
From: Jasonboyle03 me
To: Court Of Appeals Filings; McIntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Kjursten Collier); McIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy

Jennings); Jim Logan; Kim Manley; Andrew Powell; Grace Sommer; Susan Spencer; jchapman@oconeelaw.com;
Brock, Amanda; Black, Micah; Amanda Watkins; mcrenshaw@oconeelaw.com

Subject: Re: Return to motion to dismiss
Date: Thursday, July 24, 2025 3:59:52 PM
Attachments: Boyle_v_State_Reply_To_Dismiss_v5.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

On Thu, Jul 24, 2025 at 3:58 PM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> wrote:

On Thu, Jul 24, 2025 at 3:57 PM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> wrote:
It appears Exhibit one is too big.  These may be repeats if the first email went through.  If
so my appologies

On Thu, Jul 24, 2025 at 3:56 PM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> wrote:

On Thu, Jul 24, 2025 at 3:55 PM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> wrote:

On Thu, Jul 24, 2025 at 3:55 PM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
wrote:

Please find attached return to motion to dismiss and evidence.

Thank you,
Jason

 Exhibit_1_Evidence_From_June17_2024_Probate_he…

 Exhibit_2_Costs and Payments
2024CP3700451.pdf

 Exhibit_3_Transcript_June17.pdf

 Exhibit_4_Solicitor_June10_2024_email.pdf

 Exhibit_5_Oconee County Detention center-Inmate
search.pdf

 Exhibit_6_Jason Michael Boyle vs Danny
Singleton, et al 9-12-25 Transcript.pdf

 Exhibit_7_Boyle vs Singleton 1-31-2025 (1).pdf
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 


Case No.: 2024-001241 


 


THE MATTER OF JASON BOYLE, Appelant 


Return to Motion to Dismiss — Exposing Procedural Misconduct and Seeking Sanctions, 


Cure, and Restitution 


Introduction 


COMES NOW the Appellant, Jason M. Boyle, Ph.D., acting pro se, and respectfully submits this 


final opposition to the South Carolina Attorney General’s motion to dismiss. This appeal arises 


from a series of improperly designated contempt orders issued by the Oconee County Probate 


Court and subsequently upheld—without due process—by the Tenth Circuit Court. From the 


outset, this matter was treated as a civil proceeding by all involved courts. Only after extensive 


litigation and payment of civil filing fees did the South Carolina Court of Appeals, in a recent 


order, retroactively reclassify the case as criminal—thereby giving the Attorney General’s Office 


an opening to seek dismissal based on procedural grounds that never applied. 


This motion challenges that reclassification and the procedural gamesmanship surrounding it. It 


also exposes a sustained campaign of misconduct by the lower courts, the Attorney General’s 


Office, and counsel for Judge Danny Singleton, including: 


• Systematic denial of due process rights; 


• Misuse of civil contempt to impose criminal-like penalties without protections; 


• Repeated ex parte communications between judges and opposing counsel; 


• Refusal by multiple courts to clarify procedural status, despite Appellant’s documented 


attempts to obtain guidance. 


The Attorney General’s motion to dismiss is legally unsound, factually misleading, and ethically 


indefensible. It relies not on law, but on retroactive redefinition and strategic obfuscation. If 


granted, it would insulate judicial misconduct from appellate review and set a dangerous 







precedent in South Carolina: that government actors may retroactively reclassify proceedings to 


deny citizens their rights. 


Accordingly, Appellant respectfully prays that this Court deny the Respondents’ motion in its 


entirety, impose sanctions where appropriate, and—if any procedural defect is found—grant 


leave to cure in light of the State’s own mischaracterizations and the Appellant’s good-faith 


reliance on civil rules throughout this litigation. 


Reclassification from Civil to Criminal Warrants Leave to 


Cure Any Procedural Defect 


I. Procedural Background 


From its inception, this matter was treated as a civil case by all parties and courts involved—


including the Oconee County Probate Court, the Tenth Circuit Court, and the South Carolina 


Court of Appeals. At no point during the underlying proceedings or the appellate process was 


Appellant ever notified—by any judge, clerk, or opposing party—that the case would be 


governed by criminal procedures or that service on the Attorney General was required. 


Only recently did the South Carolina Court of Appeals issue an order reclassifying this matter as 


criminal—after Appellant had already relied in good faith on the procedural posture of the case. 


Until that moment, every procedural indication—from docketing, filing fees, and judicial 


statements, to the denial of criminal procedural rights such as counsel and a prosecutor—


reinforced the civil nature of the case. 


In reliance on these representations, Appellant followed the only procedural framework 


available: South Carolina Code Ann. § 62-1-308, governing civil appeals from the probate court. 


He paid all applicable civil filing fees and complied with the procedural rules provided to him. 


II. Good Faith and Lack of Prejudice Warrant Cure Rather Than Dismissal 


South Carolina courts have consistently held that procedural defects should not result in 


dismissal where there is a good faith effort to comply and no prejudice to the opposing party. In 


Mictronics, Inc. v. S.C. Dep’t of Revenue, 345 S.C. 506, 548 S.E.2d 223 (Ct. App. 2001), the 


Court of Appeals emphasized that where delay or error is due to excusable neglect, and the 


opposing party suffers no prejudice, courts have discretion to grant relief in the interest of justice. 


Similarly, in McClurg v. Deaton, 389 S.C. 445, 699 S.E.2d 175 (Ct. App. 2008), the court 







reaffirmed that timely corrective action and a meritorious position may justify relief from 


procedural missteps. 


Here, Appellant respectfully asserts that: 


• He reasonably relied on all available documentation, court statements, and 


communications from court staff indicating that this was a civil matter; 


• There was no intent to avoid or delay service on the Attorney General; 


• The Attorney General has now been served, has full notice, and has already responded to 


the merits of the appeal; 


• This Court has discretion to deem service timely or to permit re-service nunc pro tunc in 


the interest of fairness and judicial economy. 


To dismiss this appeal under these circumstances would be to penalize Appellant for relying on 


court procedures and representations, while elevating form over substance. A dismissal would 


serve no legitimate interest and would unjustly reward procedural ambiguity at the expense of 


due process. 


Respondents’ Motion to Dismiss Lacks Legal Merit and Must Be Denied 


1. This Case Was Civil Until the Court of Appeals Reclassified It As Criminal And Brought 


In The AG.  From its inception, this matter was treated as a civil proceeding by every court 


involved—the Oconee County Probate Court, the Tenth Judicial Circuit Court, and the South 


Carolina Court of Appeals. Every summons, motion, hearing, fee payment, transcript, and court 


statement affirmed its civil status. (See Exhibit 1 – Probate Court summons using the civil case 


number of the Doyle Pierce Estate; Exhibit 2 – record of payments to the Tenth Circuit; Motion 


for financial relief filed in the South Carolina Court of Appeals.) 


The Probate Court explicitly declared the matter civil on the record, denied Appellant a public 


defender for that reason, and conducted proceedings under civil rules. (See Exhibit 3 – Transcript 


of June 17 Probate Court hearing.) Likewise, Judge McIntosh in the Tenth Circuit required civil 


filing fees and declared in open court: 







“You got to file things, you got to pay your motion fee or it's not a proper motion, that's why that 


was not heard.” 


— September 12, 2024 hearing transcript. 


At no point did any court instruct Appellant to follow criminal rules. Courts continued to accept 


civil filing fees and never referenced Rule 37, SCRCrimP (which governs service in criminal 


appeals). 


