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The Supreme Court of South Carolina

ADS~
Robert William Wazney, Petitioner, @m@f‘—' 52

South Carolina State Ethics Commission and Sumter
County Clerk of Court of Common Pleas, Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-002342

ORDER

By letter dated November 6, 2025, this Court declined to take action on Petitioner's
November 5, 2025 filings due to his failure to file the filing fee and notarized
affidavit that the matter was nonfrivolous and proper for this Court's original
jurisdiction as required by a prior order dated October 8, 2019.

Petitioner has now filed a motion to reinstate. The request is denied.

Columbia, South Carolina

January | , 2026 ‘ / 3]
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STATEMENT OF CASE

l__. On April 8, 2025, Petitioner filed a verified Complaint with the
Respondent, STATE ETHICS COMMISSION, against SUMTER COUNTY CLERK OF COURT OF
COMMON PLEAS violation of S.C. State laws, violations of S.C. Code Sections
17-27-40 (PCR Act), 8-1-80 (misconduct in office), and Code Ann. §§ 8-13-100
et seq. (Ethics Reform Act), as more fully appears from a copy of the
Complaint in the action, which is attached hereto as EXHIBIT EC-1 and made

part hereof and incorporated by reference.

2 . on april 23, 2025, Respondent, STATE ETHICS COMMISSION, advised
that it does not have authority to investigate Petitioner's complaint, as more
fully appears from a copy of the decision in the action, which is attached
hereto as_EXHIBIT EC-4/23 and made part hereof and incorporated by reference.

3 . On May 5, 2025 Petitioner appealed, to the Respondent, STATE ETHICS
COMMISSION, the 4/23/25 decision.

_‘t_. On May 13, 2025, Petitioner's appeal was rejected by the
Respondent, STATE ETHICS COMMISSION, who decided it does not have
Jurisdiction, as more fully appears from a copy of the decision in the action,
which is attached hereto as EXHIBIT EC-2 and made part hereof and incorporated

by reference.

= - ©On May 27, 2025, Petitioner tendered for filing with Respondent a
motion to amend his complaint entitled Motion for Leave To Amend Complaint B
Interlineation, hereinafter "AMENDMENT", pursuant to Rule 15, South Caroclina
Rules of Civil Procedure, as more fully appears from a copy of the AMENDMENT
in the action, which is attached hereto as EXHIBIT EC-3 and made part hereof

and incorporated by reference. Ethics Commission failed to respond to
Petitioner 's AMENDMENT.

[7- o -371 /3




63___ Because of Respondent's failure to respond, over the next several
months, Petitioner attempted several times to reach the Respondent asking
awout the status of his AMENDMENT:

on 6/30/25 status update requested,

on 8/2/25 status update reyuested,

on 9/3/25 status update requested,
as more fully appears from a copy of the status update reguests in the action,
which is attached hereto as EXHIBITS EC-4 , _EC-5 , _EC-6 , and made part
hereof and inco porated by reference, however, Respondent, STATE EIHICS

COMMISSION, did not return any of Petitioners's calls.

T € . on October 28, 2025, Petitioner filed a Petitiom For A Writ Of
Mandamus with S.C. supreme Court against the Respondent's failure to respond
to Petitioner's AMENDMENT, refused by court 11/6/25, reh'g denied 1/16/26, as
more fully appears from a copy of the final order in the action, which is
attached hereto as EXHIBIT ECM-1/16 and made part hereof and incorporated by

reference, effectively disposing of this branch of the cause, and giving final
disposition of the AMENDMENT to the STATE ETHICS COMMISSION as unanswered.

g# € . Now, Petitioner, on appeal to S.C. Court of Appeals, pursuant to
S.C. Code §§ 1-23-380 and 8-13-320(9)(m), is challenging the STATE ETHICS
COMMISSION's decision that STATE ETHICS COMMISSION lacks jurisdiction to

warrant investigation by the Commission.

SUMMARY PREFACE TO ARGUMENT

The Petitioner insists that, as he stated a case alleged to fall within
the provisions of the act, and he was entitled to have the Commission consider
the case as amended, Respondent is in error to dismmiss his case for lack of
jurisdiction. He believes the amendment ought to remedy the jurisdictiondl
issue and compel that body to hear and decide his case.

