LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA
JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHBITE
#300839 F3B. RM. 148
EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST
BENNETTSVILLE, S.C. 29512

YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN
15306 ROBEY AVENUE SUITE 707
HARVEY, ILLINOIS 60426

IN RE: TO THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS LETTER DATED JULY 21, 2026
RELATED TO OBTAINING THE TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS FOR THIS APPEAL UNDER
CASE 2025-001856 AND THE OTHER RELATED MATTERS OF CONCERN.

RECEIVED)

Jul 31 2026
TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEA_L_S—'- LER SC Court of Appeals
THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS
THE S.C. OFFICE OF INDIGEN1 N, 'ORNEY WANDA H.
CARTER, ;
THE S.C. ARK REYNOLDS
FARTHING,
THE S.cC.
PEOPLE I AM
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OF THE FACTS" CORRESPONDENCE? THE REASON THE COURT HASN'T
RECEIVED THE TRIAL TRANSCRIPT IS BECAUSE THE COURT OF APPEALS
WORKING IN COLLUSION WITH THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE AND
THE OFFICE OF INDIGENT DEFENSE HAS COMPROMISED THE SOUTH CAROLINA
OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION. I CONTACTED THE OFFICE OF COURT
ADMINISTRATION SEVERAL TIMES = ONLY TO BE IGNORED 1IN THEIR
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE S.C. ATTORNEY
GENERAL'S OFFICE, INDIGENT DEFENSE OFFICE AND THIS COURT, AND HAS
FAILED TO RESPOND TO THE REPEATED, NUMEROUS REQUEST FOR THE TRIAL
TRANSCRIPT IN QUESTION.

WHY DO YOU THINK THAT THE Siol@c OFFICE OF COURT
ADMINISTRATION NEVER SOUGHT AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO PRODUCE THE
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT? IT WAS BECAUSE THEY WERE OPERATING UNDER THE
DIRECT INSTRUCTION OF THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE AND
INVOLVED STATE ACTORS, IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION
AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, TO IGNORE THE REPEATED REQUEST MADE
BY THE APPELLANT, JUST SO THIS CORRUPT, COMPROMISED COURT CAN
ATTEMPT THE VERY STUNT THAT ITS TRYING TO DO THIS VERY MINUTE BY
THE FRAUD PRODUCED CORRESPONDENCE, AND THAT'S ATTEMPTING IN ACTS
OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION AND CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY, TRY
TO MAKE IT LOOK LIKE IT WAS THE APPELLANT WHO FAILED IN HIS
OBLIGATIONS TO MEET THE DEMANDS OF THE COURT TO HAVE THIS APPEAL
UNLAWFULLY DISMISSED. 1 OBJECT!!! 7o THIS LAWLESS, CRIMINAL,
UNSCRUPULOUS, UNETHICAL, OBSTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR ON THE PART OF THE
CONSPIRING STATE ACTORS AND PARTIES. THESE DEVILS COMPROMISED THE

S.C. OFFICE OF COURT ADMINISTRATION TO THWART THE RELEASE OF THE

COURT RULES TO ILLEGALLY FORCE THE APELLANT INTO AN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL DEFAULT. I amM GIVING YOU ALL NOTICE, ALL yoy
SNAKES AND SCORPIONS INVOLVED, THAT I AM IN THE PROCESS OF FILING
A MOTION TO COMPEL THE INDIGENT DEFENSE OFFICE (Ms. WANDA H.
CARTER), AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS (TO THE-"S:C: OFFICE OF
COURT ADMINISTRATION) TO REQUIRE THE RELEASE OF THAT BLASTED
TRANSCRIPT AND STOP THIS UNLAWFUL, CRIMINAL ACTS OF FRAUD UPON
THE COURT, COLLUSION AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE. YOU PEOPLE DON'Y
BLUSH 1IN YOUR WICKEDNESS. YOU PEOPLE ARE GOING TO BUST THE
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HELLEIRE WIDE OPEN, ACTING LIKE GOD DOES NOT SEE YOUR CURRENT
EVILS, AND AT ONE POINT, WILL NOT BRING YOU INTO ACCOUNT.

FURTHER, AS FOR ANY CLAIM THAT THE COURT HAS NOT RECEIVED
MY INITIAL BRIEF, THIS IS A LIE AND DISTORTION OF TRUTH FROM THE
OEVIL HINSELF. ATTACHED IS A COPY OF A LETTER DATED SEPTEMBER 29,
€045 CLEARLY DEMONSTRATING THAT THE APPELLANT'S INITIAL BRIEF WAS
'NDEED SENT T0O THAT COURT BUT APPARENTLY INDICATIONS POINT TO THE
COURT OF APPBALS IN ADDITIONAL ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT
STRUCK 1T OR CRIMINALLY PREVENTED ITS FILING. STOP THE FRAUD AND
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY. A COPY OF THE RECORD ON APPEAL IS ATTACHED TO
TH1S CORRESPONDENCE ALONG WITH A COPY, AGAIN, OF EXHIBIT 5
"CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR" AS ONE OF THE ISSUES BEING
ARGUED ON THIS APPEAL ALSO FOR THE PURPOSE OF ARGUING AGAINST THE
PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE _V. GENTRY CASE OF 2005
REGARDING THE CONCEPT OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION WHICH CAN BE
RALSED FOR THE PIRST TIME ON APPEAL PURSUANT TO APPELLATE COURT
RULE 217 IN WHICH I DO NOT NEED THE COURT'S PERMISSION TO DO.

