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PARTIES TO THE PROCEEDING

The applicant is Shannon Riley, pro se, Betitioner
for a Writ of Mandamus to the Supreme Court of the State
of Kansas and a defendant in a Kansas District Court
Case captioned, Carrie Kathléen Meehan v Shannon Riley,
Johnson County District Court Case No. 18Cv490, filed
January 29, 2018.

The respondent's are;

(1) The Honorable Paul C Gurney, District Court Judage,
Johnson County, KS

(2) Rhonda K. Levinson, Esq. Perry &'Trent LLC, Bonner,
Springs, KS and counsel for plantiff

(3) Dionne Carroll, Carroll Law Firm, PA, Aiken SC

and counsel for plantiff in executing foreign judgment in SC



T

The Honorable Neil M. Gorsuch, Associate Justice
for the Tenth Circuit, United State% Supreme Court.
Pursuant to Surreme Court Rule 23, and the all
Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. 1651, applicant respectfully
applies for a staylof a Kansas R:i .Rel. Dist. Ct.
170(&) Order issued 1/17/22 by the Johnson

County District @ourt reversing the State of

Kansas Appellate Court as to applicant's counterclaim

and ordering a supercedeas bond in the amount of the
1.

judgment in the event of an appeal.

The Rule 170 Order involves both extrinsic fraud, (fraud

that induces one not to present a case in court, and intrinsic

fraud (which is the fraud that is the subject of the Rule 170 Order.,

Pursuant to Rule 23(f), the relief sought is net available
from any other court or judge. A stay was first sought
in the Supreme Court of the State of Kansas and denied

as MOOT. Case closed.:

Order and Request for Rehearing/Modification denied

on 2/1/22. (Appx A).

1. Actual damates in this case total $40,000.00,
punitive damates total $80,000.00. Total
damages are $120,000.00 (Appx E). '

A state violates the due process clause if it
imposes procedures which effectively impede
access to the appellate court system. Evitts v
Lucey, 469 U.S. 387, 383-94 (1985); Smith v
Robbins, 528 U.S. 256, 270 (2000). It has been
held that a defendant facing punitive damages
have a due process right to appeal. Honda v
Obery, 512 U.S5. 415, 437 (1294) .



This case is extraordinary in the fact that applicant

has been before this Court now, for the third time;

>
¥

Theifirst time, on a Petition for Writ of Certiorari

tg the Supreme Court of South Carolina, Case No. 20-6501

after the electronic filing to execute a Kansas foreidgn (Appx D/E)

judgment in South Carolina on 4/22/19, TWENTY EIGHT (28)
months prior to the Kansas Appellate Court mandate (Appx F)

on 2/18/21, on a false affidavit.

Worse, the filing to execute the foreigrn judgment
was TWENTY (20) months prior to the Order of Final 5.
Judgment in the Kansas District Court on 12/5/19 (Appx G).
Judgment on the foreign judgment was obtained in
Aiken Court of Common Pleas on 2/3/20 Apppx H)

on a false affidavit (Apbx I), and EIGHTEEN (18) months

prior to the Kansas mandate (Appx F).

The second filing in this Court on a Petition
for a Writ of Mandamus to the Kansas Supreme Court,
Cdse No. 21-3312, after the Kansas Appellate Court issued the
mandate in this.case (Appx F).on 8/18/21, 22 months
after the judgment in South Carolina on 2/3/20 (Appx L)
on the foreign judgment filed cn the Nunc Pro Tunc
Journal Entry Correcting Default Judgment (Appx E), filed 4/22/19,
as a Final Order of Judgment, which was filed in the District
Court on 12/5/19 (Appx G), 28 months after the filing

to execute the Kansas foreign judgment in South Carolina on 4/22/19,



This application to stay a Kansas District Court
Rule 170 Order, reversing a 3 judge panel of the
Kansas Court of Appeals on applicant's counterclaim
with prejudice, and fgrthef ordering a supercedeas
bond in the event ofjén appeal. "%he Kansas Supreme
Court denying a Mandamus petition and Reguest
to Stay as moot, case closed, on a District Court

Case filed in 2018.

The following pages 3-5, and the Appendix (A-K)
will unravel the highly sophisticated fraud on the

District Court by the District Court itself,

fully sanctioned by the Kansas Supreme Court.

The Rule 170 Order Appx B,pag 287) stating, "Defendant's
counterclaim against Plantiff was denied on November"20, 2018

and dismissed wirth prejudice" is false.

The Jourmal Entry Granting Default Judgment
of November 20, 2018, filed 12/3/1% (Appx b)) is
void of the dismissal of applicant's counterclaim with prejudice.
and not part of the Bistrict Court record.
The Nunc Pro Tunc Journal Entry Correcting
Default Judgment Consistent With The Order of The Court
filed 4/15/19 (Appx E) is void of the dismissal of

applicant's counterclaim with prejudice and not part

of the District Court record.



The Kansas District Court Rule 170 Order (Appx BR7)

states, "Defendant's counterclaim against Plantiff was
denied on November 20, 2018 and dismissed with prejudice."

