From: Jasonboyle03 me

To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Cc: Mark Farthing; Jim Logan; Kim Manley; awilson@scag.gov; Grace Sommer; Susan Spencer; Caroline Collins;

MclIntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Carson Neeves); MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings
Subject: Re: Take 2
Date: Wednesday, December 10, 2025 11:42:07 AM
Attachments: ROA Final v3-251-306.pdf

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

On Wed, Dec 10, 2025 at 11:40 AM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03(@gmail.com> wrote:

On Wed, Dec 10, 2025 at 11:39 AM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> wrote:
I am now sending the updated ROA broken into deliverable segments. THese are
identical to the ones emailed in the previous thread

On Wed, Dec 10, 2025 at 11:38 AM Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
wrote:
Please ignore the previous correspondence and accept these filings in this new thread.

I apologize for the confusion. As a Pro Se litigant that was denied counsel in a criminal
trial disguised as a civil contempt hearing, I am managing a family and full time work
while striving for justice. I pray that errors I cause and frustration I express are seen as
understandable and forgivable.

Thank you,
Jason

These are the files that include the updated proofs of service
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The due process requirements under both federal and state law necessitate that individuals be
given proper notice of any legal restrictions that may subject them to penalties for

noncompliance.

The appellant testified under oath on June 17, 2024, that he had no knowledge of any restrictions
on filming in the public lobby (Page 39 Line 20, Page 43 Line 10, Page 46 Line 21 and Page
87 Line 5) of a South Carolina courthouse on May 24, 2024. There is no evidence presented or
accusations made that the Appellant was aware of the SCSC AO prior to the May 24 recording.
The trial of June 17, 2024 was regarding the events of May 24, 2024 and no other day (Page 70
Line 16, Page 73 Line 3). Additionally, Judge Singleton agrees that the Appellant was unaware
of the order (Page 45 Line 9). Moreover, no trial was ever held regarding the events of May 29,
2024. Testimonies from two court clerks and the assistant probate judge also indicated that they
had no knowledge of the appellant being informed of the order he was accused of violating.

Mrs. Loman states she was aware of the order and did not inform the Appellant during his
recording of her at the clerk’s window (Page 21 line 14). Mrs. Bonadee, verifies that she has
“no way of knowing” if the appellant was aware of the SCSC AO (Page 31 Line 10 and Page 34
Line 15). Associate Judge Green states she also in unaware of the Appellant being notified of

the SCSC AO (Page 84 Line 19).

Without proper notice, service, or posting of the administrative order as required by the order
itself, the appellant could not have reasonably been expected to comply with its restrictions.
SCSC AO explicitly states that its contents "shall" be posted on the courthouse door. The
appellant began his recordings outside the courthouse and filmed himself walking through the
door, capturing the absence of any notice posted on the door, as required by the SCSC AO the
Appellant purportedly violated. This absence of notice precludes any lawful punishment based

on the appellant's actions.

It appears that Judge Singleton cannot discriminate between the law and a court order. He
clearly states that case law is one of three ways of making law “and case law can come from
Administrative Orders” (Page 88 Line 21). Clearly this is not correct. Case law must arise from
a case. Judge Singleton states the Appellant “did violate the order. Ignorance of the law is no
excuse” (Page 81 Line 12). He here recognizes the Appellant was not informed of the order he

purportedly violated, and he thinks the order is a law.).
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Arguments Regarding Issue 6

The Probate Court erred in its determination that Appellant committed direct criminal

contempt of court.

Direct criminal contempt is reserved for actions that occur within the presence of the court and
disrupt court proceedings. The behavior in question, which took place in the lobby of the
courthouse, without any judge present, rather than inside a courtroom during active proceedings,

does not meet the legal threshold for direct criminal contempt.

Direct criminal contempt requires that the contemptuous conduct occurs in the immediate
presence of the court and that it significantly disrupts or threatens to disrupt ongoing judicial
proceedings. According to South Carolina law, as codified in S.C. Code Ann. § 14-1-50, direct
contempt involves actions that take place within the courtroom or in the presence of the judge
during a proceeding. The Appellant's behavior—filming in the courthouse lobby—occurred
outside of any active court proceedings and did not disrupt any judicial activities. No judge

witnessed the events.

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.E.2d 193 (Ct. App. 1991). 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.”

Arguments Regarding Issues 7 & 11

The probate court erred in denying the appellant’s right to effective legal representation
during the June 17, 2024, hearing. Additionally, the probate court improperly denied the

appellant’s requests for a continuance.

The Sixth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution guarantees the right to a fair trial, including the

right to effective legal representation. Similarly, Article I, Section 14 of the South Carolina
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Constitution enshrines the right to counsel as fundamental to a fair trial. The Appellant was
initially informed that he would be represented by the Public Defender’s Office (PDO). This is
evidenced in the application for council (Exhibit 4) and in the transcript. The Appellant
submitted the approved form prior to trial. Judge Singleton becomes confused at the bench
concluding the application for a public defender was not grated and that the Appellant had
applied the morning of the trial (Page S Line 19). The Appellant had submitted the application
on June 10, as clearly marked on the application in the judge’s possession. Judge Singleton then

calls a recess.

During this first recess of the trial, Judge Singleton contacted the PDO, resulting in the PDO’s
stating the Appellant would not be represented due to the matter being characterized as civil
rather than criminal. This characterization of the matter as civil is in the letter from the PDO and
in the transcript (Page 8 Lines 7, 11, and 15, and Page 9 Line 17). This decision to characterize
the case as civil was based on the fact that the summons used the case number of the Doyle
Pierce Estate, a civil matter in which the Appellant had no involvement (Page 14 Line 14 and
Page 55 Line 20) and that the case was held in the probate court, a court that has no jurisdiction

to hold a criminal trial (South Carolina Code of Laws , Title 62-1-302).

This confusion caused by the court after the criminal trial began is clearly cause for continuance.
The appellant requests a continuance and Judge Singleton denies it immediately (Page 13 Line
21). The denial of the Appellant’s request for continuance is a clear example of judicial
vindictiveness. The U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668
(1984), established that ineffective assistance of counsel arises when the defendant is deprived of
adequate legal representation. This denial of counsel violated the Appellant’s constitutional

rights to a fair trial and effective assistance of counsel.

Arguments Regarding Issue 8

Judge Singleton erred in using the Probate Estate case number of the Doyle Pierce Estate

in the two summonses for Rule to Show Cause (RTSC).

The summonses issued by Judge Singleton referenced the Probate Estate case number of the
Doyle Pierce Estate, which was unrelated to the appellant's actions. The appellant filmed himself

paying a bill on behalf of a third party, an action that had no connection to the underlying probate
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matter. The use of the Doyle Pierce Estate case number in the summonses misrepresents the
nature of the alleged contempt and inappropriately ties the appellant's conduct to an unrelated

probate proceeding. Judge Singleton stated this clearly on June 17:

“No, this is not under the Doyle Peirce case. This is not under -- this is -- you may have
attached a case number to it but this is your conduct, it has nothing to do with the estate
of Doyle Pearce. This has -- this has to do with you recording on the date and time in

question, recording at the Clerk’s 1window, okay.” (Page 14 Line 14)

He states this same claim twice (Page 55 Line 20). Contempt proceedings should be directly
related to the case at hand, and the misuse of the probate case number further demonstrates not
only the lack of proper jurisdiction and relevance in the issuance of the summonses, but also
Judge Singletons inability to maintain professional competency, as required in South Carolina
Code of Judicial Conduct Rule 501. Judge Singleton’s use of the Doyle Pierce Estate case
number in the summonses for the Rule to Show Cause was erroneous. The Probate court could
not create an independent criminal case because it lacks jurisdiction, so it did what it could, with
reckless disregard for the law, to ensure the Appellant was punished in a gross display of judicial

overreach.

The Appellant is unable to find any case law related to incarceration without a case number. The
Appellant asserts that the incarceration without a case number represents an egregious act of
judicial overreach, indicative not of mere error but of deliberate malfeasance. Judge Singleton's
actions, driven by personal animosity towards the Appellant and his fiancé, constitute a clear
instance of judicial vindictiveness, reflecting a profound abuse of judicial power. If upheld this

case will set an alarming precedence.

Arguments Regarding Issue 9

The Probate Court erred by not including descriptive details and clarity in court

documents such as orders and summons.

The May 29, 2024, order references both the events of May 24, 2024 and May 29,2024 yet it
does not clarify which specific actions or day(s) led to the 10-day sentence (Exhibit 3). This
ambiguity violates the principles of due process, which require that an individual be fully

informed of the nature and cause of the accusations against him.
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The May 29, 2024, probate order vaguely states that "Jason Boyle entered the Probate Court
lobby while recording with his phone as he approached the clerk window to request to speak with
the judge”, but it does not specify whether this conduct violated South Carolina Supreme Court
Administrative Order. The Administrative Order prohibits the use of electronic devices "at any
counter or window, or immediately adjacent space," yet the probate court order issuing the 10-
day sentence does not explicitly state that the appellant entered this restricted space while

recording or provide any evidence, leaving the basis for the contempt finding absent.

The May 29, 2024, order also claims that the appellant was aware of the Chief Justice's Order
“concerning videoing” in certain areas of the court. First, the Chief Justice’s Order does not
mention video recording in the lobby area, it simply restricts the use of electronic devices.
Additionally, the order fails to specify how or when the appellant was made aware of this
restriction, and no trial was held regarding the events of May 29 for the Appellant to defend
himself. Finally, this Order has no proper title or case number in direct defiance of SCRCP Rule
58(a). Due process under the Fourteenth Amendment requires that individuals be given clear

notice of the charges against them and the specific conduct that constitutes a violation.

Arguments Regarding Issue 17, 19 & 42

The probate court erred by not properly following legal procedures and standards in
sending summons and sentencing the appellant to incarceration. The probate court failed
to properly document and file orders related to the appellant’s case, affecting the validity
and enforceability of those orders. The Appellant’s rights were violated when he was

incarcerated without a case number or crime on the public record.

The appellant's due process rights have been fundamentally violated by the Probate Court of
South Carolina through the issuance of multiple procedurally deficient incarceration orders.

