From: Terry Grant

To: Court Of Appeals Filings; Chad Burgess; bsapp@lowcountry.com

Subject: Return to Respondent"s Renewed Motion to Dismiss

Date: Monday, March 17, 2025 10:46:25 PM

Attachments: Final Return to Respondent"s Renewed Motion to Dismiss Appeal March 12, 2025.docx (1).pdf

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

Dear Honorable Judge of The South Carolina Court of Appeals,
Attached you will find my Return to Respondent's Motion to Dismiss. and Proof of Service.

Thanks
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY

Benjamin C.P. Sapp, Special Referee, Circuit Court

Case No. 2023-001394

Terry Lennette Grant . ... ................ccciiiiiiiiiiiiieninneenns .. ... Appellant,

Deutsche Bank National Trust Company as Trustee for NovaStar
Mortgage Funding Trust, Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan
Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-5 .. ....................... Respondent.

APPELLANT’S RETURN TO RESPONDENT'S
RENEWED AND FRIVOLOUS MOTION TO DISMISS

Terry Lennettte Grant, Appellant,
P.O. Box 21936

Hilton Head Island, SC 29925
terrygrantseries(@gmail.com
(843)301-5750





Now Comes Appellant Terry Lennette Grant, who is the sui juris beneficiary of
the TERRY LENNETTE GRANT trust accounts and securities held by Deutsche
Bank National Trust Company as Trustee, to respectfully move this Honorable Court
to adjudicate this entire matter in harmony with the principles of equity and the
common law trust principles and the South Carolina Trust Code and the Uniform
Trust Code and the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure, for an Order
denying Respondent's Renewed Motion to Dismiss Terry Lennette Grant’s appeal and
grant Appellant’s Motion to Dismiss and Sanction the Respondent Attorney for
Trustee Deutsche Bank National Trust Company stating the following:

BRIEF PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 11, 2023, the Respondent Attorney for Trustee Deutsche Bank
National Trust Company filed the motion to dismiss this appeal claiming that
Appellant has repeatedly ignored the South Carolina Rules of Appellate procedure
throughout this appeal process. However, the Attorney for the Respondent ignored the
Rules by not filing their initial brief. Instead of filing their initial brief, the Attorney
for the Respondent filed a Motion to Dismiss Appeal. This filing has caused an
unnecessary delay which constitutes a violation of Rule 11 which shall be treated as
the professional misconduct for this court to impose sanctions that include monetary
penalties and disciplinary action against the Attorney for the Respondent to deter

frivolous filings and ensures that attorneys act in good faith when signing pleadings
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and motions and other papers.

On February 22, 2024, Attorneys for the Respondent filed another Motion to
Dismiss instead of following the Rules and did not file their initial brief until October
10, 2024, again causing unnecessary delay in the adjudication of the irrefutable facts
with evidence in this case which constitutes a violation of Rule 11 requiring court
imposed sanctions.

On February 9, 2024 the Court of Appeals issued an Order denying Deutsche
Bank’s motion to dismiss. The Order has granted Appellant 10 days to serve and file
an amended initial brief and designation of matter that complies with Rules 208 and
209 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules. Appellant has filed and served her
amended initial brief and designation of matter as set forth in the February 9, 2024
Order.

Appellant lawfully filed the Motion to Dismiss the Foreclosure Action on
March 4, 2025, prior to the March 5, 2025 deadline to file an amended record on
appeal, to halt any time frame which the Court included within the Order of February
5, 2025, until the Motion to Dismiss has been fully adjudicated. The principles of
equity provides the guidance for this Court to deny the Attorney for the Respondent’s
motion to dismiss and consider Appellant’s request for sanctioning the Attorney for
the Respondent for the following:

STATEMENT OF IRREFUTABLE FACTS BEFORE THE SOUTH
CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS
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Appellant has followed the guidance and explicit instruction from this Court
and the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure to the best of her ability in good
faith and did submit all the verifiable evidence and necessary documents for this
Court to review in harmony with the principles of equity and the common law trust
principles and the South Carolina Trust Code and the Uniform Trust Code. The filing
of this third frivolous Motion to Dismiss by the Attorney for the Respondent is
causing unnecessary delay and obstructing the fair administration of justice instead of
responding to the facts with evidence submitted by Appellant who is the actual sui
juris beneficiary of the TERRY LENNETTE GRANT trust accounts and securities
held by Deutsche Bank National Trust Company as Trustee not a pro se litigant or a
sovereign citizen. In essence, an "actual sui juris beneficiary" is a beneficiary who is
of age and has the legal capacity to manage their own affairs, including those related
to the benefits they receive from a will, trust, or other legal arrangement.

The failure of the Attorneys for the Respondent to acknowledge the doctrine of
“iura novit curia’ on its face, by calling the law “absurd and frivolous” is the total
disregard for the application of law. Appellant is exercising her lawful and legal right
to invoke the doctrine of 1ura novit curia, which means “the court knows the law,”
which is a legal principle stating that neither the Appellant nor the Attorney for the

Respondent need to explicitly plead or prove the law applicable to this case, as the





court is presumed to know it. Further, the Attorney for the Respondent should be
compelled to acknowledge that the Court is responsible for determining which law
applies and how it should be interpreted and applied in this case.

