THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Sep 26.A 2025 T

" Inthe Court of Appeals

Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink
Appellants
V.

Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, a/k/a Lake Hartwetl Resort and Cabins, a/k/a Lake

Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management; a/k/a Chris Vellanti, a/k/a
Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as.a Member and Personally; Yvenné. Goldman,.

_as aGeneral Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette;
o '-'Marsha Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli; and Charles Carpenter o

Respondents.

-Appellate Case No 2025 000859

(contrnuous ob;ect:on to the erroneous style that favors lower leve! RACKETEERING J'udges
lawyers and others _:m_/q_;’_yed in the Criminal Fraud on the ,COU’,t and P-Appellants).

- MOTION FOR EXPANSION OF TIME AND PAGES
IN_ NEW SITUATION AFTER MEDICAL EMERGENCY

Not proofed due to disability issues
This brief was entirely rewritten on September 25, 25, 2025 due to a hacker destroying the
origingl and also again attempting to get into the computer today as well.

“Comes now Pi'aihﬁff—AppéI!‘aﬁts,' Pro Se, Dr. Linda Kerinedy and Dr. Warsha Firk,
(hereinafter, “Dr. Kennedy” and “Dr. Fink” or “P-Appellants” collectively), needing a reasonable o

.. accommadation. of expansion of time and pages pursuant to SCACR Rule 240 and Rule 267(d});. .. . .. S

-under-the rules-and laws-of meaningful Due Process and Constitutional Equal Protection;:under}- '

et P T E R ol et wpiiine @

" See part of the response to the hacking on a 2™ computer used to try to fix the first computer, where it was
also being hacked during trying to stop the hacking, whitle P-Appellants and their computer tech company
were trying to save the first computer, with a pop up that states that the 2" computer was checking for leaked
pass words and so forth due to the hacking entry. Ex1




the laws of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 12131-12134 (2018},
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.C. § 794 (2018), and Physical He_akth Circumstances beyond

Appellants control:- These physical health issues caused by the Ju-dges--'in--rt'he;-ld\)&é‘ﬁéédﬁiéﬁé

:“RA‘[:'ipéHants’ ability to work guickly and within page limits and have severely weakened P-

Appellants’ physical health, Further, because of these deadlines Dr. Kennedy’s cqntinuir}gl_hee:l.tb

o'IVi;n.g.‘ur_g'ent Kidney issues/damage has caused her to delay in seeking medi,cai_,c;_x_qje.];: P

And where the Court/lawyers and other State Actors and agents have made such a mockery of

justice that it takes many pages and much work to put forth the appeals necessary to hold these
recalcitrant state actors/agents liable for their bad faith and criminal acts that directly affect the
outcome of this case, and involved Judges and other State Actors in the matter, along with the

Defendants listed, long before P-Appellants ever filed their case, without knowiedge of such

mvo[vement at the tlme ofﬁllng thetr ongmal su;t Th|s motlon granhng expansnon of Um /page:

- involves the upholding of Rules of Ethics/Canons.

Further, P-Appellants have a parasitic hacker now involved for the third time in this case. _

_‘g_;fg‘q_l_ h_ap_ker taking P-Appellants hostage by asking for ransom money in order -

to get their computers restored, but these hackers were more interested in totally destroying

theirentre carmiputers With?all types of information, briefs, and other work accdmp!iSh‘ed on :". “hoae
them. Fortunately, most was backed up and only the more recent work has been destroyed, butz

still it was a lot of work and effort destroyed.

p-Appeliants first had this happen in this case, with their own colluding attorney Michael

«Dodd-sending a virus in one of his last emails, begging P-Appellants not to disclose the evidence

 Pag

s.-0f his-collusion with Defense, on or about early June 2023, with a virus attached that P- R




Appellants software caught. Dodd never answered whether that email with his name on the

- sendEr line was his, but we had it later verified that it was s,

The Defense seems to have sent the second, much more damaging hack, that was getting

pellan‘ts éﬁﬁ‘r‘;géég;e eccou nts, and P-Appellants hed e.:n‘o.ugh attlec-k detectlon onthelr ’
computer to thwart much of the attack although some emails from the Defense were no longer |
visible in P-Appeliants email. This was done at a critical time in 2024, when Defense was being
terribly expoéed with the Judges in a Racketeering operation over P-Appellants case, and P-

ppe!lants had put enough together that Judge Maddox |mmed1ately announced hlS

retlrernent" and the RACKETEERS stopped all activity on the case for about six months, until e

Maddox could retire, before Judge Mcintosh’s last move to criminally interfere with this case by

7 calling a Sua Sponte Ev_idenﬁa ry Hearing when the other side could not get p-Appellants e T

ismissed-even esi"ng the P-Appellants didn’t comply with Virgin Island Customs, and therefo‘re" e

ustbe-dismnissed, which isn't in any law or rule book P-Appellants; nor anyone-glse; has seen o4

before or P-Appellants would imagine, since. At the time of this second hacker attempt to ruin -
all P-Appellants files, they had to stop the court proceedings because of what P-Appellants were
going to present at a pub!io hearing with a news reporter, who thrives on such exposure of these

criminal acts by SC State Actors, just a day or two before that hearing, that the RACKETEERS had

“Ho'answers for; Not only did Maddox éa rly “retire” but RACKETEER, defense af:'tdr"r’ié? Robett
Deloach ran away without announcement, in a sudden burst of chaos involving he and his firm -

; and partners He s prachcmg in another state now and under the radar as much as he can be .

]because he knows at Ieast a part of what P-Appellants know about what these RACKETEERS d|d m

MRy




P-Appellants case, and in other SC cases, that P-Appellants have investigated that involve simifar -

acts or abuse of other innocent people in SC by the State and its justice system

Now this third hacking masterpiece, with P-Appellants even picking up the phone with "

the hacker calling them after they caught the hack and were having it stopped by P.—Appellants’

backed up {but due to time constraints to meet these deadlines the more recent writings are lost,

tech personnel, but could still not save an entire computer, that had most but not all the files -

-..have..‘toup.i:“bdtd.c;é‘}ﬁé'ngk.néw replabements for previous writings that ean no longer be
incorporated, that they.had completed already, which will obviously be more time.consuming.. « .
jobs to do to meaningfully present. Fortunately, most were backed up.

Earlier in other submissions in appeal documents filed in this court, Dr. Kennedy and Dr.

Fink had asked for a very necessary page and time expansion. This is because the incredible

amount of work including 4 years of court and lawyer shenanigans.with them keeping the case

~from 'pfti‘gi‘féghs”iﬁguérﬁbuhﬁng to over 6000 p'a'ges' of docum.e-nts/ev'idéﬂncé needlng rewewand

implementation into initial appeal brief and accounting for the massive amount of time need to

- de such appeal brief.

includes underlying Defendants, Judges and other state agents and even Virginia Agents, Allianz -

agents, Solicitor General, Anderson Sheriff’s Department and more, RACKETEERING together at

least 7 months BEFORE P-Appellants even decided to file their case in the 10th Circuit Comman

= _:,__‘rg':l'_t_a.gqg‘ggj_;q'c;p_gfp;g_nt; a'nd “ot_her evidence in this case, and write and cite in a reply brief, the case " ,.-‘-:.,.:__

e ingluding What Was going ih the Tail today as this first writing of this brief), and P-Appellants will " &

Asa b'a‘rt"of-the incredible volume of evidence and time/pages provided to revie\)\“r.t“hé' IR
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_Pleas.Court.. Without knowing of this information at the time.of filing suit, P-Appellants filed.in. ...« =

this 10t Circuit Cornmon Pleas Court, which went before the same Judges involved in their
underlying case as participants with other Defendants and agents partially listed above, with
State’s motive at léast retaliation and financial interests (P-Appellants took part in a national call
for legal reform years ago in Virginia, as Iawyer—whistiebloweré against lthe LMCE'aIready working

P

71" in the legal system from long ago as the Murdaugh case, this case and other cases-prove):.- Ever

" "the Clerks filing the suit knew about the alleged facts from Defendants who would have no .
_reason to be telling the clerks or anyone else in the Court about a case that was never knowq to

7 them,until after they were served from the filing date, March 17, 2022,

. Using pgfe_;ndanfgsf_ 2000 plus pages of Defendants’” own written admissions against thEIr —

mtereststhat they ;/olu ntarily made and turﬁed overto P—Appe!lénts, and PwAppeIlan.ts- recordefljll |
statements from Defendants and witnesses saying likewise, all after P-Appellants filed their initial
suit, and befqre Discovery was ﬁled by P-Appellants and before lawyers were involved,
Defendants already admitted their own liability/guilt and the Ii‘abiiity/guilt of the SC Judges and

% others involved in what amounts to RACKETEERING in the underlying case, The Judges.réfused i

" disclose and when P-Appellants finally learned why this case continued to be sabotaged by =~ "™

Judges and Lawyérs, even their own and even discovery stonewalled to this date, the Judges

' d to recuse, the SC Bar and the Judicial Committee on Discipline failed to Discipline, and . e

the Judictal Merit Committee reappointed these recalcitrant and criminally liable Judges for

