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WHALEY’S REPLY TO BOA’S “RETURN” TO
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November 4. 2013

Girest Dzl (8 .:"- s78- ?. 13
" sbias@Richa;dswnPlr\' ien com
ViA _Hznd Delivery

he Honorable Jenny A. Kitchi ings
Clerk, Scuth Carslina Court of Appe
1015 Sumter Strest
Coiumbia, South Cargiing 2620

Roger L. Whaley v. South Carofina Federal Credit Union and Bank of

\ America
CiA No.: 2012-CP-1800539
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{ i am in receipt of .'.
in Carclina _Federal Credit ldnion/S
rance ¢t EXPARTE C uomm%nv_cau

q nzmely

xk fiting of rcspcensw= are 4

. ,;:v ] : / ,

@ & /5 Count. (Given Rescondent)Sanror Amer
ad “TuUr Nw:n' S r2Sponsive "ne' will De QUE SUDS

ta st iss. ] We fully intend fo compiy with d'at deadhn«=

:‘v'":, -
5\‘91\%’ /X‘% (o DemBe Vs Gy e e cepev iR TRessne 7

inally. it is_our position that any rsauest by Appellant for adjudication of this

N 0\ (o, mattar on the merits{prior 10 this Lourt's ruimg)&:‘_.j%ﬂm to Dismissjand
¥ (7| p Saiv Dafore L:_g__c_gtjs_eah,\e Erieied this appeal should be denied stated in my p.’G‘"Obvé__.
L- b 0 U i sier } Respondent SCFCU has_misinterpreted this rule. piea SE contac{moend We w’l
9{ x4 do whatgver is required to be in compliznce with the South Carolina Appellate Court
@ ad rules tor perfecting this aopeal - — -
n &ﬁ 2.8 ——
fUl/ {’ ol f”/ Bv copy of this letter we are serving gro se Appellant and ail opposing counse
\ T b{ ‘V ,. [;f'i with this responss.

o £ Thank you for taking the time to review this letier and wilh kind regards | am



Sincaraly,

Sheita M. Bvas

SCBarég i Q0o0s

SMB )

oo Roger Whaley. Pro sev/
iouy Alan Qeﬂeﬁ*\a

g‘q Esquire
Erik Tison Norion, Esquirs
Drew Hamiiton Bu zl—r Esguire

Tara C. Sullivan, Esguire
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Appeliant/Plaintiff Pursugnt 4 1R {
LEPHEL D by Appesis Courf's ONLY provided Case Law
“Henning v. Keye, 307, 3C. 438437 415 SE2d 74 (18807
South Carcling Federal Oredit Union } Actuzllv Supporis Appellant/Whaley's 2
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COBEES NOW, 110 se 2ppcierd/Pizintili Roger L. Winsley A,ypcx & Whiley) Bing tmealy Hi2 shove sid Pefiionfordolon,
segasding Tis Appeals Cowt's "ORBER daleg 20720447 with iis Oni COVERNING Cass low THenning v. Koy, 37 SL.

476,437 415 3£ .24 724 (4823)", o AcpeflentiWist =it with SCACR Rule 22442)./)8{c), o show His saic Appecls

Casts confimsed Ovariopked Enors, 2ndior Msenprehansionsiorinientionaliresserch found Bizs iInterest {purssent imder e

Rutss of Canon-ior possible isconduct} —wivch Involves BOTH said RESPONDENTSIB0A and SCFOUs own! Dosismentsd
cileged Bajdance {provid ezl Cowt and within Bus o=k Appes! Counl) invoiving Bis ssic Appesis iand

4

Sumreme) Cowils) Boand Momberibir, Boatie B, Ashmorelss baing govemed by an aliogad FEDERALRY Court sopoimied

l

Feosiver Law — so lo inlerlere with 2 STATEM Coi? eppointed Ressivert ovw, witich soid inferiorence hes coused GREAT
CONFUSIONS with 8¢s 5233 STATEY

st OMLY within the s=id Supreme Court pursuend with SCACR Rule 203(SH{1ANE). “Sas Ai Cls LT 5211305, &5}

"azs?{s}! case malier invadving fiis Agoeiiantfdiheley's GMLYI Sied Claims, Hat wers 8lec

=08 o7 refveesing st be aohsly recalived by o epneiisls cowi s ler e
'«*3 "am_ A pain, By rmhozvag hed bo it aooiancs w¥h Ruds 240, o el et il

‘*u":asei% u.e_ea c~:—~r:~" a»:-c:esa':a”’z:s.u.ﬂ.dwwr‘ )
? THeord LIENEEE . b HAVE A nd st T 2Bt S Cosloniid te cngisy i n doissne S eppedibessd e
mmmsmm ¥WE DECLENE todo soand GENY tha BROTION so BISESSS. )
& ‘m ==-=a“'-‘”~ @@»&mvsc‘f-“@smamw'?‘%gasaéam .éfDL\Taa'f_*ze

