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ISSUES PRESENTED

L Whether the PCR court erred in granting the state’s Motion to Alter or Amend
pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRP when it reversed itself after initially granting post-conviction
relief, where the state presented no new arguments, where Petitioner was provided no Faretta
warnings by his attorneys or circuit court judges prior to representing himself at trial, and where
Petitioner’s conduct did not result in a waiver of his right to representation?

2. Whether the PCR court erred in denying relief, where Petitioner was shackled
during the entirety of his trial, where he represented himself, where his movement was impeded
such that the jury was aware of the shackles, where Petitioner was not a danger, and where no

special hearing was held on this matter?



STATEMENT

A Williamsburg County grand jury indicted Petitioner on three offenses: murder,
possession of a weapon during a violent crime, and misprison of a felony, on July 7, 2011. App.
1154 — 1155. Multiple hearings occurred prior to trial, and Petitioner was represented by various
attorneys through those proceedings.

A hearing was held on a motion to be relieved before the Honorable George C. James, Jr.
in Williamsburg County on December 6, 2010. Cezar McKnight was relieved as counsel for

Petitioner. App. 1166 11. 21 — 23. A hearing was held before the Honorable R. Cothran Ferrell
on August 30, 2011." A pre-trial hearing occurred before the Honorable Clifton Newman on

October 12, 2011.%

On October 17, 2011, Petitioner proceeded to a jury trial pro se. Kimberly Barr appeared
on behalf of the state, and the Honorable W. Jeffrey Young was the trial judge. Petitioner was
convicted of the murder and weapon charges. App. 689 1l. 4 — 10. Judge Young sentenced
Petitioner to a life sentence on the murder charge and five years’ consecutive incarceration on
the possession of a weapon charge. App. 698 11. 10— 19.

Petitioner filed a post-conviction relief application on July 9, 2012. App. 700. He filed
an amendment to the application on or about October 22, 2012. App. 717. The state filed its
Return on or about September 4, 2013. App. 729. Counsel for Petitioner filed a motion for

default in October 2014. App. 738.

1 The undersigned believes the cover page on the transcript contains a scrivener’s error regarding
the date. This hearing likely occurred in 2011, not 2014.

2 The undersigned believes the cover page of this transcript also contains a scrivener’s error
regarding the date. Upon information and belief, this hearing likely occurred on October 12,
2011, not December 12. See App. 768; App. 849 11. 15 — 16; App. 897 11. 12 - 18.

2



In December 2014, Counsel for Petitioner filed a Motion for Summary Judgment. App.
741. The state filed a memorandum in opposition to summary judgment in July 2015. App. 745.
Counsel for Petitioner filed a memorandum in support of the motion for summary judgment on
or about November 10, 2015, App. 767.

By way of an order filed February 8, 2016, the PCR court denied both the default
judgment motion as well as the motion for summary judgment. App. 778. Counsel for
Petitioner filed a Motion to Enforce Prior Order and Motion for Production of Documents on
October 26, 2016. App. 810. The Honorable Brian M. Gibbons signed an order on November
23, 2016 finding that the solicitor’s office and the assistant solicitor who participated in
Petitioner’s trial were in violation of a discovery order. App. 813. Petitioner filed an amended
application for post-conviction relief on or about May 5, 2017. App. 821. The state filed a pre-
hearing brief in opposition to post-conviction relief. App. 824.

The parties appeared before the Honorable George M. McFaddin on June 1, 2018 for a
post-conviction relief evidentiary hearing. App. 844. Lance Boozer represented Petitioner; Julie
Coleman appeared on behalf of the state. Petitioner, his previous attorneys, and assistant
solicitor Kimberly Barr testified at the hearing. Numerous exhibits were admitted by both,
parties.

Post-hearing briefs were submitted by both sides. App. 1070; App. _ . An Order
granting post-conviction relief was signed by Judge McFaddin on or about October 29, 2019.
App. 1076.

The state filed a motion to alter or amend pursuant to Rule 59(¢), SCRCP. App. 1105. A

hearing was held on the state’s motion before Judge McFaddin on December 20, 2019. App.



1110. An order granting the state’s motion and thereby denying post-conviction relief was
signed by Judge McFaddin in September 2020. App. 1136.

This petition follows.



ARGUMENT
I The PCR court erred in granting the state’s Motion to Alter or Amend
pursuant to Rule 59(e), SCRP when it reversed itself after initially granting post-conviction
relief, where the state presented no new arguments, where Petitioner was provided no
Faretta warnings by his attorneys or circuit court judges prior to representing himself at
trial, and where Petitioner’s conduct did not result in a waiver of his right to
representation.

