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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Supreme Court ) ‘
Casa no: 2014001371 AUG 1 12014
Pages 106
APPEALING the South Carolina's APPEAL COURT
APPEAL of Dorchester County Circuit Trial
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Master of Equity/servicing as Clrcuit — Judge Maite D. Murphy
Case no: 2012-CP-1
ROGET L. WRBIEY .....cooerreceeeeenmrasncsssussssssssssassass s sasssssesssasests asssassssssssasss s sanenassssammssossinaseass Petitione:
VS. - .
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and BANK of AMERICA.......cco.roccereecmrsssssrserss Respond
PETITIONERWHALEY's REPLY 1o - SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION'S Admitted REPLY.
SCECU's OWN!! flled MOTION TO DISMISS dated “JULY 8, 2014", tied - REPLY TO RETURN TO THE MO

TO DISMISS ON BEHALF OF SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UION" -

NOW COMES, the Petitiones/Roger L. Whaley/a/W/a Petitioner/Whaley's continued recent research findingt
Respondent/South Carolina Federal Credit Union /a/a/SCFCUI's Court stamp filed document tifled, "REPLY TO RE
YO THE MOTION TO DISMISS ON BEHALF OF SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION" datad “JULY 28,
which ShowsVAdmits/and/or appears to be attempting to Embarrassl, thia! SUPREME Court's CLERK's known!

" ERRORVand or had Bias Interest, when the CLERK INSTRUCTED. Pro 8¢ Petitioner/ Whaley o flied “an
AMENDED RETURN"- instead to fle an AMENDED RESPONSE/or REPLY; as well as SCFCU's 7/28/2014 pleadi
N.useeo(mwmm)m'..mammasemmsvsmm '
RETURN was RECEIVED by THIS! COURT! ONI JULY18, 2014", regarding Respondent/SCFCL's UNTIMEL/and
improper filad MOTIN TO DISMSS...pursuant to Rule 240(c); regarding Petitioner/Whaley’s ONLY! filad document
this Coart on ZH&/2014, i tfled - “PetitionesWhale's Reaponsefor REPLY to Respondent, SOUTH CAROLINA

DO

is

IO RRY 5

FEDERAL CREDIT UNIQ smiss (and Memorang upport) or om:

Strike Appendix on Behalf MWMF@&M‘ ' (See attached

123456 &7, shows SCFCU's Intertional FRAUD, Retum ciaims aktegedly made by this said SUPREME COURT's CLERK, invalvin

Clerk's eniry on Case Management Sysiem; or SCFCU's 712872014 Pleading WITNESS, this Supreme Court's CLERK placed Eredio

Case Managemen Entry of PetiionerWhaloy's fled RESPONSE/r REPLY to SCFCU's Motion to Dismiss fled in this Court on 7118/
As the foliowing is further stated:

1 RaspondanSCFCL's 7282014 “Raply 1o RETURN..” ADMITS! to fled o REP
-_OUR SOTION TO DISIESS OOES NOT SERVEIL aet OURY RETURNY to the Petitos orasi.".
mmamma.ms'mmwmo'mcumwhu OWER TRIAL COURT ADDED to PelilionerWhalay's COMPLANT Claim




SCFCU'S 7/28/2014 PLEADING ADMITS This SUPREME COURT'S CLERK (atways! Knew!ti

«.this! COURT! WELL! KNOWS!!, a MOTION TO DiSMISS is SEPARATE and APART fi

A RETURN! to a PETITION for a WRIT OF CERTIORARI" 2 -Otherwise SCFCU appears to ADMIT!
SUPREME COURT CLERK's LETTER of INSTRUCTIONS to Pro Se PETITIONER/WHALEY to file a "AMEN
RETURN® was and intentionall Fraudulentlyl INSTRUCTION by this said SUPREME COURT's CLERK!! {
MISLEAD! Pro Se PETITIONER/Whala, in the attached LETTER dated “JULY 24, 2014" SCACR Rule 242(b)

1. SCFCU's MO'ﬂON TO DISMISS claimed M:Petiﬁommm‘alefs FAXED DOCUMENTS were not a
Perfcted FAXI Delivery, was againl FRAUD Claims made, due to RespondentSCFCU did not comply with thi
Suprame Court Rule 242{f]), when SCFCU ADMITS! 7/28/2014 pleading that SCFCU NEVER! filed s require
RETURN to PETITION for Writ of Certiorani, due to SCFCU admits! it fled its MOTION TO DISMISS dated Jul
2014, shows! filed pursuant with SCACR 240(c), which does! noti STAY! SCFCU's time in which to have F
its required “RETURN TO PETITION” pursuant with SCACR 242{f), when SCFCU NEVER! filed its MOTIO!
DISMISS filed under 240(b), therefore SCFCU's time to file its RETURN TO PETITION Is! not! at a STAY!, an
therefore shows PetiinerWhaley's Petition for Writ of Certiorari mustior can be Granted by this said Supreme
fa)  Research found and provided documents shows Respondent/SCFCU, Fraudulently/attemps
MISLEAD this said SUPREME COURT in its attached pisading dated 7/28/2014, by appearing to showing this
Supreme Court's Embarrassing ERRORS of this said Supreme Court's CLERK/and/or FRAUD CLAIMS made
against this said Supreme Court Clerk regarding this sald Court's Case Management System, IMPROPER/or

2 W.mnﬁmmmvwmmm.mmmmnmmmm
(SCFCU'S OWN! Rled) MOTION TO DISIMSS..." daled 7/28/2014, appears io be in ALATIONT AGAINST! this Supreme Coust Clerkt who advised
PETITIONER Whaiey that his PETTTION FOR WRIT of CERTIORARI, was potl DU El JUNE 26, 2014, w CFCU ADUNTSI thy
SUPREME COURT RECORDS i 3 &

AU S Petiionerfwhaey §imet LR 1S PG b
WMEFEA‘IS!WW&MH\BMMELYMIWROPERMWHONTODMSEDW'MY&
UMWMW“M)-MWMWSM&W“WmMM&
mwmmmmms&mmmmumdmmmwmmnm
which invaivad Pafitioner/Whaley ‘s fled CORRECTIONS NOTICES, RESULTING in this SUPREME Court CLERK's LETTER dated “JULY 24, 2014,
ERROR/or OTHERWISE wiole the mmhmywﬂdmmm@WMmMMMMF
Instoad this said SUPREME COURT CLERK in ERROR/or otherwise WROTE and Instrucied PRO SE Peitionar'Whalay to have Gled an “AMENOED F

Although SCFCU's snid Peading datad 7/28/2014 ~ADMITS! PetitionenWhaley FAXED COPY of Petionor's AMENDMENT, DID KOT JUSY

mmmomasnm,mscFWMSammmuwscswmmcumummmm

whet PURPORTS 0l e RRECTED{| ORIl AMENDED Retum ORH RESPONSEN to the MEMORAND

IOTK NSMESS ang FICATE of SERVIGE. in! ant ATTEMPTH TOI CORRECTH the OEFICIENCESH!

