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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


) 


COUNTY OF HORRY )   CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2022-CP-26-_____ 


SAM INVESTMENT PROPERTIES, LLC. ) 


n/k/a ARCHANGEL INVESTMENTS, LLC) 


) 


Plaintiff,  ) 


)       SUMMONS   


vs.      )


)


STEPHANIE HATTON and BRANDON ) 


DEUBELL,     ) 


) 


Defendants.  ) 


___________________________________ ) 


TO: THE DEFENDANTS ABOVE-NAMED: 


YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to respond to the COMPLAINT in this 


action, a copy of which is hereby served upon you, and to serve a copy of your ANSWER to the 


Plaintiff upon the subscriber at Post Office Box 969, Murrells Inlet, South Carolina 29576 within 


thirty (30) days after service hereof, exclusive of the date of such service; and if you fail to respond 


to Plaintiff within the time aforesaid, the Plaintiff in this action will apply to the Court for a 


judgment by default for the relief demanded in the Complaint. 


ANDERSON LAW, LLC 


__s/ JAY G. ANDERSON___________ 


JAY G. ANDERSON 


4447 Highway 17 Business, Suite 101 


Post Office Box 969 


Murrells Inlet, South Carolina 29576 


Telephone:  843/545-6001 


Email:  jga@jayganderson.com 


Attorney for the Plaintiff 


December 20, 2022 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  )   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


      )               


COUNTY OF HORRY   )   CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2022-CP-26-_____ 


      )       


                        


SAM INVESTMENT PROPERTIES, LLC. ) 


n/k/a ARCHANGEL INVESTMENTS, LLC) 


      ) 


   Plaintiff,  ) 


      )                      COMPLAINT    


vs.      )                          


      )                        


STEPHANIE HATTON and BRANDON ) 


DEUBELL,     ) 


      ) 


   Defendants.  ) 


___________________________________ ) 


 


 


 The Plaintiff complaining of the Defendants would allege as follows: 


 


1. Plaintiff is a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the 


State of South Carolina. 


2. Upon information and belief defendants are citizens and residents of Horry County, 


South Carolina. 


3. That on or about March 18, 2020, with addendums dated March 26, 2021 and 


February 1, 2022, Defendants did enter into a lease with Plaintiff for that certain 


property located at 1702 Holly Drive #201, North Myrtle Beach, South Carolina.  


4. Rent due under the lease was $1,300.00 per month at the time the Defendants broke 


their lease with Plaintiff.  Plaintiff subsequently had the Defendants evicted from the 


premises pursuant to that certain action in the Magistrate Court for Horry County. 


5. The Defendants thereafter vacated the premises. 


6. That there is now due and owing under the lease agreement between the parties the 


total sum of $14,766.44 (comprised of nine months of rent totaling $11,700.00, 


damages of $4,116.44, minus the security deposit of $1,050.00).from Defendant to 


Plaintiff. 
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7. Demand is hereby made upon Defendants for the full amount due under the lease and 


for the cost of repairs to the property as set out above. 


 


WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for judgment against Defendants for the full amount 


now due, plus post-judgment interest at the legal rate, the costs of this action, including 


reasonable attorney’s fees as allowed by law, and for such other and further relief as the 


Court may deem proper. 


 


 


     ANDERSON LAW, LLC 


 


s/ JAY G. ANDERSON 


JAY. G. ANDERSON, ESQUIRE 


SC Bar Number:  14295 


Anderson Law, LLC 


Post Office Box 969 


Murrells Inlet, South Carolina 29576 


843/545.6001 


jga@jayganderson.com 


ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 


December 20, 2022 


 


Murrells Inlet, South Carolina  
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )   IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


) 


COUNTY OF HORRY )   CIVIL ACTION NUMBER: 2022-CP-26-8003 


SAM INVESTMENT PROPERTIES, LLC. ) 


n/k/a ARCHANGEL INVESTMENTS, LLC) 


) 


Plaintiff,  ) 


)           REPLY TO COUNTERCLAIM 


vs. )


)


STEPHANIE HATTON and BRANDON ) 


DEUBELL, ) 


) 


Defendants.  ) 


___________________________________ ) 


The Plaintiff, responding to Defendants’ Answer, would allege as follows: 


1. Plaintiff herein reaffirms and reiterates all allegations of the Complaint in this Reply,


denies the allegations of the Counterclaim inconsistent therewith, which are specifically


denied, and demands strict proof thereof.


2. The allegations of paragraph 6 are denied in part and admitted in part; Defendant may


be entitled to a reduction in the number of months for which rent is due.


3. The allegations of paragraph 7 are denied, and strict proof demanded thereof.


WHEREFORE, having fully responded, Plaintiff prays for Defendants’ counterclaim


to be dismissed in its entirety and judgment against Defendants for the full amount now 


due, plus post-judgment interest at the legal rate, the costs of this action, including 


reasonable attorney’s fees as allowed by law, and for such other and further relief as the 


Court may deem proper. 
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     ANDERSON LAW, LLC 


 


s/ JAY G. ANDERSON 


JAY. G. ANDERSON, ESQUIRE 


SC Bar Number:  14295 


Anderson Law, LLC 


Post Office Box 969 


Murrells Inlet, South Carolina 29576 


843/545.6001 


jga@jayganderson.com 


ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF 


 


February 15, 2023 


 


Murrells Inlet, South Carolina  
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     3


      P R O C E E D I N G S


THE COURT:  2022-CP-26-08003, Sam Investment


Properties, LLC, et. al, versus Stephanie Hatton,


et. al.  This is a proceeding for debt collection;


is that correct?


MR. ANDERSON:  That is correct, Your Honor.  


By way of background, this is a collection


under a lease agreement where the tenant was


evicted, and we have brought this suit for damages


and repairs to the unit.


We would call our first witness, Katie


Seabrook.


(KATIE SEABROOK, having been duly sworn,


testified as follows:)


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q Where do you currently work?


A I work for Ocean Tropics Investments, which


used to be Sam Investments, and the property


management company also, Rapid Response and Repair.


Q And that is a property management that


handles rental units in and around North Myrtle


Beach?


A Yes.


Q And did you have occasion at one time to have
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     4


a tenant named Stephanie Hatton and Brandon


Deubell? 


A Yes.


Q And does this look like the lease that they


had signed?


A (Witness examines document.)  Yes.  This is


the original lease.


Q And the lease term began, when?  On the first


page at the top.


A April 1, 2020.


Q And during the term of this lease, were there


addendums made?


A Yes.


Q And I believe I handed you those as well,


behind the lease.  


Was there an addendum to the lease dated


March of 2021?


A Yes.


Q And the purpose was to increase the rent; is


that correct?


A Yes.


Q And that raised it from $1,050 to $1,100 per


month?


A Yes.


Q And it provided other provisions as well?
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A It did.


Q Were there additional pets that were


addressed?


A Yes.  We were asking them to pay an


additional $300 for an additional pet that they had


in the unit.


Q And then behind that was an addendum dated


February 1st of 2022?


A Yes.


Q And the purpose of that addendum?


A That was also to raise the rent, and also to


increase the late fees.  We also were asking them


to agree to have no more than three pets residing


in the unit, and just to reiterate that we needed


the rent check to be sent or postmarked by the


5th of the month.  We also asked that they have no


non-functioning vehicles at the property, and that


they kept the laundry room free from debris, as it


was a shared space between the downstairs and


upstairs units.


MR. ANDERSON:  At this time, I would


introduce the lease agreement and the two addendums


to the lease together as Exhibit 1.


THE COURT:  Any objection?


MS. HATTON:  No, Your Honor.
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THE COURT:  So I can -- we just kind of


delved into this.  You are Ms. Hatton?


MS. HATTON:  Yes.


THE COURT:  You are Mr. Deubell?    


MR. JAMES HATTON: I'm a witness, and


Stephanie's father.


THE COURT:  Neither are attorneys?


MR. JAMES HATTON:  That's correct.


THE COURT:  All right.  I just wanted to make


sure that I had my head around exactly what was


going on here.  


So no objection to the lease being introduced


into evidence?


MS. HATTON:  No, but....


THE COURT:  Entered without objection.


(Plaintiff's Exhibit 1 marked and admitted.)


MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.  


Q During the term of the second addendum to the


lease, did you have an occasion, through your


management company, to have the tenants removed?


A Yes -- well, we did an eviction hearing.


Q You did an eviction hearing, and they


subsequently moved out?


A Yes.


Q And about what time frame was that that they
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moved?


A I believe it was within a five-day period.


They were supposed to move out within a five-day


period, but I believe they moved out on the third


-- the third day.  It was July.


Q Summer of what?


A 2022.


Q 2022.  And the addendum to the lease, to


refresh my memory, that started in April?


A Yes.


Q So April, May, June, they probably paid three


months, and there was a balance of, say, nine on


the lease?


A Yes.


Q And once they vacated, did you go into the


unit to inspect?


A Yes.


Q And how did you find the unit when you went


in there?  Was it broom-swept condition as the


lease requests?


A The unit was in disrepair.  There were many


items that I had to take pictures of, and that I


know we did send to Stephanie and Brandon.  We


wanted to collect, you know, the price -- what


we're looking for is the price what we had to pay
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out to get those repairs taken care of.


Q And were you -- you had a cleaning fee.  Did


you have a cleaning company come in or cleaning


people?


A Yes.


Q Who was that, and how much did you pay?


A I believe it was -- her name was Rhonda


Hucks, and it was $300.


Q Is this your file?


A Yes.  I didn't bring it up here.


MR. ANDERSON:  Your Honor, may the witness


have her file at her disposal?


THE COURT:  Would that help you with your


testimony?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.  It's been a while.


MR. ANDERSON:  I apologize.  I forgot to tell


you to take it with you.


Q Referring to your notes, you said a cleaning


company --


A Rhonda Hucks.


Q Rhonda Hucks.


A Yeah.  She came in and did a basic cleaning,


because we wanted it just to be a little bit clean


before the people came in to do the repairs.  We


knew we would have to have her come back to clean
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it before we had another tenant come in from the


repairs.


Q And how much, total, did you pay her?  Can


you tell from your --


A $300.


Q And you have canceled checks, or what is your


noting?


A I do.  I have two canceled checks, and then


we paid her a hundred dollars in cash, which I have


the receipt for.


Q And that was for cleaning?


A Yes.


Q Were there repairs that needed to be done or


removal of junk?


A Yes.  There was junk left behind and repairs


done as well.


Q And, again, did the management company hire


someone to do that?


A Yes.


Q Would that have been Stephen


Cramer(phonetic)?


A Yes.  We hired Stephen Cramer and Andy


Marshal to do those repairs.


Q And you have canceled checks as well showing


how much you would pay them?
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A Yes.


Q And did you have a total for the amount you


paid for junk removal and repairs?


A Yes.  It totaled, $2,825.


Q And was there AC units in that rental unit?


A There were two AC, slash, heat units.


Q Were they window units?


A They were window units.


Q And they both needed to be replaced?


A Yes.


Q And the total cost on that replacement?


A $991.44.


Q And were there -- was there any painting or


repairs that required expenditures by the plaintiff


in this matter or by the management company?


A This was all that we paid out to have


repaired.


Q And they moved out the first of July -- or


first week of July, whatever, but there was no July


rent paid?


A That's correct.


Q And the rent at that time?


A Was $1,300.


Q And you were subsequently able to put someone


in that unit?
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A Yes.


Q And do you know when that new lease started?


A August 1st, 2022.


Q So in addition to the cleaning and the


repairs and the one month's rent, there is no


additional costs that you are trying to recover?


A No.


Q Now, you did have to hire an attorney to


bring this action?


A Yes.


Q And you all paid a significant amount?


A Yes.


MR. ANDERSON:  And, Your Honor, there is


several attorney fee affidavits, because this was


meant to be heard several times.  This is like the


fourth time with it before the Court.  So we'll


stay with the last attorney fee affidavit, which is


around $7,000 on that.


Q    (BY MR. ANDERSON) Did you -- was there a


security deposit which was applied?


A Yes.


Q And how much was the security deposit?


A $1,050.


Q Was there a pet deposit as well?


A There was.  Three payments of $300 each,
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totaling $900.


Q And once the security deposit was removed,


subtracted, from the balance due, and the pet


deposit was subtracted, what is the total that you


have remaining under this account?


A $3,366.44.


Q Plus attorney's fees?


A Correct.


Q And that is what you are seeking here today?


A Yes.


Q And just a couple other -- little bit of


testimony.  While the tenants were there,


Ms. Hatton and Mr. Deubell, did you ever have any


need to send them warning notices regarding


anything?


A Yes.  We sent them a total of 15 notices.


Fourteen notices were regarding late payments of


rent.  And additional to the rent, on some of those


notices, were things that we became aware of; as


in, additional pets in the unit that they were not


supposed to have, or there was an abandoned vehicle


on the property that we were asking them to remove,


and there was a few other -- it was mostly the


rent.  Mostly for the rent.


Q For various deficiencies, you did give them
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notice?


A Yes.


Q And you told me this morning that it was


about 15 notices?


A Yes.


Q And you have copies of all of those


deficiencies as well?


A I do.


Q Do you have copies of the canceled checks


with you in your file for the repairs?


A Yes.


Q Could I have those?  


MR. ANDERSON:  As a group, I would introduce


those, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Any objection?


MS. HATTON:  I don't know.  I can't see what


it is.


THE COURT:  He's going to show you what he's


talking about.


MS. HATTON:  Okay, because I don't know.


THE WITNESS:  That's the cleaning, and then


these are the repairs that were done.  And this is


not a canceled check, just how much the ACs cost


us.  


MS. HATTON:  So why are you putting in
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canceled checks when they haven't gone through to


this person?  


MR. ANDERSON:  And this is a copy of the AC


that was replaced.  And these are canceled checks


to the repair company that removed -- removed junk


and did repairs.


MS. HATTON:  I have two questions, and I


still object to this.  The checks were canceled,


meaning that they didn't pay Rhonda Hucks, or


whoever.  So, honestly, I find this is irrelevant.  


Also, the AC unit doesn't show a receipt to


it, and why did it have to be replaced?  It wasn't


broken.  Nothing was wrong with it.  The only thing


was wear and tear on the front of it.


THE COURT:  Ms. Hatton, I understand you have


a lot you want to get out.  I understand that.


MR. ANDERSON:  Your Honor, we move to


introduce these.


THE COURT:  I need to figure out if you have


any specific objections to the documents that he's


trying to introduce, and what the foundation for


that objection is.


MS. HATTON:  I see it is kind of irrelevant.


If they had paid someone, and it wasn't a canceled


check, and it had gone through, then I could see
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why it would be billing.  But why would a canceled


check be in, because it doesn't prove that they


paid anything?  It just shows it was canceled and


not deposited into the person's account.


MR. ANDERSON:  Perhaps that is a


misunderstanding on my part.  By "canceled," I mean


that they were paid checks.


THE COURT:  That is my understanding of a


canceled check as well.  It has gone through the


bank, and it has been paid.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  I mean, sure.


THE COURT:  You're objection is noted for the


record.  Thank you.


(Plaintiff's Exhibit 2 marked and admitted.)


MR. ANDERSON:  I have no further questions of


Ms. Seabrook.


THE COURT:  Ms. Hatton, you may ask any


questions that you may have for her.


CROSS EXAMINATION  


BY MS. HATTON:   


Q So, when this was first filed, no rent was


put into the case, nothing was shown.  It said that


I owed the full amount of rent, even though it was


rented.  When exactly was it rented out?  Because


when we rented out ours, it was in the middle of
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March.  The lease officially started a full month,


since that is what you wanted.  I was curious, when


did they start paying rent rather than having the


lease?


A August 1, 2022.


Q Are you positive that they didn't rent it out


before that?  Because I kind of have other evidence


that shows otherwise.


A The lease agreement started August 1 of 2022.


Q When did they occupy the unit?


A August 1, 2022.


THE COURT:  If you have some documents or


something like that that you would like to show


Ms. Seabrook, you are welcome to do that, or if you


have a witness that you would like to call during


your case in chief.


MS. HATTON:  I do have a witness.


THE COURT:  You can do that when your case is


on for your case in chief.


MS. HATTON:  Can I ask another question?


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  You can ask her as


many as you want.


Q Who painted the porch?


A The porch was painted, I believe, by Andrew


Marshal after you guys moved out.
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Q No, before.  Who painted the porch before we


moved out?


A Joan Brown.


Q Why did you say I painted it?


A Who?


Q Me.  You said I painted it.


Who is Joan Brown?


A Joan Brown is your mother.


Q And who else is Joan Brown?


A Joan Brown is your mother, and Joan Brown is


the ex-girlfriend of somebody that I work with.


Q And who was Joan Brown, as well as -- was she


an employee at Rapid Response and Repair at that


time?


A She was an employee only when -- she wasn't a


contractual employee.  She was just an employee


that did stuff when we needed stuff to be done that


she agreed to help with.


Q How did Joan Brown pay for the porch, and who


did she speak to about painting the porch?


A She spoke to Joseph Susa (phonetic) about


painting the porch, I believe.  But I was not there


for this conversation.  As I'm a property manager,


I have to agree to everything being done.  I wasn't


there for that conversation.  I wasn't privy if
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they agreed or if they did not agree.  I do know


that Benjamin Moore called me stating she got


paint, and if it was authorized.  When I called the


owner of the property -- who is not Joe Susa --


they said she's not authorized to do that job;


therefore, I had to tell you guys she wasn't


authorized to do it, and that the paint needed to


be returned.


Q So Jose Susa did not contact you for the


paint?  He didn't tell you, hey, I need the paint


back, please get it from Stephanie because Joan has


it?


A The owner told me that she wasn't supposed to


do that job.


Q Who was the owner then?


A Antonio Sentayo (phonetic).


Q Who else shared ownership with that property?


A Nobody.


Q Are you sure?


A Yes.


Q What was the total amount of rent that the


new tenants paid?


A Altogether or --


MR. ANDERSON:  I object to that, because


we're looking for rent under the existing lease,
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not a future least that she is not a party to.


THE COURT:  You are not seeking damages under


that lease?  


MR. ANDERSON:  We're not seeking damages


under a new lease with a new tenant, if I


understand her question.  We are seeking the -- we


were, initially, seeking the balance under the


lease, but they were able to relet the apartment,


so we were seeking one month, which was the amount


given under the second addendum.


THE COURT:  Sustain your objection.  If you


want to rephrase your question, you are more than


welcome to do so.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.


Q What was the monthly rent that they paid for?


A They rented it for $1,500.


Q What was the monthly amount that I ended on?


A $1,300.


Q So you would agree you got a $200 profit each


month?


A I would say there was a $200 increase in the


rent.


Q But it is profitable since, you know --


A I can't say it was profitable or not, because


the property -- I don't have the ledgers for the
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property in front of me.


MR. ANDERSON:  Again, Your Honor, I would


object because we simply are looking for repayment


of the amount due under this lease, not under


another tenant or another lease.


THE COURT:  All right.  I understand.


Sustain that objection.  


I understand what you are getting at, Ms.


Hatton.  I think -- and correct me if I'm wrong --


I think what is at issue here is the amount of rent


that was owed between the time that you guys moved


out and the time that a new person rented a unit.


Is that fair to say?


MR. ANDERSON:  I believe it is.  And as my


witness has testified, the defendants moved out the


first week of July.  You re-rented it in August, so


we're just looking for the July rent.


THE COURT:  And your point, Ms. Hatton, is


that the rent went up $200?


MS. HATTON:  Yeah.  Yeah.  And the fact that


they profited from the rent around $1,800 after --


which would have been more than them, then the


month that we weren't living there.  But, also,


they breached and terminated the lease.  I didn't.


Because when I went there last time, she told me
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that they could terminate it, but that they would


be the ones terminating, because it was amended --


the late fees -- in the rent.


THE COURT:  And I'll give you a chance to


make a closing statement.  I'll let you do that.


You can just ask Ms. Seabrook any more questions


that you have.


Q (BY MS. HATTON) So what exactly was wrong


with the AC unit that you had to replace the entire


unit?


A The front screen on them was broken on both


of them, and there were buttons you couldn't push


all the way.  And the reason we replaced them is


because to re-rent to a new tenant, we don't want


them to come into a unit with broken AC units,


whether or not it was fully un-functional, that is


not what we're arguing.  It is just that we can't


ask someone for $1,500 in rent coming into an


apartment with broken AC units, with the screens


broken.  That just doesn't look right.


