THE STATE OF SOUTH (AROLINA

4N THE SUPREME COURT Nt

APPeal From Anderson Coun"lé RECEIVED
MAY‘OGZUIB

A Scott SProuse , Glreeut Judge
Case No AQb13- ¢p- 0Y- )54]
Teffrey D Jones 290832 . ... Appellant
VS
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. ... Respondents
Notice of Written E-‘xPaﬂq+€on Pursuant o South
Carolina Rule 303 SCACR and Rule Y3 SCACR,

Now comes +the A\DPQUQM’ before +hts Honorcbie South Carolina
SuPreme Court before Honorable Daniel k Shearhouse Pursuant Yo

S.C. SUPREME COURT

Notice of Mritten E,x?ono:‘\'(on Pursuant Yo South Carclina Rule 363 S¢ALR

and Rule QU3 SCACR, The A??e.\\a«\* fle o 3‘"<S PCR PurSuarﬂ' bo ¢ese
B 613-¢P- 041540 Dosh Convickion Relief . Thne A?Plimr\?\' fled o Document

Aidied “Amended PCR A??\aca%:on“ on Se_P%ember 19,3013 n which Apphicant
claims newly discotered exidence in thet PCR Counse faled o cma.@f cm”

inves{‘%‘r\ﬁon . In o document ca\>"’(-‘or\ec\ APPiicenwL' P\Epig and ()bjeci';om,
APP\&cm\' areues s Due Process r?gk*s were Violated ba his PCR counsel

Per?ormance,SPec"\%m\\a Afplicaﬂ*’ al\eses PR counsel failed 1o raise all
of his 8rcuﬂd5 Cor relief because he acked under an uncliselosed conflick

o Taterests and PCR counsel was ineffective becouse he had never

Prac{icec\ criminal law _APPl:cc.n\' aso §iled o Motion for Re%rosPec{Ne_

ComPe‘rer\ca Hearing" on October il, 303, and o Motion For keate of

Cour? 1o Tnvoke the Process o D;scouéra‘ on Fﬁb"uoﬂd |4, aC)\'-‘_
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The AFPl:ccn+ roust show +he burden of ’Proo?.b.\\xere\% Ahe Applicant
could not raise +these issues in his First proir PCR. Udherely the Applicant
does has Mentel Health Disorders that Ferue(v‘reé e APF‘l:cm)c fcom
F:lcn% +these allcc\ﬁz issues in s prei® PeR which the Applicant

d0€5 has

Scr\u‘me_ roterall evidence Where the A?Pl;cq& has e Mental
Hea\'\‘n bac\lxﬁrcuﬂd; }Disru.P-‘{'\VQ_ ‘P‘)eha\loir ) OP’POS"\”\OT\G{ Defion;\’ D;jorder

The AP'\UCCJ\‘" has Preo\: +the records are housed ot Anderson Mental

F
Health 4a Anderson C_oun’cﬁ a\so the APPlt‘ccxr\’t' 's housed Lyith S¢DC

and 5 under Lhe care of Mental Health Wherefore the Appl"can’{‘ due

Process of law has been voileted  gnd require a Ferﬂ'u\soﬂ' He&rfﬁﬁ

s\r\ou\d be held -\»_0 de+crimiﬁ3 Las a’ﬂbt\cqn* fﬂcam")e*ecé“?rom 'lareder\‘\’fng
dhe A??\icqn’f from addres.‘s“\r\g the court. That +he A\sp\ican’r Aiscovered
Conflich of Tnterest had accured 45 his st PEA counse) had rePreSer\’reA he

Andersen Com% Sheri§§ Office, SEDC, and Pieken County SnerfF thad

revented the 'APP“CC‘“\- from ac\dre.ss':na Ihis issue pefore the PELR Court

P
b PR gounsel

dhot o Conflict of Tnaterest had accured 'Pur.suar\’r Yo his firs

L,Jhuebé Jhe A“:Plfc.an" nevel recieved o £l fair bite. at the AFP\Q due

+» his Meatal Health bac\"\grounc\ 'Preven\'imd' ia Pro?erla raise +his

Bmund ta firsd PR A?P):w’c{on

(.onclusiony
Applicant should he granted o Ferguson Hearing +o dleterming could
Ane Applesot ouisk ok his Fiest PR Hearing ho odvise the court
ot o conflit of Interest nad occured purusant to PR Counsel

repreSen*"ng the Respof\a“‘*

Qd of 3



Therefore NO'\’l‘Ce. of \A\rl“""ef\ E*?ﬂﬁa‘km\ Pursuant -l'o South
Caroline. Rule A0 SCACR opd Q43 SEALR  Should be Granted

3/
Honorable Daniel E Shearhouse

T Dated
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