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NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO ORDER

Appellant objects to the this honorable Courts order for dismissal to allow for the filing of the

Record on Appeal and for failure to provide instructions of the defects or errors of appellant's Record

on Appeal Rule 211. The appellant did not file the proper Record on Appeal by the time specified by

the courts request and hereby require the Court to allow the filing of the Record.

Dated: March _L, 2021
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SUBSTANTIAL GROUNDS FOR OBJECTIONS

Appellant objects for the record shows that the appellant filed the requested Record of Appeal
upon the Court's request onto the record of the Court of Appeals without delay. This objection should
be sustained on the substantial grounds considered on the fact that the appellant was not given due
process of notice of any defects or errors that are plain on its face by the Court of Appeal for if such
notice of error or defect was given would have been remedied within timely fashion without waste of
the courts time.

Appellant has suffered extreme disability due to the conflict and variance between the rules at
law and my substantial rights held and inherently protected in equity in which equity shall prevail.
[Fairy v. Gardner 233 S.C 297]

Appellant is not skilled in at law and therefore is disabled to the rules of law and is not to be
held to the same stringent standards as an attorney at law. The courts err in dismissing the appellants
case without giving redress to defects or error. [ Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519; Maty v. Grasselli

Chemical Co., 303 U.S. 197 (1938), B. Platsky v. CIA, 953 F.2d 25, 26 28 (2nd Cir. 1991)].



