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i.i

STATEMENTS ID,IF ISSUES ON APPEAL

. Did the trial court abuse its discret )j]p by not entering a finding of fact and a conchision

of law on all issues (written, and oraj’) brought for determination in this case?
i

|

I -

Did the trial court abuse its discretioég by failing to take Mandatory Judicial Notice of

evidentiary facts? L

Did the trial court err in its applicaj 'll(:)n of law by denying Appellants Motion for Relief
From Void Judgment 60(b)(4) on h:_e grounds of:
A. It was filed unimely? ||

B. No conflict of interest af E):o the involvement of the Special Referee’s spouse in
the matter L

%
\
]
,

Did the trial court err in its apﬁliCaJ'L()n of law by stating that the Special Referee
Foreclosure Deed is valid? i

g

"
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A PIRELLE

State

Appellants on June 4, 2018 filed a |

!n,!ent of the Case

Viotion for Relief from a Void T udgment 60(b)(4) and
|

Challenge of Jurisdiction[R.___ 1, Memorg)

)

Exhibit B[R. 7 in the Cowrt of Common
July 24, 2018 filed an Affidavit of Truth it

file any response and opposition of Appel

,;'.lum in Support[R. ], Exhibit A[R__ ], and

il

Pleas in Case number 2013-CP-33-306. Appellants on

sf'iupport of their motion.[R___] Respondents failed to

:ai)’rs Motion for Relief and Challenge of jurisdiction,

nor did they file an affidavit rebutting Apg
hearing was held before the Honorable Juc
house located in Marion, South Carolina. [
Respondents. After hearing arguments fro
matter under advisement, and would issue
otder on September 24, 2018 Appellants fi

finding of fact and conclusion of law puts

llants Affidavit of Truth. On August 20,2018 a

ée Thomas Russo located at the Marion County Court

,1

tosent at the hearing was Appellants, and counsel for

ui'the parties Judge Russo stated he was taking the

i
ain order later in the week. Prior to the issuance of the

lod in the Marion County Circuit Court a Request for

52@)[R. 1. On October 1, 2018 Judge R
Motion for Relief from a Void Judgment ¢

the order Appellants realized that Judge R

'n§'111‘ to South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule
;

lisso entered an order [R.___] Denying Appellants

B
0i{(b)(4) and Challenge of Jurisdiction. After receiving

E
1¢iso failed to make a finding of fact and conclusion of

law on all issues presented before the count for determination in this maiter. As a result,

Appeliants properly and timely filed on O
final order pursuant to South Carolina Rul;
Respondents filed no objection or responst
set and on October 18, 2018 a Notice of Hi

that a court date had been set for Novenbe

68Tl em3T 0L

fisber 10, 2018 & Motion to Alter and/or Amend the

»s‘} of Civil Procedure Rule 59(e). [R.__ ] Again,

i{co Appellants Rule 59(e) Motion. A hearing date was

!tring [R___] went out to all parties informing them

P
/'

Hi
ri%l, 2018. However, on October 25, 2018 without oral

BlacW:wold 81T 6T0B2-8T-NUr
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argument Judge Russo issued an Order dii

Final Order 59(e) [R.___ 1. Pursuant to th\
make a ruling on all issues presented beff:

appeal on November 19, 2018.

Sta

™
v

I

Ixying Appellants Motion to Alter and/or Amen the

: issuance of the latter order, Judge Russo failed to
rp the court for determination Appellants filed a timely
|

X

cf-iard of Review

This is an appeal, made pursuant t
lower court based on the trial judge’s den)
Judgment 60(b)(4) and Challenge of JFuris
inception, is a complete nullity and is wit

561 .E. 2d at 661 (quoting Thomas & Hov)

i
o'Rule 201, SCACR, from an Order issued by the
al of Appellants Motion for Relief from Void

i;':iction. “A void judgment js one that, from its

.
ot legal effect.” Universal Benefits, 349 S.C. at 183,

457 S.E. 2d 340, 343 (1995)).” “The defir
judgments from courts which failed to prc

which lacked subject matter jurisdiction o

]

ard Co. v. T.W. Graham & Co., 318 S.C. 286,291,
iiion of void under the rule only encompasses
v?jide proper due process, or judgeraents from courts

