THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS
ATT:JUDGE JOHN C. FEW

A COURT ORDER WAS ISSUE TO MY COUNSEL TO BRIEF ALL ARGUABLE

MERIT:IN MY CASE? I INFORMED HER BY MAIL ABOUT OTHER ISSUSES
IN MY CASE THAT I WOULD L1¥EFOR HER TO ADDRESS WHICH I SENT

HER ON TWO SEPARATE OCASSION THE LAST BEING JULY, AND SHE
STILL REFUSE TO ARGUE MY ISSUES EVEN AFTER BEING COURT ORDER
SO I WOULD LIKE TO RESPEACTFULY HAVE HER MOVE AS MY COUNSEL
DO TO INEFFECTIVE COUNSEL I HAVE INCLUDE MY LAST LETTERTO HER
INFORMING HER OF THE ISSUE SURROUNDING MY CASE.I WOULD GREATLY
APPRECIATE YOUR ATTENTION IN THIS MATTER. I AWIAT YOURRESPONES
IN ADRESSING THIS CONCERN OF MY.

RECEIVED)

JUL 11 2014
RESPEACTFULY YOURS,

wGOIM(fws MR. CHRISTOPHER J. SHIPPY#222423
kgrghaw gRrrgchyen inst.
KERSHAW,S.C 29067
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ear Mg el
The Court of Appeals ociccd what all my; mesit Yssues wece o bo Drief
Crrect. [Seerlatler dated.9-13-2013 from $.€. Tous- o7 Appeal: ) within this
lettes the wiurts denied Your request to relieved and ordered you to brief the
Soilosingy "Did the krial oot e:r ia a.dmitti‘n@ Rizi Tagaza's  in-Couet
identiFicntion of Shipgy? Tn ddition t: issues tegarding Swggestiveness and
reliebidity, the pacties should «ddeess whother €he Staks's 2ctis, of S
photo  >° Sinippy > Chopmp: T omediat:ly  bifoc: tois)  Congituted  an
THRTIITT AT AATT AN ApAASArmTa Tt o

N

ey, you say you Tisagi:e with way asseszment, but

according to statute, and .0, fofes T oyas sontunced uadcr cozabted violakioas
of my Tourth, Tifth and Fourteenth Amendment rights. (See S.C. Const. ) T have
no criminal history of yroperty crimes, “hat Tits tha criteria of “hese two
indictments. T “o not have two (?) priors of *the same charges as the law
clearly states T must have, to fall into this critecia. I do not have two (2)
Grand Larcenies, nor do T have two, {2) Malicious Injury to Real Progerty. You
cannot take one Patty Larceny, which is a misdemeanor heard in municipal
court, and bind it in a category of CGrand larceny which is a General Sessions
charge. As well as a different statute, and category altogether in General
Cessions Court. To try and make it a second prior in order to enhance for a
third when the charge itself does not fit the criteria of the statute for

enhancement. See R.F. Moser 1998 WL 745928, vhich brings us Yack to the

indictments themselves. The Court erred in subjecting me to an
unconstitutional proceeding. When the court Jenied me DNue-Process of
arraignment on the two (?) new indictments. vhen the couct and my attorney
failed to inform me, or consult with me the issues surrounding him (Trial

Attorney) waiving my rights to arraignment on these indictments. See Tr.pg.Q.)
which forfeited my right to contest the facts within the indictments. The
solicitor however came up with a price value to stipulate the charge heing
Grand Tarceny. He stated the value as beiny Four Thousand Nollars on something
that was ten (10) years old at the time of tHe incident. which does not

co p stifutle Gland larcany “11-@(°c?), nor Malicicus Tajury “o Real Property
ths z d) . Which wag 4 dicect on\atlcn of my rights.
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CAN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA MAINTAIN A CONVICTION THAT RESULTED FROM AN IL
LEGAL GRAND JURY, A VOID INDICTMENT AND CRIMINAL ACTS?

