
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court ofAppeals

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY

Court of Common pIea§

Case No: 20重6CPO701466

Be垂amin C.P. Sapp, Special Referee

Appe11ate Case No. 2023-001394

TERRY LENNETTE GRANT’Sui Juris Beneficiary’

Appellant, Petitioner

THE DEBT COLLECTOR ATTORNEYS DOING BUSINESS AS BROCK & SCOTT’

PLLC appearing a§ Attorneys for DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY’

AS TRUSTEE’FOR NOVASTAR MORTGAGE FUNDING TRUST, SERTES 2006-5

NOVASTAR HOME EQUITY LOAN ASSET-BACKED CERTIFICATES, SERTES 2006_

5,

AppeIlee§) Respondents.

SUPPLEMENT TO MOTION FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST THE DEBT COLLECTOR

ATTORNEYS DOING BUSINESS AS BROCK & SCOTTI PLLC FOR IMPROPER

REPRESENTATION’MISCONDUCT, AND FRAUDULENT PRACTICES; WITH THE

REQUEST FOR SUA SPONTE EQUITABLE INTERVENTION BY THE COURT OF

APPEALS FOR IMMEDIATE ADJUDICATION AND RELIEF OF EGREGIOUS ACTS

NOW COMES the Appellant・ Terry Lennette Grant・ Sui juris beneficiary ofthe TERRY

LENNETTE GRANT Trust whose trust assets were used as the deposit originally used and
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PrePared by Wolfand Mogil LLC on or about September 18, 2006, nOW identified with

NovaStar Mortgage Funding Tru§t’Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan A§Seト

Backed Certificates・ Serie§ 2006-5 with Deut§Che Bank National Trust Company as

Trustee’and respect餌Iy supplements the previously filed Motion for Sanctions agamSt the

debt collector attorneys doing busine§§ aS Brock & Scott) PLLC for noncompliance皿der the

Principles ofEquity. Appellant now hereby moves this Honorable Court to exercise its §ua

SPOnte equitable authority to a句udicate immediately and in open court the claims against the

debt co11ector attomey§ doing busines§ a§ Brock & Scott’PLLC, in the interest ofjustice,

faimess’and to protect public confidence in the administration ofjustice.

In support血ereof Appellant states as follows:

I. LEGAL BASIS FOR SUA SPONTE EQUITABLE INTERVENTION

l. Inherent Authority ofAppellate Courts: Appellate courts possess i血erent autho正y to

raise and decide issues sua sponte when necessary to prevent i互vstice or to maintain the

integrity ofthe judicial process. This principle allows courts to address issu。S n。t rais。d

by the parties when the proper resolution is beyond any doubt or where ir互ustice might

2. Equitable Powers to Prevent Injustice: The equitable powers of appellate courts enable

them to act sua sponte in circumstances where traditional procedures may not adequately

address egreglOuS COnduct or where the fa皿e tO aCt WOuld result in the miscamage Of

justice. This authority is particularly pertinent when addresslng the disregard for the

PrlnCiples of equity as exemplified by the egreglOuS COnduct and dilatory tactics ofthe



debt collector attorneys doing bu§iness a§ Brock & Scott, PLLC which did obstruct

justice and did undemine the integrity ofthe legal system,

II. COMPELLING CIRCUMSTANCES WARRANTING SUA SPONTE

ACTION

l. Documented Inaction by Disciplinary Authoritie§: The South Carolina O縦ce of

Disciplinary Counsel (ODC) has a well-documented history ofnot aggressively

investigating complaints against attomeys. Reports indicate that the ODC receives

approximately l’800 to 2,200 complaints amually, yet a Slgnificant nunber are

dismissed without thorough investigation. This pattem of inaction has eroded public

trust in the disciplinary process.

2. Egregiou§ Conduct by the debt co11ector a請OrneyS doing bu§iness as Brock &

Sco請, PLLC appearing a§ attOrney§ fdr Deutsche Bank National Trust Company

a§ Trustee: As detailed in血e original Motion for Sanctions, Brock & Scott, PLLC

and its debt collector attomeys have engaged in a pattem of misconduct’including

unauthorized representation’餌ng unsubstantiated forecIosure documents, and

misrepresenting property descriptions to facilitate wrong餌forecIosure actions.

