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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 
 


 


                                                          GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Common Pleas  


Honorable Dale Van Slambrook 


Greenville County Circuit Judge 
 


 


Case No. 2022-CP-23-3012 
 
 


 


         William “Bill” Rhodes 


         Elizabeth Holcomb, 


  


Respondent, 


 
v. 


Pranceton Williams Appellant. 


  


 
 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
 


 


I, Pranceton Williams, hereby appeals the order of the Honorable Dale Van Slambrook 


Greenville County Circuit Judge, Appellant received written notice of this Order on October 


16, 2025 


 


 


 


November 12, 2025 


 


 


                                                              s/Pranceton Williams 
                                                                        Pranceton Williams 


                                                                        20 Alice Farr Drive 


                                                                        Greenville, South Carolina 29617 


                                                                  Appellant-Pro se 
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Recipients
Gregory Morton  - Notification transmitted on 10-13-2025 09:11:47 AM.
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****** IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION *****


NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING [NEF]


A filing has been submitted to the court RE:  2022CP2303012


Official File Stamp: 10-13-2025 09:11:30 AM


Court: CIRCUIT COURT


Common Pleas


Greenville


Case Caption:
Pranceton Williams vs. William Bill Rhodes ,
defendant, et al


Document(s) Submitted:
Order/Summary Judgment Mailed copy of order
to PPS 10/13/2025


Filed by or on behalf of: Dale Van Slambrook


This notice was automatically generated by the Court's auto-notification system.


The following people were served electronically:


Gregory Alan Morton for William Bill Rhodes,
Elizabeth Holcomb


The following people have not been served electronically by the Court. Therefore, they must
be served by traditional means:


Pranceton Williams for Pranceton Williams


Christopher Jones


Pranceton Williams for Pranceton Williams


Christopher Jones
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


     )  


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE )          CA No.:       2022CP2303012 
 


PRANCETON WILLIAMS, ) 


     ) 


     PLAINTIFF, ) 


     ) 


VS.     ) 


     )                    ORDER GRANTING 


WILLIAM “BILL” RHODES, )     SUMMARY JUDGMENT 


ELIZABETH HOLCOMB,  ) 


     ) 


  DEFENDANTS. ) 


______________________________) 


 


 This matter was before the Court on August 14, 2025 on Defendants William Rhodes and 


Elizabeth Holcomb’s Motion for Summary Judgment and Writ of Ejectment. Attorney Greg 


Morton was present on behalf of Defendants and Plaintiff Pranceton Williams attended pro-se. In 


making its findings, the Court heard arguments from both parties and reviewed memoranda related 


to this matter. Based on the findings below, the Court respectfully GRANTS Defendants’ Motion. 


Procedural and Factual History 


This action arises from a written residential lease agreement (hereafter “Agreement”) that 


included an option to purchase the home during the first eighteen months of the lease at a fixed 


purchase price (hereafter “Option”).  Defendants are the property owners and landlord (hereafter 


“Landlord”) and Plaintiff is the tenant (hereafter “Tenant”). The option to purchase was available 


during the first eighteen months of the lease, commencing on June 13, 2014 and ending on 


December 13, 2015.  There is only one signed Agreement, and it provides the timeframe within 


which the Option may be exercised: 


By this agreement made and entered into on June 12, 2014, between A&A Realty 


(William and Martha Rhodes}, herein referred to as Lessor, and Pranceton and 


Victoria Williams:, herein referred to as Lessees. Lessor agrees to lease/purchase 


to Lessees the premises in the County of Greenville, State of South Carolina, more 
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particularly described as follows: 20 Alice Farr Drive, Greenville, SC 29617 Map 


number B8.2-l-256, with the option to buy, for a term of eighteen months (18) 


months, to commence on June 13, 2014 and to end on December 13, 2015. If 


either the Lessor or Lessee does not wish to renew this lease, that party shall notify 


the other party in writing not less than thirty (30) days written notice of termination. 


Otherwise the lease will be automatically renewed from month to month without 


option to buy.  (emphasis added) 


The signed agreement also went on and provided that $100 of the $800 monthly 


rent would be applied towards the option purchase price of $138,000.00: 


 2. Out of the $800.00 lease purchase payment, the amount of one 


hundred dollars ($100.00) per month is to be deducted from the purchase price as a 


down payment to the purchase price of One hundred thirty eight thousand dollars 


($138,000.00) upon purchase. 