It was only after Appellant filed a motion to clarify the parties—months into the appeals 


process—that the Court of Appeals reclassified the matter as criminal. This abrupt redefinition 


was not grounded in any factual findings, legal analysis, or statute. Its effect should not be to 


retroactively impose criminal requirements, such as service on the Attorney General, that were 


never required or communicated during the civil litigation process. 


This kind of retroactive reclassification, if allowed, would contradict established legal precedent. 


In State v. Passmore, 363 S.C. 568, 611 S.E.2d 273 (Ct. App. 2005), the court held that 


classification of contempt as civil or criminal depends on the character of the relief and whether 


the purpose is coercive or punitive. The record here shows civil remedies were sought and 


imposed. Moreover, in Poston v. Poston, 331 S.C. 106, 502 S.E.2d 86 (1998), the South Carolina 


Supreme Court clarified: 


"A contempt sanction is civil if it either coerces the defendant into compliance with a court order 


or compensates the complainant for losses sustained. A criminal contempt sanction, by contrast, 


is punitive and is imposed to vindicate the authority of the court." 


There is no indication that Judge Singleton’s orders were ever intended to punish past conduct in 


vindication of court authority. To the contrary, the contempt was explicitly conditional (e.g., 


Appellant could “purge” it by deleting a recording), reinforcing that it was civil in nature.  On 


May 29, the day of the Appellants arrest, video evidence shows that Judge Singleton gave the 


Appellant opportunity to erase the video to avoid a contempt finding, clearly showing the civil 


nature of the contempt at that time. 







The State’s attempt to now invoke Rule 37, SCRCrimP to dismiss the appeal is unsupported by 


law and deeply prejudicial. It amounts to a procedural bait-and-switch, shielding judicial 


misconduct and undermining Appellant’s right to appeal under the framework originally applied 


by all lower courts. 


2. The State Exploits My Pro Se Status to Evade Accountability.  As a pro se litigant, I have 


navigated a procedurally complex and opaque judicial system without the institutional resources 


or legal representation afforded to the State. Rather than honor the heightened duty courts and 


opposing counsel owe to unrepresented parties, the Attorney General’s Office has exploited my 


status to advance procedural traps and suppress review. 


This is not a good faith effort to enforce appellate rules—it is an opportunistic strategy to silence 


a citizen who dares to challenge misconduct by government officials. South Carolina courts have 


repeatedly emphasized the need to treat pro se filings liberally and with an eye toward justice, 


not hyper-technical dismissal. See Goodson v. Am. Bankers Ins. Co., 295 S.C. 400, 368 S.E.2d 


687 (Ct. App. 1988) (“A pleading prepared by a pro se litigant should be construed liberally so as 


to do substantial justice.”). 


3. The Motion to Dismiss Is Morally and Legally Baseless.  The Attorney General’s Motion to 


Dismiss rests not on substantive law, but on a mischaracterization of the case’s procedural 


posture. The AG’s Office is aware that the merits of this appeal implicate serious misconduct, not 


just by judges but by the very institutions tasked with upholding justice such as the 10th circuit 


solicitors office and the 10th circuit public defenders office. 


Rather than confront these issues head-on, the State has chosen a course of procedural 


maneuvering and obfuscation, banking on the idea that the system will favor expediency and 


finality over truth. This is not a good-faith invocation of rules—it is a deliberate attempt to 


preserve judicial misconduct and inflate the AG’s disposition statistics at the expense of a 


citizen’s rights. 


4. Demand for Institutional Accountability.  The pattern of abuse and evasion by the Attorney 


General’s Office must not be ignored. Their litigation conduct—ranging from factual 


misrepresentations to procedural ambushes—reflects a complete abandonment of their ethical 


duty of candor to the tribunal under Rule 3.3, S.C. Rules of Professional Conduct. 







Their goal is clear: to bury this case before the truth can be heard, using every trick in the 


procedural book to shield Judge Danny Singleton, Judge Scott McIntosh, and the misconduct 


they jointly orchestrated. 


The South Carolina judiciary must not reward this behavior. To do so would send the dangerous 


message that constitutional violations can be shielded through tactical reclassification and 


procedural smoke screens, particularly when the target is a pro se litigant without institutional 


power. 


This Court must not allow that precedent to stand. 


FACTUAL BACKGROUND 


1. Prior to trial in the Oconee County Probate Court in June 2024, Appellant explicitly 


requested the appointment of a prosecutor. He was informed that no prosecutor would be 


assigned because the matter was classified as civil, not criminal. (See Exhibit 1 – Motion 


to Dismiss filed in Probate Court on June 17, 2024). 


2. Appellant made multiple attempts to contact the 10th Judicial Circuit Solicitor’s Office—


by phone, email, and in person—requesting that a solicitor assume responsibility for the 


case. No response was received. (See Exhibit 4 – Email to Jason Alderman, 10th Circuit 


Solicitor, dated June 10, 2024). 


3. At the commencement of trial, court-appointed public defender John Abdallah formally 


declined to represent Appellant, citing an agreement with Judge Singleton that the matter 


was civil. This is documented in the transcript and in Mr. Abdallah’s letter to the court. 


(See Exhibit 3 – June 17 Transcript; Exhibit 1 – Letter from John Abdallah to Judge 


Singleton). 


4. No criminal case number was ever generated. Appellant was held on a probate hold, with 


no reference to any criminal charge. (See Exhibit 5 – Inmate List showing Probate Hold). 


Appellant was denied a jury, a prosecutor, and an attorney. (See Exhibit 1 – Motion to 


dismiss filed before June 17 hearing and Exhibit 3 – transcript from June 17 showing 


motion was denied and verbal denials). 


5. Following issuance of the contempt order, Judge Singleton retained private counsel Jim 


Logan, who continued representing him through the appeal, which remained docketed as 







a civil matter. (See Exhibit 3 – Transcripts from July 17, Exhibit 6 - September 12, and 


Exhibit 7 January 31 hearings). 


6. During a hearing, Judge McIntosh stated that S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308 did not apply 


because this was not an appeal from probate court. Appellant requested clarification in an 


email regarding if this was to be considered a criminal appeal and received none. (See 


Exhibit 8 – Sept. 16 Order). 


7. Despite repeated written requests for clarification, Appellant was never instructed to 


follow the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure by either the Tenth Circuit or 


Court of Appeals. 


8. On appeal, Jim Logan continued representing Judge Singleton. The Court of Appeals 


raised no objection. 


9. The Court of Appeals accepted civil filing fees. At no time was Appellant advised that the 


case was criminal. Only after appellant filed for a fee waiver were fees waived.  If this 


were a criminal appeal, no fee waiver would be required. 


10. The Court of Appeals and the Circuit Court both allowed the matter to proceed under 


civil rules, even after Appellant sought clarification. This reinforced a reasonable belief 


that the case remained civil until it was appropriately reclassified. (See Exhibit 2). 


History of Dispute Between Civil and Criminal Contempt 


Mischaracterization of Contempt as Criminal: A False Premise 


In the first sentence of the State's Return to Appellant’s Motion to Extend Deadlines and Request 


for Sanctions, Respondents falsely assert that Appellant was held in “criminal contempt” by the 


Oconee County Probate Court. This is a blatant misrepresentation. 


The orders issued on June 5 and June 17, 2024, explicitly state that Appellant was found in 


“direct contempt” without ever referencing criminal contempt or any criminal statute. They lack 


a criminal case number and were issued outside of any statutory criminal procedure. (See Exhibit 


1 – June 5 and June 17 Sentencing Orders). Moreover, both the summons and original transcripts 


produced by Judge Singleton’s attorney from the June 17 hearing bear the civil case number 


from the unrelated Doyle Pierce Estate. (See Exhibit 1 – Court summons; Exhibit 3 – Transcript 







from June 17 produced by Jim Logan via Legal Eagle). This alone is prima facie evidence that 


the matter was docketed and treated as civil. 


