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Good evening,

Attached please find the Appellant's

-Reply to Respondent's Initial Brief

-Reply to Respondent's Motion to Strike & Clarify
-Proof of Service form

Thank you,
Olivia Aryeh
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PROOF OF SERVICE OF APPELLANT’S REPONSE TO INITIAL BRIEF OF
RESPONDENT, DESIGNATION OF MATTER AND MOTION TO STRIKE AND CLARIFY

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

THE HONORABLE MIKELL R. SCARBOROUGH, MASTER-IN-EQUITY

Case No. 2023-001334

Jason Aryeh, Respondent
V.

Olivia Aryeh, Appellant

| certify that | have served the Motion for Extension on Jason Aryeh by depositing a
copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on June 20, 2024 addressed to
his attorney of record, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, ONE North Main, 2nd Floor,
Greenville, SC 29601. Charleston County Court (lower court) and the South Carolina
Court of Appeals have also been served this Notice of Appeal by depositing a copy
two copies of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, on June 20, 2024
addressed to Julie J. Armstrong, Charleston County Clerk of Court, 100 Broad St, Suite
106, Charleston, SC 29401-2210, and Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk of Court, 1220 Senate Street, Columbia, South Carolina 29201.

June 20, 2024
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Greenwich, CT 06831
310.801.8336
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable Mikell R. Scarborough, Master-In-Equity

Case No. 2021-CP-10-3609
Appellate Case No. 2023-001334

Jason Aryeh...................... Respondent
Olivia Aryeh..................... Appellant

APPELLANT’S RESPONSE TO MOTION TO STRIKE AND CLARIFY

The Respondent seeks to strike portions of the Appellant’s designation of matter to be included
in the record on appeal, and to clarify what is meant by other items in the designation.

Items to Clarify

1. Defendant’s Attorney’s fees and Plaintiff’s Attorney’s fees
The Appellate apologizes for utilizing the incorrect vocabulary. The Appellate is concurrently
representing herself in several post judgement divorce issues, and mistakenly used “plaintift”
instead of Respondent, and “defendant” instead of Appellant.
With that error now clarified, both Appellant and Respondent testified on a variety of legal fees at
trial for this case.
The Appellant referenced the following attorney’s fees during her trial testimony for this lawsuit:
- Divorce, appellate and criminal attorney’s fees from her divorce from the Respondent:
- “This was not a divorce that just had divorce attorneys. It had appellate attorneys, criminal
attorneys, a guardian ad leitum, a custody evaluator.” Trial transcript, page 83, lines 21-24.
- “Initially there were orders in 2020 that required Mr. Aryeh to pay alimony and legal fees.
He couldn't appeal the alimony but he could appeal the legal fees so already to get alimony





to start being paid, it took a tremendous amount of money” (Trial transcript, page 83, lines
20-25).

- During this trial, the Appellant testified and referenced divorce court documents indicating
the divorce Court’s calculation of the Respondent’s annual income of at least $900,000 (trial
transcript, page 95 line 22 to page 96, line 1).

The Respondent referenced the following attorney’s fees during his trial testimony for this
lawsuit:
-Attorney’s fees from this matter with accompanying bank statements (trial transcript, page 140,
line 3)
- Attorney’s fees from his and the Appellant’s divorce.
- “I had paid a total of 1.1 million dollars of legal fees and alimony in the pendency of this
dissolution action which was more than double what Olivia's own attorney acknowledged
our marital agreement said she was due which was $500,000” (trial transcript, page 149,
lines 20-25).
- “I guess someone changed her mind and she decided to oppose the postnup agreement
which has since cost me 7 figures in legal fees to try to protect that agreement” (Trial
transcript, page 156, lines 8-11).

Proof of Plaintiff’s multiple residences and income sources

The Appellate apologizes for utilizing the incorrect vocabulary. The Appellate is concurrently
representing herself in several post judgement divorce issues, and mistakenly used “plaintiff”
instead of Respondent, and “defendant” instead of Appellant.

