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request that counsel for the Defendants South Carolina Federal Credit Union angd Bank of 5 -)/{ =7
America(please preparé proposed Q_gar that indudes the following findingsof factand /4 7/'52&‘
.Monster mm Eg@yfi_ons of law: 1he Complaint fails to meet the minimum pleading requirements of 7 ‘4 Z R
& Questions Tt Wa Mot Get You ¥ Rule 8{a) of the SCRCP; The Complaint fails to state facts sufficient to constitute a cause of /—/é’,;ﬂ/‘“ ek 2ot

+Ered aciion and is dismissed with prejudice pursuant to 12{b}{6} of SCRCP; (fEe Co?p—@
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L ) )/ E ? 74’ the ongoing receivership action in Federal Court.
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DESIGNATION OF MATTER TO BE
% 7 /¥ % Sefi A INCLUDED IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL
L&u

V7
Y7 THE STATE OF SOUTH CARCLINA
}j-/ o //4 Y ,/y/cz;p/ In The Court of Appeals
’ ’ 74497/ APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
L1
i - 4/—47 Court of Common Pleas

. PR
M y/ Maite Murphy aster of Equity/Serving as Special Gircuit Court Judge

95’4%, / [’Zé;ﬂ,c_;;f;— Case No. 2012-CP-18-539

Roger L Whaley/Pro se Appellan/Plaintif,

R}
V.

SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION and
BANK OF AMERICA

Respondents/Defendants.

DESIGNATION OF MATTER TOBE
INCLUDED iN THE REGORD ON APPEAL for the INITIAL BRIEF

Appeliant propeses the ollowing be included in the Record on Appeal, aiong with Appellant's relumned Alfeched below Exhibits:

1 Judgs's E-meiled Order of May 28, 201

2 U6C Sacfion 3312 showing “‘REMITTER is the PROPER PARTY 1o CLAIM, when Cashier Checks has not been
Ceiivered o PAYEE™- Confirmed in Pit/Appsliznt's Complaint

3 NELSON, MULUN, RR.EY & SCARBORCOUGH, LLP, also Richland County STATE! COURT! Appointed Receiver/

Attorney LAW FIRRM - SINCE or Before “JULY 26, 2007"-for Appellant/Pit's Cashier's Checks named PAYEE-

CCG & CCG’s Constituents-Which includes AppellantWhaley-; Shows NELSON.MULLIN's Infentiona)

PROFESSIONAL MISCONDYGT doing Conitict of Interest/Conspiracy & Fraud agzinst NELSCN, MULLINS LAW

RS Also APPCINTED STATEY SOURTHCLIENTS CCG & CCG Censitiuents — WHEN Nelsen, Mullin.., s ALSO

AtomeyS for Respondent 8CA;

Respendent NELSON, MULLINS, Riey & Scarborough's LETTER "May 31, 2012°;

U.S. District Court's /1172013 Elecironic Filed CASE ORDER REASSIGNED/or Foreed Replacement of Federal

Judge Margaret B. SEYMOUR-involving CCG’s CONSTITUENT'S FILED BANK CHARGES against BANK of AMERICA .

STATE of SOUTH Carclina Cousty of Dorcherier's ORDER dated Sept. 17, 2012

RICHLAND COUNTY STATE! COURT! LETTER from South Caroling Attomey Generzl-dated “December 7, 2010° -

shows Richtand County Statell Courtll ACCEPTED "PRO ST Vohmteered DEFENDANT Shwhich may includeiAppaliant/

Phk-Wheley - REGARDING RESFONDENTS Samel! Voluntesredl! INTERVENED ed Federa! Claims and Peres -

since Inthe year 2007- RespondentS Case no. 3:2007-MC-D0135-MBS—pieced indhe s=id Dorchester Cour State Case matier.

3. Sowh Ceroling Attemey General's Webstie Summary dated MAY 12, 2043-involving BOTH Respondenisend Lower Trial Cour?
REQUEST for Appeflant/Pit io {il=gel} INTERVENE i the Richiand County FEDERAL! Courl! case matier flled since AUGUST
2007 - regarding the SAME CLAIMSIPARTIES are MOOT showing DOUBLE JEOPARDY/and Collaters) Estoppalied — since! the
Richland COUNTY STATEA Courl! shaws it FIRSTH FILED SAMEHR CLAMMS and PARTIES sinoe "MAY 21, 2807 Jand fled 2
SECOND /Dismiissal of SCAG's Claims on *DEC. 13, 2090 THAT ALREADYH *RESOLVED" znd GRANTED FULL RELEASE and
DISMISSED ALL and ANY of the STATE! COQURTS! Complainant SCAG's Civi & Lrimina) Glaims Since NOVEMBER 21, 2007
NOVEMBER 25, 2007/&R NCVEMBER 28, 2007 involving the RETURN of ALY CCG 2nd Daniel Development Groups” MONIZS
2nd PROPERTIEShvhich involves Appallent/Pl-Whaley's s2id CASHIERS Checks AND its named PAYEEICCG, along with ALL
PROPERTIES ardior Monies of the Bisiness 3-HB's and any/or 21l its Subsidiaries/and Affiiate Busmesses and Businesses-
Constituenis/Participants - and AgentsilRs

©1 dn

s



9. The Richland Couriy's STATE! COURT's JUDGE. SCAG, and DEFENSE Atiomeys CONSENT ORDER T3 CEASE AND DESIST
Stamp Dated “September 28, 2607

0: Richiznd County STATEX COURT? Case HISTORY SHEET in State Court Case no. 2007-CP-40-03115 - shows RESPONDENTS

FEDERAL COURT Judge Mergaret B. Seymour and her Fedaral Receiver—Ashmore's {Tegal) Request io INTERVENE in said

STATE COURT on OCT. 10, 2007/eld an OCT. 11, 2007- and Volunieersd as 2 MATERIAL WITNESS in szid STATER COURT!

anihe Date OCT. 123 2007 - Therefore SHOWS bothi RESPONDENTS INTERVENED Federal Officials Seymour and Ashmore

were ALWAYS alsol VOLUNTEERED Parficipants within 5.C. RICHLAND COUNTY STATE GOURT, mvolving AppellanyWhaley's
s2id Cashiers Checks ALONG with the RESPONDENT/BANK OF AMERICAs aiso! hired LAW FIRM — Nelson, Muilin, Riley...

4% CIRCUIT COURT'S Appeals Court ORDER dated "MARCH 20, 2012 — involving ALSO Federel Judge MARSARET 8.

