From: Paralegal

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: Paul Ferrara

Subject: 2024-000632

Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2024 1:21:39 PM
Attachments: Notice of Appeal with proof of service.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***
Caitlyn,
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NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM MARION COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Thomas L. Hughston, Circuit Court Judge

Case No.: 2020-CP-33-00277

Bevance Lynch,
Respondent,

Bertha E. Dunham,
Appellant.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO APPEAL

Bertha E. Dunham appeals the order of the Honorable Thomas L. Hughston granting Summary
Judgment, Order to Quit Premises, and Warrant of Ejectment dated November 29, 2023. Appellant
received written notice of entry of this order on December 4, 2023. Additionally, Bertha E. Dunham
appeals the order of the Honorable Thomas L. Hughston denying Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider

dated March 18, 2024. Appellant received written notice of entry of this order on March 18, 2024.

FERRARA LAW FIRM, PLLC

April 16, 2024
s/ Paul B. Ferrara, III
Paul B. Ferrara, III (S.C. Bar No. 70511)
Attorney for Plaintiffs
8887 Old University Boulevard
North Charleston, SC 29406
T: (843) 569-5511 | F: (843) 569-5411
paul@ferraralawfirm.net






Other Counsel of Record:
Jake Kennedy, Esq.

200 E Dozier St

Marion, SC 29571
Attorney for Respondent





PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have served a copy of the notice of intent to appeal by emailing a copy to Judge Thomas L.
Hughston at thughstonj@sccourts.org and Mr. Jake Kennedy Esq. at jake@kennedysc.com. on April 17, 2024.

/s Paul B. Ferrara, III

Paul B. Ferrara, III

SC Bar No. 70511

8887 Old University Blvd. Suite 200
North Charleston, SC 29406

(843) 569-5511/(843) 569-5411 fax
paul@ferraralawfirm.net

Attorney for Appellant






STATE OF SOUTH CARqLINA )

COUNTY OF MARION

Bevance Lynch,

Plai
Vs.

Bertha E. Dunham,
Defe

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) TWELFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

)
Case No.: 2020-CP-33-00277

)
) ORDER GRANTING
ptiff. )  SUMMARY JUDGMENT, ORDER TO
) QUIT PREMISES, AND
) WARRANT OF EJECTMENT
)
)
ndant. )

This matter came be
motion of Plaintiff Bevance
his favor and a Writ of Assis
with the eviction of the oth
counsel for all parties.

FACTU

This is an eviction
Magistrate’s Court and cong

1) Bertha E. Du

In 1975, Bertha E. D
in Marion County as showr
William Dunham, Jr., transf
shown by a recorded deed.
of Bertha E. Dunham, mari
(MSJ - Exhibit C). In 1996,
a mobile home on the props
- 3).

2) Bertha E. Dui
and the mort

In 2006, Bertha E.
favor of CitiFinancial and s
146. In 2017, the mortgage

fore the Court on November 28, 2023, for a hearing on the
Lynch who requests an Order granting summary judgment in
stance instructing the Marion County Sheriff's Office to assist
r parties named in this action. Present at the hearing was

L AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

action transferred to this Court by the Marion County
terning real property located in Marion County.

nham owned real property.

Unham and William Dunham, Jr., purchased the real property
) by a recorded quitclaim deed. (MSJ — Exhibit A). In 1983,
erred his undivided one-half interest to Bertha E. Dunham as
(MSJ — Exhibit B). In 1988, Beula Mae Dunham, the daughter
ied James Oneal Belin as shown by a marriage certificate.
Beulah Mae Dunham n/k/a Beula Mae Belin states she moved
2rty and, in 2008, installed a fence on the property. (Aff. [{] 2

rtham mortgaged her real property, defaulted on her loan,
age holder commenced a foreclosure action.

unham executed a mortgage to secure a promissory note in
aid mortgage was recorded in Mortgage Book 819, at page
> was later assigned to Citifinacial Servicing, LLC, and said
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assignment was recorded ir
Wilmington Savings Fund §
and said assignment was re¢

In 2018, the mbrtgag
Dunham after she defaultec
00653). The above-refereng
in the Marion County recorg

3) The court-ap
of the real pr:
the creditor.

