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COUNSEL;
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
THE l1TH. JUDICIAL CIRCIUT

CASE NO. 2026-CP-32-01723

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING
JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION TO
FILE OBJECTIONS TO THE RE-
SPONDENT'S MOTION TO DISMISS;
MOTION TO MAKE PMNORE DEFINITE
AND CERTAIN; MOTION TO INTER-
VENE; MOTION FOR A HEARING;
MOTION TO APPOINT COUNSEL;
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE; MOTION
FOR ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY;
MOTION FOR PICKUF ORDER;
NOTICE OF PENDENT JURISDIC-

TION; AND MOTION TO MOTION
THEREFOR
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APPELLATE DEFENSE DATED FEBRUARY 12, 2026, FEBRUARY 29, 2026,

MARCH 9, 2026 AS THEY RELATE TO CASE 2023=-001474 TNSSTE Sl

COURT OF APPEALS.

(2) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS # 2". THIS IS A COPY OF THE COVER LETTER DATED
APRIL 10, 2026 AND AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE AND AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS
GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION FOR A REHEARING AND OR
RECONSIDERATION OF THE APPELLANT'S DOCUMENT ENTITLED, "AFFIDAVIT
OF 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 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 WITH ATTACHED
ORDER FILED IN CASE 2023-001474 IN THE COURT OF APPEALS.

(3) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS # 3". THIS IS A COPY OF THE AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE
AND PETITION TO INVOKE THE SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT'S
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION AND IN THE ALTERNATIVE PETITION FOR A WRIT

OF MANDAMUS TO SUBSTITUTE FOR CONFLICT FREE COUNSEL PRODUCING

CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR: PETITION FOR WRIT OF PROHIBITION

AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR, [11] PAGES DATED JULY 22026
FILED WITHIN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS UNDER CASE 2023-001474.

(4) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE

STATE PROCESS # 4". THIS IS A COPY OF THE COVER LETTER [2] PAGES

DATED MARCH 6, 2026, A COPY OF THE AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE AND

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; PETITION TO INVOKE THE
S.C. SUPREME COURT'S ORIGINAL JURISDICTION TO ARGUE AGAINST THE
PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY STATE v. GENTRY 2005; MOTION TO

SUPPLEMENT THE PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS AND THE AFFIDAVIT OF
FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE:

MOTION TO RENEW THE MOTION TO
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VACATE THE CONDITIONAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL; MOTION TO RENEW THE
MOTION FOR RECUSAL; MOTION TO COMPEL: MOTION FOR A HEARING;
MOTION TO APPOINT LEGAL COUNSEL; MOTION TO RENEW THE MOTION FOR
DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER; MOTION TO ADVANCE THE CAUSE AND
MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR FILED IN THE PCR COURT. [20] PAGES
DATED MARCH 6, 2026 FILED UNDER CASE 2019-CP-30-0257 IN THE

LAURENS COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS IN THE CASE OF KENYATTA
JEFFERSON STILL PENDING.

(5) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS 4 5". THIS IS A COPY OF THE INFORMAL BRIEF FILED
UNDER CASES 2025-6589, 2025-6599, 2025-1840 AND 2025-6602 WITHIN
THE 4TH. CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS, [29] PAGES DATED OCTOBER 28,
2025. THIS DOCUMENT SHALL BE UTILIZED BY THE APPLICANT AND

INTERVENOR IN SUPPORT OF CONSOLIDATION OF CASES AND INTERVENTION

BY RIGHT, NOT PERMISSION UNDER RULE 24(a)

OF+ RULES: OF TN L
PROCEDURE.

(6) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS % 6". THIS IS A COPY OF THE AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

AND AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUI TICE; MOTION TO FILE
OBJECTIONS TO THE NS; MOTION FOR AN

EXTENSION OF MOTION FOR A
CONSOLIDATION & FOR, [39] PAGES

2026 THAT IS FILED WITHIN CASE 4:26-cv-1992-JFA-TER
AND THE RELATEL 'S LISTED WITHIN THE CAPTI( IS DOCUMENT
SHALL BE UTILIZED THE APPLICANT AND INT N SUPPORT OF
'PERMISSION

AND INTEi‘;gﬁ:L
IT WAS NOT SI
FACTS. HE






THE COURT RECORD TO IN FRAUD OBTAIN THE CURRENT SEEKING TO
DISMISS THIS APPLICATION. THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR OBJECTS,
MOTIONS FOR SANCTIONS AND MOTION 70 “STRIKE THE" SELICENGS FLIN
FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT OF RELEVANT AND JURISDICTIONAL FACTS.

&5 | EXHIBIT, "FRAUD/COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS % 1'. THIS ol = COEY OF THE RESPONDENT'S
SUBMISSIONS BEFORE THE COURT REGARDING THESE MATTERS. PLEASE TAKE
NOTICE OF HIS PURPOSELY PRESENTING WITHIN THE COURT RECORD THE
DIRECT CONNECTION OF LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL
JAHJAH T. TISHBITE TO THESE CURRENT PCR PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THIS
COURT. FOUR PAGES HIGHLIGHTING THE NAME "LENEAU CRAWFORD" AND THE
EMAIL ATTACHED TO LAWRENCE CRAWFORD'S BROTHER WHICH LEGAL
PROCEEDINGS WERE FILED BEFORE THE COURTS INVOLVED, WHERE BY THE
RESPONDENT'S ACTIONS, HE OPENS THE DOOR FOR THE FILING OF THE
LAWRENCE CRAWFORD MOTION TO INTERVENE 1IN THIS CURRENT PCR
APPLICATION SUPPORTED BY AND BASED UPON THE AFOREMENTIONED
ATTACHMENTS REFERRED TO NOW FILED IN THIS CASE. IT IS THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR'S POSITION THAT THIS WAS DONE AS AN ACT
OF TACTICAL FRAUD 1IN HOPES OF CLOSING THE DOOR FOR THE
INTERVENOR, LAWRENCE CRAWFORD, TO FILE MOTION TO INTERVENE IN
THIS CASE IN THE FUTURE. DUE TO THE RESPONDENT SUBMITTING THIS
RELEVANT EVIDENCE, IF THE INTERVENOR, LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA
JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHIBITE, DELAYED THE FILING OF THE
MOTION TO INTERVENE, BY RIGHT, NOT PERMISSION, AS IS ARGUED
WITHIN THE ATTACHMENTS SUBMITTED UPON THE FACE OF THIS PLEADING.
HE WOULD BE PROCEDURALLY BARRED BY THE COURT POTENTIALLY
ASSERTING THAT THE MOTION WAS NOT TIMELY IN ADDITIONAL ACTS OF

MAHINATION IN VIOLATION OF U.S. SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS UNDER ROSS
v. BLAKE,

136 85 TEES 1850(U.5.2016) DEMONSTRATING THAT EXHAUSTION

OF STATE REMEDIES BY THE ACTS OF MACHINATION WOULD NOT
REQUIRED.

