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On Appeal from an Order granting Summary Judgment, the Appellate Court will
review all ambiguities, conclusions, and inferences arising in and from the
evidence in light most 'favorable to Appellant, the non-moving party. Bergstrom
v. Qgto Health All:.ance. 358 sSC 388, 395, 596 SE2d 42, 45 (2004) See also

’ gggina v. Med. Univ. Of S.C., 326 sc 592, 486 SE2A 269 (Ct.. App. 1997)u
trial- judge considermg a 'mouon for Smary Judgment must consider all

documents and evidence within the record, including pleadings, depoe:tzonso
ansvers to interrogatories, aduiesions on file, and affidavits). If triable
issues exist, those issues must go to the Jury Miller v. Blumenthal Hill Inc.
. 365 SC 204, 219, 616 SE2d 722, 729, (Ct. App 2005). In determ.mg vhether
any triable issues of fact exlst the evidence and all reasonable inferences
therefrom mmt‘. be v1ev in hght most favorable to the non-movmg party. Helms'
Realn:y. Inc. Ve beson—Wall Co., 363 SC 334, 611 SE2d 485 (2005). Summary
) Judgment is a draat.ic remedy and should be cautiously invoked to ensure a
‘litigant is ‘not improperly deprived of trial on disputod factual hsues.
Hooper Ve Ebenzer Sycs. & Rehabxlitauon Ctr., 377 SC 217. 277. 659 SE2d 213._
217. S\mary Judgment is 1mppropnate where further inquiry into the facts of
the case is neceaaary to clarify the applicauon of law. Gibson Ve Benbree.
364 SC 316, 320, 613 SE24 533. 535 (2005).

STATEMENTS OF FACTS / CORRECTIONS TO REPSPONDENT'S STATEMENT OF FACTS

The Applicant Basil W. Akbar $065498 (Appellant), is currently confined at
the Lee County Correction Institution, of South Carolina Department of
Corrections (SCDC), and is continugly serving a 1971 conviction upon parole
revocation 1985, at all times relevant he was in SCDC's custody merely on
parole. The Black's Law Dictxonary define parole, "The release of a prisoner
from imprisonment before the full sentence has been server." See alao Sanders
&_M; 135 SE2d 836 (1964). The Fourth Circuit held that in custody
vdoes not refer just to phys:.cal confmement, but also to parole served as part
of a sentence, Wilson v. Flaherty, 689 F.3d 332 (4th Cir. 201?), Jones Ve




Cunningham, 317 US 236, 83 S.CT. 373. The Respondents' statement "...was
return to the custody of the SCDC in 1985" is misleading.
In addition the Respondents appears to contend that the Appellant brought

‘his complaint pursuant to South carolina Tort Claims Act S.C. Code. Ann.

§15-78-10 et SEQ.. The Appellant submits that the Tort Claims Act does not
create causes of action, rather the removes the Common Law bar of Sovereign
Inmuinty in certain .circimisténces. as to extent permitted by the act itself.
Tatum v. Medical Univ. Of S.C., 346 SC 194, 552 SE2d 18. Citation of S.C.
Code.Ann. §15-78-10 et SEQ. does not coh;ti;ute ground for dismissal.

The Appellant filed four separate grievances not "three", however, three
were return unprocess and the fourth was process and the three grzevances
ANNEX, and appealed decision to the South Carolina Admmstratxve Law Court
(ACL), Order diemissing appeal...for allegedly not filing grievance within
fifteen (15) days from the dated of the incident / failed to exhaust his
administrative remedies with the Department prior to bring this matter before
the ALC. The Appellant submits that he timely filed Rule 59(e), SCRCR, motion
to alter or amend the order, and the ALC refused to recognized / intertain
motion. ‘

The Appellant further submits ‘that the Respondents / Departments' defaulted
from initial Step 1 and Step 2 gnevance, stood in gross default, as a results
Respondents ' are Estopped from razsmg "Non-Exhaustion” as an affirmative

‘defense; and violating numerous Civil and Constitutional rights, and punishing

the Appellant by not making account transparent and finance accessible.
APPELLANT'S OBJECTIONS

The Appellant realleges each and .every allegation set forth in all
pleadings, exhibits, and above as if repeated herem hereof verbatim, and
further submits. '

As to Respondents' Final Brief, Summary Judgment, and Rule 12(b)(6) Motion
To Dismiss, the Appellant submits his objections to entirety as follows' both
significant material facts essential in support of documented evidence in



