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Respondents Soutli Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America have each y;%j,.
filed motions to dismiss this appeal. After careful consideration, this appeal is o1

dismissed because Appellant has failed to comply with the South Carolina I‘ém
Appellate Court Rules. See Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436, 437,415 S.E.2d 794, Jp }4[

794 (1992) (noting an appellate court is justified in dismissing an appeal based on
an appellant's failure to comply with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules).
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| Henning ». Kaye, 415 S.E.2d 794 (s C. 1992)
Supreme Court of South Carolina

| Data Flod: March 11th, 1992

| Status: Precedential

{ Citations: 415 S.E.2d 794, 307 S.C. 438

{ Judges: Chandler

| Rngerprint: 58b1fd8a310638fafc3073bc7d60634683493839

307 8.C. 436 (1992)
415 SE2d 704

Edward L. HENNING and Carol Sue Henning, Respondents

Herbert KAYE and Max L. Hill Co., Inc., Dofondants, of whom Max L. Hill Co., Inc. Is Respondent, and
Herbert Kaye is Appeilant.

R

March 11, 1992,

*437 March 11, 1892
ORDER

Respondents mowe the Court to dismiss this appeal. By retum, appetiant opposes the motion as to respondents Edward Henning
and Carol Henning (the Hennings). Appellant does not oppose the motion as o respondent Max L. Hill Co., Inc. (Hill). The motion to
dismiss as to Hill is granted.

pllant's oounsel m3serts thathe has subsunﬂally complied with the Rul at instances of noncompliance were
: i i ounsel moves o amend his brief. further c?nds }h’at his

Appellant's brief falis to comply with the Rule 207 in the following particulars: the components of the brief are Incorrecdy organized
and labeled, the issues are not distincively headed, the table of authorities Is not alphabetizad or referenced t the body of the brief,
 the staternent of the case contains contestad matter and omits requirad information, and the arguments contain no citations fo the
racord or to the cases listed in the table of authorities.

Counssl is advised that the South Carolina Appasllate Court Rules are not mere technicallies but provide the parties and this Court
with an orderty mechanism through which to guide appeals in this State. itis incumbent upon counsel b provide material that
compiies with the Rules and facilitates appellate review.

Athough this Court would ba complatety justfied)in dismisslgg w@ appeuam‘s numoLo_t_s_s violations of the Rules._
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ingsl Instead,@ppseliant shall withm fifteen (1 5) days f this
[0, senve and fle@n inii at doe CACR. No chandes sha o appellant's arguments
sxcept that appeliant may add citations to the cages Iisted in the curent table of authoritips and references to the record as provided
b! Rule 207(b)4).

Wﬂh his bnefa pellant shall serne 3 arhe
(wishes tn includein the Record on Appeal Appallant s reminded that the Record an Appeal shall not contain(§
pmsentea 1o the trial courtf Rule 209(c), SCACR.

kis so ordered.

CHANDLER, J., not participating.
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY |

' Court of Common Pleas FES 05 2014
The Honorable Maite D. Murphy ‘ N
SC Court of Appes

Appellate Case No.: 2012-213208
Civil Action No.: 2012-CP-18-539

ROGET L. WHALEY ...ttt crercerr e vecsesesssiensssemtasessssensasssnssssasassserserarssassesnsansensneens Appellant,

VS.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union (“SCFCU™) hereby respectfolly moves for a
dismissal of Appellant’s appeal. The ground for this Motion is Appellant’s failure to perfect his appeal .
pursuant to the South Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure and the Orders of this Court. The
accompanying memorandum of law sets forth this ground in more detail.

Respectfully submitted,

SNEEZD U BT

Drew H. Butler, Esquire .

Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

Sheila M. Bias, Esquire

RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A.
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

P.O. Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

803-771-4400

Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
Credit Union
February 5, 2014
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas -
The Honorable Maite D. Murphy

Appellate Case No.: 2012-213208
Civil Action No.: 2012-CP-18-539

Roger L. Whaley......ccecrviinirieicenneraneans eeerssessistennstaneateseenerasenesasaaanceseanaeat bt basienras Appellant,

VS,

5 H Drew H. Butler, Esquire

Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

Sheila M. Bias, Esquire

RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A.
1900 Bamwell Street (29201)

P.O. Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

803-771-4400

Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
Credit Union

February 5, 2014
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Exst-2

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

The instant appeal is the result of Motions to Dismiss filed on behalf of
Respondents at the trial level. The underlying action was commenced on February 16,
2012, with Appeliant filing a confusing Complaint against Bank of America (“BOA™)
and South Carolina Federal Credit Union (“SCFCU™). It appears the allegations included
claims of civil conspiracy, fraud, theft of money, and breach of contract with respect to

cashier’s checks issued by SCFCU to an entity known as Capital Consortium Group and

deposited into accounts at BOA.,

Statement. After a hearing on these motions, the trial court granted the Motions to

Dismiss with prejudice. @a dismissing the gmpl@mw fognd the
=

@Appellant filed a Motion to Reconsider on June 28, 201>nd a heanng was held

on August 29, 2012. On Soptembcr 17, 2012, the trial court entered an Order denying ‘50_)_" {
e - » A M?V
@llant's Motion to Reconsider, 5«

. . .
The Notice of Appeal was filed in Octaber 2012 Due to various issues with the . /M,

/
ipt and ﬁh g deficiencies, Appc lant’s purported Initial Brief)was not(filed unti ; /
75’ 2 it

August of 2013. Onémber;l% 2013, BOEﬁled a Motion to Dnsxmss);r in_the wﬁ
4 ] =€ ' trike)those jons of Appellant’s Initial /%ru. and Designation w
SRR S .

Sef m@ 757

903

v A 4/ ot PELZS Loe P Y2013

L
BXb s [
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BOHE V) G f el s
of Mattex(Jo be Included in the Record on Appeal)which were not in comphance withthe Z/n.. ./,
| AP >
Appel;a'te Court ‘I?('ul&s. [Exhibit A). /3
Simulwncously,@‘ﬁﬁ Motions for JudgmentAgainst both Respondents. A ¥

@ader filed Nnvcmgg"r 27, 2013/ this Com‘( denied Appellant’s Mot)ign for Jgd;@ydd/ 3
%mm [Exhibit B]. The Court further granted BOA's Motion to Strike uzf:ﬁ?

and o! prllamsﬁandﬁlg-mAmcndedDe_s' gt ofb//l'amtobclncludedm Ué.&
-J-a. ions,/1d. TheOrderalsogxdxcalcd,

igu}—’/gm Tuesday

of Respondent Bank of Ameri seekmg the protections of Rule 240

_cégyhaeby KA

M . attempting to stay the perfection of the appeal. This Court denied the Motion to Reheve

WK Oounsel on January 3, 2014. [Exhibit g Since that time, Appellant has ﬁled vyous

MWI docnmcn&mhsCourCtbeSouththmSupremeCom, ulhasfalledtoﬁ]ean
:) ‘

A »r7

amended Initial Bnef or Designation of] atter to 10 on Appeal.
Wl 4
VA R
q "‘Vr))‘zo ! Appellant has failed to perfect his appeal.

