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Ms. Kitchings​:

Please see the attached for filings which include a request for emergency stay of the April 9,
2026 order which is attached. 

Charleston County Sheriff’s Deputies have forced their way into my law office during these
proceedings and did harm me on multiple occasions. Which violent acts by the
deputies included a running open air tackle of me. Which was the equivalent of a pro football
player tackling a little league player. I physically cannot handle that kind of
brutal violence. So when I say I fear these deputies carrying out Judge Slambrooks order
allowing forceable entry into my law office and residence I am not exaggerating as Jessie
Sanchez portrayed to the South Carolina Supreme Court. This is the reason emergency relief is
requested. 

Kindly,
Teresa

Teresa Hill
Hill Law Firm
Post Office Box 369
6209 Savannah Hwy.
Ravenel, SC 29470
(843)889-2261 - Telephone
(843) 889-2262 - Telephone
"A Powerful Voice for Positive Change"
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The Supreme Court of South Carolina


Teresa Hill, Petitioner,


V.


The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook, The Honorable


Maite Murphy, and The Honorable Sheryl M. Perry,
Respondents,


and


Hill Family 2008 Trust of Arizona and Yvonne E.


Herold, Trustee, Real Parties in Interest.


Appellate Case No. 2026-000894


ORDER


Petitioner has filed a petition for a writ of mandamus, emergency motion for stay


pending disposition, and motion for referral to the Court of Common Pleas in our


original jurisdiction. She asks this Court to stay the order of ejectment issued by


the Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook, which requires Petitioner to post a bond


pending appeal; prohibit law enforcement from executing the writ of ejectment;


require Judge Van Slambrook to vacate his order of ejectment; direct the
Charleston County Court of Common Pleas to rule on Petitioner's motion to


compel production of an alleged trust instrument; require the Charleston County
Court of Common Pleas and the Magistrate to require the Hill Family 2008 Trust


of Arizona and Yvonne Herold, Trustee, to produce the alleged trust instrument


prior to any further prosecution of the ejectment action; and, alternatively, reduce
the bond to a nominal amount and allow Petitioner a reasonable amount of time to


remove her possessions from the premises. The Real Parties in Interest have filed


a return opposing the requests.


Any request to stay enforcement of the ejectment order should be made by a


petition for supersedeas to the circuit court and/or the court of appeals, where an







appeal of the order is currently pending in Appellate Case No. 2025-001651. See


Rule 241(d), SCACR (setting forth the procedure for obtaining supersedeas); State
v. Hill, 314 S.C. 330, 332, 444 S.E.2d 255, 256 (1994) (stating a writ of


supersedeas is only available where there is an appealable order). Petitioner has
not shown that she is entitled to a writ of mandamus or referral to the Court of


Common Pleas for any of the actions she requests. See Wilson v. Preston, 378 S.C.


348, 354, 662 S.E.2d 580, 583 (2008) (providing that to obtain a writ of mandamus


requiring the performance of an act, the petitioner must show: (1) a duty of the


respondent to perform the act; (2) the ministerial nature of the act; (3) the
petitioner's specific legal right for which discharge of the duty is necessary; and (4)
the lack of any other legal remedy). Because Petitioner has not shown good reason


for this Court to determine these requests in our original jurisdiction, we decline to


entertain the petition for a writ of mandamus, emergency motion for stay, and
motion for referral to the Court of Common Pleas. See Rule 245, SCACR


(providing this Court will not entertain matters in its original jurisdiction when the


matter can be determined in a lower court without material prejudice to the rights


of the parties).


Columbia, South Carolina


April  14, 2026


Jl C.J.


FOR THE COURT


cc:


Teresa Zachry Hill
Daniel S. Slotchiver


Anna E. Richter


Jesse Sanchez


The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook


The Honorable Maite Murphy
The Honorable Sheryl M. Perry


The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings
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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


 


Appellate Case No. 2025-001651 


 


Charleston County Court of Common Pleas Case No. 2025-CP-10-01379 


Ravenel Magistrate Court Case No. 2025-CV-10-11200030 


 


Hill Family 2008 Trust of Arizona and Yvonne H. Herold, Trustee, 
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Teresa Hill, 


Appellant. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 


 


Appellant Teresa Hill, appearing pro se, respectfully petitions this Court pursuant to Rule 


241(d), SCACR, for a writ of supersedeas staying enforcement of the Order Granting Respondents’ 


Motion to Require Bond and/or Enforce Ejectment, issued April 9, 2026, by the Honorable Dale 


E. Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge, Ninth Judicial Circuit (“April 9 Order”), pending final 


disposition of Appellate Case No. 2025-001651 by this Court. 