SEYMCUR- with the Business -Westinghouse Savannah Rivers - whom the 47 CIRCUIT COURT elso FORCED and “DELETEL?

the SAME FEDERAL COURT JUDGE for interfering andior PERSONALLY INTERVENING in 2 Case Matier- that FEDERAL

JUDGE SB. SEYMOUR was ALWAYS knownl! 2s 2 PERSONAL INTERESTED PARTY, just as Federal Judge ¥ B. SEYMOUR-

was FORCEFULLY REMOVED from Appelfant/Whaley's Cashier's Checks’ named PAYEE/CCG's other! Gonstiients fled LAW

SUIT fed against the RESPONDENT BANK OF AMERICA, 2long with ciher CONSPIRE fand found! Cormupted BANKS); EVEN

SUPPORTED by U.S. ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE of Mr. Eric Holder..2nd/or the DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ~who

ADMITS 2lsol to BANK OF AMERICA and many of iis subsidiaries YEARS of found GORRUPTIONS fflegzfy pleced upon the

INNOCENT PEOPLE of the Communities, which includes AppellariiWheley.

12. Richland County MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM ORDER dated *CCT. 3, 2007 - Shows when the Lower Triz! Court Granted BOTH!

RESPONDENTS/Subsidiaryiand or Affifisia — FIRS CITIZEN BANK/znd said Bank's hired ATTORNEY-McGuiin — Corfirms how &
Why! BOTH! RESPONDENTS Volunteered!! znd p'aced inike lower STATE trial coust, the FEDERAL! PARTIES; Receiver-
Beattie B. Ashmore snd FEDERAL JUDGE M.B. SEYMOUR ~zhose a‘ways* INVOLVEMENTY inthe RICHLAND COUNTY'S
STATERCIVIL and CRIMINAL Court- Case MATTERS filed by SCAG - who AGREED!! to RESCLVED and GRANTED
ORDERis) 0i RELIEF since the YEAR 2007- only in the FAVOR of Appnllam/Wha.eys Cashier's Checks' NAMED PAYEE/ICCG
and ALl its Constituents, named Subsidizries, ard ALL s nameg AGENTS 2nd iRs, 28 w=il as CCG's Intervensed PRO SE.

13. RICHLAND COUNTY's CRDER UNDER SEALGRANTING MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM OrderS, Dated NOYEMBER 21, 2007,

shovss in thet seid ORDER, the actuzll NAMES of the Lower Trial Cowt and RESPONDENTS Intervened FEDERAL COURT
JUDGE Margarel B. SEYMOUR and FEDERAL RECEIVER Bastiie 5. Ashmore- who {illegaliyiend Unethically) was a MATERIAL
WITNESS/andior PARTICIPANTS within the Richiznd County STATEN COURT! whe REQUESTING/and FROZEN the MONEY
FUNDS invelving AppeBantWhaley's CASHIER'S GHECKS nizmad PAYEE/CCG's MONIES and PROFERTIES, and NEVER!
{Legafly) the FEDERAL Court; which shows the LOWER Trial COURT JUDGE ERRED in iis FINAL ORDER{3) Junesand
September 2012, Ordered/or Requested Appeilant/ Whaley to ONLY GO tothe seid FEDERAL COURT JUDGE M.B. Seymour eng
Federal Receiver-Ashmore so 1o RETURN his MONIES, when RECORDS SHOWSY, ONLYH the RICHLAND GOUNTY STATE!
COURT! Officiels {iHlegaliyior othanwise) FROZED AppeliantWhaley's Cashier's Checks named PAYEZ/CCE's MONIES end
FERSONLL PROPERTIES als involving COG's Subsidieriesfand/or Faciliies Monies and Properties.

14, 28 U.S.C. § 157 - US Code - Section 157: is the LAW provided by both RESPONDENTS/and
the lower trial court who ORDERED/ 0 intervened FEDERAL JUDGE Margaret B. Seymour's
said LAW- that was filed ONLY} (illegally) within the Richland County STATE! COURT! soto
REMOVE! Appeliant/VWhaley’s Gashier’s Checks’ named PAYEE/CCG's filed BANKRUPTCY
PETITION — so 1o have been PLAGED ONLY within the said State!! Court! on OCT. 12, 2007 -

which caused the {illegal) Removals of MONIES and or Properties involving Appellantihaley’s
said Gashier Checks since the year 2007 - up until in this year 2013

Py
oy

| certify that this designation contains no matter which is imelevant fo this appeal. And as a Pro Se, Appeltant/
Whaley has attempted to follow the ordered requests of the said Appeals Court’s Signed Letter dated "August 23~
2013", but! the said Appeals Court's ENVELOPE shows the said LETTER was not MAILED until on the DATE
*AUGUST 26, 2013" and was received by Appellant Whaley until on August 28, 2013; Otherwise to state, this
said Appeals request pursuant with SCACR 209/ Designation” has been filed within the proper time
REQUIREMENTS Ordered by this said Appeals Court’s Clerk— not counting the HOLIDAYS and also Weekends.
Therefore, if there are any further! carections to be mads, please do not hesitate to contact, 2s PRO SE Appellant-
obtained this said FORM 14 from this said appeals court’s req websile.

Y x%
September 4, 2013 Rogef me}’ w 4

8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston, South Carolina 29420
CERTIRICATE OF SERVICE
1, ¥r. Roger Whaley hes properly faxad, malled and or hand-defivered s said REQUESTED DESIGNATION 1o ALL PROPER PARTIES, in
this szid case metter.
&G Drew Hamilion Bulter, Esguire — Mr. £. C21éb Riser, Esguire LAW FIRM ~ Richerdson & Plowdsn ~ Atlomeys-io--SCFCU
o Mr. Jody Alan Bedenbauth — ¢fo M. Eric Norton, Esg. with Law Finm NELSON & MULLINS —-Aticmey for BOA
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FACTS FURTHER ARE the fower tfig] cowr’'s SWORN TRANSCRIPT dated 5/8/2012 pzges 3-8, confirmsi thai ONLY the
Respondents/Defendants ADDED the FEDERALI CLAIMS Case no. 3:07-MC-00135-MBS involving the FEDERAL RECEIVER-BEATTIE B.
ASHMORE znd FEDERAL US. District Court Judge MARGARET B. SEYMOUR - io be discussed within Appeflani/PlainitiWhaley’s filed
COMPLAINT whish NEVER made such referencss. 7 And ascording io Responcents/Appeliznts boih! fited iheir MOTIONS pursuant with
12(0}{8) - shews in accordance with Toussaint v. Ham, 282 3.0. 415, 357 S.E.2d 8{1887),..shaws the Lower Trial Court's GRANTED
DISMISSAL CAN NOT SURVIVE.

CONCLUSION
For the reasons stated, this Court should reverse the judgment of the circuit court.