[;E "C¢r;{377jj )tg,y




FACTS

_Ci_. The South Carolina General Assembly enacted the Ethics Reform Act.
1991 SC Act No. 248 in response to "Operation Lost Trust." "Operation Lost
Trust" was an extensive federal investigation of public corruption which
resulted in the indictment and prosecution of various senior members of State
Government. The General Assembly recognized the serious effect of the
investigation and noted that because the public's trust was essential for
government to function effectively, the use of any threats, favoritism, undue
influence, or other impropriety would undermine the public's confidence. Act
No. 248, 1991 S.C. Acts 1579. State v. Thrift, 312 SC 282, 440 SE2d 341
(1994). The "Operation Lost Trust” ptosecutions included tampering with a
witness, Matter of Limehouse, 307 SC 278, 414 SE2d 783 (1992), obstruction of
justice, U.S. v. Rogers, 976 F2d 728 (1992), possession of cocaine, Matter of
Ferguson, 314 SC 278, 443 SE2d 905 (1994), and contempt. In re Shain. 978 F2d
850, 26 Fed.R.Evid.Sefw. 1508 (1992). And, the current legislature does not
intend to permit someone to escape prosecution for acts of ... similar

activity. See generaly Thrift, supra.

1_0_. The current legislation of the Ethics Reform Act, S.C. Code §$
8~13-100 et seg., gives "[t]he State Ethics Commission ... the[] dut{y] and
power(] ... to ... make investiggtions ... of the person alleged to have
committed a violation of th[e Ethics Reform Act] and the particulars of the
violation" and which "does not precluda.prosecution of public officials ...
for violation of any law of this State.". S.C. Code § 8-13-320.

5- oF'B?Z
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_’_I_. S.C. Code section 8-13-320(10)(a).(b) clearly reads the STATE
ETHICS CMHISSION W shall accept frcxn an individual, eee @ venfied
complaint, in wrltmg,_ that states the name of a person alleged to have
committed a violation of thzs chapter and the particulars of the violation
-.." and “... shall forward a copy of the. complamt, a general statement of
the applicable law with respect to’ the conplalnt +s. to the [smn'ER COUNTY
CLERK OF COURT OF COMMON PLEAS] within ten days of the filing Qf the complaint
--"¢ and "[1]f the ;;. executive chrector determines that the complaint
does not aliege facts sufficient to const1tute a violation, the [STATE ETHICS
COI\HISS'IQQI_J‘ must dismiss the ccmplamt and notify the complainant and
respondent ...". S.C. Code section 8-13-320(10)(a)(b).

ARGUMENT
I. STATE ETHICS COMMISSION ERROR OF LAW

D\ Petitioner's original complaint, EKHIBIT EC-1 . clearly shows
where SUMTER COUNTY CLERK OF COURT OF OOMMON PLEAS, a public efflcul of South
Carolina, violated several laws of South Carolina ‘and caused injury to the
Petitioner. The South Carolma Ethics Reform Act gives the STATE ETHICS
COMMISSION the duty and power to make 1nvest1gat1ons of the person alleged to
have ccmmztted a v1olation the Ethics Reform Act and the partlculars of the

violation, which does not preclude prosecutlon of publ:.c officmls for
violatmn of any law of this State, S.C.Code § 8-13-320. Because STATE ETHICS ‘
COMMI SSTON dismssed Petitioners complaint for ‘lack of jurlsdmtlon based on
it's belief that the statue only "... pertains to use of public office for ...
(unauthorized) financial ... and lobbying activities®, see EXHIBIT EC-4/23 ,
SOUTH CAROLINA ETHICS COMMISSION ERRED IN MAKING AND ENTERING IT'S JUDGMENT
[ATED MAY 13, 2025, EXHIBIT EC-2 ., DISHISSING PETITIONER'S COMPLAINT FOR LACK

OF JURISDICTION, FOR THE REASON THAT THE JUDGMENT IS CONTRARY TO THE

é e ﬂf;ji (3%

APPLICABLE LAW.
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ANALYSIS

{2 . The Ethics Reform Act creates a right and at the same time
prescribes a remedy for enforcing the right, the prescribed statutory course
must be followed by anyone claiming the right. See Bethea v. Allen, 101 SC
350, 85 SE 903, 915 (1915). Upon complaint, Petitioner invoked the provisions
of the Ethics Reform Act by bringing himself within the conditions prescribed
therein. See, e.g., Prepetual Bldg. & Loan Ass'n of Columbia v. South Carolina
Tax Comm'n, 255 SC 523, 180 SE24 195 (1971).

