" RECEIVED

SEP 16202
~ SCCourt of Appeals

 EXHIBITA
THE APPEAL



Mailed to: ‘ May 31,2021
Eric Chalmers Poston} Esquire '

1320 Main St., Suite 316 |

Columbia, SC 29201 |

Daniel C, P_lj‘rler, Esqu:ire
2530 Devine St.
Columbia, SC 29205

~ Thomas C. Salane, Esquire -
o PO Box 1473
- Columbia, SC 29202 i
l ,
l ‘
Appeal from a final decision of the Resolution of Fee Disputes Board
] [

1 ~ . _
Re: Fee Claim Dispute #2021FEB05-Roselyn Wise v. Eric Chalmers Poston

.. OnMarch 13 2020 I'filed prose to meet statute of lumtatlons for defamatlon and civil
'conspu'acy Within that filing everything was explained from the time it begin with the
harassment until the current moment of filing to present for a clear understanding of the

-~ connection of events. er Poston was even provxded supporting legal information from me that

-upheld the defamation that had occurred and witnesses (see exhibit C.) Due to the forceful
‘onsite of COVID-19 1|t took’ mea while to find representation. Around June 2020 I was referred -
to Eric Chaliners Poston When I contacted Mr. Poston and met with him this information was

‘ explamed and presented to him, in his words he said, “this is good stuff to work with, He went.on
to say as a black wonfan in South Carolina you have a stronger voice due to everything that is

‘happing in America.”\In ad(}mon, Mr. Poston was made aware that I had filed for an extension of
time to properly serve the defendants and that I had not received the approval from the court
which came after the attomey chent contract was filed (see exhibit E. e-mail.)

: The contract was actuaI{y signed on July 5, 2020 by Eric Chalmers Poston and the retainer
. was paid receipt on July 10, 2020 (see exhibit D.) ECF No. 27. Magistrate Judge also entered a
scheduling order setting in relevant part a deadline of July 2, 2020 by which to file amended
pleadings. Plaintiff ﬂ: ereaﬂer moved for an extension of time to obtain counsel, properly serve
- Defendants, and file'a. response to the motion to dismiss. ECF No. 34. The Magistrate Judge
granted the motion and extended the deadline fo effect service and file, a response to August 3,
2020. ECF No. 35. (s'ee exhibit F p. 2 para. 2.)

_ {This- mfonnatlonl‘wa’s vas not presented-in the background findinigs from- Smith-Robingen 7
t:mvestlgauon-whzch Was. relggM@_w’_ng Mr. Postoni was regligent innot doing the work but—
. echisdextended e Mry begiimingéven though M M, Plyler stated;.I also reviewed the ECF 7 -
' «Adockei repo ¥ for Roselyn Wise v Pledmont Awerican Airlines2 (see e exlubzt B:scopeof 7
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g2 mvestigLn@_)_) The extensmn granting approval of time until August 8, 2020 was not received
via mail until July 9, 2020 (see exhibit E.) Mr Poston had time to properly amend and serve the
e pleadings. And he took on my case being fully aware of its’ nature giving me assurance that he
would prepare to fulfill the enlargement of time due date of August 8, 2020 verbally and via his
contract even if the extension for his amendment was not granted (see exhibit D topic 1.)

In our initial meetmg, M. Poston stated that he would move to amend the pleadings. I asked
~ Mr. Poston the details of how the pleadings would be amended. He informed me, “let me work
. out the details we will come up with something creative.” Mr. Poston never showed me any
amended filings before submitting for which most attorneys at least share as to what is being
updated or e-mail you the entire update before submitting to see if anything needs to be added.
That never happened w1th Mr Poston which leads to this next point. On July 24, 2020, Plaintiff -
through her attorney f Hed ain opposed motion for an extension of time to amend the
- complaint, ECF No. 42' see ECF No. 43. The motion did not include a proposed amended
. comiplaint or specify liow Plaintiff intended to amend the pleading (see exhibit F p.2 para 3,)
This information was also not presented in the background findings from Smith Robinson
. investigation which was relevant to showing Mr. Poston was negligent in not doing the work, .
" even though Mr. Plerr stated, “I also reviewed the ECF docket report for Roselyn Wise v.
Piedmont American Azrlmes” (see exhibit B scope of investigation.) This vxolates Mr. Postons’
‘own contract about domg the work (see exhzbltD topic 1.)

. The extended deadhne which was filed by me and granted for August 8, 2020 nor the client
' attorney contract wereghonored by Mr. Poston by his negligence in not domg the work (see
exhibit E and exhibit D topic 1) Plaintiff did not file a response to the motion to dismiss by the
- extended deadline and on August 14, 2020, the Magistrate Judge set a telephonic status
. conference (o “dlscuss matters related to scheduling and any other topics which may aid in the
efficient progression of this case.” ECF No. 45. Plaintiff’s counsel failed to appear for the
status conference, ECF No. 48 at 1 n.1, and the Magistrate Judge thereafter denied the niotion
' for an extension of time to amend the complaint, ECF No. 46 (see exhibit F,) This information
was also not presented in the'background findings from Smith Robinson investigation which was
relevant to showing Mr Poston was negligent in not doing the work, even though Mr. Plyler
stated, “I also revzewed the ECF docket report for Roselyn Wise v. Piedmont American Airlines”
- (see exhibit B scope of mvestzgatmn .) This violates Mr. Postons’ own contract about doing the
work (see exhibit D topzc 1 )
On August 24, 2020 1 e-mailed Mr. Poston asking about the status of the extension of time to
amend the complaint with no response. This was 16 days after the extended due date on August
8,2020 and 10 days after the Magistrate Judges telephonic conference to discuss scheduling and
further progression of the case on August 14, 2020. Mr. Poston failed to produce or appear both
. times which lead the Magistrate J udge to deny the motion for extension of time to amend the

" complaint. I e-mailed Mr. Poston again on August 26, 2020 as a follow up continuing to ask
about the extension of time to amend the complaint with no response. Then on August 27, 2020
Mr. Poston replied by[saymg, “Hi Roselyn, I will let you know ASAP!” And he never once
mentioned he never attemptéd to produce or appear for either date but lead me to belicve

everything was fine.



And the facts preserilted prove once again that Mr. Poston did not do the work and fulfill his
“contract, On August 14, 2020, the Magistrate Judge set a telephonic status conference to
“discuss matters related to scheduling and Iany other topics which may aid in the efficient
progression of this case.” ECF No. 43, Plaintiff’s counsel failed to appear. for the status
conference, ECF No. 4|8 at 1 ,n.I, and the Magistrate Judge thereafter denied the motion for
" an extension of time to amend the conplaint, ECF No. 46.
(see exhibit(s) F, G, and D fopic 1.) This information was also not presented in the background
findings from Smith Robinson investigation which was relevant to showing Mr. Poston was
negligent in not doing the wor';k, even though Mr, Plyler stated, “7 also reviewed the ECF docket
report for Roselyn Wise v. Piedmont American Airlines” (see exhibit B scope of investigation.)

On September 11, 2020, Ie-mailed Mr. Poston (at this point I still had no idea he did not
show up to represent me on August 8" or 14" of 2020) asking would it be best to reach out to the
. witnesses I provided for him in this case while waiting on the decision for the extension of time

for the amended compl:aint. Mr. Poston responded on September 15, 2020 saying, “no point yet.”
Mr. Poston still did not honestly communicate the status of the case and his failure to represent
my case by appearing according to his contract (see exhibit(s) F, G, and D topic 1.) And this
. information was also not presented in the background findings from Smith Robinson
investigation which was relevant to showing Mr. Poston was negligent in not doing the work,
even though Mr. Plyler stated, “I also reviewed the ECF docket report for Roselyn Wise v.
Piedmont American Airlines” (see exhibit B scope of investigation.)

" 'On September 17, 2020, I e-mailed Mr. Poston after googling the case and finding a snippet
of the pacer update and I stat{ad, “there was some information I did not understand could he
please explain it?” There was o response from Mr. Poston. On September 21, 2020 I e-mailed
Mr. Poston again after,googling the case again and finding a pacer update stating that the motion
for extension of time t0 amend the complaint was denied asking him to explain the details. I even
inquired at that time at:)out concerns around appealing the denied motion for an extension of time
and meeting the deadline. There was no response firom Mr. Poston. On September 23,2020 I e-

o ~ mailed Mr. Poston once again informing him of the two previous e-mails and asking for the -

details. There was still; no response from Mr. Poston.

Then on September 24, 2020, Mr. Poston e-mailed me back saying, “Hi Roselyn, I will
update you as things hqubpen!” Mr. Poston still would not honestly communicate the details about
his negligence of why he did not make the appearances for my case on August 8, 2020 nor on
August 14, 2020 and a'ppearipg in all related legal actions which is a part of his contract of doing
- the-work (see exhibit(s) F, G, and D topic 1.) And this information was also not presented in the
background findings from Smith Robinson investigation which was relevant to showing Mr. '
Poston was negligent m not doing the work, even though Mr. Plyler stated, “I also reviewed the
. ECF docket report for Roselyn Wise v. Piedmont American Airlines” (see exhibit B scope of

. investigation.)

On September 20,.2020 in two separaté e-mails I asked Mr. Poston once again to explain
what was going on with the case and if I still had a case. I asked was the appeal already filed?
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Mr. Poston still would tlzo_'t respond to the e-mail. He called while I was at work but I could not
" talk do to interruptions.l Then on October 1, 2020, I e-mailed Mr. Poston again explaining I
would like to know the :status of the case to meet any deadlines for appeals and provided a good
~time to call me. On October 1, 2020 Mr. Poston responded back in a threatening manner saying,
_ “I'will update you as I go. Please stop e-mailing me every day, I have to charge you for these

" . conversations they are all meaningless. Trust me to do my job.” (see exhibit(s) G and D topic 1.)
e ,

Mr. Poston never h(mestl)} communicated with me about anything that was going on with the
case and the dismissal nior the missed appeal dates. On October 14, I e-mailed Mr. Poston again
for an update with no résponse. I then reached out to the SC Bar and spoke with Michelle Dennis
about what was going on and 'she stated that she could reach out to the attorney to try and get
communication going and for an update me on my case.

On October 27, 2020 Mr. Poston e-mailed me saying, “the world of law is in shambles, I promise
" to update you as soon as I hear something about the case.” This was the basis of our
conversation all the time no case movement due to COVID-19 even though the case was moving.
(see exhibit(s) G and D topic 1)

On October 27, 2020 I responded to Mr. Poston asking was this the filing for the State Case
because he told me ove:r the phone before I had to hang up at work he was going to file the case
in state court. Mr. Poston never responded to the question. On November 12, 20201 e-mailed
him again for the answer to the question from October 27, 2020 that was never answered and this
- time asking for the cas¢ number of the state filing. M. Poston never responded. On December 2,
2020 I e-mailed Mr. Poston in reference to all of my unanswered questions, On December 2,
2020 Mr, Poston e-mailed stating, “I tried to call there was some movement on the case.” I called
Mr. Poston and he never, answered I got the Verizon message [ always get and made him aware 1

| ~ was available to talk via e-mail. I finally spoke with Mr. Poston on December 7, 2020 and we

. discussed him no longer being the attorney for the case, Mr, Poston agreed to meet me on

- December 14, 2020 and return my file. On December 14, 2021, Mr. Poston failed to meet me as
agreed so that I could pick up my file for him to be relieved as counsel.-On December 21, 2020 I
sent him a letter of atto:mey termination (see exhibit(s) G and 1.) | -

l
I had to spend extrz} monéy to get another attorney to figure out what Mr. Poston had done

with my case becanse the entire time he would not honestly communicate the status of my case
or file necessary paperwork needed for the case which was a part of his retainer agreement in

~ doing the work (see exhibit D topic 1.) I hired Attorney Sarah Cox of Burnette Shutt &.
" McDaniel, PA. And when Ms, Cox read over the case she immediately took the information to
* her firm partners. It w&lts, when I hired them I received the recommendation report from the
district court from August 24;, 2020 and found out that Mr. Poston never showed up for
appearances, he filed a motion that did not include a proposed amended complaint as promised
or specify how Plaintiff intended to amend the pleading (see exhibit D topic 1.) Nor did he file
anything in state court on my behalf (as Mr. Poston wrote in an e-mail from December 2, 2021

* . there was some movement on the case), what case? Nothing was filed (see exhibit(s) G and F)

when their firm did the resealrch. We also discovered because Mr. Poston failed to meet the
‘August 8" deadline arid then' when givena second opportunity failed to appear on August 14,
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2020 he totally dama'geld ry chance for the defamation claim for which he had very sufficient
 information (solid proof) and legal documentation supporting the defamation.

.. The only claim that was left due to Mr. Postons’ negligence of not doing the work was the
cwﬂ conspiracy for whxch the defendants were more than willing to negotiate. However, it was
brought to our attention that Mr. Poston even avoided Kristin Gray (attorney for the defendant(s)
calls as well, This madé it dlfﬁcult to negotiate the defamation and civil conspiracy very early on
as agreed in Mr, Postonl S conltract on representation in doing the work (see exhibit D topic 1.)
As far as Mr, Plylers’ claim o'n Mr, Postons billing, On December 21, 2020 when I e-mailed and
' sent via certified mail a letter 'of termination (see exhibit 1) At that point [ also requested an

*_-itemized bill. Mr. Poston presented billings for dates he did not complete work because he was

already terminated. Mrl Plyler claims in his findings section (see exhibit B) that Mr. Poston
- explained to him he had a new billing system and submitted a new revised invoice on March 8,
2021, -

To date I still have lnot received a supposedly revised itemized invoice nor was it included in
the final report that wals mailed to me., If the case was dismissed on August 24, 2020 and Mr.
Poston would never honestly respond or communicate that he did not make appearances; then-
how could all of the work listed on the invoice take place before and be a no show and after that
time on the invoice when there was no case due to it being dismissed (see exhibit F?) In fact as
detailed throughout this appeal Mr. Poston rarely responded to e-mails shown in (exkibit G) and
Michelle Dennis of SCfBar had to be contacted to reach out to him to respond to clients.