 3.        The down payment for this lease purchase is Three Thousand Dollars 


($3,000.00) The Lessors will pay a non-refundable down payment/deposit of One 


Thousand Five Hundred dollars ($1,500.00) on June 6, 2014. This will leave a down 


payment balance of One thousand Five Hundred dollars ($1,500.00) which will 


paid at the rate of $200.00 every other month in addition to the monthly rent 


amount, until such time that the remaining balance is paid in full. 


  There was no closing by Tenant prior to the specified deadline of December 13, 2015.  The 


Tenant thereafter continued to occupy the home and pay some of the rent due according to the 


terms of the lease.   Tenant never paid the full amount of the rent due each year, and last paid rent 


in September 2019.  Tenant has occupied the home since September 2019 without any payment to 


Landlord. 


 After expiration of the Option, Tenant indicated he still wanted to purchase the home.  In 


2022, Tenant reached out and indicated he was sending a recent appraisal and wanted to “adjust 


the valuation and come to a fair resolution after we have had an opportunity to fully evaluate the 


transaction.”  Landlord promptly responded in writing that there would be no negotiations on a 


new purchase price until the over $75,000 in past due rent and late fees were paid. (Exhibit to 


Complaint, and Holcombe Affidavit). 
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 The past due rent was not paid. Nor was there any signed additional or supplemental 


document or instrument showing an agreement on a purchase price, or close date for a new option.  


 Thereafter, Landlord sued to evict Tenant in Magistrate’s Court.  Tenant argued there was 


a lease purchase agreement, however, the Magistrate found the Option had expired and the 


property owner was entitled to evict Tenant.  (Exhibit 2, Eviction Order).  Tenant appealed that 


Eviction Order to the Circuit Court and the Court of Appeals. Both appeals were decided in favor 


of the Landlord against Tenant—one on the merits and one for failure to prosecute the appeal 


properly. (Exhibits 3 through 7). 


 Contemporaneously with the appeal, Tenant also filed this lawsuit pro-se in Circuit Court, 


arguing that the Magistrate Court did not have subject matter jurisdiction because the dispute 


involved title to real property under a lease purchase agreement. Tenant also sought damages for 


improvements he claimed to have made to the property.  The Landlord has counterclaimed for all 


past due rent under the Agreement and for eviction of the Tenant. 


Summary Judgment 


 Landlord seeks Summary Judgment on all issues and claims.  A motion for summary 


judgment shall be granted “if pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and admissions 


on file, together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material 


fact and that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter of law.”  S.C.R. Civ. P. 56(c).  


When presented with a properly supported motion for summary judgment, the non-moving party 


“may not rest upon the mere allegations or denials of his pleadings.”  Hoard ex rel. Hoard v. Roper 


Hosp., Inc., 387 S.C. 539, 549, 694 S.E.2d 1, 6 (2010).  Summary judgment is warranted when no 


material facts are in contest and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of law. “Under Rule 


56(c), the party seeking summary judgment has the initial responsibility of demonstrating the 
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absence of a genuine issue of material fact.” Baughman v. AT&T, 306 S.C. 101, 115, 410 S.E.2d 


537,546  (1991).  “With respect to an issue upon which the nonmoving party bears the burden of 


proof, this initial responsibility may be discharged by showing – that is, pointing out to the trial 


court – that there is an absence of evidence to support the nonmoving party’s case.” Id. (internal 


quotations and brackets omitted). “Once the moving party carries its initial burden, the opposing 


party must, under Rule 56(e), do more than simply show that there is some metaphysical doubt as 


to the material facts but must come forward with specific facts showing that there is a genuine 


issue for trial.” Id.  (emphasis theirs). “Rule 56(e) specifically prohibits the nonmoving party from 


resting upon the mere allegations or denials of its pleadings.”  Id.  “To determine if any genuine 


issues of fact exist, the evidence and all reasonable inferences must be viewed in the light most 


favorable to the non-moving party.”  Sauner v. Public Serv. Auth., 354 S.C. 397, 404, 581 S.E.2d 


161, 165 (2003).   


