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Mare Baracco, the Appellant herein, moves this Court, pursuant to the South Carolina

Rules of Civil Procedure, the Due Process Clauses of South Carolina and United States
Constitutions, and lack of subject matter, personal and territorial jurisdiction of the
administrative agency and Beaufort County, for an Expedited Hearing and reversal/dismissal

of an “Order” by Beaufort County Magistrate Judge Richard Brooks, April 8, 2015. The
“Order” for (alleged) “Contempt of Court” includes a conditional ten day jail sentence,
restrictions on the use of her personal property, and threat of seizure of said property. Appellant
contends this hearing was in violation of (but not limited to) SCRCP Rule 241a - 241(d), which
provides specific “Rules” for the lifting of a “Stay” that Respondents were not in compliance
with, and SCRCP Rule 58, “Entry of Judgement”. These “Rules” were not followed by the
Magistrate Court, nor the attorney(s) for Beaufort County, nor the administration of Beaufort
County and, agents and employees of the Town of Port Royal, who are and have been intimately
and actively involved in this matter, in violation of the Home Rule Act of 1975 and Article VIII
of the South Carolina Constitution. The Appellant has included the audio recording of this

hearing for this Court’s review (as there is no written “Order” that the Appellant’s aware of).

As this Honorable Court already has in its possession relevant documents and history
regarding this matter, the Appellant provides this summary for reversing the “Order”
from this hearing by Beaufort County Magistrate Richard Brooks. The alleged “contempt of
court” is for an alleged violation by the Appellant, of an “Order” (from a hearing before Judge
Brooks, May 2, 2013) that the Appellant muzzle her dog, Bodi, when off her property (this Court
is in possession of this audio from May 2, 2013). The Appellant asserts there is no such “Order”,
nor provision in state law and further, the Appellant is not subject to ordinances from Beaufort

County, as she is a resident of the incorporated municipality of the Town of Port Royal



and was acquitted of violating Port Royal’s ordinance 3-53 relative to this incident. Appellant
has claimed, since she first received this “Official Notice” from agents of Beaufort County, that
itis a) based on a mistake by the County in extending their ordinance, illegally, into the
municipality of Port Royal b) this “Notice” was created by a county employee,
without review by Beaufort County Council, and c) the enforcement section 14-35 is replete
with errors made by county employees when these Ordinances were revised in 2010.

Also, that upon the Appellant’s acquittal November 8, 2012 Town of Port Royal
agents/employees/ and the other party in this matter, Sally Germer, secretly communicated
with agents and employees of Beaufort County, in order to illegally continue this matter against

the Appellant in the Beaufort County Magistrate Court.

1. The Appellant filed two Motions prior to the April 8, 2015 hearing, once it became
clear the Respondents were not going to follow the Rules of Civil Procedure, pursuant to SCRCP
Rule 241 a-d, which is to petition the Court of Jurisdiction (this Court) to reverse the automatic
stay. One of her Motions was to request a continuance, as this matter is on Appeal (attached 1.)
The second was a Motion to Dismiss (attached 2) contending (amongst other things) the Beaufort
Magistrate Court has no jurisdiction, of any kind, in this matter, pursuant to the Home Rule Act
of 1975 and Article VIII of the South Carolina Constitution. To this point of jurisdiction the
Appellant cited a document by the South Carolina Attorney General’s office, which addresses
the specific issue of a county’s exercise of its police power, and its enforceability of its
ordinances, within a municipality. “The constitution does not provide for such power” and “the

county’s exercise of police power is restricted to the unincorporated areas of the county” and “a
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county could not exercise power within an incorporated municipality unless such agreement
existed or, in effect, the municipality has assented to the county’s exercise of power”. (attached —
3). There was no contract nor agreement between the incorporated municipality of Port Royal
and unincorporated Beaufort County regarding their ordinances for Animal Control. The

Appellant’s Motions were dismissed.
And, the Appellant raised the issue of jurisdiction to the court upon commencement of this

hearing. Beaufort County knew or should have known, since Appellant was a resident of the
municipality, the Town of Port Royal, any actions they took in regard to this matter were void in
the following ways: (1) they acted without authority in another jurisdiction; (2) they were not in
pursuit of the Appellant to enforce one of their own ordinances that Appellant would have had to
violate while in their jurisdiction to confer their jurisdiction upon her (Section 17-13-40 of the
South Carolina Code of Laws, 1976, as Amended.). They, in fact, pursued her without warrant
or any other authority when they entered upon her property to observe her personal property,
investigated a matter that was not within their proper perusal and acted without any proper
jurisdiction when they issued an unapproved “Official Notice” pursuant to an Ordinance of their
jurisdiction. Therefore, they were not, and could not confer upon themselves they were the
proper Administrative Agency, under whose ordinances Appellant was subject to and required to
be subject to their procedures when contesting the same. The Town of Port Royal did not adopt
the ordinances of Beaufort County, and when Beaufort County acted within the jurisdiction of

the Town of Port Royal, it was required to act upon the direction and control of the municipality.
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“Jurisdiction, once challenged, cannot be assumed and must be decided.” Basso v. Utah Power
& Light Co., 495 F2d 906, 910. “Defense of lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter may be
raised at any time, even on appeal.” Hill Top Developers v. Holiday Pines Service Corp., 478
S02d 368 (Fla 2™ DCA 1985).

“A court cannot confer jurisdiction where none existed and cannot make a void proceeding valid.
It is clear and well established law that a void order can be challenged in any court.” Old Wayne
Mut. L. Assoc. v. McDonough, 204 US 8, 27 S. Ct. 236 (1907).

“Once jurisdiction is challenged, the court cannot proceed when it clearly appears that the court
lack jurisdiction, the court has no authority to reach merits, but rather should dismiss the action.”
Melo v. U.S., 505 F2d 1026. “Once challenged, jurisdiction cannot be assumed, it must be
proved to exist.” Stuck v. Medical Examiners, 94 Ca2d 751. 211 P2d 389.

“There is no discretion to ignore that lack of jurisdiction.” Joyce v. US, 474 F2d 215. “The
burden shifts to the court to prove jurisdiction.” Rosemond v. Lambert, 469 F2d 416.

Appellant further contends that in each instance she has asserted lack of jurisdiction or
contested any other matters in this case, and the Administrative Agency and their courts have
proceeded regardless in their pursuit of this matter, they have deprived her of one or more of her
constitutional rights, including, but not limited to, due process.

