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| Ry . REPLY STATEMENT. _ - DR
P To Mr anﬁn, Mr Schu.lz and possrbly John Kelchner ‘That was qurte a shotgun blast (both el
o barrels) alltoa closed Appellate case No. 2017-001799 whlch Tangeman untlated and ahortly o
| thereaﬁel' dISmxssed, dated October 16 2017 Atmhed at Exhlblt 7. R

Tangeman erred in attemptrng to appeal Judge Cooper ] order denymg Tangeman s

| MOTION TO RECONSIDER. Instead, Tangeinan responded to Mr. Kelchner s “NOTICE OF - B o

| :’HEARING”. .- SCHEDULED FOR SEPTEMBER 28TH 2017
| ISSUE OF STANDING

L Respondents made no behevable response to negate “Standmg » Mr Kelchner (Lmes 9 and 11
page 3) negardmg "Standing." Plamtxﬁ' did not produce an Qngmmmg to Defendant s
‘ Tangeman (lme 11 p. 3 plamttff stated "We had the ongmal note at the hearmg" PLAINTIFF
Ny PERJURED HIMSELF') Plamttﬁ' produced only this multlple copies. (ref p. 2, lines 17-20)
o .When ohe starts copymg multrple nmes, one can arrange a fake note any way one wishes. -
| (nowhere in lmes 4 thru 21 did the Plamttff deny that statement ) The plamttff did not produce
' ) the ongmal note at the "Heanng" as he stated The statement was untruel Was that Pequry?
| fraud? or both? Rule F.—-2 was that an mtent to decetve? Therefore thhout the orlgmal note RR
theplalntiffhasno standing ' : S T A

. LEGALREVIEW IN ORDER 10 PROVE “STANDING BEFORE THE LAW” o

. be abstract end must be wlthln the zone of interests meant to be regulated or protected
o _under the statutory or constitutional guarantee in questlon SN ol

. A) The lnlury was self-lnfllcted GMAC sent back to Appellant paymente emountlng to L ‘
L more than $6,800 00 Therefore Appellant just gave up and qult sending payments

(Exhibit # 4)

1 . “Injury The plalntlff must heve suffered or lmmlnently wlll suffer lnjury The lnjury muet not: -

B) After eeveral years the debt grew so large that lt pessed the real value of the property ,_ L E

Respondent sent to varlous Attorneys appllcetlons for “LOAN MODIFICATION" None
responded Thoee efforte went nowhere! T _ :

2._ " Causatlon The Injury must he reasonably connected to the detendant'e conduct." |

" A) Therels no “reaeonablllty factor” that could posslbly be'the fault of the Appellant. He .
' made every reasonable effort to sond GMAC paymente due them, but GMAC retumed e

them, GMAC’s Injury was self-lnﬂlctedl SRR

' B) The fault was in the Iaw that Presldent Blll Cllnton passed thet requlred lenders to R o _
‘ approve mortgages to mortgageas even if they had llttle of no Income Hence the year, . LT

, 2008 ﬂnanolel collapse ot many banks :
3 Redressablllty A favorable court declelon must be Ilkely to redress the Injury

A) Now the Iarger, blgger, vulture Banks, llke Wells Fargo. are “unreeeonably" and A
- unjustly selzlng propertles from Appellants Ilke myself whose Iincomes were dependant;_ o
~upon tennante whom the subprlme lenders took away from them, - - B

~ : G - . _even Bear Stearns committed legal suicide by fillng for Bankruptoy! Therefore the
N AppellantPraystheCourttoﬂnd ln hlefavorl _' S P6 Lo I

B B) Where ls the justlce end faimess in the law to fevor “Redressebllity‘; nrhen GMAC and .



e,
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'_ The Respondents deprlved the Appellant of “Due Proces |
selzed hls property just a few days after the lower court’ “ORDER” was

Sl

There are other requlremsnts Imposed by judge and made law

1A party may only aesert his or her own rlghts and cannot ralse the clalms of a thlrd party
" who.ls not before the court.. E

A) I the court deema that Wells Fargo has not past the "no Space" clause as legal holder -

of sald “NOTE" then, does that mean that all other holders of the Nglg_bg_ggmg_tmpg

B) Properly endorsed Qﬂg_nggg MUST MEET THE “NO SPACE" REQUIRED BY SOUTH
' CAROLINA LAW, . _ .

