























THE KERSHAW COUNTY CLERK OF COURT,

S.C. LAW ENFORCEMENT DIVISION,

THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL,

THE 5TH. CIRCUIT SOLICITOR'S OFFICE ET. AL.,

HERE THE COURT OF APPEALS AND PARTIES WILL FIND:

(1) A COPY OF PAGE 16 OF 16 TO THE CASE HISTORY
FOR CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 THAT OCCURRED IN THE RICHLAND COUNTY
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS WHERE THE DNA EVIDENCE WAS PREVIOUSLY
SOUGHT. IT IS CLEAR FROM THE RECORD THAT JUDGE NEWMAN LIED ABOUT
HER EVER BEING A PARTY OF ANY PRIOR CASE THAT SOUGHT THE DNA
EVIDENCE THAT IS AT ISSUE WITHIN THIS CASE ON APPEAL. JUDGE
NEWMAN CLEARLY SAT ON CASE 2013-CP-400-0084 A CASE HELD
UNRESOLVED FOR OVER (10) YEARS. THEREAFTER, SHE ATTEMPTED TO
PRESIDE OVER CASES 2006-CP-3567, 3568 AND 3569 WHERE SHE WAS
REQUIRED AND FORCED TO RECUSE HERSELF DUE TO THE INJUSTICE THAT
OCCURRED UNDER CASE 2013-CP-400-0084. THEN SHE KNOWINGLY ,
PURPOSELY CAME WITHIN THE KERSHAW COUNTY COURT OF GENERAL
SESSIONS TO MAKE THIS THIRD ATTEMPTED TO SABOTAGE AND CAUSE
IRREPARABLE DAMAGE TO THOSE PROCEEDINGS WHICH SHE OBVIOUSLY
SUCCEEDED 1IN ACTS OF COLLUSION AND FRAUD UPON THE COURT ,

CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S

OFFICE TO ESTABLISH A BACKWARDS—LOOKING—ACCESS—TO—THE—COURTS

CLAIM. THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS DENIAL OF

INTERVENTION BY
YAHDINA OVERSTREET-U-DEEN,

HAS ESTABLISHED CAUSE UNDER § 1983 THE
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA WORKING TO ESTABLISH A BACKWARDS LOOKING

ACCESS TO THE COURTS CLAIM. JUDGE NEWMAN WAS STATUTORILY BARRED
SUPPORTED BY THE CODE OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT AND B

UNDER WILLIAMS v. PENNSYLVANIA, 136 SRIC T
SITTING UPON THIS CASE, DEMONSTRATING THAT
ROSE TO AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL VOIDIN
INITIO. THE INJURY IS FURTHER SUPPORTED

ISSUED AN ORAL RULING DISMISSING THE A
ENTERED INTO THE RECORD AN ACTUAL "WRITTEN"
STATUTE FOR DNA TESTING REQUIRED,

Y JUDICIAL HOLDING
1899(U-S.2016) FROM
THE POTENTIAL FOR BIAS
G HER JURISDICTION AR
BY THE FacT THAT SHE
PPLICATION, BUT NEVER

FINAL JUDGMENT AS THE
WHICH IS a PREREQUISITE TO
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N HER ATTEMPT TO HOLD THE APPELLANT'S DUE PROCESS MATTERS
O ACTING OUT OF THE SCOPE OF THE POWER AND AUTHORITY

APPEAL 1

IN LEGAL LIMB
GIVEN TO HER BY STATUTE AND CONSTITUTION. THIS FURTHER

ESTABLISHES MACHINATION DEMONSTRATING THAT EXHAUSTION OF STATE
REMEDIES IS NO LONGER REQUIRED WHERE BY THE COURT'S RULING
DENYING OVERSTREET-U-DEEN INTERVENTION WHEN HER NAME APPEARS ON
THE FACE OF THE ACTUAL DNA APPLICATION AND THERE WAS NO ORDER
ISSUED BY THE S.C. SUPREME COURT OR LOWER COURT SEVERING HER FROM
THE PROCEEDINGS. UNDER ROSS V. BLAKE, 136 S.Ct. 1850(U.S.2016)
ANY FURTHER EXHAUSTION OF STATE COURT REMEDIES IS NO LONGER
REQUIRED PERMITTING BOTH CRAWFORD AND OVERSTREET TO FILE § 1983
TO MAKE FURTHER EFFORTS TO OBTAIN THE DNA EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL
INNOCENCE .

