TO:

Ref:
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EMERGENCY NOTICE

ALL CONCERN, due to Vehicle transportation-problems, Mr. Roger Whaley is not able to HAND-

‘DELIVER the attached Writ of Certlorari, but will be OVERNIGHT MAILED to the proper Courts

and Faxed to ALL proper Legal Counselors

Supreme Court Prior Case no. 2014-000067; & Appeals case no. 2012-CP-18-539

RECEIVED
JUN 25 504

S.C. Suprems Court

Mims Gloria 00000000000
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PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI Atiachments - 45
To Review Decisions of the South Carolina Court of Appeals
Case no: 2012-213208

THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA E ~
in The Supreme Court R CEI VE
Prior Case no: 2014-000067 JUN 2 5 2014

s:c: @Upfgmecgu’t
APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas o
REPLACEMENT MASTER of EQUITY JUDGE Haite D. Murphy
Case No: 2012-CP-18-539

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se Petitioner,
1]

SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION and BANK of AMERICA - RESPONDENTS

 PETITION FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORAR

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, South Carolina, 29420

Jody A. Bedenbaugh, Esquire, Erick Tison Norton, Esquire
~ and Never! placed any Legal Written! Appearance/in Appeals nor Lower Courts - Tara C. Sullivan
NELSON MULLINS Rlley & Scarborough LLP - Conflict of Interest/LAW FIRM
1320 Main Street, 177 Floor-Columbia, S.C. 29201
803-255-9591 Fax No: 803-255-9079

Other Counsel of Record:
Drew H.Butler, Esquire, Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

and NEVER! placed any Legal Written Appes in Appeals nor Lower Courts— Shalla P4, Blas
1800 Bamwall Street, Columbia, South Carolina 1

- 843-805-6550 Fax No: 843-805-6599/or 803-779-0016 The South Carcéina Court of Appeals
Aitorney for Respondent : 1015 Sumter §Y, Columbia, S.C. 29201

803-743-185% FaxNo: 803-734-1839
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Argument

I. THE DECISION OF THE COURT OF APPEALS is in CONFLICT with a PRIOR DECISION
OF the SUPREME COURT......cooreieceereect st isenessnaesssssss s sasnas s e s s st sab s s sb s s s sassas s ase 2

Il. THERE IS A DISSENT IN THE DECISION OF THE COURT Of APPEAL.......c.oonermimmescstinssrresnsees 2
Iil. THE APPEALS COURT'S FINAL ORDER dated MAY 22, 2014, PROVIDED NO! LAW NOR any
RULE which SUPPORTS a CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION, involving a State & Federal LAW,

regarding also the APPEALS COURT DISMISSAL ORDERS on 2/27/2014, Denial Order 1-3-2014..2

CONCIUSION 1rvoveeeesesesessesessssssesasesessessesssssessssssnslonsseseuseseaesestsssssasesssernsssdedssssssessessstssnessstsssrasasanassssassonstbssss 2.3

QUESTIONS PRESENTED
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1. Did the S.C. Appeals Court Emr in its Final Denled Ordered Dacision dated May 22, 2014, cause a CONFLICT witha
PRIOR DECISION of tha Sunramo Court, when the Appsals Court's 5/22/2014 ORDER Admiis! siso! that it DENIED
Appaiiant/Whaley's PETITION FOR REHEARING", claiming the Appeats Court was °...UNABLE to DISCOVER that
ANY Material FACT or Principle! of LAW has besn...Overiooked or Disregardsd...” althoughi this Appesis Court
5/22/2014 ORDER also ADMITS! it firet! DISMISSED “_..This Appsal,.."/or AppeliantWhaley’s Notice to APPEAL, on
‘Febryary 27, 2014 'W&MMWMPRIORSUPMCOURTS Dodision involving the Case Law -
*..Henning v. Kave, 307 S.C. 436, 437, 415 S.E. 2 794, 784 (1992)..." which RULED Onlyl in FAVOR! of
AppeliantWhaley's Notice of Appeal to yetl ba Active! and NOT! TO BE DISMISSED, when the casa law “Henning v.
Kaye..." ONLY1 supported to *._ DECLINE! to...DENY (it Respondent's) MOTION TO DISKISS...7

2. Did the S.C. Appeals Court's Denied Order dated 5/22/2014, which admits lo also involvas the Appeals Courl's
Dismissed Order 2/27/2014 - efr in its Ordered Dedisions due to there I3 a Dissent (or poasible Blas interest) in the
Daciston of the Court of Appeal regarding ONLY! the said Respondents! who ALWAYS added that the NAME of cne
of the Appeals Court's Board Member/Mr, Beattie B. Ashmore/as an alisged FEDERALIl APPOINTE “RECEIVER®
- having a personall Interest regarding the QUTCOME of AppellantWhalsy's Notice of Appeal, whom the said
RESPONDENTS! ADMITS in their MOTION to DISMISS filed in the Lower Tria! Court, and upheid by this Appeal Court's
Orders of 5/22/2014 & 2/27/2014, upheld Respondents’ claims that Appetiant/Whaley's Cashier's Checks' named
PAYEE/CCG, andior CCG's Agents!, Tony Pough, Timathy McQueen and Joseph Brunson's Civil actions & Criminal
imprisenments, involves this Appeals Courts ONLY provided above case law "Hermning v. Kaye.. .* which ruted onty! In
favor of the Appellant/Vhaley's Notice of Appeal regarding this SUPREME COURT PRIOR DECISION - which always!
DECUINEDI” to DISMISS Appsiiant’s Notice of Appaals?

