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


Clerk,


Attached herein are the remaining exhibits in support of Appellant's Reply to Respondents'
Return to Appellant's Emergency Motion to Enforce Rule 241 for filing. 


Respondents have been copied in this email as a courtesy.


Thank you.


Dorothy Pierce


On Wed, Oct 9, 2024 at 4:06 AM Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com> wrote:
Clerk,


As per your instructions;


Please find Appellant's Reply to Respondents' Return to Appellant's Emergency Motion to
Enforce Rule 241, for filing. Some exhibits referenced have been attached herein. Additional
Exhibits will be submitted in a subsequent email.


 Respondents have been copied in this email as a courtesy.


Thank you.
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Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>



Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate
Danny Singleton <dsingleton@oconeesc.com> Tue, Oct 24, 2023 at 12:08 PM
To: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>
Cc: Donna Moore <75dmoore@gmail.com>, Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com>, Griselda Godoy <ggodoy@oconeesc.com>



Again, the appeal issue was part of the agreement. If it is your intent to appeal, you have every right to do so, however, it
violates the agreement and it was stated in court that the appeals were to be removed. It was proper to remove Item 13
from the order/agreement, you indicated that was fine. Also, on the day of appointment as PR, it was reiterated to you
again in which you agreed and stated that would not happen.



 



A hearing will be scheduled soon to determine the status of the personal representative.  



 



It also appears that you fiancé may have picked up the wrong documents. Further, your fiancé will no longer be allowed in
the probate office or lobby area. He was here with your/his child waiting on documents and he took it upon himself to
interrupt a judge in the lobby while she was speaking with someone on a separate estate issue. He was offering that
person legal advice on what and what not to do and even encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to
you, that you knew all about probate and you could help him. This is illegal and giving legal advise and acting as a non-
licensed attorney. For this reason, he will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and or lobby area.



 



Thank you!



[Quoted text hidden]
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APPEAL BRIEF IN A CIVIL CASE 



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 



In The Court of Appeals 



____________________ 



APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY  



The order of Judge R. Lawton McIntosh 



Appellate Case No. 2024-000455 



_____________________ 



Dorothy Pierce, Appellant, 



V. 



Donna Carol Moore, Gregory Allan Pierce, Jared Adam Pierce, Respondents 



________________________________ 



APPELLANT'S REPLY TO RESPONDENTS' RETURN TO MOTION TO AMEND NOTICE OF 



APPEAL 



________________________________ 



COME NOW, the Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, and hereby submits this Reply to Respondents' Return to 



Motion to Amend Notice of Appeal. The Appellant received Respondents' brief by standard mail on August 



21, 2024. The Appellant challenges several orders issued by the Oconee County Probate Court, which directly 



affect her personal rights and interests as an heir to the estate. The appeal stems from a status conference on 



October 11, 2023, initially called by Special Administrator Adam Lee, (Resigned), where the focus later shifted 



towards reaching a settlement among the heirs. Despite the informal nature of these discussions and the 



procedural violations that ensued, Judge Singleton has gone to great lengths to defend his decisions and 



discredit the Appellant, as evidenced by his inappropriate and biased return brief. The Appellant respectfully 



requests this Court to recognize the significant procedural and judicial misconduct that has tainted the 



proceedings and to allow her appeal to proceed to ensure a fair and just resolution. 



 



RESPONSE TO THE CLAIM THAT THE APPELLANT ENTERED INTO A BINDING 



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 



A. The Setup and Scheduling of The October 11, 2023, Status Conference Did Not Constitute An 



Open Court Proceeding And Lacked The Transparency And Formality Required For Enforceable Order 



Under SCRCP RULE 43(K) 



The Respondents argue that the Private Family Settlement discussions held on October 11, 2023, were 



valid and enforceable under SCRCP Rule 43(k).  SCRCP Rule 43(k) states: “No agreement between 



counsel affecting the proceedings in an action shall be binding unless reduced to the form of a consent 











Page 2 of 25 
 



order or written stipulation signed by counsel and entered in the record, or unless made in open court and 



noted upon the record, or reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel.”  



The provision that the respondents proclaim has been met, is that the agreement was “made in open court 



and noted upon the record”.  The problem is that the agreement was not made in open court or noted 



upon the record”.   This meeting was never on a court docket to notify the public.  For the court to 



establish an Open Court it must be during a formal proceeding that is open to a notified public and put on 



the record.  None of these criteria were met.   



There was no formal proceeding.  The intent of the meeting was to hold a status conference that was not 



open to the public.  Email exchanges that included Judge Singleton clearly indicate that it was not an open 



court proceeding but rather a private discussion intended to address ongoing matters within the family and 



estate. [See Emails Exchanges leading to the setup of the Status Conference marked exhibit A] 



In an email dated September 22, 2023, Adam Lee, the Special Administrator, requested a status conference 



from Judge Danny Singleton, stating: “Good morning. Information has come to my attention that needs to 



be addressed by the Court in regards to the Doyle Pierce matter. Given the previous Orders of the Court, I 



am requesting a status conference to discuss several ongoing matters. Can you please let the parties know of 



your availability?” 



This request highlights that the purpose of the conference was to address specific ongoing issues related to 



the estate, rather than to conduct an open court proceeding. The email from Appellant on the same day 



underscores the private and informal nature of the intended discussion. She responded to Adam Lee by 



asking: “Don’t you think it's prudent to share the 'issues' with all parties involved so that we are all privy to 



that matter before a status conference? It would be helpful to have clarity on the exact issues you wish to 



discuss beforehand.” 



This response indicates that the parties were expecting a discussion where issues would be clarified and 



potentially resolved, not a formal court session where decisions would be rendered or agreements enforced.  



There were no formal hearings scheduled and the public was not notified.  The respondents nor the judge 



responded to the Appellant’s request for an agenda, leaving the topics to be covered a mystery to the 



Appellant. 



Further confirming the informal nature of the meeting, Judge Danny Singleton sent an email on September 



27, 2023, scheduling the conference: “A status conference in the Pierce Estate matter has been scheduled 



for Wednesday, October 11, 2023, at 10:00 AM. The court is aware that Mrs. Pierce has filed a notice to 



appeal on the last order from this court, however, we will still have a conference this day. Please be 



prepared to discuss any ongoing matters as it relates to the estate.” 
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Judge Singleton’s email does not refer to the meeting as a hearing but rather as a status conference meant 



for discussing ongoing estate matters. The use of the term "status conference" and the absence of any 



language indicating that this was to be an open court proceeding further solidify that this meeting was 



intended to be a private discussion rather than a formal public court hearing.  There was no agenda or 



motions to be heard. 



Appellant attended the status conference on October 11, 2023, without knowing its intended purpose, as 



the Respondents and the Special Administrator, Adam Lee, intentionally declined to disclose the subject 



matter to be addressed. This lack of transparency left the Appellant uncertain about the issues that would 



be discussed, contributing to her unease, especially knowing that the respondents have a close relationship 



with the court. 



When the conference began, it took an unexpected turn as Adam Lee, the Special Administrator who had 



initially requested the meeting, chose to resign at the start of the session without any prior notice to 



Appellant, though other parties seemed to know he had tendered in his resignation letter to the Judge. His 



resignation was sudden and came without any explanation for why he had called the status conference in 



the first place, leaving the purpose of the meeting unaddressed. This sudden resignation further underscores 



the disorganized and informal nature of this private meeting. The Appellant's concerns about the opaque 



setup and lack of disclosure were validated, as the proceedings deviated from the expected norms of 



transparency and fairness with no agenda of record. 



The fact that this was a private informal meeting, there was never a public notice, no court reporter was 



present, and the meeting was not added to the record contradicts the Respondents' assertion that the 



discussions held during the October 11, 2023, meeting were conducted in open court and therefore 



enforceable under Rule 43(k).   



None of the requirements to establish open court were met and the Agreement was only signed by Judge 



Singleton.  For this reason alone, the requirements of SCRCP Rule 43(k) were not met. Any agreements 



made on October 11, 2023, could have only been valid under 43(k) with the signatures of all the parties. 



 



B. October 11, 2023, Status Conference Was Not Conducted In An Open Court and was not 



properly added to the record. 



The Appellant disputes the Respondents' assertion that the partial settlement agreement, allegedly reached 



on October 11, 2023, was properly placed on the record in open court, thereby making it binding and 



enforceable under Rule 43(k). Judge Singleton explicitly stated that the October 11, 2023, meeting was 



not an open court proceeding, a key requirement under Rule 43(k) for an agreement to be enforceable. In 



the transcript, Singleton states:  "All right. This is just a conference. This is not a hearing. As to where we 
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go from here, obviously, somebody has a right to petition the court, become a Special Administrator. ... 



We're here just having a discussion. This is not open court. This is just a discussion for the parties to try 



to resolve something." [See the transcript Excerpt marked Exhibit B] 



The status conference held on October 11, 2023, was a closed session involving only the Pierce estate heirs 



and Judge Singleton. The public was not allowed to attend or notified on any public record. The closed 



nature of the session was due to the sensitive nature of the discussions, which involved private family 



matters related to the Pierce estate and potential settlement was not part of the agenda. Even the Special 



Administrator, Adam Lee, who had resigned at the beginning of the status Conference, was excused from 



the room before the judge introduced the settlement discussions. The court had an ulterior plan despite not 



producing an agenda. 



As the South Carolina Supreme Court held in Ashfort Corp. v. Palmetto Constr. Grp., Inc., “Like former 



Circuit Court Rule 14 on which it is based, SCRCP Rule 43(k) is intended to prevent disputes as to the 



existence and terms of agreements regarding pending litigation." The reckless disregard for procedure has 



resulted in complete misuse of SCRCP Rule 43(k). 



Moreover, there was no court reporter present to record, and no notice was given to parties that the 



meeting was being recorded. For any discussion in an open court to satisfy the requirements under SCRCP 



Rule 43(k), the court must have a court reporter. In this case, the judge conducted an informal audio 



recording, which was not disclosed to the parties either at the beginning of the conference or during the 



conference. This lack of formal record-keeping does not provide a mechanism to properly add the contents 



of the meeting to the court record as would be required to meet this provision of SCRCP Rule 43(k)’s 



requirements.  To meet the requirements of SCRCP Rule 43(k), in this situation, either the court needs to 



establish an open court and note the proceedings on the record or the agreement needs to be signed by the 



parties.   



C. Appellant Withdrew Consent to the Settlement Order Before It Was Signed, Rendering the 



Agreement Invalid and Unenforceable 



In S.C. Human Affairs Comm’n v. Chen, it is established that under SCRCP Rule 43(k), a party may 



withdraw their consent to a settlement agreement at any time before it is formally enforced. On October 



11, 2023, Respondents’ attorney sent a draft of the proposed settlement order via email at 5:11 PM. The 



next day, October 12, 2023, the Appellant objected to several aspects of the draft in an email to all parties, 



including Judge Singleton, and stated that she would provide comments shortly. At this point, no order 



had been reduced to writing, signed, or entered into the court record. 



Later on October 12, 2023, the Appellant formally withdrew her consent to the partial settlement 



agreement, making any subsequent order by Judge Singleton invalid. The proposed order contained 



significant issues, including the distribution of assets before debts were paid, an unreasonable timeline for 
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payments by the Appellant, and terms that were never discussed or agreed upon during the October 11 



meeting. 



Throughout October 12, 2023, the Appellant and Respondents exchanged emails discussing financial 



details, signatures, and other matters. The Appellant provided an updated version of the agreement at 2:59 



PM that day. However, at 3:01 PM, Judge Singleton signed the Respondents’ version of the order, 



disregarding the Appellant's objections and her revised version. The judge’s actions demonstrated judicial 



overreach, as the Appellant’s concerns were never addressed. 



Under South Carolina law, as established in Ford v. State Ethics Commission, an order must be reduced to 



writing, signed by the judge, and entered into the court record to be valid and enforceable. The so-called 



"agreement" from October 11, 2023, did not meet these requirements, and even if it had been put on the 



record, it would not have been valid under Rule 43(k) because the terms were still under debate at the time 



the order was signed. 



Furthermore, the draft Probate Order violated multiple laws, rules, and norms. It called for the distribution 



of assets before debts were paid, imposed an unreasonable timeline for the Appellant to pay estate debts 



personally, included terms not previously discussed, and contained improper property descriptions. 



Finally, the Appellant argued that the agreement was not voluntary, citing undue pressure during the status 



conference and questioning the judge's impartiality due to a lack of transparency and proper disclosure. 



These issues indicate that the settlement order was flawed and required reconsideration to ensure it 



complied with legal standards and protected all parties' rights. [See Appellant’s Email Objection and 



Submission Marked Exhibit C] 



 



D. The said Family Settlement order lacked Written Agreement Signed by Parties. 



Rule 43(k) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure mandates that any agreement between parties in 



litigation must be reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel if not made in open court. In 



this case, since the Judge declared the conference was not an Open court, no such written agreement was signed 



by all parties, rendering the alleged settlement unenforceable under Rule 43(k). During the proceedings, the 



judge explicitly acknowledged that the agreement would need to be signed by the parties. Several instances in 



the transcripts illustrate this requirement: [See Except from the Transcript Marked exhibit D]  



Judge's Statement Regarding the Binding Nature of the Agreement Once Signed: On page 1 of the transcript, 



the judge stated: "Today, once the agreement is signed, it would be binding. Do you understand that?" This 



clearly indicates that the agreement was not considered final or binding until it was signed by the parties 



involved. 
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Judge's Statement Regarding the Mailing and Signing of the Agreement: Immediately following the judge's 



statement about the binding nature of the signed agreement, the judge further clarified: Then the agreement, 



apparently, you would be mailed an agreement for you to be able to sign and return within a certain amount of 



time. Would you be able to do that?" Respondent Jared Adam Pierce responded: Yes." 



This clearly indicates that the agreement was not considered final until it was signed and returned by the parties 



involved. This interaction underscores that the agreement required signatures to be valid and binding, and that 



it would be mailed out for this purpose. Despite these clear instructions from the judge, respondent Jared Adam 



Pierce, who was briefly present via video call, did not sign any agreement, nor was he mailed any document to 



sign. The only signature on the settlement order was that of Judge Singleton. This lack of signatures from the 



parties and their attorneys further invalidates the enforceability of the settlement under Rule 43(k). (See 



Settlement Agreement orders dated October 12, 2023, and October 17, 2023, marked Exhibits E and F] 



As established in S.C. Human Affairs Comm’n v. Chen, “SCRCP Rule 43(k) provides several avenues for 



enforcement of a settlement agreement, and parties may withdraw their assent any time before one of the 



alternatives for obtaining enforcement is met." The court further emphasized that "Where SCRCP Rule 43(k) 



applies, its terms are mandatory, which precludes a party from turning to contract or equitable principles (or 



counter public policy arguments) to vitiate those terms.” 



The absence of signed agreements by all parties, especially in light of the judge's multiple acknowledgments that 



signatures were necessary, further invalidates the enforceability of the purported settlement. This failure to meet 



the procedural requirements of Rule 43(k) demonstrates that the Family Settlement Order cannot be legally 



upheld as binding or enforceable. 



 



E. Several Unauthorized Clauses were included in the Alleged Settlement Order without Appellant’s 



Consent: 



In the first part of the October 11, 2023, status conference, all issues discussed regarding the attempt to settle 



the estate ended in disagreement, and the session was adjourned. When the discussion resumed during the 



second part of the October 11, 2023, status conference, the parties only agreed upon specific issues, such as 



those contained in Exhibit A and timelines for payment. No other clauses were discussed or agreed upon during 



this resumed discussion. However, the final order issued by the court included several clauses that were neither 



read nor consented to by the parties during the conference. This addition of unauthorized clauses directly 



contradicts the principles of mutual agreement required under Rule 43(k) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil 



Procedure. 
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Rule 43(k) mandates that any agreement affecting the proceedings must either be made in open court (in this 



case the Judge declared the Status conference Non- Open Court) and entered into the record (in this case, the 



partial agreement was not entered into the record as parties were instructed they would sign agreement first) or 



be reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel (In this case no party signed the agreement 



which was not entered into the record on October 11, 2023).The judge clearly stated that the agreement would 



need to be signed by all parties for it to be binding.  



The South Carolina courts have consistently held that any deviation from the prescribed procedural 



requirements renders a settlement agreement unenforceable, as seen in cases like Pittman v. Daniel Construction 



Co. The unauthorized addition of clauses to the final agreement, without reading them in open court or 



obtaining the parties' written consent, undermines the validity of the settlement order. Therefore, these clauses 



should be deemed invalid, and the final order should be reviewed for compliance with the principles of mutual 



consent and proper procedural conduct. [See the Private Family Settlement Orders marked Exhibits E and F] 



 



F. Judge Singleton Imposed Undue Pressure on Appellant, Undermining the Voluntariness of the 



Agreement: 



The Appellant was subjected to undue pressure by Judge Singleton to agree to the settlement, with the judge 



repeatedly threatening that if the parties did not settle, he would order the sale of all estate assets and distribute 



the proceeds. Throughout the status conference, Judge Singleton made pointed references to the ongoing appeal 



regarding the validity of the will, which was filed by the Appellant. His repeated references to what would 



happen "if the will is determined invalid" were direct and coercive, clearly targeting the Appellant and 



pressuring her into agreement. (See Go transcript excepts pages 8, 12, 13, 15 and 16 marked exhibit G) 



Judge Singleton warned: "If I have to, every bit of it will be sold and divided. It’s simple. If you’re not wanting 



to update and maintain the property... then the court’s good. That’s what the court’s for." (Transcript, Page 8). 



This threat was a clear indication that failure to settle would result in the forced sale of the estate's properties, a 



significant pressure point for the Appellant. 



He further pressed: "Would you agree to go back to the original agreement that everybody agreed on?... What 



I’m telling you, everybody, if the will is determined invalid by the court of appeals, everybody’s going to lose. 



Because I’m not going to argue over property. I’ll just order it to be sold and divided. We’re not going to 



argue." (Transcript, Page 12). 
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Again, he emphasized: "Today, I’m telling you, again, the court is not in the business of making threats. Then I 



don’t want to be no more in your personal lives than I need to be... When somebody is not in agreement and 



the court decides, what’s the easiest thing for the court to do, if we’ll come back and it’s invalid, I’m not going 



to argue in bits and pieces. I’m just going to order it to be sold and just give everybody the money." 



(Transcript, Page 13). 



Judge Singleton’s pointed comments about the will being found invalid were clearly aimed at the Appellant, 



who had filed the appeal regarding the will's validity. This approach effectively placed undue pressure on the 



Appellant, suggesting that she would be directly responsible for any negative outcomes if she did not agree to 



the settlement. 



Further adding to the pressure, he stated: "I’m telling you, if it don't get worked out, we'll come back, and if it's 



invalid from the court of appeals, the property is going to be sold. I'm not arguing over all this stuff, okay? It 



will be sold." (Transcript, Page 15). 



And again: "Today it can get settled over 3.9 acres of land... If the will is determined to be invalid and say if the 



property is sold... Ms. Moore’s going to get much more than $20,000 and 3.9 acres. She’s going to get a 



percentage." (Transcript, Page 16). 



These statements demonstrate a coercive atmosphere created by the judge, directly targeting the Appellant and 



undermining her ability to freely consent to the settlement. The environment fostered by these repeated threats 



runs counter to the principles of Rule 43(k), which assumes that agreements are entered into freely and without 



undue influence. Such tactics violate the due process rights of the Appellant, as emphasized by the U.S. 



Supreme Court in Fuentes v. Shevin, where it was held that "due process requires that agreements be made 



voluntarily and without coercion." The pressure exerted by Judge Singleton effectively stripped the Appellant of 



her ability to freely consent to the settlement, rendering the agreement invalid and unenforceable under the 



proper legal standards. 



 



G. Incomplete Participation During the October 11, 2023, Status Conference Rendered the Alleged 



Settlement Agreement Invalid 



Respondent Jared Adam Pierce, who resides in Finland, was not fully present during the settlement discussions 



and did not provide express consent to the entire settlement. His participation was limited to a brief video call, 



during which he only agreed to his share of the inheritance. He did not give explicit consent to the shares to be 



inherited by other parties, including the Appellant. This limited involvement does not meet the requirements set 



forth by SCRCP Rule 43(k). 
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According to Buckley v. Shealy, "Because the purported agreement the parties reached following mediation was 



neither entered into the court's record nor acknowledged in open court and placed upon the record, SCRCP 



Rule 43(k) plainly provides that the agreement is unenforceable." Moreover, Jared Adam Pierce did not sign 



the final agreement, further exacerbating the lack of full consent necessary for enforceability. Since Jared Adam 



Pierce did not fully participate or provide comprehensive consent to the terms of the settlement, the agreement 



fails to satisfy the conditions necessary under Rule 43(k). This incomplete participation, combined with the 



lack of full consent and the absence of his signature, invalidates the alleged settlement agreement. 



 



RESPONSE TO THE CLAIM THAT APPELLATE JURISDICTION HAS BEEN DIVESTED 



A. Appellate Jurisdiction Has Not Been Divested. 



The Respondents argue that the Appellant failed to comply with the procedural requirements under S.C. Code 



Ann. § 62-1-308, thereby divesting the Circuit Court of appellate jurisdiction. However, this argument does 



not take into account the specific sequence of events that occurred, which directly impact the procedural 



timeline. However, the Appellant has acted diligently and in full compliance with procedural requirements, and 



the actions of the Probate Court have introduced significant issues of fairness and due process that necessitate 



careful consideration by the appellate court.  



The Respondents have cited In re Estate of Cretzmeyer, 365 S.C. 12, 615 S.E.2d 116 (2005) in an attempt to 



argue that the Appellant’s appeal should be dismissed for failure to comply with procedural requirements. 



However, this reliance on Cretzmeyer is fundamentally misplaced, as the circumstances of that case differ 



significantly from the current matter, and the Appellant has adhered to all relevant procedural requirements. In 



stark contrast, the Appellant in the present case has demonstrated meticulous compliance with all procedural 



rules: 



B. Procedural Compliance and Timeliness of Probate court orders and Notice of Appeal, Amended 



Notice of Appeal and Second Amended Notice of Appeal. 



Appellant Dorothy Pierce timely and procedurally appealed four orders of the Oconee County Probate Court, 



all issued within a 22-day period following the October 11, 2023, status conference. These orders, directly 



resulting from the settlement discussions on October 11, 2023, were executed between October 12, 2023, and 



November 2, 2023, under probate case number 2020-ES-3700532. The orders were intrinsically linked by 



their shared content and purpose, with each subsequent order arising from the same settlement discussion. 



Given this interconnectedness, it was neither practical nor legally sound to treat each order as separate and 



independent for purposes of filing appeals, according to the Circuit Court's advice and observations. 
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Recognizing the intertwined nature of these orders, the Circuit Court appropriately permitted the issues to be 



addressed under the Amended Notice of Appeal and the Second Amended Notice of Appeal, all filed under the 



same Circuit Court case number 2023-CP-3700794. The filing of each amended notice effectively restarted the 



procedural timeline for the appeal process, as each amendment was necessitated by a new order that directly 



impacted the Appellant's rights. All filings—including the initial Notice of Appeal, the Amended Notice of 



Appeal on October 24, 2023, and the Second Amended Notice of Appeal on November 3, 2023—were made 



within the required 10-day period for filing an appeal from probate court orders. 



