STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In The Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas RECE

Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

OCT 14 2949

Court o

(Probate Case Number: 2015-ES-18-00616) SC
Appellate Circuit Court Case Number: 2018-CP-18-01079 App ea,s

IN RE: THE ESTATE OF TWELVER PURNELL ORVIG, I

TWELVER PURNELL ORVIG, IILiccuvvunininiiiiininiiieiinieiee e e APPELLANT,

V8.

JANICE ORVIG, . ..o e RESPONDENT.

RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Respondent Janice Orvig, by and through their undersigned attorney, respectfully moves
the Court, pursuant to Rule 203, SCACR, to dismiss the appeal of this appellate action from the
Circuit Court in its entirety upon the following:

1. Rule 203(a) Notice., SCACR, provides that “A party intending to appeal must file
and serve a notice of appeal and otherwise comply with these Rules.”

2. Rule 203(b)1 Time for Servi;:e., SCACR, provides that in, “Appeals From the
Court of Common Pleas. A notice of appeal shall be served on all respondents within thirty (30)
days after receipt of written notice of entry of the order or judgment.”

3. " In the appeal sub judice, Appellant filed his notice of appeal on September 26,

2019, which was after the thirty (30) day peribd, which ran on September 25, 2019. Thus,



appellant is barred from appealing the August 26, 2019 Order of the Circuit Court which
affirmed the Order Denying Appeal a;ld Remanded Case td Probate Court to Informally Probate
the October 7, 2015 Will of decedent Twelver Purnell Orvig, IL

4. Respondent calls to the Court’s attention as Exhibit A, the Order sought to be
appealed, which was attached to Appellant’s Notice of Appeal. On the left margin is noted,
ELECTRONICALLY FILED -2019 Aug 26 3:22 PM-DORCHESTER-COMMON PLEAS-
CASE # ZOISCPISOI 801079.

5. Respondent attaches as Exhibit B, the Notice of Electronic Filing (NEF) with
Official File Stamp: 08-26-2019 03:22:57 PM, which notes the undersigned and Karen Marie
DelJong for Twelver Purnell Orvig, III were served electronically on August 26, 2019.

6. In further support of the Motion to Dismiss, undersigned counsel via email
provided the Court and respondent’s counsel the proposed Order on August 23, 2019, at 11:33
am., which and additionally contained the following: “Please note that a copy was provided to
attorney Delong on Tuesday August 20" via email and we have not heard of any proposed
changes.” It was only after the subject Order was executed by the Court and electronically filed
and served on August 26, 2019, that by email of :August 27, 2019, counsel for appellant stated, “I
object to this proposed Order in its’ entirety.” (See, Exhibit C, email chain between Court and
counsel).

CONCLUSION

7. Upon the undersigned’s review of the totality of the facts and circumstances of
the Notice of Appeal, the appeal is untimely and should therefore be dismissed.
8. Undersigned counsel asserts that based upon my knowledge and experience in

actively practicing law in all of the Courts of South Carolina for over 35 years; and further based



upon my participation as counsel for Respondent Janice Orvig in all phases of this formal
probate proceeding, careful and thoughtful reviéw of the pre-trial proceedings and discovery in
the Probate Court; the three day Probate Court trial of March 7- 9, 2018; the May 31, 2018,
Order of the Probate Court; the entire 892 page Record on Appeal to the Circuit Court; the
appellate Circuit Court hearing of July 30, 2019; and the August 26, 2019, Order of the Circuit
Court Affirming the Order Denying Appeal and Remanding case to Probate Court to Informally
Probate the October 7, 2015 Will of. decedent; there arc no viable grounds for Appellant to
prevail in this latest appeal.

9. The dismissal of Appellant’s appeal is in the interest of justice and will finally
allov;r Respondent Janice Orvig some closure on the death of her husband decedent Twelver
Purnell Orvig, I, to whom she was married for 34 years.

WHEREFORE Appellant’s appeal of the August 26, 2019, Order of the appellate Circuit

Cour£ should be dismissed.

