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1. ISIT NOT, AT THE VERY LEASJF, AN ERROR TO HAVE DISMISSED
THE CASE ON GROUNDS OF ONE ELEMENT, AS POSSIBLY BEING
BARRED BY STATUTE OF LIMITATION, FROM AMONG THE THIRTY

FIVE ELEMENTS PRESENTED?§

2. SHOULD NOT THE JUDGE HA‘%E ADDRES’SED ALL ISSUES OF

DEFAMATION?

3. CAN A CLAIM OF ABSOLUTE I;RIV ILEGE SURVIVE WHERE THE 5

DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS ARE TOTALLY IRRELEVANT TO THE
ISSUE BEING LITIGATED?

4. HAS NOT APPELLANT’S BEEN.DEPRIVED OF DUE PROCESS?

Conclusion ' 1 6
)
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II1. STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL
1. Isitnot, at the very léast: an error td have dismissed the case on grounds of one

element, as possibly being barred by Statute of Limitation, from among the thirty

five elements presented? !

Y]

Should not the judge have addresseci all allegations of defamation in the case?

(o)

Can a claim of absolute privilege survive where the defamatory statements are

totally irrelevant to the issue being litigated?

4. Has not appellant’s been deprived of due process?
A i
IV. STATEMENT OF THE CASE
I
1. This action was commenced on December 23, 2013. An amended complaint was filed

February 10, 2014. Rule 9. SCRCP: Rule 15. SCRCP
2. The action comprised allegations of Defamation.
3. The defense to the action was a claim of Absolute Privilege and of one count being

barred by of Statute of Limitation.
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4. A motion hearing was held on February 2, 2014, at which the case was continued to

March 6, 2014, due to an Amended _pleadinfg having been filed.

3. On March 6, 2014, the Court dismissed tihe case on the bases of it being barred by

Statute of Limitation.

6. The case did not go to trial; instead it was dismissed at a Motion Heating on Marchj,6,
2014, on basis of being barred by Statute of Limitation.
7. The amount involved on appeal ié $750.(§)O0.00.
8. Appellant is appealing the March 6, 201;1, Judgment of the lower Court dismissal of
the case.
9. The date of service of the notice of appe;al is March 19, 2014.

| V. FACTS
The case was filed on December 23, 2013. Elt comprised allegations of Defamation,
arising from a previous Circuit Court C‘ase; in 2013. During that case Defendant

t

(Respondent herein) repeatedly gave en‘on;eous, derogatory and, indeed, irrelevant verbal
and written statements to the court. The sta;te-ments had no relevancy to the matter being
tried. Finally, at a motion hearing, the J udgie stated that he had read the c-ése_ file and that
he could only go by what he had read and based his decision thereupon and dismissed the

case. Following dismissal of that case, Appellant herein, filed the Defamation action. The

i
Defamation action was dismissed March 6, 2014

(U]
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VI. ARGUMENT
I. ISTT NOT. AT THE VERY LE‘AS"f, AN ERROR TO HAVE DISMISSED THE
CASE ON GROUNDS OF ONE EL‘;-‘EMENT_. AMONG MANY, POSSIBLY

BEING BARRED BY STATUTE dF LIMITATION?

In the case before the lower court, the cérllplaint comprised thirty five counts of
defamation; of which, the claim of Defeiﬁdanf having filed a trespassinlq claim against
plaintiff comprised only one of the thirt)‘f five claims; therefore, thirty four were not
addressed. The Statute of Limitation cla:;m is questionable, given that the issu%: was

raised in 2012 at Case No 2013-CP—22-QOOOI as well as raised on June 6, 2013.

2. SHOULD NOT THE JUDGE HAVE ADDRESSED ALL ISSUES OF
DEFAMATION PRESENTED IN THE CASE?
!
The claim of defendant having lied to the police, indicating that plaintiff was

trespassing was raised in a lower court at Case No. 2013-CP-22-00001, tiled January

3, 2012, and addressed at a motion hearing on June 6, 2013. At which time defendant
|

3

lied to the judge about having filed a tl‘eépassing complaint against plaintiff therein. -
Therefore the date of the actual lie to thef police should not be the .goveming date in

» ) . N . ~
determining the statute of limitation. In essence, the claim was made at the filing of

)
I

the January 3, 2012, case. The point of contention presently is that other issues were
involved but that the judge totally disregarded them and ruled on the matter of the

trespass charge without permitting evidence to be presented.
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The case was dismissed, without consideration for due process as it related to the

right to present evidence or to have a trial. Plaintiff therein should have been granted
!.

an opportunity to have been heard on the Defamation allegations. He should have

been allowed to present evidence and to have a decision based upon all of the

evidence presented.

For the other thirty four allegations, defendant claimed a privilege to lie to the court,

with impunity. Appellant takes issue with that contention for it seems obnoxious to all

ideas of law; as embodying any sense of reason or logic.
|

r

. 3. CAN A CLAIM OF ABSOLUTE PRIVILEGE SURVIVE WHERE THE

DEFAMATORY STATEMENTS ARE TOTALLY IRRELEVANT TO THE

ISSUE BEING LITIGATED?
;

After having made numerous defamatory stateinents, Defendant, at the lower court,

persistently claimed Absolute Privilege: Is it permissible for anvone to, wholesale and

: _

with impunity, lie to the court for the sole purpose of defeating the charges by way of
{

providing irrelevant and erroneous information about one’s opponent? To avail

oneself of this privilege, what are the qﬁaliﬁce1ti011s‘? Does one need to admit to lies?

v

[s it a special privilege granting Judges and Attorneys a free pass to lie at will? How

does Respondent qualify for that Privileige? Are the lies exempted from law as it

t
- pertains to perjury? Holtzscheiter v. Thompson Newspapet. [nc.

l

b

4. HASNOT APPELLANT BEEN DEPR[VED OF DUE PROCESS?

n
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Plaintitf was not permitted an oppommilty to present the case, to present evidence or

to conduct cross examination. The case iwas not decided based exclusively on the

{

}
evidence. Evidently, the tribunal was not unbiased. Amendment 14. US Constitution

VIL. CONCLUSION
In conclusion, primarily, the record should be purged of its defamatory squi-ssions.
The statements comprising the de-famati?n, sﬁbj ect of the action whichii.s the basis for
this appéal, are now Public Record but azre erroneous and derogatory and acts
adverselv to Appellant’s Professional Réputation and Sfandings. [t adversely impacts
his qualiﬁc'ations “for Top Secret and Q—iclearances as required by the Department of
Detense and the Energy Department — fior Nuclear Facility design work, and his
standing with the FAA pertaining to Pil;,bt’s certification as well as his standing in the

World Community as regard Professionalisin; specifically Architecture and the

Building Professions.

14

For the reasons stated, this Court should reverse the judgment of the circuit court.
b
.
i
]

Respecttully submitted,

May 23, 2014
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