From: Chris Ubokudom

To: jbiltoft@mckayfirm.com; Court Of Appeals Filings

Subject: Re: EMERGENCY FILING: Rule 263 Suspension Requested - Ubokudom v. USC - Case 2026-CP-40-00645
Date: Monday, May 11, 2026 3:40:48 PM

Attachments: Part 5- Numbered Exhibits for Petition for Superseadeas and Emergency Stay 0001 0001.pdf

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

On Mon, May 11, 2026 at 3:34 PM Chris Ubokudom <cubok1@gmail.com> wrote:

On Mon, May 11, 2026 at 3:33 PM Chris Ubokudom <cubok1@gmail.com> wrote:

Pursuant to Rules 241 and 263, SCACR, Appellant moves for a suspension of the
appellate rules and immediate injunctive relief to preserve his professional education
seat. Due to the irreversible administrative "point of no return' on June 5, 2026, Appellant
respectfully requests an emergency ruling on the attached Petition for Supersedeas and
Emergency Stay

Please find the attached emergency filings regarding the case of Ubong Christopher
Ubokudom v. University of South Carolina (Case No.: 2026-CP-40-00645).

Attached are the following documents for filing and service:

1. Notice of Appeal (Form 1);

2. Petition for Supersedeas and Emergency Temporary Stay (pursuant to Rule 241 and
Rule 263, SCACR);

3. Proof of Service;

4. [Proposed] Order Granting Supersedeas and Emergency Injunctive Relief;

5. SCCA Form 800 (Transcript Request) and associated documentation; and

6. Numbered Exhibits A through Q.(These will be sent via multiple separate emails)

To Counsel for Respondent: Please note the limited service of exhibits as detailed in the
attached Proof of Service.

Respectfully,

Is/ Ubong Christopher Ubokudom
Ubong Christopher Ubokudom

P.O. Box 1594 Columbia, SC 29202
Appellant Pro Se
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37. USC's conduct materially interfered with Plaintiff's LSAT preparation by forcing him to divert
significant time, energy, and focus toward resalving transcript issues and preparing this
litigation.

38. The LSAT score is a primary determinant of law school admissions and scholarship
eligibility. Higher scores substantially increase the likelihood of merit-based scholarships.

39. As a direct and proximate result of USC's actions:

A. Plaintiff's LSAT preparation was impaired;

B. Plaintiff missed scholarship deadlines requiring complete transcripts;

C. Plaintiff was prevented from applying for certain scholarships altogether; and
D. Plaintiff's competitiveness for law school financial aid was diminished.

Vill. DAMAGES AND IMPACT OF DEFENDANT’S CONDUCT
40.

A. Willful and Wanton Misconduct: Defendant has acted with reckless and outrageous
indifference to the Plaintiff's professional future and the legal safety of his minor

daughter. Despite clear evidence of Plaintif's enroliment and the terminal nature of his
academic deadlines, Defendant has intentionally maintained a state of administrative

paralysis.

B. Interference with Concurrent Litigation: As a direct result of Defendant's conduct,
Plaintiff has been forced to divert numerous hours of critical time—originally allocated for
the preparation of high-stakes litigation on behalf of his minor daughter (Case No.
3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG)—to engage in extraordinary appellate proceedings (Case No.
2026-000348) simply to secure a clear legal right.

C. The "Domino Effect” of Injustice: The Defendant's delay may not only cause the loss
of a professional academic year but has functionally interfered with Plaintiff's ability to
advocate for his daughter's health, safety, and civil rights in other jurisdictions. This
intentional delay constitutes a compounding injury that warrants extraordinary damages.

D. Psychological and Emotional Toll: Plaintiff and his minor daughter have suffered
extreme trauma, indignity, and humiliation. The Defendant's actions have forced the
Plaintiff into a position of "racial stigmatization” and "indignity" by denying him the
standard benefits and recognitions afforded to other students of the University.

E. Necessity for Deterrence: Given the Defendant’s status as a major public institution,
the requested judgment is necessary to deter the Defendant and other similarly situated
institutions from recklessly harming individuals, families, and communities through
administrative suppression and systemic delay.
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EXTENDED HARM TO PLAINTIFF AND MINOR CHILD

41.The harm to Plaintiff’s daughter is not merely financial; it is the permanent loss of
develapmantal etability and the irreversible delay of her father's career trajectory during
her formative years. No amount of delayed monetary judgment can restore the time lost
or the educational opportunities missed if Plaintiff is barred from the 2026 admissions
cycle.

A. The Defendant's actions have caused a "domino effect" of injustice.

B. Plaintiffs academic standing is directly tied to his ability to provide legal advocacy for his
minor daughter in pending matters, specifically Case No. 3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG.

C. The delay caused by the Defendant has not only stalled Plaintiff's professional trajectory
but has directly harmed his minor daughter by delaying his ability to represent her
interests.

D. The mental and emotional toll of being forced into extraordinary appellate litigation to
secure a clear legal right has resulted in significant pain and suffering for both the
Plaintiff and his daughter.

