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< A LEGAL NULLITY. IT HAS NO LEGAL BINDING FORCE, BINDS

. oo anp CAN BE ATTACKED AT ANY TIME, IN
RECAUSE A COMPLETELY VOID JUDGMENT UNDER

T0 SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, NEVER

ANY COURT, BY ANY

PERSON AFFECTED BYe LT

THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT
D VALID JURISDICTION TO THE COURT OF APPEALS BY

AN APPLICANT IS NOT STRIPPING
INDEPENDENT

LEGALLY TRANSFERRE
THE CLAIMS MADE IN THE FIRST PLACE,
THE APPELLATE COURT OF JURISDICTION BY FILING AN
ACTION IN THE PCR COURT. THE JUDGMENT FILED ON JULY 22745 2DZ50 i

THE COURT OF APPEALS DOES NOT LEGALLY EXIST.

THIS IS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THE CONSPIRACY AND INTENT OF

THE CONSPIRING STATE ACTORS FURTHER WARRANTING THAT THE S-C-
ATTORNEY GENERAL'S RESPONSE BE STRICKEN FROM THE COURT RECORD.
THE S.C. SUPREME COURT IS ACTIVELY A PART OF THE COLLUSION WITH
THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS, THE STATE APPOINTED APPELLANT COUNSEL
AND S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL TO THWART ANY LEGITIMATE CHALLENGE TO
THE STATE v. GENTRY RULING. THE CONSPIRING STATE ACTORS KNEW
FULLY WELL THAT THE APPLICANT, INTERVENOR AND OTHER INMATES
INVOLVED WITHIN THESE MATTERS PRODUCED A VALID, MERITOUS,
SUBSTANTIAL LEGAL CHALLENGE TO THE STATE v. GENTRY CASE OF 2005
AND DETERMINED THAT THEY WERE FACING A MASSIVE STRUCTURAL
CHALLENGE AND CRISIS WHERE IT WOULD BE DETERMINED THAT THE STATE
OF SOUTH CAROLINA WAS ACTUALLY CONVICTING DEFENDANTS WHEN THEY
DID NOT POSSESS "CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY" UNDER ARTICLE 1 § 11
OF THE S.C. CONSTITUTION AND THE 5TH- AND 14TH. AMENDMENT
PROVISIONS UNDER THE U.S. CONSTITUTION. SO TO PREVENT THE
APPLICANT FROM ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT UNDER APPELLATE
COURT RULE 217. THEY COMPROMISED THE STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL,
KEPT THAT CONFLICT RIDDEN STATE APPOINTED COUNSEL ON THE
APPLICANT TO SILENCE THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIM UNDER THE GUISE
THAT THERE IS NO HYBRID DEFENSE IN SOUTH CAROLINA. FACTS WHICH
FURTHER SUPPORT THIS CLAIM IS THE FACT THAT THE APPLICANT AT THAT
POINT SOUGHT, IF THE COURT WOULD NOT ALLOW THE APPLICANT TO ACT
PRO SE, THE APPLICANT, AT MINIMUM, WAS ENTITLED TO SUBSTITUTE
COUNSEL WHICH THE COURT REFUSED TO ADDRESS, TO FORCE THE
APPLICANT INTO THE PCR COURT BECAUSE IN THE PCR COURT HE WOULD
NOT BE LEGAL ABLE TO ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENT UNDER APPELLATE
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COURT RULES, RULE 217. ¥HUS, WRHERS THE 8.C. x.i\x\\\f V\T.;«J;
oFFICE COLLUDED WITH THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AND P‘\l_“k'\ i
» aPPLICANT OUT OF THE VENUE WHERE HE WOULD WAV
COURT TO FORCE THE APPLICANT OUT OF ThHE 18
. AGAINST THE PRECEDENT. THE S$.C. ATTORNBY
BEEN PERMITTED TO ARGUE AGAINST THE PRECEDENI |
GENERAL, IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPLICANT, CANNOT BI
PERMITTED TO NOW APPEAR BEFORE THIS PCR COURE AND  ASEERT
"NON-COGNIZABLE CLAIN" WHEN HE CONSPIRED DIRECTLY IN THE UNLARPUY
ACTIVITY AND EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD UPON TRE COURT TO FORTE \ND
pUSH THE APPLICANT OUT OF THE PROPER VENUE WHERE HE SOUGHT T
TINELY BAVE THIS SUBSTANTIAL RIGHT EXERCISED. THE APPLICANT AND
INTERVENOR OBJECT. WHEN THE APPELLATE PROCESS I8 RENDERED
"INEFFECTIVE®. AN INDEPENDENT ACTION IN EQUITY I8 BXPLICITLY
PRESERVED FOR SITUATIONS WHERE THERE IS NO OTHER ADEQUATE RENMEDY
AT LAW. WHEN THE COURT OF APPEALS ACTIVELY USHES THE HYRRID
DEFENSE RULE TO BLOCK THE APPLICANT FROM RAISING
JURISDICTIONAL DEFECTS AND CLAIMS, THE APPELLATE

¥
{

NON-WATVARLE
PROCESE RECOMES
PROCEDURALLY DEAD AND STRUCTURALLY INEFFECTIVE AT PROTECTING THE
APPLICANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS. IF THE QOFFICERS

OF THE COURT
(THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATE APFOINTED

COUNSBL: THE JUDLCLIAL
PANEL AND EVEN THE SUPREME COURT POTENTIALLY)
COLLUDING TO SUPPRESS A CHALLENGE TO

PRECEDENT, THE "MACHINERY OF JUSTICE"

ARE ACQRIVELY
THE  STATE  v.  GENTRY
HAS BROKBN DOWN: BQULTY
STEPS IN BECAUSE THE FORMAL APPELLATE RULES ARE BEING

URED AB A
SHIELD TO PERPETRATE A CLEAR FRAUD.

THE SOUTH CARULINA SUBRENMYG
COURT EXPLICITLY RECOGNIZES THAT AN INDBPENDENT ACTION IN BEQULIWY

UNDER RULE 60(b), SCRCP IS AN EXTRAORDINARY MECHANISM RRGERVID
FOR WHEN STANDARD REMEDIES ARE RENDERED BENTIRELY INBEEFBCTIVE., 1N
THE CASE OF CHEWING v. FORD MOTOR C€O., 354 8.C. 303, 580 8.B.2d.
129(S.C.App.2003) (THE SUPREME ccuﬁm,mawmhnxammn THAT PRAUD  UPON
THE COURT PERPETRATED BY OFFICERS OF THE COURT (sucH As agubars,
ATTORNEYS OR APPOINTED COUNSEL) CONSTITULE BXURINEIC  BRAUD.
UNLIKE INTRINSIC FRAUD, WHICH chkkimﬂ A SUARICT  ONR  ¥YmAR
LIMITATION, EXTRINSIC FRAUD FuNDAMNN@3§$YlBUBanTs THE DRPRGR Y
OF THE JUDICIAL MACHINERY. IT CAN BRE BRQUGNT VIA AN INDREPENDRNY
ACTION IN EQUITY AT ANY TIME, comPtﬂ@Eh!"UNFET@ﬁRmn BY HEANDARD
PROCEDURAL RULES AND OR DBEADLINKES. )Q A VQIB -dUﬁGMmNT UAN Wl
ATTACKED AT ANY TIME, IN ANY COURT. IN mmm CABE o HLEATE v RIUNH,
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11, T1a Sk ed 163(S.C.App.2025) AND SIALE Vs DWELLY
41y L.l :

2 T REAFFIRMED
246 5.C. 356, 919 S.B.2d. 909(S.C.App.2025)(THE COURT REA

THAT SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS AN UN-WAIVABLE CONSTITUTIONAL
'nAl oUDuLLU ‘ i
PREREQUISITE THAT CAN NEVER BE FORFEITED OR BORN OF PARTY'S

CONSENT. THE COURT RULED THAT ANY JUDGMENT RENDERED BY A COURT
LACKING PROPER JURISDICTION IS ENTIRELY VOID, AND A VOID JUDGMENT
MAY BE LEGALLY CHALLENGED "AT ANY TIME, IN ANY PROCEEDING, AND IN

ANY COURT" WHERE IT IS SOUGHT TO BE ENFORCED AS THE RESPONDENT IN

FRAUD IS ATTEMPTING TO DO.). IN THE CASE OF RAY v. RAY, 374 S.C.

79, 647 S.B.2d: 287065.C.App.2007)(THE SUPREME COURT DETAILED THE
INDISPENSABLE COMPONENTS REQUIRED TO SUSTAIN
ACTION IN EQUITY.
IS

AN INDEPENDENT
IT EXPLICITLY RULED THAT AN INDEPENDENT ACTION
PROCEDURALLY VIABLE UPON DEMONSTRATING AN
ADEQUATE REMEDY AT LAW" WHICH THE
STANDARD.

