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Staterment OF Fhe, Case

Appellant is presently Confined in +he Sowth Caroina De pocttent o7 Cont
ECHONS putrsuant 10 OYdevs OF Cormrmittrent of the Lharleston Clerk of Lo
vk Applicont Lias inditted ot Fhe March 1998 erm oF the Charleston Cpu-
Nty Brand Ji Lry for precrder (1998- 6518~ 1815, ) and Crirunal Sexuanf Londucy
157 degrea (1998-65-10-1819). T 1s0e$ vepresented by Juan W.Tolly, Esquire,
and Melissa Goy, Esquires. On Marth 18,1999, Applicant Loas convicie by CLJW’)/OF
Volundary manslaighter ané Crininal sexus condeet; Is+ degree, He wes scate-
feed by +he Honovable Cevald €, Smoak,Ti, o ConFinement for o petiod oF th-
;ﬂ/(go) years on each Charge, fo beserved conturrently,

A h’/"le/}/ Notice OF Appeal and Anders brief tuere File on /),op'//CaJn‘D’ be-
hadf On Merch 19 2002, the. Suprerse Cocert OF South Carolina denied Appl,-
(oS agpeal 1n an Unplueblished gpinion, Stade V. Curti's Jerore Lervan, Wo. 20-
02-UP-032(S.C. 07 App-Filed Rpril § 2002).The Yerittitesr Loas 1$Sued op Aprit
96,2002,

Applicant Subsequently Filed an ppiication For pest- Lonvickion YeligF on
Hugu# 13,2002, Respondent riade i yediern oN \Tcmuccf)’ 13, 2003, on eV id-
entory hmr//gg 1146 Hhe. proter was eonvened on June 16, 200Y at- the C4-
afleston Coun{y Cowrt hovse before the Honorable Doyev‘ A. Ear/y, JIL. Ao-
plicent-toas presont and vepresented by Bob J, Conley, Esquire, Advianne
L.Twrner, Bgeelve of #he 8.0 Atporney Generals office yepresestted
the Respordent: Juge Fayly issiwed o esrithen ofder daﬂyl’%g and dismi’ 55//7;{
the. applicarion Lith projudice dated Sepyerber } 1004

Atimely Notice oF Appel toas Filed on Applicart's behalf. In an ofdes du-
ted Octobes 30, 2007 the South Carolina. Coart oF Appeads denicd Rpplicants
f&k;#on for writ of tertorarl. The Remttitar cas issued on Novertber |
2007 K



Applieant Filed o petition for Wyt of Hobeces Cotpus IN He Fedey-
al Dstriet Cowrt oF Sowctn Covolina on Mareh 21,2008 The State.
made. 14 Return and Mereorandum in Support of Sumpeary Jetdge-
ment 0N Augest 1S 2008, O Jancoy 23, 2009 the Honoroble By-
uce Horoe Hendricks United States Magistrate Judge, /s5ued . fleport
and Recommendation in Which he ve Corimended that vhe Statel piok/on
for Surmary judgerent be granted and the habeas petition e di-
Srissed With prejudite, In an ovder dafed March | % 2009 the, Honovable
R. Bryant Harwsel) Uinited Spate’s District \Tuc‘dqe/ granted the stats motion
For Summary J'uLd igement and dened Applicants habecs petriion ity
prejudite,

The Foutth Liveai¥ Corirt denied a Cert/Fecate OF appaa,)/b[//%y
and dismissed Ppplltants appeal on October 4,2009.