COURT has! HIGHLIGHTED." SCFCU ADMITS its CLEARY UNDERSTANDING! hao ALWAYS! bean Patitioner/Whaley FILED! a Prope

TIMELY RESPONSE/or REPLY 10 SCFC\S's filed MOTION TO DISMISS. woummsupmnmmam;wmmmm

WWIthM&mMLHTERbPEﬂﬂMRMWm'MY”.EM‘.MSCFCU’:M7M14P[£ADNGN

wes PROPER DELIVERED to SCFCU fomi this) sald SUPREME COURT'S CLERKI on the DATE “JLY 25, 2014°. Which Shows SCFCU wwote an

INTENTIONAL Fraudulont “REPLY in RETURN 1o (SCFCL’S own! fiad) MOTION TO DISMSS...” datod 7/20/2014; Pursuant with SCACR Rules 242
SbX1,Z3,4,S)MdhmARGUWShPMSMPaﬁfnnbrWri!dCuw.

M,M&WSM%M&MMSEMMW.MTRWG.SOFWHADNITS

DHER/Wha! ENDIME DED GORRECTIONS as being ALSO! a ADMENDED RESPONGE -~ as ¢

ITS1 to 3 Perfoctod Deliveryl by FAX) Fromi Petitiones,

2014' DATE E

Tharafors MUST sisol he ACCEPTED by this sald Court, and this seid WOMB)WALSO'MM
owni provided RULE SCACR Rule 210, and pursusat with SCACR Rde 242(b)..; WHERAS SHOWS SCFCU flled i ts Improperfand said UNT)
fled MOTION TO DISMISS, againd MIWM!NWW.MWWSMWMWTO
pursuant with SCFCU's flad Rule SCACR 240{c], which DID! NOTH STAYY the TIME LIMIT in which SCFCU SHALL/or must have filed SCRCU's ‘RI
PE!T“WMMMSCMRM}WSCFCUS7M4MMWI SCFCUPEVER!TMFMMMMRETWD



filing of Petitioner/Whaley's filed RESPONSE/or REPLY to SCFCU's filed MOTION TO DISMISS, which SCFC
even! ADMITS! to this! said Supreme Court, that *... THIS!! COURT! WELL! KNOWSHt a MOTION TO DISMK.
Separate and APART from a RETURN! to! a PETITION! FOR a WRIT of CERTIORARI". As wellas,
SCFCU admits!! that SCFCU supposa to have TIMELY!! FILED its RETURN, when SCFCU ADMITS! °...OUR
MOTION! to DISMISS! DOES! NOT! SERVE!l AS! OUR! RETURNI tol the! PETITION for a WRIT
CERTIORARL

SCFCU'S 7/28/2014 PLEADING AGAIN! REQUESTS SPECIAL FAVORS!|
NOW! from this SUPREME COURT'S OFFICIALS

1b):  SCFCU!instead! of filing its required RETURN TO PETITION as of 7/28/2014, pursuant wit
SCACR 242(f), SCFCU's admittancel in its 7/28/2014 pleading, appears to REQUESTED again! SPECIAL
FAVORS! (for SCFCU to NOTI BE UPHELD! with the same! standards of LAWS and PROCEDURES as Pro §
Petitioner/Whaley, regarding this APPELLATE COURT RULES and LAW(s)..."* and now! is attempting to
MISLED/and TRICK this said SUPREME COURT/and/or this Supreme Court's CLERK(s), to provide also SP1
FAVORS to Respondent/SCFCU, whose 7/28/2014 pleading requests that *...Upon this Courfs DISPOSITION
OUR (untimely and improper filed) MOTION TO DISMISS, Should! WE! BE! REQUIRED! TOi FILE! Al
RETURN! to the PETITION for a WRIT of CERTIORARI..."; As SCFCU appeared BELIEF/and or prayer
this said SUPREME COURT will NOT! (actually) REVIEW! SCFCU's aiready! filed MOTION TO DISMISS clail
provided LAW(s) and Rule(s), which SCFCU ONLY! filed its Motion to Dismiss Claims pursuant with SCACR %
whereas, NEVER! placed a STAY on the time limitation for SCFCU to have filed SCFCL's ADMITTED! require
"RETURN to PETITION for Writ of Certiorari” that was timely filed by Petitioner'Whaley. Therefore shows SCF
requested SPECIAL FAVORS! from this said Supreme Courtior from this Court's CLERK(s). Pursuant with Ri
2 Petitioner/Whaley's attached EXHIBITS 1,2,34,5,6,87 shows Petitioner/Whaley's ONLY! document
In this Supreme Court onlt 7/18/2014, has ONLY! the proper! written! tie - “PetitionerfWhaley’s RESPONS

SQUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION', which aven! SCFCU admits! was FILED also withint THIS

¢ «+f just as Petitioner/Whaley’s always filed claims with produced! supportive documented EVIDENCE, to th
Lower Trial Court and! produced again! to the APPEALS Court, which Both said COURTS own! provided LAV
RULES, such as, Henning V. Kaye, always UPHELD Petitioner’Whaley's filed Claims and produced documet
evidence, accepted also by BOTH said RESPONDENTS/or SCFCU who Tricked! and/or Misied}! the Appe
Court and the said Lower Trial Court's Master of Equity Judgeiwho REPLACED an Experienced! CIRCU
COURT JUDGE] and is now! attempting to TRICK and MISLEAD, as well as file! FRAUD Documents/and AL
ADDITIONAL NEW! CLAIMS, and new! LAWS/or RULES within this! said SUPREME Court, as of JULY 8, 2
SCFCU's filed UNTIMELY and Improper filed MOTION TO DISMISS, and! nowl in SCFCU's filed 7/282014 p



RESPONSE to the SCFCU's Untimely filed MOTION TO DISMISS, that was filed also with a CERTIFICATE OF
SERVICE, “...n an ATTEMPT to CORRECTI! the DEFICIENCIES THIS! COURTH has HIGHLIGHTED...", which
SCFCU further ADMITS! on its pages 1 & 2, dated 7/28/2014 pleading admits! that.- .. THIS! COURT! WELLY
KNOWSY, a MOTION to DISMISS [§ SEPARATE and APART! from a_ RETURNII to s PETITION for
Witt_ of Cetlorar)."...which SCFCU admits! further! that SCFCU NEVERI ADDRESSED the ARGUMENTS! in
PetitionerWhaley's filed Petition for a Writ of Certiorari...due to SCFCU's filed MOTION TO DISMISS *...DOES NOT
SERVE!! as OUR! RETURNI! to the PETITION for Wittof Certiorari.".  Pursuant with SCACR Rule 242
4a) Which SCFCU DOES ADMITS! that its required to have SERVED its "RETURN to PETITION"
pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(f), butl never! Complied to this said Supreme Courts ORDERED/ar INSTRUCTED
RULE, Instructed in this! Court LETTER dated *JUNE 25, 2014", Pursuant under SCACR 242, which instructed that -

*..ALL PARTIES to this MATTER are ADVISED that ALL FILING MUST COMPLY with Requirements of RULE
242 of the South Carolina APPELLATE COURT RULES (SCACR).. ADDITIONALLY], ANYI! FILINGSI

1 8yl N I_in TH CAROLINA _MUSTIIL INCLUDEI! COUNSEL'S!I
BARII! Numberl.

