From: Jasonboyle03 me

To: Court Of Appeals Filings; McIntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Kjursten Collier); MclIntosh, 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 4:00:50 PM
Attachments: Exhibit 1 Evidence From Junel7 2024 Probate hearing.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 3:57 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_ Junel17_ 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

Exhibit_8_Form4 -
UpdateCertifiedRecord_Sept16.pdf
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLIN“‘ ,‘ ‘

;@ vy .
L%af"gﬁriﬁ COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
N - {0 __JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF \ )( DNEC

)

)

) AFFIDAVIT OF INDIGENCY

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) AND

) APPLICATION FOR COUNSEL

) (Defense of Indigency Act, Form No.2)
J0oSHn 60)\\(’/ |

)

EXHIBIT

CRIMINAL CHARGING DOCUMENT NO. ZDZOF%Q;)OOS-%L Court H2

NAME :);DARP;’SZ'C"NT 74@ A/}// Cj\dé/ 54?}/0}/4 /J/\U ? )74 qu 7 i
TELEPHONE NUMBER(S) 86// 24;5{"%%7 (7922 /lo\y\L Vouee N
DATE OF BIRTH &)q, /}4/ / ? 77

SOCIAL SECURITY NO,

NAMES OF CO-DEFENDANTS

1. Are you presently employed? Yesﬂ No []

a. 1f“yes”, state the amount of your salary or wages per month, and give the name and address
of your employer.

SALARY OR WAGES

PER MONTH NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER

rﬁ%#l' /{\ivw/&m/ Lral oi?n/"ag
2300, <~
Bedore Taves z[lﬁ 2S00 - 2%%, - $2062S %1 = HSC0
c

If “no”, state the n and address of last employment, date oftermlnatlon of employment, and
amount of your salary or wages per month.

SALARY OR WAGES , , . e TERMINATION
EEMONTI NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER BATE
2; Include employment information for the spouse, if applicable.

SALARY OR WAGES

) AME ) y - AP e
PER MONTH NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER

If the spouse is not currently employed, state the name and address of last employment, date of
termination of employment, and amount of salary or wages per month.

SALARY OR WAGES —— I — " TERMINATION
TR ok TR NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER DATE
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- ! List by name, age and relationship to you, any persons who are dependent upon you for support.
Indicate beside each how much you contribute toward their support.

N \\lL AGE RELATIONSHIP AMOUNT OF SUPPORT

Brern /éro#/ Pgers /) Joanc’ Help 1/ L))
| Quindar ’5»/&/ /5 S /7 /D~ fr'wjéf

<

e /i/ﬁ /i [ on ~,my

4. Have you recelved within the past twelve months any money from any of the following
sources?
a. Business, profession or form of self-employment? Yes\ﬁj No []
b. Rent payments, interest or dividends? Yes [] NO/E
c. Pensions, annuities or life insurance payments? Yes [ ] Nom
d. Gifts or inheritances? Yes[ ] No A
e. Any other sources? Yes [ ] NOE

If the answer to any of the above is “yes”, describe each source of money and state the amount
received from each during the past twelve months.

SOURCE Of MONEY AMOUNT

WA/ erplosCel 575~ {502

v

5. Do you own cash, or do you have any money in a checking or savings account?

Yesm No

59
If the answer is “yes”, state the total amount of the cash owned. /OZD

6. Do you own any real estate, stocks, bonds, notes, or other valuable property (excluding
ordinary household furnishings and clothing)?

Yesﬂj D

If the answer is ¢ yes descrlbe the propz:i and state the apppzaprlate value ofhc items owned
f oW QW/

JLA 2CAA_»

/ ’ ; é ég
7. What kind of motor vehicle do you own? ;/of/a., RO 8 Zﬂ/y//ﬁ‘t/ /OMW/

ls it pald for? Yes[J NolAfl

If not, what are the payments? é/ 59 ‘/ﬁ

8. How much do you owe (on liens, mortgages, other encumbrances or debts)?
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I do solemnly swear that the account by me delivered into this court with my application for counsel
does contain a true and full account of all my real and personal estate, debts, credits and effects
whatsoever without exception, which I or any person in trust for me have or at the time of my posscssion
had, or am, or was, in any respect, entitled to, in possession, remainder or reversion and that I have not
at any time since charges were made against me or before, directly or indirectly sold, leased, assigned or
otherwise disposed of or made over, in trust for myself or otherwise, other than is mentioned herein.

I understand the appointment of counsel creates a claim against the assets and estate of the person
who is provided counsel or the parents or legal guardians of a juvenile in an amount equal to the
cost of representation less the amount paid to appointed counsel, the public defender office and/or
the Commission on Indigent Defense. I understand that such claim shall be filed in the office of
the Clerk of Court in the county where I, my child, or ward are assigned counsel, but that the
filing of a claim shall not constitute a lien against my real or personal property unless, in the
discretion of the court, part of all of such claim is reduced to judgment by appropriate order of
the court after serving me with atleast thirty (30) days notice that judgment will be entered.

I understand that, pursuant to §17-3-30(b), I am required to pay a non-refundable $40.00
application fee to the Clerk of Court for public defender services or other appointed counsel.

[ am financially unable to employ counsel and request that counsel be assigned to represent me. I
understand that T am entitled to at least thirty days’ notice before a claim against me may be reduced to
judgment, and I do hereby waive the right to such notice.

