From: Adam Ruffin

To: Court Of Appeals Filings

Cc: James Hartman; Ireynolds@rslawsc.com; bwade@rslawsc.com; Morgan S. Templeton;
jamie.land@walltempleton.com

Subject: Bowles v. North Charleston - 2025-CP-18-00640 - Notice of Appeal

Date: Friday, March 27, 2026 9:12:14 AM

Attachments: Outlook-ci0bncOk.png

Bowles v. North Charleston - 2025-CP-18-00640 - Notice of Appeal.pdf

Bowles v. North Charleston - 2025-CP-18-00640 - Order Under Appeal.pdf
Bowles v. North Charleston - 2025-CP-18-00640 - Notice of Appeal Proof of Service and Filing.pdf

*** EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated from outside the organization. Please
exercise caution before clicking any links or opening attachments. ***
Good morning,

Attached for filing are the notice of appeal, order under appeal, and proof of service in
the above-referenced case. The $250 filing fee will be mailed to the Court. Thank

you.

Adam Ruffin
Ruffin Law Firm, LLC

https://ruffinappeals.com

adam@ruffinappeals.com
(803) 470-5629
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY

Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

Lower Court Case Number 2025-CP-18-00640

Deborah Bowles, Plaintift/ Appellant,

V.

City of North Charleston, IMC Charleston, LLC, and Wescott Plantation, Defendants,

of which City of North Charleston is the Respondent.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

Deborah Bowles appeals from the order/judgement of the Honorable Maite Murphy granting North
Charleston’s Motion to Dismiss dated and filed on February 26, 2026. Counsel received written
notice of the order on February 26, 2026. The order under appeal is attached.

s/Adam Ruffin

Adam Sinclair Ruffin

SC Bar No. 101350

1320 Main Street, Suite 300
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 470-5629
adam@ruffinappeals.com

James F. Hartman, III

SC Bar No. 75265

6650 Rivers Avenue

North Charleston, SC 29406
(843) 300-7600
james@thehartmanlawfirm.com

Attorneys for Deborah Bowles





Other Counsel of Record

Reynolds & Stephens, LLC

Lisa A. Reynolds

Rebecca Dolce Wade

1064 Gardner Road, Suite 210
Charleston, SC 29407

(843) 804-9800
Ireynolds@rslawsc.com
bwade@rslawsc.com

Attorneys for Respondent City of North Charleston
Wall Templeton & Haldrup, PA

Morgan S. Templeton

James Ceth Land

PO Box 1200

Charleston, SC 29402

(843) 329-9500
morgan.templeton@walltempleton.com
jamie.land@walltempleton.com

Attorneys for Defendants IMC Charleston, LLC, and Wescott Plantation






STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
COUNTY OF DORCHESTER

DEBORAH BOWLES,

IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
FOR THE FIRST CIRCUIT

CASE NO: 2025-CP-18-00640
Plaintiff,

v ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT CITY
OF NORTH CHARLESTON’S
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION TO DISMISS

CITY OF NORTH CHARLESTON,
IMC CHARLESTON, LLC,
and WESCOTT PLANTATION,

N N N N N N N N N N N N N

Defendants.

This matter comes before the Court on Defendant City of North Charleston’s Motion to
Dismiss. This matter was heard on November 17, 2025. The parties provided memorandums to
the Court, and the Court heard oral arguments. James Hartman, IlI, Esquire was present for
Plaintiff and Lisa Reynolds, Esquire was present for Defendant City of North Charleston. For the
reasons set forth below, Defendant’s motion is granted.

FACTS OF CASE

This case involves injuries allegedly sustained by the Plaintiff as a result of a trip-and-fall
that occurred on March 27, 2023, along the sidewalk at the intersection of Law Blvd. and
Ayscough Rd., located in the Wescott Plantation neighborhood in Summerville, SC. The Plaintiff
alleges that while she was on a walk, she tripped and fell on the sidewalk due to the uneven and
unlevel conditions present.

On March 20, 2025, the Plaintiff initiated this lawsuit against Dorchester County Public
Works, Dorchester County and Wescott Plantation. On June 5, 2025, Plaintiff filed a Consent
Motion to Amend the Complaint to Add Parties and a Memorandum in Support of same. Plaintiff
sought to add the City of North Charleston Public Works and IMC Charleston, LLC. (See Exhibit

B.) Plaintiff’s motion was granted on June 11, 2025. The Plaintiff did not file the Amended
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Summons and Complaint at that time. On July 17, 2025, Plaintiff served Clerk of Council for the
City of North Charleston with an unfiled Amended Summons and Amended Complaint, Consent
Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint to Add Defendants City of North Charleston Public Works
and IMC Charleston, LLC, Order to Add Parties City of North Charleston Public Works and IMC
Charleston, LLC and Memorandum in Support of Motion for Leave to Amend Complaint to Add
Defendant City of North Charleston Public Works and IMC Charleston, LLC. The unfiled
Amended Summons and Amended Complaint named the City of North Charleston as a Defendant.
City of North Charleston’s filed their Motion to Dismiss on August 13, 2025. On November 13,
2025, Plaintiff filed the Amended Summons and Amended Complaint. On November 14, 2025,
Plaintiff served Clerk of Council for the City of North Charleston with the Amended Summons
and Amended Complaint.