‘:rb-%msm.‘ﬁ‘.}szvo ‘Ea‘:sﬁ “"’”.En(»tcam .?a-@x‘scc@&%‘m —-qs‘*'mc;:tms:
&co%ﬁm;.&. Ss Aopeais Coals RECENT for 22athed FIRALE GROER —9292{:"—25‘.4} Er s"'x:.“‘ x'?S{.ss@A.}z‘a
Corfs CONTUSI DNt or z‘a‘ﬁz-s.’f;;e:suaa“é‘ T COKED o Liseppmbiensions” SOWHA TARCES in B efached AFPCAIS Caaslls
LETIER ceted BRAY 2. 258 Ef -S, -uas.?z"‘" STATE SUPRERER COUR i-'{mR@v‘ER:z’*’-‘—*“Y&Rﬁ- had v SS APFEAS
COURTS FRESONSLD BoF AR¥nainy's acust FR B0 HOTICE OF APPEAL ond ANENDETNT Ddeeiior Reqesizd
Amendd HOTEECF s:-“?%:“ HEGAYE éAV.EF‘-z:EECSLKm Earihe COMFLITEN “Eﬁﬁd'”“’-"- = s o5 ASTERLS COURTS
ZZch AETTER &b - DATEY IEAY 23, 201367 )~ wiich s AT MCuﬁ‘-mamﬂé‘mD&%Ef**»Mm..c‘é&
Aspess & SUPRSYE Soms’ Ovail RORARS EoMSSR s hefpn o TR ED RECFUER - &ﬁrnmﬁ“h&a
EFFEALS QUURT creptedi -ORLYE m’%mmﬂﬁa‘&%‘%&ﬁﬁsﬁﬁaﬂimﬁ provides DDSUEENTEGH EYDENCEY -
M--F&a&.—“ CRURT LAV Yor CUESTIONSS) thet INTERFERED wih o0 ONCONGEmdiar completad STATEN Comtsa m\’m‘
OmDecsar‘-Z:xn@m%maﬁ’trasaﬂ@;ﬁcwﬁ—&?&%ﬁ@ma mvolves B SAZDY Kenfed)
CLABSE -&mvoidng E—zsmﬁe:&%y’sm-?ﬁm COURT? CLARS, Theslhm i Wé»—a&:’ﬁf. oy QHEY FRED
msmmxef;s;s i Stond AMNDNENT NGTICE OF ASTSAL elin ¥ £E GO = "wlﬁe fIEALS (Se2
_~..1l;smwgaéa‘ém “"?f AYR CORREC Egﬁm_aﬁmtemwt =0 C&R"ﬁ ?‘—.::‘:Se%—s;srs:c:
s s2i3 Aspeals Cowds contnuad OVERLCOKED ERRORS. aadfer Miszopeiensions, prsusni win SCACGR ﬁ?n’a=f::&24
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As the Tollowing is Rusther numbered sialed:

3. 1758 Appeais Cowts sieched Finsl Order dated "227/2016 wos wttion m ERROR ot 1o Biss Inkrest

)

freughdentivior in efvor wiols thel ihis Appeais Cowt's seid Final Order of 202772044 wzs govemedior sulsd Hhat s &nef dacision
wes prsueni oy wih the Stale case law Hesming v. Kaye, 307 ST, 438,437,415 S £ 24 7o4{1083Y, wiich in Sororitier

ereiios wiots! that - °. Aspeliste Court is JUSTIFIED in THSRUSSHIG an Appedibesedonan AppsinnVs FALURE fo
COEPL Y with the Scuth Caroline Appolizre Cowst Rules ., which is 2n Bresi Guadonkedfor Msspprehendad NON-
COMPLETE vmtlen ebove said QUOTED STATEMENT made {eppazred inteniionelly) by this s=id Appaals Caus{s seid signed
Ofdals | which the said onderad Ruling In hat said matter sevches the Iower izl oowt's OROERED TRANSCRIPT, by hate=d
Appeliant, pursuant with Rule 207(0){4}, which s Appesls Courl did not COMPLETE s sbove szid case law
STATEMENT ISes Exh. 552,65.) that's wrilion -

L AFuh B Cost WOUID 28 COMPITTR Y BUSTH D in DISUISSING s APPES bosad on Annslanls mmems VickSons oife
Rules VE DECLIRTHE o DO 80 o DEXYH! the BOTION TO! DISIESSI “A8sstotholonninge. fsised APPRIELYT
SHAIY, within (45) doys of 525 Oreloy, save and FELS 2z RITIAL BRIFF @t Joos fufly comply with Ruds 207, S0AOR. XGH!