The November order (filed 12/3/18) (Appx D)states, "IT

IS THEREFORE ORDERED ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS:

The above findings are adopted as the Order of this Court.
Plantiff Carrie Kathleen Meehan is granted judgment

aqalnst Defendant Shannon Riley in the amount of $40,000.00
in actual damages and $80,000.00 in punitive damaqes,

for a total judgment of $120,000.00. Court costs

shall be assessed against Respondent."

The counterclaim was not denied on November 20, 2918.

The District Court reversing the Kansas Appellate

Court Memorandum Opinion filed 9/25/20 (Appx C?32/3) states, "At
no time has the district court taken action on Riley's
counterclaim against Meehan. The counterclaim remains
pending."" "Riley's counterclaim for breach of
contract is outstanding and has not been dismissed.

2. The Final Order of Judgment states 23, "The nunc Pro
Tunc Jburnal Entry Correcting Default Judgment
Consistent with the Order of the Court, entered
January 15, 2019, constitutes a final order
because it disposed of the action as to all
claims by all parties and no appeal was
taken during the statutory deadlines."

The Nunc Pro Tunc Journal Entry (Appx Ei~at no time
dlsmlssed applicant's counterclaim nor did the

Journal Entry Granting Default Judgment (Appx D) dismiss
applicant's counterclaim. The Nunc Pro Tunc Journal
Entry correcting Default Judgment was actually used as

a Final Order (filed 4/22/19 in the Aiken Court of
Common Please Case No. 2019CP0200950 (Appx H & I)

to execute a Kansas foreign judogmentifin South Carolina,
and EIGHT (8) months prior to the Final Order of Judgment
from which applicant appealed on 1/16/20. Yet,

The Memorandum Opinion of the Kansas:aAppé&dtate Court
filed 9/25/20 (Aprx C pg 2, states, "At no time has the
district court taken action on Riley's counterclaim
against Meehan. The counterclaim remains pending.

Consistent with the fraud, the Final Order of Judgment

citing the Nunc Pro Tunc Journal Entry Coffectinq Default
Judgment as a Final Order‘because it disposed to "all claims
by all parties," for the sole purpose of covering the
fraudulent filing to execute the foreign judgmentuusihg

the Nunc Pro Tunc entry as a final order when it was filed



The District Court reversing the Appellate Court

for the sole purpose of refiling to execute a Kansas

foreign judgment in South Carolina for the second time.

ThHe first time with the counterclaim pending in violatdon

of South Carollna Code 15 920(A), which states in part,

"A contested judgment includes a judgment
includes a judgment for which post-trial motions
are pending before the trial court, notice of
appeal has been filed, or an appeal is pending.

The second time with the counterclaim dismissed
with prejudice by the engineering of the District Court.
The first filing to execute the foreign judgment
filed simultaneously
The first filing to execute the foreign ju ~ment
filed on a sworn affidavit {Appx IR15) states, "The

foreign judgment is not further contested. There
are no post-trial motions pending before the
District Court of Johnson County."

To further confuse that, "Defendant's counterclaim
against"Plantiff was denied on November 20, 2018 and
dismissed with prejudice," the Rule 170 Order (Appx B@2/4)

states, On December 3, 2018, this Court gtranted a default
judgment in favor of Plantiff and against Defendant.
On January 15, 2019, the Court issued a Nunc Pro TUiH¢€
Judgment, which clarified that Plantiff was awarded
interest on her damages against DPefendant during the
hearing held November 20, 2018. Through the inadvertent
oversight and clerical error of counsel, this
detail has been omitted from the original journal entry."

in South Carolina EIGHTEEN (18) months prior-as if it were
a final order. A final order is an appealable order. "If an
order closes the matter and precludes future hearing and
investigation it is final; but an order which does not
completely dispose of the subject matter and settle the
rights of the parties is not final." 1In Re Keske's Estate
146 N.W. 2d 450, 452. The Nunc Pro Tunc Journal Entry
Correcting Default Judgment filed 4/19/19, correcting
the Journal Entry Granting Default Judgment of November
20, 2019, filed 12/3/18 is not a=final order. The
Final Order in this case was filed 12/5/19.

5



@4 8In granting these Judgments, this Court intended to
dispose of all claims in this case, including Defendant's
counterclaims against Plantiff. During the hearing
held November 20, 2018, the Court denied Defendant's
counterclaims against the Plantiff when granting
?udgment in favor of Plantiff. The Court did not
intend to bifurcate this proceeding."

The Nunc Pro Tunc Order correcting default judgment (Appx E)

states; IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS:
"The above findings are adopted as the Order
of the Court. Plantiff Carrie Kathleen Meehan
is granted judgment against Defendant Shannon
Riley in the amount of $40,000.00 4n actual
damages, pre-judgment interest at thestatutory
rate on the actual damages of $40,000.00, $80,000,00
in punitive damages, post judgment interest at the
statutory.rate and the Costs of the action."

