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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals
Appellate Case No. 2025-000490
Lower Court Case No. 2023-CP-37-00232
PlanetONE Packaging, LLC,
Respondent,
V.
American Pharma Machinery, LLC and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy
Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo,
Defendants,
Of whom Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo is the Appellant.

NOTICE OF CHANGE OF ADDRESS

Appellant Dorothy Pierce, appearing pro se, respectfully notifies this Court and all parties of her
change of address. Appellant’s former mailing address was:

750 Mourning Dove Lane
Seneca, South Carolina 29678

Appellant’s current mailing address is:

P.O. Box 209910, Kampala GPO
Kampala, Uganda

Appellant’s email address remains: dorothypierce84@gmail.com

Appellant respectfully requests that the Clerk update the Court’s records to reflect her current
mailing address for all future notices and correspondence.

Respectfully submitted,
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA
In the Court of Appeals
Appellate Case No. 2025-000490
Lower Court Case No. 2023-CP-37-00232
PlanetONE Packaging, LLC,
Respondent,
V.
American Pharma Machinery, LLC and Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy
Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy Amolo,
Defendants,
Of whom Dorothy Pierce a/k/a Dorothy Wells a/k/a Dorothy Aleweny a/k/a Queen Dorothy
Amolo is the Appellant.

PROOF OF SERVICE

I certify that on May 18, 2026, I served a true and correct copy of the foregoing Appellant’s
Reply to Respondent’s Initial Brief and Notice of Change of Address upon counsel for
Respondent by email and United States Mail addressed as follows:

Christopher B. Major

J. Patrick Bradley

Haynsworth Sinkler Boyd, P.A.
P.O. Box 2048

Greenville, SC 29602-2048

I further certify that a copy was filed with the South Carolina Court of Appeals.

Respectfully submitted,

Dorothy Pierce, Appellant, Pro Se

P.O. Box 209910, Kampala GPO
Kampala, Uganda
Email: dorothypierce84@gmail.com

Dated: May 18, 2026
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III. INTRODUCTION

. Appellant received Respondent’s Initial Brief on Tuesday, May 12, 2026.

This appeal concerns whether a $262,130.33 default judgment may stand against Appellant
individually where the record shows she was not personally liable for the corporate
transaction, default was finalized without the evidentiary hearing the circuit court said would
be required, and damages were awarded without competent admitted evidence. (ROA page
)

The underlying transaction was between Respondent and American Pharma Machinery, LLC.
The invoice identified the LLC as the contracting party, payment was directed to the LLC,
and all communications occurred through the company’s official email account. Appellant
did not use a personal email account, did not sign a personal guaranty, did not receive the
sale proceeds personally, and was not shown to have committed separate individual
misconduct. Ownership or representation of an LLC, standing alone, is not a lawful basis for
personal liability. (ROA page J)

The record also shows Appellant was outside the United States attending the burial of a close
friend in Uganda when the response deadline arose. As a self-represented litigant without
electronic filing access, she attempted to respond through international mail, later submitted
sworn proof of mailing and postal receipts, and complied with the circuit court’s directive to
establish authenticity. The circuit court nevertheless finalized default without conducting the
subsequent hearing it expressly stated would be required before Appellant’s default could be
determined. (ROA page )

The damages proceedings were likewise defective. No exhibits were admitted at the January

29, 2025 damages hearing. Respondent submitted an eleven-page memorandum on the
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morning of the hearing that the court acknowledged it had not reviewed. Respondent’s own
witness testified under oath that she sought only the purchase price and legal fees.
Nevertheless, the court entered a judgment exceeding $262,000 based on estimates,
unpleaded damages categories, same-day submissions, and post-hearing attorney-fee
materials that were never admitted into evidence. (ROA page J)

6. Respondent’s Initial Brief does not reconcile these record defects. The judgment against
Appellant individually should be reversed, vacated in its entirety, and the claims against

Appellant personally dismissed.

IV. ARGUMENT

A. PERSONAL LIABILITY WAS IMPROPERLY IMPOSED AGAINST
APPELLANT

6. The judgment against Appellant individually should be reversed and the claims against her
personally dismissed because the record establishes a corporate transaction with American
Pharma Machinery, LLC, not a personal transaction with Appellant. (ROA page
)

7. A default does not equal personal liability. Respondent mistakenly assumes that an entry of
default automatically validates the “alter ego” and “piercing the corporate veil” claims. It
does not. South Carolina law holds that a default admits only well-pleaded facts, not legal
conclusions or entitlement to relief. See Sundown Operating Co. v. Intedge Indus., 383 S.C.
601, 606, 681 S.E.2d 885, 888 (2009).

