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Mr. Thornton is recognized as being the Attorney of Record for the County—but it needs to be noted
that he was never at any of the actual Hearing sessions in Magistrate Court; from which be drew nearly
all of the statements for his Respondent's Initial Brief. Appellant’s Initial Brief, however, is made up -
primarily of her actual testimony as recorded in court, and guoted from her thumb drive of the

proceedings as (Mag, Ct. Audio).

Respondent's “Statement of Issues on Appeal” makes the attempt to assert that because Magistrate
Court Judge Duffie Ordered an “Enforceable Agreement” (actually written by the Respondent's
attorney, Mr. Bennett) that all four Motions introduced by Appellant just prior to thts “agreement” and
detailed in her “Statement of the Case” wete somehow all nullied in total with one stroke of the pen
and are inviolate. In fact, Appellant's Questions of Law, based on the _speciﬁcetions of her attorney's .
use of 4 GENCK es included in this Appeal, which were the very basis of the “Enforceable Agreement”

were not addressed at either lower Court level.

Mr. Thornton, as Respondent, used exactly the same citations as were used to claim the “Enforceable
Agreement,” and these are apparently attempting to negate the many citations of law, including several
US Supreme Court decisions, cited by Appellant, that show that an attorney is hzred asa .speczal
cozmsel to represent his client for a specific goal and must work w1th1n a very narrow margin to effect
what the client hired him to do. Mr. Sapp did the opposite of thls from the time of hlS h1r1ng until he

was fired . (Appellant's Initial Brief, Pgs. 41-44.)

None of her differing citations appeat to have been considered, with Yarborough and embedded
citations being aﬂowed as the only eonclusive. citations. Ageih tefertihg to the ,“:Res;pon/dent-'s__ Isehee on.
Appeal"’ Appellant alleges that the Whole point of the Appeal process that she is followi_ng, is to have.. .
her actual arguments of law addressed and conszdeted——not just nullified or”demed” To thJs end,

Appellant's continued following of the process of appeal has lead to this Court, so that the actual
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question.of whether or not the two Judges involved did,.in fact; ERR; will be addressed—as Appellant's.

“questions of law” ask.they be. . .-~ vov0 S e e s T

As noted in the transcript of Appellant's appeal 0 Common Pleas Court—thg main reason for the
original hearing in Magistrate Court was the premise that United‘ States, South Carolina, and local
Privacy, Trespass, and Surveillance ‘laws were knowingly violated by severa_l officers of the Court in
Appellant's verified absence. . ’fhe_ unwarranted search conducted on lfridg}r?,:l\i{lay 13,20 1:6~was\a.‘ o
coordinated effort to raid and rummage through Appellant's persbnal property to find anything that
might be used against the Appellant as evidence of a crime . The unwarranted search conducted by tﬁe
original complainant was reported as being conducted a month before this initial search by County
officers. ‘Appelizini's e&ﬁéhiélj) valuable animals were removed without Dué Process; ‘and with'no

restitution ever offered.

Mr. Thornton's beginning his Respondent's Initial Brief well past the main point of Appellant's main
Argument ignores the fact that the animals would not have been seized, nor any legal battle would have
ensued, if the law had been followed by officers of the court in the first place. Appellant's Argument #1
is fully discussed and argied in the background and citations of law associated with this point. No
evidence of any kind has beenforthco;ﬁzng io ihe Ap})ellantm referenceto Fhis seizure oF the wairants
that preceded it, despite many written demands. (Brady v Mdryldnd, 373 US 83, (1963) and attendant
law citations has been completely ignored for 2b months. No pictures of animals as they were being’
sezr'.'z'ééi '\:x:/é-ré évéf:produéed as exculpatory evidence of body condition—although A;;p.ellant‘ saw photos

being taken, and photos are referenced on the seizure papers.

In Respondent's “statement of the case” he consistantly uses flawed and/or incorrectly transcribed data

and comments from M'c-lgistrate'Judge Duffie's ANSWER to Appellant's Common Pleas Court Appeal.’

