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AFFIDAVIT

Personaily appeared hefore me, Christopher Hampton who
having First been duly sworn, deposes and avers the following:

I have reviewed the state’s return to +he petition for writ
0f Certiorari pursuant +o Austin V. State. Because the State
has gotten it all wrong in s erroncous findings fn +the PCR
Court’s favor, 1+ (s of the utmost rmporfance that T 9ive MY
Supplemental response because +here are Cerfain arguments

in the above mentioned return that only I can €xplain to
rebut those arguments.

Tn response +o the States argument that T failed o present
any "Credibie” evidence to Support my Claim that I demanded
an afdorney prior 4o my Confession; That meay be #rue, but

in my attempi fo present Creditle evidence y the PCR Courdt
dented me that opportunity. I jnformed +he PCR Courd +hat
my public defender never provided or discussed auy of #he
discovery material with me prior o my guilty pleq, and I alse
explained #that my PR attorney Provided me with +he discovery
File less than an hour before the PCR hearing Started, so
therefore I needed a Conbinuance so that I Couid have +ime +o

look through +he discovery to find the evidence +o prove +hat T
dSked for a lawyer myltipie times prior +o my Confession.
SPGCMIC“”V/ I explained that Lt Laml had used a Voice
recorder cluring the drive from Edgefitls o Spartanbury
that would prove that I requested an attorney imore than

once and oemanded +o be faken Straight 4o the Spavianburg
COW"V"‘/ ja:'la ya a/fo_ ek'/’/ait’leJ *Aa‘/’ L Aat/ a/fmqym/ea/ cir)
a-Hurmy agaiv at +he narcotics bullding where +hey Fook

me instead of the County jail, and there, they (uffed me
o a desk and interrogated me in front of a video Cqmgrq’\

owd I really heeded to see the video. My pep attorney

hael previvusly informed me that the video would he of no
help because. nothing Couid be hearel in i+ but L had stressed
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fo him that T Shil needed o See the Video hecause fhe Video
Camera had been pointed divectly at me and I remembered the
exact moment when T demanded an attorney moments after
Lt. Lamb continued interrogating me after hangi'ng up his ¢ell
Phone call with the Solictor. I also wanted a Continuance
So that my PCR attorney Could resubpeena Lt Lamb who was
hot present at the hearing €ven though he hael been subfoenaed,
ond because 0F Unknown, and unexplained reasons, the PCR
Court denied my reguest for a Continuance that would have
allowed me the opportunity 4o pPresent evidence. Also the
dlenied Continuance by +he PCR Cowrt denied me the opportunity
Yo resubporna and Confrent the key interrogator that was
Single-handedly responsitle for repeatedly ignoring my clemands
for a lawyer.

T+ was not until T retuwned to Prison after +he PCR hearing
that I finally did gef the Chance to View +the c//’scwe,r,v and I
found no evidence or any mentloning of L4, Lamlb's VoiCe (ecofder
ever having been added o the case file. However, I did Find
Several Pre -interrogation waiver Lorms; two of the waiver
forms were from the day of my (onfession ond would ha:/e
been relevant at the PCR hearingt The “First” waiver form
1S from 9,50 a.m. ond because I had insisted on not talking
without a lawyer, L. Lamb wWrote “refysed +o Sign" on that
f-?rs+ one. The “Second” waiver, after ‘hon- stop" interrogation,
S Sfrom U8 Pm. and £ did Sign I+ because my privilege
A9ainst Self - inCrimination Was in no way protected when- my
intevrogators ook me to a Strange place ‘againgt my will’
instead of transporting me Straight fo the § partanburg (ounty
jail +o be processed as I hacl demanded. Because my public
defender withheid +he discovery from me, and because +he
PCR Court denied my reguest For a Continuance So that