None of the four orders (Exhibits 3, 5, 6 &7)—three sentencing the appellant to jail and an

emergency release order—contained a case number, or a title, as required by SCRCP Rule
58(a), rendering them facially defective. Additionally, these orders are absent from the court
record, exacerbating confusion and undermining the court’s authority. Under Rule 58 further
requires proper documentation and entry of judgments on the record to ensure their validity.
These orders are not on the public record. Without proper case identification and record-

keeping, these orders lack legal validity, raising serious concerns about the legitimacy of the
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appellant’s detention. Immediate review is necessary to correct these violations and uphold due

process.

South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 58(a) mandates that every judgment contains a
case number. The failure to include case numbers in the sentencing orders not only violates this
rule but also leads to confusion and a lack of transparency in the legal process. These cases
cannot be found on any public record. Without a case number, it is impossible to accurately trace
the legal proceedings or to ensure that the orders are properly recorded in the court’s docket. It is
hard to fathom a scenario where a Judge is so incompetent to file an order without a case number

out of ignorance. These orders are the result of judicial vindictiveness.

Using the estate case number of Doyle Elton Pierce, 2020-ES-37-00532, for summonses
unrelated to that estate was procedurally improper and violated SCRCP Rule 4 and South
Carolina Rule of Criminal Procedure Rule 3 (this is a criminal case held in a court that only
has civil jurisdiction making it unclear which rules were to be followed), which governs the
issuance and service of summonses, and Canon 3(C)(1), which states a judge shall diligently
discharge the judge’s administrative responsibilities without prejudice. This misuse of case
numbers improperly linked unrelated matters and obscured the nature of the proceedings against

the appellant.

The appellant’s incarceration without a case number or crime listed on the public record
constitutes a grave violation of due process rights. According to the Fourteenth Amendment of
the U.S. Constitution, no person shall be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due
process of law. Incarcerating the appellant under the label "hold for probate court" (Exhibit 8)
without any specified crime or case number on the public record is unlawful. The U.S. Supreme
Court in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507 (2004), held that even in cases involving national
security, individuals detained by the government have the right to due process, including the
right to be informed of the charges against them and to challenge their detention. The appellant's
situation, where he was detained without a case number, crime, or proper legal documentation,

clearly violates these due process principles.

Judge Singleton and the probate court exhibited a significant lack of competence during the
proceedings on June 17 (Page 6 Line 3, Page 12 Line 9, Page 14 Line 14, Page 15 Line 2,
Page 39 Line 4, Page 41 Line 5, Page 42 Line 9, Page 43 Line 22, Page 56 Line 10, Page 60
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Line 17, Page 62 Line 7, Page 79 line 7, Page 86 Line 2, Page 88 Line 12, Page 89 Line 2 and
Page 90 Line 6). This incompetence was evidenced by a demonstrable lack of understanding of
applicable legal principles, the involvement of inadequately qualified personnel, and actions
suggestive of judicial overreach and vindictiveness. These actions appear to reflect an

inappropriate exercise of judicial authority.

Arguments Regarding Issue 12, 13 & 14

The probate court erred by not considering or hearing Appellant Motion to Dismiss. The
probate court erred in not granting requests made in the Memorandum on the Motion to
Dismiss such as the requests for Judge Singleton to recuse himself, appointment of a special
prosecutor, and to provide a jury trial. The probate court erred by verbally dismissing
Appellant’s Motion to Dismiss without an order of the court, reduced in writing and

recorded with the clerk of probate court.

The appellant filed a Motion to Dismiss accompanied by a Memorandum on the motion (Exhibit
9) before the June 17, 2024, criminal trial, which included several significant requests: a jury
trial, recusal of the judge, and the appointment of a special prosecutor. The court expresses
confusion about the Motion to Dismiss asking what it applies to (Page 12 Line 9). The Motion
is clear that it applies to the only criminal contempt trial regarding the Appellant. It appears
Judge Singleton either did not read the memorandum on the motion or did not understand it. The
court's failure to consider or hear this motion in open court represents a serious violation of
procedural fairness. According to SCRCP Rule 12(b), motions to dismiss must be considered by
the court, particularly when they involve fundamental issues such as the right to a jury trial or
judicial impartiality. It is important to note that the Probate court lacks criminal jurisdiction.
Although a Motion to Dismiss under Rule 12(b) is a civil motion, it was the only option that fell

under the Probate jurisdiction.

It 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. Additionally,
the Appellant made serous public allegations against Judge Singleton, enfuriating the judge,
driving him to issue the Rule to Show Cause Sua Sponte. “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
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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).

Pursuant to Article I, Section 14 of the South Carolina Constitution, which provides that
"[a]ny person charged with an offense shall enjoy the right to a speedy and public trial by an
impartial jury," the South Carolina Rules of Criminal Procedure presuppose the right to a jury
trial in criminal cases. The probates court’s decision to proceed with the criminal trial without a
jury, absent a valid waiver by the appellant, constitutes judicial overreach and violates the
Appellants fundamental rights. The denial of the appellant’s request for a jury trial requires
reversal and a demand for a jury trial (South Carolina Code of Laws Tile 18-3-10).

The verbal dismissal of the appellant's Motion to Dismiss, without issuing a written order or
recording the decision with the Clerk of Probate Court, further violated the appellant's rights.
SCRCP Rule 58 mandates that every judgment must be set forth on a separate document and
entered into the record. A verbal dismissal without a corresponding written order lacks the
necessary legal formalities and transparency, making it impossible to challenge or appeal the
decision. The absence of a written order or record also violates Canon 3(C)(1) of the South
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct, which requires judges to be diligent in their judicial duties

and to ensure that all orders are promptly documented and recorded.

Arguments Regarding Issue 20, 21, 23, 34 & 35

The probate court erred when Judge Singleton served as witness, prosecutor, investigator
and judge, while acting as the Sua Sponte moving party, investigating the facts of the case
prior to trial and by participating as a witness to material facts of the case and Judge.
Judge Singleton improperly testified to material facts from the bench. Judge Singleton

acted out of judicial vindictiveness or personal bias against Appellant.

The probate court committed significant errors by allowing Judge Singleton to simultaneously
serve as witness offering testimony (Page 3 Line 7, Page 35 Line 16, Page 36 Line 18, Pages
51 through 53, Page 60 Line 16, Page 67 Line 11 through Page 68, Page 85 Line 10 and
Page 86 Line 2), prosecutor (Pages 17 through 20 and Pages 24 through 30 and prepared
witnesses for trial), investigator (Judge did not witness the events of May 24, instead

gathered facts through Ex Parte Hearsay to establish a case), and judge while acting as the
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sua sponte moving party (Exhibits 10 & 11) in this case. This fundamentally undermined the

fairness and impartiality required for judicial proceedings and violated the Appellant’s

constitutional rights to due process.

Due process mandates that a judge remain impartial, as established by the U.S. Supreme Court in
Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927), and Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868
(2009). Judges cannot act as both a neutral decision-maker and an advocate or prosecutor within
the same case. Judge Singleton, by initiating and prosecuting the Rule to Show Cause (RTSC)
sua sponte, acted beyond his judicial role, improperly assuming the functions of the prosecutor.
Furthermore, in In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 133 (1955), the Court made clear that when a judge
becomes involved as an accuser or witness, their impartiality is compromised, and due process is
violated. In this case, Judge Singleton’s actions went beyond mere adjudication; he actively
participated in the prosecution of the Appellant, raising serious concerns about bias and judicial

vindictiveness.

Judge Singleton witnessed material facts when he addressed the Appellant during recording and
made the case about judicial vindictiveness instead of use of an electronic device. Judge
Singleton then testified from the bench to what he witnessed (Page 67 Line 11). Judges are
prohibited from becoming witnesses in cases they preside over, per Canon 3(E)(1) of the Code
of Judicial Conduct, which requires disqualification where impartiality may be questioned.
Judge Singleton violated this principle by introducing facts from his own knowledge and calling
subordinates as witnesses. The Supreme Court's decision in Murchison emphasized that a judge

testifying in their own court creates an intolerable conflict of interest.

The Appellant's assertion of judicial vindictiveness is supported by Judge Singleton’s actions and
statements, which indicate personal bias (See sentencing confusion, lack of adherence to Rule
501 and interest in Appellant’s personal affairs, Page 85 Line 16). The ruling in North Carolina
v. Pearce, 395 U.S. 711 (1969), prohibits judicial decisions motivated by personal animosity
(Page 14 Line 14, Page 15 Line 6, Page 26 Line 6, Page 40 Line 11, Page 42 Line 1, Page 53
Line 18, Page 55 Line 21, Page 57 Line 3, Page 60 Line 17, Page 61 Line 4, Page 67 Line 16,
Page 68 Line 17, Page 86 Line 2, Page 88 Line 12, Page 89 Line 21, Page 92 Line 14, Page
95 Line 6, and Page 96 Line 9) or a desire to retaliate against a defendant. Judge Singleton

repeatedly defended his reputation in response to the Appellant’s public accusations and rejected
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reasonable requests for a continuance and effective counsel, demonstrating a clear personal stake

in the outcome of the case.

Judge Singleton erred by investigating facts prior to trial. He was well versed in occurrences he
did not witness. Canon 3(B)(7) prohibits judges from engaging in ex parte communications or
independently investigating the facts outside the confines of the court record. By gathering
information from his clerks, requesting affidavits, and relying on such information in rendering

decisions, Judge Singleton failed to uphold his duty as an impartial adjudicator.

Arguments Regarding Issue 22

Judge Singleton deprived appellant of his rights when he declined to be cross examined, yet

he was a material witness in Appellant’s case.

Judge Singleton deprived the Appellant of his constitutional rights by refusing to be cross-
examined (Page 85 Line 4) while serving as a material witness (Page 3 Line 7, Page 43 Line
22,Page 44 Line 8, Page 51 Line 12, Page 52 Line 1, Page 52 Line 13, Page 67 Line 11, Page
68 Line 3, Page 85 Line 10 and Page 86 Line 2) in the trial. This denial violated the Appellant's
Sixth Amendment right to confront and cross-examine witnesses, a cornerstone of due process in
criminal proceedings. The U.S. Supreme Court in Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004),
held that the Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment guarantees a defendant the right to
cross-examine any witnesses testifying against them. The right to cross-examine is not limited to
traditional witnesses but extends to any individual providing testimony that influences the court's

findings.

