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IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

Appellate Case No.: 2025-001299
(Lower Court Case No.: 2024-CP-18-01459)

Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos,
Appellants,

D.R. Horton, Inc.,
Respondent.

NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO SUPERSEDEAS REVIEW

AND REPORT
DATED DECEMBER 17, 2025

COMES NOW the Appellants, Attia Elbadawy and Lynne
Chatlos, appearing pro se, and submit this Notice to the
South Carolina Court of Appeals for record-preservation
and notice purposes only.

1. On December 17, 2025, the Honorable Judge Mattie
Murphy issued a review and report concerning the writof
supersedeas.






2. Appellants did not receive this document until
December 23, 2025, when it was delivered by U.S. Mail.

3. Upon review, Appellants identified numerous material
errors, inaccuracies, and misstatements affecting record

accuracy and procedural posture.

4. Appellants formally object to the December 17, 2025
supersedeas review and report and state that it should
not be transmitted, filed, relied upon, or accepted as an
accurate reflection of the record on appeal.

5. On December 29, 2025, Appellants filed the following
motions in the Dorchester County Court of Common

Pleas:

« Motion to Correct the Record and Amend Erroneous
Supersedeas Order

o Motion to Alter and Amend Supersedeas Order Limited
to Record Accuracy

« Motion to Stay Transmission of the Record on Appé&al






6. These filings were made pursuant to Rule 205 and
Rule 241, South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, to
preserve record integrity before transmission of the

record on appeal.

This Notice is submitted without requesting relief, without
briefing the merits, and without waiving any objections
related to jurisdiction, record accuracy, or procedural
regularity.

Respectfully submitted,

Attia Elbadawy, Pro Se Appellan%)

Lynne Chatlos, Pro Se Appellant

—
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TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) -
) JUDICIAL CIRCUIT e
COUNTY OF _ DORCHESTER ) N B S 3
) CASENO.-2024 -CP- O cl801899 %~ .=
ATTIA ELBADAWY and LYNNE CHATLOS % b
Plaintiff, ) 1
VS, ) e
1) Dorchester County } .
2) D R Horton, Inc ) a*",}
Defendant. ) -
PlamGirs Aftorney: Defendant’s Attorney: ) KENISON,DUDLEY & CRAWFORD
PRQO SE -, Bar NO. I 1)Dorchester County . BaT NO
A‘gdrﬁSJ AddreSS: 1) 201 Johnston Street, St. George SC 29477
93 . ISE ROAD;, SUMMERVILLE, SC 29483 2)325 W McBee Avenue, Suite #301, Greenville, SC 29601
Phone: 843-641-8556 Fax | Phone: 1) 843-563-0103 Fax
E-mail: ala_international@yahO¥hesm E-mail: 2)804-242-4899 Other:

[xIMOTION HEARING REQUESTED (attach written motion and complete SECTIONS I and IIT)
[ JFORM MOTION, NO HEARING REQUESTED (complete SECTIONS T and 1)
[ |[PROPOSED ORDER/CONSENT ORDER (complete SECTIONS II and 1)

— SECTION I: Hearing Information
Nature of Motiot! TION TO CORRECT THE RECORD AND AMEND ERRONEOUS SUPERSEDEAS ORDER

Estimated Time Needed: 15 MINUTES Court Reporter Needed: [X[YES/ | NO
SECTION [: Metion/Order Type

[X]Written motion attached
[ JForm Motion/Order ,
I hereby move for relief gpaction by the coyrt ¢s sg J attached proposed order.
] 7) @ [ . ’ »
YA e W St N[ Ft=oecemsere, Q% 2025
Signature of Attorney for [ ¥] Plaiftiff7] | Pefondan Date submitted !

SECTION YiI: Motion Fee
PAID — AMOUNT: $ 25.00
[T EXEMPT: [] Rule to Show Cause in Child or Spousal Support
(check reason) [ ] Domestic Abuse or Abuse and Neglect
[ ] Indigent Status [] State Agency v. Indigent Party
] Sexually Violent Predator Act [ ] Post-Conviction Relief
[ 1 Motion for Stay in Bankruptcy
[ ] Motion for Publication [] Motion for Execution (Rule 69, SCRCP)
["1 Proposed order submitted at request of the court; or,
reduced to writing from motion made in open court per judge’s instructions
Name of Court Reporter:
] Gther:

JUDGE’S SECTION .
[] Motion Fee to be paid upon filing of the attached | JUDGE CODE___
order. -
[ Other: Date: , 28
CLERK’S VERIFICATION
Collected by: Date Filed: s 28 e

