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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FACTS

Def endant Sl awson was charged with four counts of first degree
nmur der and one count of killing an unborn child by injuring the
not her in the deaths of Peggy WIIlians Wod, Gerald Wod, Jennifer
Wod, and d endon Wood (R 1/17-19).! Slawson pled not guilty but
was ultimately convicted as charged. Follow ng the penalty phase
of the trial, a jury recomended that the court inpose four
sentences of death (DA-R 2144-47). The judge followed the jury’s
recommendation, finding prior violent felony convictions for each
mur der based on the cont enporaneous killings and, as to the nurder
of Peggy Wod, finding the aggravating circunstance of heinous,
atrocious or cruel (DA-R 2157-60). In mtigation, thetrial court
found no significant history of crimnal activity, substantial
i mpai rment of the capacity to conform conduct to the requirenents
of law, and nurders conm tted under the influence of extrene nental
or enotional disturbance; as well as nonstatutory mtigation of
abuse as a child and the ability to act kindly and be friendly (DA-
R 2160-61). Additional facts are recited in this Court’s opinion

affirmng Slawson’ s judgnent and sentences, Sl awson v. State, 619

So. 2d 255, 256-257 (Fla.), cert. denied, 512 U.S. 1246 (1994).

!Ref erences to the record on appeal in this case will be designated
by the letter “R" followed by the applicable vol une/ page nunber;
references to the supplenmental record will be designated as “SKR’
foll owed by the applicable vol une/ page nunber; references to the
record on appeal in Sl awson’s direct appeal fromhis judgnments and
sentences, Florida Suprene Court Case No. 75,960, wll be
designated as “DA-R’ foll owed by the applicabl e page nunber.
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On Novenber 1, 1996, Slawson filed an unsworn anended notion
for postconviction relief pursuant to Florida Rule of Crimna
Procedure 3.850, alleging, anmong other things, that he was
i nconpetent to proceed (R 1/184-327). Following a hearing

pursuant to Huff v. State, 622 So. 2d 982, 983 (Fla. 1993), the

trial court sunmarily denied the notion (R 11/368-370; I111/35-56).
A Notice of Appeal was filed, briefs were submtted, and oral
argunment was schedul ed for Septenber 1, 1998. However, Sl awson
filed a pro se Motion for Wthdrawal and Term nati on of Appeal and,
on August 28, 1998, this Court renmanded the matter to the trial
court to conduct a hearing on the notion (SR 1/5).

On Septenmber 28, 1998, the trial court held a hearing on
Sl awson’s nmotion. The court conducted an extensive Faretta-type?
inquiry, and thereafter entered an Oder finding Slawson was
freely, intelligently and voluntarily waiving his right to counsel
and granting the pro se notion. On Decenber 17, 1998, this Court
agai n remanded the case, directing that a psychol ogi cal eval uation
be conducted. Pursuant to this remand, the trial court appointed
Dr. Mchael S. Maher and Dr. Sidney Merin to evaluate Sl awson’s
conpetency to proceed pro se with any postconviction proceedings.
Both Dr. Maher and Dr. Merin had exam ned Slawson prior to his
trial, and both had testified at his trial in his behalf.

Bot h doctors submtted witten reports (SR 11/135-138, 139-

’See, Faretta v. California, 422 U S. 806 (1975).
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144). Dr. Maher’s report concluded that Sl awson was not conpetent
to proceed pro se with any postconviction proceedings (SR 11/135).
Dr. Merin's report concluded that Slawson was in fact conpetent to
proceed with his pro se postconviction pleadings (SR 11/139-144).
Dr. Merin's report, unlike Dr. Mher’'s, noted that Slawson was
presently attenpting to vacate any appeal s and expl ores t he reasons
stated by Slawson for taking such action (SR 11/139-144). After
receiving these reports, Judge Allen appointed a third nental
heal th expert, Dr. Walter Afield, to exam ne Slawson (SR 11/130).
Dr. Afield concluded that Sl awson was “perfectly conpetent in every
regard” to proceed with any postconviction proceedings (SR
| 1 /146).