"""“”é'hothé"r't‘e'rm' each; just llke Murdaugh had been preserved and bolstered for arl:':ou't 100years L

creating Murdaugh Country and Murdaugh lustice.
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=5 'Th;é: sfate ‘Actors are not protected by immunity in this RACKETEERING becausethese
- HV'I%A('Z.KETEERS and those joining them are a part of the underlying suit itsel_f and would have b.e'en‘
__named if P-Appellants understood their involvement before filing their initial suit. Any atemptio. . ...
”...s:ue:{:-)_p-l_enrient"_che case with this aftér acquired evidence was, of course, ignored as were all- -+

- demands for judicial recusal and lawyer disqualification, in that they could not be presiding_or o

presennnglnthlscase s;ince they were/shoulld be Defendants, Material Witnesses ahd\had
financial and retaliatory interests in this matter, while judging over their own guitt/liability that
caused such incredibly convulted but obvious Unconstitutional procedural manipulation and
impossible acts perpetrated on P-Appellants by these RACKETEERS in P-Appellants trying to get

..an-‘hongst‘hearnjing/tria! before a Jury, y\_/hich.was never going to ha_pp‘en_.._ L

The RACKETEERING is clear from how the case was so openly geared to getting P-

_ Appellants dismissed by any means necessary no matter the bad faith involved, such as Defense =~

mitting a dismissal mation because P-Appellants (through their attorney at the time), didn’t. .. " o

comply with a Virgin Island Custom claim, which the Judges would not find Defenses frivolous

élgi}ﬁ';zé'-ﬁ'éfi6h.'éb"|é of.eVen' without merit, in spite of its ridiculous and Unconslﬁt.utioﬁa‘l:b;;si‘s":i'r'i”.'
law and common sense. These types of ridiculous claims and strategies by Defense and a_ssistedr
by Dodd {Piaintiffs own attorney) in order to dismiss P-Appellants on any grounds possible
whether legal or not or true or not, is unconscionable and obviously part of a “fixed”,

... predetermined outcomes in the works, to dismiss P-Appellants while réfusing them any Discovery,

...or Depositions/etc., to get all the RACKETEERS participating in these show hearings, including. P- . . oo

Appellants’ own attorney Michael Dodd {who P-Appellants eventually fired), out of their criminal

‘PageD




= collected by them even when their discovery requests were stonewalled the entire tine filed in

| RACKETEERENG participation while stealing P-Appellants award {they already won several times in
the lower court).

This is so Orwellian and unconscionable and criminal that the case was almost totally

irreparably harmed by these RACKETEERS, but for P-Appellants incredibly voluminous evidence

'Apfil 2022. To address these extremely unconstitutional and criminal fragd on the Court and .P—
__Appellants, in a meaningful way, for the court to comply with Due Process requirements,
. '"-:.'r_:e.gé:ndi-ng...this.mot'ion-, these issues and record-citing requires much time and many pages of",-.ri o o
writing. This meanin.gful Due Process is in effect no matter whether P—Appellants are going

- agamst the i:égél Machine Criminal Enterprise or anyone else.

But P-Appellants will not quit even when being severely bullied and there is much worse
to be heard in the facts of this case and the actions of the underlying courts and all RACKETEERS

that joined them.

As to the current emergency medical situation, P-Appellants warned at the beginning of

this appeal that Dr. Kennedy was feeling a stone moving in her kidney. Kidney stone pain is a very

unigue pain, even hefore it fully appears as a big problem that may not pass and could stay

odged ina fiew place or begin its ripping descent through the kidney. Any time it gets lodged, = " N g
_ there is a chance for hydronephrosis, which is comparable to a balloon being over filled with
water, with the ballon representing a blocked kidney. If a “cure” isn’t found soon enough, this |

can permanently destroy the kidney and make it nonfunctioning.
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e _Unfortunately, Dr. Kennedy is affected in both kidneys by a genetic disorder that create

these 's.’rc.on'ers, la“nd when under great stress they are known to be much larger and more painful
and dangerous So‘.m..e ti.mé thesé eventually pass and someﬁhes they become big h.ééItH'Lfi;ké,

and in Dr. Kennedy’s case, the blockage actually reverses with toxic waste collecting jn arms,

hands and especially legs, to where the legs can become twicé as big around, and very numb and

painful.

An example, illustrating the lack of concern for the ADA laws and other common'sense - '

““rules and canons, where judges are not permitted to bully litigants they do not favor or for
financial and retaliation gain, last year in early June 2024, Dr. Kennedy was trying to beat her

b share of the early deadline because the lower court Judges ignored P-Appellants many requests- -

for rélés‘bhéble' accommodations after the judges withheld sleep from P-Appellants for 3 andn4” |
-'d:é\}s*-'ét“-é: ﬁ%h'é"-pfep-a ring f.('J'lf court hearings, and then expected them to be toherent enough to R
present. This was after an every other day all-nighter. By the end of this first strategy employed '
against P-Appellants, Dr. Kennedy lost much of her vision from staring at computer/phone
screens for long periods of time which was overwhelming her eyesight (she had just gotten an

_eye check‘and new glasses two months before). Dr. Fink went into seiZures several times,

7 i__nc:luding a couple of times at the court, and was ushered off by ambulance. She was diagnosed
with seizures and was told that they were most likely brought on by an extreme deprivation of

" sleep.’ Dr. Kennedy has to get surgery on her eyes and limbs for nerve damage.

“ "It'should be noted that Sleep Deprivation is considered a violation of Human Rights and T

. s.xorture by various national and international. organizations, with just one day of sleep missed, . . OD
| ®
£

likened to a blood alcohol level above the DWI/DUI limit. But the Judges kept doing it as did their



. .agents, weakening the target and trying to bully P-Appellants to quit. But P-Appetlants are not

going to quit.

P Appellants had doctor’s orders that hydronephrosis had set in and scheduled the. . . '
surgery for the very next mornmg due to urgency, and Dr. Kennedy, understanding she had to
7""":sl‘a\7/e her‘ kldney,. agreed to comply There were actually 3 stones that were b!ockmg one kl.dney,
and they had finally joined together to create one big blockage. Dr. Kennedy and Dr.. Fink elso
hired an American’s with Disabilities Advocate to attempt to politely educate Judge Taylor {Ietter

from ADA Advocate to the Court, Ex 2), who didn’t care about following the law as he is another

...._of the many defiant Judges in SC where defiance is protected as a LMCE member, butistheexact. . . ..

~ opposite of how a Judge must conduct him/herself by the Canons and Constitution.

Judge Mcmtosh demed the continuance while giving the Defense days off for vacatlon

'and other requests that added up to about 800 or more days of delays by Defense by March

2024, counting these days missing as each person’s requests for protection, counted all together,

':"'--w-it-h*-Ju'dge'-Mcinto-sh making sure P-Appellants understood that he was going to dismise thern'no i BeanE

matter what, if any evidence or alleged evidence was available, including fake Judges, Allianz and
coliuding attorneys making up an entire fact pattern they developed and even tried to pad the

record with after the fact to substantiate something that never happened that would dismiss P-

Appellants on other grounds (not procedure and not merits because they could not do SO as hard

. Vas they trled) using P-Appellants own attorney as a fake witness, before Dodd was ﬁred w1th

such a scheme as Dodd being a witness against P-Appellants in a separate claim with no Plaintiff,

" and would not even be Constitutional or ethical. By then P-Appellants were laughing, and were L

pomtlng out all the extremely obvious reasons their attempt could not even pass muster even if - oo
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they made up more facts, s:o this eventually didn’t happen with easy proof, once P-Appellants
outsmarted the greedy Sprouse who was too fixated on one plan that he could not see what P-
Appellants did to undercut such lies, including P-Appellants having tape recordings of Dodd
because P-Appellants had learned early not to trust their own attorney, who seemed to be

““representing the Defense very strenijously.

This warning earlier in this appeal about feeling a kidney stone, but not being sure of

o bemgdemed hééﬁihgful due process, Dr. Kennedy fought through the stone pain and signs o e iy

ey e it B

" \what coufse this kidney stone would take, and how that situation would end with the stone,and " "

. trouble,.as it continued to get worse in order for Dr. Kennedy and Dr. Fink to meet their.short. .« .o ew

deadlines in too few allowable pages to even try to be able to meaningfully receive Due Process .

against the State and its agents all working together as should be defendants, while presiding

over themselves and their Co RACKETEER Defendants.

A few days before the emergency was truly beyond the emergency point, the Court was

notified that the stone was very bainful and‘ Dr. Kennedy héd been in bed on p'aih'rhe’diiéihg’a‘s B

much as possible, as anyone who has Kidney stones knows, that an attack is excruciating. The

- Court'was notified that if Dr. Kennedy had to get to an ER, she would drive herself the long

" distance Yo get to one, and until then was trying to finish the work by the short due date/page " ",

. limitations.

The Court responded without a motion, which was appreciated, as Dr. Kennedy nor Fink -

could do a motion at that point.

o

-
=
a




"'---=:'t-h'é'y-=-m'éae.'0p'n%ore faéts, so this eventually didn’t happen with easy proof,'once P—Ap"pel!'azn"tS'---"
outsmarted the greedy Sprouse who was too fixated on one plan that he could not see what P-
Appellants did to undercut such lies, including P-Appellants having tape recordings of Dodd

because P-Appellants had learned early not to trust their own attorney, who seemed to be

representing the Defense very stre-nuously.