Insufficiency of Process and Insufficiency of Service of Process

S.C. Code Ann. § 15-3-20 states: “Any civil action is commenced when the Summons and
Complaint are filed with the Clerk of Court if actual service is accomplished within one hundred
and twenty (120) days after filing.” SCRCP 5(d) requires the Summons and Complaint to be filed
before service upon a party. City of North Charleston is a governmental subdivision of the State
of South Carolina and therefore the requirements for proper service of a Summons and Complaint
is contained in S.C.R.C.P. 4(d)(6). S.C.R.C.P. 4(d)(6) requires that the Summons and Complaint
shall be served together and “...by delivering a copy of the summons and complaint to the chief
executive officer or clerk thereof, or by serving the summons and complaint in the manner
prescribed by statute for the service of summons and complaint or any like process upon any such

defendant.”
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In this matter the Amended Summons and Amended Complaint served upon the City of
North Charleston on July 17, 2025, was not filed. The purported service of July 17, 2025, is
ineffective as a filed copy of the Amended Summons and Amended Complaint naming the City of
North Charleston as a Defendant in this matter was not served upon this Defendant.

Motion to Dismiss for Statute of Limitations

The City of North Charleston is a governmental entity as defined by the SC Tort Claims
Act, S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-10, et seq. The South Carolina Tort Claims Act is the State’s waiver
of its right to Sovereign Immunity in the limited circumstances allowed by the Act. The Act states
it is to be interpreted strictly and to limit the liability of the State Entities. The South Carolina Tort
Claims Act provides a two-year statute of limitations period for actions against a governmental
entity unless the Plaintiff files a verified claim within the first year following the alleged incident
thereby extending the statute of limitations an additional year. In this matter, the Plaintiff did not
file a verified claim and therefore, in accordance with S.C. Code Ann. § 15-78-110, Plaintiff had
two (2) years, until March 27, 2025, in which to commence this action or it would forever be
barred. S.C. Code Ann. § 15-3-20 states: “Any civil action is commenced when the Summons and
Complaint are filed with the Clerk of Court if actual service is accomplished within one hundred
and twenty (120) days after filing.” The Plaintiff filed the Amended Summons and Amended
Complaint on November 13, 2025, over 8 months after the statute of limitations had expired.

Plaintiff argued that pursuant to SCRCP 15(c) the Amended Summons and Amended
Complaint against the City of North Charleston relates back to the filing of the original Summons
and Complaint.

Rule 15(c), SCRCP states:

“(c) Relation Back of Amendments. Whenever the claim or defense asserted in the
amended pleading arose out of the conduct, transaction or occurrence set forth or attempted
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to be set forth in the original pleadings, the amendment relates back to the date of the
original pleading.

An amendment changing the party against whom a claim is asserted relates back if the
foregoing provision is satisfied and, within the period provided by law for commencing
the action against him the party to be brought in by amendment (1) has received such
notice of the institution of the action that he will not be prejudiced in maintaining his
defense on the merits, and (2) knew or should have known that, but for a mistake
concerning the identity of the proper party, the action would have been brought against
him.” (emphasis added.)

The Plaintiff argues that service of the unfiled Amended Summons and Amended
Complaint on July 17, 2025, put the City of North Charleston on constructive notice of the suit as
of that date therefore the court should dismiss the motion. Plaintiff relied upon the holding in

Hughes v Water World Water Slide, Inc. 314 S.C. 211(1994), in which the Court stated that the

Party that is added within the period provided by law for commencing the action, must have
“received such notice of the institution of the action that he will not be prejudiced in maintaining
his defense on the merits. Formal notice by service of process defeats the purpose of the rule, so
informal notice of knowledge of the suit is sufficient.” Plaintiff argued that the service of the
lawsuit on the City of North Charleston on July 17. 2025, constituted “informal notice of
knowledge of the suit [which] is sufficient.” Plaintiff further argued that Defendant City of North
Charleston was not prejudiced in maintaining their defense on the merits because they received
notice upon physical service.

At issue was whether Defendant (1) had received such notice of the institution of the action
that he will not be prejudiced in maintaining his defense on the merits, and (2) knew or should
have known that, but for a mistake concerning the identity of the proper party, the action would
have been brought against them within the statute of limitations.

In this matter the statute of limitations expired as to this Defendant on March 27, 2025.

The Plaintiff produced no evidence that the City of North Charleston received notice of the
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institution of the action or that they knew or should have known that, but for a mistake concerning
the identity of the proper party, the action would have been brought against them on or before
March 27, 2025. The unfiled Amended Summons and unfiled Amended Complaint were served
upon the City of North Charleston on July 17, 2025, almost 4 months after the statute of limitations
expired.