Q That is understandable.  But wouldn't it be


cheaper and easier to just replace the front


screen, which is $25 to $40 online?


MR. ANDERSON:  I object to that question,


because it calls for speculation, first all, but
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has no bearing on what happened, which was the


replacement of the AC units.


THE COURT:  I'll allow her a little bit of


leeway there.


Q So would you agree or disagree that they were


still working and functioning?


A They were still cooling and heating, yes.


There were some buttons on the one in the living


room to adjust the temperature.  It did turn on and


off.  


To answer your other question about replacing


screens, in this business, we don't necessarily


have time to search for screens, have someone come


out, put those screens on there.  We need to


re-rent the unit as fast as possible so we can


start receiving rent and not have a loss.


Q With the damages that were listed -- I don't


know if I can say this, but with the damages you


listed in it, it did not seem that way.  You had


paint, repaint, Kilz, things you had to do to


upkeep the property, but they should have been done


before I moved in.


A We can't do something before you move out


while there is damage still being done.


As far as Kilz and paint, we had to do that
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because the unit smelled strongly of cat urine.


With cat, in general, we have to repaint, and the


Kilz kills that smell.


Q I have a following question to that.  You had


to repaint the walls.  Why weren't the floors done


if it's from cat urine?  What were they doing with


that?


A They were re-pollied.  The Kilz is a paint.


You can't paint the floor with Kilz.


Q But what was done with the floor?  Nothing?


A It was re-pollied.  It was cleaned, sanded,


and pollied, which takes care of the smell.


Q Why wasn't that in the damages?


A It's included in the paint price that we paid


for.


Q Why was it not in the description, though?


A If I described every single thing we did in a


full description, you would have received a packet


probably as thick as this.


Q Well, we did.  That's what happened.


A Okay.


Q How many buttons were damaged on the AC


units?


A Let me take a look at my pictures.


On one of them, there was two buttons and a
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display screen broken, and on another one, two


buttons and a small screen on the bottom -- or one


button and a screen on the bottom.


Q Which rooms were they in?


A One in the living room, and one in the back


bedroom.


Q Which ones are -- which buttons in which


rooms are you describing?


A I couldn't tell you the answer to that.  


MS. HATTON:  Is it okay if I come up here?


THE COURT:  You can show the witness, yes.


MS. HATTON:  I want to put this into


evidence.


THE COURT:  Is this something that has


already been admitted?


MR. ANDERSON:  I haven't seen what that is.


THE WITNESS:  That is the original pictures


that we sent to her.


MR. ANDERSON:  Oh, yes.  I've seen it.  Sure.


That is part of the exhibit we already put in.


Q (BY MS. HATTON)  So what is exactly broken


about the buttons?


A The display screen is broken on one, and the


power button on the other.  I do believe even


though the power button was broken, it still
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worked.  But I believe the up and down -- the first


picture, there is a button for down, to put the


temperature down, that button was broken and did


not work.


Q So when you say "broken" with everything, are


you saying broken as in didn't work, or broken in


wasn't visually appealing to the eye?


A It's broken.


MS. HATTON:  Your Honor, we have something to


show.  We have a video.


THE COURT:  Okay.  


A If you look at the pictures, you can see that


they are broken.  I did say they are still


functioning, but I can't re-rent a unit with the


broken screens.


Q Ms. Seabrook, you just said that some of them


didn't work properly?


A Yes.  The down button didn't work properly,


correct.


Q Yes.  Yes.  We have a video showing that it


works.


A Okay.


Q Have a few more questions for you.  Sorry


this is taking a while.


So you were saying that there was junk
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removal in there, and it seemed like you were


talking about the storage unit where there is this


collapsible cabinet thing, alongside hooks that


were on the side of the fridge.  Were there any


other things that were considered "junk removal"?


A There were pans inside the stove.  There were


pictures, which I have, of dog food, cat food --


I'm not sure -- pet food, things of that nature


that were removed.  That collapsible shelving unit,


yes, we did have to dispose of.


Q So what about the cabinet that was on top of


the toilet?  What about the hook that was also in


the smaller bedroom?  Were those not junk removal,


or was it fine?


A No, that was part of junk removal.  If you


look at the pictures, they are in there.


Q No, they are not.  They're not, Ms. Seabrook.


You don't know how many times I've gone through


this packet --


THE COURT:  Ms. Hatton, I understand you have


a lot you want to get out, but you have to restrict


your argument to questioning at this particular


point.  Thank you.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  I'm sorry.


A So I have a picture here of the hooks in one
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of the bedrooms.


Q What about the cabinet that was on top of the


toilet?


MR. ANDERSON:  Your Honor, for clarification.  


The pictures that you are looking at, is that


part of the closing packet that you mailed to her


after they moved out?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.


MR. ANDERSON:  You gave them a list of the


deficiencies and the pictures?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.


MR. ANDERSON:  And that is what you are


referring to right now?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.


A There were hooks also on the side of the


refrigerator that I have in the pictures.


Q Ms. Seabrook, may I ask another question.


Were those items left behind by me, or was it part


of the apartment when I moved in there?


A I believe they were left behind by you.


Q Was there a lock on the bedroom door before I


moved in, and which lock was it?


A Which bedroom?


Q Main bedroom, the big bedroom.


A The one in the front or back?
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Q In the back.


A There was a door handle on it with a lock on


it.


Q There was one or two locks?


A I can't remember off the top of my head.  I


have to look back at the pictures.


Q Okay.  Whenever you find them, let me know.


A Looks like there was one lock, and one lock


added.


Q Which one was added and by whom?


A The top lock was added.  I'm not sure how to


describe which one, but the one that wasn't


originally on the door.  And it looks as though it


was added by the tenant.  I'm not sure who


installed it for you guys.


Q So did -- which locks were -- which one was


it?


A To my knowledge, every lock worked in the


unit when we rented to you.  If they weren't


working, I would have needed you to contact me, and


that was the biggest thing with this case, was


non-communication and no contact.  If you have a


maintenance repair, we could have fixed anything


you needed, but there was no communication about


that.
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Q I'm sorry.  That is incorrect.


MS. HATTON:  Am I'm allowed to speak while --   


THE COURT:  Yes.


A I have that one.


Q So which one worked, the new one or the old


one that was painted over?


A When you moved in, the original lock worked.


Q What is the original one?


A The one on the bottom.


Q So you are saying that me, as a tenant, we


put in a lock?


A It looks that way, yes.


Q Why would we have to put in a lock when the


original worked, if we did put one in?


A I'm not sure.  And if it didn't work, we


would have come in and fixed it.  You wouldn't have


to put an additional lock.  And if we did have to


put in an additional lock, we would have done that.


Q Ms. Seabrook, what about the broken window


that we came to you and talked to you about over


the phone?  Do you remember that?


A The broken window?  I do remember that, yes.


Q Do you remember why it was broken?


A I don't remember why it was broken.  I


remember it was broken during your tenancy.
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Q Do you want me to remind you?


A Sure, you can.


Q So while one of your employees painted the


porch that you said that I painted, and I didn't --


A You had it painted.


Q No, I didn't.


A Well, we didn't authorize her to paint it.


Q It was Jose Susa that authorized --


A He is not the owner of the property.


Q He is a partial --


MR. ANDERSON:  Object.  This is badgering and


speculation.


THE COURT:  If you're done with the photo, I


have to get you to return to your table to question


the witness from there, or you are welcome to stand


at the lecture, if you want to do that.


MS. HATTON:  I don't know how to proceed when


someone keeps lying.  I'm a very honest person.


THE COURT:  I understand.  And I'll give you


all the opportunity you want or need to make a


closing argument or to rebut or refute anything


that she's saying with your own evidence and your


own witnesses.  I'll give you as long as you need


for that, okay.  You don't necessarily have to do


that at this minute.  If she says something you
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disagree with, you can note it, and then if you


have evidence that you think refutes that during


your particular case in chief, then you can present


that to the Court, if you would like.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  Is it possible to call


witnesses whenever it is my turn?


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  Thank you.


A To state, I was not aware of any agreement


between Joe and Joan.  I'm the one who is supposed


to be authorizing these repairs.  If they made


something between themselves, that doesn't have --


I had no knowledge of it.  So when I get a call


from the owner of the property, the actual owner --


that is who I work for -- that he does not want it


painted by Joan, I have to listen to that.  That's


my job.


MS. HATTON:  Your Honor, I'm done.


THE COURT:  Redirect?


MR. ANDERSON:  Just in with regard to that.


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q With regard to the painting, you said Joan


Brown did that while Ms. Hatton was a tenant?


A Yes.
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Q So this was not post-move out?


A Correct.


Q A reference was made to various pictures, and


I referred to it, but we did not introduce it.


When a tenant of yours moves out, you send them a


list of deficiencies, if there are any?


A Yes.


Q Is that what you are referring to with


pictures?


A Yes.


Q And did it itemize the repairs and things?


A Yes.


Q Can I see what you are looking at?


A Yep.


Q And is this in the standard course of


business you send this out to any tenant?


A Every tenant.  Regardless if there is repairs


or not, we send them a security deposit invoice or


security return, and an itemized list.  If there is


no deductions, we put no deductions so they have


proof, and we have a copy as well.


MR. ANDERSON:  I would introduce this, Your


Honor, as our next exhibit.


THE COURT:  Any objection?


MS. HATTON:  No objection.
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(Plaintiff's Exhibit 3 marked and admitted.)


MR. ANDERSON:  That is all, Your Honor.


Plaintiff rests.


THE COURT:  All right.  You may step down,


Ms. Seabrook.  Thank you.


Ms. Hatton, if you have any witnesses, call


your first witness.


MS. HATTON:  I call James Hatton to the


stand.


(JAMES HATTON, having been duly sworn,


testified as follows:)


THE WITNESS:  James Hatton.  I am hard of


hearing, so....


THE COURT:  Okay.  If you can, move your


microphone.  You can adjust that and make sure that


he can hear.  If you still can't hear after she


does that, let me know and we'll make an


accommodation.


THE WITNESS:  Thank you, sir.  And you can


yell at me.


MS. HATTON:  Can you hear me?


THE WITNESS:  Yes. 


        DIRECT EXAMINATION


BY MS. HATTON:   


Q So, Mr. Hatton, where were you on July 5 at
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2022 at 4:00 p.m. in the afternoon?


A Around that time, we were driving to pick up


mail at your old apartment.  That was 1702 North


Holly Drive, North Myrtle Beach.


Q You are thinking of July 7th.


A July 7th.  What date are you asking?


Q July 5th -- or July 3rd.


A July 3rd.  I was at your old apartment,


1702 North Holly Drive, North Myrtle Beach.


Q How were the screens?  Were the screens


sticking out at all?


A No.


Q Were there tears in it?


A No.


Q Any rips?


A No.


Q And had you previously done anything to the


screens?


A Yes.


Q What did you do to the screens?


A On occasion, the screens would be falling


out.  I believe the landlord was saying it was


about the cats.  In any event, it didn't matter.  I


fixed the screens and put them in, and so by the


time she left the apartment, they were all in
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place.  The screen issue occurred over, I think, a


year's time period.  So whatever they thought was


damaged, cat damage, it was irrelevant.  I just


replaced the screens.  More than likely, they fell


out, because it was stapled there.  It wasn't the


proper procedure for putting in screens.  You can


do it, but the staples were rusted out, and you


could see they were rusted out.


I thought maybe the cats did it, maybe they


didn't, but it didn't matter.  But the screens were


all intact when we left that place on July 3rd.


Q I should have started with this question.  Do


you have any background in carpentry, and what work


in screen repairs, anything like that, and what is


it?


A Yes.  I spent over 30 years in the


construction industry.  My main field is glass and


metal, which would include screening, carpentry,


and metal working, architectural metal.  In


addition, when I was younger, my father was a


master electrician, and I used to run wires with


him.


Q And I have another question.  How was the


door in the first bedroom?


A That door in the first bedroom that they have
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on billing that they said had to be rehung and


modified was working perfectly.  As far as I'm


concerned, I don't know what they modified on the


door.  It was impossible to modify something on a


door, especially if it was working properly with


the latch lined up.


Q What was the issue with the door before it


was fixed?


A The door fell off its subframe, which is


unusual.  There is no way that the defendants could


have done that.  In the apartment, there was


humidity.  It is kind of like a wood caper,


cardboard-like covering on it.  So the only thing I


could see -- because there was no marks on the


spine to indicate that the door was modified.  The


only thing that it could have been is the door


sounded a little soft, and when you look at the


walls in the apartment, there was a ventilation


problem.  More or less, on a hot day and you bring


a cold blast, it fogs up the door.  It will fog up


the glass.  Same thing on that door.  Because it


was two separate walls where the AC was blowing


against the door, and the other room was hot.  So


the moisture builds up between the two panels of


the door, and that made it slide off of the spine,
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which was unusual.  I've never seen that before.


I replaced the door for them, because I


knew -- it was hung perfectly.  I worked -- like I


said, I did doors my whole life.  My last job in


the union, I worked at Larry Silverstein's office


in New Tower Seven, and I put all of his doors in.


Didn't have any complaints about me doing work on


his doors.  I'm qualified to testify about this.


Q Was the central AC working?  The central AC


and heat working?


A No, it was not working.  They had two AC


units.  My recollection, and in looking at the


specs on the units, they were enough for


700-square-foot; however, one AC was in the bedroom


probably estimating around 200-square-feet.  That


AC was going off.  The other AC had a pull off the


rest of the 500.  So you had an unequal amount of


airflow, the ventilation.  You won't have


consistent temperature throughout the unit.  That


is where the condensation arose against the walls,


especially against the walls.  The paneling started


warping in certain areas of the unit, especially in


the bedroom, in the master bedroom.


Q What did the master bedroom wall look like?


A The paneling was warping and had stuff oozing
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out of the wall.  Whether it is mold, I don't know.


Doesn't matter.  It was just the condition of it,


and that is where the ventilation problem -- where


you see what happens when areas is not ventilating


properly.


Q One second, I'm trying to find something.


MS. HATTON:  Can I submit this?


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  Show Mr. Anderson


first.


MR. ANDERSON:  I have no objection, but I'm


not sure what it is of.


THE COURT:  Lay a foundation for them, and go


from there.


MS. HATTON:  I have other pictures, too.


THE WITNESS:  Can I get my other glasses?


THE COURT:  Can you bring him his other


glasses, please, ma'am.


THE WITNESS:  Thank you, sir.


MS. HATTON:  They are small -- I have bigger


ones I'm trying to find.  I have more photos.


THE COURT:  You can approach, just make sure


that you show Mr. Anderson first.


MR. ANDERSON:  No objection.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) What exactly is going on in


those photos on the wall?  What is the issue with
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the wall?


A This is the warping that I was talking about


as far as the humidity goes.  So the panels were


warping off of the walls because of the moisture.


I believe, in my opinion, that the Kilz wasn't used


to cover cat urine, it was used to cover the wall


so that the plaintiff didn't have to pay for it.


I worked for management companies for a long


time, and the more that you get the client to pay


for, the cheaper it is for you, and more profit you


make.  I testified in my affidavit that I've had


those cats for years, and not once did I ever have


a cat urine problem, smell, in my house or anything


else, and not in this apartment either.  I never


smelled it.  You might get a cat urine smell from


kitty litter box, and that's it.  You change the


kitty litter, and it is gone.  But there was no


urine smell when you left that apartment.


Q And did you notice anything strange with the


front door?


A Sorry?


Q Did you notice anything strange with the


front door?  Was there something missing on the


front door or back door on the top or the bottom or


the sides that allowed air flow in?
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A I didn't notice the front door to the


apartment -- to your apartment?


Q Yes.  Was there molding missing from any of


the windows or doors?


A Putty on the front windows, yes.  And this is


about to crack the piece of glass.  I had a


conversation with her, and she had basically a


punch list from the company.  I've done punch lists


a thousand times.  You see it on there.  Okay.


Done.  Mark it off.


Glass -- I hadn't worked for a couple of


years, I don't mind doing the work, and I can do


it, and it's easy to do the work.  She said -- she


explained to the management company, and they were


going to take care of it.  However, as far as it


being her fault, no.  Putty was missing off of the


bottom.  Second, the putty was painted.  Putty


lasts for a long time, but you have to oil it.


Once it's painted, you are not oiling it, and hence


it falls out.  The glass is held in by little


points, but it is loose.  Like if you are going to


put a picture in a frame.  The way it was described


to me, how it broke, is there was nothing holding


that window in place.  Since it fell down on its


own, the force of hitting the bottom, plus the
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loose putty, that cracked that piece of glass on


top.  It is not hard to crack a 16th-inch piece of


glass, especially if it's loose inside a setting.


As a glazer, we don't do that.  We always


make sure that the glass is secure in the frame and


whatnot so it doesn't rattle around and take that


chance to break.  Like I said, I would have fixed


that in two seconds.  It wasn't the defendant's


fault, in my opinion.


Q So in the kitchen, on the list, there was


something that showed cat scratches, or it was


labeled that, but I wanted to get your opinion on


what they actually are.  I don't know how to word


this.


THE COURT:  You can show him, just show


Mr. Anderson.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) My question is:  Are these


cat scratches or is that something that is --


A No.  These cabinets are wood.  The apartment


is really what we call a beach house.  It is nice


to have.  People like to see pine and painted pine


and glossed floors, because they get sand all over


and whatnot.  But these photos indicate that these


doors were painted.  These are not cat scratches


and not damage done by the defendant.  It is just
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normal wear and tear.  They have to be painted


every so often, and that is just a fact of life.


So, no, it's painted.


Like I said, they are not damaged.  The


defendant didn't abuse them.  You can see the top


marks, and they are throughout the whole apartment.


As far as damage by the defendant, no.  It's not


their responsibility, in my opinion.


Q From what you noticed, was there wood


deterioration coming up the stairs onto the porch?


A Yes.  The whole apartment needed to be


painted and coming up off the porch.


Q Would you say it could be a potential safety


hazard?


A I don't know about a safety hazard so long as


someone is standing on it, but it is unstable.  It


doesn't look well.


Q So you would agree that the apartment was in


a deterioration state?


A Yes.  There were several things that was not


done inside the apartment that I saw.  You hear the


testimony about the double lock, and I have to


laugh.  Which one do you have to replace, in my


affidavit.  The original lock wasn't there, as far


as I knew, with it being broken, all right.
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Because you could tell by the paint on the


pictures.  There would be two holes, minimum, for


the other side to slide in.  That is an indication,


to me, that the first latch was not installed and


not lockable.  So it wasn't working when she moved


in, and that is because there is no holes.


In a second lock, I don't know when or how,


but it was working.  So when they charged her for


removing a lock, I laughed.  Which lock did you


remove?  The working one or the broken one?  I


noticed the same thing happened in her bathroom


that she got charged for, a piece of wood was


destroyed because there was no latch.  A metal


piece that holds the latch in place from destroying


the wood.  It was never installed.  There's two


reasons for it.  Number one, it was not recessed


into the wood.  Normally, the metal gets recessed


into the wood.  It doesn't have to be, though.  The


most important part was there is no screw holes for


the latch, if it was there.  


Again, that says it was never installed.


They testified that the apartment was in


good-working condition when they came in, and


apparently not.  But they are charging the tenant


for the work they should have done.  That is a --
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that is my opinion.  I've done this for years.


And, like I said, screw holes don't lie.  The one


in the bedroom, it seems like it was painted over.


And from what I gather, the defendants never


painted over on that wall, so that is the way it


was when they got it.


Q Along with the strike plate not being


installed in the bathroom, was there anything that


was not properly installed in the big bedroom in


the back regarding the closet?


A The closet, they charged for as far as the


closet pull was damaged.  Well, from -- there was


no damage, according to the pictures that I saw.


What I did see was support.  I don't know where it


came from, and I can't find another one like that.


It is mind boggling to me that there was no support


for that pole.  It wasn't proper.


In a normal support, you have -- you have


coming off the wall and up on a straight run so the


pressure comes down up against the wall to hold the


pole up.  This bracket that they had, had two


creases in it.  One like that, and one like that.


That's more of a spring, because the weight comes


down, all the way down, and not coming around the


wall.  So I think it was an improper application of
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whatever they had in there.  And that, again, was


not the defendant's fault.  I mean, the pole was up


and nothing was off the wall, so it worked.  If


that is the way the plaintiff wanted to keep their


things, that is fine.  They put it up.  It was


never ripped out, from what I gather.  


