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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH GAROLINA
in TheSuprame Court
Case no: 2014-000067

Appedis Case o, 2012213208 JUL 21 2014
APPEAL of Dorchestar County MTM
mdm&iﬁm MasD.Mepry  O0 COUTT OF ADDBNS
Roger L Whaley ......ccicvnnnininicnnnns : Petitioner
va.
South Carviina Federal ACredit Union and Bank of Amerita.... o Respondents

' CORRECTION NOTICE - in FOOTNOTE 1
Petitoner/Whaley's. RESPONSE to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROUNA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendix on Behall of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

ooussnow the pro se PetiionerWhaley; bring o the atlention of 2l paities and 10 tis sald Supreme
Court, making know, Pefoner's Noice of CORRECTION! invoiing Footnots 1, whih urole B o ot _ Which,
M&M:MMMmuWQ!NMEMM_.
‘mgW@gMMdm should read the saii Suprame Court Clerk toid
Pemmonme,mu.mmum “JUNE 26, 2014,
mmwmumcmmmmwm nor this sald Supreme Couat, hais
mmmmmsmmmmmmmmmwsm .Responselor
Reply to Respondent/South Carolina Foderal Gredi Union's Memorandim of Law in Support of Moion o Dismiss,

«.mm@nm.mmwm-,mmmmmammﬂmpm

any said party or this said Suprama Court.

' CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES
mmm&mmumwmnmmmuumam fand the Origirl Notion of Corroction wi be
cordfadimalucior hond deferd i 0id Suareme Cout).

Dated: Jum;m,mu {Baing FAXED an a Saturdayior Weskend, to ALL parties: & Suprerns Cown)

cc: Tara C. Sullivaw, Esquire Sheils M. Biss, Esquire
NELSON MULLINS_LLP, LAW FIRM RICHARD PLOWDEN...PA. Law Fom
Post Ofbce Bow 11070 1900 Bawall Straet 22201
Cokmbia, S.C. 21 Columbla, S.C. 26202
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

PRGEL

Nty 7’1 | gg%:z‘t&:a%@

APPEALING the South Carolina's APPEAL COURT

Appeliais Case no. 2012-213208 JuL 2 1 2014

ot ot Camen P SC Court of Appeds -

Mesier of Equity/serving as Cirouit - Judge Masite D. Murphy
Case noc 2012.CP-18000539

Roger L Whaley - R Petitioner

vS.

South Carolina Federal Credit Union 2nd Bank of America Respondents.

© 2= CORRECTION NOTICE - under FOOTNOTE S
Petitoner/Whaley’s RESPONSE to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
Motion ta Disiniss or, In the Alternative, Motion to Strike -
Appendb:on eehatfofRBPOﬂDBﬂsoum CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

COMES NOW, the pro se Petfioner/Whaley, bring to the aliertion of afl parties and to this said Supreme
mmlmMWsmammmmmm1 which wrote in emor that .. Wiich,
mmmmMMmsmummwmmmMM
Mmem&mmamm_ shotkd read the said Seprame Coust Clerk toid
Wmm&va.

As this said NOTICE of CORRECT i being fled hefore! any party, nor trés said Sutrem Court, hes
Mm@mmﬂﬁFWmmmﬁdWsw .. Ressponselor
Reply 2 Raspondent/Seusth Camina Fedsral Crech! Linor's Memorandusm of Lar in Support.of kolon © Disiss,
or, in the Allefative, Motion to Stike Appendix...”, therefore this said NOTICE of CORRECTION wil not prejudice
awﬁdwty!mmwd&pmmn

‘ CERTIRCATE OF SERVICES
nmnd@ﬁnuwwummuu ETICN, {and voldig the 1= Canwtsion Nollop statery
uuuwmum 27 Motion of Comoction wi be ceniledivmindgior o eai6 Supreme Cod.

Dated: Jum 19, 2014 (mrmmawwma.hmmawm

o Tera C. Sulfven, Esqure Shais M, Bigs, Egnuire e K2
NELSON MULLINS..1LP, LAW FIRM RICHARD FLOWDEN..PA. Law Finm Whaley, Prose
Post Ofice Bax 11070 _ 1900 Borrme Stoaat 20201 8673 [purel Grove Lane

Colurmiia, $.C. 23211 Calumiia, S.C. 29202 Nexth Chartission, S.C.. 29420
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court
ase no: 4-000067

APPEALING the Sauth Carolina’s APPEAL COURT
Appellate Case no. 2012-213208

‘ APPEAL of Dorchestor County Gircult Trial
_ Court of Common Pleas
Master of Equity/serving as Circuit - Judgs Matte D. Murphy
Case no: 2012-CP-18000539
Roger L. Whaley .........cccccevvruvreeernrn... et eeraNetsteere e ara e Eae SR bessaneaeen raeeeresarenensnnan .Petitioner
vs. |
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of AMENICE..........cnrnirenrnnnniniaiine Respondents.

2™ CORRECTION NOTICE - under EQQTNOTE 3
Petitoner/Whaley’s RESPONSE to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION’s
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
Motion to Dismiss or, In the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendnx on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

| COMESNOW, the pro se Patttioner/Mhaley, bring to the attention of all parties and to this sald Supreme
Court, making known Petitioner's Notice of CORRECTION! involving Footnote 1, which wrote in efror that . Which,
this Supreme Coun CLERK, provided pro se Petitioner/Whaley ON the DATE! June une 6, 2914 that he had UNTIL

‘July 26, 2014’ to file his Writ of Certiorarl...”; should read the said Supreme Court Clerk told

Peutioneerhaloy on JUNE 6, 2014 .. he had UNTIL “JUNE 26, 2014".

As this sftnd NOTICE of CORRECT is being filed before! any party, nor this said Supreme Court, has
actually retumed ?ny responses (first Faxed/and/mailed since 7/18/201 4) of Petitioner/Whaley's filed “...Response/or
Reply to R&spondent/South Carolina Federal Credit Union's Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion to Dismiss,

or, in the Altamahve Motion to Strike Appendix ’, therefore this said NOTICE of CORRECTION will riot prejudice
any said party or ﬂus said Supreme Court.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES

Idodaremaianpmperpamu.awthusSupmmunhasbeonFaxadmsaxdmm(ammmm1*¢ommmﬂng
hmmw(emmowwummcmwmwmmmﬁwmwmmmmmcm)

Dated: June 19, 2014 (Being FAXED! on a Saturdaylor Weekend, to ALL parties & Supreme Cqurt)

Respectfully submitted,

ce: Tara C. Sullivan, Esquire Sheita M. Bias, Esquire
NELSON MULLINS...LLP, LAW FIRM RICHARD PLOWDEN...P.A. Law Firm Roger L. Whaley, Pro se
Past Office Box 11070 1800 Barmwall Street 29201 8673 Laurs| Grove Lane

Columbia, 5.C. 20211 Columbia, 8.C. 29202 North Charteston, $.C. 29420
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[N THE STATE OF SOUTH CARGLINA
In The Supreme Court
Cese ng. 2)14-000067
APPEALING the South Carolina’s APPEAL COURT
' Appetigte Case no. 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchestor Courty Cireuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
) Master of Equity/serving as Circuit - Judge Maite D. Mutphy
Case not 2012-CP-18000538

Roger L Whaley Petitioner

Vvs.

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America Respondents,

2™ CORRECTION NOTICE - under FOQTNOTE 3
Petitoner/Whaley's RESPONSE to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROUINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
Motion ta Dismiss ar, in the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendb:on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

couE:suow the pro se Petitioher/Whaley, bring % the atierion of a parties and to this said Supreme
mnmmmwwmacoamommmm1 which wrote in error that ._Which,
M&MMMMWSGWNNNTEM&M__
Mgmrbﬂemmam shouid read the sald Supreme Cosat Clerk told
PetitionerWhaley on JUNE 6, 2014 *_he had UNTR. " JUNE 25, 2014". -

. Asués’mnommmsmﬁmmwm , hor this said Suprems Cout, has
mmwmmemmedmmmq¢mmwsm * . Responselor
wmwﬂs«mmwmmmsmmmdmm&mdem
or, in the Afiamitive, Mation to Strike Appendi...”, Shersfore this said NOTICE of CORRECTION wil not prejudice
amy said party of this said Supreme Courl.

‘ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES

xmuammnmwmumwuwmwmnwmmm
oot 1)/ (snd the Originl 2 tolice of Comvedtion wil be certifedwmindior hand-delieed to sad Supreme Courd.

Dated: Jum19 2014 (Baing FAXED! on a Sskordoylor Weekend, t ALL parties & Sopremi Court)

cx Tera C. Sulivan, Esquire Shela M. Bies, Esquire
NELSON MULLINS.LLP, LAW FIRM RICHARD PLOWDEN. PA. Lsw Finn ) Wheay, Prose
Pest Offica Bax 11670 1900 Banwed Sieaet 29201 8873 Grove Lang

Coksrbia, S.C. 2311 Colundin, S.C. 22202 Nesth Chowtedcsl, 5.C. 2420
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Dated: July 18, 2014
C
To: Whom this may concern, please find attach Petitioner/Roger Whaley’s RESPONSE/or/REPLY to
Respondent/SCFCU’s Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum being FAXED, and placed in Certified
MAIL, by postal services, dated July 18, 2014; Mailed to the said Court(s), faxed to all Attorneys.

Ref:  Supreme Court Case no: 2014-000067
Appeal Case no: 2012-213208

RECEIVE])

JuL 21 2014
‘ SC Court of Appeals
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{ IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court
Case no: 2014-000067

‘ APPEALING the South Carolina’s APPEAL COURT
3 Appellate Case no. 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial
, Court of Common Pleas
| Master of Equity/serving as Circuit — Judge Maite D. Murphy

Case no: 2012-CP-18000539

Roger L. WhalevE ........................................................................................................ Petitioner
vs.
South Carolina Ftederal Credit Union and Bank of America..............ccinaiiinnn «..Respondents,

1

Petitoner/Whaley’s RESPONSE to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
. Motion to Dismiss or, In the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendi* on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, S.C. 29420

, Pro Se, Petitioner/Roger Whaley
Date: July 18,2014 '

RECEIVE])

JUL 21 2014
SC Coust of appeale
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- RECEIVE])
IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

. In The Supreme Court | JUL 21 20%4
‘ Case No: 2014-000067 4
SC Court of Appeals

APPEALING the South Carolina’s APPEAL COURT
Appellate Case no. 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
Master of Equity/serving as Circuit - Judge Maite D. Murphy
| Case no; 2012-CP-18000539

Page 1 of 6= Attschments-14

Roger L. Whaley ' . ..Petitioner/Appeliant,
V3. i
South Carolina Féderal Credit Union and Bank of Amarita..............cccoovenensesnninianns Respondents.

