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2. 53 (D.D.C.2025); JOHNSON v. UNITED
7551 (U.S.2015);: LUMUMBER V.
v. CALDWELL FOR

2019). THE GENTY RULING

OF EDUCATION, 779 F.Supp.
STATES, 576 U.S. 591, 135 s.Ct.
KISER, 116 F.4TH. 269 (4th.Cir.2024
cITY OF ROANOKE, 930 F.3d. 264 (4th.Cir.

MUST BE DEEMED VOID BECAUSE IT IS UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE AS TO

WHETHER A CRIMINAL COURT'S ACTIONS AND JUDGMENT CAN BE MADE VOID
FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SURJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, HEBB V. CITY OF ASHEVILLE, NORTH
CAROLINA, 145 F.4TH. 421 (4th.Cir.2025); CAROLINA YOUTH ACTION
PROJECT; D.S. BY AND THROUGH FORD V. WILSON, 60 F.4TH. 770
(4th.Cir.2023). LET US ADDRESS EACH CONCERN:
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(A) THE INDICTMENT BY ITS LANGUAGE CONTAINED THEREIN

PREDETERMINE IN ADVANCE THE OUTCOME OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN
VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW. THIS VIOLATES UNITED STATES SUPREME
COURT HOLDINGS UNDER MOORE v. DEMPSEY 1923. THEY BY e THH-ER
LANGUAGE TAKE AWAY THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE AND SHIFT THE
BURDEN OF PERSUASION TO THE DEFENDANT IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS
LAW IN VIOLATION OF NELSON v. COLORADO AND RETTERMAN v. MONTANA.
A CURATIVE INSTRUCTION "BOILERPLATE" DO NOT SOLVE THE DUE PROCESS
PROBLEM. ANOTHER WAY THAT WE EKNOW THAT THIS IS NOT A HARMLESS
ERROR IS ‘BECAUSE NOT EVERYEESTATEDOES ™ THIS;, NOR = DO THEIR
INDICTMENTS POSSESS THIS FATAL FLAW. THE GRAND JURY BY THE
LANGUAGE HAS ADJUDICATED GUILT IN VIOLATION OF THEIR SHIELDING
FUNCTION. THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE IS SUPPOSE TO BLANKET THE
ACCUSED AND CANNOT BE TAKEN AWAY IN ANY MANNER EVEN BY ANY
WRITTEN INSTRUMENT PLACED BEFORE THE COURT UNTIL CONVICTED BY 2
JURY OF ONE'S PEERS. THE GRAND JURY DOES NOT HAVE THE POWER OR
AUTHORITY TO CONVICT WHICH BY THEIR LANGUAGE THEY HAVE. ONCE THIS
BELL IS RUNG- T e i IMPOSSIBLE TO UNRING AT CREATING A
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRDR NOT SUBJECT TO THE HARMLESS ERROR
DOCTRINE THAT RENDERS THE PRQGBEDINGS UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND VOID.
IT IS OBVIOUS THAT THE STATE OF SQUTB CAROLINA COURTS KNOW ABOUT
THIS EGREGIOUS DUE PROCESS pgpnnsn BECAUSE THEY TRY TO GIVE A
CURATIVE INSTRUCTION AT STATE maxats BY SAYING THINGS LIKE, "THE
INDICTMENT IS NOT EVIDENCE. :T*IS’JUST A PIECE OF PAPER IN WHICH

WE BRING THE OFFENSE BBFORE_T CDJRT< TBB DBFBNDANT IS INNOCENT
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UNTIL PROVEN CGUILTY. THE PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE BLANKETS HIM
UNTIL YOU THE JURY TAKES IT AWAY. THE STATE HAS THE BURDEN OF
PROVING RVERY BLEMENT OF THE OFFENSE". THE PROBLEM WITH CURATIVE
INSTRUCTIONS SUCH AS THIS IS THAT THE MOMENT THE COURT DOES IT.
THIR COURT T8 THEN FORCED TO AUTOMATICALLY CONSTRUCTIVELY AMEND
THE INDICTMENTS ON THE MENS REA AND OTHER CRITICAL ELEMENTS OF
THE OFFENSE WHICH RUNS THEM RIGHT DEAD SMACK INTO ANOTHER
CONSTTTUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR. ONCE THE GRAND JURY BY THEIR
LANGUAGCE  SAY A DEFENDANT DID WITH MALICE, AFORETHOUGHT,
WILLFULLY, INTENTIONAL ETC., AND THE COURT COMES BACK AND SAY WE
ARE TANOGENE CUNTIL PROVEN GUILTY? THAT IS NOT WHAT THAT

IENIECARMIE NSES ARES S WH NS - COURT T DOES THIS IT IS CONSTRUCTIVELY

AMENDING THE INDICTMENT RUNNING DEAD SMACK INTO ANOTHER EGREGIOUS

DUE PROCESS ERROR IN THEIR EFFORTS TO RUN FROM THE OTHER.
VIOLATES DUE PROCESS,

THIS
IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND VOIDS THE JUDGMENT

AND CONVICTION ATTACHED TO IT. EVERY STATE DOESN'T MAKE THIS

ERROR, NOR ARE THEIR INDICTMENTS WORDED TO WHERE SUCH A

STRUCTURAL DUE PROCESS PROBLEM EXISTS WHICH SUPPORT THE CLATM
THIS IS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR.
REMAINING STATES

STRUCTURAL ERROR.

SOUTH CAROLINA IS ONE OF THE FEW
WHOSE INDICTMENTS POSSESS THIS CONSTITUTIONAL

NEW YORK INDICTMENTS DO NOT HAVE THIS FATAL

FLAW AS DO CERTAIN OTHER STATES. SEE EXHIBIT NO. 5

"CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR" FOR THE LITIGATION SUBMITTED IN
SUPPORT OF THIS ARGUMENT.

(B) THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AND THE COUNTY OF

JUST LIKE YORK COUNTY AND SPARTANBURG COUNTY
CONSISTENTLY CAUGHT "RED HANDED"

RECORDED BY PBS,

KERSHAW, WERE
DOING SIMILAR PRACTICES EVEN
PUBLIC BROADCASTING RADIO, WAS CAUGHT RUBBER
STAMPING INDICTMENTS IN THE TRIAL COURTS GIVING THE FRAUDULENT
PERCEPTION THAT SUCH INDICTMENT WERE ACTUALLY BEING PASSED UPON
BY THE GRAND JURY WHEN IN REALITY NO SUCH GRAND JURY REVIEW EVER
OCCURRED AT ALL IN ACTS OF SHAM LEGAL PROCESS. THE KERSHAW COUNTY
ACTORS CAME UP WITH AN INDICTMENT ON THE VERY DAY THE APPELLANT
WENT TO TRIAL AT A TIME ACCORDING TO THE S.C. ADMINISTRATIVE
OFFICE, NO GRAND JURY WAS IN SESSION AT THAT TIME. THIS IS WHY

THE GRAND JURY PANEL DOCUMENT WERE SOUGHT VIA SEEKING THE DNA
19 <
jic]





V 5 ANN
TESTING AS WELL WHICH THE DNA STATUTE WOULD PERMIT. S.C. CODE AN
7-19-10 IS CLEAR "NO PERSON CAN BE PROSECUTED FOR AN ALLEGED

[T
3| |

OFFENSE UNLESS THERE IS A GRAND JURY INDICTMENT." THIS ACTION
VIOLATES THE STATUTE AND THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE. S.?.
CODE ANN. § 17-19-20 STATE, "EVERY INDICTMENT SHALL (MANDATORY)
BE DEEMED AND JUDGED SUFFICIENT AND GOBD IN LAW..." AN INDICITMENT
SUCH 2AS THIS DOES NOT EXIST IF IT DOES NOT COME FROM THE GRAND
JURY AND IT IS NOT SUFFICIENT AND GOOD IN LAW IF IT IS NOT PASSED
UPON RBY THE GRAND JURY WHO IS GIVEN THE AUTHORITY TO VALIDATE THE
INDICTMENT. IT CANNOT BE SAID TO NOT HAVE ANY THING TO DO WITH
JURISDICTION BECAUSE THE GENTRY CASE IS UNCONSTITUTIONALLY VAGUE
ON THE ISSUE OF WEBETHER DUE PROCESS VIOLATION VOID JURISDICTION,
JUDGMENTS OR ACTS UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION. THE LITIGATION FOR THIS ISSUE IS SEEN IN
EXHIBIT "SHAM LEGAL PROCESS" IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL.