So, you know, they charged, again, the


defendants for, I guess, a new pole, and I didn't


see a new pole that was broken in there.  The


bracket I saw -- and that bracket, from my


gathering, was on Zillow when they originally


rented the apartment, so it's been up there for


years.


So, no, as far as the pole goes, no,


defendants are not responsible for that, in my


opinion, either.


Q And I have one last question for you.  On


July 7th, 2022, where did you go with me, the


defendant?


A I drove to your old apartment, 1702 Holly


Drive, North Myrtle Beach, to pick up mail.


Q And did you notice anyone near or in the


apartment I used to live in?


A I noticed furniture up on the porch to your


old apartment.
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Q Did you see anybody, and what kind of


furniture?


A There was people there.  I mean, I noticed


that there was people there with furniture on


July 7th.


Q So you know that people had moved in a few


days after we vacated the apartment?


A It is possible.  It is normal to pro-rate it,


an apartment, before you sign a full lease.  So


someone was up there.  Furniture was there.


Irregardless, in my opinion of the rent issue, it


is pointless, because the lease agreement went for


a year-to-year, not month-to-month.  They were


asking for $11,700 remaining rent.  Regardless if


they rented the apartment -- say they didn't rent


the apartment at that time period, they got $1,500


a month, which would be the equivalent of $12,000.


So in their mitigation of damages, they succeeded,


because they got $300 more by renting the


apartment.  Rent shouldn't be an issue.  I don't


understand.  I read the lease agreement.  I have a


master's in business from St. John's University.  I


have done contracts.  I've worked for the union,


and I've done contracts all the time.  So, no, I


don't see where rent is even an issue in this.
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MS. HATTON:  This is all I have.  Thank you.  


I have another witness, too.


THE COURT:  Cross examination?


MR. ANDERSON:  May it please the Court.


CROSS EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q What is your relationship with the defendant?


A My daughter.


Q You've offered a lot of opinions today with


regard to the status of the apartment.  Did you


ever live at that apartment?


A No.


Q Are you a party to the lease at that


apartment?


A No.


Q And you've mentioned your history and where


you have worked and all, and that's good, but you


have given a lot of opinion.  To your knowledge,


did the tenant, the defendant, ever request those


repairs that you said needed to be done to the


apartment?


A Rephrase.  You have to yell.


Q Do you know if your daughter ever asked for


those repairs to be done?


A I know she asked -- repairs, in what way?  To
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the plaintiff?  To me?


Q So you are unaware of any requests that she


may or may not have made?  Your opinion is that


there were things that needed to be fixed?


A Well, yes, she's asked for repairs in the


beginning.  I was there, so I know.  Particularly


with the windows being sealed shut back in the


beginning of her lease, which the plaintiff did


send people out to cut out the windows to make them


a little operable.  I was there when the bathtub


was painted.


Q When you went back later in the week, the


7th was mentioned, could it be -- is it possible


that those repairmen that were working at the unit


or the management company and doing repairs to the


unit?


A In the beginning, when the plaintiff came in,


back in the beginning of her lease?


Q No, sir.  After your daughter was evicted


from the apartment, you said you went by the


apartment the following week, and you saw people at


the apartment?


A That's right.


Q Would that have been -- could that have been


repairmen?
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A Not with furniture on the porch.


Q Could it have been a neighbor's furniture on


the porch?


A Why would they?  So, in other words, you are


saying that the plaintiff is utilizing the


apartment and still trying to charge rent?


Q That's your opinion?  You drove by, and that


was your opinion?


A That is my opinion.  I testified that I saw


furniture up on the top, and there were people up


there.


MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  All right.  Any redirect?


MS. HATTON:  I'm sorry?


THE COURT:  Do you have any more questions


you would like to ask the witness?


MS. HATTON:  I don't believe so.


THE COURT:  Did you want the Court to view


those photographs you showed him?  Do you have a


motion with regard to those photographs?


MS. HATTON:  I'm sorry, I don't know.  What


do you mean a motion?


THE COURT:  In order for me to review them,


you have to admit the photographs in evidence.


MS. HATTON:  Yes, I would like to submit the
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photos in evidence.


THE COURT:  Any objection?


MR. ANDERSON:  None, Your Honor. 


(Defendants' Exhibit 1 marked and admitted.)


THE COURT:  You have another witness.


MS. HATTON:  Yes, Your Honor.


(JOAN BROWN, having been duly sworn,


testified as follows:)


THE WITNESS:  Joan Brown, B-R-O-W-N.


THE COURT:  Brown?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am, Ms. Hatton.


DIRECT EXAMINATION 


BY MS. HATTON:  


Q So when did you work for Rapid Response and


Repair, LLC?


A God, I need to know dates.  I can only give


you a general.  Three, four years.


Q When did you stop doing work for them?


A That would probably be when I was diagnosed


with Stage 3 lung cancer, which was a


year-and-a-half ago.


Q What were your duties and roles at Rapid


Response and Repair?


A I was a maintenance person.  I painted, did
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demolitions, cleaned the apartments, did the


landscaping.


Q Do you remember painting a porch at 1702


Holly Drive?


A Yes, I do.


Q Were you employed under Rapid Response and


Repair?


A Yes.  I was a subcontractor.


Q Why did you paint the porch?


A Because you were moving out, and I was trying


to spruce up the apartment before you left.


Q Did the landlord that I spoke to, was he


having a problem with the state of the porch?


A The landlord?


Q Jose.


A I'm sorry.  It was in disarray, so I was


painting it on behalf of the owner.


Q Was he complaining --


A The property management company.


Q Was he complaining about it?


A Yes.


Q Did you sand down the porch before you


painted?


A I sanded it, painted it, and put two, three


coats of paint on the patio.
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Q How was your relationship with Jose Susa?


A It was quite a ride.  We were in a


relationship for four or five years while I was


being employed.  How was my relationship?  We had a


lot of arguments.


Q And what would you do during those arguments?


A Go over to my daughter's house to sleep over


at her house.


Q And do you remember around the last time you


slept over at your daughter's house?


A I cannot honestly tell you.


Q Did Jose have a problem with you sleeping


over at your daughter's house?


A Yes.  So he made an addendum to the lease --


or in the lease he pointed out that you can only


have an overnight guest for three days, so that was


a way to get me out of her apartment and back into


the house with him.


Q Do you remember any time your daughter or her


boyfriend had anybody sleep over there?


A That was -- are you referring to the time I


slept over?


Q Other than you.


A I don't know.


MS. HATTON:  Sorry.  I'm thinking how to word
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this.


THE COURT:  That's all right.


(A brief pause in the proceedings.)


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) Did Jose come over to the


house any time you came over?


A Yes.


Q And why, and what did he do?


A He didn't want me over there.


Q What did he do?


A He would just walk right into the apartment


and the house if I was inside.


Q And would he threaten eviction or anything?


A Yes.  He would threaten eviction of my


daughter.


MR. ANDERSON:  I object to the question about


asking what your employer would threaten you


regarding her apartment without him here to defend


or comment.  I'm not sure that is relevant to our


collection action.


THE COURT:  I'll sustain.  


And I have a clarifying question.  When you


say you would go to your daughter's apartment, who


is your daughter?


THE WITNESS:  Stephanie Hatton.


THE COURT:  Okay.  And Jose was the landlord,
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your boyfriend?


THE WITNESS:  Yes.


THE COURT:  So he didn't want you to go to


your daughter's apartment when you guys would fuss?    


THE WITNESS:  Right.


THE COURT:  I think I got it.  Okay.  


You may proceed.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) Did he ever give you an


ultimatum for me to stay within the apartment if I


do something?


MR. ANDERSON:  Object to that, Your Honor.


Ultimatum to his girlfriend regarding the


defendant, I don't think is relevant.


THE COURT:  I'm having a hard time to connect


the dots of relevancy.  I'll sustain the objection.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) Did Jose ever offer to drop


the eviction and damage case?


A Yes, he did.


Q What did he say?


MR. ANDERSON:  Objection; hearsay.  Because,


again, that has no relevance on what we're dealing


with.  The eviction is done.


THE COURT:  You can't say what someone else


said.  That person would need to be here sitting in


the witness stand to testify to that.
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MS. HATTON:  What if I have text messages


from him?


THE COURT:  If you have some way to


authenticate the text messages.


MS. HATTON:  How do you authenticate this?  I


need the police for this, and they said, no, we


can't do that because this is civil.


THE COURT:  I mean, there is a way to do it.


I can't give you legal advice.


MS. HATTON:  Screen shots?


THE COURT:  You can speak with your dad, if


you can come up with a way, but I can't give you


legal advice how to do that.


(A brief pause in the proceedings.)


THE WITNESS:  Am I allowed to speak with her?


THE COURT:  You can answer the questions she


asks you.


MS. HATTON:  I'm confused as to what I can


and can't ask.


THE COURT:  Only thing I can tell you is ask


her a question, and if it is objectionable, I'm


quite certain Counsel will object; if not, you can


proceed.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) What did you tell me to do to
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avoid this process?


A Mr. Susa wanted her to give him and Katie a


formal apology in order for him to drop this case.


Q Why did Mr. Susa want an apology from me?


A He said that if I would continue to see him,


he would drop the case.


MR. ANDERSON:  Hearsay, as well as relevance,


to our seeking damages.


THE COURT:  Sustain your objection.


MS. HATTON:  Can I have the witness look at


these?


THE COURT:  Show them to Mr. Anderson, and


we'll go from there.


Any objection?


MR. ANDERSON:  I don't have any problem with


her looking at them.  I'm unclear as to, one, the


relevance, but whether they -- yeah, completely --


my objection is as to relevance and because they


have no bearing on what we're here today for.


THE COURT:  Subject to -- let's see what they


want to do with them and go from there.


MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, sir.


THE COURT:  Okay.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) So would you agree or


disagree that his disliking of our relationship
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potentially caused legal issues?


A Sorry.  Can you repeat that?


Q Would you agree or disagree that his


disliking towards me and our relationship as family


members caused where we are right now?


MR. ANDERSON:  I do have to object, because


it is speculation on what her, quote, end quote,


boyfriend/employer was thinking.


THE COURT:  Response to that?


MS. HATTON:  I don't really -- I don't


understand what he means by speculation of it,


because, I mean....


THE COURT:  What you are asking the witness


to do is testify as to what may or may not have


been in another person's head.


MS. HATTON:  You can see that with people's


actions.  It's not what they think, it's that when


someone does something enough, it's a behavior or


pattern.  That is a behavioral pattern.


THE COURT:  You can ask her about what she


observed someone's behavior to be.  You can ask


something like that, but you can't ask what


so-and-so is thinking.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) What did you observe his
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behavior to be when I was brought up in


conversation?


A When Jose and I were having relationship


problems, he would take it out on her.  He would go


over there, harass them.  He would complain about


there being a dirty mark on the wall.  He would


make addendums to the lease so that I wouldn't be


able to stay at her house when he and I got into an


argument.  So he really pretty much retaliated


against her based on our relationship.  


Q What would be things that he would say about


me or Brandon to you while you guys were in a


relationship.


A Can I curse?


Q I was going to say, you can curse, probably.


A Fucking losers, immature, fucking babies.


Basically, along those lines.


Q And this was in May.  Did you clean for Mr.


Hatton --


A Yes.


Q -- that year?


A Yes, I also cleaned.


Q What were you doing over there?


A I was helping my ex-husband clean up his


apartment.  And while I was over there, my
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ex-boyfriend showed up at the house and walked into


his house.


MR. ANDERSON:  Over where?


THE WITNESS:  At Mr. Hatton's house.  He


showed up at Mr. Hatton's house.


MR. ANDERSON:  Is that the property under


this lease?


THE WITNESS:  No.


MR. ANDERSON:  Objection to relevance.


THE COURT:  Can you explain the relevance?


MS. HATTON:  It is relevant because this was


the landlord at the time that I was renting out,


and the things that were going on with him resulted


in issues that happened here, which I can explain


that.  After he had done that, he was banging on


our door.  And my boyfriend, which is the other


renter there at the time -- he was trying to force


entry.  It took -- that was a breach of the


happiness section in the lease that we signed with


the landlord.  It is supposed to be a safe, secure,


and happy environment, which was not provided.  


So, in May, it was technically breached, and


we could have done legal action with that, but


since we had understood there was issues, we had


let it go, but it kind of shows that that's how it


 1


 2


 3


 4


 5


 6


 7


 8


 9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


25


 
 
73







    60


was.  You know, he didn't give 24-hours notice


before then, and he demanded entry at that point.


THE COURT:  Mr. Anderson, I'll note your


objection.  I'll give her a little leeway.  I'm


trying to understand where she's trying to go, and


because she's not an attorney, I'll give her a


little leeway.  


You may proceed.


Q    (BY MS. HATTON) I just have a few last


questions.  Where did you buy the paint for the


porch?


A I didn't buy the paint.  It was a Benjamin


Moore -- what am I looking for -- account.


Q Whose account was it under?


A Rapid Response, Repair and Maintenance.


Q Who was the owner of Rapid Response, Repair


and Maintenance?


A Jose Susa.


Q During the time you painted the porch?


A Yes.


Q Other than the porch, did you do anything


else?


A I did.  I repaired some of the moldings.  I


painted the moldings.  Cleaned the floor.  We


painted inside.  I know Mr. Hatton did the screens.
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I think I covered everything.  It was a while


ago.  I think that is about it.  We did remove


garbage, too.  I cleaned up the apartment.  I don't


know if he got someone to come in after me.  I'm


not sure about that.  But I was working under him


when I was fixing the apartment and cleaning it.


THE COURT:  Working under who?


THE WITNESS:  Jose Susa, the property


management, Rapid Response.  I was a witness to the


fact that the apartment was in good condition when


she left.


MS. HATTON:  I'm done, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Cross examination?


MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, Your Honor.


CROSS EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q In your opinion, it was in good shape,


correct?  Your relationship to the defendant is you


are her mother?


A Yes.


Q And who is Brandon Deubell?


A That is my daughter's boyfriend.


Q And as far as you know, being Stephanie's mom


and having worked with Jose Susa, who was the


tenants at that location?
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A Who were the tenants?  Stephanie and Brandon.


Q Were you a party to the lease at all?


A No.


Q Then I'll show you what is marked and


introduced as Exhibit 1.  It's a copy of the lease,


which your daughter and Mr. Deubell signed.  I'll


ask, if you will, read Paragraph 7 right there, the


entire paragraph, plus what is typed in the blanks.


A Seven.  Occupants:  Only persons designated


in the rental agreement or as further modified or


agreed to in writing by landlord shall reside in


the rented premises.  For purposes of this rental


agreement, the designated occupants are Stephanie


Hatton and Brandon Deubell.


Q Thank you.  And that doesn't include you,


correct?


A No.  I never lived at her apartment.


Q And you referenced the addendums they


specifically said you couldn't be there.  They


didn't name you in the addendums, correct?


A I don't think that is the original lease.


Q It's already been entered.  But the addendums


weren't created around you.  The addendums


reiterated that only Stephanie and Brandon were


living at the unit; is that correct?
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A I disagree with that.  No.  That is not


correct.


Q The painting which you did on the porch at


the unit that your daughter and her boyfriend


occupied, was that while you were employed by Rapid


Repair?  


A Yes.


Q Was that while Stephanie was still a tenant


at the unit?


A Yes.


Q Okay.


A But she was moving out.


MR. ANDERSON:  No further questions.


THE COURT:  Redirect?  Any more questions?


MS. HATTON:  Yes, Your Honor.


(A brief pause in the proceedings.)


THE WITNESS:  The original lease had said --


THE COURT:  No.  No.  You just have to


respond to the questions that were asked of you.


THE WITNESS:  Okay.


(A brief pause in the proceedings.)


     REDIRECT EXAMINATION


BY MS. HATTON:  


Q So, Ms. Brown, you would remember what was in


the lease for guests occupying?
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A I remember what was in the lease.  It was no


more than three days can stay over.


Q That is correct.  I think he got confused or


something.


In the lease, Ms. Brown is correct, it does


say they must have written permission from the


landlord for guests who occupy the premises for


more than three days.  Ms. Brown, do you remember


how long you stayed for?


A Two days.


Q Yes, that's correct.  


And then what did the addendum say after you


stayed for two days?  Do you remember?


A I don't.  I don't remember.  


MS. HATTON.  That's it.


THE COURT:  Any recross?


MR. ANDERSON:  For clarification.


RECROSS EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q Did Jose ever say, Don't stay at Stephanie's


apartment?


A Yes.


Q How long were you staying there at that


point?


A Two days.
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Q And you and Jose were still together?


A Yes, I think so.


Q Where else would you live if you weren't at


Jose's or Stephanie's?


A Where else would I live?  Where I'm living


now maybe.  I don't know.


Q So he was wanting you back?


A That's correct.


MR. ANDERSON:  Thank you.


THE COURT:  You may step down.  Thank you.


MS. HATTON:  I submitted affidavits of


Courtney Deubell and Brandon Deubell, but I don't


know what I should do with that, because it is in


the system.  They are not here.  Courtney Deubell


just had a baby, and Brandon Deubell has to work.


So I don't know if I'm allowed to still submit that


for you to read?


THE COURT:  Mr. Anderson.


MR. ANDERSON:  Obviously, Your Honor, we're


here at trial today, so affidavits is not


appropriate.  


Also, I would just call your -- the Court's


attention to the record and the file.  The


plaintiff had, at one time -- when we appeared, and


the defendants did not appear, I made a motion that
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we get judgment on the pleadings.  I think in


response to that motion on the pleadings,


affidavits were submitted from the defendant, and


Judge Culbertson denied our motion.  So that was


scheduled on the non-jury roster.


MS. HATTON:  That's not true.  So I don't


know what he is talking about, but --


THE COURT:  Let me stop you real quick.  What


I need to know is:  Do you have any more evidence


or witnesses to present in your particular case?


MS. HATTON:  Yes, Your Honor.  So I submitted


the affidavits before.


THE COURT:  I understand, but we're here in


court now, and so I can't have an affidavit,


because that doesn't give the other side the


opportunity to cross examine them.  There has to be


someone in a witness chair.


MS. HATTON:  I would like to submit them and


have them look at it, and if they say, no --


THE COURT:  I understand, but we're in a


hearing today, so those folks -- if you want me to


hear from them, they have to be here in court with


live testimony.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  Thank you, Your Honor.


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.
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MS. HATTON:  Am I allowed to testify?


THE COURT:  Yes, ma'am.  


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  I would like to testify.


Your Honor.  I have pictures of the apartment.  I


don't know if I should submit any more in?


THE COURT:  That is up to you.  If that is


something you want me to look at, I'll be happy to


do that.  Make sure you show Mr. Anderson, and you


can admit them, if you would like, and I'll be


happy to look at them.  


If you want to testify, then you'll come here


and be sworn, and tell me what you want to tell me.


(STEPHANIE HATTON, having been duly sworn,


testified as follows:)


THE COURT:  All right.  Ms. Hatton, you are


under oath.  Since you don't have counsel to ask


you questions, so you can just tell me what you


would like me to know, okay.


MS. HATTON:  Okay.  So a lot of this stuff I


had gone over.  All right.  Like the junk removal,


the collapsible shelves in the garage were actually


theirs.  When I moved in there, it was already


there.  Same with over the toilet and the clips on


the side of the fridge.  Those weren't mine.  I was


previously told that the more stuff that can be
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used in there, the better, because then other


tenants can use them.  So I was thinking, well,


this isn't mine, I feel like I shouldn't throw it


away because it's not mine, and if I had known it


was junk, I would have gotten rid of it.


Now, since I did have five days, I did leave


pots and pans in the oven that I forgot about, but


there was two of them, and that was the only thing


I left in the apartment.


The, quote, excessive filth that was in


there, it was not excessive filth.  There were a


few pieces of dog food, and I also couldn't take


the fridge out, because I can't move that fridge.


So, of course, there was stuff back there, but


there was stuff back there before I moved in, too,


because I saw it.


The ACs were never cleaned.  When I first


moved in there, there was a whole bunch of black


dog hair.  I don't own a black dog.  I have a dog


with very white/pink hair.  So I was also told that


the fee would come out as any other tenant, out of


the security deposit, or there would be a fee.


Because I was told, quote, of course apartments get


dirty when you live in them.