IX. CAUSES OF ACTION
42. GOUNT I; Declaratory Judgment: Plaintiff seeks a formal declaration from this Court

establishing his status as a formerly enrolled student for the Spring 2025 semester and affirming
his right to accurate academic records. Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the prayer for
relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

43.COUNT li: Breach of Implied Contract: Defendant breached the implied contract created
by Plaintiff's admission, registration, and payment of fees by failing to provide the standard

administrative services and record-keeping expected in an academic relationship. Plaintiff seeks
damages consistent with the prayer for relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

44.COUNT Iii: Promissory Estoppel: Plaintiff reasonably and detrimentally relied on
Defendant's representations regarding his enroliment and transcript availability, incurring
financial costs and missing critical law school deadlines when those promises were retracted.
Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the prayer for relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

45.COUNT IV: Breach of Duty under the SC Administrative Procedures Act: Defendant's
conduct in retroactively declaring “no record"” of enroliment—despite physical and financial
evidence to the contrary—was willful, lacked a rational basis, and constituted an abuse of
administrative discretion. Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the prayer for relief in the
Second Amended Complaint.
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46. COUNT V: Negligence: Defendant failed to exercise the standard of care required to
maintain and provide accurate student records. Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the
prayer for relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

47.COUNT VI: Gross Negligence and Reckless Disregard: Defendant's refusal to correct
records despite elear evidence (Student ID) and failure to respond to emergency motions hag
caused permanent, irreparable damage.

A. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference all preceding paragraphs as if set forth
fully herein.

B. The Defendant University owed the Plaintiff a duty of care to maintain accurate
academic records and to communicate truthfully with third-party institutions
(LSAC/Parchment).

C. The Defendant breached this duty by certifying that the Plaintiff was "never enrolled”
despite having internal knowledge and physical evidence (ID cards and system
identifiers) to the contrary.

D. This breach was not a mere oversight; it was willful, wanton, and reckless,
demonstrating a conscious disregard for the Plaintiff's professional future and the safety
of his minor child.

E. The Defendant's "willful and wanton" conduct is evidenced by their simultaneous
admission of Plaintiff's attendance and their public denial of the same .

F. As a direct and proximate result of this gross negligence, the Plaintiff has suffered
irreparable reputational harm, emotional distress, and the potential loss of a law school
career. Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the prayer for relief in the Second

Amended Complaint.

48. COUNT VII: DEFAMATION PER SE The Defendant knowingly published false statements
to third-party gatekeeping institutions (LSAC) regarding the Plaintiff's academic and enroliment

history. These statements injure the Plaintiff in his profession and reputation. Given the
intentional nature of this conduct and the catastrophic collateral harm it has caused to the
Plaintif's career and his minor daughter’s legal safety, Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with
the prayer for relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

49. COUNT Viii: BREACH OF CONTRACT ACCOMPANIED BY A FRAUDULENT ACT

A. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference all previous paragraphs.

B. A contract existed between the Plaintiff and the University of South Carolina, whereby
the University agreed to provide educational services and maintain accurate academic
records in exchange for enroliment and tuition obligations.

C. The University breached this contract by refusing to issue an accurate transcript and by
attempting to "nullify” the Plaintiffs enroliment history.

D. This breach was accompanied by a fraudulent act: specifically, the University's
Registrar admitted in writing that the Plaintiff "registered and attended," yet the

University subsequently and intentionally published a "letter of non-enroliment” to the
LSAC stating the Plaintiff had "no official record of academic work."
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E. This contradictory behavior—admitting attendance internally while denying it to external
gatekeeping institutions—constitutes a fraudulent act intended to deprive the Plaintiff of
the benefits of his contractual relationship with the school.

F. Pursuant to South Carolina law, a breach of contract accompanied by a fraudulent act

entitles the Plaintiff to punitive damages. Plaintiff seeks damages consistent with the
prayer for relief in the Becond Amended Complaint.

50. COUNT IX: INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS

A. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference all previous paragraphs.

B. The University's conduct in this matter is so extreme and outrageous as to exceed all
possible bounds of decency and is regarded as atrocious and utterly intolerable in a
civilized community.

C. The University, through its agents, acted with the specific intent to inflict emotional
distress or acted with reckless disregard for the high probability that severe emotional
distress would result.

D. The University's Registrar explicitly stated in writing that she "failed to see how
[releasing a transcript] would benefit" the Plaintiff, demonstrating a subjective, malicious
intent to obstruct the Plaintiffs professional life.

E. The University was aware that the Plaintiff was facing terminal deadlines for law school
and was managing life-critical federal litigation for his minor daughter.

F. By choosing to "professionally murder” the Plaintiff's career and endanger the safety of
his daughter over an administrative task that takes less than one hour. the University has

caused the Plaintiff to suffer severe emotional distress, anxiety, and mental anguish of a
nature that no reasonable person could be expected to endure. Plaintiff seeks damages
consistent with the prayer for relief in the Second Amended Complaint.

X. ADDITIONAL RELIEF: PENALTIES, CUMULATIVE
JUDGMENT, AND LEGAL FEES

51. Plaintiff further seeks damages for ongoing emotional distress, reputational harm, and lost
educational and professional opportunities, all of which are direct and foreseeable

consequences of Defendant’s actions.

52. Plaintiff requests pre-judgment and post-judgment interest on all monetary damages at the
maximum rate allowed by South Carolina law, from the date of Defendant's wrongful conduct to

the date of full payment.
53. Plaintiff further requests that USC be ordered to pay all of Plaintiff's legal fees and costs

incurred in pursuing this action. including filing fees, court costs, and other litigation expenses,
as well as any fees incurred in enforcing any Court order related to this action.





XI. PENALTY STRUCTURE, PAYMENT, AND PROTECTIVE RELIEF

Failure to Answer or Insufficient Answer
54. If Defendant fails to file a legally sufficient answer as required by law, Plaintiff requests entry
of judgment againat Dafandant in tha amount of $1,000.000,000.00.

Payment Deadline
55. Payment of Total Judgment

The total judgment amount of $1,000,000,000.00 shali be due and payable in full no later than
April 30, 2026 or within thirty (30) days of the entry of the Court’s order, whichever occurs
sooner.

