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Introduction 

Respondent Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC moves to dismiss the appeal of 

Appellant Eric Ragsdale (Appellate Case No. 2024-000420) pursuant to Rules 240 and 260 of the 

South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.  In pertinent part, Rule 260 requires that “the Clerk shall 

issue an order of dismissal … [w]henever it appears that an appellant or a petitioner has failed to 

comply with the requirements of” the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules.   Rule 260(a), 

SCACR.  Rule 240(a) specifically allows for a motion to dismiss an appeal.  Appellant Eric 

Ragsdale has deliberately failed to comply with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules 

(hereinafter “Rules”) and prosecuted this appeal with willful disobedience to the Court’s rules and 

orders.  Although the Notice of Appeal in this matter was filed on March 14, 2024; Appellant has 

yet to file a record on appeal or a final brief that complies with the Rules after the passage of nearly 

two (2) years.  Significantly, Appellant has taken no action toward perfecting this appeal for almost 

three (3) months following this Court’s last order addressing the very issues created by Appellant’s 

antics.  See Order filed November 18, 2025 attached as Exhibit A.  One need look no further than 

the Court’s own table of filings in this matter to discover Appellant’s repeated non-compliance 

with the Rules’ deadlines, the Court Clerk’s specific written directives to Appellant, and orders of 

the Court itself.  Table retrieved on 2/26/2026 and attached as Exhibit B.  A summary of these 

instances follows.  While failure to comply with the Court’s deadlines is grounds for dismissal 

under Rule 260(a), SCACR, Appellant’s willful disobedience to the Rules regarding the creation 

of the Record on Appeal provides an independent ground for dismissal.   

Respondent therefore asks this Court to strike this appeal pursuant to Rule 260, SCACR 

for Appellant’s repeated and willful noncompliance with the Rules.  Alternatively, Respondent 

seeks an order from this Court requiring the Record on Appeal to include the motions and other 
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documents set forth in Respondent’s Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record Appeal 

as required by Rule 209, SCACR.  Respondent’s Matters were the very documents argued to, and 

considered by, the Court below.  If this Court fails to grant the relief sought and allows this appeal 

to continue on the Appellant’s Designation of Matters, the Court will be countenancing an appeal 

of an order issued in response to motions that will NOT be included in the Record on Appeal. 

Citation of Facts and Authority 

In pertinent part, Rule 209 requires each party to produce a Designation of Matter to be 

Included in the Record of Appeal (hereinafter “Designation”) that “set[s] forth with specificity 

those parts of the transcript, pleadings, orders, exhibits, or other materials which he proposes to 

include in the record on appeal.”  Rule 209(a), SCACR.  Appellant’s initial Designation did not 

include the very motions that are the subject of the order appealed from including Plaintiff’s 

Motion to Compel Discovery Responses; Plaintiff’s Motion for an ADR Extension, and the joint 

Exhibits filed in support of those two motions.   All motions and exhibits were filed November 1, 

2023.  Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel and Motion for an ADR Extension will be referred to 

collectively as the “Subject Motions” and are attached hereto as Exhibit C.   The accompanying 

exhibits are not included as they are not relevant to his Motion. 

Respondent’s counsel received Appellant’s initial Designation on April 29, 2025.  The 

Designation not only omitted the Subject Motions, it included three designations of material that 

was neither filed with, nor considered by, the trial court including “Emergency Notice of Motion 

and Motion of Defendant to Quash Plaintiff’s Motion to Compel … (Designation Item #8),” “Rule 

to Show Cause Exhibits … (Item #5),” and “Plaintiff’s Discovery Responses (Item #6)” hereinafter 

these three designations will be referred to as “Improper Designations.”  Respondent’s counsel 

immediately objected to the Improper Designations pointing out that they violated Rule 210(c), 
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SCACR in a letter to Appellant dated May 7, 2025.  Appellant didn’t respond to either 

Respondent’s May 7th Letter regarding the Improper Designations or counsel’s attempt to confer 

with him about it.  Respondent’s counsel therefore wrote to Appellant again on August 6, 2025 

repeating the explanation of why the Improper Designations were violative of Rule 210(c), 

SCACR and why the Rules required the Subject Motions to be included in the Record of Appeal.  