These actions constitute fraud on the court, abuse of process, and a direct attack on

the equitable rights ofthe Appellant.

3. Necessity for Immediate JudiciaI Intervention: Given the severity ofthe

misconduct and the documented inaction by disciplinary authorities, immediate

judicial intervention by this Court is necessary to prevent further ir互ustice, tO uPhold

the integrity of the judicial process, and to restore public confiden。。 in th。

administration ofjustice.



IⅡ. IMPROPER REPRESENTATION AND FAILURE TO DISCLOSE CONTRACTUAL

l. The Debt Collector Attomeys doing business as Brock & Scott, PLLC did repeatedly file

documents in this action puxpo血g to represent 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, Without producing any valid, law餌, Or

Verifiable contract of representation executed by the actunl individual verifiably identified

as the Trustee for exanination and verification for血e benefit and satisfaction ofthe

Appellant.

2. The debt collector attorneys doing busines§ aS Brock & Sco請, PLLC have failed to

demonstrate or disclose any written agreement or retention letter signed by the duly

a血orized representative ofDeutsche Bank National Trust Company in its capacity as

Trustee for examination and verification for血e benefit and satisfaction ofthe Appellat

3. The conduct ofthe debt conector a請Orney§ doing busines§ aS Brock & Scott, PLLC

in the state of South Carolina constitutes unauthorized practice and misrepresentation of

legal agency, in violation ofthe South Carolina Rules ofProfessional Conduct.

4. Moreover’nO eVidence has been provided for examination and verification for the benefit

and satisfaction ofthe Appellant to establish the true and law餌relationship between the

debt coIIector a請OrneyS doing busines§ aS Brock & Scott? PLLC and Deutsche Bank

National Trust Company as Trustee. See Greene v・ Parnell) 296 S・C・ 347, 372 S.E.2d

639 (1988) (requiring proofof agency where a party purport§ tO aCt On behalfof

another).



IV. DOING BUSINESS WITHOUT REGISTRATION AND VIOLATING LOCAL

l. Brock & Scott’PLLC・ a foreign entity・ and its associated debt collector attomeys have

COnducted legal business in the State of So血Carolina without providing Appellant with

the verifiable copy ofthe law餌and proper registration or the written discIosure of

Standing under Sou血Carolina law.

2. The ongolng legal filings and couri appearances by the debt collector attorneys doing

business a§ Brock & Scott’PLLC-Without皿discIosure of coxporate and agency

Standing-Violate South Carolina’s business and practice laws and the rules ofthis

Honorable Court. See In re Unauthorized Practice ofLaw Rules Proposed by the

South Carolina Bar・ 309 S.C・ 304, 422 S・E・2d 123 (1992).

V. FRAUD ON THE COURT’FORGERY) AND ABUSE OF PROCESS

l. The debt collector attomeys doing business as Brock & ScottrLLC have continuously

acted in concert with two other debt collector law fims and did participate in餌ng

unsubstantiated forecIosure documents concemlng a Subect real property valued at

approximately $ 1.7 million since 2009. These debt collector law fims include:

・ Finkel Law Firm LLC (beginning around December l, 2009);

・ Calli§On・ Tighe & Robinson’LLC (begiming around Apri1 2012); and

・ Brock & Scott’PLLC (begiming around October 2015).

2・ These filings lack any law餌basis and fall to identify the real party in interest as required

by Federal Rule ofCivil Procedure 17(a).

3. Appellant asserts that the swom statement from the actual owner and sul juris

beneficiary・ Terry Lenne請e Grant’indicates that the original Promissory Note was



fonged by the cIosing attomey in 2006-When she elected not to complete the mortgage

On an a担cent property lacking improvements-and that previous debt collector

attOmeyS misled the Master ofEquity into approvlng an altered property description to

match the $l.7 million property wi血the house.

4. Such conduct represents clear abuse ofprocess証aud on the co叫and calculated

harassment ofthe Appe皿t. See Rozier v. Ford Motor Co・, 573 F.2d 1332 (5th Cir.

1978); Goodman v・ Praxair’Inc.・ 494 F.3d 458 (4th Cir・ 2007).