_A) Convening Outside of the Statut&

_ Fere is proof that the STATE knowingly and willfully emBloyed the use of

unlawful procedures for the return and publication of its TRUE-BILL
INDICTMENTS. The State of SOUTH CAROLINA mainly Spartanburg COUNTY employs
unlawful tactics on many occassions. They use the impanelment of GRAND JURIES
.outside the jurisdiction of the COURT of GENERAL SESSION. In doing this they
kxnowingly and willfully cause false and misleading information to be printed
in indictments. This has been documented in newspaper in different parts of
the State. (See attachrents) Consequently, the unlawfyl and illegal acté
committed by State and counties has caused many citizens of this State to be
weongfully pcosecuted. The citizens of the State have not ween protected by
“e very Constitution thayt is supposed to protect them. The Fifth Awenduent
of “he Constitution clzarly states "MO persons shall e held Lo aaswer foc a
capital , or otherwise infamous criwme, unless on a presentment or indictmen®
5% a2 MM JURY..."thus these citizens of khis State's indictments should He

considage™ »TILL AT TTYATTDATEN,

- TATUAT, TR DOOOTENTNGE CN VOTID TNDICTMENT
This s not a <halonge e the court's jrant of  authority o hoao and

“etocming cases. That authority io ol ghtflly granted hy our Tonstitution.

O Y. STATT, 525 90 92, 510 &% 23 A24{200%) and Wwill not e an tssue here.

=
G

dowever, tha Solicitor in Tpartanbury CONTY in the Tourt of Ceneral Session
faile to comply with statutory law jurisdictional in nature, sgecifying the
manner and weans foe lawful return of TRUT-RPILL IMDICTMENTS.

"The jurisdiction of a court over tha subject matter of a proceading is
Agtermined by the cons*itution, the laws of the State and it's fundamental.”

STAT™ V.HEVIARD, 263 SR 27 277(SC 2ppe.2002) (citing ANDERSON V. ANDRERSCH 2992

sc 110,115, 262 sE 2d 897, °200(1932)(mmphasis added). Suhject matter
jurisdiction may not he waived even with the consent of the parties, and may

e raised at any time,PROWM V. STATE 242 oC 342, 540 ST 23 846 (2001).
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Vo indictment mway be TRUT-Rilled 'y the Crand Jury when the circuit court
lacks Jjuriscdiction, since Crand Jury's Jjurisdiction is co-ex-ensive with
criminal jurisdiction of the court in which it is impaneled and for which it

is to make inguiry....STATT V. McCLIRE 255 &0 422, 280 oF 23 189(an 1002) and

STATE YV, TINDENPURY A% =20 255, 101 &7 2@ RAN(1a72),

Te primary question is whether & C Code 2nn.§14-9-210 is Surisdicticnal

[6)]

in nature and whether it requires that all Criminal Tndictments must e issued
through a Grand Jury impaneled before The Court of General Sessions, and
whether  State's noncompliance with mandatory indictment procedures, ané
tillful acts of perjury have rendered all judicial proceeding INVALID and its
indictiment MULF..

et

w2ostutdtus, | sovizions at issue are contained in section 14-0-210 and

Praovid: in poctiasns pects Shat. "The “caaty Solicizow shall pregare and

chcough the presiciag judge of the Teneral Tedsions adst sooain to She Scand
J i 9 J J

Jury wiile in attendance upon The Court of reneral Sessiocas Hill of

indictments in all cases pending in %“he county court in which the punishment

&

e a fine of one hundred ~ollars or imprisonnent for thict; days, when

@
W
o
~<
Q
©

Such caces Made act hoea goevivusly acte® on 'y the Grand Jury. The Crand Jury

ach thocson and ghall ceport ite action ko the wpresiding judge of the Co

urt of CTeneral fessions and saild judge chall dicect  thz "lest of  Zouct  of

T’ Toonions To cepoct the same ke e presiding ju of the county at
its mext cosusi, teem ..

™e statutory terms above are clear, unarijuous ant cogulos The Touniy
Sclicizor %2 _waogace and suheit iV'5 of dindickment thronsh the  Lresiding
Judge of he Couch of Tencca o a "rand Tury i zoled uider the

Arthosity o7 Mho foult o7 Genscal Szzzions. This is with NO EXCEPTTONS .