5

CHANCEST SHALL S bo BIAOT! 145 APPRREARNT s ARGUESNTS! cxzent St &%ﬁ EEEYIS ATDE CITATIONSYH i tha
Czsssf LISTEDY in the Cumentl! Tabls of Anthorifios and Raferenses &s Se Record as provided in el Z207(BME)™ 3

2 Therefore fe shove s2id complals quoistion B no. 1. Shows His Appefizie Cawf's said Final Orger daled 20277201487

Orariochedioghiisapprehended s Appesls Cowts OWNI FILED! atzched signed LETTERS dated “Sepiember 25, 23137

Txh, AA; HIAY 21, 20137, and "AUGUST 23, 20137, giong with the atisched Lower Tral Comfs sianed IFT FER galed

Fovember 10 2227 (Cxh. 4 fom the seid lower CIRCUIT SCURT REPORTER, 862 Brende 1 Sipesls, whom this i

Appesls Cowl's officiels were 2it0 in porsonsi ooniacis, Shows the Lower Trigl Couwts CRIRT REPORTER whowcie st th

Bppeliart - Mr. Wigley TS is i scknowizdge thel on NOVERMBER G 2042l | RECENED YOURIETIER and

PAYEIENT for the TRANSCRIPT of Record in the shove mettes” - aifwoughi fie SECOND! Diffiorent Cowl Reportes, & ant

%)

[y

fype and defivered is requesiss Transtipt untl in e YEAR 2043, 23 o WY His ool Appecis Cownt slicwed s
AppefantiWialay o flsd s INITIAL BRIEF/znd DESIGNATION of MATIER in the YEAR 2013

“{Se=siiached Txh 53 & Db AR from Al Gl suppodis AppelianiiWhalay's molion for rebeadingfor reconsideration must be Gran'ed,
pirsian Wi Rule 2218l bligl whicth is uphsld by fhis Appests Coust OWN Case LAW Henring v Koye, 307 3L 4354374158828 783

{1y,

&3

1

}: This Appeals Courf's Fine! Order 212712014 in Erorlor clhervise, OVERLGOKED fhe FACT Hhat Appsiiany
13

Yhaley requasted T

b=

FFERENT Trenseripisi! fom hyo difierenill fower Tral Cowrt Reporiats, which the lesi

Transwiptwss not Selversd uniil i
of

5

e YEAR 2813, witch Appellaniihaley immeGaiciy! provided b this Aopesis Court

it CEY
along with meny other Bed Lower Tiia! Courf's pleadings atizched with s busal Briet & Designalion of mailer - but All seid
stizchmans were RETURNEDY by s=id Agpeels Coist ip Siis Appeliantfidinaley {See Exh. AA dated “September 25, 28437},
cut SHOWS! Wi Appeals Court sccepledit AppellentiWhaley's INITIAL BRIEF, aithough 4 showed Defidenciss tobe

CORRECTED, which GNLYT ordered AppeliontfiWneley fo fiie as s CORRECTION. AppeleniWWhaley's soid DESIGNATION of

HMATTER, & witch this seid Appesks Couri indeed ACCEPRTED “{Seo T, AR), slfhoughi inis soid Appesls Cowrladmisd &

RETURNED ofFf of AppeliandVizley's ATTACKHED DOCUMENTED SMDENCE, wiich inchuded ApreliantiVhsioy's

T SCACR Sun Z0THN{8) - Szies .. Folwe io Reccive Transwipt Hepnalanthas oot T2 Z5pt=d Eme oy roosived
roSSzzion of e exteason wikin ton {10) doys 227 the eloBed Sme, apaehan! Shall nolly the duk of e opocisie ool and e ednimiiTt e Emel

= >




Exh.C 3

ransorintist, therefore mads this said sis Sourf's RETURNING of Aopolizntifihaley’s said Documented EVIDERCE
—whsn sg=inst SCACR Rule 216i=i8ic) ¢ And is pursusntvith Ceselaw THenming v, Kays, 367 30 4384374158 E 28
TR441827) — which NEVERY SUPPORTED iy s seid Appecis Cowt i “DISKSSCD Aopsiizntfineisy's Aopaals Case

metier. {8os chove QUOTE ;o number 1)

0

WHEREAS, this Agpeals Cowrt's cem! filed siiachad s2id ebove signed documents, along with the signed vaiiten

2. 2

il =} + £ o~ 5 = F s S} ot \ " EXd 3 - Y O oL
zdmissnce! 2iso by e ResoonceniSOFCY. s s dooument(s) daiad "Ooichar 22, 20137, “Seplember 16, 2013, shows 2n

supoors Hds Agpesis Cowi's Overdooked the FACT, 2s to tis Anps=’s Court's knowm and UNDISPUTED posshie shown BIAS

