
From: Terry Grant
To: Court Of Appeals Filings; Chad Burgess; bsapp@lowcountry.com; Vivian
Subject: Appellant"s Return to Respondent"s Return to Appellant"s Motion to Stay Pending Appeal
Date: Thursday, January 11, 2024 11:35:13 PM
Attachments: Appellant"s Return to Respondent"s Return to Appellant"s Motion To Stay.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Dear Clerk of Court,

I have attached my response to Respondent's Return to my Motion to Stay. It includes the
following: Return, Exhibits 44-47 and Proof of Service. MTS/WOS stands for the exhibits that
I sent to support Motion To Stay/Writ Of Supersedeas. Instead of resending those exhibits
again, I made reference to them within my return. 

Thank you in advance,

Terry Lennette Grant
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NOW COMES Appellant,烏ny Lennette Grant (“Appellant一一or一一Grant’’) pursuant to


Rule 240(f) ofthe South Carolina Appe11ate Court Rules, hereby submits its Retum to


Respondent’s, Deutsche Bank National Trust Company as Trustee for NovaStar Mortgage


Funding Trust, Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan Asset-Backed Certificates’Series


2006-5 ("Deutsche Bank一一)’s Retum to Motion to Stay and Memorandum in Opposition to the


Motion to Stay刷ed on January 5, 2024 at 5:01’reCeived via email and Appellant states as


め1lows:


BRIEF PROCEDURAL HISTORY


This matter is an action that Respondent by and through various law fims, With the


assistance Judge and Special Referee, illegally initiated and forecIosed on a fraudulent ``Note”


and mortgage on real property in Beaufort County’South Carolinaブbelonging to the Appellant.


Appellant initiated her appeal on September 5, 2023 l・ Since the filing ofthis Appeal,


Respondent has sold Appellantis property at an alleged public auction allegedly held on Friday,


November 3, 20232. How was this possible when on January 13, 2023 (See Additional Exh拙4


dated January 1 3, 2023) another Satisfaction ofMortgage was filed by MERS as nominee for


GreenPoint Mortgage Funding, Inc clearly supporting that Appellant’s Mortgage was already


Satisfied on Apri1 21 , 2004 in the amount of $398,000? Respondent血e current co皿Sel claimed


that the Respondent was the highest bidder. Special Referee filed an Order of sale claiming that


lRespondent’s counsel misstating facts and dates September 3’2023 inaccuracies


2 public Auction are held the first Monday of each month according to Beaufort County Public website (See Exh#7


from MTS伸OS)
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Respondent paid cash in the amo皿t Of $2,500.003 (See Exhibit Additional#45: Order Lien


Satisfied by Mortgage ForecIosure dated December 27, 2023), (See Additional Exhibit #46


ForecIosure Deed dated December 27, 2023) which was filed in BeaufortCounty Recorder of


Deeds.


On or about September 1 8, 20064 (See Exh: #O MTS伸OS5) Respondent alleged,


Appellant was Ioaned the sum of $680,000.00 by Novastar Mortgage, Inc., Which was evidenced


by an alleged promissory (一一Note一一)6 (See Exh#20 and 20a MTS伸OS) secured by a mortgage on


real property owned by Appellant commonly known as 226 Wild Horse Road, Hilton Head


Island, SC 29926 (“Mortgage”)7. Respondent a11eged the Note8 and Mortgage were signed by


Appellant on September 1 8, 2006 (the Note and Mortgage shall hereinafter be referred to collectively


as the ’’Loan’’). The alleged Mortgage was recorded on September 26, 2006, in the Beaufort


County, South Carolina, Public records in Book 2448, Page 823, Where is the Original Note


Wi血Appellant’s Original Signature? The Note and Mortgage were not subsequently transferred


to Deutsche Bank prior to甜ng a lawsuit as required by law. There was an asslgnment Of


mortgage (See Exh.# 1 5 from MTSNOS) created on December 2, 2009, Which was created after


3see Additional Exh紺5: Order dated December 13, 2023 (LIEN SATISF鴨D BY SALE UNDER MORTGAGE


FORECLO SURE)
4Respondent’s counsel misstating facts and dates September 1 6, 2006 inaccuracies


5 Motion to StayAVrit OF Supe「sedeas = (MTS伸OS) identifying exhibits


6 promissory Note was not signed by Appellant. Respondent did not file either Note or Mortgage when


CaSeS Were filed as required by law.
7 Respondent did not file either Note or Mortgage when cases were filed as required by law.


8 Respondent does not have original Appellant signature on Note. If Respondent believes it has


Appellant’s original signature upon the Note, Why was it not submitted each time the case was


filed prior to June 22, 2017 as required by law? It surfaced for the first time June 22, 2017.
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Respondent paid cash in the amount of $2,500.003 (See Additional Exhibit #45: Order Lien


Satisfied by Mortgage ForecIosure dated December 27, 2023), (See Additional Exhibit #6


ForecIosure Deed dated December 27, 2023) which was filed in BeaufortCounty Recorder of


Deeds and (See Additional Exhibit#47)則ed in Court on January 5, 2024.


On or about September 18, 20064 (See Exh:拙O MTS伸OS5) Respondent alleged,


Appellant was Ioaned the sum of $680,000.00 by Novastar Mortgage, Inc., Which was evidenced


by an alleged promissory ('一Note一一)6 (See Exh#20 and 20a MTS伸OS) secured by a mortgage on


real property owned by Appellant commonly known as 226 Wild Horse Road, Hilton Head


Island, SC 29926 (``Mortgage”)7・ Respondent alleged the Note8 and Mo鴫age were signed by


Appellant on September 1 8, 2006 (the Note and Mortgage shall hereinafter be referred to collectively


as the ’一Loan一’)" The a11eged Mortgage was recorded on September 26, 2006, in瓜e Beaufort


County, South Carolina, Public records in Book 2448, Page 823. Where is the Ohginal Note


With Appellant’s Original Signatue? The Note and Mortgage were not subsequently transferred


to Deutsche Bank prior to則ing a lawsuit as required by law. There was an asslgnment Of


mortgage (See Exh.# 1 5 from MTSAVOS) created on December 2, 2009, Which was created after


3see Additional Exh紬5: Order dated December 13, 2023 (LIEN SATISFIED BY SALE UNDER MORTGAGE


FORECLOSURE)
4Respondent,s counsel misstating facts and dates September 1 6, 2006 inaccuracies


5 Motion to StayN「jt OF Supersedeas = (MTS仲OS) identifying exhibits


6 promissory Note was not signed by Appellant・ Respondent did not file either Note or Mortgage when


CaSeS Were filed as required by law.
7 Respondent did not file either Note or Mortgage when cases were filed as required by law.


8 Respondent does not have original Appellant signature on Note. If Respondent believes it has


Appellant’s original signature upon the Note, Why was it not submitted each time the case was


filed prior to June 22, 201 7 as required by law? It surfaced for the first time June 22, 2017.
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Respondent initiated the lawsuit filed on December l, 20099 (巌e枕h # /6布m M7I励め


C/A No 201 0-CP-07-0 1690 (“2009 ForecIosure’’). The forecIosure was voluntarily dismissed by


Respondent on February 12, 201 0 (See Exh#16a from MTS伸OS) (Why?), Without apparent


Service ofprocess on Appellant.


The second forecIosure action was filed on Apri1 12, 2010. St?e旗h# /7〆りm MTSm$


SC Civil Action Number 2010-CP-07-01690 (“2010 ForecIosure’’). The case was referred to The


Honorable Marvin H. Dukes, IⅡ, aS Master in Equity for Beaufort County, On June 15, 2010.


Grant appeared in the 2010 ForecIosurepro se. As a part ofthe 2010 ForecIosure, Respondent,


Deutsche Bank sought to refom the legal description of瓜e Mortgage and sought an easement


for ingress and egress for successors in title. (Why?) The property Respondent is suing Appellant


for is the property located next door. On February 7, 20 14, Judge Dukes erred when he entered


an Order granting Deutsche Bank’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment as to the refomation


and easement causes of action (’一2010 Sunmary Judgment Order’’). (Why?) Respondent was not


in possession of original Note and Mortgage when Respondent刷ed lawsuit as required by law.


