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JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III
#368709 F3B. RM-. 230

EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST
BENNETTSVILLE, S.C. 29512

IN RE: TO FILING MOTION TO REVIEW CLERK'S ACTION UNDER RULE

240(3) -

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,

BY RECENT CORRESPONDENCE THE CLERK IS CLAIMING HYBRID
REPRESENTATION INAPPROPRIATELY CITING CASES FOR THIS PURPOSE. BY
JUDICIAL ORDER FROM THE S.C. SUPREME COURT, STUCKEY, MILLER AND
OTHER SUCH CASES MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL FALLS WITHIN THE
EXCEPTION TO ANY CLAIM OF HYBRID REPRESENTATION. IF A MOTION TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL FALLS WITHIN THE EXCEPTION TO HYBRID
REPRESENTATION SO WOULD THE MOTION FOR REHEARING AND OR
RECONSIDERATION FILED FOR THAT PURPOSE. YOU AND YOUR CLERKS ARE

IN ERROR. THIS FORCES ME TO SEEK REVIEW REGARDING RELIEVING
E COURT REVIEW YOUR

STILL REMAIN,






IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-001475

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

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

JAMES JOS P PATTERSON III,

APPELLANT

ViSE

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

RESPONDENT

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III, DO HEREBY GF RIEI Ve
HAVE
MAILED AND OR SERVED A COPY OF AN AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING

JUDICIAL NOTICE;
240(7);

THE = S>os

l-0f-5

e MOTION FOR REVIEW OF CLERK'S ACTIONS UNDER RULE
I
COSN TO COMPEL FILING AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR, ON
RT
OF APPEALS, THE S.C. INDIGENT DEFENSE OFFICE AND





THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL BY U.S. MAIL. POSTAGE PREPAID BY
DEPOSITING IT IN THE INSTITUTION MAILBOX ON APRIL 29, 2026.

RESPECTFULLY,
JAMES J. PATTERSON

/et

APRIL 29, 2026






IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-001475

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

INDICTMENT NO.(S) 2022-G5-32-6146, 6147

JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON TITI.,

APPELLANT

THE STAT 9 CAROLINA,

NOTICE: ;.'4|.:~.I|T‘1'r(§.]\\; N
]

): MOTION TO

MOTION THEREFOR





THE APPELLANT MOTION FOR REVIEW OF CLERK'S ACTIONS AND

MOTION TO COMPEL THE CLERK TO FILE AND FORWARD THE MOTION I"OR
REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION TO THE APPROPRIATE JUDGES FOR
ADJUDICATION. THE APPELLANT MOTIONS AND SEEKS THAT THE COURT AND
CHIEF JUDGE FORMALLY REVIEW THE CLERK'S REFUSAL TO FORWARD THIE
PLEADING TO THE COURT FOR ADJUDICATION OF THE MOTION FOR
REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION TO RELTEVE COUNSEL
UNDER APPELLATE COURT RULE 240(;). THE APPELLANT OBJECTS TO TIHE
CLERK REFUSING TO FORWARD THE RECENT PLEADING TO THE COURT OR
REHEARING ON THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL DUE TO CONFLICT OI

INTEREST INVOLVING STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL AS ARGUED 1IN THE
SUBMITTED PLEADING. THE CLERK IS INAPPROPRIATELY RELYING UPON THE
CLAIM THAT THERE IS NO HYBRID-REPRESENTATION. BUT 17 15 WELL
ESTARLISHED LAW BY JUDICIAL HOLDINGS UNDER STATE v. STUCKEY, J3J
S.C. 56 (S.C.App-1998)(THE SUPREME COURT OF SO0OUTH CAROLINA HELD
THAT WHILE SUBSTANTIVE PRO SE DOCUMENTS FILED BY A REPRESENTED

PERSON ARE GENERALLY NOT ACCEPTED, THIS DOES NOT LIMIT A PARTY'S
RIGHT TO FILE A PRO SE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL) AND MILLER V.

STATE, 434 S.C. 512 (5.C.App-.2021)(THIS RULING REAFFIRMS THAT PRO
SE DOCUMENTS ARE NOT ACCEPTED REPRESENTED PARTIES, SPECIFICALLY
REINFORCING THE "EXCEPTION" (EMPHASIS ADDED) FOR MOTIONS 'TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL WHICH WOULD INCLUDE REHEARING UNDER RULE 221).