SCFCU'S 7/28/2014 “CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE"/proof of Service
Nor SCFCU's LAST PAGE 7/28/2014 pleading WITH the NAMES and OF ALLI!
COUNSELORS NAMED as being a LEGEL COUNSELOR involving THIS CASE MATTER
SHOWS on (attached Exh. B & C) again! SCFCU NEVER| COMPLIED with
the INSTRUCTIONS [not only of the LOWER Trial Coust, and APPEALS COURT, but also]
NEVER COMPLIED of this! SUPREME COURT “JUNE 25, 2014” LETTER (See Exh. a)
WHEN SCFCU NEVER PLACED NOT! ANY! of the REQUIREDI BAR NUMBERS!
located on SIGNATURE PAGE, norl located on PROOF OF SERVIGE/or Certificats of Service page

§.  SCFCU's fled 7/26/2014 “REPLY fo RETURN... of SCFCU's OWNI filed MOTION TO DISMISS (See Exh.
A) shows that SCFCU was UNTRUTHFUL and FRAUDULENT, or attemptad to MISLEAD this Supreme Cour’s
CLERK and/or this Supreme Court, that SCFCU's fiad MOTION TO DISMISS was filed pursuant SCACR Rule
240(b), when the attached Exhibit A, of SCFCU's MOTION TO DISMISS indeed shows, the ONLY! RULE that
SCFCU provided to support its MOTION TO DISMISS was under the UNDER 240[c], which NEVER! aliowed a
STAYY, so that SCFCU's said named Legal Counselor{s) who ADMITTED! to have NEVER! filad ANY! required
"RETURN TO PETITION" pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(). Therefore supports the Granting of
PatitionerWhaley's filed Petition for Writ of Certiorari, Pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(p) .
6. SCRCU's own! Legal Counselor's signed and filed “REPLY TO RETURN TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS
on BEHALF of SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION" dated stamped by this Supreme Court dated *July
28, 2014, shows on SCFCU's sald pleading on page 2, Signature page, and Certficate of Service, showing ALL the
NAMES of ALL the alleged!! LICENSED BAR Legal Counselors who was at some fime period, who submitied some
* type pleadings within this said case matter, was INSTRUCTED BY this said SUPREME COURT to PLACE Each! of




RESPONSE to the SCFCU's Untimely filed MOTION TO DISMISS, that was fied aiso with a CERTIFICATE OF
SERVICE, *..in an ATTEMPT to CORRECTI! the DEFICIENCIES THISIl COURTII has HIGHLIGHTED...", which

- SCFCU furthar ADMITS! on its pages 1 & 2, dated 7/28/2014 pleading admits! that.- .. THIS! COURTI WELLY
KNOWSH, a MOTION to DISMISS /S, SEPARATE and_APARTI from a RETURN!I to a PETITION for
Wit of Certlorari"...which SCFCU admits! furtherl that SCFCU NEVER! ADDRESSED the ARGUMENTS! in
PetitionerWhaley's filed Petition for a Wit of Certiorari..due to SCFCU's filed MOTION TO DISMISS *.. DOES NOT
SERVE!! as OUR! RETURN! to the PETITION for Writ of Certiorari”.  Pursuant with SCACR Rule 242

4a):  Which SCFCU DOES ADMITS! that its required to have SERVED its “RETURN to PETITION"

pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(), but! nevert Complied to this said Supreme Courts ORDERED/or INSTRUCTED
RULE, Instructed in thist Gourt LETTER dated “JUNE 25, 2014", Pursuant under SCACR 242, which instructed that -

“..ALL PARTIES to this MATTER are ADVISED that ALL FILING MUST COMPLY with Requirements of RULE
242 of the South Carolina APPELLATE COURT RULES (SCACR).. ADDITIONALLY], ANYI! FILINGS!I

1 BY! N | _In CAROLI 11 __INCLUDE!! COUNSEL'S!!
.BARM! Number!. : ~

3

SCFCU'S 7/28/2014 “CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE"/proof of Service
Nor SCFCU's LAST PAGE 7/28/2014 pleading WITH the NAMES and OF ALL!(
COUNSELORS NAMED as being a LEGEL COUNSELOR involving THIS CASE MATTER
*SHOWS on (attached Exh. B & C) againl SCFCU NEVER! COMPLIED with
the INSTRUCTIONS [not only of the LOWER Trial Court, and APPEALS COURT, but also]
NEVER COMPLIED of this! SUPREME COURT “JUNE 25, 2014" LETTER (See Exh. a)
WHEN SCFCU NEVER PLACED NOT! ANY! of the REQUIRED! BAR NUMBERS!
located on SIGNATURE PAGE, nort located on PROOF OF SERVICE/or Certificate of Service page

6. SCFCU's filed 7/28/2014 *REPLY to RETURN..” of SCFCU's OWNI filed MOTION TO DISMISS (See Exh.
A) shows that SCFCU was UNTRUTHFUL and FRAUDULENT, or attempted to MISLEAD this Supreme Court's
CLERK andlor this Supreme Court, that SCFCU's filad MOTION TO DISMISS was fled pursuant SCACR Rule
240(b), when the attached Exhibit A, of SCFCU's MOTION TO DISMISS indeed shows, the ONLY! RULE that
SCFCU provided to support its MOTION TO DISMISS was under the UNDER 240[c], which NEVER! aliowed a
STAY1, so that SCFCU's said named Legal Counselor(s) who ADMITTED! o have NEVER! filed ANY! required
"RETURN TO PETITION" pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(f). Therefore supports the Granting of
PetitionerWhaley’s filed Petition for Writ of Certiorari. Pursuant with SCACR Rule 242(b) |
6. SCRCU's own! Legal Counselor's signed and filed “REPLY TO RETURN TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS
on BEHALF of SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION" dated stamped by this Supreme Court dated “July
. 28, 2014", shows on SCFCU's sald pleading on page 2, Signature page, and Certfficate of Service, showing ALL the
'NAMES of ALL the allegedi! LICENSED BAR Legal Counsalors who was at some time period, who submiitted some
- type pleadings within this said case matter, was INSTRUCTED BY this said SUPREME COURT to PLACE Eachl of

/




their BAR Number, but! again! you can see, that NEITHER! SCFCU's Legal Counselor again! NEVERI COM|
with the Instructed crders of this said Appellate Supreme Court, just recorded/ar DOCUMENTED Copies of S(
records shows NEITHER Counselor{s) Complied with Appeals Court's mailed Instructions to filed a REQUIRE
Timely filed “INITIAL BRIEF™ and DESIGNATION of MATTER, Just as SCFCU NEVER compfied with the Lows
Court’s written instructed EMAILED instructions for SCFCU to have prepared its OWN filed alleged Proposed '
Resulted in RespondentS/or SCFCU's continued!! NON-COMPLIANCE with ALL these said named Court's wi
instructions, which resuited in ONLY SPECIAL FAVORS were applied to the sald RESPONDENTS/or SCFCU
Legal Counselor(s), who indeed DID NOT COMPLY to this said Supreme Court's Instructed written instruction
ORDERS, dated JUNE 25, 2014.
CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the attached research found documents of attached 12 EXHIBITS, are ONLY of doct
WWWM&&WSWWKMMMMMMMWWMWQ
documents, if this said Supreme Court, personal wants COPIES without and found research located on the sa
documents. THEREFORE, any other required information, can be produced by this said Pro Se Petitionar/W.
who has always been in compliance with the instruction letters/and/or WRITTEN signed COURT ORDERS of
the said named Courts. Whereas any comections need, please do not hesitate to contact this said PRO SE
Petitioner, who will immadiate comply with this said Court's found deficiencies.