I Could view the discovery which wewld have given me
the Chance +o know that the waiver formg were Inclycled
in the discovery, Investigator Steadman was able +o lie
Gbout them at the PLR recConstruction hearthg. e Festitied
Fhat +the “First" waiver form had fwﬂuf—ns o do with
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thi's case, but the Case pumber on both +he ISigi}ec/' and +he
‘Fefused +o sign’ waivers are the same and Clearty from: the
Same case. HAnd pecause the waiver forms were nof a part
of the oviginal record, L wds pot allowed +o present them
&t the reconstruction hearing to impeach Steadman’s fesHmony
which would have destroyed his credibility- Had the per
Court granted the (ontinuance, T Could have presented both
waivers as "Crecl/éle" €Vi’0’6nC€, “/’h&’{?L would hm/c prm/ec/
that both waivers are from the Same Case, gn d +he 9:50 a.m.
waiver, in light of Hhe “never ceasing” interrogatfon, would have
proved the Subseguent 2312 pm, Sighed £4atement and waiver
QS-'”Itgany obtained; and even though T " unwitkngly" Walved
my right fo Chailenge my Confession Statement by pleadimg
quilty, the PCR Court Should have found that my guilty
Plea is invalid because T testified that my puslic defender told
me +hat £ T actually betieved +hat a Spartanburg County jury
would bring back a manslaughter verdict, then I needed +o get
my head Checked, and that he further warned me that the
end resuit of a trial would be eifher quilty of murder or not
Quilty ol murder and betause I had already toid on my sel-f
and fed pelite +o.the body, the end cesult would be infact
guilty of murder. T went on +o Inform the PCR Court that

T was Scared because of that So L Pled guilty to get it
over with, Under Cross - examination, the atforvty for +he Stat+e

atempted to discredit that Festimony by saying that those
Were imy words against Mr, Bartesh’s and because mr, Bartesh
was deceased and unable +0 speak for himself, the State must
9e on my Credibilify. However, I [mmediately informed the
aHovney for the State that -Assistant Public defender MI.
James Cheek was present at the +ime Mr. Bardosh fold me
those things and I tnformed the Courd that I H:-ougl«*l' mr.
Cheek had been subpoenaed +o be there, L honestly did not
know that I could have really gotten the Confession Hhrown
out because of the fact that T had (Confessed and led the
Police +o the vickim’s remains.  For that veqson, along With
the fact that my guilty Plea, dctording 4o my festimony, was
founded on an jmproperly obtained Confession, the pcw

2.



Court Should have found that +he Juilty plea that T entered
was unknowing and Conghitutionally invalids

Also, If the PR Court would have granted my request For o
ConJrMuaan, L+ Lamb Could have been resutpoenaed aned T

Could have gotten hi's testimony as well ag Juestioned him
cibout Why his voice recorder evidence as not added +o +he discovery,
Additionally, a continuance would have qllowed me +o view and Place
the video- taped interrogation jnto evidence. That video, and

Lt. Lamb's voice fecorder were part of the reason why T had

requested a Continuance. The State argues that L falled fo
provide credible evidence +o support my Claims but /# i3 Cleay
angd +he record proves that I requested a Continyance +o
9ive myself +he opportunity fo fock through the Adiscovery
+o find the Credible evidence that I Jater found i #he
discovery. Also; the State drgues that because t+he Video -
taped interrogation was hot Properly marked dand Placed into
Quidence, "t Is irrelevant to my pedition pursuant to Aushin
Vi S+a+e;_ However, i+ s Clear that +he Pcr court prevented
Me from presenting +he video and any other “Credible evidence’
when i+ denied my request for a Continuance.

1 also [ater Found in +ne discovery a SLED report, amnel
in +h0(+ SLED re.PQr“l', A /e,CHTI’]CG, "“/\CI"' CI*H'EF mUH"iP‘f— q++€mpi’j

of analyzing +he benes +hat T fed pelicete, SLED did not
detect human DNA and the final results in the repsrt iists

the different bones +hat were analyzed ond €ach and every
one had “No human DA detected” in Yhe resulty Section.

Tf T had known about that sled refoct Prive o my quilty
Plea, T would have never agreed te flea guilty gnd [f

+he PCR Court granted my request for a Contindance,
T could have presenyed that SLED (eport ag evidence
0f further ineffective assistavce of Counsel in that pleq
Counsel erred fn advising me +o Plead quiity +o murder even
though the state had hot had any success /n determining if