Standard of review

The standard of review in PCR cases depends on the specific issue being raised.
Appellate courts defer to a PCR court's findings of fact and will uphold them if there is evidence
in the record to support them. Sellner v. State, 416 S.C. 606, 610, 787 S.E.2d 525, 527 (2016)

(citing Jordan v. State, 406 S.C. 443, 448, 752 S.E.2d 538, 540 (2013) ). Questions of law are

reviewed de novo, with no deference to trial courts. Sellner, 416 S.C. at 610, 787 S.E.2d at 527
(citing Jamison v. State, 410 S.C. 456, 465, 765 S.E.2d 123, 127 (2014) ).
Relevant facts

At the PCR evidentiary in his case, Petitioner correctly summarized his claim as to this
issue; “I was not advised of my right to counsel or warned of the dangers of pro se representation
and was ultimately denied the assistance of counsel at my five-day trial.” App. 869 1l.2—-5. A
review of the record bears out this assertion. Throughout the multiple hearings that occurred in
Petitioner’s case prior to trial, he was neither advised of his right to counsel or adequately
warned of the dangers of self-representation.

Petitioner was first arrested on or about March 30, 2010. App. 870 11. 10 — 19. Petitioner

hired counsel, Charles Barr. App. 870 1. 23 — 871 1. 7. Counsel Barr represented Petitioner for



approximately three months. Id. Petitioner’s next attorney was a family member of the victim
and did not perform any legal services for Petitioner. App. 8751. 15 —8761. 6. After that, Cezar
McKnight was appointed to represent Petitioner. App. 876 1. 7 — 19. Counsel McKnight was
relieved from representing Petitioner in December 2010 after serving as his attorney for
approximately five months. App. 879 11. 7 —11. During the time Counsel McKnight represented
Petitioner, he never advised Petitioner about “the advantages and disadvantages of proceeding
prose.” App. 8811l 10 —15.

Following Counsel McKnight, Petitioner’s final attorney was Henry Anderson. App. 881
11. 22 — 24. Counsel Anderson was appointed soon after Counsel McKnight was relieved and
represented Petitioner for approximately nine months. App. 881 1. 25 —882 1. 13.

Petitioner testified in congruence with the record that he never received any Faretta
warnings:

Q: All right. At that [hearing on June 22, 2011], were the dangers of pro se

representation or the disadvantages and advantages of proceeding pro se -

- was that ever explained to you at that hearing?

A: No, sir. At no time was there ever any [colloquy] of any voir dire given to
me during that hearing.

App. 89311.4-9.

No Faretta warnings were given, by either the judge or Petitioner’s attorney, prior to the
circuit court relieving Counsel Anderson from Petitioner’s case. App. 896 1. 25 — 897 1. 11.
Petitioner plainly testified at his PCR evidentiary hearing that he was unable to afford private
counsel even though he wished to have representation. App. 896 11. 21 —24.

Furthermore, Judge Newman, at a hearing immediately prior to trial, did not offer to
appoint Petitioner an attorney or provide him with stand-by counsel. App. 897 1. 12 — 8§98 1. 8.

As before, no Faretta warnings were provided.




Even at trial, Petitioner was not advised of his right to counsel and the dangers of self-
representation. App. 900 1. 18 — 901 L. 12. Petitioner was never given proper Faretta warnings.
App. 922 1. 6 - 21.

Petitioner had never represented himself before. App. 922 1. 25 — 923 1. 5. Although
multiple judges presided over hearings before Petitioner, none ever inquired into his background,
education, or life history, according to Petitioner. App. 923 1l. 13 — 21. At trial, the only
conviction mentioned to the judge during sentencing was a 1993 possession of cocaine with
intent to distribute. App. 695 ll. 6 — 12. During cross-examination at his PCR evidentiary
hearing, Petitioner stated that he was a maintenance technician. App. 936 1l. 19 —23. Petitioner
noted that he never received his GED. App. 937 11. 12 — 13. He did not take any classes while at
the county jail awaiting trial. App. 938 11. 12 — 14.

The assistant attorney general elicited testimony helpful to Petitioner’s case:

Q: The three attorneys we’re discussing today - - Charles Barr, Cezar

McKnight, and Hank Anderson - - did any of them ever warn you of what
might happen if you had them relieved?

Al No, ma’am.

Q: Did they ever say that you might end up stuck representing yourself?
A No, ma.am.

Q: Did they ever tell you that representing yourself is not a good idea?
Al No, ma’am.

