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7 Jan 2024

Dear Judge Morgan.

Please find enclosed a copy of the original motion which I hand wrote while
incarcerated and a typed version which I just typed to make your reading of it easier. Given
the State of South Carolina did not allow me to mail the handwritten version between 26 Dec
2024 and 30 Dec 2024, I had to mail it after my release. The key point here is that your
employer prevented me from timely mailing it as I made sure it was complete and ready to be
mailed on 25 Dec 2024 (Christmas Day) and would have mailed it the next business day (26
Dec 2024) if your employer had allowed me access to the mail system. Any and all delays
starting on or after 26 Dec 2024 are specifically due to your employers conduct.

I mailed copies of the handwritten version to Mark Arnold (Town of Mount Pleasant
Police Dept), Andrew Countryman, Stephanie Trotter, Nicole Comer (South State), and Bill
Tuten (County of Charleston) last week and the original copy should have been delivered to
the clerk of court last Friday. I am mailing a check for that motion at this time now that such
is available.

As you read this motion Mr. Morgan you should recognize a consistent theme of
multiple obvious instances of unethical conduct with what is included and, in at least one
instance, a substantial allegation of premeditated illegal conduct by the parties involved in
this order. (see paragraph 15). It is my informed belief that almost none of this is remotely
coincidental or accidental and for the most part, you either had to be aware of such or
certainly should have been sufficiently suspicious to remove. One clear example of such
misconduct is cited in paragraph 10, which I assert you had to have recognized as both
clearly improper and highly unethical given this information could not have possibly been in
the record of this case on or before 17 Oct 2024, since, as I point out in paragraph 10, it had

not yet occurred. Consequently, including such was clearly improper and unethical.



Lastly Judge Morgan, please understand that while I am in no way an expert in all the
ways attorneys use judges (and vice versa) to further their goals and objectives, something
which I believe is unfortunately much more the norm than the exception, I have seen enough
such conduct / misconduct to typically recognize such rather quickly when reading such
overtly improper orders such as this one. Itell you this not to provide you with an excuse
for this egregious and clearly improper conduct, but to clarify to you that (a) I understand
enough about how this works / is abused by both attorneys and judges alike and (b) that
judges must be held accountable for enabling and furthering such misconduct, regardless of
the reason. To clarify, I believe almost all judges know that attorneys do not spend hours
writing orders for them out of the goodness of their hearts, but rather because they want to
introduce inappropriate information or threats into a order which they (correctly) assume a
judge will sign rather than do the work which they are paid to perform themselves. AsI

assume you have to know, this order is a case study in such abuse and misconduct.

With the above said, I hope that you prove me wrong at least to some degree about
this situation and trust that you will now take all necessary actions to correct these issues
immediately as well as hold these attorneys and their clients responsible for participating in
such overt misconduct. Also, please be advised that by way of your receipt of this letter, you
are required to ensure that all such evidence related to this case, and especially this order, is
preserved as it will be sought in future complaints, likely Federal in nature, involving these

same parties and their attorneys

Thank you for your time and prompt and thorough attention to these numerous issues.

Sincerely,

Alan Nix

CC.

Office of Disciplinary Counsel
1220 Senate St.
Columbia, SC 29201



State of South Carolina Court of Common Pleasant

County of Pickens Thirteenth Judicial Circuit

Alan Nix, Plaintiff Case No.: 2024CP3900073
v

Motion to Reconsider, Rule,
Rescind, Clarify and Correct

Churchill Park Homeowners’
Association, Inc., McCabe Trotter,
“Churchill Park”, etc,

Plaintiff in this case submits this motion in response to Eight of the Defendants
proposed order dated 3 Dece 2024 and their and Judge Morgan Jr’s “Order on Motions to
Dismiss, For a Gatekeeper Order and for Sanctions of Defendants” dated 5 Dec 2024.