According to Poston v. Poston, 331 S.C. 106, 502 S.E.2d 86 (1998), the South Carolina Supreme 


Court explains: 


“A contempt sanction is civil if it either coerces the defendant into compliance with a court order 


or compensates the complainant for losses sustained. A criminal contempt sanction, by contrast, 


is punitive and is imposed to vindicate the authority of the court.” 


Similarly, the U.S. Supreme Court in Shillitani v. United States, 384 U.S. 364 (1966), held: 


“The critical feature that distinguishes civil from criminal contempt is the contemnor’s ability to 


purge the contempt by complying with the court’s order.” 


The fact that Judge Singleton offered Appellant the “keys to the jail” by stating that if Appellant 


deleted the recording he would not be held in contempt (see Exhibit 9 – Video of appellants 


arrest on May 29: Full video found at https://youtu.be/iAPSdyMcHMY?si=NW-


9oXgQ8MpCQa6i.  I am not sure how to transfer a large file as evidence so I edited a very short 


clip just showing the keys to the jail moment), is dispositive under this standard: the sanction 


was coercive, not punitive. It was designed to compel future compliance, not to punish past 


behavior. This is the hallmark of civil contempt. 


No criminal information or indictment was filed. No solicitor or prosecutor appeared. No jury 


was summoned. And Appellant was denied public defense based explicitly on the Probate 


Court’s assertion that this was not a criminal proceeding. (See Exhibit 1 – Letter from John 


Abdallah). 


Further, the contempt hearing was held under S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308, which governs civil 


appeals from probate court and does not contemplate criminal proceedings or penalties. Neither 


Rule 6(a) of the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure, which governs charging 


instruments, nor Rule 2, which governs case commencement in criminal court, was ever invoked 


or followed. 


Thus, the claim that this was, at the time, a criminal contempt matter—now weaponized to 


dismiss the appeal—is not grounded in law but is rather a tactical fabrication intended to obscure 


misconduct and evade judicial review. 







The conduct of Judge Singleton, and the endorsement of that conduct by the Attorney General’s 


Office, represents a gross abuse of process. It sets a dangerous precedent: that a judge may cloak 


criminal sanctions in civil procedure, deprive a citizen of constitutional safeguards, and then 


retroactively reclassify the case as “criminal” to avoid appellate scrutiny. 


To accept the State’s characterization at face value would effectively allow any South Carolina 


judge to circumvent due process by: 


• Jailing citizens without a criminal proceeding; 


• Denying access to counsel; 


• Avoiding jury trials and prosecutorial oversight; 


• And then blocking appellate review by invoking “criminal” procedure after the fact. 


Such a loophole would eviscerate constitutional protections. The Appellant will not allow this 


transformation of the South Carolina judiciary into an unaccountable mechanism of personal 


retribution to go unchallenged. 


Initial Attempts to Engage the Solicitor: Ignored Pleas for Intervention 


On June 10, 2024, Appellant sent an email to Jason Alderman, the Solicitor for Oconee County, 


and David Wagner, the elected Solicitor for the Tenth Judicial Circuit, formally requesting 


prosecutorial intervention. (See Exhibit 4 – June 10, 2024 Email to Solicitor’s Office). At the 


time, Appellant reasonably believed—based on the threat of incarceration and the nature of the 


allegations—that he was facing criminal contempt charges. This belief was not only reasonable 


but practically unavoidable, as the Probate Court had threatened a jail sentence without providing 


any procedural clarification as to whether the matter was civil or criminal in nature. 


Under S.C. Code Ann. § 17-1-10, criminal prosecutions in South Carolina must be conducted “in 


the name of the State” and handled by the appropriate solicitor or an authorized prosecutor. 


Accordingly, Appellant’s request was not merely appropriate—it was legally necessary had the 


matter been criminal. The complete refusal of the Solicitor’s Office to engage, respond, or 


participate strongly supports the conclusion that the matter was not regarded as criminal by any 


state authority at the time. 







Appellant followed up in person on or about June 13, 2024, visiting the Solicitor’s Office in 


Seneca, South Carolina, and again requested to speak with any available solicitor. He was 


informed—unequivocally—that no solicitor was willing to meet or communicate with him. This 


refusal, even after personal outreach, further underscores the Solicitor’s Office’s view that it had 


no jurisdiction or obligation to participate in what it recognized as a civil proceeding.  


Subsequently, at the hearing on June 17, 2024, Judge Singleton formally declared in open court 


that the matter was civil in nature—explaining why no solicitor had been involved and no public 


defender would be provided. (See Exhibit 3 – June 17 Transcript, emphasis on Singleton’s 


statements of civil classification). 


Throughout this process, Appellant paid filing fees consistent with civil procedure in both the 


Tenth Circuit Court and the South Carolina Court of Appeals. These fees were accepted without 


objection and never refunded, reinforcing the civil posture of the case at all relevant times. (See 


Exhibit 2 – Receipts and payment confirmations for filings in Circuit and Appellate Court). 


Despite the Appellant’s repeated good faith efforts to comply with rules and procedures, every 


motion submitted in the Tenth Circuit Court—including those related to continuances, 


clarification, and procedural protections—required additional filing fees. In fact, Appellant was 


prejudiced by his inability to afford those fees, including being denied a ruling on a timely 


Motion for Continuance during the September 12, 2024 hearing. Judge McIntosh refused to 


consider the motion solely because the filing fee had not been paid, a requirement that applies 


only in civil matters. (See Exhibit 6 – Transcript from September 12, 2024 Hearing, Judge 


McIntosh’s statement regarding motion fees). 


Further, on September 15, 2024, Appellant submitted a document titled “Motion to Clarify Gag 


Order and Appeal Status.” Because he could not afford yet another fee and believed the matter 


was still civil, Appellant attempted to submit this by email and made follow-up calls to the 


Clerk’s Office to request that it be accepted without payment. These communications again 


demonstrate that the proceedings were being conducted and treated as civil at that time, with no 


indication that criminal rules were to apply. 


Thus, at every procedural turn—despite the State’s retrospective claims—the conduct of the 


courts, the responses (or non-responses) from prosecutors, and the pattern of fee collection all 


point conclusively to one fact: this matter was treated as a civil case until the South Carolina 







Court of Appeals issued a reclassification in response to a motion to clarify parties. That 


reclassification now forms the sole basis for the State’s motion to dismiss—an argument 


grounded in bad faith and contradicted by the entire procedural history of this litigation. 


Payment of Filing Fees and Conditional Contempt Finding Demonstrate Civil Nature of the 


Case 


The so-called "sentencing" of Appellant on May 29, 2024, did not occur in open court, was not 


recorded on the official docket, and was not supported by sworn testimony or direct judicial 


observation. Instead, it took place informally in the courthouse lobby—a venue wholly 


inappropriate for a deprivation of liberty. The alleged basis for the contempt was not something 


Judge Singleton observed firsthand but was instead relayed to him via unsworn, untested 


hearsay. 


Crucially, during this exchange, Judge Singleton offered Appellant the “keys to the jail” by 


stating that if Appellant deleted the disputed recording, he would not be held in contempt. (See 


Exhibit 9 – Audio/Video recording, YouTube link). This conditional offer—to avoid 


incarceration by performing a future act—proves conclusively that the contempt finding was 


civil in nature. 