(C) AS IT RELATES TO THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE, THE
APPELLATE BEFORE HIS TRIAL MOTIONED FOR A SPEEDY TRIAL ONLY TO BE
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY DELAYED AND IGNORED IN VIOLATION OF U.S.
SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS UNDER BETTERMAN v. MONTANA ALSO BASED UPON
THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULED THAT REQUIRED THE CASE BE DISPOSED OF
WITEIN (180) DAYS AT THAT TIME UNLESS THERE WAS A WRITTEN ORDER
OF CONTINUANCE TIMELY FILED, BEFORE HIS TRIAL OCCURRED ONLY TO BE
IGNORED BY THE TRIAL COURT. THIS FORCED THE APPELLANT TO WRITE
THE U.S. DISTRICT COURT WHO INSTRUCTED THE COURT TO GET ME IN
THERE AFTER GOING ON ABOUT [5] YEARS. THIS IS WHY THEY HAD TO
OBTAIN THE FRAUD PROCURED INDICTMENT THAT NEVER WAS PASSED UPON
5Y THE GRAND JURY. A SINILAR CLAIM PROCESSING RULE WAS TIMELY
INVOKED WITHIN THE DNA APPLICATION CASE. BASED UPON SUPREME COURT
PRECEDENT AND RULINGS OUT OF THE 4TH. CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS,
PROCEDURAL AND OR CLAIM PROCESSING RULES APPLY TO BOTH THE STATE
AND DEFENDANT. THE COURT'S INTERPRETATION OF AEDPA ESTABLISHES
STRICT FRAMEWORK THAT DEFINES HOW THESE RULES WORK. UNDER
WAINWRIGHT v. SYKES 1977 THE U.S. SUPREME COURT ESTABLISHED
"CAUSE AND PREJUDICE" TEST FOR EXCUSING PROCEDURAL DEFAULT (CLATM
PROCESSING RULE) IN HABEAS CORPUS CASES. UNDER COLEMAN v.
THOMPSON 1991 THE COURT GAVE cagagxy~égupkoeﬁpuaqﬁ DEFAULT BASED






UPON SUCH CLAIM PROCESSING RULES DE

TERMINING RULE APPLIES WHEN A
STATE JUDGMENT REST ON AN

"ADEQUATE AND INDEPENDENT STATE LAW
GROUND." MEANING WHEN A PRISONER M

ISS STATE PROCEDURAL DEADLINE,
A FEDERAL COURT

IS BARRED FROM ' REVIEWING THE CLAIM.

GATEWAY
CLAIMS OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE, SUCH

AS IN THE APPELLANT'S CASE
ESTARLISH EXCEPTION TO THE PROCEDURAL

(CLAIM PROCESSING RULE)
DEFAULT RULE. COURTS

RECENTLY HAVE FURTHER

ADDRESSED THESE
PROCESSING RULES ESTABLISH

ING THAT SOME ARE JURISDICTIONAL AND
NON JURISDICTIONAL IN NATURE. THE COURTS WITHIN THE 4TH. CIRCUIT

AND UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT ARE OF A CONSENSUS THAT IF THESE
CLAIM PROCESSING RULES ARE TIMELY INVOKED ON

EITHER SIDE, THE
STATE OR DEFENDANT,

THEIR ADHERENCE BECOME MANDATORY. THEREFORE,
THE LOWER COURT ALLOWING AND OR CONTINUING TO ADDRESS THE MERITS

WHEN THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE RELIED UPON WAS TIMELY

INVOKE AT
THE ONE YEAR MARK OF THOSE DNA PROCEEDINGS VIOLATES DUE PROCESS

AND IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL WHICH VOIDS THE JUDGMENT LEAVING THE
STATE IN DEFAULT,

FORFEITURE AND WAIVER.
RICE;,

ENSSUN LR DS S A T ESERV-
2022 DEMONSTRATE THAT CIRCUITS APPLY FEDERAL LAWS AND RULES

OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE TO BOTH THE GOVERNMENT AND DEFENDANTS.

THE
SUPREME COURT IS CLEAR ON THIS ISSUE. IF AN AFFECTED PARTY ALERTS

THE COURT TO A DEADLINE IN A CLAIM PROCESSING RULE AND INVOKES
ITS PROTECTION,

THE RELEVANT ACTION CANNOT BE TAKEN AFTER THE
DEADLINE HAS PASSED.

THE DNA COURT WAS DIVESTED OF ANY AUTHORITY
TO ADDRESS THE MERITS, STATE v. THOMPSON, 322 A.3d. 32,
WILLIAMS v.

SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
215, 217 Fed.Cl.; McINIOSHRS

S.Ct. 980, 21 BT c e
SERVICES OF CHICAGO,
STATES v. MARSH,
TEXAS wv.

B2-1-5Md. ;

176 Fed.Cl.
BOBENITSS . 330,
HAMER v. NEIGHBORHOOD
ST e, 13(D.5.2017);
524 (4th.Cir.2019);
U.S. 541551130
GARLAND, 598 U.S.

UNITED STATES,
307(U.s5.2024);
583 U.Stid 7
944 F.3d.
DAVIS, 587
SANTOS-ZACARIA Vv.

144

UNITED
FORTBEND COUNTY,

S.Ct. 1843(U.sS.2019);

B3 S.cE. 1103, 215
L.Ed-2d8.375(U.5.2023). THE LITIGATION AND ADDITIONAL CASE LAW IN

SUPPORT OF THIS ISSUE IS SEEN IN EXHIBIT "180 DAY RULE/ 365 DAY
RULE" IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL.

(D) THE STATE WITHHELD EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE IN
2L





THE FORM OF THE DNA TESTING AND THE SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE, FILE
5501014 IN THE POSSESSION OF SLED. WHEN JOHN MEADORS WAS GIVEN
THE SPECIFIC FILE NUMBER AT THE APPELLANT'S COMPETENCY HEARING,
MEADORS LIED, RECORDED ON TRANSCRIPT AND SAID THAT HE DID NOT
KNOW WHAT THE APPELLANT WAS TALKING ABOUT REGARDING THE SLED
FILE, INTENTIONALLY SUPPRESSING THIS SPECIFICALLY REQUEST AND
SOUGHT DISCOVERY EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE. THE FILE ALSO
CONTAINED THE CORONOR'S NOTED HIGHLIGHTING THE TRUE CAUSE OF
DEATH AND THE DEATH CERTIFICATE WHICH PROVED THE INDICTMENT WAS
FATALLY DEFECTIVE FAILING TO LIST THE PROPER TIME AND PLACE OF
THE DEATH WHERE THE INDICTMENT INDICATED SHE DIED ON THE 25th. OF
JANUARY IN KERSHAW COUNTY WHEN SHE DIED ON THE 26th. IN RICHLAND
COUNTY. THE DNA STATUTE PERMITTED THE APPELLANT TO SEEK THIS
DENIED DISCOVERY EVIDENCE THAT WAS REQUIRED RELEASE BEFORE ANY
TRIAL OCCURRED WHICH IS ANOTHER REASON THEY CONSPIRED UNDER COLOR

OF STATE LAW TO PREVENT THE DNA PROCEEDINGS FROM MOVING FORWARD

TO CONCEAL THEIR INJUSTICE AND ACTS DONE TO FRAME THE APPELLANT

BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED. THE SUPPRESSION OF EVIDENCE

FAVORABLE TO AN ACCUSED UPON REQUEST VIOLATES DUE PROCESS WHERE
THE EVIDENCE IS MATERIAL TO GUILT OR TO PUNISHMENT, IRRESPECTIVE

OF THE GOOD FAITH OR BAD FAITH OF THE PROSECUTION, WEARRY v.
CAIN, 577 U.S. 385, 136 §

UNITED STATES v. HINDS
v. BEALTIMORE POLICE D

-Ed.2d. 78(U.5.2016);

IS UNCONST] £ UTI‘[’;;;;- IF IT
CONSTITUTION aNT 10 BHAYERA (s _ e Tix
BE WAIVED PORRETE R JURISDICTION AND canmoT
AFTER A FI A

, , | ST TIME ON
EXHIBITS 1;4 E RECOF ; 'i”bwpyﬂ‘:&.CLAIM EN





1T DID. JUST ABOUT EVERY STATE AROUND THE NATION BEGAN TO ADOPT
THIS FLAWED ANALYSIS OF LAW REGARDING JURISDICTION AND THE
BPFECTS OF FATALLY DEFECTIVE INDICTMENT UPON A TRIAL COURT'S
JURISDICTION. EACH COURT BEGAN ADOPTING THIS UNCONSTITUTIONALLY
VAGUE CONCEPT OF JURISDICTION GIVING A FRAUDULENT MISCONCEPTION
THAT THERE WAS ONLY ONE CRUCIAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION AND AS LONG AS THE STATUTORY ELEMENT EXISTED IN NO
WAY COULD A CRIMINAL COURT'S JURISDICTION BE CHALLENGED. OF
COURSE WE KNOW THAT THIS IS INCORRECT. WHEN IT COMES TO FATAL
DEFECTS IN AN INDICTMENT, SOUTH CAROLINA STATUTE IS CLEAR. "NO
MAN SHALL BRE MADE TO ANSWER A CRIMINAL OFFENSE UNLESS IT BE BY
GRAND JURY INDICTMENT AND EVERY INDICTMENT MUST BEM DEEM GOOD AND
SUFFICIENT IN LAW". IF THE STATUTE REQUIRES A GRAND JURY
INDICTMENT AND THAT INDICTMENT IS FRAUDULENTLY PROCURED OR IN A
CHARGE FOR MURDER FATALLY DEFECTIVE IN THAT IT DOES NOT ALLEGED
THE TIME AND PLACE OF DEATH IN VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS, IT IS
UNCONSTITUTIONAL. IF IT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL IT IS VOID. SUCH A
FUNDAMENTALLY  FLAWED INDICTMENT WOULD INDEED PRODUCE A

JURISDICTIONAL DEFECT UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TQ SUBJECT

MATTER JURISDICTION. THIS IS BECAUSE BY THE APPLICARLE STATUTE

(IN THIS CASE IT BECOMES A STATUTOR! CONCERN AS WELL UNDER S.C.
CODE ANN. § 17-19-10), THE COURT'.