When I left, the screens were not damaged.
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In the photos I saw from Mr. Anderson, they -- you


can still see it's the same screens, but it seemed


like they pulled them out because there is paint on


them in the same spot.  And when we left, it was at


4:58, because we bombed the apartment.  I bleached


and Lysoled the entire apartment.  I wiped down the


windowsills, and I did much more, even though I was


being treated badly.  It smelled so bad of bleach


to the point where Courtney Deubell, who I was


with, made me open the back door, made me open


windows because she felt she was going to faint and


pass out.


We did all of that stuff.  We left the key in


there.  And, also, we were supposed to be out of


there by 5:00 p.m.  I didn't get a text back from


Ms. Seabrook until 8:00 p.m. saying, hey, where did


you leave the key?  Can you please leave it here?


Meanwhile, according to the court order, I had to


be out by 5:00.  Why would I be there?  So I said


where I left it at the time.


When this was first filed to -- the pet


deposit fees of 900 was not put in there.  I had to


remind them I spent the money for it.  It is


nonrefundable, so it should be there.  


There's a lot of small things that they put
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in there that doesn't make sense with the money


they put.  Even with -- so, to me, it didn't make


sense.  Like there were a few things that should be


in there, I will admit.  The fire alarm should be


in there, even though it was outdated.  Even if you


place $50 for that.  The only thing you need to


reattach to the light and fan globe in the living


room is a spacer, but those are very cheap.  Once


again, that was not there since the beginning of


being in that apartment.


They said damaged blinds.  The blinds weren't


damaged, but the wand for it was missing.  There


was also no reason to, quote, readjust and modify


the bedroom door, because I have a video showing it


worked, too.  It wasn't scraping up against the


bottom of the floor.  They said that because they


had -- I told them issues.  I told Ms. Seabrook


issues with the window, because it got stuck and


slammed down.  I told her issues with the door.


She said, basically, you better fix it.  So guess


what?  I fixed it.  I asked my dad to help me with


the screens, too.  I asked my mom to help me maybe


with the porch, but then I said, no, it's okay,


don't do it because I don't want there to be an


issue.  She still went out of her way to do it
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because she didn't want him yelling at me or there


being a problem.


It seems -- because I lived in there for two


full years.  One entire year I was in there, and I


was a student at CCU.  So it was during Covid, so I


did all of my classes online.  So I know what the


things are in that apartment so well, and that was


also my first apartment that I rented out.


The things they forgot about, I can't believe


they forgot about them.  They forgot the clasps on


the refrigerator.  I never put those in there.


Those were there already.  The thing in the storage


unit, those were there.  I didn't put those in, but


they are saying it's mine.  The thing in the


bathroom, they didn't put it in there, and that is


not mine as well.  The double lock, I didn't


install either locks.  Those were both there.  Why


would I have a working lock and a non-working lock?


If it didn't work, I would bring it up to them, and


I had.


But there was so many issues that, you know,


they ended up breaking locks off windowsills.  The


company -- and I asked them -- actually, I


originally asked them could you put locks on the


windows and make sure they open, because it is a
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fire hazard.  They were like, okay, we'll do that.


When they did, they broke the locks off.  I had to


say, Can you fix the locks so no one goes in here


and kills me when I'm sleeping or something, you


know.


It was fine at first, but the more I brought


up stuff, the more there was an issue with me, and


so I didn't bring up stuff still.  But I bothered


them a little bit to say, Can you please fix this,


but they didn't care after a while.  He didn't want


me in there because, you know, of those


relationships and stuff.


Also, there is things -- like, they have


reattached outlet and living room under AC/heat


unit.  We saw that it was unattached, and we put it


back on.  Then we re-unattached it.  It is a safety


hazard if a kid goes in there and plays with it.


It is off the wall.  It can be ripped off the wall.


You can't have a kid going around like that, but


since we did that, they charged $35 for that.


It's just like things that could have been


either paid half way with a security deposit or all


the way if they put the pet fee in there.  They


made this a bigger issue than what it was because


-- I don't honestly -- I'm just here to say
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everything I want to say.  I don't care how this


goes at all.  They put me in a state of depression


and feeling unsafe.  And I know I shouldn't talk


about feelings, talk about facts, right, but this


is honestly harassment.


Do you know they found out -- Jose Susa found


out where I lived, and I have a picture of -- he


put an envelope on my car.  He didn't know what


room I stayed in, but before the place I stayed


there, he hired someone to follow me or he followed


me, and he had this envelope, this thing, on my


car.  I was scared.  How would he know where I


lived?  It just turned out that he was tracking


where I was.


I have a disability, and for the income --


when I first leased the place, they said you need


to show income.  I don't have income.  It is a


pension.  They said, well, we can still take that.


They know I get a certain amount of money at


certain times.  The next time will be in a few


months, and they took two-and-a-half years, even


when I showed up, which I didn't show up twice,


right.  Oh, well, I didn't show up.  I had work.  I


put Horry County dispatch, because I couldn't deal


with the court.  I can deal with other people's
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pain.  I can't deal with my own.


They -- how do I say this?  They really have


ruined peoples' lives.  They will probably continue


doing it, but they know I get money soon.  They


know that.  And it's really disturbing with how


they are going about this.


I'll stay with the facts from now on.  Things


like a broken bar in a refrigerator door, yes,


understandable.  Firearm, yes.  I threw it out


because it didn't work anymore, even with


batteries.  It was outdated.  So, yeah, you add


that to the security deposit.  Simple things like


that.  Even, sure, I'll pay for, you know, your


stick-on LED light that costs $10 at Home Depot,


but that was left by a previous tenant.  It is not


theirs.  You know, that's fine.  


But when you start saying, oh, we had to Kilz


and seal the walls because of cat odor -- no, you


don't have to do that.  You had to Kilz and seal


them because there is mold coming out of it.  There


is tree sap because you didn't fix it.  There is


ventilation issues because the moulding is not


correct.  There is no molding on the front porch.


It is this thick.  So the humidity comes in.  The


central AC and heat doesn't work.  I asked them,
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and I have text messages.  I said, Can you please


fix this because -- at that point, we're spending


150, 160 in electricity every month because we had


to keep the ACs running constantly.  We couldn't


turn them off.  They said, no, that is going to


cost a few thousand dollars, so we can't do that.


So, honestly -- they said they removed an


extra lock on the bedroom door.  There was no lock


installed.  We didn't do that.  What we installed


was the lock on the porch.  We installed that for


safety issues.  And on the bedroom, we didn't do


anything with it.  You guys had done that.  We


didn't do that.  Which one was installed?  The top


one, the one that worked, which was new?  Or was it


the bottom, which was old and painted over and


didn't lock?


It is -- how -- this is, honestly, one of the


worse places to realize -- to live in.  It's really


not well made.  You are making someone else pay for


something that should have been paid for by the


person who owned the property.


Also, at one point, I ended up having to pay


the entire lawn to be de-flea'd.  I paid $150 for


everybody else's lawn, because apparently that was


my issue.  There was fleas.  They did a flea
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treatment, but they made me pay for everyone else's


lawn, not just mine.


They keep bringing up late fees, late fees.


It was in the lease.  It was amended, but the only


reason why we were evicted is because of South


Carolina law if you are late, they have the right


to evict you.  But do you know how much money they


made?  If it is $75 a month, let's say, or a


hundred dollars for a late fee, right, over two


years of living there, they are making a lot of


money.  We stayed there from it being 1050 to


changing to $1,300.  They made money.  They know


they can make money.  They know it.  And it's like


why do I have to pay for something else that


someone else did, that I didn't do?  


Let's say I went in there and started messing


up the place, right, of course, I would deserve to


be in this seat, to be punished.  But I didn't do


that.  I didn't unintentionally or intentionally


damage anything.  There is no rent to be paid.


They are already making money.  They are just doing


this because they can get money, and it is just


really sick to lie in front of people.  I could go


on and on about this.  But that's it.  Sorry.


Thank you.
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THE COURT:  Thank you, ma'am.  


Cross examination?


MR. ANDERSON:  Yes, ma'am.


CROSS EXAMINATION 


BY MR. ANDERSON:  


Q Can you tell us about Brandon Deubell?  Do


you know where he is?


A He started working for the corrections office


in Horry County and switched jobs and currently is


working because he's making money for us right now.


Q When you were in the apartment, I mean, he


contributed to the rent as well, I presume?


A A little bit, yeah.


MR. ANDERSON:  No other questions of the


defendant.


THE COURT:  All right.  Thank you.  You may


step down.


Anything in closing?


MR. ANDERSON:  You heard a lot of testimony


this morning, and I ask you that you consider the


testimony and the evidence that is before you, but


I have nothing further to add at this time.


THE COURT:  Thank you.  


Ms. Hatton, would you like to make a closing


statement?
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MS. HATTON:  The only closing statement I


have is I thank you for listening to me, and I


appreciate the time that you've given me and


allowed me up there.


Also, I hope that people who are doing things


in ways that aren't truthful should reflect on


things, as I have for involving myself with


specific people.  Thank you.


THE COURT:  Thank you, ma'am.


You have given me a lot to consider.  I'll


review the evidence and take it under advisement,


and I'll have an answer out, I hope, before the end


of the week.  Thank you very much.  Have a nice


day.


(Whereupon, the hearing/trial concluded.)
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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL 


I. Rent ($1,300 Award)


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent when Appellants' vacated


by July 3, 2022, before any default, terminating the lease?


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent when the June 2022


eviction, with paid June rent, rendered July non-payment impossible?


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent when re-rental proceeds


and repair damages fully mitigated losses, and the award duplicates recovery?


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent when the landlord’s


discretionary June 2022 eviction absolved Appellants' of future rent obligations?


II. AC/Heater Unit ($495.72 Award)


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding Respondent $495.72 for the replacement of one


Koldfront AC/heater unit when the Respondent’s witness provided inconsistent and


unreliable testimony about the unit’s condition, contradicted by a photo showing only


normal wear and tear?


 Did the Circuit Court err in relying on the Respondent’s witness testimony over objective


photographic evidence that demonstrated the AC/heater unit exhibited only minor


cosmetic wear, consistent with normal wear and tear, and not functional defects?


 Did the Circuit Court err in finding that one AC/heater unit’s temperature could not be


adjusted when both parties agreed the unit was functional and the Respondent’s witness


conceded that only one button “didn’t work properly,” without evidence of impaired


temperature adjustment?
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 Did the Circuit Court err in holding the Appellants' liable for replacement costs of the 


AC/heater unit, which was essential to habitability due to the Respondent’s refusal to 


repair the central HVAC system, in violation of the South Carolina Residential Landlord 


and Tenant Act?  


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding damages based on an advertisement estimate 


without a receipt or canceled check to substantiate actual replacement costs, contrary to 


South Carolina law requiring proof of damages with reasonable certainty?  


 Were the Circuit Court’s findings clearly erroneous and unsupported by any evidence, 


warranting reversal, when the record shows the AC/heater unit was functional, exhibited 


normal wear and tear, and the Respondent failed to prove actual damages or comply with 


its statutory obligations?  


III. Painting and Cleaning ($1,800 Award)  


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for 


cleaning when substantial evidence shows the apartment’s deteriorated condition, 


including mold, warped walls, and filth, pre-existed Appellants’ tenancy and was not 


caused by tenant damage, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a)?  


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for 


cleaning based on Respondent’s uncorroborated claim of cat urine odor, when three 


credible witnesses testified to the apartment’s clean condition and absence of odor, 


violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a)?  


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for 


cleaning, as both awards rely on non-itemized invoices not disclosed until trial, lack 
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credible evidence under the “any evidence” standard, include un-awarded and double-


billed charges, and prejudiced Appellants’, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a) (b)? 


 Did the Circuit Court err in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting when Respondent’s


failure to maintain the HVAC system under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4) and the


lease agreement contributed to the alleged odor, negating tenant liability under S.C. Code


Ann. § 27-40-410(a)?


STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


This appeal arises from a debt collection action following the eviction of Appellants’ 


Stephanie Hatton and Brandon Deubell from a rental property owned by Respondent Sam 


Investment Properties, LLC, n/k/a Archangel Investments, LLC. The action commenced on 


December 20, 2022, in the Horry County Court of Common Pleas, Case No. 2022-CP-26-08003 


(R. pp. 3-5), seeking unpaid rent, property damages, following Appellants’ eviction from a rental 


property in North Myrtle Beach, South Carolina. Appellants' denied liability, filing their answer 


to complaint, January 19, 2023, (R. p. 6). Respondent then filed a "Reply to the counter claim" 


filed on February 15, 2023 (R. pp. 7-8), denying allegations and denying in part and admitted in 


part to the answer to complaint. 


Following a bench trial on January 27, 2025 (R. pp. 9-14), the court awarded Respondent  


$2,030.72, in damages after security deposits, (including $1,300 for July 2022 rent, $495.72 for 


one AC/heater unit, and $1,500 for painting plus $300 for cleaning), and $7,050 in attorney’s 


fees. The case was decided by the Honorable David Caraker. Appellants’ appeal the $1,300 rent 


award, $495.72 AC/heater award, the $1,500 painting award, and $300.00 cleaning award, 


arguing the awards are clearly erroneous, unsupported by evidence, and violate the SRLTA. The 


appeal is from the final judgment issued on February 4, 2025. The notice of appeal  
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was served on March 4, 2025 (R. pp. 15-16). There have been no changes to the parties by death, 


substitution, or otherwise. 


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


In an action at law tried without a jury, this Court reviews the trial court’s factual 


findings for clear error, upholding them if supported by any evidence. Townes Assocs., Ltd. v. 


City of Greenville, 266 S.C. 81, 85–86, 221 S.E.2d 773, 775 (1976). The appellant bears the 


burden of demonstrating that the findings lack evidentiary support. Id. at 87, 221 S.E.2d at 776. 


Questions of law, including statutory interpretation and the application of legal principles, are 


reviewed de novo, with no deference to the circuit court’s conclusions. Elder v. Gaffney Ledger, 


341 S.C. 108, 113, 533 S.E.2d 899, 901 (2000). Evidentiary rulings, including the admission of 


invoices and receipts, are reviewed for abuse of discretion, reversing only if the trial court’s 


decision was unsupported by evidence or controlled by an error of law. Austin v. Stokes-Craven 


Holding Corp., 387 S.C. 22, 691 S.E.2d 135 (2010). 


I. Rent ($1,300 Award)


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


Appellants' entered a residential lease agreement with the Respondent for a property in 


Horry County, South Carolina, effective April 1, 2020, to March 21, 2021, at $1,050 per month, 


subsequently renewing the lease agreement on April 1, 2021, to March 31, 2022, at $1,100 per 


month, and finally, renewed it again on April 1, 2022, to March 31, 2023, at $1,300 per month 


with rent due on the first day of each month and payments postmarked by the fifth day to avoid 


default, per the lease and addendum (R. pp. 93, 101-102). Appellants' paid rent for April through 


June 2022, totaling $3,900 (R. p. 21, lines 11-14). The lease is governed by 
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 the South Carolina Residential Landlord and Tenant Act (SCRLTA) (R. p. 93, para. 1), 


requiring a five-day notice for non-payment, making July rent not late until around July 6, 2022 


(S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(B) (2024)). Magistrate Court closures around the July 4, 2022 


holiday, (July 1st a Friday with July 4th being a Monday), likely restricted non-payment trials 


from July 1–5, 2022, as the Fifteenth Circuit and Family Court were closed on July 4
th 


(R. p. 


125). A receipt shows work on or before July 5th, thus supporting a trial before July (R. p. 111). 


In June 2022, the Respondent initiated eviction proceedings, and Appellants' vacated the 


property by July 3, 2022, within the five-day post-eviction period, as testified by the 


Respondent’s property manager, Seabrook, who noted vacating on the “third day” of the writ (R. 


p. 21, lines 3-7). Seabrook’s testimony lacked specific dates, vaguely referencing “July,” 


rendering her claim of July rent non-payment irrelevant, as July rent was not due until July 1 and 


not late until around July 6. Stephanie, an appellant, testified to vacating by 4:58 p.m. on the 


Court-ordered deadline, leaving the key and cleaning the apartment, with Seabrook texting at 


8:00 p.m. to confirm key location (R. p. 83, lines 4-20). James Hatton corroborated the July 3, 


2022, move-out, noting screens were intact when they left (R. p. 35, lines 9-11). A repair receipt 


dated July 5, 2022, indicates the Respondent began repairs after Appellants’ vacating (R. p. 111), 


and Seabrook testified repairs followed a vacating period because “we can’t repair while damage 


is being done” (R. p. 36, lines 23-24). The Respondent sought damages for 27 items listed on an 


invoice (R. pp. 117-119, (27 Items)), and the circuit court awarded damages for 11 items, 


totaling $2,030.72 (R. pp. 12-13). The Respondent produced an unsigned vacate or show cause 


document, lacking a specific date (R. p. 104), and an unsigned, undated writ of ejectment in 


Lease Exhibits, introduced as containing only the lease and addendums  
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(R. pp. 104-106). These forms, citing $1,300 unpaid rent and lease violations (e.g., excess pets), 


were undisclosed during testimony and lack legal weight. The lease had nine months remaining 


from July 2022 to March 2023, totaling $11,700 in rent obligation (R. p. 21, lines 11-13; R. p. 


24, lines 22-23). The Respondent re-rented the property from August 1, 2022, at $1,500 per 


month for eight months, generating $12,000 (R. p. 30, lines 2-11; R. p. 33, lines 15-16) James 


Hatton testified seeing furniture and people on the porch on July 7, 2022, (R. p. 59, lines 24-25; 


R. p. 60, lines 1-5) suggesting earlier re-rental or preparation, with Respondent’s counsel, 


Anderson, questioning if it could be repairmen or neighbors, which Hatton rejected, opining the 


Respondent was “utilizing the apartment and still trying to charge rent” (R. p. 62, lines 1-25; R. 


p. 63, lines 1-25). No re-rental expenses, such as advertising or broker fees, were claimed. The 


Circuit Court awarded the Respondent $2,030.72, comprising $1,300 for July 2022 rent, finding 


non-payment in July 2022, and $730.72 for physical damages (R. pp. 12-13). Appellants' appeal, 


arguing the lease terminated upon eviction, re-rental proceeds and repair damages mitigated all 


losses, Seabrook’s non-payment claim is irrelevant, and the July rent award duplicates recovery. 


ARGUMENTS 


I. The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as Appellants' Vacated 


by July 3, 2022, Before Any Default, Terminating the Lease. 


 The Circuit Court’s $1,300 award for July 2022 rent non-payment, based solely on Seabrook’s 


testimony, is erroneous, as Appellants' vacated by July 3, 2022, before any default on July rent, 


terminating the lease and any rent obligation. Seabrook testified Appellants' vacated by the “third 


day” of a five-day post-eviction period (R. p. 21, lines 2-5), vaguely referencing “July” without a 


specific eviction hearing date. Her claim of July rent non-payment is irrelevant, as July rent  
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was due July 1, 2022, per lease Paragraph 5, with payment postmarked by July 5 to avoid 


default, and not late until after a five-day notice period (around July 6), per S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-710(B) (2024). Stephanie Hatton confirmed vacating by 4:58 p.m. on the court-ordered 


deadline, cleaning the apartment and leaving the key, with Seabrook texting at 8:00 p.m. to 


confirm (R. p. 83, lines 4-20). James Hatton corroborated the July 3 move-out, noting intact 


screens (R. p. 49, lines 9-11). A July 5 repair receipt (R. p. 111) and Seabrook’s testimony that 


repairs followed vacating (R. p. 36, lines 23-24) align with a June 2022 trial, as a five-day writ 


ending July 5 per S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-100 (2024) implies issuance around June 30, requiring 


a trial by June 27–29. Magistrate court closures around the July 4, 2022, holiday (July 1 a Friday, 


July 4 a Monday) likely restricted non-payment trials from July 1–5, 2022, making a July trial 


implausible. The Respondent’s unsigned, undated vacate or show cause order and writ of 


ejectment, included in Exhibit 1 without disclosure as lease documents (R. pp. 104-106), cite 


$1,300 unpaid rent and lease violations but lack authentication under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


710 and § 27-37-100 (2024), failing to establish an eviction timeline. With rent due July 1 and 


not late until around July 6, vacation by July 3 ended the tenancy before non-payment could 


occur. In Simon v. Kirkpatrick, 141 S.C. 251, 260–263, 139 S.E. 614, 618–619 (1927), the South 


Carolina Supreme Court held that eviction terminates a lease, limiting recovery to pre-


termination rent or actual damages. Appellants' paid April–June rent (R. p. 21, lines 11-13), 


owing no pre-termination rent. Seabrook’s vague and irrelevant testimony, the invalid forms, and 


court closures are outweighed by evidence of a June trial and vacation by July 3. The Circuit 


Court’s finding of a July 2022 eviction for non-payment (R. p. 10, para 2) is clearly erroneous, as 


the lease terminated by July 3, precluding any July rent obligation.  
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II. The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as the June 2022 


Eviction Was Not for Non-Payment, Rendering July Non-Payment Impossible. 