Respectfully submitted,

AUGUST, 10, 2013 /ZS/Q( /. éﬁMt/QZL

Mr. phger Whaley, Pro Se /
8673 Laurel Grove Lane
North Charleston. SC 79470

SR S

faxed. JAnd if there are any errors, please do not hesitate to inform this said Appellantﬁ}ihalex

Mr. Jody Alan Bedenbauth — ¢/o Mr. bnc Norton —
Attomneys NELSON & MULLINS — ‘{espondenu’Defundant’BOA >

1320 Main Street/ 17™ Floor
Columbia, SC 29201 »ﬁ
803) 799-2000 Fax no. 803-256-7500 Z— " ——"

cc: Mr. E. Caleb Riser, Esquire — c/fo Mr. Drew Butler, Esq.
with LAW FIRM Richardsen & Plowden
Attorney for South Carolina Federal Credit Union/Respondent/Defendant
1900 Barnwell St
P.O. Drawer 7788

Columbia, South Carolina 29202
803-771-4400 - Fax no. 803-779-0016 4(,,7)%

The:uiimcna?z.ie‘i?o;;a\mm odm&ssmbeb&&s&a} uoen the elegations s&t forth on the face of the compleint. Stels Snara
of Hedical Examiters v. Fervick Hall, fnc., 300 3.0 274, 387 8.8 20 438 11580). ﬁRu1e12{b}{9);r~me;aﬁ§3’303ﬂ)‘y@besusiam5ﬁﬁads
clieged ang inferences reasonably daducible ‘.rs..re from uw}ﬁ entils the pleintiii o 2ny relief on any theory of the case. Toussain! v Ham. 252

S 418, 1A §E 5 8 15T
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1. BECAUSE LOWER TRA!L COURT'S SWORN TRANSCRIPTS CONTRADICTSWOR SHOWS ~RAUDIWHEN the LOWER TRIAL
COURT APPROVED ITS SENT EMAIL 5/25/2012 *INSTRUCTED® WORDINGS to be DRAFTED IN ITS Final ORDER of DISMISSAL
FILED *JUNE 27, 2012, AND Only UFHELD TS SAME RULINGS ON “SEPTEMBER 17. 2012" — WHICH THE TRIAL COURT Trans. /19»?41_&
SHOWS it BASED TS ORDERED DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE OF APPELLANT/PlzinifiWHALEY'S COMPLAINT AND ATTACHED

DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE, was by INTENTIONALLY MISLEADINGYor WRONGFULLY PROVIDED Hflegall MiSQUOTATIONS TOAPRC Wﬁ‘ 5

SE * LITIGANT/ COMPLAINT JFLEADINGS, FILED AS PRO SE, *{Sse Trans. 8/28/2012 Pg 11, Lines 4-8) SHOWS the TRIAL COURT

UNLAWFULLY CLAIMED * _WWHEN YOU REPRESENTI! YOURSELFY, YOU! ARE HELDI! TO! THE SAME! STANDARDS! AS IF YOU

ARE AN ATTORNEY. SO IHAVE TO FOLLOW THE SAME! STANDARDS AS FAR AS THE RULES OF LAW AND THE RULES OF @M
PROCEDURES, AS FAR AS THAT /S CONCERNED.” WHEN “HAINES V. KERNER 5S¢l 584" STATES OTHERWISE, {Ses Foofncle 7. 2ad ”l%é
TRIAL COURT'S TRANSCRIPT 8/20/2012 Py 5. Lines 3-5- & Lines 12-25: & PG 6. Lines 1-2% & PG 7- Lines 1-25, Shows APPELLANT/

WHALEY/PRO SE fled REASONS FOR HIS REQUESTED “DISQUALFICATION® of THE SAID TRIAL COURT JUDGE'S.SENT EMAIL @({
DATED MAY 28, 2012, HAD Personal BIASED INTEREST/APPEARANCE! OF SPECIAL FAVORS TO LICENSED ATTORNEY(s), WHEN /976"

THE TRIAL COURT JUDGE GAVE {TS REASONS FOR REQUESTING RESPONDENTS/Defendants to DRAFT the LOWER TRIAL COURT'S

PROPOSAL WAS ONLY! BECAUSE °.. AS FAR AS HAVING COUNSEL DRAFT A PROPOSED ORDER, THAT IS VERY CUSTOMERY, i
ESPECIALLYI!! SINGE! 1 DONTI! HAVE!N Al LAWH! CLERKL With the VOLUME of CASES that SOMETIMES COME!! Nt M Dzl
REALLYH JUST! PUTS! EXTRAH WORK! ON! THEML® Shows request SFECIAL FAVORS because JUDGE CAN'T AFFORD ALAW fc./
CLERK, AND DUE TO TRIAL COURT JUDGE DID NOT HAVE TiME o ACTUALLY READ ANY! OF APPELLANT/WHALEY's COMPLAINT + &

AND DOCUMENTED ISSUES. { CANON 2A, 35{1}fa} } & SCRCP Rule 15[bj ; & {Trans 5%812012 Py 11, Lines 16-17; & Pg 13, Lines 15-19; 8 T. 823/%2 5/9%{ /

Pg 8, Lines 11-20) [ /(éi%
S

pa THE TRIAL COURT INTENTIONALLY] MISQUOTED/OR GREATLY ERRED IN TS DISMISSAL OF APPELANT/WHALEY'S

CONFLAINT, WHEN 1T Volunteerad AND provided LAWS CONCERNING A PRO SE LITIGANT STANDARDS ARE! 7O BE HELD AT THE SAMEY Stamdards , /

AS AN ATTORNEY, WHEN NEITHERY RESPONDENTS N THEIR JOINT! MOTIONS TO DISMISS, NEVERY DENIED any! APPELLANTAVHALEY'S /té /

COMPLAINT CLARMS/or ANY OF HIS FILED PLEADINGS- (Which A DENIAL IS REQUIRED PURSUANT WITH SCRCP 8{d1 ), WHEN Records SEBV/S

RESPONDENTS ONLY! ADDED! their OWN ADDITIONAL Federal CLAIMS Case 3:07-MC-0135-MBS (Trans. 51812012 Pgs 3-12) in ONGOING M ﬂ’v"pﬂ[
A

STATE! MATTERS- 2 THAT WERE added CLAIMS NEVER! PART OF APPELI ANTI Whaley's COMPLAINT GLAIMS, which APPELLANT/WHALEY'S
COMPLAINT CANI SURVIVE THE LOWER TRIAL COURT ORDER OF DISEISSAL: As”_ Rule 12{b)5} Motion 503603 Mav not be Susiained # Facs
2lleoed and inferences Teasonably deducible there from woinld Erriitle the PlaintiT to ANY Refisf on anv Theory of the Gase. Toussaint v. Ham, 292 S.C. 415, 357
SE 2d 8 {18871 ", & Rooker/Faldman Doclrine; RESPONDENTS Johit AMOTIONS 1o DISMISSREMO Pgs 2, ACNITSH UNDER ITS OWN “STANDARD OF 7L /\_f
REVIEW STATES “Generally, in CONSIDERING a 12(b){B) Mcfion, the TRIAL COURT BUSTH! LIMITH TTS REVIEW! TO! THE ALLEGATIONS! SET!
FCRTH! M THE COMPLAINT. Stiles v. Onorato, 318 8.C. 297, 457 S.E 2d £01 {1895).7; Ses Trans. 8/2%112 Pg 9, Lines 14-25, & P 11 L mﬁ,«