VI・ CALL FOR INVESTIGATION AND ENFORCEMENT BY ADDITIONAL

l. Given the well documented history ofreserved enforcement by the South Carolina O鮪ce

OfDisciplinary Counsel’Appellant further requests that this Co叫as necessary, nOtfty

and refer this matter to a11 appropriate enforcement agencies for the fun investigation and

PrOSeCution ofthe egreglOuS COnduct by the debt coIlector attorneys doing business as

Brock & Scott, PLLC. In partioular, Appellant calls upon:

●　The South CaroIina Office ofDi§Ciplinary CounseI’

●　The North Carolina State Bar,

●　The Sout血Carolina State Bar,

●　The Federal Trade Com血ssion’

●　The Bureau of Consumer Financial Protection

●　The U.S. Depa巾ment ofJu§tice (Fraud Section),

● The Federal Bureau ofInvestigation (White Couar crime Division),

O The South Carolina Attorney GeneraI'§ Office, and



・ Recognition ofBene触a1 0wnership葛As the sui juri§ beneficiary,

Appe11ant is not just an individual disputing forecIosure but the Iaw餌

equitabIe owner ofthe beneficial interest in NovaStar Mortgage Funding

Trust’Series 2006-5. This distinction ensures that Appellant’s rights皿der

trust law and帥uciary duty principIes are餌Iy recognlZed and upheld.

●　Avoiding Improper Juri§dic債onal Treatment喜Iflabeled as pro se, COurtS

may lnCOrreCtly apply procedural rule§ aS ifAppellant were merely a self

rePreSented borrower rather than血e trust beneficiary with di§tinct legal

rights皿der the South Carolina Trust Code (S.C. Code Ann. § 62-7-813)

and the Restatement (Third) of Trusts.

・ Trust Law Requires Direct Beneficiary Standing - Asserting §ui juris

beneficiary status ensures that Appellant’s claims are treated under trust law

rather than forecIosure or debtor-Creditor law. Courts ofequity recognlZe

the unique fiduciary obligations owed to the sui juris beneficiary Terry

Lennette Grant・ making this designation legally and procedura皿y

● Demanding Full Trustee Accountabhity - A tru§tee has the帥uciary duty

tO PrOVide the剛accounting to the sui juris beneficiary Teny Lennette

Grant. Using sui juris beneficiary lnStead of pro se reinforces that this

motion is not the simple debtor dispute but the demand for fu田discIosure of

trust transactions・ Per the equitable principles governing trusts.

●　Ensuring Proper Remedy Under Equity - Appellant is seeking equitable

relief under trust law principIes, including compe皿g the full accountingl



● Any other federal or state agencies with j血sdiction over fraud直rgery,

皿authorized practice of law・ and abuse ofprocess.

2. The above-named agencies have the obligation to thoroughly investigate the unauthorized

rePreSentation証rgery of the Promissory Note・ misrepresentation of the moftgaged

PrOPertyS description’and the persistent, unSubstantiated forecIosure餌ngs.

VI・ EGREGIOUS ACTS AND THE NEED FOR IMMEDIATE ADJUDICATION AND

l. In addition to the foregolng misconduct・ the debt coIlector attorney§ doing business as

Brock & Scott, PLLC have acted in concert with the previous debt collector attomeys to

engage in multiple egreglOuS aCtS including, but not limited to:

a) Deliberate misrepresentation ofparty roles and filing documents that incorrectly

designate血e sui juris beneficiary Terry Lemette Grant as …Sovereign Citizen” and

“Pro se Litigant,,,血ereby misleading this Court. In legal proceedings, the term '一pro

Sel, refers to a person who represents themselves in a legal matter as an individual

litigant w血out an attomey. However, this designation is not appropriate when

aSSerting rights as the trust beneficiary. Instead’the correct law餌status is ・・sui juris

beneficiary一,, Which acknowledges Appellant’s standing and capacity as the rig皿

beneficiary of the trust rather than merely an individual litigant representing

themselves・ Thus, this motion is properly brought in the name of Terry Lennette

Grant, Sui Juris Beneficiary, tO uPhold legal and equitable trust pmciples. By

aSSerting sui juris beneficiary status・ Appellant clarifies the剛owing legal

distinctions:



PreVenting unjust enrichment’and ensuring fiduciary comphance. These

Claims arise under beneficiary rights’nOt general litigation rules applicable to

PrO §e litigant§.

