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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
. )
COUNTY OF AIKEN )  Civil Action Number: 2014-CP-02-879
) A
)
Carlton E. Cantrell, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)} AFFIDAVIT OF DANIEL C. PLYLER
V. : , )
ken C ken C 1 1 )
Aiken County, Aiken County Animal Control )
Director, Shirley Hardin, Aiken County ) RE@EMD
Animal Control Officer Bobby Arthurs, and )
Judge Charles T. Carter, ) AUG 2 8 2014
4 ) _
Defendants. ) SC Court of Appeals
)
)

PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, Daniel C. Plyler, who first being duly sworn

deposes and states as-follows:

1) I am an attorney licensed to practice within the state and federal courts within the
State of South Carolina.

2) | I have been retained in this case to represent the Defendants in this matter,

3) I have extensive experience in the defense of civil rights claims of the sort alleged

within Plaintiff’s Complaint.

4) My hourly rate for this matter is one hundred dollars per hour which is well
within the range of a reasonable hourly rate for cases of this type.

5) In the course of my work, I keep an itemized time sheet for the pul;pose of billing

for my services.

6) I have reviewed the bills in this case and make this affidavit based upon the

charges incurred for the defense of the Defendants.
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7 In accordance with standard and customary practice of civil defense litigation, iny
time is billed in six-minute increments or one tenth of an hour.

8)\ On or about April 7, 2014 I spent a total of two tenths of an hour reviewing the
Plaintiff’s Complaint that had previously been dismissed two times in Civil Action No. Oé-CP-
02-887 and Civil Action No. l‘l-CP-02-01480. I also spent a total of two tenths of an hour
communicating to my clients that Plaintiff had filed a third Complaint. The total charges
incurred on this day were forty dollars and no cents ($40.00).

9 On or about April 23, 2014 I spent a total of one tenth of an hour when Defendant
Carter called to inform me that he had been served with a Plaintiff’s Third Complaint. The total
charges incurred on this day were ten dollars and no cents ($10.00).

10) Onor abﬁut May 2, 2014 I spent a total of two tenths of an hour communicating
with my clients regarding litigation strategy and whether all of the individual defendants had
been served. The total chargés incurred on this day were twenty dollars and no cents ($20700).

11)  Onor about May 5, 2014, I spent a total of three tenths of an hour communicating
with clients regarding my litigation plan and conﬁrming that Defendant Aiken County and
Defendant Harden had been served with Plaintiff’s Third Complaint. The total charges incurred
on this day were thirty dollars and no cents ($30.00).

12)  On or about May 6, 2014, I spent a total of one tenth of an hour communicating
with clients regarding representing Defendant Hardin. The total charges incurred on this day
were ten dollars and no cents ($10.00).

13)  On or about May 9, 2014, I spent a total of seven tenths of an hour

communicating with the individual defendants regarding this case. I also communicated with my




insurance clients regarding file handling matters. The total charges incurred on this day were
seventy dollars and no cents ($70.00).
14)  On or about May 23, 2014, I spent a total of one and three tenths (1.3) hours

preparing and drafting Defendants’ motion to dismiss, or in the alternative for summary

judgment, Plaintiff’s Third Complaint. Additionally, my office preparéd a service letter and

certificate of service with a filing fee of twenty-five dollars. The total charges incurred on this
day were one hundred seventy five dollars and no cents ($155.00).
15)  On or about June 3, 2014, I spent a total of one tenth of an hour reviewiﬁg thé
. 010§ked in copy of Defendangs’ Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions. The total charges
incurred o1 this day was ten dollars and no cents ($10.00).

1,6) On or about June' 6, 2014, I spent a total of three tenthg of an hour én this case.
The tasks involved receiving and reviewing the hearing notice of Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss
and Motion for Sarctions, as well aS, preparing a letter to” Plaintiff regarding the fact that my
clients’ pending motions were to be heard by the Court on July 7, 2014. The total charges

“incurred on this day were thirty dollars and no cents ($30.00).