56. Plaintiff requests that in the event of his incapacity or death prior to the satisfaction of
judgment, the Court appoint a Guardian ad Litem to oversee the creation of a constructive trust
for the benefit of Plaintiffs minor daughter, ensuring that the judgment proceeds are insulated
from Defendant's potential probate challenges.

57. To ensure compliance and the availability of funds for the benefit of Plaintiff and his
dependent daughter, Plaintiff requests the Court order Defendant to post a supersedeas bond or

deposit the disputed compensatory amount into an interest-bearing escrow account maintained
by the Clerk of Court pending final adjudication

Post-Judgment Consequences for Nonpayment
58. If initiation of the judgment amount is not timely paid or if there are missed payments,

Defendant shall be subject to a weekly monetary penalty of twenty five million dollars ($
25,000,000.00 per week) , or interest at the applicable South Carolina statutory rate, whichever

is greater, accruing until payment is made in full. This will be added to the $1,000,000,000.00
requested total judgement amount.

Penalty for delaying justice for the plaintiff and his daughter.

50. If there is no judgement and this civil lawsuit is not resolved by April 30th, 2026, defendant
shall be subject to a weekly monetary penalty of twenty five million dollars ($25,000,000.00
per week), or interest at the applicable South Carolina statutory rate, whichever is greater,
accruing until the civil lawsuit is resolved. This will be added to the $1 ,000,000,000.00

requested total judgement amount.

Payment Schedule

60. Payment will begin on April 30th, 2026 or 30 days after a judgment is determined.
Optional Payment Schedule Notwithstanding Paragraph 52, Defendant may satisfy this
judgment through a structured payment schedule of $100,000,000.00 per month, provided that
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the first payment is received by April 30, 2026, or 30 days post-judgment, whichever occurs
sooner. Any missed or late instaliment shall trigger the immediate acceleration of the entire
remaining balance and the penalties outlined in Paragraph 55.

Each payment shall be for $100,000,000.00 per month or unless an altemative schedule is
stipulated by bath partias and appravad by thic Court.

irreparable Harm to Plaintiff's Daughter

61. Defendant's conduct threatens Plaintiff's ability to obtain legal training and employment
necessary to protect and provide for his daughter, creating ongoing and irreparable harm to her
stability, security, and future opportunities.

Protective Distribution for Plaintiff's Daughter

62. If Plaintiff becomes neurologically incapabie of managing his financial affairs, or if
payment is otherwise not made directly to Plaintiff, all sums paid pursuant to judgment
or penality shall be distributed for the sole benefit of Plaintiff's daughter and placed into a
trust to be held until she reaches eighteen (18) years of age.

Law School Deadline at Risk
83. Defendant's actions places Plaintiff at risk of missing more critical admissions deadlines
resulting in more irreparable harm that cannot be cured by monetary damages alone.

Xil. RELIEF REQUESTED

64. Injunction

Plaintiff requests that the Court enjoin Defendant from taking any action that would
misrepresent Plaintiff's enroliment, academic status, or transcript history to third parties,
including law schools, scholarship committees, and federal agencies, both now and during the

entirety of the 2026 admissions cycle.

Explanation of Harm

65. Plaintiff has been forced to divert substantial time, energy, and resources to pursuing
compliance from USC, materially interfering with preparation for the LSAT, timely submission of
law school applications, and applications for merit-based scholarships. The missed deadlines

and lost opportunities create irreparable harm that cannot be fully remedied by money alone,
and delay in USC's compliance further jeopardizes Plaintiff's ability to matriculate at law school
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66. WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment against the
Defendant as follows:

A. Declaratory Judgment: An Order declaring that Plaintiff was a duly admitted and enrolled
student at the University of South Carolina, and that the University's "non-enrofiment" letters
were false and defamatory.

B. Mandatory Permanent injunction: An Order compelling the Defendant to immediately
produce and release an accurate, complete academic transcript and all educational
records to the Plaintiff and the LSAC;

C. Actual and Compensatory Damages: Award Plaintiff actual damages for professional
obstruction, loss of scholarship opportunities, and the costs associated with the LSAT and law
school applications;

D. Award Plaintiff $200,000,000.00 for Breach of Contract and Gross Negligence, reflecting the
total loss of professional trajectory and the compounding harm caused by the interference with
his daughter’s legal advocacy.

E. Defamation Damages: Award Plaintiff damages for the malicious and intentional publication
of false information to the LSAC, which has caused permanent reputational harm and
“orofessional murder" of Plaintiff's legal career;

F. Goliateral Liability Damages: Award damages for the irreparable harm caused to Plaintiff's
minor daughter, as the University's obstruction directly sabotaged Plaintiff's ability to protect her
legal, physical, and life-safety interests in Case No. 3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG;

G. Plaintiff seeks Actual, Consequential, and Punitive Damages for the Defendant's wiliful,

wanton, and reckless disregard. Punitive Damages: In light of the University's gross
negligence and malicious conduct—comparable to the intentional falsehoods in Dominion v. Fox

News—award punitive damages to deter such conduct in the future; award punitive damages in
an amount sufficient to deter such conduct in the future, given the Defendant's status as a
state-funded institution with a significant financial reach;

H. Punitive and Treble Damages: Award $800,000,000.00 in punitive damages to punish the
Defendant for its willful, wanton, and reckless disregard and outrageous indifference to the

health, safety, and rights of the Plaintiff and his family.

