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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

Appeal from Berkeley County
Court of Common Pleas

Jennifer B. McCoy, Circuit Judge

Case No. 2022-CP-08-02508
Appeal No. 2023-001837

Muhammad Nathaniel Wilson,

Appellant,

Hanahan Police Department &
Other Law Enforcement Officials,

Respondents.
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creyolab@gmail.com

In Town Suites

8082 Rivers Ave, Room 309
North Charleston, SC 29406
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

Appeal from Berkeley County
Court of Common Pleas
Jennifer B. McCoy, Circuit Judge
Case No. 2022-CP-08-02508
Appeal No. 2023-001837
Muhammad Nathaniel Wilson,
Appellant,

Hanahan Police Department &
Other Law Enforcement Officials,

Respondents.

Respondents’ Return to Appellant’s
Motion to Reinstate & Motion for Settlement Agreement

After more than 17 months of numerous missed deadlines and frivolous filings, the Court
entered an order on April 16, 2025 dismissing this appeal based on the Appellant’s failures to
comply with the Appellate Court Rules and the Court’s orders. In the newest filing -- “Motion to
Reinstate & Motion for Settlement agreement” -- the Appellant moves for reinstatement of his
appeal and other relief. Respondents submit this Return in opposition to the motion on the grounds
that (1) the filing does not provide any legitimate basis to warrant excusing the Appellant’s
repeated failures to comply with the Court Rules and Orders; (2) the proposed Amended Final

Brief submitted with the Motion does not comply with Rule 211, SCACR, and raises accusations







and claims beyond the bounds of the issues raised on appeal from the Trial Court’s order; and (3)
the Motion for Settlement Agreement is not a matter for this Court to consider on this appeal.

L The Appellant has not presented any legitimate excuse for his refusal/failure to
comply with the Court’s Order of February 11, 2025.

While the Court has given the Appellant the benefit of numerous opportunities to comply
with the Rules, the Appellant simply would not comply.! He is not entitled to ask the Court for
detailed instructions or legal advice or for an unlimited pass for his repeated delays and refusal to
comply with the Rules and the Order. Accordingly, by the order of April 16, 2025, the Court
properly said “no more” and dismissed his appeal. Nothing in the Appellant’s newest motion
presents any legitimate basis to reinstate the appeal.

Without admitting that there is any merit to the Appellant’s claims of mental disability, as
a matter of law, his reliance on S.C. Code §15-3-40 and the Americans with Disabilities Act Title
I (42 U.S.C. § 12131 et seq.) is completely misplaced because those statutes do not apply to extend
the Appellate Court deadlines or provide any excuse for his missed deadlines and noncompliance
in this appeal. He is pursuing his claims pro se and he must comply with the Rules.

The derogatory accusations of racial discrimination against Respondents’ Counsel are
frivolous and spurious, and his threats to make a disciplinary complaint and/or to file a legal
malpractice claim against the Hood Law Firm are wholly unfounded in law or evidence. Similarly,
the accusations of misconduct against Circuit Judges Young and McCoy are baseless. In addition,
the Appellant’s brazen attempt to extort a settlement by threatening to “go to the media” with

express intent “to inspire an uproar in the Media & Internet” paired with an offer to sign an NDA

' The c-track docket shows that this appeal previously was dismissed when the Appellant failed to
provide proof of timely service of the notice of appeal, and twice ignored the Court’s directions to
provide proof of service. [Order, 12/29/23] The Court reinstated the appeal after the Appellant
finally provided the proof of service. [Recall Remittitur, 2/7/24]
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is wholly inappropriate as a ground for reinstating his appeal. Ultimately, all these accusations
and threats are irrelevant to reinstating the appeal.

IL. The Motion for Settlement Agreement is not a matter for this Court to consider on
appeal.

The Appellant has filed several different documents appearing to request that this Court
force the Respondents to engage in settlement negotiations with him. Per c-track docket:
Appellant's Request for Settlement, 1/17/25; Appellant's Settlement Conference Proposal, 1/24/25;
Motion to Schedule Settlement Conference, 2/28/25; Appellant's Proposed Settlement, 3/4/25;
Correspondence/Copy of Proposed Settlement Agreement, 3/21/25; Appellant's Motion for Relief
Settlement Agreement, 4/2/25. Respondents respectfully submit that compelling the Respondents
to engage in settlement negotiations is not a component of the appellate process in the appeal from
the Trial Court’s order.

III.  The proposed “Amended Final Brief” does not comply with Rule 211, SCACR.

As shown in the docket, the Appellant has filed a series of revised/amended briefs as his
“final brief,” including the newest version filed with the Motion to Reinstate, none of which
comply with the Appellate Court Rules. The Appellant refuses to accept that, under the Appellate
Court Rules, the final brief is not an opportunity to substantially revise or add to the arguments
presented in the initial brief. The only changes allowed are correction of typographical errors and
addition of page references to the Record on Appeal. The Respondents made this point in their
original Motion to Dismiss the Appeal, or in the alternative, to Compel Appellant to Comply with
Rules 210 and 211. The Court’s order of February 11" clearly informed Appellant that “pursuant
to Rule 211 (b) of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, Appellant shall serve and file an

amended Appellant's brief that is identical to Appellant's initial brief with the only exceptions being







corrections of typographical errors and the insertion of citations to the record on appeal.” The
newest, proposed final brief still does not comply.