Petitioner/Whaley's RESPONSE/or Reply to Respondent,
SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's Motion to Dismiss (and Memorandum in Support) or, In the
Altemative, Mohon to Strike Appendix on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

COMES P:JOW. Petitioner/Plaintiff/Appeliant, Roger L. Whaleyla!lda PeatitionerWhalay wdting his responsesior Reply
ONLY to the Respo%ndent, South Carolina Federal Credit Uniar/a/k/a SCFCU, who ONLY filed SCFCLPs said motion to
dismiss/and said metzmorandum in support/a’k/a “"Memorandum?®, o be reviewed by this said Supreme Court involving
Petitioner/Whaley's Lﬁled and this Supreme court's acceptance of Petitioner's Writ of Ceﬂnoranand Appendix, after Petitioner
Cormected this sald ;eoun's requestad “deficency...of...the...proof of service...", which Petitionar/Whaley did timety complied, as
PetrhonerfWhaloy raspond!or reply by the below numbered statements;

1. RespondentlSCFCU’s filed motion to dismiss and Memorandum is not in compliance with the SCACR Rule
240(c)(3)," nor Rule 242(() 2, when SCFCU's complete motion and Memorandum does not address.absolutely none of the
required *, Argument on each Question...presented for Review...", written In Petitioner/Whaley's Writ of Certiorari, which
RespondentISCFCU ADMITS! was FAXED as filed in this said Supreme Court, with the date June 23, 2014, and admits, later
was immediately De{ivmd by Petitioner, the Original Writ document to this Supreme Court.  Therefore Respandent/SCFCU
said Admittancel shows Petitioner's Writ of Certiorart was hmely served, and properly accepted by this Supreme Court on the
date June 25, 2014, } pursuant with SCACR Rule 262(a)(2)2.

2 | ‘RespondemISCFCU’s 7/8/2014 filed Motion to Dismiss & Memorandum, (see Exh. H-0), shows |
Respmdenl/SCFCL‘l never Complied with its own! provided Rule, SCACR Rule 240(c), alleging “Petitioner's Petition for Wit of

1 mmqs«mwmuummm Q)MMWmWNMmmmmﬁm«mmmthWdh

molion are not containad in the Record on Appeal of Appandix, the Rarties shall filg afidavits and other doctimants In suppart of thelr post
. !..mm:nbmm. mmmmmmmmmmmwamdemmmmmm&mmmam

Supreme By " ch question and may include & countor-gtatmment of the case and of ihe gusstions presetted for review ”

3 RULEMR mmm lo' u 221) a5 mobon for reaEtomen! (Rule 260), fipg. o bs socorgiished by:

rEiting - (m l. for Fling; howaves, tn original of the documant must be irvmediataly sent_o the ol *; Which Ratpordan/

n ..REOENED FAX.«OOWWADOWMT dmwmmoFMLMdcahwl, mwmmwmmmmn
0 - . ENSION of TRS mmmsw:am( m mmmmmoﬂomormwﬂh
wmmmmmh nmlummmorm mwlwm admits! in its said Motion's Memo couk bg ACGEPTED 29 an Exianaion of Time.
mmwmmmmnwmnmmm&thmwm ALY 28, 2014° ¥ e his Wit of Cersiara, which pro se PetttonerWhalsy
HAND-DELIVERED to this Suprame Court, ON e date JUNE 6, 2014. (500 Exh. ), which Rezpongant/SCFCU ADMITS that *Pelitoner..bled, on JUNE 8, 2014, & 'NOTICE of
COURTEQUS'. advining fhe Court and the Parties that hw would be filing bis Petition for o Writ of Cartiorant. mmakmummwnmww
WMMWFNMWYMNMS) &nd was aways in Compiiancs with the SCAGR e 240(a), and SCACR rule 242(c).
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Certiorari as UNTIMELY Alternatively...moves to STRIKE the APPENDIX filed by Pem:oner due to gxtransous INFORMATION

FOUND on the mc_UMENT§ INCLUDED in the filet! Appendix.”; Whereas, Respondent/SCFCU’s own provided Rule
240{c)(3) supports, Respondent/SCFCU never provided ANY required DOCUMENTATION from this Suprema Court’s office, nor!
from RespondenVS‘CFCU’s said Attomey(s)', which could possibly support SCFCU's claims afleged In fis "Argument” on pages
3,84, that“..The Petiﬁon for a Writ of Certiorari is UNTIMELY...Onl or about June 241, 2014, counse! for Respondent/SCFCU
Received, ___.EA! a copy of a Document, attached as Exhibit B...document was gm Juns 23 2014..%; (See Attached
Exhibits 2,3.4) :

2a):  |Asthe attached above exhibit documents in number 2, shows neither! of Respondent/SCFCU's provided any
slleged! attached DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE, NEVER! showed Respondent)SCFCU raceived any Faxed document on the
alleged datel June é4, 2014; as well as Respondent/ SCFCU never provided ANY DOCUMENT from this Supreme Court,
showing any date other than the written dats “June 23, 2014" when this Supreme Court received its Faxed!! copy of pro se
Peﬁﬁmeerha!ey'siwm of Certiorari. Therefore shows Respondent/SCFCU never produced the required documents in order to
uphoid its a||egahons filed in its motion to dismiss. pursuant with SCACR Rula 240(c)(3).

3. RespondenVSCFCU ADMITS! prosse Pehbonor/WhaleYs provided EXHIBITS having also the HAND-
WRITING Notesons:de Circles, Arrows...are “Cormrespondencel and ORDERSY RELATEDI! tol thisi APPEALL...", filed under
Respandent/SCFCU's 7/08/2014 Supreme Court filed Motion to Dismiss or said Altemative... (appesr to be on page 1, court
stamp dated July a,izom, [See Exh. H-0], and/or on page 5, under il, In the Altemative, SCFCU moves to STRIKE the
APPENDIX"), mdl' Respondent/SCFCU ADMITS! this said Supreme Court, as well as the Appeals Court, and! atways!! filed
also within the said !.OWER COURT, are documents aiways accepted by ALL the PARTIES in the Lower Trial Court, which is
pursuant with RespéndantlSCFCU's own! provided RULE, 210, SCACR, when Respondent/SCFCU admits! that -

‘Pelitionor's ‘EXHIBITS, which this Court construod as the APPENDIX in this Mattor, CONSIST! of various
Correspondencel and ORDERS!I RELATEDI to this! APPEAL. Althoughl thesa! ARE! TEMS! which MAY! BE| typical of an
APPENDIX, Peﬁboner Rather, most of the Documents have Petiioner-emphasized text by way of HANDWRITTEN NOTES, CIRCLED, and
UNDERLINED Taxt, and ARROWS. See Exhibit D. Part 1, Petitioner's Filed Appendix. Petitioner has improperly altuted these documents
from their original staw and his submission of such attered documms to this Court is IMPERMISSIBLE. SEE Rule 210, SCACR..." 4.

Themfore. Respondent/SCFCLIs above own! admittance! makes mootl/and/or shows must DENY
RespondemISCFCU's Move to Strike the Appendix, pursuant with its rule 210, or any of South Caroima Appellate Court nules, 5

‘ AsRlﬂeSGAGRﬁO(c)Mﬂﬁts'M 4c)cumm. MRGMMAWMMIIMMWwNmMMWMMrMh

mmmmmmmm 287. The Record shall not, however, tnclude mattar which was not presanted to the lower court or
tribunal’; and

Mmmm —(a)m”s'MWF"G NWWW&M&MWMMMWMM
il gorties to th ogignotion of Matt thasa pata of

MM&M

with of sorvi shaﬂ iatel beﬁbdwithm ofthe fate "
5 Wﬁmwnmmuuwcmmmw)wws 2014 under s HTRODUCTION/ BACKGROUND" — ADMITSHfor 00 NOT DENYAawiior
SHOWS - nhmwuwmmuw! ACCEPTED! and RELIED! upont pro 66 AmpakantPetitanerWhaiey's (HANDWWRITTEN NOTEs), Circlen, Arows, witien on bis ATTACHMENTS) with hts

fied in the Lower Trial Court, and the SAME! type doquments aiso within the sakd APPEAL COURT, shows eme hand-wiitng, writen on pro 89 PETITIONER Wialey's CASMERS
CHECKS, which ONBACKGROUND" ADWITS| Potdonerwhaloy's 'S CHECKS, and ALL his ottwrd Documeant (which i50 heve hand-writsn
noles located on jsndior CIRCLES, and AfTows) which shows the AC TUAL ORIGINAL writian TYPED NAME Document with the PettionerWiiny's rarmad PAYEE, whom ]

CLEARLYY UNDERSTOOO! that Rexponden?SCRCY made OUT o Ba .. Enfily kagwn 22 CAPITAL CONSORTILUM GROUP.. Witich ars e SAME! exsct typs DOCUMENTS! fied s ACCEFTED witin
umrucmunuwc«nmmwmm'xupmlmumumm:um“mmm involvisy) the Petioner's eskl CASHER'S
CHECKS,

memmm nethen! 86K nemed RESPONDENTI/SCHCU tor BOA, NEVER| compled! with RerspondantSCFCL's own! provided South Carolng Appoliew Caunt
Ruse 210{g), uummwcumv o pro 8 AppallantPETITIONER Whaloy's TEELY Gad INTIAL BRIEF, which RespondantSCFCU Sind teiew ADMITS fhat...

mmwmm\mcounsucenmrsakumw m1zmmmpwmmamm OOMPLMN?AGNNSTWW
CREDIT UNIOM (*SCFC N O ..I-A Fragd AJ_l.l m (1, and L
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4, This Supreme Court's ORDERS in its LETTER dated “June 25, 2014", shows and/ar supports pro se
PetitionerMWhaley, afwaysl complied!! with CORRECTIONS! requested by the said Court{s), when this Supreme Court also!
requested that - Pemloner/Whaley’s *Deficiency...must be CORRECTED ...of the...accompanying PROOF OF SERVICE...in
comptiance with SCACR. .substantially in the FORMAT shown by FORM 7 in Appendix C to part {l...", which Petitioner/Whaley
complied, by or befom the date “June 25, 2014, OTHERWISE this Supreme Court ordsred/or stated that Peliioner/Whaley's
filed Pefition of cem?ran would have been dismissed, just! as ALLI the Deficiency ORDERS requested by the said APPEALS
COURT officials alws:xys" APPROVED! and ACCEPTED! All and ANY of Appellant/Pefitioner/Whaley's CORRECTED
Deficiencies, therefore shows tha - Respondent/SCFCU's claims under its “Introduction” claimed that °...Petitioner’s...filed the

|
INSTANT APPEAL in OCTOBER of 2012. There were numerous filing DEFICIENCES and! his INITIAL BRIEF was not filed
LINTIL AUGUST of 2013° %, is pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(b)(2) *...Where there Is @ dissent in the deciaion of the Count of Appesls.”
(