This /) day of ’O—Lw , QﬁZ'}

Defendant or Ppfent/Guardian if applicable

Subscribed and sworn to before me this

]Q day of ’Wﬂ( , gogq

9/\'\ QM L/,_,.' (L.S)

Notary Public for South Carolina

My Commission Expires: IQ ,3 \|3|

The applicant’s request for court-appointed counsel is hereby %anted /] denied.

Dated: k_Q l |B ! Z‘Dqu f(//\{’@f\l/\ %< LOWCJ\?P

Judg%lélk or ty Clerk
('Y:(/)\/Q/L , South Carolina p D O~1(’P ; Ce_
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TeNTH CIRCUIT PUBLIC DEFENDER OFFICE

ANDERSON AND OCONEE COUNTIES

Oconee County Office

Anderson County Office 415 S. Pine Street (mailing)
500 8. MeDuftie Street JENNIFER L. JOHNSON 110 Brown Square Drive
vnderson, SC 29024 Circuit Public Defender (physical)
Tel. 8642604048 Walhalla, SC 29691
Fax 80-4.200.4134 Tel. 864.638.3133

Ifax 804.038.0228

June 17.2024

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

The Tenth Circuit Public Defender’s Office (Oconee), is unable to represent Jason
Michael Boyle with regard to any Contempt of Court claims in Probate Court since it is not a

criminal matter.

Sincerely.

John P. Abdalla
Chiel County Public Defender






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF OCONEE

IN THE PROBATE COURT

Case #: 2020-ES.37-00532

In The Matter of:

Doyle Elton Pierce,
Decedent,

MOTION TO DISMISS

Ex Rel. Jason Boyle,
Defendant.

N N N N S S S S S e

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the alleged Contemner in the above captioned action, Jason
Boyle, will move before the Presiding Judge at the Oconee County Probate Court, located at
415 South Pine Street Walhalla. South Carolina, on Monday, 17th June. 2024 for an Order
granting the dismissal of the instant contempt action alleged against him that was brought by
way of a sua sponte rule to show cause summons dated 10th June, 2024.

This motion is based on the fact that among other things, the Court is without jurisdiction to
punitively sanction the Defendant for criminal contempt pursuant to a South Carolina Supreme
Court Administrative Order. Furthermore, as will be more particularly set forth in the
Memorandum In Support of this motion, the evidence will show that the Defendant’s actions do
not meet the threshold to sustain a finding of criminal contempt beyond a reasonable doubt

pursuant to S.C Code Ann. § 14-1-150. See also, State v. Sowell, 370 S.C. 330, 635 S.E.2d 81

(2006) (in South Carolina the burden of proof for criminal contempt actions is beyond a
reasonable doubt).

A memorandum in support! of this motion is contemporaneously filed herewith.

1 See, Defendant’s Memorandum In Support of Motion To Dismiss for additional sustaining grounds, the
relevant factual basis, and arguments at law in support of this motion hereof.
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WHEREFORE, now into court comes the Defendant, of whom respectfully moves this Court
for an order dismissing the contempt of court action of 10th June, 2024 and any such collateral
actions associated therewith. The Defendant also moves this Court for any other relief that the
Court deems just and proper.

I SO MOVE!

Respectfully Submitted,

)
By: .%\ éfiﬁ"m

/ Jason Boyle, PhD

0 Mourning Dove Lane
Seneca, South Carolina 29678
(864) 245-3278
jasonboyle03@gmail.com
FOR THE DEFENDANT

14th June, 2024
Seneca, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF OCONEE

IN THE PROBATE COURT

Case #: 2020-ES-37-00632

In The Matter of:

Doyle Elton Pierce,
Decedent, MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT

OF MOTION TO DISMISS

Ex Rel. Jason Boyle,

Defendant.

R e —y

The Defendant, Jason Boyle, hereby submits the following Memorandum In Support of a
Motion To Dismiss the alleged contempt of court action brought against him by way of a sua
sponte Rule To Show Cause and will show unto the Court the following in support thereof; to
wit;

[. INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

On or about 24th May, 2024, Jason Boyle presented to the Probate Court for the purpose of
paying an invoice for file copies requested by his fiancé, Dorothy Pierce related to the above
captioned action’s underlying estate matter. While present in the lobby / public area of the
probate court facility, Mr. Boyle was recording a video on his cell phone which captured merely
the common public area of the court facility as well as his brief interaction with court personnel.
Due to these acts, the Probate Court Judge, Hon. Danny Singleton issued a rule to show cause
(hereinafter “RTSC”) summons requiring Mr. Boyle to show cause why he should not be held in
contempt of court for allegedly “violating the order? of the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of
South Carolina regarding recording in a court or at a clerk’s window.”

The instant litigation followed; of which the Defendant contends consists of an allegation that

1 The Supreme Court Administrative Order is attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.
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is based on a misapprehension of the law; and therefore is an abuse of discretion, borne out of an
error of law, and is a blatant judicial overreach. Therefore, the Defendant respectfully requests
that this Court carefully consider the following facts and legal argument set forth irfra in support
of the Defendant’s motion to dismiss. The Defendant also asserts his right to a trial by jury,
inviolate; pursuant to the controlling authority found in the common law of South Carolina. See,

Taylor v. Haves, 418 U.S. 488, 94 S.Ct. 2697, 41 L.Ed.2d 897 (1974). See also, Lewis v. United

States, 518 U.S. 322 (1990) “A jury trial is preferable for criminal contempt matters in order to

avoid arbitrary action by a judge in a potentially heated context.” Rhod v. State, 372 S.C. 100,

641 S.E.2d 35 (Ct. App. 2007), citing Lewis, at 518 U.S. 322 (1996)).

II. THE CONTEMPT POWER OF THE COURT

An adjudication of contempt in a contempt of court action is within the sound discretion of the

Trial Judge. See, Whetstone v. Whetstone, 309 S.C. 227, 420 S.E.2d 877 (Ct. App. 1992). “The

[finding of contempt] is subject to reversal when such is based on a finding that is without
evidentiary support or when there has been an abuse of discretion.” Whetstone, supra.

