STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE SUPREME COURT

COUNTY OF SUMTER
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Robert L. Garrett Jr., #291096
Appellant,

NQY 17 2014
5C Courtof Appeals

State Of South Carolina, MOTION TO BE APPOINTED OUTSIDE COUNSEL

Respondent.

The undersigned respectfully shows the Court:

1. I, Robert Louis Garrett Jr., currently an "indigent/pro se litigant" for this matter,
filed a Notice Of Appeal, Motion To Transfer Case And Motion For Appointment Of Qutside

Counsel back on 31 July 2014 with this Court.

2. On 18 August 2014, Appellant reeeived a copy of this Court's 13 August 2014 Order trans—
~ferring this matter over to the South Carolina Court Of Appeals' jurisdiction.

3. On 30 August 2014, Appellant filed an additional motion (Entitled "Motion To Be Appointed
Outside COunsel; With ten Exhibits labelled 1x-10x); The said motion and exhibits put forth
uncontroverted evidence that it is a "Conflict Of Interest" for the South Carolina Commis-—
—sion On Indigent Defense to represent him. (See copy of attached motion and exhibits Labelled

Exhibits 1-Q)ue¥

4. Appellate holds the position that the Coourt Of Appeals denied the said motion NOT ON IT"S
MERITS, but because it was a "pro se" motion; As there is/was no legal reason for them not to -
grant outside counsel in this case where there is an obvious and blatant conflict of interest
between Appellant and the herein referenced Commission.

5. An elementary reviewé of State v. Garrett (350 S.C. 613, 567 S.E. 2d Ct. Appeals 2002;
Unpublished Opinion No. 2004-UP-466 September 15, 2004) and State v. Henson (407 S.C. 154,
754 S.E. 2d 2014) will CLEARLY AND CONCLUSIVELY show that the Court Of Appeals erred on a
few occasions in the past, and moreso, this Honorable Court likewise erred on a few occasions
by not correcting the Court OfAppeals' erroneous 10 June 2002 Reverse And Remand For Senten—
cing of Appellant's trial judge's GRANT OF A NEW TRIAL WITH NO CODEFENDANT AND HIS NEUTRAL

PRONOUN RIDDLED CONFESSION INVOLVED.

Run’

6. As it is ABUNDANTLY EVIDENT that the above referenced grant of a nu trial should :be re-—
instated, Appellant respectfully ask that this Court reinstate the said grant of a new trial
or in the alternative, intervene in this matter and grant Appellant competent and effective
outside counsel.

7. Failure to grant this motionin part or in whole will assist in keeping an INNOCENT MAN
further detained, so Appellant begs this Court to intervene on his behalf as EXTRAORDINARY
CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST IN ABUNDANCE.

, With Truth And Grace,
3 Nodewber 20 =es Pobook & ijw; 9._.1 )

Robert L. Garrett Jr.
RLGJ
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STATE OF SOuTH CAROLINA ) -
: : ) TN THE COURT OF APPEALS
.CBUNTY OF SUMTER )
Rbosh Lowis Gaeelt T, #29109G ; ADPPELLATE CASE NO 2014-001712.
Appellant g
| Vs. )  MOTION TO BE APPOINTED
- ) OUTSIDE COUNSEL.
State Of Sauth Cavhna , 3 |
Reyondent )) RECEWE'D
NOV 17 2014
SC Court of Appeals

T’L\e, \m&&vsigned i’es,oeel-;mll\) Shows Hhe Couvt

\ ’_l*a,Rc;beH Louwss Gavvett Jv; yeuieantly av\“iv‘sA}genF/ pro se |mgan¥‘fov
'ﬂqiﬁ maﬂev) Filed & Nokice 0f /‘X,apeu\q Mohion To Transfer Case And
MG}Bovq Fov Appo\év,ﬁvﬂ%‘}' Of Outside Counse] backh own 31 3’&1‘9 2014
with the South Cavwlivg Su\o-.)eme, Couv .

