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RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO RECONSIDER
ORDER DENYING RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS

Respondent, by and through its undersigned counsel, moves this Court pursuant to Rule
221 and 240 for an Order reconsidering the denial of Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss the within
appeal. The Order was received December 23,2025.

Respondent’s Motion for Reconsideration/Rehearing is based on the grounds that this
Court failed to consider or rule on Respondent’s argument in Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss
that Appellant’s failure to pay the past due rent, found owing by the Trial Court in the Order
Setting Appeal Bond filed October 18, 2023, requires dismissal of the appeal under South
Carolina Code of Laws Section 27-40-790(a) and (b) .

FACTS

Plaintiff Gilpatrick filed a declaratory judgment action on July 1, 2022 in the Lexington
County Court of Common Pleas seeking a declaration that the contractual relationship between
Appellant and Respondent was an Installment Land Sales Contract which Appellant was entitled
to have enforced. That action was assigned civil action number 2022 —~ CP — 32 — 02217.
(Complaint attached hereto as Exhibit A).

On October 13, 2022, Respondent Lucas responded to Circuit Court action 2022-CP-32-
02217 with an Answer and Counterclaim that also sought a declaratory judgment that the
controlling relationship between the parties was not an Installment Land Sales Contract but was a
Month-to-Month Lease, which had been breached by Appellant, and which entitled Respondent
Lucas to an order of eviction. (Answer and counterclaim attached hereto as Exhibit B).




On August 26, 2022, prior to being served with Circuit Court action 2022-CP-32- 02217
Respondent Lucas filed an application for ejectment against Appellant Gilpatrick alleging that a
month-to-month lease existed between the parties which had been breached and requesting
ejectment. (Application for ejectment 2022 — CV — 32 — 1100873 attached hereto as Exhibit C)
.appellant Gilpatrick responded requesting a hearing (Request for hearing 2022 — CV - 32 —
1100873 attached hereto as exhibit D ) a hearing was held on August 26, 2022 and the
magistrate’s court removed the case to circuit court as appellant Lucas’s counterclaims exceeded
the magistrates jurisdictional limit .(Order removing case 2022 — CV — 32 — 1100873 attached
hereto as exhibit E ) The removed eviction case was assigned civil case number 2022-CP-32-
02944,

On December 6, 2023, Appellant and Respondent filed a Consent Order of Consolidation
consolidating civil action number 2022-CP-32-02217 with civil action number 2022-CP-32-
02944, Consent Order of Consolidation attached hereto as Exhibit F ) Consolidation was proper
as the two cases involved common questions of law and fact, to wit: was the contractual
relationship between the parties an installment land sales contract which Gilpatrick was entitled
to enforce or a Month-to-Month Lease which Lucas was entitled to enforce and obtain an
eviction. In both actions in both actions. Appellant sought eviction.

The consolidated matters were tried before Lexington County Master in Equity Judge
James O. Spence and all issues were litigated. The Court issued its order on July 30, 2025,
finding that the contractual relationship between the parties was not an Installment Land Sales
Contract but a Month-to-Month Lease, which had been breached by Appellant Gilpatrick and
that Respondent Lucas was entitled to eviction and an award of damages for unpaid past due
rent. (July 30, 2025 Order attached hereto as Exhibit G). The July 30, 2025 Order, specifically
found that the Appellant owed unpaid rent in the amount of $30,600 representing the agreed-
upon rent from July 1, 2022 through and including May 2025.

On August 11, 2025, Appellant Gilpatrick filed his Notice of Appeal.

On August 12, 2025, Respondent Lucas filed a Motion for Appeal Bond. (August 12,
2025 Motion for Appeal Bond attached hereto as Exhibit H), Arguments on the Motion to Set
Appeal Bond to Stay Ejectment were heard on September 8, 2025, and the Court issued its order
requiring Appellant Gilpatrick to pay all back rent pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws
Section 27 — 40 — 790 (B) and the directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024 by South
Carolina Supreme Court Chief Justice Kittredge. The past due rent was ordered to be paid within
five days of the order filed October 8, 2025. (October 8, 2025 Appeal Bond Order attached
hereto as Exhibit I).

The October 8, 2025 appeal bond order also held that pursuant to South Carolina Code of
Laws § 27 — 40 — 790 (B) the Appellant must pay all back rent or the appeal would be dismissed

That Appellant failed to comply with said Order by paying the past due rent and vacated
the subject property on Friday, October 28, 2025, pursuant to the Writ of Ejectment issued by the
Hon. Judge James O. Spence, Master in Equity for Lexington County (Writ of Ejectment
attached hereto as Exhibit J).




1. Respondent is entitled to an Order dismissing the appeal as the Appellant has
failed to pay the past due rent as required by the October 8, 2025 Order requiring
Appellant to pay all back rent pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws Section 27 — 40 —
790 (B).

The trial judge, Lexington County Master in Equity, James O Spence, issued the October
8, 2025 Appeal Bond Order with the following Conclusions of Law:

1. Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 40 — 800 (F) (1) and §27 — 40 — 790 (B),
Plaintiff must pay all back rent owed by the Plaintiff as well as pay the amount of rent as
it becomes due periodically,

2. By directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024, South Carolina Supreme Court
Chief Justice Kittredge rescinded a prior August 2020 directive from the Supreme Court
issued during the Covid pandemic and specifically required the payment of back rent as
condition of an appeal bond. (October 8, 2025 Appeal Bond Order attached hereto as
Exhibit C).

The trial judge specifically ordered:

“Based on the July 30, 2025 Order and the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of
Law, the Court concludes that the Plaintiff is required to post a bond to stay the appeal in the
following forms:

A) Past due rent-the Court finds that pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws §27 — 40 —
790 (B) in an action involving an eviction such as this , the South Carolina Residential
Landlord Tenant Act is clear that the tenant is required to pay the landlord all rent
allegedly owed prior to the issuance of the rule .This conclusion is further supported by
the directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024 by South Carolina Supreme Court
Chief Justice Kittredge in which he ordered that South Carolina Code§ 27 — 40 — 790 (b)
requiring payment of all back rent by the tenant may be enforcing applicable cases. The
Court finds that this is an applicable case requiring the payment of all back rent as
Plaintiff was aware from two prior rulings of the Magistrates Court that the law of the
case was that a Month-to-Month Rental Agreement was the controlling agreement
between the parties. Despite those two rulings, Plaintiff refused to pay the rent despite
occupying the property from July 2022 to present. Payment of this sum in the form of a
bond to maintain the appeal satisfies the requirements of South Carolina Code of Laws
§27 — 37 ~ 130 requiring the payment of all costs and damages which the landlord may
sustain Plaintiff must therefore pay all back rent owed by the Plaintiff from July 1, 2022
through and including September 1, 2025 in the amount of $34,200. This rent must be
paid in cash within five days of the date of this order....

B) Stay of execution of judgment- ...[h]owever, should plaintiff failed to pay the pastor

rent within five days of the date of this order, the appeal will be dismissed ...(Emphasis

added).




The trial judge had jurisdiction to require the payment of the past due rent to maintain the
appeal by virtue of South Carolina Code of Laws §27 — 40 — 790 (B), South Carolina Code of
Laws § 27 -37 - 130 and §18 — 9 — 130 (A) (1). See also, Horn v. Blackwell,212 S.C.480, 48
S.E.2d 322(1948). Based on the express ruling of the trial court, the maintenance of this appeal is
predicated on the Plaintiff/ Appellant paying the past due rent in the amount of $34,200.

The Respondent has not paid the past due rent and the appeal should be dismissed.

The issue which this Court failed to consider in denying the motion to dismiss was that
South Carolina Code of Laws §27 — 40 — 790 (B), expressly requires that in actions such as
this where the landlord sues for possession and the tenant raises defenses or counterclaims
the tenant is required to pay the landlord all rent, both past due and ongoing. (Emphasis
added). In the present case, Respondent sued for eviction in both its Answer and
Counterclaim in civil action 2022-CP-32- 02217 and the removed eviction case number
2022-CP-32-02944, Both of which were consolidated for trial purposes.

This Court failed to consider this argument , which was asserted in Respondent’s October
28, 2025 motion to dismiss, and instead focused on the remedy of eviction and future rent
only, to wit: “if the tenant fails to make a payment within five days of the due date according
to the undertaking an order staying execution, the clerk, plan application of the landlord,
shall issue a warrant of ejectment to be executed pursuant to section 27 — 37 — 40 of the 1976
code” Possession of the property and ejectment of the Appellant, however, is not an issue and
is moot as appellant has vacated the property.

The trial court’s authority to predicate the maintenance of the appeal on paying the back
rent is further supported by the Directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024 by South
Carolina Supreme Court Chief Justice Kittredge in which he ordered that South Carolina
Code §27 — 40 — 790 (B) requiring payment of all back rent by the tenant may be enforced in
applicable cases. The trial judge expressly found that the facts of this case made this case an
appropriate case to order payment of all back rent to maintain the appeal.

The trial judge therefore properly ordered that the past due rent had to be paid in order to
maintain the appeal. The past due rent has not been paid in clear violation of the trial judges
orders and the appeal may not be maintained by statute,

Respondent respectfully prays that this Court reconsider its denial of the motion to
dismiss and grant Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss this appeal.

WE SO MOVE.




RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED
CRAWFORD & VON KELLER, LL.C

s/Theodore von Keller

Theodore von Keller, SC Bar No.
Jason M., Hunter S.C. Bar No.101501
Post Office Box 4216

Columbia, South Carolina 29204
Telephone 803-790-2626
ATTORNEYS FOR THE RESPONDENT




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON
Dennis Gilpatrick,

Plaintiff,
v,

Gregory Lucas,
Defendant,

IN THE COURT OF COMMO

W

CASE NO:

SUMMONS

YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED and required to answer the Complaint herein, a copy of

which is herewith served upon you, and to serve a copy of your answer to this Complaint upon

the subscriber at the address shown below within thirty (30) days after service hereof, exclusive

of the day of such service, If you fail to answer the Complaint, judgment by default will be

rendered against you for the relief demanded in the Complaint.

Date: July 1, 2022

- Byt [s/ Rolf M. Baghdady

Rolf M. Baghdady (SC Bar # 0464)
ROLF M, BAGHDADY, P.A.

118 Cobblestone Court

Chapin, 8.C, 29036-9705

(803) 345-7653
rolf@rolfbaghdady.com.
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

.v. 1 '\
XABIT

2LTTLTEDTIOCHEISVYO - SYT 1d NOWWOD - NOIDNIXET - Wd ¥&¢t L0 220 - d=id A‘i‘i‘?’SiN‘_';}‘}f}.’..';j?l




STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON
Dennis Gilpatrick,

Plaintiff,
v.

Gregory Lucas,
Defendant,

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

CASE NO:

COMPLAINT

By and through undersigned counsel, Rolf M, Baghdady, the Plaintiffs allege upon information and

belief:

PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE

L, The Plaintiff Dennis Gilpatrick is a resident and citizen of Lexington County with an

address of 117 Noah Lucas Road, Lexington, SC 29073,

2, The Defendant Gregory Lucas is a resident and citizen of Wyoming, with a mailing address

of 536 East 12" Street, Casper, Wyoming 82601,

3. The Defendant entered into a residential lease/purchase agreement on November 28, 2014

with Plaintiff Dennis Gilpatrick and Kristin Gilpatrick for the property known as 117 Noah

Lucas Road,' Lexington, SC 29073, which includes a residence and approximately 2 acres

of property. (Copy attached as Exhibit A.)

4, Defendant has failed and refused to sell the contracted property to Plaintiff and attempted to

terminate and/or re-negotiate the contract multiple times,

3. Plaintiff has fulfilled his obligations under the contracted agreement, as well as made

significant improvements to the property, and is entitled to purchase the property from the

Page 1 of3
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10,

11,

12,

Defendant,

Subject matter jurisdiction is proper in the Lexington County Court of Common Pleas for

this action for enforcement of the real estate contract between the Defendant and the
Plaintiff,
Venue is proper on this suit because the real estate at issue is in Lexington County, South
Carolina
The real property at issue is described on the Lis Pendens associated with this action.

FOR FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE
Fach and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1-8 above is repeated and re-alleged as
though fully set forth herein,
Plaintiff is entitled to an order of specific performance of Defendant conveying the real
property to Plaintiff.

FOR SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - DAMAGES

Fach and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1-10 above is repeated and re-alleged as
though fully set forth herein,
Plaintiff is entitled to recover damages for breach of contract for the amount of payments
that he has made under the contract and for the improvements that he has made to the

property, both in materials and in labor, as well as the costs of this action,

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that the Court will enter an Order as follows:

1.

Enter an order of specific performance ordering the Defendant to convey the property to
Plaintiff;

Enter judgment for Plaintiff against Defendant for damages for breach of contract;

For the costs of this action;

Page 2 of 3

1122028402 202HISYD - SYT 1d NOWNOD - NOLDNIXT 1 - id ¥8:21 10 ' 220c - Q3 1d ATIWIINCHLOHT3




4, For such other and further relief as may be just and propet.

Date: July 1, 2022

Page 3 of 3

By: [8/ Rolf M. Baghdady

Rolf M, Baghdady (SC Bar # 0464)
ROLF M, BAGHDADY, P.A,

118 Cobblestone Court

Chapin, 8.C. 29036-9705

(803) 345-7653
rolf@rolfbaghdady.com
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

COUNTY OF LEXINGTON
Dennis Gilpatrick
Plaintiff,
V8.
Gregory Lucas
Defendant,

TO: ROLF MOUIN BAGHDADY, ATTORNEY FOR THE PLAINTIFF:

The Defendant Gregory Lucas (hereinafter “Defendant””) answeting the Complaint of Plaintiff would

show as follows:

—_

fN)

AS TO THE 15T CAUSE OF ACTION

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

. Defendant admits the allegations of paragraphs 1, 2 and 3,

. Defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 4, 5, 6 and 7,

TR

IN THE COURT OF COMMO — ‘

C/ANO: 2022-CP-32-02217

DEFENDANT’S ANSWIER TO
PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT

W

=

AS TO THE 2P CAUSE OF ACTION

. Responding to the allegations of paragraph 9, Defendant would repeat and realleges the
allegations of paragraphs 1 and 2 above as though fully set forth herein,

Defendant denies allegations of paragraph 10,

(94

6. Defendant denies the allegations of paragraph 12,

AS A 2"° DEFENSE TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION AND AS A 15T COUNTERCLAIM

. Responding to the allegations of paragraph 11, Defendant would repeat and realleges the
allegations of paragraphs 1 through 4 above as though fully set forth herein,

(DECLARATORY JUDGMENT)

7. As on or about November 28, 2014, Defendant entered into a Residential Lease-Purchase
Agreement (“the Contract”) with Dennls and Kristen Gilpatrick, involving property at 117
Noah Lucas Rd., Lexington, SC (“the subject property”). A copy of the Agreement is

attached hereto as Exhibit A,

8. That under the terms of the Contract, Plaintiff was to pay rent for 96 months commencing

November 5, 2018,

9. That Plaintiff defaulted in the terms of the Contract by failing to remit payments to on or

about September 2019,

10, That by text message dated November 6, 2019, Defendant provided notice to Plaintiff of
the default and breach of the Contract and provided Plaintiff with 90 days’ Notice to
Vacate the property. A copy of the text message is attached hereto as Exhibit B,

I

5)
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11

12.

13,

14,

15,

16,

17.

18,

19.

20,

21,

. That by text messages dated January 28, 2020, Plaintiff and Defendant agreed to terminate

the Contract and to enter into a Month-to-Month Rental Agreement,

That Defendant provided Plaintiff with a written Month-to-Month Lease pursuant to the
agreement between the Parties,

That by text message dated January 28, 2020, Plaintiff agreed to the terms and conditions
of the Month-to-Month Rental Agreement. A copy of the January 28, 2020 texts are
attached hereto as Exhibit C,

That in performance of the Month-to-Month Lease Agreement, Plaintiff commenced
making $900 a month payments on August 20, 2022 and continued such month-to~-month

payments until January 2022, A copy of the payment history is aitached hereto as Exhibit
D' .

That Defendant is informed and believes that it is entitled to an Order of this Court
declaring that the Residential L.ease Purchase Contract between the parties was terminated
by mutual agreement and performance and that the Plaintiff and Defendant entered into an
oral Month-to-Month Rental Agreement for the subject propetty,

AS A 3rd DEFENSE, AND 2™ COUNTERCLAIM

(RES JUDICATA- COLLATERAYL ESTOPPEL)
That Defendant filed an Application for Ejectment against Plaintiff in the Swansea
Magistrate’s Court in Case No. 2022CV321100077, alleging a breach in the oral Month-
to-Month Lease between the Parties,

That at the hearing on February 7, 2022, the Court found and ordered that the Residential
Lease Purchase Agreement had been canceled between the Parties and that an oral Month~
to-Month Lease existed between Plaintiff and Defendant,

That the February 7, 2022 Order of the Coutrt was not appealed from and is res judicata,

That Plaintiff is collaterally estopped from asserting that a Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement exists between the Parties,

Defendant is informed and believes that it is entitled to an Order of this Court declaring
that the Order that the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement was canceled, and that the
Parties entered into an oral Month-to-Month Lease is entitled to res judicata effect,

AS A 4th DEFENSE AND 3R®° COUNTERCLAIM

That on January 28, 2020, Plaintiff and Defendant entered into an oral Month-to Month
Lease,

That Plaintiff performed under the oral Month-to-Month Lease by making lease payments
to Defendant,

That Plaintiff breached the terms of the Month-~to-Month Lease by failing to remit
monthly payments as agreed upon by the Parties,

2
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25,

22,

23,

24,

The Defendant provided notice of the breach of the Month-to-Month Lease to Plaintiff,
but Plaintiff failed to cure such default,

That Defendant is informed and believes that it is entitled to an Order of this Court
evicting Plaintiff pursuant to the provisions of South Carolina Code of Laws Section 27
37-10 (a),

AS A 5th DEFENSE AND 4th COUNTERCLAIM
That Plaintiff continues to inhabit the subject property without paying rent to Defendant as
required under the Month-to-Month Rental Agreement.