The April 9 Order requires Appellant to post a bond of $265,074.48 within five (5) days 


— a deadline falling on April 14, 2026 — and authorizes law enforcement to physically remove 


Appellant from the property upon failure to post the bond. Appellant cannot post that bond. 


Without an immediate stay, Appellant will be forcibly evicted from her thirty-five-year law office, 


current residence and totally disrupt her livelihood before this Court can rule on her pending 


appeal. 


Today, April 14, 2026, the South Carolina Supreme Court declined original jurisdiction 


and expressly directed that any request to stay enforcement of the ejectment order should be made 


by a petition for supersedeas to this Court or the Court of Common Pleas, where the appeal is 


currently pending. Supreme Court Order, Appellate Case No. 2026-000894 (April 14, 2026). 


Appellant files this petition immediately upon receipt of that order. The April 9 Order requires 


Appellant to post a bond of $265,074.48 within five (5) days was issued by the Court of Common 


Pleas so Teresa Hill is filing the petition with this court since it is the appeals court in which the 


case is currently pending.   


II. JURISDICTION 


This Court has jurisdiction over this petition pursuant to Rule 241(d), SCACR, which 


authorizes a party to petition the appellate court in which an appeal is pending for a writ of 


supersedeas staying enforcement of an order while the appeal is under review. The appeal of the 


Writ of Ejectment and Circuit Court affirmance is pending before this Court as Appellate Case No. 


2025-001651. On November 19, 2025, this Court denied Respondents’ motion to dismiss the 


appeal and enforce ejectment or bond, confirming that this Court has jurisdiction over the pending 
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matter. However, this Court stated that the Circuit Court should hear the bond issue. After which 


the Trust filed with the court of common pleas a motion to set bond or enforce ejectment which 


was heard by The Honorable Dale VanSlambrook. He issued an Order on April 9 which requires 


Appellant to post a bond of $265,074.48 within five (5) days. Teresa Hill then filed a Writ of 


Mandamus with the South Carolina Supreme Court and a Motion for Emergency Stay.  


The South Carolina Supreme Court has today, April 14, 2026, specifically directed 


Appellant to seek supersedeas in this Court.  Supreme Court Order, Appellate Case No. 2026-


000894 “Any request to stay enforcement of the ejectment order should be made by a petition for 


supersedeas to the circuit court and/or the court of appeals, where an appeal of the order is currently 


pending in Appellate Case No. 2025-001651.” Teresa Hill filed a Motion for Reconsideration with 


the Charleston County Court of Common Pleas that will not be heard until at least nine days from 


today which is well beyond the five days set forth as the date to eject her from her law office 


because she cannot pay the bond.  


III. STATEMENT OF FACTS 


 


A. Appellant’s Thirty-Five-Year Ownership and Occupancy 


 


In 1989–1990, Appellant Teresa Hill and her then-law partners, W. McAlister (“Mackie”) Hill 


and G. Thomas (“Tommy”) Hill, financed, designed, and constructed the building at 6209 


Savannah Highway, Ravenel, South Carolina (the “Property”). Appellant appeared at the bank 


with her law partners to secured construction financing, selected the architectural design, managed 


construction, and moved into the building when it opened in 1990 as a co-owner under a 


partnership agreement. The partners agreed that the Property and the law firm would pass to the 


younger partners—Tommy and Teresa Hill—after a period of work and financial contribution. 


Appellant has occupied and operated her law practice continuously at the Property for over 


thirty-five (35) years. During the early years, she and Tommy Hill lived in the building’s attic with 


their four children so that law-firm revenue could service the building’s mortgage. All four 


children were brought home from the hospital to 6209 Savannah Highway. Appellant has never 


paid rent to any person or entity. She has never signed a lease. She has never acknowledged any 


landlord. Her key to the front door in 1990 is the same key she holds today. 
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B. The Fraudulent Quit-Claim Deed 


 


Respondents’ entire claim rests on a Quit-Claim Deed recorded at Book 1204, Page 792, 


Charleston County Register of Deeds, purportedly executed August 8, 2008, but not recorded until 


September 25, 2023—a concealment of fifteen (15) years. The Deed was prepared and notarized 


by G. Thomas Hill, Appellant’s former husband and named law partner, who is the brother of the 


purported Trustee Yvonne Herold. By the time of recording, one grantor (W. McAlister Hill) was 


deceased and the other (Mable T. Hill) was severely incapacitated by Alzheimer’s disease, making 


both unable to confirm or contest the Deed’s authenticity. Appellant, who worked side-by-side 


with W. McAlister Hill for decades, attests the signatures are not authentic. No trust instrument 


has ever been produced in any court proceeding. 


C. The Ejectment Proceedings and Prior Orders 


 


On January 27, 2025, Respondents filed for ejectment at the Ravenel Magistrate Court. 