. The STATE ETHICS COMMISSION dismissed Petitioner's complaint, and
his appeal, for lack of jurisdiction based on it's own interpretation of the
Ethics Reform Act, declaring that the Act pertains only to unauthorized
financial and lobbying activities under use of public office, see EXHIBIT
BC-4/23, STATE ETHICS COMMISSION then affirmed the dismissal in a decision
that legitimized that interpretation and stated that Petitioner failed to
allege violation of S5.C. Code § B-13-320, see EXHIBIT EC-2 . It is here that
the STATE ETHICS COMMISSION is in error where it has misinterpreted the
provisions of the Ethics Reform Act and has erronecusly dismissed the
complaint as presented by the Petitioner.

STANDARD OF REVIEW.

i_z. Legal questions involving statutory ‘interpretation are guestions of
law subject to de novo review. Spring Vajley Interests, LIC v. Best for Last,
LLC, ——- SE2d ---, 2026 WL 4507 (SC 2026), First Citizens Bank and Trust Co..
Inc. v. Taylor, 431 SC 149, 847 SE2d 249 (Ct.App.2020). On de novo review, an
appellate court has plenary independent, and non-deferential authority to
determine whether the trial tribunal erred in its legal rulings. Brown v. Dick
Smith Nissan, 414 SC 101, 777 SE2d 208 (S.C. 2015), Associated Receiveables
Funding, Inc. v. Dunlap, Inc. 443 SC 568, 905 S£2d 816 (Ct.App.2024).

Page’fl -of - 37j
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}E The South Carolina Supreme Court recently stated, that the cardinal
rule of statutory consttuction is to ascertam and give effect to the intent
of the leglslature- We must glve the words in a statute their plam and_
ordinary meaning, w:.thout resort to sn.:btle or forced constructmn to limit o
expand the statute's cperatlon, and when the words are unamblguous. we must
apply their literal meaning. Statutes should be read in harmcny with their
‘purpose and with ether ptwi:&ien that are part of the same _general statutory
" law 'f'n order to determme thelr effect Wl'ule this Court will generally give
deference to an agency s interpretatlm of an apphcable statute or its own
regulatlon, where _the plain language of a statute is contrary to the agency's
mterpretatlon, thxs Court will reject the agency's mterpretatwn. Deference
to an agency's mterpretatlm is not mandatory. Davis v. S.C. Department of
Corrections, 444 SC 138, 150, 906 SE2d 569 (S.C. 2024). -

17 . Given this guideline, obviously, as noted above, the essential
purpose of the Ethics Reform Act, where it is aimed solely at the dishonest
_,acts of public officials. is to provide individuals protection ftan, and to
prosecute. public off i'stals uho comt violations of Iaw, e.g., Obstruction of
Justlce. ‘see U.S. v. Ro_gers, supra.

/§. mhe G‘csz‘-’d;i of S.C. Code § 8-13-320,

*The State Ethics Commission has thef] dut[y] - to 1n1t1ate or
receive complaints and make investigations ... as approprzate e
upon complaint by an individual, of an alleged violation of thxs
chapter ... in th[e] manner ... {t]his section does not preclude
prosecution of public officials ... for violation of any law of

this State.",

given their plain and ordinary meaning, are unambiguous, therefore their

literal meaning should be applied.

Page | —of- 37]
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ign. Literally, S.C. Code § B8-13-320 reads that the STATE ETHICS
COMMISSION is able to "initiate or receive complaints and make investigationS
as appropriate, upon complaint by an individual, of an alleged vioclation of
the Ethics Reform Act in the manner which dose not preclude prosecution of

public officials for violation of any law of this State".