The Defendant is informed and believes that it is entitled to an Order of this Court,
pursuant to the provisions of South Carolina Code of Laws Section 27 — 40 — 790,

requiring Plaintiff to pay all past due rent to Defendant and all rent as it becomes due to
Defendant during the pending of this action,

Wherefore, having fully answered defendant prays as follows:

1,

For an Order of this Court declaring that the Residential Lease Purchase Contract between
the Parties was terminated by mutual agreement and performance and that the Plaintiff and
Defendant entered into a Month-to-Month Rental Agreement for the subject property,

For an Order of this Court declaring that the Magistrate’s Order in Case No,
2022CV321100077, that the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement was canceled, and the
Parties entered into a Month-to-Month Lease is entitled to res judicata effect,

For an Order evicting Plaintiff from the subject premises pursuant to the provisions of South
Carolina Code of Laws Section 27 — 37 - 10 (a),

For an Order of this Court pursuant to the provisions of South Catolina Code of Laws Section
27 ~ 40 ~ 790, requiring Plaintiff to pay all past due rent and all rent as it becomes due to
Defendant,

And for such other relief as the court deems just and proper,

Crawford & von Keller, LL.C

s/Theodore von Keller

Theodore von Keller, SC Bar No, 5718
B, Lindsay Crawford, I1I

B. Lindsay Crawford, IV

Charley S, FitzSimons

Attorneys for Defendant Gregory Lucas

October 13, 2022
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DEFENDANT’&
% BB |

Mtl/ OFDS

)
) CIVIY, CASH NUMBER
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
‘ ) IN THE MAGISTRATE'S COURT
COUNTY OF _ [ ¢ W\X Py )
)
Luegary ooy )
PLATNTTFIE) ™ )
) APPLICATION FOR
V8, ) BIBCTMENT
e, . ) (Eviction)
Xﬂ)@ U0 (s e\ PRl ok )
DEFENDANTE

I, Q«a&%w plafntlff in this action, state that T am the landlord-lessor of premises within the
jumdictmn of Mag,lstmw“ ij,,”"?’ which is desoribed as; (address and desori ption of premises —
apartment, house, ete.)

Uj( Noow et B Levin et ;B TR0
I further state that, with regard to the abo mudqg;‘ubed premises, a landlord-tenant relationship

exists betweon myeolf and the defend ant,ﬁ;ﬁfmm 16 tenant-lessec, as evidenced by the
following: (Attach lease papers or other written proot,) :

W

Grounds for this ejectment are one or more of the following:

f J’l he tenant fails or refuses to pay the rent whon due or when demanded in the Aot
, OI‘

Bﬂ'f 'ho form of tenancy or occupancy hias ended; or
The terms or conditions of the lease have been violated as follows: Ploase see GLWMWO!

»»»»»»»

- Bworn t 0 Ine )
this W\ W dsyof \\J\( A% ) Ay
) it (,,«' MM
ﬂ\ﬁ\/(ﬂp\ e )wm“ww e
Magi&Tmie or Notary Publl ofoyii (X “m’o‘lm\é{w ) "L, I’N %P (ot his attornay/agent)
h ) LT Maahr Luvoa.s ol
My Commisslon expires £ ‘})‘ ‘)’M)Lw ) Addross ,
; 6&‘51»’1}?“}*&% el 2807
City/State/Zip
w*a?\'/'z%"”% ) 0L BRE, 04
“‘;g“;g)?‘wg(;mgmqw ) ) Phone Number
S N

d'& v' 1 &
W, \9 r,wv‘
it - ‘ N.
*’lg', /é, * o.ﬂ'T.V. qo"“"iq &
K G0N, b
g
BCCA/TI2 (Amended 11/2019)




2022CP 3202944

STATIE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 2032CVIALL160873 r
' CIVIL CASE NUMBER :
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON MAGISTRATI'S COURT |
Gregoxy Lucng ' -
117 Noak Lucas Rd, : -
Lexington, 8C 29073, ' ) 1
REQUEST FOR HEARING
Plaintifx, .
A ' %
Dennis Famey Gilpatriek RECEIYQW g |
117 Noah Lucas Rd, 4?@? B & ;:@
Lexington, $C 290738252, UL ggggg aF R |
Defendant. \ ©& X
"SWANSEA MA@%@;& o
it 00 m
e
Defendunt Dennis James Gilprmrick, by and through undersigned counsel, Rolf M,

Baghdady, hereby requests a hearing on the Rule to Vaoate or Show Cause served upo, ths
| : [

Dafendant on July 26, 2022,
Undersigued counse! also quxe*tss the Court. transfir Jurisdxcuon and venue from the |

Magigtrate’s Court to Lexington County Coutt of Coramon Fleas in awordancc with the filed |
pleading attached, servies attempted upon Plaintiff at ks Wyoming address (536 East 12% Strest, l
Casper, Wyoming 82601) via certified mail return receipt restricted delivery, with tracking |
aumber 70212720000283077624. A notive was loft ot Plabntiff’s Wyoning address on July 8,
2022 with, an additional re@inder pla‘ced at Plaintiff’s Wyoming address on July 14, 2022, and
evcntual‘ly yeturned t sender on July 25.
WHERE, Defexdent prays the Coust will do the following:

1) Schedule a hearing on the Rule o/ Vacate or Show Cenrae;
2) Tranafer juwlsdiction and venue frrm the Magistrate’s Court to Lexington County Cowt of

1

Page L ofd .




Comnon Pleas; aod,

%) Por such other relief as may be just and propet,

Date: July 29,2022

Yage 2 of 3

13}' 8l B

3 olt M. Bﬁghdady (SO Bar # 0464)
LEM, BAGHDADY, PL.A.

118 Cobblestone Court

Chapln, 8.C, 290369705

(803) 345-7G33
rolf@rolfbaghdady.com

. ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT




The vndersigned herby certiﬁazls that & copy of the DEFENDANT’S REQUEST FOR

CATE OF SERYICH

ﬂmmmi was fhis day served upon the below-nemed persons, parties, and/or coungel as

follows:

Via fax to:

Theodore Von Keller, Eay,
Crawford & Von Keller, LLC
FAX NO: 803 750-1277

Via fax and priority mail fos
Swansea Magistrate Court
500 Charlie Rast Rd., Bte, C
Swanses, SC 29160
FAXNO: 803 785-4078

Drate: July 29, 2022

Vin first clngs mail to
Gregory Lucag

556 Fast 12% Sireet
Casper, Wyoning 82601

w’”"‘?
Wm

By
RotfM. Baghdady (SC Bar # 0464)
LF M. BAGHDADY, PL.A.
“obblestons Court

Chapin, 8,C. 28036-9705

803 345-7653

rolf@rol foaghdady.com
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
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CIVIL CASE NUMBER

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA | )
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON | ) 2022CV321100873
)
) IN THE MAGISTRATES COURT
)
) CIVIL CASE REQUIRING TRANSFER
) TO COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Gregory Lucas
117 Noah Lucas Rd
Loxington, 8C 29073 13
(701) 388-0477 PO
PLAINTIFF(S) ﬁ‘ .‘;g% e
vé: So® &
' p =T, :
Dennis Jumes Gilpatrick 2 0 2 2 C P 3 2 0 2 9 4 4 5O = F
117 Noal: Lucas Rd WEm o 03
Lexington, 5¢ 29073-82352 N ew
DEFENDANT(S) ' =

I find that the defendant in the above captioned civil case has filed a counterclaim with this
court secking damages In excess of the ourrent civil jurisdiction of maglstrate court, and such
counterclaim does not fall within any Jurxsdmuonal exception found in 8C Code §22-3-10, Therefore,
pursuant to 8,C, Code §22-3-30, this case shall be transferred to the Court of Common Pleas in this
County, Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that the above captioned civil case be transforred to e C,ouxt of (Lommon

Pleag in this County and that no filing fea shal] be required by that cou
all in accordance with 8,C. Code §22~3-30 '

Dated:  August 15, 2022 MAGI% |

MV308
SCCAITOS(A) (12/2013)




§i X
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ) CIVIL ACTION NO: 2022-CP-32-
02217

Dennis Gilpatrick
Plaintiff,

V8,

CONSENT ORDER TO
CONSOLIDATE

Gegory Lucas
Defendant

CIVIL ACTION NO: 2022-CP-32-
02217

Gegory Lucas
, And

Plaintiff, CIVIL ACTION NO: 2022-CP-32-

02944
VS,

Dennis Gilpatrick

Defendant.

e e e N e e N S M e S N e e e e N e e

7 LZ202EA0TCOZEIASYD - SYT 1d NOWINOD - NOIODNIXT T - Nd 90°€ 90 980 €202 - A= 1id ATIVOINOYLOT 12

This matter came before the Court on motion of Theodore von Keller, attorney
for Gregory Lucas to consolidate the above-captioned actions. As it appears that the
actions involve common questions of law and fact, and it further appearing that the

Plaintiff and Defendant, by and through counsel, have consented to the motion, it is

therefore




ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the civil actions of Dennis
Gilpatrick and Gregory Lucas ,Nos. CIVIL ACTION NO; 2022-CP-32-02217 and 2022~

CP-32-02944 are hereby consolidated under case number 2022-CP-32-02217 , and
IT IS SO ORDERED.

