
















STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ​ ) 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND ​ ​ )​ BEFORE THE STATE ETHICS COMMISSION  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ) 
IN THE MATTER OF: ​​ ​ ) 
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ) 
Complaint C2024-031​​ ​ ) 
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ) 
Kimberly N Morgan ​ ​ ​ )​ COMPLAINANT’S MOTION TO SUPPRESS                   
​ Complainant.​ ​ ​ ) 
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ) 
Eric Larson ​ ​ ​ ​ ) 
          Respondent. ​ ​ ​ ) 
_____________________________​) 
 
​ The Complainant, above-named, respectfully submits the following Motion to Suppress  
 
to suppress certain evidence for the above-named Complaint C2024-031.  
 

MOTION TO SUPPRESS COMPLAINANT’S DEPOSITION TESTIMONY 
 

​ Complainant makes this motion to suppress Complainant’s Deposition Testimony on  
 
the grounds that 1) the evidence was obtained in violation of South Carolina Code of Laws  
 
§ 26-1-160 (B)(3), and thus 2) Complainant makes this motion under South Carolina Rules of  
 
Civil Procedure Rule 32 (d)(4) and Rule 45 (c)(1).  
 
​ In support of the motion, Complainant shows the following:  
 
​ On 28 August 2025 at 11:00am EST, Complainant appeared for a deposition  
 
commanded by Respondent’s counsel, Regina Hollins Lewis, and said deposition was  
 
conducted via Zoom video conference; also appearing at Complainant’s deposition were  
 
Courtney Laster, General Counsel for the South Carolina State Ethics Commission; Robin K  
 
Reibold, Commissioned Notary for the State of South Carolina and Certified Verbatim Reporter;  
 
and Respondent Eric Larson. 1 Complainant had no personal knowledge of any of the  

1 Complainant was not aware of the appearance of Respondent Eric Larson at Complainant’s Deposition, 
as Respondent was never identified as being present at the deposition by Respondent's counsel. 
Respondent was reportedly in the same office as his counsel, but was off-camera.  
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individuals who were present at the deposition, nor did any of the individuals who were present  
 
at the deposition have any personal knowledge of Complainant.  

 
Robin K Reibold, Commissioned Notary for the State of South Carolina and Certified  

 
Verbatim Reporter (CVR), is a freelance/self-employed Notary and CVR, and Ms Reibold’s  
 
services were retained by Respondent’s counsel Regina Hollins Lewis for Complainant’s  
 
deposition. Per an email received from Sherri Hutto-Peters, an associate or staff member of  
 
Respondent’s counsel, Ms Reibold was the “Host” of the Zoom video conference, and thus in  
 
control of the various settings on the Zoom video conference, to include the ability to  
 
screen-record the deposition.  
 
​ As the deposition began, Complainant kept their camera turned off as pursuant to South  
 
Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 30(h)(A), there was no order from the State Ethics Commission  
 
granting permission to Respondent’s counsel for the use of videotape or to record the deposition  
 
[via Zoom screen-recording], nor had Respondent’s counsel included any notice of their intent to  
 
videotape/record the deposition in the written notice required to Complainant. Ms Reibold made  
 
several remarks to Complainant regarding the fact that Complainant’s camera was not turned  
 
on, and implied that Complainant would be required to turn their camera on for the duration of  
 
the deposition.  
 

However, after a brief discussion, Ms Hollins Lewis, Ms Reibold and Complainant   
 
agreed that Complainant would turn their camera on while Ms Reibold administered the oath to  
 
Complainant, and after Complainant took the oath, Complainant could turn their camera back  
 
off. During that brief discussion, Ms Reibold confirmed that she did not know Complainant; this  
 
discussion occurred in the presence of Ms Laster and likely Mr Larson.  
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Ms Reibold, acting as a commissioned Notary for the State of South Carolina, then  

 
administered the oath to Complainant. Complainant was never asked by Ms Reibold and/or  
 
Ms Hollins Lewis to provide a photo ID and/or passport prior to the oath being administered.  
 
Immediately after taking the oath administered by Ms Reibold, Complainant turned their camera  
 
off and the deposition began.  
 
​ The deposition ended around 11:50am EST, and Complainant was then advised that  
 
they would be receiving a transcript of the deposition via email, and Complainant could  
 
review the transcript and submit any requested changes to Ms Reibold within thirty days.  
 
​ On September 9th, 2025 Complainant emailed Ms Reibold and Respondent’s counsel,  
 
with Ms Laster and Meghan Walker Dayson, SC State Ethics Commission Executive Director,  
 
copied, and inquired about the status of the official transcript of the deposition and on  
 
September 10th, 2025, Complainant received the transcript via email from Ms Reibold.  
 