INSOMUCH, THE APPELLANT HAS BEEN WRITING THE KERSHAW
COUNTY CLERK FOR OVER 6 MONTHS ASKING HER TO SEND THE APPELLANT A
COPY OF ANY FINAL JUDGMENT THAT WAS ENTERED WITHIN THIS CASE, TO
INCLUDE A COPY OF THE INDICTMENT AND COPY OF THE ACTUAL DNA
APPLICATION ITSELF, WHICH THESE DOCUMENTS ARE ESSENTIAL TO
ALLOWING THE APPELLANT TO BE 1IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE COURT OF
APPEALS ORDER INSTRUCTING THE APPELLANT TO FILE AND SERVE THE
APPRENDIX WITH (30) DAYS OF THE COURT OF APPEALS' ORDER DATED
SEPTEMBER 9, 2026. DESPITE THAT REPEATED EFFORT ,AND REQUESTS,
THE RESULT HAS PRODUCE NOTHING BUT SILENCE AND AN OVERT ACT OF
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE AND DERELICTION OF HER MINISTERIAL DUTY.
IT IS THE APPELLANT'S POSITION, LIKE THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL'
OFFICE AND INDIGENT APPELLATE DEFENCE OFFICE COMPROMISED THE S.C.

COURT ADMINISTRATION OFFICE TO PREVENT AND OR DELAY THE RELEASE

OF THE TRIAL TRANSCRIPT TO FORCE AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL DISMISSAL
FOR FAILURE TO PROSECUTE. THE SAM

EMERGED INVOLVING

THE CQUNTY COURT CLERK'S OFFICE

'EVIDENCE REGARD
CONTINUE TO PRESE o SR B CovsPiracy
NT ITSELF. THEREFORE, THIS PLACES THE APPELLANT

IN THE POSITION WHERE HE IS NOW FORCED, DUE TO THESE CURRENT
MACHINATIONS, TO MOTION FOR AND SEEK TO COMPEL PRODUCTION AND THE
TRANSMISSION OF THE COMPLETE RECORD TO PERMIT THE APPELLANT TO BE
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LANGUAGE CONTAINED THEREIN, BY ESTABLISHED FUNDAMENTAL

PRINCIPLES, CROSS THAT LINE ON ITS FACE. THAT ALLEGATION CANNOT

RESPONSIBLY BE RESOLVED WITHOUT THE ORIGINAL INSTRUMENT BEING

PLACED BEFORE THIS COURT .

IV. CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT AND THE LIMITS ON JUDICIAL

CORRECTION:

SOUTH CAROLINA CODE ANN. § 17-19-100 PERMITS
AMENDMENT "ONLY" WHERE THE AMENDMENT DOES NOT CHANGE THE NATURE
OF THE OFFENSE CHARGED. THE STATUTE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE A COURT TO
REPLACE THE GRAND JURY'S SUBSTANTIVE CHARGING THEORY WITH A
DIFFERENT THEORY. SOUTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT  AUTHORITY
RECOGNIZES THAT PERMISSIBLE AMENDMENTS ARE LIMITED AND THAT AN
AMENDMENT CHANGING THE NATURE OF THE OFFENSE CANNOT BE
ACCOMPLISHED MERELY AS A FORM CORRECTION. SEE S.C. CODE ANN. §
17-19-100; STATE v. MEANS, 365 S.C. 512, 519-20, 619 S.E.2d. 622,
626 (S.C.App-2005); CUTNER v. STATE, 368 S.C. 37, 41-42, 626
S.E.2d. 898, 900-01 (S.C.2006); STATE v. SWEET, 446 S.C. 356, 919
S.E.2d. 909(S.C.App-2025); STATE v. DENT, 446 S.C. 121, 919
S.E.2d.394(S.C.App.2025)(THE COURT REVERSED THE CONVICTION
BECAUSE THE TRIAL COURT'S JURY INSTRUCTION EXPANDED THE
INDICTMENT'S SPECIFIC LANGUAGE); 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 STATE® 1IN THE
INDICTMENT BY, FOR EXAMPLE, ASSERTING A SPECIFIC LEGAL THEORY IN
THE INDICTMENT, BUT THEY RELY ON A DIFFERENT THEORY AT TRIAL).

THE REQUESTED ARGUMENT IS THEREFORE NOT SIMPLY THAT A

TYPOGRAPHICAL DEFECT EXISTS. THE PETITIONER-APPELLANT CONTENDS

THAT IF THE INDICTMENT IS cdgstUED AS HAVING RETURNED A LEGAL
THEORY THAT TREATS GUILT VAS;f@LREADY BEING ESTABLISHED, THEN
CORRECTING THE DEFECT BY REWRITING AND CHARGING LANGUAGE TO STATE
THAT THE ACCUSED IS PRESUMED INNOCENT AND THE STATE MUST PROVE

MALICE AND THE OTHER ELEMENTS BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT WOULD NOT

