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STATE OF souwTH CAROLINA APR 20 2025

In The Cowt of Appeals SC Court of Appeals

kgg{ﬂ_\ Lrom Horr'q' (‘,Du.n&\'l

Honorable Eugene P Ware, Tr., Cirauit Cowrt Judge.

ARE SUTYE" RESPONDENT,

VS

RAN EDWARD CHESTNUT, APPELLANT .

ALPELLATE CASE NO. 202S5-0014Y41

MOTIoN Foe LEAVWE TTO FILE SUPPLEMENTA

PRO SE BRIEF AND REQUEST FoR EAPEDITED REMEW

—{Apptllant, Roy Edwacd Qnestnut, vespectfully moves tis

Court for \tave Jo file on additional supplemental pro

s¢ brief and for expedited review, and would show:

. Good Caust. Exisks

Coliforia , Wit requices the Court +o conduct * o ful

—ony non-frivolous  issues  exist,  Anders v. California, 3K

\




W.s. 128, ud (1ae)

Although Appellant \Was prediously £i1ed pros€ Submissions,

the {ssut prestated herein lhas not been Lfully argued as

o standadone constitutional qround for reversal. ¥

2. Nature of 4nhe Addihional ssue

Appellant seeks Yo raise +the following 1Ssue

W HETHER THE TRIAL COURT ERRED (N DENMING APPELLANT'S

MOTION “T0 RELIEVE (COUNSEL — MADE WELL N ADNANCE

OF TRIAL AND SUPPORTED BY (OuMSEL'S own ADPMIiss|on

THAT HE CoulD NOT PROVIDE EFFECTWE REPRESENTATION —

WITHOUT CONDUCTING AN ADEQUATE INAUIRY INTD A

COMPLETE BRAREALDOWN (N THE ATTORNEY —CLIENT

RELATIONS HHIP .

3, The \9sue 15 Not Redundant

-

k \ Qe

Autlrority ;| however, taat ﬁ?\tng did not- present fais

issue as 4 fully develoged arqument supported by

(ton'H‘O\l':n% authonty . This motion 1S Hheeefgre not
duplicative .
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Y. (onshtutional _'S_Lg_nj_ﬁ‘_f‘a_(n ce

This iSsue implicates Appellant's Sixth Amendment
. Iright {o effective assistance of counsel. When &
Substantia) complaint 1S raised, the triol cowrt must

conduct o meaningful inguiry. State v. mcleod, 362
S.C. 13,718, WOk %.E.2d 215, 217 (2004); State v. Pruitt,

Uzz s.c. 94,105, 851 %.E.2d 10, 513 (C+. App. 2020).

: Request for Expedited Review .

Appallant further requests expedited review due o a

pmd:ng ~§:o.milx{ cowrt matter Styled ;e

Sowth Corgling Department of social Services v. ... Ray
Edwacd Chesinut, .-, Cose No. 2025-DR-26-0304 , in

Hofry County Family Court.

& heacing i Scheduled for may U, 2026, ot €:30am

inValving Appellont's two ~ear-old son.

The outcome of Has appeal directly affects Appellant's

ability o meaningfully pacticipate in thoat prou,e.d?aga

|
Continutd incarceration based on a constitutionally defective

Hridl results n Orrgparable harm to Appellants parental
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- 1_ W < 3

interest of Jushce , Ruwle 220(h), SCACR.

-

WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests -

Ve ) emen nef an

& Expedited review of this oppeal.

Respectfully submitted,

/5] Ray Chestnrt

Bay Edward Chestnut

Appellant | Pro Se

SCpL ¥ 3pyoqy

KirKland Correctdional Institution

Y3uy Rcoad River Reoad

Columbia, SC 24210

Apeil \, 2020




ATIACHMENT !

SUPPLEMENTAL PRO SE BRIEF

SUPPLEMENTAL |SSUE PRESENTED

CTHE TRHAL CoulT ERRED N DEWNING APPELLANT'S MOTION

Jo RELIEVE COUNSEL = DESPITE COUNSEL'S EXPRESS ADMISSIoN

THAT HE coulD NOT PROVIDE EFFECTI\VE KEPRESENTATION —

W THOUT DUC ATE \R )
OF THE SIXTH AMENDMENT .

STANDARD OF REVIEW

oM Aaia) Coucks rulinge oin A wAption {0 velleNe foudsel i o 0 . T

ceviewed for dbuse of discretion, constrained by the

,__%A_ﬁdemﬂ_wmﬂmm_mghj:bJﬂa&_we_@m_oﬁ_____

unsel. state v. feditt uysz s.C. 94,105, 851 S.E,2d S0,

SILEE Qepi 0N R0 o 0 - a e s S Ve ieiTa .

ARGUMENT -
3 i Mﬂm}ﬂ%&xl
|nqus oy
he ises o substantiol complal ) gl




—lcounsel, the tria) court must conduct a meaningful, on-
the-record inguiry. State v. Mmcleod, 362 3.¢. 13,78, Lok

<.E, 2d 215, 2(7 (zo00Y).