RESPONDENTISCFCU's COMPLETE FILED MOTION TO DISMISS/and/MEMORANOUM and ALL its Supportive LAWS

ONLY SUPPORTS, Respondent SCFCU’s MOTION TO DISMISS must be “DEGUINED"/or DENIED;
and SUPPORTS pro se PETITIONERWhatey's Writ of Certiorari to be Granted, sinte Raspondent/SCFCU's Own provided Laws
CONFLICTS with this sald SUPREME COURT'S prior RULINGS and LAWS (pursuant with SCACR 242(b)[2]8(3])

3 RespondenVSCFCU's July 8, 2014 filed motion to dismiss and Memorandum ADMITS that PetitionerWhaley
indeed, did TIMELY ﬁled *...his Initial Brief was filed...(in the above said Appeals Count, imety on) AUGUST of 2013... and
Designation of Maﬁelr ", and shown by the said APPEALS COURT's ORDERJ/or Letter of August 23, 2013 , that the APPEALS
COURT ACCEPTED pro se filed “initial Brief and Designation of Matter” as being PROPERLY FILED afterl Petitioner
CORRECTED any and all deficiencies requested by the Appeals Court for Petitioner to Comrect. Therefore Respondent/SCFCU
provided Law dated !Juiy 8, 2014, requasting this Supreme Court to DISMISS Petitionsr/Whater's APPEAL, by repeated! the -
APPEALS Court's pf?vmd Law "Henning v. Kaye...415 S.E. 2d 794 (1892)° that was entared in the Appeals Court's ORDER
22712014, and (allegedly) supported by the Appeals Court's FINAL ORDER on 5/22/2014, shows the Appeals Court &

Respondent's pwvldéd Law - “Henning v. Kaye...415 S.E. 2d 794 (1992)" is pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(b)(3) “...Where the

dedsimdmeCwndAppea&bln CONFLICT! with 8 prior decizion of the Suprems Court "- WHEN this Supreme Court Henning V. Kaye —
DECLINED) /or DENIED!I to Grant that! said Reapondent(s)’ MOTION to DISMISS - which indeed CONFLICTS! with Respondent/GCFCU and! the
Appeaiz Court that Gramed Respondents’ MOTION to DISMISS 2/27/14 was purauant with their ONLYII above case LAW “‘Henning v. Kaye...”

6. RespmdenUSCFCU’s July 8, 2014 MOTION to DISMISS and Memo's written “introduction’ and Am__
also! relyl upon the Afppeats Court's provided LAW “Henning v. Kay, 307 $.C. 436, 415 S.E. 2d 794 (1992)" which is a LAW

shown to be ONLY in FAVOR of pro se Petitioner/Whaley's Appeals MUST NOT be DISMISSED, pursuant with this Supreme

|

1

§ Patoners atached Exhbia, As, AM, AM-1, shows, end ADMITS! n ResponderwSGFOUY LETTERSI deted “Sapteber 10, 2015", and OCTOBER 22, 2013, “(Admisect by SCFCU, WITHOUTI ANY!
SUPPORTIVE LAW! norl ANY! Supportive 5.C. Appeiiin Court, that couk]] possiblyl supgort! SCFCU's Leties on Sapt. 10, 2013 atating that °..Mr. Whalgy, m::;:dnm:mmm
SEPTEMDER 4, 2013; TO THE (Apoenh) COURT'S AUGUST 22, 2043 LETTER,

ADMITS) tat Mwwumwmmummmwmmmm EEEONDENT BOA for Brg
TO DISMISS...™ which SCFCU Letier of "OCT, 22, 2013°And shows was nod Onyl UNTIMELY fled,
T [ Soumh

A, smm,ma,mmwwcu-hmw {Liormed Atmmeyior btividuaiior) RespondertiParty
EXTENSAON of THEE, (and SCFCU BHOMS letor ehows RESPONDENT-BANK OF AMERICA NEVER) Rquessed memm.umwmumammm;mwm)
ANY ;

n

ahhoughll the aald docsrent daind 8402013, shows slso! thal abeolulsly! NO! lcormod Atisrmery REQUIRED! RULE! nori ANYI LAW! under which SCFCLTs rquented #2 aaid EXCTENSION; but! in
mmmmm)mm.,msmmumumwhmwhm best ot Iiikad! to: motions for exiension of toe.sxxd...(b)-..Uniess otheniiee
mem«Mwummmhmw thesa Rides SHALL NOT BB STAYED by B FLING!| off 8! MOTIONI! or peliton.” - DEFEATS! SCFCU's “talreduction”

ciaima bl “Subsequant 1 Petionar's FILING of ke inta BREEF, WBOMMGM FILEDI » MOTIONI fo! DISMISSN, or, hnumm.mwwm
INTTIAL BRIEF, end DESIGNATION of MATTER *
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Court's prior decisions, pursuani with SCACR 242(b)(2)&(3); which now! on 7/8/14, the said Respondent/SCFCU has provided
‘this said SUPREME COURT with 8 NEW case LAW “Cf. Elam v. South Carofina Dept. of Tranep., 361 S.C. 9,602 S E. 24 772
(2004), which again! contradicis!/or shows that! said cas LAW “Cf. Elam v. S.C. Dept of Transp...” also! FAVORS! the pro se
PetitionerWhaley, when this SUPREME COURT RULED! and admits! that “...we.grarited the peitior Jor & writ of cavtiorst i raviers the Canst
of Appetls' mm«urmmhmamsmmmmmmdwm(smn-uﬁm E4m v. South Caroting Dep? of

Trang, 5.C. CLAPp. Order dated July 25, 2002. W€ FBVETSE."; - which makes tha Appaats Gasa pursuant with SCACR Rike 242(b)3), which
mmdm-mmawmwm DISCISION.

Gk - Respondent/SCFCU's fed requests in Siekr 07/08/2014 risbon and mesiaranduim; shows .- Where the
decision of the Court o:f APPEALS is in CONFLICTS with a PRIOR DECISION of the SUPREME COURT- decided by this
Supreme Court of Soiuth Carolina. Heard November 19, 2003. Decided September 13, 2M4 in ELAM v. SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPT. of TRANSP, NIO. 25869., 361 S.C. 9 (2004}, 602 S.E.2d 772, Hattie Rose ELAM, Respondent, v. SOUTH CAROLINA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, Petitioner, whereas makes Respondent/SCFCU's alleged DEADLINE Claims another!
moot! and Conflicting c::laims by SCFCU, whose Motion to Dismiss must be denied/or “Declined”. SEE “Rule 242(b), SCACR" -7

| Ruspondoent’SCFCU ADMITS] THIS SUPREME COURT “construsd”/ar READ
| ASthe APPENDIX In THIS MATTER ~ CONSIST of various CORRESPONDENCE

and ORDERS!RELATED! TO! this APPEAL; which DENT/SCFCU's 07/08/72014 “introduction”
SHOWS MWhere substintial constitutional issues are directly invoived; MDWMMM__
the Gourt of Appeals canflicts with a decislan of the United States Supreme Court, invotvin n

7. RespmdentlSCFCU’s 7/8/2014 mation to dismiss memorandum, on page 5, under its “In the Alternative,
SCFCU moves to sﬁke the Appendix®, ADMITS that *Petitioner’s ‘EXHIBITS' in its Appendix In this matter, CONSIST of various
Cormespondance and Orders RELATED! tol this] APPEAL" Pefitioner/Whaley provided the SAME attached documents
given o this Supreme and Appeals Court -is! nott denied!l by Respondent/SCFCU/was given to the Appeals Court, provided
with Appelfant/Petitioner's filed along! with! the Lower Court's TRANSCRIPT(s), and other Documented EVIDENCE, that always
SUPPORTED, Petitioner's SAME documents with all said handwritten notes-writien, was also provided to the Lower Trial Court,
which make ALL THOISE SAME said Documents Admissible! in this SUPREME COUR, as well within the said APPEAL COURT,
involving the APPEALS COURT'S (allaged Final) ORDERS (which RESPONDENT/SCFCU admits the Court GRANTED both
RESPONDENTS Motion to Dismiss involving the APPEAL Court) dated 5/22/2014 AND 02/27/2014, although! NEITHER!! said named
RESPONDENTS! NEVéNOHdehMWlmﬁ of the said HAND-WRITTEN NOTES, or Circlos, and Arrows mado on the
SAME documentsthatwers o withia th lowor Trial Caur, invalving Petifonar’s Cashier's Checks named PAYEE, whon
Respondent/SCFCU a;dmits it made out Petitioner's cashier's checks to the Entity Capital Consortium Group. *.

? SCAORMb)cmmGwcmmw A writ of certioreri is not & matter of right...granted only where there are special and important
reagons. ..which wil be considared:
(Z)Whemmmmmumhedeomowncmowpeak
(S)MmmmusaonofﬁleCourtolAppeaIsamm:ctwmwpmrdausmothupmmeOourt

WWMMMIM:&HWRNTENWSES&W&MWMMwaWhmm
PErmONEWMWE provided CASHIERS CHECKS, nemed PAYEE/CCG, whom BOTH Respondentefor SCFCU's Motion to Dismiss flad in this SUPREME COURT dated
mmw mzmm FOOTNOTE 1, meeeom&mwnw-mﬂm Motion to Dismiss, PETITIONER's claima RELATEN tol

§ CHECKS Consont ENI'I'M!WI‘ROLLEMIBYI WHMMM

wspuwammmm - solloquisivl REFE REE HEBREW sovs' mm
THRER HEBREW BOYS' wyrs CONVICTERY) i Y OLYEMEN] PO 21 bvotvingl the CONTREUMIONS! tol] CAM
and Ottwrd .lrmMngaFGDERALH COURM s Goge maters! mmwmmnoweomm STATEN GOURT) CASE

MATTER(s), which RESPONDENTS/ % SCFCU and the APPEAL COURT ~ wwmwmmmm +Where a federal question is includad and the
decision of the Cowldkppeala conflicts with a dacision of the United States Supreme Ceunt.” pursuant with SCACR Rute 242(b)(5),
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8 I Respanden/SCFGU's said Maticn to DismissfMernarandum 07/08/2014, under its Footnote 1, makes its

 RespondeWSGFCLTS oren said Moion & Memo, says fs required pursuant with SCACR Rule 260(cor 240(c}{3), which
SCFCU's claims brvaive the Anpeal Courf's DECISIONS of $/2212014 and 272712014, thet involves @ Question in this seid
M.WMMMMX4LMMWM.EMMWM

. with SCACR Rute 202 MKZXARLS), INVOLVING Respondent’SCFCU's 772014 FOOTNOTE 1 claims ang aliayalions
mdvaeﬁh'ruMaieys