Respectfully submitted,

~
ot e S
Michael W. Sautter,\Esq\(i/re’

Query Sautter & Associates, LI1.C
147 Wappoo Creek Drive, Suite 202
Charleston, SC 29412

(843) 795-9500

Attorney for Appellant -

z
October , 2019,

Charleston, South Carolina
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Common Pleas

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY
Probate Court
The Honorable Molly Edwards, Associate Probate Court Judge
Case Number: 2015-ES-18-00616

(Appellate Case Number: 2018-CP-18-01079)

IN RE: THE ESTATE OF TWELVER PURNELL ORVIG, Il

TWELVER PURNELL ORVING, ITL...c0vninieiiiiiiieiiinirrcncn s APPELLANT,
vs.
TANICE ORVIG, . .eivitinrineneeninetiaitiitiiasnssiraeisiisasireeaesismsasansse RESPONDENT.
~-AFFIRMED-

ORDER DENYING APPEAL & REMANDING CASE TO PROBATE COURT TO
INFORMALLY PROBATE OCTOBER 7, 2015 WILL '

INTRODUCTION
Twelver “Purnell” Orvig, Jr. or “Decedent”, passed away on October 9, 2015. He was
survived by his wife of thirty four (34) years, Janice Orvig or “Respondent.” Their marriage
ended upon Purnell’s death. Decedent was also survived' by his four children of his first
marriage, John “Randall” Orvig, Sandra Orvig, Judy Miller and Twelver “Terry” Purnell Orvig,
I, or “Appellant.”
Decedent executed the Will, which is the subject of this action, on October 7, 2015. The

Will was admitted into evidence as Respondent’s Exhibit 7. In the 2015 Will, Respondent Janice
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Orvig was named Personal Representative and received the residuary, which was substantially
all of decedent’s Estate.!
APPELLATE HEARING
This Appeal from the May 31, 2018, Order of the Probate Court was heard before this
Court on July 30, 2019. Karen Dejong, Esquire appearing for the Appellant Twelver Purnell
Orvig, IIL, hereinafter Appellant or Terry Orvig. Michael W. Sautter, Esquire appeared on

behalf of Respondent Janice Orvig who is the Personal Representative of the Estate of Twelver

Purnell Orvig II or. Purnell Orvig.

Both Appellant and Respondent filed briefs with this appellate Court. A Record on Appeal was
prepared and submitted for this appellate Court’s consideration. Counsel for Appellant and Respondent

appeared and ably argued the respective positions of their clients. *

DECISION

After careful and thoughtful consideration of everything in the Record and the arguments of
counsel this Court DENIES the Appeal and AFFIRMS the Order of the Trial Court. This action is
REMANDED to the Probate Court to Informally Probate the October 7, 2015 Will of Decedent.

THE ORDER UNDER APPEAL

On May 31, 2018, the Probate Court for Dorchester County issued an order denying

Appellant’s Motion for Summary Judgment. The court further ruled that the October 7, 2015

1 Decedent executed an “Old Will” dated November 25, 1987 which was admitted into evidence without objection
as Respondent’s Exhibit 8. In the Old Will, Respondent was the Personal Representative and Appellant Randall
Orvig was to receive $2,000, with Terry and his sisters each receiving $100. Respondent Janice Orvig was to
receive the residuary. The trial court evoked thé doctrine of dependent relative revocation only as an additional basis
in awarding Respondent attorney fees stating, * Therefore, for over two years, Petitioner (Appellant Terry Orvig)
has contested a Will that has given him $ 900 more than he would have received under the 2015 Will.”

2 In their Briefs the parties each set forth a Statement of the Case. In their Briefs each of the parties also alluded to
and set forth specific trial testimony of the witnesses and corresponding exhibits in support of their arguments. This
appellate court carefully considered the entire Record on Appeal and arguments of able counsel in arriving at the
decision herein.
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Will of Decedent was valid; that Decedent had testamentary capacity at.the time of the
making the October 7, 2015 Will; that Decedent was not unduly influenced at the time of the
making of the October 7, 2015 Will; that the October 7, 2015 Will of Decedent was not
obtained fraudulently; and that within sixty (60) days from the date of the Order, Appellant
was to pay Query Sautter & Associates, LLC, attorney’s fees in the amount of $18,550.00
plus $1,282.44 in costs. (R. p. 17-p. 33)

Appeliant did not file any Post Trial Motions in the Probate Court. Appellant filed an
appeal to the Court of Common Pleas which is the subject of this Decision and Order.

