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HERE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AND PARTIES WILL FIND:

[ B

(1) A COPY OF THE LETTER THAT ATTORNEY MOLLY M.
KEEGAN FORWARDED TO THE APPELLANT DATED FEBRUARY 12, 2026.

(2) A COPY OF THE "DROP AFFIDAVIT" THAT WAS
FORWARDED TO THE APPELLANT BY THE ATTORNEY ON RECORD RECEIVED AT
THE EVANS INSTITUTION ON FEBRUARY 18, 2026.

INSOMUCH THE APPELLANT OBJECTS TO THESE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF
FRAUD UPON THE COURT, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW AND
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE THAT CONTINUALLY OCCUR BEFORE THIS COURT,
THE S.C. APPELLATE DEFENSE ATTORNEY BEING COMPROMISED BY THE S.cC.
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE TO CONCEAL MATERIAL FACTS AND PREVENT
THE APPELLANT FROM ARGUING SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS, AND
ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE v. GENTRY
CASE THE ATTORNEY SO ELOQUENTLY MAKES REFERENCE TO IN THE LETTER
CAPTIONED ABOVE. THE APPELLATE DEFENSE OFFICE IS
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY, 1IN VIOLATION OF MY DUE PROCESS RIGHTS,
OBSTRUCTING MY VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL FROM THIS APPEAL = “IT IS
PERSPICUOUS THAT THE AFFIDAVIT THAT SHE FORWARDED TO THE
APPELLANT ESTABLISHES A FORM OF "CONTRACT". ALL CONTRACTS, NO
MATTER WHAT FORM THEY COME IN, CAN BE MODIFIED BY A PARTY BEFORE
THEY AGREE TO SIGN THEM. THE APPELLANT MADE CLEAR HIS POSITION BY
THE MODIFICATION TO THE AFFIDAVIT. THE ATTORNEY, CONSPIRING UNDER
COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL THEN IGNORES MY
MODIFICATION AND SEND THEAABOVE CORRESPONDENCE AND ADDITIONAL
BLANK COPY REMOVING THE MODIFICATIONS THAT WERE PLACED WITHIN THE
DOCUMENT. IT BECOMES MORE THAN PLAIN THAT WE HAVE A CONFLICT OF
INTEREST WHERE BY SUCH ACTIONS THE APPOINTED ATTORNEY IS WORKING
COVERTLY FOR THE STATE AND NOT THE APPELLANT. THE APPELLANT
OBJECTS. DUE TO THIS MANIFEST INJUSTICE, THIS PLACES THE

E v. GENTRY CASE. IF THE COURT
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FAILS TO GRANT THIS RELIEF, THE APPELLANT MOTION THAT THE COURT
ACCEPTS THE APPELLANT'S REQUEST TO VOLUNTARILY WITHDRAW THIS
APPEAL DUE TO THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY BEING COMPROMISED BY
THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF LAW
IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE TO
PREVENT THE APPELLANT'S SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES FROM
BEING ARGUED BEFORE THIS COURT EXTREMELY PREJUDICING THE
APPELLANT IN THIS COURT. QUESTION OF LAW: IS, OR IS NOT, THE
APPELLANT PERMITTED TO ARGUE AGAINST AN ESTABLISHED LEGAL

PRECEDENT BEFORE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS PURSUANT TO RULES OF
APPELLATE COURT PROCEDURE, RULE 2177

SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH WITH THE INTENT TO DECEIVE IS FRAUD.
FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT WITHOUT ANY MISREPRESENTATION, OR DUTY TO
DISCLOSE WOULD CONSTITUTE FRAUD, INCLUDING ACTS TO CONCEAL,
CREATE FALSE IMPRESSION AND DECEIVE, U.S. v. COTTON, 231 F.3d.

890(4th.Cir.2000); IN RE: DURAMAX DIESEL LITIGATION,--F.R.D.--,
2018 WL 949856 (E.D.Mi 8); UNIT

NOTICE OF THI
FOUND WITHIN
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SHEET(S)" ARE THE STATE'S EQUIVALENT TO A COMMITMENT ORDER
E. THIS
APPLICANT GIVES THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES JUDICIAL NOTIC
PCR APPLICATION IS NOT MERELY FILED TO ATTACK THE INDICTMENT (S)

ST
AND OTHER CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL DUE PROCESS ERRORS THAT EXI

TIN SRR TS SRR CATS STV H TS BRSTHS SRA\ 15 O SR A COLLATERAL ATTACK UPON THE

"SENTENCING SHEET(S)" WHICH ARE LEGALLY DESIGNATED AS "COMMITMENT
ORDER(S)" FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND CHALLENGE TO THAT COURT'S
JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION. THIS WOULD AUTOMATICALLY ESTABLISH CHALLENGE TO THE
JURISDICTION OF ANY SUBSEQUENT STATE COURT THAT HEARD APPEAL
RELATED TO THESE MATTERS, SUCH AS UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE
S.C. COURT OF APPEALS, WHERE THE PROSECUTOR COMPROMISED THE STATE
APPOINTED COUNSEL TO PREVENT THE ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT
WHICH WAS PERMITTED UNDER RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE, RULE 217,
WHETHER THE APPEAL WAS DIRECT OR COLLATERAL IN REVIEW, DUE TO ANY
FINAL ORDER BEING ISSUED FROM THE CRIMINAL TRIAL COURT BEING A
JURISDICTIONAL PREREQUISITE TO THE APPELLATE REVIEW THAT WAS CASE
2023-001474. THE STATE COMPROMISED THE APPOINTED COUNSEL TO
PREVENT SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES FROM BEING REVIEWED
BEFORE THAT COURT. THIS DEMONSTRATES THAT THE APPLICANT WOULD NOT
BE PROCEDURALLY BARRED IN HAVING THE LEGAL TISSUE THAT WAS
INITIALLY PRESENTED UNDER CASE 2023-001474 HEARD WITHIN THESE PCR
PROCEEDING BASED UPON THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE UNDER THE INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE. IT WOULD BE AN ABUSE
OF DISCRETION, OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AND AN ACT OF FRAUD UPON
THE COURT AND STATE TO DETERMINE THAT THE APPLICANT WOULD BE
PROCEDURALLY BARRED FROM ARGUING THE ISSUE THAT WAS BEFORE THE
COURT UNDER CASE 2023-001474 WHERE THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY
CONSPIRED UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE PROSECUTOR TO WAIVE
SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS AND ARGUE AGATNST THE PRECEDENT
ESTABLISHED BY STATE v. GENTRY 2005 AND STATE v. LANGFORD 2012
EURSUANTRSTO R R U T/E S S o A CE r T T AT R O R PROCEDURE, RULE 217

INVOLVING LEGAL ISSUES WHICH CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR FORFEITED,
WHICH CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME,

e AT ANY STAGE, EVEN AFTER A FINAL
R OR JUDGMENT HAS BEEN ISSUED IN THE CASE(S) ARGUED, OR FOR

THE
FIRST TIME ON APPEAL, STEEL CO. V- CITIZENS FOR A BETTER

6-0f-230




ENVIRONMENT EPaIR SR

CINCINNATI INS. COMPANY ,

2020 WL 60932(S.D.N.Y.2020);

ANDEAVOR LOGISTICS, L-.P., 2019 WL 5847879, * 2 W.D.Tex.;
2019 WL 4888629, ¥ 1, W.D.Tex.:j ARBAUGH WV -

TRIEHERE S .G 1 1003(U-S-l998); TAMM V.-
CHASE V.

UNITED

STATES V. VALLADARES,
y & H CORP., 546 U.S.

HECKER, PLAINTIFF V.
134168 (Fed.C1.2020); HENDERSON EX REL HENDERSON v. SHINSEL, 1zl

s.Ct. 1197, 1198+ U.S.; BURGESS V. UNITED STATES, 2019 WL 7293400

Sop), e So@isa 2 (U.S.2006); STEVENS E.

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEFENDANT . 2020 WL

* 1 D.Md..

THE "SENTENCING SHEET(S)", AS "COMMITMENT ORDER(S)",
ESTABLISH AN ORDER OR DECREE FROM THE GENERAL SESSIONS COURT TO
COMMIT THE APPLICANT TO THE S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS PERTAINING
TO THE APPLICANT'S CONVICTION WHICH IS A JURISDICTIONAL REQUISITE
TO APPEAL ON DIRECT REVIEW. BOTH THE COMMITMENT ORDER(S) AND THE
ACTIONS THAT OCCURRED UNDER CASE 2023-001474 ARE COMING UNDER
FIRE HERE UNDER THE INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE DUE TO THE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT SHALL BE ADDRESSED WITHIN THIS
DOCUMENT, ALSO DUE TO CIRCUMVENTING, OBSTRUCTING AND OR FAILURE
TO HEAR SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES VIOLATING DUE PROCESS,
WHICH CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR FORFEITED BY THE APPLICANT WHICH
THE HIRED AND OR STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL AT BOTH THE TRIAL LEVEL
AND APPELLATE LEVEL CONSPIRED UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE
PROSECUTOR AND OR STATE TO CONCEAL AND OR SUPPRESS, VIOLATING THE
APPLICANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT OF AUTONOMY IN THEIR EFFORTS TO
PREVENT THESE ISSUES FROM BEING HEARD WHICH VIOLATE U.S. SUPREME
COURT HOLDINGS UNDER McCOY v. LOUISIANA,--S.Ct.-—-, 2018 WL
2186174 (U.S.2018). IN SOUTH CAROLINA A TRIAL ATTORNEY, A POST
CONVICTION RELIEF ATTORNEY AND APPEAL ATTORNEY IS LEGALLY AND
ETHICALLY PROHIBITED FROM CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW
WITH THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE TO WAIVE LEGITIMATE
JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS. ENGAGING IN SUCH CONDUCT CONSTITUTES
PROFESSIONAL MISCONDUCT AND WOULD ALSO BE CLASSIFIED AS FRAUD
gzziuczﬁEEu;z:azquuizfnlsszzzi CAROFINA RULE OF PROFESSIONAL
DISHONESTY, FRAUD, DECEIT, OR MC;ZDUCT e e
ARSI e T;E t REPRESENTATION, OR TO ENGAGE IN

INISTRATION OF JUSTICE. UNDER THE

CONCEPT
OF CANDOR TO A TRIBUNAL. RULE 3.3 REQUIRES ATTORNEYS TO
7-0f-30
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RECT ANY FALSE STATEMENTS OF

BE TRUTHFUL WITH THE COURT AND COR
AL ISSUES PRESENTED

AL LAW OR FACT AS IT RELATES TO THE LEG
THE POWER TO WAIVE LEGAL PROTECTIONS GENERALLY

NOT THE ATTORNEY. A TRIAL OR PCR OR

MATERI
WITHIN THIS CASE.

