MEMROANDUM TO. THE RECORDS APR 0 92015

In The Court Appeals SC C
i\ e bourtof Appegs

Appeal from Charleston County
Administrative Law Court

. Stephanie P. McDonald, Administrative Tribunal Law J udge

~‘Order dated: 27 February 2014

Pepsi Bottling _Gfoup et al, " Respondent(s);
Mr. Wesley Edward Smith.III, Appellant,

MEMORANONDUM T'O THE RECORDS:

Please insert on page 2 para 1 Amended Service Appeal submitfed on 24 April 15).

Such the taken on my legal right before affording me the protections contain under the
appellate rules action which included (absent from this party) 1, Wesley Edward Smith 111
had: )

D Denied the procedural rights affording a competent carousel with the ability to pay for the -
proper professional forensic specialist to collect DNA evidence '

00 Denied other legal entitlement such as the right to obtaining a competent defensive legal
counsel (or be afforded one for my impoverish conditions-due to financial hardships) or other
matters with PBG involvement with fraudulent orders, Jury Tampering, Tax evasion, security
exchange violation, and other act constituting fraud :

Piease insert on page 7 para 3 Amended Service Appeal sAub:mitted on 24 Aprii 15).‘-
‘Also, on the face of the Stephanie P. McDonald, Administrative Tribunal Law Judge

Order dated: 27 February 2014 it doesn't show the appearance of the PBG termination action
L i - .



against Mr. Wesley Edward Smith II1 was discrirhinatary or retaliation because the appellant
opposed to adverse treatment and what was perceived as unlawﬁnl business practice tiiat

" In him being termination froni émployment for a"’j ust cause” But such termin‘ation was not done
in conformance with thé éxpiessly state appellate rules or his iegal right the ‘State constitutional
shield afford under Article .1 sect 24. This lack of compliance of a longstanding constitutionai
immuriity of his deprived rights, the court ahduld hava reviewed that an ‘;error of law” and
Summarily VDismiss th¢ action initially ihat lacking a claim without the Magistrates
recommendations affirm such civil reliefs. The court is viewed by the civilized society, based on -
information and belief as that that'ﬁnalvprotector that ensures without any doubt, of providing :

any citizen “accused of a crime” such protection and afford the correct procedural due process.

Maybe the order alone doesilft pinpoint accurately or clearlyillustrate a legal
determination that a discriminatory or retaliatory acts occurred within PBG, but however, now
illustraias tiie iiiqportance of thisx giveri more reason toi believe (aé offered‘ as direct or iridirect |
evidence of that substantive evidentiary proof of Stephanie P. McD(I)inald,t Admiriistrative
Tribunal Law Judge Order dated 2;/ Februaiy 20i.4, being such elerrient that stands. iln«agreement
a decision that was "dismissed with prejudice” ‘ori its face, i_)y the Honorable R, Markly Dennis
order dated 20 Maich 2003 and g:ohcliisory Qrder of supportiiig adjudicator, the Honorable Doyet
vA Early iiaied 27 Novemtier 2007 on page 10 i)ara 3) while acting under the color of tile state

Jlaws and constitutional provisions



My cross claims (although never served the required notifications and still lacking the
original complaint of PBG and autliori;ation o:rder for VPBG to act as an enforcement agency
without following proper procedures.;)r. to act in such an ‘autho'rized legal manner), concerning
my right to contest on appeal, challenge P-BG;"dec'ision and appeal the ord.er for which an alleged
violation on my life and Constitutional legal Irigﬁté, “that affords liberty protection and safegﬁards
prior to the taken of life, liberty or my property. This is systemic to many uhcontested or
unchallenged legal events form state busiﬁesses pollaterai éttacks wflile in the hands br le'gél ' 7
bonds of this court with reasonableness. Businesses are believed to be authorized to do S;ate
business within the territories of:Sout‘h Carolina but what about the ill will and preconceived
notion of many other person that do ﬁot show Cdnce£ns for other employeés. ‘As unaerstoéd,
from past occurrences, people have t;een genuinely known to dress up and disguise thémselves
as reputablé servants in many states, as a plausible hohest business legal entity that cafes about
the citizeps of the state..v Many departments today; however disguised has come undone at the
end of the day, thus the nature of PBG claim is n(;t supported on the records. Howe\}er( deiegated,
someone was fésponsible for the legal ﬁarms and ’judiciAal injuries. I‘ am demanding that all
perpetuators of justice ‘be held liable for.the lack of cdn“pliance 10 the protecfive r‘ights of others,
as enforceable under thé state laws. Iﬁ’s an- important that the administrative law question be ask,
answered and judgment awarded by professional who do rﬁot seek only to debé}te, by the assertion
a longstanding, out of time doctrine with only listening to their ownllegal twist. Crimeé are being
committed at a record high and those;that are committing crime are still employed and affecting
many cher, as we bondef whether to grant a violation a citizens procedural du‘e process ‘rights.
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PBG did not ponder in its travels to circumvent a lengthy process. PBG directly pointed to me as
the theft, lacking entrepreneurial skills and an egregious wo.rk performer (inter alia). So, why is
Mr. Wesley Edward Smith I11, and like others being left to suffer and continually be under the

attack mode, while being personally subjected and expose to other unlawful business dealings.