Pursnant to Rule 260(a), SCACR }Appellant moves this Court to dismisy the

instant appeal because Appellant has failed to comply with the requirements of the South

,[ » A
Carolina Rules of Appellate Procedure and Orders of this Cour(’ Appellant has failed to )
perfect this appeal jbecause(he has not filed a proper Initial Brief and Designation o%

o be Included in the Record on Appeal as ordered by this Court/” Rule 208(a)4),
. ’x ,
« (\} V)JV TR

/
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@-pon—th-e failure of the appellant to file an serve his brief within

SCACR,Jprovides
the time prcscribe&, clerk of the appellate court shall sign an order dismissing the

appeal.” Because Appellant has filed no briefs wbichl properly com'pry
e R

Coust Rulesfhe has failed to perfect his app(:_aDConmqumﬁy, the instant appeal must be

dismissed.
CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing, Respondents respectfully move this hanorable Court for

an Order dismissing this appeal.

Respectfully submitted,

MH%”

Drew H. Butler, Esquire

Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

Sheila M. Bias, Esquire

RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON PA.
1900 Barnwell Street (29201)

P.O. Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202

803-771-4400

Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
Credit Union
February 5,2014
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ROGER WHALEY/vs. SCFCU and BOA - EXHIBITS
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Nelson
Mullins

Netson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP

Anoroeys and Counaclors 2t Law ::‘;3 255.9491
1320 Main Street / 17th Floor / Columbis, SC 29201 Fax: B03.285.9079

Tel: 803.799.2000 Fax: 803.258.9079

www.oel i . talls filns.

March 20, 2014

'The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Clerk of Court, South Carolina Court of Appeais
1015 Surnter Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE:  Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Rank of America
Case No. 2012-CP-18-539

Appellate Case No. 2012213208
Qur File No. 05100/02149

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Please allow this letter to serve as our Return to Whaley's “Motion for Rehearing/or

Reconsideration ‘Pursuant with Rule SCACR 221(8)'( received by our ofmm)

7

In his Motion, Whaley requests that this Court reconsider its Order dated February 27, 2014,
dismissing his appeal for feilure 10 comply with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.

The Court rightfully dismissed his appcal as Whaley failed to scrve and file an amended
Designation of Matter and [nitis] Brief that fully complies with Rules 208 and 267 of the
Appellate Court Rules as ordered hy this Court on Névember 27, 2013, Accordingly, Bank of
America respectfully requests that this Court deny the Motion for Rehearing at this time..
Thank you for your considération.

Very mutyyours,
\\;S(WLC Ao

ara C. Sullivan

Cc:  Roger L. Whaley, pro s¢
Drew Hamilton Buder, Esquire/Sheils M. Bias, Esquire (Counsel for SCEFCU)

Witk affices in the District of Columbia, Floridn, (Waryia, Massachuseks, North Chiroling, Somsh Coroling. Tennessee and West Voginta

2000-06-14 03:43 00000000000 Page 2
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
_IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

RECEIVEL)
MAF 20250

SC Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas’
The Hunorable Maite D. Murphy

L

Appellate Case No.: 2012-213208
Civil Action No.: 2012-CP-18-539

Roger L. Whaley .........c.cooceucsinmmnmonisinnsenscssssssssssssmissssssases - .....Appellant,
vs.
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America . Respondents,

2 MO o'non FOR mcouﬁfﬁﬁ@ou

Drew H. Butler, Esquire
Caleb M. Riser, Esquire
Sheila M. Bi
HARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
803-771-4400

" Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
- Credit Union

March 20, 2014
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Appellate Court Rules
—

e RIS

This 60\1:1 s order dismissing

\.h(oorrecﬂy applied the

Appellant, ahhough appearing pro se, has repeatedly fa:led-m more aspects Wi 4 4
] A
of the appeal than he has 1d?§gd; jn his motion for reconsideration~to comply wuh gg W
W-_—?:

A
South Carolind Appellate Court Rules and the Orders of this Court. “A pro se lmgnm /—p s

who knowingly clects to represent himself assumes full responsibility for complying with w
5
substantive and procedural requirements of the law.” L State v. Burton, 356 S.C. 259, 265, W

n.s, 598 S.E.2d 6, 9, n.5 (2003). wW%, 102 SE2d 2 “é‘% "j,
r

873, 877 (1958) (stating the established rules of 0 -are not to be discarded . ‘/,
R A o -

( ppeal merely h)ecausc a party has umed pro_se). As the Supreme Court held in
M,

Hepning, an appc"ale cour is justified in dismissing an appeaﬁor the appellant’s faslurc_ﬂ_)

ey T

f ith the appellate court rules) That the H __g_n_x_rgg court ulnmately df: not
d1smxss the appeal before it is of no moment in thls matter. Thas Cpurt has review, lhe
M//iff P77 pseres-Rise #lnT ! THS W"! g""‘y
M,/w,@ D! caseie by ilS?
r M - 5 '“}"-";//7‘//&“’ o Aa-f‘y e -
M 74 Mot 2 2 M&/ 4
/ - 7"/ Lot /M/%&

///0"" - e Fps—
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history of this case and the filings and has, in its discretion, determined the correct and

' ﬁppmpriatedisposilionufthis matter—dismissal.

Respondent SCFCU spectfully submits that this Court's

7, 2014, Order)was a clear, cogent, and correct statement of the facts and

Based on the forcgoing,

’

octlx applies the lawhin this matter. Respondent SCFCU requests this Court reaffirm

gt

its Order dated February 27, 2014, dismissing this appeal.

