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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE SUPREME COURT

CASE DOCKET NO.

APPEAL AND PETITION FROM THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS
UNDER CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-001474

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY GENERAL SESSIONS
UNDER INDICTMENT NO.(S) 2022-GS-32-6146, 6147

JOSEPH JAMES PATTERSON III,

PETITIONER
Vs.

maafsrgrE oE SOUTH CAROLINA,

RESPONDENT






ATTACHED THE S.C. SUPREME COURT WILL FIND:

1"-——THIS IS A COPX OF THE AFFIDAVIT OF

(1) “EXHIBIT NO.
MOTION FOR

SERVICE AND AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE;
OF CLERK'S ACTIONS UNDER RULE 240(3):; MOTION TO COMPEL

REVIEW
[5) PAGES DATED APRIL 29, 2026 FILED

FILING AND MOTION TO MOTION,

UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

PUWSECNHTS. IST AT CORYERGR SR [3] PAGE
COURT OF

A CORYSROR

(@) LRXHTIBIT,; - NO.
LETTER TO THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE OF THE S.C.

APPEALS, JUDGE H. BRUCE WILLIAMS DATED APRIL 21, 2026,

THE NOTICE FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS DATED APRIL 13, 2026 FILED
UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

(3) "EXHIBIT NO. 3"---THIS IS A COPY OF THE COVER LETTER,
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE AND AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL
NOTICE; MOTION FOR REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION ON THE
APPELLANT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED, "AFFEIDAVIT S QF FACTS GIVING
JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION FOR LEAVE TO RELIEVE COUNSEL; MOTION FOR
LEAVE TO FILE BRIEF TO ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT PURSUANT TO
RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE, RULE 217 AND OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE
MOTION TO WITHDRAW AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR", SEEKING THAT
IF THE COURT DO NOT RELIEVE COUNSEL AND ALLOW THE APPELLANT TO
ACT PRO SE,  THAT  THE  COURT APPOINT SUBSTITUTE CONFLICT-FREE
COUNSEL THAT IS NOT COMPROMISED BY THE STATE AND SEEK THAT THE
COURT RULE ON THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS PRESENTED, [14] PAGES
DATED APRIL 10, 2026 ALONG WITH THE ORDER ISSUED BY THE S.cC.
COURT OF APPEALS DATED FILED MARCH 31, 2026 THAT IS FILED UNDER
CASE 2023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

(4) “EXHIBIT,:’NO. B AHLSETS . A COPY OF THE POST
CONVICTION RELIEF APPLICATION [401] PAGES FILED UNDER THE
INDEPENDENT ACTION‘RppE FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT THAT ESTABLISH
CASE NO. 2026—CP§32§01723 PENDING WITHIN THE LEXINGTON COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON Pnggs_ DUE TO THE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD UPON
THE COURT, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE OCCURRING UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF
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APPEALS, THE APPELLANT WAS FORCED TO FILE THE PCR APPLICATION
UNDER THE INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT IN
HOPES OF MAINTAINING SOME TYPE OF PRESERVATION OF THE CLAIMS. IT
1S PLAIN TO SEE FROM THIS ATTACHED PCR APPLICATION DOCUMENT THAT
THE JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES ARGUED WITHIN THIS ATTACHED POST
CONVICTION RELIEF APPLICATION CAN INDEED BE RAISED FOR THE FIRST
TIME ON APPEAL AND THE APPELLANT HAS PRODUCED SUBSTANTIAL CAUSE
AS TO WHY HE NUST BE PERMITTED TO SUBSTITUTE CURRENT APPOINTED
COUNSEL TO ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE
v. GENTRY CASE OF 2005. THIS PCR IS THE SOURCE OF THE FRAUD UPON
THE COURT, COLLUSION, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW AND
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE ARTICULATED THEREIN PRODUCING OVERWHELMING
PREJUDICE AGAINST THE APPELLANT REGARDING HIS DUE PROCESS MATTERS
PENDING UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