WOULD REST UPON A "VALID" (
AND A FAKE OR FRAUD PROCI :
WOULD FAIL TO coura

DUE PROCESS vxon"VL 2 {1 THIS “.;u #‘j:_ 2 N REQUIRED. A
UNCONSTITUTIONAL | Cxl RN @ BE  INDEED

RAISED AT ANYTI
INDICTMENT, LIKE

FACTS FROM COMING 5






PROSECUTIONAL MISCONDUCT IS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR. IT PRODUCES
CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR. A CONVICTION BASED UPON A
FATALLY DEFECTIVE AND FRAUD PROCURED INDICTMENT IS CLEARLY A
JURISDICTIONAL ERROR UNDER THE DUE PROCESS~CONSTITUTIONAL
JURISDICTION ELEMENT AS THE COURT'S AUTHORITY WAS NEVER PROPERLY
INVOKED. THESE TYPE OF VOID JUDGMENTS CAN BE CHALLENGED AT ANY
TIME. BY S.C. CODE ANN § 17-19-10 A VALID INDICTMENT IS A
PREREQUISITE FOR CRIMINAL PROSECUTION. TO STATE THE CONTRARY
WOULD SUBTLY EXPAND OR FORCE CONSTRUCT THE APPLICABLE STATUTES
FURTHER DEMONSTRATING THAT IT IS JURISDICTIONAL UNDER THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. THESE TYPE
OF FLAWS ARE DIFFERENT FROM A TYPICAL STATUTORY VIOLATION. THIS
IS NOT A PROCEDURAL ERROR BUT A FUNDAMENTAL VIOLATION OF THE
GRAND JURY SYSTEM BY EVEN THE INDICTMENTS TAKING AWAY THE
PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE AND ADJUDICATING GUILT BY THE LANGUAGE
CONTAINED THEREIN. THE GRAND JURY SERVES TO PROTECT CITIZENS FROM
ARBITRARY PROSECUTIONS. SIS AT S CONSPTCUOUS) EGREGIOUS,
FAILURE. THEY ADJUDICATING GUILT BY THEIR LANGUAGE IN THIS FRAUD
PROCURED INDICTMENT WHICH ARE A VIOLATICN OF THEIR SHIELDING
FUNCTION AND IS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR. IF AN INDICTMENT IS FOUND
TO BE FRAUDULENT, THE CONVICTION IS INVALID, REGARDLESS OF
WHETHER THE JURY LATER FOUND THE APPELLANT GUILTY. THE CONVICTION
WOULD BE BASED UPON A PROCESS THAT WAS NEVER PROPERLY STARTED.
TEESE INDIVIDUALS ARE POTENTIALLY FACING PERJURY CHARGES AND

VITIES REGARDING THIS MATTER IS STILL UNDER SCRUTINY
ENDING BEFORE VARIOUS STATE AND

INPARTIALITY 2
I

FEDERAL COURTS PRODUCING

ND BIAS THAT RISES TO AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL.
ONS UNDERMINE THE APPELLANT'

: SAMPSON v.
UNITED STATES v. SIMM

2 ¢ e : ONS,

6381805 (S.D.N.¥.2020): STATE v. CARRIER, 441 § Ci. 547

679(S.C.2App.2023); STﬁTEQ&gJﬁEﬂIS;434 S.¢ :

S-8.2¢. 1 (s.C.Aop-2021). EonEE R

o ne o B RiTET : ITTED 1IN
PORT OF THIS ISSUE IS SEEN IN THE BEC6rn on
SR N APPEAL IN EXHIBIT

....... pa™ s 8 “3;“ I':'! “. 2 1 :";‘"1 3
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THE EXHIBIT VARY SLIGHTLY FROM THE APPELLANT'S CASE, THE
SUBSIDIARY FACTS RELATED TO INDICTMENT DEFECTS AND
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION APPLY IN THE APPELLANT'S CASE.

(F) BY THE LITIGATION SUBMITTED WITHIN THE RECORD ON
APPEAL, THERE IS CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF THE TINDICTMENT .
CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT OF AN INDICTMENT IS A PER SE VIOLATION OF
THE S5TH. AMENDMENT IF IT EFFECTS AN ESSENTIAL ELEMENT OF THE
OFFENSE WHICH IN THE APPELLANT'S CASE IT DOES. SUCH A VIOLATION
REQUIRES REVERSAL OF THE CONVICTION, EVEN WITHOUT A SHOWING OF

PREJUDICE, BUT ONCE PREJUDICE IS CLEARLY SHOW AS IT IS IN THIS
CASE, OVERWHELMINGLY, THE

SENTENCE AND CONVICTION MUST BE
VACATED.

THE ACTION VIOLATES DUE PROCESS AND IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL
UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
WHICH VOIDS THE JUDGMENT AND CONVICTION, UNITED STATES
PROMISE, 255 F.3d. 150 (4th.Cir.2001):
F.3d. 100 (2nd.Cir.1993);
1108, 1115 (2nattir 1891
STIRONE v. UNITED STATES,
544 U.S. 622, 125 5 Ge"

V.
UNITED STATES v. COYNE, 4

UNITED STATES v. MORGENSTEIN, 933 F.2d.
WLLSQNSS L= (LINDLER, 995 P.2d. 1256;

361 U.S. 212 (1960); DECH v. MISSOURI,

2007! 161 L-Ed-Zd- 953' 73 U-S-L-W-
4370(U.S.2005); UNITED STATES v. WHITFIELD, 695 F.3d. 288 CAd
(Va.2012):; UNITED STATES v. MILLE

3 RREERds Appx' 241 CA4
(Va.2014); UNITED STATES AN *‘;mlsa(4th.c1r 2022):;
UNITED STATES v. CONTR b
UNITED STATES v.

AND WAIVER IN TH

THE COURT SE
DATED JULY 2, 202





OF GENERAL SESSIONS SETTING UP THAT FRAUD UPON THE COURT JUDICIAL
AMBUSH PROCEEDINGS CONDUCTED SEPTEMBER 2025 WITHOUT GIVING THE
APPELLANT NOTICE OF A SPECIFIED DATE OF HEARING OR NOTICE THAT
JUDGE NEWMAN INTENDED TO SIT UPON THE CASE UNTIL AFTER THE JUDGE
AMBUSH PROCEEDING OCCURRED. THE RESPONDENT WAS ASKED AGAIN BEFORE

THOSE PROCEEDINGS, WHY DID THE CASE SIT FOR OVER [4] YEARS
WITHOUT A RESPONSE AND WHY DIDN'T HE RESPOND TO CHALLENGE THE
DEFAULT BASED UPON THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE THAT WAS TIMELY
EXERCISED AND TRIGGERED AT THE ONE YEAR MARK OF THE PROCEEDING
THAT WAS WITHOUT A DOUBT BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE GENERAL
SESSIONS COURT AND EVEN SERVED UPON THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE
JUDGE OF THE COUNTY. THE RESPONDENT WAS SPEECHLESS AND STILL,
EVEN BEFORE THE GENERAL SESSIONS COURT COULD NOT EXPLAIN WHY THE
CASE SAT SO LONG AND WHY HE DIDN'T CHALLENGE THE DEFAULT BASED
UPON THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE THAT WAS TIMELY EXERCISED AT THE
ONE YEAR MARK OF THE DNA APPLICATION PROCEEDING AND IS
ILLUSTRATED BY THE EXHIBIT IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL REGARDING THIS
MATTER. THERE WAS NO RESPONSE TO THIS SUBSTANTIAL LEGAL DUE
PROCESS JURISDICTIONAL QUESTION THOUGH THE RESPONDENT WAS GIVEN
NUMEROUS TIMES TO RESPOND BEFORE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT AND
KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL SESSIONS. THE UNITED STATES
SUPREME COURT AND 4TH. CIRCUIT IS CLEAR ON THIS ISSUE. IF AN
AFFECTED PARTY ALERTS THE COURT OF THE DEADLINE IN A CLAIM
PROCESSING RULE AND INVOKES ITS PROTECTION, THE RELEVANT ACTION
CANNOT BE TAKEN AFTER THE DEADLINE HAS PASSED MAKING THE
PROCEEDING DONE TO ADDRESS THE MERITS PROCEDURALLY BARRED, A
VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL UNDER THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION SUBJECTING
THE STATE TO DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER FOR FATILING TO TIMELY
RESPOND PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE
RELIED UPON. THE DNA COURT WAS DIVESTED OF ANY AUTHORITY OR POWER
TO ADDRESS THE MERITS IN THIS EGREGIOUS ACT OF FRAUD UPON THE
COURT, STATE v. THOMPSON, 322 A.3d. 32, 62+ Md.; UNITED STATES v.
WILLIAMS, 56 F.4TH. 366 (4TH.Cir.2023); UNITED STATES
ERANTLEY, 87 F.4TH. 262 (4th.Cir.2023): UNITED STATES v. WHEELER,

886 F.3d. 415(4th.Cir.2018); WILLIAMS v. SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, 176 Fed.Cl. 215, 217 Fed.Cl.;

S LETEES
26

M.

McINTOSH v. UNITED






‘ d.2d. 307(U.S5.2024):
cnATRS (601 U= 920, 149 S.Ct. 980, 218 L.Ed.zd. 307(U.S.2024)

HAMER v. NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES OF CHICAGO, 583 U.S. 17, 138 s.g}.
13(0-5.2017); UNITED STATES V. MARSH, 944 F.3d ‘524
(4th.Cir.2019); FORTBEND COUNTY, TEXAS v. DAVIS, 587 U.S. 541,
139 S.Ct. 1843(U.S.2019); SANTOS-ZACARIA v. GARLAND, 598 U.S.

AN CamastansElgua ;210 Y,.Ed.2d. 375(U.5.2023).