“The privileges and immunities of citizens of this State and the United States shall not be
abridged, nor shall any person be deprived of life, liberty, and property without due process of
law, nor shall any person be denied the equal protection of the law.” Atticle 1, Section 3, South
Carolina Constitution.

2. Further, that this matter, by law, is Administrative (the administrative agency,
Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office, incorrectly and improperly scheduled this matter from its

inception in the Magistrate’s Court as a civil proceeding; this was wrong). If the agency had
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jurisdiction in this matter, a hearing should have been established before a board or council,
pursuant to Title 1, Chapter 23. As proof, the Appellant requested of the Magistrate she be
allowed to play the audio recording, frrom the magistrate court’s own proceeding of May 2, 2013
(this Court would refer to this audio recording, which it has in its possession) of County Attorney
Josh Gruber stating “this is not a criminal matter, it’s not a civil matter, it’s administrative”, for
the record, and to confirm the lack of jurisdiction. The Appellant’s request was denied. This
Court will please take note as to how this case is classified in its own records, as this matter
cannot be both an “Administrative Determination” and a “Civil Appeal” at the same time.

Appeal — Common Pleas — Civil Appeal from Summary Court

3. There is no written “Order” from May 2, 2013 or any other time, as this case been
contested by the Appellant since its issuance July 9, 2012 and has been continuously on appeal
since. The Respondents have, by the issuance of this most recent “Rule to Show Cause”
(attached 4), simply ignored another SCRCP Rule, 58: All orders must be in writing, signed by
the judge and entered by the clerk of court - Upchurch v. Upchurch, 367 S.C. 16, 624 S.E.2d 643
(2006). To this point in fact, the Appellant has never received a written “Order” from this April
8, 2015 hearing either, and thus cannot present it to this Court for review.

4. The “Rule to Show Cause” upon which this hearing is based, is defective (like all
previous “RTSC’s” issued to the Appellant in the pendency of this matter, of which this Court
has copies).

In the attached “Rule to Show Cause” for April 8, 2015, there are no “clear, specific
allegations being set forth for the court and the responding party”, per Rule 14, the “sworn
affidavit” does not specify the (alleged) violation, nor what relief the moving party is seeking.

To wit, directly from Rule 14:
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The supporting affidavit or verified petition shall identify the court order, decree or judgment
which the responding party has allegedly violated, the specific act(s) or omission(s) which
constitute contempt, and the specific relief which the moving party is seeking. Such court order,
decree or judgment shall be attached to the affidavit or certified petition.

The failure to support the “Rule to Show Cause” by an affidavit or verified petition is a “fatal
defect” Toyota of Florence v. Lynch314 S.C. 257, 442 S.E. 2d 611. Further, in this “Rule to
Show Cause” a significant page from Port Royal Ordinance Officer Edgar Jansen’s report is
“missing”: the Supplemental Report dated February 11, 2015. The Appellant only became
aware of its existence from a FOIA request (attached - 5). As the Court can see from

this report, Officer Jansen could not find any statute or ordinance the Appellant was/is in
violation of. The Appellant asked to submit this report as evidence, and also the (alleged)
Beaufort County ordinance 14-35 she was “in violation of”, and the South Carolina Statute
Section 47-3-720 it’s based upon, to show Judge Brooks this “violation” was in fact an error
by a Beaufort County employee, contained in the Beaufort County code of ordinances 14-35,
wherein this state statute was incorrectly transcribed to the Beaufort Codé of Ordinance 14-35
(attached 6 and 7). The Magistrate would not admit any of these documents into evidence, even
though it is clear by these documents the Appellant is innocent of any violation.

This Court would note that, again, it is employees/agents of the Town of Port Royal who
are the instigators of this most recent complaint to Beaufort County, in reference to an incident
which occurred within their jurisdiction in 2012, and was adjudicated by their municipal court,
in 2012, pursuant to Home Rule and the South Carolina Constitution. The Appellant states it is
their actions, in conjunction, again, with agents of Beaufort County, that are in violation of the
law and the Constitution. All of them, as officials, administrators and attorneys should know
Home Rule, the State and Federal Constitution, and their own jurisdiction, limits of their

authority, and the rules governing their offices.
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5. The Appellant subpoenaed two Beaufort County Councilpersons, Rick Caporale
and Cynthia Bensch. The Appellant was made aware, prior to this hearing, of
information elected County Officials had regarding this case and the course of conduct
leading to this hearing (attached 8 - 9). These Councilpersons were to give testimony for
the record (including information these defective ordinances have been under revision
for the past year, since this matter has been on Appeal) and were not allowed to do so, as this

Court will hear on the audio.

In summary, the Appellant was forced to appear, again, before a court without
jurisdiction, to answer to an “Official Notice” that’s illegal, based upon a defective ordinance,
issued in violation of the law, in contempt of a non-existent “Order” and Statute.

WHEREFORE, for the above reasons, the Appellant respectfully requests this
Court dismiss/reverse the “Order” from April 8, 2015, and the entirety of this case, with
prejudice, restore the Appellant’s right to her property, and order such other relief as is just and

proper. Respectfully submitted, thig'theS dayaf May 2015.

N

M&Mro Se

100 idAvenue

Port Royal South Carolina 29935
(843) 592-1062
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! Mare Baracco : i
_ 1006 Madrid Avenue _ '
N ‘ Port Royal, South Carolina 29935
(843) 592-1062
April 1, 2015
. Ms. Stephanie Garst
" Clerk of Court @
~ The Beaufort County Magistrate Court s %
PO Box 2207 = 8
Beaufort SC 29901 = ﬁg
. 1 ™
Dear Ms. Garst: - c%_i”_
: . == B
‘ - o b -
I am:requesting a continuance of Case Number 2012CV0710401536, pursuant to = %j%
SCRCP Rule 241(a), as this matter is on appeal before the South Carolina Court of Apéea@g
(50{0_61#\*"6&'.&\9315\3 i & 20I4~-000 & BLD. =g
| Thank you.. '
| Al
|

Enc.

cc: Josh Gruber
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Mare Baracco

. 1006 Madrid Avenue

Port Royal, South Carolina 29935
(843) 592-1062

April 1,2015

Ms. Stephanie Garst
Clerk of Court

The Beaufort County Magistrate Court
PO Box 2207

Beaufort SC 29901

4Dear Ms. Garst:

Please see the attached Motion to Dismiss, re Case Number 2012CV0710401536.

