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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: FILING THE INITIAL APPELLANT BRIEF IN CASE 2025-001856

TO: THE CLERK OF COURT OF THE COURT OF APPEALS,

MA'AM BY MY PREVIOUS CORRESPONDENCE TO YOU SENT
ELECTRONICALLY ON JULY 31, 2026, I INFORMED YOU THAT THE ORIGINAL
INITIAL BRIEF WAS SENT TO THE COURT ON SEPTEMBER 29, 2025. THIS
ATTACHED LETTER NOW SUBMITTED INTO THE COURT RECORD VERIFIES
THIS. THIS COPY OF THE APPELLANT TIAL BRIEF IS NOW SENT TO
YOU BY PDF. MS. OVE ET-U-DEEN FILED MC TO INTERVENE
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LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA

JONAH GAPRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHBITE
4300839 F3B. RM. 148
EVANS C.I. 610 HWY. 9 WEST

IN RE: CASE NO. 2025-001856 AND FILING APPELLANT BRIEF AND RECORD

ON APPEAL

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,

ATTACHED YOU WILL FIND A COPY OF MY APPELLATE BRIEF

AND RECORD ON APPEAL SUBMITTED FOR THIS CASE. THE S.C. ATTORNEY

GENERAL HAS BEEN SERVED PLEASE FILE THESE DOCUMENT IN THE CASE
CAPTIONED ABOVE. FOR WHAT I UNDERSTAND THE STATE HAS (20) DAYS TO

s

RESPOND FROM THE DOCUMENT'S e
REMAIN, e - :
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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 OFF GENERAL SESSIONS

APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TESTING
CASE NO. 2004-GS5-2B-00385

LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHBITE;
YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U=DEEN,

APPELLANTS-PETITIONERS
















LEGAL ISSUES THAT ARE ON APPEAL

(1) WAS JUDGE NEWMAN REQUIRED TO RECUSE HERSELF DUE TO SHE

SITTING UPON THE PRIOR CASE SEEKING THE TESTING OF THE DNA UNDER

CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 IN THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS WHERE MOTION TO VACATE THE FINAL ORDER FOR FRAUD UPON THE
COURT IS STILL PENDING UNRESOLVED UNTIL THIS VERY DAY WHERE ANY
REASONABLE PERSON WOULD CONCLUDE THAT HER IMPARTIALITY WOULD
REASONABLY BE IN QUESTION AND THE POTENTIAL FOR BIAS HAS RISEN TO
AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL CREATING CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL
LEVEL THAT WOULD VOID HER JURISDICTION AB INITIO?

(2) DUE TO THE DNA TESTING BEING SOUGHT TO DETERMINE
WHETHER OR NOT THE PATHOLOGIST GAVE PERJURED TESTIMONY ON THE
STAND AS TO THE TRUE CAUSE OF DEATH AND TO INCULPATE ANOTHER
PERSON, AND NOT FOR SOME STUPID "PATERNITY" TEST AS THE SOLICITOR
IN FRAUDULENT MISREPRESENTATION ASSERTED; BY WHAT IS DETERMINED
UNDER THE CASES OF HOWARD v. CITY OF DURHAM, 68 F.4TH. 943
(4th.Cir.2023) AND GUTIERREZ v. SAENZ, 145 S.Ct. 2258, 2258+
(U.S.2025), WAS THE APPELLANT ENTITLED TO RIGHTS OF RES JUDICATA
AND COLLATERAL ESTOPPLE AND ENT ' TO BE GIVEN THE DNA TESTING
AS HBE SOUGHT BEFORE THE KERSH? : F G

(3) BY ALLOWING
nINg:
TESTING WAS FOR A

POSSESSION OF

. R
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APPELLANT'S INNO
IN VIOLATION





(5) 18 THE ACTS. ARE UNCONSTITUTIONAL IS5 A JUDGMENT
OBTAINED BY THEM VOID UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT

MATTER JURISDICTION?

(6) ARE THERE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
THE STATUTORY ELEMENT AND THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT

MATTER JURISDICTION?

(79 DRESREIRSSTAEE MAKING USE OF A FATALLY DBEECTIVE
INDICTMENT IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR PRODUCING INDICTMENTS
THAT PREDETERMINE THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDINGS AND SHIFT THE
BURDEN OF PERSUASION TO THE DEFENDANT BY THE LANGUAGE CONTAINED
THEREIN IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDING THE
INDICTMENT ON MENS REA AND CRITICAL ELEMENTS OF THE OFFENSE IN
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR WITHHOLDING RELEVANT DISCOVERY EVIDENCE
IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR SOLICITING PERJURED TESTIMONY IN
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR RUBBER STAMPING INDICTMENTS PRETENDING

THEY WENT BEFORE A GRAND JURY WHEN THEY DID NOT IN CRIMINAL
PROSECUTIONS, OR PRODUCING FALSE STATEMENTS THAT WERE NEVER MADE
BY A PERSON OR SIGNED BY A PERSON IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR
GOING IN A PERSON'S HOME TO OBTAIN EVIDENCE FOR A TRIAL WITHOUT A
SEARCH WARRANT 1IN CRIMINAL” QR VIOLATING CLAIM
PROCESSING RULES IN CRIMINAL

PROSECUTIONS, OR FA} m,; STATUTE WOULD
REQUIRE IN CRIMINAI

(8) IF mj‘ v : . THAT MAKE
THE ACTIONS UNCON I '

o) I
CRIMINAL PROS
FOR THAT UNC
ELEMENT TO S






(11) BY NEW CASE LAW COMING OUT OF THE SOUTH CAROLILNA

SUPREME COURT, THE 4TH. CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS AND THE UNITED

STATES SUPREME COURT, DID THE COURTS OF SOUTH CAROLINA FORCE

CONSTRUCT AND OR SUBTLY EXPAND THE STATUTES OF S.C. CODE. ANN. §§
19-1-80 AND 19-1-90 ESSENTIALLY OUT OF EXISTENCE IN VIOLATION OF
THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE

'THAT REQUIRE THAT A SIGNED COPY OF ANY STATEMENT BE GIVEN TO THE

" PARTY AT THE TIME THE STATEMENT IS MADE, VIOLATING DUE PROCESS,
PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT VOIDS THE CONVICTION UNDER
THE COﬁSTITUTIONAL;ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION?

(12) WAS THE HEARING CONDUCTED BEFORE THE KERSHAW
COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS VOID DUE TO THE COURT'S FAILURE
TO NOTIFY A NAMED PARTY TO THE PROCEEDING (YAHDINA
OVERSTREET-U-DEEN) OF THE SCHEDULED HEARING?

(13) IS THE JURISDICTION OF THIS COURT VOID AND OR
APPEAL PREMATURE DUE TO THE TRIAL JUDGE'S FAILURE TO ISSUE A
"WRITTEN" AND SIGNED FINAL ORDER AND SERVED THE FINAL ORDER ON
THE PARTIES INVOLVED?