BELONG TO THE CLIENT,
APPELLATE DEFENSE ATTORNEY WHO UNILATERALLY WAIVES A CLIENT'S

LEGITIMATE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS WITHOUT AUTHORIZATION OR THROUGH
DECEPTIVE MEANS VIOLATES THEIR FIDUCIARY DUTY. AS IT RELATES TO
"COLOR OF STATE LAW" AND CONSPIRACY, SECTION 1983 LIABILITY,
INDIVIDUALS ACTING "UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW" CAN BE SUED FOR
DEPRIVING OTHERS OF CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. WHILE
PRIVATE ATTORNEYS OR STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEYS TYPICALLY DO NOT
ACT UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW, THE U.S. SUPREME COURT HELD UNDER
MOWER BV G OVE R G /SRS PR O A0SR () 48 SE C Erome? 8 2.0 78188 [ F 'l 2
758(U.5.1984) THAT THEY CAN BE HELD LIABLE UNDER SECTION 1983 IF
THEY CONSPIRE WITH THE STATE OFFICIALS TO DEPRIVE THEIR CLIENTS
OF CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS. ALSO SEE HORTON v. VINSON, 2015 WL
4774276 (N.DVati201i5}) ERV O N GIRVSEEC.S EY IR 0] &/ ST 4021083, * 1+
(DSC.2017). IT BECOMES A MISUSE OF THE RULE TO CLAIM THAT NO
HYBRID DEFENSE EXIST WHEN UTILIZED AS A LEGAL JUSTIFICATION FOR
THE ATTORNEY TO SECRETLY CONSPIRE WITH THE STATE AND PROSECUTOR
TO WAIVE A CLIENT'S JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS AND COMMIT FRAUD UPON
THE COURT. SINCE THE APPEAL UNDER CASE 2023-001474 WAS TAINTED BY
FRAUD AND OBSTRUCTION, AND IF THE SAME OCCURS UNDER THIS CURRENT
PCR APPLICATION. THE APPLICANT WOULD BE ENTITLED TO ADDRESSING IT
WITHIN THIS PCR, PURSUANT TO THE ISSUES THAT OCCURRED IN THE

COURT OF APPEALS, AND WOULD BE ENTITLED TO SUCCESSIVE PCR IN THIS
CURRENT CASE.

RECENT SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT AND APPELLATE
DECISIONS REINFORCE THAT WHILE HYBRID REPRESENTATION IS GENERALLY
NOT PERMITTED, ATTORNEYS REMAIN BOUND BY STRICT ETHICAL DUTIES

AND THE COURT WILL INTERVENE IN CASES OF FRAUD, STRUCTURAL
DEFICIENCIES, OR THE WAIVER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS. IN THE CASE OF
::ATE V. SWEET, 446 S5.C. 356, 919 S.E.2d. 909 (S.C.App.2025), THE
sU:jstCSES:E;O:§§RMED THAT WHILE GUILTY PLEAS WAIVE MOST DEFECTS
e CEiDICTION CANNOT BE WAIVED AND REMAINS A VALID
e LLENGE. IN THE CASE OF IN THE MATTER OF LOUIS
2- MOORE, G L D01 OB S LIE 2 d -3 9 (IS G App 220250t THE

8-0f-30




S DISCIPLINARY ORDER OUTLINES THE DISBARMENT OF

THAT INCLUDED VIOLATING RULES OF
AILING TO UPHOLD THE INTEGRITY OF THE

HIGHER COURT IN IT
AN ATTORNEY FOR CONDUCT

PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT AND F
IN THE CASE OF LINDSEY V. STATE, 2025 WL

THE HIGHER COURT HIGHLIGHTED THE COURT'S
CE WHICH IS

LEGAL PROFESSION.

3085693 (S.C.App-2025)
SCRUTINY IN PCR OF THE LEGAL SUFFICIENCY OF EVIDEN

RELEVANT IN THIS CASE ADDRESSING THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE EVIDENCE
FOR THE MURDER ALSO BASED UPON STATEMENTS ENTERED IN VIOLATION OF
THE APPLICABLE STATUTES AND OTHER CLAIMS MADE IN THIS CASE, OR
THE SUFFICIENCY OF ESTABLISHING THAT THERE ARE INDEED TWO
ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 1IN SUPPORT OF THE
APPLICANT'S CLAIMS MADE. IN THE CASE OF CARRIER v. STATE, 441
STICENS 258 O 5 ST ¢ S 6 /.08 (ST CIA D P =12.0.2:8) /T HERC O URTEAD D RE SIS KD HE;
STATE'S MANIPULATION OF THE GRAND JURY PROCESS WHICH SUPPORT ONE
OF THE LEGAL ISSUES INTENDED ARGUED WITHIN THESE PCR PROCEEDINGS,
AND THE INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL REGARDING
JURISDICTIONAL INDICTMENT DEFECTS. IN THE CASE OF UNITED STATES
v. PITTMAN, 125 F.4TH. 527 (4th.Cir.2025), THE COURT DETERMINED
THAT A DEFENDANT WHO WISHES TO PRESERVE AN ARGUMENT THAT A
STATUTE IS VAGUE, OR SUBTLE EXPANSION OR FORCED CONSTRUCTION

OCCURRED, OR THE STATUTE OR INTERPRETATION OF LAW IS VAGUE AND
THEREBY UNCONSTITUTIONAL HE MUST BE PERMITTED TO MAKE

THE
ARGUMENT BY THE PLEADING OR ESTABLISH GOOD CAUSE FOR NOT HAVING

DONE SO. THIS ESTABLISHES THAT IT WAS HIGHLY INAPPROPRIATE AND AN
ACT OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT FOR THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY AT
THE TRIAL LEVEL OR THE APPELLATE LEVEL TO CONSPIRE UNDER COLOR OF
STATE LAW TO WAIVE AND FAIL TO PRESENT THE APPLICANT'S LEGITIMATE

i STA;: f?Fj;;;iiquCK TO THE STATE v. GENTRY CASE OF 2005 AND
o A ATCASE OF 2012, UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA LAW RES
N E:XTRINSTACH TO A JUDGMENT PROCURED BY EXTRINSIC
it A v IC FRAUD IS CONSIDERED A "FRAUD UPON THE
bR g TNES THE VERY FOUNDATION OF THE LEGAL

O A CONCLUSION THAT THERE WAS NEVER A "REAL

CONTEST" BETHW
E
EN THE PARTIES WHERE THE GENTRY COURT, PURPOSELY
9-0f-30 :




2 ECOND ELEMENT
CONCEALED THE JURISDICTIONAL FACT THAT THERE WAS A S

2 ENT, AND
TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT,

: g NDER
THAT THE INDICTMENT DEFECTS SHOULD HAVE BEEN ADJUDICATED U
ELEMENT FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION THAT

THE CONSTITUTIONAL
THE DOCTRINE OF

PRODUCED UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION VOIDING THEM .
FINALITY-WHICH RES JUDICATA IS DESIGNED TO PROTECT-IS SUSPENDED
IN FAVOR OF JUSTICE. IN SOUTH CAROLINA EXTRINSIC FRAUD IS DEFINED
AS FRAUDULENT CONDUCT THAT INDUCES A PERSON NOT TO PRESENT THEIR
CASE IN COURT OR DEPRIVE THEM OF THE OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD AS
HAS OCCURRED WITHIN AND BY THE GENTRY CASE CONCEALING THE FACT
THAT THERE ARE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
PURPOSELY AVOIDING CASES LIKE STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR A BETTER
ENVIIRONMENITN/SSEE 2 3 (TS eae e 1 a8 sy et v 1003 (URS- 1998 /s WHTCH
PREVENTED THE INMATES OF THIS STATE FROM FULLY PRESENTING THEIR
CLAIM ESSENTIALLY ENSURING THAT THERE WAS NEVER A "REAL CONTEST"

BEFORE THE COURT. IT WAS A DELIBERATE AND CAREFULLY CALCULATED
SCHEME AND PLOT TO DEFRAUD BY AVOIDING CLEARLY ESTABLISHED
JUDICIAL DECISION THAT CURRENTLY HAS NOT BEEN OVERRULED BY ANY
COURT UNTIL THIS VERY DAY ILLUSTRATING THAT RES JUDICATA DOES NOT
ATTACH TO THIS ISSUE BY THE CONCEALMENT AND SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH,
FRAUD, THAT THERE ARE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER

JURISDICTION, NOT ONE AS THE GENTRY COURT DECEPTIVELY LED THE
PARTIES TO BELIEVE, MR. T V. SMRSESNIE O/ BESk Gy 2071
CENTER OF SOUTH CAROLINA INC. v.
CAROLINA, 294 s SR O B.R.

HILTON HEAD
PUBLIC SERVICE COM'N OF SouTH
V. F-C-S-Bcl 710
528(4th.C1r.2024)(FRAUD UPON THE COURT IS NOT YOUR GARD
FR
AUD, AS 1IT ORDINARILY INVOLVES CORRUPTION OF THE

PROCESS ITSELF); FOX
: EX REL FOX v. ELK RUN
1201 (4th.Cir.2014)- g

F.Supp.3d.
EN VARIETY

JUDICIAL
7Ee) it kel

INVOngsucwHHEizco::;ITUTIONAL ACTION AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT(S)
RENDERS THE commrTm COURT(S) WERE PRIVY TO THESE INJUSTICES,
JUDGMENT THAT o e CRDER (S AT e SR TAY, L EVEL S AND. i

CCURS UNDER CASE 2023-001474 WITHIN THE s.c. COURT

OF APPEALS

e + VOID FOR UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION AS IS TO BE A
HIS pcR APPLICATION. THUS,

CHALLENGES AND FRAUD

RGUED
ds DUE TO THESE JURISDICTIONAL
N THE COURT ARGUED WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT.

10-0f-30



UNJUST ASSERTED WAIVER, OR
COURT OF

ANY CLAIM OF STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS,
OLAIM THAT ANOTHER ACTION IS PENDING IN THE  SiCs
APPEALS, WHERE THAT COURT IN ADDITIONAL ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE
COURT, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE IS DELAYING RULING ON THE APPLICANT'S VOLUNTARY WITHDRAW
DUE TO THE ATTORNEY UNLAWFULLY WORKING WITH THE STATE TO WAIVE
SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS; WOULD NOT PREVENT REVIEW UNDER
THIS PRESENTLY SUBMITTED PCR APPLICATION DUE TO SUCH CLAIMS BEING
PROCEDURAL LIMITATIONS FOR WHICH A COLLATERAL ATTACK FOR FRAUD
UPON THE COURT IS FREE OF SUCH PROCEDURAL LIMITATIONS WHICH THE
AFOREMENTIONED ARE. FRAUD VITIATES EVERYTHING THAT IT ENTERS AND
A JUDGMENT PROCURED BY FRAUD MAY BE COLLATERALLY ATTACKED FOR
THAT FRAUD UPON THE COURT. THIS APPLIES TO ALL ACTS, ORDERS,

JUDGMENTS OR DECREES OF ALL COURTS ON RECORD, WHICH THE

SENTENCING SHEET(S), AS "COMMITMENT ORDER(S)" ALSO REPRESENT.
ALSO SEE CITINGS OF LAW LISTED WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT. ALSO SEE
MYLES v. DOMINGS I PIZZA BEILC 0 /i 238436(D.C.Miss.2017):

UNITED STATES v. CONRAD, 675 Fed.

BPPXEN2 O8I 658 CA4 (N2 G- 2017) ;
LOUMIET v. UNITED STATES, 65 F.Supp.3d. 19 (2014).

