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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
BEELERSENVIRO NHMEN IS RIS ERH /R 11 88 sU 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
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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 MR o
FROM HEARING IT. WHETHER YOU WANT mo ygg IBITING THE coupg
"VOIDABLE" OR "ERRONEOUS”
REVERSAL AND OR VACATING OF
COMPOUNDED BY FRAUD IN CONCEALING THAT gy
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 HEE 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 JURISDICTIONAY
: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 ING 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
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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
QRESAILH O RIS RS SUATLTESSOR S S REDERAL - 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 THESSSUSINNERNNEINUOTION,  THE TRIAL COURT MUST
CONSTRUCTIVELY AMEND THE INDICTMENT ON THE ESSENTIAL MENS
ELEMENTS OF THESGEEENSESDEMONSERATING 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

WITH THIS





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 10 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
EOSSENTIAL 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) op e RRCESE “AND
CONSTITUTTON, NELSON v. COLORADO, 137 S.Ct. 1249 § T 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, NGRS 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 Ss.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: EXISIRRINRHE PSR 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 STATy ——— AND PARHURsT

TORY ELEM
EN
MATTER JURISDICTION AND STAND IN CONFLICT o o T TO SuBRJEcT
€O, IHE CITY OF OCALA, FLORIDA AND OTHER SUCH —SOUERY, STepL

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 !nl\\‘ ‘b! ‘l\ '\nlll ||\ l|‘ ) l‘ ) l \‘/
l\‘ ‘ \ < ) ! SIAN 1 ! I\l l“ I‘(‘I'Nl)l\'l"‘\N ()l‘
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\ . .C. 618 (2023): DOL v.
INDIVIDUAL PREEDOM); MATTER OF J.0., J8d 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 FOR - THE ADVANCIEMI )
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«S:2015)1 LUMUMBBR Vv. KISER; 116 I.4T7H. 269 (4th.Cl1 (
MANNING v, CALDWELL RO eSS O ROANQ KL ; 9130 N dd s REER
(ﬁlh.vif.rnlﬂ). THIE GENTRY RULING MUST RBE DEEMED VOID BECAUSEH 117
S5 UNCONSTITUTTONALLY VAGUE, SILENT, CREATING A CONSTITUTTIONAL
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 SUBRIECT 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) (1NE COURT AFPIRMED THE PRESUMPTION op INNOCENG
EVEN IN CIVIL CASES); UNITED STATES v. CONTRERAS-AVALos, 139
PLATH.  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 SRR CE R 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 T0o

(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 anp 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 S e o ek bl Soli o 1003(U.S.1998);
21-SUYID v. HIFTER, 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
(CERDENECE2.0IEA ERS ANTO SSZACAR ANV GARITAN DRSO BRI SRR/ 8] R 111'3
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 o 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 U.S.

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

HERE. THE = STATUTORVEUEEGTSEAIIVEEEERONC)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.4TyH.__ 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 BRsEcEr s (S22 017) (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 SWHECESSIESSREIEVANTESINSTHIS  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

‘1’;‘;‘3"f:d‘;fgﬁ',f;";tﬁigequse Wanda H. Carter, Chief Appellate Defender

Columbia, South Carolina 29201-3332

Post Office Box 11589

Columbia, South Carolina 29211-1589
Telephone: (803) 734-1330
Facsimile: (803) 734-1345

February 12. 2026

James J. Patterson. #368709
Evans Correctional Institution
610 Hwy. 9 West
Bennettsville, SC 29512

Re: Your Case

Dear Mr. Patterson:

[ 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 i'urisc‘iicti;n.
that issue can be raised anytime. Carter v. State, 329 S.C. 355, 362, 495 S.E.2d 773. 777 (1998q
(“Issues related to subject matter jurisdiction may be raised at any time.”). HO\.’:E\‘CI‘ tile issue yod

raise concerning your indictment, in my opinion. does not deprive the trial court of jurisdicti
Tate v. State. 345 S.C. 577. 581, 549 S.E.2d 601, 603 (“The caption of an indictment is no partocl:t.‘

the finding of the grand jury: instead, it is the body indi is i
‘ g of v: 4 y of the indictment that ):
Gentry. 363 S.C. 93, 610 S.E.2d 494 (2005) (“If an indictment 1s challe]: s orate

defective, the defendant must raise that issue before the
Because of that. the chances of prevailing on the issue y
been raised in your brief. which is ready for consideration before th S '

APP?als. stands a stronger chance of success. By withdrawing your g X lothh CE}rolma ot of
on direct appeal. Based on your letter and stated reasons for withd et L aive review
ensure that you understand the consequences of dro o wine your appeal, [ want ©

_ _ C Pping you
move to amend your brief to raise the jurisdictional issue )g'o‘u razsaeIcJ]pea] s reeson | did b

a3 l_have reattached the drop affidavit to amend the numbe
}fn is still your decision to drop your appeal, I ask that v
1t to me so that [ may send a copy to the Court. :

V.
: : ged as insufficient or
JUIY 15 sworn and not afterwards i)

ou raise is unlikely and the issue that has

red list and the continue affj

davi
n the corrected affida i

ou sig :
Vit and return

Thank you. and please feel fre ite i
you, € 1o write if you have ap :
Y questions or
concerns,

Sincerely,

Molly M. Keegan

Appellate Defender
MMK/cs





IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA

STATT OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
STATE OF SOUTH CA COURT OF APPEALS
)
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ,
J
THE STATE, J
\ APPELLATE CASE NO, 2023-001474
RESPONDINT, )
) o p
v ; AFFIDAVIY
J
JAMES JOSEPH PAT T RSON, 1T, J
J
J
APPELLANT, J
)
ISR L e )

PERSONALLY appeared before me, James Joseph Patterson
deposes and says: :

111, who being duly swom,

I Lam the appellant in the -hovn Glpﬂﬂﬂld case,

he 2022forll|eoffcnses of






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:







