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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS (\\6
Appellate Case 2012-213208
Lower Court Case no: 2012-CP-18-539 - A
Pages 1 of 4
Exhibits — 18
Roger L. Whaley, Pro se ) Appellant/Plaintiff Whaley’s
) MOTION for Rehearing/or Reconsideration
Appellant/Plaintiff, ) Pursuant with Rule SCACR 221(a) !
V. ) UPHELD by Appeals Court’s ONLY provided Case Law

) "Henning v. Keye, 307, S.C. 436,437,415 S.E.2d 794 (1992)°
South Carolina Federal Credit Union ) Actually Supports Appellant/Whaley's 2
and Bank of America, ) Motion for Rehearing, MUST BE GRANTED; DUE also to Appeals
) Court’s Shown continued! Errors/or Bias
Respondent/Defendants. )  See Exh. A AA AAA; Exhibits 1,2,4, 4-a, 5, 5-a

COMES NOW, pro se Appellant/Plaintiff Roger L. Whaley (Appellant! Whaley) filing timely the abéve said Petitionfor/Motion,
regarding this Appeals Court's “ORDER” dated "2/27/2014" with its Onlyl GOVERNING Case Law “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C.
426,437 415 S].E.Zd 794 (1982)", as AppellantWhaley filés pursuant with SCACR Rule 221(a),(b)&(c), to show this said A;;peals
Court's continued Overlooked Errors, and/or Misapprehensions/orfintentionaliresearch found Bias Interest (pursuant under the
Rules of Canon-for possible Misconduct) -which involves BOTH said RESPONDENTS/BOA and SCFCU's own! Documented
alleged Evider}ce {provided within the said Lower Trial Court and within this said Appeal Court) involving this said Appeals (and
Supreme) Cetirl(s) Board Member/Mr. Beattie B. Ashmore/as being govemed by an alleged FEDERALIN! Court appointed
Receiver Law - so to interfere with a STATE!! Court appointed Receiver-Law, which said interference has caused GREAT
CONFUSIONS with this said STATE! Couri(s)! case matter involving this AppellantIWhalé)fs ONLY! filed Claims, that were filed
first! ONLY within the said Supreme Court pursuant with SCACR Rule 203(d){1)(A)(i). '(Sge Apl Ct's LT 5-21-13/Exh. 4-a).

t SCACR 221( a) -*..(a) Rehearing. Petitions for rehearing must be actually received by the appellate court no later than fifteen (15) days after the filing of the

opinion, order, ;udgment, or decree of the court. A petition for reheanng shall be in accordance with Rule 240, and shall state with particularity the paints

supposed o have been overlooked or, misapprehended by the court. *

2 Edwand L HENNING...V Herbert KAYE...Appeals ruled states: *.. Although this Court would be completely justified in dL.mxssmg this appeal based on
fianf's numemus violations of the Rulss DECLINE fodosoand D MOTION to DISMISS...";

A Whereas, the attached UNDISPUTED Appeals Court's OWN! signed documented EVIDENCE as well as RESPONDENT's, and! the
said LOWER TRIAL COURT'S REPORTER, own! shown! WRITTEN signed! ADMITTANCE! (See Exhibits A, AA & AAA; Exh. 24, 43, 5, 5-3, 5033, 5-b, 5b-
1,5:0-2) shows AppefiantWhaley's always!t COMPLIED (and CORRECTEDH this Appeats Court's ORDERED/or Requested DEFICIENCIES- which IS!
INCOMPLIANCE with this Appeals Court's RECENT! Jor attached FINAL! ORDER —Date 2-27-2014) ...which shows and DEFEATS this said Appeals
Court's CONFUS!ONIand or when this Appeals Court “OVERLOCKED or Misapprehensions® its OWNHl ADMITTANCE! in the aftached APPEALS Court's
LETTER dated "MAY 21, 2013" - SHOWING this said S.C. STATE SUPREME! COURT! *(FOR OVER!! about a YEARI!) had within the S.C. APPEALS
COURT'S PRESONALI! filed! POSSESSION! AppellantWhaley's actual FILED NOTICE OF APPEAL and AMENDMENT of his -Ordered/or Requested
Amended NOTICE OF APPEAL - Held ONLYl in the SUPREME COURT for the COMPLETE!! YEAR 20121t - UP until this said APPEALS COURT'S
attach LETTER (Exh - DATE! “MAY 21,201311” ) - which this APPEALS COURT - in Error! oridue to o BIAS said PERSONALII INTEREST, of this

