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STATEMENT OF THE CASE.- 7+ 75 ol Loy 1078 e b o
Appellants Appeal to the Appeals Court 1s set up m a narranve fozm essentrally hke an
oral Argument wrth trmeldate hsnngs, and cttatrons of law and exhtbtts hsnngs mserted |
Where appropnate m the argmnent The Monons that were appmled to Commou Pleas -‘
Court were: l) to rescmd the seamh wan'ants that were srgned by Magrstrates Duﬂie and '.
Campbell wlnle based on mfonnanon gamered by alleged 1llegal and unlawful rnvasron “
of pnvacy and trespassmg, 2) To rescmd the alleged "probable canse“ to have removed
Appellams ammals from her property as authonzed by Appellants spwal attorney, butf_
never agreed to by Appellanr 3) to declare a Mrstnal., because all the facts fmm both
srdes were not heard or presented in eourt before the Order was srgned, and Appellant was |
not allowed to cross-examme Plamtrﬁ's wrtnesses nor ob_;ect to any of the evrdence -'
submrtted before that order stopped the proeeedmgs, and based on several mappropnate
and personally abusrve remarks by Respondents Just-appomted attomey Mr Bennett
agamst the Appellant 4) To have those Orders reversed because of muluple errors of ’
court procedure as, alleged in tlus Motton and in oral argmnent in Common Pleus Court )
and as part of thrs Motxon, 2 demand for a Compel to Produce vadmce referencmg
MOthIlS for Dtscovery mtroduced three tunes before, the last wtth the Appeal to Common |
PleasCourt | BT
The ongmal case was appealed txmely vmh fee patd, to the Court of Comman Plens on
September 21 2016 (R—pg.87-88 and R—pg.101-120) because of the Order 1ssued by ‘.
Judge Duﬁ'le ﬁom Maglstrates Court denymg all three of Appellant’s Mottons as' A-

presented, before her cross-examination and objecttons and most of the Countys

/



evidence, was presented for hearing. - © .. v sy

When notrﬁed of this Appeal Judge Duffie prepared an Answer but requested of Judge
Buckner an extensron tO complete the Answer as the acmal eourt sessions eovered over""
10 hours of tesumony Tlus request was granted thh a letter to Judge Duﬂi e, ok th the
extensron to be urml Novemba 15 2016 Although Judge Buckua ordered Jlldge Dufﬁe i
to make Appellant aware of thlS extensron, tlus was not done and Appellam was never’ -
sent acopy oftheAnswerfmm theMaglstrate Court ST .
Appellant attempted to determme in several ways what thrs Answer contamed, but was
not grven a copy of 1t before the ﬁrst Heunng date of November 17 2016 At tha[s
Hearmg, Judge Buckner had to leave early because of a funeral he needed 0 attend-gd"

tlus case dld not come before hrm on that day When Appellam . “ pt ed to dlscuss her‘:

lack of a copy of the Answer w1th Respondent‘s aaoruey, Mr Thornton she was told that

il

solutron would have done her no good for thns Heanng, 1f 1t had come oﬁ‘ and asked if he::.':"
knew why sh d not gotteu a copy of Judge Duffie's Answer-Mr Thomton rephed that
"nobody ever pays any attentton to pro se clalmants anyway " Appellant‘s Motron to ’
Reverse was filed wrth the Common Pleas clerk on that day and Appellant also requested
a Compel to Produce Evrdence ﬁ'om the Motton of Drscovery ﬁled wrth the ongmal Appeal
to Common Pleas.

At the next scheduled Hwnng date, November 28 2016 Mr Thomton broke in to
Appellants request to0 have her second Motron heard fu'st because of tlme constramts

wnth comments that they were fnvolous clalms, and the Court should dlsregar q. l oy

Z



wanted. T tiad no choice except to' request a ‘Continuation, in’ order t6 have the time -
needed to ‘attemipt to have my Motions ‘propeily ‘heard; which was granted by Judge -
This Hearing was then continued to February 8; 2017-changed by the ¢ourt from February
6. The docket was too full, and it was continied by the court to Marchi 17,2017~ -

This Hearing before Judge Mulleni was held off until Appellant was the last case in the
Courtroom.” Appellant was given Some time to discuss thie second Motion as to Reversal -
of the: Motions'fiém ‘Magistrate ' Court first, s requeésted. and the clerical errors shé
alleged, and was told that that would be considered in 4 bit, but that Judge Mullen needed’ °
to read:the Appeal to Common Pleds Court ‘now, -as she knew nothing about it. Afier:
several -minutes of reading on her ‘computéf, Tudge Mullén then-asked Appellant exactly -
why shé-had appealed. A’ few minutes-into’ Appellant's narrative of the case under appéal,
and after a few comments by ‘Mr. Thomton relative’to why - hie-thought ‘she ‘was still "
fighting"this case; Judge Mullen said she needed to take this "under advisement” and
adjourned the Court subject to hér Judgement; which would be issued later. -/

On March 22, 2017, Judge Mullen-issued her Judgements; Appellant teceived her copy: '
on March 25, 2017 by mail. All that was said was that both wére:"réspectfully denied;® -
(R-pg.33-38) The main Appeal ‘was because there were "no ermrors -of law?" made in -
Magistrate's Court, and the shorter Reversal Motion simply respéctfully denied with'no. - -
explanation: with no citations of law, no arguments to refute Appellant's; no
explanations of any kind.

This is then brought forward to this Appeal to the Appeals Court. Appellant is appealing
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all the judgments and orders of both courts, as none of them ever addressed by citation,
argument, or opinion, or by countering Appellants citations; why her personal property. ..
was seized and sold without due process of law; exactly what Appeliant was actually -
charged with that ended by her extremely valuable property being arbitrarily seized and -
sold without restitution; if those original. charges in Magistrate's. Court were dropped, .
why.is her personal property gone with no restitution; and finally; who actually did the . -
original invasion of privacy and criminal trespass (in. Appellant's surveilled absence) in . .
order . to - gather .supposed evidence, of whatever. crime . she was .alleged to have ..
committed?. Appellant's arguments are. arranged numerically, and narrative, statements, -
time line, and evidence are all attached by number of argument in order. In. addition;
several Exhibits. have been. developed -primarily from the County's Exhibits that
Appellant was able o procure, which actually. show that her animals were not being.
poorly cared for, and:were not in any.danger whatsoever, but were likely takm simply: .
‘because the participants were unwilling to accept her on-going breeding of her animals; E
and to be able to sell valuable animals and assist loml animal_shelters to boost, their .
budgets, with little extra expense and (up to this point) no resistance to their taking and . ;
selling of private citizen's personal property being made. These extra exhibits developed .

from testimony in Magistrate Court are noted by AC (Appeals. Court )# whatever. .- An .

example (AC. #1) because no. evidence/.Discovery wasgiven. -



ARGUMENTNO.1 -
Synopsis and questions of law: .
Both the Respondents and Mr. McNeil's original complamant dld commn several well
-documented acis of Invasxon of anacy, Unwarranted Survelllance -and ‘Criminal Trespass prior to
either Search Warrant beinig issued. e
The first Search/Seiziiré warrant was issned based o the unlawfully obtained évidence
gamered o the inwarranted séarch carried out by the Animal Control offiéers on Friday March
132016 T e e
" Both seizure warfants were issued to the wrohg addfess. néither ‘were signed by the
Appellant, the Appellant was given a copy of only one of the Warrants when sérved, and neither
of the Affirmation Atfidavit asequired. | SRR
Much collateral damage to Appellant's personal property and goods resnlted, and fouch
of the property actuaﬁy seized was never hsted on elther Warrant.
QUESTIONT: ~~ 7" i iy
Did Judges Duiffie and Canpbell, who signed thie two warants in question ERRin
signing them; due to the quality and'legality of the potential evidence used in procuring them? -~
QU‘ESTION.2:
Should Respondents be barred from using any potential evidence seized; due
to the unlawful methods used in obtammg it?
QUESTION3: = 7" "
" Should any potential ‘evidence 10 be presénted by the Respondents’ be sippressed ‘of
expunged, and the wartants issuéd be vacated; and déclared mull, void, and moot; due io the -
potential evidence's quality, legality, and methods used to obtain it?

QUESTION 4:, .
Should Appellam be entltled to smtable r&stxtutlon for the damaged goods and

irreplaceable life's work, re: her personal property livestock and the value of it's future progeny?
5



ARGUMENT NO. 2
(SYNOPSIS AND 'QUESTIONS OF LAW)

Appellant’s then-attomey Mr. Sapp was lnred only after ﬁxe selzure of her petsonal
property livestock and goods, in order to specifically effect their return mmct Aithough FUET
Respondents were Ordered by Judge Duffie, in his May 31, 2016 decision. o keep all of the
property intact as evidence nti the next court date of June 21, 2016, neither Mr. Sappnor.
Respondents did so. Instead, all of Appellant’s animals were surrendered to local County o_fﬁgilal.su :-
and animal shelters the very next day- June 1, violating (AC#6) Colleion County Animal Control -
Statute Section 6.04.050 and Judge Duffie's Order. .. ‘

The now- Attorney of record for Respondents, Mr. Thomton, also reported vxolanon of thls _.
undated letter postmarked June 28, 2016 (AC #20) states that 22 ammalswere s,t_i)iiin the Hllton |
Head shelter, and that those would be held intact until the July 21 Hearing. They were NOTWhm
the July hearing convened, Mr. Bennett who became the then-attomey of record forthe
Respondents at that time; simply informed the court and -the-.APvéﬂm that "all the ammals had

been adopied out or disposed of". (per Mag. Ct. Audio)

Question 1: e . S
Did Magistrate Court Judge Duffic ERR by Affirming the Respondent's belated request
to allow the keeping and selling of the Appellant's seized private property after the discovery that

his Order had been violated, and that the Appellant knew nothing of thisagreement? .

Question 2:

Should the Order affirming this action be vacated and be declared null, void, and mooi? -~ ™
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ARGUMENT NO. 3 e meoEnua
~ {(Synmopsis and Questions of Law) b T T S Ry

Magrstrate Court Judge Dufﬁe srgned Mr Bennett s proposed Omler as wntten, and used lt to deny all N
three of Appellant‘s Motlons focusmg on only ONE aspect of the case, Rnle 43(lr) smce my a.mmals | —I
were, mdeed, gone by tlus tlme and the agreement" had alreedy been camed mto eﬂ‘eet masmueh .

as Appellant‘s then-attorney Mr Sapp had already surrendered all of Appellant S ammals (wrthout her‘,‘ |

knowledge or consent) on June 1, 2016. However, Mr. Sapp had been hired AFfER the serznre of ‘
Appellantspusonalpropertyammalsandgoods L ‘ L
In addmon, the Amendment in 2009 to Rule 43(k) spectﬁcally states that “The amendment to. o __ h
Rule 43(k) provrdes a settlement agreement is also hmdmg if the agreement 1s reduced to wntmg and
signed by the parties and therr counsel Appellant d1d not know about the agreement, and drd not | o
srgnthemoverorsmrenderthem o | e
Mr. Sapp never worked in defense of Appellants best mterects as dwgnated to hrm by Appellam’s - ‘_ |
clearly stated goals of retnevmg a.ll of her breedmg ammals nntaet and undamaged. Hrs (Mag Ct J |
audio) comments made under oath, as well as hts several actrons leadmg up to hts snrrendenng of o

them unmedrately after bemg ordered by Judge Dufﬁe to have them kept mtact at the shelter-

indicate that none of these actions were mmed at retrieving Appellant s ammals and goods _

Question 1:

Did Judge Dufﬁe ERR by srgmng the Order wntten by the County s then-attomey, whrch appeared to )

allow Appellant s defense attorney the power to smrender Appellant s property vnthout her knowledge

or consent?
Question 2:

Should the Order denying all three of Appellant’s Motions be vacated, and declared null, void, and

moot?
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ARGUMENT NO. 4
(SYNOPSIS AND QUESTIONS OF LAW)

Appellant's Motlon to Reverse the Order made by Judge D“fﬁe in Maglstrate Co m denymg all three of
AppellantsMotnonswaspromulgatedonthefactsthat AR S IR
1) Judge Duﬁe never made sure tha1 Appellam got a eopy of hxs Answer to Appellam‘s Appeal at all R
(Rules 75 and 18 SCRCP shaII send notice toall, paraes ihat the record has been recoived... and-the
retumhasbeenﬁled") o R e i B e 2R ke S

%) Judge Duffie’s clerk claxmed as proof of service” a yellow "stlcky note" on the front of the e
Comnon Plas Clerks °°PY Claiming ' brought thls return and file 1o Common Plea on 11-10-16
and gave itto Polly M Pam Th" d"‘e is 4 da}’s earher than the actual time and date stamp of i’
-14-16at8 57AMas notedbythe COmmonPleas CIerk o e PR
Y Althoughthelmmhdge];mmhdgemﬁ fe‘lmg anextensmmoﬁlehrs Answe:
was entered mtothe ﬁle mOommonPlens Cmnton 11 15-16 Appellant never reoelved a oopy of
Judge Buckners agreemmt to allow the emmsmn, as mslructed in the letterto Judge Dufﬁe T!ns e
further co::fused the issue and greqﬁy mcreasedthe d’fﬁc“hy by Plamnﬂ‘to detmmne wha:t was e
actually mJudgeDufﬁes Answer and when and ifthe Common Plea«s Court had ever acmally

received xt. -

QUESTION 1 Dxd Judge Mullen ERR by allowmg tlns megular and quest:onable coun PI’OCedure 0 g

stand, and denymg APPG“’“"S S“ggested Motion of Reversal; While offermg no altematlve R

modificafions or sanctions for these actions?