The Appellant is not obligated to invoke all relevant legal rules or convince the
court of the content. The Court has the obligation to take judicial notice of the
irrefutable facts and exercise its discretion to assess the law and apply it, even if not
explicitly raised by the Appellant. The Court is not bound by the Attorneys for the
Respondent’s construction of the law or legal Instrument. The Attorneys for the
Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss should be denied so this Court can adjudicate the
irrefutable facts with evidence submitted by the Appellant Motion to Dismiss the
entire Foreclosure Action in harmony with the principles of equity and the maxims of
equity to bring an end to this frivolous litigation sustained since around 2009 by debt
collection attorneys acting in concert to engage in fraud upon the court by officers of
the court.

The lower court failed to apply the law of Res Judicata in favor of Appellant.

The lower court failed to apply the law pertaining to fraud and fraud upon the
court, even

though Appellant has given facts and evidence to support the violations of said laws.

The Lower court failed to compel the Attorneys for the Respondent to join the

real parties of interest and the indispensable parties.





The lower court failed to compel the Attorneys for the Respondent to ensure
that all documents submitted to the court were authentic and valid and grounded in
fact and law and not being presented for improper purposes, which included
harassment and unnecessary delay. However, this case has been unnecessarily delayed
since September 18, 2006 from the inception of the verifiably forged note and
unverified documents used by the debt collection attorneys doing business as the
Attorneys for the Respondent to act in concert to abuse court processes to unlawfully
take the TERRY LENNETTE GRANT property by filing three (3) foreclosure
lawsuits beginning on December 1, 2009 Case No. 2009CP075612 and on April 12,
2010 Case No. 2010CP0701690 and on June 29, 2016 CaseNo. 2016CP0701466 to
violate Rule 11 and engage in professional misconduct by:

1) filing a lawsuit without factual basis;

2) submitting Motion that delayed proceedings rather addressing legal issues;

3) making claim that are completely unsupported by facts, evidence and law;

4) Factual claims must have evidentiary support; and

5) Non-frivolous denials-Denials of factual contention must be based on
evidence.

CONCLUSION

The Attorney for the Respondent also filed a Motion to Dismiss, several times,

instead of filing their briefs as required by the Rules. This Court did not penalize the
6





Attorney for the Respondent. This Court still allowed the Attorney for the Respondent
to file their brief, even though the deadline for filing their brief was not met.
Therefore, Respondent's Motion to Dismiss should be denied. For reasons stated
herein, Appellant is respectfully requesting that this Court issue an Order denying
Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Appeal with prejudice. In addition, issue an Order
granting Appellant’s request that this Court sanction the debt collection attorneys
acting in concert as the Attorneys for the Respondent for making frivolous motions
and arguments which are in violation Rule 11 which is cause for the South Carolina
Court of Appeals to exercise its authority to review the errors of law and reverse the
decision of the lower court for committing significant legal errors that have resulted in
the miscarriage of justice from the debt collection attorneys acting in concert as the
Attorneys for the Respondent which is supported by irrefutable facts with evidence
submitted and any other relief this Court deems it just and proper.

Respectfully Submitted on March 17, 2025,

By:_s/Terry Lennette Grant
Terry Lennette Grant, sui juris, beneficiary of TERRY LENNETTE GRANT,

Appellant
P O Box 21936, Hilton Head Island, SC 29925
Terrygrantseries(@gmail.com
843-301-5750
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY

Benjamin C.P. Sapp, Special Referee, Circuit Court

Case No. 2023-001394

Terry Lennette Grant . ... ................ccciiiiiiiiiiiiienineeenns ... ... Appellant,

Deutsche Bank National Trust Company as Trustee for NovaStar
Mortgage Funding Trust, Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan
Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-5 .. ....................... Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE
APPELLANT’S RETURN TO RESPONDENT'S
RENEWED AND FRIVOLOUS MOTION TO DISMISS

Terry Lennettte Grant, Appellant,
P.O. Box 21936

Hilton Head Island, SC 29925
terrygrantseries(@gmail.com
(843)301-5750





This is to certify that I, Terry Lennette Grant, sui juris, beneficiary of TERRY
LENNETTE GRANT has delivered a true copy of APPELLANT’S RETURN TO
RESPONDENT'S RENEWED AND FRIVOLOUS MOTION TO DISMISS to the
Attorney of Record for the Respondent via electronic media email address stated as
follows:

Chad W. Burgess, Esq, S.C. Bar. No.:72520

3800 Fernandina Rd Ste 110

Columbia, SC 29210

chad.burgess@brockandscott.com

803-454-3540

Attorney for Respondent Deutsche Bank National Trust Company

As Trustee for NovaStar Mortgage Funding Trust, Series 2006-5
NovaStar Home Equity Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Series 2006-5

Respectfully Submitted on March 17, 2025,

By: s/Terry Lennette Grant
Terry Lennette Grant, sui juris, beneficiary of TERRY LENNETTE GRANT,
Appellant
P O Box 21936, Hilton Head Island, SC 29925
Terrygrantseries@gmail.com
843-301-5750
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