Therefore, the procedural actions taken by the Appellant were both timely and fully compliant with the rules 



governing the preservation of appellate jurisdiction. The Appellant respectfully asserts that the appeal is 



properly before the Court and requests that it be allowed to proceed accordingly. 



 



C. Appellant's Compliance with Procedural Requirements and the Resetting of the Timeline with 



Each Amended Notice of Appeal 



The Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, meticulously adhered to the procedural requirements outlined in S.C. Code 



Ann. § 62-1-308 throughout the appellate process, resetting the timeline appropriately with each amended 



notice of appeal filed in response to the evolving orders from the Probate Court. 



1. October 13, 2023: Initial Notice of Appeal: On October 13, 2023, the Appellant filed her initial Notice of 



Appeal in response to the October 12, 2023, Order Affirming Private Family Agreement issued by Judge 



Danny Singleton. This filing was made within the statutory 10-day period following receipt of the written 



order, as required by § 62-1-308(a). This timely notice set the stage for the subsequent appellate process, 



triggering the 45-day window for filing the Statement of Issues on Appeal and other required documents. [ See 



Initial Notice of Appeal dated October 13, 2023, Marked Exhibit H.] 



2. October 24, 2023: Amended Notice of Appeal: On October 17, 2023, Judge Singleton issued an amended 



order, which modified the original October 12 order. In direct response to this new order, the Appellant filed 



an Amended Notice of Appeal on October 24, 2023. This action was necessary to address the changes 



introduced in the October 17 order and to ensure that all relevant issues were properly before the Circuit Court 



for review. Importantly, the filing of the Amended Notice of Appeal reset the procedural timeline, granting the 



Appellant an additional 45 days from October 24, 2023, to file the required Statement of Issues on Appeal, as 



per § 62-1-308(b). [ See Amended Notice of Appeal Marked Exhibit I. dated October 24, 2023] 



3. November 3, 2023: Retaliatory Removal and Second Amended Notice of Appeal: Despite reappointing the 



Appellant as Personal Representative (PR) of the Estate on October 19, 2023, Judge Singleton issued an order 
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on November 2, 2023, removing her from this role. This removal was a direct retaliation for the Appellant's 



filing of the Amended Notice of Appeal. In response, the Appellant filed a Second Amended Notice of Appeal 



on November 3, 2023. This notice was crucial to include challenges to both the original October 12 order, the 



amended October 17 order, and the November 2 order. With the filing of this Second Amended Notice of 



Appeal, the procedural timeline was once again reset, providing the Appellant with a fresh 45-day window from 



November 3, 2023, to comply with the filing requirements. [ [ See Second Amended Notice of Appeal Marked 



Exhibit J dated November 03, 2023.] 



4. November 29, 2023: Filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal: On November 29, 2023, within the 45-



day period following the Second Amended Notice of Appeal, the Appellant filed her Initial Brief of Appellant 



and Statement of Issues on Appeal. This filing was made in accordance with § 62-1-308(b), ensuring that the 



issues to be reviewed by the Circuit Court were properly presented. [See Initial Brief of Appellant and 



Statement of Issues on Appeal Marked Exhibit K] 



5. December 1, 2023: Respondents Gregory Pierce and Jared Adam Pierce filed a fraudulent motion to dismiss, 



falsely claiming that this appellant had failed to meet the statutory procedural deadline. However, the records 



show that this was not true, as they had been properly served throughout the filing process. The submission of 



the motion to dismiss automatically suspended all deadlines and placed the appeal in abeyance until the motion 



was resolved. [See the attached Fraudulent Motion to Dismiss] 



6. December 11, 2023: Filing of the Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal: Following 



the filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal, the Appellant complied with § 62-1-308(d) by filing her 



Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal on December 11, 2023. This timely submission 



further demonstrated the Appellant’s adherence to the procedural requirements. [See Designation of Matter 



dated December 11, 2023, Marked Exhibit L] 



 



D. Appellant made Timely Request for Record on Appeal and Transcripts. 



In accordance with South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedures, Section 62 1-308(c, on October 11, 2023, 



November 1, 2023, and November 7, 2023, the Appellant made formal requests to the Probate Court for the 



complete record, including necessary transcripts to be included in her appeal. Despite these timely and necessary 



requests, the Probate Court deliberately delayed producing the crucial records, including transcripts, which were 



essential for the Appellant to prepare an accurate Brief of Appellant and a complete Record on Appeal. 



Recognizing the Probate Court's apparent intention to obstruct her appeal, the Appellant took further action 



on November 13, 2023, by writing a letter specifically requesting the audio files for key hearings and status 
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conferences related to the Appeals under Circuit Court Case No. 2024-CP-37-00794 for transcription 



purposes. In response to this proactive measure, the Probate Court finally released these audio files the same 



day, albeit in a flash drive. Plaintiff Produced the Transcript on January 11, 2024 [See Request for Audio Files 



time-stamped November 13, 2023, marked exhibit M] 



However, it was not until December 4, 2023, that the Probate Court sent an invoice for what it purported to be 



the "complete record," which included the Return on Appeal. The Appellant was required to pay $413.50, a 



fee she contested because the Probate Court failed to provide the complete record and transcripts of the 



proceedings within a reasonable time frame, despite charging her for them. By the time the invoice was issued, 



the Appellant had already prepared her Appeal Brief and improvised relevant records using the documents in 



her possession. [See Probate Court invoice for Record on Appeal dated December 4, 2023, marked exhibit N] 



In response to the Appellant's contestation of the fees, Judge Singleton exacerbated the situation by converting 



the contested invoice into a court order on April 15, 2024, threatening the Appellant with jail time for non-



payment. Under this duress, the Appellant reluctantly paid the fee on May 24, 2024.  



In a clear misrepresentation of the facts, Judge Singleton, in his Inappropriate return brief, falsely claimed that 



the Appellant had not requested the full record on appeal and transcripts. This assertion blatantly ignores the 



documented evidence of the Appellant’s multiple requests and the Probate Court’s delayed and incomplete 



response. Such misleading claims further underscore the biased and adversarial role Judge Singleton has played 



in this case, which is profoundly inappropriate for a judicial officer and raises serious concerns about the 



fairness of the proceedings. See Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief dated December 03, 2024, 



Marked Exhibit O] 



 



THE PROBATE COURT FAILED TO PROVIDE REQUIRED TRANSCRIPTS AND FULL 



RECORDS AS MANDATED BY S.C. R. CIV. P. 75 



According to Rule 75 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (S.C. R. Civ. P. 75), the Probate Court is 



responsible for preparing, certifying, and transmitting the complete original record, including transcripts of 



proceedings, to the Circuit Court when an appeal is filed. The rule stipulates that: "Upon filing of notice of 



appeal in an action, the original record shall be certified by the clerk of the inferior court or administrative 



agency or tribunal and transmitted within thirty (30) days to the clerk of the court to which the appeal is taken. 



If the lower court, agency or tribunal has no clerk, then the original record shall be certified and transmitted by 



the judge or chief official of the lower court, agency or tribunal." 
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This provision places the burden on the Probate Court to ensure that all necessary transcripts of the 



proceedings are included in the certified record transmitted to the Circuit Court. However, in this case, the 



Probate Court failed to fulfill this obligation, leaving the Appellant to improvise by creating a transcript 



independently. It is important to note that, according to S.C. R. Civ. P. 75, it is not the responsibility of the 



Appellant to prepare or provide these transcripts. The failure of the Probate Court to provide the required 



transcripts represents a significant procedural oversight that has unfairly shifted the burden onto the Appellant. 



This failure not only violates the procedural rules but also compromises the fairness of the appellate process. By 



neglecting to provide the complete and accurate record, including the necessary transcripts, the Probate Court 



has impeded the Appellant’s ability to fully and effectively present her case on appeal. This oversight further 



highlights the issues of judicial overreach and bias, as it places the Appellant at a significant disadvantage, 



undermining the integrity of the judicial process. 



 



A. The Probate Court’s Procedural Violations and Selective Submission of Records: 



 The Probate Judge, in his return, failed to provide the Appellant with a copy and selectively submitted 



only the records that supported his position, omitting relevant documents that were crucial to the Appellant’s 



case. This action not only violates basic principles of fairness but also suggests bias, as the judge's return 



included several pages of defense against the Appellant’s brief while excluding documents that could potentially 



undermine his decisions. [See Probate Court’s Selective Return dated December 03, 2023, marked Exhibit P.] 



Such selective submission of records is a procedural violation that significantly affects the fairness of the 



appellate process. It prevents the appellate court from having a complete view of the case, which is essential for 



making an informed decision. This further supports the Appellant’s argument that the appeal should not be 



dismissed but rather carefully reviewed in light of these procedural irregularities. 



 



B. Appellant Had to Produce the Transcript and Record on Appeal Due to the Probate Court’s 



Malicious Conduct 



On November 13, 2023, after observing the Probate Court’s hesitation in releasing the records and failing to 



respond to requests for the record, the Appellant sent a letter requesting the audio files to produce her own 



transcript. Despite this, the Probate Court continued to withhold the full records. It wasn't until after the 



Appellant paid a $413.50 fee that the court finally released some documents, but by then, the damage had been 



done. The Appellant was forced to produce and file all records in her possession on February 2, 2024, to 
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support her appeal. During the proceedings to determine the appeal, Judge McIntosh declined to review any of 



the Appellant's records and based his decision solely on the malicious and incomplete return filed by the 



Probate Court. This conduct by the Probate Court compelled the Appellant to take on the burden of preparing 



the transcript and record herself, a task that the court should have managed, further demonstrating the 



procedural unfairness that she faced. Despite these challenges, the Circuit Court accepted and filed the 



Appellant’s record on appeal without any objections from the Respondents. [See Probate Appellant’s Record 



on Appeal dated February 02, 2024, marked Exhibit Q.] 



 



JUDGE SINGLETON VIOLATED S.C. CODE ANN. § 62-1-308(K) THROUGH IMPROPER 



ADVOCACY AND JUDICIAL OVERREACH IN HIS RETURN BRIEF 



S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) explicitly mandates that a probate judge must not participate in judging or 



determining an appeal from his own decision, nor act as an attorney or counsel in the appellate process. The 



statute states: "A judge of a probate court must not be admitted to have any voice in judging or determining an 



appeal from his decision or be permitted to act as attorney or counsel." 



In the present case, Judge Danny Singleton egregiously violated this statutory prohibition by submitting a return 



brief that extends well beyond the neutral and administrative role prescribed by law. Instead of merely 



transmitting the record of proceedings to the Circuit Court, Judge Singleton's return included detailed 



arguments actively defending his prior rulings and directly countering the points raised in the Appellant's appeal 



brief. 



By constructing a narrative that supports his own decisions and attempts to undermine the Appellant's 



arguments, Judge Singleton assumed the role of an advocate rather than maintaining the required judicial 



impartiality. This conduct directly contravenes S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k), which seeks to prevent judges 



from influencing appellate proceedings concerning their own judgments. 



Judge Singleton's actions undermine the foundational principles of judicial neutrality and fairness that are 



essential to the appellate system. His improper advocacy interferes with the appellate court's ability to conduct 



an unbiased review of the case, as it injects the original judge's subjective defense into what should be an 



objective evaluation of the record and applicable law. 



This conduct not only violates statutory mandates but also erodes public confidence in the judicial process by 



suggesting that judges may unduly influence appeals of their own decisions. Ensuring strict adherence to statutes 



like S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) is crucial to maintaining the separation of roles and preserving the fairness 



and impartiality of judicial proceedings. 
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RESPONSE TO THE ARGUMENT THAT THE APPELLANT CANNOT PROCEED PRO 



SE 



A. Appellant Is Not Representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce In This Appeal But Defending Her 



Personal Interests And Constitutional Rights As An Heir To The Estate" 



The Respondents maliciously argue that the Appellant, acting as the Personal Representative of the Estate, 



cannot proceed pro se in this appeal. They rely on the South Carolina Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. 



Coe, 365 S.C. 137, 616 S.E.2d 705 (2005), which they claim prohibits a non-lawyer personal representative 



from representing the estate in appellate proceedings. The Respondents’ argument is fundamentally flawed for 



several reasons. First and foremost, the Appellant is not representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce in this 



matter, Instead, the Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, is challenging several orders issued by the Oconee County 



Probate Court on personal grounds that directly affect her rights and interests as an heir to the estate of Doyle 



Elton Pierce. 



B. The origin of the Issues on Appeal was Personal and Appellant’s participation was at personal level: 



This appeal originates from the October 11, 2023, status conference, which was initially called by Special 



Administrator Adam Lee before his resignation. Following his resignation, the focus of the conference shifted 



towards reaching a settlement among the heirs of the Estate of Doyle Pierce. As the surviving spouse of her 



deceased husband, Doyle Elton Pierce, the Appellant participated in the status conference solely on her own 



behalf as an individual heir, not as a representative of the estate. Her involvement was strictly personal, 



underscoring that her appeal is driven by her individual rights and interests, separate from any fiduciary role she 



may have briefly held within the estate's administration.  



The Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, filed her initial appeal as an heir to the Estate of Doyle Pierce on October 13, 



2023, following the Probate Court’s order on October 12, 2023. At that time, she had not been reappointed as 



Personal Representative—a role she only regained on October 19, 2023. Importantly, the Appellant filed her 



Amended Notice of Appeal on October 24, 2023, in response to the October 17, 2023, order, before her 



reappointment as Personal Representative. Despite her reinstatement, she was abruptly and unjustly removed 



from this position on November 2, 2023, shortly in retaliation to filing her Amended Notice of Appeal.  



 



C. Appellant’s Personal Basis for Appeals under review: 



 Furthermore, the Appellant is challenging the validity of the order that distributes assets to the heirs while 



another matter concerning the validity of Doyle Elton Pierce’s Will is pending. The Appellant has a direct 
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interest in the outcome of this case under appellate review as an individual heir affected by the lower court’s 



ruling in the order determining the Will. Additionally, the Appellant is appealing the judicial misconduct and 



biases that compromised the validity of these orders. She is also contesting an erroneous contempt finding 



against her, which resulted in an unjust fine. Moreover, the Appellant is appealing her removal as Personal 



Representative of the estate, a move she contends was done in retaliation for exercising her protected right to 



appeal. It is crucial to note that there is nothing on the record that relates to the interests of the estate or other 



heirs; the appeal is centered entirely on the Appellant’s personal rights and the injustices she has suffered in this 



process 



D. Respondents Are Barred from Raising This Issue of Appellant’s Pro se Status on Appeal Because They 



Did Not Preserve It in the trial court or in the Circuit Court. 



The Respondents' argument that the Appellant cannot proceed pro se in this appeal, under the premise that she 



is representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, is fundamentally flawed and should be dismissed by this Court. 



First and foremost, during the October 11, 2023, status conference, the Appellant participated solely in her 



capacity as an individual heir, not as a representative of the estate. The status conference was convened by the 



Special Administrator, Adam Lee, who, at that time, was representing the estate's interests. The Appellant’s 



participation was on her own behalf, defending her personal interests in the estate, and she was not required to 



represent the estate in any capacity. 



Furthermore, the Respondents did not raise the issue of the Appellant allegedly representing the estate in the 



Circuit Court. They failed to object or argue that the Appellant’s pro se representation was improper during the 



Circuit Court proceedings, thereby waiving their right to raise this issue on appeal. As established in State v. 



Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 587 S.E.2d 691 (2003), an issue not raised to and ruled upon by the trial court is not 



preserved for appellate review. The Respondents' failure to object to the Appellant's representation at the lower 



court level bars them from introducing this argument for the first time on appeal. 



Moreover, the Respondents' attempt to apply Brown v. Coe, 365 S.C. 137, 616 S.E.2d 705 (2005), is a clear 



misapplication of the law. The Appellant is not representing the estate in this appeal but is instead defending 



her personal interests and constitutional rights as an heir to the estate. The Respondents, with full knowledge of 



this fact, are maliciously attempting to mislead the Court of Appeals. Their argument should be dismissed as 



both procedurally barred and substantively without merit. 



E. Respondents' Demand for Legal Representation Is a Tactic to Financially Burden the Appellant and 



Undermine Her Right to Self-Representation. 
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The Respondents’ insistence that the Appellant must be represented by a lawyer is not rooted in a genuine 



concern for legal procedure but rather appears to be a calculated strategy to impose an undue financial burden 



on the Appellant. Over the course of these proceedings, the Appellant has already incurred significant legal 



expenses, having spent thousands of dollars on legal fees paid to attorneys whose incompetence has jeopardized 



her case. Despite these costs, the Appellant has demonstrated her capability to competently represent herself and 



has successfully done so for over three years. 



Requiring the Appellant to hire legal counsel at this stage would not only impose an additional and unnecessary 



financial strain but also serves as a tactic by the Respondents to drain the Appellant's resources, thereby 



weakening her ability to continue her legal battle. This demand by the Respondents is a clear attempt to exploit 



the judicial system to their advantage, using the court as a tool to force the Appellant into financial exhaustion, 



rather than addressing the merits of the case. 



The right to self-representation is a fundamental legal principle recognized under South Carolina law, and the 



Appellant has exercised this right competently throughout the proceedings. The Respondents’ attempt to strip 



her of this right, under the guise of procedural necessity, is not only disingenuous but also an affront to the 



principles of fairness and justice. The Court should reject the Respondents’ argument and affirm the 



Appellant’s right to continue representing herself, thereby preventing the imposition of further financial 



hardship that could unjustly hinder her pursuit of justice. 



 



JUDGE SINGLETON’S INAPPROPRIATE RETURN BRIEF TO THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL 



OVERREACH, JUDICIAL INTERFERENCE, JUDICIAL ADVOCACY, AND EXTREME JUDICIAL. 



In analyzing the Inappropriate Return Brief filed by Judge Danny Singleton in response to Dorothy Pierce’s 



appeal, several elements of judicial overreach, interference, advocacy, and bias become apparent. The judiciary's 



role is to uphold justice through impartiality, ensuring that every party receives a fair and unbiased hearing. 



However, the return filed by Judge Danny Singleton in the appeal of Dorothy Pierce reveals a blatant disregard 



for these fundamental principles. Instead of maintaining the neutrality expected of a judge, Singleton's return is 



riddled with instances of judicial overreach, interference, advocacy, and extreme bias. By actively defending his 



decisions and attacking the Appellant’s brief, Judge Singleton has overstepped the boundaries of his judicial 



role, transforming himself from a neutral arbiter into an advocate for one side. This conduct is not only 



inappropriate but profoundly undermines the integrity of the judicial process, confirming the Appellant's 



position that judicial misconduct and bias pervaded the proceedings. [See Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate 



Return brief to the Circuit Court dated December 03, 2023, Marked Exhibit O] 
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A. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief contained several Misrepresentation and Discrepancies in 



Judicial Account of Dorothy Pierce's Removal as Personal Representative 



The statements provided by Judge Danny Singleton in his return to the appeal, particularly regarding the 



removal of Dorothy Pierce as Personal Representative (PR) of the Estate, starkly contradict the documented 



ruling by former Associate Judge Ashley Rice. In his inappropriate return brief, Judge Singleton falsely asserted 



that: “Part of the removal of the Personal Representative was that Mrs. Pierce also failed to pay the property 



tax as PR. Mr. Lee's firm paid the taxes.” 



However, the statement is completely false and only intended to mislead the Circuit Court. The facts tell a 



different story. By the time the Special Administrator was appointed, the property taxes for 2021 had already 



been paid by Appellant. Adam Lee, who assumed office later on August 22, 2022, only paid the taxes for 2022, 



which were due in January 2023. Judge Singleton's claim that Mrs. Pierce was removed primarily due to her 



failure to pay property taxes and her alleged inability to cooperate with the Special Administrator is directly 



contradicted by Judge Rice’s ruling dated August 12, 2022. 



Judge Rice's decision to appoint a Special Administrator was not based on any alleged mishandling of estate 



assets by Mrs. Pierce. In fact, Judge Rice explicitly stated that the court did not believe Mrs. Pierce acted with 



ill intent or that the estate was in any immediate danger. The appointment of a Special Administrator was made 



solely due to the highly contentious nature of the case and the belief that a neutral third party would better 



serve the estate until a decision on Mrs. Pierce's pending appeal was made. Importantly, Judge Rice confirmed 



that Mrs. Pierce would remain the Personal Representative, although restrained from acting in that capacity 



until the appellate court’s ruling, thus not removing her from her position entirely. (See Judge Rice’s Email and 



Order Marked Exhibit R] 



This stark discrepancy between Judge Singleton's statements and the actual ruling of Judge Rice raises serious 



concerns about the accuracy and integrity of Judge Singleton's return. His misleading characterization of Mrs. 



Pierce's removal omits the critical context and reasoning provided by Judge Rice, casting doubt on his 



impartiality and suggesting potential bias in his handling of the case. Such bias could significantly impact the 



fairness of the appellate review process. 



Moreover, Judge Singleton’s attempt to frame Mrs. Pierce’s removal in a manner that contradicts the official 



court record appears to be a calculated effort to justify his subsequent decisions and rulings against her, thereby 



undermining her right to a fair and unbiased legal process. This inconsistency warrants closer scrutiny by the 
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appellate court to ensure that the true nature of the lower court's proceedings is accurately represented, and that 



justice is appropriately served. 



 



B. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Constituted Judicial Overreach 



In his return, Judge Singleton goes beyond the neutral reporting of facts and instead actively engages in 



defending his previous rulings while discrediting the Appellant’s allegations. For example, the Judge states: 



"As to the allegation that 'Judge Singleton grew up together and was childhood friends with 



the Plaintiff's husband's children, Donna Moore, Gregory and Jared Adam Pierce,' I have 



absolutely no idea where this comes from... I absolutely do not know where this came from or 



how she fabricated this statement. It is simply not true." 



This statement is misleading and disingenuous. Contrary to Judge Singleton's denial, he did, in fact, study at 



Seneca High School with the children of Doyle Pierce and belongs to the same age group as Adam Pierce. 



Furthermore, he has connections with other friends and family members of the Pierce family. His assertion that 



he has "absolutely no idea" about these connections and his accusation that the Appellant fabricated the claim 



are troubling and inappropriate for a judicial return. 



Such language indicates a defensive and personal involvement that oversteps the boundaries of impartiality. 



Instead of maintaining a neutral stance, Judge Singleton’s remarks suggest an overreach into advocacy, which is 



wholly outside the proper role of a judge in an appellate context. The Judge's defensive posture undermines the 



integrity of the judicial process and raises serious concerns about his ability to remain impartial in his handling 



of the case. This kind of judicial overreach is particularly concerning when the judge's impartiality is crucial for 



ensuring a fair and unbiased review of the Appellant's appeal. 



 



C. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Interfered with Appellant’s Circuit Court Appeal Review. 



Judge Singleton's return includes actions that can be interpreted as deliberate interference with the Appellant’s 



ability to pursue her appeal effectively. In his return, Judge Singleton recounts an incident involving the 



Appellant’s fiancé: "I did email Mrs. Pierce and advised her that he would no longer be able to be here at 



probate concerning this matter anymore. I advised that he could not give legal advice to others and he 



encouraged others to come outside to her vehicle to seek legal advice." 



This statement is not true. Contrary to Judge Singleton’s assertion, Mrs. Pierce had not accompanied her fiancé, 



Mr. Boyle, to the Probate Court, nor was she in the car during this incident. In fact, Mrs. Pierce was at home at 
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the time. Despite this, Judge Singleton sent an email to the Appellant, inappropriately including other parties 



unrelated to the case, to inform her of the ban on her fiancé from the Probate Court premises. [See the attached 



email dated October 24, 2023, Marked Exhibit S].  