ARGUMENT. NO.1
(RACKGROUND AND CITATIONS-OF LAW)

The Respondents and. the original complainant committed several well documented’ acts' of -

invas’iidh of prlvaey, criminal trospass, unwarranted survelllance, andeollusxon; in ordertoobtam
the unlawful warrants fo seize my personal property animals and dispose of them without due
process of law. I was told by the Magistrate Coirt clerk there was 1o transcript available-althovgh I did-
obtain a thumb drive:6f thé audio. Testimony from that isnotated as (Mag. Ct: audio)
SOMETIME PRIOR to May:13, 2016: ‘A person ho was said to be "known" by Mr. McNeilR.pp.323) - .-
when I questioned him on both May 13 and May 16, 2016, but by May 19,-was claimed to ha.ve been . . -
an anonymous" phone call ‘was sald m Mr McN enl's Press Release to the Press and Standard
newspaper(R.pp 32 7—328) (Deﬁzndant s Exh:bxt#l 6) to have emered my totaily dosed, completebt
Private, Posted, and Grandfathered property during 2 "walk in the woods. "(R.pp. 305 and Rpp.31 7.319) R
(Defendants Ethtbu #7—6th Améndment in regard o my right io '_'face my accuser)(R.pp..‘Mﬂ (SC.
Cont Am.1; 5.14) (R:pp.305) (Defendant's Exhibit #5, UL Const. Amend. 4;) (Rpp.277-279)
(Trupiano v. United States, 334 US 699(68. Ct1229, 92 L> Ed.1663 (1948) "Individual liberty, depends
on freedom from tmreasonable mvasron")(R.pp. 304) (De_fendant s Exbrbzt #2 "warrantless searches

are presumed 1o be vzoIatmg rhe 4th Amendmem (R.pp.BDI)(Defendam 's Exhxbrt “1 a legal provtslon

that a business or entemnse 1S exempt from a new rule regulatzon or Iaw that would a_ﬁ'ect nghts

previously held") None of n my personal property is visibie from anywhére around the perimeter of my =

real property, .or even from the air.(R.pp.355-356) (Defendant’s: Exhibits #s 17 and. 18-Schematic - = .
and overhead. photo): including all buildings, livestock, and vehicles, What is obvious are the dozens . .
of , ffNo Tr&spassing".signs (R.pp.357,,361-363, 365-36‘8)'(501)18 of Defendqn_t’s Exhibit #24); looated .
Closely around the penmeter of my Property ((R.pp.307)on1y 4 requu'ed by law-SC Code 1 6-1] .
600) andm many plac&s ina second or ﬁnrd dose layer surroundmg several areas of the mtenor
Dnnng that "walk in the woods" thxs person passed at least 2-3 ‘and probably up toa dozen of my '
”posted" sighs in a concerted effort to actually sée any of my petsonal property livestock” A‘report
was apparently -taken because of this complainant's statemént of finding “diseased and malnourished®

animals "hidden in the waods’". (Defendant's Exhibitt 16 andt7) SC Trespass law claims allreal .
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property is private-and it becomes Criminal Trespass when the trespasser(s) are aware ﬂm they are not L
on their own property; are notified that the owner does not wish anybody to' come onto. n, and the .
trespass s carcied out anyway. (R pp.304, 307) (SC Code 16-11-510, and Defendant's Eshibit#2) .. ..
started, following. me, apparently timing my comings and. goings. This surveillance and entry was .
described in detail in ‘_.I_\d\ag_istrate Court under oath and no one made any objection, nor questioned, nor .
denied that any of these practices were used against me, thus violating my. privacy rights and sense of -
personal safety. and seéurit.y.(Rpp.305+-3_06) (SC Const. Art.1, S:10) (U.S. Const. Amend. 4-Defendant’s ..
Exhibits5(Rpp.323)-
FRIDAYMdY 13 201a 1:45 PME T left out of rny latched gate to o head mto town 1o admlmster ‘meds
to my son. A Black prckup wrﬁx blacked ont wmdows lrterally sludded mto the dxtch across the road |
gettmg stopped apparently 10 watch wluch way I tumed, and there was a small SUV parked a the,_
outside corner of Sidney's Road that pulled in directly behind me, and followed me to my son's place. -
FRIDAY MAY 13, 2016 APPROX 4-10 PM:1 left my sbh's-‘apafmeﬁt and started back-home. At the': -
fork, what appeared to be the same small SUV fell in behmd me and followed me out toward my place |
When I got there the whole sky was lrt up wrth ﬂashmg Blue hghts drrectly rn front of my property I a
pulied into the ditch past my dnveway I was reﬁ:sed access to my Pproperty. (R.pp 31 5) |
FRIDAY MAY 13, 2016.4:30 pm: T walked to my gate, and was stopped alongside a pickup where Mr.
McNeil and three other Deputres were standmg Mr. McNeil said he had "some questions" for me. He' -
ntroduce I all of them SO humedly that 1 drdn't calch any of the names except ‘his--but when I asked for'
cards or a slower or louder name recrtanon (I'm slrghtly hard of hearmg) I was told by Ofﬁcer Spears |
that if I contmued to obstmct them in therr mvesagauon rt would "go. harder _on me. (R.pp.315)
(Defendant's Exhibiti 13 & 14 --US Code Title 18, S. 241,.242 concerning collusion, and the 1oking of:..

personal property for use or sale 1o another, under (SC-Const. Art 1,.S. 13) Mr. McNeil then asked me - -

if I was Lynne Var House; I said T was. He asked if I lived “there" indicating an area behind my
10 :



gate; Tsaid T did. He %sﬁéa‘meﬁif-ro&ﬂea*"iﬁe dogs that are back there”. I then stated that 1didown' -

dogs wlnch were kenneled on my anate, Grandfathered, Posted property, but asked why he was' J

askmg the questlons “Mir. McNeil ‘said he ‘had had a - complamt 1 asked Mr. MeNail who-":-._;. -

complamed, and was told that he "Imew" who 1t was, but that he dxd not have to tell me except A )

"court" Mr McNexl then asked me to ”escort" them down to "where the dogs were” to explam i

some thmgs they had "Observed ‘1 t°ld lnm that they had a!ready trespassed onto my ana(e'
property mvaded my peace and pnvacy, and appaxently trampled “all over knowmg iw was noi ﬁzere-;:: T
and Would not " Tty d .:i A A S PO A S R . .

sC Code 16-11-600) ”Every emry upon the lands of another where any horse mule cow hog or

any other hvestock is pastured or any other Iands of another after nonce ﬁ'om the owner or tendnt

ie

prohsztmg such eni:y, shall be a mlsdemeano‘r T When any owner or temmt of any lands shaII po st R

a nonce in four consplcuous places on the borders of such Iand prohzbmng emry thereon a proof of

the postmg shall be deemed and xaken as nonce concluswe ogmnst the person malang P m'_y’ as' S

af oresatd for the pmpose "f tresPas.smg d Under oath if Maglstrate Couxt, (ﬁ'Om Mag L audto). -

Mr. McNell admltted that he had seen several No Trespassmg slgns at my gate and at least one m' e

cither d“e"m“ from mY gate out at the road; (Rpp 36%) but that he had "walked around the gate

on th’s hale p”'h"W"g c audm) o gam enﬂ'y Talso asked hxm why he had |gnored all those no

trespassmg sxgns-he rephed that he felt that they meant that "You had samezhmg to hrde s (Mag Ct e

. audzo)
ANSWER 0 C°mm°“ Pleas Com Page 13 Ime 26. ”McNe:l tesaﬁed that the No Trespassmg -

szgns dld not prevem or apply 0 a law enforcemem oﬁ‘icer entenng property for mvesngatzve

purposes " (thls and many subsequent actlons by armed law enforcement concemns me greatly'

becanse °f the aPParent behef that the umform should allow an oﬂicet of the coutt to snmply plunder' o

in a pnvate cmzens hfe and property at any ume regatdless of the pnvacy !aws, bemuse of a
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nebulous."suspicion”, of some crime possibly having been committed, or.an opinion the person-may ..

be “ludmg sometlnng ) Mr McNerl satd that he had called me sometrme rhrs mommg" about .

them. I told hrm that I‘d heen in my trarler nearly all mormng-and had recerved no call from hrm
When I asked for a speclﬁc trme he would not say, nor was he wnllmg to look at hls phone to venfy |
a ume I taold them that I wanted them to leave xmtnedlately, bﬂt mstead SPH“ at 1“5‘ a half hour
more bemg loome9 over, threatened that (RPP-315) k. W‘" 8 karder on _)’0" 'f you do""_._ﬂ,' ‘,
“cooperate” and that they *will come back and take all your dogs” if I didn't lead them all back down
onto my property but that lf I drd allow them back on my property (therr words)-they ”mrght allowv
you 1o get back some of tkem " Tractor Supply sells vaccmes for vartous specres every day, and my ) |
Vetermanan, Dr Buddy DeLoach of Walterhoro has seen dozens of my plll»"l’l&s that I‘ veé docked talls .'
on, and has never had auythmg negatrve to say about how 1t was done or the ﬁnal msult, and has :
always accepted my clatms of what shots had been ngen when durmg my many vrsrts for health';.
certrﬁcates. Whlle I was stlll standmg outsrde my own gaze that Fnday May 13, Mr McNexl wrote a» _
couple of mlsdemeanor crtatlons for ammal care" »and "rabres" then stepped out of the truck. Mr
McNerl clearly dated them 5/13/16 at 4 PM-wlnch was the actual date and ume they were wntten ..
(R. pp 4 85 )Mr Spears got m and wrote 7 more cltatlons whlle Mr McNetl then ca]oled me to

allow thern access to my property wrllmgly " Mr Spears dated 6 of lns 7 crtattons as 5/ 16116 at 5 30

VA"Af‘;.\{

| warramed mvasron of my propeny on the 13ﬁ1(R.pp.486-489) I was handed 9 mrsdemeanors‘ ‘,

(R.pp 485-489) (AC# 1 ) My cnmmal background check shows 10 mrsdemeanors for "1ll treatment of -
amrnals" all of wluch are unreso}ved (aﬁer 18 months) The 10 hsted on my cnmmal background o
check R.pp.423-425) are dated May 16 2016 not May 13 when all the ongmal ones were wntten at; :i

my gate The orrgmal 9 were cleare " per Mr Bennett in (Mag CL audio) 'I‘he cnmmal" warrants .
. Ia’ P oo



were listed as "ill* treatment of animals™ but (SC' Code '47-1-40—ill- tredtiment’ of animals generally) -
specifies that a first offenise is a iisdemeanor; that'if neéds to be knowingly of intentionally done." "
and does not appma 'acéeﬁted‘éhiiriail‘hﬁsbahdr& '&acﬁcwatﬁpaam)@c #2)
livestock, producing puppies for sale.(R.pp.309) (SC code 47-4-20 as amended means all classes and -

breeds of animals, domesticated or feral. raiséd for use, sale, or display.) My animals were nit keptas
pets, ‘but * as personal propertybreedmghveswck, used 1o produce animals Jor sale, ‘and their care
reqiivements fell inder dccepied nimal husbandry practices which I filly followed Rpp:327)
( deferidint's Exhibit # 16-Press Reledse claims that T had not shown iiem any documientation-and then:
Jurther statés that there was "a 101 of proving she has ib do™ i rélation to what My McNeil refused to
let me brmg out toshow hzm) Y have sincé submitted as Exhibits the prior 10 years of orders from my "
primary vaccine ‘and supply company Revival Animal Héalth,(Ripp.437-474) (Defendant's Exhibit

425) ; pictures of hy feed bin with both adult and puppy feed inside; (R pp. 360)(some of Defendant's’
Exhibit #24) and 5+ months of feed purchases for cash and on credit From Benton Fead 6f Walterbors,

(Rpp. 483-484)(Defendams Exhrbn #19) (A better calculation of these pages reveals nearly a ton of

food was bought in a blt over 5 months for my mostly toy breed dogs) plus plctures of pama]ly used {
boxes of vaccme vrals in my fndge (R.pp.361)(some of Defendant 'S Exhxbrt #24) On Fndny the 13th I o
asked Mr. McNerl 1f he had fonnd any amma!s in danger or un-cared-for dunng lns unwarranted »
mvasmn-he rephed that he had not The bnmette oﬁ‘icer cIazmed sh d seen a specrfic one wnhout -‘

......

water, but other than that nobody clauned to have seen any anmmls in any danger I told them ﬁm I‘d '
brunette oﬁcer gasped, and exclmmed 'you have pregnam ones down there?" I rephed dtat 1 bred ﬁzem-and .
of course I d..'.d. (Rpp.239)(Knisti M, Perry/San Francisco v. CA.Gmm?r A. Schwarzenegger, Opimion 10- .

16696 9th Cix. (2011)."Moral.disapproval is- not an adequate basis to deprive men.and women : of .their ...
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Constitutional rights.” 1allege that animal "rights" activists may. not legally impose their sense of morality .
on me or my-use of my pessonal property. Finally, I said I needed them to stop blcckmg my driveway and
leave. I drove down to the next driveway and waited until they dispersed; then drove back, went into my.
place, and latched the gate: By the next day, I had installed an actual lock on. my gate, in place of the, .
latch, , -

PLEASE NOTE: that:on Monday the 16th, well prior to the arrival of the first search warant, Mr. ...
o m*”‘"’“"*" threatened and atempted to intimidate me again: (Rpp.315) about my ..f_*esdias..aw:.l .
padlock, he 8'3‘5“3‘“‘3 ~,.“"_¥€‘V-.,th§, chain back ﬂ"md*mbedover the s;l,@e-meg,‘.apg, gntergq:mx,;

- property.on foot. I stopped him agaip. about 50 feet down my driveway-and told him that he could not .,
enter oy patod propery M. Speas respons was:veah,wel, Walierboro Horse fuction and
the Round 0 Hunt Club thought that.way-and they were wrong too.” .@PR??EZ?Q(S?"%rg:P@W: N
Transporiaton Co. v Publc Uilies Commission, 18 Cal, 34 3.091976) “Obviously, adminsrative
agencies, hkepohceo 'ﬂi cers, must obey the Consmunon and may not deprive éegsop; of thelr

Constzmzzonalnghts " i et e

4.~;A S : sl T G e wit
' Sl B AT I T gy

FRIDAY JMAY 13 2016 5.30PM I checked messages whenl got back in The only message from Mr“
McNell was at 4 21 PM-oniy ezght mmuies before I had pulled mto the dltCh by my gate o .
All he smd was "I need you io caII me back" and gavel his cell phone number The (R-PP»305) 4'h '> | )
Amendment says I should be secure agamst "unreasonable searches" and the SC Consmunon S
(R.pp 306) adds agamsz "invasions of pnvacy as well, but they had all’eady COmmm ed cnmma] ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘
: trespass and searched and mvaded my pnvacy on tbe authomy" of a person who they admnted had S
commltted the same crimes. The clmm of an anonymous phone call was only mentioned aﬁer 1 clanmed

my right fo know who it was. T had ot conimitted ahy crime that ‘was ever specified or explained.
(RPPZS“)W'”‘" VS United States, 230'F. 2d 486.Cal192 (1958):"The claim and exercisé'ofa < 7" i

fundainental right cannot be convérted into a crime”) T-vias simply quietly enjoying my peace and = * <

I



privacy: “hre;édihg,f ‘caring for, and selling the progeny of rriy personal ‘property livestock, and taking ¢

care of my 41-year-old son, managing his worsening terminal disease. (R;pp.307;.321-322): (SC Code - -

16-11-510 specifically naines animals as owned personal property): The carefully guarded and -

zealously maintained bloodlines of the livestock I bred were literally my life's work-as animals of the . .

exceptional quality of mine in health, longevity, rate and unique colors and patterns, and breeding . .

ability are not being produced any longer. AAt the .time of t‘he seizoxe, I was raisin‘g only enough pups to o

pay for my hvestock's upkeep and enough extra for other unexpected bdls of my own or r my sou's as |
they occurred My f“end K‘m and hef daughter were ’Pfepanng to move here to help me mcrease o
Pde“Cﬂon of my exceptxonal quallty pets and m protecnng my m’eplacmble bloodlmcs She has o
bought a house near me, and I tcsuﬁed n (Mag Ct audlo) that mv mtennon was to teach them all o
about the bloodlines, strengths, pedigrees, and exacting care of these excepnonal ammals so ﬂm 16"
years or 0,1 Sould have them doing all the breeding and care, and all I'had to do was “play with

puppiés”; I made the comment that I'd bé "nearly 80" by then. © -}~ =il o

The first warrant;apparently cited an "emergency” condition in:order to obtain the warrant. No-one of the . -

several officers that were in ‘Magistrate. Court objected - in.any way to -my statements. about: the verbal = .

exchanges relative to my animals being in danger, (or not) yet Mr. McNeil apparently "swore of affirmed';. .

that my animals were "not being taken care of and the; warrant' actually cited a head - count that was only .

off by 2, proving a careful close-up -'inspection. of them. (a litter of - 3 Chihuahuas - were:bom Monday .-

AM the 16th; but were so fat and healthy that the initial Vet exam put them at a week of age).and a Min .