App. 94011. 7-17.
Counsel Barr testified that Petitioner never expressed any interest in representing himself

at trial. App. 953 11. 11 — 13. Counsel Barr further clarified that he never spoke about applicable



defenses with Petitioner. App. 956 11. 8 — 15. When questioned by PCR counsel, Counsel Barr’s
remarks mirrored the previous assertions by Petitioner:

Q: Did you or did any judge, while you were representing him, explain the
dangers of proceeding pro se, for not having a lawyer?

A: No, sir.
App.9551. 1 —4.

Counsel McKnight told the PCR court that Petitioner never behaved poorly when they
would meet together. App. 961 11. 7 — 8. Counsel McKnight claimed to have told Petitioner “he
who represents himself has a fool for a client, and if you go out there on this murder charge,
you're gonna get hammered.” App. 963 1l. 18 —22. Much like Counsel Barr, McKnight testified
that Petitioner “never told [him] that he wanted to represent himself.” App. 965 1. 6 — 15.
Although Counsel McKnight may have informally mentioned how Petitioner probably should
not represent himself, the two never had a detailed, thorough conversation about the pitfalls of
self-representation:

Q: Other than that, did you explain to him, “Look, there are things that I do

and know about - - such as rules, such as technicalities, such as procedural
issues - - that you have to abide by in court that you don’t know about if
you’re representing yourself”? Did you go into that kind of detail with
him?

A: I did not go into that kind of detail.

App. 971 11. 17 - 23.

Like witnesses before him, Counsel McKnight confirmed that the circuit court never

advised Petitioner of the dangers of proceeding pro se. App. 9711.24-9721. 4,

Counsel Anderson also substantiated the running assertion that Petitioner was never

advised of the dangers of proceeding pro se. App. 987 1. 8 ~ 17. Neither Judge King nor



Counsel Anderson advised Petitioner. Id.; App. 988 1. 2 — 5. Counsel Anderson did not serve as
stand-by counsel for Petitioner at trial. App. 9901. 14 -991 1. 5.
Discussion

A defendant in a criminal case “has the right to the assistance of counsel.” State v. Justus,
392 S.C. 416, 419, 709 S.E.2d 668, 670 (2011) (citing U.S. CONST. amend. VI; Gideon v.
Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 340-41, 83 S.Ct. 792, 794, 9 L.Ed.2d 799, 802-03 (1963)). The
defendant may waive his right to counsel, but he must do so knowingly and intelligently. Faretta
v. California, 422 U.S. 806, 835, 95 S.Ct. 2525, 2541, 45 L.Ed.2d 562, 581 (1975). For a

knowing and intelligent waiver to occur, the defendant must be “(1) advised of his right to

counsel; and (2) adequately warned of the dangers of self-representation.” Prince v. State, 301

S.C. 422, 423-24, 392 S.E.2d 462, 463 (1990) (citing Faretta, 422 U.S. at 835, 95 S.Ct. at 2541,

45 1.Ed.2d at 581-82).
By definition, “A waiver is a voluntary and intentional abandonment or relinquishment of

a known right.” Sanford v. 8.C. State Ethics Comm’n, 385 S.C. 483, 496, 685 S.E.2d 600, 607

(citing Eason v. Eason, 384 S.C. 473, 480, 682 S.E.2d 804, 807 (2009)), opinion clarified on

other grounds, 386 S.C. 274, 688 S.E.2d 120 (2009). “Waiver requires a party to have known of
a right and known that right was being abandoned.” 385 S.C. at 496-97, 685 S.E.2d at 607. Any
waiver, therefore, including a waiver of counsel “by conduct,” must be knowing and intelligent.
For a waiver to be “knowing and intelligent,” the defendant “should be made aware of the
dangers and disadvantages of self-representation.” Faretta, 422 U.S. at 835, 95 S.Ct. at 2541, 45
L.Ed.2d at 581-82; Prince, 301 S.C. at 423-24, 392 S.E.2d at 463. The burden is on the state to

demonstrate the validity of a defendant’s waiver of his right to counsel. Brewer v. Williams, 430

U.S. 387, 404, 97 S.Ct. 1232, 51 L.Ed.2d 424, 439-40 (1977); see United States v. Cash, 47 F.3d




1083, 1088 (11th Cir. 1995) (“On direct appeal, the government bears the burden of proving the
validity of the waiver.”).

