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IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS
APPELLATE CASE NO. 2012-213208 -

N N '
Lower Court Case no. 2012-CP-1800539 00 S0t of Apnenls

Pages 10 4
Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se Appeliant/Plaintiff Attachments-25
12
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and
BANK of AMERICA, Respondents/Defendants : /

Pro Se APPELLANT/WHALEY'S MOTION TO RELIEVE as COUNSEL/ ' - Respondent/BOA's said Attomeys and/or
Law Firm NELSON, MULLINS...” pursuant with SCACR 240(a-b) which will automatically STAY the APPEALS
COURT ORDERED RULINGS Dated 11/17/2013; *(Supported by Respondent/'SCFCU's attached 11/4/2013 Létter-
See Exh. C); & supported also by ROPC Rule 1.7; SCRCP Rule 54(b) & Rule 15(b)
or/ Filing Appeliant Whaley’s ALTERNATIVE TO CERTIFY an INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL (to the S.C. SUPREME
COURT SCACR 203(d){1}{A){i) “...involving a challenge on state or federal grounds to the constitutionality of a state law...” (See Exh. B; Orderf Appeals Ct )

COMES NOW, pro se Appellant Whaley, filing in this Appeals Court, pursuant with SCACR Rule 240(a,)(b), as
Rule 240(b) is admitted, with BOTH RESPONDENTS, and Appeals Court’s alleged said *Understandings™*(See Exh.
Ee & Respondent/BOA’s Mt to Dism. pg 3) is that this appeals court, Must! STAY! Any!! Appeals Court PENDING
Orders/such as the Court Order dated 11/27/2013, must be STAYED pursuant with Rule 240(b) until

Appellant/Whaley's Motion to RELIEVE COUNSEL/of RESPONDENT/Bank of America/BOA, is decided by this said
Appeals Coutt.

~ RESPONDENTS’ BOA's MOTIONS and SCFCU's {improper! filed in the Appeals Court an alleged)
MEMORANDUM/a/i/a/“INTRODUCTION” Attached with RESPONDENT/SCFCU's LETTER dated “November 18, 2013” (Exh.A-2)
" was Filed as APPEALS COURT’S PLEADING(S)or MOTION(S); AND the LOWER TRIAL COURT'S attach
“..PUBLIC INDEX...” (Exh. Bc), shows/or supports APPELLANT/Whaley’s ALWAYS FILED in this APPEALS COURT Destination/and
Notice of Appeal, involving only! the SAME CLAIMS, PARTIES, and attached EVIDENCE/or “MATERIAL” (pursuant with Rule 209{bf-)
that APPELLANT/Whaley also filed in the Lower Trial Court - WHICH supports also APPELLANT/Whaley's Filed Motion for RELIEVE
as COUNSEL/of RESPONDENT/BOA’s LAW FIRM - NELSON, MULLINS, Riley & Scarborough, LLP- due known Conflict of Interest
© ALWAYS with APPELLANT WHALEY/and or Appellant's named CASHIER’S CHECKS named PAYEE/CCG-
and]! SAME said LAW FIRM's ALWAYS KNOWN AFFILIATION with both! RESPONDENTS/BOA and SCFCU’s - PERSONAL!! CLAIMS
and ADDITIONAL PARTIES brought into this said Civil CASE MATTER - as being an alleged FEDERAL RECEIVER-Mr. BEATIE B.
ASHMORE (at the SAME!! TIME! Mr. B.B. Ashmore also SERVES as~ THIS! said APPEAL S/andior SUPREME COURT BOARD
MEMBER(S), as being a SCREENER of S.C. JUDGES, and to DISCIPLINE S.C. ATTORNEYS *{which show BIAS Possibly
CONTINUED!! (See Respondent SCFCU’s LETTER Exh. C dated NOV. 4, 2013/filed in this said Appeals Court ; and goes against
Rules of Canon 2 & 3; 28 U.S.C. § 958) - WHICH this APPEALS COURT continuest! to IGNOR /in Error Greatly OVERLOOKED -
Pursuant with SCACR Rute. 240(b); 209(b); 208(a); & ROPC 1.7 & Cannon 283 - & Rule 15(b) & SCRCP 203(b)

As the following below are continued reasons for RELIEF of COUNSEL of Respondent/BOA:

1. Both Respondents filed pleadings/and letters in this said Appeals Court, as well as this said Appeals Court's ORDER

i (See Respondent/BOAMt to Dismiss pg 3-/and/Respondent/SCFCU's afieged! MemorIntroduction’/pg 2, admits as to each Respondents’ RELIANCE UPON
AppeliantWhalgy's Lower Court's Mt for RECONSIDERATION, pg 6- which Shows —Appefiant Whaley ALWAYS REQUESTED for the RESPONDENT/BOA's
COUNSELOR/NELSON, MULLINS...LAW FIRM and ALL! its ASSOCIACTIONS must be RELIEVE as COUNSELORS due to INTENTIONAL CONFLICT of
INTEREST/and said LAW FIRMS abways known PERSONAL INTEREST with APPELLANTMWhale/and or Appeliant's named CASHIER'S CHECKS named
PAYEE/CCG's STATE! COURT! APPOINTED RECEIVER, which CONFLICTS with RESPONDENT/BOA's said LAW FIRM'S PERSONAL Claims BROUGHT
within the LOWER TRIAL COURT, who ORDERED RESPONDENT/BOA's LAW FIRM's Claims that a FEDERAL COURT RECEIVER , is over Appellant
Whaley's said CASHIERS CHECKS/monies; *(See also AppellantWhatey's fited “INITIAL BRIEF and field DESIGNATION of MATTER" which further supports
this about MOTION TO RELIEVE COUNSEL/of RESPONDENT/BOA were always *... RECORDS ON APPEAL.. MATTERS...PRESENTED fo the LOWER
COURT or Tribunal'; which IN ERRORVor diie to BIAS, INCORRECTLY, or FRAUDULENTLY Claimed otherwise, in this APPEALS COURT's ORDER dated
1112712013, *(See Lower Trial Court's TRANSCRIPT pages 10, Lines 19-25, & pg 11 Lines1 -3, date August 29, 2012); Pursuant with Rules, 204(b), 54.(b),
15(b), & Canon 283




WHEREFORE, the Conclusion in this matter is that this said Appeals Court, must withdraw! or.Relieve as
Counsel (along with.ANY and ALL the said faw firms' proper filed pleadings, orders...etc.al. filed) in this séid case
matter, which involves the ﬁESPONDENT/Bf)A Law Firm, Nelson, Mullins, Riley, & Scarborough, pursuant with
Rule 240(b), and SCROPC Rule 1.7, Rule 15(b), and or Appellant Whaley is filing an Altemétive TO CERTIFY an
INTERLOCUTORY APPEAL in which all other matters must be at a STAY up until this said Appeals has made a
final ruling.