Eedecal law is consistent. See United Stotes v. Mullen,

32 F.3d 841, 845 (Yth Cir, 1994).

B. Counse| Admitted He Could Not Provide Effective

A ssistance

Triod counse| stated !

 the atforney = client relationship has been damaged
—_do the point Hhat T do not believe that i+ 1s possible

for me. o prgy.‘df, effective assistance _oj‘-_munstl..."
( Tr. p: 22-23),

And |

Y Hiere has been ineffechive Communicotion.. . and M+ 15

exﬁemel\; difficult for me Yo 4o %rwd_md.gdﬁmaid%ﬁﬁ ,
cepresent Mr. Chestnut,, . (Te. p. 22-23),

nquiry. Mullen, 32 Fad at 845-96.

S-2




~C. “The mMotion was TTimely and Not o Delay Tachc

“Tlhe arotion w \ e re fol ., ing)

proceedings on Tune 2, 2025, (Tr. p. 18-14).

Thus, it reflected a Continuing beeakdown , not a last—

minute d&lm}n

-T

wiry
{ )

The cowt asked enly:

Wim 2" (Te. p. 22).

Then rwled !

W ~ -~
tawt. ¢ ‘o ~ We'r £

+Hae gu.n{." Frag - p. 22} 3

Twe cowt failed to investigate e breakdown or make
indings Shtuting  reversivle ervor. Pruitt, Y32 S.C. at

IDS-0b, 851 SE. 2d at S13-1Y4.
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E. The Trial cowyt 1M¢I>roperl\f Relied on Timing

_ |"The couet sinted:

“we're vight bere on the eve of 4eial.. (Tr. p. 14).

However, constitutional rights cannot Nield to scheduling

Concerns. Mullen, 32 F3d at §47.

E. Subsequent Proceedings Confirm +he BRreakdown

On Maorth 2,202, Q different crcuit cowrt ‘!gdaf,, o

. |venjamin K. culbertson; granted o motion to relieve the

same attormey . Brett Allea Perry, in a peading case,

(526 Exwbit-A),
p (s} 1 i

i y i i \ Inﬂ.b”l“l‘\f 4o

e_#-Fe,cHual\; e resent A;{Jf!&l lant.

2
|

T™wia confirms Hae breakKdown was real and existed at

dhe. Hime & drial.

S-4




M The Ervor Zaal wireS Reveysal

he Six Y 1 C

counsel. Stare V. Tones, YO8 S.C. 247, 259, 1S8 S.E-zd 3Vs,

351 (20},
_ |Pecause Hae 4rial court failed 4o conduct an adequate
i qui ) sel’ 1$sio in ] S
ieh (se r d ew H4rial.
CONCLUSION

L Reverse his convittion |

2, ) ) 1w L_‘&&\% -_Famig

Couwrt mmoattey

Respeckfully submitted,

pal® Q\M‘ UALS\'V\\IY

Ray Edward Chesthnut #¥30409Y

S-§




Apeellant | Pro Se

Kirklowd Corvectional Inshiution ol N

Y3uy Broad River Road

Colu.m\o?a; s 29210

A_ \
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C\HIBIT- A

(—rmu court order dated march
2y, 202, qranting motion Jo
Relitve Counsel)



|

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ORDER IN A CRIMINAL CASE

COUNTY OF HORRY Warrant(s): 2023A2620601235-1236
2024A2610200313,2024A2610200315-317

IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS INDICTMENT(S):
State of South Carolina Ray Chestnut
DEFENDANT(S)
Attorney for : [] State [[] Defendant
This form order or
submitted by: [[] Self-Represented Litigant
DISPOSITION TYPE

O DECISION BY THE COURT AFTER HEARING. This action came to a hearing before the
court. The issues have been heard and a decision rendered. [_] See below for additional information,

O DECISION BY THE COURT AFTER STATUS CONFERENCE. This case came for a status
conference before the court. The status of this case and pending issues in this case were discussed

and a decision rendered. [_] See below for additional information.

M  MOTION: To Relieve Counsel

E{GRANTED ] DENIED [CJCONTINUED [] WITHDRAWN ~

] WITHDRAWN BY MOVING PARTY: 2mm. = 2
Signature of Moving Party —<,-_sz > D
[] OTHER: e oy s
8% o o g
tﬁﬂ QEJ
—=or- T 0

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ See Order of the Court below [ ] See aﬂh’aﬁ@raer £

[[] Formal Order to follow; to be prepared by: [ ] State [] Defendant []eqmer:

LGl

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [_] ends [Zfdoes not end the case.

Additional Information for the Clerk:

’7%dm+'s attovite Aefyesevted dg{:&uﬂlmd'm pwo/
4’”& phere M&«. ad WAS aowwal'cof

- Punlic ’Deffw vs to st vew adtov ueq fov
‘&fmdw

Y 2145 Maven, 2¢, 7026

Circuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only
Page 1



CELTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This (S to certfy that o copy o€ the foregoing

“Motion for Leave to File Swpplemental Pro se Brief and

wes " i with = e |

Pro Se Brief* wos served wpon the parties addressed

below by via WS, mail with @pproﬂmxﬁe prf—-pa.d postage
on thais lbth day of Apcl) , 2026,

Mag ¥ [Zm{vtolrls Farthing , Assistant Attorney Geneca

Office of e Attorngy General

P.0. Box |ISYq B il RECEIVE]D

Columbia JT6C- 2921 W——_

_IW. Chandler Noeville , Appellant Defender

~SC Court of Appeals

South Corolina Commission en Ind?gen-} Defense " L

Po. Box 11589 e =

Columbia, SC 292|]|

s] Quw‘ Chestnrt - :

Ry Edward Chestnut 3
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