STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA. - . : (_{N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
. L TED- "{ECQRG,-,
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER

FIRST JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
AR -3 feizo1
Molly Morphew, erv; cihiiak ~Civil ACthI'lNO 2016-CP-18-1706
CLERK-OF OBURT
Plamtlff DORCHLSTERPOUNTY
- )

) AMENDED‘ ORDER GRANTING IN
) - PART AND DENYING IN PART
Stephen Dudek, Doreen CtdSs Davnd ): 'DEFENDANTS CARRIE BOYER AND
Collins, Allison Williams, First Federal, ) WOODDY LAW FIRM'’S MOTION TO
Michael Scarafile, Susan Nicholson, ) DISMISS

VS.

Carolina One Real Estate Carne Boy, R
Wooddy Law Firm, 4 ECE LV D¢
Defendants. __~ ) DEC 12 2018

Presiding Judge: B SC COUF[ Opr ea#sm Deadra L. Jefferson
Date of Hearing: -~ - November 7, 2016
Plaintiff>s Counsel: Co ‘ - Molly Morphew, Pro Se
Defendant Dudek & Cross's Counsel R - Steve Smith, Esq.
Defendant Williams and First Federal's Counsel : Jordan Crapps, Esq.

Defendant Wooddy Law Firm & Carrie Boyer's Counsel: Claude PreVoust, Esq.

Defendant Scarafile, Nicholson, Collms .

& Carolina One's Counsel . , ' Steve Smith, Esq.

Court Reporter: ,. o - Karen Andersen

This Matter came before the Court on Defendants Wooddy Law Frrm and Carrie Boyer’s
Motion to Dismiss, ﬁled September 29 2016 Present at the hearmg was the Plaintiff Molly
Morphew, representing herself pro se 2 Addmona]ly present were Jordan Crapps Esq., counsel
for Defendant Wllhams and Flrst F ederal Steve Smith, Esq representmg Defendants Dudek and

Cross as well as Defendants Scaraﬁle Collms Nlcholson and Carolma One, and Claude

PreVoust, Esq., representing Defendant_sv Wooddy Law Firm and Carrie Boyer. For the reasons

3

! Amended to correct scrivener's error concemmg the Second Cause of Action. ThlS Court mistakenly referred to
Defendants Allison Williams and First Federal instead of referring to Defendants Wooddy Law Firm and Carrie
Boyer. As such, the Order has been' corrected to reflect the, proper Defendants.
? Ms. Morphew was accompamed by a nexl of friend who assisted her throughout the proceedmgs but did not speak
on the record. . .
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' stated herein Defendants Woo‘i.&y;[:':?"‘.’-' ‘.F.irm- and;Carrie‘_Boyer’s motion‘is granted in part and
denied in part. | | ’ o |
“ '.fuochuRAL,BACKGROUND-
Plaintiff Molly Morphew ﬁled thls lawsmt in the Dorchester County Court of Common
Pleas on August 24, 2016 Pla.mtlff’s sixty four (64) page Compla.mt purports to allege a total of
eighteen (18) causes of action. The Complamt purports to allege the following causes of action

against “all Defendants:” |

) Plamtrff’s Flrst Cause of Actlon, 1dent1ﬁed as “Fraud, Extrinsic Fraud — Fraud on
the Court” .

e Plaintiff’s Seoond Cause of Actron 1dent1ﬁed as “Perjury”

¢ Plaintiff’s Seventh Cause of Action, identifi ed as, “Bad Faith and Unfair Dealings
and/or Accompamed by Fraudulent Action; conspiracy to defraud”

¢ Plaintiff’s Twelfth Cause of Actlon, identified as “Fraud Untrue assertion of fact
[or eqmvalent] Assertlon madc with. knowledge of falsity and intent to deceive”

e Plaintiff’s Slxteenth Cause of Action, identified as “Obstruction of Justice; SC
Rules of Professwnal Conduct Rulc 1 4(a)(4) Rule 3 4(a), Rule 3. 4(cl)”

e Plaintiff’s Seventeenth Cause of Actlon, identified as “Intentronal Infliction of
Emotronal DlStl‘CSS :

o Plaintiff's Elghteenth Cause of Action, identified as “Tortlous Interference with
Existing Contractual Relations™ . .-~ - . .