the remains that I led +he palﬁ’l(_‘e, +o (ere /’ILIW;qm or not-
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The State further arques +hat I “explicitly” was Fold +hat
I Could cChallenge the Voluntariness and admissibilty of the
COH-peSSI'i)V\ 5’+C(+£Wl@l/r/' loy ‘/‘he P/eq (‘,;)ur—f 6‘47(. P/Cc/ JU«;/‘/’Y anvway’"
Fhe plea Judge did not put it in those exact words, if fhe judge
Would have used the word “yoluntariness 4f the statement P
wodld have jnformed him +hat Hhe S+a+eme,n.‘. was not VO';ni—arﬁy
given because police held ime tn an {nterrogation room agains+t
my will until the Statement was extracted. And i Fhe Plea
Judge would have uged the word “admissibiity” I wouwld have. asked
him whet +hat word meant because. at that time, I never heard
0f that word before. 7he way the pleq Judge actually asked me
Was Combradictory and Confuging because he informed me +hat
“for Congtitutiongl feasons I Could Chqllenge, the State Lrom Using
and entering the statement into evidence, and he also informed
me that by Pleading guilty, I waive the right +o Challenge +he
Statement. I replied “Yes +o +hose Guestons because M was
My understanding and it Was obvious That during +he recifation of
+he Fc\ch.s, +he solicitor had alread\/ Used +he Statement against me,
So I did pot knew, or think Hhat T could Chatlenge. what hod already
been used against me in front of the endire Courtroem. Also, it
was my understanding that +the SolicHer had “already” piaced +he
Statement and waiver fnto evidence before the plea Judge, informed
mMe that T Could Challenge, the State from entering them into

evidence,, Cleariy, T Could not hque Walved my riSth +o Prevent
Something from being placed inte evidence that was already put

into evidemce before the tnquiry by +he Plea judge: Another
thing worth mentioning of what was geatradictery about the

Plea judge's tnquity rs the Fact that he informed me +hat

if T Chose +o exercise my right +o a frial, T would be presumed
innocent; T knew that was unrealistic and not +rue hecayse
OF the Fact +hat T had Confessed and led pPolice fo the
Vickim's temains, but still when the plea judge asked me If

I understood +hat T would be presumed nocent ot 'Fﬁ'cxl, T
replied "yes” knowing full-weil that T would Not be presumed
innotent because T had Confessed in the high- Profile case .
30 likewise, when +he Plea judge asked me if I underStood
that by pleading guw'lty I woedld be waiving my right +o
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Challenge the Statement and Waiver from being used and

put into evidence by the State, Z replied "'Yes' aiso because
I honestly was in a tunnel vision mode +o get the proceeding
over with because 1 old not Know that I cCould in all real/fy

"Challenge” +he statament because of my Confession and because
Of the fact +hat the Statemend had alread

For those reasons, T

did not knowingly and
rght +o Challenge fhe

S+q-l-emen-l- or my PrCSump»Hon of fnnocence.

The State argues that i presented +he. "Credible” testmony tr,,,
One of my interrogators, (teadinan) Aot only did § teadman lie
rQPCQ-“Q('“}/ on the Stand gbout me pnot reguesting an atorney,
he also “Clearly" |req about +he 9: 50 a.m, “refused fo signn
Waiver as being from « +0+qlly different case, 7T had
made 1t well known at +he pci hearing +hat OFher +han
two 0r three Short lines of fnterrogationing, Steadman’s
Only part that day was only as being +he driver, who
by +he way, drove ime fo a place other +han 4o +he (ounty
Jail +o be booked, I made /¥ knowoi +hat Lt. Lami was
the person +hat did ail the interrogationrng and I made
it known that Lt Lami Should have been there at the
PCR /qeah’lflj because my PR attorney had Subpoenaed him,
but the state Chooses to fgnore the fact fhat L#. Lamé
Was not +here hecause he misht have had Something +o hide,

The state also argues that +he PCR Court “proverly” densed
felief afder i+ found Me 4o be ot Credible on all issues. The
o‘qmqge of iy credibility likely arose from my festimony when
L EXPplained that during the Course of LF, Lambs illegal
in-l-erroquon/ he Spoke with Hhe Solicitor twice and he +old
Me that the Sclicitor had +old him +o +ell me that only
Perhaps’ fwo people knows what haprened fhat day and
Ohe of them s 'more fhan Iikely dead, So that only lef+ me
Gned I had +he paintbrush o make yp any stoery and old
It however I Iiked and /' /' was believag/e, they would
Use i+ 4o 90 by. I admited +o+he per Court +that during