|. Damages for Breach Accompanied by a Fraudulent Act: Award Plaintiff significant punitive
damages for the Defendant’s fraudulent conduct in acknowledging Plaintiff's attendance
internally while intentionally misrepresenting a "non-enroliment” status to third-party institutions

(LSAC),

J. Damages for Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress: Award compensatory damages
for the severe mental anguish and emotional distress caused by the Defendant's outrageous
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and malicious obstruction, which the Defendant knew would jeopardize the safety and legal
rights of the Plaintiff's minor daughter;

K. Total Judgment Justification: Enter a total cumulative judgment against the Defendant in
the amount of $1,000,000,000.00 (One Billion Dollars). This amount is justified by the scale of
the intentional defamation, the fraudulent nature of the breach, the outrageous infliction of
emotional distress, willful, wanton, and reckless disregard and the catastrophic,
life-threatening collateral risks created by the Defendant’s ongoing obstruction;

L. Weekly Contempt Sanctions: Impose a weekly penalty of $25,000,000.00 for every week
the University fails to comply with the Court's order to release the records, beginning April 30
2026; '

M. Injunctive Relief: Imnmediately enjoin the Defendant from further misrepresenting Plaintiff's
status and compel the immediate release of all accurate academic records.

N. Reimbursement: Order the immediate return of the $961.00 in fees paid for suppressed
records.

O. Protective Trust: Order that a portion of the judgment be placed in a court-supervised
protective trust for the benefit of the minor child, Minor 1, to ensure her future health and legal
protection.

P. Interest and Costs: Award pre-judgment and post-judgment interest, along with all costs of
court.
Q. Issue declaratory relief as requested herein;

R. Enter preliminary and permanent injunctive relief consistent with Plaintiff's TRO motion;
Plaintiff seeks a permanent mandatory injunction requiring Defendant to correct its internal

database (Banner/Registrar systems) to permanently reflect Plaintiff's enroliment and
attendance for the Spring 2025 semester, ensuring that all future automated verifications (such
as Parchment) are accurate and consistent with the Court's findings.

S.Plaintiff requests that the Court require Defendant to issue a formal 'Letter of Correction' to the
Law School Admission Council (LSAC) and any other third party to whom Defendant previously
provided false or 'erroneous’ information regarding Plaintiff's attendance, with a copy filed with

this Court as proof of compliance.

T. Enjoin USC from misrepresenting Plaintiff's enroliment status to third parties;

U. Order USC to prepare and release accurate academic records and transcripts immediately:
V. Order repayment of $961.00 immediately;

W. To ensure compliance and the availability of funds for the benefit of Plaintiff and his
Dependent daughter, Plaintiff requests the Court order Defendant to post a supersedeas
bond or depesit the disputed compensatory amount into an interest-bearing escrow

account maintained by the Clerk of Court pending final adjudication.





X. Impose weekly penalties and cumulative judgment as outlined above
Y Award all legal fees and costs incurred by Plaintiff in this action; and
Z. Award such other relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Xiil. JURY DEMAND
67. Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable.

XIV. VERIFICATION

68. |, Ubong Christopher Ubokudom, being first duly sworn, depose and state as follows:

| am the Plaintiff in the foregoing action. | have read the foregoing Complaint and know the

contents thereof. The facts stated in the Complaint are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information, and belief.

This Verification is made under penalty of perjury pursuant to the laws of the State of South

Carolina. ...y’

Executed thisg_é day of —@M"’ﬂ——— 20286, in _&Zn ;.,,);,';u
Carolina. g
PLAINTIFF'S TURE:

Ubong Christopher Ubokudom
Plaintiff, Pro Se

, South

“My truth is all | have to protect my daughter; this truth, in addition to the honesty and empathy of

others, | hope will eventually lead to an injunctive relief that she so desperately needs and
deserves.”-Ubong Christopher Ubokudom

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF RICHLAND

Swaorn to and subscribed before me this )5 day of _M_ 2026, by Ubong

Christopher Ubokudom, who is personally known to me or who has produced satisfactory

identification. “‘“.\mmnm.,,

NOTARY PUBLIC SIGNATURE: SN o Qo
: ; S, 2
Notary Public for South Carolina

s
2 !
LUTH .ml“"
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
) FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF RICHLAND )
) C/A No.: 2026-CP-40-00645
)
Ubong Christopher Ubokudom, ;
Plaintiff, ) DEFENDANT’S MEMORANDUM IN
) OPPOSITION TO MULTIPLE MOTIONS
v ) SET FOR HEARING ON MAY 4, 2026
)
University of South Carolina, g
Defendant. ;

Defendant University of South Carolina (hereinafter referred to as “Defendant™), by and
through its undersigned attorneys, submits this Response to multiple Motions pending before the
Court set for a hearing on May 4, 2026. In the interest of judicial economy and ease of navigating
Defendant’s positions on the series of Motions currently before this Court, Defendant submits this
single condensed Memorandum in Opposition. For the reasons set forth below, Plaintiff’s Motions
must be denied.

BACKGROUND

Plaintiff attempted to enroll in courses at the University of South Carolina for the spring
semester of 2025. He was accepted and registered for classes. The deadline for payment of tuition
for the Spring 2025 semester was January 28, 2025. Plaintiff submitted partial payment via a
federal student loan, with the remainder due in full by January 28, 2025. Plaintiff did not pay
tuition by the deadline January 28, 2025. In full compliance with the standard procedure for non-
payment of tuition, was dropped from class rolls because Plaintiff never completed the enrollment

process.
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A student removed from class rolls due to non-payment of tuition receives no course grades
for that semester. The tuition, academic fees, and financial aid were thus removed from his
account, and his partial loan payment was returned to the lender. Plaintiff also incurred a debt to
the University for the housing and meal plan utilized by Plaintiff prior to removal for non-payment,
inclusive of an additional late payment fee. Due to the outstanding debt, the University placed a
hold on the dispersal of any records of Plaintiff, if any, pursuant to standard procedure.