Arguments Regarding Issue 16

The probate court erred in leading the public defender to believe this contempt rose out of

a civil matter by using Doyle Elton Pierce’s estate case number.

Contempt of court, particularly direct criminal contempt, is inherently a criminal proceeding,
regardless of the underlying civil nature of the case. Criminal contempt involves punitive
measures such as incarceration, which triggers constitutional protections, including the right to
counsel under the Sixth Amendment. In Bloom v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 194 (1968), a trial regarding

criminal contempt in a probate court, the Supreme Court ruled that individuals facing serious
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criminal contempt charges are entitled to the same constitutional protections as defendants in

other criminal cases, including the right to a fair trial, due process, and counsel.

The Oconee County Probate court’s decision to issue a summons using the case number from the
Doyle Elton Pierce estate matter led to significant confusion, both for the probate court and the
public defender. As the record shows, the public defender initially agreed to represent the
Appellant because the matter was understood to be criminal in nature (Exhibit 4). However,
after realizing the summons bore the estate case number, the public defender withdrew, stating
that the matter was "civil contempt" rather than criminal (Exhibit 12). This misunderstanding
arose directly from the incorrect use of the estate case number, which blurred the lines between

civil and criminal proceedings. Judge Singleton states:

“No, this is not under the Doyle Pearce case. This is not under -- this is -- you may have
attached a case number to it but this is your conduct, it has nothing to do with the estate
of Doyle Pearce. This has -- this has to do with you recording on the date and time in

question, recording at the Clerk’s 1window, okay.” (Page 14 Line 14)

In the Appellants response to this statement, the Appellant corrected Judge Singleton reminding
him “The summons you sent had Doyle Pearce’s estate number”. Judge Singleton responded

stating:

“It 1s associated somewhat with the case because you were here on the matter to allegedly
pay an invoice for on the behalf of someone else. All right. But in reality, technically, that
does not have anything to do with the Pierce estate. All right. At this time the Court is

going to call Jessica Loman. Jess, Ms. Loman, step in please.”

Also see Page 55 Line 20. This error directly impacted the Appellant’s ability to defend himself,
constituting a violation of his due process rights under the Fourteenth Amendment. By failing to
correct the erroneous perception that the matter was civil rather than criminal, the probate court
deprived the Appellant of his right to counsel and a fair opportunity to prepare his defense,

especially since he was not afforded adequate representation at trial.
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Arguments Regarding Issue 18

The probate court erred by not posting the South Carolina Supreme Court Administrative
Order (SCSC AO) regarding Electronic Devices in Courthouses dated March 09, 2023, as

directed in the order itself.

The SCSC AO clearly mandates that the order "shall” be posted on the doors to the courthouse.
The use of the term "shall" indicates that posting the order is not discretionary but rather a
binding requirement. According to video evidence (Exhibit 2) and testimony, the probate court
failed to post this order as required, violating the directive issued by the South Carolina Supreme
Court. Failure to comply with this procedural obligation not only subjects the Probate Court to
contempt in the Supreme Court of South Carolina, it undermines the enforceability of the order

within that courthouse.

The purpose of requiring the posting of such orders is to ensure that individuals entering the
courthouse are properly informed of restrictions on electronic devices. Courts routinely require
notice to be provided to the public regarding orders, rules, and other directives that could lead to
penal consequences. A court order affecting the public's conduct, particularly one that may result
in criminal contempt or other penalties for noncompliance, must be posted as directed to ensure
due process. The principle that one must be aware of a court order to be held accountable for
violating it is fundamental to both criminal and civil jurisprudence. In Walker v. City of
Birmingham, 388 U.S. 307 (1967), the U.S. Supreme Court reinforced that a party must have
notice of an order to be bound by it. This is no evidence the Appellant had notice of the SCSC
AO.

In this case, Frank v. Frank, 311 S.C. 454, 429 S.E.2d 823 (Ct. App. 1983), clearly states the
finding of contempt by the probate court is incorrect. Here, the court reversed the finding of
contempt against the husband, citing a lack of evidence that he had received proper notice of the

restraining order he was accused of violating

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.

The authority in South Carolina is clear: a citizen of South Carolina cannot be held in contempt
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of an order that he did not willfully violate. See, Ex Parte Kent, 379 S.C. 633, 637, 667 S.E.2d
921 (Ct. App. 2008). Therefore, the probate court's enforcement of the electronic device
prohibition was improper, and any related penalties imposed on the Appellant should be

overturned.

Arguments Regarding Issue 22

Judge Singleton erred in bringing the Rule to Show Cause (RTSC) Sua Sponte, and then
acting as the Judge.

Judges are required to remain impartial and not become advocates in cases they are presiding

over. When a judge initiates a RTSC sua sponte, it raises concerns about impartiality, particularly

if the judge then presides over the same matter. The right to a fair trial includes the right to have
a neutral and impartial decision-maker. If a judge both initiates and presides over a contempt

proceeding, there are valid concerns that the judge is not neutral.

A central tenet of judicial ethics is that judges must remain neutral and impartial arbiters. When a

judge initiates a Rule to Show Cause (RTSC) on their own, as Judge Singleton did in this case,
they effectively take on the role of a party or advocate in the proceedings. This dual role of
moving party and judge fundamentally compromises the fairness of the process and creates an
appearance of bias, violating the standard of impartiality required by the Due Process Clause of

the Fourteenth Amendment. See Murchison.

The appearance of bias alone can erode public confidence in the judicial system. The U.S.
Supreme Court has consistently underscored that judges must avoid not only actual impropriety
but also the appearance of impropriety to preserve trust in the judiciary. In Liljeberg v. Health
Services Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847 (1988), the Court stated that the mere appearance of
bias or partiality requires disqualification of a judge to protect the integrity of the judicial

process.

By initiating the RTSC sua sponte, Judge Singleton's actions gave rise to an appearance that he
was personally invested in the outcome of the case, which does lead a an objective observer to
question his neutrality. Courts generally avoid situations where a judge's impartiality could

reasonably be questioned, as seen in Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868 (2009),
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where the Court emphasized the importance of avoiding even the perception of bias in judicial

proceedings.

Arguments Regarding Issue 25

The court erred in having Judge Singleton call witnesses that were also his court clerks

[Subordinates].

The core of judicial ethics is the requirement for impartiality. Judges are expected to be neutral
arbiters, ensuring that the trial proceeds according to law and that the defendant receives a fair
trial. When a judge, acting as prosecutor, calls and questions their subordinates, as in this case, it
creates an appearance of bias and a clear conflict of interest. In calling Jessica Loman to the
stand, Judge Singleton misspeaks and calls her Jess, showing the casual nature of their
relationship (Page 15 Line 8). Mrs. Loman identifies her position in the probate court as a clerk
of court (Page 17 Line 9). While Rule 614 of the Federal Rules of Evidence allows a judge to
call and question witnesses, this power is limited and must be exercised cautiously. Judges must

avoid appearing as advocates, and calling subordinates as witnesses crosses that line.

In this case, Judge Singleton’s decision to call and question his clerks, especially in a proceeding
he initiated, shows that he was acting more as an advocate than as a neutral decision-maker. This
conduct violates the requirement that a judge be impartial and constitutes judicial overreach,

further eroding the fairness of the trial.

Arguments Regarding Issue 27

Judge Singleton erred by testifying from the bench.

A judge’s primary responsibility is to remain neutral and impartial while ensuring that both
parties receive a fair trial. When a judge testifies (Page 35 Line 16 and Page 36 Line 18), even
indirectly, to material facts in dispute, they undermine their role as an impartial decision-maker.
Canon 3(E)(1) of the South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct explicitly prohibits judges from
adjudicating cases in which they have personal knowledge of disputed facts. By offering
testimony from the bench, Judge Singleton breached this standard. Again, see Murchison. Even
if Judge Singleton’s comments were factually accurate, which they were not, they still create the

appearance of bias. Canon 2 of the South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct emphasizes that
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judges must avoid not only actual impropriety but also the appearance of impropriety in their

activities.

Arguments Regarding Issue 28

Judge Singleton erred by participating in Ex Parte conversations with witnesses and the

public defender.

Canon 3(B)(7) of the South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct explicitly prohibits judges from
engaging in ex parte communications concerning a pending or impending proceeding, except
under limited and specific circumstances. Judge Singleton works with three of the witnesses,
Mrs. Loman, Mrs. Bonadee and Judge Green, daily. For example, Judge Singleton is aware of
the affidavit prepared by Mrs. Bonadee prior to the start of the trial (page 26 line 9 and Page 27
Line 3). The Appellant had not heard tell of or seen this affidavit prior to trial despite requesting
all relevant documents, specifically requesting affidavits, from the court in an email Judge
Singleton read out loud (Lage 56 Line 15). Again, in Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc,
the U.S. Supreme Court emphasized that judges must avoid situations that pose a serious risk of
actual bias or even the appearance of bias. Ex parte communications are especially problematic
because they can easily suggest that the judge is acting with partiality or has been improperly
influenced. For example, Judge Singleton walks Mrs. Loman through her testimony leading her
to say “the clerk’s window”, as if asing her to recall a previous conversation (Page 18 Lines 8
through 22). When a judge has ex parfe communications, particularly with individuals who are
witnesses or parties in the case, the judge is obligated to recuse. Recusal is necessary to ensure

the judge remains neutral and that the parties trust the fairness of the proceedings.

Relying on hearsay from a witness or engaging in ex parte conversations, especially when the
judge continues to preside over the case, violates the parties’ due process rights. Judicial
misconduct occurs when a judge allows extrajudicial information to influence the proceedings.
Such actions should result in disciplinary measures against the judge, as they represent a serious

breach of judicial ethics.