The email read: "It also appears that your fiancé may have picked up the wrong documents. Further, your fiancé 



will no longer be allowed in the probate office or lobby area. He was here with your/his child waiting on 



documents and he took it upon himself to interrupt a judge in the lobby while she was speaking with someone 



on a separate estate issue. He was offering that person legal advice on what and what not to do and even 



encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to you, that you knew all about probate and you 



could help him. This is illegal and giving legal advice and acting as a non-licensed attorney. For this reason, he 



will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and or lobby area." 



Judge Singleton’s account of the incident is both misleading and irrelevant, as Mrs. Pierce was not involved in 



the interaction between her fiancé and another individual at the Probate Court. The decision to ban her fiancé 



from the court appears to be a retaliatory action rather than a legitimate enforcement of court rules. 



While this action may appear justified in isolation, the timing and broader context of ongoing litigation suggest 



a more sinister motive. By barring the Appellant’s fiancé from the Probate Court, Judge Singleton potentially 



sought to isolate the Appellant from her support system, thereby undermining her ability to effectively navigate 



the legal process. Such actions could be perceived as intimidation or an attempt to pressure the Appellant, 



thereby infringing upon her right to a fair legal process. This interference raises serious concerns about the 



impartiality and fairness of the proceedings, further demonstrating Judge Singleton’s bias against the Appellant. 



 



D. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Constituted Judicial Advocacy in Favor of His Rulings 



on Appeal 



In his return, Judge Singleton repeatedly crosses the line from neutral reporting of procedural history into 



advocacy for his prior decisions, a role that is entirely inappropriate for a judicial officer. For example, he 



states:"Mrs. Pierce claims the court retaliated against her for filing an appeal. No retaliation has ever taken place 



against her or anyone else that has appeared before me in probate court or in the past, in the municipal court." 



This statement is not true. Evidence of retaliation is clearly demonstrated by an email Judge Singleton sent to 



the Appellant within minutes of receiving her Amended notice of appeal on October 24, 2023. [See Judge 



Singleton’s Email marked Exhibit T.]  
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In that email, he directly linked her decision to appeal with a forthcoming hearing to reassess her position as 



Personal Representative, stating: "All, I am in receipt of an amended notice of appeal from Mrs. Pierce. Part of 



the family agreement was to withdraw all appeals. This appears to be a violation of the agreement. A hearing 



will be scheduled to determine what actions, if any, the court will take. Should any potential heir petition the 



court for the removal and placement of the current PR, please file and a hearing will be scheduled the same 



day”  The Judge continued in his retaliatory email by stating that ”Mrs. Pierce, if it is your intent to violate the 



family agreement, I believe an emergency hearing needs to take place to determine if you should immediately be 



removed as PR. Again, the appeal issue was part of the agreement. If it is your intent to appeal, you have every 



right to do so; however, it violates the agreement and it was stated in court that the appeals were to be removed. 



It was proper to remove Item 13 from the order/agreement, you indicated that was fine. Also, on the day of 



appointment as PR, it was reiterated to you again in which you agreed and stated that would not happen. A 



hearing will be scheduled soon to determine the status of the personal representative."  



In response to this clear threat, the Appellant sent an email back to Judge Singleton, [See Appellant’s Email to 



Judge Singleton marked Exhibit U] stating: "Judge Singleton, threatening to remove me as a personal 



representative because I filed an appeal is retaliation and a violation of my due process rights and civil rights 



under the Constitution of the United States. Everything that has been threatened in the last few hours since I 



filed my appeal is retaliation." 



This response highlights the Appellant’s immediate recognition of the retaliatory nature of Judge Singleton’s 



actions. This email clearly shows that Judge Singleton was prepared to take immediate and punitive action 



against the Appellant solely because she exercised her legal right to appeal, which directly contradicts his claim 



that no retaliation occurred. His actions here indicate a personal investment in the outcome of the case, and 



they raise significant concerns about judicial impartiality. 



This inclination toward advocacy is further evidenced by his defense of the contempt proceedings: "As to the 



alleged abuse of discretion in holding the Appellant in Contempt of Court. The court recording will show that 



the contempt was proper." 



Such statements do not simply recount the procedural history; instead, they actively defend his prior decisions, 



attempting to justify his actions to the appellate court. This type of behavior is wholly inappropriate for a 



judicial officer, whose role is to remain impartial and allow the appellate court to review the case based solely on 



the record and facts, without unnecessary or biased justification. Judge Singleton’s conduct in this instance 



underscores a troubling departure from the expected neutrality of the judiciary, suggesting that his return brief 



was less about factual reporting and more about advocating for his decisions, to the detriment of a fair and 



unbiased appellate review. 
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E. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief proved Extreme Judicial Bias Against Appellant 



The return contains multiple instances where Judge Singleton demonstrates a clear bias against the Appellant. 



This is particularly evident in the way he dismisses and undermines her allegations. For example, when 



discussing the Appellant’s claim about being forced out of her home, the Judge states:"Mrs. Pierce stated that 



the court threatened to kick her out of her home. This never happened. She was told the Special Administrator, 



at the time, has authority over the Estate." 



This dismissive tone is also present when the Judge addresses the Appellant’s concerns about the fairness of the 



proceedings: 



In his return, Judge Singleton makes a sweeping denial of the Appellant’s claims, specifically stating: "Mrs. 



Pierce also states that the court repeatedly mentioned 'when the Appellant's Appeal is Denied'. This was never 



stated. All proceedings were recorded electronically." 



This statement from Judge Singleton is patently false. The transcripts of the proceedings clearly capture the 



judge making these inappropriate and prejudicial statements. By categorically denying the Appellant's claims 



without providing any substantive evidence or balanced consideration, Judge Singleton reveals a troubling 



predisposition to side against the Appellant. This bias is further compounded by his selective presentation of 



evidence in the return brief. [See excepts from the Transcript Marked Exhibit V] 



Judge Singleton’s denial, coupled with the misleading portrayal of the court's conduct, raises serious concerns 



about his impartiality. His failure to acknowledge the recorded evidence of his own statements, which were 



inappropriate and prejudicial, underscores a deep-seated bias that has pervaded the proceedings. This behavior 



is inconsistent with the expected impartiality of a judicial officer and compromises the fairness of the appellate 



review process. 



In his return brief, Judge Singleton further falsely claims: "Mrs. Pierce has not requested any transcript from 



this court nor has she contacted a court reporter to have the proceedings transcribed. As of the date of this 



Return to Appeal, no court reporter has requested any recordings from this court to transcribe." 



This statement is not only false but also maliciously misleading. Contrary to Judge Singleton's assertion, the 



Appellant made multiple formal requests for the full record on appeal, including transcripts, on October 11, 



2023, November 1, 2023, and November 7, 2023. The Probate Court ultimately provided these records, but 
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only after significant delay, and charged the Appellant $413.50 for the production, as indicated in an invoice 



dated December 4, 2023. 



When the Appellant realized that the Probate Court was intentionally delaying the release of these records in an 



apparent attempt to frustrate her appeal, she took further action. On November 13, 2023, Appellant sent an 



official letter to the Probate Court specifically requesting audio files for certain hearings on appeal so that she 



could improvise the transcript. Despite these proactive measures, the Probate Court continued its delays. 



To ensure she could meet the appeal deadlines, the Appellant had to improvise the records by using documents 



she already had in her possession to complete her appeal brief. When the Appellant protested the delay and the 



fee charged for the late-produced documents, Judge Singleton responded by converting the invoice into a court 



order on April 15, 2024, and threatened to jail the Appellant for non-payment. This coercive action forced the 



Appellant to pay the fee on May 24, 2024, under duress. 



Judge Singleton’s claim that the Appellant did not request the full record or transcripts is not only inaccurate 



but appears to be an intentional effort to mislead the Circuit Court and undermine the Appellant’s position. 



This false representation further exemplifies the extreme bias and judicial misconduct that has characterized his 



handling of this case. [See Exhibits M and N] 



 



F. Selective Submission of Evidence and Omission of Relevant Evidence on Record of Appeal by Judge 



Danny Singleton 



In his return, Judge Danny Singleton improperly submitted evidence unrelated to the appeal, including a SLED 



investigation of the will from 2020—an issue that was not pertinent to the current proceedings. During the 



status conference, no new evidence was presented to the Probate Court, yet the judge chose to include selective 



pieces of evidence that solely supported his position. Notably, he submitted only two emails that aligned with 



his rulings while actively defending both his decisions and the Respondents' stance, effectively acting as an 



advocate rather than a neutral judicial officer. 



Crucially, Judge Singleton omitted all other relevant evidence on record that supported the Appellant's position, 



thereby creating an incomplete and biased representation of the case. The Appellant, unaware of the judge’s 



partial submission, independently provided a complete record, including all relevant evidence and emails that 



substantiated her appeal. This discrepancy highlights a significant breach of judicial impartiality, as the judge 



not only failed to provide a balanced account but also included the Respondents' motion to dismiss—filed in 



the Circuit Court—as part of his own evidence. By arguing the Respondents' position in his return brief, Judge 
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Singleton further blurred the lines between the roles of judge and advocate, raising serious concerns about 



judicial overreach and bias. 



Additionally, Judge Singleton selectively omitted critical evidence that demonstrated the Appellant had 



requested audio files from the Probate Court, instead arguing that the Appellant had failed to request a 



transcript. This omission is particularly troubling given that the Probate Court does not have a designated court 



reporter, requiring litigants to request audio files and then arrange for transcription themselves. By excluding 



this evidence, the judge not only misrepresented the procedural actions taken by the Appellant but also 



attempted to undermine her appeal by falsely suggesting non-compliance with procedural requirements. This 



selective presentation of evidence further underscores the judge’s extreme bias and his inappropriate shift from a 



neutral arbiter to an advocate defending his own rulings and the Respondents' position. 



 



G. Judge Singleton Failed to Serve the Appellant with the Return in violation of Rule 209(a) SCACR 



In South Carolina, the requirement for serving a return to the notice of appeal is generally governed by court 



rules and procedures, particularly Rule 209 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR). According 



to Rule 209(a) SCACR:"Within thirty (30) days after the service of the notice of appeal, the lower court or 



administrative tribunal shall prepare a return. The return shall include copies of the proceedings, orders, and 



rulings related to the appeal and shall be served on all parties to the appeal and filed with the appellate court." 



This rule mandates that the lower court (in this case, the probate court) must serve copies of the return on all 



parties involved in the appeal, including both the appellant and the respondents. The failure to do so constitutes 



a violation of the procedural rules, undermining the fairness of the appellate process and potentially impacting 



the appellant's ability to effectively respond to the return. 



The actions and language used by Judge Danny Singleton in his return demonstrate clear judicial overreach, 



interference, advocacy, and bias. His defensive and dismissive tone, along with his selective submission of 



evidence, undermines the impartiality of the judicial process and raises significant concerns about the fairness of 



the proceedings. 



CONCLUSION 



The actions of Judge Singleton in this case have significantly undermined the integrity of the judicial process. 



His inappropriate return brief, characterized by overreach, interference, advocacy, and bias, has compromised 



the fairness of the proceedings and the Appellant’s right to a fair appellate review. The Appellant has 



demonstrated meticulous compliance with all procedural requirements and has been unjustly targeted through 
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retaliatory actions and misleading statements by the judge. This Court must recognize these serious breaches of 



judicial conduct and allow the Appellant's appeal to proceed, ensuring that justice is served in a manner that 



upholds the principles of fairness and impartiality. 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 



WHEREFORE, the Appellant respectfully requests that this Court: 



1. Declare that the orders issued by the Oconee County Probate Court, specifically the orders from 



October 12, 2023, October 17, 2023, November 01, 2023, and November 2, 2023, are invalid and 



unenforceable due to procedural irregularities, judicial misconduct, and bias. 



2. Grant the Appellant’s motion to amend the notice of appeal, recognizing that the procedural actions 



taken by the Appellant were timely, appropriate, and in full compliance with the relevant rules and 



statutes. 



3. Order the probate court to produce full and complete Record on Appeal 



4. Remand the case for a new hearing before a different judge, free from the bias and misconduct 



demonstrated by Judge Singleton, to ensure a fair and impartial adjudication of the Appellant’s claims. 



5. Refer the Misconduct of Judge Danny Singleton to the Judicial Commission for disciplinary action. 



6. Award the Appellant any other relief that this Court deems just and proper in light of the significant 



judicial overreach and interference that has compromised the fairness of the proceedings. 



Respectfully submitted, this August 26, 2024. 



 



 



______________________________ 



DOROTHY PIERCE, Appellant Pro se 



 



 













Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>



Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate
Danny Singleton <dsingleton@oconeesc.com> Tue, Oct 24, 2023 at 11:38 AM
To: Donna Moore <75dmoore@gmail.com>, Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>, Rick McDuff
<rick@mjmlawsc.com>
Cc: Griselda Godoy <ggodoy@oconeesc.com>



All,



 



I am in receipt of an amended notice of appeal from Mrs. Pierce.



 



Part of the family agreement was to withdraw all appeals. This appears to be a violation of the agreement.



 



A hearing will be scheduled to determined what actions, if any, the court will take. Should any potential heir petition the
court for the removal and placement of the current PR, please file and a hearing will be scheduled the same day.



 



 



Mrs. Pierce, if it is you intent to violate the family agreement, I believe an emergency hearing needs to take place to
determine if you should immediately be removed as PR.   



[Quoted text hidden]



8/22/24, 9:26 PM Gmail - Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate
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Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>



Unopposed Order Approving GEICO Settlement- Pierce Estate
Danny Singleton <dsingleton@oconeesc.com> Tue, Oct 24, 2023 at 12:08 PM
To: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>
Cc: Donna Moore <75dmoore@gmail.com>, Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com>, Griselda Godoy <ggodoy@oconeesc.com>



Again, the appeal issue was part of the agreement. If it is your intent to appeal, you have every right to do so, however, it
violates the agreement and it was stated in court that the appeals were to be removed. It was proper to remove Item 13
from the order/agreement, you indicated that was fine. Also, on the day of appointment as PR, it was reiterated to you
again in which you agreed and stated that would not happen.



 



A hearing will be scheduled soon to determine the status of the personal representative.  



 



It also appears that you fiancé may have picked up the wrong documents. Further, your fiancé will no longer be allowed in
the probate office or lobby area. He was here with your/his child waiting on documents and he took it upon himself to
interrupt a judge in the lobby while she was speaking with someone on a separate estate issue. He was offering that
person legal advice on what and what not to do and even encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to
you, that you knew all about probate and you could help him. This is illegal and giving legal advise and acting as a non-
licensed attorney. For this reason, he will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and or lobby area.



 



Thank you!



[Quoted text hidden]
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EXHIBIT R



































































EXHIBIT V




































Dorothy Pierce


On Mon, Oct 7, 2024 at 3:42 PM Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
wrote:


Dear Ms. Pierce:


 


Thank you for utilizing e-filing to access the Court of Appeals.  The Court received your
filing entitled Reply to the Return to Motion.  Because we are not allowed to open outside
links, it has not been accepted for filing.  If you wish for the Court to accept your filing,
we ask that you attach the PDF or Word document to the email. If it is a large document,
you may break it up into multiple emails.  Please do not hesitate to contact us utilizing this
email address if you have any questions.


 


Thank you,


South Carolina Court of Appeals


1220 Senate Street


Columbia, SC 29229


Filings: ctappfilings@sccourts.org


Phone: (803) 734-1890


 


 


 


From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 4, 2024 8:45 PM



mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org

mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org
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To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com>; donnarnmoore@icloud.com; Zana Hicks
<zana@mjmlawsc.com>
Subject: Re: Case No.: 2024-000455


 


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


Clerk,


Please find Appellant's Reply to Respondents' Return to Appellant's Emergency Motion to
Enforce Rule 241 for filing. All exhibits referenced have been attached herein.


 Respondents have been copied in this email as a courtesy.


 


Thank you.


 


Dorothy Pierce- Appellant


 Reply to Respondent_s Return- Emmergency Motion- V1.pdf


 Exhibits- On the record.pdf


 


 


 


On Fri, Oct 4, 2024 at 9:46 AM Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
wrote:


Dear Counsel:


 


The Court has received your filing. A stamped copy is attached for your records.


 


Thank you.
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From: Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 4, 2024 9:42 AM
To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>; donnarnmoore@icloud.com; Zana
Hicks <zana@mjmlawsc.com>
Subject: Case No.: 2024-000455


 


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


This message was sent securely using Zix®


 


Dear Madam Clerk:


 


Attached, please find the Return of the Respondents, Gregory Allan Pierce and Jared
Adam Pierce, to the Appellant's Emergency Motion to Enforce Stay of November 2,
2023, Order Removing her as Personal Representative.


 


Respectfully,


 


Richard Hunt McDuff, Esq.


Merrell & McDuff (MJM Law, LLC)


119-B Professional Park Drive


Seneca, South Carolina 29678


Tel: (864) 882-2466


This message was secured by Zix®.


~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the
addressee and may contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended
recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any attachment. If
you have received this message in error, please contact the sender immediately and
delete all copies of the message and any attachments.



mailto:rick@mjmlawsc.com

mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org

mailto:dorothypierce84@gmail.com

mailto:donnarnmoore@icloud.com

mailto:zana@mjmlawsc.com





 


--


DOROTHY PIERCE


Justice is not a Privilege but a Fundamental Human Right.


"TRUTH is TREASON in an EMPIRE of LIES"


 


750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC.29678


Tel: 864-324-3247


-- 
DOROTHY PIERCE
Justice is not a Privilege but a Fundamental Human Right.
"TRUTH is TREASON in an EMPIRE of LIES"


750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC.29678
Tel: 864-324-3247


-- 
DOROTHY PIERCE
Justice is not a Privilege but a Fundamental Human Right.
"TRUTH is TREASON in an EMPIRE of LIES"


750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC.29678
Tel: 864-324-3247








From: Dorothy Pierce
To: Court Of Appeals Filings
Cc: Rick McDuff; donnarnmoore@icloud.com; Zana Hicks
Subject: Re: Case No.: 2024-000455
Date: Tuesday, October 8, 2024 9:19:17 PM
Attachments: Reply to Respondent"s Return- Emmergency Motion.pdf


Exhibits-Direct.pdf
Appellants reply to Respondents" return.pdf
Amended Order Affirming Private Family Agreement & Exhibit F.pdf
Amended Notice of Appeal-Oct-24-2023- Exhibit I.pdf
Audio File request stamped Nov-13-2023- Exhibit N.pdf
Appeal Brief and statemet of issues on Appeal- Nov-29-2023-EXHIBIT K.pdf
Conference setup- Exhibit A.pdf
D.PIERCE FAM AGREEMENT ORDER- EXHIBIT E.pdf
Designation of matter- Dec-11-2023-EXHIBIT L.pdf
Appellant"s Objections to Settlement order-Exhibit C.pdf
Go transcript- Property will be sold-8-12-13-16-16- EXHIBIT G.pdf
Appellants- Return -Exhibit Q.pdf


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


Clerk,


As per your instructions;


Please find Appellant's Reply to Respondents' Return to Appellant's Emergency Motion to
Enforce Rule 241, for filing. Some exhibits referenced have been attached herein. Additional
Exhibits will be submitted in a subsequent email.


 Respondents have been copied in this email as a courtesy.


Thank you.


Dorothy Pierce


On Mon, Oct 7, 2024 at 3:42 PM Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
wrote:


Dear Ms. Pierce:


 


Thank you for utilizing e-filing to access the Court of Appeals.  The Court received your
filing entitled Reply to the Return to Motion.  Because we are not allowed to open outside
links, it has not been accepted for filing.  If you wish for the Court to accept your filing, we
ask that you attach the PDF or Word document to the email. If it is a large document, you
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 



In The Court of Appeals 



____________________ 



APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY  



The order of Judge R. Lawton McIntosh 



Appellate Case No. 2024-000455 



_____________________ 



Dorothy Pierce, Appellant, 



V. 



Donna Carol Moore, Gregory Allan Pierce, Jared Adam Pierce, Respondents 



________________________________ 



REPLY TO RESPONDENTS' RETURN TO APPELLANT’S EMERGENCY MOTION 



TO ENFORCE STAY OF NOVEMBER 2, 2023 ORDER AND CONTINUE FIDUCIARY 



DUTIES 



________________________________ 



 



Appellant Dorothy Pierce, acting pro se, hereby submits her Reply to the Respondents' Return to 



her Emergency Motion to Enforce Stay of the November 2, 2023, Order removing her as 



Personal Representative and to permit her to continue her fiduciary duties. Respondents’ Return 



is based on misinterpretations of law and selective presentation of facts that overlook key 



statutory protections provided to Appellant under South Carolina law, including but not limited 



to South Carolina Rule of Appellate Procedure 241 and South Carolina Code § 62-3-608. 



Appellant’s appeal is grounded in preserving her fundamental rights and protecting the estate of 



her late husband, Doyle Elton Pierce, from irreparable harm pending the outcome of the appeal. 
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I. APPELLANT RETAINS HER POSITION AS PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE 



REGARDLESS OF THE OUTCOME OF THE APPEAL. 



 



a. Clause 12 of the Amended Private family settlement order dated October 17, 2023 



Affirms Appellant’s Role as Personal Representative, Undermining Respondents’ 



Attempts to Remove Her. 



Clause 12 of the Amended Order affirming the private family settlement agreement explicitly 



states that Appellant, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, "shall act as Personal Representative of 



the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce until all pending estate matters are resolved, and the estate 



is officially closed." Additionally, it mandates that the Appellant shall oversee the distribution of 



assets and ensure that the estate debts and obligations are paid before the estate is closed. [See 



page 4 of the Amended order] 



This provision directly contradicts the Respondents' attempts to remove the Appellant as 



Personal Representative and their requests to dismiss the appeal based on her removal. The 



settlement agreement, which they argue to be binding, clearly affirms that the Appellant retains 



her authority as PR until the full resolution of estate matters. Therefore, even if the Court 



upholds the existence of a binding settlement agreement, the Appellant’s position as Personal 



Representative remains intact, and any attempts by the Respondents to dismiss the appeal or 



challenge her role are baseless and unjustifiable. 



This clause also reinforces the necessity of granting the Appellant's Emergency Motion to Stay 



the November 2, 2023, order removing her as PR, as her removal would violate the terms of the 



agreement itself. 



Given Clause 12 of the Amended Order, which affirms the Appellant's role as Personal 



Representative until the estate is fully administered, any attempts to remove her from this 



position or dismiss the appeal are inconsistent with the very settlement agreement the 



Respondents seek to enforce. The Appellant should retain her position as PR pending the 



resolution of this appeal. 











Page 3 of 24 
 



b. Any Findings of a Binding Settlement Agreement by the Appellate Court Confirms 



Appellant's Retention as Personal Representative, Rendering Respondents' Attempts to 



Remove Her Baseless and Unjustifiable. 



Even if this Court were to find that a binding settlement agreement was reached between the 



parties, the Appellant would still retain her position as Personal Representative (PR) of the estate. 



The purported settlement agreement, as referenced by the Respondents, explicitly provides for 



the Appellant’s retention of this position. Therefore, under the terms of the alleged agreement, 



the Appellant’s removal as Personal Representative would be unjustified since it’s explicitly 



provided for in the agreement and her removal was based on the fact that she appealed the family 



settlement agreement. 