Plaintiff received both of these Orders via The State of South Carolina on 19 Dec 2024. Given
Plaintiff’s extremely limited means of responding at this time (5 hours of daylight to see,
primitive writing instrument, zero access to necessary information, etc.) Plaintiff requests a
hearing to go through more thoroughly and will follow up with one or more follow up
documents as he is able to do in a meaningful way. This initial motion attempts to deal with
the most obvious issues at a sufficient level while ensuring he has enough paper, envelopes
and ink to basically complete and turn over to the State of South Carolina to handle timely
delivery. The order of issues raised is likely to be random for the most part and, once again
given the primitive circumstances plaintiff is being required to respond under, may, at least

originally, have to group like issues together for efficiencies sake.

1. Surprise and inequitable opportunity to provide input into Eight Defendants’ preferred
version of Order.: Plaintiff in this case received both the Eight Defendants™ preferred and

Judge Morgan’s signed order on the same day (19 Dec 2024) from the State of South Carolina.
The dates appear to show that Judge Morgan signed it within 48 hours of the Eight
submitting sending it to Judge Morgan, likely via electronic communication methods, while
sending it to Plaintiff via U.S. Postal Service through the State of South Carolina. Plaintiff
believes this conduct by the Eight submitting Plaintiff’s (Corrected to Defendants’) was
purposeful and clearly meant to decline Plaintiff the opportunity to provide input or offer



feedback on obviously needed corrections or offer a much simpler, concise and relevant
alternative Order for consideration. A brief reading reveals such issues which Judge Morgan
didn’t correct. One example is the multiple assertions that the Plaintiff filed this case on 28
Jan 2024. 28 Jan 2024 was a Sunday and it would have been impossible for Plaintiff to file this
case on a Sunday. Given not one, but Eight of the Defendants’ attorneys wrote and agreed to
let such an inaccuracy be documented multiple times should have been a red flag to Judge
Morgan to pay much more attention to Eight Defendants’ handiwork and question their
motives and obvious intent to undermine Plaintiff’s right to review and provide feedback.
(Plaintiff was also not arrested by the County of Charleston in 2023 as Eight Defendants’
assert as fact and which at least three of the Defendant’s know not to be true. (eg. Mack,
Armstrong & Scarlet Wilson)

2. Venue.: On pages 9 (nine) through 11 (eleven) Eight Defendants regurgitate or copy from
somewhere a lot of cases and laws about the location of a trial including S.C. Code 15-7-100
(gives the court power to change the place of a trial) concluding that the case should be
dismissed of course. While Plaintiff hasn’t had the ability to use any of information which
was clearly available to Defendants’ eight or more attorneys in over three months, Plaintiff
remembers seeing a rule or something similar which states that if venue/location in which a
case was filed is incorrect, the case should not be dismissed but the judge should change it to
the proper location. Plaintiff assumes at least one of the numerous attorneys involved with

this Order is aware of what Plaintiff is describing.

3. On page 24 directly under “Conclusion”, The Eight Defendants from Page 2 (two) writes
“The Court GRANTS the Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss this case and hereby dismisses the

complaint with prejudice as to all Defendants. Please clarify if the last word of this sentence
(“Defendants”) refers to the Eight (8) Defendants listed on Page 2 (two) or the list of

Defendants on Page 1 (one). If it references page one, please change to reference page 2

defendants or provide basis for this applying to ALL Defendants listed on page 1 (one).