Item 6 should have read, “Proof of Respondent’s multiple residences and income sources.”

The Respondent’s multiple residences and income sources were discussed at trial for this matter.
- In his trial testimony, the Respondent stated that he has “developed luxury high end real estate,
single family homes from Greenwich Connecticut to Placitas, New Mexico to Tucson, Arizona to
Malibu, California to West Hollywood, California and now in Sullivan's Island South Carolina,”
(trial transcript, page 101 line 22 to page 102 line 4).

- In his trial testimony, the Respondent stated, “I run my own money in a hedged manner. Hedge
just being long and short to balance out market risk. Most people who run money long and
short are heavily long. I run my portfolio usually 80 or 90 percent long and 20 percent short
in case you get a strong market downdraft and you don't want your portfolio to blow up
essentially. So I have run that -- I call my fund JALAA Equities. It is my money, a little bit of
my mom and sister's. And I have run that since 1997 (trial transcript, page 172, lines 13 -

22).





Date of referenced order from Judge Moukawsher when and how it was presented to lower court
The date of the referenced order from Judge Moukawsher is March 2022.

The information was provided to the lower court from the Appellant, through her testimony at
trial for this case:

“This order came about after the soon after the Supreme Court supporting that Mr. Aryeh needed
to pay 409 thousand dollars in retroactive alimony and majority was legal fees. We had a
hearing with a judge and the a divorce court judge and that judge said. I can't say what he said.
The judge favored the exchange of a lis pendens being lifted of extracting that 409 thousand
dollars out of the lis pendens, the mortgage. And that in order to safeguard the rest of the asset
the judge said you cannot touch the remaining portion of that mortgage unless you have a court
order or permission from the Court” (Trial transcript, pages 91-92, lines 23-11).

The information was also provided to the lower court from the Respondent, through his
testimony at trial for this case:

“We held a contempt hearing on that with Judge Moukawsher as part of what Olivia described
earlier, me not paying legal fees, because they had drained me of all my liquidity” (Trial
transcript, page 125, lines 5-8).

The Connecticut divorce decree

Portions of the Connecticut divorce decree relevant to this case were presented to the lower court
through the Appellant’s post trial brief, which contained a section entitled, “A Note on the
Connecticut Divorce Order and Relevant Contempt Findings” on pages 7 and 8. The divorce
decree was issued on March 31,2023 The post trial brief was submitted on April 7, 2023.

Respectfully Submitted,

Olivia Aryeh
Appellant, Self-Represented Party

30 Upland Drive
Greenwich, CT 06831
(310) 801.8336
OliviaAryeh@gmail.com

June 20, 2024
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A Word About Case Law

The Appellate wishes to apologize to this Court for forgetting to include the case law portion of
her initial brief. The Appellate has never conducted an appeal before this one and realized her
error after recently reading the Respondent’s initial brief. The Appellate has recently learned that
she could have possible filed a motion to correct the initial brief, but did not realize it lacked case
laws until now. The Appellate will take all possible measures to correct her mistake.

The future quality of life for the Appellant and her ability to provide for her minor children, rests
on the outcome of this appeal.

The Appellate understands that forgetting to include case law in an appeal to the South Carolina
Court of Appeals can significantly undermine the effectiveness of the appeal, potentially leading
to adverse outcomes. It is crucial to meticulously prepare appellate briefs with comprehensive
legal support to ensure that the arguments are persuasive and meet the court’s standards.

Through Rule 234 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rule, the Appellant respectfully asks
this Court to please accept the case law in this reply brief so that no errors in the Court’s ruling
arise from oversight or omission. This rule ensures that the appellate record is accurate and
reflects the true intentions of the court and the parties. Rule 234 helps uphold the fairness and
integrity of the judicial process.





STATEMENT OF ISSUE ON APPEAL

1. Did the Master of Equity for Charleston County properly consider all the relevant factors
necessary to determine the appropriateness and reasonableness of the $$127,391.73 in attorney’s

fees awarded to the Respondent in this action?





STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Appellant offers the following corrections to the Initial Brief of Respondent:

1. The respondent on page 2 states that the Appellant “indicated that she would be removing the

lis pendens because she had been ordered to do so by a Connecticut judge.”
The statement is misleading. The Respondent for approximately three years of the divorce
refused to pay the Connecticut Family Court’s order for alimony and legal fees. At a divorce
pretrial conference in 2023, the Respondent stated he would only pay the Appellant’s court-
ordered funds if she removed the lis pendens. The judge issued the order after the Appellant
agreed to the Respondent’s conditions, which she was forced to do in order to be able to afford
an attorney for the divorce trial.

2. The respondent on page 2 states, “Olivia admitted that she filed the lis pendens as leverage to
make monetary demands in the couple’s pending divorce action.”

The statement is false. The trial Court in this matter heard testimony from the Appellant (on pgs
84 and 85 of the trial transcript) in which she stated that the lis pendens was filed out of financial
desperation to protect potential marital assets due to the Respondent’s continued violations of
automatic orders (for which he was found in contempt of Court three separate times in the
8/22/23 Connecticut divorce decree).

3. The Respondent’s footnote on page 2 of his appeal states that the Appellant has “conflated a
Statement of the Case and a Statement of Facts in her brief.”

The Appellant stated the facts: that the Respondent was been held in contempt three times in the
divorce case. One of those times was for violating automatic divorce court orders by selling the
marital residence and purchasing the house at 1651 Atlantic Avenue, Sullivan’s Island with the
proceeds from the sale of the marital residence. The others were for refusal to pay alimony and
for entering into a finance agreement against court orders.

3. The respondent on page 4 states, “The Appellate is arguing only that the fees were excessive
because they exceeded those charged by her counsel and that fees should not be awarded after
April 21, 2022, the date she released the lis pendens.”

This appeal centers on the trial Court’s disregard of the disparity in the parties’ financial
circumstances in its decision to award the Respondent $127,391.73 in legal fees. The ability of
each party to pay is a significant factor in determining the appropriateness of the fee award. The
trial Court’s fee award disproportionately impacts the Appellant’s ability to comply with court





orders, thus mandating the Appellate Court to intervene to ensure fairness and equity. It is for this
reason the appeal was filed.

Out of his total $127,391.73 in legal fees, the Respondent accrued only $17,402 litigating the lis
pendens during the 11 months it was intact and ruled improper by the trial Court. The remaining
$109.,989.73 was accrued after the lis pendens was removed, in the Respondent’s efforts to prove
several million dollars in damages that did not exist.

Therefore, the Appellant reasonably contends that she should only be liable for a maximum of
$17.402 in fee awards that were accrued.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The trial judge must make specific findings of fact on the record to support the award of
attorney’s fees. Linen v. Rushton, 303 S.C. 318, 400 S.E.2d 132 (1991). The trial court must
consider equitable factors such as the ability of the parties to pay their own fees, beneficial
results obtained, and the financial conditions of the parties before awarding attorney’s fees.
Glasscock v. Glasscock, 304 S.C. 158, 403 S.E.2d 313 (1991). In determining an award of
attorney's fees, the court should consider each party’s ability to pay, the beneficial results
obtained, the financial conditions of the parties, and the effect on the financial condition of each
party. EDM.v. TAM.,307 S.C. 471,415 S.E.2d 812 (1992). The trial court must ensure that an
award of attorney’s fees does not impose an undue financial burden on either party, considering

their respective financial circumstances. Stevenson v. Stevenson, 295 S.C. 412, 368 S.E.2d 901
(1988).

The Respondent states that that the trial Court considered the following factors: extent and
difficulty of the case, time devoted to the case, professional standing of counsel, contingency of
compensation, beneficial results obtained, and customary legal fees for similar services.