THE APPELLANTS ARE ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT PURSUANT
TO RULES OF APPELLATE PROCEDURE, RULE 17 TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION AND WHETHER UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION
WOULD VOID SUCH JUDGMENTS AND OR CONVICTIONS OBTAINED THEREFROM
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
EVEN THOUGH THE COURTS HAVE JURISDICTION UNDER THE STATUTORY
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT
OF GENERAL SESSIONS RULED ON THESE ISSUES AND DENIED THEM.
THEREFORE, THEY ARE PRESERVED AND RIPE FOR APPEAL.

JUDICIAL NOTICE: THE APPELLANTS ALSO SEEK THAT THE DOCUMENTS THAT
WERE SUBMITTED BEFORE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT BE RULED ON THE
MERITS SINCE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT DECLINED JURISDICTION. THIS

WOULD NOT PRECLUDE SEEKING OF RULING ON THE MERITS BEFORE THE
S.C. COURT OF APPEALS.

VI
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STATEMENT OF CASE

THE APPELLANT WAS CONVICTED OF THE MURDER OF HIS 11 YEAR
OLD CHILD BY TRIAL MARCH OF 2004. PRIOR TO THAT THE APPELLANT WAS
ARRESTED FOR TWO COUNTS OF CRIMINAL UNLAWFUL NEGLECT FOR 4 YEARS
IN VIOLATION OF THE SPEEDY TRIAL PROVISION REQUIRING REVERSAL OF
THE CONVICTION UNDER BETTERMAN v. MONTANA AND NO ONE WAS CHARGED
WITH MURDER AT THIS TIME THOUGH THE AUTOPSY PRODUCED BY THE STATE
WAS COMPLETE AND IN THE HANDS OF THE KERSHAW COUNTY CORONOR
JOHNNVESRERIORSESSIMESWAS. sAT - THAT TIME THAT THE INVESTIGATOR
OFFICER, KORT CORLEY, INFORMED THE APPELLANT, "MR CRAWFORD WE
KNOW THAT YOU ARE INNOCENT. BUT WE ARE GOING TO FIND AWAY TO
CONVICT YOU AND MAKE YOU PAY FOR A CRIME WHETHER YOU ARE INNOCENT
OR NOT", ALSO BEING CALLED BY HIM A "NIGGER CULT LEADER AND
NIGGER JIM JONES" IN RELIGIOUS HATRED. ONCE THE BOND HEARING FOR
THE CRIMINAL UNLAWFUL NEGLECT WAS HEARD, THE CORONER, JOHNNY
FELLORS, APPEARED TO TESTIFY FOR THE STATE AND COUNTY AT THAT
BOND HEARING. WITH THE AUTOPSY IN HAND, THE CORONER, JOHNNY
FELLORS, THEN TESTIFIES IN OPEN COURT THAT, "NO ALLEGED BEATING
KILLED THE CHILD. AT MOST IT MAY HAVE BEEN A CONTRIBUTING
FACTOR". THE APPELLANT SOUGHT THE TRANSCRIPT FROM THAT BOND
HEARING ONLY TO BE TOLD BY THE 5TH. CIRCUIT SOLICITOR'S OFFICE
AND STATE THAT NO TRANSCRIPT OF THAT BOND HEARING WAS RECORDED
WHICH IN ITSELF WAS EXTREMELY UNUSUAL. THIS WAS PART OF THE
STATE'S EFFORTS TO CONCEAL THE TRUE CAUSE OF DEATH TO ATTACK THE
APPELLANT BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED DUE TO THE APPELLANT
CLAIMING TO BE A NAZARITE HIGH PRIEST AND CLAIMING TO BE MUSLIM,
CHRISTIAN AND JEW COMBINED WHICH THE COUNTY AND STATE ACTORS SAW
AS STRANGE OCCURRING DURING THE TIME OF 9/11 WHEN THIS NATION
HARBORED AN INTENSE HATRED FOR ANYTHING THAT REMOTELY WAS
CONSIDERED AS MUSLIM. THE APPELLANT'S DECEASED CHILD WAS HAVING
SEX WITH HER HALF BROTHER, MICHAEL LEE. SHE EXPERIENCED AN
UNEXPLAINED WEIGHT LOSS OF ABOUT 30lbs. SEEMIGLY OVERNIGHT
APPROXIMATELY 2 WEEKS PRIOR TO HER DEATH. SHE WAS SCHEDULED FOR
THE DOCTOR BUT NEVER MADE IT TO THE APPOINTMENT. SHE WAS MISSING
HER PERIOD FOR 3 MONTHS AFTER HAVING SEX WITH HER HALF BROTHER .

a
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HER BLOOD SUGAR LEVEL DROPPED TO 17dm/ml FROM 70dm/ml WHICH IS
THE NORMAL BLOOD SUGAR FOR PEOPLE- NOTHING 1IN THE AUTOPSY
EXPLAINED ALL OF THIS WHICH HER BEING PREGNANT CONTRACTING
GESTATIONAL DIABETES THEN WOULD EXPLAIN ALL OF THIS. THESE FACTS
ARE IN CONTRADICTION TO THE PATHOLOGIST'S STATEMENTS WHICH IS
WHAT SPECIFICALLY THE DNA TESTING WAS SOUGHT TO ESTABLISH, NOT A
PATERNITY TEST, WHICH TRIGGERS THE STATUTE FOR THE RELEASING OF
THE DNA EVIDENCE SOUGHT. THESE JURISDICTIONAL FACTS WERE EVEN

BROUGHT UP ON DIRECT APPEAL BEFORE THIS VERY COURT. AS PART OF

THE CONSPIRING COUNTY AND STATE ACTORS EFFORTS TO FRAME THE
APPELLANT BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED,
SUPPRESSED THE INVESTIGATIVE FILE AT SLED,

THEY FIRST
FILE 5501014 BECAUSE
WITHIN THE FILED IT CONTAINED THE CORONER'S NOTES THAT INDICATED

WHAT THE TRUE CAUSE OF DEATH WAS IN CONTRADICTION TO THE PERJURED

TESTIMONY OF THE PATHOLOGIST, DR. JOEL SEXTON, WHO TESTIFIED AT

TRIAL THAT THE APPELLANT'S DAUGHTER WAS NOT PREGNANT. WHEN ASKED

FOR THE FILE AT THE APPELLANT'S COMPETENCY HEARING, JOHN MEADORS,

THE SOLICITOR, LIED, PERJURED HIMSELF ON THE COURT RECORD WHEN

ASKED FOR THE SLED FILE PURSUANT TO DISCOVERY. MEADORS LIED AND

STATED THAT HE DID NOT KNOW WHAT THE APPELLANT WAS TALKING ABOUT
WHEN GIVEN THE SPECIFIC FILED NUMBER OF THE FILE
POSSESSION OF SLED VIDLATIHG;U S