;i'persona] jurisdiction.” See MeDaniel v. U.S Fidelity

& Guaranty Co., 324 8.C. 639, 644, 478 §

the reasonable time requirement docs not
and thus may be attacked at any time”) ; {
1996)[R l. “Defense of lack of jurisdi

even on appeal.” Hill Top Developers v, H

2. 2d 868, 871(Ct. App. 1996)[R___ ] (“holding that

iEply to 60(b)(4) because a void judgment is a nullity

anagan, South Carolina Civil Procedure 487 (2% ed.

t;':ion over the subject matter may be raised at any time,

liday Pines Service Corp., 478 So. 2d. 368 (Fla 214

DCA 1985).The trial judge abused its disc

étiOn by failing to issue a complete finding of facts
|

and a conclusion of law on all issues prese
“Vacating and remanding where the agenc;
review of the agency decision, and stating,

be sufficiently detailed to enable the reviev

aled for determination as required by SCRCP 52(a).

1
f

r’;is finding of fact were insufficient to allow for a

"*'IiI‘he findings of fact of an administrative body must

!

i
ihg oourt to determine whether the findings are

1?

17
i
|
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supported by the evidence and whether {

Stubbs v. SC Deg ‘tof Emp’t & Workfo

[4

hs law has been properly applied to those findings.”

€755 8.E 2d 114 (S.C. Ct. App. 2014); “Stating
|

implicit findings, as well as general state

to enable appellate review” Robinson v.
Subsection 1-23-380(5) provides the rev

“remand the case for further proceedin g8

lents and conclisions, do not provide sufficient detail

p
Eistate of Harris 388 S.C. 616 (8.C. 2010); S.C. Code

}l

ewing court “may affirm the decision of the agency,”

]l. - - - * -
7 or “reverse or modify the decision if substantia] rights
i

of appellant have been prejudiced becaus

or decisions are....(d) affected by [an] er

»the administrative findings, inferences, conclusjons,
i

Amend the trial judge order pursuant SC

on all issues. Under Rule 59(c), a coutt i

shows...that there has been a clear errTor ¢

Filtration Corp., 599 V. 3d 403, 407 (4% {

Union, 34 F. 3d 233, 235 (4% Cir. 1994),

argument has been raised but not ruled on

Carolina Dep't of Transp, 361 S.C. 9, 24,

conclusion of law on all issues (wrj
Appellants states in their Motion t

failed to enter an order determining

The trial court did abuse its

r of law. Appellants filed & Motion o Alfer and/or
{i;SP 59(e), yet it was later denied without ex'planation

ajy “alter or amend the judgment if the movant

)

f law or a manifest injustice.” Robinson v, Wix

Jr. 2010); see also Collivon v nt’l Chem, Workers

)

A party must file such motion when an issue or
i

see Llam v. South

to preserve it for appellate review™

602 S.E. 2d 772, 780(2004).

1
I
i

" Argument

i
(’fliscreﬁon by not entering a finding of fact and a

tien, and oral) brought for determination in this case,
Y
I

JAlter and/or Amend 59(e) [R__ ] that the trial court

witness to and notarizing her husba
Porter (Belsy) actions were in direat

Notarial Acts [R ]- The trial ¢o

‘Ihe issue of the Special Referee spouse acting as a
1";1 Special Referee deed [R___ . Kathryn Elizabeth
i

violation of South Carolina Statute Law governing
|

5t also failed to rule on the fact that the Special

6£8TPELEMBT =01
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Referee had a duty to disqualify

Irnself pursuant to 28 USC A55(a) being that his wife is
e ,

within third degree of relations. Ttlnl'* trial court also failed to make determinations on the

fact that Appellants was denied di:

29, 2013. The Special Referee ney
Appellants requested the original
hearing. Special Referee denied th
detetmination on the finding of fa)
52(a). During the August 20, 2018

she would be happy to go over the

}:overy in the originsﬂ trial court hearing held on July
|

|

cr made Respondents prove standing. In particulat,

et ink signature promissory note at the original

1% request and the trial court failed to make a
ts and conclusion of law pursuant to SCRCP Rule
I;.learing Counsel for Respondents told the trial court

