IN THE STATE OF SQUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPELLATE CASE NO. 2020-001667 RE@EM
FEB 09 2021
APPEAL FRON RICHLAND COUNTY SC Ceurtoprpeals

THE COURT OF COMMCN PLEAS

JUDGE JOCELYN NEWMAN PRESIDING JUDGE

LAWRENCE L CRAWFGRD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T. TISHBITE,
$#300839

PLAINTIFF(S)

Vs

THE STATE OF SCUTH CARCLINA,

RESPONDENT

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION; MOTION
TG FILE IN FbRMA PAUPERIS;: MOTION FOR AN EXTENSION QF
TIME TO ALLOW (6) MONTH FINANCIAL STATEMENT TO ARRIVE;
MOTICN FOR LEAVE TO SUBMIT ATTACHED ORDER GF CONTINUANCE
AS A FINAL ORDER; MOTION FOR A RE-SET TO BE GIVEN TO
CORRECT ANY DEFICIENCIES ONCE THE COURT OF APPEALS RULE ON
THIS PLEADING AND MOTION TO MOTICN THEREFOR
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IN RE: CASE 2006-CP-400-3567 ET. AL.,

TC: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,
THE RICHLAND. COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS,
THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL ET. AL.,

BERE THE COURT AND PARTIES WILL FIND:

(1) EXHIBIT, "FALSE IMPRISONMENT TORT". THIS IS THE
(24) PAGE AMENDED COMPLAINT THAT MAKE UP THIS CASE.

(2) EXHIBIT, "APPEAL CLAIM(S)". THIS IS THE (10) PAGE
AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; NOTICE SEEKING LEAVE
TO0 APPEAL: MOTION FOR INJUNCTIVE AND DECLARATORY RELIEF; MOTION
FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFCR., DATED
DECEMBER 14, 2020.

THIS DOCUMENT IS MORE THAN MERELY A NOTICE SEEKING LEAVE
TO APPEAL IT IS ALSO A DOCUMENT SEEKING INJUNCTIVE AND
DECLARATCRY RELIEF WHICH ALSO EXPLAIN TO THE COURT THE
JURISDICTIONAL FACTS AS THEY PERTAIN TO THIS APPEAL. THE
APPELLANT OBJECTS TO THE COURT CONSTRUING THIS DOCUMENT AS MERELY
A NCTICE SEEKING LEAVE TO APPEAL ALL CLAIMS, ISSUES; DEFENSES
ARGUED WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT ARE RENEWED IN SEEKING THIS PRESENT
MOTION AND OR DOCUMENT'S RELIEF 4

(3) EXHIBIT, "FINAL ORDER". THIS IS A COPY OF THE
ORDER COMING UNDER REVIEW HEAR. THE APPELLANT IS MOTIONING FOR
AND SEEKING LEAVE TO SUBMIT THIS ORDER OF CONTINUANCE AS A FINAL
ORDER FOR THE REASONS WHICH WILL BE ELABRORATED ON WITHIN THIS
DOCUMENT . THE APPELLANT GIVES THE COURT OF APPEALS AND ALL

HOTCE
PARTIES THAT FOR THE SEEKING OF THIS MOTION AND OR DQCUMENT. THE
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APPELLANT WILL BE ARGUING AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY
STATE v. GENTRY 2005 AND STATE v. LANGFORD 2012 PURSUANT TO
APPELLATE COURT RULES, RULE 217,

(4) EXHIBIT, "EVIDENCE SUPPRESSION". THE APPELLANT
WANTS THAT DNA TESTED TO THAT BCY, THAT TREACHEROUS STEPSON OF
MINE, MICHAEL LEE. IF HIS DNA IS FOUND WITHIN THOSE SAMPLES IN
THE POSSESSION OF JOHNNY FELLORSE THE KERSHAW' COUNTY CORONER? IT
WILL PROVE THAT THESE DEVILS WITHIN THIS STATE FRAMED THE
APPELLANT BEHIND RELIGIQOUS AND RACIAL HATRED. THIS IS5 A COPY OF
THE INTAKE SHEET FRCM THE SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE, FILE NUMBER
5501014, THE PROSECUTOR, JOHN MEADORS, LIED ON COURT RECORD AT
THE APPELLANT'S COMPETENCY HEARING AND SAID ON THE COURT. RECORD
WHEN ASKED FOR THIS FILE BEFORE TRIAL THAT, “HE DIDN'T KNOW WHAT
THE APPELLANT WAS TALKING ABOUNT, THAT THE FILE DON'T EXIST", IT
IS PERSPICUQOUS BY THIS DOCUMENT THAT THE INVESTIGATIVE FILE
(200+) PAGES DOES EXIST WHERE THE STATE SUPPRESSED EVIDENCE OF
ACTUAL INNOCENCE VIOLATING U.S. SUPREME COURT HOLDINGS UNDER
WEARRY v, CAIN, 577--U.5.--2016 FURTHER WARRANTING THAT THE COURT
CF APPEALS GRANT THE APPELLANT'S MOTION TO FILE IN FORMA PAUPERIS
TO CORRECT THIS MANIFEST INJUSTICE

INSOMUCH, THE AFPELLANT MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE IN FORMA
PAUPERIS AND TO HAVE THE S.,C, COURT OF APPEALS WAIVE ANY REQUIRED
FILING FEES DUE TO THIS CASE BEING A CASE FILED TO CHALLENGE THE
APPELLANT'S CONVICTION WHERE THE STATE ACTORS; CONSPIRING UNDER
COLOR OF STATE LAW, IN ACTS OF MACHINATION BLOCKED THE APPELLANT.
FROM THE NORMAL PCR PROCESS. THE APPELLANT IS PRESENTLY INDIGENT
THUS, THE APPELLANT ALSO MOTIONS FOR AN ADDITIONAL EXTENSION OF
TIME TO ALLOW THEHE (6) MCNTH FINANCIAL STATEMENT TO~COME BACK FROM
S«C.DC., HEADQUARTES COOPER TRUST FUND ACCOUNTING OFFICE TO ALLOW
THE PLAINTIFF TO SUBMIT THIS PROOF TO ESTABLISH THE APPELLANT'S
INDIGENCE , THIS APPEAL IS FILED ARGUING THE APPELLANT'S
CONVICTION, THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION AND LAWS OF THE UNITED
STATES. THUS, IN FUNDAMENTAL FPFAIRNESS T0 THE APPELLANT. THE
APPELLANT MUST BE PERMITTED TO FILE THIS APPEAL IN FORMA PAUPERIS
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HAVING ANY REQUIRED FILING FEES WAIVED. THE APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR
SUCH, MARTIN V. STATE , 321 S.C. 533, 471 S E.2d. 134
(8.C+2pp.1995),

MOTION TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS MAY BE GRANTED ONLY
WHEN SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED BY STATUTE OR REQUIRED BY
CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS WHERE THIS CASE INVOLVES THE SEEKING OF
REDRESS RELATED TO FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS MAKING THE GRANTING OF THE
MOTION JUST; FAIR AND APPROPRIATE IN THIS CASE, DMcFADDEN v.
DUNLAP, F.Supp.r: 2016 WL 4993406(DSC.2016); SULLIVAN v. SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS, 355 sS.C. 437, 586 S.E.2d. 124
(S,Cqup.ZOOB): GRANT DAVIS v~ SUPREME COURT OF SOQOUTH CAROLINA,
2015 WL 13732644 (DSC 2015}).

WHEN INDIGENT LITIGANTS FILE MOTION TO PRCCEED IN FORMA
PAUPERIS AND COMPLAINT DOES NOT APPEAR TQ FIT WITHIN STATUTORY OR
CONSTITUTIONAL EXCEPTION TO REQUIREMENT OF FILING FEE, CLERK OF
COURT MUST SUBMIT MOTION TO JUDGE FOR RULING AS TO WHETHER
COMPLAINT FITS STATUTORY EXCEPTION OR CONCERNS FUNDAMENTAL
RIGHT(S) THAT REQUIRES WAIVER OF FILING FEE WHERE THIS IS A FALSE
IMPRISONMENT CASE FALLING IN SAME CATEGORY AS HABEAS CORPUS
CHALLENGING CONVICTION, SEE S.C. CODE ANN. §§ 17-27-60., 20-4-40,
20-7-1440, BACCUS v. FLORIAN, F.Supp-2d.,, 2012 WL 4985243.

s,C. CODE ANN, § 17-27-20 PROVIDE (1) THAT IF THE
CONVICTION AND SENTENCE WAS A VIQOLATION OF THE CONSTITUTICON OF
THE UNITED STATES OR THE LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES OR S C.
CONSTITUTION AND LAWS OF THIS STATE AND OR; (2) THAT COURT WAS
WITHOUT JURISDICTION TO IMPOSE SENTENCE AS DID OCCUR HERE UNDER
THE DUE PROCESS/ CONSTITUTIONAL PRONG TO SUBJECT MATTER
JURISDICTION NO FILING FEE BEFORE THIS& COURT IS REQUIRED.

WHEREVER ONE IS ASSAILED IN HIS PERSON OR PROPERTY, THERE
HE MA DEFEND WITHOUT THE PAYMENT OF FEES IF HE IS INDIGENT AS THE
APPELLANT IS THUS, THE MCTION TO FILE IN FORMA PAUPERIS 1IN
FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT MUST BE GRANTED, BCODDIE v.
CONNETICUT, 401 U,S. 371, 91 sS.Ct. 780, 28 L.Ed.2d4. 113
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(U 8.1971); S C. CODE ANN § 24-27-100 ET SEQ ; WADE v. STATE,
348 8 ¢ 255, 559 S.E.2d. 843(S C.App-2002); HIOTT v STATE, 381
SC 622 674 S E 2d 491 (S C App.2009); JETER v. CARTLEDGE,
F.Supp-3d , 2015 WL 5546651(DSC-2015)

INASMUCH, BASED UPON THE HISTORY OF CASE 2006-CP-400-3567
AND ITS SISTER CASES 2006-CP-400-3568 AND 3569 THE APPELLANT
MOTIONS FOR LEAVE TO FILE AND SUBMIT THE ATTACHED ORDER OF
CONTINUANCE, EXHIBIT, "FINAL ORDER". AS A FINAL CORDER ARGUING
AGAINST THE PRECEDENT ESTABLISHED BY BOTH THE GENTRY CASE OF 2005
AND THE LANGFQRD CASE OF 2012. THE COURT OF APPEALS AND PARTIES
WERE PREVIOUSLY SERVED A COPY OF EXHIBIT(S), "FINAL ORDER",
"APPEAL CLAIM(S)" AND A COPY OF EXHIBIT, DEFAULT AND VOIDING OF
JURISDICTION" LISTED ON PAGE (3) OF THE DOCUMENT THE COURTS
CONSTRUED AS MERELY A NOTICE OF APPEAL, THE AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS
DATED MARCH 20 2021 FILED IN CASE 2006--CP 400 - 3567 SUBJUDICE.
AND SCHEDULED TO BE FILED IN CASE 2020-CP-23-01050 1IN THE
GREENVILLE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS ALL CLAIMS. ISSUES AND
DEFENSES RELEVANT TO THIS ISSUE SEEN IN THE (22) PAGE "BEN CASE"
DOCUMENT ARE NOW BEING ARGUED WITHIN THIS APPEAL FOR THE PURPOSE
OF SEEKING THAT THE NEWMAN ORDER OF CONTINUANCE BE DEEMED A FINAL
ORDER THE SUBSIDIARY FACTS RELATED TO NEWMAN PLACING AN ORDER IN
THIS CASES IN VIOLATION OF THE APPLICABLE STATUTES AND SEPARATION
OF POWERS CLAUSE APPLY IN THE APPELLANT'S APPEAL

CASE 2006-~CP-400-3567 IS NOT THIS CASE'S ORIGINAL CASE
NUMBER IF THE COURT AND PARTIES WOULD TAKE NOTICE OF EXHIBIT.
"FALSE IMPRISONMENT TORT" ON PAGE (29) YOU WILL SEE THAT THE
DOCUMENT REFERS TO CASE 2006-CP-400-0549. THIS WAS ONE OF A
SERIES OF CASES THAT WERE FILED BEFORE THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT
OF COMMON PLEAS IN 2006, SUCH CASES BEING, 2006-CP-400 0549,
0550. 0551 AND 0552 AS IS INDICATED ON THE FACE Of THE EXHIBIT
ALL DEFENDANTS TO THESE FILED CASES APPEARED WITHIN THE INITIAL
CONDUCTED HEARING EITHER PERSONALLY OR BY THEIR ATTORNEYS 1IN
RICHLAND COUNTY 1IN THAT HEARING THE DEFENDANTS MOTIONED TO MAKE
THE COMPLAINT MORE DEFINITE AND CERTAIN IT WAS GRANTED BY THE
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COURT THIS PRODUCED EXHIBIT, "FALSE IMPRISONMENT TORT" AS A
RESPONSE THAT WAS FILED IN ALL CASES AFORE LISTED THE RICHLAND
COURT, JUDGE CHILDS, DISMISSED THESE CASES IN 2007 THE PLAINTIFF
AT THAT TIME WAS ARGUING MULTI-DISTRICT LITIGATION CLAIMS BEFORE
THE KENTUCKY DISTRICT COURT THERE. THE APPELLANT ARGUED BEFORE
THE KENTUCKY DISTRICT COURT THAT JUDGE CHILDS ENGAGED IN FRAUD
UPON THE COURT AND ABUSED HER DISCRETION WHEN SHE DISMISSED THESE
CASES RENDERING THE ACTION UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND A VIOLATION OF
DUE PROCESS THAT DISTRICT COURT AGREED WITH THE APPELLANT
REOPENED THE CASES. AND THEN TRANSFERRED THEM BACK TO THE
RICHLAND COURT OF COMMON PLEAS IN 2008 TO CONCEAL THE REMAND AND
OR TRANSFER THE CONSPIRING JUDGES AND DEFENDANTS HAD THE CASE
NUMBERS CHANGED THE FEDERAL REMAND AND O©OR TRANSFER PREVENTS
THESE CASES FROM BEING DISMISSED WHERE THAT DECISION TO REOPEN
THE CASES SUPERSEDE THE STATE AUTHORITY THE 2008 REOPENING AND
TRANSFER IS WHAT PRODUCED CASES 2006--CP-400 3567, 3568 AND 3569
WHERE SOME OF THE CASES WERE COMBINED IN ONE CASE SINCE THOSE
CASES INVOLVED THE S8 C DEPT OF CORRECTIONS THESE CASES SAT
UNRESCLVED SINCE 2008 OVER 13+ YEARS NOW

THE APPELLANT BRINGS THE COURT AND PARTIES ATTENTION TO
THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT CASE, BETTERMAN v MONTANA 136
S Ct 1609, 194 L E4d 24 723 (U s 2016) IN THE BETTERMAN CASE,
THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT ADDRESSED THE ISSUE OF WHETHER OR
NOT A SPEEDY TRIAL ATTACHED ONCE A PERSON IS CONVICTED THE
SUPREME COURT DETERMINED THAT IT DOES NOT, BUT A PERSON MAY HAVE
TAILORED RELiEF UNDER THE 5TH AND 14TH AMENDMENTS OF THE U S
CONSTITUTION THIS IS WHAT THE APPELLANT ASSERTS FOR THE SEEKING
OF THIS MOTION EVEN THOUGH THAT APPELLANT DID NOT WIN HIS
APPEAL. THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT, INDISPUTABLY. MADE
ANQTHER. SPECIFIC, JUDICIAL DETERMINATION THAT BEARS ON THE
ISSUES HERE IN THIS CASE THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT IN THE
BETTERMAN CASE DETERMINED IF A COURT HOLDS A CASE FOR (4) YEARS?
THAT IS TOO LONG TO HOLD ANY CASE WHICH RENDERS SUCH CASE HELD
FOR (4) YEARS OR MORE UNCONSTITUTIONAL THIS IS THE ADJUDICATION
THAT THE APPELLANT STANDS ON IF CASE 2006--CP-400--3567 BY THE
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BETTERMAN RULING. BEING HELD FOR 13+ YEARS IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL?
THEN THE CASE 1S VOID PLACING THE PARTIES IN FORFEITURE AND JUDGE
NEWMAN POSSESS NO AUTHORITY OR JURISDICTION POWER TO PLACE AN
ORDER OF ANY KIND IN THIS CASE EXCEPT TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE DEFAULT
AND VOIDING OF THE COURT'S JURISDICTION THUS, THE NEWMAN ORDER
OF CONTINUANCE MUST IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT BE
DEEMED A FINAL ORDER FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING AND OR
ADDRESSING ITS UNCONSTITUTIONALITY BASED UPON THE BETTERMAN CASE
OUT OF THE U S SUPREME COURT

THE APPELLANT REFERS THE COURT AND PARTIES BACK TO
EXHIBIT, "DEFAULT AND VOIDING OF JURISDICTION" SCHEDULED TO BE
FILED IN THE "BEN CASE" PCR PROCEEDINGS PURSUANT TO THE
LITIGATION CONTAINED WITHIN THIS DOCUMENT fTHE ORDER CONTINUING
THE RICHLAND COMMON PLEAS CASE FILED BY JUDGE NEWMAN IS A CLEAR
VIOLATION OF THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE AS IS ARGUED WITHIN
THE EXHIBIT, COMPOUNDING THE FACT THAT THE ORDER OF CONTINUANCE
SHE FILED IS "VQOID" AND CANNOT BE FILED IN THIS UNCONSTITUTIONAL
CASE WARRANTING ALL CLAIMS OF DEFAULT VOIDING OF JURISDICTION
AND FORFEITURE ON ALL CLAIMS MADE AND THE APPELLANT STILL VIA
SANCTIONS SOUGHT WANT THE ENTIRE SLED INVESTIGATIVE FILE AND
THAT DNA TESTED TO MICHAEL LEE AS PROVIDED BY THE APPLICABLE
SOUTH CAROLINA STATUTES. AND IF THIS COURT FAILS TO GRANT THIS?
WITH ALL DUE RESPECT. YOU TOO, WOULD BE IN VIOLATION OF THE
SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE VOIDING THIS COURT'S JURISDICTION FOR
UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTION UNDER THE CONSTITUTIONAL PRONG TO SUBJECT
MATTER JURISDICTION WHERE THE STATE LEGISLATﬁRE REQUIRED THAT THE
DNA BE TESTED BEING ATTACHED TO AN ACTUAL INNOCENCE CLAIM

IT IS FOR THESE REASONS THAT THE APPELLANT MOTIONS THAT
THE ATTACHED ORDER OF CONTINUANCE ISSUED BY JUDGE NEWMAN BE
DEEMED A FINAL ORDER FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPEAL AND ADDRESSING ITS
UNCONSTITUTIONALITY AND JUDGE NEWMAN'S JURISDICTION TO ISSUE IT
WHICH CANNOT BE WAIVED OR FORFEITED BY THE APPELLANT THE
APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO RE-SET TO CORRECT
ANY STATED DEFICIENCIES CLAIMED UNTIL THE COURT OF APPEALS RULE
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ON THIS MOTION BECAUSE A RULING IN THE APPELLANT'S FAVOR WOULD
RENDER THE DEFICIENCIES AND THE COURT S PREVIOUS CONCERNS MOOT
THE APPELLANT PRAYS FOR THIS RELIEF TO INCLUDE ANY OTHER RELIEF
THE COURT WQULD DEEM JUST FAIR AND PROPER

RESPECTFULLY
JONAH THE TISHBITE

FEBRUARY 4. 2021
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EXHIBIT, "FALSE IMPRISONMENT TORT"
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. * (STAIE OF sgugﬁcgiigglﬂA Eﬂ\L;E%E) . COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
K COUNTY OF K ) " sth JUDICIAL CURCULT
b " LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD Q] };AR 13 h}d 8 54 ' '
T . PLAINTIF . )

i » Pxpgkg¢\A;SC011 . RESPONSE. T0 MOTION TO
v LAY . Do MAKE MQRE DEFINITE

- .mnd or April Monro&. and or

vs- AND CRETAIN
o : : .. AMENDED COMPLAINT
Mr .&Mrs. Joseph Abram IIIg.and oo T

or Mr.&Mrs. Herbert Lee, and or
Sylvia.Lee: and or Mr.-Brunsonfl

Michael Lee: apd or. William,

Tetterton; and oxr Cylena Lee
. RESPONDENT (5)

TO: THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS,
THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL,

PLEASE - TAKE NOTICE. that the plaintiff in-the above
captioned mattex, Lawrence L. p;awford;:intends to - file claim
against the- above captioned defendants: in pursuant to- all
relevant sections of The South Carolina Tort Claim Act.

