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

Dear Clerk:

Please find attached Respondent’s Return to Appellant’s Motion to Stay
and Petition for Writ of Supersedeas in the above-referenced matter for
filing with the Court. | have copied Appellant on this email to provide a
courtesy copy of the filing as well as my firm’s cover letter and proof of
service, which was mailed today.

Thank you and please let me know if you need anything further.

Kim Bailey

(2]

Kimberly W. Bailey | Paralegal
Direct 864.240.3208 | kbailey@hsblawfirm.com
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HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BOYD, P.A.
ONE NORTH MAIN STREET, 2"° FLOOR
P.O. BOX 2048 (29602)

GREENVILLE, SOUTH CAROLINA 29601
MAIN 864.240.3200

FAX 864.240.3300
www.hsblawfirm.com

J. PATRICK BRADLEY

DIRECT 864.240.4567
pbradley@hsblawfirm.com

September 10, 2025

VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL

Dorothy Pierce, pro se
750 Mourning Dove Lane
Seneca, SC 29678

RE: PlanetONE Packaging, LLC v. American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and
Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a
Queen Dorothy Amolo
C.A. No. 2023-CP-37-00232
Appellate Case No. 2025-000490
Ms. Pierce:
Please find enclosed for service upon you the following:

1. Respondent’s Return to Appellant’s Motion to Stay and Petition for Writ of
Supersedeas; and

2. Proof of Service for the same.

These have also been filed with the Clerk of Court for the South Carolina Court of
Appeals as of the date of this correspondence.

Sincerely yours,
HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BQ D, P.A.
J. Patrijk Bradley \

Enclosures






THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable R. Lawton Mcintosh, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2023-CP-37-00232
Appellate Case No. 2025-000490

PlanetONE Packaging, LLC, ......ccovoiiiieiieie e Respondent,

American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy
Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy AmOI0 ..o Defendants,

OF WHOM Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
YN 0010 (o TN 1 T USROS Appellant.

RESPONDENT’S RETURN TO APPELLANT’S
MOTION TO STAY AND PETITION FOR A WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS

PlanetONE Packaging, LLC (“PlanetONE” or “Respondent”) submits this return in
opposition to Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo’s (“Pierce” or “Appellant”) “Petition for a Writ of Supersedeas (Motion for Stay Pending
Appeal and Waiver of Supersedeas Bond)” (filed August 11, 2025) (hereinafter the “Motion”).

INTRODUCTION

Appellant’s instant Motion is her latest attempt to delay enforcement of the valid judgment
against Appellant and her company/co-defendant American Pharma, LLC; Appellant has been
here many times in this case alone, in this current effort that she has presented for this Court’s

consideration lacks credibility, merit, and sincerity. This pattern has been clear since January of





this year when the circuit court first entered its order regarding Respondent’s valid and enforceable
default judgment against Appellant and American Pharma, jointly and severally. Respondent has
briefed varying facts and circumstances that get us here today, and will not rehash them here given
that it is the new developments over the past nine (9) months or so that truly reveal Appellant’s
intentions are to never recognize the valid judgment against her, and that she is intent on
misrepresenting even the most basic and publicly-documented facts to undersigned counsel, the
circuit court, and now this Court.

The following truncated timeline of events since default judgment was entered by Judge
Mclintosh in January of this year provides a look into the chaos that Appellant continues to
deliberately create; her frivolous endeavor only accomplishes the waste of time and resources of
this Court and Appellant. Indeed:

e January 31, 2025: The Honorable R. Lawton Mclintosh entered an Order of default
judgment in Respondent’s favor against Appellant and American Pharma, jointly and
severally. This Form 4 Order awarded damages to Respondent, excluding attorneys’ fees
pending the submission of a final affidavit of fees by counsel.t

e February 26, 2025: Following Respondent’s submission of its affidavit of attorneys’ fees,
Judge Mclintosh entered another Form 4 Order dismissing Appellant’s contest of the
attorneys' fees sought by Respondent.?

e March 5, 2025:

o Appellant, as Personal Representative of her late husband’s estate, previously
embroiled in litigation with the heirs, settled that dispute and on March 5th received
several parcels of land from the estate by Deed of Distribution recorded in the
Oconee County Register of Deeds office.® This information was not made known
to Respondent of the Circuit Court until later.

o Curiously, on the same day — March 5" — Appellant emailed Judge Mcintosh,
“inquiring if there will be a formal order...or [if] the form 4 is treated as a final
order regarding the default judg[ment] and damages.”

L Exhibit A, January 31, 2025, Form 4 Order.

2 Exhibit B, February 26, 2025, Form 4 Order.

% Exhibit C, Deeds [Book/Page: 3191/51; 3191/54; 3191/58; 3191/60; 3191/62; 3191/64].
4 Exhibit D, March 5, 2025, Email from Appellant.
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e March 11, 2025: Via anonymous tip, counsel for Respondent became aware of, and
informed the Court that, Appellant was “currently in the process of attempting to hide,
disburse, or transfer assets” in Oconee County.® A review of the Oconee County Register
of deeds showed that transfers of unencumbered real property were beginning from the
estate, to Ms. Pierce, and to third-parties.

e March 12, 2025:

o Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal of the Form 4 Orders entered on January 31 and
February 26.°

0 On the same day, despite public record to the contrary and seemingly believing that
the filing of a Notice of Appeal would provide cover for her transfers, Appellant
responds to Counsel and to the court denying the allegations that she is attempting
to hide or encumber assets such that the judgment could not be satisfied with them.’

e March 13, 2025: Unfortunately, but perhaps unsurprisingly, the very next day Appellant
recorded a series of transactions of the real property; she deeded the same parcels of land
received from her late husband’s estate to a company called Apparatus, LLC.8

e March 24, 2025: Judge Mclintosh entered another order confirming his prior entry of
default jJudgment against Appellant, this time defining the damages, costs, and interest - for
Two-Hundred and Sixty-Two Thousand One-Hundred Thirty Dollas and Thirty-Three
Cents ($262,130.33) — that apply to the same.®

e May 30, 2025: It was not over, though; again unsurprisingly, the transfers to Apparatus,
LLC were apparently not enough, as Counsel for Respondent received an email from a real
estate paralegal with a firm in Seneca, South Carolina, inquiring about the judgment in
Respondent’s favor against Appellant. According to a signed authorization and discussions
with this real estate firm’s office, Appellant was attempting to complete another
unspecified a real estate “transaction” (though the nature of the encumbrance or transfer
that she was trying to effect is still unknown to undersigned counsel).*

For the sake of brevity, there is no need to extend this timeline or summary of new developments

further; indeed, Appellant was well aware of the judgment against her, tried to file an appeal, and

® Exhibit E, March 11, 2025 Email from Counsel for PlanetONE.

¢ Exhibit F, Appellant’s Notice of Appeal of the January / February Form 4 Orders.

" Exhibit G, March 12, 2025, Email from Appellant.

8 Exhibit H, Deeds to Apparatus, LLC [Book/Page: 3192/294; 3192/296; 3192/298; 3192/300;
3192/302; 3192/305].

% Exhibit 1, Default Judgment against Appellant.

10 Exhibit J, May 30, 2025, Email from Real Estate Paralegal.

3





began shifting her assets to evade responsibility and execution of the judgment. Due to Appellant’s
habitual and blatant dishonesty concerning everything from her service of documents on counsel
for Respondent to the nature of her public transfers of real property in the face of a judgment,
Respondent has and continues to maintain an active Lis Pendens on the properties, with the most
recent being filed on August 26, 2025.1 Appellant fails to realize that execution on her real
property in light of the fraudulent transfers was not stayed by her filing of the notice of appeal in
this matter; she now frantically tries to back-end a de facto automatic stay as to this money
judgment, without support of the rules, facts, procedural posture, or state law regarding the same.

This appeal is Appellant’s fourth before this Court arising from this circuit court action,
furthering a pattern of wasteful litigation designed not to resolve legitimate disputes, but to delay
and obstruct Respondent’s ability to collect the money it is owed. Her conduct is not an isolated
lapse of a pro-se litigant; a quick review of C-Track and the Public Index in this and many other
matters reflect a consistent, deliberate strategy that burdens the time and resources of each Court
and party in her wake.

Notably, Appellant proceeds pro-se solely on her own behalf. She is the only appellant, as
the joint and several judgment against both her and her company, American Pharma, remains
uncontested as to American Pharma. In practice, however, Appellant and her company operate as
one and the same, which the circuit court’s orders confirm, and the distinction between them is
meaningless for purposes of this appeal.

In a refusal to confront the realities of Respondent’s valid judgment, Appellant now seeks
the extraordinary remedy of supersedeas to stay enforcement while she pursues another meritless

appeal. It is still unclear what relief Appellant seeks other than to avoid submitting to the valid

11 Exhibit K, Lis Pendens.





judgment against her and re-writing state law as to the automatic stay and money judgments. What
is more — relevance, preservation, and appealability aside for a moment — a cursory review of her
arguments reveals multiple case citations that have many hallmarks of Al hallucinations and Al-
assisted writing. If these (and others) are not the result of Al hallucinations or assistance from non-
attorney sources then, at worst, these arguments and citations approach the level of intentional
distortions of applicable law that is hard to ignore.*?

Simply, Appellant’s motion rests on a distorted misreading of South Carolina Appellate
Court Rule 241 and asks this Court to reward her misconduct by staying enforcement. The motion
should be denied outright. Still, if the Court is inclined to grant relief, at a minimum there is no
basis for any relief that is not expressly conditioned upon (1) posting of a bond in the full amount
of the judgment plus interest and costs; (2) prohibitions against further fraudulent transfers; (3)
ordering Appellant to provide all information concerning Apparatus, LLC’s corporate formalities,
ownership, and existence; and (4) expedited appellate proceedings

LEGAL STANDARD

“As a general rule, the service of a notice of appeal in a civil matter acts to automatically
stay matters decided in the order.” Rule 241(a), SCACR. However, the South Carolina Appellate
Court Rules acknowledge the rights of judgment creditors by carving out an exception: an appeal
from a judgment “directing the payment of money” does not automatically stay the execution of
the judgment. Rule 241(b), SCACR; S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130 (a)(1), “A notice of appeal from

a judgment directing the payment of money does not stay the execution of the judgment unless the

12 Exhibit L, Appellant’s Petition for Writ of Supersedeas. See, e.g., page 2, citation to Russo V.
Sutton, 310 S.C. 200, 422 S.E.2d 750 (1992)—a case about criminal conversation and the tort of
alienation of affections, with no mention of writ of supersedeas. See, e.g., page 2, citation to
Sturkie v. Sifly, 280 S.C. 453, 313 S.E.2d 316 (Ct. App. 1984), misstating the requirements for
piercing the corporate veil.





presiding judge before whom the judgment was obtained grants a stay of execution.” In Stearns
Bank National Association v. Glenwood Falls, the South Carolina Supreme Court recognized that
entry of default bars a direct appeal from a money judgment, unless and until the movant operates
through the proper procedural channels and the court finds in their favor. Stearns Bank Nat. Ass’n
v. Glenwood Falls, LP, 375 S.C. 423, 653 S.E.2d 274, 275 (2007).

In a case not automatically stayed under Rule 241, a party may move for an order imposing
supersedeas if certain requirements are met. See Rule 241(c)(1), SCACR. This motion must be
made first to the trial court, unless “extraordinary circumstances” make it “impracticable.” Id. at
(d)(1). Rule 241 provides as an example of an extraordinary circumstance “the issuance of an ex
parte order or decision, or an unnecessary delay by the lower court or administrative tribunal in
ruling on this application.” Id.

A supersedeas suspends or stays proceedings to preserve the status quo when it is necessary
to do so pending a final disposition of a valid appeal effort. Id.; Melton v. Walker, 209 S.C. 330,
40 S.E.2d 161, 164 (1946). In considering whether to grant a writ of supersedeas, the court “should
consider whether such an order is necessary to preserve the jurisdiction of the appeal or to prevent
a contested issue from becoming moot.” Rule 241(c)(2), SCACR. Further, the court may condition
the supersedeas upon terms as the court deems appropriate, including requiring a bond. Id. at (¢)(3).

DISCUSSION

Appellant’s motion misconstrues Rule 241 by seeking a stay of enforcement of the
judgment under the facts (and her conduct here), and she offers no bond or security, much less a
cogent legal basis for either position. Under these circumstances, a stay is neither warranted nor

just and Appellant’s motion should be denied.





l. Appellant Misconstrues Rule 241 in an Attempt to Further Delay Enforcement
of a Valid Judgment.

Appellant’s motion is premised on a fundamental misunderstanding of South Carolina
Appellate Court Rule 241. Rule 241 provides, in plain terms, that the service of a notice of appeal
does not stay execution of a money judgment. Rule 241(b), SCACR; see also S.C. Code Ann. §
18-9-130 (a)(1). A judgment creditor in South Carolina may proceed immediately with collection
while an appeal is pending. Accordingly, the money judgment against Appellant was never stayed
by her filing of appeal, much less by her lack of service upon Respondent of the notice.™

Supersedeas is not an automatic entitlement; it is an extraordinary remedy available only
when the Court determines such an order is “necessary to preserve jurisdiction of the appeal or to
prevent a contested issue from becoming moot.” Rule 241(c)(2), SCACR. An order for
supersedeas must first be made to the trial court—the only exception is for “extraordinary
circumstances” that make application to the trial court “impracticable,” such as “the issuance of
an ex parte order or decision, or an unnecessary delay by the lower court or administrative tribunal
in ruling.” Id. at (d)(1). There has been no opportunity for such extraordinary circumstances to
occur because Appellant has refused to present her arguments on supersedeas to the circuit court.

Notably, Appellant appears to ignore the requirement of Rule 241 (d)(4)(C), SCACR that
any supersedeas sought by this Court be accompanied with “a showing that an application for this
relief was made to the lower court...and was unjustifiably denied...A certified copy of the lower
court’s... ruling must be included.” Id. at (d)(4)(C). Appellant’s meager references in her motion

to perceived “procedural unfairness” and “disregard for the evidentiary record” do not provide her

13 This issue has been briefed at length. Respondent in no way waives any objections to service,
or lack thereof.





the path to supersedeas. A reluctance to accept the valid $262,130.33 judgment looming over her
is not a legitimate indicator of “extraordinary circumstances” or “impracticability.”**

Likewise, there is no contested issue before the Court that would be mooted if supersedeas
was denied here. As of March 25, 2025, Respondent was fully entitled to execute on the judgment.
Given various circumstances, obfuscations, public ROD records, and blatant misrepresentations
made to the Court by Appellant, Respondent has simply opted, for now, to maintain a lis pendens
on Appellant’s known real property asset(s) until the Court resolves her web of frivolous appeal
efforts. Given the ongoing efforts to hide these assets behind an LLC that appears not to exist,
Respondent would request this Court deny Appellant’s arguments and request for supersedeas
given the threat that the judgment will be rendered uncollectable if Appellant is permitted to hide
assets and shirk state law. Respondent has done nothing more than maintain its rights through the
filing of the lis pendens and limited communications regarding Appellant’s attempted real property
transfers.