Under settled law, civil contempt is coercive and remedial, while criminal contempt is punitive 


and unconditional. As the South Carolina Supreme Court explained: 


“A contempt sanction is civil if it either coerces the defendant into compliance with a court order 


or compensates the complainant for losses sustained. A criminal contempt sanction, by contrast, 


is punitive and is imposed to vindicate the authority of the court.” 


— Poston v. Poston, 331 S.C. 106, 111, 502 S.E.2d 86, 89 (1998). 


Federal courts similarly draw the line at this coercive test. As the U.S. Supreme Court held: 


“The paradigmatic civil contempt sanction involves confining a contemnor indefinitely until he 


complies with an affirmative command.” 


— International Union, United Mine Workers of Am. v. Bagwell, 512 U.S. 821, 828 (1994). 


Judge Singleton’s offer that Appellant could avoid jail time by deleting the recording was a 


textbook example of civil contempt. The purpose was not to punish past conduct but to coerce 







compliance. Thus, despite the use of incarceration, this action falls squarely within the bounds of 


a civil contempt finding. 


Notably, this proceeding lacked every hallmark of criminal procedure. There was no indictment, 


no case number, no prosecutor, no jury, no open courtroom, and no formal accusation of criminal 


wrongdoing. Appellant was not advised of rights, did not have access to legal counsel, and was 


not provided a meaningful opportunity to respond under the protections of S.C. Const. art. I, § 14 


or the Sixth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 


The original summons bore the civil case number from the Doyle Pierce Estate (See Exhibit 1 – 


Original Summons). But during the June 17, 2024 hearing, Judge Singleton explicitly disavowed 


any connection to that estate case, stating on the record that the matter had "nothing to do with 


the Doyle Pierce Estate" and instead concerned Appellant's behavior. This left the contempt 


finding effectively without a valid case number at all, underscoring its procedural illegitimacy. 


(See Exhibit 3 – June 17, 2024 Hearing Transcript). 


Even more disturbing, the order Appellant was allegedly held in contempt for violating was not a 


statute or court-issued injunction—it was an Administrative Order of the South Carolina 


Supreme Court, issued in general form and not directed specifically to Appellant. (See Exhibit 16 


– Administrative Order). There is no language in that order authorizing criminal prosecution for 


its violation. Nor does the South Carolina Code permit incarceration for such violations without 


full criminal process under S.C. Code Ann. § 14-5-320 and related procedural safeguards. 


Further supporting this conclusion, Appellant filed a Motion to Dismiss on June 17, 2024, prior 


to the hearing regarding the events of May 24, specifically requesting the appointment of a 


special prosecutor and a jury—routine protections in criminal contempt cases. Both were denied 


verbally in open court on June 17. (See Exhibit 1 – June 17 Motion to Dismiss). The denial was 


based on the court’s own assertion that this was a civil hearing. 


While some may argue that the imposition of jail time automatically transforms the matter into 


criminal contempt, this is legally incorrect. As the South Carolina Court of Appeals has 


explained: 







“The mere imposition of jail time does not automatically render a contempt proceeding criminal 


if the contemnor retains the ability to purge the contempt.” 


— In re Knight, 395 S.C. 544, 549, 719 S.E.2d 660, 663 (Ct. App. 2011). 


Here, Appellant was told that jail could be avoided by deleting a recording—a classic purge 


condition. This reinforces that the contempt was civil, even though it resulted in incarceration. 


Finally, the pattern of contempt findings by the Oconee County Probate Court illustrates a deeper 


problem. In multiple instances, including Appellant’s case, the Probate Court has routinely issued 


jail sentences, or threatened to use jail sentences, under the guise of civil contempt, while 


denying defendants access to prosecutors, attorneys, or criminal procedure. This is not merely 


improper—it constitutes a systemic abuse of power that endangers the constitutional rights of 


South Carolina citizens. 


Improper Sentencing Outside Open Court and Jurisdictional Questions 


At the June 17, 2024, contempt hearing in the Oconee County Probate Court, Appellant had 


already secured approval for a public defender through the Tenth Circuit Public Defender’s 


Office. (See Exhibit 1 – Approved Application for Appointed Counsel). Yet, at the very outset of 


that hearing, Judge Singleton openly declared that Appellant would not be entitled to legal 


representation, stating that the matter was not criminal and therefore the right to counsel did not 


apply. (See Exhibit 3 – June 17, 2024 Hearing Transcript). 


That position was not merely asserted orally—it was substantiated in writing. On the same day, 


John Abdalla, the Oconee County lead public defender, issued a formal letter to Judge Singleton 


affirming that the public defenders office could not represent the Appellant in a civil matter, and 


withdrew from the case. (See Exhibit 1 – Abdalla Letter to Judge Singleton, June 17, 2024). 


At that point, Appellant requested a continuance in order to retain private counsel. This request 


was denied outright. Instead, Judge Singleton forced Appellant to proceed pro se, under duress 


and without preparation, in a hearing that resulted in his immediate incarceration. The denial of a 


public defender, followed by the refusal to grant additional time to secure private counsel, 


constituted a clear violation of fundamental due process under both Article I, Section 3 of the 


South Carolina Constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 







If the matter were considered criminal in nature—which Judge Singleton expressly denied—the 


court would have been constitutionally required to provide legal counsel or grant a reasonable 


continuance to allow the Appellant to obtain counsel. As the U.S. Supreme Court held in 


Argersinger v. Hamlin, 407 U.S. 25, 37 (1972): 


"Absent a knowing and intelligent waiver, no individual may be incarcerated as a result of a 


criminal prosecution unless he was represented by counsel at trial." 


This shows Judge singleton considered the case civil at the time of the June 17 hearing.  


Nonetheless, even as a civil case, the South Carolina Supreme Court has affirmed in State v. 


Hughes, 328 S.C. 146, 150, 492 S.E.2d 47, 49 (1997), holding that the right to counsel applies in 


any proceeding where incarceration is a possible outcome, whether labeled civil or criminal.  The 


Appellant had the right to council even though this case was considered civil. 


Judge Singleton’s refusal to permit appointed counsel, and his denial of time to obtain private 


representation, reaffirm that he viewed the matter as civil. That belief was shared by every party 


involved at the time—including the public defender’s office—and stood unchallenged 


throughout the hearing. 


Even if this Court now concludes the matter was “functionally criminal,” Appellant was denied 


the minimum constitutional protections required in any criminal proceeding: notice, counsel, 


opportunity to prepare, and a meaningful hearing. 


In addition to the due process violations, the venue and manner of the June 17 proceeding were 


jurisdictionally improper. The contempt hearing was convened without a case number, without 


prosecutorial representation, and without adherence to the procedural safeguards outlined in Rule 


42, SCRCrimP. The record is clear: this proceeding was never criminal in form, substance, or 


consequence—until it was reclassified by the Court of Appeals. 


This sequence of events not only deprived Appellant of liberty but did so in a forum where 


neither criminal jurisdiction nor criminal procedure had been invoked. It is axiomatic that a court 


cannot lawfully impose criminal punishment without first invoking criminal jurisdiction and 


providing the accused with the full array of protections required under law. See Bloom v. Illinois, 


391 U.S. 194 (1968) (holding that criminal contempt requires the protections of a criminal trial 


when serious punishment is imposed). 







Here, Judge Singleton acted without a lawful basis for jurisdiction, deprived Appellant of 


counsel, denied him the right to prepare, and imposed incarceration without open court 


proceedings or lawful process—all while maintaining that the case was civil. 


This conduct alone would be sufficient to vacate the contempt finding and any resulting 


judgment. But more fundamentally, it confirms the civil nature of the proceeding at every stage. 