- Lot

 Haines v. Kemer, Sct 592 and Jusfice Black in Conlzy v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 412148 {1957) - ~.. 17 WAS HELD THAT A PRO-BE PLEADING REQUIRES
LESS STRINGENT-READING THAN! ONE DRAFTI BY A LAWYER " - Which Lower Trial Courfs ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE- is indeed
AGAINST Haines v. Kerner's LAW; and supports the JUDSE’S HISCONDUCT & Disqualification pursuant with CANON 2A, 3E{1){2)

A5 Avcording 1o the LOWER TRIAL GOURT'S “MAY 8, 2012 TRANSCRIPT Pgs 3, LINES10-25; & Full Pgs 4 —7; & Pg 8, Lines 1- 24; SHOWS BOTH
RESPONDENTS/AGREED Io their JOINT S#ESSAGES PRESENTED TO THE TRIAL COURT, WHEN RESPONDENTS! VOLUNTEERED] THEIR QWN!
ADDED! ADDITIONAL! CLAIMS! TO be ADDED TO APPELLANTRLntif AATHALEY s CLAIMS THAT WERE NEVER PART OF APPELANT/WHALEY’S
COMPLAINT, *{7The rufing on a Rule 12(b)(5) rmotion {o dismiss MUST! BE! BASEGY SCLELY! UPON THE ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH ON THE FAGE
OF THE COMPLAINT. Staie Board of Medical Exariners v, Femwick Hall Inc. 300 S.C. 274, 357 SE 29458 {1880V

FACTS ARE RESPONDENTDefengantBOA's OWN ATTORNEY'S- with LAW FIRM NELSON & MULLINSFATTGRNEY “BEDENBAUCH" {AKD JOINT
by SCFCU) — SHOWS - TRIAL COURT - Eegaflyl RAISEDT A FEBERALI CIVIL/CAmine] COURT JURISTICTIONALR! CASE MATTERS, TO BE HEARD
BATHIN LOWER TRIAL STATEY! COURT's ONGUING/or Lifaated STATE CASE MATTERS 1 {which RESPONDENTS' OWNI providedt — FEDERAL COURT
JUDGE, MARGARET B. SEYMOUR'S RULINGS, who RULED that 2 FEDERALR COURTR COULD! NOTR INTERFERE NOR !t REVIEW an ONGOING
STATER COURT MATTERS — SHOWN IN GiVil-Gase No. GA. 3:060010-MES s {Pursusnt under ROGKER? FELDMAN DOCTRINE- * _PREVENTS his
FEDERAL] COURT FROM ASSUMING JURISDICTION OVER CNGOING STATE LITICATION or REVIEWING ANYH DECISIONZ MADE! OR SOON! 70
2EMADE TﬁERE"\I ) WHICH APPELLANT/WHALEY fllzd WHY his APPEALS CLARS UNDER SCRCP 203{d){1}{A)#) ~CONCERNS *_Any Finzl

Judgment involving a Chalienge on State or Federal Grounds 1o the Consttisfonaliy of & Siate Law. ; eritten Glearly & Plainly in supports with SCRC? 8(a)-
WHEN Trial Count JUDGES‘ DRALLY ADMITTEDY in Cour’s Swom TRANSCRIPT 8729/2012 Pg 10, & 11,- ALLY CF APPELLANTWHALEY's CLAIMS Heard
AND @iad IN Coert FIRSTHELD 5/8/2012 WERE “VERY WELL SPOKEN and ARTICULATE.® AND that APPELLANTANHALEY . PRESENTED YOUR
DOCUMENTS and! YOUR CASE..VERY CLEARLY, and | CERTAINLYY DO) RECALL! THAT! YOU!DID."; Shows.{Dismissal Pursuant fus Ganon 22,
3E14]a} and ROPC 1.7 ATTORNEYS DOING CONFLICT OF INTEREST “{See TRANS. 812072012 Pg 5, Linss 1325 & Pg 6, Lines 1-17; & see Lines 18-23);
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL

1. DID THE LOWER TRIAL COURT ERRED/or DUE TO PERSONAL BIAS INTEREST, PERSONALLY ALLOWED ONLYY the
RESPONDENT/Defendanl/BANK OF AMERICA/BOA/OR BOA'S HIRED! PAIDI LAW FIRM, NELSON and MULLINS! io PREPARE THE
TRIAL COURTS PROPOSED! ORDERS, DATED “JUNE 27, 2012 and *SEPTEMEBER 17, 2012" BY GOING AGAINST!! THE LOWER
TRIAL COURT’S OWi! PRIOR! WRITTEN ORDERSTHAT WERE NEVER!! AMENDED! {Pursuant with CANGN 24, & 3E{1}jal- AND
RCPC 1.7[a][4] ) WHICH INVOLVES THE {OWER TRIAL COURT'S EMAILE WRITTEN WiTH DIRECT INSTRUCTIONS® 7ORDERS
DATED "MAY 28 2012" THAT GAVE "INSTRUCTIONS' FOR BOTH! RESPONDENTS/DefendanisBOA and SC FEDERAL CREDIY
UNION TO PREPARE FACHY OF THEIR OQWNH PROPOSED! ORDER...ALTHOUGH! {LATER) the-LOWER TRIAL COURT JUDGE
SIGNED! ONLY# RESPONDENT/Defendant! BANK OF AMERICA/BOA's ATTORNEYS' WITH THE LAW FiRM NELSON & MULLINS
PREFARED! PROPOSED ORDER - WHICH [Hliegally)) ALSC REVISED/AND CHANGED THE TRIAL COURT'S EMAILED! WRITTEN
Instruction ORDERS-dire fo THE TRIAL COURT EMAILED!] WRITTEN -ORDERS!, CONFLICTED!! with the RESPONDENT/ Defendant’B0A’S FILED
1FOTION TO DISMISS/MEMORANDUM Pgs 4-& §— (Which showed Defendant/BOA’s ALWAYS!. RELIANCEVAND CLEAR UNDERSTANDING of
APPELLANT/IPIntTAVHALEY’s Numbered COMPLAINT GLABAS 3.5 86-which ADKITS! PhintiffiWhaley’s ALWAYS! WRITTEN “UNDISPUTED”
PERSONAL INFEREST/WHO "ESTABLISHED STANDINGS™ WITH APPELLANT/WEALEY'S CASHIFR'S CHECKS UNDER the tinForm Commerchl
CODE/ORUCC LAW(S) SECTIONS 4403 8.3.312..— “Sen atiached DOCUMENT Tled “NATIONAL CHECK FRAUD CENTERAmder SECTION 3-312 of
The UCC-showsland admitsl — ‘T A CUSTOMER REPORTS..CASHIER'S CHECK IS LOST. STOLEN, OR DESTROYED..and fhe CHECK WAS ISSUED ina
STATE which_ADOPTED Revised SECTION 3-312 of the UCC...” SHOWS “WHC IS THE CLAIMANT? I THE CASHIFR'S CHECK HAS NOTi! BEEI
DELIVEREDN TO! THE PAYEE, THE REBITYERY IS THE PROPER! PARTYR TO MAKE! Al CLAMT™* 3 AS Appellant/PlainiiVHALEY's
COMPLAINT pravided UNIFORM Cemmercial CODERUISG 3.312 also SHOWS THE APPELLANT's STATUTE OF HIMITATION *{Ses Tral Ct
Trans 5/8/2042 Pa 8, Lines 11-21) to CLAIMED his MONIES hadinor HAS NOT EXPIRED, not unill AFTERY e CHECK HAS BEEN
EACCEPTEDY by the NAMED PAYEE/and “IF the CUSTOMER has MADE A CLAIM alleging THAT THE CHECK{S) WAS/{were) STOLEN, {the BANK)
WILL WANT to DETERMINE if the ENDORSEMENT!! HASH BEENN FORGEDYN BY! A THIEFH™ ¢ Which shows NOT ONLY THAT
APPELLANT/PlinififWHALEY'S COMPLAINT ISIAND ALWAYS HAS BEEN in COMPLIANTS with SCRCP 8(g); and SCRCP 12{b){8}~