Appeals & SUPREME Courts’ OWNII BOARD MEMBERI!/as being an afleged FEDERALII| RECEIVIER - Mr. BEATTIE B. ASKMORE, whom!! this
APPEALS COURT excepted! - ONLYIl BOTH!! said named RESPONDENTS! BOA, and SCFCU - provided DOCUMENTED! EVIDENCE!! - that
Joined!! - FEDERALI!I COURT LAW(s)/or QUESTION(s) that INTERFERED with an ONGOING/and/or completed STATE!Nl Court’s ALREADY! filed
ORDERED Dec:slons in which BOTR! said RESPONDENTS! andl this said APPEALS COURT - allegssior ADMITS! involves the SAME! Identical
CLAIMS mvolvmg this Appellant Whaley's FICED!! STATE!! COURT! CLAIMS. Therefore, shows and supports WHY! Appeliani/Whaley ONLY FILED
his said NOTICE 'of APPEALS/and AMENDMENT NOTICE OF APPEAL within the said SUPREME COURT - pursuant with SCACR - Rule 203(d)(1)(A){i)) (See
Exh. 1.2} shows'Appeﬂam/Whaley ALWAYS CORRECTED any! requested/or ORDERED Deficiencies, as Ordered said COURT(s). Which Defeats/or shows
this said Appeals'Court’s continued OVERLOOKED ERRORS, and/or Misapprehensions, pursuant with SCACR 221(a),(b)&(c).
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As the following is further numbered stated:
1. This'Appeals Court's attached Final Order dated “2/27/2014" was written in ERROR/or/due to Bias Interest
fraudulently/orjin emror wrote that this Appeals Court's said Final Order of 2/27/2014 was governed/or ruled that its final decision
was pursuant cnly with the State case law "Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437,415 S.E.2d 794(1992)", which in Error!tior
otherwise wrote! that - *._.Appellate Court is JUSTIFIED in DISMISSING an Appeal based on an Appeliant's FAILURE to
COMPLY with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules...”, which is an Erred!! Overiooked/or Misapprehended NON-
COMPLEFE written above said QUOTED STATEMENT made (appeared intentionally) by this said Appeals Court's said signed
Officials , which the said ordered Ruling in that said matter involves the lower frial court's ORDERED TRANSCRIPT, by that said
Appeliant, pursuant with Rule 207(b)(4), which this Appeals Court did not COMPLETE its above said case law
STATEMENT(See Exh. 6,6a,6b,) that's written -

.. Although this!Court WOULD BE COMPLETELY JUSTIFIED in DISMISSING this APPEAL based on Appellant's numerous Violations of the
Rules, WE DECLINE!!! to DO SO and DENY!!! the MOTION! TO! DISMISS! *438 as to the Hennings. Instead, APPELLANT
SHALL, within {15) days of this Order, serve and FILE an INITIAL BREIF that does fully comply with Rule 207, SCACR. NO!!!

CHANGES!! SHALL!! be MADE! to APPELLANT's ARGUMENTS! except that Appellant MAY!! ADD! CITATIONS!! tol the
Casesl! LISTED! in the Current]! Table of Authorities and References to the Record as provided in Rule 207(b){4).” 3

2. Therefore the above said complete quotation in no. 1, shows this Appellate Court's said Final Order dated “2/27/2014"
Overlooked/or/Misapprehended this Appeals Court's OWN! FILED! attached signed LETTERS dated “September 25, 20137/
Exh. AA; "MAY 21, 2013°, and "AUGUST 23, 2013", along with the atfached Lower Trial Court's signed LETTER dated
“November 10, 2012” *(Exh. 4} from the said lower CIRCUIT COURT REPORTER, Ms. Brenda J. Sigwald, whom this said
Appeals Courtl‘s officials were also in personal contacts, shows the Lower Trial Court's COURT REPORTER who wrote that the
Appellant - “..'.Mr. Whaley...This is to acknowledge that on NOVEMBER 9, 201211. | RECEIVED YOUR LETTER and
PAYMENT fo:r the TRANSCRIPT of Record in the above matter.” - although! the SECOND! Different Court Reporter, did not
type and defivered its requested Transcript until in the YEAR 2013, as to WHY this said Appeals Court allowed this
AppellantWhaley to filed its INITIAL BRIEF/and DESIGNATION of MATTER in the YEAR 2013.

*(See attached/Exh. 5-a, & Exh. AA from Ap! Ct); supports Appellant/Whaley's motion for rehearing/or reconsideration must be Granted,
pursuant with Rute 221{a},[b],[c], which is upheld by this Appeals Court OWN Case LAW “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 426,437,415 S.E.2d 794
(1992)".
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2ay. This Appeals Court's Final Order 2/27/2014 in Ervorfor otherwise, OVERLOOKED the FACT that Appeliant/
Whaley requested TWO! DIFFERENT Transcripts!] from two different!! Lower Trial Court Reporters, which the last
Transcript was not Delivered until in the YEAR 2013, which Appellant/Whaley immediately! provided to this Appeals Caurt,
along with many other filed Lower Trial Court's pleadings attached with his Initial Brief & Designation of matter —but ALL said
attachments were RETURNED! by said Appeals Court to this Appellant/Whaley (See Exh. AA dated “September 25, 2013"),
but SHOWS! this Appeals Court accepted!! Appellant/Whaley's INITIAL BRIEF, although it showed Deficiencies to be
CORRECTED, which ONLY! ordered Appeliant/Whaley to file as his CORRECTION, AppellantWhaley’s said DESIGNATION of
MATTER, in which this said Appeals Gourt indeed ACCEPTED *(See Exh. AA), although! this said Appeals Court admits!! it
RETURNED all! of Appellant/Whaley's ATTACHED DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE, which included AppellantWhaley's

*

* SCACRRule 207(b)(4) - states “... Failure to Receive Transcript. 'If appellant has not received the transcript within the aflotted time nor received

notification of an extension within ten (10) days after the allotted time, appellant shall notify the derk of the appeliate court, and the administrative tribunal in
writing.”
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Transcript(s), therefore made this said Appeals Court’s RETURNING of Appellant/Whaley’s said Documented EVIDENCE
—when _g_mlst SCACR Rule 210(a)&{c). 4+ And is pursuant with Case Law “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437 415 SE.2d
794(1992)" - whlch NEVER!! SUPPORTED for this said Appeals Court to “DISMISSED" Appellant/Whaley's Appeals Case
matter. (See above QUOTE, in number 1)
3. WHEREAS, this Appeals Court's own! filed attached said above signed documents, along with the signed written
admitiance! also by the Respondent/SCFCU, in its document(s) dated “October 22, 2013", “September 10, 2013", shows and
supports this l]\ppeats Court’s Overlooked the FACT, as to this Appeals Court's known and UNDISPUTED possible shown BIAS
Personal INTEREST ~ actually!t Overlooked!! with BOTH said named Respondents BOA and SCFCU, Never! filed neither! of
their Appeals ORDERED! Initiat Briefs and Designations (See Exhibits AA, AAA; & Exh. 5), when SCFCU's hired Attorney(s)’
indeed ADMITS! for shows that this said Appeal Court's 2/27/2014 FINAL ORDER/as well as this said Appeals Court's prior filed
Order(s) - pro'vided SPECIAL FAVORS to the RESPONDENT/BOA - since! Respondent/SCFCU ADMITS that SCFCU’s hired
Attorneys ONLY requested for this said Appeals Court to Grant an EXTENSION fo filed its Initial Brief and Designation (of
OCTOBER 4, 2013 ) so to filed on the DATE “November 4, 2013", but! SCFCU also! never! filed on the date November 4, 2013,
and this said Appeals Court NEVER! Cancelled SCFCU the date November 4, 2013 for SCFCU so to have properly and legally
filed its required/and ORDERED Initial Brief and Designation of matter by!! the date November 4, 2013. *(See Exh. 5-a and Exh.
AA) supports Appeliant/Whaley's MOTION for Rehearing must be Granted;

3a): This Appeals Court in error/or ctherwise, OVERLOOKED its own! recorded records which shows the
RESPONDENT/BOA - NEVER! filed for ANY KIND of EXTENSION from this Appeals Court's ORDER and/or LETTER dated
SEPTEMBER|25, 2013" and “SEPTEMBER 27, 2013" which wrote that °...OUR RECORDS REFLECT the RESPONDENTS'
1Y Initial Brief and Designation of matter ARE DUE!! on! OCTOBER 4, 2013.." - which RESPONDENT/BOA MUST
have filed BOA's UNTIMELY FILED Motion to Dismiss before! or on the Date!! of OCTOBER 4, 2013, alihough this said
Appeals Courl's officials IN ERROR/or due to known BIAS PERSONAL said INTEREST accepted RESPONDENT/BOA's
untimely/and FRAUDULENT Ciaims in BOA's Untimely filed MOTION TO DISMISS that was filed on the date “OCTOBER 22,
2013", in which this Appeals Court's own! filed 2/27/2013 CASE LAW “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437,415 S.E.2d
794(1992" shows that said APPEALS COURT “..DECLINED TO...DISMISS...as to Hennings.” and to *...SETS FORTH with!!
SPECIFICITYIthe EXHIBITSHI!N and OTHER!!! MATTER he Wishes! to INCLUDE! in the RECORD on APPEAL.”;

* Rule 210{c) - !states “...Matter contained in the Record an Appeal shall be armranged in the foflowing order: the tile page, index, onders, judgments, decrees,
decisions, pleadings, transcript, charges, EXHIBITS and other materials or DOCUMENTS, and a certificate by appellant” -

WHICH indeed! this said Appeals Court OVERLOCKED the ACTUAL FACTS that this said Appeals Court ACCEPTED!! AppellantWhaley's filed INITIAL
BRIEF!! and FILED DESIGNATION!! as being CORRECTED Ordered Deficiencies. *(See Exh. AA - when this Appeals Court ORDERED! BOTHM named
RESPONDENTS!!! to filed WITHIN (30) days, OR by the date "“OCTOBER 4, 2013” Each! of said Respandents! REQUIRED “Initial Briefs" and “Designation of
Matters™ — which ﬂus said Appeals Court officials in ERROR/or due to BIAS known personal INTEREST - NEVER! Enforced! NEITHER! said named
RESPONDENTS to have COMPLIED! with the said South Carolina Appeliate Rules and Procedures ~ to file NEITHER of their INITIAL BRIEFS and
DES(GNATIONS1 Due to RESPONDANTS! ONLY! Volunteered!! JOINT APPEARANCE of a (flegal/and Unethical) FEDERAL!! Appointed (afleged)
Receiver/Mr. BEATﬂE B. ASHMORE {whom both said RESPONDENTS/BOA and SCFCU alleges has a SPECIAL INTEREST, and! who is also!! located/as
being ONE of thls said S.C. Appeals and Supreme Courts’ BOARD-MEMBERS, who is allegedly involved with this Appellant/Whaley's STATE! COURT! filed
LAWS, which govems AppellantWhaley's Complaint/Cashiers CHECKS, STATEN! Court appointed RECEIVER- (appointed 8Y STATE! Court LAW! to
Represent ONLY! the afleged VICTIMS' same! MONEY andfor PROPERTY INTEREST, in which the said RESPONDENT/BOA - ADMITS!! it indeed has within
its POaSESSION ), which induded this Appeflant/Whaley’s said MONEY/or Personal PROPERTY) which provided DOCUMENTED RECORDS/and Court fled
LOWER TRIAL COURT‘S TRANSCRIPT]s} supposts/and or shows, the SAME said LAW FIRM, NELSON, MULLINS are (ilegally/and UNETHICALLY) alsol
REPRESENTING the RESPONDENT/BOA's said Interest, althought the said LAW FIRM, NELSON, MULLINS...was STATE! APPOINTED!! {o Represent! this
said Appeﬂan!lWha!ey‘s said STOLEN! MONEY and PROPERTY Interest.

thch this said Appeals Court’s ORDER dated 2/27/2014 OVERLOOKED that AppellantWhaley's filed DESIGNATION and/or Initial Brief — imely,
comectly, fled those said dlaims along with UNDISPUTED DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE....in which this said Appeals court - IN ERRED RETURNED - *(See Exh.
AA} from this said Appeals Court letier dated “September 25, 2014".
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3b): This said Appeals Court OVERLOOKED and or due to Bias known said Interest, did not Consider/or must
Grant this Appellant/Whaley's said Motion for Rehearing — when this said Appeals Court's in error/or otherwise Overlooked its
ownl!, ORDER/or LETTER dated “OCTOBER 10, 2013” which admits!! that Appeflant/Whaley filed ALSQO its MOTION FOR
JUDGMENTS }and also! later! filed Appellant/Whaley’s filed MOTION TO DISMISS, {which showed and AGAIN!! PROVIDED
Appellanthhaley's Lower Trial Court’s filed documented pleadings/and already filed EXHIBITS) which always!! involved
Respondent/BOA & SCFCU's UNTIMELY filed alleged MOTION(s) TO DISMISS, when, both! said RESPONDENTS filed
MOTIONS to I%ISMISS were filed AFTER! the dates “OCTOBER 22, 2013", and “NOVEMBER 4, 2013" — which was AFTER! the
DATES! in which this said Appeals Court ORDERED!! the said Respondents to have filed EACH of their file INITIAL BRIEF/and
Designation ~ Ly each of their given DEADLINE DATE, which was NEVER!! COMPLIED by Neither! named RESPONDENTS,
although! this said Appeals Court DUE TO - BIAS known INTEREST - Overlooked those said above UNDISPUTED FACTS,
and Granted ﬂ}e sajd RESPONDENTS Untimely filed MOTION TO DISMISS, and in ERROR/or said OTHERWISE DENIED-
Appellanthha{IeYs MOTION T DISMISS - which INDEED PROVIDED the Documented EVIDENCE attached with said
EXHIBITS - which showed Appellant/Whaley’s INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTERS indeed
“...CONTAIN...'I\AATTER(s)...PRESENTED TO! THE TRIALY COURT.” - Which this said Appeals Court indeed! FIRST!
ACCEPTED, than!! lateri! (admitted! to have) RETURNED Appellant/Whaley's DOCUMENTED EVIEDENCE/and/or _
EXHIBITS/and Lower Trial Court’'s TRANSCRIPT(s) — which supported that ALL AppellantWhaley's CLAIMS in his Initia! Brief
and DES|GNA!TION indeed were first*...PRESENTED TO THE TRIAL COURT..." Pursuant with Rule 209, 210, 207(b)(4).
4, Therefore this said Appeals Court 2/27/2014 FINAL ORDER in Error Overlocked/and due to said Bias known personal
Interest, did not Consider, and or must Grant Appellant/Whaley's MOTION for REHEARING, when!! this Appeals Court's OWN!
written signed!|LETTER dated “SEPTEMBER 25, 2013" - admits!!! that indeed AppellantWhaley's TIMELY and PROPERLY
filed INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTER’s attached EXHIBITS and filed Documented Pleadings/which INCLUDED
AppellantWhaley's PAID LOWER TRIAL COURT'S TRANSCRIPT, showed and supported ALL AppellantWhaley's claims were
Claims ALWAYS Discussed also within the said LOWER TRIAL COURT, whereas is in compliance with this said Appeals
Court's ONLY provided Case Law “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437,415 S.E.2d 794(1992)" - which RULED/and ORDERED
and/or showsithat/or this said APPEALS FINAL ORDER, dated 2/27/2014 - MUST!!! BE DENIED.

WHEREFORE, attached is AppellantWhaley's (6) copies, and known payment, so to file this timely and proper request to
Granted this séid Motion for Rehearing/and/or Reconsideration, pursuant with the above said S.C. Appellate Court Rules and

Procedures. *(lf the said amount of payment is not correct, please contact, and any other inmediate payment will be made)

Dated: MARCH 11, 2014 Respectfully Submitted,

e~ L wAm&L

Roger L. Whﬁay, Pro Se

8673 Laurel Grove Lane

North Charleston, South Carolina 29420
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
|, declare that all the proper parties has been time!y and properly served by CERTIFIED/or OVERNIGHT MAIL, and/or FAXED. As Appeliant's dedare that ALL
that is stated is tme and believable and is attached with the documented evidence/and/or EXHIBITS which supports ANY and ALL his Claims, as he has always
provided to this saxd Appeals Court and to the said Lower Trial Court.
cc: Jody A Bedenbaugh, Esquire; Erik Tison Norton, Esquire,  Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire, Shefia M. Bias,

1320 Main Street, 17® Floor — Columbia, SC 29201 1900 Bamwell St. - Columbia, S.C. 29202




ATTACHED EXHIBITS - 18

Mr. Roger Whaley v. BOA and SCFCU

|
MO’%I‘ION for REHEARING/or/Consideration

RECEIVE[)
MAR 1 3 2014
SC Court of Appeals



. pipls Loanlsi b B s Hhen, ,sz; e Lor K (g;éw/%%,ffa/

G0
. Honrns?s Whe 53111!) (,awuua Court nf Qppeals Zj/i/ww-o“,

,;/{ & fe Ai
fy/é/l:ﬁ% /W Roger L. Whaley, ;—\ppe]ziam, *ﬁ’ (‘;Z /LWZ/

i
~ g ’ dv. /M

L;\/Vp{,w%sp:/"ﬁ}v}s th Carohina Federal Credit Union and Baik of /'/f;/M/ 5,,11/77
oty outh Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank o N

! Amernica, Respondents. )f ML zz; l’ff:j

j/l" 4 "_ N

//jj&/ﬁ%\%};ppe“m Case No. 2012-213208 Ylbéfnz’{,' % ﬁé%;%%ﬁ%meJ

47 oW V“7 T

e’ A W ng“ SAh 7 e

&/C-‘i .)(}(5/\}»";&%‘ Q ORDER . N e / £ ;/:M

&"’ U’w P(" o &’f?/ dL) ﬁ(%’ 44’(%—,4:/

wéa/&7 <

) Respondents Soutli Carclina Federal Credit Union and Bank of Amernica hav ekh Yses A f
filed motions (o dismiss this appeal. After careful consideration, this appeal is (oA
dismissed because Appeliant has failed to comply with the South Carolina e

Appellate Court Rules. See Henning v. Kave, 307 S.C. 436, 437, 415 S.E.2d 794, Jaft 4l
794 (1992) (noting an appellate court is justified in dismissing an appeal based on M

an appellani's failure to comply with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules). ]
_ V.
A2
e .‘M-\\ - / /’7 X . . “ ‘L"A
T 2Ty I Lo st AT ”’_‘;’i
',_‘ ‘ H .. -
7 FOR THE COURT

Columbia, South Carolina

ce:
-
Ragzer U, AN
g
raw mil ’
[T At 3N T P
ik Tison Norton

odv Allan Bedenbauah

i : NA A S B'm~
Sheila Marlouvon Bias

%4 BCEIVE] ) 0
| ‘i‘jzﬁ;
L7,
MAR 1 3 2014 ?ﬁ i

467

Su Gourt of Appeals co— el it e,




JENNYS

Roger L. Whaley

8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North,Charleston SL 26420

ffﬁ’;/@é
4/'/// // A,,A/

ogar Whaley v, SC Federal Credit Unton %? 2 "ﬂ?/ﬂ/’%
opetlate Case No. 2012-213208 L EAeZ . :/,é

O mUUU culx z*

u}" %
1S 1\ ﬂ(él lh&, JOD’OPY ldIC tilne {C(JHC thex

. 2 : < Al
docunienis mzh the’Court. Please see Rule 210 of the South Carolina : ippcllme 7L
“ouwrt[Rules tor further guidemca.

.—‘—'—"——"M\\. e
’\\ 7 _\"\\
ecuthe{respondents inig

l

; \ Ve }/l
R A
O
CLERK

cer Drew Hamilion Butler

,"I‘u\ Tison Norton

Jody Alan Bedenbaugh W
Sheila \111.0u\nn Bias ' éf_z/c
, ﬂZ/é% ﬁ/ﬁm ;:)

/}/4/ D W At %“ ’/[m& Z2%
(/E / j{/Lﬂé/

| 43(

u/’

é/M

. : . / )45/“ ,U{Lz,
1 | e / Wﬁﬂ é‘

L Z’? /[?/



It f2s 11\.;_/ ._; A / f \1\’ Cmua wge e ut

Ny
ﬁ"a'\'fs n sy

£ | KKW’/‘ /{t"mm;usm\ 30 Catheun $1. 8 .
Y, J& “o rj*' /? Sonieits il ,;)((,Maz N
JQ"L{? :;+M/L Al /é@‘f'ﬂ/?‘"’r{. /'zw ,’

Ociober 22, 2013

Columbia W s
Direct Dial: (803) 575-3718 ~
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The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings 1@,{%
Clerk South Carolina Court of Appeals /
10 15 Sumter Street 0
Columbia, South Carclina 26201 : Z 25- 2 73
B e 14
Re:  Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union . Z:,r/z /?,4
‘ C/A No.: 2012-CP-1800538 _ g} 23 /ch
; Appeliate Case # 2012.213208 -
I Our File No. 7130-36 £th, s-<
| Nee
Dear Ms. Kitchings: : 7. 272z
. , _— N Cxh. 5
Respondent South Carolina rFederal Credit Uniog_is in reco:p‘ o; Mr. Whaley's 3 :z,cué,
“Lefter 3o Clerk a/k/a (Motion  for Jucg"nentﬂ gamst sSpon of 5

(Amer:cé} r/Request to Remain [sic X1 Kespordent Matter Back’ *o Lower Trial
Court with Instruction. to Enter Direct Judgment_in_Eaver of Plalntxff/AppeI!=nt Roger (a{? W
Whal eyfursumt with SCRAP [Sic] 208@)(2). (4) & (737 (hereinafter “Motion”). l*
/"Eﬁears’ this Motion is directed at anoiher pary. —FOWEVEr, to the extent Mr. Whaley cft' Z(Z /
?6 ;r‘teﬁided the Motion be directed towards Respondent South Carclina Federal Credit

Union, please accept this leiter as our brief Return to the Motion. This Motign is not /u‘ [

<grooer as agalﬁ;& spondenBouth Carolina Federal Credit Union, Respondent South i i Z,”?’
Varohna Federal Credit Union moved this hororable court for an extension of time in J%l

h'to file our inmiat orier2( his Court granted the Motion by Order fiied Septémber 27

13 /Accordmc;!y ‘Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union's ion's Tnitial BretA As not not &U/u‘,c./ i

7€ luntil November Z G—i?davs"rom loday. Consequenily,- & éxtent PR
Appellant’s motion is diracted toward Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union }?’/ /o0

the motion is premature, without merit, and shouid be denied as against us. .
bl fM/’Zf‘ﬂz:
By copy of thés letter we are serving pro se Appellant with this respense. Ll T4 o
‘ H rpeints
Thank you for taking the time to review this letter and with kind regards. | am @avéw
Sincerely, -2 7 el
S Ao ML Biouns .
Sheila M. Bias / .,
SC Bar # 100005 Shigecs
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= SUPREME COURT's NEW CASE No: Unknown
e APPEALS NO: 2012-213208 “=~oxuiezemss”

_ County of Dorchester Court of Common P!eas
Lower Case No: 2012-CP-18-539 and Lower Judge — Maite D. Murphy

Pages 1
Aftachments - 3

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se

Clerk’s requested CORRECTED "Deficiency”
-AMENDMENT TO
) NOTICE OF APPEALS

)
)
Plaintiff/Appeilant. )
)
VS. )
South Sarolina Federal Credit Union
and
BANK OF AMERICA

)
)
)
Respondent. )
/

ATTENTION CLERK:

Please see the above requested Coirections involving the prior attached amendments
of the complete copy of the original order and the order on motion for reconsideration.
And also groviding all parties of the RETURN Lowe Court's Reporter's Transcript info.

B, e,

DATE:| NOVEMBER 18, 2012 Respectfully submitted,

Roger L. Whaley. A—%
A 8673 Laurel Grove Lane

North Charleston, SC 29420

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| declare lthat all the beiow proper parties have been served with this said Amended requested Clerk
Correction to AMENDMENT TO NOTICE of APPEALS, filed within this said State Supreme Court,
pursuant‘wtth SCACR Rule 267(a) and SCACR 202; as well.as See attached Transcript Letter from “The
Circuit Court of the Eleventh Judicial Ciruit's Court Reporter dated November 10, 2012.

South Carolina’s Dorchester's State Court **8.C. Supreme Gourt of Appeals
5200 East Jim Bilton Bivd. £.0. Box 11330

5t. George, SC 28477 Columbia, S.C. 2¢g711.
(843) 553-0160 (803) 734-1080

Mr. Jody!A. Bedenbaugh, Attomey Drew Hamilton Butier, Esquire
1320 Main Street, 17 Floor Post Office Drawer 7788
Coiumbza S.C. 28201 Columbia, South Carolina 282A2

(803) 799-2000 (803} 771-4400 RE@EY%ID
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The Soutlh Carolina Court of Apveals
| Apeds
Rover L. Whalev, Appelian. /& //5 df“"'f /
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South Caroling Faders! Credit Union and Bank ¢f MZ« ,j.(/—{
America, Respondenis, . /z?/

B & N '/
Appeatiaie Case No. Z012-213208 A//f 7o

The Honerable Maite D, Murphy

Dovchester County . ‘ /C‘ﬁ%/}t
Trial Court Case No., 201 2CPIR00S3G
‘ e
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y SO .- # 5 Eﬁ«fz 4.5.4.1.
Roger .. Whaley j
8673 llawrel Grove Lane /4/'/7%/ lﬂé’”%
iorth i i R "1'...5} 4"
| North Charleston SC 2942 ' &ﬁq,m{é///m fd(—«..—v/

Re: Roger Whaley v, SC Federal Credit Union ; ?/ TTIY

Apnetlate Case 3\'0. 2012-213208

Dear Counsel: .
Lo L /L &
VIS vOur

g "Leiter to clerk/a/k/a motion for judement aw:t respondent
‘ica‘orrequest to remain that said 1espondcn matter back to lov.e,

trial cém‘t wim instruction. to enter direct judgment in favor of plainutfappetiant
Roger \\fha’-'* " ihe following deficiency or ggfluﬁngus have becu ot d lmd 1 ihe
South Carolina Appeliate Court Rules (SCACR), and any deficien

|
corrected withim L-cn {10) davs of the date of this lette

o [The accompanving proof of service 1s not in compliance with the SCAC'R
Your proof of service should be substantially in the format ihO\\n by Forn
in Appendix C to part 1 of the SCACR,

Very truly yvours,




FORM7 & i
PROOF OF SERVICE OF A NOTICE OF APPEAL

> IHE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals
2012-213208

Attachment - 1

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas
MAITE MURPHY, Master of Equity/Special Serving as Circuit Court judge

Case No. 2012-CP-18-0539

South Caralina Federal

Credit Union and
BANK of AMERICA Respondents,
V.
Roger L. Whaley, Appellant.
f PROOF OF SERVICE

i oerhfy that 1 have served again/or second fime-to the Respondent(s) Bank of America and South Caralina Federal
Credit Union, and this said Appeals Court's Clerk, by Faxing a copy io the Respondent(s) Bank of America and South Carolina
Federal Cred,t Union, or by Hand-delivered and-or deposed in the United States Mail; postage prepaid, first mailed on
“September 30 2013" and, now being resent, due io' the attached wiitten Request from this Appeals Court's Clerk dated
“October 10, 201 3" involving Pro Se Whaley's “...Deficiencies” within (10) days to be *...in COMPLIANCE with the SCACR...Form
7in AppendlxlC to part l! of the SCACR” regardmg pro se Appellant Whaléy’s “Letter to Clerk/a/k/a MOTION FE%E JUDGMgNT L o a2
against RESPONDENT . BANK of AMERICA/or REQUEST to REMAIN said RESPONDENT MATTE o LOWER TRIAL
COURT with INSTR TION, to ENTER DIRECT JUDGMENT in FAVOR of PLAINTIFF/APPELLANT Roger WHALEY” which
has been, and now again bemg recent to ALL Proper Parties in this said case matter, delivered to the below named parties.