The Faretta and Prince requirement applies to any waiver, whether the waiver is alleged

to be by “affirmative, verbal request” or “by conduct.” United States v. Goldberg, 67 F.3d 1092,
1100-01 (requiring Faretta warnings for a valid waiver by conduct); State v. Jones, 772 N.W.2d
496, 505 (Minn. 2009) (“The same colloquy required for affirmative waivers must also be given
before a defendant can be said to have waived his right to counsel by conduct.” (citing Goldberg,
67 F.3d at 1100}).

In Gardner v. State, 351 S.C. 407, 570 S.E.2d 184 (2002), this Court held the

Faretta and Prince requirement of warning the defendant of the dangers of self-representation

applies to waiver by conduct. The PCR court found the petitioner's conduct amounted to a
waiver of his right to counsel. 351 S.C. at 410, 570 S.E.2d at 185. This Court explained the
petitioner knew he might lose his right to counsel if he failed to obtain counsel prior to his guilty
plea. 351 S.C. at 410-11, 570 S.E.2d at 185-86. This Court nonetheless reversed, however,
finding, “Petitioner was not adequately apprised of the dangers of self-representation.” 351 S.C.
at 412, 570 S.E.2d at 186.

A similar result was reached in a recent opinion from this Court which offers favorable
authority to Petitioner’s argument and shows that the PCR court erred. Robert Osbey was

charged with three drug offenses and pled guilty without counsel. Osbey v. State, 425 S.C. 615,

617-18, 825 S.E.2d 48, 49 (2019). Unlike the matter sub judice, the plea court found that Osbey
waived his right to counsel by his conduct:
I find ... that you have knowingly waived your right to counsel by your conduct,

having known and been advised that you could have an appointed lawyer but you
needed to contact the public defender’s office so that they could accept your
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application. And in a year’s time... you failed to do that. So, you have waived
your right to counsel.

Id. at 618, 825 S.E.2d at 49-50

Osbey filed a PCR application alleging that he did not knowingly and voluntarily waive
his right to counsel. Id. at 618, 825 S.E.2d at 50. The PCR court found that a valid waiver had
occurred. Id. A footnote in the opinion pointed out: “The key to waiver by conduct is
misconduct occurring after an express warning has been givento the defendant about the
defendant's behavior and the consequences of proceeding without counsel.” 425 S.C. 615, 620,

825 S.E.2d 48, 51, n. 1 (citing Com. v. Means, 454 Mass. 81, 907 N.E.2d 646, 658 (2009)

(emphasis in Osbey)).

Because the plea court did not mention to Osbey the dangers of self-representation, the
Court examined the record to determine if a factual basis existed for the waiver. Id. at 620, 825
S.E.2d at 51. Osbey had two prior convictions for drug offenses and violated probation and
parole once each. Id. at 620-21, 825 S.E.2d at 51. This Court found “this is an insufficient basis
on which to find Osbey actually understood the dangers of self-representation.” (emphasis
added).

This Court relied on Prince v. State which found no valid waiver because the record

“[did] not demonstrate petitioner was sufficiently aware of the dangers of self-representation to
make an informed decision to proceed pro se.” 301 S.C. 422, 392 S.E.2d 462 (1990). This
Court held that the PCR judge erred in finding a valid waiver of counsel. Id.

The concurrence and first footnote in Osbey raised valid concerns that exist in both
criminal cases in general as well as Petitioner’s case. In their Return, the state will undoubtedly
point to the letters Petitioner wrote to his attorneys. As seen in Petitioner’s testimony at the PCR

evidentiary hearing, however, he was frustrated. He raised valid concerns about the inconsistent
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responses he was receiving. App. 882 1. 18 — 884 1. 2; App. 889 1. 12 — 890 1. 23. Additionally,
the fact remains that Petitioner was never warned about the dangers of self-representation.
Multiple opportunities existed for those warnings to be provided, yet they never were.

Justice James’ concurrence in Osbey discusses the practical considerations, particularly

the timing, of Faretta warnings in cases such as this one. Although Osbey had obviously not

been published at the time of Petitioner’s trial, it was binding authority at the time of the Rule
5%e) hearing in Petitioner’s case. App. 1110. The PCR court therefore erred in finding that
Petitioner’s conduct waived his right to representation.

The PCR court’s Order Granting Respondent’s Motion to Reconsider, Alter, or Amend
Pursuant to Rule 59(¢), SCRCP, and Denying Post-Conviction Relief was flawed in that it
overlooked Osbey and other cases dealing with waiver by conduct. App. 1136. Instead, the PCR
court relied on non-binding authority in order to circumvent this state’s jurisprudence.

The PCR court ruled:

Applicant did receive the proper Faretta warnings by way of various statements
and warnings made during the myriad of hearings throughout Applicant’s case,
and that these Faretta warnings, along with Applicant’s consistent and extreme
behavior, support a finding of waiver by conduct.