The Respondents' contradictory stance, attempting to both enforce the settlement agreement and 



remove the Appellant as PR, reveals the inconsistency of their argument. If the settlement is 



indeed binding, as they claim, then the Appellant must retain her authority as Personal 



Representative as outlined in that agreement. This inconsistency undermines the Respondents’ 



request to dismiss the appeal based on the Appellant's removal, which would be unsupported if 



the agreement stands. 



If the Court finds the existence of a binding settlement agreement, the Appellant's position as 



Personal Representative remains intact under the provisions of that agreement. Any attempts by 



the Respondents to remove her from this role would violate the terms of the settlement itself. 



Therefore, the Appellant should retain her position pending the resolution of this appeal, and the 



Respondents' request for dismissal should be denied. 



c. Removal of Appellant as Personal Representative Violates the Settlement Agreement, 



Rendering It Unenforceable 



The Respondents’ attempt to remove the Appellant as Personal Representative (PR) directly 



contradicts the terms of the purported settlement agreement itself. Clause 12 of the Amended 



Order dated October 17, 2023, explicitly states that the Appellant, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, 



"shall act as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce until all pending estate 



matters are resolved, and the estate is officially closed." This provision affirms the Appellant’s 
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authority to oversee the estate's administration, including the payment of debts and the 



distribution of assets to beneficiaries. 



By seeking to remove the Appellant as PR, the Respondents are in clear violation of the very 



settlement agreement they claim to be binding. A fundamental principle of contract law is that an 



agreement must be enforced in its entirety, and selective enforcement of only favorable 



provisions is legally impermissible. The removal of the Appellant as PR is not only inconsistent 



with the terms of the agreement but also undermines the validity of the settlement as a whole. 



The Respondents’ actions, therefore, raise serious concerns about the enforceability of the 



settlement. If the key provision granting the Appellant her role as PR is ignored or violated, it 



calls into question the legitimacy of the entire agreement. The Court cannot enforce an 



agreement that is breached by one party while simultaneously holding it as binding on the other. 



Additionally, the Appellant’s removal, based on her exercise of her legal right to appeal, was 



retaliatory and not in accordance with the terms of the agreement. This undermines the core 



premise of the settlement and shows that it is not being applied in good faith. The settlement 



agreement cannot be enforced while its fundamental provisions, like the Appellant’s role as PR, 



are disregarded or violated. 



In light of this, any actions taken by the Respondents to remove the Appellant from her role as 



PR violate the terms of the settlement agreement and render it unenforceable. The Court should 



recognize that this breach nullifies the agreement and deny the Respondents' requests to dismiss 



the appeal. Furthermore, the Appellant should retain her position as PR in accordance with the 



original terms of the agreement, and the Court should grant her Emergency Motion to Stay the 



November 2, 2023, order removing her as PR. 



 



II. RULE 241 AUTOMATICALLY STAYS THE NOVEMBER 2, 2023 ORDER, 



AND APPELLANT RETAINS AUTHORITY AS PERSONAL 



REPRESENTATIVE PENDING APPEAL 



Respondents argue that Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, cannot continue to act as Personal 



Representative following her removal by the Probate Court. However, this argument overlooks 
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the governing provision of South Carolina Appellate Rule 241(a), which applies to all civil 



matters, including orders issued by probate courts. South Carolina Rule 241(a) explicitly states 



that: 



"The service of a notice of appeal in a civil matter acts to automatically stay matters decided in 



the order, judgment, decree, or decision on appeal, and to automatically stay the relief ordered 



in the appealed order, judgment, or decree or decision." 



The automatic stay under Rule 241(a) applies to all civil orders, including those issued by 



probate courts. Probate court orders, once appealed, fall under the South Carolina Rules of 



Appellate Procedure, which govern the process during the pendency of an appeal. Therefore, 



when the Appellant filed her timely appeal of the Probate Court's November 2, 2023, Order 



removing her as Personal Representative, the appeal triggered the automatic stay, holding the 



order in abeyance and preserving Appellant’s authority as Personal Representative. 



South Carolina courts have consistently interpreted this stay provision to suspend enforcement of 



lower court decisions during appeals. In Santee Cooper Resort, Inc. v. S.C. Public Service 



Comm'n, the South Carolina Supreme Court clarified the nature of a stay: 



"To 'stay' an order is 'to hold it in abeyance or refrain from enforcing it'; a 'stay' is 'a 



stopping.'" The court further explained, "the provision for a 'stay' means the court can only 



order that the [order] be held 'in abeyance.' To hold that 'to refrain from enforcing' an order 



also means putting it into effect under bond is to torture the meaning of the statute." (Santee 



Cooper Resort, Inc. v. S.C. Public Service Comm'n, 298 S.C. 179, 379 S.E.2d 119 (1989)). 



Similarly, in Graham v. Graham, the South Carolina Court of Appeals emphasized the purpose of 



a stay: 



"[T]he purpose . . . of a supersedeas . . . is to . . . stay proceedings in the trial court, to preserve 



the status quo pending the determination of the appeal . . . and to preserve to appellant the 



fruits of a meritorious appeal where they might otherwise be lost to him." The court further 



held that a supersedeas "does not reverse, annul, or undo what has already been done, or 



impair the force . . . of the judgment, order, or decision of the trial court." (Graham v. 



Graham, 301 S.C. 128, 390 S.E.2d 469 (Ct. App. 1990)). 
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These rulings reinforce the essential purpose of Rule 241(a)—to prevent the enforcement of 



lower court decisions, including those from probate courts, during the pendency of an appeal. 



The rule ensures that the status quo is maintained, protecting the appellant's rights while the 



appellate court evaluates the merits of the case. Consequently, the Probate Court’s November 2, 



2023, Order removing Appellant as Personal Representative is stayed, and she retains her 



authority to act in that capacity until the appeal is fully adjudicated. Any attempt to enforce her 



removal during this time is improper and violates the automatic stay under Rule 241(a). 



 



III. TERMINATION OF A PERSONAL REPRESENTATIVE UNDER SC CODE § 



62-3-608 DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE DUTY TO PRESERVE ESTATE 



ASSETS 



Respondents contend that the termination of Appellant as Personal Representative ends all of her 



rights and powers. However, they fail to account for a crucial provision in SC Code § 62-3-608, 



which states: 



"Termination ends the right and power pertaining to the office of personal representative as 



conferred by this Code or any will, except that a personal representative, at any time prior to 



distribution or until restrained or enjoined by court order, may perform acts necessary to 



protect the estate and may deliver the assets to a successor representative. Termination does 



not discharge a personal representative from liability for transactions or omissions occurring 



before termination, or relieve him of the duty to preserve assets subject to his control, to account 



therefor, and to deliver the assets." 



This statutory language clearly allows a personal representative, even after termination, to take 



necessary actions to protect and preserve the estate's assets until a successor is in place or the 



court issues an order restraining such actions. Furthermore, termination does not absolve the 



personal representative from liability for prior actions or relieve them of their duty to safeguard 



the estate’s assets. 



In the event that termination is appealed, as it is here, the appellate rules, specifically Rule 241(a) 



of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, and existing case law take precedence. Rule 241(a) 



provides an automatic stay upon appeal, preventing enforcement of the termination order until 
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the appeal is resolved. As established in Graham v. Graham, the purpose of such a stay is to 



"preserve the status quo pending the determination of the appeal" and ensure that "the fruits of a 



meritorious appeal are not lost to the appellant." 



Additionally, in Santee Cooper Resort, Inc. v. S.C. Public Service Comm'n, the court held that a 



stay "holds [an order] in abeyance or refrains from enforcing it." This clearly demonstrates that, 



pending the appeal, the Probate Court’s termination order is automatically stayed, preserving 



Appellant’s authority to act in the best interests of the estate. 



Respondents' argument that Appellant is stripped of all rights upon termination is therefore 



incorrect. The law explicitly preserves her duty to protect estate assets and ensure they are 



properly accounted for and delivered to her successor. Appellant, in good faith, has consistently 



taken actions to preserve the estate, such as paying taxes, despite the hindrances created by her 



improper removal. The statutory mandate is clear—Appellant retains the authority to protect the 



estate's assets, and the automatic stay under Rule 241(a) further reinforces this duty while her 



appeal is pending. 



 



IV. THE APPEAL SHOULD NOT BE STAYED PENDING A DETERMINATION 



OF WHETHER A BINDING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WAS REACHED, 



AS THE ESTATE FACES IMMINENT RISK OF AUCTION IN LESS THAN 45 



DAYS 



The Respondents argue that a binding settlement agreement was reached during the 



October 11, 2023, status conference. However, this assertion is incorrect for several 



reasons outlined below, which demonstrate that the alleged settlement does not comply 



with the legal requirements under South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure (SCRCP) Rule 



43(k). Given the risk that the estate will be auctioned in less than 45 days, staying the 



appeal would unnecessarily jeopardize the estate and cause irreparable harm. [ See 



Exhibits from Appellant's Reply To Respondents' Return To Motion To Amend 



Notice Of Appeal] 
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a. The October 11, 2023, Status Conference Was Not an Open Court Proceeding Under 



SCRCP Rule 43(k) 



Respondents claim that the private family settlement discussions during the October 11, 2023, 



status conference were valid under Rule 43(k). However, the requirements of Rule 43(k) were 



not met because: 



▪ No Public Notice or Formal Court Proceeding: The meeting was a private status 



conference, not listed on any court docket, and no public notice was provided. Rule 43(k) 



mandates that for an agreement to be enforceable, it must be either made in open court or 



formally entered into the record. In this instance, the parties exchanged emails before the 



conference, indicating that this was a private discussion intended to address ongoing 



estate matters, not a formal court proceeding. 



▪ Lack of Court Reporter and Record: No court reporter was present at the October 11, 



2023, status conference, and the meeting was not recorded. Rule 43(k) requires that an 



agreement made in open court be properly recorded and entered into the record to be 



binding. The absence of any formal record or court reporter invalidates the Respondents’ 



claim that this was an enforceable agreement. 



b. The Agreement Was Not Properly Entered into the Record and Was Not Conducted 



in Open Court 



Appellant disputes the Respondents' claim that the settlement was placed on the record in open 



court. During the October 11, 2023, status conference, Judge Singleton explicitly stated, "This is 



not open court. This is just a discussion." This statement confirms that the status conference was 



a private meeting, not an open court proceeding as required by Rule 43(k). Without a formal 



record, the agreement cannot be deemed enforceable. 



c. Appellant Withdrew Consent to the Settlement Before It Was Signed 



Appellant formally withdrew her consent to the proposed settlement on October 12, 2023, before 



the agreement was signed or entered into the court record. As established in S.C. Human Affairs 



Comm’n v. Chen, Rule 43(k) permits a party to withdraw their consent to a settlement agreement 



at any time before it is finalized and enforced. Despite this, Judge Singleton signed the 
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agreement shortly after the Appellant withdrew her consent, ignoring her objections and 



proposed revisions. 



d. The Family Settlement Order Lacked Signed Agreement by All Parties 



Rule 43(k) stipulates that any agreement not made in open court must be reduced to writing and 



signed by all parties and their counsel. In this case, the purported settlement was not made in 



open court, nor was it signed by all parties, rendering it unenforceable. The transcript from the 



October 11, 2023, conference confirms that the judge stated the agreement would need to be 



signed by all parties, but no such signatures were obtained. 



e. Unauthorized Clauses Were Added Without Appellant's Consent 



The final order issued by the court included several clauses that were neither discussed nor 



agreed upon during the October 11, 2023, status conference. These unauthorized clauses were 



added without the Appellant’s consent, in direct violation of Rule 43(k), which requires that all 



terms of an agreement be mutually agreed upon by the parties. The inclusion of these terms 



without consent further invalidates the settlement. 



f. The Appellant Was Subjected to Undue Pressure to Agree to the Settlement 



Appellant was subjected to undue pressure from Judge Singleton to agree to the settlement. 



During the status conference, the judge repeatedly threatened that if the parties did not settle, he 



would order the sale of all estate assets. These coercive threats undermined the Appellant’s 



ability to freely and voluntarily consent to the agreement, violating her due process rights. In 



Fuentes v. Shevin, the U.S. Supreme Court emphasized that agreements must be made 



voluntarily and without coercion, a principle violated in this case. 



g. Incomplete Participation by Key Party Rendered the Agreement Invalid 



Respondent Jared Adam Pierce, who resides in Finland, did not fully participate in the settlement 



discussions and did not give his explicit consent to the terms of the agreement. His participation 



was limited to a brief video call, during which he only agreed to his share of the inheritance but 



did not consent to other terms affecting the Appellant or other parties. According to Buckley v. 



Shealy, the agreement must be fully consented to by all parties to be enforceable under Rule 
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43(k). This lack of complete participation and consent from a key party invalidates the 



agreement. 



In Conclusion, the October 11, 2023, settlement agreement fails to meet the procedural 



requirements of SCRCP Rule 43(k) and is, therefore, invalid and unenforceable. The private 



nature of the status conference, lack of public notice, absence of signatures from all parties, 



inclusion of unauthorized terms, and the undue pressure exerted on the Appellant all contribute 



to the invalidity of the purported agreement. Given the imminent risk of the estate being 



auctioned within 40 days, the appeal should not be stayed, and the court must act promptly to 



ensure the estate's preservation and Appellant's rights. 



 



V. THIS APPEAL SHOULD NOT BE STAYED AS APPELLATE JURISDICTION 



REMAINS INTACT DUE TO APPELLANT’S COMPLIANCE WITH 



PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES UNDER CODE ANN. § 62-1-308 



 



a. Appellate Jurisdiction Has Not Been Divested 



Respondents argue that the Appellant failed to meet procedural requirements under S.C. Code 



Ann. § 62-1-308, suggesting that this failure divests the Circuit Court of appellate jurisdiction. 



However, this assertion overlooks the specific events and procedural actions taken by the 



Appellant. The Appellant has consistently complied with all procedural requirements, and the 



Probate Court’s actions have raised significant concerns about fairness and due process, 



necessitating appellate review. 



While Respondents reference In re Estate of Cretzmeyer, 365 S.C. 12, 615 S.E.2d 116 (2005), 



this case is distinguishable from the present matter, where the Appellant has meticulously 



followed all procedural rules. [See Exhibits from Appellant's Reply To Respondents' Return 



To Motion To Amend Notice Of Appeal] 
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b. Procedural Compliance and Timeliness of Appeals 



The Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, meticulously adhered to the procedural requirements outlined in 



S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308 throughout the appellate process, resetting the timeline appropriately 



with each amended notice of appeal filed in response to the evolving orders from the Probate 



Court. These orders, issued between October 12, 2023, and November 2, 2023, stemmed from 



the same set of discussions. The interrelated nature of the orders made it appropriate to treat the 



appeals collectively. 



▪ October 13, 2023: Initial Notice of Appeal: On October 13, 2023, the Appellant filed 



her initial Notice of Appeal in response to the October 12, 2023, Order Affirming Private 



Family Agreement issued by Judge Danny Singleton. This filing was made within the 



statutory 10-day period following receipt of the written order, as required by § 62-1-



308(a). This timely notice set the stage for the subsequent appellate process, triggering 



the 45-day window for filing the Statement of Issues on Appeal and other required 



documents. [ See Initial Notice of Appeal dated October 13, 2023, Marked Exhibit 



H.] 



▪ October 24, 2023: Amended Notice of Appeal: On October 17, 2023, Judge Singleton 



issued an amended order, which modified the original October 12 order. In direct 



response to this new order, the Appellant filed an Amended Notice of Appeal on October 



24, 2023. This action was necessary to address the changes introduced in the October 17 



order and to ensure that all relevant issues were properly before the Circuit Court for 



review. Importantly, the filing of the Amended Notice of Appeal reset the procedural 



timeline, granting the Appellant an additional 45 days from October 24, 2023, to file the 



required Statement of Issues on Appeal, as per § 62-1-308(b). [ See Amended Notice of 



Appeal Marked Exhibit I. dated October 24, 2023] 



▪ November 3, 2023: Retaliatory Removal and Second Amended Notice of Appeal: 



Despite reappointing the Appellant as Personal Representative (PR) of the Estate on 



October 19, 2023, Judge Singleton issued an order on November 2, 2023, removing her 



from this role. This removal was a direct retaliation for the Appellant's filing of the 



Amended Notice of Appeal. In response, the Appellant filed a Second Amended Notice of 



Appeal on November 3, 2023. This notice was crucial to include challenges to both the 
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original October 12 order, the amended October 17 order, and the November 2 order. 



With the filing of this Second Amended Notice of Appeal, the procedural timeline was 



once again reset, providing the Appellant with a fresh 45-day window from November 3, 



2023, to comply with the filing requirements. [ [ See Second Amended Notice of Appeal 



Marked Exhibit J dated November 03, 2023.] 



▪ Requests for Record on Appeal and Timely Transcripts: In accordance with S.C. Rule 



of Civil Procedure § 62-1-308(c), the Appellant made multiple formal requests for the 



complete record and transcripts from the Probate Court. Despite these requests made on 



October 11, November 1, and November 7, 2023, the Probate Court delayed producing 



the records, hindering the Appellant’s preparation for appeal. Recognizing the Probate 



Court’s delay tactics, the Appellant proactively requested audio files for transcription on 



November 13, 2023, receiving the files after additional effort. The Appellant prepared her 



own records, submitted on January 11, 2024. The Probate Court eventually issued an 



invoice on December 4, 2023, for the incomplete record, which the Appellant paid under 



duress on May 24, 2024. 



▪ November 29, 2023: Filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal: On November 29, 



2023, within the 45-day period following the Second Amended Notice of Appeal, the 



Appellant filed her Initial Brief of Appellant and Statement of Issues on Appeal. This 



filing was made in accordance with § 62-1-308(b), ensuring that the issues to be reviewed 



by the Circuit Court were properly presented. [See Initial Brief of Appellant and 



Statement of Issues on Appeal Marked Exhibit K] 



▪ December 1, 2023: Respondents Gregory Pierce and Jared Adam Pierce filed a 



fraudulent motion to dismiss, falsely claiming that this appellant had failed to meet the 



statutory procedural deadline. However, the records show that this was not true, as they 



had been properly served throughout the filing process. The submission of the motion to 



dismiss automatically suspended all deadlines and placed the appeal in abeyance until the 



motion was resolved. [See the attached Fraudulent Motion to Dismiss] 



▪  December 11, 2023: Filing of the Designation of Matter to be Included in the 



Record on Appeal: Following the filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal, the 



Appellant complied with § 62-1-308(d) by filing her Designation of Matter to be 



Included in the Record on Appeal on December 11, 2023. This timely submission further 
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demonstrated the Appellant’s adherence to the procedural requirements. [See 



Designation of Matter dated December 11, 2023, Marked Exhibit L] 



c. Appellate Jurisdiction is Preserved 



Appellant’s compliance with all procedural deadlines and diligent efforts to secure the necessary 



documents demonstrate that appellate jurisdiction has not been divested. The appeals were timely 



filed, and all statutory guidelines under S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308 were meticulously followed. 



Therefore, the appeal should proceed without delay, as the jurisdiction of the Circuit Court 



remains intact. 



 



VI. THE PROBATE COURT’S ORDER VIOLATES SOUTH CAROLINA LAW BY 



DISTRIBUTING ASSETS TO BENEFICIARIES BEFORE ESTATE DEBTS 



ARE PAID, RENDERING ANY ALLEGED SETTLEMENT MOOT 



The Probate Court’s order to distribute assets to beneficiaries before paying the estate’s debts not 



only contravenes South Carolina law, but also renders any alleged settlement agreement moot. 



Whether or not the parties entered into a binding settlement agreement, such an agreement is 



unenforceable if it violates state law. South Carolina law requires that the debts of an estate be 



paid before any distribution to beneficiaries, and any agreement or court order that fails to 



comply with this fundamental rule is legally defective and cannot stand.  



The inconsistency between Clause 6 of the settlement and Clause 3 of the Amended Order 



further demonstrates the violation of South Carolina law. Clause 6 allows beneficiaries to "obtain 



their items or personal property, as detailed on Exhibit A, within thirty (30) days of the execution 



of this Agreement," while Clause 3 stipulates that funeral expenses, real property taxes, and 



mortgage debts be paid within 60 to 90 days from the proceeds of the estate's non-real property. 



This contradiction permits beneficiaries to take personal assets out of the estate before its debts 



are paid, in direct conflict with South Carolina’s legal requirement that debts be settled before 



distribution. The court’s allowance for beneficiaries to claim their property prematurely renders 



the entire settlement agreement legally invalid, as it fails to prioritize the estate's debts. [See 



Clauses 3 and 6 of the Amended order dated October 17, 2024] 
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Further, just two days after the settlement was signed, on October 19, 2024, the respondents 



began applying pressure to retrieve their personal inheritance. In an email dated October 19, 



2024, from Rick McDuff, the respondents stated that they would begin retrieving personal items 



as detailed in the settlement. This premature action underscores the urgency with which the 



beneficiaries were attempting to claim their assets, despite the fact that estate debts were still 



unresolved. [See McDuff’s Email] 



Emails from Donna Moore and Alan Pierce further illustrate their intent to collect personal 



property starting the following week, with complete disregard for the requirement that debts be 



paid first. Alan Pierce, in an email dated October 20, 2024, wrote: “I will be starting Monday 



retrieving items belonging to my brother and I as stated in the order signed on October 17, 



2023...” [See Emails attached] 



a. South Carolina Law Requires Payment of Debts Before Distribution of Assets 



Under S.C. Code Ann. § 62-3-805, the law provides a strict order of priority for claims against an 



estate, requiring that estate debts be paid before any distribution of assets. The statute mandates 



that costs of administration, funeral expenses, taxes, and other debts be satisfied first, before any 



distribution to heirs or beneficiaries. This rule ensures that creditors and other claimants are not 



unfairly deprived of their rights to payment from the estate's assets. 



The statute specifically states: 



"The personal representative shall proceed to pay the claims in the following order: (1) 



Costs and expenses of administration; (2) Reasonable funeral expenses; (3) Debts and 



taxes with preference under federal law; (4) Medical and hospital expenses of the last 



illness of the decedent, including compensation of persons attending him; (5) Debts 



and taxes with preference under other laws of this state; and (6) All other claims." 



Under this statutory framework, the personal representative must ensure that all debts and 



obligations are paid before any distribution of the remaining estate assets to beneficiaries. 



b. The Probate Court's Premature Distribution Violates South Carolina Code Ann. § 62-3-



805 
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In this case, the Probate Court’s order distributing estate assets to beneficiaries before paying the 



estate’s debts violates S.C. Code Ann. § 62-3-805. By ordering the distribution before resolving 



debts, the court has disregarded the legal requirement to prioritize the payment of the estate’s 



liabilities. This error not only risks harming creditors, who have a lawful claim to the estate’s 



assets, but also puts the personal representative in a position of liability for failing to follow the 



statutory duties imposed on them. 



c. Whether a Settlement Agreement Exists is Moot Because Any Such Agreement Violates 



the Law 



The Respondents claim that the parties reached a binding settlement agreement during the 



October 11, 2023, status conference. Even if the parties had entered into such an agreement, it 



would still be moot and unenforceable due to its inherent violation of South Carolina law. A 



settlement that permits or mandates the premature distribution of assets before paying estate 



debts is void for violating the clear legal framework established by S.C. Code Ann. § 62-3-805. 



