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The Supreme Courts clarh Patricia
k. Howards Prohibition of Ang Addi+onal
Court Fi\ian By Potitionar:
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)
“Facts’

Potitioner {n +his case matter Eric L. Spanq
\’LO.\',Q,b% Make +his Pro Se motion -Hnrouﬂ\ﬁ
his PR counsel Paul Andrew Anderson dnd
Wauld br'\ng to +his Honorable Courds Chfhnﬁan
Yoo 1Cc3\\0\;)'\m}3 fact).

PQA'\*'\OV\U/APPQHM% rocoived correSpondance
Lrom s PcR P(Horno_g Paul Andrew Ander

Sen dated Fobruary b, 9033, Alse; enclesed
Was an additional lotter From the South

cavolina Supreme Court clarh of Court
Parricia A. Howard dated U’anuarg 3|, 90373.

Tho clavk (Patricia A Howard) states in har leHer
Yoot tho courky I it deterwines that an adequate
axplination has net bean providad under
Rule Q43 L), SchcR, May docide o prohibit
Mr. Spanf frow ?1\'\(13 a post conviction relief
app\'\caﬁom habeas Corpud action or any othar
ac¥ion, Motrion or petition in the circuit

C ourX c‘na\\smg‘\ng The unc\u\ﬁ'\ng convictions...
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ev v and Sgnirancg,géincluding a motion undar

Rule 39 of thoe South carolina Rules of
Celminal Procadure) Without $irst ob+41nin3
Yo Parm'\SS'\oﬂ of this Codrt o do So.

Tf gou believe +hat there s Some redsons
Why Such a prohibition Should not be 3mPaSQ<J
on future Q‘\\'\n%S bg Mr Spann, in 4he Ciruid
court, Yhose roaSons Should bo provfclﬂcl+o

Mie courk witnia Twenty (30) 44‘55 of +he
date of +his |otter.

Tn the event you dotermine that you do not

have g 3003 fatth redson gs o ULHqs q Proh?bf_
tlon on Sfuture i?‘\\\nosg Should not ba '\mposd,

T Would recommend thar you advise. Yhis Coudt
by \otter of that fact) and that this latter advise
MY, %r\)a(\(\)%a\’ he ad "\’\QQH\'S (30) daﬂS +o
provide tals court Wih dany veason(s) he
May have as o u)hg ho Should not ba pro-
hibired Frow £iling a post- conviction ro\iet
application, habeas Cot pus action of any otmaft ..,

(3%6t9)



«eodction, Motion or petition in +he circuit
Courk c‘na\\mg'\n% Yo Unc\m\\i\ng convichons
and Sonteaces ('\nc\uc\'\n% a Metion Undar Rule
39 of +ne South Carolina Rules of Crimiandl
Procedure) withedt First oHa?nInﬂ the parmission
of s court Yo do So. The [otter Fliad Lt
s court Should \nclude a proof of Sarvice
Showing that a copy of the letter has bean
Seay 4o patitiener.

Vary |ru13 Jours,
Patricia A. Houward

Cct
szqn qur:’gc’m JamaSan, ES(LUI'('L

“Arqumaont g
The Pﬁ.’r'\%'\an.ar//%p;zl(an‘r h.o,m)oB contend the
clarl of Yhe South Carolina Suprene Court
lotter dated January 3l 3033, is void and
Therafore) Without day legal offoct oren
Loccoaent Pu(Suar\Jr Ya'‘Rarnas \I‘S‘\'Q‘.\‘Q_,)))(UZ)QQ,
0%, 3030) 432 S.c. 394, 959 S.E. 3d. Sbo.