INASMUCH, THIS PCR APPLICATION IS FILED UNDER THE

INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT(S) INVOLVED

WHERE THE JUDGES WERE PRIVY TO ALL THAT OCCURRED CONSPIRING UNDER
COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THESeSCCe

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND OR
SOLICITOR'S OFFICE,

TO DEPRIVE THE APPLICANT OF CONSTITUTIONAL

PROTECTIONS. DUE TO ATTACKING THE "SENTENCING SHEET(S)", WHICH
ARE

THE LEGAL DESIGNATED "COMMITMENT ORDER(S)", AND THE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION DONE MY THE COMPROMISED S.C. INDIGENT

DEFENSE OFFICE CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR

OF STATE
ATTORNEY GENERAL ' SR TTHRTHE S G

S OFFICE TO WAIVE LEGITIMATE JURISDICTIONAL

CLAIMS THAT ESTABLISH JURISDICTIONAL
INVOLVED, 1g INCLUDE ALL OTHER DUE p
WITHIN THIS PCR APPLICATION,

THE CONSTITUTIONAL
THERBFORE;

COURT oF ¢
OFFICE,

ROCESS VIOLATIONS ARGUED
WHICH ARE TO BE ADJUDICATED UNDER
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
THE STATE oOF SOUTH CAROLINA,
OMMON PLEAS,

CANNOT FAIRLY

JURISDICTION.

OR THE LEXINGTON COUNTY
AND OR THE LEXINGTON COUNTY SOLICITOR'S

OR LEGALLY ASSERT THAT THE APPLICANT IS
ll-0f-30



"PIME BARRED", OR THAT THE APPLICANT STILL HAS AN APPEAL PENDING
WITHIN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS DUE TO THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL
ACTION ARGUED THAT VOIDS THOSE JURISDICTIONS FOR WHICH IS THIS
pCR APPLICATION'S AIM. IT IS THE APPLICANT'S CLAIM THAT IT WAS AN
ACT OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT TO SIGN THE COMMITMENT ORDER(S), OR
FOR THE APPLICANT TO BE FORCED TO WITHDRAW HIS APPEAL UNDER CASE
5023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS, DUE TO THE ATTORNEY'S
FAILURE TO RAISE THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS, ABUSING THEIR
DISCRETION WHEN THESE JURISDICTIONAL CHALLENGES EXISTED WHICH
CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR FORFEITED, CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME,
EVEN FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL, WHERE THE COURT(S) AND
PROSECUTOR KNEW GOOD AND WELL, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE
LAW, THAT THESE SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS AND
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRORS NOT SUBJECT TO HARMLESS ERROR
DOCTRINE EXISTED WITHIN THIS CASE, SANDERS v. SAVANNAH HIGHWAY
AUTOMOTIVE COMPANY,--S.E.2d.--, 2020 WL 6154305 (S.C.App.2020);
NATIONSTAR MORTG., LLC. v. MBI§NB§, S§.E.2d., 2016 WL 1700516

(5.C.App.2016); OOO-RM INVEST T
s MENT INTER
F.Supp., 2014 WL 12613 ZERNATIONAL, INC.,




FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND JURISDICTIONAL

IDRAWAL, DUE TO THE o
o CURRENT PCR APPLICATION,

CLAIMS THAT ARE PRESENTED WITHIN THIS
AFOREMEBNTIONIED ARE [FORMS or' PROCEDURATL

WHERE ALL THIE v
P04 et vl g

LIMITATIONS, IN RE: GENESYS DATA TECHNOLOGIES INC.,
136 =S GEv Rl 193

(4th.Cir.2000); MONTGOMERY V. LOUTISTANA,
L.Ed.2d. 599 (U.S5.2016); UNITED STATES v. LIBOUS,
(2nd.Cir.2017. ALSO SEE EXHIBIT(S) "COMMTTMENT ORDER(S) ATTACK"

858 F.3d. 64

AND "CASE HISTORY".

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS THE POWER TO DECLARE LAW,
WHETHER IT BE UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION OR THE STATUTORY ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION. THEREFORE, IT CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR FORFEITED.
THUS, WHEN IT CEASE TO EXIST. THE ONLY THING LEFT FOR THE COURT
TO DO IS ANNOUNCE THIS FACT AND DISMISS THE CAUSE OF CONVICTION
AGAINST THE APPLICANT WHICH CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME, AT ANY
STAGE, EVEN WHEN A FINAL JUDGMENT HAS BEEN ENTERED INTO THE CASE,
EVEN FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL, ESPECIALLY IN LIGHT OF THE
FACT THAT WE HAVE FRAUD UPON THE COURT ATTACHED TO THE
JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS MADE. AGAIN, THE APPLICANT IS ARGUING HTS
ISSUES UNDER THE DUE PROCESS/ CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION, NOT THE STATUTORY (LEGISLATIVE) ELEMENT

lI! l_] A II\
THE STATE COURTS IN THE PAST IN AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION AND FRAUD
UPON THE COURT ADJUDICATED SUCH ISSUES UNDER, SEBELIUS v. AUBURN

REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER, 133 S.Ct. Hls 184

= L.Ed.2d. 627, g)
-S.L.W. 4053 (U.S5.2013); SIZWARD v. RIDDLE, F.Supp.2d., 2013 WL

707018 (DSC.2013); GRUPO DALAFLUX v. ATLAS GLOBAL L.P., 541 y S

D675 2
o 124 5. g ioo, LI B TR - 265 866(U.5.2004); 24 SENATORIAL
T. REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE V. ALCORN, 820 F.3d 624

(4th.Cir.2 .
Sl .r 016); SANDERS v. SAVANNAH HIGHWAY AUTOMOTIVE COMPANY
i NATIONSTAR MORTG., LLC. v. MEISNER, S.E.2d., 2016 wr

1700516

e (S.C.app.2016); 000~-RM. INVEST . NET ELEMENT
IONAL, INC. SUPRA.: '

036 Sl * KOSCIUSKO v. PARHAM, 428 s.c. 481,

362 (S.C.App.2019):

COMPANY, e FIRST CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST
e e g U R .

Yo TAVIORA 431 s.o

ATTACHES DUE TO THE STAT

= S.E.24.
HE ISSUEs ARGUED EQUITABLE TOLLING
E PROSECUTOR AND THE S.C. SUPREME COURT's



q

INVOLV
ELEMENT

THE FACT THAT THERE ARE TWO
FATAL INDICTMENT

ONAL ELEMENT

EMENT IN THE FRAUD CONCEALING
S TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AND
E TO BE ADJUDICATED UNDER THE CONSTITUTI
URISDICTION FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION, WHICH

AL, PROCESS SUBJECTING THE APPLICANT TO

DEFECTS WER
TO SUBJECT MATTER J
GRAVELY EFFECTED THE TRI
EXTREME PREJUDICE.

FOR THE RECORD, THE APPLICANT GIVES THE COURT AND ALL
PARTIES JUDICIAL NOTICE. TO PREVENT THE STATE AND OR S.C.
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE AND ITS ALCOLYTES FROM MAKING A TOTALLY
MERITLESS STATEMENT OR ASSERTION. IT DOES NOT MATTER WHERE THE
APPLICANT GOT THE LEGAL ISSUES FOR WHICH HE SEEKS RELIEF FROM.

THEY COULD HAVE CAME FROM "FREDDIE CRUEGER", "BARACK OBAMA",
"IRON MAN", "ABRAHAM LINCOLN", "THE LAW LIBRARY CLERK LAWRENCE
CRAWFORD", "SPIDERMAN", OR "THE INCREDIBLE HULK". IT DOESN'T

MATTER WHOM THE APPLICANT WORKED CONJUNCTIVELY WITH TO PRODUCE
THESE LEGAL ISSUES. ONCE THE APPLICANT "PERSONALLY" ENGAGES 1IN
RESEARCH WHETHER IT BE ALONE OR WITH OTHER PARTIES, AND THE
APPLICANT "PERSONALLY" DETERMINED THAT THE LEGAL ISSUES IMPACT
HIS CONVICTION DIRECTLY, AND THEN "PERSONALLY" DECIDES TO PLACE
THE LEGAL ISSUES FORTH 1IN THIS PCR? BY THE APPLICANT'S
CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS RIGHT OF AUTONOMY, THE APPLICANT
CANNOT BE PROCEDURALLY BARRED IN DOING SO. THE RIGHT TO DEFEND IS
PERSONAL, AND THE DEFENDANT'S CHOICE IN EXERCISING THAT RIGHT
MUST BE HONORED OUT OF RESPECT FOR THE INDIVIDUAL WHICH IS THE
LIFE BLOOD OF LAW. THE APPLICANT IS "MASTER" TO DECIDE WHAT LAW
HE WILL RELY UPON, PEOPLE v. FLORES, 34 cal. APPIEESTH R/ 0,8 246

Cal. Rptr.3d. 77 (Cal.2019); COLE v. SLATTESESY 0SS I W335 1, 3
Tex. App. BEAUMONT (Tex.2019): ’

il = e Gho 4:23 FAIR v. KHOLER DIE & SPECIALTY
CoM .Ct. (U.S.1913); LANCASTER v.
FOUNDATION..., 958 F.Supp. 1137 (E.D.Va.1997);
CENTRAL UNITED FOODS & COMMERCIAL ’
760(5th.Cir.1983).

KAISER
POWERS v. SOUTH
WORKERS, ..., TALS) bl
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0

8
IS NOT SUBJECT TO HARMLESS ERROR REVIEW, McCOY v. LOUISIANA, 13
S cE 50 Oy O ORI Ed 20 8217886 U.S+L-W> ATl (oS e 201E)) 3

5 «2d.
MARTINEZ v. 'RYAN, 556 U.s- 1, 132 S.Ct. 1Lzjoe), IHE2 L oiiel

WILLIAMS Vv. UNITED STATES, 2018 WL 465623l

272 (1SS 2 01288
STATES v. COBBLE, 2018 WL 4283063

(D.Conn-2018); UNITED
(M-D.Ga«2018)%

THE APPLICANT WOULD BE ENTITLED TO EQUITABLE TOLLING UNDER

THESE CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE THE APPLICANT WAS PREVENTED FROM
ADDRESSING HIS FATAL INDICTMENT ISSUE AT THE TRIAL LEVEL BY THE
STATE v. GENTRY FRAUD AND BY THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY UNDER
CASE 2023-001474 CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE TO WAIVE SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL
CHALLENGES AND THE DEPRIVATION WAS NOT BASED UPON LEGAL STRATEGY ,
BUT BEING COMPROMISED BY THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
PRODUCING EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES BEYOND THE APPLICANT'S
CONTROL AND THE APPLICANT IS EXERCISING REASONABLE DUE DILIGENCE
IN SEEKING TO HAVE THE INJUSTICE REMEDIED. THE FRAUD UPON THE
COURT ARGUED AND THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE AND ITS
ACOLYTES COMPROMISING THE APPLICANT'S ATTORNEYS CONSTITUTE
EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES FOR THE PURPOSE OF EQUITABLE TOLLING

BY PREVENTING THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS FROM BEING ARGUED BEFORE

THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AND PREVENTING SUCH AT THE TRIAL LEVEL

BASED UPON THE FRAUD THAT OCCURRED WITHIN THE STATE v. GENTRY

euve oene s A e oo e e

THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT, AND THAT INDICTMZQ:TER B o

BE ADJUDICATED UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT Rt 0

JURISDICTION FOE DUE PROCESS VIOLATION T T e e

UNDERMINES THE INTEGRITY OF THE J : G S,

! viohae e UDICIAL PROCESS IS A SERIOUS

RTS THE FAIR ADMINISTRATION OF

Ju L
STICE.  DTHIS SMYPE™ OF DECEIT DIRECILY CORRUPTS THE COURT'S
ABILITY TO FUNCTION IMPARTIALLY AND FAIRLY,

SERIOUSLY WHERE THEY CHANGED LAW THAT HAS
OVER 200 YEARS.