JUDGE, ELEVENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

December 5, 2023
WE MOVE:

By:s/Theodore von Keller

Theodore von Keller, SC Bar, No, 56718
Crawford & von Keller, LLC

Attorneys for Gregory Lucas

WE CONSENT:

By:s/Rolf M, Baghdady

Rolf M. Baghdady

Rolf M. Baghdady, P.A,
Attorney for Dennis Gilpatrick
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Lexington Common Pleas

Case Caption: Dennis Gilpatrick VS Gregory Lucas
Case Number: 2022CP3202217

Type: Order/Consent Order

So Ordered

Debra R, McCaslin

Elsctronlcally slgned on 2028-12-06 13:55:15  page 8 of 8
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ) Case No. 2022-CP-32-02217
)
Dennis Gilpatrick )
)
Plaintiff, ) ORDER
v, )
)
Gregory Lucas )
)
Defendant )
)
SUMMARY

The parties tried this landlord/tenant contractual dispute case on May 21, 2025,

Plaintiff seeks specific performance of a Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated
November 28, 2014, over about 2 acres of land at 117 Noah Lucas Rd. in Pelion, South Carolina,
Plaintiff’s second cause of action for damages was dismissed at trial, Plaintiff argues that he has a
binding Residential Lease Purchase Agreement with Defendant and an equitable right of redemption
to buy the property, Plaintiff argues that he was coerced into entering into the Month-to-Month Lease
and that the Month-to-Month Lease is not binding as there was no consideration and that Defendant
was unjustified in alleging a breach of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement as any default was
not material, Plaintiff further argues'that the Magistraté lacked subject matter jurisdiction to rule on
the agreement between the parties and that any ruling was not a final, binding ruling,

Defendant seeks a declaratory judgment that the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated
November 28, 2014 was terminated by mutual consent of the parties who entered into a novation, to
wit, & Month-to-Month Lease Agreement. Defendant asserts that Plaintiff consented to the new
Month~to-Month Lease Agreement that was supported by adequate consideration in the form of

mutual promises and the forbearance of eviction litigation, Defendant argues that Plaintiff is equitably

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
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estopped from denying the novation as he performed under the Month-to-Month lease for two years
without objection, Defendant further asserts that in two Magistrate Court hearings, the Magistrate
previously found and held that the controlling agreement between the parties was a Month~to-Month
Lease which, Defendant contends, is the controlling law of the case and has the right to the benefits
of the doctrines of res judicata and collateral estoppel, Defendant further asserts that Plaintiff is not
entitled to specific performance due to Plaintiff’s inequitable conduct, Defehdant seeks an order that
the Plaintiff has defaulted on the Month-to-Month Rental Agreement and should be evicted and pay
rental damages for the unpaid rent,

While the court is sympathetic to both parties financial and petsonal issues, and it is
unfortunate the parties could not resolve their disputes, Rivers v. Smith, 2025 S. C, LEXIS 24 (SC
February 19, 2025) is controlling authority for this case analysis. Rivers provides a framework to
review the proper steps when a tenant disputes the landlord- tenant relationship in an eviction action,
It is this court’s experience that in many former cases, if a tenant raised title, the Magistrate Judge
would decline jurisdiction, Rivers holds otherwise. The tenant merely raising title does not deprive
the magistrate of jurisdiction, Rivers establishes that the controlling issue is if there is a landlord-
tenant relationship, If the Magistrate Judge rules there is a landlord-tenant relationship, then the
situation is reversed from former practice, that is, the tenant cannot raise title as defense since the
Magistrate Judge has already found a Landlord-Tenant relationship exists,

Here, Magistrate Judge Whittle found twice that the Landlord-Tenant Relationship existed,
The second time, Plaintiff moved for Reconsideration, That Motion was denied. The Magistrate
Judgment was not appealed, Only the absence of a landlord-tenant relationship defeats Magistrate

authority to evict; challenges to title must be litigated elsewhere if that landlotd-tenant relationship

does not exist,
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The parties called no witnesses but personally testified and submitted multiple exhibits,

For the reasons stated below, the Court rules:

THE COURT FINDS THE FOLLOWING UNDISPUTED FACTS

1, On or about November 28, 2014, Defendant Gregory Lucas entered into a Residential
Lease Purchase Agreement with Dennis and Kristen Gilpatrick, under which
the Gilpatrick's agreed to lease about 2 acres of land at 117 Noah Lucas Rd. in Pelion,
SC for a term of 96 months beginning November 28, 2022, Defendants Trial Exhibit
Number Two, Trial transcript page 91, line 16 to page 97, line 18 to page 98 line 11,

2. The Gilpatrick’s promised to pay monthly rent for the premises for $725 in 96
monthly installments beginning November 28, 2022 of which $575 was allocated
towards the purchase of the land and mobile home for a total purchase price of
$63,200, Defendants Trial Exhibit Number 3; trial transcript page 97.

3. Further under the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, the Gilpatrick's agreed to
pay $8000 down; maintain renters’ insurance until the end of the contract and pay
$400 every February towards house taxes, Defendants Trial Exhibit Number Two,

4, Under the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, Defendant Lucas agreed that after
payment of the full amount of monthly payments by Plaintiff, he would convey a fee
simple deed of the property to Plaintiff, Defendants Trial Exhibit Number Two,

5. The Residential Lease Purchase Agreement further stated that upon default of the
Gilpatrick’s, Defendant Lucas could declare the term of the lease ended and repossess
the premises and peacefully expel and remove the tenant and that no monies would be
refunded if tenant broke the contract, Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number T'wo.,

6. Plaintiff understood and agreed to all terms of the Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement, Trial transcript page 58, line 12 to page 59, line 12; Defendant’s Trial
Exhibit Number Three; Deposition of Gilpatrick, pp.18-24, Defendant’s Trial Exhibit
Number 18,

7. Lucas did not pay the 2018 taxes and maintain rental insurance which were breaches
of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, Deposition of Gilpatrick, pp.28-34,
Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number 18,

8. That on October 31, 2019, Lucas informed the Gilpatrick’s that they were in breach
of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement contract due to their failure to pay the
2018 taxes by February 2019 as agreed and failure to maintain rental insurance, Lucas
advised the Gilpatrick’s that the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement was being
terminated and they were given 90 days’ notice fo move or eviction would be filed.
Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number 4; trial transcript page 104, line 11 to page 105
line 20,
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10.

11,

12,

13,

14,

15,

1.

That on November 6, 2019 and November 7, 2019, Mr, Lucas offered Mr, Gilpatrick
a six-month lease to avoid eviction and grant time for Mr, Gilpatrick to obtain a loan
for the purchase price of the home Defendants Trial Exhibits Number 3, 6 and 7; trial
transcript, page 105 to page 109 line 23,

That on Januery 28, 2020, Mr, Gilpatrick agreed to enter into a new Month-to-Month
Rental Agreement and agreed to sign the Month-to-Month Lease that was emailed
him on January 28, 2020, Mr, Gilpatrick’s email stated “I agree to the terms and to
conditions of the Month~to-Month Rental Agreement” Defendant’s Trial Exhibit
Number 8, Trial franscript page 110 line 13 to page 115 linel8; page 73, line 13 to
page 76, line 22,

Mr. Lucas provided Mr, Gilpatrick with a copy of the Month-to-Month Lease to
review, Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number Nine; trial transcript page 115 line 19 to
line 24,

Mz, Gilpatrick did not qualify his acceptance of the Month-to-Month Lease and was
not threatened to enter into the Month-to-Month Lease. Deposition of Gilpatrick,
page 49, line 9; Defendants Trial Exhibit Number18; trial transcript page 73, lines 3~
18,

M, Gilpatrick was aware that he could have sought legal remedies rather than to sign
the Month-to-Month Lease. Deposition of Gilpatrick, page 48, line 11, Defendants
Trial Exhibit Number 18; trial transcript page 120 lines 4 -21.

That as of January 28, 2020, the date of the parties entering into the new Month-to-
Month Lease, Plaintiff had paid the agreed-upon monthly payments of $750 from
November 28, 2014 to October 1, 2019, of which $575 was applied towards the
purchase price per the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, The total amount of
$41,925 was paid towards the purchase price of $63,200, Defendants Trial Exhibit
Number 11, Trial transcript page 116 to page 119 line 12 to line 21; page77, line24 to
page 78, line 9; Plaintiff’s Trial Exhibit Two,

That Mr, Gilpatrick began to pay the newly agreed-upon $900 Month-to-Month
Rental payments on January 28, 2020, and made the initial monthly rental payments
for January 2020 and February 2020, Mr, Gilpatrick acknowledged the Month-~to-
Month Lease in writing and performed by making the new $900 rental payment from
January 2020 through June 1, 2022, Defendants Trial Exhibit Number 17,

That Mr, Gilpatrick did not pay the 2019 taxes as required by the Month-to-Month
Lease and on August 25, 2021, Mr, Gilpatrick was given 90-day notice in writing to
vacate the property, Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number 12, Trial transcript page 125
line 8 to page 126, line 21,
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17. That on or about January 18, 2022, Defendant filed an Application for Ejectment

18.

19,

20,

21,

22,

23,

24,

235,

26.