Arguments Regarding Issue 30

The probate court err in not holding a trial for the events of May 29,2024.
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Due process requires that before a defendant can be convicted and sentenced for any offense, the
state must provide notice of the charges, an opportunity to be heard, and a fair trial. In In re
Winship, 397 U.S. 358 (1970), the U.S. Supreme Court held that the due process clause requires
the prosecution to prove beyond a reasonable doubt every fact necessary to constitute the crime

with which a defendant is charged. The court must offer the accused the opportunity to present

evidence, challenge the state's case, and defend themselves against the charges. The absence of a

trial for the events of May 29, 2024, is a clear violation of these fundamental principles. The
Appellant was sentenced to 10 days in jail with no semblance of due process in a gross gestures

of Judicial Vindictiveness.

The ambiguity in the sentencing order of May 29, 2024, further highlights the lack of integrity in

the probate court’s proceedings. When the probate court sentenced the appellant for the events of

May 24 and 29, without holding a trial specifically addressing these actions of May 29, the court

acted unlawfully. The orders issued by the court reference both May 24 and May 29, but they fail

to clearly delineate whether the sentencing is attributable to each separate event. Such lack of

clarity compounds the violation of the appellant’s rights and clearly shows judicial overreach.

In North Carolina v. Pearce, 395 U.S. 711 (1969), the Supreme Court held that sentencing must

be free of judicial vindictiveness. The court clearly states that fear of judicial vindictiveness can
influence the actions of parties, disrupting the pursuit of justice. Sentences imposed without a
trial, particularly when motivated by judicial frustration or bias, violate the principles of fair

justice.

Arguments Regarding Issue 31

The Probate Court erred by sentencing Appellant twice for the same crime.

The sentencing order of May 29 references both the events of May 29 and May 24, creating
confusion about the basis for the sentence. Since it mentions both dates and involves a criminal
sentence, it seems the sentence might be for a combination of alleged offenses. However, the
only criminal trial held was on June 17, concerning only the events of May 24 (Page70 Line 16

and Page73 Line 5), where the appellant was sentenced to 50 days.

Complicating matters, a mistrial occurred on June 5, where the appellant was sentenced to 60

days. During the June 17 sentencing, Judge Singleton reflected on this, stating:
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"At this time I’m going to give you some grace... instead of the 60 days that you
originally had, taking into account that you’d already been sentenced to the 10 days... 'm
giving you that credit, that is grace that I’'m giving you knowing that I could have given
you up to six months." (Page 90 Line 6)

This suggests the judge believed the 60-day sentence replaced the original 10-day sentence,
indicating he viewed the total sentence as 60 days for one offense rather than separate sentences

for different crimes. The judge also placed blame on the appellant, saying:

"You’ve not believed most anything that I’ve said regardless. You have tried to demean
me in every way... But probate is not complicated. That’s the difference." (Page 89 Line

21)
In the sentencing, he further remarked:

"So therefore you’re going to be sentenced to serve a period of 50 days in the county

jail." (Page 90 Line 23)

The judge’s logic seems to combine the 10-day and 60-day sentences into one, with the
remaining 50 days as the sentence. This indicates Judge Singleton was sentencing the appellant a
second time for the same crime, violating the Fifth Amendment, Article I, Section 12 of the

South Carolina Constitution and South Carolina Title 17-23-20; Double Jeopardy Clauses.

Arguments Regarding Issue 32

The Probate Court violated the Appellant's Miranda rights as established in Miranda v. Arizona,
384 U.S. 436 (1966), by failing to inform the Appellant of their right to counsel and their right
against self-incrimination during the June 17 trial. The Appellant was not advised that they could
obtain a public defender or that they had the right to remain silent, which are fundamental
protections required by Miranda before any custodial interrogation or legal proceedings that
could result in criminal penalties. Additionally, while incarcerated, the Appellant was questioned
by police regarding ineffective counsel in the June 5 trial without being informed of their
Miranda rights. These omissions constitute a serious violation of the Appellant's constitutional

rights, undermining the fairness and legitimacy of the trial and subsequent conviction. As a
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result, the violation of Miranda rights in this case warrants a reversal of the conviction and a

dismissal of all charges.

Arguments Regarding Issue 33

The probate court erred by including Richard Hunt McDuff improperly in the proceedings

and Ex Parte conversations.

The probate court erred by improperly including Richard Hunt McDuff in the proceedings of
June 5 by facilitating him sitting at the prosecutor’s table. McDuff’s presence at the prosecutor's
bench, and his nonverbal communications with Judge Singleton, during the June 5 mistrial raise
concerns about potential conflicts of interest and judicial bias. McDuff’s role as an attorney in
the Doyle Pierce Estate case, which Judge Singleton acknowledged as being "somewhat

associated" with the Appellant's case, creates a significant appearance of impropriety.

Furthermore, during the appellant’s emergency release hearing on July 17, McDuff's
consultations with Judge Singleton and his attorney, Jim Logan, regarding the Doyle Pierce
Estate case clearly constitute Ex Parte communications. These improper interactions undermine
the integrity of the proceedings. McDuff’s involvement in the appellant’s case, despite having no
direct legal standing, raises serious concerns about the nature of his relationship with Judge
Singleton, especially considering McDuff’s long-standing dispute with the appellant's fiancé.
The apparent collaboration between Judge Singleton and McDuff "off the books" strongly

suggests judicial vindictiveness.

Arguments Regarding Issue 36

The probate court erred by allowing improper hearsay testimony despite objections.

Mrs. Bonadee produced an affidavit that recounted her version of a phone call made by the
appellant to the probate court. During the proceedings, Judge Singleton asked a leading question,
“Did you receive a phone call from anyone on June the 11th of 2024?” to which she replied,
“Yes.” The appellant objected, citing hearsay (Page 26 Line 6) under South Carolina Rule of
Evidence 801, which defines hearsay as an out-of-court statement offered in evidence to prove

the truth of the matter asserted. However, Judge Singleton ignored the objection and continued
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questioning Mrs. Bonadee. He then allowed her to read the affidavit that he had requested,

disregarding the fact that her testimony was clearly hearsay.

Later in the trial, Judge Singleton addressed the events of October 24 and the appellant’s

response to them, despite not having witnessed the events himself. He stated:

"I am going to address a couple things, and some of it’s going to be repeated from the last
hearing. You allege that I accused you of breaking the law and tried to illegally kick you
out of the probate court and then later denied it. I will once again state on the record now
that I informed you to leave that day, and later on, I will inform you that I never denied it.
So I don’t know where you got that information from. But I think, like I told you at the
last hearing, that your lie is not everyone else’s truth. That never happened. You want to
twist words. We had an associate judge speaking with somebody about a probate matter
concerning the completion of forms. You interrupted that judge and informed that person,
‘Don’t listen to them; they don’t know what they’re doing; come outside and speak to my

wife; she knows everything about probate.’" (Page 51 Line 10)
The appellant objected to this as hearsay, invoking SC Rule 801, but Judge Singleton responded:

“Sir, I’'m telling you what -- I'm just telling you that you -- the hearsay that I -- that I
kicked you out illegally and then later lied about it, you -- was that hearsay on your part?
That’s previously what happened. You’re making false statements, okay. All right, you’re
liable in putting false statements and lies about a public official in print, and then it’s
slanderous and liable when you video it saying the same things, knowing that it’s not

true.” (Page 52 Line 9)

Despite the appellant’s objections under Rule 801, the judge continued to ignore the request to
remove hearsay information from the record. Additionally, it seems that the judge was unable to
differentiate between hearsay in a public conversation and hearsay within the courtroom, as

defined by SC Rule 801.

Arguments Regarding Issue 37

Judge Singleton erred by not maintaining the necessary calm required for ethical

adjudication during his interactions with Appellant and during June 17, 2024, trial.
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On or about June 12, the appellant requested to speak with Judge Singleton to prepare for their
upcoming criminal trial. Before presenting himself, Judge Singleton called the Oconee County
Sheriff's Department to have officers present during the conversation and attempted to have the
appellant removed from the courtroom lobby before the appellant could get answers to their
questions and finalize document requests. Officer Stokes, who was present for this interaction,
also testified during the June 17 trial, stating that he had never seen the appellant act irrationally
(Page 65 Line 3) or display an agitated temperament (Page 66 Line 13). When asked about
Judge Singleton’s temperament, Officer Stokes declined to answer, apparently out of concern for

the judge's reaction.
During the trial, Judge Singleton testified from the bench, stating:

“I can save you trouble with that. The Court will admit, yes, I -- you agitated me. And I
wanted you to leave. You had no other filings. I’ll consent to that. I asked you to leave,
you refused to leave. I asked you if you had any filings, you had no filings. I asked
officers twice to escort you out, and both times I believe that they were appearing to be
somewhat passive because they don’t want controversy with people. And I get that. And I
finally told you, hold on, give me about five minutes and then later on within that five
minutes [ became aware that you left and then the issue was done. So if that’s what
you’re wanting to try to get at, [ never misspoke to you, never said a harsh word. Was I
agitated somewhat, absolutely. You were here most daily, again, I asked you if you were
trying to intimate the Court and then you turned around and accused me that I’'m
threatening to have you arrested for intimidation of the Court when that wasn’t said.
What was said I asked if you were attempting to intimidate the Court, all right. So if
that’s the line of questioning, you know, I -- I’ll -- I’1l admit, yes, was I somewhat

agitated, yes.” (Page 67 Line 11)

Several issues arise from Judge Singleton’s admission of being agitated with the appellant. First,
he requested the officers to remove the appellant without cause, despite the appellant's efforts to
prepare for court, which is a reasonable activity. Judge Singleton noted that the appellant was
there "almost daily," yet the criminal trial was scheduled with only 11 days' notice. The appellant
visited the court two or three times—once to learn how to make records requests and a second

time to pick up documents and speak with the judge—both reasonable actions under the
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circumstances. During trial, Judge Singleton uses the Appellants efforts to prepare for trial to
attack his character, questioning if he has a job and claiming he was at the probate court “most
every day this week, a few times last week” (Page 53 Line 15). He further states “if you have a
job I don’t know how in the world you’re able to maintain it if you’re here all the time.” The
Appellant was released from jail from the first fraudulent sentence on June 6 and was preparing

for the first trial of his life on June 17.

