From: Dorothy Pierce

To: Court Of Appeals Filings; Jim Logan; Singleton, Danny

Subject: Re: Pierce v. Singleton, App. Case No. 2024-2189 — Motions to Strike
Date: Wednesday, September 17, 2025 12:31:53 AM

Attachments: Proof of service- Opposition to Res. Motion for Summary Judament.pdf

Opposition to Res. Motion for Summary Judgment.pdf

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

Additional Evidence
On Wed, Sep 17, 2025 at 12:02 AM Dorothy Pierce <dorothypierce84(@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Clerk,
Please accept for filing the following in the above matter:
1. Motion to Strike Respondent’s Designation of Matter
2. Motion to Strike Respondent’s Initial Brief
3. Request for Sanctions
4. Proof of Service
5. Exhibits

These filings address Respondent’s September 8§, 2025 submissions, which rely on
documents never part of the trial court record in Case No. 2024-CP-37-00080.

Copies have been served on Respondent’s counsel by email and through the AIS system.

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

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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STATE OF SOUTH CAROENSAOCONEE COUNTY SC 1N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

WELISSA C. BU
COUNTY OF OCONEE (LERK OF COU TENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
04 SEP -5 P 3 25
DOROTHY PIERCE, ) .. |
Plainfiff ) CASE NO. 2024-CP-3700080
)
V. ) i
)
DANNY SINGLETON )
Defendant. )
PROOF OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this September, 2024, copies of the following Documents were
delivered defendant’s counsel of record by electronic means to Jim Logan:
logan@ioganandjolly.com and hard copy mailed to: 1805 N Boulevard, Anderson, SC. 29621.
1. Plaintiff’s Opposition To Defendant’s Motion For Summary Judgment And Request For
Sanctions Against Defendant
2. Motion For Sanctions Against Defendant Danny Singleton For Violations Of §.C. Code
Ann. § 62-1-308(K), South Carolina Judicial Conduct Canons, Obstruction Of Justice,
And Judicial Misconduct.
3. Plaintiff’s Opposition To Defendant’s Motion To Quash Deposition Subpoena, Request
To Compel Full Discovery Responses, And Motion For Sanctions Against Defendant’s
Attorney, James W. Logan Jr.

Dated this September 5, 2024

DOROTHY P}E\C‘Ez::aintiﬁ‘ (Pro se)

750 Mourning dove [ane, Seneca, SC.29678
Telephone:864-324-3247

Email: dorothypierce84@gmail.com
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINAESSAC. BURTON ' THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

L £ OF COURT

COUNTY OF OCONEE 1084 SEP =5 F} 325 1ENrH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

)
DOROTHY PIERCE, )
Plaintiff, ) CASE NO. 2024-CP-3700080
)
V. ) PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO
) DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR
DANNY SINGLETON ) SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND REQUEST
Defendant. ) FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANT

1. OPPOSITION TO PEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Plamntiff Dorothy Pierce respectfully submits this opposition to the Motion for Summary
Judgment filed by Defendant Danny Singleton and Request for Sanctions against Defendant
Danny Singleton. Plaintiff asserts that Defendant’s motion should be denied due to the following
disputed facts and evidence..

LEGAL STANDARD FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

Under Rule 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, summary judgment is appropriate
when there is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a
matter of law. Cafe Assocs., Lid. v. Gerngross, 305 8.C. 6, 9, 406 S.E.2d 162, 164 (S.C.,1991)
(citing Standard Fire Ins. Co. v. Marine Contracting & Towing Co., 301 8.C. 418,392 SE2d
460 (1990)). Summary judgment is not appropriate where further inquiry into the facts of the
case is desirable to clarify the application of the law. Middleborough Horizontal Prop. Regime
Council of Co-Owners v. Montedison S.p.A., 320 8.C. 470, 479, 465 S.E.2d 765, 771 (Ct. App.
1995) (citing Baugus v. Wessinger, 303 S.C. 412, 401 S.E.2d 169 (1991)). In this instant case,

Summary Judgment is Premature Due to Pending Discovery and there are several genuine issues
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of material fact in dispute. The defendant is not entitled to summary judgment as a matter of law.

Plaintiff will demonstrate as follows:

A. SUMMARY JUDGMENT IS PREMATURE . DUE TO PENDING DISCOVERY:

Summary judgment is premature at this time because Plaintiff has served required discovery,
including Interrogatories, Requests for Documents, Requests to Admit, and has scheduled a
deposition for Defendant Danny Singleton for September 05, 2024. Defendant, however, has
filed a motion to quash Plaintiff’s deposition subpoena, falsely arguing that he has absolute
immunity and cannot be deposed. Defendant does not have immunity from this lawsuit and the
outstanding discovery requests are directly relevant to the material facts of this case, and the
information sought is necessary for a full and fair adjudication of the issues at hand. All actions
alleged in Plaintiff's complaint were outside the jurisdiction of Defendant, constituted judicial
overreach, and were acts of retaliation. These actions are therefore not protected by judicial
immunity. Until this discovery is completed, granting summary judgment would be inappropriate
as it would deprive the Plaintiff of the opportunity to uncover evidence that may further support

her claims and refute the Defendant’s arguments.

B. THERE ARE GENUINE ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACT IN DISPUTE;
THEREFORE, DEFENDANT IS NOT ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT AS
A MATTER OF LAW:

1. Defendant Danny Singleton Is Sued in His Individual Capacity and Partly as a
Judge for actions taken outside his Judicial Jurisdiction and Is Not Shielded by
Absolute Judicial Immunity: Defendant Danny Singleton is being sued in both his
individual capacity and as a judge for actions taken cutside his judicial jurisdiction.
Judicial immunity protects actions performed within a judge’s official capacity, but it
does not extend to non-judicial acts or actions outside of jurisdiction. The Plaintiff’s
claims allege that Defendant Singleton engaged in administrative, retaliatory, and
coercive actions that exceeded his authority as a judge, stripping him of any protection

under judicial immunity.
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. Plaintiff Has Stated Sufficient Claims for Relief: Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce has
articulated valid and legally sufficient claims against Defendant Singleton. These claims
include fraud, harassment, extortion, violation of constitutional rights, interference with
inheritance, and other serious misconduct. The claims, supported by sufficient facts,
demonstrate that Defendant Singleton acted outside his judicial capacity, rendering his

actions unprotected by judicial immunity.

. Coercive Pressure to Settle Despite Pending Appeal Constituted Overstepping of
Jurisdiction: During the October 11, 2023, status conference, Defendant Singleton
exerted undue pressure on Plaintiff to settle the estate dispute, despite an active and
pending appeal regarding the will’s validity. This coercion was a violation of due process
and an overreach of judicial authority since probate courts lose jurisdiction over
substantive matters once an appeal is filed. Such overstepping of jurisdiction is not

protected by judicial immunity.

. Violation of S.C. Code Ana. § 62-1-308(k) by Participating in the Appeal Process:
Defendant Singleton exceeded his judicial role by submitting a biased return brief to the
Circuit Court an December 3, 2023, Instead of neutrally reporting facts, he defended his
rulings and made false statements to discredit the Plaintiff’s appeal. This participation is
prohibited under South Carolina law, and his advocacy, which exceeded his judicial

capacity, is not protected by judicial immunity.

. Judicial Interference Through Inappropriate Ex Parte Communication: On April I,
2024, Defendant Singleton sent an ex parte letter to the South Carolina Court of Appeals,
urging them to expedite or merge Plaintiff’s appeals. This unauthorized communication
violated South Carolina law and was an improper attempt to influence the appellate
process. Since it was outside formal judicial proceedings, it is not protected by judicial

immunity.,

. Selective and Malicious Submission of Record on Appeal to Influence the Appeal: In
his December 3, 2023, return brief, Defendant Singleton selectively submitted portions of
the record that supported his decisions, while omitting evidence favorable to Plaintiff.
This manipulation of the appellate record is an administrative action aimed at skewing

the appellate review and falls outside the protections of judicial immunity.

Page 3 of 57





10.

11,

12.

Retaliation for Filing an Appeal: After Plaintiff filed an amended notice of appeal on
October 24, 2023, Defendant Singleton retaliated by threatening to remove her as
Personal Representative of the estate. His threat was meant to coerce Plaintiff into
withdrawing her appeal and was an administrative action taken in retaliation, which is not

protected by judicial immunity.

Scheduling a Retaliatory Hearing: Following his threat to remove Plaintiff as Personal
Representative, Defendant Singleton scheduled a hearing to formalize her removal and
invited other parties to apply for the role. This was not a judicial act, but a retaliatory
maneuver designed to punish Plaintiff for pursuing her appeal, and it is not shielded by
judicial immunity.

Banning Plaintiff’s Fiancé from the Probate Office in Retaliation: In retaliation for
Plaintiff’s appeal, Defendant Singleton banned her fiancé from entering the probate
office, claiming inappropriate behavior. This ban was a punitive, administrative action
taken to intimidate Plaintiff, not a legitimate judicial function, and is not protected by
judicial immunity.

Improper Mediation and Judicial Overreach: During the October 11, 2023, status
conference, Defendant Singleton improperly acted as a mediator, pressuring the parties to
settle despite knowing the case was on appeal. This overreach violated the South Carolina
Code of Judicial Conduct and was outside his jurisdiction, thus not protected by judicial

immunity.

Making Derogatery Comments to Pressure Settlement: Defendant Singleton made
derogatory remarks about the Plaintiff”s marriage during the October 11, 2023, status
conference in an effort to pressure her into settling. Such personal and coercive

comments are not judicial acts and are not protected by judicial immunity.

Issuing Administrative Orders Without Hearings: Throughout the case, Defendant
Singleton issued multiple administrative orders via email, bypassing formal hearings.
These orders were administrative rather than judicial and are not shielded by judicial

immunity.
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13. Interference with Plaintiff’s Right to Appeal: Defendant Singleton’s biased return
brief, selective record submission, and ex parte communication interfered with Plaintiff’s
right to a fair appeal. These actions sought to improperly influence the appellate court,

representing non-judicial conduct, and are not protected by judicial immunity.

14. Threatening the Sale of Estate Assets Without Proper Jurisdiction: Defendant
Singleton threatened to sell estate assets if the parties did not settle, despite the ongoing
appeal. This threat was made without proper jurisdiction, demonstrating that his actions

exceeded the bounds of his judicial authority and are not protected by judictal immunity.

15. Calling the Auctioneer to Stop the Auction: Defendant Singleton called the .;cluctioneer
to halt the sale of estate assets after the Plaintiff had been removed as Personal
Representative, despite the fact that the removal order was stayed due to an appeal. This
action was administrative, not judicial, and is therefore not protected by judicial

immunity.

16. Calling the Bank to Prevent the Opening of an Estate Account: Defendant Singleton
contacted the bank to prevent Plaintiff from opening an estate account, interfering with
her fiduciary duties. This was a non-judicial administrative action and is not protected by
judicial immunity.

17. Defaming the Plaintiff: Defendant Singleton made false and defamatory statements
about Plaintiff in court and communications, aiming to undermine her credibility.
Defamation is a personal act, not a judicial function, and is therefore not protected by
judicial immunity.

18. Holding Criminal Trials in Probate Court Without Jurisdiction: Defendant Singleton
conducted criminal trials in probate court, sentencing both Plaintiff and her fiancé,

despite the court’s lack of jurisdiction over criminal matters. These actions were beyond

his authority and are not protected by judicial immunity.

19. Stopping Plaintiff from Paying Estate Taxes in a Fiduciary Capacity: Defendant
Singleton prevented Plaintiff from paying estate taxes, endangering the estate’s financial
stability. These administrative actions contradicted his judicial responsibilities and are

not protected by judicial immunity.
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20.

21

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

Enforcing an Order That Was Under Appeal: Defendant Singleton enforced an order
that was under appeal, overstepping his authority. This action violated the appellate

court’s jurisdiction and is not protected by judicial immunity.

Intentional Inclusion of Falsehoods in the Return Brief: Defendant Singleton
intentionally included false statements in his return brief, such as falsely claiming
Plaintiff failed to pay estate taxes, These deliberate falsehoods were designed to mislead

the Circuit Court and are not judicial acts, thus not protected by judicial immunity.

Fraud: Defendant Singleton engaged in fraudulent behavior by intentionally
misrepresenting material facts. Fraud involves deliberate deception, which is not

protected by judicial immunity, as established in case law such as Forrester v. White.

Harassment: Defendant harassed Plaintiff through excessive, inappropriate
communications, including over 223 emails unrelated to formal judicial proceedings.
Such harassment is a personal, non-judicial action and is not protected by judicial

immunity.

Extortion: Defendant used his judicial anthority to coerce Plaintiff into settling disputes
under duress, threatening to sell estate assets if she did not comply. Extortion is not a

judicial action, and thus it is not covered by judicial immunity.

Violation of Rights: Defendant violated Plaintiff’s constitutional rights, including due
process and the right to a fair trial, by acting with bias and interfering with her appellate
rights. These actions overstepped his judicial authority and are not protected by judicial

immunity.,

Interference with Inheritance: Defendant interfered with Plaintiff’s inheritance by
obstructing her access to her rightful share of the estate, coercing her into an unfair
settlement, and jeopardizing the estate’s financial stability through delinquent taxes.

These actions exceed the role of a judge and are not protected by judicial immunity.

Page 6 of 57





GROUNDS TO DENY DEFENDANT*S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

A. SUMMARY JUDGMENT IS PREMATURE DUE TO PENDING DISCOVERY
HENCE DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD BE
DENIED.

