STATE oF SOUTH CAROLIN/Y RECEIVED*

In_TThe Cowt of Agpeals R ——

ek, R, Sonu
e v ¢
/qu/ Edwad Chgsa/rm— _ Appelant

Appdlate case A/o 2025’—-0%#17 il .
| mpm_ld_ﬁ@_ L_Eﬁvg T@ﬁ,ELLE zf
SWWPLEMENTAL PROSE RESFONSE

o ANDERS BLIEF

Comes Now A,ofe/lmf Kﬂy Edward chesmr pro Se. s
and rafecﬁuﬂy moves 4his Honorable Court {br ik B
to File a supplemental pro se response fo ke Aedtss
Piied Jiied by appellede counse]. In suppuit of Jhis

Mﬂm Apptllent slates as follows s

ﬂpﬂ”a/v{' wumu has Pled a L bried ,owqu d i e
S ﬂ/LdUS v. Calfornia, 386 U.S. 735’_.(_116_?)__zﬁe_pneienhg_
_yhat, afder . conScientious revew o Vhe record y

Jhere are o mifmousgmmd; for appead.

2. Appellat cospectfully subnits Hat-the secord condalns
 substandtal and non- $ivolous iSSugs Hat wee not




fudly presended or developed in dhe Andes subm'sSton ,

3. specifically , e dnal pecord roflecks skgnificoat
_ questions mjafdizy the |egad subbicency of dhe
evidence  supporting ke drafticking tonvicton , “The
state presinted po direct aw endprcement observ-

.’ Qton .o@._azu/. hand—1o- hand  parcofics _Mfgf/,fﬂ,_?_ 3 Wy ¥
recovy  of pailed bwy money  from rppellant, s
_ post- dunsacten Stop or Starch ) and N0 whinftaupbed
- Survetllance -f\‘ZJﬂMMy eliminajtry Yhe fDSSi%f/f‘fy of
alfunative soucces. The video vidence introduced

ot el did st depict a vistble  dranster of nateofies

or cusrency. The chain -of ~custody documentation
_intdtally liSled he suspect as * unknowny demonstruting _SAY
It Sdentificatton  was not Confemporaneous  wivh

Sl i

Y, The conviction resied almast enprely upon the Hesti-
mony of 4 condidentta) Informant whe admivied he
 Was  Covpating o aveid prosecudfon en hiS own
pending drafhicking Chasge . Agplllant supmits Yhat,
under  Jackson v. Vieginte, 4y3 s 307 (1499), a
_ convicton  must be sugported by evidince subtichent
o & raffoneddeitr o fact 4o find quilt byyod
@ rtasonabke  deubt, ard dhat $he record in Ihis case
raists substandied (ondditutlonad Concerns.



S. Add itionally, Appellant maintains phat 0¥k Stucturod
and procedura) jrrefudarities reftected [n he record

waorard agplllede revew and should ot be oeemed
filvolous  wishowt fudl advessartal b thing . _

ol Albhowgh  Agplllant previously Filed o pro se response,
o ypon futher revie ot $he Nowserpt and record,

- Rpptllant resptcHully requests |eae Yo sugplement
his response 4o @usure  dhad al  constifuttoral

: Claims e ¢l Mf.ly pIﬂSM for Jhis Courts Consideral-

lon.

7 Granting leave Mﬂ. fwf' fﬁefud‘cé W.&;sfw;/## au/
Wil assist Hhe Cout in conducting dhe ull and
independent review required unser Anders.

WHEREFORE, Apﬂllmf _r‘c;s,oedﬁd/j .P%u&ff‘s Hadt Yhis
-~ Cowt grnt KM o Wie & Suppimertad pro-se.
response _and corsider 4he alHached supplemented

britE as put of its Hndes review, i sl RS O

 RespecHully submited,
B Kdy Z/wvéwd’

i LRRY TEPDWARD (HESTAUCT. o s
 Kirkland Correcttonal nStitudion
 Y34Y  Prodd River Rel.
Co/um_bf‘g, oL 20800, : S o



SUPPLEMENTAL ANDERS BHEF

 ARGUmMENT DNE

THE EIDENCE WwAS LEGALLY \MSUFF|CIENT T0 SUuB-
STAHN  THE TRAFFIOANG  CONVICTION

Stondord of  Review

_wnder the Due Prowess Clause of the fowteenth
Anendment ; o criminal tonvicton must loe supporid

by widince sudfitent for o redtional Hrier of fact

to find gui ity beyond & reasonakle cloubt. Jackson

o \inginia, Yu3d ws. 307, 31a (1974). The relevant
inquiny is ;