+© . What a legislature says in the text of a statute is considered the
best evidence of the legislative intent or will. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 SC 79,
533 SE2d 578 (S.C. 2000). The language of Code § 8-13-330 is unambiguous and
evidences the General Asseambly's intent to grant an individual, such as the

Petitioner, the power to lodge his complaint with and invoke the STATE ETHICS
COMMISSION's jurisdiction. Therefore, the courts are bound to give effect to
the expressed intent of the legislature. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 SC 79, 533 SE2d
578 (S.C. 2000)(quoting Norman J. Singer, Sutherland Statutory Construction §

2. Under the “plain meaning rule,* it is not the court's place to
change the meaning of a clear and unambiguous statute; when a statute's
language is plain and unambiguous, and conveys a clear and definite meaning,
the rules of statutory interpretation are not needed, and the court has o
right to impose another meaning. Hodges v. Rainey, 341 SC 79, 533 SE2d4 578
(s.c. 2000); Crocker v. S.C. Dept. of Health and Env. Control, 428 SC 1, 831
SE2d 924 (2019).

23 . This literal meaning of Code § 8-13-320 reads harmoniously with
it's purpose and with the other provisions that are part of the same general

statutory law.

Ege/i S 372
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3.3 . Pursuant Rule 201 SCRE, Petiticner requests this Court take
Judicial Notice, of the STATE ETHICS COMMISSION's government website at
Bttps://ethics.sc.gov/complaints, which clearly reads on it's face:

*Anyone who suspects that a Viqigf;’pgg,f the law has been committed by a
public official, public menbez_',_ or g_:ublic‘ 'employee may file a complaint

to the State Ethics (L‘o:nrn:l:551'c:n.'I

Https://ethics*sé-go{r{f:_dnplai;i_tﬂ:s- This §§Stin§_ gives a very clear

interpretation by the STATE ETHICS COMMISION of the Ethics Reform Act and is

contrary to the agency's decision in this case.

_JLL_?__. Therefore, the legislative intent of the Ethic Reform Act,
supported by STATE ETHICS COMMISSION's interpretation on it's public website
of the Ethics Reform Act, gives rise to, and manifest, SIATE ETHICS COMMISSION
'jurlisdiction over Petitioner's complaint against SUMTER COUNTY CLERK OF COURT
OF COMMON PLEAS State law violations, and demonstrates STATE ETHICS COMMISSION
ERROR OF LAW in dismissing Petitioner's complaint.

Page | -of- 3 7;
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IT. SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR,
STATE ETHICS COMMISSION INACTION ON AUTHORITY TO CONSIDER

25 Subsequent Petitioner' original complaint, _EXHIBIT EC-1 , clearly
showing where SUMTER CCUNTY CLERK OF COURT OF COMMON PLEAS, a public official
of South Carolina, violated several South Carolina laws and causing injury to

the Petitioner, STATE ETHICS COMMISSION April 23, 2025 determination, _EXHIBIT

BEC-4/23 , dismissing for lack of jurisdiction, based on limits to the Ethics
Reform Act, Petitioners' jurisdictional contentions were reasserted in an
appeal, EXHIBIT EC-5/5 . Petitioners’ statement of points on appeal asserted
jurisdiction over his person beacuse the SUMTER COUNTY CLERK OF COURT OF
COMMON PLEAS' violation of state laws caused injury to Petitioner. STATE
ETHICS COMMISSION again dismissed, EXHIBIT EC-2 , for lack of jurisdiction,
based on Petiticner's complaint not alleging violation of Section 8, Chapter
13, of the S.C. Code of Laws. Petitioner amended his Complaint, _EXHIBIT EC-3
, amending, by interlineation, the specific allegation that SUMTER COUNTY
CLERK OF COURT OF COMMON PLEAS violated SC Code section 8-13-320, asserting

exactness and emphasis on violation of S.C. Code secticn 8-13-320. The STATE
ETHICS COMMISSION never responded to Petitioner's Amendment papers, _EXHIBIT
EC4 , EXHIBIT-EC5 , EXHIBIT EC6 . Petitioner attempted a mandamus against
STATE ETHICS COMMISION, EXHIBIT EC-MANAMUS , but pro-se Petitioner did not
sucessfully litigate the mandamus, EXHIBIT ECM~-1/16 .

