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MS. GREVEY 4

PROCEEDTINGS

(Whereupon, the following proceedings started at 4:09 p.m.)

THE COURT: All right. So I'll most likely start with

Lieutenant John Bowen, (indiscernible). (Indiscernible)
attorney have a Motion of Summary Judgment. So we're going to
proceed as if it's summary Jjudgment. Okay?

So whenever you are ready, Mr. --

Oh. I'm sorry.

MS. GREVEY: Good afternoon, Your Honor. My name is Kara
Grevey. I'm here on behalf of Attorney John Bowen. He's a
respected member of the bar down here.

He -- so some back story. Mr. Bowen previously
represented Benny Hudson Seafood Corporation in a 2018 action
where Ms. Geraldine White was the defendant, along with Craig
White. That action involved a shrimp boat that was
inappropriately moored to Benny Hudson's dock. During
Hurricane Matthew, the shrimp boat sunk. The dock was
obstructed and there was some damage to it.

In any event, Mr. Bowen, my client, obtained a judgment
against Ms. White and Mr. White in that action. There was --
I think, unfortunately, Ms. White was in default, and she and
Mr. White failed to appear at the (indiscernible) hearing. So
an order of judgment went against her.

Thereafter, Ms. White moved to set aside the Entry of

Default, which was denied. And then she appealed that, which
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MS. GREVEY 5

was also dismissed.

So fast forward to 2025. She has now instituted this
action against Mr. Bowen and Ms. McKeithan. In this action,
she filed a Petition for Ex Parte, with -- I think it was
Emergency Inductive Relief, seeking to set aside that Order of
Judgment from back in 2018.

Now, I’'m thinking the basis of that was she had an
upcoming distribution from a trust property where she was set
to make some money from it. And the judgment would attach.

So she was trying to get an order to stay that prior order of
judgment. So we filed a Motion to Dismiss that, just based on
the fact that, you know, it was improper. She had already
exhausted her (indiscernible) avenue to do that prior to the
judgment order, either set aside or appealed it. Both were
denied.

So we would dismiss it. We did not serve her with it.

So then she filed a Motion for default against us, in which we
responded to and said -- well, it wasn't actually a complaint
that was filed. We were never served with the summons or
anything. We were just served with this Ex Parte Petition
granted. And so if you look at the Rule -- I mean, apply it
to everything that needs applying, Ex Parte, you know, common
(indiscernible) that would be responses on that party.

So we did respond to them and just said, you know,

frankly, (indiscernible) respond to it. And we moved to
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MS. GREVEY 6

dismiss on the grounds that, one, it would be an effort
bringing it before, respectfully, one for a judge to set aside

an order of another judge when she already moved to set aside

that order (indiscernible) to default. It was denied. She
appealed it. It was dismissed. Second, it's undisputed that
her claims against Mr. Bowen -- which I think are -- she wants
sanctions against him. Those -- all his statements and all

his actions were taken on behalf of his client, Benny Hudson.
And attorneys have immunity in this state to third parties.
THE COURT: Can I ask you a quick question?

So I know the second cause of action she filed was for a
TRO. So was that heard and denied?

MS. GREVEY: That was never heard.

THE COURT: 1It's just never been heard?

MS. GREVEY: Yeah.

THE COURT: It's just pending. Okay.

MS. GREVEY: And so I think it's now moot, quite frankly,
because the sale withdrew.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. GREVEY: So there have been a -- kind of a flurry of
other filings to get her money back that was, you know,
attached to the judgment.

THE COURT: Okay. So you —-

MS. GREVEY: So we would move to dismiss it.

THE COURT: Okay.
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MS. GREVEY 7

MS. GREVEY: Yes.

THE COURT: And then my understanding is her other
conflict action, she is bringing -- it said it was for failing
to report the closing attorney for the property, apparently,
to Office of Disciplinary Counsel? Am I correct? Is that how
I read it-?

MS. GREVEY: I think so. So she did file a complaint
against Mr. Bowen with the ODC. That was an Affidavit of
Insist.

THE COURT: Okay. I just was looking. I went back. And
typically, when I’'m not a hundred percent sure of what the
Causes of Action are, I typically go back and read the Summons
and Complaint just so I'm comfortable with what is alleged.

So those -- my understanding, are the two causes of action
that she has filed. And I correct on that? Or is she -- you
know, is she alleged with a malpractice or any other cause of
action?

MS. GREVEY: ©No. I think it was just an injunction just
stating what's in the back order (indiscernible).

THE COURT: Okay. All right. Thank you.

Anything else you need to add?

MS. GREVEY: I don't think so.

THE COURT: All right.

Ms. White. Yes, ma'am.

MS. WHITE: (Indiscernible) .
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MS. WHITE 8

THE COURT: Good afternoon.

MS. WHITE: Good afternoon. Thank you.

THE COURT: Yes, ma'am.

MS. WHITE: First, I have some copies of these exhibits.
I wonder if everyone received those copies.

MS. GREVEY: I did. Thank you.

MS. WHITE: You're welcome.

May it please the Court.

My name is Geraldine White. I am 83 years old. I stand
before this court today representing myself, not because I
want to, but because I have no other choice. I am a
(indiscernible), but I am not helpless. I have lived long
enough to know right from wrong. And I have gathered enough
evidence to show that what was done to me in this case was
just not right. It was wrong. It was unlawful.

The opposing party's attorney, John R.C. Bowen, acting
for Benny Hudson's Seafood Corporation, and Attorney Kori
(indiscernible) Brett McKeithan, was acting as the
(indiscernible) attorney for my family property that was being
sold. I asked this Court to dismiss my complaints, but the
truth is simple. They don't want the Court to have -- they
don't want this Court to look too closely at how the 2018
judgment was obtained.

And John R.C. Bowen emailed (indiscernible), he stated,

"That Mrs. White is confused." If I was so confused, why
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MS. WHITE 9

would this officer of the court allow this kind of unlawful
transaction to be completed? Wouldn't that been the best
interest of all? Who would show that I was not confused about
what was going on? So it is clear to me that John R.C. Bowen
knew I was not totally on board with this so-called
transaction.

Here are more facts: First, Benny Hudson's Seafood
Corporation lost its LLC status on May 23rd, 2015. This means
they were not legal, existing corporation at the present time.
They claim they suffered damage. See exhibit 14A. I am not
or never was the owner of the vessel, however, I was the one
that being sued. I just was asked by my sister, Lolitha White
Cornwall, to see, Exhibit 77, plus 77A to exchange the money
she spent for the purchase of the boat for our nephew, Craig
White.