\

neis QROERED! indal Brisfs and Decignations {See Exiibiis AR AAA: & Bxih. 5), when SCFCU's hired Allomsylsy
ST for shoves that This sait Appesl Ooirfs 212772014 FRNA! ORDER/as wall 25 this seid Appests Cowd's prior Bsd
Ordes{s} - proviged SPECEM FAVORS {0 the RESPONDENTROA ~ since! ResnondentiSCRCU ADRAITS thel SCFCs bired
Atfornsys GMLY regsested for His said Appests Courl fo Grant an EXTENSION fo Bad is Inifal Sns? and Besignalon il
OCTOBER 4, 2313} soio Bed on The DATE November 4, 2013°, bult SCFCU alsol noves? 8¢ on the dele November 4, 2013,

i s said Appeels Cowet NEVER! Cancefled SCFCU #ive date November 4, 20843 for SCFCU 50 i have properly and legely

1

s roquirediand GROERED i

st Briaf ang Designstion of matier byl tha dals November 4, 2093, "See B Seand &h.
£4) suzporis Appelianififthaley’s BA0TIONM for Reheering must b Granded;

3z} This Appesis Sourt in ervosfor othenvise, QVERLGOKED s ownl recornded records which siices fne
RESPORDENTBOS - NEVER! Bad for ANY KIND of EXTENSION from Hiis Agpesis Cowr?s ORBER andlor LETTER defed
SEPTEMBER 25, 20157 and “SEPTEMBER 27, 2013" uhich wioes ot ®. CUIR RECORDS REFLECT the RESSONDENTS
initia) Byisf aned Designation of meiter ARE BUEH on! OTIOSER 4, 7013..7 - which RESPONDENT/ROA MUST
havefiled BOA's UNTIMELY FiLED Motion fo Dismiss beforel or on the Datell oI GOTOBER 4 2613 2ithough ihis said
Apoasls Cowl's officizis IN ERRORIor due & known BIAS FERSONAL seid INTEREST accepied RESFONDENT/B0A'S
urimelyfand FRAUDUL ENT Cleims in BOA's Untieely Bed B0TION 70 BISEISS that wos ed on the date “CCTCEER 22,

28137, Inwihich His Acpsals Cowal's oun? Hled 207772013 CASE 1AW Heonning v. Kaye, 367 S.C. 435437 44953 E2¢

SPEGIRICITY the DEIRITSHEN and GTHERRE BATIER he Wishest io INCLUDE! Inthe RECORD on APPESL;

T Pde iG-S Mels conbined in G Reconl en Arpest S be avenced in e Elioeing ondee the B paoe, index, oriers. igments denees,
dodisions, afserdings, benserint, charges, EXHBRS and eiier metorh or BOTERISNTS, anid o corfSen®s by appaliend™ -
VHICH ndeaf 55 533 Appac Coest QVERS OUKED B2 ACTUR FATTS thai Bs 5o Appoels Cowmt AGCEFTTD Aspelant
ERIEF 228 PR ED DESIGRATIONE o5 beilng CORRECTED Undered Defiiondeg  “iSee©xh A& —vwhen i Appesis Cont GROTR
TN 55 deys, DR by B 2% "GUIOEER 4, 01T Bac® of 526 Respondents! REQURED Tiss! Sies and Desgaelon o
Aspeais Casi oicels n ERROR e © 9IAS known persoasl INTEREST - NEVER! Erdoroed NEITHER ssid named

FESFOMNDENTS o hove COMPLITD! i e 538 South Carclng Appeiate Refies and Procseirres — to 2 NETTRER of oy DITIAL SREFS oxg
DESIGNATIONS. Due b RESPONDANTS! GI Y Vohmieeract JOINT APPEARANCE of & (oo Uneline) FEDERAYS Asscies (Feped
STATTE B. ASHMORE {whorn beth 5222 RESPORDENTSROS 2 SOFCU 2Seges s 2 SPEOIAL BNTEREST. 20 who s aisll Yacatedies

Regever®h.