This warning earlier in this appeal about feeling a kidney stone, but not being sure of .
what course this kidney stone would take, and how that situation would end with the stone, and

3 b.éih‘g denied meaningful due process, Dr. Kennedy fought through the stone pain and signs of

“trouble, as it continued to get worse in order for Dr. Kennedy and Dr. Fink to meet their short
7. déadlines in too few allowable pages to even try to be able to meaningfully receive Due Process LT
against the State and its agents all working together as should be defendants, while presiding

over themselves and their Co RACKETEER Defendants.

A few days before the emergency was truly beyond the emergency point, the Court was

... hotified that the stone was very painful and Dr. Kennedy had been in bed on pain medicine as |

. much as possible, as anyone who has Kidney .stones knows, that an attack is excruciating. The
Court was notified that if Dr. Kennedy had to get to an ER, she would drive herself the long

: d|stance _tb ge:t't'o o-he, and until tlh‘éﬂn was trying to finish the work by the short due date/pagé - A chisies

“limitations.

Thie Cdurt responde_d without a motion, which was appreciated, as Dr. Kennedy':-nolr-ﬁlihi'(-"

could do a motion at that point.
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On August 26, 2025, Dr. Kennedy got in the car and somehow made her way to the ER
through the country roads, and the hospital performed a CT Scan, urinalysis, blood work etc.

There were actuatly two stones, one on each side that were almost totally blockmg the k:dneys,

- 'and e kidneys were well into hydronephrosis, with Dr. Kennedy’s legs about double the T

size/circumference because of backed up toxicity. She had a serious infection behind the stones

...~ that required the doctors to wait.until the next day to do emergency surgery because they were -,

~that moment. A very large amount of blood was in the urine. They admitted Dr. Kennedy and
operated the next morning: They put in stents in both ureters, a very painful process and quality
of life as sitting or any kind of actions were painful. The stones were 5 mm, which is.enough to

block the ureter, and the other was an unusual 13 mm, that was obviously also very painful.

Dr. Fink kept the court abreast and said that deadline set was before any of these events

.-lj-fiéfﬂr‘fai‘@::_l;tglpa.uS_e sepsis' by pushing the infection further into the blood stream if they operatedat ~ = - e

' """'hébpéned-an-d would most likely not be enough time, and certainly not enough pagé"s"f:dir""‘:‘ o i

meaningful due process and Dr. Fink stated she could not do this entire appeal by hérself with Dr. I

... Kennedy down.

. and time due to all the circumstances referenced above and.below as the law. favors P-Appellants . ..o oo

position for many reasons that are reasonable, common sense and favored by law. Meaningful

Due Process must be permitted and protected.

The further deate is now a Motion to be filed. P—Abpellants state that by about

Septembe.r 10-11, 2025, Dr. Kennedy felt about 60% better. She had to go under a second course

““This Motion is to Update this court and respectfully demand a larger extension of pages .. " ..




of stronger/broader spectrum antibiotics, which helped, but.there was sﬁl] so}me ;wglling in her o
| Iegsandher I;'i'dnéifs we.ré still not functioning as they should. An ultrasound is on si:h‘édlule', but

the doctors sent her back to the Emergency Room for another CT Scan and hlood/urine and

there was still the infection behinci far up in her kidnéys and in her blood, and her urine was still

bloody, which should not happen this far after surgery unless more stones were moving around

. (there are about 10 in each kidney most of the time with only one or more active at..a._t'&i\_mle‘):....‘;h;ﬁ.

While Dr. Kennedy has been doing some work, she is not at full strength, with full strength 7

defined as dealing with nerve damage in her limbs and eyes due to the 10th Circuit Court’s

I"_s,,st‘a,p;:‘_p.)uni_shme.rlt:s of Dr. Kennedy and Dr. Fink who is on seizure medicine, unable to drive, ..~

and both s;ﬁll gié.‘e.p rdeprived, although not healing as much as in the underlying case so far, -

. exceptwhen a’eadlines are getting closer and there was not enough ﬁmé/éagles' to be éblé; to ‘
have meaningful due process. The Supreme Court amazingly said the solution is to just giye up
because P-Appellants can’t .be' concerned for their health if they continue, which is frankly what
the bullies frdm the underlying case and since have said because they want us to give up, and .‘

.. don’t want to.consider that some people can't be bullied and standing for rights when theyare .

. Important to the matter is more important than cowardly running away anytime bullies are

nearby, even from the Courtroom. P-Appellants will not give up and need their award paid in full
, ‘th'ét.they'al'reédy' won, and the State to settle its debt to them to make them complete and Wh;ﬁlé t

' "'Fbr:'-all ".ch'ose butt’in'g P-Appellants through.

P*Appél'larjts went to their doctors on a normal follow up appointment in mid- S”eb_"-u'e"m‘be‘r- "

and got prescriptions filled for prednisone for Dr. Kennedy’s limbs, which is terrible for someone

N
F
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trying to fight cancer as it raises cortisol even more than it already is from excess stress of having




“the last almost 5 years of their lives stolen by State Actors and criminal small time crooked

" Defendants and the SC Bar, VA Bar even (how is this possible)? The Defendants told P—Appellénfs S .

they got the Virginia State Bar involved and the VSB would be at the trial and was coaching them,
involved with these other RACKETEERS and so forth, and the SC Judicial Disciplinary Comrnittee
and others involved in the neist and retaliation of P~Appe||ants for the money, an'd to get back at
_ P-Appeilants for being long time whistle blowing attorneys against the Legal Machlne Cnmlnal |
:.-‘Enterprlse, (herelnafter LMCE”) WhICh explmts the public with ruthless and deadly acts for
selfish gain, mirroring the horrifyingly wicked acts of the Murdaugh Dynasty here in SC, and all

'j their agents including Judges who are never disciplined and truths never told to the pUblIC -

. Alex Murdaugh and the LMCE. The LMCE can no longer be denied.by the public norany Judge ... .. o e

who is working toward the fair and unbiased legal system allegedly fought for by rebels against

the King long ago represented today by the First Families of each colonial state.

P—Appellanfs’ plan is to keep working as best as P-Appellants can under this situation, but

if Dr. Kennedy S Ieg swelling does not go down by Monday, P- Appellant needs to be seen again by

the doctors The feellng is that maybe the kidneys are stretched or otherwise affected by wamngl

so long while trying to meet these deadlines that do not match the cErcur_nstances even hefore

_the two kidneys meet at her spine area also, which pain she has never experienced before.

This situation anne'requires the ADA to be invoked with liberal times/pages and an open:

mind to what might be an issue down the road as this is a “fluid” situation, and there are other

: thas attack .of‘stone..s. -Hopefully she has not lost one or both of her kidneys as they are not "«

through. show trials and show appeals created by family, friends, masonic associates, and allies, of".,"..j S s B

“:wirking at 100% capacity due to her trying to meet these deadlines. There is severe pain where: " P e

™
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complicationé they are facing because of their abuse by the 10th CircuitJudges and their agents,

L and the Supreme Court :gnormg these very issues to P-Appellants’ detriment, physxcally and o

‘otherW|se All who play a part in this RACKETEERING are by law RACKETEERS or AGENTS Assm‘nng

the RACKETEERS and violators of the most basic of civil rights and so forth.

" Hacker for the fun of it? In other facts that are relevant, P-Appeliants finished this brief. sy s

' yesterdayand weré prepared to mail it out this morning, September 25, 2025, with the moh'eyl

. order p'L-J"rc‘h:as'e.d tdday also_.. Instead, they each awoke to funny businesé gbing on. With thei‘rﬂ by Ei
computers. Dr. Kennedy’s computer was hit the hardest with no ransom requested, but only the

goal of completely destroyiﬁg everything they could be on the computer and then destroying the
complete computer. All three attacks discussed were with no hostage/ransom ai;tached, which

means that this was not the goal of the hacking. Who benefits if our electronics that have

.ir?.c.:r'edibly étfoﬁg evi.délncrl-: are hackéd? I§ itrj-ust a kid doing it for fun .thre.z—;_- t|mes sihce thiscase
started? The hacking damage was to one of the newer computers P-Appellants bought that is
“still under warranty and pu'réhased to try to ease the amount of strain on Dr. Kennedy’s eyes ~
... more than the athers in their possession could. The gutsy attack by the hackers even while fhe. o
i computertech wa‘s trying to fix fhe computer was extremely.arrogant and cocky, as was a phone- ERCTIE Uy
call from a google number Wahting to talk about the hacking who was not from the company |
contacted. These criminal tactics are not new, but very similar to another court éituah‘on Dr.
Kennedy had, .not evern addres;ed herein, but one where P-Appellants can tell that Judge

Mcintosh and the other RACKETEERS are trying to subtly use those strategies, agéinst p-




Appellants, through LMCE sharing of information with other LMCE states, even though P-

Appellants could use these additional acts as more racketeeririg in the LMCE if they wanted to.?

So electronic compromising crimes used against the alleged nobody is not new and.p- ol

‘Appellants were ready for it as best they could be. However, if someone Is bent on hacking and

spends aII day after day being paid to do it, they will eventually succeed, and P—Appel!ants job s

also except when they were rushed and had to delay backups to try to beat short deadlmes/page

llmlts B

2|f P-Appellants wanted to spend time proving that these criminal hacking acts are
common place in the LMCE when the case becomes troupling for the LMCE and/or large

..sums of money are at stake. In that situation a connected law firm, like those P- Appell.ants. e g

are flghtmg here, used tech to control Dr. Kennedy’s entire computer ‘and phone and the

. .video and audio plus emails hacked to erase the proof of rewritten transcripts, while they. -« .« .oz e

were deleting the prior e-mailings of older changed transcripts that were not cha nged
enough to fit the new situation, and these and other such documented crimes by the

.. lawyers/judges were filed to that Court, showing real time alterations that benefitedthe . . - .