W6 )




Ta Barnes Supra Yho South caroling Su-
preme Court Shatraes Vﬁ-rbdﬁ'imlﬂ:

“We falke dnis oPporJruniJrg +o ramind Hha
clorls of Courts of dheicr ministarial dcth
to dochet and file \eqal documents irrzspzck-
Wao of potantial procedural $laws +hat May
oxistMiller Vi State” 370 5.c. 99, 09, L59S.E,
2d. 443, 493 ( 300%) (“z+ is not Within Yhe clark of
Courts guthority to refuse +o porform herduly
based on her opiaien that q 5}'\\'\\’\3 \ ac ks \Q,ﬁa‘
Mor\t or 18 un%'\ma,\g.”

Unlo s Spg_c'\ﬁca\\a authorizad \33 Statuo or
o court Yule, a clerh of court May not

2XerciSe any :‘)uclicia\ powar rasaerved for
a SM\SL' Td. (“The clork caanck, Without 24X~
\aro_ssszc\ c onstitutional or Statutory aupﬂori%j
oxercise any hud'\c‘\c\\ functions?) This Vncludes
Yo pro\'\\‘o\’r'\*'\on of PQrJForm‘\ng any action
Con*'\f\go.ﬂ* on dodc'\c\i'\n% a cLu‘(LSHoﬂ of laul,
<d. (Ut $ollows dnax a clarl of court.w
(sg”é'F%)



veo doos not have Yhe a}u%orﬁg +o F,Q.jﬁ_(:‘l’ a

JF'\\'\mz\ based on oStansible or perceived
X-q‘\\u\’g,%) inc\ud‘\n& Whother Yo document is
Contained on +he proper {£orm,

RBecauSe +he clark vole & miaisterial in s
respect, the clerk Shall not bae concerngd
With Yo moerids  of e PqurS oy w14 ‘H]Q:\r
9ffock and ‘\r\)ru\)m)mﬂon » o+ Td 8 237, Shated
A\¥¥a_van¥\31 “lal clorlh of court May not
mjn,dr a F!wdinﬂ for lack of conformity with
ra,cLuirﬂ.msszrs of formy only a judgm maﬁ do %4#.‘"
Seo, Hoolar ViSivled 187 F.2d LRo, L33 (5t cfnl‘l??)j
Y O\\So},“@orod V. Tilqbachn'\c({”qa‘ﬁ Mass, loal,
Lk N.E. 3d 541, 54 (1994)(“ 1 4hae absenca of an

ordar frowm a :\udfi\m) Lclerks] may not refuse

Yo accept a notice of appeal, Lven if +hey ba-
\laVe dhak no appeal is available or that the notice
Vs Ua \*\\9.\3 ot o¥narWise dQ?ac%'x\(x-@InﬁM&
Yo otk Ghall accept tho wc\\“\ng)%o.m‘o:\ ‘oo

“;Tmm iS not U‘uc\ﬁp)g S’\Snajrum on the C(ﬂfk oF

court's \ottrer dated Jaauary 3, 9093.(Em9hd19ﬁdciacl).
(6 oF 8)2.5.




s v 0 PQ,rm'l’\“\';ﬂﬁ ‘H’\Q, COU.V’\' +G dQCiC\L dﬂj iSSU«QS
the parties may have With '\%.(EmphaS*\S Addad).

- ‘ )
“Conclusion’

Potitianer / Appellant hareby cComplain +hat
clor® Patricia A Howard has boan bigs
and has Shown pr@judicxz, s App,o,nani'.s
Coutt V\\\ﬂ&g and -\'\’\Q,(LBS) Mg, Howdrd has
not qcted neudtral as rﬁ,ziu(‘r.a,(i bﬂ har m;ﬂi—

shovigl c\ujrg\

MS. Howard, has demoastrated an act of
“Discrinination foward Petitioner / Appelant

n this case \TIC\HL(.Q‘

Ezbruay 3¢9 2603 (/e 8 for—
& Eric L, SpanaFH9y4i3ye

LEE C oYl Tnsh[F-N468/
990 Wisacihy Hishwad
Bishopyille” Sc” 9947e

PRo SE_ Mekion

> Patitonar /Appeilant may file civil ackien against

C\Q,'HA' Patricla A. Howard fox Discrimination
(N 0F3)8.4.