On July 10, 2020 the invoice states, “Emails with client regarding possible witnesses and

. . attempts to contact these mdivia'uals No success.” On July 10, 2020 I provided witnesses to Mr.

Poston and there contact mformatlon via email. However, on July 10, 2020 there were no
discussions of Mr. Poston reachmg out via our e-mail conversation as he claimed in his invoice
that he had attempted to contact possible witnesses with no success (see exhibit G. p. 10 and 11.)

On July 24, 2020 Mr Postons invoice states, “Draft and file motion for extension of time to
amend complaint aﬁer’attemptmg to gain consent from defendants.” According to the ECF
_report, “On July 24, 2020 Plaintiff through her attorney filed an opposed motion Jor an

" extension of time to ameud the complaint. ECF No, 42; see ECF No. 43. The motion did not

_include a proposed amended complaint or specify how Plaintiff intended to amend the
. pleading” (see exhibit |F p.2 para 3,) On January 1, 2021 Mr, Postons Invoice states, “review of
-~ defendants motion to dtsmzss. legal analysis and drafting of motion of extension of time to amend

* pleadings in order to correct issues, review in clients prose complaint and telephone call with

client to discuss legal options, legal analysis ruling of the recommendation report dismissing the
case in order to determme possible appeal.”

" According to the ECF report none of the above transp:red “The motion did not include a
proposed amended complaint or specify how Plaintiff intended to amend the pleading” (see
_ exhibit F p.2 para 3.) On August 14, 2020, the Magistrate Judge set a telephonic status
conference to “discuss matters related to schedulmg and any other toptcs which may aid in the

10
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~ efficient progression of this case.” ECF No. 45. Plaintiff’s counsel failed to appear for the . .
status conference, ECF No. 48 at 1 n.1, and the Magistrate Judge thereafter denied the motion
Jor an extension of nme to amend the complaim‘, ECF No. 46. (see exhibit(s) F, G, and D topic
1) And this information was also not presented in the background findings from Smith
Robinson investigation whick was relevant to showing Mr. Poston was negligent in not doing the
- work, even though Mr. Plyler stated, “I also reviewed the ECF docket report for Roselyn Wise v.
Piedmont American Airlines” (see exhibit B scope of investigation.)

It was also dlscovered that I am not the only client Mr, Poston has collected retainer fees
* from and have not done the work. On a Facebook review from his page; Mr. Poston was
confronted by Paul Pease a client asking about the $3000.00 dollars he has paid him over a year
ago still with no court docket of a filling, I reached out to Mr. Pease and he stated that Mr.

¢ . Poston want return his calls e1ther and have yet to show him any movement on his case. Mr.

Pease stated that he ﬂnally spoke with Mr. Poston and informed him he needed results on his
 case. He stated that allMr. Poston ever does is use COVID-19 as an excuse for no results. This is

- . the same excuse Mr. Poston Kept using with me as well when he knew he never did the work or
- showed up to the appearances Mr. Pease made Mr, Poston aware he knew he is not the only

client he has collected fees from and sat on their case. Mr. Poston stated to Mr. Pease, “I know
who you are talking about.” Mr. Pease stated that, “it doesn’t matter who the person is you are
doing the same thing to other clients.”

Mr, Poston is awar]e that I have spoken to Mr. Pease. Mr. Pease also stated, “after doing
research behind Mr, Postons claims of contacting certain individuals in his case they claimed .
they had never spoken| to him nor do they know who he is.” Mr. Pease is willing to also offer his
statement as a witness to experiencing the same treatment from Mr. Poston as myself. He can be
- reached at 843-430-4406 and grbaseymnky2@aol.com. Mr. Pease also referenced another client
that he had contact with for which Mr. Poston collected his fee and sat on the case as well, Mr,
Pease stated that Mr. Ploston said, “he was guilty anyway and it doesn’t matter.”” Mr. Pease also
stated that Mr. Poston stated *you can go ahead and filea gnevance against me if you want to
because many others have and didn't get anywhere.” So it is apparent that Mr. Poston is

. . accustomed to demonstratmg this type of unethical behavior in his legal practices towards his.

clients in the spirit of nothmg will be done for his negligence of not doing the work (see exhibit
Jp.4.)



~ Inconclusion, Iam requesting my entire retainer fee of $2000.00 back because it seems the

~ only thing Mr, Poston did was file himself on record as being the attorney. I have pointed out lots

-of dlscrepancxes in the investigative findings with supporting evidence presented in the exhibits,
The invoice Mr. Poston produced was alscvI shoddy due to the fact that there were several
discrepancies with documented proof that such actions did not transpire. It makes it hard to

- believe the other i mv01ce entries happened as well and should be considered null and void. These

pieces of evidence which were relevant in proving Mr. Postons negligence in doing the work;
were never pointed out by the investigator but over looked and he had full access to the
information. 1

J

Respectfully Subm1tted

Roseiyn Wise |6 U‘Jm

.- 104 Cottage Lake Way :

" ‘Columbia, SC 29209 |
803.250.7545 '
roselynmse2007@ho£ma11 com

CC: Michelle Dennis, Fee Dlspute Coordinator
‘P,O. Box 608 '
Columbia, SC 29202

My COMMISSIO

N EXP!RES 05-26-2027
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Turner| Padget

REPLYTO

.- Thomas C. Salane : " E-Mail; TSalane@TumerPadget.com
- | ‘Writer's Direct Dial: (803) 227-4289

- Writer's Direct Fax: (803) 400-1526

: " May 3, 2021

. , | ¢
- PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL

: ‘Roselyn Wise
104 Cottage Lake Way
Columbia, S.C. 29209

_ Eric Chalmers Postor{
- 1320 Main St., Suite 316
Columbia, S. C 29201

"Re: Fee Clmm stpute #2021FEB05 —Roselyn Wise v. Eric Chalmers Poston
. Dear Ms, Wlse aner Poston

, " Pursuant to the Rules and regﬁlations of the Fee Disputes Board, enclosed herewith is a
‘copy of the report of the Assigned Member in the above referenced fee dispute. By copy of this
letter, I am serving the ORIGINAL report on the Fee Dispute Coordinator.

As Circuit ChPau of the Fifth Cucmt I concur with the recommendation of the Assigned
Member that Ms. Wlse is not entitled to a refund of her initial retainer or any portion thereof and
the claim is denied. Mr. Poston has waJved any fees charged in excess of the initial retainer.

Pursuant to Rule 13 -of the Rules and Regulations of the Fee Disputes board, as the fee in
dispute is $7,500 or less the decision of the Assigned Member, with the concurrence of the Fee
- Dispute Chairman, 1s ! final, Appeal may be made only as provided in Rule 20 of the Rules and

. Regulations of the Fee ‘Disputes Board. These rules are time sensitive. A copy of these rules are

available online at ht_t]gI iwww.judicial.state.sc.us/court Reg/.

1901 Mam st, 17th Floor (29201) | PO. Box 1473 Cotumbla. SC 29202 Phone 803 254-2200 Fax 803-799—3957
. turnerpadget.com



Turner Padget

) Roselyn Wise |

" Eric Chalmers Poston), Esquire
May 3, 2021 ,
- . Page2 I
; ' Sincerely, . _ _
! TURNER PADGET GRAHAM AND LANEY P.A.

| =
’ . : Thomas C. Salane

“TCS:ts |

Enclosure

.¢cc:  Michelle Dennis, Feé Disputes Coordinator
Daniel C. Plyler, Esquire (w/o enclosures)
]

—_ - ———



COLUMBIA 2530 Devine Street, Colglfnbla.SC,ZBZOS SUMYER 126N, Malnstreet,Sumter,sczmst CAMDEN 935 Broad Street, Camden, SC 29020

SMITHIIROBINSON
lForward thinking. Results driven.
Smith Robinson Hollet DuBose and Morgan, L1.C
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, " ReplyTo: Danjel C. Plyles
L T Cotumbia Office

. April 30, 2021

Yia Emaril & U.S! Mail !
Thotnas C, Salane 'Esquue
Circuit Chair, Fifth ]udicml Circuit
Post Office Box 1473

Colutnbia, South Ca:o]ma} 29202

RE:  Fee Dispute - Rosialyn Wise v. Bric Chalmess Poston

Dear: Mt. Salane:

scb'PE OF INVESTIGATION

1 wis assigned by the Resolution of Fee Disputes Board to ifvestigate the complaint - Nt

" made by Roselyn Wise against Attorney Eric Chalmers Poston. I spoke with both Ms, Wise :
and Mt. Poston regardmg this matter. In addition, I have reviewed the following documents ;
all of which are attzched to this repott as exhibits: : i

1. - Application for Resolution of Fee Disputed Fee made by Roselyn Wise, along
w1th suppozting documentation

2, Legal Retainer Agteement between Wise and Poston

3. Emalls betyeen Poston and Wise '

4 Lette:: from Poston to Attomey Plyler explaining and correcting his billing
e.ntrles

5. Revised billing entries of Poston’s time

6. Voicemail left by Bric Poston. to Roselyn Wise from December 2, 2020

AT e

. .
::Iu—add.tuon“to Taviewing th _documen e

BACKGROUND

Ms. Wise retained Attotney Poston to tepresent het in on-going litigation, The

- litigation in quesuon. was pendirg in Fedegdl Coutt and involved Ms, Wise’s allegations that
her employer had unlawfully retaliated against her for repotting sexual hatassment in violation _
- pwaeSmithRoblsonLaw.com
- Founding Partners: G, Murrell SmI:h,Jr ] JonathanM.Rcblnscn { DavidC.Holler 1 John)t Oubose,ll ) H‘lhumasMorgan.Jr !

o R | | f"
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Thomag C. Salanc Esqpirc
April 30,2021 | |
. Page2 '
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of Title VII of the le Rights Act of 1964, Ms. Wise also alleged state law glaims for
defatmation and twﬂ conspu'aCy The litigation was initiated prz.yr and filed by Ms. Wise on.
March 13, 2020. 'I’he Defen&ants to that lawsuit filed 2 motion 1o disiniss on June 2, 2020.

Ms. Wise retairied Attormey Poston and signedl a fee agrecment with Atfotney Poston
on July 8, 2020, IIn. the{ Fee Agtéement Ms. Wise apiée to pay Attorney Poston a tate of
$150. 00 per hour f01 his wogl on the tnatter. She-also agreed to pay a §2,000.00 retaines, and
that fees earned c?nld be dizwn fiom that tetainer,

2 020 :'EAttomey Postrm_,E
d stoplaint.—That —~

gistrate:fudge-,

] P ’mﬁiéﬁﬂmg*thzt Defendants™

] w.,g::a,ntea. y ”R_epo:.tan BCOMNIAY gqiiug viis adopted by the Distiict—

outt]'udge onS ptem nd 2 Judgment was issue same day._ .

R RN T Y

Accmdmg fo thé documents provided for review, Ms. Wise sought to end the
attotney-clieht relitionship with Attorhey Poston pn December 21, 2020, Og, of about,
Japuary 2, 2021 Attorney Poston sent a bill / detnand to Ms. Wis¢ asking for her to remit
payment of fees inlthe amount of §955.00. The letter contained an itemized billing statement
- showing the wolkAttotney Poston petfotmed on Ms. Wise’s hehalf,

Ms. Wise mﬂmted this Fee Dispute on, & abéut, January 4, 2021, Ms. Wise claims
that .Attorneyl’ostan did hot dctually worl oft hee case and did riot keqp het itformed of the
status of the case. I

. FINDINGS

. Basedon tile review of the docutnentation provided and miy irtetview of both Ms,
Wise :mdAttomey' Poston, I find that thete was a valid and enforceable fes agteement entered
info by Ms. Wise on, ot about, July 8, 2020. That fee agteement set forth an houely rate of
$150.00 for any wotk Atiotney Poston petformed on ‘behalf of Ms. Wise and Leqmrc& a
vefundable retainetiof $2,000.00 from which earned fees wete to be deducted, The attomey-
client telationship was ended at the request of Ms. Wise on December 21, 2020,

Atfotney PcLston the submitted an itemized billing statereit, which shows he wotked
19.7 hours on behalf of Ms. Wise and tegarding the subjegt litigation, The fee agteed to by
the parties was $150 00 per hout, so Attomey Poston’s fees totaled §2,955.00.

When the i 1t|cm12ed staternent was fitst provided for :ene,w, it appeated that Attomey
Postod had performed some work, for which he was atimnptmg 1o chm:ge a fée to Ms. Wise,
aftet Ms. Wise ended the attompy-tlient telationship. Duting fay interviewr of Attomey
Poston, he explmned that he had started nsing 2 new billing softwar, and the dates showing
o1l the titme entties m quéstion were the dates he entered the time, not the dutes the work was

petformed. He fh&n piowded a corrected billing Statement, which is attached to this report,




Thomas C, Salan:e, Esquire
April 30, 2021
Page 3
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under 3 cover lettclz*.t, dated Match 8, 2021. In that same letter, Atto‘mey Poston indicates he is

not seeking to recoves: the fee he claitms of $055.00 that was not covered by the initial retainer. -

1 have reviewed the time entries on the cottected, itemized billing statement provided
by Attotney Posto:n'. Those entrdes reflect numerous telephone calls and emails to and fiom
the client as well 25 ,opposing counsel, review of materdals and filings that predated Attorney
Poston’s appeaxan!cé in the case, and the drafting of 2 Motion for Extension of time in which
to file an Amended Complaint. All of the entriesappear to be telated to work Attorney Poston
claims he petformed on, behalf of Ms. Wise and in furthetance of the subject litigation.
Furthermore, many of.the entries are consistent with a review of the ECF Docket Report for
the subject lawsuit; ' :

I

! CONCLUSION

My zole in this thatter is limited to detertnining if an attorney-client relationship
. existed, if thete was a valid and enforceable fee agreement, and if there is evidence of
wotl performed by the Attomey, on behalf of the client, for which a fee is owed. I
am not authotizedjto review, nor have I sought to formulate an opinion about, the quality of
the work provided by the Attotney on behalf of the client. '

Itis my opinion that an attomey-client relationship did exist between Ms, Wise and

* Attorney Poston. That said relationship was cotnmenced on July 8, 2020 and that it ended on,
or about; Decetnber 21,2020. The fee agreement enteted into in this case is clear regarding

- the amount of the jnitial retainer, the fee rate, and the manner in which fees and expenses
would becharged. Futthettnore, itis my opinion that the chatges invoiced by Attorney Poston

appear to beteasonable considering the complexities of the litigation in question, and the time

spent working on the matter, as reflected in the itemized billing statement, appears to be
- .reasonable, I find n'othing'in the record that would show that Ms. Wise is entitled to a return

of the $2,000.00 setzines, “Therefore, in my opinion, the dispute should be denied,

Respectfully submitted,

|- 1 FROBINSON

anik] G, Plyler -
SC BY# 72671

Attachments '

ce:  Michelle Der:mlis, Fee Disputes Coordinatot
'

- Apiae e

—— e .
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- ‘Roselyn Wise, i
’ |

Complaint for & Civil Case
Plaintff, |

: .’

