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Axelrod v. Nash - NOA.pdf
Axelrod v. Nash - OR.pdf
Axelrod v. Nash- OR (2).pdf
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Axelrod v. Nash - Transcript Request.pdf
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*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***

Good afternoon,
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Ballard & Watson, Attorneys at Law
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Ballard & Watson                                   Desa Ballard 
         Attorneys at Law                    Harvey M Watson III 
    PERSISTENT. UNWAVERING.                                   Haley Hubbard 


226 State Street West Columbia, SC 29169 
ph 803.796.9299 | fx 803.796.1066 | desaballard.com  


January 8, 2026 
 
Via Email (ctappfilings@sccourts.org) 
The Honorable Jenny Abbot Kitchings 
Court of Appeals Clerk of Court 
Post Office Box 11629 
Columbia, South Carolina 29211 
 


Re: Stuart Axelrod v. Steve Nash  
   Case No.: 2022-CP-40-05229 
Dear Ms. Kitchings: 


Enclosed for filing, please find a Notice of Appeal and Proof of Service for the above-
referenced matter.  Pursuant to paragraph (3)(c) of the Supreme Court’s amended administrative order 
dated May 6, 2022 (“Methods of Electronic Filing and Service Under Rule 262 of the South Carolina 
Appellate Court Rules” originally dated August 25, 2021) a check for the filing fee is being forwarded 
separately via US mail.     


 By copy of this letter and as evidenced by the Proof of Service, this filing has been served 
upon counsel for the Respondent. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our 
office.  With warm personal regards, I am, 


       Sincerely yours, 
 
 


 
Haley Hubbard 


       haley@desaballard.com 
Enclosures 
 
cc: Via Email 
 South Carolina Court Administration 


Austin Nichols, Esquire 
 Todd Rutherford, Esquire 
 Stuart Axelrod  
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS 


___________ 
 


APPEAL FROM RICHLAND COUNTY 
DANIEL COBLE, CIRCUIT COURT JUDGE 


Case No. 2022-CP-40-05229 
__________ 


Stuart Axelrod, .......................................................................................... Appellant, 
v. 
Steve Nash and John Doe,  
Principal of Steve Nash,  Defendants,  
of which Steve Nash is the,  ................................................................... Respondent. 


__________ 
 


NOTICE OF APPEAL 
__________ 


 
 Appellant Stuart Axelrod (hereafter “Appellant”) appeals from the trial court’s (1) Form 4 


Order that was filed on November 26, 2025, which was received by Appellants on November 26, 


2025.   Appellants also appeal from the trial court’s (2) Order Granting Defendant’s Motion for 


Summary Judgment that was filed December 8, 2025, which was received by Appellants on 


December 8, 2025.  Appellants also appeal from the trial court’s (3) Form 4 Order Denying 


Plaintiff’s Motion to Reconsider filed December 23, 2025, which was received by Appellants on 


December 23, 2025.  


 


 


[signature block next page] 
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Respectfully submitted,  


s/ Haley Hubbard    
Desa Ballard (S.C. Bar No. 498) 
Harvey M. Watson III (S.C. Bar No. 74053) 
Haley Hubbard (S.C. Bar No. 103195) 
BALLARD & WATSON 
226 State Street  
West Columbia, SC  29169 
Telephone 803.796.9299 
Facsimile 803.796.1066 
desab@desaballard.com 
harvey@desaballard.com 
haley@desaballard.com 


       ATTORNEYS FOR APPELLANTS 


January 8, 2026 


 
 
Other counsel of record: 
Austin D. Nichols, Esquire (S.C. Bar No. 105026) 
J. Todd Rutherford, Esquire (S.C. Bar No. 12097) 
RUTHERFORD LAW FIRM 
1315 Blanding Street 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Telephone 803.256.3033 
Facsimile 803.56.9698 
austin@rutherford.law 
todd@rutherford.law 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
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FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


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.  
 


 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.                                                   See Page 2 for additional information.  


  


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 


copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Steve Nash for Steve Nash
Steve Nash for Steve Nash


11/25/2025


✔


2022CP4005229


Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment was heard in-person on November 19,
2025.  After careful consideration of all arguments presented by counsel, Defendant's
Motion is GRANTED, the Court finds there is not a genuine issue of material fact that
the Defendant agreed to commit an unlawful act or lawful act by unlawful means.  The
Defendant shall submit a more formal order within 10 days pursuant to Rule 5(b)(3).


Steve Nash et al


✔


Stuart Axelrod


Richland


✔
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Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  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 judgment to 


parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  
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Richland Common Pleas


Case Caption: Stuart  Axelrod vs Steve  Nash , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2022CP4005229


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


s/ Daniel Coble, 2774


Electronically signed on 2025-11-25 10:27:33     page 3 of 3
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA  


COUNTY OF RICHLAND     


 IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


FOR THE FIFTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT  


 


CASE NO: 2022-CP-40-05229 


   


 


Stuart Axelrod,  


  


                                     Plaintiff, 


v.  