4. Service of Process: Page 14-17 go into a lot of detail abut service of process issues with (a)

and (b) delving into Charleston County and County of Charleston Sheriff Department and a



list of 13 County of Charleston employees. The Eight Defendants, despite raising the issue
that Natalie Ham is not the Chief Executive of Charleston County or attempted service on the
County of Charleston Sheriff Department, seems to choose to willfully not address the fact
that this complaint was served on Alan Wilson, The South Carolina Attorney General, first.
Plaintiff believes the service on the South Carolina Attorney General covers all of the persons
listed in (b) as well as the County of Charleston Sheriff Department and Charleston County.
As the Eight Defendants’ assertion that there is nothing in the rules that provides for service
by FedEx Ground, Plaintiff alleges that FedEx is a commercial shipper, whether Air or
Ground, and is the same as USPS for purposes of service. Proof of Delivery on Alan Wilson
was mailed to the Clerk shortly after delivery to 1000 Assembly St., Columbia. Lastly, as to
Defendants Smith and Scarborough, the Eight Defendants clearly like to cite Defendant
Haselden’s 26 Jan 2021 Bond order numerous times through their Order in reference to a
court order preventing Plaintiff from coming within five miles of his family’s home (example
on page 15; “It also appears Nix is under court order noth to come within five mile of that
address”) but then curiously fails to mention that very same order from Haselden also forbids
the Plaintiff from coming within a block of Mikel Scarborough or Christine Smith, or
communicating with them via any method, including through a third person. Based on these
clearly improper restrictions, the Eight Defendants themselves made it impossible for
Plaintiff to serve Scarborough or Smith without violating her bond order and being subject to
another arrest and lengthy detention. The Eight Defendants intentional non disclosure of this
obvious fact is just one example of their deceitfulness and improper purpose in creating this

document.

5. Plaintiff’s Mailing Address:: The Eight Defendants raise this issue multiple time in their

document as a supposed issue worthy of their disingenuous complaints. All of these parties
know what the issue is and why the Plaintiff continues to use 1401 Densmore Circle, Mt.
Pleasant as his legal address. The short answer is because 1401 Densmore Circle is his legal
home address. But, to ensure Judge Morgan is not confused, Plaintiff will explain in very
easy to understand terms: (a) The SC Supreme Court issued an order in May 2020 related to
foreclosures and evictions in South Carolina during the COVID 19 pandemic. (b) that Order



required a party seeking a foreclosure or eviction to file a certificate of compliance with the
court case before continuing with the foreclosure. In the absence of filing such a certificate,
that Order specified that the case ended and no further action was to be taken. (c) McCabe
Trotter, and by extension, “Churchill Park” was aware of this Order before August 2020. (d)
McCabe Trotter nor “Churchill Park” filed that required certificate of compliance with case
2017-CP-10-04031 on or before 21 Aug 2020. Thus, case 2017-CP-10-04 031 ended no later
than 21 Aug 2020. (e) Scarborough knew about this Order before 21 Aug 2020 and knew that
it specifically ordered Masters in Equity to not hold a foreclosure sale if no certificate of
compliance had been filed. (f) due to the above five easily understood and proven facts, the 6
Oct 2020 foreclosure sale was invalid and any such resulting deed is also void as a matter of
law. (g) Thus, State Street Holdings Co., LLC’s late Oct 2020 Master in Equity deed is void
and any deed based on Scarborough’s and State Street Holding Co. LLC’s deed is also void,
including but not limited to, Michael and Taryn Lazroff’s 2021 deed. (h) Therefore, rhe July
2001 deed from C. Richard Dobson Builders, Inc., a division of D. R. Horton, to Alan and
Norma Nix, which conveyed 1401 Densmore Circle to them for $215,000 is the last valid deed
and, as such, still owned by Alan Nix and the Estate of Norma Nix. So, while it was likely
true that Amanda Haselden’s highly unethical 26 Jan 2021 bond order “precluded” Plaintiff
“from coming within five miles” of 1401 Densmore Circle up until about seven weeks ago and
it is likely true that Michael and Taryn Lazroff are still living there without my permission or
paying rent, legally it is indisputable that 1401 Densmore Circle, Mt Pleasant, SC has
belonged to / been owned by Alan Nix and Norma Nix since July 2001 , over 23 years.
Consequently, 1401 Densmore Circle, Mt. Pleasant, SC is Alan Nix’s legally owned residence
and his legal mailing address and any issues these Eight Defendant, or anyone else for that
matter, has sending mail to Plaintiff at 1401 Densmore Circle, Mt. Pleasant is a problem of
their own intentional making and of no fault whatsoever of the Plaintiff. Given these facts,
none of these Eight Defendants’ complaints are valid or anything more than hypocritical
complaining. As such, any complaints of these Eight Defendants about Plaintiff using his

legal address are not valid and should not be considered.