A prospective student is enrolled only after payment of tuition for that semester, so when
a student fails to pay tuition, the student will not receive any grade entered for the registered classes
that semester. Plaintiff was dropped from class rolls since he did not fully pay tuition. Plaintiff
therefore received no grades for his only semester registered at the University and has no transcript
of any USC coursework.

In January of 2026, Plaintiff requested an official transcript from the University for his
prospective law school applications with the Law School Admissions Council (herein “LSAC”).
Upon receipt of this request, the Registrar office discovered a hold placed on any release of records
due to non-payment of his outstanding room and board bill. The University eventually accepted a
partial payment of the debt and removed the hold. This acceptance of partial payment of
previously-owed debt is not typical and was done solely for Plaintiff’s benefit. After the hold was
lifted, the Registrar’s office then discovered and confirmed that Plaintiff had no transcript for any
USC coursework due to non-payment of tuition for his only semester registered.

Upon Plaintiff’s continued requests to send documentation to LSAC after lifting the hold
on his account, the University submitted a timely communication to LSAC correctly informing

them that Plaintiff was not enrolled and has no record of graded coursework for his sole semester
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registered at USC. Though Plaintiff had transfer credits from another institution, Plaintiff still
never fully enrolled and had no graded coursework at USC.

In the pending South Carolina Court of Appeals case, Defendant submitted affidavits of
the Registrar and Bursar in support of Defendant’s contentions. See Exhibit A: Affidavit of
Registrar; Exhibit B: Affidavit of Bursar.

DISCOVERY MOTIONS

Plaintiff has filed multiple discovery motions alleging defects in Defendant’s responses to
his recent discovery requests. Most importantly, Plaintiff alleges that Defendant’s Responses to
Plaintiff’s First Set of Requests for Admission are improper and that all matters asserted in those
Requests are now deemed admitted for failure to verify the Responses under oath. These alleged
admissions serve as the main crux of Plaintiff’s recent surge in other motions and his main asserted
grounds for injunctive relief, so Defendant will address these matters first.

i. Requests for Admission, “Notice of Deemed Admissions,” and “Motion to
Determine Sufficiency”

Plaintiff served Requests for Admission upon defense counsel on March 5, 2026.
Defendants served formal written Responses, as Plaintiff himself admits, on April 2, 2026, within
the 30-day timeframe to serve responses. A matter asserted in a particular Request is admitted
unless, within 30 days after service of the request, the party to whom the request is directed serves
upon the party requesting the admission a written answer or objection addressed to the matter,
signed by the party or by his attorney. Rule 36(a) SCRCP.

Defendant’s Responses to Plaintiff’s Requests for Admission were timely, valid, fully
responsive to the Requests, and were signed by Counsel for Defendant. Defendant fully complied
with the applicable rules in preparing and serving its Responses, and therefore no matter therein is

deemed admitted except for those expressly admitted in writing. Exhibit C: RFA Responses.
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Plaintiff alleges that, since the Responses were not sworn under oath or concurrent with a
verification of the party, that the written Responses are invalid and all matters therein are admitted.
However, this is not what Rule 36 prescribes. Responses to Requests for Admission need only be
signed by the party or the party’s attorney, which was done here. Plaintiff appears to be applying
Rule 33 language applicable to Answers to Interrogatories and conflating it with the rule governing
Requests for Admission. Since no sworn verification is required by rule for Responses to Requests
for Admission, any relief sought or any request for Court acknowledgment of an admission not
expressly set forth in Defendant’s Responses must be denied.

ii. Other Discovery Requests and Motions to Compel

Plaintiff also served his First Set of Interrogatories upon Defendant on March 5, 2026, as
well as a Second Set of Interrogatories and a First Set of Requests for Production on March 9,
2026. Defendant served Answers to Plaintiff’s First Set of Interrogatories on April 6, 2026 (a
Monday after the 30" day fell on Sunday) and Responses to the other discovery requests on April
8, 2026.

Following service of these timely responses, Plaintiff has filed Motions to Compel
asserting that Defendant’s Interrogatory Answers were insufficient or evasive'. Defendant asserts
that all Answers to Interrogatories and all Responses to Requests for Production are proper and
responsive within the bounds of Rules 26, 33, and 34 SCRCP. Also, all objections therein are valid
and comply with the SCRCP.

In his first Motion to Compel, Plaintiff’s primary issues with the Interrogatory Answers

are that he appears to simply disagree with Defendant’s Answers and explanations of why Plaintiff

1 Plaintiff also asserts that Defendant did to provide sworn or verified Answers to Interrogatories. Defendant did
not initially include a sworn verification with the sets of Interrogatory Answers when first served on Plaintiff, as it is
common practice to not do so. Defendant has since executed these verifications and provided them to Plaintiff prior
to the hearings and concurrent with submitting this Memorandum.
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failed to complete the student enrollment process. Plaintiff alleges that certain Interrogatory

b1

Answers contain “wordplay” or “semantic pivots.” This appears to be alleged due to
Plaintiff’s conflation of the terms "registered," "attended," and "enrolled." Here, Plaintiff does
not dispute that he failed to pay tuition and was administratively removed from class rolls, just
as Defendant does not dispute that Plaintiff registered for classes and even attended class prior to
the passing of the tuition deadline. Disputes over these Answers, which are responsive and not
evasive, are not worthy of the Court’s time or attention in light of the Court’s usual
hands-off approach to discovery.

