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Appellant hereby submits Rule 240(j), SCACR, motion with abeyance request. Rule 240(j),
SCACR, requires de novo panel appeal of an individual judge’s dismissal. The March 20, 2020, Order
di_smissing this case contains errors of law and fact. It also appears to conflict with a prior Order in this
case which found that the appeals of the 2017 Orders were timely filed. Pursuant to Rule 24005,
SCACR, as opposed to Rule 221, SCACR, dismissal of appeal by a single judge is subject to de novo
panel appeal. Rule 240(c), SCACR, provides, “Each motion or petition shall include the following: (3)
Where the Record on Appeal has not been filed, ... the parties shall file affidavits.” As there was no
record on appeal at the time of the Respondent’s motion to dismiss, the lack of an affidavit to present a
record means that respondent failed to comply with Rule 240(c)(3), SCACR and the motion to dismiss
should not have been granted. As Appellant’s brief was already filed, Appellant respectfully requests
deferral of decision on the motion to dismiss until consideration of the Record on Appeal (ROA) and

Final Briefs.

L The standard of review for Rule 240(j), SCACR, Panel Appeal is de novo.

The March 20, 2020, order dismissihg this appeal was issued by an individual judge. Pursuant
to S.C. Code § 14-8-220, “An appeal shall be allowed from decision of any one judge to a panel of the
Court.” Under Rule 240(j), SCACR “Any review of an order issued by an individual judge or justice
shall be by petition for rehearing.” The previous Rule 224(j), SCACR, included the provision that,
"Any party aggrieved by an order of an individual judge or justice may seek review of that order by the
appellate court or a panel thereof." That provision was preserved (in 2007) but reworded then re-
numbered Rule 240()), 'SCACR, to provide that, "Any review of an order issued by an individual judge
or justice shall be by petition for rehearing." The legislative intent and underlying statutory authority

remain the same in S.C. Code § 14-8-220. In contrast to Rule 221, SCACR, petition for rehearing, the
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SCACR, petition for rehearing, the legal standard of review for Rule 240(j), SCACR, appeal is de novo.
The Judge who signed the Order under review should not be part of the panel reviewing the
matter. A judge "shall disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably
be questioned." Rule 3(E)(1), CJC, Rule 501, SCACR. Disqualification is required if a reasonable
factual basis exists for doubting the judge's impartiality. Rice v. McKenzie, 581 F.2d 1114, 1116 (4th
Cir. 1978). In the Rice case, then Chief Judge Haynsworth further ruled that, "For many years a federal
judge has been prohibited from sitting to hear or determine an appeal in a case or issue tried by him. 28
U.S.C.A. § 47. To say the least, it would be unbecoming for a judge to sit in a United States Court of
Appeals to participate in the determination of the correctness, propriety and appropriateness of what he
did in the trial of the case. After rendering decisions, some judges remain open minded, and some are
unreluctant to confess previous error, but a reasonable person has a reasonable basis to question the
impartiality of a judge who sits in a United States Court of Appeals to review his own decision as a trial
judge." Id. at 1117. The inquiry is whether a reasonable person would have a reasonable basis for
questioning the judge's impartiality, not whether the judge is in fact impartial. Id. at 1116. Granted, this
is a Fourth Circuit case, but the principle from this oft-cited case is well stated, sound, and universally
accepted as logical and fair. Appellant asserts that Rule 240(j), SCACR, requires de novo appeal of the
March 20™ Order of dismissal by a panel of judges, which does not include the individual judge who

issued the order.

IL The Court found that the appeals of the 2017 orders were not timely filed, which is
counter to the finding of Judge Lockemy, in which he determined that the appeals of
the same orders were timely.

The record contains an Order from Judge Lockemy, issued in March to 2018 in response to a
motion to dismiss by’ Respondents. Appellant had appealed the 2017 Orders at issue by delivering

notices of appeal to the Respondents’ attorney. The notice that she signed was then filed with the

Court by an attorney who entered a notice of appearance concurrently. The Court found that the
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service of the notice on the Respondent and then the filing of the notice by an attorney did not

violate the Doe v. Duncan Order and that the appeal was timely filed. Please see Attached Exhibit

A. Appellant would argue that this is the law of the case, and that the 2017 Orders were timely filed.

III. The Respondent’s motion was filed without supporting affidavit and should have been
dismissed.

When deciding a jurisdictional question based on facts, a reviewing court must review the entire
record, find the jurisdictional facts, and decide the jurisdictional question in accord with the
preponderance of evidence. See, e.g., Canady v. Chas. Cty. Sch. Dist., 265 S.C. 21,216 S.E.2d 755
(1975). Respondent has failed to comply with Rule 240(c)(3), SCACR by filing its motion without any
supporting affidavits. The motion to dismiss should have been declined on that basis.

IV.  Appellant raises an issue of subject matter jurisdiction as to the appointment of the
referee.

Issues relating to subject matter jurisdiction may be raised at any time, cannot be waived even
by consent, and should be taken notice of by this court on our own motion. Johnson v. State, 319 S.C.
62, 64, 459 S.E.2d 840, 841 (1995). The circuit court’s order of reference, certified true copy attached,
provides that the matter is referred to the referee/master “pursuant to the South Carolina Code Ann. §§
14-11-90 and 15-30-390.” The South Carolina Judicial Department website shows S.C. Code § 14-11-
90 was repealed by 1988 Act No. 678, Part V, well before this case, and S.C. Code § 15-30-390 is not
found and does not exist. As such, there is no statutory authority for referral to the referee/master and
no subject matter jurisdiction. “The master has no power or authority except that which is given to him
by the order of reference. See Rule 53(c), SCRCP.... there has been no valid order entered in this case,
and the appealed order is a nullity entered without power or authority. Smith v. Ocean Lakes Family
Campground, 433 S.E.2d 909, 315 S.C. 379 (S.C. App. 1995). Without subject matter jurisdiction, the
resulting orders are void. Bunkum v. Manor Properties, 321 S.C. 95, 99, 467 S.E.2d 758, 761

(Ct.App.1996). “Pursuant to Rule 53, SCRCP, a referee/master has no power or authority except that
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which is given to him by the order of reference.” Id. The matter of whether the Master was properly

appointed raises a subject matter jurisdiction issue.

V. Appellant raises the threshold issue of standing.

Appellant has raised a lack of standing. On February 24, 2017, the Court recognized that
respondents who filed in the lower court never had in interest in the case and admit lack of standing.
Georgetown Cty. League of Women Voters v. Smith Land Co., Inc., 393 S.C. 350, 713 S.E.2d 287 (S.C.
2011). Appellant has asserted that Defendant-respondents Becker and Grier were the only parties to
file in the lower court and Exhibit C, attached indicates that they were considered by the Court as the
only respondents. There has been no order of substitution and no motion for substitution in the
appellate court pursuant to Rule 265, SCACR. Accordingly, respondents have admitted lack of
standing.

VI.  Appellant raises the fact that the record indicates that Respondents did not pay the
- required filing fees in asserting their claims as an assertion of a lack of jurisdiction.