AUGUST 7, 2014 ( Z\/H / MZ"VQQ«/

Rogerd. Whaley, Pro Se Pefitioner .7~
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charfeston, S.C. 29420

SEE NEXT PAGE - TYPE PROOF OF SERICE
as requested to be on a separate page....



IN'STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN the SUPREME COURT
Case No. 2014-001371 RECETVBD
APPEALED FROM S.C. APPEAL COURT AUG 1 1 201

Case no. 2012-213208 SC Court of Appeals

ORIGINAL APPEAL from LOWER TRIAL COURT Dorchester County
COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Replaoement Master of Equity Judge/served as Circuit Court Judge/Maite D. Murpl
Case no. 2012-CP-18-539

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se ..........cc.... T, Pro se, Pefit
V.

SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION and BANK of AMERICA...Responden

PROOF OF SERVICE

| certify that | have served BOTH Respondents, South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Ba
American (although! this said PETITIONER/Whaley's said REPLY is Replying only to SCFCU’s filed
*REPLY to RETURN to the MOTION TO DISMISS on Behatf of South Carolina Federal Credit Union'
whereas all proper parties has been properly and timely served by this said Petitioner/\WWhaley.

Augu§t7,2o14 Zw / &)Z«/Q,Qh

Roger{. Whaley, Pro Se Pennone/
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, 5.C. 29220

cc:  NELSON MULLIN RILEY & SCARBOROUGH, ue RICHARDSON & PLOWDEN, Lav

Jody A. Bedenbaugh, S.C. Bar No. 71176 Sheila M. Bias, Esquire — No Bar No.
Erik T. Norton, S.C. Bar No. 73860 Drew H. Butlar, Esquire- No Bar No.
Tara C. Sullivan, S.C. Bar No. 79806 Caleb M. Riser, Esquire-No Bar No.
1320 Main Stree/17 Floor 1900 Bamweli Street (29201)

Post Office Box 11070 (29211-1070) P.Q. Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29201 Columbia, S.C. 29202

(803) 799-2000 803-7714400
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" 2000-07-2808:43

ATTACHMENTS - 12
WHALEY'S REPLY to SCFCU's REPLY to its OWN filed MOTION TO DISMISS
dated 7/28/2014

RECEIVE],
AUG 1 1 2914
SC Courtof Appegis

Mims Gloria 00000000000 Page 1
|

gt v



OAMIEL E. SHEARGUSE
CLERK OF COURT

BRENDA F. SHEALY
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERK

June 25, 2014

Mr. Roger L. Whaley
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston SC 29420

Re: Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Union

Cﬂppeﬂﬁfe Case No. 2014-001371 j\
T

g = o co di- A ‘:. ,
- %—-9/( zlflmgs submitted by coun?eTadxmtted in South Carolinafmust includs w
| ¢ humber. */ 2 Pl A o m

| %e, attemién of the parties is directed to the order xelatmg to the inclusion of -

personal data identifiers and other sensitive information in documents filed with

the Supreme ' Court of South Camlma and the South Carolina Court of Appeals.
The order can be found at

www.sccourts org/whatsnew/displa c ?indexl =932. Please note that
the responsibility for insuring that information is redacted or sealed as required by
this order rests with counsel and the parties. This office will #of review filings for
redaction or to determine if materials should be sealed.

2000-07-28 08:45 Mims Gloria 00000000000 ' ‘ Page 2




- - e POST OFFICE BOX 11330
DANIEL € SHEAROUSE — . coram Soum
BRENDA F. SHEALY 1201 GERVAIS STREET
CHIEF DEPUTY CLERX COLUMBW,. SOUTN CARCLINA 29201
TELEPHONE' (803) 7M. 1080
i FAX: (80 734.1499
T W SCCOUIS. O
July 24, 2014 <
Mr. Roger L. Whaley NN
8673 Laurel Grove Lane \* et :’2"‘
North Charleston SC 29420 \%
Re: Roger Whaley v. SC Federal Credit Union
Appellate Casc No. 2014-001 37lh~---\)
Dear Mr. Whaley: 7‘ -

If you wapt this Court to consider these corrections

W of ice showing (hat a copy ol U
oppo ng €ounsel. The amended returm must be served and filed within ten (10)

days of the date of this letter.
Very truly yours,
CLERK
cc:  Erik Tison Norton, Esquire
Jody Alan Bedenbaugh, Esquire
Tara C Sullivan, Esquire

Drew Hamilton Butler, Esquire
Sheila Marlouvon Bias, Esquire

Caleb Martin Riser, Esquire
2000-07-28 08:46 Mims Gloria 00000000000 ' Page 3
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NI
. _ IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
T ‘ In The Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTOR COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge S.C. Supreme Court

On Order of Dismissal (8.C. Ct. App. Filed Feb. 27, 2014)
Appellate Case No.: 2014-001371

Roger L. Whaley...........cccocecnanee. . e e ensnnnennee DEItIORNET
vs.

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America oo RESPODdents,

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

Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union (“SCFCU™) hereby
moves this Court for an Order dismissing Petitioner’s Petition for a Writ of
Certiorari as untimely. Alternatively, and should this Court accept Petitioner’s
ur‘timely filing, SCFCU moves to strike the Appendix filed by Petitioner due to :

extraneous information found on the documents included in the filed Appendix.

—
é\muam to Rule 240(c), SCACR, accompanying Memorandum of Law

supports this Motion.
[SIGNATURE TO FOLLOW]

2000-07-28 08:47 Mims Gloria 00000000000 : Page 4




o ¢ AL v
T o IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTOR COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas a 8
Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge G}

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

| ROGEE L. WRAIEY ...t seesce st st ss s aes s s sessesas s a s nnenane Appellant,

\

vs.

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

REPLY TO RETURN TO THE MOTION TO DISMISS ON BEHALF OF SOUTH
CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION

l Carolina Federal Credit Uion (“SCECU™) hereby submits this w@m
: ...2_% P Y
" Responsefto the i ismiss.'

Return Jo our Motion to Dismiss.” SCFCU specifically i es by reference as if
;\ repmodbaefnverbaﬁisumit.nilshdoﬁontommg- and supporting md wil)

ﬁa\vmofw ﬁng]y,mymhe . ) ol < . e . . .

> ‘e

fnrRmtdeﬂSCl"'
' n-cﬁ"vm{‘ﬁl lation t0 Thamet However, R
| )3SITIISS. eV l'~ N

M

18, 2014, mﬂ;
e "{I“' orand

3
+

2000-07-28 08:48
|

Mims Gloria 00000000000
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Vg A = )
" his Petition fo a\}mofc/er'umslmwbe |'ect

same will be fifed at that time and in acco:_-danccwnhzh:sCounsordm
A ) A ——

motion to dismiss an 1 ... shall, however, automatically stay the time limits for ing the appeal
/1 P 3’)@ perfecting

until the motion is decided.™). ’ : <«
S AN . o ,
Basodmdnfqmgom_g,;,wModmlemmanndmmdmqu;;onmmoﬁ

adent SCFCU espmﬁullyrﬂumﬁmmis@mdim;;ssmel;egm,forg}itofc

7, in the alternative, issue an Order striking the lxﬁledbyMrWhaley
A s e

Rcspectfulb‘ submitted,

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 Respondens South Carolina Federal

Credit Union
July 28, 2014
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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.: 2014-001371

Roger L. Whaley..........c..c..oii vt ecnsescmssenrsassssenssnsen o oo Appeilant,

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and

Roger L. Whaley Tara C. Sullivan, Esquire KN, Pl
8673 Laurel Grove Lane Erik T. Norton, Esquire )7
North Charleston, South Carolina 29420\ Jody A. Bedenbaugh, Esquire W }V’d
Nelson Mullins Riley & Searborough, LLP ,
Post Office Box 11070 % '
Columbia, South-Carolina 29211 &
' J45 =
VA5
Daisy F. ds Ao/
Dated: July 28, 2014 7,447(
= p
e add 5.