Judge Al |l en conducted anot her hearing on March 12, 1999 (SR
11/148). The State and M. Slawson stipulated to the findings of
the doctors’ reports, and based on these reports the judge found
Sl awson to be conpetent to waive his right to counsel and w thdraw
his appeal (SR 11/151). This Court accepted supplenental briefs
and held oral argunent on April 3, 2000. Thereafter, this Court
remanded for additional proceedings, including an evidentiary
heari ng on Slawson’s conpetency. Upon Judge Allen’s death, the
case was transferred to Judge Rex Barbas, and evidentiary hearings
were held on August 15, 2000, August 31, 2000, and Cctober 19,
2000.

Al three experts that testified below ultimtely concl uded



that Sl awson is conpetent to waive his postconviction rights. Dr.
Afield, a psychiatrist, testified at the August 15 hearing (SR
IV/6). Dr. Afield conducted an eval uation of Slawson on March 3,
1999, at the Orient Road (Hi Il sborough County) Jail (SR 1V/9). He
t ook a personal history and conducted a nental status exam nation,
concluding that Slawson was psychiatrically conpetent with no
ment al di sease or defect, psychosis or delusions (SR [V/10-11).
He noted that Sl awson understood why he was on death row and was
aware of the consequences of his sentence, the nature of his
conviction, and the current posture of his case (SR 1V/11).
Sl awson al so recogni zed that he was entitled to the appoi nt nent of
counsel and that, by firing his attorneys, the responsibility for
any further litigation would fall exclusively to him (SR 1V/ 11-
12). After drafting his witten report, Dr. Afield reviewed the
reports of Dr. Merin and Dr. WMher, but their reports did not
change his opinion in any way (SR 1V/13-14).

Dr. Afield acknow edged that a rational and factua
appreciation of the legal proceedings is “absolutely” a criteria
for conpetency, but felt that Slawson net this requirement (SR
IV/29). As a physician, Afield finds all suicide abhorrent, but he
bel i eves that sone people may rationally determne that it is the
best course for them even if he doesn’'t agree with it, they are
conpetent to make that decision (SR 1V/20-22). He did not think

Sl awson coul d represent hinmself well, and he explained to Slawson



that Afield believed Slawson was meking a mistake, but Afield
recogni zes that conpetent people have the privilege and
responsibility torun life the way they want (SR 1V/ 18, 21, 29).
According to Afield, Slawson wants to be executed because his life
on death row is mserable; there is no real exercise or
intermngling with other people (SR 1V/32-33). Afield indicated
that it was simlar to an individual that had been diagnosed with
a termnal illness but refusing treatnent, or someone refusing
treat ment whi ch could save themdue to their religious beliefs (SR
| V/49-50). Afield found Slawson to be a very bright, very capable
man, Wi th no psychosis or even psychiatric depression (SR 1V/ 37,
42, 48).

Dr. Merin alsotestified at the August 15 hearing (SR [V/51).
Merin is a psychol ogi st specializing in clinical and
neur opsychol ogy (SR 1V/52). He observed Sl awson on February 17,
1999, and took a personal history, conducted a nental status
exam nation, and used a “conpetency eval uation instrument,” which
was admitted into evidence (SR [V/55, 108). Thi s instrunment
i nvol ved consi deration of fourteen points, basically honed down to
the six criteria with regard to conpetency to proceed with trial,
and additional considerations about conpetency at the tine of the
of fense (SR 1V/106-107).

Dr. Merin concluded that Slawson is conpetent to nake the

decision to fire his attorney and represent hinmself (SR 1V/55).



He found that Sl awson was oriented as to tine and pl ace, under st ood
why he was on death row and the consequences of what he was facing
if no further legal action was taken in his case, knew the nature
of his conviction, the current posture of his case, and that he was
entitled to the appoi ntnent of counsel (SR 1V/55-56). According
to Merin, there was no evi dence that Sl awson was suffering fromany
ment al di sease or defect (SR 1V/56).