In Ashfort Corp. v. Palmetto Constr. Grp., Inc., the South Carolina courts have held that 



agreements that contravene statutory mandates or public policy cannot be enforced. The alleged 



settlement agreement, by disregarding the estate’s legal obligations to pay debts first, is 



inherently defective and cannot be enforced, regardless of whether the parties agreed to it. 



d. The Alleged Settlement Agreement is Moot Due to Its Violation of Estate 



Administration Requirements 



South Carolina probate law dictates the proper order of estate administration, and any settlement 



agreement that purports to distribute assets before complying with those requirements is invalid. 



Even if the parties believe they entered into a binding agreement, that agreement becomes legally 



irrelevant if it violates the statutory rules governing estate administration. 



The courts cannot enforce an agreement that violates South Carolina probate law, and the 



premature distribution of assets before paying estate debts renders the settlement agreement moot 



and unenforceable. As a result, the probate court’s order and any alleged agreement must be set 



aside in favor of proper administration in compliance with the law. 
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In conclusion, Whether the parties entered into a binding settlement agreement is irrelevant 



because the Probate Court’s order to distribute assets before the estate's debts were paid violates 



South Carolina law, specifically S.C. Code Ann. § 62-3-805. A settlement agreement that violates 



statutory requirements is moot and cannot be enforced. The court must remedy this legal error by 



ensuring that the estate is administered in compliance with South Carolina law, with debts paid 



before any distribution of assets to beneficiaries. 



 



VII. THE APPELLANT CAN PROCEED PRO SE AS SHE IS DEFENDING HER 



PERSONAL INTERESTS, NOT REPRESENTING THE ESTATE 



The Respondents’ argument that the Appellant cannot proceed pro se is fundamentally 



flawed and misleading. Their claim relies on Brown v. Coe, which prohibits non-lawyer 



personal representatives from representing an estate in appellate proceedings. However, 



the Appellant is not representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce in this appeal. She is 



defending her personal rights and interests as an heir to the estate and contesting several 



court orders that directly impact her individual rights. This appeal arises from personal 



disputes concerning the validity of the will, distribution of assets, judicial misconduct, and 



personal fines. [ See Exhibits from Appellant's Reply To Respondents' Return To 



Motion To Amend Notice Of Appeal] 



a. Appellant's Personal Interests: The Appellant’s participation in the probate court 



proceedings was in her capacity as an heir, not as a representative of the estate. Her 



appeal focuses on personal rights, including the distribution of assets and the challenge to 



her removal as personal representative, which she argues was retaliatory. The claims do 



not involve acting on behalf of the estate, thus the prohibition on pro se representation of 



the estate does not apply. 



b. Procedural Non-Compliance by Respondents: The Respondents never raised the issue 



of the Appellant’s pro se representation at the lower court level. Failure to raise this issue 



earlier means it is procedurally barred from being introduced on appeal, as established by 



State v. Dunbar. 
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c. Misapplication of Brown v. Coe: The Respondents’ reliance on Brown v. Coe is a 



misapplication of the law, as it pertains to situations where a non-lawyer represents the 



estate, not where an heir defends personal rights. 



d. Tactic to Burden Appellant Financially: The demand that the Appellant hire legal 



representation is an intentional strategy to impose financial hardship. She has already 



spent significant amounts on legal fees, and forcing her to retain new counsel would 



further burden her ability to pursue justice. 



e. Right to Self-Representation: The Appellant has competently represented herself for 



over three years, and South Carolina law recognizes her right to continue doing so. The 



Respondents’ attempt to remove this right under the guise of procedural necessity is 



disingenuous and an affront to justice. 



 



VIII. APPELLANT'S EMERGENCY MOTION IS NOT A WRIT OF MANDAMUS 



The Respondents’ argument that the Appellant’s Emergency Motion seeks a writ of mandamus is 



misguided and mischaracterizes the nature of the relief requested. The Appellant is not 



requesting mandamus relief; rather, the Appellant is seeking emergency relief to enforce her 



rights under South Carolina Rule of Appellate Procedure 241, which automatically stays the 



November 2, 2023, Probate Court order removing her as Personal Representative (PR) pending 



the resolution of her appeal. 



The Appellant is not seeking to compel the Probate Court to perform a ministerial duty, as 



required for mandamus relief. A writ of mandamus is appropriate only when there is a clear duty 



to be performed, and it is typically issued to compel an inferior tribunal to perform a non-



discretionary act. As the Respondents correctly cited, City of Rock Hill v. Thompson and other 



cases establish that mandamus is appropriate only in limited circumstances where there is a 



specific right to be enforced and no other adequate legal remedy exists. 



However, the Appellant’s motion does not fall within this category. Mandamus is not required or 



relevant here because the Appellant is not asking the court to compel a ministerial act or to 



impose specific discretion upon the Probate Court. Instead, the Appellant’s Emergency Motion is 
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predicated on enforcing South Carolina Rule of Appellate Procedure 241, which applies 



automatically when an appeal is filed. 



a. Respecting Appellate Jurisdiction Is Not a Matter of Discretion for the Lower Court; 



It Is a Legal Requirement: The Respondents' argument that the Probate Court's actions, 



including the verbal orders preventing the Appellant from performing her duties as 



Personal Representative (PR), fall within the discretion of the lower court is fundamentally 



flawed. Once an appeal is filed, the jurisdiction over the matters on appeal is transferred to 



the appellate court, and the lower court is obligated to respect that appellate jurisdiction. 



This is not a matter of judicial discretion but a legal requirement that must be strictly 



followed. 



b. Appellate Jurisdiction Automatically Supersedes Lower Court Jurisdiction: South 



Carolina Rule of Appellate Procedure 241(a) clearly states that the filing of an appeal 



"automatically stays matters decided in the order, judgment, decree, or decision on appeal." 



The purpose of this rule is to preserve the status quo and ensure that the appellate court has 



exclusive jurisdiction over the matters under appeal. As a result, the lower court loses its 



authority to issue orders or take actions that interfere with the appellate process. In this 



case, the Probate Court’s verbal orders preventing the Appellant from performing her duties 



as PR violate Rule 241(a) and overreach into the jurisdiction of the appellate court. 



c.  Lower Court Cannot Choose to Disregard Appellate Jurisdiction: Respecting the 



appellate court's jurisdiction is not an optional practice for the lower court. The Probate 



Court cannot selectively decide to prevent the Appellant from carrying out her duties while 



the appeal is pending. The automatic stay that comes into effect under Rule 241(a) removes 



any discretion the lower court might otherwise have. By continuing to interfere in the 



administration of the estate, the Probate Court is acting beyond its authority and 



undermining the appellate process. 



d. The Probate Court’s Actions Are Improper and Unlawful: The Probate Court’s verbal 



directives to prevent the Appellant from fulfilling her duties as PR, especially in the 



absence of a formal written order, demonstrate a clear overreach and violation of the 



automatic stay. The absence of an official written order highlights the improper and 



arbitrary nature of the Probate Court’s actions. This is a clear violation of appellate 
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jurisdiction, and the Probate Court must cease all actions that interfere with the matters 



under appeal. 



e. Appellate Jurisdiction Is a Binding Legal Obligation, Not a Matter of Discretion: The 



Probate Court’s authority is bound by the rules of appellate procedure, and any actions that 



contradict the automatic stay are unlawful. As established in the South Carolina Rules of 



Appellate Procedure, the lower court is legally required to comply with the automatic stay 



and allow the appellate court to resolve the issues under appeal. The Probate Court’s failure 



to respect appellate jurisdiction is a breach of these procedural obligations and must be 



rectified. 



The Probate Court’s interference in the matters under appeal is not a permissible exercise of 



discretion but a violation of the automatic stay under Rule 241(a). Respecting appellate 



jurisdiction is a legal obligation, not a matter of discretion, and the Probate Court’s verbal 



directives preventing the Appellant from performing her duties as PR are improper and unlawful. 



The Court should grant the Appellant’s Emergency Motion to Stay the November 2, 2023, order 



removing her as PR and uphold the rule of law regarding appellate jurisdiction. 



IX. URGENT NEED TO PAY ESTATE TAXES BEFORE NOVEMBER 15, 2024, TO 



PREVENT ESTATE AUCTION: FAILURE TO PROTECT THE ESTATE 



NULLIFIES THE APPEAL 



The Appellant brings to the Court’s attention an urgent and time-sensitive matter concerning the 



impending auction of the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce. If the estate taxes, which amount to 



approximately $3,600, are not paid by November 15, 2024, the estate will be sold at auction to 



cover these outstanding debts. The Appellant has already secured the necessary funds to pay the 



estate taxes, and any further delay or interference from the Probate Court in allowing her to 



fulfill her duty as Personal Representative will result in irreversible harm to the estate and the 



beneficiaries. 



The Appellant has repeatedly raised the issue of the estate’s delinquent taxes before both the 



Probate Court and the Circuit Court, but these courts have failed to provide any remedy or 



solution. Despite numerous attempts to address this critical financial obligation, the Appellant’s 



efforts have been consistently hindered. 
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The Respondents, all of whom are aware of the estate’s tax delinquency and the impending 



auction, have done nothing to remedy the situation. They have ignored the urgency of the matter, 



leaving the estate in jeopardy of being sold at auction on November 15, 2024. Their inaction 



further demonstrates a lack of commitment to the estate’s preservation and violates their duty to 



act in the best interests of the estate and the beneficiaries. 



b. Respondents Are Fully Aware but Have Done Nothing; The Respondents, who are 



fully aware of the tax delinquency and the risks associated with it, have failed to take any 



steps to resolve the issue. Their inaction has only exacerbated the problem, placing the 



estate and its beneficiaries in immediate jeopardy of losing their inheritance. Despite 



knowing the consequences of failing to pay the estate taxes, the Respondents have 



offered no solution or contribution toward preserving the estate’s assets. 



c. Appellant Has Raised the Alarm, But No Action Has Been Taken; The Appellant has 



repeatedly sounded the alarm about the imminent auction and has sought the authority to 



pay the taxes in order to protect the estate. Unfortunately, these pleas have gone 



unanswered. The Respondents' failure to act and the courts' refusal to intervene have left 



the estate vulnerable to being sold at auction, which will have devastating and irreversible 



consequences. The Appellant has done everything within her power to bring attention to 



the estate’s delinquent taxes and to prevent the auction. She has raised this issue before 



the Probate and Circuit Courts to no avail. The Respondents’ continued inaction and the 



courts’ refusal to provide a remedy leave the estate at risk of being auctioned off on 



November 15, 2024. If the estate is sold to cover this tax debt—when the Appellant has 



already secured the necessary funds to pay it—the appeals process will be rendered 



meaningless. Immediate action is required to ensure that the taxes are paid and the estate 



is protected. 



 



X. RESPONSE TO RESPONDENTS' MISINTERPRETATION OF APPELLANT'S 



EMAIL TO JUDGE SINGLETON 



 



The Respondents incorrectly claim that an email sent by the Appellant to Judge Singleton 



on October 24, 2023, serves as her agreement to the settlement. However, the true context 



of the email and the events surrounding its transmission demonstrate that it was sent as an 
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emotional, personal plea and not a legal acceptance of any settlement terms. Additionally, 



the circumstances under which the email was sent highlight the undue pressure and bias 



the Appellant faced. 



a. Appellant’s Appeal of the Amended Order: On October 24, 2023, the same day as the 



email, the Appellant filed an Amended Notice of Appeal contesting the October 17, 2023, 



Amended Order affirming the private family settlement. This formal legal action clearly 



shows that the Appellant did not accept the terms of the settlement. The appeal reflected 



her dissatisfaction with the process and her exclusion from meaningful participation. 



Filing an appeal is a clear rejection of the terms, and it further underscores that the email 



to the judge was not an agreement but rather an emotional expression during a highly 



stressful time. 



b. Judge Singleton’s Threats in Response to the Appeal: Upon receiving notice of the 



appeal, Judge Singleton reacted with visible anger and sent a threatening email to the 



Appellant, warning her that she could be removed as Personal Representative if she 



pursued the appeal. This email from the judge created an atmosphere of intimidation, 



putting significant pressure on the Appellant. Feeling betrayed and under threat, the 



Appellant’s email to Judge Singleton must be viewed in the context of this coercive 



environment. It was not a formal or voluntary acceptance of any agreement but a 



reflection of the immense pressure she was under. 



c. The Personal Nature of the Email: The Appellant’s email to Judge Singleton was sent 



on a deeply personal basis. In the email, the Appellant addressed the judge as a “father” 



figure, not as a judicial authority, saying, “hear me out first, as a father. Not as a judge.” 



This language makes it clear that the email was not a legal acknowledgment of any 



settlement but a personal plea, seeking understanding from someone she viewed as a 



trusted authority figure. The email expressed emotional conflict and personal pain, not a 



legal agreement. 



d. Exclusion of Appellant from Settlement Discussions: Throughout the settlement 



process, the Appellant was deliberately excluded from contributing meaningfully to the 



terms of the agreement. The judge and other parties refused to listen to the Appellant or 



include her comments and objections in the final version of the agreement. This exclusion 



compounded the Appellant’s sense of frustration and helplessness, prompting her to send 
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the email to Judge Singleton as a personal appeal for fairness, rather than an acceptance 



of the settlement. 



e. Lack of Legal Formalities in the Email: For an agreement to be legally binding, it must 



contain clear terms and reflect an intention to be bound. The Appellant’s email lacks any 



reference to specific terms of the settlement or any indication of a legal commitment. 



Instead, it conveys emotional distress and a desire for trust and understanding. The 



absence of legal formalities or language related to agreement renders this email 



insufficient as evidence of any binding settlement. 



 



The Respondents' claim that the October 24, 2023, email constitutes the Appellant’s 



agreement to the settlement is completely unfounded. The email was sent in the context 



of Judge Singleton’s threatening response to the Appellant’s appeal, and it reflects 



personal emotions rather than legal consent. Moreover, the Appellant had already 



formally contested the settlement through her appeal, and her exclusion from meaningful 



participation in the settlement discussions further invalidates any claim that she agreed to 



the terms. The Respondents' argument should be dismissed, and the court should view the 



email for what it is: an emotional plea sent under duress, not a legal acknowledgment of 



agreement. 



 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 



WHEREFORE, the Appellant, respectfully prays that this Honorable Court grant the 



following relief: 



1. Grant Appellant’s Emergency Motion to Stay November 2, 2023, Probate Court 



Order removing her as Personal Representative, under South Carolina Rule of Appellate 



Procedure 241, as the automatic stay provision applies pending the resolution of this 



appeal. 



2. Deny the Request to Dismiss the Appeal Based on an Alleged Binding Settlement 



Agreement: The Appellant’s position as Personal Representative is preserved under the 



terms of the alleged agreement, and any attempts to remove her would violate that 



agreement. 
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3. Deny the Request to Dismiss for Non-Compliance with S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308: 



Appellant has fully complied with all procedural requirements. 



4. Deny the Request to Require Licensed Legal Counsel: The Appellant is representing 



her personal interests and has the right to self-representation. 



5. Affirm the Appellant’s Role as Personal Representative as provided for in Clause 12 



of the alleged Amended Order Affirming Private Family Settlement, which explicitly 



states that the Appellant shall remain the Personal Representative until the estate is fully 



administered and all debts and obligations are settled. 



6. Provide Immediate Relief to Prevent the Auction of the Estate due to delinquent 



taxes, allowing the Appellant, in her capacity as Personal Representative, to pay the 



necessary taxes before November 15, 2024, and avoid the sale of estate assets, which 



would render the pending appeals meaningless. 



7. Grant any other such relief that the Court deems just and proper to protect the 



estate, uphold the integrity of the appeals process, and ensure that the Appellant’s rights 



as Personal Representative and as an heir are preserved. 



 



 



Respectfully submitted, this October 4, 2024. 



 



 



______________________________ 



DOROTHY PIERCE, Appellant Pro se 
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I hereby certify that, of October 4, 2024, a copy of the foregoing Reply to Respondents' 



Return To Appellant’s Emergency Motion To Enforce Stay Of November 2, 2023 Order 



And Continue Fiduciary Duties was filed in this court and was served electronically. A hard 



copy has been mailed to the following addresses. 



 



1. Richard H. McDuff, Esq. Merrell, Jahn & McDuff,  
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2. Donna Moore (Pro se): 149 Flat Rock Church Rd, Liberty SC 29657 
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Heard January 24, 1989.



Decided April 10, 1989. *180



HARWELL, Justice:



180



Thomas M. Boulware, of Brown, Jefferies
Boulware, Barnwell, for appellant. Marsha A.
Ware, of S.C. Public Service Com'n, Steven W.
Hamm and Natalie J. Moore, of Division of
Consumer Advocacy, Columbia, for respondents.



Heard Jan. 24, 1989.



Decided April 10, 1989.



This case involves the authority of a circuit court
judge to put a rate schedule for a public utility into
effect under bond at the motion of the Consumer
Advocate. We reverse.



FACTS
The appellant, Santee Cooper Resort, Inc.
("Santee") operates a golf course on the shores of
Lake Marion. In connection with the golf course,
Santee developed a residential retirement
subdivision. Santee also operates a water system
for the development. The current action arises out
of this water system, which Santee has operated
since 1971.



For the first eleven years of operation (1971-
1982), Santee did not have the required approval
from the Respondent, South Carolina Public
Service Commission ("Commission"), to operate



this system. The Commission did not set the water
rates; Santee set its own rates, charging a flat rate
of $7.00 per month per residential customer.



On March 9, 1982, Santee filed an application
seeking certification for approval to operate a
water system and establishment of a schedule of
rates.  On June 8, 1982, a *181  public hearing was
held on this application.
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1 Santee's president testified that he was not



aware that Santee was subject to the



jurisdiction of the Public Service



Commission until the Fall of 1981.



On August 9, 1982, the Commission issued Order
82-551 granting the certificate and establishing a
rate schedule. The rate set was $8.00 per month
per residential customer. Respondent Steven W.
Hamm, in his capacity as Consumer Advocate,
filed a petition for reconsideration and rehearing
of this Order. This petition was denied. The
Consumer Advocate then filed a petition for
appellate review in the circuit court.



On February 10, 1983, while the petition for
review was pending, the Consumer Advocate filed
a motion with the circuit court to place Santee's
$8.00 rate into effect under bond. The Consumer
advocate further moved the court to set a rate of
interest for any refund which might be ordered as
a result of the appeal. On March 11, 1983 the
court granted the motion, put the rates into effect,
and required Santee to file a bond undertaking to
secure a refund with 14% interest, if any was
ordered upon final disposition of the case. On
March 28, 1983, Santee filed a notice of intent to



1
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appeal the Order of March 11. We dismissed the
appeal because the March 11 Order was
interlocutory and therefore unappealable. Santee
then filed the required bond undertaking.



Thereafter, the Consumer Advocate's appeal was
heard by the circuit court. In an Order issued on
October 21, 1983, the case was remanded because
the circuit court found that specific findings
required by the South Carolina Administrative
Procedures Act were lacking in the Commission's
Order.



The remand hearing was held before the
Commission and an Order issued on May 15,
1985. This Order directed that a compliance audit
be completed. The Order also directed that the
previously approved $8.00 rate be continued
pursuant to the original Order. After examining an
original and amended audit report and hearing
new evidence and examining new documents, the
Commission issued an Order of May 1, 1987
setting a new rate schedule.



The newly approved rates changed the minimum
fee from $8.00 to $6.00 per month, and a refund
was ordered. Santee's petition for reconsideration
was denied and a final Order was issued on June
16, 1987. This appeal follows. *182182



DISCUSSION
The sole issue to be resolved here is whether the
circuit court had the authority to put the rate
schedule into effect under bond in its Order of
March 11, 1983.



In his Order, Judge Burnett required Santee "to
maintain in effect under bond . . . the rates
previously filed and put into effect pursuant to
[the] order of the [Commission] and Title 58 of the
Code of Laws of South Carolina." When this
Order was appealed Judge Stephen articulated the
matter before him as follows:



"The real question is whether the court had
inherent authority to adopt, pending further
review on remand, the August 9, 1982
rates, and perpetuate those rates with [a]
bond undertaking for refund if there was a
reduction upon remand."



Judge Stephen then affirmed Judge Burnett's
conclusion that the Administrative Procedures Act
("APA"), S.C. Code Ann. §§ 1-23-310 through
400 (1976), coupled with the court's inherent
equitable power, authorized the court to order the
bond. For reasons discussed below, we disagree.



A. STATUTORY AUTHORITY
Two statutory schemes must be examined in this
case: 1) S.C. Code Ann. § 58-5-210 through 370
(1976) (dealing with "Regulation of Rates and
Services Generally"); and 2) the APA. Together,
these provisions establish the framework for the
setting of utility rates and review of Commission
decisions in setting those rates.



When a utility desires to set a new rate, it must
apply to the Commission pursuant to § 58-5-240
("Filing schedules of proposed new rates and the
like . . ."); the Commission then evaluates the
application and sets approved rates which the
utility may charge. In 1971, however, Santee did
not submit an application for rates; instead it
began charging a flat rate of $7.00 per month. In
1982, upon realization that it was subject to the
Commission's jurisdiction, Santee filed to have
rates set. Ordinarily, this filing would be treated as
an application for the setting of initial rates;
however, Judge Burnett's order characterized the
application as follows: *183183



I thus find that the rates set by the
Commission in its order effectively
constitute a rate increase for customers,
even though the Commission may have
treated this case as one in which rates and
charges were being established pursuant to
Title 58 of the Code of Laws of South
Carolina.
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Neither party has objected to Judge Burnett's
characterization of the action taken here as a rate
increase. Moreover, because of the unique factual
situation presented by Santee's previous operation
of the system for eleven years at a flat rate of
$7.00, we agree that the Commission's setting of
an $8.00 per month flat rate constituted a rate
increase. We therefore examine the statutory
scheme to be followed when a rate increase is
disputed.



Once a rate increase is established, a dissatisfied
party may apply to the Commission for a
rehearing pursuant to § 58-5-330. The
Commission may then change or abrogate its
previous Order or it may leave the Order in effect.
If the rehearing is denied, or if an unsatisfactory
result is reached upon rehearing, a party is entitled
to court review. See § 58-5-340 ("Court review of
orders or decisions"). Section 58-5-340 provides
that after rehearing, a party may "commence an
action in the court of common pleas . . . against
the Public Service Commission as defendant to
vacate or set aside any such order of the
Commission or enjoin the enforcement thereof . .
." (emphasis added). If the moving party succeeds
in the circuit court the order does not go into
effect. However, if the utility desires
implementation of the increase pending final
adjudication, the utility may choose to execute and
file a bond undertaking to secure any refunds
which may be determined to be owed to
customers. If the utility does not choose to put up
a bond and the rate schedule is not put into effect,
the utility continues to charge the rate previously
charged prior to the application for increase.
Section 58-5-340 provides for bonds at the motion
of the utility, not a third party. Here, the court put
the rate into effect and required the bond as a
result of a motion by the Consumer Advocate, not
Santee.



