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]LEAGE FInND ENCLOSED Ti c aF Per
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. . i : r—vE‘ A ER s)OH X

V QTATE To BE SUBMITTED To THE UNITEN STATES . SOUTH CAZol H\ilj( SUPREM};’ ¢
QUZT,
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JugTin HENRERSON

PETITIONER,



STATE OF SouTH CAROLINA
IN THE SUPREME COURT

—

CERTIORAR o MAZLBORD County
G. Tvomas CooPER , CIRCULT COURT “JUDGE

JusTiN Henoezgon|

PETITIONER
V.
- STATE OF SGUTH CARSLINA .

RESPONDENT

APPELLATE CiRE No 0T~ 001822,

PRO SE ReSPonsE. To SOHNSON V: STATE | WRi gf CERT)ORART

JUSTIN HENDERSON
PETITIONER

SouTH CAROLINA DEPARTIVENT OF CORRECTIONS
LIEBER CORR NST /P.0. Box 205
RIDGEVILLE |, 8C | 29472,



PRO R RESPONSE 0 TIOMNSON PETiTion Fer WaIT OF CERTIORAR)
APPELATE CASE NO 2017- 0018272,

THIS MATTER. COMES BEFORE. “THE SUPRENE COURT By WAY OF PRs SE

¢ JOUNSON PETITION FOR WNRIT
:SPONSE By PETITIONER IN ACCORDANCE WITW TOUNSO ‘ |
IZ; &ETIOK}K\ SUBMITTED By TAYLoR D. CILLIAM , ATTGRNEY FOR PETITIONER ,
ON APRIL 3Q,20iR.

TNEFFECTIE ASISTANCE OF COUNSEL
1. FHLURE. 7o CoNDUCT INMPEI\W]NT INVEGTIBATION

COUNSEL BRANDON STEEN BegAN REPRESENTTION Fik, PErTionleg on - 15- i3,
€ MONTIS PRIOR “To PLeA oN DeCtiMBEZ 3,203, GOUNSEL SAT Do

W WITH PETITIONER To
DISCUSE “THe CASE iN CONFERENCE AT "Sai NISITS 0N Tisiee
hee. Pe lile Chge NoTES
)AL VIRIT 1-12-13 (PP 2R
DINLVISIT - 22-13 (40P 2i4)

COURSEL B. STEEN CASE NoTeg RerLeeT
PETITIONER CONTENDS “THAT He READUESTED WITNERREL
S ProToCoL. , POLIGY | fND PROCEMRE, Jnid POy eRAR).

APP. PG 117 BEXHIQIT #2.

THAT DEFENDANT |5 PERSUING TEIAL |

To B2 INTERVIEWED, SugPeny

0NN, DIRECT Exam ore. QhRiSTopHER (e _

. ‘€ NIGHT OF Tije
== 13 INGDENTAND , QlifLLENGE I8 STORY AND INRITT: TEMENES PRoViOR -
SLED. MR. NMCBRIDES AN pemmuazi ) o, STATERENS PRaU 02D To

WRITTenN STATEMENTS W -
POLYGRAPH A ReaesTed By Pe TiopER Avb, DISCien Ty Cw.msez@g To e A Pt 67 The

fep. P& 45 (14,15, 16)

A. T DD NoT, LIKE T SAD, 4T
To SUBPOENA RECLEDS Su T Cou
N THe CAze PRoR. 70 TRIAL

BRIDE, THe OF¢. omge,\u, T

e Time T Wis Teying
WD START THe INVESTigrTIoN
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PP, 76 96 (1.2,3)

A. IT WIS NOT. ABRIN. T WAS WAITING ON TWE goda
Relozdy3 , ONCE THIT i THE MIN CONDERNS - - - e

MAN QURSTION TRoM “THE POLNGRAPH Would B2 USED TRom
THe QeDQ Zecoens .

0Fp. PG 96 (16,177,418, 149, 20. u,22)

A. Yes Qi DEPENDING ON e Sopya, ReCorps

Q- ALLRIGHT. ARE THOSE ALL “THe THings THAT ME. Hendegsyp)
ALSO WANTED You T D0 <7
k. YR SIR.

THe SUBPOENR SLDT RELOmDS , PolCy ., ANd PRocEDURE WHICH WERE NeveR Reviewen
13 COUNSEL NuR. DEPENMNT, Could Very WELL BN RENEF | Gt To TRIAL AND, 4L50
VERAPY PETITIONERS STATEMENT , TEST Mopy, aND CLANVMA . ThESE 2eCoz05 couin
Very Wew Hive Peeservad PETiTIaNERS GELF DEFENSE. CLAIMS, |

To6 FULLY DEVELOPE THe Cage AN INVERTIGATION,

INVESTIGITion; BeFoRE AOVISING PETITIONER To PLep e

OF PETITIONEEZS NISHES ToR A TRIAL | CounseLs cse FiLZ AN Nores e
GOUNGEL NOVER. CONDATTED ANy TPE OF INDEpE VIEWS G |
REQUESTED By PETITIONER . CoUNEL CLAWS HE Wik W

START THE INVERTIGATION . Counder NEVER RER) eVeD
No INVESTIeATION Wns ConDueTE) To BwE
A Tuey.