ADDITIONALLY,  ATTORNEY WANDA H. CARTER, YOU WERE
SPECIFLICALLY ORDERED BY THE COURT OF APPEALS, THE VERY SAME ORDER
THAT ACKNOWLEDGED THAT 1 AM TO ACT PRO SE BEFORE THIS COURT, THAT
YOU. BY COURT OF APPEALS ORDER, WAS REQUIRED TO ASSIST ME 1IN
GETTING THAT TRIAL TRANSCRIPT. WOMAN, WHERE THE HWECK ARE YOU? YoUu
ARE  CLEARLY MISSING IN ACTION IN VIOLATION OF COURT ORDER. I
RESPECTPULLY  REQUEST THAT YOU GET OFF YOUR RUMP AND BE IN
COMPLIANCE WITH THE COURT'S ORDER. YOU ARE REQUIRED TO ASSIST ME
IN OBTAINING  THAT TRIAL TR&NB@R!F@ INSTEAD OF ENGAGING IN
EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD GeoN !ﬂn COURT, CONSPIRACY aND
UBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE 10 AlD “”f.“'_ ATTORNEY GENERAL TO
MANIPULATE THE PROCEDURAL RULES TO UNI _ijLx, UNCONSTITUTIONALLY
FORCE  THE APPELLANT INTO DEFAULT. _”‘ﬁim, MADAM., GET OFF YOUR
RUME  AND BE 1IN COMPLIANCE W!@ﬂ THE "EGBRT‘S SPECIFIC ORDER
INGTRUCTING YOU TO ASSIST ME IN : .mm !‘sﬁa? TRIAL TRANSCRIPT.
VOUCARE IN CLEAR VIOLATION OF THE ﬁaﬁﬁ OF PROFESSIONAL ETHICS AND
YOU OATH OF OFFICE T0O OPHOLE vnz SOUTH CAROLINA AND U, S
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CONSTITUTIONS. ; MOTION TO COMPEL AND TO SEEK MANDAMUS 18
FORTHCOMING. LET'S STOP THE FRAUD AND COLLUSION AND LETS GET TGO
WORK PLEASE. THE FAULT DOES NOT . IE WITH THE APPELLANT. I7 LIES
WITH THESE DEVIL STATE ACTORS ABUSING THE JUDICIAL PROCESS
ENGAGING 1IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION AND
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, COMPROMISING THE S.C. OFFICE OF COURT
ADMINISTRATION TO PREVENT CHALLENGE TO THE STATE v. GENTRY CASE
PURSUANT TO RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE, RULE 217. THIS STATE
FRAMED ME BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED AND YOU SHALL NOT
ESCAPE JUDGMENT BECAUSE I KNOW HOW TO PROVE IT. I WANT THAT DNA
AND SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE NOW ATTOENEY GENERAL. ITS OBVIOUS TO
ME THAT YOU LAWLESS INDIVIDUALS THINK THAT THIS IS A GAME. WELL
LETS PLAY!!! YOU DEVILS DESTROYED MY WHOLE LIFE BEHIND A LIE!!!
THE APPELLANT DID NOT FAIL TO PROSECUTE THIS APPEAL. YOU DEVILS
ARE OBSTRUCTING THE PROCESS IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND
COLLUSION. RELEASE THAT TRANSCRIPT IMMEDIATELY PLEASE. ATTORNEY
GENERAL YOU FAILED TO PROSECUTE THAT BOY FOR THE SEXUAL ASSAULT
OF MY CHILD: HOR OVER 25 EEARSIEL L. THERE - IS  NO STATUTE OF
LIMITATIONS ON SEXUAL ASSAULT WITH A MINOR. YOU NEED TO HANDLE
THIS BEFORE IT BLOWS UP IN YOUR FACE MORE THAN ITS ABOUT ToO.
ANOTHER COPY OF THE INITIAL BRIEF (AGAIN), MOTION TO COMPEL AND
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS IS FORTHCOMING. STILL REMAIN,

DEDICATED TO THE CAUSE,
JONAH THE TISHRBRITE

JUOLY 31, 2026

CC: THE 'S<ci s DISTRICT COURT
YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

CASE DOCKET NO. 2025-001856

APPEAL FROM THE COUNTY OF KERSHAW
IN THE COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS

APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TESTING
CASE NO. 2004-GS-28-00385

LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T.
AL-'

TISHBITE ET.

