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Please see attached Respondents’ Return to Motion to Reinstate in the above referenced
matter.
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Rustin B. Duncan
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THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


In The Court of Appeals 


_____________ 


 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Common Pleas 


 


The Honorable Patrick C. Fant, III 


_____________  


 


Appellate Case No.: 2025-001623 


Civil Action Case No.: 2019CP2306363 


Consolidated Civil Action No.: 2017CP2306127 


_____________ 


 


Enoree Fork Baptist Church……………………...……………………………… Plaintiff, 


 


v. 


 


Sylvester Jackson, Stepping-Stone Ministries, Inc., William M. Landreth, Landreth 


Properties, LLC, Cordell Porter, Donald Cox Ernest Murray, CresCom Bank/Formerly 


Greer State Bank, and Rodney Butler………………………………………… Defendants, 


 


AND 


 


Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson, Michael Robinson, Dorothy Williams, John 


Woodfold, Ernest "Terry" Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, Reginald 


Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb, Sarah Thomason, 


and Thurshia Jamison-Jackson……………………………………………. Respondents, 


 


v. 


 


Charles "Bennie" Smith, Robin Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, Jimmy Davis, 


Brenda Davis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C. Thomason, and James Sims……..…. Appellants. 


_____________ 


 


RETURN TO MOTION TO REINSTATE APPEAL 


_____________ 


 


Respondents, Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson, Michael Robinson, Dorothy Williams, 


John Woodfolk, Ernest "Terry" Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, 


Reginald Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb, Sarah 


Thomason, and Thurshia Jamison-Jackson, by and through undersigned counsel, 







respectfully submit this Return to Motion to Reinstate Appeal and request that the Court 


deny Appellants' Motion to Reinstate Appeal filed March 27, 2026. 


PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 


 


On March 19, 2026, this Court entered an Order dismissing the appeal on the grounds 


that Appellants failed to provide the status update regarding the transcript and failed to 


file their initial brief as required by the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules and the 


Clerk's prior correspondence. By their present motion, Appellants ask this Court to vacate 


that dismissal and reinstate the appeal based primarily on alleged non-receipt of the 


Clerk's December 16, 2025 letter and the asserted delayed delivery of the transcript. 


Respondents oppose reinstatement because Appellants have not carried their burden to 


show good cause sufficient to excuse noncompliance with the appellate rules and this 


Court's directives. The motion relies on unsupported assertions, does not establish 


diligence, and does not overcome the strong interest in the orderly administration of 


appellate procedure. 


ARGUMENT 


I. Appellants Have Not Established Good Cause For Reinstatement. 


 


Reinstatement of a dismissed appeal is an extraordinary request and should not be 


granted absent a clear showing of good cause, diligence, and a satisfactory explanation 


for the default. Appellants' motion does not make that showing. 


Appellants admit the appeal was dismissed because they failed to respond to the Clerk's 


inquiry and failed to file their initial brief. Their motion does not dispute the underlying 


noncompliance; instead, it offers only generalized assertions regarding email non-receipt 


and transcript delay. 


Mere assertion that counsel did not receive a communication from the Clerk's Office, 


without supporting affidavit from information-technology personnel, email logs, office 


procedures, or other corroborating proof, is insufficient to justify reinstatement. 


Appellants provide no documentary showing that the Court's communication failed, was 


returned, or could not reasonably have been discovered through ordinary diligence. 


Even accepting Appellants' position that the transcript was not delivered until January 5, 


2026, the motion does not explain the absence of any proactive follow-up with the court 


reporter, the Clerk, or the Office of Court Administration before or after that date. Nor 


does the motion explain why no status report, motion for extension, or other filing was 


made once the transcript was received. 







Appellants had a continuing obligation to monitor the status of their own appeal and 


comply with the appellate rules, including the preparation of the record and briefing 


schedule. A party may not shift that responsibility entirely to alleged failures in email 


delivery or transcript preparation where the record shows months of inaction. 


II. The Motion Does Not Demonstrate Diligence Or Excusable Neglect. 


 


Appellants filed their Notice of Appeal in August 2025. According to their own motion, 


they did not receive the transcript until January 5, 2026, and the appeal was dismissed on 


March 19, 2026. Yet the motion does not identify any meaningful action taken during 


that period to protect the appeal. The absence of timely motions, status reports, or other 


filings undermines any claim of diligence. 


If counsel truly had not received electronic notices from the Court, reasonable diligence 


required counsel to review the appellate docket, inquire with the Clerk's Office, or 


otherwise confirm the status of transcript and briefing obligations. The motion is silent as 


to any such efforts. 


Appellants also fail to attach the alleged January 5, 2026 transcript transmittal, any 


invoice, proof of payment, correspondence with the reporter, or any affidavit from the 


transcript manager. Without such proof, the motion rests on attorney argument rather than 


competent evidentiary support. 


III. The Claimed Merits Of The Appeal Do Not Cure Procedural Default. 


 


Appellants devote a substantial portion of their motion to arguments concerning the 


purported constitutional and ecclesiastical significance of the underlying case. Those 


arguments do not excuse failure to comply with the rules governing prosecution of an 


appeal.  The potential importance of issues on appeal does not relieve Appellants of the 


obligation to prosecute the appeal in compliance with applicable rules and deadlines. 