DISCOVERING FACTS
AGAINST THE UNCONST

AND IS TREATED VERY
BEEN ESTABLISHED FOR
THEIR ACTIONS PREVENTED THE APPLICANT FROM
NECESSARY TO THE APPLICANT'S RIGHT TO ARGUE
ITUTIONALLY VAGUE PRECEDENT UNDER RULE

v 217 AND
E FILING OF POST CONVICTION RELIEF.

WITHOUT THEg
15-0£-30



JURISDICTIONAL CHALLENGES BEING PERMITTED TO BE BROUGHT AS‘T?&i
PROCESS LAW REQUIRED AND PERMITTED PRODUCING EXTREME PREJUDICE TO
THE APPLICANT'S PROCEEDING. THE ACTION AND INJUSTICE DIRECTLY
IMPACT THE VALIDITY AND FAIRNESS OF THE CONVICTION, WHICH WAS THE
VERY THING THE ISSUES WERE SOUGHT TO ADDRESS. THE U.S. SUPREME
COURT'S DECISION IN HOLLAND v. FLORIDA, 560 U.S. 631 (U.S.2010),

IS A KEY CASE SUPPORTING THE APPLICATION OF EQUITABLE TOLLING FOR
ATTORNEY MISCONDUCT AND JUDGES CONSPIRING WITH THEM WHERE THEY
WORKED TO PREVENT THE FACT THAT THERE WERE TWO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AND A CRIMINAL
IS NOT ABSOLUTE WHERE THERE ARE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRORS
JURISDICTION,

ELEMENTS TO
COURT'S JURISDICTION

CLEAR AND EGREGIOUS

THAT WOULD VOID THAT COURT'S

IS FAR MORE EGREGIOUS THAN THE ATTORNEY NEGLIGENCE

IN HOLLAND AND WOULD BE CONSIDERED EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES

THAT PREVENTED THE APPLICANT FROM DISCOVERING THE FULL EXTENT OF

THE FRAUD IN PURSUING HIS CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS

RIGHTS,
THEREBY WARRANTING EQUITABLE TOLLING. IN THE CASE OF PELZER v.
STATE, 378 S.C. 51 GHREEoN S .24, 618(S.C.App.2008), PROVIDES
SUPPORT FOR THE PRINCIPLE OF

EQUITABLE TOLLING TO PREVENT
UNFAIRNESS HOLDING THAT EQUITABLE TOLLING IS NECESSARY TO PREVENT
UNFAIRNESS WHERE A DILIGENT PLAINTI
DURING A STATUTORY PERIOD.
RELEVANT.

FF FILED A DEFECTIVE PLEADING
THE UNDERLYING PRINCIPLE IS DIRECTLY
IF THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT IS WILLING LORTOLT

DEADLINE TO PREVENT UNFAIRNESS IN A CASE INVOLVING A DEFECTIVE
FILING BY A DILIGENT PETITIONER, 1IT WOULD LOGICALLY
EQUITABLE TOLLING Iﬁ A MUCH MORE EGREGIOUS SCENARIO INVOLVING
FRAUD UPON THE COURT INVOLVING THE GENTRY COURT AND BT HE
PROSECUTOR COMPROMISING THE APPLICANT'S LEGAL COUNSEL AT BOTH THE
TRIAL AND APPELLATE LEVEL TO PREVENT SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL
ISSUES FROM BEING JUSTLY AND FAIRLY HEARD. ATTORNEY AND JUDICIAL
MISCONDUCT ORCHESTRATED BY THE STATE 1s CLEAR CAUSE FOR EQUITA

TOLLING, HOLLAND v. 4

e L ﬁ;ORI?A SUPRA,; HARRIS v. HUTCHENSON, 209
(4th.c1r-2003)- P. 1r.2000); ROUSE v. LEE, 339 F.3d. 23g
e G; ACE v. DiGUGLIELMO, 125 S5.Ct. 1807 (U.5.2005) :
7 BUCHANA& 6BREI,AND, 59 F.4TH. 620 (4th.cir.2023); UNITED STATES

N, F.3d. 448(4th.cir.2011). e

A

APPLY
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§ 17-19-20 PROVIDE THAT EVERY INDICTMENT
BE DEEMED GOOD. THE INDICTMENT IS NOT

S.C. CODE ANN.

"MUST" (EMPHASIS ADDED) -
COOD BY THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE OF THE STATUTE THEREBY THE GENTR

RULING ALLOWS THE COURTS TO SUBTLY EXPAND AND FORCE CONSTRUCT
BOTH S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 17-19-10 AND 17-19-20 IN VIOLATION OF THE
SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE FURTHER ILLUSTRATING THE INJUSTICE
THAT HAS OCCURRED BY THE GENTRY RULING. WHEN IT COMES TO THE S.C.
SUPREME COURT HOLDING THOSE CASES, SOME FOR ALMOST (7) YEARS TO
ALLOW THE TO GO ON A NATIONWIDE "FISHING EXPEDITION" TO FIND
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE AND OR SILENT CASE LAW THAT ONLY
ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION UNDER THE
STATUTORY ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, TO CONCEAL THE
FACT THAT THERE ARE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
NOT ONE, AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION ALSO VOIDS JURISDICTION.
IN SOUTH CAROLINA WHEN A COURT KNOWINGLY IGNORES WELL ESTABLISHED
U.S. SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS LIKE STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR A
BETELERSENVIRO NHMEN PSR SERH /R 51 88 s et 1003 (0. 5.1998) AND
OTHER SIMILAR HOLDINGS, CIRCUMVENTING, FAILING TO ADDRESS THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, IT WOULD

CONSTITUTE FRAUD UPON THE COURT BECAUSE IT DEFILES THE JUDICIAL
MACHINERY ITSELF.

IT OCCURS WHEN A COURT'S IMPARTIAL FUNCTIONS
ARE DIRECTLY CORRUPTED, OFTEN BY AN OFFICER OF THE COURT (SUCH AS
A JUDGE OR ATTORNEY). PURPOSELY CIRCUMVENTING THE HIGHEST COURT'S
HOLDINGS TO REACH A DESIRED OUTCOME-ESPECIALLY CONCERNING SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION——INTERFERES WITH THE COURT'S ABILITY ToO

"PERFORM IT'Ss NORMAL FUNCTION IN THE USUAL MANNER
TASKS. IT INVOLVES DECEIT,
JUDGMENT VOID AR INITIO,

ITS IMPARTIAL
LIES AND FALSE INFORMATION MAKING THE

: AS THE COURT LACKED THE AUTHORITY TO ACT
N THE FIRST PLACE. WHEN A JUDGMENT IS VAGUE OR SILENT ON A

SUBSTANTIAL CLAIM, IF THAT JUDGMENT IS SILENT

(ie WHETHE
INDICTMENT DEFECTS i

WOULD VOID JURISDICTION U
NDER

CONSTITUTIONAT, ELEMENT FOR DUE PROCESS

CONSIDERED A

. THE
VIOLATION), IT MAY NOT BE
FINAL JUDGMENT, ESPECIALLY IN THIS CASE WHEN WE

HAVE FRA
UD UPON THE COURT, THE COURT PURPOSELY FAILING TO ADDRESS

WHETHE
R SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS VIOLATION RISES TO THE LEV

EL
UNCONSTITUTIONAL WHICH WwoOULD )

VOID OR MAKE VOIDABLE
17-0£-30



D

JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
ESTATE OF CUNNINGHAM V. MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF
238(4th.Cir.2025) (COURT DISMISSED THE

JURISDICTION,

BALTIMORE, 128 F.4TH.
APPEAL BECAUSE THE DISTRICT COURT OVERLOOKED AND FAILED TO

RESOLVE CLAIMS ON TWO ISSUE. BECAUSE THE JUDGMENT WAS SILENT ON
THE CLAIM, IT WAS NOT FINAL, APPEALABLE ORDER); ESCOBAR-SALMERON
v. MOYER, 150 F.4TH. 360(4th.Cir.2025)(SILENCE ON A CLAIM
PREVENTS FINALITY. THE COURTS MUST OBJECTIVELY RESOLVE ALL
SUBSTANTIVE CLAIMS BEFORE A JUDGMENT IS FINAL); LOWY v. DANIEL
DEFENSE, LLC.,--F.4TH.--, 2026 WL 376731 (4th.Cir.2026)(WITHOUT
EXPRESSED LANGUAGE SILENCE EQUAL NON FINALITY ALL CLAIMS MUST BE
ADDRESSED); ALI v. HOGAN, 26 F.4TH. 587(4th.Cir.2022)(THIS CASE
REINFORCES THAT THE COURT'S FAILURE TO PROPERLY ACCOUNT FOR
CONSTITUTIONAL  STANDING [A COMPONENT OF SUBJECT MATTER

JURISDICTION] IS A FUNDAMENTAL ERROR. A KNOWING FAILURE TO DO SO

BY A JUDGE WOULD ALIGN WITH THE DEFINITION OF CORRUPTING THE

JUDICIAL MACHINERY): MONACO v. WV PARKWAYS AUTHORITY,
185(4th.Cir.2023)(IN THIS CASE, THE 4TH.

37 P AaNE -

CIRCUIT ADDRESSED HOW
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CAN BE "FORECLOSED" BRY CONSTITUTIONAL

IMMUNITIES THAT THE LOWER COURT MIGHT IMPROPERLY OVERLOOKED AND
WOULD NOT BE ABLE TO EXERCISE JURISDICTION REGARDLESS OF TH

MERITS OF THE CASE. IGNORING SUPREME COURT HOLDING THAT DE E
BARRIERS WOULD CONSTITUTE "EXCESS OF JURISDICTION") ; i
STIRLING, 90 F.4TH. 140(4th.cir.2024)(HIGHLIGHTING ;
JURISDICTION TO ADDRESS MERITS DUE TO FILING CONSTITU

BIXBY v.
EXCESS OF
TING SECOND

HABEAS CORPUS); FRAZIER v. PRINCE COUNTY MARYLAND
566(4th.Cir.2025)(A COURT THAT LACKS T + 140 F.4TH.
AUTHORITY TO RULE ON THE MERITS); STATE v S CTION HAS O
= + 441 s . 42
=L - 5 3[

895 S.E.2d 633(S.C.App.2023)(THE PLAIN LANGUAGE

BE ADHERED TO.). IF A DUE PROCESS ERROR IS SOF s TE MUsT
REMOVES A CASE FROM THE "GENERAL CLASS" pgg MRS o
FROM HEARING IT. WHETHER YOU WANT 1o ygg IBITING THE coupg
"VOIDABLE" OR "ERRONEOUS”
REVERSAL AND OR VACATING OF
COMPOUNDED BY FRAUD IN CONCEALING THAT gpp
SUBJECT MATTER JURTSDICTION IS INHERENTLy \® PRE THO BLEMENTS mo
WHETHER AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL



ELEMENT OF AUTHORITY. THE GENTRY
SPOT. THE PROBLEM WITH
AS GENTRY

VIOLATES THE "CONSTITUTIONAL"
CASE PRODUCES A CONSTITUTIONAL BLIND
LABELLING ALL CONSTITUTIONAL ERRORS AS "PROCEDURAL"

DOES. THE RULING SUGGESTS THAT EVEN FLAGRANT DUE PROCESS

VIOLATION--ONE THAT MIGHT EFFECTIVELY STRIP A COURT OF ITS
LEGITIMATE POWER UNDER THE 14TH. AMENDMENT--DOES NOT VOID
JURISDICTION. IF A COURT TAKES AN ACTION THAT IS EXPRESSLY
PROHIBITED BY THE CONSTITUTION (AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACT LIKE
SUBTLY EXPANDING AND FORCE CONSTRUCTING STATUTES SUCH AS S.cC.
CODE ANN. §§ 17-19-10 AND 17-19-20 VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF
POWERS CLAUSE AND THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE AND OTHER DUE PROCESS
VIOLATIONS INTENDED ARGUED IN THIS APPLICATION), GENTRY DOES NOT
CLEARLY EXPLAIN AT WHAT POINT THE ACT STOPS BEING A "TRIAL ERROR"
AND STARTS BEING AN "ILLEGAL EXERCISE OF POWER" THAT SHOULD VOID
THE COURT'S AUTHORITY. GENTRY IS "VAGUE" BECAUSE IT ASSUMES A
COURT'S POWER REMAINS CONSTANT REGARDLESS OF HOW IT IS EXERCISED.
ROJAS AND STEEL CO. ARGUES THE OPPOSITE v

CONTINGENT ON FOLLOWING CONSTITUTIOQAsﬂAiEzUiZZZZNiSPOWER s
STANDING AND DUE PROCESS) FURTHER ILLUSTRATING TH

SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH AND FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT
FACTS CANNOT STAND.