2 O0n 18 August 2004, Apgellant veceived 7 copy of The Seuth Cavo-
Vv Supreme Couvtls 13 August 2014 Ovdex %eawsfew-?f_\g Hais martfer
over to this Coweds ’jueiso\icﬁom . (See Exbif XY T

5 AP‘PQ‘\?‘“‘PS case involves aw assottwent of a-ppeals that weve
previousty filed W this Coudt | but due o the South Cawlvm Sypreme
Coneds “New shandavd” \zeﬂqéo\'ivlg e Confrontation Clause and Non-
_testifying Co-deferkint’s Redacted Stajemonts’(See. State v, Henson
409 §.¢5 154 , 754 8. E. 24 20044 Apgellate. Case No 2011-204008)
His Coavt now holds the o\w"rr_;_& cotrechng 11's prioe Pulings | at
oveyturned Apf@)-\'aWPS. gl court's ','gvﬂan’r"o-? a " New Tvia] With No
Co~defendant FIWQNOA backh v Tune 2002

Y. A.pp@\\avx‘r 1S Mo\s,gevﬂ' and has had to H@L\j o Phe Sputh Canling
Commissiom 0w Ino\ige,vrf} Defense to Ve’oéeSevﬁ' Ww on' Hhvee prioy
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oceasions’, vamo\ A ppellant vaised " vieffechive assistance of couvsel”
Adamng o two diffevent atforens from the said Commission .

(See Exhmbrts 2.X,3%4X,5X,6X,7X and &X)

5.0n +he last of the qbove, vefevenced occasions, Appellantls ap omted
counsel, hathwme H. H!Aajg‘m&, filed & Mobon To Be Reljeved Ff\ﬁm
Representahion and Mohion For Appointment of Oulside Cownse) s, Said
connsel filed the sad, mokions atrer Appellant- broyght i+ vzo hey
attendion Hhat 1+ would Vikely be 3 conflict of inlerest for any -

one fvom the hewin vefetenced ComwisSion to eepeesm;F him . (See
Exmbit 94X, 10%)

6. The primary 18sue in Hais appeal 18 saght Forward. :‘aV\0| will
not veguive. Hivky years of expedience to craft avd perfect, however
s matker wil] twvolve +ais Court having h vewisit seveval of
it's prior Yulings ,s0 APP&I\RM' merely begs Hais C'oud%L to appoint
him ¢ comwetent counsel’ who can at Jeast weet with him ence
during the couse of petfectmg Hais appeal - ‘

2AS itos hgh\) P,\!OB‘:BIM@ ot i will be a contlich of interest for
e South Cavolima, Commission On Tndigent Vefense o reprasent Appellwnt,
ash s Court Ho gvamL Hhis mo:Jr}}io»f\;, and ﬁp,ociwi’ him

) he vupeci-)—u\\ X
’ ("_0mpeﬂ‘;~en*\— effechve counsel”.

With Tvuth And Evace,
RLET fobot &, Yook Q.
Robert L. Gavrel Tv.

Pro Se Ap}oel\an')‘
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The Supreme Court of South Carolina

The State, Respondent,
V.
Robert L. Garrett, Jr., Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2014-001712

Received 1% Aua 2014
RLE

ORDER

Appellant has filed a notice of appeal from an order of the circuit court denying
appellant's motion for a new trial based on after-discovered evidence pursuant to
Rule 29(b), SCRCrimP. Appellant moves for the appeal to be transferred to this
Court and for the appointment of outside counsel. We have construed appellant's
request as a motion for certification pursuant to Rule 204(b), SCACR. The motion
is denied and this appeal, including appellant's motion for the appointment of
outside counsel, is hereby transferred to the Court of Appeals. Rule 203(d)(1)(A),

SCACR.

Columbia, South Carolina
August i3, Z0i4
cc:

Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire
Robert Louis Garrett, Jr.

FOR THE COURT

NOV 17 200
SC Court of Appeals

o~
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State concisely the grounds on which you base your allegation that you are being held in
custody unlawfully: o L

(@  Due Process Violations/Speedy Tr:al Violation
@) - Ineffective Assnstance of Counsels.

©) Prosecution Misconduct

{

State concisely and in the same order the facts which support each of the grounds set out
in (10): ] ‘
'(a) See next page for brief sumary; Full argument will be in Amended Application by appointed counsel.

®) ; - cnbyapD
(C)V See next page for brief summary; Full arglmmtw:lllbemAuﬂlded Application by appointed counsel.