THE COUNTER CLAIM IS NOT DENIED ON JANUARY 15, 20169.

p B
Further to the Memorandum Opinion of the Appellate

Court (Appx C@2), states, "Riley's counterclaim for
breach of contract is outstanding and has not
been dismissed. The daistrict courtés judgment
only provides, "Plantiff Carrie Kathleen
Meehan is granted judgment against Defendant
Shannon Riley in the amount of $40,000.00 in
actual damages, pre-judgment interest at the
statutory rase on the actual damages of $40,000.00,
$80,000.00 in punitive damages, post-judgment
interest at the statutory rate, and the Cost

of the action." "NO RULING HAS EVER BEEN
SOUGHT, AND NO ACTION HAS BEEN TAKEN ON RILEY'S
COUNTERCLAIM., '

AT NO TIME WAS THE COUNTER(LIAIM DISMISSED AND NOT PART OF THE
ORDER FILED IN THE DISTRICT COURT.

3. Prior to the Memorandum Opinion of the 3 judge panel
on 9/25/20, tHe Court of Appeals issued a Show Cause
Order (Appx K} pg 1), "Based on this court's review
of the record, it appears that appellant's counter-
claim for breach of contract is outstanding."

"The district court's grant of default judgment orders
only "Plantiff Carrie Kathleen Meehan is granted
judgment against Defendant Shannon Riley in the amount
of $40,000.00 in actual damages, pre-judgment

interest at the statutory rate on the actual damages
of $0,000.00, $80,000.00 in punitive damages
postjudgment interest at the statutory rate, and the
C6sts of the action."”



ARGUMENT FOR STAY

The fraud upon the court by the Kansas District Court
itself, by reversing the Kansas Appellate Court as to
applicant's counterclaim and ordering a supercedeas
bond in the event of an appeal for the sole purpose
of REFILING to execute the Kansas foreign judgment
for the SECOND time, this time void of the counterclaim

and a contested judgment under South Carolina Code

15-35-920(A) which states, "A contested judgment include
includes a judgment for which post-trial
motions are pending before the trial court,
notice of appeal has been filed, or an appeal is pending.

Applicant's counterclaim clearly Dendlnq in the District Court.

(Appx C&K).
In this case, the Nunc Pro Tunc Journal Entry

Correcting Default Judgment (Appx E) was faled as a
Final Order of Judgment in South Carolina on a sworn

affidavit (Appx I) stating,@15, "The foreign judgment
is not further contested. There are no post-trial
motions pending before the District Court of Johnson County.

Applicant's counterclaim clearly pending. The affidavit

is false. (Appx C&K).

Appx Kpgl, "Based on this court's review of the record,
it appears that appellant's counterclaim for breach
of contract is outstanding.

Appx Cpg2, "At no time has the district court taken

action on Riley's counterclaim against Meehan.
The counterclaim remains pending.”

The Rule 170 Order . (Appx B, pg2, 47), stating, "Deféndant's
counterclaim against .Plantiff was dendedsed November
20, 2018 and dismissed with prejudice.”

This Rule 170 Order has reversed the 3 judgme panel

of the Kansas Appellate Court.



The dismissal of applicant's counterclaim are
not partof the public record in the case caption;
Carrie Kathleen Meehan, Plantiff v Shannon Riley,

Defendant, Johnson County District Court Case No. 18Cv490.

RULE 170 ORDER IMPEACHES DUE PROCESS UNDER
THE FULL FAITH AND CREDIT ACT

The Full Faith and Credit Clause, Article iV, Section
1 of the U.S. Constitution addresses the duties that states
have within the United States with respect to the "public
acts, records, and judicial proceedings of every other state."
The filing to execute the Kansas foreign Jjudgment
in South Carolina violates the "public acts, records, and
Judicial proceedings in Kansas. The record of filings
in Johnson County District Court do not reflect thefendant's
Counterclaim against Plantiff being denied on November 20, 2018

and being dismissed with prejudice. The Rule 170 Order

The fraud upon the Court by the Kansas District Court
itself in usurption of the Kansas Appellate Court in
reversing applicant's counterclaim and ordering a
supercedeas bond in the event of an appeal &rd
sanctioned by the Kansas Supreme Court is a clear

Fiolation of due process under the XiV amendment.



When a valid judgment is rendered by a court
that has jurisdiction ove£ the parties; the Full Faith
and Credit Act requires that the‘judgment receive the
same effect in other states aslin the state where it
issehtered. The foreign judgment filed in Aikkn
court of Common Pleas with post—trail motionsnppending
(applicant's counteclaim) is fraud. The reversing
of Kansas appellate court by the Kansas District
Ccourt as defendant's counterclaim to validate/legitimize
the filing of the foreign judgment a fraud upon the

court by the court itself.

CONCLUSION

Applicant respectfully asks to STAY the Rule 170 Order
whereby a Kansas District Court has reversed the Kansas

Appellate Court as to applicant's counterclaim and fully

sanction by the Kansas Supreme Court, impeaching due process.

