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MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TQ BE CLEARLY.
ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

in the Court of Appeals

Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink MOTION For P-Appellanis ADA
Reasonable Accommodations Demand
to be Clearly Answered by the Appeals
Court in a Real Order and Clear
Opinion, signed by a Real Judge(s).

v, 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 Ferrendelti; and Chartes Carpenter

Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-000859

MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND

TO BE CLEARLY ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN AREAL ORDER AND
REAL OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

General Disclaimer: (THIS IS NOT A 221(C) which is an improper rule in this
situation, NOR any other request for reconsideration or rehearing, but for clarification on
what the Court ruled specifically on the above Motion which does not fali under the rule

state anyway).

General Disclaimer: P-Appellants object to the style of the case on all pleadings in
the Court of Appeals.

General Disclaimer: P-Appellants incorporate by reference the entire Motion filed
1/30/26 and all its Attachments and are using at least (Ex 1, 2, 29 in this single Motion, plus
the facts)





MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY
ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

To avoid confusing the Appeals Court or its Laffitte Lawyer so P-Appellants list
one and only one Motion in the heading of the Margin and again stated just below the
+yvle. and there are no objections listed on or near the single Motion so there should
be no_confusion about not complying with the clarification of the Motion regarding
Reasonable Accommodations demanded by p-Appellants as herein demanded.

Objections to the “corraspondence” are listed in the larger Motion filed on 1/30/26.
MOTION

Comes now Dr. Linda Kennedy and Dr. Marsha Fink, Pro se, making demand per the

Constitution that speaks against Order vagueness. McCravy v. Union Ins. Co., 317 S.C.51,
52, 451, S.E. 2d 388, 389 (Ct. App. 1994), U.S. Const. amend. XIV (Due Process, Equal
Protection), the Supremacy Clause; U.S. Const. art. VI, cl. 2 (Supremacy Clause), SC Due
Process, S.C. Const. art. |, § 3 (Due Process). Federal Statutes/law that applies ta SC, 42

U.S.C. 8§ 12132 (ADA Title Il), ADA Regulation: 28, CFR Part 35, 35.130, 152, 160; Tennessee

v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509 (2004), 42 U.8.C. § 1983 (civil rights deprivation), @ Canon1 |

(Integrity/Independence), Canon 2 (impartiality), Canon 3 {Duties of Judicial Office), with

De Novo Standard of Reaview.

“A court order should be sufficiently clear to allow the parties to understand their rights
and obligations if it is vague or ambiguous the proper procedure is to request clarification
or a more definite statement.” McCravyv. Union ins. Co., 317 8.C. 51, 52, 451, SE 2d 388,
389 (Ct. App. 1994). P-Appeliants have done this repeatedly with fake responses and even
a Laffitte Lawyer writing correspondence which is not an order, nor signed by a Judge as an

Order, and an atleged Deputy Clerk, which she Is not, cannot command litigants on legal

matters.





MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY
ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

Courts cannot transform a specify request into a option under a different law, justto
excuse inaction, especially an irrelevant law that does not apply to this situation. Clarifying
Vagueness is a part of Due Process. In re Guardianship of M.D.C., 418 S.C.284,7938.E.2d
563 (2016). Avoiding tri-level misconduct and Fraud on the Court by the Coutt, is Fraud on

the Court with De Novo review.

“An Appeltant Court’s opinion or Order must be sufficiently clear to permit meaningful
appellate review. . .” State v. Mallett, 341 S.C. 300, 334 S.E. 2d 518 (1985). Callinga motion
to clarify a “reconsideration” and using the wreng rule/Law is procedurally improper. An
entire write up of facts and objections are written on the large Motion sent with many

exhibits on several issues on why P-Appellants are taking the actions they are taking.

Tennessee v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509 (2004), confirmed that the U.8. Congress validly
abrogated state sovereign immunity regarding the fundamental right of access to the
Court including, but not limited to ADA Rights of P-Appellants construed most
favorably to the P-Appellants, and where immunity is waived, an_d in combination of an
ADA claim with a Due Process Claim, Constitutionat Federal Questions arise. This
means that the State cannot manipulate this ADA Law or P-Appellants Rights under it, like
they do in so many other situations, to stop litigants from protections under the taw and for

the Courts to totally control the tegal avenues of litigants no matter what the law says.

A motion for reconsideration or rehearing have strict legal standards which P-

APPELLANST ARE NOT SEEKING. a party seeking clarification of an ambiguous Order





MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY

ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

(NOT A LAFFITTE LAWYER LETTER) is not required to invoke reconsideration rules. This

clarification request is a distinct procedural request.