In the face of the Plaintiff’s incomprehensible accusations and arguments found in his
amended final brief, it seems important to refocus on the background of the Plaintiff’s legal claims
and the precise issues on appeal. This case arises out of the City of Hanahan Police Department’s
arrest of the Plaintift for unlawful conduct towards a minor on August 14, 2018. Over the last
seven years, the Plaintiff has pursued a protracted legal battle through the federal and state court
system. The Plaintiff previously filed an action in 2020 asserting federal and state tort claims in
connection with the arrest. On removal, the §1983 claim was resolved by a federal court order
granting summary judgment based on a finding that there was probable cause for the arrest, and
on remand, the state court (Judge Young) granted summary judgment on the grounds of doctrine
of collateral estoppel, and discretionary immunity under the Tort Claims Act, §15-78-60. The
Plaintiff did not pursue an appeal of those orders; instead, the Plaintiff just filed this action
attempting to relitigate his claims. In the order on appeal, the Trial Court issued an order granting
summary judgment and dismissing the claims on the same collateral estoppel and discretionary
immunity grounds as well as the bar of the Tort Claims Act two-year statute of limitations. The
Appellant/Plaintiff submitted a brief presenting his arguments on appeal, but since that submission
he has been submitting revised briefs as “final” in which he is making new accusations and raising
claims that do not address the merits of the order on appeal.

As evidenced by the Court’s letter of September 17, 2024, the Court indicated that the
August 14, 2024 brief was the operative initial brief to which the Respondents should respond.
Thereafter, the Respondents duly filed their initial brief. Appellant never filed an initial reply brief,

but he began submitting a series of “final” briefs, none of which complied with Rule 211 and







contained extensive substantive revisions of his arguments. In the face of the Appellant’s refusal
to accept that he cannot rewrite his initial brief, there is no reason to contemplate that he would
comply with the Rules if the Court were to reinstate his appeal yet again.

IV. The appeal cannot proceed because the Appellant refuses to file a Record on Appeal
that complies with Rule 210.

Finally, the Respondents also offer this comment/response to the Appellant’s “letter for
clarification,” wherein he declares that he “requires clarification on all items that must be included
inside of the record of appeal.” No clarification is necessary or warranted.

Rule 210 is clear: “ The Record on Appeal shall include all matter designated to be included
by any party under Rule 209.” As shown on the c-track docket, the Appellant’s designations were
received by the Court on June 28, 2024; and the Respondents’ designations were filed on October
9, 2024. The Respondents’ first motion to dismiss, filed December 11, 2025, clearly identifies
each and every document designated by both parties. The Court’s order of February 11, 2025
clearly instructed the Appellant/Plaintiff to “serve and file a second amended record on appeal that
includes all matters designated by the parties. See Rule 210(c), SCACR ("The Record on Appeal
shall include all matter designated to be included by any party .... ").”

The Appellant has a list of the documents that he must include in the Record on Appeal. If
he does not already have copies (either digital or paper) of any document, all the documents are
readily available from the County Clerk’s office online docket, or the Respondents would, upon
request, provide any document he cannot otherwise acquire/locate. But, inexplicably, rather than
comply, the Appellant had filed “amended” Records of Appeal that still omit the documents
designated by the Respondents.

It would appear from the docket and the Appellant’s comments that the Court and its staff

have been more than tolerant in attempting to guide the pro se Appellant through the Court’s







procedures and in repeatedly allowing the Appellant opportunities to comply with the Court’s
Rules and instructions. At this stage, the Appellant’s request for any further clarification or
accommodation is unwarranted and inappropriate.
Conclusion
The Respondents served and filed their initial brief on October 9, 2024, and they were
prepared to submit their final brief, in compliance with Rule 211, if the Appellant would have
provided a proper Record on Appeal. Instead, the Respondents have been put to the burden of
constantly responding to all the Appellant’s noncompliant filings. At this point, the Appellant has
not presented any legitimate ground to reinstate the appeal and the motion should be denied so that
this appeal can be finally terminated.
Now, wherefore, based on the foregoing, the Respondents respectfully request that the

Court deny the motion for reinstatement.

Respectfully submitted,
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Ph: (843) 577-4435

Fax: (843) 722-1630

/s/ Elloree A. Ganes

Elloree A. Ganes (SC #70509)

elloree.ganes@hoodlaw.com

Evan M. Sobocinski (SC #104259)

evan.sobocinski@hoodlaw.com

Attorneys for the Respondents
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ELLOREE A. GANES

Partner
DIRECT DIAL: (843) 577-1208
W F 1 RM EMAIL: elloree.ganes@hoodlaw.com
LLC

April 28, 2025

Via E-Filing

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Muhammad Nathaniel Wilson, Pro Se v. Hanahan Police Department
C/A No. and Jurisdiction: 2022-CP-08-02508, Berkeley CP
Appellate Case No. 2023-001837
HLF File No. 1.361

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for service, please find the Respondent’s Return to Appellant’s Motion to
Reinstate & Motion for Settlement Agreement and Certificate of Service in the above-referenced
case. We are serving the Appellant with a copy of the Return by email and U.S. Mail.

Kind regards,
Yours truly,
/s/ Elloree A. Ganes
Elloree A. Ganes
EAG/spc
Enclosure(s)

cc: Muhammad N. Wilson [Via E-Mail and U.S. Mail]

172 Meeting Street, Charleston, SC 29401
Phone: (843) 577-4435 Fax: (843) 722-1630 Email: Info@hoodlaw.com
www.hoodlaw.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on this 28th day of April, 2025, a copy of the Respondent’s
Return to Appellant’s Motion to Reinstate & Motion for Settlement Agreement was served by
emailing and mailing a copy to the following at the address listed below:

Muhammad N Wilson
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