27,

against Mr, Gilpatrick in case number 2022-CV-33-110-0077 alleging that the
Month-to-Month Lease had expired and Mr. Gilpatrick was further in breach of the
Month-to-Month Lease for failure to pay taxes in February 2019 and for lapses in
rental insurance coverage. Defendants Trial Exhibit Number 13,

That at the eviction hearing on February 7, 2022, Magistrate Judge Whittle ruled that
the parties had terminated the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement and had entered
into a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement. The eviction was denied, however, based
on the Defendant Lucas’s failure to give Gilpatrick the statutorily required 30 days’
Notice of Termination of a Month -to-Month Lease. Defendant’s Trial Exhibit
Number 14, '

Mr. Gilpatrick did not appeal the final February 7, 2022 oral ruling of Judge Whittle,

That on June 12, 2022, Defendant Lucas gave Plaintiff the statutorily required 30
days’ Notice of Termination of a Month-to-Month Lease and filed a second

Application for Ejectment in case number 2022-CV-33-110-0873, Defendant’s Trial
Exhibit Number 15,

That on August 15, 2022, an eviction hearing was held and Judge Whittle reaffirmed
that the previous ruling that the parties had terminated the Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement and entered into a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement but transferred the
case to Cireuit Court based on the motion to amend by Mr. Gilpatrick’s attorney.
Defendant’s Trial Exhibit Number 16,

On July 1, 2022, Plaintiff filed suit asserting the first cause of action for specific
performance of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, a second cause of action
for damages for breach of contract and filed a Lis Pendens over the entire 4 acre tract,
Plaintiff did not join Kristin Gilpatrick in the action.

Plaintiff paid Month-to-Month rental payments of-$900 from January 28, 2020
through June 1, 2022, and the fotal amount of $27,000, Defendants Trial Exhibit
Number 17,

On October 13, 2023, Defendant filed its Answer and Counterclaims.

That by Quit Claim dated December 1, 2023, Kristin Gilpatrick conveyed whatever
interest she had in the November 28, 2014 Residential Lease Purchase Agreement to
Dennis Gilpatrick, Plaintiff’s Trial Exhibit Number 3,

That by Consent Order filed December 6, 2023 civil actions number
2022-CP-32-02217 and 2022—-CP-32-0294 were consolidated,

An Order of Reference was filed August 23, 2023,
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28. This matter was tried before the Master in Equity on May 21, 2025, Plaintiff’s
counsel and Defendant’s counsel stipulated to the admissibility of all offered exhibits.

29, When Plaintiff’s case ended, Defendant moved for and was granted a directed
verdict/nonsuit as to Plaintiff’s cause of action for damages.

DISPUTED FACTS

1. The parties dispute whether a binding novation was entered into by the parties in
November 2019,

Plaintiff argues that he was coerced into entering into the Month-to-Month Rental
Agreement, that there was no consideration for the agreement, and that the asserted breaches
of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement were not material,

Defendant argues that Plaintiff’s breache of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement were
material as the failure to maintain insurance and reimburse Defendant for property taxes
was expressly required by the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement and exposed
Defendant to financial risk and loss, and were therefore material breaches of the specified
duties of Plaintiff under the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement,

The Court finds that the elements of a novation were met and that Plaintiff unequivocally
consented to the novation and the new Month-to-Month Rental Agreement in writing as
required by Defendant. The court finds that the breaches asserted by Defendant were
material, The Court further finds that the novation was supported by adequate consideration
in the form of mutual promises and the forbearance of eviction litigation, The Court finds
that the parties did enter into a novation by which the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement
was terminated and a new Month-to-month Rental Agreement was agreed upon, The Court
finds that the elements of a binding novation existed between Plaintiff and Defendant. The
Court also finds that Plaintiff performed under the new Month-to-Month Rental Agreement
for two years without complaint and is equitably estopped from denying its existence.

2, The parties dispute whether Plaintiff and/or his ex-wife are entitled to the equity of
redemption,

Plaintiff contends that both he and his ex-wife Kristin Gilpatrick are entitled to the equity
of redemption and may redeem the property by paying any outstanding sums,

Defendant contends that the right of redemption was surrendered by Plaintiff when he
voluntarily agreed to the novation and the extinguishment of the Residential Lease
Purchase Agreement. Defendant contends that Plaintiff’s ex-wife transferred any rights
of redemption she may have had in the property when she executed the quit claim deed
stating that she release and forever quitclaimed under Dennis Gilpatrick all of her right
title and interest in the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated November 28, 2014,
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The Court finds that the Defendant Dennis Gilpatrick surrendered any right of
redemption when he voluntarily extinguished the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement
and entered into a Month-to-Month lease Agreement, which he maintained for over two
years, The Court further finds that the ex-wife, Kristen Gilpatrick, also released and
surrendered her right of redemption because of the quitelaim deed in which she conveyed
“whatever interest she had in the November 28, 2014 Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement”,

3. The parties dispute whether the Magistrate Court had authority to rule on the issue
of agreement between the parties,

Plaintiff argues that the Magistrate’s Court lacked jurisdiction to make a ruling as the
agreement between the parties.

Defendant argues that the Magistrate Court had authority to make an initial ruling as to
whether it had jurisdiction,

The Court finds that under the recent authority of Rivers v, Smith, 2025 8. C, LEXIS 24
(SC February 19, 2025) ,the Magistrate’s Court had appropriate authority to decide that it
had jurisdiction to consider the issue of the agreement between the parties and to make a
finding that the controlling agreement between the parties was a month-to-month lease,

4, The parties dispute whether the ruling of the Magistrates Court was a final, binding
order.

Plaintiff contends that the Magistrate’s Court ruling was not a final, binding order.

Defendant contends that the Magistrate’s Court ruling was a final, binding order and is the
law of the case, '

The Court finds that the Magistrate’s Court ruling that the binding agreement between the
parties was a Month-to-Month Lease is a final binding order that is the law of this case.
Plaintiff’s argument that the ruling is dicta is not persuasive, The finding of the landlord-
tenant relationship is paramount to the next finding the case had to be dismissed since the
30 day notice was not followed or jurisdictional amount was exceeded. If there was no

landlord-tenant relationship, there would be no 30 day or jurisdictional statutory notice or
amount to follow,
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The parties dispute whether Plaintiff has the right to an order of specific
performance,

Plaintiff argues that he has the right to an order of specific performance compelling the
Defendant to perform under the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement and convey clear
title to 2 acres of land to the Plaintiff,

Defendant argues that Plaintiff is barred from specific performance as he has not fully
performed, is guilty of inequitable behavior and that the Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement was terminated by mutual agreement, Defendant argues that Plaintiff has not
made all of the payments required under the Lease Purchase Agreement, failed to pay the
property taxes and failed to maintain rental insurance, Defendant argues that Plaintiff is
guilty of inequitable behavior in misleading Defendant by stating he agreed to the new
month-to-month lease agreement but is now disavowing the agreement,

The Court finds that Plaintiff has no right to specific performance as the Residential Lease
Purchase Agreement was terminated by the mutual agreement of the parties and the parties
entered into a novation in which a Month-to-Month Lease was entered into, By such
actions Plaintiff surrendered his right of redemption, Further, Plaintiff did not fully
perform as required by the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement which also bars specific
performance and, finally, Plaintiff is guilty of inequitable behavior which further bars
specific performance,

The parties dispute whether Defendant has the right to an order of eviction.

Plaintiff argues that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Residential Lease
Purchase Agreement and not a Month-to-Month Lease and therefore eviction is
inappropriate,

Defendant argues that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Month-to-Month
Lease and Plaintiff has breached the lease by failure to pay for over two years and
that Defendant is therefore entitled to an order of eviction,

The Court finds that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Month-~to-Month
Lease and that the Plaintiff’s breach of lease for failure to pay the rental payments
agreed-upon and Defendant is therefore entitled to an order of eviction.

The parties dispute whether Defendant has the right to an award of damages for
unpaid rent,

Plaintiff argues that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Residential Lease
Purchase Agreement and not a Month-to-Month Lease and no damages are due.

Defendant argues that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Month-to-Month
Lease and Plaintiff has breached the lease by failure to pay for over two years and that
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Defendant is entitled to an order of damages for $30,600 constituting rent from July 1,
2022 through and including May 1, 2023,

The Court finds that the controlling agreement between the parties is a Month-to-Month

Lease and that the Plaintiff’s breach of lease for failure to pay the rental payments agreed-

upon and Defendant is entitled to an award of damages for unpaid rent for $30,600
constituting rent from July 1, 2022 through and including May 1, 2025,

8. The parties dispute whether the Lis Pendens filed by Plaintiff was proper.

Defendant argues that filing the Lis Pendens over the entire 4 acres was an abuse of process
because the parties agreement only concerned 2 acres and at the time of filing the Lis
Pendens, Plaintiff had agreed to substitute a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement for the
Residential Lease Purchase Agreement,

Plaintiff argues there is no contradiction between the approximately 2 acres and the actual
4 acres as specifically reference for the property address is recorded and even if the
Defendant created any ambiguity, it is construed against the Defendant as a drafter of the
installment land sales contract.

The Court finds that filing the Lis Pendens was improper and an abuse of process as the
parties only agreement concerned 2 acres and that at the time of filing the Lis Pendens,
Plaintiff had agreed to substitute a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement for the Residential
Lease Purchase Agreement.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

. Jurisdiction is proper before the Lexington County Master pursuant to the Order of
Reference filed with this Court on December 8, 2023,

. The Appellate Court scope of review for legal actions is primarily limited to the
correction of errors of law, The South Carolina Constitution and statutory provisions,
such as 5.C, Const. Ann, Art, V. § 5 and S.C, Code Ann, § 14-3-330, establish that
appellate courts, including the South Carolina Supreme Court and Court of Appeals,
review legal issues without deference to the lower court's legal conclusions, However,
factual findings by the trial court are generally upheld unless they are clearly erroneous or
unsupported by evidence 8,C, Const, Ann, Art, 'V, § 5, S.C. Code Ann, § 14-3-330, State

v, Asbury, 328 S.C, 187, State v, Sweat, 379 S,C. 367, Houston v. Deloach & Deloach,
378 S.C, 543,

. The appellate Court scope of review for an equitable action allows the court to review
both factual and legal issues de novo, allowing it to make its own findings based on the
preponderance of the evidence, McKinney v, Pedery, 413 8.C, 475, Lewis v, Lewis, 392
S.C, 381, Taylor v, Taylor, 434 S.C, 307.
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4,

5.