Defendants failed to pay the required fees in the lower court that other lawyers, other parties,
and other members of the public would be required to pay. If a prerequisite for filing was not followed,
then there is an argument that the lower court action was unauthorized and without jurisdiction as a
result. The attached cdpy of the docket from the public index (Exhibit F) indicates inadequate fees.
Without the requisite fees paid in full, the order of reference is invalid and there is no jurisdiction. By
analogy, Rule 203(d)(3), SCACR, provides if the filing fee is not paid in full, the matter shall be
dismissed and shall not be reinstated except by leave of the court upon good cause shown. Rule
203(d)(3), SCACR; see Douglas v. State, 332 S.C. 67, 504 S.E.2d 307 (1998); Toal et al., Appellate
Practice in South Carolina (2d ed. 2002), p. 124. See, e.g., Matter of De Maio, 13 Misc.3d 190, 819
N.Y.S.2d 648, 2006 NY Slip Op 26256 (N.Y. Surr. Ct., 2006) (The ﬁlring fee is jurisdictional, so that
the failure to pay the required fee renders the filing fatally defective. Mandel v. Waltco Truck Equip.

Co., 243 AD2d 542 (1997); Matter of Vetrone, 216 AD2d 839 (1995)). Compare Merriam v.
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Davidson, 184 So.3d 411 (Ala. Civ. App., 2015): “The financial-history portion of the trial court's
case-action-summary sheet reveals that the respondents failed to pay a filing fee.... Because the
payment of a filing fee is jurisdictional and the respondents failed to pay a filing fee,... we conclude
that the trial court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction to rule on the petition. See Hicks v. Hicks, 130
So.3d 184, 189 (Ala.Civ.App.2012). The evidence showing that the proper fees were not paid appears
to raise an issue of subject matter jurisdiction.

VII. The contempt order from June 21, 2017 is a final order that is appealable.

The contempt order (June 21, 2017) is a final order that is appealable. Interlocutory discovery
orders may be reviewed where they contain appealable issues. Ferguson v. Charleston
Lincoln/Mercury Inc., 344 S.C. 502, 544 S.E.2d 285 (Ct. App. 2001). On appeal from the contempt
order, the contemnor may argue that the contempt finding must be reversed because the underlying
discovery order was itself improper where the efficacy and propriety of the order of reference is
challenged. Grosshuesch v. Cramer, 377 S.C. 12, 659 S.E.2d 112 (2008). Appellant challenges the
propriety of the order in this case. The attached copy of the June 21, 2017, order is a contempt order for
$2500.00 which appellant paid into the lower court pending appeal. (See attached affidavit from
Appellant) As a final order, the contempt order is appealable. Tucker v. Honda of S.C. Mfg., Inc., 354
S.C. 574, 577, 582 S.E.2d 405, 406 (2003); Hooper v. Rockwell, 334 S.C. 281, 513 S.E.2d 358 (1999).
When an order is appealable in part such as the contempt order herein, the éntire order is considered on
appeal. McCall v. Batson, 285 S.C. 243, 329 S.E.2d 741 (1985). An order not immediately appealable
will nonetheless be considered if there is an appealable iséue, and a ruling on appeal will avoid
unnecessary litigation. Pruitt v. Bowers, 330 S.C. 483, 499 S.E.2d 250 (Ct. App. 1998). The contempt

order should be considered appealable.

VIII. The Appellate Court may review the intermediate February 9, 2017, order because it
necessarily affects the order on appeal by denying Appellant’s right to defend, the
right to present evidence and call witnesses, and the right to substantial constitutional
protections.



The appellate court may review any intermediate order necessaﬁly affecting the order on appeal
including, but not limited to, the February 9, 2017, order, copy attached. It asserts that there was a
hearing, which is not correct, and results in confiscation of appellant’s filing fees without due process
(a constitutional violation). It also effectively deries the appellant fundamental rights by the State and
federal constitutions and statues, such as the right to self-representation. SCDOT v. Faulkenberry, 337
S.C. 140, 522 S.E.2d 822 (Ct. App. 1999). The case of Metts v. Mims, 384 S.C. 491, 682 S.E.2d 813
(2009), supports appeal of the contempt order because the appeal herein is based on denial of State and
federal constitutional rights, including but not limited to, the right to self-representation. See Brooks v.
SCCID and OID, South Carolina Court of Appeals, decided February 15,2017, App. Case No. 2014-
002477 (Remittitur sent March 3, 2017). Case law in Brooks, supra, is controlling and confirms State
and federal constitutional and statutory rights to represent oneself. The February 9, 2017, order
denying Appellant’s right to self-representation necessarily affects all subsequent orders including the
attached June 21, 2017, order and the June 23, 2017, order. "The touchstone of due process is
protection of the individual against arbitrary action of government," Wolff'v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539,
558 (1974), or denial of fundamental procedural fairness, see, e.g., Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 82
(1972) (the procedural due process guarantee protects against "arbitrary takings"). County of
Sacramento v. Lewis, 523 U.S. 833, 118 S.Ct. 1708, 140 L.Ed.2d 1043 (1998). See Moore v. Moore,
376 S.C. 467, 657 S.E.2d 743 (2008) (procedural due process requires (1) adequate notice; (2) adequate
opportunity for a hearing; (3) the right to introduce evidence; and (4) the right to confront and cross-
examine witnesses). See S.C. Const. art. I, sec. 2, 3, 4, 10, and 14; S.C. Const. art. V, sec. 4; S.C. Const.
art. V, sec. 5; U.S. Const., Article I, sec. 9 and 10; U.S. Const. amend. I, IV, V, VII, and XIV. An order
that effectively forecloses a party from contesting the case on the merits affects a substantial right
under section 14-3-330(2) and is immediately appealable. McLaughlin v. Strickland, 279 S.C. 513, 309

S.E.2d 787 (Ct. App. 1983).



The February 9™ Order also strikes Appellaht’s pending Rule 60, motion. Jurisdiction for
hearing the Rule 60 motion is vested in the trial judge, not the referee/master. A post-trial motion filed
under Rules 50, 52, 59 or 60, SCRCP, is to be delivered to the trial judge, who is then to dispose of it
promptly. WACHOVIA BANK OF SOUTH CAROLINA v. Player, 341 S.C. 424, 535 S.E.2d 128,
n.2. (S.C. 2000) (emphasis supplied). Wrongful denial of the Rule 60, SCRCP, motion is appealable.
Winesett v. Winesett, 287 S.C. 332, 338 S.E.2d 340 (1985); see also Stearns Bank Nat’l Ass’nv.
Glenwood Falls, LP, 375 S.C. 423, 653 S.E.Zd 274 (2007); Toal et al., Appellate Practice in South

Carolina (3d ed. 2016), p 164.

IX. Appellant has argued that the Order upon which the Respondents sought to collect in
the action below was not a “money judgment” within the contemplation of S.C. Code
Section 18-9-130 and should have heen stayed during appeal, raising a subject matter
jurisdiction question. '
Appellant has raised the argument that the money judgment exception to automatic stay on
appeal does not apply because the Order on which Respondents were collecting does not constitute a
“money judgment” in the underlying claim within the contemplation of S.C. Code Section 18-9-130.
As the Order granting the Respondents an award was a sanctions order, Appellant argues that the
“decision of whether to award sanctions is a collateral issue and does not constitute a ruling upon the
merits of the case. ...See Cooter & Gell v. Hartmarx Corp., 496 U.S. 394,396, 110 S.Ct. 2447, 110
L.Ed.2d 359 (1990).” Pee Dee Health Care, P.A., v. Estate of Thompson, 418.S.C. 557, 795 S.E.2d 40
(S.C.App. 2016). Accordingly, there is an argument that the matter below involved collection on an
amount that was not a traditional money judgment and, therefore, was subject to automatic stay under
Rule 241(a), SCACR, pending appeal. The lower céurt proceeding should have been stayed pending
exclusive appellate jurisdiction, giving rise to a question of subject matter jurisdiction.
X. New case law, which was issued days after the February 9™ Order presents a novel

question of law which should be reviewed by the Court.