South Carolina’s jurisprudence indicates that the long standing practice in the courts of this
state is to impose the contempt power of the courts sparingly" (emphasis supplied). See, McCall
v. McCall, 303 S.C. 452, 401 S.EE2d 193 (Ct. App. 1991) (Contempt should be imposed

sparingly and will be reversed when based on a finding without evidentiary support). McCall

303 S.C at 452 (Ct. App. 1991). Contempt is an exireme measure and the power to adjudge in

contempt is pot to be lightly asserted (emphasis supplied). See, State v. Harper, 207 S.C, 257,

376 SE.2d 272 (1989).
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III. THE PROBATE COURT IS DEVOID OF JURISDICTION

The Probate Court is devoid of jurisdiction to bring an allegation of contempt on its own

motion when the order in question is an administrative order of the Supreme Court of South

Carolina.

The body of law in South Carolina is hitherto devoid of any matter in which an allegation of

contempt of court was found beyond a reasonable doubt? with respect to the alleged violation of

an administrative order of the Supreme Court (enforced criminally by a Probate Court).
Notwithstanding the fact that the Defense has conducted diligent research of an exhaustive
nature, the instant case appears to arise from an unprecedented issue at law with respect to both
the procedural posture as well as the substantive nuances surrounding the etiology, and quite
frankly, nearly the entirety of the instant case hereof.

It is the Defendant’s position that the instant contempt action is void, ab initio. “One cannot be
held in contempt for violating an order that was void ab initio for lack of jurisdiction.” Arnal v.
Fraser, 371 S.C. 124, 241 SE.2d 409 (1978).

Chiefly, a Defendant is required to have actual notice of the particulars of the specified court
order in which it is alleged he has purportedly violated. It is also a necessary prerequisite
condition that said defendant have prior notice of said court order. See, Frank v. Frank, 311 S.C.
454,429 SE.2d 823 (Ct. App. 1993). Mr. Boyle asserts that it would be a contravention of the

second law of thermodynamics to allege that he had any such prerequisite notice beforehand; as

2 Reasonable doubt is the standard of proof and the onus probandi is on the moving party to prove criminal
contempt. See, State v. Sowell, 370 S.C. 330, 635 S.E.2d 81 (2006). Contrasted with civil contempt; wherein:
civil contempt is proved by clear and convincing evidence (emphasis added). As such, the Defendant still
holds the position that the allegations do not meet even this lesser burden of proof.
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he had no knowledge of the administrative order prior at any point in time prior to the court
making the decision to issue the instant RTSC, sua sponte. This assertion is based on the fact that
regardless of the purported posting of said order in some hallway as the Court alleges but has not
proven, Mr. Boyle cannot be expected to avail himself of ambiguous administrative orders
posted without proper notice; and then have such order that he was never previously served, of
which is a jurisdictionally devoid administrative order, used against him as supporting evidence
to make a finding of contempt. This is especially true when in this realm’s accepted doctrine of
the space-time continuum: Mr. Boyle could not logically be said to have any reasonable
opportunity to take notice of this (purportedly) posted order in a nondescript location (still yet to
be located) of a multi-use, public hallway or otherwise.

The single case that could be said to be grossly on point is: County of Greenville v. Mann, 347

S.C. 427, 556 S.E.2d 383 (2001). In County of Greenville v. Mann (citation omitted), it was held

that: “the circuit court ordered the county clerk to oversee the destruction of guns that had been
exhibits in trials. The county clerk had one of his employees and a deputy take the guns to a
recycling plant. When the deputy called the county clerk and expressed an interest in owning
some of the guns, the county clerk told the deputy and the employee to keep the guns they
wanted. On appeal, the supreme court found that the circuit court's order was ambiguous and
contradictory because on the one hand it ordered the county clerk to destroy certain weapons, but
on the other hand it ordered the county clerk to comply with statutes that required him to conduct

a public auction of the weapons.”

Although it is clear that the issues in Mann are comprised of a starkly different fat set,

nevertheless Mann is distinguishable and has import to the instant case because the order was
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ambiguous and contradictory. As such, the authority arising from the Mann decision instructs us
that the county clerk could not be held in contempt for failing to comply with the order.
Furthermore, the circuit court did not have the authority to order the destruction of the weapons

which the South Carolina Legislature had specifically indicated by S.C. Code Ann. § 16-23-500

(repealed 1998) were to be auctioned. Thusly, it is reasonable to assert that there is a nexus
between the instant case and the controlling authority derived from Mann; in that herein, as was
the the gravamen of the Mann case: the fact that an ambiguous order, of which a non-attorney
individual is not expected to be able to interpret cannot be the “order in question” of which a
finding of contempt of court is based upon.

Furthermore, the Defendant vehemently objects to this Court’s notion that it can lawfully
enforce an administrative order from a higher court through an RTSC that carries punitive
criminal implications with respect to the potential sanctions. Due to the fact that the potential
penalties that the Court argues it can impose (and will likely impose) should the Court be given
free reign to continue with the instant prosecution, there is no question that a sentence of
confinement is a criminal punishment. As such, even if the Probate Court could prevail on its
position that an administrative order from a higher court is criminally sanctionable, it is the
Defendant’s position that a sentence of incarceration is harsh medicine. Far too harsh of a penalty
for the alleged violation in the instant case.