Record that tends to prove existence of alleged facts. In consideting a motion
for Summary Judgment the judge must view the evidence submitted by both sides

in light most favorable to the party opposing the motion. Cowburn v. Leventis,

366 SC 20, 619 SE2d 437. SUmmary Judgment is not appropriate where further
inquiry into the facts of the case 1s desirable to clarify the application of
the law. Middleborough...Of Co-Owners v. Montedison, 320 SC 470, 465 SE2d 765

(1995). Further, Summary Judgment should not be granted even where there is no

dispute "as to the evidentiary facts, or if there is a dispute as to the

conclusions to be drawn therefrom..Macfarlance v. Manly, 274 SC 392, 264 SE2d

838 (1980). In Civil Procedure the law of Summary Judgments, a triable,
substantial , or real question of fact Supported by substantial evidence as in
Appellant's matter precludes entry of Summary Judgment Koester' v. Carolina
Rental Center, Inc., 313 SC 490, 493, 443 SE2d 392, 394 (1994) A Rule
12(b)(6) Motion to Dismiss will not be sustained if the facts alleged and the

inferences reasonably deduc1ble from the pleadings would entitle the Appellant
to relief on any theory of the case. Stiles v. Onorato, 318 SC 297, 457 SE2d
601 (1995); Brown v. Leverette, 291 SC 364, 353 SE2d 697 (1987).

’ © OBJECTIONS / DEFENSES

1. The Circuit Court improperly Ruled that Respondents were entitled to
Summary Judgment because Appellant's claims are barred by the statute
of limitations.

On January 16, 2013, the Appellant ("Akbar*) brought the'current lawsuit
for Civil Liberty violations; money damages; Tort violations as a Civil
wronygs; Declaratory Judgment; Injunctive / Mandatory Injunctive Order,
Punitive Damages; énd Jury Trial Demanded alleging Respondents failed to make
my Work Release Mandatory Long Term esérovaaving Account Transparent and
Transfer to- E.H. Cooper Account. Initially the Institution Grievance Clerk
erred in determined that Akbar filed grievance(s) outside fiftéen (15) days
from date of the incident. However, no incident had occurred until April 28,

2010, "First advised that Akbar did'not have a Work Release Account. The



circumstances / incident only came in existence when Akbar was put on "Notice"
and Tort was discovered. McClaim v. Jarrad, M.D., 354 SC 218, 220, 580 SE2d
763, 764 (2004). A Grievance Policy do not in of itself constitute when the
incident occurred, instead the facts / circumstance determine when the time
begun to run. To the contrary the ALC. and CJ.rqu.t Court adopted the
Institution Gnevance Clerk flawed versmn, ‘unsupported by evidence, and

exception lies in the discovery rules, wh:.ch tolls the starting of the statute
of limitations until a person discovers or should have known through
reascnable diligence that a potential claim might - exist. S.C. Code. Ann.
§15-3-535 (2005); Barr v. City of Rock Hill, 330 SC 640, 644-45, 500 seE2d 157,
160 (1998). For purpose of commencement of ‘the statute of limitation, BAkbar
receive notice of potential' cause of actipn after grievance Clerk instructed

him to submit Request To Institution Business Office, and received First
Notice that aécount was close. As a result a "Third" grievance (L.C.I.
$#1270-10) was filed and return unprocess. On June 7, 2010, a Fourth grievance
(L.C.I. $#1598-10). However, Akbar did not receive a timely determination
pursuant to [SCDC Policy GA-01.12], from June 7, 2010 thru April 8, 2011,
approximately 120 days over SCDC's Policy GaA-0Ol. 12 authorized allotted t:une,
Quote: "Under no c1rcumstance will the grievance process excee 180 days."

The Appellant submits that the Respondents stand in gross :Default." See
alo, Harrah v. McGinnis, 271 SE2d 222; Underwood v. Wilson, 151 F.3d 292 (5th
Cir.); and Abney v. McGinnis, 380 F.3d 663 (2004). The statute of limitation

run against the Respondents likewise (Emphasis added).
' ' This Honorable Court must be mindful ‘that all times relevant that Akbar was
in S.C.D.C.'s custody. Sanders v. MacDougal, 135 SE2d 836; and received First
Notice that he no longer has work Release Accouht until April 28, 2010. Where
testimony is conflicting upon the application of the Statute of Limitations,
the Question becomes an issue of fact for the jury Brown v. Finger, 240 SC
102, 124 Sg2d 781 (11962); see Arant v. Kressler, 327 SC 225, 489 SE2d 206
(1997). Whether a claimant knew or should have known he had a cause of action
is a question for the  jury 'Johnston V. Bowen, 313 S. C. 61, 437
SE2d 45 (1993). An abuse of discretion arises where the judge issuing the -