Merin was aware of Dr. Maher’s report characterizing Sl awson’s
paranoid personality as a delusional disorder, but opined this
shoul d instead have been diagnosed as a personality disorder, a
character flaw (SR 1V/63-64). Merin noted that someone suffering
froma paranoi d del usi onal disorder woul d exhibit bizarre thoughts
and illogical thinking in their actions, but there was no evidence
of this fromSlawson (SR 1V/65-66). According to Merin, Dr. Maher
did not identify any bizarre thinking patterns, as Maher’s coments
about Sl awson expressing scenarios that did not fit the facts of
the case was not at all uncommon (SR [1V/66). Such thinking is
usually the result of denial rather than psychosis (SR [1V/66).

Merin found that Slawson had a personality disorder wth
borderline personality characteristics, wth sonme narcism and
par anoi dal el enments, but it did not rise to the | evel of psychosis
(SR 1V/67). Merin observed that the psychol ogi cal testing Sl awson
had in the Navy indicated a verbal 1Q of 122; Merin s own

psychol ogi cal testing corroborated that, finding an IQin the 120s,



maybe 124 (SR 1V/68). The average college student has an 1Q of
115 (SR 1V/68). Thus, Slawson is very bright and there is no
evi dence of recent intellectual deterioration (SR 1V/68-69).

Merin believed that Sl awson internally knows what he did, even
if he does not overtly admit his guilt (SR [1V73, 89). Merin
stated that Slawson has conme to ternms with his own death and is
willing to accept it now and get on with it (SR 1V/73). Merin
also clarified that the coment about dysthymia in his report was
not a diagnosis of major depression, but just an observation that
Sl awson’ s condition is |ike dysthym a, which is natural for sonmeone
on death row (SR 1V/84). Merin attributed Slawson’s current
conpl ai nts about his postconviction attorneys to CCRC providing an
“easy target” for Slawson’s frustrations and opined that, “deep
down,” Sl awson knows that even if CCRC did its job well there is
little prospect for success in his appeals (SR 1V/89-92).

Dr. Maher, a psychiatrist, initially testified on Septenber
13, 2000 (SR 1Vv/122). Dr. Maher saw Sl awson on February 9, 1999,
pursuant to a court order to evaluate Slawson for conpetency to
proceed pro se with any postconviction proceedings (SR [|V/ 125-
127) . He conducted a nental status exam nation, interview ng
Sl awson for about an hour and a half, and also spoke to tria
defense attorney Craig Alldredge and postconviction defense
attorney Chris DeBock (SR 1V/126). Maher agreed with the other

experts that Slawson was oriented to time and place, and that he



under st ood why he was on death row, the nature and consequences of
hi s convictions and sentence, the current posture of his case, and
his right to counsel (SR 1V/127-128). However, he initially
concl uded that Sl awson was not conpetent to proceed pro se because
he believed that Slawson had a paranoid personality with fixed
delusions with regard to legal issues relating to his case (SR
| V/129). According to Maher, Slawson had an involuntary and
irrational belief that any and all attorneys appointed to represent
himwould in fact work contrary to his interests, directed instead
by unknown and unseen powerful forces behind the scenes (SR
| V/ 129-130).

Dr. Maher was unabl e to identify any behavi oral manifestations
of Slawson’s disorder, such as irrational or illogical episodes
(SR 1V/131). He described Slawson’s 1Q as being normal to
slightly above normal (SR 1V/134). He agreed that Slawson was
socially appropriate and appeared rational, but felt that his
behavior with regard to his case was irrational (SR 1V/135-136).
Maher felt that the |ack of evidence to support Sl awson’s factual
recitations about his case, such as details about a gun Sl awson
cl ai med was used by officers during his interrogation, denonstrated
that Sl awson’s beliefs were irrational and del usional (SR 1V/137-
138).