6. Rule 11: The Eight Defendants allege that Plaintiff violated Rule 11 “for failing to include
his address on the subject pleadings.” This is clearly an invalid claim. See paragraph “5”
above for details. These Eight Defendants also cite the facially deficient complaint as another
issue but then object to his July 2024 request to amend once he can get access to his files
again. Then these Eight Defendants again say “Nix’s failure to take measures to serve the
summons and complaint” but fail to state that they all received the summons and complaint
with almost 600 pages of exhibits via FedEx. These Eight Defendants again gripe about
“include substantive allegations related to causes of action” but at the same time
hypocritically object to plaintiff amending it. The Eight Defendants final argument is that
Plaintiff didn’t “respond to the subject motion”. First, Plaintiff has only seen one motion
which was like two pages long and best he can remember doesn’t state any of this. More
hypocritically, how would the Eight Defendants rationally expect Plaintiff to respond given a
number of the Defendants have had him locked up for over three months with no valid way
to respond. None of these Defendants’ complaints, apparent facts and gripes prove “this
lawsuit” was for the purposes of delay and other dialatory reasons”. No valid Rule 11

violation occurred based on these Eight Defendants’ claims

7. Why was Plaintiff’s motion for extra time to amend denied? Given all of the time and

effort and superfluous arguments in support of the Eight Defendants’ positions, it appears
only three sentences are included on this subject in over twenty five pages, two at the bottom
of page six, essentially that I filed it and the point that they had objected to it, and the
unexplained denial on page twenty five (25). This unexplained denial is even more
perplexing given (a) so much time and effort is expended in the more the twenty pages of this
document berating the Plaintiff for the issues with the complaint but then biasedly also
doesn’t want the Plaintiff to try to amend to you all’s satisfaction. (b). The opportunity to
amend is supposed to be liberally granted, especially during the early stages of litigation. (c)
I needed to get my laptop fixed or at least the data on it retrieved to do properly. (d) I was
having to deal with a sudden crisis related to McCabe Trotter and “Churchill Park” trying to
steal money out of my Navy Federal Accounts and 2017CP1 004031 bond insurance. (e) I had

essentially provided them all of the discovery when I sent the complaint (see page six,



paragraph two, last sentence, “The complaint....includes nearly 600 pages of exhibits” ) As far
as Plaintiff knows, they Eight Defendants had all filed similar short, high level motions and
would not have been prejudiced in the least if he had done as he intended and filed an
amended complaint by or before 4 Oct 2024. Of course several of these Eight Defendants
made that impossible with their 16 Sep 2024 bench warrant quickly executed on 19 Sep 2024
and subsequent refusal to release him. Please clarify why you denied Plaintiff’s motion for
extra time to amend, especially given you all’s continual bashing of Plaintiff about the

Complaint.

