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STATEMENT OF ISSUES ON APPEAL 


I. Did the magistrate court violate Appellant's constitutional right to due process and 


exceed its statutory authority when it issued an ex parte bond order without notice, 


without a hearing, and without the mandatory findings required by S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-800(b)? 


 


II. Did the Circuit Court violate its mandatory statutory duty under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-800(d) by refusing to act on appellant's timely motion to modify the bond thereby 


allowing the ejectment to proceed when the statute expressly prohibits execution 


pending a hearing on such a motion? 


 


III.  Do the two materially contradictory certified versions of the bond document one 


bearing no tenant signature, one bearing a disputed signature together with the 


dismissal order's demonstrably false date statement, constitute misrepresentation on 


the court requiring independent vacatur under rule 60(b)(3) and (4), SCRCP? 


 


IV. Did the Circuit Court's complete failure to exercise its exclusive jurisdiction over 


appellant's properly filed emergency motion deprive appellant of her statutory right to 


meaningful appellate review? 


 


V. Is the Magistrate court's February 10, 2026, order of dismissal void ab initio because 


it was entered seven days after exclusive jurisdiction had transferred to the Circuit 


Court pursuant to rule 241, SCACR? 


 


VI.  Did the Anderson County clerk of court violate Appellant's fundamental 


constitutional right of access to the courts by refusing to accept her emergency 


motion on a condition found nowhere in South Carolina law? 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 


 


This is an appeal from a commercial ejectment action. Appellant Jackie Roberts, d/b/a 


Crimson Events, seeks review of a February 10, 2026, Order of Dismissal entered by the 


Powdersville-Piedmont Summary Court ("Magistrate Court"), which purported to dismiss her 


properly perfected appeal to the Anderson County Court of Common Pleas. The dismissal was 


premised on alleged noncompliance with an ex parte bond order that was issued without notice, 


without a hearing, and without the statutory findings required by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(b) 


and which Appellant timely challenged through a Motion to Modify Bond expressly authorized by 


S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d), a motion the Circuit Court never ruled upon. The record contains 


two materially contradictory certified versions of the bond document, and the dismissal order itself 


recites a signature date that appears on neither. Appellant also challenges the Anderson County 


Clerk of Court's refusal to accept her Emergency Motion to Reinstate Appeal. This Court has 


jurisdiction under S.C. Code Ann. § 14-8-200. 


On January 28, 2026, the Magistrate Court entered a default Judgment of Ejectment against 


Appellant. On January 29, 2026, Appellant timely filed a Notice of Appeal to the Anderson County 


Court of Common Pleas, file-stamped on February 3, 2026, perfecting the appeal and vesting 


exclusive jurisdiction in the Circuit Court pursuant to Rule 241, SCACR. 


On February 3, 2026, the same day the Notice of Appeal was docketed the Magistrate Court 


issued, ex parte and without notice, a "Bond to Stay Execution on Appeal" requiring Appellant to 


pay $10,500.00 within five days plus $5,000.00 monthly. Appellant was not present at the 


courthouse and states under oath that she was not notified of any bond proceeding and never 


executed any bond document. 
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On February 5, 2026, Appellant filed in the Anderson County Court of Common Pleas an 


"Emergency Motion to Stay Bond Order, Modify Bond, and Set or Remand for Prompt Bond 


Hearing," invoking the express authority of S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d), which grants either 


party the right to seek modification of the bond amount before the circuit court and mandates that 


no ejectment be executed pending such a hearing. The Circuit Court took no action on this motion. 


On February 10, 2026, the Magistrate Court acting seven days after exclusive jurisdiction 


had transferred issued an Order of Dismissal, falsely stating that Appellant "signed this Bond on 


February 4, 2026." Both certified versions of the bond document are dated February 3, 2026; one 


bears no tenant signature; and Appellant swears she never signed either. 


On February 18, 2026, Appellant appeared at the Anderson County Clerk of Court's office 


to file an Emergency Motion to Reinstate Appeal. The Clerk refused to accept the filing, citing the 


void dismissal order as "final". On the same date, Appellant filed her Notice of Appeal to this 


Court. Appellate Case No. 2026-000358 was assigned on February 19, 2026. 