JAHJAH T.

BE
THE INTERVENOR, LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL

TISHBITE MOTIONS TO INTERVENE IN THIS POST CONVICTION

RELIEF APPLICATION BY WHAT IS ARGUED WITHIN THE SUBMITTED

ATTACHMENTS PRESENTED UPON THE FACE OF THIS PLEADIN

GLETT =TS
PERSPICUOUS THAT CRAWFORD,

BY NO MEANS, MEANT TO CONCEAL HIS
DIRECT INVOLVEMENT IN THESE MATTERS BECAUSE
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BER 2025 BEFORE BOTH THE 4TH. CIRCUIT COURT OF

APPEALS AND SOUTH CAROLINA DISTRICT COURT ACKNOWLEDGING THESE
MATERIAL FACTS. THE LEXINGTON COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS WOULD
BE ABUSING ITS DISCRETION IN DENYING THE INTERVENTION BASED UPON
THE PRESENTED FACTS. RULE 24(a) REQUIRES THE LEXINGTON COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS TO MAKE FULL ASSESSMENT BASE UPON THE
FOUR-FACTOR TEST FOR INTERVENTION UNDER RULE 24(a) AS IS REQUIRED
BY ALL COURTS INVOLVED AT BOTH THE STATE AND FEDERAL LEVEL AND
DUE PRCOCESS LAW. A VAGUE UNCONSTITUTIONAL ONE LINE DENIAL WOULD
PRODUCE AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION AND VOID THE LEXINGTON COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JURISDICTION FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION.

RECORD IN OCTO

(8) EXHIBIT, “FRAUD/ COLLUSION/OBSTRUCTION/INEFFECTIVE
STATE PROCESS # 8". THIS IS A COPY OF THE MOTION FOR REHEARING
AND MOTION SEEKING LEAVE TO ACT DURING AN APPEAL'S PENDENCY FILE
UNDER CASE 2023-001474 IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS.
THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR GIVES THE LEXINGTON COUNTY COURT OF
COMMON PLEAS AND CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE FRANK ADDY JR.
JUDICIAL NOTICE THAT THE APPEAL UNDER CASE 2023-001474 WAS
AFFIRMED BY THE SOUTH CAROLINA CQURT OF APPEALS ON JULY 22, 2026.
SO WHAT THE HECK IS THIS UNSCRUPULOUS S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL DOING

ENGAGING IN ADDITIONAL ACTS QF; FRAUD UPON THE COURT ASSERTING
THAT THE APPLICANT'S APPE. B] ;

OURT OF APPEALS IS
3EQHPLETBD. FINISHED

STRIKE IT AND
ADDITIONAL ACT!
FACTS AND FRA





KING AND OR DENIAL OF THE MOTION WILL OF

EIR CONTINUED BLOC
e RD OF SYSTEMATIC OBSTRUCTION FOR FEDERAL

COURSE SEAL THE RECO
REVIEW.

T CARE CURRENTLY BEFORE THE

INSOMUCH, THE LEGAL ISSUES THA
AS FOLLOWS:

LEXINGTON COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS ARE

(1) BY THE LITIGATION AND ARGUMENT PRESENTED AS IS
WHERE

EVEN SEEN ON THE FACE OF THE POST CONVICTION APPLICATION,
sy 0D

THE APPLICANT IS ALSO ARGUING RIGHTS OF EQUITABLE TOLLING,

APPLICANT PERMITTED TO FILE THIS APPLICATION UNDER THE

INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT WHICH IS FREE OF

THE PROCEDURAL LIMITATIONS THAT THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL IS

ARGUING PURSUANT TO SEEKING THE MOTION FOR DISMISSAL WITHOUT

PREJUDICE?

(2) 1S THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR ENTITLED TO AN
EVIDENTIARY HEARING TO ESTABLISH THE JURISDICTIONAL FACTS WITHIN
THE COURT RECORD BEFORE THIS POST CONVICTION RELIEF APPLICATION
CAN BE DISMISSED?

(3) 1Is THE APPLICANT, JOSEPH JAMES PATTERSON TIII
ENTITLED TO THE APPOINTMENT OF LEGAL COUNSEL UNDER THE STATUTE
AND RULE 71.1 DUE TO THE REQUIREMENT OF AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING
BEFORE THIS POST CONVICTION RELIEF APPLICATION CAN PROPERLY BE
DISMISSED WITHOUT THE COURT ABUSING ITS DISCRETION?

(4) DID THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR MEET THE CRITERIA
AND STANDARD FOR CONSOLIDATION OF THE PENDING STATE CASES AND
INTERVENTION BY RIGHT UNDER RULE 24(a)>

STHG 6TH.f5232:D iZiHTRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED iR R OF THE u.s.
constTinzat « RS WELL AS RARTICLE IV § 2 OF THESS /0
- A:‘BDI AS WELL AS THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS
MADE VOID FOR DLE PR:i:L AS THE TRIAL COURT'S JURISDICTION BEING
ONDER iR Adad T SS VIOLATION AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION

IONAL ELEMENT T0 SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,

B-0f-46





»S WELL AS THE PROSECUTOR ENGAGING IN ACTS OF PROSECUTIONAL
MISCONDUCT, AS WELL AS THE COURT VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF
SONERS CLAUSE BY THIS ISSUE, BY THE TRIAL COURT NOT CONDUCTING A
RULE 403 BALANCING ANALYSIS, AND BY ALLOWING DEFENSE WITNESS
TANARE HOWELL TO BE IMPEACHED IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTE(S) WITH
¢HE FACT THAT HE HAD NOT BEEN CONVICTED OF A CRIME THAI CARRIED
MORE THAN ONE YEAR'S IMPRISONMENT IN 2016, 2018 AND 2019 WHERE
THE UNDERLYING CONVICTIONS WERE STRONG ARM ROBBERY AND POSSESSION
OF LESS THAN ONE GRAM OF METHAMPHETAMINE OR COCAINE BASE IN 2016,
FATLURE o SIOP EOR B BHOE LIGHT IN 2018, AND POSSESSION WITH
INTENT TO DISTRIBUTE-FIRST OFFENSE IN 2019, AS THESE WERE NOT
CRIMES OF DISHONESTY AND THEY SHOULD HAVE BEEN EXCLUDED UNDER
RULE 609(a)(1), SCRE USING A RULE 403, SCRE, ANALYSIS GIVEN THEIR
PROBATIVE VALUE WAS SUBSTANTIALLY OUTWEIGHED BY THEIR DANGER OF
UNDUE PREJUDICE EVEN IN THE VAGUE BUT PREJUDICIAL MANNER THEY
CONVEYED TO THE JURY? THIS ISSUE WAS ARGUED BEFORE THE S.C. COURT
OF APPEALS. BUT UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES WHERE THE APPLICANT CAN
DEMONSTRATE THAT THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION AND
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW IN THE COURT OF APPEALS
PREJUDICED THE APPLICANT AND PREVENTED A PROPER AND JUST
ADJUDICATION OF THIS ISSUE. IT CAN BE REVISITED AND PROPERLY
ARGUED AGAIN WITHIN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. THIS IS COMPOUNDED
BY THE FACT THAT WE ARE DEALING WITH A "VOID JUDGMENT" EMERGING
FROM THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS BY WHAT IS ARGUED IN THIS CASE.