0.

7,

8.

"A novation is an agreement between all parties concerned for the substitution of a new
obligation between the parties with the intent to extinguish the old obligation." Wayne
Dalton Corp. v, Acme Doors, Inc,, 302 S.C. 93, 96, 394 S.E.2d 5, 7 (Ct. App. 1990)
(citing Ophuls & Hill Inc. v, Carolina Ice & Fuel Co., 160 S.C, 441, 158 S.E, 824
(1931)). There must be an intention to create a novation, Adams v, B & D, Inc., 297 S.C.
416,377 S.E.2d 315 (1989), There can be no novation unless both parties so intend, 1d.
"The circumstances attending the transaction alleged to be a novation must show the
intention to substitute a new obligation in place of the existing one." Wellman, Inc. v.
Square D Co,, 366 S,C, 61, 72, 620 S,E.2d 86, 92 (Ct. App. 2005).

The Court concludes that Plaintiff and Defendant entered into a novation extinguishing
the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement and substituting a Month-to-Month Lease.

Under South Carolina law, a contract is formed when there is an offer, accéptance,
valuable consideration, Hennes v. Shaw, 397 S.C. 391, 725 S.E.2d 501 (Ct, App, 2012).

In South Carolina, if a party to a contract is “in position to learn the contents of the paper
and thus fully to protect himself by reading it or having it read,” that party’s acceptance
to the agreement binds it to all terms and conditions, absent actionable fraud, J.B, Colr
Co. v. Britr, 129 8.C, 266, 123 S.E.2d 845 (1924),

"The consideration to support an agreement need not of necessity be a pecuniary one, nor
even a beneficial one to the person promising, If it be a loss or even an inconvenience to
the promisee, the relinquishment of a right, as the discharge of a debt, or the
postponement of a remedy, as the discontinuance of & suit, or a forbearance to sue it is
enough., Timmons v. Boyd,89 S,C. 11,71 S,E. 298 (1911),

9. The Court finds no persuasive evidence of coercion or duress and that Plaintiff Gilpatrick

10,

11,

agreed to enter into the Month-to-Month Agreement to avoid an eviction lawsuit, The
Court finds the mutual promises and the forbearance of the litigation to be sufficient
consideration to support the Month-to-Month Lease Agreement.

The Court finds that the parties agreed to a novation by which they terminated the
Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated November 28, 2014, and voluntarily agreed

to substitute a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement with clear terms and Plaintiff is bound
by its terms,

Courts only have the authority to specifically enforce contracts that the parties themselves
have made; they do not have the authority to alter contracts or to make new contracts for
the parties, dmick v. Hagler, 286 S.C, 481,485, 334 S F.2d 523, 527 (Ct, App.

1983), Parties have the right to make their own contracts, Torrington Co. v. detng Cas, &
Sur, Co., 264 8.C. 636, 643,216 S.E.2d 547, 550 (1975); MailSource, LLC v, M.A.
Bailey & Assocs., 356 S.C. 363, 369, 588 S.E.2d 635, 638-39 (Ct, App. 2003). A court
has no authority to rewrite a contract and impose unwanted obligations and

terms under the guise of specific performance or judicial construction... See, e.g., Lewis

10
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12,

13,

14,

15,

16.

17.

18,

v, Premium Inv. Corp,, 351 S.C, 167, 171, 568 S.E.2d 361, 363 (2002) ("It is not the
function of the court to rewrite contracts for parties.").

A mortgagor may waive the right of redemption through a subsequent agreement
provided it is made faitly, voluntarily, with full understanding by the mortgagor and for
valuable consideration, Hall v. Hall, 41 S.C, 163,19 S.E.305(1894).

All releases of the equity of redemption shall be binding and effectual in law. S, C, Code
Anno.§ 29 - 3- 10,

The Court concludes that Dennis Gilpatrick waived and released the right of redemption
by extinguishing the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated November 28, 2014,
and entering into the Month-to-Month Rental Agreement, which was made fairly,
voluntarily with full understanding by Gilpatrick, and for valuable consideration in the
form of the forbearance of litigation and the exchange of mutual promises,

The Court concludes that Kristen Gilpatrick waived and released the right of redemption
by executing a quit claim deed conveying all her right, title and interest in the Residential
Lease Purchase Agreement dated November 28, 2014, and exprossly stating that the
consideration was the previously executed divorce agreement with her and Defendant
Dennis Gilpatrick, of which Kristen Gilpatrick acknowledged the receipt and sufficiency
thereof,

The Court concludes that because of the quit claim deed, Plaintiff is the sole owner of
any and all interest arising out of the Residential I.ease Purchase Agreement dated
November 28, 2014 and his extinguishing of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement,
and entering into the Month-to-Month Rental Agreement is binding upon any interest
previously held by Kristin Gilpatrick,

In South Carolina that, “in order to compel specific performance, a court of equity must
find: (1) there is clear evidence of a valid agreement; (2) the agreement had been partly
carried into execution on one side with the approbation of the other; and (3) the party
who comes to compel performance has performed his or her part, or has been and
remains able and willing to perform his or her part of the contract, Gibson v. Hrysikos,
293 8.C. 8,358 S.E.2d 173 (Ct. App. 1987) ... King v. Oxford, 282 S.C.307,318 S.E.2d
125(Ct, App.1984).

“Unclean hands precludes a Plaintiff from recovering in equity if he acted unfairly in a
manner that is the subject of the litigation to the prejudice of the Defendant” First Union
Nat. Bank of South Carolina v. Soden, 3338.C, 554, 511 S.E.2d 372 (Ct. .App. 1998).
Intentional misleading actions constitute unclean hands, Ingram v. Kasey's Associates et
al, 340 S.C. 531 S.E.2d 287 (2000).

11
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19, The Court concludes that Plaintiff has not established the elements of specific

20,

21,

22,

23,

24,

25,

26.

performance as the novation extinguished the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement and
substituted a Month-to-Month Lease. Also, at the time of the novation and the entering
into the Month~to-Month Agreement, Plaintiff had failed to fully perform the terms and
conditions of the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, Plaintiff is also estopped from
seeking specific performance because he acted with unclean hands in misleading
Defendant by promising he agreed to the month-to-month lease and then later disavowing
same, The Court further finds that Plaintiff acted with the improper ulterior motive of
filing a Lis Pendens over greater property than ever discussed between the parties,

A Magistrate’s Court is not deprived of the authority to conduct an eviction proceeding
simply because the tenant claims [that the underlying contract is installment land sales
contract] rather, the magistrate court must first answer the primarily factual question of
whether a landlord-tenant agreement exists between the parties, If the Magistrate’s Court
find that it does then the magistrate may proceed to determine whether tenant breached
the agreement and, if so whether eviction is warranted” Rivers v, Smith, 2025 8, C,
LLEXIS 24 ((SC February 19, 2025).

Under South Carolina law a magistrate must first resolve the question of whether there a
contract between the parties, express or implied which created the relationship of
landlord and tenant, Rivers v. Smith, 2025 S. C. LEXIS 24 (SC February 19, 2025).

The Court concludes that the Magistrate’s Court had anthority to determine what contract
governed the relationship between Plaintiff and Defendant and in determining that the
Residential Lease Purchase Agreement had been terminated and a Month-to-Month Lease
Agreement had been substituted,

A final ruling in South Carolina refers to a judgment that resolves all issues in a case,
leaving nothing further for the court to determine, Fullmer v. Cain, 380 S. C. 466, 670~
S.E.2d 652(2008).

The Court concludes that at the February 7, 2022 eviction hearing and again at the
August 15, 2022 eviction hearing, Magistrate Judge Whittle made a binding, final ruling
that the agreement between the parties was a month-to-month lease Agreement and not
the Residential Lease Purchase Agreement, The denial of an order of eviction was
procedural and did not alter the final ruling on the main issue of the case.

“The proper action against a maliciously filed Lis Pendens is under abuse of process or
malicious prosecution.” Pallares v. Seinar, 407 S.C. 359, 756 S.E.2d 128 (2014),

The Court concludes that the Lis Pendens against all 4 actes was filed improperly and not
in ngd faith and constitutes an abuse of process,

12

1Z202EADEE0TEISYD - SYT1d NOWRCD - NCIONDET - 1id 922 08 I 5202 - G4 ATIVOINGHLISH 1=




27,

28,

29,

30.