Appellant’s suggestion that this Court must grant a stay to “preserve the status quo”
tellingly fails to inform the Court of what the status quo is.!® Via this return, Respondent has
attempted to shed light on the basics of the current status quo: this Court entered default judgment
against Appellant and American Pharma, jointly and severally, for over $260,000. Appellant
recycles her usual laundry list of non-preserved, non-appealable, and non-served issues, and the
vehicle she chose to pack these in for the Court’s review this time does not change the merits or
facts. Indeed, what Appellant seeks is to invert Rule 241—creating an automatic stay where none

exists and shifting all the risk and burden of her apparent new appeal strategy on Respondent. This

14 Exhibit L, Appellant’s Petition for Writ of Supersedeas, page 1.
151d., page 2.





Court should dispose of the pending motion despite Appellant’s attempt to turn Rule 241 on its
head; this rule almost consistently operates to protect prevailing parties during appeal, not
judgment debtors like Dorothy Pierce.

1. Appellant Has Engaged in Fraudulent Transfers to Evade Enforcement,
Demonstrating Bad Faith and Heightened Risk of Nonpayment.

Even if Appellant could establish some colorable basis for supersedeas, her consistently
dishonest conduct strips her of any claim to relief. On the very day she received property from the
settlement of her late husband’s estate, Appellant emailed Judge Mclntosh, anxious to know
whether this Court’s Form 4 Orders counted as a final order.'® Shortly thereafter, and even after
being specifically advised of counsel and the Court’s notice of her actions, Appellant denied the
facts apparent from the real estate records and doubled down on her efforts to hide assets.

Had it not been for an anonymous tip received, Respondent would have been oblivious to
Appellant’s asset shuffling schemes.!” Appellant vehemently denied any implication of
impropriety yet turned around the next day and deeded the land distributed from her late husband’s
estate to Apparatus, LLC — an entity whose existence cannot be confirmed by Respondent, as it
is not organized under South Carolina law and is not registered as doing business in this State.

Interestingly, however, Apparatus, LLC shares the same mailing address as to Dorothy Pierce’s

own company, her Co-Defendant in this matter, American Pharma, LLC — in an obvious

attempt to place assets beyond Respondent’s reach but well within Appellant’s ownership

control.!®

18 Exhibit C, Deeds of Distribution [Book/Page: 3191/51; 3191/54; 3191/58; 3191/60; 3191/62;
3191/64]; Exhibit D, March 5, 2025, Email from Appellant.

17 Exhibit E, March 11, 2025, Email from Counsel for PlanetONE.

18 Exhibit G, March 12, 2025, Email from Appellant; Exhibit H, Quitclaim Deeds to Apparatus,
LLC [ Book/Page: 3192/294; 3192/296; 3192/298; 3192/300; 3192/302; 3192/305].
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I11.  If the Court Entertains Appellant’s Motion, Any Relief Should Be Strictly
Conditioned.

Not only is the judgment against Defendants valid, but Appellant has proven again and
again that she has no likelihood of success on appeal. This is now Appellant’s fourth appeal arising
out of the same set of facts. With each unsuccessful appeal, she has forced Respondent to expend
additional resources and has burdened the court with repetitive and meritless filings. At best,
Appellant is wasting her own resources—squandering her own time and money chasing empty
appeals and delay tactics that serve no purpose other than to try and manufacture “extraordinary
circumstances.” Accordingly, it is in the best interest of all litigants and the Court to deny her
instant motion.

However, if the Court is inclined to grant relief, even in part, it should exercise its necessary
authority to impose strict conditions to not only deter the Appellant but to protect Respondent’s
judgment, including conditions like: (1) posting of a bond in the full amount of the judgment plus
interest and costs; (2) prohibitions against further fraudulent transfers; (3) ordering Appellant to
provide all information concerning Apparatus, LLC’s corporate formalities, ownership, and
existence; and (4) expedited appellate proceedings.

Rule 241 grants the Court discretion in conditioning supersedeas on the filing of a bond or
terms the Court may deem appropriate. Rule 241(c)(3), SCACR. From the fraudulent transaction
at the center of this matter to her attempts to evade a lawful judgment via post-judgment transfers
of assets to an LLC of dubious provenance but shares an address with her other businsess(es),
security in the form of a bond would be paramount if the Court opts not to deny Appellant’s motion
in full. To further secure PlanetONE, the Court must direct Appellant to cease any attempts to
scatter her attachable assets. Finally, expedited appellate proceedings are warranted under Rule

241(c)(3) because Appellant has already engaged in fraudulent transfers designed to frustrate
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enforcement of the judgment. Every additional day of delay increases the risk that PlanetONE’s
ability to collect will be permanently impaired. The interest of judicial economy favors prompt
resolution of this appeal rather than permitting yet another round of waste.

CONCLUSION

For all the foregoing reasons, Respondent respectfully requests that the Court deny
Appellant’s Motion for Stay and Petition for a Writ of Supersedeas. In the alternative, if the Court
grants any relief, it should be conditioned upon (1) posting of a bond in the full amount of the
judgment plus interest and costs; (2) prohibitions against further fraudulent transfers; (3) ordering
Appellant to provide all information concerning Apparatus, LLC’s corporate formalities,
ownership, and existence; and (4) expedited appellate proceedings

Alternatively, Respondent has filed (or plans to file in the immediate future) a Renewed
Motion to Dismiss Appeal and Motion for Sanctions, the granting of which would moot

Appellant’s Motion for Stay and Petition for Writ of Supersedeas.

Respectfully submitted,
HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BOYD, P.A.

s/ J. Patrick Bradley

Christopher B. Major (SC Bar No. 72872)
J. Patrick Bradley (SC Bar No. 103608)
ONE North Main Street, 2" Floor

P.O. Box 2048 (29602)

Greenville, SC 29601

(864) 240-3200

cmajor@hsblawfirm.com
pbradley@hsblawfirm.com

Attorneys for Respondent PlanetONE Packaging, LLC

September 10, 2025
Greenville, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF OCONEE

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

Planetone Packaging LLC

FORM 4

JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

CASE NO. 2023CP3700232

American Pharma Machinery LLC et al

PLAINTIFF(S)

DEFENDANT(S)

Submitted by: R. Lawton Mclntosh

Attorney for : [_] Plaintiff [] Defendant
or
[] Self-Represented Litigant

0O O X 0O

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)

JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [_] See Page 2 for additional information.

ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [_] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [] Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [_] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [] Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy;

[] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award; [_] Other

OO

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
[ ] Affirmed; [ ] Reversed; [ ] Remanded; [_] Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ ] See attached order (formal order to follow) [X] Statement of Judgment

by the Court:

ORDER INFORMATION

DAMAGES AWARDED EXCLUDING ATTORNEY’S FEES. PLAINTIFF IS TO FILE AN AFFIDAVIT
FOR ATTORNEY’S FEES AND SERVE DEFENDANT WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS. DEFENDANT HAS
THE RIGHT TO REQUEST CROSS EXAMINATION OF PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL. SUCH REQUEST
MUST BE MADE IN WRITING WITHIN FIVE (5) DAYS OF THIS ORDER BEING FILED.

MR. BRADLEY TO PREPARE A FORMAL ORDER SUBSEQUENT TO THE ISSUE OF ATTORNEY’S
FEES BEING DETERMINED.

This order [_] ends [X] does not end the case.

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

$

$

$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017)

Page 1 of 4
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or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the
clerk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details.
E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page.

2155

Circuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of , 20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of , 20 to attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT
Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1.

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 2 of 4
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Oconee Common Pleas

Case Caption: Planetone Packaging LIc VS American Pharma Machinery Llic,
defendant, et a
Case Number: 2023CP3700232

Type: Order/Form 4

SR. LAWTON McINTOSH

SR.LAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-01-30 17:31:42 page 3 of 3
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FORM 4

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

COUNTY OF OCONEE

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2023 CP-37-00232

PLANETONE PACKAGING, LLC. AMERICAN PHARMA MACHINERY , LLC.
ET, AL.

PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

Submitted by: or
[] Self-Represented Litigant

Attorney for : [] Plaintiff [] Defendant

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court.

The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. [_] See Page 2 for additional information.
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [] Rule 12(b), SCRCP; [] Rule 41(a),

SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit); [] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); [_] Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [] Bankruptcy;

[] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award; [_] Other

STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
[ ] Affirmed; [ ] Reversed; [ ] Remanded; [_] Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [ ] See attached order (formal order to follow) [X] Statement of Judgment
by the Court:

0O O X O

RN

ORDER INFORMATION

DEFENDANT'S MOTION IS TREATED AS A MOTION TO CROSS EXAMINE COUNSEL ON
ATTORNEY FEES. DEFENDANT'S REQUEST TO CROSS EXAMINE ISUNTIMELY AND
THEREFORE DENIED. ORDER ISSUED WITHOUT A FORMAL HEARING. NO FORMAL ORDER IS
REQUESTED.

This order [_] ends [X] does not end the case.

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX
Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount
should be enrolled. If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against Judgment Amount To be Enrolled
(List name(s) below) (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)

$

$

$

If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest
or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the
clerk. Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details.

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 1 of 4
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Circuit Court Judge Judge Code Date

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day of , 20 and a copy mailed first class or

placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of , 20 to attorneys of record or
to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT

Court Reporter:

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk’s entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy
of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON
PAGE 1.

This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.

SCRCP Form 4C (02/2017) Page 2 of 4
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Oconee Common Pleas

Case Caption: Planetone Packaging LIc VS American Pharma Machinery Llic,
defendant, et a
Case Number: 2023CP3700232

Type: Order/Form 4

SR. LAWTON McINTOSH

SR.LAWTON McINTOSH

Electronically signed on 2025-02-26 15:31:30 page 3 of 3
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Book: 3191 Page: 51 Page: 1 of 3

FILED OCOXZE COUNTY, SC

ANHA K DAVISOH

EGIS £7 OF OFE
MAR 11 2025 s
WBEAR IS PM L kT
Augitor Oconee County S.C.
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT
COUNTY OF OCONEE - )

) DEED OF DISTRIBUTION
IN THE MATTER OF: ) (Real Property Only)
DOYLEE. PIERCE ) NOT AWARRANTY DEED
DECEASED, )

) Case No.: 2020ES3700532

The undersigned states as follows:

This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5" day of March 2025, by Dorothy

Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle E. Pierce, deceased, and is delivered in

furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.

The Decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is being

administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:

2020ES3700532.

The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025.

The decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South

Carolina, described as follows:

Parcel TD: 252-00-03-049
Class: 100 Residentiat Vacant Land
Acreage: 0.57

Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
THIS PROPERTY BESIGNATED AS
MAPZS 251800 51K 03
ON GEGREE Conmmy sy -2 9 QCONEE COUNTY
y AR . 2= STATE TAX
OCONEE OOUNTYWOR COUNTY TAX .
EXEMPT l}

Brief Tax Description: LOT 8 THE WOODS

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land situate, lying, and

being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, Seneca Township, Return Community,
being known and designated as Lot Number EIGHT (8) of THE WOODS, as shown and more
fully described on a Plat thereof by Michael L. Henderson of Cornerstone of Seneca, Inc., dated

July 1, 1981, and recorded in Plat Book P-45, Page 88, in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina, reference to which is hereby made for a more complete metes and bounds description

thereof,

EET B

Barcode ID: 2526717 Type: DEE
Recorded: 03/10/2025 at 04:47:00 PM

Fee Amt: $15.00

Tax: $0.00

\Oconee, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds
Arnna Davison - Register Of Deeds

Pagelof3
%3191 51-53
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Book: 3191 Page: 51 Page: 2 of 3

This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Regina Com Watson
Crukleton, recorded in Deed Book 1793, Pages 309-311, dated September 14, 2010, in the
records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

This transfer is made pursuant to:

Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62:3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)
Probate Court Order issued on February 12, 2025

“In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does

hereby release ail of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory
and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:
Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5" day of March 2025,

_—

Dorothy Pierce, Personal Representative
SIGNED SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Wltness Faj Sa./ /4 lam
\mmess,@m%jﬂaﬂm @[wif Msz

STATE OF SOUTH CARQLINA ACKNOWLEDGMENT
COUNTY OF OQCONEE

L, 7&6/6( 5/ ‘éf[ , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton

Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the
foregoing Deed of Distribution.

Witness my hand and seal this the 5”: day of MarcA , 2025

2 (SEAL)
(Signature of Notary Public)

S

§'
5

>

st

Page20f 3
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My Commission Expires: 0 12/ 9020
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} L£0 OCOMEE COUNTY, SC
FILED De i D avisan
RECIS T % DF DZEDS

JISHAR i0 P be T

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT %
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
) DEED OF DISTRIBUTION MAR T1 2025
IN THE MATTER OF: ) (Real Property Only) _
DOYLE E. PIERCE ) NOT A WARRANTY DEED  Atditor, Ocones County S.¢
DECEASED, )
) FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
) Case No.: 2020ES3700532 THIS pesonaTEn a5 1 K.
MAPZZESURO0 B1KO3 paRe © 07
ON OCONEE COUNTY TAXMAPS
- 3. o2,
The undersigned states as follows: OCONEE COUNTY AGSESSOR
This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5 Day of March, 2025, by Dorothy
Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle E. Pierce, deceased, and is delivered in
furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.
The Decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is being
administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:
2020ES3700532.
The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025,
The decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South
Carolina, described as follows:
OCONEE COUNTY
Tax Map Number (TMS): 252-00-03-007 STATE TAX
Classification: 112 Farm with Living Unit COUNTY TAX
Street Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678. EXEMPT J

Legal Description: The following tracts of land were owned by Doyle E, Pierce at the time of
his divorce from Joyce L. Pierce in May 1992. On May 2, 1991, the properties were resurveyed
and merged under one plat. Joyce L. Pierce relinquished any and all rights to these properties by
deed recorded in Deed Book 653, Page 63. This conveyance made Doyle E. Pierce the sole

owner of all the tracts,

IST Buseal Puacis T

0y NS YoUA-AS N &- Doves Lim Barcode ID: 2526720 Type: DEE
Mo SC_, Recorded: 03/10/2025 at 04:47:00 PM
$ S Se aang e Page  of 4
My 'Oconee, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds
*b Annha Davison - Register Of Deeds

Page 1of 4
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TRACT ONE: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land, situate, lying, and being in Return
School District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing 19 acres, more or less, bounded now
or formerly by lands of H. D. Alexander on the North and East, W. B. Gambrell on the East, and
Adams on the West, and being more particularly described on a plat prepared by Harry U. Earle,
Surveyor, recorded in Plat Book J at Page 194, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.
This is the identical property conveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from PEGGY JO D.
COLE and BOBBY EUGENE DYAR, dated July 16, 1969, and recorded in Deed Book 10-Q at

Page 9, in the records of Oconce County, South Carolina,

TRACT TWO: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land containing % acre ( 0.75 acre),
more or less, said tract being a part of a 12-acre tract of land deeded to Henry McDaniel
Alexander by John L. Kirby, by deed dated November 20, 1946, and recorded in the Office of the
Clerk of Court for Oconee County, State of South Carolina, in Deed Book 5-U at Page 184.

This is the identical property conveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from SHELL HOMES,
INC. OF ANDERSON, dated March 30, 1971, and recorded in Deed Book 11-A at Page 54, in

the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TRACT THREE: ALY that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land Situate in Return School
District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing Eight (8) acres, more or less. This land
comprises the greater portion of the H.D. Alexander tract, which originaily contained 12.3 acres,
as shown on a plat prepared by Harry U. Earle, Surveyor, recorded in Plat Book J at Page 194, in
the Office of the Clerk of Court for Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is being the remaining property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from George W. Hill
and Rosie A. Hill, dated May 19, 1976, and recorded in Deed Book 12-L at Page 427, in the
records of Oconee County, South Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 43).