(6) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
STH., 6TH., 13TH., 14TH., 15TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED: AS WELL AS BEEREEE IV § 2 OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION, AND HIS DUE PROCESS RIGHTS VIOLATED, REGARDING THE

INDICTMENTS AS CONSTRUCTED, BY THE LANGUAGE AND OR CHARGE
CONTAINED THEREIN, PREDETERMINING IN
PROCEEDINGS, WHICH DID
PRESUMPTION(S),
INNOCENCE,

ADVANCE THE OUTCOME OF THE
CREATE AND OR FORM
THAT TOOK AWAY THE
AND AUTOMATICALLY SHIFTED

CONCLUSIVE
APPLICANT'S PRESUMPTION OF

THE BURDEN OF PERSUASION TO
THE DEFENDANT, IN REGARD TO THE CRUCIAL ELEMENTS OF DISPUTE?

(7) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S

9-0f-46





aTH., STH./ ETH., L3TH:«, 14TH. AND 15TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE

U.S. CONSTITUTION VIOLATED. AS WELL AS ARTICLE IV § 2 OF THE U.S.

CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AND THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS

VIOLATED, BY THE TRIAL COURT AND OR PROSECUTION, ENGAGING IN ACTS

OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND SHAM LEGAL PROCESS, BY STAMPING THE

INDICTMENTS "TRUE BILLED", ALLEGING A PROPER RETURN BY THE GRAND

JURY, WHEN NO SUCH FAIR AND PROPER REVIEW BY THE GRAND JURY EVER
OCCURRED?

(8) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR,
BTH.; ATHV  L8TEsGes I ATHY ;. 15TH.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED,

CONSTITUTION VIOLATED,
VIOLATED,

AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
RoEWEL-AS ARTICLE IV § 2 OF ‘THESUSSE

AS WELL AS THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE
AS WELL AS THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS VIOLATED,

AS WELL AS THE PROSECUTOR ENGAGING IN ACTS OF PROSECUTIONAL
MISCONDUCT,

AS WELL AS THE COURT'S JURISDICTION BEING MADE VOID
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
BY THE TRIAL COURT ALLOWING INTO THE RECORD THE APPLICANT'S TRIAL
STATEMENTS AND OR TESTIMONY BY THE VARIOUS WITNESSES THAT STOOD
IN EGREGIOUS VIOLATION OF_THE APPLICABLE STATUTE(S)?

STH'I STH-]

MISCONDUCT,
COURT ALLOWING





J k=
PROSECUTIONAL MISCONDUCT, AS WELL AS THE GENERAP SE%?IOES fiiiTT;
JURISDICTION BEING MADE VOID UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEME FRO;
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, AND THEY WERE PROHIBITED\
ENACTING AND OR INVOKING AND OR CONTINUING THEIR SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTIONARY "[P]OWERS OF [AJUTHORITY" DUE TO "THE
" [P]ROCEDURAL [D]EFECT" BASED UPON THE "CLAIM PROCESSING RULE" IN
THAT THERE WAS NO "[W]RITTEN" (EMPHASIS ADDED) ORDER OF

SOUTH
CONTINUANCE OBTAINED PURSUANT TO ARTICLE V S DRSO E
CAROLINA CONSTITUTION?

(11) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
5TH., 6TH., 13TH., 14TH., 15TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AS WELL AS ARTICLE IV § 2 OF THE U-.S.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AS WELL AS& THE SEPARATION OF POWERS
CLAUSE VIOLATED, AS WELL AS THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS
WERE VIOLATED, AS WELL AS RULES OF COURT AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE

VIOLATED, AS WELL AS THE PROSECUTOR ENGAGING IN ACTS
PROSECUTIONAL MISCONDUCT AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT,

OF

AS WELL AS THE
GENERAL SESSIONS COURT'S JURISDICTION BEING MADE VOID UNDER THE

CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, AND THEY

WERE PROHIBITED FROM ENACTING AND OR INVOKING AND OR CONTINUING

THEIR SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTIONARY "[P]JOWER AND [A]JUTHORITY"

DUE TO THE FATAL INDICTMENT DEFECTS ARGUED NS HITSE = PCR
APPLICATION?

(12) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR,

AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
5TH., 6TH., I13TH-:; 1V S

AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.s.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AS WELL AS ARTICLE IV § 2 OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED,

AS WELL AS THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE
VIOLATED,

AS WELL AS THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS VIOLATED,

AS WELL AS THE PROSECUTOR ENGAGING IN ACTS OF PROSECUTIONAL
MISCONDUCT AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT,

AS WELL AS THE GENERAL
SESSIONS COURT'S

JURISDICTION BEING MADE VOID UNDER THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,

BY THE
TRIAL COURT ALLOWING CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF THE INDICTMENTS AT
THE APPLICANT'S TRIAL? '

ll-o0f-46





(13) DID THZ TRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S

JATHS e STy S 15TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
VIOLATED, AS WELL AS ARTUICLE TV Ve 2@l hE U.S.
AS WELL AS LEGAL COUNSEL VIOLATING THE
IGHT OF AUTONOMY, AS WELL
FOR DUE PROCESS

5TH., 6TH.,
CONSTITUTION
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED,
APPLICANT'S CONSTITUTIONALLY PROTECTED R
AS THE COURT'S JURISDICTION BEING MADE VOID
VIOLATION AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION, BY THE DEFENDANT'S COUNSEL

FAILING TO CALL FOR TRIAL TWO WITNESSES WHO WERE TO GIVE MATERIAL

AND FAVORABLE TESTIMONY?