1 Volume 401, at page 5. The mortgage was then assigned to
society, FSB, as trustee of Stanwich Mortgage Loan Trust A
zcorded in Volume 401, at page 6.

Je holder commenced a foreclosure action against Bertha E.
on her repayment obligations. (Civil Action No. 2018-CP-33-
ced mortgage and assignments are public records appearing
ing office as well as the foreclosure action.

pointed special referee, Hon. Haig Porter, ordered the sale
pperty and the real property was sold at public auction to

The foreclosure actﬁon was referred to the Honorable Haig Porter as Special

Referee who issued an Ord
the Special Referee found
Dunham failed to answer
assignments were properly
property be sold after prope
the mortgage holder as the
Exhibit D). The mortgage he
Assistance claiming the d
remove her personal prope

er of Judgment of Foreclosure and Sale Decree. In his Order,
, among other things, that service was proper; Bertha E.
and was in default; the promissory note, mortgage, and
introduced into evidence at the hearing; and ordered that the
r publication. The property was then sold at public auction to
highest bidder and a Foreclosure Deed was granted. (MSJ —
vlder (now owner/grantee) filed a motion for a sheriff's Writ of
ebtor continued her occupancy and refused to leave and
ty. On October 2, 2019, the Special Referee issued an Order

for Writ of Assistance aut

orizing officers with the Marion County Sheriff to enter the

premises any time after 1:00 p.m., on October 29, 2019.

4) Beulah Mae and James Belin file a motion to intervene and the Special
Referee denied the motion

Four days before t
eviction, the debtor's daug

e Sherriff's Office was authorized to enter and assist with
hter (Beulah Mae Belin) and son-in-law (James Belin) filed,

through counsel, a motion ip the foreclosure action to intervene claiming a legal interest
in the property through adverse possession and, therefore, were entitled to notice in the

foreclosure action. (MSJ -

and found, among other th
property, placement of the |
than the parking of a mopeg

=xhibit E). The Special Referee, however, denied this motion
ings, that the Belins had no deeded interest in the subject
Belins’ mobile home on the subject property was “no different
] on a piece of property,” and that the Belins had not asserted
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a claim of adverse possess
Dunham. (MSJ — Exhibit F)

ion in a separate civil action against the landowner, Bertha

5) The creditor|/ high bidder sold the property to an LLC; the Belins
appeal; the LLC sold the property to Plaintiff; and Plaintiff filed a
Notice to Quit Action in Magistrate Court which was transferred to this

Court.

On December 23, 20119, the creditor sold the property to a limited liability company
named “2019 Castle, LLC" by quitclaim deed. (MSJ — Exhibit G). On January 28, 2020,
the Benlins filed a Notice of Appeal with the South Carolina Court of Appeals to appeal

the denial of their motion to

b

property was sold to Plaintifi

intervene in the foreclosure action. On March 3, 2020, the
Bevance Lynch by special warranty deed. (MSJ — Exhibit H).

Plaintiff then filed a Notice to Quit action in Magistrate Court. (MSJ — Exhibit ). Bertha
Dunham, through counsel, filed an Answer, Motion to Add Parties, and Motion to Dismiss
or Transfer. (MSJ — Exhibit ). The motion sought to add Beulah Mae Belin (f/k/a Beulah

Mae Dunham) and James

elin as interested parties and argued that these added parties

had an equitable interest in the subject property through adverse possession and the
Marion Magistrate Court trahsferred the Notice to Quit case to this Court!. (MSJ — Exhibit

K).

6) This action awaited appellate decisions for more than three (3) years.
In August of 2022, the South Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed the Special
Referee’s denial of the Belips’ motion to intervene based, in part, on the Belins’ delayed
attempt to assert their claim of adverse possession. (MSJ — Exhibit L). In May of 2023,

the Supreme Court of South
— Exhibit M).