8. The pleadings and record do not establish any lawful basis for imposing personal liability on

Appellant. An LLC member or manager is not personally liable for the LLC’s debts solely





10.

11.

by reason of acting in that capacity. S.C. Code Ann. § 33-44-303(a). South Carolina courts
also treat veil piercing as an extraordinary remedy requiring proof that the corporate form
was misused to defeat justice. Pertuis v. Front Roe Restaurants, Inc., 423 S.C. 640, 648-53,
817 S.E.2d 273, 278-81 (2018).

Here, the Amended Complaint contains only conclusory allegations that Appellant is the
“alter ego” of American Pharma Machinery, LLC, without specific factual allegations
establishing any recognized basis for imposing personal liability on her. Because an LLC
member or manager is not personally liable for the LLC’s debts solely by reason of acting in
that capacity, S.C. Code Ann. § 33-44-303(a), the pleadings are legally insufficient to
support a personal judgment. The default cannot lawfully operate to impose individual
liability on Appellant. (ROA page )

The record instead shows a corporate transaction. The invoice identified American Pharma
Machinery, LLC as the contracting party. Payment was directed to the company.
Communications were conducted through the company’s official email account,
info@pharmamachinery.com. Appellant did not use a personal email account, did not
personally receive the proceeds, did not sign a personal guaranty, and did not represent that
she was individually bound. (ROA pages )

Respondent’s own evidence confirmed the corporate nature of the transaction. The record
also shows Appellant acted in good faith to mitigate any alleged delay by offering a
temporary machine at no cost and later a replacement arrangement at no cost. Those facts
are inconsistent with personal fraud, willful misconduct, or any separate individual

wrongdoing. (ROA page )





12. Because Respondent failed to plead and prove a lawful basis for individual liability, the
judgment against Appellant personally should be reversed and the claims against her

individually dismissed in their entirety.

B. THE CIRCUIT COURT ERRED IN ENTERING DEFAULT AND IN REFUSING
TO SET ASIDE DEFAULT.
13. Respondent argues the circuit court properly entered default because Appellant allegedly
failed to prove service of her response to the Amended Complaint and failed to comply
with court orders. The certified record does not support Respondent’s characterization.

i. Appellant Established Good Cause Under Rule 55(c¢).

14. Rule 55(c), SCRCP, is liberally construed to promote justice, and default judgments are
disfavored under South Carolina law. See Melton v. Olenik, 379 S.C. 45, 47, 664 S.E.2d
487, 488 (Ct. App. 2008); Ricks v. Weinrauch, 293 S.C. 372, 374-75, 360 S.E.2d 535,
536 (Ct. App. 1987).

15. The record established substantial good cause. At the relevant time, Appellant was
outside the United States in Uganda attending the burial of her close friend, Ugandan
State Minister Col. Charles Okello Engola Macodwogo, following his assassination. As a
pro se litigant without access to South Carolina electronic filing systems, Appellant’s
only available filing method from abroad was international mailing. (ROA page
)

16. On June 1, 2023, Appellant’s agent mailed responsive pleadings from Uganda to both the
court and Respondent’s counsel through Posta Uganda, retaining mailing receipts and

tracking information.





17. When Appellant later learned the court had not received the package, she promptly refiled
the materials upon returning to the United States. The court later acknowledged receiving
the Uganda package in October 2023. The circuit court abused its discretion by ignoring
the 'liberal' good cause standard under Rule 55(c). An abuse of discretion occurs when a
ruling is based on an error of law or is 'fictional' in its disregard for the evidence.
Sundown Operating Co. v. Intedge Indus., 383 S.C. 601, 681 S.E.2d 885 (2009). Here,
the court’s insistence on 'login credentials' for a foreign postal system, while ignoring
physical receipts and the undisputed fact of Appellant's emergency travel to Uganda, was
'legally controlled by error' and 'without evidentiary support.' The court prioritized a
technicality over the substantial justice required by South Carolina law.

18. These facts demonstrate: reasonable promptness; active efforts to protect her interests;
absence of willful disregard; and substantial good cause under Rule 55(c).

19. Respondent ignores these undisputed circumstances.

ii. The Circuit Court Promised a Subsequent Hearing Before Finalizing Default.