WEARRY v. CAIN 2016 REGAF
DISCOVERY EVIDENCE REQUIRI
GROUND FOR NEW TRIAL D
THE COURT'S JURISI
SUBJECT MATTER J
PLOT TO FRAME TH

IN THE
SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS UNDER






SPARTANBURG COUNTY DEMONSTRATING THE PATTERN OF DECEIT GOING ON
FOR DECADES WITHIN VARIOUS COUNTIES IN THIS STATE. THIS IS OFTEN
A COMMON DESIGN BY THE STATE THAT IS NOW SUBSTANTIATED WITHIN THE
COUNTIES REFERRED TO. THE COUNTY AND STATE ACTORS THEN SOLICITED
PERJURED TESTIMONY FROM THE APPELLANT'S FAMILY AFTER THREATENING
THEM WITH PRISON IF THEY DID NOT ALLOW THE MANIPULATION, SAYING
THAT THE APPELLANT'S DECEASE CHILD WAS DISCIPLINED OVER A §5
TELESCOPE AS OPPOSED TO THEY BEING SEXUALLY INVOLVED WITH EACH
OTHER IN CLASS "A" FELONIES OF CSC WITH A MINOR BECAUSE THE CHILD
WAS 11 YEARS OLD AT THE TIME AND THERE ARE NO ROMEO AND JULIET
LAWS IN SOUTH CAROLINA AND AN 11 YEAR OLD CANNOT GIVE CONSENT. AS
PART "OFES THE SERICESSEORVSTIHE « PERJURED TESTIMONY, WHICH ‘IS A
REVERSIBLE ERROR VOIDING THE COURT'S JURISDICTION UNDER THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. THE STATE
HAS FAILED TO PROSECUTE MICHAEL LEE UNTIL THIS DAY FOR OVER 24
COUNTS OF CSC WITH A MINOR FOR THAT PERJURED TESTIMONY BECAUSE
THEY NEEDED TO DEMONSTRATE TO THE JURY A "WICKED AND DEPRAVED
MIND" AS THE ELEMENT FOR MURDER REQUIRED AND IT WOULD NOT BE A
"WICKED AND DEPRAVED MIND" IF THEY WERE DISCIPLINED FOR BEING
CONSISTENTLY INVOLVED IN NUMEROUS COUNTS OF CLASS "A" FELONIES OF

CSC WITH A MINOR. THIS TOO, IS A FAILURE AT DISCOVERY AND DUE
PROCESS BECAUSE IT WAS AN UNDER THE TA
SYLVIA AND CYLENA WHICH WAS NEVER DI
EVEN FOR IMPEACHMENT PURPOSES cH

LE DEAL WITH MICHAEL,
IS DISCOVERABLE
LEE REMAINS

TEST AS MR.

WHAT WAS THE TRUE CAUS
STATING THERE WERE N





APPELLANT BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED. SPERM AND FEMA;E
EGGS ARE "HAPLOID" IN GENETIC TERMS, MEANING HAVING ONLY ONE S g
OF CHROMOSOMES AND ALLELES WHERE DNA MATERIAL CAUSE BY CONCEPTIO
BETWEEN A MOTHER AND FATHER WOULD BE WHAT IS CALLED "DIPLOID" 1IN
GENETIC TERMS HAVING THE CHROMOSOMES AND ALLELES OF BOTH MOTHER
AND FATHER. IF THE DNA SAMPLES TAKEN FROM KORRESHA AT THE TIME OF
HER DEATH ARE TESTED TO MICHAEL LEE, AND THE GENETIC MATERIAL IS
DISCOVERED TO BE "DIPLOID" 1IN GENETIC TERMS AS OPPOSED TO
"HAPOID". IT WOULD PRODUCE INDISPUTABLE SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE THAT
WOULD PROVE THAT SHE WAS PREGNANT, THAT THE PATHOLOGIST LIED
ABOUT THE AUTOPSY AND POTENTIAL TRUE CAUSE OF DEATH WHICH WOULD
DESTROY THE CORPUS DELECTI FOR THE CRIME OF MURDER CALLING FOR A
NEW TRIAL WHERE ANY JURIST WOULD CONCLUDE THAT THE OUTCOME WOULD
HAVE BEEN DIFFERENT AS THE STATUTE FOR DNA TESTING REQUIRED. THE
APPELLANT MADE EVERY EFFORT POSSIBLE TO OBTAIN THAT DNA TESTING
SINCE 2006 UNDER CASES SUCH AS 2006-CP-400-3567, 3568, 3569;
2013-CP-400-0084, 2294 IN THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS, CASES THAT APPEARED BEFORE THIS VERY COURT IN THE PAST
THAT WERE ALSO OBSTRUCTED TALKING ABOUT THE APPELLANT HAD TO PAY
A FILING FEE. THANK GOD THERE IS NO REQUIRED PAYING OF A FILING

FEE FOR THE SEEKING OF THIS DNA EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE
MANDATED BY THE STATUTE,

PREVENTED 1IN

ONLY TO BE CRIMINALY OBSTRUCTED AND
EVERY POSSIBLE WAY IMAGINABLE BY THE STATE AND
COUNTY ACTORS CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW.
ATTEMPTED TO FILE APPLICATION FOR POST CONVICTI
OBTAIN THE DNA BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF cC

THAT MEANS, ONLY TO BE BLOCKED AND CRIMINALLY
BY THE KERSHAW

APPELLANT

THE APPELLANT
ON RELIEF TO
OMMON PLEAS BY

OBSTRUCTED FILING
COUNTY COURT CLERK SINCE 2006 WHICH WAS WHY THE

WAS FORCED TO FILE THE CASES 1IN RICHLAND COUNTY WHERE





PREVENTED THE DNA APPLICATION FROM BEING FILED AS WELL. THE
APPELLANT WAS FORCED TO OBTAIN ASSISTANCE FROM HIS FAMILY MEMBER,
YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN, TO GET THE DNA APPLICATION FILED THAT
WAS BLOCKED AND OBSTRUCTED BY THE CONSPIRING STATE AND COUNTY
ACTORS. THIS PRODUCED PETITION TO INVOKE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT'S
ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 1IN 2020 THAT HALTED THEIR OBSTRUCTION
ALLOWING THE APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TO FINALLY BE FILED
BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS. THE
CONSPIRING STATE AND COUNTY ACTORS HELD THOSE PROCEEDING IN LIMBO
FOR OVER 4 YEARS IN VIOLATION OF THE STATUTE AND WHERE MOTION FOR
DEFAULT AND JUDGMENT WAS FILED BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF
GENERAL SESSIONS AT THE ONE YEAR MARK BASED UPON RIGHTS
ESTABLISHED BY THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE THAT REQUIRED THE COURT
TO CONCLUDE THE MATTER WITHIN (365) DAYS OF THE APPLICATION'S
FILING OR OBTAIN AN ORDER OF CONTINUANCE TO PROCEED FURTHER WHICH
THEY FAILED TO DO, A CLAIM PROCESSING RULE ATTACHED TO "IHRFS-C-
CONSTITUTION WHERE ARTICLE 1 § 23 WOULD HAVE ALSO MADE THE
PROVISION MANDATORY. THIS IS FURTHER SUPPORTED BY UNITED STATES
v. WHEELER 2018 OUT OF THE 4TH. CIRCUIT AND FORTBEND COUNTY,
TEXAS v. DAVIS 2019 OUT OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT. THE COURT
STILL IN UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION IGNORED THE CLEAR DEFAULT AND
CHALLENGE TO THE COURT'S JURISDICTION WHERE THE APPELLANT IS
ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE v. GENTRY
2025 CASE AND STATE v. LANGFORD 2012 CASE WHERE THOSE CASES WERE
ADJUDICATED UNDER THE "STATUTORY" ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION WHEN THEY SHOULD HAVE BEEN ADJUDICATED UNDER THE
"CONSTITUTIONAL" ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION FOR DUE