(LIKE
AT GENTRY BY
OF JURISDICTION

STATEMENT THAT IS IN THE PROCESS OF BE

POS
" CONVICTION RELIEF PROCEEDINGS mypq THE
ATTORNEYY SEUS NG Rl HERE A i F CTATE  APPOINTED

TO SAY THE LEAST LACKING IN MERIT. 1p o
SO-CALLED INMATE" CAN DETERMINE THESE g HE  APPELLANT AS A

LAW, IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE c
IN WAIVING SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONA
:EMOVAL HERL @0 WIS AEm, s TO g REQUIRING pygg

NTEREST. THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY yp 'S CLear R EL OIS O F;
A BRI AT HAT STHES CAPTTON S Te Mhonl s S PE USE OF sqarg ..
GRAND JURY, THAT IT IS BOpy OF THE OF" THR FINDINGS op THE

MEN
19-0f-30 T THAT 15 IMPORTANTS



D s ey e

INDICTMENT(S). NOT ONLY DO

WELL LET'S TALK ABOUT THE BODY OF THE
TIME AND PLACE OF

INDICTMENT FOR MURDER FAIL TO ALLEGE THE

THE
RODY OF THE CHARGING INSTRUMENT; THE TIME AND

THE DEATH IN THE
SLACE OF ASSAULT ARE THERE BUT NOT THE TIME AND PLACE OF THE
SEATH, VIOLATING THE PROVISIONS OF S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 17-19-10 AND
17-19-20. WITHIN THE BODY OF THE INDICTMENT(S), BY THE LANGUAGE
CONTAINED THEREIN, THE GRAND JURY IN VIOLATION OF THEIR SHIELDING
FUNCTION HAS SWORE UPON THEIR OATH GUILT AND ALREADY CONVICTED
THE APPELLANT BEFORE HE EVER WENT TO TRIAL, PREDETERMINING IN
ADVANCE THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDINGS, TAKING AWAY THE
APPELANT'S PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE, SHIFTING THE BURDEN OF
PERSUASTION  TO THE APPELLANT IN VIOLATION OF THEIR SHIELDING
FUNCTION AND DUE PROCESS LAW. THE GRAND JURY BY THE LANGUAGE
UTILIZED WITHIN THE BODY OF THE INDICTMENT DO NOT HAVE THE POWER
QRESAUILH ORISR S AT ESOR S S REDERAT - LAW); OR STATE OR FEDERAL
CONSTITUTION, TO CONVICT A PERSON. THEN IN ORDER TO ATTEMPT TO
CURE THIS FATAL CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS STRUCTURAL ERROR, NOT
SUBJECT TO HARMLESS ERROR REVIEW, THE COURT GIVES A CURATIVE
INSTRUCTION STATING THAT THE INDICTMENT IS NOT EVIDENCE THAT THE
APPELLANT IS INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY. THE PROBLEM
IS THAT ONCE THE BELL IS RUNG, IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG, AND IN ORDER
TC CIVE THESSSUSSINERNNEINUOTION,  THE TRIAL COURT MUST
CONSTRUCTIVELY AMEND THE INDICTMENT ON THE ESSENTIAL MENS
ELEMENTS OF THEGEEENSESDEMONSERATING THE OVERWHELMING PREJ REA
WHICH SUPPORT THAT THIS IS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR. THE "BEL e
BE UNRUNG" IS A CRITICAL SAFEGUARD FOR THE S L CANNOT
INNOCENCE. IF THE STATE OR PROSECUTOR PRODUCE : MPTION OF
EVIDENCE OR DOCUMENTS INTO THE PRIVY OF 7y TRIAL KUNK LIKE"
ANY ASSESSMENT OF ASKING THE JURY IF THEY pavg e JURY WITHOUT
BY THE DOCUMENT, INFORMATION THAT STInks N BEEN AFFECTED
REGARDLESS OF INSTRUCTION, IT SHIFTS THE JURY'S THE JURY Box
STATE DUTY TO PROVE THE FACTS BEFORE THEY cay EV s on. s
BECAUSE THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE IS a 'CARDINAER BY ASSERTED.
L PRINCIPLE" oF

THE JUSTICE SYSTEM, SOUTH CAROLINA COURTS REcOGN
OR SEEING SUCH DOCUMENTS CAN SHIFT A JyRoR: TZED THAT HEARING

S MIND
THEY DO THIS CRIME, TO WELL THEY HAVE ALREADY B SET FROM DIp
BY THE LANGUAGE COMING FROM THE GRAND JURY sq » WCROUKD. Guxthy
SOUTH CAROLINA LAW, IF A CURATIVE INSTRUCTION

20~0f-30
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Hy ALTERING ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THE
CONSTITUTTONAL, NOT PROCEDURAL ERROR
THE APPELLANT IS GUILTY WITH

CHARGCE SAYS THE APPELLANT

(N CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT
OFPENSE, 1T CREATES A FATAL
AND CONFLICT . THE TNDICTMENT ALLEGES

C"MALTCE AND ARORE THOUGHT", THE JUDGE'S
(6 TNNOCENT OF "MALICE AND AFORETHOUGHT" CHANGING THE VERY NATURE
OF WHAT HAS BEEN RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY. UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA
CONSTTITUTION, A DEFENDANT HAS A RIGHT T0 BE TRIED ONLY ON THE
CHARGES RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY. THE GRAND JURY ALREADY BY
THETR LANGUAGE ADJUDICATED GUILT. THE COURT CANNOT THEN COME BACK
AND SAY THE APPELLANT 1S5 INNOCENCE UNTIL PROVED GUILTY OF THE
EOSENTIAL ELEMENT CONTRADICTED WHAT IS5 DETERMINED BY THE GRAND
JURY . THIS PRODUCES A POTENTIAL DOUBLE JEOPARDY CLAIM. THE STATE
[§ STRICTLY BOUND BY THE "SPECIFIC" LANGUAGE AND THEORIES
PRESENTED TO THE GRAND JURY. THE COURT BY INSTRUCTION CANNOT
SHIET THE THEORY OF BEING ALREADY CONVICTED BY THE GRAND JURY'S
SPECTIIC LANGUAGE. TF THE EVIDENCE OF THE JUDGE'S INSTRUCTION
DEVIATE [FROM THE INDICTMENT(S) ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS, ITS NOT A
"HARMLESS ERROR" THAT CAN BE CORRECTED BY CURATIVE INSTRUCTION .
P THE CORATIVE INSTRUCTION WOULD HAVE TO CHANGE THE LEGAL THEORY
OF THE- CASE - (GRAND JURY INDICTMENT DETERMINATION OF GUILT) TO
'Wﬁx"“? MISTAKE, 'THE COURT MUST INSTEAD GRANT DIRECT VERDICT OF
ACOUTTTAL OR MISTRIAL, AS THE BELL CANNOT BE "UNRUNG" WITHOUT

BREAKING THE INDICTMENT ITSELF. IT WOULD CHANGE THE VERY NATUR
OF THE ACCUSATION RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY . ;
INSTRUCTION THAT LEAD TO CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF THE
TRIGGERS A MULTI-LAYERED CONSTITUTIONAL CONFLICT. aq 1mo
THIS CONFLICT PITS THE COURT'S "POWER" (JURISDICTION e
CONSTITUTTONAL  ELEMENT) TO "prxn» i UNDER THE
DEFENDANT'S FUNDAMENTAL DUE PROCESS RIGHT TO PROPER il
GRAND JURY VIOLATING ARTICLE 1 § 1) gop e RRCESE “AND
CONSTITUTTION, NELSON v. COLORADO, 137 S.Ct. 1249 § g EAROLINA
611, B8 UNSTIEWS 4205(0.5.2017)(REGARDING THE R ek s
jnnocmncm); BETTERMAN v. MONTANA, 136 S PRESUMPTION oOF
723 (U.5.2016) (REGARDING THE PRESUMPTION of D A P
PRINCIPLE THAT "ONCE THE BELL IS RUNG 17 M INNOCENCE). 7THEg
CORNERSTONE ~ OF  SOUTH CAROLINA  ANp FEDERATL BE UNRUNG" 15 pA
PARTICULARLY CONCERNING CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMEN e P BUDENCH,
COURT'S INSTRUCTION EFFECTIVELY CHANGE THE GRANDTS"-WHERE TRIAL
21=0f-30 JURY'S ORIGINAL

A  CURATIVE
INDICTMENT




INDICTMENT, STATE v. DENT, A/TE RS T C 121, 919 S-.E.2d-
394(S.C.App-2025) (THE COURT REVERSED THE CONVICTION BECAUSE THE
TRIAL JUDGE'S JURY INSTRUCTION EXPANDED THE INDICTMENT'S SPECIFIC
CHARGE) ; STATE V. ERB, 447 Sk G 84, 924 Sk B 2d%
100(S.C.App-2025) (THE INSTRUCTION MUST SPECIFICALLY ALIGN WITH
THE CHARGING DOCUMENT); STATE v. PHILLIPS, 430 s.c. 319, 844
S.E.2d. 651(S.C.App-2020) (CASE REVERSED DUE TO THE "ONCE THE BELL
IS RUNG IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG" PRINCIPLE); UNITED STATES V.
JOHNSON, Fed. Rptr.; 2022 WL 17546916 (4th.Cir.2022); UNITED
STATES v. BREWBAKER, 87 F.4TH. 563(4th.Cir.2023)(A CONSTRUCTIVE
AMENDMENT OF AN INDICTMENT OCCURS WHEN THE COURT OR GOVERNMENT
BROADENS THE POSSIBLE BASES FOR CONVICTION BEYOND THOSE STATE
WITHIN THE INDICTMENT BY, FOR EXAMPLE, ASSERTING A SPECIFIC LEGAL

THEORY IN THE INDICTMENT, BUT THEY RELY ON A DIFFERENT THEORY AT
TRIAL; AND THIS IS IMPERMISSIBLE).

