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IN THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
In the Court of Appeals 

__________ 
 

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY 
Deadra L. Jefferson, Circuit Court Judge 
Edgar W. Dickson, Circuit Court Judge 

Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge 
__________ 

 
Case No.: 2016-CP-18-01706 

Appellate Case No.: 2018-002185 
__________ 

 
Molly M. Morphew, ……………………………………………………………………. Appellant 

 
v. 
 

Stephen Dudek, Doreen Cross, David Collins,  
Allison Williams, First Federal, Michael Scarafile, 
Susan Nicholson, Carolina One Real Estate, 
Carrie Boyer, and Wooddy Law Firm, ……………………………………………… Respondents 
 

______________________________________ 
 

RESPONDENTS’ RETURN TO APPELLANT’S MOTION FOR EXTENSION AND 
AMENDMENT OF RESPONDENTS’ DESIGNATION OF MATTER 

______________________________________ 
 

Respondents Stephen Dudek, Doreen Cross, Michael Scarafile, Susan Nicholson, and 

Carolina One Real Estate (the “Respondents”) respectfully submit this Return to the Appellant’s 

Motion for Extension and Amendment of Respondents’ Designation of Matter (“Motion), and they 

request that the Appellant’s Motion be denied. 

With respect to the Respondents, the Appellant makes three arguments in support of her 

Motion.  First, she argues that “the Respondents fail to clearly identity [sic] what they desire to 

have included in the Record on Appeal.”  (Motion, p. 2).  Second, she argues that she is uncertain 

about the identity of the “First Federal File,” which is listed on the Respondents’ designation of 
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matter.  (Id., p. 3).  Third, she argues that the Respondents’ actions “cause Appellant substantial 

undue effort and costs [emphasis original].”   

As to the Appellant’s first argument, the Respondents’ designation of matter, which was 

attached to the Motion, specifies in detail what is being requested.  With the exception of number 

11, which designates the First Federal File and which will be discussed separately below, the 

Respondents’ designation of matter includes a case number or appellate case number for each 

requested item.  In many of the designations, the Respondents included a date, to further qualify 

the items requested.  There is nothing further the Respondents could do to identify the items they 

listed on their designation of matter. 

As to the Appellant’s second argument, the Appellant is making a blatant misrepresentation 

to this Court.  She states in her Motion that the Respondents’ designation of matter “includes ‘First 

Federal File with Transmittal Letter.’ What file are they referencing?”  It is ironic that the 

Appellant’s underlying case is based on alleged fraud on the court, when she has made such a 

disingenuous statement to this Court.  The First Federal File is and continues to be the Appellant’s 

alleged evidence that the Respondents perpetrated a fraud on the lower court back in 2014.  In her 

complaint in the underlying action, she alleged that she subpoenaed First Federal, that she followed 

up with First Federal about the subpoena, and that she finally received a response to the subpoena 

the day before trial.  (Ex. 1, ¶¶ 60-62).  In her complaint, she is referencing the exact file included 

in the Respondents’ designation of matter.  Further, the file was discussed at length in the 

Appellant’s deposition.  (Ex. 2).  Near the beginning of the deposition, the Respondents’ counsel 

asks a very simple question, “What wrong do you think occurred for you to file a lawsuit?” (Ex. 

2, p. 32:19-20).  After going on for several pages, the Appellant testified that “[s]ome information 

came out that [the Ferros] thought about and saw, and they filed like a petition motion…” (Id. at 
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p. 35:11-13).  This testimony syncs with the Appellant’s recount in her initial brief. (Appellant’s 

Initial Br., p. 6-7) (stating, [i]t was also revealed that the Defendants Ferro had also discovered 

validated evidence after trial and presented it to the Master in their closing statements via Petition 

to the court before he made his decision.”).  During her deposition, the Respondents’ attorney then 

asked the Appellant to what information she is referring.  (Ex. 2, p. 36:6-7).   She responded, “[i]t 

was the First Federal File.”  (Id. at p.36:12).  Deposing counsel and the Appellant then continued 

to discuss the First Federal File for the next 20 pages of the deposition transcript.  (Ex. 2).  The 

entire file was made an exhibit to her deposition.  It is unquestionable known to her, and, other 

than a delay tactic, the Respondents can think of no conceivable reason as to why the Appellant 

has made this argument.   The Respondents take exception to such a blatant misrepresentation to 

this Court.  

As to her last argument, her alleged expenses associated with her appeal are not the 

Respondents’ concern.  The Appellant made the decision to file four overlapping lawsuits 

associated with the property in question.  The Appellant has elected to appeal her duplicative 

lawsuits.  In total, she has filed four lawsuits, four appeals and two petitions for certiorari.  She has 

chosen to contest even the smallest and most routine procedural motions and decisions at every 

conceivable juncture.  And she has willfully dedicated 1000s of pages to issues that have been 

decided for more than 6 years.  Her body of work is encompassed in these lawsuits and appeals, 

requiring a historical recount of the steps she has taken in her various lawsuits and appeals.  As 

the Appellant, she is required to account for the volumes and volumes of records she has willfully 

created. 

It is laughable that she complains about costs, considering the costs and expenses that the 

Respondents, and all the respondents in this appeal, have expended to defend the underlying action.  
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The reality is that they will never see a penny of this money get reimbursed, even if this Court and 

the Supreme Court award fees and costs.  The Appellant sold any property she owned in South 

Carolina and now lives out of state.  At one point, she at least had some form of physical connection 

to the property in question, owning the adjacent property.  But she sold that last year.  She now 

lobs attacks from across state lines, apparently just to cause hardship to the Respondents.  She 

seemingly has no connection with South Carolina, other than her fight over dead legal issues.   

For all of the above reasons, the Respondents respectfully request that the Appellant’s 

Motion be denied.  

      SMITH | CLOSSER | WHEELER, P.A. 
 

   s/Samuel M. Wheeler 
      ____________________________________ 

       Samuel M. Wheeler (SC Bar No.: 101008) 
      7455 Cross County Road, Suite 1 
      P.O. Box 40578 
      Charleston, SC 29423-0578 
      843-760-0220 

January 14, 2021     Attorneys for Defendants Stephen Dudek,  
       Doreen Cross, Michael Scarafile, Susan  
       Nicholson, and Carolina One Real Estate 
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