STANDARD OF REVIEW 


 


This Court reviews questions of law, including constitutional issues and questions of 


subject matter jurisdiction, de novo, affording no deference to the rulings of the lower court. Lewis 


v. Lewis, 392 S.C. 381, 390, 709 S.E.2d 650, 654 (S.C. 2011) (de novo review "permits appellate 


court fact-finding, notwithstanding the presence of evidence supporting the trial court's findings"); 


Regions Bank v. Schmauch, 354 S.C. 648, 660, 582 S.E.2d 432, 438 (Ct. App. 2003) (constitutional 


due process questions reviewed de novo). The questions whether the Magistrate Court's ex parte 


bond order violated due process (Issue I), whether the dismissal order is void for lack of 


jurisdiction (Issue V), and whether the Clerk's refusal violated the constitutional right of access to 


the courts (Issue VI) are all pure questions of law subject to de novo review. 







  


4 


 


Questions of statutory construction including the meaning and scope of S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-800(b) and (d) and § 27-37-130 are questions of law reviewed de novo. The Court is not 


bound by the lower court's interpretation of a statute and must independently ascertain the statute's 


meaning from its text and purpose. Whether a judgment is void for lack of subject matter 


jurisdiction is reviewed de novo. A judgment entered without subject matter jurisdiction is void ab 


initio as a matter of law; its status as void is not a factual finding to which deference is owed but 


a legal conclusion independently reviewable. Kosciusko v. Parham, 428 S.C. 481, 497, 836 S.E.2d 


362, 371 (Ct. App. 2019). 


To the extent the Circuit Court's failure to rule on Appellant's timely Emergency Motion 


implicates discretionary case management, the standard is abuse of discretion; to the extent it 


implicates the court's legal obligation to exercise its jurisdiction over a properly filed motion 


invoking a statutory right under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d), the standard is de novo. Where 


the lower court fails to apply or comply with a mandatory statutory directive, no deference is owed 


and this Court reviews the matter anew. 


SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 


 


This appeal presents six independent grounds for reversal, each individually sufficient, and 


collectively demonstrating a total failure of judicial process at every level. First, the Magistrate 


Court issued an ex parte bond order without notice, without a hearing, and without the findings 


required by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(b). The Fourteenth Amendment and S.C. Const. art. I, 


§§ 3, 9, and 22 prohibit deprivation of property without due process. An order conditioning the 


right of appeal on an immediate, undisclosed lump-sum payment violates both. Second and this is 


the argument that independently required the Circuit Court to halt the dismissal Appellant timely 


filed a Motion to Modify the bond expressly authorized by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d). Once 
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that motion was filed, the statute mandated a hearing and prohibited execution of any ejectment 


judgment pending that hearing.  


The Circuit Court's complete inaction on this mandatory statutory motion was a violation 


of law, not merely a procedural failure. No dismissal could lawfully occur while a § 27-40-800(d) 


motion remained pending and unresolved. Third, the record contains two certified versions of the 


bond document one with no tenant signature, one with a disputed signature and the dismissal order 


recites a signature date found on neither. This confluence of contradictory evidence and false 


judicial recitation constitutes fraud on the court warranting vacatur under Rule 60(b)(3) and (4), 


SCRCP. Fourth, the Circuit Court abdicated its exclusive jurisdiction by taking no action on a 


properly filed emergency motion for five days before the void dismissal issued. That inaction 


destroyed Appellant's right to meaningful appellate review. Fifth, the Magistrate Court's February 


10, 2026, Order of Dismissal is void ab initio, entered seven days after exclusive jurisdiction 


transferred to the Circuit Court. An order entered without subject matter jurisdiction is void and 


unenforceable. Sixth, the Clerk of Court, a ministerial officer, refused to accept Appellant's filing 


by imposing a condition without any legal foundation, denying Appellant her fundamental 


constitutional right of access to the courts. 


ARGUMENT 


 


I.  Did the magistrate court violate Appellant's constitutional right to due process 


and exceed its statutory authority when it issued an ex parte bond order without 


notice, without a hearing, and without the mandatory findings required by S.C. 


Code Ann. § 27-40-800(b).  