b
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+hé L\@Uff /eaa/f’-mj up +o my COV)FfSS"’on L/- Lamé on more
than one occasion, Lt Lami gave me manslaughter type
Slenarios, So when I (onfessed, I admitted jathe PCE
Court that I +ried +o Mold +the Confession +o Fit involuntary
mansiaughter pecause (4. Lamb had fold me #ha? /¥ Carried
So litte prisci fime that I would be free before my dadghter
was old ensugh to start Scheol.” I further testifred +hat L
realized +Hhat T had been $ricked when the Mmurder Cha'rge,
was never reduced, and the fact that L tfest'tied fhat The
Vithioy had a box-Cutter, the PCR Court assumed that T
Wwas 1v¥ing because T did not mention t+he box-cutter in my
Oviginal C(onfession Statement. The fact is the Viekm really
did haue a box- cutter that she began Carrying ever since She
had an alercation at my apartment with one of my 0ther
girifriends. The other Fact 1s, 1# [+ Lamlb would have
Ceased the fnterrsgation at 9:50 a.m. Jike he was Constitut-
ienally required +o do, and I+ Steadman Would have drove
Stralght to the Spartanburg (ounty jarl anel booked me as I
had demanded, I would have hever been “enticed,” or put
in o Positron to make up 0r mold o Story at all. Now +he
State is using Lf. Lamb's mirsconduct against ime and my
Credibility. My “making up o Confession awd later adding
o detasl does nof take away From the fact that, (1) L
requested an attorney multiple Himes prior 4o +he Signed waiver,
(2)my pusire was inetfective for not motioning +o Suppress +he
Statement and Confess jon, Which would have gotfen the case
dismissed, aud (3) my public defender was fneffective. for not
Sharing or previding me with distovery material prior o my
guilty piea whith would have allowed me +o assist in my defense,
and pPrepare for frial. wWhen a defendant lacks kncwledge of
moderial evidence in the prosecution’s possession, fhe waiver of
Constifutional Tights Cannot be deemed knowing and Voluntary-
Mﬁ; 334 S.C. 515, The ,p/(’é{ Courd accepled my
guil+y pPlea not knowing that I had no Tdea ©r knowledge
" of Ynateral’ evidence? that the prosecukion had in {+s
possession, Fheredore fhe PR (ourt should have Lound
tHhat the gu'lty Plea was not knowing and voluntary E'W;'-}-hadf'"
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MYy having o show or prove how my not beey provieed With
discovery prejudice d me because my being Convicted s 9
direct result of a guilty plea that was not knowing awnd
not voluntary is actual prejudice in 1self. But the peg €ourt
dismissed that Claim because it Found Me fo be 4ot Credigle,
even though T informed the Court that T wrote a Complaint
on +he public defender's office in an atrompt +0 make
Fhem give me +he discovery file. With my Credibility
on iSsue, Pushit aside and Consider TnvestHgator
Steadman's “Cred/ble” testimony; Ais festimony dctually
Corroborates my testimeny which Shows #hat at 9:50 am.
When that first pre-interrogation waiver was read +o W\.Q,/ I
did not want +o be interrogated and demanded +o be taken
“Straight +o the S partanburg County jall” Even ‘IF’ $hat
first “'refused +o Sign walver was from a ditferent Case,
I told them that I wasnd abouf +o Si'gn ﬂa-/-ﬁfr)j i
ZF an individual mdicates iy any manner, LPrior +o
O during questioning that he wishes +o remarn sifent,
f-hé /\V)%Cl’fOﬂQ'fl'DM /%US)L cegse. ﬂ/‘fa@e/ﬂ v, Arizona, Even
though he falsely Claims that L never requested an
attorney, his testimeny alone Proves that (1) +he intervo-
Jatlon: never ceased, (2) my right +o remain Sllent was
vielated, which js basically +he same +thing As being
Violated of my "R and fourteenth Amendment right
10 have Counse] present during Custodial interrogation,
Edwards v- Arizeng, Clearly, the interrogation Continued
- For over /5 hours after 1 had invoked at 9:50 a.m.
Steadman's testimony Confirms Haat Lact , and therefore
Proves the signed Fetond warver os well as +Hhe. Contess on
Statement s jnvalid, In light of +hose facts, i+ Is clear
‘f"l"cl“}' My plee Counyelj who knew those Fa,(;/-s; was
INeffective for not filing for a motien #o SuppreSs
my ConteSsion beUse Fhe Suppression would have
been granted and +he entire case against me would
have been dismissed because the entire case rested on
Hhe JVegally obtained Confession. Pleda Counsel's defycient
performance prejudited me gngd my eatire Case.
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The state, relyrng on Lavestigator Steadman’s Festimony
Seems +o make i+ appear as if a Cheeseburger and A Single
Crgarette would have Compelied me +o give a voluntary
Confession. Well, Since +the Cheeselurger is being Used
against me, I should make i} known that Steadman ond
Lamb actually “Starved"” me: They detained me Lrom the
federal prisen Some time after 9200 a.m. I did not eat
any breakfast because I had been planning on being released
Fhat morning betause my bench warrant detainer was only
fer an unpaid traffic Hicket and I had fhe money fo pay
Hat Fine thanks to my having bheen w’ork.’mg and Saving MY
money the entivre Nine months that L was [n federal prison.
T was not given that Cheeseburger and 0N1¢ Cigarette untl|
 Some time afder (100 pom. Steadman and lamb_ ordered
il meals’ but gave me only that small
debating over Whith one of
ar or fwo for the burger.