"FORFEITURE" IS THE FAILURE TO TIMELY ASSERT A RIGHT,
WHILE "WAIVER" IS THE INTENTIONAL RELINQUISHMENT OR ABANDONMENT
OF A KNOWN RIGHT. PURSUANT TO THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE AND THE
RESPONDENT'S FAILURE BEING GIVEN EVERY OPPORTUNITY TO EXPLAIN WHY

THE CASE REMAINED UNRESOLVED FOR OVER [4] YEARS AND FAILING TO
CHALLENGE THE CLAIM OF DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER BASED UPON
THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE WE HAVE BOTH "FORFEITURE AND WAIVER"

WHICH IS COMPOUNDED BY JUDICIAL RULING UNDER BETTERMAN V.
MONTANA, 136 S.Ct. 1609 THAT DETERMINED THE APPELLANT WOULD HAVE
TAILORED RELIEF UNDER THE 5TH. AMENDMENT MADE APPLICABLE TO THE
STATES AND DETERMINED HOLDING A CASE FOR [4] YEARS IS TOO LONG
MAKING THOSE PROCEEDINGS UNCONSTITUTIONAL. IF THEY ARE
UNCONSTITUTIONAL THEN THEY ARE VOID INCLUDING THE CONVICTION THAT
1S ATTACHED TO IT WHICH IS SUPPORTED BY THE STATE'S FAILURE TO
TIMELY BE IN COMPLIANCE TO THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE RELIED UPON.
THE APPELLANT STILL WANTS THAT DNA TESTED TO MICHAEL LEE, WANT
HIM PROSECUTED, WANT THAT SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE RELEASED, WANT
THOSE GRAND JURY PANEL DOCUMENTS TO REVEAL THEIR CRIMINALITY,
INCLUDING ORDER ISSUED TO EXPUNGE THE APPELLANT'S CRIMINAL RECORD
AND THE GRANTING OF NAME CHANGE FROM LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD TO
JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHBITE WORKING IN COLLABORATION WITH
THE FAMILY COURT IF NECESSARY WHICH WAS ALSO SOUGHT WITHIN THE
DNA APPLICATION PROCEEDINGS AND BEFORE THE S.C. SUPREME COURT.
THE RESPONDENT FAILED TO RESPOND BEFORE THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE
TRIGGERED AND IN VIOLATION OF HOLDINGS UNDER BETTERMAN SURJECTING
HTM TO DEFAULT, FOREITURE AND WAIVER. WHEN GIVEN NUMEROUS
OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT A VALID EXCUSE FOR THE INORDINATE DELAY
AND FAILURE TO BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
CLAIM PROCESSING RULE. HE GAVE NO RESPONSE AT ALL BUT CHOSE FRAUD
IN JUDGE SHOPPING TO HAVE JUDGE NEWMAN DISMISSED THE CASE INSTEAD
27 "‘..ﬁ.-'






OF TAKING OPPORTUNITY TO REBUT THE CLAIMS PRESENTED BASE UPON THE
CLAIM PROCESSING RULE AND CLAIMS OF DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND
WAIVER. THEREFORE, IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT, THE
CLAIM OF DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND WAIVER MUST BE ESTABLISHED
WITHIN ALL COURT RECORDS; WELLNESS INTERN, 135 S.Ct. 1932; IN RE:
MILLENNIUM LAB HOLDINGS II, LLC., 575 B.R. 252 (D.Del.2017); IN
RE: IMERYS TALC AMERICA, INC. ,=~=F.4TH.-—, 2022 WINes 2350 204
(3rd.Cir-2lde) = MORGAN wv. SUNDANCE INC. , 142 D L, 1708
(U.S.2022); HAMER v. NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING SERVICES OF CHICAGO

SUPRA. .

SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IS THE POWER TO DECLARE LAW,
WHETHER IT BE UNDER THE DUE PROCESS/CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION OR THE STATUTORY/LEGISLATIVE 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 ACCUSED WHICH IS NOW SOUGHT
BEFORE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS, WHICH CAN BE RAISED AT ANY
TIME, AT ANY STAGE, EVEN AFTER A FINAL JUDGMENT WAS ISSUED IN THE

CASE, EVEN FOR THE FIRST TIME ON APPEAL. THIS ISSUE IS TO BE
ADJUDICATED UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION. NOT THE STATUTORY ELEMENT THAT THE SOUTH CAROLINA
COURTS HAVE MISTAKINGLY IN THE PAST ADJUDICATED THESE
UNDER- I AM ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT, SEBELIUS v . AUBURN
REGIONAL MEDICAL CENTER, 133 S.Ct. 817, 184 L.Ed.2d. 627, 81
U.S.L.W. 4053 (U.S.2013); SIZWARD v: RIDDLE, F-Supp.2d., 2013 WL
707018 (DSC.2013); GRUPO DALAFLUX v. ATLAS GLOBAL L.P., 541 U.sS.
567, 124 S.ct. 192, 158 "I Edt7d. 866(U.5.2004);
DIST. REPUBLICAN SNCOMMHNNRRISUERE AL CORN, 820 F.3d. 624
(4th.Cir.2016);  SANDERS _v.  SAVANNAH HIGHWAY  AUTOMOTIVE
COMPANY,--S.E-2d.-~-, 2020 WL 6154305 (S.C.2pp.2020); NATIONSTAR

MORTG., LLC. v. MEISNER, S.E.2d., 2016 WL 1700516 (S.C.App.2016);
OCO-RM INVEST v. NET ELEMENT INTERNATIONAL, INC.,

WL 12613282 (S-D.Fla.2014); KOSCIUSKO v. DARHAM,

ISSUES

24 SENATORIAL

F.Supp., 2014
AHSeS G 481
€36 S.E.2d. 362 (S5.C.2019); FIRST CITIZEN BANK AND TRUST COMPANY,
INC. v. TAYLOR, 431 S.C. 149, B47 S.E.2d. 249 (S-C.App.2020).
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THE APPELLANT ALSO GIVES THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AND ALL
PARTIES JUDICIAL NOTICE AS WAS ARGUED BEFORE THE LOWER DNA COURT
BUT WAS IGNORED IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT AND OBSTRUCTION
OF JUSTICE. THIS IS A COLLATERAL ATTACK UPON THE

S HERTSSSA SN TSRS AT ELS S EQUIVALENT TO A

"SENTENCING

"COMMITMENT ORDER"
DECREEING AND OR ORDERING THAT THE APPELLANT BE COMMITTED TO THE

S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS. IT IS AN INDISPUTABLE FACT THAT THE
SENTENCING SHEETS ARE INDEED THIS STATE'S EQUIVALENT TO A

COMMITMENT ORDER BY THE PLAIN LANGUAGE ON THE DOCUMENT. IT IS THE

APPELANT'S POSITION THAT IT WAS AN ACT OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT

FOR THAT COMMITMENT ORDER AND OR SENTENCING SHEET TO BE SIGNED BY

ANY JUDGE KNOWING GOOD AND WELL THESE SUBSTANTIAL,

EGREGIOUS DUE
PROCESS VIOLATIONS,

CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERRORS, VIOLATIONS
OF THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE AND JURISDICTIONAL ERRORS

EXISTED IN THIS CASE, CONSPIRING UNDER STATE LAW TO FRAME A MAN

BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED. ANY CLAIM OF PROCEDURAL
LIMITATION ON THE PART OF ANY PARTY AT THIS JUNCTURE WOULD BE

WITHOUT MERIT. FRAUD VITIATES EVERYTHING THAT IT ENTERS AND A
JUDGMENT PROCURED BY FRAUD MAY BE COLLATERALLY ATTACKED FOR THAT
FRAUD UPON THE COURT. THIS APPLIES TO ALL ACTS, ORDERS,

OR DECREES OF ALL COURTS ON RECORD,

A COMMITMENT ORDER REPRESENT, MYLES
WL 238436 (D.C.Miss.2017):
Appx' 263, 265 ca4

F.Supp.3d. 19 (2014).

JUDGMENTS
WHICH THE SENTENCING SHEET AS
V. DOMINOS PIZZ,
UNITED STATES v.
(N.C-2017): - LOUMIET v.

LLC., 2017
CONRAD, 675 Fed.

UNITED STATES, 65
IT IS WELL SETTLED IN LAW THAT UNDER THE

ATTACK FOR FRAUD UPON
THE COURT IS FREE OF ALL PROCEDURAL LIMITATIONS, IN RE: GENESYS
DATA TECHNOLOGIES INGEGSSHMENERN s (4th.cir.2000); CLEVELAND
DEMOLITION CO.

V- AZCON SCRAP CORP., 827 Ro2d. 984(4th.Cir.l987)'
BROWNING v. NAVARRO, 826 R g 315 (5th-Cir-1987)-

SUNTRUST MORTGAGE, INC. SECURITIES LITIGATION,
(E.-D.Va.2020).

IN RE:
461 F.Supp.34. 399

(11) BY NEW CASE LAW COMING ouUT oF IRHESS G .

SUPREME COURT,
THE 4TH.

CODE ANN. §§
8-15-50 AND 19-1-90 ESSENTIALLY OUT OF EXISTENCE TN

VIOLATION oF
2 m S

19-1-80,





THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE VIOLATING THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE
THAT REQUIRED THAT A SIGN RECEIPT AND COPY OF THE STATEMENT BE
GIVEN TO THE PARTY AT THE TIME THE STATEMENT WAS MADE, VIOLATING
DUE PROCESS, PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION WHICH WOULD VOID
THE CONVICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER

JURISDICTION?