1,

Tt is cardiaal cule of statory construction That the prilmacy pucoose  in

nterpraking statutos s 7o asCerbain "2 Latoat 0% the legislatuoo. YT O

AT A1 3T 79,75, 572 97 24 573,581 (2000),STATE V. MARTIN-G4# SC 45, 358

SE 28 679 (1987). 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 meaning. CAROLINA POWER&LIGHT CO. V. CITY OF
BENNETTSVILLE 314 SC 137, 139, 442 SE 2d 177, 179 (1994) Words must b%e given
their plain and ordinary meaning without resort to subtle or force

construction to limits or expand the statutes operation. BRYANT V. CITY OF
CHARLESTON @(% SC 408, 2368 SE 2d 899 (1998).
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564 SE 2d 372 (SC App.2002); STATE V. BROWN 370 SE 23 599 (Ct. App.
2002); STATE V. FELDER 437 SB 23 43 (SC 1993);STATE V. RICHBURG 304 SC 162 40
3 SE 2@ 315(1991);STATE V. LEFTIN-27% SE 23 $75 (SC 19810:CGRAY V. STAT —em—
276 SC 634, 281 SE 24 226 (SC 1981);STATE V. BRUNSON 274 SC 220, 262 SE 24 44
(1980); STATE V. CASTLEMAN 64 SE 2d 250 (1951) and many mere.

Keeping with the mandatery previsiens ef the akheve mentiened statute the
County has ne jurisdietion te isswe retwrm of TRUE-BILL INDICTMENT except
during a time whem the Court of Gemeral Sessiens is lawfully ceavemed te
eversee the Grand Jury preeess. Any acts eof the ceurt takem eutside these
statutery restrictions weuld by neccessity Be NULL and VOID. In faet eour
Supreme Ceurt has already determined that NO INDICTMENT may e TRUE-BILLED by
a Grand Jury when The Ceurt lacks jurisdictien. The Grand Jury must we
impaneled under the jurisdictien ef the Ceurt eof General Sessiens bdefere
lawful return eof imdictment can take place. See STATE V. McCLURE, STATE V.
FUNDERBURK and__ STATE V. WHEFLER.

Therefere since MO Ceurt of General Sessiens was te cenvene Jduring the
menth of JUNE {$, 2010 the date ef the alleged TRUF-BILL the Grand Jury
preceedings weuld hterefere by neccessity %e held INVALID and its ILLEGALLY
issued indictment NULL and witheut binding legal effect.

C) COURT RULES, CRDER OR OTHER PROCESS

It sheuld e neted that sectienl4-9-210 are net a lecal rule er statute
sut a general previsien applicasle te the ceurts in every ceunty, and as shewn
mandates that the Grand Jury must ®e impaneled under the jurisdictien ef the
Ceurt of General Sessiens wefere lawful return ef a TRUE-BILL INDICTMENT can
take place. Thus these sectiens clearly are jurisdictienal statutes and set
ferth the enly precess allewed fer a lawful return ef indictment.

Ne lecal rule ef ceurt, adminstrative erder, pelicy er ether precedure can
take precedent ever statutery law which is always centrelling. See SC Censt.
Art.§1,4 and STATE V. COTTINGHAM 77 SE 24 897(195%3) (statute everride rules ef
ceurt if im cenflict);STATE V. DUNCAN @¢$ SE 24 421 (SC 1980) (Circuit Cewurt
rule premulgated By imdividwal judicial cirecuit was uncenstitutienal and
veid). Hewever, the issue of whether er net the lecal rule, erder, pelicy er
pregedure vas utilized fer the preceas and return ef the indictment em June
16, 2010 is relevant Vbecause By State Law it weuld atill have te be in
agreement wvith previsiens within section 14-5-710,14-9-170 and 14-9-210 fer it
te be coens3titutiemal.
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D) Censtitutienal Right Being Vielated

Article V Sectien IV of eur censtitutien prevides in pertinent part: "The
Supreme Ceurt shall make rules geverning the practice and precedures in all
such Ceurts". (Pmphasis added) and, SC Cede Ann.§14-5-310 RULES OF COURT: "The
circuit ceurt may make and estamlish all necessary rules fer the erderly
conducting of business in said ceurt, previded such rules are net repugnant t:i :
the laws ef the State er the rules srescrived by the justices of the Supreme
Ceurt and circuit judges".(Emphasis added) |

Thug, under these requirements NO RULE can »e made er established fer
precess and return of indictment unless it cemperts with sectiens 14-9-170 and
14-0-210. otherwise it weuld we uncenstitutienal and NULL witheut Winding
legal effect.

additienally it sheuld we neted that The Ceurt of Cemmen Pleas is vested
with NO autherity te take any actien en matters pertaining te return of
TRUE-BILL criminal indictments. "the Ceurt is made up ef The Ceurt eof Cemmen
Pleas which hears CIVIL case...SeeDOVE V. GOLDKIST ING, #!S SC 235, 44 sr 24
598,600 (SC 1994) alse See.. 3C Censtutien Art.V. §1l. Thus, there is ne grant
of cencurrent Jjurisdietien, and therefere MO TRUE-BILL eriminal indictment can
e lawfully issued threugh Grand Jury preceedings held befere a Ceurt eof

Ceommen Plaas.

rLastly, it shesuld be neted that a Circuit Ceurt Judge cetains NO authecity
en his ewn standing te cenduct and sversee Grand Jury sreceedinys eutside the
heunds of lawfully cenvened Ceuct ef General Sessiens.