NOT = ONLY DRD ST H COURT TAKE AWAY THE APPELLANT'S
PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE PREDETERMINING IN ADVANCE THE OUTCOME OF
THE PROCEEDING ALLOWING THE GRAND JURY TO CONVICT THE APPELLANT

BEFORE ANY TRIAL COMMENCED BY THE LANGUAGE IN THE INDICTMENT
4

AND
THEN CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDED THE INDICTMENT(S)

ADDED IN THE TIME
OF PLACE OF THE DEATH WHICH WAS NEVER PASSED UPON BRY

T
JURY. HE GRAND

THE TRIAL COURT AND PROSECUTOR ENGAGED IN SHAM LEGAL
PROCESS PRODUCING INDICTMENT THAT APPEAR TO HAVE YErER :
WENT TO THE GRAND JURY, ACTUALLY

RUBBER STAMPING THEM
IN ADD
OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, B ECNAL U ACTS

WHICH IS WHY THE APPELLAN

THE GRAND JURY PANEL DOCUMENTS VIA THE INTENDED PCR Ap

THEY ALSO ALLOWED STATEMENTS INTO THE COURT RECORD i 0!

ESTABLISH THE RULE 403 CLAIM ARGUED ON APPEAL, Byt

’ WHE

STATEMENTS WHERE ADMITTED IN VIOLATION OF THE APPLICABR el 1008

OF S.C. CODE ANN. L LE STATUTE
N. §§ 19-1-80, 90 AND THEIR SISTER STATUTES

T IS SEEKING

NOT JUST THAT

19-1-

ISSUE UNDER RULE 217, WHERE THE S.cC

COURTS 1INV
EXPAND AND FORCED CONSTRUCTED THOSE STATUTES e OLVED SUBTLY
IN VER

VIOLATION OF THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RyLE, ESSEN THE PLACE
THEM NON-EXTSTENTSINEVIDLATION OFLTHE SERans TIALLY RENDERING



CURRENTLY BEING ARGUED BEFORE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS ATTACHING‘
A CONSTITUTIONAL JURISDICTIONAL NATURE TO THE ISSUE. THE STATE

PRODUCED TESTIMONY INTO THE RECORD IN VIOLATION OF CRAWFORD V.
WASHINGTON. THEY HAD ONE WITNESS APPEAR, BUT ADDED EVIDENCE FOR
TWO WITNESSES IN VIOLATION OF THE CONFRONTATION CLAUSE. THE
ENTERED DRUG EVIDENCE INTO THE RECORD WITHOUT A PROPER CHAIN OF
CUSTODY IN VIOLATION OF THE APPLICABLE STATUTE(S). THE STATUTE
REQUIRES THAT THE CHAIN BE ESTABLISHED BY THE REQUIRED FORMS AND
TESTIMONY, NOT TESTIMONY ALONE, WHERE THE S.C. COURTS AGAIN

SUBTLY EXPANDED AND FOR CONSTRUCTED THE APPLICABLE STATUTE(S) .-
THE APPELLANT IS ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT FOR THIS ISSUE AS
WELL. THERE IS A VIOLATE OF THE APPELLANT'S RIGHT TO PREEMPTIVELY

STRIKE A JUROR WHOSE PRESENCE ON THE CASE TAINTED THE JURY AND

VIOLATED THE APPELLANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. THESE ARE ERRORS

THAT ARE INTENDED ARGUED UNDER THE DUE PROCESS-CONSTITUTIONAL
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION.
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY "VAGUE" AND OR

EXACTLY AT WHAT LEVEL OR POINT,

IRHERRGENTRIVERGA'S R S
"SILENT" ON THE ISSUE OF
ESTABLISHING A CONSTITUTIONAL
"BLINDSPOT", DO THESE EGREGIOUS DUE PROCESS VIOLATION EFFECTS THE
COURT'S AUTHORITY (JURISDICTION) TO HEAR THE CASE UNDER THE

CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION

THE GE ¢
COURT IN FRAUD, —

CLAIMS THEIR JURISDICTION IS ABSOLUTE AS LONG AS
JURTSDICTION: EXTSIERUNRHEE PR N E D ESP TR 2Ny SUPPOS
CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATION THAT EXISTS IN THE CASE TN CONTRAD s
TO MONTGOMERY AND STEEL CO.. IN AC;STION
OF

THE GENTRY COURT
SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH AND FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT
'

FACT THAT THERE ARE TO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER izzcEALED THE
NOT ONE, ESTABLISHING THAT THE GENTRY RULING MUST BE ISDICTION,
FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND VAGUENESS. mHg o PEEMED voIp
CASES ARE ADJUDICATED UNDER THE STATU ——— AND PARHURsT

TORY ELEM

EN
MATTER JURISDICTION AND STAND IN CONFLICT Wypy e T TO SurRJgcT
CO, THE CITY OF OCALA, FLORIDA AND OTHER Sucy TGOMERY, STEEL

ou ESTABLIS
T OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT THAT HAVE NEVER B HED CasEs

APPELLANT BRINGS HIS CLAIMS UNDER THE CONSTITQY

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. TIONAL ELEMENT TO

PRINCIPLE OF Law
STITUTIONAL AND WouLp

AL PROCEE
DING
F.Supp.33. 94, 5

23-0f-30

IT IS A FUNDAMENTAL
THAT ACTS THAT VIOLATE DUE PROCESS ARE UNGON

VOID SUCH JUDGMENTS OBTAINED WITHIN CRIMIN
SOUTH TODAY v. MURRILL, 7(7AS)

DEEP
(M.D.La.2025).



a. o, 1428 (U.8.1967)(DUR

‘l\\\‘\‘.l \ ‘\\ 3\ ‘.\- \: |l1‘|\( l\‘[ ‘ \ l f R . I\l ll‘ I“( IlNl)l\'l"('N { I‘I
| l‘ ‘ AN l‘. “l:l ‘Al\‘\l AN' | l l:‘] l'INI'I\ by
\“{\ \‘ ‘::‘\:; \.‘ \ W |\ ) |\j ) ) )

\ . .C. 618 (2023): DOL v.
INDIVIDUAL PREEDOM); MATTER OF J.0., Jtd N

‘ \ - 10200 CITY  QINCHICAGE ™ Vs
SNYDER, 449 P.Supp.3d. 719 (B.D.Mich.2020)
" o A 10 144 LL.Bd.2d4. 67(0.8.19898))
MORALES, 527 U.S8. 41, 119 S.Ct. 1849,
e WIMENT O COLORED  PROPLIE V.
NATTONAL ASSOCIATION IFOR - THE ADVANCEMI )
Y. o - : - i ). )-(¢."l()'l|| ;
U« S DEPARTMENT  OF  BEDUCA'TTON, 179 [ Supp.dd. SRR (]
1. g AN . : 3  ( “ :.'-(.l ’ 'Ii‘|||
JOHUNSON v, UNITED  STATRS, 576 U.S. 591, 1 89 )
¥ 7 \ ; \ " ) \ / & 1 "l )’I,l ;
(U.8.2015): LUMUMBER v. KISER, 116 [.4TH. 269 (4th.Cir.a(
MANNING v, CALDWELL RO RS I O ROANQ KL ; 9130 N dd s REER
(ﬁlh.vif.rnlﬂ). THIE GENTRY RULING MUST RBE DEEMED VOID BECAUSEH 17
15 UNCONSTITUTTONALLY VAGUE, SILENT, CREATING A CONSTITUTTIONAIL
RLINDEPOT, AS TO WHETHER A CRIMINAL COURT'S ACTIONS OR JUDGMITNT S
CAN B MADIS VOID I"OR DU PROCISS VIOLATTON LUNDIR Ut
CONSTITUTIONAL  ELEMENT  TO SUBRIBECT MATTER JURISDICTTION

AND I'N

ECREGTOUS ACTS O I'RAUD UPON THE COURT T0 DEFRAUD THE INMATINS O

THIS  STATE IN ARGUING THETITR FPATAL INDICTMENT DEFECTS, THE COURT

PURPOSELY  CONCEALED  THE PACT TUAT THERE ARLL TWO  ELEMENTS 70

SURJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, NOT ONE, GLOSSIP v. OKLAHOMA, 604
612, 221 L.MA.2d. 90(U.S.2025) (A NEW TRIAL rs
THE - REMEDY FOR DUE  PROCESS VIOLATION UNDER NAPUL v. LLLINOTS,
WITCH APPLIES WHERE THE PROSECUTION KNOWINGLY ORTALNS CONVICTTON
THROUGH TNE USE OF FALSE EVIDENCE OR IMPERSSINLE

ADMISSTION Op
STATEMENTS IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTES) : SAMIA v.

143 S.Ct. 2004 (U.8.2023) (THE APPELLANT HAS  Rigny UNDIR
CONFRONTATION CLAUSE)} UNIDED STATDS v. STEWARD, 1as LA,
(AEh.Cir 2025) (REINFORCING THAT GOVERNMENT CANNOT PIVO
[ CURATIVE INSTRUCTION] OTHER THAN WHAT CAME  Prom

RIVERS v. STATE, OP. 28285 (S.C. MAY 2025) (EVIDENE
PREJUDICIAL AS TO STRIP THR DEFENDANT  OF ppp DRESUMPTION o
INNOCENCE) 3 MCCLELLAN v, UNITED  STATRS, 44 NPT 218
(Ath.Cir.2022) (1HE COURT AFPIRMED THE PRESUMPTION op INNOCENG
EVEN IN CIVIL CASES); UNITED STATES v. CONTRERAS-AVALos, 139
PLATI. 314(4th.Cir.2025) (ANY  INSTRUCTION myjng DROADENS
INDICTMENT ~ VIOLATES THE DEFENDANT'S SUBSTANTTIAY,

UNDERMINES THE PRESUMPTION THAT THEY ARR INNOCENT o
NOT FORMALLY PRESENTED. THE INDICTMENTS SAY

U.S. 226, 145 8.0t

UNTTED STATES ,

LG
T THEorRI R
GRAND JURY )

B CAN pp 50

THE
RIGHTS  Anp

ANY ClaRgy

THE  APPELLAND g
GUILTY BEFORE ANY TRIAL COMMENCE.); UNITED STapps . LEGTNS,
24-01=30 Y



F.ATH. 304 (4th.Cir.2022)(A CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF AN
INDICTMENT OCCURS WHEN THE COURT AND GOVERNMENT BROADENS THE
POSSIBLE BASES FOR CONVICTION BEYOND THOSE RETURNED BY THE GRAND
JURY); HEBB v. CITY OF ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA, ([ 7 TV FT R DS |
(4th.Cir.2025); CAROLINA YOUTH ACTION PROJECT; D.S. BY AND
THROUGH FORD v. WILSON, 60 F.4TH. 770 (4th.Cir.2023);
STATES v. MOYE, 45 F.4TH. 770 (4th.Cir.2022);

SMITHERS, 92 E.4TH. 237 (4th.Ccir.2024)(THE 4TH.
CONVICTION WHERE THE COURT'S JURY
ADEQUATELY INFORM

UNITED
UNITED STATES V.