LAVS, witch govers Arpelerfiisley's ComplantCagiiars CHECKS, STATEY Cor aproinied RECEVER- fappainied 8 STATER Lot LAMS o
Reprosent QR Y1 i 2523ad VID TR some? MONDY aniior SROPERTY INTEREST, innhich Bie sod RSP OMDENTRGA - ADNITS a ndod Ras iy
25 FOSSESSGH. ), which incused i2s Anpef=n¥Winsley's s=it MONE Yior Persons! PROPERTY] véich povded DOCIRENTED RECORD S ans Coumi iz
LOWER TRIAL COURTS TRANSOHPTE] spparsiond of shows, Bis SAHE g LAY FRed NEL SON, 480 ¢ INS e @egaiiylend URETISTALLY aiaot

z iG the RESPONDENTISOA s 5= ntorest althounh! the soid LAW IR NELSON, REHENS wos STATEHAFPOINTEDE © Repesend 5%
I PROPERTY =
s s Appeats Coud's GROER d2led 272712214 GVERL CUKED T AnpeRerdinaley's Hod DESCNATION endier i Brind — Il
comesly, Bat 2 HERTeD DOCIUES D EVEDDE o olich B sod Acpes ot NN TRRED FEIURIES -7iSs2 &

w



LA, &_¢

3by: This s2id Appeals Court OVERLGOKED 2nd or due o Bias known sald inferest, did not Considerior must
Crent this AppellanifWhaley's said Motion for Rehearing — when this said Appeals Ceurf's in errorior ofherwise Qverleoked ifs
ownll, ORDER/or LETTER dated *OCTORER 10, 2013" which admist thai AppelleniiWhaley Bled ALSO its MOTION FOR
JUDGMENTS, and also! later! Hed AppeliantWhaley's filed MOTION TO DISMISS, {which showed and AGAINH PROVIDED
AppellantfWhaley's L ower Trial Courf’s fled docurmented pleadingsfand already fled EXHIBITS) which alwaysH invelved
RespondeniBOA & SCGFGU's UNTIMELY filed alleged MOTION(s) TO DISMISS, when, bolh! said RESPONDENTS Hed
MCTIONS %o DISMISS were fiied AFTER! the dates “OCTOBER 22, 2013, 2nd "NOVEMBER 4. 2013" - which wes AFTERY he
DATES! in which this said Appeals Court ORDERED! the said Respondents to have Eed EACH of their file INITIAL BRIEF/and
Designation — by eath of their given DEADUINE DATE. which was NEVERE COMPLIED by Nettheri named RESPONDENTS,
alihough! ihis s=id Appeals Couri DUE TO - BIAS known INTEREST - Overlocked those said 2bove UNDISPUTED FACTS,
ang Granted the said RESPONDENTS Untimely fled MOTION TO DISMISS, and in ERROR/or said OTHERWISE DENIED
AppeliantWhaley's MOTION T DISMISS - which INDEED PROVIDED the Documented EVIDENCE attached with said
EXHIBITS - which showed AppellantWhatey's INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTERS indead
*.CONTAIN..MATTER(s)..PRESENTED TO! THE TRIALH CGURT.” - Which this said Appeals Ceurtindeed! FIRST!
ACCEPTED, ihenl! laterl] {admitied! {o have} RETURNED Appefiantidhaley’s DOCUMENTED EVIEDENCEfandier
EXHIBTSfand Lower Tral Courl's TRANSCRIPT{s) — which supporied that ALL AppeflaniWhaley’s CLAIMS in his initiz] Brief
2ngd DESIGNATION indeed were st "...PRESENTED TO THE TRIAL COURT...” Pursuant with Rule 209, 210, 207(b}{4).
4, Thereiare this said Appeals Court 2/27/2014 FINAL ORDER in Error Gverlocked’and due lo s2id Bias known personal
interast, did noi Consider, and of must Grant AppellantWhalay's MOTION jor REHEARING, when!! this Appeals Couri's OWN!
wiitien signed! LETTER dated “SEPTEMBER 25, 2013™ - admits!! that indsed AppellantWhaley's TIMELY and PROPERLY
Ted INITIAL BRIEF and DESIGNATION of MATTER's attached EXHIBITS and fiied Documented Pleadingsiwhich INCLUDED
AppellantWhaley's PAID LOWER TRIAL COURT'S TRANSCRIPT, showed and supported ALL AppeliantWhaley’s dlaims were
Ciaims ALWAYS Discussed also within the said LOWER TRIAL COURT, whereas is in compliancs wilh ihis said Appeals
Court's ONLY provided Case Law “Henning v. Xave, 307 S.C. 438,437,415 S.£.2d 794{1352)" — which RULED/and ORDERED
andfor shows thatior this said APPEALS FINAL ORDER, dated 212772014 - BIUST!! BE DENIED.