ﬁ:herits of Foreclosure Action [R. |. The tria) court

refused to go over the merits, yet z alcd that Appellunts claims were meritless. In fact, if

the trial court would have discussedli'.the merits it would have found that Appellants did

have a meritous defense. The trial
trial cowrt.[R__ ] Counsel for Re
Special Referee spouse did receive
[R___ 1Special Referee should of
any documents. Appellants stated

Couri(Sherry Rhodes) knew that th

cifourt fail to determine the issues of Fraud upon the
j;%iondgnt admitted on and for the record that the

a' benefit from the transaction of which she notarized,
Id}own/could of known that his wife could not notarize
ngétheir 59(s) Motion that the former Clerk of

f

>iSpecial Referee Haigh Porter and the witness/notary

i
r

Katheryn Elizabeth Porter(Betsy) v

ckre husband and wife and still allowed the Special
1

Referees Deed, and the Satisfactior ‘.’f Mortgage and Release of Lien to be entered and

recorded in public record[R ]

The trial court did abuse its
Notice of evidentiary facts. Duting

admitted on and for the record that

il
i

i
uilliscretion by failing to take Mandatory Judicial

hhc August 20, 2018 hearing Respondents counsel
!l

H !e Special Referees spouse Kathryn Elizabeth Porter
|
9

6E8TPE L ErpaT (01
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~ (Betsy) has worked in his (Specia Referee) office for a very, very long time [sic]. In

‘;ufn, she a]so is employed by ERV. ERV is a bidding

-[R. | |. Appellants g s!) asked the Court to take Mandatory Judicial Notice

l
pursuant to Rule 201(d) of the aut ﬁ_«'mty of Gomez v. United States, where it states,

addition to her employment with ]

service....

“upon

those basic fair trial rights that cay never be treated as harmless is a defendant right to an

impartial adjudication be it judge .u _]llry [R. . “Due process in law requires that a

person shall also have the opportu ;uty to be heard before legally appointing a qualified

impartial tribunal before any bindi ;, decree or judgment can be made affecting his rights

- 304 S.C. 328, 330, 404 S.E. 2d 200;

T1.17:96ed

- Professor Flanagan observed, “The

of life, liberty, or property” see St

t(a vBrown (S C. 1935) 178. 8.C. 294, 182 S.E.838

[R. l. Appellants asked the tri? ﬂ;.court to take Mandatory Judicial Notice that the

Special Referee’s Order was nevel

éifﬁnned by the South Carolina Court of Appeals or

South Carolina Supreme Court bei

metits, and was dismissed for mer

conéequenﬂy, they reduces formaliti

"3 that Appellants case was never decided on the

%::echnicality(failure to comply) [R. . As

];?)urpose of the rules is to secure justice, and

es and technicalities.” As the Supreme Court of the

United States wrote in 1962, it is 1

0 latc in the day and entuely contrary to the Spll‘lt of
r.

the,...Rules of Civil Procedure for

such mere technicalities...” The...

Jec1s1ons on the merits to be avoided on the basis of

4
i

I iules reject the approach that pleading is a game of

skﬂl in which one misstep by count e,l may be decisive to the outcome and accept the

1:

pr1n01ple that the purpose of pleadil i‘ﬁr is to facilitate a proper decision on the merits.” In

constmmg the South Carolina Rul

cases interpreting the federal rules

5 :of C1v11 Procedurc, our courts looks for guidance to

: ( ![Citing Gardner v. Newsome Chevrolet-Buick, Inc.,
|

201(1991)); 4 Charles Alan Wright, Arthur R. Miller

h

10 | ,

6EBTHSISABT 10l
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Amend 59(e) because there Motion was nia
Anderson Brbthers Bank attemptcd to use
obtain a Writ of Assistance on or around G
Reheffrom Void Judgment 60(b) (1) (3) (4 ‘
" ]ncludmg but not limited to, the rcsponden
* Exhibit A ~ Un-rebutted Affidavit of Lack]
the Special Referees Fraudulent Deed of wi
uséd to obtain & Writ of Assistance, Respot|

and moved forward without having a prope

17,21 96ed

Appellants asked the trial court to

& Adam N. Steinman, Federal P:

'z

]
)