The Post Office address of'thé.claimant herein “presently,
is: : L . R

LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD o .
4#300839 WD-D Rm. 188 S ,,,»/’
Lieber, P.0. Box 205° : ' '
Ridgeville; S.C. 29472

Ffor the time being the pléintiff is rep;esen;ing himself-

Lo P 5T A

The time when and- the plggéwﬁﬁgféwﬁﬁﬁﬁ“ciéim~arosefwanéagwww“

the nature of the claims, are as follows:

Before the plaintiff address ‘the 'igsues, the plaintiff
brings the court's. attention to. Exhibit No.(l). A duplicate of

this letter and .2 copies- of a motion for ‘sanctions against the
defendants, has been sent to the Richland.County. Clerk of Court.,’
asking. her to file and assign a case number. These 'sanctions
address the issue being levied in this case. Since. the defendants
by profession. and or association .connected with the Clerk of
Court, the Clerk is' impeding. hindering, obstructing. and making
every effort to defeat this action and .the.due course of justice,
to aid the parties involved. she is also a defendant on the
Motion for Sanctions. It has been sent. to her under certified
Ho.7002 2410 0006 3102 1107, by Edvard Rutland on bsghalf of the
plaintiff to ensure she received it. The sanctions address the

issues presently before the court and itts findings will have a
crucial bearing on this case. : ) .

Furthermore, there is afWrit of Habeas Corpus pending. also
1. '

CASE No. 06-CP-400-0552 ‘tﬁﬁ

e ¢ i,
. et
gt



- ,“aéﬁréssing these issues levied against the - defendants, being

.

reviewed in the U.S. District Court, to include the granting of ’$

an Ex Parte hearing to address these allegations before the court

.in case No.0: 06-cv-2457-TLW-BM. This case addresses -the .legal

issues but it does not -address the- claim of dJamagés, that are
being regquested in the Court Of Common Pleas. Both these cases.
have a crucial’’ bearing- and are essentially material  in
determining the matters presently.before the court. It's f£indings

" will serve to prove, once and for all, whether "the allegations

—tHe—tim re—srEa i tbiflge—a

made by the plaintiff are meritorious gor frivolous and -vexatious.
Tt will also allow the plaintiff to address these issues without
the ~weight of an onerous conviction in, place, giving ‘the
olaintiff freedom of moveément in,obtainingpadditional evidenceé to
properly address the issues:in the court.. It. will .also nullify.
any concern over there being -ofher available remedies,- and or any
concern that any ruling on the part of the Court of Compmon Pleas
may serve to- invalidate the present conviction. There is also the
jssue of the statute of limitations. If the case is dismissed, it
would automatically placé the plaintiff beyond the time frame
mandated by the statute of limitations to initiate the action
prejudicing 'the proceedings.’ Therefore the plaintiff motions

" pursuant to rule 59(e) and-15(@)‘that'the.pfpceediﬁgsjbe held in
~abeyance until the conclusion of the 2 aforementioned relevant

cases.

Referring back. to .the issiues of the claim. The defendants
captioned above, did commit by malicious,.criminal action, and or
failure to take action by ‘duty, in acts of -gross negligence and
deliberate indifference, which "said acts’ did@ result in the
plaintiff's false imprisonment ‘for. the charge of murder, and or
injuries produced therefrom. . ' B C ' -

All ‘-the.' defendants named .above, to _include William
Tetterton, in malicious, criminal ac¢ts of gross:.negligence - and
deliberate indifference, conspired with, -and. or counselled, sand
or ‘encouraged, and or aided ‘and abetted Sylvia. Lee in the
stealing of the plaintiff’'s aasets in the form - of .his Social
Security benefits, in -acts _of"Breach -of Trust With FErauduent
Intent pursuant to- S.C, Code Ann§l6-13=230. This occurred from

time—ot—tire—plaintd rrest—inJahuary-2000 until Apcil
2003; S$1600.00 per month, deposited 'in the Bank .Of Ridgeway in
Blythewood 5.C., deposited in Sylvia Lee's cliecking account for

‘the plaintiff and his -dependants.
\ . .

Please take notice of Exhibit No.(2). a portion. of the
standard contract form for Social. Security benefits. This is the
type of contract that "ALL" payees are required to "voluntarily"
sign . (emphasis added). .It is clear from the contract when
misappropriated, it is a violation of federal law, and-state law.
by Breach of Trust, punishable by fine, imprisonment, or both. It
is perspicuous these funds were required 'td be - used solely for
the plaintiff and his dependents, 'yet for approximately 4. yeaxs

. none. of them were. Instead Sylvia- Lee used them for herself and

to pay the crooked lawyer William Tetterton, who under the table
also gave the crooked cops, Cort.Korley: pavid Thomléy, and John
Meadors, Mr.Giese, Mr.Moake,-Jean Cato, Pam Company: .Peggy Knox,
Ann Millikin, Glenn Rodgers, -and Alma Parrish "a piece of the
pie". All either received a portion or had knowlege of -the act
yet did nothing to prevent it from occurring even aftexr the fact.
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oncé the corrupt officials come across ‘"a victim and or
prospective money maker", who they feel 'they can control and or
manipulate, they refer this client to William Tetterton. He then
gives the corrupt officials a portion of those finances collected
for that referral. They in turn work together at breaking various
.laws .to assist the referred person, in a good ole' boy system of
justice, to promote the parties involved, perverted; corrupt,
judicial ventures; that are  tainted withs njust , ulterior
malicioils motives, ~to hinder any .due course of Jjustice not
supported 'by them, or that interfere with any common - schema or
design they are attempting to place into effect. The parties
aforementioned did-this to- prevent the plaintiff from being able
to hire outside counseél of his choice. They did this also to’
prevent the plaintiff from making bail because they knew was -the -
plaintiff was free he .would go 'after the evidence' that would
concretely expose all their criminal. acts perpetrated against the
plaintiff dn the court, and. prevent criminal “and civil
prosecution and action from being levied against them. It is the
plaintiff's .constitutional right "to hire competent out side’
counsel of his. choice if he could afford to 'do’ so. It is the
plaintiff's constitutional right to make pail- if he cduld dfford
to do so. This is not Guantonomo Bay! There .was a bond agent
_willing to work with the plaintiff if the plaintiff’'s finances
were ﬁEﬁTéEGIéh*Tﬁ?”ﬁhé'aéféhﬂantr“The”defendantsmdeprivedmthe
plaintiff of theses sacred inalienable 'rights of law. :

. . Purthermore, these stolen finances also would have been

" used to maintain ‘the plaintiff's mortgage. perservance of the
plaintiff's vehicles, and other .property the plaintiff owned as a
pre-trial detainee. Because the .parties--involved .stole . ‘the
plaintiff's finances, all the plaintiff owned was, lost. In this
country you don't jail. and detain a4 man for. the purpose - of
robbing him. In this aspect the parties are gquilty of strong arm
robbery in pursuant to S.C. Ann§l6-11-330 in part.

-Please take notice of Exhibit No.(10). This is a copy of a
letter faxed to William -Tetterton. by Brana Hyme on behalf of the
plaintiff, ‘requesting Sylvia Lee to stop breaking the law,

—corroborating with the state and county officials. - Instead of

William Tetterton taking proper legal action to sScop - tiTESE™
crimes; he threatened Brana Hyme with possible jail,. spooked her,
and terrified- her with threats if she helped, or continued to
help me in violation of 42 U.s.c.§1985(2). :

Please take notice of Exhibit No.(6), a letter mailed to

William Tetterton and filed in the court(s)- in case(s) where
William Tetterton acted as légal counsel for Sylvia and or Cylena
Lee. He knew -of Sylvia Lee stealing the plaintiff's ‘assets to pay
him for Sylvia and Cylena's 'case. He knev he was recelving
. misappropriated funds. He knew of my desire to have .Sylvia Lee
" prosecuted. He knew of my desire to have Michael Lee prosecuted
for the incest and Criminal Sexual Assault upon the plaintiff's
minor daughters. William Tetterton was an ex-solicitor in Kershaw
County. This is also why they referred Sylvia to -him. He is
formerly connected to the.5th Circuit Solicitor's Office. He .knew
what steps to take and had the power .and or influence to initiate
the process of due Jjusticé, but failed to do so. This document.
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.was filed in the court(s) "August 15, 2001, the same as Exhibit

.{7): the 11 page Motion To Be heard filed March 12, 2002, and

. Exhibit No.(8), “thée Motion For A SLED Investlgatlon. These,

documents and piles of others were filed in case(s) WNo.(s)
01~DR-28-0065; 02- DR-28~098; "G646899, 900, and 901. These filed
documénts,- known of and or viewed by all the defendants involved,
prove that ‘they knew ‘of Sylvia Lee's stealing the plaintiff's
assets. They knew of Michael Lee's sexual assault and .incest .upon
the plaintiff’'s minor daughters, knew of my repeated request and

. demand for justice. Yet they dia. nothlng, except break state and
-federal law, to cohceal, - consplre in, aid and abet in, during and

or after 'the fact, in crimes of moral turpltude, that will be
further elaborated on in this -document, to hinder, impedey,
obstruct, and defeat the due course of JUBthEr under color of
law, in v1olat10n of the plalntlff -] rlghts to equal protectlon
of the laws. . .

The defendants named above; to include-William Tetterton,
did conspire to.suoply, ‘to .encouraye, -and or counsel, and or aid
and abet, Cort KXorley; Pam' Company, dJean Cato, David& Thomley,
John' Fellers, Ann Millikin, Glen. Rodgers, Alma Parrish, Peggy
Knox, John Meadors, Mr. Giese, and Mr. Moake, to produce and use
evidence that was obtalned from an illegal search  and seizure at
the plaintiff's "frial, "for which there .was no search warrant
pregented” and ‘or™ “Jeft at- the- plalntlff s residence-the—time- the -
supposed evidence was .seized which is a requiremert by 1aw. Cort
Korley and John Fellers called the plaintiff a “nlgger cult

- leader" and a "nigger Jim Jones" stating. the plalntlff was

attempting to start a cult in their county and they were going. to
find a way -to stop me. These same persons later .8aid to the
plaintiff, "we know you're 1nnocent, but we.are going' to. £find a
way to make you pay for some- kind .of c¢rime no matter what." The
illegal evidence was used at the plalntlff's trial the week of
March 22nd-29th, 2003, held in Camden §.C.. All the parties
previously listed had knowledge of theée incident and trial. The '
social workers charged the plalntltf ‘and Sylvia Lee with 2 counts
of Neglect which was later-dismissed. The ev1dence in the Neglect
case and the murder case was the same. They accumulated it in. a
file- at SLED. They were réequired as wards of the court- by duty:
to be concerned about the rights of all partles involved. William

Tetterton was Sylvia's attorney for the neglect case. Even- though
he was not the plaintiff's attorney, it was his duty as a ward of
the court and ex—oollcltor to protect the interest of the decease
child, and the other child@ sexually assaulted by Mlchael Lee. The
nature of the -evidence seizéd.was material to this ‘duty.. It. was
the defendants duty as social workers, wards of the courts,

-parents, close-relatives and the like, that if they seen or knew

individuals ~were acting under «color ‘of 1law, .to deprive

.individuals of rights protected by the egual protection of the

laws clausé, to take steps to prevent such action from taking
place, and or to bring it to the attention of someone with the .
power and authority to prevent this injustice. The plaintiff was

- not under legal arrest, but he. was detained and restricted 1in

movement. He was not allowed to go to the bathroom without an
escort. He was not permitted to drive away from the hospital
without an escort. He was forced to go to the pollce stationh for
questioning against his will even though he told the police he
did not want to talk to them without a lawyer present. Any perscn
with limited understanding would conclude .from .these. events he
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‘was not free. to leave invoking 4th amendment protection. William:
Tetterton was an' ex-solicitor and knew what to look for in regard -
to evidence. He knew what steps to ‘take to prevent .the ‘injustice;
yet done nothing. Sylvia and the other defendants knew of this
incident, yet. did nothing to . address it. AXl maliciously,
criminally, in ackts 'of gross negligence. .and .deliberate
indifference Jjust continued .in breaking the law 'and or allowing
it to be brokan. The officials involved entered the plaintiff’'s
home without permission, concent, or warrant, took pictures and
- seized evidence, while the plaintiff was seized and or detained
by authorities. Such illegal evidence is ."fruit of .a poisonous
tree", and. never should have been used at the plalntlff s trial .
Unitd States v. Brady, - 842 F2d 1313, 1314(D.C.Cir.l988) citing -

Gomez V. Turner, 672 F2d ‘134, 141(D.C.Cir.1982); United States v.
Most, 876 F2d 191(D.C.1989); United States v. Clyburn, 24 F3d
6€13; Dalia v. United States, 441 U.S. 238, 255, 99 S.Ct.lcg2,
1692, 60 L.Ed.2d 177(1979); Mapp v.-Dhio, 8l.S.Ct. 1684(1961);
United States v. Néw York Telephone Co., 434 U.S. 159, 179+180,
98 S.Ct.364, 376, 54 L.Ed.2d 376; Silverman v. United States:; 365
U.S. 505, 8%l S.Ct.679, 5 L.Ed.2d 734 (1961); Weeks v. United
States, 232 U.S. 383, 34. S.Ct.341, 58 L.Ed. 652;.Rochin v. People
of the State of California, 1952, 343 U.S. 165, 173, 72 $5.Ct.205,
210,. 98 L.Ed. 183; Wolf v.  Colorado, 1949, 338 "U.S. 25, 69
§.Ct.1359, 93 L.Ed. 1782 R.C. Ohio§ 2905-34; Skirner v. Railrdad
Labor Executives Assoc., 109 8.Ct.1402, 1414, 103 L.Ed.2d
©39(1989). : : o

The defendants named above, did. conspire, with zach other
and Cort Korley,  David Thomley, John Fellers, Jean. Cato, Peggy
Knox, Ann  Millikin, Glenn Rodgers, Alma Parrish, John Meadors,
Mr. Geise’, and Mr. Mocake, in Camden S.C., in the family court,
under case No0.0Ql-DR-28-0065, in ‘acts of Criminal Unlawful
Neglect, Conspiracy To Commit Criminal Unlawful Neglect, pursuant
to S.C. code Ann§20-7-50; . 5.C.Code. Ann§l6-1-40; S5.€. Code
. ann§l16-1-55, also in .acts of -Incest after the fact pursuant to

S.C. Code . Ann§l6~15-20; 'S.C. Code Ann§l6-1-40; S.C. Code
Ann§l6-1-55, also in acts of Criminal Sexual - Conduct, numerous
counts, after the fact, pursuant to S.C. Code-Ann§l6-3-655; S.C.
Code . Ann§l6-1-40: 5.C. Code Ann§l6-1-55, by not testing Michael
Lae tp the DNA' samples ‘taken from ‘Korresha  Crdwford; noted in

SLED file No.55010014 check list sheet..The conspiracy began in
both Columbia 'S.C. and Camden 3.C.. The ‘failure to test him
occurred in Columbia S.C. It began from January 2000 until this
very date. Even tlough the plaintiff made numerous request, the
plaintiff did not discover ‘the reguest were ignored until . the
date of his trial March :29,2004. They are continuous acts and are
~dual jurisdictional crimes. These -samples according the SLED DHA
lab, -were sent back to John Fellors the Kershaw County coroner,
" after SLED repeatedly made attempts -to notify and obtain samples.
“from Michael ' Lee. SLED. made this repeated request to John
Fellers, John Meadors, and the 5th Circuit Solicitor's Office,
but they failed in their duty to- 'test those samples in efforkts to’
impede, hinder, and defeat the due course of justice, and eas
payment to Michael Lee to give false testimony, in acts :of
perjury(statute not cited), in efforts to falsely convict and
imprison the plaintiff. This was also’ done to prevent the
plaintiff from getting free to go after the evidence that would
convict thzm for their c¢riminal acts, and  in attempts to avoid
civil action being levied against thém. This was alsoc done so
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'there would be no’ concrete evidence on record that would prevent-

Michael Lee from being’ placed .in care’ with ‘the plaintiff's

"remalnlng minor c¢hild he already sexually assaulted,. so he could

continue to, sexually assault her, or place her -in risk of such

sexual aszault, as a twisted, perverted, sexual ‘deviate reward.
for his perjured testimony, and as part of the under the table
deal they made with Sylvia Lee, to include William Tetterton and
social workers, to’'get Sylvia Lee custody of the children, if she
would help them coax them into giving perjured testimony(see
Baptist medical records). The SLED DNA Lab said the samples -were
preserved. If the defendants did not aestroy the evidence of
their guilt, in the form of these DNA =amples, once returned,
they still can be tested to Michael Lee. The defendants all knew
of the existence of the .DNA samples. They knew of the assault
Michael Lee perpetrated agalnst the plaintiff's minor daughters.

"It was all the defendants’ involved duty as-social workers, and or

wards of the  court, and or parents, ‘grandparents, or close
relatives and the like to demand and seek the completing of the
testing of those DNA samples to protect my children. Yet in
collaboration with these .corrupt officials, ‘under color of law,
they failed in ‘this duty in malicious acts of gross negligence
and deliberate ‘indifference. ‘It was crudial .to ‘their wicked
purpos€ and désign that Michael Lee be not tested to that DNA/
because proof presents--itself that indicate they falsified-the
autopsy, claimed-she was never pregnant, and there waa no sign of

damage to her uberws, and or siyns .of spontaneous abortion. Any

Sigh oOf pregnaney would have proved they falsified the autopsy, -
that shée contracted gestational diabetes causing said spontaneocus
abortion, and her bleeding to death accompanied by hypovolemoic
shock from her blood sugar levels dropplng from .70dm/ml to
17dm/ml and Mlchael Lee's - sexual assault is what truly killed
her, and these devils and snakes concealed this in the autopsy ' in -

-violation of 18 U.S.C.§1001, in acéts of dssessory after the fact

to 'murder - pursuant to- -S.C.Code - Ann$l6-3-10; 5.C.Code
Ann§l6-3-655; and S.C.Code Ann§l6-1-40. Placenta or fetal tissue
of any kind is heterogeneous: passessing tHe' DNA 'Gf .both mother
and father. If Michael Lee's DNA .showed up in any of those
samples, it would have produced. -.conclusive proof . they fFfalsified
the autopsy. This appears to "also be the reason why they dld not

teat him to fhogﬁvﬂgﬁg_mgle‘g

The defendants named above did:cénspire.with each other

‘and Dr. Joel Sexton, Cort Kortley, David Thomley, John Fellers,

Jean Cato, Peggy Xnox, Ann Millikin; Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish,
John Meadors: 'Mr.Giese, and Mr.Moake,. to commit acts of
Destruction and or Desecration Of Human .Remains in pursuant to
§.C.Code Ann§16-17-600 (3)(3) and or S.C.Code Ann§i5-17-60. This

" .occurred in thé examination conducteo by Dr. Joel Sexton and his

assistant. in Newberry County, - his place of vocatiomn, in late
January, -early February 2000. The incident occurred then, but the
crime was not discovered until the time of the plaintiff's trial
March ‘25,2004, in Camden S.C.. The &tatukte of limitations would

cun from the ftime bthe crime, the incident, was ‘discovered, ..

warranging coriminal and or civil action. THese devils, these
snakes, these dogs, in malicious, criminal, acts of ewil gross
negligence and deliberate indifference,. slit!, cut open like a
pigl, in-acts of mutilation and desecration, the dead body of-an
11l yvear old -african american child, to pour blood in her tissue,
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", . and then take pictures-.afterward, to falsely claim blood seepeg -
" ‘into her tissue, to frame her religious fanatic, Jove the Lord-
‘ thy God- with all 'thy heart, soul, mind, and strength. proud to be
. father, behing religious and racial hatred. 'The emergency -room
doctor. specifically - said, noted even in the -trial transcript,
that’ there were no such bruising an her back. The emergency room
doctor never could .have mnigsed injuries of the ‘manitude the
autopsy falsely alleége. The E.R..doctor was the first to examine
her yeb stated afber examination that there' were no bruises on
- her back at -all; not one. This is an ‘agregious inconsistency that
clearly point to the ‘assertions made by the plaintiff as being
true. ‘The plaintiff filed numerous documents in case(s) No.(s)
01-DR-28-0065; . 02-DR-28-098% G646899, 900, and .901 in Ccamden’ S.C.
informing all .defendants of the. inconsistencies, and made
numerous request for a second autopsy and investigation. The
defendants under color of law ignored the-documents.and reguest.
It was.Hilliam Tetterton's duty as attorney for the neglect. for
Sylvia to ascertain the truth "of what happened -to my child with
all the inconsistencies. Just like the plaintiff dig they should
‘have demanded afsecond;autopsy. Yet' they did nothing except break
the law and or allowed the athers to hreak the laws of this state
and under color of law, in violation .of the plaintiff's right to
equal profection of £the laws, hindered, impeded, obstructed, and
did all they could to.defeat -the due coukse Of- justice.