Here, Landlord asserts the Magistrate Court decision, and the dismissal of the appeal with 


finality, are dispositive as to all issues regarding the Option.   Alternatively, Landlord asserts 


Summary Judgment is proper because there was no meeting of the minds nor a written agreement 


as to a new sales price or closing date after the initial default.  Landlord also seeks Summary 


Judgment on Tenant’s claims for the value of improvements based on the plain language of the 


lease, and the failure of Tenant to furnish any competent evidence regarding the costs and extent 


of repairs.  Finally, Landlord seeks Summary Judgment for an eviction Order and the amount of 


past due rent, late fees, returned check fees and expenses.  The amount sought is supported by the 


Affidavit of Christy Ramsey, filed in support of the Motion. 


 For the reasons stated herein, the Court finds Landlord is entitled to the requested relief.  


In reaching this result, the Court has, as required by the applicable caselaw, given due 
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consideration to the fact that the Court is required to view the facts, and all inferences from the 


facts, in the light most favorable to the non-moving party.  Having applied this rule of law, the 


Court finds Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment for the reasons set forth herein. 


1.  The Magistrate Court decision, as affirmed on appeal, is dispositive of all claims 


regarding existence of an option to purchase.  


Tenant’s argument against the Magistrate Court’s Order is based on lack of subject matter 


jurisdiction. Tenant claims the property interest at issue is an ownership interest, which Tenant 


claims the magistrate court does not have subject matter jurisdiction to hear.  This argument is 


defeated by SC Code Annotated Section 22-3-20(2) which provides an exception to that general 


rule as follows, “No magistrate shall have cognizance of a civil action .  .  . (2) When the title to 


real property shall come in question, except as provided in Article 11 of this chapter (emphasis 


added)”.  So, the magistrate does, by statute, have jurisdiction unless the complaining party can 


show compliance with Article 11.   


Article 11, SC Code Annotated Section 22-3-1120  provides the procedure a litigant must 


follow to divest the magistrate of jurisdiction.  The litigant must raise the issue in the answer, and 


must at the time of answering “deliver to the magistrate a written undertaking, executed by at least 


one sufficient surety and approved the magistrate, to the effect that if the plaintiff shall within 


twenty days thereafter deposit by the magistrate a summons and complaint in an action in the 


circuit court for the same cause.  .  .” 


The statute additionally provides that if the undertaking is not delivered to the magistrate 


then the magistrate does have subject matter jurisdiction.  See SC Code Annotated Section 22-3-


1140.  At his deposition, Tenant admitted he did not provide any surety to the Court and did not 


file a summons and complaint in circuit court at the time of the magistrate court trial.  Accordingly, 


the Magistrate did have jurisdiction to render a decision, did in fact render a decision, and that 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2025 O


ct 13 9:11 A
M


 - G
R


E
E


N
V


ILLE
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2022C


P
2303012







 


6 


 


decision was affirmed on appeal. Plaintiff cannot now litigate the matter a second time.  The 


doctrines of collateral estoppel and res judicata are controlling here as a matter of law.  There is 


no issue of fact for the jury to decide as it has already been decided by the magistrate as a matter 


of law. Therefore, the Magistrate’s Order finding a landlord tenant relationship between the parties 


is conclusive and final. 


2. Defendants are entitled to Summary Judgment on any option to purchase claims 


as there was neither a signed written contract nor a meeting of the minds for a 


new price or close date.   


 The original purchase option expired by its plain and unambiguous terms in 2015.  There 


is no written agreement extending the purchase option time frame nor setting a new price, and 


Tenant has no equitable interest in the property.  South Carolina law is well settled that contracts 


to purchase real property must be in writing and signed.   Additionally, a valid contract requires a 


meeting of the minds on all material terms.   The South Carolina Court of Appeals, in Reed v. 


Boykin, 282 SC 614, 320 SE2d 68 (Ct. App. 1984) specifically held that a contract not including 


a dollar amount of consideration was void and unenforceable: 


The appealed order held the contract to be void for indefiniteness and 


uncertainty; this was partially based upon the failure of the contract to state a 


consideration for the transfer of the stock and because Boykin admitted that an 


addendum was to be added to establish an agreement pertaining to insurance 


commissions, a material part of the alleged contract. 


Where the parties intend to reduce some material part of a contract to 


writing, and it is not reduced to writing, there is no contract. Bugg v. Bugg, 272 


S.C. 122, 249 S.E.2d 505 (1978). 