(14) DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR, AND WAS THE APPLICANT'S
STH.; G6TH & ABTHOEATH %, 21 5TH - AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AS WELL AS ARTICLE Ve 8 2O R SRTHF SR TIRRS T
CONSTITUTION VIOLATED, AS WELL AS THE COURT'S JURISDICTION BEING
MADE VOID FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION,
BY THE COURT ALLOWING INTO EVIDENCE AT TRIAL TESTIMONY THAT STOOD
IN EGREGIOUS VIOLATION OF THE CONFRONTATION CLAUSE?
{15) WAS COUNSEL A ESEN
THE APPLICANT INEPT AND CONSTITUTIONALLY INEFFECTIVE IN VIOLATIO
OF THE APPLICANT'S 5TH., 6TH., 14TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION, AS WELL AS IN VIOLATION OF ARTICLE IV § 2 OF THE
U.S. CONSTITUTION, AND THE APPLICANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS,
PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT VOIDS THE COURT'S
JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION WHICH LED TO AN UNFAIR AND PARTIAL TRIAL CREATING AN
EGREGIOUS MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE AND EXTREME PREJUDICE 1IN
ADDRESSING THE APPLICANT'S SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS MATTERS?

|

~ ATMETYT™ n
OINTED AND OR HIRED C REPR

T
J

Z

(16) DID THE S.C. SUPREME COURT IN STATE V. GENTRY
SUPRA. ERR, ENGAGING KNOWINGLY, INTENTIONALLY IN ACTS OF FRAUD
UPON THE COURT, IN THEIR EFFORTS TO ESSENTIALLY ESTABLISH MODERN
DAY SLAVERY IN VIOLATION OF THE ANTI-PEONAGE ACT, AND ABUSED
THEIR DISCRETIONARY "[P]OWERS", WHICH THEY EVEN CONSPIRED TO TAKE
AWAY OUR RIGHT TO VOTE, AND OR DONE SO SURREPTITIOUSLY, 1IN
VIOLATION OF THE VOTING RIGHTS ACT. AND IN SUCH, THE COURT'S

12-0f-46





JURISDICTION WAS MADE VOID FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION, AND THE
COURT WAS PRORIBITED FRON ENACTING AND OR INVOKING M:D OR
CONTINUING ITS SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTIONARY “[PJOWERS"™ VIA
STATE LEGISLATIVE STATUTE AND OR CONGRESSIONAL INTENT, DUE TO THE
INDICTMENT DEFECTS AND OR ERRORS CONTAINED AND ARGUED WITHIN THIS
DOCUMENT, IN VIOLATION OF THE APPELLANT'S 4TH., 5TH., 6TH.,
13TH., 14TH., 15TH. AMENDMENT RIGHTS OF THE U.5. CONSTITUTION, AS
WELL AS ARTICLE IV § 2, ALSO 42 u.S.C. §§ 1983, 1965(2), 1985(3),
1986; 18 U.S.C. §§ 241, 242, AND THE LAWS OF DUE PROCESS?

INASMUCH, THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR MOTION TO STRIKE
THE RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE MOTION THAT THE
RESPONDENT BE REQUIRED TO MAKE THE RESPONSE AND OR MOTION TO
DISMISS MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR. WE SEEK A MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN
RESPONSE TO THE JURISDICTIONAL FACTS AND ISSUES THAT ARE
PRESENTED IN THIS CASE DUE TO THE RESPONSE BEING PRODUCED AS A
BAD-FAITH EFFORT ON THE PART OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL TO SUPPRESS
TRUTH AND CONCEAL MATERIAL FACTS IN ACTS OF MACHINATION TO THWART
ANY  INTENDED  SUBSEQUENT  APPELLATE  REVIEW.  BY  THIS
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY  EVASIVE, CRYPTIC, CIRCUMVENTING
RESPONSE SUBMITTED | T0 {E PENDING ADJUDICATION
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POST CONVICTION RELIEF ACTION SHOULD
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APPEAL PENDING. THE

APPLICANT, JOSEPH PATTERSON III HAS

TR \ DRDER AFFIRMING
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR CAN'T TELL WITH A FINAL ORDER AF
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THE CONVICTION SITTING IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS RECORD UNDER
CASE 2023-001474 FILED JULY 22, 2026. THIS IS COMPOUNDED BY THE
FACT THAT IS IS A "VOID JUDGMENT" FOR VIOLATIONS OF DUE PROCESS,
FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE
INVOLVING THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE AND OFFICERS OF THE
COURT AS IS ARTICULATED WITHIN THE FILING THAT ARE NOW BEFORE
THIS COURT. ALL JUDGMENTS THAT ARE CONTRARY TO DUE PROCESS LAW
ARE VOID, WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. v. H.M.H. ROMAN TWO N.C., LLC.,
859 F.3d. 295(4th.Cir.2017); MOSELY v. UNITED STATES, 2018 WL
1187778 (W.D.N.C.2018); MILFORD V. MIDDLETON, 2018 WL
348059(DSC.2018); RUBIN v. ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN, 138 S.Ct.
816, 86 UrSCI-WMO64(1U.5.2018) .

S.C. CODE ANN. § 17-27-80 HEARING ON APPLICATION; FINAL
JUDGMENT PROVIDE:

"THE APPLICATION SHALL BE HEARD IN, AND BEFORE ANY
JUDGE = O E S SATCOURTSSC RS COMEB RN RSES HIGITEHONSRENSSTH RS COQUNTY OF
WHICH THE CONVICTION TOOK PLACE. A RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS
"SHALL" BE MADE AND PRESERVED. ALL RULES AND STATUTES APPLICABLE
IN CIVIL PROCEEDINGS (WHICH INCLUDE RULE 71.1 INDEPENDENT ACTION
RULE FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT) ARE AVAILABLE TO THE PARTIES. THE
COURT MAY RECEIVE PROOF OF AFFIDAVITS (SUCH AS THE ONES PRODUCED
NOW), DEPOSITIONS, ORAL TESTIMONY OR OTHER EVIDENCE AND MAY ORDER
THE APPLICANT BROUGHT BEFORE IT FOR HEARING. IF THE COURT FINDS
IN FAVOR OF THE APPLICANT, IT "SHALL" ENTER THE APPROPRIATE ORDER

WITH RESPECT TO THE CONVICTION OR SENTENCE 1IN THE
PROCEEDINGS,

FORMER
AND ANY SUPPLEMENTAL ORDERS AS TO ARRAIGNMENT,
RETRIAL, CUSTODY, BAIL, DISCHARGE (THE PCR COURT CAN VACATE THE
CONVICTION ALTOGETHER BARRING RETRIAL), CORRECTION OF SENTENCE OR
OTHER MATTERS THAT MAY BE NECESSARY OR PROPER (WHICH MEANS THE