 The Circuit Court erred in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent, as the eviction occurred in 


June 2022, not for non-payment, rendering a July non-payment claim impossible. Seabrook 


testified Appellants' vacated by July 3, 2022, within five days post-eviction (R. p. 20, lines 18-


25; R. p. 21, lines 1-7), but offered no precise eviction date, vaguely stating “July.” Her claim of 


July rent non-payment is irrelevant, as July rent was due July 1, 2022, per lease Paragraph 5, 


with payment postmarked by July 5, and not late until around July 6, after a five-day notice (S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-710(B) (2024)). Appellant Stephanie Hatton’s testimony of vacating by 4:58 


p.m. on the court-ordered deadline (R. p. 83, lines 4-20), and James Hatton’s corroboration of the 


July 3 move-out (R. p. 49, lines 9-11) support a June trial, as a five-day writ ending July 5 per 


S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-100 (2024) implies issuance around June 30. Court closures around the 


July 4, 2022 holiday, July 1st a Friday and July 4th a Monday, likely restricted non-payment 


trials from July 1–5, 2022, making a July trial impossible. Respondent’s counsel, Anderson, 


questioned Hatton about July 7, 2022, stating, “after your daughter was evicted from the 


apartment, you said you went by the apartment the following week,” (R. p. 62, lines 12-23) with 


Hatton noting furniture and people, rejecting repairmen or neighbors and opining the Respondent 


was “utilizing the apartment and still trying to charge rent” (R. p. 62, lines 24-25; R. p. 63, lines 


1-11). This suggests a June trial, as the landlord regained possession by July 7, consistent with a 


June 30 writ. 


 The Respondent’s unsigned, undated vacate or show cause order, included in Exhibit 1 


without testimony disclosure (R. p. 104), lacks the signature and date required by S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-37-20 (2024) for issuance of a valid ejectment order, rendering it inadmissible for lack 
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of authentication (S.C. R. Evid. 901). The unsigned, undated writ of ejectment fails to meet the 


signature and date requirements of S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-100 (2024), providing no evidence of 


a July 2022 eviction (R. pp. 105-106). A July 5 repair receipt (R. p. 111) and Seabrook’s 


testimony that repairs followed vacation (R. p. 36, lines 23-24) further imply a late June eviction. 


Seabrook confirmed June rent was paid (R. p. 21, lines 11-14), so the eviction was not for non-


payment, but for other reasons. In Simon v. Kirkpatrick, 141 S.C. 251, 260–263, 139 S.E. 614, 


618–619 (1927), eviction terminates the lease, limiting recovery to pre-termination amounts. 


With June rent paid (R. p. 21, lines 11-12) and vacation by July 3 (R. p. 21, lines 4-5), no July 


rent obligation arose. The Circuit Court’s finding of a July 2022 eviction for non-payment (R. p. 


10, para. 2) is clearly erroneous, as Seabrook’s irrelevant testimony, Anderson’s questioning, 


court closures, and invalid forms support a June 2022 eviction with paid June rent, making July 


non-payment impossible. 


III. Even if the lease was not terminated in June, the $1,300 award is erroneous, as re-


rental proceeds fully mitigated all rent losses after eviction, and the award results in 


impermissible double recovery. 


 The Circuit Court erred in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent, as (A) the Respondent’s 


re-rental proceeds fully mitigated all post-eviction rent losses, including the July period, per U.S. 


Rubber Co. v. White Tire Co., 231 S.C. 84, 95, 97 S.E.2d 403, 408–409 (1956); (B) the June 


2022 eviction terminated the lease, negating future rent obligations, under Simon v. Kirkpatrick, 


141 S.C. 251, 139 S.E. 614 (1927); and (C) the $1,300 award constitutes double recovery, as re-


rental proceeds and repair damages exceed the lease obligation, violating Collins Entertainment 


Corp. v. Coats & Coats Rental Amusements, 355 S.C. 125, 584 S.E.2d 120 (Ct. App. 2003), and 


S.C. Code Ann. §§ 27-40-30, 27-40-50 (2024).  
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A. Full Mitigation Under U.S. Rubber. 


 The lease dated April 2022 to March 31, 2023 at $1,300/month (R. p. 104, para. 6) had 


nine months remaining post-eviction for July 2022–March 2023, totaling $11,700, ($1,300 × 9) 


(R. p. 21, lines 11-13). The Respondent re-rented the property from August 1, 2022, at 


$1,500/month for eight months, generating $12,000 (R. p. 33, line 16). James Hatton testified to 


furniture and people on the porch on July 7, 2022, suggesting re-rental preparation, rejecting 


Respondent’s counsel Anderson’s suggestion of repairmen or neighbors and opining the 


Respondent was “utilizing the apartment and still trying to charge rent” (R. p. 62, lines 12-25; R. 


p. 63, lines 1-6). In U.S. Rubber Co., the Supreme Court held that a landlord’s damages are the 


difference between remaining rent ($11,700) and re-rental proceeds ($12,000), plus reasonable 


expenses. 231 S.C. at 95, 97 S.E.2d at 408-409. The Respondent was awarded $2,030.72 for 11 


of the 27 claimed invoice items, one being rent for $1,300.00 (R. pp. 117-119; R. pp. 12-13). The 


$12,000 proceeds exceed the $11,700 obligation by $300, negating all rent damages, including 


for July, regardless of repair work, as U.S. Rubber credits re-rental across the lease term. S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-730(c) (2024) mandates crediting re-rental proceeds against tenant liability. 


The Respondent presented no evidence of re-rental expenses, and the $12,000 re-rental proceeds 


fully mitigate the $11,700 lease obligation, including July 2022 rent, rendering the $1,300 rent 


award duplicative. 


B. Lease Termination Under Simon v. Kirkpatrick. 


 The June 2022 eviction terminated the lease, negating July rent obligations. In Simon v. 


Kirkpatrick, the Supreme Court held that a landlord’s eviction terminates the lease, limiting 


recovery to pre-termination rent or actual damages, stating, “After the termination of the lease by  
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the landlord, the tenant’s obligation for rent ceases.” 141 S.C. at 260, 139 S.E. at 618. 


Appellants' vacated by July 3, 2022, before July rent default (Lease due July 1, late ~July 6; R. p. 


93, para. 6), as testified by Seabrook (R. p. 20, lines 21-25; R. p. 21, lines 1-5), Appellant 


Stephanie Hatton, and James Hatton (R. p. 47, line 25; R. p. 48, lines 1-9; R. p. 49, lines 9-11). 


The Respondent’s unsigned vacate order and writ lack legal weight under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


37-100 (2024) (R. pp. 104-106). Court closures around July 4, 2022, confirm a June trial. June 


rent was paid ($3,900, R. p. 21, lines 11-14), owing no pre-termination rent. The circuit court’s 


July non-payment finding (R. p. 10, para. 2) is clearly erroneous, as the lease ended in June, per 


Simon, 141 S.C. at 260–263, 139 S.E. at 618–619. 


C. Double Recovery Violates Collins Entertainment and §§ 27-40-30, 27-40-50. 


 The $1,300 July rent award constitutes double recovery, as re-rental proceeds fully 


compensated the Respondent, violating Collins Entertainment Corp. v. Coats & Coats Rental 


Amusements, 355 S.C. 125, 137, 584 S.E.2d 120, 126 (Ct. App. 2003), and S.C. Code Ann. §§ 


27-40-30, 27-40-50 (2024). Collins Entertainment held that a party “cannot collect double 


recovery … for actual damages which are coextensive.” § 27-40-50(a) limits remedies to “actual 


damages,” and § 27-40-30 bars unjust enrichment. The Respondent re-rented for $12,000, 


exceeding the $11,700 obligation by $300 (R. p. 50, lines 11-20), and received $730.72 damages 


(R. pp. 12-13 (11 Items)). James Hatton’s testimony of July 7 activity suggests possession for re-


rental or use (R. p. 59, lines 17-25; R. p. 60, lines 1-5). Adding $1,300 rent creates a $1,600 


windfall, 


Re rental ............................................................. $12,000 


Minus 
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Remainder of lease, July included ...................... $11,700 


Profit ................................................................. $300.00 


Plus 


Award July, again .............................................. $1300.00 Double Recovery 


Total windfall ..................................................... $1,600 


as the Respondent was compensated for July rental, awarding the $1,300.00 violated  the 


mitigation duty implicit in § 27-40-50. Even if July was un-rentable due to repairs, U.S. Rubber, 


231 S.C. at 95, 97 S.E.2d at 408-409, and S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-730(c) credit re-rental 


proceeds across the term, and covers July’s use. The $1,300 award violates Collins 


Entertainment and §§ 27-40-30, 27-40-50, and must be reversed. 


D. Circuit Court’s Error. 


 The Circuit Court’s $1,300 award (R. p. 13) ignored mitigation (U.S. Rubber, 231 S.C. at 


95, 97 S.E.2d at 408-409), termination (Simon, 141 S.C. at 260–263, 139 S.E. at 618–619), and 


double recovery (Collins Entertainment, 355 S.C. at 137, 584 S.E.2d at 126; §§ 27-40-30, 27-40-


50). Seabrook’s vague testimony, invalid forms (R. pp. 104-105), and court closures, July 4th, 


fail to prove a July eviction. Anderson’s questioning and James Hatton’s testimony of July 7 


activity (R. p. 59, lines 17-25; R. p. 60, lines 1-5) support a June eviction and early mitigation. 


The Respondent re-rented for $12,000 and received rent for any repair work in July  (R. pp. 12-


13), nullifying July rent liability. The $1,300 award is clearly erroneous. 


IV. The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as the Landlord’s 


Discretionary Termination in June 2022 Absolved Appellants' of Future Rent Obligations, 


and Double Recovery Bars Recovery. 


 The Circuit Court erroneously awarded $1,300 for July 2022 rent because the landlord’s 
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discretionary termination in June 2022 ended Appellants’ future rent obligations, and the $1,300 


award duplicates recovery given re-rental proceeds and repair damages. The lease allows 


discretionary termination: “If Tenant does not pay rent within five days of the due date, Landlord 


can start to have Tenant evicted and may terminate the Rental Agreement” (R. p. 93, para. 6), 


and for noncompliance, “the Landlord may terminate the rental agreement” after notice (R. p. 97, 


para. 23), without a post-termination damages clause. In Simon v. Kirkpatrick, 141 S.C. 251, 


260–263, 139 S.E. 614, 618–619 (1927), the Supreme Court held that discretionary termination 


absolves tenants and are not liable for future rent, stating, “After the termination of the lease by 


the landlord, the tenant’s obligation for rent ceases,” 141 S.C. at 260, 139 S.E. at 618. The 


landlord evicted Appellants in June 2022, before July rent was due (July 1, late ~July 6), as 


evidenced by vacation by July 3, 2022 (Seabrook Test., R. p. 20, lines 18-25; R. p. 21, lines 1-7; 


James Hatton, R. p. 49, lines 10-11) (R. p. 59, lines 17-25), and a June trial implied by court 


closures. S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(B) (2024) permits termination for nonpayment after 


notice, but premature eviction ended the tenancy, per Simon and S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-750 


(2024). June rent was paid (R. p. 21, lines 11-13). 


The landlord could have issued a 14-day notice to remedy violations (e.g., pets, R. p. 97, para. 


23; R. p. 98, para. 28) or sued for one month’s rent ($1,300) under Lease Paragraph 23 and S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-710(A), (C) (2024), preserving the lease. S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410 (2024) 


limits recovery to accrued rent post-termination, not future rent after possession is regained (R. 


p. 21, lines 1-5; R. p. 49, lines 9-11). The Respondent re-rented for $12,000, exceeding the 


$11,700 obligation (R. p. 30, lines 5-11), and received $2030.72 for 11 repair damages including 


rent for one month of $1,300.00 (R. pp. 12-13 (11 Items)) James Hatton’s July 7 activity 


testimony suggests early mitigation (R. p. 59, lines 17-25; R. p. 60, lines 1-5). U.S. Rubber Co. v. 
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White Tire Co., 231 S.C. 84, 95, 97 S.E.2d 403, 408-409 (1956), and S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


730(c) credit re-rental proceeds across the term, negating rent damages regardless of July repairs. 


The $1,300 award duplicates recovery, as re-rental and repair damages compensate the 


Respondent, violating Collins Entertainment Corp. v. Coats & Coats Rental Amusements, 355 


S.C. 125, 137, 584 S.E.2d 120, 126 (Ct. App. 2003), and S.C. Code Ann. §§ 27-40-30, 27-40-50 


(2024). The Circuit Court’s award (R. p. 10, para. 2) is clearly erroneous. 


CONCLUSION 


The Circuit Court erred in awarding $1,300 for July 2022 rent, based on Seabrook’s 


vague testimony mischaracterizing a July 2022 eviction (R. p. 10, para. 2). Appellants' vacated 


by July 3, 2022, after a June eviction, terminating the lease before July rent default (due July 1, 


late ~July 6), per Simon v. Kirkpatrick, 141 S.C. 251, 260–263, 139 S.E. 614, 618–619 (1927) 


(Points I–II, IV). Court closures, testimony of July 3 move-out (R. p. 20, lines 18-25; R. p. 21, 


lines 1-7; R. p. 49, lines 10-11), and Anderson’s questioning confirming possession by July 7 (R. 


p. 62, lines 12-25; R. p. 63, lines 1-6) prove a June eviction. Seabrook’s testimony and unsigned 


forms fail to prove a July eviction (R. pp. 104-105). Re-rental proceeds of $12,000 fully 


mitigated the $11,700 obligation, July included, and the $1,300 award duplicates recovery, 


violating U.S. Rubber Co. v. White Tire Co., 231 S.C. 84, 95, 97 S.E.2d 403, 408-409(1956), 


Collins Entertainment Corp. v. Coats & Coats Rental Amusements, 355 S.C. 125, 137, 584 


S.E.2d 120, 126 (Ct. App. 2003). 


II. AC/Heater Unit ($495.72 Award)


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


Respondent Katy Seabrook, the property manager, claimed two Koldfront AC/heater 


units (model WAC8001W) (R. p. 110) in the rental property were damaged and required 







15 


replacement, seeking $991.44 for both units (R. p. 24, lines 5-12). Respondent presented an 


advertisement, not a receipt, showing the units’ cost, which Seabrook admitted was “not a 


canceled check, just how much the ac’s cost us” (R. p. 27, lines 22-24; R. p. 110). Appellant Pro 


Se Stephanie Hatton testified that the units were functional, exhibiting only “wear and tear on the 


front” (R. p. 28, lines 11-14), and questioned the lack of a receipt (R. p. 28, lines 11-14). 


Seabrook testified that both units had “broken screens” and “buttons you couldn’t push in 


all the way,” but conceded they were still cooling and heating (R. p. 35, lines 11-20; R. p. 36, 


line 7). Her testimony was inconsistent, varying from claiming multiple broken buttons and 


screens to admitting, after viewing a photograph (R. p. 116), that only one unit had a cracked 


screen (broken) and the power button was broken on the other, but it still worked and said the 


button to put the temperature down was broken and did not work” (R. p. 38, lines 23-25; R. p. 


39, lines 1-4). She could not specify which buttons or unit was damaged (R. p. 38, lines 5-9).  


Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton then question Respondent Seabrook as to her meaning of 


broken as if it was broken and didn’t work or broken in that it wasn’t visually appealing. 


Respondent witness stated it was broken (R. p. 39, lines 5-8).  After Appellant offered to present 


a video to demonstrate the units’ condition, Respondent witness Katy Seabrook stated the units 


were still functioning, but couldn’t rent with broken screens (R. p. 39, lines 12-15)  After 


Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton reminded her that she just said that some buttons were not 


working, Respondent witness admitted that only one  button “didn’t work properly,” 


undermining her earlier claims of extensive damage and broken buttons (R. p. 38, lines 23-25; R. 


p. 39, lines 12-19). The video was not shown at trial, but Seabrook’s subsequent testimony 


clarified that the units’ defects were primarily cosmetic, not functional (R. p. 39, lines 12-19). 
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Both parties agreed the units were functional (R. p. 28, lines 13-14; R. p. 36, line 7). 


Respondent witness Katy Seabrook emphasized aesthetic concerns, stating she could not rent the 


apartment with “broken screens” (R. p. 35, lines 8-20; R. p. 39, lines 13-15). Appellant Pro Se 


Stephanie Hatton testified that the units were essential because the central HVAC system was 


non-functional, and the Respondent refused to repair it, citing costs (R. p. 89, lines 1-6). 


Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton also noted the units were unclean with black dog hair when 


she moved in (R. p. 82, lines 17-20). 


The Circuit Court awarded $495.72 (R. p. 13) for one unit, finding some buttons were 


“non-functional” and that the temperature could not be adjusted, relying on Seabrook’s 


testimony that the unit was “unsightly” and unfit for re-rental (R. p. 10, para. 2). No receipt 


substantiated the replacement costs (R. p. 28, lines 11-12). Photographic evidence showed minor 


cosmetic wear (R. p. 38, lines 17-25; R. p. 116). The units were essential due to Respondent’s 


refusal to repair the central HVAC system (R. p. 89, lines 1-6).  


ARGUMENT 


I. The Circuit Court Erred in Relying on Inconsistent and Unreliable Testimony


The Circuit Court’s award of $495.72 was based on the inconsistent testimony of 


Respondent’s witness, Katy Seabrook. S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(5)–(6). Seabrook initially 


claimed the AC/heater unit had “broken screens” and multiple buttons that “you couldn’t push in 


all the way” (R. p. 35, lines 11-20), but later admitted, after viewing evidence, that only one 


button “didn’t work properly” and the unit was functional (R. p. 39, lines 12-19) S.C. Code Ann. 


§ 27-40-510(a)(5). Her shifting narrative renders her testimony unreliable, as tenants are not


liable for normal wear and tear S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(6). The Circuit Court’s reliance 
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on Seabrook’s vague account lacks evidentiary support for tenant liability S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-410(a); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(c). 


II. The Circuit Court Erred in Relying on Testimony Over Photographic Evidence 


 The photographic evidence presented by Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton was the 


same the Respondent entered into evidence, (R. p. 116) that showed a cracked screen over a 


timer button exposing the button, and a power button with a hairline fracture forming, both 


consistent with normal wear and tear from pressing them, the other unit only minor cosmetic 


wear, such as discoloration of a small screen, consistent with normal wear and tear (R. p. 38,  


lines 17-25) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(6). This contradicts Seabrook’s initial claims of 


multiple broken screens (R. p. 37, lines 22-25; R. p. 38, lines 1-3) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


510(a)(5). Seabrook conceded after viewing the photo that only one unit had a cracked screen 


and one button wasn’t working properly (R. p. 39, lines 12-19) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


510(a)(5). The Circuit Court’s finding of non-functional buttons (R. p. 10) ignores this evidence, 


which prevails over inconsistent testimony S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a). No evidence 


supports the finding of non-functionality requiring replacement S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(c).  


III. The Circuit Court Erred in Finding Non-Adjustable Temperature 


 Both parties agreed the AC/heater unit was functional (R. p. 28, lines 13-14; R. p. 36, line 


7 ) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(5). Seabrook admitted the unit cooled and heated, 


emphasizing only aesthetic issues (R. p. 35, lines 8-20; R. p. 39, lines 13-15) S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-510(a)(6). The Circuit Court’s finding that the unit’s temperature could not be adjusted (R. 


p. 10) lacks support, as Seabrook’s final testimony was that one button “didn’t work properly” 


(R. p. 39, lines 12-19), with no evidence showing impaired temperature control S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-510(a)(5). Tenants are not liable for normal wear and tear, and functionality satisfies 
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habitability requirements S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(6). This finding is clearly erroneous, as 


no evidence supports liability S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(c). 