3. Didthe S.C. Appeals Court err in its Final DENIAL Order dated May 22, 2014 involving AppellantWhaley’s Petition for
: RBiEARING.anthe_A_maisCouﬁOrdorofm NEVER providad sbaolutaty NOI written Law nor any
Rule that could possiblyl support the Appeais Court’s written claims in fts Order dated May 22, 2014 - which
Waconsnmnomoussnon invohving a STATE & FEDERAL LAW, when the Appeals Court's ORDER
of 5/22/2014 GRANTED the said nemed RESPONDENTS! filed Motion(s) to Dismiss claims to be reviewed by 8
Wﬁgﬂm&mmwwmmnww
knownl STATE! COURT filad Cashler's Chacks named PAYEE/CCG's STATE!L CQURTI APPOINTE RECEIVER!
with ONLY! the LAW FIRM Nelson Mullins Riiey & Scarborough LLP — whom Appellant/Whalay timely! and
MMmm:mwwdeMawwmwsmmmmm

"RELJE | BANK of AMERICA's COUNSEL,.” the LAW FIRM NELSON, Muffin....who weg DOING
mmMQ,QNELICT.O_F___LINTERE bul (in erovior M)mm Court's ORDER datad 1:
32014, :dmoughl Q_QT_H], RESPONDENTIBANK of AMERICA/andil APPELLANT Whaiey's appointed STATEll

ourt] Loga]! REP ' lolson, Sullins A FiRE involves! Appelant/Whaley's SAME sald Cashler's
Ctmks’andCash!el’sChed{snmdPAYEEICCG andmsa:dabovenamedCCG’SAgm Pough, McQueen and
Brunson's alsolf STATE! and FEDERAL! Same! ciaims! which invoived ALSO a CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTION
Involving a STATE! and FEDERAL Law?

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Respondent(s) both fled Motion(s) to Dismiss filed in the abova lower trial court, and in the said S.C. Appeals Court since March
2011 & Oct. 24, Oct. 31, 2013, & Feb. 5, 2014, along with Respondents signed personal LETTERS dated Jan. 3, 9, 2014, Oct
31, Oct. 22, Oct. 24, & Aug. 23. 2013, all were fled plaadings reviewed by the Appeals Court, reeutted in S.C. Appeats Court’s
Final Order dated May 22, 2014, which ADMITS it relied on its Order alsol dated 2/27/2014 — which provided as it ONLY

supportive atiached Case Law -"Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436, 437, 415 S.E. 2 794, 794 (1992) — which states! and ADMITS
that®, MMMWNMJWMmD&«SSWGWsMWmWs

Numerous vislationa of the Rutes, WEl DECLINEY] Tol Dol Sol, and! DENY!! the {Respondontsi) H4OTION TO DISHISS.”

Page—1

: ARGUMENT
1 The Appeals Court's Ordes 5-22-2014 date, names aigo Appaals Count Order dated 2112914 Cogislon(s),
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MWWWWMMJOMADMWS'V«mW'MMWMUWw' ".bdwhmmcmmasa
PETITION FOR REHEARING. Aftor Carchd Conglddarstion of tho PE or L.m.
ABVH Hstoriati] FACT) or Principio of LAW has been either OVERLOOXED o1 {
for GRANTING o REHEARGNG]. Accordingly, the PETITION mmlnm mmwmwsmw
first! PAGE of his Motion for Rehearing/or Reconsideraton, mmpmwcsocam(s)muscmm- aswell as AppeliantWhaley
quoted tha lower 5.C. msncouarsowmpmomomnmuw "UPHELD by... Hemmgerye:m 8.C. 438, 437, 416
SE. 2 704 (1992) ACTUALLY! SUPPORTS! Appeflentheisy’s Mation for Rehearing, HUSTI SE GRAK
Court's Shown CONTINUED! ERRORS/or BIAS- Sea Exh. Ammsmmu-assa*

1a). . AppelantWhaley PRODUCED siso a COPY of AppetiantWhaley's filed mmmosm
attached as baing filed in 8.C. Supreme Court RECORDS, dated NOV. 2012, (MWWMMMSWOWMBS
allegadiy being Supreme Court Case no: “2014-000067") - which shows and supports the S.C. Appeais Court NEVER!! CONSIDERED! S.C.
Appeats Court's awn! ADMITTANCE! in S.C. Appaals Cowt's LETTER from ftg CLERK, dated “MAY 2, 2013, that admitaf! -