MERELY CORRECT THE FORM. IT WOULD ALTER THE LEGAL MEANING OF THE
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CHARGING INSTRUMENT. THE COURT SHOULD NOT ASSUME THAT S.C. CODE
ANN. § 17-19-100 PERMITS SUCH A CHANGE WITHOUT ADDRESSING THE
CONSTITUTIONAL AND PRESENTMENT CONSEQUENCES. THE ISSUE ALSO
IMPLICATES THE CONSTITUTIONAL PROTECTION AGAINST BEING TRIED ON A
MATERIALLY DIFFERENT CHARGE FROM THAT WHICH WAS RETURNED BY THE
GRAND JURY. FEDERAL Sl AND 14TH. CONSTRUCTIVE-AMENDMENT
DOCTRINE TREATS A MATERIAL VARIANCE BETWEEN THE INDICTMENT AND
THE CHARGE SUBMITTED TO THE PETIT JURY AS A SERIOUS CONSTITUTION
PROBLEM (CONSTITUTIONAL ELEMENT TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
FOR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION) BECAUSE THE GRAND JURY, NOT THE
PROSECUTOR OR THE TRIAL COURT, DETERMINES WHAT CHARGES ARE
RETURNED. SEE STIRONE v. UNITED STATES, 361 U.S. 212, 217-19
(1960); RUSSELL v. UNITED STATES, 369 U.s. 749, 770 (1962). THE
PETITIONER ASKS THE COURT TO CONSIDER THESE AUTHORITIES AS
CONSTITUTIONAL CHARGING-FUNCTION PRINCIPLES, NOT AS A CLAIM THAT
EVERY VARIANCE IS AUTOMATICALLY JURISDICTIONAL.

V. THE TIME-AND-PLACE ALLEGATIONS REQUIRE THE ORIGINAL
INDICTMENT AND THE SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE, FILE 5501014:

THE INDICTMENT PRESENTLY AT ISSUE IS ALLEGED TO

IDENTIFY THE ASSAULT AS OCCURRING ON JANUARY 25, 2001, IN KERSHAW

COUNTY, WHILE THE VICTIM'S DEATH IS ALLEGED TO HAVE OCCURRED ON

JANUARY 26, 2001, IN RICHLAND COUNTY. THE SLED FILE SOUGHT ALSO

CONTAINS AN ACTUAL COPY OF THE DEATH CERTIFICATE THAT WOULD

INDISPUTABLY VERIFY THIS CLAIM AS WELL. PETITIONER CONTENDS THAT

THE INDICTMENT DOES NOT PROPERLY ALLEGE THE TIME AND PLACE OF THE

DEATH ITSELF. THAT DISTINCTION MATTERS BECAUSE SOUTH CAROLINA
MURDER INDICTMENT STATUTE EXPRESSLY REQUIRES THE INDICTMENT,
ADDITION TO SETTING FORTH THE TIME AND PLACE,
MANNER THE DEATH WAS CAUSED,
REQUIREMENT ALSO,
WILLFULLY,

IN
TO STATE IN WHICH
WHERE THE INDICTMENT FAILS AT THIS
AND TO CHARGE THE DEFENDANT WITH FELONIOUS,
AND WITH MALICE AND AFORETHOUGHT KILL
THE DECEASE. SEE §S.C. CODE ANN. § 17-19-30.
PRECEDENT HAS TREATED “TIME AND PLACE"
SUFFICIENCY ANALYSIS,

ING AND MURDERING

SOUTH CAROLINA
ALLEGATIONS AS PART OF THE
WHILE ALSO RECOGNIZING THAT AN INDICTMENT
NEED NOT ALWAYS STATE FACTS WITH IMPOSSIBLE PRECISION

SEE WINN
ll-of-19



v. STATE, 365 SO . 460D, 479-80, 618 SRR 20 et Pey 725=30
(S.C.ZOOS). WINNS IS IMPORTANT BECAUSE IT DIRECTLY ADDRESSED A

MURDER INDICTMENT ALLEGED TO HAVE FAILED TO STATE THE TIME AND
TIM'S DEATH AND HELD THE INDICTMENT SUFFICIENT
PETITIONER'S PRESENT ARGUMENT

PLACE OF THE VIC
UNDER THE CIRCUMSTANCES. SEE ID.
SHOULD THEREFORE BE FRAMED AS A RECORD-SPECIFIC CONSTITUTIONAL
AND CHARGING-FUNCTION ISSUE, NOT AS AN ASSERTION THAT EVERY
DISCREPANCY IN TIME OR COUNTY AUTOMATICALLY ELIMINATES THE
COURT'S SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION. IF THE ORIGINAL INDICTMENT
ALLEGES ONLY THE PLACE OF THE ASSAULT IN KERSHAW COUNTY AND DOES
NOT ALLEGE THE PLACE AND TIME OF DEATH IN RICHLAND COUNTY, WHICH
T DORSENOWEVEICH IS REQUIRED BY LAW, § 17-19-30, THE COURT
SHOULD HAVE THE EXACT DOCUMENT BEFORE IT AND THE DEATH
erRI - CRERNENIAEeSTRD PILE 10 CONFIRM THIS, TO DETERMINE
WHETHER THE DEFECT 1IS ONE OF FORM, NOTICE, VARIANCE, VENUE,
STATUTORY SUFFICIENCY, OR A CONSTITUTIONAL CHARGING DEFECT THAT
POTENTIALLY VIOLATES ARTICLE RO RSS9 8 0 BN H E S.C. CONSTITUTION.
THE ANSWER CANNOT SAFELY BE DETERMINED FROM A PARAPHRASE WHICH
THESE CIRCUMSTANCES WOULD ALSO SUPPORT THE CLAIM OF THE STATE'S
FAILURE TO RELEASE ADDITIONAL EXCULPATIRY EVIDENCE IN VIOLATION
OF WEARRY v. CAIN, 577 U.S. 385, 392, 136 S.Ct. 1002(U.S.2016).

