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January 31, 2026 


Jenny Kitchings 
South Carolina Clerk of Appeals Court 
PO Box 11629 
Columbia, SC 29211 
 
 Re: Linda Kennedy and Marsha Fink, Appellants 


v. 
Lake Hartwell Resort and Cabins, LLC, etal. 
Appellate Case No.: 2025-000859 
 


Ms. Kitchings: 


On January 30, 2026 we sent to the court via email two separate, distinct documents to be 
filed.  Because of the inclement weather and incoming storm, we were experiencing 
intermittent power outages and erratic interruptions of internet service, we were unable to 
fully explain in detail the purpose of the filings as well as include the attachments as the 
latter were too large to be able to send.   Because of the technical issues we were having 
that were out of our control the priority became to just get the documents to the court. 


Be advised that on Monday we will be sending hard copies of these filings with the proofs of 
service and the attachments for each of the filings along with the requisite money orders to 
cover the cost of the filing fees. 


Please note that recently some partner from Rebecca Laffitte’s law firm wrote a letter that 
is not an Order, while addressing us as if she were a Judge.  This is not an appealable Order 
and cannot be reviewed as an order.  The Document must be a clearly labeled Order with 
the judge(s) opinion and signature.   


Additionally, judge or not, the actual ADA motion that was filed pm December 18, 2025, 
must be filed in the Record, and cannot be left off the Record for the same reasons, i.e. the 
motion we filed on December 18, 2025, was NOT a “Motion – Objections” as it is listed on 
the court’s roster, but rather it is a motion for the court’s clarification of our motion for ADA 
reasonable accommodations.   And also their was a “Notice of Objections,” which is NOT a 
motion.  This is not the fault of the Clerks office, but we are dealing with some serious 
deception in this case. 


This Laffitte lawyer, said nothing about our Motion for ADA reasonable accommodations. 
Instead, she erased it, and called what we filed a “Motion for Objections, which there is no 
such thing and she knows it.  So she did not address our real motion, nor are the Judges 
because that would give us a De Novo review if we were given due process and the right to 
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fully Appeal with increased block time/pages.   The only thing the Laffitte Lawyer addressed 
was a bait and switch, “MOTION” of Objections, which is NOT a Motion but a Notice, 
and which she intentionally ignored addressing the actual ADA Motion as though it were 
not even there by erasure, in order for the Judges to avoid clarifying what their ADA 
Reasonable Accommodation intentionally is avoidance:  The mandatory granting of 
the ADA Reasonable Accommodation.   


If they actually made a ruling, Constitutionally they have to make a clear ruling, and if 
it is vague they have to make it clear in response to our Motion for clarity.  The fact is 
there is no Order on our Reasonable Accommodation, and if there were, it would be 
much more logical to just clarify it by law, then to keep trying to side-step the 
clarification, call it a reconsideration. . . which is different from a Constitutional 
Clarification, and not use a rule (221(c)) that pertains to Trial Court Remittitur, and not 
anything being demanded here,  in giving us a clear ruling on our ADA reasonable 
accommodations that must be granted by law.  


The Judges, and this Laffitte Lawyer, know we are not asking for a reconsideration about a 
Remitter to the Trial Court (Rule 221(c)), but are demanding a Constitutional right for a 
CLEAR AND DEFINITE STATEMENT  of what the Court claims it Ordered in regard to our ADA 
Demands for Reasonable Accommodations.   


 If the Judges actually made the Order, why wouldn’t they follow the Constitution and just 
clarify it?  If they won’t clarify it by law,  what do they have to gain by not allowing P-
Appellants a meaningful due process and full Appeal Presentation, which would show all of 
this continued fraud on the court from before the Trial Court ever was “officially” involved, 
when co-conspirators later admitted that these State Actors, including Judges were were 
actually running a Murdaugh-Style scam against us with Allianz, and other. . .and this was 
long before we filed suit on 3/17/22, without understanding all of these actors even being 
involved until much later after they filed and the perpetrators were insisting on presiding 
over our case to determine their own guilt/liability.   


The Court MUST, but doesn’t want to, fix the purposeful alleged “ambiguity” in the 
Order/Opinion that was purposely vague to not rule on the ADA Reasonable 
Accommodations when it is Mandatory that the Judge grant them.  It is not Discretionary.   


This is why all the hide and seek over what the Order actually says, if anything, and what 
our Motions are trying to get clarified.  So the actual statements ruling on the ADA 
Reasonable Accommodations  is being hidden and dodged, because there is no such 
Order.  And instead, inapplicable rule about trial court remitter for trial court matters is 
being purposely misused to dismiss any questions about Motions to clarify the ADA 
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Reasonable Accommodation Order so they can dismiss this meritorious appeal, as the 
Laffitte Lawyer is attempting to help the Judges do this now while avoiding giving the ruling 
and granting of our ADA Reasonable Accommodations, which give adequate time and 
space to discuss all of these Frauds on the Court including Frauds by Judges, and they 
instead are calling our demand for clarification a reconsideration, which it is obviously not, 
and this is a very deceptive practice to hide what the law demands through bait and switch, 
to deny us meaningful due process and a right to a full appeal by law.  Adding a Laffitte 
Lawyer to the mix to write a letter that is not an Order and cannot be used in Court as an 
Order, or on appeal/review just adds to the caper being played out.  


We understand this is not the Clerk’s staff doing this, but the Clerk of Courts is a 
Constitutional position and the Clerk and her staff must follow the law/Constitution, not 
what a superior tells them to do that is not the law.  Because of this, we will try to be more 
careful of the titles we provide on Motions which is a very sad situation when the courts are 
so corrupt, that nothing is simple.   


Please make sure the court record is accurate showing what was actually filed by name, 
and then file each as an icon, leaving nothing out or adding nothing that isn’t there, and so 
forth.  This became a real problem in the underlying court and why that Clerk of Court and 
Scheduling Clerk got caught in Unconstitutional collusion and one was fired.  We do not 
wish to fight anyone, but have to defend our case against all who might try to negatively 
influence it outside the law.    


 We also expect this letter to be filed in the same manner. 


Thank you for your prompt attention to this, and note a box is coming to you as described 
above.   


Sincerely, 


Dr. Marsha Fink, J.D., B.A. 


Dr. Linda Kennedy, J.D., B.S, B.A. 


   