_WWMbwummmWth’mMm

Bruneson, Soe Lower Yrial Corut Tanseri, regarding Fedaral Law insues! brought by Rerpondants &2 ic Statel Court Laws hearing
matinrs, hold, M2y, 2012) Coliaquially refered b as the THREE HERREW 80VS”, i Decornber of 2010, the THREE HERREW BOYS' were

cmmrEcmwmmmnmmmmwmwmmmnm
Appeals Courd, MWWWWMWM -

w invalves ONLY! Respondentfs]! who JOINT! mmmmwmm
Rasttie B Ashwmoreiwhe i slsoll 2 MEMBER on the BOARDIL of this said SUPRENE COURT) whom
RESPONDENT{SYSCFCU’s JOINT a FEDERALTI Cate Law Matters] with {a Prior Clesad! STATE! COURT! Case Law
umwmmmeswammwummummmmw
mmmwmm STATBMMEMMMMW Mm

:

8. Wmu-smwzom Supreme Court flad Mukion 1 Dismiss and Memorandum, under it {ootnote 1,
mmmmmm&uﬂm.mnwwmwnscmmmw
m&m&mwwm ordored purmant ONLYT wih a SUPREME STATE Court Ciise LAW “Hending v. Kay, 307 S.C. 436,
A1SS.E 26 794 (18927, which RULED in FAVOR of pro £2 PetifonesiWhalay, 83 & s Suprema Craxf's ORDERED the RESPONDENT's
mbw&mm»mmwum ¥alich is pursiant with SCACR R 202 ByZYEI5)

10. stormuwmmmnmmmwwum1
mm iavoiving another Court Case mater, which RespanderYSCROL aliaed involvas PaliSonstWhaley's Sk of Nis Wit of
Carbora 1 bo egety! UNTIMELY, which RecfondentSCFCL povited andier SUPREME Stte Cocrt s .. ELAMY. SORITH
mm OF TRAMSP. 130 £.0, 3,004 822 B.E S T2, which Ruded ALBO in FAVOR of peo se PelifonerVhaloy,

' wen B v. sm. of Tranes, e that > We grantmat fa pufifion oy wi of cexorart £ cusiams e Gt of Appeal’ imadifished arter
meﬁummmdrmmam&ummmdrmm
mmmmamw«am Which is pussusnt wth SCACR Ruzte 242 (OXZ{EIE)

WHEREFORE. in Conchsion of RespondeatfSCFGI's mqemt b s 5sid Spresus Gaurt, have requesied ey
et *._ Bro darision of the Court of Appeas is i CONFLICTS with a PRIOR DECISION of this SUPREME Cauf'. Furiermore,
hows that RespondensfSCFCA's matin t2 dismiss and #s Memoraseiu i Suppor et be “DECLINEDlor Destid, and theseéore shows 81
honoratie Supseme Cout must Gtand (o s PetiionerhVivaley's Patiion Sor Wit of Cesorar, by upholing this Supreme Court's grine ssid
Ordared decisions invotving the LAWS frovided by the ssid named Resiondar@SCFCL which il Said LAWS were indaed in FAVOR of e
w0 56 PeSionarWhaley, imvotving akso the Acpests Court's ardened dedisions of May 22, 2014 invalving its order of 212772017, st
mm&mammwmmmmbmm whalever
oaeauymzou
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8. - Respondent/SCFCU's said Motion 1o Dismiss/Memorandum 07/08/2014, under its Footnote 1, makes ils
| .
claims, (WITHOUT!! Respondent/SCFCU Neverl PRODUCEDI! absolutely NO! SUPPORTIVE DOCUMENTS), which

RaspondentlSCFC;U’s own said Motion & Memo, says is required pursuant with SCACR Rule 240(c)/or 240(c)(3), which
SCFCU's claims tpwlve the Appeal Court's DECISIONS of 5/22/2014 and 2/27/2014, that involves a Question In this said

matter, Pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(b)(4), Whare substantial constititional lssues are directly involved, (pursuant aiso
with SCACR Rule’ 242 (DX2)(3)845), INVOLVING Respondent/SCFCU's 7/872014 FOOTNOTE 1 dlaims and allegations
involving Pehboneerhaley 5~

*.Via Ca.Wer‘s Check, to GAPITAL CONSORTIUM, and ENTITY Controfied (allsgsdly) by INDIVIDUALS (Pough, McQuaen,
Bmmon,see meTnal Court Trangcript, regarding Federal Law issues! brought by Respondonts in this Statel Court Laws haaring
matters held, May, 2012) Colloquially refarred lo as the THREE HEBREW BOYS'. In December of 2010, the ‘THREE HEBREW BOYS' were
CONVICTED as to for their INVOLVEMENT in an alleged!! PONZI SCHEME. a/k/a which Petiioner’s Original COMPLAINT/and filed in the
Appaals Court, aMaysIcIarmed “Conspiracy of “THEFTY of Money Funds® -

‘*M\!eh‘ involves ONLY! Respondent|s)! who JOINT! ADDED] PARTY [the alleged! Federal RECEIVER, Mr.

Beattie B. Ashmomlwho is aisoll a MEMBERI on the BOARD!! of this sald SUPREME COURT) whom
RESPONDENT(S)ISCFOU': JOINT a FEDERAL!! Case Law Matiers! with [a Prior Closed! STATE! COURTI Case Law
MATTER] and this! present! ONGOING STATE! COURT! Case Law MATTER! thet the said FEDERAL COURT Case said
Laws interfares with this sald ONGOINGI! STATE! Court CASE Laws and Rules, which involves .. Whare substantial

constitutiona) issues are directly involved; AND Where a fedaral question is included and the decislon of the Court of
Appeals eonfum;mth a decision of the United States Supreme Court...”; pureuant with SCACR Rule 242(b)4]I$});
9. Respon&enUSCFCU's 07/08/2014, Supreme Court filed Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum, under its footnote 1,
makes allegations involving another! Court CASE MATTER, involving the said Respondent/SCFCU and the §.C. APPEAL Courts granted
Orders of 5/22/2014 and 2/2772014, ordered pursuant ONLY! with a SUPREME STATE! Courl Case LAW Henning v. Kay, 307 8.C. 436,
415 S.E. 2d 794 (1992)", which RULED in FAVOR of pro se Petitioner/Whaley, as to this Supreme Court's ORDERED the RESPONDENT's
Motion to Digmiss (ar"u memo) to be “DECLINED /o DENIED. Which is pursuant with SCACR Rule 242 (b)2)(3)8(5)
10. RespmdenUSCFCU's 07/08/2014, Supreme Court filed Motion to Dismiss and Memorandum, under its footnote 1
makes allegations anvoMng another Court Case matter, which RapoMentlSCFCU alleged involves Petitioner/Whaley's filing of his Wit of
Certiorari to be a!legedlyl UNTIMELY, which RespondenVSCFCU provided another SUPREME State! Court Case Law... 'ELAM v. SOUTH
CAROLINA DEPT. OFWNO 25869., 361 5.C. 9 (2004), 602 $.E2d 772", which Ruled ALSO in FAVOR of pro se PefitonerWhaley,
when Elam v, 8.C, ofTrans, niled that *...." mmhmuamambMdemm

. ’mumdmmmﬁamﬂmmmm Biin v South Caroliia Dépt of Trangp., S.C.
amouummzs,mWe reverse!ls. Which is pursuant with SCAGR Rule 242 (bXZ)3I45)

’ mnmawmmmmmwmwmm
that ... the decision of the Court of Appeals is in CONFLICTS with a PRIOR DECISION of this SUPREME Courf”. Furthermore,
shows that RespoMenUSCFCU‘s motion to dismiss and its memorandurm in support must be “DECLINED"/or Denied, and therefore shows this
honorable Supreme Couﬂ must Grant pro se Petitioner/Whaiey's Petition for Writ of Cerliorari, by upholding this Supreme Courl's prior said
Ordered decisions mvlloMng the MWS provided by the said named Respondent/SCFCU, which all said LAWS were indeed in FAVOR of the
pro s8 Peﬁﬁwrlwv\altey. involving also the Appeals Court's ordered decisions of May 22, 2014 involving Its arder of 2/27/2017, must _
be overruled, and REVERSE/and or remand this said very serious, case matter to be heard within whatever proper Court(s).
Dated July 18, 2014

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se
8673 Laure! Grove Lane
Nosth Charlsston, South Garoling, 29420
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
" in The Supreme Court

o o oy RECETVER)

APPEALING the South Carolina’s APPEAL COURT

Appeliate Case no. 2012-213208 ooJub 21 20
APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial SO Court of Appems
Court of Cornmon Pleas '

Master of Equity/serving as Circuit — Judge Maite D. Murphy
Case no: 2012-CP-18000539

Roger L. Whaley ........ rase » : : Petitioner

Vs,

....... Respondents.

South Carohrlm Fedaral Credit Union and Bank of Americs.
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

LMWLWLM tend-deliverad, rmaed, andior izxed his sad Responselor Reply ONLY (o ReapondentSCFCU's Red,
motiosn to dismes mmnwmtewmmh‘smm is Rickartaon, Plowoen, Robimaon, PA., 85 e Appeais
mwmmmuuuﬂsmmmummmmmmwzaﬁdm
mmmsWMMumwwmmmmummmm
SCACR RULE 242{) *, seganding Respondent'SCFCI s molion 8 mies hat was rever] uphetd wilh SCFCU's o provite Lanes Horing v.
mmswmm nor Cf. Etam . mmmﬂm:ﬁmacams&m

Date: M 181 2014 ‘ TV&./ 6-)4

8673 Laure! Grove Lane
TannC. &ﬁm&wm Nesth Cheeteston, S.C. 2040
Exik T. Norinn, Esquice
Jody A Besenbaugh, Esquire Ovew K. Buter, Esquire
NELSOR MURLINS RREY & SCARBOROUGH, LLP Calud . ey, Extpure
Post Ofice Box 11070 Shaila 1L B, Poguave L
MMW 232 RICHARD PLUWOEN & ROKNSUN, PA.
Shoin M. Sigs, Esquire 1200 Barwwel Stroet {25201) kor P.Q. Dexwer 7788
Coknmubia, South Carolina 20282 - Phone - 803-T71-3400
amum VI ety (30) ags har Stevice 2 the petian, reags chad sevrs 2 sopy o b iy ﬁﬂhdﬁnmuuwwu
T T 5 45 YN8 1 Pt . 300 e f Svwikts Doy o e rout A e goreind, T sl SASLL MCLUDIE i A 2 O
St of e OB S

o
WMEREAS, svafpadec facts 2%, that RITIRESMSCROU £ OOMRLETE "ARCLIGENT™ starnows shenkartyt SRS of FulGASYIEIRY'S STOVONS *. .Uz prousetet £ s,
otith agind ottt i tw Agpmidx Crat, aret willin the Lazar Tnol Ouurt) RaqrongestSCFCA Oy sukut! wpd Shid® wunt ADOED! Chobam, e mhicha e~
mgﬁ-&a_mn mu-bw%Mh“nWMth
Mmmmmwm-mmm .