themselves 'fu

Cheeseby rger after seriously

+hem Wwas gou’ng 4o pay +he mere doll
The Only reason I was given Fhe Cheeseburger and Crgarette

o} all is because I kept nagging them to fake me to the County
jail 5o that I could make it in Hime for Junch and so L can
Smoke. That Cheeseburger happened to be +the only +hing that
T ate +hat day because Steadman and Lamb did not Fake
me to the County jail until well affer J[{00 p.m. belause
+he Contession Statement was not complete until around
11215 p.m. Needless +o say, 7 went Fo Sleep that night
not only Ffeeling defeated, I had alse been very hungry-
T had been in Steadman and Lamb’s “Custody” for over
15 hours, therefore, I Should have been “entitled' Fo &
Pull, well-balanced lunch as well as dinner; the Single
Cheeseburger that I was given for luach was not enough
Lor a 24 year-0ld male, Dinher was supposed #o be
Fheir responsibility as well, but they deprived me of
dinner altegether. L agree that they provided me rest-
Foom access but I was Aot pProvided wi'th food and
(Pggreddes how the State makes it Seewms. My entive
Ovdea| after my detainment from federq] Prison was nothing
Short of kidnapping because T was faken +o Some place other
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t+han the §partanburyg County jail as the detalnment pgper-
Work had ordered and as I had demanded.

FI‘V\q”W the State argues that L pPresent an UMP(CS’eA’VQeI/
“Unfounded and alarming Claim that “/qw enforcement’
destroyed evidence in bad faith, but +he State Com pletely
ignores the fact that the voice recorder that Lieutenant
Lamb hao used in the car during the drive from Edgeﬂael
to Spartanburg that Contained exculpatory gudio, was withheld
_ b‘/ “law enforcement” in its entirety. In light of #het blatant
miscanduct, the issue of the Compromised audio in +hat
Video-+aped interrogation was “highly likely" was a result of
further misconduct and "bad faith on behalf of “/aw
enforcement as well. The State now has presented an
insulting insinuation that +he Video Sound never existed at
q||} Steadman and Lamb may have heen unfamiltar with the
Vides Camerq System ot +he narcobcs office, but +that lame
€xwuse by Steadman is groundless because fie and Lamb fook
ne part in operating +he System becayse +he narcotic office
had s own stafy that operateed Hhe Camerq and Were
watching the interrogationing the entive +ime, L know +h's
for a fact because as Soon as Steadman and Lami began
oll‘SCLlSSi'V)9 +he ~P0<o-d/ Sorneone ?vnmeeh’a-kely Came in 4o collect
the money +o go buy the food and Iikewise when L+, Lamé
Said +o me, " We Can get vou a Cigarette.” Semeone also.

immediately came in with o Cigarette, ashtray and a lighter.
'Because +he Solic/tor meationed,  birt Fealed fo put that

Video info evidence, maybe he had knowledge of 4he obvicus

excul patory evidence (n +he yideo, Further more, T did make
On argument about +he Vvideo at the pcr hearing and i+
Was a part of +he reasons why I had requested a
Continuance in +the first Place. :

In Conclusion, it is unmisfakably clear that my

Comstitutional rights has been violated £rowm +he #me when

Steadinan and Lamb detained me frvm the federal prison, and

the vioiation of my rights Cordinued ‘H')rauglq the peviod when
/0.



I was awaltng trial, during the guitty piea Proceedin
G+ the pcr heanhﬁ/ and all ;

9
throughout +he yeqr N
present day of being hefd unla s 10 +his

res whully as a divect resypt of
an impreperly obtained, involuntary Confession; and Nowy

here T am; 13 years after my pcr hearing and now Finally
Jetting appeilate review of +he 2007's PLR Court and
(s erroneous denial and T Pray that +this Honorable Court
Will grant me relief 4y reversing imy ConViction and
Sentence Ov by Ordering the lower Court +o Conduct a
new PR hearing So that I may present +he evidence
that I could have presented from +he discovery £
the continuance had been granted, and also so that
I Can Confront L¥. Lamb, That way I would enjoy
A PCR hearing in which T will get my one full bite
of the apple +that I did not get at the First PCR
Mﬂﬁ‘ng and So +hat there wauld te a "L and
Unreconstrueted Hranscript. for +he Fecord.