When a case contains a novel question of law, the appellate court is free to decide the question
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with no particular deference to the lower court. Osprey Inc., v. Cabana Limited Partnership, 340 S.C.
367, 532 S.E.2d 269 (2000). It is respectfully submitted that novel issues regarding case law in Brooks
v. SCCID and OID, South Carolina Court of Appeals, decided February 15, 2017, App. Case No. 2014-
002477, applied to the Court’s decision to implement an Order to deprive Appellant of the right to
represent herself or file motions documents in her defense presents an important and novel issue.
Specifically, the constitutionality of an order banning a citizen from access to the Court or to the right
to defend herself in Court should be reviewed. The South Carolina Constitution guarantees every
person the right of access to the courts. S.C. Const. art. I, § 9 provides, “All courts shall be public, and
every person shall have speedy remedy therein for wrongs sustained.” A litigant has a statutory right to
self-representation in South Carolina. S.C. Code Ann. § 40-5-80 (2011) (“[The chapter regulating the
practice of law] may not be construed so as to prevent a citizen from prosecuting or defending his own
cause, if he so desires.”); Washington v. Washington, 308 S.C. 549, 550, 419 S.E.2d 779, 780 (1992).
The statutory right of self-representation is also provided to litigants under federal law. 28 U.S.C. §
1654 (2016). Brooks v. SCCID and OID, South Carolina Court of Appeals, decided February 15, 2017,
App. Case No. 2014-002477. Respondents motion to dismiss should be denied. In the alternative,
appellant respectfully requests deferral of decision on the motion to dismiss until consideration of the
Record on Appeal (ROA) and Final Briefs.

CONCLUSION

Appellant respectfully submits Motion for Rule 240(j), SCACR, De Novo Panel Appeal and the
attached Affidavit and exhibits, with a request for abeyance and respectfully requests the March 20,
2020, Order of a single judge dismissing this appeal be reversed. Appellant filed her brief well before
the motion was filed and respectfully requests that the Appellate review panel reverse the dismissal
Order in this case and direct the Respondent to file its brief in response to the Appellant’s Initial Brief.

In the alternative, appellant requests deferral of decision on respondent’s motion to dismiss for
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS
For record RE: Motion For Rule 240j, SCACR, De Novo Panel Appeal

-

Order of 3-29-18 |

Appellanf’s affidavit

Correspondence from the Court dated February 24, 2017
Website .showing»Mr. Becker as a party

Defendant’s motion to-dismiss certain parties

Copy of the docket sheet from the public index re: fees

June 21, 2017, Order

February 9, 2017 Order

Rule to Show Cause 3, 2017 -

Order for supplemental proceeding March, 14, 2017

Order 12-16-2009

Demand letter pre-supplemental proceedings
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The South Carolina Coutrt of Appeals

Cynthia Holmes, M.D., Appellant,

V.

Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A., successor to Sinkler &

Boyd, P.A., Manton Grier and James Y. Becker,
Respondents

Appellate Case No. 2017-001717

ORDER

On February 26, 2018, this court requested memoranda from the parties addressing
whether the notice of appeal was timely served and filed in compliance with our
suprame court's December 2, 2009 order in Doe v, Duncan, After consideration of
the parties' memoranda, we find that this appeal was filed in compliance with Doe
v. Duncan, Here, Appellant served a pro se notice of appeal on Respondents
within thirty days of receipt of written notice of entry of the underlying order.
Within ten days of service, Appellant's counsel made a notice of appearance and
filed the notice of appeal with this court as required by Rule 203(d)(1)(B) of the
South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and Doe v. Duncan. Accordingly, this
appeal shall proceed.

Columbia, Sobith:Carolina

cc: : ‘. .
Chalmers Carey Johnson, Esquire j FI LED

Mary M Caskey, Esquire
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
). AFFIDAVIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON )

Personally came and appeared before me, Notary Publi‘c,. C. Holmes, who upon being duly
sworn did depose and say the following:
P

1.1 am the appellant of legal age and competent to state the matters herein, This affidavit is submitted
in App. Case No. 19-0880. Pursuant to Rule 240(c), SCACR, “Each thotion or petition shall include
the following: (3) Where the Record on Appeal has not been filed, ... the parties shall file affidavits.”
Because respondent’s motion to dismiss is unsupported by affidawt or Record on Appeal (ROA), it is
unsupportable. Pursuant to the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR), respondent’s motion to
dismiss should be held in abeyance pending Record on Appeal (ROA) and Final Briefs,

2. Pursuant to the attached order of the Chief Judge of the South Carolina Court of Appeals (COA)

- entered March 29, 2018, in App. Case No. 17-1717, the appeal of the 2017 orders is timely, therefore,
the order entered March 20, 2020, is reversible based on inadvertent misstatement and/or error of
material fact and law. Furthermore, the attached copy of the June 21, 2017, order pending appeal herein
is a contempt order which is appealable. Jarrell v. Petoseed Co., 331 S.C. 207, 500 S.E.2d 793 (Ct.
App. 1998) (civil contempt is appealable because it involves the merits and determines a substantial
matter). See Toal et al., Appellate Practice in South Carolina (Third Ed., 2016), p. 166,

3. Defendant’s Exhibit # 7 from its motion to dismiss is the Order entered April 9, 2019, copy attached,
which shows the case is ended, as stated on the face of that Order, It ends the case and it is a final Order
with appealable intermediate orders.

4, The appeal herein, COA App. Case No. 2019-0880, includes appeal of the Order entered June 21,
2017, copy attached, in Circuit Court Case No. 2002-CP-10-01448, wh1ch was given a new Case No.
2007-CP-10-01444 after respondent’s wrongful change of venue.

_ 5, Pursuant to that wrongful and unlawful Order entered June 21, 2017, appellant paid into the lower
court the amount of $2500.00 pending appeal.
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6. Further, pursuant to S.C. Code § 14-3-330(1), upon final judgment, the appellate court may review
any intermediate order. See Link v. School District of Pickens County, 302 8.C. 1,393 8. E.2d 176
(1990) (a party need not challenge the final judgment itself in order to contest an 1ntermed1ate order or
decree).

7. The April 9, 2019, order on its face contains the ruling that it ends the case, it is a final order; and,
therefore, it is not interlocutory, As such, the order entered March 20, 2020, is reversible based on
inadvertent misstatement of material fact. Pursuant to §.C. Code § 14-3-330, the April 9, 2019, order is
final with appealable intermediate orders. Respondent’s motion to dismiss should be held in abeyance
pending the Record on Appeal and Final Briefs.

8. In addition, to the extent the April 9, 2019, order is considered interlocutory, which is denied, it is
appealable pursuant to 8.C. Code § 14-3-330(3) which provides appellate review of intermediate orders
affecting a substantial right “made in any special proceeding or upon a summary application in any
action after judgment.” The ex parte February 9, 2019, order herein is an order affecting a substantial
right including, but not limited to, denial of the right to file in perpetuity.

9. Moreover, to the extent the May 9, 2019, order is considered interlocutory, which is denied, it is
appealable pursuant to S.C. Code § 14 3-330(1) which statutorily authorizes review of any intermediate
order or decree “involving the merits” and/or “necessarily affecting the judgment.” Link v. School
District of Pickens County, 302 S8.C. 1, 393 §, E.2d 176 (1990). The May 9, 2019, order involves the
merits, including but hot limited to, because it is based on untrustworthy hearsay and because it denies
the right of access to the courts as well as the Federal and State constitutional gnd statutory right to
self-representation. See Brooks v. SCCID and OID, South Carolina Court of Appeals, decided February
15,2017, App. Case No. 2014-002477. See Toal et al., Appellate Practice in South Carolina (Third Ed.,
2016), p. 143, 144-143.