Pin ‘ratima liad a litter of - 7; 6 'of which survived-JO .days after the seizuré—cven -afterallthe = : v © . -

trauma she had been put through. Toy breed'dogs do not have. large and strong litters like this if they are

in any way “endangered."or "not being taken care of." (R.pp.351-354)(R.pp.407-409) (SEE- AC# 3) of - ..

weights:and vital signs completely derived from those initial exams, & pictures and show standards of -

the breéds I raised from .the’ registering : body T -used (R.pp.402-404) . (AC#4) -All of this so-called "

"evidence” (most of which I have never seen despite 3 Motions for Discovery, verbal reguests in Court, . .-
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and a Motion to Compel to Produce) was obtained in violation of my 4k Amendment and SC Bill, of ..

Rights’ gnarantees, (R.pp.305-306).and.].also.invoke the "Exclusionary Rule".in that any evidence . . .

obtained was obiained unwarranted and. camot be introduced: in court or. us’ed'ﬁgaimt;me: - for any.-+
purpose: " (they hiave not produced the exculpatory evidence Td moved to receive either, since they also © -
ignored my many motions in’ both’ lower com'ts) @pp.195) ' ( BRADY v. MARYLAND 373-U.S. 83
(1963) "It is a violation of ‘constiutional due process for prosecmwn ‘to wuh}wId evidencé...the

prosecutwn must turn over aII ewdence that mtght exonerate the deﬁendant (emlpatory éi;zdence) o
the deﬁnsé " Because of thé 'ﬁmt of the porsonous mae mlc I a!lege the evndence sexzed bewuse of the o
second warrant canniot be used enther becanse they told me that they had "dlscovemd" my bunal plt

dnrmg the ﬁrst (unlawful) setzure raui

BOTH of the warrants were served to my "trailer” addnss 19897 Angusta Hwy My “dog pens"

address, 19893 Augusta Hwy, (per Coastal Electric Coop bills (pp.339-346) (AC# 5) for my kenneling - -
area at the far rear of my property was not listed on either warrant: I had-one. animal in my trailer, a 2- ..

week old Min Pin puppy I was raising by hand; bottle feeding; The warrants were served to the wrong -

address for the “property” listed 10 be seized, which only named adult dogs:as well-but every single. - .

animal was se:zed, including my cats and several puppies, and 3 puppies that were only howrs.old. In :-..:

addition; they used:a Drug Sniffing dog on the second séizure day to locate my cats. Tt is not-lawful to - -

bring in such:a'dog unless they have reason to believe that drugs are 1o be found-the evidence:found; if - .

used, must be drugs.(Rpp.263) ( Rodrigiez v. United: States 575 U.S. (2015). "In. 4th Amendment .-

terms, the eight- minute period during which the officer detained Rodriguez-aft.er writing his warning- . .. ..

was an "unreasonable:seizure.”) From.a purely constitutional perspective, Justice Ruth majority . -

opinionis...obviously correct.” Bringing in a drug sniffing dog hours after. the second seizure began . .

order to find "anything else needed” is: a:clear: violation.. They found no drugs, only my cats-which

became unusable; live "evidence” whenseized. .~/ o
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My mailbox shiows” four ‘numberéd addr&sses—but only two” are cunenﬁy uséd,  because of 9FI-
addi'ésing errors@arl af De“fenddi’:ﬁ's“%bii’#Z#)(AC# 3) (R.pp.339)My trailer is' f§8§74in§}’*"""“
kennehng area (hsted by the electric company “as” "dog pens") at the far back of my’ property “is
19863, (R pp.340) ‘

ANSWER io Comman Plbds Court: Page 13, starting line 13: Mr. McNeil clainied uider oath that hé *~
calléd 911 for both the ‘address ‘and phone fumber (for me, not my kesneling/bréeding set'ap.) (SC '
Codes 1 7-13-T40, '17:-13-141, 17-13:150) cover- "legal suppression of unlawfully obtained evidence;: -
reqmrmga cbﬁjbfthe’ﬂﬂirmﬁtibﬁ affidavit be givenialong with the search warrant; and a'specific '
addressand spe“cgéé*aeséﬁpa}m of the ﬁibp'ér'tj"i seized bemg‘:-;e‘qui'réa ‘None of these requireitients for -
a late Friday aftérrioon in'orderto restrict my‘dccess to legal counsel and elininite’ due process of liw
prior 16 the Seizuré of my animals. (The complaint was inade on April 18, a month earlier, according to+'+ -
the newspaper article 1 read.) The first question 1 was asked by Mr. 'Spears 6h’ the Nionday- of the.first: -
seizure ‘was “Do you havé an attorney standing ‘here now?” and'when I said- no-he. informied me thathe . -
guessed they'd**just go on- anddo this, then:* (R.pp:292)( Waeschle vs. Dragovic, 576 F:3d 539, 544.(6th
Cir. 2009) "In order 1o establish a procedural due -proéess claim, a plaintiff inust show that (1) 'he had a .. -
life, liberty, or property interest protecied by the Diie Procéss Clause; {2) he was depiived 6f this protected '
interest: dnd (3) the staté did “iot afford’ himi adéquite * procedhiral Fights - priov lo- depriving him of the =
property interest."
MONDAY, MAY 16, 2016 1:45 PM: 1 steppéd oht of my trailer i6 g0 iedicate my’soh at the nsual’ "
time, but again had my ‘gate and right of way blocked by Véhicies ‘and flashing blue lights: M. McNail. -
said he'd be “with me™ in "a few minites. ] waited on my side of my locked gaté for about 30 min’; and -
was completely 1gnored by ‘everyone, bui nof allowed  to Teave - This laige group’ of people included ™
Animali'Control officérs, SHeriffs deputies; af least oné Veterinarian, sheliér fepresentatives, and many -
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contracted. animal activists, many, of them_ armed (R.pp.323-326). (Colleton County Amimal Conrol .
Statute 6-04-050- ACH.6 annotated) 1 left my van-and went to my trailer to call my. daughter 10 tell her,
what was happening. (Rpp.315)(US Code,-Title 42, Section 1983 states: "(ejvery person who, under .
color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage of any State... subjecis or causes !obe
subjected, any citizen of the United States...to.the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or. '"'"'“"""-'S :
equity, ot other proper proceeding for redress.”) I came out in a few minutes, and observed the same ..
brunette oﬁﬁcer;}s, Y'd seen on the prior Friday. walking directly down:my, driveway toward the far back .
of my property- already at least 300 feet inside my property. boundaries, and.on.my side of my locked .
| gate. 1-asked her:-why, and she replied that she needed to "join them and waved a hand toward the far .
rear of my property. (Rpp.355-356, 362)(Defendant’s Exhibits #17-18- my real property) 1 started .
walking. her way, and. she said. ‘you can’t go-back there. .": The two- of us walked back to my. main
kenneling .area about. 800 feet from the: highway, along my ‘p.lri‘;.t?# driveway.. On; arrival among my .
whelping pens and runs, I.was confronted by our Colleton County Sheriff, Mr. Andy Strickland, surrounded. .
by 4 deputies. Mr. Strickland rushed up and actuaily spat:in my face as he shouted: "this is. ugggqqeptab[g{f_ v
while waving his arm at my kenneled dogs. When I asked him what he found. unacceptable about my:setup. .. .
he replied "How'd you like to spend your whole life. locked up in a wise pen?” 1 replied that I.was not a, -
dog, and that this was all they had ever, known. (I was never given the opportunity to inform him that the
ones who wanted 1o run around outside the pens were allowed to do so when they asked).

ANSWER to Common Pleas Court Page 13, starting line 28: "one of Van House's dogs wasoutof ., ..
the pen,: but none were. running: at large” 1 often let my. moreacm dogs outto play. Ididaddto .
Sheriff Strickland that what he was doing was against the law, that he was trespassing, and that I wanted . -

them all to leave. He then screamed: 7.am the law!" and then said

..... N

the warrant was "on.it's way.” Ashe
is the chief law enforcement officer in this county, I allege that Sheriff Strickland was clected 1o enforce
18



the law, niot claim- to be it. (Rpp275-276)(Southers Pacific T stion Co. VS Public Utilities™"

Commission; 18 Cal 3D 309(1976) = Police i must obey the law")

investigaking officer) ailmits that she was thére with the Sheriff an sy property 6n Monday; May 16; but
my son a litle before 2 ML T ws alreddy blockéd i 4t tha fime. T weit down and confronted the Sherife ~ 1
called my daaghter. The warcant was shown to me afier | came back out, at about 4 PM. Tt was only issued

confrantation-3t fny whelping aréa, I again dsked Mr" Strickland and the othér officers to g0 back to the

other' §ide’ of my ‘gaté intil the warcant arrived and - I'd been scrved with it. M- Stickiand immediately™ -

screamed “are you'going o unlock ‘chai F*%king gate?" 1 replicd that 1 would. oncé'I vas Safishicd that *

He then screamed: “if you don't unlock thatF**lang gate now-Tll rip’ the G*d D**med thing off 5

yours out of iy way and imspound it How do you like that?" Y was sot frightened before; but now, T was
6 shocked that I literally stepped back a pace: Shéciff Strickland followed-and st66d glaring ai vie with

hxsﬁstscleached Isuddcn!ytookmmysmonndmgs Ihadnooneelsethemthatwnu!dbeathn&s"”

Jor me I was at least 100 feet mszde 3 of my property lmes, and 800 feet ﬁom the other one T ws

surrounded by nobody but bim and his delmtm amd all of the depuues had their hands on their gons T’

cantrol

Asqmetlyaslconld, Itoler Smcklandtbatl'dmlockmygate,movemycar ““d"""““myme, S
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until the warrant arrived. 1 tried to be non-confrontational, because I was literally in fear of mey life at - . .

that time. lhebmneneoﬁwvolumeuedm’mt'-mewﬂhamirkandha‘hmdsﬁnonm gan-

thatlfsbehad Wmmﬂdhmemmﬁebmemﬂdmwmiwm

tny van randomiy into the woods by, my driveway, unlocked my.gate, and walked back to my trailer to
warrant, All it said was that they could (R.pp.421) "search for and seize spproximately 63 Adult dogs that .
were not being cared for by the owner”-but I was rold that it allowed them to search all my buildings, . .

week-old-bottle-fed puppy were. in. outside:pens. They:did search -everywhere; while (Rpp.359, 364,

369:376). breaking:and-bending pen: doors and frames, ripping run: gates. off the hinges and throwing .

them:down, breaking into-outbuildings;and my trailer; destroying: much of my personal property, and ..
taking many. of my things:that were never listed on any warrant.: Shediff Strickland and many armed .
deputies-were onmy private property for at-least.an-hour, probably closer t0 2 hours; before the wmnt .

was issued.. (R.pp.207)(Coolidge v..New Hampshire, 403 US 443,467, ét al (1971) "4 ’wmu. mus‘t_" .

descnbethespec)ﬁcplacetobe searchedandpersonsorﬂnngsmbesemdmﬂrpmﬂwlmuyszﬁmmwm ‘

prevent a ggngml, explorutory mumagmgm apemms behmgmgs (Cmmvellv Comedm:t, 310 08296 :
(1940)" The fundamenial concept of liberty, embodzed in the I4tb Amembnem embmces the hbemes
gnarameed in the lsxAmendmenL fmedom of consc:ence and mhgmus belxef is absolute ﬁ'eedom to _ |
4acussub]ectto regulanan, however mtnotmzdnlyuﬁmge ontbeprotected e
freedom.” (R.pp.308, 364, 370) (sc Code 16-11-650) "A person other than the owner...who wzlyidlyJ |
and knowingly removes, destmys or leaves down any portion of a fence in this Srate mtended to enclose -

ammalsofm:yland. orwbowzllﬁdlym:dlmomngblemsopenormmagam mtendedﬁ)rthe. |

..2.D



same purpose... shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. *(parts of Defendant's Exhibiti 24) — shawing beni

mmdofmwwwmmmmwm Masﬂedmlmk

gates) 11:3 WO&) (SCConsL Art 1, 8. 10;)) ﬂmmmmmm miirrors the US .-

Constitution’s' 4th’ Ariendment (Defendant’s Exhibit #5)but ‘sdds eves: more sbout privacy foc ber .

mnm.lhadmpnvanyonmalleve!s,mnstnmhlyme'pmhablem mdhmmht‘a :

plmpersnns Otdlllis I‘" LI ,' ' '«'.‘7.\'.‘. ' R R PR L N T
MONDAY; MAY 16,4 PM. Ywas ol T could leave to fimally g6 t medicae’ thy son, hours late: Ileftand -

back around 6 PM, snid watched ‘llie 'miany ‘snimal” control people; Députies, a Veeserinarian; -(Dr. Laurie
told 1 conld ngt:go within ' 50 feet of whatever ‘truck they were loading or I'would - be arrested. At cne point, .
" too of the worién preséat Simply picked " two 6F iy plastic-dog cruies out of my yed; and stirted w0
walk away. When 1 asked what they wexe doinig, *6iié replied that they had “run oot of resources™ and *have ..
1D use yoiurs® but mané of the at léast 6 takén wers on the seiziire ligts~ ~ #1 oL e e
When the question was brought up in court, Ms. Taylor offered to “retim™ what they had taken: She'~ -
showed me ohly thige-—2 weré nof mine, 4iid L refised them T nisver got back anything they took in. </
additiodi 1o the dogs; except that one tiny crate. (R pp.337)(Receiptcapy (ACE8) 7 v oo -
My acimals were always kept isblated and sechided from everyone but me-both-t protect them from ..,
randomny "bugs® ' carried on smmga's feet, doths, mdmm-andbeemsewhmpecpleknowwintyou, i
have, ﬁey unley tend to think yoi won'f "miss® one of two ﬁmgysteal them when.you are .- .-,
away!"l'lostdoms of my most “friendly” anmlsd!nmgihcywsﬂmtlwa&edatm Fmdplaoem i
Walterboro; thie public keiew T was theré for 10 hours evety day and people would sinply go cutand. ..
belp themselves. That's ‘oné " of the’ main’ reasons thit my- property was-so ‘totally, "closed” to. .-

everyone. A screén shot of the front page of my website' at w» w shows that it .. ;.