Judge Dukes erred granted judgment as to its remalnmg CauSe Of action for forecIosure in an


Order entered May 28, 2014 (See Exh# 33 from MTSNOS) (一一2010 Forec重osure Order”)" (How


is this partial?) In re億OSPeCt, the 201 0 ForecIosure Order was vacated, and the case was


dismissed without prqjudice on January 14, 2016. (See Exh# 34 from MTSAVOS)


Order Vhoating Judgment, Canceling Lis Pendens and Dismissing case 2009-CP-07-05612 and Lis


9 Fiied without `.Note and Mortgage” attached to the Summons and Complaint December l , 2009 as


requi「ed by law.
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Pendens 2010-LP-07-084710. This Order ofJanuary 14, 2016 is clear that “this Judgment and ForecIosure


and Sale ofMortgage and ANY SUPPLEMENTAL ORDERS’’which includes the order ofFebruary 7,


2014, the partial suIImary judgment and any other order for that matter. The 2010 forecIosure was not set


aside; it was vacated and dismissed. The 201 0 summary judgment order refommg the mortgage and


granting an easement for ingress and egress does not remain in full force and effect, by Order ofJanuary


14, 201 6 it was vacated and dismissed with any supplemental judgment orders. The Order that the


Respondent is considered final is definitely not the above mentioned order,


Respondent’s current counsel asserts they were not invoIved in the 201 0 Foreclosure, Or


in any capacity or matter invoIving the Loan, Prior to the entry of a consent order to substitute


COunSel on November 18, 2015. (How does this fact excuse current counsel from creating and


Submitting fraudulent documents to secure a forecIosure judgment? How does this excuse


Respondent¥s current counsel from ignoring fraudulent docunents, Submitting, relying upon and


using fraudulent documents to secure a forecIosure judgment? Respondent’s current counsel


Submi備ed fraudulent signatures on June 22, 2017 and August 3, 2021 (See Exh#20 and 20a from


MTSバVFS) the two di熊井ent alleged Appellant signatures on these alleged `Notes”. These


documents also had Judge Duke’s stamps that were fraudulently used on one ofthe Alleged


Notes dated August 3, 2021. The June 22, 2017 version did not have Judge Dukes’stanp dated


5/28/2014. The August 3, 2021 version ofthe alleged note was subm誼ed by the Respondent’s


10 Respondent ’`decided not to pu「sue the forecIosu「e, Thus it is no Ionger equitabIe that the judgment of


fo「ecIosu「e shouId have p「ospective application’’The O「de「 stated, ’`THEREFORE, aS it is no Ionge「


equitable that the judgment shouId have p「ospective application and pu「suant to SCRCP 60(b)(5) lT IS


ORDERED: 1) The judgment offorecIosure and saie pertaining to the cause of action fo「


forec看osure of the Mortgage and any Supplementai Judgment Order(S) isIare hereby vacated;Case


isDismissed.
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current counsel, yOu, Chad W Burgess, Esq. on January 13, 2023 for ajudicial proceeding called


“William H. SIoan’s Deposition’’.


Respondent’s c皿ent COunSel, yOu Chad W. Burgess subm誼ed another fraudulent


docunent血at was created for血e January 1 3, 2023, judicial proceeding ``Wi11iam H. SIoan’s


Deposition. This fraudulent created document was called “Allonge” ofthe Alleged Note (See


Exh#19 and 19a from MTSNOS); However言t was not dated and it was not properly completed.


Furthemore it was not attached to the A11eged Note as required by law.


Respondent’s current counsel, yOu’Chad W. Burgess, Esq. submitted the alleged


“Note” into a judicial proceeding to Special Referee Ber直min C.P. Sapp during the motion


hearing held on May 4, 2023 defraudingll the court with the alleged `Note” purporting血at it


was examined by Judge Dukes on August 3, 202 1 ’When the transcript ofthe hearing held on


August 3, 2021 , Clearly reflected that Judge Dukes did not lay his eyes on any documents,


exhibits or that evidence prior to ruling in favor of Respondent, by his own admission. “I will


take counsel,s word for it” (See Exh# 21 from MTS伸OS).


Respondent,s current counsel, yOu Chad W. Burgess, Esq. and Special Referee was


made aware of血e fact that Judge Dukes did not lay eyes on the負Alleged Properly endorsed


Note,・・ Appe11ant sent copies ofthe transcript of August 3, 2021 were submitted as exhibits and


evidence, by the Appellant to prove that Judge Dukes did not lay his eyes on those fraudulent


docunents at that time, When Appe11ant filed her l) ”Opposition to Respondent’s MSJ October 6,


2022, 2)`` Motion for Sunmary Judgment October 21 , 2022’一, 3)“Motion to Reconsider July 7,


11 5 USC 1692j Fumishing certain deceptive foms;
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2023”, and all other filings within the record. These acts of fraud, grOSS misconduct and fraud


upon the court took place after Respondent’s current counsel initiated Respondent’s third


SuIImOn and complaint on June 29, 201 6.


Appellant’s previous counsels did not represent her best interest; however, it became


apparent that they were working with Respondent’s past and present counsels at the detriment of


the Appellant. Appellant has been defending her property pro se to the best ofher ability until


She thought she found adequate attomeys that would work for her benefit and not the benefit of


Respondent. After paying two attomeys and neither one則ed a counterclaim nor submitted the


title search that proves Appellant does not and have never had a Note or Mortgage on her house,


glVeS Credence to why Appellant removed both attomeys for ine節betive counsel.


Respondent’s current counsel, had another document created called “Corrective


Assigrment ofMortgage’’dated November 9, 201 8 (See Exh# 22 from MTSNOS) and創ed


into the Beaufort County Recorder ofDeeds on or around November 16, 201 8. Appe11ant was


under bankruptcy when this document was created and filed into the record・ Why? The case


Stayed while Appellant was under bankruptcy protection. It would have made more sense if


Respondent would have waited until the case was restored to the active docket, unless it was the


Respondent’s intent to deceive the Appellant and the court. Even with this deceptive practice,


甜ng the Corrective Assignment of Mortgage further supports Appellant defense that


Respondent was not a real party of interest and did not and does not have standing to forecIose,


especially on a “Note’’血at legally does not exist w地心e Appe11ant’s original signature.
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Assignment ofMortgage created on December 2, 200912 after the initial summons and complaint


WaS創ed. Corrective Assigrment ofMortgage created November 9, 201 8, nine years later from


the first created assignment and more than three years later from the餌ng ofthe血ird lawsuit


June 29, 2016. Why?


Respondent is detemined not to address the fraudulent documents that were created,


Submitted to the court and relied upon throughout this case over the years. Respondent is


detemined not to address the many federal and state statutes that were bent, broken and violated


at the hands ofthe Respondent’s many law fims that represented their alleged interest.


Respondent’s current counsel is attempting, OnCe again to steer this court, tO tum a blind eye to


the many fraudulent documents and illegal acts engaged in during this legal case, by denying the


truth that is right in front ofthe court’s eyes, fraudulent documents that secured this illegal


foreclosure. Respondent’s current counsel is asking血is court to ignore that the trial court erred


When making血eir rulings, because the Appellant, aS a Pro Se Litigant did not follow proper


PrOCedures. This would ignore all the Respondent acts of fraud upon the court due to an alleged


PrOCedural issue.


Upon infomation and belief; Judge Dukes, reCuSed himself after reading infomation that


POinted out how he erred throughout this legal proceeding. For example, Judge Dukes, declined


to review the alleged ``Mortgage’’at the August 3, 2021 hearing, Stating, “I wi11 take counsel-s


WOrd…” and Judge Dukes erred when granting several forecIosure judgments even though the


12 us supreme co皿case carpenter v. Longan it was ruled that where the promissolγ nOte gOes, a deed oftrust


must follow. In other words, the deed and the note cannot be separated,
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Respondent was not in possession ofthe aueged “Note" or “Mortgage" which was not甜ed with


each Summons and Complaint at the time Respondent filed a forecIosure action on l) December


l, 2009; 2) April 12, 2010 and 3) J皿e 29, 2016. He decided that there was a conflict・ The Order


never stated血at the conflict was because pro se則ed an action in this District Court. After his


Recusal on December l, 2022 (See Exh#43 from MTSハVFS). The matter referred to Special


Referee, Be可amin C.P. Sapp, by order filed on February 21, 2023 without the benefit of


Appellant,s input. Even though, Appellant filed an o匂ection to Judge Camen T. Mu11en’s Order


of Reference appointing Benjamin C.P. Sapp as Special Referee, Judge Mullen erred by this


appointment13. Appellant motion was never considered or responded to.