10. Pursuant to S.C, Code § 14-3-330(2), the orders herein are appealable, including but not limited to,
because they affect 2 “substantial right made in an action when such order... (c) strikes out an answer or
any part thereof or any pleading in ady action.” In this case, the attached February 9, 2017, order is
appealable because it strikes appellant’s response and pleadings and confiscates appellant’s filing fees.
Appellant is prejudiced thereby:

11. This appeal includes, but is not limited to, appesl of the June 21, 2017, Contempt Order, copy
attached, as well as appeal of other intermediate orders. Pursuant to the SCACR, Respondent’s motion .
to dismiss should be held in abeyance pending Final Briefs and the Record on Appeal (ROA).

Y

12, The referee/master wrongfully issued the ex parte February 9, 2017, order which denied appellant’s
Rule 60(b), SCRCP, motion then pending before the trial judge. Only the trial judge had jurisdiction to
decide that motion. The appellant is prejudiced thereby. The referee/master’s wrongful disposition of
Rule 60(b), SCRCP, motion is an appealable intermediate order on appeal herein.
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FURTHER THE AFFIANT SAITH NOT.
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The 5uutb Carolina Court of Qppeais-

Cynthia Holines, M.D., Appellant,

B2

Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A., successor to Sinkler &
Boyd, P.A., Manton Grier and James Y. Becker,
Respondents

Appellate Case No. 2017-001717

ORDER

On February 26, 2018, this court requested memoranda from the parties addressing
whether the notice of appeal was timely served and filed in compliance with our
supreme court's December 2, 2009 order in.Doe v, Duncan. After consideration of
the parties' memoranda, we find that this appeal was filed in compliance with Doe
v, Dupcan, Here, Appellant served a pro se notice of appeal on Respondents
within thirty days of receipt of written notice of entry of the underlying order.
Within ten days of service, Appellant's counsel made a notice of appearance and
filed the notice of appeal with this court as required by Rule 203(d)(1)(B) of the
South Carolina Appellate Court Riiles and Doe v. Duncan. Accordmgly, thlS
appeal shall proceed,

Columbia, Sotth:Carolina

ce:
Chalmers Carey Johnson, Esqmre
Mary M Caskey, Esquire
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FORM 4 :
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY QF CHARLESTON ' »
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS ‘ CASE NO, 2007 CP=-{{-1444
C Holmas - : Haynesworth Sinkler Boyd PA
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)
i ) ‘ Attorney for : [_| Plaintiff  [_| Defendant
Submitted by: Haster in Eqully - or - o .
: " [ Self-Represenigd Litdnt 2%
[ -

_ DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) ot B i
JURY VERDICT. This action came hefore the court for a trial by jury. The isw%\( . ”o\ S e
have been tried and a verdiet rénderéd. ?}:”’ o 7 { \
-y L 3N
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the coungon, —% Cf
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. o
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SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit): [J Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Setrled): [] Other

ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): [ Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [X] Bankrupicy:
[ Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify
arbitration award; [ Other

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COQURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):

{J Affirmed: 7] Reversed; ] Remanded; [] Other

NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOUIFYING LOWER COURT. TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL

IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: [] See attached order (formal arder to follow) ] Statement of Judgment
by the Court;

C Holmes has filed Chapter 7 Bankruptcy.

[

=

: ORDER INFORMATION
This order B ends [ does not end the case,
Additional Iriformation for the Clerk :,

_! » INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC INDEX
| Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if 4ny amount
( should be enrolled. If there Is no judgment informatlon, indicate “N/A™ in one of the boxes below.
Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against 1 Judgment Amount To he Enrolléd
_(List namg(s) below) & (List name(s) below) (List amount(s) below)
N/A , ' $
)
)
if applicable, describe the. praperty, including tax map information and address, referenced in the order:
N/A .
i

The judgment infarmation wbave has bien provided by the submiitting purty. Disputes conteming the amounts contained in this
form niy be uddregsed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Progedure. Amounis 1o he computed xuch as intereyt
ar editional taxable ¢osts pal ayailable at thgtime the form and {innl arder are Submitted (o the judge may be pravided to the

clerk. Nate: Title abstraptors,dnd r s should refer to the\gificinl court order for judgment details.. !
3062 4/2/19
Judge Code Date
/S CP Farm 4C (10201 1) Page ! of2
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4 ST PARGLIL N : G COMMOT PLEAS
STATE OF $OUTH CAROLINA ) ™ THE COURT CF CQ,\&\.’.-OH LE
ﬂ T FOR TEE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUTT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NUMBER:
}
o, - cP-lo - |H9Y
O Hobres ) 220
. | : ) SUPPLEMENTAL PROCEEDRNG ORDE
, L/ ) _
/{Ayﬂﬂv‘”' 7, S;Aé&( )
Beud )
) .
T . Y , _- . . . d a‘:‘ z: .' “‘@%
A Bearing wes hsld in the above capioned case on é’/ / @/ / /"7 . % ‘2 g’ ?:‘
. ' S
1. Wo sssets wWere dscoversd, ) (} é T,i"’) = m
. : ‘n.:-:l‘. —
2. The Deferrdani sgraed i pay | \ ‘8 % ::: 3
' ' (=T
3. The heanirg wes. 1ot hélfi bw;ns& ! . S c. c& |
2 the Defendant was 0ot served and the nearing hes been reschednied for - ; 5" ! :

b the Defspdant did not appear znd 2 RTSC has been schadsled for

pose——

c. the parkies reqestsd the, bcéring be reschednled for

4 ths Plaintid elected not to procesd :

NWAYY; r%{.rw(ﬁmw?@z.a@:wmhm Tiomsel . -
B2500 Lot pt STinchiv s 13s0ed P role fo Badcf
'  Lonagal b prone sued for- ﬂ%n" st 1-‘-%%“{51 %’7;{"“1(*.

ings is held apen tatdl

[}

) A

__ 4. The supplementzl procss

—

5. The supplementz! proceediags is dismissed and canceied without prejudice. All

Feswaining Orders and Infunchions are hereby iifted, canceled, voided and dismissed

Wikell R Scerborough _
Master 1 Equity for Charleston Couaty

Charlesicn,

SC
Dated: _{g ’f[ &!}7
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4iL1-Cv-ugv4ay-FMU-BM - Date tiled 11/01/17  Entry NOgaber 1-1° Page 1 of 2

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA FORM 4 .
'COUNTY OF CHitRLESTON JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

iN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASENO, 2007 CP10-1444

Holmes

Heyriesworth Sinkler Boyd, et al,
T o - T b

PLAINTIFF(S)

DEFENDANT(S)
' ' . - Attorney for: (] Pl )
Submitted by; rey for: L] amm 2 Dﬁep.d%.m"
| Self-Represcnted L:tigam oo
DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
a JURY VERDICT. Thi¢ detion came before.the court fér s trial by jury, The Issues
have been tried and 2 verdict reridered, -
< DECISION BY THE'COURT, This action cams to trial ar hearmg befare, t};e coun, 2
The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. - 22 T
0 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASOM): [T Rule 12(b), SCRCP: [ Rue 41(5.?‘& o =
‘ SCRCP (Vol, Nonsuity; [] Rule 43(K), SCRCP (Setiled); (] Other . 2B A i
.8 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): (] Rute 40(j), SCRCP; [ BanklupteyR ™
[ Binding arbitration, subject to right to restors to conf rm, vacate or modify n'ga = il
arbitration award;.["] Other ( = »
O  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE GIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APP fe
(7 Affirmed; [ Reversed; (] Remanded; [ Other | o

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTINYING LOWER COURT,

TRIBUNAL. OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.

- IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: I:] See attached order (formel order to follow) &) Statement of Judgment

by the Court: A supplemental praceedings hedring | is schedulad ta take place In hls matter on March 10, 2017, The courtis
advised by the Clark of Court's office that Cynthla Holrmes, M.D., has filed saveral mations'in this matter In violation of the
Supreme Court's arder fllad December 8, 2009 directing the "Clerks of Court In this stata ta refuse to accept further Hllings frém
petitioner In agtions related in eny-way to tha revocdtion of her medieal statf privl[ege: at East Cooper Communlt‘y Hospital
untess they are filed by an attorney, other than petitioner, licerised to pracitce of lawTn this state.” Given the broad language
of this directive and the fact that the motions have been filed by Dr. Holmes, pro se, the court arders the Clark of Court's office
10 steike all- motions fiiéd by Or. Holmes In'this matter as well as all future mations, If any.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order {"] ends [X) doss not end the case.
Additional Information for the Clerk : . ) -~

L e ';- R PENINE w TN O e Gle 1
{é“g‘;é,{r@tm sac‘iqo Dej ’? ‘TL REhGI "" Fpropeny

Fshouldibe e‘?moilad.uxrthermémj"!ﬁ R onn (e lHisﬁe fM?in’é'B' ROMhe DeseubEld

*Judgment in Favor of Judgment Against "1 Judgment Amount To.Be Enrolled

_(List name(s) below) . ' (L.lst name(s) be!ow) ' {List amgunt(s) below)
NA | NA Sna _
' $
s '. "

Af applicable, describe the propenty, including tax map mformatlon and address, referenced in thc &ider;

.\\’

. S »i‘«;fi?ﬁii*g'“? i

SCRCP Form 4G (10/2011) ' Page 1 of2
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The judgmens information above has been provided by the Submitfing party. Dispuies copcerning the amounts conained in this
form muy be addressed by \n pursuant o the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounis ta be cotnpuled such as interest

or additional taxable-costs not ayeftafle apahe tmefhe form ond il order are submitted to the judge may be provided Io the
clerk, Note: Title abstractory/ : - urd refar to the offici4

court order for judgment details,

3062
Judge Code

Circult Court Judee

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was entered on the day-of .20 and. 8 copy mailed {irst class or
placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this day of 20 Jleattorneys of recard or-
10 parties (when appearing pro se) s follows: '

.

+

‘ ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S} ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT
— ¥

Court Reporter: ' ‘ ' '

SCRCP Form 4C ,(‘l0/20! i) ; ‘ Page 2 of 2

I A T — . o———p P —— — . § 88 M ey
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The Soutl Carolina Court of ppeals

JENNY ABBOTT KITCHINGS POST DEFICE BOX 11620
CLERK - COLUMBIA, 3OUTH CAROLINA 2821
V CLAIRE ALLEN 1270 SENATE STREET
DFAUTY CLERY COLUMBIA, BOUTH CARGLINA 25281

TELEPHONE" (803) 734v1380
FAX (803) 774-183%
¥rerw 3SCOUNS G1Y

February 24, 2017

Cynthia Holmes
PO Box 187
Sullivan's Island SC 29482

Re:  Cynthia Holmes v, Haynsworth (3)
Appellate Case No. 2017-000266

Dear Dr. Holmes:

This Court has reccived your notice of appeal, and the case has been assigned the
appellale case number that appears above, Please use this number on all future
correspandence relating to this matter, )

All parties to this matter are advised that all filings must comply with the
requirements of Rule 267 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules (SCACR),
‘'he SCACR are available online at www.sccourts.org/courtreg. Additionally, any
filings submitted by counse! admitted in South Carolina must include counsel's bar
numbetr,

The atcntion of the parties is directed to the order 1elatmg ta the inclusion of
personal dala identitiers and other sensitive information in documents tiled with
the Supreme Court of South Carolina and the South Carolina Court of Appeals.
The order can be found at www.sceourts.or sz/courtOrders/dnsglav()xder cim?order
No=2014-04-15-02. Please note, that the responsibility for insuring that information
is redacted or sealcd as required by this order rests with counsel and the parties.
This office will nor review filings for redaction or to determine if materials should
be sealed.
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This is Lo advisc that the title in the above matier has been changed o read as
follows:

Cynthia Hotmes, Appellant,

v,

Haynsworth, Sinkler & Boyd, P.A,, successor to Sinkler & Boyd, P.A.; Manton
Griar; and James Y. Becker, Defendams,

earmg S R T Gdrcay s e N e,

o . . ' 4 . X "~
L -—‘a" O whom Manton Grier and James Y. Becker are Respondents, )
T~y N\“ﬁ-h‘.-“—_-----'—-

=

All future records in this matter should be changed to reflect this title. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Very truly yours,

CLERK
¢é: James Y. Becker,'Esquire y
Manton M. Grier, Esquire
2
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Evuth Carelina Appellate Case Management Systam

Appeliate Case No. ...

CLERK'S OFFICE c-Track, the browser based CMS for Appellate Caurts
SUPREME COURT
COURT OF APPEALS
fCases Disclaimer: The Information and documents avaliable here should not be relied upon as an officlal record of action.
- - Only filed documents can be viewed. Some documents recelved in a case may not be available for viewing.
Case Saarch | Same documents eriginating from a-lower court, including records and appendices, may not be available for viewing.
t Search e - > ‘ . : : -
Pariciant. : Case Information: 2017-000266
Court: . Court of Appeals ’ Classification: Appeal - Common Pleas - Other
Short Title: Cynthia Holmes v. Haynsworth (3) Case Status: Rerwittitur
View Full Title
Consolidated:
Filed Data: ) 02/13/20:7 Oral Argumeni Date:
Disposition Date: 04/07/2017 - bisposition Type: Qrder
Remittitur Date: 11/28/2017

Lower Cowrt or Tribunal: Charleston (2007CP1001444)

Appellate Rote Party Name Former Attarney(s)
Appeliant Cynthia Holmes N Chalmers Carey Johnson
‘Respondent James Y. Becker N Mary M Caskey

Respondent Manton M. Grier N Mary M Caskey

WA 6G.ZMA NZNZZZ1T

ESPEERBEPB INIOIAIN ATINVYL 1SHNA

BE/BL
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| STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY QF CHARLESTON.
Cynthia Holmes, M.D.,

Plaimift.
VA,

Huaynsworth Sinkler Bayd, P.A., successor
t Sinkler & Boyd, P.A., Manton Grier and
Jumes Y. Becker

Defendents.

DURST FAMILY MEDICINE 8438833459

21/38

N THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE NINTH fUDICIAL CIRCUIT
C/a NO: 2007-CP-10-01444

=
‘E,' % o J‘vy!‘
o, ‘.
'f :‘ Q "'u"'
?’Atl ‘?p ‘..-0 Y
. e
] r
\®. 2 C
A, ('h ‘\':';
S 2
4:‘%“_?;' a
-

DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO DISMISS CERTAIN PARTIES

IDefendants Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A., successor 10 Sinkler & Boyd. P.A., Manion

Grier and James Y, Becker (collcetively, the “Defendants”) hereby move this Court to dismiss

.

