ADAMS LAW FIRM, LLC
1082 Boiling Springs Road
Spartanburg, SC 29303
Tele: (864) 573-7229 Fax: (864) 573-7449

S. FRANK ADAMS, Esq.
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May 29, 2018 R E CEIVE

V. Claire Allen, Deputy Clerk D

South Carolina Court of Appeals JUN ¢ 1 291 ’

Post Cffice Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211 SC Court Of 4 Dpeal
ga S

Re: State of South Carolina vs. Steven E. Parker
Appellate Case No: 2018-000920

Dear Ms. Allen:

I am in receipt of your letter dated May 24, 2018 regarding Mr. Parker’s appeal.
Please be advised that I was relieved as Mr. Parker’s attorney prior to his trial per an
Order to Relieve Counsel and Allow Defendant to Proceed Pro Se signed by Judge Keith
Kelly o March 23, 2018. I have enclosed a copy of that Order for your review.

Please let me know if you have any further questions.

Sincerely;



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
COUNTY OF CHEROKEE ) FOR THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

STATE, R ECE@VE‘D

‘Order to Relieve Counsel
JUN 01 yg 0 And Allow Defendant to Proceed
S (,, COU Pro Se
it
Steven Parker, of Ap Peals 2015-GS-11:1136 & 1137
De_e_m___l

The above defendant is charged with two counts of murder in Cherokee County for an
incident that occurred on or about Jung 10, 2015. The defendani was arrested on June 12, 2015.
Don Thompson of the Cherokee County Public Defender’s Office was initially appointed to.
represent the defendant on July 23,2015, A conflict was discovered by Mr. Thompson and he
was relieved as counsel for the defendant in. August 2015, Travis Moore, a contract public
defender for the Seventh Circuit, was then appointed to represent the defendant on August 19,
2015.

Attorney Travis Moore filed a motion to relieve him as counsel in March 2017. That
relief was granted on March 15, 2017, with the defendant’s consent, by the Honorable J. Mark
Hayes, I1, Administrative Judge for General Sessions for the Seventh Circuit. The defendant
informed the court at that time that he would retain‘counsel.

It further appears that on March 17, 2017, the defendant filed pro se motions requesting
that he be allowed to represent himself, for a bench frial, and for a dismissal of the charges.
Judge Hayes held hearings on these matters.on April 17, 2017 and April 26, 2017. At the
hearings, the Court made no rulings, but strongly encouraged the defendant to retain counsel.
The defendant mentioned that he would speak to Attorney Tracy Racine about representing him.

On May 15, 2017, Judge Hayes transferred the defendant’s case to this Court. This Court
held a hearing on September 14, 2017 t0 inquire of the status of counsel for the defendant. At
that time, the defendant informied the Court that he wished to represent himself, and also desired
abench trial. The Court advised the defendant of the dangers of self-representation, arid
encouraged him to retain counisel. The defendant was insistent at that hearing of his decision to
represent himself. The State informed the Court of the potential trial date of November 6, 2017.

It appears that after the Court’s mqmry about representation and the defendant’s request
to represent himself, the State sought to provxde the defendant with discovery. The State
delivered the materials to the deféndant at the Spartanburg County Detention Center on
September 22, 2107. The defendant refused to-accept the materials or sign the receipt of
discovery affidavit.

The State informed the Court of the defendant’s refusal. The Court then met with
Derrick Bulsa, Deputy Solicitor, and Major Allen Freeman of the detention facility. The court




asked.the detention center to take some concessions and allow the defendant private access to
the discovery records-in a room attached to the jail pod for five (5) hours each day. The
defendant then was to be allowed to carry a portion of the papers to his cell to continue preparing
his case.

_ It appears that the State delivered the discovery materials to the defendant again on
October 12, 2017. The defendant once again refused to sign for the materials and rejected the
arrangement set forth above to.allow him access to discovery matérials. The State made the
defendant’s actions known to the Court. A hearing was then held on October 20, 2017 to attempt
to resolve the discovery issue.

At the hearing on October 20, 2017, the Court attempted to explain the situation to the
defendant. The Court, on its own, had sécured a laptop computer that would be available to the
defendant to use to review portions of the discovery. During the hearing, the defendant was
belligerent with the Court. He continually spoke out of turn with disrespect to the Court and
while the Court was addressing him. By (_)'rder. November 1, 2017 this court ordered appointment
of counsel, finding that the Defendant forfeited his right to self:representation, citing City-of

Columbia v. Assa’ad-Faltas, 420 §.C. 28, S.E.2d 782 (2017)

Defendant’s Appointed Counsel; Frank Adams, Esq filed three separate motions on
January 11, 2018. Specifically; a Motion to Dismiss, a Motion in Limine regarding certain crime
scene photographs, and a Motion for a Mental Health Evaluation. A hearing was held January
26, 2018: The Motion in Limine was resolved by agreement with the State not to produce certain
photographs, the Motion to Dismiss was deiied, and thé Motion for Méntal Health Evaluation
was granted.

A mental health evaluation was conducted on March 15, 2018 and.a written report was
issued March 16, 2018 finding that the Defendant was competent to stand trial,

On March 14, 2018 the Defendant filed a Pro Se “Motion for Change of Venue”. In that

* motion, he requests this Court recuse itself from the trial of this case and again that he be-
allowed to proceed Pro Se. Pursitint to this motion, an in camera hearing was held on March 23,
2018, Prior to the hearing, Defendant’s appointed counsel stated that he had again tried
communicating with the Deféndant by visiting his jail pod on March 22, 2018 to discuss the
motion to proceed pro se; specifically the recently announced holding in State v. Lamont
Antonio Samuel, --- S.E.2d -~ (2018). Counsel relayed that Defendant refused to leave his cell
or communicate in any way, and that he left a copy of the case with the jailer to deliver to the
Defendant.

All counse] were excused and an in camera hearing was conducted pursuant to Faretta v.
California, 422 U.S. 806, 95 S.Ct. 2525, 45 L.Ed:2d 562 (1975). First, the court entertained the
Defendant’s motion for this Court to recuse itself on the allegation that it was biased towards
him. The court assured him that it was not biased and that his motion was denied. This court then
inquired of the Defendant whether his request was made knowingly, intelligently, and
voluntarily. The Defendant answered éffirmatively that he still wished to proceed despite a




strong admonition against selﬁreptesentaﬁon. The Defendant stated that his request was made
knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Frank Adams, Esq. is hereby relieved as counsel in
this case. It is further ordered that the Defendant, Steven Eugene Parker may proceed Pro Se in
this case, Mr. Adams is directed by this Order to:deliver all discovery materials in his possession
to the Defendant, pursuant to any jail policy where the Defendant is incarcerated. Defendant
Parker shall have access to all discovery materials as outlined above; over Defendant’s
Objection. Further, the Defendant’s motion for this court t6 recuse itself is denied.

IT IS SO ORDERED.
ivdte RKel
-Circuit Judge:
March Z3 2018

Sarton v




Adams Law Firm, LLC
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