Y.
P1edmont/Amencan Alxrlmes
- Michelle Foose, and Donald Pexu,
'
Defend’ant.
1

1
PPN BN SV
»
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L :
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|

i :P,lamtxff, complaining 'of the Defendants herein, respectfu]ly alleges the'following;

PARTIES

Céis'e No.:

'
-

Jury TriaI,Demaniied

“'IN'THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA
Columbia Division

L, .-Plamtlff Roselyn Wise s a citizen and res1dent of Richland County, South Carolma

3

2. Defendant P1edmont/Amencan Alrhnes is a subsidiary company of Amemcan An'hnes in

Wicomico Coulnty, Maryland

«

3. Défendant Mmhelle Foose is employed by Pledmont/Amencan A1r1mes at Co:porate and

1

is a-citizen in ﬁlle state of Maryland .

4 Defendant Doald Peru is employed by Piedmont /Amerioan Airliites Cherlotte Douglas

International Ajrport and is a citizen and resident of Richland County, South Carolina:

4
]
: |
)
1}

FACTUAL ALUEGATIONS

1

o

.5. Plaintiff began '!working for Piedmont/US Airways in July 2013 as a customer service

agent, And then P1edmont/ American-Airlines i o }Tanuary 2014 in the same posmon when

US Airways ga{ned conu'ol and merged w1th Amencan Aiilines.

¢

| employed by Pledmont/Amenca.n Alr]mes

A However, Plaintiff_was treated in-a hostile manner and seceived unfair treatment by

i ) ~ :
Defendant Piedx"ﬂnontflz?.meﬂcan Airlines employees, including, but hot limited to,

H
!

6. Plaintiff perfonfzed hérjobina competent if'not-more: than competent manner, while

.



' _..';

Plaintiff's station manager, Defendant Doriald Peru-and. Defendant Ptedmont/Amencan
| .
Airlines Vice. Pkresxdent of:Human Resources employee M1che]le Foose during her

eznployrnent and was falsely accused of havmg afelony criminal record ot bemg able to
I .
hold her STDA lbage and forged documerits, ‘

8 Plaintiff subtmtted court documents from a judge showmg ‘pending charges of allegedly

|
forged documents were dismissed.

9. Plaintiff submltted documents from SLED! showmg she, had no felony criminal charges

" . which enables her to Eold her S]DA bage

'3

10 Plaintiff dlso pr:owded a letter.statement from her current federal/state job proving she did

N

not have.a: felony cnmmal record and that they fo]low the same background check
.

procedures. An?i that letter also proved that she was hired during the time that Defendants

Michelle Foose and Donald Peru accused Plamuff of havmg a felony cnmmal record

. I
- 11. In 2016, Plaintiff reported to the Statioh.Manager; Donald Peru, that a male employee -
. { . .

_ § -
‘supervisor David Hibbert, (which is a very close friend of Donald Peru’s) was making
. l : \ \

sexual commeénts towards her and making her feel uncomfortable.

12. To Plaintiffs Imowledée, the male employee was not réprimanded or terminated for’
making such comments. : | '
13. Thereafter supe'rvi'sor David Hibbert began making comments to many other co-worker’s -
1

particularly male coworkers to watch,out and stay away-from Plaintiff,
14, Plaintiff lear‘neci of- this when co-worker a male Piedmont/American Airlines co-worker
‘madeher; aware of the statements,

15, Shortly thereafter in September 2016 Defendant Donald Peru began nit picking w1th

Plaintiff and accused her of not completing a job: function duting boardmg an aircraft;

w



i
i

16. Plaintiff challenged the false-allegations in‘a grievance and'won.

17. Plaintiff proved that she had raquested training for. that function numerous times via. e
i .

mail and. Defenldant Donald Peru: faﬂed to provide training. -
18..In or around thle begmmng Qf'201’l. P1edmont/Amencan Anhnes accuéed Plaintiff of -

fqrgj:;g’l?iedmotn_t.doguments to the South Carolina Departrent of Employment

Workforce.

19. Defendants white, Hux'nan Resources Vice President Micelle Foose contacted, the Plaintiff"

I

” kel

ol numerous océasiorfls and requested that the'Plajnﬁﬁ"i)royide.hqr with the alleged

t

forged documents,
i

20. Defendant Michelle Foose even stated and led Plaintiff fo believe once everything was'

cleared that she would be able to.retumn towork. It was later discovered that this was
o ‘ .
done out of malice and false preterise to deceive Plaintiff into providing information
Defendant could use to cause harm-against Plairitiff,
t

21. Plaintiff infomie'd Dc;fendant Michelle Foose that,she ‘was not in possession of any
l 1

alleged forged cllécuments but she continued to email the Plaintiff and accuse her of

' wnhholdmg documents from' P1edmont/Ame.ucan Airlines.

':22 Defendant Mlche]le Foose continued to harass and" assert via. e—maﬂ went on for an entire:

I
.year of cnmma} activity until ‘Plaintiffs termination.

23. On March 20 '2@)18, Plaintiff received an e-mail from Defendant Donald Peru, stating that
her felony criminal record did nof allow Plaintiff to hold a SIDA badge, falselyaccusing.
j . _
Plaintiff of forging Piedmont/American Airlines documents to an outside.agency; and

informing Plaintiff that she was bemg terminated.based 6:1" the same.

-

"k em vmem oy e
-
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24, Plaintiff and gnevance pres1dent requested to have access to mformatmn that brought

Defendant Donald Pefu and M1chelle Foose And. they would not cooperate and provxde
L.

v

the mformanonl.

.

¥ R

25, Deferidants Michelle Foose and Donald Peru did not foliow appropriate protocol.beez_mse

they were suppé;sed to send a letter of termination via first class US postal not e-mail,

There was neveér a ten:m.nation letter received via mail.

26. Plamnﬁ immediately requested & grievance hearing and Defendants M1che11e Foose. and
e o gi

Donald.Peru-pmlonged the request Finally a request was granted Defendants still

continued to uplhold falsely accusing Plaintiff of cnmmal activity ‘
_ ' .

27. Plaintiff immediately requested & systems board hearing and that hearing was pfolonged

|

for three months. !
] i
4

-28. In June of 2018'[ 'Pl'aintiff challenged the;faise allegations with proof-at the systems board
heanng and Defendants still accused Plaintiff of cnmmal conduct. And Defendant -

l
"Donald Peru evlen went as far as humiliating Plaintiffs character and ca]lmg hera. hax: in
front of everyone at the hearing. And Tracey from- Human Resources-also took the effort.
| - .

to be mean spirited as to victim shame Plaintiff with-sart‘:asm by-asserting; “you sure have
. , .

had a lot of identity ttie ” )
| 29, In January of 2:619 af::er Plaintiff had been‘temlinated,sne was informed by co-worker. A
former TSA wclirkef 1n the airport that he recently inquired about Plaintiff as to if she still
worked for Pietiimont/'American Airlines‘and he was told that Plaintiff no longer;worked

i o i .
- . for'the airlines because she could not-pass’her:security clearance. Everyone that works

‘Wwith any airline or airport knows what that means becatise we all have to pass the same
i
clearance with ho felony criminal record,
t

- e
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30, Defendants Michelle Foose and Donald Peru1éaked this personal confidential
information w1th neghgence and mahce to unprivileged co-workers and the public even

i
after they had been presented with factual court documents ﬁ:om a Judge and a SLED

Baquroxmd check! proving their allegatlons- to be false.

*. 31, The reason 'pro%/ided for Plaintiffs termination was-false and pre-textual,
| , _ .
32. Therefore Plaintiff believes that.she'was discriminated.on the basis of race and sex and in

b .o . .
- retaliation for her'complaints of sex discrimination, in viclation of Title VII of:the Civil

ki

. nghts Act of 1964, as amended

, FOR'FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION _
AGAINST-DEFENDANT PIEDMONT/AMERICAN AIRLINES
I : (Defamation)

33. P_laintiff reilleges t;he foregoing where consistent..

) - 34.Defendant’ Pledmont/Amenca.n Airlines by and through its agents and employees, falsely

- accused Plamnff of unﬁtness'm her profession and criminal acnv1ty Specifically, Defendant
Piedmont/American ATrlmes asserted in writing and falsely accused Plaintiff verbally of criminal

activity. :

. 35, Defendant Pledmont/Amencan Airlines d1d 50. by neghgently and mtenhona]ly failing to

, | !
maintain the grounds for its mvesmgatlon into Plamﬁff and termination of Plaintiff on a

reasonable need-.-to-knqw basis. The same amounts to an unlawfitl abuse of prvilege.

36, Defendant. Piedmo'nt/American Airlines termirated Pldintiff on pre-textual grounds amid its
o neghgently mamtamedimvesu‘gatlon info alleged- assemons ‘and criminal activity by Plamﬁff
-ratifying the defamatzon described above.

| !
i

!
v
!
I
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37 The false and pre- textual‘grounds of Plaintiff's termination were published by word and-act.

by Defendant Paedmorllt/Amencan Axrlmes to unpiivileged _coworkers of the Blaintiff,

- 38 Such publications allre false, known to be false by’ Defendant Piedmont/American Alr]ines

;

and made with malice aud w1th reckless disregard of the truth. Even after being prowded court

. documents finalized b}: a judge and a'SLED background checlg proving al_l assertions and false
accusations notto be true. to
b Do L

. 39. The defamation alleged here is pec sé in that Plaintiff has been accused of crimindl condact
and q‘n_ﬁmess in her p'r(l)fessibn to hold a SIDA, Ead_ge.

!
. , : _
40. As a direct-and proximate result of the defamation alleged herein, Defendant

! f :
- 'Piedmont/American-Airlines has caused and'is liable for severs'and continuing injury to .

* Plaintiff’s reputation, h!uixﬁ]ia'tipn, emb_arras.sment, and pain and suffering.

i - FOR.A SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
AGA]NST DEFENDANT PIEDMONT/AMERICAN ATRLINES:

: ‘ (Retaliation)

L ! '
41 "Plajntiﬁ sealleges tﬁe foregoing where consistent.

i '42. Defendants M.ichelle ‘Foose, Donalcl Peru, superv.lsor Dav:d Hlbbert and others met,

conspired, and :

schemed t6 catise the Pllamtlff harm.

43: This was.done in. an effort to retaliate and punish. Plaintiff for reporting the sexual comments

o ,'supervisor David H1bbert made towards Plamtlﬂ

44, Out of malice and sp1te supervisor. David Hibbert began. tellmv other co-WOrkers parucularly
" “males to stay away and watchiout for Plaintiff, _ e

45, Plaintiff then bega.n to notice there was a changg.in disposition:from co-worker,s particularly

H
§

" - males due.to supervisor David Hibberts retaliation which created a hostile environment.

1
)

]

7

......-——--—_.-
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46. Plaintiff-no Jonger felt comfortable reportmg to Defendant Donald Peru due to the. hostlhty it

. caused to be: retahated{onto her. !

47 Tn aneffort to -'h'elp{his frif:nd DefendantDona"ld.Eert‘l._a]so began retaliatinig by falsely.

S accusing Plé.inﬁff of nét: completing a task during aircraft boarding, forged documents, and

i
L]

criminal conduct; } . . »

¢ LA _

.| FORA THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
AGAINST DEFENDANT PIEDMONT/AMERICAN AIRLINES

| ' - .

: , *(Civil Conspiracy)
I N ' .
" 46, Plaintiff realleges the foregoing where ¢onsistent.

1 .

- 47, Defendants M-ic'hel}e Foose; Donald Pern,-and others met, conspired, and schemed to- cause,

. the Plaintiff harm.

4

48, The-individual defendants and others- acted outszde of the scope of thelr employment and,in .
. :

- gbuse of their posmons to falsely accuse Plaintiff of cmnmal conduct and unfitness in her,

{

- profession in an effort.of retaliation for Plaintiff rqportii}g'sexiia’.} comments made by nidle
~ coworker supervisor David Hibbert whichis also a close-friend to ‘Defendant Donald Peru to

i ultimately have,l?laintiff tenn&nated from her posiﬁdn, .
. ! i ) . W L toa

" . . . .

49, Shdrtly before beixfg termi:inated Defendant Donald Peru made Plainfiff aware that Defendant

Michelle Foose was cog:stiﬁrig to terminate hef claiming'she h?d'abandonéc_f her job. Defendant

[

Michelle Foose placedl»PIa'mtiff on suspension.causing Plaintiff not.to be at work. Plaintiff .