INSOMUCH, THE APPELLANT/PETITIONER OBJECTS AND MOTIONS TO
INVOKE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO REMEDY
THE CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR THAT CURRENTLY EXIST WITHIN
THE APPEAL, AND OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT OF
MANDAMUS TO REQUIRE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS TO REMOVE THE
COMPROMISED STATE APPOINTED LEGAL COUNSEL AND APPOINT SUBSTITUTE
COUNSEL AS IS ARGUED WITHIN THE EXHIBITS. THE PETITIONER MOTION
FOR A WRIT OF PROHIBITION TO PREVENT THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS
FROM PLACING ANY E‘I L ER IN THE APPEAL UNTIL THE COMPROMISED

o

STATE APPOINTE GA |
COUNSEL A LANT ] IITTED TO ARGUE AGAINST THE






PROTECTED DUE PROCESS RIGHTS. THE COURT OF APPEALS CA&NOT LE?APL?
ISSUE A VALID FINAL ORDER WITHIN THE APPELLANT'S APPEAL WHJL&
ACTIVELY PARTICIPATING IN OR IGNORING A KNOWN FRAUD UPON THE
COURT AND COUNSEL COLLUSION, AS DOING SO VIOLATES BASIC FEDERAP
AND STATE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS OF DUE PROCESS AND CONFLICT-FREE
COUNSEL. THE LEGAL COUNSEL THAT PRESENTLY REPRESENT THE APPELLANI
1S COMPROMISED, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO PREVENT
THE JUST AND PROPER ADJUDICATION OF LEGITIMATE SUBJECT MATTER

JURISDICTION ISSUES THAT CAN BE RAISED FOR THE FIRST TIME ON

APPEAL. THE APPELLANT OBJECTS AND SEEKS THE S.C. SUPREME COURT'S

IMMEDIATE INTERVENTION AND EXERCISE OF JURISDICTION.

UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA LAW, AN APPELLANT CAN SEEK A WRIT OF
MANDAMUS FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT, AND THE COURT OF
APPEALS IS LEGALLY REQUIRED TO SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL DUE TO GENUINE,
IRRECONCILABLE CONFLICT OF INTEREST THUS PRESENTED AND
ESTABLISHED AS SEEN AND ARTICULATED WITHIN THE EXHIBITS AND THIS
PLEADING. THE APPELLANT MOTIONS TO INVOKE THE S.C. SUPREME
COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION AND IN THE ALTERNATE PETITION FOR
WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND PROHIBITION. THE APPELLANT IS AWARE THAT THE
GRANTING OF A PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS IS NOT AUTOMATIC BUT
THE MANDATES OF THE STRICT LEGAL TEST ARE MET UNDER THESE
EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES. A FINAL ORDER ISSUED UNDER THE
CIRCUMSTANCES ARTICULATED WITHIN THE ATTACHMENTS AND THIS
PLEADING WOULD BE FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED AND VULNERABLE TO BEING
VACATED FOR CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR. THE APPELLANT'S
SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS RIGHTS ARE CLEARLY BEING VIOLATED. THE
6TH. AMENDMENT (AND ARTICLE 1, SECTION 14 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA
CONSTITUTION) GUARANTEES THE RIGHT TO EFFECTIVE CONFLICT-FREE
LEGAL COUNSEL. THE RIGHT OF AUTOMONY ESTABLISHED BY McCOY Vs
LOUISIANA 2018 U.S. SUPREME COURT CASE CARRIES OVER INTO DIRECT
APPEAL. WHEN OFFICERS OF THE COURT (THE DEFENSE ATTORNEY)
COLLUDES WITH THE PROSECUTION (THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE) TO
SUPPRESS A "ROCK SOLID" JURISDICTIONAL CLAIM(S), IT DEFILES THE
o s a0 2o o o o
NEVER BE WAIVED AND CAﬁ BE RAISED AT ANY PO£Z;2 . o

S + INCLUDING FOR THE
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FIRST TIME ON DIRECT APPEAL. THE INTENTIONAL TREATING OF A MOTION
I, AS A MOTION MERELY TO PROCEED PRO SE (SELF

FOR SUBSTITUTE COUNSE
PROPER FARETTA HEARING

REPRESENTATION) WITHOUT CONDUCTING A
CONSTITUTE A REVERSIBLE ERROR OF LAW.

THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS IN MANDATED AND LEGALLY REQUIRED

TO SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL IF AN APPELLANT DEMONSTRATES "GOOD CAUSE".