17)  On or about June 27, 2014, I spent a total of one tenth of an hour corresponding
with the Aiken Cou‘nt& Clerk of Court, to confirm that Defendants’ motions would actually be
heard. The total charges incurred on this day were ten dollars and no cents ($10.00). |

18)  On or about July 5, 2014, I spent a total of eighf tenths of an hour preparing to
argue Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Sanctions at the upcoming hearing. The
total charges fncurred on this day were eighty dollars and no cents ($80.00).

19)  On or about July 7, 2014, I spent a total of three and six tenths (3.6) hours

traveling to and from, and attending, the hearing on Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss and Motion




for Sanctions, which occurred at the Aiken County Courthouse. Additionally, I corresponded
with my clients regarding the results of that hearing. The total charges incurred on this day were
three hundred sixty dollars and no cents ($360.00).

200 I believe that the time I have spent on these tasks is reasonable and necessary for
the defense of this matter. I have not included the costs or fees for paralegals, assistants,
copying, phone charges, and other miscellaneous expenses even though my client is-ultimately
responsible for those charges. | |

21)  According to my calculations, I have expended eight hours (8.0) on tasks directly
associated with- the defense of this matter. The total of these charges, including one filing fee, is

eight hundred, twenty-five dollars and no cents ($825.00).

(\.

)
Daniel C.Ylyler

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

SWORN TO BEFORE ME THIS 2 md
DAY OF _Q&_%M(— ,2014.

&hggggﬁé%&d@m@ S
NOTARY PYBLIC FOR $OUTH CAROLINA -

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: o - 13 -19




STATE OF SOUTH CARbLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

)
COUNTY OF AIKEN )  Civil Action Number: 2014-CP-02-879
Carlton E. Cantrell, )
)
Plaintiff, ) ORDER DISMISSING THIS ACTION
) WITH PREJUDICE, ENJOINING THE
V. . ) PLAINTIFF FROM RE-FILING THIS
) MATTER, AND IMPOSING
Aiken County, Aiken County Animal Control ) SANCTIONS UPON THE@ INE
Director, Shirley Hardin, Aiken County ) . R il
Animal Control Officer Bobby Arthurs, and ) —— YL
Judge Charles T. Carter, ) AUG 2 8 2014
) | .
Defendants. ) SC Court of Appea\s
) .
2

THIS MATTER COMES BEFORE THE COURT pursuant to a motion to dismiss, or in
_the alterpativé for summary judgment, for sanctions, and for injunctive relief filed on behalf of
Defendants. A hearing on this motion was held on July 7, 2014, at the Aiken County
Courthouse, Aiken, South Carolina. Present at the hearing was Daniel C. Plyler, Esquire, on
behalf of Defendants. Also present at the hearing was the pro se Plaintiff Carlton E. Cantrell.
The Defendants’ motions are made in part pursuant to Rules 11, 1 2, and 56 of the South Carolina
Rules of Civil Procedurfe and are dispositive of all claims against the Defendants as asserted by
Plaintiff. Upon review of the record, the pleadings, thé file ava%lable to the Court, including
Plaintiff’s previous filings, and oral arguments, this Court now rules, and grants the Defendants’
motion.

Based upon the following discussion, this Court hereby dismisses Plaintiff's Complaint
with prejudice. Further, this Court hereby awards the Defendants the costs associated with the

defense of this matter, in the amount of eight hundred, twenty-five dollars and no cents ($825.0é)




due the frivolous and malicious nature of this litigation. This Court further directs the Clerk of
Court for Aiken County to refrain ﬁoﬁ filing any additional Complaints or other Pleadings
sﬁbmitted by Plaintiff that are related to the matters sét forth in Civil Action Nos. 08-CP-02-887,
11-CP-02-1480, or 14-CP-02-879.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

In ruling on a motion to dismiss, the Court must view the pleadings in the light most
" favorable to the nonmoving party. Gray v. State Farm Auto Ins. Co., 327 S.C. 646, 651, 491 S.E.2d
272, 274-75 (Ct. App. 1997). A motion to dismiss must be granted if the facts and inferences
reasonably deductible from them show that the plaintiff cannot prevail on any theory of the case.
Id. In considering a motion to dismiss pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the South Carolina Rules of
Civil Procedures, tﬁe Court must base its ruling solely upon the allegations set forth on the face
of the plaintiff’s complaint. Doe v. Greenville County Sch. Dis., 375 S.C. 63, 66-67, 651 S.E.2d
305, 307 (2007). A 12(b)(6) rr}otion‘ will not be granted if the facts alleged and the inferences
_ therefrom would entitle the plaintiff to any relief on any theory. Carnival Corp. v. Historic
Ansonborough Neighborhood Ass 'n., 407 S.C. 67, 753 S.E.2d 846, 850 (2014).