Dated: December 24,2013 | Zﬁ/" rz wz\ Y
/

Roger \fhaley

8673 Laurel Grove Lane

North Charleston, SC 29420
Email - 1a99mont@yahoo.com -

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

{ declare that all that is stated is true and believable, attached with DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE to support any and all Appellant Whaley's
claims, which also supports these said Claims filed in this Motion for RELIEVE-AS COUNSEL is not being filed frivolously, for to delay, and to
show as well that all proper parties has been hand-delivered, mail, and faxed this said Motion for Relieve of Counsel, the
RESPONDENT/BOA's Law Firm and All it counselors with Nelson, Mullins, Riley & Scarborough,LLP, who continues! to filed FRIVOLOUS
MOTION to DISMISS; C ‘

*(See Exh. Aab, Aac dated November 12, 2012 Lt from BOA Lawyers-and November. 10, 2012- Lt from Lower Ct-Court Reporter about
TRANSCRIPTI[s] alleged Transcript Deficiencies , REGARDING the PASS Motion-to DISMISS/by this said APPEALS COURT, which was
DENIED, although! this said Appeals Court appears to have had BIAS INTEREST/and or in RETALIATION/due to Appeals Court BOARD
MEMBER-and RESPONDENTS’ alleged FEDERAL RECEIVER-Mr. BEATTIE B. ASHMORE; whom BOTH RESPONDENTS ONLY! who
ADDED that said PARTY and others to be brought into this said Appeals COURT (See TRANSCRIPT 5-8-2012 pgs 3 thru 8/or PAGE 4
which shows BOTH/Respondent(s) JOINT! ADDING of MR. BEATTIE B. ASHMORE as FEDERAL RECEIVER - in-an ONGOING!!
STATE! COURT! ISSUES, which also against ROOKER/FELDER DOCTRINE, as well as against SCRCP Rule 203(d}{1)(A)(ii}-regarding
CONSTTUTIONAL QUESTIONS between FEDERAL and STATE LAWS ; But the said-Appearance of BIAS MISCONDUCT/and or
Retaliation, was when this said Appeals Court-did not place that said FIRST!! DENIAL on Appeals Court Records, but! later allowed this CASE
to REMAIN within this Appeals Court when this"Appeals Court's CLERK APPROVED EACH TIME Appellant's Court Requested/and Produced
ALL *Deficiency” that were required. (See Exh. Aaa dated "August 23, 2013 regarding This Appeals Lt involving .. Appellant's INITIAL
BRIEF” and “DESIGNATION"; and see Exh. Aa dated "October 10, 2013 - requested/Correction of “Deficiencies with Appeflant's MOTION
FOR JUDGMENT against RESPONDENT BANK of AMERICA...; Which RESPONDENT/BOA's filed MOTION to DISMISS dated
“OCTOBER 24, 2013” *(See Exh. E- thru - E-5) shows that the RESPONDENT/BOA - NEVERII requested for this APPEALS COURT! to
DENY! Appellant/Whaley’s filed MOTION FOR JUDGMENT, *(See also Exh. A-1-Aptt's Motion for Judgment-against BOA);

As well as NEITHERI! RESPONDENTS/BOA nor SCFCU filed PLEADINGS in this said Appeals Court NEVERI! requested
for AppellantWhaley to AMEND his “INITIAL BRIEF” *{which is requésted IN ERROR/or OTHERWISE - claimed in this APPEALS
ORDER dated 11/27/2013)" - although this said Appeals Court did! LEGALLY ACCEPTED APPELLANT’s filed INITIAL BRIEF and filed
DESIGNATION - after said Deficiencies were property CORRECTED by Appellant/Whaley . *({See Exh. Aa, & Aaa)

The above said Motion to RELEIVE'COUNSEL, Appellant/Whaley is ONLY requesting the RELIEVE of COUNSEL of
RESPONDENT/BOA's Law Firm — Nelson, Mullins, Riley, Scarborough, LLP and all its alleged Representative{s)-who NEVER legally placed
EACH of their APPEARANCE in this said APPEAL COURT, due to the appearance of continued BIAS of this said Appeals Court's said above
OFFICIALS/ and due to Respondent/BOA said LAW FIRMS intentional CONFLICT of INTEREST - by being PAID/or was APPOINTED to
REPRESENT Both! Respondent/BOA & APPELLANT/Whaley's MONEY INTEREST involving the SAME MONIES filed in Appelflant/Whaley's
COMPLAINT and all his other filed pleadings, including this said Appeals Court, & prior Supreme Court.. *(See Appeal Ct Lt -attach Exh. A3 & Aaa)

cc:  Jody A. BedenbaughiAttomey for Respondent/ Bank of America/but No! other Attorney never place their proper
APPEARANCE in this said Appeals Court such as Attorney - “Attorney C. Sullivan” who has FILED
ALL the said Appeals Court's Unethicallor improper filed Pleadings— which MUST be Withdrawnlor Relieved as Counsel

cc:  Andrew H. Butler, Esg,/ResPondent/South Carolina Federal Credit Union-alleged ATTORNEY, and NOW ALSO the
illegalior unethical Appeals Appearance of Attomey SHEILA M. BIAS appeared ONLY in this said APPEALS Court, but! NEVER!
APPEARED within the said Lower Court as being SCFCU’s ATTORNEY with the ONLY! appeared Attorney “E. CALEB RISER,
Esquire” - who also NEVER place his Proper!! Written!! APPEARANC-in the LOWER Trial Court, when RECORDS shows a
complete yet! Different Attorney, NOT Mr. Butler WROTE the said MOTION to DISMISS - “INTENT” to FILE-but NEVER!
DID...only supported RESPONDENT/BOA’s Mt to Dismiss; :
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

Roger L. Whaley; Appellant, Pro Se ,
o ! - Attachiments - 2
V. . , *Appeals-Order/9/27/13

*aid Respandent SCECU Letter /1013
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and: Bank of
America; Respondents.

Appeliate Case No. 2012-213208

Presiding Lower Court Judge Maite D. Murphy
 Dorchester County
A Trial Court'Case No. 2012CP-1800539
LETTER to: CLERKIaIkIaIMOTlON for. Judgment agamst RESPONDENT’BANK OF AMER!CAIorIREQUEST to
REMAIN.-THAT said RESPONDENT- MATTER BACKto Lower Trial.Co I't‘Wlth INSTRUCTION to ENTER: Direct’

JUDGMENT IN FAVORof. PlamtlfflAppellant ‘Roger Whaley
Pursuant with SCRAP-208(a)(2),{4)&(7)!

Dear Clerk:

_Pursuant with SCRAP Rule:208(a )(4)2&(7) by the understanding of this Pro.Se, Plaintiff/Appellarit Whaley, can write a
LETTER/a/k/alor MOTION FOR JUDGMENT against. Defendant/RESPONDENT-BANK OF:AMERICA for Request to REMAIN
that said Defendant/Respondent/Bank:of America’s: :‘MATTER BACK to'Lower Trial:Court with- lNSTRUCTION for the lower trial
court Judge to Enter. DIRECT JUDGMENT in FAVOR of PLAlNTlFFIAppeHant Roger. Whaley,:as inindeed the Respondent
BANK OF AMERICA; has not/and or CANNOT Denied: any!! of: Appellanthhale)fs State of-Facts/nor:Arguments made in-his
Initial Briefland/or Designation; as.well-as RespondentlBank of America-has FAILED 10 file lts required- Responsive Brief,
pursuant with ‘SCRAP 208(2); nor. did Defendant/Respondent Bank of: Amenca never' requested any kind of extension of time to
il aiy Résponse; as is reqlired:by SCRAP Rulg 7, just-as the Deferdant/ Respondent Soith Carolina Federal Credit Union.