GOOD CAUSE EXISTS WHERE IN THIS CASE WE ARE DEALING WITH AN

ACTUAL CONFLICT OF INTEREST, TOTAL BREAKDOWN IN COMMUNICATION,
AND STATE SPONSORED COLLUSION WHICH LEGALLY SATISFIES THE LEGAL
DEFINITION OF "GOOD CAUSE". WHERE THIS CONFLICT CLEARLY EXISTS,

ONCE THE COURT IS PUT ON NOTICE THAT DEFENSE COUNSEL IS ACTIVELY

WORKING WITH THE ADVERSE PARTY (THE STATE) TO DAMAGE HIS CLIENT,

THE APPELLANT'S DIRECT APPEAL, THE COURT HAS AN ABSOLUTE DUTY TO
INVESTIGATE AND APPOINT CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL. FAILING TO DO SO
IS STRUCTURALIZES AN UNFAIR APPEAL PROCESS.

THE APPELLANT MUST PROVE THREE STRICT ELEMENTS TO WARRANT
THE GRANTING OF THE MANDAMUS: (1) A CLEAR LEGAL RIGHT--THE
APPELLANT HAS AN UNDENIABLE RIGHT TO CONFLICT-FREE LEGAL COUNSEL
TO PERFECT HIS APPEAL WITHIN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS. (20 e
NON-DISCRETIONARY DUTY--THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS HAVE A PLAIN,
MANDATORY DUTY TO PROTECT THE INTEGRITY OF THE COURT AND REMOVE
COUNSEL THAT IS COMPROMISED. (3) NO OTHER ADEQUATE REMEDY---THE
WAITING FOR A CORRUPTED AND TAINTED APPEAL TO FULLY MANIFEST
ITSELF WHICH FORCED THE APPELLANT TO MOVE TO COLLATERAL REVIEW
AND FILE A POST CONVICTION RELIEF APPLICATION IS AN INADEQUATE
REMEDY BECAUSE THE FRAUD, CONSPIRACY AND OBSTRUCTION SRS USTICE
IS OCCURRING ACTIVELY AT THE DIRECT APPELLATE LEVEL WHICH WOULD
ESSENTIALLY DEPRIVE THE APPELLANT OF A "JUST AND FAIR" DIRECT
APPELLANT REVIEW THAT THE COLLATERAL REVIEW WOULD NOT FULLY
REMEDY. FRAUD MUST BE ARGUED WITHIN THE COURT WHERE THE FRAUD IS
ACTUALLY OCCURRING. THE APPELLANT IN ALTERNATE TO THE INVOKING OF
THE COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION AND OR THE SEEKING OF PETITION
FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS ALSO PETITION FOR A WRIT OF PROHIBITION (TO
STOP THE COURT OF APPEALS FROM EXCEEDING LTS AUTHORITY
(JURISDICTION) UNTIL THE COUNSEL ISSUE IS RESOLVED).
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BEARD, 359 S.C. 3517, 597 S-E,2ds
MAYBANK LAW

239(4th.Cir.2021)7 NS REES
835(S-C.App.2004): SENTRY SELECT INSURANCE COMPANY V.

ETRMy SLEC 1426 SR 54,826 S<E.2d. 270(S.C.App.2019). (3)
URT---FRAUD UPON THE COURT INVALIDATES ANY FINAL
WITHIN THE APPEAL. IN THE
354 S5 0D TR S SEE-2d-