In addition, the Complamt purports to allege the followmg cause of action against

Defendants Wooddy Law Firm and Carne Boyer spec1fically

o Plaintiff’s Sixth Cause of Actlon, 1dent1f1ed ‘as “Violation ABA Rules of
Professional Conduct” '

¥ The allegations of these purported clauns genencally refer to “all defendants.” However, the substance of these
alleged claims contain no allegations against Defendants Wooddy Law Firm and Boyer and in fact do not reference
these defendants aside from the statement that Defendarit Nicholson requested The Wooddy Law Firm to ask for proof
of repairs to the damages 1dent|ﬁed in the CL-lOO (Complaint, 11 194). ‘
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Defendants Wooddy Law Flrmand Boyer htoved’to dismiss vPlainti'ﬁ-‘ s Complaint on the
grounds that the facts alleged in:the C_phrplaihtddnm support- avalid elajrrr t"or relief against either
Defendants Wooddy Law .Filmror .Carrte Boyer. Plaintiff opposed Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss,
arguing that the allegations in the Compla.mt satlsfy the requxrements of Rule 12(b)(6) of the South
Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS

'This action arises out of Plamttff Molly Morphew s attempted purchase of property located
in Summerville, South Carolma, and a resultmg consohdated civil lawsuit, which was recently
affirmed by the South Carolma Court of Appeals ( ‘the underlymg suit”).* All of the Defendants
named in the present action are.in: some way related to the. subJect matter of the underlying suit.
Defendants Dudek and Cross were competlng buyers of the subJect property, on which Plaintiff
admittedly had a “back-up contract.” (Id at 9 39). Defendant Wooddy Law Firm is a real estate
law firm that acted as the closing attorney -for D'efendant's Dudek a'nd Cross with respect to their
unconsummated closing’ of the subject property pursuant to thenr contract with the Sellers.
Defendant Boyer was a paralegal employed by the Wooddy Law Fum

In the present actlon, Platntlff clatms she was “ultunately wronged by failing to be awarded
specific performance to purchase [the subJect property] »” (Complaint, § 5). Plaintiff only
references Defendants Wooddy Law F1rm and Came Boyer in’ seven paragraphs throughout the
entirety of the srxty-four (64) page complamt Frrst Plamtlff asserts that on November 27,2012,

Defendants Dudek Cross or Ntcholson requested that Wooddy Law Firm contact the Sellers.

* The underlying suit bears Case Nos 2013 CP—18-00183 and 2013- CP-18-00074 On September 18, 2013 the
above cases were consolidated under Case No. 2013-CP-18-00183. Thereafter, on December 30, 2013, by Consent
Order, the matter was referred to the Master in Equlty The Master-in Equity ruled in favor of Defendants Dudek and
Cross, and Plaintiff and the Sellers: appealed the decision. (Complaint, §§ 64-65): The South Carolina Court of
Appeals affirmed the decision in Opinion Number, 2017:UP-019, dated January 11, 2016.
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(Complajnt, 1 170). Next,’,ﬁIaihtiff 'asisertsfthat'.the Woo'ddyhaw Firm mailed a letter to the Sellers
* introducing themselves as thevcle'si._rng" aﬁOmeys';-at;d: reqhestihé inforrha'ti‘on. (Complaint, § 171).
Plaintiff then asserts thatli)efendanttf Beyét_- r‘equested‘that.the Sellers provide proof of repairs to
minor damages stated in theCL-lOO (Cefhplaint 9172).°
Plaintiff then alleges that these actlons “created an unjustlﬁed expectation or belief as to
the status of Defendants Dudek a.nd Cross s ﬁnancmg status . a.nd created a false sense of belief
that a closing would take place [m the near future] whlch was materially rmsleadmg to the Plaintiff ‘
or the courts.”  (Complaint, § 1735};-»‘.Pla1nt1ff furl;her‘generally alleges that all Defendants’ actions
| were dishonest and “she (and allpartles »ihvolved);'would never have gone to trial [in the underlying
suit] or be in this position -today if Defehtiant'- or its agent'had eonducted themselves with honesty.
* (Complaint, 174 and 177) E B |
STANDARD OF REVIEW - _ i

Pursuant to SCRCP Rule 8(a) “[a] pleadmg Wthh sets forth a cause of action . . . shall

contain. . . a short and plam statement of the facts showing that the pleader is entitled to relief. .