Therefore |, the- ‘Appellant, Roger Whaley is requesting-this said APPEAL'S Court to Grant PlaintiftfAppeliant/Whaley Motion for
Judgmentland/or Requ%hng this-Appeals Court Remain: Respondent/ Bank of America's case:matters Back before the said’
lower trial ‘court with-in SPECIAL INSTRUCTION:to rénder Judgment in. FAVOR of mhfflAppeIlant Whaley, ‘will not bias'no
party. But-will indeed show.that this'said Appeals Court is not b:ased agamst the: Plamt:ﬁlAppellant Whaley, as‘a Pro Se, non-
attorney. ) i

Pléase find, ‘attached also Plaintiff/Appeliant Whaley's. CASHIER'S CHECK for $25. 00, in‘case'this said letter/or motlon mustbe
paid:so to file in this'said Appeal r-in order for this matter torecgive such equal justice. 'If there is’ any other: information

riéeded, pléase do not hesitate to writé'this said Pro 'Se AppellantWhaléy:
g L. 1) qu,

September 30, 2013
CC:. Drew Hamxlton Butler; Exik Tison Norton; Jody A. Bedenbaugh; Sheila M. Bias; ‘Roger Wk(gfey, Pio: Se

1

SCRAP Ruie (7) Supplemental C|ta‘hons When pemnent and sngmﬁcant authontla come 1o the attention of a party after his Initial’ bnef(s) hasbeenberved
: lefter, wmaoopytoallcounsel semngfom\ﬂ\eatahons There shall be'a

reference enherto the; page 'of the brief or tan issue to which the citations pertain, but the letter shall; wxmout argumem. state the reasons for the supp!ementa!

citations.”Any r&sponse shall be made pmmpﬁy and shall be snmﬂany l'xmrted

$ign ah ordsr disissing al, afid the appeat shall notbe remstahed exceptas pmwded by Rule 260° Upon the failure of respondent to hme!y -fike"a Brief,
the appellate court may. take such'achion asiit deems proper.

3 ‘Which th/ts said Appeals Couﬂ Clérk could ONLY GRANTED.the: EXTENSIGN of DefendantRespondent *SC Federal Credit Union” request for *..;a 30.day
Extensron in which to SERVE: and FILE:, (meerONLY SCFGU's)...Initial Raspondent’s Brief and Designation of Matter* ‘when SCFCLYs LETTER: ‘dated
110,:2013" stiows it oniyll requssted in its said LETTER for thie Extension for 30 days ONLY fromthe ‘COUNSEL’ for “Responderit SC
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wravsichardsonplondenccn

‘November 18,2013}/

. Coluiibia.
Direct D£aI -(803) 576:3718
e stias@RichardsonPlowdan.con
VIA'HAND DELIVERY
The-Honorable: Jenny'A. Kitchings
Clerk, Solth Carolina Court &f Appeais-
1015 S! !mtﬂr Strect

Re: Roger L. Whaley v Soutf' Carolma ‘Federal Credlt Union and Bank of
America - :
CIA No.: 2012-CP- 18 539 .
Appellate Case # 2012-21 3208
Our File No

Dear Ms. Kitrhin‘gq-'

one addltlonal copy of our Memorandum and_.-would -request“that it be fi Ie stamped ard.
retumedito our courier.

We are. th:s day -serving a copy of our- Memorancum on proise Appellant Rocer
Whaley and all:counsel ‘'of raecord.

Thank you for your. assxstance and with kind regards, | am-

Sincerely,

SC Bar# 160005

SMB/dfb
ce: Roger Wha!ey, Pro se
' Jody:Alan Bedenbaugh; Esquire.
Erik:Tison Norton; Esquire
Drew Hamitton Butler, Esquire
Tara C. Sullivan, Esquire -



JERNY ABQO’T -(.TCI"! NGS -

October 10, 2013

Roger L. Whaley
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charles’t’on SC 29420

Re:  Roger W hak\ v, SC Yederal Cudn & mol1
Appellate Case No. 2012-213 30\,_

Déaar Coungel;

Upon reviewing your "Letter (o clerk/a’k/a motion for judgment Against resporident.
_Baik of Ainericajor/request to rémain that said rpspondenr matter back to Tower

trial court with instruction, to-enter-direet judgment in favor of pl ainii{ffappeliant
Roger Whalev.” the following deficiency or deficiencies have been noted under the
South’ Caxolma Appeilate Court. Rules ( CACR), and any deficiency must b;
L(mected wij thm{m (10) days of the date of this leuer:

o The acwmpam ing proot of service is-not in compliance with the SCACR.
Your proof of service should be ~ubsmmmll\ ifi.the format shown by Form 7
in Appendix C o part {1 01 the SCACR.

Very truly vours,-




JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS
CLERK

V. GLAIRE-ALLEN'
DEPUTY CLERK

avs _ ngustZS,,zOfB

Yy 4e 867 /’2 Lamei Grove Lane
/Wff’, ‘North Charleston SC 29420
/

Lpeer” |
/\‘/,M'-M/ ‘ / - Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Union
- Appellate Case No. 2012- .213208.
Degsstd TP

’ z

Dear Mr. Whaley: /’

ﬂf Uporn 'e‘vi’e‘.wi'n your appeliant s initial bnef tie following deficiency or
' deficicncies iave been noted under the South Carolina Appellate- Court Rules
" (SCACR), and any deficiency must be corrected within'ten ( 10) days of'the date of
this 1etter

The\initial brief is not accompamed bya demgnatlon of m@o be included in 1he
record on appea! Wy‘e are. ret;qmmg t}e attac/l%ments and exhtblts to. you

n % / :
You will need to subimit a designation of matter to the Court pursuant to- Rule 209,
SCACR, and Form 14. The designation: __“ustzﬁeﬁlé ’within ten daysof the date of
this lettet’or your case may be dismissed JYhe respondents briefs will be due
within thirty (30) days from the filing of the appeiiant s designation of matter.
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Nelson ?;\ \

Mullins

\c[sm \fullms Rlle\"'

& Scarborough LLP

Jenny AbbotKitchings
“Clerk of Court

Thie South Carolina Cotrt of Appeals:
P.0O. Bn\ 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

i

RE: Rooex L. Whaley v. South C.xmlm.l Federal Credu {inion: and BanL of America
Case No. 20112-CP-18-539, Appellate Case \0 2012:-213208
Our Filé No.. 05100/02149

Dear Ms. Kitéh“mgs

1 représent De_f_el_l_dant Respundem Bank of —\mer‘ca* in the. abov L-referemed ctio on. [ am

WrTHng 1o request dismuissal of tis- appeal pursuam 16 Ruile “08(4)(4) whith nqmr thie clérk
to-dismiss the action w hr"n the Appclldm fail§ to- timely ﬁ]c a brief. '

yeiliant Whaley)herved his notice of aggeg- on Scptcmber 28, -012 » (Rule 207(a) requires
. he (}_gpenam t0_ofder & mecnpt)u[bm wn - days of the notice- o1 appeal afid to copy all -
partiés  on Lorre‘pon Thce /10 ] To. date, Wwe Have pot yeceived any
correspondeuce from My, Whaley mdnatluv that_he has ordered a transeript. Rule: 208(uy
requires. the: Appellant to file. and sérve fiis-initial bnef wnhm thirty-ddys of the notice of appeal
1f he mls Yo order the transcript as required. TO date, App“lldnl Whaley has failed w© file and
ief; Therefore. Appellant W halev ha~ failed 1o file his brief:within thirty’
Y tice of dppeal as rcqu:red by’ Rulé 208(a). " Therefore; we réquest that vou sign
an order disiiss mo the ppeal a5 required by Rule 708( 2.