- THE azmamsoummnoumsumﬁuecoummEmmwwwws) NOTICE of APPEAL
ol the COURT of APPEALS... (which Causad GREA ( diant/Whaley’s FIRST] filed NOTICE of
..-.f.»,;.:: i the Sunreme Court records/claims, Fited ONLYI admittaq! abo! BYEAR! »WMM
YOWC&NMEREMNNmMS(mﬂ\C&MﬂSCOuﬁMAMMbMSTATUS of the TRANSCRIPT REQUEST, Pursuant to
R&M(a)ammcwmwmmme

1b): Factsashwsﬁanwwmy hasALWAYSCOMPLEDMﬂnSCACRRubsmdSmMCam&masCodaMMWS

reqacding his ciaims Eled FIRSTH in his Pleading within thia said Supreme Cout RECORDED RECORDS, which aisol this honorable
SUPREME COURT in ERRY, DID! NOTI COMPLY mmmb&;mmﬂsmmmmwwmmmm(a)mmo
mmmMOFMEQOWOFAPPWh CONFLICT yith & PRIQR S i

ths Supreme Court wrote WMM(&»W)CM:MMWM7 MLToﬁnEXTENTﬂthWENT
15 ASKING that this APPEAL bo TRANSFERRED to o flod foi B b Supreme) Cou 1
SMWMMM(mmeWV '(Seasmmemn’satmmomuau'Jan 31,2014%;
’ ic): - Thiasad S.C. Supreme Court Recorded Records and! the S.C. Appeals Court's above said recorded records, shows
and supports, fhis said SUPREME COURT nevert! wrotelmort rievet provided absciutely! ANY! kind of Supreme Court ORDER! that evet
LEGALLY! norf PROPERLY TRANSFERRED!! Appellant/Whaley's NOTICE of APPEALS, and! AppefiantiWhaley's fled! AMENDED!!
NOTICE of APPEAL, MWMRmZM(axmwmmwmmlm_ﬂiﬂi&ﬂﬂmﬁ
Mﬁwmmnwummm&mmmmmom.wwmqat,mu. showing:
the said Suprame Court NEVER! provided the S.C. APPEALS Court with anyl Lagail! Authority? 30 to have heard, nor o have besn

" Govamed by the 5.C. Appesis Coun- which NEVER! TRANSFERRED! AppeliantWhalsy's NOTICE of APPEAL to be heard/nor GOVERNED
by the said S.C. Appmamn mmmsmcnmzoa(a)- '

Page -2
: CONCLUSION

. WHEREFORE, the CONCLUSION is that - S.C. Appsals Court's ILLEGALLY, as wall as improperly DISMISSED
Appeitant/Whaley's NOTICE of APPEAL (for the S.C. Appeals Court's sahays known lilegat/and a!sp!! Unauthorized Reasons,
were alsol ALWAYS UPHELD by the S.C. Appeals Court own! provided case law, pursuant with "Henning v. Kaye..™- which

L

scAcaRub(a)nnpmpwyFuech in the avent that the NOTICE OF APPEAL Is A WR
Coun, WWWMME_&L&MLQMH' SSUEN TAANGPERRINGI! the CASE 10 tho

Appmpnate'l Appsiiate Court!!.
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RULED in FAVOR! of Apeilant/Whatay) on the datel 2/27/2014, joint with $.C. Appesls Court's Final Decision dated May 22,
2014, which the said SUPREME COURT'S KNOWN CONFUSION by never lagailylor properly TRANSFERRING
Appafiant/Whaley's NOTICE of APPEAL and AMENDED APPEAL to the sald S.C. Appsals Court, resulted alsol In
AppeliantWhaley's attached filed MOTION FOR JUDGMENT filed against Respondent(s), BANK of Amarica, and later! flled
against South Carolina Feders! Credit Union, resulted in both said Respondents! continued! conspired, THEFT, and of
AppatiantWhaley's MONEY FUNDS, in which NEITHER! named RESPONDENTS! is UNDISPUTED, and/ar ADMITS in BOA's
fled Motion to Dismiss dated “10/24/2013", and written in SCFCU's Motion to Dismiss dated “February 5, 2014°, shows
AppeilantWhaley's UNDISPUTED CLAIMS of *...included claims of ... THEFT!! of MONEY...and BREACHI of CONTRACT]
with respect to Cashler's Checks issued by SCFCU...and (llegally)...deposited into (unknownil) Accounts ATI! BOA.

Dated Juns 23, 2014 Respectfully Submitted-

2“\/4 /. L Zz
Roger /Whaley, Pro Se Appeliant

8673 Laurel Grove Lane

North Charleston, SC 29420

a99mont@yahoo.com

CERTIFICATION OF SERVICE

1, deciare that all proper parties and proper courts has been faxed, hand-dalivered, and!ormaﬂedﬁxassaldPETl‘l’lONFORA
WRIT OF CERTIORARI, timely and propery provided to all.
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