As with Respondent’s earlier letter, Appellant refused to engage with counsel over the dispute, so 

Respondent filed its competing Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record on Appeal 

without objection on September 18, 2025.  Appellant’s Initial Designation (April 29, 2025), 

Counsel Letters to Appellant Objection to Appellant’s Designation (May 7 and August 6, 2025), 

and Respondent’s Designation (September 18, 2025) are collectively attached as Exhibit D. 

Rather than complying with the clear and easily met requirements of the South Carolina 

Appellate Court Rules regarding the Designation, Appellant filed a Motion to Strike Respondent’s 

initial brief, sought permission to include the Improper Designation in the Record, and asked for 

leave to correct his other errors in his September 8, 2025 Motion to Strike.  Respondent filed a 

timely return opposing Appellant’s Motion asking the Court to, inter alia, strike Appellant’s 

Improper Designations and include the Subject Motion in Appellant’s Designation pursuant to the 

Rules of Appellate Practice.  This Court granted Respondent’s request to strike the Improper 

Designations, but did not require the inclusion of the Subject Motions in Appellant’s Designation 

by Order dated November 18, 2025.  Respondent asked the Court to reconsider the omission of 

the Subject Motions from its November 18th Order in a letter dated November 19, 2025, but the 

Court demurred on December 2, 2025.  Appellant filed an Amended Designation on December 1, 

2025 which still did not include the Subject Motions.  Court of Appeal Order filed November 18, 

2025; Respondent’s Request to Reconsider the November 18th Order filed November 19, 2025, 
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Clerk’s No Action Letter denying request for reconsideration on December 2, 2025, and Appellant’s 

Amended Designation filed December 1, 2025 are collectively attached as Exhibit E.  For the sake 

of brevity, Respondent relies on the procedural history contained in the Court’s Order of November 

18, 2025 for a description of the parties’ various filings that produce the Order as the filings are 

voluminous and not necessary for this Motion.   

Since Appellant’s filing of the Amended Designation on December 1, 2025, Appellant has 

neither filed, nor attempted to file, a final brief or record that is complaint with the South Carolina 

Rules of Appellate Practice.  If such materials were permitted to be filed, this would be a travesty 

of an appeal as the Record would not include the very motions that were the subject of the hearing 

and Order that is being appealed from.  Materials not provided to, nor considered below, cannot 

be included in Appellant’s Designation of materials because they are “not relevant to the appeal.”  

Rule 209(b), SCACR.  Rule 210(c) also limits the Record on Appeal to material considered below:  

“The Record on Appeal shall include matter designated to be included by any party under Rule 

209 … [and] shall not, however, include matter which was not presented to the lower court.”  Rule 

210(c), SCACR.  Throughout the long process to perfect this appeal, Appellant has offered no 

authority to permit his willful non-compliance with the Rules, nor does any such authority.  

Although the Subject Motions were before the trial court, argued to the trial court at a hearing, and 

were the basis of the Order appealed from, Appellant/Defendant refused to include them in the 

Designation while simultaneously including material neither filed with, nor argued to, the trial 

court.  On three (3) separate occasions during the process, Respondent’s counsel made Appellant 

aware of these requirements; nevertheless, Appellant made no attempt to comply with the Rules.  

Rather than complying with the Rules that were clearly explained to him, Appellant filed a 

frivolous Motion to Strike Respondent’s initial brief and permit his use of the Improper 
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Designations for no reason recognized by any South Carolina authority.  This amounts to a willful 

disobedience of the Court’s authority and the rules governing the operation of this Court.  Delay 

could be the only motive for disobedience of the simple requirement to only include materials 

considered by a court that issued an order based on those materials, and nothing else.  More 

shockingly, Appellant’s Motion asks this Court ratify his noncompliance with the Court’s own 

rules, requirements and orders.  