Appellant was never personally served. Certified mail was not delivered. On March 7, 2025, 


Magistrate Sheryl M. Perry issued a Writ of Ejectment. On March 13, 2025, Appellant filed a 


timely Notice of Appeal. Despite the pending appeal, on March 14, 2025, Charleston County 


Sheriff’s Deputies forcibly entered Appellant’s law office and injured her. Respondents had 


Appellant arrested for entering another part of the building. Again Charleston County Sherriff’s 


deputies used excessive force and trumped up the charges to resisting arrest because Appellant 


fearfully would not open her door for them because they had no arrest warrant. They open air 


tackled her like a Pro football player would a little league player who never saw the tackle coming. 


There is real fear when it states in Judge Van Slambrooks order of April 9 that the Charleston 


County Sherriff’s deputies will appear in 5 days and remove her from her law office that contains 


only items which belong to her and her law practice which is ongoing.  


On June 26, 2025, Circuit Judge Maite Murphy heard the appeal of the Magistrates Court 


ejectment order. At that hearing, Trust counsel orally requested imposition of an appeal bond; 


Judge Murphy denied that request. On July 16, 2025, Judge Murphy affirmed the Magistrate’s 


Order without ordering any bond. Respondents filed no motion for reconsideration of Judge 


Murphy’s bond denial. 
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On August 8, 2025, Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal to this Court (Appellate Case No. 2025-


001651). On November 19, 2025, this Court denied Respondents’ motion to dismiss the appeal 


and enforce ejectment, and held that consideration of a bond was “a motion more properly made 


to the circuit court.” 


D. The April 9, 2026 Order Under Challenge 


 


On January 29, 2026, Respondents filed in the Circuit Court a Motion to Require Bond and/or 


Enforce Ejectment. On March 23, 2026, a hearing was held before the Honorable Dale E. Van 


Slambrook—a different judge than Judge Murphy. Respondents presented no witnesses and no 


sworn affidavit. The only evidence supporting the rental-value figure of $7,363.18 per month was 


an unsigned email from a generic Gmail account, the author of which was not in court, never 


sworn, never qualified as an expert, and not available for cross-examination. Appellant’s pending 


Motion to Compel Production of the Trust Instrument, filed July 30, 2025, was not heard. 


On April 9, 2026, Judge Van Slambrook issued the April 9 Order, requiring Appellant to post 


a bond of $265,074.48 (calculated as three years at $7,363.18 per month) within five days and 


authorizing law enforcement to remove Appellant upon failure to post the bond. Appellant cannot 


pay the bond. On April 10, 2026, Appellant filed a Motion to Reconsider under Rule 59(e), 


SCRCP, which has not been ruled upon. On April 14, 2026, the South Carolina Supreme Court 


declined original jurisdiction and directed Appellant here. 


IV. STANDARD FOR SUPERSEDEAS UNDER RULE 241(D), SCACR 


Rule 241(d), SCACR authorizes this Court to issue a writ of supersedeas staying 


enforcement of an order while an appeal is pending. South Carolina courts consider four factors in 


evaluating a petition for supersedeas: (1) the petitioner’s likelihood of success on the merits of the 


pending appeal; (2) whether the petitioner will suffer irreparable harm without a stay; (3) whether 


the balance of hardships favors the petitioner; and (4) whether the public interest favors issuance 


of the writ. All four factors are satisfied here. 
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V. ARGUMENT 


 


A. Appellant Has a Substantial Likelihood of Success on the Merits 


 


1. The Magistrate Court and Circuit Court Lacked Subject Matter Jurisdiction 


Because No Landlord-Tenant Relationship Exists. 


 


Magistrate court jurisdiction over ejectment under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-10 et seq. exists 


only where a landlord-tenant relationship is established as a matter of fact. Rivers v. Smith, Op. 


No. 28260 (S.C. Sup. Ct. Feb. 19, 2025). Appellant has never entered any rental agreement, 


written or oral; has never paid rent; and has occupied the Property as an owner under a 


partnership agreement since 1990. Respondents’ own Application for Ejectment admitted there 


was no lease, listing as the sole ground that “permission to occupy building and land are 


withdrawn.” Permission describes a license, not a tenancy. South Carolina law defines “tenant” 


as a person entitled under a rental agreement to occupy a dwelling unit. S.C. Code Ann. § 27-


40-210(15). No rental agreement exists. Because no landlord-tenant relationship was ever 


established, every court in this chain lacked subject matter jurisdiction, and the Writ of 


Ejectment is void. Also, the Trust failed to name all proper parties to the lawsuit as the law 


firms involved should have been named as parties to the legal action.  


 


2. The April 9 Order Constitutes Improper Horizontal Appellate Review. 


 


Judge Murphy denied Respondents’ request for a bond at the June 26, 2025 hearing. 