‘ 4P1iortoﬂnsapphcanonhaveyouﬁledw1ﬂ1rwpecttoﬂnsconvlcuon

(@)  anypetition in a State Court under South Carolina Law? yes
(b)  any petition in State or Federal Courts for habeas corpus or post-convictions -

_ relief? yes
() -any petition in the United States Supreme Court for certiorar] other than pefitions,

if any, already speclﬁed in (8)? o
(@  any other petitions, mouons or applications in this or any other Court? yes
If you answered * yes : to amy part of (12), list with respect to each petition, motion or

7

application:
@) the specific nature thmof

L Applicant's I.etter/l‘bhon For Dispissal (Speedy Trial VlO]atlm) 8-7-98

1. Applicant's Trial Counsel's Motion For Speedy Trial, 12‘:23—98

1. Ar‘mhranr s letterMotion For Diqn'iﬁﬁal (Speedy TrHial Vin’l.qﬁm\ 8-12-99 .- v

iv. Applicant's Ietters/M)tlon (Speedy Trial Violation)s 1 11-19-99, 11-26-9
’ —(ONTINUED

ON NEXT PAGE—
(b) thename and locanon of the Couzt in which each was ﬁled

i SC Supreme Court, P.0.Box 113%0, Coluibia, S.C, 20211
i,  Sumer County General Sessions, 141 North Main Street, Sunter, S.C. 20150,

-—

. & Supreme Court P, 0 Box 11330, Columbia, S.C, 29211 ‘ : ;
—CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE——-

-3-.
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State Conasely and in the same order the facts whlch support each of the grounds set A"t'c% °(‘1b§" A;;m i&g‘?« 6

izl VHalation

11.

T L’ R
Ineffect:we Asszstance of Counsel and Prosecut:mn Mlsconduct Apphcant shows as folla@g

1. Applicant has been denied his Constitutional Rights to Due Process of law and a Fast and Speedy Trial and,
under the Barker v. Wingo criteria set forth by the Supreme Court he should have never been taken to trial.

2. Had Applicant not had several cases pending ggainst him back in December 1999 when the Supreme Court took
his case under consideration, Applicant is certain the Gourt would have dismissed the case to which Applicant
is now being illegally held on and ordered his immediate release.

3. Stateassertedto&xprme&xlrtthattlxaywaﬂdtIyApphcantmmeﬁmtmreofhlscasesmSeptenher
1999 or November 1999 temms of Court and, further laid out in explicit temms the forty (40) samething charges
to which they had indicted Applicant on, meking it seem to the Court that Applicant was a menace to society.
Applicant wonders pow how the State can explain to the Supreme Court of South Carolina or any.other Court
T«hydleyst:illhavenottxiedApp]jcantmanyofthoseodlerdxargeseveltlnughhedemmiéd'SpeedyTﬁa]s

on MMEETOUS 00Casions.
4. Ab}iﬁmﬂtwﬂlﬁlenwbbumForDlsmssalmdnnﬁ)enexts:m(ﬁO)daysﬁhensmttnﬁdonﬁlesald

charges.

5. Applicant has an assortmennt of letters fram Clare admitting that she felt she was cammiting malpractice be=
cause she had too many clients to represent. KR counsel (Brooks) failed to have her at R hearing so the . .
letters could be made a part of the record and prove that she admitted that she was ineffective, thus relin-

‘quishing Applicant's burden to prove both prongs that she was ineffective.

6. Clare represented two of Applicant's codefendants (Andre China and Samel Temoney), which is a clear com—.
flict of interest and, when Applicant brought it to Clare's attention that he knew she was representing the
said codefendants, she got belligerent, disrespectful, and down right unprofessional with.Applicant, going
so far on one occasion to make slurs about Applicant's mother in ope of her letters. Applicant has the let— :
ters to and from Clare (To include letters with her admitting she was committing malpractice and talking
about Applicant's mother), and he will have them to present at the first Fvidentiary Hearing for this case.

7. Said letters will prove that because Clare was so overworked, because she could not effectively represent
Applicant, because of that and the fact that she was representing two of Applicamt's co-defendants who wrote
statements against Applicant but later recanted, because she did not want to except help from the NLPA and

because of her overall perfommnce, her deficient performance severely prejudiced Applicant and did not allow him
Due Process of Jaw and effective assistance of counsel.
8. Applicant's first letter to Pachak advised him about severe conflict of interest with him due to the fact
that Clare had represented Applicant on State's Direct Appeal and, she was in the sare office with him so, it
would be extvemely hard if not impossible for him to raise such issues against his coworker.

9. Applicant counsel (Pachak) didn't respond to the said letter nor did he respond to any of Applicant's other..
letters and for fuirther insult, he never sent Applicant copies of any briefs or motions he filed on Appli-S&#”
mn?sbeln]fandleacﬂa]lysentApplimtacopyofmeoflﬁsoﬂlerc]ient'sbxiefsbymistake.