CIRCUIT VACATED
INSTRUCTION FAILED TO
THE JURY OF THE MENS REA REQUIREMENTS IN THE

CASE INVOLVING A DEALER'S PROSECUTION FOR UNLAWFULLY DISPENSING
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES. THE

COURT FOUND THAT AN
INSTRUCTION, WHERE 1IN THIS

ERRONEOUS

CASE THE CURATIVE INSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDS THE INDICTMENT ON THE MENS REA ELEMENTS,

COMBINED WITH THE OTHER LEGAL ISSUES AND SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS

VIOLATIONS THAT EXIST IN THIS CASE, MEANT THE ERROR WAS NOT

HARMLESS, SUGGESTING THAT ONCE THE WRONG LEGAL STANDARD WAS RUNG
/

CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDING THE INDICTMENTS ON THE MENS REA ELEMENTS
IT COULD NOT BE CURED BY AN OVERALL CHARGE) . ,

REVERSAL LS R ER SR RECERRIF SSROESREASON, 'AND AN T
/
CONVICTION IS NO CONVICTION AT ALL. A CONVICTION NVALID
UNDER AN

UNCONSTITUTIONAL LAW OR JUDICIAL PROCES
S IS NOT MERELY
ERRONEOUS,

BUT IT IS ILLEGAL AND VOID UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONA
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, L ELEMENT ToO
CAUSE TO

CONTINUE THE IMPRISONMENT,
AJRAWAT , —-—Feg .

l36(4th.Cir.2018);
122012—UB:

AND CANNOT BE A LEGAL

UNITED STATES
Appx'—-—, 2018 WL 3045619, 738 Fed. Appx'

PEOPLE v. FIELDS, N.E.3d., IL. App. (1st.)
LIPETZKY, 2017 WL 1540637 (N.C.Cal.2017)
THE COURT'S STATUTORY OR "CONSTITUTIONAFw

FARROW v.

JURISDICTION REFERS 70

(EMPH

TO ADJUDICATE CASES. WITHOUT JURISDICTION s ADDED) ST
'

2\ {e]o]
IN PARTICULAR, CANNOT PROCEED AT ALL. g

JURISDIC
TO DECLARE LAW AND WHEN IT CEASE TO EXIST ke
/

A LOWER COURT

T IS THE powgr
HE o

FOR THE COURT TO\ DO IS ANNOUNCE THIS FAch amp NLY THING LEpp
VACATE THE CAUSE OF CONVICTION AGAINST THE appg G ES NAND on
CITY OF CHARLOTTE, 2023 WL 2533083 G

(W.D.N C
-N.c.20
F.C.S5.B., 17 F.4TH. 485(4th.Cir.2021); srgpy 5 23) v.

—\
V. CIT
25-0f-30 ~EENS FaR

HENSELEY v
\
s BRYR



A BETTER ENVIRONMENT, 523 eSS e o ek il Soli o 1003(U.S.1998);
41-SUYID v. HIETER, 139 F.ATH. 368 (4th.Cir.2025). MERE CLAIM
THAT RIGHTS EXIST UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION IS SUFFICIENT TO PERMIT THE APPELLANT TO

ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY BOTH THE STATE V.
GENTY CASE OF 2005 AND THE STATE v. LANGFORD CASE OF 2012
REGARDING CLAIM PROCESSING RULES BASED UPON RECENT JUDICIAL

DETERMINATION COMING OUT OF BOTH THE 4TH. CIRCUIT AND U.S.
SUPREME COURT WHERE THE LOWER COURT WENT BEYOND THE (365) DAYS TO

RESOLVE THE CASE AND THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE IS JURISDICTIONAL

IN NATURE BEING ATTACHED TO THE S.C. CONSTITUTION UNDER ARTICLE V

§ 4 AND 1 § 23 AS INTENDED TO BE ARGUED IN THE PCR APPLICATION,
STOP RECKLESS ECONOMICS INSTABILITY

FEDERAL ELECTION COMM'N, 814
WESTMINSTER NURSING CENTER

CAUSED BY DEMOCRATS V.
F.3d. 228! (4lielm o @iliE o 201G)) 5

V.- COHEN, 2017 WL 5632661
(EERDENFCE.0IS) ERS ANTO SSZACAR ANV GARITAN DRSO B IR S RN 8] RS
SLCER 1103, 215 L.Ed.2d. 73S - 2023)) ¢ FIRST PROTECTION
INSURANCE COMPANY v.

LEWIS EDWARD O'LEARY,

202588 WL 1193656 6
SUPREME COURT HAS STATED IN NO UNCERTAIN
TERMS THAT COURTS ARE NOT FREE TO SIMPLY ASSUME THAT THEY POSSESS

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AND THEN PROCEED TO DECIDE THE MERITS

(4th-Calr =2 025N I ENHERUESE

OF THE ISSUES BEFORE THEM WHEN THEIR JURISDICTION REMAINS

DOUBT); JEFFERIES v. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 2025 WL 590433
(D.M3.2025); KOKKONEN v. GUARDIAN LIFE INS. CO. OF AMERICA, 144
S.Ct. 1673(U.S.1994) (COURTS, ALL COURTS, STATE AND FEDERAL IONL

POSSESS POWER BY T"CONSTITUTION" (EMPHASIS ADDED) AND S;A .
WHICH IS NOT TO BE EXPANDED BY JUDICIAL DECREE. THE GENTRY gL
BY JUDICIAL DECREE EXPANDED THE COURTS JURISDICTION UN T
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION B 7

FRAUD UPON THE COURT. IT IS PRESUMED THAT THE cau
BEYOND, THE COURT'S "CONSTITUTIONAL" i

OF ESTABLISHING THE CONTRARY

IN

Y ACTS OF
S OUTSIDE,
AND THE BURDEN
DENT TO PROVE
COURT OF APPEALS. THE STATE BY DUE PROCESS LAW WATTORNEY bty
TO RESPOND WHICH THIS ATTORNEY IN ACTS of FRAUD y
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW 70 PREVEN
ENTERPRISES v. RAIMONDO, 603 U.s.

JURISDICTION,

IS ON T7THE
RESP
OTHERWISE, NOT THIS COMPROMISED STATE APPOIN ¥
TED

OULD BE REQUIRED
PON THE COURT Is
T: COPER BRIGHT
2244 (U.S.2024);
735(U.s5.2013).

369, 144 s.c¢
LOZMAN v. CITY OF RIVERA BEACH, FLA., 133 S :
- -Ct.

26-0f-30



THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT BY RECENT RULINGS HAVE NOW

MADE THE ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CLEAR AND

UNAMBIGUOUS FOR ALL COURTS AROUND THE NATION, AT BOTH THE STATE
AND FEDERAL LEVEL. THAT COURT DETERMINED:

"COURTS (BOTH STATE AND FEDERAL NO MATTER WHAT
JURISDICTION IS GIVEN TO THEM BY A PARTICULAR STATUTE) HAVE NO
=CONSTITUTIONAL" AUTHORITY (JURISDICTION) TO PASS ON THE MERITS
(WHICH INCLUDE THE CRIMINAL COURT DUE TO ALL THE SUBSTANTIAL DUE
PROCESS VIOLATIONS PRESENTED NOW AND INTENDED TO BE FILED WITHIN
ANY NEEDED SUBSEQUENT PCR PROCEEDING) OF A CASE BEYOND THEIR
JURISDICTION (THE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, EVEN BY
THE GENTRY COURT AND LOWER COURT ARGUED AND VIOLATIONS OF THE
SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE SUBTLY AND OR FORCE CONSTRUCTING
STATUTES OUT OF EXISTENCE PLACES THE CONVICTION BEYOND THE
STATE'S ABILITY TO MAINTAIN OR LEAVE IN PLACE)--"TO DO SO IS,
VERY DEFINITION FOR THE COURT TO ACT ULTRA VIRES", 523 Uy.sS.

BY
e AT.
102, 118 s.Ct. 1003. MUCH MORE THAN MERE NICETIES ARE AT STAKE

HERE. THE = STATUTORVEUREGTSEAIIVESEERONG)EANDE = (ESPECTAL.LY ) "

CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENTS (PRONGS) OF JURISDICTION (SUBJECT MATTER

JURISDICTION) ARE AN ESSENTIAL INGREDIENT OF SEPARATION A
ND

EQUILIBRATION OF POWERS, RESTRAINING THE COURTS FROM ACTING
CERTAIN TIMES, AND EVEN RESTRAINING THEM FROM ACTING PERMA g
NENTLY

REGARDING CERTAIN SUBJECTS", ID. AT. LOTVERTIB S Ct 10
e L 9)3)

TENET IS AS OLD AS THE BEDROCK AND ALMOST AS orLp A
ITSELF", DEMONSTRATING RETROACTIVE > by
FERRY SERV., SING TG GRS

"THIS
COURT

CROSS—SOUND
339 (C-A.D.C.l991;7

Sl 023 WL 035755 4
SUBJECT MATTER

N THE DIssenr),

IMPLICATIONS,

S 2577
THE CITY OF OCALA, FLORIDA v. ROJAS, 598--y S

(U.S5.2023) (HIGHLIGHTING BOTH ELEMENTS OF
JURISDICTION AND THE VOIDING OF JURISDICTION 1
WILKINS Vi UNITED STATES,--S.Ct.——, 2023

(U.S.2023) (REGARDING CLAIM PROCESSING RULES & gioo2449
JURISDICTION); UNITED STATES v. BROWN,~~F.4Ty.__ NS OF
(4th.Cir.2023) (REGARDING THE REQUIREMENT To P;AC' 2023 yr, 3214545

E p
WITHIN AN INDICTMENT AND THE VOIDING OF JURISDICpY ROPER ELEMENTS
v. LOUISIANA, 136 S.ct. 718 ON): MONTGOMERy
‘ 103 TR

599(U.S.2016) (UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION DONE WITHIN L.Ed.23.
27-0f-30 CRIMINAL CASES



A BT EE
vOIDS JURISDICTI N); STEEL CO. V. CITIZENS FOR =
: \ 83/ 118 - -
WS U.S.

ENVIRONMENT , <) 8
1003(U.S 1998 ) (UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION UNDER BOTH THE S %
PN 1 VOI

AND CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
JURISDICTION); HAMER V. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES OF CHICAGO, 583
oSt 18 BRcEcEr s (19 S=2007) (ADDRESSING CLAIM PROCESSING RULES
AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT) .

THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY IS COMPROMISED BY THE S.C.
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE CREATING A CONFLICT OF
REQUIRING HER IMMEDIATE REMOVAL. IF THE

INTEREST

APPELLANT COULD HAVE
FIGURED THESE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS OUT SO COULD HAVE SHE .

IN
SOUTH CAROLINA, AN

APPELLATE DEFENSE ATTORNEY IS LEGALLY AND
ETHICALLY PROHIBITED FROM CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF LAW WITH THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL TO MANIPULATE

THE APPELLANT INTO WAIVING
LEGITIMATE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS.

ENGAGING 1IN SUCH CONDUCT
CONSTITUTE PROFESSIONAL MISCONDUCT AND WOULD ALSO BE CLASSIFIED

AS FRAUD UPON THE COURT. UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA
PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT, RULE 8.4,

ENGAGE IN DISHONESTY, FRAUD,

RULES OF
INTERTES MISCONDUCT FOR A LAWYER TO

DECEIT, OR MISREPRESENTATION AS SHE
DID, OR TO ENGAGE IN CONDUCT PREJUDICIAL To THE ADMINISTRATION OF

JUSTICE. UNDER THE CONCEPT OF CANDOR [LOEEA TRIBUNAL.
REQUIRES ATTORNEYS TO BE TRUTHFUL WITH THE COURT,
NOT, AND CORRECT ANY FALSE STATEMENTS OF MATERIAL L
IT RELATES TO THE LEGAL ISSUES PRESENTED WITHIN

THE POWER TO WAIVE LEGAL PROTECTIONS GENERALLY
CLIENT, NOT THE ATTORNEY.