Reigggfjii}y submitted

Shannon Rilev
Applicant, pro see
1368 Smiths Lawn
Aiken, SC 29801
g815) 814~5179

shannon@infinitysporthorse.com



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 29, I have

served the enclosed Application for Stay, dated 2/25/22

on each party td“fhe proceeding or that
party's counsel, by depositing an envelope
containing the document in the U.S. Mail, with
first-class postage prepaid.

THE NAMES AND ADDRESS OF THOSE SERVED AS FOLLOWS :

The Honorable Paul C Gurney
District Court Judge

Joligson Cdunty District Court
150 W Santa Fe St

Olathe, KS 66061

Rhonda K Levinson, Esqg
Perry & Trent: LLC

132 0ak st

Bonner Springs, KS 66012

Dionne Carrol, Esgqg
Carrol Law Offices P.A.
107 Pendleton St N.W.
Aiken, SC 29801

by:

Shannon Riley
Applicant, pro se
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Case 124722 CLERK OF THE APPELLATE COURTS Filed 2022 Jan 25 PM 1:57

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF KANSAS
No. 124,722

SHANNON RILEY,
Petitioner,

V.

CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN,
Respondent.

ORDER

Petitioner's petition for writ of mandamus is denied,

Petitioner's request for stay of proceedings is denied as moot.
This case is closed.

Dated this 25th day of January 2022,

FOR THE COURT

ERIC ROSEN,
Justice



- Dated i 15k doviof Febriary 2032,

i

v




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS

CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN )
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 18CV490
V. ) Division 14
) K.S.A. Chapter 60
SHANNON RILEY, )
Defendant. )
ORDER

NOW ON THIS 12" day of December, 2021, this matter comes before this Court.
Plaintiff’s Motion for an Order Nunc Pro Tunc or in the Alternative for Judgment on Defendant’s
Counterclaim, filed September 25, 2020; Defeﬁdant’s Request for Sanctions, filed October 2,
2020; and Defendant’s Motion to Strike, filed October 7, 2020, all come on for hearing.

Plaintiff appears in person and by counsel, Rhonda Levinson, both remotely via Zoom
videoconferencing. Defendant fails to appear.

WHEREUPON after reviewing the Motions and the file, and being fully informed in
premises, this Court makes the following findings:

1. Defendant received Notice of Hearing on all matters to be heard on this date.
Defendant acknowledged by email that she received notice of this hearing. However, Defendant
failed to appear.

2, The Court has reviewed the procedural history of this case, including Defendant’s
failures to comply with discovery, failure to appear for hearings, and failure to comply with the
Court’s order compelling discovery, as more fully set out on the record.

3 On December 3, 2018, this Court granted a default judgment in favor of Plaintiff

and against Defendant. On January 15, 2019, the Court issued a Nunc Pro Tunc Judgment, which



clarified that Plaintiff was awarded interest on her damages against Defendant during the hearing
held November 20, 2018. Through the inadvertent oversight and clerical error of counsel, this
detail had been omitted from the original Journal Entry.

4. In granting these judgments, this Court intended to dispose of all claims in this case,
including Defendant’s counterclaims against Plaintiff During the hearing held November 20,
2018, the Court denied Defendant’s counterclaims against the Plaintiff when granting judgment in
favor of Plaintiff. The Court did not intend to bifurcate that proceeding.

5. On this date, the Court fully articulated on the record its reasons for the November
20, 2018, imposition of the default judgment agéinst Defendant on Plaintiff’s Petition.

B, All the reasons articulated by the Court in support of default judgment against
Defendant also support judgment in favor of Plaintiff and against Defendant on Defendant’s
Counterclaims.

7. Defendant’s counterclaim against Plaintiff was denied on November 20, 2018 and
dismissed with prejudice. |

8. Defendant’s Motion to Strike and Motion for Sanctions are both denied.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiff is granted her Motion for entry of judgment
in favor of Plaintiff on Defendant’s Counterclaim. Defendant’s Counterclaim is hereby dismissed
with prejudice. Defendant’s Motion to Strike and Motion for Damages are denied.

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Defendant file a supersedeas bond in the amount of
Plaintiff’s judgment in order to stay any execution on the judgment in the event an appeal is taken
by Defendant.

This Order is effective as of the date and time shown on the electronic file stamp.

DISTRICT COURT JUDGE



Respectfully submitted:

_/s/ Rhonda K. Levinson
Rhonda K. Levinson #16213
PERRY and TRENT, L.L.C.
132 Oak

Bonner Springs, Kansas 66012
Phone: 913-441-3411
rhonda@perrytrent.com
Attorney for Plaintiff

W



NOT DESIGNATED FOR PUBLICATION
No. 122,380
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF KANSAS

CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN,
Appelliee,

V.

SHANNON RILEY,
Appellant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Appeal from Johnson District Court; PAUL C. GURNEY, judge. Opinion filed September 25, 2020.
Appeal dismissed. '

Shannon Riley, of Aiken, South Carolina, appellant pro se.