South Carolina Code Section 33-14-105, Effection (sic) of
Dissolution states, "A dissolved corporation continues its
operation existing, but may not carry on any business except
to wind up the liquidation, its business, and affairs."

When Benny Hudson's Seafood Corporation was dissolved, it
could not continue normal business activity like selling
product, binding contract, or filing lawsuits. They may only
wind up existing affairs. Involved in filing a lawsuit of new
damages, especially what he rents, that happened after

dissolution, is not winding up. It is unauthorized act.
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MS. WHITE 10

According to South Carolina Code Section 33-14 to 102, Grounds
for Administrative Dissolution. A corporation is dissolved if
it fails to file an annual report and maintain a registered
agent papers. Once dissolved by the South Carolina law, the
company loses the legal capacity to sue or to be sued until it
is formally reinstated. Because they did not reinstate until
May 29th, 2017, they had no standing to file a lawsuit of
Claims for Damages for events in October of 2016. Because at
this time, they did not legally exist. Reinstatement does not
reactivating violating claims.

According to South Carolina Status Section 33-14-220,
Reinstatement following administrative dissolution. When
reinstated, the corporation resumes carrying on its business
as if dissolution never occurred. But South Carolina court
interpreted this violation. Reinstatement bestows prior
rights and obligation, and but it does not reactivate
authorized acts illegal or authorized (indiscernible)
authority during the dissolution.

So when Benny Hudson Corporation filed their lawsuit
against me, April 16th, 2018; the damage occurred in October
of 2016, the law was legally invalid from the start. Cases:
Warren versus Charleston and Western Carolina Railway Company,
234, S.C. 448, 1959; Kenton versus State 365, S.C., 609.620,
2025.

Secondly, the loss in the hurricane that they blamed for





10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MS. WHITE 11

this so called loss as Hurricane Matthew didn't even strike
until October 2016, yet they testified under oath that they
lost 52 weeks of revenue in 2016, which is impossible.

Third, they did not even apply for reinstatement until
May 2017, still after all of these losses, and yet they went
ahead and filed a lawsuit against me on April 16th, 2018,
seeking over $20,000 in damages, Exhibit 14A.

Then, on August 22nd, 2018, (indiscernible) Matthew
(indiscernible) an order of judgment for $201,000 against me,
based on testimony that was false, inconsistent, and
completely unsupported by proof. They claim $3,000 for damage
removal that was never paid and a $25,000 estimate from debris
removal, that just an estimate, not an expense. And still
after that, they never filed any lien against me or my
property.

Yet, when my family later tried to sell property, these
attorneys sent an email to our closing attorney demanding that
the proceeds from sale money belonging to me, be diverted to
them, even though no valid lien exists and I was not the legal
(indiscernible) of the boat they claim was involved.

THE COURT: Was there a judgment against you, Ms. White?
(No audible response.)

THE COURT: Was there a judgment against you?

MS. WHITE: That - what -- a judgment --

THE COURT: A Jjudgment against you that
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MS. WHITE 12

(indiscernible) --

MS. WHITE: The judgment was stayed illegally.

THE COURT: -- to respond?

MS. WHITE: But they --

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. WHITE: -- were saying I had a lien.

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. WHITE: They kept saying I have a lien against me.
And I'm still looking as -- yesterday, I checked. And I've
never seen a lien or (indiscernible) on me.

Okay. Under South Carolina law, the Bill of Sale does
not establish ownership of vessel; S.C. Code 50 23-55A, a
certification of (indiscernible) as primary evidence
ownership, not a Bill of Sale.

So, Your Honor, this was not a lawful judgment being
imposed; it was one being used to take my family's property.
And now, instead of facing these facts, they're asking you to
dismiss my case without even letting the truth come to light.
In addition, Joseph DuBois mentioned that I admit being on
(indiscernible) in my filing in 2018. However, I never stated
such nonsense. The person that hired me have careful
(indiscernible), just like the one he made when he filed his
writing on October 24th, 2025, stating that the judgment
occurred August 24th, 2021.

S.C. Code 15-35-810, a judgment only entered into the
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MS. WHITE 13

office of the Clerk of Court to consist a lien upon real
estate upon the judgment debt total, and (indiscernible) when
the judge is entered, Exhibit 78 -- 78. ©No lien against me or
property as of October 22, 2025.

At 83 years old, I shouldn't have to stand here begging
for fairness. But I will, because I believe in this court and
justice. I'm simply asking for the opportunity to be heard,
not dismissed. And for the record to finally reflect what
really happened.

Thank you, Your Honor.

THE COURT: Ms. White, let me ask you. Did you ask Judge
Dukes when he entered this order, to reconsider? Did you file
a motion to reconsider his judgment or his order?

MS. WHITE: During that time -- that was in 2018.

THE COURT: Right.

MS. WHITE: Okay. Well, during that time, I was
seeking, -- in reality they knew exactly everything that was
going on, because my nephew -- which, he's deceased now -- he
was the owner of the vessel.

THE COURT: That's what --

MS. WHITE: He was in charge of everything --

THE COURT: Okay.

MS. WHITE: -- not me. My primary job was to -- which I
did -- was delivering $18,000 in cash to someone for him to

get the boat. And the reason why I did that, because my
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MR. DUBOIS 14

sister, Rosa, was living -- the Virgin Islands, St. Croix,
Virgin Island -- called me and said to my niece and me and
asked me would I do it. And that's what I did.

THE COURT: Okay.

Ms. Grevey, could one of you get me the case number for
the underlying lawsuits?

MS. GREVEY: Absolutely. The underlying lawsuit is
2018-CP-07-00793.

THE COURT: Okay. Thank you.

All right. So I heard your motion. I see that also have
a motion on behalf of Kori Brett McKeithan; is that correct?

MR. DUBOIS: Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT: And you're representing her? Are you
converting this Motion to Dismiss into a Summary Judgment
Motion as well?

MR. DUBOIS: 1If you'd like. I did file a number of
documents including the subject Bill of Sale that Ms. White
references. If you'd like to go over it.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. DUBOIS: I filed on October 24th a memorandum that
I'll go through briefly.