IV. The Circuit Court Erred in Holding Appellant Liable for Essential Units 


 The AC/heater unit was critical to habitability because the Respondent refused to repair 


the central HVAC system, citing costs (R. p. 89, lines 1-6) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4)–


(5); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(17); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-610(b); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


630(a). Hatton testified the unit was unclean with dog hair upon move-in (R. p. 82, lines 17-20), 


indicating pre-existing wear S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(6). The SRLTA requires landlords 


to provide reasonable heat and maintain air conditioning appliances S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


440(a)(4)(5); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(17). The Respondent’s failure to repair the HVAC 


system constitutes noncompliance, entitling the tenant to a defense against liability S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-40-610(b); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-630(a). Holding the Appellant liable for cosmetic 


wear on an essential unit due to landlord neglect violates the Act S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


440(a)(5); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-610(b); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-630(a). The Circuit Court’s 


application of the SRLTA was erroneous, warranting de novo reversal S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


440(a)(5). 


V. The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding Unsubstantiated Damages 


 The Respondent sought $495.72 for each unit but provided only an advertisement, not a 


receipt, to substantiate costs (R. p. 24, lines 5-12; R. p. 27, lines 22-24) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


710(c); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-750; S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-50(a). Seabrook admitted it was 


an “estimate” (R. p. 27, lines 22-24) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(c). The landlord failed to 


mitigate damages by repairing the functional unit rather than replacing it (R. p. 28, lines 13-14; 


R. p. 36, line 7) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-50(a). The SRLTA requires proof of actual damages for 
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tenant noncompliance or post-termination claims S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a); S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-40-710(c); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-750. The Circuit Court’s award based on an 


unverified estimate is speculative and lacks evidentiary support S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-50(a). 


Whisenant v. James Island Corp., 277 S.C. 10, 13, 281 S.E.2d 794, 796 (1981). 


VI. The Circuit Court’s Findings Were Clearly Erroneous 


 The Circuit Court’s findings—that buttons were “non-functional” and the unit’s 


temperature could not be adjusted—lack any evidentiary support (R. p. 10) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-510(a)(5)–(6); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a). The photographic evidence shows minor wear 


(R. p. 38, lines 17-25; R. p. 116) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(6), both parties confirmed 


functionality (R. p. 28, lines 13-14; R. p. 36, line 7) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(5), and 


Seabrook’s testimony was unreliable (R. p. 39, lines 12-19). The Circuit Court ignored the 


Respondent’s HVAC neglect S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4)–(5); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


610(b); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-630(a), the lack of proof of actual damages S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-710(c); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-750; S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-50(a), and the tenant’s 


compliance with the SRLTA S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(5). These errors warrant reversal 


S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a).  


CONCLUSION 


 The Circuit Court’s award of $495.72 to the Respondent is unsupported by evidence and 


misapplies the South Carolina Residential Landlord and Tenant Act S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


50(a); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-210(17); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-440(a)(4)–(5); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(a)(5)–(6); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-610(b); S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-630(a); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-710(c); S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-750. The 


AC/heater unit was functional and exhibited normal wear and tear, was essential due to the 







20 
 


landlord’s neglect of the central HVAC system, and the Respondent failed to substantiate 


damages. The circuit court’s findings violate the SRLTA and are clearly erroneous. Appellant 


respectfully requests this Court reverse the circuit court’s judgment and vacate the award 


III. Painting and Cleaning ($1,800 Award)  


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


 The rental Agreement is governed by the South Carolina Residential Landlord Tenant 


Act SRLTA (R. p. 93, para. 1). Under questioning by Respondent attorney Jay Anderson, asks 


Respondent witness Katy Seabrook if a cleaning company came in. (R. p. 22, lines 2-4) 


Respondent witness Katy Seabrook states, "Yes, Rhonda Hucks came in and it was $300.00 (R. 


p. 22, lines 7-8) In addition, she said that Rhonda Hucks did "a basic cleaning before people 


came in and did repairs" (R. p. 22, lines 18-24; R. p. 107) and that they knew they would have 


her back to clean before they had another tenant after repairs (R. p. 22, lines 24-25; R. p. 23, 


lines 1-2; R. p. 109). The Respondent, through their witness Katy Seabrook, provided a $100.00 


cash receipt July 16, 2022, was submitted for washing floors and walls to address cat pee odor 


(R. p. 108) and provided no photos with Seabrook as the only witness, while claiming $300.00 


for cleaning (R. p. 22, lines 7-8; R. p. 117 (Item 2)). The invoice listed a $300.00 cleaning 


charge, but did not separately itemize washing walls and floors for cat odor, light cleaning, or 


complete cleaning, and offered no testimony, nor photos addressed to this specific task 


(Questioned by Respondent Lawyer Jay Anderson; R. p. 22, lines 22-25; R. p. 23, lines 1-12). 


Respondent lawyer, Jay Anderson, asked if she had canceled checks regarding cleaning “or what 


is your noting” (R. p. 23, lines 6-7). Respondent witness, Katy Seabrook, answered that she had 


two canceled checks and a receipt for $100.00 cash (R. p. 23, lines 8-10). Respondent presented 


three cleaning checks at trial, totaling $300, not disclosed to Appellant beforehand, prejudicing 
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her defense (R. pp. 107-109; R. p. 29, line 14). She also stated that they hired Stephen Cramer 


and Andy Marshal to do repairs. (R. p. 23, lines 13-23). A check dated July 14, 2022 to a 


Stephan Cramer for $1,445.00, plus a notation on the exhibit that stated plus $45.00 in cash, 


totaling $1,500.00, (R. p. 112), which was stated in the memo that it covered painting the 


apartment, repainting the front porch, polyurethaning the hallway floor, and miscellaneous items, 


but the Invoice only listed a $1,500.00 charge, for painting all walls, trims and ceilings (R. p. 118 


(Item 24)). Another check, predating the July 20, 2022, invoice by 15 days, for $80 noted 


‘electrical and insulation,’ but on the bottom of the copied check page notation by the plaintiff 


indicates it was for the invoice listed charges for a light globe and blinds, with mismatched 


descriptions suggesting after-the-fact justification (R. p. 111; R. p. 117 (Items 5-6)). Under 


questioning from Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton, she had asked, "that before she moved in, 


why wasn’t work done like painting to upkeep the property (R. p. 36, lines 17-22). 


  Respondent witness Katy Seabrook answers, “We can't do something before you move out 


while there is damage still being done" (R. p. 36, lines 23-24) and "as far as Kilz and paint, we 


had to do that because the unit smelled strongly of cat urine. With cat, in general, we have to 


repaint, and the Kilz kills that smell" (R. p. 36, line 25; R. p. 37, lines 1-3). Seabrook offers no 


other witness except herself regarding the smell. The lease obligated the Respondent to maintain 


the HVAC system (R. p. 95, paras. 13-14). James Hatton testified that photographs showed mold 


and warped walls, which he attributed to humidity caused by the nonfunctional HVAC system 


(R. p. 50, lines 17-25; R. p. 51, lines 9-25; R. p. 53, lines 1-7; R. pp. 122-124). Appellant 


Stephanie Hatton then asks "why the floors were not done if it from cat urine?" (R. p. 37, lines 4-


7) Respondent witness Katy Seabrook states that "the floors were done and you can’t paint the 


floor with Kilz" (R. p. 37, lines 8-9). Again Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton asks, "What was 
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done with the floors?" (R. p. 37, line 10). Respondent witness Katy Seabrook states, “It was re-


pollied. It was cleaned, sanded, and pollied, which takes care of the smell" (R. p. 37, lines 11-


13). Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton asks, "Why wasn’t that in the damages," to which 


Respondent witness Katy Seabrook replies, “It's included in the paint price that we paid for" (R. 


p. 37, lines 13-15). Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton pursues the line of questioning and asks 


why the floors were not itemized in the description and Respondent witness Katy Seabrook 


states,” If I described every single thing we did in a full description, you would have received a 


packet probably as thick as this” (R. p. 37, lines 16-19). On redirect examination, Respondent 


attorney asks Respondent witness Katy Seabrook if she sent a list of deficiencies. The 


Respondent witness Katy Seabrook says, "Yes," (R. p. 46, lines 3-7). Respondent Attorney Jay 


Anderson then asks Respondent witness Katy Seabrook, “And did it itemize the repairs and 


things?” The Respondents witness then affirms “Yes,” (R. p. 46, lines11-12). Witness further 


elaborates that, “Every tenant. Regardless if there is repairs or not, we send them a security 


deposit invoice or security return, and an itemized list” (R. p. 46, lines 17-19). Respondent 


Anderson then enters into evidence the next exhibit which is known as “Invoices” (R. p. 46, lines 


22-23). Inside this exhibits contain a 3 page invoice and various thumbnail photos. The 3 page 


invoice claims 27 numbered items, included is Number 24, "Kilz’d, sealed, and repainted all 


walls, trims, and ceilings complete due to harsh cat pee odor in apartment" for $1,500.00 and 


Number 25, "Scrapped, sanded, and repainted front porch due to tenants having it improperly 


painted (see attached pictures)" for $150.00 and Number 2, "Thoroughly cleaned apartment due 


to excessive filth (see attached pictures)," for $300.00, however, there are no photos for cat urine 


damages. In the 27 items nowhere is the sanding and painting the floor with polyurethane of the 


floor itemized nor included in the paint price (R. pp. 117-119, Items 2, 24, 25). Upon original 
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questioning, Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton asks, “Who painted the porch before we moved 


out?” The Respondent witness states” Joan Brown” (R. p. 31, lines 1-3). Upon further 


questioning by Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton, Respondent witness Katy Seabrook states 


that Joan Brown was a employee of the management company from time to time when needed, 


the paint was used from an account for Benjamin Moore, and Joan Brown spoke to Joseph Sousa 


about painting the porch in addition claimed that Joan Brown wasn’t authorized from the owner 


to do that job (R. p. 31, lines 1-25; R. p. 32, lines 1-18). The Judge found that Joan Brown was 


Appellant Stephanie Hatton’s mother and an employee of the rental company, as well as the 


owner of the apartment was her previous boyfriend Jose (R. p. 11, para. 2; R. p. 67, line 25; R. p. 


68, lines 1-2). In Joan Brown’s testimony, Appellant witness Joan Brown states that the paint 


was from a Rapid Response Repair and Maintenance company Benjamin Moore account and 


Rapid Response and Repair was owned by Jose Sousa (R. p. 74, lines 16-18), and said she was 


working under him during the painting (R. p. 75, lines 7-9). The Judge said that, in Joan Browns 


testimony, she was the one that painted the porch at the direction of the owner her boyfriend (R. 


p. 11, para. 2). No award was given to the plaintiff in the final verdict for the painting of the 


porch for $150.00 (R. pp. 12-13; R. p. 119 (Item 25)). The Respondent initially claimed the 


Appellant painted it and sought reimbursement which was performed by Joan Brown, an 


employee of the management company, at the direction of the owner (R. p. 31, lines 1-18; R. p. 


11, para. 2) Appellant witness Joan Brown stated that, “I was a witness to the fact that the 


apartment was in good condition when she left" (R. p. 75, lines 9-11). Appellant witness James 


Hatton questioned by Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton states, “and when you look at the walls 


in the apartment, there was a ventilation problem (R. p. 50, lines 17-18). When asked if the 


central AC was working, Appellant witness James Hatton said “No, it was not working. They 
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had two AC units (R. p. 51, lines 11-12). Appellant witness James Hatton further stated, “So you 


had an unequal amount of airflow, the ventilation. You won't have consistent temperature 


throughout the unit. That is where the condensation arose against the walls, especially against the 


walls. The paneling started warping in certain areas of the unit, especially in the bedroom, in the 


master bedroom" (R. p. 51, lines 17-23). When asked by Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton 


what the master bedroom looked like, appellant witness James Hatton then testified, "The 


paneling was warping and had stuff oozing out of the wall (R. p. 120; R. p. 122). Whether it is 


mold, I don't know. Doesn't matter. It was just the condition of it, and that is where the 


ventilation problem – where you see what happens when areas is not ventilating properly" (R. p. 


51, lines 24-25; R. p. 52, lines 1-5). James Hatton testified he has 30 years of construction 


experience (R. p. 49, lines 16-17) and attributed warped walls to humidity from the 


nonfunctional HVAC system, as shown in photographs (R. pp. 122-124). Appellant Pro Se 


Stephanie Hatton then showed photos and asked, "What was going on, What was the issue?" to 


which Appellant witness James Hatton then answered,  "This is the warping that I was talking 


about as far as the humidity goes. So the panels were warping off of the walls because of the 


moisture. I believe, in my opinion, that the Kilz wasn't used to cover cat urine, it was used to 


cover the wall" (R. p. 52, lines 24-25; R. p. 53, lines 1-7; R. pp. 122-124) Appellant witness 


James Hatton then stated that, “I testified in my affidavit that I've had those cats for years, and 


not once did I ever have a cat urine problem, smell, in my house or anything else, and not in this 


apartment either. I never smelled it. You might get a cat urine smell from kitty litter box, and 


that's it. You change the kitty litter, and it is gone. But there was no urine smell when you left 


that apartment” (R. p. 53, lines 11-18). Appellant witness James Hatton then testified marks on a 


cabinet was normal wear and tear not cat scratches, “No. These cabinets are wood. The 
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apartment is really what we call a beach house. It is nice to have. People like to see pine and 


painted pine and glossed floors, because they get sand all over and whatnot. But these photos 


indicate that these doors were painted. These are not cat scratches and not damage done by the 


defendant. It is just normal wear and tear. They have to be painted every so often, and that is just 


a fact of life. So, no, it's painted. Like I said, they are not damaged. The defendant didn't abuse 


them. You can see the top marks, and they are throughout the whole apartment” (R. p. 55, lines 


17-25; R. p. 56, lines 1-6); R. pp. 120-121). Appellant witness then stated after being questioned 


about if there was wood deterioration on the porch stairs from Appellant Pro Se Stephanie 


Hatton, the witness said “Yes. The whole apartment needed to be painted and coming up off the 


porch (R. p. 56, lines 9-12). When asked by Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton that if he agreed 


the apartment was in a deterioration state, he replied, "Yes" (R. p. 56, lines 18-20). Appellant Pro 


se Stephanie Hatton testified, “And when we left, it was at 4:58, because we bombed the 


apartment. I bleached and Lysoled the entire apartment. I wiped down the windowsills, and I did 


much more, even though I was being treated badly. It smelled so bad of bleach to the point where 


Courtney Deubell, who I was with, made me open the back door, made me open windows 


because she felt she was going to faint and pass out” (R. p. 83, lines 4-12). 


 Stephanie Hatton testified she reported HVAC issues to the Respondent, which were not 


addressed, and that she incurred electricity costs of $150–160 per month from running AC units 


(R. p. 88, lines 24-25; R. p. 88, lines 1-6). Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton testified to dirt 


under the refrigerator as well as the ac being dirty before she moved in, “I can't move that fridge. 


So, of course, there was stuff back there, but there was stuff back there before I moved in, too, 


because I saw it" and “The ACs were never cleaned. When I first moved in there, there was a 


whole bunch of black dog hair” (R. p. 82, lines 13-19). Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton then 
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stated, "But when you start saying, oh, 'we had to Kilz and seal the walls because of cat odor '-- 


no, you don't have to do that. You had to Kilz and seal them because there is mold coming out of 


it (R. pp. 122-124). There is tree sap because you didn't fix it (R. p. 123). There is ventilation 


issues because the molding is not correct. There is no molding on the front porch. It is this thick. 


So the humidity comes in. The central AC and heat doesn't work. I asked them, and I have text 


messages. I said, Can you please fix this because -- at that point, we're spending 150, 160 in 


electricity every month because we had to keep the ACs running constantly. We couldn't turn 


them off. They said, no, that is going to cost a few thousand dollars, so we can't do that" (R. p. 


88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). 


 At trial, Respondent handed in as evidence exhibit 2, copies of checks (R. p. 29, line 14). 


In addition in the check for painting from Stephen Cramer for $1,455.00, there was a note at the 


bottom stating they paid Cramer $45.00 cash for touchups totaling $1,500.00 (R. p. 112), and 


also stated in the memo that it was for painting the apartment, painting the front porch and re-


pollied the hallway floor, as well as miscellaneous items, which the court awarded the 


Respondent $1,500.00 (R. p. 13). In addition, another bill was presented at evidence from a 


Andrew Marshall which said it was for painting the porch as well, (R. p. 114). The painting of 


the porch was not awarded (R. pp. 12-13). In the invoice evidence, the painting of the porch was 


listed separate at $150.00 (R. p. 119 (Item 25)). Additionally, the cleaning of the apartment 


checks contained three items: one for light cleaning, one for final cleaning, and one for washing 


the floor and walls to remove smell of cat pee (R. pp. 107-109), which was not itemized in the 


invoice (R. p. 117 (Item 2)). At trial, Respondent Katy Seabrook described two of a light 


cleaning and another cleaning after repairs (R. p. 22, lines 22-25; R. p. 23, lines 1-2).  


ARGUMENT 







27 
 


I. The Apartment’s Condition Pre-Existed the Appellant’s Tenancy and showed signs of 


Normal Wear and Tear 


 The Trial Court erred in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for cleaning, 


as substantial evidence shows the apartment’s deteriorated condition—mold, warped walls, dirt, 


and un-cleaned AC units—pre-existed Appellants’ tenancy and was not caused by tenant 


damage, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a) and Lease, which states “This rental 


agreement is governed by the South Carolina residential Landlord and Tenant Act,” (R. p. 93, 


para. 1) which limits security deposit deductions to tenant-caused damages. Appellant testified to 


pre-existing filth, including dirt under the refrigerator and dirty AC units with black dog hair 


upon move-in (R. p. 82, lines 13-19). Violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a) (2) keeping 


premise in fit habitable condition. 


 Appellant further testified that the AC units were never cleaned and contained a whole 


bunch of black dog hair upon move-in, despite not owning a black dog but having a dog with 


white/pink hair, indicating a pre-existing condition of pet-related filth. (R. p. 82, lines 17-20). 


S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a) (5)  maintaining heating  air conditioning.  She reported HVAC 


issues, incurring $150–160 monthly electricity costs, but Respondent failed to address them, 


exacerbating humidity (R. p. 88, lines 24-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). This failure violated the 


landlord’s duty to maintain a habitable environment under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4)(5), 


requiring functional heating ventilation and air-conditioning systems. S.C. Code Ann. And 


violated  § 27-40-630 wrongful failure to provide essential services. James Hatton, with 30 years 


in construction, testified that photographs showed warped walls due to humidity from a 


nonfunctional HVAC system, not tenant actions (R. p. 50, lines 17-25; R. p. 53, lines 1-7; R. pp. 


122-124). S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a) (2) (4) (5) failed to make repairs and maintain.  The 
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court noted warping in photos (R. p. 11). S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a) (1) failed to comply 


affecting health.  Hatton attributed the need for Kilz to cover moisture related damage not cat 


urine as claimed by Seabrook (R. p. 52, lines 24-25; R. p. 53, lines 1-7 contra R. p. 36, line 25; 


R. p. 37, lines 1-3) (S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(1) affecting health), and testified that the 


apartment was in a “deterioration state,” requiring painting of the entire apartment and wood 


deterioration, particularly on the porch stairs, stating, “Yes. The whole apartment needed to be 


painted” (R. p. 56, lines 9-12, 18-20) (S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a) (2) failure to make fit and 


habitable). Appellant witness James Hatton also testified that marks on the cabinets were not 


damage done by the Appellants,’  just normal wear and tear, stating they just have to be painted 


every so often as they are wood, and the top marks on the cabinets are similar to marks 


throughout the whole apartment (R. p. 55, lines 17-25; R. p. 56, lines 1-6; R. pp. 120-121) S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(2) failure to keep premise in fit and habitable condition.  Appellant 


Pro Se Stephanie Hatton further testified that mold, tree sap, and ventilation issues necessitated 


painting, not cat odor (R. p. 88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6; R. p. 85, lines 1-6). S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(1)(2) Respondent failed to keep in fit and habitable condition.  Appellant 


also testified, “But when you start saying, oh, we had to Kilz and seal the walls because of cat 


odor -- no, you don't have to do that. You had to Kilz and seal them because there is mold 


coming out of it. There is tree sap because you didn't fix it (R. pp. 122-124). There is ventilation 


issues because the molding is not correct. There is no molding on the front porch. It is this thick. 