Enc.

cc: Josh Gruber
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Lot Caniy

PLAINTIFF )
| STREET ADDRESS
cITYy STATE. ZIP CODE

TELEPHONE

ANSWER
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Poe 1+ 2 o 3 NREET ADDRESS
CITY  STATRSC. ZIP CODEZFJ3 S
TELEPHONE )

)

)

w . )
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R )
)

CHECK ONE:

A, I do not live in this county. | want this case transferred to my home county if possible. -
B. | admit everything in the comphint and do not want 2 trial,

C.. admit that | am responsible, but not for the total amount claimed by the Plaintifi(s).

D. I deny that | am responsible at all, '

If you check “C” or “D”, briefly explain the reasons for your answer:

Plense Seo _atpecd Mogtary o Dispuiss

-+ “THE DEFENDANT STATES THAT THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS ANSWER: IS TRUE: -4 st
AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF HIS KNOWLEDGE. -

DATED: 4\\\?@5 | a ] %Se,

at\s-re o efendant
{onbis attorriey)

KEEP A COPY OF THIS ANSWER AND BRING ITTO COURT




Mare Baracco, the Defendant herein, moves this Court, pursuant to the South Carolina
Rules of Civil Procedure, the Due Process Clauses of South Carolina and United States
Constitutions, and lack of subject matter, personal and terriiorial jurisdiction of the

administrative agency and Beaufort County, to dismiss the above-captioned. case for the

following reasons:

1: The Supplemental Report by Port Royal Ordinance Officer Edgar Jansons, dated. -+ .s:oc -,

February 11, 2015, states” “the Port Rayal Police Department has no Jjurisdiction in the case in
reference to the dog (Bodi) wearing a muzzle. This Officer has searched and reviewed all
ordinances and state statute and was unable to JSind anything pertaining to wearing a muzzle”.
(The Court will note this Supplementali Report was obtained through the submission of a F OIA
dated February 23, 2015 and was not included in the documents sent her by the county).

2. Lack of j.uris‘diction of the administrative agency and Beaufort County, pursﬁant to

the Home Rule A(;,t and article VIIL, section 13 of the South Carolina Constitution “a county

“could not exercise power within an incorporated municipality unless such agreement existed or,

in effect, the municipality has assented fo the county’s exercise of power”. And “counties and

‘cities are viewed as co-equal political subdivisions which are independent of each other-

politically, geographically, and governmentally ” (Attorney General full opinion, August 10,
2011 beginning page 2, paragraph 3, continued through page 4, attached).

3. Defendant was acquitted November 8, 2012 in the Town of Port Royal, by a jury trial,
in their Municipal Court, which had subjgct matter, personal and territorial jurisdiction of this
case (attached).' |

4. The written “Notice”, comprising the entirety of the County’s case against the -
Defendant, was not legally promulgated by the proper governing authority (Beaufort County

“Council). Based upon Defendant’s information and belief, this “Notice” was created by a former

erﬁplbYee(S) of Beaufort County, outside of the legislative pfocess, and isnotd (legal) - =" =~ b e

instrument. This Honorable Court would note the Defendant has twice asked Beaufort County
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“with a violation of a state statute); she questioned a policy of the county “contested the

2

for proof of its legitimacy and has not, to date received aresponse Further, Beaufort County o
Ordinance 14-35, upon which this “Notice” was ostensibly based, is inconsistent with both the

“Notice” and the State. Statute(s) it purports to reference, specifically (ex.) in relation to

“requiremen f" for insurance (absent in ordinance 14-35); and with particular specificity the |
“requirement” “shall be securely muzzled or caged whenever off the premises of the owner”,

(S.C. Code 1 976, 47-3-720). There 1s no reqmrement, In any state statute that stipulates this. In

fa_ct, S.C. Code 1976 — 2000 and 2000 - 2014 section 47-3-720 makes no mention of any such

proviso. Also, state statute permits a “fence as an “enclosure”. This is also “missing” from both

-.14-35, and the “Notice”. These provisions bear no relation to state law and, the local or.,dinance_..;..i- 1 et D

and “Notice” also have higher ﬁnes ($500.00 and $1092.50, respectively, for a first offense;
wherein the state statute is only $200.00 (first offense). This disparity, in the fines alone,
creates serious questions as to the legitimacy of the ordinance, as well as the “Notice”.
(attached). |

5. Thxs rnatter was Dlaced before the Magistrate Court’s purview, as a Civil case, due to an
error by an employee of the agency, when the Defendant initially challenged the legality of this

“Notice” July 10, 2012. ‘The Defendant was never actually “charged” with anything (and never

determination of an employee of an agency”; therefore, this matter should have been
estabhshed then, by the agency, as an “Admznzstratzve Hearing”, thCh 18 “Quasx-Jud1c1al”
pursuant to Title 1, Chapter 23 “State Agency Rule Making and Adjudication of Contested
Cases ", Sections 1-23-310 through 1-23-400. Tt was placed in the Magistrate Court incorrectly,

and it has stayed in this branch of the court system since. This Court’s audio recording from

| May 2, 2013 beginning at minute 8:40 confirms, by the county attorney, the proper
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“assignment” of this matter as “not criminal, not civil, it’s administrative”.
6. Testimony was given to this honorable Court March 12, 2013 by a witness for the
prosecution, Sally Germer, that was material to this case and should have been impeached, but

was not. This Court has audio of this testimony and follow up questions to this witness

- -(attached). The Court office has audio file of Ms. Germer’s answer to the same question; from - -

 the first heanng on the matter before Judge Kline, August 8, 2012 (attached).. The Defendant

also includes, for this Court’s review, an affidavit relatlve to this testimony, from the Motion 60
hearing before Judge Dukes F ebruary 2014, and an e-mall letter, from John Gray, In response to
comments about this matter, made by Germer to Beaufort County Council March 9, 2015, which
referenced his family. This e-mail includes a response by one of the council members present.
The Defendant contends had this Court been aware of this individual’s penchant for telling
“stories™, this Court’s ruling March 12, 2013 would likely have had a different outcome.