FRAUD UPON THE CO
ORDER THAT WOULD BE ATTEMPTED FILED
CASE OF CHEWING v. FORD MOTOR CO..
605(5.C.App-2003) ALSO SUPPORTED BY FOX EX REL FOX V. ELK RUN
BNNREEE o a1 (4th.Cir.2014), THE CHEWING CASE BEING A
ANDMARK CASE SUPPORTED BY FOX THE S.C. SUPREME COURT HELD THAT
FRAUD UPON THE COURT OCCURS WHEN OFFICERS OF THE COURT (SUCH AS
AN ATTORNEY) ACTIVELY COLLUDES OR ENGAGES IN INTENTIONAL
MISCONDUCT THAT SUBVERTS THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE. THE COURT
RULED THAT ANY JUDGMENT OR ORDER OBTAINED THROUGH FRAUD UPON THE
COURT IS INHERENTLY CORRUPTED AND MUST BE VACATED. IF DEFENSE
COUNSEL CONTINUES TO COLLUDE WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL TO
SUPPRESS A JURISDICTIONAL CLAIM, THEY COMMIT FRAUD UPON THE
COURT. ANY APPELLATE ORDER THAT KNOWS OF THIS FRAUD BUT PROCEEDS
ANYWAY IS NOT JUST UNCONSTITUTIONAL. IT IS LEGALLY DEFECTIVE AND
SUBJECT TO BEING OVERTURNED AND OR RENDERED VOID. (4) THE NEED
FOR A WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND WRIT OF PROHIBITION TO HALT THE
MANIFEST INJUSTICE---THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT OUTLINED
THE STRICT NON-NEGOTIABLE ELEMENTS REQUIRED TO SECURE THE
EXTRAORDINARY REMEDY FOR A WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND OR PROHIBITION.
THE PETITIONER MUST ESTABLISH A CLEAR LEGAL RIGHT TO THE
PERFORMANCE OF THE DUTY, A PLAIN, MINISTERIAL (MANDATORY) DUTY BY
THE PUBLIC OFFICER OR LOWER COURT TO PERFORM THAT ACT; AND THE
LACK OF ANY OTHER AVAILABLE REMEDY. THE APPELLANT HAS A CLEAR
LEGAL RIGHT TO CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL (INMAN), THE S.C. COURT OF
APPEALS HAS A MANDATORY DUTY TO REMOVE A CORRUPTED APPOINTED
STATE ATTORNEY, AND ORDINARY POST CONVICTION RELIEF PROCESSES ARE
INADEQUATE BECAUSE THE FRAUD IS ACTIVELY, ACTIVELY POLLUTING THE
DIRECT APPEAL PROCESS ESSENTIALLY LEAVING THE APPELLANT IN DIRECT
APPEAL LEGAL LIMBO. FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION YOU HAVE AN ACTUAL OR
THREATENED EXCESS OF JURISDICTION. IT IS SOUGHT TO STOP AN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACT FROM PERSISTING OR OCCURRING. THE APPOINTED
ATTORNEY REFUSES TO BRING THE LEGITIMATE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS.
THE APPELLANT SOUGHT REHEARING AND FILED PREVIOUS OBJECTIONS TO






NO AVAIL.

IN RECENT JUDICIAL DECISION LIKE STATE v. STOOTS, 445 S.C.

127 912 S.E.2d. 248(S.C.App-2025) THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME

COURT RE-EMPHASIZED THAT SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS A STRICT
THE COURT REITERATED THAT A LACK OF
CANNOT BE CURED BY