" communicated with Defendant Michelle Foose the entire time via e-mail with updates

W
i
r

- 50, Defendant Michelle Foose and Donald Peru both kept conspiring looking for reasons to
-falsely accuse Plaintiffito be terminated.

i 8



i | : ;
' 81, That such treatment of the Plajntiff by the md1v1dua1 defendants ‘was motivated by an’ mtent |

:
tor -harm,Plamtsz for then' own personal agendae and personal'beneﬁt;

- 52, Such actmns of the mdxv1dua1 defendants have 1solated and damaged Plaintiff in her field of
i

sérvice and employment are outside the-course and scope of their employment with Defendant
L

. Pi¢dmont/American, Auhnes and have, mfhcted speclaLdamages upon her iri so domg

i 3

4 53 The foregoing con‘duct anic'mnts to an unlawful civilcons,pirac_y to deprive Piaintiff of her
. i 1 -

s rights atid to specially gh'arm t!hé Plaintiff, for which the jindividual defendants are Liable,
B ' b : .

i b

- 54, Said civil conspiracy has"directly and proxiixfately caused the Plaintiff to be ostracized,

molated and essennally black-hsted in her professwn, 1thas caused the Plaintiff and her fanuly

R to suffer mcreased stress and anmety, loss of wages, loss of accustomed. famﬂy hfestyle loss of

sleep, loss:of compamonshlp. and forced. her to mcur the costs and reasonabIe attorney’s fees of

prosecutmg,thls actzon.'Further, the Plamnff is e_ntltled to an award of punitive damages. for the
" “mallicious, inten'tional,_gand m’ean-spiﬁte’d aetion‘s"of the individual defendants acting herein.
D ,

Y

i .
! PRAYER FOR RELIEF

.. WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment to be award:ed againstithe Defendant

. Piedmont/American A;iriines:for_ all recoverable damages she has suffered as a result of

3
| | , . ) - o s
defamation and dig’qﬁm,iflation through retaliation alleged hereinin an appropriate amount to be

“ "detexmined by ajury, as i;well as any restitution.or equitable action thxs Court should‘ deem proper.
- Plaintiff. further prays for Attorney § Fees and Costs, Last, Plaintiff requests prej udgment interest be.
- awardeéd on all of her damages. FURTHERMORE Plamt:ff prays for a-separate award and Judgment
against the individual defendants jointly and severally. for civil consP.uacy and all damages: caused
g tnegeby; as 'alleged'he;ex_nabgve, mcludmg pnmtwe damages-ia an démount to be determined reasonable by

' ajury of the Plaintiff's peers.

P

.
¢



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT » = -
DISTRICT, OF SOUTE.CAROLINA

:
*) CIANo.

Ly i'

Pro Se Party’s Aﬁsv'vgrs to

© VA ' .
R ¢ L _ +  Rule 26,01 Interrogatories

- .-

7 .
D,cgendant(s). § L . o an

0

| .

© (A) Statethé fill name, address'and telephone number of all persans or.legal entitiés who may
-+ haveasubrogation interest in each claim and state the basis.and exfent of said interest.

t
. "

None

|
<
|
[
!
I
\ \ Kl

.As to each claim, state whether it'should be tried j _)ury or non Jury and why.

( aY b C\aior  Aecna s A *\\vr\LC\) ’JFP\&D,)

¥

i
[
l
4
;

;
f

- (@  State the.basis for asserting the claim in the dmsmn in whick it was filed (or-the basis' of
- any challenge to the appropriateness of the division).

e (‘\(‘Lum \u&S qL.\erE o Mma (\ms\mduo_

m e temdime e e e
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18 UuS acnon related 1n Whole or in part to- any other niatter filed'in’ thig Dzstnct, whcther

civil or criminal? If so, provide:

(1; a short caption and the full case ru
- (2) an explanation of how the matters are related; and

ﬁﬁer ‘of the related action;

(3) a:statement of the starus of the related action. l

*

Please disclose any cases whtch]may be'related regardless of whether they aré stﬂl. pendmg.

Note: Whether cases are related such that they should-be assigned to a single Judge will be.

determined by the-Clerk of Court based on 2 determination of whether the cases: arise from the
same or identical.transactions, happemngs or events; involve the identical pa:tles ar property; or for

any other reason would-entail substanhal duplication of Iabar if heard by different jirdges.

3

®

~ = ===

'

o

[Pro Se Defendants ouly. ] 1f thé deféndant is improperly: 1denbﬁed, give:the proper

identification and state whether the party(ies) submitting these responses will accept service
of an smended summonstand. pleading reflecting'the correct 1dent1ﬁcatmu

®

[
i
i
i
|

[Pro Se Defendants unly ] If you conténd that someother person’ of: legal entity is, in whole

ar inpart, liable to you or the party-asserting a clair against: you il this matter, 1dentify siich
person or-entity and deseribe the basis-of said Hability,

AT
.

i
i
I
|
I
i

Signed this-( 3,05 day.of W\GM ﬁf\

- ———

Q&e&m\ e

- I declare under penalty of per_;ury that the forcgoing is: true and correct:

,2020

£

-S‘zg{nature of Pany Responding

i
k]
{
t
]
1
|

.



o EXHIBIT D 4
RETAINER AGREEMENT

REQEEVE@ |
l SEp 16 2022
5Q Court of Appeals



———

1
H
! '
’
E

Le-gal Retainer Agreementx-
Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Main Street, Suite 316

. ) ‘ Columbia, S€29201 -
. o {803) 463-4561
Client:
Roselyn Wise !
104 Cottage Lake Way
Columbia, SC 29209 '

. Foselynwise2007@hotmail.com

Your Attorney:
Eric Chalmers Poston, Esq.

eposton@chalmersposton.com

Re: Retainer Agreement — Federal Discrimi'nation[WrOngful Termination/Ete.

Client: 1 Roselyn Wise
Matter: General Legal Assistance as Outlinad in Paragraph 1 Below
| ' -
Dear Ms. Wise: |

Thank you fori choosing Chalmers Paoston, LLC as your attorneys in the above-stated
matter, If the terms of this agreement are acceptable, please . sign and date at the end of this
apreement and return via emall at info@chalmersposton,com or by mail to 1320 Main Street,
Suite 316, Columbia, SC 29201. We cannot assist you with any legal matter until we receive this
letter and payment asloutlined below.

. ldentification. of the Parties. This agreement is made between Eric C. Poston Esq. of Chalmers
Poston, LLC (”Attorneyiv") and Roselyn Wise (“Client”). :

1. General Nature of A55|stance Attorney-will assist Client with all necessary proceedings prior
to filing an employment discrimination lawsuit in the Federal courts, as well as the lawsuit
Itself and all related legalractions. Attorney will first attempt to file'an Amended Complaint in
Client's recently filed defamation lawsuit. :

03, Respective Resgonsrbrhtles of Attorney and Client. Attorney will endeavor to represent Client

competently in accordance with the highest legal and ethical standards. Client will be
cooperative, responszble and truthful in its relationship with Attorney. However, both parties-
have the right to withdraw from this relationship at-any time,

-

—— A




|
I
!
h
i
1

- 4, Attorneys’ Fees. iAttorney will charge:Client a 52,000 retainer handle. this matter. Clients
agree to pay Attorney ata rate of $150 per hour, to be drawn from the retainer fee up to-and
until the retamerlis exhausted. If the retainer fee s exhausted, Attorney will continue to bill
at the same hourly rate. If this matter is concluded prior to exhaustion of the retainer fee,
the remainder of the fee will be paid back to Client. Chalmers Poston, LLC accepts cash,
cashier’s checks or credit/debit cards for payment. Please call for instructions on how to make
payment via these various methods.

5. Dispute Resolution. Occasionally, attorneys and their Clients have disputes arising from their
relationship. I thls happens between Client and Attorney, both.parties agree that the dispute
will not be resolved by lawsuit. Instead, If wé are unable to wark out the dispute among
ourselves, then, upon the request of any.party, it will be resolved by arbitration. Judgment

upon any rewardi rendered by the :arbitrator may be entered in any court of competent
jurisdiction.

6. Miscellaneous.

(a) This: agreement contains the entire ‘agreement between Client and Attorney. This

agreement‘ may be modified only by subsequent written agreément between the
director of Clients and Attorney.

{b) If any prowslon of this agreement Is held in.whole or In part to be unenforceable for
any reason, the rémainder of that provision and of the entire agreement will remain
in effect..

(c) This agreement shall apply to any additional or subsequent, matters that Attorney

agreesto undertake on behalf of the Cliens, unless the parties:agree inwriting to some
different. arra ngement.

| N
Date:m Ca, 'C?\(ﬂa Client ngnat@/% LU (2o J




" Invoice 1028 from Chalmers Pdston LLC
| [

“Chalmers Poston LLC <quickbooks@notification.intuit.com>
Mon 7/6/2020 6:33 PM i
" To: roseIynwiseZOO?@hotm’ail.c?m <roselynwise2007@hotmall.com>

B 1attachments (20 KB) '
L lnv'ofce_1028_from_Cha!mers_PdstorLLLét.pdf;

INVOICE 1028

} u[w)

' bala
chalmers
poston

3 LAY

Chalmers Poston LLC

I t
Dear Roselyn Wise,

Here's your invo%ce! We appreciate your prompt payment,

Thanks for your ;business!
Chalmers Posto? LLC

DUE 07/10/2020

-~ 1$2,000.00

Pay involce

i Powered by QuickBooks
o

[

)

hltps:lloutlook.llv’e.comlmalUOlsearcmidIAQMkADAw'ATZIZmYAZCOSZD'MyLTJINGIIMDACLTchgBGAAADVKQIIGNSSEm!gaRbOOthAcAMTkMTﬂ... 1



| Chalmers Postoni LLC |
{320 Main St, Sults 300 Columbla, SC 29201 US

eposton@clhalmersposton.com www.chalmersposton.com

t
, |

If you receive an email that seet:'ns fraudulent.l please check with the business owner before paYIng.-
|

| @ §iickbooks.

© Intuit, Inc. Al fights reserved.  Prlvacy, | Securlty | Terms of Service

!
]
I
[
1
|
I
|
I
I
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hitps:Houtiook.live.com/mall/0/search/id/AQMKADAWATZIZMYAZCOSZDMyLTVINGItMDACLTAWCGBGAAAD VKg)ICNSSEmigaRb00OhXACAMTKMTXT ... 22
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MIME:Version:1.0 From~SCDEf1Imgstat@scd,uscourts gov To sed_ ecf _lief@localhost.localdomain
. Bee: Message-Id: <9695264@scd uscourts.gov>Subject: Activity in Case 3:20:cv-01030-MBS-PIG
- Wise.v, ‘Piedmont/American Airlines et, al Order on Motion forExtension of Time fo File.

* Response/Reply Coritent-Type: text/htal

" This is an aufomatic e-mml message generated by the. CM/ECF system. Please DO NOT
RESPOND to this e-mail because the mail box is unatfended,
**NOTE.TO PUBLIC ACCESS USERS*** Judicial Conference of the United States policy
permits attorneys of record and parties in a case (including pro se litigants) to receive one free
- electronic copy of all ducuments filed electronically, if receipt is required by law-or directed by
~ the filer. PACER. access fecs apply to all othier usors. To avoid later charges, dowriload a copy of

* each document dumng this first viewing. However, if the referenced document is a transcrlpt, the
free c0py and 30 page limit do not apply.

U.S. District Court . e e e . -

- ——

District of South Carolina

Notice of EIectromc Flhng
 The following:transaction was entered on:7/2/2020 at 3:50 PM EDT and filed on 7/2/2020

. Case Name: " Wise v. Piedmont/American -Air] ines et al’
~CaseNumber:  3:20-cv-01030-MBS-PIG
'~ Filers

Document Number;  35(No document attached)

" Docket Text: ' ‘
DOCKET TEXT ORDER granting [34] Mofion.for Extension of Time, Plaintift’s deadline to
“effect service of process is extended until August 8, 2020, Plaintiff’s deadline to file her responsc
to [22] Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss Is extended until August 8, 2020, Failure to comply may
‘result in dismissal of the Complamt for failure to prosecute, Davis v, Williams, 588 F.2d 69, 70
© (4th Cir, 1978); Fed. R, Civ. P, 41{b). Entered at the dircction of Magistrate Judge Paige J.
Gaossett on 7/2/2020. (kkus, J

, 3:20-cv- 01030 MBS-PJG Notice has been electronically mailed to:
- Kristin Starnes Gray ~ kstarnes@fordharrison.com; tdouglass @fordharrison.com
Brian N McCracken  bmeccracken @fordharrison.com
3:20-¢v-01030- MBS-P.T G Notice will not be electronically mailed tos
Roselyn Wise '
104.Cottage Lake Way ,
Columbia, SC29209 !
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502 _ ' Mall - Roselyn Wise - Oirtlook
1

~ Re: Retainer Agreement and Approvec[ Extension of time

, ~Rose|yn Wise <roselan|se2007@hotma|I com>

~ Thu 7/9/2020 €10 PM

. To: Chalmers Posto>n, LLC <info@chalmersposton.com>

*Thank you! |

| .
1
|

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 9, 2020, at 5:21 PM, Chalmers Poston, LLC <infd@chalmerspost’on.com> wrote:
|
]

Awesome! Will start 'wt)rkin'g on you case today.

Eric Poston, Esq.

Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Main Street, Sulte 316
~ Columbia, SC 29201

- (803) 463-4561 ! \

<image00l.png> -

!

From: Roselyn Wise <rose'lynwise2007@hotmail.com>
Date: Thursday, J ul\} 9, 2020 at 12:34 AM '

To: "Chalrers Poston, LLC" <info@chalmersposton. com>
Subject: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Good Morning Mr. Poston, Esq,

Enclosed as an artachment is the retalner agreement. And also the motion | filed for an
enlargement of time came in the mail today. And was approved for an extension of
08.08.2020.

"I"hank ydu, .