 


Constitutional due process questions are reviewed de novo. Lewis v. Lewis, 392 S.C. 381, 


390, 709 S.E.2d 650, 654 (S.C. 2011); Regions Bank v. Schmauch, 354 S.C. 648, 660, 582 S.E.2d 


432, 438 (Ct. App. 2003). The Fourteenth Amendment and Article I, Sections 3, 9, and 22 of the 


South Carolina Constitution collectively guarantee that no person shall be deprived of property 
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without due process of law. The bedrock of due process is notice and an opportunity to be heard 


at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner. Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 


339 U.S. 306, 313 (1950). 


Under the three-factor test of Mathews v. Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 335 (1976), courts weigh: 


(1) the private interest affected; (2) the risk of erroneous deprivation through existing procedures 


and the value of additional safeguards; and (3) the government's interest. Each factor compels the 


conclusion that a pre-deprivation hearing was constitutionally required. The private interest is 


substantial. Appellant's possessory rights in commercial business premises and her statutory right 


to appeal a default judgment are both significant protected interests. An ex parte bond order that 


conditions both rights on an immediate, undisclosed lump sum attacks livelihood and legal 


recourse simultaneously. 


The risk of erroneous deprivation was not theoretical it was realized. The bond order 


demanded $10,500.00 without any finding under § 27-40-780 of what rent was actually owed 


under this lease, without crediting the $9,000.00 security deposit held by Respondent, and without 


accounting for the two rent-free months. Carey v. Piphus, 435 U.S. 247, 259-62 (1978), recognizes 


that the violation of procedural due process rights is itself a cognizable harm, and that deprivation 


procedures must be calibrated to the magnitude of the interest at stake. S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-


800(b) requires that the bond amount be "determined by the magistrate" in accordance with § 27-


40-780 i.e., that the magistrate actually calculate the periodic rent due under the lease, a 


determination that necessarily implies an opportunity for both parties to present information. The 


statute also specifies periodic rent payments as they become due, not a lump-sum retroactive 


demand. The Magistrate Court satisfied none of these requirements. In Williams v. Riedman, 339 


S.C. 251, 529 S.E.2d 366 (Ct. App. 2000), the Court of Appeals reversed a procedurally defective 
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order imposing substantial financial obligations without adequate notice or opportunity to respond. 


That principle directly controls: the Magistrate Court's February 3, 2026, bond order was issued 


without notice, without a hearing, and without the statutory findings required by § 27-40-800(b), 


and it must be vacated. 


II.  Did the circuit court violate its mandatory statutory duty under S.C. Code Ann. § 


27-40-800(d) by refusing to act on appellant's timely motion to modify the bond 


thereby allowing the ejectment to proceed when the statute expressly prohibits 


execution pending a hearing on such a motion. 


 


This argument is, in many respects, the most compelling ground for reversal in this brief, 


because it does not require this Court to find any fault with the Magistrate Court's original bond 


order or to resolve any disputed facts. It rests entirely on the plain text of the South Carolina 


Residential Landlord and Tenant Act, a properly filed motion in the correct court, and the Circuit 


Court's complete failure to honor its mandatory statutory obligation. 


S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d) provides in full: 


If either party disputes the amount of the payment or the due date in the undertaking, the 


aggrieved party may move for modification of the terms of the undertaking before the 


circuit court. Upon the motion and upon notice to all interested parties, the court shall hold 


a hearing as soon as is feasible after the filing of the motion and determine what 


modifications, if any, are appropriate. No judgment for ejectment may be executed pending 


a hearing on the motion, provided the tenant complied with the terms of the undertaking. 


 


Every element of this statute was satisfied by Appellant's February 5, 2026, Emergency Motion. 


Breaking the statute into its operative components: 


a. Element 1: "Either party disputes the amount of the payment or the due date in the 


undertaking." 
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Appellant's motion expressly and specifically disputed: (a) the $10,500.00 lump-


sum amount as inconsistent with the periodic-rent structure required by § 27-40-


800(b); (b) the failure to credit the $9,000.00 security deposit; (c) the failure to 


apply the two-month rent-free provision of the lease; and (d) the absence of any 


determination under § 27-40-780. These are direct, specific disputes of the 


undertaking's amount. The statutory trigger was unambiguously satisfied. 


b. Element 2: "The aggrieved party may move for modification of the terms of the 


undertaking before the circuit court." 


 


Appellant is the aggrieved party. She moved before the Circuit Court the correct 


forum expressly designated by the statute. The motion was filed on February 5, 


2026, and docketed on approximately February 6, 2026. Appellant properly 


invoked the statute. 


c. Element 3: "The court shall hold a hearing as soon as is feasible after the filing of 


the motion." 