App. 1141.

Simply put, Petitioner received no Faretta warnings. Motions to be relieved do not

Faretta warnings make. The PCR court relied upon United States v. Goldberg, 67 F.3d 1092 (3rd
Cir. 1995) which admittedly was cited in Osbey. App. 1141. However, the PCR court
misapprehended the very language from Goldberg it cited: “Once a defendant has been warned
that his misconduct will thereafter be treated as a waiver of his right to counsel, any subsequent
misconduct is treated as a waiver by conduct.” App. 1141 — 42. Candidly, Petitioner was not

warned that his alleged misconduct would be treated as a waiver of his right to counsel. The
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PCR court therefore substituted its own interpretation of what transpired while seemingly
ignoring the record before it.

The PCR court wrote that Faretta requires that the accused be “(1) advised of his right to

counsel; and (2) adequately warned of the dangers of self-representation.” App. 1142, In the
very next paragraph, however, the PCR court found “the record clearly establishes Applicant was
aware of his right to counsel.” App. 1142. The passive voice illustrates a hole in the state’s
theory and the PCR court’s logic: Petitioner was never advised of his right to counsel.

During a motion hearing before the Honorable Howard P. King on June 22, 2011,
Petitioner was told that he does not get his choice of appointed counsel. App. 10 11. 16 - 17;
App. 34 11. 20 — 21; App. 37 1. 3 — 4. Judge King also noted how Petitioner was not trained in
the law. App. 38 Il. 21 — 23. During that entire hearing, however, Petitioner was not advised of
his right to counsel or the dangers of self-representation, nor was that information conveyed
during a previous hearing to have his attorney relieved on December 6, 2010. App. 1156.
Furthermore, the circuit court had the opportunity to advise Petitioner of the same on October 12,
2011, immediately before trial. App. 1212. Those statements were not made by the circuit court
judge at that time.

The PCR court suggested that then-Judge James’ remarks on December 6, 2010 that
Petitioner could not continue to “play this game of being dissatisfied ... and provoking a change
in lawyer” was somehow tantamount to being advised of the dangers of proceeding pro se. App.
1150. The PCR court’s finding that “the record clearly establishes Applicant received sufficient
Faretta warnings by way of colloquies between the trial court and Applicant during various
hearings throughout the duration of Applicant’s case” is belied by the actual text of the hearing

transcripts. App. 1151. In one sentence, the PCR court finds that Petitioner “clearly had a
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sufficient background to make a waiver of his right to counsel” yet then two sentences later finds
“Applicant waived his right to counsel by his conduct, and therefore, was not denied his right to
counsel.” App. 1151.

Petitioner never waived his right. The Appendix before this Court does not show an on-
the-record waiver, nor did Petitioner’s conduct result in a waiver. Petitioner’s age, single
conviction, and education level do not establish that he was well-trained in the law. Thus, he
never understood the actual dangers of self-representation.

A defendant may waive his right to counsel and proceed pro se. State v. McLauren, 349

S.C. 488, 563 S.E.2d 346, 348 (Ct. App. 2002). The waiver, however, must be made knowingly
and intelligently. Id. at 493, 563 S.E.2d at 348, The record must establish the defendant knows
what he is doing and his choice is made with eyes open. Faretta 422 U.S. at 835, Thus, “[t]he
ultimate test of whether a defendant has made a knowing and intelligent waiver of the right to
counsel is not the [circuit court’s] advice, but the defendant’s understanding.” McLauren, 349
S.C. at 493, 563 S.E.2d at 348. “In the absence of a specific inquiry by the [circuit court]
addressing the disadvantages of a pro se defense as required by the second Faretta prong, the
appellate court will look to the record to determine whether [a defendant] had sufficient
background or was apprised of his rights be some other source.” Id. at 494, 563 S.E.2d at 349.
South Carolina courts consider the following series of factors “in determining if [a
defendant] had sufficient background to understand the disadvantages of self-representation™:
(1) the [defendant’s] age, educational background, and physical and mental
health; (2) whether the [defendant] was previously involved in criminal trials; (3)
whether he knew of the nature of the charge and of the possible penalties; (4)
whether he was represented by counsel before trial or whether an aftorney
indicated to him the difficulty of self-representation in his particular case; (5)
whether he was attempting to delay or manipulate the proceedings; (6} whether

the court appointed stand-by counsel; (7) whether the accused knew he would be
required to comply with the rules of procedure at trial; (8) whether he knew of
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legal challenges he could raise in defense to the charges against him; (9) whether

the exchange between the [defendant] and the court consisted merely of pro forma

answers to pro forma questions; and (10) whether the [defendant’s] waiver

resulted form either coercion or mistreatment.
State v. Cash, 309 S.C. 40, 42-43, 419 S.E.2d 81, 813 (Ct. App. 1992).