Application for DIVA Tesing

Applicant Fled an appiication For Foyens'e DNA Testing on Apyil
23,2018, the state did not Fle applitants applicationIn Seprertber
OF 2010 Applicant trote yp the Siate and /n qurred about Fhe applica-
yonThe Srate earsie applcont back anéd Stated; “MR Leraon, toe ave
ot acoare oF any PCR DNA Test We are Just Custodians ofF records,
Is there sormethi ng else yow ar Yequestingg Joce have alve cedy Filed AP
Rthet has ended, On a. document Yhots Jatel 10/1)2010. Best later #h-
ey Sent Me. a. Copy of 1 May 13,20 Applicent Fled anpther appl-
Coction,s



This application coas Sent Certitied Mewil, and +he Stafe Sentit baci fo
me with a PCB application Saying phot L Fled [ on Fhe Lir o129
Forni Rpplicant Sent it back 10 the Stote. again Cevfied Madl torth o
pote June. |,201 8sking her #o please File my Forensic DNATESHAG ap-
p Viradion.The Srate Filed applicants applicatron June 3, 2011 SER 22|
20/ The Honorable Deadra. L, JeFFerson aepointed Michael A.Uricchg
as My Counsel.

‘March of 1011 Gpplitant turote 40 Mr. iricchio said +hat Yowr woere.
appointed &s 1y Counsel T-23-1l, and 1'#5 Marsch 20/ end T hoyertt he-
ard Lrom yoc Ap/o//ea/nf veceived Q. Jetter From Cownsel MarCh 172012
S%af/ry; “This letter [ +0adyise youe thedt I hawe received youer letter as
well &8 papercork Fromthe Cotert appoinkig me as yowr attorney. I
have Mode arrangerients corth the Warden’s oF Fee to Mect coith yec
on Wednejdaa)/, Mourch 20,2012 ¢ 10:00 aum #p discuss yoeer Cose.] look
forward +0 werkin g (Iith you,

In Mareh oF Q013 Applicant Lrote the Palmetto Innocence Pro-
e Ci;for asSistante. Lith my Cose, March 7,2013 they torote e back
andthat I toould pot bz eligible becouse I ajready have appointed Co-
unsel For +he DVA mattcr- Michae! Liricchio. We SHiongly encotrage yoLL
to Contact Mr. (sitchio Yegasding +he Status OF your Cose So I porote
and my sistker Colled him numerous Himes and he thocdd hot aibtrer
My leters OV rmy Sistel CollS, UMl T worote $he Bar Association on him
but he St1l & not toritc me botlh but he answered ry Sisters next
call ané +old hee $hot T cons not going +o +riul,



Applieant wrote the Clerk of cowrt and )/l({w ved Ghoud Ly case,
The State torote me back 10J17/13 an Sard M, kerson JFOr Liarront purmber
F5769%7, the Case has alfecd y ended.Pleasz Find enclosed +he d o051 fsn
for #he eharge.The Srate Sent e & senkencing sheet that said T poled g
i )2

NOV. 7, 2013 Applicant Sent in an Amendment +o: Rpplication for foren-
sic DVA Tes *:’/y, Lith ¢ Copy o m y Sent enLing Sheet

NOV. 17,2003 the Stode Filled m y amended applitation Stating that;
our Yequest for yowr apmended doccrments 40be elocked and Fled osith
owr offite has been ¢ OMpleted, Also, 1ncfuded gre Copies OF your drspos it~
ons Whith have been Corrected by owr office, Yowr diSposhon Mg yeulds e
@l Guilty® instead oF “Plecd Guitty)

June 29 2014 f/ﬂa/l}/ &/op// Cont Loent 30 & hearing in Front o/ Fhe
Honorable Roser M. ‘r’mm#‘, SE While INn dhe booth Loith m y ﬁ'au/lfe/ 5cu<£
to me. Hhat Fhis is the Jost drars and I Said po it not rue can oppec
Counsel Said yes, He handed re three pieces of paper that he got- fr
o +he Srafte and #01d +he Jucg?a that there o o Seren foun
dThat Loas the extent oF h/s yepresentation.