Summary judgment
material fact and that the

Carolina denied the Belins' petition for writ of certiorari. (MSJ

LEGAL STANDARD
is appropriate when there is no genuine issue as to any

oving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law. Rule

56(c), SCRCP. All ambiguities, conclusions, and inferences arising from the evidence

! The Magistrate Court has

no jurisdiction “[w]hen the title to real property shall come in

question,” S.C. Code § 22-3-20, provided that “[a]t the time of answering the defendant
shall deliver to the magistrﬁte a written undertaking, executed by a least one sufficient

surety and approved by the

magistrate[.]” S.C. Code §22-3-1120. The transferred record

in this case shows no such written and approved undertaking.
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must be construed against the movant. Willis v. Wu, 607 S.E.2d 63, 65 (S.C. 2004). The
non-moving party, however| “may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of his
pleading, but his response,|by affidavits or as otherwise provided in this rule, must set
forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for trial. If he does not so
respond, summary judgment, if appropriate, shall be entered against him.” Rule 56(e),

SCRCP.
LEGAL DISCUSSION

Rule 1, SCRCP, requires that procedural rules “be construed to secure the just,
speedy, and inexpensive determination of every action.” This action has been pending
for more than three (3) years pending exhaustion of appeals by the Belins, who were not
signatories to the foreclosed mortgage. The South Carolina Court of Appeals affirmed
denial of the Belins’ request to intervene in the foreclosure action more than one year

after the creditor filed a foreclosure lis pendens and more than four months after the

property was sold at publi
Carolina Supreme Court.
In this case, the B

appellate courts. The Belins

based on their repeated a

judgment, the defendant
pleading”. Rule 56(e), SCR(

specific facts showing that
opposition to summary jud
her husband have occupi

auction. Thereafter, certiorari was denied by the South

ins raise the same arguments previously rejected by our
, once again, claim a right to notice in the foreclosure action
'gument of adverse possession. In opposition to summary
may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of his
CP. Instead, the Court only considers affidavits that “set forth
there is a genuine issue for trial.” /d. The only affidavit in

ment is the affidavit of Beulah Belin who avers that she and
part of the land, took care of the land they occupied, did not

receive notice of the foreclosure action, and are in the process of filing a quite title action.

to overcome summary judg
Nothing in Mrs. Belin

(Aff. BelinY]3—-7). These a Fjavit statements do not create genuine issue of fact sufficient

ent.
s affidavit creates a genuine fact issue concerning her claim

of adverse possession. Like the Special Referee noted in the foreclosure action, the

Belins have never filed an
law. There is no evidence

adverse possession action against their mother / mother-in-
that they moved the mobile home behind the house of their
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mother / mother-in-law and
“[m]y husband and | were ad
taxes, we would receive a ¢
that “[m]y husband and | g
insufficient to create a gent
many years to file an actior
done so; by cross-claim ags
The Court also finds
would bar the Belins from in
collateral estoppel was ado
186 (Ct.App.1984) and was|

nstalled a fence without her permission.2 Her statement that
vised that if we took care of the property and paid the property
leed” (Aff. ] 4) is inadmissible hearsay.®* Mrs. Belin’s claim
re in the process of filing a quiet title action[,]” is likewise
line issue of material fact in this case. The Belins have had
1 for adverse possession and/or quite title and still have not
inst Bertha Dunham, a separate action, or otherwise.

that the doctrine of non-mutual offensive collateral estoppel
tervening in this case. The doctrine of non-mutual offensive

L)ted in this State in Beall v. Doe, 281 S.C. 363, 315 S.E.2d

confirmed as the law of this State by our Supreme Court in

South Carolina Prop. and Qas. Ins. Guar. Ass'n v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 304 S.C. 210,

403 S.E.2d 625 (1991). Ung
party may be prevented fro
long as the party estopped

action and there are no circ
the issue. Beall, 281 S.C. 36
616, 619 (S.C. App. 1994)

Pub. Transp., 297 S.C. 301

2 See Davis v. Monteith, |
occupation of property witl
possession may have beco
told to vacate); Frady v. Iv

ler the doctrine of offensive non-mutual collateral estoppel, a
m relitigating issues actually determined in a prior action so
had a full and fair opportunity to litigate the issue in the first
umstances which justify affording him an opportunity to retry
3, 315 S.E.2d 186; Roberts v. Recovery Bur., Inc., 450 S.E.2d
(citing McPherson v. South Carolina Dept. of Highways and
3, 376 S.E.2d 780 (Ct.App.1989)). In the prior foreclosure