2. DID THE LOWER TRIAL COURT in ERROR/OR DUE TO BIAS MISCONDUCT OF PERSONAL INTEREST (Canon 2A, 3[Ejitlia
& baing fled pursuant with SCRCP Rule 15.]b] ) SIGNED! {ILLEGALL Y/or UNETHICALLY) for RESPONDENT! DefendantiBOA’s
ATTCRNEYS with NELSON ang MULLINS LAW ! FIRMY 10 ONLYH ,PREPARED The Lower Trial Court's {shown in above no. 1; Tega! and
Unethical, Filed) PROPOSED ORDERs) 612772012 & §/1772032 - WHEN BOTH THE 5A1D LOWER TRIAL COURT JUDGE iSee Trial Ct Trans
372372012 Pg 5, Lines 11-23), AND RESPONCENT/BOA'S ATTORNEYS' LAW FIRi, NELSON and MULLINGS — always known that LAW FIRM OF NELSON
and MULLINS was DOING AN !_INTENTIONAL CONFLICTE of INTEREST! BY BEING PAID/OR APPOINTED] OR HIRED TO REPRESENTH BOTHI
the RESPONDENT/Defendant/BOA and!! APPELLANT/PlaintiffWHALEY'S PERSONAL INTEREST (AS LAW FIRM NELSON & MULLINS being the
RICHLAND COUNTY STATE!! COURT! APPOINTED! RECEIVER! INVOLVING the Lower Trial Court’s 8/27/2012 ORDER Pg 4, no. 7 -
involvement with RESPONDENT/DefendantiBOA’s ADDED, ADDITIONAL FEDERAL CLAIMS 5 f{to be il APPELLANTANHALEY'S
COMPLAINT, that was REVIEWED AND WAS JUDGED REGARDING AN alieged *FEDERAL® RECHIVER, MR. BEATTIE B. ASHMORE,
and_jhe FEDERAL DISTRICT COURY JUDGE MARGARET B. SEYMOUR *iSee Trial Ct TRANS. 5872012 Pa 3. Lines 23-25: Pas 4-8: and
APPELANTSFILED RULES Pursuant with SCRCP 203{dY{1YAYNM — A CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTICN INVOLVING A STATE! and FEDERAL
LAWAvhich IS aoains! RDCKERFELDMAN DOCTRINE. which PREVENTS a ONGOING STATE! COURT! CASE MATTER TO BE REVIEWEDICR
INTEREVENED WITH AN “ONGOING” OR SOON TO BE SETTLED FEDERAL COURT CASE MATTER)™ “{See Trial Ot Trens. Py 5, Unes 2-23)

Pg-1-
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See AppeliPits Compl. no. 2, states *..RESEARCH SHOWS that the.. Defendant SC Credit Union taxs REFUSE fo RELEASE Plaintiif WHALEY's said
$0NEY FUNDS that's been PROPERLY REQUES’ED 10 be RETURNED, since. PLAINTIFF WHALEY'S MONIES..WAS NEVER PAIDinor RELEASED b
PLAINTIFF WHALEY'S NAMED PAYEE..™, and the Lower T7ial Court's OWN ORDER Dismissal with Prejudicefdated “JUNE 27, 2012”7 - ADMITSH in its
Pg 2, No. 3 - UNDER “FINDINGS OF FACTS"‘IHAT- ~_BASED on the allegations IN THE COMPLAINT and the COPIES of the GHECKS PROVIDED! it
APPEARS the PLAINTIFFH! 15! THE REMITTER! ofthe CASHIER'S CHEGKS™ THEREFORE SHGWS the named LOWER TRIAL COURTS ON\‘
szaid above ORDER{S) 872722012 and UPHELD ON 9/1772012 -ADRMITS! AppeﬂanﬂPL:\le?WH,—_EY IS THE ONLY! REMITTER:or PURCHASER on tis
CASHIER'S CHECKS, which AppelbntPlainsfAVHALEY'S COMPLAINT Frovided RULES- UCC 4.403 & 3.312 -WHICH SUPPORTS JAND SHOWS
APPELANTAVEALEY isthe ONLY! PARTY? OF INTEREST. .since! he ALWAYS GLAIMED! IN HIS COMPLAINTYProvided with DOCUMENTEDY EVIDENGE!
WHICH SUPPORTED THAT THE RESPONDENT/DefendantBOAR ADMITTEDE TO MANY! OTHERY CCG CONSTITUENTS!H AND! fo the STATEX
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE, THAT AppelantPiEiniWHALEY's CASHIER'S CHECKS NAMED PAYEE/CCE NCVER! REGEIVEDE GGG's Constituents?
CASHIEIR'S CHEGKS -whom APPELLANT'S CONMPLAINT]and Trial Gourt’s ORDER 6127/2012 pg 4, ALWAYS CLAIMED CONSPIRACY by both SAID
RESPONDENTS/Defendants caused the “THEFTI™ of APPELLANTIWHALEY'S MONIES over $52,000.00 TROUSAND DOLLARS, witc 18 THE ONLY!
PARTY and "HOLDER" who has STANDINGS , Wih AppellantWhaley's CASHIER'S CHECKS; -