DENIAL OF APPELLANT’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT

In a pre-trial filing Appellant moved for Summary Judgment. Appellant’s counsel
argued the motion prior to testimony and the introduction of evidence in the case in chief.

The trial court considered the affidavits previously filed and arguments of the parties and
DENIED the motion as there exists a genuine issue of material fact.

The Record on Appeal includes the affidavits of the witnesses to the October 7, 2015
will, to wit Tamara Wilson (R.pp 65-66), Lindsey Davis (R.pp. 67-68) and Elias Coleman
Hodges (R.pp. 69-70). All of whom stated under oath that they were present in the hospital
and watched Purnell Orvig sign the will.

The Record on Appeal also contains the affidavit of Shelly Valdez (R.pp.52-58). In her
affidavit Shelly Valdez states she was presented a paper by Tamara Wilson and asked to sign
it. She further states that she noticed that Lindsey Davis had signed it and Tamara Wilson had

notarized it. (R.pp. 53). 3

3 Pursuant to 8.C. Code § 62-2-502 only two witnesses are required to witness a will.
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"Summary judgment is appropriate when it is clear there is no genuine issue of material
fact and the conclusions and inferences to be drawn from the facts are undisputed." McClanahan
v. Richland County Council, 350 S.C. 433, 437, 567 S.E.2d 240, 242 (2002). In ruling on a
motion for summary judgment, a reviewing court must view the evidence in the light most
favorable to the non-moving party. Id. at 438, 567 S.E.2d at 242. Summary judgment is a drastic
remedy. Thus, it "should be cautiously invoked so that a litigant will not bé improperly deprived
of trial on disputed factual issues." Cunningham ex rel. Grice v. Helping Hands, Inc., 352 S.C.
485, 491, 575 S.E.2d 549, 552 (2003).

This Court finds and concludes that the trial court was correct in finding there are
genuine issues of fact which precluded the granting of summary judgment. The trial court’s
order denying summary judgment is therefore AFFIRMED.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The subject of Appellant’s appeal is whether the Probate Court properly decided
Appellant’s claims to set aside the October 7, 2015 Will of Decedent.

Under the Probate Code, a Circuit Court hearing an appeal from the probate court must
apply the same rules of law as an appellate court would apply on appeal. S.C. Code § 62-1-
308(d) (Supp.1997); In re Howard, 315 S.C. 356, 434 S.E.2d 254. In re Estate of Cumbee, 333
S.C. 664, 511 S.E.2d 390 (S.C. App., 1999).

The standard of review applicable to cases originating in the probate court is controlled
by whether the underlying cause of action is at law or in equity. Howard v. Mutz, 315 S.C. 356,
361-62, 434 S.E.2d 254, 257-58 (1993) (noting the circuit court may not disturb the probate

court's findings of fact on appeal in an action at law unless there is no evidence to support them
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as compared to an equitable action in which the circuit court may make factual findings
according to its own view of the preponderance of evidence).

The thrust of all surviving causes of action* in Appellant’s Amended Petition (R.pp. 71-
77), are to set aside the October 2015, Will. It is well settled that an action to contest a will is an
action at law. Johnson v. Johnson, 235 S.C. 542, 112 S.E.2d 647 (1960); In re Estate of Weeks,
329 8.C. 251, 495 S.E.2d 454 (Ct.App. 1997); Golini v. Bolton, 326 S.C. 333, 482 S.E.2d 784
(Ct.App. 1997); In re Estate of Anderson, 381 S.C. 568, 573, 674 S.E2d 176, 179
(Ct.App.2009).

As Appellant is contesting the validity of the October 7, 2015 Will, this Court concludes,
and so finds, the underlying matter is an action at law.