4

[7-28-20.(1)

“Biolggical praterial peans any blood, #issue, haly Saliva bong
OF Seriel From bhich DNA marker dc;»mc&pmoqj ﬂ?ﬂ}/ée obrasned, This
inCludes mater/al Coftlogued Separ’cofe/}/ on 3lides, Seoebs, 0F testbubes
OF present 0N Othey pyddency )/)C’/u_émoq , beet Nof- Jirited 70 zlaﬁwgy



Hg;ca-/wras/ bedc‘,ﬁy, Other househpld Material, df/ﬂk;n;\ Cups OrCoget-
Yettes,

The Crime Stene Supprementescy Yeport evidence Jistsent e ight-
eefl () prece. of evidence +0 Sled.

The. Honovasie Roger M. Yocen 9, 5K ordered thot applitants agpl-
cotion For Forensit DVA be Denied T4 1S Further Ovrdered thot Mic-
hoel Writehio 1S veleved as counsel For M, Lermon the sarye day
of my haﬁ.a’)’/jjg June 24{ 2019, Applicant Fled a Pro se é{oﬁ'ca OF Ap-
peaks Ln en order Filed Noverber 29 2019 }he South Carolina Cowrf
OF Appeals disrmissed the appeal puswant +o Rule 201 af +he Souw
$h Carslina Appellate Coterdh Rulel, for Fatlwre 4o pré\’fc/c the Cowrf
Lirth Hhe. -HM,SCT/;o* oF #he pro Ce&dlrgg: The Rermittitar coss 155ued
on Januavy 24 2045

October 20,2019 e Lowrt oF Appeals Lorote Mr. Lr'tchio and
inForr Aim aboust ry appea] and the deFicieneies It has and fhat
he had +e (10) days fo Lovrect 1+ 0r#he appeal tull be dismissed:
Mso that"Pursuant +0 Rule 264 SCACR, your vermin Lounsel of ye-
cord unti) withdrawal 15 spproved by oréer of the Court

RULE 264 SUBSTITUTION OF ATTORNEYS OR GUARDIANS
(@ Continued Representation.The atrtovneys and/or quardians od
IVterq oF the YespeCHive pelties nthe cowct bellow shatl be dee-



med the evttoyne Ys and guard;'cmf OF the Sare pardes N the appe-
Neate Cocert until withdraw! 1S approved and notice /s given as pro-
vided /n this Rule.,

(h) Withdrawel. Pn atrorney of Yecord in amaticr peading before
an appellote Court Mey not Wihdraws From vepreseniation of hig
Llient without Justifiable cause, or the consent oF his (lient; ant
$hen only efter proper I itren notice $0 his el .'cmf on perDﬂ +O
and by Written order of +he appellate eoLert and with nokce o

the advevse partys

((Jwéee Young did not have the athort fy +o relieved Uvicchio s

cownsel)

’ ’ d‘ 4 [4
Applicant Filed past- Convickion velieF application on March 152
16 Tneffettive assistance of tounsel applteht yaiSed +130 clairs.

Failre +o protect ry rights pursaant +0 §.C.Code Ann.
J7-27-100; Right #0 SeeK appeltate ye view of the demal of my ap-

P//Ec&ﬁ’on For Farensi¢. OVA ng;l/'/éz PCA.

The State Sends It back #0 me tith a letter dated Y/ijts Skes
+;’rg;(“£nc/omd J$ o Lopy OF vfour Frled PCR T ()‘u5+ veclzed youw ate
mijMOQ pages AFY. Just-a .Suégg\ej/‘fﬂﬂ/ yoet Pty Lant +0 Fule an



amcndai PCA applicaton which T have entlosed, This Lu/l ens-
ure Hhere 15 no m(ﬁmde inFormedion?) Rpplicant Filed the amended
application on APR. )% 20157 A Conditional Order coas issued on Actgesst
27,2018 To +he Henvvable. R. MarKley Denni, Tv. A Fipal order of spmi-
SSad cons isSued 0N Apr( 1} 2016.To the Honovable Roger M-Yowungsa,
‘he Same d'u@c thot+eerneé dowon rmy opplitedion Foy Forenssc DVA
7615'1-/210@ Andrelieved Ur/cthio as my tounsel, Judge YoLvlg J}Lou/d haye ds-
qua/:ﬁc';d hirselF From the Final ordes;