Summary judgment is premature at this time. On August 13, 2024, PlaintY served necessary
discovery requests, including Interrogatories, Requests for Documents, Requests to Admit, and
scheduled a deposition for Defendant Danny Singleton on September 5, 2024, In response,
Defendant filed a motion to quash Plaintiff’s deposition subpoena, falsely asserting that he has
absolute immunity and, therefore, cannot be deposed. This claim of immunity is unfounded, as
the actions alleged in Plaintiff's complaint fall outside the scope of Defendant Singleton’s
judicial capacity and jurisdiction, thereby stripping him of any such immunity. According to Rule
56(c), SCRCP, a motion for summary judgment must be granted "if the pleadings, depositions,
answers to interrogatories, and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is entitled to
a judgment as a matter of law." As stated in George v. Fabri, 345 S.C. 440, 452, 548 S.E.2d
868, 874 (2001), "On summary judgment motion, a court must view the facts in the light
most favorable to the non-moving party."”

The outstanding discovery is directly relevant to the material facts of this case. Plaintiff’s
discovery requests are crucial for obtaining evidence that may further substantiate her claims and
challenge the Defendant’s assertions. Specifically, the Plaintiff seeks to establish that Defendant
Singleton’s actions constituted judicial overreach, retaliation, and were administrative in nature
rather than judicial. These actions, as detailed in the complaint, include improper advocacy,
interference with appellate processes, and retaliatory conduct—all of which are outside the

protections offered by judicial immunity.

Granting summary judgment before the completion of discovery would be premature and unjust.
It would deprive the Plaintiff of the opportunity to gather critical evidence needed to support her
case and fully address the Defendant’s claims. The discovery process is essential for uncovering

the facts that are in dispute and for ensuring that the case is adjudicated based on a complete and
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fair record. Therefore, summary judgment should not be granted at this stage, as it would deny

the Plaintiff her right to a thorough and equitable legal process.

B. THERE ARE GENUINE ISSUES OF MATERIAL FACT IN DISPUTE; THEREFORE,
DEFENDANT IS NOT ENTITLED TO SUMMARY JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF
LAW.

Under Rule 56 of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, summary judgment is appropriate
only when there is no genuine issue of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment
as a matter of law. As established in Cafe Assocs., Ltd. v. Gerngross, 305 8.C. 6, 9, 406 S.E.2d
162, 164 (S.C. 1991) (citing Standard Fire Ins. Co. v. Marine Contracting & Towing Co., 301
S.C. 418, 392 S.E.2d 460 (1990)), summary judgment is not suitable when the facts of the case

are disputed or when further inquiry is necessary to clarify the application of the law.

In this case, there are several genuine issues of material fact that are in dispute, making summary
judgment inappropriate. These disputed facts include, but are not [imited to, whether Defendant
Defendant Danny Singleton’s actions exceeded his judicial capacity and whether those actions
constituted judicial overreach and were conducted outside his jurisdiction, retaliation, and
administrative conduct that are not protected by judicial immunity. The facts surrounding
defendant Singleton’s conduct, including his improper advocacy, interference with appellate
processes, and retaliatory actions, are central to determining whether he acted within the scope of

his judicial authority.

As stated in Middleborough Horizontal Prop. Regime Council of Co-Owners v. Montedison
S.p.A., 320 8.C. 470, 479, 465 S.E.2d 765, 771 (Ct. App. 1995) (citing Baugus v. Wessinger, 303
S.C. 412, 401 S.E.2d 169 (1991)), summary judgment is not appropriate where further inquiry
into the facts is necessary. The complexity and nature of the issues raised in this case demand a

thorough examination of the factual disputes through discovery and trial.

Defendant's claim that he is entitled to judgment as a matter of law is premature and unfounded,
given the unresolved factual disputes that directly impact the application of legal principles in
this case. Therefore, the court should deny the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment and

allow this case to proceed to trial where the facts can be fully examined and adjudicated.
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I. DEFENDANT DANNY SINGLETON IS SUED IN HIS INDIVIDUAL CAPACITY
AND PARTLY AS A JUDGE FOR ACTIONS TAKEN OUTSIDE HIS JUDICIAL
JURISDICTION AND IS NOT SHIELDED BY ABSOLUTE JUDICIAL
IMMUNITY

Defendant Danny Singleton is being sued both in his individual capacity and as a judge for
actions that were carried out without jurisdiction. These actions, while taken in his role as a
judge, exceeded his judicial authority and are not protected by the doctrine of absolute judicial
immunity. Judicial immunity provides protection from lawsuits for acts performed within a
judge’s official capacity, but it is not an absolute defense when a judge acts cutside the scope of

their jurisdiction.

As established in Mitchell v, Forsyth, 472 U.S. 511, 526 (1985), judicial immunity protects
judges from liability for actions taken within their official duties, but it does not apply when a
judge acts outside their judicial role or without jurisdiction. In this case, the actions alleged in
Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce’s complaint, including interference with appellate proceedings,
coercion, and issuing retaliatory orders, were taken without jurisdiction and are administrative or

personal in nature.

Because Defendant Singleton’s actions exceeded the authority conferred upon him by law, he is
not shielded by judicial immunity. His misconduct, including interference with inheritance rights
and coercive settlement tactics, was not within his legal jurisdiction as a probate judge.
Therefore, he is being sued in both his individual capacity and in his capacity as a judge for these

unlawful actions, which are subject to legal accountability.

a) Judicial Immunity Does Not Apply to Nonjudicial Actions

Judicial immunity is designed to protect judges from liability for acts performed within their
judicial capacity, even if those acts are alleged to be done in bad faith or with malice (Pierson v.
Ray, 386 U.S. 547, 554 (1967)). However, the U.S. Supreme Court has clarified that this
immunity is not absolute and is overcome in certain situations. First, a judge is not immune from
liability for nonjudicial actions, i.e., actions not taken in the judge’s judicial capacity (Forrester v.
White, 484 U.S. 219, 227-229 (1988); Stump v, Sparkman, 435 U.8. 349, 360 (1978)).
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In this case, the Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Singleton engaged in several actions that were

administrative, retaliatory, and beyond his judicial authority. These nonjudicial actions include:

Interfering with Appeals: Sent an ex parte letter to the Court of Appeals on April 1,
2024, urging them to merge or expedite Plaintiff’s appeals, interfering with the appellate

process.

Defamation: Made false and damaging statements about Plaintiff, undermining her

credibility in the estate dispute.

Coercing Piaintiff to Settle: Pressured Plaintiff to settle the estate dispute during the
October 11, 2023, status conference, as a mediator, threatening that failure to settle would

result in the forced sale of estate assets.

Forcing a Settlement Despite Pending Appeal: Coerced Plaintiff into agreeing to a
settlement even though there was a pending appeal regarding the validity of the will.

Ordering Plaintifl to Withdraw Appeals: Directed Plaintiff to withdraw her appeals,

threatening punitive measures if she did not comply.

Calling Auctioneer to Stop the Auction: Intervened by calling the auctioneer to stop the

sale of estate assets, an action outside his judicial role.

Harassment via Excessive Emails; Sent over 223 emails to Plaintiff, including
inappropriate and retaliatory communications not related to any formal judicial

proceeding.

Sentencing Plaintiff to 180 days in jail for Responding to Emails that he Initiated:
Imposed a 180-day sentence on Plaintiff for responding to his inappropriate emails, a

punitive action without proper judicial process and jurisdiction.

Scheduling Retaliatory Hearings: Scheduled hearings to remove Plaintiff as Personal

Representative in retaliation for her appeal,

Banning Plaintiff’s Fiancé from Probate Office: Prohibited Plaintiff’s fiancé from the

probate office as retaliation, an administrative action.

Issuing Administrative Orders Without Hearings: Issued administrative orders via

email without holding formal hearings, bypassing standard judicial procedures.
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= Preventing Plaintiff from Paying Estate Taxes: Interfered with Plaintiff's duties by
stopping her from paying estate taxes, endangering the estate’s financial stability.

» Enforcing an Order That Was Under Appeal: Enforced an order under appeal,
overstepping his judicial authority.

* Falsely Reporting Plaintiff for Forgery: Reported Plaintiff to law enforcement for

forgery, an accusation later proven false, intended to harm Plaintiff’s reputation.

» Holding Criminal Trials in Probate Court: Conducted criminal trials and sentenced

Plaintiff and her fiancé to jail terms outside the jurisdiction of a probate judge.

» Stopping the Sale of Estate Assets: Interfered with Plaintiff’s management of the estate
by halting the sale of assets, despite the estate being under appeal.

» Intimidating Plaintiff Through Inappropriate Communication: Used excessive and

coercive communication to intimidate Plaintiff, actions outside his judicial duties.

These actions were administrative, retaliatory, and beyond the scope of Defendant Singleton’s

judicial authority, thus stripping him of judicial immunity and making him personally liable.

b) Judicial Immunity Does Not Protect Actions Taken in the Complete Absence of

Jurisdiction

Judicial immunity does not extend to actions taken in the complete absence of all jurisdiction
(Stump v. Sparkman, 435 1.8. 349, 356-357 (1978); Bradley v. Fisher, 80 U.S, (13 Wall.) 335,
351 (1872)). In this case, Plaintiff contends that Defendant Defendant Danny Singleton acted
without jurisdiction by engaging in several actions that fall outside the scope of his judicial

authority, including;

= Advoeating for His Own Position on Appeal: On December 3, 2023, Defendant
Stngleton submitted an inappropriate return brief to the Circuit Court that included
advocacy for his prior rulings and false statements, rather than neutrally transmitting the
record as required. This was an overreach of his judicial role and an attempt to influence

the appellate process.
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= Signing Seven Orders Without Jurisdiction: Defendant Singleton signed seven orders
without having the proper jurisdiction to do so, as these matters were already under the

appellate court's jurisdiction.

* Mediating a Settlement While an Appeal Was Pending: Defendant Singleton pressured
Plaintiff to settle the estate dispute during the October 11, 2023, status conference,
despite knowing that the case was under appellate jurisdiction. This action was outside

his judicial authority, as the appellate court had control over the matter.

= Signing Orders to Withdraw Appeals: Defendant Singleton issued orders requiring
Plaintiff to withdraw her appeals, overstepping his authority, as the appeals were under

the jurisdiction of the appellate court.

* Interfering with the Appeal Process: On April 1, 2024, Defendant Singleton sent an ex
parte letter to the Court of Appeals, urging them to merge or expedite Plaintiff’s appeals.
This action was beyond his judicial role, as it involved influencing a process that was

under the purview of the appellate court.

* Enforcing Orders Under Appeal: Defendant Singleton continued to enforce orders that
were under appeal, which constituted an overreach of his judicial authority, as the

appellate court had jurisdiction over those matters.

These actions, taken cutside Defendant Singleton’s jurisdiction and authority, render him liable
and unprotected by judicial immunity, By engaging in these nonjudicial acts, Defendant
Singleton stepped beyond the boundaries of his judicial role, thereby forfeiting the protections
typically afforded by judicial immunity.

II. PLAINTIFF HAS STATED SUFFICIENT CLAIMS FOR RELIEF HENCE
DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT/ MOTION TO
DISMISS SHOULD BE DENIED.

Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce has articulated multiple valid claims against Defendant Defendant
Danny Singleton that are legally sufficient and should not be dismissed. The claims include
allegations of fraud, harassment, extortion, violation of rights, interference with inheritance, and

other serious misconduct. These allegations, as detailed in the complaint, demonstrate that
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Defendant Singleton acted outside the scope of his judicial authority, engaging in conduct that is

not protected by absolute judicial immunity.

Violation of Rights: The complaint asserts that Defendant Singleton violated the
Plaintiff’s constitutional rights, including her right to due process and a fair trial. By
acting with bias, engaging in ex parte communications, and interfering with her appellate
rights, Defendant Singleton deprived the Plaintiff of her legal rights, conduct which is not
immune under the doctrine of judicial immunity as it pertains to actions taken without

jurisdiction or outside judicial capacity.

Interference with Inheritance: Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Singleton interfered with
her inheritance rights by making rulings and taking actions that unjustly deprived her of
her rightful share of the estate. Such interference, particularly when motivated by bias or
personal interest, is not a judicial act but rather a wrongful and actionable interference
with the Plaintiff’s legal rights.

Other Serious Misconduct, Judicial overreach and actions without Jurisdiction: In
addition to the above, the Plaintiff has detailed other instances of serious misconduct by
Defendant Singleton, including signing orders without jurisdiction, issuing administrative
orders without hearings, and holding criminal trials in probate court. These actions are
beyond the scope of his judicial role and constitute overreach and abuse of power, which

are not protected by judicial immunity,

Fraud: The Plaintiff alleges that Defendant Singleton engaged in fraudulent conduct by
intentionally making false statements and misrepresenting material facts in his judicial
capacity. Fraud is a serious allegation that goes beyond mere judicial error; it involves
deliberate deception and bad faith, which are not shielded by judicial immunity. The U.S.
Supreme Court in Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988), and Stump v. Sparkman, 435
U.S. 349 (1978), made it clear that judicial immunity does not protect judges from

liability for nonjudicial actions or actions taken in the complete absence of jurisdiction.

Harassment: The Plaintiff claims that Defendant Singleton harassed her through
excessive and inappropriate communications, including over 223 emails that were not
part of any formal judicial proceeding. Such behavior is outside the scope of judicial

functions and constitutes harassment, which is actionable under the law. Judicial
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immunity does not extend to actions that are administrative or personal in nature, as
established in Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547 (1967).

» Extortion: Plaintiff has also alleged that Defendant Singleton engaged in extortion by
using his judicial authority to coerce her into settling disputes under duress, particularly
by threatening to sell estate assets if she did not comply with his demands. Extortion is a
criminal act and cannot be considered a legitimate judicial action, thus falling outside the

protection of judicial immunity.