" lawyers/judges involved. In that matter, Dr. Kennedy, knowing of these crimes the LMCE .

" systems ‘and other securities to show that the email of old transcripts the court reporter

~ had already delivered to Dr. Kennedy as true, were altered afterwords, with the court
...reporter hired by the state, trying to rewrite the transcripts later. The old transcnpts atready
sent, that needed more alterations, were being deleted by these hackers from Dr.
Kennedy’s email account she gave to the opposition and court. But Dr. Kennedy had
several backups that were forwarding silently all emails received from the known email
account to show that the old emails with the transcripts no longer helpful to the
opposition, were deleted from the known email, with new and improved versions helpful to
the Defense; Dr. Kennedy still has the proof of these cybercrimes of law firms hacking as a
criminal act to create advantages that never happened, right out of Orwell’s 1984
scenarios. These proofs have been included in Dr. Kennedy’s seminars and writings

o re‘g.a_rding‘wh'a‘t to expect from today’s LMCE, from which the public can learn and benefit: -~ -

“;to k : p as much as possible far from the computer being used, which P-Appellants did th|s tlme o '

uses‘to control the victories and defeats in Court, had already set up stealth backup ema:l s s
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1t would take time and effort to recreate what was hacked by professional hackers, like - - s o

- this motion had to be completely rewritten to meet the October 1, 2025 deadline, as discussed R
with the Clerk of Courts. But pecullar to this situation is someone was mterested enough to o _
sp'end time halc.kmg\lnto P- Appellants account, but was not holdmg them hostage by blockzng and
'-”‘c-olh'.crellmg their content on that computer, but not interested in taking a ransom to release the N
e -+ wfilesfcomputer. This hacker“(s)- was willing to spend the time and know how to ) destroy Whatwa: -
on the computers only. Why? Who benefits? Note, that ALL audio and video recordings are also
safe,‘ as they are not near where P-Appellants work or stay or exposed to online attaek, foh the

protection of all evidence P-Appellants have that is not needed at this time for the protection of

evidence obviously targeted for destruction. Who benefits?

P-Appellants note that the Murdaugh appeal gifted to Murdaugh by government who.
purposely were violating obvious rights, like Becky Heir Hill, whose Heir family had also helped

: '1_,the I\/Iurdaugh Dynasty even in the 1956 Federal Corruption case agamst Buster Murdaugh

" :‘.where .v;/.|tnes‘ses and juries were mttmldated and/or bribed, and the circus was run by Sohcrter '
" General Buster Murdaugh himself. These incredibly criminal acts of intimidation, coercion, ™. St i
obstruction and bribery, Iedl-Ju.dge Hoffman (see Norfolk, VA, Federal Building name), who
presided over Murdaugh’s trial, to conclude that he had never seen anything like this misearriage
of justice and would think that any man with any dignity at all would not be returning to his

Solicitor General position after such a criminal display of injustice. However, Murdaugh did

return to his prosecutor position Just days later, having been found not guilty through these I
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Murdaugh criminal acts against witnesses and the jury, no matter what the evidence. Becky Heir

- Hillhad even stated that she didn’t know Alex Murdaugh, later recanted after her Heir




connection was exposed. Further, Judge Taol (see Asbestos fraud cases) is known in the public as
a very corrupt retired judge still used in these troubling cases because there is purposely no

accountab|llty for retired judges which of course is Unconstitutional. Also Judges like Mullen,

Odom and the 10th Circuit Court Judges are equally corrupt and is being learried by the publlc

as word is now getting out about them too.

""" In spite of this, the Murdaugh Defense only needed approximately 47 pages and a nd’r'm:ai R

i onk nmedeadime -t‘oA.ﬂﬁ-Ie fheir initial appeal brief, because the appealable issues were directly gn‘ted R

. .. tothem and were so clean and clear that there was nothing to describe other than the factson: .« oot e

their face, without dealing with all the deceptions P-Appellants have had to deal with by the
RACKETEERS including the State. The Murdaugh Initial brief could just be stated plainly due to
such gifts on a silver p!atter'and and they should win as the system will protect itself/LMCE

including giving such gifts to Murdaugh to appeal.

fn I\/Eurdaugh, the Attorney General’s office, on the other h'a'.nd, a[leged“need.ed t\.l\.f(-J. s0
day'extensions and about 148 pages of conclusory commentary rather than any legal arguments

i toprovide a word-salad that the public would assume was a lot of evidence and work completed: == ="

© By.the AG’s office when it was not necessary nor was it covering substantive or procedural errors. ... L

“5 judges, and Plaintiff lawyers being told what to do and not to do, like who.would be questioned 5 i

for the most part, as this Murdaugh gift keeps on giving and only a show of Justice needstobe ... . - ... ..
prAesérat“ed. to tfwlé public, not a;:tual truths. This is all baséd on perceptions created. by f:hose in

control. Further, the Murdaugh crimes were limited in their exposure of alleged defendants and

i_ssues, hiding the real and exteﬁsive crimes that actually occurred that show the LMCE is at work

and saving its own by a complete staged performance by its own lawyer-legislators, hand picked
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under oath and who would and wouldn’t be deposed and about what topics. Who would be

sued was also an issue. Lawyer-Legislator Justin Bamberg was one of the examples of lawyer-

~ legislators on the case, lying to the public, while knowing exactly what was happening in that
case. He also interjected himselve into P-Appellants case and steered Judge Heath P. Taylor to

U Blaintiffs case to try to save the other RACKETEERS, but was exposed and guickly left the case on

Jie thathe h|mselfand the evidence contradicts. Just more RACKETEERS added to the e B,

Tl RACK-ET-EER-p'IIe--.

On the other hand, P-Appeliants have real Constitutional issues and procedural and
meritorious issues, and a jury being stolen from them, that will be purposely limited if these page
and time limitations are not corrected by an extreme change of stance by this Court, with this

new evidence presented that must be considered strongly as this and the argument are

extremely compelling.

Due Process and Equal Protection is for everyone, not for the Attorney General’s office

o has _uhlir.ni'ted staff and tax'payer funds to finish as fast or as slow as he wishes with as many-b'r‘és, _'-" j' _' e g,

““fel pages-as he needs or wants, even ignoring the rulings of the Court in the Murdaugh matter™" =" E
- "when he'so desires with no accountability. It appears the Attorney General chose slowand tong ™ = °» "
to foal the public into thinking that he had something to say, when there is very little substance -

to those many pages taking much unnecessary time to submit,

The difference in treatment between the Murdaugh case and P-Appellants more

_ extensive, voluminous and complex matter, is an example of selective procedures being enforced
i e : : ' NN ey O

by Judges who are favoring their choice of victor, and any law that allows the state to protectthe =~
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state, but not. the people has to be changed to comply with the law. This is another reason that

._ t| me and pages must be expanded in this matter to at least 9C days and dt Iealst ZOb page.;,.as P—- ‘_ e

Appellants are needing to go through and specifically cite quotes from well over 6,000 pages of
"é.\)idéncé they were able to acquire even with the Stonewalling and refusal of the

peoirts Judge/attorneys ;cd'.é\)er gi\)e P-Appellants their Discovery answers ﬁ'led in April 2022, deno.s-i'fid:ns; Sl "0 5

-+ and the Supreme Court refusing to allow any subpoenas or duces tecums, also in the-fa_ke-a-ndl AR SR

illegally scheduled and untimely Sua Sponte evidentiary hearing after Defense could not get a
Dismissal on any other grounds fegal or not, and the Court could not allow P-Appellants to ever
question anyone about their RACKETEERING, where P-Appellants already had enough evidence.

on that to go forward, if the Judges recused as they were required to do, but didn't.2

Argument

Is it right for this Appeals Court of South Carolina to violate the Americans with

" : ,j‘_stablhtles Act of 1990 (ADA) 42 U. S C.§§12131-12134 (2018) the Rehablllta’non Act of 1973

CUSGUSE § 794 (2018) hacking by someone who would benefit from destroymg th|s case at thIS o

" firvie,‘and constitutional guarantees of MEANINGFUL due process by denying Plaintiffi-Appellants 77 T
reasonable accommodations f_or their disabilities, including the emergenby and continuation of -
Kidney issues due to Dr. Kennedy delaying treatment to try to meet the unreasonable and

punishing demands of the court to limit their due time and number of pages? And if itis an issue

()
-
¥
&

3 There was a token submission of one client Discovery only after they were permitted td re-enter the case
_ .after several defaults and refusal of the Court to entertain a Motion to enter Judgment for P-Appellants. This. .. sl o
waslate inthe in year 2 and 3 of the lawyers secretly agreeing together with P-Appellant’s own attorney to
sacretly stonewall all discovery answers throtighout the case existence to protect their RACKETEERING
interests. It was worthless and so stale anyway after such prolonged delays that it said nothlng by its own
- dtatements and by the staleness to be worth paying attention to.