During the first visit the Appellant made to the probate court after his release on June 6, the
appellant requested that all conversations between him and the court be recorded since he was
not allowed to record himself. The Appellant was legitimately concerned that the court would be
dishonest about the interactions. In one recording, while the appellant was asking Judge
Singleton questions about the upcoming trial and accountability at the clerk's window, the judge
asked if the appellant was attempting to intimidate the court (Page 68, Line 3). The appellant,
who was not doing anything that could be perceived as intimidating, felt that this question was a
threat, as if Judge Singleton was searching for additional charges to bring against him. During
the June 17 criminal trial, Judge Singleton directly accused the Appellant of intimidating the
court (Page 60 Line 17), validating the Appellants concerns of the probate court fabricating

crimes. Fortunately, the entire conversation was recorded.

South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct, Canon 3, requires judges to perform their duties
with impartiality and without bias, maintaining a calm and composed demeanor at all times.
Judge Singleton’s actions violate this ethical standard, raising grave concerns about whether he

maintained the necessary calm required for ethical adjudication.

Arguments Regarding Issue 38

Judge Singleton erred by holding animosity against Appellant due to his relationship with
Mrs. Pierce, Appellant’s public accusations that Judge Singleton is unintelligent and

corrupt, and his willingness to assert his rights.

Judge Singleton had engaged in lengthy email exchanges with the appellant’s fiancé, Mrs. Pierce,
concerning a contested estate. During these exchanges, Mrs. Pierce corrected Judge Singleton on
matters of law, which seemed to strain their professional relationship. Judge Singleton had

previously held Mrs. Pierce in contempt of court for insisting that the court adhere to the law
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during proceedings. Judge Singleton signed was advocating for an order to distribute assets of
the Doyle Pierce Estate prior to the payment of estate debts, in violation of probate procedure.
Mrs. Pierce, in open court, demanded the debts be paid first in accordance with the law and was
held in contempt for this statement in a clear act of judicial vindictiveness. After this, in October
of 2023, the appellant further aggravated the judge by delivering a copy of a filed notice of
appeal on behalf of his fiancé. Judge Singleton responded by sending a defamatory email
regarding the Appellant to third parties that did not include the Appellant.

The appellant recorded himself at the clerk’s window publicly accusing Judge Singleton of
lacking the necessary education and intelligence to perform his judicial duties properly. This
criticism clearly upset Judge Singleton, who spent a significant portion of the June 5 and 17
proceedings defending his reputation and character (Page 51 Line 12, Page 52 Line 21 and Page
53 Line 11). During the trial of June 17, Judge Singleton repeatedly stated that the appellant's
dealings with the court were over (Page 89 Line 9), despite the appellant not willingly violating

any orders but instead exercising his legal rights.

The actions of Judge Singleton indicate that he harbored animosity against the appellant due to
the appellant’s relationship with Mrs. Pierce, his public criticisms of the judge, and his
assertiveness in exercising his rights. This raises concerns under South Carolina Canon 3,
which requires judges to perform their duties without bias or partiality and to maintain the

appearance of impartiality.

Furthermore, the U.S. Supreme Court case Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., Inc., establishes
that even the appearance of bias or prejudice by a judge can violate a party's right to a fair trial.
In Caperton, the Court held that due process requires a judge to recuse themselves when there is

a significant risk of actual bias, based on objective and reasonable perceptions.

In light of Caperton and South Carolina Canon 3, Judge Singleton's actions, which suggest
personal animosity towards the appellant, raise serious concerns about the fairness and
impartiality of the proceedings. These actions warrant scrutiny because the judge's conduct

compromised the appellant’s right to a fair trial.

Arguments Regarding Issue 45

Judge Singleton erred in requesting Appellant to destroy evidence on May 29, 2024.
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On May 29, 2024, Judge Singleton presented the appellant with the ultimatum to either erase
video evidence on his phone or face contempt charges. This is admitted by Judge Singleton in the
Sentencing Order of May 29 and in the transcript on (Page 3 Line 9). This directive raises
significant legal concerns, particularly regarding the preservation of evidence and the potential

for obstruction of justice.

Under South Carolina law and court rules, the destruction or alteration of evidence is generally
impermissible, as it may constitute spoliation of evidence, which is the intentional destruction or
alteration of relevant evidence. In Silvestri v. General Motors Corp., 271 F.3d 583 (4th Cir.
2001), the court held that the destruction of evidence relevant to potential litigation can result in
severe sanctions, including dismissal of claims or defenses. Furthermore, South Carolina Rule
of Civil Procedure 37(b) allows courts to impose sanctions for the destruction of evidence,

emphasizing the importance of preserving evidence that may be pertinent to a case.

The appellant’s concern that erasing the video evidence could lead to false accusations of
aggression or other crimes is valid, as the destruction of evidence may hinder the appellant's
ability to defend against such charges. Additionally, ordering the destruction of potentially
exculpatory evidence violates the appellant's due process rights under the Fourteenth
Amendment, as recognized in Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), which requires the

preservation and disclosure of evidence favorable to the defense.

Arguments Regarding Issue 15

The probate court erred by not giving the appellant a fair opportunity to present his case

and respond to the allegations against him.

The court's failure to allow sufficient time to obtain proper counsel violated the standard of
fairness set forth in Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45 (1932), which requires courts to give
defendants reasonable time and opportunity to secure adequate representation, particularly in
complex or serious matters. When Judge Singleton testified from the bench and effectively
became the key witness against the Appellant, the Appellant should have been permitted to cross-
examine him, as required by Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004). Additionally, the

denial of the opportunity to cross-examine the primary witness violates the due process
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protections guaranteed by Pointer v. Texas, 380 U.S. 400 (1965), and contributes to the overall

unfairness of the proceedings.

Arguments Regarding Issue 40

The South Carolina Supreme Court Administrative Order (SCSC AO) regarding
Electronic Devices in Courthouses dated March 09, 2023, violates the US Constitution

amendment rights.

The public lobby of the probate court is a public space within a public building, which clearly
falls under the protections of the First Amendment. Case law supports that recording in public
spaces is a constitutionally protected activity. The SCSC AO, however, prohibits the use of
electronic devices without distinguishing between types of devices or the nature of their use. This
blanket restriction infringes upon First Amendment rights, particularly when the activity does not

disrupt court proceedings or infringe on privacy.

The order authorizes the confiscation of electronic devices without due process, clearly violating
the Fourth Amendment’s protection against unreasonable searches and seizures. Additionally, the
lack of guidelines regarding what constitutes a violation and the appropriate punishment for
different infractions creates a risk of arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement, raising concerns

under the Fourteenth Amendment's guarantees of due process and equal protection.

The SCSC AQO’s failure to differentiate between actions that disrupt court proceedings and those
that do not, combined with the broad discretion it grants to judges, risks turning the order into a
tool for judicial overreach, as occurred here. 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 S.E.2d 409
(1978).

Arguments Regarding Issue 41

The South Carolina Supreme Court Administrative Order (SCSC AO) regarding
Electronic Devices in Courthouses dated March 09, 2023, which essentially acts as law, is a

violation of Articles I and III of the US constitution.
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The SCSC AO raises significant constitutional issues regarding the separation of powers and the
appropriate role of the judiciary. The order, which applies to the general public in a public space,
functions similarly to legislative law by regulating behavior and imposing potential criminal
penalties, including incarceration. This raises concerns under Articles I and III of the U.S.

Constitution, which delineate the distinct roles of the legislative and judicial branches.

Article I of the US Constitution vests legislative powers in Congress, while Article III grants
judicial power to the courts. By issuing an administrative order that broadly applies to the public
and carries punitive consequences, the judiciary is overstepping its constitutional authority,
effectively creating law—a function reserved for the legislative branch. The order does not arise

from case law or a specific legal proceeding but rather through a vote of the judges.

The order's failure to distinguish between actions that disrupt court proceedings or infringe on
privacy and other harmless behaviors exacerbates the constitutional issue. A more narrowly

tailored order, addressing specific disruptions or privacy concerns, might have a stronger legal
foundation. However, as it stands, the SCSC AO violates the separation of powers doctrine by

functioning as a legislative act, which is beyond the jurisdiction of the judicial branch.

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

contempt.” State ex rel.

Prayer for Relief

Wherefore, the Appellant respectfully requests that this Court grant the following relief:

1. Reverse and Vacate Conviction: Reverse the conviction for direct criminal contempt
issued by the Probate Court on June 17, 2024, and vacate the related sentencing order due
to procedural errors, violations of constitutional rights, and the Probate Court’s lack of

jurisdiction to conduct criminal proceedings.

2. Dismissal of All Charges: Dismiss all charges against the Appellant, including the Rule
to Show Cause orders and any associated contempt findings, as they stem from actions
outside the jurisdiction of the Probate Court and were based on flawed legal procedures

and judicial vindictiveness.
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3. Expungement of Records: Order the expungement of any criminal records related to this
case, including the May 29, 2024, and June 17, 2024, orders, to clear the Appellant’s
record of any reference to these proceedings, assuming these cases were ever put on the

record in the first place.

4. Declaration of Unconstitutional Order: Declare the South Carolina Supreme Court
Administrative Order regarding Electronic Devices in Courthouses, dated March 09,
2023, unconstitutional as applied to the Appellant’s case, and nullify any penalties

imposed under this order.

5. Award of Costs: Grant the Appellant an award of costs associated with this appeal, as the
underlying proceedings were conducted with judicial overreach and lacked adherence to

proper legal standards.

6. Further Relief: Grant any further relief that the Court deems just and proper in light of
the gross judicial overreach, procedural deficiencies, and violations of the Appellant’s

constitutional rights in this case.

Respectfully Submitted, this August 19, 2024.