Your Honor, I represent -- Joseph Dubois, representing
the (indiscernible) defendants Kori Brett McKeithan. She's a
real estate closing attorney in my law firm, Liberty Oak Law

Firm.
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MR. DUBOIS 15

I'm here today arguing her Motion to Dismiss that was
filed on April 23rd in response to Ms. White's filing that
was, I think, captioned as some sort of (indiscernible) but if
not, I'll address it as (indiscernible) lawsuit.

Briefly, 2026 (sic), Ms. White signed the Bill of Sale
for the subject 35-foot wooden boat. It's pretty undisputed
that the boat crashed into the Hudson's dock and was there for
a period of time. John Bowen did bring the lawsuit in 2018.
It went to default judgment. The judge issued a large default
judgment against Ms. White and her co-defendant. Ms. White --

THE COURT: 1Is the co-defendant Craig White or --

MR. DUBOIS: Craig White.

THE COURT: Okay. Keep going.

MR. DUBOIS: They both filed a Motion to Reconsider,
which Judge Dukes heard and denied in January 2019.

THE COURT: Okay.

MR. DUBOIS: There then was an appeal to the South
Carolina Court of Appeals by Ms. White. I don't know if her
co-defendant also appealed or not. But the Court of Appeals
dismissed that appeal. And so it's a Final Judgment of
Record. As far as, you know, whether or not there's some of a
paper that says that that lien attaches against Ms. White's
property, there -- it's not. But there is a judgment on
record when Ms. McKeithan does a file search. And she did

too, here. And I'll go over those (indiscernible). The
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judgment that we're talking about from Judge Dukes popped up
in both federal searches and it attaches by operation of laws
under (indiscernible) to Ms. White's property. So there is a
judgment lien from the date of the judgment's finality forward
that was taken into account by the closing attorney.

So there's two parcels. And Ms. McKeithan was hired as a
closing attorney for two separate parcels. The first parcel
was a .5, one-half acre's parcel in Hilton Head for Beach City
Road. And Ms. White was a partial owner, I think, for 1/13th
owner of that.

So pursuant to the typical real estate closing practices,
Ms. White's judgment was identified. And very typical, the
closing attorney reaches out to the judgment holder's
attorney. Here, it's John Bowen, represented by my other co-
counsel here, to try to resolve that lien so that the sale
could happen. And pursuant to that negotiation, it was
determined that the judgment predator, Benny Hudson, wanted
the full amount that was due, in spite -- it was partially
satisfied. 1It's now a legal, binding judgment.

That was all negotiated. Closing attorneys sent Ms.
White that conversation and gave her a month to think about
it. The letter was sent in December 2024. January, a month
later, Ms. White shows up at Liberty Oak Law Firm in person,
executes all the typical closing documents, seller's

affidavit, the deed. Closing attorney had Ms. White initial
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MR. DUBOIS 17

each page of that group of paperwork as proof she read it and
looked at it and agreed. From the disbursement from the

sale -- the selling -- the buying/purchasing attorney, and
that was Robert Dowing (phonetic), wired the money of $16,000
directly to John Bowen's law firm, I guess, to distribute to
Benny Hudson's Seafood Company and somebody. All of that
happened. And that all happened in January of 2025. And no
problem. Everybody's happy. Closing happened.

Ms. McKeithan gets a second contract a couple months
later and does a title search. And this second contract's for
a larger parcel, 3.2 acres. This is undeveloped property on
Union Cemetery Road in Hilton Head. And it's for over a
million dollars and the numbers are bigger now.

THE COURT: And she had a 1/10 interest.

MR. DUBOIS: She had a 1/10 interest in that. Same
process. Contacts John Bowen, gets the payoff. Tries to
negociate. He says I lost a whole $130,000 (indiscernible).
Same thing. Sends Ms. White a overnight UPS, because she
doesn't have email back then. He sends it to her overnight
UPS. (Indiscernible), she's going to have to (indiscernible)
again. Not going to get any proceeds.

And then three years later, she files and instant lawsuit
alleging against Ms. McKeithan for one of two things. First
thing, Mrs. McKeithan didn't report John Bowen to ODC. Okay.

There's no duty that Ms. McKeithan has to report John Bowen to
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MR. DUBOIS 18

ODC because Geraldine White suspected he's done something
wrong. We looked in the Rules of Procedures. There is no
violation. There's no duty there. So that's (indiscernible).

The second thing that Ms. White asked in her petition
that we'd move to be dismissed, that Ms. McKeithan be
(indiscernible) restrained from transferring any money to
(indiscernible). Respectfully, that's moot. Under this
lawsuit filed, Ms. McKeithan thoughtfully withdrew as counsel.
Later on, Ms. White transferred that -- her interest in that
three-acre parcel to her sister, Rosa, for ten dollars. So
she doesn't even own that property anymore as of July
(indiscernible). And without a duty, without -- with the
second property being moot as to whether it's going to be
transferred at all, and without any sort of an affidavit,
McKeithan is an attorney. You have to have an affidavit that
she did something wrong in order to sue her and have any kind
of (indiscernible) claim.

For those three reasons: Mootness, no legal duty under
the Rules of (indiscernible) conduct for Ms. White, and no
affidavit of an attorney that says she did anything wrong, the
claims against Ms. McKeithan ought to be dismissed. And
that's -- we laid that all out in our memorandum. But
(indiscernible) you're welcome to read over all the
memorandum.

Thank you.
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THE COURT: Ms. White, do you want to respond to that?

MS. WHITE: Yes.

Well, Your Honor, is everything that I stated before is
(indiscernible)at the same time.

THE COURT: (Indiscernible) .

MS. WHITE: This is all coincide together. However, I'm
going to have this corrected. I did not own a vessel. 1I've
tried to tell them that since 2018. I was just a delivery
person that someone asked me -- my family -- we were taught to
help each other out when they're in the crisis by need. I was
called -- which I stated before, by my sister Rosa. She was
sending Craig $20,0000 to help him get the vessel. However,
Craig didn't have any record for the bank account or anything.
So she calls me and she asked me, would I take this money
because the person he bought from wanted cash, $18,000 in
cash. Rosa felt that she could not trust Craig to handle that
type of money, but she didn't have no means of getting this
money to this person in cash.

See I took -- I went -- someone drove us to wherever the
boat was. And I paid this person -- went to the bank when I
got in Brunswick, Georgia, got the $18,000. They wanted it
cash. What happens? This person took the money. This is
Craig. He's a grown man. I’'m just getting the money. And he
was walking away. And I called him back, and I said, "Mister,

you can't just take -- I cna't just give you $18,000 in cash
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and you walking away and I have nothing to show for it."