CONSTITUTIONAL REQUISITE.
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CANNOT BE WAIVED,
THE CONSENT OF THE PARTIES, AND CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME BY ANY
PARTY, OR BY THE COURT SUA SPONTE, INCLUDING FOR THE FIRST TIME
ON DIRECT APPEAL. WHERE THE APPELLANT'S NEWLY DISCOVERED AND
PRESENTED CLAIM(S) IS A TRUE SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION ISSUE
(CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT JURISDICTION CLAIM ARGUING AGAINST AN
ESTABLISHED JURISDICTIONAL PRECEDENT [GENTRY)]), THE COURT OF
APPEALS CANNOT INVOKE PROCEDURAL BARS, PRESERVATION RULES, OR
TIME LIMITS TO AVOID RULING ON IT. THE FAILURE TO PROPERLY
INQUIRE INTO COUNSEL SUBSTITUTION UNDER STATE v. ROBERSON, 438
S.C. 614, 885 S.E.2d- 411 (S-C-App-2023) AND JORDON v. STATE, 406
SRR DS SR . 2d - 538(S.C.App-2013) CLARIFIES THE @ EXACT
PROCEDURAL STANDARD A COURT MUST FOLLOW WHEN AN INDIGENT
DEFENDANT REQUESTS THE DISCHARGE OR SUBSTITUTION OF APPOINTED
COUNSEL. THE COURT RULED THAT WHEN THE APPELLANT VOICES SEVERE
DISSATISFACTION OR ASSERTS A CONFLICT OF INTEREST, THE LOWER
COURT ABUSES ITS DISCRETION IF IT FAILS TO CONDUCT A SEARCHING,
MEANINGFUL INQUIRY ON THE COURT RECORD WHICH DID NOT PROPERLY,
FAIRLY OCCUR IN THE APPELLANT'S DIRECT APPEAL UNDER CASE NO.
2023-001474. THE COURT OF APPEALS COMMITTED A SEVERE, STRUCTURAL
ERROR OF LAW. BY TRANSFORMING A MOTION FOR SUBSTITUTE,
CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL INTO A MERE ACTIVE MOTION TO ACT PRO
SE---WHILE COMPLETELY IGNORING THE UNDERLYING CONFLICT---THE
COURT VIOLATES MANDATED CONSTITUTIONAL SAFEGUARDS. WHILE
ANALYZING ATTORNEY BTEICS AND JUDICIAL INTEGRITY, THE SOUTH
CAROLINA SUPREME COURT“‘AFPIRMED THAT AN ATTORNEY'S PRIMARY,
ABSOLUTE ALLEGIANCE Iszo THEIR CLIENT. IF AN OFFICER OF THE
COURT (THE DEFENSE AT‘.’I.‘ORNE!) ACTS IN CONCERT WITH AN ADVERSE
PARTY OR ACTIVELY SABOTAGE HIS CLIENT'S CORE LEGAL RIGHTS TO
PROTECT AN INSTITUTIO&AnﬂiﬂTERBST;-IT THOROUGHLY SUBVERTS THE
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICB}”'THEIR ACTION PRODUCE INSTITUTIONAL
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IRREGULARITIES AND STATE INTERFERENCE THAT COMPLETELY UNDERMINE
THE INTEGRITY OF THE ADVERSARIAL PROCESS AND VIOLATE FUNDAMENTAL
STATE AND FEDERAL DUE PROCESS GUARANTEES. DIRECT COLLUSION
BETWEEN THE ATTORNEY GENERAL AND APPOINTED COUNSEL TO EXPLICITLY
SUPPRESS A VIABLE JURISDICTIONAL DEFECT IS THE DICTIONARY
DEFINITION OF AN INSTITUTIONAL FRAUD UPON THE COURT. A FINAL
ORDER GENERATED BY AN APPELLATE COURT THAT IS FULLY AWARE OF THIS
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION AND ACTIVE COLLUSION IS ENTIRELY VOID AND
OR ILLEGITIMATE.

THE APPELLANT PETITION TO INVOKE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT'S
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO REMEDY THIS CONTINUING MANIFEST
INJUSTICE AND OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT OF
MANDAMUS AND PETITION FOR PROHIBITION BASED UPON THE LITIGATION
AND ARGUMENT THUS PRESENTED. THE COURT WOULD GRANT MANDAMUS WHEN
(1) THE PETITIONER HAS NO OTHER ADEQUATE MEANS TO ATTAIN THE
RELIEF IT DESIRES, (2) THE APPELLANT HAS SHOWN CLEAR AND
INDISPUTABLE RIGHT TO REQUEST THE RELIEF, AND (3) THE COURT DEEMS
WRIT IS APPROPRIATE UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES THUS PRESENTED, IN
RE: EXPRESS SCRIPTS, INC., 176 F.4TH. 301 (4th.Cir.2026); GRAY
MEDIA GROUP, INC. v. LOVERIDGE, 155 F.4TH. 330 (4th.Cir.2025);:
CARRIER v. STATE, 441 S5.C. 547, 895 S.E.2d. 679(S.C.App.2023).

RESPECTFULLY;
PH J. PATTERSON III

WWM/

JULY 2, 2026
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

CASE DOCKET NO. 2023-00147§

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

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

JAMES JOS P PATTERSON III,

APPELLANT

VISt
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5 AND
THE APPELLANT MOTION FOR REVIEW OF CLERK'S ACTIONS

N FOR

MOTION TO COMPEL THE CLERK TO FILE AND FORWARD THE MOTIO
: S FOR

REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION TO THE APPROPRIATE JUDGE
AND