DR. JASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant
750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678

jasonboyle03@gmail.com

(864) 245-3278
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLIN“‘ ,‘ ‘
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L%af"gﬁriﬁ COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS
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COUNTY OF \ )( DNEC

)
)
) AFFIDAVIT OF INDIGENCY
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) AND
) APPLICATION FOR COUNSEL
) (Defense of Indigency Act, Form No.2)
)
TC\SDW 60)\\(’/ )

EXHIBIT

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

NAME OF APT’LICANT /{// J\d@/ /4?0}/@ /J/\U

ADDRESS '74/0 Wowsiv—r e Lane. Vevece. . I9UTF

TELEPHONE NUMBER(S) 86,/ 2_,5’. (g Aﬁj
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 , , o - TERMINATION
EEMONTI NAME AND ADDRESS OF EMPLOYER BATE
2. Include employment information for the spouse, if applicable.
P p

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
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9/27/25, 1:57 AM Gmail - Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate

M Gma" Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>

Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate

Danny Singleton <dsingleton@oconeesc.com> Tue, Oct 24, 2023 at 12:08 PM
To: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>
Cc: Donna Moore <75dmoore@gmail.com>, Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com>, Griselda Godoy <ggodoy@oconeesc.com>

Again, the appeal issue was part of the agreement. If it is your intent to appeal, you have every right to do so, however, it
violates the agreement and it was stated in court that the appeals were to be removed. It was proper to remove ltem 13
from the order/agreement, you indicated that was fine. Also, on the day of appointment as PR, it was reiterated to you
again in which you agreed and stated that would not happen.

A hearing will be scheduled soon to determine the status of the personal representative.

It also appears that you fiancé may have picked up the wrong documents. Further, your fiancé will no longer be allowed in
the probate office or lobby area. He was here with your/his child waiting on documents and he took it upon himself to
interrupt a judge in the lobby while she was speaking with someone on a separate estate issue. He was offering that
person legal advice on what and what not to do and even encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to
you, that you knew all about probate and you could help him. This is illegal and giving legal advise and acting as a non-
licensed attorney. For this reason, he will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and or lobby area.

Thank you!

[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=24e0e8b819&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f:1780653695019132083&simpl=msg-f:1780653695019132083 28 1
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11/4/24, 7:25 AM Gmail - Requests to the probate court

M Gma" Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Requests to the probate court
12 messages

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 12, 2024 at 11:34 AM

To: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

All records on court with my name involved.

All recorded calls between me and court

All recordings, video and audio, from hearing where i was sentenced to 60 days.

All communications between Oconee Sheriff and probate

Explanation from probate as to how I fall under the jurisdiction of the pierce estate case.
Explanation from court as to what is being used as sentencing guidelines.

Who is the prosecutor in this case?

What is the roll of McDuff in this case?

All affidavits and summons from or in possession of the court.

Thank you!!

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 12, 2024 at 11:37 AM
To: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

I am also requesting all video and audio from Dorothy pierces hearing on or about June 5
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Wed, Jun 12, 2024 at 4:04 PM
To: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

A few more.

A copy of all filings and communications between Probate court and Nathan Chambers. Any conversation that was not
recorded can be summarized.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 285





11/4/24, 7:25 AM Gmail - Requests to the probate court
Who is the prosecutor in this criminal case?

Long live Doyle Pierce. He was not a perfect man, but he is proud of Dorothy from his resting place.
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 11:55 AM

To: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

| consider the Oconee county sheriff a threat. Jimmy Dixon came to my house off duty to threaten me and my family. In
my investigations, 911 calls were erased from the county records, and my phone records are evidence of that.

Please do not send the sheriff to our residence anymore! If you would like to see me, or Dorothy, we are excited to meet
you in your office.

Please acknowledge that you received this. | do not understand what proper communication with the court is. Who am |
supposed to be writing? The judge is also the prosecutor, which leaves me a little bewildered. | do not have an attorney, |
have not been offered an attorney, and so | believe it is the courts responsibility to offer me guidance as to procedure.

Thank you. | will look forward to your prompt reply.
[Quoted text hidden]

Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 12:04 PM

To: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Your email is received.

There is a paper to be served on Mrs. Pierce. She indicated on Monday that she would accept service at the Court the
following day. She did not appear and the paper was sent out for service.

Should she accept service in person, the paper for personal service will be withdrawn.

Additionally you were informed the right to an attorney should you want a court appointed attorney you must file at the
clerk of court office for a public defender if you qualify.

Maggie Bonadies

Admin Assistant to Probate Judge
Probate Court of Oconee County, SC
415 S. Pine Street/ PO Box 471
Walhalla, SC 29691

Office: 864-638-4275

Fax: 864-638-4278

Email: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557...
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11/4/24, 7:25 AM Gmail - Requests to the probate court

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: All e-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to public disclosure under
the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential,
proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or
distribute this e-mail message or its attachments. If you believe you have received this e-mail message in error, please contact the
sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2024 11:55 AM

To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>
Subject: Re: Requests to the probate court

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 287
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[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 288
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Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 12:05 PM
To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>

Do i have the right to a court appointed attorney?
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 12:14 PM
To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>

Also, when will my records request from yesterday be ready?
[Quoted text hidden]

Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 12:45 PM
To: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

They are ready.

Maggie Bonadies

Admin Assistant to Probate Judge
Probate Court of Oconee County, SC
415 S. Pine Street/ PO Box 471
Walhalla, SC 29691

Office: 864-638-4275

Fax: 864-638-4278

Email: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: All e-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to public disclosure under
the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential,
proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or
distribute this e-mail message or its attachments. If you believe you have received this e-mail message in error, please contact the
sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately and destroy all copies of the original message.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 289
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From: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2024 12:14 PM

To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>
Subject: Re: Requests to the probate court

[Quoted text hidden]

Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 1:02 PM
To: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Mr. Boyle,

Here is some information | found online.

| cannot give legal advice to you.

Below is the Public Defenders Offices information and the Clerk of Courts phone number.

Tenth Circuit Public Defenders Office

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 280
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110 Browns Square Drive Walhalla, SC 29691

864-638-3133

Clerk of Court 864-638-4280

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/Committeelnfo/HouseL egislativeOversightCommittee/AgencyWebpages/
IndigentDefense/Application%20for%20Public%20Defender%20Services%20-%20Procedure %20by%20County-Court.pdf

https://sccid.sc.gov/about-us/county-public-defenders/oconee

https://www.scbar.org/public/get-legal-help/common-legal-topics/public-defender-services-in-south-carolina/

Maggie Bonadies

Admin Assistant to Probate Judge
Probate Court of Oconee County, SC
415 S. Pine Street/ PO Box 471
Walhalla, SC 29691

Office: 864-638-4275

Fax: 864-638-4278

Email: mbonadies@oconeesc.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: All e-mail correspondence to and from this address may be subject to public disclosure under
the South Carolina Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential,
proprietary, and/or privileged information protected by law. If you are not the intended recipient, you may not read, use, copy, or
distribute this e-mail message or its attachments. If you believe you have received this e-mail message in error, please contact the
sender by reply e-mail or telephone immediately and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2024 12:05 PM

To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>
Subject: Re: Requests to the probate court

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 28 1
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[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 1:06 PM
To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>

In a criminal trial, there has to be a exchange of facts. A process of discovery. | clearly initiated that process by asking for
all communications and descriptions of all correspondence between Singleton and chambers.

| think another part of discovery is having sentencing guidelines plant to be used at the trial.

I certainly would like for discovery, on how high am being targeted under the case of the Pierce estate.

| have been a constitutional student for many many years. | love the US Constitution. | strongly feel it's the best document
ever written. | am excited to be part of the conversation where we clarify the terms of the first, fifth, and sixth

amendments, as well as article 3. | guess it also ties into article 1.

I look forward to your responses to these discovery request, because there is no prosecutor to send them to.
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 4:50 PM
To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>

| was hoping for a written response from the court today. Maybe it is best if | just come down there tomorrow. | would

greatly appreciate it if you are aready to record. On my last visit, Singleton threatened me with the charge of intimidating
the court. Good thing you have that recording.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a:r4331566315330909919&simpl=msg-a:r237124103133557... 282
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| would also like to have that recording as part of my defense.

Thank you!!
Jason
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 13, 2024 at 6:53 PM

To: Maggie Bonadies <mbonadies@oconeesc.com>

| am requesting a jury trial with a government prosecutor orchestrated by an impartial judge. | am officially making that
request now.

Thank you,
Jason
[Quoted text hidden]
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M Gma" Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Boyle v. Singleton 2024CP3700451

8 messages
Mcintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 11:35 AM

To: Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "jasonboyle03@gmail.com" <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>
Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, "Mclntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

Mr. Logan,

Judge Mclintosh has asked that | contact y’all to request that you prepare an order and rule to show cause for Mr. Boyle to
appear in Court to determine whether he will be held in contempt for violating the gag order in this case. Thank you!

Respectfully,

Chase Kinsey

Law Clerk to the

Honorable R. Lawton McIntosh
P.O. Box 8002

Anderson, SC 29622

Office: (864) 260-4059

Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org

~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain information that
is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any
attachment. If you have received this message in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the
message and any attachments.

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 1:04 PM
To: "McIntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey)" <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

How did it get violated?
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 1:24 PM
To: "Mclintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey)" <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "McIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>
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Chase,

I'm disturbed by this email accusing me of violating a gag order. Firstly, | have not received a
copy of the order itself. | have been waiting for a copy to show up in the mail as | was not
provided a copy while leaving the courthouse or Jail. Secondly, | have never

discussed this case with anyone since | returned from Jail. | have been busy with my appeal
brief.

| was told that it's the attorney for the respondent that has complained. How did he file this
complaint without copying me? What exactly did | say that violated the gag order? Where did
this violation take place and with whom?

| need the above questions answered in the affirmative.
Thank you.

Jason Boyle

[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 3:48 PM
To: "Mclintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey)" <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

Chase,

| visited the court and received a copy of the Order of release. | have some questions regarding the order. Who is the
appropriate person to ask?

Thank you,
Jason
[Quoted text hidden]

Mcintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 3:54 PM
To: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

Mr. Boyle,

Good afternoon, | have relayed your communications to Judge Mclintosh. He has asked that any questions that you
have regarding the order should be put in writing and all parties should be copied. When the questions are received, he
stated that he will respond if a response is appropriate. Thank you.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:18052940368087 33156 &simpl=msg-f:18052940368087331... 295
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Respectfully,

Chase Kinsey

Law Clerk to the

Honorable R. Lawton McIntosh
P.O. Box 8002

Anderson, SC 29622

Cell: (864) 760-5936

Office: (864) 260-4059

Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org

From: Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, July 22, 2024 3:48 PM

To: Mclintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: Burton, Lisa <Iburton@oconeesc.com>; Jim Logan <logan@]loganandjolly.com>; MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary
(Tammy Jennings) <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

Subject: Re: Boyle v. Singleton 2024CP3700451

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

[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Mon, Jul 22, 2024 at 4:01 PM
To: "Mclntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey)" <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <Iburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "MclIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>

When the order says no speaking publicly about this case, is that the appeals case, the probate case or both?
| took down all of my social media posts that were up from before i was incarcerated. Was i required to do that?
Ifi say | am out on a PR bond or that i have a hearing on July 31st, is that breaking the order?

| was under the impression that a gag order meant the details of the case that are to be litigated. This order says do not
discuss the case publicly. Does that mean don’t even discuss the existence of the case?