Respectfully submitted,

Drew H. Butler, Esquire
. /lf Caleb M. Riser, Esquire
. Sheila M. Bias, Esquire
7, RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A.
)

W / I( '’ 1900 Barnwell Street (29201)
m \)J‘l Y P.O. Drawer 7788
A% Columbia, South Carolina 29202

%03-771-4400

Credit Union

00000000000

Counse! ﬁ:r Respondent South Carolina Federal
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY RECE{VED

Court of Common Pleas AR 0 yIid

The Honorable Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge
. G Court cf Appeals
Appellate No.: 2013-213208
Civil Action No.: 2012-CP-18-539
Roger L. WhaleyAppellum,
v.
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and
Bank Of AmDEIICA. ... vueieniareieieeeeeenrraceenrasereeerasensessnsaesnne +eeeene Respondents.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L, the underdigned, an cmployce of Richardson Plowden & Robinson, P.A., attomeys

for Respondent South lex@jww centify that I have this
date served the fomgomg@ﬂmmmd«m in Opposition to Reconsideration on betmﬁj
W—— I

Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union by personally depositing a copy of the
same in a United States Postal Service mailbox, postage prepaid, addressed to the

following:

Roger L. Whaley Tara C. Sullivan, Esquire
8673 Laurel Grove Lane Erik T. Norton, Faquire

North Charlcston, South Carolina 29420 Jody A. Bedenbaugh, Esquire

Nelson Mulling Riley & Scarborough, LLP
Post Office Box 11070
Columbia, South Carolina 29211

Nt 'd

Daisy F. Bd

Dated: Maruhi 20, 2014

00000000000 Page 6
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

Appellate Case 2012-213208
Lower Court Case no: 2012-CP-18-539 ‘
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 Amenrica, ) Motion for Rehearing, MUST BE GRANTED; DUE also to Appeals
) Court’s Shown continued! Errors/or Bias

Respondent/Defendants. )  See Exh. A,AAAAA; Exhibits 124,43 5 5a

COMES NOW, pro se Appelfant/Plaintiff Roger L. Whaley (Appetiant/ Whaley) fiing timety the above said Petition/or/Motion,
regarding this Appesls Court's “ORDER'” dated "2/27/2014" with its Onlyl GOVERNING Case Law “Henning v. Kaye, 307 S.C.
426,437,415 S.E.2d 794 (1992)", as Appellant/Whaley files pursuant with SCACR Rule 221(a), (b)&(c), to show this ssid Appeals
msmmm.mmmmmmwmwmmmmmmmmm
Rules of Canon-far possible Misconduct) ~which invoives BOTH said RESPONDENTS/BOA and SCFCU's cwni Documented
aBeged Evidence (provided within the said Lower Trial Court and within this said Appeal Court) involving this said Appeals (and
Supreme) Courl(s) Board Member/Mr. Beattie B. Ashmore/as being gavemed by an alleged FEDERAL!M Court appointed
Recaiver Law - 50 to interfere with a STATE!!Y Court appointed Receiver-_aw, which said interference has caused GREAT
CONFUSIONS with this said STATEI! Court{(s)! case matter invoiving this Appeliant/Whalay's ONLY! Red Claims, that were filed
firstt ONLY within the said Supreme Court pursuant with SCACR Rule 203(d)1)(A)(i). *(See Api Ct's LT 5-21-13/Exh. 4-a).

! §CACR 221(g) - *._.{a) Rehsaring. Mmummmmmmbymapmmwhumm(15)mmnnrmgdm
apinjon, order, judgment, or decree of the court. A petttion for rehearing shall be in accondance with Rule 240, and shell siale with particulsrity the points
supposed to have been overlaokad or migapprehended by the court. *

2 Edward L. KENNING...v. Hathert KAYE..Appeeis ruled stefos: “Alhough this Court would be completaly justified in dismissing this appea! based on
B 53 Irnerous violbons Gf the Rulss, WE DECLINE {0 do 2o ond BENY the MOTION to DISHISS. "

A Wheroas, the afiached UNDISPUTED Appesis Court's OWN! signad documentad EVIDENCE, as wel es RESPONDENT's, and! the
said LOWER TRIAL COURT'S REPORTER, ownl shown! WRITTEN signed! ADMITTANCE! (See Exhibits A, AA & AAA; Exh. 24, 4-a, 5, 5-a, 5323 5-b, 5-b-
1.5-5-2) shows AppaliantWhaley's aheaysi COMPLIED (snd CORRECTED? this Appeals Court's ORDERED/or Requastad DEFICIENCIES- which 181
mﬂlﬂMMMHMWIM—MIWW}MMNDWTSM&M
Court's CONFUSION/and or when this Appeais Court “OVERLOOKED or Misapprehensions” its OWNH ADMITTANCET! in the attached APPEALS Courl's
LETTER dalod MAY 21, 2013 - SHOWING this said 5.C, STATE SUPREME COURT! *(FOR GVERI! about 8 YEARIT) hod within the S.C. APPEALS
COURT'S PRESONALY fad! POSSESSIONI! Appelant/Whaley's actual FILED NOTICE OF APPEAL and AMENDMENT of hia Ordered/or Requasied
Amondad NOTICE OF APPEAL - Hetd ONLYT in the SUPRENE COURT for the COMPLETEH YEAR 201211 - UP until this ssid APPEALS GOURT'S
attach LETTER (Exh. - DATE! “HAY 21, 201311 } - which this APPEALS COURT - in Errort orfdus i BIAS sai BOMAL :

pregds & SUPREME Cowsrte’ OWNH BOART DN 8N ARe0a ¢ EUTRALL KELEIVER ~ By, BE i &
APPEALS COURY exceptsd! - ONMLY!) BOTHI! said naned RESPONGENTS! BOA, and SCFCU - providod DOCUMENTED! EVIDENCEN - that
Joinedtl - FEDERAL!I COURT LAW{spor QUESTION(s) that INTERFERED with an ORGOMNGind/or compiwiod STATEH! Coust's ALREADY] fiad
WM-MMMIwmmmwmm-mm avoives the SAME! idontical
CLAIMS - invoiving this Appsfiant Whaloy's FILEDH! STATE!! COURT! CLARIS, Thoralora, shaws and supports WHY! AppattantWhetey ONLY FLED
his said NOTICE of APPEALS/and AMENOMENT NOTICE OF APPEAL within the said SUPREME COURT - pursuant with SCACR - Rule 203{d}{1NAXT) (See
Exh. 1,2) shows AppeliantWheley ALWAYS CORRECTED any! requasted/or ORDERED Deficiencies, as Orderad said COURT(s). Which Defaarsior shows
thia said Appeais Court's continued OVERLOOKED ERRORS, and/or Misapprehensions, pursuant with SCACR 221(a),(b)&(c).