And he turned around, he went somewheres, and he came

back. I wasn't even thinking about nothing about no Bill of
Sale. I just wanted something showing that I delivered his
$18,000 in cash. He wrote something and he told me to sign

it. I did. Craig signed and I signed. I do not own the
vessel. What happened between Craig and Barbara Hudson --
because Craig is deceased now. I can't speak for him. He
can't talk to me. But I can recall some of the things he told
me. He was authorized to put the boat down before the storm
came. A vicious storm came.

I was in Atlanta, Georgia. I never seen the boat or
nothing. I don't know what was going on. He told me once I
got something out of him, I didn't even know what it was all
about. He said that he had a verbal contract with Barbara
Hudson and her daughter, Tonya Hudson, to put the boat there.
From that, Barbara Hudson would receive the best of their
crop. And he asked her, what is that? She said, the shrimp,
the large shrimp that we catch. Barbara Hudson had a gripe
against that (indiscernible). I don't what price it was.

Because Craig was a grown man. I wasn't in his care. I
wasn't in his business. I don't know anything. When I saw,
(indiscernible). When I did, I called my sister in
(indiscernible). I said, whatever is going on, you and Craig

have to handle it. I cannot do it. I don't know what's going
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on. I ended up in Hilton Head Hospital because I was all
confused. I don't know what's going on. Now, all of this is
coming back. I can't speak for Craig. I throw away all his

notes and everything else.

So what I'm trying to put -- I have what I recall once I
went back into what was going on. And this is the latest we
have with Ethan. What happened -- the property was sold some
time in January -- before that. They keep calling me, telling

me that my sister Edith (phonetic) signed for a property to be
sold. Okay. I -- she said to me, I'm sending it -- because
she was always -- and don't call me, don't ask any question.

I will send you your money.

I kept getting calls from salesman. And she kept saying
to me. We -- they're going to sell the property. And in
order for property to be sold and for everybody to get their
money, you have to sell -- you have to sign. And I said,
well, can -- you put my portion of money in an escrow until I
can clear what is going on with me. They told me there was no
such thing as an escrow. I even spoke to John Bowen. I asked
him -- I said, well, in order to satisfy my family, I went --
and I will sign. But can you put my portion, which is
$15,665.73 in escrow. They told me, "No, there is no such
thing."” Now, I'm totally confused. I don't know what to do.
They say that I was -- I didn't understand what was going on.

They were absolutely right. I was like in a fog.
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I was driven down there by a person who —-- Edith knows
somebody. I didn't even where I was going. I was placed into
a room. The attorney was over here. The person that drove us
was there. I was in the middle. I don't know what's going

on, because right now I’'m thinking, I don't know what they're

going to do with me and for me. If I knew what was going on,
I would have brought somebody there to be my witness. I
was —-- like, you have to sign it in order for the sale to go,

in order for your family to receive their money, you have to
sign. And I had signed. But that's what I did, under
pressure, not on my own behavior and my own behalf, because
that's not me. I’'m not that person who just signs something
like that.

Then another sale came through, 3.2 acres of the land.
And we got -- I got -- something was sent down to -- from John
Bowen again, stating that -- sent me something saying that,
you got partial payment. That's what he said. We took the
$15,665.73, a partial payment of what you owed. I said, well,
that can't -- I said, I don't owe anything, but you can have
that if -- then he said, no. As long as you have property in
your name and if you sell anything, you have to pay this debt
off, which is right now probably, must be half-a-million
dollars by now, because everything incur a financial thing.

So the whole key is -- and Barbara Hudson, of all the

people in my family and all the people on Hilton Head, she
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wanted this property that I had and attaching me because of a
vessel that I knew nothing about -- just delivering money --
how it was operating, all that. I am deathly afraid of all of
that work. I don't know even know what was happened. And —--

THE COURT: Ms. White, what I'm going to do is this. I'm
going to go back and I'm going to look through the lawsuit,
the 2018 lawsuit. Let me go through it. I think there are
some procedural challenges that you have as far as this
current lawsuit is concerned. But let me go back and look at
everything. Let me consider everything. And then I will
probably ask someone -- potentially for a (indiscernible)
order; I may order the (indiscernible) myself.

But I certainly have heard you and I certainly do
(indiscernible). So I appreciate it.

MS. WHITE: Thank you, Your Honor, and I appreciate it.

THE COURT: You also have three motions that you filed,
and they were to strike the Motion to Dismiss, Motion for
Equity for Writ Demand Aid, and also I note in this Schedule
to (indiscernible) Damages Hearing and to order a return of
the money.

Those will be proper in front of me depending on what I
do with these two motions. So right now, we're just going to
mark them as resolved. And then, you should get something
from the clerk, too. Okay?

MS. WHITE: Thank you, Your Honor.
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THE COURT: I appreciate it. That you, ma'am.

MS. WHITE: If you'll allow me, I have a closing
statement, something I wrote. Can I show you?

THE COURT: Certainly. If you want to. Certainly.

MS. WHITE: Your Honor, this case is not about
complication law. It is about accountability. It's about
whether attorneys and corporations can misuse the court system
to take money and property from an elderly woman without any
lawful lien or ownership proof.

The record shows that Benny Hudson Seafood Corporation
was not legally active when they claimed these losses, that
they lied about losing an entire year of revenue, and they
collected damage they'd never paid out. Then, they and their
attorneys used the judgment to interfere with my family's
civil procedure, something they had no legal right to do.

I have not come to this Court empty-handed. I have
documents, time lines, and testimony that support everything I
have said. The tax (indiscernible), Motion to Dismiss, and
justice requires that I be given a chance to present them
fully. At my age, I am not fighting for more than money; I am
fighting for the dignity, for the truth, and for every wrong
people have done who has never been -- who has been taken
advantage of by people who thought they could get away with it
and justice for all.

I respectfully ask this Court to deny the Motion to
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and orderly instated in the amount of

$15,665.73, plus damage. However, in the attorney fee, allow

this case to proceed so this truth can fully be heard.

Thank you,

THE COURT:

Your Honor.

Thank you, Ms. White.

(At 4:44:32 p.m., the hearing concluded.)

END OF TRANSCRIPT.
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES

|. Whether the circuit court erred in granting summary judgment to Respondent Bowen where
the order resolved disputed facts, weighed credibility, and treated contested allegations as
established contrary to Rule 56, SCRCP.