Maher was aware that Drs. Afield and Merin had exam ned

Sl awson, but he did not know that they had concl uded that Slawson



was conpetent (SR 1V/138). Mher agreed, hypothetically, that he
would likely find Slawson conpetent if Slawson agreed to be
represented by counsel (SR 1V/138). He felt that, even given
substanti al di sagreenents between Sl awson and any attorney about
the I egal case, if Slawson were willing to accept counsel and nade
a good faith effort to deal with them Slawson would be conpetent
to participate in postconviction proceedings (SR 1V/138-139). He
believed that sonme of the mechani sm of inconpetence in this case
could be attributed to the psychol ogi cal defense of denial (SR
| V/ 140- 141) .

Maher had asked Sl awson about his experience in prison, and
Sl awson had indicated there had been one or two minor incidents
resulting in disciplinary reports, but Maher had not reviewed any
Department of Corrections records (SR 1V/131-134, 142-143). He
acknowl edged that the information that Slawson had sone rule
violations had at least a mnor inmpact on his conclusion (SR
| V/ 142-145). He noted that his usual practice would include a
review of nedical and psychol ogical records froma facility, but
that he had not had the opportunity to conduct such a review in
this case (SR 1V/146-147). At this point, Assistant CCRC Mark
G uber requested that DOC records be obtained and provided to Dr.
Maher, and the judge agreed that Maher shoul d have the opportunity
to see the records since he indicated that they would have sone

significance to his conclusion (SR 1V/147-150). The court would



order the disciplinary reports to be furnished directly to Mher,
but since any nedi cal or psychol ogical reports would not be public
records, he offered to review themin canera for relevance before
providing themto Maher (SR 1V/150). However, Sl awson agreed to
wai ve the confidentiality of all medical or psychol ogical records,
and Maher opined that Slawson was conpetent to nmake such a wai ver;
so the court directed that these records be provided to Maher as
well (SR 1V/151-152). The court also directed the State to
provi de the records to Drs. Afield and Merin as well, and to recall
these witnesses if their opinions changed in any fashion as a
result of reviewing the records (SR 1V/153).

The hearing resuned on Cctober 19, 2000 (SR 1V/160). Dr .
Maher reported that he had reviewed all of the DOC records and
reports, and had also re-interviewed Slawson (SR [1V/164). As a
result, Maher changed his opinion and now believes that, despite
havi ng conti nuing nental health problens, Slawson is conpetent to
proceed pro se (SR 1V/164). Maher explained that, based on his
under st andi ng of the case, he woul d have expected to find at | east
some mnimal or subtle indication in Slawson’s records supporting
hi s conclusion of inconpetency, but a very careful review of al
the records reveal ed nothing to support his opinion (SR 1V/165).
This surprised him and led him to change his conclusion (SR
| V/ 166) . The disciplinary reports which he had been concerned

about previously turned out to be entirely nundane, show ng only
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typical, mnor conflicts between Slawson and the correctional
officers (SR 1V/166). Although Sl awson’s refusals to participate
i n medi cal evaluations or treatnment presented sone initial concern,
Maher conducted an “excruciating careful review and determ ned
that the refusals were not based on any underlying del usional
beliefs; there was sufficient docunentation as to the reasons for
the refusals for Maher to exclude delusions as a basis for these
actions (SR 1V/167). Thus, al though Maher still believes that
Sl awson suffers fromsone nental illness or disorder, he no | onger
believes that the problemrises to the |Ievel of inconpetence (SR
| V/ 170) .

Following the conclusion of the testinony, Judge Barbas
entertai ned argunment fromthe parties (SR 1V/183). Assistant CCRC
G uber advised the court that there should be another Faretta
inquiry follow ng any finding of conpetency (SR [|V/186-190). The
j udge agreed that, should he find Sl awson conpetent, there woul d be
anot her hearing to conduct another Faretta i nquiry, in an abundance
of caution (SR 1V/190). The court agreed to permt Guber to
participate in that hearing as well and to submt proposed
guestions to be included in the inquiry (SR 1V/190).