Respondents never moved to reconsider Judge Murphy’s ruling. The Order from June 26, 2025 


hearing contained no order for bond. Specifically at the hearing Judge Murphy stated that she 


was not going to order a bond.  The April 9 Order by Judge Van Slambrook—a co-equal Circuit 


Court judge—effectively reviews, vacates, and reverses Judge Murphy’s prior bond denial. 


Two circuit judges of co-equal authority cannot review each other’s orders. Appellate review 


of a Court of Common Pleas order lies in the Court of Appeals, not in a co-equal judge. The 


April 9 Order is void on this ground alone. 
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3. The Circuit Court Exceeded the Scope of This Court’s November 19, 2025 Remand. 


 


This Court’s November 19, 2025 Order delegated one and only one matter to the Circuit 


Court: consideration of whether a bond should be required. It expressly denied Respondents’ 


motion to dismiss the appeal and to enforce ejectment. By authorizing immediate execution of 


the Writ of Ejectment upon non-payment of the bond, the Circuit Court accomplished 


indirectly what this Court refused to authorize directly. A lower court may not exceed the scope 


of an appellate remand. The enforcement provision of the April 9 Order encroaches on this 


Court’s exclusive appellate jurisdiction and is void. 


 


4. The $265,074.48 Bond Violates Constitutional Due Process and Is Based on 


Inadmissible Evidence. 


The bond amount rests entirely on an unsigned email from a generic Gmail account. The 


author was never in court, never sworn, never qualified as an expert, and never subjected to 


cross-examination. A bond that dispossesses a litigant of her home and livelihood must be 


based on competent evidence admitted at a meaningful evidentiary hearing. Griffin v. Illinois, 


351 U.S. 12 (1956) The impact of this bond is that it foreclose the ability to appeal which 


violates constitutional guarantees. The three-year appellate projection underpinning the 


$265,074.48 figure was supported by no evidence whatsoever. Moreover, because no tenancy 


has ever existed, there is no legally cognizable “rental value” that can serve as a basis for the 


bond calculation under S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130. The bond is constitutionally excessive, 


arbitrary, and designed to coerce Appellant into abandoning a meritorious appeal. 


 


5. Respondents Lack Standing Because No Trust Instrument Has Ever Been Produced. 


 


No trust instrument has been produced in any proceeding—not before the Magistrate, not 


before Judge Murphy, not before this Court, and not before Judge Van Slambrook. Without a 


trust instrument, there is no proven trust, no proven trustee, and no entity with legal standing 


to pursue ejectment or seek a bond. A court cannot adjudicate the rights of a nonexistent 


plaintiff. Appellant’s Motion to Compel Production of the Trust Document, filed July 30, 2025, 
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was never scheduled or heard. This threshold standing defect is fatal to Respondents’ entire 


case. 


 


6. The Underlying Deed Is Infected with Fraud, and Equitable Doctrines Independently 


Preclude Ejectment. 


 


The Deed was concealed for fifteen years, executed while both grantors were either 


deceased or incapacitated, and notarized by a directly conflicted party. These fraud allegations 


have never been heard on the merits in any court of equity. Independently, doctrines of 


constructive trust, equitable estoppel, and unjust enrichment—arising from Appellant’s thirty-


five years of investment, occupancy, and partnership contribution—provide additional grounds 


on which this appeal is likely to succeed. Appellant also presents a substantial adverse 


possession claim, having openly, notoriously, continuously, exclusively, and hostilely 


occupied the Property for over thirty-five years, far exceeding South Carolina’s statutory 


period. 


 


B. Appellant Will Suffer Irreparable Harm Absent a Stay 


 


Enforcement of the April 9 Order will cause irreparable harm of the gravest kind: 


 


1) Loss of law office and current residence. Appellant will lose the building she financed, 


designed, built, and has occupied for thirty-five years. This harm is not compensable after 


the fact. 


2) Destruction of law practice. Appellant’s active law practice—including client files, active 


matters, and privileged communications—will be deposited on a public roadway. Client 


interests will be irreparably harmed. Appellant’s license to practice law may be jeopardized 


through no fault of her own. 


3) Seizure of law practice by non-lawyers. Non-lawyers—specifically, the Trust’s agents—


will gain access to Appellant’s client files, business goodwill, and law practice, in direct 


violation of the South Carolina Rules Governing the Practice of Law, which prohibit non-


lawyers from owning or operating a law practice. 


4) Mootness of this appeal. Physical removal before this Court can act will moot the entire 


pending appeal. Appellant’s constitutional right to appellate review will be permanently 


extinguished. 
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C. The Balance of Hardships Favors Appellant 


The balance of hardships weighs overwhelmingly in Appellant’s favor. A stay preserves 


the status quo pending appeal—the same status quo that has existed for over thirty-five years. 