"ABSENCE OF ANY

APPLICANT HAS MET THIS

WHEN A JUDICIAL PANEL MANIPULATES PROCEDURAL BLOCKS TO
DENY REVIEW OF STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS,

BECOMES AN INADEQUATE REMEDY,
ISE SUPPORTRREEERY

THE NORMAL APPELLATE PROCESS
OPENING THE DOOR FOR EQUITY.).

SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT. OF SOCIAL
RENNEDY, S-E. RpEr-; 2025

THIS
SERVIECES "« V..

WL 2083154(S.C.App.2025).

IN THE CASE
OF RISH v, RISH; 444 SCGC S b

903 S.E.2d 499(S.C.App-.2024) (THE
COURT ANALYZED THE STRICT BOUNDARIES OF COURT POWER,

THE COURT
DISTINGUISHED BETWEEN PROCEDURAL ERRORS AND A COMPLETE ABSENCE OF
AUTHORITY. IT REINFORCED THAT WHERE A STRUCTURAL FAILURE OR

SYSTEMATIC BREAKDOWN PREVENTS AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT FROM BEING
DETERMINED, THE UNDERLYING PROCEEDINGS REST ON AN UNRESOLVED AND

DEFECTIVE JURISDICTIONAL FOUNDATION.) .

ENEUHESCASE: OF ALLEN v.
SoE DERT. OF

ShiCie 164, 886 S.E.2d.
€71(S.C.App.2023) (THE SUPREME COURT OBSERVED THAT WHEN RIGID

PROCEDURAL MECHANISMS OR LOWER PANELS IMPRECISELY EXECUTE RULES
TO DEPRIVE A LITIGANT OF FUNDAMENTAL DUE PROCESS,

IS STRUCTURALLY BOUND TO CORRECT THE BREAKDOWN.
SUPPORTS THE RIGHT TO BYPASS
PROCEDURAL TRAPS ARE

CORRECTIONS, 439

THE JUDICIARY

THIS AUTHORITY
STANDARD LINEAR TIMELINES WHEN

UTILIZED TO INSULATE A

FRAUDULENT
ADJUDICATION AND OR VOID CONVICTION.) .

WHEN EVALUATING CURRENT JURISDICTIONAL ATTACKS

AND
STRUCTURAL ROADBLOCKS UNDER FEDERAL LAW,

THERSUOSE  COURT " OF
26-0f-46





APPEALS FOR THE A4TH. CIRCUIT WHICH GOVERNS THE STATE OFO;OSEZ
CAROLINA;, ALIGNS WITH THE PRINCIPLE THAT A VOID JUDGMENT 2
INDEPENDENT ACTION FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT OPERATES OUTSIDE TH
CONSTRAINTS OF STANDARD APPELLATE SEQUENCING - UNDER FEDERAL RULES
OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 60(b)(4) AND 60(d) . THE 4TH. CIRCUEIE
RECOGNIZED THAT A COMPLETE ABSENCE OF JURISDICTION OR A
SYSTEMATIC FAILURE OF THE JUDICIAL MACHINERY ALLOWS A LITIGANT TO
CHALLENGE A JUDGMENT AT ANY TIME, EVEN DURING AN ACTIVE APPEAL.
IN CASES LIKE FOX EX REL FOX V. ELK RUN COAL CO., INC., 789 M= ¢l
18 1L (4th.Cir.2014) AND GREAT COASTAL EXPRESS INC. ¥ o
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF TEAMSTERS 675 F.2d. 134
(4th.Cir.1982) (THE 4TH. CIRCUIT ESTABLISHED THE FRAMEWORK FOR AN
INDEPENDENT ACTION FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT. THE COURT RULED THAT
WHEN AN ATTORNEY OR OFFICER OF THE COURT DELIBERATELY
PARTICIPATES IN A SCHEME TO SUBVERT THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE
(EXTRINSIC FRAUD), THE JUDICIAL MACHINERY ITSELF IS CORRUPTED.

SUCH CLAIMS ARE NOT SUBJECT TO TYPICAL TIME BARS OR LINEAR
EXHAUSTION RULES AS THE RESPONDENT IS ATTEMPTING TO ASSERT BEFORE

muo - oo m
4l J - 4

, AND THE COURT MUST ADDRESS THEM TO PREVENT AN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL OUTCOME.). A VOID JUDGMENT EXISTS OUTSIDE THE
NORMAL TIMELINES OF AN APPEAL. IN THE CASE OF KOEHLER v. DODWELL,
152 F.3d. 304 (4th.Cir.1998) (THESEIHENSINESIENINEXPETCTITLY AFFIRMED
THAT A JUDGMENT ENTERED BY A COURT LACKING PROPER JURISDICTION IS
VOID AB INITIO. CRUCIALLY, THE COURT HELD THAT A MOTION TO VACATE
A VOID JUDGMENT CAN BE MADE AT ANY TIME, AS LAPSE OF TIME CANNOT
VINDICATE AN ENTIRELY VOID ACT. BECAUSE THE UNDERLYING JUDGMENT
FROM THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS IS A NULLITY, IT DOES NOT PROPERLY

TRANSFER EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION TO THE APPELLATE BODY PERMITTING
CONCURRENT COLLATERAL ATTACKS.).

THE INDICATIVE RULING PROCEDURE OVERCOMES APPELLATE
PENDENCY. IN THE CASE OF FOBIAN v. STORAGE TECHNOLOGY CORP., 164
F.3d. 887 (4th.Cir.1999)(THE 4TH. CIRCUIT DETAILED THE EXACT
PROCEDURAL WORKAROUND FOR FILING A RULE 60(b) MOTION WHILE AN
APPEAL IS ACTIVELY PENDING. THE COURT HELD THAT A LOWER COURT

RETAINS JURISDICTION TO CONSIDER AND DENY RULE 60(b)
DURING AN APPEAL.

MOTION
IF THE LOWER COURT IS INCLINED TO GRANT THE

-~ - S -





IN G THIS CASE SOR

\ 1 . COUNSEL
: ND APPOINTMENT OF LEGA
L IT: ISSUES  a

PATTERSON BECAUSE OF STRUCTURAL FRAUD AND VOIDNESS,
i ALLOWING THE APPELLANT TO REQUEST A REMAND
FORMALLY VACATE THE COMPROMISED

INDICATIVE RULING,

FROM THE 4TH. CIRGUITL -+ TO

JUDGMENT.). WHAT HAS OCCURRED HERE INVOLVING THE S.C. COURY "OF

APPEALS, THE STATE APPOINTED ATTORNEY AND THE S.C. ATTORNEY
GENERAL FALLS WITHIN THE NARROW DEFINITION OF FRAUD UPON THE
COURT BY OFFICER COLLUSION TO FORCE THE APPELANT INTO THE PCR
COURT TO PREVENT THE INVOKING OF RULE 217 OF APPELLATE COURT
RULES AS SUPPORTED BY FOX EX REL FOX v. ELK RUN COAL CO., 739
F.3d. 131 (4th.Cir.2014)(THE 4TH. CIRCUIT REFINED THE STRINGENT
STANDARD FOR A STANDALONE INDEPENDENT ACTION. IT RULED THAT AN
INDEPENDENT ACTION REQUIRES SHOWING "GRAVE MISCARRIAGE OF
JUSTICE" DRIVEN BY CORRUPTION THAT DEFILES THE COURT ITSELFE. AN
ATTORNEY IN THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS REFUSING TO RAISE KEY
STRUCTURAL JURISDICTIONAL ISSUES DUE TO SYSTEMATIC COLLUSION WITH
THE STATE AND JUDICIAL PANEL SATISFIES THIS FEDERAL DEFINITION OF
AN INTENTIONAL, COORDINATED ASSAULT ON THE INTEGRITY OF THE
TRUTH-SEEKING PROCESS.). THERE IS NO DENYING THAT SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION CAN BE RAISED FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL. IN THE
CASE OF IN RE: KIRKLAND, 600 F.3d. 310 (4th.Cir.2010)(THE 4TH.
CIRCUIT RE-VERIFIED THAT SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS A
NON-WAIVABLE RESTRICTION ON JUDICIAL POWER. THE COURT RULED THAT
FEDERAL AND "STATE" ENTITIES CANNOT IGNORE, FORFEIT, OR BYPASSB
STRUCTURAL JURISDICTIONAL ELEMENTS. BECAUSE THESE COMPONENTS ARE
FUNDAMENTAL, ANY ORDER GENERATING WHILE CONCEALING JURISDICTIONAL
DEFECTS IS5 INHERENTLY DEFECTIVE AND REMAINS SUBJECT TO IMMEDIATE
INTERVENTION, REGARDLESS OF PROCEDURAL POSITIONING.). THIS
INDEPENDENT ACTION FOR FRAUD UPON THE COURT IS FILED FOR THE
FURPOSE OF CORRECTING SYSTEMATIC PROCEDURAL ROADBLOCKS THAT BLOCK
CONSTITUTIONAL ACCESS. IN THE CASE OF UNITED STATES v . McRAE, 793
F.3d. 392 (4th.Cir.2015)(IN ANALYZING THE JURISDICTIONAL LINES
BETWEEN DIRECT APPEALS AND SUBSEQUENT COLLATERAL ATTACKS, THE
#TH. CIRCUIT OBSERVED THAT WHEN A LOWER PROCEEDINGS IS MARRED BY

