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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed Joshua Steven Beckley's guilty plea to possession of
methamphetamine, holding that the trial court's failure to advise him of the right to compel witnesses
at the plea hearing did not render the plea involuntary or unintelligent. The court reversed and
remanded for resentencing because the trial court abused its discretion by denying a continuance to
obtain a psychological evaluation relevant to mitigation, particularly in light of the court's reliance on
Beckley's sexual proclivities in imposing sentence.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Beckley was entitled to withdraw his guilty plea because the court did not advise him at the
change-of-plea hearing of his right to compel witnesses.

2. Whether the circuit court abused its discretion and violated Beckley's statutory right to present
mitigating information by denying a continuance to obtain a psychological evaluation before sentencing.

HOLDINGS

1. Failure to advise a defendant of the right to compulsory process does not automatically invalidate a
guilty plea when the record, considered under the totality of the circumstances, establishes that the plea
was knowing and voluntary. Because Beckley had counsel, had been advised of the right twice
previously, had entered a plea agreement, and had actually subpoenaed a witness for sentencing, his plea
was knowing and voluntary.

2. The circuit court abused its discretion by denying Beckley's continuance request without properly
considering the relevant continuance factors, where the requested psychological evaluation concerned
the principal aggravating subject in the court's sentencing decision and could have supplied relevant
mitigating evidence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The right to offer the testimony of witnesses, and to compel their attendance, if necessary, is in plain terms
the right to present a defense, the right to present the defendant's version of the facts as well as the
prosecution's to the jury so it may decide where the truth lies.” (¶ 9)

“On this record, the trial court abused its discretion in denying the continuance to allow Beckley to obtain the
psychological evaluation to mitigate the evidence relating to his sexual misconduct.” (¶ 27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Beckley was arrested after incidents involving videotaping or photographing young women and was found with
methamphetamine and a methamphetamine pipe. He later pleaded guilty to possession of methamphetamine
under a plea agreement that dismissed or reduced other charges. At sentencing, he sought to call mitigation
witnesses and obtain a psychological evaluation concerning his mental state and sexual proclivities, but the
circuit court denied those requests and imposed an eight-year sentence.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Beckley was charged with several offenses and entered a plea agreement under which he pleaded guilty to
possession of methamphetamine. The circuit court accepted the plea, denied his requests at sentencing to present
mitigation witnesses and obtain a psychological evaluation, and sentenced him to eight years in the state
penitentiary. The Supreme Court of South Dakota affirmed the guilty-plea ruling but reversed and remanded for
resentencing.



DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for resentencing after Beckley is provided an opportunity to obtain a psychological evaluation and
present relevant mitigating evidence.
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