THE FILING IS SUBMITTED TO ADDRESS THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL
WHICH CANNOT BE DENIED IS THE INTENT. THIS IS ENFORCED BY THE
COURT'S JUDICIAL ORDER 2010-07-08-01 WHICH PROVIDE:

"SINCE THERE IS NO HYBRID-REPRESENTATION"..."WITH THE
EXCEPTION OF MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL", FILED PRO SE BY PERSON
REPRESENTED BY COUNSEL ARE NOT TO BE ACCEPTED. THE STANDARD FOR
ACCEPTANCE IS THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL WHICH THIS PLEADING
EMBODIES PURSUANT TO SEEKING REHEARING AND RECONSIDERATION ON THE
VERY ISSUE OF RELIVING COUNSEL. THEREFORE THE CLERK WAS REQUIRED

TO FORWARD THE DOCUMENT FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW, FOSTER v. STATE, 298
5-C. 306, 379 S.E.2d. 907(8.C.App.1989).

I
T IS APPROPRIATE FOR THE APPELLANT TO SEEK REHEARING

WHERE T
HE COURT'S PRIOR RULING FAILED TO ADDRESS THE ISSUC OF
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SUBSTITUTING THE CONFLICT COUNSEL IF THE COURT DECLINES TO ALLOW
THE APPELLANT TO ACT PRO SE. THE APPELLANT'S 6TH. AMENDMENT
RIGHTS UNDER THE U.S. CONSTITUTION ARE COMPROMISED. THE APPELLANT
MOTIONS TO COMPEL THE FILING AND FORWARDING TO THE JUDGES FOR
ADDITIONAL REVIEW. THE COURT OF APPEALS "MISAPPREHENDED AND
OVERLOOKED" A SUBSTANTIAL FACT AND POINT OF LAW. THE COURT'S
ORDER IGNORED THAT SPECIFIC LEGAL ISSUE REGARDING THIS
SUBSTANTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO HAVE CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL
(THE COURT MUST ALLOW SUBSTITUTE IF NOT GIVEN RIGHT TO ACT PRO
SE) AND THE APPELLANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT OF AUTONOMY (TO HAVE
HIS JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES RAISED) AS HIGHLIGHTED UNDER McCOY v.
LOUISIANA 2018 OUT OF THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT. THE
APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR REHEARING UNDER RULE 221 S.C.A.C.R., MOTION
FOR REVIEW UNDER RULE 240(3j), MOTION FOR REVIEW OF CLERK'S
ACTIONS AND MOTION TO COMPEL THE CLERK TO NOT JUST FILE THE
PLEADING, BUT FORWARD IT TO THE COURT FOR "FULL AND MEANINGFUL"
REVIEW ON THE APPELLANY'S MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL PURSUANT TO
APPELLATE COURT RULES, RULE 240(a) OF SCACR DUE TO A CLEAR
CONFLICT OF INTEREST.

APRIL 29, 2026






JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III
$#368709 F3B. RM. 230

EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST
BENNETTSVILLE S.C. 29512

IN RE: SEEKING REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION TO
RELIEVE STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL FOR SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL OR TO ACT
PRO SE DUE TO CONFLICT OF INTEREST.

TO: THE HONORABLE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE OF THE S.C.
COURT OF APPEALS, JUDGE H. BRUCE WILLIAMS,

SIR, ATTACHED YOU WILL FIND A COPY OF A LETTER DATED
APRIL 13, 2026 THAT WAS ISSUED BY THE DEPUTY CLERK JASMINE SMITH
REGARDING CASE 2023-001474 BASE UPON A PLEADING SEEKING REHEARING
AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL THAT WAS
PREVIOUSLY FILED IN THIS CASE. THIS DOCUMENT WAS RECEIVED BY THE
COURT STAMPED RECEIVED ON APRIL 9, 2026 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
SEEKING RECONSIDERATION DUE TO THE COURT MISREPRESENTING THE
JURISDICTIONAL FACTS REGARDING THIS ISSUE.

IT IS THE APPELLANT'S POSITION THAT THE CLERK
INAPPROPRIATELY EXERCISED JUDICIAL AUTHORITY IN VIOLATION OF THE
SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE AND S.C. SUPREME COURT HOLDING UNDER
STATE v. BARNES REGARDING THE DUTIES OF THE CLERK. EVEN THOUGH
THE DOCUMENT APPARENTLY IS FILED, IT APPEARS THAT THE CLERK
FAILED IN HER DUTY TO FORWARD THE PLEADING TO THE JUDGES FOR
ADJUDICATION. THE APPELLANT UNDERSTANDS THAT THERE IS NO
HYBRID-DEFENSE. BUT RULE 264, SCACR(b) PROVIDE: WITHDRAWAL--AN
ATTORNEY OF RECORD IN A MATTER PENDING BEFORE AN APPELLATE COURT
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MAY NOT WITHDRAW REPRESENTATION OF HIS CLIENT WITHOUT JUSTIFIABLE
CAUSE (THE ATTACHED AND PREVIOUS PLEADING FILED APRIL 9, 2026
ESTABLISHES JUSTIFIABLE CAUSE), OR THE CONSENT, ON PETITION (THE
RULES ALLOW THE APPELLANT TO FILE PETITION TO SEEK LEAVE TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL) TO AND BY WRITTEN ORDER OF THE APPELLATE COURT,
AND WITH MOTION TO THE ADVERSE PARTY (THE MOTION WAS INDEED FILED
AND SERVED UPON THE PARTIES AS THE RULE REQUIRES) -