- The Defendant believes this Honorable Court was not in possession of this

" “information in 2013, and further, was misled when this matter was brought to its steps. The" "

Defendant herself was not made aware of most of the mformatlon contained within this Motion
until well after this Court’s involvement in the matter. The Defendant seeks only to right a
wrong, to avert what has been an ongoing miscarriage of justice against her, and she wishes to
spare the citizens of Beaufort County the cost of yet another unnecessary hearing, such hearing

which is not within its jurisdiction.

WHEREFORE, for the above reasons, the Appellant respectfully requests that this Court

dismiss this case with prejndice and order such other relief as is just and proper.

+ Respectfully submitted, this the 1st day of Apgil 2015,

Mare Bai'_’acco', Bfo S _
1006 Madrid Avenué, Port Royal South Carolina 29935
(843) 592° ~
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ALAN WILSON
ATTORNEY GENERAL

August 10, 2011

\

i

|

|

|

Marvin C. Jones, Esquire
| Jasper County Attomey
\

i

PostOffice Box420 =
Ridgeland, Souith Carolina 29936

Dear MT. Jones:

. We undérstarid you desire an opiiiion: of this Office concermitig the: enforcemer t of 2 cour
-, Ordinance withii an incorporated municipality. In'your letter, you provided the follow g:inf \

Receritly Jasper County Cotneil adopted an ordinarice which
providesas follows: “Commercial establishments which allow for
the-on premises consumption of beet, ale, porter, and/ot witie shall
be prohibited from operating between. the Hours of 2:00: o’clock
AM. and. 6:00 o’clock A.M, on Moridays through Saturdays.” A
question has. ariseni as to whether or not this Ordinance has any
application within the incorporated portions of the-County,

Law/Analysis
Our Supreme Court explained that

[dletermining whether a local ordinance is vahd is & two-step

process. The first:step is fo determitne whether the [coutity] had. the

power to-adopt thie ordinance. If no powerexisted, the ordiiaticeis v v e wieniims
invalid. If the [county] had the power to ensct the ordinarice, the

second step. s to- defermine. whether the ordinatice is consistent

with the Constitition and genieral 1% of the State,

Biigsy’s, Ific, v. City of Myitle Beach

. 340'S.C. 87, 93, 530.S.E.24 890, 893(2000).

Section 4-9-25 of the South Carolina Code (Supp. 2010). provides the specific powers
given to counties by theLegislature. This provisiori states as follows: '

All counties of the State, in addition to the powers conferred to:
their specific form of govemnment, have -authority to. enact
regulations, resolutions, and ordinanices, not inconsistent with the
REMBERT €. DENNIS BUILDING » Post Orsice Box 11549 = CoLumeia, SC 29211-1549 « TeLEPRONE 803-734-3970 °» FacsiMiig:803:253-6283

A »:A.,‘T';a_.v LedE -
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»prov1s1ox}1 to pass an ordmance reguIatmg the::

s regulatmg the operal 0

Mr. Jones
Page2
August 10,201

Constitution and general law of this State, mcludmg the exercise of
these' powers in, relation. to health and order in counties or
respecting any subject as.appears to them: necessary and. proper for
the' security, general welfare, and convenience of cotifities or for

preserving health; peace; ordet, and good governiient i themmt,. - - e e e s

The powers of a county must be liberally construed fn favor of the
county and the specific. mention of particular powets may not be:
construed as limiting in any manner the general powers. of
countles

Our. Supreme Court and ‘this Office recognlze secnon -4-9-25 prowdes general ‘ohce
powers to ountles See Greenvﬂle Coun vV Ker prises; Ine., 353 8.C. 1 ]

SE2d 76 (2005), Ops. sC. Atty Gen, ,-Septem
Jasper County (the “County”) has the authonty pursuant to 1ts pohce power granted by

Therefore; we believe a court would likely find the County’s ordinarice valid,

Nonetheless, your question. deals not. with the- validity of the County’s ordmance, but its
enforceability within a tunicipality located in the- County As'you mentiotied i ° yoiir letter, in
1988, this Office addressed the: applicability of 4 county ordinarice, within the- mcoxporated areas
of the coutity, . Op: 8.C. Atty. Gen., February 25, 1988, Although the passage of the Home Rule
Act granted pohce powers to- counties, the opinion states. “it is doubtful; that counties have :the
power to extend their regulatory authority to areps that are within the conﬁnes of incorporated
municipalities.” Id. We stated the Cénsiitution. dogs not provide for siach power. Id. In
addition, we noted th that through the Home Rule Act, the Legislature acknowledged 11m1tanons on
a county s atithiority within incorpordted areas. Id,

This Office has, on séveral oecasions; . expressed its belief that a
county’s exercise of police power is resiricted fo the
muncorporated aréds of the couity. I an- oplmon datéd October ,
1984; the “intent of the- General Assembly to récognize the
autonomy of ‘a municipality wi its borders and likewise
recognizes the autonomiy of the: oty within the: unmcorporated
areas of the county’ was discussed. Likewise, in an opinion dated
May 21, 1987, we concluded that a Richland County anti-smoking:
ordinarice would be of fio effeet for facilities of the Ri and
County Recreanon Commission located within a ‘municipality of -
the county.

of Tret;n Ers of alcohohc beverages 18 not preempted by :State"laW»




 applicable withiti the Pickens.city limits: ‘anle

“[c]ounties-and other muni fes may agr

Mr, Jones
Page 4

| any speclﬁc authiority over munieipalities. Thus, fot the same“reasons We: explamed inour 1988

opinion, we believe: that despite the passage of section -9-25, county erdinanéés are mot

generally enforeeable within the incorporated aress of a coutity. However, as we pointed out in.

