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APPUANT has attempted to appeal post
Convicton Telief, Please —take notice appi Courit
Christopher. poage SCoC s 347355 Corrently
Proceed: g wtthout Councel (Pro Se) move,
beFore —this Honorable Court and underthe
Lles oF Wil aold CP-dt 1206,

o incdude ~tHhe following additional Cdﬂmun'cﬁg
ot W (PCR Atdorney) Tould have Fadsed



on Auvgust g 3ol The opplicans '

ol tor évw rder, Armed R@&P@ﬂ%éﬂiﬁ;@ﬁd
Burglary in “the 157 degree  and Criminal Qon—
spira(’/y on HUgIUS‘f Lo, Soll The applicant
Wos Faund guilty of "Burglary st C{,ear‘@e eael -
Nappivg , and Crinminal Conspiracy . ”’

- TThe opplicant was represented by B.Rawlinsor.
N 4Hal - The tonorable Judge Hates Servtenced
“the CL()pHCan‘f “+o Confinement of @:CDNQC“%) -
= ~the a{)pll‘Carﬁ“ Can Show Cavse and |
Pursvant te wrtten e&pmiom ,Pur‘Suo‘urfi“

1o Rule 843 of Seuth Cawolina. appellate Court
Rule. “The applicant Wil Shew the Coort; The

totlowtry 8rounds Hhe tal Lawver Fadled to
e ot drial o “the Honorable TJudge fayes

Coonsetllor was Unprte@a@éi 1o Pm{)ed&f @Pregen‘f

becasse he was [etained Justday's before
dial . wWas o begin Counsellor should have reQuests

a_ Continuance o better prepare for trial.
Avery VS. Alabama B3O8 US qyd gL . Ed 377
Los. T 22l. | -
(punsellor was @lso ineffective because otailore
1o attempt fo reach any type of plea befare trial
oind also not 56@4\“& reduced o lessSor (‘,how%esj

(ounsellor was also ineffective because h<
Toiled to request a Complete hearing before
'%&J«QWWS Us. stote 596 .5€ ad 13,
<c \950. |
—he applicartt Christopher. pooge VS, state o
<cuth Couolina , Tthe aﬁplﬁm&@n \éw “Hhat
Trial counsellor pPredjudiced ApPpUcant by t+auilure

o |




— to request & mental examnation wihich
Might have tormed “the bases of insanidy
de e or a determinadion “hat he waes not
Competerrt o stand Hial .

where there 1S evidence Hod he wos Insane
vunder Hae Law of “the tme oF the Cnme, gee
%;milar‘{o &pp[f@ﬂ"’ Case sée w
<. qu&) 308 SC. 20, Hl/ SE, 5 .

on April 2y solt applicartt Filed oo PCR
and was (epresented by Counsellor T.mobley
=N applicutts PCr appliCants couse| ——
3. Mobley Failed to raise qul issues af &
PCR hearng - Counsellor was (nerfectve
because he waskit prepals ed Ho Pproceed wih

PCR -

on January 3o, 2015, “the applicant Droceed;
to pCR hﬁa’ﬁ%l L C@UﬂS@[@th‘LP E\T /\/\obll'e\/g %
Retaere PCR 016@[41/28 C@unge{k)r A e VVLOb[*ey lqacﬂ
met  wt pliCarit and Hold appli Coutt en
Queston “Yhat he asked | "S.&V Not when +ral
Cowmsellor B. Rawlinsen was on stand he
Ald testy that he was ineffFective do Mhe
Applicawtt, and PG edjudiced “tHhat applicart by -
%llfng to reguest a mental examination -
whicS miglt have formed o basel of
}ng@m‘H\/ efense o determination that he
was not Competert to Stand —al.