Thereafter, the court entered an order finding Slawson
conpetent to waive his right to representation and to dismss his
pendi ng appeal (SR 111/172). Judge Barbas al so hel d an additi onal

heari ng, on Novenber 7, 2000, to determ ne whether Sl awson was
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maki ng a vol untary, know ng wai ver of his rights (SR VI). Slawson
testified that he is 46 years old, can read and wite with no
difficulty, and had el even years of high school, got his CGED, and
had a year and a half of college (SR VI/207). He was not under
the influence of drugs or alcohol and has never been treated for
mental illness (SR VI/207-208). He understood his right to have
an attorney appointed for free, and no one had threatened hi m not
to accept an attorney or told himnot to use one (SR VI/208). He
was asked if he understood that it was al nost always unwi se to
represent hinmself, and noted in reply that he believed it was
Benjamin Franklin who said “He who represents hinself has a fool
for a client” (SR WVI/208). Slawson was aware that he woul d not
get any speci al consideration for proceedi ng pro se, and under st ood
t he dangers and di sadvantages, including the |ack of resources,
involved in self-representation (SR VI/208-211). The judge
of fered to appoi nt stand-by counsel, but Slawson did not want that,
because he “already noved to withdraw and term nate ny appeals,
since nmy intent is to do nothing but wait to be executed” (SR
VI /211).

The court offered to give Slawson tinme to review rel evant
| egal docunents that had been filed, including the postconviction
notion, the State’ s response, and the appell ate briefs; but Sl awson
stated that these things were noot and he did not want to

reconsider his notion to dismss his appeal (SR VI/212-213). He
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stated that it would be a waste of tinme and serve no purpose to
revi ew t he docunents, because he had no intention of allow ng them
to go forward (SR VI/214). He did, however, maintain that he was
i nnocent and believed that he was not adequately represented at
trial and did not receive a fair trial (SR WVI/214). The judge
indicated that he felt some disconfort with Slawson’s claim of
i nnocence and repeatedly tried to convince Slawson that he was
making a mstake (SR VI/215, 218-220). Sl awson stated that he
woul d agree under nobst circunstances, but that his circunstances
were far fromordinary; he thought that even with the best |awers
representing him he was just too old to start over (SR VI/215-
216). The court inquired as to Slawson’s belief in an afterlife,
and Sl awson i ndi cated that he thought there was an afterlife to the
extent that energy can be altered but never destroyed, and that
life is a form of energy — but there was not necessarily a
conscious “lI amin Heaven” sort of thing (SR VI/216).

Assi stant CCRC Gruber wanted the court to ask Slawson about
what happened at trial, but the court was reluctant to ask Sl awson
if he had killed anyone (SR VI/217). Sl awson expressed
frustration, asking, “Wat part of, ‘yes, go ahead and execute ne,’
issodifficult to understand?” (SR VI/217). Sl awson was asked if
he renmenbered killing anyone, and he stated that he did not; he
recalled testifying but claimed that his testinony was coerced and

untrue (SR VI/218). He understood that if his allegations could
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be proven, he would be entitled to a new trial, but said he was
tired of fighting it (SR VI/218-22).

After considering Slawson’s testinony and hearing from the
attorneys, the court concluded that the Sixth Amendnment right to
representation necessarily i ncl uded a right to refuse
representation, and required the court to grant Sl awson’s request
to fire his attorneys (SR VI/227-228). The court found that
Slawson’s waiver of his right to counsel and to further
post convi cti on proceedi ngs was knowi ng and that, for circuit court
pur poses, CCRC was off the case (SR VI/227-228). This Court
directed that supplenmental briefs be filed, and the instant brief

is offered pursuant to that Order.
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SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

The trial court’s findings that Slawson is conpetent and has
voluntarily waived his rights to counsel and to further
post convi ction proceedi ngs are well supported in this record. The
extensive Faretta hearings and the reports and testinony of the
mental health experts provide anple support for the findings of
conpet ency and a knowi ng, voluntary waiver. Therefore, this Court

nmust di smss the instant appeal.
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WHETHER THE TRIAL COURT ERRED IN FINDING THAT
SLAWSON HAS COMPETENTLY, VOLUNTARILY WAIVED
HIS RIGHTS TO COUNSEL AND TO FURTHER
POSTCONVICTION PROCEEDINGS.