However, when reviewing decisions regarding attorney's fees, the trial Court must also weigh the
specific circumstances of each case, balancing factors including:

1. Financial Impact on Each Party: The Court must consider the financial circumstances of
the parties involved and how the award of attorney's fees will financially impact each party.
The factor helps in balancing the fairness of the fee award against the financial
circumstances of the parties involved to avoid awarding fees that would unfairly burden a
party with limited financial resources.





2. Equitable Grounds: The Appellate court must consider equitable grounds when reviewing
fee awards. This includes assessing the fairness and justice of the fee award based on the
specific circumstances of the case, such as bad faith conduct, undue hardship, or other
equitable considerations.

3. Abuse of Discretion: When reviewing fee awards, the Appellate Court must ensure that the
trial court considered all relevant factors and did not abuse its discretion in making the
award. An abuse of discretion may occur if the trial court's decision lacks proper factual
basis, disregards relevant factors, or reaches a decision that is clearly unreasonable.

4. Beneficial Results Obtained: When reviewing legal fees, the Appellate Court must must
evaluate positive legal outcomes and the extent to which the attorneys’ efforts have met the
Respondent’s specific objectives in the case.

ARGUMENT

The Respondent argues that the trial Court considered some required factors that support the
award of $127,391.73 in legal fees.

The Appellate argues that the trial Court did not consider the following required factors to ensure
the fees are reasonable and appropriate:

Financial Impact on Each Party

In EDM.v. TAM., 307 S.C. 471, 415 S.E.2d 812 (1992), the South Carolina Supreme Court
emphasized the need to consider the financial condition of each party when awarding attorney
fees. The court noted that the ability of each party to pay is a significant factor in determining the
appropriateness of the fee award.

1. The trial Court had sufficient knowledge of the Appellant’s abysmal financial circumstances
before and during trial.

A. The Appellant filed paperwork to legally represent herself prior to this March 2023
trial in South Carolina Court of Common Pleas, after her attorney sought to drop her due to her
inability to pay his already outstanding fees. Judge Scarborough before trial ruled that her
attorney had to stay on the case against his will, regardless of whether he was getting paid. While
the Appellate was very appreciative for having legal representation at trial, she now owes in
excess of $50,000 in legal fees in this case thus far.





B. The trial Court heard testimony from the Appellant (on pgs 84 and 85 of the trial
transcript) in which she stated that the lis pendens was filed out of financial desperation during
the divorce to be able to continue fighting for custody of her children. The Respondent sought
full custody of the children. “I was advised to file this lis pendens because the divorce essentially
became a war of attrition meaning whoever can afford to ride it out for as long as possible was
to going to have the upper hand. I needed to make sure that there was something set a side there
were funds set a side so that I could continue to fight for custody of my kids” (page 83, lines
12-19).

C. The trial Court heard testimony from the Appellant regarding her income: that she is a
substitute school teacher making on average of $300/week, who is having trouble securing
higher-paying employment due to outdated skills after being a stay-at-home-mom for almost a
decade. She also qualified for state-sponsored health insurance (HUSKY).

2. The trial Court had sufficient knowledge of the Respondent’s financial circumstances and his
his employment as a hedge fund manager and luxury real estate developer.

A. During this trial, the Appellant testified and referenced divorce court documents
indicating the divorce Court’s calculation of the Respondent’s annual income of at least $900,000
(trial transcript, page 95 line 22 to page 96, line 1).

B. In his trial testimony, the Respondent stated that he has “developed luxury high end
real estate, single family homes from Greenwich Connecticut to Placitas, New Mexico to Tucson,
Arizona to Malibu, California to West Hollywood, California and now in Sullivan's Island South
Carolina,” (trial transcript, page 101 line 22 to page 102 line 4).

C. In his trial testimony, the Respondent stated, “I run my own money in a hedged
manner. Hedge just being long and short to balance out market risk. Most people who run
money long and short are heavily long. I run my portfolio usually 80 or 90 percent long and 20
percent short in case you get a strong market downdraft and you don't want your portfolio to
blow up essentially. So I have run that -- I call my fund JALAA Equities. It is my money, a little
bit of my mom and sister's. And I have run that since 1997 (Trial transcript, page 172, lines 13 -
22).