[]MOTION FEE COLLECTED: §
[ ] CONTESTED — AMOUNT DUE: §

SCCA 233 (11/2003)






SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
DORCHESTER COUNTY CASE No: 2024-CP-1801459

Attia Elbadawy and Lynne Chatlos MOTION TO CORRECT THE
Plaintiffs,

v RECORD AND AMEND

s ERRONEOUS SUPERSEDEAS ORDER

D R Horton, Inc

Third Party Plaintiffs

)Y

Dorchester County
Third Party Defendants

D R Horton, Inc

Mark Bible

325 W McBee Avenue
Suite#301

Greenville, SC 29601

Dorchester County

Attorneys Office Bradley Mitchell
201 Johnston Street

St. George, SC 29477

Attia Elbadawy d://;: s "//é’/ﬂ%\

N 4
493 Wise %‘oa/d(mailiég)
493 Wise Lane(911/physical)
Summerville, SC 29483
843-641-8556
ala_international@yahoo.com
December &, 2025
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MOTION TO CORRECT THE RECORD AND AMEND ERRONEOUS
SUPERSEDEAS ORDER '

COMES NOW the Appellants, appearing pro se, and respectfully move this Honorable Court for an
Order correcting the record and amending material inaccuracies contained in the Supersedeas Order
entered in this matter. This Motion is brought solely to ensure that the written record accurately reflects

the procedural history and filings before the Court, prior to transmission of the Record on Appeal.

This matter is presenti.in an appellate posture. Under South Carolina law, the accuracy of the trial
court record is essential because the appellate court is entitled to rely upon the record as transmitted.
See Rule 210, SCACR.

The Supersedeas Order, as entered and docketed, contains factual and procedural statements that do
not accurately reflect the filings, posture, and status of Supersedeas in this case. These inaccuracies
are material and, if left uncorrected, would misstate the record presented to the Court of Appeals.

Until the Record on Appeal is transmitted, this Court retains authority and responsibility to ensure that
the record is accurate and complete. See Rule 210(c), SCACR. Appellants bring this Motion promptly
upon review of the Order to preserve the integrity of the appellate record.

This Motion is not a request for reconsideration of the merits, nor is it an attempt to relitigate any issue.
It is narrowly and respectiully limited to correction of the written record so that it accurately reflects what

occurred in this Court.

WHEREFORE, Appellants respectfully request that this Court correct and amend the Supersedeas
Order to accurately reflect the procedural record and grant such other and further relief as the Court

deems just and proper.






On July 18, 2025, the appellants filed a motion to stay appeal

or a motion for petition of writ of supersedeas . Pursuant to Rule
241 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, requesting a
temporary injunction, respondents did not file a return. After
caretful consideration, the Court of Appeals imposed a

temporary injunction and ordered respondents to file within

(10) days of the date of this order, which was July 30, 2025.

The respondents, D.R. Horton, filed a return on August 7,
2025, but with a new lawyer, Carl Mueller, that was never
approved, and that is a violation because Carl Mueller had
never been on the case before, and the previous lawyer, Mark
Bible, never gave a reason why he was leaving the case, which

is a violation of South Carolina law and procedure.

So, the Court of Appeals gave the appellants five (5) days to
file a return on August 12, 2025. The appellants filed a return

on August 13, 2025. After careful consideration, the Court of

k.






Appeals continued the temporary injunction and remanded to
the circuit court to allow the circuit court to expedite review of
the petition for the writ of supersedeas and return and reply, and
determine whether the exhibits provided in those filings were
part of the recoOrd before the court at the January 21, 2025

virtual hearing with Hon Judge Murphy.

On November 2, 2025, the appellant received an email from
the circuit court, a court clerk named Cheyenne, stating

that Judge Murphy never saw the appellant’s Exhibit #4
which was filed on December 30, 2024, and

Exhibit #5, which was filed on January 10, 2025.

They were on the record and they are on the court docket, but
she never saw them, and Judge Murphy never mentioned
anything about Exhibit #5, which was filed by the appellants
on January 17, 2025. And Exhibit#5 was not on the court

docket. After many days of searching on the court docket,

L]






nothing was found, and that is the most important exhibit for

the motion for injunction.

Exhibit #5 includes the following documents.

1)Emails between the appellants and Dorchester County attorney,
Bradley Mitchell, that prove that Wise Lane is a private road.
2)Emails between the appellant’s neighbor,

Amanda Wise, and the county attorney, Bradley Mitchell,
proving that Wise Lane is a private road.