Roselyn Wise o o
803.250.7545 '

e v o Y -

- vht.fp's‘:l/ouUook.liVe.contlmaillOﬁdlAQMkADArVé\’IZiZ'nYAZCOSZDMyLTJINGItMDACLTAngBGAAADng]iCN98EmtgaRbOOthAcAMTkMTﬂAVOG?n...
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SEP 16 2022
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IN THE UNITED 'STATES DISTRICT COURT
FORTHE DISTR.ICT OF SOUTH CAROLINA

i COLUMBIA DIVISION
- Roselyn Wise, | ) :
) C/A No. 3:20-¢v-1030-MBS
Plaintiff, )
| )
. 3 )
) ORDER
- Piedmont/American Alrlmes, )
~ Michelle Foose, and | )
Donald Pery, | )
' )
Defendants. )
)

|
Plaintiff Roselyn Wisg filed a pro se complaint pursuant to Title VII of the Civil Rights
~ Act of 1964 (“Title VII™), 42~|:U.S.C. §§ 2000e et seq., asserting both unlawful retaliation for
- reporting sexual harasslment and state law claims for defamation and civil conspiracy. ECF No., -
' l In accordance with [28 U.S.C. § 636(b) and Local Rule 73.02, D.S.C., this matter was referred
to United States Magis|tr;te Jlildge Péige J. Gossett for pretrial handling. This matter is now
“before the court for rcv:iew of the Magistrate Judge’s Report and Recommendation.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleges that her employer, Defendant Piedmont/American Airlines,! engaged in
* unlawful retaliation wh:en it terminated her employment on March 20, 2018. Plaintiff further

!
alleges that Piedmont i'ls liable for defamation per se on the basis that it, “by and through its

agents and employees, Ifalsely accused Plaintiff of unfitness in her profession and criminal

! Defendants assert in thelr motion to dismiss that “there is no entity kmown as
“Piedmont/American Alrlmes,” and that Plaintiff was employed by Piedmont Airlines, Inc.,
Kereinafter referred to as “Piedmont.” See (ECF No. 22 at 1 n.1).



|
|
activity.” ECF No. 1 at 5. Plaintiff alleges that station manager, Defendant Donald Peru, and

Human Resources ofﬁlcgr, Defendant Michelle Foose, conspired to retaliate against her for her
reports accusing her supervisor, David Hibbert, of sexual harassment, Jd. at 6-8. The court has
subject mattér jun'sdict:ion puirsuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1367 and notes the parties are not
diverse, See ECF No. 1'at 9y 1, 4.
On June 2, 2020, Def?ndants filed a motion to dismiss pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(2), (Sé, and &'6) for lack of personal jurisdiction, improper service, and failure to -
- state a claim, assertingl, amon:g other arguments, that Plaintiff’s use of certified mail was
| insufficient to effect se'rrvice on any Defendant, the Title VII claim is untimely because Plaintiff
failed to file a charge olf :discxlimination with the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(“BEOC”) within 300 (Iiays of the date of her termination, and the state law claims fail as a matter
of law. ECF No. 22. 'Il‘he following day, the Magistrate Judge entered an order pursuant to o
. Roseboro v, Garrison, 528 F.2d 309 (4th Cir. 1975), advising Plaintiff that the court could
dismiss her complaint éhlould; she fail to respond to the motion to dismiss. ECF No. 26. The
Magistrate Judge also ¢nterec=l a scheduling order setting in relevant part a deadline of July 2,
2020 by which to file aimende;d pleadings. ECF No. 27. Plaintiff thereafter moved for an
extension of time to obtain co@sel, properly serve Defendants, and file a response to the motion
- to dismiss. ECF No. 3?., The Magistrate Judge granted the motion and extended the deadline to
effect service and file a{ response to August 8, 2020. ECF No. 35.
‘AttomeyEncc'halmersPosmneﬁ“teredan*appemnaean‘iaehaltofma;_nntfgnjulx&

2020 BCE Noi39: 0 Tuly:245.2020; PlaintifFilifotgh her attorney filed dn'spposed motionifor —

T A e R e e L B e TS WA IR AT FLH DMt AT i A 1 S R R e, . : 213
ekt ST i fo i ehd the onipiaint FECENe;42; ee ECF Now 43 The:motion:did not

g YR 'f‘vf"!::‘:."l,';tt",'rf»i\-.”,\f"’*fv{"ﬁ‘,'l"»'»‘..-'"Jz: R R T TR S RONJI T WK TR LY. 31 s o - H .
Ef’ciiﬁclude=‘z=.fspropc7>sed<-amended-.?omplamt:orl.spe.cxfy;hgmlilél&gﬁﬁ;%%g&g:@ms@;%‘;ﬂﬁﬁgﬂﬁgﬁ.
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tPlaintiff didnotifile a responss fo,the nistion o dismiss by the extended deadline‘anid;

- U3;2020;¢

bk oy

Magistraté:Tudgéisetiaitelephonicistatus conferenceto:“\discusd ridtters rélated

 auscheduling-aiid aiy other'topics Whichimay aid.in the efficient progression of this cast
. : ..i»»/A.‘-a?l, PR S A B F VN T Adick Bt B U EUET) A1
- e gyt U AT SR e e sy . .
o NO 45 ‘Plainitiff’s counsel-failed to'appear for the:status conference, ECF No. 48:at:1:n:l;and,
’ \ TN it Ul Like e ds b atite S adiandy it
I i . - T LAY e DR SN N Y DO
Jadge ,>;Il;ereaff.eri'deﬁ1ed.the ;motion-for-an eéxternsion of time to-amend:thez?

L e
Lt AN o)

“and “Récoitimendation

RPTIRIIRE SNl ik ok ) i (i a0 QT b e g T T T T e ] e W g 8.
reconimending that'the' grant thé'motion-to-dismiss and dismiiss theaction without prejudice:

38 The Magistrate Tidge recited this legal stindards govertiing inotions filed‘pursuant7
tg Fedaral Rillés of Civil Procedure 12(b)(S) and (6) aiid foiirid; [flor the reasons argued by ther
d_efendantsimtheir:mot:ion‘fE]:énd.b'asedzon?ﬂle‘-»authorities1cited;thereiri’;?:thati‘rPIaintifﬂhadé-fail,qd;t,oz;sms
'lwp;gperly.a ser-verDefen‘dq.rits*anli,ﬁ:imthe.'altemativé;r*thabthes:Title VII claim is untimely and the sfate |
law claims fail as a matter of law. ECF No. 48. Pursuant to Diamond v. Colonial Life & Acc. Ins.

l

Co., 416 F.3d 310 (4t Cir. 2005), the: Magistrate Judge-advised Plaintiff:of her right fo file an

fobjeetion’to”
URecommiéndation and'to’date ;hasgnotiz\fﬁlednaﬁr‘.esp9.,1.1.591’f.m:the?ﬁibitidnifdidi'smis'siéi%.:x:‘-i-"zi"
]

| _
The Magistrate 'Judgeimakes only a recommendation to this court. The recommendation

has no presumptive weiight and the responsibility for making a final determination remains with
~ the court, Mathews v. Weber, 423 U.S. 261, 270 (1976). The court reviews de novo only those
‘portions of a magistrate judgeI;’s report and recommendation to which specific objections are filed
and reviews those pdrtions which are not objected to—including those portions to which 6nly

“general and conclusory” objections have been made—for clear error. Diamond, 416 F. 3d at315;

Camby v. Davis, 718 F.E2d 198, 200 (4th Cir: 1983); Opriario v. Joknson, 687 F.2d 44, 77 (4th Cir.



I

1982). The court may: accep‘t, reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the recommendation of the

Magistrate Judge or reco:mmit' the matter with instructions. 28 US.C. § 636(b)(1).

:“ NotWithstanding Plain]tiff’s fi‘ailure to object, the court has thoréughly reviewed the record and
adopts the Recommemliation in part.
. DISCUSSION
First, with resfwct to service, the court agrees that Plaintiff failed to effectively serve
Def’endants Piedmont %and Foose and finds that it is not entirely clear whether Plaintiff effectively
' served Defendant Peru, ;'I‘he!Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provide that a corporation and an
individual may be ser\%ed by:'following stat'e law for serving a summons in an action brought in |

courts of general jun's%iiction in the state where the district court is located or where setvice is

made, Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(e), (h). South Carolina law permits a corporation and an individual to

~beserved by registered or certified mail where a return receipt is requested and delivery is

restricted to the addressee. SCRCP 4(d)(8). Therefore, to properly serve Defendants under South
L Cafolina law via certified mail, Plaintiff was required to restrict delivery to the addressee and to
obtain a return receipt.- Seei Roche v. Young Bros, of Florence, 456 S.E.2d 897, 900 (S.C.

- 1995) (explaining that ;Rule 4;(d) (8) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure “requires that
.the' return receipt be r%astrictqd to the addréssee and show acceptance by the defendant”). See .
also Langley v. Graham, 472SB2d 259,260 (S.C. Ct. App. 1996) (finding service to be improper
in part because the delivery of the summons and complaint was not restricted to addressee only).

As to Defendant Piedmont, Plaintiff addressed service to “Piedmont/American

Airlines,” not the entity’s proper name, and failed to restrict receipt to the addressee. ECF No.

~21-1 at 1, The return receipt was signed by 'a Katarina Parish, whom Defendants represent is a
| ,
front desk receptionist, Jd,; ECF No, 22-5 at 6, As to Defendant Foose, while it is unclear




whether Plaintiff requested restricted delivery, the summons and complaint were returned as “not

" . deliverable as addresse!d and unable to forward,” and thus Plaintiff did not receive a receipt.
ECF No. 40-1. Finall;l, as to]Defendant Per, it is entirely unclear from the docket whether
Plaintiff restricted deli'lvery of" the summons and complaint and whether she received a return

receipt. See ECF No. 41,

Plaintiff attempted to serve Defendants Piedmont and Foose in Maryland and Defendant
| | .
Peru in North Carolina. Maryland law permits service on individuals and corporations by mail

and provides that servi‘i‘ce by tail is effectuated “by mailing to the person to be served a copy of

the summons, complaint, and all other papers filed with it by certified mail requesting ‘Restricted
Delivery.” Md. Rule 2-121(a)(3). Where service is made by certified mail, “the proof shall

include the original ret{n;n receipt.” Id. Service is made upon a corporation by serving its
§ .

resident agent, -presidezllt; secretary, or treasurer. North Carolina law similarly provides that a
person can effect service on an individual by certified mail by “mailing a copy of the summons
and df the complaint . : . return receipt requested, addressed to the party to be served, and |
delivering to the addreésee." iN.C. R. Civ. P. 4(j}(1)(c).

As mentioned, Plaintiff did not request restricted delivery for Defendants Piedmont or

» quse and she did not obltain Ea return receipt for Foose. Additionally, she mailgd the summons.
a.nd complaint to “Piedlmont," rather than to a person authorized to accept service, such as
Piedmont’s resident agent, president, secretary, or treasurer, See Md, Rule 2-124(0). Plaintiff’s
attempts to effect servilcz‘% on Defendants Piedmont and Foose fail under Maryland law just as |
they fail under South Carolina law. Again, with respect to Defendant Peru, the docket does not

reflect that Plaintiff rec:leived a return receipt, without which she cannot effect service under

|
North Carolina law. l
I
I



The court note$ that the Supreme Court of South Carolina has “never required exacting

| .
compliance with the rules to effect servxce of process,” Roche, 456 S.E.2d at 899, and rather

instructs that the court|i inquire into whether, “the plaintiff has sufficiently complied with the rales -

“such that the court haslpersonal jurisdiction of the defendant and the defendant has notice of the-

proceedings.” Id. Plaintiff bl'ears the burden here of establishing that she effected service on

Defendants in accorda?ce w1‘th Federal Rule of le Procedure 4. Elkins v. Broome, 213 F.R.D.

7 273 275 (M.D.N.C. 2003) However, in determlmng whether Plaintiff has satisfied her burden,
- the couxt should constrlue the|technical requirements of service liberally, as long as the defendant

had actual notice of thé pending suit. Karlsson v. Rabinowitz, 318 F.2d 666, 668-69 (4th Cir.

1963). Of course, Defendants received sufficient notice of this lawsuit as evidenced by counsel’s

entry of appearance on! their behalf. In any event, and notwithstanding the deficiencies identified '
! 1

‘in Plaintiff’s efforts to feffect service, the court agrees with Defendants that Plaintiff’s Title VII

/

claim is not timely. % ,
Title VII makes it unlawful to discriminate against an employee because, in relevant part,

she “has opposed any practicé made an unlawful employment practice by this subchapter.” 42

. U.S.C. § 2000e~3(a). “Employees engage in protected oppositional activity when, inter alia, -

they ‘complain to their superilors about suspected violations of Title VIL>” Boyer-Liberto v.

Fontainbleau Corp., 786 F.3d 264, 281 (4th Cir. 2015). A plaintiff must first exhaust her

~ administrative remedies ‘with the EEOC before she can initiate a Title VII lawsuit in federal

" court, Smith v. First Union Nat’l Bank, 202 F.3d 234, 247 (4th Cir. 2000); 42 U.S.C. § 2000¢-

5(f)(1). Here, because ‘Plamnff fileda charge of discrimination with the South Carolina Human
| Affairs Commission, her deadline for ﬁlmg a charge with the EEOC was 300 days from the date

when the alleged unlawful employment practice occurred. Jones v. Calvert Group, Ltd., 551

|
|
!



F.3d 297 (4th Cir. 2009) abrégated on other grounds by Fort Bend County, Texas v. Davis, 139

S. Ct. 1843 (2019); 42 lU.S.C!. § 2000e-5(c); (e). As outlined in the motion to dismiss, on

~ February 7,2019, Plaixiltiff filed her discrimination charge with the EEOC, complaining qf

| rétaliafory conduct tha';c occm[red on March 20, 2018, when Defendant Piedmont terminated her
employment. ECF Nol. 22-1.‘ Plaintiff filed the charge 324 days after the allegedly unlawfiil

conduct. The failure t(:) file a: timely charge with the EEOC bars the claim in federal court.
McCullough v. Branch'_ll?anking & Trust Co., 35 F.3d 127, 131 (4th Cir. 1994). And, while,
“filing a timely chargelof discrimination with the EEOC is not a jurisdictional prerequisite to suit
in federal court, but a requirement that,' like a statute of limitations, is subject to waiver, estoppel,

and equitable tolling,” Zipes v. Trans World Airlines, Inc., 455 U.S. 385, 393 (1982), Plaintiff

alleges no basis on which the, court might find that the delay is subject to tolling. Therefore, the
court finds that the Title VII clzlaim is time-barred.