oo
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' ESIGNATlONdMATTERhNYEARZO‘I&
(Seeaﬁa&‘?ed;:nf:a &Exh.M. me;&mmsmhmw«mw Grantad,
M(my. F8Licl, which s et b s Agpeais Court OWN Case LAW 075G, 42043

2a): “isMpealsCanfsﬁd%W&OMh&mfuM.OVERtOOKEDﬂmmeAmﬂmv

Whalay requested TWO! DIFFERENT Yranseriptsil from two differenti! Lowar Trial Court Raporters, which the iast
Transcript was not Delivered unil in the YEAR 2013, which AppellantWhaley immediately! providad to this Appeats Court,
along with many other flad Lower Trial Court's pleadings attached with his initial Brief & Designation of matter — but ALL said

aftiachments were RETURNED! Wsﬁmmmmmmmusﬂmmmwumm
but SHOWS! this Appaeals Court acceptedi! WWSINMBNEF,MRMW'. tobe o
CORRENED.MONLWMMmMnbybﬁemMCORRECHON.WWswDESK:;B“it
MATTER, inMﬂﬁssaidAppedsccmimedAGCEP’TED'(SeoEm.M), githough! fhis said Appeals Court
RETURNED afl! of AppelantWheley's ATTACHED DOCUMENTED EWDENCE.MMMWW s

; the administrat n
uﬁmamemmmm(w)mmmww.wwmmdawmwmanu administrative ibunst

|
; ; allotied time nof received :
3 GCACR Rule 207(b)) - sizius *_. Faifure to Recolve Transcript it appefiant has nol received the transcript widin the \
writing.

2000-06-14 03:51 00000000000 Page 8
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— when againet SCACR Rule 210{a)a(c). * And tsptmmmCaseLaw'Henningv Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437 415 S £ 2d
794(1992)" - which NEVER!! SUPPORTED for this said Appeals Court to “DISMISSED" Appeiant/Whaley's Appeals Case
matter. (See ebove QUOTE, in number 1) __

3, WHEREAS, this Appeals Court's own! fitad attached said above signed documents, along with the signed writien
admittance! siso by the Respondent/SCFCU, in its document(s) dated *October 22, 2013", “Septamber 10, 2013", shows and
supports this Appaals Court's Overiooked the FACT, as to this Appeats Court’s known and UNDISPUTED possible shown BIAS
Personal INTEREST - actuaily!! Overlooked!! with BOTH said named Responderts BOA and SCFCU, Neverl fled neither of
their Appeals ORDERED! Initial Briafs and Designations (See Exhibits AA, AAA; & Exh. 5), when SCFCU's hired Attomey(s)
indeed ADMITS! /or shows that this said Appeal Court's 2/27/2014 FINAL ORDER/as well as this sald Appests Court’s prior filed
Order(s) - provided SPECIAL FAVORS to the RESPONDENT/BOA — since! Regpondent/SCFCL ADMITS that SCFCU's hired
Attorneys ONLY requested for this said Appeals Court to Grant an EXTENSION to filed its Initial Brief and Designation (of
OCTOBER 4, 2013 ) 50 to filed on the DATE “Navember 4, 2013, but! SCFCU alsol never! filed on the date November 4, 2013,
and this said Appeals Court NEVER! Cancefled SCFCU the date November 4, 2013 for SCFCU 50 to have property and legally
filed ifs required/and ORDERED Initial Brief and Designation of matter byl the date November 4, 2013. *(See Exh. 5-a and Exh.
AA) supports AppeliantWhaley's MOTION for Rehearing must be Granted;

3):  This Appeals Court in ermorfor otherwise, OVERLOOKED its own! recordad records which shows the
RESPONDENT/BOA - NEVER! filed for ANY KIND of EXTENSION from this Appeats Courts ORDER and/or LETTER dated
SEPTEMBER 25, 2013 and “SEPTEMBER 27, 2013" which wrote that *..OUR RECORDS REFLECT the RESPONDENTS'
11U initial Briet and Designation of matter ARE_DUE! on! OCTOBER 4, 2013.." - which RESPONDENT/BOA MUST
have filsd BOA's UNTIMELY FILED Motion to Dismiss before! of on the Datall of OCTOBER 4, 2013, although this said
Appeals Court's officials IN ERRORJor due 1o known BIAS PERSONAL said INTEREST accepted RESPONDENT/BOA's
untimely/and FRAUDULENT Claims in BOA's Untimely filed MOTION TO DiSMISS that was filad on the date “OCTOBER 22,
201", In which this Appesis Court's own! filed 2/27/2013 CASE LAW "Hennéing v. Kaye, 307 S.C. 436,437,415 SE2¢
794(1992" shows thal said APPEALS COURT “...DECLINED TO...DISMISS...as to Hennings." and o *..SETS FORTH with!!
SPECIFICITY the EXHIBITSIIII and OTHERI! MATTER he Wishes! to INCLUDE! in the RECORD on APPEAL.";

* Rule 210(c) - states *...Matter contained in the Recond an Appeal shall ba amangad in the following order: the tha page, index, orders, judgments, decrees,
docisions, pleedingg, ianscript, charges, EXHIBITE and olher materinls or DOCIRAENTS, and a cartificato by appedant” -

WHICH indeed! this sexd Appeals Court OVERLOOKED the ACTUAL FACTS that this said Appeals Court ACCEPTEDH AppelantWhaiey's flad INTTIAL
BRIEFY and FILED DESIGNATION!! a3 being CORRECTED Orderad Deficiencies, *(See Exh. AA - when this Appeais Court ORDEREDH BOTH! named
RESPONDENTS!! to fled WITHIN (30) days, OR by tha data “OCTOBER 4, 2013° Each! of said Reapondents! REQUIRED “initiad Briels” and “Desigriation of
Matiars® — which this s2id Appeals Coust officials in ERROR/or due 10 BIAS known parsanal INTEREST - NEVER! Erdorcat NEITHER! £aid named
RESPONDENTS t have COMPLIED! with the said South Caroling Appoltate Rules and Procaduras - bn file NEITHER of their INTTAL BRIEFS and
OESIGNATIONS. Due to RESPONDANTS! ONLY! Volunteered!] JOINT APPEARANCE of a (Begaiand Unethical) FEDERALII Appointad (afleged)
Raceiverdr, BEATTIE B, ASHMORE (whom both said RESPONDENTS/BOA and SCFCU allagas has a SPECIAL INTEREST, end! who is aisof! locaried/as
bewng ONE of this said S.C. Appeals and Suprema Caurts’ BOARD MEMBERS, who is allegedly mvolvad with this AppatiantWhaley's STATEN COURT! Slod
LAWS, which govems AppeantiWhaley's Complaint/Cashiers CHECKS, STATEN Court anpointed RECEIVER- (appomndad BY STATE!! Court LAWI! b
Repregeri ONLY! the sdeged VICTIMS' samal MONEY and/or PROPERTY INTEREST, in which the said RESPONDENT/BOA - ADMITSII i indsod has within
its POSSESSION...), which includad this AppefiantWhaley's said MONEY/or Personal PROPERTY) which provided DOCUMENTED RECORD&/and Court fled
LOWER TRIAL COURT'S TRANSCRIPT]s] supports/and or shows, the SAME said LAW FIRM, NELSON, MULLINS are (legaiiyand UNETHICALLY) alzo!
REPRESENTING the RESPONDENT/BOA'S 53id Interess, aithough! the said LAW FIRM. NELSON, MULLINS...was STATEY APPOINTED! {o Represent! this
said AppallantWhaley's gaid STOLENTI MONEY and PROPERTY intarest.