ISSUE or “oua rnocass" m LAWS ,
'” when they

-:;c Thl order was dated “the 'l 7th day of November,

B ‘, ‘2017”, even thoug the Respondents Attomey had been informed before | : |
the judge that the defendant was taklng this to the Court of Appeals. '

(attached exhlblt # 8) The resrdence was rented to two (2) tenants who were

o evrcted mstead of the Defendants The residence was strlpped of apphances R
‘' some glass wlndows were broken and most Ilkely all the wlring and copper plpesv R

tom out.

(Note' The succeedlng was copled were from a N Y W verbatlm) BRI
jA fundamentel constnutlonal guarantee that all Iegal proceedlngs wlll be fair and that one will be given '_ o R

noflce of the proceedlngs and an opportunlty to be heard before the govemment acts to take away

'one’s life, iberty, or P’°P°"fy Also, a constltuﬂonal guarantea that a Iaw shall not be unreasonable, R

Ai:lz_lt_r_ary orcaprlclous _ . _ R . o
N The constltutlonal guarantee of due prooess of law. found ln the Flfth and Fourteenth Amendments lo S

‘ " the U. S. Constltutlon, prohlblte all levels ot govemment from arbltrarlly or unfalrly deprlving lndlvlduals‘
o of thelr baslc conetltutlonal rlghts to llfe, llberty, and property The due process clause of the ﬂtm "

- _Am_e.n_dmgm. ratlﬂed ln 1791 asserts that no person ehall "be deprlved ol’ llfe, llberty. or property,

’ '_ wlthout due process of law Thls amendment restrlcts the powers ot the federal government and :
o applles only to aetlons by lt. The Due Process Clause of the Equmgnthﬁmgngmg_m ratlfled ln 1868

N ' declares,"[N]or shall any State daprlve any person of life, llberty, or property, wlthout due process of
. law" (§ 1) Thls clause Ilmlts the powers ot the states. rather than those of the federal govemment.

o _' The Due Prooese Clauee ol‘ the Fourteenth Amendment has also been lnterpreted by theU S. Bupreme _'
L Court In the twentleth century to lncorporate proteotlona of the B,lﬂ_qiﬂghm,so that those protectlons I

apply to the states as well as to the federal government Thue, the Due Process CIause servea as the
means whereby the Blll of nghts has become binding on state governments as well as on the l‘ederal

| _ government The concept of due process orlglnated in Engllsh Q_Qmmg_n_j,gw The rule that lndlvlduals
o shall not be deprfved of llfe llberty, or property without notice and an opportunlty to defend themeelves Ce
' predates wrltten constltutlons and was wldsly accepted in Englend The Msm an agreement
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bsigned in 1215 that deflned the rlghts of Engllsh subjects agalnst the king, Is an early example ofa

constitutional guarantee of due process. That document includee a clause that declares, "No free man

* shall be seized, or lmprlsoned exeept by the lawful judgment of his peers, or by the law of the land™ ' '__ .
~ (ch. 39) Thls concept of the law of the land was later transformed into the phrase “due procese of law." e

By the seventeenth century, England’s North American colonles were uelng the phrase "due process of,'
law" In thelr etatutes ' ‘ S R .

The appllcatlon of constltutlonal due process is tradltionally dlvlded lnto the two categorles of

.__ubj_tamllg_g_g_g_ﬂggggg and procedural due process. These categories are derived from a dlstlnction R -
‘that is made between two typee of Iaw §uh.§tanlv_e_ggﬂ creates,deﬂnee, and regulates rights, whereas

procedural law enforces those rlghts or seaks redress for their violatlon. Thus, in the Unlted States,

. substantive due process is concerned wlth such Issues as Emgggm_gtggg_ggn and privacy. whereas o R
'procedural due process Is concerned with provlslons such as the rlght to adequate notice of a Iawsuit,

the rlght to be preeent during teetlmony, and the right to an attomey

ISSUE OF AserNmm‘ ATTA( ;m‘ TO 'rm: NOTE_ |

3 :Regardmg the 1ssue of ass1gnrnents of the "Note . The court wrote (lmes 2-5 on '_. '

page 5) said, "There were proper assrgnments of these documents to the present _
Plamtiﬁ‘ " BUT WAS THE NOTE A FAKE? There were no staple marks on the note. The