"~ Which the Lower Trial Court's GRANTED RESPONDENT/DelendantBOA's, MOTION TO DISMISSVEMORANDU dated 32172012 shways ADMITTED? on
its FIRST PAGE, #hat APPEHL ANTAVhaley’s *. .COMPLAINT CONTAINS _zliegations of CIVIL CONSPIRACY, FRAUD, THEFTI! of MONEY, and
BREACH OF CONTRACT with RESPECT 4o CASHIER’s CHECKS ISSUEDY by SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDT UNION...and. BANK OF
AMERICA.. See COMPL. and EXS.” Shows Trial Count NEVER considersd PIt dakms of THEFT.

> The ruling on 2 Rule 12{5){6) MoTon to Dismiss MUST BE BASED SCLELY? UPON the ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH ON THE FAGE OF THE COMPLAINT.
State Boerd of Medical Examiners v. fenwick Hall Inc. 300 S.C. 774,387, And *_Rule 12{b){6) Molfon 803°603 MAY NOT be SUSTAINED if FACTS aﬂeged
ang INFERENCES reasonahly deducite there fom WOULD ENTTILE THE PLAINTFF TO ANYZ RELEF on any theery of fhe c2s2. | i
3.0 435 357 SE22 £ 125717 YWECH LOWER TRIAL GOURT'S preparad said ebove Orders & BOTH Pmmﬂn\iﬂs!zs"mm@' mCTSJ
e ﬂPPWWPAE!‘S remmbered COMPLAINT 3.5 85%howing e UCT SECTION 3312 corfirms! GiLY the AppellantiiVhaley & the REMIT l»QIcr
Purchaser of his Cashier’s Checks who's named PAYEE NEVER GOLLEGTEDIsaid Check, which SHOWS THE REMITTER or ‘HOLDER™ AppellantWhaley I8
YET AN INTERESTED PARY who has LEGAL STANDING CLADM the RETURN of his ssid monies.




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

THE TRIAL COURT ERRED or due lo BIASED PERSONAL INTEREST, MADE ITS JUDGMENT DISMISSING
APPELALNT/PIZnEWHALY'S COMPLAINT, ALSO WITHOUT NEVER REVIEWING 2ny of APPELLANT/WRALEY'S RESPONSIVER
FLEADING AND DOGUMENTED EVIDENCE, OTHER THAN! THE TRIAL GOURT SPEAKING {VERBALLY IN TRANSCRIPTS) ONLY
involving APPELLANTAWHALEY'S GASHIER'S CHECKS, WHEN THE LOWER TRIAL COURT “ORDER OF DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE”
Pg4 no. 7, ADMITS TRAT APPELIANT/PIzintfWHALEY ALSO FILED addiionai? CLARMS in HIS RESPONSIVE PLEADING Pursuant vith
SCRCP Rule 15(h), RESPONDEDTO RESPONDENTS) Deiendants fited (fater) Joint fed MOTION(S) 7O DISMISS WITH
PREJUDICE/MEMORANDUN =g 2 WHICH RESPONDENTS/AND TRIAL COURT'S GRANTED MOTICN TO DISMISS ADMITSY *..in
CONSIDERAING A 12{b}{5) MOTION, the TRIAL COURT, MUSTY LIMIT ITS REVIEW tfo the ALLEGATIONS SET FORTH B THE
COMPLAINT, Stiles v. Onorato, 318, .S.C. 297, 457, S.E. 2d. 601 {1995), RUT THE Lower TRIAL COURT ALLOWED
RESPONDENTS/ Defendznts to INTERVENED ADRED CLAIMS IN WHICH APPELLANTAWHALEY DID NOT WRITE IN BIS COMPLIANTY,
BUT INDEED APPELLANTAWHALEY PROPERLY RESPONDED! TO RESPONDENTS, ALTHOIUGH! THE TRIAL COURT NEVER!
DRDERED N ITS EMAIL INSTRUCTIONS, NOR in ANY of the RECORDED TRANSCRIFTS for the RESPONDENTS/Dsiendznis TO ADDED
APPELL ANT/PlZntifiWHALEY'S FILED *.. DOCUMENTS ENTITLED NOTICE OF CONTINUANGE or MOTION for JUDGMENT zaainst S.C.
FEDERAL CREDIT UNION or Defendants MUST PRODUCE DOCUMENTS; AND PLAINTIFF'S REPLY 7O GEFENDANT BANK OF
AMERICA'S $50TION TO DISMISS/MEMO and ALTERNATIVE for MORE DEFINITE STATEMENT/and PRODUCE DOCUMENTS™ soio
hava BEEN JUDGED IN THE LOWER TRIAL COURT'S GRANTED ORDERS, DATED “JUNE 27, 2012° AND “SEPTEMBER 17, 20127
THEREFCRE SHOWS THE LOWER TRIAL COURT DD ANOTHER! SPECIAL FAVOR FOR RESPONDENT/ROA'S HIRED/pzid L AW FIRM
*NELSON 2nd MULLING” WHO DO NOT DENYHAND OR IS *UNDISPURTED" THAT RESPONDENT/BOA'S HIRED ATTORNEYS/ WITH
NELSON and MULLINS 2re ALSO THE STATEN COURT! APPOINTED ATTORNEYS LAW FiRM who were APPOINTED 1o ALSO
REPRESENT APPELLANT/WHALEY's CASHIER CHECKS named PAY’:‘E?C"C = CONSTITUENTS MCNEY INTEREST, inwhich
RESPONDENT/D=ferdants, has ALSO MADE their ADDED DEFENSE CLAIS. Wrich is an ANDTHER ERRCR OF LAWior Ruje
INTENTIGNALLY DENIED to APPELLANT/WHALEY pursuznt ROFC 4 ‘fa,\(n }&Canon 24, 3E{1)[a}