kad been publicly postéd as totally Elosed 10 everyone, and why-for many years. (RPp.348) (ACH9). ...
N



IPLILS BENPEN 3 .. e

My animals- had. literally never even: seen: anybody. but-me; but I witnessed them that Monday . . -
suddenly swooped down upon by several total strangers; in groups; grabbed with huge bite proof ..
gloves, snatched and strangled with a.catch pole; muzzied with ropes which caused sores and loss of . .
hair on- their noses; and carried and dragged to: trucks by, their necks, the hide. of their backs, and .
stranghng nylon ropes, which weze left on them at the shelter. My poor dogs defecated and uinated |
on themselves in terror; fear-bit; and cried and screamed; my calico-cat which Fd-bottle-fed from 3. .

porch crying and listening to, them in their morial distress-and had a stroke that paralyzed the left .

needed) - The "rescuers® also-were heard by Kim, whom I had on.the phone; 10 lavgh, yell, sing, . ;. .

v—while witnessing this. (ENT records available if ... .-

dance. give -high:fives, .and :gleefully-comment about the: "beatiful® dogs they had “found'? She.
asked me. what: they. were: doing:and 1:described: this.scene :as-she listened. ‘That first warrant was, . .
she, didn't knowbetter-she'd have.thought I was having & party from the noise and comments they .
made. My daughter also said it sounded Jike I was having a party or cookout-as T-described it to her.
This was told in Magistrate Court, and no.one objected to any part of my description of "’m“““’"s .

in any way. Several times during'this seizure, I begged:various pecple to'allow me to identify certain, ..
ones who were pregnant, (5 of my girls) specify which ane shovld notbe fed certain foods becanse of
severe: allergies, {Spotz), point out one old boy o had a weak hears, (Kobah) and especially that _
they all ‘needed: to -have -blood riters run before; vaccinatiog. against smything-because -of the ..
probability-of over-vaccinating, and fold thew that my dogs wese all up-t0-date on vagcinations.. . .
The only ‘response’ to these. pleas: was ‘the ‘brunette’s -dumbfounded question: . “what's a ftiter"? . .
(R.pp.397-398) (Defendant’s : Exhibits, #32-#33--articles by Vets. about .the. near-criminal. over-, .. .

vaccination of pets. (AC# 10) I was totally-ignored in:my appeals, and nearly. all of my animals (that. .
23



were not xmmedmely eu&amzed)wereover—vmnated, over-wmmed, andfomedtohavetmsnm.

which were not only not necmsaxy-but acmally ‘ e e

ing or -mkmg in ma; cases

Rpp2639 (Sexben v. Severino, 256 F-3d 648, 660 (7ih Cir, 2001) "There can be no dispute that an

animal awnerhas a substanml mterest in mammmmg hzs ngbts ina sezzedammal Ammal owners

have a substmmal mterest in thelr '?mem pets") and (R.pp.ZM) (Knm M Peny/San ch,s‘:o v ~l.'r R

C4 GovemorASchwarzenegger Opmmn 10—166969thCn' 2011) e

Monday M@I@MI&,am&mPM mmks:a”mywmals,and ok e

Property were gone One oﬂicer stnod m my yard in the dark, well aﬁer 9 PM, and tald ne to waxt s

therew:mhlmforﬂ:e selzmehsts"tobegnventome Whenlaskedwhymm-taki d there,"

since my Pfoperty was gone-he smd that ofﬂcer Taylof "had to go down to zhe Red Oak Clmrch ai"f"

mile ﬁom my place and get the minister copy ﬂ,e papemmk on h:s p nnte.t thus er,;‘-,-:‘.ﬁ_ s

huxmhatmg e to the nelghbors that I sthI Iwe near.. aﬁer all evemng nearly blockmg the ma}or:’

traffic (and nenghbors) to see and speculate over. At thrs pomt. aII I‘d even been accused of wemf s

mxsdemeanors w:th no supporlmg evzdence shown me. I'd also had no mne m conmct an ammey or'-:;;, b

exeICiss ‘“‘Y ““e P’m °f ‘aW Smm“ﬁns hadtranspued overaweekend(xmzoz) (Waeschle v, =~

Dmgom 576 F3d 539 544 (6th Cir. 2009) and (sc Code 16-11-510) no!mg that my personalw o

property should not have been mken for ”pubhc use” (soId as pets) mthout ]ust m,,,pa“ c e

My lgfe's work quS YEARS was !aken and my en!zre }gfe was dlsrup[gd beyond redempuon in 5 T

(R-pp-260) Mn:on s State otho 193 f 3d 389-400 (6!1: circuit 1999) "We must ¢ construe the

complmntmdzehgh!mostﬁwmblemthemﬂﬁmmpmnﬂ’emmaaewmWd e

therein are true.” . (R.pp.260)(Munn v People of Illinois (FIELD,]. 94, U.S. 113(1876-1900)°The .

or mis-stated gender, color, and breed, and almost none were listed by “condifion” which Dr. .

Laurie Campbell was stated in the "Press Release” as being. there 1o, “verify" (R.pp. 327-328) .
23 '
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volmxteers, shelrzrpenamd, ormnuudedmdmtswhammhrndmboﬂumbe e

aocumm orwbosmﬂywmndﬂndogsmmmbmlanMTomm,lhave N

W:&mﬂﬁeﬂmlyaboﬁa&ndofmyomdogﬁom@liml o

m%ﬂmmh@gmmmhm&qtﬂmmmmmm L

kmm&ﬁammmmwmmﬁﬁmmm&qhdmym

mhandlheywmmmemdmﬁaadwmﬂmlwasmldmmﬂmmofmydogs(md&e o

mmm“‘“’””‘smmmwmdmmmzmksofm.zflv:i..‘i':‘
s sm%mmmmmﬁdgemmmhmg&m;l%" |
.Agm prouri s@pmsmymm(aswlmmmofmﬂf*'
omhmm)ﬁmwmummmmmummm m
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remieved (Rpp.395) (ACH ll)—Amde shout se:mdhenhhy fmmbmmg mmalsbmg
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When the seizure lists were finally given to me, they were largely undecipherable: They often ignored - -
(R.pp491) (SC'statute “47-1-40.)- Even the HSUS and-the”ASPCA-have specifications -for. how .-

"evidence" (iy: animals) is to’be legally kepi and miaintained-for use eithier in court, or in'case the . .

"evidence" were to be given back to me. Now, a year and a half since their seizure, I'm virtally certain - |

that rione of thetn are being “maintained.* at any’shelter. (R pp.193)(Bess VS Bracken County Fiscal

Court, 210" s.w:: 3d>177, 180 {KY 2006)..." recognizing ‘that: dogs are personal pmperty....; the- ..

government is not permitted to-deprive an animal owner of his propéerty without due process of law..... - .

The risk of erroneous deprivation of ithis property interest. is significant”) 1 also asseit that the 10

"criminal" cases weére not considered “adoptablé® (as opposed to being "knowingly deprived-of food, =

water or medical tréatment or tortured®:as alleged by the warrants)-so they were chosen as those 10. - .

cases, and then destioyed: ‘with: a possible exception;” The' Golden Sable Sheltic male. (Rpp.352). -

(Plaintiff's Exhibit #9) All 6f those 10 were long-haired, but the short-haired ones were obviously those - - -

who would have shown that they were neglected first, even before seizure.1 have been given no pies.: -

(R.pp.311)("The spoliation of evidence. is the intentional, reckless, or negligent withholding, hiding,

altering; fabricating, or destroying: of evidence rélevint to a-legal proceeding. Any. testimony of ..

plaintiff's witnesses would not.overcome the spoliation inference born of the lost evidentiary value of the - - -

missing product itself:")(R.pp.272-274) (Stokes v: Spirtanburg Reg'l Med.:Crr., 368 S.C. 515, 522, 629.. .-

S.E.2d 675, 679 (Ct. ‘App.:2006) (ordering-a new.trial:for failure to give a jury. instruction on the

adverse inference of the import of evidence lost or destroyed by the defendant). However, [Tl he-effect- - .

of the doctiine of spoliation; when applied in a defensive manner, is to allow a defendant ta exculpate . ..

itself from liability because the plaintiff has barred it from obtaining evidenice " (Rpp.195)(BRADY v. . - .

MARYLAND 373 U.8: 83 (1963)..."It is:a-violation of constitutional due process for prosecution 1o .. -

withhold évidence.” “the prosecution miust tur over-all evidence that might exonerate the defendant - - -

& -



(exculpatory evidence) 1o the defense."(United States v. Agurs, No. 75-491 Pg.112-114. (1976) "if the
omitted evidence creates a reasonable doubt of guilt that did not otherwise. exist, constitutional ervor, . -

has been commiiited: The prosecution’s duty 1o disclose (under Brady) does not require a request bythe . -

defense.” (R.pp:236) (Kyles v.-Whitley 514:US 419 (1995)-"shows that the Brady.Rule is not limited to: ;... -

evidence: known only ‘to- the : prosecutor-but - applies 1o evidence known: 1o . other agents on the ... -

persecution team; E.G. the police, etc.” I feel that since they have provided me none of the evidence. .. ..

supposedly gotten from. my property as:I hve asked for, and they were legally. required to give me-and .. -

appear to have nore of the "evidence” (the "“ill-treated” dogs) accessible; that ALL of the Respondent's'. ...

navidenice" should be excluded for consideration in this Appeal.. .+ - oo T e

POSSIBLY-THURSDAY, MAY 19, 2016. The Veterinarian (Dr.-Mary Campbell). who picked out the .. ... ...~

"criminally- tortured” dogs stated that she ‘went onto my property-to take pictures:of the "conditions the .- ... .-

this was not valid-evidence; arid is a reason that I'appealed to JudgeDuffie. . - . - v 0

The fact is that the pens she-described as “deplorable®: during testimony-did not contain-any dogs arthe .. -

time of the seizure, but were awaiting repair. Her “evidence”. collected after the face of what she was ...,

alleged to be documienting'should never have been admitted, for lack of relevance. .- « oo

About¥ of my dogs were short-haired; aid yet Dr. Mary Campbell's 10 supposed warst were all -, o .

long-haired, arid several were made further unadaptable by partially shaving them: (Mag. Ce. audio) 1. . - -

submit that this was just another effort to‘make then' case in order to be.able to hurriedly ship out my . ...

dogs to sell before L hiad-any chance to fight for thenr or:get them back. The original "complamant”, the ...

Unwarranted séarch to-gét: "evidence” photos; the two unlawful warrants; and the follow-up byDr: .. .. .

Mary Campbell to "assess the conditions ﬂney.-wére living .in" were-all aimed at this one outcome: They: - )

would (and did) take and sell my small breed, rare color, Champion pedigreed dogs before 1 had the



nmetoﬁghteﬁ&cmfytohavethemmnnnedmm

WDNEﬂMY MAYI& JMWMI:JSPM Iagam came omofmy tmler dmve my |

large van, several pnhce vehlclcs, nnmntked POV'S, Ammal shehnr vehmles, em All were agmnlz'? i

sprawled acmss my gate, nght-of-way and the dudm on boﬂ, s:ds of sxds of the blne

ﬁashmg and blochng my abnhty m leave and medncate my son o

PLEASENOTE asmalldoedeﬁ'hadbemhxtandhned mms“)mmmwiymm
Mh“mmmwmymdﬁe Mahout SOfeetmof mym Byﬁmm Imed m
0 out that aflemoos, buzzueds had reduced hamlegaﬁabackbme. Idon't howwhuehersm
went. b“t Ido knowﬂzathe;m was dnvw over, 1gnomd. Wkﬁ on, and totally unnotlced
mmmfm”m@mmmmﬂsmmmedmmmm mmya
el mommm”m'hwmummnm 'raylors: tndﬁmt she had
'_’folmd"’Atotal “lmmm?-mdudmgmskelemsshemm m me M ;

smmmdmgmyhmalpltmdthoseshedvgupoutofthepm Sheadmntedﬂmtheyweteofsevﬁal

species and ages. Mag Ct. audzo) Also,mﬂleMaglsmComthearmgasmwhedmlmuldhaveto

appearmﬁomofﬂne(imnd]mytodetmnmnfﬂmewasmough emdenoe toproseame—Ms Taylor

stated she'd '_'fozmd avera 100 mmams—and tken we "Stopped nggmg"-ﬁrther provmgmy pomt

that they were dzggmg up my legal bunal pzt jbr the evzdence" they were nymg to obram Even

1ftheyhadallbeenmydomsncammals,andevenlfﬂmydndmtmakeanym:smksandcmmt N

more than once ﬁ'om panmls-that wonld have been fewer than 5 per year even mcludmg

newbomswhodldn'tmake xt,oldagedemhs etc Thlsmfarﬁomalargeannualnnmba

consxdenngﬂ:enumberofmybreedmgstock | o | -
ANSBERmCommonleCmt:Pageléslaungonlmed-Ms Taylorwas concemed"by'ww |

theﬁmh%Ofnso”s"s‘dm?mﬂ‘embagmmybumlpmandspemlmd'ﬁndumied"that o

. N .
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car to my gate and was agam confronted wnth a large number of ve!nclns and people“ mcludmg 2’




ﬂney"nwyhmdzeda:thesamem Thaensnomdmatmn ofsme,apparentages ofthe
carcasss? possnblehteedorspens, orany otherfhctors, sothnsoommentnssnmplyanapparem“ N
attempttopmmemabadhghtInfact,sheprobahlys:mplymns—oounmd.neforelleﬁtheﬁrst

nmeontlthndsamredathadrequwtedthatoﬁcerTaylotleavame semnehst‘onthesat

of my old tmck, and she dnd It dnd not SDOCIﬁcally‘ hst m I leavmg ms hke

(R'PP-322) 'bllc](a ofmeds" and 'bOX Ofbones aSbmng for bm,ﬁ,__...‘
lemngmemthmmyqumonsandmuchdamagemmypmmmmmy ofmy

HIDAY, MYZO, 2016: Irecewed aphone call fromMr McNeﬂ, who told methat he was atthe':&