2.5:5 | Because the Ethics Reform Act gives the STATE ETHICS COMMISSION the
duty and power to make investigations of the person alleged to hawve commit ted

a violation the Ethics Reform Act and the particulars of the violation, which,

does not preclude prosecution of public officials for violation of any law of
this State, S.C. Code § 8-13-320, and because the plain statutory language of
the Ethics Reform fict gives Petitioner a clear statutory right to have his
amended complaint reviewed and recommendation made by STATE ETHICS COMMISSION.
8-13-320(10)(a).(b), SOUTH CAROLINA ETHICS COMMISSION ERRED IN REFUSING 1O
CONSIDER PETITIONER'S AMENDED COMPLAINT, WHICH WAS PRESENTED TO THE SOUTH
CAROLINA STATE ETHICS COMMISSION FOR THE REASON THAT PETTITIONER 'S ORIGINAL
COMPLAINT DID NOT SPECIFICALLY ALLEGE THAT SUMTER CQOUNTY CLERK OF COURT OF
COMMON PL.EAS VIOLATED S.C. CODE SECTION 8-13-320.
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The South Cavolina Court of Appeals

Robert William Wazney, Appellant, ~cA ~ \% "“’ g
g - zf/ L o _;_9,‘-'5-—“"’“"‘)

V. . - .
)://‘( Y

South Carolina State Ethics Commission, Respondent,

V.

Sumter County Clerk of Court of Common Pleas, Co-
respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2026-000264

ORDER

Appellant has failed to provide a proof of service for the notice of appeal stating
the attorney that was served on behalf of the respondent and a copy of the order
challenged on appeal, as required by Rule 203 of the South Carolina Appellate
Court Rules and this Court's letters dated February 20, 2026, and March 9,
2026. Accordingly, this matter is dismissed.! The remittitur will be sent as
provided by Rule 221(b), SCACR.

FOR THE COURT
BY ,\M\M\W D XMDW
CLERK

FILED
Columbia, South Carolina _Apr 07_ 2026

! Due to the dismissal of this appeal, this Court will take no further action on the
appellant’s motion for an extension of time filed on February 19, 2026, and the

appellant’s motion to proceed in forma pauperis filed on March 5, 2026.
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The South Carolina Court of Appeals

Robert William Wazney, Appellant,

V.

South Carolina State Ethics Commission, Respondent,
V.

Sumter County Clerk of Court of Common Pleas, Co-
respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2026-000264

ORDER

Appellant has failed to provide a proof of service for the notice of appeal stating
the attorney that was served on behalf of the respondent and a copy of the order
challenged on appeal, as required by Rule 203 of the South Carolina Appellate
Court Rules and this Court's letters dated February 20, 2026, and March 9,
2026. Accordingly, this matter is dismissed.! The remittitur will be sent as
provided by Rule 221(b), SCACR.

FOR THE COURT

BY ' XW%DW
' CLERK

FILED
_Apr 07 2026

Columbia, South Carolina

! Due to the dismissal of this appeal, this Court will take no further action on the
appellant’s motion for an extension of time filed on February 19, 2026, and the

appellant’s motion to proceed in forma pauperis filed on March 5, 2026.
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Robert William Wazney, 00363679
South Carolina Attorney General
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ROBERT WILLIAM WAZNEY
610 Hwy. 9 West
Bennettsville, SC 29512
(803) 896-4958

March 18, 2026

S.C. COURT OF APPEALS
PO Box 11629
Columbia, SC 29211

Re: Robert Wazney v. S.C. State Ethics Commission v. Sumter Cou iy Clerk Of
Court Of Common Pleas
Appellate Case No. 2026-000254

Dear S.C. COURT OF APPEALS:

In response to your recent letter moting two deiiciencies dated March 9., 2026,
which I received on March 17, 2016:

Your letter indicates two deficiencies to be corrected, as stated .in
your letter dated February 20, 2026, within 10 days or matter wili be
dismissed:

(1) Accompanying proof of service; and

(2) Orders or Judgemets challenged on appeal.

Please find attached hereto, to be filed with the court, the
accompanying proof of service (specifying names of attorneys
representing the respondents), and, the Orders and/or Judgments
challenged on appeal.