The defendants named .abové @id conspire- with each other
.and Cort Korley, Davi&-Thomleg,'Jean Cato, Pam Company, Peggy
Knox, Ann Millikin,_Glen'qugers,-Alma Parrish, John Meadors,
‘Mr.Giese, and Mr.Moake, . in malicious, criminal acts" of gross -
negligence and deliberate indifference, falsified the document,
Exhibit WNo.(3), and used  this document .as a8 means of placing-
Michael Lee. back "with .the plaintiff's ‘remaining minor child,
exposing her to risk, harm, and danger, as well . as psychelogical -
and physical danger. This is a blatant ‘criminal act of Criminal
Unlawful Neglect pursuant to S.C.Code Ann%20-7-50." All the
defendants involved knew that Michael Lée sexually assaulted the
plaintiff's daughters. If they would have stated the truth, and
’ placed in the ~document. their knowledge' of Michael Lee's
'assauLgigg;tﬁgm¢ggh&.ﬁ,a;---;; ~EBPvrtriorvourrai € Hot allowed
: © them to place ‘Michael Lee and the pldintiff's remaining minor
child in the same residence, especially with the plaintiff making
npumerous objections. and” complaints in writing and filing: them
with all the relevant courts. William Tetterton and the ‘parties .
aforementioned were there. at . all’ proceedings, and or- had
knowledge of the pProceedings. Tetterton could have prevented this .
as well ds the .other défendantSf.or-fhey‘could.have brought it to
the -attention of someone who . could have prevented it. The
defendants falsified this ddcument, concealing the truth,.saying "’
her assault was by an, "UNKNOWN" perpetrator.. This was part of the
under the tablée deal with Sylvia Lee. They would work ‘to get her
custody of -the children, and escape prosecution, if. she would aid
them against the plaintiff, to include aidiny to solicit false
testimony from the children to ‘have' the plaintiff convicted, to
include her. stealing the plaintiff's assets, to keep the -
plaintiff from making bail or hiring counsel of his choice, to
prevent the plaintiff from getting free to go after the evidence
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--.;hét'would criminally convict them. This act is also a violation,
. Gf 18 U.8.C.§1001. As stated Incest is a crime of moral turpitude

pursuant to $.C.Code Ann§l6-15-20. This goes beyond incest. This -
snake and sexual deviate, sexually assaulted the plaintiff's

" minor children, in acts of - Criminal . Sexual Conduct pursuant to

s.c.Code Ann§l6—-3-655 and these devils}~crooked,'corrupt,'lawless
officials concealed and covered his crimes under color of law, in
defiance to the plaintiff's rights 'of .equal protection of the
laws, to defeat the due course of justice.  Please note Exhibit’
No.(4). This is the letter from SLED F.O.I. Department. Note that
the Governotr's Office records and the Guardian. At Litem .records
containing these falsifiéd documents are in this file. This is
another reason why the defendants work extensively to-prevent the .
plaintiff £from obtaining this file. SLED file . 55010014 - proves -
that they .knew of Michael. Lee's sexual assault upon “-the
plaintiff's children. to include that the: file had evidence that
proved my inhocence, and instead of taking legal action against
‘Michael Lee and producing the £ile, they worked to conceal and
cover up his " orimes,- -in - malicious _criminal acts of gross
negligence and deliberate indifference. . This is a dual
jurisdictional crime. The fglsifying-of~the document occurred.in
Camden S-.C.; but the submitting the document to the Foster Care
Division occurred in Columbia S.C.. This is a continudus crime of
Cetwinal Uplawful Neglect. It began with the falsifying of the
document June 25, 2001 arid continues until this present date. The
plaintiff's minor child A.C. is still a victim of this cruel,
criminal injustice. The Egual Protection Of The Laws Clause

extends to the innocent as well. as the”guilty. It extends to the

- supposed criminal as well as to.the. law abiding citizen State V.

Middleton, 207  8.C., 478, 36 S.E.2d 742(1946); Eslinger V.
Thompson, 340 F.Supp. 8@6(0t5.¢11972)' aff'd 476 F2d "225(4th
Cir.1973); "McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U.S. 184, 85 sS.Ct.283, 13
L.Ed.2d '222(1964). Even though the plaintiff was detained, by
law, the -plaintiff was entitled to equal protection of the laws,
to have the attacker of the plaintiff's minor-children brought. to
justice. The plaintiff had the right to not be subject. to what
was essentially stréng arm robbery.. They failed to follew state
and federal laws to include the policies- of their own agencies.
Please take notice of Exhibit No.(5), "the SLED .intake sheekbt. At

the botEsﬁ"ﬁ?=fﬁ?“?ﬁﬁﬁf?‘fﬁﬁﬁﬁh“%ﬁ%9%§ge@é¥¢sﬁafﬂﬂ$_if tells of

‘the assault, as do numerous docummats in this file. Thay further
prove the defendants knew- and done absolutely nothing te bring
Michael Lee to justice except conspired to break the ‘law or allow
the others to break the .law to impede, hindér. .obstruct, and
defeat the due course of justice: - ' ‘

. -  fThe defendants named above did conspire with each other
and John Fellers, Cort Korley, David Thomley, Jean Cato, .Pam
Company, Peggy Knox, Ann Millikin;, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish,
John leadors. jix.Giese, and Mr.Moake, .in malicious, criminal acts
of gross negligence and- deliberate. indifference, ©tO BsSuppress
ovidence that proved the plaintiff's innocence, in the form of
SLED file 55010014, in efforts to maliciously have the plaintiff

‘ falsely convicted, kidnapped!, in violation of ~8.C.Code

Ann$16-3-210. In this file were numerous documents. to include
the death certificate., which would have prove the allegations'in
the indictment as to time and place of particular averments.

'8



T Ty

. _ ".which are crucial elements of the offense, must -be proven, ang
' .must be passed upon by the Grang Jury before a berson may be-
 lawfully convicteg for the offense of murder State v. Rector, 158
-8.C. 212, 155 g5.g, 385(1930);: S.C.Code Ann§15~17-20; 5.C.Code-
Ann§19-17-30; State v. Ralld, 403 S.E:23 653(1991);: State v. Ham, -

259 s.c. 118, 191, S.E. 24 13(s.c.1972); state v. Sutton,.333 s.C.
192, 508 S.E.24 283(S-ClApp.1998); State v. Pierce, 207 8.E.2q
414; State V. Blakeney, 33 S.C.- 111,11 8.E. 637 infra, State v.
Stevart, 26 S.o. 129 S.E. 468; State’ v. Faile, 43 g.c. 52, 20
S-E. 798; State V.. Adams, 277 §.C.. 118, 283 8,E.2d 582(1981).
Thus it would have vitiated the- conviction.. It would have also.-
pProduced evidence to confirm they falsified the trial.transc:ipt

to ensure to conviction'was,unjustly affirmed in the S5.C. " Court

of Appeals. ‘It would have produced the coronex's notes that would

hearing for the 2 counts of neglect,; after the autopsy was fully
completed ang testified at .that hearing. that no alleged -beating
" killed the plaintiff's child, tha$fat most is "may" have baen a
contributing -facto¥. The file would have produced evidence  in the
form of the Florence Sheriff Dept. 'report and the ’Baptisp
Hospital records that Proved.there was no sign of sexual'assault
on Cylena Lee, that she Was a virgin, ‘and committed perjury in
efforts ko malke horself look like a victim on the witness stand, .
Instructed and' coaxed by the Qdefendants, to include William
Tetterton, to ensure that the plaintiff would be unjustly
- convicteg, kidnapped, for false charges of murder.(see enclosed
- Exhibit No.(12), portion of Baptist records). This evidence was.
crucial to the plaintiff's defense. This file was hidden at SLED
in Columbia S.C. and was not‘discovered by .the plaintirff unti]l
about December 2003 and or about January 2004. "It was hidden
- since the time of. the plaintiff_arreqb. The plaintiff went on the

. This issue f{s also. 'based upon the principle that
defendants are to be given a. meaningful opportunity to presént a
complete defense. O REOLEGE b gt —the—Uniteq States
~STUDLEme Court has geveloped "what might loosely be called the
area of constitutionally guaranteed access to evidence” United
States v. Valenzuela-Bernal, 458 U.s. B58, 867, 102 8.Ct.3440, 73
L.Ed.2d 1193, 1203(1982).

- . In this regard defendants have thg right to reguest .angd
obtain from the Prosecutian evidence-Ehatvmatérial;to the guilt
Of the defendant or relevant to the . punishment to - be imposed

. Brady v. Maryland, 373 uy.s. 83, .83 s.Ct.1194, 10 L.Eq4.24

- 215(1963). Even absent Of reguest, prosecutors have a
constitutional duty to give the defendant exculpatory evidence
which would raige 4 reasonable doubt about his guilt United
Stateés v. Augurs, 427 uU.s. 97, 1 96..8.Ct.2392, 49 L.Ed.2d 342
(1976); State v. Jackson, 396 S.E.2d 101 (5.C.199%0).. .

In South Carolina, - uhader. Rule 608{c), of S.C. Rules of
Crim. Pro., evidence of character, conduct; and bias of witnesses

state in haec [v]erba:
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. ngyidence. of. bias, prejudice, or any motive to
misrepresent ' may be ' shown to impeach the _witness either Dy
examination of the witness or by other evidence otherwise

. adduced".

~ In Brady and Augurs, the_prosecution.faileﬁ to disclose
-exculpatory evidence. Tn the case of United states- v. Bagley, 105
S.Ct.:'3375, the prosecution .failed to disclose evidence that the
defense might have used to impeach the government's vitnesses by
showing bias -or "perverted interest- The court stated:
"Impeachment evidence; howevar, as well as exculpatory evidence,.
falls within the Brady rule" Giglio V.. United Btates, 405 .U.S.
150, 154, 92 S.Ct. 763, 31 L.Ed.2d 704(1972). Such evidence 1s
"ayidence-—favorable to the accused' Brady gupra, so- that if

. discloséd,  and used effectively, it may- make the difference

between conviction and acquittal cf.Napue V. Tllinois, 360. U:5.

. 264, 209 79. 8.Ct.1173, 11771959). The defendants knew of this

evidence. existence. Yet, in criminal acts to prevent their
corrupt tails from going to -jail, to protect Sylvia Lee from
being prosecuted for . Breach Of Trust. and. to protect Michael Lee
from being prosecuted for Criminal Sexual Conduct: unéer color of
law, +in violation of thé plaintiff's-rights to equal protection
of the laws they hid +his file and openly in acts of perjury
denied it'as contents. to impede: hindér..obstruct.-and'defeat the
due  course of ~justice. The kidnapping - statute under S.C.Code
ann§l16-3-910 is broad enough tq-include.and cover the common lav
crime of false imprisonment(see' - 8.C.Code ann§16-3-9107.

* Kidnapping 1is ‘a caéntinuous offenge.. It commences from the time

f’F'l'

_one is wrongfully . @eprived of freedom and continuous until
 freedom 1is -restore. EvVery _issue alleged in. this action is 2

signifiqan;'part~of that falsé imprisonment: Therefore, since the
plaintiff is still falsely .imprisoned by these actions, the
statu#ewpf_limitations iyould not commence. until the plaintiff's

_greggmﬁiis-restored state v. Tucker, 334 S.C. 1, 512 Ss.E.2d8 99
(s.c.1999). T ' . : - :
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John;Meadors,'Carol Theume, Mr .Giese, and MfTﬁﬁﬁf§T=Tﬂﬂm&%ieéc"=,

criminal acts of gross negligence and deliberate indifferxence,

_3id’ falsify the plaintiff's trial transcript. The defendants

either took out, and or modified, and or altered, and or- deleted
any and all erroxs on the part Qf-the-trial court that would
serve to vitiate and or make the conviction infirm to ensure that
the - plaintiff would remain criminally and unjustly "convicted,
kidnapped! There were SO0 many errors on the part of the trial
court - the .conviction on direct review could not have possibly
stood and the sentence and conviction would have had to De
vacated. One of the crucial changes they made was the testimony
given by the pathologist .Joel dexton. The pathologist clearly

" testified at trial that the initial incident and or -assault have

Had to occur about 7:00P.M. " in Kershaw County, but the death
occurred in Richland County as outlined in his presented autopsy.
They also deleted and or altered any testimony by the pathologist
that would clearly show he was negligent in not documenting any
signs ©of the _sexual issault  perpetrated- Dby Michael -Lee,
ourposely, maliciously . omitted by . the patholoyist in

_ eollaboration with the other listed parties. They did this so

that upon direct review it would appear from the record that the
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_.'l._uql.. Layglle vL JuLLbulCEanf ana bucn Eranster could Not . be orally

uone, it had to. be in wrltlng, and such written: transfer of

"jurlsdlctlon ‘had to be Ffiled with- the. clerk of court in both.’

Richland an Kershaw counties in order for .said transfer to be
able to stand up to legal mandates and requirements. of law, This
was ‘not done.  Therefore the. coroner  John Fellors and or Dr.
Sexton and his assistant .did not even have proper authorlty by
law to do the autopsy. Wllllam Tetterton was an ex-solicitor. He
kney the law quite well. He ‘knew the death occurred in Richland
County. He was Sylvia and Cylena Lee's attorney. He handled many

cases of this nature before. He knew of the plaintiff's concerns

over. the autopsy and my. questioning it's validity; yet he done
nothing ahout this breach of law. The other defendants knew of

" this matter as well., It was. thelr ‘duty as offials involved in the

case, ‘as wards of tha 'dourt, as parents and or close’ relatlves to

take action, to Jinvestigate the facts, and to ensure ‘that the -due

course of Justlce was not in any way compromlsed. Pursuant to
S8.C.Code.Ann§l7-5-260, the county- co¥oner and or examiner of the
”OUﬁty wvhere the death was’ found shall make immediate inguiry

nto the ‘cause and -manner ‘of death. and Shdll reduce his .findings

*o writing on forms provided for this purpose retaining a. copy.

for his files 1962 - Code§{l7-166; 1972(57) 3064. Pursuant to
S.C.Code Ann$§i7-5- ~250,. power ‘to’ determlne;‘the .county examiner
and or coroner of the:county where the death is found shall have
the: power- to- determlne ‘that an autopsy shall’ be. 'madz ' in addition
to .the powers investéd in other law .enforcement officials to
order an autopsy 1962 Code$ 17 1565; 1972(57) 3064.- In pursuant to

S.C. Digest, a coroner has authorlty to.-gather evidence at the

scene of the crime'and preseérve it for ‘trial; ‘however,. he may not
withhold it from the investigating offlcers Opinion No.4483 Code
1962§ 17-91: Thus we have the coroner's not s llstee in SLPD rlle
55010014. e . .

Atty ‘Gen. 1963 . probldesﬁ Cofoﬁer'bf Kershaw -County vas
limited  to ‘his jurisdiction te Kershaw. County and was not

-'authorlzed to ‘grant permission for &n autopsy on person who died
" in Richland County 1962-63.0Opinion Atty. Gen. 105. Pursuant to

Atty..Gen. 1952 under 1952§17 91 provzdeS' If a person is injured
in one county and dies in another, - the. coroner of the county

_where the person dies or where the body is found should take the_“'

initiative and make BUch.inguiry as to what caused the death as.

he considers propexr.- 1952-33 Op. Atty. Gen. 58. Pursuant to
.C.Céde Ann§l7-7-10, the: coroner in the county of ‘which- the
lnjury ‘'was inflicted has no authority to order an autopsy or post
mortem examination of a- person, 1f-said -parson -is taken out of
the county or state for treatment and dies in another county or
state - 1978 Op. Atty. Gen. No. 78-68 “pg. 94. ‘The ‘plaintiff's
oaughLer was alive, in a 'coma, ‘and faalng fast when she arrived
at the Richland County hospital. Therefore . the .Xershaw County

coroneryJohn Fellers,  did not have the authority .to order the

autopsy. It  should have been ordered: by the Richland County

coroner. The autopsy was conducted in Newberry County by Dr. Joel .

Sexton and was ordered” January 26,2000. This act also was done in

conjunction with the false iwprisonment'and or- Klunapplng. Since’

the kidmapping is a continuous offense and the plaintiff is still

imprisoned the 'statute of limitations would not apply. John

Fellers and Cort Korley threatened that they would work with

various parties invelved to frame the plalntlff even though thej
12
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stated they knew ‘the plalntlff was lnnocent Thls is why

'?rtheyﬁﬁ olated:the  law in ordering’ it. Their intent from the start
r'-hwas to ‘m nlpulate it's flndlngs in efforts to have the plalntlff

’““kldnapped

ang " . falsely imprisoned; under ‘color .of law, in
violation" o£ the plaintiff's rights to the equal protection of
o the.lawsy. to’ 1mpede, hinder, obstruct, and defeat the due course
of justlce.-‘ . : o T

" The defendants named above dld consplre w1th each other
and .Jdohn Fellers, Cort Korley, .David Thomley, dJecan- Cato, Pam
Companyf Peggy Knox, Ann Millikin, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish,

- John Meadors, Mr.Giese; and Mr.Moake, .in malicious,. crimigﬁl;qgtstr e
Y gross neyligence’ and-. ‘delibsrats.. 1nd1ffertnce, did: solicit

false teéstimony.from Cyléna,, Michael, "and Quinta TLee. .Knowiny it
_ was false, so much until they knew that. they had to suppress SLED
. file 55010014 becduse it prcduce concrete .evidence that it was
.,Qperjured, JiAY efforts” tol mallciously have the plaintiff falsely
'#'1mprlsoned,‘ kldnapped;, in" vioclation of S.C:Code Ann§l6-3-910..
; - "ﬁe it Camdéh S.C. during the plaintiff's trial held

_ 1. d=29th:, 20045 Thls was.-also .- done to prevent the
’;-pla1nt1ff‘Lfrom gettlng free to go after evidence that would
'conv1ct'them of - their crlmes, and prevent civil action from belng
w i _'[ “hem._Thls wag done: also’as a: mallclous ‘effort. to
aaLtacP‘ the™ plalﬁtlft behlnc rellglous and “racial -hatred. ‘The .

m
1y
1
Qz
I

Wi prosecution . at . Aumerous. ~points. during the trial attacked the
- plaintiffls. rellglous bellefs calling them evil, ‘oppressive,

'*«domrnatlnq“"controllrng ™ and “other - such- derogatory Worda T They —

- .@did -this:
-John Eelle

conecert. with: thé desire and effort of Cort Korley and.
who called the plaintiff a "nigger cult leader", and °
‘Jonég! '"elalmlng the: plaintiff ‘was. endeavorlng to -

- : - 1r‘county. Agaln they stated. they knew the

plalntlfffwas 1nnocent, but :they were going. to find-a .way to make - -

me pay’s for; a! crime whether the plaintiff was innocent or not.

:_South Carollna-“STILL" “Fim: Crow" justice at. it's best. In--S.C.

* Rules’, 0fEvidence” Rule 610. pursuant 'to Religious Belief or
0p1n10n prOVLGeS"': o ' : :

ff'mattér

3 JﬂlSthi“ for the purpose of show1ng
‘that by 5 A;of thelr nature the W1tness credibility. is
1mpa1red or'lnhanced" TR . .

The U. S. Constitution prchlblts such act lf the bellefs of
the party in guestion do  not break ‘any established laws (see -
U.5.C.A. amend{s). 1 and 14). It .is a requirement that cannot be.
deemad -to be:satigfied by mere notlce and" or hearing if a state
has™ contrlved a.. conV1ctlon through. the pretense.of & trial. which
. in tLuth isg: but used_ as .a means of depriving a defendant of
.lrberty througb-a dellberate deception of court and jury by the
presentation. of testlmony and ‘' or evidence known to.'be perjured
andg-- ormfalaer«and or--unconstitutional. Such a contrivance by a
state to-procure the coriviction and- imprisonment of. a defendant
is- as: inconsistentiwith the rudimentary. demands of justice as is
the obtalnlng of a'like result by intimidation Brady v. Maryland
supra; United States ex reél Almeida v. Baldi, 195 F2d B15; United
States ex rel Thompson v. Dye, 221l F2d- 763; Mooney v. Holohan,
294 U.S. 103, 112; Pyle v. Kansas, 317.U.8. 213, 215-216; Alcorta

13




B e

' vJ‘Texas, 355 U.S5. 28. The defendants involved knew they were

going to do  this before they did it. It was a malicious,
criminal, premeditated act. They had the power to stop it and not
be a part of it. It was Tetterton's duty as an ex-soliéitor and
ward of the court by the code of professional ethics to take
action to prevent this cruel act. Yet he did nothing .due to being
paid off with misappropriated funds. All the parties listed did
this under color of law, in ‘violation of the plaintiff's rights
to equal protection of the laws, to impede, hinder, obstruct the
due course of justice to have the plaintiff kidnapped!