Attomey Jody Alan Bedenbaum : clo Attomey Eric Norton, Esq.
Ammxey NELSON & MULLINS - RespondentDefendant/BOA
1320 Main Street, 17 Floor

Co!umbra SC 28201

803-799-2000 Fax no. 803-256-7500

Attomney E. Caleb Riser, Equire - ¢fo Aﬂomey Drew Butler, Esq.
with:LAW FIRM Richardson & Plowden

Atiomey for South Carolina Federal Credit Union/Respondent/Defendant
1900 Bamwell S1/ P.O. Drawer 7788

Cohxgnb:a South Caralina 28202

8037714400 - Fax no. 803-778-0016 Z L U) 4 ng/]
l p £

Mr Roge/Whaley Pro Se
/% 8673 Laure! Grove Lane

North Charleston, SC 29420

{a98mont@yahoo.com

Yh. §-b-1




# Re

The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings {__November 1,2013 =/
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals Attachment - 1

1015 Sumter Street

Columbia South Carohna 29201

Re< pondent South aroina Federal Credit Union/SCFCU's 10/31/2013 LETTER, SHOWS the Appearance
of EXPARTE Communication, or Private Communication, involving allegedly! this said Appeals Court
Clerk’s “CONVERSATION on October 29, 2013...", which SCFCU Appsars to suggest for this Appeals Court
Clerk, to lmpmpeﬂy/or UNETHICALLY ALLOW SCFCU to DELAYYor Extend!! fora THIRDY TIME!
SCFCU'’s required!! RESPONSE to Appellant-Whaley's filed Initial BRIEF! DUE by Nov. 4, 2013 - filed
sm(.e about September 2013; Now!! SCFCU is REPRESENTING/or/Requesting Speclal FAVORS from
thls APPEALS COURT - for the Respondent Bank of America - although!. both said Respondents’
DEFENSES are Notl! legally JOINT!! /nor Cansolidated by/nor within the said LOWER TRIAL COURT -
.and CAN BE JUDGED Separateiy

Wth no dxsnaspe*t intended to this said Appeals Court's Clerk, who is indeed being misled/and or it is Obvious, that
South Carolma Federal Credit Union/ SCFCU.row! again! continued!! requests.for SPECIAL FAVORS from this said Appeals
Court Clerk, to yet! now! again fo grant a THIRD!! EXTENSION! so to file its REQUIREDY Responsive, Initial Brief that was
extended a Second time from being filed in the month of OCTOBER, 2013, to be filed on NOVEMBER4, 2013, and now again!
frivolousty!! requestlor Suggestion that SCFCU will not file its REQUIRED Responsive Initial Brief on NOVEMBER 4, 2013,
Unless! this sasd Appeals Court Clerk ORDERS, or write again! such a request that's ALREADY! ‘been DEMANDED: by this said
Appeals Court, which must! be upheld by the said Respondent SCFCU, otherwise SCFCU is making the appearance of this said
Appeals Caurt is providing Special Favors for 2 party of interest.

Therefore the said already provided law{s)! and rule(s)! requires!! for the said Respondent SCFCU must! fle its
required Responsrve Brief on the Ordered!! date NOVEMBER 4, 2013, as indeed the Respondent Bank of America’s recent
OWN filed UNTIMELY' pleadings within this said Appeals.court, ADMITS‘ (although! Appellant do not necessarily agree) that it is
WITHOUT ANY DOUBTand or is UNDISPUTED! that ONLY! Respondent SCFCU was indeed! Appeliant Whaley's signed
CONTRACTED" BANK that took Appeliant Whaley's MONEY and in retum provided Appellant Whaley with the said CASHIER
CHECKS; that are'in question in this said Appeals Case matter. Whereas, ONLY shows Respondent SCFCU can not be
JUDGED on the Exact SAME terms as the Respondent Bank of America/BOA, whase filed UNTIMELY Motion to Dismiss - is
Obviously just' another! CONSPIRED TRICKERY of DELAY!/and DECEPTION involving the Respondent SCFCU, when
indeed, the Respondent BOA NEVER! DENIEDY, and can not deny that Respondent BOA’s LAW FIRM - NELSON, MULLINS...
cani! nott Legally" Represent!! their Client ~ BOA's involvements with the Appellant Whaley s said CASHIERS CHECKS named
PAYEE/CCG! whenl! Respondent BOA’s said PAID!! L AW FIRM NELSON, MULLINS ._is ALSO the SAME! Law Firm who
was APPOINTED/or PAID! to- Represem Appellant Whaley inferest so to get his RETURN of the same said Cashiers Checks.

WHEREFORE in Ofdel' for this said Appeals Court Clerk not to have the appearance of Bias/or Personal Inferest in
this said wse matter, as it appears to be suggested by the Respondent SCFCU's letter dated “October 31, 2013". This said
Appeals Court Clerk/or Judge(s) has ALREADY WRITTEN its said ORDER of EXTENSION Twicel! in favor of the said
Respondent- "\‘CFCU so to filéd its required Respons:ve Initial Brief. Therefore if SCFCU does not file its required Responsive
Initial Brief on the said Ordered date “November 4, 2013”, which this-said Appeals Court's ORDERED!, than this said Appeals
Court must! conssder Appellanit Whaley's said filed Appeals Requests must be granted in full, against the Respondent SCFCU
who alsol can nott/and has not Denied! any! of Appellant Whaley's filed claims for Appeals, pursuant with SCRAP 208(a)(2)(4).

Sincerely

’ Roger( Whaley ProSe i?