Thank }011 for vour mennon 1o 'this mattcr. {‘have enclosed a chuck for the 1cqwred motion’ /‘(
ﬁhng fee. Pleace let e koow if vou require any. ‘further informatioii. :

Very iruly yours,; ‘)/

En]\ T Norion

)

c¢: Roger Whaley, Pro Se

Wi orifees in the Disirid of Cohanbia: Slarids. Geordia. ua.r.au 7S, \4r~ Carslibe, Sowdi-Carcling



November 10. 2012

North Charlesion, SC 20420

s‘-z»’tau"df South Cato
The QIlmut Court of the L[Eb?lltlj %xbma{ ‘Circuit

Brends i SCn:L. Cirzait Court
P.C. Box 208, Jackeon, SC.20831 *** &

‘ Rdger Whaley

8673 Laurel Grove Lane , - . e

Re:  2012-CP-18-033%

Dear Mr. Whaley.,

and paviient for the Transcript of Record ¢

—

This is to acknowledge that on November 9. 20124l received vour fetter
in the above maticr.

If the transcript is léss than the amount previously quoted 1© vou, ['will refund the difference to vou upen delivery
of thié transcript. Tt the transcript is more than: the amount previously quotéd 1o vou. the balance will be due prior
10 delivery of the transéript. T will contadt vou tpon comipletion of the transcript.

Under our rules. 1 have sixiv days in which 1o coniplete the transeript after receipt of the deposit. In addition; |

2m allowed 1o request from Court Adminisiration thirty day extensions if necessi

¥ 10 complete the ranscript.
You wiil be notified if"extensions are granted. '

I Vou desire 1o cancel the' requ»st for the'transeript. 2 »anceilanon request musl’Fe madcinwriting. You will be

responsible for navme'u of any portien-of the franscript that has béeri conipléted as of the date of receipt of your
cancellation.

Should you have any qucmon: rcuardm-' the above information. plea:e contact mic-at the above address. Thank
vou for vour requo‘t in this matter.

Bm)da L \u\\aﬁf
Circnit Court Report
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ST S Rooex L. Whaley

%1 3 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston SC 29420

Court nf’—'lppealsv

e

aru[ma

May 21, 2013

Y4 Rc:ir Roger W haley v. SC Federal Credit Lmon

=

Appe ellate Caae No. 2012-213208

< Dear Mr. Whaley:

The Cléll\ of the South Carolina Stpreme Count (ransferred@our riotice of appeal
15 the C ourt.of Appeals rfter 10pvas hiediat the; Supleme Court - Your case will’

temain in the South Carolina Courtof Appeals.

lease advise as to'the status of the tramcnpt request. Pursuant to Rule 207(a) of
the South Carolina Appellate Court RulesQhe transeript) [orderedywithin ten
days atter the date of service of the notice of appeal. Failure 10 timely request the’
'"ansc-ipf mat result in dismissal of your appeal.

Very truly vours,

meﬁ%

CLERK

ce:  Drew Hamilton Burler
Erik Tisen Notton
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh
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"Novembér 4:

_ CdiUmbia
Direct Dizal: (803} 576-371

) ) sbias@RichardsonPlowden:; "c"‘
ViA Hand Delivery.
The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings
Clerk; . South.Cardgling Court of Appeals
1015 Sumiter Stréet
Colunibia, Seuth Carslina 29201

Re: Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolma Federal Credlt Union and Bank of
America
CIA No.: 201 2-CP 1800539 -
Appellate Case #2012:21 3208
Our Fife No..71 30:38

D.ﬁe'a’rMs.— Kitchings: J

Fma!!y it is our posmon that any request by Appellant for adjud;canon of this

matter on: thc ments pnor 10! ﬂ‘HS 5 urt's ruhng. n tn oendmg Motion fo Dismiss)an

';-:Re_sgondent SCFCU bas m:emte'prelea thzs rule pieasé conlactﬁne)and We Wil

By.cepy. of this letter we are serving pro’'se Apoeﬂant ‘and all opoo;zng counssel
with this response. |

Thank vou for taking the time 1o ;eviewiﬁié lefter and. with kind regards. | am

g;ured to be in comphance wnth the South Caro!.na Appeliate. Court o



by

SMB

EAh Ceo

Sincerely,

Srigihas ML Dloga
Sheila'M. Bias' : .

SC Bar # 100005 -

Roger Whaley: Pro sev’
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh. Esquire

Erik Tisoh Nostori, Esquire
Drew Hamilton: Butier; Esguirs
Tara €. Sullivan, Esquite
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i THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
; in The Couri of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Maite Murphy. Circuit Court judge

Case No. 2012-CP-18-0539

Appellate Case No. 20i2-215208

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of
AMCriCa, Respondents,

Roger L. Whalev, ... Appeltunt.

CJUDGMEN I}—\(:-\T\’s[

REMAIN THL\T SHDRESPO\T)F\I\!ATTFR 8 \(‘]\ l() 1 O“FR TRT-U. ( ()l’R 1§

PLAINTTFF ANTH i " DATED SEPT L\:BLR 30, 2013. AND,
ALTERNATIVELY, \MOTIONTO STRIKE PARTS OF »\PPF] LANT'S
DESIGNATION OF MATTER

Pursuant 0 Rule 240. SCACR, Respondent Bank of America (*“BOA™ hercby Fequests
S——yt et = - ——— =X

e s —— = s

that the Court dismiss the instant appeal with prejudice. The grounds for this Motion are that V{A

the Appcslam‘s Inmial Brz-c;‘_. 10 the extent chmnmj ppcm [ be bused solely, lvjon ?Ly

the fact that the (rml couri judge dsI\‘.L. the Respondenis’ Lnunccl to dralt_the proposed orders
g

e e

wd from. which is not an appropriate or sufficient mi;l.j o E‘_Ev OF OMeriurg ‘j«

e mt sc orders. Alernaiively, if this appeal is ot disnussed. BOA moves t strike those mmgri T e er ]
e A fT

;9” -G &
% ﬂA{ o W/GY,}[Z,,‘
f‘gﬁ ’*‘“‘M’ A $oe fenr ponidin 7 sun NTE PMM;Z% W//
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improperly designated by Appellant in his Designation of Matter which are not in the record

below.

Precedural Backeround

g \\
On February 16, ZOlzf)AppeHum commenced the underiving action -hy filing a

. & (?%F— fq——
Although it ts difficult 10 comprehend the allegations in the

AR AT

Complaint, it appears that it contzins goneral zllesations of civil cmzspira-‘."\'. fraud (theti of
1 ¢ 2 (€Lalion:

S —

) and-breach of commu with respect o cashier’s chiccks(issued b\!‘{cvpundsm Sowh 37

Carolina Federal C xcdu Uy CECU? an enury kinown as Capital Congortium Group
BOAY See

W) £
and{deposited into-accounis at %/ geiterally Compl. and Exs. "5 ""7/ ” ff‘;:% b%t
4 - _Z__Z:-

. L \ R iited its Motion (0 Dismiss or. in the Alternative, \ionuu for More Definite Statemen
X , l
Z
7

/}”/””
/ f&,

= sl
. f ‘/ /I 7/ 7’ }/‘V:—y’;‘ fCe'/
(Vx , hearing on\hese Motious was heid May 8, 2012, On June 27, 2012, the wial court entered s ff’"’f;
i) ‘ e e e e
" xf/ { 1/ i { (.!:' 2?;

% : (‘/‘V ; + Order grapung the Motions o Dismigs and d1<m-<<=wr the Complaint with mcmdm The
R " K 13 d_-'__—é—- ———’——'—_—_~—'_”L
and th:g L0 THeet . u/;'{lc,

A

A
Order dismissindfthe €

ary V’& Lo
3 / 7 the muumum pleading
; 2% WY - o :

_omplainy finds thatfihe (_.‘ompl;iini vas unimcll%géb!c

requirements of Rule 8{a)

mum,/
. SCRCP/ The (rial court further found,

’I”VZM
. Letan
Y {;k d)f' among other things, that the Complaiat should he di\rni\wd with wreiudic:: because (1) the “'/1,

| L & 1/ A M /z»zﬁff
Appellant facked standing [D\?Silyb L]‘t‘ purchaser of 2 -.N‘lu N Lnech pursuant © Sl £

"~ . . ~ [ A : f’ o
o 2 i Qer™7 Vicory Sav. Bank. 295 S.C. 290, 293, 368 S.E.2d 91, 92 (1988) and 12) -\1\pe|lam s claims, it
e . ) :
VAT LIPW K
y U" L - d_l‘ shculd be brought in the ongoing receivership aciio
i

] Lot /’
é‘;‘ . »‘/&{ y /i Cam{al (onkomum Group‘Tnm Hchm" Boys. -
X i P’L il _

v v , ——— .