THE COURT MISINTERPRETED AND OR MISREPRESENTED THE FACTS
REGARDING THE SEEKING OF SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL AND OR TO RELIEVE
COUNSEL WHERE THE 6TH. AMENDMENT GUARANTEES THE APPELLANT TO
CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL. EVEN IF THE COURT WOULD NOT PERMIT SELF
REPRESENTATION. THE COURT HAS A SUBSTANTIAL DUTY AND OBLIGATION
TO ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE JUDICIAL PROCESS IS MAINTAINED,
AND ENSURE THE APPLICANT'S 6TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS TO CONFLICT-FREE
COUNSEL REMAIN INTACT AND ARE NOT COMPROMISED.

DUE TO THIS BEING A SUBSTANTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT, THE
DENIAL OF THE COURT PRODUCES A FINAL APPEALABLE ORDER UNDER THE
COLLATERAL ORDER DOCTRINE. WHERE THE ORDER PRODUCES RIGHTS UNDER
THE COLLATERAL ORDER DOCTRINE, THE APPELLANT WOULD IN FUNDAMENTAL
FAIRNESS BE PERMITTED TO SEEK REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION
UNDER THE COLLATERAL ORDER DOCTRINE TO WHICH THE CLERK BY HER
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTIONS HAVE NOW OBSTRUCTED AND PREVENTED,
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO ESTABLISH A CONSTITUTIONAL
STRUCTURAL ERROR IN THESE PROCEEDINGS THAT WOULD VOID ANY
SUBSEQUENT FINAL JUDGMENT THAT WOULD COME FROM THE COURT OF
APPEALS UNLESS THIS EGREGIOUS MANIFEST INJUSTICE IS CORRECTED AND
THE CONFLICT COUNSEL IS SUBSTITUTED OR REMOVED.

UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCE A MOTION FOR REHEARING AND OR
RECONSIDERATION UNDER RULE 221, SCACR WOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO
WHICH THE CLERK IS CURRENTLY OBSTRUCTING- I AM RESPECTFULLY
ASKING THAT YOU INFORM THE COURT TO FORWARD THIS MOTION AND
PLEADING TO THE APPROPRIATE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS JUDGES FOR A
JUST AND FAIR RULING. THE COURT CANNOT ALLOW THIS CASE TO PROCEED
WITHOUT EITHER SUBSTITUTING COUNSEL OR REVISITING THE APPELLANT
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SEEKING TO ACT PRO SE. THERE IS NO CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO HYBRID
DEFENSE OR SELF REPRESENTATION ON DIRECT APPEAL. BUT THERE IS A
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO HAVE CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL AS IS ARGUED
WITHIN THE PLEADING RECEIVED AND FILED BY THE COURT OF APPEALS ON
APRIL 9, 2024, IN RELATION TO THE (14) PAGE DOCUMENT DATED APRIL
10, 2026.

DUE TO THIS ORDER PRODUCING AN ORDER EFFECTING SUBSTANTIAL
RIGHTS UNDER THE COLLATERAL ORDER DOCTRINE, SEEKING REHEARING AND
OR RECONSIDERATION WOULD BE APPROPRIATE UNDER RULE 221 WHICH IS
SUPPORTED BY CASES SUCH AS CITY OF COLUMBIA v. ASSA'AD FALTAS,
420 S.C- 28, BDQNSEE=2ds 782 (5-C.App.2017)" ANDFLUGA SV S IUAIF
352 S.¢. 1, 572 S.E.2d. 274(S.C-App-2002); UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA v. FRETEHK, 114 F.4TH. 292(4th.Cir.2024). THE APPELLANT
IS SEEKING A RULING ON THE PLEADING TO REMOVE THE CONFLICT RIDDEN
STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL THAT HAS BEEN PROPERLY AND APPROPRIATELY

PLACED BEFORE THIS COURT WITH ALL DUE RESPECT TO ALL PARTIES
INVOLVED .