289 S.C. 176, 180, 345 S.E.2d 724, 726 (1986) (finding
N owner's tacit permission was not hostile although such
me hostile when claimant remained on property after being
ester, 118 S.C. 195, 205, 110 S.E. 135, 138 (1921) ("The

defendant's entry into poss

sion was permissive, and, as she had a duty to perform, she

could not hold adversely to the rights of the mortgagors until she either surrendered the

possession or gave notice

332 S.E.2d 773, 774 (Ct.

more than forty years with p
of adverse possession with
entry was made"). While a p:
a party may begin to satisf?
owner's title. All Saints Paris

3 See Rule 56(¢), SCRCP, “;
forth such facts as would be

an adverse possession."); Young v. Nix, 286 S.C. 134, 136,
p.1985) (holding claimant who had farmed tract of land for
rmission of property owner's widower did not establish claim
ut a "clear and positive disclaimer of the title under which
arty cannot adversely possess property used with permission,
y the requirement of hostility upon a clear disclaimer of the
h, Waccamaw, 358 S.C. at 233, 595 S.E.2d at 266-67.

affidavits shall be made on personal knowledge, shall set
admissible in evidencel.]”
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action, the Special Referee'%

to Set Aside Judgment (MS|
opportunity to litigate their ¢
thorough review of that prior
L), there are no circumstan
the issue of a property inters

Finally, Defense cox
premature because discove
case has been pending sinc
and advanced no good re

Order Denying Third Party Motion to Intervene and Motion
J — Exhibit F) demonstrates that the Belins had a full and fair
laims of an interest in the subject real property and, after a
Order and the subsequent appellate Opinion (MSJ — Exhibit
ces which justify affording the Belins an opportunity to retry
2st in this case.

unsel argued at the hearing that summary judgment is
r'y might reveal genuine fact issues. The Court notes that this
2 2020 and the defendant has had years to conduct discovery
rason why she had insufficient time to develop genuine

admissible evidence of facts# in opposition to summary judgment.# Defense counsel also

argued at the hearing that th
by S.C. Code § 27-47-530 ¢
S.C. Code §27-47-10 et.
“manufactured home park”

spaces are offered for rent
which the primary use of the
the plaintiff clearly does nof

apply.

4 See Baughman v. Am. Tel
("[Slummary judgment must
opportunity to complete disc
Co-Owners v. Montedison $
1995) (holding summary j
"advance[d] no good reasor]

e plaintiff did not comply with the eviction procedures required
f the South Carolina Manufactured Home Park Tenancy Act,
seq., however, that Act applies only to owners of a

hich is defined by statute “as a use of land in which lots or
or lease for the placement of manufactured homes and in
> park is residential.” S.C. Code § 27-47-210(3). In this case,
operate a “manufactured home park” and the Act does not

L & Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 112, 410 S.E.2d 537, 543 (1991)
not be granted until the opposing party has had a full and fair
covery."); Middleborough Horizontal Prop. Regime Council of
b.p.A., 320 S.C. 470, 479-80, 465 S.E.2d 765, 771 (Ct. App.
udgment was appropriate because the nonmoving party
why four months was insufficient time under the facts of this

case to develop documentation in opposition to the motion for summary judgment”); Bayle
v. S.C. Dep't of Transp., 344 S.C. 115, 128, 542 S.E.2d 736, 743 (Ct. App. 2001) (holding

the circuit court did not err
demonstrate that further dis

in granting summary judgment because the record did not
covery was necessary).

Page 6 of 7

££800€€400202#3SVO - SYITd NOWINOD - NOIHYIN - NV 0F:0L +0 98Q €20¢ - A4 ATIVOINOHLO3 13





CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED that:

(a) Plaintiff Bevance Lynch is the current owner of the subject real property;

(b) Bertha E. Dunham, Beulah Mae Belin and James Belin occupy and possess
lands owned by Plaintiff Bevance Lynch without consent or warrant of law
in violation of 8.C. Code §15-67-610;

(c) Summary judgment in favor of Plaintiff Bevance Lynch is hereby GRANTED
on all claims;

(d) Bertha E. Dunham, Beulah Mae Belin, James Belin, and all other occupants
of the subject property are hereby ordered to quit the premises within five
(5) days from their counsel’s receipt of this Order and, if they do not quit the
premises within that time, pursuant to S.C. Code §15-67-610, the Marion
County Sheriff's Office is authorized and directed to eject all occupants
using such force as may be necessary.