B) The Alleged Contemner Did Not Have Proper Notice To Satisfy The Relevant Predicate
Requirements That Our Jurisprudence Demands Regarding Contempt Actions

Mr. Boyle was not on notice that an Administrative Order Could be utilized as the basis for

bringing criminal contempt proceedings against a citizen of South Carolina, of whom is not an
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attorney and not expected to be apprised of the nuances of Supreme Court edicts, issued for the
benefit of the Bar and the general public with no clause or provisions specified therein as it
relates to the extension of contempt power to lower courts with respect to the potentiality of
using such as grounds for criminal enforcement of such orders; nor any notice properly given
whatsoever. As such, it 1s our position that, at a minimum, the instant contempt allegation should
not survive a threshold analysis. Therefore, it should be held that the Probate Court does not have
standing to hold a member of the public in criminal contempt for violating an order that did not
originate from that particular court.
C) Threshold Notice Requirement Not Satisfied

[ will draw the Court’s attention to the following fact set that unequivocally elucidates the
above contention, to wit: Mr. Boyle was never properly on actual notice of the possible
sanctions’ this particular administrative order is said to carry. For the law in South Carolina is
clear and unambiguous; in that, the Probate Court does not have lawful standing to prosecute this
action when the alleged contemner is not on notice of the acts of which could be argued are

clearly violative of a particular court order, enforceable by a Court’s contempt power. See, Frank

v. Frank, 311 S.C. 454, 429 SE.2d 823 (Ct. App. 1983). For the Court’s consideration is the

procedural requirement that an alleged condemner be personally served with the particular order
in which it is alleged he is in contempt of, prior to the finding of contempt; or otherwise have

actual notice of such order’s contents. See, Frank v. Frank, supra.

3 Sanctions of which the Defense asserts are not enforceable pursuant to, inter alia, a lack of jurisdiction to
impose and enforce said sanctions when the order in question did not originate in the Probate Court.
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Clearly, Mr. Boyle was never personally served this order. Also, as set forth above, Mr. Boyle
never had any actual notice of the administrative order he allegedly violated. Thusly, one cannot
reasonably be expected to logically draw any inference regarding actual notice (or any notice at
all). Certainly, the ambiguity of the order’s contents, the lack of notice, and the extreme nature of
confining a citizen pursuant to a finding of criminal contempt does not satisty the onus probandi
of beyond a reasonable doubt, with respect to the instant case (emphasis added). Therefore, the
Defense asserts that it is incumbent upon the Probate Court to enter a finding of which dismisses
the instant contempt allegation with prejudice as the ends of justice and the laws of South
Carolina demand.

D) An Individual Cannot Be Convicted of Contempt For The Violation of Orders That Are
Void or Ambiguous

“Disobedience of a void order or one that is issued by a judge without jurisdiction is not

contempt.” State ex rel. McLeod. v. Holcomb, 245 S.C. 63, 66, 138 S.C. 707 (1964). “A party

may not be convicted of contempt for violation of a court order that fails to tell him in definite
terms what he must do. The order must contain a mandatory or prohibitive provision and it must
be so clearly expressed that when applied to the act complained of it will appear with reasonable
certainty that it has been violated. Furthermore a party should not be punished for disobedience

of an order where its language can be construed in a manner consistent with innocence”

(emphasis added). See, Western Carolina Reg. Sewer Authority v. Bell, 282 S.C. 646, 648, 320

S E.2d 487 (Ct. App. 1984) Moreover, the instant contempt allegation has no basis in fact and

the evidence will show that the record is devoid of any proper basis in which to enter a finding of

contempt. “Before a court finds a person in contempt; the record must clearly and with
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specificity reflect the contemptuous conduct.” Brasington v. Shannon, 288 S.C. 183, 184, 341

S.E.2d 130 (1986). The instant allegation is devoid of any indica of merit.

As mentioned above, South Carolina has no case directly on point that aligns with the fact set
of the instant action. Nevertheless, we can find invaluable instruction in the federal
jurisprudence. 1 will draw the Court’s attention to the fact that the Federal Rules confirm that a
party cannot be held in contempt of an ambiguous order. Moreover, the only case on point in the
federal body of law clearly tells us that one cannot be held in contempt for an order that does not
specifically and unambiguously prohibit with particularity, a person’s cell phone use in a court
facility. See, Reitz v. DynCorp International, LLC, 253 F. Supp. 3d 89, 95 (D.D.C 2017). “If the
administrative order was not clear and unambiguous about the prohibition of cell phone use, the

defendant cannot be held in contempt for its violation.” Reitz v. DynCorp International. LLC,

supra. It is the Defendant’s position that the Administrative Order in question herein was

ambiguous and thus he cannot be found to be in contempt of such order.

IV. THE DEFENDANT'S CONDUCT WAS NOT WILLFULLY VIOLATIVE OF
THE ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER

The conduct that comprises the basis of the Court’s allegations, even if established prima
Jfacie, was not perpetrated with a willful intent to infringe the mandates of the purported Supreme
Court Administrative Order. I will draw the Court’s attention to the fact that there is absolutely
no evidence that this alleged act was perpetrated willfully, or with any manner of mens rea that
the law of this state requires when a court is faced with determining whether or not to enter a

finding of criminal culpability.
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“A willful act is an act done voluntarily and intentionally with the specific mtent to do something
the law forbids or with the specific intent to fail to do something the law requires to be done; that
is to say with bad purpose either to disobey ‘intentionally’ or otherwise disregard the law”
(emphasis added). Lx Parte Kent, 379 S.C. 633, 637, 667 S.E.2d 921 (Ct. App. 2008). See also,

State v. Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. 122, 130, 447 S.E.2d 213 (Ct. App. 1994).