Order was controlled by an error of law or where the Order is based on factual

conclusions that are w1thout evidentiary support. BB&T v. Taylor, 369 SC 548,
551, 633 SE2d 501, 503. '

2. The Circuit Court improperly ruled that Respondents were entitled to
Summary Judgment because Appellant's allegations agaiést Respondents
failed to state a claim upon which rélief could be grahted.

The Appellant submits that the lower courts erred in granting Respondents'
Summary Judgment, that Akbar failed to state a claim upon which relief could
be granted, Akbar further, 'submits that he filed a legitimate colorable claims
reasonably asserted given the facts presented and appropriate laws. The
Respondents arguing Summary Judgment is inappropriate, because Akbar raises
genuine issues of material facts having logical connection with issues and
primary facts, documentation in records; Respoﬁdents admission that Work
Release Account did exist; -and further upon completion of discovery
‘information. Moreover, Akbar submits that he relied upon Work Release

Supervisor explanation of five (5) year criterion regarding Life Sentence, and
release of york Release Saving Account. Therefore issue of reliance and ité
reasonableness going as they do to subjective statés of mind and application
of objective standard of reasonableness are'preemintly factual issu?s for the
trier of facts, Unlimited Servs., Inc. v. MacKlen Enters., Inc., 303 SC 384,
387, 401 SE2d 153, 155 (1991). Additidnally, Akbar has ;a right to have access
to timely Agency Grievance, Final Decision...Account
- transparence...disclosure...hidden conditions could not be discovered upon
exercise of due diligence. See, S.C. Code. Ann. §15—3-535 (2005). The Court

should not dlsmlss a complalnt for failure to state a claim unlss it appears

beyond all doubt that the Appellant can prove no set of facts in support of
his claim which would entitle him to relief. Brown v. Leverette, 291 SC 364,
353 SE2d 697 (1987); Stiles v. Onorato, 318 SC 297, 457 SE26-601._

The Appellant further contends that the Lower Courts erred in granting
Respondents motion for Summary Judgment, and Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP . Motion,
when. the Lower Courts relying on newly amended' [s.C.\ Code Ann.




§24-3—40(A)&(B)~l994l”statute that did not govern the "Scope of Authority"
delegated in carrymg out the principal operation of South carolina Work
‘Release Program between 1979 thru 1981 time in gquestion, clear error and

Expost Facto Clause violation forbidding applying retroactively in a way that
negatively affects Akbar s rights. United States Constitution Art. I,§9, Art.
I §10. The Lower Court decision was based on 1ncorrect provision, without due
examination, iméreper rindered decision, requires this Honorable Court to deny
Respondents Summary Judgment and Rule 12(b)(6), SCRCP. Motions. In essence
Akbar is entitled to have.this Court decide the merits of the dispute, where
the conduct of which he complaints has cause him to, (1) suffer an injury in
fact that is f2) fairly traceable to SCDC; and (3) that is likely to be -
redressed by a favorbale judgment. '

By Respondents own admission, see. Affidavits, [Janice Kenealy and Noel
Hebert] Affidavits at pertinent part:

* Janice'Kenealy, SCDC's Record Summary Report dated March 12, 2013
Akbar's signed faczlity, "Employment Work Release Program June 26,
1070 thru April 8, 1981. _

* Noel Hebert, SCDC Accounting Manager, "Infact Inmaﬁe'Akbar dees not
have a Work Center Account with the SCDC, and has not had one since
at least 1994." .