Purposefully leaving an Order (not a lawyer letter), vague to avoid reviewing trial
misconduct can constitute denial of due process, a violation of the appellate court's
duty to provide a reasonable ruling and of course fraud on the court by the court when

an intentional cover up.

South Carolina courts have repeatedly stressed an appellate court may not evade
its duty to decide issues presented orders must be sufficiently specific to allow
enforcement and further proceedings. Finklea v. Finklea, 371 S.C. 460, 639, 8.E.2d 309

(Ct App. 20086).

P-Appeliants demands a clear statementora more definite s‘tate.ment, whichever
the Court chooses that gives all the information asked for herein, as to the Ruling allegedly
made by the Court as described herein, about the Granting or Denial of the ADA
Reasonable Accommodations of block-20 days and 200 pages, with review later, the
reason why any denial might be Ordered, and state what steps the Court took to

understand the P-Appeliants needs and why. P-Appellants rely on {E 23 herein attached

to the large Motion that is filed separately but incorporated by reference herein and vice

versa. Ex. 1, 2 are documented evidence of the Courts repeatedly refusal to ruie or clarify,
as well as a Laffitte lawyer letter and no Order signed by a Judge with his/their opinion and

signed Order that is clear.





MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY
ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN AREAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S).

P-Appellants DO NOT SEEK A REVIEW OR RECONSIDERATION EVEN THOUGH
THE RULE BEING USED IS INAPPORPRIATE AND THE STATE HAS BEEN NOTIFIED OF
SAME AND REPEATS USING IT TO PURGE ALL TROUBLING MOTIONS FROM THE DESK -
OF THE APPEALS COURT WITHOUT RULING WHICH IS IMPROPER AND FRAUD ON THE

COURT BY THE COURT.

P-Appellants DEMAND: First, a letter from a lawyer and calling it an “order” {small
“5”), within the body, claiming to be a Deputy Clerk does not work as an Order. P-
Appellants DEMAND A SIGNED ORDER FROM THE JUDGE CLAIMING THEY DECIDED
WHAT THIS OUTSOURCED LAFFITTE LAWYER CLAIMS 1S THE TRLjTH, EVENTHOUGH IT

IS FILLED WITH DECEIT AND TRICKERY.

P-Appellants DEMAND: the ADA reasonabie accommodations of block-90 days

and 200 pages, as a civil rights access filing and a Selective Prosecution filing:

«This request arises under Title ll of the Americans with Disabilities Act

s It seeks reasonable modification of court procedures to ensure meaningful
access

« [t is not a motion for reconsideration or rehearing

¢ A ruling is required under federal law

Further, the “correspondence” filed by Laffitte lawyer, Jasmin Smith is affecting P-
Appellants legal rights as an alleged “o”rder within the letter is being issugd rather than

judicial Orders that can be appeated or used elsewhere as P-Appellants preserve their





MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS IADA REASONABLE ACCOMMQDATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY
ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN AREAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S}.

case. The Laffitte lawyer is claiming to be a signer identifying as “Deputy Clerk.” Sheis not

on the employee list of State Actors. (Ex. 29).

The communication makes legal determinations (classification of motions,
rejection of filings, alleged deadlines), P-Appellant demand confirmation that these
determinations are made by a judge and reflected in that in a full, signed Order, with the

written message on the Order, entitled “Order”

This matter is a violation of structural due process, and P-Appellants need an Order
to act and to appeal improper rulings. Because ADA denial is federal statutory and
constitutional territory, not just étate procedure, this creates a different review pathway
later on Appeal and in other venues, and P-Appellants need a meaningful appellate review

preserved.

The refusal thus far to issue reviewable Orders on ADA and Fraud on the Court by
the Court, using ignorance or procedural relabeling to avoid ADA rulings, tegal decisions
communicated through improper channels like through a Laffitte lawyer, creating barriers
preventing presentation of claims through meaningiul due process, is a Federat Questién
as to whether the state judicial system denied constitutional Access to the Courts and the

answer is clearly yes. This lack of ruling, obviously, prevents meaningful appellate review.

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, P-Appellants need a ADA REASONABLE

ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A

REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED BY THE JUDGE(S), in regard to these ssues





OTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION DEMAND TQ BE CLEARLY
A ERED BY THE APPEALS COURT IN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR OPINION SIGNED B THE JUDGE(S).

raised herein, with Reasonable Accommodations being a block-90 days and 200 pages,

with reviewable option based on ability once the deadline is closer.