8. Not a single mention of 17 Oct 2024 request to delay / reschedule hearing . On 17 Oct

2024, Plaintiff requested a delay of the hearing for several very valid reasons. Several of these
reasons are as follows: (a) Plaintiff had been incarcerated by a number of these very same
Defendants (for example: Scarlet Wilson, Sheriff Graziano, Benjamin Mack, County of
Charleston, etc.) for the past 27 days on a highly suspicious bench warrant. (b) because of
this bench warrant, and subsequent arrest at gun point in Newberry three days later on 19
Sep 2024, Plaintiff thought / hoped he had been called to the County of Charleston Detention
Center intake to finally be released or have a hearing or something about his ongoing
incarceration. (c) Stated that the County of Charleston Sheriff had not allowed him to bring
anything with him to her intake area that day. (d) stated that he had not received any of the
documents that these Eight Defendants claimed they sent him while being incarcerated by
Defendant Scarlet Wilson in Defendant Sheriff Graziano’s jail; who controlled Plaintiff’s mail
during the period of 19 Sep 2024 and 17 Oct 2024. (Plaintiff did send a letter to the court in
Pickens acknowledging he received a letter from someone in Greenville or Greenwood or
something similar in late October). The Eight Defendants’ lack of including any of this in
their order is very telling. Judge Morgan acknowledged the unfair situation and asked if
anyone objected to this request, which of course at least a few of these Eight Defendants’
objected to. Plaintiff stated he would respond to these Defendants’ complaints as soon as
possible after he was released and stated again his intent to move it to Federal Court. Given
the circumstances, of which Plaintiff was under the control of a number of these Defendants,

and because of at least three of the Defendants, a continuance should have been granted to



give the Plaintiff a semblance of a fair chance to be prepared and argue against so many
people ganging up on him while vulnerable. Please clarify why this important issue is not

even mentioned in over 20 pages of writing and rule on this request.

9. At least one lawsuit is missing from these Eight Defendants’ list. Quite interestingly, the
Eight Defendants fail to list a Federal lawsuit Plaintiff filed against Christoper Craven (also a

Defendant in this case) on 9 Sep 2024 alleging malicious prosecution for the two false arrest
warrant affidavits he signed on 21 Jan 2021 and then again on 22 Jan 2021 in which he
accused Plaintiff in this case of intimidating court officials, witnesses or jurors (see page 3,
last paragraph) and described the victim as being at 4045 Bridge View Dr. , North Charleston
on 21 Jan 2021 and a witness to his alleged victimization. The victim was one “Joe Dawson”,
who Craven listed as being “an attorney that represents the County of Charleston”, which
was not true given “Joe Dawson” had not been the County of Charleston attorney since
before Christmas 2020. (See Federal lawsuit Alan Nix v. Christoper Craven filed 9 Sep 2024)
Plaintiff knows at least two Defendants in this case know about this lawsuit, with those two
being Scarlet Wilson and Benjamin Mack. Plaintiff sent a copy to Scarlet Wilson on 11 or 12
Sep 2024 and told Benjamin Mack about it on 4 Nov 2024, after he was inappropriately made
Nix’s attorney in the cases these Defendant’s spend copious time laying out on page 4. For a

malicious prosecution suit to be filed the case must be dismissed.

10. Improperly including information that couldn’t possibly have been known on or before

17 Oct 2024. These Eight Defendants and a Judge go on at length on the top page (4) about
events which occurred on 7 Nov 2024, which is at least three weeks after 17 Oct 2024. Please
clarify how this is proper? In the absence of a solid reason being given in writing, please
remove. If such an explanation is provided, please clarify that Defendant in this case, Scarlet
Wilson, was prosecuting those cases, that Defendant in this case, Benjamin Mack, was
defending these cases, that Plaintiff in this case was only arrested on 23 Oct 2024 (as in not
2023) related to arrest warrant 2023GS1 005 003 by Scarlet Wilson, and that it was only
revealed on 4 Nov 2024 that Christoper Craven was Scarlet Wilson’s alleged public official

victim.



11. Sanctions vs. Gatekeeper; are they actually separate and distinct? These Eight

Defendants suggest that a gatekeeper order is not a sanction, when, based on Plaintiff’s
knowledge, despite not being an attorney licensed to practice law, not only is a gatekeeper
order a sanction but is considered one of the most severe, if not the most severe, sanctions as
it clearly impacts a person’s access to the courts as is a guaranteed right in this country,
Please clarify how the Court’s “Act of Grace” in declining to aware sanctions on page 22 can
occur but then turn right around on page 25 and GRANT the defendants’ request for a

gatekeeper order.