Additionally, the Court granted the Plaintiff leave to amend her complaint to add the City
of North Charleston Public Works, not the City of North Charleston. As such, the Plaintiff did not
have leave to amend her complaint to name the City of North Charleston in this matter.

Therefore, Plaintiff failed to commence this action within the applicable statute of
limitations and all claims as against the City of North Charleston are time barred.

CONCLUSION

Accordingly, upon consideration of City of North Charleston’s Motion to Dismiss, and
the entire record herein, and after the argument of counsel on November 17, 2025, for the
reasons set forth above, it is hereby ORDERED and DECREED as follows:

The Motion to Dismiss of City of North Charleston to dismiss this action as against
them is GRANTED and City of North Charleston is hereby DISMISSED.

IT IS ORDERED.

The Honorable Maite Murphy
Circuit Court Judge — 1st Judicial Circuit

, 2026
Summerville, South Carolina
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Dorchester Common Pleas

Case Caption: Deborah BowlesVS City Of Summerville, defendant, et al
Case Number: 2025CP1800640

Type: Order/Dismissa

So Ordered

s/ Maite Murphy 2166

Electronically signed on 2026-02-26 11:23:06 page 6 of 6
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals

APPEAL FROM DORCHESTER COUNTY

Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge

Lower Court Case Number 2025-CP-18-00640

Deborah Bowles, Plaintift/ Appellant,
V.
City of North Charleston, IMC Charleston, LLC, and Wescott Plantation, Defendants,

of which City of North Charleston is the Respondent.

PROOF OF SERVICE

Pursuant to Rule 262(c)(3), SCACR, undersigned counsel hereby certifies that a true copy of the
notice of appeal in the above-referenced case has been served upon Lisa A. Reynolds, Rebecca
Dolce Wade, Morgan S. Templeton, and James Ceth Land, at their primary e-mail addresses listed
in the Attorney Information System (AIS), this 27th day of March 2026. Undersigned further
certifies that the notice of appeal was filed in the Dorchester County Circuit Court on March 27,
2026.

s/Adam Ruffin

Adam Sinclair Ruffin

SC Bar No. 101350

1320 Main Street, Suite 300
Columbia, SC 29201

(803) 470-5629
adam@ruffinappeals.com

Attorney for Deborah Bowles
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Bowles v. North Charleston - Notice of Appeal from 2025-CP-18-00640

From Adam Ruffin <adam@ruffinappeals.com>
Date Fri 2026-03-27 8:49 AM

To Ireynolds@rslawsc.com <lIreynolds@rslawsc.com>; bwade@rslawsc.com <bwade@rslawsc.com>;
morgan.templeton@walltempleton.com <morgan.templeton@walltempleton.com>;
jamie.land@walltempleton.com <jamie.land@walltempleton.com>

Cc James Hartman <james@thehartmanlawfirm.com>

0 2 attachments (613 KB)
Bowles - Notice of Appeal.pdf; 2026.02.26 - Order Granting North Charleston's MTD.pdf;

Good morning everyone,

Attached for service is the notice of appeal in the above-referenced case. This will be filed
shortly with the Circuit Court and Court of Appeals. Thank you.

Adam Ruffin

Ruffin Law Firm, LLC
https://ruffinappeals.com
adam@ruffinappeals.com
(803) 470-5629

RUFFIN LAW FIRM

APPELLATE LITIGATION

about:blank?windowld=SecondaryReadingPane24





3/27/26, 9:02 AM Courtesy NEF RE: 2025CP1800640 - Adam Ruffin - Outlook
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Courtesy NEF RE: 2025CP1800640

From efiledonotreply@sccourts.org <efiledonotreply@sccourts.org>
Date Fri 2026-03-27 9:01 AM

To Adam Ruffin <adam@ruffinappeals.com>

Cc adamsruffin@gmail.com <adamsruffin@gmail.com>

wrkxk® IMPORTANT NOTICE - READ THIS INFORMATION ##*#*
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC FILING [NEF]

A filing has been submitted to the court RE: 2025CP1800640

Official File Stamp: 03-27-2026 09:01:18 AM
Court: CIRCUIT COURT
Common Pleas
Dorchester
Case Caption: Deborah Bowles VS City Of Summerville , defendant, et al

Document(s) Submitted: Appeal/Notice of Appeal to Court of Appeals
Filed by or on behalf of: Adam Sinclair Ruffin

This notice was automatically generated by the Court's auto-notification system.

The following people were served electronically:
James F. Hartman, Il for Deborah Bowles
James Ceth Land for IMC Charleston LLC et al
Morgan S. Templeton for IMC Charleston LLC et al
Adam Sinclair Ruffin for Deborah Bowles

The following people have not been served electronically by the Court. Therefore, they must be
served by traditional means:

~~~ 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.
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