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TO THE HONDRABLE C)£RK JEMW KLtCHEWS & THE SOUTH CAROLINA CCURT GF APPEALS
ATE: MAY 20, 2019 RE: Common Ptease Civil Case TherL Taylor v R. Smith,
CDC, et al C/A No 2017-CP-40-0584 Appellate Case No: 2018~001025
Pear Ms Jenny Kitchens and the SC Court of Appeals:

The last contact Appellant received from this court im the above matter
was February of 2019. Appellant sought through Third Parties to “appeal”
then circuit court judge now chief administrative judge Jocelyn Newman's
prejudicial ruling afﬁécilﬂg the merits of the case, “"dismissing several
[res uisible and should be dleld accountable] 5CDC individual employees for
several intentional acts to serious harm and/or attempt to kill Plaintiff,

Th2 First Third Party, also d professional, Dr. Lindy Wang (Office No (803)

785= 2515). :

After some difficulty Dr Wang paid the $100 appeal filing fee that according
to the Clerk's Office, “could only be paid by US postel money order by mail,”

Se eral etforts were made in “arrengements for the relevant My 15, 18
xaring transcript by Dr Wang and %pgelt@nt.

Specifically, Appellant wrote requesting such from the court reporter,
Angela P Berry @ 734 Boinest Rd Prosperity, SC 29127. Ms Berry resporded-
ffontver, failed to provide.a business pllone number nor a business email,

Appellant was advised “arrangements were being made to obtain the transcrip
at the lowest possible method, in digital form due to Appelilant’s complete
pove ty status, that was honored in the lower court, with inten: 10 feduce

Ms Bcfry's initial $120,00 "estimated cost of the transcription,

Dr Wang did her best, as elder person, eighty years young, a first time
engaging with the appeals court, to explain the situatign QnA muké_satisfactoey
transcripf @rrangements so Appellant could be lawful@/ and truthfully heard

on apeal for the first time civilly,

The clerk's office and Dr Wang seemed to have a misunderstanding or other
complication,

Additionally, Appellent wrote the SC Court of Appeals arch of 2019,

Also 1n_ﬁhffh-Aﬁﬁ&lb@ﬂk”fﬁrwérded a factual narratiye of ihe consistent
~ struggles receiving equality to a Third Party "Tousha, requesting her assistamce
igom the. flonorable appeals court to, preferable, allow Rﬁpelhmnt'to be feard
0n appeal as a poor person or , . . in the alternative, because Appellant
ivas NOT HEARD on appeal in thi s case, for an alleged technicality "not order-

Ing the transcript within ten (10) days, SCARP, Rule 207, at least refund
2; Lindy Wang‘s $100 she. paid. in good faith in 900& to have APpellan% heard

filing an Appellant Brief: .
Personally, based on_my experience and uwderstanding of the circumstances,
it may appear, an@reviouslggthat Dr Wang, a sweet and loving eldery taxpayef
who is q professional may KaVe been taken advantage of by a person(s) in
the clerk' officey =F
TheretTore, in. closing Ms“Kitchens and Court, your cooperation in justly
aving Appellant ultimately, heard on appeal in this matter or refund Dr Wang's
$100 because Appellant was never Pear on appeal, would ba appredja ed.,

ce: Dr Lindy Wang LQSH\Q th& return o date st amioed copy o this
WEY &OCu.)Mm‘l’l , -0 Q5 @ courh<7 . [
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