Rhonda K. Levinson, of Perry and Trent, L.L.C., of Bonner Springs, for appellee.

Before GREEN, P.J., STANDRIDGE, J., and MCANANY, S.J.

PER CURIAM: Carrie Kathleen Meehan commenced an action for bfeach of
contract and other claims against Shannon Riley. Riley was personally served in South
Carolina. In March 2018, Riley filed her answer, generally Genying Mechan's claims. She
also asserted a counterclaim against Meehan for a commission she claimed she was due
for the\sale of a horse that Meehan had imported from Ireland. Riley sought jﬁdgment

against Meehan for a sum in excess of $25,000 and requested a jury trial.

In October 2018, Meehan moved for judgment for Riley's failure to comply with

the court's discovery order, her failfire to pay a court-imposed sanctio:r_f, and her failure to



cooperate with Meehan in the preparation of an agreed pretrial order. Meehan sent Riley

anotice of the hearing on this motion to her South Carolina address.

In December 2018, the district court entered judgment in favor of Meehan and
against Riley on Meehan's claim, based on Riley's failure to comply with the court's
discovery orders and her failure to attend pretrial hearings. The court's judgment included

an award of punitive damages on Mechan's claim after hearing testimony on that issue.

In January 2019, the district court entered an order nunc pro tunc adding pre-
Jjudgment interest, which had been omitted from the original journal entry of judgment in
favor of Meehan on her claim against Riley. At no time has the district court taken action

on Riley's counterclaim against Meehan. The counterclaim remains pending.

Riley moved to set aside the judgment on Meehan's claim against Riley, and the

district court denied the motion. Riley appealed.

K.S.A. 2019 Supp. 60-2102(a)(4) allows our court to review a final decision in a
civil proceeding. A final decision is a decision "'which finally decides and disposes of the
entire merits of the controversy and reserves no further questions or directions for the
future or further action of the court." Kansas Medical Mut. Ins. Co. v. Svaty, 291 Kan.
597, 610, 244 P.3d 642 (2010). The phrase "final decision" is self-defining and refers to
an order that definitely terminates a right or liability involved in an action or that grants
or refuses a remedy as a terminal act in the case. Allison v. State, 56 Kan. App. 2d 470,
475, 432 P.3d 87 (2018).

P

Interlocutory appeals may be taken when the district court certifies (1) that an
order involves a controlling question‘of law about which substantial ground exists for
difference of opinion and (2) that an immediate appeal may materially advance the

ultimate termination of the litigation. The Court of Appeals may thereafter permit an
2



appeal in its discretion. K.S.A. 2019 Supp. 60-2102(c). No such certification exists in this

case.

Riley's counterclaim for breach of contract is outstanding and has not been
dismissed. The district .‘coufc's judgment only provides: "Plamntiff Carrie Kathleen
Meehan is granted judgment against Defendant Shannon Riley in the amount of
$40,000.00 in actual damages, pre-judgment interest at the statutory rate on the actual
damages of $40,000.00, $80,000.00 in punitive damages, post-judgment interest at the
statutory rate, and the Costs of the action." No ruling has ever been sought, and no action

has been taken on Riley's outstanding counterclaim.

We have invited the parties to show cause why this appeal should not be dismissed
for lack of jurisdiction. Neither party has satisfactorily shown that we have jurisdiction
notwithstanding the fact that no action has been taken on Riley's currently pending

counterclaim.

Accordingly, there has been no final decision that disposes of all the outstanding
issues in this case. As a result, we have no jurisdiction to consider this appeal and the

appeal is dismissed.

Appeal dismissed.
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IT 18 SO ORDERED.

Sybinitied By:

_/s/Rhongda k. Levinson :

Rhonda K. Levinson #16213
Pemy & TemtiC

13160 Kansas Avenue, Soite €
:Bonner Springs, KS 66012
{913y 443411
Fax: (9139 55 §-3656
rhonda@perryvirentooi:
Attorrey for Plainufi-

1ish PAUL GURNEY
‘,z?éieﬁ:ﬁ 1730118

District Judge

llerk of the Distried Coves, Solrsof Tounty K aisas.
g “EXGI AR 6950 ANF
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| BCVO049(
thvli

CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN. )
Pl 4
¥ ) . Case No., 18 CV-A5
. e 3 Dvision Nos 1!
SHANNON RILEY ¥ :
Defendant, | 3
ﬂv’twsmfsx wHSA £ haoter Bl

NUNC PRO TUNC
Jﬁ‘i}i{&AL E;i‘k RY CORRECTING DEFAULT JUBGME?Q” r
ENTTWITEE THE ORDER: ui'* THE COURT

NOW, oit this 20% day of November, 2018, the same befag one of the segulyr
judicial day s ot the sboveaamind Cdurd; 1hs cousé m;ﬁ(&ﬁ?fégﬁﬂwh* oy foraridd 1o the
Lowrton E*Easmsﬁ s Peiition in the above captioned case, Tin s PluinttT Caerle Kath feen
Rechan :;fépmrs; i prtesein nind By e sttorney, Rhonds K, Lavinsen of Perry & vrent
L1LC, The responden does il appean. _‘*ﬂiﬂ& rg o efier dpporances.