” See South Carolina Nat’ 1 Bank v, Jomer 289 S. C 382 346 S.E.2d 329 (Ct. App. 1986)
(“[T}he principal purpose of pleadmgs is to mform the pleader’ s adversary of legal and factual
positions which he will be: reqmred to meet on tnal ”) Rule 8(a), “reqmres a litigant to plead the
ultimate facts which will beproved-at.tnal;”»Clark v.-Clark, 293 S. C 415,416,361 S.E.2d 328,
328 (1987); see Stroud v. Rlddle, 260 S. C 99, 194 S.E. 2d 235 (1973), Watts .v. Metro Sec.
Agency, 346 S.C. 235, 240 550 S E 2d 869 871 (Ct. App. 2001) (“Ultnmate facts fall

somewhere between the verb051ty of ev1dent1ary facts and the sparsnty of ‘legal conclusions.”).

> Plaintiff later references Wooddy Law Ftrm and asserts that Defendant Nicholson requested that the firm provide
notice that they required proof of | repalrs to damages stated in the CL-100. (Complamt, ] 194),

| _“, |
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Conclusory allegatlons in. a complamt are msufﬁcxent to survive a Judgment on the pleadmgs

Jones v. Gilstrap, 288 S.C. 525 528 343 S E. 2d 646 648 (Ct App 1986)
| Under Rule 12(b)(6) SCRCP a defendant may move to d1smnss a complamt based upon

“failure to state sufficient facts to constltute a cause of actlon ” Jarrell v. Petoseed Co., Inc., 331

S.C. 207, 500 S.E.2d 793, 794 (Ct App 1998) Qo Laughlm V. Wmdham 330 S.C. 379, 498
S.E.2d 689 691 (Ct. App. 1998) A tnal Judge may dlsmlss a claJm when the defendant
demonstrates the plaintiff has falled ‘to~stateﬂfacts suﬁicxent to constitute a cause of action m the
pleadings filed with the court. Wl!hams V. Condog 347 S C 227 553 S.E.2d 496 (Ct. App.
2001). Generally, when revnewmg a motlon to dlstSS, the mal court must base its ruling solely
on the allegations contamed in the complamt See Holy Loch Distributors, Inc. v. Hitchcock,

' 332 S.C. 247, 503 S.E.2d 787, 790 (Ct App 1998) arrell V. Petoseed Cg,, lg 331 8S.C. 207,
500 S.E.2d 793, 794 (Ct. App 1998), O Laughlm V. Wmdham, 330 S. C 379 498 S.E.2d 689,
691 (Ct. App. 1998).

“The ruling on a Rule 12(b)(6) .mot.ion tolldismi'ss must be based solely‘upon the

allegations set forth on the face of the complamt » Stiles v. Onorato, 3 18 S. C 297, 300, 457
S.E.2d 601, 602 (1995). However when a party has explicitly relied upon documents to form the
underlying basis for one or more of its causes of aetlon the Court can cons:der those documents
in deciding a motion to dnsmles w1tllout“ convertlng that motlon into a motion for summary
judgment. Brazell v. Windsor, 384 S C 512, 5.16' 682 S.E.2d 824, 826 (2009).-A motion to
dismiss should be sustamed if facts alleged and reasonable mferences derived therefrom would
not entitle the plaintiff to any rellef on any theory of the case. StlleS at 300 457 S E.2d at 603.

CONQLUSIONS OF LAW

A. Defendants' Motion to Dlsmlss Plamtlffs First Cause of Actlon Fraud Extrinsic Fraud
and Fraud on the Courts is heard and demed
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For the purpose of 8 12(b)(6) motlon for fallure of the pleadmgs to state facts sufficient to -
‘constitute a cause of action, “the [sole] questlon is-whether, m the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, and with every doubt resolved in his behalf the complamt states any valid claim for
relief.” Doe v. Marion, 373 'S;:C”.:.390', 395',,645 S.E.2d 245, 247-248 (2007). If the facts alleged
and inferences reasonablj detlticillle the;re-f;rom% ‘vie_wed in the light most favorable to the .
plaintiff, would entitle the pla_i;nti'ff to" relief'on any 'thebf.):’_;,ltheri disrrii‘ssaliis irnproper. Id. “The
complaint should not be tilsrr_llssed rnerel_y .beeauSe the court doubts the plaintiff will prevail in
the action.” Id. i 4 | |
Viewing the facts ine lightimostv faVOraBle to"the Plaint_if’f, this Coi:rt'ﬁnds that dismissal of
Plaintiff's First Cause of Actiont—\"Frau'c\l'Would be improper. Accordingly, Defendants Wooddy
Law Firm and Carrie Boyer's Motloﬂ to' DlSIIllSS Plaintiff's First Cause of Action is heard and
denied. : |