Which this seid Appeets Court's ORDER dated 2/27/2014 OVERLOOKXED that Appeliant\Whaley's flad DESIGNATION sdlor irvitial Briaf ~ Smely,
carrecdy, fod thasa said daims along with UNDISPUTED DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE... in which this gaid Appesis court - IN ERRED RETURNED - *(See Exh.
AA) from this said Appests Court letter dated “Septamber 25, 2014°.

3
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3b)y:  This said Appeais Court OVERLOOKED and or due to Bias known said nlerest. did not Considarior must
mmmmmwsmmukm~mmwwwsmmhwmwm
own!!, ORDER/or LETTER dated ‘OCTOBER 10, 2013" which admits!! that AppeRant/Whaley fled ALSO its MOTION EOR
JUDGMENTS. and also! kaler! filed AppeRiant/Whatey's fied MOTION TODISMISS, {which showed and AGAINI! PROVIDED
Appettant/Whaley's Lower Triat Court's fled documented pleadingsiand aiready Med EXHIBITS) which always!! invalved
RespondentBOA & SCFTU's UNTIMELY fied allegad MOTION(s) TO DISMISS, when, buth! sad RESPONDENTS filed
MOTIONS to DISMISS were filed AFTER! the dates "OCTOBER 22. 2013", and NOVEMBER 4, 2013 - which was AFTER! the
DATES! in which this said Appeats Court ORDERED!! the said Respondents to have fied EACH of their fie INITIAL BRIEF/and
Designation ~ by each of their given DEADLINE DATE. which was NEVER! COMPLIED by Neither! named RESPONDENTSs.
atthought this sard Appeats Cowt DUE TO - BIAS known INTEREST — Overtacked thse said abowve UNDISPUTED FACTS.
and Granted the said RESPONDENTS Untimely fled MOTION TO DISMISS, and in ERRORJor said OTHERWISE DENIED
AppaltsntWhalay's MOTION T DISMISS - which INDEED PROVIDED the Documentsd EVIDENCE sttached with said
EXHIBITS - which showed Appellant/Whaley's INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTERS indeed
"..CONTAIN.. MATTER(s). PRESENTED TO! THE TRIALY COURT." - Which this said Appesis Court indeed! FIRST!
ACCEPTED. than!t later!! (admitted! tuo have) RETURNED AppelantWhaley's DOCUMENTED EVIEDENCE /andior
EXHIRITS/an0 Lower Trial Court's TRANSCRIPT(s) - which supparted that ALl Appetant/Whatay's CLAIMS in his Initial Brel
ang DESIGNATION indeed ware first = .PRESENTED TO THE TRIAL COURT..." Pursuant with Rute 209, 210, 207(b){4).
4. Theretors this said Aopeais Count 212772014 FINAL ORDER in Error Overooked/and due to said Bigs known personal
Interest, did not Consader, and or must Grant Appetiani\Whaloy's MOTION for REHEARING, when!! this Appeals Court's OWN!
wrilten signec! LETTER dated “SEPTEMBER 25, 2013" - admils®!! fhat indeed AppeltantWhaley's TIMELY and PROPERLY
fled INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTER's attached EXHIBITS and fied Documented Pleadings/which INCLUDED
Apoesiant/Whatey's PAID LOWER TRIAL COURT S TRANSCRIPT, showad arid supporied ALL AppafiantWhaley's claims were
Claims ALWAYS Discussed also within the said LOWER TRIAL COURT, whereas is in compiiance with this said Appeals
Court's ONLY proviced Case Law “Henning v. Kaye. 307 S.C. 436.437 415 S.E.29 734(1992)" - which RULED/and ORDERED
andior shaws that/or this said APPEALS FINAL ORDER, dated 22772014 ~ MUST}! BE DENED.

WHEREFORE. attached is Appelant/Whatey's (6) copies, and known payment. so lo file this timely and proper request to
Graniad this said Mofian for Rehearning/and/or Racnnsidgration, pursusnd with the above said 8.C. Appediate Court Rules and
Procedures. “(if the seid amount of payment is not correct, please contact, and any other immediate payment will be made)

Dated: MARCH 11,2014

Roger L. Wnelay, Pro Sa
3673 { aurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, Sautk Carolina 29420
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
1, Goctare that o :he proger parties e been Lmely a6:) proparly served oy CERTIFIE Dk OVERMIGHT-MAL. aadar FAXED, As Appetiard’s Jocka‘e that ALL
mat iS staved i3 true and Sakevatile dnd is 9Zached wth the documened evidencaisndir EXHIBITS winh sppnets ANY and ALL hg Ciarng, 33 ne has 2ways
Provided (0 ths 580 Aopgaais Court 3nd (0 the 5a.d Lower Tria Court
x: Jody A Bedenbaugn, Esques; Ertk Tison Norton, Esquire,  Crew Mamiton Buller, Esprre. Shele M. Sias.
1220 Man Street, 17% ooy - Cormiig, 56 2920° 1900 Bamwes St. - Colmbia, S 29202

R“%”’X” L Wh 47
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Exh A

The Supreme Court of South Carolina

Roger [.. Whaley, Appcllant,
V.

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of
America, Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2014-000067
Lower Court Case No. 2012-CP18-00539

ORDER

7}
The appeal i

>

¥ Y ¥
To the extent this docu%em is asking that this appeal be transferred to o‘r‘cernﬁed

¥@v this Court under Rule 204)>f the South Carolina Appeliate Court
m that request 1s gsmcﬁ‘ =
@ A Y

supers;deas of the orders of the Tourt of Appeals is dcmed

Finally, the request to waive any filing er:ieﬂ*as moot.