If the proceeding in the probate court is in the nature of an action at law, the circuit court
and this Court may not disturb the probate judge's findings of fact unless a review of the record
discloses there is no evidence to support them. See In re Howard, 315 S.C. 356, 434 SE.2d 254
(1993); Townes Assocs., Ltd. v. City of Greenville, 266 S.C. 81, 221 S.E.2d 773 (1976); In re

Estate of Weeks, 329 8.C. 251, 495 S.E.2d 454.

4 The October 19, 2016, Order of the Probate Court, DISMISSED Appellant’s Causes of Action for Forgery
pursuant to 8.C. Code § 16-13-10 (lack of subject matter jurisdiction); Tortious Interference with Expectancy to
Inherit, (S.C. has not adopted this common law tort); and Civil Conspiracy (Rule 12(b)6, SCRCP, failure to state
facts sufficient to constitute a cause of action). Despite Notice, neither Appellant nor his counsel appeared at the
Motion to Dismiss hearing of August 7, 2016. (See 10-19-2016, Order R. pp. 9-15).

Appellant and his counsel also failed to appear at Petitioner’s (Appellant’s) Motion for a Temporary Restraining
Order. Appellant also failed to serve Mrs. Orvig, therefore the hearing on Appellant’s Motion had to be continued
and rescheduled.

Appellant’s attorney also first requested two days for the trial that is the subject of the Order under appeal. Without
leave from the Court, Appellant’s witnesses were scheduled to span 3 days. Appellant’s witnesses were not
available throughout the trial which resulted in the Court adjourning afier only a few hours of testimony each day.
This resulted in a trial that should have only lasted a day and a half, spanning three days.

The trial court cited all of the above as examples of unnecessary delays and waste of judicial resources in
consideration of Mrs. Orvig’s request for attorney fees. (See, Order under appeal, R.pp. 30-32).
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In the case at bar, the underlying issues were decided by the trial court without a jury.
Rule 52(a) SCRCP mandates that, “... the court shall find the facts specially and state separately
its conclusions of law thereon and judgment shall be entered pursuant to Rule 58.” Rule 52(b)
SCRCP provides that upon motion made within 10 days after receipt of written notice the court
may amend its findings or make additional findings and may amend the judgment accordingly,
and the motion may be made with a timely motion for a new frial.

In an action at law, tried without a jury, the judge’s findings will not be disturbed unless
they are without evidentiary support. Estate of Revis by Revis v. Revis, 326 S.C. 470, 484 S.E.2d
112, 115-16 (Ct.App. 1997). In an action at law tried without a jury, the trial court’s findings
will be upheld if they are supported by any reasonable evidence. Palmettonet, Inc., v. Tax
Comm., 318 S.C. 102, 456 S.E.2d 385, 387 (1995).

In the case at bar Appellant did not move post trial for the trial court to amend, make
additions to the findings nor to amend the judgment.

EVIDENCE IN THE RECORD ON APPEAL SUPPORTS
THE ORDER OF THE TRIAL COURT

In his Brief, Appellant does not specifically challenge any of the Court’s Findings of
Facts in the Order of May 31, 2018. Instead, Appellant largely substitutes his version of
contested facts, and then assigns error to the trial court’s determinations. Appellant cannot create
error by creating facts.

The Order on Appeal sets forth 30 separate Findings of Fact upon which the Court made
Conclusions of Law. (R. p. 20-p. 25). The Court’s Findings of Fact were based upon the
testimony and evidence admitted and upon the trial court’s observations of the demeanor of all
witnesses, including Appel.lant and his chief witness Shelly Valdez. (R. p. 23-p. 25). "In a law

case tried without a jury, questions regarding the credibility and the weight of evidence are
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exclusively for the trial judge." Golini v. Bolton, 326 S.C. 333, 342, 482 S.E.2d 784, 789
(Ct.App.1997). In re Estate of Anderson, 674 S.E.2d 176, 381 8.C. 568 (8.C. App., 2009).

No teétimony was presented that supported any allegations that the Decedent did not
personally sign the 2015 Will. A handwriting expert was not utilized and there was no testimony
that someone other than Decedent signed the Will as the testator.” (Finding 9; R. p. 22).