  "Vagueness of expression, indefiniteness and uncertainty as to any of the 


essential terms of an agreement [such as consideration, as we have in the instant 


case] have often been held to prevent the creation of an enforceable contract." 1 


CORBIN ON CONTRACTS, § 95 (1963). 


The evidence of record supports the conclusion of the trial judge that there 


is no enforceable contract by which  H.A. Reed sold one-half interest in H.A. 


Reed and Associates, Inc., Reed v. Boykin at 615-16. 
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  Similarly, in this case, there has been no agreement setting forth an updated and agreed 


upon sales price at any time since the original Option expired in 2015.  Viewed in the light most 


favorable to Tenant, the best the record reflects is that Tenant still wanted to explore purchasing 


the property, provided a new appraisal and attempted to open negotiations on a new purchase 


option price.  Regardless, Landlord unequivocally replied that there would be no negotiations until 


such time as all the past due rent was paid.  The past due rent was not paid and there were no 


negotiations nor agreement on a new sales price.   Instead, Tenant remained in the house and paid 


no rent after September 2019.  


 There was never been a meeting of the minds for a new sales price, and there was no 


consideration for a new option to purchase agreement.  The original Agreement, which contained 


the Option, converted to a month-to-month lease according to its terms and the parties did not enter 


into any written purchase agreement after the original option to purchase expired.  Therefore, 


Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment finding that no enforceable purchase agreement existed 


between the parties. 


3. Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment on Tenant’s claims for repair/renovation 


cost and on Landlord’s claims for past due rent and late fees. 


With regard to the claims by the Tenant for reimbursement for repairs and alterations to 


the premises, the language of the lease is plain and unambiguous: 


8. Lessees shall make no alterations to the buildings on the demised premises or 


construct any building or make other improvements on the demised premises 


without the consent of the Lessor. All alterations, changes, and improvements built, 


constructed, or placed on the demised premises by Lessees, with the exception of 


fixtures removable without damage to the premises and movable personal property, 


shall, unless otherwise provided by written agreement between Lessor and Lessees, 


be the property of Lessor and remain on the demised premises at the expiration or 


sooner termination of this Lease. Furthermore, Lessees agree not to make any 


structural changes to the residence unless specifically approved in writing by 


Lessor. 
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9. Lessees will, at their sole expense, keep and maintain the leased premises and 


appurtenances in good and sanitary condition and repair during the term of this 


lease and any renewal thereof. In particular, Lessees shall keep the fixtures in the 


house or on or about the leased premises in good order and repair; keep the walks 


free from dirt and debris; and at their sole expense, shall make all required repairs 


to the plumbing, range, heating apparatus, electric fixtures, structure of house, or 


other appliances whenever needed. 


Tenant failed to produce at his deposition or at this Motion hearing any invoices or receipts 


for any repairs, or a support affidavit as required by Rule 56 of SCRCP. Therefore, Tenant’s claim 


is subject to Summary Judgment due to a lack of evidence to support Tenant’s claims. 


However, as to Landlord’s counterclaim for rent, late fees, and costs, such claim is 


adequately supported by affidavit. Further, Tenant again failed to file an affidavit to contradict 


Landlord’s claim. As such, Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment in the amount of 


$100,301.00. 


Further, as a result of being in default of the parties’ agreement Tenant’s status is that of a 


defaulting holdover tenant.  Landlord is therefore entitled to an Order of Eviction to gain 


possession of the subject property. 


Conclusion 


Based upon the findings of fact and conclusions of law as set forth above, it is Ordered as 


follows: 


1) Plaintiff Tenant, based on the Magistrate and this Court’s findings, has no valid option 


to purchase the property and has no equitable ownership claim or interest in the subject 


real property; 


2) Defendant Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment dismissing the Plaintiff Tenant’s 


claims against Landlord for the costs of improvements and the claims are hereby denied 


and dismissed; 
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3) Landlord is entitled to Summary Judgment against Tenant for damages in the amount 


of One Hundred Thousand, Three Hundred and One Dollars ($100,301.00) and 


judgment is entered against Tenant Pranceton Williams in this amount; 


4) Tenant is ordered to not commit waste or damage to the real property, and is ordered 


not to remove any equipment, appliances or fixtures from the property; 


5) Landlord is entitled to evict Tenant from the property, including issuance of a Writ of 


Ejectment to be entered herewith;  


6) Tenant is directed to vacate the property within thirty days of the filing of this Order, 


and Landlord is entitled to enforcement of the Writ of Ejectment by the Greenville 


County Sheriff if Tenant does not timely vacate the property.   