The intentional, voluntary and willful failure to comply with the clear instructions of a 

South Carolina court is a universally recognized as contempt of that court’s authority and 

procedures.  In State v. Bevilacqua, 316 S.C. 122, 129,447 S.E.2d 213, 217 (Ct. App. 1994), this 

Court defined a “willful act” as “one done voluntarily and intentionally with the specific intent to 

do something the law forbids, or with the specific intent to fail to do something the law requires to 

be done, that is to say with the bad purpose either to disobey or disregard the law.”  While 

Bevilacqua was considering a contempt sanction for willful disobedience to a court’s order, our 

Supreme Court considered the “bad faith, willful disobedience or gross indifference” of a party 

who engaged in “frivolous and serial, abusive filings for the purpose of delay” by an attorney 

involved in singer James Brown’s long running estate case.  Bauknight v. Pope, 914 S.E.2d 848, 

855 (S.C. 2025).  While a comparison of the willful disobedience of an attorney to that of a pro se 

litigant is distinguishable in most instances, the unique facts of this matter erase that distinction.  

Appellant willfully failed to comply with very simple rules he undertook to obey by choosing to 

represent himself such as meeting the Court’s deadlines and commands.  It is axiomatic that a pro 

se litigant must comply with all rules of court procedure.  See State v. Burton, 356 S.C. 259, 265 

fn.5, 589 S.E.2d 6 (S.C. 2003) (holding that “pro se litigants are held to the same standards as 

attorneys.”).   
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Appellant was repeatedly informed of the Court’s simple requirements to meet its deadlines 

and include only materials put before the trial judge in the Record on Appeal.  Despite those points 

being driven home several times, Appellant made no effort to comply with them but instead filed 

a frivolous Motion to Strike Respondent’s brief and ask this Court to countenance Appellant’s 

misconduct which could have produced nothing for the Appellant except further delay of the 

adjudication of Respondent’s original claims.  In Bauknight, the Supreme Court relied on Rule 11 

of the South Carolina Rules of Civil Procedure to impose the obligation that an attorney’s signature 

“constitutes a certificate by him that he has read the pleading, motion or other paper; that to the 

best of his knowledge, information and belief there is good ground to support it; and that it is not 

interposed for delay.”  Rule 11(a), SCRCP.  This certification requirement applies equally to both 

attorneys and “[a] party who is not represented by an attorney.”  Id.   The Bauknight Court 

amplified the trial court’s holding that the errant attorney’s conduct was a “willful and purposeful” 

violation of Rule 11 because she was made aware of her misconduct, but “offered no reasonable 

explanation or justification for her conduct that would allow the court to excuse her actions” which 

the trial court went on to characterize as “willful and purposeful.”  914 S.E.2d at 852-53.  The trial 

court concluded her “bad faith, willful disobedience or gross indifference justify[ed] a severe 

sanction.”  914 S.E.2d at 853.  While Respondent is not requesting the same severe monetary 

sanction imposed in Bauknight, it should certainly be entitled to a dismissal under Rule 260(a), 

SCACR which Respondent notes has similar requirements to Rule 11, SCRCP. 

Other Instances of Non-Compliance with South Carolina’s Appellate Court Rules 

Appellant’s additional instances of Non-Compliance are set forth below and can be found 

on the Court of Appeal table of filings for this case attached hereto as Exhibit B.  During this 

appeal, Appellant has: 
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- failed to pay the required filing fee as required by Rule 203(d)(1)(B), SCACR.  See Letter from 

Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (March 21, 2024); 

- failed to file notice of appeal with lower court as required by Rule 203(d)(1)(B), SCACR.  See 

Letter from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (March 21, 2024); 

-  failed to timely request production of the hearing transcript, and to pay for that production, as 

required by Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR.   See correspondence from Appellant to Clerk, SC 

Court of Appeals without copying Respondent (March 24 to April 12, 2024); 

-  failed to inform Respondent of Appellant’s delays in order the transcript as required by Rule 

207(a)(1), SCACR.  See correspondence from Appellant to Clerk, SC Court of Appeals 

without copying Respondent (March 24 to April 12, 2024); 

-   failed to timely obtain the transcript of the hearing below as required by Rule 207(a)(1), SCACR.    