Respondent is attempting to steer this court to believe that the Appellant made an attempt


to re-1itigate the 201 0 summary judgment order granting Deutsche Bank’s causes of action for


refomation ofmo鳴age and estわlishment of an easement for ingress and egress; however血ere


was never a need to re-1itigate this issue because it was dismissed in the Order January 14, 2016


as stated in the previous paragraph負The Foreclosure Judgment and Sale,, and ANY other


Supplemental Judgment Orders (See Exh# 17a from MTS伸OS) are vacated and this case was


dismissed.


Appellant’s hea皿has deteriorated over these (14) fourteen years of defending her life,


1iberty, PrOPerty and pursuit ofher happiness from being illegally stolen by the Respondent.


13 In case ofa vacancy in the o綿ce ofmaster-in-equity or in case ofthe disqua皿cation or disability of


血e master-in-equity from interest or any other reason for which cause can be shown the presiding circuit


courtjudge, uPOn agreement Ofthe parties, may aPPOint a special referee in any case who as to the case


has al=he powers of a master-in-equity. The special referee must be compensated by the parties invoIved


in the action. S.C. Code § 14-11-60.
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Appellant found it necessary to get someone to stand in for her when she was unable to do so.


She had someone appointed as her Power ofAttomey’Which was prepared and properly


executed as required by SC Unifom Power ofAttomey Act. Respondent’s current counsel and


Special Referee Be宣函min C.P. Sapp has violated the Appellant’s rights to participate in the


hearing, because she granted to her Power ofAttomey, under the SC Unifom Power ofAttomey


Act Section 62-8-212 to appear on her behalf during her period of illness that required her to


have surgery. Appellant’s Power OfAttomey was there to present the same filings Appellant


already subm誼ed to the court; however, the Special Referee stated, from the bench that he would


read everything. The Special Referee requested proposed orders from each party; however,


Special Referee could not have reviewed everything Appe11ant submitted and concluded by


Signing Respondent¥s proposed order. Why? There were numerous fraudulent documents in the


record as well as illegal activities Respondent’s current counsel introduced and invoked upon the


Court. This would mean that Special Referee Be可amin C.P. Sapp tumed a blind eye to the fraud


and illegal activity and participated in the fraud by ruling in favor ofthe Respondent.


Appellant submitted on or around J皿e 5, 2023. The Respondent’s proposed order was


recorded on June 28, 2023 (See Exh#2 from MTS伸OS) with the Special Referee Ber互anin C.


P・ Sapp’s alleged signature dated June 12, 2023. Appellant questioned the timeframe because the


COurt nOmally submitted it via electronic means. Why would it take (15)範een days to make it


to the court?


On July 7, 2023 Appellant刷ed a Motion to reconsider the June 28, 2023 Order (See


Ex蛸3 from MTS伸OS). This Order (“2016 ForecIosure) directed the su切ect property to be sold
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scheduled for September 7’2023 and the Special Referee denied Appellant,s Motion to


Reconsider by Order dated September l , 2023 (See Exh拙from MTSNOS).


The Special Referee Benjamin C.P. Sapp has sided with Respondent without a care餌


review ofthe Appellant’s filings as stated in his Order dated September l, 2023. The first page of


this order provides evidence that the document is a file from the Respondent’s law fim case files


as noted by the file identifying reference numbers in which there are three ofthem l) File


r。fer。n。。 number:15-22471 ; 2) *CID541361* and 3)*DID20084* and Page 3 0fthis order


depicts Respondent’s law fim file number : 1 5-22471 14. The Special Referee has decided just to


sign off any document Respondent・s current counsel sets before him. Further, On the second


page, the Special Referee wrote’高After a care餌review of the pleadings and subsequent餌ngs


made in this action, any memOranda, argumentS, and testimony presented by the parties…I make


the following findings of facts and conclusion of law:,・ The Special Referee did not include any


conclusions of law in this order. The Special Referee wrote, “Defendant specially take issue with


this Courtis ruling as it relates to one pleCe Of evidence submitted in this case,,・ This statement


alone serves as proofthat the Special Referee did not carefully examine these餌ngs as he wrote


in his 。rders. If he did, he would have made mention ofthe other (50) fifty plus exhibits and


evidence subm誼ed throughout this case that shows the fraudulent documents created and


submitted over the years. Instead ofruling in favor ofthe Respondent stating that ``Defendant


takes issue with one pleCe Of evidence’’・


14 se。 Exhibit Additi。nal# 45 Order dated December 13, 2023 (LIEN SATISFIED BY SALE UNDER


MORTGAGE) page l has Responst,s current counsel B&S Brock & Scott law fim,s file #1 5-22471 FC a飾x to


Order signed by Special Refdee Beqjamin C.P. Sapp. created by current counsel"
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The September l , 2023 ’s order by the Special Referee under finding of facts, On


umumbered page 2 third paragraph, at line 3 stated, ``Plaint肺conceded at the hearing that the


COPy Ofthe Settlement Statement,...is...unsigned Settlement Statement…’’. The Special Referee


WaS amed with infomation that Respondent was not in possession of a signed HUD-1


Settlement Statement as required by federal and state laws15. HUD-1 Settlement Closing


Statement must be signed by Appellant, Lender and CIosing Attomey. The unsigned HUD


Settlement Statement16 (See Exh#26 from MTS佃OS) was not signed by either party. The


Special Referee decided to ignore the cIosing requlrementS, tuming a blind eye to the violation of


federal and state laws17. This is one example ofwhat the Respondent has been allowed to get


away with over血e past (14) fourteen years. On Page 3 ofthis order, the Special Referee states, “


the Settlement Statement is not pertinent to the issues invoIved in this forecIosure action”. What


rule book did血e Special Referee pu11 this from? He did not cite any laws, Statute Or CaSeS tO


SuPPOrt his position. The settlement statement血at was not signed by Borrower, Lender or


CIosing Attomey” is extremely pertinent in any forecIosure action. Respondent has no proof;


evidence to support that the Appellant was glVen any funds, eSPeCia11y without her original


Signature18. The CIosing Settlement Statement is supposed to serve as certified proofthat the


15 15 USC 1692e section 807 False or misleading representations;


16 5 USC 1692j Fumishing certain deceptive foms;


17 12 CFR Part 227 Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices


18 12 CFR Part 227 Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices
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disbursements19 were accurate and all parties agreed.For example: HUD - Settlement Statement


line No‥ 104 shows $387,910.2520 was disbursed to GreenPoint Moftgage2l. This allegedly took


Place September 18, 2006 at an alleged cIosing.


Again, I bring your attention to the September 19, 2006 emails (See Exh# 25 from


MTS伸OS)22, the Release ofMorigage dated Apri1 21, 2004 (See Exh# 38 from TS伸OS) and


The Satisfaction of Mortgage from GreenPoint Mortgage dated January 1 3,2023 (See Exh


Additional#44 with this Response). The unsigned HUD Settlement Statement is claiming that


the Respondent gave GreenPoint Mortgage $387,91 0.25 for a Mortgage; however, GreenPoint


Mortgage release of2004 clearly shows that nothing was owed to them as ofApri1 21, 2004. In


addition, aS mOSt reCent aS OfJanuary 1 3, 2023, GreenPoint Mortgage, Inc has established


exactly what it stated in 2004, that $398,000 Mortgage was paid in full23. The unsigned HUD


Statement should have been enough for the Judge and Special Referee to stop ruling24 in


Respondent’s favor. Because血is is required by laws that Respondent, Judge and the Special


Referee are lgnOrlng and violating25.


The September 1 2023’s order by the Special Referee stated: “CONCLUSION OF


19 unsigned HUD Settlement Statement that the email of September 1 9,2006 reference, SuPPOrtS that it has not been


Signed,by Appellant which depicted on line No: 1 04 ``Payo鯖first mortgage to GreenPoint Mortgage $387,9 1 0.25,,.