Defendant provided Interrogatory Answers and produced a multitude of documents in
response to Requests for Production. Defendant submitted objections to these requests
sparingly and did so within the bounds of Rule 26 SCRCP, with Defendant only objecting to
matters that are plainly and unduly burdensome and not calculated to lead to the discovery of
admissible evidence. Plaintiff’s main issues with Defendant’s objections are that Defendant
did not dig into his attendance for each session of each class, his assignment or discussion
submissions in class or via the Blackboard online service, or his student ID (“Carolina Card”)
swipes every time he went to a campus gym, utilized his meal plan, or otherwise pinged any card
usage somewhere.

Defendant’s objections to these Requests and Interrogatories are valid, as this information
is not calculated to lead to the discovery of evidence, is unduly burdensome in relation to the issues
of the case, and not relevant to the issues in the case. As mentioned above, Defendant does
not dispute that Plaintiff was present on campus at some point and went to some class sessions
before failing to pay tuition by the deadline. These objectionable discovery requests are
unreasonably cumulative and are unreasonably burdensome, exactly as anticipated by the
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SCRCP.

The second set of discovery requests are even more burdensome and unreasonable in light
of the issues in the case. Plaintiff again sought the Blackboard submissions and assignment
information, which is addressed above. Additionally, Plaintiff sought a multitude of documents
and records of food waste or documentation of supposed expired food from each place Plaintiff
purchased food on campus. These requests are plainly and wholly unrelated to any claim in the
operative Amended Complaint and are in no way calculated to discover any evidence related to
his claims about his transcript and law school applications. These requests over food waste and
expiration records mirror his lengthy series of pro se lawsuits in state and federal court, including
the federal case he cites as the primary alleged emergency and alleged irreparable harm for
injunctive relief purposes®. The Requests related to purchasing food plainly have no bearing on
the present case, and compelling Defendant to try and produce documents of food and beverage
management from every place he may have been on campus more than a year ago is completely
unreasonable.

Ultimately, Defendant’s discovery requests are responsive and valid, and the objections
therein are proper and comply with Rule 26 SCRCP. Plaintiff has not established grounds for any
relief and is not entitled to sanctions of any kind. Thus, Plaintiff’s discovery motions must be
denied.

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF

The other main batch of motions submitted by Plaintiff seek preliminary emergency

2 The federal litigation, filed pro se by Plaintiff on behalf of himself and his minor daughter, is wholly irrelevant to
the present action or this Defendant. The federal action referenced, bearing the number 3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG in
the South Carolina District Court, was filed on September 17, 2025, among a multitude of other pro se actions filed
by Plaintiff over the course of 2025 appearing on the federal court PACER dockets. These state and federal cases,
filed against various defendants including Walmart, Target, Dollar General, CVS, and others, also assert claims over
alleged tampered, manipulated, or tainted foods targeting him and intentionally sold to him.
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injunctive relief or a temporary restraining order. to establish any entitlement to injunctive relief,
or that the underlying Circuit Court Order was erroneous. Plaintiff must demonstrate (1)
irreparable harm, (2) a likelihood of success on the merits, and (3) an inadequate remedy at law.
County of Richland v. Simpkins, 348 S.C. 664, 669, 560 S.E.2d 902, 904 (Ct. App. 2002).

This Court has previously denied a Motion for TRO in this case on February 13, 2026.
Plaintiff has brought these same issues before the South Carolina Court of Appeals via an
Emergency Petition for Writ of Mandamus or for Injunctive Relief filed in the appellate case
through which he is appealing that Circuit Court Order denying the TRO. The Court of Appeals
denied his Petition, also finding that he has not satisfied the requirements for mandamus or
injunctive relief. Ubokudom v. The University of South Carolina, Case No. 2026-000348 (Petition
Denied March 9, 2026).

Plaintiff has plainly failed to establish any risk of ureparable harm here. Despite his
contentions that the loss of an academic year constitutes irreparable harm, this is just simply not
the case and is insufficient to warrant the extraordinary remedies of injunctive relief. Plamntiff is
free to remove the Defendant from his LSAC account, as shown by the LSAC transcript
requirements Plaintiff himself submitted, or he can try again in one single application cycle and
apply for the institutions for which he allegedly missed deadlines. Waves and waves of students
submit law school applications every year over the course of many months. Any alleged harm, of
which Defendant denies, is not irreparable or sufficient to warrant the remedies sought. Plaintiff
also fails to show how Defendant’s accurate communication to LSAC confirming that he has no
USC transcript allegedly impacted his professional reputation in any way.

Plaintiff also leans heavily on his minor child’s federal court lawsuit to try and establish

the alleged irreparable harm and the urgent nature of his filings. He references a federal civil action
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he filed on behalf of his daughter, appearing to assert that he seeks this relief from Defendant so
that he may personally serve as legal counsel for his daughter and “protect her rights” in the
litigation. The federal litigation, filed pro se by Plaintiff on behalf of himself and his minor
daughter bearing the number 3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG in the South Carolina District Court, is the
specific case disclosed by Plaintiff and serves as the basis for Plaintiff’s allegation that actions of
the Defendant are harming his daughter.