8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, -South Carolina 29420

cc:  Jody Alan Bedenbaugh, Esquire, Erik Tison Norton, Esquire, Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire,
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May 21,2

.. Whalev
Iam‘ai Grove Lane
North Charleston SC 29420

Roger
2673 L

Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Union

Re:
Appellate Case No. 2012-213208
Mr. Whaley:
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Reply lo unun ihia
Direct Dial: (803} 376 -3718
HY

sivias @ Rictardsor ! a‘-.‘;:nu-

Via Hand Delivery

The Honorable Jennyv A. Kitchings
Clerk. South Carelina Count of Appeals
1015 Sumter Strect

Columbia, South Carofina 29201

Re:  Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Unior
Appeliate Caseé T\'a. 3612-213208

, !
.. . - é?LL.- .v:l/{ ..1_{; /Ii,/;{. 7
Dear Ms! Kitchings: / . Py ; Y

— e

X wmml‘/fo- RexpondemRC ¥ ca{eral Credit Umon 1 the abovesrefercnced case, wi LT
P ~_._~,T_J s e ot DU T g 2L
rupcc uli\ request a\fﬂxa\ cxtcrmm ofnm in which 1 serve and’file our lnmal }(Lspm dent’s Brief /79 2.7,

i it ot VoL - ‘- . ‘;6’,;.(
be Include cord oo Appeal fg—?‘, e
7 / / / i =t fa
Mv Whaley, pro se Appeilant, filed ¢ ’1ﬂG‘é\€r\ ed his is Designation of N Yateer on what appeais 0 Lu ’
Sepiepiber 4, 2013, therefo.c. pursuzant to this ¢ 'hb court’s Augus ""‘ 2013 lettergour nitial’ Respondem s> é/
"~ Brigj @oswrmno“nre current!v duc hy Friday, October- 4.3..01.3. ‘However, with a 30-dav exiension of
e P A T i = ———;‘M

m
fime, by my mlcmanoﬁy our Initial ﬁn( and bcswnauons would be due on or befr'_

7 a4 . == 7 2

, . i T . - 1 . S
We find it necessary to request this extension due o gur cur!é(t heavy workload. This is our first
. - s - S T N RS . eSTETe——ebe
request foran extension ofumc to serve and file the Initial Respondent’s.Brief and nd Designation of Matter.
] e TT—— e s~ - — - Cm—c—

¥ £ ~ 7 7 >
am enciosing the $25.00 filing fee and tharik you for your consideration of this request. By copy
this letter, | am notifving Roger Wi "'cy, pro se Appelias it ofrecord OVEhh spondence,

P

(&)

Thank vou for vour assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Sheila M. Bias
SC Bar-# 100003

Eaclosure
ces Roger Whaley, pro se (w/o enclosure)




ATTACHED EXHIBITS - 18
Part 3 — |
3 attachments - (Appeals Ct Case Law
“Henning v. Keye” |
Mr. Roger Whaley v. BOA and SCFCU
MOTION for REHEARING/or/Consideration




Exh &

Court LISTENER

o About
o Coverage

P . : .
¢ Sign in/ Recister

Back to Home Page

Your Notes

(edit)

(none)

Share this Opinion

: hitps:/tw ww.c
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4 EXb. b-a

Edward L. HENNING and Carol Sue
Henning, Respondents
V.
Herhert KAYE and Max L. Hill Co., Inc.,
Defelndams, of whom Max L. Hill Co., Ine. is
Respondent, and Herbert Kaye is Appellant.

Supreme Court of South Carolina.

March 11, 1992,
%437 March 11, 1992.
ORDER -

‘Respondents move the Court to dismiss this appeal. By return, appellant opposes the motion as
to respondents Edward Henning and Carol Henning (the Hennings). Appellant does not oppose
the motion as to respondent Max L. Hill Co., Inc. (Hill). The motion to dismiss as to Hill is

granted.

The Henm}mzs move to dismiss pursuant to Rule 231, SCACR. The Hennings claim that

appellant’s initial brief fails to comply with Rule ’707 SCACR, and that his Designation of -
Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal (Designation) is 1nsufﬁc1ent under Rule 208,
SCACR.

By return,|appellant's counsel asserts that he has substantially comphed with the Rules and that
‘instarices cl)f noncomphance were inadvertent technical errors and minor discrepancies. Counsel
moves to amend his brief. Counsel further contends that his Designation is clear and spec1ﬁc

Appellant s brief fails to-.comply with the Rule 207 in the following particulars: the components
of the brief are incorrectly organized and labeled, the issues are not distinctively headed, the
table of athorities is not alphabetized or referenced to the body of the brief, the statement 6f the
case conta'ms contested matter and omits required information, and the arguments contain no
citations to the record or to the cases listed in the table of authorities.

Counsel is advised that the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules are not mere technicalities but
provide the parties and this Court with an orderly mechanism through which to guide appeals in
this State. It is incumbent upon counsel to provide material that complies thh thé Rulés and
facilitateslappellate review.




Lt b4

Although ttlxis Court would be completely justified in dismissing this appeal based on appellant's
numerous Vlolatlons of the Rules, we decline to do so and deny the motion to dismiss *438 as to
the Henmngs Instead, appellant shall, -within fifteen (15) days of this order, serve and file an
initial brief that does fully comply with Rule 207, SCACR. No changes shall be made to
appellant' s"arguments except that appellant may add citations to the cases listed in the current
table of authorities and references to the record as provided by Rule 207(b)(4).

With his bnef appellant shall serve and file an amended Designation that sets forth with
specificity the exhibits and other matter he wishes to include in the Record on Appeal. Appellant
is reminded that the Record on Appeal shall not contain any matter not presented to the trial _
court. Rulé 209(c), SCACR. |

1t is so ordered.

CHANDLER, J., not participating.
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