In this case, witﬁ regards to the motion at issue, the Defendants filed their motion as both
a motion to dismiss, or in the alternative for summary judgment under Rule 56, SCRCP. Rule
56, SCRCP, “provides that a trial judge may grant summary judgment if there is no genuine issue
as td any material fact and the moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. In
addition, it must be shown that further inquiry into the facts is not needed to clarify an
application of law.” Charleston Lumber Co., Inc. v. Miller House Corp., 318 S.C. 471, 478, 458
S.E.2d 431, 436 (Ct. App. 1995). “In determining whether any triable issues of fact exist, the

evidence and all inferences which can be reasonably drawn from the evidence must be viewed in




the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.” Strothers v. Lexington County Recreation
Commission, 332 S.C. 54, 61, 504 S.E.2d 117, 121 (1998).

The Court has consideregi the motion as a motion for summary judgment, and finds, as is
set forth in more detail herein, that summary judgment in favor of the Defendants is appropriate.

BACKGROUND |

Plaintiff filed his Complaint in the above~capﬁoned matter on April 16, 2014. Taking the
facts in a light most favorable to Plaintiff, he makes allegations relating to the conﬁscatiqn of a
number of goats from his property by Aiken CoAunty Animal Control. The conﬁscétion in
question occurred on May 19, 2005. According to the facts set forth in the Complaint, Plaintiff
entered into a plea agreement, which h¢ later had overturned as set aside. Specifically, Plaintiff
alleges that the plea agreement was set aside on October 3, 2007.

The Court takes judicial notice that Plaintiff previously filed two civil actions against the
same named Defendants, regarding the same allegations, on May 30, 2008 and July 7, 201 12,
| See, Civil Action Number 08-CP-02-887, Civil« Action Number 11-CP-02-01480. “A coﬁrt can
take judicial notice of its own records, files and proceedings for all proper purposes including
facts established in its records.” South Carolina Dep't of Social Servs v. Janice C., 383 S.C. 221,
678 S.E.2a 463 (Ct. App. 2009), citing Freeman v. McBee, 280 S.C. 490, 313 S.E.2d 325 (Ct.
App. 1984). The Court additionalvlyv takes judicial notice that the two earlier civil actions were
dismissed, with prejudice, that the Plaintiff appealed those dismissals, and that those dismissals

were upheld on appeal.

! This action was dismissed pursuant to an Order from this Court signed December 9, 2008.
2 This action was dismissed with prejudice pursuant to an Order from this Court filed September 2, 2011,
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)
DISCUSSION

A) Defendants Hardin, f«"lrtlz urs, and Carter

The» South Carolina Tort Claims Act (“SCTCA™), S.C. Code Ann., § 15-78-10, ef seq.,
provides various immunities for employees of governmental actors. Chief among these
immunities is the absolute immunity provided to individual employees contained within S.C.
Code Ann., § 15-78-70. Pursuant to subsection 15-78-70(a), individual employees are not
subject to suit as personal defendants for the alleged tort claims committed within the course and
scope of their employment.

Plaintiff has named Defendants Hardin, Arthurs, and Carter® as individual defendants in
this case; The record reflects that these Defendants are employees of the County of Aiken and at
all times were working within the course and scope of their official duties as employees of the
County of Aiken. An employee of a governmental entity is immune from liability for tortioué
acts committed within the scope of his or her official duties. See, Flareau v. Harrelson, 355 S.C.
197, 584 S.E.2d 413 (Ct. App. 2003). As a result, these Defendants are entitled to be summarily
dismissed from this action.

B) Action Barred by Res Judicata and/or Collateral Estoppel
This Court finds that the doctrines of res judicata and/or collateral estoppel, which are
'also known as and referred to as issue preclusion, apply in this matter. “Under the doctrine bf
issue preclusion, if an issue of fact or law was actually litigated and determined and necessary to
a valid and final judgment, the determination is conclusive in a subsequent action on that claim
or a different claim.” Laughon v. O Braitis, 360 S.C. 520, 526, 602 S.E.2d 108, 111 (Ct. App.