- o
v 47
Urid RO ot or,, | LT
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EXh 2
—

IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
in The Supreme Court

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

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial
Court of Commnon Pleas
Master of Equify/setving as Clrcult - Judge Maite D. Murphy

Roger L. Whaley ' Petitioner/Appeliant,
vs.
South Camolina Federal Credit Unlon and Benk of America. Raspondents.

COMES NOW, Pefitioner/PlainiftiAppellant, Rager L Whalay/ak/a PeiiionarWhalisy writing his respansesior Reply
OMLY 1o the Raspandent, South Carolina Federal Credi Uninnfa/k/a SCFCU, who ONLY fled SCFCU's said motion ip
dismisa/and said memonandum in supportialk/a “Memorandum”, 1o bo raviewed by this sakd Supreme Cout involving
PeSianerhaley's fled and this Supreme courf's acoeptance of Peliioner's Wit of Certiorart and Appendix, afler Petioner
Comvecied this said court's requesiad “daiciancy...of . ... proof of sarvice...”, which PefiionerWhaley did imely compliad, as
PafiionerfWhaley responid/or reply by the below numbered stalaments;

1. Respondan/SCFCLT's fled mosan (o dismiss and Memorancdum is not in axnpliance with the SCACR Rule
240(cX3)." nov Rule 242{1) 2, whon SCFCU's complete masian and Mamorandum doas not addrass absokutely none of e
required *_ Argumsent on aach Question... sraseniad for Review...”, writtan In PefitonenWhalay's Witt of Ceriorar, which
RespondentfICFCU ADMITS! was FAXED as fled in this said Supreme Court, with the dale June 23, 2014, and admils, tater
wess immodiately Oalivered by Pesiioner, the Criginal Wil document 1o this Supreme Court.  Tharefore RespondentfSCFCU
said Admittancel shows Petiioner's Wril of Ceviiorari was Gmely sarved, and property acoepied by this Supreme Court on the
date June 25, 2014, pursuant with SCACR Rule 262(a)2)?.

2 Responder/SCFCU's 7/8/2014 Slad Mokion to Dismiss & Memorandum, (see Exh. H-0), shows
Respondent/SCFCU never Compilied with s awn! providad Rule, SCACR Rule 240(c), sSeging “Pefifioner’s Petiion for Wit of

1 Rl 3005<) Ferms sl Combnt of Siutions mnd Pesiions.. () Wisioe £ Rt on Apprssl o Appecctx hes act bese flod, o whass S Sacte alied wpen I svppart of the
e eyn rest conlnined & 0 Recond 0 Agpaal o Appundix, the il wl

2°_4 lntern fn Puliien. ﬂhﬁ.ﬂ”-“dh*““mlmdhhom“dﬂ.*ﬁﬂdh
wwwﬂnw-md-uudw

' San “n““u--uun‘.n w

o ) = i aighmiothe documut
mull RECENED um-mu-w ol e o0 Pt e FAIED - umc-mmmutn
«"ThinR mﬂ*-ﬂﬂ hh

A Pamayrd ol 3
ey cowd, ot ont Guind e sxiitns i axteminn of Sww.. Wiih svort RaapareaBBCRC) “b.ﬂlﬂlﬂh o e Extonsion of Y.
Mumwm—-ﬂd w0 PalilonssiWhaley ON B0 ORTE? sy 6, 301 St o trad UNTIL “21LY 36, 2014™ (0 S s Wk of which) o v Aelonceiteley -

HADOELVSED & s Sepeue Cost, O3 e dete ADE &, 2044 {Sou Exde AL which wmm Petmnarr. e on ABE & 20%, 8 WONICE of
mw—_ggnh-an..ma—u-uuw:n WEREFONE, ALL Prpur peoies aosd B 200 Supsmme Covt
s GIVEN TRER (Sdwraioa)aiis MOTICES), s et clnwys 1o Casypionce wib e SCACR mie 2404). snd odo MNd.
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P

5/4,2;

Cestiorasi s UNTIMELY. Memaﬁwly mmsmmmwmwmmubmwm ‘

2MMmmmmmmmmmmmmonmmwwsm nor!
from Respondent/SCFCU's suid Afiormey{s)’, which could possibly support SCFCU's daims alleged in lis “Argument” on pagas
3,84, that". MWMaWﬂdW&WYM&Mﬂ&MWhWW
Raceived, VIA FAX . 2 copy of a Docusnent, attached as Exhitil datnd 3 20

Exhidits 2,3,4)

%) Asthe attached above exiibit documents in number 2, shows aeither! of Respondent/SCFCLF provided any
alleged attached DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE, NEVER! showed Respondent/SCFCU received any Faed docment on the
afeged datel June 24, 2014; as well a3 Respondentf SCFCU never provided ANY DOCUMENT from this Supreme Court,
showing any date other than the writlen date “June 23, 2014” when this Supweme Cowrt receivad its Faxed!! copy of pro se
Petifionee/Wialey's Writ of Cerfiorafi. Therefore shows Respondent/SCFCU never produced the requived documents in order o
uphold its aflegations fed in s moSion Io dismiss, pursuant with SCACR Rule 240(c)(3).

3 Rezpandent/SCFCU ADMITS! pro se Petioner/Whaley's provided EXMIBITS having also the HAND-
WRITING Notes on side, Cirdas, Arrows...arg “Comespondence! and ORDERSH ‘RELATEDY tof thisl APPEALL.., ﬁsdmder
Respongent/SCFCLF's 7/08/2014 Supreme Cowrt fled Motion to Dismiss or said Altamative. . {appear 1o be on page 1, court
stormp dated Juty B, 206 [Sae Exh. H-1, andior on page 5, wivdar %, In the Atlemative, SCFCU moves fo STRIKE 1o
APPENDIX), which RespondentfSCFCL ADMITS! this sald Supreme Count, as well as the Appests Court, and! alwaysit fled
also within the said LOWER COURT, are documents always sccepted by ALL the PARTIES in the Lower Trial Court, which is
pursasnt with RespondentSCFCU's ownt provided RULE, 210, SCACR, when Respandent/SCFCU admits! that -

“Pobitionar’s "EXHIBITS,! MMMWMMdm
Cosrespondance! and ORDERS? RELATEN to thie) APPEAL)  Athoudhi thasel ARE! ITEMS! which MAY! BEt tynical of an
APPENDIX, Politionor.. Rather, most of the Documents have Pefifoner-eephasimd lext by way of HANDWRITTEN NOTES, CIRCLED, and