A tenant may be gjected upon application of the landlord or his agent when (1) the tenant
fails or refuses to pay the rent when due or when demanded, (number two) the term of
tenancy or occupancy is ended, or (3) the terms or the conditions of the lease have been
violated SC Code of Laws Section 27-37-10,

The Court concludes that a landlord-tenant relationship exists between Defendants and
Plaintiff and that Defendant has breached the Month-to-Month Lease by failing to pay
rent when due or demanded thus entitling Defendant to judgment on its counterclaim for
an order of ejeciment,

If the Rental Agreement is terminated, the landlord has a right to possession and for rent
and a separate claim for actual damages for the breach of the Rental Agreement and
reasonable attorney’s fees SC Code of Laws Section 27-40-750,

The Court concludes that Defendant has the right to judgment on its counterclaim for
unpaid rent for $30,600 representing rent from July 1, 2022 through and including May
2025,

IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. Plaintiff’s cause of action for specific performance is denied.

2. Defendant’s cause of action for a declaratory judgment declaring that Plaintiff and
Defendant entered into a novation extinguishing the Residential Lease Purchase
Agreement and substituting a month-~to~-month lease is granted.

3. Defendant’s cause of action for ejectment is granted. Plaintiff shall vacate the property
within 21 days of the entry of this order,

4. Defendant’s cause of action for damages for unpaid rent is granted. Judgment for
$30,600 shall be entered against Plaintiff,

5. The Lexington County Register of Deeds is hereby ordered to cancel Plaintiff’s Lis
Pendens as to the property.

AND IT IS SO ORDERED,

PRESIDING JUDGE’S SIGNATURE TO FOLLOW

13
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Lexington Common Pleas

Case Caption; Dennis Gilpatrick VS Gregory Lucas
Case Number: 2022CP3202217

Type: Master/Order/Other

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.

SAYUDGE JAMES O, SPENCE-3068

Electronically signed on 2025-07-30 13:25:07  page 14 of 14
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Dennis Gilpatrick

Gregory Lucas

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS

)
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ) C/A NO: 2022-CP-32-02217

)
)

Plaintiff, )
) MOTION TO SET APPEAL BOND
) TO STAY EJECTMENT ON APPEAL
)

Defendant. )
)

TO: ROLF M. BAGHDADY, ESQUIRE, ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF DENNIS
GILPATRICK:

Take notice that the Defendant Greg Lucas will move for an Order Setting an Appeal
Bond Staying the Fviction as set forth in the order filed July 30, 2025 and the execution of
monetary judgment pursuant to the following grounds;

L

By Order filed July 30, 2025, the Lexington County Master in Equity granted
Defendant’s cause of action for ejectment and ordered the Plaintiff to vacate the
property within 21 days of the entry of the order or on or before Wednesday, August
20, 2025,

Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 37 — 130, an appeal of an gjectment
case will not stay ejectment unless at the time of appealing the tenant shall give an
appeal bond is in other civil cases for an amount to be fixed by the magistrate in
condition for the payment of all costs and damages which the landlord may sustain
thereby.

Pursvant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 40 — 800 (F) (1) and §27 — 40 — 790
(B), Plaintiff must pay all back rent owed by the Plaintiff as well as pay the amount of
rent as it becomes due periodically.

By directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024, South Carolina Supreme Court
Chief Justice Kittredge rescinded the August 2020 directive and specifically required
the payment of back rent as condition of an appeal bond. A copy of the directive is
attached hereto,

The July 30, 2025 Order specifically found that the Plaintiff owed unpaid rent in the
amount of $30,600 representing rent from July 1, 2022 through and including May
2025,

The July 36, 2025 Order specifically found that the parties had entered into a month-
to-month lease in which the Plaintiff agreed to pay $900 a month,

The July 30, 2025 Order also entered judgment against the Plaintiff in favor of the
Defendant in the amount of $30,600,

Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 18 — 9 ~ 130 (A) (1) a notice of appeal
from a judgment directing the payment of money does not stay the execution of the
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judgment unless the presiding judge before whom the judgment was obtained grant a
stay of execution, If the presiding judge grants a stay of execution and requires a bond
or other surety to guarantee the payment of the judgment pending the appeal, the
amount of the bond or other surety may not exceed the amount of the judgment,

WHEREFORE, Defendant prays for a hearing to set a bond to stay the ejectment and to stay the
execution of the judgment and moves that the bond be set as follows:

I,

A cash bond in the amount of $30,600 representing the past due rent found by the
Court;

An order requiring the Plaintiff to pay $900 a month to Defendant in the form of
month-to-month rent commencing June 2025 and continuing throughout the
pendency of the appeal;

As a further condition of the bond, Defendant moves that the court require the
Plaintiff to reimburse Defendant for the property taxes paid by Defendant in
November of each year of the pendency of this appeal,

s/Theodore von Keller

B, Lindsay Crawford, III
Theodore von Keller, SC Bar No. 5718
B. Lindsay Crawford, IV
Jason M, Hunter

Eric H, Nelson

Katharyn L. Sophia

Roman A, Dodd

Crawford & von Keller, LLC
PO Box 4216

Columbia, SC 29204

Columbia, South Carolina 803-790-2626
August 12, 2025 Attorneys for Gregory Lucas
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BIQME VWA, Hannan L, <Te

t

Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2024 8:99 P
Subject: **Bond to Stay Execution on Appeal (SCCA 657)

Dear Maglstrates,

Upon direction of Chief Justice Kittredge, the directive lssued In August 2020 regarding orders to stay the eviction on
appeal Is heraby rescinded, Specifically, 5.C. Code § 27-40-790(b), raqulring payment of back rent by the tenant, may be
enforced In applicable cases, Attached Is the amended Bond to Stay Executlon on Appeal form {SCCA 657) to be used In

llew of the rescinded form, The amended form-has not yet been added to CMS, so plaase used the attached form when
handiing these casas, '

4

I have also attached & copy of the August 2020 diractive for your reference,

Should you have questions concerning this matter, please contact this office.

Sincarely,

Hannah Ward Pacheco ‘ !
summary Court Staff Attorney

Sauth Carolina Court Administration

{(B03) 784-1844

f
weere GONFIRDENTIALITY NOTICE ~e This mossage I Intended only for the addresses and may contain information that ls
confidential. If you ave nof the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or disseminate this message or any attachment, If you have
recelved this message In eror, please contact the sender Immediately and delete all soples of the message and any attachments,
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: g EXHIBIT

IN THE COURT O}

STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA )
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON ) Case No. 2022-CP-32-02217

)

Dennis Gilpatrick )

)

Plaintiff, )

v, )

APPEAL BOND ORDER

)

)

)

Gregory Lucas )

)

Defendant )

)

FACTUAL SUMMARY

This matter is before the Court pursuant to Defendant’s Motion to Set Appeal Bond to

Stay Ejectment on Appeal filed August 12, 2025 A

The parties tried this landlord/tenant contractual dispute on May 21, 2025, In Plaintiff’s
Complaint, Plaintiff sought specific performance of a Residential Lease Purchase Agreement dated
November 28, 2014, over approximately 2 acres of land at 117 Noah Lucas Rd. in Pelion, South
Carolina, Plaintiff’s second cause of action for damages was dismissed at trial,

Defendant’s Answer and Counterclaim sought a declaratory judgment that the Residential
Lease Purchase Agreement dated November 28, 2014, was terminated by mutual consent of the
parties who entered into a novation, to wit, a Month-to-Month Lease Agreement, Defendant’s Answer
and Counterclaim also sought an order that the Plaintiff defaulted on the Month-to-Month Rental
Agreement and sought an eviction for failure to pay rent and rental damages for the unpaid rent.

The matter was tried on May 21, 2025,

By Order filed July 30, 2025, the Lexington County Master in Equity granted

Defendant’s cause of action for ejectment and ordered the Plaintiff to vacate the property within

1
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21 days of entry of the order or on or before Wednesday , August 20, 2025, The July 30,
20235 Order specifically found that the parties had entered into a month-to-month lease in which
the Plaintiff agreed to pay $900 a month,

The July 30, 2025 Order also specifically found that the Plaintiff owed unpaid rent in the
amount of $30,600 representing the agreed upon rent from July 1, 2022 through and including
May 2025, The July 30, 2025 Order also entered judgment against the Plaintiff in favor of the

Defendant in the amount of $30,600 representing unpaid rent as agreed under the month to

month lease,
Plaintiff filed a Notice of Appeal on August 11, 2025, Thereafter, Defendant filed a

Motion to Set Appeal Bond to Stay Ejectment on Appeal on August 12, 2025 . Arguments on
the Motion to Set Appeal Bond to Stay Ejectment on Appeal were heard on September 8, 2025,
While the Court understands Plaintiff’s argument that this case is an equitable matter and
that the Court should protect Plaintiff ‘s prior substantial equity with a right to redeem, this Court
believes it is bound by the prior Magistrate Court Rulings that the Plaintiff and Defendant
modified this right to be a landlord ~tenant lease,
Therefore, based on arguments and submissions of counsel , the Court makes the
following findings of fact and conclusions of law

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Inits final order filed July 30, 2025, the Court found that the parties had entered into a
month-to-month lease on January 28, 2020 with monthly rental payments of $900 and the
reimbursement of property taxes paid by Defendant in November of each year

2, The July 30, 2025 Order found that Plaintiff had breached the month-to-month rental
agteement by failing to pay rent from July 1, 2022 to present and that eviction was proper

2
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. The July 30, 2025 Order found the Defendant was entitled to unpaid rent in the amount of
$30,600 representing rent commencing July 1, 2022

. The July 30, 2025 Order evicted Plaintiff within 21 days of its entry, but Plaintiff
continues to reside on the property and is not paying rent

. The July 30, 2025 order entered judgment against the Plaintiff in favor of the Defendant
in the amount of $30,600 representing unpaid rent from July 1, 2022 through and
including May 2025

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

. An appeal of an gjectment case will not stay ejectment unless at the time of appealing the
tenant shall give an appeal bond is in other civil cases for an amount to be fixed by the
magisirate in condition for the payment of all costs and damages which the landlord may
sustain thereby. South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 37 ~ 130; Horn v. Blackwell,212
S.C.480, 48 S.E.2d 322(1948)( emphasis added)

. Inthe event that the tenant shall fail to file the bond hearing required within five days
after service of the notice of appeal, such appeal shall be dismissed. South Carolina Code
of Laws § 27 — 37— 130;

. Dismissal of an appeal by attendant is mandatory unless bond is filed within the time
stipulated Horp, supra

. Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 40 — 800 (F) (1) and §27 — 40 — 790 (B),
Plaintiff must pay all back rent rent owed by the Plaintiff as well as pay the amount of
rent as it becomes due periodically, .