Respondents have never occupied the Property, have never received rent from the Property, have 


never incurred any expense related to the Property, and have contributed nothing to its construction 


or maintenance. They suffer no hardship from a brief stay. Appellant, by contrast, faces the total 


and irreversible destruction of her home, livelihood, and thirty-five-year law practice. 


D. The Public Interest Favors a Stay 


The public interest strongly supports issuance of a writ of supersedeas for four independent 


reasons: 


(1) Preserving appellate jurisdiction: allowing a lower court to moot a pending appeal 


by enforcing the very order being appealed undermines the integrity of the appellate process. 


(2) Protecting due process: preventing the summary dispossession of a party asserting a 


colorable ownership claim, equitable interests, and fraud allegations that have never been heard 


on the merits in any court of equity. 


(3) Protecting the legal profession and the public: preventing non-lawyers from seizing 


an active law practice, accessing client files, and acquiring attorney-client privileged materials. 


(4) Honoring constitutional due process: upholding the constitutional guarantee that no 


person shall be deprived of property without meaningful notice and an opportunity to be heard. 


VI. BOND / SECURITY 


 


Appellant respectfully requests that this Court issue the writ of supersedeas without 


requiring a bond or, in the alternative, fix any security at a nominal amount. Appellant is without 


the funds to pay. The purpose of supersedeas security is to protect the opposing party from harm 


during the stay. Here, Respondents face no harm from the continuation of the status quo—they 


have never occupied, collected rent from, or incurred costs related to the Property. Imposition of 
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any substantial bond would constitute a de facto denial of appellate review, for the same reasons 


the $265,074.48 bond in the April 9 Order violates Appellant’s constitutional rights. 


In the further alternative, if this Court determines that some security is appropriate, 


Appellant requests that the Court: (a) reduce the monthly rental-value figure from $7,363.18, 


which was established through inadmissible hearsay, to a figure based on competent evidence; (b) 


reduce the multiplier from three years to a reasonable estimate of the time remaining in this appeal; 


and (c) allow Appellant a reasonable period to post any such reduced security. 


VII. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


WHEREFORE, Appellant Teresa Hill respectfully requests that this Court grant the following 


relief: 


1. Issue a Writ of Supersedeas pursuant to Rule 241(d), SCACR, staying enforcement of the 


April 9, 2026 Order Granting Respondents’ Motion to Require Bond and/or Enforce 


Ejectment, including the bond-posting deadline and the authorization for law enforcement 


to remove Appellant from the Property, pending final disposition of Appellate Case No. 


2025-001651; 


2. Issue an emergency order, as soon as practicable on April 14, 2026, directing that no 


law enforcement officer execute or attempt to execute the Writ of Ejectment pending 


this Court’s disposition of this Petition; 


3. In the alternative, stay enforcement of the Writ of Ejectment on condition that Appellant 


post a reduced and constitutionally adequate security amount as determined by this Court 


following briefing, and allow Appellant a reasonable time to post such security; 


4. In the further alternative, if any immediate stay is denied, issue an order allowing Appellant 


a reasonable period—not less than thirty (30) days—to safely remove client files, legal 


equipment, and the contents of her law office, and issue a protective order for the client 


files and privileged materials; 


5. Direct that the pending Motion to Compel Production of the Trust Instrument be heard and 


resolved by the Circuit Court before any further enforcement of the Writ of Ejectment; and 


6. Grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 


 


S/ Teresa Hill______ 


Teresa Hill, Esquire 


6209 Savannah Hwy. 


Post Office Box 369 


Ravenel, SC 29470 


(843)889-2262 


(843)889-2261 
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SC 15792 


HillLawFirm@pm.me 


Date: April 14, 2026       Pro Se  



mailto:HillLawFirm@pm.me
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VERIFICATION 


I, Teresa Hill, being duly licensed to practice law in the State of South Carolina (Bar No. 15792), 


and appearing pro se in this matter, hereby verify under penalty of perjury pursuant to S.C. Code 


Ann. § 26-2-310 that the factual allegations in the foregoing Petition are true and correct to the 


best of my knowledge, information, and belief. 


 


S/Teresa Hill______ 
Teresa Hill, Esquire 


6209 Savannah Hwy. 


Post Office Box 369 


Ravenel, SC 29470 


(843)889-2262 


(843)889-2261 


SC 15792 


HillLawFirm@pm.me 


Pro Se  


 



mailto:HillLawFirm@pm.me
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 


I hereby certify that on this 14th day of April, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 


Petition for Supersedeas and Emergency Motion for Stay was served upon the following by 


electronic mail and/or U.S. Mail, postage prepaid: 


 


Counsel for Respondents: 


Daniel S. Slotchiver, Esq. 