THE APPELLANT IS ARGUING AGAINST EVERY PRECEDENT SETTING
EAS PSR PRSI R WIH TN S THT{S . STATE THAT ASSERTS THAT THIS
REQUIREMENT IS NOT MANDATORY AND NECESSARY DUE TO THEY FORCE
CONSTRUCTING AND OR SUBTLY EXPANDING THE APPLICABLE STATUTES 1IN
VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW AND THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE.
WHEN THIS ISSUE WAS FIRST ARGUED THE COURTS VIOLATING THE STATUTE
SAID IT CAN BE DONE WITHIN A WEEK. THEN LATER A MONTH. THEN LATER
6 MONTHS. THEN LATER A YEAR. THEN FINALLY JUST BEFORE A PERSON
GOES TO TRIAL. THIS IS NOT LAWFUL AND STANDS IN EGREGIOUS
VIOLATION OF THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF THE APPLICABLE STATUTES. THE
PREJUDICE FROM THIS UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION IS CLEARLY
ESTABLISHED IN THE APPELLANT'S CASE WHERE BECAUSE OF THIS
INJUSTICE, THE APPELLANT WAS STATEMENT AMBUSHED DURING HIS TRIAL
WITH A FRAUD PRODUCED STATEMENT BY THE SOLICITOR CLAIMING THAT
THE APPELLANT MADE THIS FRAUD PRODUCED STATEMENT, WHICH THE
APPELLANT NEVER MADE, THAT WAS NEVER SIGNED BY THE APPELLANT, NOR
WAS HE GIVEN A COPY OF THIS FRAUD PRODUCED STATEMENT WHICH STOOD

IN BLATANT DEFIANCE TO THE APPLICABLE STATUTES SUBJECTING THE
APPELLANT TO EXTREME PREJUDICE DURING HIS TRIAL PROCEEDINGS.

S.C. CODE ANN. § 19-1-80 PROVIDE:

"NO WITNESS 1IN ANY PRELIMINARY HEARING OR
CRIMINAL JUDICIAL PROCEEDING (EMPHASIS ADDED)

NATURE"™ [SHALL] (MANDATORY) BE EXAMINED OR CROS
EXAMINER, SOLICITOR, LAWYER OR PROSECUTING OFF
WRITTEN STATEMENT FORMERLY MADE AND GIVEN TO ANy PERSON (EMPHASIS
ADDED) EMPLOYED BY THE STATE, OR ANY COUNTY, CITY OR MINICIPALITY
THEREOF, OR ANY PART OF ANY SUCH GOVERNING BODY, UNLESS IT BE
FIRST SHOWN THAT (AT, THESGINAEGRSINESHRSSNE R fhe oo ik oo THE
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WITNESS WAS GIVEN AN EXACT COPY OF THE STATEMENT, AND THAT BEFOR
Wl . ‘ : .
H1s EXAMINATION OR CROSS-EXAMINATION THE WITNESS WAS GIVEN A COP!

OF THE STATEMENT AND ALLOWED A REASONABLE TIME IN WHICH TO REAI
1(]‘\” X
$.C. CODE ANN. § 8-15-50 PROVIDE:

"WHENEVER ANY PERSON EMPLOYED BY THE STATE, OR ANY

COUNTY, CITY, OR MUNICIPALITY THEREOF, OR ANY PART OF ANY SUCH
GOVERNING BODY , SHALL TAKE A WRITTEN STATEMENT IN ANY
INVESTIGATION OF ANY KIND OR NATURE FROM ANY PERSON, THE PERSON
RECEIVING OR TAKING THE WRITTEN STATEMENT "“SHALL" (MANDATORY)
GIVE TO THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT A COPY THEREOF AND
“"SHALL" (MANDATORY) OBTAIN FROM THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT A

SIGNED WRITTEN RECEIPT FOR THE COPY SO DELIVERED".
S.C. CODE ANN. § 19-1-90 PROVIDE:

"UNLESS THE PROVISIONS OF SECTIONS 8-15-50 AND 19-1-80
HAVE BEEN COMPLIED WITH, NO STATEMENT SUCH AS REFERRED TO 1IN
THOSE SECTIONS SHALL BE ADMISSIBLE INTO EVIDENCE IN ANY CASE, NOR
SHALL ANY REFERENCE BE MADE TO IT IN THE TRIAL OF ANY CASE"

THE LANGUAGE OF THESE STATUTES ARE CLEAR AND UNAMBIGUOUS
WHICH DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PRIOR COURTS INVOLVED ABUSED HIETR
DISCRETION AND ESSENTIALLY SUBTLY EXPANDED AND FORCED CONSTRUCTED
THESE CLEAR PROVISIONS OF LAW OUT OF EXISTENCE STRIPPING THE
APPELLANT OF DUE PROCESS PROTECTIONS SET IN PLACE BY THE SOUTH
CAROLINA LEGISLATURE VIOLATING DUE PROCESS PRODUCING
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION ALSO SERVING TO VIOLATE THE APPELLANT'S
RIGHTS UNDER THE EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS CLAUSE. THE
AFPELLANT IS ARGUING AGAINST ANY PRECEDENT CASE THAT STATES THE
CONTRARY UNDER APPELLATE COURT RULE 217. BY THE PLAIN LANGUAGE
RULE OF STATUTORY INTERPRETATION, THE PHRASE, "A COPY OF THE
STATEMENT MUST BE GIVEN TO THE PERSON AT THE TIME IT WAS MADE"
MEANS THAT THE COPY MUST BE PROVIDED TO THE PERSON DURING THE
SAME INSTANCE OR PROCEEDING OR SITTING IN WHICH THEY MADE THE
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STATEMENT. THE RULE REQUIRES GIVIRNG
Sl = L §
MEANING TO INCLUDE THE WORDIKNC TBAT 3 RECEIL:

THE TAKIRG THEREOF, WITHOUT SEARCHING FOR ANY HIU
14

ALTERNATIVE LEGISLATIVE INTENT. "A COPY O 3 : &
GIYEN...” THIS IS A MANDATORY AND SPECIFIC REQ LIQL“&\F‘met : :
“MUST" INDICATES THAT THERE IS KO DISCRETION; COPY YDS?‘ B-
GIVEN. "...TO THE PERSON MAKING THE STATEMENT..." THIS EXPLI;IT%E
IDENTIFIES THE PERSON TO RECEIVE THE COPY AND OTHER CONDITIONS

REQUIRED: THE ONE WHO MADE THE STATEMENT A
MADE®. THIS IS THE MOST CRUCIAL PART OF TEE RA
THE PRECISE TIMEFRAME FOR COMPLIANCE WITH THE ST
NOT MEAN "SOMETIME AFTER", OR "WITHIN A REASONAR 13
"SHEORTLY APTER". IT MEANS THAT THE DELIVERY OF THE CO
CONTEMPORANEOUS WITH THE MAKING OF THE STATEMENT ITSELF. IF A
COPY WAS NOT PROVIDED AT THE TIME THE STATEMENT WAS AL
MADE ALONG WITH THE OTHER STATUTORY CONDITIONS REQUIRED, THE
COURT APPLYING THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE CANNOT ALLOW SUCH A
STATEMENT INTO EVIDENCE OR ALLOW ANY EXAMINATION OR REFERENCE TO
IT WHICH OCCURRED IN THE APPELLENAT'S CASE AT TRIAL TO THE
APPELLANT'S EXTREME PREJUDICE- IT WAS INADMISSIBLE AND VIOLATED
DUE PROCESS LAW PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION UNDER THE
CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO suaaacr MATTER JURISDICTION THE PLAIN
LANGUAGE RULE LIMIT'S Taa;l' N BY PREVENTING THEM
FROM INTERPRETING THE LA - THEY “THINK"™ THE
LEGISLATURE INTENDED 'm:N LANGUAGE RULE,
"AT THE TIME IT WAS | LATER OR WEEK LATE
OR & HoN TRIAL. THE PHRASE
REQUIRES THE ACTI( \T IS, DURING THE

SAME INSTANCE og THE STATEMENT WAS
MADE. THE PHRASE CIFIC AND TIME

BOUND AS OPPOSED OR "SHORTLY
THEREAFTER" w51 q- ‘;Fnsxxans
TIMELINE. IF THE P

SPECIPICALLY SAID
BND SIGNALS A S‘!'R

ENSURE FAIRNESS AN
OCCURRED AT T

P

T THE TIME IT WAS
ASE. IT DEFINES
E. IT DOBS






SUFFERED. IT GIVES THE PERSON IMMEDIATE ACCESS TO THE RECORD

WHICH HELPS PREVENT DISPUTES OVER THE STATEMENT'S ACCURACY OR
CONTENT LATER ON. DELIVERING COPY LATER AS THE COURTS ALLCWED BY
SUBTLY EXPANDING AND FORCE CONSTRUCTING THE STATUTES UNDERMINE
THIS PURPOSE. FOR A COURT FOLLOWING THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE, THE
STATE PFAILING TO PROVIDE THE COPY CONTEMPORANEOUSLY WOULD
CONSTITUTE A VIOLATION OF THE STATUTE, REGARDLESS
LENGTH VIOLATING DUE PROCESS LAW PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL
ACTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION WHICH VOIDS THE JUDGMENT AND CONVICTION, KINGDOMWARE
TECBNOLOGIES, INCs w. UNITED STATES, 579 U.S. 162, 136 S.Ct.
1960 S R TEaR e s e () .S.2016); CRETE CARRIER CORP. 'v.
SULLIVAN & SONS; INC., 2021 WL 2685253, * 6 D.Md.:
COMMUNITY HEALTH OPTIONS v. UNITED STATES, 140 S.Ct. 1308,
U.S.; SUPERUS PHARMACEUTICALS, INC.
1359 Fed.Cir.(Va.); MURPHY v. SMITH, 138 S.Ct. 784, 200 L.Ed.2d.
75, 86 U.S.L.W. 4069 (U.S.2018); JENNINGS v. RODROQUEZ, 138 S.Ct.