L

B. Defendants' Mot:on to Dlsmlss Plamtlff's Second Cause of Action — Perjury and
Sixteenth Cause of Action — Obstruction of Justice and Violations of the South Carolina
Rules of Professional Conduct, Rule 1.4(a)(4) and Rules 3. 4(a)(d) is heard and granted.

Plamtlﬁ’s Second Cause of Actlon is a clalm of perjury agamst all Defendants. South

Carolina Code Ann. § 16-9 10 prov1des in relevant part, -

(AX(1) 1t is unlawful to glve false, misleading, or incomplete testlmony
under oath in any court of record, judicial, administrative; or
regulatory proceedmg m thls State
(2) It is unlawful fora person to w111fully give false rmsleadmg, or
incomplete information on a document, record report, or form
required by the laws of this: State o
Perjury is a criminal felony pumshable w1th a fine’and up to five years imprisonment.

See Collins v. Doe, 343 S.C. 119 124 539 S E 2d:62, 64 (Ct. App. 2000), rev’d on other

grounds, 352 S.C. 462, 574 S.E.2d 7’39 (2002). Accordmgly, perjury is a criminal charge — not a
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civil cause of action.
Obstructron of j Justlce isa common law cnmmal offense Specifically, “it is an offense to

do any act which prevents, obstructs, 1mpedes or hinders the administration of j Justice.” State v.
Cogdell, 273 S.C. 563, 567, 257 S.‘E..;‘Z_d 7.48,»750 g 979) Iti is a'cnmmal charge and not a basis
for civil liability. | i | | o

As an initial matter, Pleintrﬂ’ s:,ole_rirn faj:lsbeca‘trs‘e‘ there is no inde_r)enden't civil cause of
action for perjury. Moreover this pixrported;perj'ury' ’clairn conteins no speciﬁc allegations
directed at Defendants Wooddy Law F irm or Came Boyer Plamtrff”s obstruction of justice
claim likewise fails because it is not a c1v11 causé of actlon Therefore, Defendants' Motion to
Dismiss Plaintiffs clatms for. perjury and obstructlon of ;]ustrce is granted

Further, the claims by. Plamtrff of Defendants vrolatron of the South Carolina Rules of
Professional Conduct are also w1thout ment F irst, 1t is well establlshed that violation of the
Rules of Professional Conduct does not grve rise to-a cause of action against a lawyer. S.C.
Rules of Prof’l Conduct R 407 cmt 7 (2013) The. Rules “are not designed to be a basis for
civil liability.” S.C. Rules of ProPl Con_duct R’. 407-, _cmt. 7 ,(2013). Instead, they are designed to
provide guidance to lawyers,and ﬁro»}idé;a str'ucture for regulating attorney conduct. See also
Spence v, Wingate, 395 SC.::14'8 161 716 S E.2d 920 .927 '(201 1) (-“A review-of the Scope of
Rule 407, SCACR clearly mdrcates that the rules are mtended for gurdance and dlscrplmary
. purposes, not to form the basrs for crvrl lmgatron ). Therefore there is no civil cause of action
for a violation of the Rules of Professronal Conduct and Plarntrff’s claims grounded on such

violations are dismissed.

C. Defendants’' Motion to:;D'ismissiPlaintiﬁ's Sixth Cause of Action — Violation of the ABA
Rules of Professional Conduct is heard and granted. :

In Plaintiff's Sixth Cause of Action, she: alleges that Defendant Wooddy Law Firm and its
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agents have violated Rules 41 and 51.3‘. 'oii’-‘ the Americ‘anldar Associution'Rules of Professional
Conduct (“ABA Rules”).® o | |

Plaintiff's claims for v1olatlons of the ABA and South Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct
fail for several reasons. Flrst it is well establlshed that vrolanon of the Rules of Professmnal
Conduct does not give rise to-a cause of actton egamst a lawyer ‘S.C. Rules of Professional
Conduct R. 407, emt. 7 (201 3) The Rules are not desngned to be a basis for civil liability.” S.C.
Rules of Professional Conduct R 407 cmt 7 (2013) lnstead they.are designed to provide

- guidance to lawyers and provrde a structure for regulatmg attomey conduct. See also Spence v.