Hilton Head Sheltet and asked "Look hete, what are you gonna do about these dogs-are you gonna

ngﬂhem up?" Of comse, I toldh:m no: they hadbeen ,neg,ny Iakau and I ’ all i
andmtemtedthatﬂmyhadtomnbloodutersmordermnotdamageﬁmtbreedmg ablktywnh SRS

ovet-vaccmanon. ((R.m397-398} (Defendtmt’s Exbzbzts #32 #33 and (AC# 10) frti “ be omr’.,,_,ﬁ,;.~

_ vaccmanon) When Ms Tnce goton, she mformed methat the Vet bxlls wexe "alre 2 f. up m 3}5 000""

(R.pp.242-244)(1'lle Lommlle Kemzel Club Inc et alv l-ommue/.le_ﬂ'erson C Metm e LR e

Govemment, No 3 2007 cv 00230 Documem 57 (USC Ky 2009) "Recognmg that amma!s are

property, and the govemmem carmot seize the property and force the owner fo pay a mtaker s fee m:a_..a.:;

advance of court and/or 10 bII ihem 'since they musst be able 10 renmi the property i the sime "
conditon as they sezzed u’ ;fthe deﬁmdam is f""”d not gmhy If se:zed, however they msist be
maintained ina "humane manner wubout altermg" unai a concluslon is reached in court* 1 asked wh}’
it was that bigh since T had not a‘““““z"d them to do anythmg to ﬂlem yet~she qmckly changed the
subject a“d exclaimed that "we haven't even goften to all ofthem o clean them up’ yet—bu: d:dyOu
kmow """ “""‘"‘” """e “”W’y tested posmefor heartwom?"ltold Ms. Tnce gm I fmmd that veD’

hard to beheve-smce all of them got Ivermectm prevenm\re at the rwommended dose evety momh I
28



Ivemectm mrymam‘:hlls#theymmﬁummqmmbm)a‘fm Inm\:‘_;:;’:

heartwormas?She did't answier that question, clearly beoaise none of miiné did, and it had simply beca’s

fear tacucmcaselwas 1gnorm ofthehfecycle of the hmtwm'm. Iagamtoldhenhatld!dmtmtu--._- .

any of them vaccmmd or altered-bmuse 1 was going to ﬁght to get ‘all of my breeding stock back

Ms. Trice then told me that if I refused to Surrender any of therii Voluntafily, and they wound up being -

given'up involintarily-that T'd b sied? by thein to get all the money they bad spent? and I-was likely -
to “lose your house and everyihing!" However, if 1 gave up "all but jiist thé 24 thast you cai TRY to get "

back tha the “Gharges* forthe Vet bills woild be viaived éxcept for thosh 24 GF1 got the bock) dnd

I wduldn't’-be-‘su'ed?‘for-"ﬁ:os& manythousands . of * doltars for. the -others: (Rpp258) (Murdock V. .-

Pennsylma, 319-U.S. 105, at 113 (1943)."A State may-not impose a .charge for-the enjoyment of a- ..

right’ granted by ithe 'Federal Constitution.” Out' of ‘curiosity, -and ‘because ¥ really wanted to get'a '~

handle onwhat she was;thgnhngf-asked her, if 1 took that route, would I be-allowed to choose which: .

24:and she instantly said:: "oh, no-just the 24 “healthiest” ones” and -that the rest would bé altered and * -

"adopted oiii"- imtuedistely! (R.pp:.199)(City - of Cuyakoga :Falls V. Buckeye - Community Hape:. .-

Foundation, 538 US. 188 {2003) "The right of ownership of property includes the inherent right to use .-

one's propem"My"use"ofmy property. was breeding my :adults: and:selling: their offspring: This:. .

suggestion ‘by Ms: Trice would: not have served me in-retaming my. bloodlines .or. the specific - .
: chara;:féﬁsﬁ&'»l was trying to salvage; so I told Ms:.:Trice ‘that we. apparently-had nothing elseto say to . .

each other, and'wé andhung up. =~ v Lo T S TR R SPS YO} NS

AMS'm 1o Common Pleas court: Page 13, line 11: Amazingly-Mr. McNeil denied imder oath.any::: .

memory ‘of this conversation at all-despite his hav‘ing traveled to: Hilton Head to make the call'in the..:. -

first place; and it hiaving been made from the shelter's phone. The newspapers and TV had been - .1,
29



[RLVEN
3

summoned to the Hilton Head animal shelter (to await the arrival of my dogs) earlier, AP wire photo

hadbemaierted, andbhubs aboutthe 'Fxme?‘ appmdasfar;,my asSml?tancisco and.Sealﬂe;%_ :

thereby sullymg my long-standmg good repmanon nanonally (R.MM)(SC 16-7-150) "Any person
who shall mth mabcaous mmm ongmaze, utter, mmla:e or pubbshmzyﬁlse smmem or mauer_:_:_‘

wmmmgmﬁerﬁeqﬂéﬂofwhchshdlkﬁmnymsuchpemmmmwrepum o

) ssub]ecuoﬁne mpmonmem, orboth’Allth:spremsemfo!mmmn‘leaked'maﬂﬁmemfoxmaMn L

outlets appears:suspicioysly like an attempt to ruin me before I had any chance to defend myseif or . -

apply due process. of law... (I mention here that in less, than am hour after my arrest.on the mmal

charges, my mug shot that was taken at the jail in Walterboro was broadcast on Charleston Channel five: - .

news. (R.pp.399-407)(Plaintiff's Exhibit §9): These are the initial Vet exam resulis on the seized dogs and | .+

cats, clearly showing that-asiy arbitrary *body-condition” mumber assignedbare no relationship to the actual . -

all the dogs seized by-breed; weight, vital signs,-and age: All of my-dogs weteatlemmn_mﬂxmmgeof ST

the ideal as noted with the breed standards and-pictures: attached to this exhibit; (R pp.402-404) (ACH 4) ... -

haired .. ones : at breed standard weights because summer in the. deep:South is brutal on long-haired. dogs. -, -

(Rpp.399-401) (ACE3). ...

It should be noted tlm:nthemhearmg ing I did not attend; oixce Judge Duffie told them that the dogs were ..

all 10 be kept Teinporarily by the shelter; and cared for by the County, "until the July Hearing -the (Mag: .

Ct. Audio) has 2 woman saying: *Well,-can we.start neutering. and - spaying - them ‘now?". Of -course, -

Judge Duffie said no -but by the next day, Mr. Sapp claimed authority to surrender;all of them to the ..

shelter anyway, and they started altering my dogs and cats iminediately.-1 have included several . .. ==y

articles présented at the Magistrate Court hearing aimed at-exposing the facts about many animal. ...

 shelters, so-called rescue organizations, and especially HSUS and ASPCA (both are Jisted as involved. . .
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in this seizure) These mgmhwm'ﬁnmy-baimmmmammemmmmmm
meat, and we should never breed any animal Nancy Foard's Spay Neuter clinic of Hitton Head and

" Hilton Head Humane Society made slanderous comments on major TV stations. Known animal
activists were employed or contracted by the County to assist, and they did not follow the law ._but
acted like the shelter activists in these articles. { ACH4, ACHS, ACE16, AGH T, ACE 18)

(R.pp. 371-373, 379-380,387.)

3



ARGUMENT NO. 2

(BACKGROUND AND CITATIONS OF LiW) =~~~

This Motion was forced becaise of my iack of attenidance (and inability o input informiation and-

coxﬁiﬁéi{'t) at the first Hearing on May 31, abomwhetherthesemne of tiny personal propeity animals,
and the warrants issued that caused it w;g’re;*'[‘:l’ oper.” T was told byth s Magirats G ik b e
was no transcript available-although I did obtain a thumb drive b f the '.dud‘;o;"@(;té.s"ﬁs{‘téd e
(Mag. Ct. audio) I expect this Court has computer access to this recording made in Magistrate Court as™~*
well'(Thumb drive aitached) -

TUESDAY, MAY:17, 2016: T Went to town'to See Mr. Sapp, but'as soon as I stepped into his office, he -~

rushed out of his inner office and said: "Lynne, what the H*1l happened?" I asked what he meant, and he .

said: "With the dogs." I asked how he knew anything about it, and he stated that it was_"all.over the TV= - .
haven't 'you seen it?" I've since found ‘segments. about the "rescue” on Greenville, Charleston, Florence,
Columbia, and Savannah TV stations; all of them gave my name and address, and said that all the dogs -

were in."deplorable" condition, and. either Spay. Neuter Animal Clinic (SNAC) Director Nancy Foard, or

Hilton Head Humane Association Director Franny Gerthoffer can be heard saying in some of the clips that

“they are all emaciaxed, dehydrated, and constipatedl" All were obviously healthy but very frightened and_
dirty because they had repeatedly unnated and defecated on them- selves from fnght dunng transport

Even my Doctor took the tu'ne to look at clrps-and she smd she could see no ammals m poor shape Just_
scared " Mr Sapp humed me mto hns inner ofﬁce and brought up the Charleston 5 segment on lus |

computer At thls pomt he told me that I‘d need to ask for a hearmg. Hrs statement that "I want fo Izelp you .
with t}ns seemed a Godsend at tbe tune so I agreed to get lum some money for lus help in gemng all my -
dogs back, before they were altered or damaged by all the various tlnngs that mnght be done to them by the -
people at the shelter. Mr Sapp always fully undetstood that I wanted aII my dogs back, and that he was- -

_ hired 0 do tlus for me. (I managed to get lum $500 a few days later (R.pp 427)(AC# 36) ;o



was deeply aimed at retaining all those irreplaceable bloodlines and was anxious for him to start working .
on it immedistely, He said he would, and 1 selax, he'd "handle it.” He did the opposi of what he knew ]
wanied (R pp. 39 Lanier . Site, 486 P.2d. 981 Alas 1971) *Aniorey’s. waivers of the clents
Constitutional rights without c;mseut will not bind the client if the waiver occurs before or afier trial or
results from a decision during the pre-tnal penod "

31-to determine if the County had "legally” seized my personal property. limmediately t__oldthim:tchatil G

wanted them all back, and wanted him to especially concentrate on the Constiﬁtion_al.aspects; ofmy '

defense and reasoning-particularly the 4th Amendment.. Mr. Sapp claimed to both me-and a friend . -

that I had asked him to call (whois well versed on many. Constitutional issues)thathehad. = .

“no intention of defending (her) Constitutional rights." (R.pp.257) (Miranda v. Arizona, 384 US 436 .-

1966)”--"%&&-'ﬁ'ght’sv?fecaréd by the Constitution are ‘involved, there can'be no legislation or rule- = .~

making which would abrogate them” (R.pp.247)(Marbiiry v. Madison, Sth-US 137,180 (1803) "All laws

which are repugnam to the Constmmon are mill and void. "(R.pp.211) Davis v. “Wechsler, 263 US 22 at

2 (19’2"3‘) *The assertion ofﬁa’é}al rights, when plainly and redsonably wiade, is not to be defeated under -~

the name of Iocal pmctzce ")(R.pp.210) (Cooper V Aaron 358 Us 1 {1958) "The' State camot mdh_ﬁa» o
Federal Court decmons: “ Mr. Sapp mststed that I not attend this hearmg, as there we1:e "lots of women
out for your blood, and lots of TV cameras and reporters and all u but ins md that I stay s h:s ofﬁce e
and let hxm take care of it for you His fmal argument whxch eventnany Cansed me to not altend was. e
nDOﬂ'l yau m:st me7" Of course, thete was nothmg of the sort ptesent at that heanng, as proven by the -
(Mag Ct audw) when I finally hstened to xt When he got back, he told me that he'd been scared" by. -
"at least” 20 women a“ Smwmngfor your blood“;and he wss very glad I had not gone thh mm 1 o
still thought he was on "my side"” m trying 10 get my dogs bark at that point. (R-PIR233)(ng o

Construction Co .v. Mary Helen Coal Company, 194 Ky. 435, 239 S.W. 799 (1922))
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"The Gourt said'that it is a iniversal rile that a cliént i5 hot bound by his attorney without ratification -
where the aaomey:hals a personal interési'in the subject matier involved oF where theré is a conflictof =~~~
interest between'the artorney and the client." As venﬁed by the (Mag. ‘Ct. audio ) T had also prepared a -

statement that it had been my intention to read’ hefore thé Judge, (see narrative tifled “My deferise at the

seinire hearing" (R.pp.331-336)(AC Exhibit # 21) and 1 sent it with M. Sapp 10 the hearing, with his -~ -

promise that he would read it into the record and discuss it in front of the County Officers of the Court, -
the shelter workers who attended, and Judge Duffie. =" -
He didnot do'so. Tn fact; Mr. Sapp-did not follow virtually any of the specific instructions I gave him to -

carry-out during this only hearing that I missed at his insistence. I did not know until I réceived the thumb -

drive of the (Mag: Ct. audio) of all the hearing -dates; particularly the one I missed; that he had actually .-

worked for the*County’s intérests in taking my dogs away from me permanently.(R,pp.287-288) (United.” -

States v: Beebe, 180 US. At 352 (1901) "A judgment entered. upon:such a compromise is subject to be set - -

aside on the grotind of the lack of authority of the attorney to make the. compromise upon which the

Jjudgment rests:: entering or permitting to be enteréd such judgment is valid because.it's assumed the . -

attorney-acted with special aiithority; “but-when it is proved he had none; the judgment will be vacated on - -
that ground.” Mr - Sapp's and the County's moral objections as to how I kept my breeding livestock should -

nevér have enteréd into this decision-he should have recused himself as soon as he realized that he did not- -

agree with how my animals were being kept, ‘but did hot. (R.pp.234) (Kristi M. Perry/San Francisco'v. -

CA Governor: A- Schnwarzenegger,” Opinion '10-16696 9th’ Cir:-(2011)° "Moral-disapproval is not an -
ad‘equ"'azuéi‘.b.asis"ié'dteﬁ;ivé men’ and women of their Constitutional rights” (R.pp.259) (Montgomery v. ' -

Goldstein, 109 Or. 497,220P.565, 567 (1923) "An attorney at law...is a special agent limited in duty and -

authoriijf'to the vzgﬂantdefense of the rights of his ‘client.. Because the attorney serves as a special -~

agent, the A'.;'cbpe' of his ’diiihélr'iw‘is"' éonﬁhéd 0 only those actmns necessary ';to'&c”cbinplisk‘thé specific -
purpose for which he is eniployed.” T hiféd him to set my-animals returned, not surendered. (Rpp.211): -

{Davis v. Wechsler, 263 US 22, at 24(1923) Instead, Mr. Sapp began arguing nearly daily that “all I'm
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trying 10 do.is keep you out of prison” and that 1 just needed to "surrender. them all” at this hearing-and. -