YV Y ella t file Mo m to Reconsider on June 28, 2012 nd a hearing was held on
W e , | der on June 2§, 2012 . 3
~ [L}P AP

EvATy.
;}/ VWonal, September 17, 2012, the trial court entered its Order

‘/‘;} ‘ f{/ - - o e

. a

denving \ppdhm s \[ouu io Reconsider, finding that Appellant had nit dmtuhu.d any new

£ 7 ?’4 /,ﬁg
L S 4,
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G Ticet Dtz sty et
arguments or identified any €rrors of law(or faci/to support wcon\«deratmn or [ﬁL g

7 rr A7 “*;“’%s

dismissing his Cmnplaim. Furihermore, the trial court noted that although -\ppc!huv s pumar - /«"7&&“5

dpp‘.arcd 10 be that the trial couri provided the grounds for its ruling in &0 cmgil jo /%.z«w];/
7 7T X
gounsel for BOA with aAEQcHam and - SCFCLU Aud v ted that counsel{for B()~\ N

er 1hc trial court reviewed the proposed arucrmm
T —_— & &&
@;:ncly stated the court’s ruling before signing. 5 ‘)LL(‘/-& ﬂu ’-’//@MZ"’LU(/

On Ocrober 5. 2012, Appellant t}k‘d his Nouce of \p;md ot hoih the trial court’s fune .
C___—_"‘—_N-—————-

i

27, 2012, Order dismissing his Complaint with prejudice apd ihe September {7..2012, Order

o respond 1o e lmml Brief umil November 4, 2013.° _,__.? gJZZ \
: /f s 55’ 2oy Ju/

Analvsis

I This Appeal Should Be Dismissed.

g &5@' A5 (

- ; . . . g / .
First, like Appelant’s Complaint, Appellant’s Initial Brief iz ummcum' le and fails g @~e e
I fails o )

v
\ + ~ n .'K/% F
“”“7 comply with the requiremenis of Rul.. 208X 1D, S( ACR: regarding thie conent and s rr-;nm Latlivg
.‘—"’—_-—'_ ~ . Z

e pe— 74
- - . . . - - . . - - y & %’ ‘V‘ -
of an intial appellant’s brict aind should be dismissed for this reason. "% Zr,
= = o P

._ g L L

AR YA
Furthermore, 10 the cxient the Initial Brie! can be vadersiood, \Appellant’s primary %7\{
N A -

ﬁOJ Y

Appellant seems o be arguing thai the trial courC's Order did noi
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v with the gl cowrt’s emailed wmstrucuons li‘“dld” the Order

Appellant ignores the

the proposed Order dismissing his Complaint carefully w ensure it accurately staied the conrt’s

A A I—
AppeHant 'r'uiQ tofset forth any arguments,or ey >
———TT— = e

{ f, k‘i/' (¥
\ ; Ly S : !
é/’w‘/ \ 9,1//: - V,Q/ ,/mw lawf or factyto support his appeal of the Orders  an | issue,  This appeal should
l/l ]//'P?, __ﬁ%_/ - - - 7 f
&[W %\/1' therelore be dismissed. '
ﬂ/"if S o LA L AL
£

,iﬂ", I ¢ atv 1 Alternatively. Those Matters Designated by Appellant in His Desisnation of Matf;pjﬁ’/"‘/
/i/'" _ /,.0/' 4 [ Which Are Not in the Record Below Should Be Stricken. -——%{jaf %&;
E}// Erv—F Wi %t{/\,,/

uling before it was signed. In any event,
DCIOFC 11 Was Sarcd 3
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Jx“rt Appellant’s Designation ol Mauer shall ngi
M o g ey 5 -
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For the foregoing reasons, @upmldem Bank of Amc‘fyx

NELSON MULLINS RILEY & SCARBOROUGH LLP

B}:: [P A T ,A'¢"
Jodv A, Bedenmunh. SC Bar No. 71176
E-Mai) Address: jody bede: Zpelsonmnuiiis.com
Erik T. Norton. SC Bar Na. 73880 A
E-Mailr erik.gorton@nelzonmuliitz.com
Tara C. Sullivan. SC Bar No. 79804
E-Maii: rara . suilivan@nelsonmmuilins com
1320 Main Swreet / 17th Floor
Post Otfice Box 11070 (29211-1070)
Columbiz. SC 2921
(803) 799-2000

Auorneys for Respondent Bank of America
Coiumbia, South Carolina

. 2013
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4/" CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

/ / . ___,./ P
7‘/ ﬁ M 7& that 1 have served all counsel in this action with a copy of the pleading(s) hercinbelow
Is [ .
specified by mailing u copy of the same by Unired Stares Mail, postage piepaid, t0 die

/ following addresstes):
. g Gal g
duy HOH »
Y u/ 3 &i/“ Pieadings:
KL Vmi// )

" ﬂ , o ; AMotion 1o Dismiss
- é :
ﬁf , N~ Counsel Served:
Y/

//(/ ’ Roger L. Whaley
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
g Norih Charleston. South Cuarolina 29420
&
7 /7/’" & ﬂ/L Pro Sc Plaintiff

Andrew H. Butler, Esq.
Richardson Plowden & Robinson, P, A,
1900 Barnwell Strest
Colnnbia, SC 29201

e

Taria Weided

Administrative Asgistant

October 24, 2013
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN.-THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
, A . ) ** JURY TRIAL always REQUESTED
COUNTY'Of DORCHESTER - } Case No. 2012:CP-18-539-
. } _1- of 7 pages Artachments 12
Roger L. Whaley,
Plaintiff,
vs.

£S5 HLLNG/the appeared BBs reasor@or

South Carolina Féderal Credit Union
-D!saumn ATION Mmmﬁﬁéé‘ P

and Bank of América, )

Defendants. ) Pursiant with Ganon  3C; SCRCP Rules: u(g)g.g,}p), Ila),»
L ) 15(b); and/SCRCP z&or2885.6.'§ '

Whereas Judge Malte Murphy's personall attached wntten Emanled letter “REQUEST” on MAY

" 25, 2012 did! also show the appearance cf PERSONAL B&AS/and persona! mterest shown toan ordmary

-

{‘

. vy Georgs .
wummrumn ALWABben u\eoum STATEI! coummrmm
mila mm Mas:ud Eqm!yJUDGE M: Mufphy‘s mac-em 'May 29,2012* oersor-aﬂ eritten EMALL