I was'an evmpl-oyée. of PBG Within ﬂ}'e State. Reasons are giveﬁ to believe when you
have ﬁersdns working that interweave business, t;ecause of‘business associatiohs while workiné |
'together, this will cause some problems. I, Wesley Edward Smith 11 bemg similarity sifuated do
understand how difficult .it is to remain .professi'ona._l*in ?;he business, where others did not share
the same Beli,eve or have updérstgndi'ng of virtuous sténdard for living. Absent being subjective
'to the state laws without prb_@f of providing tﬁe constitutional protections the State requ'ires'by
PBG.VBased upon the-la.ck of all hotiﬁgationsl require by the State of SOthh'Cérolina Rule,
Appellate court Rules and the :Stat»eVConstit‘ution, upon which | rely.on that fact that -
profelssi'onals perS(mal endeav.();s and business requirement affairs but remain divided from |

within the work place for their own compelling reasons.

Thus The order Qf fhe' St¢phénie P. McDonald, Administrative Tfibunal. Law Judge
Ordér dated 27 February 2014 seems to'serve;s no purpose othef them to Hinder the judicial
proéess prévent the judicial meghaﬁism from op"er_ating in the mannerism that it was desigﬁed,
encroaching up‘(mn the protepfiohs of Mr. We'slg); Edwafd.Smith Hi constitufional 'rights and
: 6p§ns the veils of the>courts-limited integrity. This' speéulation is suﬁported based oﬁ the law
memorandum that was to be prQ‘vid:ed for validly jcmci not spegulativg hearsay from (mtlhgrs. that
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have chosen to interven_e and interject ﬁ'ivolousﬁess while encroaching upon my constitutional
protections. As well, thare are safegausrd agains this sort of behavior afforded under South
Carolina Law SC Code 1-13-10 et seg regarding prohibited acts of discrimination are defined
and entailed prdlectioﬁs taken againet person of race, color, age, disability, sex or any previous
forms er invollintary servitude or enslaver. Should this questioﬁ ari's,es to”such extent? HOWC\./CF
it mely be ‘d‘eﬁned in a more moderniﬂz'ed way \./ice the traditional means that we llave'eonle to
know that discriminatory acts \.Neretaken ageinst the people of the republie state fof with it still

stands under justice.

For you see, I, Mr. Weé'ley Edward Smith I1I was not given that obpertunity to chooses or
make a choi.ce before PGB made the final move apd freely chose to exercise some p‘resumed
authorized power (absent from the findings) to terminate my employment contract as is
perceived the discriminatery act in violation to SC Code 1-1 3-80-et set. What about the
proffering of an argument as part of the court,‘ asser,tiﬁg precedents to an already frivolous and
speculative case as viable law érgument frorﬁ the seat of the court (intervening) whiie not
rerﬁaining neutral (impartial) thus allowi.ng the rules and constitution answer for }he parties, “do
and don’t” for the parties that believe.s‘Was ad?efsely affected by the other and the meansj of
showing of e\./identiary proof that is to prevails fo; Summary Judgment/Judément. The action i
_ taki’ng against Mr. Wesley Edward Smith I11 continues t-o adversely effected me and allowing me
te address PBG (my adversary/opposing party)vt_,o le.gally. s;tandtl‘p; and my best legal argument,
which pfovidee the winner the case before the court. Seems like the court was not rebrehensible

in declaring its winner (preferred client or customer), while encroaching (Crouching Tiger) upon
. 5 .



my constitutional rights and others as well. 'm just saying. The perception these order(s) give
me reasons to believe that this is a part of a another organization that is support crimes, allows
arbitrary targeting of any person, and exploitation of the court, while covering while being
exploited in a corporate businesses light. To the employed, there are unsuspecting personnel.
I, Mr. Wesley Edward Smith I1I believes he has been and is being legally attacked.
QUESTION PRESENTED
How: can the action or presenting an order, b\, seem as descent when the order of the Appellant
court rules are not being adhered to or proven valid followed by PBG when not allowing Mr.
‘Wesley Edward Smith I1I his due process rights? This is after he was pointed out and been
accused of a crimes, lost his job entitlements and the subsequent to the order those PBG house
workers on Appeal. ‘

Taken into account the 'tangible' evidence of cited the concAlu‘sionl of the Charleston County
Administrative Law Court Stephanie P. McDonald, Administrative Tribunal Law Judge Order
dated 27 February 2014, can it not also be discriminatory (denial of procedural due process
rights) when order is not 1egally supporting the augrﬁent, absent the enforcement agency legal
memorandum of law argument and not accompanied by the magistrate affirming findings of
criminal fact that Mr. Wesley Edward Smith 1II violated the recognizable rights of PBG for

which the civil relief should have been grénted. Therefore based on the lack of subport of the
aforementioned, charges are demanded dropped, a reversal of the order granting Summary

Judgment be denied and reinstatement ofa amended complaint addressing the cause of action by

"PBG, under rule 207 the modification, emending and or reversal and remand is in order”

April 27,2015 - ‘ Respectfu]ly Submitted

(/\_,//

Mr. Wesley Edward Smith III
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Appeal from Charleston County
_ Adniini'strativez‘ Law Court

Stephanie P. McDonald, Administrative Tribunal Law Judge

Order dated: 27 February 2014

Pepsi Bottling Group et al, ) Requgdent(s);

Mr. Wesley Edward Smith III, Appellant,

PROOF OF SERVICE

1. Wesley Edward Smith III, certify that on April 27,2015, submits his MEMEROANDUM
TO THE RECORDS was sent to the"Administrative Law:Court by First Class Mail via Umted
States Mail and on all parties listed below.in this actxon to the following: o

TO Mr. Ashley Able 1II, ESQ
One Liberty Square
- 55 Beattie Place Suite 800
Greenville, SC 29601

Respectfully Submitted

A Mr. Wesley Edward Smith

April 27, 2015
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