Anna E. Richter, Esq. 


Slotchiver & Slotchiver, LLP 


751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd., Suite 100 


Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464 


 


Jesse Sanchez, Esq. 


The Law Office of Jesse Sanchez 


751 Johnnie Dodds Boulevard, Suite 200 


Mount Pleasant, South Carolina 29464 


 


Lower Court Judges: 


The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 


Charleston County Court of Common Pleas, 100 Broad Street, Charleston, SC 29401 


 


The Honorable Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge 


Charleston County Court of Common Pleas, 100 Broad Street, Charleston, SC 29401 


 


The Honorable Sheryl M. Perry, Ravenel Magistrate 


5962 Highway 165, Suite 200, Ravenel, SC 29470 


 


S/Teresa Hill______ 
Teresa Hill, Esquire 


6209 Savannah Hwy. 


Post Office Box 369 


Ravenel, SC 29470 


(843)889-2262 


(843)889-2261 


SC 15792 


HillLawFirm@pm.me 


Pro Se  



mailto:HillLawFirm@pm.me
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA ) IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 


 ) FOR THE NINTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


COUNTY OF CHARLESTON ) CASE NO.: 2025-CP-10-01379 


 )  


HILL FAMILY 2008 TRUST, 


YVONNE H. HEROLD, TRUSTEE, 


) 


) 


 


Respondent/Plaintiff, )  


 ) ORDER GRANTING RESPONDENTS’  


vs. )        MOTION TO REQUIRE BOND 


 )        AND/OR ENFORCE EJECTMENT 


TERESA K. ZACHRY, fka, TERESA Z. HILL, )                   


Appellant/Defendant. )  


 


THIS MATTER comes before the Court for a hearing on March 23, 2026, upon the 


Respondents’, the Hill Family 2008 Trust, Yvonne H. Herold, Trustee, (hereinafter 


“Respondents”) Motion to Require Appellant to Post a Bond and/or Enforce Ejectment. Present 


at the hearing were the following: Anna E. Richter, Esq., and Daniel S. Slotchiver, Esq., counsel 


for the Respondents; the Respondents, the Hill Family 2008 Trust, Yvonne H. Herold, Trustee; 


and Appellant Teresa K. Zachry, fka Teresa Z. Hill, Esq., Pro se, (hereinafter “Appellant”).1  


 After reviewing the pleadings, exhibits, the record, and applicable law, and considering 


arguments of counsel and the parties, the Court makes the following findings of fact and 


conclusions of law: 


1. Pursuant to a Quit-Claim Deed recorded with the Charleston County Register of Deed’s 


office, the property located at 6209 Savannah Highway, Ravenel, South Carolina, in 


Charleston County (hereinafter “the Property”), is owned by the Respondents, the Hill 


Family 2008 Trust. 


 
1 All findings of fact and conclusions of law indicated in this Order are made for the purpose of ruling on this 


motion only. 
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2. On March 7, 2025, the Charleston County Magistrate Court issued a Writ of Ejectment 


ordering Appellant to vacate the property located at 6209 Savannah Highway, Ravenel, 


South Carolina, in Charleston County.  


3. On March 13, 2025, Appellant filed a Notice of Appeal from the Magistrate Court’s 


Ejectment Order. 


4. Appellant failed to post an appeal bond within five (5) days of service of the Notice of 


Appeal, as required by S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130.  


5. On July 16, 2025, the Circuit Court affirmed the Magistrate Court’s Ejectment Order, 


finding “no error of law nor of fact.”  


6. The Circuit Court further denied Appellant’s Motion to Reconsider on August 7, 2025. 


7. Thereafter, on August 8, 2025, Appellant filed an appeal to the Court of Appeals and 


continues to wrongfully occupy the Property owned by Respondents.  


8. On September 19, 2025, Respondents moved to dismiss the appeal and enforce the 


Ejectment Order in the Court of Appeals, contending that Appellant failed to post the 


statutorily-required bond to maintain an appeal. Appellant did not file a return to 


Respondents’ Motion.  


9. On November 19, 2025, the Court of Appeals issued an Order denying Respondents’ 


motion to dismiss the appeal and enforce ejectment. However, regarding Respondents’ 


request for Appellant to post a bond, the Court of Appeals held that “…consideration of a 


bond—or the lack of a bond—is a motion more properly made to the circuit court.” The 


appeal remains pending before the Court of Appeals. 
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10. On January 29, 2026, pursuant to the Court of Appeals’ Order, Respondents filed a 


Motion to Require Appellant to Post a Bond and/or Enforce Ejectment in the Circuit 


Court, and a hearing was held on March 23, 2026.   


11. This Court has jurisdiction over the parties and the subject matter of this action,  in light 


of the Court of Appeals’ Order dated November 19, 2025. 