QUSRS 5SS D/_fqualrﬁcahon OF justite, julge, or Piog-
;57‘“1"&1‘&.
(@) Any ,jus—f_fce, Judge, or magisirate of the United States sho
I d/37ua17-Fy hirtselF 1n an Y proce 64;370@ /N LIRICH AIS 1m par%/alf}y
right Yeasonably be questioned,

(D Whete he has a pevsonal bias orprejudice Lonterning o
paerty, or personal knowledge of the bisputed gt//dcﬂ}faf/ Facts
Conterning +he pmc:eedf%?w;?.lg (LS. C.A2 485 (o) (1) () bias¥ivy

See Taylor V. Obvady, CA7(111) 1483, 958 ), 24 1189,

Recusal tender Sratue governing d (s c/ucc//ﬁcahfon oF (}udfe
s Self exétutings party need not File aff/davits in Suppork OF
recusal, ant judge 1S oblgated 4o yecuse herself Suea Sponte un-
der stated Ciyltirnistunces.



A,opl/é&ﬁ# aﬂpdd/al— J(Aég_c ‘/ouﬂfz ce. C/i{l‘/OI‘) FO the Swprerre Lot
OF Sowth Larolineythe Supreme Cowtt denicd Applicants appesl. the ve-
mitHRLE was iSsued on July 0l 2016,

Applicant Filed a second PLR Applitetion: 2016-CFP-10-5733

TInthis QFPI{%&T;Oﬂ applitont yee1$eS Fhe %Uowfnﬁ tlaira(s):
1).IneFFective Assistante OF PCR Lounsel For Failing 4o appeal PIVA
Testing:
V.Denial oF Procedwrad Due Process and +he ijhf* ) Aﬂpcz//a%e_' Y&V
gco From the denitd of hi% PCR ForensiC DNA Testing
D.Vislation oF 511-21-90,% 17-27-100, Sep: C+. Rude SO(0), UL S.LA.Const.

Amend. 6, SCRC Proc. 7] 9@):

LEGAL

T ——————————
i

3’7’25:‘/0' CHation of Article.
This arditle may be ciied as the Aecess +o Justice Post-Lonvicton
DA Testing Act’

Histovy: 2008 Act Mo.Y135 |, eFf January | 2009
3 [7-29-30. OFFenses Foy whith ppst~Convictipn ONA +st/ag avallable.
P &

A A persen Loho pled pot gu;’/%y to a+ Jeast one of the Follosing OFf-
enses, wes Sué&ﬁclu.aﬂ#y Convicied of or aé\]uc‘;'Cafeé dc’,};’/\quen{- For +he.



OFfenses, is eurvently jncarceratred For the of fense, and asser# he (s inn-
ocent of the oFfense #ay apply for Forensic DIVA }'egf-,’n# oF his DIVA and a~
ny physical exvidencs or biolegical riatericl Yelated 40 s tonvict/on or
adjudication:

(1) murder (Seetion 6-3-10);
('D)cr;M/’ﬂ&{ 55KLLC1I ﬁoﬂdu.c-l’ I,/') #he 4:;)/'5—,‘ d&’é'fee- (56&}1’0/1 Ié,}_és'-z]/p

$17-28-100 Consentfoyesting

(R) Nothing inthis aditle: prohbits a pecion and o sol'eitor o #e At
orney Generel, & applicable,rom eonsenting 4o and L’D‘/)éuiéh':y post-Lo-
nviction DNA+esting by agrearient of the paskics,The person rey use
the LXLulpodtory vesults oF Fhe DNA +esk as Hhe, G0 wnds For §ling a met-
on For ned Hial pursuant 4o the South Carclina fule$ of Crivtinal Pro-
eiere,