As to Appellant’s claim of undue influence, the Court found that, “Both Appellant and
Mrs. Orvig described the “Decedent as “alert” in his final days of his life. Appellant Terry Orvig
remarked that when he visited his father on October 9%, (two days after his father signed the Will
and on the day his father died) his father answered his questions and they engaged in meaningful
discussions.” (Finding 10; R. p. 22). The Court found that, “Petitioner described his father as a
“strong willed man.” (Finding 11; R. p. 22).' All of these findings are supported by the evidence.
(See, Appellant Terry Orvig’s testimony R.pp. 382-397)

As to Appellant’s claim that the 2015 Will was invalid, witnesses Wilson, Davis and
Hodges all provided Affidavits (Def Exhibits 1, 2, and 3 respectively; R. p. 667-p. 672), all of
the witnesses testified at trial. (See respective testimony of Hodges, Wilson and Davis, R.pp 267-
322). The Court found that, “The only thing the Witnesses all agreed upon regarding the signing
of the 2015 Will, was that it was done at the hospital and they were all present and witnessed the
Decedent sign the will in his hospital room.” (Finding 17; R. p. 23).

The Court found that Petitioner offered the testimony of Shelly Valdez (“Mrs. Valdez™),
(See, Valdez testimony R.pp. 409-454) ; that Valdez was asked to sign a document she believed
to be the 2015 Will already signed by witness Davis and notarized by witness Wilson. (Finding

18; R. p. 23). The Court found that Valdez’ deposition testimony as to whether decedent had
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signed the document presented to her at her employment was contrary to what she testified to in
Court, (Finding 19; R. p. 23). (See, Valdez’s testimony, R.pp. 436-437).

As to Valdez, the Court found "By observing her mannerisms, demeanor, and tone of

%

voice, the court finds that Ms. Valdez haéf harsh feelings against decedent and Mrs. Orvig.
she appears to have a very close relationship with Mr. Wilson, who is employed by one of Mr.
Orvig’s children. Further, throughout the last days of Decedent’s life, she was passing
information to Mr. Wilson to share with Decedent’s children.” (Finding 23; R. p. 24). (See,
Valdez’s testimony upon examination by the Court, R.pp. 452-453). The Court further found that
Valdez’s testimony is not corroborated by any other person (Finding 24; R. p. 24).

As to Appellant Terry Orvig, the Cowrt found that, “By his tone, demeanor and
mannerisms, and testimony, Petitioner (Appellant) has many harsh feelings toward Mrs. Orvig
(Respondent). He testified at the hearing that he wanted Mrs. Orvig and Polutta, “to go to jail”
and his intent was to take his father’s share of the home from Mrs. Orvig.” (Finding 26; R. p.
24). (See, Appellant Terry Orvig’s testi;nony, R.pp. 375-406; as to Appellant’s intent, R.pp.
391-393).

This appellate court has carefully reviewed all of the testimony in the Record, the
admitted evidence submitted by both Appellant and Respondent, and the briefs of the parties®.
This Court finds that on Appellant’s key issues to set aside the Will of decedent, such as alleged
incapacity of the testator, the alleged undue influence of Respondent over Decedent, and
Decedent’s execution of the will; there appears to be little if any credible evidence to support

Appellant’s arguments.

5 Tn their Briefs the parties set forth specific trial testimony of the witnesses and corresponding exhibits in support
of their arguments to be considered by this appellate court. This appellate court considered all evidence in the
record in arriving at the decision on the appeal. -
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As to the Fraud Cause of Action, upon inquiry by the trial court after all of the evidence
had been submitted, counsel for Appellant was unable to point to any evidence that Respondent
Janice Orvig committed the fraud. Counsel for Appellant concluded with, “You understand. But

she seems to be the mastermind.” (R.p. 593, line 24, p. 594, line 10).