THE LOWER TRIAL COURT ALLGWED 30TH! RESFONDENTS! DefendantsiATTCRNEYS {2DDED) DEFENSE CLAIMS {thet
were NEVZIR per o AcpeilenyPlainiiiiWhaley's COMPLAINT,  WHEN THE LOWER TRIAL COURT AGAINI CONTINLE 70 SIGNED
RESPOND! T(S‘DE‘E!‘GQTIIX’S) ERREDT PROPOSAL CROERS making FRAUDULENT CLAIMS hat “fis DOCUMENT is MOSTLYR
UNINTELUIGIBIEY  2nd this COURT FINDS, o the EXTENT is SEEKS 2 CONTINUANCE A JUDGMENT, or OTHER. RELIEF
against! the DEFENDANTS it SHOULD be DENIED BASED! ON THE REASONS SE7 FORTH HEREIN.” WHICH THE LOAER
TRIAL COURT™S OWN! ADMITTANGEY TO & "PELL-A.:‘M'PUﬂh‘fIWMJ.EY’s COMFLEINT AND FILED PLEADING ARE - * VERY WELL
SPOKEN ard ARTICULATE...” AND stated FURTHER THAT APPELLANTAWHALEY's *..PRESENTED YOUR DCCUMENTS and YOUR
CASELAST TIME VERY CLEARLY, and! CEQTAIM_Y!! DO RECALL THAT YOU DID.” - CONTINUE TO SHOW LOWER TRIAL COURTS
SIENING OF RESPONDENT/DeferdanfB02 ADMITTED WRITTEN FROPDSAL ORDER{S). ARE BEING GRANTED BY THE SAID TRIAL
COURT JUDGE TO ONLY HIDE/OR COVER UP THE FACT! THAT THE LOWER TQ..-«.L CCURT ADMITS! [T NEVER! REVIEWED
APPELLANT/FRRInITWHALEY'S GOMPLAINT, AND OTHER FILED PLEADINGs, ATTACHED WITH HIS DOGUMENTED BYADENCE, WHEN
THE TRIAL COURT'S EMAIL MAY 28, 2012 INSTRUCTION ORDERS ONLY? R_QUtb fhat APPELLANT/WHALEY'S COMFLAINT WAS
DEFICIENT REGARDING THE CASHIER'S CHECKS EVIDENCE, AND NONE! OF THE ATTACGHED STATE COURT SIGNED ORDERS,
JTHER SIGNED DOCUMENTS REGARDING RESPONDENT/BOA's ALSO PERSONAL APPEARANCEMWHG WAS 7O
REPRESENT/ANDIOR! WDULD BE A WITNESS FOR THE APPELLANTANHALEY, which such testimony would CAUSE! GREAT! DAMAGES
to BOTH! RESPONDENT3Mefendants BANK OF AMERICA and SOUTH CAROCLINA FEDERAL GREDIT UNICNS, WHICH PUBLIC
RECORDS SHOWS BGTH SAID RESPONDENTS/Defendants, HAS ALWAYS BEEN JOINTH ALSO AS BUSINESS
SUBSIDIARIESIAFFILIATES, JOINT BY FIRST UNION BANK, AND WACHOVIA BANK_. WHICH JOINTS RESPONDENT BANK GF
AMERICA WITH RESPONDENT SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNEON, WHICH CONFIRMS APPELLANT'S CONSPIRACY, AND
THEFT COMPLAINT CLAIMS, WHICH TRIAL COURT ADMITS T NEVER REVIEWED.

THE LOWER TRIAL COURT'S TRANS. DATED 5/8/2012 P31 5, Lines 17-ADMITS! THAT IT IS GOVERNED “URDER THE
UNIFORM COMMERICAL CODE, ARTICLE #L..™; AND RESPONDENT/BOA's #i fo Dism. Memo. Pgs 4, Lest Parg. & Pg 5, Last Parg-;
ADMITsI BY JOINTI RESPONDENTS/Defendants THAT “._PLAINTIFF'S COMPLARNT CONTAINS ...allegations THAT BANK OF AMERICA
CONSPIRED WITH SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION with RESPECT to the CASHIER'S CHECKS. Compl. 9 3,6..7 and
ADMITS ALSO THAT “_{T 1S BNDISPUTED in this CASE THAT PLAINTIFF, WHO WAS THE PURCHASER OF THE CASKER'S CH"-'CK
from SOUTH CAROLINA FEDERAL CREDIT UNION. Compl. §5)°; 2s WELL 1S LOCATED iN1OWER TRIAL COURT *ORDER OF
DISMISSAL WITH PREJUDICE” dated “JUNE 27, 2012° Pg 2, No. 3, and UPHELD in1OWER TR)AL COURTS "SEFT. 17, 2012 *0REER’
ADMITS! hat °_BASED ON THE zllegations IN THE COMPLAINT, and the COPIES of the CHECKS PROVIDED. it A?PEALS the
PLAINTIFF IS _the REMITTER of the CASHIER'S CHECKS™; SHOWS ALL THE Jointt RESPONDENT S/Defendanisfand the s=id LOWER
TRIAL COURT ADMITS THAT ALl RELIED UPGN APPELLANTAVHALEY'S COMPLAINTS NUMBERED! PLAIN, CLEAR CLAIMS in
numdbers 3,56,; AS WELL AS APPELLANTAVHALEY PROVIDED RIS DOCUMENTED EVIDENCE OTHER CCG MEMBERS WHOM
RESPONDENT/BOA indéed RETURN THEIR GCG' MONIES AFTER THEY FILED WITH RESPONDENTB0A THEIR MONIES THAT WERE YETIBEING
HELD INTHE BANK OF RESPONDENT/BOA — WHEN THER MONES WERE RETURNE} UNDER - UNIFORM COMMERICAL CODE SECTION 3-312-

WHICH ALWAYS SUPRORTED APPELLENT/WHALTY'S CLAIMS THAT HE VETIWAS THE HALDER!&RC‘ OVJ\IER..A?\D REMITTEROF CASHIER’S
CHECKS HAS NOT BEEN DELIVERED TO THE PAYEE, SHOWS THE REMITTER IS! THE PROPER! PARTY TO MAKE A CLAM
Pg-2-




EYA s

—_—

FACTS

UNDISPUTED FACTS ARE. that on the date *September 17, 2012” the Lower Trial Gourt signed and eniered its "ORDER’ located
on it page 1, ADMITS that *Plainfifl...seeking Reconsiceration of this Court's Order entered on June 27, 2012, which Dismissed Piainlils
Complaint with Prejudice, CLAIMING that

A The Court HELD 2 HEARING on Flainiiff's Motion *{that Fied for DISQUALIFICATION of Trial Court Judgs) which wicie
fhat =...on August 29, 2012._. Piainiif's PRIMARY OBJECTION appears 1o be that the Court Provided the GROUNDS for ITS RULING in an
EMAILH 1o COUNSEL for BANK OF AMERICA, vith a Copy to Plainti and o Counsel for South Carolina Federal CREDIT UNION.