The defendants named above did, conspire.with each other
and John. Fellers, Cort Korley, David Thomley. Jean Cato, Pam
Company. FPedgy Knox, Ann Millikin, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrishy,
John Meadors: Mr.Giese, and Mr.Moake, in.criminal,'malicious_aqts
of gross negligence “nd ‘deliberate indifference,. did jinstrict and
or coaxed Michael Lee as to what to say once he took the witness
stané to prevent and protect him from placing on the record any
statements the would validate .hé was guilty of Ccriminal Sexual

_ Conduct. 1lst degree. This boy, . egregiously coaxed by an adult who

knew what the elements were, like a pro. this -boy strategically
avoided giving away the truth of his physical sexual assauylt upon
the plaintiff's child, specifically, the physical battery..
aggravated .force: and aggravated ¢oercion, which. provide the
crucial elements’ for Criminal Sexual Conduct lst degree..It's
obvious he wasz coazgd and imstructed in what bo say to pretent
testimony of this nature on the record thakt would reguire thet ha
be tried as an adult. At his age, and as the man who raised him I
¥rou - Eor certain hichas)  Lee had. no nowlzdge of the aggravated
@ircumstaﬁces'relatéd'to the 'offense and how do avoid them, but
on the witness stand that day he did. This makes the all. the
parties 1isted assessories ~after the fact to Criminal Sexual
Conduct pursuant to S.C.Code'Ann§16f3h655. The ‘defendants ~did
this in Camden S.C. during the plaintiff's.trial March 22nd-29th,
2004, in efforts to have ﬁhé‘plaintiff'kidhapped1 under color of
law, in violation of the plaintiff's rights of equal- protection
of the laws: to prevent the attacker of thefplaintiff‘s children
from being prosecuted: to impede, hinder. obstruct: and defeat,

...._m_-.m-—u.n‘m:mm‘

ehre—dge—course—ofjustics. They a1l knew and had a part inm it..

The defendants named above did conspire with each other

. and John Fellers, Cort Koxley; David Thomley, Jean Cato, Pam '
- Company, Peggy Knox, Ann Mitlikin, Glen Rodgers. Alma Parrish.

John Meadors, Mr.Giese. and Mr.Moake, and did instruct Cylena -Lee
to - file a false report of €sC, -supposedly of the oplaintiff
perpetrating this lie upon her persomn« This makes the defendants
guilty of filing a false .report{statute omitted). The girl was a
wirgin whea last in b plaintifgts care. This 18 also indicated
in the Baptist Hospital records. This is -another reason they.
suppressed the SLED file Wo.55010014. The Florence Sheriff Dept-
records weres there of her making this false claim and there being
no evidence.of such found. Ik is obvious since she was the one
first said to be the one home the time the fake conjured up crime
occurred, their desire was to make her look likKer a yictim to

.manipulate the jury and play upon their sympathay in ordar -to give

her more credibility atbt th@-plaih&iff“s Frial a5 she gave her
perjured testimony. This was Jdohe in- Camden S.C. the week of
March 22nd-29th, 2004, and design to enhance the plot of
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" %kidnapping and or false imprisonment. This was alqo done -to
“"prevent the plaintiff from getting free to go after ey1@ence tﬁat
" proved their gquilt, have them Jjailed and levy c%vi¥_fct10n
against them. This was also none to prevent the plaintiff from
taking legal action against Sylvia, Michael, a her pther clase
relatives, in collaboration with the corrupt officials, under
color of 1law, in violation of the .plaintiff's rights to egual
protection of the laws, to impede, hinder, obstruct, and' defeat
the due course of  justice.. -

: The defendants named above, did conspire, with each other
and . John Fellers, Cort Korley, David Thomley., dJean’ Cato, Pam
Company Peggy Knox, Ann Millikin; Glenn Rodgers, Alma Parrish,
John Meadors, Mr.Giese, and Mr.Moake, in Camden S5.C. -Fhe
conspiracy began June 25, 2001, was carr%ed _over to -yar%on
County, Marioen. S.C. in their placing the plalntlﬁf“sjcﬂllq with
Sylvia Lee, from on or about January 2003 thFough thg t1@E'thg 2
counts of neglect ‘was dismissed against .Sylvia Lee, 1n v%olatlon_
of the court order - issued in the ' Family Court, 1in -case
No.01-DR-28-0065, in acts of Criminal Unlawful 'Heglect pursuant
to 8.C.Coéc .Bnn§20-7-50, which was an act associated with ‘the
kidnapping pursuant to S.C.Code. Ann§lé6-3-910,. as part oﬁ_ that
deal .to solicit false testimony to have the plaintiff unjgstly,
falsely, convicted in his trial conducte March 22}_2094. Th1§ yas
done under color of ‘law , in violation of the plaintiff's rights
to equal -protection of the laws,. also in efforts to impede,
hinder, obstruct, and defeat the due course of Justice.

i ‘The defendants named above did conspire with each.other
and Dr. Joel Sexton, Janice Ross?(his assistant), John Fellers,
Cort Korley, David Thomley, .Jean Catd, Pam Company. Peggy Knox,
Ann Millikin, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish, John Meadors, Mr.
. Giese, and Mr.Moake, .did in. malicious, criminal acts of gross
regligence and deliberate indifference, worked in concert with
each other during and -or after the fact, to prevent the
pathologists who conducted the ' autopsy, to purposely,
maliciously, not put in writing and or document signs of the
sexual assault that Michael Lee perpetrated upon the plaintiff's.
to include purposely not documenting in the autopsy

' W ET-TN1 rEE T ~pPUSSEESTdTT T VagTITa L
hymen, which would serve to validate proof as to whether or not
Michael Lee repeatedly raped her at every opportunity he got. The
plaintiff's daughter was 11 years old. SHe had to have a vaginal
hymen. Absance of such is clear .proof of the rapes perpetrated
against her. This was done as part of the under the table deal to
-protect Michael Lee from prosecution for his crimes of Criminal
Sexual Conduct, also 'as a reward to solicit perjured testimony. to
have bhe plaintiff Kidnapyped and falsely imprisoned. This act is-
part of the conspiracy to €dmsit kidnapping, and the. kidnapping
itself. It occurred in the autopsy . done in Newberry County
orderéd by Fellers, conducted by Sexteon on January 26, 2000. The
pathologist inadvertently . place on the record during the
plaintiff's +trial, testimony that clearly’ show he knew of the’
sexual assault. but purposely, in acts of gross negligence,
maliciously, in cellabaoration with the corrupt officials d4id .not
document this crucial evidence. This preseat an additional motive
as ‘to why. they had to falsify the the plaintiff's trial
transcript. It was in effort to protect the crooked pathologist

BT 3
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CY wﬁb they knew falsified the autopsy to aid their,plan, scheme,
and perverted design. Even A.C.,. the plaintiff's remaining minor
o child, tolad them that Michael sexually assaulted her. The laws of
. . South Cdrolina are clear and ‘cortain. By what's outlined in the,
. . statutes of the various ‘sex crimes, such as Incest and Criminal
geyual Conduct, that no individual who -commit oOF is gquilty of

such crimes, are not allowed to be in_the-Vacinity-and'or care of
other c¢hildren: especially if it's. one he already sexually
assanlted. This.is pure gross negligence; criminal in nature, and
wvould expose the plaintiff's child to clear. imminent and present.
danger - of possible future sexual assault.-Yet the defendants and
parties involved in their lawlessness and blatant disreyard - for

my child's safety and laws of this state, to aidy encourage, abet
Jylvia Lez in $teal ing the plaintiff’s assets, get the .children,

and basically push off her 5 counts of neglect for 'her part ‘on
coaxing the children 4into giving perjured__testimony ~at . the
plaintiff’s trial, behind religious and racial hatrea, these
snakes and .rats. placed'Michael Lee .in the same home with my
child, exXposing her to danger, by not documenting " the sexual
assault, and whether -or. hot she had a vaginal ~hymen present.

- Mr.Brunson was at the various hearings and trial. He married
sylvia Len, . ip their union benefited £rom the misappropriated
funds, .kneéw of . the acts of sexual assault upon the'plaintiff's
child, vet did nor said nothing as they place the  plaintiff's
‘chiid and Michasl Lee in a home under his authority in Marion

s.c. 'area. The evidence to prove this and that it was done in
violation of the court ordiér, would .be the kids school records.

! ‘mhe school records will show the names of the parents and o©T
} guardians,-the'place of residence; and when they . arrived thera.
Comparé this to the court order and the date the charyges werse
dismizsed and it will show the violation. It was the prosecutors
duty to go after any .and all,éxiénmaﬁ.of auy crims and not
arbitrarily for ulterior motives be gelective and manipulative«
X Tt was the social workers .duty, in the interest of the children
involved, to ensure that any evidence of.sexual assault against a
child be documented. 1t was William Tetterton's duty as a ward of
the rcourt and aex—-solicitor to see that all evidence of any
alleged crimes ralat=d to the cases, for which he was even hired
g rgunse Dby the —code of professional ethics’” to ensure -all

Laiin e mr vmm m

evidenca of the crimes were documenceds Fe——giarS Saludals,
Cylena's,-and.the‘other defendants duty as parent and or.close
erzlakives ko ensure this was done Or at least make an attempt to
notify authorities who way . have had the power to- correct the
injustice of this deficiency. Yet they . all .did nothing except
make themselves a part of the crimes listed in this document,
collaborating with the corrupt officials. under color of law, on
violation of the plaintiff’s right to equal protection of the
laws,. to impede, hinder, obstruct, or defeat the due course of
justice. Phis was also done &0 thare would be nothing documented
by record producing evidence that would prevent Michael Lee from
baing placed in care with the plaintiff's child. Without there
being anything documented the garties would lie, and falsely
claim they wexe ignorant of the facts, sSo as to give such a
reason why they did not pursue any criminal action against
ichael Lee. Korley: Thomley:« Fellers, Meadors: Giese, Moake. and
the othier officials would not pe compelled by duty to act, due to
there not belng tangible evidence documeénted requiring them to
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act.

The defendants named above aid conspire -with each -other
and -John ‘Fellers, Cort Korley, .David  Thomley, Jean Cato, Pam
Company., Peggy Knox, Ann Millikin, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish,
John Meadors, Mr.Giese, and Mr. Moake, in malicious, criminal-

‘Acts of gross uegligence angd deliberate ‘indifference, in Camden

5-C., March 22nd-29th, 2004, at the plaintiff's trial, to produce-
falsified evidence in the form of a statement said to. have been
given. by -the. pPlaintiff, in -efforts to have the plaintifs
kidnapped and then later assassinabad as previously .onklined.
This supposed statement, criminal produce, in Sharm Lega)
Procegs(statute omitted), was never made - by the. plaintiff, never .
signed by the plaintiff, one foreign, mysteriously produced like"
"Adam's house cat", for.-which the plaintiff was never given a

. Copy of the. time it ¥Yas supposedly made becausé the plaintiff

never made it. Wo signed waiver of HMiranda rights was produced,
they used this falsified evidence at the plaintjff's trial,
to cross-examine the pPlaintiff on the witness stand, to make the
plaintiff "look 1like a 1liar, . to, destroy the plaintiff's
credibility before, the Jury, in order that the plaintiff be
fTurther kidnapped!, ang falsely convicted. This was done in
violation of S5.C.Code Ann§§18-15-50; S.C.Code Ain§lo9-1-80;
S.C.Code Ann§l9~1-90; State 'v. Scott, '237 S.E.2d 886; State- v.

Easler, 471 S.BE.24d 207; State v. Henderson, 334 S.E.2d 517: State
V. Greene, 499 8.E.24 817.. This document is "fruit of a poisonous

tree", compromises the whole proceedings, and should_ have never
been allowed State v. _Cox, 335 S8.E.2d 809: State v-McLaughlin,

.413 8.E.2d 819 at B3L. State v. Torrence, 406 S.E,2d 315 at 310,

326-328. .This was a malicious acF, purposely done in defianee to
known law, under color of law.: in violation of the plaintiff's
right -to egual protection of ‘the  laws, . to impede, - hinder,

ohstruct, or defeat the due coursa of justice.

The defendants. named above ‘did conspire with each other
4nd Jehn- Follows, Cort Korley, David Thomley, Jean Cato, Paw.
Company, Paggy Knox,. Ann Millikin, Glenn Rodgers, Alma Parrish,

Joimn Meadors, Mr.Giese, and Mr.Moake, in Camden 8.C.,° from

' Februaty 2000 until this present date, in malicions, .crimipal

a0 Y655 NegLijence and deliberate indifference,- in acts of
kidnapping and false imprisonment, in cases G6468292, 900, -and 901
of the Court Of General Sessions; detained and commenced  .with &
trial against the plaintifsf, in_acts'oflprosecutional"misconduct;
knowing fully well 'they did not have the authority and or Subject
Matter Jurisdiction,. due to they beiny beyond -the (180) day time
Zrame allotted by the S.C. Constitution and S.C. Rules of Court,
because they failed to obtain a "[W]ritten" order of continuance
pursuant to the constitutional provisions, to. continue the cause.

In pursuant to Article Vv§4 of the s.cC. Constitution:

"IT IS ORDERED that all criminal cases in the stata-
of South Carolina shall be ‘disposed of within (180) days from -the
date of the defendant's arrest. Provided, however, that tae
Circuit Court may continue the criminal case beyond (130) Cays oy
"written" {(emphasis added) order if .the court determines that
exceptional circumstances exist in the case:' This order does not
create or define a right of a defendant to. a speedy trial"(sece.
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. 8-C« Rules Of Court 2003 Ed. pg:.652).

This has nothing to do with a speedy tridl  issue. It's
simply a matter of state and S.C. Constitutional 1law. S.C.Code
Ann§l-7~730 and S.C.Coéde,  Ann§il7-13~150 require. that ". the
pProsecuting beody fulfill and see that ‘all the ~duties,
requirements, .and rules of criminal " procedure, and the s.cC.
Constitution are adhered to and completed within the courts..

. The provisions of the 'S.C. Constitution shall be taken, .

. deemed; and construed to be mandatory and or prohibitory, and not
merely directory, exXcept where 'made directory Or 'permissory’ by
it's own terms. "Shall"™ is. mandatory. Words must be given their
Plain meaning unless something in the [tlext require a.different
interpretation. . Robinson v. .Shell 0il Co., 117 sS:ct. 843,
.846(1991);. Article 12%2  S.C.Const.; .United States v. Meyers, 106

EF3d 936, 941(C.A.;O 1997}; Seckinger v. The' Vessal Excalibur, "483 -
S-R.2d 775 (S.C.App.1997); Uniteq States v. Ron Pair. Enterprises -

.Xnc., 109 s.Ct. 1026, 1030(1989); 5.C.Const. Article 1§23; State
Vo Carson, 317.5.C.430, 431, 454 5.B,2d 888, 869(1995), '

‘8ince there was no "WRITTEN" order of continuvance issued
within the" (180) time- frame required by -law Ffor the murder - or
neglect charges, and the plaintiff wrote the Kershayw County Clerk
Oof Court to 'check, the trial court lacked: Subject ‘Matter
Jurisdiction and a trial should have never taken place and the
Plaintiff should be free today. The ".plaintiff was arrested
February 2000. That gave the  prosecution until--August 2000 té try
tha case. ¥Yel the plaintiff was not brought 'to trial until. March
2004, 4 years past. the time frame allotted by law.' The parties
employed by the Dept. Of Social Services,]to diq in the scheme

. and plot. of kidnapping,nunjustly kept the 2 counts of Neglaet
levied against the plaintiff ih.place knowirg fully well once the
plaintiff was unjustly indicted for murder, they never intepnded
to pursue- the neglect any further. The bond for the 2 counts of
neglect was unjustly, excessively set aE'$250,000.00, 2% times
nigher. than the murder bond, in violatien of .the plaintiff's 8th
amendment'rights..The.S.Ct Constitution. mandate by .law the the
cases vere. -suppose to have been . resolved .within (180) davs in

PUrsiarb—re—artietr=—v§fTT¢ was their duty and responsibility
that before that 180 day period expired, 'to dismiss the charges
Oor get before a judge to obtain a "written" order of continuance.
This'was never done in violation of established 1law,. knowingly,
maliciously, to prevent the plaintiff from making bail to go
after evidence of .their crimes to avoid prosecution and civil
action being ‘levied against them, in Guantonomo Bay tactics, in
blatant defiance of law, under color of law, in violation of the

plaintiff's rights to equal protection of the laws, in efforts to

impede; hinder, obstruct, or.defeat the due course of justice.

The defendants named above did. conspire with each other
and Dr. Joel Sexton, Janice Ross?(his assistant), John Fellers,
Cort Korley, David Thomley, Jean Cato, Pam Company,'?eggy Knox,
Ann Millikin, Glen Rodgers, Alma Parrish, .John Meadors, Mr.Giese,
‘and Mr.Moake, in Camdén S.C., from February 2000 until ‘thisg

present date, in acts b&f kidnapping and false imprisonment., - in

malicious criminal acts of gross negligence and deliberate

18




GG mtt————

'ipaifferencé; did commit Sham Legal Process in V10LlaTlon wu wves
- carolina Code-of Laws(statute omitted). It is perspicuous by the
_aforementioned issues of concern that the plaintiff should have
never been made to ‘endure a cruel, wicked: evil. léwless;'unjﬁst
' trial for murder. .egpecially. one that does not - exist which
rasulted in permanent 1ife time injuries and disability to the
p;aintiff. Phis case will reveal that .the plaintiff child died of .
natural causes and this was criminally concealed ©OF suppressed in
the autopsy,.behind the criminal deeds of under the covery bahind
the sheets: eyil EKhu Khlux Xhlansmeny a- wicked criminal attempt
to attack a man behind religious and racial hatred. State and
federal statutes nake it criminal'to act'willfﬁlly under color of
law to deprive persons of .rights protected by - the Uu.s.
Constitution”and laws of the United States and encompasses rights
protec;ed'by the.Due Process Clause -of the 14th Amendment United
States v. Lanier, U.S. Tenn. 1997 117 5.Ct. 1219, 520 U.S8.239.
137 L.Ed.238 432 on remand 114 F3d 84 on remand; 123 F3d 9457°
pickings v. Penn. R Co. s c.c.A. ~3(P.A.) 1945, 151 F2a 240,
rehearing denied 152 Fad 753 McShane V. Moldovan: ¢.As Mich.
1949, 172 .F24 1016. Attacking the plaintiff,behind such religious .
and racial hatred is an action that musC not go unanswered by the
_courts. The plaintiff's'ieligious.beliefs'may have ‘been stranye.
They may hode been unpopulary bui Fhey did ot brealC any laws:
the plaintiff was clearly unjustly Pu ished under calor of lawv
for -the free exercise thereof, rights: impunities: and privileges
secured by the laws of the United States. Fiorino’ V. Turnet: D.C.
Mass. 1979, 476 F.Supp-. 962: Williams V- United sStakes: C.Aa.

e

s(FLA.) 1950v 179 ‘F2d 656 certs granted 71 S.ct. 707 340 U.S.
850, 95 L-Ed. 622 aff'd 71 s.Ct.. 341 U.5. 97, 95 L.Ed. . 774

. Under this'section declaring that'ghoefgr, under the color
of any law, wWillfully subjects an - inhabitant of "any state” to
deprivation .of any rights or. jmmunities secured. by U.S.C-A.
const. Amend.l4 or laws of the United. States: shall be subject to
:state'penalty, the rights referred to include the .right to :be
tried by a legally constituted court: right not to be deprived of
liberty without and or DY corrupted Due Process: and the right
not to be arrested by an officer acting arbitrarily without cause

§ . ‘1953, 204 F28 247. —

E,. Fre-for—ah glterior purpose Brown V. United States, C.A. 6 (Tenn.)