Affiant's Affidavits corroborate / substantiate much of Akbar's claimS) and
fail to support Respondent's Summary Judgment, or Rule 12(b)(6) motions...and
further support funds [approxiamtely ten (10,000 dollars) or ‘more] are being
wrongfully withheld depr1v1ng Akbar's rightful benefit. Furthermore Affiant's
Affidavits were made in bad faith Rule 56(g), SCRCP., to delay relief, a mere
sham defense and strategy in opposing Akbar. Unlike a meritorious defense that
such address the substance or essential of this case, [ReSpondente'] rather
made dilatory nd technical‘objections. The Respondents' defense has no basis
in fact or law, such plain errors requires this Honorable Court to reverse /
deny Summary Judgment. '



" 3. The Circuit Court improperly dismissed the individualvRespéndents from
this action. ' ’ ‘

The Appellant Akbar submits that the Circuit Court err, and improperly
dismissed the indi&idual Respondents from this action. Where Respondents made .
- false representation to Akbar, owed a .duty of care to see that they
communicate truthfully information to him...did breached that duty by failing
to exercise due care...and his reliance upon the representation...Akbar
suffered a "Pecuniary Loss" as the result of. Therefore Akbar include ‘all
individual and entity, named and un-name that are responsible for the suffered
injury, acting under the color of State Law, acted in a way or failed to act
in a way that led to the violation of my rights, or causation. -

The Appellant properlyvnamed Respondents (Bill Byars, Martha Roof, ?ebrah
Long, Lisia Johnson, and Ann and John Doe), because they are “"parties" who
took part in said illegal transaction or process, and éach'individual in one
aspect or another sought to abridge Akbar's First Amendments Right to petition
the government for fedress of grievances; deprive of access / tranSparence of
personal Work Release Long Term Escrow Account; and denied duty of care, and
the DirectoQ and Supervisor(s) for failing to do anything to fix / correct the
situation...and grossly negligent in. managing the people SUpervise.
Furthermore each Respondents is sued in their "Individual Capacity" and
"Official Cépacity" for both monetary damages, and mandatory injunction.

Contrary to Respondents' view} the Appellant submits that S.C. Code. Ann.
§24—l-220 requires bring law-suit in. name of ScDC's Director; and when
multiple defendants named as Joint Tortfeasor [Current Tortfeasors /
Consecutive Tortfearsors are jointly and severally liable]. The‘t;ier of‘facts
may return a special verdict spécifying the culpability / proportion of
monetary liability of each defendant action or inaction, to permit separate
action on each claim. ‘

The issue of Interpretation of a statute is a guestion of law for the
court} Univ. Of S.Cal v. Moran, 365 SC 270, 275, 617 SE2d 135, 137 (2005).

When a statute's term are clear and unambiguous on their face, there is no

room for statutory construction and a court must apply the statute according



to its literal meaning, Miller v. Aiken, 364 SC 303, 307, 613 SE2d.364, 366

’(2005). The Court cannot rewrite the statute and inject matters into it which

are not in legislature's language, City of Camdem v. Brassell, 326 SC 556,
561, 486 SE2d 492, 495 (1997); and the Court should not consider a particular

clause in a statute as being construed in isolation but should read it in

conjunction with the purpose of the whole statute and the policy of the law,
Houston v. Deloach & Deloach, 378 SC 543, 551, 663 SE2d 85, &9 (2008). For

said reasons the Respondents' arguments are both "Flawed" "and. "Frlvolous", and

has no basis 1n fact or law.

! \

4. The Circuit Court improperly denied Appellant's Motion to Compel as

moot .

The Appellant submits that the Circuit Court erred, and improperly denied

. Akbar's Motion to Compel Discovery as'moot, was a clear abuse of discretionl
; and where Respondents assert that "there is no indication that Aépellant

ever moved the Circuit Court for-a continuance of the heating on Respondents'

Motion to Dismiss and Motion for Summary Judgment, or that he requested that
these motions be held in abeyance until after a ruling on his Motion to

Compel." Akbar further objects and respectfully directs this court attention

to: (1) "Notlce of Motion and Plaintiff's Motion for Summary Judgment, and

Objection to Defendants Motion for Summary Judgment", dated August 2, 2013, in
the Court of Common: Pleas, See at pertinent part section 3. pursuant to- Rule

56(f)...the court may refuse the application for judgment, or may order a

continuance to permit Affidavit to be obtained, or discovery to be had, or may
make such other order as is just." SEE ALSO, Appellant's Objection To
Respondents' Return To Appellant's Motion For Order Compelling Discovery,
dated June 12, 2014, filed in the South Carolina Court of Appeals. In
adaition, Akbar filed, "Plantiff Notice of Motion and Rule Motion 59(2),

SCRCP., Hearing Requested, dated Octbbér 15, 2013 see sec. I, para. 7; and

sec.III ' |
Akbar avers that he exercised due diligénce at all times_to preéetve his

legal rights and sought to satisfy legal requirement and discharge obligation.



