbif'jo and reviewed (+ \with +he Applicant and
gave him a Cepy on May |7, 2014, Upon hisreview
of the report, he did not reguest a second e valuatien,
It con't be beoth, cither T didnt request a second
evalvation or Mr Chehoski didnt Feel a Second repat
Would Yield any different results, R Uben v. State
Y19 s.C. 14 795 S.E.24 84/ 2017) The Supreme
Court, Hearn J., held that: Pleq CounselsFailure
to request additional Competency evaluation
amounted to defjcient performance, Gnd 2 defendant
weas predudiced. AFFirmed [n Part, eversed in Part,
and remanded. Pleicon es, /461‘1‘/@ s Fl'/fJ disseating
OPinien. L, Kﬁfha wn Shell neves Haew a0y thing
Gbout a Second evaluatioa, both Mr, Chehosii
and Ms, ZonrocZ e never Fold me,
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Failure +o oblect. Sepheber 15,2025
COUﬂf&f/ Jajﬁﬂ Chehosiki and Aimee
mech% Failed +o obJect to,)udge
TI'fmal‘abte ank A'alol)tt when he Wnew I wWas heavily
Medicated, The Judge asired me what [
Ll'aMm Aad 1 told him, Haldol, and Zyprexa but
‘lﬂSfZacl he still let me procecded with +h¢ Cose,
‘,4/50 Counsel Chfl’loﬁ'(l, and Cevnsel 7 mroczek
*a‘ta‘a GUIlty plea Checlist and on number 1§, bath
U;cJ and Checes, Bemmar L aon safisfied that at
1+h(+4me L advised $he defendant of his f"gh‘b‘ Be was not
underihc iafluence of dlcohal ordrugs. Keth [7¢4
,ﬁéouf me being Under drugs.Sellv.(,S. 537 U.S,
166 123 s.ct 2174 188 ALR, Fed, 674(2003) Sell
;banCa//)f talkss qbout +h z,Govetnment Can give
;Vea?le In Vﬂfun{’arf’r antipsychotic drugs o a mentally
il defendant Facing serious criminal Chatges in order
tto render +hat defeadnat competent to Stand trial, but
;Dn/r i(Fthe treatment is medically apprepriate, i 5
Substantially UnliKely +o have $ide effects that may
éuno‘crm inc the faimess of the trial, It also Say,assuming
that defendant weas not dangerous +o himselR or others, he
;(;ou/d net ordered [nVoluntacily o take antlpsychotic drugs selely
.;1-0 Fender him Competent o stand trial without consideration
Of important questions, Vacated and remanded « Justice scalia

:FI' [ed olI'SScn‘h'ng OPI'm‘on ('n Which Justice 0'Connor and tFhomas Joined,
|



F Omis éol / Y Years. September 152025
| oth Counsel JaSen Chehos(i, tnd Aime e
;mecZCK lied fo me, When we went to Court ia
November 20,2019, Mp. Chehoshi, and Ms.zmooczed.

\was in alfocom and gove me tweo papers 19 Sign,

hoiving I Eotbbiteci, Thry both told sie T s i el
‘967‘7‘1‘49 [0 years Which means I nwould have +o 4o

eight ant @ half years.The only way I can prove

;Jrlm‘; [s to take a polygraph and I bhow 1+5
\notadmissible In Court but my Fruds can
iead into a Inwestigation With both Counsel

|
Jason chehosthi, and Aimnee Zmraczek,




|

|

éCOUﬂSef OF my Choice Violated, September 152025
§BUH"| COUﬂSe/)’" JC?SO/) C"‘\Choﬂ{!’, and As'ma
Zmroczelk or anybody, ¢id not advise
;fmg ofF +he Pight +o0 Switch lawyers, US.
V. GonZalez-Lopez 548 Us. 140 126 S.Ch 2557
165 L Ed.24 404 (2006) Holdings: The Supreme
Court, JuStice Scalia,held that: Where defeadact’s
Sixth Amendment Night to counsel of his Choice
\Was Vviolated because +he difqualification of his Chosen
;;COUnfel was effoneous, No additiennl Showing of preludice
;waS required +o malle ' thi violation complete, dnd 2
trial court’s erroneous deprivation of defendants Sixth
Ameadment right +o Choice of Counsel entitled him
\to reversal of his conviction, Q5 efror qualified as
ia “structural ercor’ not sublect 4o feview For
harmlessness. AFfironed and Memanded, Justice Alito
LFI’/(J dissenting opinion in Wwhich Chief Justice
gRObePB, and Justices WHennedy and Thomas Joined,



ﬂEJUC\{Cﬁ September 15,2025
L Arpellate Case No.2024-001847
APPendix, Page 355, Pattersan,Assistant state
Attorney Stated at court in Movember 20,2014,
When they weee arrested on December Mt Hhey
\were pUtside of a Red Roaf 1nn At the PCR hearing
on December 18,2023, in my Appendix-page 121,
Mr Zelena asised, Ms. Aimee ZmorczeH, 4id
your Client admit to you that Whea he Got to
the Red Raoof Inn, he had Knocked on Hhe vietim’s
door f—w:’c‘e? Ms, Zmorczey respended, Yes. T Washawn
Shell never Ro teld ms. Zmorcz el T Mnocired on the
Vickion's J-oo(‘,AS you can sce,Ms.Patterson States
they were outside of a RedRoof tnn,/Ws. Atmae
,ZMOFCZeL{, VWas being predudice.



NVANAWN DN CUIFFI0LTIT /V| D &1 4

Evans C.T
10 High way Grest
3e€nnettsviile; sc 29512

RECEIVED)
- SEP 19 2025

S.C. SUPREME COURT

COLUMBLE, SIC 200 }; 3&

#3 USPOSTAGE-rmeroowes
v
17 SEP 2025 PM 2 L HES

/‘7'—_

: 0

i 512 §001.03
x OOOO3784425EF’ 16. 2025

SuPleme court oF South carolina

0. Box 11230
columbigsc. 29211

by
Z\ L //\/l /g‘:é\“‘“i‘gaaﬁ Lydyedpg b 00 i i gebaegd g1y gy e Jobog 10y g0