See Letter from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (June 10, 2024); and 

-  failed to timely file and serve Appellant’s initial brief as required by Rule 208(a)(1), SCACR; 

failed to file a compliant proof of service as required by Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR; and had 

still not paid the required filing fee as required by Rule 203(b)(1)(B), SCACR.  See Letter 

from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (July 10, 2024). 

 

In addition to the numerous instances set forth above, Appellant filed to comply with the 

requirements of creating the Record on Appeal.  This Court’s Clerk required Appellant to file his 

initial brief and designation of matters to be included on appeal by July 21, 2024.  See Letter from 

Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (July 10, 2024) in Exhibit B.  Appellant failed to comply with Clerk’s 

July 10th Letter so Clerk instructed Appellant to file his initial appeal and designation of matters to 

be included on appeal by October 5, 2024.  See Letter from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (September 

24, 2024) in Exhibit B.  Once against, Appellant failed to comply with Clerk’s Sept. 2024 Letter 

so the Clerk required Appellant to file his initial appeal and designation of matters to be included 

on appeal by December 4, 2024.  See Letter from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals (November 25, 2024) 

in Exhibit B.  Once again, Appellant failed to comply with Clerk’s Nov. 25th Letter so the Court 

itself ordered Appellant to file his initial brief and designation of matters to be included on appeal 
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by January 24, 2025.  See Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC v. Eric Ragsdale, App. Case No. 

2024-000420 (Ct. App. Jan. 14, 2025) in Exhibit B.  Appellant failed to timely comply with this 

Court’s January 24, 2025 deadline; nevertheless, the Court extended the filing deadline to April 7, 

2025.  See Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC v. Eric Ragsdale, App. Case No. 2024-000420 

(Ct. App. Mar. 6, 2025) in Exhibit B.  As before, Appellant made no attempt to comply with the 

Court of Appeals’ Order of March 6, 2025.  Not only did he not file and serve his initial appeal and 

designation of matters to be included on appeal by the Court’s April 7, 2025 deadline, Appellant 

has not filed them as of the filing of this Motion.  See Letter from Clerk, SC Court of Appeals 

(April 23, 2025) in Exhibit B.   

Each individual order and letter listed above is attached hereto in chronological order as 

Exhibit F.  They are include to demonstrate that Appellant’s disobedience of the Rules was not 

the honest mistake of a litigant new to the Court’s procedures.  Compliance with deadlines is a 

well-established part of modern life and society.  While Appellant may have begun the appeal 

process in ignorance of the Rules, they were quickly and repeatedly brought to his attention, then 

deliberately ignored by him.  The documents submitted as Exhibit F, as well as the other material 

described above are more than sufficient grounds for dismissing an appeal, an admittedly radical 

step in all but the most egregious cases.  This is that egregious case.   

Conclusion 

 Respondent Crescent Roofing & Remodeling, LLC asks this Court to dismiss the appeal 

of Appellant Eric Ragsdale pursuant to Rule 240 of the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and 

related authority set forth above due to Appellant’s willful disobedience with this Court’s order 

and procedural rules.  Alternatively, Respondent seeks an order from this Court requiring the 
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Record on Appeal to include the motions and other documents set forth in Respondent’s 

Designation of Matter to be Included in the Record Appeal as required by Rule 209, SCACR.   

 

THE PHILLIPS FIRM, LLC 

Attorney & Counselor at Law 

 

/s/Robert B. Phillips       

By Robert B. (Sam) Phillips, Esq. 

SC Bar # 16954 

1025 Calhoun Street #3 

Columbia, SC 29201 

(803)726-4268 

Sam@PhillipsFirm.Net 

27 February 2026 

Attorney for the Respondent 
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