A DEFECT THAT PREVENTS A PROPER DETERMINATION ON THE MERITS, THE

RESULTING BARRIERS ARE PROCEDURALLY DEFICIENT.
MISUSES TECHNICAL RULES TO

WHEN A COURT
INSULATE A STRUCTURAL BREAKDOWN ,
28-0f-46





THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT ESTABLISHED BOUNDARIES
SUPPORTING CONCURRENT ATTACKS ON VOID JUDGMENTS; THE "ANY TIME"
RULE, AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT IN THE CASE OF CONEY ISLAND AUTO
PARTS UNLIMITED, INC. V. BURTON, 607 U.S. 155, 146 SEOE by o7E 223
L-Ed.2d. 438(U.5.2026) (THE U.S. SUPREME COURT EXPLICITLY RESOLVED
HOW LONG A LITIGANT CAN WAIT TO ATTACK A VOID JUDGMENT UNDER RULE
60(b)(4). THE COURT CONFIRMED THAT WHILE A COMPLETELY VOID
JUDGMENT IS A STRUCTURAL LEGAL NULLITY, AN UNEXCUSED, TACTICAL,

AND PROLONGED FAILURE TO ACT WHEN OTHER REMEDIES ARE AVAILABLE
CAN FACE LIMITS. THIS REINFORCES THE CLAIM SINCE THE COURT OF
APPEALS IS ACTIVELY BLOCKING THE RIGHT TO ARGUE AGAINST THE
PRECEDENT NOW. THE APPLICANT HAS A MANDATORY , IMMEDIATE
JUSTIFICATION TO PURSUE SIMULTANEOUS EQUITABLE INTERVENTION. ) .
SANCTIONS UPON THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR HIS ACTIVE EA RIS TN

THIS MANIFEST INJUSTICE ARE WARRANTED AS SUPPORTED BY THE 4TH .

CIRCUIT. THE COURT IN THE CASE OF IN RE: NWAUBANI, Fed. Rptr.,

2026 WL 687194 (4th.Cir.2026) (THE COURT ADDRESSED THE BOUNDARIES
OF PROCEDURAL MISCONDUCT AND THE DUTY OF THE COURT OFFICERS.

THE
COURT EMPHASIZED THAT WHEN THE STANDARD MACHINERY OF THE COURT IS

ABUSED OR DISTORTED THROUGH FICTIONAL OR BAD-FAITH POSITIONING,

THE COURT MAINTAINS INHERENT AUTHORITY TO BYPASS STANDARD

PROCEDURAL TRACKS TO ADDRESS STRUCTURAL FAILURES OR SYSTEMATIC

CORRUPTION.). THE 4TH. CIRCUIT ENFORCES RIGHTS TO BYPASS STRICT

APPEAL LINES FOR STRUCTURAL FAILURES.

IN THE CASE OF PARKINS v.
McMASTER, 2025 U.S.  ABP:SNFRSESE

e ChE2025) (THIS ACTION
ORIGINATES FROM SOUTH CAROLINA INVOLVING

OFFICIALS, THE 4TH.

STATE EXECUTIVE
CIRCUIT EVALUATED DUE PROCESS BREAKDOWNS. THE

COURT AFFIRMED THAT WHERE ONGOING LOWER-LEVEL PROCEEDINGS OR

STATE ACTIONS SYSTEMATICALLY BLOCK A LITIGANT FROM ASSERTING

FUNDAMENTAL CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTIONS, RIGID APPELLATE

SEQUENCING RULES CANNOT BE USED BY THE STATE AS A SHIELD TO
INSULATE AN OTHERWISE INVALID OR STRUCTURALLY FLAWED PROCESS.).
PROCEDURAL BLOCKS CANNOT CURE DEFECTIVE JURISDICTION.

EVEN THE
S.C. SUPREME COURT IN THE CASE OF RISH v. RISH, 443 S.C.

220, 904
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862(s C.App.ZOZQ) DREW A SHARP LINE BETWEEN STANDARD

S E-d0 ; i
REAL JURISDICTIONAL POWER . THE COURT

PROCEDURAL STEPS AND :
WHEN A STRUCTURAL BREAKDOWN OR PROCEDURAL

CORE JURISDICTIONAL ELEMENT FROM
REMAINS DEFECTIVE,
ATTACKED

REINFORCED THAT
OBSTACLE PREVENTS A NECESSARY
BEING DETERMINED, THE ENTIRE FOUNDATION
MEANING THE RESULTING JUDGMENT CAN BE AGGRESSIVELY
RATHER THAN INSULATED BY NORMAL COURT PROTOCOLS. THERE IS A
MANDATE TO INTERVENE AGAINST SYSTEMATIC JUDICIAL BARRIERS. IN THE
CASE OF EX PARTE STATE (IN RE: STATE v. REID), 442 S.C. Boly €38
S.E.2d. 115 (S.C.2024)(THE SUPREME COURT HELD THAT WHEN LOWER
PANELS OR STRICT PROCEDURAL MECHANISMS ARE IMPRECISELY USED TO
TRAP A LITIGANT AND DEPRIVE HIM OF ACTUAL DUE PROCESS, THE HIGHER
COURT (PCR COURT IN THIS CASE UNDER INDEPENDENT ACTION RULE) HAS

AN ABSOLUTE DUTY TO CORRECT THE BREAKDOWN. THIS CASE EXPLICITLY
SUPPORTS THE PREMISE THAT AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL WORKAROUND CANNOT
BE PROTECTED BY STANDARD LINEAR DOCKETS). OVERALL THE 4TH.
CIRCUIT BY MANY RULINGS DETERMINED THAT WHEN AN UNDERLYING
CONVICTION OR JUDGMENT RESTS ON A DEFECT THAT ENTIRELY PREVENTS A
PROPER DETERMINATION ON THE MERITS, TECHNICAL BARRIERS ARE
LEGALLY INSUFFICIENT TO BLOCK AN ATTACK. WHERE THE S.C. COURT OF
PPEALS MISUED THE HYBRID DEFENSE OR WAIVE RULES TO INSULATE A

EPER, STRUCTURAL FAILURE, AN INDEPENDENT ACTION REMAINS A VALID
PATH TO FORCE JUDICIAL REVIEW. THUS, BY THE AFOREMENTIONED THIS
PCR APPLICATION CANNOT BE PROPERLY OR JUSTLY DISMISSED. THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR OBJECT. THE COURT OF APPEALS CANNOT BE
PERMITTED TO POLICE ITS OWN MEMBERS. BY THE AFOREMENTIONED THE
CRAWFORD RIGHT TO INTERVENE IS ESTABLISHED TO PROTECT HIS
ACQUIRED INTERESTS AND TO PREVENT THE STATE COURT FROM SEPARATING
THE WEAKER PARTIES IN ACTS OF TACTICAL FRAUD TO FURTHER ABUSE THE
PROCESS AND OBTAIN IMPROPER ADJUDICATION, HENSON v. SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS, 447 S.C. 331, 893 S.E.2d. 318
(§.C.Rpp.2026); COOPER v. 5.C. DEPT. OF SOCIAL SERVICES, 428 sS.C.
124, 833 S.E.2d. 842 S.C.App.2019); EX PARTE BUILDERS MUTUAL
INSURANCE CO., 430 S.C. 132, 844 S.E.2d. 392 (8.C.2020).

i
i NASMUCH, THE RESPONDENT BY HIS OWN VOLITION BROUGHT THE
WOR, LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T.
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&k g m " \
TISHBITE INTO THESE PROCEEDING BY INTRODUCING I'HE LENEAU

CRAWFORD" EMAIL CONNECTION BEFORE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS INTO