APPELLANTS—PETITIONERS

Va2

THE STATE OF

BENNETTSVILLE,
APPELLANT
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(1) EXHIBIT P“CRAWPORD NOD. 1". THIS IS A COPY OF THE

DOCUMENT ENTITLED, "AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE:;
MOTION TO FPILE OBJECTIONS IN OPPOSITION TO THE RESPONDENT'S
RESPONEE; MOTION TO STRIKE THE RESPONSE DUE TO IT BEING UNTIMELY
SUBMITTED IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTE WHERE THE RESPONDENT FAILED

TO ESTABLISH CAUSE OR EXCUSE FOR THE DELAY AND MOTION TO MOTION
THEREFOR®, [24]PAGES DATED JULY 8, 2025,

(2) EXHIRBIT, “CRAWFORD NO. 2°. THIS IS A COPY OF THE
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE AND RULE 56 AFFIDAVIT SUBMITTED 1IN
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISMISSAL OF APPLICATION FOR
FORENSIC DNA TESTING; MOTION TO FILE OBJECTIONS TO ANY EFFORT TO
THE ATTEMPTS AT SUMMARY DISMISSAL RENEWING THE PREVIOUS FILED
MOTION 7O FILE OBJECTIONS IN OPPOSITION TO THE RESPONDENT'S
RESPONSE DUE TO IT BEING UNTIMELY SUBMITTED IN VIOLATION OF THE
STATUTE WHERE THE RESPONDENT FAILED TO ESTABLISH CAUSE FOR THE
DELAY AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR, [24] PAGES DATED JuLy g,
2025", TH1S [23] PAGE DOCUMENT IS DATED NOTARIZED JULY 24, 2025

ALONG WITH A COPY OF THE LETTER FROM THE S.C. SUPREME COURT DATED
JULY 2l 20250

(3) EXHIBIT, "CRAWFORD NO. 3". THIS IS A COPY OF THE COVER
LETTER DATED AUGUST 5, 2025 AND DOCUMENT ENTITLED, "AFFIDAVIT OF

SERVICE AND AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION TO
DISQUALIFY SLED AND THE STATE OF SOUTH

CONDUCTING THE DNA ANALYSIS
INDEPENDENT SOURCE AND OR ENT
MOTION TO MOTION THEREFO
WHATEVER ORDER COMES
APPELLANT WANTS IT
DNA TESTING BE DON
STATE OF SOUTH

'CAROLINA ENTITIES FROM
E IT DONE BY AN

(4) EXH
AFFIDAVIT OF SE
SUMMARY DISMIS!
OF FACTS GIVING &



COUNTY GENERAL SESSIONS

EOURT . JURISDICTION TO HOLD - A
HEARING ON SEPTEMBER 2,

MERITS
2025 DUE TO VIOLATIONS OF THE SEPARATION
OF POWERS CLAUSE AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION AND MOTION TO MOTION
THEREFOR, (4) PAGES DATED JULY 28,
JURISDICTION UNDER § 1983;

F.S- A0 =19

2025; NOTICE OF PENDENT
MOTION TO ESTABLISH RIGHTS UNDER
PAGES DATED NOTARIZED AUGUST 25,
CRAWFORD 1-4 WERE FILED BEFORE THE S.cC.

THE
2025. EXHIBITS

SUPREME COURT

IN SEEKING
TO INVOKE THAT COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION.

THE COURT DECLINED
TO HEAR THE MATTERS IN THEIR ORIGINAL JURISDICTION.

THE DENIAL OF
ACCEPTANCE WITHIN THE S.C. SUPREME COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

LS ENOT A RUININGESNSTHE SMERITS OF THE* CLAIMS SUBMITTED WITHIN
THESE EXHIBITS. THEREFORE, SINCE THEY WERE ALSO FILED BEFORE THE
LOWER COURT WHICH WAS RULED ON BY THE COMPROMISED JUDGE NEWMAN .
THEY ARE NOW SOUGHT ADJUDICATION ON THE MERITS BEFORE L e (5
COURT OF APPEALS BY THE APPELLANT'S RIGHTS OF DUE PROCESS LAW.

(5) EXHIBIT, "CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR". LH LS =SSR
COPY OF THE LITIGATION HIGHLIGHTING HOW THE INDICTMENT(S)

DXL
LANGUAGE CONTAINED THEREIN,

PREDETERMINE THE OUTCOME OF THE
PROCEEDING AND TAKE AWAY THE APPELLANT'S PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE

AND SHIFT THE BURDEN OF PERSUASION TO THE DEFENDANT.

THIS WAS
DONE 1IN

THE APPELLANT'S CASE IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW
PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

(6) EXHIBITY
LITIGATION

"SHAM LEGAL PROCESS". THIS IS A COPY OF THE

THAT ARGUES THAT THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AND
COUNTY OF KERSHAW ON THE

INDICTMENT
IMPRESSION

DAY OF TRIAL RUBBER STAMPED AN
IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT GIVING THE FALSE
THAT THE INDICTMENT WAS PASSED UPON BY THE GRAND JURY
WHEN NO SUCH GRAND JURY REVIEW OCCURRED AT ALL WHICH IS WHY THEY
SOUGHT TO DISMISS THE CASE TO PREVENT THE GRAND JURY PANEL
DOCUMENTS FROM ENTERING THE CASE BY DISCOVERY.
THE APPELLANT'S CASE VIOLATING DUE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