In the case mentioned by Plaintiff, he received an Order from the Hon. Magistrate Judge
stating that Plaintiff could represent himself, but he could not represent his daughter in the action,
and he had 30 days to secure counsel for his daughter or face dismissal. 3:25-cv-12608-SAL-PJG,
ECF No. 13 (D.S.C. October 15, 2025). It appears that the daughter’s claims have since been
dismissed without prejudice. /d at ECF No. 41.

Plaintiff appears to believe that, by applying to law schools this calendar year, he will
somehow be permitted to appear as counsel for his daughter in that case regardless of its current
pendency, regardless of any applicable statute of limitations, and regardless of the typical law
school timeline taking three years (not including time for application turnaround, acceptance, and
bar exam prep and results). This reference to the daughter’s litigation, despite Plaintiff’s insistence,
has no bearing on any duty allegedly owed by Defendant or any right that Plaintiff has standing to
assert.

Plaintiff also failed to establish any likelihood of success in this case based on merits. He
has not and cannot set forth any evidence to support his claims that the alleged acts or omissions
of Defendant are arbitrary and capricious, negligent or grossly negligent, or constitute race
discrimination. Plaintiff has also not shown or sufficiently pled any cause of action for breach of

contract or any other cause of action whatsoever. On a fundamental level, this case boils down to
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Plaintiff not paying tuition at USC and then suing because he has no transcript.

Finally, Plaintiff has not shown that he is unable to simply inform LSAC that USC can be
removed from his application package because he has no transcript or grades from here. It seems
that this would be an easy and immediate solution to this whole dispute.

For these reasons, all requests for injunctive relief must be denied.

OTHER REMAINING MOTIONS

The other Motions before the Court on May 4, 2026, should also be denied. Any Motion
to expedite consideration of the TRO or injunction Motions are moot, as the hearing is taking place
as originally scheduled. Any Motion to “Amend the Scheduling Order” based upon a truncated
timeline should also be denied. Plaintiff has shown no grounds or justification for setting this case
for trial as soon as requested or otherwise discarding the Court’s rules about the timeline of a case’s
placement on a trial roster. Defendant does not consent to any Scheduling Order or request to
expedite submitted by Plaintiff, as such requests violate Defendant’s rights to set forth a full
defense. Defendant also intends to submit a dispositive motion in the near future.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth herein, Defendant respectfully requests that the Plaintiff’s Motions
before this Court be denied.
Respectfully submitted,

s/ Jacob A. Biltoft
Janet Brooks Holmes (S.C. Bar No.: 11826)
Jacob A. Biltoft, (S.C. Bar No.: 105349)
The McKay Firm, P.A.
3700 Forest Drive, Suite 404 (29204)
P.O. Box 7217
Columbia, SC 29202
(803) 256-4645
April 30, 2026 Attorneys for Defendant USC
Columbia, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

Ubong Christopher Ubokudom, Plaintiff, . University of South Carolina, Defendant.
Case No.: 2026-CP-40-00645
EXHIBIT E:

HEARING HANDOUT: MATRIX OF CAUSES OF ACTION AND EVIDENCE OF EGREGIOUS

HARM

DISPOSITIVE EFFE F DEEMED ADMISSIONS (RULE RCP

HEARING HANDOUT: DISPOSITIVE EFFECT OF DEEMED ADMISSIONS

Note to the Court: Pursuant to Rule 36, SCRCP, matters not responded to with a sworn
statement of the party within 30 days are conclusively established. The following Matrix
summarizes how these judicial admissions resolve the core legal issues in the pending motions
for a TRO, Expedited Trial, and Supplemental Pleading.

Cause of Action Admitted Facts & Evidence of Harm Supporting
Master
Exhibit(s)

|. Declaratory Admitted: Plaintiff fulfilled the $961.00 financial | Exhibits A, E, &

Judgment demand for transcript access. (RFA No. 1). F

Defendant possesses internal knowledge of
Plaintiff's registration (RFA No. 9).

Il. Breach of Implied Admitted: Defendant accepted $961.00 under a | Exhibits A & F
Contract promise of service and failed to perform. There
are no remaining triable issues of fact regarding
liability. (RFA No. 2).

lll. Promissory Admitted: Defendant induced a $961.00 Exhibits A, E, F,
Estoppel payment via a "bait and switch." Irreparable &J
harm exists because money damages cannot
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restore the missed professional deadlines
caused by this reliance. (RFA No. 3).

IV. Breach of Duty

Admitted: Defendant admitted internal

Exhibits A & E

of $961.00 would grant transcript access.
Plaintiff's reliance on this representation to meet
academic deadlines (Exhibit J) resulted in
pecuniary loss and professional injury when the
University failed to provide the promised
records. (RFA No. 5).

under the SC APA knowledge of registration (RFA No. 4).
Retroactively "clearing" this data is arbitrary,
capricious, and a violation of data accuracy
mandates.
V. Negligence Admitted: Defendant represented that payment [Exhibits A, F, & J

V. Gross Negligence
land reckless
disregard

Admitted: Defendant owes a duty of care to
maintain accurate academic and financial
records. By failing to reconcile the record after
accepting payment (Exhibit F) and intentionally
certifying "No Record" to third parties despite
internal knowledge of attendance (RFA No. 6),
Defendant has demonstrated a "willful and
wanton" disregard for Plaintiff's professional
standing and legal rights.

Exhibits A, E, F, &
H

VIl. Defamation Per
Se

Admitted: Defendant provided a "No Record"
status to LSAC (RFA Nos. 7) while internally
possessing evidence of enroliment. This
establishes "Actual Malice" by law and is clear
defamation.

Exhibits A & G
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VIil. Breach of
contract
accompanied by a
Fraudulent act

Admitted: The scheme of inducing payment
and then intentionally nullifying the record is
established by Defendant's failure to respond to
the RFA regarding record "nullification." (RFA
No. 8).