2004), citing, Carman v. S.C. Alcoholic Beverage Control Comm’n, 317 S'.C. 1, 6,451 S.E.2d

3 This Court finds that Defendant Carter is also entitled to absolute judicial immunity. See, Unpublished
Opinion of South Carolina Court of Appeals 2010-UP-533.

4




383, 386 (1994). “Under South Carolina law, ‘[c]ollateral estoppel, also known as issue
preclusidn, prevents a party from relitigéting an issue that was decided in a previous action,
regardless of whether the claims in the first and subsequent lawsuits are the salﬁe.’” Kunst v.
A Loree, 404 S.C. 649, 653‘-, 746 S.E.2d 360, 362 (Ct. App. 2013), guoting, Carolina Renewal, Inc.
v. S.C. Dep’t of Transp., 385 8.C. 550, 554, 684 S.E.2d, 779, 782 (Ct. App. 2009).

“The party asserting collateral estoppel must demonstrate that the issue in the present
léwsuit was: (1) actually litigated in thé prior action; (2) directly determined in the prior actior};
and (3) necessary to support tﬁe prior judgrﬁent.” Id. Plaintiff’s pending lawsuit has been fully
'litigated in two prior actions. B;)th those lawsuits were ultimately dismissed, andl those
dismiésals were upheld on appeal. Fui'ther, Plaintiff’s allegations in his 2008 lawsuit, 2011
lawsuit, and- this current lawsuit are exactly the same.

This Court finds thét the Defendants have met this burden in this case, and that the
- doctrines of res judicata and/or collateral estoppel, which are also known, and referred to, as
issue préclusion, apply in this case to bar the Plaintiff from relitigating the facts at issue and the
conclusions of law reached by this Court on Plaintiff's two, previous civil actions.* Therefore,
| thism Céurt is bound to apply the facts and the conclusions of law as reached in Plaintiff§ two
previoué identical proceedings. In applying the law to the facts, this Cqurt finds that the
Plaintiff’s claims fail, and that the Defendants are entitled to summary jﬁdgment.

C) Action Barred by Statute of Limitations
The Court further concludes that Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the applicable statute of

limitations. The SCTCA is the exclusive remedy for any tort committed by an employee of a

4 As recognized above, Plaintiff brought Civil Action No. 08-CP-02-887 and Civil Action No. 11-CP-02-
01480 in this same Court against the same Defendants with those prior actions containing the very same
allegations that are contained in his present Complaint.
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governmental entity. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-70(a). Thus all of Plaintiff’s claims are governed
by the SCTCA, including its statute of limitations in § 15-78-110. That section provides that:
“any action brought pursuant to this chapter is forever barred

unless an action is commenced within two years after the date the
loss was or should have been discovered . . ..”

See, S.C. Code Ann § 15-78-1 10; Flateau v. Harrelson, 355 S.C. 197, 584 S.E.2d 413 (Ct.' App.
2003).

The actions of which Plaintiff complains took place on May 19, 2005. According fo the
facts ‘set forth in the Complaint, Plaintiff entered into a plea agreement, which he later had
overturned and set aside on October 3, 2007. However, Plaintiff did not insfitute this action until
April of 2013, almost six years after the events complained of. Because Plaintiff did.not
commence an action within two years after the date the loss was discovered, the action is forever
barred according to § 15-78-110. ~

D) Frivolous Civil Proceedings Sanctions Act

This Court ful;the'rA finds that Plaintiff is subject to the South Carolina Frivolous
‘ Proceedings Sanctions Act (“FCPSA”) and imposes sanctions upon him. Dgfendants reduésted
sanctions in the form of attorney’s fees and costs they have incurred in defending the abo{/e-
captioned rnatter, which Defendants contend is frivolous. Defendants further requested that
Plaintiff be enjoined from filing additional pleadings regarding the same set of facts as the
current lawsuit, and the two that were previously dismissed. This Court finds that such remedies
are well within the inherent authority of the Court, and are appropriate under these

circumstances.
This Court acknowledges that Plaintiff is pro se; however, lack of familiarity with legal

proceedings is not an acceptable excuse and the court will hold a layman to the same standard as




an attorney. Hill v. Dotts, 345 S.C. 304, 310, 547 S.E.2d 894, 897 (Ct.App.2001). Furthermore,

the Plaintiff had already been put on notice, in the Order dismissing his 2011 civil action, that his
attempts to relitigate these facts, despite the dismissal and the affirmation of that dismissal
through the appeals courts, that his claims were legally flawed, and therefore he was not ignorant
of those facts.