2. The debt collector a筒OrneyS doing business as Brock & Scott? PLLC did coordinate

their e紐uts with other debt collection attomeys to釦e frivolous forecIosure actions since

2009, CauSlng Significant delay and undue hardship and depletion of the personal

financial resources on血e Appellant.

3. The debt collector attorneys doing busines§ aS Brock & Sco請, PLLC did engage in

fraudulent practices by materially altering the descrlPtion of the mortgaged property to

justify foreclosure of a property o血er than that which was originally financed.

4. The egreglOuS aCtS Ofthese debt collector attomeys doing business as Brock & Scott,

PLLC are not only in violation ofprocedunl rules and professional conduct standards but

also constitute the direct attack upon the equitable rights ofthe Appellant.

5・ Immediate a叫dication and reliefare warranted to prevent further igivstice and

Obstruetion ofjustice to uphold the beliefofthe People in the integrity ofthe judicial

PrOCeSS.

VⅢ. PRAYER FOR SANCTIONS

WHEREFORE・ Appellant respectf皿y requests that this Honorable Cou巾

l. Exercise its sua sponte equitable authority to adyudicate immediately and in open co巾

the claims against the debt collector attomeys doing business as Brock & ScottPLLC.

2・ Issue the Lawfu1 0rder compe皿ing the debt collector attorneys doing busine§S aS

Brock & Scott’PLLC to produce the w血en contract ofrepresentation with Deutsche



Bank National Trust Company a§ Tru§tee ft-r NovaStar Mortgage Funding Tru§t’

Series 2006-5 NovaStar Home Equity Loan Asset-Backed Certificates, Serie§ 2006-5.

3. Require the §WOrn a飾davit from the actual representative ofDeutsche Bank

Verify心g the legal authority ofthe debt collector attorneys doing business a§ Brock &

Sco備, PLLC to act on behalf ofthe Trustee.

4. Impose monetary §anCtions in the amount of $250,000jointly and severally upon the

debt coIIector a請orneys doing busines§ aS Brock & Scottl PLLC for their misconduct

and:

●　Mi§rePreSentation ofIegal authority’and

'　Unauthorized practice, and

. Abuse ofproces§, and

●　Filing without lawful standing? and

. Conducting unregistered busines§ in South Carolina’and

. Engaging in dflatory’deceptive・ and fraudulent Iitigation practices.

5. Refer the conduct ofthe debt co皿ector attorney§ doing busine§S aS Brock & Scott,

PLLC to the aforementioned enforcement agencies for further investigation and potential

Criminal prosecution and disciplinary action.

6. Refer the conduct of the debt couector attorney§ doing busine§S aS Brock & Sco録,

PLLC to all the appropnate enforcement agencies for further investigation and

disciplinary action and prosecution for the criminal acts.

7. Award compensatory and punitive damages to the sui juri§ beneficiary Terry

Lenne請e Grant for the significant delay’hardship’and ham incurred by the Appellant

due to these repeated and baseless拙ngs since December 2009.



8. Order immediate adjudication of the egregious acts de§Cribed herein.

9. Grant §uCh further reliefas this Cout deems」uSt and proper to remedy the ongolng

ham to the sui juris bene範ciary Terry Lennette Grant and to deter similar misconduct

in the future.

Respect餌Iy submitted,

Benefic iaryTerry Grant, Sui Juris
Of the TERRY LENNETTE GRANT Trust

POBox21936,
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

843-301-3730

terrygrantseries@gmail. com

Date:生血!聖書14. 2025 at 4:1鉦塑



Special Note‥ This petition is submitted in the interest ofjustice and to uphold the integrity of

the legal system. The Appellant exercises the right to submit with this petition the additlOnal

evidence and argunents as necessary in theいSUPPLEMENT TO MOTION FOR

SANCTIONS AGAINST THE DEBT COLLECTOR ATTORNEYS DOING BUSINESS

AS BROCK & SCOTT’PLLC FOR IMPROPER REPRESENTATION? MISCONDUCT’

AND FRAUDULENT PRACTICES; WITH THE REQUEST FOR SUA SPONTE

EQUITABLE INTERVENTION BY THE COURT OF APPEALS FOR IMMEDIATE

ADJUDICATION AND RELIEF OF EGREGIOUS ACTS,,.