PROCESS VIOLATION. IT IS OBVIOUS FROM MONTGOMERY v. LOUISIANA,
136 S.Ct.. 718 1aN L.Ed.24d.

599(U;S-2016) THAT A CRIMINAL COURT'S
JURISDICTION IS NOT ABSOLUTE BASED UPON STATUTORY INTENT WHEN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION EXIST 1IN A CRIMINAL CASE,

ONES ARGUED HERE. ALSO SEE CASE CITINGS IN THE RECOR
DOCUMENTS.

SUCH AS THE

D ON APPEAL
THE APPELLANT ATTEMPTED TO 'BRING THESE MATTERS Up
WITHIN HIS DIRECT APPEAL BACK IN 2006,

ESSENTIALLY ARGUING 11 YEARS AHEAD.OF THE
COURT RULINGS, =

BUT THE APPELLANT WAS

, UNITED STATES SUPREME
WHO DID NOT GIVE CLARIFICATION OF THE ISSUE OF

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION UNTIL>THE MONTGOMERY RULING IN 201 6.
, .
2l





SURJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS8 REVISITED BREFORE THIS COURT
ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT UNDER APPELLATE COURT ROLE 217
WHICH CANNOT BE WAIVED AND OR FORFEITED, CAN BE RAISED AT ANY
TIME, EVEN AFTER A FINAL JUDGMENT WAS ISSUED WITHIN ANY OF THE
CASES INVOLVED, INCLUDING THE APPELLANT'S DIRECT APPEAL OCCURRING
IR 2006. SEE CITING OF LAW IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL.

ONCE THE EBSTABLISHED APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TESTING
WAS FINALLY PERMITTED FILED BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF
GENERAL SESSIONS, DESPITE THE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF CONSPIRACY AND
OBRSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, THE CONSPIRING STATE AND COUNTY ACTORS
INTENDED TO ALLOW THE CASE TO UNCONSTITUTIONALLY SIT THERE
UNRESCLYED FOREVER WHICH PROMPTED YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN AND
TEE APPELLANT, CRAWFORD, TO GO BACK BEFORE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT
AND INFORM THEM OF THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL INORDINATE DELAY THAT
VIOLATED U.S. SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS UNDER BETTERMAN v. MONTANA
201€ AND DUE PROCESS LAW. THE S.C. SUPREME COURT ORDER THE STATE
TO FINALLY RESPOND AND GO ON THE RECORD, SCHEDULE A HEARING AND
CGIVE A LEGITIMATE EXCUSE AS TO WHY THE CASE REMAINED UNRESOLVED
FOR OVER 4 YEARS. THAT SOLICITOR FAILED TO GIVE ANY JUSTIFIABLE
REASON FOR THE DELAY. NOR DID HE SEEK LEAVE TO FILE HIS RESPONSE
LATE EEFORE THE KERSHAW COURT AS THE STATUTE REQUIRED. NOR DID
THEY CHALLENGE THE DEFAULT BASED UPON THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE

T

FILED AT THE ONE YEAR MARK WHEN D RECTLY ASKED BEFORE THE KERSHAW
COUNTY GENERAL SESSIONS €O 'EITURE AND WAIVER

; ~IGNORED 1IN
HOULD HAVE






WRITTEN NOTICE OF THE HEARING, NOTIFYING HIM THAT JUDGE NEWMAN
INTENDED TO SIT UPON THE CASE, UNTIL AFTER THE HEARING OCCURRED
TO DENY THE APPELLANT THE RIGHT TO BE HEARD AND CHALLENGE HER
SITTING ON THE CASE, AS RULES OF COURT AND DUE PROCESS LAW
REQUIRED, TO AMBUSH THE APPELLANT BY HAVING JUDGE NEWMAN SIT,
THAT IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT, SHE WAS REQUIRED
TO RECUSE HERSELF DUE TO THE IMPARTIALITY AND THE POTENTIAL FOR
BIAS RISING TO AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL  CREATING A
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR WHICH VOIDED THE COURT'S
JURISDICTION AB INITIO UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, IN VIOLATION OF U.S. SUPREME COURT
HOLDINGS UNDER WILLIAMS v. PENNSYLVANIA, 136 S.Ct. 1899(U.S5.2016)
AND THE OTHER CITING OF LAW SEEN IN THE DOCUMENTS FILED WITHIN
THE RECORD ON APPEAL. ONCE THE APPELLANT DISCOVERED IN THAT
JUDICIAL AMBUSH, THAT JUDGE NEWMAN INTENDED TO SIT UPON THE CASE,
THE APPELLANT IMMEDIATELY, CONSISTENTLY, OBJECTED AND MOTIONED
FOR HER TO RECUSE HERSELF WHICH SHE DENIED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CAUSING IRREPARABLE HARM TO THE APPELLANT SEEKING THE DNA
EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE. THE COMPROMISED JUDGE ALLOWED THE
RESPONDENT TO FORCE CONSTRUCT THE DNA STATUTE TO IN AN ABUSE OF
PISCRETION, 1IN VIOLATION OF THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE,
GOING ~ AGAINST  THE  LEGISLATED  INTENT TO  PRESENT AN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL REASON TO DENY THE DNA TESTING TO PREVENT THAT
EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE FROM BEING REVEALED WHICH WOULD HAVE

ALSO REVEALED THE CRIMINAL ACTI gpsmnATED BY THE COUNTY AND
STATE. THIS VIOLATED THE DNA 0

UNDER HOWARD L4
U.S. SUPREME COURT HO
12258, 2258+ (U.S.202!

’_EENZ LGS 5 Ct: .

