From: Alvin Burch

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: Lawrence Hershon

Subject: Cornerstone Ventures International LLC v. Alvin E. Burch, Sr. (2025-001632) - MOTION
Date: Wednesday, January 7, 2026 12:19:54 AM

Attachments: 2025-001632-MOTION TO PROCEED - 2026 01 07.pdf

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

Dear Court of Appeals,

Please find attached Appellant's Motion to Proceed without Respondent's Brief and to Bar
Late Brief Absent Leave (And to Deny As Moot / Otherwise Deny Pending Second Extension
Motion) and Certificate of Service for filing in the above-referenced case.

Appellant shall mail the required $50 filing fee to the South Carolina Appellate Court via US
Mail this same day, January 7, 2025.

Regards,

Alvin E. Burch, Sr.

329 Bertram Rd.
Summerville, SC 29485
(843) 330-9943
burchschool@gmail.com
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable James E. Chellis, Master-in-Equity

Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

Cornerstone Ventures International, LLC Respondent,
V.
Alvin E. Burch, Sr. Appellant.

MOTION TO PROCEED WITHOUT RESPONDENT’S BRIEF AND TO BAR LATE BRIEF
ABSENT LEAVE (AND TO DENY AS MOOT / OTHERWISE DENY PENDING SECOND
EXTENSION MOTION)

Appellant Alvin E. Burch, Sr., pro se, moves pursuant to Rules 208(a)(4) and 240, SCACR, for
an order (1) submitting this appeal for decision without the Respondent’s brief unless and until
Respondent obtains leave of Court to file a Respondent’s brief out of time upon a specific
showing of good cause; (2) directing that no late Respondent’s brief be accepted absent such
leave; and (3) denying as moot, or otherwise denying, Respondent’s pending “Second Motion for
Extension of Time” (filed December 31, 2025), which Appellant previously opposed by Return

filed January 2, 2026 and incorporates herein by reference.
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FACTS / PROCEDURAL POSTURE

1.

By Order of this Court dated December 2, 2025, Respondent’s deadline to serve and file
its initial brief and designation of matter was extended to January 6, 2026.

Respondent later filed a Second Motion for Extension of Time seeking an additional
thirty (30) days.

Appellant filed a Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Second Motion for Extension of
Time on January 2, 2026, requesting denial. Appellant incorporates that Return by
reference as if fully set forth herein.

As of January 7, 2026 at 12:15 am, Appellant has not been served with any Respondent’s
initial brief, and no Respondent’s brief appears on the public docket / docket accessible to
the Appellant. Appellant is unaware of any order extending Respondent’s January 6,
2026 deadline. Because Respondent may file by different permitted methods that could
delay notice to Appellant, Appellant requests that, if Respondent contends the brief was
timely filed by an alternative method (including U.S. mail), Respondent be required to

file proof of filing and service.

ARGUMENT

I. Respondent’s second extension request does not excuse noncompliance with the January 6,

2026 deadline. Accordingly, absent an order extending the deadline, Respondent’s brief is

subject to being treated as untimely, and any late brief should not be accepted without leave of

the Court.

Under Rule 240(b), SCACR, the filing of a motion does not stay the time limits imposed by the

Rules unless the appellate court orders otherwise. No order has been entered extending the
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January 6, 2026 deadline; therefore, absent such an order, any later-tendered brief should not be

accepted without leave of Court.

II. Absent an order extending the deadline or granting leave to file out of time, the Court should
submit the appeal for decision without Respondent’s brief and deny as moot, or otherwise deny,

the second extension.

Under Rule 208(a)(4), SCACR, upon a respondent’s failure to timely file a brief, the appellate

court may take such action as it deems proper. The proper action here is to:

(1) submit the appeal for decision without a Respondent’s brief unless and until Respondent
obtains leave of Court to file a Respondent’s brief out of time upon a specific showing of good

cause; and

(2) direct that no late Respondent’s brief be accepted absent such leave, and deny as moot, or
otherwise deny, the pending Second Motion for Extension of Time for the reasons already

briefed in Appellant’s January 2, 2026 Return (incorporated herein by reference).

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court:

1. DENY AS MOOT, OR OTHERWISE DENY, Respondent’s Second Motion for
Extension of Time.
2. Find that, as of the time stated above, Appellant has not been served with any

Respondent’s brief and no Respondent’s brief appears on the docket accessible to
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Appellant; and further direct that, if Respondent contends its brief was timely filed by
any permitted method (including U.S. mail), Respondent shall file proof of filing and
proof of service.