Thank you,
Jason
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 30, 2024 at 10:39 AM
To: "Mclintosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Chase Kinsey)" <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>

Cc: "Burton, Lisa" <lburton@oconeesc.com>, Jim Logan <logan@loganandjolly.com>, "McIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy
Jennings)" <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>, Kim Manley <manley@loganandjolly.com>, Amanda Watkins
<awatkins@oconeesc.com>

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:1805294036808733156 &simpl=msg-f:18052940368087331... 296
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Chase,
These questions were never answered. | believe an answer to these questions is appropriate and necessary.

Thank you,
Jason
[Quoted text hidden]

Jasonboyle03 me <jasonboyle03@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 30, 2024 at 3:29 PM
To: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>

[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=5a6b57ac20&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f:18052940368087 33156 &simpl=msg-f:18052940368087331... 297





‘AINNIMOW 39anr Ag 18S ‘00°6Z12$ “A1eing - puog

‘¥20Z/0L/¥0 8¥ed 181y (0002$> ONILAITOHS - (1)(9)0LL-€1-91) OS ‘©@8u00(Q Aq penss! L91LZ80dZ0L6 ueLIem 193011 JoMolL
MO0T110d 39anr A9 19S (00°00005$ “A184nS - puog '$20Z/0L/70 81eq iseuy (A¥e-9001>1N9 982<3ANIVOOD
MOVHOMNVHO/UBN AVHL - (9)(2)(D)G2€-€5-¥¥) OS ‘©@8u000 Aq panssi ZL£00¥0L LEVYZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\

90O
s4eys Aunod a8uodQ ¥20¢/0L/¥0 L€ 8le|N SJIUM HLI3X 1943908 ‘AHLVYNY3gVY
Aouaby 104 pjIoH  9jeQq }saly aby Xag aoey Vv aweN

s}nsal £¢Z 4O 1G-| Buimaip
€ 8N ABId >

; 1959y : yoJess 7 ﬁ ﬁ
ajeq isauly
A 1\ a 1\vJ
XS 2oey

"9]eWU| U. JO SN}e)S JUu1Ind 3y} Juasaidal shkemie Jou Aew mojaq spJodal
ay3 pue ‘Apdinb a3ueyd Aew uonewoju] 193U UOIIUIBJ AJUNOD 93U BY3 18 Pajesadiedul AJ3ualind sajewu|

salewu|

joysbnp

¥202/TT/L0

uQ Apoisn) u|

aweN

298





'¥202/€0/S0 8¥eq isely (013 ASILYIAAY

T713S SSOd TNAMYINN/VITYNYIHAYHVY - LBE-€G-11) DS ‘©0u0dQ Aq panss! GG09£00052 202 JUBLIEM JX0I] JoX01L
'¥202/€0/S0 @¥eq 1S9V 1HNO0D TVdIDINNIN YOINITS 404 ploH [BUOHIPPY

‘NOLYON 8bpnr Ag 183 :00°00062$ “A184nS - puog ‘$20Z/c0/G0 8eq iselly

((AINO ddd A9 @3sN) NOILYEOHd 40 NOILYIOIA - 0S#-1.2-72) OS ‘©8u00Q Ag panss! 220072/EM JUBLIEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAA
*HAANVX3 TV 96pnr Ag 198 16z 1099 ‘@oueziufoosy [euosliad - puog $202/€0/S0

9)eq 1oV (JOVNIAHO ALNNOD - ONIYILLIT - 921-Z1) OS ‘@8u00Q AqQ panss! G1L00£0Z.EVFZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY JUBLIBA

wswedsq
921|0d Bdsusg ¥20¢2/€0/S0 8¢ SleiN SHUM MOIYLVd STTHVHO ‘NOSHIANY

-8bpnr Ag 189S :00°00052$ “A184nS - puog $Z02/20/20 8ed 1seuy (H3A aye

-NOO X3S TYNINIYO LININOO LNILNI/LTINVYSSY - 959-€0-91) OS ‘@9u000 Aq panssi 6010010 LEVFZ0Z JUeLIEM }SaLlY JueLepn

8bpnr Ag 188 :00°000G.$ “A18Ing - puog $20Z/20/20
8)e 1sauy ((33493A LSHIH - AHV19HNG - LLE-LL-91) OS ‘@8u02Q AqQ panss! 8010001 LEVYZ0Z UBLIBM 1SBUIY JUBLIBAA

9O
slays Ajunod ssuooQ ¥20¢2/20/20 L€ SleiN UM INVd NOANVYYE ‘NOSHIANY

‘$202/£2/¥0 @¥ed 1941y ‘301440 44I4FHS ALNNOD NOSHIANY 40} PIOH [euonippy

8bpnr A9 19S 100°00001$ “A18InS - puog $20Z/£2/¥0 81eq Iseuy

(000 Z$> SAOOD NITOLS ONIAIFOTY - (1)(9)08L-€1-91) OS ‘©8u000 Aq panss! G/£00701 LEVYZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\
8bpnr Ag 189S (00°00001$ “A18Ing - puog '$Z02/£2/¥0 81eq 1sally (1S1-aANIVO0D

Il HOS ANV dS19 91 HOS SONYA dai - (1)(8)0.£-€5-1) OS ‘@8u0oQ Aq pansst /1100101 LEVHZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAA

VYO
sieys Aunod 8su0oQ ¥202/ee/v0 L€ SeiN SIUM NVAY AYVHOVZ "H3ANVXI TV

Aouaby 104 pIoH ajeq jsaLy aby CI aoey Vv aweN

joysbnpy

299





#202/£0/S0 81ed 1sa.1y :Sd9 1o} p|oH [euonippy
X090 Ag18S :00°00005$ ‘UseD - puog :+Z02/€0/G0 8ed 1sauy (a¥E-9001L>1N9 D8Z<3INIVOOD
MOVHIMNYHO/UIBIN V¥ L - (9)(2)(D)S2E-€G-11) DS ‘@8u000 AQ penss! £9100£02.EVHZ0Z JUBLIEM JSBLIY ‘JUBLIBAA

swypedaq
921|0d eddusg ¥202/€0/S0 (87 sjewad SHUM 3INIH YHINVIAVS ‘SINYVE

-#202/90/.,0 8¥eq IS8y -J18yiQ 10} P|OH |euonippy

'¥202/90/.0 9¥eq }sauy (LNVHYVM HONIEG 19N0D

IVdIDINNIN YOINITS - INVHEVM HONIE TVdIDINNIN) OS ‘@8u0dQ Aq panssi G1.000£02.E8Z02 JUBLEM youdg Jueliepm
'¥202/90/.0 9¥eq }sauy ((LNVHYVM HONIEG 19N0D

IVdIDINNIN YOINITS - INVHEVM HONIE TVdIDINNIN) OS ‘@8u0dQ Aq panssi 91.000£02.£812Z02 JUBLIEM youdg Jueliep

wswedsq
90l|0d edsusg ¥202/90/.0 144 8le\ SIYM N31 A3SVYO ‘NILNY

‘$202/81/1.0 @¥eq 1oLy | Ad A TSV 10} PIOH [BUOHIPPY

‘$202/81/10 ®¥eq 1S8.lY :SdD 10} PIOH [BUOHIPPY

'’X02 39anr Ag 1es ‘paiuaq - puog $20z/8L/L0 dleq Iseuy

(NGO LNITOIA ONIYNA NOdVIM YV 40 SSOd - 061-€2-91) OS ‘©8u00Q Aq panssi 0Z000£02.EVFZ0Z WUeLBM ISV 19X1
‘X092 39anr Ag 1es

‘paiua( - puog ‘$z0z/81/10 8¥ed 1selly (43aYNIA - 0L-€0-91) OS ‘@8u00Q Aq penss! 61000£0Z.EVYZ0Z JUBLEM JSBLIY 19X01L
'’XOD "M 8bpnr Ag 18S ‘0G°252$

‘AJoang - puog ‘$Z0zZ/81/1L0 8¥eq 1seuy (AIONNIXT - dX3T) OS ‘©8u00Q Aq panss! | Z91L£000GZHZ0Z JUBLIBM }8X01] 18X
“¥3IANVXITV 39anr A9 18S ‘00°00001$ “Ayeing - puog $Z0Z/8L/L0 8eq i1seuy (SHYINOSIYd

A9 IIAOTAINT NO SAINT4 AT1AO9 MOYHL - 02%-€L-¥2Z) OS ‘©8u000 Ag panss! 01200401 ZEVFZ0Z JUBLIEM 1SBIIY JUBLIEAA
‘8bpnr Ag 189S 100°00062$ A18InS - puog $202/81/10 d1eq Isely (Sjunod G - IIA0TANT

21719Nd 40 3417 ONINILYIHHL - (@)(9)0o0L-£0-91) OS ‘@2u0dQ Aq panss! 902-20200+01 LEVFZ0Z JUelIeM JSBLIY Jueliep
‘ebpnp A9 198 :00°00005$ “A18InS - puog $20z/81/10 d¥ed Iseuy (SILVIANI

A9 NOdVIM ONITVIONOD HO AHHVD - Otv-€L-+2Z) OS ‘©8uodQ Aq panss! 020001 LEVHZ0Z JUeleM ISy J9X1 L

ueoLsWy
Juswileds( ueoLy HOIFTAL SIdvd
921|0d Bdsuss ¥20¢/8L/10 6l Sley J030e|g 3S3INDIOVI ‘IOVAVS-NOSHIANY