3



Although fairly correct as far.as it went—27 pages could never cover 10+ hours .of.testimony.l‘ That. v,
document was a}so skewed heavily toward noting only the County's allegations, and Mr. Thornton's.:..;:
statements contained virtually no exculpatory evidence or testimony as was presented in Appellant's
hours of testimony under oath; nor did it cover many pertinent points that were brought out in her
testimony as presented in Court. Many quotes from that actual testimony are included in the

Appellant’s Initial Brief, labeled (Mag. Ct. Audio) in direct refutation of Respondant's statements in his

nitial Brief. (Appellant’s Arguient #2) andd have not been objected 1o either™ "~ -+
IN FACT, Nothing stated or alleged by the Appellant, under oath, was ever objected to in Court.

Pages 3 and 4 lpf Respgndant_'s Inztzal Brigf is th_e same iqfonnation alguqd and r_eﬁ:tgd by Appellant’s _
Initial Brief, and would require reading Appellant's Argument #2 with backg1‘ound q;{zaz' ,citgt_ﬁiqn,_s‘ of law,
to observe that Appellant hired Mr. Sapp as a special attorney to retrieve her animals, but he acted as a
general attorney and in the County's best interest, while assuring Appellant.’-chat_- he was defending her -

rights. Verifiable quotes from the (Mag Ct. Audio) as listed bear thisout . . -

**This surely represents fraud for an attorney to al‘lege. he represents the interests of his client, but
consivst_anvtvly and verifiably represents the opposing party's interests in_‘st_ead_., _This, »howeye:rr,_ is not
merely a cliént/aﬁorﬁey dispute between Appellant ér_ld Mr. Se;pp, as Respondent alleges, because Mr.
Sapp __Woulq;gzgt have been hired at q[l, if the Coym‘y officers of the Court had not repeatedly broken the
law in invading and seizing her :animals/property, and the loss of her animals cre-atgd_vspch lifgfqhanging

collateral damage.

Appellant counters Respondant's citation of drnold v. Yarborough first with a quote from it: “Ttis

undisputed that Yarborough's attorney was representing him and acting on his behalf when he_ agreed to
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the terms of settlement.”. Appellant's.former attorney, Mr. Sapp;:was acting.on behalf of the County—: :
not the Appellant, as shown conclusively by actions and verbiage in Court and out of it. In.embedded. .
citations: Clarkv. Clark, 271 8.C. 21, 244 S.E. (2d) 743 (1978).“Absent fraud or mistake, where . ..., .
attorneys of record for a party agree to settle a case, the party cannot later repudiate the settlement.
Poore v. Poore, 105 S.C. 206,-89 S.E. 569 (1916) Cf. Wilson v. N.E. Isaacson of Georgia, Inc., 139 Ga.
App. 582, 229 S.E. (2d) 29 (1976) absent fraud, agreement by an attorney to dismiss pending case held
binding on client even though client:did not know of agreement”, Lastly; “the principle of law relied on.
by Yarborough applies only where the witness not called to testify is within the particular control of the
party against whom the principle is invoked” The Appellant's “Statement to be Read at the Seizure
Hearing” Exhibit #22 clearly sets forth Appellant's stance on May 31, 2016. Her then-Attorney Mr. -
Sapp and all of the Primary officers of the court that were present at that hearing and seizure had access
to Appellant's phoné ntitiiber, mailing address, and eimail ‘address; and failed to verify this life "~ "

chan;ging'déc‘ision made by Mt gépp, with her. (See Plaintiff's Extibits #1 and #4).- -~ -

Respondant did not quote the portion of the citation (Shelton v. Bressant, 439 S.E.2d 833 (1993) that is
most relevant to Appellant, to wit: “Shelton and his attorney appeared in open court and advised the
presiding judge that the case had been settled....Moreover, the transcript of the agreement makes

manifest that it was Shelton himself, not his attorney, who agreed to its terms”.

This is not to point in Appellant's case, who was fold the opposite of what was actually done, and said
or agreed to in Court and just after, and Appellant did not appear in Court on that date; or this
“agreement” would zever have been “carried out.” Appellant would have instantly repudiated it .19n_g .
and loudly; as she did the moment she (and Judge Duffie) found out about it (Mag.. Ct. Audio) and . ...
(Respondant's Initial Brief pg. 7). -Many bitations to this effect are noted in (A._rgyment_,#z'./ pg. 42-44, -