Consider the following proposition®, posited in the form of propositional calculuss: If a Court
does not have lawful standing to enforce an order then such order is void ab initio when said
order cannot survive the actual notice requirement (emphasis supplied). Additionally if such
order is clearly void ab initio, then it cannot be said that an alleged violator has a logical means
to be in willful violation thereof.

As such, the Probate Court does not have lawful standing to prosecute this action when the
alleged contemner 1s not on notice of the acts of which are clearly violate of a particular court
order; enforceable by a Court’s contempt power. For the Court’s consideration is the procedural
requirement that an alleged condemner be personally served with the particular order in which it
is alleged he is in contempt of, prior to the finding of contempt; or he must otherwise have actual

notice of such order’s contents. See, Frank v. Frank, 311 S.C. 454, 429 SE.2d 823 (Ct. App.

1983).
The authority in South Carolina is clear: a citizen of South Carolina cannot be held in

contempt of an order that he did not willfully violate. See, Lox Parte Kent, 379 S.C. 633, 637, 667

S.E2d 921 (Ct. App. 2008).

4 This is an, If P—> Q analysis.

5 Also known as propositional logic (commonly styled in academia as Logic 101). See, Lemon, et. al., An

Introduction To Logic (1963).
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I will draw the Court’s attention the the element of intent. Whereby, the controlling precedent
from the appellate courts in our state instructs us that willfulness or criminal intent is an essential
element that must be found in order to adjudicate a Defendant guilty of criminal contempt. See

generally, State v. Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. 122, 130, 447 S.E.2d 213 (Ct. App. 1994). “Contempt

results from the willful disobedience of a court order; and before a person may be held in
contempt, the record must be clear and specific as to the acts or conduct upon which the conduct
is based.” Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. at 130 (Ct. App. 1994). “Intent is a necessary element in criminal
contempt findings.” State v. Scott, 269 S.C. 542, 238 S.E.2d 217 (1977).

There is not a basis upon which the Court can prove Mr. Boyle had any specific intent to act
with a bad purpose nor can it be established that he had a willfully criminal mens rea. Mr. Boyle
contends that he did not have any intent to perpetrate an act that the law forbids nor fail to adhere
to any lawful requirements of a court order.

The instant allegation also falls short of establishing a basis upon which a finding of direct
contempt can be sustained. Consider, State v. Jolly, 405 S.C. 622, 749 S.E.2d 114 (Ct. App.
2013); which is instructive regarding the elements of direct contempt. “A person may be found
guilty of direct contempt if his conduct interferes with judicial proceedings, exhibits disrespect
for the court or hampers the parties or witnesses in a court proceeding.” State v. Jolly, supra.

Here again there is no evidence that can be established to support a finding of direct contempt.
Mr. Boyle has legitimate reasons why he was recording, for such activity is protected under the
First Amendment of the United States Constitution.

Also, Mr. Boyle legitimately had reason to fear the potentiality of his rights being violated by

the Hon. Danny. Singleton. This fear is based on the fact that, at the time of the filing of the
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instant RTSC, his fiancéé had been subjected to an onslaught of judicial vindictiveness; to
include not one (1) but four (4) previous RTSC summonses for contempt of court, three (3) of
which were sua sponte. Mr. Boyle has also been subjected to one (1) additional judicially
vindictive sua sponte RTSC himself, of which is totally unrelated to the instant action. As such,
Mr. Boyle did not feel that his rights or fundamental liberty interests could be safely upheld
without recording his interactions in the public area of the court facility. For he had no intention
of recording in the prohibited areas of the courthouse; such as in the courtroom or a judge’s
chambers. For prior to being subjected to these allegations, he had no other business at the
courthouse and did not foresee a reason to ever need to be in the actual courtroom.

Moreover, Mr. Boyle did not, nor does he ever intend to record in a courtroom nor be
disruptive of any aspect of court business. The evidence will show that despite the allegation, his
actions never in fact, rose to that level. Thusly, it is the Defendant’s position that the instant
contempt allegation is unjust, designed to deprive Mr. Boyle of his Constitutional rights, and is
the result of a judicially vindictive overreach.

“Judicial vindictiveness refers to the concept where a defendant is subjected to a harsher
sentence or punishment due to the exercise of a legal right, such as an appeal or a motion for a
new trial. In South Carolina, the presumption of vindictiveness may arise if a litigant establishes
that circumstances surrounding the initiation of a certain action posed a realistic likelihood of
vindictiveness (emphasis added). See, State v. Odom, 412 S.C. 253, 772 S.E.2d 149 (2015). “The

inquiry into vindictiveness is not focused solely on the presence or absence of actual vindictive

6 Mr. Boyle’s fiancé Dorothy Pierce is a litigant in the underlying estate matter. At the time in which the
alleged contemptuous acts occurred, Mr. Boyle was conducting lawful business as Mrs. Pierce’s agent.
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motives, but includes whether the action taken, which exposes the accused to an increased
punishment, poses such a reasonable likelihood of vindictiveness as to require a presumption of

vindictiveness.” State v. Blakely, 742 S.E.2d 29 (S.C. Ct. App. 2013). See also, State v. Blakely,

402 S.C. 650 (Ct. App. 2013). Accord, State v. Odom, 412 S.C. 253, 772 SE.2d 149 (2015).
“Judicial vindictiveness is a legal concept that protects defendants from being subjected to
harsher punishments due to the exercise of their legal rights. It is a complex concept that requires

careful consideration of the circumstances surrounding. . .[the] process.” See¢, Davie v. State, 381

S.C. 601, 675 S.E.2d 416 (2009).