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court ofAppeals

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY

Court of Common pleas

Ca§e No: 2016CPO701466

Benjamin C.P" Sapp, Special Referee

Appellate Ca§e No. 2023-001394

TERRY LENNETTE GRANT, Sui Juris Beneficiary’

AppeIIant, Petition er

THE DEBT COLLECTOR ATTOENEYS DOING BUSINESS AS BROCK & SCOTT,

PLLC appearing as Attorneys for DEUTSCHE BANK NATIONAL TRUST COMPANY’

AS TRUSTEE’FOR NOVASTAR MORTGAGE FUNDING TRUST’SEREES 2006-5

NOVASTAR HOME EQUITY LOAN ASSET-BACKED CERTIFICATES, SEREES 2006_

5,

Appe1量ees) Respondents.

PETITION FOR WRTT OF MANDAMUS

COMES NOW the AppellanL Terry Lennette Grant’Sui juris beneficiary ofthe TERRY

LENNETTE GRANT Trust, and respect釧y petitions this Honorable Court for the issunce of

the Writ of Mandamus compelling the appropriate authorities to perfem their ministerial duties
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in investigating and addressing the actual misconduct and dilatory tactics of the debt collector

attorneys doing business a§ Brock & Scott, PLLC. This petition is grounded in the necessity

tO StOP the obstruetion ofjustice and to uphold the integrity ofthe legal system and protect public

COnfidence in the fair administration ofjustice in hamony with the Principles ofEquity,

I・ JURTSDICTION AND LEGAL BASIS

l. Juri§diction: This Court has the i血erent authority to issue writs ofmandamus under the

South Carolina Constitution and relevant statutes.

2. Lega量Ba§is‥ The writ ofmandamus is appropriate to compel a public o飾cial or entity to

Perfom a ministerial duty required by law. The South Carolina Supreme court has

reCOgnized that mandamus is a proper remedy when a public o綿cia闇s to perfem a

duty that is ministerial in nature.

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

3. In 2006, I decided not to proceed with a mortgage on an a担ent property without a

house. Desplte this’a PrOmissory note was fonged by the cIosing a請Orney Wolfand Mogll

LLC on or about September 18’2006. Subsequently’the debt collector attorneys doing

bu§ines§ aS Brock & Scott, PLLC, allegedly representing Deutsche Bank National Trust

Company, lnitiated foreclosure proceedings on my prlmary residence, Valued at

aPPrOXimately $l.7 m皿on’uSing altered property descriptions and the aforementioned

4. Despite providing swom affidavits and evidence indicating the fongery and

misrepresentation, the forecIosure actions continued unabated・ The debt coIIector

attOrneys doing business a§ Brock & Scott・ PLLC have failed to produce any valid



COntraCt Ofrepresentation from the trustee’ralSlng COnCernS about unauthorized practice

and misrepresentation.

III. GROUNDS FOR MANDAMUS

5. Mini§terial Duty: The appropriate authorities have the clear legal duty to investigate

allegations ofa請Omey misconduct・ eSPeCially when such allegations invoIve fraud,

forgery・ and abuse ofprocess.

6. Faflure to Act: Despite the submission of complaints and supporting evidence, the

relevant authorities have failed to take appropriate action to investigate and address the

misconduct ofthe debt coIlector attorneys doing bu§iness as Brock & Sco請, PLLC.

7. Lack ofAlternative Remedies‥ There is no adequate remedy at law to compel the

authorities to perfom their duties, making mandamus the appropriate remedy.

IV・ PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE’the Appellaut respectfully requests that this Honorable Courfu

l. Issue the Writ of Mandamus compelling the appropriate authorities to perfom their

ministerial duties in investigating and addressing the alleged misconduct of the debt

COIlector attorneys doing busines§ aS Brock & Scott, PLLC.

2" Grant such other and further reliefas this Co血deems」uSt and proper.

ectfully submitted,

Beneficiary
Terry Lennette Grant, Sui Juris
Of the TERRY LENNETTE GRANT Trust

POBox21936,
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

843-301-5730

terrygrantseries@gmai l. com

Date: AI唖. 2025 at 4吐血哩