Given the detailed allegations of fraud, harassment, extortion, violation of rights, interference
with inheritance, and other misconduct, the Plaintiff has clearly stated sufficient claims for relief.
These claims demonstrate that Defendant Singleton acted outside his judicial capacity and
jurisdiction, rendering him personally liable for his actions. Therefore, the Defendant’s motion to
dismiss on the grounds of judicial immunity should be denied, and the Plaintiff’s claims should

proceed to trial for full adjudication.

III. DEFENDANT SINGLETON'S EXTREME PRESSURE AND COERCION TO
SETTLE DESPITE PENDING APPEAL CONSTITUTED OVERSTEPPING OF
JURISDICTION VIOLATED PLAINTIFF'S RIGHT TO VOLUNTARY
AGREEMENT AND DUE PROCESS.

During the October 11, 2023, status conference, Defendant Danny Singleton exerted undue and
coercive pressure on Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce to settle the estate dispute of Doyle Pierce, despite
being fully aware of an active and pending appeal regarding the validity of the will. These
actions not only compromised the voluntariness of any agreement reached but also represented a
clear overstep of the probate court's jurisdiction, infringing upon the authority of the appellate
court. The coercive environment created by Defendant Singleton directly violated Plaintiff's right
to enter into agreements voluntarily and without undue influence, as protected under due process
rights. The United States Supreme Court has long held that agreements must be made voluntarily
to be valid, as seen in cases such as Fuentes v, Shevin, 407 U.S. 67 (1972), where the Court

emphasized that due process requires freedom from coercion in legal proceedings.
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The Defendant's repeated threats and emphasis on negative outcomes should Plaintiff not settle
amounted to psychological coercion, effectively stripping Plaintiff of her autonomy in deciding
whether to proceed with the settlement or continue with the appeal. These actions compromised
the fairness and integrity of the judicial process, as they did not allow Plaintiff to exercise her

legal rights freely and without intimidation, a fundamental aspect of due process.

Such conduct falls outside the scope of judicial duties and, therefore, is not protected by absolute
judicial immunity, rendering summary judgment inappropriate due to substantial issues of

material fact.

a) Defendant Singleton was Aware of Pending Appeal and Lack of Jurisdiction when
he Inappropriately Initiated mediation and extreme pressure for Plaintiff to settle.

At the time of the status conference, Defendant Singleton was fully aware that an appeal
concerning the validity of Doyle Pierce's will was pending before the appellate court. According
to established legal principles, once an appeal is filed, jurisdiction over the substantive matters of
the case transfers from the lower court to the appellate court. In this context, the probate court
lacked the proper jurisdiction to mandate or enforce any settlement regarding the disputed estate.
Despite this, Defendant Singleton proceeded to involve himself deeply in settlement

negotiations, disregarding the procedural boundaries set by the ongoing appellate process.

b) Defendant Danny Singleton used Threats and Coercion to Force Settlement

Defendant Singleton employed a series of explicit threats and coercive statements aimed at
pressuring Plaintiff into agreeing to a settlement, undermining her ability to make a voluntary
and informed decision. The following statements from the transcript illustrate the Defendant's

coercive tactics:

» Transcript, Page 8: "If I have to, every bit of it will be sold and divided. It’s simple.
If you’re not wanting to update and maintain the property... then the court’s good.
That’s what the court’s for." Here, Defendant Singleton threatens that refusal to settle
will result in the forced sale and division of all estate assets, applying undue pressure on

Plaintiff to concede to settlement terms.

= Transcript, Page 12: "Would you agree to go back to the original agreement that
everybody agreed on?... What I'm telling you, everybody, if the will is determined
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invalid by the court of appeals, everybody’s going to lose. Because I’m not going to
argue over property. I'll just order it to be sold and divided. We're not going to
argue.” This statement underscores the Defendant's intention to impose severe
consequences should Plaintiff persist with the appeal, effectively coercing her by
predicting unfavorable outcomes and expressing unwillingness to consider further

discussion.

Transcript, Page 13; "Today, I’'m telling you, again, the court is not in the business
of making threats. Then Tdon’t want to be no more in your personal lives than I
need to be... When somebody is not in agreement and the court decides, what’s the
easiest thing for the court to do, if it will come back and it’s invalid, I'm not going to
argue in bits and pieces. I'm just going to order it to be sold and just give everybody
the money." Despite claiming not to make threats, the Defendant clearly indicates that
non-agreement will lead to unilateral decisions detrimental to Plaintiff's interests, thereby

exerting undue influence over her decision-making.

Transcript, Page 15 "I’m telling you, if it don't get worked out, we'll come back,
and if it's invalid from the court of appeals, the property is going to be sold. I'm not
arguing over all this stuff, okay? It will be sold." This reiteration of consequences
serves to intensify the pressure on Plaintiff, implying inevitability of loss should she not

comply with settiement demands.

Transcript, Page 16: "Today it can get settled over 3.9 acres of land... If the will is
determined to be invalid and say if the property is sold... Ms. Moore’s going to get
much more than $20,000 and 3.9 acres. She’s going to get a percentage.” By
highlighting the potential gains for other parties and the corresponding losses for
Plaintiff, the Defendant seeks to coerce Plaintiff into settling by instilling fear of a worse

cutcome,
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c) Defendant Singleton's Actions Were Qutside His Jurisdiction and Are Not Protected
by Judicial Immunity

Defendant Singleton’s actions during the October 11, 2023, status conference were outside the
scope of his judicial authority, particularly given the pending appeal that transferred jurisdiction
to the appellate court. His involvement in coercing a settlement, despite lacking jurisdiction over
the substantive matters of the case, constitutes an overreach of his judicial role. Such actions are
not protected by judicial immunity, which is intended to shield judges only when they act within
the bounds of their jurisdiction and judicial capacity. As established in Forrester v. White, 484
U.S. 219 (1988), and Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U 8. 349 (1978), judicial immunity does not

protect actions that are administrative, retaliatory, or taken without jurisdiction.

In this case, Defendant Singleton’s coercive conduct violated Plaintiff’s due process rights by
denying her the freedom to make a voluntary decision regarding the settlement. This
infringement on her legal rights, combined with the overstepping of jurisdiction, precludes the
application of judicial immunity and necessitates a thorough examination of the facts at trial,

rather than a summary judgment.

d) No Entitlement to Summary Judgment Due to Triable Issues of Material Fact

Given the substantial evidence of coercion, overstepping of jurisdiction, and violation of due
process rights, there exist significant triable issues of material fact that preclude the granting of

summary judgment;

« Disputed Facts Regarding Coercion: Whether the Plaintiff”s agreement to settle was
voluntary or the result of undue pressure is a material fact that must be assessed by a trier
of fact.

» Questions of Jurisdiction and Authority: Determining whether Defendant Singleton had
the appropriate jurisdiction and authority to engage in settlement discussions and make

the threats he did requires careful legal analysis and factual determination.

+ Assessment of Judicial Immunity Applicability: Evaluating whether the Defendant's
actions fall within the protection of judicial immunity involves nuanced consideration of

the nature and context of kis conduct, which is appropriately resolved at trial.
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Therefore, summary judgment is inappropriate, and the case should proceed to trial to fully
examine and adjudicate these critical issues. Defendant Singleton's deliberate and coercive
actions to pressure Plaintiff into settling an estate dispute that was actively under appeal
constitute conduct outside the scope of his judicial duties and jurisdiction. These actions violated
Plaintiff's due process rights, undermined the integrity of the judicial process, and are not
shielded by absolute judicial immunity. Consequently, summary judgment should be denied,

allowing for a full exploration of these serious allegations at trial.

IV. DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD BE DENIED
DUE TO VIOLATIONS OF S.C. CODE ANN. § 62-1-308(K), WHICH STRIPS
HIM OF ALL IMMUNITIES

Defendant asserts that Defendant Singleton is entitled to absolute judicial immunity. However,
absolute immunity does not extend to actions that exceed the scope of a judge's judicial capacity
or to actions taken in the absence of jurisdiction. In this case, Defendant Singleton violated S.C.
Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k), which expressly prohibits a probate judge from participating in an
appeal of their own decision or from acting as an advocate in the appellate process. By engaging
in actions that directly contravened this statute, Defendant Singleton has forfeited the protection
of absolute immunity. Specifically, his conduct included:

a) By Submifting an inappropriate Return Brief, Defendant Singleton acted as

Advocate in Appeal Process.

Defendant Singleton exceeded the scope of his judicial role by submitting a return brief dated
December 3, 2023, to the Circuit Court, which went beyond the neutral reporting of facts. His
return included detailed arguments defending his prior rulings and discrediting the Plaintiff™s
appeal, effectively acting as an advocate rather than a neutral arbiter. Defendant Danny
Singleton's actions during the appellate process demonstrate a deliberate effort to advocate for

his prior decisions and interfere with the Plaintiff's right to a fair appeal. His conduct includes:

= Defending His Prior Decisions: In his return brief, Defendant Singleton made false and
misleading statements regarding Dorothy Pierce's removal as Personal Representative,

directly contradicting the documented ruling by Defendant Rice. These
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misrepresentations were intended to advocate for his previcus decisions, misleading the
Circuit Court to support his rulings.

= Personal Defense Against Allegations: Rather than remaining impartial, Defendant:
Singleton actively defended himself against allegations of bias and connections with the
Pierce family. His dismissive and defensive tone reflects a clear intent to protect his own
reputation and undermine the Plaintiff's claims, further interfering with the appellate
process.

* Retaliatory Measures to Undermine Appeal: After the Plaintiff filed her notice of
appeal, Defendant Singleton retaliated by threatening to remove her as Personal
Representative, linking this action directly to her decision to appeal. This clear use of
judicial power to discourage and punish the Plaintiff for appealing was an attempt to
interfere with her ability to pursue her case.

* Selective Submission of Evidence: Defendant Singleton selectively submitted evidence
that supported his rulings while intentionally omitting documents favorable to the
Plaintiff. By presenting a biased and incomplete record, he actively interfered with the
appellate court's ability to review the case impartially, advocating for the affirmation of
his decisions rather than allowing a fair appeal.

= False Claims to Discredit Appeal: Singleton falsely asserted that the Plaintiff had not
requested necessary transcripts, portraying her as procedurally non-compliant. This
falsechood was a deliberate attempt to undermine her appeal and interfere with the
appellate court's perception of her case.

* TImproper Ex Parte Communication; Defendant Singleton took the extraordinary step
of sending an ex parte letter to the Court of Appeals, urging them to expedite or merge
the Plaintiff’s appeals. This clear overreach was an attempt to influence the appellate
process in his favor, further demonstrating his role as an advocate rather than a neutral
Defendant.

a  Obstruction of Plaintiff’s Response: By failing to serve the return to the Plaintiff,
Defendant Singleton obstructed her ability to respond adequately, further interfering

with her appeal and ensuring that his biased account would go unchallenged.

Through these actions, Defendant Singleton clearly acted as an advocate for his own rulings,

deliberately interfering with the Plaintiff's right to a fair and impartial appeliate review. These
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actions demonstrate a profound departure from the neutral role expected of a Defendant and are

not protected by absolute judicial immunity.

Judicial immunity protects Defendants from liability for actions taken within their judicial
capacity, but it does not extend to actions that are not judicial in nature. By engaging in advocacy
and selective record submission, Defendant Singleton stepped outside his judicial role. His
conduct violated the statutory prohibition against Defendants acting as attorneys in cases
involving their own decisions, compromising the integrity of the appellate process and

disqualifying him from immunity.

b. By Submitting an Inappropriate Return Brief riddled with falsehood and advecacy,
Defendant singleton Interfered with the Plaintiff’s Appellate Process

Defendant Singleton engaged in conduct that exceeded his judicial authority, thereby violating
his obligations under S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k). This conduct included the submission of a
return brief on December 3, 2023, in which he not only defended his prior rulings but also
selectively submitted records that supported his position while omitting critical evidence
favorable to the Plaintiff. This biased and incomplete submission compromised the integrity of

the appellate process and constituted improper advocacy.

Furthermore, on April 1, 2024, Defendant Singleton escalated his interference by sending an ex
parte letter to the Court of Appeals, urging them to merge the Plaintiff’s appeals or expedite their
decision. This action was taken without notice to the Plaintiff and outside the bounds of any
formal judicial proceeding. The ex parte communication was a direct attempt to influence the

appellate process, which is a clear violation of 8.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k).

* Submitting a misleading and biased return brief: Defendant Singleton's brief was
filled with false statements and misrepresentations, directly influencing the Circuit
Court’s review of the appeal. During the March 14, 2024, hearing of the Plaintiff's
appeal, the Circuit Court Defendant strictiy relied on Singleton's return and rejected
any return filed by the Plaintiff, leading to a one-sided review of the case.
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* Advecating for his own rulings: Rather than maintaining the required neutrality,
Defendant Singleton actively defended his prior decisions in the return brief. This
advocacy compromised the appellate court’s ability to conduct a fair and impartial
review, as the Defendant's return became more of a defense argument rather than a
neutral recounting of facts.

= Selective submission of evidence: Defendant Singleton selectively included only
evidence that supported his rulings, while deliberately omitting key evidence
favorable to the Plaintiff. This selective submission created an incomplete and biased
record, further skewing the appellate review process.

* Retaliatory and misleading statements: The brief downplayed or outright denied
the retaliatory actions taken against the Plaintiff, thereby obscuring their impact and
further biasing the appeliate review against her.

* TFailure to serve the Plaintiff with the return: Defendant Singleton did not provide
the Plaintiff with the return as required by Rule 209(a) of the South Carolina
Appellate Court Rules. This omission deprived the Plaintiff of a fair opportunity to
fully participate in the appellate process, effectively silencing her side of the case
during the March 14, 2024, hearing,.

Judicial immunity does not extend to actions taken outside of judicial proceedings, particularly
when those actions interfere with the appellate process. The ex parte letter sent on April 1, 2024,
and the improper December 3, 2023, return brief demonstrate an attempt by Defendant Singleton
to influence the outcome of the Plaintiff’s appeal. These actions were not part of his official
judicial duties but were instead an improper use of his position to affect the appellate process

beyond his jurisdiction.