and pg. 45 of Argument #3,) Also see (Respondant's Initial Brief pgs. 6 and 11.) -
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The fact that M Sapp had ic:apparent intention of defending Appellant'sdhie process or Sther =~
Coristititional rights i§ hoted; aniong meich-other évidence; by his failiire to-ask for a hearing about * *
retrieving her animals: Appéllant had fo ask for it herself on the last day to do so.-The second -
paragraph on pg 5 of the Respondant's Initial Brief is a complete untruth stated by Mr. Sapp, and this is
borne out by Appellant's prior testimony as to the verbal and written goal to get all of her animals
returned intact. Her paper (“My defense at the Seizure hearing” Exhibit #22) was written fo be read at
the seizuve Heaving: anid 1§ pioof of Her intent at that time. Appellant's (Argliment #2 background and
citations) are to point on this aspect as well. The bottom part of Pg. 35 of Appellant's Initial Brief -
includes many citations of law as further proof that Mr. Sapp was not-working to attain Appellant's

goals at all; despite being hired as her Defense attorney.

Appellant did not cite a “myriad-of issues’:as alleged by Respondent, only 4 questions.of law, with .. ..
backgrounds and citations...Concentrating on only one of these (Appe[lantfs'A_rgzgnz_ezzt, #3) ignores her .
primary allegations of criminal trespass, invasion of privacy, illegal surveillance, and, ultimately, the
loss of Appellant's Zife's work—in about 5 hours tiime; without due process. (drgument #1) In addition,
it appears that these “raids” (their word) have been routinely organized and carried out for years by
Colleton County officers of the COUrt,‘With little or no resistance from the County's citizens; and that
these same officers have become inurred to, and disinterested in, actually obeying the law themselves in

the pursuit of their goals.

In the several-times-mentioned interrogation of the Appellant—it should be noted that the question

came up as to how long Ms: Taylor and Mr. Sapp had been working in or for the County.” They agreed
that they had been “doing this kind of thing, working together” for more than 20°years. “Zhis kind of ::
thing” apparently being séizing and ‘disposing of othér people's animals; with Ms. Taylor acting asa- - .

Sheriff's Deputy Investigator, and Mr. Sapp acting as a “defense” attorney. This is pointing toward
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collusion; and-the DVD made of this interrogation was never given to Appellant despite several .. . &«

Motions of Discovery.: (Appellant’s Argument #2, pg: 35.): + vt i wivnner 0 Do

Although there is mention made of Appellant's former attorney Mr. Sapp appearing as a witness for the
County on Respondent's Brief, pgs 6 and 7-—no suggestion that he was questioned under oath by
Appellant is mentioned. Appellant's very specific questions about what she authorized M. Sapp to do
on her behalf, and Mr. Sapp's replies-as to what he. gqtpally,did do outside her presence, g0 Jar toward. .
her point that Mr. Sapp purposely did not act in his client's best interest, or on her instructions.

(Appellant’s Argument #2, pg. 37.)

Appellant's animals should never have been removed from her premises without due process of law--
but they were.. They should never have been surrendered to the County by her attorney without her ... -
knowledge—but they were: They shoﬁld never have been claimed as unhealthy, when the County's .
own examinations show conclusively that they were all within normal weight, or more, for their breed,

and vital signs were all normal—but they were so claimed.

1t is her understanding that in order to prosecute one for any crin’z.e;’ Plaintiﬂs must pfove any charge
beyond a rqugnqb?e_ c__:z’oublt..‘ The seiz,ur;a took place I:_becau‘se of the ciaim that ht.ar. animals were “not
being taken care of;” which has been disproven by evidence several times during this Appeal process.
Appellant here refers back to Argument #I—Whi(;h, if photos of the .sjhort—haired d_ogs_had ;be:en. .shown ‘
as so-called proof of the seizure allegation of lack of éqre——the aninAlals»woulc.zt ‘hqt hayé Beén'séized, as
they were all in good visual body condition. Since the animals themselves aré no loﬁger available as

evidence or for return, intact; restitution is surely in order.

Dr. Mary Campbell's accusations and descriptions of “conditions” that would have been dtrimental to



the health:of Appellant's animals; ‘on pg.8-of Respondent's Initial Brief; were:not backed up with actual -
evidence in court, just pictures of such things as “junk cars .a bag of potting soil, and-a large roll of - -
welded wire being shown, although it is claimed on pg. 9 of Respondent's Initial Brief that
“photographs of these conditions were admitted.” They were not; only photos of things as described
above. There weré some photos purported to be of the 10 so-called “criminally tortured” dogs—but
these were claimed as evidence for General Sessions Court, ( and should not have been presented
here). since Appellant was 1ot allowéd to question atiyone ot objéct {o any évideice; including these - -
photos, during this Magistrate Court civil hearing, depite attempts to do so.. These 10 allegations are
actually misdemeanors per Appellant's Background Check, and have rot been adjudicated in over 20

months.