THE RECORD UNDER THIS CURRENT PCR. THEREFORE, IN FUNDAMENTAL
FAIRNESS TO THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR, THEY MUST BE PERMITTED
T0 SEEK ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY SINCE THE STATE SOUGHT SUMMARY
DISMISSAL. THAT STATUTORY TEXT ALLOWS THE APPLICANT AND
INTERVENOR TO SEEK ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY WHERE THE RESPONDENT (THE
STATE) MOVED FOR SUMMARY DISMISSAL WHICH WOULD BE A STANDARD
REQUEST TO ESTABLISH ALL THE JURISDICTIONAL FACTS. THE APPLICANT
AND INTERVENOR HAVE A DUE PROCESS RIGHT TO SUBMIT ADDITIONAL
EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF FURTHER PROVING FURTHER ELEMENTS OF THE
CAUSE FOR THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT, COLLUSION AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE, TO ALSO FURTHER PROVE THE CLAIMS OF SYSTEMATIC
CORRUPTION OF THE STATE PROCESS. THIS ESTABLISHES "GOOD CAUSE" AS
WE MOTION FOR LEAVE TO CONDUCT THIS ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY. THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR SEEK THAT THE RESPONDENT BE REQUIRED TO
PRODUCE AND RELEASE TO THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR, THE CRAWFORD
SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE, FILE 5501014 THAT IS IN THE POSSESSION
OF SLED, 300 PAGES, WITHOUT ANY REDACTIONS, FRAUDULENT
DUPLICATION OF PAGES TO MEET THE 300 PAGE MARK, WHICH INCLUDE THE
KERSHAW COUNTY CORONER'S NOTES TAKEN AT THE HOSPITAL THE NIGHT OF
THE INCIDENT AND OTHER MATERIAL EVIDENCE CONTAINED THEREIN. THE
APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR SEEK THAT THE RESPONDENT GO ON THE
OFFICIAL RECORD AND ANSWER BEFORE THIS COURT, "WHERE ARE THE DNA
SAMPLES TAKEN FROM KORRESHA CRAWFORD AT THE HOSPITAL THE NIGHT OF
HER DEATH?" THE OFFICIAL AT THE SLED DNA LAB STATED THAT THEY
WERE RETURNED TO THE KERSHAW COUNTY CORONER'S OFFICE. WHERE ARE
THEY SIR? THE PARTIES SEEK AN OFFICIAL REPLY ON THE COURT RECORD,
SEEK THAT THE SAMPLES BE IMMEDIATELY PRODUCED AND TESTED TO
MICHAEL LEE. THE GENERAL ISSUE OF MATERIAL FACT THAT EXIST
REGARDING THIS ESSENTIALLY NEEDED DISCOVERY IS THAT THE STATE OF
SOUTH CAROLINA FRAMED CRAWFORD BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED
AS IS ARGUED WITHIN THE 4TH. CIRCUIT INFORMAL BRIEF THAT IS NOW
ADE A PART OF THE COURT RECORD IN THIS PCR WHICH ALSO SUPPORT
INTERVENTION. THEN WHEN THE STATE ACTORS DISCOVERED THAT CRAWFORD
WAS THE KEY SOURCE OF THE NOVELTY AND JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS. THEY
ATTACKED THE PATTERSON DIRECT APPEAL AND ALL THE OTHER CASES IN
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DISCRIMINATORY AND RETALIATORY BEHAVIOR BECAUSE OF THE CRAWFORD
DIRECT CONNECTION TO THE LEGAL ISSUES THAT ARE THE SOURCE OF THIS
APPLICATION. THIS MAKES THIS ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY RELEVANT TO THE
MATTERS CURRENTLY BEFORE THE COURT. THESE JURISDICTIONAL FACTS
OANNOT BE RESOLVED WITHOUT THE RELEASING OF THIS ADDITIONAL
EVIDENCE AS SOUGHT. THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR MOTION FOR AND
REQUEST AN EVIDENTIARY HEARING WHICH ALSO REQUIRE PATTERSON
APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL. SUMMARY DISMISSAL WOULD BE INAPPROPRIATE
BECAUSE A FULL HEARING IS LEGALLY REQUIRED TO PROPERLY DEVELOP
THE FACTUAL RECORD. THE EVIDENCE SOUGHT PRODUCES EVIDENCE OF
ACTUAL INNOCENCE WHICH SUPPORT THE REQUEST BEING GRANTED WHERE IF
THE DNA SAMPLES ARE OBTAINED AND PROPERLY TESTED IT WOULD PROVE
THE ALLEGED VICTIM DIED OF NATURAL CAUSE BY THE SEXUAL ASSAULT OF
MICHAEL LEE AND THE STATE PRODUCED A FICTITIOUS HOMICIDE TO FRAME
CRAWFORD BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED AND HAVE ATTACKED THE
PROCESS OF THE RELATED CASES, INCLUDING THE APPLICANT IN THIS
CASE, ALSO TO PREVENT THIS EVIDENCE FROM BEING REVEALED ON THE
COURT RECORD. SANCTION UNDER RULE 37 ARE REQUIRED IF THE STATE
CONTINUES TO CONCEAL THIS MATERIAL EVIDENCE. THE APPLICANT AND
INTERVENOR MOTION FOR LEAVE TO CONDUCT THIS ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY
PURSUANT TO S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 17-27-70 AND 17-27-150 AS WELL AS
PURSUANT TO RULE 26. SEE STATHSEVSEWINKIERGEEAI1IB8 USTC. 585, 795
S.E.2d. 446 (S.C.App-2016)(THE SUPREME COURT EXPLICITLY RULED
THAT A PCR COURT ERRS IF IT ARBITRARILY DENIES THE APPLICANT AND
INTERVENOR ADDITIONAL TIME OR THE PROCEDURAL MECHANICS TO
INVESTIGATE, OBTAIN, AND ANALYZE SUPPRESSED OR HIDDEN EVIDENCE.):
BARNES v. STATE, 433 S.C. 330, 8b8 StuE.2d. 806 (S.C.App.2021) (THE

SUPREME COURT DIRECTLY ANALYZED THE PCR COURT'S RUSH TO GRANT
SUMMARY JUDGMENT UNDER S.C. CODE ANN.

§ 17-27-70. THE COURT RULED
THAT SUMMARY DISMISSAL IS COMPLETELY IMPROPER IF THERE IS A

FACTUAL DISPUTE OR IF THE RECORD HAS NOT BEEN COMPLETELY AND
FAIRLY COMPILED DUE TO EXTERNAL FACTORS WHICH APPLY IN THIS CASE.
BARNES STANDS FOR THE POSITION THAT THE PCR COURT CANNOT GRANT
THE STATE'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISMISSAL IF WE POINT OUT THAT
VITAL INFORMATION IS BEING WITHHELD, CREATING UNRESOLVED MATERIAL
FACTS) ; HIOTT Ve STATE, 381 Swi@h 622, 674 S
491(5.C.App.2009) (THE SUPREME COURT OFFICIALLY AFFIRMED THAT PCR
ACTIONS ARE FUNDAMENTALLY CIVIL IN NATURE AND ARE STRICTLY BOUND
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G L VL o ; ) &l
o THE SOUTH CAROLINA RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE (SCRCP)
THAT THE POLL WEIGHT oF GIVILD DISCLOSURE
CIVIL DISCOVERY

BETARLLSHED
NHVHAN\HMS~~'[NCLUDTNU MOTIONS TO COMPEL AND

\ ) 0 K n C R
PARAMETERS «=APPLY DIREBCTLY WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF )24

PROCOBEDINGS . ppcause  HOLTT RULES THAT THE SCRCP APPLIES, 1T
QRANTS THE LEGAL AUTHORITY TO UTILIZE RULE 37 (MOTION TO COMPEL)
10 FORCE THE STATE TO HAND OVER EVIDENCE WHEN THEY SEEK DISMISSAL
PTHROUGH A LACK QF DISCLOSURE.); WADE v. STATE, 375 S.C. 154y 652

3.B.2d. 408 (S.C.App.2007)(THIS 1S A BEDROCK CASE ESTABLISHING

THE OPERATIONAL THRESHOLD FOR S.C. CODE ANN. § 17-27-150. THE
SUPREME COURT HELD THAT WHILE DISCOVERY IS NOT AN AUTOMATIC
WIDE-OPEN ENTITLEMENT IN NON-CAPITAL PCR CASES, AN APPLICANT MUST
BE PERMITTED TO CONDUCT SPECIFIC DISCOVERY THE MOMENT THEY
SATISFY THE "GOOD CAUSE" STANDARD. ONCE THE STATE FILED THE
MOTION TO DISMISS, THIS AUTHORIZES THE FURTHER RELEASE OF
ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY TO ESTABLISH A COMPLETE RECORD  OF = T'HE
JURLSDICTIONAL FACTS.