3. Submit the appeal for decision without a Respondent’s brief pursuant to Rule 208(a)(4),
SCACR, unless and until Respondent obtains leave of Court as set forth below.

4. Direct that no Respondent’s brief tendered after the deadline shall be accepted or
considered unless Respondent first obtains leave of Court upon a specific, supported
showing of good cause, and, if leave is sought, require Respondent to attach the proof of

filing and service referenced in paragraph 2 above.
AND FOR SUCH OTHER AND FURTHER RELIEF as the Court deems just and proper.

EXHIBITS

1. Exhibit A: Order extending deadline to Jan. 6, 2026.
2. Exhibit B: Respondent’s Second Motion for Extension (12/31/25).
3. Exhibit C: Return in Opposition (1/2/26).

Respectfully submitted this 7th day of January, 2026.

AL

Alvin E. Burch, Sr., Pro Se Appelfant
329 Bertram Rd.
Summerville, SC 29485
(843) 330-9943
burchschool@gmail.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that I have this day, January 7, 2026, served a true and correct copy of the
MOTION TO PROCEED WITHOUT RESPONDENT’S BRIEF AND TO BAR LATE BRIEF
ABSENT LEAVE (AND TO DENY AS MOOT / OTHERWISE DENY PENDING SECOND
EXTENSION MOTION) upon counsel for the Respondent by email and depositing the same in

the United States Mail, postage prepaid, and properly addressed as follows:

Attorney Lawrence Hershon (Bar No. 77514)
The Hershon Law Firm, P.A.,

1565 Sam Rittenberg Blvd., Suite 103
Charleston, SC 29407
lawrence@hershonlawfirm.com

AL £l

Alvin E. Burch, Sr., Pro Se
329 Bertram Rd.
Summerville, SC 29485
(843) 330-9943
burchschool@gmail.com
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EXHIBIT A

The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Comerstone Ventures International, LLC, Respondent,
V.
Alvin E. Burch, Sr., Appellant.

Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

ORDER

On August 14, 2025, Appellant filed a notice of appeal from a master-in-equity's
order denying a motion to vacate a judgment entered in a Dorchester County case
pursuant to Rule 60(b)(4) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure.! See
Rule 60(b)(4), SCRCP ("On motion and upon such terms as are just, the court may
relieve a party or his legal representative from a final judgment, order, or
proceeding [when] the judgment is void."); Rule 60(b), SCRCP ("A motion made
under this subdivision (b) does not affect the finality of a judgment or suspend its
operation.").

On October 20, 2025, Appellant filed a motion to stay "all further proceedings in
the related matter of Cornerstone Ventures International, LLC v. Sonja Y. Moses
and Alvin E. Burch, Sr., C.A. No. 2024-CP-15-0659," a case pending in the
Colleton County circuit court, until "final disposition of this appeal." According to
Appellant, the Colleton County action seeks to satisfy the Dorchester County
judgment through a transfer of real property. Appellant argues "[i]f the Colleton
[County] matter proceeds to a sale, any subsequent reversal or modification by this
[c]ourt in the Dorchester [County] appeal would be rendered meaningless, as the
property could not be restored to its pre-sale condition" effectwely rendering this
appeal moot and depriving this court of jurisdiction.

! The Dorchester County judgment is a confession of judgment in which Appellant
confessed judgment in favor of Respondent in the amount of $100,000.





On November 3, 2025, Respondent filed a return, opposing Appellant's request to
stay the Colleton County case. Respondent notes this appeal "does not involve the
appeal of the underlying judgment"; rather, it concerns an order denying a motion
made pursuant to Rule 60(b) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure. To
this end, Respondent notes no stay has been issued concerning the Dorchester
County judgment.

On November 6, 2025, Appellant filed a reply, arguing his appeal is "not a routine
post judgment enforcement appeal but a direct attack on the validity of the
judgment itself." Appellant asserts his appeal concerns a challenge to the validity
of the underlying confession of judgment; Appellant contends the underlying
judgment is void and cannot be enforced while his appeal is pending.