1988 opinion, as well as several subsequent opinions; a municipality may choose to enforce a
county ordinanice within its boundaries by ertering irit. anagreement with the county:

Our determitiation 1§ iti accord with our tmote tecent opiniotis. . In a 199§ oplmon, we
concluded thata Pickens € unty orditiance: com:emmg demonstrations and protest would niot be
ens Cotinty arid the: City of Pickenis enter into
- enforceability of the county’s ordinance. Op.
. 8.C. Atty. Gen,, February 8 2011 (ﬁndlng
jointly: adm1mster services or excreise powets,
but & county could not exercise power withit: an incorporated municipality unless siuch, an
agreement existed or, in effect, the municipality has assented to the county’s: exercise of

an intergovernmental agreement recogmzmg
S.C. Atty. Geni., May 20 :

. .power ”)

Conclusion

9 koY < c aviiTir Al

'IIhe Legaslature s endetiment of ‘section 4:

_counities, and we: believe a court would likely find: the .County has theauthonty to Ieguiatef the
hours in which alcokiol may be sold pursnant to this provision. However, we do not believe that
section 4-9-25 affords counties any: additional authority over the mcorporated areas ‘within their

boundaries. Therefore, based on the reasonifig of our 1988 opinion, we: coritinue to believe
county ordinances generally are not enforceable ‘w
municipality enter into an agreement, Accordmgly,, we believe the County ordinance you
reference is not enforceable within the County’s tiunicipalities unless such 4n apresmentexists,

Very truly yours,

Depuly Attomey Gerneral

i niunicipalities-unless the county and the
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M. Joties -
..J'i'_ag"e‘-:.': L
August 10,2011

Our beliefs are in accordance with the general Taw on this
issue. Counties and: cities are viewed as co-equal political
subdivisions which are independent of each othier politically,
geographically, and governmentally: City of Richmond v Board
of Supetvisors of Henifco County, 199 Va, 679, 101 S.E.2d 641
1958); Mutray v, Ciiy-of Roanoke, 194 Va. 321, 64 S.E.2d 804
(1951): As stated fn.62 C.1.S, Municipal Con :

tablish
rmert

governinent for the counties and cities of the state o

*;

the: policy of placing urban: areas under city gov
d g rural areas undet county government, A
county has no legal right to legisl 4 municipal
corporation located withiin its Hinits on atly subject which is
within the scope of the powers ranted the corporation, and
particularly on. any matters involving, the police power of
the stafe. When a:municipal corporation is-organized within
the limits of & county, then as much. of the tertitory of such
county as: is comprehened within the. municipal limits. of
such corporation is, so far as local government is
concemned, withdrawn from: the: county, arid any ordinance
or. regulation passed by the county has no binding force: on;
the municipality as t6 any matters or subjects as to which
the ‘municipality is vested with. the power to enact.

i

Constitutional provisions. authorizing municipalities to
transfer fowwets to a consentirig

¢ “county do niot relate to or
affect state powers, [Foototes omitted. |

See also Hobb v. Abrams, 104 Idaho 205, 657 P.2d 1073 (1983):

municipality. Id.

I your Jetter, you mentioned that we issued thig opifiion prior to the enactment of section

~ 4-9-25; qiioted above, and question whether or not its enactment would change our 1988 opififon= - < o

The Legiglature enacted section 4:925 in 1989, However, we believe our opinion remains valid,
While section 4-9-25 pives counties general police powers, we do riot believe it gives counties




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE BEAUFORT COUNTY
' ) MAGISTRATE'S COURT
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) CASE NUMBER: 2012CV0710401536
)
BEAUFORT COUNTY, ) | ©
Plaintiff ") NOTICE OF MOTION FOR B =
) RULE TO SHOW CAUSE = BS
-versus- ) = 35
) R Lz
MARE BARACCO, ) CANNIE =
Defendant. ) D = 23
) FEB 23 2015 B
TO: MARE BARACCO, DEFENDANT B ® 5

YOU WILL PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Plaintiff, by and through its under31gned
attorney, VVIH move before the pre51d1ng ]udge of the Beaufort County Maglstrate s Court in
Beaufort, South Carolina, ten (10) days from the date of this motion, or as soon thereafter as
may be heard for a Rule to Show Cause, that upon 1r1format10n and belief, the Defendant has
failed to comply with the instructions of this court requiring her to take certain safety.and
restraint precautlons with regards to her canine “Bodi”. Based upon the attached incident
reports and supporitng efﬁdavit, the Pléintiff would respectifully request an Order findingthe
Defendant in contempt of the Order issued by Judge Brooks on May 2, 2013, and issue such

additional sanctions and instructions as may be neccesary to ensure public safety.

Wn Esq.

t County Attorney
P .

This édday of @% 2015,

at Beaufort, South Carolin



el 1.-. ’ : ’ ‘

LI . RPN

2012CV0710401536

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) |
: : ) Civil Case Number
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) '
Beaufort County, ) IN THE MAGISTRATE COURT
State Of South Carolina '
- Plaintiff ) :
) RULE TO SHOW CAUSE
Vs ) ‘
: )
Mare Baracco )
Defendant )

TO: . Maré Baracco

IT IS ORDERED THAT YOU APPEAR BEFORE THIS COURT ON April 8,2015 at
10:00 AM, then and there to be prepared to show cause, if any, why the relief requested by -
Joshua A. Gruber, Attorney for Beaufort County Government (see attached) should not be

granted and why you should not be held in contempt of court for failure to follow the Order

of the Court.
/Richard A. Brooks
Summary Court Judge
Beaufort Magistrate
104 Ribaut Road

Beaufort, SC 29901
Phone # (843) 255-5700

March 9, 2015

MV 171



AFFIDAVIT OF MILTON E. WILLIS, JR.

That my name is Milton' E. Willis and | am over the age of eighteen (1 8)

1.
years.
| am a resident of Beaufort County, South Carolina.

3. That | am the manager of the Town of Port Royal and have held that
position since August 2002. -

4, On the morning of Friday, January 23, 2015, | was travelling back from the
shrimp dock to my office due to a medical call at the dock. As | came
towards Town Hall on Paris Avenue, | noted Mr. Tim Deckard and his dog
Brodie. Mr. Deckard was riding his bike with Brodie’s leash in his hand. |
noticed that Brodie was not wearing his muzzle,

Milton E. Willis - L/—7

SWORN TO BEFORE _ o 4

me this 23 day of JEe,loruam:\J ,20 14, '

ij f ]DO:/\«,WQ,

NOTARY FUBLIC FOR SOUPH CAROLINA
My Commission Expires: '

P Febraaw 01, 2025

=
;

TANYA L. PAYNE
Notary Public, Scuth Caroling
Wiy Comrnlssion Explres

)
pRoTPr et
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INCIDE | T REPORT SUPPLEML_{TAL - Page #: 1

