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243(c) EXPLANATION




’

Pursuant to 243(c), SCACR, the appellant would liKe Cu ohuw diito

this Court that he never had, " one bite at the apple." See vdow

V. State, 523 S.E.2d 753 (8 C 199Y); Gamble v. State, 379 b.E.2d

118, 119 (1989). In a postconviction crelief proceeding, the
applicant opears the bucden of establishing that he 1s entitle to

celief. Suber v. State 640 S.E.2d 884 (S.C. 2007). The appellant

wanted not go forward with the issues tnat, he nad falsed.
Because most of the issueécthat he ralsed, he ouynt to and they
amount to ineffective assistance of counsel. Appx p. 652, lines
17-20. and on line 24-25 the appellant corrected and sald, tney
not amount to a constitutional violation ©of ineffective
assistance of trial counsel. The Appellant weat on on said, "And
I would like that 1 be _5gan;éca new neacing.because tne 1issues
don't-I can't even go foreward, Your Honocr because it you look
them to ---The last paragraph appellant explains: A3 fac a3
him,you know, altering it to where it dida't amount to
ineffective assistance 6f counsel. I woula ceyuest tnal the Cgu:t‘
at least grant me a new PCR hearinyg and new counsel to cepresent
me because Laud vecsus States, oKay, 1'll cead as fac as
counsel-counsel chanye and alter all wy—- counsel cnanged and
altered. Altecing amoﬁuteu to a violation of the code OL conduct
and violates 17-27-90, causinyg the unsuccessful petition. causiuy
counsel-because counsel failed to properly ralse Lhe 1lssueS. AppX

p. 653,. lines 19-25. = The continuinyg complaint about counsel as



the court issuea an Oraer of Withdrawal. "An Ucdec ol Withacawal
was made and the Honorable Jackson v. Greyory siyned the OUraer.
About seven wmonths later a heariny st-conoucteo at beaufoct
County Courthouse. The Plaintiff Bowman said, LThats why I waatea
my otﬁer issues and claims raised and I woula ask, the Court that
you yrant me a new PCR neaciay .ado“mewc@@uﬁsélwwméﬁe&szlgdn have
thew properly raised. The Court denied nis reguest. BoLi UL Tie
orders are defective, the order of witndrawal does not address
what happened in court and the Urder ovr Dismissal does uot state
a finding of fact or conclusion of j;aw. On December 10, 2003
applicant filed a second post couv1ctiog applicativn, and ou
Janﬁary 20, 2005 a heariny was held before the honorable deadca
jefferson, presiding, she found the petltlold wds Witlusly aud
successive and it did not meet the standacrd Locr new discoverea
evidernce. Order p. 7 of 15.

The Applicant rnas not fHad oOne bite at cthe apple, and 1in nis
present pro-se petition he allegyes:

1. 1Ineffective assistance of counsel for nis failuce to rile
motion or object to the Great Seal not being affixed to 1luyvo, act
317, which applicaat was sSellenced uaaecl; 2. iuetfaut1v:
assistance of counsel for his failure to object or filed wotiou
on the facf the court did not charye criwminal intent tu the jucly
which is an' element of murder, 3. Ineftfective assistance of

counsel for not oObjecting or file motions thal The judye ula uot



askea tne defendant 1f he nad aunythinyg o say beLore nNe passcu

sentencede.

ne couct dismissed these allegation and dn appeal wds Llled
which brings me to tnis motion for an explanation pursuant tou

cule 243(c).

In the Ocder of Dismissal the court never culed on ail nis
issues and never stated the pnhase "ALL THE ISEUES" . -

The PCR court is reyuiced Lo wake specific finding OL LacCt, aid
state express;y‘its cohclusioﬁ of law, celating td eacn 1lssue
presented S.C. Code §17-27-80 (1970). Tne Attufuey Geiefal dack
authority to demand review of a Jackson v. Denno, neacing dftefA
tne Applicant withdraw nis claims, but applicant reyuest a lew
counsel ana tné Iact he wailted hils 1Ssues cCalsed but the Juaye
refused and cefused "oOne bite a the apple.” la a wolluu Lol
9(e), SCRCP, the second paraycaph Nhe ientlionea the Order cefuse
to address all the 1ssues calsed, ano> wltn that 1ua  wlie,

applicant now raises three 1ssues: Ineffectlve asslstauce oL

v
'

counsel for failure to object ocr file motiuns vin CLne L[act Cthe

court did not charye criminal intent to the Jjucy which 1s au

element of murder, and ineffective assilstauce 0L Couusel Iur uol
objecting or file wotion that the Judge dia not askeu tne

defendant 1L he had anythling to say before e passeld osuleiuleUy

I .



ana ineffective assistance oI counsel fuc nls Lailure to Iile
motion or object to'tne Great Seal of the State not belny alllXed
to the 1996 ~ct 317, which applicant was sentenced uider. It a
wolaer why the Juuye did 00T wall tu Appolil uew Ccolusel Decause
he would nave seen tChe reversible eccor the judye wade and Che

appellate couunsel wouldu have had Lo aducressed Lhese losSuws.s
CUNCLUSIUN

WHEREFORE, applicant prays this courtc woula nlam  a post
conviction nheacinge. '
bated

June 15, 2021

Macrcus BOwiwan Jce.