WHILE GENTRY MADE IT HARDER TO CLAIM "VOID" CONVICTION
BASED ON MERE TECHNICALITIES, COURT THAT CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDS
BSSENTIAL ELEMENTS TO FIT A FORCED STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION HAS
EXCEEDED 1TS CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY (JURISDICTION). THIS
RESULTS IN A VOID JUDGMENT BECAUSE THE COURT HAS EFFECTIVELY
CREATED AND TRIED A "NEW" CHARGE THAT NEVER RECEIVED GRAND JURY
APPROVAL. IF THE INDICTMENT ADDS ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THE
OFFENSE(S) NOT APPROVED BY THE GRAND JURY (TIME AND PLACE OF
ASSAULT AND OR DEATH FOR MURDER) AND THE INDICTMENT'S LANGUAGE
ALREADY SUPPORTS A CONVICTION BUT THE COURT AMENDS IT IN A WAY BY
JURY INSTRUCTION CHANGING THE NATURE OF THE OFFENSE AND OR LEGAL
THEORY ALLEGED IN THE INDICTMENT, THE COURT LOSES JURISDICTION
RENDERING ANY RESULTING CONVICTION VOID, EVEN IF THE DEFENDANT
APPEARED "GUILTY" OF THE ORIGINAL CHARGE. UNDER S.C. CODE ANN. §
17-19-20 THE INDICTMENT "MUST" BE DEEMED GOOD. THE STATUTORY
LANGUAGE IS CLEAR AND UNAMBIGUOUS. S.C. CODE ANN. § 17-19-100
P5?V1DB ANY AMENDMENT THAT CHANGES THE NATURE OF THE OFFENSE
22;3T:$§D BiugrﬂippiiAND JURY WHO IN THIS CASE HAS ILLEGALLY

CANT. IF THE AMENDMENT ADDS A NEW ELEMENT
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{(TIME AND PLACE OF ASSAULT AND OR DEATH), CHANGES THE LEGAL
THEORY (THE INDICTMENT(S) PREDETERMINE GUILT AND CONVICTS BUT THE
JUDGE CHARGES DIFFERENTLY [HE 1S INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY]|),
OF THE CRIME, IT IS "MATERIAL" CHANGE THAT EXCEEDS THE COURT'S
CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY (JURISDICTION) - NO  PROCEDURAL BAR
ATTACHES AND THE COURT IS REQUIRED TO APPOINT COUNSEL AND GRANT
WEARING BY THE STATUTE'S CLEAR LANGUAGE AND RULE 71.1. WHEN THE
CCURT "CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDS" AN INDICTMENT=-~~EFFECTIVELY
CHANGING THE CHARGE THROUGH JURY INSTRUCTION (BOILERPLATE) OR BY
ALLOWING EVIDENCE OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS NOT PASSED UPON BY THE
GRAND JURY---IT VIOLATES THE S.C. CONSTITUTION UNDER ARTICLE 5%
11. THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF "TIME AND PLACE" ARE NOT PROPERLY
ALLEGED FOR THE MURDER AND THE APPLICANT IS ALREADY FOUND GUILTY

8Y THE GRAND JURY WHO TOOK AWAY HIS PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE .

SVEN IF THE DEFENDANT IS "GUILTY" OF THE ORIGINAL CONDUCT, THE

COURT LOSES THE POWER TO HEAR THE CASE THE MOMENT THE INDICTMENT
IS AMENDED TO A DIFFERENT NATURE. THIS IS BECAUSE THE CIRCUIT
COURT'S JURISDICTION IS “TRIGGERED" BY THE "SPECIFIC" INDICTMENT
RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY MAKING THE TRIAL PROCEEDING
ESSENTIALLY AN ACT OF \L DOUBLE JEOPARDY. THE GRAND JURY
DOES NOT BAVE TH T. IF THE COURT AMENDS THE
INDICTMENT TO )FFENSE, OR THE LEGAL
THEORY REH SRAND JURY, I  THE CONSTITUTIONAL
REQUIRENE SENTHENT TO THE GF SUELS IS NOT A
'ECT" THAT MAKES
 PERCEIVED
356, 919
ARE 80
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078-1-590558-643~-8. THE COURTS CANNOT ESTABLISH PRIAL AND

PROCEEDINGS IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTE(S) AND S.C. CONSTITUTION
o A QW LR R A AN A A A % b
YEMONSTRATING THE AMOUNT OF EXTREME PREJUDICE THAT THE APPLICANT

WAS SUBJECT TO WARRANTING REVERSAL AND VACATING oF THE
CONVICTION. THUS, THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND MANIFEST INJUSTICE
1S NOT A CONCLUSORY CLAIM. THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION ALSO

IOLATE THE APPLICANT'S RIGHTS UNDER THE 14TH. AMENDMENT EQUAL
PROTECTION OF THE LAWS CLAUSE. TRE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL 1IS
IMBUED BY THE STATE CONSTITUTION WITH SUBSTANTIAL AUTHORITY AND
DUTY OVER THE PROSECUTION OF CRIMINAL CASES; AND TO THAT END, THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL HAS A CONSTITUTIONAL DUTY TO SUPERVISE ALL
RININAL PROSECUTIONS AND ENSURE THAT ALL LAWS BE "FAITHFULLY"
R AS WELL AS "BHE - STATHTORY DUTY  TO DIRECT THE. STATE'S

UuT
SOLICITQRS, STATE  w. HARRISON, B3R SiC. 448, 854 " S.E.2d.
App.2021); HAMER v. NEIGHBORHOOD HQOUSING SERVICES OF
CHICAGO, 138 S.Ct. 13, 139 SoREQiPg. 2495(0U.5.2017).

THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF THE POST CONVICTION RELIEF STATUTES

ARE CLEAR AND UNAMBIGUOUS ILLUSTRATING THAT ALL RULES OF CIVIL
CEDURE ARE AVAILABLE TO US, iNCLUDING RULES OF INTERVENTION,
NSCLIDATION, DISCOVERY, COMPELLING, MOTION TO MAKE MORE
cIRITE AND CERTAIN AND ANY AND ALL OTHER RULES TIMELY INVOKED
THIS FILING. SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS THE POWER TO
CLARE LAW, WBETHER IT BE UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION OR THE STATUTORY ELEMENT TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION. THEREFORE, IT CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR
FORFEITED. THUS, WHEN IT CEASE TO EXIST. THE ONLY THING LEFT FOR
THE COURT TO DO IS ANNOUNCE THIS FACT AND DISMISS THE CAUSE OF
CONVICTION AGAINST THE APPLICANT/PETITIONER. THIS CAN BE RAISED
AT ANY TIME, AT ANY STAGE, EVEN FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL
(HHICKE THE APPLICANT WAS DEFRAUDED IN RAISING), EVEN AFTER A
FINAL JUDGMENT HAS BEEN ENTERED INTO THE CASE, ESPECIALLY 1IN
LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT WE HAVE FRAUD UPON THE COURT ATTACHED TO
THE JURISDICTIONAL CLAIMS MADE. AGAIN, THE APPLICANT IS ARGUING

HIS ISSUES UNDER THE DUE PROCESS/ CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
35-0f-46
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SURJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, NOT THE STATUTORY (LEGLISLATIVE)
ELEMENT THAT THE SOUTH CAROLINA SBTATE COURTS IN THE PAST, IN AN
ABUSE OF DISCRETION AND [FRAUD UPON

THE COURT, ADJUDICATED SUCH
185UB8 UNDER, SEBELIUS v. AUBURN

REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER, 133
§.Ct. 817, 184 L.BA.2d4. 627, B1 U.8.L.W. 4053 (U.8.2013); SIZWARD
v« RIDDLE, F.8upp.2d., 2013 WL 707018 (DS&C.2013);
v. ATLAS GLOBAL L.P., 541 U.S.

BO6(U.8.2004); 24  SENATORIAL

GRUPO DALAFLUX
567, 124 8.Ct. 192, 158 L.Ed.2d.

DIST. REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE v.
ALCORN, 820 F.3d. 624 (4th.Cir.2016): SANDERS v. SAVANNAI HIGHWAY
AUTOMOTIVE COMPANY =<8 .E.2d.==,

NATIONSTAR MORTG., LLC.

2020 WL 6154305 (8.C.App.2020);

V. MEISNER, &S.E.2d., 2016 WL 1700516
(5.C.App.2016); OO0=RM INVEST v. NET ELEMENT INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
FeSupp., 2014 WL 12613282

428 §.C. 481, B36 B.E.2d.
AND _TRUST COMPANY, ING.
249(S.C.AppP.2020). BY TH
AMTACHES DUE T0 T8
INVOLVEMENT (THE GE

(8:.D."la.2014); KOSCIUSKO v.

PARHAM ,
362(5-C-App-2019):

IFIRST CITIZENS BANK
vu‘ TA!LOR' 431 S-C. 149’ 847 S-E-Zd.

SSUES ARGUED EQUITABLE TOLLING

.....