]
i

rules are designed to discourage B

ptice and Procedure §1029 (4 ed, 2015)(“The feders]
]

ittles over mere form and to Sweep away needless
I
I

procedural controversies that eithc, delay a trial on the merits or deny g party his day in

court Cyclopedia of Federal Proc

T~

lure §8.2(3d., rev. 2017)(“The spirit of rules is to settle

controversies upon their merits ra llqler than to dlSmJSS actions on technical grounds, to

permit amendments liberally, and

bring a case to trial.”) [R. 1. L

never bad a chance to present theiy

I
1) avoid if possible, depriving a huvant of a chance to

ue process prohibits estopping some lmganis who

,v1dencc and arguments on a claim, despﬂe one or

more existing adjudication of the identical issuc which stand squarely agamsl their

position. “Roberts v. Recovery By

616.

: The trial court etred in its g
Relief From Void Judgment 60(b){

A. Appellants Motiom

gl,au Inc (8.C. App. 1994) 316 S.C. 492, 450 S.E. 2d

-

l
1
l
|
1
I

y Iplication of law by denying Appellants Motion for

4) on the grounds of:

[\;ﬁfas ﬁmely.
I

ceonsider its ruling on fis Motion to Alter and/or

Tie within a reasonable time. [R_] Resbondents

I
I!};ﬂ;e Special Referee’s Deed against Appellants to

;,;tobcr 1, 2015. Appellants filed its first Motion for

)

) and Challenge of Jurisdiction on October 16, 2015.
6 never showed standing, gave no consideration (See

:alt‘Coi;sideraﬁon); [R__ ] Fraud upon the court, and

ch Respondents who were not Bona Fide purchasers

l;r:uts and the Special Referee assumed jurisdiction

l .
hear'ing before an impartial contt before having the

11 - o |

658THE Er8T 101
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i

Marion County DEU Officers execute W. i of Assistence. Under Rule 60(b) (4), SCRCP, “The
definition of “void” under the rule only ef :'Eiompasses judgments from courts which failed to
)

provide proper due process....” See McD, f!ziel v. US. Fidelity & Guaranty Co., 324 S.C. 63 9,

644, 478 S.E. 2d 868, 871(Ct. App.1996) (i?“holdint"that the reasonable time requirement does

not apply to 60(6)(4) because a void judg ent 1s a nullity and thus may be attacked at any

time™); Flanagan, South Carolina Civil Pt & edure 487 (27 ed, 1996). Petitioners was in
possession and living in said property and Ji'ad every right to challenge the jurisdiction of the non
bona fide purchasers fraudulent deed (Pet ti;ionerﬂs October 16, 2015 filings), Furthermore, it is
believed that the court erred in its January, 2{:1, 2016 order (See Exhibit B- Judge Russo Order
January 21, 2016)[R___ 1 when the court ¢ 'ékmissed Petitioners Motion 60(b) (1) (3) (4) for Lack

|
of Jurisdiction. When in fact, upon inforn non and belief this court did have Junsdlcnon to

determine the issues challenging the jurisd lC tlon, which may be attack at any time before, durin 2,
_ |
or even after appeal as per, “Defense of la 4 of jurisdiction over the subject matter may be raised

I ’
- at any time, even on appeal.” Hill Top Developers v. Holiday Pines Service Corp., 478 So. 2d.
{

368 (Fla 2" DCA 1985); Sec c.g. Lake v. i e_l}eder Constr. Co., 330 S.C. 242, 248, 498 S.E. 2d
i .
650, 653 (Ct.App.1998)(“Lack of Subject Hatter jurisdiction can be raise for the first time on

, -
appeal, and can be raised sua sponte by thé|dourt.”)On May 2, 2013 Petitioners filed in the *

Marior County Clerk of Court Nature and I!*‘hll Discovery (See Exhibit E-Discovery and Full

! .
v"vcd standing, in particular when Petitioners

Disclosure). [R__ ] Respondents never she

demanded the original wet ink signature pr mmnry note at the July 29, 2013 hearing, Special
. ’|
Referce allowed the copies of the note to b i:ntered as admissible evidence where the authencity
|
of the note was heavily contested by Appellls nts, Pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Civil

Procedure Rule 1003 where it states, “A du w"iicatc is admissible to the same extent as the original
|