Complainant was asked to review the deposition and [electronically] sign the transcript.  
 
​ On September 10th, 2025 Complainant also emailed Respondent’s counsel, Ms Laster,  
 
Ms Walker Dayson and Ms Reibold with feedback Complainant had regarding Ms Laster’s  
 
behavior the day of the deposition–behavior which the Complainant found to be unprofessional.  
 
Ms Reibold responded to Complainant’s email on the same day (September 10th), and Ms  
 
Reibold’s response included the following comments:  
 
​ “As for your email addressing my shortcomings, the only issue I will respond to is your 
citing of the Rules of Civil Proceedure [sic].  Please note that I swore you in as a notary for 
the State of South Carolina, not as a court reporter.  If you will reference page 5 of the SC 
Notary Public Reference Manual, you will see that instead of being unfamiliar or 
confused, I was remiss in performing my duties because you weren't personally known 
by me, nor the attorneys, and I didn't ask you for identification.  Although, it can be 
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argued that asking you to show your face, albeit briefly, while being sworn to tell the 
truth, can be considered satisfactory evidence of your identity.” 
 

Upon reading those comments , Complainant researched South Carolina’s Code of  
 
Laws, Title 26 which relate to commissioned Notaries2. SC Code § 26-1-160 (2024), (B)(3)  
 
states:  
 

(B) A notary is guilty of a misdemeanor if the notary takes: (3) an acknowledgement  
or administers an oath or affirmation without personal knowledge or satisfactory  
evidence of the identity of the principal.  
 

Complainant also cross-referenced SC Code § 26-1-160 (2024) with the South Carolina  
 
Secretary of State’s Notary Public Reference Manual (2023), which states:  
 
​ The following are required elements of notarial acts under South Carolina law: 

3. The notary must have personal knowledge or satisfactory evidence of  
the identity of the principal and, if applicable, the subscribing witness [(§26-1- 
120(A)]. “Satisfactory evidence” means identification of an individual 
based on one of the following: 

a. A current identification document issued by a federal or state 
agency that includes a photographic image of the individual’s face 
and signature, as well as a physical description; 
b. A current passport without a physical description; 
c. The oath or affirmation of a credible witness personally known to 
the notary; or 
d. The oaths or affirmations of two witnesses who present a current 
identification document as described in subsections (a) and (b) 
above. 
 

​ Complainant then realized that Ms Reibold had no personal knowledge of Complainant  
 
and had failed to obtain satisfactory evidence, as defined by South Carolina law, of their identity  
 
prior to Ms Reibold administering the oath to Complainant and thus, Ms Reibold had violated  
 
South Carolina Code § 26-1-160 (B)(3)(2024).  
 
​ Complainant then advised Ms Reibold, Ms Hollins Lewis, Ms Laster and Ms Walker  
 
Dayson via email on September 12th, 2025 that Complainant would be refusing to sign the  

2 SC Code § 26-1-160 (2024) 
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official transcript of their deposition testimony, citing Ms Reibold’s failure to abide by South  
 
Carolina Code of Laws Section 26-1-120(A).  In the same email, Complainant also advised Ms  
 
Reibold, Ms Hollins Lewis, Ms Laster and Ms Walker Dayson that Complainant had contacted  
 
Beaufort County [SC] Sheriff’s Office and filed a report regarding the alleged violation of the law  
 
by Ms Reibold3.  
 
​ Thus, pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 32 (4):  
 

As to Completion and Return of Deposition. Errors and irregularities in the manner in  
which the testimony is transcribed or the deposition is prepared, signed, certified,  
sealed, indorsed, transmitted, filed, or otherwise dealt with by the officer under Rules 30  
and 31 are waived unless a motion to suppress the deposition or some part thereof  
is made with reasonable promptness after such defect is, or with due diligence  
might have been, ascertained.  
 

Complainant is submitting this Motion to Suppress accordingly, and with reasonable promptness  
 
after such defect was ascertained and after Complainant had reasonable time to prepare this  
 
motion.  
 

And pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 30:  
 
(e) Submission to Witness; Changes; Signing. When the testimony is fully transcribed  
the deposition shall be submitted to the witness for examination and shall be read to or  
by him unless such examination and reading are waived by the witness and by the  
parties….If the deposition is not signed by the witness within 30 days of its submission to  
him, the officer shall sign it and state on the record the fact of the waiver or of the illness  
or absence of the witness or the fact of the refusal to sign together with the reason, if  
any, given therefor; and the deposition may then be used as fully as though signed  
unless on a motion to suppress under Rule 32(d)(4) the court holds that the  
reasons given for the refusal to sign require rejection of the deposition in whole or  
in part.  
 

as well as South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure Rule 30:  
 
​ (f) Certification and Delivery by Officer; Exhibits; Copies; Notice of Filing. 