FURTHER, AFFIANT SAYETH NOT

(it phee HumiTin 32020
Lhristopher Hamplon
PETITIONER

%Fw
1C FOR SGUTH CARD wér ,

MY COMMISSION EXPIREs™ S /
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STATE OF SOVTH CAROLINA
Tn the Lourt of Appeals

Appeal from Spartanburg County
Honerable Larry g. Hyman, Circut} Court judge

CHRISTOPHER HAMPTON, | |
APPELLANT RBCEI
STATE OF SDUTH CARDLINA, 5C Court of APPeaIs

RESPOWDENT

CERTIFICATE DR SERVICE

- The undevsigned hereby certifies that a true (opy of the Pro se
Brief of Appeilant Pursuant +o White v. State gnd Pro se dffidavid
fn response +o the State's return Pursuant Fo Aushn V. State. 'n
the above referenced Case has been served upon Johany Elrs
James, T, Esquire at the Remberd Dennis Building, 1000

_ nd
Assemily Street, Rovm 519, Columbra, ¢ 29201, on this 8l 4q,

| of March 2020¢

Christopher L. Hlam,gégng\k‘ S
PRO Se. pppeiiant ..
SWORN +pAND SUBSYRIRED T0 Before Me! SR

‘ . = -
DAy of _MARCH. 2020 ﬂ

PR

® .
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... N
)

£ -
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SOUTH CARQAT
SSIoN EXFIRES /



March 02, 2020

Christopher Hamplon # 3497
Broad River Coprecongl Insdtution
HA60 Bread Kiver Roaof |
Columbia, S.C. 29216

RECH |
SDU"H'\ C@rolihq COUVr‘l' O0f APPeals R CEI%
Jenny A. Kitchings, Clerk MAR 04 om0
Post pffice Box 1LY | o
Columbia, S.C. 29211 SC Court of Appeals

Re: Chrishopher 1. HamPlon v State
* Apellate Case NO. 2017 - 002374

Dear Ms. Kikchings;

T wrote Your office. about a munt, and & half ago to
Find out if my Pro se appeal Pursuant 44 White v State
Was accepted; Qlso in +hat letter I asi £ I Could 9ef
Permrssion +o Submit a Syppiimenta| affydavif-#0 respond
fo the Statess refurn pursuand 4o ’@Mﬁiﬁ) on my
own  behalf, R

L did, on February 06, 7020 Fecelve Hhe Stamped Copy
of my pro se appeal that you maifed me I'n respsnse 1o
my /CH-CW; /40(,0@{/61; You did ys# Jufovrm e, on whether
£ wodld be allswed +0 sutmi) a pro se atffidavit +o
Jive my perssnal response o the State's Return pursyant

o Austin v Shate .

On February 25, 7020 f received auother feffer
#r?m Yod giviig me. permsss /ou fo Submit a res ponse
Within 15 dayy. However, I found the Jetter a bit
Lonfusing, but I, fo the best of my Kuwledge, jnterpret
- Your lettev as A’ response +o my Jetter gg ki‘mg For
- Permission to Submit the affiday, |



IV?C/OS@// I have Submitted a Supplemental aLficlqy
in fesponse +o +he State's redurn pursuant +o Ausim v,

State. Also, T have submitted another pro se brief
pursuant +o whike Vi Skate, In My newly Submithed prose
orief, T only modified one of My previous issues because T
was not sure if I had applied +he CoRRect Standard of
Ceview for that issue,, I+ is my hopethat +his brief
will be acteptd and Considered along with my Original

Pro Se response.

Very 4ruly yours

/)

clesJoy’W

mphon




Qhr.swh@r Hampton- **51%%7

g0 Broad River ROAD
( olumbla; SC 29210, -
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MAILRGJOM |

‘LEGALMAL

BRoAD RIVER CORRECTIONAL Ins+:+u4:nn '

South 'C:&%oﬂim Lourt of Apréals

Je,nny A Kl-}chm_gsr C lerk

ﬁDOST GrETEE BOX. \\%‘2‘7
Lolumera, SC 29241 -