12. Appellant has refused to vacate the property despite the Ejectment Order and has 


continued to occupy the premises without payment of rent or security.  


13. Respondents have been deprived of the use, possession, and full rental value of the 


Property since March of 2025.  


14. S.C. Code § 27-37-130 expressly mandates that an appeal bond must be posted to 


maintain an ejectment appeal. The statute provides that an appeal will not stay ejectment 


without a bond and that failure to file the required bond within five (5) days requires 


dismissal of the appeal (“such appeal shall be dismissed.”). 


15. The Court finds that Appellant has failed to post any bond whatsoever. Appellant did not 


post a bond at the time of the initial appeal to Circuit Court, she did not post one during 


the Circuit Court proceedings, and she has not posted one upon appeal to the Court of 


Appeals.  


16. “The cardinal rule of statutory construction is to ascertain and effectuate the intent of the 


legislature. Under the plain meaning, it is not the court’s place to change the meaning of a 


clear and unambiguous statute. Where the statute’s language is plain and unambiguous, 


and conveys a clear and definite meaning, the rules of statutory interpretation are not 


needed and the court has no right to impose another meaning. What a legislature says in 


the text of a statute is considered the best evidence of the legislative intent or will. 
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Therefore, the courts are bound to give effect to the expressed intent of the legislature.” 


Hodges v. Rainey, 341 S.C. 79, 85, 533 S.E.2d 578 (2000) (internal citations omitted). 


17. The Court finds that the legislature’s intent is clear: without a bond, there is no stay, and 


the appeal shall be dismissed if the appellant does not post a bond within five (5) days 


after service of the notice of appeal.  


18. On December 15, 2025, Counsel for Respondents wrote to Appellant requesting the 


parties coordinate a mutually agreeable date for Respondents to inspect the property so 


that the proper amount of rent could be determined and used for bond calculation.  


19. On December 30, 2025, Appellant wrote an email response to Respondents’ counsel 


wherein Appellant refused to allow Respondents of their attorneys to inspect the building, 


and further advised “[n]either you nor your clients will set foot in my building, my 


business, or my home.”[sic].  


20. The Court finds that due to Appellant’s conduct, Respondents, nor anyone on their 


behalf, were able to inspect the Property.  


21. The Court finds that the reasonable rental value of the Property is $7,363.18 per month as 


calculated and determined by the Respondent. The Appellant offered no evidence 


contrary to the rental value ascertained by Respondent. Further, that the Appellate 


process will likely take three (3) years, and that Respondents have suffered and will 


continue to suffer damages as a result of Appellant’s continued occupancy.  


22. The Court finds, pursuant to S.C. Code § 27-37-130, that Appellant must post a bond in 


order to maintain her appeal. The statute further provides that failure to timely post the 


required bond mandates dismissal of the appeal.  
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23. While the general rule provides that “the service of a notice of appeal in a civil matter 


acts to automatically stay matters decided in the order,” Rule 241(b)(10) expressly 


excepts: “Ejectment orders as provided in S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130 and S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-40-800.”  


24. This is an ejectment action pursuant to S.C. Code § 27-37-130. Accordingly, the Court 


finds, pursuant to Rule 241(b)(10), South Carolina Appellate Court Rules, that ejectment 


orders are expressly excluded from the automatic stay provision applicable to civil 


appeal, thus there is no automatic stay. 


25. Accordingly, the filing on an appeal does not stay enforcement of an ejectment order 


absent compliance with the statutory bond requirement.  


26. Appellant’s failure to post the required bond deprives her of any entitlement to a stay of 


ejectment.  


27. The Court finds that Appellant, who is a lawyer and has chosen to represent herself Pro 


se, has refused to vacate the Property for over a year, causing great harm to Respondents. 


The continued possession of the Property by Appellant without posting a bond or 


vacating the premises is contrary to South Carolina law and results in ongoing prejudice 


to the Respondents.  


28. The Court finds that a bond in the amount of $265,074.48 is reasonable and necessary to 


protect the Respondents’ interest during the pendency of the appeal, which is likely to 


last three (3) years.  


THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED, as follows: 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2026 A


pr 09 3:53 P
M


 - C
H


A
R


LE
S


T
O


N
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2025C


P
1001379







 6 


IT IS ORDERED that pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130, Appellant shall post a bond 


with the Clerk of Court in the amount of two hundred sixty-five thousand seventy-four 


dollars and forty-eight cents ($265,074.48) within five (5) days from the date of this Order; 


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in the event Appellant posts the required bond, Appellant 


shall maintain said bond in full force and effect for the entirety of the appellate proceedings 


and shall file proof thereof with the Clerk of Court. Failure to maintain the required bond 


during the pendency of the appeal shall subject the appeal to dismissal pursuant to S.C. Code 


Ann. § 27-37-130; 


IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that in the event that Appellant fails to post the required bond 


within five (5) days from the date of this Order, the Appeal shall be subject to dismissal 


pursuant to S.C. Code Ann. § 27-37-130; 


 IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that if Appellant fails to post the required bond within five 


(5) days from the date of this Order, the Writ of Ejectment issued by the Magistrate Court on 


March 7, 2025, shall be immediately enforced, including authorization for law enforcement 


to assist in effectuating the removal of Appellant from the Property and compliance with the 


Writ of Ejectment and this Order.  