Administrative Order Lacks Criminal Enforcement Provisions 


To further reinforce that the contempt findings issued on May 29 and June 17, 2024, were civil in 


nature, it is critical to examine the framework under which the appeals proceeded. The Tenth 


Circuit docketed the appeal as a civil matter, collected civil filing fees, and issued orders 


accordingly. Probate Judge Danny Singleton appeared in Circuit Court not as a criminal 


defendant, nor as a witness in a criminal proceeding, but as a civil litigant defended by privately 


retained counsel, Jim Logan. (See Exhibit 7 – January 31, 2025 Hearing Transcript). 


This procedural posture is fundamentally incompatible with any assertion that the original 


contempt orders were criminal. If the matter had been criminal, the Tenth Circuit Solicitor’s 


Office would have been obligated to appear, and Judge Singleton would have been a witness, not 


a party, in proceedings led by the State. See State v. Kennerly, 337 S.C. 617, 524 S.E.2d 837 


(1999) (holding that criminal contempt proceedings are prosecuted in the name of the state and 


must observe the protections afforded in criminal prosecutions). 


No formal order ever reclassified the May 29 or June 17 contempt findings as criminal. The only 


reference to “criminal contempt” appears in a casual remark made by Judge McIntosh during the 


September 12, 2024, hearing, while addressing Jim Logan and Judge Singleton during a civil 


appeal. (See Exhibit 6 – Transcript of September 12, 2024 Hearing). That off-the-cuff remark is 


not a judicial ruling, carries no legal effect, and stands in direct contradiction to the entire record 


of the case. 


Moreover, the underlying contempt charge was based on an alleged violation of an 


Administrative Order issued by the South Carolina Supreme Court—not a statute, not a rule of 


court, and not a law passed by the legislature. There is no statutory authority permitting criminal 


prosecution for a violation of an administrative order absent enabling legislation. As explained in 


In re Brown, 279 S.C. 180, 303 S.E.2d 104 (1983), even when contempt arises from 







disobedience to a court order, the court must clearly establish whether the purpose is punitive 


(criminal) or coercive (civil), and due process protections must match that purpose. 


Here, there is no indication in the record that the Probate Court sought to vindicate the authority 


of the judiciary in a criminal sense. Instead, the court engaged in a coercive action designed to 


compel compliance—classic characteristics of civil contempt under Poston v. Poston, 331 S.C. 


106, 502 S.E.2d 86 (1998): 


Further, no criminal case number was ever assigned, no criminal complaint or indictment was 


filed, and no criminal summons or warrant was issued referencing a violation of any criminal 


law. Instead, the proceedings carried the civil case number associated with the Doyle Pierce 


Estate, and that number remained on all filings and transcripts (Note that all orders had no case 


number whatsoever)—even though Judge Singleton himself disclaimed any connection between 


the contempt charge and the estate matter. (See Exhibit 3 – Transcript of June 17, 2024 Hearing. 


Finally, Appellant repeatedly sought written clarification from the Circuit Court regarding the 


civil or criminal status of the matter. These requests went unanswered. Had Appellant submitted 


a formal motion to resolve the issue, he would have been required to pay a filing fee, further 


confirming the civil treatment of the case by the court clerk and staff. There is no record that the 


court offered to waive the fee or acknowledged the issue sua sponte. 


Taken together, this record establishes that the case proceeded entirely under civil process from 


its inception through appeal—until a retroactive reclassification was invoked for appellate 


review. The AG’s tactic to use this reclassification to dismiss the appeal not only lacks legal 


merit but represents an affront to due process, violating basic constitutional protections under the 


Fourteenth Amendment and South Carolina’s guarantee of a fair hearing under Article I, Section 


3. 


Denial of Constitutional Protections: Public Defender and Attorney Rights 


On September 12, 2024, during an appellate hearing in the Tenth Circuit Court, Appellant was 


again found in contempt of court for allegedly violating a gag order. The subsequent order issued 


on September 16, 2024, simply states that Appellant was held in contempt; it contains no 


classification as to whether the finding was civil or criminal. (See Exhibit 15 – Order of 







September 16, 2024). The absence of such designation is itself a violation of due process, as it 


deprives the accused of fair notice of the procedural rights that apply. 


However, the conduct and statements of Judge McIntosh during the September 12 hearing 


conclusively establish that the contempt finding was civil in nature. From the bench, Judge 


McIntosh stated: 


“I'm going to wait to the end of this litigation to see how you act from here on out. I'm going to 


give you a chance to not do this anymore. And if you do, that will be given a lot of consideration 


in whatever the Court may order.” 


(See Exhibit 6 – Transcript of September 12, 2024 Hearing) 


This comment clearly indicates that the contempt finding was designed to coerce future behavior, 


not punish past conduct—a hallmark of civil contempt. 


The court explicitly reserved judgment on punishment, using the contempt finding as a 


mechanism to compel silence—further proof that the order was remedial, not punitive. 


Then, during the January 31, 2025, hearing, Appellant again raised the issue of constitutional 


violations. He explained that he had been denied the assistance of a public defender, despite 


having previously qualified for one, and was refused a continuance to obtain private counsel. 


These procedural defects, had the matter been criminal, would have rendered the conviction 


constitutionally invalid under both the Sixth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and Article I, 


Section 14 of the South Carolina Constitution. (See Exhibit 7 – Transcript of January 31, 2025 


Hearing). 


Yet Judge McIntosh ruled that Appellant was not entitled to legal representation, explicitly 


characterizing the proceeding as civil. This decision aligns only with the South Carolina standard 


for civil contempt, which does not entitle the contemnor to appointed counsel, unless 


incarceration is considered. See State v. Passmore, 363 S.C. 568, 611 S.E.2d 273 (Ct. App. 2005) 


(holding that Sixth Amendment protections attach only in criminal proceedings and not in civil 


contempt unless incarceration has already occurred or is imminent without the opportunity to 


purge). 


The pattern continued. On February 7, 2025, Judge McIntosh issued a written order upholding 


the Probate Court’s original contempt finding—again, without reclassifying it as criminal, 







without appointing a prosecutor, and with Judge Singleton represented solely by private counsel. 


(See Exhibit 10 – February 7, 2025 Order). The Probate Court’s order being affirmed was itself 


entered without a case number, without counsel for Appellant, and following a hearing conducted 


under civil rules. (See Exhibit 11 – Probate Court Contempt Order). 


The civil classification of the entire proceeding is further underscored by the fact that the Tenth 


Circuit Court docketed and processed the matter as a civil appeal, continuing to impose filing 


fees and never referencing criminal procedure in any order. These facts, taken together, leave no 


room for ambiguity: Appellant was prosecuted and incarcerated through a civil contempt 


process, stripped of the procedural safeguards that criminal defendants are guaranteed by law. 


Ex Parte Communications Suggest Judges Colluded to Imprison Appellant 


To add further insult to injury, there is significant and troubling evidence that multiple ex parte 


communications occurred between Judge Danny Singleton and Judge Scott McIntosh during the 


pendency of these proceedings. For example, on July 22, 2024, McIntosh’s law clerk sent an 


email to all parties requesting that attorney Jim Logan draft a Rule to Show Cause motion to hold 


the Appellant in contempt. The email did not specify any factual basis for contempt, and 


Appellant was not aware of any alleged misconduct at that time. (See Exhibit 12 – Email from 


McIntosh’s clerk dated July 22, 2024). 


It would later become apparent that Judge Singleton and his court clerk had conducted an 


independent investigation into the Appellant and communicated their findings directly to Judge 


McIntosh—without including Appellant in those communications. These secret exchanges 


constitute classic ex parte communications and deprived Appellant of the right to respond or 


contest the so-called “evidence” being used against him. 