2. Whether the circuit court erred in applying attorney-immunity principles without first
addressing Appellant’s allegations that Bowen’s conduct was fraudulent, deceptive, and used to
reach property proceeds allegedly not subject to any valid lien.

3. Whether the circuit court mischaracterized Appellant’s action as an impermissible collateral
attack on a prior order when Appellant’s filings also challenged present enforcement conduct,
present seizure of sale proceeds, and present reliance on alleged misrepresentations.

4. Whether the circuit court erred by dismissing McKeithan under Rule 12(b)(6) where the
complaint sought equitable and restitutionary relief arising from a specific disbursement of
$15,665.73 from sale proceeds, not merely disciplinary enforcement of Rule 8.3.

5. Whether the circuit court failed to address material record evidence concerning the absence of
a perfected lien, the asserted lack of title proof of vessel ownership, and the

corporate-dissolution' (See R.p_ ) timeline of Benny Hudson Seafood Corp.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
This appeal arises from two final orders entered in Beaufort County Common Pleas, Case
No. 2025-CP-07-00718. In one order, the circuit court granted Respondent Kori Brett

McKeithan’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion and dismissed Appellant’s claims with prejudice, reasoning

1 8.C. Code § 33-14-210 :the Secretary of State shall dissolve the corporation administratively by signing a
certificate of dissolution that recites the grounds for dissolution and its effective date 3/2015-5/2017





that Rule 8.3% of the South Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct does not create a duty
running from McKeithan to Appellant. In the other, the court granted Respondent John R, C.
Bowen summary judgment, holding that the 2018 judgment was valid and binding and that
Bowen was immune from liability for conduct undertaken within the scope of representation.

Appellant’s filings, however, alleged much more than a barce disciplinary-reporting failure
(See R.P.__ ). The petition and supporting memorandum asserted that sale proceeds in the
amount of $15,665.73 were transferred to Bowen without a valid lien? ( See R.P_ ), without
lawful proof that Appellant owned the vessel* (Sece R.P.__ ) at issue, and through reliance on
prior misrepresentations that infected the present disbursement. Appellant also filed a separate
declaration listing the issues now raised on appeal, including the court’s alleged misapplication
of attorney immunity, improper weighing of facts under Rule 56, and failure to analyze fraud
upon the court.

This appeal followed.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Appellant’s March 2025 petition alleged that in a 2018 action Bowen obtained a
judgment® (See R.p_) against Geraldine White and Craig White after representing to the court
that Appellant owned a shrimp boat called “Papa Grace,” and that the resulting judgment was

later used to divert $15,665.73 from trust-related sale proceeds in January 2025. The petition

* (a) A lawyer who knows that another lawyer has committed a violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct that
raises a substantial question as to that lawyer's honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects, shall
inform the appropriate professional authority.

*See S.C. Code Ann § 15-35-810 “by act of Congress, shall be declared to create a lien, shall constitute a lien upon the real
estate of the judgment debtor situate in any county in this State in which the judgment or transcript thereof is entered upon the
book of abstracts of judgments and duly indexed”~Sunbelt Rentals, Inc. v. Gowdy, 383 S.C.120, 678 S.E.2d 819 (2009)

*8ee S.C. Code Ann. § 50-23-55(A) A certificate of title to a watercraft or outboard motor is prima facie evidence

of ownership of a watercraft or outboard motor.
* Order Of Judgment August 22, 2018





sought relief tied to that transfer, including a damages hearing or judgment in the amount of
$46,997.19, described as three times $15,665.73.

The petition attached and incorporated exhibits. Those exhibits included: a letter from
Rosa White Cromwell stating Craig White—not Geraldine White—made a $40,000 loan in July
2018 to purchase a shrimp/fishing boat; a notarized bill of sale; and correspondence involving
Bowen and McKeithan.

The memorandum Appellant later filed argued that a bill of sale is not itself legal proof of
vessel ownership® (See R.p._ under South Carolina law, that no perfected judgment licn existed
on the real-estate sale proceeds, and that Benny Hudson Seafood Corp. had been dissolved in
2015 before later reinstatement in 2017.

Bowen moved to dismiss or alternatively for summary judgment. The circuit court
ultimately granted summary judgment, finding there was “no evidence” Bowen made knowingly
false statements in the 2018 action, finding Appellant did not deny vessel ownership in that
carlier case, and concluding Bowen was immune because his actions were taken in his role as an
attorney for Benny Hudson Seafood Corp.

As to McKeithan, the court dismissed under Rule 12(b)(6), framing Appellant’s claim as
solely an assertion that McKeithan failed to report Bowen under Rule 8.3 and holding that Rule
8.3 does not create a duty between McKeithan and Appellant.

Appellant’s later declaration on issues for appeal directly challenged those rulings,
asserting the judge applied immunity too broadly, improperly weighed facts, mischaracterized
the relief sought, ignored the unclean-hands and fraud issues, failed to address corporate

dissolution, and misapplied the summary-judgment standard.

% Pennell v. Foster, 388 S.C. 9, 15, 524 S.E.2d 630, 633 (Ct. App. 1999): "A certificate of title constitutes prima facie
evidence of ownership ... this presumption may be rebutted only by evidence establishing that someone other than
the titleholder is the true owner."





STANDARD OF REVIEW

A Rule 12(b)(6) dismissal is reviewed de novo. The appellate court accepts the
complaint’s factual allegations as true and determines whether the facts alleged state any claim
upon which relief may be granted.

Summary judgment is likewise reviewed under the same standard that governed the
circuit court. Under Rule 56, SCRCP, summary judgment is proper only when there is no
genuine issuc of material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law; the
cvidence and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light most favorable to the

nonmoving party.

ARGUMENT

I. The summary-judgment order is reversible because it resolves disputed facts instead of
identifying the absence of disputed facts.

The core defect in the order granting Bowen summary judgment is that it does not merely
identity undisputed facts; it chooses one version of sharply disputed events and labels that
version true. The order states there was “no evidence” Bowen made knowingly false statements
in the 2018 action and further states Appellant “did not dispute her ownership of the vessel
involved.” Those are not neutral Rule 56 observations. They are findings on the merits.