On dismissing ijhe Title VII claim, only state law claims for conspiracy and defamation
femain. Under 28 U.S.:C. § 1367, “in any civil action of which the district courts have original
jurisdiction, the[y] shall have supplemental 'jurisdiction over all other claims that. . . form part of
the same case or contrc:)versy.-” The court may decline to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over
a claim when it has dis!missed all claims oveér which it has original jurisdiction. 28 U.S.C. §
1367(c)(3). In decidintg whether to exercise supplemental jurisdiction, the court must “consider

- and weigh in each casel, and st every stage of the litigation, the values of judicial economy,
convenience, fairness, and comity.” Chicago v. Int’l College of Surgeons, 522 U.S. 156, 173
(1997) (citing Carnegie-Mellon Univ. v. Cokill, 484 U.S. 343, 350 (1988)). Mindful of those

)
values and the early stal.ge-of this litigation, :and considering the circumstances of this particular




case and the nature of the state law claims, the court declines to exercise supplemental

- jurisdiction here.

Accordingly, tl}te com%t adopts in part the Recommendation, ECF No. 48, and grants the

motion to dismiss, Ele.No. 22, as to the Tiltle VII claim. The court declines to exercise

} .
supplemental jurisdiction over the state law claims and dismisses the entire action without

prejudice,

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated: September 23, Z?,OZO
Columbia, South Carol

ina

[s/Marpgaret B. Seymour
Margaret B. Seymour
Senior United States District Judge
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Letter of Attorney Tern?ination

‘ Réselyn Wise <roselynwisé2007@hotmall.coms>
Mon 12/21/2020 5:10 PM

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <1nfo@:chalmegsposton.com>
.Bee: Sarah J, M. Cox <SCox@bu rnettesht’{ttlam
N t

U 9 attachments (115 Ke) l -
. Letter of Attoney Termination.pd{; 1
! _ i
Good Afternoon Mr. Poston,
s | R
]
Enclosed as an attachment is ailetter of termination with other requests.

1

Thank you, '
Roselyn Wise
© + 803,250.7545

— ——— —— ———

A ) | ' . . e
: https:lloutlbok.ﬂve.comlmalllolsearchlldlAQMkADAwATZ]ZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJINGllMDAcLTAngBGAAADngnGNSSEmtgaRbOOthAcAMT kMTx7... 11
] ‘
. . | ,
|
| | |



Fw: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmail.com>

Mon 12/14/2020 4:45 PM " .

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <mfo@cha!mersposton.com>
- .- Goad Afternoon Mr. Poston,

I 1
Per our telephone conversation on last week | called the office In today as you requested to come
into the office this afternoon. | got the Verizon Wireless message. | will talk to you later.

. From: Roselyn Wise <roselymlmse2007@hotmaiI.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 7:33 PM
To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <lnf9@chaimersposton.com>
~ Subject: Re: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

{ called 803.463.4561 but got a Verizon Wireless message. But | am avallable now 803.250.7545,

~ Fram: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton,com>
_ Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 6:35 PM
To: Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmall.com>
.~ Subject: Re: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

) ! !
Trled calling, Glve me a call when you get a chance, Finally some movement In the court system,

" -"Erlc Poston, Esq. i
Chalmers Poston, LLC ;
- 1320 Main Street, Suite 316
"'Columbia, SC 29201
(803) 463-4561
a0 ' '
. Qo :
.. c¢halmers

poston

AGGRAESSIVE LAWYERING

From: Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmall com>
. Date: Wednesday, December 2,2020 at 2:36 PM
.. Tos "Chalmers Poston, LLC" lsinfo@chalmersposton.com>
o Sub]ect' Fw: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Good Afternoon Mr. Poston,
I was Just checking In with you about my question below.

I
. htips:lloutlook.live.conﬂmall!wsearchﬂd!AQMIKADAwATZIZmYAZGOSZDMyLTJINGllMDAGLTAngBGAAADng]ICNBSEmlgaRbOUthAcAMTRMTx?... M2
) {



Thank you,

—

From: Roselyn Wise <roselynw]se2007 @hotmall.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 12 2020 12:05 PM

... To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <fnfo@chalmersposton com>
- Subject: Fw: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

Good Afternoon Mr. Poston,

| am just checking in about my question from October 27, 2020:

~ Okay this is the filing in the state court correct? And if s0 what are we waiting for them to
~ respond on and the caselnumber?

. l"
Thank you, |

. From: Roselyn Wise <roselan|se2007@hotmall.com>
* Sent; Tuesday, October 27, 2020 9:39 PM
- To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Inf5@ chalmersposton.com>
~ Subject: Re: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extension of time

‘Okay this Is the filing in the state court correct? And If so what are we walting for them to respond on?

~ Sent from my IPhone |
. |

]
'

I
On Oct 27, 2020, at 8:56 PM, Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton.com> wrote:

Hey Roselyn —apologies on the delayed response. The world of faw is In absolute shambles right
now. | promise to upda te you as soon as | hear anything about the casel

Hope all is well,

Eric Poston, Esq.
Chalmers Poston, LLC
1320 Maln Street, Suite 316
Columbla, SC 29201
(803) 463-4561

<imageQ01,png> i

From: Roselyn Wise <rose|ynwlse2007@hotmal| com>

Date: Wednesday, October 14 2020 at 12:40 PM

To: "Chalmers Poston', LLCc" <lnfo@chalmersposton com>
Subject: Re: RetalnerlAgreement and Approved Extension of time

Good Afternoon Eric, I

S [
htlps:Ildulloak.ﬁve’.cOm!malI!O!aearchndlAQMkADAwATZIZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJlNGlWIDACLTAwaBGAAADng]IcNQSEmtgaRbUOthAcAMTkMTxT...
. - ]
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~ I hope this emall finds y'bu well, | am l{lot trylng to over step any boundarles. But [ was
* awalting your phonelcall on last week as promised and never heard from you, [ was just
checking in that's all! Have a great day! | }ﬁlll talk to you soon.

From: Chalmers Postor%, LLC <lnfo@cha|mersLoston.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 1:55 PM
To: Roselyn Wise <roselynwlse2007@hotmall com>
Subject‘ Re: Retainer A'greement and Approved Extenslon of time
Roselyn =1l update you as | go. With respact, please stop emalling me everyday. | have to charge
vou for these conversatlons and they are all meaningless. JUST TRUST ME TO DO MY JOB AND
UPDATE YOU AS NECESSARYI Your case very Important to us.
l
Erlc Poston, Esq. | |
Chalmers Poston, l.Lc
- 1320 Maln Street, Sulte 316
- Columbla, SC 29201
(803) 463-4561
<image002,png>

I
From: Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmall.com>
Date: Thursday, October 1, 2020 at 11:39 AM
To: "Chalmers Poston, Le” <Info@cha!mersposton com>
Subject: Re: RetalnerlAgreement and Approved Extenslon of time

Good Morning Eric, .

| hope this messaée finds you well. | tried to call you back about information you were
explaining over the phone on yesterday so that you may continue. | called you back this
morning and got a verlzon wireless message, | will admit this is a bit stressful not really
knowing what is gotng on or If anything have been filed to meet the deadline to Judge
Gossetts' recommendation. So that's why | wanted to be updated to know what steps need
to be taken. | have be’en wronged no doubt. | want to ensure 1 am able to help myself by
meeting any all dead!lnes lnvolved | take funch between 1pm and 2pm.

Thank you,

From; Roselyn Wise <roselynuiise2007@hotmall com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 12:54 PM
To: Chalmets Poston, LL|C <lnfo@chalmersposton com>
Subject: Re: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time
i
H, | !
I tried to send you'a text but it came back undeliverable, My apology for the
" Interruptions | am s'dII at wark and had to answer the phone and door. | answered because |
was very interested ln what you had to Inform me of, 1 will call you back around 1:10pm on
my lunch break, | |

. ' l _
hltpé:‘llouucuk.lwe.com!mailloIsearchndlAQMleDAwAEZIZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJINGltMDACLTAwaBGAMDngIlCNQSEmtgaRbOOthAcAMTkMM... a2
. ) 1



From: Roselyn Wise <roselynwlse2007@hotr¥1all com®>
Sent: Wednesday, September 30, 2020 10’15I AM
To: Chalmers Paston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton com>
Subject: Re: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extension of time

|
HI,  understand, it was disappointing when | saw the Information | read. | just would just
fike to know a little more about what was going on at each stage, At this point do | even still
have a case? And wa's a reply already filed for Judge Gossetts' recommendation to meet the
deadline? |

From: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24 2020 2:48 PM

To: Roselyn Wise <rosetynwxse2007@hotmall com>

Subject: Re: Retainer Algreement and Approved Extension of ime

HI Roselyn - Ull updateI you as things happen, No worrles!

Eric Poston, Esq. | l
Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Malin Street, Suite 316
Columbla, SC 29201 |

(803) 463-4561
<Image003.png>

From: Roselyn Wise <|rose[ynwise2007@hotmall com>

Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020 at 12:35 PM

To: "Chalmers Poston, LLet I-:nnfo@chalmersposton.com>
Subject' Fw: Retainer, Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Good Afternoon Mr. Poston',

I am Just wrlting to touch basis with you In reference to the e-malls below. When you get
a chance can you pIease let;me know what's going on with the case.

Thank you,
- Roselyn Wise
803.250.7545

Fram; Roselyn Wise <roseIynu}nse2007@hotmall.com>

Sent: Monday, September 21,202011:32 AM

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <info@chalmersposton.com>

Subject: Fw: Retainer Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

t
Good Morning Mr. Po'ston,

| hope this emall ﬂnds you well, Just checking back in with you, | went back and looked at
the Information onllne and saw they denled the motion to Amend the pleadings. And Judge
Gosssett has already submitted a recammendation. My concern Is we never even gota
chance to even start how Is this legally fair? Also | am concerned that we meet our deadline

hl!pe.lloullook live oomlmamolseerchﬂd!AQMktADAwATZlZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJINGIIMDAGLTAWCQBGMADVRQIICNGSEmtgaRbOOthAcAMTRMTx‘I 412



to reply to Judge Gos:sets recommendation, And even further an appeal. Please let me know
what Is going on wheln you get a chance.,

Thank you,
Roselyn Wise
803.250.7545

From: Roselyn Wise <rose|ynwlse2007@hotmalI.com>

Sent; Thursday, September 17,2020 3:13 PM’

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmer5poston.com>

subject: Re: Retalner Agreemént and Approved Extenslon of time

Hey Eric,

I am writing to touch basis to see about the cases. | was browsing through pacer and found some
information [ really didn’t understand. Can you please help me with this Information?

Thank you,
_ Roselyn Wise |
803.250.7545

I 1
On Sep 15, 2020, at 3:38 PM, Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton.com>
wrote:

b

No point yet, !
Eric Poston, Esq '
Chalmers Poston, LLe

1320 Maln Street, Suite 316
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 463-4561
<Image001.png>:

From: Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmail.com>

Date: Friday, September 11,2020 at 10:14 AM

To: "Chalmers Poston, LLC" <Info@<chalmersposton.com>
Subject: Re: Retalner'Agreement and Approved Extension of time

I
Good MornlnglEric,

While we are walting on the courts to answer back about the amended
complaint, Can we go ahead and start getting stataments from the witnesses? |
wasn't sureju.r»t asking.

Thanks,

1
]

From: Chalmers Poston, LLC <lnfo@chalmersposton com>

Sent: Thursday, August 27,2020 2:59 PM

To: Roselyn Wlse <roselynwlse2007 @hotmall.com>

Subject: Re: Retalher Agreement and Approved Extension of time

https.l!outlook live. com!malllo!searchlldIAQMkADAwATZIZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJ INGItM DACLTAngBGAAADng]IGNBSEmtgaRbOOnhXAeAMTkM‘I‘x'I...
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No problem &), |

Erlc Poston, Esq
Chalmers Poston, LLC
1320 Main Street, Suite 316
Columbla, SC 29201
(803) 463-4561
<Image002. png>
l
| : 1
From: Roselyn lWlse <roselvnwlse2007@hotmall com>
Date: Thursday, August 27, 2020 at 2:58 PM
To: "Chalmers Poston, LLC" <info@chalmersposton.com>
Subject: Re: Reltamer,Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Okay thank youl

From: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 27, 2020 2:46 PM

To: Roselyn Wise <roselynwise2007@hotmall.com>

Sublect. Re: Retalxiner Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Hi Roselyn - notiyet. Wil let you know asap!

Eric Poston, Esq.

Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Main Street, Suite 316
Columbia, SC 29201

(803} 463-4561
<Image003.png>, «

!

-

From: Roselyn Wlse <roselynw¥se2007@hotmail.com>

Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2020 at 5:36 PM

To: "Chalmers Poston, LLC" <info@chalmersposton.com>
Subject: Fw: Retalner ‘Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

Good Afternoon Mr, Polston,
|

| was Just follc{)wlng up with you, | trled to call but recelved a Verlzon message.

Roselyn Wise .
803.250.7545 {° !

From: Roselyn Wlse <roselynwise2007 @hotmall.com>

Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 9: 14 AM

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton.com>

Subject: Re: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

Good Morning Mr. Poston,
l

hllps:llou‘llopk.live.comlmalllOlsearchﬂd/AQMkADAwAﬁIZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJlNGltMDAGLTAngBGAAADngJiGNQSEmtgaRbOOthAcAMTkMTx?... 6112



| ) | |
1am just wrltmg to touch base v«[rlth you to see If you the judge has granted

the extension of time for the amended pleadings?
l

From: Roselyn Wise <roselvnw|se2007@hotmall com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 5, 2020 10:;13 PM

To: Chalmers Poston, LtC <info@chalmersposton,com>

Subject: Fw: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time
l

Good Evening Erlc,

Ifacasels dtsmrssed with prejudice. But due process was violated. Is that
something that can be appealed?