Ex parte communications and efforts to manipulate appellate decisions fall outside the
protections of judicial immunity because they do not involve the adjudication of a case. By
engaging in these actions, Defendant Singleton overstepped the boundaries of his judicial role,
thus forfeiting any claim to absolute immunity. These violations underscore the need to hold
Defendant Singleton accountable for his actions, as they were not conducted within the

legitimate scope of his judicial capacity.
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Given these violations, it is clear that Defendant Singleton acted beyond the scope of his judicial
capacity and engaged in activities that are not protected by absolute immunity. His improper
advocacy, selective submission of the record, and interference with the appellate process
demonstrate that his actions were not judicial in nature but rather personal and punitive. As such,
Defendant Singleton is not entitled to absolute immunity, and the Plaintiff’s claims against him

should not be dismissed on this ground,

c. Defendant Singleton Made False and Malicious Statements in the Return Brief to
Mislead the Circuit Court and Interfere with Plaintifl’s Appeal,

Defendant Danny Singleton’s submission of a return brief to the Circuit Court on December 3,
2023, was not only inappropriate but also contained false and malicious statements intended to
mislead the Circuit Court and interfere with the Plaintiff’s appeal. These actions are not protected
by absolute judicial immunity as they exceed the scope of his judicial role and were taken in bad
faith to obstruct justice.

i. False and Malicious Statements Regarding Plaintiff's Removal as Personal
Representative

In his return brief, Defendant Singleton falsely asserted that Dorothy Pierce was removed as
Personal Representative (PR) of the estate primarily because she failed to pay property taxes and
was allegedly unable to cooperate with the Special Administrator, Adam Lee. This statement is
blatantly false and was made with the intent to mislead the Circuit Court. In his inappropriate
and malicious return brief, Defendant Singleton falsely asserted that: “Part of the removal of the
Personal Representative was that Mrs. Pierce also failed to pay the property tax as PR. Mr.

Lee's firm paid the taxes.”

However, the statement is completely false and only intended to mislead the Circuit Court. The

actual facts reveal a different story:

e Payment of Property Taxes: The Plaintiff had already paid the property taxes for 2021
before the Special Administrator was appointed. Adam Lee, who assumed his role later

on August 22, 2022, only paid the taxes for 2022, which were due in January 2023. This
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clearly contradicts Defendant Singleton's assertion that Mrs. Pierce was removed for
failing to pay property taxes.
Defendant Rice did not remove Plaintiff from Position of Personal Representative:
The decision to appoint a Special Administrator was made by Defendant Ashley Rice,
not due to any mismanagement by Mrs. Pierce, but because of the contentious nature of
the case. Defendant Rice explicitly stated that Mrs. Pierce acted with good intent and
that the estate was not in immediate danger. Moreover, Defendant Rice confirmed that
Mrs. Pierce would remain the PR, albeit temporarily restrained from acting in that
capacity pending the appellate court's decision.
These false statements were deliberately crafted to create a misleading narrative that
would justify Defendant Singleton's subsequent rulings against Mrs. Pierce. This act of
deception is not protected by absolute immunity because it was done with the intent to
mislead and interfere with the appellate process, which falls outside the scope of

legitimate judicial actions.

False and Malicious Statements Regarding Retaliation Against Plaintiff’s Family
Member

Defendant Singleton made false and malicious statements in his return brief regarding an

incident involving the Plaintiff’s fiancé, Dr. Boyle. He claimed that Dr. Boyle was banned from

the probate office for allegedly offering legal advice to another individual, which he argued was

inappropriate. Specifically, Defendant Singleton stated, "I did email Mrs. Pierce and advised

her that he would no longer be able to be here at probate concerning this matter anymore. 1

advised that he could not give legal advice to others, and he encouraged others te come

outside to her vehicle to seek Iegal advice.” This statement is demonstrably false and

misleading:

* Inaccurate Incident Report: Contrary to Defendant Singleton’s assertions, Dr.
Boyle did not intentionally pick up the wrong documents, The incident occurred
because the probate clerk mistakenly handed Dr. Boyle a document belonging to
another client of the Probate Court instead of providing him with a clocked copy of
the amended notice of appeal. Mrs. Pierce was not present at the Probate Court during
this incident, and Dr. Boyle was not acting inappropriately. Moreover, Dr. Boyle's
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interaction with another court visitor was later clarified during a hearing on June 27,
2024, where Defendant Green, who witnessed the event, testified that Dr. Boyle did
not provide legal advice, directly contradicting Defendant Singleton’s account.

= Retaliatory Motive: The timing and context of the ban imposed on Dr. Boyle
indicate that it was a retaliatory measure rather than a legitimate enforcement of court
rules. The ban was enforced shortly after the Plaintiff filed an amended notice of
appeal, strongly suggesting that Defendant Singleton intended to isolate the Plaintiff
from her support system and obstruct her ability to effectively navigate the legal

process.

Moreover, Defendant Singleton sent an email to the Plaintiff, inappropriately including other
parties unrelated to the case, to inform her of the ban on her fiancé from the Probate Court
premises. The email read: "It also appears that your fiancé may have picked up the wrong
documents. Further, your fiancé will no longer be allowed in the probate office or lobby
area. He was here with your/his child waiting on documents and he took it upon himself to
interrupt a Defendant in the lobby while she was speaking with someone on a separate
estate issue. He was offering that person legal advice on what and what not to do and even
encouraged him not to listen and come outside and speak to you, that you knew all about
probate and you could help him, This is illegal and giving legal advice and acting as a non-
licensed attorney. For this reason, he will no longer be able to enter the probate offices and

or lobby area."

Defendant Singleton’s account of the incident is not only misleading but also irrelevant to the
legal proceedings, as Mrs. Pierce was not involved in the interaction between her fiancé and
another individual at the Probate Court. The decision to ban her fiancé from the court appears to

be an act of retaliation rather than a legitimate enforcement of court rules.

This retaliatory action is not protected by judicial immunity because it was administrative in
nature and motivated by a desire to intimidate the Plaintiff and obstruct her appeal. Such actions
do not constitute legitimate judicial conduct and fall outside the protections typically afforded to
Defendants. Consequently, Defendant Singleton should be stripped of any immunity related to
this conduct, as it was not undertaken within the scope of his judicial duties but rather as part of

an intentional effort to retaliate against the Plaintiff and interfere with her legal rights.
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iii.

Defendant Blatantly denied his Open and documented Retaliatory Actions Against

PlaintifT

In his return brief, Defendant Singleton falsely denied engaging in any retaliatory actions against

the Plaintiff, stating, " Mrs. Pierce claims the court retaliated against her for filing an appeal.

No retaliation has ever taken place against her or anyone else that has appeared before me

in probate court or in the past, in the municipal court,” However, this statement is

demonstrably false and contradicts the evidence of his retaliatory conduct.

Direct Retaliation for Filing an Appeal: Evidence of retaliation is clearly documented
in an email sent by Defendant Singleton to Mrs. Pierce within minutes of receiving her
amended notice of appeal on October 24, 2023. In this email, Defendant Singleton
threatened to hold an emergency hearing to reassess her position as Personal
Representative (PR) and directly linked her decision to appeal with potential punitive
actions against her. He stated: "All, I am in receipt of an amended notice of appeal
from Mrs. Pierce. Part of the family agreement was to withdraw all appeals. This
appears to be a violation of the agreement. A hearing will be scheduled to determine
what actions, if any, the court will take. Should any potential heir petition the court
for the removal and placement of the current PR, please file, and a hearing will be
scheduled the same day.” He further threatened, "Mrs, Pierce, if it is your intent to
violate the family agreement, I believe an emergency hearing needs to take place to

determine if you should immediately be removed as PR."

Coercive Threats in the Email: Defendant Singleton’s email explicitly stated that Mrs.
Pierce's filing of an appeal could result in her immediate removal as PR, framing it as a
violation of the family agreement. This was a clear and direct attempt to coerce her into
withdrawing her appeal, infringing on her legal rights and due process. Such actions
demonstrate an abuse of judicial authority aimed at punishing the Plaintiff for exercising

her legal right to appeal.

Plaintiff’s immediate Recognition of Retaliation: In response to this clear threat, the
Plaintiff sent an email back to Defendant Singleton, stating: "' Defendant Singleton,
threatening to remove me as a personal representative because I filed an appeal is

retaliation and a violation of my due process rights and civil rights under the
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Constitution of the United States. Everything that has been threatened in the last
few hours since I filed my appeal is retaliation.” This response highlights the
Plaintiff’s immediate recognition of the retaliatory nature of Defendant Singleton’s
actions. This email clearly shows that Defendant Singleton was prepared to take
immediate and punitive action against the Plaintiff solely because she exercised her legal
right to appeal, which directly contradicts his claim that no retaliation occurred. His
actions here indicate a personal investment in the outcome of the case and raise

significant concerns about judicial impartiality.

* Follow-Through on Retaliatory Threats: In subsequent communications, he reiterated
that since the Plaintiff had appealed the family settlement order—the very order that
formed the basis of her appointment as PR—it justified her removal as PR. This further
illustrates his retaliatory motive and intent to punish the Plaintiff for exercising her

appellate rights,

These actions are not protected by absolute judicial immunity because they represent an abuse of
judicial power taken with the intent to retaliate against a litigant for exercising her right to
appeal. Judicial immunity does not cover acts done in bad faith, with malicious intent, or outside
the proper scope of judicial duties. Defendant Singleton’s conduct, as evidenced by his
retaliatory threats and actions, falls outside the protections of judicial immunity and should be

subject to scrutiny and accountability.

Y. DEFENDANT SINGLETON’S EX PARTE LETTER TO THE COURT OF
APPEALS ON APRIL 01, 2024, CONSTITUTES WILLFUL JUDICIAL
INTERFERENCE AND FURTHER VIOLATES S.C. CODE ANN., § 62-1-308(K)

On April 1, 2024, after successfully advocating for his own ruling through an inappropriate
return brief on December 3, 2023, withholding records on appeal, and critically interfering with
Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce’s appellate process—which ultimately led to the affirmation of his
order—Defendant Danny Singleton knowingly and willfully violated judicial standards by
sending an ex parte letter to the South Carolina Court of Appeals. In this letter, he stated:
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“The Oconee County Probate Court is asking if there is any procedure to request that the
above cases be expedited ar add the two cases together. Both cases are connected to the same

Estate Matter of Doyle Pierce, Probate Case Number 2020-ES-37-00532.”

His actions not only demonstrated an egregious attempt to improperly influence the appellate
process, but they also violated S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k), which explicitly prohibits probate

judges from acting as advocates or participating in the appellate process.

The most troubling aspect of this violation is that Case # 2024-000455 concerned a ruling that
Singleton executed without jurisdiction while the original appeal (Case # 2021-001552) was still
pending. The automatic stay in effect during the first appeal should have prohibited Singleton
from issuing further rulings. By attempting to expedite or consolidate the appeals, Singleton
sought to justify his lack of jurisdiction and protect his rulings from appellate scrutiny. His
actions were designed to interfere with Plaintiff's right to a fair and impartial review of the cases,

severely undermining the integrity of the judicial process.

a) Knowingly Engaging in Improper Ex Parte Communrication:

Defendant Singleton’s ex parte communication was not an accidental oversight or procedural
misstep. It was a deliberate violation of judicial ethics aimed at manipulating the appellate court's
handling of Plaintiff’s appeals. Ex parte communications are strictly prohibited in appellate
proceedings because they allow one party to engage in discussions with the court without the

other party's knowledge, creating a significant and unfair advantage.

In his letter, Singleton stated: "The Qconee County Probate Court is asking if there is any
procedure to request that the above cases be expedited or add the two cases together... Please

accept my apologies if this request is not proper or not in proper form."

This statement demonstrates Singleton's awareness that his actions were improper. Despite this
acknowledgment, he chose to send the letter, fully aware that it could unduly influence the
court’s treatment of the Plaintiff’s appeals. The letter was sent without notifying or serving the
Plaintiff, depriving her of any opportunity to respond or challenge the request. Such conduct
constitutes a gross abuse of Singleton’s judicial authority and a clear attempt to interfere with the

appellate process.
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b) Violation of S.C, Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k)

S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) explicitly states that “A judge of a probate court must not be
admitted to have any voice in judging or determining an appeal from his decision or be
permiitted to act as attorney or counsel.” Accordingly, a probate judge may not act as an
advocate in the appellate process for cases concerning their own rulings. Their role is limited
solely to transmitting the record to the appellate court. Any communication beyond this

administrative function is deemed improper and constitutes a violation of judicial conduct.

In direct contravention of this statutory prohibition, Singleton overstepped his judicial role by
requesting the consolidation and expedited review of two appeals, one of which directly arose
from his ruling executed without jurisdiction, His letter was a calculated attempt to manipulate
the appellate process in his favor. This is particularly egregious considering that Case # 2024-
000455 concerned a ruling Singleton made without jurisdiction while the appeal in Case # 2021~
001552 was still active. By attempting to merge these appeals, Singleton sought to legitimize his

jurisdictional overreach and shield his actions from appellate scrutiny.

¢) Intentional Interference with Plaintiff’s Appellate Rights

Defendant Singleton’s request for expedited review and consolidation of the appeals was a direct
and intentional interference with Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce’s appellate rights. His actions were
calculated to limit the time available for the Plaintiff to properly prepare her case and respond to
the appeals. This was particularly critical given that Case # 2024-000455 involved a ruling made

without jurisdiction while the original appeal was still pending.