830, 200 L.Ed.2d4. 112, 86 U.S5.L.W. 4069(U.S-.2018). THE WISDOM OF

THE STATUTE IS NOT THE CONCERN OF THE COURTS TO DETERMINE
OTHERWISE;

OF THE DELAY'S

MAINE

1320+
. TANCD',; 913 F.3d. ~1351

IF THE STATUTE UNDER SCRUTINY DOES NOT VIOLATE THE
STATE OR FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS IT MUST STAND AND BE SUSTAINED,

HODGES v. RAINEY, 341 Seaiuunsy 53 578 (sS.C.App-2000)
EESSINGER v. R-N-M BUILDERS & AssoesWM 349, B06
S.E-2d. 731(S.C.App. -2017) ; T) TOMBLIN, 236
W.Va. 52B, 7B2 S.Ei2a THE COURT ARE
INVESTED WITH THE ‘AUEH‘ INT BUT THEY
POSSESS NEITHER THE EXP

JUDGMENTS SUCH AS ¥Q
YOU WANT AS LONG AS
FORCE CONSTRUCTING
INDEPENDENT BUSINES: ,
182 L.Ed-2d. 45000%

INTER-GOVERNMENTAL WE\}_
4855226, S.W.

LLC.,--B.R.--, 2017
ENTERPRISES, INC.,






ENCE OR
BY ALLOWING THE SOLICITOR TO PLACE INTO EVID

ANY
LIANCE WITH THE STATUTE
UTILIZE THE STATEMENT AND BE IN COMP

WAY HE SEES FIT, THE COURT AND THE SOLICITOR ESSENTIALLY EXPANDED
AND OR FORCE CONSTRUCTED THE APPLICABLE STATUTE(S)

IN VIOLATION
OF THE PLAIN LANGUAGE RULE

WHICH VIOLATE DUE PROCESS AND THE

SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION

THAT VOIDS THE JUDGMENT, THE CONVICTION AND THE COURT'S ACTIONS

UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION,
REQUIRING REVERSAL AND VACATING OF THE SENTENCE AND CONVICTION
WHICH THE APPELLANT(S) SEEK,

ALVAREZ v. RONQUILLO v.
WL 2371053

BONDI, 2025
WHEN THE TEXT OF A STATUTE IS PLAIN
CONVEYS A CLEAR DEFINITE MEANING, THE
LEGISLATIVE INTENT MUST BE DETERMINED FROM THE STATUTORY LANGUAGE

ALONE. THE ACTIONS OF THE COURT REQUIRE REVERSAL AND VACATING OF
THE SENTENCE AND CONVICTION WHICH THE APPELLANT(S)

CAth: Cair S22 58K
AND UNAMBIGUOUS AND

MOTION FOR AND
SEEK, STATE v. SWEET,--S.E.2d.--, 2025 WL 2406216 (S.C.App-2025);
PLANNED PARENTHOOD SOQUTH ATLANTIC v. SIAMEIEA4A45 = S, C.
S.E.2d.

600, 916
299 (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,
ENFORCE IT ACCORDING TO ITS TERMS) ;

SR O
DUKE ENERGY CORPORATION V.
SOUTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, 445 s.cC. 499,

773 (S.C.App.2025) (WHEN TERMS ARE
UNAMBIGUOUS

B SEE . 2d .
CLEAR

A STATUTE'S

AND
ON THEIR FACE, THERE IS NO ROOM FOR

STATUTORY
CONSTRUCTION AND THE COURT MUST APPLY THE STATUTE AcCcC
ITS LITERAL TERMS):

BURNSED, 445 s.C.
STATUTE'

ORDING TO
ESTATE OF MEIER BY AND THROUGH MEIER
288,

Vi
914 s.E.2d. "130 (S.C.ApPp.2025) (1F oTHE
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 RIG
FOR ANY OTHER MEANING) .

HT TO IMPOSE OR LOOK

(12) DID "mHE

S FAILURE TO NOTIFY »a NAMED DI
THE PROCEEDING

RECT PARTY TO
(YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN)

OF THE SCHEDULED
34





HEARING?

PROCEEDING WITH A FORENSIC HEARING WHERE A CO-APPLICANT 1S5
LISTED ON THE FACE OF THE DNA APPLICATION, WHERE THERE IS NO
ORDER OF SEVERING THE PARTY FROM THE PENDING ACTION--WITHOUT
PROVIDING THE CO-APPLICANT WITH NOTICE OR CALLING THEM TO THE
PROCEEDINGS--CONSTITUTE A FATAL PROCEDURAL DEFECT. UNDER SOUTH
CAROLINA LAW, THIS OVERSIGHT RENDERS ANY RESULTING JUDICIAL
DETERMINATION AND OR JUDGMENT VOID AS A MATTER OF LAW FOR FAILURE
TO JOIN AN INDISPENSABLE PARTY AND FOR CORE PROCEDURAL DUE
PROCESS REQUIREMENTS. THE CONSEQUENCE FOR SUCH A DUE PROCESS
FAILURE BY THE LOWER COURT'S FAILING TO PROVIDE NOTICE TO THE
NAMED CO-PLAINTIFF TRANSFORMS THE HEARING TO A STRUCTURAL
NULLITY. UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA PROCEDURE, THIS ERROR PRODUCES
THREE FATAL DEFECTS: (1) IT PRODUCES A CLEAR VIOLATION OF RULE
19, SCRCP, BECAUSE THE SECOND INDIVIDUAL WAS EXPLICITLY LISTED ON
THE FACE OF THE DNA APPLICATION WHERE THE PARTY POSSESSED A
DIRECT, LEGALLY PROTECTED INTEREST IN THE OUTCOME OF THE FORENSIC
EVALUATION. UNDER RULE 19, SCRCP, THEY ARE AN INDISPENSABLE
PARTY . THE KERSHAW GENERAL SESSIONS COURT LACKED THE
JURISDICTIONAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUDICATE AN APPLICATION THAT
COMPLETELY ALTERS, DISATISFIES, OR DESTROYS THE STATUTORY RIGHTS
OF AN INDISPENSABLE PARTY WHO WAS NEVER SERVED WITH PROCESS OR
GIVEN NOTICE OF THE HEARING; (2) THE ACTION PRODUCES EXTRINSIC
FRAUD UPON THE COURT BY THE JUDGE AND CONSPIRING STATE ACTORS
INVOLVED. BY HOLDING A HEARING IN ISOLATION WHILE DELIBERATELY
OCMITTING A PRIMARY PARTY NAMED ON THE RECORD, THE STATE ACTORS

ENGAGE IN EXTRINSIC FRAUD. EXTRINSIC FRAUD IS DEFINED IN SOUTH

CAROLINA LAW AS MISCONDUCT THAT DEPRIVES A PERSON OF THE

OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD OR PRESENT THEIR CASE. BECAUSE THE COURT,

THE 5TH. CIRCUIT SOLICITOR'S OFFICE AND S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL

KNEW THAT THE PERSON EXISTED BUT INTENTIONALLY WITHHELD NOTICE,
THEY HAVE ENGAGED IN A CALCULATED PLAN TO PREVENT FULL AND FAIR
CONTEST ON THE MERITS; (3) THE  ¢0NsPIRING STATE ACTORS HAVE
ESTABLISHED A VOID JUDGMENT. UNDER SOUTH CAROLINA LAW, A JUDGMENT
IS LEGALLY VOID IF THE ISSUING COURT FAILED TO PROVIDE PROPER DUE
PROCESS, NOTICE, OR AN OPPORTUNITY TO PARTICIDPATE MGE AT,
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NECESSARY PARTIES. AN ORDER OR JUDICIAL DETERMINATION ARISING
FROM A SECRET OR ASYMMETRICAL HEARING WHERE A NAMED APPLICANT WAS
IGNORED 1S INHERENTLY VOID FROM ITS INCEPTION AND CANNOT BE USED
BY THE APPELLATE COURT TO BAR RELIEF.

THE LOWER COURT'S ADJUDICATION OF A DNA APPLICATION
WITHOUT NOTICE TO THE NAMED CO-APPLICANT CONSTITUTE AN ABSOLUTE
DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS AND A VOID EX PARTE PROCEEDING. THE LOWER
COURT'S ELECTION TO CONDUCT THE HEARING WHILE COMPLETELY IGNORING
A NAMED CO-APPLICANT VIOLATES THE 14TH. AMENDMENT AND ARTICLE 1 §
3 OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CONSTITUTION. THE STATE MACHINERY CANNOT
PICK AND CHOOSE WHICH APPLICANT RECEIVES NOTICE. WHEN AN
APPLICATION IS FILED BEARING MULTIPLE PARTIES, THE COURT'S
JURISDICTION IS CONTINGENT UPON PROVIDING EQUAL NOTICE AND
OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD TO ALL INDIVIDUALS WHOSE LEGAL RIGHTS ARE

BOUND TO THAT INSTRUMENT. IN THE CASE OF STATE v. GENTRY, 363
S.C. 93, 610 S.E.2d. 495(S.C.App.2005), THOUGH IT IS CURRENTLY
BEING CHALLENGED BEFORE THIS COURT FOR OTHER REASONS, THE COURT
DETERMINED BECAUSE TRUE SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION REQUIRES AN
UNCORRUPTED AND LAWFUL INVOCATION OF JUDICIAL POWER, A COURT
CANNOT ASSERT LEGITIMATE JURISDICTION OVER AN APPLICATION WHEN IT
INTENTIONALLY EXCLUDES A NAMED PARTY FROM THE PROCEEDINGS. A
JUDGMENT CANNOT STAND WHEN THE COURT'S BASIC PROCEDURAL AUTHORITY
IS BROKEN BY THE REFUSAL TO NOTIFY THE VERY INDIVIDUALS LISTED ON
THE FACE OF THE PLEAD SE OF IN RE: CARE AND
N [RMEREEE S.E.2d.