THEREUPON, the Courl, imsuﬁg heard testimony of Plalntiflf, having cxamine:d
g £V iﬂﬁi@ﬁ pnd pleadings in (s case, and haihg othenviss well :im’gﬁ -gﬁ_‘;t};y advised in the

premises, finds as folhows:

L Tt jucisdiction and vinue uee proper.
. That the Respundent filed an frswer in the above ciise:

k > That the Respondent hes failed 4 comply with the Court’s prior order regarding
Providing responses to terogetosies ind fequgsts Tor produciiin fropomded by the'
Plainilt o Re: s;mmiaﬁi

4. That the Resposdens Hiiled 1o attond the preireal {Miﬁ!lg i Ahis T T

€ Tk 61 EhE BiGGERY Elgare, Jodupspn Uity Kaniud
AT W3 TTem 81
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§. Thet the Respondent has fuiled to upponr al the hesring un Plaintil's Motion for
DFiul Judimicit despite Hiaving been sent notice of the sase.
6. Tharas aresuli of the fiilure fo comply with the Courts onder reganting
digeovery, Taflure (o amend the pretripl ?;ﬁaa‘;ng iimd fafluie to anend ﬁiéli"a;farhig o the
motion for default jodgment, the Cows finds that entry of Jadgment against the Defendant
isagpropriite. |
7. The Court finds in favor of the Phintiffon ol counls in the Pécition; foractal
damages in the afvumt of forty thousénd dollurs (8 &,i%il@,@ﬂ}{ The Cotat finds tst the:
- Dedendant breached the contmet bebwaean the parties. brisched her fiduginty duty,
wrongiully converted funds, and comptited frand.
R Having found fn favor of Plaintill o all cobnts fn fhe Péthion, the Goust nixi .
constders Plaintiff's marion 1o mward punitive damages. -

A, A-’fﬁs’.’fﬁhc&ﬁﬂ@ w‘iéim;m anid testimiony mgﬁ&t{ﬁnn Ui it ghe;" L"‘ﬁimﬁﬁd& thay, \

punitive dinages are wartanied. The Coudt finds by olear snd convingihe evidence that

the Defendant hagconmmitied fraud, that ih@ evidence shows her conduet was wittiud and
anyongelg deesit,

W TheLourt therefore, sfier considering the statatory factors: swards the Plansil
cighty thoustad dafiais {SEO000.00)in punitive dimages,

1 18 PHEREFORE DRDERED ADIJBGED AND BECREED AS FOLLOWS:

Thig ahuve findingsans advopted a5 U Order o 1his Cow,
Plaingit £L srrke Kathlesn Meelin is griized j@lﬁgﬁ%ﬁ’fﬁ noainst Defendunt Shanvon

i ilev in thi amouns of ‘5% (0L in gotual damages, pm_gu&;gmmﬂ Enmm«.a at the

Clerd, ol s Dyaied Lasrs, Toliisoid oty Kussay.

DIEF G32Tpm 5
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stastory vate on the sctual damages of $40,000.00, S80.000.00 in paniitive danuges: post

Judgment Tnteres st the sebiitory e, @i the Costs of the bution,

1T 18 50 ORUERED,

Submiited by

iniRhonda K, Levipson
ehongds K, Levinsay 16213

‘ et LLGC

{3008 Kansis, Av e, Sole £
Buotmer Springs, KS: 66012
(01334413411

Fax: (913} 3513650

i Sk eon

18/ PAUL GURNEY
Dated: D1/16718

District Judge

Clork o the BISERE Coit. Jalnsi Tounty Kons:
(eI O3-23pm 5P
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Case 122380 CLERK OF THE APPELLATE COURTS Filed 2021 Aug 18 AV 9:09

MANDATE

COURT OF APPEALS, ‘ Appellate Court No. 20-122380-A
ss.
STATE OF KANSAS, District Court No. 18CV490

The State of Kansas, to the District Court within and for the County of JOHNSON
In the State of Kansas, Greeting:

WHEREAS, In a certain civil action lately pending before you, wherein CARRIE
KATHLEEN MEEHAN, appellee, and, SHANNON RILEY, appellant, a judgment was rendered by you
against the appellant from which judgment appellant prosecuted an appeal in the Court of Appeals within
and for the State of Kansas;

AND WHEREAS, on September 25, 2020, on consideration of the appeal, it was ordered
and adjudged by the Court of Appeals that the appeal be dismissed.

AND WHEREAS, on October 20, 2020, the Court of Appeals denied the motions for
rehearing or modification.

‘ AND WHEREAS, on August 5, 2021, the Supreme Court denied the petitions for review
filed in this case and denied all pending motions and noted all responses and replies. The appeal is
dismissed. An attested true copy of the Court of Appeals opinion is attached.