THIS WAS DONE 1IN
PROCESS LAW PRODUCING

(7) EXHIBIT, "180 DAY RULE/ 365 DAY CLAIM PROCESSING

FEmpmay S °f
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RULE". THIS IS THE LITIGATION SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT OF THE CLAIMS
OF DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER BASED UPON THE CLAIM PROCESSING
RULE WHOSE RIGHTS WERE TIMELY INVOKED WITHIN THE KERSHAW COUNTY
GENERAL SESSIONS COURT AT THE ONE YEAR MARK OF THE DNA
APPLICATION BEING FILED BEFORE THE COURT. CASE LAW COMING OUT OF
THE 4TH. CIRCUIT AND U.S. SUPREME COURT ADJUDICATE THAT THE RIGHT
WAS MANDATORY WHEN TIMELY INVOKED, WHERE THIS PROVISION IS ALSO
ATTACHED TO THE S.C. CONSTITUTION UNDER ARTICLE 1
VOIDS THE LOWER COURT'S JUDGMENT FOR THIS
PROCESS PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

§ 23 WHICH ALsoO
VIOLATION OF DUE

(8) EXHIBIT; "INDICTMENT DEFECTS". THIS IS A COPY OF THE
LITIGATION SUBMITTED  TO ARGUE THE FATAL DEFECTS IN THE
APPELLANT'S INDICTMENT WHICH FAILED TO PLACE THE PROPER ELEMENTS
OF "TIME AND PLACE" HAVING THESE ELEMENTS PASSED UPON BY THE
GRAND JURY 1IN ACCORDANCE TO THE DUE PROCESS RIGHTS OF THE
ACCUSED. SOME OF THE ELEMENTS ARGUED IN THE
DIFFER FROM THE APPELLANT.

EXHIBIT SLIGHTLY
BUT THE SUBSIDIARY FACTS RELATED TO
DUE PROCESS VIOLATION BASED UPON FATALLY DEFECTIVE INDICTMENTS

APPLY TO THE APPELLANT'S CASE. THE INDICTMENT CLAIMS SHE DIED ON
THE 25TH. 1IN KERSHAW COUNTY WHEN SHE DIED ON THE 26TH. IN
RICHLAND COUNTY AND THE APPELLANT PRESERVED THIS CLAIM AT TRIAL
WHERE DISMISSAL OF THE CONVICTION WAS SOUGHT DUE TO THE STATE
FAILING TO PROVE THE ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSE. THIS

THE APPELLANT'S CASE VIOLATING DUE PROCESS LAW
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

WAS DONE AT
PRODUCING

(9) EXHIBIT, "CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF THE INDICTMENT".
THIS IS THE LITIGATION SUBMITTED TO ARGUE THE CRIMINAL COURT
CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDING THE INDICTMENT ON THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS
OF THE OFFENSE. THIS WAS DONE 1IN THE APPELLANT'S CASE 1IN
VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

(10) EXHIBIT,; 'GENIRYESRHBUDERIHISS IS A COPY OF THE
LITIGATION SUBMITTED AT ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT RELATED TO
THE ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JU?ISDICTION EMERGING FROM THE SOUTH
CAROLINA SUPREME COURT- SUWATTER JURISDICTION CANNOT BE
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AIVED AND OR FORFEITED, CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME, AT ANY STAGE
EVEN IF A FINAL JUDGMENT WAS ISSUED IN THE CASE, EVEN FOR THE
FIRST TIME ON APPEAL. ALL JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES WERE RULED ON AND

DENIED BY THE KERSHAW GENERAL SESSIONS COURT PRESERVING THE
ISSUES FOR APPEAL. THIS INJUSTICE EFFECTED MY DIRECT APPEAL IN
2004 WHICH SHOULD HAVE BEEN VACATED FOR THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL
ACTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION.

(11) EXHIBIT, "STATEMENT FRAUD".

THIS IS THE LITIGATION
SUBMITTED TO ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT WHERE THE STATE OF Sou

CAROLINA IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW AND IN VIOLATION OF THE

SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE, SUBTLY EXPAND

CODE ANN. §§
THISESTS

AND OR FORCED

19-1-80 AND 19-1-90
ALSO a JURISDICTIONAL

COMING OUT OF THE S.cC. SUPREME
COURT, THE 4TH. CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS AND THE UNITED STATES

SUPREME COURT, THE APPELLANT IS ARGUING AGAIN
ANY EXISTING S.C.

CONSTRUCT THE STATUTES OF S.C.
ESSENTIALLY OUT OF EXISTENCE.
CLAIM. BASED UPON NEW CASE LAW

ST THE PRECEDENT OF
CASE THAT IS AT ISSUE HERE WHERE THOSE COURTS

SUBTLY EXPANDED AND OR FORCED CONSTRUCTED THE LAN

GUAGE OF THE
STATUTE IN VIOLATION OF THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE AND IN

VIOLATION
OF THE SEPARATION OF POWERS

CLAUSE. THIS WAS DONE IN THE
APPELLANT'S CASE BY MAKING USE OF A FRAUD PRODUCED STATEMENT THE

SOLICITOR STATED WAS MADE BY THE APPELLANT WHEN NO SUCH THING
OCCURRED AND THE STATEMENT WAS NOT EVEN SIGNED BY THE APPELLANT,
OR WAS HE GIVEN A COPY OF IT AT THE TIME IT WAS ALLEGEDLY MADE TO
HIS EXTREME PREJUDICE AS ALL THE AFOREMENTIONED ACTS PRODUCED DO