When an of ficer, -knowing a. warrant = to be: illegal,
groundliess, OX fictitious.. willfully'usés'his‘authority and or
instrument of arrest and incarcerate an Lccusedy such action is
* deprivation- of -'the rights of the accused to liberty and a
violation of this section and neither threat, nor- violence is a
necegsary ingredient of the offense under guch’ circumstances.
United States V. Ramey s ClK._4_iW.VA.) 1964 336 Fad 512 cert
denied 85°S.Ct. 549, 379 U.S. 972, 13 L.Ed.2d 564. These actions
presented: done under color of law, serve to deny the plaintiff
@eiial protection of the 1lavs against unjust prosecution, to
imgeﬁe, hinder, obotruct, ©F defeat the due course of ~justice:
and is an act of kidnapping and false imprisonment. ' - :

the defendants named .above aid conspire with each othar
and Dr. Joel BSextonr Janice Ross, Johd pellees, Cort Rorlay.:
David. Thomley, Jean cato, Pam Company: Peggy Knox, ann. Millikin.
. glaw-Rodqers, Alma parrish, .John Meadors: Mr.Giese, and- Mr.Moake,
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34 criminal, malicious acts of 'gross negligénce and deliberate

inNdiEference, did commit Conspiracy to Commit Murder; and Assault
®ith Intent To Kill(2 counts) pursuant to 5.C.Code ann§l6-13-230;
S.C.Code Ann§16-1-40; ~ S.C.Code .  Ann§l6-1-55; " - §.¢.Coda
Ann$16-17-722(b). This occurred in Lee County while the. plaintiff
was 'housed at Lee .County <Correctional Center, in Bishopville
S.c., - in April 2004, and at [Lieber Correction Inst., in
Dorchester County May and or June of 2004, and the possibility”
exist the conspiracy is still in action awaiting 'the right
opportunity to strike. Once the plaintiff was kidnapped: unjustly
convicted and imprisoned, Cylena, Sylvia. Michael, Gert, Herbert
Lee, and the Abrams, paid for hire -and oY contracted from the
outside, other inmates to kill and or assassinate the plaintiff
while incarceirated. Theif ™ plan. scheme, or attempt,  was to make
it look like the plaintiff was killed "pby a simple prison
altercation. that accidentally endad up in my death. People get
" kill in prison all the time. This was done to end my appeal
process and prevent the plaintiff from getting free to go after
avidence to criminally conviect them and prevent civil action from
being levied agailnst them. Witness(es) tipped the plaintiff off
to the assassination ~plot. - The -’ wvitness{es) told - 'the
plaintiff;"Priesfy there's a hit out on you". What made the
plainkiff Know the threat was real, and not something conjured up
was other information this person told the plaintiff. The
plaintiff stayed to .himsélf. I told or talked te‘no one about my
case or conviction. I wasn't at Lee but for under 2.wacks then.
The witness had specified personal information about me my family
and my rrial proceedings, that no one there should have- known,
. was not ‘in my $.C.D.C records, that was not notéd in any media’of
any kind that only my immediate ex-family would. or -could- have
known. He knew- the plaintiff had a scare on the outside of his
left .wrist independent of. the injuries that resulted from my’
false imprisonment. He told.a.story. and or information, that was

a variation of tha lie leena-Lee-testified-on.the witness stand
at the plaintiff's trial. Cylena Lee testified at the -plaintiff's
trial that the plaintiff would beat his deceased daudhter with a
stick, and-always made her watch 'when this-was done. that I made

‘her watch and no one else every time- this.was done. This' lie and

;*g=_—_fj35?Tﬁ?@ﬁ"ﬁﬁﬂ?ETme%ﬁhﬂﬂes—éuasggh_$L£;4;Qgg;é or on the news in any

fashion. The defendants dave the contracted assassins a varliailon
of this lie told by Cylena Lee' thus clearly tying her to the
would be assassins. Nevertheless/ the  defendants even lied to the’
contracted - assassins. . The defendants attempted to make . the
plaintiff into 2  child molester. They lied to the .assassins and
diad not tell the would be assassindg that the plaintiff was .
_convictéd of murder. This alsc proves that had no knowledge of my
case from the media, because if they did, they would have known
-the plaintiff was convicted f£or murder and not child.molestation;
They -said ‘the. plaintiff was convicted for child mplestation,
because everybody knows child molesters don't do well in prison.
fnmates would consider it & badge of honor:. to’ kill .a child
molester. Now the lie, story: and perjured testimony changes and
instead of Cylena -allegedly being made to watch . me as I
supposedly~disciplined Korreshay now she in collaboration with
the other defendants tell the assassins I would sexually assault
"ALL" oi my children,- boys. and girls alike, since they were all
toddlers, and as I supposedly assaulted each child, male - and
female alike, I would make all the other children sit ang watch
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as T.took -turns, sexually’ agsaulting each 'chilé, every time I
assaulted them. Geel, by. the God I servel If 1 was one oI the
assassins that would have incited me to anger -too. Bverytime I .
think ' about these' devils.-and these doys, these rso-called"
jefendants, and what they d¢id to my family the rage at times

‘seems immeasurable- This child was one of the most. sweetest young-

ladies I knew, that walked the planet. Now by their .evils this
woman foolishly . made Herself a part of a genuine murder ‘plot

_behind a bogus homicide these devils conjured up. Now I 'got to

put this girl who was once theédelightfof.her father's eyes in

. jail. The people wﬁoﬁfI_once;loved.liVes'are now ruined as you

ruined mine.This nightmare will never be -over for me. - Every day
that. Imlive,I,willwbewfotceamto-liﬁE‘it knowing I had to put the
most precious people who. wvere once in ‘my l1ife in Jjail. Behind
what you people did I will never know a day of happiness. I will
nunt .you devils. down with the law until the last of my dying days
until you are brought.toéjustiéeJ“There'is no place you can hide.
o rock: -you can. cranl wpder. . I, vwill not ghysical touch you. The
Yrap and snare you set-for:me, will now.be 'turned on you all, and

I will see you.imprisoned for the remainder of your days.

Referring_back-to_thiS'issué.“Ehig'was a variation of the’
story Cylena told at trial. tying. her to. the assassins. Tou: a6 Lo

be“there'toﬁhave“knoﬁmagﬁwitaas'nge~the~woulémbe=a§sasgins.came
vith this information., it made me know the  threat was real. The

»lainciff then asked the informant, "yho ordered and oOF
contracted the hit?" The -informant said, MCylena. -and Her

.peoples”. Even _though-. the other defendants. . may not. have ‘had

direct -contact-.in orchestrating. - the: actual. "hig"., Fellers:
Korlsy,?ThbﬁLeY$ﬁﬁ@aaorsl Giése,»Moake, and Tetterton, did Have .
the ‘influence and or cléut‘to“ensure-that“the~pléintiﬁijwas sent
to one of the worst institutions for. violence in the state of
South Carolina. Wikh all. the drimina;:abﬁs perpetrated by them
against the g laintiff in: the courtsdy .iu rheir- religious and
racial -‘mq{-‘r’af:' and eminent rigk. of their imprisonment if the
lainti§f ever geb releasedly ey d0 hade mokive. Shortly after
he plainkiff was fotificd of the - Wity -at  Lee; that was
LG hﬁ%ﬁmqa%ﬁs?zkgnﬁ;éhg;p. idtiffjwéﬁfmyateribusly*moved from
Lee C.I. to Lieber C.T.. The'plaintiff:tnougnt’iL was—a—godsend

Yet inside- I knew 1if the threat was genuine:no mattarﬁﬁhére I go

At would follow ne. I askéd .the -case worker at Lieber why was.I
moved. The-case worker said there was & "red flag¥-on my file. I
asked her,"what did that mean?" It turns out that one of Cylena's
relatives vas employed at the Lee Countyﬂfacility;-This appears-
to be the source of the agsassins connection from the -outside.
The case worker .would not tell me the name of. the employee, but
vhat she aid tell me -is that the .person knew me. even though™ T did
not know him, the person said some horrific ‘thing about me,-and
gave them the impression.hé"or she* could not contiol” theit. rage

if we both remained at Lée.'The'plaintiﬁf contends this person

whoever it may be, already contracted the "hit", and: then placed
information -in his’ S.C.D.C. file to-éivert suspicion .and make it
appear they vere .being open if. somehow the "hit* failed and he. ox
she was exposed. This pexson did not  expect s.c.D.C. to move as
fast as . they did, . and before the "hit" ' was completed I was
inadvertently move to early. : .

Approximately & month passed. One day the - plaintiff
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Y2 noticed an inmate .got transferred, who was. at Lee Correctional .
. Center the shert time the .plaintiff was there. The plaintiff came '
into -the cafeteria and over heard this.transferred_igmate talking.
about me, the_alleged.child molestation acts, and over heard his
efforts to get addition help to fulfil) the contractéd "hit".
Since the plaintiff was not a small guy, I guess ‘they got a .
little scared.when they realized my size, -figuring -one of them -
could not do the job alone. The plaintiff then brought the
.knovwladge of the plot and what I -overheard to the- attention of
the prison chaplain. He brought it to the attention of the
warden. The . warden brought it to the attention of an
investigator, and then the incident and inVestigatipn was
documented in the plaintiff's S.C.D.C. file. The plaintiff did
not give | the investigator the name of +the informant. I was
dealing with people who had an inside connection in S.C.D.C., and
the life of this informant would have been placed in instant
danger of assassination as my life was. The informant . and other
. Witnesses will be calléd to testify once the proceedings are
confirmed. in the court. R -
Nonetheless, by the accomplice’ liability doctrine "the

.-hand of -one is the hand of all". The plaintiff will not yive the
name of ths confidential informant until this case is confirmed
in the court, and the plaintiff can guarantee the he be moved out
of harms way to avoid these devils trying to kill him too. This
is a cruel, malicious criminal act, ‘done in collaboration with"
the corrupt officials,  under color of law; in violation of. the
plaintiffi's rights to eqgual protection of the laws, in efforts to.
Jayede, finder, obstruct, and defeat the due course of justice..

The .defendants nameé_above did conspire with' .each -6ther
‘anéd Dr. Joel Sexton, "Janice ‘Ross, John Fellers, Cort Korley,
David- -Thomley, Jean Cato, Pam Company, Peggy Knox, Ann Millikin,
Glen.Redger,.Alna Parrish, John Meadors, Mr.Giese, and Mr. Moake, .
besides ' the Conspiracy to Commit.-Murder. pursuant to S.C.Code
Ann§16-15-20,- did in malicious, criminal acts of gross negligence
znd deliberate indifference, did inflict pain' upon the plaintiff
as a pretrial detainee, in Camden S.C. fronm February 2000 wuntil

FNaS 5 Ry N OF SR 51 s W I wiodattor—of—rte—pliatmreite BTh. and. l4ch
amendment: rights of the U.S. Constitution and the laws of Due
Process- By Due Process law and the U.S. Constitution, a pretrial
detainee [c]annot be subject to punishment of any description.and
or of any kind.City v. Revere, 463 U.S. at 244, 103 S.Ct. at
2983; Martin v. Gentile, 349 PZd 863, 870(4th Cir.1988) citing
Bell v. Wolfish, 441 U.S. at 538-540, 99 S.Ct. at L873-75. "the
defendants in acts of gross negligencs and faliberate
indifference, and committing acts of breaking the law, inflicted
immeasurable psycheological pain,. suffeéring, as well as mental and -
emotional distress on the plaintiff as a pretrial detainee. It is
well established that the unjust affliction of psycheological pain
and mental as well &s emotional distress on'. the plaintiff as a
pretrial detainee, and or negligence .are cognizable and
compensable under $.C. Tort Claim Act.and or under§1983, even in
.absence of physical injury.Carey v. Piphus, 435 U.s. 247, 264, 98
§.Ct. 1042, 55 L.Ed.2d 252(1978); see Gray v. Spillman, 925 F24d
90, 94(4th Cir.l999){"no;ing that even in the absence of physical
injury. plaintiff may prove actual damages under$1983" based ‘on
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‘L injuries such as "personal humiliation", "mental anguish", ang

' i;"mepta;‘suffering")(quoting Mémphis-Community School District v.

Stachura, 477 U.s. 299, 307;'106 S.Ct.2537, &1 L.Ed.2dJ249(1986J.

In two opinions and a.series of orders, 'the district court

-‘enjoineqd numerous MCC practices arid conditions. With - respact to .

pretrial detainees, the court held that- because they are presumea’

to be innocent and held only to ensure their presence- at trial

necessary for confinement "alone", must - be 'justified by -

compelling necessity". Unjited States ex rel Wolfish v. Levi, 439
F.Supp. 114, 124(1977) "quoting Detainees. Of Brooklyn Holse of
"Detention V. Malcolm, 520 -F2a 392, 397 (C.A.2. 1975). Tha
defenaants-mqst-makE”avshow of compélling necessity. You don't
Jail a man to rob him-and copspire fo have him killed. Qualified
immunity is available to’ government officials and or witnesses
who areé sued for - damages unger S-C. Tort and §1983 for their
performance. of- discretionary- functions unless unlavfulness of
their acts or omissions were apparent in .light of Pre-existing
state and federal laws 42 U.8.C.A. $1983 Arnolgd v. South Carolina
Dapt. OFf Corrections, 843 F.Supp. 110. . .

Insomueh, these deliberatq and malicious acts pberpetratead’
against the ‘plaintirfs as a pretrial detainee nearly’ drove the

‘blaintiff out of his nmind. :The plaintiff"suffers now from
insonnia  eem tmiil this very dagp, . and cannot slsep without

medication; due to the constant worry and anxiety to his wits -

and, " veadering whether the plaintiff's chila is .safe, whether or
not she's beem cepcatedly raped, due’ 'to the deféndant's criminal-
acts. Even until this presang @a%u,ﬁim$aml'm@£f%as not prosecuted
for the repeated rabe and s$exual’ assault upon the plajntiff's
children.  Also, Sylvia Lee has’ - not _bean prosequted for her
stealipg of ikm;plaia&iﬁf'S-a$sci§- Thzsg.acts-yewt_gommitted by
Fhe defendieaibs qug parties listed, ang vare gaeant and designed. to
- pumnish Ehe Plaintiff way bafare he way ever convictid of a crime
vehind reliyious apd cactal magred, They were sesmt 2l dhes igmed
Eo inflict ‘immeasurabile psychological pain, distress, anguish,
and mental suffering on -the’ plaintiff as 4 pretrial detainee.

Psychologist have recently comple : qr7d§hé&ﬁé=%ﬁs—1ﬁfhﬁﬁﬁgfﬁ
' ay and Abu-Grave.: Their finding.wére that
pPsychological ang mental torture was Jjust as.painful,_just'as

) In regard to-the‘defendants.ana.other parties‘qonspiring,
counselling, aiding, abetting, etc., with the Prosecuting agents
and pathologist -in preventing documentation of the crimes. iIn
.order to state a cognizable claim for mal-practice, a plaintiff

‘MuUsSt allege acts: or omissiong sufficiently harmfu) £o” evidence
deliberate indifference -to a’‘serious medical need and .or
requirement. The Court of Appeal for the 4th circuit hag also
considered this issue ip the case of Miltier V. Beorn, 896 pr2g-
848(4th: cir.1990). 1n that case the .court- noted ‘that the
treatment, omission, ang or act, must be ‘so gfossly,incompetént;
negligent, inadequate, "or @Xcessive as to’ "shock .the conscience",
Or to be intolerable to fundamental fairness. Estelle V. Gamble,
429 U.s. 97, 107(1976): ""Parmer - v. Brennan, 511 U0.s5.. 825,
837(1994). _ _ ’ ' )

. The Distriet Court reliegd upon  the '“presﬁmption of
53 . <
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ipnocence" as the source of the detainew’ subsLantlal rights to
bBe: free from conditions of  confinement that are not justifiable .
by conpelllng necessity 573 F234 at 124 Shapiro v. Thompson, . 394
U.S. 618, 89 s.ct. 1322, 22 L.Ed.2d4 600(1996); Tate .v. Short, 401 -
U.S. 395, 91 S.Ct. 668, 28 L.Ed.2d 130(1271). The  Court set
provisions to determine whether an act amounts to punishment -in
one form or the othér, the court described the test tradltlonally
applied to determlne whether a governmental act 1s punitive. in

nature:

"Whether the | sanction | involves  an afflrnatlve
disability or .restraint, . whether it "has been hlstorlcally
regarded as punishment’y whether it come into play only on a
finding of scienter, whether it's operation will wromote the’
traditional aims of punlshment retribution and qeterence, whether
the bebavior to which it implies is alrecady a crime, whether an
alternative purpose to which it may be rationally is: assignable
for it, and whether it ‘appears excessive to the relation of the
altérnative purgose agssigned- are all relevant to the inquiry.and
may often point in a specific direction Kennedy v. Mendoza-Martin
supra, 372 .0.8. at. 168, 83 'S.Ct. at 567; Fleming v. Nestor, 363
U.S. 603, 613-614, 80 S.Ct. 1367, 1374-1375, 4 L.Ed-2d 1435(1960)-
cf. Deveau v. Braisted, 363 U.S. ‘144, 160, 80 S.Ct. 1145, 1154, 4
L.Ed.2d 1109(1960): : ’ . . : . .

For these 6e6ils-involﬁed, to  include the pathologist -and
corrupt officials, to take part. in. various capacities to the
aforementioned -crimes, to include -Conspiracy to Commit Murder,

. Assault’ With Intent to Kill; . Criminal - Sexual Conduct, to

interfere with, impede, hinder, and obstruct justice, in acts of
unauthorized mutilation -of the remains of an 11 year old child,
and hide the repeated rape and sexual assault perpetrated upon
that 11 year old child and her 10 year, old sibling, and. allow the
perpetrator -of the .crime to again ‘gain repeated and’ continual’
access' to the viectim "SHOCKS THE. CONSCIEHCE". Then to allow these
criminal dcts, these gross acts of negligence and deliberate:
indifference, to 'be wused - as’ a means - to inflict - punishment,
distress and mental anguish -on - the plaintiff as ‘a pre-trial
detainee defy fundamental- falrnesa. The; defendants &re not
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These ware. cruel v1olent acts perpetrated; initiated and
willfully ‘intended -to annihilate and -déstroy the plalntlff . The
acts committed -were maliciously done with full intent to oppress,
defame, slander, deform, and ‘destroy the character "of, and
destroy the plaintiff for - his religious beéliefs which .were
strange and unpgopular to the partles involved.  They used repeated
acts of defraudment, treachery, thievery, falsifying evidence,
perjury, prosecutional misconduct, suppressing evideénce favorable
to and that proved my. innocence, and every wicked, wanton act

~that could be possibly conjured up under the sun, to include

attcmptlng and or consplrlng to .have the plaintiff murdered while
falsely imprisoned to ‘cover up their lawleassness, to prevent
prosecution and or damages from being levied against them upodn
the plaintiff's release. They made evéry effort to ma11c1ously;
wrongfully and - purposefully, inflict immeasurable pain,
suffering:; mental anguish, shame, degradation, and degeneration
upon my soul, as well as eliminate every source of growth and or-.
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oo productivity in 1ife the plaintiff owned and or produced. These,
acts of 1&wle55ness'expose.the plaintiff's remaining minox child
to continuous risk of rape and sexual assault from'a~psychotic'

N inéivic¢ual,  who. would do anything to 'conceal and hide his evils

- from the scrutiny of the public eye: and ' the. involved parties

protected and aided him in doing SO to include having the

, plaintiff falsely imprisoned, kidnapped!, to protect‘themselves.

- Phe plaintiff was a gazarite Pricat: with a vow unto death
of purity, separation. - and -consecration, like Samuel, - Daniel,
samson, John The Baptist, and the Apostle Paul, 'found.-in the Book
Of Numbers, & Messianic Jew, a vow urito death of not alléwing . his
hair to be touched ‘and oX cut, a vow &f not allowing nyself to be ’
polluted by being placed amond prison population. “with . the
wicked, perverted and abased“and they. all knew this. By my faith .
1 was required to-be willing 'to-die peforc I allowed myself to be
violated. All indication by .their acts of déftaudment,:treachery,
and cruel misconduct at breaking the laws of- this state amount to
£his being their "specific intent. Their attempt was to force the.
plaintiff to take his 1life, which attempt the plaintifﬁ}did make.
This adds to the list of their numerous: negligent, criminal acts
another count of Cconspiracy to commit murder and- Assault With
Intent To Kill. If it were not for the = guard finding the
plaintiff before the plaintiff completed the acty the plaintiff
would be dead today .and- the true perpetrator of my ¢hild's death
would have gone unpunished., The plaintiff suffered and was
unjustly made to endure irrefutable: irrevocable,- irreparable
damage to his hands, pecause he slit His wrist to keep his
religlous vow and behind the mental distress and psychological
anguish. It's painful and difficult for the plaintifﬂ'to-write,
wut  in my righteous indignation against the,injustice{_tyranny,
and oppression perpetrated against my soul, I will endure the
pain and difficulty. I can't oper tightly closed jars, or twist
open -objects without ‘extreme difficulty or pain. Both my hands
stay numb all the time, and I‘cannot.hbld-bbjects in my hand for .
a prolong period of time without peing in pain-. 1t hurts to even
clip my fingernails due to the éextreme irreversible nerve damage
that not even surgery could repair. T'm permanently scared as a .
daily remlnae-rnﬂif—ﬁk%-mmaniﬁl__égﬂirsh and - physical. pain. I am
permanently'disabled due to their negligence. THe—pratrirtfi—lost

i . Ty 5 -

‘his home: land. cars: credit cards: and every single possession 1
owned in the world was in that. house which was s61d at auction.
There was revenue that was . lost that would have been made from
the plaintiff'’s writings, a £ull . léngth movie, 2 mini series. a
full length animated feature like "The Lion King" done by Disney.
over 100 pieces of music written by the plaintiff, most forever
lost when my property was -unjustly taken and auctioned. All was
about to be placed on the market Jjust pefore these devils
criminally, unjustly: attackad me, but due td their negligence
never made ‘it. The plaitntiff was embarking on a career as a
writer, a scene play writer, song writer. Now with my hands being
destroyed and or ruined, and the amount of gifficulty and pain.
now involved in that_enterprise that dream and vocation may now
be ended, but at least most certainly hindered and or hampered.
These 'materials never made it to the prospective designated
companies and OI market. There's no true way ¢Eto determine the
maximum income that was lost, but if we "goggle", it will give
the average £figures ventures on this level would bring. A
succsssful movie and animated feature on the level of that which

: Prey et o g b Sime
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"-"ul; had .2 such moviesg ang an' animated feature. This does not take .
into account the over 100 pieces of music or any other work that

& could have bheen written the time I rema

ined Kidnapped. That

places the plaintiff's potential losses well - over a billion

dollars.