PROCED L TANTIVE PROTECTI
It is axiomatic that certain due process protections immediately attach upon the threat of being
held in criminal contempt. As such, Mr. Boyle’s fundamental liberty interests are implicated in
such contempt proceedings; thereby triggering various procedural and Constitutional protections.
An alleged contemner must be afforded the right to counsel and be given adequate time to
secure counsel. Moreover, the statutory law of South Carolina appears to provide that “no citizen
of this state shall be sent to jail for any contempt of court or supposed contempt of court until he

be brought before the court and there be heard by himself, or counsel. . .” S.C Code Ann. §

14-1-150. Mr. Boyle hereby asserts his right to counsel and objects to any trial or evidentiary

hearing being carried out without counsel present.

VI. BURDEN OF PROOF

Due to the fact that this matter is in the posture of a criminal contempt action, Mr. Boyle is

donned 1n the cloak of innocence unless and until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.
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“Reasonable doubt 1s the standard of proof in criminal contempt cases.” See, State v. Sowell, 370

S.C. 330,635 S.E.2d 81 (2000).

VII. PROCEDURAL DEFECTS

It is the position of the Defendant that is improper for Judge Singleton to preside over the
instant contempt action. Considering the fact that Judge Singleton appears to have lost the ability
to discharge his judicial duties fairly and with impartiality pursuant to the Cannons of Judicial

Conduct. See, Rule 501, SCACR. Tt is standard practice for the trial judge of whom initiated a

contempt action to recuse himself from conducting the adjudicative proceeding regarding such
contempt allegation. “The trial judge should excuse himself from contempt proceedings where,
because of personal attacks or other reasons, he would be unlikely to maintain the calm

detachment necessary for fair adjudication.” Taylor v. Hayes, 418 U.S. 488 (1974). See also,

Johnson v. Mississippi, 403 U.S. 212 (1971); Buchanan v. State, 276 S.C. 127, 276 S.E.2d 302

(1981); State v. Bevilacqua, supra.

“The relevant test is not just one of actual bias, but also whether there is such likelihood of
bias or an appearance of bias, that the judge was unable to hold the balance between vindicating

the interests of the court and the interests of the accused.” Taylor v. Hayes, supra.

Finally, it is a procedural aberrancy for the trial judge of whom issues a sua sponte RTSC for
criminal contempt to prosecute the matter from the bench. This also shows that Judge Singleton
is far too personally ensconced in the outcome of this case and has lost his ability to rule in a fair
and impartial fashion. In similar matters, the trial judge would typically appoint a “special
prosecutor.” I submit that there is no reason why Judge Singleton could not appoint the Oconee

County Attorney, a member the Tenth Circuit Solicitor’s Office, or any other competent member
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of the Bar to prosecute the instant case. For these reasons, the Defendant moves this Court for
the appointment of a special prosecutor and for the recusal of the involved judge, Hon. Danny

Singleton from presiding over this contempt action.

VIII. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, in consideration of the facts and law set forth above and in the
contemporaneously filed Motion To Dismiss, the Defendant hereby moves this Court for an
order dismissing the instant contempt action against Mr. Jason Boyle and for all other relief the
court deems just and proper. The Defense implores this Court to issue a comprehensive order
with findings of fact and conclusions of law regarding the Court’s ruling with respect to each and

every point of law set forth above.

Respectfully Submitted,

J /}
*-i‘f""/ -:/
By: / V7 )

/ Jason Boyle, PhD
50 Mourning Dove Lane
Seneca, South Carolina 29678
(864) 245-3278
jasonboyle03(@gmail.com
FOR THE DEFENDANT

14th June, 2024
Seneca, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE PROBATE COURT

COUNTY OF: OCONEE RULE TO SHOW CAUSE
IN THE MATTER OF:

DOYLE ELTON PIERCE CASE NUMBER: 2020ES3700532

(Decedent)
TO: JASON BOYLE TO:
Personal Representative Personal Representative
Address: 720 MOURNING DOVE LANE Address:

SENECA, SC 29678

Telephone (Work): Telephone (Work)
(Home): (Home)

(Cell): (Cell)

Email: Email

YOU ARE HEREBY REQUIRED TO APPEAR AT THE OCONEE COUNTY PROBATE COURT ON THE DATE AND TIME
LISTED BELOW TO SHOW CAUSE IF ANY YOU CAN, WHY SHOULD NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF COURT FOR
FAILING TO FOLLOW THE ORDER OF THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT
REGARDING RECORDING IN A COURTHOUSE AND OR CLERK WINDOW. THIS COURT IS GIVING YOU NOTICE
THAT YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO COUNSEL SHOULD YOU CHOOSE.

DATE: JUNE 17, 2024

TIME: 10:00 AM

PLACE: 415 S PINE STREET WALHALLA, SC 29691 (ROOM 202)

Executed this 6™ day of June, 2024.