Facts and /.ejal Aa-}han%r

The applicent will YespectFudly show this Honorable Loy the
Fallocs ;'n} 5peci$/f Yeasons, Factual and e an.l, wAy 't Showelé not disruss thic
maitte s,
Statute. oF Limitations
- Applicant Filed an A/q/oph'cwh’oﬂ for Fovensic \VA Testing Ret on Nove-
mber 12,2013, A Aeczr/ﬂf was Convened on June 24,2019 The Honorable Roger



Young, S% denied the dpplication in an Order dated June 1Y 2014,

Applicant £led @ Pro Se. appea! From the denniad of the Rpplicativn for
DNVA TesHing: The South Carolina Cowrt of Appeals EisMiss the appealthe ye-
mittitur vios [SShed oA danwary 28 2018, hpplicant +hen Fled s fi-
ys3 Post-Convietion BelicF 0N Masch 13,2005 and e Arended one on A
pril & 2045 .Jw!ge, Young denjet applcant application on Aprl 1) 2616, A
P plicant 6ppealed 10 Yhe Supreme Loutt OF Soucth Ceeroling, Jsz: 192016
they dismissed applitants appeal and the vemimiture toas seont Judy
L2006, A P ,o/,cam‘ Foled his second Posk-Lonviekon RelieF ze,o,o/fmhm
October 28, 2016, dhree imonths after he Yeltelved the yenprtbiur From
the Sepreme Court

$.C. Code. Arn.317-27-10 30417527160 the Act provides:

An application For yelieF Filed Purseant +0 +his Chapter maust pe.
Filed tithin one year aiper fhe entry of o JUgrient oF OF fensc oy
iithin one year oftes the 5 enc’//zgmf the veriitier 3o the Jower court

frors o eppeced oY the +////% of the Fipal decision on appec(, vhicheve r
/S Jatel

Successive
Hughes V.Srate Apri1 13,2006 Not Reported jn S.E.2d 2016 Wh 1952473
Spates Our Cocrts have “@liwed successive PCR applhtations tokere the
a,o/o// Cant has been denied COmplete. dcless 70 Fhe cppcliate ;afoCeﬁf Od-
D337 5,C. af 261, §23 $.E.2d at 155 The Yight 0 SecK appeliate yevie
w of the dental OF PCR /s EXpressly authorized by Stade las?



Austin ViStute, 308 5,0. 4573, 4574 409 S.E. 2d 395, 5’%(}99/}((:/19@ SCLls
de Annd |7-27-100(1¥951)°A PCR applicant (s entiHe toan husii agpe-
o iF Jhe PCR (Court) QF Fivmativel y Finds either () the applicait Yequ-
- ested and coas depied an opportunity 4o Seek appellate ye Viee,
DY (1) the YAt to appellate YeViee of pre\//baj PCR order cyas
Nor Knowsingly and iniel /;('gci’)*/y tyaived 0dom3775.C. at 962,593
S B at 756,

Aice V.Spate, Y09 S.E, 2d 392 [S.C.199) Scbrmitted in Lonjunthion u-
ith +his Opinion, Ldherein toe hold that once o PCR appheant Obtains
& Corplete adjudication on+he mer(is oF his or. /&fﬂ&/ aloplfza*/ZI\,Lb:
Eluz!/rlg an app el he riay net make sucecessive applications, based
on Ineffective assistance of prioy PCR ¢ounsel. Aite aisostatds fhat

fineelity must be vealzed at some point in order +0 achieve a Serble-
" nee, of eFfeckiveness In dispens ing justice.That ot Some Junthure judi-
Cial Yeview must Skop, tith ONly the Very Yarest OF exCeption, tohen the
gyfig jfm,o/y Faifed @, deFendant and chere 30 Cordinue the defendpnts im-
PnS’o/:mmf Wwithout Yeview (ould amownt 70 & 4 ross M/f)”é’&ff/&éz)a oF jue
Stice.
Res dudiceta
There are numerows exCeptions Yo +he appiication of yes juditatu
and COjlaterei esﬂppe[ In Pye, This Cowert adopied the yeStaterent (Sec-
ond) oF judgments Seckion 28, Lohich Stares: (§)(C) Becawse the pathy
5_0ugh% +0 be precluded, @$ @ rZsutt of the topnduct OF his bdversary oy