~ of not having reasonableness, is it right for the Court to ignore the least restrictive
accommodations that could be given—specifically, extended filing deadlines and expanded page
 lirits—necessary to ensure meaningful access to the judicial process. Please include alsothe

. other qualifying disabilities, especially those caused by the lower court, which is a factual issue; -+ e v

... inthat neither Dr. Kennedy, nor Dr. Fink had limb numb damage, nor eye surgery necessary, Nor: = = - x

did Dr. Fink have seizures ré.quiring no driving for Fink, since about 2015 when she fell off a
ladder and then one even in the heat and high stress of Defendants ruthlessly bullying P-
Appellants in 2021. Further, in the case of Fraud on the Court and other Crimes, especially

involving the Judges, lawyers, other State Actors and so forth, with Defendant witnesses

~admitting same, the Court must do a de novo reviews over any lower court and ng abuge of 7 i

" “brdinarily reviewed for abuse of discretion, see Duvall v. Cnty. of Kitsap, 260 F.3d 1124,:1135 (9th’

" discretion standard is enough to protect the P-Appellants and the Court process to act in any way
.. _that does not protect the P-Appellants, as Constitutional and criminal fraud by the Court itself .
" “must.be taken as.a initial and very serious matter, that makes all other matters moot if true: And .

Judgment must be granted to P-Appellants for such criminality involved in this matter.

Standard of Review any court réviewing the findings of this motion would be answering
Questions of law, including the interpretation and application of federal statutes such as the ADA
and constitutional due process claims, are reviewed de novo. See Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S.

509, 522-23 (2004). Procedural rulings regarding extensions of time and page limits are

" 'Cir. 2001), but judicial discretion MUST be exercised within the confines of statutory and

_ constitutional rights. P-Appellants would add that when the culprits are the state itself for ' :

20

" “causihg or worsening the condition due to refusing such considerations, therefore, are ignoring P- "



“Appeliants warnings of harm they will be subject to if ignored, the review must be interpreted T T

L, muich more rigorously in favor of P-Appellants and motives of why such obvious reasonablerigss '~ " e

and Constitutional protections are being ignored.

When the basis for such a request is a qualifying disability, the ADA transforms what

might otherwise be a discretionary matter into a statutory obligation. A court’s refusal to grant '

_such accommodations ahsent a showing that they would fundamentally alter the proceedings, .

~ constitutes both an abuse of discretion and a violation of federal law.

A. Title Il of the ADA Applies to State Courts and Judges

.. broadly as a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or mare major life . . ... . ... ...

activities, a record of such an impairment, or being regarded as having such an impairment. See

42 U.S.C. § 12102(1). The ADA Amendments Act of 2008 (ADAAA) clarified that this definition

should be construed broadly in favor of expansive coverage.

Title Il of the ADA provides: “Subject to the provisions of this subchapter, no qualified

“individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded from participation in s

be denied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a public entity, or be subjected

... todiscrimination by any such entity” 42 US.C. § 12132 (2018).

s "depa-rﬁment., agency, special purpose district; or other instrumentality of a-State” 42 US.C. &+ -

U The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 42 US.C. §§ 12101 et seq., defines disability - - . it s

o 2, 5 Congress defined “public entity” to include “any State or local government” and "any s, 5 e «
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12131(1) (2018). Courts, including state trial and appellate courts, are therefore instrumentalities 7

-+~ of the state within the statute’s scope.

The Supreme Court has held that Title !l validly applies to state courts and judicia! officers

| bééaUse a.c.c-és's to the courts is a fundamental right protected by the Constitution. Tennessee V.

Lane, 541 U.S. at 522—23, Denial of accommodations that prevent meaningful access to courts

fails squarely within the ADA's Coverage.

B. The ADA Requires Reasonable Modifications to Court Procedures

 The Department of Justice regula‘d‘ons im‘plemehting Title Il mandate tha‘t"”[a] bublic ehtitir shall

make reasonable modifications in policies, practices, or procedures when the modifications are

~- - necessary to avoid discriminétion- on the basis of disability, unless the public entity can -

" derdonstrate that making the modifications would fundamentally alter the nature of the service, . o

_ program, or activity” 28 C.F.R. § 35.130(b)(7)(i) (2024).

For bourts, such modifications include extensions of filing deadiines, increased page
limits, provision of interpreters, and allowance of assistive devices. See Duvall v. Cnty. of Kftsap,
260 F.3d at 1136 (holding that judges have an affirmative duty to provide accommodations under

Title Il and must engage in an interactive process with the individual requesting them). Judge

Micintosh thirks they are in compliance if they have an old cement ramp out frontandis =77

extremely uneducated as to the law and thinks he can do whatever thou whilts. This will be an

‘f-—q‘ﬁ'@-fi‘ack-pf-attion*‘by-]udge Mcintosh, and the Anderson Circuit Court, in extreme noncqmpli‘anc'eﬂ'- e

with same.

.. issue at.another.time involving Dr. Fink being almost deaf and other such ridiculous statements ... ..+
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Accommodations such as additional pages or deadline extensions impose no fundamental

. alteration of judicial proceedings. Taking care of a schedule is no excuse. Instead, these are - -

" ”'amohg’ "ché'ieés't‘res'tric'tive means of ensuring equal participation for disabled litigants, requiring R

i e no physical alterations to the building.

B2. Denying Accommodations Violates the Rehabilitation Act

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 provides that “[n]o otherwise qualified individual )

with a disability in the United Stafes, as defined in section 705'(20} of this title, shall, solely by

*“reason of her or his disability, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of,.or" ... <.

" be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial

assistance.” 29 U.S.C. § 794(a) (2018).

s < State courts receiving federal funding, like the South Carolina Court system, and-the'.}- e
_LMCE,—'@nclud_irjg through judicial branch operations, technology grants, or programs such as

victim assistance—are subject to this mandate. The standards for compliance under the

Rehabilitation Act are generally the same as those under the ADA. See Henrietta D. v. Bloomberg,

331 F.3d 261, 272 {2d Cir. 2003).

C. Qualifying Disabilities

There is no exhaustive list c'>f'quaiifying Disabilities for these'Acts, but c;niy i!Iustfaﬁ\{}é -

examples using focusing on permanent unless surgery, rather than an acute matter standing
“alone'as aone time'issue. *29 C.FR: sec 1630.2 defines a non-exhaustive list of conditions - -

' récognized. unider the ADA and its regulations and P-Appellants highlight just some of the

23




" conditions relevant, while keeping others on a need to know basis for HIPPA/privacy if any needs

“"tobeso.

1. 'Neurological Conditions: ....seizure disorders...; 2. Sensory Impairments: .significant

*“vision loss...deafness or significant hearing loss; 3. MusculoSkeletal: . .. significant | =0T

mobility impairments...severe arthritis; 4. Organ and Bodily Function Impairments:
.Kidney disease...including recurrent kidney stones if they substantially limit major
life activities such as eliminating wastes, working, or daily living...cancer; 5. Mental -

~Health: n/a; 6. Immunity and other Systemic Conditions: n/a

The ADA defines Major life Activities Recognized as: Seeing, Hearing, Eating, Sleeping,

Walking, Standing, Lifting, Bending, Speaking, Breathing, Learning, Reading, Concentrating,

5 : T:'-h'in-king,‘Com'rh‘unieating, Working.

Also opera’don of major bodily functions is included: Immune system, Normal Cell

s G-rowth, Digestive, Bowel, Bladder, Neurological, Brain, Respiratory, Circuletory, Ehdocr-i'ne-,' I o

Reproductive.

As this Court can clearly see, P-Appellants unfortu n'ately gualify under several prongs of

disabilities and the Courts are not to consider mitigating measures the disabled take such as

... mediation, prosthetics, or surgery unless it is getting a new pair of eyeglasses or contactiensesor.. . .. e .0,

something common to most people in normal life events. The ADA made it clear in 2008 that the . ..

list should be interpreted as expansive and the courts should not impose a demanding standard

.;for what counts asa disabmty In Toyota Motor Mfg., Ky., Inc. v. W|Il|ams 534 U.S. 184 (2002)

| ':'the Supreme Court narrowly construed the definition of d|sab|hty, but this was expressly I’EJECted




7 bythe ADA A;nendfnents Act of 2008, Congress clarified that the term “substantially limits”
jé‘i";buldnn'o"c“'imqhés'e a demanding standard and that disabilities are to be determined without * = -
regard to mitigating measures {except ordinary eyeglasses or contact lenses). See 42 US.C,

§12102(4}(E).

Dr. Kennedy’s kidney stones are a genetic calcium oxalate issue that diet cannot cure and

_..pills are very limited in assisting, more with dealing with the pain and other steps to not cause . ... » .«

further harm to the body than anything that wilt stop the condition.

Dr. Kennedy’s limb and eye issues caused by the 10th Circuit Judgés attempts to buliy?n‘d o o
Weaj‘.g;en._the target, with Supreme Court approval to protect the LMCE, are examples of Io‘.ngf..fcerm S '
;r;bléms wutH nervé damage and damage fo the eyes Iong term without surgery. Dr. Kenendy
' cannot Ibék af computer or phone screens for long periods of time and w&houf many Iong “
breaks where she can prop her arms and close here eyes to rest in between. Dr. Kennedy cannot:
get the surgeries on limbs and eyes because the Court is not going to give Dr. Kennedy time to
properly heal; making the c.ondition as bad or worse. Kennedy has many other listed disabilitieé

... Including Musculoskeletal and cancer. These are tough to deal with but also make those who .. .