As partial authority for its action the circuit court
relied on § 1-23-380 of the APA ("Judicial review
upon exhaustion *184  of administrative
remedies"). Section 1-23-380 provides a



mechanism for court review of agency decisions.
The party seeking review may file a petition for
review. § 1-23-380(b). This petition "does not
inself stay enforcement of the agency decision . . .
[T]he reviewing court may order a stay upon
appropriate terms." § 1-23-380(c) [emphasis
added]. Judge Stephen affirmed Judge Burnett's
view that if the court could, pending judicial
review, stay an administrative decision "upon
appropriate terms," it could, under § 1-23-380(c),
implement and enforce such decisions under
appropriate terms.
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The term used in the APA is "stay." This term
cannot be construed to give a court authority to
put rates into effect under bond. Judge Burnett and
Judge Stephen held and Respondent argues that
the language "stay upon appropriate terms" is
broad enough to authorize the action taken here.
We disagree. Words used in a statute should be
taken in their ordinary and popular significance
unless there is something in the statute requiring a
different interpretation. Hatchett v. Nationwide
Mutual Insurance Co., 244 S.C. 425, 137 S.E.2d
608 (1964). To "stay" an order is "to hold it in
abeyance or refrain from enforcing it"; a "stay" is
"a stopping." Black's Law Dictionary 1267 (5th
ed. 1979). Clearly the § 1-23-380(c) provision for
a "stay" means the court can only order that the
rate schedule be held "in abeyance." To hold that
"to refrain from enforce[ing]" an order also means
putting it into effect under bond is to torture the
meaning of the statute. "There is a marked
distinction between a liberal construction of
statutes . . . and the act of a court in ingrafting
upon a law something that has been omitted. . ."
Hatchett, 137 S.E.2d at 611. To hold that the
statute authorizes more than its plain language
allows is to legislate. This Court has no legislative
powers; it is our province to construe laws, not
make them. Creech v. South Carolina Public
Service Authority, 200 S.C. 127, 20 S.E.2d 645
(1942). There is no statutory authority here for the
court ordered bond undertaking. *185185



B. EQUITABLE AUTHORITY
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Respondent argues that even if there was no
statutory authority to put the rates into effect under
bond, the court had authority because of its
inherent equitable power. We disagree.



Equitable relief is generally available only where
there is no adequate remedy at law. An adequate
legal remedy may be provided by statute. 27 Am.
Jur. 2d, Equity, § 94 (1966). An "adequate"
remedy at law is one which is as certain, practical,
complete and efficient to attain the ends of justice
and its administration as the remedy in equity. Id
at p. 621. Here the statutory alternatives
adequately enable the Consumer Advocate to
achieve the goal of consumer protection. The
Circuit Court did not grant relief in the form of
these alternatives; instead, it fashioned a new
remedy contrary to those provided for by the
statute. Here, the court's equitable powers must
yield in the face of an unambiguously worded
statute. In granting the motion of the Consumer
Advocate, the Court erroneously exceeded the
limitation imposed by the statute.



CONCLUSION
The circuit court lacked authority to put the rates
into effect under bond, therefore its Order is
reversed. Consequently, that portion of the Order
of the Commission which directs Santee to pay
refunds pursuant to this circuit court Order has no
valid basis. Both the Order of the circuit court
putting the rates into effect under bond and that
portion of the Order of the Commission for
refunds are



Reversed.



GREGORY, C.J., and CHANDLER, FINNEY and
TOAL, JJ., concur.



*186186
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The family court granted a divorce to the appellant
Robert M. Graham from the respondent Joyce. A.
Graham on the ground of one-year's separation.
The issues on appeal are; (1) whether the family
court erred in requiring Mr. Graham to pay the
college expenses of the parties' nineteen year-old
son; (2) whether the family court properly
determined the present liquidated value of Mr.
Graham's Individual Retirement Account ("IRA")
in apportioning the marital property; (3) whether
the family court erred in awarding attorney fees to
Mrs. Graham; and (4) whether the family court
erred in sealing the record of the proceedings. We
affirm in part, reverse in part, and remand.



I. College Expenses.
Mr. Graham first complains about the family
court's order requiring him to provide support for
his son while his son attends college. See S.C.
CODE ANN. § 20-7-420(17) (1976) (a family
court may order support to run beyond a child's
minority where there are exceptional



circumstances that warrant it); Risinger v.
Risinger, 273 S.C. 36, 253 S.E.2d 652 (1979)
(listing the factors a family court should consider
in awarding support to an emancipated child who
attends college).



The family court ordered Mr. Graham "to pay the
college expenses of his son at the College of
Charleston.' It later, however, expressly
"superseded" its order, finding that the record
contained "no testimony or evidence" supporting
its conclusion that Mr. Graham should pay the
college expenses of his son. *130130



Because the order of superseders contains
language suggesting that the family court both
suspended and reversed the order requiring Mr.
Graham to pay his son's college expenses, it is
unclear to us whether the family court suspended
the efficacy of its order or reversed it. See 4A
C.J.S. Appeal Error § 662 at 494-95 (1957) ("
[T]he purpose . .of a superseders. . . is to . . . stay
proceedings in the trial court, to preserve the
status quo pending the determination of the
appeal. . ., and to preserve to appellant the fruits of
a meritorious appeal where they might otherwise
be lost to him."); Id. at 497 ("As a rule, a
superseders. . . does not reverse, annual, or undo
what has already been done, or impair the force. . .
of the judgment, order, or decision of the trial
court. . ."); 83 C.J.S. Superseders § 8 at 896
(1953) (a superseders suspends the judgment but
does not annual the judgment itself). We therefore
remand the issue to the family court for
clarification. See 5B C.J.S. Appeal Error § 1836a
at 233 (1958) ("The reviewing court has power
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without determining . . . the cause to remand it to
the lower court for further proceedings, where the
record is not in condition for the appellate court
properly to decide the questions presented with
justice to all parties concerned. . ."); Id. § 183g at
239 ("[W]here the record is in a state to justify
such action, the appellate court may remand the
cause to the end that . . . consistent findings of fact
be made. . . .").



On remand, the family court should detail its
reasons for either granting Mr. Graham's son or
withholding from him post-majority educational
support and, in the event it orders such support,
the family court should clearly delineate Mr.
Graham's support responsibilities regarding his
son's college education. See Risinger v. Risinger,
Supra, McKinney v. McKinney, 282 S.C. 96, 316
S.E.2d 728 (Ct.App. 1984) (the family court must
determine from the evidence the reasonable cost
of a college education when ordering a parent,
subsequent to a divorce decree, to pay for an
emancipated child's college education); cf.
Atkinson v. Atkinson, 279 S.C. 454, 309 S.E.2d 14
(Ct.App. 1983) (issues regarding alimony and
equitable distribution, among others, remanded
because of insufficient findings by the family
court). *131131



II. IRA Account
Mr. Graham next complains about the method
used by the family court to determine the present
liquidated value of an IRA awarded him on
distribution of the marital property.



The family court identified as marital property an
IRA, maintained by Mr. Graham with Merrill
Lynch, The IRA, according to Mr. Graham's
expert, a certified public accountant, had a face
value of $70,724. The expert testified that a 10
percent penalty of $7,072 would be imposed for a
withdrawal of all funds held in the IRA before Mr.
Graham reached the age of 59% 1/2 years and that
federal and state income taxes of $27,125 would
also have to be paid in the event all funds were
withdrawn and the account liquidated.



In dividing the marital property, the family court
intended to effect an equal division between the
parties and it assumed that the IRA in question
would be fully liquidated upon apportionment of
the marital property.



The family court determined the IRA's present
liquidated value by deducting from its face value
only the amount representing the penalty that
would be imposed for an early withdrawal of all
funds invested in the account. In so doing, the
family court erred. The IRA's present liquidated
value should have also reflected deduction for
federal and state income taxes because they too
must be paid if the account is to be immediately
liquidated. See Buche v. Buche, 228 Neb. 624, 423
N.W.2d 488 (1988) (income taxes are a proper
consideration in determining the present value of
an IRA); 24 Am. Jur.2d Divorce and Separation
949 at 937 (1983) (in assessing the present value
to a party of a profit sharing plain, a trial court
may properly consider the amount of federal and
state taxes which the party would owe if
immediate distribution of the account under the
plan were to be made before the party's
retirement); cf. S.C. CODE ANN. § 20-7-472(11)
(Supp. 1988) ("In making apportionment, the
court must give weight. . . to. . . the tax
consequences to each or either party as a result of
any particular form of equitable apportionment. .
.").



We therefore remand the issue of equitable
division for redetermination de novo on the
present record. In redetermining the present
liquidated value of the IRA, the family *132  court
shall deduct from its face value both the penalty
for early withdrawal and the amount of federal and
state income taxes due upon the immediate
liquidation of the whole account; and in
redetermining the issue of equitable
apportionment, the family court is not necessarily
required to divide the assets either in the same
way or in the same amounts as before.



132



III. Attorney Fees
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Mr. Graham's last complaint centers on the family
court's award of attorney fees to Mrs. Graham in
the amount of $2,650. He maintains that the award
is erroneous because Mrs. Graham has sufficient
assents to pay the fees herself. This contention is
manifestly without merit. Reid v. Reid, 280 S.C.
367, 312 S.E.2d 724 (Ct.App. 1984).



IV. Sealing the Record



Regarding the issue of whether the family court
erred in ordering the record sealed, Mrs. Graham
agrees that this constituted error since neither
party requested that the record be sealed.
Moreover, the family court in its order of
superseders seemingly reversed itself on this issue
after finding that the record contained no evidence
that warranted sealing of the record.



Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded.



SANDERS, C.J., and SHAW, J., concur. *133133
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APPEAL BRIEF IN A CIVIL CASE 



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 



In The Court of Appeals 



____________________ 



APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY  



The order of Judge R. Lawton McIntosh 



Appellate Case No. 2024-000455 



_____________________ 



Dorothy Pierce, Appellant, 



V. 



Donna Carol Moore, Gregory Allan Pierce, Jared Adam Pierce, Respondents 



________________________________ 



APPELLANT'S REPLY TO RESPONDENTS' RETURN TO MOTION TO AMEND NOTICE OF 



APPEAL 



________________________________ 



COME NOW, the Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, and hereby submits this Reply to Respondents' Return to 



Motion to Amend Notice of Appeal. The Appellant received Respondents' brief by standard mail on August 



21, 2024. The Appellant challenges several orders issued by the Oconee County Probate Court, which directly 



affect her personal rights and interests as an heir to the estate. The appeal stems from a status conference on 



October 11, 2023, initially called by Special Administrator Adam Lee, (Resigned), where the focus later shifted 



towards reaching a settlement among the heirs. Despite the informal nature of these discussions and the 



procedural violations that ensued, Judge Singleton has gone to great lengths to defend his decisions and 



discredit the Appellant, as evidenced by his inappropriate and biased return brief. The Appellant respectfully 



requests this Court to recognize the significant procedural and judicial misconduct that has tainted the 



proceedings and to allow her appeal to proceed to ensure a fair and just resolution. 



 



RESPONSE TO THE CLAIM THAT THE APPELLANT ENTERED INTO A BINDING 



SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 



A. The Setup and Scheduling of The October 11, 2023, Status Conference Did Not Constitute An 



Open Court Proceeding And Lacked The Transparency And Formality Required For Enforceable Order 



Under SCRCP RULE 43(K) 



The Respondents argue that the Private Family Settlement discussions held on October 11, 2023, were 



valid and enforceable under SCRCP Rule 43(k).  SCRCP Rule 43(k) states: “No agreement between 



counsel affecting the proceedings in an action shall be binding unless reduced to the form of a consent 
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order or written stipulation signed by counsel and entered in the record, or unless made in open court and 



noted upon the record, or reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel.”  



The provision that the respondents proclaim has been met, is that the agreement was “made in open court 



and noted upon the record”.  The problem is that the agreement was not made in open court or noted 



upon the record”.   This meeting was never on a court docket to notify the public.  For the court to 



establish an Open Court it must be during a formal proceeding that is open to a notified public and put on 



the record.  None of these criteria were met.   



There was no formal proceeding.  The intent of the meeting was to hold a status conference that was not 



open to the public.  Email exchanges that included Judge Singleton clearly indicate that it was not an open 



court proceeding but rather a private discussion intended to address ongoing matters within the family and 



estate. [See Emails Exchanges leading to the setup of the Status Conference marked exhibit A] 



In an email dated September 22, 2023, Adam Lee, the Special Administrator, requested a status conference 



from Judge Danny Singleton, stating: “Good morning. Information has come to my attention that needs to 



be addressed by the Court in regards to the Doyle Pierce matter. Given the previous Orders of the Court, I 



am requesting a status conference to discuss several ongoing matters. Can you please let the parties know of 



your availability?” 



This request highlights that the purpose of the conference was to address specific ongoing issues related to 



the estate, rather than to conduct an open court proceeding. The email from Appellant on the same day 



underscores the private and informal nature of the intended discussion. She responded to Adam Lee by 



asking: “Don’t you think it's prudent to share the 'issues' with all parties involved so that we are all privy to 



that matter before a status conference? It would be helpful to have clarity on the exact issues you wish to 



discuss beforehand.” 



This response indicates that the parties were expecting a discussion where issues would be clarified and 



potentially resolved, not a formal court session where decisions would be rendered or agreements enforced.  



There were no formal hearings scheduled and the public was not notified.  The respondents nor the judge 



responded to the Appellant’s request for an agenda, leaving the topics to be covered a mystery to the 



Appellant. 



Further confirming the informal nature of the meeting, Judge Danny Singleton sent an email on September 



27, 2023, scheduling the conference: “A status conference in the Pierce Estate matter has been scheduled 



for Wednesday, October 11, 2023, at 10:00 AM. The court is aware that Mrs. Pierce has filed a notice to 



appeal on the last order from this court, however, we will still have a conference this day. Please be 



prepared to discuss any ongoing matters as it relates to the estate.” 
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Judge Singleton’s email does not refer to the meeting as a hearing but rather as a status conference meant 



for discussing ongoing estate matters. The use of the term "status conference" and the absence of any 



language indicating that this was to be an open court proceeding further solidify that this meeting was 



intended to be a private discussion rather than a formal public court hearing.  There was no agenda or 



motions to be heard. 



Appellant attended the status conference on October 11, 2023, without knowing its intended purpose, as 



the Respondents and the Special Administrator, Adam Lee, intentionally declined to disclose the subject 



matter to be addressed. This lack of transparency left the Appellant uncertain about the issues that would 



be discussed, contributing to her unease, especially knowing that the respondents have a close relationship 



with the court. 



When the conference began, it took an unexpected turn as Adam Lee, the Special Administrator who had 



initially requested the meeting, chose to resign at the start of the session without any prior notice to 



Appellant, though other parties seemed to know he had tendered in his resignation letter to the Judge. His 



resignation was sudden and came without any explanation for why he had called the status conference in 



the first place, leaving the purpose of the meeting unaddressed. This sudden resignation further underscores 



the disorganized and informal nature of this private meeting. The Appellant's concerns about the opaque 



setup and lack of disclosure were validated, as the proceedings deviated from the expected norms of 



transparency and fairness with no agenda of record. 



The fact that this was a private informal meeting, there was never a public notice, no court reporter was 



present, and the meeting was not added to the record contradicts the Respondents' assertion that the 



discussions held during the October 11, 2023, meeting were conducted in open court and therefore 



enforceable under Rule 43(k).   



None of the requirements to establish open court were met and the Agreement was only signed by Judge 



Singleton.  For this reason alone, the requirements of SCRCP Rule 43(k) were not met. Any agreements 



made on October 11, 2023, could have only been valid under 43(k) with the signatures of all the parties. 



 



B. October 11, 2023, Status Conference Was Not Conducted In An Open Court and was not 



properly added to the record. 



The Appellant disputes the Respondents' assertion that the partial settlement agreement, allegedly reached 



on October 11, 2023, was properly placed on the record in open court, thereby making it binding and 



enforceable under Rule 43(k). Judge Singleton explicitly stated that the October 11, 2023, meeting was 



not an open court proceeding, a key requirement under Rule 43(k) for an agreement to be enforceable. In 



the transcript, Singleton states:  "All right. This is just a conference. This is not a hearing. As to where we 
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go from here, obviously, somebody has a right to petition the court, become a Special Administrator. ... 



We're here just having a discussion. This is not open court. This is just a discussion for the parties to try 



to resolve something." [See the transcript Excerpt marked Exhibit B] 



The status conference held on October 11, 2023, was a closed session involving only the Pierce estate heirs 



and Judge Singleton. The public was not allowed to attend or notified on any public record. The closed 



nature of the session was due to the sensitive nature of the discussions, which involved private family 



matters related to the Pierce estate and potential settlement was not part of the agenda. Even the Special 



Administrator, Adam Lee, who had resigned at the beginning of the status Conference, was excused from 



the room before the judge introduced the settlement discussions. The court had an ulterior plan despite not 



producing an agenda. 



As the South Carolina Supreme Court held in Ashfort Corp. v. Palmetto Constr. Grp., Inc., “Like former 



Circuit Court Rule 14 on which it is based, SCRCP Rule 43(k) is intended to prevent disputes as to the 



existence and terms of agreements regarding pending litigation." The reckless disregard for procedure has 



resulted in complete misuse of SCRCP Rule 43(k). 



Moreover, there was no court reporter present to record, and no notice was given to parties that the 



meeting was being recorded. For any discussion in an open court to satisfy the requirements under SCRCP 



Rule 43(k), the court must have a court reporter. In this case, the judge conducted an informal audio 



recording, which was not disclosed to the parties either at the beginning of the conference or during the 



conference. This lack of formal record-keeping does not provide a mechanism to properly add the contents 



of the meeting to the court record as would be required to meet this provision of SCRCP Rule 43(k)’s 



requirements.  To meet the requirements of SCRCP Rule 43(k), in this situation, either the court needs to 



establish an open court and note the proceedings on the record or the agreement needs to be signed by the 



parties.   



C. Appellant Withdrew Consent to the Settlement Order Before It Was Signed, Rendering the 



Agreement Invalid and Unenforceable 



In S.C. Human Affairs Comm’n v. Chen, it is established that under SCRCP Rule 43(k), a party may 



withdraw their consent to a settlement agreement at any time before it is formally enforced. On October 



11, 2023, Respondents’ attorney sent a draft of the proposed settlement order via email at 5:11 PM. The 



next day, October 12, 2023, the Appellant objected to several aspects of the draft in an email to all parties, 



including Judge Singleton, and stated that she would provide comments shortly. At this point, no order 



had been reduced to writing, signed, or entered into the court record. 



Later on October 12, 2023, the Appellant formally withdrew her consent to the partial settlement 



agreement, making any subsequent order by Judge Singleton invalid. The proposed order contained 



significant issues, including the distribution of assets before debts were paid, an unreasonable timeline for 
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payments by the Appellant, and terms that were never discussed or agreed upon during the October 11 



meeting. 



Throughout October 12, 2023, the Appellant and Respondents exchanged emails discussing financial 



details, signatures, and other matters. The Appellant provided an updated version of the agreement at 2:59 



PM that day. However, at 3:01 PM, Judge Singleton signed the Respondents’ version of the order, 



disregarding the Appellant's objections and her revised version. The judge’s actions demonstrated judicial 



overreach, as the Appellant’s concerns were never addressed. 



Under South Carolina law, as established in Ford v. State Ethics Commission, an order must be reduced to 



writing, signed by the judge, and entered into the court record to be valid and enforceable. The so-called 



"agreement" from October 11, 2023, did not meet these requirements, and even if it had been put on the 



record, it would not have been valid under Rule 43(k) because the terms were still under debate at the time 



the order was signed. 



Furthermore, the draft Probate Order violated multiple laws, rules, and norms. It called for the distribution 



of assets before debts were paid, imposed an unreasonable timeline for the Appellant to pay estate debts 



personally, included terms not previously discussed, and contained improper property descriptions. 



Finally, the Appellant argued that the agreement was not voluntary, citing undue pressure during the status 



conference and questioning the judge's impartiality due to a lack of transparency and proper disclosure. 



These issues indicate that the settlement order was flawed and required reconsideration to ensure it 



complied with legal standards and protected all parties' rights. [See Appellant’s Email Objection and 



Submission Marked Exhibit C] 



 



D. The said Family Settlement order lacked Written Agreement Signed by Parties. 



Rule 43(k) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure mandates that any agreement between parties in 



litigation must be reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel if not made in open court. In 



this case, since the Judge declared the conference was not an Open court, no such written agreement was signed 



by all parties, rendering the alleged settlement unenforceable under Rule 43(k). During the proceedings, the 



judge explicitly acknowledged that the agreement would need to be signed by the parties. Several instances in 



the transcripts illustrate this requirement: [See Except from the Transcript Marked exhibit D]  



Judge's Statement Regarding the Binding Nature of the Agreement Once Signed: On page 1 of the transcript, 



the judge stated: "Today, once the agreement is signed, it would be binding. Do you understand that?" This 



clearly indicates that the agreement was not considered final or binding until it was signed by the parties 



involved. 
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Judge's Statement Regarding the Mailing and Signing of the Agreement: Immediately following the judge's 



statement about the binding nature of the signed agreement, the judge further clarified: Then the agreement, 



apparently, you would be mailed an agreement for you to be able to sign and return within a certain amount of 



time. Would you be able to do that?" Respondent Jared Adam Pierce responded: Yes." 



This clearly indicates that the agreement was not considered final until it was signed and returned by the parties 



involved. This interaction underscores that the agreement required signatures to be valid and binding, and that 



it would be mailed out for this purpose. Despite these clear instructions from the judge, respondent Jared Adam 



Pierce, who was briefly present via video call, did not sign any agreement, nor was he mailed any document to 



sign. The only signature on the settlement order was that of Judge Singleton. This lack of signatures from the 



parties and their attorneys further invalidates the enforceability of the settlement under Rule 43(k). (See 



Settlement Agreement orders dated October 12, 2023, and October 17, 2023, marked Exhibits E and F] 



As established in S.C. Human Affairs Comm’n v. Chen, “SCRCP Rule 43(k) provides several avenues for 



enforcement of a settlement agreement, and parties may withdraw their assent any time before one of the 



alternatives for obtaining enforcement is met." The court further emphasized that "Where SCRCP Rule 43(k) 



applies, its terms are mandatory, which precludes a party from turning to contract or equitable principles (or 



counter public policy arguments) to vitiate those terms.” 



The absence of signed agreements by all parties, especially in light of the judge's multiple acknowledgments that 



signatures were necessary, further invalidates the enforceability of the purported settlement. This failure to meet 



the procedural requirements of Rule 43(k) demonstrates that the Family Settlement Order cannot be legally 



upheld as binding or enforceable. 



 



E. Several Unauthorized Clauses were included in the Alleged Settlement Order without Appellant’s 



Consent: 



In the first part of the October 11, 2023, status conference, all issues discussed regarding the attempt to settle 



the estate ended in disagreement, and the session was adjourned. When the discussion resumed during the 



second part of the October 11, 2023, status conference, the parties only agreed upon specific issues, such as 



those contained in Exhibit A and timelines for payment. No other clauses were discussed or agreed upon during 



this resumed discussion. However, the final order issued by the court included several clauses that were neither 



read nor consented to by the parties during the conference. This addition of unauthorized clauses directly 



contradicts the principles of mutual agreement required under Rule 43(k) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil 



Procedure. 
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Rule 43(k) mandates that any agreement affecting the proceedings must either be made in open court (in this 



case the Judge declared the Status conference Non- Open Court) and entered into the record (in this case, the 



partial agreement was not entered into the record as parties were instructed they would sign agreement first) or 



be reduced to writing and signed by the parties and their counsel (In this case no party signed the agreement 



which was not entered into the record on October 11, 2023).The judge clearly stated that the agreement would 



need to be signed by all parties for it to be binding.  