 


This language is mandatory, not permissive. The Legislature used "shall" not 


"may." A court confronted with a § 27-40-800(d) motion has no discretion to 


decline to hear it or to defer it indefinitely. The Circuit Court was required to 


schedule and conduct a hearing on Appellant's motion. It did not. This failure is a 


violation of mandatory statutory law, not a permissible exercise of judicial 


discretion. 


d. Element 4: "No judgment for ejectment may be executed pending a hearing on the 


motion." 


 


This is the most critical operative provision. Once Appellant filed her § 27-40-


800(d) motion, the statute created an absolute bar to execution of any ejectment 


judgment pending the hearing. The words "may be executed" are unambiguous: 
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execution is prohibited. The Magistrate Court's February 10, 2026, Order of 


Dismissal which effectively reactivated the ejectment process was issued in direct 


violation of this statutory prohibition. The dismissal cannot stand. 


The statute's protection is not conditioned on the court acting; it arises upon the filing of 


the motion. The Legislature crafted § 27-40-800(d) to ensure that a tenant who properly invokes 


the bond modification procedure is not ejected while waiting for the court to fulfill its mandatory 


obligation. The Circuit Court's inaction did not nullify this statutory shield; rather, the Circuit 


Court's failure to act compounded the violation by allowing the Magistrate Court to proceed as if 


no motion were pending. To hold otherwise would be to allow a court's inaction to extinguish a 


statutory right a result that cannot be reconciled with the Legislature's clear directive that no 


ejectment "may be executed" pending the hearing. The right under § 27-40-800(d) is not contingent 


on the court promptly fulfilling its obligation; it exists independently, by operation of the statute, 


from the moment the motion is filed. 


This Court should hold that: (1) Appellant's February 5, 2026, motion was a valid and 


properly filed § 27-40-800(d) modification motion; (2) the Circuit Court was obligated by 


mandatory statute to hold a hearing on that motion; (3) no ejectment could lawfully be executed 


while the motion was pending; and (4) the dismissal order, premised on non-compliance with a 


bond whose amount was simultaneously before the Circuit Court for modification, is void. This 


Court should remand with specific instructions to the Circuit Court to schedule and conduct a bond 


modification hearing consistent with § 27-40-800(d), with proper notice to all parties. 


III.  Do the two materially contradictory certified versions of the bond document one 


bearing no tenant signature, one bearing a disputed signature together with the 


dismissal order's demonstrably false date statement, constitute misrepresentation 


on the court requiring independent vacatur under rule 60(b)(3) and (4), SCRCP. 
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Even if this Court were to determine solely for analytical purposes that neither the ex parte 


bond order nor the Circuit Court's § 27-40-800(d) failure independently required reversal, the 


February 10, 2026, Order of Dismissal still cannot stand. Its central factual predicate is 


affirmatively disproven by the certified record. The record contains two physically distinct, 


certified versions of the same bond instrument, both dated February 3, 2026. Version One, the 


defendant's copy, shows no tenant signature only an "x" on the signature line. Version Two, the a 


Certified True Copy bearing the judge's certification, shows "Jacqueline Roberts" in cursive. These 


two documents cannot both accurately reflect the same instrument. Their simultaneous presence 


in the official record, without explanation, is evidence of irregularity in the record itself. 


The dismissal order then compounds this by asserting that Appellant "signed this Bond on 


February 4, 2026." This assertion is false in three independent, record-based respects: (1) both 


certified versions of the bond are dated February 3, not February 4; (2) Version One bears no tenant 


signature; and (3) Appellant attests under oath she never signed any bond. The order thus asserts 


a fact a specific date of signing that finds no support in either of the certified documents on which 


the order must necessarily rest. This is not a scrivener's error; it is a misrepresentation of the factual 


predicate for dismissal. Rule 60(b)(3), SCRCP, authorizes relief from a final judgment for 


misrepresentation or other misconduct. The conduct here is of that character: a dismissal order 


resting on a factual assertion unsupported by either underlying document and contradicted by the 


only sworn statement in the record. 


Rule 60(b)(4), SCRCP, independently requires vacatur of a void judgment at any time. As 


argued in Section V below, the Magistrate Court lacked jurisdiction to enter any order after the 


appeal was perfected, rendering the dismissal void on jurisdictional grounds as well. This Court 


should vacate the February 10, 2026, Order of Dismissal, reinstate Appellant's appeal, and remand 
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for an evidentiary hearing at which the authenticity of any purported signature on the bond can be 


examined under oath, with proper notice and the full protections of due process. 