. By directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024, South Carolina Supreme Court
Chief Justice Kittredge rescinded a prior August 2020 ditective from the Supreme Court
issued during the Covid pandemic and specifically required the payment of back rent as
condition of an appeal bond,

. The official statutory form of the undertaking required to stay an appeal under South
Carolina Code of Laws Section 27 — 40 — 800 (C) requires the tenant to pay the periodic
rent hereinafter due according to the aforesaid findings of the court until the matter is
heard on appeal and decided, The official statutory form is clear that if the tenant fails to
make any rental payment within five days of the due date upon application of the
landlord the stay of execution shall dissolve the appeal by the tenant must be dismissed
and the sheriff may dispossess the tenant

. Pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws § 18 — 9 — 130 (A) (1) a notice of appeal from a
judgment directing the payment of money does not stay the execution of the judgment
unless the presiding judge before whom the judgment was obtained grant a stay of
execution, If the presiding judge grants a stay of execution and requires a bond or other
surety to guarantee the payment of the judgment pending the appeal, the amount of the
bond or other surety may not exceed the amount of the judgment
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IT IS ORDERED THAT:

Based on the July 30, 2025 Order and the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of

Law, the Court concludes that the Plaintiff is required to post a bond to stay the appeal in the
following forms:

A) Past due rent-the Court finds that pursuant to South Carolina Code of Laws §27 — 40 -

B)

©)

790 (B) in an action involving an eviction such as this , the South Carolina Residential
Landlord Tenant Act is clear that the tenant is required to pay the landlord all rent
allegedly owed prior to the issuance of the rule . This conclusion is further supported by
the directive issued Wednesday, December 11, 2024 by South Carolina Supreme Court
Chief Justice Kittredge in which he ordered that South Carolina Code§ 27 — 40 — 790 (b)
requiring payment of all back rent by the tenant may be enforcing applicable cases, The
Court finds that this is an applicable case requiring the payment of all back rent as
Plaintiff was aware from two prior rulings of the Magistrates Court that the law of the
case was that a month-to-month rental agreement was the controlling agreement between
the parties, Despite those two rulings, plaintiff refused to pay the rent despite occupying
the property from July 2022 to present, Payment of this sum in the form of a bond to
maintain the appeal satisfies the requirements of South Carolina Code of Laws §27 - 37 —
130 requiring the payment of all costs and damages which the landlord may sustain
Plaintiff must therefore pay all back rent owed by the Plaintiff from July 1, 2022 through
and including September 1, 2025 in the amount of $34,200. This rent must be paid in
cash within five days of the date of this order, The payment of this past due rent will
obviate the posting of a bond to enforce the money judgment as required by South
Carolina Code of Laws § 18 — 9~ 130 (A) (1)

Ongoing rent during pendency of appeal- if Plaintiff fails to vacate the property within
five days of the date of this order , the Court orders that Plaintiff must pay the monthly
rent of $900 rent as it becomes due periodically throughout the pendency of the appeal as
required by South Carolina Code of Laws § 27 — 37 — 130 and § 27 — 40 — 800 (b)

Stay of execution of judgment- upon the payment of the past due rent as set forth
herein, no supersedeas bond of the judgment is required, However, should Plaintiff fail to
pay the past due rent within five days of the date of this order, the appeal will be
dismissed and Defendant may execute upon the judgment unless Plaintiff posts a
supersedeas bond of $34,200 as required by South Carolina Code of Laws § 18 — 9 — 130
A) @)

AND IT IS SO ORDERED,

PRESIDING JUDGE’S SIGNATURE TO FOLLOW
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Plaintiff’s counsel: Rolf M, Baghdady
Defendant’s counsel: Theodore von Keller
Court Reporter: Ashley Manini/ Veritex
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Lexington Common Pleas

Case Caption; Dennis Gilpatrick VS Gregory Lucas
Case Number: 2022CP3202217

Type: Master/Order/Other

AND IT IS SO ORDERED,

SAUDGE JAMES O. SPENCE-3068

Elecironically signed on 2026-10-08 07:39:07  page 6 of 6
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“STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
COUNTY OF LEXINGTON

CASE NO, 2022-CP-32-02217
Dennis Gilpatrick

Plaintiff,
WRIT OF BJECTMENT
~V§- (Evietion)

Gregory Lucas

Defendant(s)

TO THE SHERIFF/MAGISTRATE’S CONSTABLE:

Upon the judgment of this court, rendered on the 30™ day of July, 2025; you are hereby
ordered to proceed to the premises located at 117 Noah Lucas Road, Lexington, SC 29073,

Announce your identity and purpose and serve on the defendant(s) and all occupants a copy
of this Writ of Fjectment, Inform them that they have until Friday, October 24, 2025 at 10:00
a.m, to voluntarily vacate the premises, If the premises appear unoccupied and no one
responds to your announced identity and purpose, the Writ of Ejectment shall be served by securely
attaching a copy of the Writ in a conspicuous place on the premises,

If on Friday, October 24, 2025 at 10:00 a.m. following the service or posting of the Writ,
the occupants have not voluntarily vacated the premises, a deputy sheriff may enter the premises
using only as much force as is necessary to effectuate the Ejectment,

Upon gaining access, you shall remove from the premises any occupants and all items
of personal property found on the premises, Such property may be deposited beside the public
street or roadway, All personal property removed from the premises and placed on a public street
or roadway may be removed by the proper local government agency after forty~eight (48) hours,
excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. Such property may also be removed in the normal
course of debris or trash collection before or after a period of forty-eight (48) hours,

Date;

Judge James O. Spence

Master in Equity for Lexington County

" DEFENDANT'S
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l.exington Common Pleas

Case Caption: Dennis Gilpatrick VS Gregory Lucas
Case Number; 2022CP3202217

Type: Master/Order/Writ of Assistance

AND IT IS SO ORDERED.,

S/TUDGE JAMES O, SPENCE-3068

Electronlcally signed on 2026-10-20 16:42:25  page 2 of 2
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM LEXINGTON COUNTY

Court of Common Pleas SC Court of Appea{g
Case No. 2022-CP-32-02217

Appellate Case No.: 2025-001607

Dennis GIIPALIICK .ovvvirivriiiiinieriinniiniirinie i seresreerssresnereersessesssresresssressserossessessesns Apellant

GIEEOTY LLUCAS. 1vvvervrvrrerrerierrinreeresseseersessesersesssesssssssesssnsonsessestssssessessssssonsessessessssaressssans Respondent

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that I served the foregoing Respondent’s Motion to Reconsider Order Denying
Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss in this case by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail,
postage prepaid, on January 6, 2026, addressed to his attorney of record, Rolf M, Baghdady,
Esquire, Rolf M. Baghdady, P.A., 118 Cobblestone Court, Chapin, SC 29036.

January 6, 2026 s/Theodore von Keller
THEODORE VON KELLER , SC BAR NO. 5718
CRAWFORD & VON KELLER, LL.C
POST OFFICE BOX 4216
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29240
(803) 790-2626
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT




CRAWFORD & VON KELLER, .c

CREDITORS' RIGHTS | LANDLORD-TENANT | LITIGATION

January 6, 2026

Yia Email and Hand-Delivery
SC Court of Appeals
1220 Senate Street

Columbia, SC 29201 Jan 06 2026

RE: Dennis Gilpatrick vs. Gregory Lucas SC Court of Appeajs
Case No.: 2022-CP-32-02217

Appellate Case No.: 2025-001607
Our Case No. 0064-22-0001

To whom it may concern:

Enclosed please find Respondent’s Motion to Reconsider Order Denying Respondent’s
Motion to Dismiss in the above-referenced matter. Please file accordingly. I have also enclosed
a check in the amount of $50.00 for your filing fee $50.

Please advise if anything further is required.
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Theodore von Keller
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Cc:  Rolf M. Baghdady, Esquire
Rolf M. Baghdady, P.A.
118 Cobblestone Court
Chapin, SC 29036

WE ARE A DEBT COLLECTOR. THIS COMMUNICATION IS AN ATTEMPT TO COLLECT A DEBT AND ANY
INFORMATION OBTAINED WILL BE USED FOR THAT PURPOSE.

1640 ST JULIAN PLACE, COLUMBIA, SC 29204 | P.O.BOX 4216, COLUMBIA, $C 29240
803.790.2626 PHONE | 803.790.1277 FAX | CRAWFORDVK.COM