/ A

_EOK THE COUR

C.JL

Columbia, South Carolina
January 3/ , 2014

cc:  Mr. Roger L. Whaley
Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire

' Before the Court of Appeals,the Appellate Case Number is 2012-213208

00000000000 Page 11
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ey ' g
Nelson ZM 7 W./ A #/ ol
Mullins //@/ G T gt T

Nelson Mauliins Rlley & Searborough 1.1.P

T! N
Auamcys and Counselors as [.aw T:: &?5:";;9'
1320 Main Streéet / 170 Fhor 1 Columbia, SC 29201 Fax: 83.215.90)

Tel: 803.799.2000 Fax: 803.295.9079

wra. sttvan@nelsormmullins .com
www . selsosoltios.com sl

January 9, 2014

The Honorahle Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Clerk of Court, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1015 Sumter Street

Columbia, SC 29201

RE: RogerL. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of Amcrica
Case No. 2012-CP-18-539
Appellate Casc No. 2012-213208
Our File No. 05100/02149

ur Kea$ § 3y (O erﬂbdNoembctz 2013 Pursuamew
o tms Order Wh; required wuhm thirty days to Serve_and fil€ an_amended

r, cxcludige thgse items pat prgperly ingjuded{apdAo serve and file an 3, B
amended Initial B GWL': éith Rliles %08 and 207 of the Appeliatc Coyrt Rules. n
'he Order indicates ar@iphyiifeocipp of the amepged Desigratio of M. nd Inifjal Brief or
mof days? the Court wofld ccoxdcrﬂot—;%mm‘_\é; W
C s {j sl gt Tt N/
ghdm'tydays has passed, Whacl as failed to servg apd file ag ""'.f.'"" ; ?Aa..( ,
and Initi that gz E%leﬁwith Rules 208 and 267 of e App atc ourt /
Ruleqasordet m‘?B_x;m of Am€lica thérefore r at thig Coy )
tsMouon to Di at this time MPlease let us know Jf you need {

Tl

Veryuulyymzi{s., ) . 724-:/.2;§
Wl oluaw - S
) aréi’ C. g\/nlivan ﬁ&)ﬂ m

Roger L. Whaley, Plaintiff pro se
Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire/Sheila M. Bias, Esquire (Counsel for SCFCU) a1

72

4"‘"’4@//
2 - N s s Lot "FM ’“*-n,

. 7
2000-06-14 03:54 00000000000 Page 12
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ROGER WHALEY/vs. SCFCU and BOA - EXHIBITS
PART -3
Attachments - 11
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The South Carolina Court of ppeals

Roger .. Whaley. Appellant,
V.

South Carolina tederal Credit Union and Bank of
America, Respondents.

Appellate Case No. 2012-213208

ORDER

Appellant has filed a motion to relieve Respondent Bank of America’s counsel.
After carelul consideration. Appcllant's motion is denied.

LT T . / ; . ) ———

d FOR THHF COURT
Columbia, South Carolina

ce:

Roger 1.. Whaley
Drew Hamilton Batler
Erk Tison Norton
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh
Sheila Marlouvon Bias
Tara C Sullivan

2000-06-14 03:58 00000000000 Page 1
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COLUMBIA P.O. Drawer 7788 - Columbia, SC 29
1900 Barnwell St., Columbis, SC 29201 P 8035.771.4400 F 803.779.0

" RICHARDS

RiICHARDSOR MLOWOin /ROBIESOR. P.A.

MYRTLE BEACH F.O. Boa 3626 » Myrtle Beach, SC 28

ATYONREYE AT LAW 103 Fasiow St., Myrtlo Beach. 8C 25577 P A43.338.1C0B F BA3.448.}

CHARLESTON 4C Calhoun St.. Suite 220 - Charleston, SC 29
P B435.805.6350 F §43.805.6

www.richardsonplowden.¢

Columbia
Direct Dial: (803) 578-3718
sbias@RichardsonPlowden.com

The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1015 Sumter Street

Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Re: Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union
C/A No.: 2012-CP-1800839
Appeilate Case # 2012-213208
Our File No. 7130-38

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union ("SCFCU’) is in receipt of Mr.
Whaley's “Motion to Relieve as Counsel -~ Respondent BOA's Attorneys and/or Law
Firm Nelson Mullins . . . ("Motion”). It appears this Motion is directed at another party.
However, out of an abundance of caution and based on statements made in the Motion,
please accept this letter (and the copies required by Rule 240(e)) as our brief Return to
the Motion. If the Court requires a more formal retum, please advise and we will provide
same.

In his Motion, Mr. Whaley contends that the removal of Bank of America's
("BOA") counse! should also include the removal of all claims and added parties brought
by BOTH Respondents. (See Appellant's Motion p. 2). Appellant further argues
SCFCU's claims must also be “relieved.” Id. To the extent that Appellant's Motion
seeks to vitiate SCFCU's claims and/or defenses at trial level and on appeal, same
should be denied. The relief raquested by Appellant is improper, inappropriate, without
merit, and should be rejected by this Court.  Even if Mr. Whaley's motion to relieve
counsel were properly made, such a motion cannot serve as a vehicle to remove the
claims, defenses, and/or arguments of another party to the action. Accordingly, any
relief requested by Mr. Whaley as it applies to SCFCU must be denied.

By copy of this letter we are serving pro se Appeliant with this response.
Thank you for taking the time to review this letter and with kind regards, | am

Sincerely,

Sheila M. Bias
SC Bar # 100005

2000-06-14 03:59 00000000000 : Page 2
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October 31, 2013

Columbia
Direct Diat: (803) 576-3718
sblas@RichardsonPlowden.com

VIA Hand Delivery
The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings S

Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1015 Sumter Strest
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Re: Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union
C/A No.: 2012-CP-1800838
Appellate Case # 2012-213208
Qur File No. 7130-38

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

i am wntm d follow up on our conversat:on ) & October 29 201 m

Respondant Bank of Amenca g perfectionn of the appeal

under Rule , SCACR. Therefore itis m undetstam that Regnondent South
Carolina F radit Union’s initial Brief, wii » 4

. is effectively stayed until the Court issues a decigion with regardfio the Mot
the appeal”] erefore esondent outh Carolina F ena adit Um I_ng

(Court’s decisionzon the Motionjand further Jnstruction before TJing fis Initjaf Brein this)
yZppedl)

my unde anding’is incorrect/ please noti my offich\so thaf'we may act
accordingly.