_Moreover, his pleading infer'continuance discovery, and Summary Judgment once
discovery is completed. However, the South Carolina Supreme Court in
considering a motion to dismiss a Pro Se complaint should be held to less
strict standards than a motion pleadings drafted by a lawyer. Therefore, the
issues are preserve for review. Pye v. Estate of Fox, 369 SC 555, 556, 633

SE2d 505, 510 (2006). The Respondents fail to cooperate with discovery request
regarding Akbar's financial informafion from inception, even under Freedom of
Informatien Act [S.C. Code.Ann. §§30-4-10 Es SEQ;] Request fail to exercise
ministerial duty. Redmond v. Lexington County Sch Dist. No. Four, 314 SC 431,
445 SE2d 441 (1994). The Fifth Amendment provide that no person shall be
deprived of 1life, liberty, or property, without due process of law, the

government violated the process guarantees by taking away Akbar's property
when done arbitrary capriciously. The Circnit Court erred in failing to extend
Discovery Proceeaing, that could prove critical to due process analysis, and
aiding the trier of fact finder in'reaching the truth and fair decision. Akbar
further believes he is entitled to an opportunity to amend his complaint  to
overcome any deficiency [Rule lS(é)(b), SCRCP.], unless it clearly appears
from the complaint that the deficiency cannot be overcome by amendment. Potter
v. McCall, 433 F.2d 1987 1970. The Respondents are attempting to confuse the
issues properly before the Court and dictate when Akbar learned / discovered
the Tort, because they . cannot conjure a showing of a meritorious defense

addressing the substance or essentials of this case, therefore, Respondents .

only has dilatory“ defense, technical objection of a Pro Se Scrivener;s
inadvertence. The Respondents further seeks to abuse the Court process by
disrespecting the imperative of Judicial integrity...namely that the Court do
not become accomplices in w1llful disobedience of a constltutlon they are
sworn to upheld. The Appellant argue that he was, and is deprive of rights
guaranteed him by the First, Fifth, Elghth, and Fourteenth Amendments of the
United States Constitution. _ _
5. The Appellant submits that the Respondents are attempting_to Ruse this
Honorable Court by maliciously reading false allegation into his

complaint, - knowingly, wanton  and willful misconduct to deceive the



Court, Rule 11(b) Subdivision Violation Warfanting Sanctions.

The Appellant submits adamantly, that he did not raise or brief issue

number V pages 22 thru 23 outlined in “"Respondents Final Briéf," that read:

"The Circuit Court did not rule on the issue of .whether Appellant properly
exhausted his administrative remedies, and therefore, the issue is not
preserved for Appellate review." .

Akbar submits that the Respondents fabricated said issue attempting to
divert the court attention away from Akbar's issue of substance and
meritorious claim, while referring to {App. Initial Br. at page 15-16, 19-20]/
However, the Appellant's Argument #III,‘pg. 15-16 and Argument #V pyg. 19-20,
referred -to at pertinent part, "The Lower Cduct erred and abused its
discretion in failing to rule that Respondents conduct constituted default and
reprisal where Respondents fail .to process grievance, and / or ‘provess
grievance within fix time at each sﬁage..."; and "The Lower Court erred, and
abused it's discretion in failing to the Respondents conduct hindered
Appellant s ability to grleve Civil L1berty claims and access to the
court(s)...For arguendo, as to Akbar's issues [App. Initial Br. at 15-16,
19-20]), despite raising these issues in Rule 59(e) motion (dated October 15,
2013), the Circuit Court may not have rule on them, they are still preserved
for review, and a second motion is not required if the court does not
specifically rule on the iisues raised. Pye v. Estate of Fox, 369 sC 555, 556,
633 SE2d 505, 510 (2006). The Lower Court merely adopted Respondents proposed
-Order without further review, and over51ghted that Akbar were at all times

relevant in SCDC's legal cuatody. Sanders v. MacDougal, id. Taklng personal

property as a punishment from "A" and gives to "B" void due process advocates

fruad by Respondents and involve some criminal activities.
CONCLUSION
For said reasons set forth above this Honorable Court must deny Respondents

Summary Judgment and Rule 12(b)(6) motions; Order that the Appellant's Work

Release Account be made transparent and release; or as an alternative seeks

- lo-



Basil W. Akbar 065498 Pro Se F6-B

. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Basil W. Akbar hereby Certify that copy of Appellant's Objections to
Respondents' Final Brief in its Entirety; and Affidavit in Support, was served

on Respondents Counsel of Record by prepaid First Class Mail, addressed to:
Daniel R. Settana, Jr. 1303 Blanding Street, Post Office Box 7217, S.C.