Other épec/c'd CirCuMJ%anceS, dt’é not have an Cu‘e({utdc Gp,ooffum'ivyor
incentive +0 obkain a full and fai¢ adjudiatdion in the initicd action,
Pye, 325°5,C. of 437-33 990 S.£2d et Y4061

Cataiwba. Indian Netion v, state 4075C.526 756 S EAd900
[IBIIDS33 Res Judicata may be appiied if [Mthe identities of the parties
(e the. Same. a3 [N +he prior 114getdn(the Subject pratter is +he sarme
(s In the prioy //;L/;Mf/ﬂﬂ,&nd( 3) Fhere, was prior 44 udicakion of Fhe ks
e by ¢, Court OF Compebent juri sdieHon,

JOANSON V. Greenwond M; W In, 317 5.C, 246 250-51 Y52 $,E,2d 832,573 (13
VThe dotrine OF 1e5 judjcatn Is Jot anrontlad ba¥” Judy,3935.C, at 17
S E.2d ar 412,

Liber%y Must: s Vi Em;zloy¢r5 Ins. of Watesoid S.0. 328 S E. 24 46,
Res judicars boss ')’c/ﬁ/g&h{ on OF the Same copse o F action,

Applitants Firsk PCR applitanst coas Seekin 10 Q@ few) Hia,
in his Second PCR on evidentizry hearing.

Puvsuant 4o +le 3 17-28-60, Post- Convicrion DIVA Testing and preses-
vedion Ack 3 17-23-60. Cost and expenses; appoinkment of counsel For jnd-
(gent applicant IF he opplizant is uncble +0 pay toudt Cosh and expenses,
these Cost and eApenses shal be made avallable +othe applicant inthe am-



punt and +6 +he, eXtent provided pusuant 4o section 17-17-60.The. cyaplican
rust Yequuest counsel at the FHme he Frles his opplitationThe conrd
Mest eppoint- COUNSl For an /'m'dgenf applitant after the tourt has deter:
.m/neé that +he application i5 sufficlent Yo proceed fo /,,fa/’,‘,y, bud
pr/o)’ to the citonl hecﬁrfnég,jf eownsel has bheen cppointedfor fhe ap-
plicant in an pngoing pest-conviction velic¥ /yfo;eaéf,z},,thm the Courr
Sel appointed in#he pos+-tonvict/an rch’e?heaw’ﬂ} Shedl also Serve as
Counsel For +he. pecposes of +h3 aricle |

See cusb %17-28-90 ( G),’halé:’rclg that: The, /}p/oh'cam‘ and the SolitiForoy
AJ.’*’OI‘D‘Q)’ General, a5 opplicable,Shall have fhe Yl/ﬁhﬂ‘ +o appenl o F/n-
ol arder denying or granting DNVA Testing by a. writ of cerdiovori 1o e
Lowrt oF Appeals OY the Suprere (ourt as grovided by e S.C Rppellate ¢-
oury Rueles.

Appellate Cocert Rule-247 Ce,'f—h'ora-r; Jo reviews JNA TﬁSﬁig& Veeisions

(). Review by corit of Certiorari, p£inad oxder of he LiYeuit oy fare
ly Cowrt denying or g rending DNA MSH@ under Fhe Access to Justice Post
conviction DNR Testng Act (S.C. Code Ban.Ss [1-29-10 +9~128) Shail be reviewes
wpon petition of either putty For o o/rit of Certiorari allording +0 the
pro cedure set Fordn [n+his rule.