. “Muanton Grier and Jame"er. Becker es peritioners under the Verified Petition filed on January 3,
,l

2017, Mussrs, Becker and Crier arve employécs of Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A, and do not

have any ownership rights or interests in the sanctions judgment that s the subject of the

Verilied Petition. As a resull, they request that they be dismissed 3 Petitioners, and thut

Hay'nsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A. be the sole remaining petitioncr in this action, There are no

peixding claims assericd by Pleintiff ugainst Delendants in this metter. A proposed order s

i

atinched.

September 22, 2017

Post Office B '
Columbie, Sauth Carglina 29211
‘Telephone: (803) 779-3080
[*acsimile No: (803) 765-1243
ATTORNEYS FOR DEFENDANTS
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' Iy o

[#aynesworth Sinkler &  |arder/Order Flling Foa filing 09/29/2017-14:23[

Boyd P A Az Buccessor Ete
Order/granting defots’ Ordre 09/29/2017-12:49] &
motion to dismids cartain
oartiag
Defnte’ Motion to Dlsmiss Filing 09/29/2017-12:43| =
Cartain Parties
Ordar/tr Crt of Appeals- Ordur owzamou-m;:z’ =

. Appoal Is dismi d .

Holmgs, € Natice of Appealling Order  {PFiling 0311412017.1,3;13]
ebterad 6/23/17, praot/arv
Mincallanegus Oodumerts (2)Filing 07/13/20174:91!5}

Holmas, C Notica of Appeailing Order  |Flling 07105/2017-08:59I
entered 6/21/17

wrvice/Certificate Of Flling 06/28/2017=09:55)

Sarvice
Maater's Ordec~granting Order 08/23/2047-14:37
defnts' mog to compel & far :
Sanctlan
IMaster'e Supplamantal Order 06/21/2017-15:04
Procaading Qrder
2nd Arhendad Neticq of Riling 08/08/20£7-11:19 E
Haaring & ¢rt/srv t

Haynesworkh Sinkier &  |Motian/Motlon Filing Fee Filing 06/05/20 17-:.2:18l

Boyd P A A Succassor B¢

Caskey, Mary M Mation F/Contempt B Mation

Sanctlons & crt/srv

06/08/2017-09)08|

{Amenced Notlee of Hoaring &iFiling

05/08/2017-09:30

wrt/Rrv

12/30/2016~09:15/01 /03720 1.6-09:1.5[ &

=
T
crt/aev :
Haimas, € Amended Notice of Appaal en{Fliing 04/25/2017-11:26)
Grder 2/9/17 8 3/14/17 - —
Holmas, € Amended Notlce af Appaal onFlling 04/13/20 t7-08:56|
ordar 2/9/47 & 3/14/17 } :
Master's Order-mations to  |Ordar 03/14/20 :.7-'15:37" m
Quash sra both granted ) —
Magtar's Supplemental Order 03/14/2017-15135}
! Procaeding Order : i : —
{ Service/Affidavit Of Sarvicu |Filing 03/09/ 2017-12:05; E
1
{ Dafnts Mema In Oppositian  {Filing 03/06/2017-16:38 G l
! ta Motion fo Quash ' L
! Discovary, arv
{Amended Notice of Mcaring & Flling 02/27/2017-15;4 =
cre/Bev
Haynesworth Sinkiar & |Motian/Motion Piling Far  IFlling 02/17/2017-1%116] i
Boyd P A As Successor Etg
Caskey, Mary M 2nd Motion/Quash PIntffs  |Motlan 02/17/2017-13:47 Ey
Subp & Cart/Serv :
Natice/Notlce of Henring & (Filing 02/17/2017-10:12 =
ért/srv (e
Hayaesworth Sirkler &  [Mation/Motion Flling Fag Fifing a2/ 1:"./20!.7-:.2:5?1
Boyd P A As Successor Etc
Caskay; Mary M Motion/Quash Sudbpaens Motion 02/13/2027-09;08! \ )
P/Degosition of victerls ' il 1
Biackiston i
Order vacating order of Ordar 02/10/2017-08:47 P i
veference fllad 1/3/2017 i =) !
Orderatriking all motions  |Order 1 02/09/2017-09;1 = !
S filed by Dr. Holmes Bs well ag 1 ’ 6]
Helmes, C Motlan/Matian Filing Kee Fillng : 02/0112011-15:55] )
Holmes, C Motion/Altar ar Amand Qrder|Motiod 02/01/2017-09:2302/09/2017-09:283! ~
by plalntied, ert/arv !
Holmes, € Mation/Motion Filing fas__ !Filing 01/26/2017-14:08
Hotmas, C Motion/Far Sanctions by Mution . 03/26/2017-09:3102/09/2017-09134] (= '
plsintitf, grt/grv i = i
Molmas, C Matlon/Alter or Amend OrderiMotlon 101/25/2017-14:06102/09/2017-14:06 uz H
- by plaintiff, ert/srv | { ] - i
Molmaes, € IMotion/Matlon Filing Fee  IHjling 01/25/2017-11123 |
Sarvica/Cartificate Of Fillng 01/23/2017-1%143] =
Sarvice (2) . . !
Ordar rule to show cause In  [Order 01/18/2017-09:2 i }
aupp proceading/order to i
refar
Hoimes, C Matlen/For Sanstions by Matian 01/12/2017-13:56/01/18/2017-1%:5
) plainti!, ert/arv 6I 3
Holmes, £ Matian/Motion Filing Fae Filing 01/42/2017-13:22/01/18/2017-13:1. -
Notleca/Notice af Hearing & |Piling 01/12/2017-08147|
lect/ary m
Certificate Of Service Wiling 01/03/2017-08;87 @
Halmes, € Petition for supplamental  |Eiling 01/03/2017-08:5 G
proceadings Sl =
Ordar ruie to shaw caugte in  |Order 02/03/2017-08:53}
5upp proceedings/refer ta . H
MIR . .
Holmes, C Mation/Motlon Filldg Fae Kiling 12/30/20216-21:55{01/03/2016-21:5!
Holmes, € Motlon/Dismiss by plaintitf, |Mation |
\
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STATEOF SOUTH CA 5\0.13 L) IN THE CCLURT OF COMIMON PLEAS
) FOR TEE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUTT
COUNTY CF CHARLESTON ) C4SE NUMEBER:
. ) - |
& !%//WS ) 280M- CP-0 - [H9Y
1776/ . \ )
) SUPFLEMENTAL PROCEEDING ORDER.
) N
//A 75 Wﬂ‘ / S;AM/ )
zw( )'
)
) = =3
) e . o, o . %y
4. Hraring wes held 1n the above captionsd case on é / /6 / 7 . : . s ‘g O
’ ? A Z- S
1. No sssets were discoversd ( ﬁg’fﬁf - e :
- . s
2. The Defsndant sgreed t pay | _ _ | \ : gg, ‘-;3 R v
__ 3. The hearing was not held becanse | , : : : %’% %}1
o the Defendant wes not served end the hearing hzs been rescheduled for . 5 )

HH’

3(

b. the Dafendant did pot appear and & RTSC has béen schedrlled for

c. the p_me" requested the hearng be rcschmm or

the Plaintiff electsd not to procssd.