By(copy of this lett e are servipg pro se Appellant And all opposing counsel
with this res%nge. < T ——

Thank you for taking the time to review this letter and with kind regards, | am

Sheila M. Bias
SC Bar # 100005

SMB/dfb
cc Roger Whaley, Pro se

2000-06-14 04:00 00000000000 Pége 3
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" PRGES
'1, 2 & :
The South Cavolina Court of ppeals
JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS POST OFFICE BOX. 116829
CLERK COLUMBIA, SQUTH CAROLINA 20211
V. CLAIRE ALLEN cmuu‘;;? soum?::;gfn 29201
DEPUTY CLERK

TELEPHONE: (803) 734.1800
FAX (80J) 734-1339
wwwW SCCOUNs. arg

October 10, 2013

%%%"fléﬁ;{’.‘—j -

Roger L. Whaley ~ie

86’%3 Laurel Glrc;vc Lane ﬁ//j%‘%

North Charleston SC 29420 a ol pu
Cowd ) Gl e Pt/

Re: Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit.Union M,, Wb - .
‘Appellatc Case No. 2012-213208

Deajounse;) J J J J J

Upon reviewing your "Letter to clerk/a/k/a motion for judgment against respondent

of America/or/request (o remain that said respondent matter back to lower
trial court with instruction. to enter direct judgment in favor of plaintiff/appellant
Roger Whaley,” the following dgficiency or deficiengies have been noted under the

South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR), and any deﬁcienﬂ must be
corrected within ten (10) days of the date of this letter:
Rt AR R e

v

» The accompanying proof of service is not in compliance with the SCACR.
Your proof of service should be subs@tiallx in the format shown by Form 7
o

in Appenzlx C to part Il of the SCACR.

Very truly yours,

00000000000 Page 4
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P LO~WD~ ............. & /7 * # #}f MYRTLE BEACH P.O. Box 3646 + Myitle Beach, SC 29578

TOANIYS AT LAW 2103 Farlow St., Myrtie Beach, 5€ 20%77 P 843.448.1008 F 843.448.1533

Wﬂatt;smn 40 Cathoun St., S;itae‘ 10 g::g?'uons' :gszgag;
: P’ , -56&” 4 . R 43, .83

- ‘('wf .-f} www_richardsanpiowden.com
a - /

X
¥

Ler P en”E ¥ p s
.Columbia $3
Direct Dial: (803) 576-3718
sbias@RichardsanPiowden.com
The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals Z 7 ¢
1015 Sumter Street ' D M
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 :
P.25_ 24
Re: Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Unfon Exh. #A
C/A No.: 2012-CP-1800639 §-23_2.
Appellate Case # 2012-213208
Our Fite No. 7130-36 E¥h, 5-<
A Nee
Dear Ms. Kitchings: 7-27-2
Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Un: cng;

‘Letter jo Clerk a/k/a (Mot
(Americgor/Request to Remain [8ic

Court with me or of Plaintiff/Appeliant Roger &¢
Whale a (hereinafter “Motion”). It A
ther pany. WeveEr, to the extent Mr. Whaley
L Lomp.

espondent South Carolina Federal Credit = ' »4 P
ef Retumn to the Motion, This Motion is not !“’ /,,,7’ .
Bouth Caroling Federal Cre espondent South 2" .7

xtension of time in 4/

[TE -Yi 4 A Y, 1 | s .
llant's motion is directed toward Respo : h Carolina Federal Union ﬁé%
the mation is premature, without merit, and should be denied as against us. .
l N~ lion,
By copy of this letter we are serving pro se Appellant with this response. ot ,4 74
Thank you for taking the time to review this letter and with kind regards, | am M-.,
Sincerely, 2-27.20

S, i) . %
Sheila M. Bias 5 /274'

SC Bar # 100005

SMB/dfb ”M

| M; bpeels Eitreir poss il 4;,.} 2:2/’#;/:;‘%
| XL o prrter” ,69/@944/;7 | w/"% .
‘ (Z.M%M/f’d/ ‘/ : it Q) 1
o Pt /h%fz » brarn !

Z Lln 7 2%
M VY s 7‘0 2 20/3" . %{ - ," 3¢ -
e DeFe 27 . 21l 828, L 27 L Ticasodds Rapedor?ss :;'::fﬁt";‘

{
i
H
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Mullins
Nelson Mullins Riley & Scarborough LLP Tara C. Sullivan
Anorneys and Counselors at Law _ Tel: $77.255.9501
1320 Main Séreet / 17th Floor / Columbia, SC 29201 Fax: 803.253 9079

Tel: 803.799.2000 Fax: 803.255.9079
www.nejsonmullins, com

= Lo
v

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk of Court

South Carolina Court of Appeals

1015 Sumter Street

Columbia, SC 29201

tara. sullivan@nelsonmullins.com

October 24, 2013

RE:  Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of
America -
Case No. 2012-CP-18-539
i Appellate Case No. 2012-213208
; ‘ Our File No. 05100/02149

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

% % Enclosed for filing, please find an original and seven.copies of Bank of America's Motion o

‘m Centificate of Service and(filing fee of $25.00)n the above-refercatad tnalier. Tlea.
/ i 155 00 return one file-stamped copy in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope.

M By copy of this letter, we are hereby scrving all counsel with a copy of these documents.

C/ m / “/ W Very truly yours,

M SO 2423 R A O A
Q@m/s S = - \TZU{A ( A/‘.‘J\,‘xa{-‘k,.(z{.f 12N

‘f g . Tara C. Sullivan
TCS:mw

/é/' / / Enclosures
y {/ cc:  Roger L. Whaley, Plaintiff pro se

Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire (Counsel for South Carolina Federal Credit Union)
2000-06-14 04:05 00000000000 ‘ Page 6
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Curnmon Pleas

Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

Case No. 2012-CP-18-0539
Appeliate Case No. 2012-213208 -

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of
AIMBIICE, .. ittt ieitet it an et eer v e anaen ... Respondents,

Roger L. Whaley, ......cocccviviviviniiiiniiiiinn, , .' ..... Appeliant.