524 i 253 oo rly GRS F 90 duummmmwmwm-unm
wumwmmumh&mmmmmmmahuﬂmamm

........
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Supreme Court ,
Case no: 2014-000067 % E@ C E;: EWE@
APPEALING the South Carolina’s APPEAL COURT JUL 21 2014

Appellate Case no. 2012-213208

SC Gourt of Appeals

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
i Master of Equity/serving as Circuit — Judge Maite D. Murphy
' Case no: 2012-CP-18000539

Roger L. Whaiey .............................................................. tebeareane eheseeesaebtassanssassenarans Petitioner

vs,

South Carolin?a Federal Credit Union and Bank of America...........cooennveiennnncnccnn, Respondents.
| CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, dectare, that 1, Roger L. Whalsy, hand-delivered, mailed, and/or faxed his said Rasponse/or Reply ONLY to Respondent/SCFCU's filad,
motion to dismiss and Memorandum in Support, whose Legal Counselor's Law Firm, ia Richardson, Plowden, Robinson, PA., as the Appeals
Court rufings nor any lower trial court’s nalings, NEVER CONSOLIDATEDMor JOINT the said DEFENDANTS (SCFCU/.& Bark of America). |
Therefore only SCECU's providad its Mation to Dismies and Memorandum, which NEVER COMPLIED with the required Rule pursuant with
SCACR RULE 242{f) !, regarding Respondent/SCFCU's motion & memo that was neverl upheld with SCFCU’s own provided Laws Henning v.
Kaye..415 S.E.2d 7194 (1992), nor Ct, Elam v. South Carelina Dept. of Transp., 361 S.C. 8, 602 S.E.2d 772 (2004).

Date:  July 18,2014

Roger L. Whatay, Pro Se
8673 Laural Grovae Lane

Tara C. Suftivan, Esquire North Charteston, $.C. 29420
Erk T. Notton, Esqune

Jody A. Bedenbaugh, Esquire Drew H. Butler, Esquire

NELSON IULLINS RILEY & SCARBORQUGH, LLP Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

Post Office Box 11070 Sheila M. Bias, Esquire

Cotumbia, South Gamllna 26214 RICHARD PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, PA

Sheia M. Bias, Esquire 1900 Bamwell Street (20201) Jor P.O. Drawer 7788
. Columbla, South Cgrofina 29202 - Phone - 803-771-4400

"mmww mm(su)uyum'mompmm wmmaamdhmﬂnmmw wwmmmmmm&mmﬂ;
mw:;(e)mdmmwwwmmmwmmmmm [ha rot ; ACH QUES
sttornent of the con and of the questiont prreanted fir review.”:

WHEREAS, undispisted facts ure, that RaspondantSCFCU's COMPLETE "ARGUGMENT" sdmases mmwaamam . QURSING fretentad for review...”,
which againi (just a3 In the Appents Coumt, and within the Lower Tria! Court) RasponcentSCFCL Onty makes! upl thelrl own! ADDED! Clakms, i which the
Plaintiftor/AppelinntiorPotitionerWhaley - mmmmmwmmmmmummmmmmu
wmmmmwmmmmummmmwmm ST AQ RER] NI Y

wawmmmmmmum At PMBMM:MMWMdMMMNWMMI:WMM
wmnmwmmmnymmmwmammmmzﬂm Mmmuwmmmmmsamcant
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E ROGER WHALEY’S RESPONSE TO
Respc;mdent/SCFCU's MOTION TO DISMISS and MEMO

Partl
10 - Attachments
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RECEIVE]D)

7
El%, .j- ! THE SOUTH CAROUINA COURT OF APPEALS JUN -6 20
—— s -
" The South Carolina SUPREME COURT
Appeliate Case 2012-213208 8.C. Supreme Court
Supreme Court Case no: 2014-000067 &
Lower Court Case no: 2012-CP-18-535
Page 1 of §
‘ Attachments-17
Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se ) '
; _ ) AppeliantWhaiey's NOTICE of COURTEOUS
" Appellant/Plaintiff, ) thathe WILL BE FILING within 30 days of 5/22/2014 a
s, ' ) WRIT of CERTIORARI — Appeating this APPEALS
) COURT’s “ORDER”* dated “5/22/2014°
South Carall?e Federal Credit Union )}  and this Appeals Courf’s LETTER to “Counsel” 5/22/2014
and Bank of America, ) written Lether ONLY which fled.with a - Rule 221(b)
' )
Respondents/Defendants. )
)

mmmm Supreme Courl official{s), on today'’s date June 5. 2014, who agreed that it would
ot be imprope, nor fivolous for Plainif/AppelianWhaley to fle aiso this eaid NOTICE of COURTEOWS 80 to bring
1o the ationtion of ALL proper court offcials that this pro s Appellant€Whaley wil be fling his weit of certiorar within
the reqired (30) days, o be ffed within both said coits, Wi the Originals) fled required documents to be fled
within m,sato;&wne Courl, and 3 copy o this seid Appeals Coutt.

Sakd iotice is being fled, 50 not to repeat! the prior emorsior lack of knowledge of this appests court
officia(s) time limitations in which this PRO SE Appeliant/Whalay and ALL other parties are nequired to TIMELY and
PROPERLY Ml ther sad pleadings in these said Appaiats Counis), 6nd to make knawn that thia Pro Se Whley s
quile aware of following the rules and laws of bath said appeiste courts, and will cantiue o do his best to comply
with the said required kaws and fules, bul pray the SAME by both said Appeliate courts o apply 'o al parties equally.

PRAYING only for fair and Equal Justice to be applied, with absokutely nol special treatments to neither

acting party. :
Dated: June5,20% g@acuu@ywuzned. /\ .
A WA 427
‘ Roger L. Wheley. Pro Se
8673 Laurel Grove Lans

North Charlaston, S.C. 29420

CERTIEICATE of SERVICE: 1 deciar bl £ pmper Danties hes been sirved thes said Courtpous Notide, Oy mai, fax, o honddekvery. cc: Jody A,
maqim;mrmwmwwwammum;mwumawnmnm,m
mw&.mm '

' Thus Agpes Coutts “Order” dated SZZ20%4 Never provided ANY! Supporieet LAYY o R of Caur el coukt possitly suppon 2 id badegator
ategebns witen r s “ORDER" S22/20 14, which s gy, irmropes o a6 APPEALS COURT Rukrgs, eckualy sirned by macs tan one Appesls Cou't
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| , ELh, 2
TO: SUPREME and APPEALS COURT Clerk | 47 <
From: Mr. Rogar Whaley, 2012-213208
Date: June 23, 2014

P!embeadvisedthat 1 will be personally hand-delivering this complate Writ of Certlorari to
these sald abcve Court by 9:00 am. And has faxed, and will be hand-dalivering to all Necessary
Legal Counsel, .

EXHIBIT
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EMERGENCY NOTICE | '_'_62;4__?__

JO:  ALLCONCERN, due to Vehicle transportation problems, Mr. Roger Whaley is nat able to HAND-
, DELIVER the attached Writ of Certiorar, but will be OVERNIGHT MARLED to the proper Courts
o " and Faxed to ALL proper Legal Counselors

Ref  Supreme Court Prior Case no. 2014-000067; & Appesls case no. 2012-CP-18-539
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Exb. ¢

THE SOUTH CARDUNA COURT OF APPEALS
The South Cam!ina SUPREME COURT

Appeliate Case 2012-213208
Supreme Court Case no: 2014-000067 &
Lower Court Case no: 2012-CP-18-539

Page 1 of 1
Atachments-17
Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se )
) AppellantiWhaiey's NOTICE of COURTEQUS
Appellant/Plaintiff, } that he WL BE FILING within 30 days of 52272014 a

)  WRIT of CERTIORARI — Appenting this APPEALS
; )  COURY’s “ORDER*' dated "5/22/2014"
South Carolina Federal Credit Union ) o this Appaats Court’s LETTER to Counsal” §/22/2014
and Bank of America, © ) wiitten Lotior OMLY whichi Sed sifia:- Rl 2210) -

|

| Respondents/Defendants. ;

: )

l;mmmmmammmmmwsmmammwmxm
muwmmwwmwmbmmmwmmmuum
| numammmmmmmnmmmwammdemm
3 mmmmbwwmmwm With Shw Originai(e) ted raquired documents 3 bo Fed
wﬂﬂnﬁau&d&mﬁuﬂaﬁammwwwm

mmmemethmdedmwm
mﬂs)'mmmmmmsewmwmmwmmmwbmvw
mvmmwmmmmwc«mywummmwmsams
mmMMhmmmmdmwm&&MWﬂmhmmbwbw
A mw%mmwmwmmmwmwmmnmaamm

mmmhwmmmnmwwmmwmmnm

vs.

Dated: June 5, 2014 * submetad,
ZM . (/’Abé/_(’i
: Roger £/Wealay, Pro Se ‘
8873 Lowrt) Gaowe Lane
North Cherlosion, SC. 29420

mmudm nmwummmmmmwmmmmhum cc: Judy A
Hedenbwsgh, Engém; air-um mhwﬁummwmmmmm&dmuum

Burunl&ldkhh

' mwmwwmnwmeWmmumuummamw
mmnmwmgmum tngopertor an APPEALS COLRT Rulings, acaisly signed by mare tan ane Appests Caurt
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¢be Supreme Court of South Caroling

!
DANIEL E. SHEAROUSE POST OFFICE BOX 11330

CLERK OF COURT COLUMBIA, sou;:n CAROLINA
| 292
BRENDA F. SMEALY ) 1231 GERVAIS STREET

CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 26201
: w TELEPHONE. (803) 734.1080
. FAX: (803) 734.1490
WWW,SCCOUNS, 0

June 25, 2014

Roger L. Whaley
8673 Laurell Grove Lane
North Charleston SC 29420

Re: Roge:r Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Union
Appellate Case No. 2014-001371

Dear Mr. Whaley;

Upon revxe»lvmg your Petition for Writ of Certiorari and Appendix, the following
deficiency has been noted under the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules
(SCACR), and any deficiency must be corrected within ten (10) days of the date of
this letter:

_» The accompanying proof of service is-not in compliance with the SCACR.
Your:proof of service should be substantially in the format shown by Form 7
in Appendix C to part II of the SCACR.