Wingate, 395 SC. 148, 161 716 S E 2d 920 927 (201 1) (“A review of the Scope of Rule 407,
SCACR clearly indicates that the rules are 1ntended for guldance a.nd dlsclplmary purposes, not to
form the basis for civil lltlgatlon ”) Therefore there is no civil cause of action for a violation of
the Rules of Professronal Conduct and Plamtlff’ s clalms grounded on such violations are
dismissed. |

Although the Rules of ‘ Professnonal -vConduct dovnot create a ciuil' cause of action, they are

relevant in assessing a lawyer’s duty in a malpractice action. " Smith v. Haynsworth, Marion,

| McKay & Geurard, 322 S.C. 433'- 472.SEE.2d 61;‘2' (Al 996) ’ However,'v to the extent that Plaintiff’s
claim could be construed as a legal malpractrce clalm it also fails. The elements of a legal
malpractice claim include: (1) the ex1stence‘of an attorney-cltent relanonshlp, (2) a breach of duty
by the attorney; (3) damage to the cllent and (4) proxnmate cause of the client’s damages by the
breach. See Brown v. 'l‘heos, 345 S C 626 629, 550 S.E. 2d 304, 306 (2001) Hall v. Fedor, 349

S.C. 169, 174, 561 S.E.2d 654, 656 ‘(Ct.‘ App.' 2002)’. Plamtiff’ s Cornplaint contains insufficient

¢ South Carolina has not adopted the. ABA Rules Instead South Carolma attorneys are bound by the S.C. Rules of
Professional Conduct. However, Rules 4. 1 and 5.3 of:the- ABA Rules are identical to Rules 4.1 and 5.3 of the South
Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct. Therefore .the Court will address Plaintiff’s claim as though she cited the
applicable rules. : r
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facts to establish an attéf:ieﬁ%&iéﬁt féll%tibhéhip between Plaintiff and Def_‘cndant Wooddy Law

Firm. Accordingly, Plaintiff has faile‘d to éstablish a cause of | action fo'; legal malpractice.

Moreover, even if Plaintiff had "p‘l‘edl}‘gll‘ qf ﬂie elements df‘é legal mélpractice claim, the cause of

action against Defendant Wooddy .Law‘F 1rm i;_ciismissed because Plaintiff failed to comply with

the expert affidavit requirements under SC Code -Ann, | § 15-3 6-100(B).”  Accordingly,

Defendants’ Motion to DlsmlssPlamnff‘s Slxth Cause of Action is graﬁted.

D. Defendants' Motion t(; D”i,;r‘nbiss_ Plaﬁtiff',s S;venth Cause of Action — Bad F#ith and
Unfair Dealings and/or Accompanied by Fraudulent Action; Conspiracy te Defraud is
heard and denied. : L | : -

For the purpose of a"IZ(E)'(‘6)‘ nliotionlf;qr failure of tlié pleadings to state facts sufficient to
constitute a cause of action, “fhé {.s‘ole] quest:on is whether, in the_'ligh; most fayorable to the
plaintiff, and with every dpul')t_ﬁrcsvova.di_ivﬁfiﬁs_.bé:half,‘ _théréomblaint_States .a'ny Vaiid claim for
relief.” Doe v. Marion, 373SC 390, 395, 645 S.E.2d 245, 247-248 (2007). If the facts alleged
and inferences reasonably c!edubible, fhercﬁdm,; yiewed i'n,.th'e light most favorable to the
plaintiff, would entitle the pléintiff to ;elieféﬁfﬁﬁy tileor;r, then disxﬁissa] is ‘improper. Id. “The
complaint should not be &ismis;ed n;_éreiy ffbc{;cause the céurt doubts the plaintiff will prevail in
the action.” Id. | | | | |

Viewing the facts inihe_ light :m;)st. Jt‘"‘z'wvoir_éble‘ to the Plaintﬁf, ﬂﬁs Couﬁ finds that dismissal
of Plaintiff's Seventh Caﬁsééf.géﬁbn ;fBéd; Faith and Unfair Dealin_gs and/or Accompanied by