Under eur Jjudicial system the aresidiyy judge in cicouit ceuct loSes
jurisdictien with the adjeurnment ef the term....See STATE V. BEST §¥9 SC 361,
186 ge 2D 272(1972)(citing STATE V. THOMPSON 122 3C 407, 115 SE 2d 326. Alse S
See STATE V. RINEHART*430 SE 24 536 (SC App. 1993). Therefere, if raised Wby
the STATE there weuld se ne merits te the cententien that a judge en his ewn
standing retains autherity te impanel a GRAND JURY aftex the clese of term eof
ceurt. The SC Cede Ann. §14-5-710 clearly shews clese ef a term of court. The
SC Cede Ann. §14~5-710 clearly shews that MO TFRM ef General Sessiens ceurt
can se held in the Seventh Circuit sn June “, 2010 this is accerding te the
legislative law in this State. As estaslished wefaore, a judge ne lenger has
jurisdictien with the adjeurnment ef ceurt thus NO TERM ef ceurt NO LAWFUL

judicial autherity.
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Accerdingly, RO COURT RULES ORDER er ether practices of law iaveked er cited
by Stale or Ceunty te save its unlawfal GRAND JURY precess, and resultimg WULL
and  YVOID INDICTMENTS. Therefere, im this matter exeecsting justice and
rightectanesss shesld aet de a predlem.

B) CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS

Alse breaght (o jedgemeat arve vielations of 32 eede Aan.§16-9-10 "OFFEusE
ACATNSY PUBLIEC® and 88 Cede Aan.§16-17-410 and §16-17-735. We Xnew (hat the
lav is goud if eaq uses i% in & Javfsl manses. o

(OPPEMSE AGAINS® JUSTICR) ,

86 Gude ARR.§16-9-10 “periary and sebernstien of perjury" State ia
pertinent parts (A)(2), it is enlavfyl fer a pevsen te villfelly give false,
misleading or incemplete infermation en 2 decument, reeord o repett oa forms
reqeired by the lavs of €nis State. (B)(2) A persean whe vielates the previsien
of subseetion (1)(2) is goilty of a misdemeanesr and ypen convieties myst
e imprisened net mere than eix menths, or fined net less tham ene hundred
dellars er Beth. (@) A persea may be senvicted under this seetien if he/she
commits perjury by his/her ewn act censeat er agreement. As shewn in
stbseetion(A) INVALID PROSEEDINGS AND VOID WS 3¢ Qode Ann.$14-9-210
sandate that the Ceunty Seliciter shall prepare and precess bill ef indietment
threwgh the jurisdictien of The Court of General Sessieas. Alse, established
in subseetion (A) was the faect that the indietments TRUE-BILLED STANPEDen June
1§, 2010 wete sealed and signed By the Seliciter/Assistant Seliciter and
centained false inferm:-izn incegrectly printinting that it had been preecessed
"At a Ceurt of General Sessiens cenvened en June 10, 2010", Bewever, as stated
in 30 €sde Ann.§14~3-710 there is ne term of Geseral Sessiens Seart in the
Seventh @ircuit en June 18, 2010. Thus, the TRUE-BILL INDICTMENTS that arve
beth sealed and signed by the Seliciter/Asisstant Seliciter had te be
TRUE-BILLED eetside ef the statute thus deeming them uncenstitutienal in their

erigin.