~S.C. law States that "the note must have the allonges attached to it by staples, tape or"
B by some common means" There was no evxdence of any common means on the Note.
(The succeeding Involves S. C. and is copied from tihe “N Y Law Review”' Though prevalent

.. these practices do not meet the technleal requiremenls of the New York Uniform Commercial Code to make the
o transferee of a promlssory note its “holder.” The potential result: unnecessary and totally avoidable legal lssues o

if the purchaser or pledgee ever heeds to establish it holds the note. For example in & foreclosure, these L
imperfections might let the borrower defeat a motion for summary judgment by claiming the plaintiff does not

validly hold the lcan. The problem arises from a careful reading of the technical requirements of the UCC as in e

effect in New York (New York UCC) 2 New York Is one of only two states that still use the anthuated 1851

. version of UCC Article 3.3 The ‘No-Spacs Test Under any LICC, if a transferee (whether buyer or secured -

party) wants to become a "holder'4 ofa negohable lnstrument 6 —or, better. “holder in due course6—the:

~ transferor must. first duly negotlate" the instrument to the new holder Negotlatlon of a negotlable lnstrument

requires delivery of the Instrument to the holder wlth any neoessary lndorsement 8 Belng a holder (even “In due
course”) of an instrument is not necessanly the same as owning it, theugh somie courts do not graspthe ~ = " -

- distinction.9 An indorsement on the frontor back of an Ingtrument will unqusstioniably meet the test for

“negotiation. "A separate plecs of paper— today's industry standard, the “allonge” -ralses legal issues that

: Impalir its effectiveriess s a valid indorsement. First, anclent prlnclples of commercial law, posslbly still good
- law in New York, prohibit use of any additional plece of paper for an Indorsement as long'as enough space

remains to write the indorsement soméwhere on the instrument itself (the “No—Space Test”). Second, even .
when the law allows a separate indorsement, the New York UCC literally requires an allonge to be “firmly:

- affixed” to the instrument, a requirement that todays practice generally flunks. Hlstorically, the law disfavoreci o

use of an allonge to indorse an Instrument, The majority view under all of the “law’ merchant,”10 the Uniform
Negotiable lnstruments Law (NlL) 11and the common law applied the No-Space Test.12 An overwhelming
majority of courts in other states that have expressly considered this Issue have repeatedly interpreted the

- 1951 version of ucc §3-zoz to carry forward the Noepace Test. 13
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On the other hand qulte a few cases have allowed a separate allonge under these elrcumstances 14 ,
Only a few of these cases expressly consldered whether a particular lnstrument still had room for an
lndorsement.15 These cases generally upheld an allonge without discussing the No-Space Test. No o
New York case expressly decides whether the New York UCC includes a No-Space Test. A few New York AT
cases on allonges, 16 and a few from P.8 out of state epplylng the 19851 UCC, do not eonslder whether the o
Instrument still had enough space for an Indorsement. The Offictal Text of Revlsed Article 3 does not directly”

address a No-Space Test. But Official Comment 1 to Revised Section 3-204 says: “An indorsementonan. o
allonge is valid even though there is sufficient space on the instrument for an indorsement.” If New York - .,
enacted the Revlsed UCC any concem about a No-Space Test would diminish to the vanlshlng polnt_g_m_g_w
Yo lona with only S¢ olins sn't done tha Accordlngly. the No-Space Test remains at least a o
llngenng concern In New York And if lenders want to identify and mitigate every possible legal risk in thelr

~ documerits—as they do—they should assume, conservatively. that New York has a NoSpace Test.17 If New'
" York law does not have a No-Space Test, or if a particular transaction has satlsﬂed the test, counsel must then .

ask two more questlons before uslng an allonge

Must the partles physlcally attach the allonge to the lnstrument bemg endorsed? lf so, what does physlcal

attachment” require? Physical Attachment New York UCC §3- -202(2) states: “An Indorsement mustbe
written by or on behalf of the holder and on the instrument or on a paper so firmly affixed thereto as to: _