AS WELL. THIS WAS DONE AT THE APPELLANT'S TRIAL IN VIOLATION OF
DUE PROCESS LAW PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

JULY 30, 2026

NOTICE: THIS IS THE SECOND TIME THIS DOCUMENT WAS SENT TO THIS
COURT. IT WAS INITIALLY SENT SEPTEMBER 29, 2025 AS THE ATTACHED
LETTER PROVES. X EEc
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(1) Did the trial court err, and was the appellant’s

5th,, 6th., 13th., 14th. 15ch. amendment rights of the U.S.
ey LN} a

constitution, as well as Article IV § 2, and his Due Process

ights violated, regarding the indictment(s) as contructed,
b s SN S

by the language Or charge contained therein, which did create

and or form conclusive presumption(s), that took away the appel -

jant's presumption of innocence, and automatically shift the

purden of persuasion to the defendant, in regard to the crucial
elements of dispute?
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The appellant humbly centends, it is well established
py the U.S. Constitution, the bthey oth.. 14th

amendment (s),
and The Bill Of Rights, that when an individual is brought before

a court of jurisprudence upon accusation, that the individual
alleged thereupon, is innocent, until proven by a jury of his
peers, guilty of aforesaid accusation being brought before the
court. This is the defendant's most basic, and most fundamental
right by Federal and State laws pertaining to Due Process. Be-
cause the indictment(s) possess a structural constitutional

error and or defect, in that the language and or charge contained
therein, in contructed te prcduce cdnélusive presumption(s),

that immediately shift the burden of persuasion to the defendant
jards to tha

c:ucial alements of the offense(s), the indict-

bé-went to
the indictment
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retna Life Ins. CO.; 428 H.E. 24, 100y State v, Nroad ltivei
Va AL ‘ ‘A w A\ v
-l:—U‘w‘@l’ Co 177 8.Cy 240, 180 8.E, 41 )1 C.J.8. Evidencas he
v ,
6 and 9; Federal Rules Of Evidence, Rule 201(a).

This is also a manifest constitutional error. An BLEOL

on tha part of the trial court that has an ldentiflably negative
fmpact on the proceadings to such a degree, that the constltbu~
tional

rights of the party are compromimed, A manifest constity .
tLional

arror can be reviewed by a court of appeals aven Aif the

appellant did not object at the proceedings(nlack Law Dlotionary
#Bth. Edition).

By what is cited in Sandatrom v, Montana, 442 U.8, 510
at 520, 99 S.Ct, (2450) at 2457 (61 IL.Ed.2d. 19)(1979), under

(4) criminal law [west Key] 324. The Supreme Court was
cal and unambiguous when it stated [viexbatim:

uneguivo.

"Conclusive préuumbhions conflict with the
presumption of innocence which the law andows
which extends to evary elemant of thae erime charged, and Lhay
invade the fact-finding function which in a oriminal case the

the jury, Morisette mupra, at 275, 72 B,Ct, at 255

Ates Gypsum Co. supra., at 446, 98 §.Ct. at 2078,

ln; documents around the nntton, with
ates. that corrac

Qverrciding
the accused and

Litutional

1l '4', | '.f C 1 r sy ',!.' ".‘[

prasumpti - not ",-H.Jﬁ

roduet i



b atbabe by uee of an dndlotment or celmbinal complalnl

within the (50) statwm that an individval "did" with intent,
knosingly, mallce, aforethought, and other such elements fmply
concluaive thrathand knowledye of the events pertalning to the
acvvusation belng brought before the court. To such knowledge
(he Grand Juey who svere te such tndiotments, "(colannot” by

ald scdontifde veason and Jurdsprudence ascertaln ag belng true
pidey such clroumatances, especlally without a trial, 1t lg
untversally vecoynized that every oath [oJught and (mjust be
Comnded wpon "felertain [k )nowledga", meaning knowledge that

Lo vertain beyond a reasonable doubt as being true (oMyE
HAUREMENTUN DEBET ES8E DE CERTA SCIENTIA). Inasmuch, the reality
ul this matter is that khe Lssues (n question, embodied in said
indletmeite are allegations, they are accusatlons, not proven
favtn, Ho how could they be sworn by Indictment as being trye?
daveral other states have correctad thig injustice. The State

of Bouth Carolina la one of the remaining states who have not,

1€ s the command of the U,8, donlkikdﬁian that anything, to

include any and all lﬁqiilﬁuan‘; ﬁhét‘,hﬁr‘ it be by statute, in-
dfctment or otherwise, that is contrary to Lts inherent, intrin-
ele and explicit presuppositions "[5]ha [nlot [s]tand", and
thevefore ahould be abollshed and or e ]
¢ 6.2 U8, conet. "
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Powithin tviotments and or criminal

vomplainta that A

ueh languaye s vonsbitutionally intiem

e appallank avers, in Mullansy v Wilbuk, 421 U8,
U B.CL, WBBEG A8 BoBd.2d. 500, the court found as a viola