12
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unless a genuine question is raised abont ie original’s authencity or circumstances make it
. : i .

unfair to admit the duplicate.” Not only wh

but also in violation of South Carolina sta L@tory law Sce S.C. Code §1-23-330(2) where it states,

; it in violation of South Carolina Rules of Evidence,

“Documentary evidence may be recejved i.ti the form of copies or excetpts, if the original is not

readily available. Upon request parties shi) U be given an opportmuty to compare the copy with

original.” Appellants were deprived of th

|r1ght Special Referee denied Petitioners an

opportunity to cure defect in pleadingé(no in South Carolina form), instead of looking to the

substence of the pleading where South Cs

i

qfr]ina Rules of Civil Procedurc Rule 8(f) states, “All

pleadings shail be so construed as to do st

(supra). The facts of the case, the transcrip

stantial jUStice to all parties” See Estelle v. Gamble

:of the July 29, 2013 hearing and the discovery

request ew}idence that the Special Referee T 1lolated South Caroling Rules of Ewdence 1003 and

8.C. Code § 1-23-330(2) and the Due Pro¢

235 Clause (procedural and substantive) of the State

i

and Federal Constitution to reach his Augit 5, 2013 decision in favor of Respondents

* (Anderson Brothers Bank).See Art. 1 Sec
there was no agreement (consent) between
foreclosure case. In particular, On June 25

Reference to the Special Referee Rule 53,

of South Carolina Constitution [R, | Further,
the parties to have the Special Referce adjudicate the

2013 Petitioners filed an objection to the Order in

11d demanded a Trial by Jury pursuant to South

Carola Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 38 (s.s[e'e Exhibit F- Objection to Rule 53)[R.___][See Aff

of Truth pg. _ |. Under SCRCP Rule 5:
consent ......." “Any party may request a j

shows that Appellants did file a timely objéc

qy pursuant to Rule 38 ...... ” The record clearly

:!tlon [R ].

i
I

6E8TPELEERT (0L
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B. Therewas a c‘onﬂ]l-Ll

Referee’s spouse ml

Secondly, the trial court denied Apnt

60(b)(4) by stating that there was no confl :
‘ I
0

Referee’s spouse in the matter. Appellants
and/or Amend 59(e) and asked the court ¢ |
Respondents admitted on the record that the
;

employed by ERV bidding company, she 1

out of his the Special Referees office for y

] t

N it

of mterest as to the mvolvement of the Special
he matter

Ilants Mo’aon for Relief from Void Judgment

L in interest as to the 1nvolvcment of the Special
bJectcd to this very same issue in jts Motion to Alter
econs1der this issue see [R _] Counsel for
Speclal Referees spouse Kathryn Porter (Betsy) was
lS employed by the Special Referee, and has worked

irs.[R | The Special Referee’s spouse was a

representative for Respondents Anderson }

|
i
i

others Banlk at the fozeclosure sale causing a conflici

of interest giving the appearance of parﬁal ;
Eckerd Corg 350 8.C. 399(S.C. Ct. App. 2
of the [his] brothers has a relationship to th
the time this Court heard the Motions in qu

then vacated his earlier order and recused K

'/uupl.upnety in this case. Tn the case Van Ness v.

#J)Z) “Judge Harwell stated ““[he] discovered that one

corporate defendant which was unknown [to me] at

pstion and entered the Order of May 28, 1998.” He

nqelf from the case....Judge Harwell did not know

there was a potential conflict untilinearly ty

1

rb months after he issued his original order. On

realizing there might be a problem, Judge |

the case but he should not have vacated his

=

rwell properly declined to take any further action in

arlier order. Pursuant to the Van Ness case the
|

Special Referee had a duty to disqualify hi

If from the very beginning or in the altematwe

1
.fmce on behalf of Respondents. Special Referee

decline to take action after his spouse appes

Spouse Kathryn Elizabeth Porter(Betsy) act

il
dns was bmdmg on Respondents by placmg the

winning bid of $19,000 at the sale of Appel

representative/agent of the principal. [R

: i_nf-s private property evidencing that she was a

]| “An agent of the agent to the principal is still an

agent for the principal especially when the z

ent actions are binding on the principal” [R. I
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“The doctrine of apparent authority proviéi

i
when it has placed the agent in such a posi

knowledgeable with business usages and ¢

1
H

!
!