The South Lafoline Cort oF Appeals disprssed Rpplicants fro
se Notice oF Appeal &1 Noverwber 29 2019 pursuant ¥oSouth Lorolife,
Rppellate Cocers Rules 907 For Failure 4o pfov/de the Cowrt- toith the
Jranscyipt OF the proceediylg. |

See Bray v. Stoe+e,366 S.0.137 620 85,E. 24 743, In tohich+he, cocrt
held that! A defendant has o Vight fo scek appellate Counsels ass
1$tance ih se cking ve view OF the denial of past- Conviction Yellek Cop.
nsel on agpecd From denial oF post-Convietion veliet is rcc;u,’ ved fo
brief arguable 1$3uey, despite Counsels belief that appeal is Frivoloas,
1o sateguar the Yight 10 appectl.

Rule Of Liv Proc. Rete 71.1¢g) Counsel I$ also vequired fo advisea
defendant of his r/;g}h‘ fO appellate Yevsews of the denial of post-con-
VitHon Yeliet} abvoga#ng Suttony. State, 341 5.C.64% 606 §,E. 24 199, See ak
$6; Austin y, Srate, 308 S.0. 409 $,E.2d 395 (1V4), the Sowth Carolna Supre-
71e court held that an gpplicant has a Yight 10 an apgpeilatel Counsel-
S uSSistance. in Secking yevice of the denjal oF PCR. dohnson v, Srate
294 5.C.310;38Y S.E 24 20109850, Further, Rule. 711¢g, SCRCE expressly jprov-
1des that IF Fhe applitant Loishes 0 Seel appellate Yeview PR coungel
must File, a Notice oF Appeal,Cont e representing +he applicent until
an indigent applicant obrainfggrepresentation by the OFfice of Appeliute
Defense.




See also Odom v.Sratey 337 5,C. 256, 23 S, £, 2d 7S35.L. 1999] Lhich he-
14 Pro Se. petitioner For pest-conviction velief Lias entitled +o evidentiay
hearing on issue OF Lihether he knowingly and fﬂ-%a//i;oe/H/y csalved hisyi-
oht +D appel/ate Lounsel after his Fivsk Pro se applicétion for posi ponvi-
ction yelieF Ly summarily dismissed and one-yewr srarute of |-
cetions does Not apply 40 petitioners appec! frorm Swrmraary denial oF app-
litetion For post-cConvickion veliet based 0n deniat of Vight #0
appecel Hape V.Sruie,2285.C. 78,992 S.E 2 260, 1¢1977).

Applicaint argeees thet #iced counse) was ineffective by fui-
Ifnqéz 70 File. An appeal and 10 perfect his eppeal affer the Courd
of appeals tyrote and /nforrl him abswut Fhe defitiencles in appl-
icant’s [rpoperly Filed Notice OF Appeal. ind also advisiap counse thet
- pusseeont+0 Bue 269 SCACR, +hat he Yermained Counsel of record un-
il Lithdravl coas dpproved. b y the Lot OF apopeals. Cownsel made ne
afterph 40 Contact +he Cocefr Oy remed 'y The deficiencies I'n applicants
}M/Jfapéfly Fried Motice oF ﬁ}ppealaﬁ;d deHTienNCLes coere notized and
bnoc%hf FO aounSe/.s attenHon Via Jerher dated Ocrober 12014 The,
South Cetoline Cowst oF Appeals dismissed applicants appeal do 4o the
deFiciencies olong cith Tailure +0 provide vhe cowrt Liith atransed-
1pt Had Counsel adhere 30 Fhe Cocerds Jetter pmw’dr’ry the Cocel+ Lyith
the Yc?ueéfeé documents, applicont woould not have been deprived of
his ¥lght toseck Appatiate Review From sne denad oF hig agplrzastion
Yor Forensie. DVA Tesking. What +he appl/Cant places erphasis on bere,



IS Fhat he never waoived his Y)('ghif YO Continue [’_hallenj{nﬁ his tonvict-
fo/) Applicant 1S entited o an ey /Ezﬂffary iiear;’fgL ro determinif
he In fact veguested and coas denied his Yght #0 agpeliate vey-
1€t &y DVAS Lownsel Failure + +Healy Frle a Notce of appeal.In
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