Arsrmm(fe W&AWMM f@ms«ej

mmﬁ Gnchiv s t5suad. P drele, o B of

P, &,Wmm s et @;ﬁ

k

4, The supplements] procseding ings i held open uatil

S The supplementl ; pmoceﬂmgs is disorissed and canctied 'm'.hout ‘prejudice. AU

Resiraimng Or viers and ¥ .n;unc;.ons zre hepeby itfied, canceled, voided apd dismissed

Dated:

-
Milell R Scarborough |
Mastes in Bquity for Charleston County

Chaslesicn, ."E‘C ’

. €
mm———— L e —— ey .
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.STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA T UDGMENT IN :
. 'COUNTY OF chanLESTON UDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE:

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE'NOQ, 2007 CP-10-1444

v

- Holmes ~ Hayrissworth Sinkler Boyd, et l,
PLAINTIFF(SY — DEPENDANT(S)
’ ’ . . | Attorriey f Plalml |: ] :
Submitted by: - 7 yfors L] T Dgfeu.:th
N ‘ O Sclf’-Repreaented th{gam el
' DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
O JURY VERDICT, This action came before.the court for & trial by Jury. The issues
have been tried and a vordict refidered. .
S DECISION BY THE' CQURT, This action came to trial or fiearing before&ze cours., ?_5 ’
The issues have been Irled or heard and a decislon rendered, oz m T
a ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON): [ Rule 12(b), SCRCP: ] Ru m@.rn S -
SCRCP (Vol, Nonsuit); L] Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settec); L] Other B T
O ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON): (] Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [ BanklupteyR T
O Bmdmg arbitration, subject to right to rastore I conrrm. vacate or modify o = )
7] Vo
arbitration award;. [ ] Other
O

DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRQUIT COURT (¢

CJ Affirmed; (] Reversed; [ Remanded; O Osher

NOTC' ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIGLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL. OR

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL,

.. + ITISORDERED AND ADJ UDG ED; D See attached order (formal order 10 follow) T Statement of Judgment

' by the Court: Asupplemantal proceedings haarlng Is scheduled to take place tn this matter on March 10, 2017, The court is
advisad by the Clerk of Court's office that Cynthla Halmes, M.D., has filed saversl motlonsin this matter in violation of the
Supreme Court's order flled Dacember 3, 2002 directing the "Clarks of Court In this statd ta refuse to accept further filings (rotn
pétitioner in actions related In any way to the favocition of her medical staff privileges at Eait Cooper Community Hospltal
unless they are filed by an attorney; other than petitioner, litarised ta pracitce of Jaw'In this state.” Glven the broad language
of this directive and the fact that the iotlons have been filed by Dr. Holmes, pro se, the court ordecs the Clerk of Court's offlce
10 strike all- mations filad by Dr. Holmes In this matter as well as ali future motions, if any,

, ORDER INFORMATION
This order (J ends X does not ¥nd the case.

Additional Information for the Clerk :

T
!

Judgment in Fsvér ol‘ ' T Judgmgnt Agamsl ‘ Judgment Amount To be Enrollcd ’
/ {LIst name(s) belcw) ' (List hame(s) below) P (.[‘ st amount(s) below
NA . | NA A .
' ‘ $ T
4 o y " . ’ TREED il
DI s ! ' re l"; 1 "' 5

JAf applicable, describg the property, i including tax map mformation and address, referenced in the order

- o " ‘W"‘*"a... 2‘?’5‘5%

LAY

SCRCP Form 4G (10/2011) * | Page 1 of 2
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form may be addressed by way of mafdn pursuant tg the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amaunis to be computed such ns interest
or additional 1axablercoms nul ayd ghe tipgAihe form and fingl order are submitted to the judge may be pravided to the
clerk. Noté: Title absteacto yilould refer to the officd court order for Judgment details.

3082
Judge Code

Cireuit Court Judye

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was.entered én the dayof = ,20 and a copy.mailed first class or
placed in the appropriate attorney's box on this day of w20 Jo attorneys of record or
ta parties (when appearing pro se) as follows:

’ . - ™

- 4 4,

ATTORNEY(S) .F‘OR THE PLAINTIFF(S) ' ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S)

CLERK OF COURT
- ¥

Court Reporter; T

SCRCP Form 4C (107201 1) Page 2 of 2

vl v Alan vEms - — e A Sarvbrere it Wb (" Bl bt ot
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STATE OF SOUTH QAROLINA , IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON e =3
' . gz -1
Cynthia Holmes, M.D., ' CIANO: 2007-CP-10-0144P= < .
W 2=
2 V’” '
Plaintiff, =i ¢ M
- '- P
: Cj" S m
vs. : RULE TO SHOW CAUSE 27 <&
‘ _ ‘ IN SUPPLEMENTARY PROCEEDI'NT{SA o
: AND ORDER OF REFERENCE &
Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.,
‘successor to Sinkler & Boyd, P.A,,
.Manton Greer and James Y. Becker,
Defendants.
N\

Judgment haVing'l' been rendered, an execution issued, and a mulla bona return made to said
execution, the Defendants, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A,, successor to Sinkler & Boyd, P.A,,
Manton Greer and James Y. Becker, having moved for an ‘examination of Plaintiff, Cynthia
Holmes, M.D,, under oath in Supplementary Proceedings, pursuant to the provisioné of Sbuth
Carolina Code Ann, §15-39-310, e, seq.; It is therefore, |

ORDERED that Plaintiff, Cynthia Holmes, M.D., DO APPEAR before the Honorable
Mikell R. Scarborough, Master-in-Equity for Chatleston County, South Caroling, 100 Broad Street,
Courtroom 2~A, Charleston, South Carolina on the day of , 2017, at
—_ oclock in the M to answer under oath conceming her assets, and TO SHOW CAUSE

why her property should not be applied toward satisfaction of the Judgment set out in the Petition;
and TO SHOW CAUSE why' & Receiver of such property should not be appointed, pursuant to the
provisions of South Carolina Code Ann, § 15-39-430,

| IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED that, pursuant to South Carolina Code Ann. §§ 14-11-90 and
15-30-390, this matter being referred to the Honorable Mikell R. Scarborough, Master-In-Equity
for Charleston County to entertain and rule upon all motions necessary to dispose of this matter,
to include, but not be limited to, motions to éppoint a receiver, motion to continue the matter,
motions to sell all or certain property of judgment debtor in satisfaction of the Petitioner’s debt,
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motions to dismiss, and having authority to enter a ,Fii'lal Order, with any appeal directly to the
South Carolina Supreme Court, |
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Rule to- Show -Cause -may be served on the
Defendant by means of a private process F"ervcr. -
YOU ARE FURTHER ORDERED TO BRING WITH YOU TO THE HEARING the
following; ’ |
1. Bank statements for all bank accounts (checking, savings, financial accounts, certificates of
deposit, ete...] of Plaintiff from 2014 to the present; |
Financial Statements from 2014 to the present;
. Copies of all pay stubs from 2014 to the present;
. All stock certificates;

2.

I~

4

5. All licenses and franchise agreements;

6. All State and Federal Tax Returns from 2014 to the present;

7. All insurance policies [personal, automobile, real estate];

8. Records of any real estate owned, either in whole or in part by Plaintiff since 2012;
9. Records of automobiles, trucks, u‘:..ailers, boats, ATV's, and other vehicles and accessories;

10, Any inventories of personal property now or formerly owned from 2014 to the present;

11. Records of all inventories of fumiture, fixtures, and/or equipment owﬁed in whole or in part;

12. Copies of any contracts entitling you to payment of money.

IF YOU FAIL TO APPEAR AS ORDERED/YOBMAY BE HELD IN CONTEMPT
OF COURT WHICH COULD RESULT N A FINE AND/OR JAIL SENTENCE.

™.