After careful consideration, we deny Appellant's motion to stay the Colleton
County action. See Stearns Nat. Ass'n v. Glenwood Falls, LP, 375 S.C. 423, 425,
653 S.E.2d 274, 275 (2007) (stating that because a party did not seek to stay
enforcement of a judgment pursuant to Rule 62(b) of the South Carolina Rules of
Civil Procedure pending the disposition of a motion for relief made pursuant to
Rule 60(b), the opposing party was entitled to enforce its judgment despite the
pending Rule 60 motion); C-Sculptures, LLC, No. 3 v. Brown, 393 S.C. 27, 31, 709
S.E.2d 705, 707 (Ct. App. 2011) (explaining "the execution of a judgment is not
generally stayed by the denial of a Rule 60(b) motion because the denial of such a
motion grants 'no relief' to the movant so there is nothing to stay"); Rule 67,
'SCRCP ("In an action in which any part of the relief sought is a judgment for a
sum of money or the disposition of a sum of money or the disposition of any other
thing capable of delivery, a party, upon notice to every other party, and by leave of
court, may deposit with the court all or any part of such sum or thing, whether or
not that party claims all or any part of the sum or thing."); Rule 241(b)(1), SCACR
(explaining that a money judgment is an exception to the general automatic stay
rule); S.C. Code Ann. § 18-9-130(A)(1) (2014) ("A notice of appeal from a
judgment directing the payment of money does not stay the execution of the
judgment unless the presiding judge before whom the judgment was obtained
grants a stay of execution. If the presiding judge grants a stay of execution and
requires a bond or other surety to guarantee the payment of the judgment pending
the appeal, the amount of the bond or other surety may not exceed the amount of

the judgment . . ..").
H N N cu
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EXHIBIT B
RECEIVED

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Dec 31 2025

In the Court of Appeal
the Court of Appeals SC Ceurt Of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable James E. Chellis, Master-In-Equity

Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

Comerstone Ventures International, LLC,
................................. Respondent,
V.

Alvin E. Burch, Sr.,
................................. Appellant,

MOTION FOR EXTENSION

Respondent’s deadline for the submission of its brief is January 6, 2026. Due to the
schedule of counsel, as well as a review of the Designation of Matter omitting hearing transcripts
from previous hearings in the matter that have been ordered but not received by counsel for
Respondent, Respondent respectfully requests one additional extension of 30 (thirty) days for the

deadline to submit Respondent’s initial brief and designation of matter.

Respectfully Submitted,

s/Lawrence M. Hershon

Lawrence M. Hershon (SC Bar: 77514)
The Hershon Law Firm, P.A.

1565 Sam Rittenberg Blvd., Suite 103
Charleston, SC 29407






Telephone: (843) 829-2022
Facsimile: (843) 829-2023

lawrence@hershonlawfirm.com
December 31, 2025





RECEIVED)

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA Dec 31 2025
In the Court of Appeals SC C ou rt Of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable James E. Chellis, Master-In-Equity

Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

Cornerstone Ventures International, LLC,
................................. Respondent,

V.

Alvin E. Burch, Sr.,
................................. Appellant,

PROOF OF SERVICE

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that I have served the Motion for Extension on the party
of record via their designated email addresses on December 31, 2025, as follows:

Alvin E. Burch, Sr.
burchschool@gmail.com

s/Lawrence M. Hershon

Lawrence M. Hershon (SC Bar No. 77514)
The Hershon Law Firm, P.A.

1565 Sam Rittenberg Blvd., Suite 103
Charleston, South Carolina 29407
Telephone: (843) 829-2022

Facsimile: (843) 829-2023
lawrence@hershonlawfirm.com

Attorney for Respondent





Q THE HERSHON LAW FIRM. PA.  IRECEIVE])

Dec 31 2025
SC Court of Appeals

December 31, 2025

Via Email <ctappfilings@sccourts.org> and U.S. Mail

The Honorable Catherine S. Harrison
South Carolina Court of Appeals
Post Office Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Cornerstone Ventures International, LLC v. Alvin E. Burch, Sr.
Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

Mrs. Harrison:

Attached for electronic filing please find Respondent Cornerstone Ventures International,
LLC'’s Motion for Extension and Proof of Service. Enclosed with the mailed version only, please
find this firm’s check for $50.00 for the filing fee for the Motion for Extension in the above-
referenced matter.

LMH:
Enclosure

cc: Alvin E. Burch, Sr. (via email only)

1565 Sam Rittenberg Boulevard, Suite 103 P: (843) 829-2022  F: (843) 829-2023
Charleston, SC 29407 lawrence@hershonlawfirm.com





EXHIB I RECE

Jan 02 2026
THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals SC Caurt Of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable James E. Chellis, Master-in-Equity

Appellate Case No. 2025-001632

Cornerstone Ventures International, LLC Respondent,
v.
Alvin E. Burch, Sr. Appellant.