But Appellant’s own filings and exhibits presented contrary material. Her declaration on
appeal states the judge accepted Bowen’s version as fact and rejected Geraldine’s, even though

; ; g ; oo
Geraldine had submitted affidavits, trust records, evidence that the boat was never hers’ (See

7 Odom v. Walker, 365 S.C. 416, 618 S.E.2d 706 (Ct. App.2005) vehicle e case reaffirming that "the certificate of
title is prima facie evidence of ownership".





R.p__), and evidence of misrepresentation to seize trust proceeds. Her memorandum likewise
argued that legal ownership® (See R.P__) of a watercraft is established through title, not merely a
bill of sale, and that no title proof established Geraldine White as owner. The petition exhibits
include materials offered by Appellant to show that Craig White, not Geraldine White, was
connected to the boat purchase.

At the summary-judgment stage, the court may not decide which side’s evidence is more
believable. Rule 56 requires the opposite: all reasonable inferences must favor the nonmovant.
Even if the court ultimately finds Respondent’s view more persuasive after a hearing on the
merits, that cannot justify summary judgment where the record itself reveals the existence of
factual disputes about ownership, falsity, notice, and the basis for the later disbursement. The

order therefore should be reversed and the Bowen claim remanded.

II. The circuit court applied attorney immunity as a shortcut, not as a legal analysis.

The order’s second central premise is that Bowen is immune because the challenged acts
were taken in his role as attorney for Benny Hudson Seafood Corp. South Carolina recognizes
attorney immunity in appropriate circumstances, and decisions such as Gaar and Hager discuss
immunity for professional conduct undertaken on behalf of a client. But those cases do not
authorize a court to invoke immunity as a pleading- and fact-cutting device without first
grappling with what conduct is actually being challenged.

That matters here because Appellant’s theory was not merely, “Bowen represented an
adverse party.” Her filings alleged he used misrepresentations concerning vessel ownership and

the validity of the prior judgment to facilitate the taking of unrelated sale proceeds years later.

% Tollison v. Reaves, 277 S.C. 443, 445, 289 S.E.2d 163, 164 (1982): (Ownership presumed in the person holding
legal title unless clear contrary evidence exists.)





Appellant also argued the court ignored the doctrines of unclean hands, fraud, and improper
enforcement.

Even taking no position here on the ultimate viability of every theory, the order still erred
by assuming rather than analyzing whether the complained-of conduct was within the legitimate
protected scope of representation. The question cannot be answered in the abstract. It depends on
what was said, what was known, what lien existed, what ownership proof existed, and what role
Bowen played in obtaining or receiving the $15,665.73 disbursement. Thosc arc record-sensitive
questions, and the order bypassed them.

The Court of Appeals need not decide the outer bounds of attorney immunity in this
appeal. It need only hold that the circuit court granted judgment too early because it treated
immunity as categorical while Appellant’s filings alleged conduct tied to deception and present

property seizure, not merely routine advocacy. Reversal is warranted on that basis alone.

III. The order mischaracterizes the case as only an attempt to overturn the 2018 judgment,
when the pleadings also challenge present-day enforcement conduct and present-day
disbursement of proceeds.

The Bowen order relies heavily on the proposition that one circuit judge cannot simply
overturn another’s order, citing Enoree Baptist Church. That principle exists, but the order
misuses it because it assumes the only thing Appellant sought was nullification of the 2018
ruling.

The record shows otherwise. The petition repeatedly focused on the January 2025
disbursement of sale proceeds and the lack of proper service and process in the current action.

The memorandum argues not only that the underlying judgment was procured by fraud’(See

* violation of Rule 60(b)(3), SCRCP. Fraud Upon The Court





R.p.__ ), but also that no valid lien existed on the real-estate sale proceeds and that McKeithan,
as closing attorney, breached duties by disbursing funds without proper lien verification, The
declaration on issues likewise states the court mischaracterized the requested relicf, because
Appellant was seeking a stop to collection activity, review of allegedly fraudulent enforcement,
and return of the $15,665.73 taken from trust proceeds.

That distinction matters. A litigant may not evade finality by simply repackaging a direct
attack as a ncw casc. But neither may a court crase a present-tense claim by calling it only a
collateral attack. Where the pleadings challenge current disbursement activity, current assertion
of lien rights, and current retention of funds allegedly outside any lawful lien, the prior-order
doctrine does not dispose of the case wholesale. The order should be reversed because it used the

wrong frame.

IV. The McKeithan dismissal should be reversed because the complaint was broader than
Rule 8.3 and sought equitable relief tied to a specific disbursement of money.

The McKeithan order narrows the complaint to one allegation: that McKeithan
supposedly failed in a professional duty to report Bowen’s misconduct under Rule 8.3. From that
narrowed premise, the court concluded Rule 8.3 creates no duty between McKeithan and
Appellant and dismissed with prejudice. It is true that Rule 8.3 is a disciplinary rule, not a
general private cause of action. But that does not answer the question presented by a Rule
12(b)(6) motion.

The question under Rule 12(b)(6) is whether the pleaded facts, taken as true and liberally
construed, state any claim for relief. Appellant’s petition and memorandum alleged that
McKeithan was the closing attorney or disbursing attorney in the sale, that she transferred

$15,665.73 from sale proceeds to Bowen, and that the transfer occurred without a valid lien and





without lawful proof that the moncy was subject to the old judgment. The memorandum
expressly labeled this conduct a breach of fiduciary' duty, negligence, and
conversion-facilitating conduct.

Whether those theories ultimately succeed is not the Rule 12 question. The point is that
the pleadings were not exhausted by Rule 8.3. The court dismissed the case it recast, not the one
Appellant filed. Because the court i gnored the disbursement-based and restitutionary allegations,

the McKeithan dismissal should be reversed and remanded for further proceedings.

V. The orders fail to engage with the lien issue, even though Appellant made it central.

Appellant’s filings repeatedly argued that the sale proceeds could not lawfully be reached
absent a properly entered and indexed judgment lien. The memorandum cites section 15-35-810
and argues no perfected lien existed at closing.

The problem on appeal is not that this Court must presently find Appellant correct on the
lien issue. It is that neither order meaningfully addresses it. The Bowen order calls the 2018
judgment valid and binding, but validity of a judgment is not the same thing as existence of a
lien on specific real-estate proceeds years later. The McKeithan order does not analyze the lien
issue at all because it truncates the claim into Rule 8.3 alone.

That omission is material. If no perfected lien existed, then Appellant’s theory that the
proceeds were wrongfully diverted becomes substantially different from a mere disagreement
with the old judgment. On remand, that issue can be tested against the actual county records and
proof. At this stage, however, the orders’ failure to address the issue is itself reversible because it

shows the claims were not analyzed in the form they were pleaded.