20 1 5 USC 1692e section 807 False or misleading representations;


21 15 USC 1692 section 802 (a); ( C) 805; Section 806 (e) 807 false or血sleading representations


22 FDCPA prohibits debt collection companies from usmg abusive, unfair, Or deceptive practices to collect debts.


23 15 USC 1692 section 802 (a); ( c) 805; Section 806 (e) 807 false or misleading representations


24 12 CFR Part 227 Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices


25 15 USC 1692 Section 802 (a) There is abundant evidence ofthe use ofabusive, deceptive, and unfair debt


COllection practices by many debt collectors
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LAW’’; however, there were no laws, StatuteS, CaSeS Or PreCedents cited within this order to


SuPPOrt his findings. The content ofthis order is merely statements of coI房ct血e26. The order’s


Fom 4 is unclear and does not have any infomation that supports his alleged conclusion, Which


appears that the Special Referee did not read this order either before he signed what the


Respondent’s current counsel created and submitted. The attached Fom 4 (Judgment in Civil


Case) cover page does not indicate Disposition Type. The second page ofthis Fom 4 does not


indicate whether this order ends or does not end the case. The Infomation For the Judgment


Index Judgment ifFavor of area is blank, the Judgment Against area is blank, and血e Judgment


Amount shows N/A" This appears to be a pattem within and throughout this legal case where the


Judge and Special Referee slgnS Off on documents created by Respondent’s counsel at the time


Without reading the case制es or documents created and set before them prior to slgning it


On September 5, 2023 Appellant filed an appeal in this court. Even though Respondent's


Claim血at the appeal does not automatically stay the forecIosure sale, Respondent stated as a


Cautionary measure they are canceling the forecIosure sale scheduled for September 7, 2023 and


requested that it be reschedrled・ The Respondent emailed a copy ofthe unsigned Notice of Sale


that was sent to the Special Referee for his signature to Appe11ant. Even though it was filed on


October 4, 2023, the Special Referee signature is not dated. Appellant noticed that this is a


Pattem in inconsistencies with documents filed by the Respondent’s representatives throughout


thiscase.


26 12 CFR Part 227 Unfair or Deceptive Acts or Practices
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The Notice of Sale was allegedly published in the Beaufort Gazette, a neWSPaper Of


general circulation in Beaufort Co皿ty South Carolina, for three consecutive weeks allegedly


Prior to the sale. Respondent claims that this publication appeared in the paper on October 1 3,


2023, October 20, 2023, and October 27, 2023・ The Respondent submitted and filed the actual


Island Packet Publication in June 201 0; however, this time Respondent did not珊e the


Publication. Instead they had another document created called, “A縦davit of Publication of


Notice ofSale’’and制ed it into the court records on December 5, 2023. Is it a coincidence that


this was filed on the same day that the clerk ofthe com recorded “Retumed Copy of Order


Denying Motion/Stay Filed l l/2 1/23”?, The Clerk ofthe Court sent to Appellant physical


address that has no receptacle in (Violation ofJudge’s Order May 22, 2018). This has been a


COmmOn PraCtice throughout this case to ensure Appe11ant does not a備end pertinent hearings and


O血er judicial proceedings.


On November 2, 2023, Appellant filed a Motion to Stay because she has 4 or 5 more


days before this alleged forecIosure sale. Respondent’s current counsel sent Appellant conflicting


dates of sale to ensure that Appellant does not attend' Appellant has attended a previous


forecIosure sale that was attempted on her property. Why would she not attend this one? It was


because Respondent’s counsel sent an email stating that the sale will proceed on November 7,


2023. Respondent stated that the Notice of Sale dated October 4, 2023 was珊ed with November


3, 2023 as the sale date. That may be true, but why send Appellant a different sale date? The


Beaufort County forecIosure procedure (See Exh# 7 and 7a宜.om MTS佃OS) states that the sale


Will be held every first Monday ofeach Month and ifthat first Monday of血e Month is a
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Holiday, the sale will happen on Tuesday. Respondent counsel deliberately with intent to deceive


Appellant changed the date to Friday, November 3, 2023 to ensure that no one else attends. It


WaS SuPPOSed to be a public auction and because most people would refer to the public website


to see when the auction is to be held. They would suspect the first Monday ofeach Month. Is it a


COincidence that Respondent did not discIose to the public that the sale would be Friday,


November 3’2023 on the Beaufort County’s Public Auction website? The first Monday of


November 2023 was the 6th・ Appe11ant upon infomation and belie亀filed her Motion to Stay in


enough time because she was deceived into believing that the sale would be on November 7,


2023. See Exh# 10 from MTS/WOS) Brock & Scott, PLLC foreclosures that were scheduled


according to proper procedure and the upcoming forecIosure scheduled according to proper


PrOCedure. Why did Respondent change the auction of Appellant’s property against proper


PrOCedure?


On November 9, 2023, Appellant received an email from Chad W. Burgess (See Exh#1 1


from MTS佃OS), Respondent’s current counsel with an attached proposed order,


PrePared/drafted by Respondent,s counsel, Which was later signed by the Special Referee on


November 21, 2023 (See Exh#1 from MTS伸OS).


Respondent counsel claims that血e Special Referee reviewed Appellant’s Motion and


Verbally denied Appellant,s Motion for A Stay. Is this nomal procedure to review motions and


Verbally deny them? Appellant would like to request a copy of the transcripts, list of all bidders


and the amounts of each bid ofthis alleged public auction. Appellant upon infomation and belief
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StateS that the only bidder at this sale was Respondent counsel. Especially, if Respondent


PurChase my house as the highest bidder for only $2,500 Twenty-Five Hundred Dollars


according to an email Appellant received on January 5, 2024 from Chad W. Burgess ( See Exh


Additional Report of Sale and Disbursement).


Appellant filed a Motion to Stay Pending Appeal prior to ForecIosure Sale on


November 3, 2023; however, Respondent and Special Referee BeI函min C.P. Sapp decided to


ignore Appe11ant’s Motion and Beaufort County Foreclosure procedures by scheduling


forecIosure sale on Fhday, November 3, 2023. This ensured that the Appellant or no one else


attended. This put the Appellant at a disadvantage and gave Respondent a private sale instead of


a public27 sale28 in which Respondent became the highest bidder in the amo皿t Of $2,50029 for


Appe11ant property that Respondent alleged Appellant owes well of $1.2 million dollars,


according to the Respondent A飾davits of funds due珊ed in the courts and Beaufort County


records.


ARGUMENT AND CITATION OF AUTHORITY


Initially, Appellant requested for a stay to血e lower court on November 2, 2023;


however, the Special Referee Bertiamin C,P. Sapp chose not to sign it until November 21, 2023.


The forecIose took place after Appellant filed the Motion to Stay. According to the Respondent,


27 An auction is a fom ofsale. In an auction, PrOPerty is publicly put up for sale. An auction has a seller


and a varymg number ofprospective buyers. Thus, an auCtion can be defined as ``the public sale ofa


PrOPerty tO the highest bidder.’’


28 seepitc/ゆrkRanch Co. tl BarTL, 615 P.2d 54l, 546-547 (Wyo. 1980)


29 see Exhibit # emailed to Appellant on January 5, 2024 Report of Sale and Distribution offunds
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Special Referee verbally denied Motion and proceeded with the forecIosure sale that was


scheduled on a Friday, Which is not proper procedure30 according to Beaufch County Public


forecIosure Roster/Index and Frequently Asked Questions on the Public website. According to


Appellate Rules of Civil Procedure, Appellant must珊e Motion to Stay in the lower Court prior


to submitting it to the Court of Appeals. Motion to Stay Pending Appeal and/or Writ of


Supersedeas was制ed on December 29, 2023" From November 21, 2023 to December 29, 2023


is approximately 38 days. It is not di縦cult to fa血om how a stay may be put in place at this


juncture because the event that allegedly took place was against proper procedure and a public


Sale was converted to a private. Since the Respondent were the highest bidder, it would be much


easier to reverse the illegal forecIosure sale and rescind the Order ofthe Special Referee which


WaS also against proper procedure when it accepted a cash sale instead of certified fimds.


Due to血e fbet that Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc as Nominee for


GreenPoint Mortgage Funding, Inc, On tWO SeParate OCCaSions, documented by Release of


Mortgage dated Apri1 21, 2004 and Satisfaction ofMortgage dated January 13, 2023 to and for


Terry Lemette Grant’s mortgage of December 8, 2003, in the amount of $398,000, Appellant is


hereby requesting that this Court deem the forecIosure sale ofNovember 3, 2023 improper,


invalid, VOid, and/or fraudulent.