Cairis muna ﬁm d':e PWNTIFF WHALEY's ONLYH: aﬁeged OPT)OH OF PURSUING H1S INTEREST IN THE ONGOING AECEIVERSHIP ACTION in
FEDERALCOU!T"

mmmmwm Beaenh:u@ SJWHRM ‘N:LSONMUUJNS’ ONLY! hzd,(crA.SOI b.asmewz s .
bemg BECENEM mvulvmg Pbmﬂ!wna&ey‘s sa)d Cashte’sQfECKSmmed PAYEE/CLG'S' mcma ONLY! rROZEN( and then lateﬂ .zpky!
RE{.EAStD' back o the -Fhmhﬁ Whae/s PAYEEJ‘CCG Otdead 8Y THE STATEI coum within THE SANK(S) -smce the YEkR Zw7 ‘which ludge
Murphy’s s:addated LETTER a!soAC(NOWLEDSEOn ALRfAD'{! mat thbﬁWhaﬁey provided attad'xec 'E)G-HBTFS WHICH those said
EJ(MBIT(;) dated 'nmnmr m th'é'STATE' coum ORD{RI sw with the SIGNATURE' afSTAT'El COURT IUDGE GEORGE [ IAM{S. who
acknowledges the STATE! COURT'S. ECEIVERSHIP. (STATE!):RECEIVER-GEORGE B W
m.w;uw.nmwmmmmm'smmum ;
FlRM/and}OR Law.Frm's PARTNER{S) = wht was ALWAYS the OM\' APPOINTED 'RECENER' in me STATE" COUR‘Y' asef tba DATE “IULY 16,
2(177'0!31\33 _APDONTED‘YOTAXECONTROLOF {THE CAPTTALCONSORT'UM mu?and DANIEL DEVELO?MENTGROUP’S INJUNCTION
ORDERS DATED 675-07& 7-26-07) "ORDERED ONLY! by the SYAYEI' COURT’ 2nd NEVERY! me FEDERAL COURT Kaving CONTROL of said
FUNDS;

11/ |
Sl S

ffi%s -
S5/%)/z0lz
#7



Exhe ).t

person, (piursuant with Carion 3C) when Judge Murphy’s said letter shows she PERSONALLY and fegally
ADVISED! the named Defendarit(S) (and/or) BANK OF AMER!CA and SC Federal Credit Union/and/or the
UCENSED!t legal counselor “Mr. Bedenbaugh”® as to WHAT TO WRITE on the said alleged “PROPOSED
ORDER”. Wheréas, to foHowmg below is stated: -

1. research shows that STATE! COURT Master of Equity JUDGE MURPHY'S personal EMAILED attached
LETFERda’(ed MAY 292012 WAS if: Greatlf ERROR/or was MISLED fo have also! BIASLY or SHOWN personai!
INTEREST wrote that =...PLAINTIFF HAS THE OPTION of PURSUING his INTEREST in the ONGOING
RECEIVERSHIP-ACTION in FEDERAL COURT . Although Plaintiffs aiways provided EXHIBITS SHOWS (Federal
CHIEF JUDGE Margaret B, SEYMOUR's admits! since! JAN. 11, 2006) says the Federal Statute "ROOKER
FELDMAN DOCTRINE® PREVENTS a Federal Court to INTERVENE or REVIEW! ONGOING! OR SOON TO BE
DECISIONS fromvor of the STATE! COURT! - ; Therefore Staté Court Judgé Murphy's said LETTER 5-29-121s

also Pursuant with 28 .U.S:C. 455; of Cannon 3C; SCRCP'Rules 12(c), (g}, (h}(2); Rule 15(b); Ruig 54(b)

3. researchalso shows that STATE! COURT Master of Equity Judge Murphy's personal emailed:

LETTER/or REQUEST dated May:29, 2012, shows the intentional acts of Bias and or Personal Interest/and or Judge
M. Muirphy DID NOT READ #nior Considered-Plainiiff afready provided ’EviDENCE/or “EXHIBITS" dated 11121/2007

3 mmmmwmwsmmmm Court Stamp dated SEPT. 26; MUTLED‘OONSENTORDERTOCEAﬁandDESFT
SIGNED with the SIGNATURE of “JAMES R: BARBER; [IF* dated 9/25/2007; aboateadypfwdedasEXHBmk)-mat NEVER!AC&G&GNLEDGEDasbemg
REVIEWEDbydetuy = JUDGE MURPHY.- SHOWS that the STATE! COURTY KEPT/or . .CONTINUED in FULLFORCE ang EFFECT.. THE!
FORMAL ‘ORDER GRANTING!! an INAUINCTION!: \aganstitCCG'S other lentity - DAN!E].DEVELOP?JENTGRO%JP LLC..." which RECORDS SHOWS the
STATE_CWRTSENJO!I\EDCCGSCMPMESWSSZMMONSDGJARSM FUNDSFROZEN‘byﬂweORDER‘ in THE STATER COURTI
mWY&ZWW&gPLAMHWsmPAYEEﬁCCG' mmmo&mmwwwwmmnmswm

WHﬁGHRESULTED’mDEFENDAM’BOA mmmmdemsmmmmuwnm&msw‘mwmmmww and
PLAINTIFF Whaley's. EXHIBITS SHOWS or sippodts fhat- Deféndant BOA TURNED (THOUSANDS! OF CCG'S CONSTITUENTS! saMUNCLA!EDH
HOHESRRSTIMWC&WSCHECKS(D!CCG mmwnwdmwﬂwﬂhﬁﬂbﬂm REVENUEasbemg

M}wmmommmmwmwmdmmge ; Marphy,; §
12{c){g)(hX2), 15(b). & 54¢b). And againsithe 14> Amendienit of the Constiastion, k)rLAWREQU&RESmehmﬁHMBéeybbeEQJALLYTREATEDIor _
uptield with the DUE PROCESS of LAW,

..vihich PUAINTIFF WHALEYS aiready! PROVIDED EVIDENCE/or * EXHIBITS” also! DEFEATS! Mister of Eqirly JUDGE M. MURPHY's
EMALED LETTER clats that mm.aom&mcua;mmesmmmrm 15...APARTY 1O THE CHECKS N

wmammmammwmwﬁsm The'eﬁxestmsJudgeM mwm&mwwws
Objecton and or Altemative, Moion for Reconsideration. , :
+ MWMFWSME%WMMCNWM%MWWCamRszEQﬂiREsmata(ma!bmey)PRosemm
MM}BM&NM@MWMaaUGENSEDAUORNEY Buf! yetf Master of Equily Judge Maite Miphy — i shokm o have
wmvmgmnmmmmmmmwcwxumsucsnsmxmcm&oa(s) WHAT! and

memammm,wm MZ, m*mofsmmymmwsmm
EWmeWMRMmmmWM]W(MmmWWWW :

“Nelson ,MWWWWWMWSMMERSMMNMMMeMWWM
. by ber said Cofleagus; mmmmmmammmwsmmmmmmsmmmm
mmmmw«wmmmmwsmmmmmmemmmmm 212 A
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“Stanl_ey H. McGuﬁin dated."OCTOBER 9, 2007° ¢ aqonou FOR RELIEF FROM GRDER®, which was GRANTED by
STATE! COURT! Judge Gecige C: Jiines’ “ORDER UNDER SEAL GRANTING MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM ORDER”
Court stamp dated 11/21/2007- which botil said documents, as wel as the now ths new added attachied dociiment filed also!in
s South Carclina’s Richtand STATE! COURT! tfed “OBUECTION TO APPOINTMENT of GEORGE B. CAUTHEN ANDIOR
NELSON, MULLINS; RILEY & SCARBOROUGH; LLP “(..andlor ANY! OTHER! Partrier or ASSOCIATE..J AS RECEIVER =
Docket No, 07-CP-40-03116.. shows ttis STATEN COURTLfrst! APPOINTED a STATE! COURTI RECEIVER *(involvinig
Defendant BOA's Attty Mr. Bederibaugh since JULY 26, 2007-who was always the said STATEH! COURT! APPOINTED
RECEIVER'S LAW FIRM-ribeforelany! Federal Claims were allegedty first filed AUGUST 15, 2007-onty! REPEATING!and
doing DOUBLE Jeopardy ~ involing the SAME CLAIMS and SAME PARTIES, MONIES and/or Money Ordersfor Cashier's
CHECKS) which involves! the aliays INTEREST of Piaintiff Whaley's PURCHASED cashier’s checks nanied PAYEE/CCG,
which ie s2id STATE! COURTI Ofder(s) always GRANTED in favor of CCG; since Sept. 26, 2007 and Noveriber 21, & 26,
2007. +(See already attached provided documented Evidencelor can be produced a secondior third tinie if needed to support
Plaintif Whialey's claims.) -