Very truly yo&rs,

=

CLERK

cc:  Erik Tison Norton, Esquire
Jody lAlan Bedenbaugh, Esquire
Tara C Sullivan, Esquire
Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire
thln Marlouvon Rias, Esquire
Laleb Martin Riser, Esquire
The Honorable Jenny Kitchings
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Reply to: Columbia

G ﬂj./ﬁéxé v Direcs ial 1803) 5363718

shizsi RichardsonFiowen vam
x September 10, 2013

Via Hand Delivery

‘the Honorable Jenny A, Kichings
Mn Clerk. South Carnling Court of Appealy
{1018 Sumter Street
ﬁéi c {Columbia, South Carolina 79201

dﬁ'ff;i - Re: Roger Whaley v, $C Federal Credit Union

' Appeliate Cuse No.: 2012-213208
v 81

counsel far R_csponacn Federal Credit Union)in the above

ullv request 8 s oanv Bxrensionay time i which to serve(@nd file our [nitial Respondent’ gfBriel

.n .

I 2 OIS Titetyour Initial Respondent's
; S 6¢ Foday?0ctober’? 20137 HoWever,
N FARGE time, by my calculations, our Initial Bricf ayd Designations ,“’Olﬂg (m " WW,
sl By O -G T . A R D R p Pl a2 DV 4
21’ 4!#152 We find it pecessarv 1o request this extension@ue 1Qour) heayv workioad) This is our first
il 174 | request for an extension of time Lo serve and file the Initial Respondent’s B ef dnd Designation of Marer.

§ I am cnclosing the SQ.S.‘.EJ filing, feejand thark you for vour consideration of this requesi. By copy

 of this Ietter, I amn potil-ing Roger Whatey. pro se Appellant, of record of this correspondence.

Thank vou for our assistance in this matter,

(1) ~ | | | sicemty. .
/&5,;\/@/ Shadeo M. Bon

Shet!a M. Bias
SC Bar ¢ 100008

b ee. Roger Whaley. pira se (w/o enclosure)

Cifrsim

1 SMBAdfb
,&724/.,7/ i Enclosure
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i gse- s [P SDOULY) LATOUNA WOUTL UL SPPEALD | [ Shsuus- .-
s I EXxh bl & et
447, a’J; . Roger L. Whaley, Appellant, -q}’ A L )ZL
(ol ey ‘ gt
me/’ r/ 5 /) /%’A South Carolina k‘edeml”redit Union and Bank of Z;_ W/ /al'7‘
{l{' ' America, Respondents. ' | ’{m—' -~

1

, ,LApp;nam Case No. 2012-213208 iy p;d‘ ’”f%
tp gy o ;{sz"
A ) / o ,e“

| | ORDER s ﬂ%/r 5 i 7#"&

Respondenis Soutly Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America 'hav? each Deseont
filed motjons to dismiss this appeal. ARer careful consideration, this appeal is M
dismissed because Appellant has failed to comply with the South Carolina

ViAo ¥

: Appellaté Court Rules. Sce Henning'v. Kaye, 307 S.C. ‘436: 437,315 S.E247%4, J, oAl
f 794 (1992) (noting an appellate court is justified in dmms ¥ an ap pSe
hnt‘s failure to comply with outh Ca De

| 7
Columbia, South Carolina "“-F 2

| Fles Enyy ,.,,;:'4‘
cc: | D \iz‘ie'#/d'éa* %
Roger 1.. Whaley - a-il m )

| M--L-n-, v A &?‘;‘_"

Drew Hamilton Butler
Erik Tison Norton o dom
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh e
$heita Marlouvon Bias
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QLHABOSON PIDWOIK / 2DKINMON, P2 /
P LO W D N Ek 7 ) 5) ‘/’ MAYATLE BEACH 2.0, Box 3646 « Myrtle Basch, SC 29578
TORNSTS AT u-u 2103 Fariow 5

. Myitin Beach, 5C 29577 P B35.448.1008 F 213.928.1533
& m .5/‘-"“-‘%uaaus'ro~ 44 Cathoun $i., Svite 220 » Chatteston. SC 79407
Jo / chml( P 843.805.6550 F 843 805 6549
Qadf - /666)«,7( /

www, uche;dmnplnwdcn com

Columbia 'S
Direct Dial; (803) 576-3718 d
sbigs@RichardsonPlowden.com
The Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings Odevda)
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals A2~ W
1015 Sumter Street D ,49.,/
Columbia, South Carolina 28201 7. 25-243
Re: Roger L. Whaley v. South Carolina Federal Credit Unlon E.(/z. A’
; CIA No.: 2012-CP-1800639 g, 2%.2 2‘,
Appellate Case # 2012-213208 2l A .
Our File No. 7130-36 Yh, 5=
New
Dear Ms thchmgs 7-27-2ccr

: Y z Whe ,

appeard this Motion is directed at ' WEY r to the extem Mr Whatey dtﬁwf‘( 7
" Mintended the Motion bé directed wards"Respe outh Carolina Federal Credit s A fppenls
Union, please accept this letter as our Bn' Retumn to the Motion. This n ig hot Mf

142 of A8 nol w‘,‘cﬁ.l

JE ’um o : days/Trom today. Y, éxtent how W
Appellaht's motion is directed toward Respondent South Carohna Federal Credit Union

the mohon 15 premature. without merit. and should be denied as against us.
é f)""f{‘mu
By copy of thns letter we are serving pro se Appeliant with this response. o /ll 7‘ A (s
Thank you for 1akmg the time to review this letter and with kind regards, | am e
Sincerely, Z2-27.2¢0if
S Sl ML o 45
- Sheila M. Bias - ad.
SC Bar # 100005 Ghpeco

SMB/de ’Jf‘ ~
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The Soutlh Cavolina Court of Apprals

Ruser T Whalev: Apnclian.

S Caroling Veders! Credit Union and Bank of”

! -

Asvernicu, Respondents,
Appetlaie Case Ne, J012-213208
- The Honerabic Maite D VMurphy

Daocehaster Conary
Feted Court Caze No. 201 2CPIRODERO

esvondent’s/initial brief and desicngtivn gl
soeended unth November 5. 20050

Tie e Jor serving aud fhing the

i 4t oney Ta ba e,
Popaitar i hereha

Criombia South Caroling

irza Hamibitor Botier
1

Prdo bisomn Nemen
Loy e Badeiunp b

S N on s




)

Alﬂlou@ this Court would
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L//(/m A L - frEAfe” { ‘“‘Z 'Z 07 E emnars, b oot

Herbert KAYE and Max L. Hill Co., Inc., Defendants, of whom Max
L. Hill Co.,lInc. is Respondent, and Herber Kaye is Appellant.

¢ Supreme Court of Sout;m%

March 11, 1992.

{

%437 March 11 1992.
ORDER

Respondems move the Court to dismiss this appeal By return, appellant opposes the motion as to respondents Edward
Heming and Carol Hemmg (the Hennmgs). Appellant does not oppose the motion as to respondent Max L. Hill Co.,
Inc. (Hll). 'IhennmntodnmmaatoHﬂlxsgmmm

The Hennings move to dlsxmss pulsuam to Rule 231, SCACR. The Hermings clain that appellant's initial brief faiks to
comply with Rule 207, SCACR, and that his Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal-
(Designation) is muﬁicxent under Rule 208, SCACR.

By return, appellant's counsel asserts that he has substantially complied with the Rules and that instances of
noncompliamce were mdverlem technical errors and minor discrepancies. Counsel moves to amend his brief. Counsel
further contends that his Desrgnatnon ts clear and specific.

Appellant's broef faiks to comply with the Ruke 207 i the following particulars: the componpents of the brief are ncorrectly
organzed and kabeled, thelissues arc not distinctively headed, the table of authorities is not alphabetized or refcrenced to
the body of the brief, the statement of the case contains contested matter and onxts required information, and the
arguments contain 1o cltatrms to the record or to the cases fisted in the table of authortties.

Counsel is advised that the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules are not mere techmicalities but provide the parties and
this Court with an orderly inechanism through which to guide appeals in this State, It is incumbent upon counsel to
provide material that comﬁlies with the Rules and facilitates appeliate review.

be completely justified in dismissing this appeal based on appellant's mumerous violations of
D) thermt:ontodms 438 as to the Hennings. Instead, appellant shall. within
e arf mite{ brk matdoesmnymnptywmm 207, SCACR(No changes
3 : : ; tthatapp ctahomtoﬂ:ecas&clmtedmﬂ;e rfent table of
efces to thd record as provnded by ‘567 )(4) |

Wlﬁmhsbmfappelhmmallservcandﬁleanmnd Designa i :

tter he wishes to me Record on Appea Appellantsmnmxi 2 theRecordonAppealshallnotcontam
any matter not p to the'triafcourt. 09(c), SCACR. &//M@A.,

Itis so ordered. 5[%%} //(&AM MM Ao
de 7 IQW / Beer o 74”7{4‘/

.ff;pf /W—/ﬁw—/ﬁayﬂ/fﬁ—’(l‘/ e A g /
ﬁ/’/“%”‘ﬁ Zn. e, aﬁzf% o ,&"

A 25 ﬁf?’aﬂﬂfiw Zf’”"’/ A
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 ROGER WHALEY'S RESPONSETO
Respondent/SCFCU’s MOTION TO DISMISS and MEMO

Part 2
9 - Attachments
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STATE OF SOUTH CARQLINA
TN THE COURT OF APPEALS

Recmv:

~ FEB 05 201
SC Cowrtof App

- APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY /-

W%Cﬁd% AM‘/ mgg‘;tx::mamomy
M/ / / W <, Case No.: 2012-213208

Appellate
W /(44’!/ lf gt Civil Aetion No.: 2012.CP-18-539

A/’f | Roger L. Whaley .. Appallant,

f SonﬂzCuoﬂnaFedelemd:tUmnnandBmkofAmm Rupam!mts

i RWWMmFM!MUmMMhMWM@:

;WZM mfmm?&mwtofﬁm:amm; fthhzowt. n:’
;— ? 2// | wmpmymgmmomndmofhwmmummdhmm °
Ve -~
M SNFHZO M. BT
Drew H. Butler, Esquire
5@fdﬂ Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

Sheila M. Bias, Esquire
{mcw/eé/ cnmslg’wmwvm & ROBINSON P.A.

dorlt, on e e

. /* &z Columbia, Sooth Camlina 29202
W J! 8037714400

LD /971 -CCLJ Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
Credit Union ‘
u%zﬁ . Febroary 5, 2014 |

f',’ﬂ,/mz‘(f/o’%/”/’i‘—v Moepmead - -
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA H-©
In The Supreme Court " ,
RECEIVED
APPEAL FROM DORCHESTOR COUNTY JuL -8 2014
Court of Common Pleas
Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge S.C. Supreme Court

On Order of Dismissal (S.C. Ct. App. Filed Feb. 27, 2014)
Appellate Case No.: 2014-001371

Roger L. Whaley.......ccoouviiiiniircnnnncnsissersssissssssrssssmssemsarssasrescssses sssssanssasnssiasse .Petitioner

VS.

o
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank Of AMETICA osersererersssnrarsassensassosensnss Respondents,

MOTION TO DISMISS OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, MOTION TO STRIKE
APPENDIX ON BEHALF OF RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL
CREDIT UNION

Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union (“SCFCU™) heréby

moves this Court for an Order dismissing Petitioner’s (Petition for a Writ of D

( Cemomn as untﬂaglﬁ Altemzmvely, and should this Court accept Petitioner’s
untlmeb' filing, SCFCU M&e Appendix filed/by Pehhoner

oo fiie v g pgei
C“

the accompanying anorandum» of Law
supports this Motion

e 7
4

[SIGNATURE TO FOLLOW]

uant to Rule 240,

¥
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) f; , é 7
In The Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTOR COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas’
Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

On Order of Dismissal (S.C. Ct. App. Filed Feb. 27, 2014)
Appellate Case No.: 2014-00137]

ROBET L. WHAJEY . vevvrvrvsssesssrarsssssseassmsssssessmsesissssssesmssssessssreresssmsesesssssssossssasos Petitioner
vs. ‘
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank Of AmMETiCR ....couvmmmmmmmmmersrnns Respondents.