Ll of e Process and nlﬂlﬂlBL 197 w8, 198, 9o B,Ct, 1060,
LGN DANIRT0), an indiatment that (plrasumed that a
detendant avted with "“fwlalice and (Al fokathought”, 1f It were
Cound Ehat the homldlde was intentional and unlaviul, the defan
Jant then bure the birden of disproving e alemantn, Simllar
v dandeteom, the jJury was lostoucted in determining whether

v b the defendant had the (plreraguis o Intent to vommit
murdey [tlhe law gniuﬁl that the person intended the ardinary
vonsequendes of hl_(‘\fq,lqnhw agtions, thereby reliaving the
atate of (ts bux;d-_n,gg\,;_“,!l;gh; slamant. The language and or charge
Lo the tndlitllnt(ilfﬂﬁ‘ﬁhl ilﬂl=thln¢: taking away the presump.
Lian of lhﬂﬂudnc-;,lpﬂﬁ Cl,li v:}ttln predetecning (n advance
the vuteome of the prove I8 and presunes that a parson Intends
the vrdinacy conseguencs tacy actions, theraby
vellaving the state of ‘the elenants cruciai eq
the offense. What if | oreed to comm

vl ‘,




1 “Injot" cure the Due Process problem created and presentedd
CloUs : i
by the structural constitutional error, defect and ar charge (%e
in the indictment(s) and Complaint(s).

Constitutional Law [west key] 266(7), in situation whmrﬁz
elements of offense and "so-called" "affirmative defense'", pose

same witimate issue of shifting the burden of persuasion, the

Due Process problem is "(n]ot" eliminated by including an in-

struction in a charge that the state has the ultimate burden

S~ g— -
i

of proving every element beyond a reasonable doubt,

and wa can
add to this, statigg;the indictments or criminal c

omplaints
are not evidenée-by':hé courts. The teaching of th

is that “[a]nx?‘g§95um&tion, even if its not conclu

ese cases

2 sive, even
if its embodied within the charge of an indictment or criminal

complaint, ;hat‘hasﬁhhe effect of shifting the burden of persus -

sicn to the défeﬁdanﬁ”oniany‘element of the crime charged vio-

lates DuerProcessiitﬁESQC;A;vConst. Amend.

14} Humanik v. Bezersz

811 F2d. 432;jazd-‘.rg:rﬂ.g:_.f't}g?{);

Such is a éu&éﬁénéivé?dié;&vantage and not merely proce-

dural disqg'angagé”ﬁdﬂthea,Qﬁendaﬁ’

REA" on any
1d or before




l“

of

to negate certain facts of the cfime which the government is
Lo prove to the Jury in order to convict the defandant of a

crine charged, 432 U.8, at 207, 97 8.Ct. at 2325, The HWinship

ful W ndant creates a reasonable doubi:
on any elesent of the offense(s) charged is entitled to an ac-
guittal,

In such a lltmuon the relavance of the subsidiary facts
in tMl ca_u an ﬂl.rlfl. and the sole significance of the defern-
Aand-or-testimony concerning the "so-called"
“ to create a reasonable doubt on the
nl the offense, by the Preponderance

tln uncon-tltutional Presumption.

ﬂ’; % ;‘:ﬂ. _L'
Ak *h-ﬂm_a b Bty
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@ charged, If the indictments

‘(b '

aach constitue

oun

d criminal complaints ar | c .

‘:" ;vanco of any proceeding that you "3id" with malice, afore
in a

thought, intentionally, willfully, e‘tc.., the state has been
relieved of proving it, see ID at 2.13 at 233, Also see m
Ve De;ngse!, 43 §.Ct. 265, 67 L.Ed. 542(1923). By tl?e structural
constitutional error and or defect, ita already given and no
longer by the charge and or defect, have to be established.
Tn order to contribute some s_i_g_q_igicant burden,_a rational trial
. 4uror's-only option; and we can add, the defendant's only option,
is to conclude that the indictments or.criminal complaints are

nt element of the crim
d the nation already predetermine

true, or are to be considered as true, because the language

and or charge reflects such in depriving one of the presumption
of innocence. It is clear from Martin v. Ohio, 480 U.S. 228,
107 S.Ct. 1098, 94 L.Ed.26.»267(1987) and Mocore v. Dempsey,

43 s.ct. 265, 67 L.Ed, 542(1923), that this is constitutionally
impermissible. ;

| Perhaps the 50 states of this nation would contend, that

| such is merely the conveying of fé?jiggtj.on_;f:am witnesses 1,

2; 3 or more possibly, ; : "ﬁg;ﬁv;ti?:?;dﬁy such an cath
I s

- is based. Even if one premise still the indict-

den ‘)mrt i 33 >3 g ? f'alse witness
S e - motivation. For
1 Several people to ]4. ab and Jezebel,