Petitioner never received his GED. App. 937 1. 12 — 13. At the time of trial, he was
forty-six years old. App. 938 1. 15 — 18. His prior conviction was a plea, not a trial. App. 938
1. 18 — 22. One of the only conversations regarding the nature of the offense was a pro forma
discussion between Petitioner and counsel for the state at the PCR evidentiary hearing. App. 939
1. 16 — 940 1. 6. None of Petitioner’s attorneys testified that they advised him of the possible
penalties.  Additionally, outside of Counsel McKnight’s quip about “a fool for a client,” no
formal discussions occurred about the difficulty of self-representation in this particular case
occurred. Petitioner outright testified that his actions were not done to delay or manipulate the
proceedings. App. 923 1. 6 — 9. The state never presented any evidence to the contrary.
Petitioner asserted justifiable reasons for being frustrated with some of his attorneys, as
mentioned. No stand-by counsel was provided, either.

Critically, Petitioner was never told that he would have to comply with the rules of
procedure. Given the opportunity to cross-examine Petitioner on this factor, the state elected to
skip it. As to factor 8, Counsel Barr testified that he never spoke about applicable defenses with
Petitioner. App. 956 1. 8 — 15. As to factor nine, there were no meaningful conversations
between Petitioner and the court. Regarding the final factor, Petitioner felt forced to represent
himself. App. 89711. 8 —11.

None of Petitioner’s attorneys adequately advised him in accordance with Faretta.

Furthermore, he was never warned by a circuit court judge, either. The Cash factors are not
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satisfied, and Petitioner did not waive his right based on his conduct. The PCR court erred in

denying relief.

2. The PCR court erred in denying relief, where Petitioner was shackled during
the entirety of his trial, where he represented himself, where his movement was impeded
such that the jury was aware of the shackles, where Petitioner was not a danger, and where
no special hearing was held on this matter.

Relevant facts

The assistant solicitor could not recall the extent of Petitioner’s shackles, based on her
testimony at the PCR evidentiary hearing. App. 1009. She suggested he might have had leg
restraints on, “consistent with ... security precautions.” App. 1009 11. 14 —25. She did not recall
seeing them, however. Id. She did not believe that she would have requested any particular
restraints based on Petitioner’s behavior. App. 167 lI. 1 — 15. She clarified that there was never
a hearing to determine if Petitioner was a risk to courtroom safety or decorum. App. 10101. 16 —
1011. She repeatedly asserted that the shackles were not visible in the courtroom. App. 1010 1.
16 — 1011 1. 20; App. 1021 11. 9 —22.

Nonetheless, Petitioner moved around the courtroom as his trial while representing
himself and questioning witnesses. App. 1011 1. 21 — 1012 1. 4. When asked if the shackles had
visible restrictions on him, the assistant solicitor responded “[w]ell, if it served a purpose, it

”»

would have [had some visible restriction on him], obviously, if it served [its] purpose.” App.
1012 1l. 8 — 14. The assistant solicitor did not recall if there were any curative instructions

provided by the trial judge to disregard any shackling. App. 1012 11. 15 —23.
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Contrary to the assistant solicitor’s testimony, Petitioner outlined the extent of the
shackles he was subject to at his trial:

There were two leg shackles that would get stuck periodically throughout the trial

where the officer had to pull up my pants to unlock the shackles, which - - along

with the chest and back shock device, this remote-controlled chest and back shock
device.

App. 92011. 10-17.

Petitioner testified that the metal leg shackles ran from his ankles up to his calves. App.
921 11, 1 — 6. Although the assistant solicitor contended that they were not visible, Petitioner
noted that they could be heard as he walked and that they hindered his movement. App. 92111. 7
—~ 11. Addressing a point not mentioned by the assistant solicitor, Petitioner noted that the jury
observed the shackles when the courtroom officer would have to pull up Petitioner’s pants in the
courtroom to unstick the shackles. App. 921 11. 12 -15,
Discussion