Ja):  Thérefore the above research information attactied documented EVIDENCE/or Exhibits named in
nurber 2, DEFEATS the Mastsr of Equity’s said personal caims in her EMAILED letter dated MAY 29, 2012, asa
NVOLUNTARY DISMISSAL...” of requested "Order of Dismissal, with Preiu‘cr’sce’, which is-not pursuant with SCRCP
41(b)&{d) -

DEFEDANT BOA’S HIRED LAW. FIRM “NELSON MULLINS’
RESEARCH FOUND TO ALSO! BE PLAINTIFF WHALEY'S NAMED PAYEE/CCG'S
STATE!l COURT! APPOINTED RECEIVER’s LAW PARTNER “GEORGE B. CAUTHEN”
THEREFORE DEFEATSH Master of Eqmtey Maite: Murphy’s Emiailed May 29, 2012
PERSONAL REQUESTED CLAIMS of DEFENDANTS to write that “..PLAINTIFF HAS
the-OPTION OF PURSUING HIS INTEREST.INTHE 'ONGOING RECEIVERSHIP ACTION
IN-FEDERAL COURT...” = WHICH CONFL!CTS with FEDERAL JUDGE Margaret B.
SEYMOUR'S APPROVED Mag:strate Judge's Recommendation-dated JAN. 11, 2006
caseno: 3: 0&0010-MBS-1m- WHICH ADMITS! the LAW!:REQUIRED! Statute! under
FEE 'DOCTRINE PREVENT Sl (the EEDERAL) COURT from

| »JAN 11 2006 Ewdencelor can be rep;éduced)

3 research shows by Defendant BOA’s LETTER dated “May 31, 2012 s;gned by fts legal ‘counsalor, “Jody A-.
Bedenbaugh* shiows Atiomey Bedenbaugh's HIRED/paid LAW FIRM to be “NELSON MULLINS Riléy & Scarborough LLP,
witing e "PROPOSED ORDER of DISMISAL with Prejudice” — due t e Personall emailed May 29, 2012, “REQUEST" from
tfie Master of Equrty Judge: Maite Murphy, who wrote for: BOTH above narfied DEFENDANTS o ..PREPARE A PROPOSED
ORDER that INCLUDES.. that...the PLAINTIFF has the OPTION of PURSUING his INTEREST in the ONGOING
RECEIVERSHIP ACTION M which is found to be an UNTRUE/OR: FRAUDULENT clzim; when

3.
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Deferidant BOA’s Legal Advisors/aka/Attormey Bedenbaugh has always been AWARE that Defendant BOA'S LAW FIRM
“Netson Mullins Riley & Scarborough...” was the first and/or ONLY! STATE! COURTs' APPOINTED RECEIVER!! involving
PLAINTIEF Whaley's said MONIES involing PIaitfPs PURCHASED Casfer's Checks wit Plainf Whiley's named
PAYEE/CCG, sifice and o before the date “JULY 26, 2007" (which is a DATE BEFORE! fhe said FEDERAL COURT! alleged
Receiver EXISTED within ANY Federal Courf) regarding the SAME! CLAIMS and SAME PARTIES - namedl if the STATE!
COURT! which.has ONLY!l Deféridant BOA's hired LAW FIRM and LAW PARTNER “George B. Cauthen” with the LAW
FIRM NELSON, MULLINS, Riley 'é.t's'carbé‘rb‘ugh;wm are nowl found! be doing an intentionally doing a CONFLICT OF
INTEREST and m‘aking;con&huéd!!‘gﬁenﬁonai'FRAUD! Claims, with Master of Equity Maite Murphy, in order tocontinue!! the
CONSPIRED THEFT of Plaintiff Whaley's said MONIES FUNDS of over $50 THOUSAND DOLLARS, which was onty! aliegedly
FROZEN’ by a STATE! COURT! withfis appointed RECEIVERSHIP with the LAW FIRM of Neison, Mulin, Riley &
Scarboroiigh. Pursuant with Canon 3C, SCRCP Rules 1.8, 1.7; Rule 12(c),(g)&(h)(2): Rute 15(b):& or 28 US.C. § 455
4 res@arch furthér shows that Defendant BOA'S shown LAWYERS intentional CONFLICT of INTI EREST,
regarding their always shiown ADMITTED participation WITH the South Caroling’s Richiand County STATE!
COURTI RECEIVER s being the then! ONLY! appointed RECEIVER sirice and or before the alleged date “JULY 26,
2007*, DEFEATS Master of Equity Judge Maite Murphy's said claims written in her PERSONAL email dated May
29., 2012 that Plaintiff has the OPTION of pursing his interest in the ongoing receivership action in FEDERAL
COURT, involving the same claims and same parties, in which the Defendant BOA's hire LAW Firm *NELSON
MULLINS..." has always been aware that the STATE! COURT! ai’réady “RESOLVED" and GRANTED in favor of -
Plaintiffs named PAYEE/CCG's so receive the FULL RETURN of CCG's MONIES aflegediy “FROZEN” that was
“ORDER of RELIEF” by the STATE! COURT! JUDGE George C. JAMES, and STATE COURT JUDGE “James R.
BARBER II", who at present serves as the CHIEF ADMINISTRATION Judge over South Carolina’s Richland
County's STATE! COURT. Whereas supports Judge Maite Murphy's said REQUEST DOES NOT Comiply with
SCRCP 41(b) for an‘alleged Involuntary D;smnssal and ‘shows Plaintiff Whaley’s Objection and or Reconssderahon
must bé granted. SCRCP Rule 7a, Rule 15(b) Rule 54(b), Rule 1.8,1.7; and Canon 3C
5. research shows also that Defendant BOA's own! hired ATTORNEYS ‘Nelson Mulfn's...” LAW HRMiakaf
* Mr. Bedenbaugh's may. have tem;onaﬂy prowded DECEPTIONAL INFORMATION to the NEW Master of Equity
Judge Maite Murphy, but that Satd d ion yet does not exciise Judge Maite Murphy’s intentional did not READ
 nor CONSIDERED ALL:of Plaintiff Whaley's filed claims and or filed written pleadmgs hich always shows, Plaintiff
Whaley's ALWAYS has been a INTERESTED PARTY involving Plaintff Whaley's PURCHASED Cashier's CHEKS
that were NEVER! legally DEPOSITED by Piainiffs named PAYEE/CCG; (therefore miakes! Piaiftif Wha!ey YET!
the HOLDER! of his said Cashier's Checks and is ABLE TO BRING THIS SAID LAWSUIT).