211(s.c.app.2023)( it AT ABSOLUTE, EXACT
ADHERENCE TO DU |

BRADLEY B
VALIDATE A
CASE  OF
614(s.C.App.
MANIPULATION





TO ISSUE A SUMMONS OR NOTICE OF HEARING TO THE SECOND LISTED

APPLICANT REPRESENTS A TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE BREAKDOWN.

UNDER
TAYLOR,

THE STATE CANNOT USE A RULING OBTAINED THROUGH THIS
CONSTITUTIONAL DEFECT TO PREJUDICE APPLICANT'S RIGHTS TO AN
HONEST DISPOSITION OF THEIR CASE.).

IN THE CASE OF STATE v.

(S.C.App.2020)(THE COURT
DETERMINED THAT THE JUDICIARY IS STRICTLY OBLIGATED TO ENSURE

THAT SELF-REPRESENTED LITIGANTS ARE NOT FUNCTIONALLY SABOTAGED OR
PROCEDURALLY ENTRAPPED BY THE SUBSEQUENT OPERATIONS OF THE STATE.
EXCLUDING A PRIMARY PARTY FROM A POST-CONVICTION FORENSIC HEARINC
15 DIRECT PROCEDURAL SABOTAGE. PYATT REQUIRES THE APPELLATE COURT

TO VOID THE RESULTS OF ANY HEARING THAT WAS STRUCTURALLY RIGGED
BY DENYING NOTICE TO NAMED PARTIES.).
SAMUEL, 414 S.C. 206,

IN THE CASE OF STATE v.

777 S.E.2d. 398 (S5.C.App.2015)(THE COURT
DETERMINED PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS IS SHATTERED WHEEN THE STATE

CONSTRUCTS AN OPPRESSIVE ENVIRONMENT OR PROCEDURAL ROADBLOCKS
THAT PREVENT A DEFENDANT FROM PRESENTING
MERITS. A SECRET,

CO-APPLICANT IS AN

HIS CLAIMS ON

THE

SELECTIVE HEARING THAT EXCLUDES A NAM

UNCONSTITUTIONAL ROADBLOCK
PREDETERMINE THE OUTCOME OF THE DNA EVALUATION. UNDER SAMUEL,

THIS COLLUSION REQUIRES AN IMMEDIATE VACATUR OF THE
JUDGMENT AND ACTIONS OF THE LOW
SUCH.

(1

D
DESIGNED TO

TAINTED
COURT) . THE APPELLANTS MOVE FOR

5

{13) Is THE JURISDICTION O@ HR COURT ALS VOID, OR
AT MINIMUM, PREMATU UE TO THE TRIAL JUDGE'
A "WRITTEN" AN
THE PARTIES IN

APPEAL DOES
THE ENTRY





BICTATEE ‘THAT A& PARTY MUST BE SERVED THEIR NOTICE OF APPEAL
WITHIN (30) DAYS AFTER RECELPT OF THE WRITTEN ORDER OF JUDGMENT.
iF e CLERK OF COURT WAE WEVER SELRVED THE PINAL ORDER, WHICH OF
COURBE NGO BUCH SERVICE EVER OCCURRED ON EITHER OF THE APPELLANTS,
WiE (30) DAY CLOCK MAS LEGALLY NEVER STARTED TICKING AGAINST THE
APPELLANTS . THE STATE AND ATTORNEY GENERAL CANNOT CLAIM WE ARE
GUT OF TIME OR PROCEDURALLY DEFAULTED (AS EVEN THE £.C. COURT OF
APPBALE CLERK JUST TRIED TO ABSERT) BECAUSE THE STATE FAILED TO
TRIGOER THE JURISDICTIONAL CLOCK. A RECORD ON APPEAL WITHOUT A
PINAL ORDER, THE LOWER COURT'S8 FAILURE TO SERVE THE FINAL
JUDGHENT CONSTITUTE A PHYSICAL BLOCKADE OF THE RIGHT TO APPEAL.
IF A WRITTEN ORDER DOES NOT PHYSICALLY EXIST IN THE FILE, AND THE
JUDGE ONLY MADE A VERBAL RULING ON THE RECORD,
FAILURE TO 18S8SUE A WRITTEN ORDER MEANS THERE IS NO "FINAL
JUDGMENT" YET, RENDERING THE APPEAL PREMATURE. THE LOWER COURT'S
FAILURE T0 SERVE THE FINAL JUDGMENT ON BOTH THE APPELLANTS
CONSTITUTE A SECRET ADJUDICATION AND A TOTAL DEPRIVATION OF
NOTICE AND OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD WHICH EVEN PREVENTS THE FILING
OF MOTION TO ALTER OR AMEND THE JUDGMENT.
FATLURE TO SERVE 1TS JUDGMENT,
THE RECORD, VIOLATES THE CORE
ARTICLE 1 § 3 OF THE SOUTH C.
JUDGHENT 18 NOT agl M L cion
JURLSDICTIONAL REQUIR 8 U0k GiopEn From
o e e ATTENPTED TO
L D1SMISSAL" ~~-RUI SECRET SO THAT
LANT EVEN KNEW
RAUD UPON THE
'E LAW BEHIND
BE DEEMED

THE JUDGE'S

THE LOWER COURT'S
COMBINED WITH A SILENT RULING ON

TENETS OF THE 14TH. AMENDMENT AND

A CONSTITUTION. NOTICE OF A
OURTESY ;






CONCLUSION

INASMUCH, THAT WHICH IS WRITTEN BY THE ONE TRUE GOD AND

ALL HIS HOLY PROPHETS CANNY BE BROKEN. "ELIJAH MUST FIRST COME

AND RESTORE ALL THINGS". THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT BY

RECENT RULING SPOKE IN NO UNCERTAIN TERMS. THE 6TH. PROMISES THAT
ALL CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS THE ACCUSED HAS A RIGHT TO A SPEEDY
TRIAL 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 BY THEIR LANGUAGE INDISPUTABLY
INDICATE HAS OCCURRED, PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT
VOIDS THE TRIAL COURT'S JURISDICTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. JUST LIKE IN THE WARRANTS
OF THIS STATE, THERE IS CLEAR "PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE" LANGUAGE
TO EXPLAIN WHAT WOULD BE AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL CHARGE? SO MUST THE
SAME TYPE OF "PRESUMPTION OF INNOCENCE LANGUAGE" EXIST WITHIN THE
"BODY OF THE CHARGING INSTRUMENT", BECAUSE IT IS THE "BODY OF THE
INDICTMENT", NOT THE CAPTION, NOT THE WARRANTS, THAT PRODUCES THE
FINDINGS OF THE GRAND JURY WHO HAVE ILLEGALLY BY THEIR CHARGE AND
UNDER OATH ADJUDICDATED GUILT FOR WHICH THEY DO NOT HAVE THE
POWER OR AUTHORITY TO DO. THEN THE STATE AND COURT, IN ORDER TO
MAKE EFFORT TO CURE THE CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR GIVES A
CURATIVE INSTRUCTION (BOILERPLATE) THAT THE INDICTMENT IS NOT
EVIDENCE THAT THE DEFENDANT IS INNOCENT UNTIL PROVEN GUILTY. THIS
EFFECTIVELY, SUBSTANTIALLY, MATERIALLY, GIVE WAY TO CONSTRUCTIVE
AMENDMENT OF THE INDICTMENTS ON THE MENS REA ELEMENT AND ALTERS,
CHANGES THE LEGAL THEORY RETURNED BY THE GRAND JURY PROVING THIS
IS NOT A HARMLESS ERROR BUT A SUBSTANTIAL CONSTITUTIONAL,
STRUCTURAL TRAP AND CRISIS THETHONUVMHE GRAND JURY THEMSELVES
CAN TAKE THE STEPS TO CURE THIS SUBSTANTIAL DUE PROCESS PROBLEM,
ERLINGER v. UNITED STATESIECUMEREEDNTE qan S.ct. 1840, 219
?;f:.zd. 451(0.s.2024); = SWEENEW S W SIGRAHAM, 2025 WL 800452
.Cir.2025); SECURI -

53 v.3. 105, 1e4 svemiEHUMERREER L o St
.Ed.2d. (U-.5.2024).

THE
39





PRINCIPLE THAT "ONCE THE BELL IS RUNG IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG®, 15 A
CORNERSTONE OF SOUTH CAROLINA AND FEDERAL JURISPRUDENCE,
PARTICULARLY CONCERNING CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENTS--WHERE TRIAL
COURT'S INSTRUCTION EFPFECTIVELY CHANGE THE GRAND JURY'S ORIGINAL
INDICTMENT, SEE STATE v. DENT, 446 S.C. 121, 919 8.E.2d.

394(S.C.App.2025)(THE COURT REVERSED THE CONVICTION BECAUSE THE
TRIAL COURT'S INSTRUCTION EXPANDED THE

CHARGE) : STATE ¥ ERB, 447 5.C. B84, 924 S.E.24.

100(S.C.App.2025)(THE INSTRUCTION MUST SPECIFICALLY ALIGN WITH
THE CHARGING DOCUMENT):

INDICTMENT'S SPECIFIC

STATE v. PHILLIPS, 430 S§8.C. 319, 844

S.E.2d. 651(S.C.App.2020)(CASE REVERSED DUE TO THE “ONCE THE BELL
1S RUNG IT CANNOT BE UNRUNG"

JOI‘S“. '.d- .pl‘.t-a
STATES v. BREWBAKER,

PRINCIPLE):;
2022 WL 17546916
87 PC‘TB-

UNITED STATES v.
(4th.Cir.2022): UNITED

563(4th.Cir.2023)(A CONSTRUCTIVE
AMENDMENT OF AN INDICTMENT OCCURS WHEN THE COURT OR GOVERNMENT

EROCADENS THE POSSIBLE BASES FOR CONVICTION BEYOND THOSE STATED
WITHIN THE INDICTMENT BY, FOR EXAMPLE, ASSERTING A SPECIFIC LEGAL

THEORY IN THE INDICTMENT, BUT THEY RELY ON A DIFFERENT THEORY AT
TRIAL: AND THIS 1S IMPERMISSIBLE).