1 See R.p. Memorandum of Law in Support of all Motions page 4 section F





VI. The orders also sidestep Appellant’s ownership and corporate-capacity arguments,
both of which were material to the present claims.

Appellant’s memorandum argued a bill of sale alone did not establish legal vessel
ownership and that no certificate of title or comparable title proof showed Geraldine White as
owner. The exhibits packet contains the dissolution certificate for Benny Hudson Seafood Corp.
dated May 23, 2015, together with later reinstatement materials dated March 2017. Appellant
argued this timeline undermined the corporation’s capacity and standing'' (See R.P. )asto
damages arising during the dissolution period. Her declaration on appeal specifically states the
order ignored the dissolution issue.

Again, the Court of Appeals need not now hold that Appellant’s every substantive
position is correct. It is enough that these were material arguments supported by record materials,
yet the orders either rejected them summarily or never addressed them in a legally meaningful
way. The summary-judgment order turns the ownership issue into an established fact rather than
a disputed one. The dismissal order never reaches it. That is not adequate appellate-grade

reasoning for a case dismissed with prejudice in full.

VII. The trial court’s reasoning is internally inconsistent.

Appellant’s declaration points out that the order simultaneously says Bowen is immune,
says there is no evidence of fraud, and says Appellant cannot challenge what happened because
another judge already entered the prior judgment. Those are distinct rationales serving different
legal functions. If the claim is barred because the old judgment cannot be revisited, then the court

need not weigh evidence and decide there was no misrepresentation. If the court is deciding there

'"'S.C. Code § 33-14-105, a dissolved corporation may not carry on business or maintain a lawsuit other than
winding up affairs. Therefore, it lacked standing to pursue damages for events in 2016 and could not lawfully obtain
a judgment in 2018. Any such judgment is void ab initio.





was no misrepresentation, then it is adjudicating facts. If it is invoking immunity, then it should
first identify the actionable conduct and explain why that conduct is covered. The order docs all
three without cleanly resolving any one of them.

That stacking of inconsistent rationales matters because it obscures the standard of
decision and impedes meaningful appellate review. The Court of Appeals should not affirm on a
record where the dispositive theory keeps changing inside the order itself. Reversal and remand

arc the cleaner course.

CONCLUSION

The two orders below did not merely reject Appellant’s claims. They reshaped them,
compressed them, and then disposed of the compressed version. The Bowen order granted
summary judgment by resolving disputed facts and by applying attorney immunity without first
confronting the conduct actually alleged. The McKeithan order was dismissed under Rule
12(b)(6) by reducing a disbursement-based equitable claim to a single disciplinary-rule theory.
Neither order meaningfully addressed the lien issue, and neither order adequately engaged with
Appellant’s ownership and corporate-dissolution arguments.

For those reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court reverse both orders and

remand for further proceedings.

RELIEF REQUESTED
Appellant asks that the Court of Appeals:
1. Reverse the order granting Respondent Bowen summary judgment;

2. Reverse the order granting Respondent McKeithan’s Rule 12(b)(6) motion;
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3. Order of restitution in the amount $15,665.73 that was taken from Appellant plus treble
damages' (See R.p._ );

4. Remand for further proceedings on the merits; and

5. Grant such other relief as this Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Geraldine White

Geraldine White, Appellant, pro s¢
141 Lamotte Drive #A3

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926
843-681-3947

whitegeraldine9 1 @gmail.com

128.C. Code § 39-5-140(a) (South Carolina Unfair Trade Practices Act), a party injured by such willful unfair or
deceptive acts is entitled to treble damages when the violation is found to be knowing or intentional. The same
measure of damages is recognized for willful and wanton conversion under South Carolina common law.
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APPELLANT’S STATUS RESPONSE REGARDING TRANSCRIPT

Appellant Geraldine White, pro se, respectfully submits this Status Response in response
to the Court’s order dated March 16, 2026, directing Appellant to provide a status update
regarding the transcript within ten (10) days.

I. The transcript referenced in the Court’s order has already been reccived by the Court of
Appeals.

2. Upon review of the available filing information, Appellant has confirmed that the
transcript was received by the Court on February 3, 2026.

3. A copy of the proof reflecting receipt of the transcript on February 3, 2026, is attached
hereto as Exhibit A.

4. Appellant submits this response in compliance with the Court’s March 16, 2026 order
and to clarify that the transcript issue has already been satisfied.

5. Appellant contemporaneously files, or will promptly file, Appellant’s Motion for
Leave to File Initial Brief Out of Time, together with the Appellant’s Initial Brief and
Designation of Matter for Record on Appeal.

WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court note that the transcript was
received on February 3, 2026, deem this status response timely and sufficient, and grant such
other relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Geraldine White March 25, 2026
Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se

141 Lamotte Drive Apt A3

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

843-681-4937

whitegeraldine91@gmail.com
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APPELLANT’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO FILE INITIAL BRIEF OUT OF TIME

Appellant Geraldine White, pro se, respectfully moves this Court for leave to file the
Appellant’s Initial Brief out of time, and in support thereof states as follows:

I. This appeal is presently pending before the South Carolina Court of Appeals.

2. The Court entered an order dated March 16, 2026, directing Appellant to provide a
status response regarding the transcript within ten (10) days.

3. Appellant has since confirmed that the transcript was in fact received by the Court of
Appeals on February 3, 2026.

4. Appellant attaches proof of that receipt as Exhibit A to the accompanying Status
Response and incorporates that shown herein by reference.

5. Under Rule 208, SCACR, the appellant’s initial brief is due within thirty (30) days
after receipt of the transcript.

6. Appellant acknowledges that the Initial Brief was not filed within that period.

7. Appellant respectfully requests leave of Court to file the Initial Brief out of time in the
interest of justice and so that this appeal may be resolved on the merits rather than on a
procedural default.

8. Appellant has acted promptly upon confirming that the transcript had already been
received and is contemporaneously tendering:

a. the Appellant’s Initial Brief;

b. the Designation of Matter to Be Included in the Record on Appeal; and

c. proof of service.

9. No unfair prejudice will result to Respondent from allowing the Initial Brief to be filed
out of time, whereas denial of this motion would effectively terminate Appellant’s ability to
obtain appellate review.