RUBES 3. 3
WHICH SHE Was
AW OR FACT as

THIS PLEADING.
BELONG T0 7gg

FIDUCIARY DUTY. AS

IT RELATES 70
CONSPIRACY,

SECTION 1983 LIABILITY,

COLOR OF STATE LAW" CAN BE SUED

FOR pgp
CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. WHILE pg RIVING orgp
STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEYS TYPICALLy TVATE  ATToRN

DO NOT
STATE LAW, THE U.S. SUPREME COURT HEL acT UNDER co
U.5. 914, 104 s.ct. 2820,

RS oOFf
EYS oR

LOR OF
1 L.EJd.243.
BE HELD LIABLE IF THEY CONSPIRE WITH

OFF
28~0f-130 ICIALS 1o DEPR



RIGHTS. ALSO SEE HORTON V.

THEIR CLIENTS OF CONSTITUTIONAL
YOUNG v. POSEY, 2017 WL

VINSON, 2015 WL 4774276(N.D.Va.2015);
IT BECOMES A MISUSE OF THE RULE TO

WHEN UTILIZED AS A LEGAL

40211083 ks 1 (DS G200 -

CLAIM THAT NO HYBRID DEFENSE EXIST

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE ATTORNEY TO SECRETLY CONSPIRE WITH THE

STATE AND ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE TO WAIVE A CLIENT'S
JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS AND COMMIT FRAUD UPON THE COURT.

RECENT SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT AND APPELATE DECISION
REINFORCE THAT WHILE HYBRID REPRESENTATION IS GENERALLY NOT
PERMITTED, ATTORNEY REMAIN BOUND BY STRICT ETHICAL DUTIES, AND
THE COURT WILL INTERVENE IN CASES OF FRAUD, STRUCTURAL
DEFICIENCIES, OR THE ATTEMPTED WAIVER OF FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS. IN
THESGASE "OF " STATE " v. SWEET, 446 S.C. 356, 919 S.E.2d. 909
(S.C.App.2025), THE HIGHER COURT CONFIRMED THAT WHILE GUILTY
PLEAS WAIVE MOST DEFECTS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CANNOT BE
WAIVED AND REMAINS A VALID GROUND FOR LEGAL CHALLENGE. IN THE
CASE OF INSHHESMATIERMOESTOUISEISSEMOORE, 446 S.C. 115, 919
S.E.2d. 391 (S.C.App.2025), THE HIGHER COURT IN ITS DISCIPLINARY
ORDER OUTLINES THE DISBARMENT OF AN ATTORNEY FOR CONDUCT THAT
INCLUDED VIOLATING RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT AND FAILING TO
UPHOLD THE INTEGRITY OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION. IN THE CASE OF
LINDSEY v. STATE, 2025 WL 3085693 (S.C.App-2025) THE HIGHER COURT
HIGHLIGHTED THE COURT'S SCRUTINY IN PCR OF THE LEGAFL SUFFICIENCY
OF  EVIDENCE SWHECESSIESSREIEVANTESINSSTHIS  CASE  ADDRESSING THE
SUFFICIENCY OF THE STATEMENTS USED IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTES
EFFECTING THE RULE 403 CLAIM AND ESTABLISHING THAT THERE ARE
INDEED TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IN SUPPORT
THE APPELLANT'S CLAIMS MADE. IN THE CASE OF CARRTIER v . STATE 28

§.C. 547, 895 S5.E.2d. 679 (S5.C.App.2023), THE cougry ADDRESSEI 441
STATE'S MANIPULATION OF THE GRAND JURY PROCESS WHICH su B
CLAIMS THAT WERE INTENDED TO BE ARGUED IN POST CONVICTIO
AND  THE INEFFECTIVE  ASSISTANCE  OF  COUNSEL RE
JURISDICTIONAL INDICTMENT DEFECTS. IN THE CASE Of UNITEDG:RDING
TATES

v. PITTMAN, 125 F.4TH. 527 (4th.Cir.2025), THE COURT DE

THAT A DEFENDANT WHO WISHES TO PRESERVE AN ARGUMENT St

STATUTE OR INTERPRETATION OF LAW IS ERRONEOUS OR VAGUE 0 G
R SILENT

PPORT THE
N RELIEF,

29-0f-30



ON A PARTICULAR 1SSUE AND THEREBY UNCONSTITUTIONAL, HE MUST BE
PERMITTED TO MAKE THE ARGUMENT BY PLEADING OR ESTABLISH GOOD
CAUSE FOR NOT HAVING DONE SO. THE APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR LEAVE TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL DUE TO CURRENT FRAUD UPON THE COURT, CONSPIRACY,
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AND CONFLICT OF INTEREST. THE APPELLANT
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO ACT PRO SE AND LEAVE TO SUBMIT BRIEF OR THAT
THE COURT ACCEPT THIS PLEADING AS A FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENT, OR IF
THE COURT DENIES THE REQUEST, THE APPELLANT RESERVES HIS RIGHT TO
WITHDRAW THE APPEAL IN ORDER TO HAVE THESE CLAIMS AND LEGAL
I1SSUES HEARD WITHIN A POST CONVICTION RELIEF PROCEEDING. THE
APPELLANT PRAYS FOR THIS RELIEF TO INCLUDE ANY AND ALL OTHER
RELIEF THE COURT WOULD DEEM JUST, FAIR AND PROPER.

RESPECTFULLY,
JAMES J. PATTERSON 1711
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SOUTH CAROLINA COMMISSION ON INDIGINT DEFINSE

?;Qiéif:ﬁ@ff;“?ﬁ@ﬁﬁ?se Wanda H. Carter, Chief Appellate Defender

Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332
Post Office Box 11589

RECEIVE
Facsimile: (803) 734-1345
Feb232026
February 12. 2026
SC Court of Appeals
James J. Patterson. #368709

Evans Correctional Institution
610 Hwy. 9 West
Bennettsville, SC 29512

Re: Your Case

Dear Mr. Patterson:

I'have received your signed drop affidavit and attached letter dated February 10. 2026.
Regarding your attached letter, you are correct that if a trial court lacks subject matter jurisdiction

that issue can be raised anytime. Carter v. State, 329 S.C. 355, 362, 495 S.E.2d 773 777 (1998)
(“Issues related to subject matter jurisdiction may be raised at any time.”). However, the issue you

raise concerning your indictment, in my opinion, does not deprive ' Curisdicti
Tate v. State. 345 S.C. 577. 581, 549 S.E.2d 601, 603 (“The ca%tiontgfeatr:l?rlldciz:lnite?li .};JUSdlCthn-‘
the finding of the grand jury: instead, it is the body of the indictment that is im ort ”".0 L0
Gentry, 363 S.C. 93, 610 S.E.2d 494 (2005) (“If an indictment is challen s s orate
defective, the defendant must raise that issue before the
Eecause of that. the chances of prevailing on the issue y
een raised in your brief. which is ready for considerati :
Appe_:als. stands a stronger chance of succi:ss. By withdrz:\]:)irrllgb srgo:: athe Slomh Ca}rolma} Court of
on direct appeal. Based on your letter and stated reasons for withdr. el S 1 waive roview
ensure that you understand the consequences of dro o your appeal, I want to

: : : PpPing your a :
move to amend your brief to raise the jurisdictional issue )g'o)u raiseIchpea] S reaon | did not

ol l_have reattached the drop affidavit to amend the numbe
?fn is still your decision to drop your appeal, 1 ask that
1t to me so that [ may send a copy to the Court.

V.
: : ged as insufficient or
Jury 1s swomn and not afterwards.”)
ou raise is unlikely and the issye that has

red list and the continue affj

davi
n the corrected affj o

ou si 2
12558 davit and returm

['hank you, and please feel free to write i
) s t lf)'Ou have an quest]
Ly stions or con
cerns.

Sincerely,

Molly M. Keegan

Appellate Defender
MMK/cs



STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF LEXINGTON
THE STATE,

RESPONDENT,

JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON, 11,

APPELLANT,

T S —

PERSONALLY appeared before me, James Joseph Patterson,

deposes and says:

S A Lexington Coun

J
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
J
)
)
)
)
)

I Fam the appellant in the above captioned case,

IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA
COURT OF APPEALS

APPELLATE CASE NO, 2023001474

Drop
AFFIDAVI]

RECEIVED)

Feb 232026
SC Court of Appeals

111, who being duly swom,




abandon my direct appeal in the interest of pursuing post-conviction relief (PCR).

8. In discussing the legal merits of my direct appeal. my attorney discussed that the

Chief Appellate Defender filed a merits brief on my behalf and the consequences of withdraw

my appeal at this time. I understand that by dropping my direct appeal. | may be deemed to h
waived this issue and any other properly preserved issues that could be addressed on direct app
9. I understand that [ am entitled to an appeal of my conviction, and that, because I
indigent. | am entitled to the assistance of an attorney from the South Carolina Office of Appell
Defense. [ have been informed that if [ drop my direct appeal that I will forever waive those isst
that could be raised on direct appeal.

10. In light of the risks which have been explained to me, it is my desire that the Sot

Carolina Office of Appellate Defense drop the appeal formally filed on my behalf.

1. T have made this decision on my own, with a full understanding of all the possit
consequences of this action.

12. 1 do not wish to appeal.

James Joseph Patterson, II]
SWORN TO before me this day

of

- (L.S)
Notary Public for South Carolina

My Commission Expires:




IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
RECEIVED)
Feb232026
: -001475
CASE DOCKET NO. 2023 SC Cgurt Oprpeals

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

INDICTMENT NO.(S) 2022-GS-32-6146, 6147

JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III,

APPELLANT

SON IIT,

COPY

MOTTION POR T RAVE mo "I'T T r -
MO'T N FOR LEAVE TO RELTI E COUNSEL: MOTION

ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT PURS
AL JAN L L AN
PROCEDURE,

AND

OTION TO WITHE




MOLLY M. KEEGAN AT THE S.C. COMMISSION OF INDIGENT DEFENSE,
DIVISION OF APPELLATE DEFENSE ATTORNEY MOLLY M. KEEGAN 1330 LADY
STREET SUITE 401 COLUMBIA, S.C. 29211-3332, THE S.C. ATTORNEY
GENERAL P.O. BOX 11549 COLUMBIA, S.C. 29211 AND ALL INVOLVED

PARTIES BY U.S. MAIL POSTAGE PREPAID BY DEPOSITING IT IN THE
INSTITUTION MAILBOX ON FEBRUARY 23, 2026.

RESPECTFULLY ,
JAMES J. PATTERSON III

ﬂwﬁw

FEBRUARY 23, 2026




JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III

RECEIVBD 4368709 F3B. RM. 230

Feb 232026 EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST
SC Court of Appeals BENNETTSVILLE, S.C. 29512

IN RE: CASE NO. 2023-001474 AND FILING MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL
DUE TO CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT.

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,

THE ATTACHED PLEADING IS BEING FILED FOR THE PURPOSE
OF MOTIONING FOR LEAVE TO RELIEVE THE STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL FOR
ME. PLEASE FILED WITHIN THE CASE CAPTIONED AND FORWARD THE
PLEADING FOR ADJUDICATION. I THANK YOU IN ADVANCE. STILL REMAIN,
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