DEMONSTRATING THE
SITTING UPON Tﬁxsf"





JURISDICTION. THIS 1S COMPOUNDED BY THE FACT THAT THE
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY BIAS JUDGE DENIED ALL MOTIONS FOR RELIEF BASED
UPON THE SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CLAIMS THAT WERE PRESENTED
BEFORE THE COURT AND ARE INTENDED TO BE REMEDIED WITHIN THIS
APPEAL ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY THE STATE v.
GENTRY CASE OF 2005 AND THE STATE v. LANGFORD CASE OF 2012
PURSUANT TO RULES OF APPELLATE COURT PROCEDURE, RULE 217. THE
APPELLANTS ALSO STATE FOR THE RECORD THAT THE HEARING THAT
OCCURRED ON SEPTEMBER 13, 2025 IS VOID BECAUSE IT OCCURRED
WITHOUT THE LOWER COURT NOTIFYING A NAME PARTY TO THE PROCEEDINGS
(YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN) OF THE SCHEDULED HEARING VIOLATING
DUE PROCESS LAW. THIS VERY APPEAL IS BEING CHALLENGED AND THIS
COURT'S JURISDICTION BECAUSE THOUGH THE COMPROMISED
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY BIAS JUDGE MADE AN ORAL RULING ON THE RECORD.
THE JUDGE FAILED TO ISSUE A VALID "WRITTEN ORDER" AND SERVE COPY
OF THAT ORDER UPON THE APPELLANTS AS DUE PROCESS LAW REQUIRES
WHICH IS A JURISDICTIONAL REQUISITE TO THIS APPEAL. THE
APPELLANT(S) TIMELY APPEALED THE MATTER TO THE S.C. SUPREME
COURT. THAT COURT TRANSFERRED THE CASE TO THE S.C. COURT OF
APPEALS ESTABLISHING THIS APPEAL WHERE YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN

FILED PROTEST VIA MOTION TO INTERVENE. THIS INITIAL BRIEF NOW
FOLLOWS. ALL DOCUMENTS FOUND WIT E RD OF APPEAL ARE
SUBMITTED IN SUPPORT OF THESE






LEGAL ARGUMENT

(1) WAS JUDGE NEWMAN REQUIRED TO RECUSE HERSELF DUE TO SHE

SITTING UPON THE PRIOR CASE SEEKING THE TESTING OF THE DNA UNDER
CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 IN THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS WHERE MOTION TO VACATE THE FINAL ORDER FOR FRAUD UPON THE
COURT AND SEEKING OF HER RECUSAL IS STILL PENDING UNRESOLVED
UNTIL THIS VERY DAY WHERE SHE ALSO ACTED UPON THAT CASE IN FRAUD,
CONSPIRACY AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE WHEN IT WAS PETITIONED
REMOVED TO THE EEDERAL DISTRICT COURT TO A CASE STILL PENDING
WHERE ANY REASONABLE PERSON WOULD CONCLUDE THAT HER IMPARTIALITY
WOULD REASONABLY BE IN QUESTION AND THE POTENTIAL FOR BIAS HAS
RISEN TO AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL?

JUDGE NEWMAM WAS A PARTY TO THE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD

UPON THE COURT, CONSPIRACY AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE THAT
OCCURRED UNDER CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 IN THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT
OF COMMON PLEAS, A CASE IN WHICH THE OBTAINING OF THE DNA
EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE WAS PREVIOUSLY SOUGHT. IN HER
EFFORTS TO PROTECT THE STATE AND PREVENT THE EVIDENCE OF THE
STATE OFFICIALS AIDING AND ABETTING IN OVER 24 COUNTS OF CLASS

"A" FELONIES OF CSC WITH A MINOR REGARDING MICHAEL LEE, SHE

INAPPROPRIATELY DISMISSED THAT CASE DESPITE HER NOT HAVING

JURISDICTION TO DO SO DUE TO THE CASE BEING PETITIONED REMOVED TO

THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT 1IN THE STATE OF OHIO UNDER CASE

2:23-cv-02962-JLG-CHG, A CASE THAT IS STILL PENDING UNTIL THIS

DAY. A MOTION TO VACATE AND RENEW HER RECUSAL WAS FILED IN THE

RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE, LEFT UNRESOLVED UNTIL

THIS VERY DAY. THE STATE AND KERSHAW COUNTY SOLICITOR'S OFFICE

WENT JUDGE SHOPPING AND INTENTIONAL SOUGHT OUT JUDGE NEWMAN TO

SIT UPON THIS NEW APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TESTING IN KERSHAW

COUNTY WITHOUT GIVING THE APPELLANT ANY NOTICE OF THE SCHEDULED

HEARING ON A PARTICULAR DATE OR NOTICE THAT JUDGE NEWMAN'S

INTENTION WAS TO SIT UPON THIS CASE UNTIL AFTER THE APPELLANT

FINDING HIMSELF BEFORE THE COURT DISCOVERED THIS INJUSTICE, WHERE

NOTICE WAS SERVED UPON THE APPELLANT THEREAFTER THE CONDUCTED
9 5 c=msass





HEARING DEPRIVING HIM OF THE DUE PROCESS RIGHT TO NOTICZE Agg‘
EXACTLY WHEN THE HEARING WAS SCHEDULED AND RIGHT TO OBJE :
FILE MOTION FOR HER RECUSAL IN JUDICIAL AMBUSH VIOLATING DU
PROCESS PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION. THE APPELLANT
ADAMANTLY OBJECTED REPEATEDLY TO JUDGE NEWMAN SITTING UPON THE
CASE AT THE AMBUSH HEARING WHEN DISCOVERED THE DAY OF THE
HEARING, GOING INTO FULL DETAIL ON THE COURT RECORD AS TO WHY
RECUSAL WAS REQUIRED, ONLY FOR THE MOTION FOR HER RECUSAL TO BE
INAPPROPRIATELY DENIED IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW CREATING A
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR THAT VIOLATE DUE PROCESS LAW
WHICH VOIDS THE JUDGMENT AND COURT'S JURISDICTION TO ENTER THAT
JUDGMENT UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION BY THIS UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION. THE 4TH. CIRCUIT
COURT OF APPEAL SPOKE WITH ALL CERTAINTY AND CLARITY UNDER THE
CASE OF DUKE ENERGY CAROLINAS, LLC. v. NTE CAROLINAS II, LLC.,

111 F.4TH. 337 (4th.Cir.2024), WHERE A JUDGE PRESIDED OVER A
PREVIOUS CASE INVOLVING FRAUD BY THE JUDGE WHERE SHE ACTED WHEN
THE CASE WAS PETITIONED REMOVED TO THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT,
THAT JUDGE SHOULD NOT ACCEPT REASSIGNMENT TO A CASE INVOLVING THE
SAME PLAINTIFF AND THE SAME CAUSE AS IT RELATES TO THE SEEKING OF
THE DNA AND EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE. THE IMPROPER DENIAL OF
A RECUSAL MOTION WHEN THE TRIAL JUDGE'S IMPARTIALITY REASONABLY
MIGHT BE IN QUESTIONED HARMS NOT ONLY THE DEFENDANT, IN SUCH
CASES, BUT ALSO THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM AND THE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IT
ENJOYS, BELUE v. LEVENTHAL, 640 F.3d. 567 (4th.Cir.2011); PATEL
v. PATEL, 359 S.C. 515, 5998 curusr (S-C.App.2004); U.s. v.
NEAL, 101 F.3d. 993 (4th.Cir.1996) (APPEARANCE OF IMPROPRIETY BY
LACK OF NOTICE JUDICIAL AMBUSH AND JUDGE ACTING IN SIMILAR CASE