Steve Nash and John Doe, Principal of 


Steve Nash, 


Defendants. 


 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


) 


ORDER  


 


This mater came before the Court on November 19, 2025, for a hearing on Defendant's 


Motion for Summary Judgment.  Austin Nichols appeared on behalf of Defendant, Steve Nash 


(“Defendant”) and Haley Hubbard appeared on behalf of Plaintiff, Stuart Axelrod (“Plaintiff”).  


As set forth below, pursuant to South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure (“SCRCP”) Rule 56, 


Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment is granted. 


FACTUAL BACKGROUND 


Plaintiff Axelrod has served on the Fifteenth Judicial Circuit Public Defender Selection 


Panel (“Selection Panel”) for over ten years.  Pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 17-3-510, members of 


the Selection Panel must be residents of South Carolina.  In April 2020, the Selection Panel was 


activated to interview and examine candidates to fill the upcoming vacancy for the Fifteenth 


Judicial Circuit Public Defender. 


On May 4, 2020, Defendant Nash submitted a complaint and affidavit to the South 


Carolina Commission on Indigent Defense (“SCCID”) alleging that Axelrod was a resident of 


California and therefore ineligible to serve on the Selection Panel.   Following Defendant’s 


complaint, the SCCID opened an investigation into Axelrod’s residency.  The SCCID conducted 
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a hearing regarding the allegations on May 28, 2020.  On June 4, 2020, the SCCID determined 


that Axelrod was a resident of South Carolina and dismissed Defendant’s complaint.  Plaintiff 


subsequently filed this action for civil conspiracy. 


LEGAL STANDARD 


 Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and the 


moving party is entitled to judgment as a matter of law.  See Rule 56(c), SCRCP; Burriss v. 


Anderson County Bd. of Educ., 369 S.C. 443, 450, 633 S.E.2d 482, 486 (2006).  When determining 


if any triable issues of fact exist, the evidence and all inferences which can be reasonably drawn 


from the evidence must be viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party.  See Wilson 


v. Style Crest Prods., 367 S.C. 653, 656, 627 S.E.2d 733, 735 (2006).  The moving party has the 


initial burden of demonstrating the absence of a genuine issue of material fact.  See Baughman v. 


American Tel. & Tel. Co., 306 S.C. 101, 115, 410 S.E.2d 537, 545 (1991).  However, once the 


moving party has met that burden, the nonmoving party cannot rest upon mere allegations but must 


come forward with evidence to show a genuine issue of material fact.  See Baughman, 306 S.C. 


101, 115, 410 S.E.2d 537, 545 (1991).   


ORDER 


 Plaintiff commenced this action on October 4, 2022, alleging civil conspiracy against 


Defendant and John Doe, Principal of Steve Nash (“Complaint”).  Defendant timely filed an 


Answer to Plaintiff’s Complaint on January 17, 2023.  Defendant filed a Motion to Dismiss on 


January 20, 2023.  This Court heard oral arguments on October 12, 2023, on Defendant’s Motion 


to Dismiss.  On October 20, 2023, this Court issued an order denying Defendant’s motion.   


On June 17, 2025, Defendant filed this Motion for Summary Judgment.  Each party, by 


and through counsel, submitted legal memoranda to this Court prior to the hearing.  This Court 
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heard oral arguments on November 19, 2025.  After hearing the arguments of the parties, reviewing 


each party’s memoranda, and a review of the submitted testimony and evidence, this Court finds 


Plaintiff failed to establish a genuine issue of material fact concerning Plaintiff’s claim for civil 


conspiracy. 


The elements of civil conspiracy are: “(1) the combination or agreement of two or more 


persons, (2) to commit an unlawful act or a lawful act by unlawful means, (3) together with the 


commission of an overt act in furtherance of the agreement, and (4) damages proximately resulting 


to the plaintiff.”  Paradis v. Charleston Cty. Sch. Dist., 433 S.C. 562, 576, 861 S.E.2d 774, 780 


(2021), reh'g denied (Aug. 18, 2021).   


Under the general rule of civil conspiracy, Plaintiff has failed to make a showing that 


Defendant committed any unlawful act or lawful act by unlawful means.  Plaintiff’s Complaint 


solely alleges a claim of civil conspiracy.  Plaintiff does not assert any other cause of action as the 


underlying wrong or tort against Defendant.  See Pl. Compl.  Plaintiff has failed to show that 


Defendant submitted any false information to the SCCID.  The undisputed facts are that Defendant 


inquired into Plaintiff’s residency in the State of California.  Defendant is a licensed California 


Private Detective, and through public information, Defendant discovered Plaintiff held a California 


Senior Citizen Identification Card as of May 4, 2020.  Hervery Young serves as the SCCID Deputy 


Director and led the investigation into Plaintiff following Defendant’s complaint to SCCID.  From 


his investigation, he could confirm the information submitted by Defendant was accurate and 


public information. 