LANT MOTIONS AND SEEKS THAT THE COURT

ADJUDICATION. THE APPEL
REFUSAL TO FORWARD THE

CHIEF JUDGE FORMALLY REVIEW THE CLERK'S
PLEADING TO THE COURT FOR ADJUDICATION OF THE MOTION FOR
REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL
UNDER APPELLATE COURT RULE 240(5). THE APPELLANT OBJECTS TO THE
CLERK REFUSING TO FORWARD THE RECENT PLEADING TO THE COURT FOR
REHEARING ON THE MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL DUE TO CONFLICT OF
INTEREST INVOLVING STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL AS ARGUED IN THE
SUBMITTED PLEADING. THE CLERK IS INAPPROPRIATELY RELYING UPON THE
CLAIM THAT THERE IS NO HYBRID-REPRESENTATION. BUT IT 1S WELL
ESTABLISHED LAW BY JUDICIAL HOLDINGS UNDER STATE v. STUCKEY, 333
S.C. 56 (S.C.App-1998)(THE SUPREME COURT OF SOUTH 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 (S.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
EXCEPTION OF MOTIO
REPRESENTED BY CO
ACCEPTANCE IS THI

-REPRESENTATION"..."WITH THE
"‘FILED PRO SE BY PERSON
CEPTED. THE STANDARD FOR

EMBODIES punguﬁ 0 SEEKING REHEARING Al ECONSIDERATION ON THE
VERY ISSUE OF [N ou ‘ E CLERK WAS REQUIRED

TO FORWARD;TH; FOSTER v. STATE, 298
S.c. 306/ Ve '

17 o O SEEK REHEARING
WHERE THE COL ‘

\ESS THE ISSUE OF















JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON III

1368709 F3B. RM- 230

EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST

BENNETTSVILLE Sue 29512

TO
IN RE: SEEKING REHEARING AND OR RECONSIDERATION OF THE MOTION
. g o) el |
RELIEVE STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL FOR SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL OR T

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 M"A;TT;ER_PENDING BEFORE AN APPELLATE COURT

l1-0f-3





. SEIATTMT tHSTIFTA
et AmTAY OF BHIS CLIENT WITHOUT JUs FAL 4
r WOT WITHDRAW REPRESENTATION ©OF Hio L ‘ 2
Y NOT WITHLR o e ®TLED APRIL 9, 202
» - 1 wjpr\\‘v]»\‘r-lf: }\llt‘;\p)‘\(~ ] ED /
cAUSE (THE ATTACHED AND PREVIUU r1TION (PHE
AUO L \ i ; R AT I\E". ) 71 Ol (THE
CAUSE), OR THE CONSENT. ON

pSTABLISHES JUSTIFIABLE
APPELLANT TO FILE
WRITTEN ORDER OF THE APPE
(THE MOTION WAS INDEED FILED

y THE PETITION TO SEEK LEAVE TO
RULES ALLOW i

RELIEVE COUNSEL) TO AND BY
AND WITH MOTION TO THE ADVER
AND SERVED UPON THE PARTIES AS THE

LLATE COURT.
SE PARTY

RULE REQUIRES) -

MISREPRESENTED THE FACTS
AND OR TO RELIEVE

THE COURT MISINTERPRETED AND OR

REGARDING THE SEEKING OF SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL
AMENDMENT GUARANTEES THE APPELLANT TO

WOULD NOT PERMIT SELF

COUNSEL WHERE THE ©TH.
CONFLICT-FREE COUNSEL. EVEN IF THE COURT
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
JNCONSTITUTIONAL 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 2
JUST AND FAIR RULING. THE COURT CANNOT ALLOW THIS CASE TO PROCEED
WITHOUT EITHER SUBS?ITﬁTINQ COUNSEL OR REVISITING THE APPELLANT
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THERE IS NO CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO HYBRID
BUT THERE IS A

EL AS IS ARGUED
PPEALS ON

SEEKING TO ACT PRO SE.
DEFENSE OR SELF REPRESENTATION ON DIRECT APPEAL.

CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO HAVE CONFLICT-FREE COUNS

HIN THE PLEADING RECEIVED AND FILED BY THE COURT OF A

WIT
2024, IN RELATION TO THE (14) PAGE DOCUMENT DATED APRIL

APRIL 9,
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,
A20 R HEEHOQ S Eved. 782(S.C<App.-2017) BAND LUGAS w.  STATE;
A5 2B SO S S T s Pd. 274 (S5.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.

RESPECTFULLY,
JAMES J. PATTERSON III

)
au ) /Jaxtocd ot

APRIL 21, 2026

CC: THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE H. BRUCE WILLIAMS
THE S.C. INDIGENT DEFENSE OFFICE
THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL
THE S.C. SUPREME COURT
JAMES JOSEPH PATTERSON IIT
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