I DEFENSE






The South Cavolina Court of Appeals

POST OFFICE BOX 11629

JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS COLUMBIA. SOUTH CAROLINA 29211

VLR 1220 SENATE STREET
CATHERINE S. HARRISON COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK TELEPHONE. (803) 734-1890

FAX: (803)734-1839
www sccourls org

April 13, 2026

James Joseph Patterson, I1I, 00368709
Evans Correctional Institution

610 Highway #9, West

Bennettsville SC 29512

Re: The State v. James J. Patterson, III
Appellate Case No. 2023-001474

Dear Mr. Patterson:

The Court has received your petition for rehearing. Because you are represented by
counsel, we are returning your filings to you. See Miller v. State, 388 S.C. 347,
347,697 S.E.2d 527, 527 (2010) ("Since there is no right to 'hybrid representation’
that is partially pro se and partially by counsel, substantive documents, with the
exception of motions to relieve counsel, filed pro se by a person represented by
counsel are not to be accepted unless submitted by counsel.").

Very tr ours,

CLE

cc:  Alan McCrory Wilson, Esquire
Melody Jane Brown, Esquire
John Benjamin Aplin, Esquire
Donald J. Zelenka, Esquire
Samuel R. Hubbard, I1I, Esquire
Molly Marie Keegan, Esquire





JAMBS JOSEPH PATTERSON LIl

RECEIVEY) 360709 ras. rH. 230

JVANS C.T. 610 HWY. O WEST
Apr 09 2026 BYANS St

BENNETTSVILLE, S:C. 29512
SC Court of Appeals

IN RE: FILING A MOTION FOR REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON
THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL AND THE COURT EITHER APPOINT
SUDSTITUTE COUNSEL OR ALLOW THE APPELLANT TO ACT PRO SE IN CASE
2023-001474.

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS;,

ATTACHED THE COURT WILL FIND A PLEADING SEEKING
REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON THE PREVIOUS FILED MOTION TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL BECAUSE BASED UPON THE LITIGATION PRESENTED
WITHIN THIS ATTACHED DOCUMENT THAT ORDER CANNOT IN [FUNDAMENTAL
FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT BE DEEMED A FINAL ORDER IN CASE

2023-001475. PLEASE FILE THE DOCUMENT WITHIN THE CASE CAPTIONED.
I THANK YOU IN ADVANCE. STILL REMATIN,

-





JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III
4368709 F3B. RM. 230

EVANS C.I. 6l0"HWY-SSSNESTE
BENNETTSVILLE, S.C. 29512

IN RE: FILING A MOTION FOR REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON
THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL AND THE COURT EITHER APPOINT
SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL OR ALLOW THE APPELLANT TO ACT PRO SE IN CASE
2023-001474.

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,

ATTACHED THE COURT WILL FIND A PLEADING SEEKING
REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON THE PREVIOUS FILED MOTION TO
RELIEVE COUNSEL BECAUSE BASED UPON THE LITIGATION PRESENTED”
WITHIN THIS ATTACHED DOCUMENT THAT ORDER CANNOT IN FUNDAMENTAL
FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT BE DEEMED A FINAL ORDER IN CASE
2023-001475. PLEASE FILE THE DOCUMENT WITHIN THE CASE CAPTIONED.
I THANK YOU IN ADVANCE. STILL REMAIN,

RESPECTFULLY,
JAMES J. PATTERSON
aAm;JJdQ&tGUﬁLJ4L

APRIL 10, 2026





IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA RECEIVET)

IN THE COURT OF APPEALS Apr 09 2026

SC Court of Appeals

CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-001475

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

INDICTMENT NO.(S) 2022-GS-22-6146, ©147

JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON IIT.

APPELLANT

Vs.






IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-001475

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

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

JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III,

APPELLANT

Vs

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA,

"RESPONDENT






MOTTON TO WITHDRAW AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR" , SEEKING THAT
1P THE COURT DO NOT RELIEVE COUNSEL AND ALLOW THE APPELLANT TO
ACT PRO SE, THAT THE COURT APPOINT SURSTITUTE CONFLICT=IREE
COUNSEL THAT IS NOT COMPROMISED RY THE STATE AND SEEK THAT THE
COURT RULE ON THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS PRESENTED, ON THE S.C.
COURT OF APPEALS P.O. BOX 11629 COLUMBIA, S.C. 29211, THE S.C.
ATTORNEY GENERAL P.O. BOX 11549 COLUMBIA, S.C. 29221, THE S.C.
OFFICE OF INDIGENT DEFENSE 1330 LADY STREET SUITE 401 COLUMBIA,

§.C. 29201, BY U.S. MAIL POSTAGE PREPAID BY PDF OR PLACING IT IN
THE INSTITUTION MAILBOX ON APRIL 10, 2026.

RESPECTFULLY ,
JAMES J. PATTERSON

p

APRIL 10, 2026