The clarity of this evidence is further supported by an August 8, 2024 email from Appellant to 


Jim Logan, copied to Judge McIntosh’s clerk, in which Appellant demanded full transparency 


and issued formal discovery requests concerning the undisclosed communications between Judge 


Singleton, Judge McIntosh, and attorney Logan. (See Exhibit 13 – Email from Appellant dated 


August 8, 2024). Appellant never received a response, and none of his discovery questions were 


answered—another blatant due process violation. 







Additional evidence reveals that Maggie Bonadies, Clerk of Court for Judge Singleton, who had 


previously acted as a key witness against Appellant during the June 17 contempt hearing, had 


independently researched Appellant online and shared her findings directly with Judge Singleton 


outside of any hearing. Judge Singleton then relayed that material, off the record and without 


notice, to Judge McIntosh. Bonadies is a subordinate of Judge Singleton and was a witness in the 


contempt proceedings on June 17. Her investigatory role and communication with the court 


violated every principle of fair process. 


There is no clarity on whether these judges actively conspired to exploit the procedural 


ambiguity between “civil” and “criminal” contempt. However, what is beyond dispute is that 


Judge McIntosh’s clerk explicitly directed attorney Logan, via the July 22 email, to draft a Rule 


to Show Cause based on information Judge Singleton provided through undisclosed channels. 


There are also circumstantial facts that further support the likelihood of improper ex parte 


coordination. After the September 12, 2024 hearing, attorney Jim Logan requested an off-the-


record meeting with Judge McIntosh, which McIntosh publicly allowed, claiming it pertained to 


a “separate matter.” Given the pattern of undisclosed communications in this case, it strains 


belief that the meeting did not involve Appellant’s matter—especially since no such “separate 


matter” was ever identified on the record. 


Similarly, after the January 31, 2025 hearing, Logan remained in the courthouse long after other 


attendees had left. He was later observed leaving visibly red-faced and angry. Appellant 


reasonably believes that Logan held another private discussion with Judge McIntosh concerning 


the order that was to be issued days later on February 7. These cumulative facts suggest a 


persistent pattern of improper and unethical coordination, in violation of judicial ethics and the 


Appellant’s right to a fair and impartial proceeding. 


Ex Parte Communications and Judicial Misconduct Undermine Fairness 


The South Carolina Court of Appeals has now consolidated all of Appellant’s pending matters 


into a single case. The first appeal involves the Tenth Circuit Court’s so-called “release order,” 


which imposed unconstitutional restrictions on Appellant’s liberty—including a gag order and 


other probation-like terms—without statutory authority. This appeal challenges judicial 


overreach under civil contempt powers, as it involves no criminal charge, no sentencing, and no 


findings pursuant to criminal contempt statutes. 







That this appeal was consolidated with others—without reclassification—confirms that at the 


time of consolidation, the Court of Appeals treated all three appeals as civil in nature. Had any 


one of them been clearly criminal, it would have required separate treatment or reclassification 


under criminal appellate procedures. 


The second appeal concerns the September 16, 2024 order from Judge McIntosh, finding 


Appellant in contempt for allegedly violating the gag provision of the release order. The order 


does not identify whether it is civil or criminal in nature, nor does it impose any punishment. 


Critically, Judge McIntosh stated on the record: 


“I'm going to wait to the end of this litigation to see how you act from here on out. I'm going to 


give you a chance to not do this anymore. And if you do, that will be given a lot of consideration 


in whatever the Court may order.” 


This language is not punitive; it is plainly coercive. The court was attempting to compel the 


Appellant to cease protected speech activities under threat of future punishment—a textbook 


example of civil contempt.  


Judge McIntosh’s deferred punishment was clearly meant to compel the Appellant to remain 


silent. It cannot be criminal contempt because the court was not punishing past behavior—it was 


seeking to change future conduct. The notion that this is not a “final order” is a semantic 


distortion. The contempt finding is complete; the court’s strategic delay in imposing punishment 


does not change its legal effect. Courts may not hold contempt findings in abeyance to extort 


compliance in violation of First Amendment rights. 


The third appeal challenges the Tenth Circuit’s February 7, 2025 order, which affirmed the 


Oconee County Probate Court’s June 17, 2024 contempt finding. That Probate Court proceeding 


was conducted entirely under civil rules. Appellant was denied a jury, denied a prosecutor, 


denied court-appointed counsel, and denied statutory notice—deprivations which would render 


any criminal contempt proceeding constitutionally void. The contempt order itself carried no 


case number and did not cite any statute or rule authorizing criminal proceedings. 


Civil contempt, when properly invoked, exists for narrow purposes such as enforcing child 


support or compelling testimony. The Supreme Court has repeatedly emphasized that the 


defining feature of civil contempt is the contemnor’s ability to purge the contempt by 







compliance. See Shillitani v. United States, 384 U.S. 364, 370–71 (1966). Here, in the case of 


May 29 and September 12, the Appellant was given such an opportunity. Regarding the May 24, 


2024, accusation heard on June 17, the appellant was punished outright—without prior 


knowledge of the order he was alleged to have violated, and without counsel, trial, or criminal 


case number.  In fact, the sentencing order had no case number whatsoever. 


The use of the Doyle Pierce Estate case number on the summons only heightens the absurdity. At 


the June 17 hearing, Judge Singleton openly stated that the matter had “nothing to do with the 


Doyle Pierce Estate.” Yet the contempt hearing was scheduled using that civil case number—


again reinforcing the civil posture of the proceeding, while simultaneously severing it from any 


lawful procedural foundation. 


In short, Appellant was incarcerated as a result of: 


• A contempt hearing conducted without a case number; 


• A court order with no criminal designation; 


• Proceedings that excluded prosecutorial or defense participation; 


• Judicial threats of incarceration designed to compel future conduct; and 


• Appellate review that treated the matter as civil until the Court of Appeals redefined it. 


This is not justice. It is jurisdictional fiction, procedural fraud, and constitutional heresy—all 


deployed to protect judicial actors from scrutiny and accountability. 


Case Number Confusion and the Court’s Failure to Clarify Procedural Status 


On September 24, 2024, Appellant sent a formal email to Judge McIntosh’s law clerk requesting 


clarification regarding statements made during the September 12 hearing, where Judge McIntosh 


appeared to suggest—offhandedly—that the Probate Court’s June 17 contempt order was 


“criminal” in nature. This request was not a plea for legal advice, but a reasonable procedural 


inquiry: Is this matter governed by the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure or civil 


procedure under S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308? 


Rather than provide a straightforward response, the clerk refused, invoking the claim that courts 


cannot “offer legal advice.” This deflection is misleading and untenable. Clarifying whether a 







case is civil or criminal is not legal advice—it is a basic matter of judicial administration and a 


prerequisite to the Appellant’s ability to prepare an effective defense. 


More troubling is what happened on the record at the September 12 hearing. Judge McIntosh 


took the unprecedented step of retroactively assigning the Tenth Circuit’s civil appeal case 


number to the original Probate Court contempt matter—an action that raises serious questions of 


jurisdiction and judicial propriety. (See Exhibit 6 – Transcript of September 12 hearing and 


Exhibit 14 – Order of Judge McIntosh instructing the 10th circuit Appellate case number be 


ascribed to the June 17 probate court contempt hearing transcripts). 