WHEN CASE  WAS PETITIONED REMOVED INDICATE
APPROPRIATE) ;

RECUSAL IS
ROMAN CATHOLIC ARCH DIOCESE OF SAN JUAN PUERTO RICO
V- ACEVEDO FELICIANO, 589 U.S. ST 14Rss.ct . 696,

(U.S.2020) (ONCE A NOTICE OF REMOVAL IS FILED, THE STATE COURT

LOSES ALL JURISDICTION, ITS SUBSEQUENT PROCEEDINGS AND JUDGMENTS

ARE NOT SIMPLY ERRONEOUS, BUT ABSOLUTELY VOID AS IT RELATES TO

CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 WHICH JUDGE NEWMAN SAT ENGAGING 1IN

EGREGIOUS ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, BECAUSE EVERY ORDER

THEREAFTER MADE IN THAT COURT IS CORAM NON JUDICE.
-]
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ie. NOT BEFORE





: 207 W 1604492
UDGE) ALSO SEE OKEOWO v. CHILDREN'S GUILD, 2024 WL 160
I‘i J -] . (= i

24 WL 2963810
(D.Md.2024); FELTON V CSX TRANSPORTATION, INC., 2024 WL Z
\ « QA - 1

< J oJ

(S.D.Va.2024). NOW THEY CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW; Z:
PREVENT THEIR CRIMINALITY FROM BEING REVEALED BY THE RELEAEMAN

THE DNA TESTING SOUGHT, WENT JUDGE SHOPPING TO FIND JUDGE NE ;
WHOSE ACTIONS ARE CURRENTLY STILL PENDING REVIEW UNDER CASE
2013-CP-400-0084 AND BEFORE THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURTS INVOLVED,
INTO THE APPLICATION FOR FORENSIC DNA TESTING WITHIN THE KERSHAW

N
COUNTY COURT, PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL BIAS THAT RISES T TOSSA

UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL, TO CAUSE IRREPARABLE HARM TO THE

APPLICANT'S DNA PROCEEDINGS THAT ARE CURRENTLY ON APPEAL BEFORE
THIS COURT. JUDGE NEWMAN HAS AN INTEREST IN THE OUTCOME
ACTIONS IN THE PRIOR CASE SEEKING THE DNA

WHERE HER

WHEN THAT CASE WAS
REMOVED AND SHE ACTED WITHOUT JURISDICTION IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON

THE " COURTHENCEONSPIRACGY S ANDS OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE ARE STILL

PENDING REVIEW AT BOTH THE STATE AND FEDERAL LEVEL, WHICH

REQUIRED HER RECUSAL FROM THIS CASE. THE APPELLANT SEEKS THE

JUDGMENT BE VOIDED AND THIS CASE BE REMANDED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
OBTAINING THE TESTING OF THE DNA SAMPLES SOUGHT AS DUE PROCESS

LAW REQUIRES WITH ANOTHER IMPARTIAL JUDGE MADE TO SIT ON THE

CASE, WILLIAMS v. PENNSYLVANIA, 579 U.S.
L.Ed.2d. {132 (ST 00 60
905,

1781 3688S . CE . 1\ 8099y 195
RIPPO v. BAKER, 580 U.S. 285,
197 L.Ed.2d.167(0.S-2017);

913 S.E.2d. 282(S.C.App-2025).

3 S - Chs
BASKIN v. WALKUP, 445 S.C. 353,

(2) DUE TO THE DNA TESTING BEING SOUGHT TO DETERMINE

WHETHER OR NOT THE PATHOLOGIST GAVE PERJURED TESTIMONY ON THE

STAND AS TO THE TRUE CAUSE OF DEATH AND TO INCULPATE ANOTHER
PERSON (MICHAEL LEE BY THE SEXUAL ASSAULT OF HER),

AND NOT FOR
SOME STUPID "PATERNITY TEST"

AS THE SOLICITOR IN FRAUDULENT
MISREPRESENTATION ASSERTED; BY WHAT IS DETERMINED UNDER THE CASES
OF HOWARD v. CITY OF DURAM,

GUTIERREZ v. SAENZ,

68 F.4TH. 943 (4th-Cir.2023) AND
145 Ss.Ct. 2258, 2258+ U.S.2025), WAS THE
APPELLANT ENTITLED TO RIGHTS OF RES JUDICATA AND COLLATERAL
ESTOPPEL AND ENTITLED TO BE GIVEN THE DNA TESTING AS HE SOUGHT
BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS?
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(3) BY ALLOWIBG THE BoLICEOr 10 AGBERT THAY THE OFA

FEATING WA FPOR A PATEREITY TRAT WHER 17 WAR 70 EETARLIEN M!‘ln:
T PATHOLOGIET LIRD ANE GAVE PERIUREDL TESTIHONT Qﬁ THE ulfnrg’
STAND AB 10 THE TRUE CAUEE OF DEATH, WWEW THE BTATUTE t"lﬁﬁﬂf‘?fﬂi
FOR THE TRBTING OF ANY  BELEVANT WIGLOGTCAL ::MHJM I The
POBEBRRION OF THE RTATE THAT WABR RELEYAWT 106 THE PROVING GF THE
APPRLLANE 'S THNOOBHOR, DID THE COURT FPORCE CONBTRUCY THE STATUTE
I YIOLATION OF THE PLATH HEANING WULE OF THE STATUEE ASD 1M
VIGLATION OF THE BEPARAMILION OF POViEpS CLAUREY

THE FINAT -[4) DOCUMENTS BURMITTIRD 1IN THE BECORE ON APPEAL

AUE FILED FOR THE PURPOSE OF ARGUING THEEE THO 16EUES ON AVEEAL.,

SIHEE THRY A!IMIMW RELATED "0 BACH OINER THEY WILL BE ARGUED
COLLECTIVELY, THE COURT IN HOWARD v, CITY _OF DUBHAM, 66 ¥.4%%.