BANK OF AMERICA*S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

WREMA AT SAID RESPONDENT MATTER BACK TO LOWER TRIAL COURT
WITH INSTRUCTION, TO ENTER DIRECT JUDGMENT IN FAVOR OF
PLAINTIFF/APPELLANT ROGER WHALEY” DATED SEPTEMBER 30, 2013, AND,
ALTERNATIVELY, MOTION TO STRIXE PARTS OF APPELLANI’S
DESIGNATION OF MATTER

@uant to Rule 240, SCACR, JRespondent Bank of America (“BOA™) hereby requests

that the Qomt dismiss the instant appeal with prejudiéé- ‘Ihe grounds for this Motion are that

¥

|

i

| .

‘ thSAppetlant’s Initial Bricf,|to the cxtent)it can be understood,)appears(to be based solelyg®n )
‘ o

~ =z

3 lz &,‘Imt the trial court judge)asked the Rcspondcms cuum.el € pwpo‘sed orders

i B .'. “ ..

being appealed from, whtch is not an appropna e or sufﬁcxent grounds t0 review Or overturn

issed) BOA moves o strikc those matters
" F__* . {

A,

these orders. Aliernatively,

| /!

if this appeal is not dism

2000-06-14 04.05 00000000000 Page7
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hich are pot in the record

Procedural Background

On February 16, 2012, Appellant commenced the underlying action by filing a

the- allegatmus 1
A Vg
of civil conspirac @4@
Z

R espondent South

complaint aygainst Respondents. Although it is difficult to comprehend
and breach of cog}raa)wnh respecy o cashier’s chcck

Carolina Federal CredJI llnum.;LS_CjQ_u) 10 an cnmy@as apital Coasortium (zrﬁu‘()
ﬂ&— and@osilcd into accounts at BOA ) See generally Compl. and Exs.

it appears that it contaius general allegations

On March 7, 2012, SCFCU ﬁled a Monon to Dismiss, and on March 22, 2012@

. ——— e ————

ﬁled its Motion o Dm’" in the/ Altemanve,
T g” ﬂ

~_...~_.—

Motion for Moré Definite Statcment.

—

hearing on these Motions was held May 8, 2012. On Junc 27, 2012_the trial court entered its

Order granting the Motions to Dismiss and dismissing the Complaint with_prejudice. The

the_minimum pleading requirements of Ri
among other thingé*?%at the Compluint should be dismisse
Appcllan ucked standing 10 sug as the purchaser of a cashicr’s check pursuant to Steele v.

Victory Sav. Bank, 295 S.C. 290, 293, 368 S.E.2d 91, 92 (1988) and (2 Appellant s claim:

any, shouldbebr oughtlin the ongmn M' federal district couryrelated to the

Capital Consortium Group/Three Hebrew Boys.

the

¢

2000-06-14 04:06 00000000000 Page 8
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[ﬁ dmmssmg hls Complamt Furthermore ial court noted)that ‘although@pellam's primary ﬁ#
' be] that Mvaded the grounds for its rulingfin an emait mailltg

el fi BO h d SCFCU and ed th 1 f ROA
or BOA)with a copy to Appeilan an requested tha

AAN
dra th the trial court reviewed the proposed order carefully to ensure it
a—— — S

accurately smed the court’s ruling before signing,.

%\X. X On October 3, 201 ¥ Appellant filed tiis Notice of Appeal f both the trial court’s June

27, 2012, Order dismissing his Complaint with prejudice and the September 17, 2012, Order

denying his Motion to recongider the June 27" Order. A 11ant’s Initial Bricf as submmcd g&&

g August 10, 2013,Yand by Otdcr of Scpte;,bcr 21, 2013 this C _g_%:ed an cxlcnsml‘

Respondentsfto resgnd to the Inmal Brief é}l Novcmber 4, 2013: ')

/_
Analysis

& I This Appcal Should Be Dismissed.

First, like Appellant’s Complaint, Appellant’s Tnitial Brief is unintelligible and fails to
‘,.-—_‘..————-”-_'_’ o - e

comg%with the requirements of Rule 208(b)(1). SCACR, regaging aﬁa structure
—‘——7""‘- .ﬁ L4

| of an injtial appellant’s brief and shoulg’b dmmssed for thls reasoi.

c*-,—-
Furthermore, to the extén an be understood, (Appellant’s primary

as that advanced before the trial courl@ppcllam s Mouon)ﬁ‘
22 p 7 27

for Reconsideration:)that the trial court provided the grounds for its ruling in an emﬂ ’
o Sp————

O A A 7 X
) counsel for BOA with a copy to Appellant and SCFCU and ested that counsel for ROA S
2 A A oA A KN

drafi the proposed order.) Appellant seems to be arguing that the trial court s Order did oot

' Appeltant's “Letter 1o Clerk a/k/a Motion for Judgment against Respondent Bank of America . . . ° dated
September 30, 2013, is based on his erroneous assertion that this Court's extension of time for prondems 0
respond to his Initial Brief did not also apply to BOA. The Court’s order is not limited as Appeliant suggests.

3
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5@% , L-3

comply /with the trial court’s email

ct that in its Order on his Motion for Reconsideration, the trial court confirmed it reviewed

A

the proposed Orlder dismissing his Com;laim carefully to ensure it acc;f'alcly stated the court’s

ruling before it was signed. Tn any event, Appellant fails (o set forth any arguments or identify

20 support his appeal of the O;i’ers at'issue. This appeal stould

therefore be dismissed.

I,  Alternatively, Those Mutters Designated by Appellant in His Designation of Matter

’ Which Are Not In the Record Betow Should Be Stricken.
R AN, 7 :

4 Appellant’s Designation of Matter shall not “include matter which was not presented to
— S — T TND— | er————— —— A TR ——

9/\/ 1 lower courl or tribunal,” ARule 210(c), SCACR.) The following itcms were listed by
o -"-—“

n e

5 ' ’ dL[ \ppellant in his Designation of Matter but weri not presented to the lower court or tribunal
. T }_’" i 7 ﬂ T ——" s "
/ F/VW and should, therefore, be stricken: :
b al P RS- S .
[ ‘%ﬂ) A) ltem Two*: /% % x% )2

*Althouph the text of this UCC Section wa’sﬂim_%ﬂxl ay an Exhibit to
A R i il Bl sey-

Appetlant’s Complaim.(ﬁej:agc referencing ICC Section 3-312@ntitled

“National Check Fraud Center, Other Check Problems: Lost, Stolen, or

}/'A) 4)1 Destroyed Cashier Checks, Teller and Certified Checks™ Gitached as an >
o his Initial BricfAall of which exhibits seem to correspond with
.

those items listed in his Designation of Matter) was not presented to the

lower court and should therefore be stricken. 7’
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