Further, the applicable law specifically provides that pro se plaintiffs are subject to the
FCPSA. Under the FCPSA, “sanctions may be awarded under section 15-36-10 regardless of

whether or not the case has been tried to verdict so long as the trial court finds by a

preponderance of the evidence that the party should be sanctioned under the terms of the -

FCPSA.” Holmes v. East Cooper Community Hospital, Inc., 408 S.C. 138, 758 S.E.2d 483
(2012).
Specifically, the FCPSA provides:

An attorney or pro se litigant participating in a civil or.
administrative action or defense may be sanctioned for:

(a) filing a frivolous pleading, motion, or document if:

(i) the person has not read the frivolous pleading,
motion, or document;

(ii)  areasonable attorney in the same circumstances
‘ would believe that under the facts, his claim or
defense was clearly not warranted under existing
law and that a good faith or reasonable argument
did not exist for the extension, modification, or
reversal of existing law;

(iii)  areasonable attomey presented with the same
circumstances would believe that the procurement,
initiation, continuation, or defense of a civil cause
was intended merely to harass or injure the other
party; or

(iv)  areasonable attorney presented with the same




circumstances would believe the pleading, motion,
or document is frivolous, interposed for merely
delay, or merely brought for any purpose other than

+ securing proper discovery, joinder of parties, or
adjudication of the claim or defense upon which the
proceedings are based;

(b) making frivolous arguments a reasonable attorney would
believe were not reasonably supported by the facts; or

(c) making frivolous arguments that a reasonable attorney would
believe were not warranted under the existing law or if there is no

good faith argument that exists for the extension, modification, or
reversal of existing law. '

See, S.C; Code’Ann. § 15-36-10(A)(4)(a)-(c) (Supp.2012). This Court finds that Plaintiff hés
;vidlated the FCPSA. Specifically, Plaintiff has filed this Complaint after his two, previous,
A identical complaiﬂts had been dismissed. Any rea;onable plaintiff in these “circumstances
would understand that under the facts his claim was clearly not warranted under existing law”
ar;d4r;1>a.cle fnvolous érguﬁéngs t};ét wére not ;uf;ponea byrthe fa‘c‘ts.hlia". Thié i§ éspecially true in
this case‘, because the Plaintift: had 'alreiady been informed, by this very Court in its Order
dismissing his éOll lawsuit, that the claims at issue were legally flawed and time-barred by the
applicablei statute of limitations. | |

“Tﬁé determination of whether attorney’s fees .should be awardéd 'uhdef ‘the Frivolous
'Proceedings Act is treated as one in equity.” Hanahan v. Simpson, 326 S.C. 140, 156, 485
S.E.2d 903, 912 (1997). “In reviewing the award in issue, this Court may take its own view of
t.he preponderance of the evidence.” Id Moreover, “the decision whether to impose sanctions
under the FCPSA is a decision for the judge, not the jury, it sounds iﬁ equity rather than at law.”
Fatherv. S.C. Dep't of Soc. Servs., 353 S.C. 254, 260, 578 S.E.2d 11, 14 (2003).

The Court has considered the matter, and finds that sanctions are appropriate. No

- litigant, pro se or not, should be allowed to subject other parties to the costs of defending
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litigation of the same factual claims on multiple occasions. In this case the Plaintiff first sued the
Defendants regarding these facts in 2008. That lawsuit was dismissed. The Plaintiff appealed
the dismissal to the Court of Appeals, where the dismissal was affirmed. The Plaintiff then
petitioned the South Carolina Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari, which was denied.
Apparently dissatisfied with the dismissal and the affirmation of the dismissal through the
appellate process, the Plaintiff chose to re-file the exact same claims, based on the exact same
facts, against the exact same Defendants in 2011. This Court subsequently dismissed the 2011
léwsuit, and set forth, cledrly and distinctly, in the Order of dismissal the various ways in which
the Plaintiff claims were legally flawed. The Plaintiff then appealed the dismissal of the 2011
case to the Court of Appeals, where’ the dismissal was affirmed. He then petitioned the South
Carolina Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari, which was denied.