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in this regard.

With best wishes., I remain,

(it ]




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM THE SOUTH CAROLINA STATE ETHICS COMMISSION
. Meghan Walker Dayson, Executive Director

S.C. State Ethics Commission Case Number:

Robert William Wazney, Appellant,
v.
South Carolina State Ethics Commission, Respondent,
V.
Sumter County Clerk Of Court Of Common Pleas., Co-respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I. Robert William Wazney, certify that I have served this Notice
Of Appeal on Respondents by depositing a copy of the same in the U.S. Mail,
postage prepaid, «ddressed to STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA STATE ETHICS COMMISSION.,
201 Eaecutive Center Drive, Suite 150, Columbia. South C na 292017 and t
SUMTER COUNTY CLERK OF OOURT CF COMMON PLEAS, 215 Harun Street, Sumter,
South Carclina 29150, and to SOUTH CAROLINA Box 11549,
Columbia, South Carolina 29211, on this day:

January 26, 2026 *
/s/ ]

SHE Hillien P
J,G Hwy -9 “West’ /
_ / Bennettsville, SC 29512
< “(803) 8964958 .~
P Kppeallant. Pro se =
Othe's Counsel of Récord: V/ - T

3.C. Attorney General

PO Box 11549 - -

Columbia, SC 29211 _ ; _ e _
(803) 734-3970 e e
Attorney for Respondent / "ﬂ_'_,ff/
Attormey for Co-respondent s i
( i A
_/’/ ,_.«"J
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The Supreme Court of South Carolina

ADS
Robert William Wazney, Petitioner, W

South Carolina State Ethics Commission and Sumter
County Clerk of Court of Common Pleas, Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2025-002342

ORDER

By letter dated November 6, 2025, this Court declined to take action on Petitioner's
November 5, 2025 filings due to his failure to file the filing fee and notarized
affidavit that the matter was nonfrivolous and proper for this Court's original
jurisdiction as required by a prior order dated October 8, 2019.

Petitioner has now filed a motion to reinstate. The request is denied.

Columbia, South Carolina

January |p , 2026 ' [ 7 (f




S Smeof Sownr Carotina 3
State Ethics Commission L

ﬁiﬁ/
BRANDOLYN THOMAS PINKSTON

MARY HUNTER B. TOMLINSON
NEAL D. TRUSLOW

SCOTT E. FRICK, CHAIRMAN
F. XAVIER STARKES, VICE CHAIRMAN
BRYANT S. CALDWELL

AJ HOLLOWAY MATTHEW N. TYLER
201 EXECUTIVE CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 150
COLUMBIA, 8.C. 29210
MEGHAN WALKER DAYSON
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
May 13, 2025
Robert Wazney

SCDCID: 00363679
610 Hwy, 9 West
Bennettsville, SC 29512 . .

RE: Your Letter Dated May 5, 2025

Mr. Wazney,

[ am in receipt of your letter dated May 5, 2025. As stated in the Commission’s letter to you on
April 23, 2025, the Commission does not have jurisdiction over the allegations in your complaint
against Sumter County Clerk of Court James C. Campbell. If you believe that Mr. Campbell has
violated Section 8, Chapter 13.of the South Carolina Code of Laws, you are free to file a complaint

alleging those violations,

Sincerely,

ny.. /. Dayfm

han W. Dayson
" Executive Director

) X0

Qz o 134

(803) 253-4192 https://ethics.sc.gov/ FAX (803)253-7539
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The South Cavolina Court of Appeals

|
—
Robert William Wazney, Appellant, EC A~ Gi/.w

-

V.
South Carolina Stafe Ethics Commission, Respondent,

V.

Sumter County Clerk of Court of Common Pleas, Co-
respondent.

Appellate Case No. 2026-000264

ORDER

After careful consideration of the petition for rehearing, the Court is unable to
discover that any material fact or principle of law has been either overlooked or
disregarded, and hence, there is no basis for granting a rehearing. Accordingly, the

petition for rehearing is denied.
/ M@ gz :”“‘ o ]
HghioC sl
< T
— i S
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Columbia, South Carolina




