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Dear Clerk,

Please accept for filing the attached Appellant's Response in Opposition to Motion to Dismiss
Appeal and Proof of Service.

Thank you.

 --
Laura Bowen 
bowenlab78@gmail.com
803-427-2994
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In The Court of Appeals

Appellate Case No.: 2025-002267

Appeal From the Court of Common Pleas Kershaw County

Judge William Cox, Jr., Master-in-Equity

Case No.: 2025-CP-28-00383



Ex Parte Laura Bowen, Appellant,

In re: 

GITSIT Solutions, LLC, not in its individual capacity but solely in its capacity as separate Trustee of GITSIT Mortgage Loan Trust BBPLC1, Respondent, 

v.

Calvin Theodore Bowen, Jr., individually and as Personal Representative of the Estate of Calvin T. Bowen, Sr. a/k/a Calvin Theodore Bowen, Sr.; 

Ronald J. Bowen, and any other Heirs-at-Law or Devisees of Calvin T. 

Bowen, Sr. a/k/a Calvin Theodore Bowen, Sr., Deceased, their Heirs, 

Personal Representatives, Administrators, Successors and Assigns, and all other persons entitled to claim through them; all unknown persons with any right, title or interest in the real estate described herein; also any persons who may be in the military service of the United States of America, being a class designated as John Doe; and any unknown minors or persons under a disability being a class designated as Richard Roe; 

Ascension Point Recovery Services, LLC; Bank of America, N.A.; Safe Federal Credit Union; and Kershaw County EMA, Defendants. 





PROOF OF SERVICE



I certify that I have served Response in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Appeal by depositing a copy of it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, January 14, 2026 addressed to attorney’s  of record, Riley, Pope & Laney, LLC, 2838 Devine Street, Columbia SC 29205.



January 14, 2026	



 

Laura Bowen

Appellant, Pro Se

1262 Wood Duck Road

Camden, SC 29020

Bowenlab78@gmail.com
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RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO RESPONDENT’S MOTION TO DISMISS APPEAL

Appellant Laura Bowen respectfully submits this Response in Opposition to Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Appeal and states as follows:

 I. INTRODUCTION

Respondent seeks dismissal of this appeal on mootness and standing grounds, asserting that the occurrence of a foreclosure sale divests this Court of jurisdiction and that Appellant lacks standing because she is not a borrower of record. Respondent’s motion rests on an overly broad application of the mootness doctrine and fails to address the nature of the issues raised in this appeal.

Appellant does not seek merely to undo a completed foreclosure sale or to relitigate equitable issues resolved below. Rather, Appellant challenges the validity of the underlying foreclosure judgment itself, including jurisdictional defects in service, lack of proper estate representation, and the absence of verified accounting or authority necessary to support entry of judgment. Such defects are jurisdictional in nature and render a judgment void, not merely voidable. 

A void judgment presents a live controversy at all stages and may be challenged at any time.

II. THE APPEAL IS NOT MOOT BECAUSE IT FALLS WITHIN RECOGNIZED EXCEPTIONS

South Carolina law recognizes exceptions to mootness where (1) the issue is capable of repetition yet evading review, or (2) the issue presents a matter of important public interest. Sloan v. Friends of Hunley, Inc., 369 S.C. 20, 630 S.E.2d 474 (2006). South Carolina appellate courts retain discretion to hear such cases. This appeal satisfies both exceptions. 

III. THE ISSUES PRESENTED ARE CAPABLE OF REPETITION YET EVADING REVIEW

This case arises from a foreclosure against estate property involving unknown heirs, proceeding through affidavit-only hearings, appointment of a Guardian ad Litem, and rapid sale prior to meaningful appellate review.

Such procedural posture is not unique. Similar foreclosure actions involving the same Respondent entity and substantially similar practices have been alleged in multiple jurisdictions. The structure of these cases, where unrepresented estates and pro se litigants lack realistic access to counsel, makes appellate review practically unavailable before sale occurs.

Although Respondent argues that a stay was theoretically available under S.C. Code Ann. § 19-9-170, the practical inability of pro se estate representatives to obtain surety bonds or counsel renders such relief illusory. Rigid application of the mootness doctrine under these circumstances allows recurring procedural defects to evade appellate review entirely.

Publicly filed litigation in other jurisdictions has raised similar allegations involving Respondent. Appellant does not rely on the merits or outcome of those cases but references their existence solely to demonstrate that the procedural issues presented here are not isolated.

IV. THE APPEAL PRESENTS ISSUES OF IMPORTANT PUBLIC INTEREST

Foreclosure proceedings involving estates, unknown heirs, and Guardian ad Litem representation implicate due process and the jurisdictional integrity of the courts. The question presented is not whether a private debt should be enforced, but whether the procedural mechanisms governing estate foreclosures adequately protect constitutional rights when no meaningful adversarial process occurs.

V. THE APPEAL IS NOT MOOT AS TO JURISDICTIONAL DEFECTS

Respondent’s reliance on cases involving mootness after completed sales ignores a critical distinction: those cases presuppose a valid judgment. Where the judgment itself is alleged to be void, the appeal continues to present a live controversy.

The occurrence of a foreclosure sale does not cure jurisdictional defects or transform a void judgment into a valid one.

VI. APPELLANT HAS STANDING AS A PARTY AGGRIEVED BY THE JUDGMENT

Respondent asserts that Appellant lacks standing because she is not an owner of record. This argument is incorrect both factually and legally.

Appellant was named and bound as a defendant under the category of unknown persons or heirs claiming an interest in the subject property. The judgment operated directly upon her interests by adjudicating rights in property connected to an estate in which she has a legally cognizable interest. A party aggrieved by a judgment is not limited to fee-simple owners but includes those whose rights are adversely affected by the court’s order.

Additionally, Appellant has since been appointed Personal Representative of the estate, further confirming her standing to challenge actions affecting estate property and the manner in which alleged debts were asserted and enforced. 

As such, appellant has formally requested a complete FHA/HECM accounting from the appropriate federal servicing authority and have been advised in writing the request has been escalated for further review, confirming the accounting necessary to confirm foreclosure remains unresolved. Absence of verified accounting existed at the time judgment was entered and current escalation confirms the issue remains unresolved. Ongoing review underscores that dismissal at this stage would be premature, as the absence of verified accounting is not attributable to the Appellant and bears directly on the procedural integrity of the foreclosure judgment under review. 

VII. FAILURE TO OBTAIN A STAY DOES NOT VALIDATE A VOID JUDGMENT

While the absence of a stay may permit enforcement of a judgment, it does not validate a judgment entered without jurisdiction or authority.

VIII. ANY DISMISSAL MUST BE WITHOUT PREJUDICE

If this Court determines that dismissal is appropriate, dismissal must be without prejudice. No appellate court has adjudicated the merits of Appellant’s jurisdictional challenges or the validity of the underlying judgment.

IX. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Court deny Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss Appeal. In the alternative, should the Court determine dismissal is appropriate, Appellant requests that dismissal be entered without prejudice, with no adjudication on the merits and no determination as to the validity of the underlying foreclosure judgment.

Respectfully submitted January 13, 2026,



Laura Bowen
Appellant, Pro Se
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