]
i
|

s that the principal is bound by the acts of'its agent

lon that persons of ordinary prudence, rcasonably
ll

It
‘

J:;stoms are led to belicve the agent has certain

authority and they in turn deal with the ag

Clanton’s Auto Auction Soles, 233 S.C. 58]

Disciplinary Enforcement Rule 501 Judici

fo

decide matiers assigned to the judge excey

South Carolina Rule of Disciplinary Enfo

]

:nf based on that assumption.” See Fochtman v.
, 106 S.E. 2d 272(1958). South Carolina Rule of

Conduct Canon (3) (b) (1) “A judge shall hear and

those in which disqualification is required.” (See

oment Rule 501 Judicial Conduct Canon (3) (E)

Disqualification (1) “A judge shall disqu

|

judge’s impartiality might reasonably be q |

ity himself or herselfin a proceeding in which the

's:h' oned, including but not limited to instances

nnnnnn

relationship * to either of them, or the spot
an officer, director or trustee of a party....

party need not file affidavits in support of 1¢

*(d) “the judge or the Judge’s spi

2 of such a person: () is a party to the proceeding, or
' Recusal under Section 455(a) is self-executing; a

usa] and the judge is obligated to recuse herself sua

sponte under the stated circumstances." Zaill

! or v. Q'Grady, 888 F.2d 1189 (7th Cir. 1989)

[R __1; Special Referec Haigh Porter choo
of the due process clause of the U.S., Consh
then the judge is violation of the Due Proce.
S_c_zm, 521 F.2d 842, 845 (7th Cir. 1996) (|1
based, not on section 144, but on the Due P’f

Ct. 2237, 2248(1989); and Stare v. Brown (¢

Aff. of Truth pg. |

;‘;Pg not to disqualify himself was in direct violation
tiziiltion as per “should a judge not disqualify himself,
‘1 Clause of the U.S. Constitution.” QM@L
Ihe rightto a mbunal free from bias or prejudice is

c;cess Clause."). See Gomez ». United States 109 S.

IC. 1935) 178 S.C. 294, 182 S.E. 838 [R__ J[See
i
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|
i

The trial court erred in stat m g that the Special Referec Foreclosure Deed. is valid,

The Special Referee Foreclosure I

=i(ed is invalid being that his spouse Kathlyﬁ Elizabeth

Porter (Betsy) acted as a witness, ¢ nd she also notarized her husband (Specml Referee)

re-conveyance documents and Dec
630 of S.C. Code (Supp. 2010) def

property which has been acquired

§20-3-630(A)(L)(Supp. 2010), Upell

obtained during the marriage is de

4 the parties during the marriage. ...

.l ['R [[See Aff. of Truth pg. ] Section 20-3-

.r:les “marital property” as all real and personal

{
{

S.C. Code Ann.

1 information and belief in South Carolina whatever is
|

spouses (husband and wife). The Slu
case and sale of the property. So $2
(Betsy), along with rece-ixiring paym;
Bank (Plaintiff), Evidential facts pas
Portei: (Betsy) the Special Referees
receive a benefit from the transactic
Porter (Betsy) actions appear to be
governing Notarial Acts as per, In t
26~1-90(C) A notary may not perfo
to, or beneficiary of the record that
a part;y ’lco the record individually or
(4) notary will receive directly from
commission, fee, advantage, right, t
exceeding in value the fees specifies

for violation of SC Notorial Law is &

Wi

ifled marital property belonging equally to both
b

cial Referee received $440 for presiding over the

20 is what belonged to Kathryn Elizabeth Porter

aint from ERV who was paid by Anderson Brothers

sented before the court show Kathryn Elizabeth

Spouse was a Representative of a party, and did

The Spccial Referees spouse Kathryn Elizabeth

! gliiect violation of South Carolina Statute Law

rl' State of South Carolina pursuant to S.C. Code §
ha notarial act if the: (3) notary is a signer of, party
to be notaﬁzed .....