AND IT IS SO ORDERED!   


       __________________________________  


       Dale E. Van Slambrook 


       South Carolina Circuit Judge 


    


  Dated:  __________________________ 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF GREENVILLE  


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO. 2022 CP-2303012 
 


Pranceton Williams  


      


  


William “Bill” Rhodes; Elizabeth 


Holcomb 
 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


 


Submitted by: The Court 
 


Attorney for :  Plaintiff          Defendant 


or 


 Self-Represented Litigant 
 


 


DISPOSITION TYPE (CHECK ONE) 


 JURY VERDICT. This action came before the court for a trial by jury.  The issues 


have been tried and a verdict rendered. 
 


 DECISION BY THE COURT.  This action came to trial or hearing before the court. 


The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered.  See Page 2 for additional information. 
 


 ACTION DISMISSED (CHECK REASON):  Rule 12(b), SCRCP;  Rule 41(a), 


SCRCP (Vol. Nonsuit);  Rule 43(k), SCRCP (Settled);  Other       
 


 ACTION STRICKEN (CHECK REASON):  Rule 40(j), SCRCP;  Bankruptcy; 


 Binding arbitration, subject to right to restore to confirm, vacate or modify 


      arbitration award;  Other       
 


  STAYED DUE TO BANKRUPTCY 


 


  DISPOSITION OF APPEAL TO THE CIRCUIT COURT (CHECK APPLICABLE BOX): 


   Affirmed;   Reversed;   Remanded;   Other        
   


  NOTE:  ATTORNEYS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING LOWER COURT, TRIBUNAL, OR 


ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY OF THE CIRCUIT COURT RULING IN THIS APPEAL.  
IT IS ORDERED AND ADJUDGED:  See attached order (formal order to follow)  Statement of Judgment 


by the Court:       
 


ORDER INFORMATION 


This order  ends  does not end the case.   


Additional Information for the Clerk :        


       


 


 


INFORMATION FOR THE JUDGMENT INDEX  


Complete this section below when the judgment affects title to real or personal property or if any amount 


should be enrolled.  If there is no judgment information, indicate “N/A” in one of the boxes below. 


Judgment in Favor of 


(List name(s) below)  
Judgment Against 


(List name(s) below) 
Judgment Amount To be 


Enrolled 


(List amount(s) below) 


     William Rhodes and Elizabeth 


Holcomb 
Pranceton Williams $100,301.00 


            $      
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            $      


If applicable, describe the property, including tax map information and address, referenced in 


the order: 


      


 


 
 


The judgment information above has been provided by the submitting party.  Disputes concerning the amounts contained in this 


form may be addressed by way of motion pursuant to the SC Rules of Civil Procedure. Amounts to be computed such as interest 


or additional taxable costs not available at the time the form and final order are submitted to the judge may be provided to the clerk. 


Note: Title abstractors and researchers should refer to the official court order for judgment details. 


E-Filing Note: In E-Filing counties, the Court will electronically sign this form using a separate electronic signature page. 


 


               


Circuit Court Judge  Judge Code  Date 


 


       


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


This judgment was entered on the       day of      , 20      and a copy mailed first class or 


placed in the appropriate attorney’s box on this       day of      , 20     to attorneys of record or  


to parties (when appearing pro se) as follows: 


 


 


             


             


             


ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE PLAINTIFF(S)   ATTORNEY(S) FOR THE DEFENDANT(S) 


   
  CLERK OF COURT  


 


Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  In E-Filing counties, the date of Entry of Judgment is the same date as reflected on the Electronic File 


Stamp and the clerk's entering of the date of judgment above is not required in those counties. The clerk will mail a copy 


of the judgement to parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  


 


 


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REGARDING DECISION BY THE COURT AS REFERENCED ON 


PAGE 1.   


 


This action came to trial or hearing before the court. The issues have been tried or heard and a decision rendered. 
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Greenville Common Pleas


Case Caption: Pranceton  Williams vs. William Bill Rhodes , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2022CP2303012


Type: Order/Summary Judgment


And It Is So Ordered!


s/Dale E. Van Slambrook S.C. Circuit Court Judge
#2781
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