WHEREFORE, attached is AppeliantfWhaley's {6) copies, and knovm payment, so fo file inis fimely 2nd proper request io
Granted this said Mofion for Rehearing/andior Reconsideration, pursuant with the above said S.C. Appallate Court Rules and
Procedures. (i the said amount of payment is nol comect, please contadt, and any ofher immediate payment will be made)

Dated: MARCH 11,2014 Respecifully Submitied,

WCoap L. LOAL&

Roger L Nhaley, Pro Se
3673 1 aurel Grove Lane
North Cherlesten, Sauth Carofine 28220
CERTIFICATE COF SERVICE
§, dedlare that all the proper parties has been fimeY and propetly served by CERTIFIED/or GVERMIGHT MAR, sndior FAXED. As Appelart’sdectare "ﬁAi_
et Is Siated S ivue 2nd befeveble 2nd is siechedwiih te doumented evidencelandior EXHIBITS which supporis ANY end ALL his Claims, 25 he fasalways
provided o #is s2id Appeals Court and #o the said Lower Trial Cowrt
[~ Jody A Redanhzugh, Ssquire; Efk Tison Neslon, Esquire,  Drew BamTion Buller, Esquire, Shofio M Biss,
4320 Mein Sirest, 172 Flooy — Columidia, SC 29200 1808 Bammwell St - Cclumbia, SC. 28202
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”L"“/THE STATEOF SOUTH EAROLINA 27744 /‘9’”“’ Lel” ‘ZL‘ el

in The Court of Appeals Pages 1 of 2 /-r
Appellate Case No: 2012-213208 Attachments-2 G
<
APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY G
Court of Common Pleas /a/ /,zaf_/;w
Maite Murphy, Master of Equity/acting as Special Circuit Court Judge et 31
Case No. 2012-CP-18-05-39 Frx—

Roger L. Whaley, Pro Se Y M/"% /
Appellant/Plaintiff, g/ A
// &/1,/’ ©

South Carolina Federal Credit Union and 7
A
BANK of AMERICA /&zﬁ/ 4ce)
'Respondents/Defendants. \}/

> Hs
@fELLANT WHALEY’S R ESPO SE TO Res _andent/BANK of AMERICA'S ﬁ‘ Of #

NTIMELY FILED_
“ALTERNATIVELY, MOTIORTO STRIKE PART OF APPELLANT'S /(@:.W
CDESIGNATION OF MATTERDand : , /
“MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL and OPPOSITION TO APPELLANT'S }M/M
LETTER TO CLERK A/K/%Z%OT!ON FOR JUDGMENT AGAINSKRESPONDENT BANK OF > » ‘
CAJOR/REQUEST TO REMAIN THAT . :
SAID RESPONDENT MATTER BACK TO LOWER TRIAL COUT WITH
INSTRUCTION, TO ENTER DIRECT JUDGMEN ATED Enits

eptember 30, 13 ‘ /V /
“PURSUANT with SCRAP 208 4) & (b)(7) 54’

» Pursuant with SCRAP 208(a
i
NEW! appeared ATTORNEY “Shelia M Bias” /NVLY requested 70; an Extension for Respondent SCFCU, and ‘/_;/ﬂ/%
had r\é){” LEGAL! AUTHORITY!! so to have REQU;STED any type Ex;g}nsmn for the Respgdent BANK of Epel j
AM NZW or/BOA pursuant with SC Rules of Professional Conduct/or Rule 1.7. 3 Therefore Appellant Whaley 5¢7/

ES any Q@MWOA s

/nd False allegations g ﬂ# 1
written in its (5) five page above said Motion/and/or Alternative ﬁled only todelay andattempt to’confuse sai cou
77y A &ﬁ%

: Wrote “Kitchings® stating - “AS COUNSEL for RESPONDENT SC Federal Credit Union, in the above-reference case, we respectfully request a 30-day

EXTENSION of TIME in which to SERVE and FILE our INITIAL RESPONDENT's BRIEF and Designation of Matter to be included in the Record on Appeal. We D /;\dé £

find it necessary to request THIS EXTENSION DUE TO OUR CURRENT HEAVY WORKLOAD..| am endosing the $25.00 fling fee...for your reconsideration.”

Supports that SCFCU only PAIDY for (1YONE RESPONDENT! to have an Extension...since NO! RECORS shows that the said Respondent BOA/and SCFCU - 7 }Z /
NEVERH was CONSOLIDATEDnor JOINTY as being RESPONDENTS! in which ONLYH (1)!ONE said LAW FIRM could file for the other named above Zﬁ V
Respondent. .
2 SCRCU's NEW ATTORNEY Shelia M. Bias, also! NEVER! Properly, nor Legally placed her APPEARANCE within this said appeals Court, as to show whom 2 4
she was REPLACING with the LAW FIRM “Richardson Plowden®. As is required under the Rules of Professional Conduct / Z //
3 Pursuznt also with this said SC Court of Appeals “ORDER" allegedly FILED 9/27/2013, shows as well, that this said Appeals Gourt ONLY ORDERED (1) ONE! .