IV.  Did the Circuit Court's complete failure to exercise its exclusive jurisdiction over 


appellant's properly filed emergency motion deprive appellant of her statutory 


right to meaningful appellate review. 


 


Upon the filing and docketing of the Notice of Appeal on February 3, 2026, exclusive 


jurisdiction vested in the Anderson County Court of Common Pleas. Rule 241, SCACR. 


Appellant's February 5, 2026, Emergency Motion properly invoked that exclusive jurisdiction by 


raising: (1) the ex parte due process violation; (2) the mandatory § 27-40-800(d) bond modification 


request; (3) the credit for the $9,000.00 security deposit; and (4) the question of the Magistrate 


Court's authority to act post-perfection. Each issue was squarely within the Circuit Court's 


authority to resolve. The Circuit Court took no action. the Court of Appeals has recognized that a 


circuit court sitting in review of a lower court's order has an obligation to address pending motions 


that implicate significant procedural rights. Rule 62, SCRCP, authorizes the court to issue stays on 


such terms as are just. Rule 62(g) expressly preserves the appellate court's power to stay 


proceedings during the pendency of an appeal. The Circuit Court had every tool it needed; it simply 


declined to use any of them. 


Had the Circuit Court honored its obligation under § 27-40-800(d) let alone under Rule 62 


the Magistrate Court could not have issued its February 10 dismissal without directly contravening 


an active Circuit Court order. The Circuit Court's five-day silence was not a neutral act; it was the 


enabling condition for the Magistrate Court's overreach. The result was the complete destruction 


of Appellant's statutory right of appeal under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130 she had a perfected 


appeal, a properly filed motion, and no ruling from the court with jurisdiction, while the lower 


court terminated the appeal. This Court should remand with specific instructions requiring the 
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Circuit Court to rule on Appellant's pending Emergency Motion, and to conduct a bond 


modification hearing under § 27-40-800(d). 


V.  Is the Magistrate court's February 10, 2026, order of dismissal void ab initio 


because it was entered seven days after exclusive jurisdiction had transferred to 


the Circuit Court pursuant to rule 241, SCACR. 


 


The timely docketing of a notice of appeal divests the lower court of jurisdiction over the 


matters encompassed within the appeal, and any subsequent order by the lower court affecting 


those matters is void for lack of subject matter jurisdiction. Rule 241, SCACR. In Kosciusko v. 


Parham, 428 S.C. 481, 497, 836 S.E.2d 362, 371 (Ct. App. 2019), the Court of Appeals held that 


an order entered without subject matter jurisdiction is void ab initio and unenforceable, and that a 


party cannot be held in contempt for failing to comply with it, citing Arnal v. Arnal, 371 S.C. 512, 


641 S.E.2d 419 (S.C. 2007). In Katzburg v. Katzburg, 410 S.C. 180, 187, 764 S.E.2d 3, 5 (Ct. App. 


2014), the court held that a court lacking subject matter jurisdiction cannot enforce its own decrees, 


citing Hallums v. Bowens, 318 S.C. 1, 3, 428 S.E.2d 894, 895 (Ct. App. 1993). The chronology is 


undisputed and fatal to the dismissal order. Appellant's Notice of Appeal was docketed February 


3, 2026. The Magistrate Court's Order of Dismissal was entered February 10, 2026, seven days 


later. The order was not an act in furtherance of the appellate process; it was an act that directly 


terminated a perfected appeal pending before a superior court. It made factual findings about 


alleged noncompliance with a bond. It ordered the reissuance of a writ of ejectment. Every element 


of the order usurped the Circuit Court's exclusive jurisdiction. 


Regarding § 27-37-130: This statute grants the trial magistrate authority to dismiss for non-


compliance with the bond within five days of service of the notice of appeal. However, even if § 


27-37-130 could otherwise apply here, it cannot save the dismissal for three reasons. First, the 


five-day window runs from service of the notice of appeal on the bond; any compliance deadline 
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expired at the earliest on February 8, making the February 10 dismissal temporally suspect under 


the statute's own terms. Second, Appellant timely invoked § 27-40-800(d), which expressly 


prohibits any ejectment execution pending the hearing a prohibition that supersedes the § 27-37-


130 dismissal mechanism while the motion is pending. Third, the bond itself was issued in 


violation of due process and without the required findings, meaning there was no valid bond with 


which Appellant could comply. A dismissal for non-compliance with a void bond is itself void. 