IT IS SO ORDERED! M

Nhaenbere 35,3053 9%55 f;’”jﬁ i
wdicrsl Le72s

=

#3SVO - SVIT1d NOWIWOD - NOIHYIN - INV 0¥:01 #0 98Q €203 - azd ATvOINOH.LO3 1T

0c

£/200€€d00
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Marion Common Pleas

Case Caption: Bevance Lynch VS Bertha Dunham
Case Number: 2020CP3300277

Type: Order/Summary Judgment

So Ordered

s/T.L.LHUGHSTON, JR. 2008

Electronically signed on 2023-11-30 12:32:05 page 8 of 8
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF Marion

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASENO. 2020CP3300277
Bevance Lynch Bertha Dunham
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

D JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered,

[:] ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):D Rule 12(b), SCRCP; D Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); DRule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);
D Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK RE/ISO/\’):D Rule 40(j), SCRCP; D Bankruptcy;
D Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award;

D Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

B Affirmed; D Reversed; D Remanded;

Other

10

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: D See attached order (formal order to follow) Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

The Defendant’s Motion to Reconsider filed on 12/10/23 is denied. (See attached
exhibit.)

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[/] ends [ ]does not end the case. [ ]Sec Page 2 for additional information.

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a

copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 03/15/2024 .

Bevance Lynch for Bevance Lynch
Bevance Lynch for Bevance Lynch

NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 10f2
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Court Reporter:

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

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) Page 2 of 2

££c00€€dD00202#3SVYD - SYI1d NOWINOD - NOIHYIN - NV 2+:6 81 JBIN ¥20Z - a4 ATIvOINOH10313





3/14/24, 12:07 PM Fw: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277 - Hughston, Thomas L.

Fw: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277

Hughston, Thomas L.

Thu 2/8/2024 10:19 AM

Teryoungsc@sccourt.org <ryoungsc@sccourt.org>;

From: Hughston, Thomas L.

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 12:17 PM

To: Paul Ferrara; DeBerry, H. Steven Secretary (Stacey R. Minton); jake@kennedysc.com; Nettles, Michael G.; Gray, Christy
Cc: Brandy Lewis; DeBerry, H. Steven Law Clerk {James Snyder)

Subject: Re: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277

Mr. Ferrara:

You did not mention anything about any pending motions prior to the hearing and after that my request for a
proposed order granting Summary Judgment. Your email of 2/7/24 is first notice to me of any so called pending
motions by you and your clients. | consider that you/they waived these by your failure to tell me of them when
you were present for the Summary Judgment Hearing and did not speak up regarding this, and only now many
weeks later.

As I recall, we, that is, you, Mr. Kennedy, the other attorney, and | had a nice long and friendly conversation in
chambers directly behind the bench after the hearing in the courtroom. You never said anything about just filing
motions, etc. You had every opportunity to bring this to my attention then and/or in the many weeks since. You
waived such and | refuse to consider such now and refuse to reconsider summary judgment.

This serves as my Order regarding same.

££800€£dD0202#3SVO - SYA1d NOWINOD - NOIHVIN - NV 276 81 18N ¥202 - 3714 ATIVOINOH 10313

Thomas L. Hughston, Jr.

From: Paul Ferrara <paul@ferraralawfirm.net>

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 9:38 AM

To: Hughston, Thomas L.; DeBerry, H. Steven Secretary (Stacey R. Minton); jake@kennedysc.com
Cc: Brandy Lewis; DeBerry, H. Steven Law Clerk (James Snyder)

Subject: Re: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277

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

I have been in court every day for the past 4 days and apologize for just now emailing you. In short, there are
material questions of fact in this case that go to the heart of this eviction matter, Specifically, whether Mrs.

hﬁps:llmail.sccouns.orglowaf#viewmodel=ReadMessageltem&llemlD=AAMkAGZINzNhZDExLWFkYTEtNDNlOSO4Y2FhLWJkNjngWUmeQwNAB__. 1/4





3114124, 12:07 PM Fw: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277 - Hughston, Thomas L.