Appellants' effort to recast their procedural default as a matter of constitutional 


magnitude improperly conflates the merits of the appeal with the separate question now 


before this Court—whether they have shown adequate grounds to reopen a dismissed 


appeal. They have not. 


IV. Finality And Orderly Appellate Administration Weigh Against Reinstatement. 


 


This Court dismissed the appeal after Appellants failed to comply with procedural 


obligations concerning transcript status and briefing. The orderly administration of justice 







depends upon parties adhering to the appellate rules and responding to the Court's 


directives in a timely manner. 


Reinstatement on the sparse showing presented here would prejudice Respondents by 


prolonging already extended litigation and undermining the finality of the Court's 


dismissal order. This matter has a lengthy and contentious procedural history, and 


Respondents are entitled to the benefit of Appellants' failure to perfect and prosecute the 


appeal. 


If this Court were inclined to consider any relief, Respondents respectfully submit that 


Appellants should first be required to provide competent evidentiary support for their 


assertions, including sworn affidavits and documentary proof, before the extraordinary 


remedy of reinstatement is entertained. 


CONCLUSION 


 


For the foregoing reasons, Respondents respectfully request that this Court deny 


Appellants' Motion to Reinstate Appeal and grant such other and further relief as the 


Court deems just and proper. 


Respectfully submitted, 


KING LAW OFFICES, PC 


        


/s/ Rustin B. Duncan  


Rustin B. Duncan (SC Bar # 81465) 


Attorneys for Respondents  


      King Law Office, PC 


      955 W Wade Hampton Blvd, Ste 8A 


      Greer, SC 29650 


      (864) 877-3355 


      (828) 286-1110 (fax) 


 


April 6, 2026 


Greenville, South Carolina 


 


 


 


 







THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


In The Court of Appeals 


_____________ 


 


APPEAL FROM GREENVILLE COUNTY 


Court of Common Pleas 


 


The Honorable Patrick C. Fant, III 


_____________  


 


Appellate Case No.: 2025-001623 


Civil Action Case No.: 2019CP2306363 


Consolidated Civil Action No.: 2017CP2306127 


_____________ 


 


Enoree Fork Baptist Church…………………………………………………… Plaintiff, 


 


v. 


 


Sylvester Jackson, Stepping-Stone Ministries, Inc., William M. Landreth, Landreth 


Properties, LLC, Cordell Porter, Donald Cox Ernest Murray, CresCom Bank/Formerly 


Greer State Bank, and Rodney Butler………………………………………… Defendants, 


 


AND 


 


Sylvester Jackson, Karen Robinson, Michael Robinson, Dorothy Williams, John 


Woodfold, Ernest "Terry" Murray, Donald Cox, Timothy McBee, Derrick Cox, Reginald 


Jackson, Willie Foster, Cynthia Robinson, Zelma Brown, Telek Cobb, Sarah Thomason, 


and Thurshia Jamison-Jackson……………………………………………. Respondents, 


 


v. 


 


Charles "Bennie" Smith, Robin Smith, Larry Dawkins, Mable Dawkins, Jimmy Davis, 


Brenda Davis, Dorothy Thomason, L.C. Thomason, and James Sims……..…. Appellants. 


_____________ 


 


PROOF OF SERVICE 


_____________ 


 


I certify that I have served a copy of this Return to Motion to Reinstate Appeal upon 


all counsel of record in accordance with the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules. 


 


 







PARTY SERVED: 


Counsel for Appellants 


Fletcher N. Smith, Jr. 


Law Firm of Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., LLC 


112 Wakefield Street 


Greenville, SC 29601 


Served via electronic mail at fsmith@piedmontlegal.com 


 


 


KING LAW OFFICES, PC 


        


/s/ Rustin B. Duncan  


Rustin B. Duncan (SC Bar # 81465) 


Attorneys for Respondents  


      King Law Office, PC 


      955 W Wade Hampton Blvd, Ste 8A 


      Greer, SC 29650 


      (864) 877-3355 


      (828) 286-1110 (fax) 


 


April 6, 2026 


Greenville, South Carolina 


 







 

*** Exercise caution. This is an EXTERNAL email. DO NOT open attachments or
click links from unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

The Court has received your filing. A stamped copy is attached for your records.
 
Thank you!
 
From: Loretta Maddox <Loretta@piedmontlegal.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2026 1:30 PM
To: Court Of Appeals Filings <ctappfilings@sccourts.org>
Cc: fnsmith@bellsouth.net; Fletcher Smith <fsmith@piedmontlegal.com>;
rduncan@kinglawoffices.com; Gresham, Jay <jgresham@greenvillecounty.org>
Subject: Sylvester Jackson v Charles "Bennie" Smith Appellate Case 2025-001623

 

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

Good afternoon,
 
Please see the attached Motion to Reinstate in the above named matter.
 
Best regards,
 
Loretta Maddox
Legal Administrator to Fletcher N. Smith, Jr., Esq.
112 Wakefield St. (29601)
PO BOX 10496
Greenville, SC 29603
loretta@piedmontlegal.com
 
~~~ 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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