Exhibits A, E, &
F

IX. Intentional
Infliction of
Emotional Distress
(IIED)

Admitted: The Registrar’s written
acknowledgment that Plaintiff "registered and
attended" , contrasted with the University's
subsequent "No Record" certification to third
parties, establishes the intentional and
outrageous nature of the conduct. This is
intentional infliction of emotional distress.

Admitted: By failing to provide a verified
response to RFAs regarding the "nullification" of
records , the Defendant admits to a bad-faith
scheme of withholding transcripts despite
knowing such actions would trigger "terminal”
professional deadlines and interfere with
Plaintiff's protected parental rights. Evidence of
this is in the (RFA No. 24-28), | read earlier.

Exhibits A, D, H,
& J

SUMMARY OF PROCEDURAL DEFAULT

RFAs Served: March 5, 2026 (Exhibit B)
Legal Deadline: April 5, 2026

Purported Response: April 2, 2026 (Exhibit C)
The Default: Exhibit C is unsworn and unverified by any University official. Under

Rule 36(a), it is a legal nullity.
e Current Status: All matters in Exhibit A are Conclusively Established under Rule

36(b).
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Respecitfully,

/s Ubong Christopher Ubokudom
Ubong Christopher Ubokudom

P.O. Box 1594 Columbia, SC 29202
Plaintiff Pro Se

Dated: April 23, 2026
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UN!VERS[TY OF

SOUTH CAROLINA

0 [aLta

An Equal Opportuadty Instiluten

University Bursar
Bursar's Office
'ID' ‘Name'
T07578056 | Mr. Ubong C Ubokudom
'Detail Code* |'Description’ Term' 'Charge’ 'Payment' | "Balance' |'Transaction Date'
3UCF COL Housing Uncollectible WO 202501, : (961 .00[‘ - 11/15/2026, 12:00:00 AM
3CHK COL Check Payment 202501 961.00 - 1/12/2026, 1:44.35 PM
3UCF UNCOLLECT WO HOUSING MAY 2025 202501 1,620.65 - |5/30/2025, 11:44:54 AM
3UcC UNCOLLECT WO CAR CARD MAY 2025 202501 226.36 - |5/30/2025, 11:44:54 AM
3UCA UNCOLLECT WO AR MAY 2025 202501 75.00 - 15/30/2025, 11:44:54 AM
30LF COL Late Fee 202501 75.00 - 13/14/2025, 10:12:56 AM
30CD All Access w/$400 MPD 202501 {2,659.64) - 2/17/2025, 3:20:55 PM
AOP3 Fed Direct Unsubsidized Loan 202501 (4,863.00) - |2/11/2025, 2:46:17 PM
3HFZ COL Housing Park Place 202501 167.90 - |2/7/2025, 9:10:39 AM
3HFZ COL Housing Park Place 202501 {4,937.25) - 12/4/2025, 10:40:28 AM
3TUN COL UG Nonresident-SC Tuition 202501 (17,949.00) - |1/28/2025, 1:09:01 PM
COL Language Lab Fee 202501 {130.00) - {1/28/2025, 1:09:01 PM
3FTF COL Technology Fee 202501 {200.00) - |1/28/2025, 1:09:01 PM
3FMA COL Matriculation Fee UG 202501 (80.00) - }1/28/2025, 1:09:01 PM
3FIU COL CIC UG Program Fee 202501 (360.00) - }1/28/2025, 1:02:01 PM
3FHI COL Mandatory Health Insurance 202501 (1,849.71) - |1/28/2025, 1:09:01 PM
30CD All Access w/$400 MPD PLUS 202501 2,886.00 - 1/10/2025, 12:00:00 AM
30CD All Access w/$250 MPD 202501 {2,532.00) - |1/10/2025, 12:00:00 AM
AOP3 Fed Direct Unsubsidized Loan 202501 4,863.00 - |1/4/2025, 11:52:02 AM
3FHI COL Mandatory Health Insurance 202501 1,848.71 - 12/24/2024, 3:03:56 AM
3UA COL Langu_age Lab Fee 202501 130.00 - 12/23/2024, 12:00:00 AM
30CD All Access wi$250 MPD 202501 2,532.00 - |12/20/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3TUN COL UG Nonresident-SC Tuition 202501 4,487.25 - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FUP COL Health Ctr Fee UG 6-11 202501 (127.00) - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FTF COL Technology Fee 202501 47.00 - |12/18/2024, 12:00.00 AM
3FIU COL CIC UG Program Fee 202501 90.00 - 112/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3TUN COL UG Nonresident-SC Tuition 202501 13,461.75 - }12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FUP COL Health Ctr Fee UG B-11 202501 127.00 - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FTF COL Technology Fee 202501 153.00 - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FMA COL Matriculation Fes UG 202501 80.00 - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3FIU COL CIC UG Program Fee 202501 270.00 - |12/18/2024, 12:00:00 AM
3HFZ COL Housing Park Place 202501 6,340.00 - |12/1712024, 8:22:51 AM
3HAF COL Housing Activity Fee 202501 50.00 - |12/17/2024, 8:22:51 AM
University of Sou  1rolina = Coiumbia, South Carolina 29208 * 803-777-6283 * Fax 803-777-7953 7





Registration Activity for Ubong Ubokudom

Registered Courses Spring 2025
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Dated: May 11, 2026

Ubong Christopher Ubokudom

Ubong Christopher Ubokudom

Ubong Christopher Ubokudom