10. Pachak should have filed a Motion To Be Relieved as (unsel just like his co-worker Wudgins did when Applicant
advised her that a conflict of interest existed because Pachak had once represented him and because he didn't.

Applicant”s Direct Appeal was not effectively argued because it was void of Applicant's key arguments from trial. °

1T, Pachak purposely did not come to Applicant's PR hearing because of his criminal conduct towards Applicant
and)App]icant'sKRcamselms]ikeszegrcssly ineffective for not making sure Pachak and Clare were pre-
sent at the said hearing. Even a mediocre review of the record with all of the facts will show that all
three counsels were ineffective; It was as if they were washing each other's backs.

12. Brooks told Applicant a bold faced lie at AR Hearing in that he told Applicant that since the majority

of his witnesses were not present, they would continue his hearding to a later date when all of them could be

there; Codefendants were going to testify that they had in fact lied on Applicant on their first statements

to investigators because they were coerced and they wrote additional statements recanting, and of course

neither Clare nor Pachak were present either.

Because none of the herein referenced individuals referred to in number (12) were present at ‘R(R hearing,

PR Court did not have even a third of the facts in Applicant's case in which to meke a sound judgement.

14. Appllcantlswﬂhnc,totakeahedetectortesttoprovetothe(‘azrtt}atBrookshedto}nm He doubts
very seriously if Brooks will submit to one.

13.

~3A-
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Anplicant plans to' send ofit’ either an official cowplaint to the Par Association or file a civil action against

PBrooks for his part in violating Applicant's Constitutional and Humpan Rights.

16. Brooks performance was grossly deficient and there was an assortment of prejudices to Applicant as a direct
result of his deficjent performance. :

17. “Brooks was re-appointed to represent Applicant on appeal of RR and should have filed a Motion To Be Relieved
as Coumsel Ixranse Applicant_advised Court that he was grossly ,ineffective at Applicant's hearing so, the
Jikelihood of him being ineffective on the said appeal was highly probable and expected. -

18. Applicant with the help of an attomey with his best interest at heart and not mevely being a.puppet for the

State in helping keep Applicant illepally incarcerated, and their investigator will easily demonstrate and
K] - . N .

It
éh —CONTINUATION FROM PAGE THREE— —,

j—
tn
I

19.Becausedfanaasorﬁmtofprme&xmljﬂegxﬂmid%ApphcantlnsbemdeﬁedMerC&sof1awandmoreso,

because Applicant did not receive a "full bite" at the apple on his first FR and the stem has failed to

handoutjustjx:e;'IhemlyrenegvatthispointistoSet;@aEvidmtjaryHearjngsoBrookswn@cp]ainmme

~ecord how he could have possibly effectively represent Applicant when he did not have all of the motions, .

tzanscxipts,andodherpleadingﬁleddmingstag&einApphcarm'scase.

2. Agp]icant_‘}nsametiaﬂmsﬁleﬂnthjmandhisappoﬁrtedcamselvﬂlprwrttodle(km‘ttonrovebevmda
Shadow of a doubt that Applicant is being illegally detained and,with the testimomies of his herein referenced
co-defaldantsathismlhear_ilgte]]jng-demjﬂl\ﬂleaxrtwﬂlbeforcedtosetarﬂd'imnhaﬂ(Case"md
grant Applicant his requested relief. ! ‘

~—
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17,

18.

" iii.  Robert M, Pachak, Applellate Defense

’ ' ' t G bﬁ—s ) §
If any ground set forth in (10) has not previously been presented to any Court, State or Q A\A’g o 901y

Federal, set forth the ground and state concisely the reasons why such ground hgs not ! E vic\oSuce,

N S NN Y S i -~ ~

 previously been presented: ‘ S Nuabod 204, PR A\, Taekechive
: " V S~ —_ - Assistance 0% Ahoe\iz;%e GmsalS

(8)  See next page for brief summary.