YOU ARE THEREFORE COMMAMDED, that without delay you cause execution to be
had of the judgment of the Court of Appeals, according to law.

Costs
Paid Fees of Clerk of the Appellate Courts................... $ 155.00
Oher COSES ..uvveecreeiee oo $

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the Court of Appeals aﬁ‘ixed
hereto, at my office, in the City of Topeka, on f_ﬂ%% 1 g A7

DOUGLAS T. SHIMA, Clerk of the Appellate Courts

MANDATE RECEIVED BY CLERK
TRIAL JUDGE NOTIFIED Date: PS




18CV00490
Divll

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS

CIVIL DEPARTMENT
CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN, )
' )
Plaintiff, )
) Case No. 18-CV-490
vs. 3
3 Div, 11
SHANNON RILEY, )
)
Defendant. )
ORDER OF FINAL JUDGMENT

NOW on this date, the Court considers Defendant’s Motion to Vacate Default Judgment,
filed May 23, 2019, and Emergency Motion to Dismiss, filed November 5,2019. After reviewing
the record, the Court finds as follows:

1. Jurisdiction and venue in this action were proper.

2. Asa result of the failure to comply with the Court’s orders regarding discovery, failure to
attend the pretrial hearing, and failure to attend the hearing on the motion for default judgment,
the entry of defaultjudgment against the Defendant was appropriate. -

3. The Nunc Pm Tunc Journal Entry Correcting Default Judgment Consistent with the Order
| of the Court, entered January 15, 2019, constitutes a final order because it disposed of the action
as to all claims by all parties and no appeal was taken during the statutory deadlines.

THEREFORE, the above findings are adopted as the Order of this Court and Defendant’s

motions to vacate and dismiss the judgment are denied.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

/s PAUL GURNEY
Dated: 12/05/19

The Honorable Paul C. Gurney, District Judge

Clerk of the District Court, Johnson Co unty Kansas
1 ] 12/05/19 11:13am KH




| Prepared by:

/s/ Rhonda K. Levinson

Rhonda K. Levinson #16213
Perry & Trent, LLC

13100 Kansas Ave., Suite C
Bonner Springs, KS 66012
(913) 441-3411 (phone)
(913) 441-3656 (fax)
thonda@perrytrent.com
Attorney for Plaintiff

Clerk of the District Court, Johnson County Kansas
12/05/19 11:13am KH



FORM 4

‘. STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ' : , JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
COUNTY OF Alken
IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS CASE NO. 2019CP0200950
Carrie Kathleen Meehan : Shannon Riley
PLAINTIFF(S) DEFENDANT(S)

DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE)
D JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury. The issues
have been tried and a verdict rendered.
DECISION BY THE COURT. This action came to trial or hearing before the court,
The issues have been fried or heard and a decision rendered,

[[]  ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):[" ] Rule 12(b), SCRCP;{| Rule 41(a),
SCRCP (Val. Nonsuit); [ Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);
Ol

[[]other
ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):[” | Rule 40(j), SCRCP; [ ] Bankruptey;
[ ] Binding arbitration, subject to right to restere to confirm, vacate or modify

arbitration award;

D Other
[]  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY
| DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX):
Affirmed; [_] Reversed; [ ] Remanded;
Other

NOTE: ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR
ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED: D See attached order (formal order to folluw) Statement of Judgment

by the Court;

Motion for reconsideration of Final Order is denied.

ORDER INFORMATION
This order[/] ends [Jdoes not end the case. [ 8ee Page 2 for additional information,

For Clerk of Court Office Use Only

This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and &
copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on 02/03/2020 ,

hannen Riley for Shannon Riley
hannon Riley for Shannon Riley

L )

NAMES OF TRADITIQNAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL

SCRCP Form 4CE (08/31/2017) ATRUE AND CORRECT COPY Page | of2

/r%'??
. . 2 3
me_uzm

05600204261 02#3SVD - SWATd NOWWOD - NIV - Wd 92:€ £0 424 0202 - 314 ATIVIINOHLDT 1T



AFFIDAVIT OF DIONE €. CARROLL

®

April 19,2019

1 mm,é C. CARROLL. do hereby dispose and state:

. am un attorney licensed to practice in South Carolin.

;‘2 I have been retained by Ms, Mechart to enforeg an unpaid foreign mdf_mseni,

3. Pursuant 10 Section 15-35-920, & copy of the foreign judgment is being filed
contemporaneously with the Aiken County Clerk of Courf iy the State of South Caroling,

Casé Bavkground

4. Carric Kathleen Mechun is the judgment ereditor.

5. Shannon Riley is the judgment debior,

B, A Petition wag filed in the District Court of Johnson € nuxﬁv Kansas on January 29,

2018, See Meehan v, Riley, Case No. 1B CV 490,

A default judgment was emtered against Ms, Riley on November 30, 2018,

District Judge Paul Gurney ruled in faver of the Plaintifl, Carrie Kathlesn Mechan, Ms.