_become a part thereof.” This requlrement tightened the NiL's prevloue requtrement that the indorsement "be

written on the lnstrument itself or upon a paper attached thersto.” The change was dellberate, apparently: :
deslgned to assure the Indomement would travel with the instrument. This, it was thought would “protect
subsequent purchasere from the risk that the present holder ora prevlous holder has negotlated the lnstrument, '

to someone outslde the apparent chaln of title through a separate document "18 Lawrence

R ' THE ISSUE OF Tm DEFAULT DATE :
- ) GMAC STARTED THE DEFAULT NOT THE TANGEMANS

(See Exhlblt No F our (4) Wherem GMAC began retummg all of Tangemans checks as hsted on
, Exhxbtt (4) Also see the bottom of Exhﬂnt No (5) where the ﬁrst check returned to the Tangemans was.

dated 01/07/2008 Does the three (3) year statute of lumtatxon wlnch began to run ﬁom the date i

" of default whrch was Jan 7 2008 Does that three k)] statute stop the clock by whlch a legal -

complalnt by the court can no longer ﬁle satd complalnt??? See check at the bottom of
eXhlblt 5. (See Plamtrﬁ‘ words, page 4, hnes 4-13 and lmes 16 21 exhrbrt #2 attached) The

. ongmal Summons was ﬁled November 3 2010 when the current docket No. endmg in 05847 B _
_ was ﬁrst 1ssued (See Exhrbtt # 3) The Plamhﬁ' is sxmply usmg undocumented dates out of thin air and,‘ L
- certamly much more than srx (6) months More hke ® years ' '

- Not 31x (6) months as 1mphed Also see (Exhlblt No ﬁve (5)" e
. »_ thch conﬁrms the Jan 7th 2008 as begmmng the date of .

*pe



I last four dxglts of my Socxal Securtty number 1s out there for every loan, bank
e account and credlt accounts ' S R

Default HOWEVER, WELLS FARGO BANK AND ATTORNEY -

KELCHNER WITH mm HUTCHENS LAW m Dm NOT START ST
- ACTION UNTIL MAY 5,2017 (SEE EXHIBIT (6)...THAT'S NINE (9 YEARS S

- AND FIVE MONTH ancs: THE DATE OF DEFAULT! Roger Townsend & _{f(; i

| .' Thomas Law Flrm reconshmted the case No, as lO-CP-42-5847 whnch began Janualy 19 2011 (see | ) J : : :
L Exhlblt No. three (3) That created two cases actlve at the same hme w1th the Bradley & Arant T
i 2 "law ﬁrm from Charlotte, N C whxch case was hea:d by Judge Mark Hayes at about the same txme " 'ff | , -

o . ISSUE OF REGARDING REDACTIONS B R S

- | The account number on the fraudulent note was blacked out, see attached "Note" as (Exhlbtt 1) T

: "I'HE LAST 3 OR 4 DIGITS of an account number should remam m order to show o '_‘ |

i proof or Ongmahty of the note. Too much redactlon leads me to to be susptcxous of the S ] '- b | -
_ ‘note 8 ongmahty The defendant is the one who must physmally see the note The ' SR

| ’nssus'os INSURANCE i

o "_".From the begmmng of the default whlch actually was J anuary of 2008

. (Exhibit # 5), GMAC began including fire and Hazard Insurance as did all the
L succeedmg buyers of said note. If ‘you ‘multiply $500 to $700 per year forbank
- added insurance, it probably was more than $10, 000.00. So where is that h1dden”,

o f1n those ﬁgures Well Fargo Bank gave attomey Kelchner? (See Lmes
9 11 p'a‘ge 3) R R S S

e
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Dr. Delbert R. Tangeman
104 Riverside lane, Duncan, South Carolina 29334

Honorable Chief Judge James E. Lockemy:

S. C. Court of Appeals

P. O. Box 11629 FEB 14 2020
Columbia, South Carolina, 29211 SC Court of Appeals
Dear Judge Lockemy:

Attached is my final brief which is, as you ordered, “identical” to my last filed and
clocked “Initial Reply Brief” herewith attached. In as much as your order required that both
the final brief and the final Replay be “identical” to the initial reply brief, therefore I submit
only the “FINAL BRIEF” (211 b). As per rule 211 b (1), Respondent added (R) referencing
“Record on Appeal.”

As per rule 211 b (2) some correction of typos and double spacing of lines were done in
order to comply with court rules. '

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Very truly yoyrs,

February 14, 2020