CONCLUSION

In a careful review of the entire record in the appeal of the case at bar there is sufficient if
not overwhelmingly evidence to support the Trial Court’s Order that:

A. The October 7, 2015 Will of Twelver Purnell Orvig, Jr. is VALID; (R. p. 25-p. 27)

B. Twelver Purnel Orvig, Jr., had capacity at the time of making the October 7, 2015
Will; (R. p. 28-p.29) |

C. Twelver Purnell Orvig, Jr., was not unduly influenced at the time of the making of the
October 7, 2015 Will; (R. p. 29)

D. The October 7, 2015 Will of Twelver Purnell Orvig, Jr., was not obtained
fraudulently. (R. p. 29-p. 30)

E. Petitioner (Appellant) shall pay Query Sautter & Associates LLC attorney fees in the

amount of $ 18,550.00 and costs in the amount of $ 1,282.44. (R. p. 30-p. 33)°

6 A careful review of the Record on Appeal and the Order under Appeal, illustrates the patience of the Probate Court
and the Trial Judge, and provides overwhelming evidentiary support for the award of attorney fees.

In the Order, the trial court provided an analysis of the specific evidentiary support of the basis of the award of
attorney fees in the Section entitled “Mrs. Orvig’s Attorney Fees.” (See, Order, R.pp. 30-33).
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THEREFORE Appellant’s Appeal is DENIED. The Order of the Trial Court is
AFFIRMED and this action is REMANDED to the Dorchester County Probate Court to

informally probate the October 7, 2015 Will of decedent Twelver Purnell Orvig, II.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED!

Maite D. Murphy
Presiding Judge of the Court of Common Pleas
First Judicial Circuit

This _ dayof , 2019
St. George, South Carolina
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Dorchester Common Pleas

Case Caption: Twelver Purnell Orvig III VS Janice Orvig
Case Number: 2018CP1801079

Type: Order/Other

So Ordered

s/ Maite Murphy 2166

Electronically signed on 2019-08-26 10:27:36  page 11 of 11
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Courtesy NEF RE: 2018CP1801079 Page 1 of 1

From: efiledonotreply <efiledonotreply@sccourts.org>
To: mikewsautter147 <mikewsautter147@aol.com>
Cc: asaufter <asautter@glawsc.com>
Subject: Courtesy NEF RE: 2018CP1801079
Date: Mon, Aug 26, 2019 3:23 pm

*¥*+x%x IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION ****#*
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING [NEF]

A filing has been submitted to the court RE: 2018CP1801079

Official File Stamp: 08-26-2019 03:22:57 PM
Court: CIRCUIT COURT
Common Pleas
Dorchester
Case Caption: Twelver Pumnell Orvig Il , plaintiff, et al VS Janice Orvig

Document(s) Submitted: Order/Appeal Denied/Affirmed & Remanded
Filed by or on-behalf of: Maite Murphy

This notice was automatically generated by the Court's auto-notification system.

The following people were served electronically:
Michael W. Sautter for Janice Orvig
Karen Marie DeJong for Twelver Purnell Orvig, III et al

The following people have not been served electronically by the Court. Therefore, they must be
served by traditional means:

~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may
contain information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain,
or disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please
contact the sender immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments.

https://mail .aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/PrintMessage 9/30/2019
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AOL Mail (19)

Page 1 of |
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.
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X aren {karen@dejongtawfirm.com)
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Tug, Auvg 27, 2019
To. you + 3 morg

1 object to this proposed Order in its” entirety.

Kzren M. Delong, Esq.