3 Beaufort County [SC] Sheriff’s Office Incident #25S100732 
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(1) The officer transcribing a deposition shall certify on the deposition that the 
witness was duly sworn by him and that the deposition is a true record of the 
testimony given by the witness. 
 

Complainant seeks rejection of Complainant’s deposition in whole by the State Ethics  
 
Commission on the grounds that 1) the Complainant was not duly sworn by the officer (Ms  
 
Reibold); 2) the officer (Ms Reibold) failed in her duties and obligations as a commissioned  
 
Notary of South Carolina; 3) the officer (Ms Reibold) violated South Carolina Code of  
 
Laws Section 26-1-120(A) by knowingly and willfully failing to obtain satisfactory evidence of  
 
Complainant’s identity prior to administering the oath to Complainant; 4) that the officer (Ms  
 
Reibold) did so while in the presence of Respondent’s counsel, Ms Regina Hollins Lewis4;  
 
5) that Ms Regina Hollins Lewis, pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Professional Conduct Rule  
 
5.3, failed to make a reasonable effort to ensure that Ms Reibold’s conduct was compatible with  
 
Ms Hollins Lewis’ professional obligations; and 6) and thus, in violation of South Carolina Rules  
 
of Civil Procedure Rule 45 (c)(1), Ms Hollins Lewis imposed an undue burden on Complainant  
 
by commanding them [via subpoena] to appear for said Deposition and by hiring an officer (Ms  
 
Reibold) who was negligent in their professional duties, resulting in Complainant losing six 
 
hours of billable time for Complainant’s professional services, given the time and effort required  
 
for the deposition, review of the transcript, research of applicable state laws/rules, the filing of a  
 
police report, and composition of this motion. 

4 In the Matter of Fred Wallace Woods, Jr., 390 S.C. 446, 702 S.E.2d 562 (2010), the South Carolina 
Supreme Court found that attorney Fred Wallace Woods Jr violated South Carolina Rules of Professional 
Conduct Rule 3.3(a) and Rule 5.3 (lawyer shall make reasonable efforts to ensure that non-lawyer 
employee’s conduct is compatible with professional obligations of lawyer; lawyer shall be responsible for 
conduct of non-lawyer employee if lawyer knows of conduct at time when its consequences can be 
avoided or mitigated and fails to take reasonable action) by allowing his staff to notarize affidavits when 
the reported witnesses “had not actually signed the documents”. In addition to a public reprimand, Mr 
Woods was also required to read the South Carolina Notary Public Manual.  
 
 

6 



Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 
 

​ ​ ​ s/Kimberly N Morgan  
Complainant  
52 Blacksmith Circle 
Beaufort, SC 29906  
843-521-7815 (Phone)  
kimberlynoelmorgan@gmail.com            

 
 
​  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
COUNTY OF RICHLAND 
 
IN THE MATTER OF 
COMPLAINT C2024-031 
 
Kimberly N. Morgan, 

Complainant, 
v. 
Eric W. Larson, 
                          Respondent. 

    

BEFORE THE STATE ETHICS 
COMMISSION 

 
 

RESPONDENT’S MEMORANDUM IN 
OPPOSITION TO  COMPLAINANT’S 

MOTION TO SUPPRESS DEPOSITION 

 
 Respondent Eric W. Larson (“Respondent”), by and through undersigned counsel, submits 

this memorandum in opposition to the motion of Complainant Kimberly N. Morgan 

(“Complainant”) to suppress her deposition, which was taken on August 28, 2025.  As set forth 

below, Ms. Morgan seeks here to avoid the use of her deposition testimony by relying on the  

technicality that the court reporter did not seek to confirm her identity by requiring her to present 

identification even though she does not dispute the fact that she is Kimberly Morgan and did appear 

for the deposition.  This alleged defect, which is at best a technical oversight, does not impact the 

integrity of the deposition  in which Complainant admitted that she relied on an anonymous source 

to proceed with the subject complaint about which she had no personal knowledge.  The 

Commission should deny Complainant’s motion. 