VI. GENTRY, SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, AND THE
CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUDICATE:

v. CITIZENS FOR A BETTER
.1998), THERE IS NO

IT VIOLATES

THE 1
MONTGOMERY PROCESS.  UNDER
599(U.S.201 bt BloS i ra. 24
ESTABLISH A CO o e SO % OCESS USED TO
UNDER THAT R NY ACTION TAKEN
BY IGNORING CORE B W BEGINNING).
PROPER LEGAL THEORY)) TREiMCBNEEL i = IME, PLACE,

OF CIRCUIT












VIII. BERLINGER AND JARKESY: SUBSIDIARY FACTEFINDER

PRINCIPLES:

ERLINGER V. UNITED STATES;. 602 U.Ss 18dly 834-36
(U.S.2024), CONFIRMS THE CONSTITUTIONAL IMPORTANCE OF ASSIGNING
FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS CARRYING CRIMINAL CONSEQUENCES TO THI
CONSTITUTIONALLY REQUIRED FACTFINDER AND APPLYING THE
BEYOND—A—REASONABLE—DOUBT STANDARD WHERE THE CONSTITUTION SO

REQUIRES. SEC. V- JARKESY, 603 U.S. 109% « 1L19=29 (U.S-2024).
LIKEWISE ADDRESSES THE CONSTITUTIONAL ROLE OF THE JURY "« LN
ADJUDICATING FACTS AND LIABILITY IN THE CONTEXT BEFORE THAT
COURT. NEITHER DECISION DIRECTLY HOLDS THAT SOUTH CAROLINA
INDICTMENT LANGUAGE OF THE KIND ALLEGED HERE IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL .
THEY ARE THEREFORE CITED ONLY AS SUBSIDIARY STRUCTURAL PRINCIPLES
SUPPORTING THE DISTINCTION BETWEEN CHARGING AND ADJUDICATION. THE
PRINCIPLE AUTHORITIES FOR THE PRESENT ISSUE REMAIN THE GRAND-JURY
AND DUE PROCESS PRINCIPLES REFLECTED IN THE 5TH. AND 14TH.
AMENDMENTS, ARTICLE 1 § 3, ARTICLE 1 § 11, ARTICLE 1 Sl 2 QRS DR
SOUTH CAROLINA CONSTITUTION, SOUTH CAROLINA INDICTMENT STATUTES
WHERE BY RECENT 4TH. CIRCUIT AND S.C. SUPREME COURT RULINGS THE
COURT MUST ADHERE TO THE PLAIN LANGUAGE OF UNAMBIGUOUS STATUTES

AND NOT GIVE WAY TO SUBTLY EXPANDING OR FORCE CONSTRUCTING THOSE
STATUTES, AND THE CONSTRUCTIVE AMENDMENT CASES PRESENTED. THE
COURT SHOULD EVALUATE THE INDICTMENT'S EXACT LANGUAGE RATHER THAN
INFER ITS LEGAL EFFECT FROM LATER PROCEEDINGS.

IV. WHY THE COMPLETE IS REQUIRED BEFORE THE COURT CAN
RESOLVE THESE ISSUES:

THE REQUESTED DOCUMENTS BEAR DIRECTLY ON SEVERAL
INDEPENDENT QUESTIONS: (1) WHQSE NAMES ACTUALLY APPEAR ON THE

FACE OF THE DNA APPLICATION WHICH IS THE SOURCE OF THIS APPEAL
PRODUCING ~ EXTREME  PREJUDICE

OVERSTREET-U-DEEN DUE TO T
BELOW; (2) WHAT THE GRAND JU

\GAINST THE PARTY YAHDINA

ING NO SEVERANCE ORDER ISSUED

UALLY RETURNED; (3)
L el ; WHETHER TUE
ORIGINAL INDICTMENT CONTAINS THE ALLEGED “GUILT" LANGUAGE: (4)

WHETHE S THE RE
R THE INDICTMENT ALLEGES THE REQUIRED TIME AND PLACE OF THE
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