_choose to survive and thrive anyway, tougher for it.

Dr. Fink’s Seizures is also a qualifying disability and she is not even allowed to drive now

is so unfair to her, just because she demands justice...this is part of the punishment

supported by the Supreme Court. Dr. Fink also suffers from cancer and arm and eye strain, but
“the sefzures‘were so shocking that P-Appellants had to focus on the most dangerous attacks o e

against them first as this could cause death and the Judges were not going to stop it khowing
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.. the'dpportunity to be heard ‘at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.

what it was doing. The Court refused to take their reports of injury and Dr. Fink also losta

... hearing aid and her contacts in these events at the courthouse and not one person would look. -

forthem for her. Later her hearing issues with the lost hearing aid became another major

: tramphngofher rights by Judge Mcintosh and the others, making her sit.'th-rough a'Héa’ﬁn'g 5 A TGRS

where she could not hear due to their malicicus acts against us.

It is clear that our reasonable accommodation that matches Murdaugh and the AG's

office is in line as reasonable that will not affect anyone since the attorneys have not represented

.. their case since about August 2024, when Mcintosh became the prosecutor using Sua Sponte. . ... s

‘motions for the next 8 months and the attorneys kept quiet because anything they said was not
only a contradictory lie, but it could and will be used against them. Respectful demand of 90
' days wnth the understandmg this may not be enough, and ZOO pages with that same

'"'understandmg sincé we have more issues than the Murdaugh/AG had to make conclusory

..comments.about.. .

D. Due Process Requires More Than Mere Notice and a Hearing; It Requires a Meanmgful
Opportunitv Consistent with the Spirit of the Law

Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment guarantees that no state shall “deprive

any person of life, I'iberty, or property, without due process of Iaw."'U.S. Const. amend. XV, § 1.

"""The Declaration of Independence also states that the pursuit of happiness is of equal importance ™~

as clear intent.

* The Supreme Court has explained that “[t]he fundamental requirement of due process is-

rel

Mathews v.




Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976) (quoting Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552 (1965)). _ )

: Emﬁphasi.s added.

S be heard ina meamngfu! way, and Jud|C|aI findings issued in a fair and |mpar1:1ai manner,” Ex’ parte ;

South Carolina courts echo this principle: “Due process requires notice, an oppor‘t-unity to

"Morrls 367S. C 56, 61, 624 S.E.2d 649, 652 {2006). Thus, due process is not satisfied by a hollcw i

“ ¥echpicality—it requires both the letter and the spirit of meaningful pa rticipation. Emphasis . "

.. ‘notice” and a ”hearmg butin substance is denied the meanmgful oppor‘cumty to be heard Thls

added.

In relation to the ADA, where a court refuses accommodations that allow disabled P.

Appellants to meet deadlines or present arguments adequately, the litigant may nominally have

. violates both the ADA/R Act and the Due Process Clause. See United States w. Georgla 546 U.S.

....allowed to.be done at or within a specified time by these rules, by notice given thereunder, orby .. - -

151, 157 (2006) (holding Title Il validly abrogates sovereign immunity where state conduct

o 1i-"r)ﬂeben'de_ntly!-v‘iOla'tes theConst'i't_uﬁbn). Emphasis added.

to be expanded and the Court should be open to same due to the extreme criminality and the
number of real defendants P. Appellants really had to face inclbding the State. This is consistent

with the Murdaugh opportunities and does not favor the State which is Unconstitutional.

E. South Carolina Rules of Procedure Require Flexibility, - ..
Which Must Be Applied Consistently with the ADA"

South Carolina Rule of Civil Procedure 6(b} provides that “when an act is required or

P Apbeilants respectfully demand their rights be protected and that they initially get a 90 B

-~ djé\}'ex-"c'en-s-idn:ffom time of the Order being filed, and a 200 page limit, bo’tb of'wh‘ic-h n;i.a\./-'ne'ed:' R
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order of court, the court for cause shown may at any time in its discretion (1} with or without

7 motion or notice order the period enlarged.” S.C. R. Civ. P. 6{b).

Likewise, South Carolina Appellate Court Rule 240 permits deviations in formatting,

- length, and deadlines “for good cause shown.” S.C. App. Ct. R. 240. P-Appellants have shown

ey good cause and violations of the Constitution and Fraud on the Court in the underlying case, -~ """~

“which are extremely obvious without the initial brief ever being filed.

When the basis for such a request is a qualifying disability, the ADA transforms what
might otherwise be a discretionary matter into a statutory obligation. A court’s refusal to grant
such accommodations, absent a showing that they would fundamentally alter the proceedings,.

constitutes both an abuse of discretion and a violation of federal law.

| Evén v:vithout tHe ADA issués, whiéh are clearly dictating the léw hre.re, #’Iéiﬁtiffﬁ aIsohave
had to deal with Hackers only interested in destroying this case itself. Who benefits is a very
" important issue here, and P—Appeliants can cite even more cases, where hécking‘and rewritten © g
" transcripts and other criminal acts that are involved in this case also are grounds for Judgment. . ...
e forP~AppeIIantsnght now, let alone the issues of time/page generous extensions basedonthe. . ..« . o

facts.

Further, the state CANNOT give preferential treatment to the State whether in another
case like Murdaugh or in a case where P-Appellants should be able to sue SC agents, but were ~

controlled by the very RACKETEERS that should have been sued as ;chey would nhot recuse from

* their own liability and guilt.
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The similarities are uncanny between this case and the Murdaugh Country cases
lncluding the Murdaugh case, and some of the same players who trained in Murdaugh Country,

‘ {_are relahves of Murdaugh or fnends and associates of Murdaugh, or clerked for I\/Iurdaugh :

o ""Judges or lived by Murdaughs and have been involved in cnmmahty and RACKETEERING inthis

| ".case.also just like that.in the Murdaugh case, that has not been disclosed/exposed to the public. . 5

yet through LMCE strategies to keep the truth hidden fo protect itself and its members.

Add to this that P—Appéllants discovered the Murdaugh similarities long before they made

the generational and other connections between the 10t Circuit actors and those in the

.__I\/Iurdaugh debacles, with the !\/Iurdaugh saga still being paraded with show triais and appeais to N

- protect the LMCE who is also stealing from P-Appellants and actually tried to greatly physu:ally

harm P-Appellants in the underlying case itself {see facts on appeal, and éven the criminal

‘ ia.pﬁgns qr these RACKETEERS during the lower court procedural manipulations and their

“Fewriting of the Rules of Civil Procedure to dismiss P-Appellants meritorious case on criminally "

"‘j‘,_._,:_ﬁf[a,.U:g_‘.‘y,,[e'n‘_t‘:j‘_gﬂrqgnd__s,,wh'r!e keeping P-Appellants from Discovery/Depositions/Subpoenas/etcfrom - 2

this case from 2022 through 2025 to hide their crimes, through this overwhelming proof).
Rule 208(b){1), SCACR, provides:

“Unless otherwise ordered by the appellate court, the brief of the appellant shall not

.»-;‘_'_,_ex'c:eed.ﬁft}y (50) pages in length, a_nd the brief of the respondent shall not exceed fifty (50).pages..... ..o«

. -The reply brief shall not exceed twenty-five (25) pages.”

R.ul_e_ZE_SS\(a),‘S‘CACR, provides:




" “The appellate court for good cause shown upon motion may enlarge or shorten the time -

; .the exp:ra’non of such time; but the court rnay not enlarge the time for serving a not|ce of appeal_ i

under Rules 203 and 243"

Together, the rules grant the Court discretion to enlarge both the briefing schedule and

page limits upon a showing of good cause.

G. Good Cause Exists for Enlargement

1. Equal Treatment Concerns

~ State agencies and government parties are routinely granted additional time and pages . .

. .prescribed by these Rules or by its order for doing any act, or may permit an act to be done after .. .. . .-

" despite possessing superior staff and taxpayer-funded resources. Ta deny similar relief to.private -. .. . .

litigants would create structural imbalance, contravening Evitts v. Lucey, 469 U.S. 387, 393 (1985)

" (holdmg that once a State establishes appellete review, procedures must comport with due

process and equal protection).

lfthis_Court is deferring to the state or to Murdaugh/Attorney General arguments as

reasons the AG could receive preferential treatment because they are the state and P-Appellants

precedents must still be used equally in deciding from case to case what amount of time and
pages should be given and all else, P—Appellants have far more issues and evidence to sift

'through than Murdaugh astounding, but for what the RACKETEERS and the underlying

Defendants and all other nefarious steps and actions they have taken and perpetrated agamst P—

""”"Appellants, o stea! this award and retaliate, including a rurder for h|re plot and operation with

i arenota part‘ of the Murdaugh case and are not the state, this is wrong.in that pro'cédur'al.i.., e A T
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_ the direction of these RACKETEER Judges in the LMCE that Defendants already discussed with.us. = .

on recording. The LMCE is no different than any mafia-type operation and the lives of innocent

people are not of concern to it, but only profit.