Reference: The original tract contained 10 acres, but 2 acres, more or less, were previously
conveyed to Willie A. Leroy and Christine L. Leroy by deed of Doyle Elton Pierce, as described
in Plat Book P-44 at Page 64 and recorded in Deed Book 11 at Page 243,

Page20of 4
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TRACT FOUR: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land situated in Return School District,
QOconee County, South Carolina, containing 2.14 acres, more or less, and being more particularly
described according to a plat of survey by Schumacher Engineering Service, dated May 21,
1973, and recorded in Plat Book P-37 at Page 145, in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina.

This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from Jack B. Medlin, dated
March 13, 1978, and recorded in Deed Book 12-Z at Page 5, in the records of Oconee County,
South Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 63.)

This transfer is made pursuant to:

Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62-3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)

In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does
hereby release all of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory

and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:;

Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE
Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5 day of March 2025.

; mj@oﬁ%

y Pierce, Personal Representative

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: ‘ f cufaﬂ /4

Witness: %Mﬂ@ Zafﬂfﬂﬂ _ @hﬂlﬁﬁh&d@_

Page3of4
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ACKNOWLEDGMENT

COUNTY OF OCONEE

I, W Eg)ﬂﬂ , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton
Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the

foregoing Deed of Distribution.
Witness my hand and seal this the sh day of_Mairch , 2025

SUORAEL g, 7 (SEAL)

§-.\‘ qy'cp“\mlss!o,,% 4’ "-,“ (Signature of Notary Public)
£ f P NOTAR % My Commission Expires: 0.2/i19/5e,
= EH

\”“ﬂm
19,2855 s"

.I ad!
I
’,','
a”"hmlm\l“
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. s FILED DCONZE COURTY, SC
7 AMMA { \}.{\WJU
REGIST:% OF DFEDS
0I5#AR 10 PH ]
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
) DEED OF DISTRIBUTION
IN THE MATTER OF: ) (Real Property Only)
DOY]LE ELTON PIERCE ) NOT A WARRANTY DEED Cusar-
DECEASED, ) MAR 1 i
| ) Case No.: 2020ES$3700532 AR 1T 2025

Auditor, Oconee Co: . o

The undersigned states as follows:

This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5™ day of March 2025, by Dorothy
Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle E. Pierce, deceased, and is delivered in

furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.

The Decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is being
administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:
2020ES3700532.

The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025.

The decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South

Carolina, described as follows:

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Pareel ID: 252-00-03-056 Wﬁfﬁ ll|||\|l|ll||l|\|||lll|ll\\l|lllIIIIIIIIIIIIIII|Ill||||ll|||||llll m
OOOHEE mmm' TAX MAPS Barcode ID: 2526724 Type: DY
Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land% ﬁ‘. E:;(:;E"etd;l)g/ég/m% at 04:47:00 PM
Acreage 0.6 mmm Eac,::nsmgzcgouth Carolina, Register Of Deeds
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678 e bt Register Of Deccl
Brief Tax Description: LOT 15 THE WOODS «3191 58-59

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 15,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby
given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

N 156 MTwning Dove- Ln. -

OCONEE COUNTY
en— S
\"ga S ShHt STATE TAX P 102
‘:':)‘Y COUNTY TAX agelo

EXEMPT, ’-/
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This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc.,
recorded in Deed Book 1660, Pages 286-287, dated May 16, 2008, in the records of Oconee

County, South Carolina.

This transfer is made pursuant to:
B Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62-3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)
Probate Court Order issued on February 12, 2025

In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does
hereby release all of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory
and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:

Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE
Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5 day of March 2025,

( vfennh

Dorathy Pierce, Personal Representative
SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: W 29,774 /4‘{ a7

Witness: A7, va
/ ) 5

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
I ‘7&0{&6{ ‘-&M , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton

Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the
foregoing Deed of Distribution.

““ulli!lﬂu,"

Witness my hand and seal this the 5‘(“ day of Mcu‘cﬁ , 2025 Ss“\\ G@nlss:;,,eo'lz:"'o,
£ SO o,
5 S WOTAR) 3!

(SEAL) NI A

(Signature of Notary Public) %, 0 -S‘ s
My Commission Expires: 0 3/{9/2030 0, S OUTH o

Page 2 of 2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT
COUNTY OF OCONEE

. DEED OF DISTRIBUTION Cguse
(Real Property Only)

NOT A WARRANTY DEED MAR 11 2025

IN THE MATTER OF:
DOYLE ELTON PIERCE '
DECEASED,

Case No.: 2020ES3700532  "udltor, Oconee County $.C

The undersigned states as follows:

This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5™ day of March 2025, by Dorothy
Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased, and is delivered

in furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.

The Decedent, Doyle Elton Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is
being administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:
2020ES3700532.

The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025.

The decedent, Doyle Elton Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South
Carolina, described as follows: FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

e
mPRIR OGRS clll!lill}l{l)l!lll!!llﬂylzll?llllﬂlHllllmlﬂlﬂlﬂﬂlllllﬂllﬂlllﬂll

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-048 MAPE.S_SUBCS BLKOS PARE, Type: DEE

Recorded: 03/10/2025 at 04:47:00 PM
Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land 1‘——-— 3, zg—h rocsoos "

Tax: $0.
COUNTY ASSESSOR Oconee, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds

,Anna Davison - Register Of Deeds
Pagelof2

3191  ~60-61

Acreage: 0.53
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678
Brief Tax Description: LOT 7 THE WOODS

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 7,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby

given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This being a portion of property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc
recorded in Deed Book 1683, Pages 295-296, dated September 23, 2008, in the records of

Oconee County, South Caroclina.

OCONEE COUNTY
STATE TAX

COUNTY TAX
exempT W
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This transfer is made pursuant to:
Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62-3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)

Probate Court Order issued on February 12, 2025

In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does
hereby release all of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory

and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:

Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE
Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678.

IN WITNESS WHEREOPF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5™ day of March, 2025,

-

Dorot\\g:;;ce, Personal Representative
SIGNED, SEALED DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: F&-isa/ A(am
Witness: W%Mj/ / g oledt
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
)
COUNTY OF OCONEE

I, "I(&LM ‘&ML , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton

Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the

foregoing Deed of Distdbution.
Witness my hand and seal this the 5#\ day of MW , 2025

%/« SOAEL 3’5"'..

# 7 (SEAL) B QS'“ ‘“misslo;, %
(Signature of Notary Public ) H :$‘ %y %
My Commission Expires: 23//9/.20 £ ¢ WQTARY ®7 3
1Qy e gy
Page2of2 ’%%%191“@6;:;
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s 7 FILED OCONSE COUNTY, S0 ;?;? &fﬂfﬁ gm&'gm
ARMA 1 DAVISON MAP2S2 SUB OO BIK 02 PARG_ OS5 |
EGIS o2 QEDEEDS ON OCONEE COUNTY TAX MAPS
WSHAR 10 Y i &7 A 3 22
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURTT COURTY ASSESSOR
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
) DEED OF DISTRIBUTION
IN THE MATTER OF: ) (Real Property Only) O e
DOYLE E. PIERCE ) NOT A WARRANTY DEED
DECEASED, ) MAR 11 2025
) Case No.: 2020ES3700532

Auditor, Oconee Cou: _ ..%

The undersigned states as follows:

This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5™ day of March 2025, by Dorothy
Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle E. Pierce, deceased, and is delivered in

furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.

The Decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is being
administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:
2020ES3700532.

The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025,

The decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South

Carolina, described as follows:

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-051 " RN MOALATO T L

Barcode ID: 2526;29 0414700 P‘I;\:;pe
: identi ded: 03/10/2025 at

Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land r;:;o;met 02/
Tax: $0.00

Acreage: 0.6 oa::):)nsee South Carolina, Register Of Deeds
Anna Davison - Register Of Deeds

‘ Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678 Page 1of 2
PG -
Brief Tax Description: LOT 10 THE WOODS 3191 62-63

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 10,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby

given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

N
,\’% This being a portion of property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc,
% recorded in Deed Book 1683, Pages 295-296, dated September 23, 2008, in the records of

] § Oconee Coqnty, South Carolina. OCONEE COUNTY
Tuesn PU{\C» - STATE TAX Page 1 0f2
SO oumaa ¢ Iiope— ) COUNTY TAX /

EXEMPT
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This transfer is made pursuant to:

X Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62-3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)
& Probate Court Order issued on February 12, 2025

In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does
hereby release all of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory

and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:
Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE
Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5 day of March 2025.

ey

L

Dorothy Pierce, Personal Representative

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: %d faisel Alam

Witness: %Mﬁ/ |
/

STATE OF SOUYH CAROLINA)
) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
COUNTY OF OCONEE )

L M{}/ "ﬁflﬁ , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton
Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the
foregoing Deed of Distribution.

Witness my hand and seal this the 5% day of Marh , 2025

‘““mlllm,,,’"
\J

‘\‘\\ ‘ ‘ A E L 'l,”'
QSO
LTS

2z
z

£ ¥ womg, 3
% E—.% '&p"a'-‘c 5
(SEAL) %R0 10 WS

RUTITCY

- ”.o OJ‘\.‘ Taag “.“.',-‘.Qg \‘\e
(Signature of Notary Public) "1, SOUTH T
My Commission Expires: 23//4 /2030 R
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Book: 3191 Page: 64 Page: 1 of 3

- E1LEN GCOUEE COUNTY, SC fg?,omrﬁﬂmﬁ, mUSE ,ON‘MLYAS
ANNEA KD 5VISOH MAPCS 25119,00 BLK 03_RARE_0 |
REGIS, J4 CF DEEAS T LI PR
S HER i0 P i S A 3. 2.
ODONEE COUNTY ABSEESOR
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE PROBATE COURT
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
) DEED OF DISTRIBUTION
IN THE MATTER OF: ) (Real Property Only)
DOYLE ELTON PIERCE ) NOT A WARRANTY DEED
DECEASED, ) Clwsar—
Case No.: 2020ES3700532
) MAR 11 2035
The undersigned states as follows: Auditer, Oconee County S.C.

This Deed of Distribution is made and entered into this 5" day of March 2025, by Dorothy
Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle E. Pierce, deceased, and is delivered in

furtherance of the court-approved distribution of the Estate's real property.

The Decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, died on September 14, 2020, and probate of the Estate is being
administered in the Oconee County Probate Court, South Carolina, under File No.:
2020E83700532.

The undersigned was reappointed Personal Representative on February 12, 2025. ~

The decedent, Doyle E. Pierce, owned certain real property located in Oconee County, South

Carolina, described as follows:

- ™~
TAX Man ID: 252-00.03.001 0 A A
p 11k ,Barcode ID: 2526732 Type: DEE

Recorded: 03/10/2025 at 04:48:00 PM

Property Address: Oak Ridge Circle, Seneca, SC. 29678. Fee At 1500
Occ;neé, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds

Class: 804 Private Right-of-Way ipme g g Register Of Deeds

Acreage: 1.66 %3191 ~64-66

Legal Description: All that certain parcel of land, situate, lying, and being in the County of
Oconee, State of South Carolina, Seneca Township, Return Community, known and designated
as Oak Ridge Circle in The Woods Subdivision.

%\:\ This being a portion of property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc,
\5\? recorded in Deed Book: 1804, Pages, 20-22 dated November 15, 2010, in the records of Oconee

County, South Carolina.

Nso Moward gD LA OCONEE COUNTY
Seracsn, S DAY STATE TAX Page1of 3

COUNTY TAX i e
EXEMPT, \vl\} i e
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The land contains the following metes and bounds, to wit: beginning at an iron pin in County
Road known as South Radio Station Road, thence S78 03W for a distance of 384.64 feet; thence
S78 19W for a distance of 11feet; thence S81 24W for a distance of 110 feet; thence S87 00W
for a distance of 110 feet; thence N87 38 W for a distance of 100 feet; thence N82 33W for a
distance of 100 feet, N80 00W for a distance of 175.94 feet; thence S62 00W for a distance of
104.97 feet; thence S63 57W for a distance of 3.62 feet; thence S39 54W for a distance of 20.41
feet; thence $72 14W for a distance of 83.32 feet; thence N28 08W for a distance of 39.41 feet;
thence N26 30E for a distance of 52.13 feet; thence N85 03E for a distance of 45.62 feet; thence
N88 06E for a distance of 20.41 feet; thence N63 59E for a distance of 4.10 feet; thence N29 00E
for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence N37 11E for a distance of 89.13 feet; thence S54 16E for a
distance of 70.47 feet; thence S45 O00E for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence S80 00W 176.42 for a
distance of 176.42 feet; thence S81 13 E for a distance of 45.63 feet; thence S85 26E for a
distance of 112.50 feet; thence N88 34E for a distance of 112.50 feet; thence N82 54E for a
distance of 100.00 feet; thence N79 08E for a distance of 41.2 feet; thence N78 03E for a
distance of 384.66 feet; thence running along said County Road S11 56E for a distance of 50.33

feet to the place of beginning. All measurements being a little more or less.
This transfer is made pursuant to:
Private Family Agreement: SCPC § 62-3-912 (Dated October 17, 2023)

Probate Court Order issued on February 12, 2025

In accordance with the laws of the State of South Carolina, the Personal Representative does
hereby release all of the Personal Representative’s right, title and interest, including statutory

and/or testamentary powers, over the real property described to the beneficiary named below:
Name: QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678.

Page2 of 3
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IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the undersigned, as Personal Representative of the above Estate,
has executed this Deed of Distribution on this 5% day of March 2025.

Y)Y

Dorothy Pierce, Personal Representative

SIGNBD SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: _, FauSd/ 4 am
Witness: %AMM %ﬁjﬁ[@%__
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
)
COUNTY OF OCONEE )

L 7&&&5/ nglf , a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that Dorothy Pierce, as Personal Representative of the Estate of Doyle Elton

Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and acknowledged the due execution of the
foregoing Deed of Distribution,

Witness my hand and seal this the Sth day of Maech , 2025

e““‘& \ L B(') %,
QS Y,
& %

e { S §
' i E Pugle i i
{Slg?-rarlure of Notary Public) .,% ‘ﬁ_,%‘@ ﬁ& §§

My Commission Expires: o3/ 19 /8430 % 0%19 q9§
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From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 8:57 AM

To: Mclintosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings) <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>; Mclntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Grace
Kerley) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>; Amanda Watkins <awatkins@oconeesc.com>; Major, Chris
<cmajor@hsblawfirm.com>; Bradley, Patrick <pbradley@hsblawfirm.com>

Subject: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-3700232

Judge,

I'm inquiring if there will be a formal order regarding this matter or the form 4 is treated as a final order
regarding the default Judge and Damages.

If a formal order will be prepared, | need a copy of it sent to me via email for review as per SC Rule
5(b)(3) before being filed with the court.

Thank you

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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From: Bradley, Patrick

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 4:07 PM

To: Dorothy Pierce; McIntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings); Mclntosh, Lawton Law
Clerk (Grace Kerley); Amanda Watkins; Major, Chris; Pack, Angie; Bailey, Kimberly

Subject: RE: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-37-00232

Judge Mclintosh:

On behalf of the Plaintiff PlanetONE Packaging, LLC, | am writing to ask whether the Court needs anything further from
my office regarding the final amount of damages and fees sought in the matter, or to request a status conference
regarding the court’s forthcoming judgment against the Defendants, if the Court deems it appropriate. For several
reasons, we want to make sure the Court is not waiting on anything from Plaintiff at this time. One reason being — it has
come to our attention that Ms. Pierce has, or is currently in the process of, attempting to hide, disburse, or transfer
assets (including significant real property holdings in Oconee County) in a clear effort to try and subvert the forthcoming
judgment in Plaintiff’s favor in this matter.