COURT CAN ADDRESS THE INTERVENTION, THE CONSOLIDATION AND

C
SUFPRESSION OF EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE THAT BEAR ON THE
LEGAL ISSUES PLACED BEFORE THIS COURT). THE COURT " SHALL"
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(WAHDATONRY ) MAKE BRECIFIC FINDIHGE OF FACT  AND CONCLUBLONE OF
LAM, RELATING TG "HRACH LREUE PigsENTED®  (EPIAGEE AobkL) « THIS
AW ‘ :

(OHEY AR RELATED TG WACH LEBUE PRESENTID) (6 O WOULEL BE A
FAHAL bRt

HBOMUCH, U REEPOHDENT , LETHIE G HETURH AND MOTION TO
DIEMIBAES ABBRRTED, AND wWE QUOTE, "ON APRIL 22, 2026, WVHILE
AFPLICANT '8 DIRBGT APPEAL 1B BTILL PENDING TN THE S0UTH CAROLINA
COURT OF APPEALE, APPLICANT FILED THE IHSTANT POBT<CONVICTION
WELLEE APPLICATION, RALBING CLALMS COGNIZABLE UNDER THE ONTFORA
PORT-CONYICTION PROCBDURES ACT, B.C. CODE ANN. § 17<27<10 BET. GEGQ
(2014), AB WELL AB NON=COGNIZABLE CLALWG." THE APPLICANT AND
IHTERVENOR ORJBCT AND  BEEK  THAT THE RESPONDENT BE REQUIRED TO
PRODUCE A MORE  DEFINITE  AND  CERTAIN  BTATEMENT  OF  THE
JURTHDICTIONAL PACTE AB THE STATUTE WEQUIRES. WE HAVE "DOGGONHE
FAG] BEPARATE  AND THDEPENDENT LEGAL 1OBULE THAT ARE OFFICIALLY
PLACKD BEFORE THIH COURT. WHAT I18BULE BAACTLY 16 THE RESPONDENT
NSBTITING  ARE "NON-COONIZABLE CLAIM(B)%" THIS RESPONSE 16 DOWH
WLANT CHIMINAL, BVABIVE, CRYPTIC AND UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE,

TNVTTNTED  AB A BAD=PALTH BFFORT ON TUE PART OF THE ATTORNEY
‘ LATION OF THE CODE
CONCEAL MATERIAL

PROM - BIEING PROPE
WEBPONBE  CIEATIS
CLAIMING AU "NON






WITH THE INTENT TO DECEIVE IS FRAUD. SILENCE WILL EQUATE WITH
FRAUD WHEN THERE IS A LEGAL AND MORAL DUTY TO SPEAK. KNOWING
¢AILURE TO DISCLOSE MATERIAL INFORMATION, AS THE RESPONDENT HAS
OVERWHELMING DONE BY THIS CRYPTIC, EVASIVE, CIRCUMVENTING
RESPONSE, NECESSARY TO PREVENT HIS STATEMENTS FROM BEING
MISLEADING 15 FRAUD. PUBLIC OFFICIAL CONCEALING MATERIAL
INFORMATION AS FIDUCIARY OF A COURT IS FRAUD, U.S. v. KORN,

P.Supp.2d., 2013 WL 2898056(W.D.N.Y.2013); TONEY v. COM., 1998 WL
684203 (4th.Cir.1998); SEC v. FARMER, F.Supp.3d., 2015 WL
5838867(5.D-Tex.2015); U.S. V. MOSBERG, 866 F.Supp-2d.

275(D.N.J.2011); U.S. v. WECHT, P.Supp.2d., 2008 WL 2223869
(W.D-Pa.2008) .

FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT (LIKE CONCEALING THE FACT THAT
THERE IS INDEED A FINAL RULING UNDER CASE 2023-001474 AND FEDERAL
SCRUTINY OVER THESE MATTERS) WITHOUT ANY MISREPRESENTATION
(THOUGH INDEED WE DO HAVE MISREPRESENTATION OF THE JURISDICTIONAL
FACTS BY THE RESPONDENT) OR DUTY TO DISCLOSE WOULD CONSTITUTE
FRAUD, EVEN IN ABSENCE OF FIDUCIARY DUTY, STATUTORY, OR OTHERWISE
INDEPENDENT LEGAL DUTY TO DISCLOSE MATERIAL INFORMATION, COMMON

LEW FRAUD INCLUDES ACTS TAKBN TO CONCEAL, CREATE A FALSE
IMPRESSION (THE APPEAL IS STILL ]

ISSUED IN THE APPEAL), HISLBA

IS NOT A RULING
[VE TO PREVENT

UNITED STATES y. bp Thiw
STATES v. pLysk, . 50858¢

LM.‘M:_ ) e Supp &

Y. ACCUWEATHER,
MDC






FAILS TO SPECIFICALLY, PROPERLY, ADDRESS THE ISSUES

M \CH ‘_PTIONI
IAGHIY AT ARE PRESENTED WITHIN THE PCR

IN FULLNESS AND THEIR TOTALITY TH

APPLICATION. S.C. RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE, RULE 12(e) AND (£f)

CERMITS THE APPLICANT BAND INTERVENOR TO MOVE TO STRIKE THE
CESPONDENT'S "CRYPTIC", "CIRCUMVENTING' "EVASIVE" ANSWER IF IT
IS REDUNDANT, IMMATERIAL, OR FAILS TO ADDRESS THE SPECIFIC ISSUES
THAT ARE RAISED WITHIN THIS CURRENT PCR APPLICATION. RULE 11
REQUIRES A "GOOD-FAITH" EFFORT TO PROPERLY RESOLVE THE CLAIMS
THTCH  THE. INAVFOURTFSERPEPBNSESSERITS . AT.  DUE TO: THLS SEREDDY
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO CONCEAL MATERIAL FACTS TO
PREVENT RULING ON A NOVELTY AND JURISDICTIONAL CLAIM, AND
COLLUSION AS IS ARGUED IN THIS CASE, AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING IS
REQUIRED BEFORE THE LEXINGTON COUNTY JUDGE CAN EVER ATTEMPT TO
DISMISS THIS PCR APPLICATION. THIS ALSO IMMEDIATELY REQUIRES THE
APPOINTMENT OF LEGAL COUNSEL FOR JOSEPH JAMES PATTERSON III AS IS
ESTABLISHED BY THE STATUTE. A HEARING IS REQUIRED WHICH THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR MOTIONS FOR. THE APPOINTMENT OF LEGAL
COUNSEL FOR PATTERSON IS MOTIONED FOR. EVEN THOUGH PATTERSON
SOUGHT TO ACT PRO SE AND OR SUBSTITUTE COUNSEL BEFORE THE S.C.
COURT OF APPEALS. THAT SOUGHT WAIVER DOES NOT APPLY TO THE
LEXINGTON COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. THE APPLICANT ONLY SOUGHT
TO REMOVE COUNSEL TO NAVIGATE PAST THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND
COLLUSION ORCHESTRATED BY THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL DURING THE
APPEAL. THE INTERVENOR, CRAWFORD, RETAINS HIS DUE PROCESS RIGHT
TO ACT PRO SE AND ENGAGE IN SELF REPRESENTATION. THE APPLICANT
AND INTERVENOR MOTION FOR A "PICK UP ORDER" AND THAT BOTH THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR BE BROUGHT BEFORE THE COURT FOR ANY
INTENDED SUBSEQUENT AND MANDATED HEARING. THE RESPONDENT'S
FAILURE TO PROPERLY ADDRESS ALL SPECIFIC CLAIMS MADE WITHIN THE
PCR APPLICATION BY WAY OF THIS FRAUD UPON THE COURT INADEQUATE,
EVASIVE, CRYPTIC RESPONSE. THE RESPONDENT ENTERED THIS CURRENT