Despite the fact that the Plaintiff had filed the.exact same claims, based on the exact same
facts, on two separate occasions, and the fact that on both occasions his lawsﬁits had been
dismissed, and those dismissals had been upheld on appéal, the Plaintiff filed his claims for a
third time against the exact same Defendants. Such a pattern shows a clear disdain for the
judicial process. It wastes the Court’s resources, and frivolously subjects the Defendants to costs
and fees to defend thé repetitive litigation. The Cou.rf finds that this is a prime example of a
scenario where sanctions are api)ropriate. At this point the Plaintiff’s recalcitrant efforts to
continue to litigate claims that have been repeatedly dismissed are undoubtedly frivolous and are
potentially malicious. This Court will not simply sit by and allow the Plain’;iff to continue to
abuse the judicial system and subject the Defendants to the'unnecessary burden and expense of
continuing to have to re-litigate these matters, and therefore this Court hereby GRANTS the

Defendants request for sanctions, and hereby GRANTS the Defendants request for an injunctive




Order preventing the Clerk of Court from hereafter filing any pleadingg from the Plaintiff
regarding the matters set forth in Civil Action Nos. 08-CP-02-887, 11-CP-02-1480, or 14-CP-02-
879. The Plaintiff shall pay, as a sanction, the costs and fees incurred by the Defendants, as set
forth in the Affidavit of Costs provided to the Court, in the amount of eight hundred, twenty-five
dollars and no cents ($825.00). |
The Plaintiff shall remit payment of these sanctions directly to Davidson & Lindemann,
P.A. as attorneys for Aiken County, and shall do so within thirty (30) days of the date of this
Order. The Plaintiff is specifically cautioned that failure to comply with this Order, and failure
to satisfy the sanctions imposed herein, will potentially subject him to additional sanctions for

contempt of court.

CONCLUSION

This Court finds.that Plaintiff’s Complaint,.on its face,:- and in taking tf1_e allegations iﬁ .
- the complaint most favorable ;co Plaintiff, fails as a matter of law to state a cause of ‘action against
| beféndants. | As such, the Court agrees, as is set forth in detail herein, with the Defendants that
- the Plaintiff_ﬁ Complaint should be dismissed pursuant to Rules 12(b) and 56, SCRCP.

IT ‘IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the motion to dismiss, or in the alternative for
summary judgrﬁent, filed on behalf of th;e Defendants be, and her;eby is, GRANTED, and that -
Plaintiff’ sk Compléint is hereby DiSMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

IT I, FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff’'s Complaint is frivolous and Plaintiff is to
pay Defendants eight hundred, twenty-five dollars and no cents ($825.00) as a sanction pursuant

to the FCPSA, which represents the fees incurred in the defense against Plaintiff’s Complaint.




IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk of Court of Aiken County shall refrain
from filing any additional Complaints, or other Pleadings, that are related to the matters set forth

in Civil Action Nos. 08-CP-02-887, 11-CP-02-1480, or 14-CP-02-879.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

The Honorable Doyet A. Early, IIl
Presiding Circuit Court Judge
Dated: '

, South Carolina
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&.ECEWED

DAVIDSON & LINDEMANN,

William H. Davidson, 11
Andrew F. Lindemann*
James M. Davis, Jrit
Robert D. Garfield
Michael B. Wren

*Also Admitted In North Carolina
tCertified Mediator

ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT LAW AUG 2 8 2014
1611 Devonshire Drive, Second Floor S@ Court of Appeals
Post Office Box 8568 Daniel C. Plyler
Columbia, South Carolina 29202-8568 Joel S. Hughes
Telephone: (803) 806-8222 Justin T. Bagwell
- Facsimile: (803) 806-8855 David A. DeMasters
www.dml-law.com Steven R. Spreeuwers