29202-7217.
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APPELLANT'S AFFIDAVIT
IN SUPPQ!T

I. Basil W. Akbar, Appellant sclemnly swear that the account of Claims; ‘the
authentication of related documenta. and information g;ven by me in ttus
Affidavit is true and correct. and I understand that I will be subject to
civil and /or Crmmal penalt:.es if. knwingly furnish falae mformauon.

1, Basil W. Akbar, 0065498 the undersigned is currently a resident at Lee
County cOrrection Insutuuom and the Appellant (Akbat).

2. Between July 1979 thru April 1981, aeignﬁ facilitxes. was Ennployment Work
Program; and Campell Work Release Program' Employed at Owens Electric & Steel
'CO.. received weekly pay check in hand .and personally dehvered to Center's
Admmstrator...weekly deductions for Room & Board and Long Term Escrow’
saving Account.
3 Akbar were parole [1981], and advised funds in Escrow Savings Account would
be release upon completing five (5) years on conditional parole, or pardon,
however, parole were revoked 1985 prior to, and believed information to be
routine and truthful. | | - |
Approxinately October 2008, Akbar sought status of said account at SCDC'
| Fmancial Busmeas Ofﬁce [Martha Roof]. no reply...Decelber 2008 a second
Request were filed to same...after furthered delay, numerous phone calls from-
family member...June 18, 2009 [Debrah Long] scoc's Fmancial Btanch related
false mformation. On July 2009, a th:.rd (COrrecnve Request were fxled),
pursuant to S.C. COde Ann 530-4—-10 et seq.. served upon [H. Roof & D. Long]
by Certif:.ed Mail Return Rece1pt July 23, 2009...no reply. furthered delay.
See Exhibits comc:.ding dates. :
"5". Akbar filed numercus grxevances as results, (1). Lee C.I. # 2323-95 (2).
Lee C.I. #0813-10; (3). Lee C.I. #1270-10; and (4). Lee C.I. $1598-10,
grievances return unprocessed except for the fourth gnevance with attached
three gnevances See Exhszts.



. Akbar first learn approximately April 28, 2010, that Work Release Escrow
Account vas closed and archived° account . was never made transparent, or funds
release See Exhibit, Request stpos:.t:.on from Hs. Melton Lee 'C.I., comc1de
date. : '

‘7 At all tmes relevant Akbar were in legal custody of SCDC. on parole in the
State of South Carolina. City of Colunbza. and personally reporting to Agent
Officer monthly. 4
8. Purauant to the SCDC's Defimtion of Policy E!nployee Account ADM-15. 12..

. Sec. 13.1 "Check requested for delivery by instltutzon to mmate prior to
release.” Sec. 13 1.4 "No release checks will be automatically cut by
Financial Branch Personnel for - any institution...® Sec. 15, "Account
Statement." Sec 17.4, "Reporting of mistake in account, if an mmate thinks a
mistake has been made...Imnate Request To Staff Member...no later than 75
days.® Sec. 17.4.3. "SCDC invest1gation of Account mistake, the Institutional
Cooper Trust Fund desxgnee will give the inmate the result...vxthm ten
workmg days...mvestzgation in contmumg 10 oalendar days...either correct
the mistake or explain...and record the necessary adjustment to account.”

9. See. The Respondents' msleadmg stposltxon to Request dated June 18, 2009
_asserted, “...accoedmg to our records you receive a Cooper .deposit
from...work center March 30, 1994." In fact Akbar rece:wed and rembursement ‘
for lost property [GA. Liebre CcC.I. #030-94]. approxmate $8.00; see,
Exhibits...Dept. letters dated, April 20, 1994. . '
10. Akbar submits he exercised due dllxgence, but hmdered from promptly
gnevmg mstake' account not made transparent on Request; funds not made
accessible; and denied fxducxary duty of care owed, howeverm the Respondents
are attempting to dictate when Akbar discovered said tort, despite the facts
refuting the Resporidents' view that is facially void upon tion of facts.

Basil W.Akbar,.'06_'549'8, Pro se F6-B

Lee Correction Institution

MJOUM P42, 2015 990 Wisacky Highvay
2 Psuagun Bishopville, S.C. 29010

-Sworn To Before
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