2.. FAILURE To INFozm PE‘rtTtoNEK OF RIGHT To APpeny .

PETITIONER CONTENDS AND TeQTIRIED THAT HE WaS Never AWISED 6F HIS RiGHT
To aN ﬁPP‘iﬁL . PET‘TIGME‘K TURTHER TS FED THAT HeE SeNt &’NNS@,A LETTER “FOLWNWG
THE PLEA REBUESTING THAT HE FiLe iy APPEAL , Holeyer, 1T Wwis Too LATE CoungeL
ADNBUILENGDD He DID NoT DISCUSS WiTH PETITIONER HISRIGHT To A ApPeaL..
PETVTIONER. CONTENDS THAT e Wi Neyjeg, Auie oF Tws Ricike AND  THereRore., DID NoT
ENWENGU{ AND INTELUNGENTLY iWaive 0 ForFigT THRRIGHT, RESPECTIRY, PETITI o0
ReQUESTS A BELATED Rev|Anl OF Hig CONVIETIGN

NG A e L STTE REVIEW

3, COUNSEL Nog Pien DUOEE NEVER EXPLAINED THE APPUCARLE A IMuM 0
NN SENTENIES AND, PAROLE EWmIUTY.
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PETITIONER NS UNDERZ e IMPRESSION) THAT THE [ ESSER INCLUDED ORFENGE OF
VOLUNTDY MANSLAUGKTER For 20 YEARS inouwd B R CoNOURZENT T0 HKQ GRICINAL.
SeNteNle AND, THAT 4 QDNSE%ITNE 5 YEAR NON-~\VioLenT SENTENCE WOLUY FoLisiny.
HOWEVER , PETCTIONER ENBED UP tiTh 4 VIOUENT 25 YEAR SeNTenog WitTH No PAgoLe.
PETITIONER COMTENDS TigT, Hab He BRen Aige, 8 THE FACT TUAT He i Bie SERVING -
THe ENTIRETY OF THIS SENTENCE 1 HE Woun HAVE RESECTED THE PLEA,

PETITIONER CONTENRS TUAT He WAs UNDR Tve ipresgion “TUAT NoN -
VIGIENT SENTENCES, WERe AN Ae . Pikole, ELB\BLE

« SENTENGING SHERTR FOLLOWING “TUE
PLER Q130 LARLED THE 5 VEAR Poss. OF WEAPEN, B3 « NoN- L otENT ™ °THe

THE COURT . ARVED RoBEERY. DID Vou ENTBZ A PLER o7 (g
THERE A TGAL 7

DereNDANT . 4 PLEA.

THECOURT & SiR<7

DEFENDANT | 1T WAS A Pied

THE COURT & T SuspecT You HAVE BeaN ARouMD ool SysTEM
For SoMe TiME .

PETITIONERS ORiGWAL SENTENCE ; PENOTIONER PLeAD GUIY AND Recievep
CONCUERENT SeNTRNeES INWHLCH, HE WIS M REQUISEN To Sepy? THOSE STNTENCES IN THIRR
ENTIBETY A5 OPPOSED To THe CIRIZENG SENTENGY. Fog 25 VEfRS . FueHeemoge , THE CONSEUTIVE
S {b SENTENCR IN PETITIONDRS (\GNAL §

ENTENCE I, CLASSIRIED A Mo - VISLENT Ad |
PETTIONER RELioVEd Passis WTR iy ThATSANTRN e, UNUKE., Tile CuRRENT i3

PETITIONER. CONTENDS TURT HE. was UNJEE. M iinPRessiord THAT -Tyg PLEA OF
THe CONCURKENT, Congpoutive., Ard Nol-VILENT PLER Goouldy e THe SAME Teens 43 Hig
ORIBINAL SENTENOE N Uit A PLes ivgs enmezey.

DUEING THE DECEVBER 3, 263 PLEA, UAD COUNSEL AND AL, Typee
Avised PETITONER OF THE CUNSEGUENCES oF HiS PLEA , MANDITORY MIN!fau i And MAX] Mum
SENTENOES , PhESLE EVBIBILITY, PETITGNER Woul Hive INTTHMZ AN ‘Th PLEA.
PETITIONER CoNTENDS “THAT RoTy CounBeL A TRigL

“SUNBE FAWED To EXPLAINTY
WiS DEFICIENT IN HANDLING THS MPTTER Corventuy, APP1 ReFiis PlEA'i‘zm\lsclg ,ﬁr'rqf)‘

[NYOLUNTRRY PLEA

PETITIONER ALLEGED AND TESTIFiED His GU!LTY PLen wi ENTERED
IVOUNTARY, SPECIFICALLY, AETITIONGR. TESTIFIED THAT He OMLy PLEb GUILTY Recquse e
FEARED U HIS GAFETY WHILE BaiNg HiUSED AT EVANG CoRReRTIONAL . PETITIONER
TESTIFIED THAT IN TXCHANGE Tor HIS GUILTY PLER , IT 4R Hig UNYZZSTANDING THAT He, wioutd
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B TRANSFERED FrOM ENANS CORRECTIGNAL To LEE CoRRECTIONAL .