RESPONSE IN "BAD-FAITH" AND "FRAUD UPON THE COURT"
PRESENTED AS A "SHAM PLEADING"

AND IS
INTENDED ONLY TO DECEIVE THE COURT
BY CONSPIRING TO MAKE THE PROCEEDINGS UNDER CASE

4:26-cv-1992-JFA-TER MOOT TO AVOID FEDERAL SCRUTINY, RATHER THAN
E "GOOD FAITH" EFFORT TO ADDRESS THE MERITS OF THE CLAIMS
FRESENTED IN THE CURRENT PCR APPLICATION. ALLOWING A FINAL ORDER
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DISMISSAL OF THE PCR  UNDER THE
ON THIS "CRYPTIC", "EVASIVE",

FRAUD PRODUCED RESPONSE WOULD RESULT IN A "GROSS
AND DEPRIVE THE APPLICANT OF THE RIGHT TO
ING AND THE APPOINTMENT OF LEGAL COUNSEL

WHICH THE APPLICANT MOTIONS FOR BOTH

BEFORE THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, A HEARING AND THE APPOINTMENT

OF LEGAL COUNSEL AS THE STATUTE UNDER THE POST CONVICTION RELIEF

ACT ALSO MANDATES IS REQUIRED. CRAWFORD REMAINS PRO SE. THE
RESPONDENT 1S TRYING TO CREATE A "CAPABLE OF REPETITION YET
EVADING REVIEW" SCENARIO BY MOOTING THE MATTERS CURRENTLY PENDING
BEFORE THE S.C. U.S. DISTRICT COURT UNDER THE ALTON CHISOLM
PETITION FOR HABEAS CORPUS ACTION. THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE
CANNOT SUPPORT THIS ACTION AS VALID AND PROPER PROCESS WHERE IT
1S COMPROMISED BY FRAUD UPON THE COURT BY THIS OFFICER OF THE
COURT CORRUPTING THE VERY MACHINERY OF THE COURT ITSELF.

OR TO GRANT A  SUMMARY
CIRCUMSTANCES PRESENTED BASED up

“CIRCUMVENTING"
MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE"

A FULL EVIDENTIARY HEAR
AS RULE 71.1 REQUIRES,

CHE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR GIVES THE COURT AND ALL
PARTIES JUDICIAL NOTICE. BY THE LITIGATION AND LEGAL ARGUMENT
CONTAINED N S, Gl
"FRAUD/COLLUSION/OSTRUCTION/ INE
6, WE MOTION FOR A CONSO
CONSOLIDATE EVERY CASE ‘
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLIN
ISSUE(S) PRESENTED w:'[,‘
RELATED PURSUANT TO RL E ¢
STATUTE ALL RULES ARE
THE REQUIREMENT OF
JOSEPH PATTERSON I
CONVICTION RELIE 4
IMMEDIATELY APPOIN!
FIND:  EXHII v,
PROCESS # 9"






: CASE( S 5004-GS-28-0385 IN THE
PEEN DISMISSED, WHICH INCLUDE CASE(S) 200

KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSLONS 2020=CP=10=028857
2022-CP-23-04380; 2020-CP-23-05097; 2022-CP=430=0157;
2020-CP=10-02523; 2020-CP-21-02749; 2023=CP=21<003173
2023-CP-04-01103; 2022-CP-39-00189; 2020-CP-38-00589]
2021-CP-40-04705; 2023-CP-23-03461 AND ANY AND ALL CASES WITHIN
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, PAST OR PRESENT, THAT POSSESSED THLE
IDENTICAL NOVEL LEGAL ISSUE(S) THAT THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURTS 1IN

ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW
AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE HAVE BEEN RUNNING FROM. RES JUDICATA
OR COLLATERAL ESTOPPLE WOULD NOT APPLY TO ANY OF THESE CASES EVEN
1IF SOMEHOW THEY WERE INAPPROPRIATELY DISMISSED DUE TO THE
OVERWHELMING ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURTS, COLLUSILION
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE INVOLVED. SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
BE RAISED AT ANY TIME, AT ANY STAGE, EVEN 1F A FINAL

AND
CAN

JUDGMENT HASL
BEEN ENTERED WITHIN THE CASES REFERRED TO. WHEN
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,

A COURT LACKS
ANY ORDER OR JUDGMENT IT RENDERS 15
LEGALLY *"VOID"™, GANTT wv. SELPH; 423 5:C. 333 8l4 S.E.2d.
523(S.C.App-2018); IN RE: NOV. 4, 2008 BLUNEON TOWN COUNCIL

683(S.C.App.-2009); BTATE v.
HERCHECK, 441 S.C. 192, 893 S.E.2d. 344(S.C.App-2023).

ELECTION, 385 S.C. 632, 686 S.E.2d.