“Whether a defendant is restrained during trial is within the trial judge's discretion. The trial
judge is to balance the prejudicial effect of shackling with the considerations of courtroom decorum
and security.” State v. Tucker, 320 S.C. 206, 209, 464 S.E.2d 105, 107 (1995). In [llinois v. Allen,
397 U.S. 337 (1970), the United States Supreme Court examined the right of a criminal defendant to
be present throughout his trial. The Court recognized the need to balance the defendant’s right to be
present with the need to maintain dignity, order and decorum in the courtrooms. Id. at 343-344.
Although the Court recognized that in some situations, binding and gagging a defendant may be the
fairest and most reasonable way to handle some disruptive defendants, the Court explained “even to
contemplate such a technique, much less see it, arouses a feeling that no person should be tried
while shackled and gagged except as a last resort.” Id. at 344. The Court explained that the sight of

the shackles and gags would likely have a significant effect on the jury’s feelings about the
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defendant and the use of the restraints represented “an affront to the very dignity and decorum of
judicial proceedings.” Id. Further, a defendant’s ability to communicate with counsel is greatly
reduced when a defendant is restrained. Id.

In State v. Tucker, 320 S.C. 206, 209, 464 S.E.2d 105, 107 (1995), a capital direct appeal,

the appellant argued that his shackling throughout his trial violated his due process and equal
protection rights and prejudiced him in both the guilt and sentencing phases. This Court noted
that “[w]hether a defendant is restrained during trial is within the trial judge's discretion. The
trial judge is to balance the prejudicial effect of shackling with the considerations of courtroom
decorum and security.” 320 S.C. at 209, 464 S.E.2d at 107 (citing [llinois v. Allen, 397 U.S. 337
(1970)). The Court aptly noted that “[t]he trial judge is the best equipped to decide the extent to
which security measures should be adopted to prevent disruption of the trial, harm to those in the
courtroom, escape of the accused, and prevention of other crimes.” Id. Tucker had two previous
convictions for escape and at least one conviction for attempted escape. Id. He had also fled the
State following and resisted his arrest, assaulting the officers. Id. Additionally, the trial judge
insured that Tucker’s shackles were not visible to the jury and provided a curative instruction to
the jury to explain Tucker’s failure to stand when the judge entered and exited the courtroom.
Id. Thus, this Court found: “Balancing the effect of the restraints and the need for security, the
trial judge did not err in restraining appellant based upon appellant’s prior history of escapes and
his resistance to arrest.” Id. at 209-10, 464 S.E.2d at 107.

In Humbert v. State, 345 S.C. 332, 548 S.E.2d 862 (2001), the issue before this Court was

whether trial counsel was deficient in permitting the defendant to proceed to trial in the prison
jumpsuit. Though Humbert was also shackled and wearing a prison identification bracelet during

his trial, only the jumpsuit issue was preserved for appellate review. 345 S.C. at 337, 548 S E.2d at
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865. The Court determined that there was evidence to support the PCR court’s finding that trial
counsel was deficient in allowing the defendant to proceed to trial dressed in prison clothing. Id.
The Court explained “it [is] generally improper for a defendant to appear for a jury trial dressed in
readily identifiable prison clothing.” Id. In a footnote, the Court explained that a defendant’s
appearance at trial dressed in jail clothing is not automatically reversible error because there may be
situations where counsel determines the jail attire benefits the defense as a matter of trial strategy.
Id. at 338 n.4, 548 S.E.2d at 865 n.4. The Court went on to hold that there was evidence to support
the PCR court’s finding that Humbert was not prejudiced by trial counsel’s deficient performance
concerning the prison clothing based upon the “overwhelming evidence” against him. Id. at 338,
548 S.E.2d at 865-866.

More recently, in Deck v. Missouri, 544 U.S. 622, 626 (2005), the United States Supreme

Court explained “the law has long forbidden the routine use of visible shackles during the guilt
phase” of a criminal trial. Rather, the law “permits a State to shackle a criminal defendant only in
the presence of a special need.” 544 U.S. at 626 (emphasis added).

In Deck, the state claimed the Missouri Supreme Court's decision met the Constitution's
requirements regarding the shackling of a defendant during trial because the Missouri Supreme
Court properly found (1) the record lacked evidence that the jury saw the defendant’s restraints,
(2) the trial court acted within its discretion, and (3) the defendant suffered no prejudice. Id. at
634. The Supreme Court disagreed, noting the record (1) indicated the jury was aware of the
defendant's shackles and (2) contained no formal or informal findings. Id. The Supreme Court
further indicated Missouri's argument failed to take into account the Court's statement

in Holbrook v. Flynn that shackling is “inherently prejudicial.” Id. at 635, 125 S.Ct. 2007

(quoting Holbrook v. Flynn, 475 U.S. 560, 568, 106 S.Ct. 1340, 89 L.Ed.2d 525 (1986)).
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The Court noted the long history of cases which have held that it is only in “extreme and
exceptional cases, where the safe custody of the prisoner and the peace of the tribunal” imperatively
demand them that restraints will be tolerated. Id. at 626-27.