FOMOUSING THE JANUMRY b, 28i% INBANNT INUHiICH PETITIONER Wit 1bicied
Fir MuEde, e IMMEDIATELY STAZTED RECIEVING THEERTR FROM ZIVAL GANGS 1N RETALIATION
To THE. DEATH OF THE VICTIN . “SAME DeAN WITE . PENTIONER, TN WENT THzouaH Twe
INGUTUTIONAL GRIEVANDE PROCESS WIiTH HIS CONBERNS, AND, TEAR FOZ HIS ShFey,
PETITLONGR WAS TRANSPEPED To LEE (oRRECTIONAL TolloliNg THe GRIEVANLE Process |

HOWEVER , PETITIONER. IR BROUGHT BAOK To EVANS 0N DEcEMZER | 1 20ix 4D,
Wi I5UiGED BY INVESTIBATOR Ry RRICENREVRY

THAT HE Would) ZeMAIN AT DINS UL His
VEGAL PROCERS WS EXHAUSTED - Trinl WS 6ET For G B LATER ) SANMEY 29, Z01¢,
PETITIONGR iMIDIATIELY STAZYED RECIBVING THRE) rz‘}))

WS, ON DECOIVBER 3, 2013 , o DAY AT,
PETITIONEL PLEAD GilTy iN ExCHANGE To BE TeANSTereD .

PETTIONSR. FURTHER TESTIFRED THAT Ug OlLy AUEPTD) Twe plea o e
TRANSFERED PROM EVANS CORPECTIONAL. AND HE oUWy HAVE PROCEEDED To TriaL Had HE ot
CORTINUED “To RECIEVE THREATS AND FEAR TR it SAFETY 4T BVANS CORZECTIONAL .
PETTIONER TeSTIFED THAT He WU HIVE AWWTTE) To Ay CRIME TiaT by Tust o
EFFECTUATE THE TRANSFER . COUNEL TESTIFIED APPLCANT D NGT WAt o PEMAIN
AT EVAND COTRPUTIONAL Dule-TO SAFETY CONCERNS . COUNSEL TuRTHeR - STIFED AND
AUCNDWLZDEED THAT PETiTIONER, INDIATED HE (nuudly PLEM GUILTY IF HE WERE
TRANSTERED To 4 DNFPERENT FALILITY.

oee, P71 (5,6.9.8.9,10.11,12)

THe COURT . TELL e ABoUT THE SWANKS TudT WeRE Totupn
MZ . ANDERSC ¢ IN LompLETING “THE INIESTG TIoN WE RECIEVED

Wg’.’fmﬁm THAT INIETES WERD MWIKING SHING “There. N Tig. INSTITUTION
AT NS,

THE Cour & ALL 2AGUT AND i 1T

YOUR IKTaNTioN T Thke Wi i
To tyME7 IS THEEE A proBLAW TRIGNG Hiw To BNe7 v Bk

IR AWDERSON . Y66 YOUR HONOR . T. WhR iNFORE By i C.0. 6k
INSTZUCTED To TAKE Hil BACK, Ty LEE Topay,

PETITIONER CONTENDS THiT Coungel SHoud
THAY PeniTiong HAR INDICATED T Ui THAT Hig INSTITUTIONAL T .
H ENTEZANG THE PLen . AT THRT POINT, THE PLeA BoURT Couc HVE NGz WieTHER.
THIS WS THE BeAsont AND BASIS Tor The PETITIONER'S pren . PRESUMABLY , APPLICANT
WeR HVE TSTRIED 45 4e D AT T pez HEARING THAT te judg CONOERNED Toiz Hig
SAPETY AT EvANS CORRECTIONAL, AFTER RECIEUING THEEATS ANDTHAT HE (Wis PLEADING
QUIVTY BECAUSE HE a8 To BE TRANSFERED < THE COUTT ipoud) [iceLy NOT Haue
ABCEPTED THE PLER IF “THAT WIRE THe. SoLe REATN

HAVE Aouised Tig Pler coupt
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WAs NOT KNOWINGLY AND FREELY ENTERED .

CONCLUSION

PBASED ON ALL THE FORECOING, PETITiONER BELIEVES THAT
He HAS MET HIS BURDEN OF PROOE IN SHOULUNG HE RECIEVED INEFFECTWE
ASSISTANLE OF COUNSEL AND COUNSEL'S PERFOR VIANCE PREJUDICED Him.
PETITIONER REQUESTS THAT “THE COURT GRANT 4 RELATED RREVIEW OF Hig
CONNIETION To WHiTE V. STATE AND, BRANT THE PETITiON FOR it GF
CRRTIORAR To ALLOW FULL RRIEFING , CEVERRE THe CHARGES AGAINST i
AND, CRANT PETITIONER A NEW TeaaL- .

U W/;//' :
USTIN HENDERSON
PETITIONER

%
e

THIS fotH DAY OF Jug, 201
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