In your January 31, 2025 Form 4 Order, the Court ordered as follows:

DAMAGES AWARDED EXCLUDING ATTORNEY’S FEES. PLAINTIFF IS TO FILE AN AFFIDAVIT FOR
ATTORNEY’S FEES AND SERVE DEFENDANT WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS. DEFENDANT HAS THE RIGHT TO
REQUEST CROSS EXAMINATION OF PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL. SUCH REQUEST MUST BE MADE IN
WRITING WITHIN FIVE (5) DAYS OF THIS ORDER BEING FILED.

MR. BRADLEY TO PREPARE A FORMAL ORDER SUBSEQUENT TO THE ISSUE OF ATTORNEY’S FEES
BEING DETERMINED.

Following that, my office submitted our affidavit of attorneys’ fees, Ms. Pierce filed a response, and the Court then
issued a Form 4 Order on February 26, 2025, which ordered as follows:

DEFENDANT'S MOTION IS TREATED AS A MOTION TO CROSS EXAMINE COUNSEL ON ATTORNEY
FEES. DEFENDANT'S REQUEST TO CROSS EXAMINE IS UNTIMELY AND THEREFORE DENIED. ORDER
ISSUED WITHOUT A FORMAL HEARING. NO FORMAL ORDER IS REQUESTED.

Based on these two orders, | understand that the only remaining issue is the final figure of the damages and fees
awarded to Plaintiff. Would you like my office to go ahead and prepare said proposed order with the proposed/sought
damages and fees outlined therein?

We are happy to provide the Court with whatever it needs in this regard, and can proceed in submitting the Formal
Order contemplated by your January 31 order this week if desired.

Thank you,
Patrick

HAYNSWORTH
SINKLER BOYD





J. Patrick Bradley | Attorney
Direct 864.240.4567 | pbradley@hsblawfirm.com

Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.
ONE North Main, 2nd Floor | Greenville, SC 29601
Main 864.240.3200 | Fax 864.240.3300

From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 8:57 AM

To: Mclintosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings) <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>; Mclntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Grace
Kerley) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>; Amanda Watkins <awatkins@oconeesc.com>; Major, Chris
<cmajor@hsblawfirm.com>; Bradley, Patrick <pbradley@hsblawfirm.com>

Subject: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-3700232

Judge,

I'm inquiring if there will be a formal order regarding this matter or the form 4 is treated as a final order
regarding the default Judge and Damages.

If a formal order will be prepared, | need a copy of it sent to me via email for review as per SC Rule 5(b)(3)
before being filed with the court.

Thank you

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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RECEIVE]D)

Mar 12 2025
NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA §C Court of Appeals
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY B =0

= BBEg

Court of Common Pleas = 2 22

o feH

R. Lawton MclIntosh, Circuit Court Judge o 2Eg

—

= =g3

= =

CIRCUIT COURT CASE NO.: 2023-CP-37-00232 = ©

Dorothy Pierce......ccoove i erercene e, reeriereierieaes ...... Appellant.
V.
Planetone Packaging............ocuerieiiurinirinrieierioiiiienierioninrenenreeimereaenanns Respondent.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

This is to formally notify all concerned parties that the undersigned, as Appellant, hereby files a

Notice of Appeal pursuant to the Orders issued by the Honorable Judge McIntosh on January 31,
2025, and February 26, 2025. The Plaintiff received the January 31, 2025, order on February 13,
2025, via ordinary mail, and the February 26, 2025, order on March 5, 2025.

-Appellant (Pro se)
urning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678.





RECEIVED)

Mar 12 2025
NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

SC Court of Appeals
In The.Court of Appeals
APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY =3 =
= o858
Court of Common Pleas = %%%
=E=
- [l
R. Lawton MclIntosh, Circuit Court Judge ~ 3 22
T E28E
| g o %é
CIRCUIT COURT CASE NO.: 2023-CP-37-00232 = <
- =
Dorothy PIerCe. ... ivivrerrereiiiiniiiieiiiintieniirie s ireeneiaarensarananeaeanes Appellant.
V.
Planetone Packaging......coiiviiiii i e vt Respondent,

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on March 12, 2025, I served the foregoing Notice of Appeal to the respendent
utilizing Electronic Service as follows:

CHRISTOPHER B. MAJOR

cmajor(@hsblawfirm.com
One north main 2™ floor

Greenville South Carolina 29601

7/
Dorothy Pierce

50 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC 29678

Pro se Plaini
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From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 4:34 PM

To: Mclntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings)

Cc: Bradley, Patrick; McIntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Kjursten Collier); Amanda Watkins; Major,
Chris; Pack, Angie; Bailey, Kimberly

Subject: Re: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-37-00232

Attachments: Pierce v. Planetone - NOA.pdf

Mr. Bradley,

Do you realize that you have just defamed me in court? Can you clearly explain exactly how | am
"currently in the process of attempting to hide, disburse, or transfer assets (including significant
real property holdings in Oconee County) in a clear effort to try and subvert the forthcoming
judgment in the Plaintiff’s favor in this matter"?

This is a blatant lie, and you have gotten away with lying to Judge Mcintosh in this matter for a very
long time. You obtained this judgment through blatant lies.

After seeking clarification from this court on March 5, 2025, regarding whether there will be a formal
order and having never received any feedback, | filed a notice of appeal today with the court of appeal to
avoid missing the deadline on the first order. | willamend my notice of appeal as soon as | receive this
new formal order. | have attached a copy of the Notice of Appeal in this matter and request for transcript.

See the attached Notice of Appeal on both Orders of the Court dated January 31, 2025 and
February 06, 2025.

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

OnWed, Mar 12, 2025, 3:34 PM Mclntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings)
<lmcintoshsc@sccourts.org> wrote:

Mr. Bradley,

Please e-file a proposed order on this matter for review.





Thank you,

i o
. ,///7/2/7/;(y ’ ,/,////,//M}'/;///d

Administrative Assistant
Judge R. Lawton Mcintosh
P.O. Box 8002

Anderson, SC 29622
(864)- 260-4059

Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org

From: Bradley, Patrick <pbradley@hsblawfirm.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 4:07 PM

To: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84@gmail.com>; Mclntosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings)
<Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>; Mclntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Kjursten Collier) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>; Amanda
Watkins <awatkins@oconeesc.com>; Major, Chris <cmajor@hsblawfirm.com>; Pack, Angie <apack@hsblawfirm.com>;
Bailey, Kimberly <kbailey@hsblawfirm.com>

Subject: RE: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-37-00232

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

Judge Mclintosh:

On behalf of the Plaintiff PlanetONE Packaging, LLC, | am writing to ask whether the Court needs anything further from
my office regarding the final amount of damages and fees sought in the matter, or to request a status conference
regarding the court’s forthcoming judgment against the Defendants, if the Court deems it appropriate. For several
reasons, we want to make sure the Court is not waiting on anything from Plaintiff at this time. One reason being — it has
come to our attention that Ms. Pierce has, or is currently in the process of, attempting to hide, disburse, or transfer





assets (including significant real property holdings in Oconee County) in a clear effort to try and subvert the
forthcoming judgment in Plaintiff’s favor in this matter.

In your January 31, 2025 Form 4 Order, the Court ordered as follows:

DAMAGES AWARDED EXCLUDING ATTORNEY’S FEES. PLAINTIFF IS TO FILE AN AFFIDAVIT FOR
ATTORNEY’S FEES AND SERVE DEFENDANT WITHIN TEN (10) DAYS. DEFENDANT HAS THE RIGHT
TO REQUEST CROSS EXAMINATION OF PLAINTIFF’'S COUNSEL. SUCH REQUEST MUST BE MADE IN
WRITING WITHIN FIVE (5) DAYS OF THIS ORDER BEING FILED.

MR. BRADLEY TO PREPARE A FORMAL ORDER SUBSEQUENT TO THE ISSUE OF ATTORNEY’S FEES
BEING DETERMINED.

Following that, my office submitted our affidavit of attorneys’ fees, Ms. Pierce filed a response, and the Court then
issued a Form 4 Order on February 26, 2025, which ordered as follows:

DEFENDANT'S MOTION IS TREATED AS A MOTION TO CROSS EXAMINE COUNSEL ON ATTORNEY
FEES. DEFENDANT'S REQUEST TO CROSS EXAMINE IS UNTIMELY AND THEREFORE DENIED. ORDER
ISSUED WITHOUT A FORMAL HEARING. NO FORMAL ORDER IS REQUESTED.

Based on these two orders, | understand that the only remaining issue is the final figure of the damages and fees
awarded to Plaintiff. Would you like my office to go ahead and prepare said proposed order with the proposed/sought
damages and fees outlined therein?

We are happy to provide the Court with whatever it needs in this regard, and can proceed in submitting the Formal
Order contemplated by your January 31 order this week if desired.

Thank you,

Patrick





J. Patrick Bradley | Attorney
Direct 864.240.4567 | pbradley@hsblawfirm.com

Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.
ONE North Main, 2nd Floor | Greenville, SC 29601
Main 864.240.3200 | Fax 864.240.3300

From: Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84 @gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 5, 2025 8:57 AM

To: Mclintosh, Lawton Secretary (Tammy Jennings) <Imcintoshsc@sccourts.org>; Mclntosh, Lawton Law Clerk (Grace
Kerley) <Imcintoshlc@sccourts.org>; Amanda Watkins <awatkins@oconeesc.com>; Major, Chris
<cmajor@hsblawfirm.com>; Bradley, Patrick <pbradley@hsblawfirm.com>

Subject: Formal Order of Default Judgment 2023-CP-3700232

Judge,

I'm inquiring if there will be a formal order regarding this matter or the form 4 is treated as a final order
regarding the default Judge and Damages.

If a formal order will be prepared, | need a copy of it sent to me via email for review as per SC Rule 5(b)(3)
before being filed with the court.