Fraudulent Action; Conspiraby tdi'D.cf‘raud;‘womd be-improp'er;Aégordingly, Defendants

7 In her Brief in Opposition to Defendants Wooddy Law Firm and Carrie Boyer’s Motion to Dismiss, Plaintiff further
asserts that, even if she were to allege a legal malpractice claim, the allegations in the Complaint fall within the
exception to Subsection B regarding negligence involving common knowledge and experience. However, the real
estate closing process is not within the ambit of common knowledge and experience. Therefore, this exception is
inapplicable. Moreover, Plaintiff cannot have it both ways—she is either asserting a legal malpractice claim or she is
not. : R S
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Wooddy Law Firm and ;Carrie Boyef's'hdoﬁon to. Dismiss..tl'n_e Seventh Cause of Action of
Plaintiffs Complaint is heard and demed _ |
E. Defendants' Motion to Dismiss Pla/mtn'ffs Twelfth Cause ‘of Action - Fraud; Untrue
Assertion of Fact (or Equivalent); Assertnon Made with Knowledge of Falsity and Intent
to Deceive) is heard and granted. Lo
The Cause of Actlon plead by’ Plamtlff asserts that, through testlmony and discovery, the
Defendants Wooddy Law Firmand'Carri’e -Boyer‘.deCEived both the Plaintiff and the Court by
making untrue assertions. As such the Plamtlff pleads a clalm of perjury rather than fraud
Accordingly, Defendants’ Motlon to Dlsmlss Plamtlft‘s Twelfth Cause of Actlon is granted.

F. Defendants’ Motlon to Dlsmlss Plamtlﬁ‘s Seventeenth Cause of Action — Intentional
Infliction of Emotm_nal Distress is heard and denied.

For the purpose of a 12(b)(6) motion for'failu're of the nleadings to state facts sufﬁcient to
constitute a cause of actlon, “the [sole] questlon is whether in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, and with every. doubt resolved in his behalf the complamt states any valid claim for
relief.” Doe v. Marion, 373 S.C. 390 395 645 S.E. 2d 245, 247 248 (2007) If the facts alleged
and inferences reasonably deduclble therefrom v1ewed in the: light'most favorable to the
plaintiff, would entitle the plamnff to rehef on any theory, then dxsmlssal is improper. Id. “The
complaint should not be dismissed merely because the court doubts the plaintiff will prevail in
the action.” [d. | | |

Viewing the facts in .theélji‘ght inosi fauo.rabl‘e to the Plaintiff, this Court finds that dismissal of
Plaintiff's Seventeenth Cause of Actnon Intentlonal Inﬂxctlon of Emotional Dlstress would be
improper. Accordmgly, Defendants Wooddy Law F1rm and Carrie Boyer s Motion to Dismiss

the Seventeenth Cause of Actlon of Plamnﬁ’s Complaint is heard and denied.

G. Defendants' Motion to Dismiss: Plaintiffs Eighteenth Cause of Action — Tortious
Interference with Existing Contractual Relations is heard and denied.
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For the purpose of a 12(b)(6) motlon for fanlure of the pleadmgs to state facts sufficient to
constitute a cause of acuon “the [sole] questlon is. whether in the hght most favorable to the
plaintiff, and with every doubt resolved in his behalf the complamt states any valid claim for
relief.” Doe v. Marion, 373 S. C 390 395 645 S E:2d 245 247-248 (2007). If the facts alleged
and inferences reasonably deduclble therefrom v1ewed'1n the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, would entitle the plamuff to rellef on any theory, then dlsmlSSiﬂ is improper. 1d. “The
complaint should not be dxsm1ssed merely because the court doubts the plamtlff will prevail in
the action.” 1d. .. ' | |

Viewing the facts in the light most.favorablei'to the Plaintiff, this Court finds that dismissal of
Plaintiff's Eighteenth CauseofActlon— T _ortioos jnterference with Existing Contractual
Relations would be improli:ei".' Aoco.rd'i'rig'ly', -ﬁefeodants Wooddy Law Fum and Carrie Boyer's
Motion to Dismiss the Eighteenth Cause of Actzon of Plamtlff‘s Complaint is heard and denied.