Case Number: C15PR1938

fficer:135593 JANSONS, EDGAR Date Entered/Changed: 02/10/2015  Reyiewer: Review Date:

TAILED STATEMENT OF INVESTIGATION: SYNOPSIS:

N 2/10/2015 JOE YADRON BEAUFORT COUNTY ANIMAL CONTROL MET WITH THIS OFFICER AND CHIEF BEACH. THIS OFFICER GAVE A
PY OF THE MAGISTRATE ORDER THAT WAS ISSUED TO BARACCO ON MARCH 23

F-THE DOCUMENT BRARACCO STATED NO, "YOU KNOW HOW TO

IN REFERENCE TO THE ORDER. YADRON LATER DURING
T BARACCO HAD LOST HER APPEAL TWICE AND IS STILL

VIOLATION OF THE ORDER. YADRON ALSO STATED TBAT BARACCO IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE OF OTHER ISSUES PERTAINING TO THE

JER. YADRON STATED THAT HE IS WAITING FOR THE BEAUFORT COUNTY ATTORNEY TO RENDER AN OPINION BEFORE HE PURSUE FURTBER

IMINAT, ACTION AGAINST BARACCO. .

\TUS :
IDING FURTHER ACTION




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) _

‘ ) IN THE MAGISTRATE’S COURT ,
COUNTY OF BEAUFORT ) Civil Case Number: 2012CV0710401536
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) _

' =) ORDER
, ) RULE TO SHOW CAUSE
’ TR, ) Re: BEAUFORT COUNTY ORDINANCE 14-35

MARE BARACCO g

, Defendant

SiNgd 70 R yeEee 6 B

THIS MATTER COMES BEFORE THE COURT on a Motion raised by the
Defendant through her attorney, Kimberly L. Smith, seeking revocation of a “Dangerous

Animal” Notice,

The Defendant, Mare Baracco, on Julyg, 2012, was issued an Official Notice by
Lance Corporal Brittany Chaplin of the Beaufort County Sheriff's Office, Animal Control
Division. The Official Notice informed the Defendant that her dog, Bodi, had been
declared a “dangerous animal” pursnant to Beaufort County Code Section 14-35.

A Rule to Show Cause Hearing was held March 12, 2013, in the Beaufort County
Magistrate’s Court. Testimony established the key, salient, undisputed facts: that on
July 4, 2012, Defendant’s dog, Bodi, escaped from his enclosure and attacked Zoe, a
neighbor’s dog; at the time, Zoe was on her owner’s leash walking on a public sidewalk;
as a result of injuries sustained in the attack, Zoe died on July 6, 2012, :

Beaufort County Code of Ordinances Section 14-35 states: “Dangerous anima)’

means any animal which the owner kx_mws or reasonably should know has a propensity,

NOW, THEREFORE, upon reviewing the facts and law, the Defendant’s Motion
to reverse the “Dangerous Anima]” Notice __

EE - G

| 50 ORDERED.
| oL, M((,étt A AU-Q1

4

échard A Broo%, Magistrate |
Beaufort, South Carolina
March 13, 2013




INCIDENT REPORT SUPPLEMENTAL Page #: 1

Case Number: C15PR1938

Officer:135593 JANSONS, EDGAR  Date Entered/Changed: 02/11/2015  Reviewer: Review Date:

DETAILED STATEMENT OF INVESTIGATION: SYNOPSIS:

UPON FURTHER INVESTIGATION THIS OFFICER FOUND THAT ISSUE INVOLVING THE BARACCO DOG (BODI) IS A CIVIL CASE AND
THEREFORE PORT ROYAL POLICE DEPARMENT HAS NO JURDISTRATION IN THE CASE IN REFERENCE TO THE DOG (BODI) WEARING A
MUZZEL. THIS OFFICER HAS SEARCHED AND REVIEWED ALL ORDINANCES AND STATE STATUE WAS UNABLE TO FIND ANYTHING PERTAINING

TO WEARING A MUZZEL. SINCE THIS CASE IS A CIVIL ACTION THE ISSUE HAS BEEN REFERRED TO THE BEAUFORT COUNTY SHERIFP'S
OFFICE FOR FURTHER INVESTIGATION. .

STATUS:
- PENDING FURTHER ACTION




Sterke Shotute &
| ARTICLE 13 |

Regulation of Dangerous Animals
SECTION 47-3-710. Definitions.
(A) As used in this article "dangerous animal" meané an apimal of the éanine or feline family:
(1) which the owner knows or reasonably should know has a propénsity, fendency, or disposition
to attack unprovoked, cause injury, or otherwise endanger the safety of human beings or
domestic animals; -
" (2) which:

(2) makes an unprovoked attack that causes bodily injury to a human being and the attack occurs
in a place other than the place where the animal is confined as required by Section 47-3-720; or

(b) commits unprovoked acts in a place other than the place where the animal is confined as
required by Section 47-3-720 and those acts cause a person to reasonably believe that the animal
will attack and cause bodily injury to a human being;

(3) which is owned or harbored primarily or in part for the purpose of fighting or which is trained
for fighting. '

(B) "Dangerous animal" does not include:

(1) an animal used exclusively for agricultural purposes; or

(2) an animal which attacks a person who is trespassing or who appears to be trespassing. A
trespasser is a person who is not lawfully upon the premises of the owner, as set forth in Section
47-3-770(A). '

© An animal is not a "dangerous animal” solely by virtue of its breed or species.

(D) As used in this article "owner" means a person who owns or has custody or control of the
animal.

(E) As used in this article, "injury" or "bodily injury" means (1) broken bones, (2) lacerations, 3
punctures of the skin, or (4) any physical injury resulting in death.

_ HISTORY: 1988 Act No. 515, eff May 9, 1988; 1992 Act No. 374, Section 1, eff May 19, 1992.

SECTION 47-3-720. Dangerous animal not to go unconfined on premises; "unconfined"
defined; exceptions. :

No person owning or harboring or having the care or the custody of a dangerous animal may




o="7

permit the animal to go unconfined on his premises. A dangerous animal is "unconfined" as used
in this section if the animal is not confined securely indoors or confined in a securely enclosed
fence or securely enclosed and locked pen or run area upon the person's premises. The pen or run
area must be clearly marked as containing a dangerous animal and must be designed to prevent
the entry of the general public, including children, and to prevent the escape or release of the
animal. However, this section does not apply to an animal owned by a licensed security company
and on patrol in a confined area.