Todd R. Flippin

Of Counsel
Kenneth P. Woodington

Avugust 22, 2014

Writer’s E-Mail: dplyler@dml-law.com

‘The Honorable Doyet A. Early 111

Post Office Box 90
Bamberg, SC 29003

RE: Carlton E. Cantrell v. Aiken Coﬁng, Aiken County Animal Control Director, Shirley Hardin,

Aiken County Animal Control Officer Bobby Arthurs, and Judge Charles T. Carter
Civil Actian Number: 2014-CP-02-879

Date of Incident: May 19, 2005
Our File Number: 333.7805

Dear Judge Early:

Please find enclosed for your consideration an Order that I have prepared, per your
instructions during the July 7, 2014 hearing in this case. During that hearing you granted the motion
to dismiss, or in the alternative for summary judgment, that I had filed on behalf of the Defendants.
In that motion I also asked for sanctions and an injunction, which you also granted. I have enclosed
an affidavit of costs to support the sanctions award.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter. Should the Order meet your
approval, then please return it to me in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope, and I will have it filed.

Very Truly Yours,

EAA(IDS

& LINDEMANN, P.A.

Enclosutes

Danid] C. Plyler



The Honorable Doyet A. Early, III
August 22, 2014
Page Two

cc: (w/ Enclosures)

Mzt. Carlton E. Cantrell
223 Muddy Branch Road
Aiken, South Carolina 29805




Carlton E. Cantrell
223 Muddy Branch Road
Aiken, SC 29805

" Telephone; (803) 215-4747
August 27th 2014

Deputy Clerk of Court sccounOprpealg
V. Claire Allen '

South Carolina Court of Appeals

PO Box 11629

Columbia, SC 29211

Re; Carlton Cantrell vs. Aiken County et al.
Aiken County Common Pleas No. 2014-CP-02- 00879
Appellent Case No. 2014-001702

Dear Mrs. Allen '431"

In response to your letter dated August 19th 2014 I have
enclosed a copy of the Order has requested.

On April 16, 2014, I turned a Civil Action Complaint No,
2014-CP-02- 00879 Into the Aiken Court’House I received the
Defendants order to Dismiss &n Mayzthecokder: waswd&ted May
23, 2014. I received a summons to report before judge Early
on Juky the #Zth, in the mail on June the 8thk On July the 3rd
I turned in a report on this matter to SLtD and on July the
7th in court before Judge Early i said the same. Judge Early
went in favour of the Defendants. After Court I drove to the
Capitol and turned in a report to the Governors QOffice in
refrence to this matter and also the Att. Generals office.
Approx. a week later I received alcall trom the Governors
Office from an Assistant that told me to turn it over to the
FBI, I did an-extra report and turned it into the FBI Office
in Columbia on August 1st. The Att. Generals office informed
me later to turn a report into ODC. Now I am working on a
report on Judge Doyet A. Early I have gone before him this
- is the Third time for the same matter and the time before
I was given only two days notice to report before him and
it is obvious that Judge Early 1is being used to protect the
Defendants and Aiken Caounty from paying damages that they
have done to me and my animals fdr no reason. I received a
copy of the Order on August 25th bykmail their is no date
or Cover Sheet on the Order and Judge Early has not signed
it has of yett

Sincerely,

Carlton E. Cantrell, Appellant, Pro. Se.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I,Cartton E. Cantrell, do hereby certify that i have this
day served a copy of the Order that I recejved by . mail from
the defendants on August 25th 2014 upon the South Carolina
Court of Appeals and a Copy of letter to the Depkuty Clerk.
of Court and on the defendants, opposing counsel. byuplacing
same in the United States Mail proper?ty addressed and with
and with Cérrect postage affixed thereto;

South Caro]ﬁha Court of Appeals
PO Box 11629 . .
Columbia, SC 29211

William H. Davidson, I1I

1611 Devonshire Drive, 2#id Floor
PO Box 8568

Columbia, SC 29202.

“August 28th 2014

Carlton E. Cantrell
223 Muddy Branch Road
Aiken, SC 29805
803-215-4747
Plaintiff/Appeallant