The South Carolina courts have consistently held that any deviation from the prescribed procedural 



requirements renders a settlement agreement unenforceable, as seen in cases like Pittman v. Daniel Construction 



Co. The unauthorized addition of clauses to the final agreement, without reading them in open court or 



obtaining the parties' written consent, undermines the validity of the settlement order. Therefore, these clauses 



should be deemed invalid, and the final order should be reviewed for compliance with the principles of mutual 



consent and proper procedural conduct. [See the Private Family Settlement Orders marked Exhibits E and F] 



 



F. Judge Singleton Imposed Undue Pressure on Appellant, Undermining the Voluntariness of the 



Agreement: 



The Appellant was subjected to undue pressure by Judge Singleton to agree to the settlement, with the judge 



repeatedly threatening that if the parties did not settle, he would order the sale of all estate assets and distribute 



the proceeds. Throughout the status conference, Judge Singleton made pointed references to the ongoing appeal 



regarding the validity of the will, which was filed by the Appellant. His repeated references to what would 



happen "if the will is determined invalid" were direct and coercive, clearly targeting the Appellant and 



pressuring her into agreement. (See Go transcript excepts pages 8, 12, 13, 15 and 16 marked exhibit G) 



Judge Singleton warned: "If I have to, every bit of it will be sold and divided. It’s simple. If you’re not wanting 



to update and maintain the property... then the court’s good. That’s what the court’s for." (Transcript, Page 8). 



This threat was a clear indication that failure to settle would result in the forced sale of the estate's properties, a 



significant pressure point for the Appellant. 



He further pressed: "Would you agree to go back to the original agreement that everybody agreed on?... What 



I’m telling you, everybody, if the will is determined invalid by the court of appeals, everybody’s going to lose. 



Because I’m not going to argue over property. I’ll just order it to be sold and divided. We’re not going to 



argue." (Transcript, Page 12). 
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Again, he emphasized: "Today, I’m telling you, again, the court is not in the business of making threats. Then I 



don’t want to be no more in your personal lives than I need to be... When somebody is not in agreement and 



the court decides, what’s the easiest thing for the court to do, if we’ll come back and it’s invalid, I’m not going 



to argue in bits and pieces. I’m just going to order it to be sold and just give everybody the money." 



(Transcript, Page 13). 



Judge Singleton’s pointed comments about the will being found invalid were clearly aimed at the Appellant, 



who had filed the appeal regarding the will's validity. This approach effectively placed undue pressure on the 



Appellant, suggesting that she would be directly responsible for any negative outcomes if she did not agree to 



the settlement. 



Further adding to the pressure, he stated: "I’m telling you, if it don't get worked out, we'll come back, and if it's 



invalid from the court of appeals, the property is going to be sold. I'm not arguing over all this stuff, okay? It 



will be sold." (Transcript, Page 15). 



And again: "Today it can get settled over 3.9 acres of land... If the will is determined to be invalid and say if the 



property is sold... Ms. Moore’s going to get much more than $20,000 and 3.9 acres. She’s going to get a 



percentage." (Transcript, Page 16). 



These statements demonstrate a coercive atmosphere created by the judge, directly targeting the Appellant and 



undermining her ability to freely consent to the settlement. The environment fostered by these repeated threats 



runs counter to the principles of Rule 43(k), which assumes that agreements are entered into freely and without 



undue influence. Such tactics violate the due process rights of the Appellant, as emphasized by the U.S. 



Supreme Court in Fuentes v. Shevin, where it was held that "due process requires that agreements be made 



voluntarily and without coercion." The pressure exerted by Judge Singleton effectively stripped the Appellant of 



her ability to freely consent to the settlement, rendering the agreement invalid and unenforceable under the 



proper legal standards. 



 



G. Incomplete Participation During the October 11, 2023, Status Conference Rendered the Alleged 



Settlement Agreement Invalid 



Respondent Jared Adam Pierce, who resides in Finland, was not fully present during the settlement discussions 



and did not provide express consent to the entire settlement. His participation was limited to a brief video call, 



during which he only agreed to his share of the inheritance. He did not give explicit consent to the shares to be 



inherited by other parties, including the Appellant. This limited involvement does not meet the requirements set 



forth by SCRCP Rule 43(k). 
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According to Buckley v. Shealy, "Because the purported agreement the parties reached following mediation was 



neither entered into the court's record nor acknowledged in open court and placed upon the record, SCRCP 



Rule 43(k) plainly provides that the agreement is unenforceable." Moreover, Jared Adam Pierce did not sign 



the final agreement, further exacerbating the lack of full consent necessary for enforceability. Since Jared Adam 



Pierce did not fully participate or provide comprehensive consent to the terms of the settlement, the agreement 



fails to satisfy the conditions necessary under Rule 43(k). This incomplete participation, combined with the 



lack of full consent and the absence of his signature, invalidates the alleged settlement agreement. 



 



RESPONSE TO THE CLAIM THAT APPELLATE JURISDICTION HAS BEEN DIVESTED 



A. Appellate Jurisdiction Has Not Been Divested. 



The Respondents argue that the Appellant failed to comply with the procedural requirements under S.C. Code 



Ann. § 62-1-308, thereby divesting the Circuit Court of appellate jurisdiction. However, this argument does 



not take into account the specific sequence of events that occurred, which directly impact the procedural 



timeline. However, the Appellant has acted diligently and in full compliance with procedural requirements, and 



the actions of the Probate Court have introduced significant issues of fairness and due process that necessitate 



careful consideration by the appellate court.  



The Respondents have cited In re Estate of Cretzmeyer, 365 S.C. 12, 615 S.E.2d 116 (2005) in an attempt to 



argue that the Appellant’s appeal should be dismissed for failure to comply with procedural requirements. 



However, this reliance on Cretzmeyer is fundamentally misplaced, as the circumstances of that case differ 



significantly from the current matter, and the Appellant has adhered to all relevant procedural requirements. In 



stark contrast, the Appellant in the present case has demonstrated meticulous compliance with all procedural 



rules: 



B. Procedural Compliance and Timeliness of Probate court orders and Notice of Appeal, Amended 



Notice of Appeal and Second Amended Notice of Appeal. 



Appellant Dorothy Pierce timely and procedurally appealed four orders of the Oconee County Probate Court, 



all issued within a 22-day period following the October 11, 2023, status conference. These orders, directly 



resulting from the settlement discussions on October 11, 2023, were executed between October 12, 2023, and 



November 2, 2023, under probate case number 2020-ES-3700532. The orders were intrinsically linked by 



their shared content and purpose, with each subsequent order arising from the same settlement discussion. 



Given this interconnectedness, it was neither practical nor legally sound to treat each order as separate and 



independent for purposes of filing appeals, according to the Circuit Court's advice and observations. 
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Recognizing the intertwined nature of these orders, the Circuit Court appropriately permitted the issues to be 



addressed under the Amended Notice of Appeal and the Second Amended Notice of Appeal, all filed under the 



same Circuit Court case number 2023-CP-3700794. The filing of each amended notice effectively restarted the 



procedural timeline for the appeal process, as each amendment was necessitated by a new order that directly 



impacted the Appellant's rights. All filings—including the initial Notice of Appeal, the Amended Notice of 



Appeal on October 24, 2023, and the Second Amended Notice of Appeal on November 3, 2023—were made 



within the required 10-day period for filing an appeal from probate court orders. 



Therefore, the procedural actions taken by the Appellant were both timely and fully compliant with the rules 



governing the preservation of appellate jurisdiction. The Appellant respectfully asserts that the appeal is 



properly before the Court and requests that it be allowed to proceed accordingly. 



 



C. Appellant's Compliance with Procedural Requirements and the Resetting of the Timeline with 



Each Amended Notice of Appeal 



The Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, meticulously adhered to the procedural requirements outlined in S.C. Code 



Ann. § 62-1-308 throughout the appellate process, resetting the timeline appropriately with each amended 



notice of appeal filed in response to the evolving orders from the Probate Court. 



1. October 13, 2023: Initial Notice of Appeal: On October 13, 2023, the Appellant filed her initial Notice of 



Appeal in response to the October 12, 2023, Order Affirming Private Family Agreement issued by Judge 



Danny Singleton. This filing was made within the statutory 10-day period following receipt of the written 



order, as required by § 62-1-308(a). This timely notice set the stage for the subsequent appellate process, 



triggering the 45-day window for filing the Statement of Issues on Appeal and other required documents. [ See 



Initial Notice of Appeal dated October 13, 2023, Marked Exhibit H.] 



2. October 24, 2023: Amended Notice of Appeal: On October 17, 2023, Judge Singleton issued an amended 



order, which modified the original October 12 order. In direct response to this new order, the Appellant filed 



an Amended Notice of Appeal on October 24, 2023. This action was necessary to address the changes 



introduced in the October 17 order and to ensure that all relevant issues were properly before the Circuit Court 



for review. Importantly, the filing of the Amended Notice of Appeal reset the procedural timeline, granting the 



Appellant an additional 45 days from October 24, 2023, to file the required Statement of Issues on Appeal, as 



per § 62-1-308(b). [ See Amended Notice of Appeal Marked Exhibit I. dated October 24, 2023] 



3. November 3, 2023: Retaliatory Removal and Second Amended Notice of Appeal: Despite reappointing the 



Appellant as Personal Representative (PR) of the Estate on October 19, 2023, Judge Singleton issued an order 
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on November 2, 2023, removing her from this role. This removal was a direct retaliation for the Appellant's 



filing of the Amended Notice of Appeal. In response, the Appellant filed a Second Amended Notice of Appeal 



on November 3, 2023. This notice was crucial to include challenges to both the original October 12 order, the 



amended October 17 order, and the November 2 order. With the filing of this Second Amended Notice of 



Appeal, the procedural timeline was once again reset, providing the Appellant with a fresh 45-day window from 



November 3, 2023, to comply with the filing requirements. [ [ See Second Amended Notice of Appeal Marked 



Exhibit J dated November 03, 2023.] 



4. November 29, 2023: Filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal: On November 29, 2023, within the 45-



day period following the Second Amended Notice of Appeal, the Appellant filed her Initial Brief of Appellant 



and Statement of Issues on Appeal. This filing was made in accordance with § 62-1-308(b), ensuring that the 



issues to be reviewed by the Circuit Court were properly presented. [See Initial Brief of Appellant and 



Statement of Issues on Appeal Marked Exhibit K] 



5. December 1, 2023: Respondents Gregory Pierce and Jared Adam Pierce filed a fraudulent motion to dismiss, 



falsely claiming that this appellant had failed to meet the statutory procedural deadline. However, the records 



show that this was not true, as they had been properly served throughout the filing process. The submission of 



the motion to dismiss automatically suspended all deadlines and placed the appeal in abeyance until the motion 



was resolved. [See the attached Fraudulent Motion to Dismiss] 



6. December 11, 2023: Filing of the Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal: Following 



the filing of the Statement of Issues on Appeal, the Appellant complied with § 62-1-308(d) by filing her 



Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal on December 11, 2023. This timely submission 



further demonstrated the Appellant’s adherence to the procedural requirements. [See Designation of Matter 



dated December 11, 2023, Marked Exhibit L] 



 



D. Appellant made Timely Request for Record on Appeal and Transcripts. 



In accordance with South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedures, Section 62 1-308(c, on October 11, 2023, 



November 1, 2023, and November 7, 2023, the Appellant made formal requests to the Probate Court for the 



complete record, including necessary transcripts to be included in her appeal. Despite these timely and necessary 



requests, the Probate Court deliberately delayed producing the crucial records, including transcripts, which were 



essential for the Appellant to prepare an accurate Brief of Appellant and a complete Record on Appeal. 



Recognizing the Probate Court's apparent intention to obstruct her appeal, the Appellant took further action 



on November 13, 2023, by writing a letter specifically requesting the audio files for key hearings and status 
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conferences related to the Appeals under Circuit Court Case No. 2024-CP-37-00794 for transcription 



purposes. In response to this proactive measure, the Probate Court finally released these audio files the same 



day, albeit in a flash drive. Plaintiff Produced the Transcript on January 11, 2024 [See Request for Audio Files 



time-stamped November 13, 2023, marked exhibit M] 



However, it was not until December 4, 2023, that the Probate Court sent an invoice for what it purported to be 



the "complete record," which included the Return on Appeal. The Appellant was required to pay $413.50, a 



fee she contested because the Probate Court failed to provide the complete record and transcripts of the 



proceedings within a reasonable time frame, despite charging her for them. By the time the invoice was issued, 



the Appellant had already prepared her Appeal Brief and improvised relevant records using the documents in 



her possession. [See Probate Court invoice for Record on Appeal dated December 4, 2023, marked exhibit N] 



In response to the Appellant's contestation of the fees, Judge Singleton exacerbated the situation by converting 



the contested invoice into a court order on April 15, 2024, threatening the Appellant with jail time for non-



payment. Under this duress, the Appellant reluctantly paid the fee on May 24, 2024.  



In a clear misrepresentation of the facts, Judge Singleton, in his Inappropriate return brief, falsely claimed that 



the Appellant had not requested the full record on appeal and transcripts. This assertion blatantly ignores the 



documented evidence of the Appellant’s multiple requests and the Probate Court’s delayed and incomplete 



response. Such misleading claims further underscore the biased and adversarial role Judge Singleton has played 



in this case, which is profoundly inappropriate for a judicial officer and raises serious concerns about the 



fairness of the proceedings. See Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief dated December 03, 2024, 



Marked Exhibit O] 



 



THE PROBATE COURT FAILED TO PROVIDE REQUIRED TRANSCRIPTS AND FULL 



RECORDS AS MANDATED BY S.C. R. CIV. P. 75 



According to Rule 75 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (S.C. R. Civ. P. 75), the Probate Court is 



responsible for preparing, certifying, and transmitting the complete original record, including transcripts of 



proceedings, to the Circuit Court when an appeal is filed. The rule stipulates that: "Upon filing of notice of 



appeal in an action, the original record shall be certified by the clerk of the inferior court or administrative 



agency or tribunal and transmitted within thirty (30) days to the clerk of the court to which the appeal is taken. 



If the lower court, agency or tribunal has no clerk, then the original record shall be certified and transmitted by 



the judge or chief official of the lower court, agency or tribunal." 
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This provision places the burden on the Probate Court to ensure that all necessary transcripts of the 



proceedings are included in the certified record transmitted to the Circuit Court. However, in this case, the 



Probate Court failed to fulfill this obligation, leaving the Appellant to improvise by creating a transcript 



independently. It is important to note that, according to S.C. R. Civ. P. 75, it is not the responsibility of the 



Appellant to prepare or provide these transcripts. The failure of the Probate Court to provide the required 



transcripts represents a significant procedural oversight that has unfairly shifted the burden onto the Appellant. 



This failure not only violates the procedural rules but also compromises the fairness of the appellate process. By 



neglecting to provide the complete and accurate record, including the necessary transcripts, the Probate Court 



has impeded the Appellant’s ability to fully and effectively present her case on appeal. This oversight further 



highlights the issues of judicial overreach and bias, as it places the Appellant at a significant disadvantage, 



undermining the integrity of the judicial process. 



 



A. The Probate Court’s Procedural Violations and Selective Submission of Records: 



 The Probate Judge, in his return, failed to provide the Appellant with a copy and selectively submitted 



only the records that supported his position, omitting relevant documents that were crucial to the Appellant’s 



case. This action not only violates basic principles of fairness but also suggests bias, as the judge's return 



included several pages of defense against the Appellant’s brief while excluding documents that could potentially 



undermine his decisions. [See Probate Court’s Selective Return dated December 03, 2023, marked Exhibit P.] 



Such selective submission of records is a procedural violation that significantly affects the fairness of the 



appellate process. It prevents the appellate court from having a complete view of the case, which is essential for 



making an informed decision. This further supports the Appellant’s argument that the appeal should not be 



dismissed but rather carefully reviewed in light of these procedural irregularities. 



 



B. Appellant Had to Produce the Transcript and Record on Appeal Due to the Probate Court’s 



Malicious Conduct 



On November 13, 2023, after observing the Probate Court’s hesitation in releasing the records and failing to 



respond to requests for the record, the Appellant sent a letter requesting the audio files to produce her own 



transcript. Despite this, the Probate Court continued to withhold the full records. It wasn't until after the 



Appellant paid a $413.50 fee that the court finally released some documents, but by then, the damage had been 



done. The Appellant was forced to produce and file all records in her possession on February 2, 2024, to 
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support her appeal. During the proceedings to determine the appeal, Judge McIntosh declined to review any of 



the Appellant's records and based his decision solely on the malicious and incomplete return filed by the 



Probate Court. This conduct by the Probate Court compelled the Appellant to take on the burden of preparing 



the transcript and record herself, a task that the court should have managed, further demonstrating the 



procedural unfairness that she faced. Despite these challenges, the Circuit Court accepted and filed the 



Appellant’s record on appeal without any objections from the Respondents. [See Probate Appellant’s Record 



on Appeal dated February 02, 2024, marked Exhibit Q.] 



 



JUDGE SINGLETON VIOLATED S.C. CODE ANN. § 62-1-308(K) THROUGH IMPROPER 



ADVOCACY AND JUDICIAL OVERREACH IN HIS RETURN BRIEF 



S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) explicitly mandates that a probate judge must not participate in judging or 



determining an appeal from his own decision, nor act as an attorney or counsel in the appellate process. The 



statute states: "A judge of a probate court must not be admitted to have any voice in judging or determining an 



appeal from his decision or be permitted to act as attorney or counsel." 



In the present case, Judge Danny Singleton egregiously violated this statutory prohibition by submitting a return 



brief that extends well beyond the neutral and administrative role prescribed by law. Instead of merely 



transmitting the record of proceedings to the Circuit Court, Judge Singleton's return included detailed 



arguments actively defending his prior rulings and directly countering the points raised in the Appellant's appeal 



brief. 



By constructing a narrative that supports his own decisions and attempts to undermine the Appellant's 



arguments, Judge Singleton assumed the role of an advocate rather than maintaining the required judicial 



impartiality. This conduct directly contravenes S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k), which seeks to prevent judges 



from influencing appellate proceedings concerning their own judgments. 



Judge Singleton's actions undermine the foundational principles of judicial neutrality and fairness that are 



essential to the appellate system. His improper advocacy interferes with the appellate court's ability to conduct 



an unbiased review of the case, as it injects the original judge's subjective defense into what should be an 



objective evaluation of the record and applicable law. 



This conduct not only violates statutory mandates but also erodes public confidence in the judicial process by 



suggesting that judges may unduly influence appeals of their own decisions. Ensuring strict adherence to statutes 



like S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) is crucial to maintaining the separation of roles and preserving the fairness 



and impartiality of judicial proceedings. 











Page 15 of 25 
 



RESPONSE TO THE ARGUMENT THAT THE APPELLANT CANNOT PROCEED PRO 



SE 



A. Appellant Is Not Representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce In This Appeal But Defending Her 



Personal Interests And Constitutional Rights As An Heir To The Estate" 



The Respondents maliciously argue that the Appellant, acting as the Personal Representative of the Estate, 



cannot proceed pro se in this appeal. They rely on the South Carolina Supreme Court's decision in Brown v. 



Coe, 365 S.C. 137, 616 S.E.2d 705 (2005), which they claim prohibits a non-lawyer personal representative 



from representing the estate in appellate proceedings. The Respondents’ argument is fundamentally flawed for 



several reasons. First and foremost, the Appellant is not representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce in this 



matter, Instead, the Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, is challenging several orders issued by the Oconee County 



Probate Court on personal grounds that directly affect her rights and interests as an heir to the estate of Doyle 



Elton Pierce. 



B. The origin of the Issues on Appeal was Personal and Appellant’s participation was at personal level: 



This appeal originates from the October 11, 2023, status conference, which was initially called by Special 



Administrator Adam Lee before his resignation. Following his resignation, the focus of the conference shifted 



towards reaching a settlement among the heirs of the Estate of Doyle Pierce. As the surviving spouse of her 



deceased husband, Doyle Elton Pierce, the Appellant participated in the status conference solely on her own 



behalf as an individual heir, not as a representative of the estate. Her involvement was strictly personal, 



underscoring that her appeal is driven by her individual rights and interests, separate from any fiduciary role she 



may have briefly held within the estate's administration.  



The Appellant, Dorothy Pierce, filed her initial appeal as an heir to the Estate of Doyle Pierce on October 13, 



2023, following the Probate Court’s order on October 12, 2023. At that time, she had not been reappointed as 



Personal Representative—a role she only regained on October 19, 2023. Importantly, the Appellant filed her 



Amended Notice of Appeal on October 24, 2023, in response to the October 17, 2023, order, before her 



reappointment as Personal Representative. Despite her reinstatement, she was abruptly and unjustly removed 



from this position on November 2, 2023, shortly in retaliation to filing her Amended Notice of Appeal.  



 



C. Appellant’s Personal Basis for Appeals under review: 



 Furthermore, the Appellant is challenging the validity of the order that distributes assets to the heirs while 



another matter concerning the validity of Doyle Elton Pierce’s Will is pending. The Appellant has a direct 











Page 16 of 25 
 



interest in the outcome of this case under appellate review as an individual heir affected by the lower court’s 



ruling in the order determining the Will. Additionally, the Appellant is appealing the judicial misconduct and 



biases that compromised the validity of these orders. She is also contesting an erroneous contempt finding 



against her, which resulted in an unjust fine. Moreover, the Appellant is appealing her removal as Personal 



Representative of the estate, a move she contends was done in retaliation for exercising her protected right to 



appeal. It is crucial to note that there is nothing on the record that relates to the interests of the estate or other 



heirs; the appeal is centered entirely on the Appellant’s personal rights and the injustices she has suffered in this 



process 



D. Respondents Are Barred from Raising This Issue of Appellant’s Pro se Status on Appeal Because They 



Did Not Preserve It in the trial court or in the Circuit Court. 



The Respondents' argument that the Appellant cannot proceed pro se in this appeal, under the premise that she 



is representing the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, is fundamentally flawed and should be dismissed by this Court. 



First and foremost, during the October 11, 2023, status conference, the Appellant participated solely in her 



capacity as an individual heir, not as a representative of the estate. The status conference was convened by the 



Special Administrator, Adam Lee, who, at that time, was representing the estate's interests. The Appellant’s 



participation was on her own behalf, defending her personal interests in the estate, and she was not required to 



represent the estate in any capacity. 



Furthermore, the Respondents did not raise the issue of the Appellant allegedly representing the estate in the 



Circuit Court. They failed to object or argue that the Appellant’s pro se representation was improper during the 



Circuit Court proceedings, thereby waiving their right to raise this issue on appeal. As established in State v. 



Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 587 S.E.2d 691 (2003), an issue not raised to and ruled upon by the trial court is not 



preserved for appellate review. The Respondents' failure to object to the Appellant's representation at the lower 



court level bars them from introducing this argument for the first time on appeal. 



Moreover, the Respondents' attempt to apply Brown v. Coe, 365 S.C. 137, 616 S.E.2d 705 (2005), is a clear 



misapplication of the law. The Appellant is not representing the estate in this appeal but is instead defending 



her personal interests and constitutional rights as an heir to the estate. The Respondents, with full knowledge of 



this fact, are maliciously attempting to mislead the Court of Appeals. Their argument should be dismissed as 



both procedurally barred and substantively without merit. 