"try to.get on with your life". He then farther asserted that if 1."pled .guilty” that ¥d "only have t0 pay a small .
fine of -a few hundred dollars and take: some courses-and you probably would. be “allowed to keepa few . .
pets in the - future” just as though that would serve me just- fine to lose my life’s work, and the enormous. .
inherent value in them, in this sudden and irrevocable way! I had committed no-crime, but he expected me ...
to plead guilty and pay a finel. (R.pp.268) (Sherar v. Cullen, 481, F2d.945.(1973) "For.a crime 1o.exist, ..
there must be an injured party. There can be no sanction:or penalty imposed.upon-one because of this . .
exercise. of Constitutional rights.” A "party” is.a human- animals are property; by law.. An animal has no..--
rights (or responsibilities) under the law, so there.cannot be:an injured party‘(vic.t_im)-' If there is no victim, . .-
and no,probable victim-then any "animal rights/activism" is simply a moral_.di_sapp‘roval -oF objection to. - -
methods. 1 was stunned, and this -cavalier attitade toward my life's work scared me-so-I specifically- - .
asked him. if he intended to try to get a | my dogs belck-and he:said he would try; but that I needed to, ..
“accept that. they, probably. won't be_coming back." (from the.Mag. C1..audio). (R.pp-199)(City of .
Cuyahoga Falls v. Buckeye Community Hope Foundation, 538 US.188.(2003) Reinforcing in facton: .
appealthat "Theright of ownership of property includes the inherent righttouse one ’s property.” Istarted

lobbying repeatedly (almost daily) for him to put.in a:Motion to.the Court to get them back, and . .

couldn't seem to get him to'do so-plus I kept asking why they had been deemed to have been legally. . -

seized in the first place, and why they hadn't been given back on May 31st, at least until the June 21 .
hearing to seeif they were to be involuntarily surrendered? I had given him my statement (R.pp.331- - - .
336) tobe read into the-rgcoyg,gt the Hearing, in my absence: (AC# 21) (R.pp.214)(Eldridge v. Melcher ..
226 Pa. Super. Ct 381,313 A2d750 (1973)). "The attorney, merely because of his enployment as. -
counsel....cannot affect. his client by out of court admissions of fact. which were not made, in order 1o _
dispense. with formal. proof.". This was never done, as evidenced by, ( Mag. Ci. audio) of that hearing.
(R.pp-234) (Kristi M. Perry/San Francisco v. CA Governor Schwarzenegger. Opinion 10-16696 .



trailer, drove my -car to my gate,’.and ‘was again confronted witha:large number: of :::
vehicles and: people; including a large van, several police-vehicles; unmarked POV's; :
Animal shelter véﬁicles-, etc. All'were again sprawled across my gate; right-of-way, and
the ‘ditches. on both-sides: of sides of the:road, blue lights flashing, and dlocking:my: -
ability to leave and medime:"my%'son-.g Cotrosns o e e nann w e o el e
PLEASE'NOTE: a'small doe deer had been hit and killed on the road early that moming, - - -
and her carcass hiad lain by my side of the road'about 50 feet east of ‘my gate: (R-pg.358) " . :
By the time I tried-to go out that aftenoon, buzzards had. reduced her:.to legs and a ...
backbone." T:don't know where: her skull went. but I:do know:. that heér ‘carcass was: driven: - -
over, ignored,:parked .on;:and- totally unnoticed . because they were focusing so strongly::
_on my: buried animals that had died and:been:placed ' in: my -burial:: pit over the last 23.-- ...,
years! In testimony in Magistrate Court, Ms. Taylor stated that she had "found"? A total of - ..
107 partml ~carcasses?-~including any: skeletons she. .actually fouid :in the' woods:.
* surrounding “my burial pit, and those she dug up.out of the pit.. She admitted that they'were .. -
of several species and ages.'(Mag. Ct. audio) Also, in the Magistrate Court hearing s to:
whiether 1 would have to appear in front of the Grand Jury to determine if there was enough::
"evidence™ to prosewte-M&Taonrstaledshe'd "found: over @ 100:remains-and then : :
wé "Stopped Digging"further-proving my point that they were digging up my-legal "
burial pit for the "evidence" they were trying to obtain: Even if they 'had all-been my' :
domestic ‘animals, and even if they"did. it make-any iistakes:and' count miore than.
once from" partials—-that- would -have been fewer than 5 per-year, even including

s’ Wwho “didn't ‘miake it, '0ld ‘age deaths;“etc. This ‘is far from a‘ldrge annual "'
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mimber, considering the‘:number,of;'l_ly breeding stock: .. o o el v
ANSWER: to Common _Pleas:Court: Page 16, starting on:line:4: Ms. Taylor was.i:-
"co'ncer;ne ” by the finding of "5 or.6” skeletons? m the same bag in'my burial pit, land.:':
speculated: "indicated". that: ‘they - "may have died at :the.-same-time’. . There:is: no .
indication of size, apparent ages of the carcasses? possible: breed or: species, or any: .
oihe;r;; -factors;:so this:comment-is simiply. an=apparent-»aitempt- to. put.me in a:bad light: «'¢
In fact, she'probably simply:mis-counted. Before 1 left the first time on that:2nd seizure - :.
day, 1 had re_qi;osted':that officer Taylor leave the: "s¢izure: list! on the'seat of :my old -
truck, .and:she did:-It did: not: "specifically” list-ranything taken--leaving. categories like::: |
(R-pg.322) "bucket.of meds" and "box.of bones" as being apparently adequate for-their - -
uses-.but:leaving me with?manquugsticms and much-darnage to my ‘prémises and-to my. -:
memories of my ‘animals they'had dug-back up and taken away: . ..:.0 bl o
FRIDAY; MAY 20,:2016: 1 received a phone call from Mr;:‘chNeil;;.wh.o, told me: that he
was at the ‘Hilton Headl Shélter, and: asked: "Look-here, what are :you gonna+do-about
these .dogs-are you_gonna-give them up?" Of:course, I told ‘himno:: they. had: been.
illegally taken, and:1 wanted thein-all back; and reiterated that they Aad fo. run blood titers
in ‘order: to-not .damagé thenr breeding '_ability;vvitﬁ .over-vaccination.. {R-pg.397-398)
(Defendant's. Exhibits #32; #33;.an_d. (AC# 10) Articles about over-vaccination) When Ms,
Trice got on, she informed me that the'Vet bills,were "already up.10.315,000!" ... .. -
(R-pg:242-244) .(The Louisville Kennel .Club, Inc. et al.v. Louisville/Jefferson. County
Metro: Government, et.-al.;42 US. 1983.USC.-Ky. 2009)."Recognizing that .animals.are
property; and the government cannot seize.the. property and _force the owner 1o pay a
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back-even iemiporarily-and filly inonded o make srs hat e Cousty g t It temporry
custody of all of them; to ‘make it easier in the future to make sure they got them permanenﬂy IfI”’
had been there I would have contmued my a:rgmnent ‘that T needed ‘them ail brought back -and‘

MrSapp clearly ‘didn't want to do this, despite the fact that he claimed to speak on Ty
behalf.(Rpp.259)(Monsgomery v. Goldstein 109 Or. 497,320 P.565,567 (1923JANSWER to Comimnén
Pléas Court: Pagé I'beginning o0 line 14 Ms. Sopp claimed that 1 greed that there wis “probable
canse" for th ‘dogs 1 be removed&om my property. That was néver the case. as my time line’
clearly shows. Mr. Sapp continued with ki testimony that e (and myself) “Fiad seen phoiographs”
anid spoken with Deputy Taylor." at the interrogation  was in at the time-with Miranda Righis having
been read to me, and in an interrogation room at the jail. In testimony later undér oath, T asked M.
‘Taylor how inany pictures, of thosé taken on tay property, T ever actially saw--at first, she said she " *
didnt kndw. When T :éteéeed' with "a dozen, 1w dozen, a hundred?" She'filly said she'd

probably shown me bout a dozen " (from the Mag [ audlo) Out of those "dozen photos«at:"':"

‘eaﬂ 2 were staged ) l allege that many Of the eVIdence“ photos that were taken on my propeﬂy"
are sumlar to these and that thlS is one reason that the County conttnued to ngnore my requests to o
possess coples of them through Dl scovery (R.pp.295-296) (ston v. Eddv 2 Cal App 3d 613, 82
CaI Rptr 826 (1969) (R.pp.ZSG)MrIIer v. Meuller 28 Md App I 41 343 AZcI 922 (1975) (R.pp.493-:
494)17mmton . KeIIy A1 RI At 202 (20]0) "It is ‘well eslabhshed lhat absem some expressed!j_
authority, the attorney -has no implied plenary:power. to make, .enter. into, .or .alter a contract on
behalfof his client.” (R.pp.268)(Shérar v. Cullen, 481, F2d. 945 (1973) M. Sapp stated that it was a
"horrible situation” and that since it was his "understanding” that I could only have 24 animals on: -
my property, (this designatior is for hoarders‘of companion anirials, (R;pp.492)(CC ordinance 6-24~

16'(1) and (2), not livestock animals bred for sale, and I'was ‘ahobby breeder of my personal =~ *



property livestock--they were not pets or my companions) but Mr. Sapp went on to say that I was in

cqns;ented. to-a ,f?’robab's eause”’ .te have had ﬂlem ’?"’9??4.,1?057’: : "e m’?"? ;-anc! th?! I
consented" to the ammals remmnmg m the cnstody of the County ﬂ’rom rhe Mag Ct audw)
(R.pp.295-296)(W11son v. Eddy 2 CaI App 3d 61 3 82 CaI Rptr 826 (1 969) (R.pp.256) (Mlller V..
Meuller, .28Md. App.141,343 A2d 923 (1973) @m&"@- (Thornion v. Kelly, 11 R1 at.
202(2010) (Sherar v. Cullen, 481, Fé‘%’ﬁ (1973) X was simply harvesting my, livestock by raising
and selling their puppies. I did ot agree, at any time, to any of those waivers or supposed violations,
nor did 1 know about them. Mr. Sapp was not my General Agent. I would have vigorously refused to,
accept those statements—and defended, my own position-- If he had said them within my hearing,
There was no expressed authority to do whathe did. . . . .
The whole point of my hiring a defense, attorney was for him to defend me and my. Constltutlonal ,.
nghts not act on behalf of the County 1o persecute me and assnst them to, take my propertylhfe s work .
and sell/destroy 1t. (R pp.l94) (Brmegar v. Umted States supra, at I 7 (1949) "gmlt ina cnmmal case |
must be proved beyond a reasonable doubt and by evzdence conﬁned to that whtch Ioug expenence in
zhe common Iaw tradmon o some ex!em embodled m the Consmu!ion has crystalhzed mto rules of |
evzdence consrstem wzth that standard " ”These mles are hzsloncally grmmded nghts of our system B
developed to safeguard men ﬁom dubzoos and zm]ust comucaons wzth resultmg fod'ezmres of sze -
Ilberty, and property (R.pp.297)(W“mters v Cool; 489 F 2d1 74 1 78 (SIb cm:mt, 1973) "(H?here an
mherenﬂy personal nght of ﬁmdamental tmportance is mvolved Bolh cmmsel and the Judge ould
have to make certain that thé ¢lient had been sufficiently informed and made ‘a tnily intélligent waiver
in every situation ' wherée an attorney’s-action or inaction might involve any possible Constitutional - - - :
rights:": .-
ANSWER to Common Pleas Court: Page 2, starfing on line 8: " Attorney Sapp said he had discussed” the
issue with Trice- and that "costs” -were - approximately $15,000, that Trice confirmed that figure, and that

these "costs would be waived" if 1 relinquished all the animals-as she also said during my phone call
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my rights (R pp.10) io requiest retursiof " 16 24 6f the dogs™ 16 me, 50 we could *diséuiss" trying to'gét
the 24, or whiether fo relinquish them in order 10 have the “care™ costs removed:* (R.pp 307)(SC 16-5-10
ANSWER to Common Pledas Court: Page 2, starting line 29: Mz. Sapp claims whien hé talked to me - -

after‘the hearing of May 31, that T agreed-to thé tertis he had set'up. Hé néver told me what was said(or - -
agreed to) in that hearing, and never indicated that he would arrange for them to take the:dogs the . - -~

next day; ‘but-only-that he'd "gotien" me until:Juné 15 to "décide” about giving up all of the dogs.. I+ .

had to lisen to the audio of it before T evr found out what was setvally said. 1 most cortanly mever
agreed to those terms.
*me Wﬂm (Mag C‘ audzo) Lynne: "Mr SGPP. doyou recaII at
what pomt you determmed 10 make my dectsmn for me agamst my w:shesynM, Sapp: "Lym:e we'-.»:f':
dzscussed that aﬁer lhe Courz Order and whezher or not that's wluu you W m llmt's wluu o MA.:?::
and I thought it was in y our be“ imterests* In fa‘:‘ the very next day, June 1—-he began the process o
surrender all my ammals to the County, n “exchange" f°f dfOPng the xmsdemeanor charges and told' J:
me he was "sure" he'd be would able to avoxd any "cnmmalﬂ charges Actually, in the- o
ANSWER to Common Pleas Cour.t. Page 15 startmg on lme 6. "In an e-mcul 10 Sapp, (AC# 35 )
T aylor ressrfsd her nght to ﬁle the GeneraI Sesswns charges whzch were not part of the agreemem e
'rms mdmms ﬂm M’ Sapp ““defsmd lmmedlateiy after the May 31 hearing that Ms. Taylor
mtended toproceed w1ththe cnmmal" charoes buttold medlﬁ’erently Mr Sapp adwsed the court.:
d Tnce that he‘d "get back" to Tnce after talkmg to me, and later clmmed that "all Pam e S,, agreed' e
f0 ‘hese terms. MBD (H@es v. Eagle—Prcher Indusmes, ; Inc., 313 F éd 892 394 (101h Cir. 1943
"So Iong as the clzem uneqmv ocally r ePlldJates an unauthonzed agreemem :mmedzately qfter‘{f";‘

learning of t,... there will have been no ratification.” I immediately absclazmed all of thxs—(as soon'

aslheard ofitin court.) Mr. McNeil, Ms. Tavior, & Ms. "1‘riée. plus a couple of other deputies and
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Mr. Sapp's office personnel—all had my phone number and my e-mail addressby that time, and
none of them let me koow what they were doing--clearly because they knew that d nevergoalong.

withit. (R.pp.307)(SC16-5-10) *Conspiracy againsicivilrights.") understandthatcriminal

caseshavenostamte oflimitationsin SC-so they haye purposely ruined me for goodin thiswayas . .

well, unless it is shown that this siever should have happened in the first place. I also feel that I .

could invoke ( Rule 41-,2(b)(3) SCRCP "when it appears that there is a failure of the plaimtiff to ....
prosecute, the court may onit'sown, or ona motion of a.defendant, order the action or any claim . . . .
dismissed for lack of prosecution. " Thé 10 “criminal® chisrges are & "first offense” and should be -
{and are li;ted _gng‘ler.my background check) as m:sdemeanors, which h,a"?_"‘,e"e’ been heard in 18 |

