WHALEY’S REPLY TO BOA’S “RETURN” TO
WRIT OF CERTIORARI

PART 2
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Edward L. HENNING and Carol Sue Henning, Respondents

V.
Herbert KAYE and Max L. Hill Co., Inc., Defendants, of whom Max L. Hill Co,, Inc. is Respondent,and
Herbert Kaye is Appeliant. /4! %( 7/ s

Supreme Couri of South Carciina. 4 @//’7/

March 11, 1992. %//

=437 March 11, 1992. O Ao A
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Respondenis mowe the Court io dismiss this appeal. By return, appellant opposes the motion as% respondents Edward Henning

and Carol Henning (the Hennings). Appellant does not oppose the motion as to respondent Max L. Hiil Co,, Inc. (Hill). The motion i 3

dismiss as io Hill is granied. A

Y

A

~
The Hennings mowe to dismiss pursuant ip Ruie 231, SCACR. The Hennings claim that appeliant's inilial brief fails io comply with g
Ruie 207, SCACR, and that his Designafion of Matier to be Included in the Record on Appeai (Designation) is insufficient under Rule \ .

208, SCACR. ~\\
: ‘ Q

Byretum, appeliant’s counsel asserls that he has subsiantiaily complied with the Ruies and that instances of noncompiiance were
inadverient technical errors and minor discrepancies. Counsel moves o amend his brief. Counsel furiher contends that his
Designation is clear and speciific.

Appellant’s brief fails to comply with the Rule 207 in the following parficulars: the components of the brief are incorrectly organized
and labeled, the issues are notdistinctively headed, the table of authorities is not aiphabetized or referenced to the bodyof the brisf,
the statement of the case contains contested matter and omits required information, and the arguments coniain no citations o the
record or io the cases listed in ihe table of authorities.

Counsel is advised that the South Carolina Appeliate Court Rules are not mere technicalifies but provide the parlies and this Court
with an orderly mechanism through which to guide appeals in this Siate. ltis incumbent upon counsel to provide material tat

complies with the Rules and facilitates appellate review.
hoygh this Cduﬁ would be completely justifiedin dismissing this appeal based on appe!lMoiaﬁons gj ﬁ}e Ryules,

we deoiineb do sognd den motion fo dismiss 43885 the Hennings. Instead, appellant shall, within ﬁién {15) days ofthis
order, serve and file an initial brief ihg do:é ﬁiﬁ—;eom ;fgm//‘ig\%uie 20' , SCACR. No changes shail be made o appellant's arguments
excepi that appellant may add citations fo the cases listed in the cumrent iable of authorities and references io ihe record as provided
by Rule 2G7{b}{4).
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With his briefappeilant shall serve and file an amended Designafion that sets forth with specificily the exhibils and other matier he

wishes o include in the Record on Appeai. Appeliantis reminded that the Record on Appeai shall not contain any matier not

presented to the irial court Rule 209(c), SCACR. N %E \
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@tb Carolina Court of ppeals )&

Roger L. Whaley, Appellant,

V.

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

Appellate Case No. 2012-213208
The Hon01 able Malte D. Murphy -
Dorchester County
Trial Court Case No. 2012CP1800539

FOR THE COURT
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Columbia, South Carolina

cc:

Roger L. Whaley

- Drew Hamilton Butler
Erik Tiso
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CARGLINA é Y, AL-]

In The Supreme Court
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APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Court of Commor Pleas

Maite Murphy, Circun Court Judee

Case No. 2012-CP-18-0538

724}

Appeltate Case No. 2012-21320

Souih Caroling Federal Credit Union snd Bank of
N oy LSOO Respondents,
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Pursuant 1 Rule ), SCACR, \Respondent Bank of America {"BOA™) hersby

that deny *s Petition for a Wri
s largely unmig ificible, ; Fatluse of & neiitioner ©
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ready and adequate undersiandimg of ihe poims requiring consideration will be a seificient

4). SCACR.

Second, jio the extent[Appellant’s
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responds © the Petition for a Wri of (ertiorari filed by Petiioner Roger L. Aaaley
{"Whaley™). BOA respeorfully requesss that this Court deay Whaley's Petition for @ Wit o
Certiorasi. First, Whaley's Perition i3 largely uninteiligible. “Failure of a petitioner o present
with accuracy, breviy, and clarity the information and argaments that are essemal 10 a ready
and adequmie ungderslanding of (he polnts reguiring consideration will be a sufficiont feason for
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the considoration of this Court. Thee

o
B
)
&5
e
Yo
oy
4

‘e
ad g
£
]
[
]
=
£
wna
v
Ve
f
3%
vl
&
sk
prvy
%
bw‘
m .

(2]
Iuﬂ =
=
<
[
=
=
)
Iv-vS
4'1-'
r‘l
o
'I:

are no novel questions of law at issue; there was no dissemt Ia the decision of the Court of
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and thera special or immporiam r2asons
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See Rule 242{bj. SCACR.

“haley’s appeal was dismissed on February 27, 2014, becanse Whaley faijed @
comply with the South Carclinag Appelimie Court Rules. Although Whaley aow secks furher
review of this decision. be comtinues 10 fall 1o comply with the Seuth Carolina Appellaie {ount

perfected his Perion. Ses

SCACR.

nil 262(h),

Sty

declinagd 10 hear this matier.

dazed January 3%, 2014, and February 23, 2014
For the foregeing reasons, Regpondent Bank of America respeciinlly reguesss hat this
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Suly 25§, 2014,