12. The basis for a gatekeeper order? Once the Court performed it’s “Act of Grace” in

declining to award sanctions on page 22, there is no remaining basis for a gatekeeper order.
The gatekeeper order, if ever proper, is not remotely so after the Court’s inexplicable “Act of

Grace” It (the gatekeeper order), must be removed.

13. How did these Eight Defendants’ know about the Court’s future “Act of Grace”? These

Eight Defendants’ submit an Order on or about 3 Dec 2024 stating that “The Court dismisses
the complaint, but in an Act of Grace, declines to award sanctions at this time.” and then, in
an apparent miracle, the Court (eg., G.D. Morgan) delivers these Eight Defendants’ predicted
“Act of Grace”. Plaintiff suggests that unless at least one of these Eight Defendants’ has a
past documented record of clairvoyance or something similar, this apparent miracle raises the

distinct possibility of misconduct between several parties.

14. How does a conditional “Act of Grace” work exactly? So these Eight Defendants also

apparently accurately predict that Judge Morgan'’s future act of apparent grace was not a
complete absolution of Nix, but only a pause in time. Eg. “in an Act of Grace, declines to
award sanctions at this time”. Plaintiff Nix is, besides being in complete awe of these Eight
Defendants’ apparent clairvoyance, is quite confused on how any judge, including Judge
Morgan, can threaten future undocumented sanctions if they are dismissing the complaint
without awarding sanctions. Please clarify if such a threat of undocumented future sanctions

is actually allowed once a case is dismissed.



15. Is such a threat of future conditional sanctions possibly a violation of Federal and State

law? These Eight Defendants and Judge Morgan finally get around to clarifying the limits of
their apparent Act of Grace under “Conclusions”, third paragraph on page 23, where they
threaten their unspecified sanctions if Nix “files (filing) additional actions based on the same
facts against the parties involved in this case”. When Plaintiff read this condition, among
other things, it seemed likely that these Eight Defendants were likely threatening Nix from
doing as he previously stated he would do and pursue these parties in Federal court. A
threat against a witness or similar party related to a pending or planned Federal case is a
serious violation of law, and even more disturbing when attorneys do so by use of such
means. Please thoroughly clarify the intent of you all’s unspecified future threats given your

previous awareness of Nix’s planned Federal & Federal court complaints.

16. Combination of a number of these issues raises the substantial appearance of

impropriety, bias and conflict of interest between Judge Morgan and these Eight Defendants.

(a) As raised earlier, how did these Eight Defendants’ know that Judge Morgan was
apparently going to spontaneously deliver an apparent “Act of Grace” before he did so? The
most simple explanation is inappropriate ex parte communications between Judge Morgan

and these Eight parties.

(b) How would information (very detailed) about Nix from November 2024 end up in this
order if the last thing that supposedly officially happened in this case was from at least three
weeks earlier? The easy answer is that once Judge Morgan saw Plaintiff locked up in the
Charleston County Detention Center on 17 Oct 2024 and wearing their jail garb, Judge
Morgan then started keeping tabs on Nix and inserted such extraneous information to further
disparage Nix.

(c) Why would an impartial judge sign such an order given the number of easily known
misrepresentations and material omissions? The easy answer is that Judge Morgan wanted
to improperly assist these defendants in this case and likely future Federal complaints which

he was on notice of.



(d) why would a competent Judge make unspecified threats of future sanctions which he
almost certainly could not legally act on once he dismissed the case? The easy answer is to
further assist these defendants in intimidating and threatening Nix into not pursuing these

Defendants with the Feds and Federal Court, which he was aware was planned.

(e) why would a fair and impartial judge not give plaintiff the opportunity to provide these
much needed corrections, context and feedback before signing this highly questionable Order
almost surely created for additional purposes? The easy answer is that they/he (Morgan)
knew there were multiple objectionable and inappropriate issues included and didn’t’ want
such questionable conduct on the record; once again assisting these Eight Defendants.
Without any publicly available objections which would require him to explain or change

these numerous issues and improperly included statements.