I —

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN PORTOR %01']01\1 TO DISMISS Og IND
MOTION TO STRIKE APPENDIX ON BEHALF OF

l RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

| 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

nay B 2014
|
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W‘é"”ﬂ INTRODUCTION 5%/7’ & M

The instant appeal is before this Court on a Petition for'a Writ of Certiorari

/ ll/ fromlthe Court of Appeals’ dismissal of Peti ‘tio?er’s Appeal. The underlying Q

atte:r was [commenced on February 12, 2012,)with Petitioner filing a confusing

H
VJ&W and Bank of Amenca (“BOA") ‘ of civil \{)" .
/ 2. ‘ AN
r‘/} ; {/ consf:iracy, fraud\th and breach of contract \m@
, = - A = oA
@ issued, at Petitioner’s direction, by SCF o anjentity known as Capital ) %
’0

Conslorbum Groxh and deposited into accounts at BOA.! The matter was
pppemi—— " 2}

 ——

er's Motion for Reconsideration demed

%M “"Q:S ’9 hig Initial Brief was not filed until August of 201 ’

W ﬂ)mg‘ offhis Initial Brlef,Cespond:?t @ﬁled a’ﬁonon to Dismi , the ,4[ ﬁ/ /
o“ ) b -
Ecsminy }é Altcmatwe, a Motion to Strike Petmoner s Initial Brief and Designation of Matter ég;z‘_‘:é‘

dmm;ssed.
7

i

. 74& :f' w’ / L
& % to bcI: Inci{ided in the Rec ed on Petitioner’s failure (o comply 3 a4 ﬁé &
ZL ¢ Pk th the Appellate Court Rules. The Court of Appeals held their ruling on BOA's  Jzg orem,
_ M 7!" 7" 7 A . jﬁj, 7

Motion to Dismiss in abeyance and ordered Petitioner to file an Amended Initial &z 77 = g,
g S

¢ ot

2 a5

%ﬁ Brief and Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal. '7""" %
e 2 CH 1o

&
W/ )@zw Although Petitioner filed numerous other documents and motions, bothin /¢ "= s

= “eq
Wf@fﬁ "%“‘/e,g/..

4 ) Q!’ Fd ' As lfound in the wial judge’s Order on Respondents’ Motions to Dismiss, Petitioner’s claims & /‘/C’
W relate to contributjons he made, via cashier’s check, to Capital Consortium, an entity controlled by & ! “
(€4 S

é mdwiduah colloquially referred to 28 the “Three Hebrew Boys.” In December of 2010, the ]

“Three Hebrew Boys” were convicted for their involvement in an al!eged Ponzi scheme mvolvmg 5/ 7 dyﬁ
Aﬁ(/t.) (the contributions to Capital Consortium and other similas enntms /-2t
, T Uj" /’.41{&’ oSy
Qwﬁ '} 4/6’4‘/ /
"”“ / b 10-f20!

JMW”t?"” s e 31"//-“/—20/3 #!? - /77“}[1‘6%‘2‘2@—,‘

m-._, / 4{ M - J et e,

E -//,,&#/f ! oy 7 ffé_( Bt wnel Yoyt
/‘/'é & Z’l/ - 57444_,/ 3
£-50% /\wv/tm/wv/?u/(,zﬂ/ﬁ%*{é Yt S
. \ X4

Yitd
| 2 YL MO Db F L f"/tvz_/ Evis—¢
s /.‘f/?t /’4 S Ll anl ﬂa#fé;wu‘”—t‘fﬂﬂ(’#”c’ U;{./w
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; (77 —~3
the Court of Appeals and in this Court.? he failed to file an Amended Initial Brief
and Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal. SCFCU then
filed|a Motion to Dismiss based on Petitioner’s failure to perfect his appeal. The
Court of Appeals granted both BOA and SCFCU’s Motions to Dismiss. The
Cour:'t of Appeals denied Rehearing.
ARGUMENT

1. | The Petition for a Writ of Certiorari is untimely and must be
| dismissed.

" Rule 242(c), scAé"'?amxes the time for fling a Petition for a Writ of
Cmi:oraxi as thirty (30) days after the ‘petition for rehearing or reinstatement is
finally decided by the Court of Appeals. In this matter, the Court of Appeals’
Order denying the Petition for Rehearing was filed on May 22, 2014. Given tl;at
date,é the Petition for a Writ of Certiorari must have been served and filed by June

|
23, 20143.

| Petitioner was aware of this deadline as he filed, on June 6,@ a

.
"No:tice of Courticy attached as Exhibit A, advising the Court and the parties

that lhe would be filing his Petition for a Writ of Certiordi “within 30 days of

5/22;/2014." "On or about June 24, 2014, counsel for Respondent SCFCU

received, via fax, a copy of a document, attached as Exhibit B, advising that

!
2 Petftimer’s previous filings with this Court related to this matter were given the Appellate Case
No.: 2014-000067. In those filings, the Court construed Petitioner’s requests as seeking a transfer
of his case under Rule 204, SCACR, a review of the Count of Appeals’ decision related to this
matter, and a request for waiver of the filing fee. This Court denied all of Petitioner’s requests.
3 Thirty (30) days from the May 22, 2014 is actually hune 21, 2014; however, that day was a .
Saturday. Pursuant to the Appellate Court Rules, the deadline was then the following Monday—

June;23, 2014.

3
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Petition for a Writ of Certiorari was filed o June 25, 2014—two days after the

/

Petmt';mer would be hand-delivering “this complete Writ of Certiorari® to thé said )Q‘W &
above Court by 9:00 am.” The document was dated June 23, 2014; however, ltCM o7,

was t.'ecewed and filed by this Court on June 24, 2014, On June 24, 2014, W/ﬂ“’""'

Petiti%or;er faxed an “Emergency Notice,”® attached as Exhibit C, stating that due ﬂ -

to tminsportation isSues', he was unable to hand-deliver t_he Petition for a Writ of %‘

Certiorari, but would overnight mail the documents to the proper Courts. The ,’

K o
ﬁhng deadline. /41’/ eom 2l J%a, ,M, /‘7’2;';‘4

~ The Petition in this matter is untimely served and filed; therefore, it mu's{ EW

Aozt W-v—
be dxlsmlssed See Rule 242(c), SCACR X“A Petition for a Writ of Certiorari shall 4 M “

Gk ”

l ,
the Court of Appeals and the Clerk of the Supreme Court within thirty (30) days ~, A 5L

be served on opposing coumsel and filed with proof of service with the Clerk of

after the petition for rehearing or reinstatement is finally decided by the Court of i < W
Appeals“) (emnphasis added). Petitioner made no efforts to seek an extension of 7
tune}nor did he file any documentation requesting to ﬂie the Petition out of time. 4 /”/

Moreover, Petitioner’s filings mdxcate he was aware of the deadlme for filing his M
] | | ,,4«/ /
Petitjon and aware that he missed the deadline for. the filing of his Petition. “The M

South Carolina Appellate Court Rules are pot mere technijcalities but provxde the F M" ‘

parties and this Court with an orderly mechamsm through which to guide appeals / Y a

thx K. 307 S.C. 436, 415 S.E.2d 794 (1992).) B Wis
in | 8 state. %—__ ( ecause Lt
the Pcmtxon was untimely, it must be dnsrmsse< Ct. Elgn x, South Carolina %M M

y

‘of note the faxed documents inctuded in this conespondenoe were not the same as the Petition < /

fora Wnt of Certiorari which was ultimately filed with this Court. o
3 The Emergency Notice included a copy of the Petition for Writ of Certiorari which was
eventually filed with this Court; however, only the first ‘page of the “Emergency Notice” is /’ sl

a(tached as the Exhibit,
o W"
" 4 _ , M Lt
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el T - e e e
f JE1 8.C. 9, 602 S.E.2d 772 (2004) ( The requirement of scrvicc of the = (A5 £ flee
| o emr ——1?% y‘%

| , p7y
: notice ,‘of appeal is jurisdictional, i.e., if a party misses the deadline, the appellate W,{
W ’ — Fea !

e | T Y g

5 court lacks jurisdiction to consider the appeal and has no authority or discretion to - 2 .
Ve ' - ' -
// ‘rescue’ the delinquent party by extending or ignoring the deadline for service of m

the notice.”). Lghgs A
11. l In the alternative, SCFCU moves to strike the Appendix. é ) 4 ’/Z/‘

: Should this Court accept Petitioner’s filing as timely, SCFCU respectfully < 4‘2"7

moves to Strike the filed Appendix. Petitioner’s “exhibits,” which this Court Zc/@w—/

construed as the Appendix in this matter, consist of various correspondence and
Ordenf: related to this Appeal. Although these are items which may be typical of '
[ ‘A

an Appendix, Petitioner has not provided true copies of these documents. Rather, Y
most Ic»f the documents have Petitioner-emphasized text by way of handwritten Z

’ .
nom,! circled and underlined text, and arrows. See Exhibit D, Part 1, Petitioner’s m '

Filed |Appendix. Petitioner has improperly altered these documents from their . P
origiﬂal state and his submission of such altered documents to this Court is M
| e a A
impe:fmissible@ Rule 210, SCACR (D (The Record [on Appeal] shall not, 74s
however/include matter which was not.presented to the lower court or tribunal.™); W
ﬂ—\ d

- Rule E242 e), SC.;.CR « /) The Appendix shall include the following: A copy of
242(e) ‘y The App wing y Y2 A,