HISTORY: 1988 Act No. 515, eff May 9, 1988; 1992 Act No. 374, Section 1, eff May 19, 1992.

Bt Courhy ordinune.
Sec. 14-35. - Regu]ation of dangerous animals.

(a)

Definition. "Dangerous animal" means any animal which the owner knows or reasonably should

know has a propensity, tendency or disposition to attack unprovoked, cause injury, or otherwise

. endanger the safety of human beings or domestic animals; an animal which makes an
unprovoked attack that causes bodily injury to a human being and the attack takes place other

- than the place where the animal is confined; or an animal that commits unprovoked attacks any
place other than the place where the animal is confined and those acts cause a person to
reasonably believe that the animal will attack and cause bodily injury to a human being. A dog
will be considered a dangerous animal if it is used as a weapon in the commission of a crime.

(b)

Confinement. Every dangerous animal, as determined by the animal control officer, magistrate or
licensing authority, shall be confined by the owner within a building or secure enclosure and
shall be securely muzzled or caged whenever off the premises of its owner (S.C. Code 1976, §
47-3-720).



This is an Official Notice

Section 14-35 of the Beaufort County Ordinance States:

"Dangerous animal® means any animal which the owner knows or reasamb}y should imow has a propensity,
tendency or disposition to attack unprovoked, cause injury, orotherwise endanger the safety af human beings or
domestic animals.

The animal dmn'bed below has hereby been declared dangerous. You are xeqmmdby law to comply with

. the following requirements within seventy-two (72) hours of :

Datelee\BL)\q g, 2012 / 2.:30FPM

Species: Qommﬁ Bret: R oesian L g‘gje, RackK Pﬂ\k
Name; B@di Age: 3\“’—5 Gender: [N

Description: QGA UQ‘ \LD\’\\"\’“F Ch€3+

Ownes / Addeess / Location of Animal: Nare  Bayracctt

10T NModrid Mvenud ., POt Roucd S 2943S

'

Requirements:

(1) The dangerous animal shall be securely confined within an occupied house or-residence orina
securely enclosed and locked pen or kennel appropriate to the size of the animal. All pens or structures used
to confine dangerous animals maust be locked with a key or combination lock when such animals are within
the structure. Such structure must have a secure floor (such as concrete) attached to the sides of the pen, or the
sides of the pen must be embedded in the ground no less than two feet so as to prevent digging under the
walls by the confined animal. The pen or run area must be clearly marked as containing a dangerous animal
and must be designed to prevent the entry of the general public, including children, and to prevent the escape
or release of the animal.

(2) All structures erected to house dangerous anjmals must be adequately lighted and ventilated and
kept in a clean and sanitary condition.

(3) The dangerous animal must not go outside its kennel or pen unless the animal is securely leashed
and muzzled with a leash no longer than six feet in length and under the actual physical control of a person
18 years of age or older. Such animals may not be leashed to inanimate objects such as tiees, posts,
bmld.mgs, or any other object or structure.

{4) The person owning, keeping, sheltering or harboring the animal must register the animal with the
Beanfort County Animal Shelter within the required seventy-two hour timeframe and provide proof of
liability insurasce of at least fifty thousand doHars insuring or securing the owner for personal injuries
inflicted by the dangerous animal. The Beaufort County Animal Shelter will issue Dangerous Animal fags
which must be displayed on the animal’s collar at all times. The dangerous animal mnst also display its
current rabies g on its collar at all times. The person owning, keeping, sheltering or harboring the
dangerous ammal shall have an idéntification microchip implant placed under the animal's skin by 2
licensed Tequired seventy-two homnmeﬁame.

L ol

N ) Date | = q- iQ‘

Penalties:

Failure to comply with these requirements within seventy-two (72) hours of the date and time listed on this
notice will result in the msponsible party being fined in the amount up to $1092.50. The dangerous animal

will be removed from the premises and secured at the Beaufort County Animal Shelter in accordance with

Section 14-35 of the Beaufort County Ordinance pending the decision of the Court.

Reasonsfordeclamhonofdanzemusness Q.t’_CeXeﬁCL case. & \a Oqut@ CPQPD)
ond 6&)\6\(\?\@Q~SG% E&ng oy lng BN
onneh QUK waniCh the victins KA died.
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From: Caporale, Rick :

> Sent: Thursday, April 09, 2015 9:24 PM

> To: Rodman, Stewart

> Cc: Foot, Philip; Trice, Tallulah; Kubic, Gary

> Subject: BCAS ORDINANCE REVISIONS
>

> Stu:
> : : :
> As we discussed earlier today, it might be wise to see where staff is with regard to revisions in

 the current BCAS Ordinance(s). The changes have been in progress for at least a year now, and
it would be useful for our Governmental Committee to get a preview of where we are headed,

- unless the changes are finally complete, in which case we should get it on the agenda a.s.a.p.

> _
> Under the leadership of Phil and Tallulah, the experience of the last few years has proven that

~ even the unlikely is doable when the right people are put in place. More recently, other incidents

have demonstrated areas where we need to re-think how we do what we do and the specific
contents of the ordinance as it relates to some troubling recent events.
N .
> In particular, I am thinking of the display of big cats at a local flea market and , €ven more
disturbing, the debacle we have participated in and contributed to with regard to defining
"dangerous" animals. That whole piece needs to be revisited, and better ways of evaluating
or assessing -- and documenting -- and justifying our judgments need to be put in place.
> N .
> As you may recall, law enforcement has always played a peculiar, if not dubious, role in the
work of what we formerly called "the shelter," and it's clear, at least to me, that they are out of
their element in scenarios like the Baracco matter. If we can't rid government of people who have
a tendency to bully citizens and abuse their positions, at least we can pursue a more equitable
rule book. Thanks.
>
>RC
> v
> Rick Caporale
> District 8

'>_Beauf0rt County Council
> Cell: (843) 683-1771




-

From: Kubic, Gary

Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 9:01 AM

To: Rick Caporale - ‘ _

Cc: Bensch, Cynthia; Gruber, J oshua; Stewart H. Rodman; Caporale, Rick: McElynn, Lawrence
P. '

Subject: Re: Court Order

Councilman Caporale:

I understarid that the Magistrate Court delivered court records to Mare Baracco.