3)Emails,between the appellant and Clayton Homes manager,
Klye Smith, to prove that the black metal gate was there. The emails
go back from November 2022 to February 2023. This also

proves that Wise Lane was always blocked by a semi-tractor
trailer and the gate were there with “No Trespassing” signs
hanging from it, to prove that the public never used Wise Lane

and to prove that Wise Lane is not a county road.






4) The chain of text messages from the appellant’s

neighbor, Amanda Wise, to D.R. Horton lawyers, where they
were trying to buy an easement from her and tried to get access
to D.R. Horton’s property, DV Timber Subdivision.

5) Over half a dezen similar cases citing dedication and
acceptance, South Carolina common law of dedication, and

South Carolina Supreme Court rules on dedication and

acceptance, and the rule of prescriptive easement, and a lot of
other evidence to prove that Wise Lane is a private road and to
prove that the easement between the appellant’s Lot #5 and
Lot #6 ceased to exist due to the Doctrine of Merger that is
registered with the Register of Deeds in Dorchester County, St.
George, South Carolina. Because the appellant is the same
owner of Lot #5 and Lot #6, and many other rules and

evidence were included in Exhibit #5 filed on January 17, 2025
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So, the appellant went to the circuit court to ask the Clerk of

Court, what happened to Exhibit #5, why it was not on

the court docket, and why Judge Murphy could not find it.
After a half-hour search, the clerk at the court found Exhibit
Five, but it was not the whole complete Exhibit#5. It was
hiding behind a certificate of service on the court’s computer
docket. The appellants are not computer experts, but this seems
very suspicious. How can you hide 150 pages?, which is how
much Exhibit#5 had in it, behind one page on a computer
system? What the court told the appellants is that they were

able to find only 8 pages, not 150 pages. Only 8 pages were found.

The appellants did file a motion to investigate and find out

what happened to the rest of those exhibits. So, on November
2, 2025, Judge Murphy asked Respondent D.R. Horton to write

the writ of supersedeas to the Court of Appeals, which is a

.






violation of the court’s direction regarding the writ of

supersedeas. The appellants did file an objection with the lower

court and the Court of Appeals.

| On December 17, 2025, the Honorable Judge Murphy signed
Respondent D.R. Horton’s review of the appellant’s exhibits,

and the appellants received a copy of Judge Murphy’s order by

mail on December 23, 2025. After the appellants’ careful

review of the exhibits, the appellants found out the following: over
ninety percent (90%) of the appellant’s exhibits were not
mentioned in her order. The review of the exhibits was
inaccurately missing, biased toward Respondent D.R. Horton,

and she picked and choose and wrote comments about exhibits
that, in her view, would benefit only Respondent D.R. Horton,

but did not make the same comments on other exhibits that

would benefit the appellants. It is very obvious she is biased

toward Respondent D.R. Horton.

6
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The center of the lawsuit is the motion for injunction, and the
core of the motion for injunction is the ownership of the
appellant’s driveway, Wise Lane. So, all evidence is related to
the motion for injunction. Every document, email, and
statement is part of the motion for injunction as a whole. The
whole record from A to Z cannot be skipped through and

picked and chosen as to which items she would like to use.

For example, when the appellants submitted affidavits from
landowners who live on Wise Lane and Wise Road, and if we
read the landowners’ affidavits on Wise Road, you will see the
county never owned Wise Lane, never maintained Wise Lane
or Wise Road, and the public never used Wise Lane. That
proves the ownership is private, not public, not county, and the
appellant is the legal owner of Wise Lane by adverse

possession, by tacking, and also the appellant is the only






dominant easement holder left. Respondent D.R. Horton does
not have any business on Wise Lane. That is what the motion

for injunction is all about.

The appellanis'complained about trespassing and threatening
conduct in the motion for injunction to stop the respondent
D R Horton from trespassing and threatening the appellants,
all under CASE No: 2024-CP-1801459.

(1) The appellant’s summons and complaint and the motion for
injunction were filed on 09/05/2024. 1)The appellants filed a copy
of his deed. (2) A Twin Lakes Subdivision map. (3) Emails

from Tiffany Huerber dated 11-19-2021, stating the following:
“Thave forwarded your emails to Jim Simpson and Casey Byrd
with Public Works and asked them to send you verification of
ownership and maintenance for Wise Road,” time 1:53 p.m.

dated 11-19-2021. (4) Email from Casey Byrd to the

appellant (Lynne Chatlos) dated 11-19-2021, time 1:59 p.m.
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stating Wise Lane is a private road and is not maintained by
Dorchester County. (5) Email from the appellant (Lynne Chatlos)
to Casey Byrd dated 11-19-2021, time 2:08 p.m.