 


AND IT IS SO ORDERED!  


 


        ________________________ 


        Hon. Dale E. Van Slambrook 


Circuit Court Judge 


Ninth Judicial Circuit 


Date: _______________       


Moncks Corner, South Carolina 


 


 


E
LE


C
T


R
O


N
IC


A
LLY


 F
ILE


D
 - 2026 A


pr 09 3:53 P
M


 - C
H


A
R


LE
S


T
O


N
 - C


O
M


M
O


N
 P


LE
A


S
 - C


A
S


E
#2025C


P
1001379







Charleston Common Pleas


Case Caption: Teresa Zachry Hill VS   Hill Family Trust 2008 of Arizona


Case Number: 2025CP1001379


Type: Order/Other


And It Is So Ordered!


s/Dale E. Van Slambrook S.C. Circuit Court Judge
#2781


Electronically signed on 2026-04-09 11:41:02     page 7 of 7
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HILL LAW FIRM 


T (843) 889-2262                   Teresa Hill                                          P.O. Drawer 369 


T (843)889-2261                       6209 Savannah Highway                          Ravenel, SC 29470 


                                                    Ravenel, SC 29470 


                                                HillLawFirm@pm.me 


                                                                    


 
 
         April 6, 2026 
 
Via Email ctappfilings@sccourts.org 
The Honorable Jenny Abbott Kitchings 
Clerk, South Carolina Court of Appeals 
Post Office Box 11629 
Columbia, SC 29211 
 
RE: Hill Family Trust of Arizona 2008 vs Teresa Hill 
Case No.: 2025-001651 
 
Ms. Kitchings: 
 


Attached you will find Petition for Supersedeas filed pursuant to Rule 241(d), 
SCACR, and for an emergency temporary stay of the April 9, 2026 Order of the 
Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook until this Court can rule on the Petition. 
 


This afternoon, April 14, 2026, the South Carolina Supreme Court declined 
original jurisdiction and expressly directed Appellant to file a petition for supersedeas in 
this Court (or the circuit court), where Appellate Case No. 2025-001651 is pending. 
Supreme Court Order, Appellate Case No. 2026-000894 (April 14, 2026) (attached as 
Exhibit A). 
 


The April 9, 2026 Order requires Appellant to post a $265,074.48 bond today, 
April 14, 2026 (the fifth and final day), after which law enforcement is authorized to 
physically remove her from her thirty-five-year law office and residence. Without an 
immediate temporary stay, Appellant will be forcibly ejected from her law office 
containing her files, equipment,  and personal items before this Court can act on the 
Petition. 
 


Because the Supreme Court has now directed this exact filing, and because the 
deadline expires today, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court: 


1. Grant immediate consideration of the Petition; and 
2. Enter a temporary stay of the April 9, 2026 Order (including the bond deadline 


and any ejectment) until the Court rules on the Petition for Supersedeas. 
 


This relief is necessary to preserve the status quo and prevent irreparable harm and 
mootness of the pending appeal. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 


Teresa Zachry Hill  
 


Teresa Zachry Hill 
 
 
 
CC: 
 
 
Jesse Sanchez 
Jesse@Jessesanchezlaw.com 
751 Jonnie Dodds Blvd., Suite 200 
Mount Pleasant, SC 29464 
 
 


Daniel Scott Slotchiver  


dan@slotchiverlaw.com  


Slotchiver & Slorchiver  


751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd. Ste.100  


Mount Pleasant,SC 29464 


 


Anna Richter  


Anna@slotchiverlaw.com  


Slotchiver & Slorchiver  


751 Johnnie Dodds Blvd. Ste.100  


Mount Pleasant,SC 29464 


 


The Honorable Dale E. Van Slambrook, Circuit Court Judge 


Charleston County Court of Common Pleas,  


100 Broad Street,  


Charleston, SC 29401 


 


The Honorable Maite Murphy, Circuit Court Judge 


Charleston County Court of Common Pleas,  


100 Broad Street,  


Charleston, SC 29401 


 


The Honorable Sheryl M. Perry, Ravenel Magistrate 


5962 Highway 165, Suite 200,  


Ravenel, SC 29470 
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