So the humidity comes in. The central AC and heat doesn't work. I asked them, and I have text 


messages. I said, Can you please fix this because -- at that point, we're spending $150, $160 in 


electricity every month because we had to keep the ACs running constantly. We couldn't turn 


them off. They said, no, that is going to cost a few thousand dollars, so we can't do that,” (R. p. 
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88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6) violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(2)(5), failing to 


make all repairs to keep premises in fit and habitable condition, § 27-40-630, and a wrongful 


failure to provide essential service. Respondent’s claim of “harsh cat pee odor” and “excessive 


filth” (R. p. 118 (Item 24); R. p. 117 (Item 2)) is contradicted by Hatton’s testimony that no urine 


smell was present upon move-out (R. p. 53, lines 11-18) and Appellant’s thorough cleaning (R. 


p. 83, lines 4-12) S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-510(2). 


 The $300 cleaning award, including an un-itemized $100 receipt, lacks evidence tying 


filth to tenant actions (R. p. 117 (Item 2); R. pp. 107-109). The trial Court’s awards improperly 


attributed pre-existing conditions to Appellant, warranting reversal under § 27-40-410(a). 


II. Three Witnesses Negate Respondent’s Uncorroborated Odor Claim 


 The Trial Court erred in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for cleaning 


based on Respondent’s uncorroborated claim of cat urine odor, as three credible witnesses 


testified to the apartment’s clean condition and absence of odor, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-410(a). 


 James Hatton, with 30 years in construction and experience with the same cats, testified 


no urine smell was present upon move-out, stating, “you change the kitty litter, and it is gone” 


(R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 49, lines 16-17). Joan Brown, a former Rapid Response employee, 


testified the apartment was “in good condition” (R. p. 75, lines 9-11). Appellant testified she 


bleached and Lysoled all surfaces, producing strong bleach fumes (R. p. 83, lines 4-12). 


Appellant further testified that the AC units were never cleaned and contained a whole bunch of 


black dog hair upon move-in, despite not owning a black dog but having a dog with white/pink 


hair, indicating a pre-existing condition of pet-related filth, including potential urine smell from a 


previous animal, undermining Respondent’s claim of cat urine odor (R. p. 82, lines 17-20). 







30 
 


Appellant also testified, “But when you start saying, oh, we had to Kilz and seal the walls 


because of cat odor -- no, you don't have to do that. You had to Kilz and seal them because there 


is mold coming out of it. There is tree sap because you didn't fix it (R. pp. 120, 122-124). There 


is ventilation issues because the molding is not correct. There is no molding on the front porch. It 


is this thick. So the humidity comes in. The central AC and heat doesn't work. I asked them, and 


I have text messages. I said, Can you please fix this because -- at that point, we're spending 150, 


160 in electricity every month because we had to keep the ACs running constantly. We couldn't 


turn them off. They said, no, that is going to cost a few thousand dollars, so we can't do that” (R. 


p. 88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). These consistent testimonies outweigh Seabrook’s 


subjective, uncorroborated claim of “harsh cat pee odor” and “excessive filth” (R. p. 36, line 25; 


R. p. 37, lines 1-3; R. p. 118 (Item 24); R. p. 117 (Item 2)). 


 Seabrook’s claim lacks odor reports, photographs, or corroborating witnesses, and the 


non-itemized $300 cleaning bill was not disclosed before trial, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


410(b) (R. p. 117 (Item 2)). The trial court’s reliance on one uncorroborated claim fails to justify 


the awards under § 27-40-410(a), warranting reversal. 


III. Non-Itemized and Undisclosed Awards Lack Credible Evidence and Prejudiced the 


Appellants 


 The Trial Court erred in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting and $300 for cleaning, 


as both awards rely on non-itemized invoices not disclosed until trial, lack credible evidence, 


include un-awarded and double-billed charges, and prejudiced Appellants, violating S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-40-410(a) and (b). The $300 cleaning fee, attributed to washing walls and floors for 


cat odor, is unsupported by an illogical timeline and non-disclosed receipts (R. p. 117 (Item 2)). 


A July 16, 2022, receipt postdates a July 14, 2022, painting check as well as and a July 11 light 
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cleaning, rendering cleaning after painting illogical as Kilz, which Seabrook testified seals cat 


urine odor (R. p. 36, line 25; R. p. 37, lines 1-3), would mask any odor, rendering odor detection 


and cleaning on July 16 implausible” (R. pp. 107-109, 112). Appellant Pr Se Stephanie Hatton 


testified that the AC units were never cleaned and contained a whole bunch of black dog hair 


upon move-in, despite not owning a black dog but having a dog with white/pink hair, indicating 


a pre-existing condition of pet-related filth, including potential urine smell from a previous 


animal, undermining the cleaning receipt’s cat urine claim (R. p. 82, lines 17-20). Appellant Pro 


Se Stephanie Hatton also testified, “But when you start saying, oh, we had to Kilz and seal the 


walls because of cat odor -- no, you don't have to do that. You had to Kilz and seal them because 


there is mold coming out of it. There is tree sap because you didn't fix it (R. pp. 122-124). There 


is ventilation issues because the molding is not correct. There is no molding on the front porch. It 


is this thick. So the humidity comes in. The central AC and heat doesn't work. I asked them, and 


I have text messages. I said, Can you please fix this because -- at that point, we're spending 150, 


160 in electricity every month because we had to keep the ACs running constantly. We couldn't 


turn them off. They said, no, that is going to cost a few thousand dollars, so we can't do that” (R. 


p. 88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). Non-disclosure of three cleaning receipts until trial


prejudiced Appellant’s defense, violating § 27-40-410(a) deductions must be itemized. Three 


witnesses contradicted Seabrook’s odor claim (R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 75, lines 9-11; R. p. 


83, lines 4-12), and the receipt lacks corroboration, failing the “any evidence” standard. 


Appellant Stephanie Hatton then asks, "Why the floors were not done if it was from cat 


urine?" (R. p. 37, lines 4-7) Respondent witness Katy Seabrook states that the floors were done 


and "you can’t paint the floor with Kilz" (R. p. 37, lines 8-9). Again Appellant Pro Se Stephanie 


Hatton asks, "What was done with the floors?" (R. p. 37, line 10). Respondent witness Katy 
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Seabrook states, “It was re-pollied. It was cleaned, sanded, and pollied, which takes care of the 


smell (R. p. 37, lines 11-13).  Appellant Pro se Stephanie Hatton then questions why it wasn't in 


the damages, which Respondent witness Katy Seabrook replies that, “It's included in the paint 


price that we paid for (R. p. 37, lines 13-15). Appellant Pro Se Stephanie Hatton pursues the line 


of questioning and asks why the floors were not itemized in the description, to which Respondent 


witness Katy Seabrook states,” If I described every single thing we did in a full description, you 


would have received a packet probably as thick as this”(R. p. 37, lines 16-19).  


The $1,500 painting award includes an un-awarded $150 porch painting charge (R. p. 119 


(Item 25)), double-billed in Cramer’s check and Marshall’s invoice; In addition, the memo on 


Cramers check contains miscellaneous charges (R. pp. 112, 114). The invoice omits floor 


treatment, which Seabrook claimed was included but not itemized (R. p. 37, lines 13-19; R. p. 


118 (Item 24)). Cramer’s check lacks bank cancellation marks, and a $45 touch-up charge is 


unsupported (R. p. 112). Billing discrepancies, such as a $80 check predating the invoice by 15 


days with conflicting memos, suggest after-the-fact justification (R. p. 111; R. p. 117 (Items 5-


6)). The Trial Court abused its discretion by accepting non-itemized, triple-billed charges, 


warranting reversal under § 27-40-410(a) and (b). 


IV. Landlord’s Failure to Maintain HVAC System Negates Tenant Liability for Painting


Award 


The Trial Court erred in awarding Respondent $1,500 for painting, as Respondent’s 


failure to maintain the HVAC system under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4)(5) and the lease 


contributed to the alleged odor, negating tenant liability under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(a). 


Respondent was obligated to maintain the HVAC system (S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-440(a)(4)(5); 


R. p. 95, para. 13). Appellant reported issues, but Respondent failed to repair, causing poor
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ventilation (R. p. 87, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). James Hatton testified poor ventilation 


exacerbated odors, yet no urine smell was present upon move-out (R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 50, 


lines 17-25; R. p. 53, lines 1-7). Joan Brown and Appellant confirmed the apartment’s clean 


condition (R. p. 75, lines 9-11; R. p. 83, lines 4-12). Appellant testified that the AC units were 


never cleaned and contained a whole bunch of black dog hair upon move-in, despite not owning 


a black dog but having a dog with white/pink hair, indicating a pre-existing condition of pet-


related filth, including potential urine smell from a previous animal, undermining Respondent’s 


cat urine claim (R. p. 82, lines 17-20). Appellant also testified, “But when you start saying, oh, 


we had to Kilz and seal the walls because of cat odor -- no, you don't have to do that. You had to 


Kilz and seal them because there is mold coming out of it. There is tree sap because you didn't 


fix it. There is ventilation issues because the molding is not correct. There is no molding on the 


front porch. It is this thick. So the humidity comes in. The central AC and heat doesn't work. I 


asked them, and I have text messages. I said, Can you please fix this because -- at that point, 


we're spending 150, 160 in electricity every month because we had to keep the ACs running 


constantly. We couldn’t turn them off. They said, no, that is going to cost a few thousand dollars, 


so we can’t do that” (R. p. 88, lines 17-25; R. p. 89, lines 1-6). Seabrook’s odor claim lacks 


corroboration (R. p. 36, line 25; R. p. 37, lines 1-3). The painting invoice is non-itemized, 


includes an un-awarded $150 porch charge, and omits floor treatment as well as miscellaneous 


items (R. pp. 118 (Item 24), 119 (Item 25); R. pp. 112, 114). Cramer’s check lacks credibility, 


and a $45 touch-up charge is unsupported (R. p. 112). Respondent’s HVAC neglect mitigates 


tenant liability under Young v. Morrisey, 285 S.C. 236, 329 S.E.2d 426 (1985). The Trial Court 


abused its discretion by ignoring landlord neglect and accepting speculative charges, warranting 


reversal under § 27-40-410(a) and (b). 







34 


CONCLUSION 


Appellants’ respectfully requests that this Court reverse the Trial Court’s awards of 


$1,500 for painting and $300 for cleaning, as the Trial Court abused its discretion by attributing 


pre-existing conditions, normal wear and tear, and non-itemized charges to Appellants, violating 


S.C. Code Ann. §§ 27-40-410(a) and (b), the lease’s governance by the Landlord and Tenant Act 


(R. p. 93,  para. 1), and unsupported by credible evidence, see Austin v. Stokes-Craven Holding 


Corp., 387 S.C. 22, 37–39, 691 S.E.2d 135, 142–143 (2010).  


Appellants' further requests an award of triple the withheld security deposit under S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b) for Respondent’s failure to provide itemized notice within thirty days, 


as Respondent’s uncorroborated claims of cat urine odor and excessive filth are contradicted by 


three witnesses (R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 75, lines 9-11; R. p. 83, lines 4-12).  


The Circuit Court’s awards of $1,300 for July 2022 rent, $495.72 for the AC/heater 


unit, and $1,800 for painting and cleaning are clearly erroneous, lack evidentiary support, and 


violate the South Carolina Residential Landlord and Tenant Act (SRLTA). For the rent award, 


the Court erred in finding July non-payment, as Appellants vacated by July 3, 2022, following a 


June eviction, terminating the lease before any default. For the AC/heater unit, the Court was 


reliant on inconsistent and unreliable testimony from Respondent's witness over photographic 


evidence of normal wear and tear, coupled with Respondent’s failure to substantiate damages or 


repair the central HVAC system. For the painting and cleaning awards, the Court improperly 


attributed pre-existing conditions—mold, warped walls, and filth—to Appellants', ignored three 


witnesses contradicting Respondent’s uncorroborated odor claims, and relied on non-itemized, 


undisclosed invoices. Respondent’s failure to provide itemized notice within thirty days further 


warrants triple the withheld security deposit under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b). Appellants' 
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respectfully request that this Court reverse the Circuit Court's judgment, vacate the awards of 


$1,300, $495.72, and $1,800, and award triple the security deposit for Respondent's non-


compliance with S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b). Appellants further request any additional relief 


this Court deems just and proper.  


Respectfully submitted,  


/s/ Stephanie Hatton  


Stephanie Hatton, Pro Se 


2379 Clandon Dr.,  


Myrtle Beach, SC 29579 


(843) 780-0299


/s/ Brandon Deubell 


Brandon Deubell, Pro Se 


2379 Clandon Dr.,  


Myrtle Beach, SC 29579 


(843) 213-8262


Date: October 10, 2025
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Reply to Respondent’s Statement of Facts1 


 The respondent’s Statement of Facts misleads this Court by misrepresenting the rent 


claim, falsely denying Ms. Hatton’s objections, and omitting the improper filing in the 


Court of Common Pleas. First, the respondent claims they sought $5,316.44, including 


one month’s rent ($1,300) (R. p. 26, line 6), but their December 20, 2022, complaint 


sought $14,766.44, including $11,700 for nine months’ rent (March 2022 – November 


2022) (R. pp.3-5 ), despite the property being re-rented on August 1, 2022, at 


$1,500/month, limiting any rent claim to July 2022 ($1,300) per S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


410(a). (R. p. 25, lines 2-3; R. p. 33, lines 15-16). Only at trial did they reduce the rent 


claim, concealing their initial overreach. Appellants denied owing rent post-eviction and 


disputed damages as exaggerated or double-billed (R. p. 6; R. p. 81, line 14 -  R. p. 90, 


line 25). Second, the respondent falsely claims Appellants “failed to raise any objections 


ruled upon during the trial” (R. pp. 17-92). Appellant Stephanie Hatton, pro se, objected 


to Exhibit 2 (R. pp. 107-116), challenging its relevance and authenticity (R. p. 27, line 16 


– R. p. 29, line 4), which the court noted and overruled (R. p. 29, lines 12-15), 


preserving the issue per Humbert v. State, 345 S.C. 332, 337, 548 S.E.2d 862(2001). 


The respondent’s complaint sought $14,766.44, including an inflated $11,700 for nine 


months’ rent (March–November 2022) (R. pp. 3-5), despite knowing the property was 


re-rented by August 1, 2022, at $1,500/month (R. pp. 33, line 15- R. p. 34, line 2). This 


misrepresentation improperly placed the case in the Court of Common Pleas, as the 


legitimate damages—$3,366.44 at trial (R. p. 26,line 6) or $2,030.72 awarded (R. p. 13), 


1


Appellant’s Reply Brief refers to the original heading ’Statement of Facts’ and associated page citations (e.g., pp. 5–


6) as found in Respondent’s Initial Brief served under Rule 208. In Respondent’s Final Brief, this material has been


reorganized and consolidated under the heading ’INTRODUCTION AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND’ (p. 1),


with the arguments beginning on page 2.
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excluding attorney’s fees—fall below the $7,500 magistrate court limit (S.C. Code Ann. 


§ 22-3-10(1); Green v. Baughman, 214 S.C. 101, 51 S.E.2d 366 (1948)). This 


jurisdictional error prejudiced Appellants by subjecting them to higher court costs and 


attorney’s fees, violating due process. Appellants’ denial of rent and damages (R. p. 6; 


R. p. 81, line 14 - R. p. 90, line 25) and counterclaim for wrongful withholding of the 


security deposit under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b) (R. p. 6) expose the respondent’s 


inflated claim and jurisdictional error. These misrepresentations undermine the 


respondent’s credibility. 


Failed to raise objections 


The respondent’s claim that Appellant Stephanie Hatton, appearing pro se, ‘failed to 


raise any objections ruled upon during the trial’ (R. p. 17 – R. p. 92) is false. Appellant 


Stephanie Hatton Pro se explicitly objected to the plaintiff’s introduction of canceled 


checks and an AC advertisement (R. p. 110), challenging their relevance and 


authenticity by arguing the checks did not prove payment, the AC did not show a receipt 


and the AC replacement was unnecessary due to minor wear and tear (R. p. 27, line 24 


– R. p. 29, line 4). The court acknowledged, ‘Your objection is noted for the record’ (R. p. 


29, lines 12 - 13), and overruled it by admitting Exhibit 2(R. p. 107-116) (R. p. 29, line 


14). Per State v. Russell, 345 S.C. 128, 546 S.E.2d 202 (Ct. App. 2001), This objection 


was timely and specific enough to preserve the issue under SCRE Rule 103(a)(1), which 


requires a timely objection stating the specific ground, especially for a pro se litigant 


(Herron v. Century BMW, 395 S.C. 461, 465, 719 S.E.2d 640 (2011), the objection was 


clear in context, and per Humbert v. State, 345 S.C. 332,337, 548 S.E.2d 
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862 (2001), the court’s ruling preserved it for appeal. The respondent’s failure to 


address this objection renders their non-preservation claim baseless. 


Respondent’s Non-Preservation Claims Are Abandoned 


Respondent’s Brief (pp. 5–6) asserts that Appellants’ arguments—challenging the 


$495.72 AC/heater award (Argument II), $1,800 painting/cleaning award (Argument III), 


$1,300 rent award and mitigation/double recovery (Argument I), $3,150 security deposit 


triple recovery (Argument IV), and unsigned documents—are unpreserved, but provides 


no specific citations to the trial transcript (R. pp.17, line 1; - R.p.92, line25) or Final 


Verdict to support this claim. This failure constitutes abandonment under South Carolina 


law, requiring the Court to evaluate Appellants’ arguments on their merits without 


considering Respondent’s deficient defense. South Carolina appellate courts 


consistently hold that issues raised in a brief without supporting arguments, citations to 


authority, or references to the record are abandoned and will not be considered on 


appeal. In State v. Dunbar, the Supreme Court ruled, “An issue raised on appeal but not 


argued in the brief is deemed abandoned and will not be considered by the appellate 


court” (356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691, 694 (2003)). Similarly, in First Sav. Bank v. 


McLean, the Court held that failure to provide specific arguments or citations waives the 


issue (314 S.C. 361, 363, 444 S.E.2d 513, 514 (1994)). Respondent’s Brief violates 


these principles by offering only vague assertions of non-preservation, citing Herron v. 


Century BMW (395 S.C. 461, 719 S.E.2d 640 (2011)) and Elam v. S.C. Dep’t of Transp. 


(361 S.C. 9, 602 S.E.2d 772 (2004)) without linking them to specific transcript evidence 


or Appellants’ trial actions. Respondent fails to identify any portion of the 78-page trial 


transcript (R. pp.17, line 1; - R.p.92, line25) or the Final Verdict to support its claim that 
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Appellants’ objections (e.g., R. p. 28, line 7 – R. p. 29, line 2, challenging AC 


replacement), cross-examination (e.g.,  R. p. 29, line 23 – R. p. 30, line 12,  mitigation; 


R. p. 36, line 20 – R. p. 37, line19, painting, testimony (e.g., R. p. 81, line 23 – R. p. 90,


line 19, normal wear; R. p. 83, lines 15-23, Pet deposit fee), James Hatton’s testimony 


(R. p. 60, lines 14-25, early re-rental), or pleadings (R. p. 6), the Answer and 


counterclaim were insufficient to preserve Arguments I–IV and unsigned documents. 


This omission is fatal, as Dunbar requires specific record citations to sustain an 


argument (356 S.C. at 142). Respondent’s improper Designation request (SCACR Rule 


210(b)), seeking to include Appellants’ entire Initial Brief without pinpointing errors, 


further demonstrates its inability to engage the record, including Appellants’ evidence of 


mitigation (R. p.29, line 23 – R. p.30, line 12; R. p. 33, lines 15-19), normal wear (R. 


p.36, lines 6-9; R. p. 88, line15 – R. p. 89, line 6), and jurisdictional misconduct (R. p.


60, lines 14 - 25; $11,700 claim).Moreover, Respondent’s failure to address Appellants’ 


statutory arguments under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410 (mitigation and deposit 


withholding), § 27-40-510 (normal wear), and § 22-3-10 (jurisdictional limits), or counter 


Appellants’ statutory authorities and supporting case law abandons any defense to 


these claims. In Hunt v. S.C. Forestry Comm’n, the Court of Appeals held that a party’s 


failure to brief an issue raised by the appellant constitutes abandonment, entitling the 


appellant to relief on that issue (358 S.C. 564, 573, 595 S.E.2d 846, 851 (Ct. App. 