It sheuld be neted that criminal indictment is a decument required by law
of this State. In GENTRY OUR Supreme Ceurt determines that an indictment is a
netice decument reqeired by the State Censtitutien and Statute...See STATE
CONSTITUTION ART.$11(feofnete emitted) $8 Cede Ann.§17-19-10(2003)("Me persen
sshall be held te answer in any ceurt fer am alleged cvime or offense wnless

wpon
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indietment by a censtitytiemal fermed Grand Jury”) T™his as established prier
must be a Grand Jury cenvened within the Statutes§l4-5-710, §14-9-170,
§14-9-210, §14-3-920 and §14-8-920 ewtside eof this there was an
wnesnstitutienally eenvened Grand Jury in whieh the indietment wewld be MULL
and VYOI,

Mest impertantly it must be esmphasized fer purpese of blame that a/a/
Selieiter/Assistant Seliciter Melds full Rnewledge an waderstanding ef the
laws of this State. It is a requirement ef the high ofﬂéo of a presecutor.
The presecuter ecsupies a quasi-judicial pesitien and must see that justice is
dene that ne eenvivtien takes place except in strict conformily wBth the law.
See e.g. STATE V, QUARTERBUAN 333 S¢ 527 SEID 103(3€ 2000) ,STATE V. BUABENECS
264 s¢ 86, 212 sE 24 987(1973) ;STATE V. KING22 s€ 108, 71 SE 24 793(19%2),
hence the Seliciter's effice is required te net enly knew the law but te ebey
the legal mandate of SC Cede 14-9-210 and lawfully empanel GCrand Jury
accerdingly.

Accerding te statutes stated abeve instead eof discharging his
respensibilties in cenformity with the law the Seliciter/Assistant Seliciter
breke his/her OATN OF OFFICR. The Selieciter/Assistant Seliciter intentienally
vielated the provisiens ef the SC Cede Ann.§14-9-210 by unlawfully precessing
indictments eutside the jurisdictien ef The Ceurt ef General Sessiens and then
by willfully printing false, misleading infermatien in the indictments
incerrectly stating that it had been returned June t1¥ 2010 "At a Term eof
General Sessiens Ceurt."

WRONGFUL ARRES?T

Under the S@ Cede of Laws§17-13-50 false anawer by officer as te greunds (er)

reasen fer arrvest,(A)(1)(2)(3)(4), as well as STATRE V. PRAZERR 394 s¢ 213, 719
SE 23 650 (se App. June 1§, 2011 Me.4818), 38 K 63, 4th Amend. Prebable eor
Reasenable Cause 33 k 63 4th Amend, (2) k. Alse Albright v, Oliver 510 U.S,
266, 144 s.et, 807, u.8. 211., 1998 Jan.24, 1994, State V. Redriquez 323 s.e.
484, 476 S.BE. 2d 161(S.€. App. 1996 Aug. 12, 1996) See key cite ref. 3-4
Readnetes.
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Moreover penal statutes must be constued strictly against the State and in
favor of defendant. STATE V. BLACKMON 304 SC 270,403 SE 23 660(sC 1991).
According to sections 14-0-170 and 14-9-210 which both require strict

compliance with its prowisions, and mandated that the Grand Jury must be
impaneled under the jurisdiction of The Court of General Sessions 1efore
lawul r2tucn of a TRUT-NILL INDICTMENT can take place.

™2 Tasus of T Toust 0F Sonesal Taisions  for Spactanhucy COTTTTY ace
R e Y S T A R T L R R Y Soovisions “or a county s’:Q
de open in the mouth of Jtne, All lnﬂldt—uum dewn ‘in Spatankurg ;
COUNTY en June (1§, 2018 sheild de WULL and' VOID;. There is ne way the ceunty
ceuld have Tawfully returned’ its indi¢tments: "At a term: ef  Ceurt eof General
Sessien cenvened on  June i}, 2010 as. they falsely allegw . inan indictment e
June 1€, 2010. This is tree becayse thers is ne terd of ‘couxt em Juneil§; 2010
im Spattanburg COUNTY. It has beer established that there wvas ae special term
of ceurt erdered fer the menth of June If, 2010 in Spartamburg COUNTY. Special
terms of ceurt weuld be erdered umder S C Cede Ann.§14-3-910 er $14-5-920 beth
of vhich ceme frem the S C Supreme Ceurt. i

Therefere please recegnize the jurisdictiemal requirement set ferth in
sections 14-9-170, 14-9-210,14-5-710 mandating the emly the enly precess
allawed fer impaneling a lawful GCrand Jury. Se accerding te the statutes
provided abeve there is re way the Grand Jury ceuld have been impaneled and
returned a legal asd winding imdictment if first the statutes were ret
follewed. That indictment By a mede of precedure that it had ne lawful
autherity te adept.