C ON CLUSION

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that for the foregomg reasons, Defendants
Motion to Dismiss Plamtlff‘s Complamt is granted in part and demed in part.

IT 1S SO ORDERED

~

 The ;‘io%%ﬁle Deadra L. Jefferson

Presndmg Judge
 First Judicial Circuit
March [S , 2017 : o
Charleston South Carolma
At Chambers
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JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

STATE‘OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER TR CASE NUMBER 2016CP1801706
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAQ W 5 A
Molly M Morphew Stephen Dudek .7 . | Doreen Cross
Zﬁ”APR 3 AH“ 07 David -Collins Allison Williams
CHE; (‘,L C L‘(E*"’Ai‘l' ‘FirstFederal - . | Michael Scarafile
“CLERK.OF CaURT /Susan Nicholson Carolina One Real Estate
: noxcnssrsa couam'/ Carrie Boyer |
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)
" : 7‘: ~ Attorney for: O Plaintiff - O Defendant
Submitted by: 0 Self- Represented Litigant

' DISPOSIT ION TYPE (CHECK ONE).

O  JURY'VERDICT. This actron came before the court. for a trial by jury. The issues have been tried and a verdict rendered.

DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court, The issues have been tried or heard and a

T Gecision rendered. O See Page 2 for additional mformaglon .
ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): . ~ORle; 12(b), SCRCP _ O Rulé 41(a), SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);
O Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled); - a Other SN . RECEMD

01 Binding arbitration, subject to rlght to restore to conf nn,h@dét'e log 0O Other: ‘ ’ an: l 2 2018

modify arbitration award;

0 STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY ' SC Court f
0 DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT-COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX) Of Appeals

O Affirmed; O Reversed:

E| Remanded : CIOther

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT TRIBUNAL, OR ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE
CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: ® See attached order (formal order to follow) CJ Statement of Judgment by the Coun:

ORDER IN FORMATION

This order O ends & does not end the case o

Additiona) Information for the Clerk:

INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX

Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal: property or if any amount should be enrolled. If
there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below.

Judgment in Favor of
(List name(s) below)

-~ Judgment Against - . ' Judgment Amount To be Enrolled

. (List namé‘(s')"below_) 4 (List amount(s) below)

) RZYNS }

If applicable, describe the property, mcludmg tax map mfbrmatlon and address referenced in the order:

The judgment information above has- been prov1ded by the submitting party. Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this
form may be addressed by way of motion. pursuam to-thé.SC: Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest or
additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and.fi nal order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the clerk.
Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer:to- the. official court order for judgment details,

E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court wnll electromcally srgn this form usmg a separate electronic signature page.

1.

Deadra L. Jefferson ) 92 [y 4/3/2017
Circuit Court Judge - - Judge Code Date
CPFORMA4Cm ’

SCCA SCRCP Form 4C (Revised 2/t7)




m Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on 4/3/2017, and acopy maalcd ﬁrst class or placed in the appropriate attomey s box on 4/3/2017, to
attorneys of record or to parties (when. appearmg prO: se) as follows

oo s Mlchael Christopher Scarafile 4024 Salt Pointe Parkway N,
A .‘ L ”I'J"‘” "CharleSton 85C 29405

' ‘Steven L. Smith/Zachary James Closser /Samuel Melvil
Doy M Morphew 788 E. B"“e"’“‘ Road S“""“e“””e SC ‘Wheeler 7455 Cross County Rd., Suite | #O Box 40578
' S EEE Charleston, SC 29423-0578
Amy L.B. Hill /Jordan Michael Crapps PO Box 7368
Columbia, SC 29202
. Amy Lynn Neuschafer /William Alfred Bryan Jr. 11945
Grandhaven Drive S_uite D Murrells Inlet, SC 29576

ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S) . ' ' ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)
Court Reporter o A s ' Cheryl Graham Clerk of Court
Court Reporter: '

- E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, thie déte'beEntry.'dt Judément is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File
Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a
copy of the judgement to parties who are not E-’Filgrs 01: wh‘o are appear_ing‘pro se_.r See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.
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. ADDITIONAL lNFORMA'If’lON REGARDING DEClSION‘ BY. THE'COURT AS REFERENCED ON PAGE 1.

This action came to trial or hearmg before the court; The lssues have been med or heard and-a decision rendered.
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