Teter us. state, ©.¢. 1992, 3e8 s.¢. 230
L7, s ad 594. T

-
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Tn a Post Cenvichion f[lief <'PCR)THA»<
Proceeding The borden (S on the applicant
+o prove e O’vtleanﬁ’om in his application
Cm@c = here 1S auny rP robatHve em'cﬁence +o
€up{>6(+ “the X—‘inc{imag oF the CWR)?U&&QJ
“those Findings wust be upheld; like wise,
A Cpciz) j\)dge’s -Ffmd.'né‘s <hould £ not be
upheld I Yhere (s No probative evidence ta
Sopport “them | Cire act 1 Thompson NS. stte
<.Cc. Dooo) B S.C. 1A 33| S.€ ad 9%,

an &PP[\[eli‘fﬁ? YIS S‘}Mdﬂfﬂ;, our Court has
held “that Tdence wihich 1S SoFEIchent to
ralse a. shong Sospicion ot guilt of “the
accused 1S not SuFFiClent o ConsHtute any
evidence fer ushich the %ué I+ of the accused
nmay be Falrly and logically (teduced . |

STAte IS . TeTherow, 363 S.C. J75, &l0 S€ &
238, 230 (194)

STAte VS Tumer, 117 S.C. 70, 109 SE. 13,10 (1921

—the aaotion For A direct verdict sheold be
ar anted | threrefore, where evidence merely aise<
S osuspidon ot %U;H—) or 1S Such to pemit Tthe
Jury 1o merely conjecture of S ecvlote as +e e
ocCuSed's cgui . stAate yS  Brown , d67 se 2l
a7 se. ad 6,617 (1976). Citing stote vs.
patoRoz20 4 2o S:C. Led | 27 <.€ Ad 93, Cer+,
Teried 420 U.s. Qs (191 T
agrved, 1o o




. T the evidence s censistent with heth
innecence and guilt, i+ con not sopport a cen-
VicHen . pnied stades us. Varoz,, 740 B 2d 773
275 (Wt cR 1qs4); united states VS. oRH?Z, i
445 F.ad 11001103 (160 cR 12D GUilt 1S enlyteb
Yound Ushen —there (< & “Radionally Supportable
<tlate of near Cectitude, “BIaANS. Smith V. laylor
q F.2d €99, 906 (Yt cp 1994) . Tn This Case
?)UV%[CU(Y fequlres Yot one enters witth - fntert
4o Conmmitt a Crlme therein . Appellant did not

enter o Cemmit any Crinnes -

~The “rial Court ecred in refusing 1o gront
o direct yerdict o the charges against appellarit
wWhen the sState Fauled do ?Y@em”f oy substantiaf
ouldence beyond a (easonable doubt y~that the

appellart had Caminad intent 4o Commit the
Cnmes he waz C ed wTthe At the Canelusion
ofF The stetes Case defase Counsel made
Mmoton for a- Alrect verdict to the C/chun&*eg ot
nurder, Armed Robbery Kidnapping, Burglary in
e |st degree , and cnminal C@nSEW‘aC\f , becavse
Sate talled % ?r?_egem any S stantial exidenee
beyond: a- (cosonable doubt “thatthe appeilant
had Ciruined ntent to Conmmit Yhe Crimes

he was being Chorged wlith.

- Toue ProcsSS as guarantesq by tdth
Oémwmaﬁ r @Ul‘res @hcw(“ Nnod persom S'rtau L)ﬁ
Made soffer the onus of criminad  Con —
LeHon except Upen =uERICtendt Proot. Defined

\ L CH
s ondence neccassary to Cenvince A—tifer

oF Yact beyond a. fegschnable doo bt ofF e —




— @cfsw o every element ofF the
offense | < T uckSan NS, \[Q%Im“@ 2 V.8
)

207, 3lb,99 SCt . a7sl, o
when a Prisener  either state of tedem)

,Se%KWg Posfil‘) CovV icton (elief, arvest uslhth

< bgtantial act +o back Lp s ailegaﬁom y
Yot aof Hme of trad he was not Campetent
4o =tand trial , and That Fhere wos no

cesolobon of —that Precise issue befare

he woas Hied Convicked and sentencedthe

Protection of tHae |4th Amendnment o the
lres “thot such Cenwicton

( onstitution ey
and senrtentes be Set aside uynless Upon
o decuate hearing 1S shewn Yhat e
was mentadly %@mpdﬁerﬁ +o stand Hial
(286 Fad loS)
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