BACKGROUND 

 The subject complaint was filed by Kimberly N. Morgan on May 2, 2024.  Therein, 

Complainant set forth a number of factual allegations, about which she acknowledges she had no 

personal knowledge.  Complainant affirmed that the allegations of her complaint were “true and 

correct to the best of [her] knowledge, except for those matters therein based upon information 

and belief, and as to those [she] believes them to be true.”  See Complaint of Kimberly Morgan.   
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 On or about July 1, 2025, Complainant was served with a subpoena for her deposition to 

be held on August 13, 2025.  On July 9, 2025, Complainant called counsel for Respondent and 

stated, inter alia, that she knew nothing about the case, did not wish to be deposed and suggested 

she was being harassed by Commission staff and the request for deposition and that she did not 

want to incur the expense of an attorney, was frustrated and wanted to withdraw/dismiss her 

complaint.  Complainant also indicated that she was unavailable on August 13, to which counsel 

for Respondent indicated that she would be happy to accommodate Complainant’s schedule and 

conduct the deposition on another date.  The deposition was rescheduled for August 28, 2025. 

Thereafter, Ms. Morgan sent an email to the Commission requesting that her complaint be 

withdrawn.  The matter was set for a hearing before the Commission to be held on September 18, 

2025 and Commission Staff as well as Respondent submitted briefs in opposition and in support 

of Complainant’s request to dismiss the subject complaint. Subsequently, Complainant decided 

that she wanted to proceed with the complaint and requested that her prior request to withdraw her 

complaint be dismissed.  Complainant’s request was granted by the Commission and the scheduled 

hearing was cancelled. 

Complainant appeared for the deposition on August 28, 2025 and was asked by the court 

reporter to turn on her camera to receive the oath.  Complainant indicated she did not want to turn 

her camera on but subsequently agreed to do so, at which time she appeared in a hooded garment 

in an apparent attempt to hide her face.  Notably, at no time during the deposition nor in her motion 

did or does Complainant assert that she is not Kimberly Morgan but, rather, affirmatively 

confirmed her identity as Kimberly Morgan under oath in response to questioning by counsel for 

Respondent. 
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ARGUMENT 

A. Complainant’s motion to suppress her deposition testimony should be denied 
because Complainant confirmed her identity under oath at the deposition and 
thus, the court reporter had satisfactory evidence of the identity of Complainant, 
the integrity of the deposition is not in question and Complainant should not be 
allowed to escape the use of her sworn testimony based on an allegation that, at 
best, amounts to  technical error. 

 
1. South Carolina Code Section 26-1-160 (B)(3) governs the 

circumstances under which a notary may be found guilty of a misdemeanor 
and does not apply to the subject proceeding. 

 
To avoid accountability for the filing of the subject complaint based on information 

obtained from an alleged anonymous source, Complainant seeks to suppress her deposition 

testimony based on the court reporter’s omission in requiring identification from Complainant to 

confirm her identity.  Complainant’s attempt in this regard is a diversion from the facts that have 

been established regarding her complaint and a continuation of what amounts to a blatant misuse 

of the Ethics Commission process. Because there is no dispute that Complainant is Kimberly 

Morgan and was duly sworn at her deposition, Complainant’s motion should be denied. 

In support of her motion, Complainant first relies on SC Code Section 26-130-160 (B) (3), 

which provides that a notary is guilty of a misdemeanor if an oath is administered without 

satisfactory evidence of the identity of the principal.  In email communications with the court 

reporter, on which counsel for Respondent was copied, Complainant indicated that she reported 

the court reporter to the Beaufort County Sheriff’s Office stating, “[g]iven that a Notary 

administering an oath without personal knowledge or satisfactory evidence of the identity of the 

principal is a violation of Section 26-1-60(B)(3) and a misdemeanor crime per SC Law, I have 

contacted law enforcement and filed a report.  (The Beaufort County Sheriff's Department may be 

contacting Ms Reibold.)”  As the code section upon which Complainant relies governs the 

circumstances under which a notary may be guilty of a misdemeanor criminal offense, it does not 
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apply to the subject civil action and thus, does not support Complainant’s motion.  Even if 

applicable, as indicated, there was satisfactory evidence of the identity of Complainant and thus, 

Complainant’s motion should be denied. 

2. Satisfactory evidence of Complainant’s identity pursuant to SC Code Section 
26-1-120 (A)  was established at the deposition and thus, Complainant’s attempt to suppress 
the deposition should be rejected and her motion to suppress should be denied. 

 
At the commencement of Complainant’s deposition, after Complainant appeared on 

camera and was administered the oath by the court reporter, Complainant confirmed her identity 

as Kimberly Morgan: 

BY MS. LEWIS: 
19  Q.  Can you state your full name for the record, please? 
20    Ms. Morgan? 
21  THE COURT REPORTER: You're muted. 
22  MS. LEWIS: Oh, I'm sorry. I am? 
23  THE WITNESS: No, I was. 
24  A.  It's Kimberly Morgan. 
25  Q.  Thank you, Ms. Morgan. My name is Regina Lewis, and 

4 
1    I am an attorney. I represent Mr. Larson in the 
2    complaint that you filed against Mr. Larson with the 
3    Ethics Commission. Have you ever given a deposition 
4   before? 
5  A.  No, ma'am. 