P-APPELLANTS Demand that the Court clearly say “Granted” or “Deni'ed,” and say
way if denied, and write how the Court took P-Appellants individual needs into the decision
as they have explained that this block time/pages is necessary and why, and what law
allows the Court to defy Federal Law where immunity is lost and Co_nstitutional Federal
Questioﬁs arise if vague, side-stepped, or denied, and need a ciear'record to any actions

taken that go against P-Appellants legally protected interest.

Dr. Linda Kennedy, 1/30/26

Dr. Marsha Fink, 1/30/2026





THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

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. 2025-000855

PROOF OF SERVICE

Dr. Linda Kennedy, 1.D., B.S., B.A. and Dr. Marsha Fink, 1.D., B.A,, pro se, certify that we
have served copies of the MOTION FOR P-APPELLANTS ADA REASONABLE ACCOMMODATION
DEMAND TO BE CLEARLY ANSWERED BY THE APPEALS COURTIN A REAL ORDER AND CLEAR
OPINION SIGNED BY A REAL JUDGE(S) 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, 1il, 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 January 30, 2026.

DATE:lanuary 30, 2026

Jo Ao

Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S., B.A.
P.O. Box 433

Townville, 5C 296885
954-279-3785

Pro se Appellant

N2 ¢
D¥ Marsha Fink, 1.D., B.A.
P.O. Box 433
Townville, SC 29689
8954-279-3785 -

Pro se Appellant







THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink
Appellants

vV _ OBIECTIONS FROM AN QUTSOURCED
LAWYER FROM PARTNER BECKY
LAFFITTE’S FIRM, AS A TOTAL CONFLICT
OF INTEREST AND SHE NEEDS TO BE
DISQUALIFIED IMMEDIATELY

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 Personatly; Yvonne Goldman,
asa

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

Respondents.

ell e No. 2025-000
Not Proofed due to Disabilities.
Standing Objection to the Style of the Case

COMES NOW DR. LINDA KENENDY, AND DR. MARSHA FINK, Pro se, (hereinafter, “P-

Appellants), fighting many Disabilities that are greatly affected their ability to proceed





without their demand for REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS, NEVER RULED UPON, and

note these objections herein.

As is known by the Court, a Ms. Jasmin Smfth, Lawyer in the Laffitte firm, Objections
are NOT A MOTION. . .NOTICES OF OBJECTIONS ARE NOTICES AND a Ms. Smith who
should not be a part of this case, IGNORED THE ACTUAL ADA MOTION IN YOUR NON-
ORDER LETTER ON OR ABOUT JANUARY 20, 2026, to help the Courts NOT HEAR a Federal,
mandatory compliance Motion regarding the clearing up of the purposeful Vague Orders
from the Court in the past that are evading having to provide these Reasonable
Accommodations. Please stop Obstructing P-Appellant meaningful due process and right

to a full Appeal Presentation.

OBJECTIONS In Regard to a Jasmin Smith, a Laffitte Lawyer, acting as an alleged

Deputy Clerk for the Appeals Court, which it appears sheis no{ and has not been since the
mid-2000’s, and is writing and filing in P-Appellants a letter, positioning it as an atleged
Order (small “0”) within the correspondence she sent, which it isn’t an Order, nor is the
opinion from the Judges or signed by the Judges as necessary when dealing with anything
more than administrative/ministerial work, and you are not authorized to refuse to take
action on or twist what is a Motion/Notice of Objection and even leave out the most

important part of the document. . .the MOTION which is not the Objection clearly.

If the Court is planning to break a Federal Law mandated for compliance in SC, tied

to Federal Money and to Constitutional Due Process and Fraud on the Court claims within





the ADA side-stepping, a judge(s) need to do it in a REAL Order, thatiis appealable and

reviewable in Courts and other agencies and venues, and is clear, not vague.

P-Appeliants OBJECT to the outsourcing judicial duties with Ms. Smith
manipulating a false writing of an alleged “order” by letter, obstructing P-Appellants right to

a fair and neutral hearing, where Orders are not Orders but letters that are not Orders,

P-Appellants OBJECT to any involvement of Ms. Smith in aur case as their are very
large conflicts that create an actual impropriety and not just an appearance, which neither

have to be proven, but are the opinion of a “reasonable man.”

P-Appellants OBJECT to someone speaking as a judge who is not, and alleges to be
a current SC Appeals Court Deputy Clerk when her own records and the state state
otherwise. This appears to be yet another outrageous trick of the SC LMCE Courts and

needs to cease and desist.