.By.lzmez,zmii Iwasmfonned Iwastoreporttolhe jallﬁoranmgnment and an&stm"mmlre
chatgs,possiblybmelconnnmdmmsmtlwasmm of any chargs, and 1 xefused st
sop ighiing” s they kg elling e  do. They apparnty Rept hopng T4 gt and.ust gmmm‘ -
-ﬂ:e:rtakmgallmype!smalpmpmyhvmck & 55 ywsof myhfe. MMSSD 364 369)(8(} 16-
5-60) ”Smtsagamstoowuyfordmmguwpemor propeny reszdnngﬁnmmm quemous(:“
civil rights.") OnJuneS 2016 Ms Taylotacnmllyhadthenewspmpxm anamdeasemng ﬁntshe
had “spolen’ taome,andthatl'd"mcaulyagmed melmqmshﬂmmmalsmmm 1heh1gh coslsof
teanngtheammalsandnmsmgﬂxmhacktoheahh. (R.m329-330)(AC#19)Noneof ﬂnswas ever
done ‘mone of my ammals waemchlmdnmmmhaexmmmm aﬁa myanston]meB i':
and shewent ontofherwaytodmmpomhmtﬂnofammalsﬂmime . nct unhmhhy ﬂ\‘.m399-413).f:

(4ct 3 & 4) Hammmbﬁﬂﬂmsmdh’bdmmdﬂﬂaﬂymmknewmymgw
abmntthnsamcleorher dmmsmhlmnﬂ:saﬁerhaasmﬂomofhavmg .spoken m me- Mﬁ)..?.x
(SCComLArL'I Sect ) 1 never held mymmmmdogsmmeganymvedﬁommy

Gmdﬁmmdpmmemlm



JUNE 36, 2016: T a copy of an umdaied letter (R pp.&1) (ACH 20) to Judge Duffie, County Attorney Sean ™"
mmmwme‘s reqwremmmmammpommnnofallsemadmmalspendmg a” "

hemgmmymmwbembmm Sapphadmformdl\lr wmmlmmm“"“

chent”would relmqmsb alltbe ammals 10 !ke Coumy m-PP-WGmn . Cuy of & Paul, Py

Minn. 220, —'43 SW Zd 246 (1966) mpp493-494)ahommn v KeIly atZII 161 SEat868 am) U is
"’“"8” Se'ﬂed lﬂw 0f ﬂns sme tbanhe authomy oj an auomquf m,,, 0 M,e c,m i Bited b
"‘”"’""‘ P”’“"‘“”J'Wplwdmssmagmncasemmmauysem ﬂmgoesbewnd these
mmmmubeme’meyﬂwm lkegenemlmle!s!hatmpmm:sesbasedsoleyonthe
attorney’s mphedauthongmre vordable and not bmding on the clmu." Itm atthat pomtmﬂnhe

mtdmmmyﬁmlhmammmm&mymmﬂsmdreadymmmx

was: "The Couiity will mainiain cu's:ody' of thosé animals peﬁding'wﬁr;fub riling " (ACE 20) This'"

was not doné-—-by ‘the tiine of that hearing, 1 was informed by Ms. Benneummnmemmalswae‘**-

"adopted out or dtsposed of "’ (I\Jag C‘ audto) In addmon, lt was notated in that letiér that copies of
the e—ma!ls were attached, bllt they were not mcluded wnh the le:tmr copy to me. (R.pp.l%‘)(Bess .
Bracken Coumy Fxsml Court 210 S W 3d I 77 180 Ky (2006) Recngmau thm dogs e personal o
property the govemment is not permmed to depme an mal awnar o f bzs pTOperty thhout due
process Of Iaw ﬂze nsk of erroneous depnvaaon of the property mtemst ,;g,'g,,,ﬁmt" } o ‘A ST
ANSWERwConmmPIemCmLPBge%begmmaghnel.Mymmdsmmympm
(Rpp.307, 321-322) (SC 16-11-510) Smee ammals camnnot be held legally mpmsme f.,, ,mythmg"' )
they | do (they cannot commlt a cnme)-they therefore cannot have "nghS" nor can they be Vlcnm R

Theyean‘talsoﬂaenbe vncnmsofamme Itxsnotacnmetokeepanduse(brwdandsell)yout' ,

own personal propery. (R 269 (S"'-'mr VSCullen, 481, F2d.945 (1973)) A “party” is a person. not
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property. Although my animals were gzveu food, water, shelter, Mbidxmlaﬁcﬁon and attention, and
medwalcare, asreqmdbySCIaw thcywere mtmypets tkeyweremybmdmgbvestock IsoId_A,\,,

exoepMmIquathupmestkmbmebebwdhausehoHpem-bemsemeMIsmto»_.,

produce. (R.m.l??-lSI) (Deﬁudam's Exhzbu #2.’)-0 greatmxmber of unsobmted glowmg seller -
rewewspostedbybuyersﬁ'omallaverﬂrecommyandlowlbr) hmtockxssole!ypmessedbyﬂle

.....

goatsareeaten, mllked.andwmlharvwwd, dogsandcatsareusedforbreedmg, forsemee, andtosell
thelrprogeny Thxs:swhatldxdnghuhemmmolestedforﬁym (R-mzyy) (C")'afCuyahaga
FaIlsv Buckeye CommumtyHope Fomdauon. 533 U.S'188 (2003) "Thenght Qfmmemhxp of T

Property mcludes dze mherent nght to use one property

PLEASE NOTE: one of the dogs taken-out of my. back yard wes.a Service Do, thus.vislating sy civil._-
rights. and. disability rights-as well, and.depriving: me of her service and companionship. (Rpp.307,
21522 (C 16-11-510) s amlawflfo a prson.o wilflly and waliciously u, shoot, maim,
wormd, or othermse nyure or. desﬂny any horse mule mule Img, skeep, goat, or. any other hlld.
class, arucle or desmpaon of pe:sonal property or the goods or ckattels of anather"{k.msog (,gc “
4 7-3-940(a) nIt is unlawfpl for a pemm wuh reckiess dzsregard 0 ugure dzsable, or cause the dm,bi
of a guide dog or service ammal (Rppsu) (sc 47-3-950(a) It is unlmgful fnr a person m
wmngﬁnllyobmorexenunauthonzedmnuoloveragmdedoga,semmmﬁemw. L
| depmre thegmdedogorsemoeamma) "Sefofhlsgmdedogorsemceanmal“ AT ER gk et
I mcluded a comment here in the (Llag CL m) testlmnny regardmg my 2066 Relay m,;,.
@pmmed hm If '”y vam had b"e” "bse"ed bya wghbor (who came onio my posied anate
property in my absence) as bemg overdue for an oxl change—should he nghgﬁllly be allowed io oall the

Sherqﬂanddemaudthatasearchwmumbeobmgdwsexzemyvanbecausext“wasn’tbemgtaken o
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care of"? Should my van then be mpounded,lomofmecessan: vork doné to it to raise the repair bill T
well beyond my ability 1o pay-and then sold 16 the highesi bidder™ because T couldn't- by it back™ -
from the County? Should T then poentially be sucdfortked;ﬂ&nnce in price for the "caie”? Common
sense dictaies that this’ Scenafio ié ‘absurd-yet this' s very répresentitive of wht I hive ‘eadured
(R.pp.217) (Frost, ¢t al. v. Railvoad Commission, 271 US 583 46 S'Ct 605,10 L:5d 110 (1926) “The """ -
State has no authority 1o uhreasonably biirden the exéréise of funidamental vights such that'the burden” ="
compels the relingitishment of such righis in exchange for privileges” (R.ppSﬂG)(Y‘kaov.Hophm, g
Sheriff: 118 US 356 {1886) "Sovéreigniy... is the dirthor and Source of law.’: sovereignty...remains with "
the peoplé, by whim and for vhom Gl government exists and acis... for the very idea ihad ore min may bé
compelied i hold is 15 or the mesns o his living, or any inatevial vight essential 1o ths enjoyment of i,
at the mere will of cithi, Soems 16 5 intolirabls i any counivy hare fréedsin prevails... * Thé main”
difference s thiit my van dim'bé replaced in kind.-in bresding awimals, dnd thase'SS yéabs of outstinding*
bloodlines that thiy représented—are lost foréver: (Rpp.307; 359, 364, 369) (SC 16: 5-60) “Any citizen who "™~

shall be hirders provenisd, or obstruceéid i the exeréise of ihi rights and privileges secured 1o Kim by the

Constitution ani léws of the United’ Statés or by ihe Consiitition and lavws of this Siité or shiall be injired in.

offense “shall bé compitied Jor any dainagés * he shall sustain thereby. ™ Shortly afier this stitement, M-
if it was "safe" to have buried “animals loused?: “close” to- my living oties T asked him:whiat did he'mean?:

Safe for whiat? safe for who? Safe against what? He said "hist Safe”. 1101d him-that inasmuch as miy-""

dead anifadlé had been in 2 6- foot deep burial pit-and Humia "--gré-bﬁﬁea'scfzw: deep (and they have i
chemicals in therm) that; Yeés-I thought it was safe. Mr. McNeil threw up his hands, snd said: "romore . *
quesﬁons!"Mg. Ct.audlo) Cheo e e T o e G e sl BT e

On July 20; the hearing was re-convened with Mr. Bennéett suddenly having been hired to represent . .
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the County, with no explanation ofwhyﬂwswmhwanmnevfmhwmwwadof
Mr. McNeil. At that point, I became the true "underdog” here-the County, got an expevienced attomney, .
while I remained pro s¢ by necessity: Mﬂmuhadawnﬂmdmmwmed Mr. Bennett .

stood and asked for a hearing s to whether there was an "enforcesble settlement agreement” between o

legally. able to decide ﬁ)rme--thatmy dogneededmbesmrmderedmthe Coum.y withmn..anyinpm
ﬁommegwenmany%themvolvedpama,msthlswordmathe mdetsmod‘mtownys

(R.m275-276) (Southern Paqﬁc Transportation Co. v.. Public. Ualmes Conmmszon, 18Ca1, 3d 309 .

(1976). ”Obmsly admmmmnveagemes like pohoe oﬁioem, must obey rheConsmm andnat

&mmmanmMMnﬂm”lMMﬂnstaﬂoﬁmofﬂmmm

Sapp had asmdformemmvhmledgwmm elinquish all the animals; and the 10 3)2 . ..

Sapp and the County, along with the telephone conversations ﬂm were said to have taken place were .
finally revealed-to me. My Motion 1o rescind the first search warrant. was denied because it was. .
deemed not appropriate” but this appears to.be only becanse of the "agreement” reached by Mr. Sapp .

and the-County. Agency is, the‘key, word here-but Mr. Sapp was nor my General Agent, nor was he . ..

allowed to make this decision without my. express permission-which he never had. .~ .- . ..., .

My Motion that the Friday unwarranted'search evidence collected, when 1 wasn't there be excluded .
becaisse of that illegal scarch~was held pending hearing my, other Motions, but was slmost immediately -
denied when the “enforceable. agreement” Motion was Ordered as valid. This search was.done well ..
before my hiring of Mr. Sapp, and the evidence garnered at that time should have been . -, - : -
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My Motion thit evidsnce'seizéd thit was ot inchided on the ssizure list shobld be excluded ‘also|‘and that

as well, but then denied as well, as soon as the “enforceable agreement” Motion was Ordered In* "
&mce, theclanm WSSMIfMl' Sam)sm“metobedamed tobave been those of a General
Amm msteadofmes;mamnmashewasmedmbe-au ofmymvmubedmm,m'
Mr. mmmmmmmw wmlmy momagtwnent ofrepmmnon.Regdeessi
ofﬂzeﬁ:ctﬂmﬂ:eﬁrst, UnmmmedsearcthDtbewmofmmmmlsmdonemarmhlsj.t_:_:

hiring. My animals became living "evidence” as soon mhev were seized. Mr. Bmhadbm

instructed by Judge Duffie to write up a preliminary Order ordering, most particularly, the Enforceable . -
Agreement." When this Order, finally. £0t to me in it's nearly. complete form in. Court (Mr. Bennett .
claimed he de-‘mmledmeacopy, bmuwassnnndetermnadthathehadnot)—thatnconmmdonly 4. -

Citations, all from SC Supreme Court rulings:-I discovered, afier. research, that all four of these were. ...

- intertwined, each one referring to the other:3 as further proof and as a Citation in;and of itself: One of * . . -

them was even clearly listed when further researched as nor being usable as‘a Citation! After I pointed . -

out the above irregularities in‘the citations he'd used, Mr. Bennett found a few others to add to his-list, - < -

but they were not to point either, . & =45 T T

1 was ‘fold ¥ could *tweak" this proposed Order, and T made a Motion o allow me'to write up-my own' -

version of ‘what happened--with Case Law for whether of not' Mr. ‘Sapp was my General P.O.A:T-was <

told ihat T could, s T wroté up a very clear and Goncise Prelimiriary Ordet of my ownwith citdtioris

mdlcatmg tbatMr Sapp had been lmed asa Speclal Attomey and lns adverse actlons P my case had')“"" .
no legal bas:a My "proposed Order (R.pp.13-20) as OM clearly llsm d my ob]emms gy o

groundsbyreﬁmngcmnonsoﬂawasa;gumm MYproposedO ’  was aner



Bennett's/Judge Duffie's vession of the Order denying All may Motions was Ordered intact with no
 apparent sttempt to consider any of my case law or arguments presented; nor to justify those that were . -

case. .

