STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA - - ' IN THE SOUTH CAROLINA COURT OF APPEALS

COUNTY OF KERSHAW ; (IN THE SUPREME COURT)
Jemes Teal - Appelant ; Case No. 2017-002514
| V. ) |
- A ) : . ' A
Edwards Telecommunicatlons,Inc. ; " APPELIANTS RESPONSE TO RESPONDANTS -
and . S :
, leroy Smith, Dlrector of the Dep't of ) - INITIAL BRIEF .
Public Safety ) R . .
Respondant ,which is Leroy Smith, ) ECEI VED
DJrector of the Dep't of Public Safet}j Y ,
] ; SC AY 29 2018
Court
N of APpeaI

Counsel for Respondant has asserted that Appellant has not stated a-claim
agalnst Respondant Appellants amended complalnt dated Sept. 21—17 stated
"Careless negllgence of safety,negllgent in not being tlmely for safety and
Grossly negllgent 1nvest1gat1ng the accident and further. ways to be proven in
'Court Appellant asserts, Respondant w1thout regard to fault or negllgenee has.
absolute llablllty. Appellant claims a “Breach of Duty by Respondant " '
S Counsel for Respondant has- asserted that Appellants Dlscovery of Anjury

Statute of llmltatlon Defence 1D., -314 SC at 128, 42 S.E 24 at 170 and the

1ssue of Appellants handlcap 1ssue Statute 15-3- 60 Appellants leftnkneemxray

shows mlnlmal degeratlon on OQ—ll—lA Appellant was adv1sed phy51cal therapy

for knee. Appellant agaln had left knee xrayed on December Ol—lA was told

any changes Appellant would be notlfled Appellant d1d not hear from the staff 4

at hospltal and contlnued with phys1cal therapy. Appellants left knee began _
- having pain and Appellant went to a dlfferent hospltal for a determlnatlon and

-found on October 05—15 Appellant was in need of a knee replaoement Hospital

documents can attest to all of the above. Appellant was centered on Edwards _

for causing Appellants ac01dent Appellant at this tlme period had not cons1dered

lltlgatlon agalnst Respondant, Appellant knew it would be very dlfflcult thus -

the litigation. agalnst Defendant Edwards Telecommunlcatlons Inc.
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Appellants handicap issue brings in a'house of pain!" Appellant fell 25 ft.
suffered a spinal burst in 2010 and is now called a walking miracle by Appellants
chiropractor. Handicap issués resulting from Appellants fall 1s mnscle spasms
and cramps in Appellants;back,rendering'Appellant to move slewly if at all. Short
and long term memory loss and hearing 1oss.'These handicaps and the daily pain
is very difficult for Appellant. All of the aforesaid handicaps have nothing
addressed to Appellants left knee problem. Appellant prays fbr the Honorable
Court to understand Appellants difficulties.

Counsel for Respondant has brought to issde Appellants claim of injury to
Appellants neck. The issue was for‘another lawsult pending and was a typo error
by Appellant. |

Counsel fer Respondant asserts the Tort Acts for immunity. Counsel asserts
Police'protection,investigating.and enforcement of law. Appellant asserts the
Tort Acts ensure that wrongdoers pay for.damages done to victems. Resnondants
Dep't of Public Safety exists to ensure the safety of S.C citizens and visitors.
The RespondantsADep't mission is enforcing traffie laws. Officer T.W.Kelly the
officer charging Appellant:was Respondants "TORTFEASORY Is a invetigation
" hinged on fabrication worthy of ﬁmnunity”by-the Tort Acts? Car accidents are
protected- by the:Tbrt Acts. The Tort Acts proVide'for police protection with
apecial events. Traffic being stoppedfto drop cables across two lanes in a U5
m,b.h zone with heavy transports to follow,is to Appellant a special event.
T.WgKelly,badge 373 was removed from law enforcement with no immunity given.

Was Appellants unlawful charge on 09-11-14.the reason for Kellys departure
from Respondants Dep't? | |

Counsel for'Respondant has asserted FOIA Dep't and Appellants acquired
-video. Appellant has charged the FOIA Dep't needs to be investigated for 3 .

actions. Appellant reduested T.W.Kellys video 3 times,3 videostsent;but not
‘Kellys."Why?" The certified letter sent by Appellant to the Executive Director,
with a hidden resnonce by way of4the Affidavit. The affidavit bringing in
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Appellants aforesaid letter with no clairity or transparency of letters content.

Counsel for Respondant has asserte'Appellanbsvvideo and Appellants "after
effect’ term. Counsel has a video cbpy-and knows the video is the factual evidence
of Appellants case. Does a verbal statement at the conclusion of said video,by
two officers attesting to what had happened by statement of witnesses,have m

' credibility? The term "after effect" by Appellant of this video is simply the
_ﬁtruth" of this matter.

Counsel for. Respondant has asserted the Court procedure-error by Appellant.
Appellants errortocéured after Appellants counsel vacated Appellants case. A
Clerk of Court sfaff member informed Appellant that Appellants Complaint had
to be amended. Another half truth that Appellant has encountefed. Appellant
has previously charged,with Court transcript as witness,"trickery"in the Clerks

» office by staff,with disinformation. Appellant assertS;legal advice is one issue
and proper Court pfocedure is another. Appellant has felt played by partj(s)
ynown and unknown,since 09-11-14!

Counsel for Respondant wants a dismissal'of:Appellants,oase. Appellant is
asking for a reversal of the Suﬁmary judgement and.returning Appellants case

back to the lower Court for trial wher Appellants case belongs.

Res?/(ully Submitted
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