The plaintiff had to undergo painful, tediodus, physical
therapy just to bz able to gat to the point of beyinniny to vrite
agaia; all due ¥o their négligyence and evil, By what's right ia
the sight of God, these pedple. need Lo be held $n acecovnt Lop
what they did. A cléar message needs to be sent to this state,
and any crocked corrupt official, who feels in, his or, her
capacity they can act "lawlessly. under the color- and guise.of law,

in crininal.acts against the-citizens of thi

s 'state and - country.

These in their ignorance,l and. cruel malicious .’

indifference, towards what's right and justi

ce; feel just because

they are employees  of the state, ‘that they are above the law.

" They feel the can manipulate "and terrorize

‘law-abiding citizens

ko fulfil their own twisted, perverted. means, fantasies and
delusions of ‘grandeur, deeming themselves God, judge, and jury,
breaking every law imaginable to falsely ‘'imprison, kidnap, ﬁnd,
bring .someone to their perverted sensze of . corrupt.. justice. Thay

made a farce and mockery .of our judicial.sys

tem, and what's right -

before God and His Holy Angels, they must” hot go unpunished. Tt

could have - just ' as easily. been’ your- ch
daughter, your brother, father,. or mother. I

ild,’ your son, - your
t could have been you

they' did this to. Because they done these acts without .the’

slightest bit. of remorse or conscience, God

they've dore, this to. Scmebody. needs.to have

‘0f God to put a stop té it.” Let it be
‘damnable breach he repaired,. right! now, in

knows how many others
- the courage and Love
done "here.. Let this

this - court. For the

Sake of justice and fairness to the citizens of .this state, ang
€ven this countiy, bringing these snakes to account must not be
neglected. These people are .a form of "terroristy  modern day
indigenous - terrorist rooted deeply in. our . government, stat:
judicial system-.and society. They are terrorist who by their
nefarious intentions and ‘corrupt ‘enterprise decide' -to hHold .
hostage and blow __up _like comes—farattc—suitidc——b5omper —5n
» individual's. life. A 1life they highijacked, ‘captured by force,
- Kidnapped, and like some Jetliner ran iﬁ'intb’the,wdrld;Trade
Center, in the form of our Constitution, the inalienable rights

of all citizens, and the integrity of our
not be allowed! Someone needs to teach thes
above the law, and their criminal acts and n

judiciary. This must
e devils they are not
egligence will not be

tolerated. These people are no better than "Al. Qeida" and 'the

corrupt regimes that permeate” the Islamic
ignorant Islamic fundamentalist whose .only

sSeeds of decay, death, arnd dest

ruetion ‘of

Peninsula,. and those
goal is to plant the
our Judicial systen.

They must be made to answer for their.crimes,:carving up like. a

pig, .Gesecrating the dead remains, of an -
american child behind religious and racial h

'Insomuch, due, to -their negligence,
child,...I missed half of her life. The time
needs her father present, encouraging h

11 year. old african
ated. " :

ﬁy child, my beloved
S§ a young girl- really
2r, supporting her,

"guiding her, teaching her, lovinyg . andg nurturing. her  in her

preteen and teen years. These are the .times
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where she would have




']-fﬁdégd“her toughest challenges. Shé would have faced thé toughest
. decisions Trédlated. to morality, .her religious beliefs, and the
-various other . aspects -of human. life. Yet in. their evil and
wickedneqsithey'took_my'being there from me. They Look  my being
there ‘from her. It ‘¢an never be returned or given.back to eithar
one of us. .Her-graduation; her’ sweet sixteen birthday; . her first
day of high school: her first crush; her first ‘date; training ang
teaching'hgr in;spb;ts, academics; teaching her to drive; taking
her. to concert or recitals; teaching. her music by instrument or
chorus;. laughing together during the victories and joys of those
yYears; crying together during the seeming defeats or struygles of
those years; the time a fathér becomes a friend to his daughter
dnd not just. a father, I weep ‘as 1 write, all have been taken
from me; takeH " fFom her, mever to return, néever to be given back.
- They barred me unjustly by the use of . falsified and court order
from even writing her, even letting her know I'm -thinking about .
her, missing her,  and praying for her.. I weep. You have no idea
the magnitude- and nature of the -hurt, pain and suffering that by
their evils they've caused me, ‘inflicted -upon my soul by their
criminal 'deeds..’ Psychologist have determined. that the human
persohality“changéafgradhally every 6 months. Now. she who is oy
child, has becomé. a stranyer, and the man and father who loved,
nurtured, and- yaised hee has - new becone. @ ‘fadiny shadow, a’
distantxlong3lo$ﬁ%andﬁfofgotten;memory; No amount.of money in the
: Vorld‘WOuI&*bé’énodgwﬁto'rgpair-the'amount of damage and harm
" these snakes caused my life, or 'be equivalent t6 what T lost.
There are no women in the history of my life that I loved more
than the 2 women, once .of -my household, who shared a portion -of
my meat, now lost, gone! And I'm forced and made ‘to destroy them,
jail them, for their part in‘ this evil deception.. A man who loves
God, must axact” justice “and vhat's right- even if-it's against
those of his‘'own household who would 'pervert such justice. If I
place them-before»thedrﬁghteduanss of God then I failed as a
servant of God. The thought. of what must be done consuies me with
sorrow. My only: hope and-comfort may be that the amount given be
of such a magnitude, andg of such'a nature that it will send a
Clear message to.all those perverted souls, who would under the
color of law,,seek“towrépeat such- evils and lawlessness &dgainst-
the citizens of our state,-.and or country, whoss BR-TATY
——tirewm—ehe FIght to. be secure 'in . their homés, and in ‘the free
exercisé of their religious beliefs without fear .of injustice or
unvarranted attack. The'parties involved in these injustices have
driven the plaintiff té the point . of death and_or-insanity.a
billion times over, The Plaintiff until this day, "still don't
understand- héw in the 'world he did not go totally -out of his
miid, ‘or how he survived these cruel ruthless acts perpetrated by : -
the parties in their lawlessness. Surely there is -a God,." and
somehow by His love, grace andg mercy He sustained ma. By thHe time
I see my daughter she will be 4 grown’ woman who I won't ‘know.
Their mnoney '‘means hothing. to me, it's blood money! “You could
never put a price on- what: I've lost, on what they stole from me.
My only hope-.is.somehow I'1]. be able to take what's given, by
God's uauwrey, and us2 it for fhe-total-betterment of mankind to
end some of the pain,ahd'suffering.that.presently presents itself
in this seemingly, decaying, uncarring world that- others are
experiencing. Due' to the irreparable damage done to my hands and
Wrist,:as well as old and ‘new, spiritual wounds, it tock me an
extremely long time to prepare this document. It was first
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written in Daln{ then the court told we I had to. make the ¢laim
more definite.- The psgchologlcal pain made it impossible for. me
to do, I had to dictate in tears as someone typed it for me. It
causes me great mental and physical pain. Nevertheless in it's
completlon my ‘soul is satisfied. Maybe, even though, -in- my soul
the plaintiff knows he'll never be completely healed from the
.. many hurts and pains,. but maybe in my. affliction’ I could end
Someone else's ‘suffering.. If so, let God's will be ddne and as

Job said in the old Lestament,"though He slay me, yet will I
trust Him". : .

in g@garg te tolling the pgtatuyte of ligjitations. The
plaintiff is "kidnapped. The issues presented are connected to
that kidnapping. Kidnapping is a continuous offense. It commences
from the time the plaintiff is wrcngfully imprisoned .and .does not
stop until the time freedom is restored State v. Sutton supra.
Also the plaintiff suffered a dikability that resulted from the
negllgent acts ‘of the parties 1nvolved. The plalntlff was not
able to prepare documents of this nature until’ or about-
Decembgr 2005. The statute of limitations would not commeénce to
run .against a plalntlff laboring under thlS present. disability
until -such disability is.reémoved: Fricks. v. Lew1s, 26 S5.C. 237, 1
S.E. ,884(1887): <Rowe v. Shcreiber, 139 - F34 1381, 63 Cr.L.
'201(llth Cir.1998). Therefore the plaintiff is well within the -
“boundaries of thé statue of llmltatlons to place forth claims of
negllgence, deliberate indifference, ‘as well as psychologlcal and
.or physical pain, also as it relates. to distres and mental
anguish.. In ordér to -—recover -damages. for distress and - mental
anguish, and  emotional injury. suffered while .in custody a
plaintiff must. ‘first establish physical : injury. The loss of
monies, home property, crimes against myself and my. children,
damage to my hands, and the rest establish tangible and Pphysical
injury requiring payment for - damages. see 42 'U.85.C.§1997{e)(e)’
Henderson v. Sheahan, 196 F3d 839, 848-849 (7th Cir. 2000). The
plaintiff met .the burden. Compensatory damages for mental .- and
emotional- distress causing physical ‘injury, as it relate to
-ﬁegligence are proper under S.€. Tort Claim Act and or under
: $1983° Daskalea v. District 'Of " Columbia, 227 F3d 443, 444
_MM@%LMMM 355..8.0. 197,

584 S5.E.2d 413(Ct.App.2003), .thedre can' be no nlbunderbtanulng as
to whether the plaintiff has a claim- under the S.C. .Tort Claim
Act. The valldlty pf the claim is clear. . T

The plaihtlft hereby motiions in pursuant to S.C. Rules of .

Civil Procedure Rule 57 and or §.C.Code "Ann§l5-53-10 through
$15-53-140 for Declaratory Judgment ~‘and or Relief.' The

* Declaratory * Judgment -.Act showld be liberally construed to
accomplish it's intended .purpose ‘of ‘affording a .speedy and
inexpensive method of deciding legal disputes and of settling
legal rights and relationships, without awaiting a violation.of
the rightd or a distrubance. of the relationship Pond Place
2artners Inc. ¥. Poole, 351 S.C. ‘1, 567 S.E.2d 881(S.C.App.2002).
" To state cause of action under the Declaratory Judgment Act, a
party must demonstrate a Jjusticiable controversy. This is all.
that is required. Holden v. Cribb, 349 s. szl 2, 561 S.E.24
634(S.C.App-2002). A justiciable controversy {hen a concrete
issue is present, there is a definite assertion of.legal rights
and a positive legal duty which-is denied by the adverse party
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Pdnd Place Partners Inc. v; Poole supra. Therefore this-confirms.
the court's jurisdiction. Power . V. McNair, 255 ‘§.c. 150, 177
_S5.E.2d 6551. Yhe fact that other remedies are -available does not
preclude the granting of, a declaratory judgment. but ‘are factors
to be considered by the court in the.exercise of it's .discretion
Bank Of Augusta v. Satcher Motor Co. supra ) ’

' Insomuch, when there exist a genuine controversy reguirirg
judicial determination -the court 1is° not "bound to refuse ‘to
exercise it's ‘power to declare rights and .other legal relations
merely because there 1s another remedy available construing
anotner former similar provision(1942 code§660) ‘Souther Ry..Co. .
v. Order Of Ry. Conductors Of America, 210 S.C. 121, ‘41 S.E.Z2d
. 774£(8.C.1947). The fact that. other renedies may exist and that
other remedies may be available Lo the plaintiff are factors are
factors to be considered by. the court. However, before
declaratory relief may be denied in the discretion of " the court
on the .grounds of the existence of other remedies, it must
clearly appear that the assevteavcumulatiVe remedies are not only
available to the plaintiff, but they are "speedy",ana "adegquate",
as well as "suited” to the plaintiff's needs as declaratory
relief costuing a former similar provision Southe¥n Ry. Co. V.-
Order Of Ry. Conductors Of .America supra. e

With the defendants and parties involved. compromising the
plaintiff's appellate counsel and falsifying - the  trial
transcript, a lot of the issues ‘are no’ longer .preserved for
.appellate review and the plaintiff's appellate process is stuck,
in limbo. Yes, there may also be the oending Writ 'Of Habeas
Corpus, but the provisions and guarantee of those proceedings are’
not certain and even if, it’ is:. late established it ‘'will not
provide a "speedy" and "adequate . means’ to obtain and g¢go atfter
that evidence before the parties involved make a criminal attempt
"-to. destroy or compromise it. The issues of controversy are the
same issueé previously highlighted in = the plaintiff's first
complaint. Since those .issues ©of controversy were clear definite
and certain the plaintiff d4id not 1list.them again. ‘The existing
remedies are not "speedy", “adeguate”,:G or "suited"” for the-
glaintiff's needs., The  court. can: also . see the ‘issues of |
controversy -that require declaratory judgment. in the Motion to
Motion - filed in civil case No.- 06-CP-40-0549 on page(s) 10
through 21 of that document. - ©

Inasmuch, granting further ‘relief based upon Declaratory -
Judgment in pursuant to §.c.Code Ann$l5-53-120(A), declaratory
judgment or decree. may be granted whenever necessary or proper:
The application and or motion therefor .shall be by petition to
the court having jurisdiction to grant it. BEach day the plaintiff

remains incarcerated, kidnapped by ‘thesé devils he is’at risk of
being assassinated. The threat' though dormant is not gone. If the
application, petition, or motion be sufficient 'the court shall.
on reasonable notice, require an adverse party ‘'whose rights have
"been- adjudicated by the declaratory judgment or decree to: show
cause why further relief should not be granted forthwith Bank Of
Augusta v. Satcher Motor Co. supra. ' '

The plaintiff motions+s reduest, and exercise his right to
have a jury hear these issues to ensure fairness: to all involved.
parties in pursuant to Rules of civil Pro. - Rule 38(aj){b).
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The plaintiff hereby notify the court that: this is a.
pPendent or supplement Jurisdictional case. The gross negligence,
deliberate indifference, and false imprisonmént issues will be
Neard in the Court Of. Common Pleas. The U.S5. Constitutional issue
"will be raised in the U.s. District Court. ' .

.~

. The plaintifs motions for -subpeonas in pursuant to §.C.
Rule Of Civil Procedure Rule 45, and Ms Jeanne Hanna, the manger
at the Dept.. Of Social Services. in Camden §.cC. be called to
appear and release tho address of the other defendants, théreupon
subpeonas be .issued requiring them to appear. The plaintiff made
this requost is his first complaint ang makes it again to include
wotioning for an 2xtension of time in order to serve themn. The
pPlaintiff originally made this. request well within the ~120 days
required for service in the last complaint. ' .

In referring back to the actions of thé defendants and other
-parties involved. The defendants fafled. to follow state. as well
as applicable federal law, and their own policies. Due' to this
‘they -are not immine  Clark V. . S5:C.Dept. ., Of Public Safety, 353
5.C.291, 598 S.E.2d 1s. Pursuant - to” S.C.Code -Ann§15-78-70(b),
actual fraud, actual -malice, intent to harm; or crimes involving
moral turpitude are excluded from immunity. '

‘The defendants weke°gr0531y‘negligent. Gross negligence is
the .intentional ‘conscious failure to -do  somathing which is
incumbent upon one to do, or the doing of a thing intentionally,
thal one ought ot o o) W 15 @lso the  failore to Warcise
slight cate. Jinks v. Richlapgd County, (S5.C.2003) WL21910551.
‘Malicious acts are excluded from immunity. Pritchette v. Lanier,
(1991), 766 F.Supp. 442. As stated by Atty. Gen. Gonzales when it
referred to ‘dealing with President Bush, "No one is above ‘the
law". Immunity protects all, except the grossly incompetent, and
Oor negligent, and those who knowingly break the law.'MalleI V.
Briggs, 475 U.S.335 (1986). Prosecutors, state agents, police,
Judyges, etc., who under color of ° law, willfully. deprive
individuals of constitutional. rights, break the law, and who are

) negligent, Ay _be—punishedogmsiminaddy STaOT I a CIvViT Ec¢tion.

.~ Brisco v. Lahue, U.S. Ing. 1983, 103 $.Ct.1108, 460 U.&. 327, 75

i L.E4.2d 96.. Private persons can be convicted for acts of

negligence and or conspiring to deprive victims of civil. rights, -

on allegations of collaboration with police or state agents,

despite private persons incapacity to act under color of law.

United States v. Lester, C.A.6 (KY) 1966, 363 F29 68 cert. denied

87 8.Ct.705, 385 U0.S8. 1002 L.Ed2d 542 rehearing denied 87

S5.Ct.951, 368 U.S.938, 17 L.Ed.2d 813. The Supreme’ Court held-

that all acts of the state.are automatically under “color of law"

no matter what the substantive rule. 'see Lugar v, Edmondson 0il

‘Co., 457 U.S. 922, 928-30, 102 ‘S.Ct.2744, 2749-50, 73-L.EQ.2d
482(1982). _

In pursuant to 18 U.3.c.§1001 (19838 Ed.) provides:

_ "Whoever, in any manner, within the jurisdiction. of any
departméent or agency, in the United States, knowingly ang
Willfully falsifies, conceals, or cover up by any trick, scheme,
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o bp device, 4 .materia) fact, or. make use of any false, fictitious ‘ )
. Oor fraudulent Statements o repnesentations, Or -make use of "any
1. false writing or.dqdument,wknOWing the same to contain any false,
£ fictitious or fraudulent statement-or.entry, shall be fined not
i mor}c—iI than $10,000.00 or imprisoned.'ﬂot more than’ 5 years op -
.. both", . SR . . T : .
\’P. - L .

' This covers false statements or documents of any kind to
include those ﬁalSehoodg that- Pervert 'governmgntal_ functions.
United States v. Gonzales, 520 U.s. 1, 5(1997); Brogan v. Uniteg

‘States, 5322 O.§. 398 (1998); United States v. Gillilang, 312 U.s..
96 (l941). = . _ ' _ R

Pursuant to 42 UaS.C.§i98§62J provides;

. "If two or more persons conspire for the purpose of

impeding, hindering,-obstructing1 or defeating. in any manner, the

- due course of Justice, in any’state or territory, With the .intent

to deny any' citizen the - equal protection of the laws, or to

injure him in his Property for lawfully,enforcinq or attempting

to enforce the right of any person, or cause of a person, to the

. #qual protection of the laws, an action for damages will liem
'Brawer-u.'HorOWitz, 535 .F2d 83@; 836-37(3rd Cir.1976). -

.. Referring’ back to. the "issue of Breach Of fTrust With
Fraudulent Intent, pursuant . to SiC.Code Ann§16-l3—230, as it
pertains to “the defendants stealing-the.yﬂaintiff's assets. 7To.
constitute the offense as to money and .or property, there must be’
an appropriation-théreoﬁh accompanied -with the fraudulent purpose
to destroy the right of'%hg:%ﬂﬂe.bw@e:. State. v. Butler,(1884) 21
S.C. 353: Bell V.. Clinton 0il #ill, (19247 129 s.cC. 242, 124 8.E. -
7. A breazh of teust is when persopal property ¢ Oy monies of

" appreciable ,valye and . of which'larceny may be committed ig put
into -the bPossession  of another; and -when it ig SO put. in her -
Possession it becomes a trust, and while it so remains if ghe
Couceives the PUrpose to convert that Property and or monies. to
her own use, and does it with.the intent tq deprive the owner of

that property o or mnonies, then that is_Dreaghof teusi—giwn .
£ ainde RS e~ sﬁlre:,‘(lgaﬂI 29 3.C. 392, Breacihn of
trust 15 larcepy afkec frost, whidh inclodes sl fe el entangs g
larceny, or ip common - parlance, - stealing, eXcept the unlawry)
taking at the beginning. State. V. Owings, (5.¢.1244) 201 3.1,
314, 31 S.E.2d 90§, R i ) ’

- All the issues thus presenteg produce evidence of guilt of

- - the defendants, even prima- facie;' and .or circumstahtial.
Regarding the defendants as to vhether they dig a Particular act,
knew of an act, -or as&iﬁf&d in 3a Ack. Hex@.p:csanaa.or a singin
act will suffice - to Support conspiracy conviction if
Circulistances perniet inference that presence or act was intendeqd
to advance ends. of the conspiracy, even though’ mere Presence’ or
Mere association with conspirators will pot itself " support
Conspiracy ‘conviction, u.s. v. Brinkley; '903 r2g 1130. The:
Depefits of this conspiracy, and orc aims, .was Lo. coneceal Hichael
Lea's Sewual dosault  upon the plaintiff's children Eo” keep him
from being Prosecuted; to steal the bPlaintiff'g 433288 Lo pravent
the plaintiff from getting free to go after evidence‘that would
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.on . the part of “the defendants. This shows a specific."illegal
.Objective, wU©.s. v, Schmidt, ' 947 F29 362 To . withdraw ' from
conspiracy, the conspirators must do more than simply cease
activitys there.must.also be affirmative'action, and - they making
a clean breast to authorities, U.s. v. Zarnes, 33 F3d 1454. Not
one -defendant involved took affirmative action, nor did they make
" a c¢lean breast to authorities  once - given motice by all. the
numerous fileqd documents-ip the COUrt.highlighting their. acts.
The burden of -Broving such is op the.. defendants, 'U.s. v.