Y You have officials

-

h& f,tsé'e’vs ¢ lncite ang
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) Hadith No. 7086, prophesied how in thesa times there will
. add b bt

hardly be a trustworthy person left in the world. The Spanish v
ar

e

Inquisition of 1478 and The English Ingquisition of 1518 found
people unjustly burned at the stake and or hanged, due to unjust
accusations by people in numbers for false claims of heresy.
Adolph Hitler, and a group of people called '"Nazis", brought
numerous unjust claims against the Jews, falsely rooted in lies,
i{n the holocaust of the 1930's. The Salem Witch Trials in the
17th. century, in Massachussett, found numerous men, Women and
.ghildren;  burnt "at the ‘stake for false claims of practicing
witchcraft, brought by groups of people in numbers ("The witch
bitches as they were called). The Ku Klux Klan, throughout the
South, brought unjust accusation against the innocent Post Civil
‘War Era, and in the 1930's through 1960"'s. Judaism, Christianity,
Islam, American History, European History, World History, "[a]ll"
are filled with unspeakable atrocitles origlnating in lies,
perpetrated by people in numbers and in groups against the inno-
cent. Our constitutional forefatheré in theLf wisdom and juris-
prudence saw this repeated pattern that like a poisonous, veno-
mous snake, rose its head from the solls of society to fatally

: 1. a g in their wisdom they set up "[bJul-
-"Eggution for the American citizenry,
| "yo enter our borders or territories,
tside of an individual committing
tbrn down, because people in groups
accusation against the innocent.

1}%‘ 1, 532 A.2d. 199(1987) and
548 i'd. 1022(1988), in inferring

;;e. The Grand Jury,
; omplaints around

owledge of the |

have "[cJ]ertain [k
SCIENCTIA). Thus. ac
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defect, and or charge of the indictment(s)
around the nation predetermine in advance bafora trial

and eciminal com

plaints |
or plea an individual ia gullty of the state of mind element(s)
and forces a defendant, due to the shifting of the burden ol
porsﬁasion, to prove his innocence by the preponderance of ovi
dence and or testimony in violation of Due Process Law., Thins
creates an instant double Jeopardy ilssue showing that this 1w
not a harmless error, Mooxa v, Dempsey supray; State v, Gordon,

" 588 5.5.2d. 105, 356 9.C. 143(5.C.2003); State v, Perry, 595
S.E.2d. 883, 358 S.C. 633(8.C.2004).

In regard to a charge, and we can add to thiws, a charge
in an indictment or oriminal complaint, that constibutens a_oon-
stitutionally impermissable charge/instruction, or contradiotn
the presumption of being innocent until proven quilty, aeven

with a later instruction "BOILERPLATE" of bning Annocgent until
proven guilty by the courts or -ggg ng that the 1ngig§montu

or_criminal compl rte, the [plro~

defendant,
Ehe

pund _the

both ntate

.
-

nlicllly and lxplioitly antablished
ADY JusTICk" heruelf, anda now,

: ‘tial, unbiaw oy fairy but naw

~ 1! lﬂitl Ehis Particular orime

qthlr, because you arg chargad

d to another, becauge you

_ll opposad ko another, you

qutlhy and Your constitu-
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the very metal of the ahield of protection placed around Lhe
American citizency, those who are hald by us, and those who
snter our borders OF tarritories, and abolishes the very coro
integrity of the Due Process Clause our constikutional fore-
fathors have died and shed their best blood to establish and
presorve, The greater aspect of evil related to much action

by the criminal complaints and or indictments around the entilro
nation, far and extremely outweigh the greater ampect of goud
ghat it sought to esmtablish related thereto., If we an responsllhlo
_clitizens-of- the--commonwealth-allow-individuals who dre placed

in positions of legimlative authority, whether Lt be at town,
city, state or federal level, whether it be intentional or unin-
tentional, to inltiate or place into effect legislation by sta-
tute or any other means, that deteriorate the vary pillars of
that which our Constitution was founded upon, then wa no longexr
@otablish ocurselves as a true ddmocrncy, whera the good of the
many outweigh the good of the faw. We step more into the realm

of monarchy, and lg@ ourselves on a path of Constitutional de-

wtruction detrimental to thl commonwealth that can only lead
to anarchy o:.nting the 1m11nrltio- th-t manifested themselvews

- 5T .

raudulently ¢

,fwallth from such a dark
‘by our constitutional
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around the entire nation reflect, because they innately swear
allegiance to that which sets itself at war, enmity and variance
to the constitutional rights of all citizens of the commonwealth
and all others who are subject to them. Therefore, they are
a form of treason. The indictments and criminal complaints around
the entire nation betray our Constitution. Hencetofore they
“[m]ust" be abolished and or reformed. They are intense espionage
and diabolical sabotage and stands at war with the rights of
this nation's commonwealth in violation-of-Due Prociss, They

covertly Qigg-;é;;osive results steal away stealthly the funda-

mental truths by which the Constitution was founded upon and

throw a monkey wrench into the mechanical works of justice and

- ——

fairness by detonating explosive results that detrimentally
tear down the bulwarks that were forthrightly established to

protect the commonwealth against unjust prosecution. By the
defect, language and or charge contained within the indictments

and criminal complaint documents around the entire n
have already surmised and ascertained without the to
of evidence set forth bafore a jury an individual's
violation of state and, federal laws also

ation you

tal weilght

guilt in
: pertaining to the U.S.
state of ming element(s), negating

vas to be consiatently bored
anklin Supra.; Moore Ve Demgﬁez

2 N8 can add to this,
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and we can add, gave his guilty plea, on the basis of the uncon -

stitutional charge, specifically the charge embodied within

the indictments and complaints", Sandstrom, 442 U.S, at 226(99

S.Ct. at 2460),. For this reason it has been well settled since

e e S

Stromberq v: California, 283 U.S, 359, 51 S.Ct. 532, 75 L.Ed.