Thank you

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

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may
contain information which is legally privileged or otherwise exempt from disclosure. They are intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom this e-mail is addressed. If you are not one of the
named recipients or otherwise have reason to believe that you have received this message in error,
please immediately notify the sender and delete this message immediately from your computer. Any
other use, retention, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.

~~~ 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.





Mar 12 2025

NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

R. Lawton Mcintosh, Circuit Court Judge

CIRCUIT COURT CASE NO.: 2023-CP-37-00232

DOorothy PIerce. ... ouvi i Appellant.

Planetone Packaging.............c.ooiiiiiiiiiiii e Respondent.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

This is to formally notify all concerned parties that the undersigned, as Appellant, hereby files a
Notice of Appeal pursuant to the Orders issued by the Honorable Judge Mclntosh on January 31,
2025, and February 26, 2025. The Plaintiff received the January 31, 2025, order on February 13,
2025, via ordinary mail, and the February 26, 2025, order on March 5, 2025.

IERCE -Appellant (Pro se)

urning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678.

750





Mar 12 2025
NOTICE OF APPEAL IN A CIVIL CASE
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

R. Lawton Mcintosh, Circuit Court Judge

CIRCUIT COURT CASE NO.: 2023-CP-37-00232

DOorothy PIerce. ... ouvi i Appellant.

Planetone Packaging.............c.ooiiiiiiiiiiii e Respondent.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
| certify that on March 12", 2025, | served the foregoing Notice of Appeal to the respondent

utilizing Electronic Service as follows:

CHRISTOPHER B. MAJOR

cmajor@hsblawfirm.com

One north main 2" floor
Greenville South Carolina 29601

/o
Dorothy Pierce
/50 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC 29678
Dorsthypierce84@gmail.com

Pro se Plal
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) © MAR 13 20%
COUNTY OF OCONEE )
) QUITCLAIM DEED Auditor, Ocones Gounty $.C.

310 Hi ), KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that I, QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO
© PIERCE, in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and sufficiency
I 50 of which al.'e hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS
R@t . ~ LLC, the Grantee, of 709 Mourning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678 forever all my right, title,

interest, claim, and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee

County, State of South Carolina: ~ -~ _
(AR RO

Barcode ID: 2528058 Type: DEE
Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02:04:00 PM

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-051

Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land Fee Amz: $15.00
Tax: $0.00
Acreage: 0.6 Oconee, South Carolina, Register Qf Deeds
Anna Davison - Register Of Deeds
. . P f
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678 oge 1of2

%3192 294-295

Brief Tax Description: LOT 10 THE WQODS

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 10,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby

given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This being a portion of property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc,
recorded in Deed Book 1683, Pages 295-296, dated September 23, 2008, in the records of -

Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 62-63, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

OCONEE GOUNTY
= 1 54 707
STATE TAX K02 Hd G &¥H I ‘
COUNTY TAX s%g?f\-@}%‘e{f ;-g;ggﬂ IT:IE:RPOFFEI%EgF ON%Rege { of 2
ML o=y 8
EXEMPT /W ag \ LHAGY 3IH000 0313 DM&”N RLElSUiCL 2Lk ’MM ™R,

LL’S.M

OCONEE COUNTY ASSESSOR
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To have and to hold the same, together with all and singular the rights, members, hereditaments
and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or appertaining, to the

only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March 2025,

(D ety

QUEEN ROROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:
Witness;_ W N\o\via\nm QQWV‘A’V‘/
Witness: ;;@ (%Zﬂ /g ﬁg@ 4{4[1{{&22’;2 = S6g
N GEy

[am) ) o
v

S Hd €1 ¥V 5202

{

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. )
) ACKNOWLEDGMENT

COUNTY OF CCONEE

\/\&\1\0\ g’k \N\\Sb\(\ a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certlfy that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, I hereunto

set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the ! '2}(“ day of “\0\‘ C/\(\ , 2025

KAYLA R.WILSON K
Notary Public i
State of South Carolina ; =
H My Commission Expires Jun 22,2027 § (SEAL)
T et (Signature of Notary Public)

My Commission Expires: (0 a&& \
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i

FILED OO ) | .
REELS 123 0F DREDS ©MAR 13 208
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. ) = .
COUNTY OF OCONEE y WLiaR1S v ¢ U= Audtor, Oconee County SC.
) QUITCLAIM DEED

.. = KNOWALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that I, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, in
i\ lu Blo consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and sufficiency of which are
) 5 > hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS LLC, the
', ~ Grantee, of 709 Mourmning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678 forever all my right, title, interest, claim,
and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee County, State of

South Carolina:

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-049 | T T

. . Barcode |D: 2528060 Type: DEE
Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02:04:00 PM
Fee Amt; $15.00
Tax; $0.00

Acreage: 0.57 Jtﬁ?conelga, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds ;
nn 0] - '] N
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678 Pagea Tof 2 resister Of Deeds
BK PG -
Brief Tax Deseription: LOT 8 THE WOODS 3192 296 297

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or ot of land situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, Seneca Township, Return Community,
being known and designated as Lot Number EIGHT (8) of THE WOODS, as shown and more
fully described on a Plat thereof by Michael L. Henderson of Cornerstone of Seneca, Inc., dated
July 1, 1981, and recorded in Plat Book P-45, Page 88, in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina, reference to which is hereby made for a more complete metes and bounds description
thereof.

This property was initially conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc.,
recorded in Deed Book 1793, Pages 309-311, dated September 14, 2010, in the records of

Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 51-53, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.
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To have and to hold the same, together with all and singular the rights, members, hereditaments
and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or appertaining, to the

only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March 2025,

(e

QUEEN DORQOTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND DEL D IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: vjm 1Y boaiana QSWJCJ
Witness: Wﬂf/ (T'ZI’OL /462&/ /Jd@

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
) ACKNOWLEDGMENT

COUNTY OF OCONEE

1, Y\U\\l \0\ % \N\\%QY\ a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, I hereunto

set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the \6 _\/  dayof “\0\\(0(\ , 2025

KAYLA R WILSON
Natary Public
State of South Carolina
iy Commission Expires Jun 22,2027 (SEAL)
SvCyilidel = (Signature of Notary Public)

My Commission Expires; UJ&&Q'! |
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

COUNTY OF OCONEE ) Auditor, Ocones County S.C.

) QUITCLAIM DEED

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that I, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, in
consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and sufficiency of which are
hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS LLC, the
Grantee, of 709 Mourning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678, forever all my right, title, interest,

claim, and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee County,

State of South Carolina:

" A

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-048 Barcode ID: 2528062 Type: DEE
) ) Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02;04:00 PM
Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land iee ﬁ;rgg 0315.00
dax: A

Ocenee, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds
Anna Davison - Register Of Deeds
Page 1of 2

%3192 298-299

Acreage: 0.53
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678
Brief Tax Description: LOT 7 THE WQODS

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 7,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby

given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This was originally a property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc
recorded in Deed Book 1683, Pages 295-296, dated September 23, 2008, in the records of

Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amole Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 64-66, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same, together with all and singular the rights, members,
hereditaments and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or

appertaining, to the only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March 2025.

_— e

g
QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF: A

Witness: %A@ Mariana Snude = 23'{:“
- 22 =8

VIR z-‘;

Winess: Apead DO G Ao pl O

STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA )
) ACKNOWLEDGMENT

COUNTY OF OCONEE )

L V\G\\l\\O\ Q\ WAHN a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, I hereunto

set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the \/bm day of W\O\\E (/Y\ L, 2025

KAYLA R.WILSON
Notary Public
State of South Carolina

(SEAL)
(Signature of Notary Public)

T \‘tl\j\“.lw(‘s‘; i,
\}, . -¥ e T, My Commission Expires: kc&&a
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L " G

s Barcode 1D: 2528064 Type: DEE
Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02;04:00 PM
FiLEdd LD:“’" COUNTY. SC Fee Amt: $15.00
* ANHA K, DA\’I;:D%% Tax: $0.00
QEG?" LR F GEEDS Oconee, South Carolina, Register Of Deeds
il f
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 2[]2 ‘;‘E\F ] D"!‘ 2 U-? »:ggle:;v'lzson Register Of Deeds |
- Fisdthy o 8
COUNTY OF OCONEE 9 23192 ~300-301
) QUITCLAIM DEED

U1l bl 7 KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that |, QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLOQ
PIERCE, in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and sufficiency
'SW of which are hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS
- LLC, the Grantee, of 709 Mouming dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678 forever all my right, title,
interest, claim, and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee

County, State of South Carolina:

Parcel ID: 252-00-03-056 STy

Class: 100 Residential Vacant Land : ¥ : R
Property Address: Oak Ridge Cir, Seneca, SC 29678 ©OMART3 D5
Brief Tax Deseription: LOT 15 THE WOODS Auditor Oconee County SC.

Legal Description: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and being in the
State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 15, The Woods
Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in the Register
of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby given fora

more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This property was conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc., recorded in
Deed Book 1660, Pages 286-287, dated May 16, 2008, in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 58 - 59, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

QCONEE COUNTY FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
STATE TAX A0 DBL'fBgszsdﬂan
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To have and to hold the same, together with all and singular the rights, members, hereditaments

and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or appertaining, to the
only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March 2025.

s

QUEEY DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND BELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: Mdfl Oonen Srrastas

Witnes M@w_ T AdetdlO

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

40:2 Hd £1 YU 07

) ACKNOWLEDGMENT
COUNTY OF OCONEE

V\O\\‘\O\ % N\\%\(\ a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby cemfy that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, T hereunto
set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the \(bm day of W\ O\\Oh

, 2025
KAYLA R, WILSON
Notary Public 7
State of South Carolina .
My Commisson Expires Jun 22,2027 § (SEAL)
PTG (Signature of Notary Public)
\'\\ ,\'f\l‘:. “/'f, '\,I ’
R T LB, T . .
Sy ~ Al My Commission Expires: lQ aaa[ !
S5 A w0TARy .
t -:_"B-o--.a :‘-_E
”UUL\G T Page 2of 2
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Barcode |D: 2528066 Type: DEE
FILED 0CONE COUNTY. Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02:04:00 PM
| Qggﬁf‘-’f? E(,%A‘g‘iusé:{%" SC '1;252% 0515.00
Azl TR 07 GEEDS 'Oconee, South Caroli , Regi f
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) """ = Anna Davison - Regiter Of bacds oo
COUNTY OF OCONEE W5 HAK 13 PH 25 04 Page 10f 3
) QUITCLAIM DEED %3192 »302-304

; 10 3 L g KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that I, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, in
consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and suffictency of which are
IS - hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS LIC, the
- Grantee, of 709 Mourning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678 forever all my right, title, interest, claim,
and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee County, State of

South Carolina:

TAX Map ID: 252-00-03-091 L Chwsa
Property Address: Oak Ridge Circle, Seneca, SC. 29678, © MAR 13 2075
Class: 804 Private Right-of-Way Auditor, Oconge County S.C.

Acreage: 1.66

Legal Description: All that certain parcel of land, situate, lying, and being in the County of
Oconee, State of South Carolina, Seneca Township, Return Community, known and designated
as Oak Ridge Circle in The Woods Subdivision.

The land contains the following metes and bounds, to wit; beginning at an iron pin in County
Road known as South Radio Station Road, thence S78 03W for a distance of 384.64 feet; thence
S78 19W for a distance of 11feet; thence S81 24W for a distance of 110 feet; thence S87 00W for
a distance of 110 feet; thence N87 38 W for a distance of 100 feet; thence N82 33W fora
distance of 100 feet; N80 00W for a distance of 175.94 feet; thence S62 00W for a distance of
104.97 feet; thence S63 57TW for a distance of 3.62 feet; thence $39 54W for a distance of 20.41
feet; thence S72 14W for a distance of 83.32 feet; thence N28 08W for a distance of 39.41 feet;
thence N26 30E for a distance of 52.13 feet; thence N85 O3E for a distance of 45.62 feet; thence
N88 06E for a distance of 20.41 feet; thence N63 59E for a distance of 4.10 feet; thence N29 00E
for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence N37 11E for a distance of 89.13 feet; thence S54 16E for a
distance of 70.47 feet; thence S45 QO0E for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence S80 00W 176.42 for a
distance of 176.42 feet; thence S81 13 E for a distance of 45.63 feet; thence S85 26E for a

OCCONEE COUNTY FOR OFFICE USE ONLY ’
STATE TAX " gilﬁiﬁp&ﬂsu‘% AS:B \mQ Page1 of 3
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distance of 100.00 feet; thence N79 08E for a distance of 41.2 feet; thence N78 03E for a
distance of 384.66 feet; thence running along said County Road S11 56E for a distance of 50.33

feet to the place of beginning. All measurements being a little more or less.

Originally, this was the property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc,
recorded in Deed Book: 1804, Pages, 20-22 dated November 15, 2010, in the records of Gconee
County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 64-66, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same, together with all and singular the rights, members,
hereditaments and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or

appertaining, to the only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the grantor, Queen Dorbthy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March 2025,

(N JoosBF

QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

Witness: /W@“‘ Mavyana J it~ ‘-C\:':
Witness: Q&MM M ﬁm 46#&&& gé

id €1 ¥yHEZNY

Page20of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )

)
COUNTY OF OCONEE )

Book: 3192 Page: 302 Page: 3 of 3

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

a notary for the State of South Carolina do

Koot ANV

hereby certify that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, I hereunto

set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the \?)

KAYLA R.WILSON
Notary Public
State of South Carolina ;
o My (‘.ommlsslon Explres Jun 22, 2027 s
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(SEAL)
(Signature of Notary Public)

My Commission Expires: &Q cgaﬂ' |
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‘Barcode ID: 2528069 Type: DEE
FILED gcg; £F COUNTY. SC ‘Recorded: 03/13/2025 at 02:04:00 PM
. CTTTAME A RAYISON [Fee Amt: $15.00
REGIG: TR 7 DEEDS 'Bax:$0-0€ b Carolina. Recister OF Deod
conee, 30Ut arolina, Regist
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) ) Anna Davison - Register Dflg::eeer:;s eees
COUNTY OF OCONEE PISFEAR 13 P¥ 2 0% Page 10f3

) QUITCLAIM DEED %3192 »305-307

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that I, QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO
PIERCE, in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00); the receipt and sufficiency
of which are hereby acknowledged, hereby remise, release, and quitclaim unto APPARATUS

Kﬁt'- —~ LLC, the Grantee, of 709 Mourning dove lane, Seneca, SC.29678, forever all my right, title,

interest, claim, and demand in and to the following described parcels of land situated in Oconee
County, State of South Carolina: o QB’WS&‘

Tax Map Number (TMS): 252-00-03-007 MAR 13 2025
Classification: 112 Farm with Living Unit .

Street Address: 750 Mourning Dove Ln, Seneca, SC 29678. Aucitar, Goonce Gounty 8.C.
Legal Description: This property was transferred to Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through the

estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 54 - 57, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TRACT ONE: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land, situate, lying, and being in Retum
School District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing 19 acres, more or less, bounded now
or formerty by lands of H. D. Alexander on the North and East, W. B. Gambrell on the East, and
Adams on the West, and being more particularly described on a plat prepared by Harry U. Earle,

Surveyor, recorded in Plat Baok I at Page 194, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property conveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from PEGGY JO D.
COLE and BOBBY EUGENE DYAR, dated July 16, 1969, and recorded in Deed Book 10-Q at

Page 9, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.
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TRACT TWO: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land containing % acre ( 0.75 acre),
more or less, said tract being a part of a 12-acre tract of land deeded to Henry McDaniel
Alexander by John L. Kirby, by deed dated November 20, 1946, and recorded in the Office of the
Clerk of Court for Oconee County, State of South Carolina, in Deed Book 5-U at Page 184

This is the identical property conveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from SHELL HOMES,
INC. OF ANDERSON, dated March 30, 1971, and recorded in Deed Book 11-A at Page 54, in

the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TRACT THREE: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land Situate in Return School
District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing Eight (8) acres, more or less. This land
comprises the greater portion of the H.D. Alexander tract, which originally contained 12.3 acres,
as shown on a plat prepared by Hamry U. Earle, Surveyor, recorded in Plat Book J at Page 194, in