2004)). Respondent’s silence on Appellants’ evidence (e.g., R. p. 60, lines 14-25, early 


re-rental; R.p.63, line 25 – R. p.63, line 2, photos of pre-existing conditions) and statutes 


concedes their merit. Respondent’s  Brief, prepared by an attorney with 30 years of 


experience, fails to address Appellants’ statutory claims, including jurisdictional 
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inflation—claiming $11,700 in December 2022 ( R. p. 60, lines 14-25) despite re-rental 


by August 2022 (R. p. 25, lines 2-3), violating § 22-3-10. SCACR Rule 208(b)(1)(E) 


requires respondent briefs to “contain arguments and citations to authority” addressing 


the appellant’s claims, and Respondent’s violation risks judicial disapproval for wasting 


court resources (State v. Freiburger, 366 S.C. 125, 135, 620 S.E.2d 737, 742 (2005) 


(noting courts’ intolerance for procedural gamesmanship)). By abandoning its non-


preservation defense, Respondent cannot introduce new transcript arguments (e.g., R. 


p. 21, line 19 – R. p. 26, line 25, Seabrook’s testimony) in a sur-reply or oral arguments, 


as SCACR Rule 208(c) limits such responses to issues raised in the Reply Brief 


(Dunbar, 356 S.C. at 142).Consequently, the Court should deem Respondent’s non-


preservation claims abandoned and evaluate Appellants’ arguments—supported by 


transcript evidence (R. p. 28, line 7 – R. p. 29, line 2; R. p. 29, line 23- R. p. 39, line 25 ; 


R. p. 60, lines 14-25;  R. p. 81, line 23 – R. p. 90, line 19), statutes (§ 27-40-410, § 27-


40-510, § 22-3-10), and case law ( Staubes v. City of Folly Beach, 339 S.C. 406, 529 


S.E.2d 543 (2000))—on their merits. Appellants’ pro se status further warrants leniency 


in considering preservation (Herron, 395 S.C. at 465), ensuring a fair review of the trial 


court’s errors (R. pp. 12-13) 


Preservation of Arguments in Appellate Brief. 


 Rent ($1,300 Award) 


1. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as


Appellants Vacated by July 3, 2022, Before Any Default, Terminating the


Lease [Appellant Brief, p. 6].
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 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants stated the eviction was for late


payment but improper due to a February 2022 addendum allowing late


payments with fees, and, before July rent was late [R. p. 6, January 19,


2023].Final Verdict: The court found a July 2022 eviction for non-payment


and awarded $1,300 for July rent, noting the addendum [R. pp. 9-10,


13].Transcript: appellants testified the eviction was wrongful, citing the


addendum (R. p. 34 line 20 -  R. p. 35, line 2, “they breached and


terminated the lease. I didn’t”). Appellants confirmed following court order


leaving at 5:pm (R. p. 83, lines 4-20). Respondent Seabrook testified


Appellants vacated by the “third day” of the writ (R. p. 21, lines 1-7).


James Hatton corroborated the July 3 move-out (R. p. 49, lines 9-11).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 34 line 20 -


R. p. 35, line 2 ; R. p. 49, lines 9-11; R. p. 83, lines 4-20) and ruled


on (R. p. 10). 


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer to Complaint and at trial (January 


27, 2025) [R. p. 6; R. p. 34 line 20 -  R.


p. 35, line 2; R. p. 49, lines 9-11].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified addendum and July 3 vacation (R.


p. 34 line 20 -  R. p. 35, line 2; R. p. 49, lines 9-11, R. p. 83, lines 4-


20). 


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 21, lines 1-7, R. p. 34 line 20 -  R. p. 35,


line 2,R. p. 49, lines 9-11, R. p. 83, lines 4-20, R. pp. 9-10,13].
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2. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as the


June 2022 Eviction Was Not for Non-Payment, Rendering July Non-


Payment Impossible [Appellant Brief, p. 8].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants claimed the eviction was for late


payment, not non-payment, as June rent was paid, and the addendum


allowed late payments [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court found a July 2022 eviction for non-payment,


despite noting paid June rent (R. pp. 21, lines 11-14) [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellants testified June rent was paid, and eviction occurred


before July rent was due (R. p. 90, line 20, “There is no rent to be paid”).


Seabrook confirmed June rent payment (R. p. 21, lines 11-14) and


vacation by July 3 (R. p. 20, lines 18-25). James Hatton supported a June


eviction (R. p. 49, lines 9-11).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 20, lines 18-


25; R. p. 90, line 20; R. p. 49, lines 9-11) and ruled on (R. p. 10).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Appellant Answer to Complaint and


Counterclaim and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 20, lines 18-25; R. p. 49,


lines 9-11; R. p. 90, line 20].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified paid June rent and June eviction (R.


pp. 21, lines 11-14; R. p. 49, lines 9-11; ; R. p. 90, line 20).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 20, lines 18-25; R. p. 21, lines 11-14;


R. p. 49, lines 9-11; R. p. 89, lines 18-20; R. p. 10].
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3. Title: Even if the Lease Was Not Terminated in June, the $1,300 Award Is


Erroneous, as Re-Rental Proceeds Fully Mitigated All Rent Losses After


Eviction, and the Award Results in Impermissible Double Recovery


[Appellant Brief, p. 9].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants claimed all rent was paid, and re-


rental mitigated losses [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $1,300 for July rent but noted re-rental in


August 2022 mitigated further losses [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellants questioned re-rental at $1,500/month (R. pp. 29 line


23 – R. p. 30, line 10). James Hatton testified to furniture and people on


July 7, suggesting early re-rental (R.p. 60, lines 3 - 23). Seabrook


confirmed re-rental at $1,500/month (R.p. 33 line 15 – R. p. 34, line 2).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 29, line 23 –


R. p. 30, line 10)


 Timely Manner: Raised in Appellant Answer to Complaint and at


trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 29, line 23 – R. p. 30, line 10].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified re-rental proceeds (R. p. 33, line 15


- R. p. 34, line 2) and mitigation (R. p. 60, lines 6-23).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 29, line 23 – R.p. 30, line 10; R. p.


60, lines 6-23; R. p. 10]


4. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding $1,300 for July 2022 Rent, as the


Landlord’s Discretionary Termination in June 2022 Absolved Appellants of
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Future Rent Obligations, and Double Recovery Bars Recovery [Appellant 


Brief, p. 12]. 


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants argued the eviction was wrongful,


and the landlord’s termination ended rent obligations [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court found a July eviction and awarded $1,300, despite


evidence of a June eviction (R. p. 21, lines 1-5) [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellants testified the eviction was premature alleging


landlord initiated termination (R. p. 34, line 20- R. p.35, line 2). Seabrook


confirmed vacation by July 3 (R. p.21, lines 1-7). James Hatton noted July


7 activity, suggesting early mitigation (R. p. 60, lines 6-25).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 34, line 20 –


Ρ. p. 35, line 2; R. p. 21, lines 1-7) and ruled on (R. p. 10).


Σ. Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 34, line


20- R. p. 35, line 2].


Τ. Sufficient Specificity: Specified discretionary termination and June


eviction (R. p. 34, line 20 – R. p. 35, line 2; R. p. 21, lines 1-7).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 21, lines 1-7; R. p. 34, line 20 – R. p.


35, line 2; R. p. 60, lines 6-25; R. p. 10].


 II. AC/Heater Unit ($495.72 Award)


5. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Relying on Inconsistent and Unreliable


Testimony [Appellant Brief, p. 16].
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 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants denied owing damages and alleged


Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and misrepresented, thereby


challenging the basis for liability and the reliability of testimony supporting


the alleged damage [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $495.72 for one AC unit, finding buttons


non-functional based on Seabrook’s testimony [R. pp. 10, 13].


 Transcript: Appellants challenged Seabrook’s claim of broken buttons,


noting she admitted the unit was functional (R. p. 38, line 23- R. p. 39, line


19). Appellant testified the unit worked with only cosmetic wear (R. p. 28,


line 11-14).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 28, line 11-


14; R. p. 38, line 23- R. p. 39, line 19) and ruled on (R. pp. 10, 13).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 28,


lines 11-14].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified inconsistent testimony and


functionality (R. p. 38, line 23- R. p. 39, line 19).


 Conclusion: Preserved R. p. 6; R. p. 28, line 11-14;  R. p. 38, line 23- R. p.


39, line 19; R. pp. 10, 13].


6. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Relying on Testimony Over Photographic


Evidence [Appellant Brief, p. 17].
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 Answer and Counterclaim:  Appellants denied owing damages and


asserted Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and misrepresented


[R. p.6]. This denial relates to the nature of the AC unit damage.


 Final Verdict: The court relied on Seabrook’s testimony over photos


showing minor wear [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellants presented photos showing cosmetic wear (R. p. 38,


lines 17-25; R. p. 116). Seabrook admitted only one button was affected


(R. p. 39, lines 12-19).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via photos and testimony (R. p.


38, lines 17-25;R.p. 63, line 25-R. p. 64, line 2) and ruled on (R. pp.


10, 13).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Appellant Answer to Complaint and at


trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 38, lines 17-25; R. p. 63, line 25-R. p. 64, line 2].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified photographic evidence of minor


wear (R. p. 38, lines 17-25, R. p. 63, line 25-R. p. 64, line 2).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 38, lines 17-25; R.p. 63, line 25-R. p.


64, line 2; R. pp. 10, 13].


7. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Finding Non-Adjustable Temperature


[Appellant Brief, p. 17].


 Answer and Counterclaim:  Appellants denied owing damages and alleged


Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and misrepresented [R. p. 6].
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 Final Verdict: The court found the unit’s temperature could not be


adjusted, relying on Seabrook [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellant Stephanie Hatton and Seabrook agreed the unit was


functional (R. p. 28, lines 13-14; R. p. 36, line 7). Seabrook admitted only


one button was affected, not temperature control (R. p. 39, lines 12-19).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 28, lines


13-14; R. p. 39, lines 12-19) and ruled on (R. pp. 10, 13).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 28,


lines 13-14].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified unit functionality ((R. p. 28, lines


13-14; R. p. 39, lines 12-19).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 28, lines 13-14 R. p. 39, lines 12-19;


R. pp. 10,13 .


8. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Holding Appellant Liable for Essential Units


[Appellant Brief, p. 18].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants denied owing damages and alleged


that Plaintiff had charged for damages that plaintiff’s representatives


caused.  Appellants argued Respondent’s failure to repair the central


HVAC system made AC units the essential units, absolving liability [R. p.


6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $495.72 without addressing HVAC


neglect [R. p. 13].
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 Transcript: Appellant testified the central HVAC was non-functional, and


Respondent refused repairs (R. p. 89, lines 1-6). Appellant noted pre-


existing wear on units (R. p. 82, lines 17-20).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 89, lines 1-


6; R. p. 82, lines 17-20) and implicitly ruled on (R. p. 13).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 89,


lines 1-6].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified HVAC neglect and essential units


(R. p. 89, lines 1-6).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 82, lines 17-20; R. p. 89, lines 1-6;


R. p. 13].


9. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Awarding Unsubstantiated Damages


[Appellant Brief, p. 18].


 Answer and Counterclaim:  appellants  disputed damages lacking proof,


like AC replacement costs “"Defendants also deny any damages at time


as plaintiff has exaggerated claims, misrepresented damage... had asked


for a list of repairs prior-to leaving, Plaintiff failed to supply Defendant with


that list [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $495.72 based on an advertisement, not


a receipt [R. p 110; R. p. 13].
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 Transcript: Appellant Hatton questioned the lack of a receipt (R. p. 28,


lines 11-12). Seabrook admitted the cost was an estimate (R. p. 27, lines


22-24).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 27, lines 22-


24) and ruled on (R. p. 13).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 28,


lines 11-12].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified lack of receipt (R. p. 28, lines 11-12)


[Appellant Brief, p. 23].


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 27, lines 22-24; (R. p. 28, lines 11-


12; R. p. 13].


III. Painting and Cleaning ($1,800 Award)


10. Title: The Apartment’s Condition Pre-Existed the Appellant’s Tenancy and


Showed Signs of Normal Wear and Tear [Appellant Brief, p. 27].


 Answer and Counterclaim:  Appellants denied owing damages and alleged


that Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and misrepresented, and


that damages were "caused by Plaintiffs representatives or other" [R. p.


6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $1,500 for painting and $300 for


cleaning, attributing damage to Appellants [R. pp. 11, 13].


 Transcript: Appellant testified to pre-existing dirt and dog hair (R. p. 82,


lines 13-19) and mold due to HVAC issues (R. p. 88, line 17 – R. p. 89,
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line 6). James Hatton attributed warped walls to humidity, not tenant 


damage ( R. p. 50, line 17- R. p. 53, line 7; R. pp. 122-124). 


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 82, lines 13-


19; R. p. 88, line 17- R. p. 89, line 6) and ruled on (R. pp. 11-12).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 82,


lines 13-19].


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 50, line 17- R. p. 53, line 7 R. p. 82,


lines 13-19; R. p. 88, line 17- R. p. 89, line 6; R. p. 11-12].


11. Title: Three Witnesses Negate Respondent’s Uncorroborated Odor Claim


[Appellant Brief, p. 29].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants generally denied owing damages


and asserted Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and


misrepresented [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $1,500 for painting to address “harsh cat


pee odor” [R. pp. 11, 12].


 Transcript: James Hatton testified no urine smell was present (R. p. 53,


lines 11-18). Joan Brown said the apartment was in good condition (R. p.


75, lines 9-11). Appellant testified to thorough cleaning with bleach (R. p.


83, lines 4-12).


 Preservation:
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 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 53, lines 11-


18; R. p. 75, lines 9-11, R. p. 83, lines 4-12) and ruled on (R. p. 11,


12).


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 83,


lines 4-12].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified three witnesses’ testimony on clean


condition (R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 75, lines 9-11; R. p. 83, lines


4-12).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 53, lines 11-18; R. p. 75, lines


9-11; R. p. 83, lines 4-12; R. p. 11, 12].


12. Title: Non-Itemized and Undisclosed Awards Lack Credible Evidence and


Prejudiced the Appellants [Appellant Brief, p. 30].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants claimed Respondent failed to


provide a requested list of repairs prior to leaving and that Plaintiff had


"doubled billed in its invoice and demanded Defendants to pay [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court relied on a non-itemized invoice for painting and


cleaning awards [R. p. 10].


 Transcript: Appellant Stephanie Hatton Pro se questioned non-itemized


cleaning charges (R. p. 37, line 14- R. p. 38, line 17). Seabrook confirmed


sending a post-move-out list (R. p. 46, lines 5 - 21). Appellant noted non-


disclosure of receipts prejudiced its defense (R. p. 29, lines 12-14; R. p.


37, lines 13-19).


 Preservation:
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 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 37, line 14-


R. p. 38, line 17; R. p. 29, line 14; R. p. 37, lines 13-19) and ruled


on (R. p. 10). 


 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 37, line


14- R. p. 38, line 17].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified non-itemized invoices and prejudice


(R. p. 37, line 14- R. p. 38, line 17; R. p. 29, line 14).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 29, line 14;


R. p. 37, line 14- R. p. 38, line 17; R. p. 46, lines 5-21; R. p. 10].


13. Title: Landlord’s Failure to Maintain HVAC System Negates Tenant Liability


for Painting Award [Appellant Brief, p. 32].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants denied owing damages and alleged


that Plaintiff's damage claims were exaggerated and misrepresented, and


"charged for damages that plaintiffs representatives caused" [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court awarded $1,500 for painting, ignoring HVAC


neglect [R. p. 11, 12].


 Transcript: Appellant testified Respondent refused HVAC repairs, causing


humidity and mold (R. p. 88, line 17- R. p. 89, line 6). James Hatton


attributed warped walls to HVAC issues (R. p. 50, line 17-R. p. 53, line 7).


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 88, line 17-


R. p. 89, line 6; R. p. 50, line 17-R. p. 53, line 7) and implicitly ruled


on (R. p. 11). 
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 Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial [R. p. 6; R. p. 88, line


17- R. p. 89, line 6].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified HVAC neglect causing mold ((R. p.


88, line 17- R. p. 89, line 6;).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; ; R. p. 50, line 17-R. p. 53, line 7; R. p. 88,


line 17- R. p. 89, line 6; R. pp. 11, 12 ].


IV. Counterclaim for Restitution


14. Title: The Circuit Court Erred in Failing to Award Triple the Security Deposit


Under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b) for Respondent’s Failure to Provide


Itemized Notice Within Thirty Days [Appellant Brief, p. 34].


 Answer and Counterclaim: Appellants sought triple the security deposit for


non-itemized notice and exaggerated claims [R. p. 6].


 Final Verdict: The court deducted the $1,050 security and $900 pet


deposit but didn’t rule on the counterclaim [R. p. 13].


 Transcript: Appellant challenged non-itemized invoices (R. p. 37, line 14-


R. p. 38, line 17) and exaggerated claims (e.g., AC units, R. p. 35, line 8 –


R. p. 36, line 6; painting, R. p. 88, line 17- R. p. 89, line1). Appellant noted


the pet deposit omission (R. p. 83, lines 20-22). Joan Brown supported 


retaliatory eviction (R. p. 72, line7- R. p. 73, line 2020). 


 Preservation:


 Raised to and Ruled Upon: Raised via testimony (R. p. 35, line 8-


R. p. 35, line 8- R.p. 89, line 1; R. p. 83, lines 20-220 and partially


considered via reduced damages (R. p. 10-11). 
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 Raised by Appellant: Timely Manner: Raised in Answer and at trial


[R. p. 6; R. p. 35, line 8- R. p. 89, line1].


 Sufficient Specificity: Specified non-itemized notice and harassment


(R. p. 37, lines 14 - R. p. 24, line 17; R. p.87, line 6-14).


 Conclusion: Preserved [R. p. 6; R. p. 35, line 8- R. p. 89, line 1;R. p. 83,


lines 20-22; R. p. 10-11]


No Rule 59(e) Motion Was Required for Issues Ruled Upon 


Respondent’s claim that Appellants failed to preserve issues by not filing a Rule 59(e), 


SCRCP motion is meritless. A Rule 59(e) motion is only required for issues raised but 


not ruled upon by the trial court. Elam v. S.C. Dep’t of Transp., 361 S.C. 9, 24, 602 


S.E.2d 772, 780 (2004). The Final Verdict (pp. 1–5) explicitly ruled on Issues 1–13 (rent, 


AC, painting/cleaning awards) and implicitly denied Issue 14 (counterclaim) by 


deducting deposits without awarding triple damages. Appellants pro se status warrants 


leniency in preservation, per Herron v. Century BMW, 395 S.C. 461, 465, 719 S.E.2d 


640 (2011). Thus, all issues were preserved without a Rule 59(e) motion 


Conclusion 


 For the foregoing reasons, Appellants respectfully request that this Court find the 


respondent’s Statement of Facts misleading and unsupported by the record. The 


respondent’s inflated $11,700 rent claim misrepresented the lawful amount, resulting in 


an improper filing in the Court of Common Pleas, violating S.C. Code Ann. § 22-3-10 


and prejudicing Appellants through higher court costs and fees. Appellants’ objections 


and arguments, were properly preserved as detailed in this reply, and the respondent’s 
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non-preservation claims are abandoned due to lack of specific citations (State v. 


Dunbar, 356 S.C. 138, 142, 587 S.E.2d 691 (2003)). Accordingly, Appellants request 


that this Court reverse the trial court’s awards for rent ($1,300), AC/heater ($495.72), 


and painting/cleaning ($1,800), grant their counterclaim for triple the security deposit 


under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-410(b), and remand the case to the magistrate court for 


proper adjudication, ensuring due process and fairness. 


Respectfully submitted,   October 10, 2025 


/s/ Stephanie Hatton  


Stephanie Hatton, Pro Se 


2379 Clandon Dr.,  


Myrtle Beach, SC 29579 


(843) 780-0299


/s/ Brandon Deubell 


Brandon Deubell, Pro Se 


2379 Clandon Dr.,  


Myrtle Beach, SC 29579 


(843) 213-8262
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