®)

© . _

Were you represented by an attoiney at any time during the course of:

(@)  your arraignment and plea?- e

(b)  your trial, if any? " ves

(©) your sentencmng? : yes

(@  your appeal, if any, from the judgment of convictian or ﬂle imposition of
sentence? - : ves

(€)  preparation, pmcntatlon or conmdcrauon of any pefitions, motlons or applications

with respect to this coxmcuon, Whlch you filed? yes

If you answered yes to one or more parts of (17), Hist:
(@)  the name} and address of each attorney who represented you:
i; . LS. Leevy Johnson; Johnson, Toal and Battiste

1615 Barmwell St., P.0, Box 1431, Columbia S.C. 29202

ii.  Aileen P. Clare, Applellate Defense’
" 1205 Pendleton Streét, Room 306, Columbia, S.C. 20201

1205 Pendleton Street Roan 306, Golumbla . S.C. 29201
(N NEXT PAGE—

- (b) the prooeedmgs at whlch mﬂ%ey represented you,

1 Johnson represented Apphcant at trial and at his sentencing heahno held three V%rs later.

ii.  Clare represmted Applicant on the State's Direct Appeal of Judge Westbrock's graot for
Apphcant to recelve a new trial. )
iii. - Pachak represented App]_lcant when Appllcant flled his Direct Appeal,

—CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE— - e
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16. If any ground set forth in (104) has not previously been presented to any Court, State, or Federal, set forth
the grounds and state concisely the reasons why such ground has not previously been presented:

(a)

Charles T. Brooks, IIT purposely refused to put alot of Applicant's key arguments on the record (Under the

barmer that he didn't feel they were reversible errors) so, Applicant was forced to file an assortment of

pro se motions (Most of which were not ruled on): As a review of the various Orders and motions herein

referenced will reflect, no Court ever said Applicant's pro se motions were meritless or frivilous, they

eitherdidn'tnﬂeontlmbecausethgywereproseortheydidn'tsayanythjngabouttlm(Iguessbecause

they couldn't explain on the record why they didn't agree with them and grant Applicant his requested relief).

'IheSupxeneCan’thasheldthatJ'fapartimlarcasebeviolatedbyevmanisolatederrorbycomlsel,if-

that error is sufficiently egregious and prejudicial then Applicant's requested relief should be granted.

(b)

Prooks didn't have one isolated error, he had a wide selection of egregious/prejudicial errors that rose

to the level that both prongs of Strickland were met. Brooks did not amend Applicant's original KR Application

“With even one percent of Applicant's arguments he asked him to include, the ones he did somewhat raise were

not_argued adequately, he didn't have either of Applicant's Appellate counsels present at the AR hearing,
he didn't have Applicant's codefendants who were going to tell the truth in that they had in fact lied on
Applicant on their first statements(Because investigators coerced them to), he lied to Applicant about his

R hearing being continued until all of the witnesses could be rounded up, and his deficient performance
severely prejudiced Applicant's hearing because PR Court did not have the facts to enable him to grant
Applicant his requested relief.

()

18. If you answered (yes) to one or more parts cf (7), list:

()

iv.

the name and address of each attorney who represented you: ]
Katherine K. Hudgins: SC Commission on Indigent Defense, 1330 Iady Street, Suite 401, P.O. Box 11589,
Columbia, S.C. 29201-3332, or 29211-1589 ]

v. Charles T. Brooks, II1; Law Office of Charles T. Brooks, ITI, P.0. Box 3512, Sumter, S.C. 29150

(b)

iv.

the proceeding at which each such attorney represented you: _
Hudgins represented Applicant on appeal of PR until Applicant wrote her a letter explaining to her about
his case, Clare and Pachak's ineffectiveness and the fact that they were her co~workers, and .of course
Brooks' gross incompotence and gross ineffectiveness at Applicant's PR hearing; As a result of letter
Hudgins filed a Motion To Be Relieved as Counsel. That's when Supreme Court incorrectly reappointed Appli-
—cant Brodks. e J
Charles Brooks represented Applicant on PR, at PR Hearing, and was later incorrectly reappointed to
represent Applicant on appeal of KR to the Supreme Court. ‘

._SA._
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Hudgin's Hiotion To B Relivued
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IN THE SUPREME COURT ailside Gumse )

Appeal from Sumter County

Honorable Clifton Newman, Circuit Court Judge

RECEIVE,

NOV 1 7 2014
ROBERT L. GARRETT, SC Co. '
urt of Appeals
PETITIONER,
V.

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

RESPONDENT.

MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT
OF OUTSIDE COUNSEL

The undersigned respectfully shows the Court:

1. Counsel was appointed to represent Mr. Garrett in his appeall from the denial of post ‘
conviction relief. The notice of intent to appeal was filed on February 27, 2008, and
counsel received the transcript on July 14, 2008.