: T /
the Record on Appeal and briefs, (If the matter was dismissed by the Court \0/ = ! 74 "

( Appe’als for procedural ‘orlo@ the Appendix shall also include any ,&da/

¢t
documents relevant to the dismissal. . . .”). Accordingly, the offending documents %4« (
should be stricken from the Appendix. , ' ' Wi RS
Q ' Gt .o and
‘ ———

5 5 Q7
| - T Tt
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CONCLUSION
h ~ For the foregoing reasons, Respondent SCFCU respectfully requests an
’ |
Order dismissing the Petition for a Writ of Certiorari as untimely. In the

% ~ é alternative, Respondent SCFCU requests an Order from this Court striking the

/ filed Appendix.
Respectfully submi&ed,

| Snotny B

> Drew H. Butler, Esquire
Caleb M. Riser, Esquire

: Sheila M. Bias, Esquire

! RICHARDSON PLOWDEN & ROBINSON, P.A,
: 1900 Barmnwell Street (29201)
P.O. Drawer 7788
Columbia, South Carolina 29202
803-771-4400

Counsel for Respondent South Carolina Federal
Credit Union

wiy £5,2014
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‘ ROGER WHALEY’S RESPONSE TO
Resporimdent/SCFCU's MOTION TO DISMISS and MEMO

Part 3
5 - Attachments
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247 W Respondents ot the trial lavel. Tho underlying action s commenced on F@ '
' M i Y 2012, 'm@ngn fai;:g a confusing Complaint Rank of Amarica ("BOA™) Y
,

% mmﬁapmwvmm@kwmmemm
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4 A v a2 7
iled 3 Motion to Relicve the CounseDK :

-7! .
TR ) AHF

of Respondent Bunk of America ,'»E eking the protecuons of Rulc 240,

~ e . Y . S
m erfection m ix Court denied the Motion tu W

g e 7
C nﬁ}() ' ounsel on Janmary 3, 2014 [Fxhibit C}. Since that vme, Appellant bus fled v?;uw
|

U"}KU | documents in this Couryand the Sowh Carolina Suprcrf:e Court, ut bas failed to file an
/)u?i{ Y . ﬂrt: ; 4
e

On Txi;sdny Decenaber 24, 2013, Appell

z
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W/ ) : Appeliant has failed to perfect his appeal.

[ A.U / 6’5‘"‘"1 to Rule 260(2), SCACR,BAppellant moves this Court_to dismisy the

| instant appeal because Appeliant has fuiled to cornply with the requirements of the South

\ 7’ A
, Carolina Rules of Appellate Provedure and Orders of this Cour( Appellant has failed to
perfect thisﬁ_gppcal)bccausc e has not filed a proper Initinl Drief and Dcs:gw
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5 be Included in the Record on Appeal as ordered by this Courty” Rule 208(a)(4).
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ﬂ( 'Sy Sheila M. Bias, Esquire .
§\ %’ \J 3\ ‘\'\ - 'RICHARDSOI‘;PLOV;DF.N & ROBINSGN, P.A._’_
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| Che South Carolina Court of Appeals

Roger L. Whaley, Appeilant,

V.

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of
| Armerica, Respondonts.

Appellsie Case No. 2012-213208

ORDER

This eppeal was dismissed in an order dated Fobruary 27, 2014, and Appellant has
ﬁledvdmtbuCounwnsuumuapmmmm Afier careful
cons:demwn ‘of the petition for rehearing, the Court is unable $o discover that any
matenalfnctorpnmxplccﬂawhsbmcdn'wuiookedordmeynded,md
hmee.thuexsnobasm fwmnzom Amnﬁnm Lhe petition for
rchearing is denied.

Y

1

|
'
+

Columbia, South Carolina
|
|

cc:
Rogcr!. Whaley

Drew Hamiiton Butler, Esquire
l‘-:nk Tison Novton, Esquire

|

|
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- EXb, Z-1
The South Carslina Court of Appeals

I}oger L. Whaley. Appellant, #

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

Appellate Case No. 2012-213208

#Q)

| : - /g %z/&é ‘
Appellant ha? filed a motion to relieve Respondent Bank of America's counsel. Wf K
After careful lconsideration, Appellant's motion is denied. '

| PP Sl

)it Yad

Columbia, 'Sc:auth Carolina

cc:

Roger L. Wh"alcy

Drew Hamilton Butler
Erik Tison Nlorton
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh
Sheila Marlouvon Bias
Tara C Sullivan
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- ROGER WHALEY’S RESPONSE TO
Respondent/SCFCU’s MOTION TO DISMISS and MEMO

Part 3
5 - Attachments .
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| _THE SOUTH CAROUW%
‘b

Roger L. Whaley, Appeliant, Pro Se
V.

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

5 Appellate Case No. 2012-213208

Presiding Lower Court Judge Maite D. Murphy
| . Dorchester County
‘ Trial Court Case No. 2012CP-1300539

REMA!NTHA'II'HM NDENT KtoLmTﬂaIOouﬂMtthST

JUDGMENT IN FAVOR of Pi.

| Pursuant witGCRAP a)(2),(4) 1 ,4;&
Deer Clerk:
Pursuant with SCRAP Rule 208(8)(48(7), by the undarstanding of this Pro Ss, PlaintfiAppeliant Whaley, can it a
LETTER/aM/alor MOTION FOR JUDGMENT ageinst DefandantyRESPONDENT-BANK OF AMERICA for Request to REMAIN

that sald Defendant/Respondent/Bank of America’s MATTER BACK to Lower Trial Court with INSTRUCTION for the tower trial
court Judge to Enter DIRECT JUDGMENT in FAVOR of PLAINTIFF/Appafiant Roger Whaley, as in indeed the Rbspondent
BANK OF AMERICA, has noVand or GAN NOT Denied any!! of AppellantWhaley's State of Facts/nor Arguments mads in his
mitaIBneﬂmdlorDmmm g5 well as Respondent/Bank of America has FAILED 1o file its required Responsive Brief,
pursuant with SCRAP208(2) nor did Defendant/Respandent Bank of America, niever! requested any kind of extansion of time to
ﬁteanym;mse as is required by SCRAP Rule 7, just as the Defendant! Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union.*

Therabrﬂ mwmnnmmawmgmmmsmhwmwwmmmm
Judgment/andior Requesting this Appeals Court Remain Respondent/ Bank of America's case mattars Back before the said
lower trial court with in SPECIAL INSTRUCTION to render Judgment in FAVOR of PlaintifiiAppeiiant Whaiey, wi not bias no
party. But wil indeed show that this said Appeais Court ié not biased against the PlainEffiAppellant Whaley, &8 8 Pro Se, non-

attomey. !

Please find, attadwadaisoPlahWAppeﬂantWhaWsCASHlER‘SCHEchrnSOO in case this said latterior motion must be
mwwmmmsmwmmmmmmmthommmmea ff there is any ofher information

MM@M!M&WNSMPNSOWMM&W
Respectiully,

cC: muan‘uanmsnxrmmmmamwugmmu.m Rogerwmey'.PmSe

scwmmwmmmmmenmmuammmwmﬂmwm
and fiad, the party shall promptly advise the cls poeitate couit, by AleL, wih & copy 10 a8 counael, estting forth the citaions. Thers shall be a
mmnmmdmwanmmnmmmm but ho lotir shatl, without asgumant, Stale the reasons k7 the supglamentz!
citations. Any rezponsa shall ba made promatly and shall be simiary imind.
? SCRAP Rude (4) Fallure to Flls. Upon the fallure of the eppeliant % file and sorve his brisf wiittn the time preacribed, Sie ok of e appalisis count shat
sign n order tiamissing B appeal, and Mo apeal shab nod be instated except s provided by Ruls 260. Upon the tallure of responsien©t  timely o a brief,
the appefiot cuurt may take such actinn as i deema proper.
'WMNWMMMMYMO“WMdWEWMWM& .8 30 dgy
Extermion in which 16 SERVE and FILE .. (thak/ONLY SCFCAPs)...nikal Respondents Biief and Designation of Miter” wheh SCFCU's LETTER daied
‘smmnozms'mnm,nMhbwmuumuwmwﬂmum’mwx
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court
Case no: 2014000067

APPEALING the South Carolina's APPEAL COURT
i Appellate Case no, 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Clreuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
Master of Equity/serving as Circuit ~ Judge Maite D. Murphy:
' Case no: 2012-CP-18000639

Roger L. Whaley .......cocrveieecnnenininenne et are b asaeres vereneninsene s assnrereresbeabebes oPetitioner
Vs,
South Carollna: Federal Credit Union and Bank of America.............. reeerseerenreseressnnes Respondents.

: CORRECTION NOTICE - in FOOTNOTE 1
i Petitoner/Whaley’s RESPONSE to Respondent,
i SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION's
! MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
| Motion to Dismiss or, In the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendix on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION
i .

COMES NOW, the pro se Patitionar/Whaley, bring to the attention of all parties and to this said Supreme
Court, making known, Petitioner's Notice of CORRECTION! involving Footnote 1, which wrote in error that ... Which,
this Supreme Court CLERK, provided pro se PatitionerAVhaley ON the DATE! June 6, 2014 that he had UNTIL
“July 26, 2014' to file his Wt of Certlorarl...”; should read the aid Suprems Court Clerk told
' Petium\ertwml‘ay_w on JUNE 6, 2014 “...he had UNTIL “JUNE 26, 2014". '

As this said NOTICE of CORRECT is being filed before! any party, nor this said Supreme Court, has
actually retume(} any responses (first Faxed/and/malled since 7/18/2014) of Petitioner/Whaley's filed “...Responsa/or
Reply to Respondeht/Souﬁ\ Carolina Federal Credit Unian's Memorandum of Law in Support of Motion to Dismiss,
or, in the Altemative, Motion to Strike Appendix....", therefore this said NOTICE of CORRECTION wili not prejudice
any said party or this said Supreme Court.

| | CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES

I

Idedamﬂ\aiaﬂpmpérpaﬁes,andﬁ\}s&mmmnmbeen Faxs this said Notice of CORRECTION, (and the Original Notice of Corection will be
certified/maled/or hand-deliverd to said Supreme Court).

Dated: June 19, 2014 (Being FAXED! on a Saturdaylor Weekend, to ALL parties & Suprema Court)

| : Respectfully submitted,
cc: Tara C. Suflivan, Esquire Sheila M. Bias, Eaquire

NELSON MUI;.UNS...U.P, LAW FIRM RICHARD PLOWDEN..PA Lew Firm  Roger L. Whaley, Pro se
Post Office Box 11070 1900 Bamwell Street 29201 86873 Laure! Grove Lane

Columbia, S.C. 29211 Columbia, 8.C. 26202 North Charleston, S.C. 28420
l
|

|
i