Dunham was permitted to be on the land by the equitable owner, Buellah Belin. Importantly, there was a motion
to intervene by the Belins that is pending and also a motion to amend the complaint prior to your granting
summary judgment,

The Summary judgment hearing started at 10:30 am and was heard by Your Honor. Twenty minutes prior to the
hearing on summary judgment, the clerk accepted the motion to amend answer and counterclaim at 10:10 am.
Those motions have not been scheduled as the Court's Order has ended that matter by summary judgment. The
Supreme Court has held in Skydive Myrtle Beach v. Horry County that the Circuit Court erred by failing to consider
the motion to amend in the context of a 12 B motion. Similarly, the Court of Appeals has recently held in Lofton v.
Berkeley Elec. Coop Inc. and John Lucas Tree Experts Co. that the trial court's failure to rule on the motion to
amend prior to granting summary judgment was an abuse of discretion. | have attached both decisions for the
Court's reference.

Based on the above, we respectfully request the Court vacate its prior grant of summary judgment and allow the
case to proceed forward on the filed motions as there are questions of material fact to be resolved by a jury.

I have copied Mr. Kennedy on this email,

Sincerely,
Paul B. Ferrara, lll__
fon

'
]
i

)
|
|
l
f i

8887 Old University Blvd., Ste. 201
N. Charleston, SC 29406

(843) 569-5511 (office)

(843) 569-5411 (fax)

This e-mail and the information transmitted is PRIVILEGED and CONFIDENTIAL information and is the property of
the sender. If you are not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering it to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination or copying of this information, or the taking of
any action in reliance on the content of this information is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in
error, please immediately contact Paul B. Ferrara Ill with Ferrara Law Firm, PLLC at (843) 569-5511 and please
delete the original transmittal of this information.

From: Hughston, Thomas L. <thughstonj@sccourts.org>

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 3:39 PM

To: DeBerry, H. Steven Secretary {Stacey R. Minton) <hsdeberrysc@sccourts.org>; jake@ kennedysc.com
<jake@kennedysc.com>; Paul Ferrara <paul@ferraralawfirm.net>

Cc: Brandy Lewis <blewis@marionsc.org>; DeBerry, H. Steven Law Clerk {James Snyder) <hsdeberrylc@sccourts.org>
Subject: Re: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277

I suggest that | handle the Motion to Reconsider without a hearing. Therefore, Mr. Ferrara, please send to me why you think
I should reconsider and what you want me to do. Thereafter, Mr. Kennedy send to me your response to this Motion.
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3114124, 12:07 PM Fw: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277 - Hughston, Thomas L.
Thereafter, | will do my Order.

Thank you for your consideration, cooperation and attention in this matter and I shall look forward to hearing from you.

Thomas L. Hughston, Jr.

From: DeBerry, H. Steven Secretary (Stacey R. Minton)

Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2024 9:26 AM

To: Hughston, Thomas L.

Cc: Young, Roger Secretary (Robyn R. Hills); Brandy Lewis; DeBerry, H. Steven Law Clerk (James Snyder)
Subject: Lynch v. Dunham; 2020-CP-33-277

Good afternoon, Judge Hughston,

I hope this email finds you well. There is a Motion to Reconsider pending in Marion in the above-referenced case. Given
that you were the deciding judge, the reconsideration will need to go before you. We would like to find a time, perhaps
during a chambers week, when you would be able to hear this motion via the virtual courtroom or in-person in Marion.

Would you let us know when you might be able to fit this into your schedule? Once we receive your preferred dates, we will

coordinate with court administration and the attorneys to make sure everything is set up for you.

Thank you so much for your help.

Sincerely,

Stacey R. Minton

Administrative Assistant to.

The Honorable H. Steven DeBerry, IV
181 N. Irby St., Suite 3600

Florence, SC 29501

Office: {843) 665-3020

Cell: (843) 908-4799

hﬁpsﬂmail.sccourts.orglowal#viemnodel=ReadMessageltem&llemID=AAMkAGZINzNhZDExLWFKYTE(NDNIOSO4Y2FhLWJkNjg4NWUmeQwNAB_._
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Marion Common Pleas

Case Caption: Bevance Lynch VS Bertha Dunham
Case Number: 2020CP3300277

Type: Order/Form 4

So Ordered

s/T.L.HUGHSTON, JR. 2008

Electronically signed on 2024-03-15 11:20:18 page 6 of 6
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