the Office of the Clerk of Court for Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is being the remaining property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from George W. Hill
and Rosie A. Hill, dated May 19, 1976, and recorded in Deed Book 12-L at Page 427, in the
records of Oconee County, South Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 43).

Reference: The original tract contained 10 acres, but 2 acres, more or less, were previously
conveyed to Willie A. Leroy and Christine L. Leroy by deed of Doyle Elton Pierce, as described
in Plat Book P-44 at Page 64 and recorded in Deed Book 11 at Page 243.

TRACT FOUR: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land situated in Return School District,
Oconee County, South Carolina, containing 2.14 acres, more or less, and being more particularly
described according to a plat of survey by Schumacher Engineering Service, dated May 21,
1973, and recorded in Plat Book P-37 at Page 145, in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina.

This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from Jack B. Medlin, dated
March 13, 1978, and recorded in Deed Book 12-Z at Page 5, in the records of Oconee County,
South Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 63.)

Page2 of 3
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To have and to hold the same, together with all and singular the rights, members, hereditaments

and appurtenances to the said premises belonging, or in anywise incident or appertaining, to the
only proper use, benefit, and behoof of the said Grantee forever.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, has hereunto set her hand
and seal on this 13th day of March, 2025,

ety

QUEENYQOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

| W 8702

Witness: //A/Q‘ M vigae 8144,1‘/‘5\, ;g
. no
Witness: W (/Zr?/’a_,/%d' /O =

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
ACKNOWLEDGMENT

. )
V\O\\\l\(}\ 'Q : \N \\Sbm a notary for the State of South Carolina do

hereby certify that, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce, personally appeared before me this day and

acknowledged the due execution of the foregoing Quitclaim Deed. In witness whereof, I hereunto
set my hand and official seal.

Witness my hand and seal this the \,b _\J  dayof (\(\Q]\\(QN\ , 2025

KAYLA R. WILSON

Notary Public I
State of South Carolina ($E Al )

4 MY Commission E"""es Jun 22,2027 (Signature of Notary Public)

\“""’f:

\ f

R l\ n R. *_ff’//‘ O’f My Commission Expires: _\LM_
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF OCONEE C.A. No.: 2023-CP-37-00232

PlanetONE Packaging, LLC,

Plaintiff,
ORDER OF DEFAULT JUDGMENT
V.

American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and
Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a
Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo,

Defendants.

Based on the facts set forth in the Affidavit of Default, the undisputed facts set forth in
Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, Plaintiff’s Motion for Default Judgment as to All Defendants
(filed August 17, 2023), Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff’s Damages for January
29, 2025 Damages Hearing (filed January 29, 2025), arguments of counsel and testimony of
witness(es) at the January 29, 2025 Damages Hearing, Plaintiff’s Affidavit of Attorney’s Fees
(filed January 31, 2025), and all other filings and facts on record in this matter, it appears to this
Court that Defendants American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy
Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo (collectively “Defendants™) are in
default and that Plaintiff is entitled to judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally, for the
damages and relief sought in the Amended Complaint.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants are in
default.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that based on the evidence, pleadings, arguments of counsel,
documents on file with the Court, and witness testimony, I find and conclude that Plaintiff is
entitled to an award of the following against Defendants, jointly and severally:

1
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- Actual damages in the amount of Seventy-Four Thousand Seven Hundred and Eighty-
Eight Dollars ($74,788.00), trebled under the South Carolina Unfair Trade Practices
Act, for a total of Two Hundred and Twenty-Four Thousand, Three-Hundred and Sixty-
Four Dollars ($224,364.00), plus interest at the judgment rate from the date of this
Order until paid in full; and
- Reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of Plaintiff, totaling Thirty-Seven Thousand
Seven Hundred and Sixty-Six Dollars and Thirty-Three Cents ($37,766.33), plus
interest at the judgment rate from the date of this Order until paid in full.
For a total judgment amount of Two-Hundred and Sixty-Two Thousand One-Hundred Thirty
Dollars and Thirty-Three Cents ($262,130.33), plus interest from the date of this Order at the
judgment rate until paid in full.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

The Honorable R. Lawton McIntosh
Tenth Judicial Circuit
, 2025
Oconee, South Carolina
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Oconee Common Pleas
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From: Kelli Harrison <kelli@bkrlaw.net>

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2025 9:09 AM

To: Bradley, Patrick

Cc: Alyssa Miller; Michael Bagwell

Subject: 2551632AH-VERNER

Attachments: JR# 23-232.pdf; Signed Authorization.pdf
Hello,

Our office is representing Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce. We have discovered a judgment filed in Oconee County, South
Carolina. A copy of the judgment and signed authorization to release information is attached to this email. We are trying
to verify if this particular judgment belongs to our client. If it is a match, please provide a payoff that is good for 30 days,
who to make check out to and address for mailing. Should you need any additional information please do not hesitate
to contact us. We appreciate your assistance with this matter.

Plaintiff: PlanetOne Packaging, LLC

Defendant: Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo
Judgment Number: 2023CP3700232

Last 4 of SSN: XXX-XX-0475

Kelli Harrison, Legal Assistant

Anderson — Powdersville — Seneca

133 Straight Drive, Anderson, SC 29625
864-622-0169 — www.bradrichardsonlaw.com
My Office Hours are M-F 8:30-2:00

Follow us on Facebook and Instagram:

IF YOU RECEIVE WIRING INSTRUCTIONS, PLEASE CALL OUR OFFICE TO VERIFY AND CONFIRM THE WIRING
INFORMATION.

If you receive NEW wiring instructions on this closing, please notify our office immediately by Phone to Confirm. We
DO NOT alter our Wiring Instructions.

Due to the overwhelming amount of fraudulent cashier's checks circulating, we will require all cash to close to be in
the form of a wire transfer. A certified check will only be accepted if it is for less than $50,000.00 and you are
physically closing in our office. Our wire instructions will be sent with every closing transaction and are available upon
request.





Please note: This electronic communication and any attachment(s) is intended only for the person or entity to which it
has been sent. Since the message originated or is associated with a lawyer or law firm, it may contain information that is
confidential and is subject to attorney-client privilege, as well as work product protections. If this message has been
received by someone other than the intended recipient, you are requested to immediately notify us by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer. Further, you are advised that any dissemination, copying or distribution of
this message, or anything associated with this message, is strictly prohibited.





STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF OCONEE C.A. No.: 2023-CP-37-00232

PlanetONE Packaging, LLC,

Plaintiff,
ORDER OF DEFAULT JUDGMENT
V.

American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and
Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a
Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo,

Defendants.

Based on the facts set forth in the Affidavit of Default, the undisputed facts set forth in
Plaintiff’s Amended Complaint, Plaintiff’s Motion for Default Judgment as to All Defendants
(filed August 17, 2023), Plaintiff’s Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff’s Damages for January
29, 2025 Damages Hearing (filed January 29, 2025), arguments of counsel and testimony of
witness(es) at the January 29, 2025 Damages Hearing, Plaintiff’s Affidavit of Attorney’s Fees
(filed January 31, 2025), and all other filings and facts on record in this matter, it appears to this
Court that Defendants American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy
Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo (collectively “Defendants) are in
default and that Plaintiff is entitled to judgment against Defendants, jointly and severally, for the
damages and relief sought in the Amended Complaint.

IT IS THEREFORE, ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendants are in
default.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that based on the evidence, pleadings, arguments of counsel,
documents on file with the Court, and witness testimony, I find and conclude that Plaintiff is
entitled to an award of the following against Defendants, jointly and severally:

1
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- Actual damages in the amount of Seventy-Four Thousand Seven Hundred and Eighty-
Eight Dollars ($74,788.00), trebled under the South Carolina Unfair Trade Practices
Act, for a total of Two Hundred and Twenty-Four Thousand, Three-Hundred and Sixty-
Four Dollars ($224,364.00), plus interest at the judgment rate from the date of this
Order until paid in full; and
- Reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs of Plaintiff, totaling Thirty-Seven Thousand
Seven Hundred and Sixty-Six Dollars and Thirty-Three Cents ($37,766.33), plus
interest at the judgment rate from the date of this Order until paid in full.
For a total judgment amount of Two-Hundred and Sixty-Two Thousand One-Hundred Thirty
Dollars and Thirty-Three Cents ($262,130.33), plus interest from the date of this Order at the
judgment rate until paid in full.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

The Honorable R. Lawton McIntosh
Tenth Judicial Circuit
, 2025
Oconee, South Carolina
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Please print, sign, and return this form via fax or email.
AUTHORIZATION TO RELEASE INFORMATION

| hereby grant my authorization to speak with and/or release information to the Bradley K. Richardson,
P.C. (any of its employees and agents acting on its behalf - including but not limited to Bradley K.
Richardson, Michael Bagwell, Joann Patton, or Semeca Knight) including status of satisfaction(s), and
manufactured home title(s) (as applicable) and/or any and all other information which the attorney
and/or staff of Bradley K. Richardson, P.C. may deem prudent and/or require to consummate this
transaction. A photographic or facsimiled copy of this authorization bearing the signatures of the
undersigned may be deemed the equivalent of the original and may be used as duplicate original.

QUEEN DOROTHY AMOLO PIERCE

Date: 05/19/2025

Thank you,
Law Office of Bradley K. Richardson, P.C.
133 Straight Drive

Anderson, SC 29625
(864) 222-0292

133 Straight Drive # Anderson, South Carolina 29625 # Telephone: (864) 222-0292 #* Facsimile:(864) 222-0892

Doc ID: c548e4470796f4a32c8d9c53f573a7d79320064e
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

COUNTY OF OCONEE 2025-LP-37-

PlanetONE Packaging, LLC,

Plaintiff,
LIS PENDENS
v.

Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a
Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo, a’/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce,
and Apparatus LLC,

Defendants.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that an action has been, or within 20 days will be, instituted
in this Court for the execution of that Order of Default Judgment (C.A. No. 2023-CP-37-00232)
signed by the Honorable R. Lawton McIntosh and filed with the Oconee County Court of Common
Pleas on March 24, 2025 against American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a
Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo on the real property located in
Oconee County, South Carolina, more fully described on the property description attached hereto as
Exhibit A.

HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BOYD, P.A.
s/ Christopher B. Major

Christopher B. Major, S.C. Bar #72872

J. Patrick Bradley, S.C. Bar #103608

P.O. Box 2048

Greenville, SC 29602

864.240.3200

August 26, 2025 cmajor@hsblawfirm.com
Greenville, South Carolina pbradley@hsblawfirm.com
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EXHIBIT A

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 10,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby
given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This being a portion of property of Doyle Pierce, conveyed by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc,
recorded in Deed Book 1683, Pages 295-296, dated September 23, 2008, in the records of a
Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 62-63, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

Said property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that
Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 294-295.

Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-051

ALSO,

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, Seneca Township, Return Community,
being known and designated as Lot Number EIGHT (8) of THE WOODS, as shown and more
fully described on a Plat thereof by Michael L. Henderson of Comnerstone of Seneca, Inc., dated
July 1, 1981, and recorded in Plat Book P-45, Page 88, in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina, reference to which is hereby made for a more complete metes and bounds description
thereof.

This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Regina Corn Watson
Crukleton, recorded in Deed Book 1793, Pages 309-311, dated September 14, 2010, in the
records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

—

Said Property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that
Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 296-297.
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Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-049

ALSO,

Legal Description Of Property: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and
being in the State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 7,
The Woods Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in
the Register of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby
given for a more complete metes and bounds description thereof,

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
Recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 60-61, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

Said Property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that
Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 298-299.

Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-048

ALSO,

Legal Description: This property was transferred to Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through the
estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 54 - 57, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TRACT ONE: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land, situate, lying, and being in Return
School District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing 19 acres, more or less, bounded now
or formerly by lands of H. D. Alexander on the North and East, W. B. Gambrell on the East, and
Adams on the West, and being more particularly described on a plat prepared by Hamry U. Earle,
Surveyor, recorded in Plat Book I at Page 194, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is the identical property canveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from PEGGY JO D.
COLE and BOBBY EUGENE DYAR, dated July 16, 1969, and recorded in Deed Book 10-Q at
Page 9, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.
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TRACT TWO: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land containing % acre ( 0.75 acre),
more or less, said tract being a part of a 12-acre tract of land deeded to Henry McDaniel
Alexander by John L. Kirby, by deed dated November 20, 1946, and recorded in the Office of the
Clerk of Court for Oconee County, State of South Carolina, in Deed Book 5-U at Page 184.

This is the identical property conveyed to DOYLE E. PIERCE by deed from SHELL HOMES,
INC. OF ANDERSON, dated March 30, 1971, and recorded in Deed Book 11-A at Page 54, in
the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

TRACT THREE: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or tract of land Situate in Return School
District, Oconee County, South Carolina, containing Eight (8) acres, more or less. This land
comprises the greater portion of the HD. Alexander tract, which originally contained 12.3 acres,
as shown on a plat prepared by Hamry U. Earle, Surveyor, recorded in Plat Book J at Page 194, in
the Office of the Clerk of Court for Oconee County, South Carolina.

This is being the remaining property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from George W. Hill
and Rosie A. Hill, dated May 19, 1976, and recorded in Deed Book 12-L at Page 427, in the
records of Oconee County, Séuth Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 43).

Reference: The original tract contained 10 acres, but 2 acres, more or less, were previously
conveyed to Willie A. Leroy and Christine L. Leroy by deed of Doyle Elton Pierce, as described
in Plat Book P-44 at Page 64 and recorded in Deed Book 11 at Page 243.

TRACT FOUR: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land situated in Return School District,
Oconee County, South Carolina, containing 2.14 acres, more or less, and being more particularly
described according to a plat of survey by Schumacher Engineering Service, dated May 21,
1973, and recorded in Plat Book P-37 at Page 145, in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina.

This is the identical property conveyed to Doyle E. Pierce by deed from Jack B. Medlin, dated
March 13, 1978, and recorded in Deed Book 12-Z at Page 5, in the records of Oconee County,
South Carolina. (See also Deed Book 653, Page 63.)

Said Property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that

Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 305-307.

Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-007
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ALSO:

Legal Description: ALL that certain piece, parcel, or lot of land, situate, lying, and being in the
State of South Carolina, County of Oconee, being shown and designated as Lot 15, The Woods
Subdivision, on Plat dated July 1, 1981, recorded in Plat Book P-45, at Page 88, in the Register
of Deeds Office for Oconee County, South Carolina, reference to which is hereby given fora
more complete metes and bounds description thereof.

This property was conveyed to Doyle Pierce by deed of Dan Rankin Realty, Inc., recorded in
Deed Book 1660, Pages 286-287, dated May 16, 2008, in the records of Oconee County, South

Carolina.

This is the identical property transferred to the Grantor, Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce through
the estate of Doyle Elton Pierce, deceased by the deed of distribution dated March 10, 2025, and
recorded in Deed Book 3191, pages 58 - 59, in the records of Oconee County, South Carolina.

Said Property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that
Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 300-301.

Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-056
ALSO:
Legal Description: All that certain parcel of land, situate, lying, and being in the County of

Oconee, State of South Carolina, Seneca Township, Return Community, known and designated
as Oak Ridge Circle in The Woods Subdivision.
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The land contains the following metes and bounds, to wit: beginning at an iron pin in County
Road known as South Radio Station Road, thence S78 03W for a distance of 384.64 feet; thence
S78 19W for a distance of 11feet; thence S81 24W for a distance of 110 feet; thence S87 00W
for a distance of 110 feet; thence NB7 38 W for a distance of 100 feet; thence N82 33W for a
distance of 100 feet, N80 00W for a distance of 175.94 feet, thence S62 00W for a distance of
104.97 feet; thence 863 5TW for a distance of 3.62 feet; thence 8§39 54W for a distance of 20.41