E. Respondents' Demand for Legal Representation Is a Tactic to Financially Burden the Appellant and 



Undermine Her Right to Self-Representation. 
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The Respondents’ insistence that the Appellant must be represented by a lawyer is not rooted in a genuine 



concern for legal procedure but rather appears to be a calculated strategy to impose an undue financial burden 



on the Appellant. Over the course of these proceedings, the Appellant has already incurred significant legal 



expenses, having spent thousands of dollars on legal fees paid to attorneys whose incompetence has jeopardized 



her case. Despite these costs, the Appellant has demonstrated her capability to competently represent herself and 



has successfully done so for over three years. 



Requiring the Appellant to hire legal counsel at this stage would not only impose an additional and unnecessary 



financial strain but also serves as a tactic by the Respondents to drain the Appellant's resources, thereby 



weakening her ability to continue her legal battle. This demand by the Respondents is a clear attempt to exploit 



the judicial system to their advantage, using the court as a tool to force the Appellant into financial exhaustion, 



rather than addressing the merits of the case. 



The right to self-representation is a fundamental legal principle recognized under South Carolina law, and the 



Appellant has exercised this right competently throughout the proceedings. The Respondents’ attempt to strip 



her of this right, under the guise of procedural necessity, is not only disingenuous but also an affront to the 



principles of fairness and justice. The Court should reject the Respondents’ argument and affirm the 



Appellant’s right to continue representing herself, thereby preventing the imposition of further financial 



hardship that could unjustly hinder her pursuit of justice. 



 



JUDGE SINGLETON’S INAPPROPRIATE RETURN BRIEF TO THE CIRCUIT COURT JUDICIAL 



OVERREACH, JUDICIAL INTERFERENCE, JUDICIAL ADVOCACY, AND EXTREME JUDICIAL. 



In analyzing the Inappropriate Return Brief filed by Judge Danny Singleton in response to Dorothy Pierce’s 



appeal, several elements of judicial overreach, interference, advocacy, and bias become apparent. The judiciary's 



role is to uphold justice through impartiality, ensuring that every party receives a fair and unbiased hearing. 



However, the return filed by Judge Danny Singleton in the appeal of Dorothy Pierce reveals a blatant disregard 



for these fundamental principles. Instead of maintaining the neutrality expected of a judge, Singleton's return is 



riddled with instances of judicial overreach, interference, advocacy, and extreme bias. By actively defending his 



decisions and attacking the Appellant’s brief, Judge Singleton has overstepped the boundaries of his judicial 



role, transforming himself from a neutral arbiter into an advocate for one side. This conduct is not only 



inappropriate but profoundly undermines the integrity of the judicial process, confirming the Appellant's 



position that judicial misconduct and bias pervaded the proceedings. [See Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate 



Return brief to the Circuit Court dated December 03, 2023, Marked Exhibit O] 
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A. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief contained several Misrepresentation and Discrepancies in 



Judicial Account of Dorothy Pierce's Removal as Personal Representative 



The statements provided by Judge Danny Singleton in his return to the appeal, particularly regarding the 



removal of Dorothy Pierce as Personal Representative (PR) of the Estate, starkly contradict the documented 



ruling by former Associate Judge Ashley Rice. In his inappropriate return brief, Judge Singleton falsely asserted 



that: “Part of the removal of the Personal Representative was that Mrs. Pierce also failed to pay the property 



tax as PR. Mr. Lee's firm paid the taxes.” 



However, the statement is completely false and only intended to mislead the Circuit Court. The facts tell a 



different story. By the time the Special Administrator was appointed, the property taxes for 2021 had already 



been paid by Appellant. Adam Lee, who assumed office later on August 22, 2022, only paid the taxes for 2022, 



which were due in January 2023. Judge Singleton's claim that Mrs. Pierce was removed primarily due to her 



failure to pay property taxes and her alleged inability to cooperate with the Special Administrator is directly 



contradicted by Judge Rice’s ruling dated August 12, 2022. 



Judge Rice's decision to appoint a Special Administrator was not based on any alleged mishandling of estate 



assets by Mrs. Pierce. In fact, Judge Rice explicitly stated that the court did not believe Mrs. Pierce acted with 



ill intent or that the estate was in any immediate danger. The appointment of a Special Administrator was made 



solely due to the highly contentious nature of the case and the belief that a neutral third party would better 



serve the estate until a decision on Mrs. Pierce's pending appeal was made. Importantly, Judge Rice confirmed 



that Mrs. Pierce would remain the Personal Representative, although restrained from acting in that capacity 



until the appellate court’s ruling, thus not removing her from her position entirely. (See Judge Rice’s Email and 



Order Marked Exhibit R] 



This stark discrepancy between Judge Singleton's statements and the actual ruling of Judge Rice raises serious 



concerns about the accuracy and integrity of Judge Singleton's return. His misleading characterization of Mrs. 



Pierce's removal omits the critical context and reasoning provided by Judge Rice, casting doubt on his 



impartiality and suggesting potential bias in his handling of the case. Such bias could significantly impact the 



fairness of the appellate review process. 



Moreover, Judge Singleton’s attempt to frame Mrs. Pierce’s removal in a manner that contradicts the official 



court record appears to be a calculated effort to justify his subsequent decisions and rulings against her, thereby 



undermining her right to a fair and unbiased legal process. This inconsistency warrants closer scrutiny by the 
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appellate court to ensure that the true nature of the lower court's proceedings is accurately represented, and that 



justice is appropriately served. 



 



B. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Constituted Judicial Overreach 



In his return, Judge Singleton goes beyond the neutral reporting of facts and instead actively engages in 



defending his previous rulings while discrediting the Appellant’s allegations. For example, the Judge states: 



"As to the allegation that 'Judge Singleton grew up together and was childhood friends with 



the Plaintiff's husband's children, Donna Moore, Gregory and Jared Adam Pierce,' I have 



absolutely no idea where this comes from... I absolutely do not know where this came from or 



how she fabricated this statement. It is simply not true." 



This statement is misleading and disingenuous. Contrary to Judge Singleton's denial, he did, in fact, study at 



Seneca High School with the children of Doyle Pierce and belongs to the same age group as Adam Pierce. 



Furthermore, he has connections with other friends and family members of the Pierce family. His assertion that 



he has "absolutely no idea" about these connections and his accusation that the Appellant fabricated the claim 



are troubling and inappropriate for a judicial return. 



Such language indicates a defensive and personal involvement that oversteps the boundaries of impartiality. 



Instead of maintaining a neutral stance, Judge Singleton’s remarks suggest an overreach into advocacy, which is 



wholly outside the proper role of a judge in an appellate context. The Judge's defensive posture undermines the 



integrity of the judicial process and raises serious concerns about his ability to remain impartial in his handling 



of the case. This kind of judicial overreach is particularly concerning when the judge's impartiality is crucial for 



ensuring a fair and unbiased review of the Appellant's appeal. 



 



C. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Interfered with Appellant’s Circuit Court Appeal Review. 



Judge Singleton's return includes actions that can be interpreted as deliberate interference with the Appellant’s 



ability to pursue her appeal effectively. In his return, Judge Singleton recounts an incident involving the 



Appellant’s fiancé: "I did email Mrs. Pierce and advised her that he would no longer be able to be here at 



probate concerning this matter anymore. I advised that he could not give legal advice to others and he 



encouraged others to come outside to her vehicle to seek legal advice." 



This statement is not true. Contrary to Judge Singleton’s assertion, Mrs. Pierce had not accompanied her fiancé, 



Mr. Boyle, to the Probate Court, nor was she in the car during this incident. In fact, Mrs. Pierce was at home at 
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the time. Despite this, Judge Singleton sent an email to the Appellant, inappropriately including other parties 



unrelated to the case, to inform her of the ban on her fiancé from the Probate Court premises. [See the attached 



email dated October 24, 2023, Marked Exhibit S].  



The email read: "It also appears that your fiancé may have picked up the wrong documents. Further, your fiancé 



will no longer be allowed in the probate office or lobby area. He was here with your/his child waiting on 



documents and he took it upon himself to interrupt a judge in the lobby while she was speaking with someone 



on a separate estate issue. He was offering that person legal advice on what and what not to do and even 



encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to you, that you knew all about probate and you 



could help him. This is illegal and giving legal advice and acting as a non-licensed attorney. For this reason, he 



will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and or lobby area." 



Judge Singleton’s account of the incident is both misleading and irrelevant, as Mrs. Pierce was not involved in 



the interaction between her fiancé and another individual at the Probate Court. The decision to ban her fiancé 



from the court appears to be a retaliatory action rather than a legitimate enforcement of court rules. 



While this action may appear justified in isolation, the timing and broader context of ongoing litigation suggest 



a more sinister motive. By barring the Appellant’s fiancé from the Probate Court, Judge Singleton potentially 



sought to isolate the Appellant from her support system, thereby undermining her ability to effectively navigate 



the legal process. Such actions could be perceived as intimidation or an attempt to pressure the Appellant, 



thereby infringing upon her right to a fair legal process. This interference raises serious concerns about the 



impartiality and fairness of the proceedings, further demonstrating Judge Singleton’s bias against the Appellant. 



 



D. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief Constituted Judicial Advocacy in Favor of His Rulings 



on Appeal 



In his return, Judge Singleton repeatedly crosses the line from neutral reporting of procedural history into 



advocacy for his prior decisions, a role that is entirely inappropriate for a judicial officer. For example, he 



states:"Mrs. Pierce claims the court retaliated against her for filing an appeal. No retaliation has ever taken place 



against her or anyone else that has appeared before me in probate court or in the past, in the municipal court." 



This statement is not true. Evidence of retaliation is clearly demonstrated by an email Judge Singleton sent to 



the Appellant within minutes of receiving her Amended notice of appeal on October 24, 2023. [See Judge 



Singleton’s Email marked Exhibit T.]  
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In that email, he directly linked her decision to appeal with a forthcoming hearing to reassess her position as 



Personal Representative, stating: "All, I am in receipt of an amended notice of appeal from Mrs. Pierce. Part of 



the family agreement was to withdraw all appeals. This appears to be a violation of the agreement. A hearing 



will be scheduled to determine what actions, if any, the court will take. Should any potential heir petition the 



court for the removal and placement of the current PR, please file and a hearing will be scheduled the same 



day”  The Judge continued in his retaliatory email by stating that ”Mrs. Pierce, if it is your intent to violate the 



family agreement, I believe an emergency hearing needs to take place to determine if you should immediately be 



removed as PR. Again, the appeal issue was part of the agreement. If it is your intent to appeal, you have every 



right to do so; however, it violates the agreement and it was stated in court that the appeals were to be removed. 



It was proper to remove Item 13 from the order/agreement, you indicated that was fine. Also, on the day of 



appointment as PR, it was reiterated to you again in which you agreed and stated that would not happen. A 



hearing will be scheduled soon to determine the status of the personal representative."  



In response to this clear threat, the Appellant sent an email back to Judge Singleton, [See Appellant’s Email to 



Judge Singleton marked Exhibit U] stating: "Judge Singleton, threatening to remove me as a personal 



representative because I filed an appeal is retaliation and a violation of my due process rights and civil rights 



under the Constitution of the United States. Everything that has been threatened in the last few hours since I 



filed my appeal is retaliation." 



This response highlights the Appellant’s immediate recognition of the retaliatory nature of Judge Singleton’s 



actions. This email clearly shows that Judge Singleton was prepared to take immediate and punitive action 



against the Appellant solely because she exercised her legal right to appeal, which directly contradicts his claim 



that no retaliation occurred. His actions here indicate a personal investment in the outcome of the case, and 



they raise significant concerns about judicial impartiality. 



This inclination toward advocacy is further evidenced by his defense of the contempt proceedings: "As to the 



alleged abuse of discretion in holding the Appellant in Contempt of Court. The court recording will show that 



the contempt was proper." 



Such statements do not simply recount the procedural history; instead, they actively defend his prior decisions, 



attempting to justify his actions to the appellate court. This type of behavior is wholly inappropriate for a 



judicial officer, whose role is to remain impartial and allow the appellate court to review the case based solely on 



the record and facts, without unnecessary or biased justification. Judge Singleton’s conduct in this instance 



underscores a troubling departure from the expected neutrality of the judiciary, suggesting that his return brief 



was less about factual reporting and more about advocating for his decisions, to the detriment of a fair and 



unbiased appellate review. 
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E. Judge Singleton’s Inappropriate Return Brief proved Extreme Judicial Bias Against Appellant 



The return contains multiple instances where Judge Singleton demonstrates a clear bias against the Appellant. 



This is particularly evident in the way he dismisses and undermines her allegations. For example, when 



discussing the Appellant’s claim about being forced out of her home, the Judge states:"Mrs. Pierce stated that 



the court threatened to kick her out of her home. This never happened. She was told the Special Administrator, 



at the time, has authority over the Estate." 



This dismissive tone is also present when the Judge addresses the Appellant’s concerns about the fairness of the 



proceedings: 



In his return, Judge Singleton makes a sweeping denial of the Appellant’s claims, specifically stating: "Mrs. 



Pierce also states that the court repeatedly mentioned 'when the Appellant's Appeal is Denied'. This was never 



stated. All proceedings were recorded electronically." 



This statement from Judge Singleton is patently false. The transcripts of the proceedings clearly capture the 



judge making these inappropriate and prejudicial statements. By categorically denying the Appellant's claims 



without providing any substantive evidence or balanced consideration, Judge Singleton reveals a troubling 



predisposition to side against the Appellant. This bias is further compounded by his selective presentation of 



evidence in the return brief. [See excepts from the Transcript Marked Exhibit V] 



Judge Singleton’s denial, coupled with the misleading portrayal of the court's conduct, raises serious concerns 



about his impartiality. His failure to acknowledge the recorded evidence of his own statements, which were 



inappropriate and prejudicial, underscores a deep-seated bias that has pervaded the proceedings. This behavior 



is inconsistent with the expected impartiality of a judicial officer and compromises the fairness of the appellate 



review process. 



In his return brief, Judge Singleton further falsely claims: "Mrs. Pierce has not requested any transcript from 



this court nor has she contacted a court reporter to have the proceedings transcribed. As of the date of this 



Return to Appeal, no court reporter has requested any recordings from this court to transcribe." 



This statement is not only false but also maliciously misleading. Contrary to Judge Singleton's assertion, the 



Appellant made multiple formal requests for the full record on appeal, including transcripts, on October 11, 



2023, November 1, 2023, and November 7, 2023. The Probate Court ultimately provided these records, but 
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only after significant delay, and charged the Appellant $413.50 for the production, as indicated in an invoice 



dated December 4, 2023. 



When the Appellant realized that the Probate Court was intentionally delaying the release of these records in an 



apparent attempt to frustrate her appeal, she took further action. On November 13, 2023, Appellant sent an 



official letter to the Probate Court specifically requesting audio files for certain hearings on appeal so that she 



could improvise the transcript. Despite these proactive measures, the Probate Court continued its delays. 



To ensure she could meet the appeal deadlines, the Appellant had to improvise the records by using documents 



she already had in her possession to complete her appeal brief. When the Appellant protested the delay and the 



fee charged for the late-produced documents, Judge Singleton responded by converting the invoice into a court 



order on April 15, 2024, and threatened to jail the Appellant for non-payment. This coercive action forced the 



Appellant to pay the fee on May 24, 2024, under duress. 



Judge Singleton’s claim that the Appellant did not request the full record or transcripts is not only inaccurate 



but appears to be an intentional effort to mislead the Circuit Court and undermine the Appellant’s position. 



This false representation further exemplifies the extreme bias and judicial misconduct that has characterized his 



handling of this case. [See Exhibits M and N] 



 



F. Selective Submission of Evidence and Omission of Relevant Evidence on Record of Appeal by Judge 



Danny Singleton 



In his return, Judge Danny Singleton improperly submitted evidence unrelated to the appeal, including a SLED 



investigation of the will from 2020—an issue that was not pertinent to the current proceedings. During the 



status conference, no new evidence was presented to the Probate Court, yet the judge chose to include selective 



pieces of evidence that solely supported his position. Notably, he submitted only two emails that aligned with 



his rulings while actively defending both his decisions and the Respondents' stance, effectively acting as an 



advocate rather than a neutral judicial officer. 



Crucially, Judge Singleton omitted all other relevant evidence on record that supported the Appellant's position, 



thereby creating an incomplete and biased representation of the case. The Appellant, unaware of the judge’s 



partial submission, independently provided a complete record, including all relevant evidence and emails that 



substantiated her appeal. This discrepancy highlights a significant breach of judicial impartiality, as the judge 



not only failed to provide a balanced account but also included the Respondents' motion to dismiss—filed in 



the Circuit Court—as part of his own evidence. By arguing the Respondents' position in his return brief, Judge 
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Singleton further blurred the lines between the roles of judge and advocate, raising serious concerns about 



judicial overreach and bias. 



Additionally, Judge Singleton selectively omitted critical evidence that demonstrated the Appellant had 



requested audio files from the Probate Court, instead arguing that the Appellant had failed to request a 



transcript. This omission is particularly troubling given that the Probate Court does not have a designated court 



reporter, requiring litigants to request audio files and then arrange for transcription themselves. By excluding 



this evidence, the judge not only misrepresented the procedural actions taken by the Appellant but also 



attempted to undermine her appeal by falsely suggesting non-compliance with procedural requirements. This 



selective presentation of evidence further underscores the judge’s extreme bias and his inappropriate shift from a 



neutral arbiter to an advocate defending his own rulings and the Respondents' position. 



 



G. Judge Singleton Failed to Serve the Appellant with the Return in violation of Rule 209(a) SCACR 



In South Carolina, the requirement for serving a return to the notice of appeal is generally governed by court 



rules and procedures, particularly Rule 209 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR). According 



to Rule 209(a) SCACR:"Within thirty (30) days after the service of the notice of appeal, the lower court or 



administrative tribunal shall prepare a return. The return shall include copies of the proceedings, orders, and 



rulings related to the appeal and shall be served on all parties to the appeal and filed with the appellate court." 



This rule mandates that the lower court (in this case, the probate court) must serve copies of the return on all 



parties involved in the appeal, including both the appellant and the respondents. The failure to do so constitutes 



a violation of the procedural rules, undermining the fairness of the appellate process and potentially impacting 



the appellant's ability to effectively respond to the return. 



The actions and language used by Judge Danny Singleton in his return demonstrate clear judicial overreach, 



interference, advocacy, and bias. His defensive and dismissive tone, along with his selective submission of 



evidence, undermines the impartiality of the judicial process and raises significant concerns about the fairness of 



the proceedings. 



CONCLUSION 



The actions of Judge Singleton in this case have significantly undermined the integrity of the judicial process. 



His inappropriate return brief, characterized by overreach, interference, advocacy, and bias, has compromised 



the fairness of the proceedings and the Appellant’s right to a fair appellate review. The Appellant has 



demonstrated meticulous compliance with all procedural requirements and has been unjustly targeted through 
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retaliatory actions and misleading statements by the judge. This Court must recognize these serious breaches of 



judicial conduct and allow the Appellant's appeal to proceed, ensuring that justice is served in a manner that 



upholds the principles of fairness and impartiality. 



PRAYER FOR RELIEF 



WHEREFORE, the Appellant respectfully requests that this Court: 



1. Declare that the orders issued by the Oconee County Probate Court, specifically the orders from 



October 12, 2023, October 17, 2023, November 01, 2023, and November 2, 2023, are invalid and 



unenforceable due to procedural irregularities, judicial misconduct, and bias. 



2. Grant the Appellant’s motion to amend the notice of appeal, recognizing that the procedural actions 



taken by the Appellant were timely, appropriate, and in full compliance with the relevant rules and 



statutes. 



3. Order the probate court to produce full and complete Record on Appeal 



4. Remand the case for a new hearing before a different judge, free from the bias and misconduct 



demonstrated by Judge Singleton, to ensure a fair and impartial adjudication of the Appellant’s claims. 



5. Refer the Misconduct of Judge Danny Singleton to the Judicial Commission for disciplinary action. 



6. Award the Appellant any other relief that this Court deems just and proper in light of the significant 



judicial overreach and interference that has compromised the fairness of the proceedings. 



Respectfully submitted, this August 26, 2024. 



 



 



______________________________ 



DOROTHY PIERCE, Appellant Pro se 
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EXHIBIT L

























EXHIBIT C











































































































































EXHIBIT G




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































may break it up into multiple emails.  Please do not hesitate to contact us utilizing this email
address if you have any questions.


 


Thank you,


South Carolina Court of Appeals


1220 Senate Street


Columbia, SC 29229


Filings: ctappfilings@sccourts.org


Phone: (803) 734-1890


 


 


 


From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 4, 2024 8:45 PM
To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com>; donnarnmoore@icloud.com; Zana Hicks
<zana@mjmlawsc.com>
Subject: Re: Case No.: 2024-000455


 


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


Clerk,


Please find Appellant's Reply to Respondents' Return to Appellant's Emergency Motion to
Enforce Rule 241 for filing. All exhibits referenced have been attached herein.


 Respondents have been copied in this email as a courtesy.


 



mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org

mailto:dorothypierce84@gmail.com

mailto:ctappfilings@sccourts.org

mailto:rick@mjmlawsc.com

mailto:donnarnmoore@icloud.com

mailto:zana@mjmlawsc.com





Thank you.


 


Dorothy Pierce- Appellant


 Reply to Respondent_s Return- Emmergency Motion- V1.pdf


 Exhibits- On the record.pdf


 


 


 


On Fri, Oct 4, 2024 at 9:46 AM Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
wrote:


Dear Counsel:


 


The Court has received your filing. A stamped copy is attached for your records.


 


Thank you.


 


From: Rick McDuff <rick@mjmlawsc.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 4, 2024 9:42 AM
To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>; donnarnmoore@icloud.com; Zana
Hicks <zana@mjmlawsc.com>
Subject: Case No.: 2024-000455


 


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


This message was sent securely using Zix®


 


Dear Madam Clerk:



https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___https:/drive.google.com/file/d/1Sw1PW9jmmSgLmqsa_CNPtZHcwTMraeCG/view?usp=drive_web___.YzJ1OnNjanVkaWNpYWw6YzpvOmUwNzQ2NGU1MmU3MDQzNDczZmI4NTlmNDI4MmI5Mzk0Ojc6OWQ2YjoyYjIwMjEyNmQzMmVkNTQ1YTY1MGEwOGE3OWVjOThhNTcyY2YzYjk1NGQxMTdhMTkxOGM0YzJjZTZlZGRkNTJkOmg6VDpO
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Attached, please find the Return of the Respondents, Gregory Allan Pierce and Jared
Adam Pierce, to the Appellant's Emergency Motion to Enforce Stay of November 2, 2023,
Order Removing her as Personal Representative.


 


Respectfully,


 


Richard Hunt McDuff, Esq.


Merrell & McDuff (MJM Law, LLC)


119-B Professional Park Drive


Seneca, South Carolina 29678


Tel: (864) 882-2466


This message was secured by Zix®.


~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee
and may contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do
not read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received
this message in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the
message and any attachments.


 


--


DOROTHY PIERCE


Justice is not a Privilege but a Fundamental Human Right.


"TRUTH is TREASON in an EMPIRE of LIES"


 


750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC.29678


Tel: 864-324-3247
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