Presiding Judgs

Dated:  |2R I Bdf b

Chatleston, South Carolina

DM: 4785898 v.1
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IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
. ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NUMBER:
. o )
C Heolmes g 28071- (£-10- 1944
-y ) - SUPPLEMENTAL PROCEEDING ORDER
. i )
\-\&\-, neswetds, S H’U‘-, )
)
Royd ) 2 oo
. ) ! TS I
PR &
A Hearing was held in the above captioned case on 3\'\ e \‘ L i -;z;,=' . 1?
1. No assets were discovered. "":":;':“ =
2. The Defendam agreed to pé gx & M
e Defendant agreed to pay ' ':49__: o 5
3. The hearing was not held because : &8

____ 2. the Defendant was not-served and the hearmg has bzen rescheduled for

b. the Defendant did not appear and a RTSC has bezh scheduled for

_—C the parties requested the hearing be rescheduled for

* Q. the Plaintiff eleated not to proceed.

. e. Ho\mes has %th&,ﬂw »\asu}s,@o H4)mmwf’~
%MMAMW N\ 2P tid Yo Peurto the £Sseds .
M@ML"‘D Sﬁﬂi\\‘ﬁa\’“ﬂk \U&Kw Q"":@‘('Q_C__Mﬁ&h me"" Rrocged

_____ 4 The supplemental proceacimgs is held open until f/) (Relord, Solke _{i‘.
5, The supplemental proceedings is dismissed and canceled without prejudice. All

Restraining Orders and Injunctions are hereby lifted, canceled, voided and dismissed.
vedee s davadyidd- -

,f(\h Ms sWL&W‘»M/“ka Wi _
ffleell R. Sedfbor gw .
: ~ Ivi»astmrﬁﬁﬁft'y’f%‘: Charleston Coupty

Charleston, SC-
Dated: 1\\0\\F\

-
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The South Caroling Court of Sppeals

Cynthia Holmes. M.D.. Appellam,

v,

Haynsworth. Sinkler & Bovd. P.A.
successor 10 Sinkler & Bovd, P.A.,
Manton Grier. and James Y. Becker. Respondents.

The Honorable Thomas L. Hughston. Jr.
Charleston County
Trial Court Case No. 2007-CP-10-01444

ORDER.

Appellant filed a notice of appeal from the order of the trial court sanctioning Appellant

in; the amount of $200,000. Appellant filed a petition for supersedeas. Pursiant to the supreme

court's December 2. 2009 order in Doe v. Duncan, we cannot.accept Appellant's petition. See
Dos v. Duncan. ("Because we find petitionér has engaged, and comntinues 1o engage in, vexatious
litigation related to [the revocation of her medical staff privileges at East Cooper Communiry
Hospital] we hereby direct the Clerks of Court in this state to refuse aceept further filings from
petitoner . . . uniess they are filed by an anomey, other than petitioner, licensed io praciice law
in this state.”). Accordingly, Appellant's petition for supersedeas will not be accepted.

ANDIT IS SO ORDERED.

A Y B

/7’1
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Columbia. South Caroline

D/ G 2008

ce:  Cyuthia Colle. Esquire ‘ :
Jobhn Wilkerson. I, Esquire ‘
Richard 8. D‘Dkes‘_ Ir. ’ ,
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- Haynsworth

Sinklet Boyd, a.

ATTCANEYS AND COUNSELORS AY LW

1201 MAIN 6TREET, 223" FLOOR (29201-3228)
POST ORFIGE 10X 11839 [20211-1889)
COLUMBIA, EGUTH CARGLINA

TELEPHONE 803,778.3080

FACSIMILE 803,7685.1243

WEBSITRE ¥Www. hsblawfirm,com
MARY M, CASKEY

QIRECT DIAL NUMBER 803,540.7870
EMAIC maaskay@heblawfirm. gom

. November 1, 2016

Cynthia Holmes
Post Office Box 187
Sullivans Island, $C 29482

Re:  Payment Demand for Judgment in favor of Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A,, filed on November 18,
2009 in Charleston County, South Carolina
HSB Fils No. 04625.1439

Dear Ms. Holmes:

We are writing you to collect on the Judgment entered in favor of ouy firm, Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd,
P.A., on November 18, 2009, in the Court of Common Pleas, Charleston County, South Carolina,

N

amount due.

Payment should be made to Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A., and delivered to'thig firm at Post Office

Box 11889, Columbia, South Carolina, 29211, or at 1201 Main Street, Suite 2200, Columbis, South Caroling,

Please respond to this letter within ten (10) days. If you fail to respond, legal action may be taken

agdinst you to collect the judgment. -Such action could include seizure and Judieial sale of your property to
satisfy the judgment,

Sincerely yours,

HAYNSWORTH SINKLER BOYD, P.A.

7%41 7. C’ao&a/ﬁ
Mary M, Caskey '

cas hsb .CO

Telephone: (803) 540-787¢
MMC/hh

DM: 4715726 v.1



THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM CHARLESTON COUNTY
Court of Common Pleas

9™ Judicial Circuit Court Judge

—— REceryp,,
App. Case No. 2017-01717 |

C. Holmes,

V.

James Y. Becker, Manton Grier,
and Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.,
as successor to Sinkler & Boyd, P.A.,

respondents.

PROOF OF SERVICE
for
Appellant’s Motion For Rule 240j, SCACR, De Novo Panel Appeal

I certify that I have served a copy of the foregoing on the respondents by depositing a copy of it
in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, addressed to Mary Caskey, 1201 Main St. #2200, Columbia,
SC 29201, on this date.

Dated April 24, 2020

Chalm ohnson
2965Beach Dr. E

Port Orchard, WA 98366
425.999.0900

Attorney for the Appellant



Chalmers Carey Johnson
2965 Beach Drive, East
Port Orchard, WA 98366
(425) 999-0900
Chalmersjohnson@gmail.com

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals ™ X1 ‘
1220 Senate St. RECEI%

Columbia, SC 29201 APR 28 2020

SC Court of Appeals

Fax: 803.734.1839 (Total ¥4 pages)
Re:  COA Case #: 2019-000880
Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing please find the proof of service and the timely fax transmission sheet for the
attached Rule 240(j), SCACR, motion for a de novo Panel Appeal as well as abeyance request in the
above case. Also, enclosed please find the filing fee of $50.00. Would you please contact me if there is
anything further that you need from me in order to file the attached? 4

Cc:

Mary M. Caskey
1201 Main St. #2200
Columbia, SC 29201
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DESTINATION ADDRESS 18037341839
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DESTINATION ID

ST. TIME 04/24 12:50
TX/RX TIME 06' 52
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RESULT OK

Chalmers Carey Johnson
2965 Beach Drive, East
| Port Orchard, WA 98366
i : - (425) 999-0900

Chalmersjohnson@gmail.com REGE%

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings : ‘ APR 28 P
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals 070

1220 Senate St. SCC
Columbia, SC 29201 o ourt of Appeals

Fax: 803.734.1839 (Total 44 _pages)

Re:  COA Case #: 2019000880
Dear Ms. Kitchings:

Enclosed for filing please find the proof of service and the timely fax transmission sheet for the
attached Rule 240(j), SCACR, motion for a de novo Panel Appeal as well as abeyance request in the
above case. Also, enclosed please find the filing fee of $50.00. Would you please contact me if there is
anything further that you need from me in order to file the attached?

Cce:

Mary M. Caskey
1201 Main St. #2200
Columbia, SC 29201
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Chalmers Johnson
GSlones Law Group P.S.
1155 Bethel Ave

Port Grehard, WA 98366

S e

The Honorable Jenny Kitchings

Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals
1220 Senate St.

Columbia, SC 29201
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