By attempting to expedite the appeliate process, Singleton aimed to preemptively influence the
court’s treatment of the two appeals. His request sought to obscure the distinct legal issues
between the cases, thereby pressuring the Court of Appeals to affirm his prior rulings without a
thorough review of the merits. Such actions severely undermined the Plaintiff’s ability to receive

a fair and impartial appellate review, constituting a significant violation of her due process rights.

d) Improper Advecacy and Acknowledgment of Misconduct

Defendant Singleton’s actions in sending the ex parte letter go beyond mere administrative error.

His request for expedited review or consolidation of the appeals is the very definition of judicial
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advocacy. Singleton was acting as an advocate for his own rulings, a role explicitly prohibited by
S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k). His communication with the appellate court was designed to

\
shield his decisions from further scrutiny and secure an expedited ruling that would support his

actions.

Moreover, Singleton’s acknowledgment that the letter may not be “proper or in proper form” is a
clear admission of his awareness that his actions were inappropriate. Despite this awareness, he
chose to proceed with the letter, demonstrating willful disregard for judicial ethics and the proper

role of a judge in appellate proceedings.

e) Attempt to Lepitimize a Ruling Made Without Jurisgl_iciiog

The core issue in this case is that Singleton’s letter concerned a ruling he made without
jurisdiction in Case # 2024-000455 while the appeal in Case # 2021-001552 was still pending.
Under South Carolina law, the automatic stay triggered by the pending appeal should have
prevented Singleton from issuing further rulings. Despite this, Singleton proceeded to act beyond
his jurisdiction and, when his overreach was called into question on appeal, he sought to

consolidate the two cases to obscure the jurisdictional issues.

By attempting to merge the appeals, Singleton aimed to blur the lines between the improperly
issued ruling in Case # 2024-000455 and the ongoing appeal of Case # 2021-001552. His actions
were a clear attempt to avoid accountability for bis jurisdictional overreach and to manipulate the
appellate process in his favor. This deliberate effort to legitimize his unauthorized ruling was an
abuse of his judicial authority, directly undermining the Plaintiff”s ability to challenge the

validity of his actions in a fair and impartial forum.

Vl. DEFENDANT ENGAGED IN IMPROPER MEDIATION AND JUDICIAL
OVERREACH. VIOLATING RULE 2.6(A) OF THE SOUTH CAROLINA CODE
OF JUDICIAL CONDUCT

During the October 11, 2023, status conference, Defendant Singleton improperly assumed the
role of a mediator by exerting undue pressure on the parties to settle the estate dispute, despite
being fully aware that an appeal was pending. This conduct directly violated Rule 2.6(A) of the
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South Carolina Code of Judicial Conduct, which prohibits judges from acting as mediators,

arbitrators, or settlement facilitators in cases where they preside as judges.

Rule 2.6(A) of the South Carolina Code of Judictal Conduct, found in Rule 501 of the South
Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR), explicitly states: " A judge shall not act as a
mediator, arbitrator, or settlement facilitator in any case in which the judge serves as a

jndge."

By stepping into the role of a mediator, Defendant Singleton compromised the neutrality
required of a judge, thereby blurring the lines between judicial and non-judicial functions. This
overreach was not merely a procedural error but a deliberate and improper extension of his

judicial authority.

As a judge, Defendant Singleton's role was to impartially oversee the legal proceedings, not to
influence or pressure the parties into a settiement, particularly in a case where an appeal had
already transferred jurisdiction to a higher court. By taking on the role of a negotiator, dictating
terms, and using coercive language to force an agreement, Defendant Singleton abandoned his
duty to remain an impartial arbiter. These actions were non-judicial in nature, administrative, and

coercive maneuvers aimed at resolving the case on his terms.

This judicial overreach was further aggravated by the fact that the appeal was pending, which
meant that the probate court no longer had jurisdiction over the substantive issues of the case.
Nevertheless, Defendant Singleton continued to involve himself in the settlement process,
thereby violating the appellate court's jurisdiction and the parties' right to have the appeal
properly adjudicated. His actions not only disregarded the judicial conduct rules but also
undermined the integrity of the judicial process by compromising the fairness and voluntariness
of any agreement reached. Such conduct is outside the protection of judicial immunity, as it
exceeded his judicial capacity and violated the ethical standards set forth by the South Carolina
Code of Judicial Conduct.
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VII. DEFENDANT DANNY SINGLETON ISSUED ADMINISTRATIVE ORDERS
WITHOUT HEARINGS AND CONSTANTLY HARASSED PLAINTIFF
THROUGH EXCESSIVE EMAIL COMMUNICATIONS:

Throughout the case, Defendant Singleton engaged in a consistent pattern of harassment and
administrative overreach by issuing several administrative orders via email without holding
formal hearings and bombarding Plaintiff with over 223 emails that were unrelated to any formal
judicial proceedings. These actions clearty fall outside the scope of judicial functions and are not

protected by judicial immunity.

Despite numerous explicit requests from Plaintiff, in which she expressed that she did not wish
to litigate her husband's estate through emails and requested to cease receiving further
communications from Defendant Singleton, these requests were disregarded. Defendant
Singleton continued to send excessive and inappropriate communications, using his position to

pressure and harass Plaintiff.

One particularly troubling instance of harassment occurred when Defendant Singleton sent an
email demanding that Plaintiff personally pay the estate taxes because she resided in the estate
house. In this communication, he argued on behalf of other parties, asserting that the house was
worth more money, while completely ignoring the fact that Plaintiff had already covered
thousands of dollars in estate expenses, including the taxes for 2020 and 2021, using her personal
funds. This demand was not only inappropriate but also constituted harassment, as it placed

undue financial and emotional pressure on Plaintiff.

Moreover, Defendant Singleton instructed Plaintift to pay these taxes with her personal money,
explicitly stating that this payment should not be made in any fiduciary capacity. He did this
knowing full well that his order removing her as personal representative had already been
appealed. Under SCRCP 241, this order was automatically stayed, yet Defendant Singleton
continued to pressure Plaintiff via email, willfully disregarding the legal stay and infringing upon
her rights. This conduct was a clear attempt to intimidate and burden Plaintiff with financial
responsibilities that should not have been unilaterally imposed upon her, particularly in light of

the pending appeal.

On April 15, 2024, despite Plaintiff”s repeated attempts to exclude him from email

communications—efforts that were often undermined when other parties to the estate of Doyle
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Pierce and their attorneys added him back into the email chain~-Defendant Singleton took
inappropriate action. Withcut any motion filed or hearing conducted, he unilaterally prepared an
order addressing the email communications. Furthermore, he converted an invoice for the record
on appeal, originally sent to Plaintiff for $413.50, into a court order without holding any formal

hearing.

The circumstances surrounding the issuance of this order further demonstrate Defendant
Singleton's overreach. The order had been prepared and printed before he interrupted a separate
hearing, called Plaintiff to the stand, questioned her while misrepresenting facts, and
immediately directed his clerk to deliver the pre-printed order to Plaintiff. These actions, taken
without the necessary judicial proceedings, underscore the administrative and unilateral nature of

Defendant Singleton's conduct, which falls outside the protections of judicial immunity.

He later compounded this overreach by issuing a rule to show cause, directing Plaintiff to explain
why she should not be held in criminal contempt for allegedly failing to comply with an order
that required payment of an invoice she had already contested in an ongoing lawsuit. Even after
Plaintiff was coerced into paying the contested amount, Defendant Singleton escalated his

punitive measures by issuing an additional rule to show cause for unspecified violations.

On June 27, 2024, Defendant Singleton further retaliated by sentencing Plaintiff to 180 days in
jail solely for her replies to his numerous emails, despite the fact that Plaintiff was only
attempting to protect her rights. The probate court is a court of limited jurisdiction and does not
have the authority to hold a criminal trial. Nonetheless, Defendant Singieton requested a rule to
show cause, which was later drafied with the intent to intimidate Plaintiff into settling the estate
and withdrawing her appeals. The rule to show cause filed by Defendant was based on criminal
procedures and sought a finding of criminal contempt with a potential sentence of up to 60 days
in jail. Despite Plaintiff's requests for a jury trial and a continuance to seek legal represéntation,
Defendant Singleton denied these motions via email, stating that Plaintiff was not entitled to a
jury trial or discovery. Defendant Singleton’s actions were not only punitive but also intended to

silence Plaintiff and punish her for asserting her legal rights.

This sequence of actions clearly demonstrates a pattern of harassment and abuse of power, where
Defendant Singleton used his judicial position as a tool for personal retribution rather than for
impartial legal adjudication.
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Judicial immunity does not extend to such administrative or personal actions, as affirmed in
Pierson v. Ray. Defendant Singleton’s conduct—harassment through excessive and inappropriate
communications, issuing orders without proper hearings, and taking retaliatory actions—falls

outside the scope of judicial functions and is, therefore, actionable under the law.

VIII. DEFENDANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD BE DENIED
ON GROUNDS OF FRAUD

Defendant Danny Singleton’s motion for summary judgment should be denied on the grounds
that he engaged in multiple acts of fraud, which strip him of any claim to judicial immunity and
warrant a full examination of the facts at trial. Fraudulent behavior, by its nature, involves
deliberate deception and misrepresentation of material facts, actions that are not protected by
judicial immunity. Judicial immunity protects judges from liability for judicial acts performed
within their jurisdiction, but it does not shield them from liability for nonjudicial actions or
actions taken without jurisdiction, as established in Forrester v White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988), and
Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349 (1978). Defendant Singleton’s fraudulent actions include:

* Misrepresentation of the Basis for Removal of Personal Representative; Defendant
falsely claimed that Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce was removed as the Personal Representative
of the estate primarily due to her failure to pay property taxes, This statement was
knowingly false, as Plaintiff had already paid the property taxes for 2021, and the taxes
for 2022 were paid by the Special Administrator, Adam Lee. This misrepresentation was
intended to deceive the court and justify Defendant’s adverse actions against Plaintiff,

thereby constituting fraud.

* Fraudulent Return Brief to the Circuit Court: Defendant submitted a return brief to
the Circuit Court that contained numerous false statements and misrepresentations. In this
brief, Defendant falsely asserted that Plaintiff had failed in her duties as Personal
Representative, mischaracterizing the facts to advocate for his own rulings rather than to
provide a neutral report of the proceedings. This deliberate deception was intended to

mislead the appellate court, constituting an act of fraud.
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Selective Submission of Evidence: Defendant engaged in fraudulent conduct by

selectively submitting portions of the record on appeal that supported his position while
deliberately omitting relevant evidence that favored Plaintiff. This selective presentation
was intended to mislead the appellate court and skew the review process in Defendant’s

favor, thereby depriving Plaintiff of a fair appellate review.

Charging for Incomplete Record on Appeal: Defendant charged Plaintiff $413.50 for
the producticn of the record on appeal but then submitted an incomplete and selective
record. By charging for a service that was not fully rendered and then misrepresenting the
completeness of the record, Defendant committed fraud. This action not only financially

harmed Plaintiff but also impeded her ability to pursue her appeal effectively.

False Allegations of Forgery: Defendant maliciously reported Plaintiff to the Oconee
County Sheriff’s Department, falsely accusing her of forging signatures on estate
documents. These allegations were later proven to be false when the individuals whose
signatures were in question confirmed that they had indeed signed the documents. This
false reporting was intended to damage Plaintiff’s reputation and influence the court’s

view of her, constituting another act of fraud.

Misrepresentation in Court Proceedings: Throughout the court proceedings, Defendant
made various false statements about Plaintiff’s actions and intentions, deliberately
misleading the court to justify his rulings against her. These misrepresentations were
calculated to deceive the court and obscure the true nature of the legal and factual issues

at hand, further demonstrating Defendant’s fraudulent conduct.

These instances of fraud are not protected by judicial immunity because they constitute
nonjudicial actions and actions taken without jurisdiction. Defendant’s fraudulent behavior
involved deliberate efforts to deceive the court, mislead the appellate process, and harm
PlaintifI”s legal rights, Such conduct falls outside the scope of judicial duties and warrants a
denial of Defendant’s motion for summary judgment. The presence of substantial issues of
material fact, particularly regarding Defendant’s fraudulent actions, necessitates a full

examination of the evidence at trial rather than a summary dismissal of Plaintiff’s claims.,
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IX. DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT SHOULD BE DENIED
DUE TO HIS EXTORTIONATE ACTS AND OMISSIONS

Defendant's motion for summary judgment should be denied based on his extortionate acts and
omissions, which go beyond the scope of legitimate judicial conduct. The evidence clearly
demonstrates that Defendant Danny Singleton abused his judicial authority to coerce the
Plaintiff, Dorothy Pierce, into settling disputes under duress. Through repeated threats to sell
estate assets, selective submission of records, and manipulation of the appellate process,
Defendant Singleton engaged in extortion that is not protected by judicial immunity. These
actions represent a misuse of power, intended to pressure the Plaintiff into unfavorable
settlements, and constitute a gross overreach of judicial authority. As such, summary judgment is
inappropriate, as the extortionate behavior alleged raises significant issues of material fact that

must be thoroughly examined at trial.

Extortion is generally defined as the practice of obtaining something, especially money, property,
or some other benefit, from another person through force, threats, or abuse of authority. It
involves coercion, where one party uses threats or undue influence to compel another party to act
against their will, often to the extortionist's benefit. In legal terms, extortion can occur when
someone in a position of power, such as a judge, uses their authority to unlawfully demand

money, property, or other concessions by applying pressure, threats, or intimidation.

a) Defendant’s Coercive Tactics/ Threats to Sell Estate Assets and Abuse of

Judicial Authority amounted to extortion

Defendant Danny Singleton engaged in extortion by using his judicial authority to coerce
Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce into settling disputes under duress. This extortionate behavior was
manifested through repeated threats to sell estate assets and deny Plaintiff her rightful share if
she did not comply with his demands. Such conduct is not protected by judicial immunity, as it
falls outside the bounds of legitimate judicial actions. Throughout the QOctober 11, 2023, status
conference, Defendant Singleton repeatedly threatened to sell the estate's assets if the Plaintiff

did not agree to settle. For example:
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October 11, 2023 Transcript, Part 1, Page 8: Singleton explicitly threatened
that if the Plaintiff did not agree to settle, "every bit of it will be sold and
divided." This statement was a clear attempt to pressure the Plaintiff by
creating a fear of financial loss, effectively stripping her of her autonomy in

making a voluntary decision.