2. Upon review of the transcript counsel determined that a conflict existed in regard to her
representation of Mr. Garrett. Robert Pachak, another attorney with the South Carolina

Commission on Indigent Defense, Appellate Division, represented Mr. Garrett in his
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direct appeal. In his post conviction relief application Mr. Garrett asserts that appellate
counsel was ineffective. Mr. Pachak was deposed in reference to this case.
3. Based on the above detailed conflict, counsel asks to be relieved from the representation

of Mr. Garrett and asks the Court to appoint outside counsel.

Respectfully submitted,

7{ z’&%ﬁ@m S

Kathrine H. Hudgins
Appellate Defender

ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONER

August 13, 2008



Mr. Robert L. Garrett Jr.
. SCDC #291096
LEE CI—Chesterfield N2127
990 Wisacky Highway
Bishopville, S.Caro. 29010

3 November 2014

Mr. Robert M. Dudek, Chief AD

South Carolina Commission On Indigent Defense
Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, S. Caro. 29211

RE: Robert Louis Garrett Jr. V. State Of South Carolina
Appellate Case No. 2014-001712

Dear Mr. Dudek:

AT Please find enclosed an assortment of pleadings centered around the above
referenced case. The South Carolina Court Of Appeals for some odd reason didn't grant my
pro se "Motion For Appointment Of Outside COunsel"™, so in response I ask that someone from
this office be assigned to representme. If it is at all possible, I respectfully ask that
Ms. Susan B. Hackett be assigned to represent me, as it was her who represented Davontay
Henson and my case is DIRECTLY linked to the NEW STANDARDS that were set up in it. ™™

=2(> I've been proclaiming my innocence since August 1997 and my pleas for help
have and were falling on deaf ears....... I'm just thankful that Attorney General Wilson
and his office tried to use my case to get the Supreme Court to revisit and change their
ruling in Henson; .For it was the very words that they used in their Petition For Rehearing
that FINALLY openned the door for justice to be mended and me be set free from my unlawful

and unjust incarceration. Ri&S
216+ I'm petitioning the South Carolina Supreme Court to grant me outside counsel

for this matter seeing as though Robert Pachek still works in your office (And the fact that
Katherine Hudgins filed a Motion To Be Relieved And Motion For Appointment For Outside Coun—
—sel for the very same conflict of interest), but until that matter is adjudicated, I'm will-
~ing to work with someone from this office....... As long as they can assure me that they will
NOT have a problem including Mr. Pachek's grossly egregious actions in the briefs that are

filed on my behalf. %6&¥
2% Tf I need to fill out some type of forms or applications to prove my indigency

so that this office can represent me, please forward them to me upon receipt of these plead-
—~ings. Thanks in advance for your anticipated help and prompt response, good day to you and
your's and of course, God Bless.&¥ '

With Truth And Grace,

Boberk . Ltk Qa

' Robert L. Garrett Jr.
RIGJ
cc:The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse, Clerk

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk
Mr. Alan McCrory Wilson, S. Caro. Attorney General

NOV 1 7 2014
SC Cour of Appeals

ENCLOSURES fA'ITACHMENTS 5 (13 Pages)



Mr. Robert L. Garrett Jr.
SCDC #291096
LEE CI———Chesterfield N2127
990 Wisacky Highway
Bishopville, S.Caro. 29010

3 November 2014

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk
South Carolina Court Of Appeals

Post Office Box 11629

Columbia, S. Caro. 29211

RE: Robert Louis Garrtt Jr. v. State Of South Carolina
Appellate Case No. 2014-001712

Dear Ms. Kitchings:
¥4 T am in receipt of this Court's 15 October 2014 Order denying my "Motion

For Appointment Of Outside Counsel" (I received a copy on 17 October 2014). It's unclear as
to why the said motion was denied, but I take it someone from the South Carolina Commission
On Indigent Defense will have to file a similar motion for it to granted.w>