DeJong Law Firm, LLC

222 West Coleman Blvd., Ste. 110 & COLEMAN EXECUTIVE CENTER
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

Tel. No. (843) 216-6161

Fax Ne, (843} 300-1080

karonddejonglawfimm.com

Complex Civil Litigation, Corporata

Contacts: Law, Real Estate and Probate Law
|
B4 Calendar
: ** CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION™ Tha ir in this 0 tay contain legally privieged and confiential information intendad only for the usa of the individual o entity
abuva.!fhemadarufm'umuumismlminmmedmdpian‘.yuuamhmabynnﬁfndmalany ion, di or dupli of this ion is strctty If you have recain
v Folders communication in arror, plaase notfy us by tek oramail i Y and retm (he origina) meszage to us of destroy all printed and electonic copies.
W Saved Mail
I AIM - Inbox
M AIM - Sert {——— Original Message
{ Subject: Orvig va Orvig - Case number: 2015-E8-18-00616
_ From: Tracéy OBrien’ <iobrienfglswes. come
M AM- Spam ' ate: 8Z31%9 11:33 am
- ) _J Te: Murphy, Maite Lew Clerk (Otivia Broderick)’ < hylcfsconurts
Archive Ce “kerené@delonglawfimm.con' <karen@drionglgwiinm. come, ‘MICHAEL SAUTTER <[njxewssutter! 4760],com>, "Armber Sautier <asautter@olawse coms
M BWPH Loakup
|Dear Pam:
N Liz Stringer 43 I
|
e M v Pursuant to your request of August 9%, attachad please find a copy of the Proposed Order prepared by Michael W. Sautter regarding the referanced matter (from a hearing
._nait befors Judge Murphy on 7/30).
t m ] =] l B :Pieasanotama‘lanopywasprw:'dedbammeyDejmgonTmsdzymstm"viaemailandwahzvanmheamﬁmrm garding any propesed
Via 'K - . - ‘- . . - . . .
<[ ] >

https://mail.aol.com/webmail-std/en-us/suite
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Common I’leas

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas RE G
The Honorable Maite D. Murphy, Circuit Court Judge E%
ber, -@

Case Number: 2018-CP-18-01079 SC CO 4 20"9
(Probate Case Number: 2015-ES-18-00616) or, 40 pe /
Qs

IN RE: THE ESTATE OF TWELVER PURNELL ORVIG, 1

TWELVER PURNELL ORVING, IL,........c.curerverenererereeeeeeeeseeennenenees APPELLANT,
V8.
JANICE ORVIG,.......venvimmeeesesesesessssssssssesesesesessasesssesesesssssssnssnansneses RESPONDENT.
PROOF OF SERVICE

1, the undersigned, hereby certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing Respondent’s
Motion to Dismiss, in connection with the above-referenced case on October 9, 2019, by placing
a copy of same in the United States Mail with sufficient postage attached thereto and addressed
as follows:

Karen M. Dejong, Esquire
DelJong Law Firm, LLC

222 West Coleman Boulevard, Suite 110
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464

'\/rw», DYoo

Tracey O’Brien



O. Grady Query Michael W. Sautter

. .. Managing Partner
Certified Circuit Court

Arbitrator & Mediator Michael Ellis
Attorney
Certified National Trial
Advocacy Civil Trial Specialist .
: Query Sautter & Associates
Attorneys and Counselors at Law
October 9, 2019 RE
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings E
Clerk of Court OCT
South Carolina Court of Appeals SC 14 2079
Post Office Box 11629 COU[’[ of
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 Appeajs
RE: In Re: The Estate of Twelver Purnell Orvig, It

Twelver Purnell Orvig, [1l, Appellant vs. Janice Orvig, Respondent
Civil Action No. 2018-CP-18-01079
Probate Case No. 2015-ES-18-00616

Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing, please find one original and seven (7) copies of Respondent’s Motion
to Dismiss with regard to the above-referenced matter, as well as a $50.00 check for filing.
Please file the original and return one clocked copy to me in the self-addressed, postage
prepaid envelope enclosed for your convenience. By copy of this letter with enclosure, | am
serving Karen M. Delong, attorney for Appellant. '

Your attention to this request is greatly appreciated. Should you have any questions,
please do not-hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely,

Tracey O'Brien

Assistant to Michael W, Sautter
Enclosures
cc: Karen DeJong, Esquire

147 Wappoo Creek Drive | Suite 202 | Charleston, South Carolina, 29412 | telephone: 843.795.9500 | fax: 843.762.1500
www.querysautterlaw.com -
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Guery Sautier & Assediates, L
Attorneys 3t Law

147 Wappoo Creek Drve, Suite 202
Charlestan, South Carolina 29412

oer
The Honorable Jenny Auhott Kit:hi@e C 14 201y
Clerk of Coutt 0lirt of 4o
Squth Carolina Court of Appests : peab
post Office Box- 11629 -
Cotumbia, South Caroling 29211