October 11, 2023 Transcript, Part 1, Page 13: Singleton reinforced this threat
by stating, “I’m just going to order it to be sold and just give everybody the
money" if the Plaintiff did not settle. Despite claiming not to make threats, this
statement is inherently coercive, as it implies a direct consequence of non-

compliance with his demands.

October 11, 2023 Transcript, Part 1, Page 15: Singleton continued to exert
pressure by saying, "if it don't get worked out, we'll come back, and if it's
invalid from the court of appeals, the property is going to be sold.” This
repeated threat served to intensify the coercive environment, leaving the

Plaintiff with little choice but to consider settlement under duress.

October 11, 2023 Transcript, Part 1, Page 16: Singleton added further
pressure by comparing the potential outcomes, stating that if the Plaintiff did
not settle, she could lose more in the future, thereby manipulating her into

agreeing out of fear.

b) Extortion Through Manipulation and Selective Submission of Records

In addition to the direct threats, Defendant Singleton further engaged in extortionate behavior by

charging the Plaintiff $413.50 to produce the record on appeal. However, instead of submitting a

complete and accurate record, Singleton submitted a selective record that supported his position

and omitted crucial documents pertinent to the Plaintiff”s appeal. This selective submission of

records was a deliberate attempt to manipulate the appellate process and pressure the Plaintiff

into settling, as it hindered her ability to present a fuil and fair appeal.

. Extortion and Abuse of Judicial Authority

Defendant Singleton’s actions during the status conference were not merely improper but

constituted a gross abuse of his judicial authority. By using his position to coerce the Plaintiff
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into a settlement through threats and manipulation, Singleton engaged in extortionate conduct
that is not protected by judicial immunity. The U.S. Supreme Court has made it clear in cases
like Forrester v. White and Stump v. Sparkman that judicial immunity does not extend to actions
that are nonjudicial or taken without jurisdiction. Singleton’s conduct in this case meets both

criteria.

The evidence clearly demonstrates that Defendant Singleton used his judicial authority to engage
in extortion, coercing the Plaintiff into a settlement under the threat of financial loss and by
manipulating the appellate process. These actions fall well outside the scope of legitimate
judicial functions and are therefore not protected by judicial immunity. As such, Defendant
Singleton’s motion for summary judgment should be denied on the grounds of extortion, as his

actions raise substaniial issues of material fact that must be addressed at trial.

X. HOLDING CRIMINAL TRIALS IN PROBATE COURT IN RETALIATION AND
WITHOUT JURISDICTION

Defendant Danay Singleton egregiously violated the limits of his judicial authority by
conducting what amounted to criminal trials in a probate court—a court that is explicitly limited
to civil matters related to the administration of estates, wills, and similar issues. Probate courts
do not have jurisdiction to preside over criminal matters or to impose criminal sentences. Yet,
Singleton unilaterally assumed this power, targeting both the Plaintiff and her fiancé with

punitive measures that far exceeded the scope of his legal authority.

Between October 11, 2023, and June 27, 2024, Singleton initiated over 223 emails to Plaintiff.
Most of these emails were not only inappropriate but also retaliatory, related to a botched
settlement agreement that Singleton attempted to mediate without proper jurisdiction, harassing
Plaintiff, and issuing threats well beyond his legal authority. Despite Plaintiff’s clear
communication that she did not wish to litigate her husband's estate via email, Singleton
persisted in sending these emails, forcing Plaintiff to respond to legally protect her rights. When
Plaintiff did so, Singleton escalated his retaliatory tactics by making an order—without any
hearing—concerning email communications with his court. He then sentenced Plaintiff to 180

days in jail for her responses to the emails that he had inappropriately initiated.
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Retaliation against PlaintifP’s legal actions, including her appeal.

Mediation attempts regarding a settlement agreement without jurisdiction.
Harassment through inappropriate language and demands directed at Plaintiff.
Issuing threats beyond his judicial authority, including threats of jail time,
Demanding that Plaintiff refrain from performing fiduciary duties despite the
automatic stay on his orders due to the appeal.

Coercing Plaintiff to pay estate taxes from her personal funds after being
removed as personal representative.

Retaliatory actions directed at Plaintiff’s fiancé, who was not a party to the
proceedings.

Arguing on behalf of other parties in the estate dispute, showing blatant bias.
Demanding explanations from Plaintiff on matters not before the court.
Facilitating estate matters outside of probate court's jurisdiction.

Issuing orders to Plaintiff via email without proper hearings.

Threatening jail time for email communications.

Sending over 223 emails harassing the PlaintifT,

Directly involving himself in private estate matters, bypassing formal court
proceedings.

Aligning himself with McDuff and other parties in the estate,

Pressuring Plaintiff to settle in a manner favorable to the opposing party.
Dismissing Plaintiff's legal rights during active appeals.

Involving Plaintiff’s fianceé in legal threats despite his non-involvement in the
estate.

Sending informal orders related to estate guns, which were not part of formal
court orders.

Ignoring Plaintiff's automatic stay rights during the appeals process.

Issuing commands to Plaintiff that exceeded his probate authority.

Acting as a mediator in private estate matters without jurisdiction.

Taking punitive actions for PlaintifY's failure to comply with directives outside

probate court jurisdiction.
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Applying pressure on Plaintiff to resolve estate matters outside of formal court
procedures.

Failing to remain impartial, showing clear favoritism towards the opposing
parties.

Threatening Plaintiff with criminal contempt over email communications.
Escalating punitive actions through emails without formal court orders.
Demanding Plaintiff take actions despite the ongoing appeals that stayed
probate court orders.

Sending email threats regarding estate matters that were not under his
jurisdiction.

Coercing Plaintiff into compliance with directives without due process.

These actions culminated in Defendant Singleton wrongfully sentencing Plaintiff’s

ftancé—twice for the same alleged offense due to an administrative mistake by the

probate court—and then sentencing Plaintiff to 180 days in jail for direct criminal

contempt, using the email correspondence as a pretext. However, the true basis for this

sentence was retaliation against Plaintiff for exercising her right to appeal his orders and

for filing a lawsuit against him personally.

Defendant Singleton’s actions were not mere errors in judgment; they were deliberate acts of

retaliation, taken in clear violation of the jurisdictional boundaries that govern probate courts. By

conducting criminal trials and imposing sentences, Singleton acted ultra vires—beyond the

powers legally conferred upon him as a probate judge. Such actions are not judicial acts but

rather represent a gross misuse of judicial power to pursue personal vendettas against Plaintiff.

Given that these actions were taken outside the scope of his judicial role and jurisdiction, they

are not protected by the doctrine of judicial immunity. Judicial immunity is intended to shield

judges from liability for actions taken within the bounds of their judicial capacity and

jurisdiction. However, as the U.S. Supreme Court has clearly established in Stump v. Sparkman

and Forrester v. White, immunity does not extend to actions that are non-judicial in nature or

undertaken in the complete absence of jurisdiction. Defendant Singleton’s retaliatory actions—

conducting criminal trials in probate court and imposing unlawful sentences—cannot be cloaked

in judicial immunity and must be subject to legal scrutiny and accountability.
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X1. DEFENDANT DANNY SINGLETON VIOLATED PLAINTIFE’S
CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS: HIS MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
SHOULD BE DENIED

a. Violation of Due Process Rights (14th Amendment - U.S. Constitution

The Plaintiff's right to due process under the 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution was

repeatedly violated by Defendant Danny Singleton in his capacity as a Probate Court Judge.

Defendant Singleton took several actions that deprived the Plaintiff of her fundamental rights to

be heard, challenge decisions, and present her case. These actions are core elements of due

process guaranteed under the 14th Amendment and formed the basis of his violations.

ii.

iii.

iv,

Issuance of Administrative Orders Without Hearings: Defendant Singleton issued
various administrative orders concerning the management of the estate, including
directives related to the payment of estate taxes and procedural orders regarding
communication with the court. These orders were often conveyed through email without
any formal judicial hearings. By bypassing the judicial process, Defendant Singleton
deprived the Plaintiff of the opportunity to present evidence, challenge the orders, or
defend herself adequately, which violated her constitutional right to due process.

Instant Denial of Motion for Continuance: Defendant Singleton denied the Plaintiff’s
motion for a continuance without providing a reasonable opportunity for her to hire legal
counsel or prepare an adequate defense. Denial of this motion further deprived the
Plaintiff of a meaningful opportunity to be heard, a key requirement of due process.
Holding a Criminal Trial in a Probate Court Without Jurisdiction: Defendant
Singleton overstepped the limited jurisdiction of the probate court by effectively holding
a criminal trial in the probate matter. Despite lacking jurisdiction over criminal matters,
Singleton sentenced the Plaintiff to 180 days in jail for responding to emails and
allegedly violating court orders. These actions violated the Plaintiff’s due process rights
because probate courts do not have the authority to conduct criminal trials or impose
criminal sentences.

Acting as Both an Advocate and Judge: Defendant Singleton violated Plaintiff’s due

process rights by taking on dual roles as both an advocate for other parties involved in
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vi.

vii.

viii.

the estate dispute and as the judge presiding over the case. This clear conflict of interest
deprived the Plaintiff of an impartial tribunal, which is a fundamental element of due
process.

Rejecting Plaintiff’s Right to a Jury Trial in a Criminal Contempt Motion: The
Plaintiff was denied her right to a jury trial when Defendant Singleton held a hearing on
a motion for criminal contempt. This was a violation of the Plaintiff’s right to due
process, as criminal contempt charges are serious and warrant a trial by jury under
constitutional standards.

Denial of Discovery in Rule to Show Cause Hearing:_In connection with the rule to
show cause hearing, Defendant Singleton denied the Plaintiff's right to conduct
discovery. This denial prevented the Plaintiff from obtaining necessary information and
evidence to build her defense, further violating her right to due process. Discovery is a
crucial procedural right, and its denial severely limited the Plaintiff's ability to defend
against the court’s accusations.

Not Providing Adequate Time to Hire Legal Counsel:_Plaintiff was not given
sufficient time to hire legal counsel before several key hearings and proceedings.
Defendant Singleton scheduled these hearings in a way that prevented the Plaintiff from
securing proper legal representation. This violation deprived the Plaintiff of her right to
counsel, which is a fundamental component of due process.

Ex Parte Communications with Opposing Counsel (Violation of Impartial
Tribunal) One of the most egregious violations of due process occurred when
Defendant Singleton engaged in ex parte communications with apposing counsel,
Richard Hunt McDuff. Ex parte communications, or private discussions between a judge
and one party without the knowledge or presence of the other party, violate the core

principles of due process and the right to a fair and impartial tribunal.

In this case, Defendant Singleton’s ex parte communications with opposing counsel
compromised his impartiality and created an unfair advantage for the opposing side.
Plaintiff was denied the right to respond to or be present during these discussions, which
is a fundamental right under the due process clause of the 14th Amendment. By

receiving counsel from McDuff and engaging in private discussions about the case,

Page 41 of 57





Defendant Singleton acted as both judge and advocate, further violating Plaintiff’s right
to a fair trial.

In Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868 (2009): The Supreme Court held
that due process is violated when there is a serious risk of actual bias or improper
influence in the judiciary. Ex parte communications create this bias and undermine the
integrity of the judicial process. Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927): The Court
established that due process is violated when a judge lacks impartiality. Ex parte
communications with one side in a legal matter are a clear example of such bias. Canon
3(A)(4) of the Code of Judicial Conduct: Prohibits ex parte communications
concerning a pending case, except for scheduling purposes, and even then, all parties

must be notified.

14th Amendment, U.S. Constitution — Due Process Clause: Guarantees that no person shall be
deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of law, which includes the right to a fair
and impartial tribunal.

The Due Process Clause of the 14th Amendment prohibits state actors, including judges, from
depriving individuals of life, liberty, or property without due process of law. Due process
requires that legal proceedings be conducted fairly, with adequate notice, an opportunity to
present evidence, and a chance to challenge adverse decisions. In Mathews v. Eldridge, 424
U.S. 319 (1976), the 1.S. Supreme Court established that due process requires both notice and a
meaningful opportunity to be heard before the government can deprive a person of their
property or other significant rights. The Court also developed a balancing test in *Mathews* to
assess the sufficiency of procedural safeguards, weighing the private interest affected, the risk

of erroneous deprivation, and the government’s interest in efficient resolution of disputes.

Plaintiff’s interest in the administration of her late husband’s estate and in protecting her legal
rights was significant. Defendant Singleton’s actions jeopardized her financial and legal
interests without due process. The risk of erroneous deprivation was substantial, By issuing
orders without formal hearings, denying motions, and holding unauthorized proceedings, the

likelihood of bias, error, or unfair treatment was high.
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Although the probate court has an interest in efficient case management, these interests do not

outweigh the Plaintiff’s right to a fair hearing and meaningful participation in legal proceedings.

Holding proper hearings and allowing Plaintiff to defend herself would not have posed an undue

burden on the court.

b. Defendant Violated Plaintiff’s Right to Petition the Government for Redress of

Grievances (First Amendment - U.S. Constitution)

Defendant Danny Singleton violated the Plaintifi’s First Amendment right to petition the

government, specifically the courts, for redress of grievances. This violation occurred through a

series of retaliatory actions taken in response to the Plaintiff’s filing of an appeal, including

threats, punitive measures, and coercion,

i.

ii.