feet, thence S72 14W for a distance of 83.32 feet; thence N28 08W for a distance of 39.41 feet;
thence N26 30E for a distance of 52.13 feet; thence N85 03E for a distance of 45.62 feet; thence
N8BS 06E for a distance of 20.41 feet; thence N63 59E for a distance of 4.10 feet; thence N29 00E
for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence N37 11E for a distance of 89,13 feet; thence 554 16E for a
distance of 70.47 feet, thence 545 00E for a distance of 29.07 feet; thence 580 00W 176.42 fora
distance of 176.42 feet; thence 881 13 E for 2 distance of 45,63 feet, thence S85 26E for a
distance of 112,50 feet; thence NB8 34E for a distance of 112,50 feet; thence N82 54E fora
distance of 100.00 feet; thence N79 08E for a distance of 41 2 feet; thence N78 03E for a
distance of 384.66 feet; thence running along said County Road S11 56E for a distance of 50,33
feet to the place of beginning. All measurements being a little more or less,

Said Property was conveyed by Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce to Apparatus LLC by that
Quitclaim Deed dated and recorded on March 13, 2025 in the records of Oconee County, South
Carolina in Deed Book 3192 at Page 302-304.

Oconee County Tax Map No. 252-00-03-091

Reference is also made to that Quit-Claim Deed from Gregory Alan Pierce, Donna Carol Moore,
and Jared Adam Pierce to Queen Dorothy Amolo Pierce dated March 19, 2025, and recorded
April 18, 2025 in Deed Book 3211, pages 336-341 for, inter alia, descriptions of the above
parcels.
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ~ Aug 112025

In The Court of Appeals
SC Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM OCONEE COUNTY
PlanetONE Packaging, LLC, Respondent,
V.
American Pharma Machinery, LLC, and Dorothy Piercea/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy
Aleweny a/k/a QueenDorothy Amolo, Defendants,

Of whom Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/aDorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo is the Appellant.

Case No. 2023-CP-37-00232
Appellate Case No. 2025-00049

APPELLANT DOROTHY PIERCE’S PETITION FOR A WRIT OF SUPERSEDEAS
(MOTION FOR STAY PENDING APPEAL AND WAIVER OF SUPERSEDEAS BOND)

Appellant Dorothy Pierce ("Ms. Pierce"), proceeding pro se, respectfully petitions this Honorable
Court pursuant to Rule 241, SCACR, for a Writ of Supersedeas to stay the execution of the
Default Judgment entered against her in the Oconee County Court of Common Pleas (C.A. No.
2023-CP-37-00232) on March 24, 2025. Ms. Pierce further moves this Court to waive the
supersedeas bond requirement due to her financial inability to post one. This Petition is filed
directly with the Court of Appeals because extraordinary circumstances, namely the trial court’s
demonstrated pattern of procedural unfairness and disregard for the evidentiary record, have

made it impracticable and futile to seek relief from the lower court first, as permitted by Rule

241(d)(4)(D), SCACR.
I.  INTRODUCTION

This case arises from a single commercial transaction for industrial equipment that encountered
delays, a common issue in custom manufacturing. Through profound legal errors, the lower court

transformed this dispute into a punitive $262,130.33 default judgment, including:

a) Misapplication of the South Carolina Unfair Trade Practices Act (SCUTPA) to a private

contract dispute lacking “public interest” impact.
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b) Erroneous trebling of damages without evidence of “willful” violation, despite

Appellant’s good-faith offers to mitigate (Exhibits A-G).

c¢) The trial court's finding that Appellant is personally liable without properly piercing the
corporate veil, in the absence of any evidence of fraud, domination, or the other factors
required under South Carolina law (Sturkie v. Sifly, 280 S.C. 453, 313 S.E.2d 316 (Ct.
App. 1984)).

d) Awarding speculative, unpleaded damages ($74,788 vs. $22,788 pleaded), violating Rule
54(c), SCRCP.

e) Judicial bias by Judge R. Lawton Mclntosh, creating an appearance of partiality under

Canon 3(E)(1), SC Code of Judicial Conduct, denying due process.

f) Conflicting and confusing judicial orders that deprived Appellant of the ability to comply
and protect her rights. In open court, the judge expressly stated that Appellant would have
five (5) days from receipt of the fee affidavit to request cross-examination. Yet the written
order filed the next day altered the requirement to five (5) days from the date the order
was filed, without clarifying service or accounting for Rule 77(d) mailing requirements to
a pro se litigant. This inconsistency created procedural confusion, undermined
Appellant’s ability to respond, and resulted in the court later — and erroneously —
deeming her motion untimely despite being filed within one day of actual receipt of the

affidavit.

g) Attorney’s fee award inflated in a default judgment context where there was no litigation
on the merits, no discovery, and only three hearings, compounded by the court’s refusal
to permit the very cross-examination it initially promised. The resulting judgment is not
only legally unsustainable but grossly disproportionate to the underlying dispute,

violating principles of fairness, due process, and proportionality in civil remedies.

A writ of supersedeas is essential to preserve the status quo, prevent irreparable financial
ruin, and ensure Appellant’s meritorious appeal is not mooted by premature enforcement

(Russo v. Sutton, 310 S.C. 200, 422 S.E.2d 750 (1992)).





II. GROUNDS FOR EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES JUSTIFYING DIRECT
FILING

Under Rule 241(d)(4)(D), SCACR, filing directly with this Court is permitted when seeking

relief from the trial court is impracticable. The trial court’s pattern of bias and procedural

unfairness, detailed below, demonstrates that a motion for stay would not receive impartial

consideration, justifying direct filing.

a)

b)

Ignoring Sworn Testimony to Award Fabricated Damages: At the January 29, 2025
damages hearing, Respondent’s witness, Karen Davidson, testified under cross-examination

that she sought only a $22,788 refund plus legal fees:

Appellant: “As we speak right now, Karen, why exactly, how much do you want in
damages?”

Ms. Davidson: “I would just like to have the money back that I paid... Plus my legal fees.”
Appellant: “It is your testimony right now you’re only asking for $22,000, the money you
paid for the machine?”

Ms. Davidson: “Right.” (Tr. pp. 22-23).

Despite this, the court awarded $262,130.33, adopting Respondent’s last-minute, unsworn
memorandum claiming $74,788 (including unpleaded $32,000 labor and $15,000 machine
costs). Ignoring sworn testimony for unverified claims shows bias, making a fair stay hearing

unlikely.

Procedural Unfairness as a Pro Se Litigant: As a pro se litigant, Appellant faced systemic
barriers. While in Uganda for a funeral, she mailed a Motion to Dismiss, which arrived late
due to unreliable international mail and lack of e-filing access (available to Respondent’s
counsel). At the damages hearing, she received an 11-page memorandum and eight exhibits
(A-G) for the first time, with no opportunity to review, constituting a “trial by ambush.”
Judge MclIntosh set an impossible five-day deadline to challenge $37,766.33 in attorney’s
fees, verbally imposed before affidavits existed and reiterated in a Form 4 order received
post-deadline (Feb. 13, 2025). These traps denied due process, suggesting bias against
Appellant as a pro se party.





c)

d)

ii.

Improper Personal Liability: The court held Appellant personally liable despite no
evidence to pierce American Pharma’s corporate veil. Exhibits A-G, submitted by
Respondent, confirm the transaction was solely with the LLC (invoice from American
Pharma, payment to LLC’s bank, emails from info@pharmamachineries.com). South
Carolina requires domination and fraud for veil piercing (Sturkie v. Sifly), neither shown here.
This legal error, ignoring clear evidence, further proves the trial court’s predisposition,

rendering a stay motion futile.

The Judgment Is Voidable Due to an Appearance of Judicial Impartiality That Taints

the Entire Proceeding

The most profound defect in the proceedings below is one that strikes at the very heart of our
justice system: the appearance of judicial bias. The South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct
mandates that a judge “shall avoid impropriety and the appearance of impropriety in all of
the judge’s activities”. Canon 3(E)(1) requires a judge to disqualify himself in any
proceeding in which his “impartiality might reasonably be questioned”. This standard is
objective; it does not depend on proof of the judge’s actual, subjective bias. Rather, it asks
whether a reasonable person, knowing all the circumstances, would harbor doubts about the
judge’s impartiality. The record of Judge Mclntosh’s handling of this case, when viewed
through this objective lens, creates just such a doubt and suggests a structural failure of due

process. The specific instances creating this appearance of partiality are as follows:

Extrajudicial Knowledge and Prejudgment: During initial appearing on Motion for
Default hearing, Judge McIntosh acknowledged a personal relationship with the father of
Respondent’s counsel, Christopher Major, asking in open court if counsel was “the son of
Mr. Major,” to which counsel replied, “Yes” and they remained in court while Judge asked
questions regarding Counsel’s father. This connection, combined with other actions,
signaled favoritism toward Respondent. In multiple hearings, Judge McIntosh shouted at
Appellant, ordered her to “shut up,” and interrupted her, preventing her from fully
presenting her case. On one occasion, he rescinded an order, admitting it was “signed

improvidently,” indicating procedural lapses.

Disparate and Prejudicial Treatment During the Damages Hearing: The transcript of

the damages hearing reveals a stark disparity in the treatment of Plaintiff’s counsel and the
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pro se Appellant. While a pro se litigant is held to the same rules, the court’s role is to
ensure fairness, not to become an adversary. When Ms. Pierce attempted to cross-examine
PlanetONE’s witness on the speculative $32,000 labor cost claim, Judge McIntosh cut her
off, stating, “Ma’am, your liability is established. These damages flow from that. We are
not re-litigating the case.” While a defaulting defendant cannot contest liability , they
absolutely retain the right to challenge the amount of damages. By conflating the two, the
court effectively silenced Ms. Pierce on the only issue properly before the court,
demonstrating a judicial leaning that crossed from proper case management into personal

prejudice against a party.

Creation of an Atmosphere of Inevitable Defeat: Immediately before the damages
hearing, in an unrelated legal malpractice action (Sires case), Judge Mclntosh berated
Appellant for approximately fifteen minutes in open court, causing her severe mental
anguish and distress. This public humiliation, occurring just before the damages hearing,
compromised her ability to participate effectively and reinforced the perception of an
unfair tribunal. At the damages hearing, Judge McIntosh verbally stated on the record that
the Appellant had “five days” to request a cross-examination of the Respondent’s attorney
regarding claimed legal fees. Compliance with this deadline was impossible. At the time it
was imposed, no fee affidavits had been served, and the Respondents had not yet even
prepared them. Nevertheless, the five-day period was deemed to have commenced
immediately. The Respondents later prepared their affidavit, but the Appellant did not
receive it until over 10 days, well after the verbal deadline had expired, because it was sent

by slow mail.

This sequence of events operated as a procedural trap, effectively depriving her of any
opportunity to challenge the Respondent’s claimed $37,766.33 in attorney’s fees—fees
that were wholly unsupported, excessive, and grossly disproportionate to the nature of the
case, which involved a default judgment with no litigation, no discovery, and only three

brief hearings.





II1. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
A. Factual Background: A Commercial Dispute, Not a Deceptive Scheme

The narrative advanced by Plaintiff-Respondent (“PlanetONE”) and adopted by the lower court
paints a picture of deliberate fraud. The actual documentary evidence, however, tells a different
story: a standard commercial transaction that encountered delays, followed by Appellant’s
reasonable attempts to accommodate a customer who, in turn, refused mitigation and escalated

the dispute.

The transaction began on December 5, 2022, when American Pharma issued a proforma invoice
to PlanetONE for one APM-4D Automatic Capsule Counting Machine for a total price of
$22,788. The invoice specified a delivery time of 10-15 business days and required 100%
payment upfront. PlanetONE secured financing through CIT Bank, a division of First-Citizens
Bank & Trust Company (“CIT”), which accepted the Equipment Finance Agreement (EFA) on
December 13, 2022. On December 19, 2022, American Pharma’s representative, using the name

“Dorothy,” promptly acknowledged receipt of payment from CIT.

Far from initiating a fraudulent scheme, her immediate next step was to engage PlanetONE to
ensure the machine would meet its needs, proactively requesting critical specifications: “Please
confirm the size of your capsules/tablets so that we can customize the machine accordingly.
Secondly, also confirm the power specifications: 220V, 60Hz and Single phase”. This
correspondence demonstrates a clear and documented intent to perform the contract, not to

abscond with the funds.

The promised delivery window was missed, and on January 30, 2023, after a period of
communication breakdown, PlanetONE’s principal, Karen Davidson, threatened to contact an
attorney. In response, American Pharma did not become evasive or hostile. Instead, on January
31, 2023, it apologized for a “minor setback™ and made a commercially reasonable offer to
mitigate any harm to PlanetONE’s business operations: “Can we send you a temporary
machine to use that we can pick up once your machine is delivered? This will be at no cost
to you”. This offer of a free loaner machine is fundamentally inconsistent with the willful,
deceptive, and oppressive conduct required to support a SCUTPA claim. PlanetONE, however,

rejected this accommodation.





On February 10, 2023, Ms. Davidson responded, “I do not want to confuse the issue with a

replacement, inferior product. Can you simply refund me the money?”. Despite this rejection,

American Pharma continued its efforts to fulfill the original order.

On March 1, 2023, it provided PlanetONE with a video of the purchased machine, stating it was

in the “final stages of debugging”. PlanetONE again rejected performance, claiming, without

providing any evidence, that it was “not the machine that we paid for”” and was “still overseas”.

This chronology reveals a seller experiencing production delays but attempting to perform and

mitigate, and a buyer unwilling to accept any solution short of a full refund. The following table

provides a clear, digestible timeline of these events, contrasting the Plaintiff's narrative of fraud

with a more plausible account of a commercial deal breakdown.

Supporting
Date Event
Exhibit
American Pharma issues proforma invoice to PlanetONE for
Dec. 5, 2022 Ex. A
$22,788.
Dec. 13, 2022 ||CIT, PlanetONE's lender, accepts the financing agreement. Ex. B
American Pharma confirms receipt of payment from CIT and
Dec. 19, 2022 o _ ' Ex. B
requests necessary customization specifications from PlanetONE.
After the initial delivery window passes, PlanetONE threatens
Jan. 30, 2023 Ex. C
legal action.
American Pharma apologizes for a "minor setback" and offers to
Jan. 31, 2023 |jprovide a free temporary machine to mitigate PlanetONE's Ex. C
operational disruption.






Supporting
Exhibit

Date Event

PlanetONE rejects the offer of a temporary machine and demands
Feb. 10, 2023 Ex. D, E
a full refund.

American Pharma provides a video showing the purchased
Mar. 1, 2023 Ex. F
machine in the "final stages of debugging."

PlanetONE rejects the machine shown in the video and reiterates
Mar. 5, 2023 Ex. G
its demand for a full refund.

B. Procedural History: From Default to a Punitive and Flawed Judgment

PlanetONE initiated this action, and after Appellant Dorothy Pierce failed to timely plead, the
lower court entered an order of default. The failure to plead was a direct result of Ms. Pierce
being out of the country in Uganda to attend the funeral of a close friend who had been tragically
murdered. As a pro se litigant, she was denied access to the electronic filing system available to
counsel and was forced to rely on international mail, which caused her responsive pleading to

arrive late.

A hearing to determine the amount of unliquidated damages was held on January 29, 2025.
While a defaulting defendant admits the factual allegations of the complaint for purposes of
liability, they do not admit the quantum of damages. The plaintiff must still prove the amount of
damages by a preponderance of the evidence, and the defendant retains the right to cross-

examine witnesses and object to evidence concerning those damages.

At the hearing, in a clear act of "trial by ambush," Respondent’s counsel served Ms. Pierce with
their “Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff’s Damages™ and eight new exhibits for the first time
while she was seated in court before the judge. This was the first time Ms. Pierce was made

aware of new, unpleaded damage claims. The court overruled her immediate objection. The





lower court then adopted Respondent’s flawed calculations and legal theories wholesale, entering

a judgment that included:
Actual Damages: $74,788.00

Trebling under SCUTPA: The court trebled the entire amount of these newly claimed actual
damages, resulting in an award of $224,364.00.

Attorney's Fees and Costs: The court awarded $37,766.33 in fees and costs.
Total Judgment: $262,130.33.

This judgment, which transforms a $22,788 contract dispute into a quarter-million-dollar

liability, is the subject of the underlying appeal and this petition.

IV. GROUNDS FOR SUPERSEDEAS AND ARGUMENT

A. A Stav Is Mandated To Prevent Irreparable Harm And Preserve The Court's

Jurisdiction

The fundamental purpose of a writ of 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 execution of a
judgment of this magnitude against Ms. Pierce, a small business owner, would inflict precisely
the type of irreparable harm the writ is designed to prevent. Seizure of bank accounts, liens on
property, and other enforcement actions would not only cripple her financially but would also
destroy the very solvency that makes a successful appeal meaningful. Should PlanetONE be
permitted to execute on this judgment, any subsequent victory by Ms. Pierce on appeal would be
a pyrrhic one. The subject matter of the appeal—her financial viability and the unjust liability
imposed upon her—would be rendered moot. This Court’s power to provide complete relief
would be frustrated. Therefore, a stay is not merely appropriate; it is essential to preserve the
jurisdiction of the appeal and prevent the central issues from being mooted by the premature

enforcement of a deeply flawed judgment.





B. The Appeal Presents Substantial And Meritorious Issues Of Reversible Error

The judgment below is not the result of a single, isolated error, but rather a series of incorrect
legal conclusions that compounded to produce an unjust and excessive award. The appeal
presents multiple, substantial grounds for reversal, each of which is likely to succeed on the

merits.

a) Denial of Motion to Cross-Examine Attorney on Fees Was Legally Erroneous: The trial
court’s denial of Appellant’s February 14, 2025 motion to cross-examine Plaintiff’s counsel
regarding attorney’s fees was erroneous as a matter of law because: (1) the court’s written
order contradicted its oral instructions at the hearing; (2) the order was never timely served
on Appellant as required under Rule 77(d), SCRCP; and (3) the motion was filed within one
day of Appellant’s actual receipt of the fee affidavit, making it timely under both the oral
ruling and due process principles.

1. Oral ruling established a different deadline than the written order.
At the January 30, 2025 hearing, the trial court clearly stated on the record: “You will
have until Friday week to turn in your affidavit of attorney’s fees. You will copy Ms.
Pierce on them... If she wants to question you about them, she will have a right to