10. Appellant respectfully submits that good cause exists for the Court to accept the
Initial Brief out of time and to permit this appeal to proceed.

WHEREFORE, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court enter an order:

(1) granting leave to file the Appellant’s Initial Brief out of time;

(2) accepting the tendered Initial Brief as filed;

(3) accepting the Designation of Matter for Record on Appeal; and

(4) granting such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Geraldine White March 25, 2026
Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se

141 Lamotte Drive Apt A3

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

843-681-4937

whitegeraldine91@gmail.com






PROPOSED ORDER

This matter comes before the Court on Appellant’s Motion for Leave to File Initial Brief
Out of Time. Having reviewed the motion and the record, the Court finds good cause exists to
grant the requested relief.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that:

I. Appellant’s Motion for Leave to File Initial Brief Out of Time is GRANTED:

2. The Appellant’s Initial Brief tendered with the motion is accepted as filed;

3. The Designation of Matter to Be Included in the Record on Appeal is accepted; and

4. This appeal shall proceed in accordance with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

By the Court

Dated:
Columbia, South Carolina
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DESIGNATION OF MATTER FOR RECORD ON APPEAL

Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se
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DESIGNATION OF MATTER FOR RECORD ON APPEAL

Pursuant to Rule 210(b)(1)(B), SCACR, Appellant Geraldine White hereby designates for
inclusion in the Record on Appeal the entire lower court file and all matter necessary for review
of the issues raised on appeal, including, without limitation, the following;

1. The summons, petition, complaint, and all amendments, attachments, and exhibits filed by
Appellant in this action.

2. All memoranda, briefs, declarations, affidavits, exhibits, and supporting filings submitted
by Appellant in support of her claims and in opposition to dismissal and/or summary
judgment.

3. All declarations, statements, or filings by Appellant identifying the issues presented for
review, including filings addressing attorney immunity, fraud upon the court, Rule 56
fact-finding, lien validity, vessel ownership, and the dissolution and reinstatement of
Benny Hudson Seafood Corp.

4. Respondent John R. C. Bowen's motion to dismiss and/or motion for summary judgment,
together with all supporting memoranda, affidavits, exhibits, and attachments.

5. Respondent Kori Brett McKeithan's Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, together with all
supporting memoranda, exhibits, and attachments.

6. All responses, replies, supplemental memoranda, sur-replies, notices, and other written
submissions filed by any party concerning the above motions or the issues decided by the
appealed orders.

7. The final order granting Respondent John R. C. Bowen summary judgment.

8. The final order granting Respondent Kori Brett McKeithan's Rule 12(b)(6) motion to
dismiss.

9. Any notices of hearing, hearing rosters, scheduling notices, and any related court
communications concerning the motions resolved by the appealed orders.

10. The transcript of every hearing, motion hearing, status hearing, argument, or other
proceeding at which the circuit court considered, discussed, or ruled upon any matter
relevant to the appealed orders, including specifically: (a) the hearing on Respondent
Bowen's motion to dismiss and/or motion for summary judgment; (b) the hearing on
Respondent McKeithan's motion to dismiss; and (¢) any hearing at which the circuit court
orally explained or supplemented the basis for either appealed order.

I1. All exhibits introduced, referenced, proffered, marked, tendered, or otherwise presented
at any hearing relevant to the appealed orders, whether admitted or excluded.

12. Any correspondence, notices, closing documents, disbursement records, and filed
materials concerning the January 2025 disbursement of $15,665.73 from sale proceeds, to





the extent contained in the lower court record or filed in connection with the motions at
issue.

I3. Any filed documents, exhibits, and attachments concerning; (a) the alleged judgment
lien or the absence of a perfected lien; (b) the ownership of the vessel referred to as “Papa
Grace”; (c) the dissolution and reinstatement of Benny Hudson Seafood Corp.; and (d) the
transfer or disbursement of sale proceeds at issue in this action.

14. The register of actions, docket sheet, case history, and all entries in the lower court file
for Beaufort County Case No. 2025-CP-07-00718.

I5. The entire clerk's record, whether or not specifically itemized above, including all
pleadings, motions, memoranda, exhibits, orders, notices, correspondence made part of
the file, and any other paper or matter filed in the lower court that may bear upon the
issues presented on appeal.

16. Any additional matter that the Court of Appeals or the clerk of court determines should
be included for a full and fair review of the issues presented.

Appellant specifically designates the entire lower court file to prevent the omission of any
pleading, exhibit, order, notice, or transcript bearing upon the questions presented in this
appeal.

Respectfully submitted,

s/ Geraldine White March 25, 2026
Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se

[4]1 Lamotte Drive Apt A3

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926

843-681-4937

whitegeraldine9 1 @gmail.com






IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

In The Court Of Appeals

APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

The Honorable Carmen T. Mullen/Circuit Court Judge

Case No: 2018-CP-07-00718

Appellate Case No: 2025-002399

Geraldine White, Appellant

V.

John R.C. Bowen and Kori Brett McKeithan, Respondents

PROOF OF SERVICE

Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se
[41 Lamotte Drive Apt A3
Hilton Head Island, SC 29926
843-681-4937
whitegeraldine9 | @gmail.com
Ce: Joseph Dubois, Esquire

Donald Jay Davis, Esquire

Kara Shea Grevey, Esquire

Stephen Lynwood Brown, Esquire

Russell Grainger Hines, Esquire





PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing Appellant’s Initial Brief,
Designation of Matter for Record on Appeal, Transcript status update and Motion to File Out of
Time upon the following by electronic service via email to the following:

’ Jdavis(@ycrlaw.com
| kgrevey(@yerlaw.com
sbrown{@ycrlaw.com

Counsel for Respondent:Donald Jay Davis,
Esquire;Kara Shea Grevey, Esquire; ; —
Stephen Lynwood Brown, Esquire; rhmcs@vm]gw.unm
Russell Grainger Hines, Esquire P O Box 996

” | Charleston, SC 29402

| 843-724-6602

joe@libertyoaklaw.com

koribrett@libertyoaklaw.com
' 71 Lighthouse Rd Ste 230

Counsel for Respondent:Joseph Dubois,

Esquire | Hilton Head Island, SC 29928

| 843-671-5550 ]
_Date of Service: | This the 25th day of March, 2026. |
s/ Geraldine White

Geraldine White, Appellant Pro Se
41 Lamotte Drive Apt A3

Hilton Head Island, SC 29926
843-681-4937

whitegeraldine9 1 @gmail.com