This describes the aristocratic union with other elites who still run this state, seen through

genealogy studies, social networks, masanic involvement, being far'nily,and/or neighbors for

" ‘many years, and so forth, often referred to as the Good Ole’ Boy Network, established as fact by~~~

so many different news sources and interviews with so many victims of the LMCE and examining

‘the.laws that provide the escape parachutes for these LMCE members to never be held

,‘accountable by their own that the system is self-perpetrating. This is why SC history is filled with =~ ** -

. Aristocrats separating families, raping slaves and using them up until they die or are no longer

-: usefu[, buymgand éell.ing th‘er;n as chattel, béating them,.killing them, manipulat‘iné la@é ;co |
further their enslavement no matter what the law, including Mecintosh’s own father, a SC lawyer
allegedly accountable to the SC Bar, manipulating laws for a long time, and being forced by the

Federal Government to comply with Federal Law many years after complete defiance by

" Mgintosh, and so forth. itis this states history to be defiant of anyone who tries to hold them . B Mg

‘accountable for their crimes and wrongs, and why they also agreed to fire the first shot in two

deadly wars as rebels who were so defiant that they would rather have peop!e killed then g|ve up ,

o thelr proﬁts m r|ce and cotton and hold human beings as slaves to make it happen

This defiance is a terrible trait among judges, and those like Mcintosh, Sprouse, and

h Maddox “L.Jéed.:i‘f.l\'.o steal and try to greatly harm P-Appellants who are demanding hothing shofc” o

of full justice for them even if they are being punished for doing so.
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Dr. Kennedy and Dr. Fink need time and pages necessary to provide meaningful due
.. process compliant facts and arguments needed to expose such criminality against themn, and’
' evenmoreso, tolr'é.ceive proper justice against these Defendants, RACKETEERS and the State to- - = - .

-~ make them whole and then receive assurances that they will be left alone in the future. .

2. Complexity of Issues:

This appeal raises multiple constitutional, Factually meritorious and statutory claims, with
extreme Criminal Fraud on and by the Court against the court and P-Appellants, each requiring

....detailed analysis, explaining the deceptions like peeling an onion, (layer after layer), preservation . ...

- of arguments, and citation to authority and over 6,000 pages of the evidence and in addition,.to
the record also. Restricting briefing to the standard page limits will necessarity omit due process,

: _e_q_uallprotecﬁon and substantive arguments, undermining the fairness of the appellate review. |

3. Procedural Fairness and Neutrality

Due :-prgc'e.sé reduires'a “meaningful bpportunity {o be heard at a meaningful ﬁx;ne ‘and.rir;
a meaningful manner” Armstrong v. Manzo, 380 U.S. 545, 552 (1965). This Court has held that |
“due process requires fundamental fairness, which includes the right of 3 party to be heard in a
meaningful way.” Ex parte Gregory,r 378 5.C. 430, 434, 663 5.E.2d 46, 49 (2008). Granting |

‘ -_‘-_en-_lgargemént with openness under the full circumstances of what P-Appellants have hadto deal ..«

- -with and are continuing to deal with, ensures Appellant’s right to present arguments in a
meaningful manner by arbitrary and capricious or worse, bias findings due to the State and LMCE

. involvement.
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Wherefore, for the above foregoing reasons: P-Appellants Respectfully Demand:

1. Enlarge the time for ﬁling Appe-llan"t’s brief by an additional [QO'qus] days beyondthe
current deadline and counting from the Order entered with the understanding that they may

“ -+ -need more due to the circumstances but are making every effort in compromised physical

© . conditions to get this finished for their own sake as well as the general concerns with moving the ’

. matter forward; and

2. Increase the page limit for Appellant’s principal brief from 50 pages to [200 plus] pages
where openness to additional pages need to be made in case more time is needed due to the
extreme conditions of P-Appellants circumstances, not created buy their own wrong doing and-

most created by their own lower Court shenanigans to hide their own unconscionable

7 RACKETEERING in this matter for findncial interest and retaliation purposés, andfor 7 T

3. At any time an unbiased and fair Court can see the absolute criminal fraud the P-

.. Appellants have'had to deal with, even choosing to get to the Appeals Court rather than hear =

z anythmgfurtherfrom the lower court filled with obvious disdain and bent on 'dismissing P L
_t Appellantsforany :_'gason, legal or illegal, to hide their RACKETEERING. This Court can force_..tll'zme-;_-‘ s e
Judgment for P-Appellants to be entered from the lower Court who refused to address the |
matter, and then Lawyer-Legislator Bamberg steered Judge Taylor to the case to get rid of it no
matter what the law and facts, with Bamberg not being in any way authorized or a part of the |
case, but only a part of the cover up of the Murdaugh case. THis Court can also Order the State
" to meet a'ﬁd resolve these State issues, make P-Appellants completely whole and_thé\/ can-go one - LR

" their way in their own lives and not have to deal with any of this mess created by the Courts and

o3




_ lawyers and their agents, trapping P-Appellants in their own crimes for their own prgﬁt,_that |

béckﬁred, as threy are now puttihg the target on the éppeals court to clean up their mess, which

then involves the appeals court as potential RACKETEERS, just as Judge Taylor became a

RACKETEER for trying to save these bad actors and their agents.

P-Appellants must receive the first two numbered respectful demands above in order for

"~ the law to be-in full force and effect and applied in a fair and unbiased manner and-wilkalso hurt: "+ =

- "hb'body to grant such a fair, logical and reasonable motion. P-Appellants would gladly, insteéd,

__recejve number 3, as long as the finding fully makes Dr. Kennedy and Dr. Fink completely whole . . .

" sothey can go on with their lives and never deal with such corruption again, as they have already - o

done their part for humanlty and exposed the LMCE in Virginia and many of these same trlcks

o pfayed out by these RACKETEERS who decided to pick on seasoned veterans of these tachcs for

many years, thinking that their RACKETEERING would be able to hide what they did and who they

are.

Not proofed due to disability issues

This brief was entirely rewritten on September 25, 25, 2025 due to a hacker destroqu the_ ‘

.. original and also again aitempting to get into the computer today as well.. .

. Submitted by.

Dr: tinda enned@ S., B.A., pro se Appellant
- P0: Box-433

T ownville, SC 29689
954-2793785

DK, (e
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‘Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A., pro se Appellant
P.O. Box 433

Townville, SC 29689

954-279-3785
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- ATRUE COPY Jarice Wolk Grenaier

Certified ADA Advocate & Medlatqr

¢ i APR 29 202‘! __ 15 W. Spring St.,
L o, o Alexandria, VA 22301
- C ’J)wmuﬂmwv  202-368-7178
. CLERKOFCOURT W ' ADA édvggateé@gmaii.ggrﬁ

April 26, 2024 . o iy

- Judge Heath P. Taylor - -
100 South Main Street,

‘ARdersan, SC 29624 -

(803) 5352187

.864-260-4053

htayvigrsc@sceourts.org
s e No. 2029 CP 0400592 Linda Kennedy et al vs. Lake Hartweli RV Resort & Cabins LLC et

.Dear Judge Taylor,

My name is Jamce Wolk Grenadler lama Certzﬁed ADA Advocate who speciahzes in the courts
ensuring that litigants are treated fairly. -

S . - The ADA Advocate is not a lawyer and this should not be construed as Legal Advice or
Legal Representation - buf, a Natural Attempt at ensuring both sides are presented to
the court and ccnsldered for the BEST lNTEREST OF JUSTICE :

An ADA Advocate can not ensure the outcome of a case and or her services, they can
.only_do thelr best toicreate a fairer outcome.

po AT Advocate can notlfy a Court that she will be workmg as an ADA Advocate due to the
Legal Abuse by all appearances from the documents reviewed in the Clerk's office of the
Court with the finding of the questionabie behavior of the Judge, the Court, and or others.

“"o one xs lmmune from wolataons of the ADA this includes judges

his” mformation that is entered info the Regcord can suggest an advocate is appropnate That
“The Appearance of Justice is Just as Important as Justlce ltself”

. The documents the ADA Advocate can find.in review can show an m}usttce to the Iw:ng, to the
deceased, and or the heirs. The SCHEMES of this and other courts disenfranchise litigents,

and families from Justlce while protecting a powerful lawyer with many “Ole Boy” Network
connections.

T : . The State and the United States Constitution are our strongest advocates.




The cases can be and are extremely dlsheartemng when the family, Iltlgants and the docket
Fa the documents speaklng for themseives are bemg denled Justice.
Abuse matters, as ail across America we have seen the “Me too” movement. The fact a Judge
is asked to recuse for Bias ard then arother Judge wou!d then empower the recused Judge's
- ruling is always questionable The appearance and the documents usually show the denialof ~ =+
~ any and or all meaningful discevery, with subpoenas .usually being quashed after being filed.
Again we Iook at the “Appearance ef Justzcels jUSt as importani as Justlce rtself '

s.asked to review thls case as 1’: appears the Plamtxff has some physncal health lssues that o ' )
d her to request an extension of time. s

"f{neﬂ:timem{aedenieq toﬂl?ieint_‘iﬁ wholie_ eiready Pro S_e, even with her making the doctor’e notes o

heCourt lsusuaily teieren't of heaith issues, especialiy after COVID. " Health issues al;"e' riof 9 R AT B
something we can control and an extra 30 days will-rarely make a difference fo a case.

I'would like more'mformatson asto why the extensnon of fime was dented before a report is done.