In addition, Appellant is requesting that this Court take judicial notice ofthe following:


l) On December l, 2009 Respondent was not in possession ofOriginal Note and Ohginal


30 15 USC 1692 section 802 (a); ( C) 805; Section 806 (e) 807 false or misleading representations
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Mortgage when it initiated first lawsuit against Appellant’s property as required by law31; 2)


Respondent did not have standing because the asslgrment Ofmortgage was created on December


2, 2009 after Respondent initiated the lawsuit against Appellant which this violates the


requirements ofthe law; 3) Respondent’s assigrment of mortgage ofDecember 2, 2009


SeParated the Note from the mo鴫age according to law32; 4) On Apri1 12, 2010 Respondent was


not in possession of original Note and Original Mortgage when it initiated second lawsuit against


Appellant’s property as required by law33; 5) Respondent did not have standing because the


Allonge ofNote created June 25, 2012 was not a飾xed34 to the original Note as required by law;


6) On January 14, 2016, Judge Dukes Order vacated this forecIosejudgment and any


Supplemental judgment orders35 and case was dismissed; 7) After this order ofJanunry 14, 201 6


WaS eXeCuted’the order granting the refomation ofmortgage was also vacated, meanmg,


Respondent was suing Appellant for property that was not hers; 8) On June 29, 201 6 Respondent


31 Fed. Home Loan Mtge. Corp. v" Schwartzwald 201 2-Ohio-5017 (“[B]ecause [the plaintifi] failed to


establish an interest in the note or mortgage at the time it filed suit, it had no standing to invoke the


jurisdiction of the common pleas court.”)


32 u.s. supre誓court case carpenter v. Longan, 83 U.S. 271 (1872), Which held that a “note and a


mortgage are mSeParable; the fomer as essential, the latter as an incident. An assignment ofthe note


Carries the mortgage with it, While an assigrment ofthe latter alone is a nullity.


33 BAC Home 9 Loan Serv. v. McFerren. 2013-Ohio-3228 (9th Dist.) (Concluding that Sthwa確Wald did not


OVertum long-Standing property and forecIosure principles and, therefore, tO bring action, a Party muSt hold the note


and the mortgage at血e time it initiates an action order to have standing.)


34 section 3-204(a) of the UCC defines endorsement as follows: “Endorsement,, means a signature, O血er than that of


a slgner aS maker, drawer’Or aCCePtOr, that alone or accompanied by other words is made on an instrunent for the


PurPOSe Of(i) negotiating the instrument … ・ For the puxpose ofdetemining whether a signat¥ue is made on an


instrunent, a PaPer affixed to the instrument is a part ofthe instrument. Com. Gen. Stat. § 42a-1-201(21). Conn.


Gen. Stat, §§ 42a-3-201 and 42a-3-203(C).


35 15 USC 1692 section 802 (a); ( C) 805; Section 806 (e) 807 false or misleading representations
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WaS nOt in possession of original note and mortgage when it filed its third36 lawsuit against the


Appellant; 9) Respondent failed to submit A11eged Note37 and Mortgage with each summons and


Complaint when Respondent乱ed each lawsuit against Appellant,s property as required by


law38,39; 1 0) Respondent,s current co皿Sel used, Created and submitted fraudulent documents40


into the Court records to secure a forecIosure which is a violation oflaw41; 1 1) On Apri1 21,


2004 and January 13, 2023 MERS as Nominee for the GreenPoint Mortgage Respondent is


Claiming they paid, $387,91 0.25 for a mortgage, has given Appellant a satisfaction ofmortgage


twice in the amount of$398,000. 12) HUD -1 Settlement Statement was not signed by either


36 Doctrine ofRes Judicata; Lanneau D. Lide, Res Judicata in South Carolina, 4 S.C.L.R. 333. (1952).


37 ucc § 3- 204(a) provides that the signature negotiating the note be made on the note itselfor on白a paper to be


affixed to the’’note, the Court held that the a1longes needed to be attached to the note for it to have been negotiated"


38 ucc section 9- 108(b)(2) and (3); Restatement (third) of property (mortgages) section 5,4UCC Section 9-103(g)


39 RBS Citizens, N.A. v" Sabatelli, No. CV14-6016519S, 2016 WL lO99090 (Com" Super. Ct. Feb. 19, 2016), the


Superior Court similarly denied a lender’s sunmary judgment motion in a forecIosu∫e aCtion for a nunber of


reasons, including that there was no evidence that the a11onge endorslng the note to the plaintiffhad ever been


attached to the underlying note.


40 Fraud, Whether intrinsic or extrinsic, misrepresentation, Or Other misconduct of an adverse party are


express grounds for reliefby motion under amended subdivision (b). There is no sound reason for their


exclusion. The incorporation of fraud and the like wi血in the scope ofthe rule also removes confusion as


to the proper procedure. It has been held that relief from a judgment obtained by extrinsic fraud could be


SeCured by motion within a待reasonable time,,, which might be after the time stated in the rule had lun.


Fiske v B撮み. (C・C.A.8th, 1942) 125 F.(2d) 841; See also inferentia11y Buり用Nevado Construction Co.


(C.C"A.9th, 1942) 125 F.(2d) 213. On the other hand, it has been suggested that in view ofthe fact that


fraud was omitted from original Rule 60(b) as a ground for relief; an independent action was the only


PrOPer remedy. Commentary, E#ct qfR初e 60砂on Other M料hods Q/Relie/つなom Jα暗ment ( 1941 ) 4


Fed.Rules Serv. 942, 945. The amendment settles this problem by making fraud an express ground for


reliefby motion; and under the savmg Clause, fraud may be urged as a basis for reliefby independent


action insofar as established doctrine pemits. See Moore and Rogers, Federal Rel研/わm Civil


J訪埴menAg (1946) 55 Yale L.J・ 623, 653-659; 3 Mbor擁凡deralPractice (1938) 3267 et seq. And the


rule expressly does not limit the power of the court, When fraud has been perpetrated upon it, tO give


reliefunder the saving clause. As an illustration ofthis situation, See Hazel-Atlas Glass Co. v Har妙肋


E7即ire Cb. (1944) 322 U.S. 238.


41 15 USC 1692 section 802 (a); ( C) 805; Section 806 (e) 807 false or misleading representations
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Party tO the alleged loan42.


CONCLUSION


Appellant’s motion to stay is not moot. The Special Referee stated in his Order that he


did not have jurisdiction to rule on the Motion to Stay. Respondent’s consistent failure to respond


to Appellant’s argument and not provide any legally cognizable grounds to dismiss Appellant’s


motion to stay, SWayS this court to grant Appellant’s motion to stay and any other reliefthis


Court deems just and proper.


In the altemative, grant the Writ of Supersedeas pursuant to Rule SCRCP 60(b) gro皿ds


for relief from a final judgment, Order, Or PrOCeeding. On motion and just tems, the Court may


relieve a party from final judgment, Order, Or PrOCeeding for the following reasons:


2) newly discovered evidence that, With reasonable diligence, COuld not have been


discovered in time to move for a new trial under Rule 59(b)(3). Appe11ant found newly


discovered evidence throughout this entire process, because they were being created along the


Way tO SeCure an illegal forecIosure. For example‥ The satisfaction ofmortgage from GreenPoint


Mortgage Funding, Inc dated January 1 3, 2023 was just discovered two days ago; however, it


further support Appe11ant's argument that the Mortgage was satisfied Apri1 21 , 2004;


3) fraud (Whether previously called intrinsic or extrinsic), misrepresentation, Or


42 section 3-204(a) of the UCC defines endorsement as follows: ``Endorsement,, means a signature, Other than that of


a signer as maker, drawer, Or aCCePtOr, that alone or accompanied by other words is made on an instrument for the


Pu叩OSe Of(i) negotiating the instrunくmt ' … For the purpose ofdetemining whether a signature is made on an


instmment, a PaPer a塙xed to the instrunent is a part ofthe instrument. Conn. Gen. Stat. § 42a-l-201(21). Com.


Gen. Stat" §§ 42a-3-20l and 42a-3-203(C).
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misconduct by opposing party: needless to say, Respondent’s past counsels, aS We11 as


Respondent’s current counsel has submitted, Created, fabricated, uSed, and relied upon fraudulent


docunents to secure the i11egal forecIosure and sold Appellant’s house to themselves at a private


Sale and not a public auction. Appellant has submitted a11 acts of fraud, misconduct and


misrepresentation at the hands ofthe opposing party that should warrant this Cout to grant Writ


Of Supersedeas.