AND 17-19-20
ALL OVER THE

"""""

8 TRIAL PROCESS

u ﬁﬁgﬁ





2016 IN INORDINATE DELAY, SOME FOR A
TO GO ON A NATIONWIDE "FISH
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE OR SILENT CASE LAW THAT ONLY ADDRESSED
THE 1SSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION UNDER THE STATUTCRY
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, TO CONCEAL THE FACT THAT
THERE ARE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDI
AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION (DUE PROCESS VIOLAT
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION ALSO VOIDS
JURISDICTION. THE CASES THE GENTRY COURT MADE USE OF, COTTON AND
PARKHURST WERE CASES THAT WERE ADJUDICATED UNDER THE STAT

ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AND ARE UNCONSTITUT

o O G

VAGUE, SILENT, ON WHETHER DUE PROCESS VIOLATION UND H
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION VOID

3
0 W

JURISDICTION. 1IN SOUTH CAROLINA WHEN A COURT KNOWINGLY IGNOR
WELL ESTABLISHED U.S. SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS LIKE STEEL CO.
CITIZENS FOR A BETTER ENVIRONMENT, 523 U.S. 83, 318009
1003(U.S.1998) AND OTHER SIMILAR HOLDINGS, PURPOSELY
CIRCUMVENTING, FAILING TO ADDRESS THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, IT WOULD CONSTITUTE FRAUD UPON THE
COURT BECAUSE IT DEFILES THE JUDICIAL MACHINERY ITSELF. £ OCCURS
WHEN A COURT'S IMPARTIAL FUNCTIONS ARE DIRECTLY CORRUPTED, OFTEN
BY AN OFFICER OF THE COURT (SUGCH AS 2 JUDGE OR ATTORNEY OR
ATTORNEY GENERAL IN THIS CASE). PURPOSELY CIRCUMVENTING THE
NATION'S HIGHEST COURT'S HOLDINGS 4T REACH A DESIRED
OUTCOME-ESPECIALLY CONCERNING THE CONCEPT OF SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION--INTERFERES WITH THE COURT'S ABILITY TO "PERFORM
IT'S NORMAL FUNCTION IN THE USUAL MANNER ITS IMPARTIAL TASKS." 1AL
INVOLVES DECEIT, LIES AND FALSE INFORMATION MAKING THE JUDGMENT
VOID AB INITIO, AS THE COURT LACKED THE AUTHORITY TO ACT IN THE

FIRST PLACE. WHEN A JUDGMENT IS VAGUE OR SILENT ON A SUBSTANTIAL
CLAIN, IF THAT JUDGMENT IS SILENT (ie.

WHETHER FATAL DEFECTS IN
AN INDICTMENT VOID JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT

TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION AND

VIOLATIONS OF THE APPLICABLE STATUTES BY THE

PLAIN LANGUAGE
CONTAINED THEREIN),

IT MAY NOT BRE CONSIDERED A "FINAL JUDGMENT" ,
ESPECIALLY IN THIS CASE WHEN WE HAVE INTENTIONAL

COURT, THE GENTRY COURT PURPOSELY FAILING TO
37-0f-46
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SURSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS RISE TO A LEVEL OF BEING
UNCOMSTITUTIONAL WHICH WOULD VOID OR MAKE VOIDABLE JURISDICTION
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT PO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
ESTATE OF CUNNINGHAM v. MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF BALTIMORE, 128
P.4TH. 238(4th.Cir.2025)(COURT DISMISSED APPEAL BECAUSE THE
DISTRICT COURT OVERLOOKED AND FALLED 7O RESOLVE CLAIMS ON TWO
155UES. BECAUSE THE JUDGMENT WAS SILENT ON THE CLALM, IT WAS NOT
A FINAL APPEALABLE ORDER); ESCOBAR-SALMERON v. MOYER, 150 F.4TH.
360(4th.Cir.2025) (SILENCE ON A CLAIM PREVENTS FINALITY. THE COURT
MUST OBJECTIVELY RESOLVE ALL SUBSTANTIVE CLAIMS BEFORE A JUDGMENT
18 FPINAL); LOWY v. DANIEL DEFENSE, LLC.,--F.4TH.--, 2026 WL

376731 (4th.Cir.2026) (WITHOUT EXAPRESSED LANGUAGE SILENCE EQUAL
HOW FINALITY ALL CLAIMS MUST BE
F.4TH.

ADDRESSED); ALI v. HOGAN, 26

587(4th.Cir.2022)(THIS CASE REINFORCE THAT THE COURT'S
FAILURE TO PROPERLY ACCOUNT

FOR CONSTITUTIONAL STANDING [A
COMPOMENT OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION] IS A FUNDAMENTAL ERROR.

h KNOWING FAILURE TO DO SO BY A JUDGE WOULD ALIGN WITH THE
DEFINITION OF CORRUE ) pICT

PAREVIRYLE AUTB"
4TH. CIRCUIT AD

MACHINERY); MONACO v. WV
2023) (1N THIS CASE, THE
RISDICTION CAN BE
BED' CONSTITUTIO IMUNITIES THAT THE LOWER COURT
MIGHT“.IM“ AOULD NOT BE . TO EAERCISE
, RE 'HE CASE. IGNORING U.S5.
SUPREME oK , ULD CONSTITUTE
90 F.4TH.
TO ADDRESS
8); FRAZIER






SUBJECT MATTER

> Rpro—— a2l = FM ;‘k :‘ L‘:
CONCEALIRNG THAT THERE ARL LwU ELEMENT
1 w AAID RS Ep D "STIL.RENTY YN WH “THER AN
JURISDICTION, IS INHERENTLY "VAGUE" AND OR SILEN ON WHET
Y i -

UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACT CAN BE SO EXTREME THAT IT VIOLATES THE
"CONSTITUTIONAL"™ ELEMENT OF AUTHORITY. THE GENTRY CASE PRODUCES A
"CONSTITUTIONAL BLINDSPOT" PURPOSELY SET IN PLACE TO DEFRAUD THE
INMATES OF THIS STATE IN ARGUING THE FATAL DEFECTS WITHIN THEIR

INDICTMENTS. THE PROBLEM WITH LABELING ALL CONSTITUTIONAL ERRORS
AS "PROCEDURAL"™ AS GENTRY DOES. THE RULING SUGGESTS THAT EVEN
RANT DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS--ONES THAT MIGHT EFFECTIVELY

FLAGR

STRIP THE COURT OF ITS LEGITIMATE POWER UNDER THE 14TH.
AMENDMENT--DOES NOT VOID JURISDICTION. IF A COURT TAKES AN ACT
THAT 1S EXPRESSLY PROHIBITED BY THE CONSTITUTION (AN

UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACT LIKE SUBTLY EXPANDING AND FORCE CONSTRUCTING
STATUTES SUCH AS S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 19-19-10 AND 17-19-20
VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE AND THE PLAIN LANGUAGE
JLE AND OTHER DUE PROCESS VIOLATION ARGUED WITHIN THIS PCR
APPLICATION), GENTRY DOES NOT CLEARLY EXPLAIN AT WHAT POINT THE
ACT STOPS BEING A "TRIAL ERROR" AND STARTS BEING AN "ILLEGAL
EXERCISE OF POWER" THAT WOULD VOID THE COURT'S AUTHORITY UNDER
THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. GENTRY
IS UNCONSTITUTIONALLY "VAGUE" AND MUST BE DEEMED "VOID FOR
VAGUNESS" BECAUSE IT ASSUMES THE COURT'S POWER REMAINS CONSTANT
REGARDLESS OF HOW IT IS EXERCISED. ROJAS DISSENT, MONTGOMERY AND
STEEL CO. ARGUES AND PRESENTS THE OPPOSITE, THAT A COURT'S POWER
IS CONTINGENT ON FOLLOWING CONSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS (LIKE
STANDING AND DUE PROCESS) FURTHER ILLUSTRATING THAT GENTRY BY
SUPPRESSION OF TRUTH AND FRAUDULENT CONCEALMENT OF JURISDICTIONAL
FACTS CANNOT STAND.

IN REFERRING BACK TO THE ISSUE OF FATAL DEFECTS WITHIN AN
INDICTMENT, IT IS THE BODY OF THE INDICTMENT THAT IS IMPORTANT,
NOT THE INDICTMENT CAPTION, OR THE WARRANTS POTENTIALLY ATTACHED
TO THE PROCESS. THEREFORE, THE “PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE"
LANGUAGE THAT APPEARS IN THE WARRANTS MUST APPEAR ON THE "FACE"
OF THE CHARGING INSTRUMENT. THE INDICTMENT FOR MURDER DOES NOT
PROPERLY ALLEGE THE ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF "TIME AND PLACE" AND
THE OTHER INDICTMENTS HAVE SIMILAR FATAL DEFECTS, VIOLATING THE
PROVISIONS OF s.cC. CODE ANN. §§ 17-19-10 AND 17-19-20 AND ARTICLE
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1+ 8T OF STHES S - CONSTITUTION. TO COMPOUND THIS EGREGIOUS
INJUSTICE, WITHIN THE BODY OF THE CHARGING INSTRUMENT(S), BY THE
LANGUAGE CONTAINED THEREIN, THE GRAND JURY IN VIOLATION OF THEIR
SHIELDING FUNCTION HAS SWORN UPON THEIR OATH GUILT AND ALREADY
CONVICTED THE PETITIONER, APPLICANT, BEFORE HE EVER WENT TO TRIAL
AND OR GAVE A GUILTY PLEA WHICHEVER IS APPLICABLE, PREDETERMINING
IN ADVANCE THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDINGS, TAKING AWAY THE
APPLICANT'S PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE, SHIFTING THE BURDEN OF
PERSUASION TO THE APPLICANT IN VIOLATION OF THEIR SHIELDING
FUNCTION AND DUE PROCESS LAW. THE GRAND JURY BY THE LANGUAGE
UTILIZED WITHIN THE BODY OF THE INDICTMENT(S) DO NOT HAVE THE
POWER AND OR AUTHORITY BY STATE OR FEDERAL LAW, OR BY STATE OR
FEDERAL CONSTITUTION, TO CONVICT A PERSON WHICH IS NOT A HARMLESS
ERROR. NOT ALL STATES INDICTMENTS ARE FRAMED LIKE THIS HAVING
SUCH A FATAL CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL DEFECT. THEN IN ORDER TO
ATTEMPT TO CURE THIS FATAL CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS STRUCTURAL
ERROR, THE COURT(S) GIVE A CURATIVE INSTRUCTION (BOILERPLATE)
STATING THAT THE INDICTMENT IS NOT EVIDENCE THAT THE DEFENDANT IS
INNCCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY, THAT THE STATE MUST PROVE ALL

ELEMENTS ALLEGED. THE APPLICANT CAN'T TELL WHEN THE LANGUAGE

PRESENTED CLEARLY EXISTS IN OPPOSITION TO THIS CLAIM. THE PROBLEM
WITH THIS IS THAT ONCE THE BELL IS RUNG, IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG, AND
IN ORDER TO GIVE THE CURATIVE INSTRUCTION (BOILERPLATE), THE
TRIAL COURT MUST CONSTRUCTIVELY AMEND THE INDICTMENT(S)
ESSENTIAL MENS REA ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSE(S) DEMONSTRATING THE

OVERWHELMING PREJUDICE WHICH SUPPORTS THAT THIS IS NOT A HARMLESS
ERROR. THE "BELL CANNOT BE UNRUNG"

THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE.