20. Respondent’s brief omits the controlling portion of the October 31, 2023 hearing. The
circuit court expressly stated that if Appellant established authenticity and proof of
mailing from Uganda, “then she will not be in default and be allowed to respond,” and
further stated that the issue would require “another hearing.” The November 6, 2023
Form 4 Order likewise provided: “IF AUTHENTICITY AND PROOF OF MAILING IS
ESTABLISHED AT A SUBSEQUENT HEARING, APPELLANT WILL BE ALLOWED
TO FILE RESPONSIVE PLEADINGS.” That hearing never occurred. Instead, default
was later finalized without the promised evidentiary hearing ever being held. This

constitutes a fundamental due process problem because the court conditioned final





21.

22.

default upon a later evidentiary determination that never took place. (ROA page
)

The circuit court’s failure to hold the 'subsequent hearing' promised in the November 6,
2023 Order constitutes a per se violation of Due Process. Procedural due process requires
notice and an opportunity to be heard at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner.
S.C. Dep’t of Soc. Servs. v. Wilson, 352 S.C. 445, 574 S.E.2d 730 (2002). By
conditioning the set-aside of default on an evidentiary hearing and then entering final
judgment without holding that hearing, the court deprived Appellant of the very
opportunity it had legally guaranteed her. This is not merely an 'error of judgment', it is a
total breakdown of the procedural framework upon which the Appellant was entitled to
rely.

iii. Appellant Submitted Proof: Respondent’s “No Proof” Argument Is False.

Respondent asserts Appellant provided “no response” and “no proof of service.” The
record directly contradicts this claim. Appellant submitted the sworn affidavit of Oscar
Ojok, Posta Uganda mailing receipts, proof of remailing, communications regarding the
Uganda package, and additional supporting documentation. Respondent’s counsel later
admitted in writing: “I did receive the recent mailing from Mr. Ojok.” The dispute was
never whether Appellant submitted proof. The dispute became whether Respondent could
impose additional demands outside the court’s original order, including demands for
“login credentials” for alleged online postal accounts that Appellant explained did not
exist. The circuit court ultimately finalized default without conducting the hearing it had
expressly promised. (ROA page J)

iv. Emergency International Travel Alone Was a Significant Equitable Factor.






23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Even apart from the mailing evidence, Appellant’s emergency international travel
constituted a substantial equitable factor weighing against default.

Rule 55(¢) exists to prevent harsh forfeitures where litigants demonstrate reasonable
explanations, prompt action, and good-faith efforts to respond. Respondent’s brief
improperly treats the case as though Appellant simply ignored the litigation, when the

record shows the opposite.

C. THE CIRCUIT COURT ERRED IN AWARDING DAMAGES.
Respondent argues the damages award was properly supported by evidence and
testimony. The certified record does not support that characterization. The January 29,
2025 damages hearing proceeded without admitted exhibits, relied on estimates and
same-day submissions, and culminated in a judgment vastly exceeding both the sworn
testimony and the damages properly pleaded. (ROA page )

South Carolina law does not permit such a result. Even after default, a plaintiff must still
prove damages through competent evidence. Palmetto Construction Group, LLC v.
Restoration Specialists, LLC, 444 S.C. 328, 348-49, 907 S.E.2d 129, 140 (Ct. App.
2024). Likewise, although a defaulting defendant may not contest liability, the defendant
retains the right to challenge the amount and proof of damages. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A.
v. Marion Amphitheatre, LLC, 408 S.C. 87, 90, 757 S.E.2d 557, 558 (Ct. App. 2014);
Howard v. Holiday Inns, Inc., 271 S.C. 238, 241, 246 S.E.2d 880, 882 (1978).

No Exhibits Were Entered Into Evidence.

The January 29, 2025 transcript index expressly states: “No exhibits entered.” This
directly contradicts Respondent’s repeated assertion that documentary exhibits

established the damages award. No exhibits were ever admitted into evidence. As a result,
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28.

iil.

29.

30.

Respondent’s damages presentation rested primarily upon attorney argument, generalized
estimates, and a same-day memorandum that the circuit court expressly acknowledged it
had not reviewed. (ROA page )

The Circuit Court Acknowledged It Had Not Reviewed Respondent’s Same-Day

Memorandum.