*7 With that said, please find enclosed some pleadings regarding the South
Carolina Supreme Court intervening on my behalf, as well as some pleadings starting the pro—
—cess for me to be appointedsomeone from the above referenced Commission to handle this VERY
SERIOUS action. A simple and elementary thirty minute review of the entire files for State V.
Garrett (350 S.C.613, 567 S.E.2d Ct.Of Apeals 2002;Unpublished Opinion No. 2004-UP-466 Sept—
—ember 15, 2004), as well as State v. Henson (407 S.C.154, 754 S.E.2d 508, January 2014;Peti-
—tion For Rehearing DENIED 6 March 2014) will clearly show that this Court erred in the past
by reversing my trial judge's GRANT OF A NEW TRIAL....... I just pray that the South Carolina
Attorney General's Office and this Honorable Court recognize the MONUMENTAL MISTAKE, and put
all of youremergy into correcting.it and setting me free, instead of doing everything to make

the UNLAWFUL AND UNJUST ruling stand. 26>
2> The Stateg Of South Carolina has had an INNOCENT MAN ILLEGALLY. AND UNJUSTLY

INCARCERATED FOR OVER 6284 days....... 4528 days of which this Court's 10 June 2002 erroneous
ruling is DIRECTLY responsible for. At this point all I ask is that the said ruling be corr=
—ected so that the process of me finally clearing my name and going home to my family can
begin. Thanks in advance for your anticipated help and prompt response, good day to you and
your's, and of course God Bless.=u>

With Truth And Grace,
Aotk £, Gt 91

Robert L. Garrett Jr.
RLGJ

cc:The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse, Clerk
Mr. RobertM. Dudek, Chief AD
Mr. Alan McCrory Wilson, S.Caro. Attorney General
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Mr. Robert Louis Garrett Jr.
SCDC #291096

LEE CI———Chesterfield N2127
990 Wisascky Highway

Bishopville, S.Caro. 29010

3. November 2014

The Honorable Daniel E. Shearouse, Clerk
Supreme Court Of South Carolina

Post Office Box 11330

Columbia, S. Caro. 29211

RE: Robert Louis Garrett Jr. v. State Of South Carolina
Appellate Case No. 2014-001712

Dear Mr. Shearouse:
‘ MeY Pleasefind enclosed some pleadinds in regards tothe abowe referenced case

that this Court transferred over to the South Carolina Court of Appeals back on 13 August
2014. I filed an additional motion entitled, "Motion To Be Appointed Outside Counsel"™ on 30
August 2014 in the said Court (Thoroughly outlining and laying out uncontrovertedevidence
showing that it is a BLATANT conflict of interest for the South Carolina Commission On Indi-
~gent Defense to handle this matter), but for some odd reason the Court Of Appeals denied
the said motion. Be that as it may, I'm now asking this Honorable Court to intervene on my
behalf pursuant to Rule 245 of the South Carolina Rules Of Court and appoint me competent/
effective counsel to handle this VERY SERIOUS action. 27

*&7 Attorney General Alan McCrory Wilson and the South Carolina Attorney
General's Office put forth a VERY STRONG argument to this Court in their Petition For Re—
—Hearing, trying to convince you to revisit your LANDMARK ruling in State v. Henson, and
part of their argument was that if this COurt DID NOT OVERTURN/REVERSE the South Carolina
Court Of Appeals' 10 June 2002 Revrse And Remand For Sentencing of my original trial court's
GRANT OF A NEW TRIAL..... ..Then this Court had in fact erred by reversing Henson. On 6 March
2014 this Court denied AG Wilson and his Office's arguments, so at this point in the "Inte-
—rest Of Mending Justice", the only thing left to do is revisit my case and conform it to
the NEW STANDARDS set up by way of Henson. ®¢> :

2%y This Honorable Court has the AUTHORITY AND POWER to mend Jjustice RIGHT
NOW and order that my trial court's grand of a new trial be reinstated, but if for some rea—
—son this Court is not currently at liberty to do something EXTRAORDINARY and come to. my
rescue like that....... I respectfully ask and beg that this Court at least grant the enclosed
motion and appoint me competent outside counsel. It's ABUNDANTLY EVIDENT that this State has
had me illegally and unjustly incarcerated for a VERY, VERY, VERY LONG TIME....... I just
pray that "someone" comes to my rescue soon and takes the initiative to MEND JUSTICE, inst—

—ead of continuing to turn blind eyes to the long line of grave injustices that I've been

‘dealt "Before Henson"...... .Using as a rationale that to mend justice now after over 17 YEARS

would make the State of SOuth Carolina look VERY BAD. 23

With Truth And Grace,
Pobok £, Qfannitffgnq

RLGJ Robert L. Garrett Jr.

cc:The -Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings, Clerk
Mr. Robert M. Dudek, Chief AD
Mr. Alan McCrory Wilson, S.Caro. Attorney General
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Mr. Robert L. Garrett Jr.
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