UINDERUINED Text, and ARROWS. See Exhitit 0. Part 1, Pefifonar's Filed Appendix mmwmmm
from their original statn and his subsmission of sixch aitared documents 1o fhis Cowrt is IMPERMISSIBIF. SEE Rude 10, SCACR...*

Theredore, Respondent’SCECUFs above own! admittance! makes mootiZandior shows must DENY
Wmmm%mwmmmmnmumdmmwmm5

+ As Rul SCACR 2104e) axkvid fcat*_{e) Contest. Tha Record on Anpasl ckall inchuds o matier designated (o e Incladed by say panty coder Ride
mwu;m-nhmaum The Recorq shall ack, heweyry, ickuiy matter which wes ot parenied (0 fise lower o or
Y
manmm-_mmnmmmnummwmmmmmwu
on il of thnthmem‘
MMMHMWMMM&&M

oy ADRETS s
mwwmm-w-*muu Sy Imtain. mmm_m-mwmunmﬁ
e Lonmer Tried Conn, sinl? s Agyuano Ot i whisch m-&n;ﬁuﬂmwmu—m-unﬁm outving B Puliinen’s ool CASMESCS

[~
Ao Ryt ot fiad doccswess, Sows et i st REEPORTENTSFACRCY norH0A, HEVERS conpiad! Wil RaapeoaifSORCAs ot prevhind mmuﬂ-o-n
iy 31ig) owr e 278, SVOLYING e RELY & gm0 e AppritaalPETINONER My TRILY Shat PR GRIET, which Reapondoc¥SIFCLHivd bekow ADRETS Sk

_mMWWMMWKMWMMAMWMW
CAURMA 00N FEOFT]
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4 This Supreme Courf's ORDERS In its LETTER dated “June 25, 2014”, shows and/or supports pro 8o
Petiioner/Whaicy, always! compliedt! with CORRECTIONS! requesied by the said Court{s), when this Supreme Court alsol
requesied it ~ PetifionenWhaley's “Deficency. .must be CORREGTED —.of the...acoompanying PROOF OF SERVICE...in
compiiance with SCACR __substantially in the FORMAT shown by FORM 7 in Appendix C to part i, which Peditoner/Whaley
comphied, by or hefore the date “June 25, 2014°, OTHERWISE fhis Supreme Court ardanedior stated that PesitionerWhalsy's
flad Pelifion of Certiorari would have been dimissad, hustl as ALL! the Deficiency ORDERS requested by the said APPEALS
COURT officials alwaysi! APPROVED! and ACCEPTED! All and ANY of AppellantfPatitionerWhaley's CORRECTED
Deficiencias, therefore shows that - RespondentfSCFOU's claims undey its Iniroduction” ciaimed that *._Patiionar’s.. fled the
INSTANT APPEAL b OCTOBER of 2012. There wers fumesous (ing DEFICIENCES and! his INITIAL BRIEF was 0ol fled
UNTR AUGUST of 2013" ¢, is pursuant with SCACR Rudle 242(b)(2) *... Wises thers is & disasnt in the deckion of the Cast of Appoats”

RESPONDEMNI/SCFCIFs COMPLETE FILED MOTION TO DISIISS/andMSEMORANDUN and ALL 3is SupporSive LAWS

OLY SUPPORTS, Respondent SCRCLPs MOTION TO DISESSS st b “ECLINED Tor DENED;
MMmNWMdWhhMMWMMW
CONFLICTS with this suld SUPRERE COURT'S prior RULINGS and LAWS (purniant with SCACR 22()NZ)88)

5 RespandentSCFCU’s July 8, 2014 fled mation éo dismiss and Memorandum ADMITS thal PettfionenWhaley
indeed, did TRMELY filed “...his inftlal Brief was fied...(in the above said Appeats Court, fimaly an) AUGUST of 2013... and
Designation of Matier. ."; and shown by the said APPEALS COURT's ORDER/or Letier of August 23, 2013, that the APPEALS
COURT ACCEPTED pro se filed “Wifial Brief and Designatinn of Matier” as being PROPERLY FRLED afier! Pefiioner
CORRECTED any and all deficiencies requested by the Appeals Caut for Refiioner to Correct. Thierefare Respondest/SCFCU
provided Law dated July 8, 2014, requesting this Supreme Court to DISMISS PetiionarWhaler’s APPEAL, by repeated! the
APPEALS Coul's provided Law "Henning v. Kaye 415 S.E. 2d 784 {1992)" that was entered in the Appeals Cour’s ORDER
22112014, and (allegedly) supporiad by the Appeals Courf's FINAL ORDER on 5/22/2014, shows fhe Appesis: Court &
Respondent's provided Law - “Hanning v. Kaye...415 SE_ 24 794 (1982)" is pursuard with SCACR Rusie 242(b)3) °.. Whers the
daciaion of the Count of Appeats is in GOMFLICT with » prior decision of the Supame Cowt "~ WHEN this Suprene Cout Henning V. Kays -

DECUNED Ao DENICO! to Gront thasl awd Respondent{z)y MOTION to DISMESS - which indead CONFLICTEY with Reapondent’SCFCU and the
Appea: Caurt tha Grnted Respondarts’ MOTION to DISMISS 227/14 was parsuant with their ONLYY above case LAW “Horning v, Kaye.-.".

6. Respondent/SCFCU's July 8. 2014 MOTION to DISMISS and Memo's writlen “Introduction” and “Arusnent”
ahddﬁmhmcuxfsuwmduwmv Kay,m?S.C.m 4153.5.261“(182)’MBBLAW
shown to be ONLY in FAVOR of pro 5o PelilionerWhale

S Preiiasss's sipchd EXM:. Ax, ANA. KA1, SRONR, 004 ADLITS! in Mg 5N 0Ls L ETTERS! deier! “Srptrenbe 10, 207", 998 "OGTOBER 12, 2015°, "Yhulieet Ly SOFCU, VETHOLTL Ao
mv-dmazum:rnmummmmwnmﬂ.m mu‘.&mpmwm—mw
om .l- SPTERNR &, gory; . lﬂ!l!.

EpEHATIO e G OO ¢ S F Mowember 4, P41 m-mwmmvau-uﬂmnnmﬂ tﬂlﬂﬂ n
-umm&-_mmmmm umn—uw-mn FRMG of b ATV OREF, B 070
TODISMES. " which SCFCH Letier of 'OCT. 22, X0 Y kaet shons was coll Oslgt UNTRIELY fisct,

-nmnm-mmnm mn "~ Anapuntiunt Suh Corefis Fatunt Gradd Onlan & fo ryint of O Mhuinx's LETTER tn Sho CLAKK a0 SCTIONE Myt
RPORCHTY aguisd® % . 4 QWL _mm.um AATYER ook & Limes Tl Qomtt ndd

YO of £ i bt SCRAR ek mmum.m mﬂ-aﬂ-ﬂt

n-mw Vals Ruls gronrss. ppeinie ohaR, Miiniig bt _Abtranelvcale
nhmq-d-wuwmaﬁnwmhmwﬁmyhmdaﬂmvﬂw DEFEATS SCFOUN ‘batator
Chaes € Dhwatyonnd o Pullicxny's FUNG of s el BRI, Rompoeniend B0S (lesk of Aurwing FLEDS 0 SOTKME tod DISMBON, cv, i fhe AL TEFRKTINE, » BIOTION te Sick Pesificon’s
SATIAL SIEF, romd DIESIIAWOR of BRI HR_~
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X4,