Additionally, Section 5 of the Uniform Guidelines for the Election of Circuit Public 


Defender Selection Panels of the SCCID provides the procedures for the filing and investigation 


of a complaint filed with SCCID.  These guidelines in no way prevent Defendant from filing a 
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complaint based upon the information he obtained.  Plaintiff has failed to submit any evidence that 


Defendant committed any unlawful act or lawful act by unlawful means.   


Therefore, Plaintiff has failed to meet each necessary element of civil conspiracy.  See 


Paradis, 433 S.C. 562. 


THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 


 Based on the above reasons, Defendant’s Motion for Summary Judgment is GRANTED 


and the cause of action for civil conspiracy against Defendant Nash is DISMISSED.   


AND IT IS SO ORDERED!   
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Richland Common Pleas


Case Caption: Stuart  Axelrod vs Steve  Nash , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2022CP4005229


Type: Order/Other


So Ordered


s/ Daniel Coble, 2774


Electronically signed on 2025-12-08 13:30:15     page 5 of 5
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FORM 4  


STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA        JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE  


COUNTY OF       


IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS      CASE NO.        
 


 


      


  


      


PLAINTIFF(S)  DEFENDANT(S) 
 


 


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.  
 


 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.                                                   See Page 2 for additional information.  


  


For Clerk of Court Office Use Only  
 


 


This judgment was electronically entered by the Clerk of Court as reflected on the Electronic Time Stamp, and a 


copy mailed first class to any party not proceeding in the Electronic Filing System on                         . 


 


  


  


  


  


  


  


  


NAMES OF TRADITIONAL FILERS SERVED BY MAIL 


Steve Nash for Steve Nash
Steve Nash for Steve Nash


12/23/2025


✔


2022CP4005229


This matter is before the Court on Plaintiff's Motion for Reconsideration pursuant to Rule 59(e) SCRCP ("the
Motion"), which was timely filed on December 18, 2025. The Motion asks this Court to alter, amend, or
reconsider its Order granting Summary Judgment, entered December 8, 2025.
After reviewing the applicable law and considering arguments raised in the Motion, the court is unable to
discover any material fact or principle of law that has either been overlooked or disregarded and further finds
no error of law or fact not appropriately considered. Therefore, the Motion to Alter, Amend, or Reconsider is
DENIED.


Steve Nash et al


✔


Stuart Axelrod


Richland


✔
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Court Reporter:       
 
E-Filing Note:  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 judgment to 


parties who are not E-Filers or who are appearing pro se. See Rule 77(d), SCRCP.  
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Richland Common Pleas


Case Caption: Stuart  Axelrod vs Steve  Nash , defendant, et al


Case Number: 2022CP4005229


Type: Order/Electronic Form 4


So Ordered


s/ Daniel Coble, 2774


Electronically signed on 2025-12-23 10:45:43     page 3 of 3
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Beth Cogan


From: Transcripts@sccourts.org
Sent: Thursday, January 8, 2026 12:56 PM
To: Haley Hubbard
Subject: Transcript Request for Docket Number 2022CP4005229


Greetings,  
 
Please accept this email and the summarized Transcript Request shown below as confirmation that 
the online transcript request that you submitted has been received by our office. You should receive 
communication from a transcriptionist within five (5) business days with an estimated cost for 
production.  
 
If you need further assistance, please contact us at transcripts@sccourts.org.  
 
Regards,  
 
Court Administration  
 
 
Summarized Transcript Request ID(s): 1990144491  


Requester Information: 
Name: Haley Hubbard 
Entity: Law Firm Ballard & Watson  
Phone Number: (803) 796-9299  
Email: haley@desaballard.com  
Address: 226 State Street West Columbia, SC 29169  
Is the requester a party on the case? No  
Does the requester represent a party? Yes Stuart Axelrod  


Transcript Information: 
Docket Number: 2022CP4005229 
Court Type: Circuit 
County: Richland 
Case Caption: Axelrod, Stuart vs Nash, Steve 
Appeal Pending? Court of Appeals 
Death Penalty? No 
Start Date of Proceeding: 11/19/2025 
End Date of Proceeding: 11/19/2025 
Presiding Judge: Coble, Daniel 
Court reporter daily assignments: 







2


11/19/2025 (Wednesday): WebEx, Circuit Court 
Opposing Counsel and/or other parties information: 
(Attorney) James Todd Rutherford 
(email): todd@rutherford.law  
(Defendant) Steve Nash 
(Plaintiff) Stuart Axelrod 
(email): stuart@gotaxelrod.com  
(Plaintiff Attorney) Desa Ballard 
(email): haley@desaballard.com  
Next hearing date: Date not entered 
Portion of proceeding to be transcribed: Entire Hearing 


Delivery Information: 
Delivery Timeframe: Regular Delivery (60 days) 
Delivery Method: PDF/Email 
Delivery Timeframe: Private/Self 
~~~ CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE ~~~ This message is intended only for the addressee and may contain 
information that is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, do not read, copy, retain, or 
disseminate this message or any attachment. If you have received this message in error, please contact 
the sender immediately and delete all copies of the message and any attachments.  