From: Roselyn V\{ise <roselan|se2007@hotma!l.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 30,2020 1:04 PM

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton.com>

Subject° Re: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extensfon of time

Good after Eric, l !

This is Ms. Wlse 'Are you free this afternoon to chat over the phone'l had another

legal concern | had questions sutrounding,
1 1

Thanks I :

Sent from my iPhone
|

I
On Jul 23,12020, at 5;21 PM, Roselyn Wise
<roselynwise2007@hotmail.com> wrote:

Good Aftelzrnoor_) Mr. Polston,

Enclosled as an attachment are all the documents that originally
came from the prosecutor that brought charges against me and
agreed to drop them, Get this after the prosecutor agreed to drop
the charges The FBI Agent exhlbit A Murray Montgomery was still
working with Donald Peru, Michelle Foose, and thelr attorney's
provldlné information so that | would not get my Job back. And In
my e-mails to Michelle Foose she would never talk to my attorney
nor cc him back when she would respond to any of my e-malls with
him Included She even stated that | don't need to speak to your
attorney. jBut in'the Interim he has all the documents she wanted,
That actlon within itself triggered me to belleve she did not have
" the right agenda in mind,

Todd Rutherford {my criminal attorney)and | found out In
d!scovery that the FBI Agent Murray Montgomery had been
lnvestlgatlng and working with Donald since September of the
previous year 2016. This sheds light on why co-workers begin to
shun andtreat me differently. David Hibbert even told Dwight
Francls you better watch out for her. They secretly gossip about you

y I |
] hltp_s':!_Io‘utlook.llv,e.90ml_mall!OIsearch}ld/AQMkf\DAwA‘I'ZIZmYAZCO&OMyLTJINGllMDACLTAngBGMADng]ICNSSEmlgaRbOOthAcAMTRMTXT... ma



hehind your back revealing se'vere confidential !nformat«on. And
they use the companv to get away with it, At my grievance (system
board hearmg) }mth Pledmont American Alrlines {which was long
after all charges were dlsmlssed), they, HR and Donald Peru tried to
put me oh trial, And the Unlon representative had to step In and
tell themlthey could not ques’aon me that way because my criminal
attorney "Todd Rutherford" was not present. They treated and
~ totally dlsregarded the PTI and letter from the judge as If It did not
matter. |
The charges and PTI paper work Is In the folder { left with you.
And In the PTI contract it specifically states, "this Is not an
admrsslon of gullt." ] wanted to clear my name and move on with
my life, South Carollna Is not like California allowing Individuals to
work whllle‘ havlng pending charges. And as Todd explained if we
took the tradiﬂonal route and walted for a trial, he did not know
how long that would take. | explalned to him up front PTI would
not be an option If It meant admitting to false statements from the
defendants just to move on, And he sald it doesn't and so did the
people at the courts who signed the paperwork. But Pledmont
American AIrIlnIes acts like it does,

‘L will talk'to youI later just let me know If you need anything else.

From: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chalmersposton,com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 22, 2020 10:54 PM

To: Roselyn ‘Wise'  <roselynwise2007@hotmail.com>

Subject: Re' Retalner Agreement and Approved Extension of time

Hey Roselyn — plrlaase send anything and everything you have concerning
this fraud 'charge‘, and PTL

| need to know what really happened. We have absolute confidentiality
here, | don tjudge. Hell, 'ma damn lawyer] Lol.

Erfc Poston, Esc%

Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Main Street, Suite 316 -
Columbia,.SC 29201

(803) 463-4561/

<Image001 png>I

| .

From: Roselyn Wise <roselynwlse2007@hotmall com>
Date: Tuesday, July 21, 2020 at 5:01 PM
To: "Chalmers F;oston, LLe" <lnfo@chalmersposton com>
~ Sublject: Re- Retainer Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

l
Good Afternoon Mr Poston,

lam wrlltlng just to touch basis to see how everything Is golng with my
case?

ht\ps:Iloutio'ok.Hva.comlmalllclsearchlldlAQMMDAWATZIZmYAZCOSZDMyLTJINGIIMDACLTAWCQBGMADVRQ’!GNQSEmlgaRbUOthAcAMTkMTﬂ... 8z
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Thank you,
Roselyn Wise
803,250, 7544

From: Roselyn Wlse <roselynwlse2007@hotmalI.com:-

Sent: Thu:;sday, July 16, 2020 1. {44 PM

To: Chalmers Poston, LLC <Info@chaimersposton.com>
Subject: Re: Retalner Agreement and Approved Extenslon of time

You are Welcome'l
1
Sent frommy iPhone
t
| ,
On Jul 16, 2020, at 12:07 PM, Chalmers Poston, LLC
<info@chalmersposton.com> wrote;

1
Good Lord! Thanks for the info.

Erlg Poston, Esq,

Chalmers Poston, LLC

1320 Maln Street, Sulte 316
Columbla, 5C 258201

(803) 463 4561

<image001 png>’

l

I 1
From' Roselyn Wise <roselynwlse2007@hotmall.com>
Da‘te. Frlrliay, July 10, 2020 at 5:08 PM
o' "Chalmers Poston, LLC"
<(nfo@chalmersposton.com>

, Subject' Re. Retainer Agreement and Approved
Extenslon of time

Also here fare the names of the witnesses you may speak
with, ,

John Stevenson Ir. former TSA Supervisor 803-640-0743 He
knows a Io'c pull it out of him|'

Heiwas told one year after | left which was last year that, “I
no longer-work for the Alrlines because | could hot get my
security clearance stralghten to hold my sida badge.” That
Waf* wr!tt?n In the confidential termination emalf as 2 false
cause. He also stated that Pledmont American Alrlines Is
known for screwlng people over. He also told me they sald,
“ am a policing N word!” This was due to me having to file
grlevancesl

Dwlight Francis Pledmont Amerlcan Alrlines
(516) 998-5845 he knows a lot as welll

He currently still works for the company and Davld
speclﬂcally told him "he better watch out for mel” They
would gosslp to him heavily in general about me to him.

hltps.lloutlook live oonﬂmalvolsearchlld!AQMkADAwATZIZmYAZCOSZD MyLTJNGIMDACLTAWCY BGAAADVKgIICNOSEMtaaRbO0ChXACAMTEMTXT ...
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Sent from'my [Phone It
' }
l

Ontul 10, 2020, at}4:54 PM, Roselyn Wise
<roselynwise2007@hotmall.com> wrote:

Thaink you Mr. Poston] Will dol

Sent from my IPhone

On Jul 10, 2020, at 3:36 PM,
Chalmers Paston, LLC
<Info@chalmersposton.com>
wrote:

Hey Roselyn 1 filed my Notice
of Appearance In your case this
and have been talking to the
Defendants’ attarneys about
setting a new deadline for us to
amend the Complaint to add
Defendants and more causes of
action,

So, from now'{v on, you can't file
anything yourself —It’s an ethical
violation for,which | would
probably lose my bar license, |
would recommend you live life
and let us worry about this
situation. It’s our best ¢hance at
winnlng.

Thanks

Eric Poston, Esq.

Chalmers Paston, LLC

1320 Maln:Street, Sulte 316
Columbla, SC 29201

(803) 463-4561
<image001.png>

From: Roselyn Wise
<roselynwise2007 @hotmail.c
om>

Date: Thursday, July 9, 2020 at
6:10 PM

To: “Chalmers Poston, LLC"
<info@chalmersposton.com>
Subject: Re: Retainer

10112



f .

o _mlps:lloullook.llva.coanamOIsearchndeQMkADAwATz

Agreémentlt and Approved
Extension of time

Thank you! ’

Sent from n{y iPhone

On Jul 9, 2020, at
5:21 PM, Chalmers
Poston, LLC -
<info@chalmerspo
ston.com> wrote;

Awesomel Will
start working on
you case today,

Erlc Poston, Esq.
Chalmers Poston,
e '

1320 Main
Street, Sulte 316
Columbla, SC
29201

(803} 463-4561
<image001.png>

From: Roselyn
Wise
<roselynwise2007
@hotmail.com>
Dates Thursday,
July 9, 2020 at
12:34 AM

To: "Chalmers
Poston, LLC"
<info@chalmersp
oston.com>
Subject: Retalner
Agreement and
Approved
Extension of time

Good
Morning Mr.
Poston, Esq,

Enclosed as an
attachment {s the
retainer

|ZmYAZCO5ZOMyLTJINGHMDACLTAWCGEGAAADVKGICNISEmMIgaRbOOChXACAMTKMTX... 1112



agre;ement. And

also the motion |

filed for an

| enlargement of

. time came In the

‘ mall today, And
was approved for

| ' an extension of

t ~ 08,08.2020,

|

Thank you,

' Roselyn Wise
: 803.250.7545

<Pledmonlt Airlines - R, Wise -.pdf>

. : ) ' :
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- 01/01/2021 @ TG with cllent to update and- ' 00014-Wise Eric Poston- 0.30h  150.00 ' - 45.00
discuss legal options. Ms. Wise retained Eric '
'@ Unbilled Poston to represent her in
, a defamation lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a-

significant periad of time
Pro Se, Mr. Poston was
also retained fo represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.

01/01/2021 ) Legal analysis of court order ruling  00014-Wise _ Eric Poston 1.30h 150.00 - - 195.00
on the report and recommendation  Ms. Wise retained Eric ‘
dismissing this case in order to Poston to represent her in
determine possibility of appeal. a defamation lawsuit she
@ Unbilled filed and litigated for a
significant period of time

Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,.

- —— potential employment
disctimination lawsuit.

01/01/2021 0] Legal analysis intended to 00014-Wise’ Eric Poston 1.80h 150.00 - . 270.00
determine the chances of success  Ms. Wise retained Eric : :
if we appeal the order.denying our  Poston to represent her.in. - - - - - - -

~ motion for extenston of time and a defamation lawsuit she .
dismissing the case.. filed.and litigated for a - ——. -
- . @ Unbilled ’ -—significant period*of fime— — =~ - - -

Pro Se, Mr. Poston was

also retained to represent
" Ms. Wise in a related,

potential employment

- } discrimination lawsuit.
01/01/2021 O] Review and legal analysis of report  00014-Wise - Eric Poston 0.90h 150.00 - 135.00
' 19.70n T $0.00 $2,955.00
: 0.0h - 19.7h
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- 00h

12:01 AM
_ Date - { Type {s Description , ; ‘Matter ; User Qty { Rate (§) | - Non-billable ($) : Billable ($) i :
and recommendation denying our - Ms. Wise retained Eric
motian for extension of time. Poston to represent her in
@ Unbiiled a defamation lawsuit she
' : filed and litigated for a
significant perfod of time
Pro Se, Mr, Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination {awsuit.
01/01/2021 Q) Legal analysis and drafting of 00014-Wise Eric Poston 1.80h 150.00 - 27000
' motion for extension of time to Ms. Wise retained Eric
amend pleadings in order to Poston to represent her in
correct the issues in clienf's pro se  a defamation lawsuit she
complaint. filed and litigated for a
@ Unbilled significant period of time
: Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
- ——— — potential employment
. discrimination lawsuit.
01/01/2021 0 Receipt and review/legal analysis 00014-Wise Eric Poston 1.80h . 150.00: - 270.00
of defendants' motion to dismiss. Ms. Wise retained Eric
® Unbilled Poston to represent her in
- - - T T = “adéfamation lawstitshe~ -~ T 7 o b - o7
filed and litigated for a
- - sighificant period.of time .- R oo _
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
- also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.
01/01/2021 ® Review of client's pro se complaint  00014-Wise , Eric Poston 2.20h 180.00 - 330.00
: in present defamation case and Ms. Wise retained Eric ' :
19.70h $0.00 $2,955.00
19.7h
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12:01 AM
Data - 1, Type i Description ; Matter g 1 User _ Qty | Rate %) J‘ Ngn-billable (%) ; Billapl'e (%)
legal research and analysis Poston to represent her in
identifying numerous issues with a defamation lawsuit she
factual allegations and causes of filed and litigated for a
action in her complaint. significant period of time
@ Unbilled Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsui.
12/07/2020 ® TC with client to update and 00014-Wisa Eric Paston 0.4Ch 150,00 - 60.00
discuss legal options. Ms. Wise retained Eric
@ Unbilled Poston to represent her in
a defamation lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a
significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms, Wise in a related,
potential employment .
discrimination lawsuit. i
09/30/2020 TC with client to update and 00014-Wise Eric Poston 0.20h 150.00 - 30.00
discuss legal options. Ms. Wise retained Eric-
@ Unbilled Poston to represent her in
a defamation lawsuit she
_ _ - - - - = filed and litigated.fora -- - - - — - -
significant period of time
; - Pro Se. Mr. Poston was _ o _o- e
_—_ = ma- - st alsorétained to fepresent”
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.
09/09/2020 Review and legal analysis of 00014-Wise Eric Poston 0.20h 150.00 - 30.00
client's pro se consent motion for Ms. Wise retained Eric
enlargement of time. Poston to represent her in
19.70h $0.00 $2,955.00
0.0h 19.7h
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@ Unbilled a defamation lawsuit she ‘ '
: filed and litigated for a
significant period of time
Pro Se, Mr. Poston was
alsa retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a'related, .
- potential emplayment
- discrimination [awsuit,
yd _ : :
07/29/2020 ® Review and analysis of defendants’ 00014-Wise Eric Poston 1.60h 150.00 - 240.00
. response to our motion for Ms. Wise retained Eric
extensidn - including case law Poston to represent her in
exhibits and email conversation. a defamation lawsuit she
exhibits. filed and litigated for a
@ Unbilled significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Postan was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in 2 related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.
07/28{2020 O] Review and legal analysis of 00014-Wise Eric Poston " 1.40h 150.00 - 210.00
various documents produced via Ms. Wise retained Eric
discovery compiled into 22 pages Poston to represent her in:
of exhibits. a defamation lawsuit she
@ Unbilled filed and litigated for a
— — significant period of time -
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
- e - _also retained.ta represent - — R
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
- discrimination lawsuit.
07/28/2020 (@) Review of client's PTl contractand ~ 00014-Wise Eric Poston 0.30h 150,00 - 45.00
review of case file and previously Ms. Wise retained Eric '
filed pro se documents inorderto ~ Poston to represent her in
determine adherence to the PTI a defamation lawsuit she
19.70h $0.00 $2,955.00
o 0.0h 19.7h
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terms. filed and litigated for a
® Unbilled significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retalned to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.
07/27/2020 @ Receipt, review and detailed legal ~ 06014-Wise Eric Poston. 0.90h 150.00 - 135.00 -
' analysis of email from client Ms. Wise retained Eric '
detailing all possible evidence Poston to represent her in
client has related to her criminal a defamation lawstiit she
fraud charge and the status of her  filed and litigated for a
PTl related to that charge. significant period of time:
® Unbilled Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.
07/24/2020 - 0) Draft and file motion for extension  00014-Wise ) Eric Poston 0.20h 150.00 - 30.00
e = of time fo amend complaint after Ms. Wise retained Eric .
attempting to gain consent from Poston to represent her in
dsfendants. a defamation lawsuit she
@ Unbilled filed and litigated fora
significant period of time
- - - oo = ..ProSe. Mr. Postonwas._ _
also retained to represent
— Ms, Wise in a related, . < e -
— - - — - =n-w= —-— ——potential-employment= - T T T T
discrimination lawsuit.
07/16/2020 ©® TC with opposing counsel to 00014-Wise Eric Poston 0.20h 160.00 - 30.00
, discuss the possibility of amending  Ms. Wise retained Eric ' ‘
the complaint. Poston to represent her in
@ Unbllied a defamation lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a
19.70h . $0.00 $2,955.00

0.0h 19.7h
518
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Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
-Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.