REFERRING BACK TO THE RESPONDENT AND THLS
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY "VAGUE", YORYPILGY; "CIRCUMVENTING" ,
"BAD-FAITH", "FRAUD UPON THE COURT", "SHAM PLEADING", "UNETHICAL"

RESPONSE HE JUST SUBMITTED BEFORE THIS COURT REQUIRING SANCTION

AND THAT IT BE STRICKEN FROM THE COURT RECORD WHERE HE PURPOSELY

SOUGHT TO CONCEAL MATERIAL FACTS. S.C. CODE ANN. § 17=27-80

REQUIRES THAT THE PCR COURT MAKE SPECIFIC FINDINGS OF FACT AND
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW FOR EACH CLAIM PRESENTED WITHIN THIS CASE. THE
RESPONDENT DID NOT EVEN ADDRESS THAT FRAUD MOVE THAT OCCURRED
WITHIN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS WHICH ESTABLISH RIGHTS OF
EQUITABLE TOLLING (ALSO BASED UPON THE STATE v. GENTRY FRAUD),
WHERE HE IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE THEY COMPROMISED APPELLANT COUNSEL IN COLLUSION WITH THE
5.C. COURT OF APPEALS JUDGES TO PREVENT THE HEARING OF
SUBSTANTIAL JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS AND TO PREVENT THE APPLICANT
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7ROM ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT REGARDING THE STATE v. GENTRY
CASE, WHICH COULD HAVE BEEN RAISED FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL.
THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR OBJECT. IF THE RESPONDENT'S MOTION
AND REPLY DOES NOT ADDRESS EACH OF THE CLAIMS PRESENTED, WHICH OF
COURSE 1T DOES NOT, THE PCR COURT JUDGE CANNOT LEGALLY IS88UE A
VALID FINAL ORDER BECAUSE IT WOULD VIOLATE THE STATUTE GIVING WAY
70 SUBTLE EXPANSION AND OR FORCE CONSTRUCTION OF THE STATUTE
(17-27-80), VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE AND PLAIN
LANGUAGE RULE OF THE STATUTE, THAT REQUIRE THAT RESPONSE BE MADE
TO EACH ISSUE PRESENTED WITHIN THE PCR APPLICATION. SEE LEWIS v.
STATE, 439 S.C. 635, 889 S.E.2d. 570(5.C.App.2023)(THE SUPREME
COURT REVERSED A PCR COURT'S SUMMARY DISMISSAL, EMPHASIZING THAT
2 HEARING IS REQUIRED WHEN THE APPLICANT'S CLAIMS ARE NOT
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED WHICH HAS OCCURRED BY THE FRAUD UPON THE
COURT, BAD FAITH, SHAM PLEADING); MOSS v. STATE, 420 S.C. 500,
803 S.E.2d. 718(S.C.App.2017)(SUMMARY DISMISSAL WITHOUT A HEARING
FOR AN APPLICATION IN POST CONVICTION RELIEF IS "ONLY" (EMPHASIS
ADDED) APPROPRIATE WHEN (1) IT IS NOT APPARENT ON THE FACE OF THE
APPLICATION THAT THERE IS NO NEED FOR A HEARING TO DEVELOP ANY
FACTS (A HEARING IS INDISPUTABLY NECESSARY TO DEVELOP THE
JURISDICTIONAL FACTS ARGUED IN HIS i ] ’&B APPLICANT
IS NOT ENTITLED TO RELIEF '
PRESENTED THAT THE APPLICAL : :
SUPPORT THE ARGunzuxj MCRYPTI
"EVASIVE", "BAD FPAI ;
LEAD TO A DISMISSAL
427 S..C. 505, 98
REMANDED THE CASE BE
FINDINGS OF FACT FOR
COURT EXPLICITLY S
S.C. CODE ANN. §
EACH ISSUE THAT
AUTHORITY AGAL
REESE v. STAT






MUST VACATE. THESE PROVISIONS SUPPORT THE APPLICANT AﬁD
INTERVENOR'S CLAIM THAT A DISMISSAL BASED UPON AN INCOMPLETE ,
EVASIVE, FRAUD PRODUCED RESPONSE DESIGNED TO CONCEAL MATERIAL
FACTS IS LEGALLY INSUFFICIENT. ALSO SEE UNITED STATES V. PALMER ,
159 F.4TH. 221(4th.Cir.2025) (COURT OF APPEALS REVIEW THE COURT'S

FACTUAL FINDINGS FOR CLEAR ERROR [EACH ISSUE MUST BE ADDRESSED

" INDEPENDENTLY" IN THE RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE] AND ITS CONCLUSIONS
OF LAW DE NOVO): MARLAR v. STATE, 375 S.C. 407, 653 S.E.2d.
266(S.C.2007) ALTHOUGH AN OLDER CASE, IT WAS REAFFIRMED IN MORE
RECENT RULINGS (LIKE FISHBURN)(THE COURT WARNED THAT PCR ORDERS
THAT DO NOT ADDRESS EACH ISSUE CONTINUE TO PERMEATE THE SYSTEM
AND MUST BE VACATED. SINCE WHEN DOES ISSUES LIKE TAKING AWAY THE
PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE, PREDETERMINING IN ADVANCE THE OUTCOME
OF THE PROCEEDINGS, THE GRAND JURY CONVICTING THE APPLICANT BY
THE LANGUAGE IN THE INDICTMENT, CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDING THE
INDICTMENT CHANGING THE LEGAL THEORY RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY;
THE STATE ENGAGING IN SHAM LEGAL PROCESS PRODUCING INDICTMENTS
THAT NEVER ACTUALLY WERE PASSED UPON BY THE GRAND JURY;
SUBMITTING STATEMENTS IN VIOLATION OF S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 19-1-80,
19-1-90; PRODUCING INDICTMENTS THAT VIOLATE THE S.C. CONSTITUTION
UNDER ARTICLE 1 § 11 AND THE PROVISIONS OF S.C. CODE ANN. §§
17-19-10, 19-19-20, 17-19-100; INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL
COUNSEL; JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT
TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION; VIOLATIONS OF JURISDICTIONAL
CLAIM PROCESSING RULES AND THE OTHER CLAIMS MADE ARE NOT
COGNIZABLE UNDER THE UNIFORM POST CONVICTION RELIEF ACT? THIS IS
A BLATANT LIE FROM THE DEVIL HIMSELF, A DECEPTION AND ACT OF
FRAUD UPON THE COURT. WHERE IN THE RESPONDENT'S RESPONSE ARE
THESE CLAIMS PROPERLY AND FAIRLY ADDRESSED AND RESPONDED TO? THE
APPLICANT MOTION FOR THE RESPONDENT TO MAKE THE RESPONSE MORE
DEFINITE AND CERTAIN AS DUE PROCESS LAW AND THE PCR STATUTE(S)
REQUIRE. THE APPLICANT OBJECT TO THIS INADEQUATE, CRYPTIC,
EVASIVE, CIRCUMVENTING, BAD FAITH, SHAM PLEADING RESPONSE,
SPECIFICALLY DESIGNED TO SUPPRESS TRUTH IN ACTS OF FRAUDULENT
CONCEALMENT. SINCE WHEN ARE ISSUES UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION SUBJECT TO PROCEDURAL BAR
WHEN THEY CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME AND CANNOT BE FORFEITED AND
OR WAIVED? JUDICIAL HOLDING UNDER TAYLOR v. WILLIAMS, 2021 WL
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DEMONSTRATE THAT THE ISSUES ARE PRESERVED BY