This appeal presents the question of Slawson’'s ability to
waive his right to counsel and to further postconviction
proceedi ngs. The trial court has repeatedly found that Slawson is
conpetent to waive his rights, and that his waiver is voluntary and
knowi ng. These findings are fully supported by the record
presented. Therefore, this Court nust affirmthe rulings bel ow and
grant Sl awson’s pro se notion to dism ss his pendi ng postconviction
appeal .

Since the court below made factual findings follow ng an
evidentiary hearing on the question of Slawson’s conpetency, the

standard of reviewin this appeal is whether there was substanti al,

conpet ent evi dence presented to support the findings. Provenzano

v. State, 761 So. 2d 1097, 1099 (Fla. 2000) (on review of finding
of conpetency for execution: “As long as the trial court’s findings
are supported by conpetent substantial evidence, ‘this Court wll
not substitute its judgnment for that of the trial court on
guestions of fact, |likewi se of the credibility of the witnesses as
well as the weight to be given to the evidence by the trial

court,’”” quoting Blanco v. State, 702 So. 2d 1250, 1252 (Fl a.
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1997)); see also, Mason v. State, 597 So. 2d 776, 779 (Fla. 1992)

(conpetent, substantial evidence supported trial court’s finding
t hat defendant was conpetent to stand trial). |In addition, this
Court reviews a trial court’s decision on the issue of self-

representation under an abuse of discretion standard. Holland v.

State, 25 Fla. L. Wekly S796 (Fla. Cctober 5, 2000).

In Castro v. State, 744 So. 2d 986 (Fla. 1999), this Court

permtted a death row inmate to dismss CCRC and his pending
postconviction notion on simlar facts. The only real distinctions
between Castro and the instant case are that (1) at |east once,
Castro <changed his mnd and wanted to proceed wth his
postconviction clainms, while Sl awson has been consistent about
wanting to waive his postconviction rights for a nunber of years;
and (2) Castro presented a conflict between experts on the i ssue of
Castro’s conpetence, whereas in this case, all of the experts to
have considered the question agree that Slawson is conpetent to
dism ss his attorneys and his pendi ng appel | ate action. Thus, the
instant case presents a stronger case for a waiver of
postconviction rights and Castro clearly requires this Court to
grant Slawson’s pro se notion to dism ss his pending appeal .

When Sl awson’s pro se notion was initially filed, this Court
remanded jurisdiction and on Septenber 28, 1998, Judge Allen
conducted an extensive Faretta-type inquiry, at which tinme Sl awson

unequi vocal |y asserted his desire to di scharge counsel and w t hdraw
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any further appeals (SR 11/83, 85, 93-94, 98-100, 115). Slawson
clearly acknowl edged his understanding of the existence of
avai | abl e appeal s and t he consequences of his decisionto termnate
his appeals (SR 11/89-94, 98-100, 102). He stated that he had not
been eval uated or treated by any nental health professionals since
prior to his trial, and had not been adm nistered any nedications
or drugs while incarcerated (SR 11/92, 101, 109-110). He had
received a CED equivalency and had about a year and a half of
college level business admnistration following an honorable
di scharge after two years in the Navy (SR [11/105-106).