Mechan was granted ,;m!gmer;z against Ms, Riley in the amount of $40,000.00 in actual

damages and $80,000.00 in punitive damages, for a wtal judgment of $120,000.00. The

Conurt ordered thst Court costs be gssessed ag,amst Ms. Riley.

9. A Joumey Entry Granting Default Judgrment was filed in the District Court of Jolmson
County, Kansas on December 3, 2018,

1. A Nune Pro Tune Journal Entry Correcting Defuilt Judgment Consistent with the Order
of the Court was fited in the District Court of Johnson County, Kansas on January 18,
2019,

1. Ms. Mechan was granted judgment against Ms. Riley in the amount of $40,000.00 in
actual demayes, pre-judgment interest at the statitory rate on the actual damages of
$40,000.00, SB0,000.00 in punitive damages, post-judgmient interest a1t the statutory rate,
and the costs of the setion,

@

Pursusm fﬂSGCIiGI}: 13-35.920 (A), affiant stafes the following in support of the domestication o3
the aforementioned foreign judgment:

12, The aforementioned toreign judgment is final,

13 The foreign judgment is unsatisfied in whole,

14 Ms, Riley owes $40.000.00 in actual damages, $80,000.00 in punifive damages. inigrest,
amd the costs of the sction,

15, The foreign judgment is not further contested. There are no post-tial motions pénding
before the District Courtof Johnson County, Ms. Riley has not filed & notice of appea%
and there is not a pending uppeal in this matier,

05600204061 0Z#3SVYO - SYA1d NOWINOD - NIMIY - Wd €5:2i 22 1d¥ 6102 - 3114 ATIVOINOYHLD3 13



Tir the best of my knowledge the firegomyp statements of Gt dre thie and corrsel.

Further the offant sayetl naoght,

y’? ) i - _F_}T_ “ﬂ;
o };z,z ( F ag,f .,Z.;zf(.,(
iE;?J‘smrf‘: ¢ Camoll .

%ﬁm mui ‘wﬁxs&ubﬁi before my i
dav of | {H | ’t
- & 4 /‘_ b
L
£ ?‘:mﬁw i’ubh; of South ( ‘aroling
- Commission Expires: ﬁ' JgL ‘Z i} jwﬁ
ﬁ.
[} T
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SENDER'S RECORD

Certified Article Numb_@',f
WEY 726 02327 4p3y 0y

it 11 il A 3 Bt ol { it E el B S I

SHANNON RILEY
1368 SMITHS LAWN
AIKEN, SC 29801

[t 11 11 | el et ot et I A I

Case 122380 CLERK OF THE APPELLATE COURTs Filed 2020 Aug 31 AM B:35

o

——— - 18CV490
e CASENO. 122,380
= S, |
‘=== 2= {THE COURT OF APPEALS OF THE STATE OF KANSAS
= .. CARRIE KATHLEEN MEEHAN,
== ' APPFLLEE,
= 3 V.
S — SHANNON RILEY,
e APPELLANT.
= .
== ' SHOW-CAUSE ORDER

- 1 K.8.A. 2019 Supp. 60-2102(a)(4) allows our court to review a final decisionina
civil proceeding. A final decision is a decision "'which finally decides and disposes of the
entire merits of the controversy and reserves no further questions or directions for the
future of further action of the court." Kansas Medical Mut. Ins. Co. v. Svaty, 291 Kan.
597, 610, 244 P.3d 642 (2010). The phrase "final decision" is .self—dc:ﬁning and refers to
an order that definitely terminates a right or liability involved in an action or that grants
or refuses a remedy as a terminal act in the case. Allison v. State, 56 Kan. App. 2d 470,

475,432 P.3d 87 (2018).

Interlocutory appeals may be taken when the district court certifies (1) that an
order involvesﬂa controlling question of law about which substantial ground e:ﬁsfs for
difference of opinion and (2) that an immediate appeal may materially advance the
ultimate termination of the litigation. The Court of Appeals may thereafter permit an
appeal in its discretion. K.S.A. 2018 Supp. 60-2102(6). No such certification exists in this

¢asc.

Based upon this court's review of the record, it appears that appellant's counter-
claim for breach of contract is outstanding. The district court's grant of default judgment
orders only "Plaintiff Carrie Kathleen Meehan is granted judgment against Defendant -
Shannon Riley in the amount of $40,000.00 in actual damages, pre-judgment interest at

K|



the statutory rate on the actual damages of $40,000.00, $80,000.00 in punitive damages,
postjudgment interest at the statutory rate, and the Costs of the action."

Both the appellant and appellee are ordered to show-cause by written response
why the above-captioned case should not be dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. The
written responses are ordered to be served and filed with the Clerk of the Appellate
Courts no later than September 14, 2020. Administrative Order 2020-PR-47 allows us to

exempt cases from the suspension deadlines. We invoke that authority now.

Dated: August 31, 2020
FOR THE COURT

/s/Henry W. Green Jr.
PRESIDING JUDGE