At the hearing, the circuit court expressly stated: “If you turned it in this morning, I have
not looked at it.” Despite this acknowledgment, Respondent now relies heavily upon that
same-day memorandum to justify the damages award. The record therefore reflects that
the circuit court entered judgment without first reviewing the very memorandum
Respondent now cites as support for its damages calculations. (ROA page )

Respondent’s Own Witness Limited the Damages Request to the Purchase Price

and Legal Fees.

Respondent’s owner, Karen Davidson, testified under oath: “I would just like to have the
money back that I paid.” When Appellant specifically asked whether she sought only the
purchase price and legal fees, Ms. Davidson answered: “Right.” The purchase price was
approximately $22,788. Nevertheless, the circuit court entered a judgment exceeding
$262,000. Respondent’s Initial Brief does not reconcile how sworn testimony limiting

damages to the purchase price and legal fees supports a judgment more than ten times

that amount. (ROA page )
iv. Respondent’s Additional Damage Figures Were Estimates Unsupported by
Admitted Evidence.

Respondent now references labor costs, replacement-machine costs, financing interest,

attorney’s fees, and additional consequential damages. The hearing transcript reflects
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31.

vi.

32.

generalized estimates rather than competent admitted proof. Because no documentary
evidence was admitted, the damages award rested largely upon unsupported estimates
and attorney characterization rather than competent evidentiary proof. Further, Howard
confirms that a defaulting defendant retains the right to challenge damages evidence
through objection and cross-examination. Appellant attempted to do precisely that when
objecting to the late-served materials and challenging the claimed damages calculations.
(ROA page )

The Judgment Violated Rule 54(¢c), SCRCP.

Rule 54(c), SCRCP, provides that “[a] judgment by default shall not be different in kind
from or exceed in amount that prayed for in the demand for judgment.” Respondent’s
Amended Complaint primarily sought recovery relating to the purchase price. At the
damages hearing, Respondent introduced new categories of damages not specifically
pleaded. The circuit court then used those additional categories to inflate the claimed
“actual damages” before trebling them under SCUTPA. The resulting judgment exceeded
Rule 54(c)’s limitations and therefore constitutes reversible error. (ROA page
)

Attorney’s Fees Were Awarded Through a Post-Hearing Procedure Outside the

Evidentiary Record.

The attorney’s-fee issue was not completed during the January 29, 2025 hearing. Instead,
Respondent later submitted a fee affidavit after the hearing concluded. The record was
never formally reopened. No evidentiary hearing regarding attorney’s fees occurred, and

no admitted fee exhibits were introduced through testimony or cross-examination.
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33.

34.

35.

Appellant therefore lacked a meaningful opportunity to challenge the claimed fees before

the award was entered. (ROA page )

D. APPELLANT’S ISSUES WERE PRESERVED.
Respondent argues that only the issues of default and damages were preserved for
appellate review. That assertion is incorrect and unsupported by the record. Appellant’s
issues arise directly from the orders and proceedings presently before this Court. These
issues were preserved through Appellant’s motions, objections, hearing arguments, post-
hearing filings, reconsideration requests, and the circuit court’s own rulings and orders.
(ROA page )
Respondent never identifies any specific issue that was allegedly unpreserved. Instead,
Respondent broadly labels Appellant’s issues as “purported” while simultaneously
admitting that many of those issues are “subsets” of the issues addressed in Respondent’s
brief. That admission defeats Respondent’s preservation argument. Appellant’s issues are
interconnected legal and procedural defects arising from the same default proceedings,

damages hearing, and final judgment now under review.

E. RESPONDENT’S SERVICE ARGUMENT IS FALSE, REPETITIVE, AND
CONTRADICTED BY THE RECORD.
Respondent’s assertion that Appellant “only emailed” the notices of appeal and that
service “has not been effected or even attempted” is false. The record shows repeated
service by multiple methods, including email for courtesy notice, United States Mail,

hand delivery, sworn proof of mailing, and filed proofs of service. (ROA page

)
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36.

37.

38.

Respondent’s reliance on the South Carolina Supreme Court’s May 6, 2022 Order is a red
herring. That Order governs when a self-represented litigant may compel email service on
counsel. It does not invalidate valid service by United States Mail under Rule 5, SCRCP,
and the South Carolina Appellate Court Rules. Appellant’s filed Proof of Service dated
August 24, 2025 confirms that the Initial Brief and related documents were properly
served by first-class mail. Respondent’s attempt to dismiss this appeal on technical
service grounds, while acknowledging receipt of the brief and fully participating in the
appeal, impermissibly elevates form over substance. See Roche v. Young Bros. of
Florence, Inc., 318 S.C. 207, 211, 456 S.E.2d 897, 900 (1995) (service rules exist to
provide notice and confer jurisdiction; when actual notice is received, technical violations
do not defeat jurisdiction).