Retaliation Following the Appeal Filing: On October 24, 2023, shortly after the
Plaintiff filed an amended notice of appeal, Defendant Singleton issued an email to the
Plaintiff and other parttes, stating that her decision to file the appeal violated the family
settlement agreement. In the email, Defendant Singleton explicitly threatened to schedule
a hearing to determine whether the Plaintiff should be immediately removed as Personal
Representative (PR) of the estate. This threat was not a neutral judicial action, but rather a
retaliatory measure intended to coerce the Plaintiff into withdrawing her appeal, thereby
infringing upon her constitutional right to seek redress through the courts. The direct
connection between the Plaintiff's filing of an appeal and the Defendant'’s threat to
remove her as PR demonstrates a clear violation of her right to petition the government
for grievances. Defendant Singleton used his judicial authority to penalize the Plaintiff
for exercising her legal right to appeal, creating a coercive environment where the
Plaintiff was forced to choose between pursuing her legal challenge and maintaining her
role as PR.

Plaintiff’s Removal After the Threat: Following this initial threat, Defendant Singleton
did, in fact, remove the Plaintiff as Personal Representative of the estate. This removal
was a clear act of retaliation, intended to punish the Plaintiff for exercising her First

Amendment right to challenge the probate court’s rulings. The removal of Plaintiff was
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not based on any legitimate legal grounds but was a direct consequence of her decision to
pursue the appeal, further demonstrating a violation of her constitutional protections.

iit. Repeated Warnings Against Contesting the Court’s Rulings: After removing the
Plaintiff as PR, Defendant Singleton continued to issue stern warnings to the Plaintiff,
instructing her not to argue or question the validity of his order. These warnings were
designed to prevent the Plaintiff from exercising her legal rights, including her right to
seek a fair legal process and challenge judicial decisions through appropriate legal
channels. By discouraging the Plaintiff from asserting her rights, Defendant Singleton
further infringed upon her First Amendment right to petition the courts.

iv.  Exclusion of Plaintiff’s Submissions from the Settlement Order: During the
settlement process, Defendant Singleton refused to include all of the Plaintiff’s legal
submissions in the final settlement order. By excluding relevant information submitted by
the Plaintiff, the Defendant effectively silenced her voice in the judicial process, further
violating her right to seek redress and challenge the fairness of the proceedings.

v.  Sentencing Plaintiff to 180 Days in Jail for Responding to Emails: In June 2024,
Defendant Singleton escalated his retaliatory actions by sentencing the Plaintiff to 180
days in jail for responding to his inappropriate and excessive emails. These emails were
not part of any formal judicial proceedings, and the Plaintiff’s responses were merely an
attempt to defend her rights and protect her interests. The harsh sentence imposed by
Defendant Singleton was a clear retaliation for the Plaintiff”s persistence in asserting her

rights, including her right to petition the court.

The Defendant’s actions deterred the Plaintiff from fully participating in the judicial process, as
she faced severe consequences for any attempts to assert her legal rights or contest the court’s
rulings. The First Amendment protects individuals’ right to petition the govemment, including
the courts, for redress of grievances without fear of retaliation or retribution. This right is
essential to ensure that individuals can challenge governmental actions, including judicial
decisions, without being punished for doing so. In Nye v. Nissen, 336 U.S. 613 (1949): The U.S.
Supreme Court recognized that retaliatory actions taken against a party for exercising their legal
rights, including filing appeals, constitute a violation of the First Amendment. The Court held
that state actors, including judges, cannot punish individuals for exercising their right to seek
redress through legal channels.
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d. Violation of the Right to a Fair and Impartial Tribunal (14th Amendment - U.S,

Constitution

The Plaintiff’s right to a fair and impartial trial as guaranteed by the 14th Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution.

iil.

Bias and Lack of Impartiality: Defendant Danny Singleton, acting in his capacity as
Probate Court Judge, violated the Plaintiff’s right to a fair and impartial tribunal by
demonstrating clear bias during the proceedings related to the estate. Specifically,
during the Qctober 11, 2023, status conference, Defendant Singleton improperly
assumed the role of a mediator, pressuring the Plaintiff into accepting a settlement
despite the fact that the case was under appeal and still subject to judicial review. This
coercive conduct demaonstrated a lack of impartiality, as it compromised the fairness of
the judicial process and the Plaintiff’s right to a neutral decision-maker.

Role of a Mediator Instead of an Impartial Judge:

By taking on the role of a mediator during the October 11, 2023, status conference,
Defendant Singleton abandoned his obligation to remain neutral and impartial. Judges
are required to preside over cases impartially, ensuring that both parties have an equal
opportunity to present their arguments in a fair and unbiased forum. However,
Defendant Singleton overstepped his judicial role by pressuring the Plaintiff to settle
the case, offering comments that demonstrated favoritism towards other parties
involved in the estate. His repeated threats to sell estate assets if the Plaintiff did not
agree to a settlement created a coercive environment where the Plaintiff was denied
the opportunity to exercise her legal rights without intimidation.

Failure to Respect the Ongoing Appeal Process:

At the time of the status conference, an appeal regarding the estate was pending,
meaning the probate court had limited jurisdiction over substantive matters. Despite
this, Defendant Singleton exerted undue pressure on the Plaintiff to settle the dispute,
disregarding her appellate rights. This interference with the appellate process not only
demonstrated a lack of impartiality but also compromised the Plaintiff’s right to have

her case reviewed by a higher court without interference from the probate judge. The
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iv.

vi.

Plaintiff was deprived of her right to a fair and impartial tribunal because Defendant
Singleten’s actions introduced bias into the proceedings. His coercive statements and
efforts to facilitate a settlement, coupled with his discegard for the ongoing appeal,
undermined the Plaintiff’s confidence in the neutrality of the court. The Plaintiff was
pressured to relinquish her legal rights to appeal and settle the estate dispute under
unfavorable terms, which violated her right to an unbiased judicial process.

Equal Protection and Due Process:_The 14th Amendment guarantees equal
protection under the law and due process, which includes the right to a fair and
impartial tribunal. A court must be neutral and free from bias in its decision-making,
providing both parties with an opportunity to be heard in a fair and balanced legal
process. Any deviation from these principles constitutes a violation of due process.
Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927): The U.S. Supreme Court held in Tiumey v Ghio
that due process is violated when a judge has a direct, personal, substantial interest in
the outcome of a case. The Court emphasized that even the appearance of bias or
partiality in judictal proceedings compromises the fairness of the legal process. When
a judge abandons neutrality and engages in conduct that appears biased or prejudiced,
the parties involved are denied their constitutional right to a fair trial.

Bias and Partiality: In this case, Defendant Singleton demonstrated bias by actively
encouraging a settlement and applying pressure on the Plaintiff during the October 11,
2023, status conference. His actions were not those of an impartial judge overseeing a
fair proceeding but rather that of an individual who had taken a personal interest in the
outcome. His repeated comments regarding the potential sale of estate assets if the
Plaintiff did not settle, and his disregard for the pending appeal, amounted to coercion
and compromised the Plaintiff’s ability to make decisions free from undue influence.

Direct Interest in the Qutcome: The Tumey v. Ohio decision establishes that even the

mere appearance of bias can violate due process. Defendant Singleton’s conduct

demonstrated that he had a vested interest in facilitating a resolution that favored one

side, rather than allowing the appeal process to take its course. By disregarding the
Plaintiff’s right to a fair and impartial hearing, Defendant Singleton’s actions directly

contravened the principles set forth in ZTinmey.
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Defendant Singleton’s actions during the October 11, 2023, status conference, and throughout the
probate proceedings, viclated the Plaintiff’s constitutional right to a fair and impartial tribunal.
His coercive behavior, bias, and disregard for the ongoing appeal demonstrated a failure to
uphold the neutral and unbiased role required of a judge under the 14th Amendment. The
Supreme Court’s ruling in Tumey v. Ohio reinforces the need for judicial impartiality and warns
against any judicial conduct that suggests bias or personal interest in the outcome of a case. In
this instance, Defendant Singleton’s conduct fell far short of these standards, thus infringing

upon the Plaintiff’s due process rights under the U.S. Constitution.

As a result, Defendant Singleton’s motion for summary judgment should be denied, and the case
should proceed to trial to ensure that the Plaintiff”s right to a fair and impartial tdbunal is
properly addressed.

e) Violation of the Right to Appeal (14th Amendment - U.S. Constitution & S.C, Code
Ann. § 62-1-308(k))

The Plaintiff’s right to a fair appellate process under the 14th Amendment of the U.S.

Constitution and South Carolina law.

i Interference with Plaintiff’s Right to Appeal: Defendant Danny Singleton, acting
beyond his judicial role, violated the Plaintiff’s constitutional right to a fair appellate
process by submitting a biased return brief to the appellate court, defending his prior
rulings and including false statements. Defendant Singleton’s participation in the
appeal process, which is prohibited by South Carolina law, amounted to an unlawful
interference with the Plaintiff’s right to a neutral appellate review.

ii. Biased Return Brief: In violation of his judicial duty to remain neutral during the
appellate process, Defendant Singleton acted as an advocate for his prior rulings,
presenting a return brief that not only supported his decisions but also contained
false and misleading statements about the Plaintiff”s actions and the status of the
estate. This conduct unfairly influenced the appellate court’s review of the case,
violating the Plaintiff’s right to have her appeal reviewed fairly and without bias.

The inclusion of false information further undermined the integrity of the appellate

Page 47 of 57





process and placed the Plaintiff at a significant disadvantage, as she was denied the
opportunity to have her appeal adjudicated based on accurate facts.

iid, Prohibited Participation in the Appeal Process: South Carolina Code Ann. § 62-1-
308(k) explicitly prohibits a probate judge from participating in the appeal of their
own decisions. By submitting a return brief and inserting himself into the appellate
process, Defendant Singleton acted in direct violation of this statute, undermining
the fatrness of the appellate proceedings and violating the Plaintiff’s statutory and
constitutional rights.

The Plaintiff’s right to a fair appellate review was severely compromised by Defendant
Singleton’s unlawful actions. His biased and false return brief prejudiced the appellate court
against the Plaintiff, denying her the opportunity for a fair and impartial review of the probate
court’s rulings. This interference not only violated the Plaintiff’s due process rights but also
inflicted substantial harm by distorting the appellate court’s understanding of the facts and legal

issues in the case.

14th Amendment, U.S. Constitution: The Due Process Clause of the 14th Amendment guarantees
the right to a fair legal process, which extends to appellate proceedings. An individual’s right to
appeal is a fundamental component of due process, and any interference with the appellate

process, particularly by a judge, violates this constitutional protection.

S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k): This statute explicitly prohibits a probate judge from participating
in the appeal of their own rulings. The law ensures that probate court decisions are reviewed by a
higher, neutral tribunal without the influence or interference of the original judge. By submitting
a biased return brief, Defendant Singleton violated this statutory provision and compromised the

fairness of the appellate process.

Caperton v. A.T. Massey Coal Cao., 556 U.S. 868 (2009): The U.S. Supreme Court held that due
process is violated when a judge’s involvement in a case is tainted by bias or a conflict of
interest. The decision emphasized the importance of judicial impartiality, especially in appellate

review, and established that any appearance of bias undermines the fairness of the legal process.
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f) Violation of Equal Protection Rights (14th Amendment - 1].8. Constitution)

The Plaintiff’s right to equal protection under the law as guaranteed by the Equal Protection

Clause of the 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution,

i.

ii.

Selective Enforcement and Retaliatory Actions: Defendant Danny Singleton violated
the Plaintiff’s right to equal protection by selectively enforcing court rulings against her
and engaging in retaliatory actions that were not applied to other parties involved in the
estate proceedings. One of the most egregious examples of this selective enforcement
was when Singleton banned the Plaintiff’s fiancé from entering the probate office, a
punitive measure that was not applied to other individuals. This action was a form of
discrimination, demonstrating Defendant Singleton’s intent to target the Plaintiff and her
fiance specifically. By enforcing rules and taking actions that were only applied to the
Plaintiff and not similarly applied to other parties, Singleton treated the Plaintiff unfairly,
thereby violating her constitutional right to be treated equally under the law.
Discriminatory Treatment: Defendant Singleton’s actions went beyond legitimate
judicial conduct, as he selectively enforced certain rules and engaged in discriminatory
treatment against the Plaintiff. For instance, Singleton targeted the Plaintiff and her fiancé
with punitive actions, such as banning the fiancé from probate office proceedings, while
treating other parties to the estate dispute more favorably. Other individuals were not
subjected to similar penalties or restrictions, even though they were also involved in the
same legal proceedings. This unequal application of judicial authority lacked any

legitimate legal basis and was clearly retaliatory in nature,

'The Plaintiff had filed an appeal to challenge some of the court’s decisions regarding the
estate, and Defendant Singleton’s selective enforcement was a direct response to her
exercise of her legal rights. This demonstrates a clear retaliatory motive, as the adverse
actions taken by Singleton were a consequence of the Plaintiff’s decision to pursue her
legal rights through an appeal. The selective enforcement of rules and laws, as well as the
targeted punitive measures, exemplify discriminatory conduct, which directly violated the

Plaintifi’s right to equal protection under the law.
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‘The selective enforcement of rulings and the discriminatory treatment had a significant
negative impact on the Plaintiff. By isolating the Plaintiff from her fiancé, who had been
assisting her with estate-related matters, Defendant Singleton unfairly deprived her of
support in the ongoing probate proceedings. This action also placed the Plaintiff at a
significant disadvantage in managing and defending her position regarding the estate.
Moreover, the Plaintiff was singled cut for adverse treatment in retaliation for her
decision to exercise her legal right to appeal, creating a chilling effect on her ability to
seek justice. As a result, the Plaintiff’s equal protection rights were violated, as she was

treated differently from other parties without any legitimate legal justification.