ON THE

IS A CRITICAL SAFEGUARD FOR

IF THE STATE OR PROSECUTOR PRODUCE
"SKUNK LIKE" EVIDENCE OR DOCUMENTS INTO EUNEEERTVY SOF THE TRIAL

JURY WITHOUT ANY ASSESSMENT OF EVEN ASKING THE JURY IF THEY HAVE
BEEN AFFECTED BY THE DOCUMENT, INFORMATION THAT STINKS UP THE
JURY BOX REGARDLESS OF INSTRUCTION, IT SHIFTS THE JURY'S FOCUS
FROM THE STATE'S DUTY TO PROVE THE FACTS BEFORE THEY CAN EVER BE
ASSERTED AND OR DECLARED. BECAUSE THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE IS

A
i OF THE JUSTICE SYSTEM,
OURTS RECOGNIZED THAT HEARING OR SEEING SUCH DO

A JUROR'S MINDSET FROM DID THEY DO THIS CRIME,
A
LREADY BEEN FOUND GUILTY BY THE LANGUAGE COMI

"CARDINAL PRINCIPLE"
E SOUTH CAROLINA

CUMENTS CAN SHIFT
TO WELL THEY HAVE

NG FROM THE GRAND
40-0f-46
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IN SOUTH CAROLINA LAW, IF A CURATIVE

JURY SO IT MUST BE TRUL .
IN CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT  BY

INSTRUCTION EFFECTIVELY RESULTS
ALTERING ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSE, OR MATERLIALLY ALTERS

THE LEGAL THEORY RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY, IT CREATES A ['ATAL

CONSTITUTIONAL, NOT  PROCEDURAL,  ERROR AND CONFLICT. THE
INDICTMENT(S) ALLEGE THAT THE APPLICANT/ PETITIONER IS5 GUILTY
WITH "MALICE AND AFORETHOUGHT" AND OR OTHER BSSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF
VARIOUS OFFENSE(S), THE JUDGE'S CHARGE THAT THE APPLICANT/
PETITIONER IS INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY OF "MALICE AND
AFORETHOUGHT" OR OTHER ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF VARIOUS OTHER
OFFENSE(S), WHICH CHANGE THE VERY NATURE OF WHAT HAE BEEN
RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY. THE GRAND JURY BY THEIR LANGUAGE
PRESENTED HAS ALREADY ADJUDICATED GUILT WHICH THEY DO NOT HAVE
THE POWER OR AUTHORITY TO DO. THE COURT CANNOT THEN COME BACK AND
SAY THE DEFENDANT IS INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY OF THE
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS CONTRADICTING WHAT HAS BEEN DETERMINED BY THE
GRAND JURY. THIS PRODUCES A AL DOUBLE JEOPARDY CLAIM. THE
STATE 1S STRICTL ‘ FIC" LANGUAGE AND LEGAL
RETURNED BY THEM.

' ALREADY BEING

THE COURT BY
CONVICTED |






. FEA
CONSTITUTION, NELSON V. ROICORADO, 137 S.Cta laasy 197 L.Ed

oll BS U.S.L-.N 4205(U.S.2017) (REGARDING THE PRESUMPTION OF
(o] ] - . . -

< . s 20 s
INNOCENCE); BETTERMAN v. MONTANA, 136 S.Ct. 1609, 194 L.Ed.2

723 (U.S.2016) (REGADING THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE) . THE
PRINCIPLE THAT "ONCE THE BELL IS RUNG IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG" IS A
CORNERSTONE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AND FEDERAL
PARTICULARLY CONCERNING CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENTS--WHERE TRIAL
COURT'S INSTRUCTION EFFECTIVELY CHANGE THE GRAND JURY'S ORIGINAL
INDICTMENT, STATE V.- DENT, 446 S.C. 21y, 2Lz, SEea2 ol

394(S.C.App.2025) (THE COURT REVERSED THE CONVICTION BECAUSE THE

TRIAL COURT'S INSTRUCTION EXPANDED THE
CHARGE) ; STATE

JURISPRUDENCE,

IND ECTMENIRSS S P F G C
V. ERB, 447 Sicllle 84, 924 SEFE2 -
100(S.C.App.2025) (THE INSTRUCTION MUST SPECIFICALLY ALIGN WITH
THE CHARGING DOCUMENT); STATE v. PHILLIPS, 430 S.C. 319, 844
S.E.2d. 651(S.C.App-2020)(CASE REVERSED DUE TO THE "ONCE THE BELL

IS RUNG IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG"
JOHNSON, Fed.

PRINCIPLE) ; UNITED
REEE PO P RN T 75460164 (4th.Cir.2022); UNITED
STATES v. BREWBAKER, 87 F.4TH. 563(4th.Cir.2023)(A CONSTRUCTIVE
AMENDMENT OF AN INDICTMENT OCCURS WHEN THE COURT OR GOVERNMENT

BROADENS THE POSSIBLE BASES FOR CONVICTION BEYOND THOSE STATED
WITHIN THE INDICTMENT BY, FOR EXAMPLE,

THEORY WITHIN THE INDICTMENT,
LEGAL THEORY AT TRIAL;

STATES v.

ASSERTING A SPECIFIC LEGAL
BUT THEY RELY UPON A DIFFERENT

AND THIS IS IMPERMISSIBLE). THE 6TH.
AMENDMENT PROMISES THAT ALL CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS THE ACCUSED HAS
A~ RIGHT TO A SPEEDY AND PUBLIC TRIAL,

BY AN IMPARTIAL JURY:
INHERING IN THAT GUARANTEE IS AN ASSURANCE THAT A GUILTY VERDICT

WILL ISSUE "ONLY", "ONLY" (EMPHASIS ADDED) FROM A UNANIMOUS JURY,

NOT THE GRAND JURY AS THE INDICTMENTS INDISPUTABLY INDICATE HAS
OCCURRED, PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT VOIDS THE TRIAL

COURT'S JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION. ONLY THE GRAND JURY CAN FIX THIS SUBSTANTIAL
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR, NOT A TRIAL JUDGE BY ATTEMPTING
AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL CURATIVE INSTRUCTION (BOILERPLATE). THE "DAMN
STILL BURSTS",

i ERLINGER v. UNITED STATES, BOPSUTS T B21, 144 SECE:
8004;2 219 L.éd.Zd. 451(U.S.2024); SWEENEY v. GRAHAM, 2025 WL
i (4th.Clr-2025): SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION V.

S.Ct. 25174 219 L.Ed.24.
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REVERSAL I8 REVERSAL, REGARDLES. )F THE | |
MVALID CONVICTION IS NO CONVICTION At ALL. A CONVICTION Liﬁ:ht_ ?
UNCONSTITUTIORAL LAW AND OR JUDICIAI PROCESS 1 NUL rnm‘uf'r‘r.
ERRONEOUS, BUT 1T 15 ILLEGAL AND VOID UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL

ELEMENT OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, AND CANNOT BE A LEGAL

CAUSE TO CONTINUE THE IMPRISONMENT, UNITED STATES V.

s U108 N 3045615 /136 Fed. Appx'
AJRAWAT ,--Fed. AppX ' == 2018 WL 3045619, Pl

136(4th.Cir.2028); PEOPLE V. FIELDS, N.E.3d., 1L. AP. (lst.)