5) the judgment has been satisfied, released or discharged; it is based on an earlier


judgment血at has been reversed or vacated; Or aPPlying it prospectively is no Ionger equitable;


a) Prior to Judge Dukes recusal, his order ofJanuary 14, 2016 vacated Judgment, CanCeled


lis pendens and dismissed case No 2010CPO701690.


i) “THEREFORE, aS it is no Ionger equitable that thejudgment should have


PrOSPeCtive application pursuant to SCRCP 60(b)(5)


ii) “ITISORDER:


1) The Judgment ofForec看osure and Sale pertaining to the cause ofaction for


forecIosure of the Mortgage and any Supplemental Judgment Order(s)


is/are hereby vacated”; CaSe dismissed...


Upon infomation and beliefAppe11ant states that this is another reason why the Special


Referee erred in granting Respondent forecIosure judgment and sold Appe11ant’s house for


$2,500 dollars. Respondent did not have the standing nor was the property or mortgage


Respondent was forecIosmg On belonging to the Appellant, due to the fact that血e Order


refoming the mortgage was vacated and dismissed by Judge Dukes Order of January 14, 201 6.


Upon infomation and belief; Respondent paid cash for Appellant’s property in violation


for the forecIosure procedure. It clearly stated that CERTIFIED FUND WAS DUE... (See
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Beaufort County Public Website for forecIosure sale)43. This case should have been dismissed


based on the Doctrine ofRes Judicata44


Appellant respecrfully request血at upon granting Writ of Supersedeas, deny


Respondent’s motion to dismiss with pr匂udice and reverse the illegal forecIosure sale and have


the Special Referee rescind the cash received from Respondent, Which should have been certified


funds only and cancel the forecIosure deed prepared by Respondent’s current counsel in which


Special Referee just signed (notice firms intemal file nunber on said docunents 1 5-22471 FCO2.


Respectfully Submitted


THIS AREA WÅS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK


SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW


43 The amount ofgood faith deposit necessary at the time of血e sale, is five (5%) percent of血e successful


bid at the sale, and must be made by 3:00pm. that same day. This deposit is required to be in certified


funds (no cash, nO PerSOnal checks), and is not refundable. Successful bidders have thirty (30) days to


COmPly with the balance of血e bid plus interest with certified funds.


httos ://www. beaufortcountvsc gov/master-in-eaui tv侃a. h tm l


44 Res judicata bars subsequent actions by the same parties when the claims arise out ofthe same transaction or


OCCurrenCe that was the subject ofa prlOr aCtion between these parties. Plun Creek Dev. Co. v. Citv ofConwav, 334


S.C. 30, 512 S.E.2d 106(1999);Rogersv KunjaKnittingMi‖s US A , 336S.C. 533,520S.E.2d815 (Ct. App.


1 999)・ Res judicata prevents a航igant from raising any issues which were a句udicated in the fomer suit and any


issues which might have been raised in the fomer suit. Hilton Head Ctr. ofSouth Carolina Inc. v. Pub. Serv.


Comrm ofSouth Caro!jna, 294 S.C. 9, ll, 362 S.E.2d 176, 177 (1987);a鯉Q出PIum Creek Dev Co v Citv of


Conway, 334 S.C. 30, 512 S.E.2d lO6 (1999). Resjudicata is血e branch ofthe law that defines the effect a valid


judgment may have on subsequent litigation between the same parties and their privies. Res 」udicata ends litigatjon,


PrOmOteS judicial economy and avoids the harassment ofrelitigation ofthe same issues. James F. Flanagan, S鎚也


Carolina CiviI Procedure 642 (2d ed. ] 996).
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APPELLANT SIGNATURE PAGE


APPELLANT’S RETURN TO RESPONDENT,S RETURN TO MOTION FOR


STAY PENDING APPEAL


Respectfu11y sしIbmitted,
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-臆臆臆。:十二二十‾‾臆臆臆臆臆臆臆臆臆_
丁もlTy Lemette Grant, Defendant, Pro Se


POBox21936


Hilton Head Island, SC 29926


843-301_5750


Plaintiff’s Attomey of Record


Chad W. Burgess, Esq.


Brock & Scott, PLLC


3800 Femandina Road, Ste 1 10


ColしImbia, SC 29210


803-454-354 1


Janし!ary廿2024







IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLENA


In the Court of Appeals


APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY


Court of Common Pleas


Be可amin C佃Sapp, Special Referee


Case No. 2016-CP-07-01466


(Appe11ate Case No. 2023-001 394)


Deutsche Bank National Trust Company as Trustee for NovaStar Mortgage Funding Trust


Series, 2006-5, NovaStar・ Home Equdy Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series


Respondents.


丁erry Lemette Grant, Pro Se


Appellant,§ Return to Respondent,s Return to


MOTION TO STAY PENDING APPEAL


PROOF OF SERVICE


Terry Lemette Grant, Pro Se


POBox21936


Hilton Head Island, SC 29925


843-301-5157


terrygrantseries@gmail. com


Chad W Bungess, Esq.
Brock & Scott, PLLC


3800 Femandina Rd Ste llO


Columbia, SC 29210


Email: Chad.burgess@brockandscott.com


Cownseljbr Re坤ondents


App e l lant,







Appellant’s Return to Respondent’s Return to


MOTION TO STÅY PENDING APPEAL


PROOF OF SERECE


This is to certify that I,鵬rry Lemette Grant sent true copies of


Appellant,s Retun to Respondent’s Retum to MOTION TO STAY PENDENG APPEAL tO the


attomey ofrecord named below. A true copy was sent via email of


records and/or U・S・Postal Service, With adequate postage prepaid for


the following:


Chad W Burgess, Esq.
Brock & Scott, PLLC


3800 Femandina Rd Ste llO


Colunbia, SC 29210


Email : Chad.burgess@brockandscott. com


Co#nSeljZ)r Reやondents


Appe細lant’s Return to Respondent’§ Return to


MOTION TO STAY PENDING APPEAL


THIS AREA WÅS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK


SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW
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PROOF OF SERVICE


APPELLANT SIGNATURE PAGE


APPELLANT)S RETURN TO RESPONDENTIS RETURN TO MOTION FOR


STAY PENDING APPEAL


Respect餌Iy sしIbmitted,


{二十
Tcny Lennettc Grant, Defendant, Pro Se


POBox21936


Hilton Head lsland, SC 29926


843-301-3750


Plaintiff’s Attomey of Record


Chad W. Burgess, Esq.


Brock & Scott, PLLC


3800 Femandina Road, Ste l 10


Columbia, SC 29210


803_454_354 1


JanしIary町2024







EXHIBIT #44


SATISFACTION OF MORTGAGE


JANUARY 13, 2023


SENT TO APPELLANT







SOUTH CAROLINA MORTGAGE/DEED OF TRUST SATISFACTION


PURSUANT TO SECTION 29-3-330(B)(3) OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE OF LAWS, 1976


諾認諾謀議ま豊霊豊誌悪幣轄欝撞
溜濫舘琵灘離重鞘潟齢秘蒋灘灘臨場
MORTGAGOR: _Y LENNETTE GRANT
MORTGAGE AMOUNT: $398,(XmOO
DATED: 12/08/20O3


喜誤読斌籠端麗誤認常勝認諾蹴鞠㌫那
聞書誌蹴謹㌢ Of血e qe軸で相調∝堕しS帥f D地of


図pald in蝕1 and the lien or the foregoing lnStrunent has been released; or


口the hen of the foregoing iustrmeut has been released・


The Clerk of Com or ReglSter 。f Deeds may e11ter this can∞lladon into record.


豊嵩戦蕊珊護謹器詩誌豊器誌譜13唖y ofJ紬叩1油e y紺200


灘艶器臨嵐擬離艦散骨諌言鶴b悠爛鮒


。,・優艶(


し停ま丸


STATE OF FLORIDA COUNTY OF PENELLAS


The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me by means of [X] physical presence or [ ] online


notarization on this 13th day of January in the year 2023, by Alan Baker as VICE PRESIDENT of MORTGAGE


ELECTRONIC REGISTRATION SYSTEMS, INC. (’’MERS’’), AS MORTGAGEE, AS NOMINEE FOR


GREENPOINT MORTGAGE FUNDING, INC., ITS SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGNS, Who, aS∴SuCh VICE


PRESIDENT bemg authorized to do so, eXeCuted the foregoing instmment for the purposes血erein contained.


