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CASEF No:

[ HEREFORE Now comis DEFEOANT TN A
FRO-SE BRIZF 76 SHow THIS HomopaBlE cogpT
THE ISSuss AT HAND., THAT LC R, Coutv 3/

CAND FLEA rounsel FAIIED 76 Do,

[EY THE WARRANTS I THIS CASE ARE A Nullrr)
AND VoID PROCESS. WH ) THE AFETANT o0 THESE
WARRANTs , ALSo SERVED THESE WARRANTS O THE
DEFENOMT. JHIs IS BIAS AND PRETuD res AnD
TANTS 777/{ /D/‘?OCESS ofF T HE ou T come. CounSE/.
SHoulD HAVE SuRPRESS THE WARRANTS TA A MoTIoN.
BoTH CounsEls ARE INEFFECTIVE oF Mo ASSISTANCE.

LA] THE JuRrsDIcTIoN s NoT VESTED ow THE So
CALLED TN DIETMEITS, unDeR Rull 3. c. THESE tj DIz~

TTMENTS ARE NOT ClocK STAMPED AS I75 BEA oRDER
BY THE [ CHIEF JusTaze: oF SuPRemE Courr’] [ook
Jo erse Mot Aol ~10-a3-0l A AWaLLS
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L3IAs A PRE[IMIWARY MATTER , IT mMusT BE NoTED
THAT ISsu£S RELATFD To SuBJIECT MATTER JuR rs-
~DIcTTonN MAY BE RALSEQ AT ANY TIME. CARTER V.
STATE, 329 S.¢. 355, 495 S.£.2D 173 /994
PURSYANT To S.C-CoDE AN, 3 17-19-00 19557 AN
INOICTMENT IS DEEMED SuFFTerenT WHERE
IN ADDITION To ALLEGATIONS As 5 momEe AND
PLACE, As REQUIRED B) [ AW, THESE ThDIcTmeyss
IV THE BobY [o£S Nol STATE WHERE IN HorR) Con
THE CRIme HAPPEN. THES [FFT THE GRAND JugY
10 SPECULATE s N FSSENTIAL FLEMENTS oF THE
OFFENSE . THE GRAND JuuR) s NEVER T6 BE | £FT e
SPECULATE oM AN) FLEMENTS oF THE of [EUSE
CounSEL on PLEA SHoulD HAVE PuTlT A MoTroN TN
CouRT To QuAsH THE TN DICTMENT, OR RC.R. Counse/
SHoulD HAVE RAZSED THIS ISSufs AT PR, HEARING.
BoTH Counsels ARE INEFFECTTUE AS of Mo ASSISTANCE
LYITHE S.C CoDE oF [AW TS woT on THE FACE of AnY
OF THESE TwDICTMENTS, THIS MAKES THESE TDrcT
“MENTS FAULT) AND DEFECTIVE. CounSel. IS TnECFECT
“IVE 1IN NOT RAISING THIS 6 THE COURTS, |
LSTHE JuRxrsDIcTIoN Is NoT PRoPERLY WATVED oN
INDICTMENTS Jol3 - GS-26- 03988 oR 2013-GS=Q4-037%
THE JuDGE MARE A JuDIcIAL FRRoR oN MoT Pu r7wG
THE WATVER o RFCORD. THE courT DID NoT HAYE
JURIS DTCTION onN THESE INDICTMENTS, THE RECoRD
Is cLeEAR SHARPER v STATE, 279 S.C 264, 305 S.£2D
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ALLEGATIONS THAT RATSE QuesTons of FACT NoT
coNclLusTVeLY REFuTeD BY THE RECORD REQLIRF
AN FVIDENTIAR) HEARING BE CONVENED
LLd THE JuDGE TN CANVASING RulE L)1 LEFT
ouT ISSUES THAT SHoulD HAVE BEEW toLD To THE DE-
“FEHOANT. [TKE HAs An) onE PRomIssep oR THE-
“EAT oR COERCIoN You ITNTO FLEATNG HERE T5pAY,
AND THE MInTmum PENALTY AvD mAXIMum.
WAS NOT TolD 70 DEFENDANT. BECAuSE THE DE=
TFENDANT WwAIVES SFUERAL CONSTrTuTmonNAL RICHTS
BY PLEADING GuIlT) THE DUf PRycess ol ause RE-
-QUIRES THAT Gu:[ﬂ/ LEAS ARE ENTERED INTO
VoLun TARILY, KnowINGLY, AND TN £l TCENTLY.
BoYKIN v. ALABAMA, 395 U.$ 937 £/944]_PITman
V\STATE, 337 S.C. 577, 524 SE QD 623 [ )999] Lo K
REQUIRES THAT A DEFENDANT BE mADE AWARE ofF THE
RIGHT 70 A Jur) TRIAL, THE PRIVTLFGE AGAINST
SELF INCRIMINATION, AND THE RIGHT To CoNFRNT
ONES ACCUSERS. ADDITIoNALLY, THE S.C. SuPReEmE
CourT REQurres THAT A DEFENDANT ENTERING A
GuIl 7Y PLEA BE MADE AWARE ofF THE NATuRE
AND CRUCTAL ELEMENTS o THE oFFEUSE, THE
AU AND AR MINIMum Pgiypl 7y, AnD
THE MATURE of THE ConsSTITuTmwAlL RIGHTS
BEING WATVED, Coupnsel AT FLEA AnD FLR, BoTH
ARE VERY INEFFECTIVE of AnY ASSIS TAMCE
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L7 HoweVER, WHEN FAccD wrrH AN TRREGuLA-
~RITY IN AN TNDICTMENT AND THE EUrDENCE O F
RECORD I's TNSUFFTICIENT To SHow THE Actron
TAKEN BY THE GRAWD Jur), IT IS PRoFER For THE
APPELLATE CouRT T6 REMAND ForR AN EYTDENT-
~TAR) HEARING 76 DETER MINE WHETHER THE
TRIAL CouRT HAD SuBJIECT MATTER Tuprs DICTIoN:
STATE V.GRIM, 34 S.C. 63, 533 S £ 20 399 L0007
ANDERSoN V. STATE, 338 S.C. 629, 507 S.E.00 399
LCT AFF dooo]
L8] For ALL THE REASONS STATED I THIS PRo-SE
BRIEF, DEFERNDANT REQuesT THIs PLEA BE YACATED
AND DEFWOANT SET AT [ TosrTY,

PRoof of  SFRVICE

BEING DUL) SWoRw, T STATE AND DELSE
THAT ALL TS TRUE AnD CORRECT 10 THE
BEST of Hrs KNowL£DG", WHERE st Amzm
Jo BE TRUE AnvD corRECT,
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