 
See Transcript, Deposition of Kimberly Morgan at pp. 3-4.  Thereafter on September 9, 2025, the 

following certification was provided with the transcript of Complainant’s deposition: 

CERTIFICATE 
1 
2   Be it known that I, Robin K. Reibold, CVR, do hereby certify 
that KIMBERLY MORGAN appeared before me via Zoom 
3 Video Conference, and I took the foregoing deposition on the date 
and time aforesaid by means of stenomask with backup; 
4 that I was then and there a notary public in and for the State of 
South Carolina and that by  
virtue thereof, and by 
5 order of the South Carolina Supreme Court, I was duly authorized 
to administer an oath; and that the witness was 
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6 by me first duly sworn to testify to the truth, the whole truth, and 
nothing but the truth. 
7 
I further certify that the foregoing transcript  
8 represents a true, accurate, and complete transcript of said 
deposition. This transcript may  
contain quoted material; 
9 said material is transcribed as read or quoted by the speaker. 
10 
I further certify that the witness was given an  
11 opportunity to read and correct said deposition and to subscribe 
the same. Should the signature of the witness not 
12 be affixed to the original, sealed transcript, the witness shall not 
have availed himself/herself of the opportunity to 
13 sign or the signature has been waived. 
14   I further certify that I am neither employed by nor related to any 
of the parties in this  
matter nor their  
15 counsel; nor do I have any interest, financial or otherwise, in the 
outcome of this action. 
16 
Witness my hand and seal this 9th day of September, 
17 2025. 
18 
19                                                            
Robin K. Reibold, CVR 
20          Notary Public for South Carolina My Commission Expires: 
04/22/2031 

 Thus, the court reporter certified, inter alia, that she administered the oath to Complainant 

Kimberly Morgan and that the transcript is a true, accurate and complete transcript of the 

deposition.  Complainant does not dispute the facts that she is Kimberly Morgan, that she was duly 

served a subpoena to appear for her deposition, that she did in fact appear for her deposition, and 

that she took the oath, and that she provided what she swore to be the truth, the whole truth and 

nothing but the truth.  She now invites this Commission to disregard and suppress her testimony 

based on a technicality when there is no challenge to the substance of the deposition or her 
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testimony therein. 1  The Commission should decline Complainant’s invitation and deny 

Complainant’s motion to suppress her deposition testimony.  

 Complainant also relies upon the South Carolina Secretary of State’s Notary Public 

Reference Manual of 2023, which defines “satisfactory evidence.”  See Complainant’s Motion to 

Suppress at p. 4.  The manual is not a South Carolina rule or statute but is merely a guide for 

notaries and thus, does not compel suppression of Complainant’s deposition testimony. Notably, 

Section 26-1-120(A) provides only that “[a] notary may not make or give a notarial certificate 

unless the notary has either personal knowledge or satisfactory evidence of the identity of the 

principal and, if applicable, the subscribing witness,” and does not define “satisfactory evidence.”  

Accordingly, the plain language of the statute confirms that the legislature did not intend to specify 

or limit the circumstances that can constitute sufficient evidence.  Here, Complainant 

acknowledges that she is the intended and proper deponent and thus, there is no valid basis upon 

which to suppress her deposition testimony and her motion should be denied.  

CONCLUSION 

Complainant acknowledges that she is Kimberly Morgan and appeared for her deposition 

on August 28, 2025.  At the deposition, Complainant raised no objection based on her identity  (or 

any other reason), was duly sworn and provided testimony.  The court reporter’s certification in 

this matter is accurate and valid and Complainant has not, and cannot, present any evidence to   

 
1 Complainant also relies upon Rules 30 and 32(4) of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure, which govern 
waiver of errors, reading and signing of a deposition and certification of swearing of the witness by the court reporter, 
with which the court reporter here complied. In short, neither of these rules compel or support suppression of 
Complainant’s deposition testimony and her motion should be denied. 
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show that she is not the deponent or that satisfactory evidence of her identity was not established 

at the deposition.  Accordingly, the Commission should deny Complainant’s motion to suppress 

her deposition testimony.  

 

     Respectfully submitted, 

    

      Regina Hollins Lewis 
      LEWIS LAW AND MEDIATION 
      Post Office Box 6306 
      4840 Forest Drive, #6306 
      Columbia, South Carolina   29260 
      regina@lewislawandmediation.com  




