Do you want me to make a request to the Court for this information on your behalf?

I have copied this reply to the Chief Magistrate so that he is aware of it.

_ Please advise.

. gkubic



. From: Caporale, Rick

Sent: Friday, April 03, 2015 8:53 PM

To: Kubic, Gary; Rick Caporale

Cc: Bensch, Cynthia; Gruber, Joshua; Stewart H. Rodman; McElynn, Lawrence P.; Tom Davis
Subject: RE: Court Order

Mr. Administrator:

Thank you for the offer, but I'do not believe the court records will enlighten me regarding the
concerns I have at the moment, which, as you may remember, I expressed and clarified in a
recent executive session. Again, those concerns are as follows.

First,.I cannot find anything in the state statite oﬁ dangerous animals to justify the judgments we
have made regarding the dog named Bodi and the legal actions we have taken to date as a result
of those judgments. :

Second, I have grave misgivings about the evaluation of the dog named Bodi. If BCAS Director
Trice had made the evaluation, most likely I would be less inclined to question what we are
doing, but the evaluation seems to be based on a point of law, according to Josh Gruber. There's
a world of difference. Points of law and common sense often diverge.

Third, my gut instinct is that some person or persons in a position to do 5o, or who knew
someone in a position to do so, influenced our actions in this case; leading to a more severe
penalty and a more hostile series of proceedings than would have occurred otherwise.

For those reasons, I have no objection to being subpoenaed by Mrs. Baracco, in which case I will
simply repeat under oath what I have said here. I've made my thinking as clear as I'can, but
have no interest in arguing the law with lawyers, especially if they are intent on winning an
argument -- as opposed to doing what I consider the right thing.

Rick Caporale
District 8
Beaufort County Council



-----Original Message-----

From: Bensch, Cynthia [mailto:cbensch@bcgov.net]

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 7:02 PM

To: Gruber, Joshua; Kubic, Gary; Stewart H. Rodman; Rick Caporale
Subject: Court Order ’

J osh

There is a lot of conﬂlctmg data surroundmg this matter, would you please send me a copy of the
Court Order or is it a "Notice" they are in violation of? If so was the "Notice" served after the
trial where the Baracco's were found not guilty. As County Council representatives we can have
our questions answered, and any party can ask for mediation at any time during appeals. The
Baracco's asked for Mediation, why haven't we discussed that? _

The email Council received yesterday from Mr. Young, the neighbor Ms. Gerber claimed was of
great concern to her because of small children is untrue and Affidavits do not support a
dangerous animal claim.

This seems more like an exacerbated incident.....that has gotten out of hand, it needs to be
settled.- ‘

Cynthia Bensch



--—- Forwarded Message -—---

From: "Bensch, Cynthia" <cbensch@bcgov.net>
To: John Hamilton Gray <johnhamiltongra mail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 11:21 PM _
Subject: Re: Comments by Germer at County Council Meeting

Dear Mr. Gray,

Thank you for your time and commitment to inform County Council of the truth in-the
issues the Baracco's are dealing with. As you know Ms. Germer misinformed Council'in
her statements at Mondays meeting by stating that she was gravely concerned about
children near the residence of Bodi. \ :

| for one do not appreciate a person using public comments portions of Council meeting
to deliberately deceive us about facts and | cannot imagine Ms. Germer was not fully
aware that her statements would intentionally mislead us to have great concern about
children being in danger of an animal, knowing this was not true. | regret this situation is
so out of hand, and has caused such dissension among neighbors. While the lost of a
pet is a tragic loss, the circumstances surrounding this case go far deeper than what is
reasonable or just. - . '

Everything | know about this situation is a witch hunt, exacerbated with half truths,
misuse of the legal process and lack of due process. ,

I will do all | can to correct this injustice, again my deepest regrets to you and your
family for all your frustration and the unnecessary loss of peace and harmony in your
~ neighborhood. :

Very kindest regards,
Cynthia Bensch

Cbensch@bcqov.net<maiIto:Cbénscl@bcqov.nét>
843-255-2191




THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

¥ ¥ wgy SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS
RECEIVED)

MAY 07 2015
APPEAL FROM BEAUFORT COUNTY
SC Court of Appeals COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
MARVIN H. DUKES, III, MASTER-IN-EQUITY,
BEAUFORT COUNTY
TRIAL COURT CASE NO.: 2013CP0700918
APPELLATE CASE NO.: 2014-000636
BEAUFORT COUNTY, Respondent,
V.

MARE BARACCO, Appellant.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify I have served copies of the Appellant’s Petition for an Expedited Hearing, for a
Motion to Reverse/Dismiss the Magistrate Court Order of April 8,
2015 from a “Rule to Show Cause” on the Respondents by depositing copies in the United
‘ States Mail, postage prepaid, May 5, 2015, addressed as follows:

i Mary Bass Lohr
Post Office Box 40
Beaufort, South Carolina 29901-0040

Allison Coppage

Joshua Gruber

Post Office Box 1228
Beaufort SC 29901
Attorneys for Respondent.

Mare ﬁg*acco, Pro Se

1006 Madrid Avenue

Port Royal, South Carolina 29935
Date: May 5, 2015 (843) 592-1062



MARE BARACCO
1006 Madrid Avenue
Port Royal, South Carolina 29935
(843) 592-1062
maremailmmm@yahoo.com

May 5, 2015

The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
Post Office Box 11629

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

RE: Mare Baracco v. Beaufort County, Case No. 2013-CP-07-00918
Appellate Case No.: 2014-000636 (Original Case Number 2012CV0710401536)

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing is an original and six copies for a Petition/Motion for an Expedited Hearing, from a
“Rule to Show Cause” April 8, 2015 from the Beaufort County Magistrate Court. I’ve enclosed the Proof
of Service to the Respondents and also a check in the amount for $25.00 for the filing fee.

I understand my Motion/Reply from March is in review; however, this hearing did occur April 8, 2015
and that is why I have filed the attached.

Please note there is no written “Order” from the Magistrate Court included because one was not
provided to me.

R ECEFED

Baraee MAY & 72015
1006 Madrid Avenue ,
Port Royal, South Carolina 29935 ’ ;
ort Royal, South Carolina §C Court of Appeals
Other Counsel of Record:
Mary Bass Lohr
Allison Coppage

Joshua Gruber