THE FILING OF THIS PLEADING REQUIRING THE RESPONDENT TO RESPOND

T0 EACH ISSUE INDEPENDENTLY AS S.C. CODE ANN. § 17-27-80 REQUIRES
THERE ARE [16] LEGITIMATE ISSUES

5417664 (DSC.2021)

NTED.
AND HEARING MUST BE GRA
PLACED BEFORE THIS COURT, NOT COUNTING THE EQUITABLE TOLLING

ISSUE BASED UPON THE FRAUD, CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY AND OBSTRUCTION
OF JUSTICE THAT OCCURRED WITHIN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS 1IN
THEIR EFFORTS TO AVOID AND PREVENT RULING ON NOVELTY AND
CONTROVERSIAL JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS CHALLENGING GENTRY. THE
RESPONSE AND MOTION TO DISMISS IS OVERWHELMINGLY INADEQUATE,
EVASIVE, CRYPTIC, CIRCUMVENTING, DESIGNED TO CONCEAL MATERIAL
FACTS IN ACTS OF FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT REQUIRING SANCTIONS AND
IT BE STRICKEN FROM THE RECORD. FRAUD VITIATES EVERYTHING THAT IT

ENTERS .

THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR OBJECT TO ANY CLAIM BY THE
RESPONDENT THAT THE DIRECT APPEAL IS STILL PENDING AND BASED
THEREUPON THE PCR APPLICATION SHOULD BE DISMISSED BY THIS BLATANT
LIE AND DECEPTION OF THE APPLICANT AND COURT. THERE IS A FINAL
ORDER AND JUDGMENT FILE IN THE APPEAL UNDER CASE 2023-001474,
FILED ON JULY 22, 2026. THIS IS COMPOUNDED BY THE FACT THAT WE
ARE DEALING WITH A "VOID JUDGMENT" FOR THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT,
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRORS, COLLUSION, AND OTHER FACTS
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION.
THE LAW IS UNEQUIVOCAL WHEN IT COMES TO ALL ORDERS FROM ALL
COURTS ON RECORD. FRAUD VITIATES EVERYTHING THAT IT ENTERS, AND A
JUDGMENT OBTAINED BY FRAUD MAY BE COLLATERALLY ATTACKED (IN PCR
PROCEEDING IN THIS CASE), AND THIS APPLIES TO THE JUDGMENTS ,
ORDERS, OR DECREES OF ALL COURTS, MYLES v. DOMINO'S PIF28)  LLC.
2017 WL 238436(D.C.Miss.2017); FIRST TECHNOLOGY GARTMLL, INC. v.
BANCTEC, INC., 2016 WL 7444943 (D.C.Ky.2016); MARTIN v. TARGET
CORP. OF MINNESOTA, F.Supp.2d., 2013 WL 1187034(D.N.J.2013);

McCLAIN v. lst. SECURITY BANK OF WASHINGTON, 2016 WL 8504775
(W.D.Wash.2016).

YOU HAVE A VOID JUDGMENT SITTING WITHIN THE S.C. COURT or

APPEALS RECORD. JUDGMENTS MAY BE ATTACKED FOR FRAUD UPON THE
22-0f-46





COURT AT ANYTIME. THE POWER TO VACATE JUDGMENTS FOR FRAUD UPON
THE COURT 1S5 FREE OF PROCEDURAL LIMITATIONS AS THE RESPONDENT 1IN
ADDITIONAL FRAUD, COLLUSION, BAD FAITH AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE
1S ATTEMPTING TO ARGUE BEFORE THIS COURT, WHICH INCLUDE FRAUD BY
OFFICERS OF THE COURT WHERE SUCH ACTS EFFECT THE INTEGRITY OF THE
NORMAL PROCESS, IN RE: GENESYS DATA TECHNOLOGIES, ING.; 204 Kebas
124 (4th.Cir.2000); UNITED STATES v. CONRAD, 675 Fed. Appx' 263,
265 CA4 (N.C.2017):; FOX EX REL FOX v. ELK RUN COAL CO. INC.. 7819
Fi3d. 131, 87 Redl i RGESERV.3d.- 534(4th.Cir.2014); IN RE: BUILDING
MATERIAL CORP. OF AMERICA ASPHALT ROOFING SHINGLE PRODUCTS
F.Supp.2d., 2013 WL 1827923 (DSC.2013); ASTERBADI V. LEITESS; wlio
Fed. Appx' 426 CAd ol 2006} . THIS IS NOIY YOUR GARDEN VARIETY
FRAUD. IT IS A BLATANT ATTACK UPON THE JUDICIAL MACHINERY ITSELF
INVOLVING OFFICERS OF THE COURT, EQMD, INC. V. FARM BUREAU

GENERAL INSURANCE COMPANY OF MICHIGAN, 202% W 843145
(E.D.Mich.2021). PURSUANT TO RULE 60(b) (3)(5) IT TS NOSLONGER
EQUITABLE THAT THE JUDGMENT FROM THE COURT OF APPEALS SHOULD HAVE
PROSPECTIVE APPLICATION AND BY CLEAR REASON JUSTIFIES RELIEF.

THE DISTINCTION LIES BETWEEN A STANDARD, STATUTORY POST
CONVICTION RELIEF (PCR) APPLICATION AND AN INDEPENDENT ACTION IN
EQUITY UNDER RULE 60(b), SCRCP. WHILE A TRADITIONAL PCR
APPLICATION IS PROCEDURALLY BARRED FROM RUNNING SIMULTANEOUSLY
WITH A DIRECT APPEAL, AN INDEPENDENT ACTION IN EQUITY FOR FRAUD
UPON THE COURT IS NOT A STANPARDRPCRESNIESISESASSHEPARATE CIVIL
ACTION THAT TARGETS A VOID JUDGMENT. UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA
JURISPRUDENCE AND UNDER RULE 60(b), SCRCP, (THE PCR STATUTE SAYS
ALL RULES ARE AVAILABLE TO THE APPLICANT), THERE IS AN
EXTRAORDINARY EXCEPTION THAT ALLOWS AN INDEPENDENT ACTION TO BE
INITIATED EVEN WHILE AN APPEAL IS TECHNICALLY PENDING. THE
JUDGMENT" EXCEPTION TO CONCURRENT JURISDICTION PRESENTS ,
NORMALLY, A PENDING APPEAL STRIPS THE LOWER TRIAL COURT OF
JURISDICTION OVER THE CASE. HOWEVER, SOUTH CAROLINA LAW DICTATES
THAT A JUDGMENT ENTERED BY A COURT LACKING SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION (UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTERS

JURISDICTION FOR CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRORS AND DUE PROCESS
VIOLATION) IS VOID AB INITIO

"VOID

(VOID FROM ITS INCEPTION). A VOID
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