The contempt proceeding at issue had no legitimate case number of its own. The original Rule to 


Show Cause used the civil case number of the Doyle Pierce Estate, which Judge Singleton later 


admitted had no relation to the contempt charges. Despite this, transcripts of the June 17 Probate 


Court hearing—produced by Legal Eagle at the request of Judge Singleton’s private attorney, Jim 


Logan—used the Doyle Pierce Estate number. In a subsequent Form 4 order dated September 


13, Judge McIntosh declared that: 


“APPELLANT’S CURRENT CASE NUMBER FOR THIS ACTION IS SUBSTITUTED IN 


PLACE OF THE PROBATE CASE NUMBER. NO FORMAL ORDER REQUESTED.” 


(See Exhibit 14 – Form 4 order of September 13, 2024.) 


By this maneuver, Judge McIntosh sought to legitimize a prior contempt hearing that had 


occurred with no legally valid case number—essentially fabricating a case number after the fact. 


This retroactive procedural laundering is not authorized under South Carolina law and 


contradicts core principles of judicial transparency and integrity. As the South Carolina Supreme 


Court has explained: 


“A valid order must be entered in a duly docketed action. Orders issued without a proper case 


number or jurisdiction are void.” — Ex parte Stroman, 283 S.C. 472, 322 S.E.2d 536 (1984). 


The retroactive reassignment of a civil appeal case number to a contempt proceeding constitutes 


an outrageous abuse of judicial authority. No statute permits a Circuit Court judge to reclassify a 


prior proceeding or retroactively assign a case number to it for purposes of procedural cover. 


This undermines the integrity of the record and violates the constitutional requirement of notice 







and fair process. See In re Goff, 246 S.C. 617, 145 S.E.2d 441 (1965) (“The fundamental 


requirements of due process are notice and the opportunity to be heard.”) 


Moreover, this procedural sleight of hand has not been adopted or ratified by the Oconee County 


Probate Court itself. As of this filing, the Probate Court has not updated its internal records to 


reflect the Tenth Circuit’s reassigned case number—demonstrating that even the originating court 


disavows Judge McIntosh’s attempt to retroactively sanitize the procedural defects. 


In short: 


• The original contempt hearing had no valid case number; 


• A false civil case number (from the Doyle Pierce Estate) was improperly used; 


• Judge McIntosh attempted to retroactively assign a new number to a past hearing; 


• The Probate Court never adopted this reassignment; 


• Appellant’s inquiries about this confusion were ignored, leaving him in procedural limbo. 


This egregious conduct exemplifies the breakdown of lawful process in this matter. A court that 


cannot even identify which rules govern its own actions cannot credibly claim to offer due 


process to those it seeks to incarcerate. 


Ignored Requests for Official Designation of Civil or Criminal Status 


On September 18, 2024, Appellant—acting pro se—submitted a written request to the Tenth 


Circuit Court seeking an official determination as to whether the underlying Probate Court 


contempt finding was now to be treated as criminal in nature. This request followed an 


increasingly confusing series of statements and rulings by Judge McIntosh, who had suggested at 


various points that the case was criminal, despite the record reflecting exclusively civil 


procedures. 


Instead of responding to this reasonable request, the court ignored it entirely. 


This silence had profound legal consequences. If the court had issued an order formally declaring 


the matter to be criminal, Appellant would have been entitled to: 


• No filing fees under criminal appeal rules; 







• Full constitutional protections, including the right to counsel, a presumption of 


innocence, the right to confront witnesses, the right to a jury trial and state prosecutor; 


• Review under criminal procedure, including Rule 37, SCRCrimP. 


“Due process requires that the nature of a proceeding be made clear to a party whose rights are at 


stake. Ambiguity in the classification of a proceeding cannot be used to justify denial of 


procedural safeguards.” 


— In re Goff, 246 S.C. 617, 145 S.E.2d 441 (1965) 


Moreover, had the court simply clarified the status of the case, Appellant could have taken timely 


steps to comply with criminal rules—such as filing a motion for appointment of counsel, seeking 


to amend filings, or requesting discovery. Instead, by refusing to provide clarity and continuing 


to charge civil fees, the court obstructed Appellant’s ability to comply with either set of rules. 


This kind of procedural ambiguity, coupled with silence in the face of direct requests for 


clarification, is not a mere administrative oversight. It is procedural gamesmanship designed to 


trap pro se litigants in technical violations and prevent substantive appellate review. It violates 


fundamental fairness and deprives the Appellant of notice, a basic due process requirement under 


both state and federal constitutional law. 


Dangerous Precedent: Concealing Criminal Proceedings Under Civil Procedure 


Until the recent order from the South Carolina Court of Appeals clarifying the parties, this case 


was unmistakably and consistently treated as civil. Now, after months of treating this matter as 


civil, the State seeks to retroactively redefine it as criminal, not based on any statutory 


reclassification or new factual development, but merely to invoke a procedural technicality and 


dismiss the appeal outright. This is both legally and morally indefensible. 


Judicial Estoppel Bars the State’s Reclassification 


Under the doctrine of judicial estoppel, a party who has successfully maintained a particular 


position in one phase of a legal proceeding cannot later assume a contrary position to the 


detriment of the opposing party. As held in Hayne Fed. Credit Union v. Bailey, 327 S.C. 242, 489 


S.E.2d 472 (1997), judicial estoppel “precludes a party from adopting a position in conflict with 


one previously taken, especially if that position has been relied upon by the court or the opposing 


party.” 







Here, the State and courts induced Appellant to rely on the civil classification. They imposed 


civil filing fees, refused criminal counsel, denied access to a jury, and processed all filings under 


civil procedure — including S.C. Code § 62-1-308. Appellant complied in good faith with these 


rules and paid substantial fees accordingly. The State cannot now invoke a new procedural 


classification to escape appellate review. 


To permit this would effectively allow government actors to flip the classification of proceedings 


at will, weaponizing ambiguity to sidestep scrutiny and immunize judicial misconduct from 


review. 


A Precedent That Undermines Constitutional Rights 


If this Court grants the Attorney General’s motion to dismiss on these manipulated procedural 


grounds, it will set a perilous precedent — one that effectively allows criminal prosecutions to be 


conducted under the guise of civil proceedings, thereby stripping defendants of the most 


fundamental constitutional protections: 


• the right to counsel, 


• the right to notice of charges, 


• the right to a jury trial, 


• and the right to a public hearing. 


This legal bait-and-switch erodes due process at its core and encourages judges and state officials 


to exploit civil contempt as a loophole to punish disfavored individuals without observing 


criminal procedure or constitutional safeguards. 


The United States Supreme Court has consistently emphasized that proceedings involving 


incarceration, even under contempt, require robust constitutional protections. In Hicks v. Feiock, 


485 U.S. 624 (1988), the Court made clear that a contempt proceeding that imposes incarceration 


must be classified as criminal unless the sentence is coercive and conditioned on future conduct. 


In this case, Appellant was sentenced and jailed without any such conditioning, and yet without 


being afforded any of the rights required in a criminal matter. 


This is a dangerous loophole, and if it is not closed by this Court, it will remain open for abuse 


by courts across South Carolina. 







A Record of Persecution and Institutional Failure 


The Appellant has been relentlessly persecuted through a calculated campaign of 


misclassification, misrepresentation, and procedural obstruction carried out by: 


• the Oconee County Probate Court, 


• the Tenth Circuit Court, 


• Judges Danny Singleton and Scott McIntosh, 


• the 10th Circuit Solicitor’s Office, 


• attorney Jim Logan, 


• and the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office. 


Each of these actors collaborated — either actively or passively — in maintaining the false civil 


posture of this case, denying Appellant due process protections in order to hasten punishment 


and suppress exposure of judicial misconduct. 


The conduct of the Attorney General’s Office has been particularly reprehensible. Rather than 


intervene to protect the integrity of the justice system, they have chosen to shield abusive judges 


by burying this case in falsehoods and procedural evasions. This litigation posture constitutes 


bad faith toward the tribunal and warrants sanctions. 