HelsheIthey is (are) persona11y known to me.


欝湘’’.●“
、▲●　●　ヽ


Documen` I+epared By: Dave LaRose/NTC, 2100 Alt. 19 North, Palm Harbor, FL 34683 (8(調)346-9152


CAPLR 435552345 MORTGAGE ELECTRONIC REGISTRATTON SYSTEMS, ENC. (MERS) RECORDED


MIN lOOO13800829240361 MERS PHONE l-888-679-6377 MERS Mailing Address: P.0. Box 2026, Fhnt. MI


485Ol-2O26 DOCR T132301-09:19:3O [C-1] ERCNSC5


1 Ⅲl酬Ⅲ III一皿書ll酬II胴 酬脚Il酬l酬I酬脚酬剛1酬書i
*Dα)99 1 0074 3洗







EXHIBIT #45


ORDER OF LIEN SATISFIED BY SALE UNDER MORTGAGE


FORECLOSURE


DECEMBER 27, 2023


BENJAMIN C P SAPP


SIGNED RESPONDENT CREATED


SEE FILE NO: B&S#15-22471 FCO2







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF BEAUFOR丁


Deutsche Bank NationaI Trust Company as Trustee for


NovaStar Mortgage Fundillg Trust, Series　2006-5


NovaStar Home Equtry Loan Asset・Backed


Cer楯cates, Series 2006-5,


Plainti騰


Terry Leme償e Grant,


Defend劃ts.


BEAUFORT COUNTY SC - ROD


BK4299 Pgs l181-1182


2023O58865　SATIS


12127I2023　03:53二41 PM


RCPT# 1 154213


RECORDiNG FEES lO.00
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


C/A NO. 2016-CP-07-01466


aYON-JURY MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE)


ORDER


(Lien Satis縄ed By Sale Under Mortgage


For∝loou鵬)


Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. as nominee for NovaStar Mo唯age, Inc.


(O「igina! Mortgagee)


Te「ry Lenne請e Grant


(Origina】 Mortgagor)


The hen of that certain mo鳴age given by Teny Lemette Grant to Mortgage剛ectronic Registration


Systems・ 1nc.鳩no証nee for NovaStar Mortgage直C., reCOrded in Mor鳴age Book 2448 at Pnge 823 in


the Office of the Register of Deeds. Thereafter, the Mortgage was assigned to Deutsche Bank National


Trust Company・ as Trustee fdr NovaStar Morfgage Funding T「u§t’Series 2006-5 by as§ignment recorded


On December lO・ 2009 in Book 2915 at Page 902.The lien is re】eased, CanCe=ed and satisfied by


forecIosure sale on November 3, 2023.


A11 that certain pi∞e, ParCel or tract of l紬d・ together with improvements theroon’Situate,一ying


and being on Hilton Head Island・ County of BeaufoJt, State of South Carolina, designated as


Parcei A and containing O.46 acres as shown on a survey entitled ‘一An Asbu航Survey ofParcel A,


Wild Horse Road;一prepared for Te∬y L. Grant by Cook Land Surveying, by Dona!d R. Cook, Jr.,


S.C.R.L.S.親9010, dated Feb「uary 13, 2013 and recorded in山e Of轟e ofthe Register ofDeeds


for Beaufort Courty South Carolina in Plat Book 1 36 at Pnge 139. This being the same property


designated as P紬cei A and colltaining O.46 acres as show'一On that survey entitled "3.99 AC,,


Wild Horse Road’一一prepeied for Ms・ Terry L. Grant by Donatd R・ Cook, JらS.C.R.L.S. ♯19010,


dated December 22, 2003紬d recorded December 3 l , 2003 in the O飾ce ofthe Register of Deeds


for Bcaufort County, South Carolina i一一Plat Book 96 at Page 19l.


ALSO:


A non-eXCiusive, aPPurtenant・ aSSjgnable easement紬d right ofway, Which sha= 「un with the title


to Parcel A c.ontaining O.46 acres, referenced above’O「 any POrtions thereof; for ingress, egreSS


and access ofvehicular and pedestrian tr調ic to and from Wild Horse Road over, aCrOSS, and


8&S # 1与-之2471 「CO2


川棚酬脚削酬酬 剛!潮酬書醐酬醐







BK 4299IPG l182


through those certain parcels owned by Teny Lemette Grant described as Parcel B and Access &


Drain Field Easement on both that survey entitled -I3.99 AC.,・I prepared for Ms' Teny L' Grant by


Donald R. Cook・ Jr.・ S.C.R・L.S・親9010・ dated De∞mber 22, 2003 and recorded December 3l,


2003 in the O飾ce ofthe Regi§ter OfDeeds for Beaulf誼County, South Carolina in Pht B∞k 96


at Page 191 and that survey entitled '一An Asbuilt Survey ofPar∞l A, Wild Horse Road:・ prepared


for Teny L' Grant by Cook L調d Surveying, by Donaid R. Cook, Jr', S.C.R.L,S. rmOIO, dated


February 13’2013 and recorded in the O飾ce ofthe Register ofDeed§ for Bcaufort County South


Caro】ina in Pぬt Book 136 at Page 1 39, inc】uding withou川mit鼠tion a non-eXClusive, aPPurtenant,


assignable easement and right of way, Which shall mn with the title to Paroel A containing O.46


acres, referenced above, Or any POrtions thereof; for ingress, egreSS and access of vehicu血and


Pedestrian tra節c to and from Wild Horse Road ove串CrOSS, and through the "asphalt drive" as


Shown on the survey reco「ded in Plat Book 136 at Page 139.


SUBJECT to all easements, rights ofway’COVenantS and restrictjons, ifany, mO「e Particし直Iy


identified in the above referenced Plat or otherwise recorded in the Office of the Regist針of


Deeds for Bcaufort County’South Carolina, Which are applicable to the above described property


丁his being a portion ofthe Same P「OPerty COnVeyed to Terry Lennette GraIlt by Deed ofTerry


Grant Enteprises’Inc・ dated August 9’200l and recorded August 24’200=n Book 1463 at Page


54紬d re-reCOrded Febmary lO’2004 in Book 1908 at Page 2034 in the Office ofthe Regjster of


Deeds for Beaufort County, South Carolina.


AIso, the subordinate lien(S) ofany lien credjtor who was duly made a party to the referenced forecIosure


is/are released, aS tO these mortgaged premises ol11y言n accordance with S,C. Code 1 5-39-880.


Special Referee, Beaufort County


濫轟23
R量TURN丁O:


Brock & Scott, PLLC


Po恩をSale3 Dep紺tment


3800 Femandim Road, Sujte ] 10


Columbia, SC 29210
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FORECLOSURE DEED


DECEMBER 27, 2023


BENJAMIN C P SAPP


SIGNED RESPONDENT CREATED


SEE FILE NO: B&S#15-22471 FCO2
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FORECLOSURE DEED


Prepared By/Retum To:


Brock & Scott. PLLC


3800 Fem弧dina Road, Suite 1 10


Columbia, SC 292 10


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF BEAUFORT


Of forecIosure of its Mortgage recorded in Book 2448 at Page 823 and血at the erty hereinafter


described should be sold by血e Special Referee for Beaufort County on the tems and for血e purposes


m。nti。n。d in th。 。rder(S) g.。nt。d in血。 。。S。 。S ,。fer。。。。 th。r。t。 wi11 。pP。。r. Th。reak a F。.。。l。Su.。


Sale was held on November 3, 2023.