14th Amendment, U.S, Constitution: The Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment
guarantees that all individuals are entitled to equal protection under the law. Government
officials, including judges, are prohibited from treating individuals differently based on arbitrary
or discriminatory factors. The Equal Protection Clause ensures that any differential treatment

must be based on legitimate, non-discriminatory reasons.

Village of Willowbrook v. Olech, 528 U.S. 562 (2000): In Village of Willowbrook v. Olech, the
U.S. Supreme Court held that discriminatory treatment by a government official that is not based
on a legitimate state interest can violate the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment. In
this case, the Court recognized that when a government actor intentionally singles out an
individual for adverse treatment without a legitimate reason, it constitutes a violation of equal
protection. Similarly, in the Plaintiff’s case, Defendant Singleton’s selective and retaliatory
actions were not based on any legitimate legal basis, and therefore violated her equal protection

rights under the Constitution.

Defendant Singleton’s actions in selectively enforcing punitive measures against the Plaintiff and
her fiancé, while treating other parties more favorably, amounted to a clear violation of the
Plaintiff’s constitutional right to equal protection under the law. His discriminatory and
retaliatory conduct, motivated by the Plaintiff’s exercise of her right to appeal, demonstrated a
profound abuse of judicial authority. Such actions are not shielded by judicial immunity, as they
fall outside the scope of lawful judicial conduct. The selective enforcement of rulings, the ban
imposed on the Plaintiff”s fiancé, and the retaliatory nature of these actions resulted in unequal

treatment of the Plaintiff, in direct violation of the 14th Amendment. For these reasons,
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Defendant Singleton’s motion for summary judgment should be denied, and the Plaintiff’s claims
should be fully adjudicated in court.

g) Violation of Protection Against Fraud (Common Law Fraud - U.S. Constitution’s

Guarantee of a Fair Legal Process)

The Plaintiff’s right to a fair and truthful legal process, guaranteed by the due process protections
of the U.S. Constitution. Fraud is defined as a false representation of a material fact made
knowingly, with the intent to deceive, and which causes harm to the other party. In the Plaintiff’s
case, Defendant Singleton knowingly made false representations with the intent to mislead the

court and influence the outcome of the proceedings.

i.  Fraudulent Misrepresentation of Facts: Defendant Danny Singleton committed acts of
common law fraud by making deliberate and false misrepresentations in court filings,
undermining the integrity of the legal process. Specifically, Defendant Singleton falsely
claimed that the Plaintiff, in her capacity as Personal Representative of the estate, had
failed to pay property taxes, which was not true. These misrepresentations were made
with the knowledge of their falsity and with the intent to deceive the court and the other
parties involved. Singleton’s deliberate falsehoods in official proceedings undermined the

fairness of the legal process and caused direct harm to the Plaintiff”s legal standing.

The fraudulent statements were intended to paint the Plaintiff as derelict in her duties as Personal
Representative, justifying further adverse actions against her, including her removal from that
position. These misrepresentations harmed the Plaintiff's reputation, limited her ability to carry
out her fiduciary responsibilities, and impaired her legal defenses. The false claims also impacted
the court’s rulings, causing significant financial and personal harm to the Plaintiff as she was
unfairly portrayed as negtigent. Forrester v. White, 484 U.S. 219 (1988): This case establishes
that judicial immunity does not protect actions that are nonjudicial or taken without jurisdiction.
Defendant Singleton’s fraudulent misrepresentations were not judicial acts within his role but
deliberate falsehoods intended to deceive, and therefore, they fall outside the protections of

judicial immunity.
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h) Violation of the Right to be Free from Coercion and Extortion (Common Law

Extortion - U.S. Constitution’s Guarantee of Due Process)

The Plaintiff’s right to be free from coercion and extortion under the due process protections
guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution. Defendant Singleton engaged in coercive tactics, abusing
his judicial authority to force the Plaintiff into unfavorable decisions regarding the estate.
Singleton threatened the Plaintiff with severe consequences, including the forced sale of estate
assets, if she did not agree to settle the estate dispute on terms dictated by the court. This abuse
of authority constitutes extortion, as Singleton used his position to unlawfully pressure the
Plaintiff into making decisions that were not in her best interest. The Plaintiff’s due process
rights were violated by the imposition of undue influence and threats designed to compel her

compliance,

Defendant Danny Singleton’s fraudulent misrepresentations and extortionate behavior directly
violated the Plaintiff’s constitutional rights to due process and a fair legal process. His actions
were not protected by judicial immunity, as they constituted intentional misconduct and an abuse
of authority. Consequently, the Defendant’s motion for summary judgment should be denied, and
the Plaintiff’s claims of fraud and extortion should be fully adjudicated in court.

XII, INTERFERENCE WITH PLAINTIFE’'S RIGHT TO INHERITANCE AND
JEOPARDIZING THE ESTATE OF DOYLE PIERCE

Defendant Danny Singleton’s actions not only interfered with the Plaintiff’s rightful inheritance
but also placed the entire estate of Doyle Pierce in jeopardy. His biased rulings, coercive tactics,
and refusal to follow judicial procedures single-handedly jeopardized a potential settlement,

leaving the estate vulnerable to financial and legal consequences.

i. Jeopardizing the Estate Through Delinquent Taxes:_One of the critical ways in
which Defendant Singleton endangered the estate was through his interference with the
payment of necessary estate taxes. Despite the Plaintiff’s efforts to manage the estate
and fulfill her fiduciary duties, Defendant Singleton obstructed the process by removing

her as Personal Representative after issuing threats and retaliatory warnings. His
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iv.

actions directly led to the estate becoming delinquent in tax payments, exposing it to
the risk of a county tax sale. The estate’s unpaid taxes have accumulated, leaving it
vulnerable to a potential sale by the county on November 17, 2024, further threatening
the Plaintiff’s share of the inheritance,

Interference with Settlement Negotiations: In addition to the financial jeopardy
caused by delinquent taxes, Defendant Singleton’s actions critically undermined a
potential settlement of the estate. Rather than facilitating a fair resolution, he actively
hindered the settlement process by issuing biased and retaliatory rulings that favored
certain parties over others. During key hearings, Singleton refused to incorporate the
Plaintiff’s submissions into the settlement agreement, despite their relevance to the
estate's management and the Plaintiff's rightful claims. His arbitrary and coercive
conduct not only prevented a fair settlement but also placed the entire estate at risk of
prolonged legal battles and financial instability.

Coercion and Retaliation Interfering with Inheritance Rights: Defendant
Singleton’s conduct also included retaliatory threats aimed at the Plaintiff for exercising
her legal right to appeal his rulings. By threatening her removal as Personal
Representative for filing an appeal, he effectively interfered with her legal authority to
manage the estate and secure her rightful inheritance. These coercive tactics
undermined her ability to protect her interests in the estate, as she was forced to defend
against punitive measures rather than focus on preserving the estate for all
beneficiaries.

Direct Impact on Plaintiff’s Right to Inheritance: As a result of Defendant
Singleton’s improper actions, the Plaintiff’s right to inherit from the estate of Doyle
Pierce has been severely compromised. The delinquent taxes, prolonged litigation, and
the failure to settle the estate are direct consequences of Singleton’s interference. His
refusal to allow the Plaintiff to execute her fiduciary duties and his retaliatory removal
of her as Personal Representative jeopardized not only her individual share but the
entirety of the estate’s assets, diminishing their value and threatening their eventual

distribution.
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2. REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST DEFENDANT DANNY SINGLETON

Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce moves this Court for sanctions against Defendant, Defendant Danny
Singleton, based on a series of egregious violations of judicial conduct, ethics standards, and
statutory provisions that have gravely obstructed justice and trampled upon Plaintiff"s due
process rights. The attached Detailed Motion for Sanctions cutlines in-depth the Defendant’s

willful misconduct. The grounds for sanctions are as follows:

1. Blatant Violation of S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k): Defendant Danny Singleton
flagrantly violated S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k) by filing a highly inappropriate return
brief on December 3, 2023. He actively advocated for his rulings, brazenly interfering
with the Plaintiff’s appellate review, contrary to the statute's mandate that requires
impartiality.

2. Improper and Unethical Advocaey: Rather than maintaining neutrality, Defendant
Singleton acted as an advocate for his own prior rulings. He intentionally interfered with
the appellate process, championing his decisions in violation of the statutory prohibition

against judicial advocacy.

3. Deliberate Use of False and Misleading Statements: Defendant Singleton knowingly
made false and malicious statements in his return brief. These fabrications were designed

to mislead the Circuit Court and undermine the integrity of the appeal process.

4. Retaliation Against Plaintiff’s Family Member: In a retaliatory act, Defendant
Singleton falsely accused Plaintiff's fiancé, Dr. Boyle, of inappropriate conduct and
banned him from the probate office. This action was taken in direct retaliation for
Plaintiff filing an appeal, abusing his authority to punish her for exercising her legal
rights.

5. Dishonest Denial of Retaliatory Actions: Despite overwhelming evidence to the
contrary, Defendant Singleton falsely denied retaliating against Plaintiff and her family.

His denials were a calculated attempt to obscure the retaliatory nature of his actions.

6. Manipulation and Selective Submission of Evidence: Defendant Singleton

intentionally submitted only evidence that supported his rulings, deliberately omitting
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10.

11.

key documents that would have bolstered Plaintiff’s appeal. This selective presentation of

the record was a clear effort to tip the scales of justice in his favor.

Obstruction Through Failure to Serve: Defendant Singleton purposefully failed to
properly serve Plaintiff with the return brief, denying her the opportunity to respond and
further violating her due process rights. This cbstruction of justice deprived Plaintiff of a

fair chance to contest his false statements,

Improper Ex Parte Communication: On April 1, 2024, Singleton secretly and
unethically communicated with the South Carolina Court of Appeals, sending an ex parte
letter requesting expedited review or consolidation of appeals. This clear breach of
judicial ethics was a calculated effort to influence the cutcome of the appellate process in
his favor, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k),

Improper Defense of Personal Connections: Singleton improperly defended his
impartiality in the return brief by denying his personal connections with key litigants,
which further demonstrated his attempt to advocate for his rulings and maintain the

appearance of neutrality while masking bias.

Obstruction of Justice: Defendant Singleton’s deliberate submission of false statements
and manipulation of evidence amounted to a blatant obstruction of justice, preventing

Plaintiff from effectively pursuing her appeal and violating her right to a fair process.

Gross Violations of South Carolina Judicial Conduct Canens: Defendant Singleton’s

actions breached multiple South Carolina Judicial Conduct Canons, including:

Canon 1: Integrity—His false statements undermined the very foundation of judicial
integrity.

Canon 2: Avoiding Impropriety—By engaging in unethical conduct, he created the

appearance of impropriety.

Canon 3: Impartiality and Diligence—He failed to uphold impartiality, actively

intervening in the appellate process to protect his rulings.

Canon 4: Upholding Judicial Independence—Singleton’s retaliatory actions

compromised the judiciary’s independence,
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12. Abuse of Judicial Authority: Singleton wielded his judicial authority to advocate for his
own rulings and interfere with the appellate process. His actions represented a gross
abuse of power designed to suppress Plaintiff’s legal rights and shield his misconduct

from scrutiny.

13. Deprivation of Fair Appellate Review: Through his biased return brief and
manipulation of the evidence, Singleton distorted the appellate record, depriving Plaintiff

of a fair and impartial appellate review,

14. Attempt to Legitimize an lllegitimate Ruling: Singleton improperly sought to
consolidate appeals in order to shield his actions—specifically, a ruling made without

jurisdiction—fTom being scrutinized in the appellate process.

15. Tampering with Judicial Proceedings: Defendant Singleton tampered with the judicial
proceedings by submitting false and misleading statements in the return brief, intending

to unfairly influence the outcome of Plaintiff's appeal.

16, Malfeasance in Office: Singieton’s conduct—submitting false statements, retaliating
against Plaintiff, and obstructing the appellate process—constitutes malfeasance,
requiring severe sanctions to address his blatant misconduct and prevent future abuse of

judicial authority.

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Dorothy Pierce respectfully requests that this Honorable Court:

1. Deny Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment in its entirety, as there remain
substantial and genuine issues of material fact that warrant a full trial, including but not
limited to the numerous violations of due process, judicial misconduct, and obstruction of

justice by Defendant Judge Danny Singleton.

2. Grant Plaintiff*s Request for Sanctions Against Defendant Danny Singleton for his
egregious violations of judicial conduct, ethics, and statutory provisions as outlined in
Plaintiff’'s Motion for Sanctions. Specifically, Plaintiff requests that the Court:
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¢ Issue a formal reprimand against Defendant Singleton for his abuse of judicial
authority, Fraudulent actions, obstruction of the appellate process, retaliation

against Plaintiff, among other violations.

o Strike Defendant’s Return Brief submitted on December 3, 2023, from the
record for its blatant violation of §.C. Code Ann. § 62-1-308(k), which prohibits a

judge from advocating for his own rulings in appellate proceedings.

e Order the recusal of Judge Danny Singleton from any further involvement in
matters relating to Plaintiff, the Estate of Doyle Pierce, or any other related cases,

to ensure a fair and impartial judicial process.

o Refer the matter to the South Carolina Judicial Commeission for further
investigation into Defendant Singleton’s violations of judicial ethics, including his
misconduct, obstruction of the appellate process, retaliation, false statements, and

ex parte communications.

3. Award Plaintiff any other relief that this Honorable Court deems just and appropriate to
safeguard Plaintiff’s constitutional rights, ensure the integrity of the judicial system, and
prevent further violations of judicial conduct by Defendant Singleton.

Dated this September 4, 2024

et
DOROTNQIiCE “Plaintiff (Pro se)
750 Mourning deve lane, Seneca, SC.29678
Telephone:864-324-3247
Email: dorothypierce84@gmail.com
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