Thank you for your help in this matter.
~ sl Jerice %%maafaz

Janice Wolk Grenadier




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Sep 26 2025
In the Court of Appeals
Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink
Appellants
. . =

Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, a’k/a Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management, a/k/a Chris Vellanti, a’k/a
Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as a Member and Personally; Yvonne Goldman, as a
General Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette; Marsha
Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli; and Charles Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S., B.A. and Dr. Marsha Fink, I.D., B.A., pro se, certify that
we have served copies of Motion for Expansion of Time and Pages in New Situation After
Medical Emergency on Lake Hartwell RV Resort and Cabins, LLC, aka Lake Hartwell Resort
and Cabins, LLC, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Management, Christopher Vellanti, Other,
Christopher Vellanti, Corporately, as the Sole Member, Manager Employee and Individually,
Yvonne Goldman, as General Manager, Employee and Individually, Jennifer Burdette, as

'Employee and Individually, Frank Pellegrini, as Employee and Individually, Fritzie Maroto
‘(Moroto, other, Pellegrini) as Employee and Individually, Ray Grenier, as Independent
Contractor and Individually, Grant Ferrendelli, as Independent Contractor and Individually and
Charles Carpenter, as Employee and Individually, who are represented by Michael Neubauer,
Esquire and Robert Mebane, Esquire of McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC, 201 West .
- McBee Avenue, 2™ Floor, Greenville, SC 29601 and on Marsha Stamm, as Co-Assistant
Manager and Individually, Allen Riha, as Co-Assistant Manager and Individually, who are
represented by James Cox, I11, and Trevor Hughey, Grier, Cox and Cranshaw, LLC, 2001
Assembly Street, Suite 204, Columbia, SC 29201 by depositing copies of it in the United States

r—

Mail, first class postage prepaid to their respective attorneys on T424tey, Septemberb 2025.



DATE: . Seplote 26, 2025

Dr. Linda Kennddy,
P.O. Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant

N A b

Dr. Marsha Fink, I.D., B.A.
P.O. Box 433

Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Sep 26 2025
In the Court of Appeals
Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink
Appellants
V.

Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, a/k/a Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management, a/k/a Chris Vellanti, a/k/a
Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as a Member and Personally; Yvonne Goldman, as a
General Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette; Marsha
Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli; and Charles Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S., B.A. and Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A., pro se, certify that
we have served copies of Motion for Expansion of Time and Pages in New Situation After
Medical Emergency on Lake Hartwell RV Resort and Cabins, LLC, aka Lake Hartwell Resort
and Cabins, LLC, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake IHartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Management, Christopher Vellanti, Other, |
Christopher Vellanti, Corporately, as the Sole Member, Manager Employee and Individually,

- Yvonne Goldman, as General Manager, Employee and Individually, Jennifer Burdette, as
Employee and Individually, Frank Pellegrini, as Employee and Individually, Fritzie Maroto
(Moroto, other, Pellegrini) as Employee and Individually, Ray Grenier, as Independent
Contractor and Individually, Grant Ferrendelli, as Independent Contractor and Individually and
Charles Carpenter, as Employee and Individually, who are represented by Michael Neubauer,
Esquire and Robert Mebane, Esquire of McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC, 201 West

"McBee Avenue, 2™ Floor, Greenville, SC 29601 and on Marsha Stamm, as Co-Assistant
Manager and Individually, Allen Riha, as Co-Assistant Manager and Individually, who are
represented by James Cox, III, and Trevor Hughey, Grier, Cox and Cranshaw, LLC, 2001 _
Assembly Street, Suite 204, Columbia, SC 29201 by depositing copies of it in the United States
Mail, first class postage prepaid to their respective attorneys on ja_)‘sé 9y, September 22, 2025.



DATE: , duplie 22025

Mz(ég Z
Dr. Linda Kenned{, JD., B.S., B A.

PO, Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant

Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., BA.
P.O. Box 433

Townville, SC 29689
954.279-3785

Pro se Appellant



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Sep 26 2025
In the Court of Appeals
- Linda Kennedy -and Marsha Fink
Appellants
\

-~ Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, a/k/a Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management, a/k/a Chris Vellanti, a/k/a

. Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as a Member and Personally; Yvonne Goldman, as a
General Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette; Marsha
Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli; and Charles Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S., B.A. and Dr, Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A,, pro se, certify that
we have served copies of Motion for Expansion of Time and Pages in New Situation After
Medical Emergency on Lake Hartwell RV Resort and Cabins, LLC, aka Lake Hartwell Resort
and Cabins, LLC, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake

~ - Hartwell Campers and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Management, Christopher Vellanti, Other, -

Christopher Vellanti, Corporately, as the Sole Member, Manager Employee and Individually,

. Yvonne Goldman, as General Manager, Employee and Individually, Jennifer Burdette, as
Employee and Individually, Frank Pellegrini, as Employee and Individually, Fritzie Maroto
(Moroto, other, Pellegrini) as Employee and Individually, Ray Grenier, as Independent
Contractor and Individually, Grant Ferrendelli, as Independent Contractor and Individually and .
Charles Carpenter, as Employee and Individually, who are represented by Michael Neubauer,
Esquire and Robert Mebane, Esquire of McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC, 201 West
McBee Avenue, 2" Floor, Greenville, SC 29601 and on Marsha Stamm, as Co-Assistant
Manager and Individually, Allen Riha, as Co-Assistant Manager and Individually, who are
represented by James Cox, I1I, and Trevor Hughey, Grier, Cox and Cranshaw, LI.C, 2001
Assembly Street, Suite 204, Columbia, SC 29201 by depositing copies of it in the United States
Mail, first class postage prepaid to their respective attorneys on el 2 Toptember 24, 2025.



DATE: September 2¢ 2025

Dr. Linda Ke
P.O. Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant

gr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A. i

P.O. Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant

v,1.D., B.S., B.A.



' THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Sep 26 2025
In the Court of Appeals :
Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink
Appellants
V.

Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, a/k/a Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management, a/k/a Chris Vellanti, a/k/a
Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as a Member and Personally; Yvonne Goldman, as a
General Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette; Marsha
Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli; and Charles Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.DD., B.S., B.A. and Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A., pro se, certify that
we have served copies of Motion for Expansion of Time and Pages in New Situation After
Medical Emergency on Lake Hartwell RV Resort and Cabins, LLC, aka Lake Hartwell Resort.
and Cabins, LLC, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake
Hartwell Campers and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Management, Christopher Vellanti, Other,
Christopher Vellanti, Corporately, as the Sole Member, Manager Employee and Individually,
Yvonne Goldman, as (General Manager, Employee and Individually, Jennifer Burdette, as
Employee and Individually, Frank Pellegrini, as Employee and Individually, Fritzie Maroto
(Moroto, other, Pellegrini) as Employee and Individually, Ray Grenier, as Independent
Contractor and Individually, Grant Ferrendelli, as Independent Contractor and Individually and
Charles Carpenter, as Employee and Individually, who are represented by Michael Neubauer,
Esquire and Robert Mebane, Esquire of McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC, 201 West
McBee Avenue, 2% Floor, Greenville, SC 29601 and on Marsha Stamm, as Co-Assistant
Manager and Individually, Allen Riha, as Co-Assistant Manager and Individually, who are
represented by James Cox, IIl, and Trevor Hughey, Grier, Cox and Cranshaw, LLC, 2001
Assembly Street, Suite 204, Columbia, SC 29201 by depositing copies of it in the United States
Mail, first class postage prepaid o their respective attorneys on "%mdﬁ
" September: &, 2025, '
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P.O. Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant
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P.O. Box 433

Townville, SC 29689
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Pro se Appellant
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Hartwell Campers and Cabins, a/k/a Lake Hartwell Management, a’k/a Chris Vellanti, a/k/a

~ Christopher Vellanti; Christopher Vellanti, as a Member and Personally; Yvonne Goldman,asd - "+ "

General Manager and Personally; Frank Pellegrini; Fritzie Maroto; Jennifer Burdette; Marsha
Stamm; Allen Riha; Ray Grenier; Grant Ferrendelli: and Charles Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S., B.A. and Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A., pro se, certify that
we have served copies of Motion for Expansion of Time and Pages in New Situation After
" Medical Emergency on Lake Hartwell RV Resort and Cabins, LLC, aka Lake Hartwell Resort
and Cabins, LLC, Lake Hartwel] Resort and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, Lake .

| Hartwell Campers and Cabins, Lake Hartwell Management, Christopher Vellanti, Other,
Christopher Vellanti, Corporately, as the Sole Member, Manager Employee and Individually,
_ Yvonne Goldman, as General Manager, Employee and Individually, Jennifer Burdette, as .

.. Employee and Individually, Frank Pellegrini, as Employee and Individually, Fritzie Maroto

(Moroto, other, Pellegrini) as Emplovee and Individually, Ray Grenier, as Independent
Contractor and Individually, Grant F errendelli, as Independent Contractor and Individually and
Charles Carpenter, as Employee and Individuall , who are represented by Michael Neubauer,
Esquire and Robert Mebane, Esquire of McAngus, Goudelock and Courie, LLC, 201 West
McBee Avenue, 2™ Floor, Greenvjlle, SC 29601 and on Marsha Stamm, as Co-Assistant
Manager and Individually, Allen Riha, as Co-Assistant Manager and Individually, who are
represented by James Cox, IIT, and Trevor Hughey, Grier, Cox and Cranshaw, LLC, 2001
Assembly Street, Suite 204, Columbia, SC 29201 by depositing copies of it in the United States
Mail, first class postage prepaid to their respective attorneys on oot :
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Pro se Appellant
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