Additionally’ Judge Buckner assigned the Public Défender to‘Appe'l'laht"strhnindl &ase; and ' heard her
Not G11111}1plea t6 that,‘while het' Civil'case was pending under him as well. She was told by the
General Sessions Clerk. that the “fee” to be paid into the Attorney's Fund Judge Bucknér assigned,
could not be collected, as there was no account to put it in. .Further muddying the waters, Appellant +
never heard from the Public Defender until many months later, when, by her request for an
appomtment he spoke to her in hlS lobby, and told her that he had discovered that indictments by the
Gra.nd Jury had been handed down but he had NOT been present hadn t known about them and had
no idea about a possible "‘n'ial. » Tt would seem that Respona’ents must have put these 10 criminal
charges up before thé Grand Jury, but failed to tell either her, OR her asszgned attorney. Appellant

bought cop1es from the General Sess1ons clerk These indictments are the mlsdemeanors

e ot

** Appellant was not on trial here, (despite being termed the Déeféndant) the hiearing was simply tor =+ -
defend her right to have never been invaded, or her animals seized, at all; and to try to get her breeding

animals back before they were destroyed for her use.
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Statements about things Dr.. Mary. Campbell claims o have seen had:no-place in the Magistrate - -
Hearing, since, she didn't show any evidence that-Appellant was-allowed to-object to, cross-examine, or:
produce copies of .for the Appellant, by order of the Court. Her mere statements are hearsay opinions-..
not backed by proven fact--violating Appellant's 4™ Amendment and State rights. Appellant was
ordered to wait until all the County's evidence and testimony was-heard—and was told that then she
could object to or question “anything”. However, the next hearing date found the entire hearing
process concluded by the “enforcable agreement” and her objections to “anything” was never allowed.

(Mag. Ct. Audio)

Dr. Mary Campbell's qualification of expertise was objected to by Appellant, as she actually has had
almost fwice as many yeats hands-on caring for various species of animals than Dr. Catnpbell hasin
examining therm:—especially Appellant's own animals over 50+ years—but this was ignored and never

ruledon.”

Dr. Mary Campbell was.not on-site at the seizure, but came out after all the animals were already gone,
and the premises ransacked by County ofﬁcérs of the Court. Photos that are on-line were taken after
the removal and ransacking took place. ~Argztment #2 . background and citations is to point with
feﬁ;ting arguments .and:comments-on. this phase.. On page 8 of'the Respondent's Initial Brief, there are
verbal descriptions of animals, and their condition—that are, again, completely refuted by the County's
own initial vet exams, but no photos. (Exhibit #9 and AC#3--AC#4). Comments like “did not find any
bowls with food in them” is redundant and absurd when used to claim a lack of care. Many}"adu'lt ddgs
are fed once a day—mine were usually fed affer caring for my disabled son in Walterboro in the late
evening. Appellant's animals were ke‘pt in breeding condition, not fat, as they woild have béen if food

were present at all times. This is an unhealthy practice for breeding animals.



The Purina:body: condition’chatt, (County's Exhibit #7); clearly shows 4-5 obvious ribsya‘tiuck-apiand’
a'waist viewed from above‘as'ideal, and on a short-haired dog. (& #45); yét agul“‘th‘e sipposed “worst™
of Appellant's-dogs were long-haired. If “the dogs” as repeatédly named in the Respondent's Initial
Brief were as described—then Appellant asks why rno short-haired dogs were in the “worst” group?
Tronically, the local Animal Shelter's “pet of the week” is a pit bull in perfect-body condition, 4-5 ribs
showing, nice tuck-up, and a waist. This standard Was nof applied to Appellant’s animals.

The last citation offered, SC Code of Laws 41-1-10—does not appear to have any relevance to this

case. May he have meant another code?