NOW THEREFORE KNOW ALL MEN, that I, the undersigned as Special


County, PurSuant tO the foregoing狐d in consideration of the sum of Two Thou


ec fbr Beaufbれ


Five Hundred


荒蕪嵩諾霊宝書誌蒜諾。嵩慧‡
release unto the grantee,


I)eutsche Bank National Tru§t Company as Trustee for NovaSt種r Mortgage Fun
′1′ヽlヽ∠“き　1し了〇〇〇〇さ▲-　」　1′1-___　_ .〇〇　一__エ」」__ .0　臆　_　臆　　　▲　　　　　▲　〇〇〇　　　〇臆　　○　′〇〇　　　〇●`輸　　　▲　　　　　○○　　　●　　　　""′ヽ′ヽ一′　。_　-"ヽ〃


2006-5 NovaStar Home Equfty Loan Asset-Backed Certi鯖cates, Series 2006-5


Corpor貧脆on 1661 Worthington Rd Suite lOO West Palm Beach Florida 33409


the fo 1lowing described property :


血g TⅢS書, Series


PHH Mortgage


Au that certain piece, P紬Cel or tract of land, tOgether with improvements thereonl sit脚te, lying and


being on Hilton Head Island, County of Beaufort, State of Sou血Carolina, desig


COntaining O.46 acres as shown on a survey emitled一一An Asbuilt Survey of Parcel


na鳴d as Parcel A and


ild Horse Road,Il


1 5-2247 1 FCO2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA


COUNTY OF BEAUFORT


Tax Map R51O OO7 000 018A OOOOI Was tm§鵬r融by


AFFIDAVIT FOR TRANSFERS


PERSONALLY APPEA随D before me the undeusigned’Who being duly swom’deposes and says‥


十・ I have r翰d the infom競ion on血is al遮davit and understand such infomation.


2.珊c property being調n誘rred is loc種舶at 226 WiI。horse Ro8d, Hilton Heed Island, South Caro職場29926,地心ng County


The Hono蘭b萱e B印j靴血C.P Sapp to Deutsche Back Natiin mlSt


3. Checkoneof血e funowing: THE DEED IS


(a)　_ §ubject to the deed recording fee鳩a tr‘ln§fer for consid湘南on pald orto be paid in money o「 money’s


WOr心;


0) _ S巾iect to the deed recording fee蹴a tra'lrfer betwc軸a corpor如on, a Pamership, Or Other紬叫y蘭d a


帥c畑融er’pr血鯖, Or Ou鵬r ofthe entfty, Or is a trmsfer to a trust or as a dis観bution to a trus=鳩nefroiny;


(C) _Ⅹ_ EXErm from the deed鳩eording fee bec鋤se


Excep技on # 1 3 - fo能clo3ure Or (leed・in-1ieu


4・ Chcck one ofthe fol○owing ifeither item 3(鶴) or 3(b) above has been checked.


a) $　Thefee computedon血e∞n§iderndonpaidortobepaid in money ormoney,swo皿theamoun`of


@) _ The fee is computed on the fair m種rket ¥ alue ofthe realty which is $


(c) _珊e fee is computed on the fair m餌場t va血e ofthe reafty


$


統e細biねhed fb重p同質録y鴫X pu呼∞es Which is


5. Check YES∴∴∴orNO _茎_ to the following: A lien or enc蘭brmce exis筒d on the iand事tenonent, Or rcafty befo鴫the


同usfer調d品ed on the lend, tetlement Or realty a餌鵬tr‘mSfer. (This inc置udes, Puromn書tO調e S融。n I2.59_


14Oe(6)・ try lien or encumbrancc on m坤y血possession of a for梢ted l曲d commission which may subsequ曲try be譲抽


Or rCduced蘭er the tmsfer under a $i印ed contract o冒ag。耽ment between伽e lien holder調d the bnyer e抽ing before the


調s競れ) If`’YES’’, the蘭ount of小e outstanding bal細ce ofthis ljen or encumbmnce is紙皿Q.


6. ¶le D髄D recording籍e is computed as folIow§:


the amount ljsted in item 4 above;


the amo肌t listed in item 5 above (no mount place zero);


Subtract Line 6(b) from Line 6くりmd place the re糾lt


7. The deed recording fee due is b鳩ed on the moun=isted on Line 6(c) above紬d the deed鵬ording fee due i§:


$


8. As required by Code Section 12-24"70, l state thct I am a書espenSibIe person who was comected w珊the rmsaction勘:


Atto調cy foT Deut§Che B劃k National T鵬t Comp紬y as T鵬stee for Nov種St卿Mortgage Funding Trus`. S〇両s 2000・5


NovaSt糾Home Equity Loon A8§ct.Backed Certificates, Series 20O6-5, PIaindff


9・ l調der8t狐d that a p㈱on requi騰d to fumi血tbis a飾d描t who willfully fumi8hes a f抽e or fraudulent a鰯davit ifguilty ofa


mied孤c撮or紬d, uPon conViction, m説競be鳳ed not more血un one thou掛nd do批鵬or in


or bo働.


一ニー二㌔
Q専呈∴言
p示し、G :二〇　　　　一〇臆


BEFORE ME THIS THE


二粋
3800 Femanく的場則鵜血, Sui鳩1 10


Columbia, SC 292看O


Phone; (803) 45午3糾0


日航‡聡45ん334 -


15「2247 1 FCO2
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¶MS #: R510 007 000 018A OOOO


Prior Owner ofRecord: TeⅡV Lemette Grant


Property Address: 226:Wil岬


丁OGETHER with all and singular the hereditanents’rights, members, and appurtenances whatsoever to


the said property belonging or in any wise incident or appertaining, and the reversions and remainders,


rents, issues, and pro舟ts thereto’and also any estate, right, title, interest, dower, POSSeSSion, benefit,


Claim’Or dem紬d therein whatsoever of all parties to the said suit and of all other persons who might


rightfu11y claim the same or any paJrt thereof; by, from, Or under them, Or either ofthem;


TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said property’with its heredjtaments, Privjleges, and appurtenances,


unto the sald grmtee亘is爪er杭s/血eir heirs/successors and assigns for血eir own use, bene鰯t, and behoo亀


嵩謹祭器豊鵠謹告諾悪童豊等(葦臨:
2023.


S量GNED, SEALED, AND DELIVERED　)


in血e Presencc o景


(Witness維)


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLENA


co間置OFじ高嶋小


図四
The Honorable Bertiamin C,P Sapp


Special Referee for Beaufort County


)


)


)


do hereby certify that The Honorable Benjamin C.P Sapp as


Referee for Beoufort County, PerSOnally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due


execution of the foregoing instrunent.


Witness my hand and o餓cial seal this畦L day of膿重言康子, 2023.


閏函因
Notary Public of South Carolina


My Commission expires:曲


15-之2471 FCO2







EXHIBIT #47


REPORT OF SALE AND DISBURSEMENT


JANUARY 5, 2024


BENJAMIN C P SAPP


SIGNED RESPONDENT CREATED


SEE FILE NO: B&S#15-22471 FCO2


FILED IN COURT







STATE OF SOUTH CAROLENA


COUNTY OF BEAUFORT


Deutsche Bank N証onal Trust Company as


Tmstee for NovaStar Mortgage Funding


Tnrst, Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity


Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-


5,


Pl ainti埠


Terry Lemette Grant,


D efendant


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS


CASE NO, 2016-CP-07-O1466


REPORT OF SALE AND


D I SBURSEMENT


Pursuant to ajudgment of this Court made in the above-entitled action on June 28, 2023, after due legal :
阜


notice advertised and published according to law, I o節ered for sale on November 3, 2023 at l l :00 AM, tO the=


highest bidder for cash, at Public auction,血e premises su匂ected to this suit. At such sale血e said premises


Were SOld to Deutsche Ba血National Trust Company as Tnstee for NovaStar Mo鳴age Funding Trust, Series


2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-5 for $2,500.00, being at血at price


血e highest bidder. Therefore, I have executed and delivered to the said purchaser or asslgnee Of purchaser a


good and su餓cient deed of said prcmises, uPOll its complying w皿the tems of such sale. I have disbursed the


允mds.


RE CEIPT S


County Commission (1 % of bid)


Order of Reference Fee


TOTAL RECEIVED BY SPECIAL REFEREE


DISBU RSEMENT S


County Commission (1% ofbid)


Order of Reference Fee


25.00


350.00


AMOUNT DISBURSED　　　　　　　　　　　　$　　　　　　　375.00


All of血e funds having been disbursed, I hereby ORDER血e刷e cIosed and血e case ended.


’人もトニ自ら一、しっ


彊霊器晋葦23


The Honorable Be巾anin C.P Sapp


Special Referee, Beaufort County


醐隙間脚醐醐


B&S # 15-22471 FCO2


I檀欄間欄間開脚棚
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