Al t hough such an i nquiry has been sufficient in prior cases to
support a finding of a voluntary wai ver of postconviction appeal s

(as in Durocher v. Singletary, 623 So. 2d 482, 484 (Fla. 1993), and

Hanblen v. State, 527 So. 2d 800 (Fla. 1988)), this Court directed

that a nmental evaluation be conducted to further explore the
adequacy of Slawson’s waiver. Judge Allen then appointed two
experts, Dr. Merin and Dr. Maher, to evaluate Sl awson (SR 11/125-
129). Both of these wi tnesses had previously exam ned Sl awson, and
both testified as defense witnesses at trial (DA-R 874, 956).
When these experts reached different conclusions, the court
appointed a third expert, Dr. Afield (SR 11/130).

Dr. Merin and Dr. Afield both concluded that Slawson was
conpetent in well-reasoned reports (SR 11/139-144; 145-146). Dr.

Maher, however, felt that Slawson’s “capacity to understand who is
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working in his interest and who is working against his interest”
was inadequate due to a paranoid thinking pattern, that his
capacity to understand facts pertinent to the proceedings was
i nadequate, and that his capacity to testify relevantly was
impaired (SR 11/135-136). Therefore, Dr. Maher concluded that
Sl awson was not conpetent to proceed pro se with any postconviction
proceedi ngs (SR 11/135).

On appeal, this Court remanded for an evidentiary hearing on
t he question of conpetency, and all three of the reporting doctors
testified. When Dr. Maher suggested that his opinion mght be
inmpacted by a review of Slawson’s Departnment of Corrections
records, the court bel owcontinued the hearing in order to have the
records provided to all of the experts for further consideration of
Sl awson’ s conpetency. Thereafter, Dr. Mher changed his opinion
and determined that, in fact, Slawson was conpetent to waive his
rights to counsel and to further postconviction proceedi ngs. Thus,
no t esti nony suggesting that Sl awson was not conpetent was actual ly
presented to the court below, and the finding of conpetency is
supported by conpetent, substantial evidence.

The trial court’s finding of a voluntary waiver is also fully
supported by the record presented. To the extent that CCRC nay
argue that Slawson’s waiver is not valid because he continues to

assert his i nnocence, Sanchez-Velasco v. State, 702 So. 2d 224, 228

(Fla. 1997), cert. denied, 119 S. C. 42 (1998), defeats this
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assertion. In Sanchez-Velasco, this Court noted that any

contradiction between a defendant’s assertion that his attorneys
were not adequately representing himand his request to w thdraw
his appeal would not be sufficient in and of itself to reject a
finding of conpetency. 702 So. 2d at 227.

Clearly, Sl awson’ s pr esent att enpt to assert hi s
constitutional right to control his own destiny should not be

deni ed. Faretta; Durocher, 623 So. 2d at 484 (“Durocher

presents every indication that he is knowngly, intelligently, and
voluntarily waiving his right to collateral proceedi ngs through his
adamant refusal to allow CCRto represent him Regardl ess of our
feelings about what we mght do in a simlar situation, we cannot
deny Durocher his right to control his destiny to whatever extent

remai ns” [footnote omtted]); Traylor v. State, 596 So. 2d 957, 968

(Fla. 1992); Hanblen, 527 So. 2d at 804 (“in the final analysis,
all conpetent defendants have a right to control their own
destinies”).

Despite obvious and reasonable reluctance by all parties to
permt Slawson to exercise his right to waive counsel, this
constitutional right has never been prem sed on a requirenent that
conventional w sdom be satisfied. Therefore, any alleged | ack of
a conpelling or acceptable reason for the waiver does not justify

this Court’s interference with Sl awson's decision to end his

appeal s. See, Durocher, 623 So. 2d at 484; Lenhard v. WIff, 443
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U S. 1306, 1312-1313 (1979).

Based on this record, the trial court’s finding that Sl awson’s
wai ver is free, knowi ng, and voluntary is fully established. The
finding of conpetency is supported by conpetent, substantial
evi dence, and no abuse of discretion can be discerned in the
finding of a valid waiver. H's pro se notion nust be granted and

the instant postconviction appeal dism ssed.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing argunents and authorities, the trial
court’s finding of Slawson’s conpetent, voluntary waiver nust be

affirmed, and his postconviction appeal nust be dism ssed.
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