(f) why would a fair, impartial and truth seeking judge not grant plaintiff a continuance of
these Eight Defendants’ 17 Oct 2024 motion hearing given:

(I) some of the Defendants had had him arrested almost a month earlier;

(ii) some of these Defendants had had him incarcerated for the past 27 days causing
plaintiff to be without any of his documents to refer to (almost 600 pages)

(iii) despite being incarcerated by some of these defendants, who also controlled his
USPS mail, Plaintiff had not received any of the documents these Eight Defendants said they
had sent him at the County of Charleston Detention Center.

(iv) Plaintiff thought he had been brought to the County of Charleston Detention
Center Booking and Bond Court area to finally be released. The easy answer is that Judge
Morgan had already decided to assist all of these parties and the video conference was only

meant to create the appearance of fairness.

(g) why would a fair and impartial judge deny Plaintiff the right to amend a complaint,
without providing any justification whatsoever, and then berate them repeatedly for a lacking
complaint? While Plaintiff is not sure if this is the entire reason for Judge Morgan’s

unexplained denial, Plaintiff believes a substantial part of the reason is found on page 21, to



wit: “Nix has alleged numerous causes of action that are complex and which will require
many hours and costs to litigate if allowed to proceed.” Clearly these Eight Defendants’
didn’t want to litigate anything whatsoever, whether complex or not, and judge Morgan
improperly assisted them to avoid these “many hours and costs”, most of which were likely
being paid by insurance companies, by, without any explanation whatsoever, denying

Plaintiff’s very reasonable motion to amend.

(h) Why would an impartial and competent judge grant an unqualified blanket gatekeeper
order, arguably the most significant sanction, when the judge had just pronounced a couple
of pages prior that they were delivering an apparent “Act of Grace” by declining “to award
sanctions at this time”? Plaintiff admits to being completely baffled as to being able to find
anything competent about this situation but assumes that Judge Morgan abandoned all logic
and reason whatsoever to grant all of these Defendants, as well as any and all future plaintiffs
and defendants, the ultimate judicial protection while at the same time completely denying

Nix his right to the courts.

(i) Was Judge Morgan’s “Act of Grace” by declining to award sanctions “at this time”,
except of course for the ultimate sanction of their blanket gatekeeper order, being gracious to
the Plaintiff in this case or the Defendants? Plaintiff can think of at least five reasons Judge
Morgan’s “Act of Grace”, so accurately predicted by these Eight Defendants, was more
gracious to these Defendants than to the Plaintiff.

Based on the above multiple documented instances of bias against the Plaintiff and in
favor of these Eight Defendants, Judge Morgan should have clearly recused himself from this

case rather than sign this Order.

Plaintiff requests Judge Morgan to, for all the above cited reasons, as well as others the

Plaintiff will set forth in a follow up response:
1. rescind this Order
2. Grant Plaintiff’s request from 17 Oct 2024 for a continuance

3. Grant Plaintiff’s July 2024 Motion to Amend the complaint



OR IN THE ALTERNATIVE

1. Explain in detail, in a filed order, how and why all of these numerous issues occurred

without judicial bias and possibly misconduct being involved.

2. Strike the overly broad gatekeeper order in favor of reasonable attorneys fees and costs.

(I'm sure this was reviewed prior to “Act of Grace”)

and any other relief that’s required and just given these multiple issues.

25 Dec 2024 Respectfully submitted,
Alan Nix
(Notice this address is not c/o The State of South Carolina
1401 Densmore Circle, 4344 Broad River Rd.
Mount Pleasant, SC 29466 Columbia, SC 29210
“at this time”) (no phone available)

* Eight Defendants = Pg. 2 “Motion Defendants”