Under Rule 60(b)(4), SCRCP, a void judgment must be vacated at any time. The Magistrate Court's 


February 10, 2026, Order of Dismissal is void in its entirety and must be vacated. 


VI.  Did the Anderson County clerk of court violate Appellant's fundamental 


constitutional right of access to the courts by refusing to accept her emergency 


motion on a condition found nowhere in South Carolina law. 


 


S.C. Const. art. I, § 9 guarantees every person the right to a remedy in the courts for wrongs 


done to them. The right of access to the courts is fundamental and non-delegable. In re McCracken, 


346 S.C. 87, 92, 551 S.E.2d 235, 238 (S.C. 2001). The Clerk of Court is a constitutional officer 


whose filing function is ministerial: the Clerk accepts filings that comply with applicable form and 


fee requirements the Clerk does not adjudicate them. The Court of Appeals recognized that clerks 


performing ministerial functions must execute them without exercising unauthorized judicial 


discretion. Any departure from the ministerial role any exercise of quasi-judicial authority over 


whether a filing should be accepted is ultra vires and void. The Clerk's refusal here was 


unauthorized in two respects. First, the Clerk determined that the Magistrate Court's void February 


10 order was "final" and binding on the Circuit Court a legal conclusion the Clerk had no authority 


to draw. See Barnes v. State, 433 S.C. 399, 859 S.E.2d 260 (S.C. 2021). Whether a lower court 


order is final and binding on a superior court is a judicial determination. Second, the Clerk refusal 


to accept Appellant’s motion to reinstate for filing. This condition has no basis in any South 
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Carolina statute, rule of court, or appellate directive. It is an invented procedural barrier with no 


legal foundation. 


The motion the Clerk refused to file was the only remaining vehicle through which 


Appellant could have placed before the Circuit Court the evidence of the two contradictory bond 


documents, the false date in the dismissal order, and the violation of the pending § 27-40-800(d) 


motion. By preventing that filing, the Clerk eliminated Appellant's last opportunity to expose these 


irregularities before facing imminent eviction. The complete cascade of procedural deprivations 


no notice before the bond order; a § 27-40-800(d) modification motion ignored; a void dismissal 


based on false facts; a Clerk's refusal without legal basis has collectively extinguished every 


procedural protection to which Appellant was entitled, without a single merit hearing at any level. 


This Court should hold that the Clerk's refusal was without legal authority, direct the Clerk to 


accept Appellant's motion for filing, and note that S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-140 provides a cause 


of action for damages against a landlord for wrongful dispossession should Appellant ultimately 


be evicted through these void proceedings. 


CONCLUSION 


 


This case documents a comprehensive, six-level breakdown of judicial process. The 


Magistrate Court issued an ex parte bond order without notice, without a hearing, and without the 


findings required by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(b). Appellant timely and properly invoked the 


remedy expressly provided by § 27-40-800(d) a motion for bond modification that, once filed, 


created a statutory bar to any ejectment execution pending the mandatory hearing. The Circuit 


Court ignored the motion and the statutory bar entirely. The record then reveals two certified 


versions of the same bond document that directly contradict each other, together with a dismissal 


order that recites a signature date found on neither. The Magistrate Court acted without subject 
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matter jurisdiction in dismissing a perfected appeal. And the Clerk of Court, a ministerial officer, 


fabricated a condition for filing that has no foundation in any law. Appellant has not had a single 


hearing on the merits of her appeal at any stage of this proceeding. Appellant respectfully prays 


that this Honorable Court to REVERSE the Magistrate Court's February 10, 2026, Order of 


Dismissal as void ab initio, REINSTATE Appellant's appeal to the Anderson County Court of 


Common Pleas, REMAND to the Circuit Court with specific instructions to: (a) rule on 


Appellant's February 5, 2026, Emergency Motion; (b) schedule and conduct a bond modification 


hearing as required by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-40-800(d), with proper notice to all parties; and (c) 


determine the appropriate periodic rent amount under §§ 27-40-780 and 27-40-800(b), accounting 


for the $9,000.00 security deposit and the two-month rent-free period under the lease. 


 


Respectfully submitted, 


 


                                                                           By: s/ Jackie Roberts 


Jackie Roberts,  


115 Mosscreek Drive, Bldg 9 


Piedmont, SC 29673 


(678) 200-8499 


jegayle@gmail.com  


Appellant Pro Se 


March 19, 2026 


Piedmont, South Carolina 
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