"whthhu , ol vitwing Hhe uidince in Hae

gt most favorable 4o e prosecution, any
| rodionad dner of fact coudd have found he
_essehiad elements  0f- Hhe trime bejond Qv

repsonablt doubt, ¥

1S¢e. Nookor, Yy WS ok 2319 -

while oppellade cowts defer o jury crddibily dedo~
minations, o conviction cannot Stand whee e Wrdict

Inference . 1d ot IN-I1S | see adso Unided Stades v



A No Diech Evidence of & Dy Tmsbr

- _.TMMMMMM"-QE@Q@Q&L&;_“ ¥ P |

_esvant, 611 £.24 10 81021 (U gir, j382) [convid-
Yon must bt revesed where evidence gives "equal
Cor ntoly equal circumstantial supporttdo guile-

_and innocence) . Bk NN IR W s s

Sowth CouOling law IS consisytnt with $his Conshiu-

Yonad pandad s A conviCHon must be reveded

el
 where Jhe guidtne merely rpises suspidon or

rLquires  ponjectwre. Stott V. odims, 39S S.C. S§z,

588, 120 s.€.2d 48,5| (2001)) Stode V. weston,
Bv1 5.0 214, 242, bis S.E.2d LYl,¢H8 (2004)
(uitince must pist obove mure suspicion),

No_laws_enforcment o Hor_testitied dhet he persomily
obstived o hard-fo- hand dranster petureen mi.

The video recording indroduce s driad v Sl 1o

+ Did not chepict any vislble Jransfer of narcotics.
o Did not depled any visibke dransr of cwrtnty,
v wnd durke for o Substandtod porton pf dhe c¥s

e priec Ao dhe adleged Smnsmedion:



_The dedeckive destred only vhik dhe CT med with

e defendant pnd retuned with pastetices ) He did L
deiesd hot testidy Ao obsuving a +rans Fransfer. Thus ) dhe Jury
it e edquireel o USbee GhaEL . .. o0l T g

W A— -Hanssfu ocwrrﬂd/ eIx

2. The Jransfer nvolwed _wPen:}an*L,,,_,_, S SRR TN R S

3. ~the wansle was made by . Cheﬂnwi"

Y. “The substance |pder submitted Into evidence was
~ dhe same substance alltgedly dransfered.

these essendtod e lements ware not proven Jhowgh Cs
d“fﬂ' %Uli,dm(fte_'______ G T O SR KR

While cireumstantid eutdence ean Sugport & convickon,
it nust bt consislent with quilt and inconsistent
with any reasonable  hypothtsis of innotence. Stade
Ko \eo Likeyohn, 228 5.0 22y, 329, 89 sE-2d 924, 924
ass),

Hee e stade’s proof required stacking tnferences
rother  dhan dawing o stngee reasonable  conclusion
From dhe estoblished facts-

B, Lwk pf Cozﬂmuous éwwllwu aml $€Mcl/| l%»
eedures



A ,’mm)_ Luﬁlmlaling bt Lonse o R Searched
Clond Kt wder swvillance).

The ewdonce demonsdratked

o The OF was not ship searehd prior +o dhe adéfed

__Yronsachion .

o Law  enforcemendt olM n,o-FM‘a‘H:y -}o Mwu'}wﬂ’fg
uninYerupled visual swweillonce during Hhe (TS
+raue,l

¢ The recording M:w MmF dam duumg Wdrfv\e N
> J\JD M kel bw monty wus Lutr reeowstd drom

. Chesinut .

amadiodely  followrng  Nhe LUA'J\U[ eALh W€ «

In con}rolltd_—bw casﬁs; tourts ofn ﬂnp}waze ton-
Haous Msnitodng do eliminate tht possibility Shat
.r\JJU‘LOJ‘"C6 wee obtained -Pmm anbher sowce. Ste

l- . CheStnuad s ot shopped, Seaithed, o arested

Wnder Jackson, wWhert tvidence permitS “fqual or

Hut, Hw absence  p Inderrupled swwtillvee ond dhe
Qbstnce of fecovery Of buy money ebt open oo reasen-.
able aldernadive,  hypolhesis — Haot Hwe narcotics s
onginoded dfrom o sowce Other fan M, Chesined



ealy equal piramstarchial sypport* for innecince ond
Quitt, revtrsad s required- Tresvant; 11 F.2d at

ozl c i PR LR e e

.Ca- HUN’I\HMOH Mas MH’ Comlavlpl‘)rane,ou(s .

The  chain- o{‘-'wbdy-dmmm{aﬂvn admivied a¥
Yl intdadly Viskd dhe “suspeck™ g5 tunknown? The
dthctive  Jestified Hut offfcers knew Jhe individual

only by Vhe ntCkaame “spovp™ ot dhe dime of
stiate and ader identidied him Sheogh  booking
.P‘f\o*vﬂm‘)hia arul DMy lmages.