Granados, 962. F2d ..767...Under.. Pinkerton . theory of’ liability, .

conspirators can be hélg responsible for suBbstantive cripes
- Cowmitted hy his O~ dnspiredowrs 1o exient those offeases vere
rcz&mmw&bb.fwvaaeﬁm%le.consequences'bf‘acts, furtheriny unlawful
agreement;” even if he -did not himself participate in substantive
crimes. Since ve are dealing with beople who thEy'kheu'alréady
falsified court. documents, it's reasonable to know they would
falsify. a. trial. ‘transcript, especially. aftar "falsifying an
autopsy. Since we are--dealing .with -a caover -up in an 'falsely
alleyed homicide, it's:reasonable tocbelieve these people would
cplot to kill the plaintiff to avoid’ prosecution. Also swe 'S.C.
Accohp;ice,Liability;Doctrine,."Tﬁe_hand of ‘one is ‘the ‘hand of

all". U.s. v. Masotto, 73 F34d 1233 cert.“denied 117 5.Ct. 54, 136 .

L.Ed.24 18; 0.8. v. Bruno, 873 F24 558 cert. denied 110 5.Ct.125,
493 U.S. 840, 107°L.EQ.2d 86; State v. Chavis, 277 s.c. 521, 290
' S:E.2d  412(1982); State v. Hill, 268  5.C. . 350, 234 S.E.2d
219(1977) .cert.. denied 432 U:8.870, 98 s.Ct.211, 54 1.Ed.24
147(1977);: State v. Nicholson, 221 s.c. 399, 70 S.E.2d°632(1952);
State 'v. Legette, 285-8:7C7465; 466,330 'S,E.24 293, 294(1935) ;
-State v. Gilbert, 107" S:c.243, 446, 93 S.E.125, 126(1917); state
'V. Jennings, 515 SrEf2dT107(S.C.App;l999J} o -

The "avert act" . in cOnbpirac? -Chawies - functions
essentially to -show the: objact of the conspiracy, and te 'show
- that the conspiracy is at -work. There. are numerous overt acts
here, to include dreach 0L Trust,. falsifying documents, Indest,

-bg,pSedlto punish them crihinally and used in ‘civil action’ for.
kidnapping agd_ other wunlawful acts,: to include. bringing to -
account the acts of gross negligence. ang deliberate indifference -

.’

Criminal -Sexual Cdnduct,-Asséult Bith In&gaL_ma_&&kbr-@eﬁayigauy

——eL L oMMt ey avoiding Prosecution, etec., even- undar color of-

law, U.S. v. Arboleda, 929 F2d 859. Under'S.C,Code_Ann§16~l7—4lO,
criminal conspiracy may .be- complete without proof. of overt acts,
such "act§ mﬂ%ﬁﬁevgrtheless-bé.shown{ To establish Ssufficiently
the existence of the conspiracy,. proof of an ‘expressed dgreement
is not nécessary, and direct evidence is not essential,: but

conspiracy .may be ‘shown by, eircumstantial ‘evidence; and the .

conduct of -the  parties- and or .defendants may consist of concert
of action, State v. Fleming, (1963) 243 s.c. 265, °133 S.E.26 800;
State v. Lagerquist,. (1971) 256. 8.C. 69, 180 S.E.2d 882 cert.
-denied 404 U.s. 852, 30 L.Ed.2d 91, 92 s.ct. 89: State v,
Pluckett, (1560) 237 s.q. 369, 117 S.E.24 369.

Inagnuch, the.docuﬁents filed .in the Kershaw'County.Courts
cléarly show all the defendants knaw, they had:knowledqe.‘Instead
of waking efforts to corrack thase gressly ncgljgenk_amﬁ-irinined
aciS§, 1n ong way or the othesy, ﬁhe¥ continually made themseluwes g
part of. these malicious criminal acts. Pursbant to 42.U.s.c.§198s"
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¥ ' -brovides: : ' :

: "Every person who, having knowledge that any of the
wrongs conspired to be doné, and mentioned in section -1985 of
this title, are about to be committed, and having power to
prevent or aid.im the preventing of the gdmne, negylecks or refuses
to do so, if such wrongful act bée committed, shall be liable to
_the. party injured, or his legal representative, for all damayes
caused. by such wrongful act, which such person by reasonable
diligonce could have prevented:; and such damages may be recovered-
in an action on the case:; and any " number of persons guilty of
such wrongful acts or refusal "MAY BE JOINED AS DEFENDANTS IN THE
‘ACTION". s . . . .

-‘F."‘?ﬁ-;': AR AR T 'r‘ M R X e A ek e
Dl e e VIR ST -

This. is the lynch-pin language by .conspiracy and §1986
that: the defendants are liable and can be added as defendants in
! this action. Such a case should not be dismissed fron the ‘courts.
. - To do so would present a manifest injustice, and or miscarriage
of justice affecting the plaintiff's  substantial rights. It would
call into guestion the fairness, integrity, and public reputation
o our judiciary, and cannot be allowed, United State v. Promise,
255 F3d 150(4th Cir.2001). - :
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. In order to establish a c¢laim of negligence, the plaintiff
must prove a duty of care -owed by the defendants to the
plaintiff, a.breach of that duty by the defendants negligent ‘acts
Al or omissions resulting in damages and the result of the acts.
If the facts dnd infecence drawn frow the .facts alleged on the
complainkt "‘would entitle the plaintiff ‘to relief on any - theory,
-theén fhe ygrame of 2 wmotien t¢ dismiss Egr failure to state a
-¢laim is improper. Bergstrom "v. - Palmétto :Health Alliance, 352
8.C. - 221, . 573 S.E.2d 805(S8.C-App.2002): Baird v. Charleston
County, 333 S.C. 519, 511 S.E.2d 69(1999); Gentry v. Younce, 337
5.C. 1, 522 S5.E.2d 137(1999). ’ - X .
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-ADDITIONAL RELIEF SOUGHT:

The;e are 4 different: medical issites they played.a’
part in, ia one form or the other. The plaintiff seeks 1.2

B o e e o O T M L o T R o dirfferent non-medical -
acts. The plaintiff seeks 300k in. damages for -each act. The
. Plaintiff motions ‘for an order and or injunction reguiring that
" this case be left dpen to address any.other issues that may come
up in the near future that may hava somehow been forgotten or
overlooked in this action. The:plaintiff motion fo¥ an order and
or injunction’ requiring Sylvia Leeé to return to the plaintiff his
persconal jewalry, the -charm bracelet, ‘Wwedding 'set, electronic
equipment she stole,, and any of the plaintiff's c¢lothing she has
in her possession or replace these items:. The plaintiff motions
for an order and or injunction, left in placé for the remainder
of the plainiidf's life regquiring the defendints to be
Tesponsible for any medical cost of’ any kind that may be rnigaded
.45 a result of their criminal acts. The plaintiff motions for an
order and or injunction caicelling the: restraining order placed
on the: plaintiff in case MNo. 02-DR-28-0065, and -that the
Plaintiff‘s daughter and the plaintiff be brought to a designated
pPlace where to plaintiff can talk to ang embrace his child
without restraints. She is in no danger from her father. Her
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r m“u'f%&ﬁér'loves her‘und-just wants to see her.,
THe plaintiff hereby motion to expand the record with the
following: - _ o . _ o

_ - _ . *The plaintiff motion for an order 'and or injunction
gy requiring SLZD F.Q.I. Dept. to vrelease the SLED file No.
55010014, all documents contained therin, all 300+ pages:

) *The plaintiff motions for an order and , or injunction
reguiring the XKershaw County Coroner's Office, and or John'
fellers, to return "ALL"(emphasis added) DNA samples taken from
the plaintiff's daughter Korresha Crawford, and they be forwarded
to the U.S5. District Court to be held at a federal facility in-
the Writ of Habeas Corpus case, until the plaintiff can arrange
to have them tested specifically by the lab the plaintiff- has
already chosen.in the U.S. Distriect Court case pending ayainst
these defendants. . .

*The plaintiff motions for an order and or injunction
requiring the Kershaw County Clerk of Court  to forward to the’
court, and plaintiff a ‘copy of. all the documents filed in case(s)
fio. - 01-Dr-28-0065; 02-DR-28-098; (646850, 900, and 901, to.’

! include all records file the the cases against Sylvia Lee .and
" ' Cylena Lee. : ) : '

*The plaintiff motions for an order and:or injunction
reguiring the 5th Circuit Solicitor's Office and or ALEt. General
to forwvard a copy of the supposed‘éearch_warrant that was used to
otain the. evidence seized from the plaintiff's hore.

*The plaintiff motion for an order and or injunction
requiring the S.C. Attoérney Geneffal' Office to obtain the audio
to the plaintiff's trial proceedings and a reconstruction hearing
be convened to examine to audio, and compare it ti the presented
‘trial transcript. ‘

) All the aforementioned is a part of the relierf sought in
this-action. They are issue ‘that produce controversy,-and present
Sl anent by dubye ofebhor Gofin Ganbeminr gt od-re te—ir teteirsTriTE
plaintiff is -permitted in fundamental Ffairness and. to place back
on track the due colrae of justice to request - ané to be granted
each item of concern. The plaintiff seeks that the Court rule cn
each concern and or "issue in pursuant to S.C. Rule(s) 59(e) anda
15(b)., The plaintiff prays. the -idcnorahle Court Of Common Pleas
will grant these requést. : ‘ i '
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED
LAWRENCE CRAWFORD

MARCH 6,2007 ' : 5?ifi;44;74a6?2£§;g2é327,//




EXHTIBIT,



IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
IN THE 5TH. JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
THE COUNTY OF RICHLAND

LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA
JONAHR GABRIEL JAHJAH T.
TISHBITE

CASE 2006-CP-400-3567 ET. AL.,

PLAINTIF(S)

Vs. AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL;
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA:;
THE 5.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS
ET. AL..,

e . I . T N

DEFENDANT(S)

I, JONAH THE TISHBITE, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, THAT I HAVE
MAILED AND OR SERVED A COPY OF AN AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING
JUDICIAL NOTICE; NOTICE SEEKING LEAVE TO APPEAL; MOTION FOR
INJUNCTIVE AND DECLARATORY RELIEF; MOTION FOR AN EXTENSION OF
TIME AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR, ON THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,
JUDGE NEWMAN AND THE RICHLAND COMMON PLEAS COURT, THE.S.C. DEPT.
OF CORRECTION, THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL AND ALI INVOLVED PARTIES
BY U.S5. MAIL POSTAGE PREPAID . BY PLACING IT IN THE INSTITUTION
MAILBOX ON DECEMBER 14, 2020.

RESPECTFULLY,
JONAH THE TISHBITE

DECEMBER 14, 2020




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
THE COUNTY OF RICHLAND

LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA
JONAH GABRIEL- JAHJAH T.

TISHBITE

PLAINTIF(S)

Vs.

THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL;
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA;
THE S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS
ET. AL..,

DEFENDANT(S)

IN RE:

COURT OF APPEALS.

SEEKING LEAVE TO APPEAL,
DECLARATORY RELIEF AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS BEFORE THE

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
IN THE 5TH. JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

CASE 2006-CP-400-3567 ET. AL.,

AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING
JUDICIAL NOTICE; NOTICE
SEEKING LEAVE TO APPEAL;
MOTION FOR INJUNCTIVE AND
DECLARATORY RELIEF; MOTION FOR
AN EXTENSION OF TIME AND
MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR

MOTIONING FOR INJUNCTIVE AND
S.C.

TO: THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS,

JUDGE NEWMAN,

THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS,
THE S.C. DEPT. OF CORRECTIONS,
THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL ET. AL.,

HERE THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AND PARTIES WILL FIND:
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(1) EXBIBIT, "REMOVAL". THIS IS A COPY OF THE
AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE: MOTION FOR RECUSAL;
PETITION TO REMQVE AND MOTICN TO MOTION THEREFOR, (4) PAGES DATED
NOVEMBER 3, 2020. '

(2) EXHIBIT, "VOID AB INITIO". THIS IS A COPY OF THE
AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE; MOTION TO CHALLENGE
THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JURISDICTION; MOTION FOR DEFAULT AND
JUDGMENT; AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR, (5) PAGES DATED NOVEMBER
13, 2020.

(3) EXHIBIT, "DEFAULT AND VOIDING OF JURISDICTION".
THIS IS. A COPY OF THE AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE:
MOTION TO CHALLENGE THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS JURISDICTION:
MOTION FOR DEFAULT AND JUDGMENT; AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR,
(22) PAGES DATED MARCH 20, 2021 INTENDED TO BE FILED WITHIN CASE
2020-CP-23-01050 IN THE GREENVILLE COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS.

(4) EXHIBIT, "FRAUD ORDER". THIS IS A COPY OF THE
ORDER ISSUED BY JUDGE NEWMAN DATED CLOCKED STAMPED FILED WITH THE
CLERK OF COURT ON NOVEMBER 23, 2020.

INSOMUCH, THE APPELLANT SEEKS LEAVE TO FILE BEFORE THE
S.C. COURT OF APPEALS AN APPEAL OF THE ORDER FILED BY JUDGE
NEWMAN DATED FILED WITH THE RICHLAND COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
ON NOVEMBER 23, 2020. THE APPELLANT RECEIVED A COPY OF THE ORDER
IN QUESTION ON DECEMBER 8, 2020. THE APPELLANT HAS (30) DAYS FROM
THE TIME HE RECEIVED THE ORDER TO SEEK LEAVE TO APPEAL IT. THIS
WOULD GIVE THE APPELLANT UNTIL JANUARY 8, 2021 TO SEEK TO APPEAL
THAT ORDER. THUS, THIS SEEKING LEAVE TO APPEAL MUST BE DEEMED
TIMELY MADE WHERE IT IS SOUGHT PLACING THE MAILING 1IN THE
INSTITUTION MAILBOX ON DECEMBER 14, 2020.

IN ADDRESSING THIS MANIFEST INJUSTICE, JUDGE NEWMAN,
PRODUCING THIS ORDER OF CONTINUANCE, VIOLATED THE SEPARATION OF
POWERS CLAUSE IN AN ABUSE OF DISCRETION, FRAUD UPON THE COURT,
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CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY, MACHINATION AND OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE
VIOLATING THE APPELLANT'S DUE PROCESS RIGHTS RENDERING THE ORDER
AND CASE UNCONSTITUTIONAL BY CARRYING THIS CASE BEYOND THE LAW AS
DETERMINED BY THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT DPURSUANT TO THE
HOLDINGS ADJUDICATED UNDER BETTERMAN v. MONTANA, 136 S.Ct. 1609,
194 L.Ed.2d. 723(U.S.2016) WHERE THE SUPREME COURT ADJUDICATED
HOLDING A CASE FOR (4) YEARS WITHOUT CONCLUDING IT IS TOO LONG
AND HERE THE CASES ARE ESSENTIALLY HELD GOING UNRESOLVED FOR OVER
(14+) YEARS VIOLATING THE APPELLANT'S CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS UNDER
THE 5TH., 14TH. AMENDMENTS AND THE EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS
CLAUSE TO WHICH THE APPELLANT ADAMANTLY OBJECTS, PLACING THE
COURT AND DEFENDANTS 1IN FORFEITURE BY BOTH THEIR SILENCE
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW, BODMAN v. STATE, 403 S.C.
60, 742 S.E.2d. 363(S.C.2013); BANK MARKAZI v. PETERSON, 136
S.Ct. 1310, 194 L.Ed.2d. 463, 84 U.S.L.W. 4222 (U.S.2016); U.s.
v. HARE, 820 F3d. 93 (4th.Cir.2016).

BY JUDGE NEWMAN RULING IN THE ORDER THAT, “THIS DOES NOT
END THE CASE". SHE CONSPIRED UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO
CIRCUMVENT RULING ON THE MOTION FOR HER RECUSAL TO MAKE ANY
DECISION IN THIS CASE, WHICH VOIDS HER JURISDICTION AB INITIO DUE
TO CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR PURSUANT TO WILLTAMS wv.
PENNSYLVANIA, 136 S.Ct. 1899, 195 IL.Ed.?2d. 132, 84 U.S.L.W.
4359(U.s.2016) IN THAT SHE ESSENTIALLY SAT UPON HER OWN CASE AS
INDICATED BY THE REMOVAL, TO DO THE CASE IRREPARABLE HARM 1IN
RETALIATION TO CAUSE A DETRIMENTAL EFFECT IN REMOYING THE CASE TO
FEDERAL JURISDICTION. BY HER ACTIONS, THE ORDER BEING BROUGHT
BEFORE THIS COURT'S REVIEW MUST BE DEEMED A FINAL ORDER ON THE
ISSUE OF HER RECUSAL AND THE DEFAULT THAT WAS FILED WITHIN THE
CASE(S) OR SHE WOULD HAVE NEVER DETERMINED THAT, "THIS DOES NOT
END THE CASE", WHERE THE DEFAULT ARGUED WOULD HAVE LEGALLY
PREVENTED HER FROM MAKING SUCH A JUDICIAL DETERMINATION. ORDERS
THAT HAVE A FINAL AND IRREPARABLE EFFECT ON RIGHTS OF A PARTY ARE
APPEALABLE, COHEN v. BENEFICIAL INDUS. LOAN CORP., 337 U.S. 541,
69 S.Ct. 1221(U.S.1949); AL SHIMARI v. C.A.C.-I. INTERN, INC., 679
F3d. 205 (4th.cir.2012); DIGITAL EQUIPMENT CORP. v. DESKTOP
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DIRECT, 1INC., 511 uU.s. 863, 114 s.ct. 1992, 128 1L.E4d.24.
842(U.5.1994).

YOU COMPOUND THIS FACT BY THIS FRAUDULENT, CRIMINAL AND
OBSTRUCTIVE, PROTECTORATE ATTEMPT WORKING WITH THE DEFENDANTS ON
THE PART OF JUDGE NEWMAN VIOLATING HER OATH OF OFFICE TO UPHOLD
THE STATE AND FEDERAL CONSTITUTIONS WHERE THIS CASE WAS TIMELY
REMOVED TO THE FEDERAL DISTRICT COURT. JUDGE NEWMAN'S
JURISDICTION TO DO ANYTHING IN THIS CASE, TO INCLUDE MAKING A
JUDICIAL DETERMINATION THAT "THIS DOES NOT END THE CASE.", WAS A
CLEAR VIOLATION OF DUE PROCESS LAW, WAS UNCONSTITUTIONAL AND
VOIDED HER JURISDICTION AB INITIO DEMONSTRATING HER PRESENCE ON
THIS CASE IN ANY FORM PRODUCED A POTENTIAL FOR BIAS THAT ROSE TO
AN UNCONSTITUTIONAL LEVEL CREATING A INDISPUTABLE CONSTITUTIONAL
STRUCTURAL ERROR NOT SUBJECT TO THE HARMLESS ERROR DOCTRINE

WARRANTING THE SEEKING OF THIS APPEAL. THE ISSUES AND CONCERNS "~

ARGUED WITHIN THIS CASE ARE TO BE ADJUDICATED UNDER THE DUE
PROCESS PRONG TO SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION, NOT THE LEGISLATIVE
PRONG TO BE CERTAIN, KENWOOD GARDENS CONDOMINIUMS IKC. V. WHALEN
PROPERTIES, LLC., 2016 WL 6788052, * 11+ (M3.2016); UNITED STATES
Y. QUINONES, 2016 WL 4413149, * 6+ (S.D.W.Va.2016): ACKERMANN V.
EXXONMOBIL CORP., 734 F3d. 237 (4th.Cir.2013): ESPINOZA v.
ALLSTATE TEXAS L1OYD'S, 222 F.Supp.3d. 529 (W.D.Tex.2016);
BARTELS BY AND THROUGH BARTELS v. SABER HEALTH CARE GROUP, LLC.,
880 F3d. 668 (4th.Cir.2018); INTERNATIONAL ENERGY VENTURES
MANAGEMENT, LLC. v. UNITED ENERGY GROUP, LTD., 818 F3d. 193
(5th.Cir.2016).