' significant period of timé' .

07/10/2020 Emails with client regarding 00014-Wise

possible witnesses and attempts to  Ms. Wise retained Eric

contact these individuals, No Poston to represent her in

success. a defamation lawsuit she

@ Unbilled filed and litigated for a
significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit.

Eric Poston 0.30h  150.00 - 45.00

00014-Wise

Ms. Wise refained Eric
Poston to represent her in
a defamation lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a
significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was

~ TC with opposing counsel
regarding request for extension of
time to file amended complaint.

@ Unbilled

07/09/2020

Ms. Wise in a related,
- . RS - o - potential employment- -

~-also retained torepresent:

Eric Poston 0.30h 1580.00 - 45.00

- e = —m— - - - - - v - . -

discrimination lawsuit.

07/09/2020 00014-Wise

Ms. Wise retained Eric
Poston to represent her in
a defamafton lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a

significant period of time

(9] Draft notice of appearance and file
with court,

@® Unbilled

Eric Poston 0.20h

19.70h $0.00

0.0h

$2,955.00
19.7h
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Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawstit.
07/09/2020 O] Review and |legal analysis of 00014-Wise Eric Poston 2.60h 150.00 - 390.00
defendants’ motion to dismiss and ~ Ms. Wise retained Eric
22 page memo in support Poston to represent her in
complete with exhibits including a defamation lawsuit she
118 pages of case law. filed and litigated for a
@ Unbilled significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
Ms. Wise in a related,
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit,
07/09/2020 'O) Review of client's and defendants'  00014-Wise Eric Poston 0.20h 150.00 - 30.00
answers to 26.01 interrogatories. Ms. Wise retained Eric
e @ Unbilled . Postontorepresent herin _ V- . . .
a defamation lawsuit she
filed and litigated for a
significant period of time
Pro Se. Mr. Poston was
also retained to represent
- - - - Ms. Wise-in a related, - - - - - -
potential employment
discrimination lawsuit. - L
07/08/2020 0) Draft and execute a retainer 00014-Wiss Eric Poston 0.60h 150.00 - 20.00°
agreement covering the multiple, Ms. Wise retained Eric :
related legal issues that clienthad ~ Poston to represent her in
been litigating pro se for quite a defamation lawsuit she
some time. filed and litigated for a
@ Unbilled significant period of time
: . Pro Se. Mr. Poston was ,
19.70h - $0.00 $2,955.00
‘ 0.0h ' 19.7h
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- Roselyn Wise
- 104 Cottage Lake Way
-Columbia, SC 29209

-~ 803.250.7545 l !

- 12/21/2020 N

" Eric Charmers Poston
1320 Main Street Suite 316
" Columbia, SC 29201

oy RE: Termination of Representaﬁon

‘Dear Eric Poston, |

- |;am writing to ofﬁci:ally notify you that | am terminating your services immediately.
" This is because: i | |
. '"Failure to honestly and effectively communicate if at all. -
Failure to meet deadfines and show up to court meetings.
N . Claiming you weré waiting on the courts when you néver showed up.
. Claiming you would file my case in state court but never did.

- l.amrequesting my, entire case file that | provided to you. In addition, 1 would like an

" itemized invoice. Please send the invoice to: roselynwise2007 @hotmail.com within 7

- -days of receipt of thl'el‘. letter. fam also requesting a fuil refund of $2000.00. Please

also arrange a time for me to pick up my file, As promised on last Monday December

14, 2020 you were supposed to meet with me at your office to provide my file. However,
that never happened1and | did email you on that day with no response as of today. And |

" alsogaveyoua teleqhone call on that day at 803.463.4561 only receiving a Verizon

" subscriber message.! ' '

As | plan fo obtain alt;ernaﬁve legal counsel, | expect that you will fully cooperate with
-any and all future requests,which may be made on my behalf. :

.. Sincerely,
Roselyn Wise
. Roselyn Wise '
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08/26/2022

I am appealing Judge Benjamins decision as it pertains to the Resolutions of Disputes Board
Rule 416 (20)(F)(1-5) of the South Carolina Appellate Court. Rule (1) was violated as it pertains
to fraud. Fraud, in law, is the deliberate misrepresentation of fact for the purpose of
depriving someone of a valuable possession. I previously submitted evidence to the circuit
court which proves my claim. See exhibit (A) which explains how Mr. Plyer in exhibit (B) failed
to provide to the plaintiff the factual detailed evidence in exhibit (F) which is the ECF report
which was submitted by judge Margaret Seymour stating that Mr. Poston entered into
appearance on July 9, 2020 and failed to file a response to the motion to dismiss by the extended
deadline. Then on August 14, 2020 Judge Seymour gave Mr. Poston a second opportunity to
redeem himself to represent the plaintiff per his agreed contract via a telephonic conference. Mr.
Poston per the ECF report failed to appear which led to a motion to dismiss on August 28, 2020
by Judge Seymour.

In the August 28, 2020 ECF report Judge Seymour issued a dismissal without prejudice and
stated that the Plaintiff has a right to file an objection to the recommendation. Mr. Plyer claimed
that in order for a fee dispute to be reimbursed it had to be proven that Mr. Poston did not do the
work. Per Judge Seymour’s ECF report and Mr. Poston’s own contract exhibit (D) the work was
not done. And Mr. Plyer also had access to exhibit (G) which are my e-mail correspondences -
with Mr. Poston never informing me of the status of my case. And after having to ask Mr.
Poston several times, he lead me to believe my case was still active in court knowing fully that
he had never even attended the court hearing to meet any deadlines. Additionally, Mr. Poston
t"hreatenedime to stop calling and emailing him or he would have to charge me for a case he
knew was dismissed (but still never informed me) because he did not do the work.

_ When the fee dispute began Mr. Poston still proceeded to bill me exhibit (H) for dates the -
case had already been dismissed knowing fully no work was done. Mr. Plyer had access to all of
this information. And it is being resubmitted to the courts in this appeal as it pertains to fraud. I
have been taken advantage of and have supplied evidence to no end that has been over looked. I
also had a witness Paul Pease at the hearing for which (also filed a court case) against Mr. Poston
for committing fraud against purposely leading him to think he was working on his case, by
taking his retainer fee and not doing the work. Judge Benjamin did not allow him to testify by
saying, “this is not what we are here for today.” This witness is still available to speak for the .

appeal.

Furthermore, Mr. Poston did not bother to attend any hearings the original one with Judge
Seymour nor the fee dispute hearing with Judge Benjamin. How is it that an attorney gets to sign
a contract of representation receive a retainer. But never fulfills his part of the contract to
honestly communicate, represent me, and show up to court. And when it is brought to a fee
dispute still does not show up to the hearing. But is expected to keep a retainer by fraudulently
breaking his own contract by purposely not doing the work, and falsely leading me to believe
there was still an active case when it had been dismissed.



Additionally, I am a prose litigate and per Judge Benjamin’s order I was supposed to receive
a copy of her report by traditional means. Which means the mail and that never happened. I kept
e-mailing her assistant Mr, Soapes asking for the status on my case. On August 16, 2022 he e-
explained, that Judge Benjamin had entered her order on August 3, 2022. I informed him that I
never received a copy via the mail as a prose litigant should if not requested otherwise. Mr.
Soapes e-mailed me an unrequested copy of the order. Per the rules I would have had to request
the order be received by e-mail and I did not. Nor did I ever receive a copy via mail as the order
claimed I would via traditional means. I am a single parent and $2000.00 is a lot of money to
pay in good faith for attorney representation and along with signed a contract that was never
fulfilled by Mr. Poston. This has been a very discouraging and traumatic experience.

In conclusion, I am asking that the court of appeals move forward in my favor by granting
my fee dispute as a refund unto me. Due to the fraud that was committed in this matter as it
pertains to the Resolutions of Dispute Board Rule 416 (20)(F)(1-5) of the South Carolina
Appellate Court. Rule (1). -

N

AN

Respectfully submitted,

Roselyn W;;{\/\/
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- 1 am appealing Judge Benjamins decision as it pertains to the Resolutions of Disputes Board
Rule 416 (20)(F)(1-5) of the South Carolina Appellate Court. Rule (1) was violated as it pertains
to fraud. Fraud, in law, is the deliberate misrepresentation of fact for the purpose of
depriving someone of a valuable possession. I previously submitted evidence to the circuit
court which proves my claim. See exhibit (A) which explains how Mr. Plyer in exhibit (B) failed
to provide to the plaintiff the factual detailed evidence in exhibit (F) which is the ECF report
which was submitted by judge Margaret Seymour stating that Mr. Poston entered into
appearance on July 9, 2020 and failed to file a response to the motion to dismiss by the extended
deadline. Then on August 14, 2020 Judge Seymour gave Mr. Poston a second opportunity to
redeem himself to represent the plaintiff per his agreed contract via a telephonic conference. Mr.
Poston per the ECF report failed to appear which led to a motion to dismiss on August 28, 2020
by Judge Seymour.

In the August 28, 2020 ECF report Judge Seymour issued a dismissal without prejudice and
stated that the Plaintiff has a right to file an objection to the recommendation. Mr. Plyer claimed
that in order for a fee dispute to be reimbursed it had to be proven that Mr. Poston did not do the
work. Per Judge Seymour’s ECF report and Mr. Poston’s own contract exhibit (D) the work was
not done. And Mr. Plyer also had access to exhibit (G) which are my e-mail correspondences
with Mr. Poston never informing me of the status of my case. And after having to ask Mr.
Poston several times, he lead me to believe my case was still active in court knowing fully that
he had never even attended the court hearing to meet any deadlines. Additionally, Mr. Poston
threatened me to stop calling and emailing him or he would have to charge me for a case he
knew was dismissed (but still never informed me) because he did not do the work.

When the fee dispute began Mr. Poston still proceeded to bill me exhibit (H) for dates the
case had already been dismissed knowing fully no work was done. Mr. Plyer had access toall of
this information. And it is being resubmitted to the courts in this appeal as it pertains to fraud. I
have been taken advantage of and have supplied evidence to no end that has been over looked.. I
also had a witness Paul Pease at the hearing for which (also filed a court case) against Mr. Poston
for committing fraud against purposely leading him to think he was working on his case, by
taking his retainer fee and not doing the work. Judge Benjamin did not allow him to testify by
saying, “this is not what we are here for today.” This witness is still available to speak for the
appeal.

Furthermore, Mr. Poston did not bother to attend any hearings the original one with Judge
Seymour nor the fee dispute hearing with Judge Benjamin. How is it that an attorney gets to sign
a contract of representation receive a retainer. But never fulfills his part of the contract to
honestly communicate, represent me, and show up to court. And when it is brought to a fee
dispute still does not show up to the hearing. Butis expected to keep a retainer by fraudulently



breaking his own contract by purposely not doing the work, and falsely leading me to believe
there was still an active case when it had been dismissed.

Additionally, I am a prose litigate and per Judge Benjamin’s order I was supposed to receive
a copy of her report by traditional means. Which means the mail and that never happened. I kept
e-mailing her assistant Mr. Soapes asking for the status on my case. On August 16, 2022 he e-
explained, that Judge Benjamin had entered her order on August 3, 2022. I informed him that I
never received a copy via the mail as a prose litigant should if not requested otherwise. Mr.
Soapes e-mailed me an unrequested copy of the order. Per the rules I would have had to request
the order be received by e-mail and I did not. Nor did I ever receive a copy via mail as the order
claimed I would via traditional means. I am a single parent and $2000.00 is a lot of money to
pay in good faith for attorney representation and along with signed a contract that was never
fulfilled by Mr. Poston. This has been a very discouraging and traumatic experience.

In conclusion, I am asking that the court of appeals move forward in my favor by granting
my fee dispute as a refund unto me. Due to the fraud that was committed in this matter as it
-pertains to the Resolutions of Dispute Board Rule 416 (20)(F)(1-5) of the South Carolina
Appellate Court. Rule (1).

Respectfully submitted,

Roselyn Wise