“Hi, thank you for the statement on. private road,

One more question,. In the future, can the county

change the road from private to public?” (6) Email from
Casey Byrd to the appeﬂan{ dated 11-19-2021, time 2:14 p.m.
stating the petition would have to be sent to the county and
there would need to be proof the road was built up to

county standards. Once petitioned, the Public Works
Department would take the petition before County Council
and they would vote whether to accept the road into
maintenance or not. “I hope this helps. Let me know if you

have any further questions.”

The appellant (Lynne Chatlos) emailed Casey Byrd back
on 11-19-2021 at 2:35pm stating "Hi, thank you so much

for the information






Now we know the process and we will be following the
above guidelines in the future if needed.

Thank you again for all your help.”

Those emails were submitted with the motion for injunction, and
those emails should have been enough to end the case right there.

7), Dorchester County map shows the appellant’s driveway,

Wise Lane in gray color line meaning: does not own or maintain

the road, which lines up with what Casey Byrd emails states.

Reviewing Hon Judge Murphy review and her report on the

Appellants Exhibits4. Page #2, item clause number two, where

Judge Murphy claiming that Wise Lane AKA Wise Road

Where did she get that from?

The appellant’s deed states Wise Lane.

The appellant’s title search, First American Title Insurance Co.
states Wise Lane.

Dorchester County Planning and Zoning verification of the address

Wise Lane and Wise Road just for 9-1-1 purposes because

10
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Wise Lane is a private driveway. A letter from Planning and

Zoning to the appellant’s neighbor, Marcia Wise, in 1987

names the small dirt road Wise Lane. A letter from Dorchester

County Planning Department to Marcia Wise dated July 1990

Dorchester County address notification: Wise Lane, a private
road off Weir Road located in the Twin Lakes Subdivision.

So Wise Lane is not aka Wise Road.

In page #3, In clause number 3, the Honorable Judge Murphy
stating the appellant’s reply to D R Hortons counterclaim answer to
By Exhibit #4. That is false and it misleads the Court of

Appeals because the appellants answered the respondent’s
counterclaim on November 12, 2024, with three exhibits:

Exhibit #1, Exhibit# 2, and Exhibit #3. Honorable Judge Murphy
skipped those 3 exhibits all at one time. The appellants filled

Exhibit#4 on December 30, 2024. Exhibit #5 filed on January 10,2025
and filed another exhibit#b on January 17,2025,

11






After careful review, the appellants found the following errors

and respectfully asked Judge Murphy to review the following

and to write her report on the following exhibits.

1) exhibits #1 filed on 11/12/2024
2) exhibits #2 filed on 11/12/2024

3) exhibits #3 filed on11/12/2024
4) exhibits #4 filed on 12/30/2025

5)exhibits#5 filed on 01/10/2025
6)exhibits#5 filed on 01/17/2025

The appellants after carefully reviewing the Hon Judge Murphy

report, the appellants exhibit#4 has the following errors/mistakes.

1), The first 5 pages, in exhibit#4, which are the supporting
exhibits, start from the first page with November 14, 2024. We,
the plaintiffs, met in person with Mr. Bradley Mitchell and
Melissa Bates, his paralegal, in the Dorchester County building

in Summerville, South Carolina, all the way to page number #5

Hon Judge Murphy never wrote her review/report on the

first 5 pages in exhibit#4 filed on 12/30/2024
2) In Exhibit #4,
communication between Mr. Landon Brock and Dorchezter

County employees, Derek McCoy, all in Exhibit 4-3 and

Exhibit 4-4 and only in 4-3 and 4-4 .
12
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But in 4-5 and Exhibit 4-6 are different.

Please write your review and report on E4-5 and E4-6.

3) Review Exhibit #4 - 5, which is an email from
Mike and Jason to Anna Marie. They all are Dorchester County
employees asking, “Can you have someone from Public Works

remove this gate? If you do not, can we have a

recommendation on the path forward? I’m not an attorney, but
if the county owns the ROW, I would think they would have

| the authority to move the gate.” All the way to E4-6.

In Exhibit 4-11, email from attorney Mr. Christen Wall. The
appellants were trying to get him to represent the appellants in
the case. In the answer, the judge, Honorable Murphy,
reviewed and reported about his email to the appellants.

If Mr. Wall, was honest and up front with the appellants in
the first place, He should have given his legal advice to the |

appellants, telling us that the county never accepted the
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