Duwedde GCurlo

[[1 Danny Singleton., Probate Judge
m Griselda L Godoy., Sr. Assoc. Judg
[] Erin Green., Associate Judge

cc. Attorney:
Address:

FORM #124ES (1/2014)
62-3-704, general





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE PROBATE COURT

COUNTY OF OCONEE

~ N v S

ORDER

It appears to the court that Jason Boyle, has been represented by ineffective counsel in the
matter of a Rule to Show Cause hearing held at the Oconee County Probate court on June 5,

2024.

Theretore, this court orders that Jason Boyle shall be released immediately from the

Oconee County Detention center.
IT IS SO ORDERED!

Dated June 6, 2024

Walhalla, South Carolina

Jatteldn @W{W\/

Griselda L Godoy
Senior Associate Probate Judge






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE PROBATE COURT

|
COUNTY OF: OCONEE ) RULE TO SHOW CAUSE
)
IN THE MATTER OF: )
DOYLE ELTON PIERCE ) CASE NUMBER: 2020ES3700532
(Decedent) )
TO: JASON BOYLE TO:
Personal Representative Personal Representative
Address: 720 MOURNING DOVE LANE Address:
SENECA, SC 29678
Telephone (Work): Telephone (Work):
(Home): (Home):
(Cell): (Cell):
Email: Email:

YOU ARE HEREBY REQUIRED TO APPEAR AT THE OCONEE COUNTY PROBATE COURT ON THE DATE AND TIME
LISTED BELOW TO SHOW CAUSE IF ANY YOU CAN, WHY SHOULD NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT OF COURT FOR
FAILING TO FOLLOW THE ORDER OF THE CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT
REGARDING RECORDING IN A COURTHOUSE AND OR CLERK WINDOW. THIS COURT IS GIVING YOU NOTICE
THAT YOU HAVE A RIGHT TO COUNSEL SHOULD YOU CHOOSE.

FAILURE TO APPEAR AS REQUIRED SHALL BE CAUSE FOR CONTEMPT AND FURTHER SANCTIONS BY THIS
COURT. BY COURT RULE, THE 10 DAY NOTICE IS HEREBY WAIVED.

DATE: JUNE 5, 2024

TIME: _11:00 AM

PLACE: OCONEE COUNTY PROBATE COURT 415 S PINE STREET WALHALLA, SC 29691

Executed this 28th day of May 2024.

Ly 5*

m: Danny Singleton., Probate Judge
7 Griselda L Godoy., Sr. Assoc. Judge
[ Erin Green., Associate Judge

cc.  Attorney:
Address:

FORM #124ES (1/2014)
62-3-704, general





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE PROBATE COURT

COUNTY OF OCONEE

ORDER

Pursuant to a Rule to Show Cause served upon Jason Boyle, a hearing was conducted on
June 5, 2024 to determine if Jason Boyle should be held in contempt of court.

After testimony and evidence was taken, it was determined beyond a reasonable doubt that
Jason Boyle did commit direct contempt of court.

THEREFORE. IT IS ORDERED that Jason Boyle be sentenced to serve a period of sixty

(60) days in the Oconee County Detention Center.
IT IS SO ORDERED!

Dated June 5, 2024

Walhalla, SC

,('V‘“? i g

Danny Singleton, Jrudge ot Probate






IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE COUNTY OF OCONEE

IN THE PROBATE COURT

JASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Petitioner,
V.

DANNY SINGLETON,
Oconee County, Oconee County Detention Center

Oconee County Sheriff’s Department-Respondents.

PETITION FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE OF JASON MICHAEL BOYLE

I, Jason Michael Boyle, respectfully petition this Honorable Court for an order directing my
immediate release from the Oconee County Detention Center. My continued detention violates
my constitutional rights under the United States Constitution and South Carolina law. This

petition is based on the following facts and legal grounds:

STATEMENT OF FACTS

1. On May 24, 2024, Jason Michael Boyle recorded his interactions with the Probate Court
clerks. At the time, Petitioner Boyle was unaware of a Supreme Court order that provided
guidelines for the use of electronic devices in courthouses.

2. Petitioner Boyle posted his recorded interactions with the clerks on YouTube.

Subsequently, the judge sent a copy of the Supreme Court order to parties in another





litigation, which included Dr. Boyle's fiancée. His fiancée requested the judge to send a
copy directly to Dr. Boyle and confirmed Dr. Boyie's email address.

On May 28, 2024, the Probate Court, acting as the complainant, sent Dr. Boyle a Rule to
Show Cause why he should not be held in contempt for violating the Supreme Court
order and immediately scheduled a hearing for June 5, 2024.

. On May 29, 2024, Petitioner returned to the Probate court to be served with his
summons/Rule to show cause. The Judge called the Police. While leaving the Probate
Courthouse with the sheriff's deputies, Probate Court Judge Danny Singleton called
Petitioner Boyle back and demanded he delete the video of the lobby he had earlier
recorded or face jail time. Dr. Boyle declined to delete his video, and the judge sentenced
him to 10 days for direct contempt whiie in the iobby. Without a written order, the
sheriff's deputies handcuffed Petitioner Boyle and took him to jail. The written order was
issued later that day.

. Despite no direct violation of the Supreme Court order, he was sentenced to 10 days in
jail for direct contempt by the judge without a trial, allegedly for May 24, 2024. During
May 24, 2024, the judge did not witness the incident, and it did not occur during a court
proceeding, thus not warranting a direct contempt charge or prison sentence.

. A hearing was set for June 5, 2024, during which Petitioner Boyle was sentenced to an
additional 60 days in jail for the May 04, 2024, recording, which took place in the
absence of the judge. During this hearing, the judge made a lengthy speech about how Dr.
Boyle defamed him in the video and hurt his feelings and reputation. The hearing was not
about violating the Supreme Court order but about statements Boyle made to the clerks

and posted on YouTube regarding the Judge. It was disguised as contempt of court. The





10.