The Deck Court explained that “a basic element of the ‘due process of law’ protected by . . .
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution prohibit[s] the use of physical restraints
visible to the jury absent a trial court determination . . . that [the restraints] are justified by a state
interest specific to a particular trial.” 544 U.S. at 629. The purpose of this prohibition is to give
effect to three fundamental legal principles. First, the criminal justice system presumes a defendant
is innocent until proven guilty. Id. “Visible shackling undermines the presumption of innocence
and the related fairness of the factfinding process.” Id. Second, physical restraints may interfere
with a defendant’s ability to communicate with his counsel and participate in his own defense. Id.
at 631. Third, the use of shackles undermines the dignity and decorum of judicial proceedings,
“which includes the respectful treatment of defendants, reflects the importance of the matter at
issue, guilt or innocence, and the gravity with which Americans consider any deprivation of an
individual’s liberty through criminal punishment.” Id. Thus, the Deck Court held: “[T]he Fifth
and Fourteenth Amendments prohibit the use of physical restraints visible to the jury absent a
trial court determination, in the exercise of its discretion, that they are justified by a state interest
specific to a particular trial. Such a determination may of course take into account the factors that
courts have traditionally relied on in gauging potential security problems and the risk of escape
at trial.” Id.

As mentioned in Issue 1, supra, Petitioner had a single non-violent conviction from over
a decade prior. There was no evidence in the record regarding attempted escapes; Petitioner

testified accordingly. App. 920 11. 18 — 20.
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Like in Deck, the record contains no formal or informal findings of fact to indicate the
trial court exercised its discretion in shackling Petitioner. There were no concerns of courtroom
decorum or security raised, as the only mention of courtroom security was the assertion that this
was done in accordance with security precautions. App. 1009 1. 18.

The PCR court’s order denying relief as to this issue found the assistant solicitor’s
testimony credible but did not speak to Petitioner’s credibility. App. 1088. His testimony,
therefore, that the shackles were visible at times when they got stuck and that they could be
hea}d as he walked around, refutes the PCR court’s conclusion that Petitioner’s constitutional
rights were not violated.

There is a high likelihood, a substantial probability, that the jury was aware of the
shackles. Visibility aside, the knowledge was sufficient to prejudice Petitioner. The visibility
determination seemingly hinges on whether the jury would have been reminded, aware, or
considering the shackling throughout trial. Petitioner testified that on multiple occasions, the
shackles got stuck on his pants and had to be unstuck by an officer in the courtroom. This is not
an instance of briefcases being placed in front of counsel’s table to hide a defendant’s leg
shackles.

Petitioner represented himself. He questioned witnesses, made motions, and lodged
objections. He moved about the courtroom. Based on his testimony that was not found to be
incredible, the shackle movement would have been audible. The assistant solicitor’s testimony
that the shackles were not visible did not mean that the jury was entirely unaware of their
presence. Without counsel, Petitioner was unaware of Deck and its progeny. The assistant

solicitor did not request a hearing on the matter, and Petitioner proceeded through his entire trial
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shackled. Every time he shuffled throughout the courtroom, the jury was reminded of his status
as a criminal defendant and the negative connotations associated with chains and restraints.

The assistant solicitor’s testimony that the shackles would have had visible restrictions on
Petitioner’s movement reinforces the notion that the shackles were visible. Practically speaking,
if a restraining device entailed two handcuff-like loops connected with a metal chain, the metal
chain would have to be visible between Petitioner’s ankles. Although Petitioner was wearing a
suit, there is no material between the ankles that would have obstructed the view of the metal
shackling chain connecting the two ankle cuffs. As a result, contrary to the assistant solicitor’s'
testimony, admittedly found credible by the PCR court, the shackles had to have been visible.

Petitioner moved around the courtroom as his trial while representing himself and
questioning witnesses. App. 1011 1. 21 — 1012 1. 4. When asked if the shackles had visible
restrictions on him, the assistant solicitor responded “[w]ell, if it served a purpose, it would have
[had some visible restriction on him], obviously, if it served [its] purpose.” App. 1012 1L 8 — 14,

Petitioner should not have been shackled, and the PCR court erred in denying relief on

this issue.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court reverse the PCR

court and remand for a new trial.

Tajtor' D Gilliam
Appellate Defender

ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONER

This 18th day of August, 2021.
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