Legislatiern emacted limits the manwec in which semething can %e dene, the
enactment alse evinces the iatent that it shall met e dene anether way. Thus,
since the Cewrt utilized an wmlawful mede eof precedure net alleswed under
sections 14-5-710, 14-9-170 amd 14-99210. State lacked jurisdictien te
Cesplete returm of its TRUE-BILL INDICTMENT.

As established abeve, sectiens 14-5-710, 14-9-170 amd 14-9-210. XEMAKE
are clearly a jurisdietiemal statute, and states ferth mandatery precedures
te be utilized by Ceunty fer lawful returm ef a TRU-BILLED INDICTMENT. A
substantial hedy eof SOUTH Carelima Lawv helds that a failure te comply with
statutery law jurisdictiemal im nature deprives the ceurt. STATE V. LEE
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ConeLUSTON

The helding in EVANS sheuld net stand fer the prepesitien that a cenvictien
and sentence gained threugh judicial acts ef perjury and criminal censpiracy
can be declared wnlawful. Judicial integrity will have been lest if the State
is net censtrained Wy its ewn statutery criminal laws. Basic U.S8.
Constitatienal _DUE PROCESS LAW_digtates with auterity . @MY’ under ne
circumstances ean a State cemmit a criminal act against its citizens in the
name of judicial ecenemy. | N

Tthe statements made in this memorandum will clearly peint eut the criminal
acts cemmited by the State and clearly establish the essential elements ef
fraud en the ceurt. In addressing any case invelving fraud en the ceurt the
U.S. Supreme Court explained that te be granted relief under the previsiens ef
RULE 60(®)(3) Fed. R. CIVIL Prec., the issue turns te whether the alleged
miscenduct "HARMS" the integrity of the judicial system.

"Tampering with the adminstratien ef justice in this manner ixndisputedly
shewn here invelves far mere than injury te a single litigate. It is wrengf
against the institutien set up te pretect and safequard the public institutien
in which fraud cannet cemplacently e telerated censistently with seed erder
of seciety. Surely it cannot be that preservation ef the integqrity ef the
judicial precess must always wait upen the diligence eof litigants. The public
welfare demands that the agencies eof public justice be net se impertant they
must alwvays be mute and helpless eof deceptien and fraud:NAZEL-ATLAS GCLASS €0.
V. RARTFORD EMPIRE CO. 322 U.S. 238, 264, 64 S.CP. 997, 1001, BB 1L.ed
12%0(1994). Fraud en the ceurt is miscenduct by an efficer ef the ceurt that
is directed at the judicial machinery itself. Thus, fraud en the ceurt is very
evident here. The . evidence previded shews that the Seliciter/Assistant
Seliciter committed a "SNAM LECAL PROCESS" which is a direct vielatien ef the
law eof Seuth Carelina‘'s Censtitutienal and statutery laws ef the
jurisdictienal nature. Thus, my June I1§f 2010 Indictment was unlawfully
ebtained. Thus vielating my Censtitutienal Rights te be put en netice. This
engeing vielatien of my rights carried ever te my trial. when the Seliciter
Zack Ellis read the charges that were perfermed en the unlawfully ebtained
indictment,
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With all these willfull vielatiens ef my rights my cenvictien sheuld be
everturned and I sheuld be set free. There is ne reasen fer my my cemvigtien
te be upheld.

It is enly threugh the Criminal Act eof Censpiracy that my case even came
mefore a judge. PFailure te pretect my censtitutienal Rights, the very rights
the Judicial System was setup te pretect. .

Y alse reread the mrief the Atterney General prepared and I neticed threw
eut they did net directly address the issues presented inmy srief. They
deviated frem the issues within the brief te ering us ether events that are
irrelevant and de net pertain te the issues presented in my brief. This is why
I asked you te de a respending brief, te address the behavier and actiens ef
this agency, which refuses te amide Wy the rules eof the Appeals @Geurt, but
venture eff en ether issues, and net addressing the issues filed with the
wrief I susmitted. I await yeur respense te my concerns as well as my issues
pertaining te the ceurt that sheuld be presented.

Thank yeu very much fer any time and attentien teu give this case.

May Ged richly bless yeu in all that yeu set eut te accemplish in the Name of
Jesus Christ.
sincerely,

4848 Cel&mine Nighway
Kershaw, Seuth Carelina 29067

me%_z,zo_/j__-
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