request a hearing. You have to do so within five days of receiving the affidavit of the
fees from this gentleman, okay?” This instruction unambiguously tied the five-day
deadline to receipt of the affidavit, not to the date the order was filed. Immediately
after the hearing, however, the court entered a written order dated January 30, 2025 and
filed January 31, 2025, which instead required Appellant to request cross-examination
“within five (5) days of this order being filed.” This change of trigger date directly
conflicted with the oral ruling, creating an inconsistency that deprived Appellant of the
deadline she was given in open court.

ii.  Rule 77(d) requires service of orders on pro se parties before any filing-based
deadline can run.
Appellant was self-represented. Under Rule 77(d), SCRCP, the clerk must serve written
notice of the entry of an order “by mail upon each party who is not in default for failure
to appear.” In E-Filing counties, parties who are not E-Filers (including pro se litigants)
must still be served by mail. The record shows the order was filed on January 31, 2025,

but Appellant did not receive it on that date and was never contemporaneously served





by the clerk. Without proper service, the filing date cannot trigger a compliance
deadline against a pro se litigant. Any calculation from the “date of filing” was
therefore premature and legally defective.

iii.  Appellant’s motion was filed within one day of actual receipt of the fee affidavit.
Appellant received Plaintiff’s fee affidavit on February 13, 2025. The very next day,
February 14, 2025, she filed a motion to cross-examine Plaintiff’s counsel on those
fees. This filing was well within the five-day deadline announced at the hearing (based
on receipt of the affidavit), and also satisfied due process requirements that a party be
afforded a meaningful opportunity to respond after receiving the operative document.

iv.  Prejudice and due process violation. The court’s denial of the motion as “untimely”
deprived Appellant of her right to challenge an inflated attorney’s fee request in a
default judgment context, where there had been no litigation, no discovery, and only
three hearings. By changing the operative deadline after the hearing, failing to serve the
order as required, and disregarding the actual date of receipt of the affidavit, the court
denied Appellant both notice and a fair opportunity to be heard, in violation of Rule
77(d) and fundamental due process.

b) The Trial Court Fundamentally Misapplied the South Carolina Unfair Trade Practices
Act (SCUTPA): The lower court’s most significant error was allowing PlanetONE to
leverage SCUTPA to transform a simple breach of contract into a statutory tort yielding
treble damages and attorney’s fees. South Carolina courts have repeatedly cautioned that
SCUTPA is not available to remedy a mere private wrong where the public interest is
unaffected. To be actionable under SCUTPA, a plaintiff must prove that the defendant’s
unfair or deceptive acts had an “impact upon the public interest”. This public interest
component is typically established by showing the acts have a “potential for repetition”. The
potential for repetition can be demonstrated in two ways: (1) by showing the same kind of
actions occurred in the past, making it likely they will continue, or (2) by showing the
company’s procedures create a potential for future repetition. The record here is utterly
devoid of evidence supporting either prong. This was a single transaction with a single
customer. PlanetONE presented no evidence of any past complaints, similar disputes, or a
pattern of misconduct by Ms. Pierce or American Pharma. Furthermore, the very nature of

the dispute—a complete breakdown of the relationship with this specific customer—makes





repetition of this specific alleged harm impossible. The South Carolina Court of Appeals
decision in Turner v. Kellett is instructive. In that case, the court reversed a SCUTPA finding
because the unfair acts were “incapable of repetition” where the business at issue had closed.
Similarly, here, the relationship between American Pharma and PlanetONE is permanently
severed. SCUTPA requires “public interest” impact (Turner v. Kellett). This one-off
dispute with no repetition evidence (Exhibits A-G) is private, not actionable. Trebling
requires “willful” violation, but Appellant’s offers (free machine, Ex. C; replacement,
Ex. D) show good faith (Noack Enterprises v. Country Corner Interiors, 290 S.C. 475, 351
S.E.2d 347 (Ct. App. 1986)).

The alleged unfair practice cannot be repeated against this plaintiff. Without evidence of a
broader pattern or practice affecting the public, the dispute remains a private one, falling
outside the ambit of SCUTPA. The trial court’s finding of a SCUTPA violation was,
therefore, clear legal error. Even if a technical violation could be found, the court’s decision
to treble the damages was a further error. Treble damages are reserved for “willful or
knowing” violations of the Act. A willful violation occurs when the party “knew or should
have known that his conduct was a violation” of SCUTPA. The record evidence contradicts
any finding of willfulness. American Pharma’s proactive communication to obtain
customization details, its apology for delays, and its concrete offer to provide a temporary
machine at no cost are the actions of a business attempting to solve a problem, not one
willfully engaging in a deceptive scheme. These good-faith efforts to perform and mitigate

damages negate the mens rea required for a punitive trebling of the award.

The Trial Court Erred in Piercing the Corporate Veil: The lower court’s decision to
disregard the corporate form of American Pharma and hold Ms. Pierce personally liable for
the judgment constitutes another extraordinary remedy applied without the requisite factual
foundation. One of the primary purposes of forming a limited liability company is to shield
its members from personal liability for the company’s debts and obligations. Courts do not
lightly disregard this legal separation. Under South Carolina law, piercing the corporate veil
is an equitable remedy reserved for exceptional circumstances. No evidence supports
piercing (Sturkie v. Sifly). Exhibits A-G show LLC-only dealings (invoice, bank, emails).

No domination or fraud was proven.





d)

A plaintiff must satisfy a demanding two-prong test. First, they must show that the plaintiff
has been dominated by the shareholder to the extent that it has no separate existence. Factors
include a failure to observe corporate formalities, non-payment of dividends, insolvency of
the debtor corporation, siphoning of funds by the dominant stockholder, non-functioning of
other officers or directors, absence of corporate records, and the fact that the corporation is a
mere facade for the operations of the dominant stockholder. Second, and critically, the
plaintiff must show that this control was used to commit “bad faith, abuse, fraud,
wrongdoing, or injustice”. The South Carolina Supreme Court has clarified that common
ownership and control, or even a failure to observe all corporate formalities, is not enough.
The party seeking to pierce the veil must establish that the corporate structure was used for
fraudulent, unjust, or policy-defeating purposes.

The record before the lower court was barren of the evidence needed to meet this high
standard. PlanetONE’s case for alter ego appears to rest entirely on the fact that Ms. Pierce is
the owner of American Pharma and was the individual communicating on its behalf. There
was no evidence presented regarding American Pharma’s capitalization, its corporate
records, the commingling of personal and corporate funds, or any of the other factors
necessary to justify this drastic remedy. The lower court effectively held Ms. Pierce
personally liable simply because she was the owner of the company involved in the dispute.
This is a misapplication of the law and constitutes a clear reversible error.

The Damages Award is Speculative, Mathematically Flawed, and Excessive: The
damages award itself is built on a foundation of speculative claims and questionable legal
reasoning. While a defaulted defendant’s ability to contest damages is limited, the plaintiff
still bears the burden of proving its damages by competent evidence. The lower court failed
to scrutinize PlanetONE’s claims, instead adopting a damages calculation that is legally and
factually insupportable. PlanetONE’s memorandum sought and received “actual damages” of
$74,788.00, which it calculated as follows: Purchase Price of Machine: $22,788.00 Interest
Paid on Loan: ~$5,000.00 Increased Labor Costs: $32,000.00 Increased Cost for a Different
Machine: $15,000.00 Total: $74,788.00, violating Rule 54(c), SCRCP. Ms. Davidson’s
testimony (Tr. pp. 22-23) limits damages to $22,788. The court then trebled this entire

amount to arrive at its award of $224,364.00. This calculation is flawed in several respects.





First, the claims for “Increased labor costs” ($32,000) and the “Increased cost required to

purchase a different machine” ($15,000) are forms of consequential damages.

These figures appear to be speculative estimates, and the record lacks any detailed proof,
such as payroll records or invoices for the new machine, to substantiate them. More
fundamentally, it is highly questionable whether such unliquidated, consequential damages
can be trebled under SCUTPA. The statute allows recovery for an “ascertainable loss of
money or property”. A strong argument exists on appeal that this language limits recovery to
direct, out-of-pocket losses—in this case, the $22,788 purchase price, and does not extend to
downstream, speculative business losses. Trebling these unproven consequential damages
resulted in a grossly excessive and punitive award that bears no reasonable relationship to the
actual harm sustained. Finally, Rule 54(c) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure
provides that a default judgment “must not differ in kind from, or exceed in amount, what is
demanded in the pleadings”. The appeal will require a review of PlanetONE’s original
complaint to determine if these specific, substantial consequential damages were even
pleaded with the requisite specificity. If they were not, their inclusion in the default judgment

constitutes a fatal procedural error.

The Judgment Is Voidable Due to an Appearance of Judicial Impartiality That Taints
the Entire Proceeding: The most profound defect in the proceedings below is one that
strikes at the very heart of our justice system: the appearance of judicial bias. The South
Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct mandates that a judge ““shall avoid impropriety and the
appearance of impropriety in all of the judge’s activities”. Canon 3(E)(1) requires a judge to
disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his “impartiality might reasonably be
questioned”. This standard is objective; it does not depend on proof of the judge’s actual,
subjective bias. Rather, it asks whether a reasonable person, knowing all the circumstances,
would harbor doubts about the judge’s impartiality. Judge McIntosh’s conduct (Canon
3(E)(1)), counsel ties, shouting, impossible deadlines, supplier relationship—created an
appearance of partiality, denying due process.

The Trial Court Erred by Awarding Damages in Excess of the Amount Demanded in the
Complaint. The trial court committed a clear error of law by entering a default judgment that
awarded damages far greater in amount and different in kind from what the Plaintiff

demanded in its Amended Complaint. This action violated the plain language of Rule 54(c)





of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, which explicitly states: " A judgment by
default shall not be different in kind from or exceed in amount that prayed for in the
demand for judgment." The purpose of this rule is to ensure fundamental due process. A
defendant must have notice of their maximum potential liability when deciding whether to
contest a lawsuit or to default. The court’s judgment in this case nullified that right.

What Was Demanded in the Complaint: The "WHEREFORE" clause of the Plaintiff’s
Amended Complaint, which constitutes the formal demand for judgment, specifically prayed
for: "...judgment against Defendants in the amount of $22,788, plus prejudgment interest...
plus legal costs, including reasonable attorney’s fees, treble damages, [and] punitive

damages..."

Based on the complaint, the maximum potential "actual damages" subject to trebling was

$22,788.

What Was Added at the Hearing: At the damages hearing, the Plaintiff, for the first time,
introduced entirely new categories of damages that were never mentioned in the complaint.
As detailed in their last-minute damages memorandum, these new, unpleaded damages

included:

a) Interest paid on the loan: ~$5,000.00

b) Increased labor costs: $32,000.00

¢) Increased cost for a different machine: $15,000.00

Plaintiff’s counsel improperly combined these new figures with the original purchase price to
create a new, fabricated "actual damages" total of $74,788. The trial court then erroneously used

this inflated and unpleaded amount as the basis for its treble damage award of $224,364.

The trial court only had the authority to award damages based on the $22,788 specifically
demanded in the complaint. By awarding damages that were different in kind (adding labor and
new equipment costs) and far exceeded in amount what was prayed for, the court violated Rule

54(c) and committed a reversible error.





C. Respondent's Use Of An Improper Lis Pendens As An Extortion Tactic

Respondent has engaged in a clear abuse of process by filing a lis pendens against Appellant's
real property. Under the plain language of S.C. Code Ann. § 15-11-10, a lis pendens is only
appropriate when the underlying lawsuit affects the title to or possession of real property. The
"underlying action" in this case (Case No. 2023-cp-37-00232), as established by Respondent's
own Amended Complaint, is a commercial dispute seeking monetary damages for claims of
Breach of Contract, Fraud, and violations of the Unfair Trade Practices Act. The lawsuit is about
a disagreement over a machine; it has no connection whatsoever to the ownership of real estate.
Therefore, the filing of the lis pendens is legally baseless. It is a bad-faith legal tactic intended to
unlawfully encumber Appellant's assets, creating improper leverage to extort payment of an

unjust judgment while it is under appeal.

D. Appellant Will Suffer Immediate And Irreparable Harm Without A Stay

Without a stay, Ms. Pierce faces immediate and irreparable harm. Respondent has already
initiated a new fraudulent transfer lawsuit (Case No. 2025-LP-37-00107) and filed a Lis Pendens
to seize real property. This filing is itself an abuse of process intended to pressure collection
during the appeal. The underlying action for breach of contract does not affect title to or
possession of real property, making the lis pendens improper under S.C. Code Ann. § 15-11-10.
Respondent will undoubtedly attempt to levy bank accounts and seize other assets. As detailed in
the attached affidavit, Ms. Pierce is financially unable to post a supersedeas bond. Requiring a
bond that likely exceeds $285,000 would be punitive and would effectively deny her
fundamental right to appellate review. Furthermore, allowing collection to proceed would create
an irreversible legal disaster. If Respondent seizes and liquidates assets, a victory on appeal
would be rendered hollow if the fruits of that victory have already been irretrievably lost. This is
the very definition of irreparable harm that a stay is designed to prevent. Finally, a bond is
unnecessary as Respondent is already adequately secured. The judgment, once enrolled, acts as a
lien on any real property owned by Appellant in Oconee County. This existing lien is sufficient to

protect Respondent's interests pending the outcome of this meritorious appeal.





V. PROPOSED TERMS FOR SUPERSEDEAS

Rule 241(c), SCACR, grants this Court discretion to condition the grant of a supersedeas upon
such terms as it deems appropriate, including the filing of a bond. Appellant respectfully requests
that the Court exercise this discretion to waive the bond requirement entirely or, in the
alternative, set a bond in a nominal and reasonable amount. This request is justified by several

factors.

1. First, Appellant is not responsible for the breach of contract and had no contractual
relationship with Respondent, rendering her not liable for the judgment. As detailed in
the merits of the appeal, the transaction was solely between American Pharma
Machinery, LLC, and PlanetONE Packaging, LLC, with no evidence supporting personal
liability or justifying piercing the corporate veil (Sturkie v. Sifly, 280 S.C. 453, 313
S.E.2d 316 (Ct. App. 1984)).

i1.  Second, as demonstrated at length above, the appeal is highly meritorious. The judgment
below is riddled with clear legal errors on multiple, independent grounds. Requiring
Appellant to post a bond in the full amount of a judgment that is so likely to be reversed

would penalize her for the lower court’s own mistakes.

iii.  Third, the sheer size of the judgment makes securing a supersedeas bond for the full
amount a financial impossibility for Appellant and her small company. The premium
alone for such a bond would be substantial, and the collateral requirements would be
ruinous. To require a full bond under these circumstances would make the right to an

appeal contingent on wealth, effectively denying Appellant access to appellate justice.

iv.  Finally, the spirit of South Carolina law disfavors prohibitive bond amounts that block
meritorious appeals. For instance, S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130 places a statutory cap on
supersedeas bonds for certain business entities, reflecting a legislative policy against
allowing excessive judgments to prevent appellate review. While that statute may not
apply directly here, its underlying principle should guide this Court’s discretion. Given
the high likelihood of success on appeal and the severe financial hardship involved,

waiver of the bond is the most just and equitable course of action.





v.  Finally, the spirit of South Carolina law disfavors prohibitive bond amounts that block
meritorious appeals. For instance, S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130 places a statutory cap on
supersedeas bonds for certain business entities, reflecting a legislative policy against
allowing excessive judgments to prevent appellate review. While that statute may not
apply directly here, its underlying principle should guide this Court’s discretion. Given
the high likelihood of success on appeal and the severe financial hardship involved,

waiver of the bond is the most just and equitable course of action.
VI. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

The default judgment entered against Dorothy Pierce is not a reflection of established facts or
sound legal principles. It is the product of a cascade of errors: the misapplication of a consumer
protection statute to a private commercial dispute; the punitive trebling of speculative damages
without evidence of willfulness; the legally unsupported decision to pierce the corporate veil;
and, most troublingly, a proceeding conducted under a cloud of apparent judicial bias that
undermines confidence in the outcome. The harm threatened by the immediate execution of this
judgment is irreparable. To allow it to proceed would be to sanction an injustice and render Ms.
Pierce’s meritorious appeal meaningless. A stay is required to preserve the status quo and ensure
that the weighty legal and constitutional issues raised in the appeal may be decided by this Court
in a deliberate and meaningful fashion. WHEREFORE, Appellant Dorothy Pierce respectfully

prays for an order from this Court:

I.  Issuing a Writ of Supersedeas, staying any and all proceedings to enforce, execute, or
collect upon the judgment of the Oconee County Court of Common Pleas in Case No.
2023-CP-37-00232 during the pendency of the appeal;

II.  Waiving the requirement of a supersedeas bond or, in the alternative, setting a bond in a
reasonable and nominal amount that is within Appellant’s ability to pay; and Granting
such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper.

III.  Granting such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.
Respectfully submitted, August 11, 2025

S/N Dorothy Pierce
DOROTHY PIERCE, Pro Se Plaintiff

750 Mourning Dove Lane, Seneca, SC 29678
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I, the undersigned counsel for Respondent, do hereby certify that I have on September 10,
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