" P-Appellants QBJECT to targeting P-Appellants and their meritorious Murdaugh-
Style case, a partner of a Laffitte attorney, to be involved in P-Appellants case, when the
Murdaugh/Laffitte criminal convictions and their frauds on the People, are a part part of P-
Appellants facts, issues, and legal arguments, A conflict of interest/appearance and actual

impropriety.

P-Appellants OJBECT to an alleged current Deputy Clerk, who cannot give Orders
orwrite letters where they are determining the future of P-Appeliants case, in Obstruction
of Justice. Ms Smith cannot claim orders or give judicial opinions, and refuse to provide an

Order from a judge and signed by a Judge, with a r_eal Opinion by a Judge, which is





mandatory in court proceedings to preserve the record and make clear to P-Appeliants the
Orders in clear, not ambiguous language, that must also be based on the réal facts and real
mations, and not continues to use knowingly fake rather than real law, (which, as you know,
is not Rule 221(c) used by Appeals Courts for thé remitter of a case back to Trail Courts,

and obviously not relevant herein).

P-Appellants OBJECT to using Rule 221(c) improperty after notice, to do all of the

foltowing: to illegally clean up all the vague Opinions and other misguotes, erasing quotes
to avoid letting the record reflect and appear as P-Appellants demanding a REAL, CLEAR
ADA opinion granting/denying, reasons, and clearly taking into account P-Appellant
individual needs, that they explained in detail as P-Appellants provided Way more material
and information than is required by law, including two letters from an ADA Advocate, and so
forth, but still no Opinion. Appellate Courts and especially outsource contractors, cannoct
tawfully recast a clarification reguest as “reconsideration” under the wrong law.” The law is
clear that substance controls over form. Clarification requests are not reconsiderations or

rehearing even when using the right law.

P-Appell;ants further, OBJECT to accept procedural mislabeling or erasing la beling
where the Motion is purposely confused with Objections where Objections are not a
motion and the actual motion demanding clarification on the ADA Order, is erased from the
record by making the Order a letter, quoting alleged “Motion of Objections, instead of the
ADA demand for clarity, and where a letter is not an Order. Appellate Courts cannot
lawfully recast a clarification request as anything but that, and then also use the wrong law

to do it” The law is clear that substance controls over form. And purposeful vagueness isa

4





Constitutional due process combined to ADA noncompliance, weaponizing P-Appeliants
Disabilities the Courts cause against their right to meaningful due process and their right to

present a full Appeal.

P-Appellants further OBJECT to: The improper refusal of the Appeals (and Trial and
Supreme Court, to rule by falsely calling the request a “reconsideration” or not addressing
the actual Motion fqr ADA reasonable accommodations construed most favorably to the
Disabled, for block-90 days and 200 pages necessary to overcome some of the Disabilities
enough'to present a due process full Appeal; The misuse of Rule 221(c) (triat-court rule)
instead of Rule 241 wh_ich is not ripe for usage yet, SCACR; The fact that the issue was
never ruled upon in the first place; The ADA reasonable accommodation request is the
least restrictive means, given to physically healthy litigants like in the Murdaugh case; The
disparate treatment compared fo high-profile cases even when they do not have ADA
Disabilities, is discriminatory Desperate Treatment, (e.g., Murdaugh-); The due process and
access-to-courts violations: The institutional conflict of interest in concealing frial-court
criminality, and the use of a Laffitte Attorney, where Murdaugh/Laffitte and others involved
in the Murdaugh case are in issue in this case raises more intentional Conflicts of Interest,

and Ms. Smith needs to disqualify and leave P-Appellants and their case alone.

P-Appellants Object to the Courts refusing to clarify, ADA Reasonable
Accommodation requests, that must be liberally granted and construed in favor of the
Disabled. This seems like such an easy task, that if the Judges wanted their
ruling/nonruling to be clear, logic then says, the Courts, are purposely trying to obstruct

justice and make what must be clear, unciear anhd vague, with the newest trick to outsouse
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to Laffitte’s firm, and have an old clerk from 10 or more years ago, s{Jddenly writing letters
in our record, claiming to be Orders which is tudicrous. This demands recusals as the
Court cannot be biased and neutral at the same time, and P-Appellants have seen enough

of the bias to be convinced that a reasonable man would see it too.

Please note these Objections in our record by a real Clerk. . .that are not Motions,
but for building the most bizarre record to tag alone with whatever that was at the Trial

Court LMCE. Thankyou.

~

in
%ﬂ 1/30/26
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