Meanwhile, Appellant has suffered concrete harm: 


• He has incurred substantial financial losses paying improper civil fees. 


• He has endured reputational damage as a result of these unlawful proceedings. 


• He has been forced to abandon vital professional and educational commitments abroad, 


including volunteer work supporting educational reform in Uganda. 


This Court should not reward such institutional malfeasance. It must reject this motion and 


ensure that Appellant’s case is heard on the merits. 


Attorney General’s Office’s Procedural Gamesmanship and Obstruction 


In a final, deeply troubling development, the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office engaged 


in calculated procedural gamesmanship designed to obstruct Appellant’s access to due process. 


On or about June 18, 2025, Appellant submitted an open letter to this Court via email, detailing 







the bad faith conduct of the Attorney General’s Office in response to Appellant’s motion for 


sanctions. 


After Appellant informed the Court that he was temporarily out of the country and had limited 


internet access, the Attorney General’s Office intentionally filed its return by hard copy, 


bypassing standard electronic service protocols. This was no accident. The AG’s Office—fully 


aware of Appellant’s pro se status and limited access—deliberately chose a filing method that 


would delay notice and potentially prevent Appellant from submitting a timely reply. 


It was only through Appellant’s own vigilance, and with the assistance of the appellate case 


manager, that he eventually learned of the filing in time to prepare this response. The AG’s 


decision to use hard-copy filing under these circumstances—rather than complying with ordinary 


electronic notice practices under South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 267—was a clear and 


calculated effort to deny Appellant notice and obstruct his ability to respond. 


This action is not isolated. It aligns with the broader pattern of procedural manipulation and legal 


ambush employed by the Attorney General’s Office throughout this case. At every critical 


juncture—classification, notice, service, representation, and now response deadlines—the AG’s 


Office has employed tactics designed not to serve justice, but to: 


• Exploit Appellant’s pro se status; 


• Shield corrupt judicial actors from appellate scrutiny; 


• Block a hearing on the merits by manufacturing procedural bars; 


• And frustrate Appellant’s ability to assert his constitutional rights. 


This conduct undermines the integrity of the judicial process and constitutes sanctionable 


misconduct under Rule 11, SCRCP, and the inherent authority of this Court to protect its 


proceedings from abuse. As the South Carolina Supreme Court has recognized, "a court may 


impose sanctions to deter abuse of the judicial process and maintain the integrity of the court 


system." Runyon v. Wright, 322 S.C. 15, 471 S.E.2d 160 (1996). 


Given the deliberate nature of this obstruction and the harm it imposed, Appellant respectfully 


requests that: 


1. This Court accept this filing as timely due to the AG’s misconduct; 







2. The Court impose monetary and disciplinary sanctions on the Attorney General’s Office 


for filing its response in bad faith with the intent to impair notice; and 


3. The Court take such further action as necessary to preserve the fairness, transparency, and 


integrity of these appellate proceedings. 


Conclusion 


For the foregoing reasons, Appellant Jason M. Boyle, Ph.D., respectfully requests that this Court 


deny the South Carolina Attorney General’s motion to dismiss in its entirety. In the alternative, 


should the Court find any procedural deficiency, Appellant requests that the Court grant leave to 


cure and extend deadlines to allow the filing of a proper response. 


The procedural arguments raised by Respondents are without legal merit and serve only to 


obscure the grave constitutional violations, jurisdictional abuses, and judicial misconduct that 


have tainted this case from its inception. Appellant has been subjected to relentless persecution 


cloaked in civil procedure—a misuse of judicial authority that has imposed criminal penalties 


without the safeguards mandated by law. 


This Court must reject any attempt to insulate such misconduct behind procedural technicalities, 


especially when those technicalities were manufactured through ambiguity, silence, and bad 


faith. 


Appellant further urges this Court to impose sanctions on the South Carolina Attorney General’s 


Office for its obstructionist tactics, willful misrepresentation of the record, and deliberate 


attempts to deprive Appellant of his rights to notice, participation, and review on the merits. 


Justice demands that these appeals be heard—not buried. The constitutional questions presented 


here are too serious to be avoided through procedural gamesmanship. Appellant therefore prays 


for such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper, in the interests of fairness, 


transparency, and the integrity of the judicial system. 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


WHEREFORE, Appellant Jason M. Boyle, Ph.D., respectfully prays that this Court: 







1. Deny the South Carolina Attorney General’s motion to dismiss in its entirety, as the 


motion is predicated upon misrepresentation, procedural manipulation, and a retroactive 


reclassification of this matter that contradicts its full litigation history; 


2. In the alternative, if the Court finds that service on the Attorney General was 


procedurally deficient due to the recent redefinition of this matter as criminal, Appellant 


respectfully requests: 


•  Leave to cure any defect in service by immediately serving the Attorney General in 


compliance with Rule 37(a), South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure; and 


• That such service be deemed timely nunc pro tunc, in light of Appellant’s good-faith 


reliance on the longstanding civil classification of the case, the absence of prejudice 


to the State, and the constitutional importance of preserving the right to appellate 


review; 


3. Award Appellant $3,500 in compensation for the substantial time, labor, and legal 


research required to prepare this comprehensive response—time that was unjustly 


diverted from professional responsibilities and critical obligations abroad. This effort was 


made necessary solely due to Respondents’ willful procedural malfeasance, including 


their bad-faith attempt to dismiss the case on manufactured technicalities, and their 


deliberate disregard for their duty of candor toward the tribunal. 


4. Award Appellant $5,000 in damages for reputational harm, personal disruption, and 


the direct loss of significant educational and professional opportunities—particularly 


in Uganda—caused by the State’s calculated and wrongful litigation posture. By 


engaging in procedural sabotage rather than addressing the substance of the appeal, 


Respondents maliciously perpetuated the attacks of the state on the appellant, damaged 


his professional reputation, and inflicted avoidable personal hardship. 


5. Order the full refund of all filing fees paid by Appellant to the Oconee County Probate 


Court, the Tenth Circuit Court, and the South Carolina Court of Appeals, as such fees 


were paid under the false and prejudicial designation of this matter as civil, and would 


not have been assessed had the case been properly classified as criminal; 







6. Impose sanctions upon the South Carolina Attorney General’s Office and any other 


responsible parties for their sustained pattern of obstruction, material misrepresentation, 


and bad faith conduct, including—but not limited to—the misuse of procedural rules to 


shield judicial misconduct from appellate scrutiny; 


7. Grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper in the interests 


of fairness, judicial accountability, and the integrity of the appellate process. 


 


Respectfully submitted, 


Respectfully Submitted, this July 24, 2025. 
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DR. JASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant 


750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678 


jasonboyle03@gmail.com 


+256-785-945-074 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that a copy of this reply was delivered to the following parties: 


 


1. Jim Logan: logan@loganandjolly.com 


2. Oconee County Detention Center: jchapman@oconeelaw.com 


3. Oconee County Sheriff’s Department: mcrenshaw@oconeelaw.com 


4. Oconee County Administrator:  abrock@oconeesc.com 


5. AG’s Office, Susan Spencer: susanspencer@scag.gov 


6. AG Attorney, Andrew Powell: andrewpowell@scag.gov 


7. AG’s Office, Grace Sommer: gracesommer@scag.gov 


8. 10th circuit Solicitor: Micha Black: Micah.black@solicitor10.org 


 


Respectfully Submitted, this July 24, 2025. 


 


___________________________ 


DR. JASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant. 


750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678 


jasonboyle03@gmail.com 


+256-785-945-074 
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