117(1931) that where there exist a reasonable likelihood and

or possibility that the jury, and we can add, the defendant,

relied upon an unconstitutional understanding of the law in

reaching a verdict, and we_cao_add, in-giving- his—quilty plaa,”
that verdict and or gLuilty plea must be set aside, Id. at 323n.
7, 105 S.Ck. at 1976 n. 7. We conclude that there is more than
2 reasonable likelihood that the jurors, and we can add, defen-

dant(s), received an unconstitutional understanding of the situa-
ticn pertaining to their taskas.

This is no wa.y
to the cases cited h

a mischaracl:arization of the law pertaining
d e
dealt with conclus ex;

.;“Even though .some of the cases-cited
sumpt on(s) ‘given. by Judges in charges
rden of persuasion to

| 4



‘he entire trial and or plea hearing proceedings. It re-
MlSE CNEe ClHLALE L4 4G4 [

®  uires reversal and or vacating as it involves deprivation of
gy GQuUires I s

~onstitutional protection so basic, and so fundamental, that

ia its absence criminal trial and or plea proceedings "[clannot"
reliably serve its function as a vehicle for determination of
guilt or innocence, and "[n]o" criminal punishment may be deemed
or regarded as fundamentally fair, Robinson v. Arvonio, 27 Fid.
877 rehearing denied; cert. granted vacated 115 S.Ct, 1247,

513 U.S. 1186, 131 L.Ed.2d. 129. Such a structural constitutional

error and ox defect-of-this-magnitude i3 "[n]ot" bubject to

the harmless error analysis. Structural constitutional errors
and or defects not subject to the harmless error analysis are
defects and or errors affecting framework, in which trial and
or plea proceedings "(c]aﬁnot" reliably serve its function as

a vehicle for determining guilt or innocence, involving depriva-
tion of constitutional protection so basip, and so fundamental,
that in its absence no trial or plea can be deemed reliable,

_nor any punishment fundamentally fair; Vines v. United States,
28 Fid. 1123 crim. law 1163(1), 1165(1).

It is perspicuous that
such a defect and or error does affect the framework of the

procaedinga, because the court(s) must constructivaly amend

ind Lctments and criminal complaints around the nation on
ENS orucial glenents of the offense(s) to correct,

fendant to manipulate, mentally
ai §;o; fotce the defendant into

al complaint,
hhing cited by law
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They apply to any charge that's placed bafore a jury to obtain Y
a conviction, or a defendant in order to manipulate, mentally

and or psychologically coerce, and or force him into a guilty
plea. Such a heavy weight of sl_iiftj.ng the burden of pgrsuasion,
and the taking away of one's presumption of innocence, by the
indictments and criminal complaints of this entire nation, have
been unjustly and unconstitutionally used against defendants

in this nation, in this new Jim Crow and racial caste system,

to mentally and or psychologically coerce, and or force them

into plea bargains, -and-at-their trials for far too long.

To elaborate on or bolster this proposition, if the honor-

. able court would please take notice of the warrant(s) pertaining

to the offense(s), as it 1s for evéry warrant in the nation.
In the body of the warrant for most and or all states it reads-

"I further state that there is probable cause to be-
lieve that the defendant named above did etc, *x%*x"

This is the language that explains the constitutionally
infirm language and or cha_rge-. This is the lahguage that aids

umption of innocence, and also

ob c‘:f‘tl'{le Grand Jury. The job of
--is to determine and ensure
Eficlal is not acting arbitrarily
oﬂ this country. The

ol 1=
i conf

he specifi

’

yl)éraranzburg

‘the "MENS REA"




cution, nor Pederal and or State iawvs, to CORVICE, <882
‘a NcReithen, 395 U.S. at 430, 89 S.Ct. at 853, 32 L.&d,
‘42.’;(1?69). The powers of the Grand Jury are aos LAMRA LS
are subject to the suparvisory of a judge. Grand juries =a
" ygsertable in

individually or collectively enjoy protections

suits for deformation, but the privilege is not applicable

par the petition of an appellant to remove language from the

i{ndictments and criminal complaints arcund the entire natios
547
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47, §.Ct. 1213, 10

4

Compare Pierxson v. Ray, 388 U.S.
288, 294-95(1%67). When the Grand Jury. goes bayond the siipe

of the pover and authority given to them, it is indeed a vicla-

tion of Dua Process, United States v, Chadwick, CA® (Rev.)
556 Fad. 450; United States v. Briggs, 514 F2d 794¢(5th.Cir. 197s
Yet, dby the Structural Constitutional error, defect, language

and or charge of the indictments and criminal complaints, both
State and Federal around the nation, the CGrand Jury adjudicated
not only guilt of the offense(s) charged, but also the "MENS
REA" related thereto. If such or similar language as aforeren
tioned, is not embodied within the body of the charging instzu-
ment{s), then the indictments and or criminal complaints are
;“'.‘f‘ mtltutinnﬁly sound and thay violate Due Process. The

‘ devel this, far and extremaly out veigh
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on where it automatically
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