In its decision to award legal fees, the trial Court did not consider or address the disparity in
financial circumstances between the Appellate and the Respondent. It did not balance the all the
relevant factors necessary to determine the appropriateness and reasonableness of the
$127,391.73 in attorney’s fees awarded to the Respondent in this action. The Appellate Court
must evaluate the fairness of the fee award against the financial circumstances of the parties
involved to avoid awarding fees that would unfairly burden the Appellant with limited financial
resources. The trial court must ensure that an award of attorney’s fees does not impose an undue





financial burden on either party, considering their respective financial circumstances. Stevenson
v. Stevenson, 295 S.C. 412,368 S.E.2d 901 (1988).

Awarding the Respondent $127,391.73 in legal fees will force the Appellant into bankruptcy,
severely affecting her ability to provide for her two children, ages 6 and 8, she shares with the
Respondent.

Equitable Grounds

The trial Court did not consider or address whether the fee award was made on equitable grounds
because it did not assess the fairness and justice of the fee award based on the financial
circumstances of the case.

In Stevenson v. Stevenson, 295 S.C. 412, 368 S.E.2d 901 (1988), the South Carolina Court of
Appeals reversed an attorney's fee award because the trial court did not sufficiently consider the
financial disparity between the parties and the overall fairness of the fee award. The appellate
court stressed that attorney’s fees should not impose an undue financial burden on one party.

The trial court must ensure that an award of attorney’s fees does not impose an undue financial
burden on either party, considering their respective financial circumstances.

Unjustly awarding the Respondent $127,391.73 in legal fees will force the Appellant into
bankruptcy, severely affecting her ability to provide for her two children, ages 6 and 8, she shares

with the Respondent.

Abuse of Discretion

In South Carolina, the "abuse of discretion" standard applies when appellate courts review the
fairness of legal fees, particularly in cases where there is a significant financial disparity between
the parties. If a trial court's award of attorney's fees does not appropriately consider the financial
circumstances of the parties, it can be considered an abuse of discretion.

In this case, the trial court issued an unconscionable and unjust award of legal fees due to its
disregard of the financial disparity between the parties. The trial Court’ decision has resulted

resulted in unfair financial hardship for the Appellant.

Beneficial Results Obtained

When reviewing fee awards, the Appellate Court must evaluate positive legal outcomes and the
extent to which the attorneys’ efforts have met the Respondent’s specific objectives in the case.
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The Respondent was successful in his objective to have the South Carolina Court rule that the lis
pendens was improper, for which he accrued $17,402 in legal fees.

However, the Respondent was unsuccessful in his objective to prove millions in damages
resulting from an improper lis pendens, for which he accrued $102,989.73 in legal fees.

Therefore, the Appellant reasonably contends that she should only be liable for a maximum of
$17,402 in fee awards that were accrued.

CONCLUSION

The Appellant has presented valid arguments in her appeal and has addressed the Respondent’s
criticisms in this response.

This appeal centers on the trial Court’s disregard of the disparity in the parties’ financial
circumstances in its decision to award the Respondent $127,391.73 in legal fees. The ability of
each party to pay is a significant factor in determining the appropriateness of the fee award. The
trial Court’s fee award disproportionately impacts the Appellant’s ability to comply with court
orders, thus mandating the Appellate Court to intervene to ensure fairness and equity. It is for this
reason the appeal was filed.

Out of his total $127,391.73 in legal fees, the Respondent accrued only $17,402 litigating the lis
pendens during the 11 months it was intact and ruled improper by the trial Court. The remaining
$102.,989.73 was accrued after the lis pendens was removed, in the Respondent’s efforts to prove
several million dollars in damages that did not exist.

Therefore, the Appellant reasonably contends that she should only be liable for a maximum of
$17,402 in fee awards that were accrued.

Respectfully Submitted,

Olivia Aryeh

Appellant, Self-Represented Party
June 20, 2024
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