THE APPELLANTS SEEK THAT T
ACTIONS PERPETRATED BEFOR
SESSIONS DNA COUR
VOID FOR SUBST
PROCESS VIOLAT
RECUSE HERSELF
THAT HIS CON

o5

AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL
COURT OF GENERAL
D OR RENDERED

ey
ot





(NDEPENDENT FORENSIC MEDICAL SOURCE AND OR ENTITY NOT AFFILIATED
WITH THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA TO PREVENT ANY OTHER POTENTIALLY
ENGAGED IN CRIMINAL ACTIVITY AND OR EVIDENCE TAMPERING INVOLVING
THE SOUTH CAROLINA STATE ACTORS. THE APPELLANTS SEEK DEFAULT,
FORFEITURE AND WAIVER BASED UPON THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE(S)
ARGUED WITHIN THE CASE AND DUE TO THE OVERWHELMING AMOUNTS OF
CRIMINAL ACTIVITY ENGAGED IN ON THE PART OF THE PROSECUTING
AGENTS, AS WELL AS DUE TO THE FRAUD, COLLUSION AND OBSTRUCTION OF
JUSTICE THAT HAS REPEATEDLY MANIFESTED ITSELF WITHIN THIS CASE
PRODUCING UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION THAT VOIDS THE CONVICTION UNDER
THE CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. THE
APPELLANTS SEEK THE GRAND JURY PANEL DOCUMENTS AND THE SLED
INVESTIGATIVE FILE, FILE 5501014 THAT WAS UNLAWFULLY SUPPRESSED
AT THE TIME OF THE TRIAL IN THEIR EFFORTS TO FRAME THE
APPELLANT(S) BEHIND RELIGIOUS AND RACIAL HATRED BE IMMEDIATELY
RELEASED. THE GENTRY, COTTON AND PARKHURST CASES ARE IN CLEAR
CONFLICT WITH RULING OUT OF THE U.S. SUPREME COURT UNDER STEEL
CO., MONTGOMERY AND ROJAS DISSENT, AS WELL AS OTHER SUBSTANTIAL
NUMEROUS CASES IN THAT THE CASES UTILIZED BY THE GENTRY COURT ARE
UNCONSTITUTIONALLY "VAGUE", "SILENT" (MEANING IT CANNOT BE DEEMED
A FINAL JUDGMENT) BECAUSE NO WHERE WITHIN THOSE CASES DO THEY
DETERMINE WHETHER A COURT, THOUGH HAVING JURISDICTION UNDER THE
STATUTORY ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, WOULD ACTS DONE
WHILE ACTING UNDER ' TO SUBJECT MATTER

VIOLATION AND

SUBJECT MA
VAGUENESS BI

- CASES WOULD

RS ' CLAIMS
ARGUED JNDE! s BEING

JURISDICTION.
THAT HE BE TRAN
TO RELEASE TO ALL





PURPOSE OF HIS TRANSITION BACK INTO SOCIETY AND NOT JUST
IMMEDIATELY DUMP HIM OUT ON THE STREET SINCE BY THE STATE'S
CRIMINAL AND UNLAWFUL ACTIONS ALL WAS LOST TO THE APPELLANT.
REVERSAL IS REVERSAL, REGARDLESS OF THE REASON, AND AN INVALID
CONVICTION IS NO CONVICTION AT ALL. A CONVICTION UNDER AN
UNCONSTITUTIONAL LAW AND OR JUDICIAL PROCESS IS NOT MERELY
ERRONEOUS, BUT IT IS ILLEGAL AND VOID UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL
ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, AND CANNOT BE A LEGAL
CAUSE TO CONTINUE THE IMPRISONMENT , UNITED STATES
AJRAWAT,--Fed. Appx'--, PEARWT, 3045619, 738 Feda. “AppXd
136(4th.Cir.2018); PEOPLE v. FIELDS, N.E.3d., 1Il. App. (lst.)
122012-UB; FARROW v. LIPETZKY, 2017 WL 1540637 (N.C.Cal.2017).

V.

JURISDICTION REFERS TO THE COURT'S
"CONSTITUTIONAL"™ (EMPHASIS ADDED) POWER TO ADJUDICATE CASES.
WITHOUT JURISDICTION, A COURT, THE LOWER COURT IN PARTICULAR (AND
CRIMINAL TRIAL COURT), CANNOT PROCEED AT ALL. 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 APPELLANT,
CHARLOTTE, 2023 WL 2533083 (W.D.N.C.2023);

F.4TH. 485(4th.Cir.2021); STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR A BETTER
ENVIRONMENT, 523 U.S. 83, 118 S.Ct. 1003(U.S.1998); al-SUYID v.
HIFTER, 139 F.4TH. 368 (4th.Cir.2025). MERE CLAIM THAT RIGHTS

EXIST UNDER SUBJECT MATTER JURIS! WAS SUFFICIENT TO DEFEAT
THE MOTION FOR SUMMAR THIN THE LOWER COURT
THE COURT WAS NOT :

DEFAULT BASED UP
INVOKED AT THE O

STATUTORY OR

HENSELEY v. CITY OF

BOR- V- F-C-S-Bll 17

814 F.3d. 221
HEN, 2017 wL
E COMPANY v.






v. PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 2025 WL 590433 (D.Md.2025); KOKKONEN
V. GUARDIAN LIFE INS. CO. OF AMERICA, 114 S.Ct.
1673(U.S.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.

THAT THE CAUSE LIES OUTSIDE, BEYOND, THE COURT'S
JURISDICTION,

IT IS PRESUMED
"CONSTITUTIONAL"
AND THE BURDEN OF ESTABLISHING THE CONTRARY IS ON
THE RESPONDENT (THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL) TO PROVE OTHERWISE,
COPER BRIGHT ENTERPRISES v. RAIMONDO, 603 U.S. 369, 144 S.Ct.

2244 (U.sS.2024); LOZMAN v. CITY OF RIVERA BEACHS EITASrs S E
735(0.5.2013)

THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT BY RECENT RULINGS HAVE NOW

MADE THE 1ISSUE OF SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION CLEAR

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

AND
AT BOTH THE STATE

"COURTS (BOTH STATE AND

FEDERAL NO MATTER
JURISDICTION IS GIVEN TO THZM

WHAT

BY ANY PARTICULAR STATUTE) HAVE NO
"CONSTITUTIONAL" AUTHORITY (JURISDICTION)

TO PASS ON THE MERITS
(WHICH INCLUDE THE

CRIMINAL COURT DUE TO THE DUE PROCESS
VIOLATIONS WITH THE CLAIM PROCESSING RULE DEFAULT, FORFEITURE AND
WAIVER) OF A CASE BEYOND THEIR JURISDICTION (THE EGREGIOUS ACTS
OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, PROSECUTIONAL MISCONDUCT, FAILURE TO
NOTIFY THE CO-APPLICANT OF THE H \G 'Q-gb.:lz';. NG TO PRODUCE a
WRITTEN FINAL ORDER AND SERVE ) 'IES, DUE PROCESS
VIOLATIONS ARGUED AND SEPARA HE PO \USE VIOLATIONS
AND ISSUES PRESENTED PLACE pric LEIT \






SUBJEGDS Ly 1D SEsATG 5.0 1.,

IS C00 - 1003, "THIS TENET SIS ASSOLD“AS
THE BEDROCK AND ALMOST AS OLD AS THE COURT ITSELF",

DEMONSTRATING
RETROACTIVE IMPLICATIONS, CROSS-SOUND FERRY SERV., INC. v.
g E et e T N E R P8 s (CUA.D.C.1991): THE CITY OF OCALA,
FLORIDA V. ROJAS, 298—"=-U.S.~=, 2023 WL 2357328
(U.S.2023) (HIGHLIGHTING

BOTH ELEMENTS OF SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION AND THE VOIDING OF JURISDICTION IN THE DISSENT) ;

WILKINS v. UNITED,--S.Ct.--, 2023 WL 2655449 (U.S.2023) (REGARDING

CLAIM PROCESSING RULES AND THE VOIDING OF JURISDICTION); UNITED
STATES V. BROWN,--F.4TH.-—,

2023 WL 3214545
(4th.Cir.2023) (REGARDING THE REQUIREMENT TO PLACE PROPER ELEMENTS

WITHIN AN INDICTMENT AND THE VOIDING OF JURISDICTION); MONTGOMERY
V.

LOUISIANA, 136 S.Ct. 718 (UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION DONE 1IN
CRIMINAL CASES VOIDS JURISDICTION); STEEL CO.
BETTER ENVIRONMENT,

v- CITIZENS FOR A
523 U.S. 83, 118

SEIC
1003(U.S.1998)(UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION UNDER BOTH THE STATUTORY

AND CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENTS TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDIC
JURISDICTION) .

TION VOIDS
THE DNA MUST BE RELEASED AND TESTED, THE SLED
INVESTIGATIVE FILE RELEASED,

THE CONVICTION AND SENTENCE VACATED,
ORDER EXPUNGING RECORD AND

RANTING_LEGAL NAME CHANGE ISSUE IN
COLLABORATION WITH THE )UR' o}
FILED AS WELL.

HE PETITION WAS INDEED