Contf's prior decisions, pursigd with SCACR 242(b)}{2)&43); which now! an 778414, the said Respondent/SCFCU has provided
this said SUPREME COURT with a NEW case LAW “Cf. Fizm v. South Carclina Dept. of Tranep., 361 5.C. 9, 602 SE 24772
{2004), which againt contradicistior shows (hat! said cas LAW *Gf. Elam v. 3.C. Dept of Transp...” alsol FAVORS! the pro se
Pefifoner/Whaley, when this SUPREME COURT fULED! and admits! thal ©...wvo grantod the potitan ior 8 wit of certionsi % aadow tho Os
of Appaaly’ vapublihed order diamioning the anpaat of th Sauth Cartiin Deperiment of Transponation (SCDOT) #s untimety. St v. Suub: Corling Dap? of

rm&anuowmmnw We reverse-, mmmmmmmmnmmmm
mmnmmmuwwmmm

62  RespondeniSCFCRS Sl coquasis i el 07/08014 rnfion and oo, shoes . Where the
dacision of the Cowt of APPEALS Is In CONFLICTS with s PRIOR DECISION of the SUPREME COURT- decided by this
Supreme Court of South Carclina. Heard Novembaer 18, 2603, Declded Septembar 13, 2004. in BLAR v. SOUTH CARGLINA
QEPT. T TRASEEP. -1, 22047, 361 $.C. 9(2004), 602 $.E.2d 772, Hatfio Rosa ELAM, Respondsn, v. SOUTH CARCLINA

(SIS

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, Pliinar, whereas makes RespondentSCFCLPs alieged DEADLINE Cliims enatharl
mouaucmmmuyscmu whosa Moticn to Diamiss must be deniadior “Decined”. SEE “Rula 242(b), SCACR -7

7. RespondentiSCFCU's 76812014 motlon to (isiss memorancum, on page 5, undes iis In the Allemative,
SCFCU moves i striie fe Appendix”, ADMITS thai ‘Pefiionsr's ‘EXMIBITS' In is Appendix in this makier, CONSIST of various
Cousgandance and Orders RELATED! tol thist APPEAL " Pmmmmmmmm
Wmmmmwm«mmwwmmmmwmm
Appeiam/Petonars fled efong! with! the Lower Count's TRANSCRIPT(s), and other Documesvted EVEDENCE, thet alweys
SUPPORTED, Petifioner's SAME documents with & ssid handeriiten notes-vsifion, was aleo providad to the Lowsr Trial Court,
mmmmmmmmwmmmm“wmmmmm
msyﬂ'ﬁmsm(m Fingl) OEDERS dudich RESPONHDER
K memmmmmmaw QHETENA, elfvough

7 SCACR 22 Consitnratians Qemerning Review. Asail of ccrtinvari in nota matier of fight _graniad anly when there are spectal and important
masong. xdich will be considered:

{2) Vimaut M0 i @ dimsond in the dacizion of the ot of Appasis.

13) Whar the datision 6f B Couzt ol Appasts i in canllicd with 8 prinr derisian of o Segesawe Cowt.

s Wmmmmwmm-mwwmmnmwamm

it N e M o
SATYERRY, mm&mummm—mmmwmm = Wivoro & Sotiarel quostion ip inchuted axd the
mmmawmmamauwmwm it Wi SCACR Rufte 252(0)5);
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8 ReqzmdmﬁSGFCUsn:deb omwzm mmoamu malmls
dams.(Wﬂ'HOlm Rmmmcunmmommm sbsotutaly NOI SUPPORTIVE DOCUMENTS), which
RespondentSCFCU'S own said MoGion & Memo, 3ays is required pursuant wilh SCACR Rule 240{chor 240(¢)(3). which
SCFCU's claims invalve tha Appaal Courf's DECISIONS of 22/2014 and 212172014, that imvolves 3 Question in this said
makier, Purssant with SCACR Rule 242(b){4), Where ssbatantisl constitufional issues are directly involved, (pursuant also
mmmmmmnm INVOLVING Rmmwscrcwsrmw FOOTNOTE 1 daime and aflegations.

.mwﬂeys-

mWWMDWMWMWWWMQWMM
Brunson, Soa Lower Trial Court Transesiit, regarding Fodaral Law issues! brougit by Respondants im this Stale] Court Lawe hawring
rumtinre held, iwy, 2012) Colloguinlly referrad to as the THREE HEBREW BOYS'. in December of 2010, i ‘THREE HEEIREW BOYS' wero
Mnmummmnmmmmmmwmmmwmm
mm atways! chaimed Consgiacy of “THEFTH of Money Funds® -

*{which imvolves ONLY! Respondentfs}! who JOINT! ADDED! PARTY [he alleged! Federal RECEIVER, Mr.
Beattie B. Ashmorewho is aisoll 4 MEMBER! on the BOARDI! of this sald SUPRERE COURT) whom
RESPONDENT(SYSCFCU's JOINT a FEDERALY Case Law Mafters! with [a Prior Clased! STATE! COURT! Cass Law
MATTER] and thisl present! ONGOING STATE! COURT! Case Law MATTER! that the said FEDERAL COURT Case said
Laws intorferes with this said ONGOINGY! smmcmmsemmmmmumw

constitulionsl insuey ave directly ivvalved; AND Wheore a federal Imhlhd In oﬂh of

9. mvscrcwsommm,&mc«nmmwmwwmummmmt
makes allogabions invoiving anolher! Coaurl CASE MATTER  involving e sald Respondent/SCFCL and the $.C. APPEAL Court's granted

. Ordors of 57222014 and 2/27/2014, ordered pursuant ONLYT with a SUPREME STATE Court Case LAW "Henning v. Kay, 307 S.C. 438,

MSS.EZ(H“(‘M‘ which RULED in FAVOR of pro se Petiioner/Whaley, abhmmmhms

‘ mbmmmmmm'homm Which i prarsuant wilh SCACR Rulo 242 (bR)S(5)
10. ' RespondenVSCFCAFs 07/DR/2014, Supreme Court flked Molion to Dismiss and Memorandum, under fis footnote 1

makes allegabons mmmmw,mwmmmmmmded
Ceriorari %0 be aflegediyl UNTIMELY, which RespondentSCFCL provided anolher SUPREME Statel Court Case Law_. ELAM v. SOUTH

' CAROUMA DEPY. OF TRANSP, .. |© - 361 5.C. 9 (2604), 602 S.E.24 772", which Ruled ALSO in FAVOR of pro 98 PebinnarVehaley,

when Flam v. 8.C._ of Trans, ndad that *__ " ¥ gracied e pefilion for 2 weil of codingon 10 tevios e Cowt of Appenly’ aspublished ondor -
iy the appesl of the South Cavline Deyuwievnl of Tomepnriafion (SCOOT) as uslimcly. Bam v. Sosli Casolise Nept of Trags., S.C.
CUApD. Qwler datied Judy 25, 2000. Wee reverse!l~ Which i porsuant wilth SCACR Rule 242 (N(2%08(5)

WHEREFORE., in Conchission of RespondealiSCROUs requeist i this said Suprsse Cosst, frve regpessied maliers
ate_ mmamc«nofmpodmncoumcrsﬂiu\amonneasoNdmmw Furthermors,