Althngh Rgspon_dqnt »qonﬁpe]d_.hi;pts;e‘lf almost entirely to comments and quotes frqirp,'.]udge_ Duffie's. .
Answer to Appellant's lower Court Appeal—She finds herself compelled o mention that her. Argument..
#4 in this Appeal concerns the apparent lax attitude toward Court Procedure that has been evidenced ..
by the process of the movement of this case. Steps that were of great importance to this Appellant's
case were skipped or glossed over, seemingly because the local officers of the court knew what was -
meant—and Appellant did not. Also, the Compel to Produce Evidence Motion which was introduced
here was never adjudicated or éven mentioned, and Appellant again got no evidence whatsoever from -
the County, and:has never been-givén-the name of the original complainant, §as~r¢'quire‘ci'by law, and as:

cited in the Colleton County Animal Enforcement ordinaﬁces. (Appellant's Exhibit (AC #6)

In the “cpnclusiqns” sgctjon of his Briqt; Mr. Thornton adheres to several fallacies: 1) he appears to

imply _tha_t.dogs and cats are n_o_zf_oys'(ne‘d.persqnal_prop@rty—but Appellant's Arguments #1 & #2 cite - N
much US, SC, and local law which assure that they are, 2) He claims that Appellant seems to think that
“animals have no “rights” b.ut:ggain_; many laws, bodgs and l_oca'lf Qrd:inance.s:a,re_ cited in her Argumen_ts_

#1 and #2 that since animals/livestock cannot be held responsible for their actions, they cannot be
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accused of a crime; and since they are not considered a. “party ”-which:s by. definition a person—they:
only have the “rights™ that their owner gives them. His statement aboiit treating her-animals:as.“she: ..
sees fit” ignores the many citations of law in the Appellant's Initial Brief indicating that she certainly.: -:
realized that her private property breeding livestock were covered under the law, to be cared for by - -
accepted livestock /animal practice for SC—and were cared for by those standards, as Appellant has so
stated. Her testimony and exhibits (and the body condition of her livestock) bear this out, and
Respondent"s implications that the stétements that he attributed to the Appeliant as above are “faulty - -
and contrary to State law” are not borne out by the SC Code (47-1-10) that he quotes here, because the
County's Initial Veterinary Exams (Plaintiff's Exhibit #9 and AC#3 and AC#4) clearly show that all of
Appellant's animals were within normal ranges, as evidenced by their individual vital signs and

weights.

Appellant alleges that her.request for relief from this court is within venue, @g_:g:he-“Enforiccable L
Agreement” testimony clearly shows that Appellant will not get justice or fairness from officers of the
Court in Colleton County, nor did she ever hear or see nearly any of the Plaintiff's evidence or
testimony. They are firmly aligned against her, and any local request for relief is doomed to failure.
Appellant is often subjected to evidence that there is an on-going campaign to refuse her justice. Also,
most of Appellant's monéy has already been spent on futile requests for local attorneys to apply justice,
when they did and will not. It is Appellant's hope and expectation that appealing to this Court with
regard to her treatment and associated lack of justice in this case, by invoking the “Request for Relief”
process; will allow her case to be fully reviewed by disinteresfed and uninvolved Judges, and thereby
get a fair and just ruling and reasonable restitution from it. Appellant pleads with this Court to allow
her a full investigation and application of laws to her case, as fequested, in order to prove the
allegations against the County that she makes; and to allow the several “prayers for relief” enumerated

in her “conclusion” to be met. Since Respondent only touches briefly on them, Appellant wishes to
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reiterate: 1) Fullest protection-in the future asrallt;wed‘by:‘law;?*against trespass-and invasion of privacy;.
as was not afforded her-here 2) Full restitution for:animals seized and progeny likely to-have been

produced:over xt-he.next'ﬁlo years; 3) Re-instatement of the Grandfather clause associated with-her
property and animals, without lapse; 4) Written apology for the slanderous and libelous statements by
the 6 people who were the most responsible for them, 5) Expungement of all records of this case from

State, County, and on-line records, and 6) Return or destruction of all evidgnce collected during this

N of 4 0y 1 ' |

Submitted January 3§, 2018 /s/ %M/m WW

cc/ Sean P. Thornton, Esquire=**~ "~ B ' LynneVan House
POBox 157~ = ' - S - 19897 Augusta Hwy -
Walterboro; SC20488 ‘ © ‘Round O, SC 29474
(843) 466-6779 | (843) 835-8038

(Attorney for Respondent) -~ - ' (Appellant, acting pro se)
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