*RESPONDENT’S’ Initial Brief and Designation.. hereby extended untit November 4, 2013." _ Vanmm e J Lmj /
@/{;ZZ,/ 27/ 2&/ Jg‘v 7‘[4. 4:

n /%56 é*«t’”{‘ef"/"")’ r

: _ /V /5ﬁé~f
& fyf/ QAW ”%{qu///ﬁ /4%5‘ pZZt?s’AZ’/?



Evs DB

o
Pro se Appellan aley f}ﬁher states that: 2 . A &’22{5,@%{/ /\/ /’
1. The Respondent/BOA NEVER filed any type (timelylor otherwise) required correspondence in reply t
Appeliant/Whaley's i Intil 85 and Designation, (Pursuant with SCRAP Rules 208(a)(2){A).) that was filed by the Wﬁ/
Respondent BOA (an§ its, ¥eg' ang::: ﬁ;wj alle%d(l./‘ §al Cougselor,nOWICARA C. SULLIVAN\th‘? has N%VER" 72 ‘
CE in this said égggals case mater so to acknowle _ga e tch__hs_sgr—d_Appeals Court, nor! '5 ! %z

prop 7{iylor Iegs%y/pla rﬁ[APP
7

to thnss 1d ellan regardin WHAT ATTORNEY did she REPLACEat the Law Firm “NELSON, MULLINS }in order /é ‘
d AppellanfWhatty, regafting efz UNSyinorder 77, o,

for any! of the Law Fi haée had any zeé éaxEs in ﬁ:s said Appéa!s gzzrti;gardmg ;}e said )&VZ(,

OWER TRIAL COURT/ wh%e Attorney “Tara C. Sullivan” also! NEVERI! legally placed her said APPEARANCE/mor never' ~7a /é J

APPEARED in the said Lo%er lower?al mﬁmw%m,ﬁndmhe @ /Z%
ority/Cle A-pursuan with Rule 20 and/or Judge should/and/or must discipline, or UPHOLD the requn'ed Rules and
f Proced re@qually and Faxny\,@rsuant with the Rul.ﬁ?_iéera:\CTMas tr/:a said Lov;f( Tnal&urt Judge@
Y (error/or due to biasDrder, d Appellant to participata(only with a Fedem4 7
2. Appellant/ Whaley already provided DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE fo the LOWER ial COURT nd to this
A . P A -%L{——;
/_said Appeals Court,/*(See Ct Transcnpts 8}9 2012) VERI}!;IED also l; @own “Proced Jral Backgroury M
@@JOCTOB& 24, 2013, which conﬁrmed the LOV}?R TRIAL COURT sche%led HEARINGS
dated "MAY 8, 20122/and CAUGUST 29, 2012 conﬁrmed AppellanthhaIey prov%’ed tof;L PROPER

ﬂUTHO%'ES parties regarding the said Lower Tria Court’s TRANSCRIPTS, that were hat were ORDERED Gad produced
ﬁ(«)& by the Appellant Whaley which shows the o be domg an INTENTION AL CONFLICT %\)

' éyl% ‘}\, EREST rivolving the Appellant Whaley's Cashiers Checks named PAYEE/CCG
A 0 b " ucust Court of Corrglon Iegs,»APPOlNTED the LAV%FIRM NEL/§{ON MULLINS. {Since!l the year

0

i 3 ) poinjed to REPRESENT! Appellant/Whaley's all edﬂ LEGAL
‘AZ;J— 7o >

(3"}/ '\ {PI§JTS s being an alleged “VICTIM,?egard the SAME IDENTICAL Caghiers C)h;’ecks named PALEE/ECVG-Q

3‘4} Ry f} to RETURN Appeliant Whalez s%rld MONIES in which Respondent BOA/ADMITS! that it has within its po;gessnon

W P
Q\’ i ,)(‘3; Pursuant with SC Rules of Profess\?‘ nal Conduct — Rule 1.7 ﬁ s /l/;’é'ﬁ:
f' ""1(/') WHEREFORE, Respondent/BOA's said filed mation and/or alternative 5 was ﬁled fnvolously, m 2?24/ '
¥ A A KV >l v
o ated: October 28, 201 (W d Finpnr
\ 4 Rogéf L. Whaley, Pro Se p@pellantPi
: g aley, Pro Se Appelian 2
S 7 8673 Laurel Grove Lane “g,
LD M Charleston, South Carolina 20420 | © 7(4/
j“\/" ¢ )/ CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ™ /&Q .
l | declare that alf proper parties has been faxed, mailed and/or hand-delivered this said Response to BOA filed Motion and/or Altemative. ol ‘Z(,/Z
D/% e Andréw 80057, Esq, Richard Plowden & Robinson, P.A. 1800 Bamwell St,, Columbia, SC 29201; and Jody A. Bedenbaugh clo 77"& /
, TaraC Sullivan, 1320 Main Street/17% Floor, P.O. Box 11070 (29211-1070), Columbia, SC 29201 & %éo ’ /
SM;;/V ’ £ £ Lawsa 7 A

county or munmpal‘iﬂmanoe where the principal issue is one of the constitutionality of the law or ordinance; provided, however, in any case whefe th
j Supreme Court finds that the constitutional issue raised is not a significant one. the Supreme Court may transfer the case to the Court of Apoeals”
1y 4