G934 (Ath.Cle,2020) WAB UNBQUIVOCAL WHEN 17T DEYRBHINED THAT

GENUIHE DISPUTE OF MATERIAL FPACT BALBTS KE 10 WHEAHES THE STATE

ACTORS  ARE  REQUIRED TO0 RELEABE OWA  EVIDENCE  1HAY  WOULD
POTENTIALLY THEULPATE ANOTHER PENSON (MICHAEL LEE WY WIS BEXUAL

; AESAULT GF WY ENILD) AS THE PERPRTRATOR OK CAUSE OF DEATH WHERE
THE PATHOLOGLEY nmmam nu.mno WINSELY OGN 1THE ETAND 10

{ CONCEAL THE TRUE CAUS WICH INCLUDE THE RELEAGING OF
THE BLED uvuﬂm V

FURBUANT 10 THBUR UBION W "
z ARTERIAL PACT OF WH) URDER OFFENSE 70
| IHCULPATE AN | | e idan

f THIGORAED BY 7

IHVOKE THE DM
EETOPPEL






A ] N \ TS
THE DECISION IN THE PRIOR PROCEEDING; (4) THE PRIOR JUDGMENT
";V\r AND VALID; AND (5) THE PARTY IN WHOM ESTOPPEL IS ASSERTED
g . = ! THE
AS HAD FULL AND FAIR OPPORTUNITY TO LITIGATE THE ISSUE IN
CASE. THE SOLICITOR HAS HAD FAIR AND FULL OPPORTUNITY TO LITIGATE
3 A

IM BEFORE THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS AT

E%

GE AMBUSH HEARING BUT FAILED TO ADDRESS THE CLAIM OR REBUT
UBJECTING THEM TO DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER ON THIS
CLAIM AS WELL REQUIRING THE REVERSAL AND VACATING OF THE
JUDGMENT, ROSE v. NEW DAY FINANCIAL, LLC., 816 F.Supp-2d. 245
(D-M3-.2011); ALLEN wv. McCURRY, 449 U.s. 90, 101 sSs.ct. 411
(U.S5.1980); WASHINGTON  v. PELLEGRINI, 1305 F.4TH. 118
(4th.Cir.2025); IN RE: KAUFMAN, 669 B.R. 164 (DSC.2024): MAYBANK
2754, LLC. v. ZURLO, 444 S.C. 47, 906 S.E.2d. 94 (S.C.App-2024).

el - Ao

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT UNDER GUTIERREZ v. SAENZ,

145 sS.Ct. 2258, 2258+ (U.S.2025) DETERMINED IN THE CONTEXT OF
STATE CREATED POSTCONVICTION PROCEDURES, INDIVIDUALS CONVICTED OF

CRIMES IN STATE COURT HAVE A LIBERTY INTEREST 1IN DEMONSTRATINC

THEIR INNOCENCE WITH NEW EVIDENCE UNDER STATE LAW. THOUGH THE

CASE WAS ARGUED UNDER § 1983, THE SUBSIDIARY FACTS RELATED TO

STATE CREATED LIBERTY INTEREST TO OBTAIN DNA TESTING TO PROVE

;ACTUAL INNOCENCE APPLY HERE. THE COURT ALSO DETERMINED THAT

 INMATE HAS STANDING TO BRING THIS ACTION, NOT JUST UNDER THE DNA
STATUTE, BUT

RELIEF WHICH
EVEN IF THE
EVIDENCE HAD

ALSO UNDER § 1983 FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE
IS ALSO SOUGHT BY THIS APPEAL, TO SEEK DNA TESTING,
LOCAL PROSECUTOR WHO HAD CUSTODY OF THE UNTESTED
OTHER REASONS (LIKE SOME STUPID CLAIM OF A PATERNITY
TEST) TO DENY DNA TESTING: INMATE ALLEGES THAT THE LOCAL
PROSECUTOR'S DENIAL OF HIS REQUEST FOR DNA TESTING DEPRIVE THE
APPELLANT OF HIS LIBERTY INTERESTS IN UTILIZING STATE PROCEDURES

TO OBTAIN AN ACQUITTAL AND OR REDUCTION OF HIS SENTENCE,

VIOLATION OF HIS RIGHT TO DUE PROCESS OF LAW,
JUDGMENT

IN

AND A DECLARATORY
WOULD REDRESS THAT INJURY BY ORDERING OF THE CHANGE IN

THE LEGAL STATUS OF THE PARTIES AND ELIMINATING THE
PROSECUTOR'

TESTING.

STATE
S ALLEGEDLY UNLAWFUL JUSTIFICATION FOR DENYING DNA

THE APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT AND

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF TO REMEDY THE INJUSTICE, WOOD v. PATTON, 150
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F.4TH. 377, 380+, 5TH.Cir.; LONG v. BONDI, 2025 WL 2348708, * 9,
4th.Cir.(va.) (INJUNCTIVE RELIEF REQUIRED TO  REMOVE THE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL BARRIER); WELLS v. JOHNSON, 150 F.4TH. 289
(4th.Cir.2025) (DECLARATORY JUDGMENT IS  REQUIRED); DISTRICT
ATTORNEY'S OFFICE FOR THE THIRD JUDICIAL DIST. v. OSBOURNE, 557
v.S. 52, 129 S.Ct. 2308, 174 L.Ed.2d. 38(0.5.2009).

FURTHER, BY THE COURT ALLOWING THE REASON THAT THE
SOLICITOR ASSERTED AS THE REASON FOR DENYING THE DNA APPLICATION,
THE COURT ALLOWED THE SOLICITOR TO FORCE CONSTRUCT THE STATUTE IN
VIOLATION OF THE PLAIN MEANING AND OR LANGUAGE RULE WHICH VIOLATE
DUE PROCESS AND THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE PRODUCING
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION WHICH VOIDS THE JUDGMENT AND THE COURT'S
ACTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION, REQUIRING REVERSAL AND VACATING OF THE JUDGMENT
WHICH THE APPELLANT SEEKS, ALVAREZ v. RONQUILLO v. BONDI, 2025 WL

2371033 (4th.Cir.2025). WHEN THE TEXT OF THE STATUTE IS PLAIN AND
UNAMBIGUOUS (ANY DNA SAMPLES IN THE POSSESSION OF THE STATE AND
RELEVENT FILES AND RECORDS), AND CONVEYS A CLEAR DEFINITE
WEANING, THE LEGISLATIVE INTENT MUST BE DETERMINED FROM THE
STATUTORY LANGUAGE ALONE AND NOT SOME STUPID, MERITLESS ASSERTION
BY THE SOLICITOR THAT THE APEBLL”NIJ*AS’ EEKING A PATERNITY TEST
AS OPPOSED TO EVIDENCE OF ' WOULD PROVE THE
PATHOLOGIST GAVE PERJURE AUSE OF DEATH
BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND MIC
AVOID PROSECUTION FOR
WITH A MINOR. THBQE:

MATTER WHAT THE STA"
ON CSC WITH A MII

THE ACTIONS
JUDGMENT WH
SWEET, --S.E






(S.C.App-2025); UNITED STATES v. CHAUDHRI, 134 F.4TH. 166
(4th.Cir.2025) (THE SOLE FUNCTION OF THE COURTS, AT LEAST WHERE
THE DISPOSITION REQUIRED BY THE TEXT IS NOT ABSURD, IS TO ENFORCE
IT ACCORDING TO ITS TERMS); DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION v. SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, 445 S.C. 499, 914 S.E.2d. 873
(S.C.App.2025) (WHEN A STATUTE'S TERMS ARE CLEAR AND UNAMBIGUOUS
ON THEIR FACE, THERE IS NO ROOM FOR STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION AND A
COURT MUST APPLY THE STATUTE ACCORDING TO ITS LITERAL TERMS);:
ESTATE OF MEIER BY AND THROUGH MEIER v. BURNSED, 445 S5.C. 288,
914 S.E.2d-. 130 (S.C.App-2025)(IF STATUTE'S LANGUAGE IS PLAIN AND
UNAMBIGUOUS, AND CONVEYS A CLEAR AND DEFINITE MEANING, A COURT
MUST GIVE EFFECT TO THAT CLEARLY EXPRESSED LEGISLATIVE INTENT AND
HAS NO RIGHT TO IMPOSE OR LOOK FOR ANY OTHER MEANING). THE
JUDGMENT MUST BE REVERSED AND VACATED AND DUE TO THE OVERWHELMING
AMOUNT OF PREJUDICE AND CURRENT CONFLICT OF INTEREST INVOLVING
THE SOUTH CAROLINA STATE ACTORS WHERE EVEN SLED IS IMPLICATED IN

THESE EGREGIOUS INJUSTICE AIDING TO SUPPRESS EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL
INNOCENCE. 1IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS

TO THE APPELLANT, THE
APPELLANT ALSO SEEK THAT IT BE ORDERED THAT THE DNA TESTING

SOUGHT BE DONE BY AN OUTSIDE ENTITY OR COMPANY OUTSIDE THE STATE

OF SOUTH CAROLINA AS IS SOUGHT WITHIN THE FIRST [4) EXHIBITS
LISTED WITHIN THE RBCORD ON APPB I.. '

(4) ARE ACTS THA STITUTIONAL?

JUDGMENT
 SUBJECT





JURY POWER AND OR AUTHORITY TO CONVICT BY THE LANGUAGE CONTAINED
THEREIN IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS,

OR CONSTRUCTIVELY AMENDING THE
INDICTMENTS ON THE MENS

REA AND CRITICAL ELEMENTS OF THE
OFFENSE(S) 1IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR WITHHOLDING RELEVANT

DISCOVERY EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR SOLICITING
PERJURED TESTIMONY IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR RUBBER STAMPING

INDICTMENTS PRETENDING THEY WENT BEFORE THE GRAND JURY WHEN THEY

DID NOT IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR PRODUCING FALSE STATEMENTS

THAT WERE NEVER MADE BY A PERSON OR SIGNED BY A PERSON 1IN
CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR GOING TO A PERSON'S
EVIDENCE FOR A TRIAL WITHOUT A SEARCH
PROSECUTIONS,
INVOKED

HOME TO OBTAIN

WARRANT IN CRIMINAL
OR VIOLATING CLAIM PROCESSING RULES THAT ARE TIMELY
IN CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS, OR THE FAILURE TO TIMELY
RESPOND IN THE TIME FRAME MANDATED BY THE STATUTE REQUIRED IN

CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS OR POST CONVICTION PROCEEDINGS A VIOLATION
OF DUE PROCESS?

(8) IF THEY ARE A VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS DO THAT MAKE
SUCH ACTIONS UNCONSTITUTIONAL?

(9) IF THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTIONS ARE DONE WITHIN
CRIMINAL PROCEEDING AND OR POST CONVICTION PROCEEDINGS WOULD THAT
VOID THE JUDGMENT AND OR CONVIG TON g

ESSENTIAL,
QUESTIONS

T
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CHWART JUST AND PAIR REVIEW OF THIS ISSUE BECAUSE THE (i;jTi
DISCOVERED THAT MANY OF THE INDICTMENTS FOR MURDER POSSESS ;
FATAL FLAW IN THAT THEY DID NOT PROPERLY ALLEGE THE ELEMENT OF
WpIME AND PLACE"™ WHICH IS AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF THE OFFENSE AS
DID OCCUR IN THE APPELLANT'S INDICTMENT. THEY HELD ﬁémy OF THE
CASES INVOLVED IN THIS ADJUDICATION FOR SOME ALMOST [7] YEARS IN
VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW SO THAT COURT COULD GO ON A "FISHING
EXPEDITION" AROUND THE NATION IN SEARCH OF "CONSTITUTIONALLY
VAGUE" CASE LAN THAT ONLY ADJUDICATED THE ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION UNDER THE STATUTORY ELEMENT, TO IN FRAUD UPON THE
COURT TO CONCEAL THE TRUTH THAT THERE ARE TWO ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION, THE STATUTORY AND CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENTS,

AS OPPOSE TO THE ONE ELEMENT, THE STATUTORY ELEMENT THAT GENTRY,

COTTON AND PARKHURST CASES WERE BASED ON. THE FRAUD UPON THE

COURT IS ELEAR WHBERE IT IS OBVIOUS THAT THE S.C. SUPREME COURT
PURPOSELY, MALICIOUSLY WITH THE INTENT TO DEFRAUD THE INMATES OF
THIS STATE: OVERLOOKED CASES LIKE STEEL CO.
BETTER ENVIRONMENT, 523 U.S. 83, 118
CLEARLY EXISTED AT THE MIME-QF

v. CITIZENS FOR A

S.Ct. 1003(1998) THAT
THEIR RULING. IT IS MORE
QBVIOUS FROM THE UNITED STATES SUPREME
MONTGOMERY V. LOUISIANA, 136 S.Ct.

500(U

THAN
COURT RULING UNDER

718, 193 L.Ed.2d.
-2016) THAT THOUGH A CRIMINAL COURT DOES HAVE JURISDICTION

UNDER THE STATUTORY ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, ITS

ACTS AND JURISDICTION POWER AND AUTHORITY CAN BE RENDERED VOID
FOR UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION.

IT IS A FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLE OF LAW
THAT ACTS THAT VIOLATE DUE PROCESS ARE UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND WOULD

VOID THE JUDGMENT OBTAINED WITHIN CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS. THE
GENTRY, COTTON AND PARKHURST CASES ARE UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE
ON THIS ISSUE AND MAKING USE OF THEM AT THIS JUNCTURE WOULD BE
MISPLACED. THE APPELLANT IS ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT UNDER
RULES OF APPELLATE COURT PROCEDURE, RULE 217, DEEP SQUTH TODAY v.

MURRILL, 779 F.Supp.3d. 782 (M.D-La.2025):
387 U-S. 1] 87 S-Ct- 1428

APPLICATION OF GAULT,

(U.S.1967)(DUE PROCESS OF AW TS
PRIMARY AND INDISPENSABLE FOUNDATION OF INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM)
MATTER OF ' J.U., 384 N.C. A18

F.Supp.3d. 719 (E.D.Mich.2020);
U.S5.41;:1}9 S.et. agio

(PB25) > " DOE v. SNYDER, 449
CITY OF CHICAGO v. MORALES, 527

144 L.Ed.2d. 67(U0.S. 1899) -
ASSOCIATION FOR ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE v. U.S.
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