122012-UB: FARROW v. LIPETZRY, 2017 WL 1540637 (N.C Cal 0l1l7)

JURISDICTION REFERS TO THE COURT'S STATUTORY OR "CONSTITUTIONAL®
(EMPHASIS ADDED) POWER TO ADJUDICATE A CASE.  WITHOUT
JURISDICTION, A COURT, LOWER COURT IN PARTICULAR, CANNOT PROCEED
AT ALL (THE STATUTE REQUIRES THE RESPONDENT BY THE PLAIN LANGUAGE
RULE TO ADDRESS EACH ISSUE WHICH HE FAILED TO DO BY THIS EVASIVE,
ARYPTIC, CIRCUMVENTING, SHAM PLEADING, BAD FAITH, INADEQUATE
RESPONSE) . JURISDICTION IS THE POWER TO DECLARE LAW AND WHEN IT
CEASE TO EXIST, THE ONLY THING LEFT FOR THE COURT TO DO IS
ANNOUNCE THIS FACT AND DISMISS THE CAUSE OF CONVICTION AGAINST
THE PETITIONER-APPLICANT, HENSLEY v. CITY OF CHARLOTTE, 2023 WL
2533083  (W.D.N.C. 2025 e F.C.S.B., 17 F.4TH.
485(4th.Cir.2021); STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR A BETTER ENVIRONMENT
SUPRA.; al-SUYID v. HIFTER, 139 F.4TH. 368 (4th.Cir.2025). MERE
CLAIM THAT RIGHTS EXIST UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS SUFFICIENT TO AVOID SUMMARY
DISMISSAL, GRANT HEARING, GRANT ADDITIONAL DISCOVERY SOUGHT AND
APPOINT LEGAL COUNSEL, EVEN AS IT PERTAINS TO JURISDICTIONAL
CLAIM PROCESSING RULES PROTECTED UNDER ARTICLE V § 4 AND ARTICLE
1 § 23 OF THE S.C. CONSTITUTION, AND U.S. SUPREME COURT RECENT
RULINGS REQUIRING THE GRANTING OF THE HEARING, STOP RECKLESS
ECONOMICS INSTABILITY CAUSED BY DEMOCRATS v. FEDERAL ELECTION
COMM'N., 814 F.3d. 221 (4th.Cir.2016); WESTMINSTER NURSING CENTER
v. COHEN, 2017 WL 5632661 (E.D.N.C.2017); SANTOS-ZACARIA V.
GARLAND SUPRA.; FIRST PROTECTION INSURANCE COMPANY v. LEWIS
EDWARD O'LEARY, 2025 WL 1936566 (4th.Cir.2025)(THE UNITED STATES
SUPREME COURT HAS STATED IN NO UNCERTAIN TERMS THAT COURTS ARE

w
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NOT FREE TO SIMPLY ASSUME THAT THEY POSSESS SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION AND THEN PROCEED TO DECIDE THE MERITS O? THE ISS?ES
BEFORE THEM WHEN THEIR JURISDICTION REMAINS IN DOUBT); JEFFERIES
v. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 2025 WL 590433 (D.Md.2025); KOKKONEN
;. GUARDIAN LIFE INS. CO. OF AMERICA, 144 5.0

1673(U.5.1994) (COURTS, ALL COURTS, STATE AND FEDERAL, ONLY
POSSESS POWER BY "CONSTITUTION" (EMPHASIS ADDED) AND STATUTE
WHICH IS NOT TO BE EXPANDED BY JUDICIAL DECREE. IF THE LEXINGTON
COUNTY CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE SIGN AND GRANT THIS FRAUD
PRODUCED MOTION FOR SUMMARY DISMISSAL, THE JUDGE WOULD BE
UNLAWEULLY EXPANDING ITS JURISDICTION BY JUDICIAL DECREE. THE
GENTRY CASE BY JUDICIAL DECREE EXPANDED THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURTS
JURISDICTION (UNLAWFULLY) UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION BY ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT.
IS PRESUMED THAT THE CAUSE LIES OUTSIDE, BEYOND,

“"CONSTITUTIONAL" JURISDICTION, AND THE BURDEN
RESPONDENT TO PROVE OTHERWISE,

e
THE COURT'S

IS ON THE

WHICH HE OBVIOUSLY FAILED TO DO BY

THIS FRAUD PRODUCED, EVASIVE, CIRCUMVENTING, CRYPTIC, BAD FAITH,

SHAM PLEADING RESPONSE SUBJECTING HIM TO POTENTIAL PENALTY UNDER
RULE 11 BY HIS CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO CONCEAL
MATERIAL FACTS, AND AS AN ACT OF MACHINATION TO THWART ANY
POTENTIAL SUBSEQUENT APPELLATE REVIEW, COPER BRIGHT ENTERPRISES

v. RAIMONDO, 603 U.S. 369, 144 S.Cq‘_2244 (U.S.2024); LOZMAN v.
CITY OF RIVERA BEACH, FLA., 133 S5.Ct. 735(U.S5.2013).

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT BY RECENT RULINGS HAVE NOW
MADE THE 1ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CLEAR AND

UNAMBIGUOUS FOR ALL COURTS AROUND THE NATION, AT BOTH THE STATE
AND FEDERAL LEVEL. THAT COURT DETERMINED:

"COURTS (BOTH STATE AND FEDERAL, NO MATTER WHAT
JURISDICTION IS GIVEN TO THEM BY A PARTICU

LAR STATUTE) HAVE NO
"CONSTITUTIONAL"

CLEARLY, SPECIFICALLY,

L i ADDRESS ALL THE ISSUES IN VIOLATION OF
1 CEALED THERE IS INDEED A DECISION FILED IN THE
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APPEAL HE REFERRED TO, AND DUE TO THE OTHER SUBSTANEiIAL Wwue
SROCESS VIOLATIONS PRESENTED IN THIS PCR APPLICATION), OF A CASE
BEYOND THEIR JURISDICTION (THE FRAUD UPON THE COURT BY THE
ATTEMPTED BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, EVEN BY THE GENTRY COURT AND
LOWER COURT(S), DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS ARGUED AND VIOLATIONS OF
THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE SUBTLY EXPANDING AND FORCE
CONSTRUCTING STATUTES IN VIOLATION OF THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE,
VIOLATION OF JURISDICTIONAL CLAIM PROCESSING RULES PLACES THE
CONVICTION BEYOND THE STATE'S ABILITY TO MAINTAIN AND LEAVE IN

PLACE)---TO DO SO IS, BY VERY DEFINITION FOR THE TRIAL COURT OR
PCR COURT TO ACT ULTRA VIRES",

MUCH MORE THAN MERE NICETIES
(LEGISLATIVE PRONG) AND
(PRONGS) OF

523 U.S. AT. 102, 118 S.Ct. 1003.
ARE AT STAKE HERE.
" (ESPECIALLY)"
JURISDICTION (SUBJECT

THE STATUTORY
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENTS

MATTER JURISDICTION) ARE
ESSENTIAL INGREDIENTS OF SEPARATION AND EQUILIBRATION OF POWERS,

RESTRAINING THE COURTS FROM ACTING AT CERTAIN TIMES,
RESTRAINING THEM

SUBJECTS", ID. AT.

AND EVEN
REGARDING CERTAIN

"THIS TENET IS AS OLD AS
THE BEDROCK AND ALMOST AS OLD AS THE COURT ITSELF", DEMONSTRATING

FROM ACTING PERMANENTLY
10814885 _Ct. 1003.

RETROACTIVE

IMPLICATIONS, CI OUND FERRY SERV., 1INC. v.
I.c.c., 834 E. At D AN ES CITY OF OCALA,
FLORIDA _ v. )3 598--U Pak. Wi 2357328
(U-5.2023) (s  SUBJECT  MATTER
JURISDICTION '






CONVICTION STATUTES BY THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE CLEARLY STATE THAT
ALL RULES OF CIVIL PROCEDURE ARE AVAILABLE TO US SUCH AS RULE 24,
RULES OF DISCOVERY, TO COMPEL, FOR SANCTIONS, CONSOLIDATION AND
THE OTHER RELIEF SOUGHT BY THIS PLEADING. THE APPLICANT AND
INTERVENOR FILE OBJECTION TO THIS FRAUD PRODUCED MOTION FOR
SUMMARY DISMISSAL AND MOTION THAT IT BE STRICKEN FROM THE RECORD.
WE MOTION THAT THE RESPONDENT BE REQUIRED TO MAKE HIS RESPONSE
MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN. WE MOTION FOR CONSOLIDATION OF THE
CASES REFERRED TO WITHIN THE PLEADING. WE MOTION THAT THE
RESPONDENT BE REQUIRED TO IMMEDIATELY RELEASE THE ADDITIONAL
DISCOVERY EVIDENCE THAT IS SOUGHT BY THE PLEADING. WE MOTION FOR
A PICK UP ORDER AND SEEK THAT "BOTH" THE APPLICANT AND INTERVENOR
BE BROUGHT BEFORE THE COURT FOR ANY AND ALL INTENDED HEARINGS. WE
GIVE THE LEXINGTON COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS NOTICE OF PENDENT
FEDERAL JURISDICTION ADDRESSING THESE MATTERS. THE APPLICANT AND

INTERVENOR PRAYS FOR THIS RELIEF, TO INCLUDE ANY AND ALL OTHER
RELIEF THE COURT WOULD DEEM JUST, FAIR AND PROPER.