Respondent has already raised this service theory twice. This Court denied both dismissal
motions as moot and directed the parties to proceed on the merits. Respondent cannot
relitigate the same objection a third time. South Carolina law disfavors disposing of
appeals based on technical defects that do not affect the merits or prejudice the opposing
party. Here, Respondent had actual notice, acted on that notice, and fully participated.

Dismissal is unwarranted. (ROA page J)

THE CUMULATIVE RECORD CREATED AN APPEARANCE OF UNFAIRNESS
AND DENIED APPELLANT A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY TO BE HEARD.
The record reflects more than ordinary adverse rulings. At the October 31, 2023 hearing,
the circuit court acknowledged familiarity with the father of Respondent’s counsel.

Standing alone, that exchange may not require reversal. But when considered together
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39.

40.

41.

42.

with the court’s subsequent rulings, it created at minimum an appearance of unfairness.
(ROA page J)

Rule 501, SCACR, Canon 3(E)(1) requires disqualification where a judge’s impartiality
might reasonably be questioned. Here, the concern is not based merely on the judge’s
familiarity with counsel’s family. It is based on the combination of that acknowledged
familiarity and a series of rulings that repeatedly deprived Appellant, a pro se litigant, of
a meaningful opportunity to be heard. (ROA page )

The court promised Appellant a later evidentiary hearing on authenticity and proof of
mailing before default would be finalized, but no such hearing occurred. The court then
finalized default despite Appellant’s sworn proof and mailing receipts. At the damages
hearing, Respondent served an eleven-page memorandum and exhibits at the hearing
itself; Appellant objected; and the court overruled the objection because Appellant was
“in default,” even though a defaulting party retains the right to challenge damages. The
court also acknowledged it had not reviewed Respondent’s same-day memorandum.
(ROA page J)

The attorney-fee process further compounded the appearance of unfairness. Respondent
had no completed fee affidavit at the hearing, yet the court allowed a post-hearing
affidavit and imposed a short objection period that expired before Appellant had a
meaningful opportunity to review and challenge the fee materials. (ROA page
)

Finally, the resulting judgment exceeded $262,000 even though Respondent’s own
witness testified that she sought only the purchase price and legal fees, and the damages-

hearing transcript reflects that no exhibits were admitted. (ROA page )
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43. Taken together, these circumstances created a serious appearance of unfairness and
denied Appellant notice and a meaningful opportunity to be heard at critical stages of the

case. The judgment should therefore be vacated. (ROA page )

V. CONCLUSION

44. Respondent’s Initial Brief does not overcome the certified record. The record shows that
Appellant was sued and held personally liable for a corporate transaction involving
American Pharma Machinery, LLC, without a personal guaranty, personal receipt of
proceeds, veil-piercing findings, or admitted evidence of separate individual misconduct.
The circuit court also finalized default without holding the promised evidentiary hearing
on authenticity and proof of mailing, despite Appellant’s sworn proof and documented
circumstances. The damages judgment is likewise unsupported. No exhibits were
admitted at the January 29, 2025 damages hearing; the court acknowledged it had not
reviewed Respondent’s same-day memorandum; Respondent’s witness limited her sworn
request to the purchase price and legal fees; and the judgment exceeded the pleadings in
violation of Rule 54(c), SCRCP. Respondent’s repeated service and preservation
arguments are contradicted by the record and have already failed to secure dismissal of

this appeal. (ROA page )

VI. PRAYER FOR RELIEF
For these reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that this Court:
1. Reverse the judgment entered against Appellant individually;
2. Vacate the $262,130.33 default judgment, including damages, treble damages, attorney’s

fees, costs, and interest, as to Appellant personally;
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3. Dismiss all claims against Appellant individually because Respondent failed to establish
any lawful basis for personal liability;

4. Reject Respondent’s renewed service, preservation, and dismissal arguments; and

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

Respectfully submitted, this May 18, 2026

DOROTHY PIERCE
P.O. Box 209910, Kampala GPO

Kampala, Uganda.

dorothypierce84(@gmail.com
FOR THE APPELLANT
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