RETURN IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S SECOND MOTION
FOR EXTENSION OF TIME.
Appellant Alvin E. Burch, Sr., pro se, files this Return pursuant to Rule 240(e), SCACR,
opposing Respondent’s December 31, 2025 “Motion for Extension” seeking another thirty (30)
days to file its initial brief and designation of matter.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY
1. On December 2, 2025, Respondent moved for a 30—day extension “due to the schedule of
counsel.”
2. The Court granted that request and extended Respondent’s deadline for its initial brief
and designation of matter to January 6, 2026.
3. On December 31, 2025, Respondent filed a second motion asking for “one additional

extension of 30 (thirty) days,” again citing counsel’s schedule and asserting that
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Appellant’s designation omitted “hearing transcripts from previous hearings...ordered

but not received.”

4. Respondent’s proof of service states the second motion was served December 31, 2025.

ARGUMENT

I. The second extension motion fails to comply with Rule 240(c) and should be denied.
Rule 240(c) requires every motion to include (1) proof of service, (2) a memorandum with
citation of authorities, and (3) affidavits/other documents when the facts relied upon are not

contained in the Record on Appeal or Appendix.

Respondent’s second motion offers a bare assertion that transcripts from “previous hearings”
were “ordered but not received,” but it provides no affidavit (no transcript order date, no reporter

identification, no hearing dates, no delivery estimate, no extension notices, no documentation).

That asserted “need” is a factual claim outside the record and must be supported under Rule

240(c)(3). Respondent also provides no real “memorandum with citation of authorities”

supporting the requested relief. This noncompliance alone warrants denial.

II. The stated ground is legally insufficient: Respondent—not Appellant—controls what it

designates, and it can file its brief without “prior hearing” transcripts.
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Rule 209(a) provides that at the same time a party serves its initial brief under Rule 208, it must
also serve a Designation of Matter specifying the transcript portions, pleadings, orders, exhibits,
or other materials it proposes to include in the Record on Appeal. Respondent cannot justify
delay by criticizing Appellant’s designation; if Respondent believes some transcript portion is

necessary, Respondent must designate it with its own brief.

If Respondent later claims additional materials are needed in the Record on Appeal, the Rules
provide a procedure: Rule 212(b) requires a party seeking to supplement the record (without
consent) to move the appellate court for leave. Respondent did not do that; instead it seeks a

blanket 30—day extension based on an unspecified transcript issue.

III. The asserted “prior hearings” rationale conflicts with the limited scope of the Record on

Appeal and the actual posture of this appeal.

Rule 210(c) is explicit: “The Record shall not...include matter which was not presented to the
lower court or tribunal.” Respondent does not identify any “previous hearings,” does not
identify whether those transcripts were presented to or considered by the Master-in-Equity in
denying Rule 60(b)(4) relief, and does not explain why they would be proper appellate record

material.

This appeal arises from the denial of Appellant’s Rule 60(b)(4) motion. The Record on Appeal
Index already includes the Transcript of the 60(b)(4) Motion Hearing (R. pp. 75—184)—the

hearing directly at issue.
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Given the posture and the designated record, Respondent has not shown why it cannot file a
respondent’s brief addressing the legal issues raised (voidness/jurisdiction/due process) based on

the existing record and transcript of the 60(b)(4) hearing.

IV. This is an additional extension request after a full 30—day extension already granted.
Respondent has not made a specific, supported showing of good cause; instead, the motion relies
on vague claims that effectively postpone the briefing schedule. The second request repeats
“schedule of counsel” and adds a vague transcript assertion without the required Rule 240

support.

CONCLUSION / PRAYER FOR RELIEF
For the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court DENY Respondent’s

Second Motion for Extension of Time filed December 31, 2025.

Respectfully submitted this 2nd day of January, 206.

A Eh. L3

Afvin E. Burch, Sr., Pro Se Appellant
329 Bertram Rd.

Summerville, SC 29485

(843) 330-9943
burchschool@gmail.com
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RECEIVE])

Jan 02 2026
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE SC Court of Appeals

I, the undersigned, hereby certify that on January 2, 2026, I served a copy of the foregoing
Return in Opposition to Respondent’s Second Motion for Extension of Time by email upon
counsel for the party of record, as follows:

Lawrence M. Hershon, Esq.
The Hershon Law Firm, P.A.
lawrence@hershonlawfirm.com

Respectfully,

A € 7.3,

Alvin E. Burch, Sr., Pro Se Appellant
329 Bertram Rd.

Summerville, SC 29485

(843) 330-9943
burchschool@gmail.com
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