Aouaby 104 pIoH ajeq jsaLy aby CI aoey Vv aweN

joysbnpy

300





'¥202/82/90 9¥eq 1sa1V (LNVHHVM
HON3E STLVHLSIOVIN - LINVHEVM HONIE STLVHLSIOVIN) OS ‘99u020 Aq panss! g8 000} L£9¥20Z JUeliem youag :Juellepn
'¥202/82/90 9¥eq 1sa1V (LNVHYVM
HON3E STLVHLSIOVIN - LINVHEVM HONIE STLVHLSIOVIN) OS ‘99u020 Aq panss! g8 0001 L£9¥20Z JUeliem youag :Juellepn

0]
sJueys Aunod 8suod0 ¥20¢2/82/90 19 Sews UM NNV ATHIGNIM AT INIYE
-¥202/21/90 81ed 1sally - 19NOD F1VEOHd 10} P|OH [euolippy
1dN00 31vd0dd ¥202/L1/90 v SleiN SUM TIVHOIN NOSVr ‘31A0€

'¥202/62/20 @¥ed }seuy :d39 YO ATOH 40} pPIoH |euonippy

‘¥202/62/20 d¥eq 1sa.ly 200 sHlays Aunod 8auod(Q 1o} ploH [euolippy

'#202/€0/¥0 8¥ed sy ‘1 HNO0D TVdIDINNIA VOINIS 40} ploH [euonippy

'¥202/62/20 @¥eq sauly 11.0Q 104 P|oH [euolippy

ebpnr Ag1eS :00°0001$ ‘A18Ing - puog $202/62/20 d¥ed

1S4V (33YD3IAA AYE AYILLYE ANV LINVSSY - (2)(2)009-£0-91) IS ‘©8u000 Aq panssi 29G1.280dZ0 L6 JUBLEM }oX0!] JUBLIBAA
ebpnr Ag18S 1000001 $ ‘A12InS - puog

‘$202/62/20 @¥ed sl {(LSIHYY ONILSISTY - (V)0ZE-60-91) OS ‘©8u000 Aq panssi G/000201L LEVEZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\
ebpnr Ag18S 100°0002$ ‘A12InS - puog $202/62/20

ajeq 1saly (NOISNIJSNS YIANN ONIAIYA - 097-10-9G) OS ‘©2u00Q Ag panss! /00020 | LEVFZ0Z JUBLIEM ISBIIY JUBLIEAN
ebpnr Ag1eS :00°0002$ ‘A18Ing - puog $20Z/62/20 d¥ed

18y (LHOI7 3INT9 YO dOLS OL TIv4 - (1)(9)052-G0-95) OS ‘@8u000 Aq penss! £/00020 1} LEVYZ0Z JUeLEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAN
ebpnr Ag18S 100°0002$ ‘A12InS - puog

'¥202/62/20 ¥ed 1sauy (ONIAIYA SSIIMOIY - 0262-G0-95) OS ‘@8u0dQ Aq penss! £/000Z0 1} LEVHZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAN
ebpnr Ag18S 100°0002$ ‘A18InS - puog $202/62/20 @¥ed 1seuy (1SL ANINVLIHAINVYHLIN

40 013 1SI1a NVIN/SONYA - (1)(9)52€-€5-¥¥) DS ‘©8u000 Aq panssi 22000701 LEVYZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\

VYO
sieys Aunod 8su0oQ ¥202/6¢/20 €c SeiN SIUM ANVHS NVHYVL ‘S9909

Aouaby 104 pIoH ajeq jsaLy aby CI aoey Vv aweN

joysbnpy

301





'£202/S2/€0 d¥eq 1sd.ly 48yJQ 10} P|OH [euonippy

*HIAANVYX3TV 96pnr A9 19S 100°00052$ “A18Ing - puog '£202/G2Z/€0 dieq Isauy

(334930 1S AY3LLVYE ANV LINVSSY - (2)(0)009-€0-91) OS ‘@2u020 Aq panss! 9510020} ZEVEZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAN
*H3ANVYX3V 86pnr A9 18S 100°00061$ A18Ing - puog

'£202/G2/€0 9¥eq 1oV (LSIYHY ONILSISTIY - (V)0ZE-60-91) OS ‘@8u000 AQ panss! 65100201 LEVEZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY JUBLIBAA

90O
s4UByS AJUNoY 99U000  £202/SZ/E0 ¥e olewa SN NNYIA VIAVY ‘NMOXE

‘$202/22/G0 ®¥ed 188y 1 HN0D JLVHLSIOVIN Auno) 88u00(Q 104 plOH [euolippy

‘¥202//2/S0 8¥ed 1oV :14NO0D ILVYLSIOVIN Aunod 88u0d(Q 10} PIOH [euolippy

‘$202/.2/G0 ®¥eq 188y 1 HN0D JLVHLSIOVIN Auno) 88u00(Q 104 plOH [euolippy

‘¥202/12/S0 ®¥ed 1sally | Ad A TSV 10} PIoH [BUOHIPPY

‘MOIYY3a ebpnr A9 189S :00°00001$ “A18InS - puog $202/.2/S0 8¥ed Iseuy (dNS/ANZ-AYNCNI

ON LH9I73N19 Y04 dO1S OL TIV4 - (2)(8)062-G0-9G) OS ‘@8u00Q Aq panss! /9100101 LEVHZ0Z JUBLEM }SBLIY JUBLIEAA
‘MOIYY3a ebpnr Ag 189S 100°0000€$ A18InS - puog $202/.2/S0 8led Iseuy

(334930 1S AY3LLVYE ANV LINVSSY - (2)(0)009-€0-91) OS ‘@2u000 Aq penss! 9910010} ZEVHZ0Z JUBLeM }SallY JUBLIBAN
*43ANVYX3V 86pnr Ag 18S 100°00001$ ‘A1@Ing - puog $202/.2/S0 @¥ed

1581y (000 01 $> 000 2$< ANFOHYT ANVHO - (1)(8)0g-€1-91) OS ‘©8u000 Aq panss! 49,0010 LEVYZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\
*H3ANVYX3 TV 8b6pnr Ag 18S 100°00001$ ‘A12Ing - puog $202/.2/S0 @¥ed 1sally (000

01$> LN9 000 Z$< INTVA ONILAITAOHS - (2)(9)0LL-€1-91) OS ‘©8u000 Aq panssi £9L00101LEVYZ0Z JUBLIEM }SBLIY ‘JUBLIEA\
:abpnr Ag 198 (00°0v¥$ ‘©oueziuboosy |euosiad

- puog ‘4$202/.2/G0 8eq 1saly (ONIAIMA SSITMOIY - 0262-50-95) OS ‘@0u00Q Aq penss! | 42G/90dZ016 JueLem 19011 JoMolL

ueolBWY
2010 oLy
syueys AUno 99U0d0  $202/.2/S0 €g ST 10 3j0e|g ¥r NO31 ‘Syoo¥d

'%202/0€/S0
a1eq 1584V (LNVHYVM HONIE SNOISSIS TVHIANID - S/9) IS ‘99u000 Aq panssi 61L00100.£GFZ0Z JUBLEM Youag :JUBLiBAn

ueslswy
Ehllile) uedsly
s4lsys Aunod 8su000 ¥202/0€/S0 ce SleiN 10 X0e|g AYVNY3I9 NOAVT ‘SMOOHd

Aouaby 104 pIoH ajeq jsaLy aby CI aoey Vv aweN

joysbnpy

302





PLACEHOLDER FOR VIDEO EXHIBIT

Video Recording - Oconee County Probate Court Lobby, May 24, 2024

This page serves as a placeholder for a video recording made by the Appellant on May 24,
2024 in the lobby of the Oconee County Probate Court.

¢ Thevideo itself is delivered separately to the Court in accordance with Rule 210,
SCACR.

e Ascreenshot from this video was introduced is in the Record, showing that no
notice of the South Carolina Supreme Court Administrative Order prohibiting the
use of electronic devices was posted on the courthouse door on May 24, 2024.

e Thefullvideo recording was previously submitted as evidence in the Tenth Judicial
Circuit, Case No. 2024-CP-37-00451, in support of the Appellant’s motion for
emergency release.
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,
IN THE COURTS OF APPEALS
APPEAL FROM THE OCONEE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Order of Honorable Judge Lewton McIntosh

10" CIRCUIT CASE NO: 2024-cp-3700451

JASON MICHAEL BOYLE------ Appellant,
V.
DANNY SINGLETON, “et al” ------- --Respondents
NOTICE OF APPEAL

NOTICE IS HERBY GIVEN that Jason Michael Boyle, Appellant in the above-mentioned
case, hereby appeals the order of Honorable Judge Lewton McIntosh dated February 7, 2025, to
the South Carolina Court of Appeals.

The appellant appeals the 10" circuit court finding that the criminal contempt finding of from the
Oconee Probate Court is upheld. The appellant further requests that the court of appeals compels
the 10" circuit court to hear the motions for sanctions and rule to show cause that were dismisses

in this same order.

Respectfully Submitted, this February 14, 2025.

R. JASON MICHAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant
750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678

jasonboyle03@gmail.com
(864) 245-3278
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURTS OF APPEALS
APPEAL FROM THE OCONEE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
Order of Honorable Judge Lawton McIntosh

APPELLATE CASE NO: 2024-001241

JASON MICHAEL BOYLE------ Appellant,
V.
DANNY SINGLETON, “et al” ------- --Respondents
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Amended Notice of Appeal was
served upon the following parties.
1. Jim Logan: logan@loganandjolly.com
1805 N Boulevard, Anderson, SC. 29621
2. Oconee County Detention Center: jchapman@oconeelaw.com
300 S Church St, Walhalla, SC 29691
3. Oconee County Sheriff’s Department: mcrenshaw(@oconeelaw.com
300 S Church St, Walhalla, SC 29691
4. Oconee County Administrator: district2(@oconeesc.com

415 S. Pine St. Walhalla, SC 29691

Respectfully Submitted, this February 14, 2025.

%ﬁa @%@09_
R. JASON MICQAEL BOYLE, Ph.D., Appellant

750 Mourning Dove Ln. Seneca, South Carolina 29678
jasonboyle03@gmail.com
(864) 245-3278
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