IN ACTS OF FRAUD UPON THE COURT, RETALIATION AND
OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, JUDGE NEWMAN PRODUCED THIS ORDER
CONSPIRING UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW TO HAVE A DETERIMENTAL EFFECT
WITHIN FEDERAL JURISDICTIONS. TO WHICH SHE HAD ABSOLUTELY NO POWER
OR AUTHORITY AND TO AID THE DEFENDANTS IN THIS CASE TO AVOID THE
DEFAULT TOTALLY LOSING HER INDEPENDENCE BEING COMPROMISED FOR
ULTERIOR MOTIVES WHICH VOID HER JURISDICTION FOR SUCH
OVERWHELMINGLY PREJUDICIAL AND EGREGIQUSLY UNCONSTITUTIONAL
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ACTION REQUIRING THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS TO ADDRESS THIS MATTER
NOW DUE TO THE IRREPARABLE HARM THE DETERMINATION HAS DONE TO THE
APPELLANT'S PROCEEDINGS WHERE HERE, SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME, AT ANY STAGE, EVEN FOR THE FIRST TIME
ON APPEAL, EVEN AFTER A FINAL ORDER HAS BEEN ISSUED, CANNOT BE
WAIVED OR FORFEITED BY THE APPELLANT AND THE COURT OF APPEALS
"[S]HALL [N]OT" FAIL TO TAKE NOTICE, ROBINSON v. ESTATE OF
HARRIS, 389 sS.C. 360, 698 S5.E.2d. 801(S.C.App.2010); EX PARTE
CANNON, 685 S.E.2d. 814, 820 (S.C.App-2009): SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES v. TRAN, 418 S.C. 308, 792 S.E.2d.
254(5.C.App.2016); WELLS FARGO BANK N.A. v. FARAG, 2016 WL
2944561 (N.C.2016); BENTON Ve BURNS, 2017 - WL 491251
(D.C.Md.2017); PEGG v. HERNBERGER, 845 F3d. 112 (4th.Cir.2017):
STEEL CO. v. CITIZENS FOR A BETTER ENVIRONMENT, 523 U.S. 83, 118
S.Ct. 1003(U.S.1998); TAMM v. CINCINNATI INSURANCE COMPANY, 2020
WL 60932 (S.D.N.Y.2020); CHASE v. ANDEAVOR LOGISTICS L.P., 2019
WL 5847879, * 2 W.D.Tex.; SORRINGWIND ENERGY, LLC. v. CATIC
U.S.A. INCORPORATED,--F3d.--, 5TH. Cir.(Tex.); 460 S. LAKE
AVENUE, LTD: v. APPLETON, 2019 WL 7184737, * 1 C.D.Cal.: ARBAUGH
v. Y & H CORPf, 546 U.S. 500, 126 S.Ct. 1235(U.S.2006); STEVENS
E. HECKER, PLAINTIFF v. THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, DEFENDANT, 2020
WL 134168(Fed.Cc1.2020); JEFFERS v. J.P. MORGAN CHASE & CO., 2019
WL 6255311, * 1, S.D.Tex.; ANTHONY W. HALL, PLAINTIFF v. FRENKEL,
LAMBERT...., 2020 WL 136658, * 2, E,D,N.Y.; DAVIS v. PALUMBO,
2019 WL 6915949, * 1, W.D.MO..

UNLESS THE COURT POSSESSES SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION
OVER THE DISPUTE, THEREFORE, ANY ORDER IT MAKES IS VOID, OOO-RM
INVEST v. NET ELEMENT INTERNATIONAL, INC., F.Supp.. 2014 WL
12613282 (S.D.Fla.2014). THE COMMON PLEAS JUDGE ABUSING HER
DISCRETION ™"MUST" (EMPHASIS ADDED) RESOLVE THE QUESTION OF
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION OVER THE CASE BEFORE SHE MAY I1SSUE
"aANY" (EMPHASIS ADDED) ORDERS EXERCISING SUCH JURISDICTION WHICH
INCLUDE THE JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF ADJUDICATING, "THIS DOES
NOT END THE CASE", DUE TO THE DEFAULT DOCUMENT ALSO FILED IN THIS
CASE, WHICH OF COURSE IS JURISDICTIONAL IN NATURE, WHICH CANNOT
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BE WAIVED OR FORFEITED, ALLOWING THE APPELLANT TO SEEK INJUNCTIVE
AND DECLARATORY RELIEF TO REQUIRE THE COMMON PLEAS COURT TO
STRIKE AND VOID THE ORDER, AND FOR THE S.C. COURT OF APPEALS TO
DECLARE THE RIGHTS RELATED TO THE CONTROVERSY AND DETERMINE THE
VALIDITY OF THE DEFAULT, SINCE JUDGE NEWMAN'S ORDER CONSTITUTE A
. FINAL RULING TO THE CONTRARY BY HER ACTIONS WHERE NO SUBSEQUENT
JUDGE CAN OVERRULE THEIR PREDECESSOR CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE. THE
COURT OF APPEALS IS REQUIRED TO ADDRESS THE ISSUE OF THE LOWER
COURT'S SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION IF IT APPEARS THAT THE LOWER
COURT DID NOT POSSESS SUBJECT MATTER. JURISDICTION, KQSCIUSKO v.
PARHAM, 428 S.C. 481, 836 S.E.2d. 362(S.C.App.2019); FIRST
CITIZENS BANK AND TRUST COMPANY, INC. v. TAYLOR, 431 8.C. 149,
847 S8.E.2d. 249 (S.C.App.2020): JOHNSON v. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT.
OF PROBATION, PAROLE AND PARDON SERVICES, 372 S.C. 279, 641
S.E.2d. 895 (S.C.App.2007); COOK v. TAYLOR, 272 S.C. 536, 252
S.E.2d. 923; ENOREE BAPTIST CHURCH'V. FLETCHER, 287 S.C. 602, 340
S.E.2d. 546 (S.C.App.1986); NEW HAMPSHIRE v. MAINE, 532 U.S. 742,
121 s.ct. 1808, 149 L.Ed.2d. 968(U.5.20012); SARA Y. WILSON,

. APPELLANT V. CHARLESTON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT,
RESPONDENT.,~~S.E.2d.--, 2017 WL 1075196(S.C.App.2017); M.D.C.
INNOVATIONS LLC. v. NORTHERN,--Fed. Appx'——-, 2018 WL 1129607

‘(4th.Cir.2018);: HAMER v. NEIGHBORHOOD HOUSING SERVICES OF
" CHICAGO, 138 S.Ct. 13, 199 L.Ed.2d. 249 (U.5.2017).

INASMUCH, THE APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR AND SEEKS SANCTIONS AS
WELL AS INJUNCTION AND DECLARATORY RELIEF TO REMEDY THESE
OUTRAGEOUS ACTS AND ABUSE OF DISCRETION ON THE PART OF JUDGE
NEWMAN, AND THE APPELLANT SEEKS, DUE THE THE EGREGIOUS ACTS OF
FRAUD UPON THE COURT, THAT THE DEFENDANTS WITHIN THESE CASES BE
DEEMED IN FORFEITURE BECAUSE THEY CONSPIRED TO PREVENT DISCOVERY
FROM BEING ISSUED. THE APPELLANT SEEKS THAT THE S.C. COURT OF
APPEALS NOW RULE ON THE DEFAULT DOCUMENTS ATTACHED THAT WERE
TIMELY AND PROPERLY FILED BEFORE THE RICHLAND COURT OF COMMON
PLEAS ONCE THE APPELLANT DISCOVERED THAT COURT'S INTENT TO
CONDUCT THE RECENT HEARING IN ACTS OF MACHINATION TO ALLOW THEM
TO SLIP THIS ILLEGAL AND UNCONSTITUTIONAL ORDER OF CONTINUANCE
WITHIN THIS CASE TO VIOLATE THE SEPARATION OF POWERS CLAUSE. A
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COPY OF THE DOCUMENTS IN QUESTION ARE HEREWITH ATTACHED, STATE v.
BRANDT, 393 S.C. 526, 713 S.E.2d. 591(S.C.App.2011); NORTH
AMERICAN RESCUE PRODUCTS, INC. v. RICHARDSON, 411 S.C. 371, 769
S.E.2d. 237(s.C.2015); BLUE_SKY TRAVEL AND TOURS, LLC. v. AL
TAYYAR,-~Fed. Appx'--, 2015 WL 1451636 CA4 (Va.2015):; BARDRES v.
HALEY, 58 F.Supp-.3d. 514 (DSC.2014); U.S. v. SOUTH CAROLINA, 720
F3d. 518 CA4 (S.C.2013).

ALL ACTS, JUDGEMENTS, ORDERS OR DECREES DONE BY ALL COURTS
ON RECORD THAT ARE REPUGNANT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION
AND THAT ARE CONTRARY TO DUE PROCESS LAW ARE "VOID" AND CANNOT
BECOME LAW OR STAND AS LAW PRODUCING DIRECT AND AUTOMATIC
JURISDICTIONAL CHALLENGE THAT CANNOT BE WAIVED OR FORFEITED BY
THE APPELLANT AND CAN BE RAISED AT ANY TIME, AT ANY STAGE. THUS,
IN FUNDAMENTAL FAIRNESS TO THE APPELLANT, THIS APPEAL MUST BE
ESTABLISHED RELATED TO THE CASE(S) INVOLVED, ESPECIALLY IN LIGHT
OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURAL ERROR THAT EXIST WITHIN THESE
CASES PURSUANT TO BETTERMAN v. MONTANA, 136 S.Ct. 1609 (U.S.2016)
OUT OF THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT AND FRAUD UPON THE STATE
COURT WHERE THE COURT HOLDING THESE CASES FOR ESSENTIALLY (14+)
YEARS VIOLATES THE 5TH- AND 14TH. - AMENDMENTS OF THE U.S.
CONSTITUTION, COUNTY OF RICHLAND v. SIMPKINS, 348 S.C. 664, 560
S-E.2d. 902(S.C.App.2002); COMPTON v. SOUTH CAROLINA DEPT. OF
CORRECTIONS, 392 8.C. 361, 709 S.E.2d. 639 (S.C.App.2011);
ASTERBADI v. LEITESS, 176 Fed. Appx' 426 CA4 (Va,2006); PYNE v.
UNITED STATES, F.Supp.3d., 2016 WL 1377402(D.C.Md.2016); MYLES v.
DOMINOS PIZZA, LLC., 2017 WL 238436(D.C.Miss.2017); UNITED STATES
v. CONRAD, 675 Fed. Appx' 263, 265 CA4 (N.C.2017); IN RE: GENESYS
DATA TECHNOLOGIES INC., 204 F3d. 124 (4th.Cir.2000). THE
APPELLANT MOTIONS FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE BRIEF AND SEEK
THAT THE COURT OF APPEALS NOTIFY HIM OF ALL TIMELINES NECESSARY
TO PERFECT THIS APPEAL BY HIS RIGHTS OF DUE PROCESS AND THE EQUAL
PROTECTION OF THE LAWS CLAUSE AS WELL AS BY HIS RIGHTS UNDER THE
AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT AND THE FOREIGN SOVEREIGN
IMMUNITY ACT OF 28 U.S.C. 1602-1612 ET. SEQ.. FOR THE RECORD.
PLEASE DO NOT ATTEMPT TO PULL THAT CRIMINAL STUNT ASSERTING THAT
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THERE IS A FILING FEE NECESSARY FOR THIS APPEAL. YOU BASTARDS 1IN
THIS STATE FRAMED ME FOR THE MURDER OF MY OWN CHILD CONCEALING
EVIDENCE OF ACTUAL INNOCENCE KNOWING SHE DIED OF NATURAL CAUSES
BEING RAPED BY HER HALF BROTHER. YOU SUPPRESSED TRUTH WHICH IS
WHY NEWMAN ACTED TO PREVENT DISCOVERY FROM ISSUING. YOU AIDED
THAT BOY COVYER HIS CRIMES BECAUSE YOU DISCOVERED THAT THE
APPELLANT IS THE FIDUCIARY HEIR TO THE (4) GLOBAL THRONE-~ OF
RELIGIOUS PROPHESY, DESTROYING MY WORLD BREHIND RELIGIOQUS AND
RACIAL HATRED ALSO VIOLATING THE FREE EXERCISE CLAUSE AND THE
FOREIGN SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY ACT AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WAS
SILENT TO AID YOU. THE APPELLANT IS LAWGIVER, KING, KHALIFAH,
HIGH PRIEST AND IMAM OF THE ONE TRUE GOD. THE APPELLANT AS TOLD
BEFORE THE FEDERAL COURTS, DENOUNCE HIS AMERICAN CITIZENSHIP AND
INVOKE THE ISRAELI LAW OF RETURN WHERE I SHALL RETURN TO MY
ANCESTRAL LANDS TO SIT UPON THE THRONE OF MY FOREFATHER KING
DAVID, RETRIEVE THE ARK AND BUILD THE TEMPLE OF GOD AS PROPHESY
FORETELLS. THE POWER, STRENGTH, ANOINTING AND SPIRIT OF THE MOST
HIGH GOD WAS NEVER IN WHAT YOU RAT, STINKING DEVILS WITHIN THIS
STATE AND NATION STOLE FROM ME. IT REMAINS IN WHAT DESPITE YOUR
EVIL, LAWLESSNESS, KIDNAPPING AND LACK OF REVERENCE FOR THE ONE
ERUE GOD THAT I STILL HAVE....THAT'S MY FAITH, MY TRUST AND LO#E
‘OF GOD, DESPITE THE EVILS THAT YOU'VE DONE AND THE WORLD CAN
THROW AT ME THAT I STILL POSSES. WE ARE DEALING WITH A FALSE
IMPRISONMENT TORT CHALLENGING CONVICTION AND THE APPELANT IS
ARGUING LAW PURSUANT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION, LAWS OF
THE UNITED STATES AND TREATIES RELATED THERETO. THUS, ANY ALLEGED
FILING FEE WOULD BE WAIVED AND OR NOT APPLICABLE IN THIS CASE,
ALLEGO, INC. V. SCULLY, 400 S.C. 33, 733 S.E.2d. 114
(S.C.App.2012); SANDERS V.- SAVANNAH HIGHWAY AUTOMATIVE
COMPANY,--S.E.2d.--, 2020 WL 6154305 (S.C.App.2020); NATIONSTAR
MORTG., LLC. v. MEISNER, S.E.2d., 2016 Wl 1700516(S.C.App.2016);
WELLS FARGO BANK N.A. v. H.M.H. ROMAN TWO N.C., LLC., 859 F3d.
295(4th.Cir.2017); MOSELY v. UNITED STATES, 2018 WL 1187778
(W.D.N.C.2018); MILFORD v. MIDDLETON, 2018 WL 348059(DSC.2018);
RUBIN v. ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF IRAN, 138 S.Ct. 816, 86 U.S.L.W.
4064(U.5.2018). THE APPELLANT IS LAWGIVER OF THE ONE TRUE GOD,
THE FORERUNNER OF HIS CHRIST BY HIS ORIGANAL STATUS AS SUCH
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PROTECTED BY THE LAWS OF TRUSTS, THE LAWS OF CONTRACT, COVENANT,
PROTECTED BY THE U.S. CONSTITUTION UNDER ARTICLE 1 § 10 AND THE
FREE EXERCISE CLAUSE. A MAN OF FAITH MUST STAND STRONG BEFORE HIS
GOD. THE BELIEVER CANNOT BE AFRAID IF PEOPLE DON'T OR CAN'T SEE

THE THINGS THAT HE SEES,....THE BELIEVER SHOULD ONLY BE AFRAID OR
CONCERNED IF HE NO LONGER SEES THIS GODLY TRUTH. THE SQUARE RQOT
OF IMPOSSIBLE?,....IS ME!!! GET THIS APPEAL PROCESS STARTED. I

HAVE COME TO -RESTORE ALL THINGS AND FILL THE EARTH WITH JUSTICE
AND FAIRNESS THE SAME WAY IT HAD BEEN FILLED WITH TYRANNY AND
OPPRESSTION, MASTERPIECE CAKESHOP, LTD. v. COLORADO CIVIL RIGHTS
COM'N, 138 s.Cct. 1719, 201 L.Ed.2d. 35(0U.S.2018): McFAUL v.

RAMSEY, 61 U.S. (20 HOW) 523, 525, 15 L.Ed. 1010, 1011
(0.s5.1858); U.S. v. SEEGER, 380 U.S. 163 (U.S.1965); U.S. v. RUE,
F.Supp.3d., 2015 WL 5007930 (S.D.Tex.2015); SIBLEY V.

HERGENROEDER, F.Supp.2d., 2006 WL 3354137 (D.C.Md.2006): NEW HOPE
FAMILY SERVICES_ INC. v. POOLE, 966 F3d. 145(2nd.Cir.2020);
TELESCOPE MEDIA GROUP v. LUCERO, 936 F3d. 740 (8th.Cir.2019);
CHELSEY NELSON PHOTOGRAPHY LLC. v. LOUISIVILLE/JEFFERSON COUNTY
METRO GOVERNMENT,--F.Supp.3d.--, 2020 WL 4745771 (W.D.Ky.2020);
SCHWARE v. BOARD OF EXAM OF THE STATE OF N.M., 353 U.S. 232, 77
S.Ct. 753, 64 A.L.R.2d. 288, 1 L.Ed.2d. 796(U.S5.1957); POINDEXTER
v. GREENHOW, 114 U.S. 270, 5 S5.Ct. 903, 29 L.Ed. 185(U.S.1885);
HOME BLDG. & LOAN ASS'N v. BLAISDELL, 290 U.S. 398, 54 S.Ct. 231,
88 A.L.R. 1481, 78 L.Ed. 413 (U.S5.1934); ELLIOTT v. BOARD OF
SCHOOL TRUSTEES OF MADISON CONSOLIDATED SCHOOLS;~-F3d.--, 2017 WL
5988226 (7th.Cir.2017).

RESPECTFULLY,
JONAH THE TISHBITE

DECEMBER 14, 2020
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v - FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CARbLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF RICHLAND ‘

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2006CP4003567

LAWRENCE CRAWFOBD (SéDC #300839) STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
"PLAINTIFF(S) - l DEFENDANT(S)

- Attorney for : [_] Plaintiff ] Defendant
Submitted by: NEWMAN, J. or
C o : (] Self-Represented Litigant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK. Ol\IE) '
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by _|ury The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [___I'See Page 2 for additional information,
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): l:] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [ 1 Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); D Other Rule 41(b), SCRCP
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [ ] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy;
[[] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award; [] Other

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (C'HEC’K APPLICABLE BOX):
[:] Affirmed; [] Reversed; [] Remanded; [:] Other e 3 p

§! = o
NOTE ATTORNEYS ARE RESPCONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COUR.'I;:j 'ijIBUgL, OR:

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING.IN THIS APPEAL, H J- é

: IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ ] See attached order (formal order to follow) X Stateme_n‘._s giéludgent M =
by the Court: ‘ - Y

. - - 6‘«" _‘5’ (75 Bt

00 R O

O

Plaintiff’s Mot10n to Supplement the Motion for Declaratory Judgment (ﬁled on S‘e ’&:;;nb@M
2011) was.scheduled for hearing via Cisco WebEx on November 12, 2020. No one q,ppeare‘cfon
behalf of Defendant. Hearing was CONTINUED because it was unclear whetEEr-:defe:n’se

counsel received notice of the hearing. 2 ;

ORDER INFORMATION
This order [ ] ends [X] does not end the case.
Additional Information for the Clerk :

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to-be computed such as interest
or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the
cletk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details.

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will électronically sign ¢his form using a separate electronic signature page.

qﬂ%w ' 2757 November 16, 2020.

Circlgjt Court Judge , Judge Code Date

SCRCP Form 4C (12/2016)




For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of ,20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of » 20 1o attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT

Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as réflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk's entering of tlie date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The elerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1. )

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decisjon rendered.

SCRCP Form 4C (12/2016)
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA E
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPELLATE CASE NO 2020-001667 RBGEIVED

FEB 00 26M
APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY SC Courtaprpeals

THE COURT OF CCMMON PLEAS

JUDGE JOCELYN NEWMAN PRESIDING JUDGE

LAWRENCE L

CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T
#300839

TISHBITE,

PLAINTIFF(S)
Vs.
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA.

RESPONDENT,

AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

IN RE: CASE 2006-CP-400--3567 ET. AL.,

I, LAWRENCE L. CRAWFORD AKA JONAH GABRIEL JAHJAH T.

TISHBITE, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, THAT I HAVE MAILED AND OR SERVED A

COPY OF AN AFFIDAVIT OF FACTS GIVING JUDICIAL NOTICE;

MOTION TO
FILE IN FORMA PAUPERIS;

MOTION FOR AN EXTENSION OF TIME TO ALLOW

l-0f-10



(6) MONTH FINANCIAL STATEMENT TO ARRIVE: MOTION FOR LEAVE TO
SUBMIT ATTACHED ORDER OF CONTINUANCE AS A FINAL ORDER; MOTION FOR
A RE-SET TO BE GIVEN TO CORRECT ANY DEFICIENCIES ONCE THE COURT
OF APPEALS RULE ON THIS PLEADING AND MOTION TO MOTION THEREFOR,
ON THE S C COURT OF APPEALS, THE S.C. ATTORNEY GENERAL AND ALL
INVOLVED PARTIES BY U S. MAIL, POSTAGE PREPAID, BY DEPOSITING IT
IN THE INSTITUTION MAILBOX ON FEBRUARY 4, 2021

RESPECTFULLY,
JONAH THE TISHBITE

FEBRUARY 4 2021
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