Respondent BOA “Procedural Background” continued on page 3, wrote that “Appellant's INITIAL BRIEF was SUBMITTED August 10, 2073;

and by ORDER of SEPTEMBER 27, 2013, this GOURT GRANTED an EXTENSION for RESPONDENTS!!! to RESPOND to the INITIAL
w/ f lt BRIEF until NOVEMBER 4, 2013.”
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THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS M
&4/7& ffé///& 7[?/%
Roger L. Whaley, Appellant, Pro Se //}[,:7( e Tty e T

-7 /9,42{‘9/; ?74/// Ntactfonts 2 g
) /«

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

/

Appellate Case No. 2012-213208 Aﬂ;fdf 7
Presiding Lower Court Judge Maite D. Murphy , /jﬂ'{ 7
Dorchester County
— ial Court Case No. 2012-CP-1800539 % /{;{;&9 5
e — Z2V43
RE: Appellantt'Whaley's OBJECTION and DENYS ALL of South Carolina Federal Credi Credit Union's 3 4 4 ,a//
rivolous claims and reques is said Appeals Court inits LETTER date “October 22 2013 %
addressed to S.C. Co als CLERK, “Jenny A. Kitchings” stating °...Mr. Whal ‘

‘Letter to Clerk Wa&%ﬁﬁﬂ@nﬂ Respondent BANK OF AMERICA.Z %[ fw‘:«f
Pursuant with SCRAP [sic] 208(a)(2),(4)&(b)(7)...!t Appearsl!! this Motion is DIRECTED //‘

AT ANOTHER PARTY.." - is filed FRIVOLOUSLY by Respondent SCFCU, Especially! when

SCFCU’s_own! above LETTER! dated “October 23, 2013° QUOTEDWor Cleaﬂyl WROTE! that Appellant / y /

haley's MOTION ist - “...Adainst Respondent BANK OF AMERICA”;

Dear Clerk: @/ﬂw

o d

Accordingly, PlaintiffAppeliant Whaley writes this said response letter, OBJECTING and in Denial to ALL relevant
claims in Respondent, South Carolina Federal Credit Union /a/k/a/ SCFCU’s Frivolous claims written in its attached
letter dated "October 22, 2013° REQUESTING for this said Appeals Court - “...to accept this letter as OUR BRIEF
RETURN to the MOTION..." when SCFCU's said Letter - does not state, nor did not even quote! as to what alleged
PART of Plaintiff/Appellant Whaley's filed “LETTER to Clerk/a/k/a MOTION .. Against RESPONDENT BANK of
AMERICA...”, could have possibly!! allegedly appeared!! to also included SCFCU in that! said Motion filed against
Respondent Bank of America/a/k/a/BOA. Which makes Respondent SCFCU/or its said lawyer's request - “...to the
EXTENT Mr. Whaley INTENDED the Motion be Directed TOWARDS Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit
Union... please accept this LETTER as OUR BRIEF RETURN to the MOTION..." — which is moot!/or is a frivolous
request by SCFCU, when, Respondent South Carolina Federal Credit Union ADMITS!! in its LETTER that SCFCU!!
already!! — “...MOVED this honorable court for an EXTENSION of TIME in which to FILE OUR INITIAL BRIEF. This
Court GRANTED the MOTION by Order filed September 27, 2013. Accordingly, Respondent South Carolina
Federal Credit Union’s INITIAL BRIEF is not due UNTIL November 4, 2013 — 13 DAYS from today .”

WHEREFORE, Respondent SCFCU can be assured, Appeliant Whaley's said Motion is clearly written
involving the Respondent Party/BOA, since Respondent SCFCU, did! not! quote! what part of Appellant’s said
Letterfa/kfa MOTION could have possibly targeted South Carotina Federal Credit Union, in that! said Motion.

“By copy of this letter is being served..” on ALL proper above named Respondents BOA and SCFCU.

te:  October 24, 2013 ™ Respectfully,

To: Honorable Jenny A. Kitchings ZS H [ (/{)4 "“Q‘\

Clerk, S.C. Court of Appeals; 1015 Sumter St, Columbia S.C. 29201 Roger/ Whaley, Pro Se