: mmww;mbmwmmmmmummmmmm

hanovible Supreme Cowrt st Grant o se PetlionerfWhaley's Petition for Wit of Certionari, by upholding this Supreme Criwf'x prior said
MMMWMWWWWMWWMMﬂﬂMWSMWMFAVU!ofIa
WEM.MMNWWQMWOIWZZ2014W!gbmd212"2017 M

um,mmammwmmmmmmm?mb? c;m(
Dated Jdy 18, 2014 - AV zb ‘-éf
: ' Roger Loy, Pro Se
8673 Loumd Grove Lam

North Charleston, South Caroing, 20420
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IN'THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
~InThe Supreme Cowt
Cagono: 214001371

* APPEALING the South Carolina's APPEAL COURT
Appeliate Case no. 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchastor County Circuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
Mmuwmmasmqmmo Musphy
. Case no:_2012-CP-18000539

Roger L. Whaley eamnsmeens Petitioner -

Vs B :
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America . Respondents.
PETITY TO the RETURN

SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION’s
MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of -
Motion to Dismiss ar, In the Alternative, Motion to Strike
Appendix on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION/Faxed & mailed 7/18/14
CORRECT of SUPREME COURY No: mu-omsn '

and piacing the CORRECTION DATE 0 JULY 19, 2014 (Ered wiien e 19, 2014)
mOORRECTIONSON WMWSMMhWWMMM

COMES NOW, ﬂnmsommw mummaumwnmwamcm
PaltSoner's sbove said Amendment, to flly inoorporate the CORRECTION! invoiving Fannode
thmwwmm»um«mm when , wiole
in error that

—-ﬂ-&ﬁrﬂlhm-ﬂmlmﬂﬁmw
Eertiurnel_": choubd vaad the waid Suprens Doert Chrk Sobl Putitom—/ Wiy on JNE B, 2004 ©_ ) hod INTS “ARE 28 2000,

C - nmmmmmmmumm m:mm glo0 SUPREME COURT No:

mmmwm«wmmNSmmmmnmumwm

mmbmpmmmummwc«n@ﬁimagm««wﬁyg)
wmnwmmc«mwm denw
. ov, in the Altsmative, Motion to Strike Appendix...” ms&m@rﬂwmwma
TIONS will not prejudice any said paity or this sakd Supreme A '

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES

nmmummmmmmudummﬁmmmwmmﬁw
South Casclirm Forral Crart Union's Mamorangkis of L in Suppost of Molion o Disnics, of, In he Mol o Shilm
Dated: Mty 25, 2014 ' < \
o Tar C_ Sullven, Esquice Sl M P, Eageie : ﬂ@! %' &"1’! '
NELSON MULLINS. LLP. LAW FRM " RICHARD PLOWDEN_PA. Law Fim Rager {Mtwley, Pro se '
Post O Bax 11070 1600 Burrwedl Sirwet 29001 6873 Lrawtl Growe Lans

Cobarbis, SC. 20011 Columbin 8 C. 222 North Chexloson, §.C. 20420
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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Supreme Court
Casono; 214001371
APPEALING the South Carolina's APPEAL COURT
Appeliate Case no. 2012-213208

APPEAL of Dorchestor County Circuit Trial
Court of Common Pleas
Master of Equityfserving as Clreuit - Judge Maite D. Murphy
Case no: 201209-181110539

' ~ Roger L. Whaley ' e Petitioner

¥5. ‘ . ,
South Carolina Federal Credit Union and Bank of America . Respondents.

ENT 7O the RETURN
" SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION’s

MEMORANDUM of LAW IN SUPPORT of
: Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Mation to Strike
Appendix on Behalf of RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNSORNaxed 8 mailed 711814
' SHOWING CORRECTION NOTICES - under FQOTNOTE 3. o
\ CORRECT of SUPREME COURY No: 2014-001374

and ’ C DATE to JULY 19, 2014 (Emed written June 19, 2014)
- are CORRECTIONS ON - WMSWWMbWWTH“Hm

omssnmn the pro se PefiionerWhaey, bring 1o the atienion of sll parbios and 10 this seid Supreme Cout,
Paltfoner’s above said Amendment, o fully inoorporate the CORRECTION! involving Fooinoke @”*
RETURN 1o SCFCU's Memo and Suppart s Masion Jo Dismiss, or said Allemafive, when Peione By, wrole
nemorthal .

'—MHM—MMF-HWQMUGWW
Lertiorart_": choabd read the waid Sprenss Court Clark tobd Putitissar/Whmley s S 5, 2154 *_jus hod (78 ~ AN 78 75006".

mmmmhmmm aloo SUPREME COURT No:

MWMMM¢MWMmMMQhWhHWM

c«mmmmpmnes.mnmmwm@‘magm«w;ﬁg)
“_Rasponsefor Reply 10 Respondent/South Carcina Foderal Credit Ui S Memanandurr of Law i Support of
; .w.hhMMmbsmm..'.w&nﬁA@Oﬂidﬂwwmd
TIONS will not prejudice any said party or this sald Supreme oA
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICES

mmmummtaMmme«mmuﬁmmwwmauW -
South Caxclirm Federst Cradit Union's Mamorandum of Law in Suppast of Mosion t Uisioics, of, i the Molion ip Shie o
Dated: July 25, 2014 :
oz Tara C_Sulbven, Excpir Shailn M. B, Eggrine :

NELSON MALING. LLP, LAW FIRM . RICHARD FLOWDEN_P A Law fima Pm-
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their BAR Number, butl again! you can see, that NEITHERI SCFCU's Legal Counselor again! NEVER! COM|
with the Instructed orders of this said Appellate Supreme Court, just recorded/or DOCUMENTED Copies of $(
records shows NEITHER Counselor(s) Complied with Appeals Court's mailed Instructions to filed a REQUIRE
Timely filed “INITIAL BRIEF™ and DESIGNATION of MATTER, just as SCFCU NEVER comptied with the Low
Court's written instructed EMAILED instructions for SCFCU to have prepared its OWN filed alleged Proposed '
Resulted in RespondentS/or SCFCU's continued!! NON-COMPLIANCE with ALL these said named Court's wi
instructions, which resuited in ONLY SPECIAL FAVORS were applied to the sald RESPONDENTS/or SCFCU
Legal Counselor(s), who indeed DID NOT COMPLY to this said Supreme Court's Instructed written instruction
ORDERS, dated JUNE 25, 2014. |
CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, the attached research found documents of attached 12 EXHIBITS, are ONLY of doct
'mmmwmmmissddsmmmnmmmmmmmmmmmw
documents, if this said Supreme Court, personal wants COPIES without and found research located on the sa
documents. THEREFORE, any other required information, can be produced by this said Pro Se Petitioner/W.
who has always been in compliance with the Instruction letters/and/or WRITTEN signed COURT ORDERS of
the said named Courts. Whereas any commections need, please do not hesitate to contact this said PRO SE
Petitioner, who will immadiate comply with this said Court’s found deficiencies.

AUGUST 7, 2014 Z\ﬂ / 0‘)/**&/

Roger£. Whaley, Pro Se Petiioner 7
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charfeston, S.C. 29420

SEE NEXT PAGE — TYPE PROOF OF SERICE
as requested to be on a separate page....
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