This. dewonsirades hat s donthfication wios oot con-
Jemporaneous with Jhe olleged dransfer. The Juy was

_raqu‘wed o pely wpon

e * \ldeo comparson

R T T T

TR LS e G SRR TR L VG A SRR I s 6505

where Vdendideadion  depends wpon inderence vadher than

etk recognition, suffidiency conouns are hesghdeved.

Ste Unied Stodes . Burqos, 94 Fad gyq &3 (4
. 1990) (convicton must pest on Substantiod evidence

Toedifying dédendant as participant) .



Hihe siale’s cuse depinded enirely_upon ke destmony

D (lowictin Rested Solely wpon CE Credibility

OE 2 Rolideniial Selabend-p o o v PR R A PR

No ofbcy obsuved the changer
Mo muuked Cwrency wos iecowered.

—!Mﬂ—dmﬂémﬂf{ﬁ:ﬁmnd on  Mr Chesnud, W

Mo admission wa¢ made. LR Wy

TGP SRR TR < SPIRTIETNY

_ Strgke wilness, Sucth Sestimony must S¥I| pumit 2

cotfond Juror do dind uilt beyond 4 peqsonable

R teon S U WSoat Rl L o e T T

Wohire, dhe physieal evidince does pok carobormbe the
olleged dearsatsion ) and whire, sunelillance gaps. ond

.pomdwal WL LKNeSs e ML!_.\‘_‘_,. Wcahvmz‘;_b&camﬂ_______;ﬁ
'dﬂf?we‘d”u@ﬂ specidative reconsiucttfon rather Yhan

,Proofﬂ e G LA RN NS A L R T AR M T

Sowth Cooling Couts have rewersed convickons where
evidence ralsed enly swpltion. odems, 39S 5. at $€8,




iHm, 4}»9, uuuql &lmmlr o;P JM\sLer r\e.HeJ oNn $n¢‘uenw W

» Bteause dhe CF Jodt whh money, PR, | %
o fnd oder retwned Wi rwwHCé, , ,
o Tht ndrcoHcs ne&ej&auly came from My Chgsw i N T PR

clespite vhe sbserce. oF Vistbhe &CW, wnnlenupled

moatoring or recovery pf matked funds-

Thet inbtrntial kap exceeds consthudtonal Mﬂg@%

.swndords

E.  Due froess Requires Revusal
“The Suprenw (ot has made clew !

“A_conviction fased on o record wholly devetd

0 any cllevant evidence of a crucial elemendt
of the offerse dwg&d LS GOr\f*}ﬁMﬁUMﬂy tnhim! s
Jotkson, Hy3 us.at 314, AT R 0 ST

radher shan  proot. “The record contains no direct eviduce
ot mee Chésdaugt  Jparsfered  naccotics 49 Yhe CL. The
vioto does net depiet such a Sranslar. Lo endorcement
cid not winess such a ranster, The stade did not
recoer bwy meney fiom  Mh CheNnud, el Moo



Lodts 4he. Foucteentn fomerdmert and Jatkson v

\/hﬂmm, Yhe conviction  cannot Stands

C,OMCLUJIOM

Bacqus& #»t, m& »@aufd Jru M_e_af subswaL eu}dm

establishing  a Kaoving Jrantler oF Jlem‘my/ by Me.
Cheshwet Jooyond o yedsonable doub ) Hhe  Jrafficking
Convictten violates out pmc&c& i muffbcwwda/

8 kesﬁ;@f{uﬂy submitid
s/ Ray Chestruc™

RAY  EDWARD CHESTMWLT
APP\&I[M\;‘" ‘Pro-Se.
_SebL’ L%O‘?‘{

K-rltlond Cﬂrrcdfmdr In\rﬁ}w{fm :

Y34y Proad Rier Rdi
QOltmbs‘Q, S 29210

Mmh Z 2026

The eudeve dheekone required speculatton ravher
Hhan raptoral fact-bfoding.



Kay Edwar
d
Kirkland Corr C,MSM/ # 30404
Y34y ;&mJW"W InS¥iutign f
Coh,uh L EW Kdl
bia, 3¢ 24245 RECEIVED) i
| - _— 1 .-‘__ r ZIp 2-92103
. o S 6 ol < o6ogg75357MARog_z40
P\EC Uk v iuD Mcicqm Cf Appeals o
T MARO3 2 Sawlllcgzﬁ of Court
) na Court

| Kirkland R&E Centef

b Mailroot
n CO/umb; .. S
g o6

X LEGAL MAIL