B. In the EMAIL, the COURT REQUESTED that COUNSHL for BANK OF AMERICA DRAFT a PROPOSED ORDER” -
that wes entéred on racorded lower court recards *June 27, 2012° which indeed CONFLICTS/and! CONTRADICTS the fower trial court's
“Instructions” EMARL Orders dated “MAY 29, 2012" that 2ciually Requested BOTHR RESPONDENTS/Defendants Sounselors /BOA and SC
FEDERAL CREDIT UNION fo DRAFT the lowar trial court's PROPOSED EMAIL instructions ORDERS.

. *The Comgleint is-deficient in establishing Standing of the Pldintiif as the EXBIBITS ARached to the COMPLAINT DO
NOT ESTABLISH that the Plaintiff is ElTHER a PARTY to the CHECKS in GUESTION.” As! RespondentS/Delendants/ JOINT ORDERIS)
dzted “June 27, 2012° pages 4 & 5, and “Sspiember 17, 2012° on page 1, CONFLICTS and shows the LOWER TRIAL Courf's CRDER(S)
indeed GONFLICTS/and or shows UNTRUTHFUL statement in iower trial courf's EMARL 572872012,

FACTS ARE UNDISPUTED admitted in lower tria) cour's iranscript dated 51872012, Pg 11, Lines 16-17; and Pg 13, Lines 1518;
shows the lower trizl count presiding JUDGE, always ADMITTED that #he said fial court NEVER REVIEWED/Ner *.LOOKED AT
AspellentFlainiifiiWhaley’s COMPLAINT nor any of his filed pleading atteched with Decumented Evidence.

FACTS ARE UNDISPUTED by the lower tria) court Judge ALWAYS ADMITTED in Lower Trial Court's swom Trans. 8/29/2012 Pg
10, Lines 20-25; and Pg 11, Lines 1-3; which shows AppellaniPlaintififWhaley's COMPLAINT and fled PLEADINGS along with attached
Decumentztions were "CERTAINLY ... VERY WILL Spokan and Articulate.” When the Lower Trial Court 2dmitted when
AppelaniPlaintffiWhaley *..PRESENTED your DOCUMENTS and your GASE Lest Time {held in Opan Court on 5/8/2012) VERY!
CLEARLY?, 2nd | CERTAINLY do REGALL that YOU DID”  3ut, yet! therial counl Judgs, signad! in its *0RDER 1o DISMISS wifh PREJUDIGE',
dated “JUNE 27, 20012 and UPHELD I the Jower trial cowrfs "ORDER" dated "SEPTEMBER 17, 2012° -~ shoenlt CONFLICTING and FRAUDULENT daims
WRITTEN in the Lovrer Trial Court's “EMAIL “fnstructions” ORDERS dated TIAY 28, 2012", which REQUESTED for BOTHY RESPONDENTS!
Defendants/BANK OF AMERICA and! SC. FEDERAL CREDIT UNION - o PREPARED the lower tai courts PRCPOSED EMARED CRDERS, hutt FACTS
ARE ONLY the RESPONDENT/Defendant/BANK OF AMERICA, Prepared the said dated ORDERS, 612712012 & $17/2012, prepared Calyl by the
Respondent/Defendant/BANK of ABERICA, and approved by the Respondent!SC Federal Credit Bnion, and signed! by tha Lower Trial Cowl
Judge, whose signed Order(s) dated 512712012, & 9/17/2012 —vwrote under its Conclusion of Law that AppellantPlainiifWhaley's
* _COMPLAINT is MOSTLY Comprisad 6f INCOMPREHENSIBLE allegetions and! EXHBITS...As a RESULT Dismissal is Proper. .GIVEN
THE NATURE of the ALLEGATIONS.. ihe Gouri Findings..1o GRANT the MOTIONS! 1o DISMISS with Perjudice INSTEAD of GRANTING
PLAINTIFF Leave to AMEND the COMPLAINT becauselll ANY such AMENDMENT would be FUTILEX®; which *...CONTRADICTS end
CONFLICTS with the Trial Court ORAL SWORNH under OATH! Transcript claims, and also! shows FRAUD CLAIMS NEVER writen in the
Lower tria) court's EMAIL! Instructions {See sttached LETTER dated May 31, 2012/om the LAW FIRM of RELSON and MULLINS and the
slizched EMAIL ‘Reguest” Orders dated "MAY 29, 2012".. NEVER! wroie that Appallant/PlainiifWhaley's *. . Instead of GRANTING LEAVE TO
AMEND the Compleaint because ANY such AMENDMENT WOULD be FUTILES™-

FACTS UNDISPUTED ARE that indeed the jower irial cour's SWORN UNDER OATH above written Cizims indead ADMITS!
Appellart/PlzintfiWhaley's filad COMPLAINT and Provided Documenis were VERY CLEARLY spoken and Ardiculste, as well es the seid iower
‘el court Transeript and the Trial Courf's signed ORDER(S) SUPPORTS AND shews thai the lower tial counl Granted the JOINTH {3 Pagek
1 Pargraph) filed MOTION TO DISMISS, filed by Respondent/Defendant/SC FEDERAL CREDIT UNION who NEVER DENIED any of
Appallant/PlainfffWhatey’s CLARAS written in his COMPLAINT, which does not comply with SCRCP Rule 8(d), Sundera who only
wicle that *.. Counsel._move before who agread to be JOINT with the ResponcentDefendan/BANK of AMERICA's filed o
TISMISSAMEMORANDUM Claims on pages 4 & 5 which shows the RESPONDENT/Defendant/BANK of AMERICA “UNDISPUTED' wiote that
Plainii's COMPLAINT Contains several... allegations that BANK OF AMERICA CONSPIRED with SOUTH CARCLINA FEDERAL CREDIT
UNION with Respect to the Cashier's Checks. COMPL §§3, 6" See page 4, of Respondent/BOA's Motion lo DismissiMemo page 4.
Shows BOTH RESPONDENTS/Defendants RELIED UPON Appellant/PiainEfivhaley’s CLEAR fled COMPLAINT, shovn also on page 6, ¢
Respondents/Defendants! JOINT Moticn o Dismiss/Memorendurm dated "MARGH 21, 2012°,

Pg-3

° SCRCP Rule 8 {d) Effect of Failure to Deny. ... Averments in a PLEADING to vich a responsive plesding is required, ofter tan thase a5 tothe amount of
damage, ARE ADMITTED WHEN NOTY DENIED! 7 the responsive pleading...”; AS NEITHERY! named RESPONDENTS/Delendanis ~ NEVER! DENIEDGY
ABSCLUTELY None of AppeilartPlamtiiWhaiev's CLEAR and WELL SPOKEN Compiaint atethed DOCUMENTED EVIDENG which the said tral courfs
SWORN TRANSCRIPT ADMITTED! vrere very ceard and well spoken..dherzfore gave ALL PARTIES FAIR NOTICE of the CLAIMS i which nether
Respondent/Delendants has NEVER GIVEN A REQUIRED DENIAL.