WhenMr-SmWBswlledas aMIutkedeymmoemth:aboveWof mxerest. I
mkedmmsemqmms; meabontwhﬁhahehadbeenhnedwmakedm ﬁ)rme,he amen: |
“Lyrne, AsIsazdbeﬁre, Iwas;ns!nymgw hebyovout .Ioonszderedthat stdomgtbe besuob mz B
_possxblycautdmbgkrofﬂie manyﬁctsmﬂmtmmsnrmmﬂng shis, and there were many-T was
trying to "3@}0"0“&"1{6 dldmtgweme a ysormamwer atall Ammmmm&
prevmmed for'a time, then replied that™ 7 mdemood that it vwds in your best inferests.” (Mag. CL. audio) -
At no time would he sy that T'told i to ot agreed to simender: any or all'of them. Theré was never dny -
agreement between us-as to his course of action, he simply decided for me'to surrender my animals without
my knowledge or consent (Ripp.233) (King Construction Co.: v. Mary Helen Coal Corp., 194 Ky. 435; 239..
SW. 799 (1923) *The court said. that -itis a.universal rule that a client is ot bound by acts of his attorney .
without ratification; where the attormey hos a personal interest i the subject mrmmlwdorwherethem e
is a conflict of interest between the attorney and the client.” (&mZ”)(Unit'engtaws_ v.-Cravera, 530F.2d - .
666 (5th circuit 1976); (R.pp.281-282)(United States v, Adanms, 422’1?24575(10#::&:&&:& 1970); (Rpp.269)...
amonwy'sacaonsbasedon mpbedauﬂmntyrelm zoprocedme mﬂmadtesmﬂmtdtsmptwbme
rights or the cause. of action."(R pp.231) (Hayes v. Eagle-Picher Industries, Inc., 513 F.2d 892, 894 (10th
Cir. 1945))memmwmomw Sapp: Plaintffs argument: My Besnetr: "Foir xmderstmdmg
wastlutshehadauﬂmrmed you toentermtotheagremem? Mr Sapp' ".S?aewas veryupset, Idan'z:‘

know if she was mhernghtmmdormt, bulnwaswmderstmﬂmgﬂm:kemldmlmmnshthedogsm
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' emkmgeﬁrdmppmgﬁedzmgesaﬂehnmwmgﬁemmmnmd&mumubemkerbaﬂmm ’
msmadwmmwnﬁrmalmmmmmmmkemymmw

250)(Mussachuisetis Casualty Tnsurance Co v: Forman 469 F.2d 259 SthCircuit (1972); (R pi252)Milewski -

v. Rolfan C6 195°F. ‘Supp. 68 D: Mass. (1961)); (Manning v Wlnier); 273 Cal:*App. 2D'519, 78 Cak. -
Rptr. 600 (1969 (R.pp: 202)(City of Des Plaines V. Scientific’ Mach: Movers;*9-Til: App: 3D 438,292

NE:24 ‘154 (1972) (Rpp.221) (Gailbraith: v. Monarch: Gold Dredging: Co: 160 Or. 282, 84 P.2d 1110~

(1938)At no time did I ever give Mr. Sapp permission to do anything but fight for my right to get them all -
back intact. My mtention was always to continue to fight for. my rights and my. animals or restitution, -
because I-was not "guilty” of anything. except quietly living my life in the: privacy -of mYPmPeﬂY, .
bothering no one. Iasked little of the people around me but simply to be left alone, but Lwasnot. .
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“RGMNTNO. Py ] ek b
BACKGROUND AN]) CITATIONS OF LAW ' ' ) ' ’
Appdhntaﬂegathatlhnmm:n"mfomble agreement” per Rule 43(k) ”m“““‘ -
2009 (text below) and other ﬂ“mnm of these options were instituted, as neither myself nor
Judge Dauffie were aware of this surrender until the next hearing (Mag. Ct.audio); and Mr. Sapp..;
was not hired asimy General Agent. My Motion specificdlly-addressid the difference in:agency. -
between a special and a gencral Couinsel - - - -
I made an oral motion to submit an alternative mofion to the one:Mr. Bennett had been told to submit;.
referring to the” Enforceable Agreemeit”, and Judge Duffie granted my request..I did forward this . :
entire proposed Order to Judge Difffic well within the titis allotied *Mr Beniett, bowsver, waited -
until one minute -before- the required deadline Gust prior to-midnight) to submit BIS motion to the
.Court by e-mail, and failed to.e-mail a copy to me, as was ordered: When court nm'eonvm_ed, and I
revealedthat I had not received a copy,-Mr. Bennett immediately first claimed I was mistaken, and
inferred that I didn't know how to check my e-mail; then claimed that I'd given him my e-mail address
wrong at the last hearing, and lastly that his “girls at the office” must have made a mistake. When
JudgeDuffie pointed out that HE had also given Mr. Bennett my e-mail address, when he was ordered
to send a copy to me--Mr. Bennett then apologized, and gave me a copy; tco late, of course, to
adequately argﬂeatﬁattim&?Mag Ct. audio). 1 had no choice but to make a formal motion to deny
thisorde;, because my motion, arguments, and Citations oflawwereappa:enﬂyneverconsidered. The
order written by Mr. Bennett never madeitmmyinboxformypm:sal,andﬂxe“mfomeable
agreement"was simply Ordered at that hearing, intact Rule 43(k) states: "No agreement between
~ counsel affecting the proceedings in an action shall be binding unless reduced to the form :j‘ a co}:sent

order or written stipulation signed by counsel and entered in the record, or unless made in open court
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and -noted upon the ‘record, or réduced -to°writing -and signed by’ the -parties and their counsel.
Settlement agreements shall be handled in-accordancé with (Rule’ 1.1, SCRCPj*Also during this
hearing-Mr. Bennett went out of his way -w make a number of snide, belittling, and accusatory
remarks to me while I was on the stand, while testifying. Initially his remarks were ainted at whether
1 had actually agreediothesxmwdetofmy animals, with comments like:

"Just because she agreed to this and then decided to change her mind... * and “then she asks for

all her animals-you can’t eat your candy and have it too!” “They (the County) have a lot of money in
this &se, a lot of time...if she's gonna play games on this, the tickets (the © misdemeanors} can be re-
instated!” and “she apparently has several so-called addresses there, .. so she can hide something.”
Judge Duffie lad asked me who I thought might have been the person who made the original trespass
and complainé: and I answered that strong circumstantial evidence indicated that it may have been a
former sister-in-law, who was very opposed to my marriage to and request for a portion of her
brother's estate. Mr. Beonett had been her attorney in that case in Probate Court, and Mr. Sapp had
been mine. At first, Mr. Bennett's statements were confined to generally smeanng comments, but after
my statement about the circumstantial evidence, Mr. Bennett jumped up and actually named Gloria
Smoak, and said he “guaranteed” that she was "not the person who complained”-and then went on
' to say how "poor” conditions and "sick dogs" could have made anybody complain. (But he still

would not name the complainant) As if that weren't enough, he then went on to inform me that 1
"couldn't even get o be declared Tommy Catterton's wife—and we didn't even oppose that!” When 1
corrected him by saying Id appealed, and won the common-daw wife title-he then ‘shouted "if'
petjury to claim something like that in Court; that isn't true!” 1 informed him that it WAS true, and 1
resented his shouting at me. Judge Duffic then intervened and said this had nothing to do with the

matter at hand, and we needed to get back on track. Mag. Ct. audio). When we convened next, I asked
| 50



JudgeDuﬁeMdehhnasCmCommeﬁquhkMywﬁﬂmde&
abusive outbursts. Judge Duffie told Mr. Bennett was to stop,-and if he did it again, 1 could complain -

‘‘‘‘‘‘
D
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ARGUMENT NO 4)
(RACKGROUND AND CITATIONS OF LAW)

TlnsAppe-l toCommon leConrtwasdonepmperly andsnbmttedumeiy Bowever,la!legeh Ny

thatmeAnswerfromJudge])nfﬁeandtheMagnmCenrt;mdlhemmdsbywhchltand,_ _

various sources of supportive documentation were bandled, were often outside of the Judiciary

Rnles,and theClerkshandhook: L e e et

(Rule 5 SCRCP " ... papers shall be served upon. each of the parties of record” and 2005 .

Amendment:: ° .. .all major documents and papers, including, but not limited to, .

Pleadings and amended pleadings, discovery requests and responses, motions and similar
papers are to be served on every parry of record ")

Specxﬁcally, My Motmn for Reversal of all Orders was suhmrtted pnmanly becanse

Judge anﬁe, desplte hemg both a Judge and an amomey-never made cermm that lns clerk served a:

copy of his AnswertomyAppealto CommonPleasComttome andlneverreeewedacopyunull

went 10 the Common Pleas clerl: and bought one for myself

Judge Dufﬁes clerk acmally ﬁled lns Answer to my Appeal by the ﬁnal extensxon date ofNovember

15 afforded by ludge Buckner but the Common Pleas clerk only date stamped ﬂle letter requesnng an

IR

extension into Common Pleas Court on'November 16, 2016

hﬁMmalﬂmuthudgeBueknusleﬁmmnen&ngthedamaﬂmmblemseNeMAmwa md

mmJndg&DuﬁewasrspomibleforlmmgmeAppellmknowmmemhadbem

gmmed at all-I was never noqﬁed

JudgeDuffie sclerkclarmedthatshehad served" theCommonPleasclelkwrthhlsAnswervnaa S

"sticky note" on the front page of the Answer, butthlsnoteclmmedthanthadbeenhandedtothe o

) Common Pleas clerk on November 10-NOT the 14! asthe Answer was stamped in.

Althongh the request for a "Compel to Produce" was listed on this motion, referring to the actual 3
] .
formal "Motion of Discovery” as submitted along with my Appeal to Common Pleas Court; This ‘'was
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neither addr&ssed nor comphed with in any way.
In (R.pp.l’S){ Bmdy v. Mmylaml 373 U.8 83 (1963) the United States Snpteme Court established

that the prosecmon mnst mm ‘over all cvndence tl'mt xmght exnmz tbe defwhm ( l

evidénce. (Rpp 219)(Giglio v United States, 405 U.S.150 (1972), in ‘which the Couit heid that the
Pme;:lnion’s failure to inform the jury of certain agreements was a Eailure to fulﬁllthedﬂty toptwentall .
material evidencs 1o the fury ' (R pp.283-285)(United States v. Agurs, (1976, m?MI@mm |

standard ofmamahty of undisclosed evldence, and the’ standard applicd by the mal;ndge in this casé,”

is that if the omitted evidence creates a reasonable doubt ‘of gmlt that dld not oﬂlﬁl’WIE enst,

constitutional error has been commiticd. Pp. 112-114. ‘The prosceuti on’s duty todxsclose (under

Bl’adY) does not reqmre a request by the defénse. (R.mzsg)([(yks v. Whlﬂey 51 4 US 419; o
(199 5)" shows that the Btady ‘Rule is nat limited to evxdmce known only 1 the pmsecntor Cbut o
apphes o evzdence lnown to other agents on the pmeczman team, E.G the polzce ete.
haddmm,lfwaosofmymmalsmdumrbodym:mn(asmkeumthemwmmm
Friday, May 13, 2016)hadbeenproperlypmentedtoludgennfﬁe, evenw:thMtMcNell's S

Afﬁrmzmon, they would have cleady shom that none of my amma]s were acmally mainounshed or'( e

dxseasedas clauncdmthe comg}amt—and NO waﬂant would hkely have been lssned |

Thephotosofmyshmt—haued dogs, mpamcular wouldhave shownbeyond a reasomble doubtthat |
no warrant or seizere was proper, when baSedontheassmuonthatmyammalsweren't "bemgtzken: -
car of; and. th esouress, in time and expense,. of the manmy offcers o ofthe Comtﬂm have been

utilized thns far would have bem complezely mmecessary



reasonable doubt that Colleton County officets of the court ‘and several Gontracted ‘“amimal = ' "

andrenrementwuhontvahdreasanandagam current Taw; the follomng relief “and restitation”

Y : B
K Yeov LT Wk ooyt R
: Y 24

mmquwed oftlnsCourt

«««««

1) Full monetzry mmutmn for the valuc of both her breedmg hvestock acmally sazed, kept, and

disposed of boyond the Appéliaits read; and those animals that wiould résso nably hiave been ¢

produced ‘ar and;solJY on—gomg breedmg activity o the ncxt 10° years only, as perthe Appellant's ¢ 7

(Rpp.415-417)
Exhibit (AC # ﬂ%nd:mfomuonwas denvedfrom hermcordsandﬂlereoordsofthe Connty at

daughter {0 make this mmuch larger breeding output: happen was-already - -mostly in -place;: bnt pever -

uuhzedbmuseofﬂleseimreandmsposaloprpdlant'sammals.) R T

Namely, the sum of $5,147,150.00 is requested, (five million, one hundred forty seven thousand, . . .

one hundred fifty dollars) to be ordered .hy. this Court to be paid to Appellant by Colleton County. .

This could serye as punitive damages as well, in regard to. Appellant‘s suddmly dmayed heahh o

income, reputation, peace of mund, and . general well-being; as well as her standing in the =

community .in. which she will spend the rest of Ber life, and incidentally, also spend her income. .

However, Ifthe Court feels that a further sum in penalty would be appropriate, Appellant would beg .

your consideration in this as well.

2) A re~afﬁrmanon by ttns Coutt of Appellam's on-gomg nght of Grandfaﬂ\mng of her property,

masmuch as she (hd not w:llmgly remove hcr ammals from the prcmxs&s wh:ch she (and they) had e

occupledconnnuonslyforneaﬂyaquanerofacenuny nmnltheyweresmzed,andanghtof ' "

£



complete privacy and protection a‘gainst trespass in the ﬁnme..as was not aﬁ‘ordedhetdmmg e e

3) A public mm:tmn Qfghe scurrilous clmtns m pnnt and onTV (m as many ofthe natlonal_‘

,,,,,

outlets asﬂxesxorywentto) oftheso-called 'd@lmable physxcal condmonofﬂ!eammalsmmy
care, as fully repudiated by (AC# 3 & 4) which was composed enmly from the Tecords ofthe i e
County on their Magistrate Court Exhibit #9. This wo\ﬁdneedmbelsswdbythesmpeople{
who made the most damaging and efronecus remarks; namely. former Animal Control Director

Reggic McNeil; Former Lead Case Detective Jodi Taylor, sthe director of the Hilion Head . .
Animal Shelter, Tallulsh Trice, Hilton Head: Humane Society and spaymmChmcaﬁhate
Nancy Foard, Colleton County Sheriff Andy Strickland, and Beaufort Animal Shelter head,
Cindy. Gerhoffer. This will not change the minds of éveryone who read, wmched, and e
listened to the initial releases-but it would go far-toward the deep ‘pain Appellant feels .
whenever she runs across some of these freports.online;-and hopefully. at least, changeﬂle
minds of the many residents in this County to-whom the Appellant has sold-pet puppiesin: : .. i
1) A full Expungement of ihé legal rbooids of the Appellant in this Stat, i regard 1 this éhtire 7

search and Seizure operation-at both the misdemeanor and crimir
5) The iame of, and all ‘particulars related to; the person ‘and the complaint of ‘the ofiginal /-

compl L ':I'» wﬁo ‘é‘l'é ‘-":"?E dthis“action My IPE 'E‘ Cl'E'yOfn"‘]hlllﬂ. d "d;am‘ . ands it N I T LA BT SR IO JEG AN

For&emsmsmﬂd,&m%shmﬂdmme&e;ﬂgnmoﬂhecmmmmww o
Thxsmmnonandreheﬂandanyotherrehefsyouseeﬁttohﬁtow .



POTIIIIIIINIIIIINIIINIIININNNAAAAANAAIAIIIAN G

I éerﬁfy that this Final Brief contains the identical text of my Initial Brief, with only the

addition of references to the Record on Appeal.

m&%mm&ybwﬁéw%ﬂ

Lynne Van House
19897 Augusta Hwy
Round O, SC 29474

843-835-8038
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