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STATE OF SOUTH CARQLIx A ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
1 SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

COUNTY OF CHESTER 1
) JOLICP1200184
)
State of South Caralina, 1 20™-GS-12-529

) 2007.G8-12-530
s, o - - 1T 07-Gs-12.53]
i 2007-(38-12-532

James B. Currv, )

Defendan, ) ORDER )

This matter comes before the Court on pry se Defendant’s motion for a nthearing on 3
matter heard on November 3. 2021,  The procedural history of this matter is ather convoluted in
that the Defendant has previously filed appeals under the ongmal indictment numbers an‘d aPCR
collateral attack under a new civil case number. Detindant has combined the rwo captions and
filed this motwn for a reheating in an attempt ta renew his argument (or a new trial. The Coun
uodersiands that the Defendant’s metion is bener charcterized as a motion to reconsider its
ruling under Rufe $91¢) SCRCP.  This Court issues this Order wn light of both captions for the
sake of simplicity.

At the November 3, 2021 bearing Defendant was heard in regards to his motion for 2 new
mial on the basis of afler-discovered evidence pursuant to Rule 29(b). SCRCrAmP from a jury
nal. Norwithstanding the Order issued by the Court un December 4. 2014, the Count aliowed

.Defendant 1o provide oral festimony and argument on the merits of his moton.  ARer hearing
the Defendant’s arguments on his motion. this Court found these allegations lacked metit and
denied Defendant’s motion for a new trial,

Defendant row argues in his mation to reconsider ¢larming that he erred in his original
manon,  The defendant has made a continued and repeated motions regarding his trial and his
perceived denial of due process. violalion of court rules, and misconduct by court officials.

Drefendant has not provided any new evidence to coroborate the claims he continues to
repeatediy- make. For tigse reasons. this Court fids Defendant’s motion for rehearing lacks
neerit and is therefore denied. .

This Court again makes reference 10 the prior Crder of The Honombie Brian Gibbons
dated December 4, 2014. This Order went inlo grear dezail abuout the procedural bistory of the
many challenges the defendant has made to his convictions and that he has exhausted ail his
challenges.  That Order outlines the conditions under which the Defendant must comply in order
to make filings valid. This Coun also finds that the Defendant has failed 10 comply with that
Order in his recent'filings.

-IT 1S SO ORDERED.

December 10, 202]
Chester County, South Caralina
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