S so long as the notary is not also

1l some other representative or fiduciary capacity; or
t
i .

i . . .
3, transaction connected with the notarial act any

h]e, interest, cash, property, or other consideration

in Section 26-1-100 (five doliars)....., Punishment

8500 fee, or 30 days in jail and/or both. Appellant - |
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. father was a Notary and he coul¢ %Iaot notarize Appellant (his son) documents (within third

degree of relations), so surely a ife cannot notarize her

husband documents especially if

H . .
f the record, or recejves a benefit from the Iransaction

she is a Representative of a party

exceeding the amount allowed b ({..South Carolina Statutory Law. R [[See Aff. of

j
Truth pg. |. “We are shocks by the respondents abuse of the office of notary

public. A notary is a public offic , Who by his hand and seal, authenticates certain

classes of documents, The credibi

ity of notarized documents is essential to the viability

of our legal system.” See In re MitGuinn, 272 S.C. 366, 252 Se.E.24 122(1979)

JAA .}!
T‘lusion

%y claims for Motion for Relief from Void Judgrent
I

60(b) (4) and Challenge of Turisdiction, A I

Cor
In sum, Appellants has raised tim,

:pellants also requested that the trial court issue a

complete findings of facts and conclusiog |t:f law making determination on all issues presented to

the court pursuant to SCRCP 52(a). The 4 \ court erred by finding that appellants claims are

untimely, and meritless, The appellant corr]{t should here these matters for the first time being

i
that they were properly preserved for appeal throngh Appellants 59(e) Motion, or in the
alternative reversc and remand claims bac :}fto the trial court with instructions on further

proceedings consistent of the rulings of thitlcourt.

A
[SIGNATUE ' ON FOLLOWING PAGE]
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i! Arnold Jr., Dazarhea Parson Pro Se
! 311 N Congdon Street
' Georgetown, South Caroling 29440
z 843-409-9086
best4lesscloﬂ‘:ing@gx_11ai1.com
January 18,2019 }
{
8
i.
ii
I
| 18
|
{il
i

TT/6:96kd 6EB8TPELEEBT (01 @La2K:wod4 JH:1T 6TBS-8T-NOC



PROOF OF SERVICE

THE STATE|DF SOUTH CAROLINA
In T} -Court of Appeals

(I 'Iﬁé Supreme Court]

el

APPEAL FHOM MARION COUNTY

Courllof Common Pleas

Thomas A. })?.lflsso, Circuit Court Judge

Case Nii'2013-CP-33-00306 RE@EEVE !%
Appellant{Case No. 2018-002061 JAN 18 2018
— SC Court of Appeals
Andcrson Brothers Bank

Respondent|f|

Dazarhea Monique Parson, a/k/a Dazarheg b Parson, a/k/a Dazarhea Monique Daniels Parson,
A. Tyrone Parson, Jr. a/k/a Arnold TyroneFarson Jr., South Carolina Departmyent of Revenue
and South Carolina  Department of Moty Vehicles, Defendants, Of whom Dazarhea Morique

Parson, a/k/a Dazarhea D. Parson, a/k/a Ifszarhea Moniqhe Daniels Parson, A, Tyrone Parson,
Jr. a/k/a Arnold Tyrone Parson Jr.

Appellants,
We certify that we served Appellan! ;' Initial Brief in this case by depositing a copy of it

on the date shown below in the United Stats . Mail, and by postage prepaid addressed as follows:

15

@1 :3eed BEQTPELEMBT :0 L BlAgK:wodd JHiTT 6102-8T-NOr
11-87: :



Cc:

Suzanne Grigg

Post Office Drawer 2426
Columbia, South Carolina 29202

Jenny Abbott Kitchings

Court of Appeals Clerk of Court
P O Box 11629

Columbia, South Carolina 29211

January 18, 2019

11/1T:388d 658THELEMBT 0L

Respectfully submitted,

~

1
|
|
i
/
I
1

Arnold Jr., Dazarhea Parson Pro Se

' ¢/o 311 N Congdon Street

. Georgetown, South Carolina 29440
843-409-9086

Bestdlessclothing@gmail.com,

algdW:wodd 86117 6782-8T-Nol



T1,7:388d

R ECEIVETD)

JAN 18 2618
SC Court of Appeals

NS Wa \
Y\ C ‘Q