5a);  when research shows aiso that Defendart BOA/aka/BOA's hired LAW FIRM “Nelson
Mufins..."/akalMs; Bedenbaugh always known that Praintiff Whaley's EVIDENCE/or EXHIBITS showed that
Deféridant BOA tumed over THOUSANDS! of Plaintift Whaey’s named PAYEE/CCG's UNCLAIMED! MONIES to
the STATEM (and not! ffie FEDERAL) Department of Revenue NOT! TURNED over until- from 2007! about 4 or more
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Ext. D-f

years tater allegedly in 2010/andlor 2011. (See the Sworn Affidavitof Plaintiff Whaley's attached réseafctier,
provided iri this year 2012..., if séid State! court! can not locate, can be provided again). Therefore would entitied
Praintiff Whiléy to JUDGMENT in fis favor, pursuant with SCRCP Risle 12(c)(g)&(h)(2); Rule 15.(b); Rule 54(b) and
of Rule 7a; as well as pursuant with-Rules of Canon 3C'and or Plaintiff Whaley's Granted Objection and or
Alternaitive Granted Reconsideration mofion.

6. esearch shows also thai Defendant BOA/andlor BOA's hired LEGAL COUNSELORS (Netson, Mufins, Riley &
arborough L) APPEARS now!continuingl i this year 2012, attempting to CONSPIRE/ard of intentionally MISLED the
Newly selected Master of Equity Judpe Maite Murphy, due to undug inﬁaénce'sf Neison and Mullins...prior HIRED/paid!
ATTORNEY; the Master of Equity Judge Joseph Monros Strickiand, (whom tfe atiached NEWS PAPER Clipping saidisa
suppomng Master of Eduity Co&eague' of Master of Equity Maits Mifphy), and 2l acSording to the. attached document from the

JUDICIAL SCREENING COMMISSION's shown adiittance from Judgé Strickland:whio suports/or adinits 16 alsol NOT
READING Legal BRIEF S/akafwitten Pleadings provided in preparation for ORAL ARGUMENT. which appears to be the SAME!
error OR intenfiorial MISCONDUCT of Masts of Edity Maite Murphy, who admits tHial Plaintff Whaléy provided ATTACHED
EXHIBITS with his said Complaintiaka/pleadings; bitl yet! its Gbviois, that Judge Murphy DID NOT READ ALL the said

pleatings attached with said EXHIBITS which always showed!'and supported Piaintff Whaley's ALWAYS shown personal
INTEREST invéiviri bis PURGHASED Cashier's CHECKS, which Judge M. Mirphy (by inflienced bias condiictor by great
ERROR in not reading Plaintf Whiley's signed plsadirigs) wrots in Judge Mirphy's emal personal LETTER May 20, 2012

6a):  asresearch.shows by Defendant BOA's OWN! MAY 31, 2012 Letter whiich attached Deféndant BOA's
REQUEST* of a "ORDER of DISMISSAL with Prejisdics” written in Master of Equity Maile Murphy's attached EMAILED letter -
dated “MAY 28, 2012", Defefidant BOA's OWNI “Order of Dismissal with Prejudics” page 2, number 3, CONTRADICTS! and o
shows UNTRUE ‘above (nimber 6) said qucte from Miister of Equity Maite Mirphy's claims in her said dated email; conicerning
Plaintiff thdefs said ALWAYS. KNOWN INTEREST in the said CASHIER CHECKS - when Defeiidant BOA adrmits that
s OOMPLA!NT and.theé COPIES of the CHECKS! provided!, it appears the PLAINTIFFI!
ISt the REMTTER! (or OWNER!/or HOLDER) of the Cash:er’s CHECKS!."

7. fesearch shows fhiat piirsint with SCRCP Rule 41(b) that the said Master.of Equity Judge Maite Murphy -
coutd ot DISMISSED e said Plaintif Whisley/PRO SE Camplaint claims Urtess it was vithout any! doubt! that Plsintff Whaley
couid fiot pfevai:' in"ANY? of his Claims!; which indeed Plamﬁﬁ \MldeyIPRO SE has withir his- LEGAL and CONSTITUT!ONAL '
RIGHTS (to not be HELD:at the SAME! ST, ANDARDS* asa UCENSED ATTORNEY, but! yet! must be aliowed to be upheld wﬂh
EQUAL TREATMENTS, as‘a Licenisad A!iomey astothe DUE PROCESS of the LAW and PROCEDURES, upheld by the U.S.
Constitition's 14% Affiéndriaits) - when Defendant BOA's Proposed Order of Disriissal number 4, under “Conclusion of Law’
adimits that *..Plaintiffs Complaint ..caise of action.. REFERENCES NUMEROUS MATTERS..”; which is in compliance with
SCRCP Rute 8(e)(2) and 12(9)&(h)(2) I




Exh. D5

THEREFORE, Plaintiff Whaley’s filed Objection/or/aliemative Motion for Reconsideration IS NOT being filed
frivotousty, nor with any mafice intent upon any party but s:ates that the UNDISPUTED aftached documented EVIDENCE does
show and supports that Plgintiff Whaiey‘s does have w:thm his Iegal and const;tutrona! rights o be heard withina JURY TRIAL to
be heard by a proper and. legal appointed presiding Cfrwn Court Jirdge, and a Judge wﬂo does riot have any personal bias
interest as (o ifie outcome of this said’ mse ‘matter, which lt appears would cause for. the immediale dzsquahﬁcanon of State Court
Master of Equrty Jude Maite Murphy; who must also first consider- NOT' SiGNlNG the said PROPOSED Order of Dismissal that
was personafly requested by the Master of Eqmty Ju@e Maite Murphy, whose said job duties requires her to NOT HEAR Gases
_ requesting.. JURY TRIALS,; in which. researdl stiows Plaintiff Whaley's: wntten wmplamt has always requested.

%V WHEREAS, FACTS ARE, by the attached additional ADMITT ANCE in Defendam BOA's own! attached LETTER
dated MAY.31, 2012, showmg Defendant BOA’s hired afforney M. “Jody A. Bedenbaugh" is HIRED with the LAW FIRMof - ﬁ»«%ﬁd 7
“Nelson; Mulfis, Riley & Scarborough LUP; and Plaintiff Whaley’s (incompliance prodiiced his copy of ) South Carolina’s STATEL /
COURT! fled “JULY 26, 2007 *OBJECTION to APPOINTMENT of GEORGE B. CAUTHEN andior NELSON, MULLINS, RILEY /3

| @PROVED recommm dated inge: JANJARY i, D%/

WHEREFORE thie said provrded documents shows and( cause for Judge Maxte Murphy’s tmmeﬂat_g/ . e
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EXh. D-¢

WHEREAS, #f Master of Equity of Judge Maite Murphy has already signed BOTH said Defendants (BANK OF

AMERCIA: and 'S.C. Federal Cred:t Union's) Order of Dismissal, signed before ﬂus said Objecbon has beenfiled(th

& Whatey's filed ALTERNATWE for mmej@umumt with' SCRCP Rule 7a, and’ Rule wbﬂ Whaie)/s proper
Aandmhelyﬁledpos(thmUm_" g pr ed : said signed Or ’
June 6,2012° 7

8673 Laure! Grove Lane
, NmﬁwChaﬁeston SC 29420
Emai < iaa Smonti@yshoo.com

Piamﬁ Wnaiey’s ctaims and. of detens&s and furthef states ihat 2l parb&s have bwn maded hand-dehvered and or Faxed this
said OBJECTION/or Altemative MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION:

cc: Attormey-Jody A.. Bedenbaugthefendant Bank of America
Attorniey Drew Butler, Esq - /[Defendant S.C. Federal Credit Union