11.

Probate Court held a criminal trial in a probate court without following all necessary due
process procedures. The Probate Court did not have jurisdiction to incarcerate Boyie for
an alleged violation of the Supreme Court order, which the Probate Court does not have
jurisdiction to enforce.

Petitioner Boyle was released from jail on May 30, 2024, on grounds of a mistrial for the
second sentence, and another hearing was set for June 17, 2024. He had already served
his 10-day sentence.

Petitioner Boyle had been approved for a public defender a week before the June 17,
2024, hearing. However, the public defender's office claims to have attempted to contact
Petitioner Boyle on Friday, June 15, to inform him that his approval was rescinded
because they do not handie cases in Probate Court due to their civil nature. There is no
evidence that Petitioner Boyle received this communication.

On June 17, 2024, Petitioner Boyle presented his public defender form and requested a
continuance, waiting to be assigned a public defender. He did not waive his right to an
attorney. The judge denied the request and proceeded with the trial, forcing Petitioner
Boyle to represent himself,

During the trial, witnesses testified that Petitioner Boyle was not informed of the
Supreme Court order during the recording on May 24, 2024.

Despite the witness testimony, Petitioner Boyle was resentenced to 50 days for May 24,

2024, recording, which he had aiready served, constituting double jeopardy.

. The Probate Court issued an order without creating a case number for Petitioner Boyle.

He was sent to the Oconee County Detention Center without a case number, making it





impossible to locate him at the jail or in the South Carolina Department of Corrections
system, effectively rendering him a "ghost prisoner."

13. All attempts to obtain transcripts of Dr. Boyle’s June 17, 2024, hearing have been futile
as the Probate Court does not want to release such records, which show grave misconduct
during the proceedings when Boyle was forced to represent himself and denied a

continuance after issues with his public defender.

LEGAL ARGUMENT

1. Double Jeopardy

The Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution protects individuals from being
subjected to multiple punishments for the same offense. In United States v. Wilson, 420 U.S. 332
(1975), the Supreme Court emphasized that once a defendant has been punished for a particular
offense, they cannot be punished again for the same offense. I have already served a ten-day
sentence for the contempt charge. The subsequent resentencing to an additional 50 days for the

same contempt constitutes double jeopardy and is therefore unconstitutional.
2. Lack of Legal Basis for Continued Detention

The absence of an assigned case number and proper legal documentation for my detention
violates fundamental principles of due process and transparency. In Jones v. Cunningham, 371
U.S. 236 (1963), the Supreme Court underscored the necessity for transparency and proper
documentation to protect the rights of detainees. My status as a "ghost prisoner" undermines this

principle, rendering my continued detention arbitrary and unlawful.
3. Violation of Due Process Rights

The Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution guarantees due process rights,

which include the right to be informed of the charges against oneself and the right to a fair

hearing. In Hamdi v. Rumsfeld. 542 U.S. 507 (2004). the Supreme Court affirmed the necessity





of due process, even for individuals detained by the government. The resentencing and continued
detention of me without new charges or a proper legal basis violate these due process rights.
Additionally, Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319 (1976) established a balancing test for due
process, considering the private interest affected, the risk of erroneous deprivation, and the
government's interest. The arbitrary nature of my detention presents a significant risk of

erroneous deprivation of liberty.

4. Denied Right to Counsel

The Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution guarantees the right to counsel in
criminal prosecutions. I did not waive my right to an attorney and had been approved for a public
defender. The denial of my request for a continuance to allow for proper legal representation
violates my Sixth Amendment rights, as affirmed in Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335 (1963),

which guarantees the right to counsel in criminal cases.
S. Judicial Misconduct and Lack of Jurisdiction

The Probate Court's actions in holding a criminal trial and imposing a sentence without
following necessary due process procedures constitute judicial misconduct. The Probate Court
does not have jurisdiction to incarcerate me for an alleged violation of the Supreme Court order,
as probate courts generally do not handle criminal matters. This overreach and misuse of judicial

authority further violate my constitutional rights.
6. Violation of First Amendment Rights

My recordings in the court lobby, a public area, were conducted to protect myself from
misrepresentation, given my past experiences with the Probate Court. The recordings were a
form of speech and expression protected under the First Amendment to the United States

Constitution. The punitive actions taken against me for these recordings infringe upon my First

Amendment rights.

(%]





REQUESTED RELIEF

In light of the aforementioned legal arguments, my continued detention is clearly unlawful. I
request my immediate release from the Oconee County Jail, as my continued detention is without

legal basis and constitutes a violation of my constitutional rights.

For the reasons stated above, I respectfully request this Court to order my immediate release, and

ensure that my legal and constitutional rights are upheld.

Respectfully Submitted, this June 25, 2024.

Aeon o
DRAASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant

750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678

< 1 | PN A : . .
jasonbovle03(@aomail.com





PROOF OF SERVICE

1 hereby certify that on this June 25, 2024, a copy of the Amended Notice of Appeal was

hand delivered to the following parties:

1. Danny Singleton: 415 S. Pine St. Walhalla, SC 29691

2. Oconee County Detention Center; 300 S Church St, Walhalla, SC 29691

3. Oconee County Sheriff’s Department: 300 S Church St, Walhalla, SC 29691
4. Oconee County Supervisor: 415 S. Pine St. Walhalla, SC 29691
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